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ABSTRACT

Based on the decennial censuses of 1950, 1960, and
1970, patterns of population change hetween 1950-60 and 1960-70 are
analyzed for U.S. nonmetropolitan incorporated cities and towns via
tabular and narrative data. The cities and towns which are analyzed
range in size from less than 100 to 50,000 population and, as of
1970, include over 30 million people or about one~half ¢of the total
population living outside metropolitan places. Por this study, a
constant geographic boundary is maintained, and the research relates
to places outside metmopolitan areas as defined in 1963. variatioas
in population growth are examined by size groupings and other
variables such as regional location, presence of an interstate
highway, distance from a metropolitan central city, .and annexation.
Results from both the 1950's and 1960's indicate that any general
view of small towns as dying is grossly inaccurate, for
nonmetropolitan areas grew in population-14% in 1950-60 and 10% in
1960-70 (a rate ©of growth which was less rapid than that of urban
areas, but more rapid than that of the nonmetropolitan population-...
outside incorporated places) and while there were growing and
declining towns in all size classes, only the very smallest of
village classes experienced population loss more commonly than growth
between 1960-70. (Author,/JcC)
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POPULATION CHANGE IN I;IONMETROPOLITAN CITIES AND TOWNS, by Gle‘im V. Fuguiti and Calvin L. Beale.

Economic Development Dlvlswn, Economic Research Service, U.S, Department of Agnulture. Agricultural Economic
Report No. 323,

Abstract

Patterns of population change between 1950-60 and 1960-70 are analyzed for U.S. nonmetropolitan incorporated
cities and towns. Ranging in size from less than 100 up to 50,000 population, they induded over 30 million people in
1970, ot about one-half of the total population living_vutside metropolitan areas. For this study, a constant geo-
graphic boundary is mamtained and the research relatés to places outside metropolitan areas as defined in 1963.
Variations in population growth are examined by size groupings and other variables such as regional location, presence
of an interstate highway, distance {rom a metropolitan central city, an.. annexation. Resulis from both the 1950's and
1960%s indicate that any general view of small towns as deeliming or dying is g ossly inaccurate. Places in nonmetro-
politan afas grew in population 14 percent in 1950-60 and 10 percent w 1990-70, this rate of growth was less rapid
. than the metropolitan sector, but mote rapid than the nonmetropolitan population outside ineorpotated places. There

were growing and declining towns in all size classes, but only the very smallest of village classes witnessed population
loss more commonly than growth in the 1960-70 decade.

Key Words: Towns, Nenmetropolitan population, Population growth.
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Sumnary

Cuntiary 1o the pupula impression of the 193507 and
1960%, the magorty of US. towns of less than 100 ap,
to 30,000 papulation wore not dechmng v pupulanion,
let alone dying,

The number of pleces m ounties tat wete nonmstro
a5 of 1963 increased shghtly between 1930 and 1970,
with more wew places bewng established than disingor-
porating. Altogether, they grew in population I4 percent
the first Jewade and 10 pervent the second  less rapidly
than the metso sector. but more apully thar the
nomnetso popualation vatside incorporated plaves. Over
tmie, ¢ higher propurtion of placys ate found m lnga
size classes as @ womseuerse of this growth and 23
plaves had become metro central cdities by 1970, By
1970, the nonmetro incospurated places had over 30
million pevple, about half the tutal population bving
outside metro areas,

in the 19507, the larges nonmetro plaes were more
likely than smaller pleces to grow and to have mure
rapid growth, This pettern lessencd, however, in the
1960 with a disninution of rates for larger cemers and o
gtowth resurgence of snwadler places. particatarly an the
South away from the Atlantic coast.

A goud deal of the growth differenidl by size of
place s due to the very sl plices under 1,000 a0 s1ze.
When vilkages are Jussilied by size intervals of 100, there
is a regular worrespondence between lager size lass and
highet average growtli wp tu sbeut 700 pupalation Tu
the United States and the Nuitli Central States over bath
decades and for the South m 1950-60. Abuve this size,
differciives i wiowth rates by tuwn sizu are munamal, In
the South over he latest decade, 60 percent or more of
the villages grew m all size Jdasses. To get o better
understaming of the growth of mcorpurated centers in
their focal context, they were subdmaded sccording
size of largest place n the county as of 1960, The
resutgense of sinall town gruwih i the Somth < 0y from
the Atlanti coast presatded regandless of size of largest
place in the county. In the West North Ceniral States,
this was true for two vut ol three groupings according ta
size of largest place. .

Decentialization of the pupulstion was cxamined by
wonizasting growih in and aut of incoppurated centens
fur the twu Jdecades and companing metro with non-
metro group.ags. A Jecentrabization pattern was more
evdent i metra then nonmetso arcas wver hoth tune
pentods, but there was ancteasiyy decentialization of
people m nonmetro areas into the open country and
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other umncourputated termtory i the 1960°s compased
with the 1950%, The rat¢ uf decentralization m metso
aieas, wn the other hand, appeared w have siowed Jown,

Classilication of counties by distance from a metro
wenter shuws Lhat decentrehization trends ore not Linited
v nunmetry arcas that are near a metro Gy, Nor 1s thé
imcreased growth of willages attnbutable only W mehv
aecess.

The presence of an interstate ighway 1in a county
appears, on the surfuce, to stnnulate growth, bul mose
nolably vatstde rather than insule  worpurated centers.
Fur must wilegunss coasulered, however, this growth
effect was Foumd during or evep befure the early stages
ol intesstale wonstiuehon m the 1950% as well as i the
more recentl decade. Instead of growth veournng as «
resull of lighway cunstraction, at appears that inter-
states have generally been built along traffie corridors
vorrespondung tu exishing population gowth patterns.

Most pupulation growth by nonmero uties is aceon-
phshed through aanexation of surroumiing vnnicor-
porated settlement, Thus, two-thirds of the growth of
meotporated places over 2,500 fur the 1950-60 penod
was in territory annexed after 1950, This was true of 90
perent.of growth dunng 1960-70. Population densuy
watlitn pre-cxisting oIty hiits tends 10t W merease. Only
i the Northeast 15 annexation rot an almost wiiversal
means  of Buaptuning  population  growth . today.
Although amazxaton by places over 2.500 was mure
prevalent m the 1960°s than w the [953%, the average
namber o peuple annexed  was ~snulier. Tlis was
wonsisient with il lower levels of urban growth duning
the latier period.

The structure of small town population change is not
sumple. ft s glfected by size of town. lucation wiih
respect to other towns, tegional jucation, annexatkm
policies, lughway developmenis, and a vaniety of evo-
nonne and social factors ot considered i s study.
Tleere are growng and decining towns mi all size lasses.
but only the very simallest class uf wvillages had popula-
twn luss more uften than growth u the last two decades.

Substamial  differences between the  population
Dange patterns of towns i the 19607 wumpared with
the 19507 luve been noticed anly i retrospedd. They
were dwot sensed duning the tume tiey were veournng,
Tlhiey wgive cwdence that the pattern of pupulation
cvharge m monmetro lowes 15 Iginy dynanite, both
vomparson with nativnal chaoge and i regand 1o the
relativn of rowns o therr bniteslands,
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POPl!LATll]N CHANGE IN NONMETROPOLITAN CITIES AND TOWNS

Glenn V., Fuguit
Departinent of Rural Sociology
University of Wiscousin-Madison

Calvin {.. Beale -
LEeonontic Development Division
Freonomic Research Service

Introduction .

