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NOMNMETROPOLITAN POPULATION DECONCENTRATION IN THE 1980s

For decades, urban growth in the United States has been accompanied by
the spread of population settlecmemt. In his international study of the
growth of cities in the 19th century, Weber (1899) noted this movement in
the United States and other countries. With the coming of the autcmobile,
population deconcentration around large cities increased in relative
importance as settlements spread widely into formerly rural arcas. The
prevalence of this growth lead to the adoption of the metropolitan area as
a unit of demogrephic and economic analysis beginning in 1950. By means of
this concept one may generalize that at least throughout this century until
1970, the settlement process of the nation can be succinctly described as
one of population concentration into metropolitan areas and deconcentration
within these areeas.

Although less often a topic of investigation, population changes
within nommetropolitan areas have also undergone several significant
transformations during this century (Ballard and Fuguitt, 1985; Johnson and
Purdy, 1980). In this paper, we examine several demographic aspects of
population concentration and deconcentration within the nommetropolitan
sector during the 1960-84 period. Historically, differential growth
occurred in larger nonmetropolitan places, meny of which subsequently "grew
up" to be reclassified as metropolitan (Fuguitt and Beale, 1976). Like the
metropolitan sector, nommetropolitan urban growth was primarily fueled by
rural to urban migration as farm workers were displaced by the
mechanization and consolidation of agricultural production. Consequently,
rural opem-country arcas grew slowly, and many rural parts of the U.S.

experienced absolute population decline. Such change generated




considerable concern about the "dying" rural farwming coamunity which

depended on agriculture for its economic livelihood (Johansen and Fuguitt,
1984).

Much of the concern about village and rural decline was laid to rest
by reports in the 1970s that ncumetropolitan areas were growing more
rapidly than metropolitan areas and also were experiencing net migration
gains for the first time at the expense of metropolitan arcss (Beale, 1975;
Tucker, 1976). Indeed, the 1970s ushered in a period of widespread
population deconcentration from metropolitan to nommetropolitan areas. The
new nonmetropolitan growth was not simply an extemsion of peripheral
metropolitan growth or part of the establishment of new metropolitan arcas.
Nor was noometropolitan growth primarily nodal in character. The
population outside of and even remote from cities tended to grow more
rapidly than the cities themselves (Beale and Fuguitt, 1978; Long, 1981).
In fact, rural areas experienced unprecedented rates of population growth
which generally exceeded rates for nommetropolitan urban places (Lichter
and Fuguitt, 1982; Long and De Are, 1982). Thus the 1970s were
characterized not oiily by redistribution towaird nonmetropolitan areas but
also by deconcentration down the urban hierarchy within the nommetropolitan
sector.

Perhaps signalling a return to the pattern of population concentration
observed throughout muich of this century, metropolitan areas were once
again growing more rapidly than nocometropolitan areas during the early
1980s (Forstall and Engels, 1984). Indeed, during 1983-84, nonmetropolitan
areas experienced net outmigration, losing on balance over 350,000
residents to metropolitan areas (Dahwmann, 1986). Unfortunately, the

post—1980 retwrn to nommetro-to-metro population concentration has shifted




attention away from questions regarding the continuation of population
deconcentration within the nonmetropolitan sector. Claims of the so—called
"end of the turnaround"” (Forstall and Engels, 1984; Richter, 1985),
however, must be tcupered by evidence that either refutes or confirms a
continuing pattern since 1980 of greater rural than urban growth within
nonwetropolitan areas.

Our paper has three objectives aimed at providing evidence regarding
recent patterns of concentration/deconcentration within the nonmetropolitan
U.S. First, we exowine relative rates of urban and rural growth during the
1960-70, 1970-80, and 1980-B4 periods. Has the patterm of urban—rural
deconcentration, which was first observed during the 19708, continued
during the slow nonmetropolitan growth period of the early 1980s?7 And have
post—-1980 changes in urban—rural population growth been spatially
widespread? Here we document spatial variation in urban—ruiral shifts for
nonmetropolitan counties differentiated by: (1) region; (2) metropolitan
adjacency status; and (3) local urbanization, as measured by
size—of—largest place in the county. Second, we exswmine shifts in the
proportion of nonmetropolitan counties experiencing rural growth during
1960-84, and we docimment the changing proportion of counties experiencing
urbairrural deconcentration. Finally, we examine temporal shifts in the
character of nonmetropolitan urban—rural deconcentration. During the
19703, urban-rural deconcentration (i.e., higher rural than urban growth
rates) occurred largely in the context of both rural and urban growth. This
pattern differed substantially from earlier periods, when nommetropolitan
deconcentration was primarily due to slower rural population decline than
urban decline. Here we reevaluate for the 19808 the contribution of urban

and rural population growth/decline to the demographic process of




deconcentration.

