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An nexpected demoqraphic development in the United‘
S*a*es 4n the 1970' was the shift of nonmetropolitan areas tofnet

: 1nm*cration.,revers ng a 70-year. trend. Using the 1970 definition of =~

metropolitan, the p rcent of the population. 1if3ng in metropﬁiitan

- .areas fell from 69% in 1970 *o : :67.8% in 1978, No- easily identifiable¢~

“set of reasors explained a major*ty of moves b:tween metropolitan T
areas, between nonmetropolitan coynties, or befween metropolitan and -
nonmetropol*ten destinations. While 53.1% heads of household moving

from metropolitan areas.to non-adjacent,monmetropolitan counties -
reported employment-related’ reasons, such reasons qpcounted for less’.

" than one half of the migration within the entire 0.S. Fdhily-related;f

feasons explained between 15.6% and 19.4% of the four types of.
"migration, and various housinq and neighborhood considerattonS" -
‘explained. another 7.1% 5 15.8% of moves.  The._ momentum ‘to population
-growth™ in the nonme* opbl*tau sector resulted €rom the intaraction of
ret migration and natural 1ncre&se..Ne‘ inmigration of persons in ,
their reproductive years may boost rates of natural/ i crease in later
 periods, causing- nonmetropolitam ateas tn continue/to have high rates.
of population growth. At present ‘the O, S. is: still metropolitanizing,
- but.only because. of population grovwth in- nonmetropolitan areas znd
the*r fus*on 1n+o exist*nq adiacent metropolitan/areas. (NEC)
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' This study Is anothef‘ﬁt a serIes of publications from the Cens 5 Bureau s

+ Center. for,Demograpy!c Studies. Thie purpose of these publlcations is topro- .-
vide insight and berspective n‘ir&portant demogriphic trends and patterns " :

. Most.bring together data from several sources’ and attempt to enhance thé use
. of Cen'fr,us Bureau data by pm' ting out the.relevance of the statistics and popu-
s lation daevelopments’ for policy. analysis and policy pjannlng A distinguishing " :
. feature of the studies is the inclusion of broad ‘speculative analyses-and. illustra- - i
B tive- hypotheses offered- by ‘the’ authors as an aid |n |dent|fy|ng the reasonss,.

) ‘underlylng populatlon trends , w_ IR \<

Voo

+Larry H. Long |s a senior research .associate in. the Census Bureau s Center for
o ‘Demographrc Studies. His r&earch has focused on regional populatron patterns
.. ".and the changing reIatlonshlps of central cities; suburbs, and nonmetropolitan, = -
’ areas. Recentﬂ‘pubhcatrons on these- ‘topics include The City-Subtirb Income
Gap Is: It Being. Narrowed by .a Back~to-the-Clty Movement? (coauthored -
e *with Donald Dahmann, U.S, Bureau: of thé Census, 1980) and ‘‘Back to the .
;- .' _Countryside and Back to the City in the Same Decade Ya chapter in Back: to -
’ the Clty Is\sues in Nelghborhood- Renovatlon ed|ted by Shrrley Laska and R
Daphne Spain (Pergamon- Press, 1980).>Dr Long regﬂved a Ph .D. degree in .. ..
socrology from the inversny of exas at Austln E '

lela Drana DeAre rece|ved a Ph. D degree in geography from the Un|verslty, of .5 . "
A.v.,Texas it Austrn, where, she was an.affiliathof the Population Research Center.  : ™ _."K
She has been:with the Census Bureau’s tl%ulatlon.Dwrsron,,srnce Septembega
1975 .Her- research - interests include populatlon distribution, - small-town - o
growth and decline, ruraI development trategres, and the fa(:rk'nd nonmetro-
‘ polttan popqlatrons . ‘ . o
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?-l One of the most unexpected demographic de\ielopmentsi the' United States in j BN

the 1970 W was the shift, of nonmetropolitah areas to net inmigration. Partly .
because,of thischange the nonmetropolitan sector,gwhich includes many. small -
toW‘i'Ts and ‘fural areas, experlenced noticeably faster rates of total population
o ~growth in the. aggregate than“did metropolltan areas.. '[o-many people, these. :
K .dhanges seemed to |mply a reversal of the l'ongstanding association-of ruraI-td
. urban m|grat|on W|th rapid gr Wth of' Iarge ,urban- areas, and there\‘was even-a' :
. suggestlon in, the data: and di cussrons that new. forces might b govern|ng e
'population redlsqibutlon“ln- the "United. States and new motives mlght be );:,g -'
,shapmg the re5|dent|al Iocatlon demsnons of mdivrduals : : ‘, . . '

- . E2 R e
i ,Understandlng these changes requires-an analy5|s of reasgns for mong and the > “
- motivations that underlle deciajons to .live in one- placé rather than another A
Some |n51ghts ylnto reasons forVthé new. patterns., of. thean?Os have been: s
) gleaned from examlnatlon of. thé’ types of - nonmetropolltan countles that had S
. net |nm|grat|on For example many _counties, showf, b¥s. the: 1920 census_to ":
et have oncentiations of ret|rees have grown in: popu"latlon in the 1970%s, suggegt-,
ing rttlrement as a reason for ~moving that has; helped o\'shlft the nonmetro~- ¥
politan:sector %\{t inmigration: Also;-net- |nm|grat|on to- manymgnmetro_

e poI|tan counties Wth ‘recreational facilities implies that, the grov}th of leisure . - ..:
v ~trme anH the tenden y; t to spend at least so!ne of it/in arural settmg have been' a: )
. factors m'the nonmetropolltan ‘migration’ turnaround A number of other PR
{uja? features- of nonmetropolltan counties have. been assocrated W|th a renewal of L
L populatron growth in the1970 s‘(Beaie 1977 Mornll 1978) CoL T RS

. Econop'nc cha\ngei b&\(&clearly played a’ role. A renewed search for-erfergy has PR
S produced net- |nm|grat|on in coal -mining areas of tural West V|rg|n|a and some *
- of the- Rocky Mountain States, -and Bther econqmlc changes—like ‘the shift of N

many Ilgi'it’-manufacturlng jobs. to. nonmetroyolltan Iocatlons to take advantage
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C of lower t.\xup, less expcr’tslva fand; qnd clwapor hbor cos}s~havo dccentrallzed
Jabs and enhanced omvloymont- opportunities in nonmotropolltnn areas (soo0, .
~for example, US' Department ,of. Housing and Urban Dovelopmunt. 1978),

xpansion ‘of rmny jobs in sorvl\tps like local government, has also facilltated

Cithg” chango to net inmigration Ip the nonmetropolitan sector In the |970

“(Carpuntor, 1977) Eniploymep¢ as ‘well as populatlon r,row more rapldly In

. nonmetropolltan aroas' than In motropolitan areas.in the 1970'%; suggosting an

- | ¢eonomic basls- ,for the“population shift (Rogienal’ Fconomlc Analysls l)lvlﬁlon,

1978 Ronshaw»otnl., 1978; W.nrdwoll .‘tnd Gllchrist, |980) SN

’ N Among rosearchors, howovor, thcrc is noar universal ? rucmont that economié:
. factors ‘alpne annot fully account for or oxplaln the change In the 1970% in:i «
mlgratlon bet,wcen the motropolltan “and nonmotro,,olltan sectors, A turn- -
around in migratlon patterns has occurred ‘even. in relatively Isolated countlos
of modcst Incomc levels’ (Boalc 1977), and- this-and other evidence have’ sug-
gostcd to many persons that noneconomic considoratjons Involving qualfty -of-
‘life or envlronmcntal amanities have becorpo mord important in individual
N . decisions to' move ‘or not and: that thls development has favored a tilt of -
population toward tess urban,,more residentially attractive: settings In small =
towns or rural Iocations {Béale,” 1975; Goldstein, 1976; Morrison, 1976;"
McCarthy and Morrison, -1978). The ‘theory s that either residential prefer-
+ ‘ences have changed to favor nonmetropolltan dreas or individuals have become.’
* , ..more willing or better able'to act on’ the basis of Iongstandlng preferences for
, Irvrng ina nonmetroppflrtan setting, ven at the sacrifice of income maximiza-
o »* tion (Carpenter 1977 Roseman 197 Wardwell 1977; Ploch, 1978 Blundell,
’ 1980) L _ B

L N .
~ This monograph presents a perspectlve on— the duratlon and motlvatlonal baSlS

of - this new. populatlon pattern, which emerged in the early 19705 We rV
want to ask the obvtoUs questlon t » _ A

.

o~
: . o
i, A i .
v e Is there any- ewdence accordlng to the mosﬁJ recently: avallable data,of a = -
_ slowdown or abaterjent'in_the shift oF‘pgyulatlon growth and net mmrgra- -V
: tron in favor of nonmetropolltaﬁ areasﬁ ¥ o ) )
M oo

LA M N 1

»

s .’

