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ABSTRACT | C A L :
Investigating the distinction between o 1& ’

submetropolltanlzatlon and decentralization of industryj the o X

- w"patafile for National Sample of Nonmetropolitan Counties" (a, 10

percent national sample, 1nvolv1ng 205 counties) was employed to test:
the followlng hypotheses: (1) the nearer the county to a Standard o
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), the higher the level of ’ “
manufacturing activities; (2) the higher the level of activitieés, the
higher the degree of concentration, dens;ty,,and number of residents "

. .working in services; .(3) the larger the size of the surrounding
metropolitan population, the higher the levels of density, populatlon
concentration, and sefvice employed residents in the rural county;
(u) the closer the nhral county to SMSA, the greater the net
migration; (5) the larger the ‘'size of the surrounalng metropolitan
population, the higher the level of net migration in the‘rural
county, (6) the more isolated the county, the greater the importance -
of sizé of the largest 01ty in attracting jobs and providing .
residénces and affecting !positively further growth. Data derived from
the County Bu51nes$ Patterns (1947, 1959, and 1970) and U. S. Censuses ‘
(1950, 1960, and 1970) were used to measure: number of county jobs,

* ?.number of plants, and average plant size (manufacturing indicators)

53, . . . . . *.

) .and density, concentration, and number of residents working.in
services (urbanization. indicators).. It was concluded that
submetropelltanlzatlon would characterlze industrialization trends.
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Introduction . ;
v

Ever since the Industrial Revolution, the increase in the level

of industrialization of any community has been followed by fundémé&g&l
4 v . v P i
. . o R
changes in the pgoductive relation of that community (e.g., Moore,

»

2 °
1963, 1966; Beck, 1972;: Beck and Summers, 1973). These changes in-

clude a higher division of labor and an increased share of the labor
e “ T 4 .

-

force employed in wage-earning joﬁs. A major result of these changes

has been the need to concentrite the population in highly dense nuclei,
generating what has beeﬁ\khow;‘a§ ghe.urbanization ﬁrocess:
\ This doe; not gean Ehat the ;nl; outcoﬁé i in, te:ms ?f industrial
employment. There is a multlpllcatlve effect of the 1n;ustrial devel-
“ 1 . “ N
opﬁent which}iﬁsends on the exporta e charactggistics gf-the p¥oguced

Y A

goods, and is reflected in’the gro%ing up of the sérvicé‘segtor
‘ AN . ¢
(Morrill, 1970 158) - e :
. , ?»

The "urbaﬁizatlon proceé@" describes the expansion of the urban
. N ¢ .

7

, 1947; 0. D; Duncan and A. J. Reiss, Jr., 1956).

»
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Rather our starting assumption will be that there is ansimplicit |
H : oA '

&f? agreement about the irreversibility of the current trend: thé in-

creasing concentration and growth of some population centers, to

t

o . a .
meet the needs of the rationalizatidén of the prodyctive activities,
A | : 4

v whether they are agficultural, extractives, manufacturing or services,
T \ ¥ . N
- - through the application of nsw technoloéﬁfij'and as a consequence, the
. - . . =~ .
increasing of the degree of urbanization! An additional factor is

e "

the grgwigg-importance of the leisure activities with their remarkable

‘effect on the development of the service sector. ) -
- A

. Accepting the existence of/ﬁuch a technoiogicél development, the

/ - L
_role played by the industrial sector as a main source for the creation

o

. - > .

‘of wealth in a modern society, and its association with the urban?

L3N
[

ization process, the next step will be to test if that association’re-
L - A s - *

mains unchanged when it is analyzed in the' context of different ecoFog- )

v Il
998

- '?giglkgituations, If the answer is a éhange‘in the association pattern

/ o :

.,ggﬁ wil??be one of £he basic supports for the hypotheses defined later .

£ ? 4

¢ . LR
i -
.in this paper. . T
g ) :
N

"
v

o

\t “.%’. “The Framework f the Anéiybis . | 'f

Y . An analysis of the forces involvéd‘in the location of the current
. vl '

B . , . 3
T - population growth in the United States is fiot a simplie one. On one,

«

.- . hand, the economic forces that determine the location of the productive

« » R ¢ . o

i !
' activities are highest-benefit oriented. This means that firms wrli

< - ol

* i
consider all the ecdnomic components (transportation, labor market

taxation, financial opportunities, etc.) to.choose the best plant oo

¢

location. On the other hand, the labor force involved in theAproductﬁve ’

4

RIc o N | !
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activities at the different levels will have its own\preferences for
,g, ‘\ ?i N \

J ' the kind of living env1ronment it Prefers. These 1nc%&ﬁe\2£ffiiifcés ’ -
. - [ - i \*\

~ for types of climate, direct contact with nature, or the kind of

v .

S services and amenities that the urban life provides. Finally,_the

. \ . - _ ' N o

" politiéal apparatus willahave its oﬂp criteria for selecting develop-
M, )

- ment best suited to the needs of the gfuntry, and they will be re-

flected in various legislative activirvies. - :

)
)

It is difficult to infer which of these forces will determine

the outcome of the new pOpu{ation.iocation in the United States. But
before making any kind of prediction of what is going to happen iig

J
>

the near future, it wiil~be instructive to examine what:has been
- occurring during the last two decades.’ 8
X .
There are two najor interpretations of the predominant trends of
current.population distribu{ipn. The two are not necessarily contra- ’ j
7 ] 3 .
dictory butf%tress quite different aspects of reality On one hand, 1
|
i
1
|
%
|
1

° -

the Commrssion on Population Growth'and the American Future considers

:

the actual location of the current population growth as mainiy oc-

curring in the.metropolitan atkas. ‘This viewpoint is Supported in

M ,

) “ several published reports (i.e., The Report of the Commission on Pop-

v, . ‘ ol [

ulation Growth and the American Future-1972; Population Distribution

- an&-golicy—VoIL V), in which extenéipe research is presented dealing .

v ! 4

) with the different aspects of the BOpulation growth and distribdtion. x‘\\{
- [y ‘:" 4 |

- - Tables l an& 2 present some -evidence for what has been stated '

¢ . -

|

%

in the previ0us paragraph. The predominance and strengtn of'the - ‘ %
N\ i

e . Metropolitan Areas is seen very clearly in %he data pfesented in, |
\

Table 1. The only exception is the Northﬁﬁ t region which*includes

L N Ei 1
o Y .,’, ot . \L‘ <
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b - % ‘- Table 1: U.S. Population ‘Change Between 1960 and 1970 by I .
- 2 Kesidence (percentages)‘ :
’ \‘\ V;“ - !' : “ ., @ 3
] ; s 9: 5 é‘— . ’#1‘:_ . r.
- o < . , . Y 4 ' J
(\All Regions Northeagt" Northcentral - South’ Wes ¢ .
. o e R N B S
T . . - P . . ) . ’
: Ve . SR }« .
. ] ,rr,’r' ' * ’ » ’
. . United States - 13.%4 é’*‘ _11.0 13.5 24.2 R
¢ : ﬁ , o v e ' — w5 . N
Metropolitan , : ‘ ,
-" Aﬁe?s * 17'0 703'\ » 1703 i 21»7 2208 -
e . "Inside .o - J\ . VA \ '
. chr;tral L 1 \d T, ‘
Cif;ies , N -3.3{ 1.1 2.8 8.9
f ’ x N - ! . P
Outsg.de . 5 ,
e . % - Central "' g J o
‘Cities tt ‘;; . 17.4 . 35.7 46.8 44.0
, @ \“ * ’h . . &
// - Nonmeétopolitan e % \ .
: Areas Voga 6.2, -. 1.8 5.9 15.0 . :
- . 4 . o A‘{.’L % . - ‘ R
A . *
— s i i
L i .
! . Source: Peter A. Morriso , "Popula‘tiqn movements: Where the public
interest and prilvate interests conflict,” in the Commission
and the American:Future, FIVE, Population Distribution and -
’ ‘. ' Policy, Ch. 2, Part I, p. 39, Table-1. L
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: ' \Table 2: de S. Popul;atiOn 1970 Change and Disttj.bution '
- N ’ ‘("’ /’71 o o A
- ' PRt ' ~ . v
. R ‘.‘5.' ' b 4 . -
4 1»’“ *y‘ g . + \\ ° ’
. p .é :b‘ ¢ . °
- ‘ Population ﬁ?& ""Percent ¢ Percent’of the .
. in 1970 " Changes Entire Population .
, [(thoustnds) 19%0-60 1960-70 1960 1970
o . 4 - A » \ \‘l
- / o ‘ |
J States by percent , . . .
' in SMSAsi, Yn 1960 &
7 a -
% ‘ ,
. Less ‘than 15 5,290 3.9
“ .
15-24 9,429 7.6
23-49 - 39,252 10.3
50-74 65,859 25.9
75-84 37,799-  17.0
. 85 and over 145,583 24.3
/‘ K
Source: iIrene B. Taeuber, -"The dhanging/ istribution of the population
;,of the U.S. in the twentieth céntury," in the Commission on \
tPopulation and the American I‘/‘uture, FIVE, Population Distri.bu— \
ation and Policy, Ch. 2, Part I, p. 39, Table. 1. ) \L
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‘New York City and its consolidated area. Moreover, Table 2 showys”
N v W, -
two importént facts that have a strong linkage with’ the theoretical

’

H -
model to be developed in the following'pages: 1) the evidence that~

an overwhelming percentage (73.4) of the populétion 1i€és in states

)

, ) iz
having more than fifty percent of their 1950 population living in
3 - - . .
SMSAs, and 2) the growth pattern for 1950-1970 is superior in those - .
-
. 3
moré'met;opolitanized states, whether it happened within the SMSAs

2 4

or outside, in the ‘BnmetrOpolitan communities.
2 20 !

' . P ) .
. The second interpretationicomes from those who see the decen- -

tralization of manufacturing jobs as an ﬁnquestionable fact (Beale,

1969; Dean, 1973; Haren, 1970; Patrick, 1973; Smith, 1971; Stuart,
. /

l97l),"§hdqinterpr¢t decentralization as the third stage of an

historipal.proqesijinvolving: 1) the growth of the central cities;

> .