DATA AND PROCEDURES
The basic data for this paper are the populations of incorporated
places and counties found in the censuses of 1960, 1970 and 1980 along with
estimates prepared by the Bureau of the Census for 1984, published in their

Curient Population Report series. For this paper, counties have been

designated as metropolitan or nozmmetropolitan as of the beginning of each
time interval counsidered. We believe the initial designation is preferable
when comparing growth rates across successive time intervals. Given the
continuous transfer of counties from nommetropoliten to metropolitan
status, this approach yields a more accurate portrayal of the situation
prevailing at each time.

By relating county population totals to place totals it is possible to
obtain figures for the size and growth of both places and the remsinder of
county population. Population concentration/deconcentration is then
revealed by growth differentials betwcen the population in incorporated
places having more than 2,500 people and the remaining largely rural
population. Indeed, this comparison is essentially the same a8 a
rural—-urban comparison under the previous urbam definition suwployed by the
Bureau of the Census prior to 1950. With the definition used since then,
however, much territory outside such cities also is counted as urban,
particularly in metropolitan areas. There the percent of the urban
population (current definition) that lived in incorporated places having
more than 2,500 people was 82 in 1960 and dropped to 76 in 1980.
Conversely, only a little more than one-half of the people not living in

incorporated cities were rural in 1960 and about four out of ten were rural




in 1980. The fit is much better in nommetropolitan arcas, however, where
the percent of the urban population living in incorporated places greater
than 2,500 ranges from 93 to 89 between 1960 and 1980, and the population
not living in such incorporated places ranges from 96 to 93 percent. In
other words, our distinction between those living inside and outside
incorporated places over 2,500 in size comez reasonsbly close to the
current rural-urban distinction for nonmetropolitan areas, but not for
metropolitan areas. By comparing chanmges in the urbam place population
with the remainder we are considering evidence of population concentration
in cities or a tendency for dispersion froa them.

In both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas the population not
living in an incorporated.place includes: (1) the demzsely settled fringe
around cities (whether captured by the urbanized area definition or that
around smaller places); (2) residents of unincorporated places of any size;
and (3) the open country consisting of population not usually identified as
village-like or nodal. In addition, the population outside cities (i.e.,
not living in places of 2,500 and more) includes those villages which are
incorporated and have less than 2,500 people. 1In 1980 incorporated
villages were about 18 percent of the nonmetropolitan population outside
cities of 2,500. Unfortunately, the population residing in the fringe
around nonmetropolitan cities or in the open country balance is not easily
estimnted since the thickly settled territory around cities is not
delimited in cenzus reports. Leas than ome percent of the nonwmetropolitan
population living outside places of greater tham 2,500 is found in
officially designated urban fringes in 1980. (The comparable figure for
metropolitan areas is 23 percent). The important point here is not to

consider the other population or the population outside cities simply as




rural "open country,” even in nonmetropolitan areas.

In calculating growth rates, places are classed by size at the
beginning of each time interval. Because our 1984 population estimates for
mmall places are assumed to be unreliable, only aggregate totals for groups
of cities having more than 2,500 population are considered here. The
population outside cities may include places which are under 2,500 at the
beginning of this period but over 2,500 by the end, and the population
considered in places over 2,500 may include cities which have declined to
under 2,500 by the end of the period. By following the samEe places over
time, however, we avoid obvious problems due to the reclassification of
places. Using the initial metropolitan designation, about ome-third of the
growth classed as outside metropolitan and nonmetropolitan cities for
1960-70 was actually in places that were over 2,500 by 1970. This temndency
was diminished in 1970-80, however, whem corresponding percentages were 22
for metropolitan and 11 for nommetropolitan arcas.

