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_INTRODUCTION . / o : o .
. l v

-

A.general ou

. . -

full decade ago, but ié was only after ‘the Census Bureau's post-1970 county

population estimates were published and exa?}ﬁﬁu that the pervasive extent ef

the new mig?atién pattern was fully appreciated. Detailed analyses of “this
phenomenon are now beginning to appear, and there may well be on the horizon_'
a‘“gurnaroundﬂ in the dominané emphasis in the ;igration literature as well.
' Calvin Beale (1975) has_implicatedya number of factors in the revival
of population érowth tn qonmetri!oliﬁan areas. Among these ;rg the growth-
’ .

tnducing effects- of new state educational institutions placed away from méf{f;
politan c;nt;;s; the decentralization of maqﬁfacturing (see also kirchEnbaum,

1971); 1he"HeVelopmept and-exploitation, in environmentally att”htive rural

N E ’
areas, of recreational and retirement facilities; super-suburbanization result-

v -

Ing, in part, from comtinued métropolitan decentralization .(see also Gustafson,

1975); a growing public preference (and the abifity of people to act on this
. . e - ,
preference) for residential locations ip small towns and rural areas (see also

*

fhgulit and Zuiches, {975); and higher‘bir;h rates in nonmetropolitan areas.

Ve

" While all of these factors emerge as important considerations in a national

’

overview of the net migration reversal, there are substantial regional differences

In the underlying mecpanisms prodlicing the new pattern as-well as significant
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regional differences in the response to tiese mechanisms (Kirchenbaum, 1971).
‘ An appropriate second step in ;hé explication of the turnaround'phenomenon
+ . -

7 wyill be to dé]ireate the particular character of the new pattern for different 2

. v ] - :

v reglons of the country. Beale began this work as part of his-national overview

and has continued it in a companion pap;r with Fuguitt (Beale and Fuguitt,_1875).

v :
At least one recent study develops more fully the character of population ¢

growth inaspecific subnational region (De Jong and Humphrey, 1976). The
N T /‘a . - . s .
Yinvestigatiom summarized in the present paper examines some of the cﬁarﬁcter-f . .

el

4

.

istics of the migrants; between 1965 and 1970, to a group of L5 nonmetropdlitan = - -
. J ’ » ' ) 5

" counties in northern Minnesota,‘Wichnéin and Upper Peninsular Michigan. The - .

. — . s . .
following questions are addressed: (1) !n what ways do recent migrants .to

L] . » i v
this nonmetropolitan region differ from those T'normigrants' who resided in
’l‘l . - ,‘ “n

the region in both 1965 and 1970? (2) To what extent do the recent migrafs . -

from metropolitan counties differ from migrants from other nonmetropolitan
. ’a : . - .
" ‘counties? and (3) Does the origin of migrants influgnce the character of '

«
‘

", thelr location in 19707 A .

.
. »

DATA : . , ‘ : ©

3

Qur. data aré taken from the’l970 Census of Population one percent Public . -

Use Sample Tapes and pert5i6—specifically to three Census-defined County Groups

— v H

Uppér Great Lakes Region. The counties Encluded i'n the anaiisis,

. *" in the northern
. | '

listed in Appéndix Table A-1 and jllﬁstratgd in Figure A-1, had a‘1970 ggpulalidn

of just over one million per;?ns. Téey ;re,.for the most part, poor and ec;nom- )
fcally d?pressed counties. Cnce paff of a booming ‘economy, based %frst on
ihé exgloitatioé of the.northéfn region's vast t{mbér stands and, following

- this, similar exploitation of rich mineral depasits, the region's economic

»

base was gradually eroded away during the first quarter-of this century.
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have experiencedﬁgontlnuous population growth since the turn of the century.

'by a sufficiently large excess of births over deaths to counteract substantial

and 1975 exceeding three percent per year.

f . -

- ‘ . ,

Efficiency in the continued exploitation of diminishing resources teduced

labor needs, and the advantage of nearness to market disappeared for the
a - {1 N
region's farmers. As Loomn% and Whrth point out, “agriculture, handicapped

- M

by limited areas of prOdUCthé sonl, a short growung season, and ‘remoteness ’ .

from markets, could not sustain the leve! of economic activity that had

character[zed the booming‘luhber and minerals industries'' (1967:1). - Echnomic

[

adjustments, manifest in demographic changes, followed: dverall, ‘substantial

' . 1.

population growth through the first two decades of the twentieth century,’
were foflowed by very slow growth in succeedlng decades. The arda actually _.
declined ih p0pu1at|pn by two percent during the decade 1940 to 1950.