- After addressmg th|s quest e\" v,nt to go- beyond the basic population
v figures and inquire, to the ex er\i\feaﬁble into the behavioral bases underlying
. the development of pet; | in ation to nonmetropolitan areas. Data on reasons
_for moving ‘provide some. msrd'tts along these lines, so drawing upon the Annual o
{;' - Housing Survey, "the mvestlgatlon -that follows/is the firstona nationwide basis.
" of.reasons._for Jnoving ‘to :nonmetr, olltan areas of the Unlted-’States in the
1970 S T?e questlons we addresﬂﬁode .

sk
T

K To what extent do nongmployment motives underr’e the net mlgratlon to:
nonmetropolltan aren( mfthe 1970 s?Would nonmetropolitan areas still have
~ net inmigration if o y@ersons rog\ir g for employment-related reasons were -

' ‘c°]"51dered7 T g .o

- . . "
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nnw of tho mlgrants to nqnmetropolltan areas: stay close enougb to

oxur an“mavers dlffe%frnm other metropollmn 10- nonmutrnpolltah movers
= n torms of reasons for maving? THat Is, are thuy Ik clty-tosuburh-mavers

. but slmply moving farther out, or clo thelr reasons . for movlng lmply dlffén \

. ent/motl,ves that adrry thom sllgh’tlyf farther from"m urh.m enfe than city m-
suburbmovers?® . {

e n, what typos of m\gratlon stroams-«hotwoun motropnllmn .lroas. botweon

\ An apparent new trend in populatlon and- mlgratlon patterns was announced’
\c;n November 23, 1973, when the Censué: Buread’ issued a press release with- .

TRl

nonmetrnpollmn countles, from. mutropolltan to,nonmotropollt.m or from

nonmotropolitan to metropolitan areas—are oconomIL motives most prova-'

< lontd Convorsuly, In which of: ‘these v.lrlot,ns typos of migration do retirees

ang persons movlng for Qstenslbly noneconomlc rot'ipns play a slgnlflcant
~role} . . -

Pccausdteffoctlve pollcy plannlng re ulros an assessment of how long current

patterns wili.continug¢, do available d,ua provide any basis for spcculatlnd

tinue ln t\lhe face of | enerr,y shrtageg and rlsing pt'lccs of ehergy?

) . e “~._
! o

* . <about, whether present trends- ghird nopulation deconcentmtlon ¢an con- .-

TFIE NEW PATTERN ISIT REAL? HAS IT ENDUNED? o

IRy

atafrom the March 1973 Current Population Survey,showrng more persons to
‘h ye moved from than to metropolitan areas .in the three years since the 1970
X densus (US Bureau of the Census, 1973). An_independent data source, the

Census BUreau s annuaI estimates of populatlon by, county, yielded two widely
' accepted “proofs” that the Current’ Population Stirvey data did- indeed repre-~
sent a’new pattern of populatlon redistribution. First, «the: net ‘ingnigration to

P

' nonmetropolltan areas could not be attributed 5|mpIy to the spillover of popu- -
v Iatlon beyond the statustrcal boundaries, of. metropolltan areas,. for even non--

: metropolltan counties not adjacent to metropolltan areas shifted to net’ in-

. 'mrgratlon and grew more rapidly than métropolitan areas in the 1970 s (Beale, -

1975) Second ‘the trad|t|onal positive, association between a nonmetropolltan_

county s ‘income’ tevel ‘and its -likelihood (and rate) of net  inmigrationt: dis- .

"_'appearéd in the. 1970', and" there was ‘even evidence that ‘the rate of net

inmigration to nonmetropolltankduntles was' highest for those with the, lowest
: 'lncome I\evels (Beale 1977). Cleanly, more net:movemerit to reIat|ver isolated
rural gou t|es -and those wrth modest income levels occurred ralsmg the possi-
bility that :monetary |ncent|yes had declined in srgnrfrcance_as a reason for
movmg \ ' . )

Concomlta t W|th these emp|r|cal dlsxerles arose: the questlon of whether the
new patter mlght’be only a temporary manifestation that would soon revert

_ to the traditjorial trend: One economist-suggested that the pattern ‘observed in”

1970 73 reflected “temporary cyclical ad]ustments resultmg from the serious.
-‘!ncrease in’

nemponment rates |n a number of metropolltan areas (Kaln -

ay
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- and declining availability of gnsollno and diesel fuel put constriints on'the

. on the Census Bureau’s intercensal populatron estimates an

¥

#: L . .",'r . Lt . [ AR PR
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¥ 4y
1975 n, 224) llut the uvara!l pattarn wils not a mere aberratlon. for. hnth data
wts ~the annudl Current Population Survey:and the.annual county esqlmc\tas of
populatlon and net migration—have confirmed the exlsténce of the mttern for o
~each- year through 1978 or 1979, . lhua. the nbw prmarn hay enrlurarl ahqut

Bard, years, . : S : Loy

Our haslc cancern here is whether tlwre Is any ohservdble changb in lhe\
itself,*for ox.\mpla whether there is any uvldpncaofaslowdown in the hift of -
populatlon and net Inmigratian to” tile nqnmot;rhpnlltan seotor,’ The fyet In+ '
‘migration to nonmotropalitan argag in the early, 1970 was'a pro-enorg crlsls Yy

~“migration,.and‘the oli embargo of the winter of 1973- 74 and subsuquuntspot \
© 1 “shortages and rising prices of - gasoline could have caused individuals and \Irms

to reassess’ their declsions ‘regirding . relogation. Other ‘rescarchers havo sug-
gosted (Beale 19'(6 Phiillps and. Brunn, 1978) that at some polnt rising prices,.

oxtent to which population ‘can deconcentrate, because nonmetropolitan
manufacturing plants hlg,hly depend on: truck transportation and nonmetr\) :
polltan residents depénd more on prlv.lto cars for trnnsportatlon than clty or ",
. suburban ‘residents. 'Moreover, because por capita and per family incomos: .,
“refmain lower in nonmetropolitan areas (Long and Dahmann, 1980), the ability -,
to absorb gasoline .price’ increases In- family budgets may be lower among non* o

’ metropolltan than mctropolltan residents. - o . R

Data’ recently created provrde ‘an opportunlty for an initial test to examinq \
whether events in the 4 years aftér the 1973- 74 oil embargo measurably SIOWed\ :
~the shift of population’,toward . nonmetropolitan”areas. The -Census Bureau's! -
annual estimates of total populatlon and components of change (net mlgratlon
~and natural mcrease) for counties are now av llable from 19 0 through 1978,

~"and with such data we can ask whether ‘the net shlft of population .toward

nonmetropolltan areas ‘was as great:in the post—energy-crusrs years of 1974 78 as
|n the pre- energy-crusrs years 1970 -74.

A drchuIty in accurately making such a test is that the official. defnltlons of
metropolrtan and honmetropolhan changed between the beginning and end of
:the 8-year study period, For example after the commutrng data from the 1970
census became available in 1973, mare than 100 counties were added to stand-’
ard metropolltan statistical areas (SMSA s), reflecting the extension: of subur:
* banization and the fact that asa result a number of nonmetropolitan counties
“-had; become functionally parts of metropolrtan areas. In addition, new "SMSA’s
are created as nonmetropolitan citiés grow into metropo/hta\jstatus and based’
specral censuses
“since 1970 a number of counties that were nonmetropolltan in 1970 have
- been reclassified as new metropolltan areas Thus in order to compare 1970-74‘ .
‘and 1974-78 population change in metropolrtan and nonmetropolltan areas,
one must deal with the fact that official. statistical det'nltrohs of metropolrtan
and nonmetropolltan differed in 1970 1974 and 1978.

chordrngly, we assembled table 1 to show 1970-74 - and 1974-78 average
. . e & N '] ’

g
u: .

. - R

nattern,
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 Table 1, Cll'anaé In Metropolitan and N‘o'nm'm'rnpnlltan Papulation Pue to Net Migration and Natural Increase, 1970=74_‘Qnd 1974-78,.
L According to Changing Definltions OFSMSA B S ' ‘ e

‘ Average annual - —  © Average anhual o Average annual - - .
o o y .- Papulation (thous,) v, fate af ghange,in . rate of ehapge from “rate af change from
! ~. ‘ m— » % y total\nonulallon net migration ~ . natural Ingrease
o "‘ . ) . Apr"‘l' : '1l“|yl'. luly]‘ , — —rs — Terrre - ———— e
SMSA definition . 1970 1974 1978, 1970=7‘4, TONTIRT 197074 1974478 1970:74 197478
© Tosal LS, populition 20?,.’15)2 211,044 218,067 091 .08 020 017 0,69 0,6
< 1970 definitlot— ‘ _ . 1 C o ; Y
Inglda SMSA’s . 140,324 144,540 147,816 J0 S 06 —02 01 a1 R '
, Qutslde SMSA's o 62978 66,804 70,247 1,39 cOL260 J8 607 kA -.60
1974 definition: . - . : : . oo ' i
Imlqle'ﬁMSA's o Mu'.auo 153,992 157,942 HO o0 6Y 08 . a2 6
o Outslde SMSA's . 84422 57,052 ¢ 60,100 1.2 a8 64 359 N O . 60
1980 definition:' | R o } e ‘ o ; .
Inside SMSA's ' o co0 150,883 156,182 160,267 - R TGSy L0 02 a2 6
- % Outsldo SMSA's . : 52419 55,162 57,79 . 1.20 117 .62 . .59 .ﬁ_Q -1 B

. Note: Metrapolitan refers to standard motrgpolltan statlstlcal areas (SMSA'S), excopt for New England where New England County Metropolitan Aroau“

(NECMA's) are used. Nopmotropolitan refers to outside SMSA's (NECMA's In New England). ' . :

Source:-Special tabulations of county populatlon estimates prepared by the Census Bureau for the Federal-State Cooperatlve Program for Local l’épulatlon' o
Estimatos, e ‘ ‘ ' ' ' - : ! :

v e o : . - . 7
. ‘ \) ‘ T ro ) o : . ... L ' - - ' "’ " Y ‘ . ),
EMC . . . . ‘- [ ‘ . . L . 1 O - ] \ ' . . A J
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| annual rates af change in thtal population, net migratign, and natural increase
“for melrunnllh\n and nonmetropalitangggeas as defined In 1970, 1974, and as

