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The last 20 years have seen two dramatic shifts in the pattern of nonmetropolitan population
change. In contrast to previous decades, the "nonmetropolitan turmaround” of the 1970s was
2 period of renewed and widespread nonmetropolitan growth which overall was at a higher
level than metropolitan growth. Much of this was due to migration, for by the early 1970s
U.S. Census Current Population Survey (CPS) data showed that the number of metro-to-
nonmetro migrants had exceeded the number going in the opposite direction. This period
was followed, however, by the “tumaround reversal” of the 1980s, during which nonmetro
growth slowed cons:derably, and was again outpaced by the growth of metropolitan arcas.
By 1982-83 the CPS once more showed there were more migrants from nonmetro to metro
arcas than from metro to nonmetro areas, and this continued through the decads. “The flrst
of these unanticipated trends led to a great deal of rcsearch, but work on the second has been
more limited. Now that new data are becoming available, it is important to give more -
attention to recent changes, and to reappraise the 1970-30 turnaround period in the light of
the succeedmg decade.

Trends since 1950 in nonmetropolitan and metropolitan population change are given
in table {. (Appropriate migration data are not yet available). For the US as a whola the
population change pattern of the turnaround decade clearly stands out as the anomaly.
Although in every decade nonmetro countics adjacent to metro counties as a whole grew
faster than nonadjacent nonmetro counties, the difference was least in 1970-80, and the
enormous increase between 1960-70 and 1970-80 in the growth of nonadjacent counties
showed the turnaround was not just metro spillover. The most recent decade, however, is
clearly a retun to the previous pattern. Early in the 1980s, using the 1983 and 1984 county
population estimates, some of us bravely said that there had been a reversal, but we were not
going back to the situation in the 1960s. On the contrary, the results here, using the metro-
nonmetro county designation at the beginning of each decade for comparability, acrually
gives some support to the view that the 1980s represent a return to the 19505 in growth
differentials, though of course without the overall rapid growth of that decade that was fueled
by the baby boom. Nonmetro rates are 35 percent of metro rates in 1980-90, and almost the
same, 38 percent in 1950-60, but they were 68 percent of metro growth in 1960-70.
Sxmﬂarly, the relative difference between adjacent and nonadjacent nonmetro county growth
is closer to the 1950s than the 1960s.



Figure 2 shows the mmaround wag found in all regions except the South, although

merenonmeuepementchangewasalmostMceasgreatmtheIWO-SOasanyoﬂzerdmde
Metmzsabovenonme&omeveryregmnmmeotherdmdes The most striking trend in
the regional tables, however, is the very slow growth in the North as compared to the South
and West over the last two decades. Tlustrenddeﬁmhelydzdnotreverwnselfmthemost
recent decade, and work on recent metro-nonmetro change must be done in the context of
this regional redistribution. Overall, both and turnaround and the turnaround reversal was -
widespread. In 1970-80 fully 81 percent of the nonmetro counties grew in population,
whereas in 1980-90 only 47 percent grew. Comparable figures for 1950-60 and 1960-70 are
46 and 51, again showing a retumn to an earlier period in growth pattern.

_ |

Many specific reasons have beea given for the turnaround:

* During the 1970s there was less movement out of agnculmre than prekusly, as the

_mdustry was doing relatively well.

» Previous outmovement meant that the absolute numbers mvolved in the shift from
agriculture had reached a low level.

. W:ththeenergycmisearlymthe 19’703, thcrcwasanmcmsemmmg
employment.

e Manufacturing continued to deconcentrate into nonmetro areas, providing increased .
emplomwt, particularly in low-wage industries. _

* Large numbers of people moving 0 nonmetro communities gave quality-of-life
reasons for their decision to move, based on a favorable views about rural life, and
negative views of the big cxty '

* Recreation continued to increase in importance, and there was an appreciable

amount of migration of retired persons to those nonmetro areas siniated in atiractive
locations.

* There was also additional growth at the nonmetro perlphencs ef metropolitan areas
during the decade. _

Each of these rather concrete explanations tend to apply to spemﬁc aress, so that the

widespread nature of the turnaround could be considered due to the convergence of several
. trends dunng the same period.

1980s.