’ { . ) K3 . - * *
2) the suburbapization of popglﬁylon and industry; and 3) the de-

L : “ . i .
centralization' oﬁ,industry including the eruption of wurbanites, in

the ppral‘communitieé (Summers et al., }975). In reference

,to this last stggg, theFé is cdncern.for éhe Po§sib%lity of negative

effects in the host communities, despite’the optimistic¢ predictions

of those who regard inddsg;ialidevelopment as théjmost viable alter-

_native for developing the economically lagging rural areas (Summers

» oA ¥, "

et al., 1975). } } e
. . * 15 b .

o

An Alterpative Approach, and Some Litefdture Supporting It N

-

The alternative explanation that this paper tries to provide
]
is to inferpret the nonmetropolitan movement of industxry as two

s processes depending upon the distance that, the pew industry, is
. ~

. ot f

A~
A

(T oNNg
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* from the nearest SMSA. The evidence for the appropriateness of such

- * - - ‘

< \, viewing comes from the comparison of two pieces of recent research.
i . - ' .

- . ' A joint énalysis of.'the work done by Summers et al. (1975)

> .

-oealing with the effects of the "rural invasion," and the paper .
- p

4 . »

written by C. Haren (1970).about the rural industrial growth of the

- 2

S ‘ lé60s, gives an appropriate response to that question. On one .hand,

¢ . ®
4 . . .

it is true that: _ '

) . "Between 1960 and 1970 nanufactoring employment in metro-
v . politan areas grew 4 percent but, 22 percent in nonmetropolitan -
; areas." (Summers et al., 1975: ii) 1

¥

, On the other hand™it is no less true that the period 1962~ 1969 -

R

~the percentage of employment growth for large areas was 16. 7 and 26.0

Y

N #. i+ for- the Small ones, as is shown'in Pable 3. The only possible con-
Al . ‘
b : - ciliation of both must be found in Haren's definitions of "large"
-9 :\ \ s ~.'- [
) . . and "small" labor market areas: ’
’ % MArea delingations of 162 of the 193 large labor market S
- areas match and those another 21 partly match Standard |
¥ Metropo%{tan Statistical Area (SMSA) designations by ®
~ } s . the-U,S&Bureau of the Budget as of May 1, 1967. _The e
3 . - gi remaining 10 consist of labor markety trade, serv1ce, B
A : B 'g’ée and government centers that are important regionally but .
b ﬁg" & do not meet the basic criterlon4(50 000" population) for
a © SMSA qualification." (Haren, 1970:432).

< 0
’

It might well happen that the disparit;*between-these‘positions . T

) ﬁoulq disa?pear after a careful analysis of the‘nole‘olayed by those ‘
: iii"Zl partly %MSA‘and the remaining 10," in ﬁar;n's definition. The
< ."partly métropolitan" must be contiguous to an SMSA, by definition.

e -~

e - % . ¢
-, So, their growth can be considered an extension of metropolitan growth.

.
(2N ' <

. The other 10 are "important regionally" which, most likely, means

¢

they are important nonmetropolitan*areas. . o . s

. -

irlc ~ 0009 |
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Table 3: Manufacturing Employment, %962 and 1969, and Annual
Gain, Large and Small Labo® Market Areas in the

United States ) .
Employment Annual Gain . ' Total Gain
1962 1969 =  Number Rate Allocation Number Rate

(Thousand)  (Thous&nd)  (Percent) (Thousand) (Percent)

Large 12,113 14,141 290 2.4 63 2,028 16.7

Small 4,502 5,673 167 3.7 37 1,171 26.0
Total 16,615 19,814 457 2.7 100 3,199.}  19.2
13 ~
, J"J(‘,r ’ - . ‘ N B boa

e ! bt 'R

Source: Claude C. Haren, "Rural industrial 3row h in the 1960s"
American Journal of Agricultural Evdnomics 52-August

1970, p. 432, Co -

L

0010

aid [l




| - N

P y - Y
Summarizing what can be inferred from the previous amalysis,~an

_important part of the total gain in manufacturing jobs by the large

' . ;
market, areas (16.7%), from 1962 to 1969, has to be attributed to the

gain in counties contiguous to SMSAs, and the regionally important
. - f .
nonmetropolitan areas (Haren, 1970) in order to fit with the total

gain‘(h.O%) in manufacturipg jobs by the SMSA, from 19606to 1970
(Summers et al., 1975).
Consistent with this interpretation is the foilowing quotation
i

'.fqom Till: - o

.

&

"What 'little general research has been done on employment
changes on the county level has’'not separated nonmetropolitan
, counties cdontiguous to SMSA counties from the more distant

ones." (Till, 1972:6)
Voo

1 [ ®

Therefore, viewing the deceéntralization of industry as a uﬁitary

process runs the risk of serious’oversimplificatibn. _What is regarded

-

as a single process may be two quite distinct processes,—eachapith its

own origins and consequences for the communities involved. Thus, it

&
\

is impo}tant to make,a distinction between whatawe shall call sub-

hetrOpolitanization of industry and decentralization of indd%try. . The

~

former denotes the movement of industry to communities which are still
within the sphere of metropolitan dominance and is correctly uuder- s

stood as an extension of the historically antecedent process of sub-

'

P
ubmetropolitan-

A\

urbanization. The awareness of the existence da

such

>

ization process is not our personal<§gitribution.' ough in terms

of population rather - than industry W. Alonso and E. Medricﬁ, among -

others, have written that:
"Suburban and exurban diffusion are proceeding very rapidly,
and many urban scholars think that the:SMSA boundaries. cut
off substantial population that is functionally associated
with the metropolis." (W. Alonso and E. Medrich, 1972:231)

. 0011 | 4 -

- v-
.,
= t




. ST ' 7
ﬁi Decentralization of industry indicates locatSon of industry in

Ly '

communities outside the sphere of immediate métrfpolinﬁn dominance.

- . N s

\

The ‘logic supporting the emergence of. these two processes,

) - = N ] >
. —_— N

Submetropolitanization anébdecentralization, rests on the assumption
/ . ! '; .
* N 3 . . . y - * -
t+ that the-traditional site selection criteria of highest-benefit-
! - .
f, : :
“oriented firms remain operative. It proceeds with the assertion «that -
2 " ' ’ ‘ L a

firms vary in the benefit ‘attached to criteria such as economigs<of

agglomeration (Morrill, 1970:82) nearest to ma;kets, and skill level '

.

¢+ - of the resident labor pool. Thus, we conclude that an important
5 - N . Y ° . .
number of firms will be led to site selections which lie within the
£.* _ S " 3 . 4
sphere of immediate metropolitan dominance. By application of the
- \ L 7 . . P———
same ld@ical argument One may expect firms with different weights

1

attached to the criteria of site selection find locations outsige

[+

. Ce .
the metropolitan dominance sphere more attractive. This suggests

L4 -

, that those firms locatfng in Eommunities far remoxed from metropolitan -
. areas difter in sighifﬁcant ways from those choés%ng‘sites in -hg\
/ near hinteriand. _For exampie, the former are nore iikely to be \\:
ﬂ capital intensive while the latter tend\to'be labor inténsive. 5 There
are undoubtedly other 1mportant different conseqpeﬁces foY the #mmt//
communities itherms of economic and demographic considerationsztg!} 2 l
) - ) Moreover, communities differ in econo;ic and demographic c%ar_{ ‘

acteristics according to their location vis-a-vis metropolitan centers. B

. T . L] : J T a
T The Ecologicai&;ssumptions o s R

-

The present analysis incorporates the concept-of urban system,

~ 2 with’ city networks and subsequent dominance and dependency rE1ations
/ » * ° L.
—_— v ° <9 L
’ @ ~ ¢ ‘ ’ M - ¢
° 9 ° LN
i . - N 3
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T . which -imply, to-a certain extent, a hieraﬁphical order (Bogue, 1950),

and the development of economies of scale (Olmstead and Smolensky,

1973:7). But ‘it goes further in that it searches for the ljifits of

‘ ' .dg - e -
metropolitan dominance with' respect to industrial decentralization.
Thus, as a preliminary support for the following assumptions is

- . *

. relevant to-quote here J. Friedman and J. Miller: E -
"The idea-of an urban field is similarly based on the cri- #
‘terion of interdependenty. It represents a fusion of
metxopdlitan spaces and nonmetropolitan peripheral spaced
v ) céntered upon coré %meas of .at least 300 000 people and ¢
_ "extending outwards from these core areas for a distance$
o equivalent to two hours' driving over modern throughway
e systems (approximately 100 miles with present technology) "
. . @J. Friedman and J. Miller, 1970,56)

v

/’ . The degree of isolation of a rural county, determined by the
distance to theﬂnearest SMSA, acts in an opposite direction to éhe
spheré'of influence 6f th? s§stem dominated by the central city:of
bthe nearest)// A (CC—SMSA) (0 D. Duncarn 1961 550*551)

. At one end ’of the 1solation scale are rhe Submetropolitan ,
4 e

N
co ies which because of their néarness, depend upon metropolitan

3

cencers to fulf‘ many of their normal serv1ce demands. But ,near—

r_ 5%

-
DR

: . i n
°. ness is only a reflection of the comparatively Superior range and {
3

- M - b
' ' quality of services offered-within the metrobblitan-boundariesﬁ\

- ‘ N N N
agdinst which these counties are weak competitors. . This is iilus—

st

- : .trated - in the--case of shopping facilities, museuws, :theaters,
5 - ~ B . o ’ -, " ' o
hospitals, etc. (Haren, 1970:434). However,® there. arg other kinds
. : ! )
- . . T . . i
] N - . -~ -
c. . . of services, for example, recreational clubs, some educational

, < ] v
, - institutions, military camps, etc, thatfﬁeed and benefit from open

kY
S

- spaces available im those counties. Another possible functional.
T . . AR )
é J‘; ' - [ 3
AT L . o : . S ) S e
Ko o ) _ , e : ‘o L e
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-~ - 2 T, :“,
. )
J Vel e
. ’ “ s -

L e am8 3



~

LY
*
Al
¢
t
o.
8"
¢ 1)
% !
Y >
\’-
9
. =
4
O

"V potential of future

Mo

spéaiatféatiggngjSubmetropolitan counties is the residential. This

%

is the case known as the bedroom-communities. '
- -

f P}

)
o

An intermediate possibiLit&, in terins of degree of isolationm,’ is

\

that the county though being a part of the whole system dominated by
the central citj of the SMSA is far enough (within 50 to 100 miles) 65”

A °

The lower limit shows

S

have a different kind of dependency on the SMSA.
o 03 i ‘\

that it is out of the range of the commuting activities in elther di- .