., « . +

There are, of course,.exceptions to this general pattern within the,

area. Ashland and fron Counties in Wisconsin and Keweenaw County in Michigan

.

have experienced continuous population decline since. 1920, even to the most

' IS

recent perioq, while several counties--particularly ‘in North-Central Visconsin~~

Neverthelees, in the fifty years spanning 1920 to 1970, these 45 counties in-

Creased in population by bnl&ften percent, and even this was sustained only -

1

population losses oue to net outmigration But recent intercensal periods
show a quickening pace in p0pulat|on growth, and post-1970 p0pulat|on estlmates

. for the.area »ndicate that these counties are now actually |ncrea51ng in pop-

uIatIOn considerably ‘faster (6.9 percent between 1970 and 1975) than the nation

r

as a whole (4.8 percent for the same period). Agaln, there are exceptions to

this pattern, and perbaps the most interesting are, the very rapidly growing .
counties~-such a$ Wisconsin's environmentally-attracttve Oneida, Vilas, Sawyer

. and Washburn Coungies, each of whigh experienced growth rates between 1970

¢ .
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If the upward trend in growth rates for_ this region as a whole hds been

refatively steady in recent, years, then C&nsus information covering the 1965~

1970 peruod might well yield some |n5|ghts\(egard|ng current growth in the

v

region. in fact Beale concludes that the g&rnar0und in thig Upper Great

Lakes region was evident as early as 1966 ( Bé le, 1975). If we further accept

that the lion's share of recent growth in the 3rea is due to net’inmigration

» . u oo
“rather than tofpatural increase, then.clearly séme undérstanding of recent

™

+

migrantg to t

inmigrants te the'ared ten years ago. . 1

B ’

VT .
.area can be'obtained by examining the characteristics of

#

Using census nafgwon.place of residence in 1565 in copjunction with

’.

.

b

-

A

»

- with the ''sales of farm products' item to.produce the\Standard urban,

'

location of residence in 1970, we studied the set |of migration streams to
' !

this 45-county region shown in Table 1. Origin and destination characteristics

were determined by combining items from the housing and person records.

F

Migration status was ‘detefmined from the person recprd by using the item “place, -

of residence five years ago'' in.conjunction with the metropolitan/nonmetropol itan
e
3 ’ '
(1970 deflnltlon) character of the resndence five years ago. Residence in

-

1970 was determlned by u5|ng the housingitem ”locatlon of structure” together

—

rural

¢ -~

e } ‘

nonfarm, rural farm breakdown.

The numbers«in Table 1 pertain to sample frequenctes from the,onezpercent
Publie Use.Sémple. lThe pqulation represented is the approxrmate 965 thoueend B
residents’pﬁ;the region in 1970 who were five years old.br err, and reported
In ;cme instances, the presentation is‘further

Pl

a V. S residence in 1965.

restrlcted to the 322 thousand |nd|V|dua15 who were whute{heads 'of households'

. [

4n 1970 (numbers shown Ln,parantheses in Table 1).

-
. .

* Table 1 About Here.

R .
~
. . ’ \ N
. 2 . 6 . . )
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NON-M1GRANTS

L .

By far, the .largest, group examined* here: represents honmlgrants, those .
* i -
who did not change théir county of residence betwegn L965 and 1970, and it is

, v ., #° M

against this group that we will compare the migrant streams. ‘Nearly 84 percent

Y

of the population over five years of age in 1870 lived in the same county five

’

years earlier. A majority of%this group lived in l%zo) in unban places or

in nearby locations classified as ”suburban“ by the Census Bureau, twenty eight

percent of non- mlgrants luved in rural non-farm locatlons in 970 and another

15 percent lived on farms. Somewhat fewer than two percent of the non-migrants ’

-

-
\

, th@e are modest differences in this overall pattern”

between males and females and also between different age.groups. Females are,

. for all but the youngest age group, somewhat more Tjkely than males to be
found in urban locations. .And persons over 35 years of age, eSpecially the

elderly, are also over-repreSented in urban places, ma:nl¢\€f the e&pense of

Al s 9

farm areas. Younger persons (ages 5 to 19 years) tend to be over-represented
[ * -

on farms. The former age differencé probably represents both the departure
L ) . !

\ from farms of some retLred.persons, as well as an_age composition effect which

/

esults .from the greater outmlgratlon of younger persons from urban places.

”

thgn from farms. Data presented in the top panel of Table 3 lndlcate the v:

In rural farm areag,

b
) N . ~Tables 2 and 3 About Here

L §
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. . ¢
The earlier depgrture of young wdmen than of .young men from farm //)

= .

residénce [s eQidgnf in both Tables 2 and 3. WLi!e more than 18 pefcent of- -

. \ :

. N g v
girls 5 to 14 years. old reside on farms, the pr0p05tion,js reduced to half

. .

that figure.for women in their twenties, Note also~th4& urb Q;plaaes show -

4

. . . b ) .
an increase -in non-migrant women residents for these same age groups. Men,

. on the other hand, appear to outmigrate from all re;idencéjcategories in such

a way that éheir'rqsigence distribﬁtiona;emrfns ﬁore stable acro:; age gro;psﬁ a
Mens. on ‘the other hand, appear to outmigrate from all‘residence categories in
such a way thafttheié residengé distribution remains mére stable across age -
] - * N - .
groups. These finding$: are consigtent with the migratidn llterégure demon-
. -

strating that young females make generally shorter distance moves than young

males and are more attracted to urban areas (e.g., Shryock, 1964). - .