Simifarly, several specific reasons have been given for the downtumn in growth in the

s With the "farm crisis” of the early 1980s, areas depend:mt on agriculiure were
particularly hard-hit economically, and this was reflected in absolute population
declines. :

* The energy boom of the 1970s was followed by sharp declines in most such
activities in nonmetro areas in the 1980s.

* Manufacturing, a basis for growth in the 1960s and 1970s went into a declme
nationally in the early 1980s, and this slump was felt particulariy in nonmetro areas.




. . k]
* Macroeconomic policics made for a strong dollar which particularly placed the
products of nonmetro-areas at a competitive disadvantage. .
* Counties with 4 high degree of commuting to metro areas, however, showed
slower, but at least moderate growth in the. 1980s. -

* Recreation and retirement counties continued to grow more rapidly than the
metropolitan population as a whole across both decades, though at a slower pace than
previously, . ' _

This brief summary suggests a set of period explanations for both the turnaround and
its reversal, particularly as they relate to the ups and downs. of the extractive and '
manufacturing industries. Though there was much emphasis on the noneconomic quality-of-
life bases for.the tumaround, the subsequent decade made it clear that economic
considerations were fundamental, as nonmetro America suffered an economic slump
throughout most of the period that corresponded to the downturmn in population. The
remaining growth was much more tied to adjacent counties, however, as well as in recreation
and retirement counties, which retain important ties to metropolitan areas through migration.
No one ever contended that the tumaround represented less interdependence between metro
and nonmetro areas, but the present pattern of growth, like the 1950s and 1960s, seems more

closely linked geographically to large cities than did that of the 1970-80 decade. '

Part of the new trend in the 1970s within nonmetro areas was a pattern of local
deconcentration, with the population outside incorporated places generaily growing faster -
than in such places, even at some distance from metropolitan areas, Evidently thig aspect of
. deconceatration has continued in the 1980s. Table 1 shows that although all nonmetro
~ growth was down in the most recent decade, the population outside places was growing
almost twice as fast at the population in places. This pattern also was evident in nonadjacent
counties, where population grew slightly outside cities and villages, but the population living
in such places declined overall. The recent widespread prevalence of slow growth and
decline for citiesand viilages in rural America is bound to command considerable attention in
_ the years to come. '

Similarly, there are a number of more general approaches to explanations of the
turnaround, if not also for the reversal. From a demographic perspective, a point
occasionally made is that the turnaround was tied to-a cohort effect, given that the 1970s was
a time most baby-boomers were in their prime migration ages. Support for this attractive
proposition seems to be lacking however; indeed, a higher proportion of persons in the
yotng adult ages should have an opposite effect on migration, since there was a net gain of
young people for metro areas thtoughout the turnaround. On the other hand, the 1970s was
a-time when perhaps the first large cohort of the elder emerged who had the means to live
where they chose, and many individuals in this group had ties to rural areas. Related to the
cohort approach are speculations about the effects of compositional changes, as in household
composition, the rise of two-earner families, and socioeconomic status on migration trends.
The increase in the footloose elderly population similarly is mentioned.




Perhaps the most common general explanation relates to-overall processes of -
population deconcentration, and convergence between metro and nonmetro areas. Although
higher nonmetro growth during the turnaround was not limited to areas near metropolitan
centers, it was argued that technological changes, particularly in transportation and -
commuanication, have further loosened the need for people and sctivities to be concentrated in
large population nodes, and with declining socioeconomic differences between metro and
nonmetro areas, shifts to nonmetro become more feasible and attractive. Related to this at
the individual level, studies showed Jarge numbers of people moving to nonmetro N
communities gave quality-of-life reasons for choosing their destinations, and also expressed
negative views about big cities. (For example, see Long 1981). -

Other approaches concentrated more on the economic downturn in metropolitan-areas,
and the shift of people and activities away from the core metropolitan region of the northeast
and east north central states. . This includes the political economy perspective which'focused
on capital, multinational economic activity and governmental policy, as well as other
economic approaches to industrial restructuring, which gave attention both to the-shift out of
conventional manufacturing and to the continuing important role of many major metropolitan
areas as economic and social "command and control” centers. In recent work, Frey (1987)
combines these latter approaches into a “regional restructuring” perspective which he

contrasts with the "deconcentration” perspective.