* ofJanuary 1980, We took 1980 as the last date rather than 1978 in order to

. ohtaln the ‘mast extensive definition of what Is: metropolitan, The official

“ “determination of what is to he conslelered matropolitan rests with the Office of

Federal Statlstical Policy and Standards.(OFSPS), formerly a part of the Offies
of Management and Bridget but now a part of the Commerce Department (still
indepenglent of the Census Dureau, however), A committes sponsored by
OFSPS meats perlodically - to doclde whether additional countles maet the

+ stablishod crltaria for nwlmpnlll% (SMSA) status, In somawhat aversimpll-

fled torms, an SMSA consists of a Bhunty with acity (or twin citles) of at least
50,000 population; an adjacent county may ba Inclucted If there Is signiflcant
commuting Inta the central county, Wlmt Is not part of .m SMSA s conslderec
mmnwtronollt.m.

l{ogar(llcss of whether one usus the 1970, 1974, or 1980 SM‘iAduflnltlun the
average_annul. rate of population ;,mwth doclined In both matropolitan and
nonmétropolltan areas botween the 1970-74 and . 197478 intervals, This de-
cline roflocts a docroase In lho natlonal rate of papulatlon growth, ffom 091
percent per yoar in 1970-74 to 0.78 percent per year in 1974-78. The total
popu}atlon increasod In both -the metropolitan and nonmetropolitan soctors.
This point Is important because although a nuraber of Individual metropolitan

. areas declined In total populat{n inethe 1970' (U.S.-Bureau of the Census,
1980), the total nmtropolitan populatlon .of the nation Increased. The non-
motropolltan scctor, howevor, grow more rapldly (Iurim, both intervals, Irre-
spective of which definitlon of motropolitan is used,

Note that except for the most restrictive (1970) mctropolltan definition, both

the metropolitan and nonmetropolitm sectars are showh to have net inmigra-

tion (i.e., positive ratgs of populatlon change due to migration). Both sectors

can have net lnmigratlon because the data in table 1-include ‘migration from

_abroad. It is not ‘possible to exclude such migration from the:table, but survey

data indicate that when migration from abroad is.excluded, the metropolitan -
sectof shows substantial net outmigration to the nonmetropolitan sector: (U S’
Bureau of the Census, 1975; Bowles 1978) . oo )

Clearly, the nonmetropolltan populatlon has continued to grow. more rapldly
“than the metropolitan populatlon even |n the post-energy-crisis era-and regacd-
less of the metropolitan definition.- But has the shift of population to the
nonmetropolitan sector slowed down? Such a slowdown could be indicated by
a decline in the degreé to which nonmetropohtan populatlon growth exceeded
that of metPopolitan areas; tables 2, 3, and 4 provide this and other mieasures .
extracted from the basic data in table 1. S o :

Table 2 shows the: ratio- of . nonmetropolltan rates of populatlon change to-
- metropolitan rates in order to facilitate comparison of the degree to which thé

‘nonmetropolitan sector grew more rapidly. than. the metropolntan in the two
time perlods The table reveals that thg ratio rose between the 1970-74 and

.
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: Tahle 3, Degrea nf Dirf@ren@e uetween Metropolnan and Nonmatropelitan -
W Average:Annual Rates of Tatal Population Growth and Natural
N © . Ingrease, 1970-74 and 1974-78, Accordlng o C hnnsing o
Deflnltmns\af SMSA s R
B , “Ratln of nonmetropalitan thlu nfnnnmatmpnllm
! ta metiapalitan papuiatlon ~  to metropelitan natnral
1 T amwm , lncroasa 'f'
- SMSA definitfn * oy 197074 197470 ,mm:H- 9747&
1970 definitlon - S a8 0.9 0,95
1974 definltion SRR It 1) B Y A5 a8
(1980 definition - - L T4R 180 A3 94
\‘ T . ' %

Table 3, LLS, I’opnlntlnn in Matropolltan /\rmsln 1970,
1974, and 1978, According t’n Changing
-.=... - Daflnltlons of QM‘SA .

(Porcein) - . IR !
SMSA'dafinitlon = - 970 1974 1978

o7 1970 definttion * 690 684 678

- 1974 dofinltion . 702 729 4

1980 deflnitlon 74.2 73,9 73,5

.4 Tabled, National Population Growth Occurring
AR In Metropolitan Ateas, 1970-74 and

- - e, 7 1974-78, According to Changing - .
oo : Dcﬂnltlons of SMSA D ‘-ﬂ \
- “ ‘ (Pﬂrccnt) ‘ ’ ' ‘
' ~‘.‘ : o SMSA_chInINon ' o 1976.74 : 197478 ,
S+ % 1970 definition 524 0 48
e * 1974 definitlon ' 636 . - 588
- . 1980 definition - .. 659, 60.8

'1974-78 intervals, indicating a. moré rapid population shift to the nonmetro- -
politan sector in the more recent interval. Observe, for example, that for the
1970 definitions the nonmetropolltan sector’s average annual rate of _popula-
_-tion growth was 1,99 times as great as that of the metropolitan sector in the -
_41970-74 period; by 1974-78 the nonmetropolitan growth rate was 2.25 times
T as great Even with the updated more expansive definitions of metropolitan in -
se in 1974 and 1980, the same conclusion applies: the growth-rate differential
. widened in favor’ of nonmetropolitan areas in the post-energy-crisis period.
. . » Co. . . : ’

.
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I-!ence we' tentatlvely concl(xde that energy. developments smce ‘the 1973 74 oil

. embargo did not slow down, at ieast *by 1978, the shift in popylation. gfowth
-toward the nonm tropolitan sector. Although rates of natural increase and net
migration decline between the two time penods" in both sectors, the Shlft

.. accelerated.in 1974-78 reIat|ve to 1970-74 because the declines were greater in

~ metropolitan arcas. The data suggest that persons. living in nonmetropolitan

-areas or wishing. to-live there have been able to make adjustments and accom-

. modations to -rising energy prices mtho‘ﬁt changing their residential location

decisions enough to measurably slow the shlft of population growth away from

R metropohtan areas... e S :

Both natural increase and net m|grat|on contrlbuted to mdemng the dlfferen- _
" tial in rates of population  growth between metropolitan and’ nonmetropohtanf

' areas. Sustained net inmigration to an area often mvolves young persons in the
reproductlve years and thereby. tends to have a positive effect on patural in-. -
creasé through this alteration in age composmon This type of effect may help
to explain why, at a time when birth rates for the Nation as a whole are falllng,
rates of natural increase fell less in- nonmetropolitan thah in-metropolitan areas.

. The_point is ‘thaf net inmigration during one time period tends to instill a
'momentum to population. growth during later time periqds, and the momen-L
tum of’population growth that began with the net inmigration to nonmetro-
'polltan areas in 1970—74 contmued with even ‘stronger force in 1974.78.

-

ISTHENATIONUNDERGOING S L
DEMETROPOLITANIZATION7 ;

' Fel’om at least’ 1900 to 1970 the United States underwent metropolitanization,.
‘whereby a growmg proport|on of the population at each census was found to
be-living in metropolitan areas (Taeuber, 1972). Because metropolitan areas -
had slower rates of population growth than the nonmetropolitan sector in the
1970’, can we say.that the opposite process—demetropohtan|zat|on-—was at

. work? One of the ironies of nonmetropolitan population growth is that if it is

k ~rapid enough and continues long enough;-it transforms the character of non-

metropolitan localities to metropolitan, either as a result of the growth of cities
or ‘towns to metropolitan status in their dwn right or as a result of stung
nonmetropolitan counties with existing metropolitan areas. In the 1970’ the
proportion of the population. living in. metropolitan areas increased but only as
a result of the reclassification of nonmetropolitan countles to metropolitan
. «status. Because of such reclassifications, the percent of U.S. population living
in metropolitan areas rose from 69.0 percent in 1970 to 73.5 percént |n 1978
(table 3). _ = :

The percent of the U.S. population hvmg in territory classified as metropolitan
in 1970 fell from 69.0 percent to 67.8 percent in 1978. Even if we take the =
more expansive definition of metropohtan in use in 1980 and extend it back to
1970, the percent of population living in metropolltan territory fell from 74. 2
percent in 1970 to 73.5 percent |n 1978. These may seem like very. small
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changes but they deylate from historical patterns in the't past the percent of

"population Iwmg in metropolltan areas increased from three sources: (1) popu-
lation growth in existing metropolitan territory at a rate above the national

- average, (2) population growth on ‘the fringes of metropolitan areas and the

subsequent inclusion of nonmetropolitan counties in existing metropolitan -
areas, and (3) the birth of new metropolitan areas as nonmetropolitan cities.
and towns grow Iarge enou‘gh to be redefined as metropolitan. At the present

timg_the Nation’s metropolutan populatlon increases entirely from the second -

and third sources. : oL Lot :

-Because a ma;orlty of. Amencans—llve in metropolltan areas (using the 1970 or
- 1980 definitions of. metropolltan), it should come as no.surprise to find. that -
-more than one-half -of the Natlon s populatlon growth between 1970 and 1978 -
occﬁrred within. theé borders-of metropolltan areas (tabie'4). Between 1970 and
- 1974 the Nation s‘l)pulatuoh grew-from 203. 3 million to 211 3 mllllon-—8
million persons, Under any of the three definitions of metropolitan, more than

" one-half.of this increase went to SMSA’s. In 1974-78 total populatlon growth’

“for the country as a whole was down to 6.6 million, and except for the most

“restrictive’ (1970) definition of SMSA’s, more than one-half of this growth

‘occurred in SMSA's, Importantly, however, metropolitan areas have been
absorbing' a ‘declining’ proportlon -of the Natuon S populatuon growth-—by all,
three def|n|t|ons of metropolutan areas. ’ .

