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The State of
Economic and Social Development
in the
North Central Region of the United States

Introduction
This report serves as an introducticn to patterns of
economic and social activity in the North Central Region of
the United States. It is one of a series of reports sponsored
by the North Central Regional Center for Rural Development

-

examining issues in the development of rural Ohio, Indiana,

—

l]linois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri,
North Daknta, Scuth Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas. This report
surveys populaticn patterns, agricultural activity, local and
county government expenditure patterns, and income distribu-
tion.

In the decade 1960-70, the North Central Region experi-
enced a populaticn growth rate that was smaller than the na-
tional growth rate. Within the region, however, differ=nt ge-
ographic areas had considerably different rates of population
growth. Th2 eastern states of the North Central Region (Ohio,
Indiana, Illincis, and Michigan) had a significantly larger

population growth than did the western states (North Dakota,

Sou*h Dakcta, Nebraska, and Kansas). Further, the greater 1in-




creases were in the manufacturing belt extending from

northern Illincis, across northern Indiana and southern

Michigan, and into northern and central Ohio. The smallest

increase, and in some cases decreases, were 1in the rural

farming areas of the four western states. The section of this

report dealing with population will examine both the present ~
pattern cf population density and the shifts in population

lensity over the past decades.
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Like population, business activity in the North Central

-

Region follows certain geographic patterns. Manufacturing,
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nd services are the predcminate forms of
business activity in the region as a whole. Ovar half of all
business employment is found in Ohio, Illinois, and Michigan
while the four western states accounted for a much smaller
share of business activity. Thus, we have a small geographic
arca of intense business activity and a much larger area with
less than 10 percent of the population engaged 1in business
yctivity. The nature and distribution of business activity 1in
the North Central Region will be found in the section on
business patterns.,

Many aspects of agricultural activity in the North Cen-
tral Region are also closely associated with geographic loca-
tion. Average farm size, for instance, varies greatly with

the smallest farms located in the eastern states of the region

and the largest farms in the western states of the region. On




the other hand, the value of farm products sold and the real
inccme of farmers have increased throughout the region. Of
significance is the continuous decline in the number of farms
along with a continuous increase in average farm size. The
nature of this situation in the North Central Region is dis-
cussed in the section on agriculture activity.

Tha section on local and county government expenditures

(D

xamines the type and costs of local and county govarnment

n

ervices on a ccunty-by-county basis in the North Central Re-
gion, This r=2port will show that, although government expen-
ditures for services do not fcllow geographic lines to the
ext2nt that population and business activity do, there 1s a
significant ccrrelation between per capita expenditures and
population density. The data indicate a higher cost of pro-
viding pukblic services 1n rural areas.

The2 final section of this report contains a brief
overview of inccme distribution in the North Central Region.
Patterns and changes in personal income are discussed.
Further, the relationships among income, poverty, employment
levels, size of labor force, education, and housing ar2 exam-

ined.

Population Distribution
Populaticn trends reflect the economic health of a re-

gion. of the region for 1957. population. If, on the other

hand, a2 region has fewer jobs than new workers, has declining




markets, and fails *c provide more than scant social opportu-
nities, i1t will tend to have a net decrease in population.
Both the absolute size of the population and changes 1in
the size cf the population are important indicators of a re-
jion's =2conomy. A densely populated region will have markedly
i1fferent social and economic structures than will a sparsely
populated region. Changes in the size of the population indi-
cate not only the present state but also the future state of
3 region. Population changes point to future economic
changes. Information on population trends, therefore, is of
interest to all who are concerned with economic development

—
1

spoclal prcgress.

—

Iin 1670, slightly more than 27 percent of the
population of the United States lived in the North
Central States. The distribution of the people was very
uneven, Illinois had the most inhabitants with 11,113,976,
while North Dakcta had the least with 617,761 (Figure 1) . The
four eastern states--0Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Michigan--
had the largest population, while the four western states--
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas—--had the
least, The sharp contrast between the eastern and western
sections of the region is mirrored in population density.
Ohio had the most people per square mile with 259.7, while

South Dakota had the least with 8.8 (Figure 2) . The great

disparity in population concentration can be further 1illus-




12 |-

1TrE10.15

'lo = Rt

(in millions)

942

4.4
3.8

Population
e
T

f/» 04 4’; f

y Uy Mo, Y0y % by Kyl Ay Mg 5.7

3
o Y ¢ 7.