The U.S. popnlation, aiways growing aibeit unevenly
over parts of the country, has lustoricaily shown most
rapid growth in and around metropolitan (meiso) cilies,
Concern over ruraf-te-urban migration with ils corre-
sponding urban crowding and depoputation of rural
arexs las led Lo proposals for national and Smlc polidies
to slow ar reverse such arends (£, 24, 22, 6)) Rural
development programs supported by chg.r'tl and State
governments have been justified in parl by the need 1o
alter patterns of population change (see. for example. 2.
2y~

Analy#is of currenl aonmetropolitan  (nonpietso)
popufation trends nmy make a wsclil contpbution to
rural déwelopment planming and action as well as to
efforts to consider overall policies and programs affect-
ing population distribution,

This study ecxplores an important segment of the
nonmetre  population its  incorporated  alies and
towns -and exlends previous work on (he subjeet (14,
F1. 12Y These places, which serve as cinployment
centars 3 provide goods and services for vast areas.
cotilain _about hall’ of the population hving ontside
metro areas. aid include towns varying in size from
fewer than 100 up to 30,000 peopic. The mam focus is
the patlern of popnlation change for such places
hetween 1950-60 and [960-70 (data in tlis report are
nased on the decennial censuses of 1950, 1960. and
1970),

For 100 years ai least. there has beenr considerable
concern about the fale of the declimng village or very
small town bypassed by trade routes or Industry (fur
example. 18, 8, 13, 19). Many of the smallest places are
upiticurporaied amd not separately identified in the
censns  For the others, it is important lo note recent
irends in popalation size by geographic locativns As A
stari, this will show that the word “dechinmg™ 15 not a
necessary modifier of the words “vittage™ or “small
town.” [n facl. aunalysis reveals im unexpected upturn of
growth in some parts of the couniry.

To some extenl, the widespread reputation of small
towns as dying may represent an ampression from therr

——n

Miaticired numncrals w pare piheses refer 1o reierenes v p. L6,
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business tiends, Jobunsen (f6} has shown that, {rom
1930 (0 1970, nomnctio tlowns of Tewer than 2,500
peaple bud ane average dediie of nearly o thard m the
number of onsumer busmess establisiimedits. Such
losses have a visthle unpack v the plysical fubnic vl
towns. Yei, the same places imwrcased m pupulation by
an average of vnemath. Thus, residential funclions of
smaller ponmelio towms are seen Lo have taken a
wilrary overall vourse from their bnsmess functions.
Business dedime does hot prechwde pupulation growth n
an era when there are more retired people and a greater
propensity to live v one plave and work m anvther.

Larger nonmetre mcorpoated ailies are typacally the
ngor trade and manufacturing centers i then areas
mless they are donmnated by @ ncarby metro aty. Seme
are n the process of becoming metro cities, by growing
o exceed the cnienon of 30,000 populatiun set by the
Federal Government fo deternune metro status. Other
nonmelro cities ae deglnng and many show evidence
of deeentralzation. A numbes of these aties may play
an amportant role 1 miral development efforts thiough
the so-valled “growth venter strategy”™ of encouraging
prowth in an area theongh meentives Lo larger eenlers (4.
7.9 14, 15).

As a proper basis for study of growth over the fast
decade, towns are studied that were not in Standard
Metropulitan Statistrcal Areas (SMSA) m 19632 This s
the date when the Bureau of the Budget completed us
Fevisien of SMSA boundanes based on the data of the
1960 census. County eqmvalents of SMSA's are used tor
the metiv-nonmetio distinclion 1 New England 10 order
v make daty for (s reglon consistent with the rest of
the comntyy.

Sinee the 1963 delinibion 15 used, ciies atd lowis are
treated as nonmetro (fal snbsegquently were cdassified as
metro after the 1970 census becanse of ther glowth
dunng the prior decade. On the other hand. although we
deal alsu wath the 1950-00 decade, places i ¢ounties
that became metro between 1950 and 1963 are
excluded, As & consequence, larger nontetro places do

2A0 SMSA s a counly of graup of coRDERON, counlics
(eveept 1 New bagland ) contanoeny, at keast one central gy o
other arban dug beus with al least 50000 people

W




ot show us rapid a growth o the I950% 45w the
1960, fot mang capidls cromang places e the tormet
decade Beane metro befure 1963, The avantage of o
constan grogtaphie boundaty outwelghs disadvantages

£y

of
shwwn by these problems i o view. Ina sg"mrah.
tebulation (table 4}, popalalion chainge pallerps are

conilested Tor mvorporated places using the nonmnietro
designations of 1930, 1963, and 1970,

Change in Nuinber of Places and Population by Size Growp

Thete are well wver 13000 nomticteo neor
potated centers 1 the United States contamng nearly a
sisthiof the total population These places ar “assdied
bospre o table T fur 1950, 1960, i 1970, There is o
aradual erease mi the rumiber o places aver ime This
1 true for every size group wind over every decade wath
only o eseeptions Sldatly, pepulation in these
cenitens ias nerened exeept tor U under-300 size Jass
tn both decades and the 300-999 Lisy over 1950 60 The
aerge population size Tor the under-300 group foend
fiy dividing the population by the number of plags)
dedined frunr 268 to 232 e 26 over the 204w
persnd The average swe of all Tonmwetio plises tugethes.

ol the other hamd, excludug those o 1970 it grew 1o
vver 30.000. mereased from 1984 o 2.218 10 2,310, In
short, table 1 reveals a provess of cortimung urbawra-
non, with mmcreasig gunbers of centers amd popuiation
winl pereasing aserage size of place. Moreover, 23 places
grew (o become metio cenral erties by 1970, )

Tlie nature of thie Junges takg plave trom decade
o decade 1 shan more dearly uable 20 As o« center
arows o dechnes e population, 1 nuay sluft from one
st2¢ chass (o anether. Also, tew places are added an each
veistss aid uthers are diopped becatse of consoludstion
or dwnworpuration, For both decades, sinits between
sie dasses mesulted s a nek foss tor the two smallest size

Table | “ewrdler and populzium of nonmetro tnworporated places by size, 1950, 1960, and 1970
1 1950 1950 %70
Popuatatian vse ks T ]

Sunber Nuamiber Number ’
ol places Population ol places Povulstion ot places Popukition

,‘.' Nunther
MLphaces . 13057 5903419 13 446 29.916.675 13.818 33.302.a061
SO000 ot more | - e - 23 141,083
10.001-49,999 542 F0_251.225 60’ 12,394,599 716 14.513,948
2.500-9.999 LTAE 8347308 1.579 9.177.374 RRIIRY 9.865.608
1,002,499 2494 390013 2.566 4.024.250 2638 4,155,693
00994, . 2.746 1942778 2608 1866, 088 XA 1.906.060
Less than 500 554 1456995 577 L 1A54. 164 5770 1420269

¥ ncludes dropouts bepncen 195060 and 1960-70 Moamctio Manas o of 1963

Table 2-Change 1n the Rumber of nonmento places by sizc. 195060 and 1960.70

Numberat | Net change Nuaiber a1
Decade and popidaiion beginang by mnterdas Droppad New places enut of
siZze law ol degade ihatis out! decale
1
Numbcr
195064
Totad . 13.n5? - 114 343 34806
50, 000 ol mmc e - .- o -
10.000-49,.999 542 (IR - b 602
2.500-9999 . i.731 125 -$ 25 LAY
1.00)-2,499 2494 0 9 61 1,506
$0n.999 2746 =322 14 98 2608
I ess than 500 $.544 -4 86 57 5171
1960-70
Total . a 13.4%6 - B 526 13818
50000 of mol-. - n - 3 23
11.000-19 999 662 51 -2 b 716
25009999 | 1.879 124 -4 n 2015
1,000-2,499 2,566 9 0 43 2638
00999 .. 2608 20 -14 82 3650
) Lews than 5040 8T 214 -16d 373 57110