.
-

_Table 4 shows how non-migrants compare with migrants on 3 number of "

socioeconomic characteristics. These data are presented only for the white.

head of househdld subgroup. : ' L

Table 4 About Heré

N

M1 GRANTS . R o~

- B

Sixteen percent of the 1970 residenté in this 45-countyregion resided ‘\\\\‘y/

in a differert county in 1965, and most of these migrants (55 percent) moyed

2 .

to this northern non-nMetropolitan area from metropolitan counties. While :

. -

this is a lower proportion with.metro origins than woulaﬁbe.obtained if migrants

to the region were drawn rénﬁbﬁly from all places outside the region in 1965,

-

it neverfhele{s Signifies a change, for a substantial number of people, from

. T , \ \
direct access to metropolitaﬁ services t endence-on a nonmetropolitan ,trade

-

and service structutg. This lends indirect support to the Idea that one component
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of the ”t&rnaround" in this=—regior'1 ‘does consist of ’?@%nts who ﬁave' cdme
Tt .
dtsenchanged with llfe in the country s l’arge metrgpo{“‘i:an ceatres. Yaung °

people between the ages of 15 and 19 who mlgrated to the region betw\n‘l965

.. re
and 1970 were less lukely to _have metro origins than other migrants; mlddle-
- , aged mlgrants (and the|r chlldr,en) regardless of the|r location in 1970, ) . # ~, ]
|
\

- L]

were more llkely to have m0ved erIn a metropolltan county “There is no- ' E

partlcular difference between men and women migrants in terms of t:helr or.nglns
L1

beyond the ,fact that females in cnty logatlons seem more llkely to have =
Y

- . v
.

orng.lnated in metropolltan countles than males

N .
- R +

Table § shows that thre probability of. belng a migrant varies(gonsiderab;ly v,

by age, 1970 residence and, to some extent, also by sex. Farm residents are

less than half as likely as city and other rural residents to have mi'grated, v

L e

whereas persons residing in grou? quar.ters——-espec'ial'ly males-gare more likely .

to have migrated in the previous five years. For mos/y/'age groups, males reveal

[ X o

Table § About: Here : . . .

-
~

a slig.htly' higher propensity to move than do fema’les. Nevertheless, differences

by sex are not pronounced, 'ex.cept for persbns ages 20-29 in 1970. Among adults

*

=" in their early twenties, females are more likely to be migrants. Among those s .
) .
. in the#r late twenties, males tend to show the higher probability of inmigration,
These obposing patterns by age ahd sex proEa‘bly,reflect the Ziiffer(énces between

men and women in/the age at which new households are established--an age
~ N ’ 7 Ad

difference resuiting from different average-ages at first marriage.
M <

e N general, the highest probabilities ©f migration exist for young aMults. _

These age-specific inmitration rates are computed by dividing the number of - .

X




|

‘
* .

Inmigrants between 1965 and 1970 (the volume of Inmigratiqn) in an age group
= 'Y T
+ In 1970 (second from bottom row"in Iable 5) by the total number of residencs

(inmigrants plus non-micrants) in that age group in 1970 (bottom !lne) The

rates fo!low a rather peaked bell curve--exactly the pattern one wou!d expect "

on the baSIS‘ﬂf a substantia! Ilterature concerning mlgratson Ul?ferent?ils.
. LY i ‘
However, the volume of in migratian varies nowhere nearly as much by'age
is,does the raie structure.. The reason for this is that the refatively modest

4

levels of*inmigration of young adulfs to this-northern area are offset %

- i - .

vefy substarkial outmigration of young adults from the area. Th|s peint is

-

- strong!y supported by the average age structure for the region shown in the

14

\flnal row of Table 2 and even more by ‘the age dis‘tribution of‘non-migrants

. . J . - i .
shown in the top panel of Table 3. T
: !

- . . W

The small volume of inmigration which does exist among young adults ‘

.

L] - . .
reflects, to a great extent, non-permanent residencé.,6 Approximately 35
percent of inmigrants ages 15 to 24 were residing in group quartersxin'T970.
" Most (62 percent) of #hese group-quarte?e&.inmigrants were living in-college
- . a . .

. dormitories.- The second most numerous category of grjypxquarters residents

was that of .older persons in nursing homes ('aged Jhd dependent homes''); how-
‘ -
eJer more than two-tJurds of these persons were non- mlgran‘s 'y

»

v . N
. Farm locations represent a departure from the expected pattern of age-
specific inmigration rates. For males, the prdhabnllty of inmigration to .

«
farms increases steaduly from age group 15 19 to age 30 34 for males. To

+

*, . ’
what extent this reflects delayed movement (neturn) of sons tQ famlly farms

upon retirement of their fathers, or the 3i1ayed acquisition of new farms

because of large capital acquisition costs, cannot be sorted out from these

figures. It does indicate, however, that the pattern oxr;oe-speéiﬁic migration
. =~ (,

- . L .

\ l;}il(;" ' ’! ) . .
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l. ___/
- rates fo farms differs from sumilar rates to ‘other residence locatlons in" " s )
N . ' .
thi§ ‘region of the Upper. Great Lakes .- A |

R ' Regardless of origin, migrants to the regibn} whb;are white heads of o,

. household: have hiéheﬁ'socioeconomic status than do the non-migrant residenks.

-

(Table L),

~They are considerab\y yéunger than the residents, and.repont—

higher levels of completea educatfon. occupational stétus*éna income.

-

aTe also’%ore likely to be marrued and llving with spouse. more l;kely to be

~

working, ahd le!s llkeJy to be receiving retirement or welfare income.