Although county areas rewain constant over time in these comparisons
the place boundaries may change, since much of the population growth of
cities is associated with the annexation of new territory (Klaff and
Fuguitt, 1978). This is a factor which we cannot control over the time
periods exemined. If peripheral growth is accompsmied by political
annexation during an interval it represents city growth in our analysis.

On the other hand, peripheral areas that are not annexed contribute to
growth in the other (or rural) population. Most growth, after all, must
occur at the outer edges of places, which raises questions about when this
peripheral growth is extraordinary. The answer would appear to lie in the
extent to which growth outside places is not restricted to the thickly

settled arcas around these places. As we shall see, the recent upturn in




nonpmetropolitan growth outside cities is not explained entirely by city
fringe developwent since much is in counties which have no cities. Also in
many parts of the country field studies have pointed to the dispersed
nature of wmuch of the new nommetropolitan settlement (Appalachian Regional
Commission 1980; Voss and Fuguitt 1979; Hart, 1984).

The results that follow reveal several remsrkeble changes since 1960
in the growth patterns and the distribution of population both outside and
inside incorporated places of differeunt sizes. Although lacking in the
rigor we would like, evidence of a shift toward deconcentration — even in
remote rural areas — is based on comnventional procedures and is consistent
with other evidence of recent trends in population distribution. The
findings based on the data and analytic tools at our dispossl hardly appear

to be artifactual or entirely an extension of conventional urbap growth.

FINDINGS

Beyvond the Turnarcound: Trends Through 1984

To evaluate evidence of continming urban—rural deconceuntration,
annualized growth rates are presented in Figure 1 for 1960-70, 1970-80, and
1980-84 for places over 2,500 and other areass outside these places.l
Metropolitan rates are also provided for purposes of comparison. Indeed,
for 1960-70, rapid growth in metropolitan smaller cities (coluwn B) and
arcas outside cities (column C) clearly indicates not only a pattern of
metropolitan concentration but deconcentration within Metropolitan
Statistical Areas. Not surprisingly, rural-urban concentration also
occurred within noymetropolitan areas during the 1960s. By the 1970s,
large metropolitan cities declined absolutely, and the nonmetropolitan

population outside cities increassed dramatically, as processes of U.S.




population deconcentration accelerated. The early 1980s subseguently
revealed a decline in all growth segments except places over 50,000, which
bounced back to growth faster them inm the 1960s. The metropolitan
population outside cities was no longer growing faster than the zmaller
places, and the nommetropolitan population ouiside cites was growing only
slightly faster than the nopmetropolitan population in incorporated places
above 2,500 population.

Regional variations in these trends are also clearly apparent in
Figure 1. Unlike the pattern of concentration revealed for the nation as a
whole, the Northeast was already experiencing nommetropolitan
deconcentration during the 1960a. During the turnaround period of the
1970a, each region experiened faster rural than urban growth. By the early
1980s, metropolitan places over 50,000 in each region declined less or grew
more than they did in 1970-80, and indeed growth levels exceeded those of
1960-70 in the South and West. Except for the Northesat, the moat rapidly
growing segment was incorporated metropolitan places less then 50,000 in
size. Within nommetropolitan areas, the slight tendency for
deconcentration found for the U.S. overall was a balance of a stroung
differential rural growth in the Northeast, slightly greater rural than
urban growth continuing in the Midwest and West, and a shift froam
deconcentration back to a low degiree of urban concentration in the South.
This post—-1980 shift in the South occuried following a period of
substantial population loss outside cities in the 1950a to a gain exceeding
that of cities in the 1970s. Thus overall nomwmetropolitan deconcemtration,
though much reduced and overshadowed by regional shifts away froa the
North, was atill continuing in three out of four U.S. regions in 1980-84.

Although this snalysis suggests a continuing patteirn of




non@etropolitan deconcentration during the 1980s, it may well be that
nonmetropolitan rural growth is simply extended growth beyvoind metropolitan
boundaries. Consequently, in Figure 2 growth rates are provided for
nonzetropolitan counties distinguished by whether they were physically
adjacent to counties classified as metropolitan at the beginning of each
time period.