~ Successfully fitting these more general explanations to the trends of both decades
appears problematic at this time. The deconcentration perspective particularly gave no hint of -
the 1980-90 reversal. Supporters of the deconcentration perspective could argue that the~ -
period effects of the 1980s, or perhaps of both decades resulted in unexpected shifts, but that -
underlying this is a general trend toward deconcentration. . Certainly extractive industries -
have always had boom and bust cycles, and the limited finding of higher nonplace growth in
both decades seems to support this view. Just as it was easy to assume that cverything was
in place to support a codtinuation of the turnaround at the beginning of the 1980s, however,
it is difficult to see a basis for any widespread nonmetropolitan economic revival at this:
time, that could underlie yet another reversal of nonmetro population trends. The shift of -
low-wage manuficturing 10, and then away from nonmetro areas appears to be part.of the
industrial restructuring that has beén associated with recent regional shifts and nonmetro -
declines. Without denying the continucd importance of quality-of-life and family
considerations, the trends of the 1980s have underscored the underlying economic basis of
population growth and decline that we tended to minimizc in the mmaround era.

: Some {fems for 3 Keseareh Agendas - -
It seems fair to say that all of the above perspectives and cxplanations could lead to -
worthwhile research activities in the 1990s. Perhaps more important, many of the specific
~ explanations and regional differences point to a significant areal variation in trends, that can.
* be explored on a long-term basis when the 1990 data become available. This is also
important for policy relevance,’since nonmetro America is too heterogeneous to be



encompassed adequately by unitary programs. Below are a few ideas to consxdcr,
ordered in any pnonty, with no pretense that the list is exhaustive: :

Although 1t is somemnea assumed that dlﬁ‘exenuals in populanon change are pnmanly a
function of migration, this is not always the case. We recently showed, for example
(Fuguitt, Beale and Riebel 1991) that the further convergence in metro-nonmetro fertility
after 1980 was an important component in the increased difference in metro-nonmetro growth
favoring metropolitan areas, Substantial metro-nonmetro differences in the timing of fenility
wasbehmdthcapparmconvergenceofmtes, and suggest it is risky to assume this .
convergence is permanent. What will be the consequence of the present baby boomlet on
growth differentials? Present trends are bound to accelerate the aging of the nonmetro
population, resulting in the increase prevalence of. natural decrease across much of noametro
America. The consequence of this for population growth as well for community institutions
should receive further attention.

Z A3 Thel%Omxgranondatapmv:desan.
_ important oppm'tumty to undersland more about the structure of metro-nonmetro and within-
nonmetro migration streams. The availability of county-to-county migration stream data
“along with detailed soctal and economic variables provides a great oppartunity t0 make
1975-80 and 1985-90 comparisons, but also creates a challenge due to the added analytical
complexity, so it is perhaps not surprising that few moved to grasp this epportunity after -
1980, Yet the limited work that has been done with county and regional classifications is
intriguing. Wilson (1986) for example, showed that metro to nonmetro migration was mosty
within census divisions in the mor¢ metropolitanized north, but that the north was a source of
nonmetro in-migrants in the other divisions, To what exient can this be considered return
migration, or a search for amenities? Using 1965-70 and 1975-80 SEA stream data, Roce.man_
(1983) showed the migration fields for metro to nonmetro movers were more diverse than
those for nonmetro t0 metro movers. Swanson (1983) compared the characteristics of metro
areas sending 1975-80 out-migrants to nonmetro arcas. Have these patterns changed over the
~ two decades that were so different? Are migration flows for example mlaﬁv'ely constant,
- with changw in the number of in- and out-migrants, or did the new situation in the 1980s
result in a changed pattern of flows, that might help to explam what went on in the 1970s
and the 1980s? -

_ﬂ_]mmn_dﬁmnnﬂs? Following the turnaround there were a number of
studies considering differential migration between metro and nonmetro areas, and its possible
consequences for areas of origin and destination. Resuits were mixed, but in general those

moving to nonmetro areas were older and somewhat lower in socioeconomic status than those
moving elsewhere, but they typically were above those they joined in nonmetro arcas.
(Fuguitt, 1985). This needs to be updated with 1950 data. Unfortunately, little could be
done on this in the 1980s because the 1980-85 CPS migration question could not be used,
" and in more recent CPSs nonmetro was miscoded. Did the nonmetro economic downturn
resuit in less seiectivity of in- and out-movement? Or, is the pattern more invariant, and