Al

Even

Mig ran’ts‘

though a substantlal portion of these dafferences is expﬂ'nned by £the drfferlng\’
™~

- age struct

!

\
es between the migrant~gnd non-migrant groups {Kable 3), and while
N

—. these data tell us nothing about the characterustngs ‘of the people who JJéft ’ . .
. b o . ; ¢
< this northern region between 1965 ahd 1970, the implicatiqn clearly is thagg .

these counties are benefitting, socnoeconomlcally, by the new patternvof net ’
lnmigratlon ; . . . . ) -,
{0 |
The metro-origin mlgrants do not substantually dlffer on the SES dimensions

* from mugranis w1th nonmetro’ orlglns As might be expected on the Jbasis of

g‘ national differences, thellncome of persons who lived in meﬁfbpolltan places
in 1965 is larger than that of persons from nonmetropolltan'places Beyond .
this dissimllarlty, most of the signlfic;nt differences between metro and
Qpnmetro migrants have to do with thgir placeﬂof residende in 1970. :

) ‘ A slight ma@&r;tyo(SI—bercent) St'migrantL-to this northern region between -

L \ .
1965 and 1970 settled in urbam places (Table ). Lf persorrs residing in g{oup

: . . . \
quarters in 1970 are excluded, this prqeortion rises to’59 p"cent. Interestingly,

. , . - L] 4
. - i

» L] ‘* 1]
hﬂgrants with metropolitan drigins are no more Tikely than those with nonmetro-

.

'politan-orig&ns to end up in urban<locations. The next most common - location .

.. of migranfs Is in village;\gnder 2500 p0pulation and in rural open country. ’

.

Q + ‘ . . .. ]. ‘ W .
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l970} Of "the small number of migrants” that did settl® on farms) there is_ ~t

»

‘ - : .
o ‘ ! . ) - ‘ IR N ‘ TS ~ [
- N - ) N i -, ’ J
’ .. ',‘ . -'0- : .7 -. . N N - ‘)s -
P | ’ . v .
) . , Aee om -
s i )
Thlrty flve,percent (excludlng tho@e,)n group quarters) were located St
. \ : o0

A N . 3

rural non-farm areas |n-l970. The corréspondlng figure for non migrants

ve s
[y . B L KR .

is 28 percent, |nd|catang that. récent mugrants are conslderably over=~ represEnted

f

Gy -

% » - <
. ¥ .
mktropolitan origins -

in rural don-farm areas. Moneowér 5mong mjﬁrahtsf those;vith

. .

are somewhat more llkely than those with nonmetTopolltan origins to to be l|V|ng
[N ’ Py .. [ . . . v
in rural ‘non-farm areas. . I R /e . °
( o - o :

Migrants are much less likely”than noq—mié#antS‘to be‘foand‘pn farms in -

. -

P * ‘.

S , [ . P

a8 slightly higher likellhood‘pf’having had nonmetpopolitan as opposed to 2.

- . o . ' . ! ! - . .
metropolitan origins. . . . . . *.
- A \ ' . ’ . . . . PR
1 3 .

- . E IS - . R . ¢ . .
In.general then; cities tend tq attract mdst of the migrants to this L]

northern reg:on And Taple y shows that these ngrants tend,to be younger
. e, T i
and have hlgher levels of oceupationdl status and educ%tlon Higher proportbons ’

-—
. - - Al
. .

LRNN

of unmarried persons are found-in.citles than elsewhere, and of the recent

— - - %

.migrants in cities; fully 13 percent were'ln school in 1965. Groupsquartered

.age groups (i.e., for older adults and thell’chnldren)' the probablllty oF R

.« 4 ‘ -
.

residents aside, Table 5 feveals that among residence-age-sex-specific caregories,

- .
= .

the highesgkprobabi:?ﬁﬁﬁs of inmlgratiOn from another county between-l965 and
v 4 ’ .
1970 prevall for males and females, between the ages of 20 and 35, in city

v . - . -

" and non-farm locatnons. The rates for city dwellers Gfe unlformly greater . *

[ Ay

~

than for rural non-farm residents among males in thesé age groups and are .
AN {

greater among.ferwles at these age groups, save for ages 25~ 224; At all other

A -

4

being a mlgrant is greater in the rural non-farm’ areas, and o&Er al ages ‘
; 7 .

cgnblned rural non farm areas show the hlghest probablllty of mlgratlon. Yet,\, -
we Emphasize again; almost without exception yfthe single exception ls migrants‘
. /) . . ) y \ :

‘ aged 62 and over, from metro origins), i ve |gnore group- quartered |nd|VAduals,

vt > T,

. most migrants chose ugban locations. This i overwhelmlngly trué among persons

.

. .. . .t i " .

i\




"
Pt ..
. . § ~ - "
B aged l5-25 but ls true as weLJ for most age-sex-orlgln categorles In 6nly
three lnstances (metro or|g|n ‘males ages Lg- 6h and 65-plus; and nonmet ro orlgun

LI

females ages 35 hh) is the percentage of mlgrants ch0051ng cuty locatuons

~ . v -

less»than an absolute-maJorltyr and even’ among the’ three exceptlons, the

flgure Is cloSe to 50 percent (Table 2).. T o L ’

The recttfucatuon of ﬁhe flndlngs in Tah}es 2 and 5 |nvolves conﬁlderatlon V.