Y Do, porated of olherwase veased to €8t as 3 separate masaapality

-
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classes and a net gain Tor the farger classes (table 2). A
breakdown of the mel shift (column 2) revealed that
most shiits-74 percent over 1960-70 and 70 percenti
over [930-60—were due to growth of a place {rom a
siabler to a larger size class. Table 2 also shows that
dropouts and new places are” predominantly in the
smaller size classes, with the latter considerably more
numerovs than the former, thus contributing to the net

_growi h of centers seeu in table I,

Q

E
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This analysis suggests that there are 1wo ways-to look
al growth in the context of size classes. Table !
indicai ed stability or decllne over a decade in several of
the smaller size chsses, but_table 2 revealed this was due
in large part’io cenlers growing out of a class and not
being replaced. Data on the growili of size classes, then,
should be supplemented by data on places classified by
initial size and followed over a decade, regaidiess of e
elass at the end of the penod (see lable 3). With one
exception, the percentage vhange of places by innal size
is equal 10 or larger than the percentage change by Jass,
rellecting the net shift of places up the size lierarelry,

In comparing 195060 with 1960-70. we sce that in
both decades larger size groups have larger population
change ligures. but growth differentials among size
groups were much lower in the latier decade, This is due
to u declme in the raie of growih of larger places and.
perhaps wnexpeciedly, an increase in the rate of growith
for smalier places.

Because the 1963 metro distinction is wsed here,
places in counties thal became metro between 1930 and
1963 are excluded. If they are included in thie group
classed by size in 1950 (table 3, colunm 2), the pereem
change figures for the [950-60 decade are all larger:
from the smallest Lo largest siwze group. the percentages

dre 301114019, and 22, The fact that places 250010, "

10.000 1 1950 grew |7 percent and places over 10.000 ™
grew less than that {15 percent) in fable 2 is thus seen to

Table 3-Change in population of nonmetro towns by size class
and initial size, 195060 and 1960-70°

# 195060 1960-70
Poputation Places by T Maces by
Size izt Size initial
class size class size
? Percent
10,000-19 999 30 15 2 10
35009999 .. 0 17 8 10
LB00-2499 .. 3 12 4 9
500999 ... . - 8 3 9
Less than 500 . 1 1 -1 5

'Populalion change by size class is the change in number of
persons found to bt hving withie a grven size class of lowns al
two diffetent dales. The wwus vomptising ihe class may change.
Population change in places by el size shows (he change
wilhin 2 given sei of towns gronped by their populanon at the
bemamng of the perioid. The places comprising the group remain
identical, PR

be due to 1he fact tial some rapdly growwg larger
places grew 1o niel 1o stalus,

The eilect of different wetre definitions is shown
further in table 4. This table gives the aggregale
population change for places classed by initial size
according 1o the ponmetro defintions of 1950, 1963,
and 1970, The raie of growliy is the same or lowered for
each succeeding definition. indicating again that, over
time, rapidly growing nonmetro places are successively
drawn out of this uraverse by their shift 10 metro status,

This is scen wore eearly by comparing columas 3, 4.
and 5 o table 4 which represent a mwtualiy exclusive

~division of the places that have been nonmetro since

950, Column 3, noninetro m (970, 1 in fact the places
that were nonmetro m all three tme periods. This

Table 4 ~Change in population of nonmetro places by inifial size, 1950-60 and 1960-70.
and nenmelra designations of 1950, 1963, and 1970

Nomne o designation Noameiro Nowmeiro

Pecade and 1mtad 1950, 1963. 1950, niclro

7¢ Jass 1950 1963 1920 metro 1970 1963, 1970

Pereent
1950-00
50,000 ar more ' - — -
2500049999 ... ... ... ... ] 12 i 9 16 54
§10.000-24 999 ! 2 19 17 45 438
2.5009,999 ! 19 17 16 48 41
1.006-2,499 ! - 14 12 12 37 42
500999 . t ] 8 8 25 >
Loy shan 500 i 3 t | 16 30
1
1961-70 ]

50.000 or mote . 31 - - - 3
25 D00-49999% : 14 1 5 3 27
j0000-24 999 ., ¢ 12 9 ¢ 24 33
25009999 .. : 13 1o 1t 24 37
1.000-2.499 . , , 12 9 L9 kY 42
00909 . .. ... . L. ; 1t 4 8 42 12
Less than 500 . f 7 3 4 30 $6
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column plus column 4 represents places which were
nonmelro in 1963 and thus included in our universe,
whereas (he last column consists of places that bewame
metre by 1963, Again, there is generally an orderty
progression of percent increases from left 1o right. with
places becoming metro carlict shuwing the highest
growth.

Despite the fact thut ncorporaled enlers ntoving out
of nonmetro status tend tocgrow much more taprdly
than those that dv not show muh movement, a
ompgrison of columns 2 and 3 ot 1ble 4 indrcates that
al lcasi wﬁ) regard (o aggregate srowth, the resuio of
tins studygwould have been hitle different had we used
the 1970 nonnietro definition,

" Growtlt and Decline of Cities and Towus

In addition to considesing the aggregate growth of
groups of citics and towns, it is important 1o compaue
growth trends wiile the place as 1he unit of analysis. Fu
this purpose, the percent of change i population has
been computed for every place over each of the wo
decades. Comparisuns are then made ¢ither of distiibu-
tion of places by percentage change vor of the proportion
of places growing awong various size and locativn
groupings.

The dctailed distribution of places by percentage
change in 1950-60 and 1960-70 is given in table 5 for
plaves grouped by size at the beginning of the decade
The resulis are consistient with the aggregate analysis in
table 3. In general, larger places are nwre likely to be
found in the higher percemtage change columns. Differ-
ences by initial size are less in 1960-70 than in 1950 60,
however, with larger places tending (o show lower rales
of growtly in the 1960's than in the 1950% and smalier
places showing higher e 1¢s of growtitin 1he 1960,

. _For both decades, piaces initially under 500 populy-

tion are particularly neteworthy in that over one-Lalf
declined in population and one third declined moie than
10 pereent. Since the difference between the distribu-

tion of this group and he veal one s the largest of any
two adjacent groups lor aither decade. 104 clear Wt
nuch of the vanation of growth by size is found amuong
stnaller plaves under 1,000. To examme this relationshup
i mwre delail, we have graphed (fig. 1) the propoeruon
of plaves gruwang and the proporion growing 15 pereent
ut more for places of fewer than 1,000 people grouped
by intervats of 100 imtial population s,

. For the entire Nation. there is a rather steep, regular
inurease i the proportion of places growing, from
size of fewer than 100 up o abvut 700-800. The hines
for butli devades are approxinately parallel ap to ubout
500 w size, with the hne for 1960-70 abuvul ¢ or 7
percentage pumnts sbove that for 1950-60. Other sevtions
of this chant shuow the situation in the North Central
and Sovuth census regions. Thete are 1oo few places in
the Northeast and West for separate constderation. The
North Central States show a slightly steeper slope than
the United States as a whole, primanly because the pro-
portion of very small places growing is less in tha
region. The hne for ihe 1960-70 decade 15 unly slighily
above that for 195060 though the 1wo are pataliel as
with the total United States. It s essentially m the North