Source: U.S. Census of Population:1970

FIGURE 1. Population by state in the North Central Region:1970




Population per square mile

Source;

FIGURE 2,

260
199
1 P
9
Op. L), Hy L, & .
7, ) ’04‘ Lol k. 4'0. K2

.S. Census of Population:1970

Population density by state in the North Central Region: 1970




trated by noting that Cook County, Illinois, has a larger
population than North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and
Kansas combined. Only six counties in North Dakota, South
Dakcta, Nebraska, and Kansas have a population density

greater than Ohio.

On the basis of population density, the North Central
Region divides into three basic populaticn zones (Figure 3).
Zone 1 is a heavily populated region beginning in southeast-
ern Wisconsin and going around Lake Michigan through
northeast Illincis, southern Michigan, northern Indiana, and
north and central Ohio (Figure 4). The distinguishing feature
of Zone 1 1s that major population centers are separated by
semi-urban or heavily populated rural areas. Only one county
in Ohio (Vinton) and one in Indiana (Warren) have a popula-
tion d=nsity of less than 25 persons per square mile. There
are sevaral industrial centers in the region: Milwaukee,
Chicago, Gary-Hammond, South Bend, Saginaw, Detroit,
Indianapolis, Toledo, Cleveland, Youngstown, Columbus, and
Cincinnati. The Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 1in
Zone 1 account for over 40 percent of the population of the
North Central Region. Surrounding these metropolitan areas

are counties which are predominantly urban (Figure 5). The

number of predcminantly rural counties 1s small.
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Zone II i1ncludes northern Michigan, north2rn and western
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, southeranllinois,
southarn Indiana, southeastern Ohio, eastern Nebraska, and
eastern Kansas. The distinquishing feature of Zone II is that
1ts population centers are separated by rural, sparsely popu-
lated arceas. In this area, there are numerous major popula-
tion centers: St. Paul, Omaha-Council Bluffs, D2s Moines,
Davenport-Rock Island, Kansas City, St. Louis, and Peoria.
However, the major population centers are separated primarily
by counties wlth a population density of les than 50 people
per square mile. In Zone II, counties which ar2 75 percent or
more rural are common with a majority of counties being at
least one-half rural (Figure 5).

Zone III 1ncludes North Dakota, South Dakota, western
and central Nesktraska, and western and central Kansas. The
distinguishing feature of this zone is the absence of large
population centers and a very low population density. To be
sure there are cities--Minot, Bismarck, Grand Forks, Fargo,
RPapid City, Pierre, Sioux Falls, North Platte, Scottsbluff,
Grand Island, and Garden City--and the importance of thaess
populaticon centers should not be minimized. In fact, these
population centers tend to dominate the surrounding area.

In 1970, the majority of counties in Zone III had a pop-

ulation of less than 10 people per square mile, and only five

had a population of greater than 50 per square mile. The num-




12

ber of rural countlies is large (Figure 5). Perhaps more
surprising 1s the number of counties that are predominantly

urbanr 1n nature. This would seem to indicate that the numer-

ous small towns throughout the area are preferable to the

(J
-

egions as places of residence.

b_l.

1tlying

F1gu

i |

2 6 1ndicates the population density for 1950 and

i

has a striking similarity to Figure 4. The less populatai

areas of Zone II had become even more sparsely populated by
1570, while the densely populated areas of Zone I had bacome
mor<s densely populated.

In summary, and Nebraska had the least (Tabla2 1). Ohio

wasS *he most densely pcrulated state, and South Dakota was
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parcely populated. For the North Central Region,

.
=
I
@,
~
[l
L
|
=
-
@
O
Fh
N
—
u
*
M
n

with respect tc population has
remain=sd comparatively static. What changed was the spr=ad
petween the smallest and largest states.