" of the overall restdence dls‘trubutlon of persons in the r:H‘}he .
. ' 1 \) r ..

Non~farm open country has fewer re5|dents than doé% the combined urban land

(28 percent- versys 55 peri[nt of the total), the sllghtly hngher propensngy

for |nmlgrat|on among rura] non- farm restdegts st|ll produces an\0verall

"

* -

_number of |nm|grants sngnlflcantly lower than the n¢hber which mngrated to

urban locatlons (roughly kg thousand versus 81 thousand) That is t0\say,
* N

even though the overall probablllty of belng "an |nm|grant is greater in rural

v 3

a destination loeation in urban places.

- - - B
' . . ”

% . . .
CONCLUSIONS o L /o

non-farm’ areas, roughly 59 percent of al{ non-group-quartered'mlgrants assumed

In this brief look at :angrants to 45 nonmetropolltan countles in the

_Northern Upper Great Lakes Reglon between l°65 and 1970 we are able to note

e
-

the operatlon of some of the factors identifled by Beale as*belhg involved i

. ?the recent turnaround.phengmenon. hvmlgrants to the"bglon are conSlderably
. ]
younger than the won- mlgrants Qe5|d|ng in the regwon, partly because tH?'

K -

propenslty to mngrate ls hlgher among ,youpg adults anyway, but partly also

4'.-
. [ -

- because of the substantlal outmlgratlon from .the region of young peoplé ‘

The majority of mogrants to the regl0n between l965 and 1970 had metro-

»

politan orlglns and urban dest1natlons, although they were attracfed




. . . .. ‘ ) e .

. i ’ .

. . EY '
disproportionately to-rural non-farm locations. This 'is 'especially true

.
.

of clder migrants frem megrOpoHtan areas many of’om appear to be retiring

s
'

B ' ' R .
tt'rura!-araas in'these northern counties. . -

4 4

.. A,‘subs‘tanti.al proportion of inmigrants were enumerated in group quarters

3 . -

S

in- 1970, mary having chang‘;ed county of residence for purposes of: attending

. » . .
the academic institutions in the region, ' o -
fhe s et tons 1o e R I
’ o ' . T ) ' o \t
‘ . . -~ -~ . * ~ -
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able-l. Migration.SEatus 1965+ 970 by Location in 1970

e

Location in 1976%

~
/

. ’ / City or Rural Rural Group S -
Migration Status 1965:79 i v Suburb ' Non=Farm Farm Quartef!' Total Percent

lgéls- 2309 * 1204 134 ) _826? 83.9
(1675)  (768) (314) (=) © v (2757)

~

< Migrants /- e 812 . 487 85 ' 1591 16.1
/ ' (283) (157) (21) (161)

450 . 280 43 882
(153). (90) an ) (258)

. { 2/
- .

362 207 L h2_ 98 -709 -
(130) , (67) (o) - (- ., (207)

Tz/ta‘ls A N 2796 1289 34) 9853  100.0
/ ‘ ‘ . - (1958) . (928)  (335) (=) . | ,

Percent / . 55.1 8.4, 130 7735 . 100.0

a

1. The f equencies given here are one- percent sample frequencies. These should be multiplied by 100 to
obtain approximate ’reqUenc1e5ffbr the population. ' Excluded are children under § years of age in 1970,
persons mwho were abroad in 1965, and persons for whom migration status was not reported. Numbers in
parenth sif refer to white heads of hausehold only .

. " N

. 2. Th s item is obtained from the housung record. . The location of each structure was, coded by the
Censud Bureau into one of four ‘categories: on a city or suburban lot; on a place of less than 10 acres;
oo a place of 10 or more acres; and N.A. (group quarters) By tabulating this item against’ the item
“"'salds of farm products'' we are able to locate each indlvldual in one of the conventional categories
as iphdicated. SN e - . '
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" Table 2. Residenc
In 1970 and Sex

-
- - . ~
. #*
7 = —
-
1 il -
A S, . ¢
. } . 3 -
¢ . 7- - . .

M , \\‘ N - -
? Distribution in 1970 of Non-Migrants, Metra Migrants, and Nqnmetro Migrants by Age

