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and
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Purpose

In April 1976, the Office of Technology
Assessment (OTA) of the U.S. Congress
issued a stafl report entitled The Feasi-
Wiltity and Value of Broadband Commani-
cations in Bural Areas. The purpose of the
conference is to extend this effort by:

o Considering a broader range of commu-
nications technologies which might be
used to mest rural needs.

e Further examining the question of
whether system demonstrations aimed at
achieving economic viability are needed
and if su, identifying the kinds of dem-
onstrations which might be undertaken,

o I'urther examining whether rural inter-
ests have been adequately considered in
existing Federal communications policy.

The outcome of this effort will be a re-
port incorporating the information and
points of view presented at the conference.

Coneressional Interest

The conference is being held in response
to & request for additional information on
rural communications from Senator Her-
man Talmadge, Chairman of the Senate
Agriculture Committee, as approved by the
12 member Technology Assessment Board
of the U.S. Congress. Senator Pastore of
the Senate Subcommittee on Communi-

cations subscquently joined Senator Tal-
madge in support of the conference. It is
intended that the conference will be of
value to the U.S. Congress in its delibera-
tions on communications policy.

Conference Dates and Organization

The conference will convene for 3 days,
Novermnber 15-17, 1976, with about 60 in-
vited participants, For the first 2 days,
puarticipants will be equally divided among
three panels which will meet in parallel.
Each panel will concentrate upon a spe-
¢ific topic addressed in the OTA report as
follows:

o Panel 1. Rural Development and Com-
munications.

o Panel 2, Technology, Economics, and
Services.

e Panel 3. Federal Policy.

On the third day, participants from all
three panels will meet together to exchange
and synthesize findings and explicitly ad-
dress the'question of rural system dem-
oustrations.

Cosponsoring Institutions

The National Rural Center is cosponsor-
ing Panel 1 (Rural Development and Com-
munications). The Aspen Institute is co-
sponsoring Panel 3 (Federal Policy).
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August 149/6

A Further Look at Honmetropolitan Population
Growth Since 1970

Calvin L. Beale
Economic Research Service
U. S. Department of Agriculture
The fact that the trend ol population growth in the United States
had turned toward rural and small town areas began to become public
lmowledge late in 1973. It took a while for the information to be
widely distributed and for it to be accepted, for it went against the
graln of much that economists and others in research or policy positions
believed probable. By now it has been widely reported in the news
medfa and seems to be part of the public's general stock of information.
The purpose of this presentation is to éive an updated assessment of the
trend and of the circumstances that are a§sociated with it. 1/
The simplest way to show the trend is to compare growth and migra-
tion rates for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. From April 1970
to July 1974, thg nonmetropolitan counties of the United States increased
in population by 5.6 percent, while metropolitan counties grew by 3.4
percent (table 1). Neither of these rates is especially high, for the
birth rate has been low almost everywhere. But with the possible exception
of a brief period during the heart of the Great Depression, we do not

appear in the modern nistory of our country ever to have had a previous

1/ For an earlier and fuller discussion of the subject see C. L. Beale,

The Revival of Population Growth in Nonmetropolitan America, ERS-605,

Economic Research Service., USPA, June 1975.
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tlue when nonmetro population growth rates exceeded metro rates.  From
1970 vo 1974, a net of 1.6 million people moved into nonmetro countley.
By contrast, 3.0 million net outmigration took place from these countics

fn the 1960's, and an even larger amount in the 1950's. County popu-

Vo
.

lattlon estimates for 1975 are available for 32 States at the time of
writing, and show a continuatlon of the 1970-74 pattern. I expect the
net movement nationally into nonmetro areas to be about 1.9 million for
1970-75.

It 1s my experience that people who are cautious or skeptical about
the trend want to know at least three things. Are the data relaible?
How widespread Is the phenomenon? Couldn't it just be an increased rate
of sprawl out of metropolitan areas into adjacent nonmetro territory?