The population of the North Central Region increased by
one-third between 1950 and 1970. This was slightly less than
the national growth rate for the same period (Figure 7). Be-
tween 1950 and 1960, the growth rate of the North Central
States exce=2ded that of the nation while it fell belocw the
nazional rate ftetween 1960 and 1970. The €astern part of the
r<gion--0Chio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin--

arew at a faster ra*te than the western part--Minnasota, Iowa,

Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.
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Table 1.

Population and density by state in the North Central Region:

1950-1970

St ate

Tl1linols
Indiana
Lowa
ransas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
N. Dakota
Ohio

S lhnkgrta
Wisconsin

Total

Population

Population/Square Mile

1950 1960 1970 1950 1960
6,759,271 10,081,158 11,113,976 121.0 180.4
3 934,224 4,662,498 5. 103 K69 108.7" 9288
2.621,;073 2,757,537 2 g0l 376  46.8 49, 2
1,905,299 2,178,611 2 Dil6, 578  23-2 26.6
6,371,766 7,823,194 gl ET S Da s B2 2SI
2,982,483 3,413,864 3 a4 971 L 23716 43.1
3,954,653 4,319,813 A 676 500t 573 62.6
1,325,510 1,411,330 1 483493 " 17,3 18.4

619,636 632,446 617 761 8.9 9.1
7,946,627 9,706,397 10,652,017 193.8 236.7
652,740 680,514 665,507 8.6 9.0
3,434,575 3,951,777 4,417,731 3 72 .6
42,507,857 51,619,139 56,571,663 58.8 68.6

1970

19:8 .
143,
50 .
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Source: U,S,

Census of Population:

1970
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In the 20 years after 1950, the eastern section increas=ad by
41.5 percent as compared to 16.1 percent for the west. The
cast was considerably above the national average; the west

was considerably below the national average. In both east and

the greatest growth rate was between 1950 and 1960.
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In the decade 1960-1970, the counties which had the
highest growth rates were those in Zone I surrounding
Milwaukee, Chicago, Detroit, Indianapolis, Cleveland,
Columbus, Cincinnati, and a group of counties in central
Michigan (Figure 8) . Major metropolitan counties, such as
Milwaukee in Wisconsin, CooOK in Illinois, Wayne in Michigan,
and Cuyahoga in Ohio, bhad relatively low growth rates. Zone I
Was the strongest area of the North Central Region with the
vast majority of its ccunties increasing in population--many
of them faster than the national average.

Counties in Zone II presented a mixed picture. There
were areas of substantial population gain and areas of con-
siderable loss. workers having an average of 12 years' educa-
tion or more. Des Moines, Davenport-Rock Island, Kansas C1tyy
St. Louis, and Peoria. But the ma jority of counties 1n Zone
IT lost people, with relatively large losses experienced in
southern Iowa and northern Missouril.

Zone IT experienced considerable population loss over
the greater part of 1its area. Approximately ona-half of 1ts

counties experienced losses of greater than 10 percent. S1X-

J
|
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teen counties showed increases of more than 10 percent; these
were associated with major population centers of Zone III
(Minot, Pierre, Grand Forks, Rapid City, Yankton, Grand
Island, and Garden City). Zone III experlenced the greatast
populaticn loss in the North Central States.

The decade of 1960-1970 mirrors a process which has been
in progress for the past 30 years (Figure 9). Zone I has con-

sistently gained population, most of Zone II has experienced

»)

consistent d=cline. In Zone II, population centers such as
Minneapclis-St. Paul and Des Moines have consistently gained
while the rural areas have consist=2ntly declined. Zone I 1S
now experiencing its largest populaticn, while many areas of
7ones ITI and III had their largest population in the
Nineteenth Century.

The trend in population migration in the North Central
Region has been from rural areas to urban and from west to
ecast. Large arcas are facing fproblems brought about by having
too few people while other areas are facing the immense prob-
lem of highly pcpulated urban regions. Population movement

has created difficulties i1in both areas.