Table 5 - Distribution of nonmetro places by pereentage change in population and initial size. 195060 a2nd 19606-70

Distribution of places by pefeent change
Decade and initiol * Change Population loss Popadation gain 3
populalion sizv Places | inpopu- | Toual —1 Pernent
Class lation 10 or Less Lew 20 ot of plages
L than 10 | 1hau 19 10-19 nore growing
Nember s
1950-60 Porcent
Allplaces ... ........ 12,765 14.2 100 24 20 n 15 19 56
25.000 or mott .. ... 17 10.8 100 4 17 n 2% 12 79
10,000-24,999 .. .... 425 18.9 100 b 13 24 23 35 82
50009999 ........ 669 17.1 100 5 17 25 20 k] 18
25004999 ........ 1,048 16.6 100 7 17 27 21 28 76
1,000.2,499 . ....... 2478 12.1 100 13 2 2 18 22 66
500999 ........... 2322 8.4 100 19 2 28 14 20 59
" LeShan 500, ., 5,306 1.0 100 i8 2 17 1 13 41
1960-70 A
Miploces .. ... ..., 13.292 9.6 100 20 23 23 14 19 56
25000 ormore ... .. 168 Il 100 15 18 27 i5 25 47
10.000-24.999 ......] ~ 492 2.3 100 8 28 27 16 21 o4
50009999 ... ... 730 10.0 100 8 25 29 18 X 47
25004999, ....... 1.14% 10.2 100 1 M 28 17 X 05
1.000.2,499 .. . 2.556 9.2 100 12 25 27 16 20 6}
500999 ... ....... 2.594 9.0 100 16 Ll i 16 19 6l
Lessthan 500 .. ... Jq° 5611 4,7 100 k¥, 20 19 1 ig 48
i
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Central States, where there are hongreds of very small
incorporated places, that the notion of “dying™ suwll
towns commes closest 1o reality.

Resolts for the Svoth are wnost interesting. For
1950-60, the slope is rather Iike that fur the enlire
Unjted States cavept that one-alf of the plaves unda
100 grew in the South compued o one-thind for the

United States. The pattein for 1960-70, lowever, n=

quite dilferent. The lme is alnwst henzontal, the
propurtion growing fur gronps of places under 700 m
1960 was conipatatasely gl and wwaflurm, rangmg from
58 te 67 pereent. Most 1gsurgence of growth m very
small places appears to Jptve tahen place m the Suugh.
According 10 ‘the bottom hnes of figure F-Yapid
growth appears o be less assvuated with bl size for
these small ptaces than the percent growing. In cach
graph, the proportion of places growing wore than 13

_pereent has not shown miuch vanation by ittial stze, In

ihe South, however, therg 1s a patiern suwlar to that fot
the percent growmg, watli Some assuctation by size m the
19507 bol essentially none m the 19607s.

Regronal varration w growth patierns for alt places »
shown i figore 2. Here the propartion of places growmgp
s graphed by mmtwl size for both decades separately Lor

_ the Northeast and West. and two census divisions of the

Nurth Central States and the three dwsions of the
South. (The numbo of meorporated places 15 tow small
10 permil separate consideration ol the o Jdivisions in
the Northeast and the two n the West. For convenience,
these consus regions will be referred (o a5 “divesous™
liere along with_the others disvussing the charis.)

For ihe entire Nauon, the positive association be
tween jnilial size amd pereent of places growing o clearly
evident for the 1950-60 penod and is reduced for
1960-"0 with the dedine m the proportion ol lazger
places growing and the increase in the proportion of
smaller places growing. A simnthur positive assuciation 3§
found in all divisions except thie Northeast in 1950-60.
but 1n the more recent decade anly 1p the West and West
Nortli Central States. Among dviions. it 1s omiornily
true thai places over 2,500 were less hkely 1o graw
the most recent decade than m the 1950°s, Smaller
places under 1,000 were shghtly more hkely to grow w
the 1960°s n West North Central States and_consuder-

,ably mwore son the East South Central and West South

Central States (roughly the South away from e
Allanti seaboard). The slufl belwcen decades for the
West Soulh Centrel 15 most dramativ. the hne of
psvciatuon between swe and grow'le for 195060 s
approxiately 2 45-degree angle cad L 1960 70 il 1
almost honotinal

To get o better understanding ol the gowth of
muwrporated plaves in then local contear, we Jasstied
towns according to the sire of the largest place mthe
wounty as of 1960. The propurtien growmg by deaade,
mtial size. and seee ot largest cormmuamity fover 10.000.
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2,500 to 10,000, and under 2,500} 1 given w fgure 3,
The Tist row of gaphs gives 1esults by division Tor
places m counties laving a center uver 10,000 in 1960,
I all drvistons, thiere was a decdme mthe propertion of
plaves growmg ne the 1960 comnpared wath the 19507,
nul ondy for wenters of 10,000 and up bt alse for thase
of 2,500 w 10,000 people. i the West Nortls Centnal,
East South Central, and West Southe Central dviswons,
there was an mcrcase m the proportivic of places growimg
m the three asses opder 1.000. Thus pattern of
differential growth saggests subuthamzation around (e
larger momietre vities. Sudh suburbanization may ot
result in nrcased chaneds of grawth fon places of 2,500
v 10.000 people in woonties laving a wenler over 10,000
because of the comparatively high density of such
places. For example, it can be shown in Suuth Dakota

vue of the few States wheie the area of all twns is
avalable for 1960 that wwns of 2,500 1w 10,000
peaple had an average of 2.741 people per square mile.
Such density Jdues not permu wuch further growih
withoul annexation. But smaller towns age eompara-
tively more spacous. Those of 1,000 o 2.500 popula
twn had ouly half as much Jdensity {1346 per square
mile) and these of onder 1.000 population were ouly a
filth as Jemscly setiled (554 per square mile). Thus more
of thewr growth can oceur witlon existitg own hound-
anes without spilling over mto utincorporated territory,

The secomd rew ol graphs gives growth patterns for
plaves m counties with largest ceners off 2,500 1o
10000 people m 1960, In companng 1960-70 10
1950-60, there 1s generglly & dechne m the proportion of
thuse 2,500 10 10,000 that are growug md 1 the
proportion ol places 1.000 1o 2,500 gruwwmg as well.
cacepl 1n Uhe East South Central and West Soath Central
States. Within tlus county group. these two divisions
show an mereased proportion uf places growmg 1 all
three size categones under 2.500.

Turning now o meorporaled lowns 1 coonties with
largest place less than 2,500 in 1960 (the third rew of
lig. 3). we see that in the West North Central, East South
Central, amd West South Central Jdivisions, all size
cregories had a hgher pruportion growing in the
1960-70 peiiod. b contrast. the propartion growing was
umformly lower tn the Irtter dedde m the Wesl, In
other divisions. the pattein is mnixed, -

T 1esimge oo ob small town growth shown m the
cather Tigare Tor the West South Conal and the East
Svuth Central Stgtus thus prevails 1exandless of the se
of laigest plave i the wunty, hi the West North Central
States, this s true for coe, s with lagest places mnder
2,500 amd wver 10.000. The growth patlern i counties
with larger places suggests subarbanization atouad tugor
nupelng centers, Bur, evidently more wliau this 1s gomyg
wli an Uese thtee davispons wath the mervased growth of
small places m more miral vuntics.