These data reveal that during the 1960s the U.S. pattern was one of
deconcentration in adjacent counties and concentration in nonadjecent
counties, strongly suggesting a suburban—like growth radiating out from
metropolitan to nopmetropolitan areas. Within regions this pattern was
found only in the Northeast where nopnadjeacent counties also showed
deconcentration to a high degree. In the 1970s, however, deconcentration
occuirred uniformly across all regions in both adjacent and nonadjacent
counties, a shift suggeating accelerated rural growth ¢ven in remote areas.

The post—-1980 period produced growth differeuntials favoring the rural
population in adjacent counties, but rural rates were again lower than
urban rates in nonadjacent areas for the U.S. (top psmel, Figure 2).
Moreover, overall growth levels were much lower in the Noirtheast and
Midwest, though in the former region a strong deconcemtrating trend
continued into the 1980s. In the South concentration in counties both
adjacent and nonadjacent to metropolitan centers was apparent, but this
region also had the strongest evidence of an adjacency effect favoring
growth near metropolitan cemters. HNommetropolitan rates were by far the
higheat in the West in 1980-84, ranging upwards to two percent a year.
There was little difference in growth rates between rural and urban
segeents for this region.

Was the deconcentration in monadjacent counties in the 1970-80 period
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due to the development of what might be termwed "incipient metropolitan
areas?" That is, is it basically peripheral growth around larger cities in
nonad jecent counties, perhaps indicating a metropolitan—like pattern of
extended suburbanization? This issue is examined by dividing nonadjacent
couiities by the size of the largest place in the county at the beginning of
each time period. For each portion of Figure 3, the first bar represents
the incorporated places over 2,500 in counties having at least one place
over 10,000 in size and the second bar is the other population in such
counties. The next two bars are for places over 2,500 and for the other
population in counties with the largest place between 2,500 and 10,000, and
the last bar is for the rate of population chenge in counties having no
place over 2,500 (i.e., essentially rural counties).

In 1960-70 for the U.S. as a whole there was a concentrating pattern
into counties with larger cities. In such counties, however, the
population outside cities was growing as rapidly as that in places over
2,500 in size. Places over 2,500 in other counties were growing almost as
rapidly, but the outside-city population in these counties was declining.
As before, the Northeaat was quite different, already showing a strong
deconcentration pattern with absolute declines in both place categories.
The patterns for other regions were gencrally consistent with the U.S. as a
whole.

The shift to a deconcentrating pattern across all regions during the
turnaround decade is clearly revealed in these data (Figure 3).
Deconcentration occurred both arvund larger places, and also around places
2,500 to 10,000 in population size, with outside city rates higher than
those for cities. Furtherwore, completely rural nomadjeacent counties, the

segment presumebly most rewoved from conventional urban influence, were
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growing wore rapidly than either nonadjacent place segment, regardless of
region. The rapid growth of completely rural counties is kmown to be
associated with recreation, retirsment and geographic smenities found in
many parts of the country. On the other hand, outside the more demsely
settled Northeaat the most rapid growth sector in the 1970s was for the
areas outside cities in counties having cities over 10,000 populatiom.
Deconcentration arcund the larger cities, including those sway from
existing metropolitan arecas, is an important compouent of this
deconcentration process.

In the post—-1980 period the U.S. rates were quite uniforam across the
nonmatropolitan nonadjacent segments. In particular the rate for the other
population in coumties having large cities had once more dropped to a level
equal to that of cities. The other three segments were only slightly
lower. Again, the Northeast stands out as continuing the deconcentration
pattern, with substantial absolute decline for both urban plece categories,
and the greatest growth (though at only about one-half the level of
1970-80) found for the cumpletely rural counties. All rates were quite low
in the Midwest, and the only segments showing even a small smouat of growth
are those for counties with cities over 10,000. Growth in the South is
higher and more uniform across the segmemnts and the seme is true for the
West, where rates are generally twice the size of those in the South.

In summary, the nonadjacent pattern in the Northeast was one of
deconcentration throughout the entire 24-year period. Other parts of the
country, however, underwent a remavkeble transition over this time
period froa one supporting concentration into "incipient metropolitan area"
counties to one with major growth outside urban places in all locations

during the 1970s. The 1980s have brought back a more subdued pattern of
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almoat uniform growth across the city and outside-city segments.
Consequently, the most recent situation is one of lowered growth,
particularly in areas that underwent the most change betwecen the 19608 and
the 19708, which contributed to a wmore undifferentiated pattern of

population change.