of course, anaIyznng populatloh dlstrlbutuon on a metropolltan-
nonmetropolltan basis is onIy one perspective on populatuon distribution, and

. theré are many other ways of measuring populatloét‘/ concentration or decon-
“centration “(e.g., see. Long, forthcoming). If available on an intercensal basis,

more complex measures of spatial patterns might provlde fuller insights into -
the effects (if any) “of energy developments on population deconcentration
trends of the 1970’ s. Moreover, there are likely to be consuderable lags between
systemic shocks (Ilke rapidly rising prices of gasaline) and changes in popula-
tion distribution, so that the effects of energy d elopments in 1974-78 mlght
not be evident in the data but might manifest themselves over a.much longer

~ period of time. There has not been a great deal of research to draw uponin
.. trying to assess how quickly househojds change their residence or in other ways
adjust thelr behavior in response to rapidly. changing energy cnrcumstances

. We want to emphasuze that the data presented up to now are from the Census
. Bureau's population estimates for individual counties summed to metropolitan
and nonmetropolltan aggregates. Because the data are estimates, they are sub-
'ject to error. The Census Bureau initially began to extend its intercensal popu-
lation estimates down to the county level in the late 1960, but not until the

-+ 1970’ were data available annually. The 1980 census will allow assessment of

the accuracy of techniques used to prepare population estimates for individual.

counties in the 1970', and although discrepancies between the estimates and -
the census populatlon counts for countles ‘are sure to occur, some quI offset

each other when countles are grouped into metropolltan and nonmetropolltan

categorges C o ) : -
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Our basrc conclusron is srmply that available, Aata mdrcate that’ the
metropolitan-to- nonmetropolltan shift of populatron fi irst. observed in the early -
1970’s accelerated‘in 1974-78. The present js a good me to ask this question '
because although the 1980 census will provide a more detailed snapshot view in,
¢+ comparison with 1970, it can offer relatively Irttle in assessing whether the -

trend observed-in the ear"ly 1970's had changed by”1 S{SO -

/“’ ’

GROSS FLOWS AND REASONS FOR MOVING

Strong forces appear to have contlnued in /1974 78 to push peopIe away/fro\m
metropolitan areas. generally atd to pull them toward the less densely settled ~
nonmetropolitan counties. One way of assessing the reasons behind these push '
.and pull forces examines the types of counties experiencing changes in migra-
tion patterns. In the 1970's thrs approach tended to concentrate on pull factors
because of ‘the focus on types of nonmetropolrtan counties that changed from -
" net outmiigration in the 19605 to net inmigration in the 1970%. Economic

+ reasons for moving are suggested by nonmetfopolitan turnaround countles that
attract mahufacturing or experlence renewed oil and gas exploratron or coal
mining.” A- noneconomic ba/srs for the nonmetropolitan turnaround is suggested
‘by counties with growrng concentrations of retirees or. witholit an obvrous
economic gxplanation for growth ’ ’ :

Perhaps the most drrect method of assessing why people move is srmply to ask
them. A strong representation of noneconomic reasons for- moving to non-
metropolitan areas is suggested by a number of special surveys taken in recent
years in selected’groups of counties in the MidWest (Williams and Sofranko,
1979), the Upper Great Lakes (Voss and Fuguitt, 1979), and Pennsylvania
(Dejong and.Keppel, 1979). Although these regional surveys throw consider-
able light on the $ubject, the broader question remains: For the United States
as a whoJe wouId‘ nonmetropolrtan areas still ‘have net inmigration if only
persons movrng for economic reasons were considered? A negative answer; to’
this questron would imply that essentially’ noneconomic considerations have
played a large, possibly - domrnant role in, the nonmetropolitan turnaround (at
least at the national Ievel) and whatever trends might puf more people in a
positian’ to move (or not to move) out of other.than strictly job-related con-
/5|derat|ons mrght also tend to continue the sh rft of the U S. population toward
e nonmetropolrtan counties.

7 In the 19705 the Iargest n\tronwrde surveys to ask persons moving to non-

’ metropolitan (and other) localities to give their. reasons for moving were the
Annual Housing SurvMbonducted by the Census Bureau-for the Department
.of Housing and Urba evelopment. We used the 1975 survey because it -
provided a mid-decade. perspective and .included a one-time supplement-on
pIace of work. The same questions on mobility status and main reason for

moving were included in the surveys of 1975 through 1978 Thls part of the -

: 1975 questionnaire is repr|nted as f'gure 1. '
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annual housmg survey

'F!gure 1. Questlons on moblllty status and reason for movmg in the 1 975

CHECK v
(ITENQ

{{] Head movad Rers during the lest

{See Chack Itam A(3). page 14) }
[ Head has lived hars 12 months or longer — Skip to 100, page 30°.

' 7 Sectian UG - o’céumo‘umts (includa URE) - Continuad
’ [J URE housshold {Sse item 7, page 1) - Skip to IOS page3l | -

k]

1Y months ~ Ask 83

[ 3 “ﬂ was the sddrase of .

e (heed)
-provieus residence? )
L]

»

B A

®

[Address (Numberand street)

City or town

9

County State ]

&

Y

Z1P code

.- 3

OR

" 1] Outside the United States ~ Skip to_{02a,
* ¢ poge 30 f

CT T T 11

84. What is the main reasen . . . (head) moved
- from his pravious residence?
(Write all recsons mentioned below, and lheﬂ

mark the main reason,)

B S

© EMPLOYMENT-

I «1 ] Job trensfer .
* 2] Entered or left-U.S:Armed Fuces ’

) “

3] Retirement

4[] New job or looking for wovk
s ] Commuting reasons - . .
¢ [J To sttend school Co ) .

~71[JOther . . «

FAMILY - : ’ [ .
¢ [J Needed lirger housa or spartment -t
8 (] widowed v
10 Sepquled
13 [ Divorced
12(JMoved to be closer to velnlves

" 15[J Newly married

14[] Femily incressed
1] [:j anlly decreased

18 ] NSeghborhood overcrowded
13 {] Chenge in racisl or ethnic compo:lllon
of neighborhood
20 (] Wanted better neighborhood
- 21 (] Wanted 1o own residence
22 ] Lower rent or fess expensive house
23 (] Wanted better house
2¢ DDIIpllCGd by urben renewsl, hlghwny
construction, or other publlc sctivity °
28 (] Displaced by privete sction '
ae (JSchools -
27 [7] Wanted to rent residence
26 [] Wanted residence with mors conveniences

- 29 [] Naturel disaster

30 (] Wented chenge of cllmlne
K1 [:j Othar

L .

Heads of households who moved in the 12 months precedmg the survey, wh:ch '
was condUCted m October, November, and December 1975, gave the locations

of their’ p,revnous residences and then were asked, “What is the main reason. . . -
(nhead) moved from his previous residence?”’ The interviewer was instructed to
write on the lines provided on the questionnaire the reasor or reasons for -
moving. For respondents grvmg mofe than one reason, ‘the mtervnewer asked

K
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which was the “main® reason and then marked &ne ;tlie 30 reasons listed.on
-the questionnaire or else marked the ‘“‘other” categon (reason 31).4n process-
ing the data, multlple responses were not retained; ~§o we have no |nformat|on

on the frequency with which each of the mdnvnduaL reasons was mentioned or

‘the way in which respondents chose the main reason among several offered..

In the survey, household heads were |dent|ﬂed ln the manner trad|t|onally_

_employed by the Census Bureau (see e.g., 05 Bureau of the Census,

. . 1977a) In *husband-wife couplgs, the husband was considered the head for

purposes of data collection and itabulatlon, but\automatlc designation of-the
husband as the household head is belng dlscontlnued @

'About 62, 000 households were |n‘ter,v|ewe in the 1975 nat|onaI sam‘ple Ml_gra- :

tion responses were coded in terms of the boundarle f standard metropolltan
statistical areas defined at the time of the 1970 ceﬁs (Addltlonal mforma-
tion about the sample, including estimates of sampllng errors may be found |n
< US. Bureau of the Census, 1977a ) o

"The basu: data on‘mlgratlon ﬂows (|n terms f households) betWeen the metro-
poI|tan and nonmetropolltan sectors and the ma, reasons for movmg in.the-12

LY

months preceding the 1975 AnnuaI Housing Survey appear in table 5. We have .

- rearranged the order of the “categories on the questlonnalre (figute 1), and.

._ because of small cell frequgncies.we have collapsed some of the categorles

3 -usually in obvious ways although nelghborhogd dissatisfaction lntludes reasons_ e

18, 19,.20and 26 and the miscellaneous category undef"housmg and(nenghbor-

hood encompasses reasons 24, 25 27, and 29
r

- The number of households (770,000) movung to nonmetropolltan areas, ‘the

" number {651,000) moving from nonmetropolltan areas, and the et inmigra:
“tion of 119,000 households to nonmetropolitan argas during the year preced-
ing the 1975 Annual Housing Survey agree falrly closely with |ndependent data.