The principal source of current population data is the annual series
of estimates for 'l countles that the Bureau of the Census now makes
in cooperation with State agencies. There is simply no fool proof method
of estimating population change for counties in intercensal years, and
some of the estimat:* will undoubtedly be proven incorrect by the next
census, even a5 to direction of change. But the average quality of the
county estimates is good (as can be judged by their degree of corres-
pondence with special censuses thatlare taken) and has improved with the
addition of reciidential data from the Internal Revenue Service since 1973.
1 ax prepared for the possibility that the current estimates may over-
state nonmetro populations to some extent, but it is not conceivable that

the figures are yielding a wrong sigrnal at the national level. Interview
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data from the Current Population Survey siow the same pattern of growth,
although at more modest levels. Furthermore, available causal data, such
ag the Soctlal Securlty Administration’'s statistics on covered employment
and on location of retired worker beneficiaries, confirm the population
data and are based on records rather than estimates. Beyond this, one
can always go and see for one's self. Many local journalistic accounts
document the change, and {n my travels I have yet to visit an indicated
turnaround county where the local officials were not aware of the trend
occurring.

As measured by the rate of net migraticn, all but two States show
Increased net retention or greater acquisition of population in their
noametro areas in the 1970's as compared with the 1960's. The two
except {ons are Rhode Island where the only nonmetro county had a military
base closing, and Connecticut, where the State's two nonmetro counties
continued to attract population but at a reduced rate. In the 1960's,

36 States experienced nonmetropolitan outmigration. This number is down
to 8 in the 1970's. Thus, the new trend of population change in non -
metro areas is very widespread, affacting every region and subregion

of the country.

The third question, concarning metropolitan sprawl, is best answered
by looking separately at those nonmetro counties that are adiicent to
metro areas and those that are not. The adjacent counties contain

slightly more than half of the total nonmetro population and their popu-

lation increased by v.2 perceat from 1970-74. This ratec of growth is
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somewhat hilpher than that o! the nonaljacent count {os (which was 4.9

pereent ), aud has (ncreased sinee the 1960'y.  So there Is an adjacency
effect, as one miht loglcally expect. But it fs not an elther/or
sltuatfon.  Both adjacent and nonadjacent classes of nonmetro count ies
have had a migration reversal. The force of the reversal has actually
been stronger 1 the more remote nonadjacent class - than it has in the
adjacent greup. Numerically the reversal amounts to an average of 369,000
persons annually in the nonadjacent counties compared with 307,000
annually in the adjacent counties. 2/ As a result, there is less
difference in the migration pattern of the two classes of counties today
than there was carlfer, although the adjacent group still has the higher
rate of growth.

My basic approach to drawing inferences from the data about the
nature of the new trend has been to classify counties by certain basic
furctional characteristics and examine the trend in those that are
dominated by some feature or function. In this approach, the nonmetro
counties that show the most rapid growth are those that can be termed
retirement countles. The designation is made on the basis of 196G-70
trends, and excludes the additional retirement counties that are now
developing, but the results are impressive. In the 360 nonmetro retire-

ment counties total population grew by i1w.5 percent from 1970-74, with

2/ These numbers represent the difference between the average annual
net migration f{or each adjacency group in 1970-74 compared with the

annual aver.ge of the 1960's.
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aonet dneder ctren o 9S00 vean e Thiin b g Tate ol prowth of moroe
than b opoecoent per o vear, The famiycratfon to theo countied wan more than
halt or tocal et fonmdpration fato all wonmetto count foes. Bt essen-
tlui'f arc recirenent conntfes pareed o ototal popualation. Thus the rost
of the ~oantey contabes neariy all ot the 600 nontmet ro counties Lhat

have lose populatica, as well as others that hive pyrown. It should be
stressed that waay of the retirement cowitics have other sources of
growth than retirecs, such as recreation businesues or manufacturing,
Although we all nominally understand that there are more older people
than thece used to be and that- retirement plans have become more generons
fn both wmonew and apo of elipibilite, I do not believe we have tully

ant feipeed rhe potential fuplicaticns of these developments on population
distriturion. Mot redired people do not move. Mt those who do aove

e ﬁfﬂ“[OpOrLiOLu&vly Lo nemmet ropo.stan jocations, especially gJreas
accennibie o wiater (Whether lawe, resevvolr, or oceaa), sconery, or

a ravorabic climate.  They create business and viplovient, yet arc sot
coustralaed L/ the necd for cmplovment themselves.