Deconcentration Within Noonmetropolitan Counties

To assess more completely the extent of deconcentration in
noometropolitan America we have extended our analysis to the county level.
The aggregate rural and urban population change compsared in the preceding
section showed a general shift toward deconceatration with greater growth
outside places over 2,500 population. Such aggregate rates give greater
weight, however, to counties having larger populations and do not
neceasarily reveal the "typical™ population changes experiemced by
individual nommetropolitan counties. Nomwmetroplitan areas may be
experiencing faster rural than urban growth in the aggregate, but the
majority of nommetropolitan counties may nonetheless be experiencing faster
urban growth. If rural and urban growth rates are calculated for each
nopwetropolitan county, we can deterwine the percentage that grew in their
rural and urban sectors, and those that deconcentrated by experiencing
faster rural than urban growth. This has been done for 1960-70, 1970-80,
and 1980-84, with urban again defined as the population in places 2,500 or
more at the beginming of each decade. Theme places sare then followed
across the time intervals to indicate the amount of urban growth or
decline. Chsange in the balance of the coumty population (i.e., the
difference between county and urban place population) is termed here rural

growth or decline.
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The percentage of nommetropolitan counties with total, urban or rural
growth is shown in *able 1.2 Only sbout cne-half of all nonmetropolitan
counties grew over 1960-70. By 1970-80, cight of ten counties grew, and
two—thirds continued to do so during the 1980-84 period. Coampletely rural
counties (i.e., no place 2500 or more at the begiuning of a decade) showed
a similar pattern, froa less than 40 percent growing in the 1960s to more
than 70 and back to 63 percent growing during 1970-80 and 1980-84.

Total rural counties may be compared with the rural parts of urbamn
counities. The fact that more than one—half of the ruiral parts of urban
counties grew over 1960-70, compaired to less than 40 percent of the
completely rural counties, suggests some decorcentration around
noumetropolitan cities. Indeed, fully two-thirds of the rural parts grew
in counties having places with 10,000 people or more in 1970, whercas the
rural parts of other urban counties were less likely to be growing than
totally rural counties.

By 1970-80, however, more than 80 percent of the rural parts of urban
counties were growing and the differential by whether or not there was a
major center in the county had almost disappeared. During this decade the
proportion of rural parts growing in urban counties was higher than for the
urban parts, and the casipletely rural counties were about as likely to grow
as the urban parts of counties.

Although the downturn in the 1980--84 interval was widespread,
competely rural counties and the rural parts of other urban counties
continued to experience growth rates well above 1960-70 levels. Moreover,
the rural parts of these counties continued the 1970-80 pattern of higher
growth proportions than corresponding urban segments.

The results here closely parallel those previously presented cowparing
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aggregate growth rates. The turnaround decade was one in which the
likelihood of rural growth greatly increased in all three county settings,
and exceeded corresponding urban segments. And once again, the 1980-84
period is one of retrenchment but not a return to the pre-turnaround
1960-70 pattern of population concentration.

But what about urban—rural concentration or deconcentration within
individual nommetropolitan counties? Here we restrict attention to
counties having cities of 2,500 and over at the beginning of a decade, and
show the proportion of counties in which rural growth exceeded urban
growth. Becsuse deconcentration has always been considered more
characteristic around large cities, Table 2 provides tabulations by whether
or not the county includes a place of 10,000 population or more at the
beginning of each period, and also by whether or not the county is adjacent
to a county clessed as metropolitan at the beginning of the decade.

During the 1960-70 period only about foiir out of ten noimetropolitan
counties with cities could be classed as deconcentrating (top pamel of
Table 2). As expected, this percentage was even smaller in less urbanized
counities where only 32 percent had differential rural growth, and in larger
counties with cities of 10,000 and over, one-half of which were
deconcentrating. Siwmilarly, regardless of size of largest place, counties
that were not adjacent to metropolitan counties were considerably less
likely to be deconcentrating than adjacent counties, and this differential
was greater in counties with larger cities. Owverall, the 1960-70 period
can be characterized as one of nommetropolitan population concentration
within counties, particularly in more rural and remcte settings.