~ from the Current Popplation Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1997b). The
. most important conc usion from table 5 is; the demonstration: that: the net

|nm|grat|on to nonmetropolitan areas results from households moving for

reasons not directly -related to employment, Note that the number of’house-
holds moving to metropolltan areas for employrnent reasons (316 000/ a

employment related B . ol

, But metropolltan areas lose mlgrants whose maln(eason for moving is not -

dlrectly employment related. These nonemployment reasons include a'variety

Nifamlly consuderatloni%:d housung and nelghborhood aspirations, but being

more specific is di cause many individual reasons have cell frequencnes

far too small to draw f'rm conclusnons \bout net movements between sectors.
7

‘Metropolitan~areas appear to attract persons experlencmg marital breakups

(WIdowhood, dl;%or separatlon), perﬁ)ns enterlng or Ieavnng the Armed - .

t -

-.1r~4 tT
° . -A-‘ ’ '

v

approx- * -
|mately equals the number of households moving from metropolitanreas for’

employment reasons (313,000). These figures mean 'that ‘metropolitan areas .
about broke éven among households whose main reason for- movnng was -
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e Table 5. Reasons Reported by Household Heads for’ Movnr#g Between Me?rogolltafyd Nohmetropol itan Destlnatlonwhe o

< - 12 Months Precedlng the 1975 Annual Housmg Survey ‘ . T e
.. . . ; l . ; . ) v_.‘ - N ] . o :
\. - ce L & Metropolitzn fo Nonme,tropontan 'Nonmetropolitan Metropolitan to  Norimetropolitan -
LT - nonmetropolitan:  “ to metropolitan net gain or loss . nonmetropolltar{w. to metropolitan - -
‘Main rgason for moving '(tI_lous.) - {thous,) - * (thous.) (percent) . (percent)
v . . } (] R ~ .
v Total households - o (0 51 d 119 !OO.OV .100.0
Einploymen: : . AR £ T 316 3" g . 48.5
“Job transfer . ’ 138 108 ‘10 153 " 16.6
New job or lookIng for wor w7 . 172 ] 23.0 264
Commuting .9 21 -12 < N2 3.2,
Other S 9 1S T —6 P \k}f - 23
Famllv I 136 120 16 .- o 117, 184
Tobe dpsertorelmves 52 . 40 12 j " 68 6.1
Marriige and household formatlon 43 ‘(34 _ ‘9 5.6, 5.2
Marital dissolutlon . 15 . 33 " . T r-18 — SR S - .54
* ., Other: : : 26 . ' 13 7 T 130 R ¥ | 2.0
Housing and nelgh.borhood 118 y 46 . il) R © 183 7.1
‘Larger house or apartmenpt 21 £ N e - 14 .27 . 13
*..To own residence . 18/ R e 4 23 22
~Lower-rent/less e§pensive house 21 > 1 s 14 - 23 141
Better house/mbre convenlences 9 8 VAR 12 o ., 12
Neighborhood dilssatisfactlon . 33 6- 27 . ‘43 i .9
. Miscellaneous - - - 16 o 4 12, 2.1 N 6 .
. Enter or leave Armed Forces . 19 31 N iz 25 - 5 48
Attend sohool~y. - : - 42 . 59 S =17 - 5.5 9.1
Retirement e 43 o2 ', P | I <56 F, .. 18
‘Changeofclimate . o T | cl2 : . 4 oo .24 178 .
Notclassified .~ - : ST s e 3 o 23 . 15 5
Lan . . ' © . o . - e . - -3
Not,reported N ,_\_ o 27~ JR 20 . o 7 . 35 _3:1 “
” . B R ] o .
Note ‘ﬁercentages may ot 4dd to1 00 O‘because of-rounding. Metropolltan areas are deflned as of l97=0 o S : T
. o R e // - e . g ~n
mc S U DT
» ¢ BN RN e i < Il
= £
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Forces and students The number of sample cases in these'categorles is too

~small’ to a|Iow the co Iu;ron that metropolitan areas actually-have net- rnmréra- ’
/\tlon of hbdsehold 'h ads with these characteristics,<but. othgr. studies have
< sdggested reasons why metropolitan areas, (especrally central cities), appeal to

- persons in at least some of these categorues (Long and Gllck 1976 Munlck'and
Su|||van 1%77) U c . ’

Note that t,he emponment-reIated reasons appear to be more often reported b&,,,

mrgrants to than from metropolitan areas. About 48.5 :)cent of pouseholds
movrng to metropolltan arwone of the employ t reasons, compared
with 40.7 percent of household heads leaving metrogolitan areas. Unless one

. qadopts a more expansive concept of employment-rela d reasons than shiown.in

table 5, the conclusion-is that strictly employment- elated reason/s-aécount for

oy less than"a maJorlty-f'of households moving between the metro&;&n and non-

.

§

>
3
‘e

metropblltan sector" N o | o \

In general, th

S ta tend to suppg'rt the thesis that the shlft of mlg%
1970’ to favor nonmetropolvtan areas is substantially the prod'uo person

C o
ey @

' moving' for- reasons not directly related to jobs. The nét inmigration to' non- <«

metropolltan areas seems to result from persons movnng for such nonemploy-’

fent réasons 4s a desire to be closer’to relatjves- (concervably some of these *

'migrants_ are ‘earlier rural Jo:urbdh migrants “gping home”) ands newly estab-

lished households and others with.a desire td own theif own homes or to

obtarn larger houses,’ Lower: "housing prices in nmetr’opolrtan locations &lso

. »seem to have drawn ?ts from metropolltan areas, and*dtssatlsfactron with -
_ nelghborhood condltl sin met;opolltan areas appears to prope1 movement to

nonmetropolrtan areas. . e S
The. nonm‘e/tr/opolltan secm\bably has nemnmlgratron rftirees, but the

" number,of sample cases in’ the 1975 Annual Housrng Surveyj is too small to

Ydraw f|rm conclusions. According: to, table 5, an estimated 48,000 household ™
heads’ moved to the nonmetropolrtan sector, in the 12 mghths precedrng the- °
.(survey, and 12 ,000 move/d in-the opposite direction. Tht apparent diffetence
_between the two numbers is not large enough to draw statistically reliable.

conclusrons about thé net exchange of retirees. These figures are perhaps sur-" "

prising. ‘in. that ' the representatuon of retirées in the. metropolitan-to-
nonmetropolitan stream is not higher, fo[ the effect of retirees has played a

. prominent role in analyses of the nonmetropolltan mrgratrbn turnaround (e.g.,

Beale, 1975; Morrison, 1976) An estlmated 5.6 percent of household heads -
migrating to nonmetropolitan areas ini the 12 months preceding the 19757

~ Annual Housmg Survey named retirement as the main reason for moving. Even

if these retirees were excluded from the stream-of outmigrants, metropolitan -
areas st|II would not have net-inmigration. Hence, these data on self-reperted

" reasons for moving suggest that retirees account for a relatively modest propor-
- tion;of-the- metropolltan to- nonmetropolltan m|grat|on stream-and-da ‘not; by - ==+

themselves account for the turnaround in non metropo‘htan migration.

Jwo quallflcatlons need to o&’made to this conclusron First, the. effect of
. . L o ﬁ\ 1 X X .
Do L L v, \

o -
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;} retlrement on nonmet opoI|tan popuIa.tlon change may be far greater than the .

' mt er of relocating Fetirees would |mpIy, for clearly. thére £an be’ multiplier-
effects whereby-retirement mrgratlon generates. employment ‘for persons st|II in. - .-
the labor force Se'cémd the nymber .of household heads ‘who in ‘the survey e,
reported retlrement as the mairyreason for moving may greatly understaté the .
true number of retirees among n(egrants An_earlier sthy (Long and Hansen,
1979) of Annual Heusing Survey data on’ |nterstate mlgrants in the mld 1970’ s\ -
“indicated that the number report|ng ret|rement ‘as the. main reason for moving® « . E
was only abeut one-sixth ‘as Iarge -ds the number recelvmg penslon income.
Many of the: mlgrants wnth what appearqd to beretlrement mcome gave an

retlrees reenter the Iabor force or for some other reason’
. separately in surveys as retirees. For these regsons, %
" popuIat|on distribution are d|ff'cult to assess; accurately..
o / - - fAr
A f|naI observatlon about tabIe Sis that a fa|rIy substantla /|
moblle househoIds did not report 2 reason for- mow

(about 1 percent of the rotal) and. 55 090;( ‘
_ opposite direction (8.5 percent of totaI househ Ids' y P‘g
_ areas) Thes figures seem to |m'ply\ anet, |nm|grat;ron tj)_,%?onmetropolltan areas,
- of persons”in these residual categornes “‘To |nvest|g5,|_s, is posslb‘l'ktty, we -
‘examined the ‘‘not classlf’ed" responses. wr|tten on thelqu est:onna:res of the
* 1979 Annual Housing Survey. “We found that a 5|zeab , mber expressed what :
m|ght be consndered prorural att|tudes "‘wanted oyt/of a big city,” “‘wanted a
& far,m ” and “wanted to.live in*the country*'z wﬁr,“,some/of the. handwritten -~
entries. Among the "not’ classified group , We' id{lnot find a single case of a
pérson expréssing the Qpp{ﬁte septiments that,,would indicate a)ﬂreference for
“living in-a bi crty or a megropolitan enV|ronment “This exercise suggested-'to us o
77, the real posslbrllty that nonrhetropolltan areas have a smaII net gain of migrants L
E, “expressing mot|vat|ons not r,epresented in the 30 codmg categories; such a. . '
) concluslon serves to underscore the heterogenelty of reasons underlymg~m|gra- -
t|on to nonmetropolltan areas . o

> T . o a. - . : ’ Sy
MlGRATION OF EMPLOYED HOUSEHOLD HEADSh )

In” assesslng the role of emponment conslderatlons in m|grat|on between .
metropoI|tan and nonmetropohtan areaj it<is necessary to control for .
- migrants’ employment status. Perhaps the.net outm|grat|on from metropolltan
areas,‘as shown in t Zle 5, can be attributed ent|rely/t.o persons not in the-labor
force.. If so,.then one would understandably expect to find a higher representa-
“tion of noneconomlc reasons among househoIds .moving from than to metro-
poI|tan areas.<In’ or lér to take these conslderatlons into-account, table 6 shows