The second most rapidly growing class of nonmetro countics is Lhwose
where a senior State college is located. These counties include 6.0
al:lioa people, acre basically exclusive of the retitement counties, and
stew “ v 701 percent from 1970-74.  Like the retirement counties, thoy
weis shteadv having population gain in the 1960's.  The pace has increaseqg
fn the i970%s, but there {5 stugrestive evidence that it m1y have glowed

since 1973 withh the end of the nilitary draft and the general peakine

out of collevse enrollment rates.



T the 190070, sae of the madn ceononde tronds wis the decontoatd
adtion ob wanutactaring, n that decade, there was Mt le saanfactaring
growth oat fonally, but a sabstantlal shirt of plants to small ¢ty orp
rutal locations took place.  The most elted reasons for the shitt ceen
to be utflication of underemploved noametro temt]e Iabor force, lower
wage rates, better worker attitudes, less 1u11011£z;n'ioxn availability or
cheap land, fmproved transportation, and fl ight from urban {11y iu
general, Lo souwe parts of the country the Increase in manufacturiag
Jobs was truly dramatic.  For example, In the 23 counties of Tennessee
that tie on or west of the Tennessee River (exclusive of those that
adjoin Mempitds) wanufacturing ceployment rose by 98 percent in the 1960's
on a base of 32,000, In ' counties of northern Arkansas--both Ovarks
and northern Delta-=the prowth was /0 pereent on a basc of 24,000.

Oftuen this growth took place in areas that had a comparatively
small initial proportion of workers in nanufacturir and thrt were
simultaacously losing farm emplo,ment heavily.  Thus the impact of the
manufacturing yrowth on population retention in the 1960's is somewhat
masked, for a aajorfre of it did not occur .- countivs already having
a large {ndustriai base where additional nonfarm jobs would automatically
be reflected fn net employment and population gains.

If one lovks at the record of counties that now have a high depen-
dence on manufarturiay, such count fes (defined as those where ranufacturing
compriscd 30 percent or more of all Jobs In 1970) had 4.6 percent popu-

latfon {ncrease from 1970-74. This Ls higher than their growth of the

Pt
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1o0 w, and o pbveventc o tutnareound from outmlprat tog to Lraandprat fon,
But ft Laditinet oy helow the rate ot prowth belny obuerved tn count fes
with Tess than JO pereent depeadence on manutact ut Logs Manutacturing
comprioed S0 percent of all growtn in neamet rapolitan employment fn the
1960"s.  But, the suctequent slackening of manufacturing and the surpe
fn trade, wervices, and other sectors (except povernment ), hasg seen
manulacturing jobs amount only to 3 percent of nonmetro job growth from
1970 to 1976, 3/

As might be expected, counties with high dependence on farming are
still having net outmigration. Those with 30 percent or more dependonce
as measured by 1970 {ndustry group of workers, had only .2 percent
growth from 1970-74 and 17 thousand net outmigration. Even so, this isg
a far lower | ice of outmovement than in the 1960's, and counties that
continued to have this degree of involvement in the production phases
of farming contained just 1 million people in 1970, less than .S percent
of the total U.S. population. The agricultural employment base is now
so small that {ts trend can have relatively little further effect on the
total trend of nonmelro population change.

To me, one of the most interesting and significant aspects o/ the
recent trend {s the complete shambles that it has made of the former
strongly positive association between density of population and growth.