S
P - z ( 3

Mlgratlon'status
“ « between 1965-70

- L Males b ,

R

- and 1970 Residefce 5-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-bh 45-64 65+ . Total
‘. . N N - I, T i \ - ]
Non-Migrants - 1017 hs5 205 ! 163 163 - 455 1051 560 Lo69’
CCity . 53.4% 49.9% 5V2% 52.8% (49.1% 56.3% 54.7% '56.1% 53.7%
RNF 29.4 27.9 /27.3 28.8 41,1 _27.7 .27.8 29.5 } 29.0 ‘
RE ’ 17.1  20.4 {17.6 16.0 9.2 154 16,5 104 15.9
' ' 0.1 1.8 379 2.5 06’ 07 _1.0 41 " 1Lb
“Total ~100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 1100.0 T00.0- 100.0 100.0 © 7 100.0 '
Migrants, Metro Origim 118 52 75-- - 60 36 4y - 52 31 485.
City -50.8% 32.7%- 42.7% 58.3% 58.3% 56.1% h6.2% U45.2% 48.6%
RNF br.s * 1.5 9.3 36.7 27.8 31.7 4bh.2. 35,5 31.2
RF - 6.8 06 1.3 3.3 1.1 9.8 3.8, 16.1 - ~ b7
6Q - 0.9 * 558 46.7_ 1.7 . 2.8 2.4 58 3.2 15.
Total A\ 100.0 100.0 ~1Q0.0 '100.0 100.0 0.0 160.b 100.0 - . 100.0
Migrants, Nonmetro Origin '75 . 56 61 L8 22 28 45 2 359 © 7
. fity. T st Ys0r 63,69 A6Ax k.or b1.73 50. 7%
e RNF 33.3 26,8 19.7 18.8-731.8 42,9 356 33.3 - . . 28.9
- RF 8.0 54 3.3 b2 46 107 6.6 0.0 - 5.7
. 6Q 1.4~ 4.0 29.5 2.9 - 0.0 0.0 °89 250 / 14.7
'\* " Total " 100.0 80,0 100.0_ }oo.“o 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 R
R //J ) *
" Totals 12100 5630 3hT271 0 221 s2h 11H8 615 4893
. a[.. Fqg footnotes to Table 1. @ -{Contif?ed on next page) J
. 19.

—
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Table‘Z'(conf.)‘ e

Migrétion‘Sfatus
between 1965-70Q .
and 1970 Residence -

Feﬁalbs

57\1 1 F\»‘

35-4b4

-~ #

65+

5-14 15-19 20-24 25-29' 30-34 45-64 Total

" Non<Migrants - 96k 452 193 . 184 . 179 492 1062 667 4193
- oCity , 52.3% 54.0%.59.6%3 54.93 50.3% 61.0% 59.8% 66.03 - 57.9%
" RNF , 29.5 27.5.°28.0- 33.7 32.4 242 26.6 “22.0 26.9 .

7 RF t 18.2 16.6 9.8 10.9 17.3 14.2.12.3 5.7 13.3.
6Q. ' 0.1 2.0 26 0.5 0.0 0.6 1.3 - 6.3 .8

Total ©100.0°-100.0 100.0 100.0 100.p 100.0 100.0. .100.0 100. 0
Migrants, Metrd Origin. 106 4 57 62 35 25 60" 31 1V
city | 50.9% 34.1% '57.9% 5653 65.63 68.0% 51.7% 54.8% 53.7%

RNF . 42.5 9.8 22.8 37.1 28,6 28.0 -26.7 12.9 ~ 32.4

RF 7 .57 7.3 ' 5.3l. 6.4 ’2.9, 4O 20.0 12.9 5.0

. 6Q 0.9 48.8 J40Q 0.0 2.9 0.0 1.7 19.k 8.9

’ Tots\ - 190.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0
Migraqis, Nonmetro Origin 62 49 . 86 34 20 "' 33 39 27 350"
City 53.2% 38.8% 54.73 58.8% 60.0% 54.63" 53:8%, 37.0% 51.4g

RNF ’ 35.5 26.5 20.9 382 35.0 33.3 30.8 26.0 7 . 29.4

RF ' 9.7 6.1 47.° 3.0. 50 9.1 '10.3_ 0.0 . 6;3

6Q 1.6 28,6 19.7 0.0 0.0\ 30 51 37.0 12.9

Total D \ 100.0 .100.0 100.0-100.0 100.0, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

: . \ "" . o ) o /
Totals | . #1132 5hk2  336° 280 234 550 1161 . 725 4960

¢ ’ 1 . * L) | <- ‘:7 i K
# / . .
N /

‘ ZU ) o ! * 4
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Table 3
Resfdence in 1970 ) y

3

Age, Distributlon in 1970 of- Non—Migrants Metro Migrants, and Nonmetro Higrants by Sex-and

Migration Status
between 1965-70 ‘

Males

-

and 1970 Residence 5-14™ 15-]9 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-44 L5-64 65+ Total N
Non-Migrants -
City 24.8% 10.4 4,8 3.9 3.7 1.7 26.3 4% *100.0 2186
RNF 25.4% 10.7 4.7 4.0 57 10.7 248 4.0 100.0 1179~ .
" RF 27.0% 4.4 5.6 4.0 2.3 10.9 26.8 9.0 100.0 ° 6h§:;\
GQ . 1.7% 13.6 13.6 6,8 " 1.7 1 18.6 39.0 100.0 ¢+ 5
Total * 25.0% 1.2 5.0 'h.0 k.0 11.2 25.8 13.8 100.0 4069
Mig;ants, Metro Origin . L )
City +° 26.5¢ 7.5 1h.2 "15.5. 9.3 10.2 10.6° 6.2 100.0 226"
_RNF 33.8% . 4.1 -4.8 15.2 6.9 8.9 15.9 “10.3 , 100.0 145
RF . 36.4% 0.0 45 9.1 18.2 18.2 9.1 4.5 100.0 22 ¥
6Q . 1.4% 40.3 "~ 48.6 1.4 1.h b b2 1.4 100.0 72
Total | 25y 1.2 161 12,9 77 8.8 1.2 6.7 100.0 465 .
4 . Y >0 \/ ,
23.63 8.2 15.9 -19.8 7.7 7.1 12.1 5.5 100.0 180
24,03 4.4 1105 8.7 6.7 1.5 154 7.7 100.0 10k
30.0¢ 15.0 10.0 10.0 .5.0 15.0 . 15.0 0.0 100.0 - 20
1.9% 43.4  33.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 7.5 113 100.0 53
20.9% . 15.6  16:9 13k 6.1 8 12.5 . 6.7 100.0 357

~

1. See footnotes to Table 1.

(Continued on next page)

<

.
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Tagéé 3 (cont.)