By 1970-80, however, this pattern had shifted substantially. More

than two—-thirds of the counties were deconcentrating overall, with six out




of ten deconcentrating in countieg without large cities and more than three
quarters doing so where large cities were present. The absolute increase
in this percentage across the two decades, however, was larger in more
rural counties and largeat in the nonadjacent counties without a city of
10,000 or more. Since these are the groups of counties that had the lowest
proportion deconcentrating, the effect is to move tuward a more uniform
rate across counties distinguished by nearness to metopolitan areas and
local urbsnization. It scems rewarkeble that in the 1970-8B0 period more
than one half of the more rural nomadjacent counties experienced faster
rural than urban growth.

For 1980-84 there was modest decline to about 60 percemt in the
proportion of counties deconcentrating, but also a further counivergcnce in
differcuces by nearness to a metropolitan areas and level of local
urbanization. That is, wmoat of the shift back to concentration occuried in
counties having cities of 10,000 or wmore, and smong the other counties,
those not adjacent to metropolitan areas retained the same percentage (57)
as in 1970-80. Across the three time periods betwecen 1960 and 1984 there
was overall a 23 perceuntsge point increase in the percent of all
nonmetroplitan counties deconcentrating, frum 38 to 61. For counties
having large cities at the beginning of a time period, however, the
percentage point increase was 11, and in other counties with amy city it
was 27. The latter difference was larger (31) for counties in nomadjacent
settings. Since the incressed prevalence of deconcentration was most
marked in more rural and remote countiez between the 1960s and the 1970s
and the decline between the 19708 and the early 1980s was zero or less
there, the differences betwecen these four county groups in the likelihood

of deconcentration had almost diappeared in 1980-84.
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The remaining panels of Table 2 give the results for the four regions
of the United States. Almost all of the counties in the Northeaat have
been deconcentrating since 1960, but the proportions were even higher in
the last two time periods, when in fact 100 percent of the nonadjacent
county groups had higher rural than urban growth. In the highly urban and
metropolitan Northeast, however, nonadjacent areas represent a very
small and continously declining set of counties.

The changing levels and patterns for the three other regions were
similar to each other and to the United States as a whole as discussed
above. All county groups in all three regions had a higher proportion
deconcentrating in 1970-80 than in 1960-70. Si-ilarly,‘the proportion
deconcentrating was less in the 1980s than the 1970s in all other groups
except those not adjaceiit to a metropolitan area and located in the
Midwest. These proportiocus, bhowever, still remsined above the 1960-70

period for all groups except two that were in the West.

Types of County Concentration and Deconcentration

The patterns of rural and urban growth may take on a variety of forms.
Counties may concentrate by experiencing: (1) faster urban than rural
growth, (2) wban growth with decline in rural areas, and (3) slower urban
decline than rural declime. Conversely, deconcentrating counties umdergo
either: (1) faster rural them urban growth, (2) rural growth and urban
decline, or (3) slower rural than urban decline. The distributions of
these varicvus cowbinations of growth have exhibited sowe rather substantial
changes for nonmetropolitan counties over the 24-year period from 1960 to
19B4, as is scen by comparing the columns of Table 3.

In the 1960s the dominant pattern was one in which county urban places
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were growing and areas outside cities declining in population. This was
particularly true for counties without a larger city. In the 1970s the
mode was the first deconcentration category for counties with rural growth
greater than urban growth. This was true of 45 percent of the counties,
the highest percentage in the table. By 1980-84 this category was still
the mode but it stood out less from the others and the percentage had
dropped to 2B, Even when counties were concentrating after 1970, wore than
one-half were doing s0 in conjunction with rural growth. In the 1960s
twice as mamy counties were experiencing urban growth and rural decline
than rural decline and urban growth, but the situation almost exactly
reversed for the next two time periods.

The largeat decline in a deconcentration category in the tramsition
from 1970-80 to 1980-84 was for rural girowth greater than urban growth, the
sase category that increased the most betwecen 1960-70 and 1970-80. Rural
growth with urban decline was scmewhat less likely to be found in counties
having large cities in the later time period, but in both types of counties
there was a countervailing increase in the percentage of counties having
rural decline less than wban decline. Obwviously, patterns of differential
city and noncity growth and decline hive undergone a significant change in
many parts of nomnmetropolitan America, but the deconcentration within
counties becsme much wore prevalent in the 1970s and is still widespread.