'

But, at the fame time, it is assumed that drawing the upper

)

limit at a point that can be reached in a normal two

rection.

hours trip, the
o

-

residents of those counties can use very easily some of the advantages

Such a poésibility affects itself to the configura-

1

of the near SMSA.

.tion of the area (Till, 1972:42), at the time when a firm has to decide
the ideal location for its plant.
s L) ’
Friedman and Miller’s work

The upper limit represents in

(1970:56) the limit: of intensive weekend

Usé” the pregént periphery. .
;' . The pogulption size,

size of the largest

place in the county), is assumed to affect the .8

N ~

economic development, especially in the cases of

s

isolated counties. The size of the largest cityaig the county is asso-

. 3

clated with the impbrtance'of its role within the system since size

w1ll determine its p031tion in the hierarchical scale (Bogug 1950: 13

°

*  Berry and Horton, 1970: ﬁﬁﬁf;l69), and therefore, the role it is going

to play in the economy of scale-that the urban system develops}as a

,
AN o . )
o

whole.

| ¢ 1
Another ecological factor which must be considered is tﬁgﬁsize

‘
o

‘of the SMSA. The extedt of domination over the hinterland is seen

.

VAT S

, .

and its different manifestations (i.e., denéify,

e
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" the size éf the SMSA's populationu In
) o - t

b »' t e
. 3 . - ol
according to’ the*so-c%&led central place theory. Agreeing with . .
Morrill (l970 6l-78) ﬁbat, althOugh rejecting the geometric interpg§ta- A
s ‘. ‘:\

ﬁ#
//fion as an iron rule, %Pe th%ory can be accepted as an attempt at”

g h
mostgimportant factors in the decision-making process
‘yﬁ . R

about location of induétry, services, and residence, such as the mon-

systematizing the

: 4 J;
opoly location of shopp ng centdg;} activities regularly spaced, and C

individual minjmizing tpe distance travelled to satisfy their\desires.

2

<2

Summariz ng the pgevious ideas more succinctly. the different

ecological factors, arefconsidered as the main causes for the devel- 2 .
. " ‘: _«: ’ N ' ) - ¢ .

opment of two disainét processes, in which the industrial' activity

L - . . RS

affects the urbanization process at two clearly different levelg, )

" The Hypotheses

In analyzing the association between industrialization (level
<w0f manufacturing ‘activity) and urbanization it is expected that the

relationship will be affected quantitatively and qualitatively by-
intervening factprs. ghese expectations are expressed

‘o ) ,
six-major hypotheses: § CoT

Hypothesis 1. The nearer the county is to an S

the level of manufacturing activities. . B4

Do
- . - = .
/ * " *

t

0 035 ' , o
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\ . ) B “'i‘

edominanqe of the 1ndustr1al location rp the

0o
<

who, ‘é‘;‘
This reflects thd

N \r‘
\
counties contiguous L SMSAs and is related to; éhe subsequent‘difference
3 .

between the Submetropblitanization process. and the incipient industrial

v, "‘ . ) . , ‘f’
decentralization.” , } — : ° %

5 L o s

According to Thompson (1965 443), the industrial location is still
/ !
very much linked to the consumption market, which is anotner way of
referring to the large urhan communities. Thls, among others, explains

3; !
:

«

average plant size. Their assoc atio with the distance to the nearest

i
IR
3

SMSA will. show the chances of* supportxng this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2. The hlgher the level of manufacturing act1v1t1es,

52 . A
1 "“ i \

the higher the d\gree of concentration, -density, and the number of

4 «

residents working in services. . _ , .

Z
PR . f : i «
One exception must be pointed out: the closer the county, is to

a SMSA, the weaker the relationship between residents working in services

- . .
o 1

and level of manufacturing activities. ~

Density, concentration of population in places over 2,500 inhab-
' « ' ¥ >
itants~and ,number of residents working in services are used to measure

}
ﬁulevel of urbanlzation (erth 1938 Fischer, l972 Schnore, 1961;

v LY

J‘ By

ﬁcihbs and Martin, 1962; Olmstead and Smolensky, 1973) and its relation-

ship*W1th the level of manufacturing activities.
' f
In a sense the present hypothesis is an extencion of the pfevious

one. It means that if the first hypothesis is confirmed it will.proqnce !
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x ¢ . -
. . - . 1
R f A
‘ N
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: . f

) s . -4 : ‘ .
3 the effect of higher density and concentration in those places with ‘ l

. i ‘
L] . Y ¢ . +
] higﬁgf’igzg;/ f manufactyring activities nearest to the 'SMSA. If con~ V!
) . ) firm/§4/iz/;:il provide, further evidence of’ the submetropolitanization -
; process, ’ .

Beéides that, it can be said with Thompson (1965:446) that\kQS‘

<

creation of new jobs in manufacturing will produce new jobs in sexvices,
1 v n
. buﬁ/ig/mﬁgt be added that the proximity to an SMSA will distort such

;;//figiationships, since proxihal counties may supply .their need for new

- ]

. T ¥ Q - '
. - services from the already existent 'supply in nearby SMSA. Thus, sub-
5 . - = < . ? |
metropolitan rural counties will become more and more\depengent onrthe
= . ; ’ R
cc near SMSA. . - C, . '
H )}

Hypothesis 3. The larger the size of thg Suirohndigg,mefrqpolitan

L . ®

pppulatioﬁ, the:higher the levels of density, population concentration,

. . anjfresidents employed iuzsefvices, in the rural county. )
. In the previous hypotheses level 'of manufacturing

o
activities and proximity to an SMSA have been the main contributors to
> .
& »

the development of the submetropolitanization process. In the present :
- » . - . ‘

. hypotgesis there is an attempt to measure the extent‘td‘which'the size

1

. of the neighboring metropolitan population 1s an importaﬁf factor that )

. also ¢ontri§qt§é to the distinction between Submetropolitanizat&on and

-/‘/ 'y A2 ‘
. decentratization. .
- . . B 3 . ¥
: It 15 postulated that the size of the nearby metropolitan popula- ‘
s tion will affect in a distinctive way those rural counties having i

common boundaries with the SMSAs as of ib70 Census Population definition.

This means that new SMSAs after 1970 are ignored. The reason is véry

e
P Rl
.

.

o7 e




simple: ' the analysis spans the 1950-70.period. The requirement of N 2"

. . ‘/
‘ common boundaries implies the recognition that the §§§Afs expansion
nores in the-direction of the estabiished_boundéries anH»going beyo&of‘~—~
. . . . 1
them in the long run.. This is preciselg the effeqt that we wish to . )

measure here.

8
+

. ¢ In thrs»connértio ; %og&e\(1950:47—¢8) condiders it important to %K

Q » . e SN

measure the effecb, on any county, of being located in the zone betweéen ®
— P’

e 1 two SMSAé /The hypothes%s being- studied expilcitly recognizes such ° o
_— ’
i #eventuality. o . ) ' . y
! Sy - . L3

But the most definite support for this hypothesis eﬁmes from the

cept of "urhan rie‘dWN(J. Friedman anded..Miller,\l972556). "f

. A
. R i

othesis 4. The.clpser the rural county is to an SMSA, the great-

> . N
’ . K "\ - : < A @
e a;onht>of the net migration. % . P P
Ny - . -

N N,
L In other words, the explanation for“increased net migration must’

~ ' v

yi'k - be found in the dominant effe of the SMSA\hr at least the combinatlon

s

. s X
Y of it with the increase 1n madufacturing jobs. %\\ T,

o

There Jre serious reservé@ions about the(generé{ize& assumption

S o
e that the number of new JObS, as a¥consequence of the 135§ease in man-,
'\ PR ‘ N i .
f ufaﬂturing activity, has arpositlve effect’ on net mlgratio§ But if.,,
N I > '

¥+ the distance from the rural eonnty to the nearest SMSA is, contgolled,

-

' . ! . ) TP
. - “an initial weak association might becoOme stronger.. An effect of. {S_
: . ey f W s
. ' l : y Lo %
tance on the attraction of new settlers and ‘the outmigration rate wiil
. { ‘ , ' "’;‘

. . offer another proof: for the existence of the Submetropolltanizatlon 5 4

.

¢ - » ) . . v ‘t‘:
. i / ! ot . ., s ty he
process. | i . . ' - ey .
S e~ U
' . * In considering the effect of new industrial lecations in rural : R4
. z - : . . g %,
! ! ' ¢ . ”s.
. <, .o hd . L i
. axeas, it is necessary to distinguish the kind of indystry in question . %
. / : : - \ ’ >
.o * C . ) k P
- , . ‘@& . . . ! . ’
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(Garrison, 1974; Till, 1974). Industries vary in terms of their in-
‘ h]

{u‘ ’

L cehtives éttracting migrants. For exampie,‘low wage‘ingust;ies are

less likely  to 1ead'to net migration ,than afe high wage industries.
. i , “: " >

gypothesis 5. The larger the size of theqsurrounding metropoli~

EN

tan population, the higher the level of net migration in the ‘fural

~

countz . ’

This hypothe31s is~complementary to the previous one. Here the

» v

size of the neighboring megfopolitan population is con31dered as the

¢

%
pole of attraction for new inmigrantq. Thus being contiguous to a

aQ

large metropolitan area increases the probability of larger numbers of

inmigrants. Moredver, part of the inmigfation into éhe SMSA mé§ spill
. L] R ) v;\\ -
. over into surrounding counties. ©o s

Hypotheeis 6. ' The more isolated the county is, the greater the

! dmportance of the size of the largest city in attracting *jobs and
. . B N .t

broviﬁing res;denee sitesl_and tﬁerefofe.affecting poéitiveiy furfher

population growth. P . .

2

13

. It has -been stated that the primary purpqéesgf this papef is to

° X ‘l g .,
ascertain the existence of two different processes: submetfitpolitani-

zation and decentralizatibn, the first being overwhelmingly more im-

[N

portant in magnitude thén the second. In a sense, the previous hypoth-

-eses have been paying more attention to. the former. This last one

"

tries to déal with what is considered as an important factor in the

i W%

decentralization process. , o . .

The size of “the main city in a submetropolitan county is not

necessarily associated with the growth pattern of the county populatiom,.

. . . " . ‘.af
¥ h . . . ., L -(-

co T a1

u%'

oy
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3 . °

since the growth pattern in those counties will be affected by the various
o~ ' . s

- - job and service suppliés of the contiguous metropolitan counties (CC-SMSA

2 * ’ N . ‘ i ¢

included) with which they maintain a relationship of dependency. The

3

%ﬁ case in the isolated coupties will be different. In the latter case
; 1 . N .

theydegree of association between manufacturing aectivity and population .