Migration Status

Females Y
between 1965-70 ’ ’
and 1970 Residence 5-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-44 L45-64 65+ Total  §
Non-Migrants -f) . | .
City 20.7%.710.0 4.7 4.2 3.7 12,4 26,1 18.1 100.0 2429
RNF 25.1% 1.0 4.8 5.5 5.1 10.5 25.0, 13.0 100.0 1130
- RF ©31.3% 134 3.4, 3.6 5.5 12.5 234 6.8 - 100.0, 559
6Q .3% 12,0 6.7 1.3 0.0 4.0 18.7 56.0 100.0 75
Total 23.0¢ 16.8 4.6 L4 . L3 1.7 25.3 15.9 100.0 4193
Migrants, Metro Origin - ' 4
City L 25.1% - 623 4.7 15.6  10.3 7.6 13.8 7.6 100.0 224 .
RNF - 33.3% 3.0/ 9.6 7.0 7.4 5.2 -18.5 5.9 100.0 135 °
RF - 28.6% 14.3 14.3 19.0 48 4.8 14.3 0.0 100.0 21
GQ , - 2.7% 5h.1 21,6 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.7 16.2 100.0 37
. Total 25.4% 9.8 13.7- .14.9 8.4 5.9 14k 7.4 100.0 417
Migrants, Nonmetro Origin .t p
>~ City. 18:3% 1056 26.1 11.1 6.7 0.0 11.7. 5.6 100.0 182
. RNF 21.kg 126 17.5 12.6 6.8 10.7 11.7 6.8 100.0 103
. RF 27.3 13.6 18.2 4.5 A5 136 18.2 0.0 100.0. 22
L6 2.2 31.1 37.8 0.6 .00 2.2 4.4 22.2 100.0 45
Total 17.7 4.0 246 9.7 5.7 . 9.4 1.1, & 100.0 = 3529
s . . . A

.~&7
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Table 4.

of Residence |n 1970.’

A

g

v

Selected Characteristics of thlte Household Head§ by Migration Status Between 1965-‘70 and Locatlon

3

CY

1, ’ -

!‘I-Qigrants

| S -
Migrants, Metro Origin

X

" Migrants, "Non-Metro Origin
s - City or . Rural Rural City or ~Rural Rural City or Rural Rural
Ch%rac;eristic oSuburb ° Non-Farm Farm 'Surbur Non-Farm -Farm Suburb !Non-Farm Farm
Percent” working 60. 4 63.2 - 81.8 .68.0  65.6. 100.0 70.8  6k.2 90. 0
Percent blue collar ¢ X ‘ N .. ' o
workers_ (2) ~ -~ 75.1 84.5 94.9 ‘ 57.5 76’.7 - 72.7 585 71.6 80.0.
Percént receiving T A ‘ . .
retlrement ihcome (%) . 33.2 b 29.3 18.8- 1.8 - . 22,2 -- 12.3. 14.9 ‘--
> ™t "
Percentvreceiving . .
welfare income (%) 3.1 3.1 1.0 - 3.3 poes . e 2.3 - @5 --
Percent marr ied with ‘ . - S '
spouse present (%) ’ 67.9 74.2 85.0 AN 84.4 100.0 73.1 77.6 - 90.0
Percent in school in ’ . ; ‘ ) oo .
1965 (%) 1.7 .8 -- 13.1 6.7 - 9.1 13.8 10.4 .-
‘Median years of school . ‘ ‘ “ - -
. completed (yrs.) 12.9« 11,0, .10.2 113 13.5 1420 14,4 13.9 13.7
AT - . . :
‘Median age (yrs.) S f>5%3 o533 : 5.6 32.6 39.5 32,0 ° 29.5 . 37.8 39.5
Median income ($) % 5738 - 5062 S04l 6950 5§92 8800 6021 5038 8000
’ . ) . -
| Wedian household size 2.4 2.5 3.7 % 3. 3.2 4.8 3.1 2.9. 4:8
N - 1675 © 768 314> 153 90 1 130 67
. - . . - . ,
> . ’ .
< . 4



Table 5.

A

¥

Perqent of 1970 Resjdents Who Lived in a leferent County in 1965 by Location
" 1970, Sex, and Age in 19701

v

/pf Residence in

~

Location of

¥ : . :
Residence in 1973‘, 5-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-44 L5-6h . 65+ Total  N.
_ - Males - )

City | 15.9 12.4 36.7 45.2 30.4 12.3 7.4 7.1 15.7- 2594

Rural Nor-Farm (RNF) 19.8 14,2 25.3 39.7 20.2 16.6 11.8 12.2 17.4 1428

Rural Farm (RF) 7°4 3.1 10,0 “¥6.1 25.0 - 9.1 2.8 1.7 " 6.1 687

Group Quarters (GQ) 66.7° 86.7 86.9 33.3 50.0 25.0 38.9 .23.3 67.9 184

7 # . . N . .