Figure 10 shows the classifications of counties in the
North Central Region by percentage of the population which 1s

rural and involved in agriculture--i.e., the farm population.

fach of the 12 states has several counties where less than 20
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FIGURE 10: Counties of the North Central Region classified by percentage of
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percent of the population 1s rural-farm, but or
ties (Billings and Slope in North Dakota and McPherson in Ne-

braska, all wvest of the Missouri River) have more than 9

percent rural-fara population. East of the Mississippl Ri -
there are only six counties with more than 40 percent ru:
farm population and none over 60 percent. Although the

a number of counties with 20-40 percent rural farm popula-

tion, the number with less than 20 percent rural farm popula-
tion greatly surpasses those with more than 20 percent, -

l = o B =, . = = - - T e - B = ¥ — [ ]
tween the ﬂi._-‘ﬁ.':‘:lf_xi_‘rlt);;l and Missouri Rivers there are several

| ccunties with 40-60 percent rural-farm population, but agaii
there are none with more than 60 percent., Between the two

major rivers, however, the counties between 20 and 40 parcent

rural-farm population far outnumber those with less than
percent,

In contrast, vwest of the Missouri River there are three
counties with more than 80 percent rural-farm populat)
15 more with 60-B0 percent rural-farm population (three
in North and South Dakcta and nine in Nebraska). The numbe
of counties with less than 20 percent rural-farm populatior
are relatively few, with the majority of the counties havi
20-60 percent rural-farm population--about an equal number

the 20-40 percent and the 40-60 percent groups.

In general, counties have higher and higher percentage

' B

of rural-farm residents as one crosses the reqgion from east
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to west. For this reason, 1f the problems of providing rea-
sonably priced services 1s assoclated with sparsely populated
rural areas, the problems are more acute 1in the four western
states and moderate in the three central states located be-

tween the Missourli and Mississippl Rivers.
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The major rural problem group, in terms of programs
which are currently available, is the rural-nonfarm group.
There are 37 counties 1n the North Central R=2gion which have
more than 80 percent rural-nonfarm population. All but 9 of
these (3 in Kansas and 6 in Missouri) are east of the
Mississippl River as shown 1n Figure 11. All states have only
a few counties with less than 20 percent rural-nonfarm popu-
lation, and many counties have 20-60 percent rural-nonfarm.
Each state also has a number of counties with 60-80 percent
rural-nonfarm population.

There is no set pattern for the concentration of rural-
nonfarm population as there is with rural-farm population.
Instead, each state has several counties over 80 percent
rural farm population. In nearly all states a majority of
counties have more than 40 percent rural-nonfarm population.
Consequently, the problem of bringing development to the
rural-nonfarm people is not a problem for only a few of the

states or selected areas of the states. Bringing the benefits

of development to rural-nonfarm people is a widespread prob-
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lem ove 111 of the states of the region. Although a majority
of the counties have more than 50 percent rural population,
only two states (North and South Dakota) have more than 50

percent rural population (Table 2). This does not, however,
reduce the scope of the problem to provide a better quality
)L life to rural people through development., It simply im-

11¢ that a fevw urban counties in each state dominate the
rtotal PO ulation.

Patterns

North Central Reqgion?

Eusiness

in the

b |

In 1969, 16 million persons were employed

.

approximately

e

] business activities in the North Central States (Table 3).
Manufacturing employed over 6.5 million persons, accounting
for over 40 percent of this 16 million. Next in importance
(ln terms of employment) were retail trade with 19 percant of
all employed and services with 16 percent of all employed.
Agricultural services, forestry, fishery, and mining played a

minor role. Combined, they accounted for less than 1 percent
1 The ection on business activity i1n the North Central

Region 1s based on data in County Business Patterns publishei
by the U.S5. Cocmmerce Department. Business activity is defined
\ 1d2 all nonfarm commercial and industrial activities

A nd nprorit organizations covered by the OASDI program.
Thus, 1t does not include certain occupational groups: farm
workers, domesti workers, members of the2 armed forces, f=24-
eral civilian employees, employees of state and local govern-
"ent, and self-employed persons. The data is based on employ-

' reports for the first quarters of 1959 and 1969.