B perhaps related to differences in level of development between metro and nonmetm areas
(Wilson 1988)? __

There seems to be a widespread acceptance ofthcneedfordealingmthbomm-and
out-migrants, and some recognition of potential problems with the analysis of rates of net
migration. With the turnaround reversal, attention should shift to out-migration in many
arcas, and why this out-mxgmlon is not as responsive as in-migration to differentais in
economic opportumty There are anaiytical problems in the interpretation of aggregate rates
but outmigration is an important issue relating to rural policy, particularly as it relates to
possible programs to encourage out-migration (Drahenstott. chry and Gibson 1987). Also
we need to know more about migration "counter streams,” that is those who move into
depressed arcas. They are not all return migrarits, andnwyrepmtansmﬁcant o
replacement of human resources (‘Voss and Fuguitt 1991),

Alternatives to Migration. Undemnnmng lower-than-expectad ouumgrauon rates must
include a consideration of alternatives to migration. ' For exampie, the increase in female
labor force participation and in two-eamer families is a potentially important substitute for
‘migration. Most of the nonmetro job growth in the 1960s was absorbed by increases in the
employment of female residents, whereas this was not true in the 1970s, when the pool of
women who could make that transition was much smaller, and mew was rapid populanon
growth. ,

Commuting as an alternative to nﬁgraﬁon'des'_ervu special attention to help understand
variations in both in- and out- migration rates. In the 19803 most nonmetro cities were like
metro centrai cities in having more jobs than people. Is the extension of this trend at least in
part behind the slow growth and decline of many nonmetro cities in the 1980s? This would -
support the importance of ongaing local population deconcentration in nonmetro areas. -
Nonmetro ¢commuting is not primarily to mctmpohtan centers, and indeed to a degree this is
built in to the definition of 2 metropolitan area. A scries of three county-to-county
commuting stream files for 1970,.1980 and 1990 to provide an 1mportant opportunity for
trend work.

Migration from a Jife-course perspective. A major thrust of migration research today
is in the analysis of longitudinal data such as the PSID or the SIPP files, This provides a
major shift in perspective from that provided by one-time surveys or the decennial census,
and can lezd to a more direct consideration of life cycle and family factors, repeat and retumn
migration, and cohort effects. Though a detailed disaggregation of nonmetro areas is not
possible with these data, information on characteristics of areas can bc obtained and
compared. :

Mn_mm_c_mm During the mmam'und era, a lot of
attention was given 0 economic vs nonecononiic (amenities) factors in migration decisions.
At the macro level, county tinits were associated with economic and amenity variables, and
at the micro level, individual reasons for migration were assessed. In @ sense, this is a false




dichotomy, since we can assume most decisions have to take both into account. For most
people economic considerations are necessary for migration, and few can ignore other
considerations. But with the turnaround reversal, there is need for further consideration of
this issue, not as an cither-or matter, but with greater concemn for the interrelations between
economic and noneconomic factors, At the county level, despite the gencral downturn in the
1980s, amenity areas continued to grow faster than metro arcas as a whole and faster than

- most other areas. But this is hardly sufficient reason to conclude that amenities are rnore
1mportant than economic considerations in the movement to nonmetro areas, par

since economic factors are probably basic to the lack of migration gain elsewhere. Except for
the amenity counties, the overall redistribution pattern showed more urban-oriented growth,
which certainly suggests a resurgence of economic-related considerations in migration and/or
a more urban-oriented distribution of economic opportunities in the 1980s.

Further tests of the interrelation between migration and employment growth in
nonmetro areas, such as done with earlier data by Williams (1981) and Mead (1982), should
make a contribution to this problem, parucularly if comparisons between the two decades can.
be made. Similarly, the temporal association between employment and migration, over the
most recent decade, if appropriate data arc avaiiable, as from the annual Internal Revenue
Service Match files, could add to our understanding of nonmetro migration and short-term
economic trends (see Greenwood 1985).