. ¢ growth should be higher. However, it has t¢d fulfil one condition: that T
. . Lo .
7
the population of the maln city surpasses a mln%ﬁum size (Bogue, 1950; .
i ‘3?‘ \ ) "

Fuguitt, 1972; Gibbs, 1966; Thompsotf 1965; Till, 1972).%4 C

. . ’
a W . L
An exéensive literhture has been produced deal§§g1w1;h tl b

. LS 3

size'threshoﬁﬁ reggﬁggd for cla381fymng a c1ty as k éftentlal growth ? \

pole (Berry, 1968; Haren, 1972; Duncan et al., l956 }brrlll l970)»
Generally, llttle"or no groth pole potential is seen for c1t1es

smaller than QOO‘QOO inhabltants. Obviously, b{ definition, ;ll peten— A j

“.tlal érewth poles are already SMSAs and thus extlude any nonmetropollr

"tan city or county. However, Fugultt (1972-) considexs that: i *

.- . _ "Larger non-metropolitan [cities], then, should not be dis- ,
' missed as potential growth centers in any program to promote
the growth bf esgablished’places." (Fuguitt,®©1972:125)
FR o - \ ., -~
And so, the same rationale that has $een‘applieﬂ to the larger

L4 t

e
g W

. péteqtial'gro&th\centers could be aﬁplied\also°to the larger cities of

rural counties, though wigh SOme'logical'limitations as a consequence
' % \

g

of their dependent status. N =
¢ s ) L REYY
/ . e * : 3 X . 1
., Variables and Indicators Y . !
' 5 N \4 ! *
9 . The indicators used to measure the "level of manufacturing Activ- ,

v b ~ .v

', Y, . . ) . . ) '
, ities'" are: 1) number of jobs in manufacturing im the county, 2) numbér,

of ménufacturing plants, and 3) average plght'sizeu

. . . s

R | 20020 T
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! . A L'{
' ° B . . s B .

\" ) The first two were obtained from the County Business Patterns1 for

M

i , 1947, 1959 and 1970. As far as is known such’ data for 1950 and 1960

-

.are not available. The third indicator resulfs from the division of
© ' ° ' " " [ \»‘:4 . \\\

1

‘ ‘the first measure by the second . “ J . —

.. Ty ¢ . g : . * LS

i , In ofder to s1mp11f§ the m del 1t has. been assumed that the road
o .

" ' m&distance from tke x;ural tcoumties (largest city in courgtvef as a reference
- ﬁofmt)?to the nearest CC SMSAs remained constang over tﬁezi§50-197

A : . s 7
\ sper;od, and vhat the most represem%af&ve heasute shduld be that computed
¢ - .3 3
oo z‘ fan 1920 as a middle poinc in time.' The ihformifaon hass been obta1ned
ot %/fromrthe Standard Highway Mileage Guide, Rand McNally;Ql966; Ayer v" )
' @ ot? N

Directory qf Publications, Phlladelphia, 1974 and Official State High~- S
t L. 0 ' 2
o if:::f way Department Maps, 1972- 1943 \\\\\\\ g . . .

~ E The 1nd1cators of urbﬂﬁlzation age. l) deﬁbltx, 2) concentratlon,
K Lot R , . R y
¢

7 '

WY
and 3) res1dents worklng h' services. The first.is a more precise way
I

'glog

L3
>

of measurlng the p0pulat1&n growth in. terms of urbanizatlon since the N

30
.

physical size of the c0unties variesutremendOusly. Theﬁlndicatorrof ’ -

"
' ;
L & >

'concentration follows the'U S. Bureau. of the CenSus definltion of urban. ¢

.
¢\

places. With respect to the number of residents employed in services,
. t i t

-

it is assumed that the development of the service sector is one of  the .
* ¢

aspects of urbanizatlon and that most of the res1dents working in

. . services work in the county. The more urbanlzed an area becomes, the

. . \ ~ e hel R -
Y

more services are provided in ;t; 1f the” ‘esidents worklngiih services

en .
. - P 5o

c. . have their place of work 0utslde the limits of the county, it means = .

%

that they have made a positive evaluation of the resx&ential desira—

'1ERJ!:‘ ° . | -

i e
Hl
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¥ . The source used for.these.three indicators, is the U.S. Cersus of -

‘e

‘  Popilation for 1950, 1960 and 1970. S AT

B %‘ - : . i - .c,;: . ‘/‘é ‘)r)(;é
. It is important to make explicit the criteria for measuring.the . _,
"metropolitan population" as‘é variable. influencing the urbap develop- .

@ .
,

ment of' the contiguous rural counties. Two-characteristics muét be

SN fulfilled to consider,the population as' metropolitan in terms of the -
' ., ¢ St " ' 4
present analysis: 1) contiguity aqg 2) metropolitanity.. - N
o ; "r

« ‘. »

.A rural county will be considered contigﬁ&us to a\EﬂSA when they.
. , ' % .
hold a common boundary as defined in the Rand McNally Commefcial

~ hd ' *

Atlas and Marketing Guide, 106th edition, 1975. [The reason for this

3

. ) N . o . |
definition 1lies in our .concern for the effect of the SMSA on its eon- . o
- . . : ' : - - () i |

0 -

) ~ ". . -9 N e . [ [’v;
: . - tiguous ‘counties. Some.of these counties are the ones that may not - Co
. . @ byt b
. o . ‘. " ' ! H ' A RN
5 have'beeh contiguous during the complete period under study. Still;. wo i

E_’a v, . ) . - .;
' - . - they had an SMSA moving inntheir direction*which achievedabon;igu;ty,mj=°";L"L”;k .

T as ghe 1975 outcomegshows. : I E . .

n

’ ) The condition of being considered as.SMSA is fulfille? in-those
- s , L o % ;
: ' cases that are defined as such in the 1970 Census of Population. : - -~

bY y Y Kty

fe

. T , . . - - . :
- A variation of the indicator, "number of jobs in manufucturing," .

is the net creation of mnew manufacturing jobs during a decade. It 1§.. -

5,
TN
i

shown by the indicator: "increase in manufacturing embloyment? for i«

M4

- 1950-60 and 1960-70 perioég.- . o . . <

LN . P e i
- v o N - ‘
- e !

Net migration for a specific %eriod (decade) is the final balance ;S

<

. oo "of inmigration minhs‘butmigration. The source for such information ﬁé“ib

"\ .. the Bureau af the CénSuq, Current Population Reports, November, 1965;
' . v, -

and June, 1971 issues, corresponding respecé%yely to the i950-60 and®

' , 11960-70 periods. . - - . -
& . . ' ' N \
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y
e size of the largest city in the nonmetropolitan counties was

en from the U.S. Census of Population, 1950,-1960 and 1970.

Q

yd Finally, a, variable used to measure the extent to which a county

<J

M

‘functions as a residential place (residential Suitability) is obtained

from the difference between the number of membets of the laber force

residing in the rural county and the number of jobs in the same county.

1 0

Obviously the figure obtained through this procedure is a type of lower

Lal

. limit (the smallest actual figure possible of number of people res1ding

<

//and not wotking in the county), since it 'is assumed that most of the °
' !\’

Jobsgthat the county provides are -assigned to residents. In case of an

eﬁtensive practice of commuting from other Surroundin% counties the

] ‘ e
actual figure should increase. e -
sk . 5 5
The data nertaining to the number of jobs ix%f.the ‘rural county
comes from, the County Business Patterns, 1951§ 195 : an& 1970. The~data

© ,about number of residents in the labor force a%é obtained from the U.S.

, - b . ,
ot Census of Population, 1950, 1960, and 1970. It is important to empha-

- -

. ~ B - ‘ L]
size 'the time lag between thecdata for 1950, and 1960. ‘It could'be a

p ~ e , H
source of inaccuracy unless the results were‘\knsidered as general
N \ »
» trends rather than very accurate figures. In any case} the 1970 data
> - % 5 : *
"y are not, affected by this problen{wﬂ“‘ IS A . .
=L “
s K . “ . .
¢ . 4 ;0 ;
The Data ! S ‘e Lo
— ) A LN

Empirical tests of the hypotheses have been performed using the

> o, A

"Datafile fcr National Sample qf‘Ndnmetronolitan Counties".2 1t is

v
»

a ten percent stratified sample of counties of the U.S. in 1950 with

’

nonmetropolitan status at that time. Counties with nonmetropolitan

- e ‘ ’
. .

ne3 o

A

T TR
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‘

status in 1950 were first grouped acgording to U.S. Census ﬁq&}on

‘(see Appendix A). Within.each region counties were gﬁsigned numbers

.randoply. Then a ten percent sample was selected using a table of -

random numbers. Theske resulted in a sample containing 279 counties.
' 4
b f

¥ }

Among the i79/

This sample permits genera;iéation to regions.

Hoﬁever, there are some limitations in the data.

counties there were 74 that had to be excluded becausé ;

In two cases (i.e., King William Codhty

« , ) . ' ) %" ‘l
and Washington County, both.in Virginia) there were independent cities

.

in the variables being Psed.

formed within their boundaries with therresult that data reborted for"

D) 4
Al

these counties were not comparable to the

a from other counties.t

1Y o
Both counties were eliminated from the analysis., other cases thd

s

° N . R . ) . ‘ o
data for certain variables in some states (e.g., Georgi Texas) wer% ,f\

reported for several counties grouped together. At other times. the

, _ 8
\Sfficial reason given for missing data was confidentiality. Finally, \
one®case of samplipg-error was found:"Kenton C§unty, Kentucky, which

had $MSA status in 1950, and therefore had to e excluded. In total,

Ll % .

this means that almost a 26.52% "non-response eyxror" is introduced.

However, despite these®limitations, it was felt that the adjusted data °*

’ E

set was adequate for testing the hypotheses proposed hefein. The

overall adjustment is shown in Table 4. : o
. . In general,'thé analysis has bcen done across the time without

looking for the'linkages of the variables in one peqiod?of'time with

J

.possible effects in the following. L,
[y “ . . "fk
There are two exceptions: 1) when the relationship involves meﬁsu%g—

. ;
-
o

3 \ IS )

. "; 'y ”
Inerease

. . .
- il N N '

ment of increases (or decreases over .time (i.e., Net Migration,

a - -

T

ooneg N

%

© Y,




Table 4: Sampling Adjustment .