State Rural=-farm Rural-nonfarm All rural

Ohio 4.7 1955 24,6

[Indiana 9.0 26.1 35.1
[1linoi 4.5 P23 17.0
fichigan . 217 26.1
Wisconsin 10.9 23.2 34.1

Minnesota
- i 8 s J -y
[owa 18.9 23.8 42 .7

Missouri

X

84
|
—
2
2
o

North Dakota 25 - 3 30.4 5=
South Dakota 25.2 30, 2 35 .4

o
e |
b
'—I
~.]
L
co

e

Source: .S, Census of Population: 1970




Business employment, payroll, and number of units in the North Central Regl on: First quarter,

1 QR0

Employment Payrgll Units
Numberx Percent Dollars Percent Number Percent
Agricultural Services,

Forestry, Fisheries 37,720 Ol 2 37 1947 0.1 7,629 0.8
Mining 101,602 0.6 198,418 i/ Dlaid D 0.5
Contract Construction 801,462 4.9 1,670,561 6.2 83,783 8.7
Manufacturing 6,610,158 40.5 13,209,074 4 8.7 80,922 8.4
Transportation and 052,651 5.9 1,855,929 6.8 36,845 3.8

Utilities
Wholesale Trade | Eom 8 1 D55 ) 6.8 2,183,847 8el 83,551 B.6
Retail Trade 3, 12225428 11975 3,480,473 12.8 299,264 30.9 o
Financial Services 887,134 5.4 1,415,966 S 7 92,529 9.6
Services 2,693,548 L6+D 3,016,186 3 18 | 25w 1l 1 157 26 .6
Unclassified 82572 0.1 88,688 03 20,421 2 o1
Total 16,326,632 100.0 v e e 7 o o 1 100.0 967,215 100.0
Source: County Business Patterns

In thousands of dollars
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of business employment.

In the first quarter of 1969, a total of 967,215
business units provided a payroll of more than 27 billion
dcllars (Table 3). Manufacturing accounted for almost one-
half of the payroll. Retail trade and services were a distant
second and third, emphasizing tke impcrtance of manufacturing
in generating income. Agricultural services, forestry,

s, and mining supplied only a small percentage of the
region's payrcll. Because they contain relatively small
units, retail trade and services furnished the most business
units in the region. Manufacturing, with its dominance 1in enmn-
ployment and payroll, had only slightly more than 8 percent
of all business units. Mining accounted for only 0.5 percent
of business units.

A close correlation exists between the amount of
business activity in an ar€ea and the size of the area's popu-
lation. It is not surprising, therefore, to find widely dif-
ferent levels of business activity in different states of th=
North Central Region. In terms of employment, the four
easternmost states had the most activity while the four
westernmost had the least (Table 4). In 1969 Illinois had the
most workers with over 3.5 million employed, followed by
Ohio, Michigan, and Indiana. On the other hand, North Dakota

had just over 100,000 employed and Kansas had slightly more

than one-half million, The ordering of states in terms of =m-




Rusiness emplovment by state in the North Central Region: 1959

Percent Percent of Percent of

1959 10609 Change Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969
ODhio A 6 gt [ 3,247,406 710,793 28.0 20.4 19.9
Indiana 1,149,164 LDl 9534 382,370 33 3 9.3 9.4
[l1linois 2,858,624 3116331,,9:56 Py SE A, Pa7 e 2350 22 3
Michigan 1., 863,177 2 D250 A88,873 SETER. 15.0 15.6
Wisconsin 923,950 152165231 292,281 31.6 7.4 7.4
Minnesota 707,875 1,016,892 300,017 Ly, B 6.2
Lowa N3, 687 668,843 155,226 310 2 4 .1 4 . 1]
Missouri 1 (0 J1s Ty Al <7 A 1,389,750 2312 290 3. 4 8.5 8.5
North Dakota 80,201 100,642 20,441 2D e D 0.6 0.6 =
South Dakota 865,555 1[G e 26,164 30 2 8 e ey,
Nebraska 2D 3ik=v2 Dl 96,476 ik 2o N2
Kansas 401,500 502,358 100,858 250gl 32 Sl
Total 12,436,525 P61 321675101312, 35 890,107 3083 100.0 100.0

o —
oource:

County Business Patterns
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ployment in business follows the ordering of states in terms
of populaticn.