If one classifies nonmetro counties by persons per square mile, as In

3/ Unpublished data compiled and adapted by the Economic Research

Service from State employment security agency estimat »s,
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table 1, it is.immediately apparent that in the 1960's pre-existing

high density was almost a guarantee of population growth, and very low
density was associated with population decline and heavy outmigration.
In the 1970's, the highest rate of growth has occurred in the counties
with the lowest density, vather than the highest, and there is litcle
difference among other classes, Th finding is also consistent with
the fact that if counties are grouped by size of largest town, the
completely rural group (with no place of 2,500 people) shows the highest
recent growth.

Here 1s convincing--even startling—-evidence of a rapid shift
down the scale of residence that involves the most remote, least
settled, and least urbanized Parts of the country. I can think of
nothing in the literature of the 1960's that foresaw such a change in
the association of scale and density with growth.

This feature leads me to note a distinction among the metropolitan
areas that is sometimes overlooked in the metro-nnnmetro dichotomy that
characterizes so much of the public discussion of the trénd. If one
groups metro areas by size class, those of less than 750,000 population
are found to have had increased pet inmigration during the 1970's. Only
above this size is the movement into the metro areas typically reduced
or negative. The small and small-medium sized metro§ aré showing the
same Increased attractivgpess to population growth that the nonmetro
areas are showing. Thus the major point of inflection from e tr.nd
of the past is up within the ranks of the metro areas, The nommetro

reversal 1is the most extreme aspect of a larger trend.

-8 -
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Table 1--Population change by metrepolitan status and selected county characterstics

Populatiun Net nigration
" Nunher ) . o
Iten Dol Number . Percentage change 197074 1960-70
-count deg” : : ) ) \ . : C
' L7619 1960 T 1970-74 © 1960-70 © Nusber 'Rate 1/’ Nusber | Rate 1/
T o oo- Thou. = - = = Beti--- Thow Pct.  Thouw  Pet.
Total Cnited Srates . 3,097 211392 203,212 17933 4.0 13,0060 100 3,000 17
Metropolitan statns: 2/
Mettupol ftan count fog 618 153,930 148,809 127,101 3.4 17.0 o3 599 4
Nonmetropalltan count fes 2,409 57,463 54,404 52,13 3.6 b 1816 3.0 -2,958 5.7
Ajavent count les i 969 29,780 28,022 26,116 6.3 1.1 1'010. 36 =105 2.7
Nonadjacent count feg 21,5000 27,683 26,382 26,016 4,9 L4 6047 2.3 '2'%§3 A7
Entlrely rural counties 62 4,818 4,353 4,548 6.l -4.3 190 44 =353 122
Characteristics of nonmetro countles
fn 1970: .
Countfes with 10 percent or more net:
fmigration at retirennt ages 4/ ;¥ 8,63 155 630 15 190 9y 123 624 9.8
Countfes witii 4 senior Srate college: 187 9031 8,434 1,463 1.1 13.0 23 3.8 91 1.2
Counties with 30 percent or more
employed {n mnufacturing 68 20,043 19,51 18,093 4.6 5.9 36 L8 -6 -4
Counties with 30 percent or more
emloved in agriculture B ,00 2,07 2,305 20 =107 11 -8 =612 -109
Population density per square mile
In nonad jacent coratieg ,
150 and over L L6 LI 1,00 4.6 10.2 LS ;100 -1.0
100 to 149 BL99 182 1,69 4.8 8.6 18 1.0 =13 -4.3
75 to 99 61 2,781 2,674 2,5%8 4.0 b.1 07 -1 -6
0 to 76 T 4,298 4,29 3,99 4.9 2.7 8 2.1 -3 -1.8
15 10 49 B8 02 1,000 4.8 1.9 176 2.4 =541 -1.4
10 to 2 405 5,681 5,412 5,562 5.0 -2.7 17733 =584 -10,5
Less than 10 06 4,056 3,820 3,901 6.l -2.2 UL 2.9 =561 -14.4

—

1/ Net mlgration expressud as a percentage of the population at begiuning of

1974, )/ Countins adjacent to Standard
gration rate for vhite persons 60 years
Reports. U.S. Bureau of the Census.