£ Y .,
- 3 N
g Before Removing ’ After Removing .
i 74 Observations % 74 Observations % N
National Sample: ‘ ’ ] N ’
- . é
Ring 1 .97 34.8 . © 69 33.7
. . )
Ring 2 118 42.3 94 45.8
b “ Ring 3 64 22.9 ."fz- 2045
Total - 279 100.0 205 .100.0
. .
| o , ,
Region 1 ‘ 14 5.0 . % 6.8 .
5 o . .
" Region 2 130 46.6 Y 78 . . 38.0.
r.‘ ’ ' - ‘5" ’ )
. , . f e B o R
\ ,; Reglon 3 97 34 8 '!é’ 81 39"-5 R f s
\ ) . . ! y . i,
a : Region 4 38 1346 ‘ 32 "¢ 15.6

I3

0095
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Findings

The first issue to be considered is;the\%istribution of non-
: “ . ~ .

metropolitan industry.' Can the pattern of rural industrialulocation . . ’A

LI Sp o w . 3

be describeé as "decentralizatlon" or is it better ﬁeegﬂas "submetro-* v -

+

- .

by .
politanization ? The expectation is that: the latter description is LS

¢ . “
- 1

more informative; that there is a negatiwe relationship ‘between distance

P .« 9
1 N N

from CC-SMSA and industrializatlon. - ‘ : .

~ ‘ LN
(3 a

If the hypothesis is correct,‘most of the manufacturing JObS and ’

plants should be located in the first ring.u Besides that if there . ;
is a Selective discrimination manifested by. the size of the,plénﬁ

/ Y o’
closest ring to CC—SMSA should be the one with largest averagé p&ant

. - % hd

size._
- ] )
7 L]

" ‘To ascertain whether or not these are the actual con@itiSné of

the industrial location pattern, the mean number of jobs in many- °

v . . o .

facturing, number of plants and average plant size, by rings, were‘

‘ calculated and axe reported in ‘Table 5.

The 1970 pattern of manufacturing employment supports the

+

'of submetropolitanization. Ring 1, which is closest to the CC-SMSA,’

»

0026




. N . a
Table 5: Mean Values for Level of Manufacturing Indicators
' by Rings, 1947; 1959; 1970

4\‘ “‘ é' {
oo T . Riug'l (%) “Ring 2 (¥ . -Ring3 (%) K
. ' Lt b on . s °
it . S S
Manufacturing 1947 2,470 52 1,640 ° 35 623 - 13
Employment : 13
_ 1959 2,709  S1 1,886 36 679 13-
- ' ' o 1970 - 3,673 53 ° 2,477 35 843 . 1 -
. ; - £
:)v g ) - .
Number of ., - 1947 437 42 38 37 21 - 21 °
P Plants y ) ) . é
3 | 1959 53 44 4 36 26 20
) T N\ 170 55 . 44 4 36 25 - 20 L
- b - . _ . * N B ey
Average ' , 1947 - . 46 , 45 31 030 250 24
) Plant Size ) . TN :
- 1959 45 44 35 35 21 21 _
— ; C . i e ) . .
’ ‘ 1970 61 44 48 % 35 28 - 2r :

' (*): Peitenta%e ofveach Ring in the whole Ring s'figure ovtained by.
addition of the three averages, for every year. R

- - v e v v 2 s b wmrr e €




b

-!‘_

'
[
'

-

plant size.

has the largest percentage of nonmetropolitan manufacturing emplquent. o

v ® . o

The lével of manufacturing employment decreases with increasing d&@—

¢

tance from CC-SMSA. This pattern of decreasing manufacturing activity

also holds for the other two indicators: number of plants and average ﬂ

o

There remains the possibility of a change in the trends qoncérning
- 4
the industrial location, which can be examined by comparison of the -

s -

situdtion in 1947, 1959, and 1970. Turning again to Table 5, the

number’ of mManufacturing jobs in Ring i as stable, any change being

»

in the direction of a higher siare of the absolute figure (from 52% in
1947 to 53% in 1970). In contrast Ring 3 lost 1% during the same period.
i
! \ >

In-1947 the average number of jobs in manufacturing for the Ring 1

counties was*four times the average number of jobs in Ring 3. In 1970 . \
SEeY _

‘it is slightly more than four times. The percentage in Ring 2 is
] .

constant over the period. Thus, the general pattern has been one of

- Y

stability over the period of investigation.

In the case of the average number of plants per county, there is
a cleér preddminance of the counties included in Ring 1. Over the

3

period 1947-70 there is a slight increase in the dominant position of
Ring 1. .

With'respect to the size of the plants, it can be seen that the
. N
setondQRing becomes the destination of larger plants during the last

«

two decades. Thi? growth in the plant size in Ring 2 occurs during the

same' time when plant sizes are. decreasing in Ring 3. However, in terms
of absolute size, Ring 1 is still the site of more than 40% of the o ,

"Jarge" plants.




o s

-

Additionally, exgminatioﬁ of the percentage increase in manu-

facturing activities over the pefiod,indicates that: 1) Whereas the g

, inc;easevin number of jobs\in manufacturing, from 1947 to 1970 is

. “

48.7% in Ring 1, and 51.0 in Ripg 2, it is 35.3 in Ring 3; 2) The num-.-.‘ L
» ber of plants,incregsés 27.9% in Ring i, 15.8% in Ping 2 and 19.0% in
Ring -3, and finaliy;'3) The increase in a&erage plant size is 32.8%
L - 'in Ring 1, 54.8 in Ring 2 and 12;0% in Ring 3: ’ . i !

- ‘
These percentages demonstrate that the industrialization process

-

1 4+

; is visibly more impartant in Ring 1, with Ring 2 begoﬁing a further

2

- continuvation of that predominance. ‘As a consequence, the differentials
between Ring? 1 and 2 are‘décreasing whnile between them and Ring 3
fr .
- A} * -
fy they clearly are increasing. ) ' - .

In sum, the hypothesized inverse relationship between distance’

from CC-SMSA and level of manufacturing activity is supported by
Bogh'the pattern of industrigl distribution and trends in industrial

‘locat;on.

° ¢ : ~

The second issue--the influence exerted by the CC-SMSA on

. nonmetropolitan development may be seen in ways other than industrial

location. '
Hypthesis 2 examines the effects of distance from CC~SMSA on

Fhe relationship betweeﬁ level of,manufacturing activities and urban-

'@zation. It is eXpeEted th;t metrqpolitan‘dominance will be mos£ -

evident in Ring 1 and the least ianing 3. This éré§$gnt of effect

. should manifest itself by the existence of a stronger correlation be- ,

" tween industrialization-and urbanization indicators i;jRing 1 than ) .
in.Ring 3. Lo : )
) \ ) © N ' )

0099




5

;t(k'

w43
:

I .
PUA BN

-

* . .\ A
K]

-w... In order to assess the hypothesized effect, the thrée indicators

of industrialization (nﬁhber of manufacturing jobs, number of manu-

facturing plants and average plant-size) were correlated with the

three measures of urbanization (concenfration or percent of peopde
.t - v

.

, living in places cver 2,500'inhgbitants, density and number of residents
h 4

working in services) within each ecological ring.

In 1950 there was a clear differentiation*between the first two."
' ' [

Rings and king 3. For every indicator of level of manufacturing !
activity except one, the correlations with‘the three:indicators of

urbanization are indisputably stronger in the first two than in the

|

third. The exception occurs with the, correlation between residents
4 \ - .

in services and average plant size. Since jobs in service are a

-consequence of urbanization, and not just industrializatiom, the

. demand for services is metropolitan in scope. Therefore, the correl-
. .

ation between,npmber of residents working ;ﬁ services and level of
manufacturing activity in Ring 1 counties should be interpret§§\-

céutiously, since the whole.gréater metropolitan region is not being

hY ’
" e

observed. ) a
‘ In 1960 a simifar pattern is observed but some changes begin to

<

emerge. First, the correlation between the three indicators of level
of manufacturing.activities and residents working in-services a&arts'

to move in the direction predicted in a previous paragraph. That is ~

. ~

) .
‘to say, the smallést correlation occurs in Ri‘g T, because'in this

ring, as the population increases, the number.of service jobs are
K e ‘ .

qot'just-a_consequence'of industrialization but a combination of it

~ ~ e




Y

with the service supplies of nhe neighboring metropolitan ¢ounties

. \

where the residents of the nonmetropolitan counties cén workzon a

Sy

commuting basis. ) . ’
. Secono, the average plant size’has ite highest correlations with -
o - oE . .« - . . "I
urbanization in Ring 2, as a general pattern. This means that it is

in counties 50 to 100 miles from the CC of the SMSA where the slie‘

of the plant becomes most relevant in terms of affecting the level of
- .

urbanization. - < ’ L

Finally, in 1970 the relationship.between némber of m#gpfsctoring
"jobs and ‘concentration and density are stronger ln Riogs 1 and 2 than
in ér' In the cade of relatlng number oflmanufaEturlng jobs and

~ - .

residents in services, again the result agrees with ‘the predicted

- weaker relatlonship ipjking 1. For number of‘mznufacturing plsnts

the pattern generall& follows thatﬂin 1950; stronger relationships' in

Ring 1 and 2 than in 3 no matter which urbanization indicator is used._
) -"".\’ ’ -~

Two additionzl patterns are evident in Tagle_& which bear on this
hypothesis. In'Ring 3 only, there is no correlacion between indicators

of industrial development and populatlon concentration in any of the

three years. HoWever, there is an increasing correlatlon betaeen

-~ -

industrial development and density. Again, this occurs only in Ring 3.
The combination-of these two facts suggests that industrial develop—

., * . - - } . - .
ment in Ring 3 is associated with population increases which settle

'either'in the.open cquntty or in;soall villsges when their presence

-

does not transform the hamlet into an urbanm place.

Moreover, during these two decades the trend in ‘correlations s
beCWequindustrialidevelopment and urbanization indicators is one
' ’ L] A4 ..

~ L0031
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ulation) -which -are relevant ro urbhnization;i If nearby metropolitan

N ' ' ‘ ‘ % v
, of declining strength in Rings l»and 2, whlch the opposite trehd.Q

v

N - - o Sl

is observed in Ring 3.’