I

h

employment is analyzed at the county lavel, 1ts cor-

respondence with population becomes more appar=2nt (Figure

(D

12). There is a major concentration of business activity 1in
an area extending from southeastern Wisconsin, through north-
spastern Illincis: across northern Indiana and southern

Michigan, and into northern and central Ohio--i1.e., the

western end of the manufacturing belt. This area 1s marked by

.

contiguous counties with high business activities and in-
cludes several large cities: Milwaukee, Chicago, Gary,
Detroit, Toledo, and Cleveland. To the west and south, in-
cluding northwest Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missourli,
southern Illincis, southern Indiana, and southern Ohio, is an
area mark=ad by scattered islands of high business activity
surrounded by large regions with relatively minor activity.
Included are several metropolitan centers: Minneapolis-St.
Paul, Omaha-Council Bluffs, Des Molnes, Davenport-Rock
Island, Kansas City, and St. Louis. These metropolitan areas
are surrounded by predominantly rural, agricultural counties.
Finally, there are the plains of North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, and western Ransas. This area has scatterad coun-

ties with modest levels of business activity and a very large

£

rea with minimal business activity.




£ 6000-9000
| £ 9000- 12000
" @ Over 12000

Source: County Business Patterns

FIGURE 12: Business employment by county in the North Central Region: 1969
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It would seem desirable to examine each industry in turn
in order to determine its areas of concentration in the North
Central Region. For each 1industry, however, there 1s a re-
markable relaticnship between its level of activity and popu-
lation (Table 5). From 1-2 percent of the population of =ach
state is engaged in contract ccnstruction, 1-2 percent 1n
transportation and public utilities, 2 percent i1n wholesale
trade, 5 or 6 percent in retail trade, 1-2 percent in
financial services, and 4 or 5 percent in services. With the
exception of manufacturing, these figures are also remarkably
consistent on the county level and seem to indicate that a
certain proportion of a population will be found in certain
industries.

Manufacturing is the major variable. Table 5 indicates
that the percentage of population engaged i1n manufacturing
increasss with population. This is borne out in Figure 13
which gives the percentage of the population employed 1n man-
ufacturing. The information in Pigure 12 and the population
data presented earlier indicate that manufacturing 1s the key
to business activity and population size.

Fach state had 1ts own business composition in 1969, du=e
primarily to the relative importance of manufacturing (Table
6). In the four eastern states--Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,

Michigan--manufacturing 1s of domlnant 1mportance. Second 1n

importance is retail trade and services., Third is contract
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Percentage of total population of the North Central
Region employed in business, by industry: 1969
| -
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Ohio | a/ 1 § 14 2 2 5 1 5
Indiana a/| 2 14 1 2 5 1 4
Illinois af| 2 13 2 3 6 2 5
Michigan a/lh L | 14 1 2 5 1 4
. |
Wisconsin a/ 1[I s 1 2 6 1l 4
Minnesota a/|{1 | 9 2 2 6 2 5
Lowa a/| 1 ' 8 1 2 6 1 4
Missouri af/|l 2 | 10 2 2 6 2 5
| |
North Dakota a/|1 | 1 1 2 5 1 4
| |
South Dakota af| 1 | 2 1 2 | 5 ] 4
Nebraska i ajl 6 2 2 6 2 5
Kansas S| S 7 s 5. 1 3 1

88 Lhan one

perment

County Business Patterns and Census of Population
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B Over 20%

Source:

ntral Region employed in manufacturing:

County Business Patterns

Percent of population of the North Ce

1969

FIGURE 13:
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s employment in the North Central Region
1969

by industry and

srace:

(Ohio)

Employment:

1959

EmpJloyment:

Number Percent Number Percent
=5 . 5 " Lo Ty | ’f - q i-:J
Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 4,374 Y7 e 0.2