Relatedtothummem_gﬂhe_gdﬂlx Presumably this is "noneconomic” in
the sense that most elderly are not likely to be moving for employment reasons, but there
needs to be investigation of the importance the search for low-cost housing or a lower cost of
living in general as motivating the elderly (as well as those of other ages) to move to
nonmetro areas, Even in “retirement” counties, the eldu'ly are a small part of the .

in-migration stream, - To what extent are the others moving to capture economic oppommues
in the service industries because the elderly are moving in? To be sure, retirement counties
grew faster than other nonmetro counties, but why did their growth slow down for the 1970-
80 levels, if it was based directly or indirectly on elderly (i.e., "noneconomic”) migration?
Trends in elderly in- and out-migration streams might help to answer this question, but there
also naeds to be a consideration of other sources of Job growth in these areas.

MEMELQ&W- Underlying these macro considerations is the actual
decision-making process of individuals. Microdata, including the PUMS and the CPS files
make it possible to relate individual migration decisions with personal characteristics, though
usuaily at the end of the migration intervai. Although there are difficuities in asking people,
usually after the fact, about their migration decisions, this perspective is also necessary to
gain understanding of decision-making. Previous research indicated the willingness of many
to make a "trade-off” of income for amenities in deciding to move from metro to nonmetro
areas. Can anything be said about trends in this tendency? Most migrants from metro to
nonmetro areas have been married couples, yet we know nothing about the joint decision-
making process that no doubt was behind these moves (Subcommittee on Migration Statistics
- 1988).
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Related to migration decision-making is concern about residential preferences. We
have shown that preferences changed slightly since the 1970s in a direction consistent ‘with-
the change in redistribution patterns (Fuguitt and Brown 1990). The “two-stage” modél of -
migration decision-making showed a lot of anti-urban sentiment as a basis for reasons for =
moving out of metro areas. Does the decline in anti-urban sentiment-explain at least some of
the decline in metro-to-nonmetro migration? ‘There is no easy way to answer this, but given
the great emphasis which was placed on residential preferences as a basis. of the turnaround,

I would argue for additional work, relating preferences to migration decision-making, Howell
and Frese (1983) and Zuiches and Rieger (1978) showed the potential for longitudinal
research by demonstrating the. association between preferences or changes in preferences and
actual migration. Studics of preferences and the migration decisions of individuals has
suffered particularly from being done largely by non-specialists, that is, persons not trained
in social psychology, or having much expefience dealing with complex problems of question
reliability and validity in tapping such a broad concept. Also, demographers and rural
sociologists working in this area usually pay little attention to related work, such as that jn

' fertility expectations, or the parallel efforts by geographers on perception of the environment,
and this information gap seems 10 be reciprocal. : - o )

The consequences of decling. The consequences--demographic and otherwise of
drastic, wide-spread decline needs o be assessed. Some counties in the midwest have been
losing for 40 years, and in the most recent decade more than three-fourths of the nonmetro
cities and villages are declining in some midwestern states. What does this do for current
vital and migration rates, as weil as social and economic institutions? This is an-old problem -
which i3 reemerging as a focus of attention, but it needs another look, -

Policy and population redigtribution, Most would agree that population redistribution
is directly or indirectly influenced by a broad array of public policies and programs, but little
work has been done to trace out thiese influences precisely, . Explicit rural programs generally
take one of two approaches: easing the transition out of depressed rural areas, including -
assistance to0 migration, or improving the cconoric situation in the local area (Drabenstott,
Henry and Gibson 1987). Other programs also may have important indirect or direct effects
on where people live, such as those relating to international trade, agricuiture, housing,
intemational immigration or welfare. Much of the research suggested above should provide:
important information necessary for the design of rural development programs. In addition,
more work explicitly designed to look at policy impacts is needed. If new programs are
established during the coming decade as a response to the distressed situation'in rural areas;
we also should congider evaluating their demographic consequences. '

_ -This, of course, does not begin to exhaust the list of possible research activities. For
example, the metro-nonmetro-migration patierns for race and ethnic groups, and the
importance of international migration also need to be congidered. But modifying, adding to
and subtracting from these very preliminary. ideas is the task of the Work Group,




E:fem

- (Note: noattemptmmadeheretoprovﬁcacomprehemwehte:atureremw For recent
reviews, see Greenwood, 1985, Pugum, 1985 and Lichter and DeJong, 1990).