~
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; Table5 : Reasons Reported by Worklng and Nonworkmg Househol eads for Movmg Between Metropolltan and Nonmetropolltan
iy Destlnatlons in the 12’ Months Precedmg the 1975 Annu Housmg Survey : Lo Loy
A L ' SRR Number (thous) T PerJént distribution
Household h_eadswlth All other househdld ' Household heads with .~ .- - All other househald
-ajob last week . ‘v heads " a jobrlast week . . heads ~
» o , . Met'ropolltan"_ Nonmetro- Me;tropolitan_ "Nonmetro- Metropolitan Nonrnetro- ' Metropolitan .Nonmetro; o
;. : ' ' . -tononmetro- . politanto, to nonmetro- p9litan to  tononmetro- - “politanto  to nonmetro- - -poljtan.to
: Main Jeason for movlng ) 5. _ . politan - metropolitan " politan Fﬁetropolltan politan’ - metropollta'n " a$politan metropoIItan
o ] ’ B o . MEE P ] , ’
R : Total households S . 533 ’ :181. 237 : 170 fOO 0 - 1000 1'00‘._0 100‘.0 .
‘Employment . - . - o288 - 286" 257 “ 30" 54.0 595 . 105 Y7 178 o
Job transfer . : 109 .16 9 - .2 205 ¥ 220 38 T 12
New job or.looking for work . 164 . 146 - - 13. - 26. - 308 ‘304 ;, 55 - . 153"
-Commuting " | l 9. 20 = BERE BEANR 42 L = L6
R 6 & 14 k L 1.0 an Co29 13, 6
mc B T g Ry T
' . : R = oo 2¢ , el
R 3 o ; oo S
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Family , . 73 62 - ' 63 ° sé/ 13.7 129 266 3401,
“To be tloser to relatlves 19 15 33" 1,25 3.6 EX I 139 - w7
-‘Marriage and household. - - fio ‘ ) , S
formation . .1 34 28 9: e 6.4 s8 - .38 7 35
Marital dissolution. . U6 e .14 9 . .'19 1.0 29° - 38 1.2
} Other. ‘ B ! 14 - 5. 127 . - & 2.6 1.0 . .51 . 4.7
* Housing and nclghborhood - 87 - 36 31 10 16.3 .15 13.1 .., 59
Larger house or apartment 20 o 7 « 1 = , 38 o 15 4 -
_.To dwn residence | ' . 18 .12 - N2 34 25 - 1.2
. Lower rentfless expensive hou . 12 "3 - <9 . o 2.3 C 6 3.8 24.
Better house/more conveniences ,6 . 6 3 2 1. 12, 13 1.2°
Nclghborhood dlssatlsfaction 18 5 ’ 15 K .34 - 10 6.3 .6
Miscellaneous 13 : - 3 3 PRI 2.4 6 1.3 .6
- 'Enter or leave Armed. Forccs ‘ o120 t24 7. "~"'_ 7 23 © 50 . 3.0 4.1
> Attend school * ., - 18 - 24 24 '35 ‘3.4 50 101 20.6 -
) Rctircmcnt. o v - 1 - 38 . 211 9 20 16.0 6.5
Change of climate. ~ - <’ . -4 .6 12 6 .8 12 5.1 35
Not classified L 28 . 24 30 ENIE 5.3 SERE Y R % A X
, . Not rcportcd PR 18 . 16 2 9 : 4 34 ' 33 .~ 38 : 24
e : \ ‘ .
7 . Note: Pcrcentages may not add to 100.0 because of roundmg MetrOpolitan areas are defined as of 1970.. , J
o —~Indicates no sample cases fell in thiégategory. .
t ‘ / . ~ . . a "
. ST -
T - - 9 -
hd - - £ . 1}
] v ° ) & ) .
B ' ‘: . . ! ! B . . A‘ . . - B " a
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the same type of data as table 5 but controls for whether the household head

had a job in the week" precednng the survey

. Table 6 demonstrates that even among household heads who had a jobin the

week preceding the survey, metropolitan arcas (as’ defined in '1970) appeared to

have had. net outmigration. An estlmated 533,000 household heads so em- .
'ployed moved out of metropolitan a eas in the 12 months preceding the 1975
survey, compared with 481,000 who! moved i in. Metropolltan areas also appear

to have had net outmigration of household hieads who did not have a job i in the *
week preceding. the survey; of these nonworking household heads (some of

" whom were unemployed and some simply not in the labor forcg), an estimated
237 000 Ieft metropolltan areas and only 170,000 moved to them NG

Amogg employed household heads movlng for employment-related reasons (as®

gfldent'fled in table ';6), there is an approximate balance in the flow between
_metropohtan ‘and snonmetropolitan areas, Accordlng to the table, among

employed household heads (i.e., with.a ;ob in the week. precedlng the-

survey), the nimber moving. to metropolxtan areas—an cstxmated 286 000- -

approxumately ¢qualled the number leaving metropolitan areas—an estimated
288,000—in the 12 months preceding the 1975 Annual Housing Survey. These

" data mean that the overall net migration to nonmetropolltan territory seems to.
. be essentially the product of: (1) persons not worklng (cblumns 3 and 4 of
‘table 6) and (2) employed persons moving for reasons not directly employment

- related. The nonemployment reasons that induce employed household heads to

move to nonmetropohtan areas encompass ‘a wnde variety ‘of factors assoclated
with ‘housing aspirations and dissatisfaction with the metropolltan nelghbor-

hood from which the household moved Limitations of - sample s|ze generally
. prevent more prec|se character|zat|on of these broad sets of reasons

Among employed household heads, however, employment-related reasons - »""'_
account for at least one- han of migration between metropolitan and nonmetro- =™
: polxtan destinations. As shown in table 6, 54.0 percent of employed household

heads movlng to nonmetropolltan areas cnted one of the employment- -related

: ;_reasons as did 59.5 percent of eémployed household heads moving .in the

opposite direction. Even when we limit the ¢ comparlson to employed'} household

"heads, the data suggest that noneconomic conslderatlons are somewhat more

|mportant in moves from than moves to metropolitan areas.

DISTANCE FROM A METROPOLITAN AREA Jo

"Some mlgrants leaving metropolltan areas do not go far. In fact some stay

close Qnough to-commute into metropolitan areas for employment, and they-
and- others who do not move far from metropolitan areas live xp%frntory that

.. might be called exurban or some other term that.connotes a residegce sllghtly

beyond -established suburban developments and not clearly metropolxtan or
nonmetropol|tan in” character but becoming part of the suburban fringe, of

) expandlng metropolltan areas. Most metropolitan. areas are spatially expandlng,

~ o
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even some metropoI|tan areas that decreased in. populatlon in the }970 s had
- population growth in their outer counties and in this way expanded outWard
\ into. nonmetropolltan terrltory (Lgngand Dahmann, 1980) ‘ SN

The e,ffect of the exurbar(ltes on metropolitan- nonmetropolltan contrasts is
- sometimes unclear, for surveys'tend to be tabulated into_categories that may

<suggest a sharper distinction than actually exists, Persons m&vrng to territory
statrstlcally defined as nonmetropolltan but lying very-close to a metropolltan

~ - area may be moving for the same reasons as city-to-suburb movers and in other

way mrght be thought of- as suburbanites who are merely moving: slrghtly

farther than others from an urban core. If so, then it is hardIy surprising to find . B

what seems to be alarge proport|on of reasons that appear to be noneconomlc
(at least not directly job .related) among ,metropolitan-to-nonmetropolitan

' migrants! for m_any past studies have “sought to explain suburbanization in .,
terms of a desire for homeownership, more space, better schools for children,
or other essentlally nonéconomic mot|vat|ons (Goodman 1979 Spain, 1980)

In an attem;\t.nto test the hypothesns that mlgfants to nonmetropolltan terrltory ) .'.,

adjacent to etropolltan areas move for the same reasons as mty-to-suburb, o
movers, we constructed table -7, whlch shows the: dlstrlbutlon 'of reasons '
" for movmg among - city-to-suburb movers ‘and three groups of households/J
leaving . metropolitan “areas " as def|ned in 1970. For the metropolltan to-
nonmetropohtan\movers we show (1) those who- went to counties that became
- parts of metropoljtan areas between 1970 and 1975 (2)=those who probably
moved sllghtly farther out, to counties not incorporated into but ad;acent to _'
metropolitan areas \as defined in'1975;and (3) those who moved still farther B

" out, to nonmetropolltan countles not adjacent to metropohtan areas.

Most households movmg from metropolitan areas go to, countles either- adja-
cent to metropolitan' \areas or ho more than one. county-.away from_ metro
politan areas, From table 7 one can’ conclude that among households feavmg
SMSA’s (as defined in \1970) in the 12 months preceding the 1975 surveys,
about 20.3 percent went to counties mcorporated info metropolltan areas ‘
between 1970 and 1975; another 48.3 percent went to counties still nonmetro- -
politan in 1975 but ad;acent to metropolitan areas whose boundanes had been -
updated’ to .1975. Altogether, 68.6 percént “of «the nonmetropolitan-bound
‘households went to counties very recently redefined as belonging to SMSA's or

_ else adjacent to redefm;d SMSA's. These data should net be mte?'preted how- -,
ever, as proving that the nonmetropolitan migration turnaround is explainable
as metropolitan spillover, for past analyses have shown that although about 60 -
percent of the net inmigration to nonmetropolltan terrltory went to the adja-,
cent counties, the nonadjacent counties experiénced a turnaround from net
outmlgratlon in the 1960’ to net inmigration in- the-1970’s. This change in
pattern in the nonadjacent nonmetropolltan counties is generaIIy accepted as a
demonstratlon that new forces seem to be governing population redlstrrbutlon

" to the nonmetropolitan sector in'the 1970's (Beale, 1975). g

B

The purpose of table 7 is to see if dlfferent motives govern movement from

L0
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Table 7. Reasons Reported by Household Heads for Moving From Cities to -
Suburbs and for Moving Out of Metropolitan Areas in'thé 12 Months
) Preceding the 1975 Annual Housing Survey, Accordmg to an. Indlcator

- of Dlstance From Metropolltan Areas. .