Total * 16.6% 19.2 39.9 39.9 26.2 13.2 8.5 8.9 16.8 4893
+o Number of 1965-70 Migrants 193, 108 136" 108 58 69 -~ 97 55 824

Number of Residents in 1970 1210 563 31 271 221 52k 1148 615 4893

" - Fema.le:s - ‘

City 1”7 1.9 4.0 35.3 28.0 70.b 7.6 5.8 14,3 2833

Rural Non-Farm (RNF) 19.1 12.1 34,9 36.7 22,7 13.1 11.6 9.3 17.8 1368

Rural Farm (RF) 6.4 7.4 32.1 20.0 6.1 5.4 5.1 0.0 - 7.1 602

Group Quarters (6Q) 66.7 79, 83.3 0.0 100.0 :25.0 _17.6 27.6 52.2 . 157 -

Total L T8 166 k2.6 343 23.5 10.5- 8.5 8.0 15.5 4960
' Number 3f,|965-7o Migrants 168 90, 143 - 96. - 55 58 99 58 767

NuﬁBs:}ggLResidents in 1970 1132 5h2 336 280 234 550, 161 725 " 4960

‘ . R . h . :’—,,
—
5 . 3 L4 -
13 »
, ]
2y )
‘ 1
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Table-A-1 Counties in Study - y
c Population Population Population Change *  Change
Counties 1960 1970 - 1975 1960-70  1970-75
Y "Michfgan: ‘ _
~ Alger , 9,250 8,568 8,800 -682 232
Baraga i 7,151 7,789 8,000 - 638 - 211
Delta 34,298 - 35,924 39,500 1,626, = 3,576
Dickifison 23,917 . 234753 25,100 -164= 1,347
Gogebic 24,370 ~ 20,676 20,700 =3,694 24
Houghton = 35,654 34,652 - 36~700 1,002 2,048
Iron . 17,184 13,813 - 14,300 -3,371 487
Keweenaw 2,417 2,264 2,100 -153 -164 _ -
. Marquette 56,154 * 64,686 70, 300 8,532 5,61k
_Menominee > 24,685 - 24,587 25,500 -98 913
_Ontonagon 10,584 10,548 11,300 -36 752 -
‘Schoolcraft » 8,953 8,226 8,600 -727. 374 °
[H:sconsin * _ ., _
’ Ashland 17,375 16,743 16,700 -632 -43
Barron 34,270 33,955 37,500 =315 3,545
Bayfield 11,910 11,683 . 12,400 -227 . 717
Chippewa 45096 47,717 o _49,600 2,621 1§883
Clark 31,527 30,361 32,100 1,166 1,739
Dunm 26,156 29,154 32,000 2,998 2,846
Eau Claire 58,300 - 67,219 72,500 8,919 5,281
Florence . 3,437 3,298 © 3,500 -139 202
‘Forest 7,541, - 7,691 - .8,700 149 - 1,009
I ron 7,830 6,533 6,500 -1,297 +33
Landglade ? 19,916 . 19,220 19,800 -696 580
Lincaln 22,338 23,499 4 25,300 1,161 1,801
MaTathon . 88,874 < 97,k5% 104,800 8,583 7,543
Marinette 34,660 35,810 37:10%~  1.150 1,290
Ocoshaw! 59,461 . 60,810 64,100 1,349 3,390
.Oneida 22,112 24 427 28,400 315 3,973
Pepin | 7,332 7,319 - 7,600 + =13 281
Portage * 36,964 5]'5u1 52,800 10,577- 5,259
Price 14,370 L1%,520 25,600 . 150 1,080
. Rusk 14,794 .. .14, 238! . 15,200 -556 962 -
Sawyer 9,475 9,670 11,600 195 1,930
Taylor 17,843 16 958 + 18,300 -885 . 1,342
Vi'las 9,332 | 10,958 ,400 1,626 2,2
Washburn 10,301 - 10,601 ° 12,300 300" 1,699
Waupaca 35,340 37,780 41,100 2,440, ,3,329—
Wood 59,105 65,362 67,900 "6,257  .2,538
HKinnesota: o .
Carlton ’/‘\\ . 27,932 28,072 28,500 140 - 428
Caok , 3,377 3,423 3,600 . Lé. 177
Itasca 38,006 35,530 37,600 -2,4767" 2,070 -
foochlchung W 18,190 ©17,131 17,500 -1,059 369
Lake , 13,702 13,351 14,200 .- -35] 849
* [} L. . -t . 1
Total 1,061,484 ° . 1,103,517 1,179,200 k2,033 75,683
Percentage Change’ 1960-70: 4.0% - 1970-75: 6.9% - i

Into countyynlt tn +1961.

30

. _Datd are gombined for Ocorto, Shawano, "and Menominee Counties. The Menominee
Wervatlon .once part of Oconto and Shawano Countles, was organized-
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