’

The degree of urbanization of countiesi?ﬁﬁhin
100 miles of an SMSA appears to be incf%asing determined by factors
‘

other than level of manufactuﬁlng activities, To the contrary, in

0
.

the more remote counties manufacturing activity is becoming more .

important as a determinant of urbanization. o

-

These results cleariy support the ﬁypothesis.thqﬂ there are

. i
strong differences in the pattérn of associatisn éﬁtweeq 1ndustrial—'

'y

ization and urbanization across nonmetropolltadlehological rings

- -

These d1ffe -ances provide 1mportant support For

centered on SMS% .
conciudlng that two different processe°——decentrallzta10n and sub-
metropclitanization--are in operation as a result of ecologigél
factors. B .
x . L . .
Hypothesis 3 sets forth the idea that the population-size of
metropolitan areas accelerates’the process of urbanization in con-

~— +

N . .
tiguous: nonmetropolitan counties. It is an extension of the previous

N - -

4hypothesisain'that it_presumes the presence of forces.in addition to

. (- - . . .
industrialization (i.e., size of-the surrounding metropolitan pop-

H

areas serve as potential markets for the industrial output of no
-~ R
%

metropolitan industry, especially thdse‘located-in the

. .

immediate environs, size of the SMSA shoeld-be related‘to the level

* of manufacturing activity in nearby nonmetropolitan counties as well.

-

) N N . -
Thus, i1f size of the.metropolitaﬁ pﬁpulaﬁiéﬁ actually reinforces

T by 5 s ‘A.
)
the submetrowolltanlaatlon process in .cottiguous nonmetrOpolltan count=-
1) -
ies, one may expect to find a “positiye relationshlp between size and
Y. . y .

o wnag : -
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. the 3 udicators of urbanization as well as the indicators of industrial—
cT RSP 3 S b . Chga.. . TOF A

ization* gaf N % L .

€ "

R ’
) - -
- v

From ‘Table 7 it is not possible .to leach a definitive conclusion

! 4

since the size of.the correlations are small to moderdte for éll of

N -the entrles. And for two 1nd1cators they are naﬁs;%;ificant in\alhl
(
. three years. Stlll some -insights can be extrdcted: i$_dens1ty and

Loy = .
residents working in services become more'cofrelated with size of the

metropolitan population over the period uyéer studx.A The former

© . »
does su to a major extent; 2) the.number of manufacturing jobs in the
2 .
nonmetropolitan counties decreases or at least remains almost un-. s
&

correlated with the size of the mgttropolitan population. On the other

v L

hand, the number of manufacturing plants shows a slight increase in

x - L . .- 3
\\ its correlation with population siéé in 1960, which remains stable :
N S
\ T, in 1970, and 3) studying the impact of the ize of the metropolitan

. ‘ population in the ‘following detadés it can be’ Lnferred that the

7

density of “the submetropolitan counties is positively related with it.

Y
o .
. 3 - > - 4
B . o . 2

PR . : . N
Similar case-is the evolution over time :¢f the c¢orrelation between

~

‘-’ the size of .the metropolitan population and the number of residents

$ A . - > T <
N in the submetropoiitan counties working in services. s the actual
~ . . -

fact is that size of the metropolitan population.inéreases over. the .

‘

. : . ' )
period it is possible to assume thdt part of the increasing demand on ./
- .. R . .t ' . - R . °
X S services, that such growing pattern is going to pibduce,will be ful-

. . ! ,

. . 4 - . S ¥
.. . filled by the members of the submetropolifan commﬁﬁfties. %on the other

~hand, the impact of the metropolitan population growth, on those’indic-

A
.

. ators of ind?striallzation that show statistical significance in

s

?f ' tneir relationshiph; oes not present any relevant change»

" —in o . .
- — -
. o = . . .
. I s N . ©
! . ‘ ' .
-, . -

“ : WY ‘ .
., R .. -
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Table'7: Cotrelations of the Sizé of the Contiguous Metropolitan . R .
oY Population with the Indicators of Urbanization and. . T -
Industrializatjon, National Sample 19%0;:1960 and 1970 . = \ |
\ 57 ( . . |
gize of the Contiguous Metropolitan Populatio L j
\ ) 1950 1960 - 1970 |
' 19507, - .084 .082 : .078 °° S
- (L446) % . (.454) (.479) -
Concentration 1960 “ .058 .059 .060 |
o - {.600) (.592) " (.587) - |
1. 1970 " - .030 © o .030 .031 i
* (.788) (.782) (L7715 .
1950 .314 . .303 291 |
. . ' (-003) . (.005) (.007). E
Density 1960 < .365 .357 ©.348.
" (.001) (.001) *(.001): . |
. 1970 - .420 - .423 427 <7 D 3
(.000) - (.000) < (.000) , - |
. 1950 . .400 L5402 ‘ .406 ‘ S
Residents .’ | (.000) . . (.000) - “® (.000) |
Vortine 1960° .267 . .276 C.285, - - .
Servieca e . (.014) . (.011) (-008);
1970 .416 - L426 439 % o .
Y _ .« (.000)  "(.000) (.000) . S
‘ 21947 . .265 - . .253 260 , |
. = : (.014) - (.019) . (.027) . |
ombeT O e 1959 .320 . 311 © 7302 : 3
e 8 . (.003) (.004) (.005) "~ . . |
; 1970 .257 - 254 SeL25F L a
(.018) (2019) (.021) , 7. e¥s |
. 1947  ©  .355 S 349 N V| "
L (.001) (.001) (.001) - ; |
§:§ﬁ§2c2§rihéa 1950 T . ' .&4s we2, Y 438
Plant S (.000) (.£00) © 0 (.000) .~ : |
1970 N 440 © 439 L=
e ~(-000) . (.000) (.000) SR
1947 % 024 .014 008 .
' .828) * (.896) o (.946)
| ?I:;iggize ‘© 1959 -.021 -.030 . -.035 o
, - . (.846) (.787) (.748) o
1970 -.043 -.046 . -.046 ,
o . (.698) (.675) . .- (.678) %, }
i L -5 : o ;

*The figures within pdrentheses correspond to the t tests signi,ficapcei
levels: “ ' . !
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It cannot be said‘that there is no reietionship betﬁeep the size -
N ' ‘ I
of the metropolitan population and the\inﬁlcators of urbanization and %rx~ g

N . - . . ' 2
' . ‘ . . , : . ' EX

- . - * ‘ .
industrialization. With the exception of ‘concentration and average

. \\\f\," plant size which oo not present a -significant relationship, the other e

: S b ‘ - g
~. four show actual gorrelations though the level of those correlations

! \zb\not really high. And, as the metropolltan population grows overg

[
' .~

time the urbanization of the_submetropolitan countiés goes in the g&
v 3 vt i,

i . same direction, whereas the number of jobs in manufacturing does not i %ﬁi‘
L ) ° 4§:.~‘

. ; ) . : e o ,

show change and the number of industrial plants rggches its highest A .

\ positive correlation in 1959 declining after that point as the size® i

©

of the méﬁropolitan population continues to grow.
Therefore, from the previous analysis can be extracted that evenf

\ ¥~ admitting the 1mpact of the size of metropolitan populatlon as one of

&
v

the forces that .produces thxkdifferences in the two ecological in- j'li o
° s d e

' _positively related to the nét migrftio

\

K counties.

. s \
T T L. differential creation of JOb bpportun1t1es may bel
o ! 4 ' differences in net mlgratlon. Since*those opportun‘ties are, mbre abun—

nonmetropolltan
-7

{5 d 'A )
zthe Tl oy W
y . [ W

| Hjeeme e

‘counties,‘the.expectation is of a far higher net'migratdon in

eRiC . v i 0036

. .
e y e 4 : / ‘ . .




4
_a._
o*

~ submetropclitan counties_rather than in the remote counties.
,}‘ 1 4 . oAt

The data in Table 8 revedl a clear pg%tern ‘which is consistent

1. . with the‘present hypothe31s. There is a mé@ratdyy process from the-
X .

. %
. %, mosf isolated toward the submetropolit .ifed tounties which becomes
LR . i\ ? .

H _ stronger in the 19603.} It may be intergreted as an indication of

a

/ ‘ : ) Holding tn mind the fact these are nonpetrqpolitan counties,
) . P : ,

] ° . et f‘ i’ ) L
‘ it is instructive to note the alterat‘m&n beéween decades in the pattern

by rings. 1In the 1950s ali three rings had negative net higratioh

. - . . 3

. experiences, the amount increasing with distance from nearest SMSA.
J

.f However, during the 1960s only the most remote counties continued

.
B

—y N ° \ .

¢ to have negative net migration (X = =1, 900). Counties in Rings l.and
. .

-2 show a turnaround in migration with the submetropolitan counties:

. sﬁowing a stronger positive attraction (X = 1, 062) than the inter-

. ' _ ) |

stitial counties (X = 518). This net migration pattérn is parallel -
I

to the industrial location pattern and therefore is consistent with

EEFRN

\v

the logic of our hypothesis.
‘¢ o In order to examine directly the stated ﬁypothesié we turn'to an
:' ‘ : ’ examlnatlon of the association between industrial actlvity and nkt
. ‘.
migration,controlblng for prox1m1ty of the, county to an SMSA.  Table
, ‘ . - 9 reports the relatlonshlp between number of manufacturing jobs in

. ‘ R ® .
L ) 1947 and 1959 and the net migration of the-following decades. ,The

. . gt “
‘ . ¢ .
(0. result is striking in that no association is found.

)

In;an effort to further expiore the presumed relationship, we
. . ! . N . *

: . 1" expanded the data by allowing the increase in manufacturing jobs to

v ' replace the absolute number of manufacturing.jobs (Table 10). Some

-~ L]

slight, changes are detected (some significant correlations and a

CERIC e 007

1

the superlor attractlon of theﬁmetropolis over its hinterland. P




“fable 8: Average Net Migration by Rings: 1950-60 and 1960-70
t °v 3 = .
\ . 2 "“ .
.o ' S \
' \ P :
‘ ' : o 1950-60 4" . 1960-70
o, ' . L R I
v i . iy, \
Whole Sample -
\
Ring 1 -1,417 1,062
Ring 2 -1,718 518
. g . R N ,
; Ring 3 -1, 804 ~1,900
a :
{
,f ’ :
§. ¢ !
v N . ” . .
‘ . 3 N . '
. i , Xt
v v @ ' N
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Table 9: Correlations Between Number of Manufacturing Jobs
(1947 and 1959) and Net Migration in the Following
Decade (1950-60 and l960~70) National Sample Ly

Rings »

I - ‘ ’ \ Net Migration\

v Number of Manu-
‘ facturing Jobs , 1950-60

- United States Sample

Rng 1 . -.124 (.309)¢
Ring 2 - .036  (.732)
Ring 3 1,092 (.561)

1960-70"

[}

-.119  (.328)

096 - (.356)

-.269 (.085)

a Jobs in 1947 and Net Migration in° 1950~60

/::::) bThis column shows the. correlation between Number cf Wanufacturing

Jobs in 1959 and Net Migration iun 1960=70.