14

Hetropolitan Statistical Areas of 1974,

neriod Indicated. 2/ Metropolitan status as of
4/ Counties with specifled 1960-0 net {nni=

old and over, 1970, Scurce: V.S, Censug of Population: 1970 and Current Population
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Press repérts on the new trend have occasionally carried back-to-
the-farm headlines that had no basis in the content of the story. But
there are a couple of agricultural aspects that need mentioning. First.
is the not-well-enough~known fact that since 1970 the decline in younger
farmers has stopped and the median age of farmers is dropping. Persons
under age 35 solely or primarily self employed in agriculture rose by
35 percent from 1970-75 as measured by the Current Pppulation Survey.
The departure of farmers over 60 increased and median age fell from
53.1 years to 50.4 years.

I have visited agricultural officials in about 20 counties in
several States in 1976 and in almost every case have gotten field
confirmations of the trend, uéually emphatic confirmations. Noneconmic
‘vi-iderations related to attitudes and values are given almost as often
as are economic factors as mo;ivating factors in the increased number
of young farmers. The result ié to introduce more young farm families
into the countryside despite some continuation of the trend of farm
consolidaéion. Secondly, in less commercial farming areas, there is an
undeniable trend of entry into farming of people witﬁ nonfarm backgrounds.
This back-to-the-land phenomenon is difficult to quantify, but is
commonly reported in news stories and is very much in evidencelin areas
such as the Ozarks, northern New England, the Upper Great Lakes country,
the Blue Ridge mountains, and parts of the Far West. Failure rates are
almost certainly high, but some net accrual to the rural population

occurs.
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Allied to this aspect of the overall trend is the reported trend
of occupancy of former farm homes. In the same field visits referved
to above, I have consistently had it reported that the practice of
demoliéhing former farm homes--that was so common a few years ago--has
changed. Such homes are now coﬁmonly rented or bought with 5 or 10 acres
by people who work in towns (whether metro or nonret <o) .

Trend data on towns per se are available only through 1973 and are
not as reliable as for co.nties, at least among smaller size places. But
a tavulation of the Census Bureau's estimates for 1973 (not shown here)
shows nonmetro towns of 10,000 o: more people increasing in popuiation
by little more than half the rate of the rest of the nonmetro population
since 1970. This is consistent with the growth pattern for counties
classed by size of largest place or by density, and with the diminished
rate of growth in nonmetro urban towns that was found in the 1960's.

In many respects the nonmetro towns are experiencing in a micro way the
same trends as metro central cities. That is, there is a decay of the
central business district, growth of suburban shopping malls, and a
dispersal of people out into the surrounding countryside or villages.

The towns continue to annex land and people in States where the laws are
permissive, but they find it increasingly difficult to reacquire in
annexable areas as many peopie as they lose to areas too distant to annex.
In a very real sense the current trend of population distributiiw {3 one
of renewed rural residential growth--open country and village. A

majority of it is occurring in counties that have no places of 10,000
- 10 -
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population, and it f{- especlally pronounced in counties that lack any

town of even 2,500 people.

As a result, there is a strong likelihood that the total rural
population may increase when the noxt census 1s taken. In the past two
generations, so much growth in rural areas has become urban in character
and reclassified as such, that there has been esseﬁtially no net increase
of the rural population. I am rather dubious that we could ever go
above 60 million rural people, but I think we are now advancing toward
such a level.