(Perc.ent)‘~

‘

o

L .
L : Move‘h from SMSA's as defined in 1970
o Movers? from ' . -
T central cities  Tocounties  To counties  To Counties
' to.balance of added to *  adjacent to. ' " notadjacent
: SMSA.as - 7 SMSA's. ‘SMSA's as to SMSA's .
< defined in - between 1970 .deflned in " asdefined
Maln reason for movmg - 1970 and 1975 1975 in.1975
Household heays (thojus.) © 1,003 . 156 372 240
-. Employment - \[~ .. 83 346 - .. - 352 531

- Job transfer IR 6 19.2 “T11.0 - 19.1
New job or looking ) : o ' R o

. for.work T 20 122 228 30.7

" Commuting . * | 45 32 1.1 -

. Other B 12 - : - .3 33
Family _ \ L1248 F154 21.0 13.7

" ,"Tobé closerto ’ $e : - i

relatives -9 5.1 73 7.
Marriage and house- S - oA ' .

. hold formation .| - - 16.0 7.7 73 1.7
Maritaldlssolutlon . 4.3 19 1.6 o 2.1
Other - - 35 .6 438 .29

; Housing and nelghbor- L : . T
" hood * | . ' 525 224 17.2 7.8
Larger house or . o N L

apartment .~ - i21 26 4.0 4

To,own residence - 140 . o 64 19 - - 4
- Lower rent/less . N N . " .
¥ expensive house . . 6.1 .26 3.0; 25
" . Better house/more ' ' ‘ - 2

convenlences. - . . 82 19 - 1.1 -8
Neighborhood : ' . :

dissatisfaction - 8.7 5.1 4.6 ©'3.3
- Miscellaneous o 36 - 38 2.7 4

Enter or leave. Armed ' .
~ Forces i 3 13" 144, 5.4
Attend school - - I 4.5 7.3. 29
-Retirement v ] 58", 56" 5.0
. Change of climate . o 8. 1.3 2.2 25
"~ Not classified 3100 122 5.6 T 74
" "Not reported * - Lovo2s 3.2 48 .24

~Indicates no sample cases fell In thls category.

YExcludes intermetropolitan migrants,
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434 cities to suburbs and from metropolitan areas to adjacent and nonadjacent
nonmetropolltan countiés. The table |nd|cates that. these d|fferent groups of -

" movers cite substantlally dlfferent reasons for moving. For one; movement to - . .
“exurbia is more strongly governed by emponment-reIated conslderatlons than B
.movement to suburbia..Only 8.3 pércent of’movers from cities to suburbs c|ted .
one of the employment-related reasons compared with around 35 percent of /

the movers to the two exurban- categorles (columns 2and 3 of table 7)..Con-*
versely, the housing and neighborhood reasons that account for 52. Spercent of = 7,
the city-tosuburb moves account for- only 24 percent and 17.2 peigept of . 1, '
" moves :to ‘the ‘two- exurban ‘groups_of - counties. just why “these dlffﬁnces
should occur between the suburban and exurban movers ‘is not clear.’ Perhaps [
* the exurban movers simply follow 1obs that- decentralize |nto the countryside. | .
- - Even the exurban‘movers who commute into metropolltan a\'eas for work (data | ;_,/ .
* - not’ shown);-appeared -more. I|kely to report one of the employment-related « 4”
‘ reasons for. moving than' the city-to-suburb movers. In general these types of
data indicate that households movung to the fringes of metropolitan areas do so .
. for a;somewhat greater variety of reasons than reported by househoIds movmg
to'more tradltlonal suburban areas. : , : / :

/ . 4
t may come dsa surprlse to find that e ponment-reIated reasons accoun\ﬁ for:
. a majority of households moving to thé snost remote group of counties; those:
‘not adjacent to SMSA's as defined in: 1975: These counfies have had high rate55 :
of outmigratiop in the past (Beale, 1975), and‘there is a temptation to think o
them as offering-few emplofment opportunities. Explanations of their growth s
. in the 1970’ (e.g., Morrison, 1976) have stressed their attractions to retlrees
.and -theif recreational opportunltles, wh|ch probably »provide. jobs for local*
“residents rather than puII in jobseekers from urban areas. But the remote 4 N
nonmetropolitan counties 4re’a heterogeneous group that includes f many areas i ‘
-~ with renewed coal m|n|ng andpother newly developed employmen{ opportunl- ’
~ ties.. At-any rate, a majority (53 1 percent) of households moving from metro-
politan areas to the nonadjacent nonmetropolltan counties reported
employment-related reasons. This seems I|ke a higher representat|on of
vemployment-related reasons for moving than for any, of the other. groups ‘of
migrants exammed SO far altho limitations of sampIe size prohibit ﬂrm
 conclusions. & R T
. S

- Retirees mught be expect © be relatively more numerous among migrants to
the nonad]acent than to/the ad]acent counties, based upon analyses that.have T
'emphaslzed the footlogseness -of the gﬁowmg number of retirees and their " i
.apparent. preference for rural settings (Beale 1975; Morrison, 1976). ActuaIIy, :
““the proportion of retireesamong migrants to the;nonadjacent nonmetropolltan
~ counties (5.0 percent). does not exceed the proportion among migrants to
nonmetropolitan counties adjacent to SMSA's (5.6 percent). The concluslon is
slmply that like most other persons moving out of metropolltan areas, the .
"majority of. retirees go'to counties no more than one county. away from metro-

politan areas. .. . : , A

e
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Mlgrants from metropolltan areas who report employment-related reasons for )
" movj g"fp’ﬁtﬁr to be_somewhat .more likely than others to go to one of the
rg tively. remote n6nad1acent counties. Data compiled for table 7 indicate that
about 41 percent :of households reporting employment-related reasons for '
f moving §pm SMSA's went to nonadjacent.counties, compared with 24 percent
- for those reporting famrly reasons and 16-percent for those reporting housmg
_and neighborhood reasons. The sample sizes are too small to- permlt firm con-
" clusions, but these comparisons suggest the expected those who leave metro- -
polltan areas for the types of reasons most commonly cited by city-to-suburb
‘movers are likely” to stay closer to metropolltan areas than those who look for )
wogk or take ;obs in nonmetropolltan settlngs :

TYPES OF MIGRATION

Up to now, we “have |dent|f"ed onIy one group of movers—those leaving metro-
politan areas ‘for .nonmetropolitan counties not adjacent to metropolitan -
areas—for whom the empfoyment-related reasons accounted for a majority of
‘moves. Less than*50 percent of the movers to or from metropolitan areas (as -
def“ned in 1970) reported one of the employm&-related reasons identified in
"the 1975 Annual Housing Survey. In‘an attempt to gain a fuller perspective on
the role of economic reasons in accounting for different types of migration,
table 8 .was produced. It shows 'the/distri.Bution of main reasons for moving for
"..—each-of four major-types of migration: between metropolitan areas, between
" nonmetropolitan -counties, and the two already discussed (from nonmetro-
politan to metropolitan areas and from metropolitan areas to- nonmetropolltan
terrltory) Reasons for moving as reported by several groups of mtra-area
movers are also shown :

For none -of the four types of mlgratlcrdlmmployment-related reasons
accountfor a majority of moves. The percent of household heads citing one of

" the. employment—related reasons was 46.1 among mtermetropolltan migrants, -

* 41,9 among those migrating between nonmetropolitan counties, 48.5 among
those going from n nmetropolitan to metropolitan areas, and 40.7 among
those leaving metrdbolltan areas for nonmetropolltan locations. Differences

-, among these four types of movers in the percent citing the employment-related
reasons. for moving are not always statistically §|gn|Fcant rand the major con-
- clusion is that these reasons explain less than one-half of migration within the’
' United States, accordlng to the defnltlons of: mlgratlon shown in the first four

columns of table 8. . . :

No eagily identifiable set of reasons explams a majonty of: these moves. The

s family-related reasons explain: between 15.6 percent and 19.4 percent _
gfﬂ the four types of migration, and varlous housing and neighborhood consider- .
_ations explain another 7.1 to 15.8 percent of moves between metropolltan
“areas, between nonmetropolitan counties, or between metropolitan and non- .
metropolltan destinations. All things considered, the data seemto suggest a

S
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' CONCLUSION

‘ heterogeneous set of factors and a diversrty of motlvatlons underlylng each of .
“the four types of movement. e

Exact comparlsons of these results with past natlonwlde surveys of reasons for

moving are impossible because of differences in the_universe to whom ques-,

tions were asked and differences i in the way quéstions were asked and answers
were coded. The earlier national surveys generally concluded that emplo ment
considerations constituted the major motivation underlying most moves be-
tween countles or economic areas (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1947, 1966;

Lansing and Mueller, 1967) Such a conclusion does not seem fully con5|stent'
with the present results, but because of lack of comparability among the sur-
veys, it is impossible to demeonstrate conclusively that reasons for moving have
changed. They probably are changing, however, bécause of thanges in” the
composition of the work force (especially the increase in the number and

~ * proportion of womén workers), changes in household composition (e g fewer
. persons per household and ,more households malntalned by single parents),
,occupatlons ahd age of workers, and retrrement policies and government pro-

grams Ilke unemployment compensation. The net effect of these changes seems
to lmply a shift of reasons for moving away from many traditional ecdnomic

_motivations to a more heterogeneous set of factors (Long and Hansen, 1979). .

and Hansen, 1979) As commuting fields have expanded, more households have

._been able to move from one county to another or to’ make other types of

interarea moves that do not necessarlly enta|l job changes as they once did.