CThe figure;within parentheses represent the t test significance

level ;

4

#This column shows the correlation between Number of Manufacturing




a

)
. - “

4 AT S s e e S
.

Table 10: Corrglations Between Increase in Manufacturlng
. Jobs™ and Net Migration, National Sample by Rlngs
'+ 1950-60, 1960C- 70
) L ,

/

Increase in L )
Number of Manu- Net Migration
facturing Jobs 1950-60 _ ' 1960-70

United States, Sample

t
’

Ring T .045)° . .085  (:485)

Ring 2 ’ . .092  (.379)

111 0 (.484)

v

®The Increase in Mﬁhuﬁacturing Jabs is computed as from‘1943 to
1959 and from 1959 t® 1970, respectively.

°The figﬁies within parentheses represeﬁt the t test significan:g‘
level. .
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ceftain homogeneity in Rings 1 and 2 for 1950-%60) but bégidblly the

-

: B o \

situation remains unaltered. There is no evidence that net migration

: is signI%icahply related to level of manufacturing activity. ; ;
. . ¢

The fifth issue--size of the metropolitan population is.gdnsidered

»
.

to be a factor attracting inmigrants to the fringe;areas of the SMSA.

. »

. v 1 .
Since it has been observed that creéation of new jobs in manufacturing

. ¢ M ¢
is not adequate to acdcount for the net migration, the decistve factor
. i .

in net migration, has to be sought in alternative directions. One

plausibie alternative could be that the attraction of the city is a
. >
combination of actual job opportunities, potential job}fpportunities

d

(many times only in the mind of the immigrant), and the attractive-

'
\

ness of the convenient services that the city offers.to the whole
inmigrant family.
To examine the Bmpirical support for such a plausiblegdlterna-

tive the correlation coefficients were computed f

between: a) size of nearest SMSA population 1 and net migration
& 7 :
' g

- 50-60:.r = .404 (p < .000)

60-703 r = .475 (p < .000)

' Cleatly there is a éignificqnt correlat#on, although the size of the

correlations is not very relevant.  In any case, as the metropolitan
a : .o

Y

populaﬁion size increases from ,b1950 to 1960 the correlation wiéh net

migration moves in the same direttion. Therefore, some sort of
- U el . '
specific effeet of the metropolitan dominance is detected in the

-

submetropolitan counties.

o

.
"y s N )
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The sixth hypothesis deals with the notion that one of the dis-

. tinctions between the two industrial dispersion processes is the role

Ay ’

played by the size of the largest city within the county. It is our

expectation that the closer the count§ is to CC-SMSA, the less im=-,

0.

portant that role will be.
< © } : .
‘ - - H 5 -
The expectation is based on the assumpfion that the size of the
3 . .

° 3

largest city will play an impqrtéﬁt role in the attraction of new

Ve

manufacturing jobs. Through empioyment multipliers, its influence will

' . F ’
be transmitted to inéicators of urbanization. It is expected fhat this
° W e . N

process will be evident particularly in Ring 3 but less so in Riﬁ% 1,

L4

_since there its role is counter-balanced by the dominance of the

metropolitan area.

-

Table 11 shows the correlation values of the population of the

A

largest city in the nenmetropolitan counties with the Subsequent
3 ébgnges‘in manufacturing employment, residential 3qit§bility, number

o "

A = - v ,‘
of residents working ingggrvipgs and population growth. . %
s e o™ . } ’ .
The effect of the size of ‘the largest city as a pole of attrac-' y
‘:ﬁ;- lﬁc . . z
tion for manufacturing jobs has little support during the 1950s.
kS prow ¢

During the 1960s, the evidence'becomes stronger but: the levels of

e ° . .

association areﬁibw. It is worthy of note that the ‘association is

stronger in Ring 2'Eﬁénqin Ring 1 .(.461 versus., .2945. ) ) {
. ! .
ot :
In the 1950s in terms o(;?ggidenﬁial suitability (use of the ¢

} “

[ . 4

.
-

"

county as a residential %éégegput not as a woq&}n%ég}ace) there is
* L ‘ ) {a
not a clear difference between the first and the third Rings in the

1}

role ﬁlayed by the‘largest city in the county; both cases arp‘more
| importantvthan the case of Ring 2. In the 1960s there are some changes:

’

3
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1) in Ring 3, the size of the largést city becomes very highly corrél- .

. . e
. and 2 the relationship becomes wegker, but still. comparatively more
AP » - .
% important in Ring 1 than in 2.

, - * an . \
g, ' The variable Uresidents workiﬁg in services" (for 1969 and 1970)

. ated with the residential suitabﬁiit{ of thq'county; 2) in Rings 1 ) )

\

-

. may be seer as a partial indicator of the employment multiplier effects = -

— . s

— ————as vell -as the "division of labor." There is a fairly,strong and ' ~
. P = B

-

positive correlation between growth in populatien and the number of S

. 3 workers involved in serbice industries. This is trie for both5l960.

’

. and 1970 -and all three nonmetropolitafl rings. Given this relationship,

o

the association between the largest city:in the county and the service

sector labor force may be seen as an indicator of future urbanization

in the county. e 5 .
In the 1950s, the further the county was from the CC-SMSA the

[} : . ! . . .
stronger the correlation between size of the largest city in the
. - N . - . r

county and number of residents working in services. .

3

it is difficult to conclude from what hag been said that the

[

position of the largest city in the nonmetropolitan county is such as_

stated in the hypothesis. 1t is true that the role of the largest
. t .

city seems to be more importént in Ring 3, bbth_in the‘19503'and the

1960s, more as a ceater,of service and resideace supplies than as a .

center of attraction of giew manufactyring jobs. Only Ring 2 shows
.. . ¢ 8 slight association between the size of the largest city in the

increase in manufacturing jobs. A possible interpretation of the
: o LI . P ’ » “
. ‘situation is that, whereas in Ring 1 @Ad~3 the role of theé city is
. S A - - ; ¢

. ‘ H
predominantly that of supplying seavices and residential facilities, °

. -
9 - - -

- . PR .
» . - . . : c

-~ .

3
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3

in one case for the metropoliEan neighbors, in the other for the small
surrounding communities, in Ring 2 any population development of the .
undan 5 : ) ! e

™o

largest city will rely more on'new irdustrial activities and vice versa.
: ;

Basically, looking at Ehe effect of the size of the largest city
in the cognty over the attraction of new manufacturing jobs, the

i e \hypotheses do not find any sppport. On the,othéi hand, if what is
tﬁ .
. r! 5 o N
< ‘analyzed is the re&gtl sHipfbetween,;He former andﬁihe number of;/
oy N
residents in services, the response fits w1th hypothe31s for 19503 but
' . HE

becomes less clear thnough 1t still supports the hypothe31s 12}19603.

® It appears that one of the main roles-of the Targest city in the

o i . . . .
counties of Ring 3 is as a residential center for workers who. commute

. .
»

to surrounding counties:

- 4

4
A.?v ralhy
-

R
/ 3 . .
Conclusions and Policy -Implications : o ; "

To categorize countiés as metropolitan and nonmetropolitan runs
— - - ) v °. .
. . . . .

_the risk of oversimplification hiding the distinctive conditions that
. . . .ot 3 { H

. - : v g i
typify several subcategories of the la'tter. Ignoring them will.lead,
‘ ’.. : ’ : ‘ L . !4
to misinterpretation of thé ¢ffects of current population policy as .

-

N ) . o
~, ¢ . “well as failures in the formulation qf new politiegs.-
Ct B ' ' . .
" The present study has attempted to determine whether such dis-

‘ . h - ® ? . N -
tinctive conditions exist when one.cUnsfggrs the influence of important

» N

. _ ecological factors on iqdustrialization and population distributidm~

. . N S ey
LI -

. “ processes. The results lead, to an affirmative answer: _

hd L d

.

l) If e consider the industrial locatlop pattern, it 1is very 'f‘d
3 ) ‘_ ; &. L 7}‘.

Do ' ' clear that the submetropolitan counties have become mare !.

ihdustrialized.than.the more rcmote‘cpunties, from 1947 to

"(\ !
T 1970, both in terms of absolute'figurés and in terms of .percent.
: ‘ . > ~
. ) - -
’ Q % ' . i . ' )
FRIC . T 7 anae e L
o o . Ty o s

S ..\ s ’ . Lo e o R

.




» . of increase. S v ‘ o S
s . ' o ‘L N -# -~

.o - ot

2) If we consider the relationship between level of manufacturing - -. .*™ ﬁf

actimity and urbanization controlling for distance from the

nearest SMSA, thé general patterns in Rings 1 and 2 are very

t

much alike and differentiated from the pattern of Ring 3.

3). Net migration plays an importﬁnk rule in futuretpopulation
. } -
. distribution and at the same time is negatively related to .

the distance from the county to the gentral city of the pearest : ;
: . SMSA. This means that.submetropolitan and remote counties _ ~ﬂ“

present different migratory incidence and therefore an in-- .

°
~ - -

ease in thé“gap shown" by the population distribution in both
er

¢ 4“ . . '
caseg/is foreseen. ™~ o DL '

. ‘ . ’ . S '0‘

These general conclusions support the argument for Eggkexistence

of two distinct processes of monmetropolitan industrial lecation.

Once that fact has been established is important 'to‘consider the

g motivations, interests and manner of participation of significant
IR X ' . L

e ? ¢ . i
"actors' in these processes. There are three "actors" we wish to

consider: . : . : ) " '
" ', . N "

1) 'The individuals as such,:asumembers of domestic economies,

[} N - ‘ . v

or as members of either the urban or the rural communities;

2) the firms represented by their managers, and: finally
. .. %

3. the policy makers as members of the pollticaI structure.