Presentation of these trend data leads logically to questions about
the future. I confess that the oldeé I get the more skeptical I become
about demographic projections. The record--both as to.fertility, total
popdlation, and distribution--ranges from poor to terrible. Yet the
demand for projections and the comparative painlessness of making them
in the age of computers combines—-1ike Shaw's v:i2w of marriage--the
maxiﬁum of temptation with the maximum of opportunity. I simply do not
believe that we can foresee societal behavior well 2nough to say with
any confildence how long the current shift of growth patterns to smaller
scale communities will last or how far it will go. Beyond stating that
I do not envision the end of great cities or urban dominance, I will
content myself with saying that the current distributional trend is real
and substantial (and not just a ~veewlont and negligible aberration)
and that it has substantial momentum sthich seems likely to continue at

least into the next decade.
- 11 -
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As I see the current complex of forces that produce the trend,
essentlally all of them favor a continuance over the middle term. I
would cite the comparatively favorable economic condition of nonmetro
areas as reflected by growth of jobs and reduction of the metro~nonmetro
income gap; the absence of wmuch further displacement from farming; the
revival of mining; continued growth of a retired population oriented
toward recreational or climatically favored areas; the downscaling
residential aspects of the ervironmental-ecological movement, buttressed
by certain ﬂature—oriented and anti-materialistic elements of the youth
revolution; the unfavorw.h.e image of the great cities in such areas as
crime, drugs, pollution, race conflict, school rroubles,‘and fiscal
mattess; tne near elimination of many former rural-urban gaps ir material
conveniences of living, such as water supply, plumbing, heating,
electricity, roads, and communication; the high cost of metropolitan
housing; and the emergence of an adequate system of post-high school
education in ncametro areas.

The major potential problem that I foresee is the matter of gaéoline
costs and supply. The new trend of population is not eneréy consarvative.
Rural people use considerably more gasoline per capita 4/ and have jess

in the way of public transportation alternatives during an emergency.

4/ Erhardr 0. Rupprecht, "impacts of Higher Gasoline Prices on Rural
Households." Paper present.d at annual meeting of American Agricultural

Economics Association, August 1975,

- 12 -
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What would happen {f there were another oil embargo of greater length?
¥hat would happen i the price of gasoline assumea Furopean levels?

A second potential lessening of the nonmetro migration could stem
from the léw tirth rate of the last decade. Fewer families ir the coming
years will have an incentive t» seek smaller communities out of concern
for the welfare of their school-aged children--a mdtivation that is
fairly comuculy en-ountered today.

A final consideration in vie 'ing the . crall trend is to note that
it has to be put .n world context. Demographic turnarounds of thisg
migaltude sarely occur in national isolation. The present trend is
fncernaticsal in character. I sense that it is further advanced here
than elsewhere, but slowdowns in urbanization can be measured 1 a
anumber of the most advanced nations. 5/ I had no sooner published on
the subject than I received an article by investigators in Sweden on
tnl return to small towns in that country. Social scientists have given
little thought to the probable settlement pattern in modern nmations
beyond the urbanizing period. Once modernization proceeds to the point
that rural-urban disparities are relatively eliminated, and urbanization
rushes to the point that the urban environment is impaired, is there any
further need for or likelihood of additional massing of people? The

answer may be ''no'.

5/ John M. Wardwell, "Reversal of Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan
Growth Patterns: Equilibrium or Change?'" Paper presented at the annual

mecting of the Population Association of America, Montreal, April 1976.

- 13 -~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o
(7=



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I realfze that some would say that the present trend is nothing
but an urbanization of life in rural areas, whatever the location. 7o
some degree this is undoubtedly true. 1Indeed this society once heard
a pres‘lential address on "The Urbanization of Rural America”. 6/ But
the new tread cannot be simply explained away semantically. Tt
represents a najor departure from what we publicly anticipated, and it
will have a variety of conszquences. Whatever the style or content of
life of former urbanites in the rural and small city environment, the
setting is no longer metropolitan urban for them, and the difference
i con<iously weaningful to them.

The adv-antages of urbanization are erodable and not without limits
In societies where rural arceas are no longer isolated and backward, or
retarded by an urban-oriented value system. Subtly but surely, I think
we have onterad a transition in population distribution that does not
make us a rural nation again, but that greatly modifies the vision of
unbridlqd mega-scale urbanism'that scemed to dominate our perceptions

a few years ago.

6/ Charles E. Bishop, "The Urbanization of Rural America: Implications

for Agricultural Economics", Journal of Farm Economics, December 1967.