PERCENT OF NONMETRO PLACES GROWING
BY SIZE OF PLACE AND DIVISION
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PERCENT OF NONMETRO PLACES GROWING BY SIZE OF PLACE,
SIZE OF LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, AND DIVISION
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Growth in and Out of Incorporated Places

Sone of the growth patterns reviewed so far suggest a
deceniralizing trend in ntany sections of the country. To
2o one step (arther in considering this process, connties
were classified by size of largest .comnmmity amd the
tolal and incorporated place papulations were oblained.
Then, by subtraction, the populttion living anside
incorporaled places in 1950, 1960. and 1970 was
“determined.

Table 6 gives the peteent change of population m and
ont of ingorporated places for 1950-60 and 1960-70 by
size of kergest conumnity in the county and diviswn of
the country. For 3 given culegory in thes table, 1he
naniber of places is constant over caeh decade. As o
consequence, the population of new places fira reported
in 1960 is considered to be oulside incorporated centers
in the 1950-60 computations but is included for
1960-70. Similarly, the population of new places in
1970 is counted outside incorporaied places in buth the
1950-60 and 1960-70 figures. The centers disincorpo-
rated after 1930 have nol been considered as part of the
place population at any time.

Tius table gives some evidence of decentrahzation,
pancularly around centers of more ilian 10.000 popula.
tion. For the United States as a whole. in conntics with
largest place over 10.000. the papnlation outskle ingor-
porated places 1s growang more rapudly 1han the popula
tion living in meorporated centers over the 1960.70
decade, though tlus was not true w 1930-60. Anong
divisions. a stmlar transtion was found m the South
Athintic States, whereas tn the Northeast and fast North
Central divisions omiside arcas were growing more
rapidly than ctties uver bath decades. In the Nartheas,
where little annexation of new lerntory by eilis 1
possible, the population ontside of places grew muore
rapidly than the population m places over buth decdes
in the other two counly groupings as well,

Further indication of growth changes evnsistent with

decentrahzation is found by ecomparing the rates of
growth iitside incorporated centers for the lwo deeades

and sinnitarly the rales of growth mside mcorporated
cenlers. Far the three grompngs by size of largest
comnninity, within divisions, there are only two seg-
ments in which the rate of population growth cutside
incorporated centers dwd not merease (or the rate of
decline slacken) in the 1970 than 1 the 1960°s. In
contrast, for all divisions, the rale of growth was lessn
th seeond decade for the popmlation in incorporated
cenlers located in counties wilh the laigest place over
10,000, Most divistotts showed an muercase i the rate of
gronth (ur fess decling}, however, for the mcorporated
place poplation in conntics with largest place under
2.500. This was also true in two svuthern divisions for
coutities with birgest places 2,500 10 10,000, But for all
these segments, the difference i place growth between
1950-60 and 196070 was less than the correspondmg
difference for (he  popmlation  ontside  ineorporated
cenlers,

Metra figmes are inchuded for companson m table 6.
Metro growth outsde wmcorporated phices 1s consler-
ably above that for nonmetro segments uver both
decades in the Naotion. Growth ontside places is unly
one-hall as large in the $900's as 1 the 1950°s in metro
arcas, however, whereas for ponmetro areas, the popila-
tion outside mcarporated places did wot haonge in the
1950 bat grew 6 pereent in the 1960%. Among the
divisions, only mr the West Soith Central was growih
autside incorporated cemers in metro arcas higher in the
1960°s than the 1950°s. No divisions bad an inerease in
percent change of population inside incorporated cenlers
in the later decade. Yet, for the nommetro sector, only in
the West wis growth omiside incorporated places not
higher {or decline less) in the second deeade. To
summarize, a decentralinng pattern of population
chabge is more evidenl in metro than nonmetro areas
aver both time periods. But. there 1s mereasing decens
traliration in nonmetro areas when the 1960 decade,
Jharacterired by slower mational growth, 15 eompared
with the 1950%. In contrast, the rate of decentralization
1 ateyro areas appears Lo have slowed,

Distance from it Metre Center

Nufimelior Ameniea 15 not anasolated entity. Rather,
i 1s integrated with the system of large urban centers
spread over-lie kand. There is a lopg traditon of research
sowing a variety of socutl and economie variables b be
associaled wath distance from a metro cenler. Certainly.
the spread of population out from the metropolis
siggests that wonmetro growth differentials mght be
explnined 1 part hy nearness (W a large aily. Intable 7.
the growth of population w1 and ont of meorporaled
places is given by sire ol largest place i the county
crosseclassified by distunee (romn the conter of the
counly to the pearest mebro central enty. fn the 19507,
the most raptd place growth was fonnd 10 counties with
places over 10,000 and more than 100 miles from a metro

central aly, This suggests competitve advantage for
middle-size eities o they are remote from metro centers.
By the 1966%. however, places iy counties with eities
wver 10,000 were growmg less rapudly everywhere
dhonct 10 pereent i ali three distance rones,

The evidence of decentralizanon, discussed in eon-
e o with previons tables, 1s strangest here withn 3¢
miles ul nietro centers, bul s not limited Lo 1hs distanee
wtegory. Wil 5G pmles, growth ottside of places s
grealer than meorporated center growth i the 196070
penod, Llsewhere, growth outside centers s greater or
dechine 1s Iess m the 1960°s than i the 1950's, excepl
fur counties with largest place over 10,008 and more
than 100 wiles away from 3 1neiro center.
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Table 6 ~Change of population in and out of incorpotated places by melru statns of county and initial