The above patteris are gemerally fouikd for the regions of the country
outside of the Northeast (data not shown). The increase between the 1970s
and the early 1980s in the percentage of counties huving rural decline less
than urban decline was concentrated in the Midwest, however, where the more
rural counties had an absolute increase in the percentage deconcentrating

for this reason. In the most receant time period this was the pattern for




about one third of the deconcentirating counties in the Midwest, but was
true for less than 10 percemt of the deconcentrating counties in other
regions.

The Northeast differed from the others in that alwost all of the
nonmetropolitan counties were clamsed as deconcentrating (see Table 2). The
major decomcentration type for this region, however, wes rural growth with
urban decline, but the modal and often major type for the other regions,
except for the Midwest in 1980-84, was rural growth greater then urban
growth. Congequently, unlike previous periods, within—nommetropolitan
county deconcentration was occurring largely in the context of both urban

and rural growth for moat parts of the U.S.

DISCUSSION AND CORCLUSION

The 19708 saw a widespread pattern of population deconcentration
within the United States. This included population decline in the nation’s
largesat cities, a continuing pattern of metropolitan suburbanization, more
rapid growth in smaller than larger Metropolitan Statistical Areas,
population redistribution away froa the denmely-settled North, and a
reversal in growth patterns between metropolitem and nommetropolitan areas.
In this paper, we have exsmined several aspects of recent changes in the
process of population concentration/deconcentration within the
nomzetropolitan United States,

We have shown that the 19708 produced a widespread pattern of growth
favoring rural over urban nonmetropolitan arcas, affecting moat arcas of
the counitry and types of counties. More significantly, this unprecedented
pattern of urban-rural deconcentration comtinued during the 1980s, despite

a diminution in overall levels of nummetropolitan growth and a return to
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faster overall metropolitan than ncnmetropolitan growth. The
metro-nonmetro turnaround may be over — at least froi a statistical point
of view — but the urbao—-rural turnsround continues. Assertions regarding
processes of population concentration must accommodate the fact that rural
population girowth remains an important component of overall nommetropolitan
growth in the 1980s. Although considersble regional variation continues,
it secems appropriate to conclude that since 1970 population redistribution
patterns in nommetropolitan America are no longer supporting rapid
concentration into cities. Indeed, deconcentration into smaller towms and
rural areas may well prevail in most local areas on a long—teirm basis.

Differential growth (or decline) favoring rural areas way signal a
halt to the longstanding pattern of centralization in many parts of
nonmetiropolitan America, but these intracounty growth differentials remain
an issue of continuing policy concern. For exmmple, the tremnd toward
deconcentration may exacerbate fiscal pressures on nonsetropolitan urban
centers as their tax beses deteriorate at a time when they may be subjected
to growing demonds of residents in surrounding rural areas who make use of
various comwunity services. In the past, such conceriis have usually been
limited to discussions of the impact of suburbanization in metropolitan
areas, but have now taken on added importance in many nonmetropolitan
regions of the United States.

Another policy concern is that differential rural growth in
nonzctropolitan aress may hasten the conversion of prime agricultural land
for residential purposes (Brown, Heaton, and Huffman, 1984). Evidence to
support this premise is scanty, but the need in future research to relate
land use to population changes at the local level is clear. A parallel

problem is possible pressure on other environmental resources, particularly
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those related to recreational smenities. Population densities ramain very
low in most nommetropolitan rural areas, but in many parts of the country
available prime scenic property is becoming scarce through rapid
settlement.3

Finally, improvements in transportation and commsnication technology
have undoubtedly allcwed population and economic activity to be more
dispersed them previously. Problems of congestion, new processes of
production, the declining population dependent upon agriculture, as well as
the preferences of many people for living in low demnsity areas have helped
Tuel the deconcentration process that extends from the regional to the
local county level of analysis. At a more general level, changes in
industrial structure, as America participates in an increasingly
interdependent world econuamy, undoubtedly play a part in these residence
shifts. Although local population deconcentration is still the rule
throughout nomsetropolitan America, some concentration temdencies are
nevertheleas evident, and the present decade has not simply been a repeat
of the 1970s. Our difficulties in making wmore confident predictions about
the future concerning population deconcentration reflect in large part the
interdependence between this demographic process and many interrelated

aspects of our econcmy and society.
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FOOTROTES