Most strictly local moves can be attributed. to one of the family, housing, or

" Distance - probably _positively affects the. I|kellhood of citing one ‘of the
employment-related reasons. The employment-related reasons in tabie 8 were

reported by . 50.8. percent..of. households._moving between States in the__

mid-1970’s and by an even higher proportion of |nterreg|onal migrants {(Long -

4

neighborhood reasons. In. fact the combination of family reasons and the .-

. housing and nelghborhood reasons explalhed 77.1 percent of city-to-suburb -
. moves, 65.9 percent of suburb-to-clty moves, 80.8 percent of moves within .

e
cities, and 78.6 percent of -moves within nonmetyt politan counties. Differences -

among these percentages are not always statisticdlly signifi cant, and the simple
conclusion is that the vast majority of each of these types of local moves can
be attrlbuted to one of the family, housing, or nelghborhood consrde_ratlons

Annual estimates of populatlon changes for individual counties |nd|cate that
the shift of population growth toward nonmetropolitan areas, first observed in
the early 1970’5 was not measurably slowed by energy developments in the

4 vyears following the 1973-74 oil _embargo..On the contrary, the net in-
"+ migration to nonmetropohtan counties beginning around 1970 seems-to have -
- established a. momentum that added population to the nonmetropohtan sector
: at an even faster - pace relative to metropolltan areas, in 1974-78 ‘than |n

“ .
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Table 8 Type of Move Employment Status, and Maln Reason for Moving Reponed by Household Heads Who Changed Resldence In the
12 Months Precedlng the 1975 Annual Housing Survey

* . . T
(Percent) L S R S ) o .
i B ‘.‘_-',_;._"(,‘ ) S . ' Within metropolitan area -
: N ' Between  Between Nonmetro- Metro- : — - —— ° Within
F “ip - metro- °  nonmetro- politanto  politan to  Central city - Balance of - Within~ Within nonmetro-’
Main reason for moving politan politan. . . : metro- nonmetro- to balance  SMSA to central balance . politan
-and employment status = areas counties " politan - politan®  of SMSA centralclty _clty. - of SMSA  -county -
‘\ . - o . S . ) N . i .. A N
Household heads (thous)) . - 1,516 ‘804 . - 651 770 1,003 566 " 3,169 2,585 = 2,334
Employment 46.1 . 419 485 . - 40,7 8.3 ., 115 45 - . . 6.4 7.2 .
Job transfer ‘ . 216 11.9 . 16.6 - 153 .6 2 ) W1 T .8 N
New job or lookjhg for ork =~ 20.0. 234 26.4 - 230 2.0 3.7 1.3 19 25.
Commuting B ' 2.2 4.1 3.2 12 45 12.4 15 - 29 2.2
Other JAY 2.2 .27 --2,3 12 - 1.2 1.2 1.2 9 7 1.6
Family - o 15.6 19.4 184 ~ 177 - 246 - .. 302 23.2 30.1 274 .
To be closer to relatives 4.6 4.4 6.1 6.8 9. 1.1 1.0 -9 - 1.3
Marrlage and household formation 4.6 8.6 _5.2 5.6 16.0 18.0 ‘146 194 18.0
Marital dissolution . .32 - 3.0 5.1 9 4.3 A 3.8 5.2 4.5
. Other ’ - 33 ¢ 35 - 20 - 3.4 35 _ 4.1 - 3.6 4.6 3.6
Houslng and nelghborhood 114 158 114 153 . 525 35.7 57.6 48.7 -~ 51.2
Larger house or apartment 2.4 2,67 14 27 12 - 6.2 . 13.5 12,1 12.2
~ Toownresidence | ‘1.8 3.0 2.2 2.3 140 6.7 7.3. - 103 10.1
Lower rent/lesse.xpenslvehouse 8 1.9 1.1 2.7 6.1 8.3 . . 8.0 - 1.7 6.6 -
Better house/more conveniences - 1.0 35 1.2 1.2 82 - 6.4 12.8 8.7 129
Nelghborhood dissatisfaction 42 2.9 9. .43 8.7 4.2 1.7 4.9 2.9
- Mistellaneous 12 . 20 -6 21 3.6 39. . 8.4 51 . 65
Enter or leave Armed Forces : 43 A4 4.8 25 3 2 ‘2 2T T2
Attend school . . 7.3\/ 8.2 9.1 55 5. 32 . -5 - 3 /3
[MC D : - 20 T 1.6 . 18 . 56 6 N .9 ‘ S0 02 L ¥%..6



Change of climate L 36 -

14 ‘18 . 24 .8 4
Not classified C S 55 . 44 54 .15 10,0 7.8
Not rqporled -, 4.0 . 1.0 31 - -«. 35 : 25 3.7
- Heads with a ]ob last week ) o
{thous.) _ 1,128 580 481 533 838 . 438
. Employment 573 - - 534 595 540 95 - 194
- Job transfer 28.2 159 © 220 205 7. .2
New Job or looklns for work 23.8 29.1 . 304 308 21 - - 4.3
Conmmuting 3.0 53 - 4.2 1.7 53 13.2
Other ~ 2.2 31 - 29 14 : 14 1.6
Family : . 12,8 155 - 12.9 137 . 251 3.7
To becloser to relatives 23 - 22 3.1 36 . 2. 2
Marrlage and household formation 5.4 8.6 . 58 6.4 172 - 20,1
Marital dissolution 22 29 29 1A 4.2 15
Other . . 28- 1.7. 1.0 2.6 ’ 3.5 3.9
Houslng and neighborhood 10.6 159 : 1.5 16.3 - 523 36.8
_Larger house or apartment 2.7 26, ~° ‘15 3.8 ’ 125 " 6.6
To own resldence 2.4, 2.8 25, . .34 15.6 - 80
.Lower rent/lessexpensivehouse - ~ .6 1.7 6 ™~ 23 5.0 15
Better house/more conveniences 1 4.0 1.2 1. 15 - 6.2
Neighborhood dlssatlsfactlon T 23 28 1.0 - 34 88 - 46
Miscellaneous . 1 o 24 -6 2.4 27 . 39
Enter or leave Armed Forces . 4.8 S . 50 23 . 4. 0 2
Attend school : 3.7 " 3.8 5.0 34 : 2 1.6
Retirement T4 K] ~ 2 9 2 K]
_Chhnsa of climate 2.6 S - 1.2 o~ 8 Cd . -
iNaf klassified . " 5.1 ¢ 29 - 5.0 53 95 6.6
reported 2.8 6.6 - 33 - 34 19 21

-
(NS
oLl

No

Note: Percentases may not add to 100 0 because of roundlng Metropolltan areasare deﬂned as of 1970

—-- —lndlcates no- sample cases fell in thls category L
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" Other considerations also suggest a momentum behind nonmetropolltan.

26 ’ E T . K v ) ’ - .f_

* 1970-74. This conclusion applies regardiess of whether one uses the 1970 or
1980 definltions of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan. A

The momentum to population growth in the nonmetropolitan sector results
from the Interaction of net migration and nattral increase, Between 1970 and
1978 the crude rate of natural increase (crude because it is not standardized for
age) fell somewhat less in the nonmetropolitan than'in the metropolitan sector,

‘and it probably did so in part because of the tendency-of net inmigrationh to
bring in persons in their reproductive years. Through such a process, net in~

»

‘migration in one period of time can boost rates of natural increase in Iater '
perlods. . - : : ¥

. Because of this kind of "automatlc" mechanlsm qonmetropolitan areas'in the

aggregate are. likely to.continue, for a while anyway, to have higher rates of
populatlon growth than-metropolitan areas. An abrupt reversal to the previous
pattern of a higher growth rate in metropolltan areas is therefore unllkely

growth. Past trends toward decentralization of employment (see, e.g., U.S..

- Bureau of the Census, 1972) have resulted in extensive movement of jobs away -

from large cities, implying that a rapid recentraljzation of -population would -
not necessarlly reduce commuting distances to an appreciable degree in the.

~short run. Moreover, the convergence of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan

income levels (Zuiches and. Brown, 1978) suggests that nonmetropolrtan

" residents may be better able now than in.the | past to absorb higher commutlng

- costs or make other ad]ustments e. g ‘buying smaller cars or better home

: .msulatron) to rising energy costs.

To a very large extent, the duratlon of the faster rate of populatlon growth in

" the nonmetropolitan sector depends upon how metropolltan and nonmetro-

politan are- conceptuallzed and how these concepts are put into practice. One
of the ironies of the present is that the. Nation is still metropolitanizing but -

" only because of population growth in nonmetropolitan ‘areas, This paradox

-

results from the fact that all of the.increase between.1970 and 1978 in the

percent of the population defined as mctropolltan is attributed to the growth

of nonmetropolitan cities and towns into metropolitan. areas and to fusion of
other nonmetropolltan counties with existing metropolitan areas. When the
1980 census results become available, more nonmetropolitan courities will be
redefined as metropolitan, and the result is that the momentum, to nonmetro-
politan populatlon growth uItlmater leads to metropolltan populatlon growth

l . . . A
»
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