slze of largest nonhluilm place, United States and divisions, 1950-60 and 1960-70
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1950:60 1960-70
Area, meio stau,
and maia size of largest Inside Outsile Inside OuSide
potineiro plage m vounty Totyl morporgled 1 uarporiied Towl meotponated | imorporaled
plices plaves Macer places
2,3
United States _ Percent
Metro comntics ... ..., N 2 13 52 16 13 X
Nonmelre coungies ., . ... . 6 14 g 10 6
Size of latgest plave
10000 0ot more ..oon.-.. 16 18 12 12 Il 14
25009999 ... ... - 10 7 4 ] 1
Less Wan 2300, ... . ..., 6 3 -3 | [ 1
Northeast
Metio cotnlics ... ...l 13 2 55 9 i 30
Nonmelro vounties . .. 12 5 18 12 | ]|
Size of Lirgest place
100000rmoge ... ........ 15 6 5 13 2 25
25009999, ... .....m. 4 2 6 7 1 I
loess than 28300 ... ..., 8 1 8 15 1 17
North Cenral
Metro cobnlies ... . N 2. 18 53 .13 11 20
Nonmetro counties . . ... 5 9 - 4 7 I
Size oflargest plage
10,080 or more . . 13 14 )] 9 9 8
25009999, .. . 2 7 - 2 5 -2
. Less than 2500 . ... -6 -10 -3 1 -6
Fast Nonh Cennal
Menio coumliey ... . ... ... 24 17 53 13 tl it}
Noamclio connlies . ... g I 8 8 8 ]
Size of largest place
10,000 ormore ... ..... 14 12 17 10 9 I
25009999 . ...... 5 7 3 4 6 6
Less Wham 2,500 ... .. .. -2 2 -4 6 3 g
West North Central
Melro cotmlies .. ... 214 18 56 14 13 20
Nommelro counlws . . 4 A v 13 -8
Size of laggest place
10000 or ke , ..., . 10 15 .1 7 1} |
25009999 ... .. ....... -2 6 10 +3 4 11
Less than 2,500 . ... ..... 8 - 12 4 5 -10
Somh N
Mewro cotmties .. . v - 34 [1] 22 2 P2
Noameiro cotitws . .. 3 19 -7 7 12 3
Siize of largest place :
10,000 of more . §4 a8 k1 11 12 I
25009999 3 14 -1 5 13 -
Less than 2,500 -8 ? "l 2 13 -1
South Adanle
Metro counties 40 2 (1} kI by 32
Noametto Lounlies o 9 20 3 11 1 10
Sz of kaneest place
19,000 or more . 20 2 16 16 §2 19
2,50049.999 3 1? -3 7 W 6
Lews than 2,500 -3 8 FA 2 J0 2
-
l 4: Contimued
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Table 6 =Change of popwlation in and out of incorporated places by metro slatus of county and initial
size of Jargesi nonmelro place, United States and Qivisions, 1950-60 and 1960-70 —centinved
1950-60 1960-70
Ares, melrostains.
and initial size of Targest Insicle Oslade Inside Oulside
nomnelio place in counly Totl meorporaled | meorporaied Total invorportied | wmecorporated
plices haces plaees places
. Percent
sei=kast South Central i
Metro commtics ..., . ... 20 Foge 20 24 J1 2u B
Nonmielto counties . . -3 eli} 13 3 16 -3
Size of largest place,
10,000 otmore ....... - 8 25 £ B 13 2
150019999 ..o 7 [ ] I H 2 i) -7
Lessthan 2,500 .. ...... -1 12 13 -l 18 4
Wcs\t South Central
Melro connties ..ol el 37 36 6 2 2 2%
Nonmmetro counties .. ... Ve | 17 16 5 1} -2
- Sizv of larsest place
10000 0T moTe oo un i 9 25 12 7 12 2
35009999 .. ... ..kt -7 11 -19 4 ] -3
Less than 2800 ... .. ... 11 2 15 3 13 2 .
Wesl .
Moo vountits .. ...l ans .- 49 12 65 28 w 38
Nomuelio counties ........... 19 24 14 14 17 12
N Sire of larpest place
10,000 ormore ..., vuinnau, 28 32 23 19 1 15
25009999 . ... ...l 10 15 [ 8 8 8
Lessthan 2500 ... .. ...... A 2 -3 5 2 6
*
Table 7=Change of population in and oul of incorporaled nopmicizo places. by distance from 2 metro
cenlral ¢ily and ininal sice of lareest place i counly, 195060 and 1960-70
1950-60 1960-70
Iistanee aml
bzl siee oF linade Outsade Tonide (Onade
largest place ol uwor porated | tncorporaicd Total wieotporated | ouworporated
places places places phaces
By goence
Livs Wham 5O iniles Percom -
from J central vity
Total covvevnn. o 11 15 ? 13 1t 15
10.000 or more 17 17 18 15 19 2
25000999 ., .. ..., .. [ 14 1 11 12 10
Less than 2,500 ... 9 -3 9 4 7
50499 meles from &
central oy
Towl ........ e e . 3 13 -1 3 1] 3
10,000 or more ... . 11 17 7 1 11 11
- 25009999 ... . 3 B 10 | 8 -3
Less shaa 2,500 ., ... ... -7 1 10 . 7 -2
100 mules of mare
feom a central oty
Total ... ... .. . . 8 Is 1 5 B |
10,000 of wore . . 21 21 18 10 1 9
25009999 .. .. | 143 -7 5 -4
Less Whan 2,500 . .. -8 - 12 -2 | -3
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Table 7 alsu shows that the murease m growth of
smaller centers In rural counties 1s not nied to the
S0-mle band. Places m counties with largest place under
2500 grew more rapidly w the 1960°s than m 1he
1950% m all hree distance vategories.

The aumber of counties 1 seine disldine bands 18
very small in particulur regions and divisions. For

example, most vountics more than 100 miles from a
metro central ity are in the North Ccntm!%
Mountamn States, but alimost nowe are 1 the Northdds.
Silatly, because of lurger vounly sizes, there are very.
few counties less than 50 mlles from a central city in the
West. For this reason, we have not reported a distante
by suze of largest pl.lu, classification scp.ualel) for
regions or divisions.

The laterstate Highway Systeni and Population Growth

Development, particwlarly i rural arcas, requtres

adequate transportation Lo provide Iinkages wath other
anents of the econumy. Many have argued that vur

mietstate lighway systemt can have unportant positive
worsequenses for population aid cootiomi growtly (20,
5).,To tahe advantage of sucli an effecd, construetion of
new digdway s Lo complement the mierstate system las
been an explivat part of the develupment progrnn wi
Appalaclua 117, 7). We would expect growth of non-
mielro cities amd towiis 1o be assoctaled wath proxinuty
to interstate highways.

To easare this pussible gssoctation, pominetny voun-
ties were Jassified . using the 1963 Ranmd M Ny Rowd
Arlas, as to whether or not they vontained segments off
miersiale hghway at the mudpoint of the 1960-70
decade. Much of the systet was incomplete in 1963 so
wunties were ntcJuded vily 1f the toad was fitnslied vver
prore than vne-hall of the length of the county . and way
wonheted with a substantial wrercounty segment,

The populztion nside amd outside incorporaled
venters 15 casstfied v table 8 by whether or not the
vouttly ol lovalwn bad an mterstate i 1965 and by size
ol largest ptave i the wunty . Because only 301 counties
wete ddassified as having an mterstate highway, amd these

iistead of the il regions and divisions. For the whole
Umited States. the South, and the balance of thé
wunlry. we see that the total nomuetro population grew

at least twice 2s raprdly in countics on the imterstate gs-

i1 wthier vounties. But, by size of largest vominunity, this
difference 15 somewhat less for counties with largest
place wver 10,000, indicatng that the offect of the
interstate may  be mure important for more ru:al
countics.

lusule meorporated plaves there is lintle difference In
2ro@&) by whether a county is un or o7 the interstate
fwi wountics with largesi place over 10,000, Cbserved

Table 8 ~Change of populanon in and out of nunmelro incotporated places, on and off an inlerstale highway and .
inilial size of largesl place in county, United Staics, South, and nonSouth, 1950-60 and 196070

1950-60 1960-70
Insade Culsde . aside COulside

Imtial s1ze of Towat incorporaed | mcorporated Toal mcorpordicd | ncorporated
largest place in covny places places places places

On Oif On Off G Off On Ofr On o’ On Oﬂ@

N gh- § togh- | daghe 1 logh- | Jugh- ¢ lngh- | bigh- | lngh- [ ingh- § lugh<f high- § wgh-

way way | way { way | war way | way | way | way | way | way | way

v Percont
United States ”

Total ......vvoot vinns 12 5 15 14 10 2 i3 7 i i0 t5 4
10.000 or more . 7., 18 i5 ; 16 19 17 10 14 12 10 1 19 12
250049999 .. ..... 4 - 12 10 -1 - 10 3 10 8 10 -l
Less than 2,500 . ...... -I -6 9 3 -4 4 8 1 H 6 6 |

South

Totad . eveneinnninn 16 8 12 il 3 4 2 7 8 3 17 7
10,000 of mote .. .... 20 16 13 16 30 15 4 13 9 1] o 19
2.500:9999 ....... . 7 3 9 ? 5 - 3 6 S, W 1
Less than 2,500 ... 2 4 4 -4 4 1 1 3 I 3 1

Nonsouth by

Total ...ovvvien ovnen 7 2 12 19 -2 8 13 6 14 12 13 1
10,000 or more ...... 13 14 2] 25 2 14 1 13 12 A5 9
25009999 ......... o4 7w\ s) a2 1z 4 s 2. 2
Less than 2.500 ...... - 5 13 6 5 11 12 i 18 3 10 2
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differences, moreover, generally favor places it counties
not having interstare highways. Note thal i this
amalysis, it is the county anrl not the place thar lhas the
inlerstate. In an earlier study. plices over 10.000 were
classed according o whether or not they weré very near
such a highway: a slight posilive association with geowth
was"found (/2). In the present work with connty units,
most ol the growrh effect is found outside incorporated
places where there are dilferences for mwost size of largest

place groupings lor both deeades, In the more rural

countics thronghout the Nation, small centers also share
m the ageregate growth.