N - »
vy . ° * L4

If it is trye that\there is a tendency'for‘urbanites to flee ! i
e S R T ) .’ - K )
, . 1] ] ’ . R )} . R .. ‘t\\ \ )
from the city, it is no less true that their dependency on wage work e e =
2 . B . . léé{. ?}7 - ‘ . . i AN 5
as ‘the main so;y%@ﬁff income dges not allow them to live far away
[} 4
F ! 1Y 'f | . ‘ .
fﬁgm their plades of work. Besides, one must not over}ook tgigiact 3 ,‘%@,*
— . P * ‘ e 3,,, ’

»
4
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“inherent in them.'

"toward the core of the metropolitan area. These transgormations- i
>l’ . ’ .
P 7 - - N - .

: i , .
"they are not, but the actual fact is unknown. It is possible that

is a conséqyénee of multiplicative effects of new industrial jobs A
- —_— T <.

'faﬁd\tﬁe’degree!of dominance exerted by the Central City of an SMSA

hd : - .
ey

that historically cities have been impoitant centers of consumption
for both individuals and domestic economies. Thus, urban growth is

stimulated and sustained by both productive and consumptive advantages d

<
N . N

¢ =

1 ~
a B i

w ot

H ] i . N ,:
In terms of the.present analysis the fleeing'process is reflected

in the important development of ecological zonés within the 1-50 , <
miles and 51-100 miles rings. The latter.has become increasingly - , |

important in the last decade. Reinforcing the effects of the centri-- -

o ¥

fugal movement from the central city there is an opposite movement, . ..

“ > . . -

a
but with the same point of .déstination: i.e., from.the isolated

»
.

£ ! & . L]
counties to the fringe of the metropolitan area. Some of the in-

\

migrants remain in the fringe territory, while' some move further

Lo

gain momentum_as few technologies develgb,aﬂd generate highexr'living

) ‘ N
. AR L E

standards, . R ¢

‘ by

- . ; v 2 ., -
. One of the components of the population growth process in the .

1 .
- '
&

: S . Lo I . -
nonmetropolitan counties is net migration,” The foregoing analysis™
- N . s o ) '

« 2

indicates that there i a concentration of iﬁmigra,nWones neart;y‘ N
the SMSAs. "What is not known is the origin of such inmigrants.

L} . - ‘ .\

Neither is it clear whether they are attracted by the new inddstrial . .

yjob opportunities. The results of our analysis squ'to indicate

H .

the lack of association between industrialization and population growth
. ‘

oo . . . .

. N .
on 'the contigtious counties. But since the lack of association is . . .
, . . . - " )

A . 4
. . . -

1

ooas T

¢~ M)




+"_commdn among the different ecological zones (rings), further research
3 . . . .

N

tion should be needed to deal w1th the more isolated counties: e.g.,

. ) ‘ i
! a possible counteradtlng effect of a continued stream of outmigration
which the creation of new job opportunities fails to halt because of

B - ~

) 0 .
theloutmfgrants lack of skill to apply for those jobs and an emerg

~

inmigration stream of workers q\ ified for the new Jobsh~ g
) 3’4{?- - . - - .
The reason for taking into count the d1fferent'ecologica1
, / .
, effects in the industrialization pyocess has very much to do with

y -

. activ1t1es in the process of popula@uon dis ribut}on, and in a further

*

K

- ' extent in formulating new policy in that field.

B
L4 kvﬂ\d’ -

‘nother important issue is the attitude of outmigrants. about

. 3 .
\ - r . > . . »
.. . K

. “desirabié solutions for their -future Yelfare.~ Do they prefer to re-
! . ‘. : .

. e . _ ) S
main in their counties of origin? -And in case of an affirmative an-
swer, which is the best way of dealing-wit

. - N o
- . - Y

ment. In other words, do the rural communit

.

ization as a desirable‘goodf -To answer thatﬁ

W
X, counties but ‘the views of "leaders who are goin yto particlpate 1n the

. - -

decis16n-making_process at the ‘time the. communi ies‘decide Q?i
. (?

[ ] e P .
& goals. . *Zli‘“

But‘still, there is reason to poneer whethe

3 cision, whatever it is, will affect the final verdlct of. the entre—
. R < . T
) £ % o, 8 i .. . - ¢ . . )
7 .8 & . . penéurs who'control the 1ndustr1al firgsu . » . .
P S o o : LN S L e
[rE . R R . ;»‘ “:“ ‘.;."
' P Lo O . : - s L S
’ M o7 ’
. - °»

. . . . . , . ' . ) ’ " T i {.

Q L . S '
ERIC .. 0049 R
P v B : - . . . Ly ) .

\ . -~ ) . . ~ :"

is needed to ciarify what actually is happening. A different explana—.

. ' valuating existing policy about tHe impact-of incredsing manufacturing

l,..

»

3
3

.
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. NI "
b o ) - .o ::\ , ) ’ . -
. _ ' Firms'try to obtain maximum henefit in locating new factories,a‘
. St and.they will look carefully at the Hifferent'componentsﬁéf the cost-

- benefit equatfon. At a national -level, doing so will induce many

. firms to locate new plants nearby the urban centers. There are_twov~

- ) ’ ) 3 . . A o

4 R - , . . 'l‘k" ,., i ‘ .

o : - powerful rea$ons: AN PRI

3 o ; . SR

i " . T L

. . l)?'the'proximity to the consumption markets{ and .. .

, o
L] N . .
’ § . .

P - 2) the accessibility to the labor force supply. : N

| Y However, there are some chgracterlstics that cdn producé a-split in
! 3

the decision-making process about the location of new industrieS'

z o M "~
1) the lack of organized unionism, L (’
i 2) the lack of skillful jobs, and S

e
|

3) the predominance qof labor intensive kind "of activities

. P B

“¥n the new p&ant.

D : ' . . ¢ £,
i R - PO Y

: o , These .factors could lead a firm to consider the possibility of,lookiné
’g- ' ' - ‘ ) . .. ¢ . ) _' .
o for areas where the cheap, manpower -is availablég.’ . L .
ik * . b . - . .‘ N :

4 o ’ : . N .
' ) Those last three characteristics, contribute to the recognition

2 Ty - . %

" that, a.nore detailed analysis must be done at a regional level, and>

even at a state level, which mieght show important differences wi&hiﬁ
: 4 E ’ the national pa‘ttern.:3 There is an extensive literature agrggi g withg
) the need of such research (Berry and Horton, 1970; Fuguitt, 19?5;133:;;
. - o Morrill’ l973, Sumners et al., l975 Till, 1973). As a. comparison,g
- . \ .

the basic reasoning; shown in the previous paragraphs is the same that

T ' prgé?kes the expatriation of numerous firms to other counties where e -t

v .
; . v . . ~

.the conditions are nore in consonancaq with interests of the corporations. .
¢ Ve v, o’ v

_/‘/ - H ’

Flnally, thé polit}cél actors w1ll have their’ criteria for choos— . ' ¢

-

e b ; o e e .
§ .ing the mos&cad quate development programs to. promote thefgeneral ) A
- b : )

P [ % . -
; ! N -
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| | T BRI 1

X « v, . . . ! . 1‘
welfare of the q§untry These are reflected in various legislative @

. 1 N - '] |
i

actdons: e.g., The Economic Opportunity éct of 11964, Economic Devel- |, " %
._/_.Q \». <. |
_opment Act of 1965, and Rurgl Development Act of 1972. ‘These pieces ' }
' s .. i

of legislation are based on the hypothesis ﬁhat any polibx1¢n¢ouraging’

' <
I o : 1
the industrialization of depressSed rural areas is going to stop the ..

0 . 1} § .

. ' ‘ I ol s ! ‘ . R
. outmigration\procesgi improve rural 1iving condition’s a?d,_at the, samé-

’
-

.

]
|
:
timq solve to a certain extent the problem of overpopulation that . .
. S i
endangers the standard of living of the growing metropolis. Empiri{ @
J |
]

cal cpafirmation of this logic is not available.

’

. Thgrefo;e, aespite Congressional efforts to deal with those ) ,

problems, ‘and despite the preferences of the individuals and small

'-commun;ties,}the powerful interest of the firms within the framework :

\ . v -

. . o .
of a free-market economy will dominate the final decision in the . <" i
Y ’ . L 1 P 1
i rogress. of industrial location and consequent population growth. “ %
= . . . - |
S f the economic system needls accumulation of capital as its main |
& 3 « v ;
- , . L4 . :
3 . . ) . = ) 1 . v
; . source of survival, such accumulation will be found more and more in -
' + . the economies of scale built up within urban systems. Systems that
X . . . -0 ) ' . . R
E “have been reinforced with ‘the populatiorn movements of the last
. " AT C ) ° .
> \\ deécades, From this perspective it is difficult to foresee a signif- f
5 . . ¢ ' - . |
- - . . € 3
e s '\ifant decentralization of industry in the years_to come, rather it is |
v ;' : ',m re probable that submetropolitanization of industry will character- _ |
U ) - - . . . . . . . ‘
. the trend of industrial location. - 5
LS . ¥
3 * e |
- . . it I3 4
N - ) 1
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b Establlshments Employment."

- -

2A Project under the direction of Gene F. Summers in the Center
. of Applied gociolog§, Department of Rural Socilology, University of
A Wisconsin-Madison,.and supported by the College of Agricultural Life
’ Sciences’ of the same university and the North Control Regional Center
for-Rural .Development, Ames, Iowa.

3Ringsare defined as: Ring 1, when the distance from tHe CC~SMSA
& to the largest city in the nonmetro- ) »
politan county is smaller than 51 miles; - .

N ~ 50
[ ’ ) .
FOOTNOTES ’
. \ : ¢
. \ N -
. The original title of the publication for 1947 was "Business .
Ring 2, if the distance is between 51 and'

w» ) A 100 miles;
; ~ ‘ ) Ring 3, if the distance is larger than
- " 100 miles.
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. Region { States
1. Northeast . ' Maine
New York o
Pennsylvagia

2.

3.

&,

s ”
a2t

f .
"Appendix A: Census Regions of the U.S.A.

.0

New Jersey
South o Maryland

West Virginia

‘Virginia

Kentucky

Tennessee

S. Carolina
. Texas
Oklahoma
, Arkansas
Louisiana
Mississippi
- Georgia
- n Florida
‘Alabama

North Central North Dakota

» South Dakota

ey

Nebraska
Kansas .
| . Minnesota
Iowa
Missouri
Wisconsin
» Illinois
Michigan®
Indiana
Ohio
West Washington
Oregon
California
Idaho
~ Nevada 3
Montana '
Arizona
Colorado
New Mexico

SR L[4 1:1: T

-

‘ .- L.

N. Carol d/.*

51
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