Drabcnatmt. Mark, Mark Henry and Lynn beson 1987 "The Rural Economic Policy
: y Federa erve Ba ansag City. January:41-58,

Frey, William H. 1987, "Migration and Depopulation of the Metropolis: Regional
Restructuring or Rural Renaissance?” mmwm 52:240-257.

Fuguitt, Glenn V. 198S, "The Nonmempohtan Population Turnaround.” Angual Review of
Sociotopy 11:259-280.

Fuguitt, Glean V., Calvin L. Beale and Michaei Riebel. 1991. "Trends in Metropolitan-
Nonmetropolitan Fertility.” Center for Demography and Ecology Working Paper 91-
24, University of Wisconsin-Madison,

Fuguiit, Glenn V, and David L. Brown. 1950, "Residential Preferences and Populaﬁon
Redistribution 1972-1988." Demography 27:589-600.

Greeenwood, Michael J. 1985, "Human Migration: Theory, Models, and Empirical Studies."”
Journal of Regional Science 25 521-544, |

Howell, F. M. and W. Frese. 1983. "Size of Place, Residential Preferences, and the Life
Cycle.” American Sociological Revicw 48:569-80.

Lichter, Daniel T. and Gordon F. DeJong. 1990. "The United States." Pp. 391-417 in
Charles B. Nam, William J. Serow and David F. Sly (eds.) International Handbook
on Internal Mieration. Westport, CN: Greeawood Press.

. Long, John B. 1981. Population Deconcentration in the United States. Special Demographic
Analyses CDS-81-S. Washington, D, C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Mead, Arthur C. 1982. “A Simuitaneous Equations Model of Migration and Economic
Change in Nonmetropolitan Areas.” Journal of Regional Science 22:513-527.

Roseman, Curtis C, 1983. "Changes in the Spanal Patterns of Metropolitan to

Nonmetropolitan Migration Streams in the United States, 1955-1980." Pp. 63-76 in
Yves Brunet (ed.) Urban Exodus, its Causes, Significance and Futurc. Montreal:

Umvers:ty of Montreal Department of Geography.



Subcommittse on Migration Statistics, Committee on Popula.uon Statistics, Populauon
Association of America. 1988, “Migration Statistics in the United States.” The
Carolina Population Center, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill,

Swanson, Linda L. 1983, “SMSA Characteristics and Nonmetropolitan-destined
Outmigration.” Presented at the annual meeting of the Populatmn Association of
America, Apnl .

| Vvoss, Paul R. and G_lmn V. Fuguitt, 1991, “The Impact of Migration on Rural Areag of
Chronic Depression.* Center for Demography and Ecology Working Paper 91-25,
- University of Wisconsin-Madison. ’

Williams, James D. 1981, “The Nonchanging Determinants of Nonmetropolitan
Migration " Rural Sociology 46:183-202.

Wilson, Franklin D. 1988 "Aspects of Migration in an Advanced. Industnal Society."
American Sociplogical Review 53:113-126.

Wilson, Franklin D. 1986. "Temporal and Subnational Variations in the Reversal of
Migration Flows Between Metrupohtan and Nonmeu'opohtan areas: 1935-1980."
Social Forces 65: 501-24

Zuiches, James 1. and Jon H. Rieger, 1978. *Size of Place Preferences and Life Cycle

Migration: A Cohort Comparison.” Rural Sociology 43:618-633.




Table 1
PLACE-NONPLACE NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION CHANGE 1950-1990*

| 1950-60 196070 1970-80 1980-90
NONMETRO TOTAL 9.7 7.8 15.7 4.1

" Place 18.6 9.7 9.6 0.5
Nonplace 2.7 6.0 21,5 7.3
ADJACENT TO METRO 178 12.2 17.2 5.8
' Place 26 118 9.5 1.7
‘Nonplace 13,7 12.5 24.2 9.1
NOT ADJACENT 4.7 3.7 13.8 1.5
Place - 160 27 9.7 -6
Nonplace -4,1 3 . 17.8 s

* * Metropolitan designation of 1950 for 1950-60 change; 1963 for 1960-70 change; 1974 for
1970-80 change, and 1983 for 1980-90 change. Places are all nometro incorporated cities and
villages included in the censuses at the begmmng and end of each decade. Thus, the same
places are followed across a given decade in calculating percentage change. -
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FIGURE 2
POPULATION CHANGE BY RESIDENGE 1960-90
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