If one eompares the population inside and oulside
incorporated cénters, as was done m the preceding
section, a conclusion Is that decentralization around
cities over 10,000 is largely a phenomenon of the
inlerstate highway counties, In the Uniied States and the
South i the 1950°, growth ontside incos porated places
was larger Uhan that mside for counties with largest place
over 10,000 on the interstate. Bul. the reverse was Lroe
for connties ofT the interstate. In the 1960°s, 1he growih
advantage for population outskle incorporated centers
was larger on the interstate than off for the United
States and the Sonth, as well as ontsile the Sourh. Noe
the rates of growih mside incorporated places declined
in the 1960’ compared to the 19507 for counties with
largest. place over 2,500, regardiess of whether or no
there was™ an interstate highway n the county m 965,

However, general conclustons about the growth-
mducing effect of mierstate ghwuys are greatly modi-

fied whet one examthes data tor the [950%. The
interstate highway program did not result in sigmficant
road nuleage until the Tate 195052 Yel. we have {vimd
i most cases that the growth advantage of counties
located on an interstule was simbar in both the 1950%s
and the 1960%, This suggests that growth dilterentials
cannot be viewed as solely an ¢ffect of the mierstale,
bul that perhaps the reverse 1s true. That is, inlerstates
luve ‘Deen bualt ploag maor toaflic corndors that
correspond with development and population growth.
The tendency for highway planning to lag. rather than
lead. growth md developinent lwts also been noted in the
press (375).

Some evidence of a change i growth processes over
nme s obtained. however, us m 1wble § for countics
outsle the South with largest place over 10,000, The
sante tendency appears i lable 9 where counties are
grouped according (o distanee 1o a metro eenter. {The
small number of counties in some cells trakes it impossi-
ble (o present tlus table for different sectioms of the
conntry.} In tle J930%. counties that hiad aities of more
than 10,000 m population and that were more than 100
miles from an SMSA central aty were growmg nore
rapidly both insuleand.outside incorpmated centers il
they were nol on an mierstate than if they wae, in the

Tin 1960, TADG mnics o1 the M Sy CTE WeRe yOm-
plere, moludmg dell roads  The mideage icpeascd (o 18,300 10
1965 amd 28,600 m 197}

Table 9-Change of population in and oul of nonmetro incorporafed places, on and off an intersiie highway, size
of 12rgest pace in conniy, and disiance from a meim central cily, 1950-60 and 1960-70

195060 - . 1960-70
Insde Onedsade Instde Quiade
Ersanee bnd minat Towl Inorpotsicd | ipgarpolated Fotat weofporaicd | meorparared
sie of lagost plice laves pluges phlices phtees

i eouniy
(h ) On OfF

Ingh: } lghe § high- | lugh
wal LAY Way Wity

lagh- § hghe 1 tagh-
wat way | wn wa} Wy wat way Wiy

Un nf On of On Off On Off -
hagh=3  agh- | hygh-  Fhagh- | lugh-

b

b
Less Thap 50 nnles Percent
from a contral iy

loal ... . .. . . 16 B 17 15 15 4 16 ' I 11 M| 1t
10,000 or more . 0 14 ] 6 22 i3 16 14 n 10 13 {1}
25009999 ... . 9 5 14 14 b 1 15 9 1 13 v L
Lew than 2,500 i 6 -1 19 8 3 3 ny 7 L3 | 13 n S

5099 nules from 4 .
cenlral criy

(o .. . . Y 2 12 P13 [ 6 9 0 9 10 10 2
10,000 or inole . 14 12 14 19 17 5 1 1] 8 12 15 10
2.500.94999 | . -l -4 9 3 7 1 4] | 9 8 3 -3
1ess Uign 2,500 i -7 7 E| 3 -1 1l e | 1) 7 -3 2

160 nales o1 more i
{rom a central <ty !

Totd . - e e 1| 8 7 13 15 | 1 16 4 11 7 8 |
10,300 or marcg 13 12 16 25 8 19 14 1] 13 11 16 B
2500:9.999 . . 2 1 12 10 -3 7 5 9 4 1 -l
1 ¢ss than 2,500 -3 8 3 ' 12 -4 3 -3 ! -6 -1

b ] ‘,-f [3
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1960°s, the 1everse was tue, with the gowth advantag,
gomy  to counhics on mikcistate Inghiways, At ths
distance from large atis, there was also an incredsed
grow bl gdvantazge mthe tost revent devade tor wounties

chaving mteistate bndiways witl Favgest place 2500 10

10.000, bt not for counties with lagest plave under
2.300.

by sutn, the materstaty lugiway appeas (o Lavwe o
posttive associalion with growth, parteulatds vutsele

neoipotated wentas, heomost segiments comidered.,
however, ths s Tound i thie 19307 belure and during
catly stages ol mtesstale wonstiuction s well as in the
1960°s. Lowal effects of miersiate haghin ays v populy-
tnal are witen very ubviois e the wost castial travel,
But. Funtlics work s requed usang more claborgte
amilytieal teclmiques before more detmitive conelusions
Witk be reachied woneerming 1lie effect of tus yanable on
growth ol nunmeteo towis.

. Annexution mid Growth

Cities gronw g population st ondy by Gl ot
terntory bat alo by adiimg to therr corporate lnts
thesugh annexanon, Tl sdds 1o tie compiexty ol ihe
study ofF growth, for annesationoas a legal process and
citics <htker i the extem 1o winch they are able 1o
mmex hecavse of sarmons m State law il oppotta.
wty. As 3 consequence, there oot slwsys g close
correspondetice between the thickly setiled teantory of
d ¢ty m the geographic sense and the entoy enconye
passed by the mamecipal s,

Thts does net mgan that geoneth due 1o mmesanen s
“spurious” and should be elimmnasied from consnlepation,
It usually refleets genuae growrb with reul conseqnences
lor the Tarawmng commuty. But o s imporiant (o
Lnow the extem 1o which obseived ot s due 1o
dimesation sud to dentdy areas whete smexation s
either ghly prevalent or very mhiequent. Decentraliza.
ton, measured Iy comparmg growth omoand out ol
meorporated eenters, abo s afteaied by ameanon
possibilines am! secomplishinents.