The foraula is:
P2 - P1
Rate of population growth = (100)
K(1/2)(P2 + P1)

where Pl and P2 are the populations of a unit at the beginning and the
end of the period, and K is the length of the time interval, either 10
or 4 1/4 years (Shryock and Siegel, 1971:378-80). One—-fourth is added
to the latter interval bevanse the 1984 estimites are as of July 1 and
the census dates are April 1.

Of the 2,741 nosesetiropolitan counties in 1960, 1,001 had no urban
population as meassured here. Of the 2,627 in 1970, 920 had no urban
population of the 2,384 noometropolitan counties in 1980, 820 had no
urban population. The total number of counties with urban populations
by largest place in county is given in Table 3.

As an exswple, real estate agents in a northern Wisconain county that
was part of the national nommetiropolitan turnaround becsuse of its
attractive smenities have asserted that although the demand for new
housing has declined since the late 1970s, this has not been true for
lake—-front property, which has continued to increase in value.
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Table 1
PERCENTAGE OF NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES WITH URBAN OR RURAL GROWTH
BY LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, 1960-1984(a)

Type of county &

urban, rural segment 1960-70 1970-80 1980-84
All nonmetro counties 52 82 68
All Rural counties 38 72 63

All urban counties

rural part 53 84 12
urban part 68 73 61
Largest place 10,000+

rural part 69 90 76
urban part 68 70 66
Other urban counties

rural part 3 81 70
urban part 69 75 58

(a) Urban in this table refers to incorporated places having more than 2500
people at the beginning of a time interval; rural refers to other places
and the nonplace population. This classification of places, and the
largest place and nonmetropolitan designationsg were as of 1960 for
1960-70, 1970 for 1970-80 and 1980 for 1980-84. Zero change is regarded
as growth.




TABLE 2
PERCENTAGE OF NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES DECONCENTRATING BY
SIZE OF LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, ADJACENCY TO A METROPOLITAN AREA

AND REGION, UNITED STATES, 1960-19842
1960-70 1970-80 1980-84
Total Largest Place Total Largest Place Total Largest Place

10,000 Other 10,000 Other 10,000 Other
UNITED STATES
Total 38 52 32 68 79 63 61 63 59
Adjacent 47 59 39 74 84 68 63 64 62
Not Adjacent 32 46 26 61 71 57 58 61 57
NORTHEAST
Adjacent 87 88 86 96 100 89 93 92 94
Not Adjacent 92 93 92 100 100 100 100 100 100
MIDWEST
Adjacent 47 63 40 72 86 65 62 66 60
Not Adjacent 26 40 19 48 63 42 62 68 60
SOUTH
Adjacent 37 52 31 72 80 68 61 59 62
Not Adjacent 29 43 22 64 71 62 54 60 52
WEST
Adjacent 44 37 51 712 77 67 52 57 47
Not Adjacent 43 51 40 75 81 73 51 39 55
a. Urban in this table refers to incorporated places having more than 2500

people at the beginning of a time interval; rural refers to other places
This classification of places, and the

and the nonplace population.

largest place, nonmetropolitan and adjacency designations were as of 1960
for 1960-70, 1970 for 1970-80 and 1980 for 1980-84.

deconcentrating if its rural growth exceeds its urban growth.

change is regarded as growth.

A county is

Zero
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Figure 1

Annualized Population Change for Urban Places
and Other Territory in Metropolitan and Non-
metropolitan Areas, 1960-70, 1970-80, 1980-84
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Figure 2

Annualized Population Change for Urban Places
- and Other Territory in Adjacent and MNonadjacent
Nonmetropalitan Counties, 1960-70, 1970-80, 1980-84
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Figure 3

Annualized Population Change for Urban Places
and Other Territory in Nonadjacent Nonmetropoli-
tan Counties by Size of Largest Place in County
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