Beginmn, wuli the 1960 capsus, n 1v posible o
obta tw wasem populanon witlnn what was tle
iorporgled Imts of an utbas place at the tmr ot she
preceding census, Using tiese data, onle iy deternine,
lor memametos et porated wenters vver 23000 whiethes
ol ot 4 annexdtion of terotuey wccured whidh
molves popilation disl what the mpoitanee ol anevg-
ton was 1 populstion sl wvar 195060 aud
1960.70.

Table 10 gives the pereenl of plices annesing v
borh ddecudes By oantial sse dor ghie regions of i
country. The stohig dibierence mi tos wble s berween
the Northeast daind flag vthes regrons. Only e guaigy ol
the places b the Northicast anneacd over cacli deeady
whereas inet Bwo-thirds of the contars focaned moother
ceionts dul se Amosig the ol ogwons, tie West shows
the lughest propoion of places aimesang, wili oy SO
pervent dog soome botle 195000 and 196070, In
veneral, larges plaves are more hkels 1o gy Wathnihe
exception ol the Sostheast, T8 pereent v wofy ol e
places mosre groaps vver 100000 aane vl ovee hotl
decasdes. Outady the Nartheas then, aumexation 15 4
GOt Hgdns Gl hooping population expansion witlun
ramtnetpgl lowts, poticulaly ton barger sommctio atic,

h, @eral, s the 1900°, the e ol aunexation w.as at
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Lable 16 Pervent of poimncir places annexang by inltial sire.
Unired Siates and regions, 1950-60 aud 1960-70

Devade aad Uypzad | Norilis | Noaly
ikl a2y Sides ooy jUentnal | Somh | Wew
ferent
95060 ..,
logal . . . 65 23 [ 3 82
23 0} o7 voie 77 28 2 B0 78
tnpad- 24,999 17 » 81 | 92
S.000W 999 &Y s M 7 R4
2.500-4999 . ih 18 S od 17
19600710}
lonal . &7 n 70 73 R4
25400 0 mofc Rl 14 91 Q2 9
0024 9499 74 2 &1 h %) 94
50009 999 0 25 il 79 34
2004 09 i) ! 61 &1 78

the ~amie Jevel o0 hightiy lugher than e the 1930%,
Mis, the lowes petonal levels ol popalatos growth n
simall rtres an the more revent devade weie ol due 1o
Larhiare 1o anmen siduatin

The mmportance ul anpenatiog 1 pepulation growth
mondicated wethe Test two colums' ol table 1, Thee
positles show clearly thgt st gosth ob ughan places
avsucrated with amexanon amd ik the mmportanee o
annexation ke growth las meseased, Thas, 63 percent ot
e popubatin growth of urbaen mcosporated plaes oser
195060 was i terotory andesed to these oities alter
19530, This was tiie ol B9 percent ol the growth ina
1900-700 Just as Liges places we more Tkels to annex.
thy poportion ol towil due 16 annesation ereises
with wize ot place I Lt or places over 25000, the
1900-70 proportion s 1THO0 mdwatng & population
dechae and sedosed demsidy i e mlan tennuey of
1960.

Colwnns thee. four ad bve o table 11 voipane
the growtl of plases aonesng wath those ol ey,
Places ot amienng had sery Tow rates ol growth, 6
pereem all tozerther na the 19530° ad | opercenm m the
1700° Note that smables places not muesne had lnghe
tates ol 2towth than lges vie ctlie ovose o ihe wsoat
paitesi Tl s consistent waloabic Lot thast sonal] places




S

Table 11 -Nonmetro population change and apnexation by inillal size, 195060 and 1960-70

Popalalion growih
Decade and due lo anne¢xalion Change over decade Total
Fo e inilial size places
All Places All Places Places nol annexing
places annexing places annexing anneing
Percent
195060
Tolal covvvniinnnnns €5 72 i6 22 & ]
2500049999 ...... .. 72 75 H 4 2 77
10,000-24 999 ........ 71 76 13 22 5 1
50009999 ... .... . 63 70 17 22 & 69
25004999 .. ....... 50 63 18 24 -~ 9 56
1960-70
Total cevivrirnnernnnnn 89 97 10 3 l 67
25,00045,9%9 ........ 1o 106 11 14 2 82
10,000-24999 __...... 88 87 9 . 2 3 75
50009999 .......... 83 91 10 13 3 70
25004999 .......... 68 77 10 15 3 60

average fewcr people per square mile (lan do larger
plecesand thus may have more room for growth wlthout
adding additional ferritory. Although the proportion of
growlh duc 1o annexation was found to be largerin the
1960 than in the 1950%, the fourth column indicates
that the aggregate growth of places anncxlng was less.
This is illustrated also by some summary figures. In all,
during the 1950%, 1,440 nonmctro urban places
anncxed an average of 1,342 people cach, Over the
1960's, 1,701 places annexed an oaverage of 1,186
persons.

This analysis has shown (a1 apnexation is an

important aspect of population change. The absence of
much annexation in the Northeast helps 10 explam the
low rates of city growth and the strong indication of
decentralization in (hat region. Many of the Norih-
castern towns are simply full. Their growth can only
oceur outside the corporaie limits. In the renainder of
the connlry, annexation Is widely prevalent and most
(up o 90 percem) of the population growth of places is
in tereitory newly acquired during (e decade. Although
nonmetro citics showed lower rates of growth ig the
1960's than the 1950’ the contribution of annexation
to this growih incrcased in importance.

Trend Implications Since 1970

Reliable fignres on the population of towns are
obtained only every 10 yeors in the census of popula.
tion. Current data Indicative of populatfon change are
nol avaitable for towns in the same manner as for
countics. However, feor larger nonmetro places. the
Burcau of the Census prepares cstimales tha) almusi
certaing give a reasomable picture of post-1970 irends.
These figures show that nonmetro places of 10,000 or
more people in April 1970 grew by an average of 2.6
percemt from 1970 (o 1973, wsing curignt metro-non-
metro definitions On the other hand. thie rest of the
nomnetro population in places of less than- 10,000
people and in the open country-grew by an average of
4.9 pereent. Thus. the trend ol decemralization and
dispersal of the nonmetro population into smaller places
and open country that was foreshadowed in the 196070
data has continued 1o the point that thé major nonmictro
wrban centers are no longer increasing in population
faster than the rest of the nonmetro sector. This is quite
contrary lo the pattern of earlier decades.

There is o growing analugy between dhe pattern of
change in nonnictro citres and that in the metro arcas.
Like their larger metro counterparts, the nonmeltro citics
of 10,000 or more people continue to serve as primary

employment, trade, and scrvice centers for thar hinter-
lands. However, residential population inerease witkin
these places is reduced from us former rate, while
smaller places and open counltry arcos. as a class, showa
revival of population incrcase whether they are satellitic
to the laiger towns or basically mdependent of them.

The cxtent 1o which this trend will continue
unceriain, 38 are its rarmfications. The Northeastan
States have for a number of ycars scen a trend for
greater population growth cutside of ncorporated places
than within thent But the functions of local nonnunnc-
pal units in this region are strong. such as the New
England “towns.” The stress on proviston of services m
other regions where there 15 1o effective subcounty umit
of government may he different. 1n any event, it 1s clear
from the patterns of town growth in the 1950 and
1960°s, and the further mflection of these rrends cvident
from our skimpy but revealing dala since 1970, that
nonmelro towns arce riot vanishing into insignificance as
a residentiol class, but may now be ccasing Lo acquire
further increasc at the expense of the countryside. The
picture of populztion distnibution m rural and small
town America 1s anything but static.
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