Mining
Contract

Manufacturing

Transportation and

Utilities 141,508 5.6 173, 756 54
Wholesale Trade 158,067 6.2 195,199 6.0
Retail Trade 436,796 17 2 576,204 Y 7.7
Financial Services 109,829 4.3 149,957 4.6
Services 298,148 11.8 L8R8 ,623 1252 0
Unclassified 6,798 Of s 13,848 0.4

Construction

20,809
L2009 2
1,248,192

-

O &~ 0O 0O
& ol o8

o B

19,077
153,815
147, 85

I~

=

W oo O

TOTAL 2930 ,.613 100,0 3,247 , 406 100 . O
‘ Emplovment: 1959 Fmo]lovment 1969
(Indiana) SR, — = Ll ——
Number Percent Number Percent
Forestry, Fisheries Ag. 2.400 (2 3 4061 0.2
Mining 95 407 0.8 6,768 0.4
Contract Construction 51,146 Uie-D 80,016 5. ol
Manufacturing 576,174 D2 729,214 47 .6
Transportation and
Utilities 63,447 DD RS et ei7 S +0
Wholesale Trade 65,700 DT 87,020 5 e
Retail Trade 205,975 15709 280,161 1853
Financial Services 54,129 4.7 7 35670 %.8
Services LY4 G075 10.0 189,044 12.3
Unclassified s DD 6,787 00
80 ! 1,1549 . 164 100, 0 1,?'&'_%! : 534 100.0
Employment: 1959 Emp 1 oyment 1969

(I1linois)

Number

Percent

=it s
Number

rorestctry,

Fisheries,

I +n }1 L

GContract Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation and
e siad e
Wholesale Trade
gt i ol
Financial Services
Se
L | | i
O]
Ll AN

4,086

1'1 l:} )

Percent

e ————— o w

0.1 1923 2
26,591 0.9 20,823 0.6
141,140 4.9 157:6 4 2 4 .8
1,202,618 421 1, B19, 614 39,1
202,581 il 2 3L aiEs8S 6.3
222 il 18 279,650 I o/
481,854 16,90 ﬁﬁﬁ,ﬁﬁﬂ‘i 18.1
179,017 6.3 226,011 6.2
387 DUl 1S 600,224 16D
i v N/ ".'.“r*.n_ﬁ U} "
?:f“,”. - 624 100 .0 ‘El’{.l_\r' L EIE
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Table 6. Continued
£l Emoloyment: 1958 Employment: 19£°
(Michigan) Number Percent Number Percent
Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 24253 Ol 4,457 0.2
Hining 12,872 0.7 11,140 0.4
Contract Construction 72,062 349 111,605 4., 4
. T Alr
Manufacturing 959,108 51.4 1,198,536 47.0
Transportation and |
1 . | =
Utilities 95,961 5.2 127,829 Sk
VWholesale Trade 110,427 _5.9 149,583 f_Q
Retail Trade 310,845 10. 449,798 1 {.q

Financial Services

76,619

O = DOy
e Y (=]

112,844

y -y

Services 216,686 1 375,323 1?'?
Unclassified 6, 344 . 10,935 V.4
TOTAL 1,863 21717 100.0 2,552,050 100,0
! (Wisconsin) - tmbtoyments 1 I Employment: 1969
_ Number Percent lumberx Percent
1 Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 1,960 0.2 3,361 D3
Mining 2,860 0.3 2,644 0.2
Contract Construction 41,569 4.5 Dy Ll 3 4.7
Hanufacturing 446,807 48.3 518,660 26
Transportation and
Utilities 49,495 5.4 63,437 Slet
Wholesale Trade 56,276 6.1 70,194 S e
Retail Trade 17:25392 18,7 244,153 Z O
Financial Services 42,033 4.6 58,243 4.8
Services 108,562 Ll 193,825 1:5:,59
Unclassified 1,996 02 4,536 0.4
TOTAL 23,950 100.0 1,216,231 100 , O
. (tiinnesota) SeBrp Loymen e Sl Ao i s _JF?JWﬁTHEa_Jﬁﬁi___
f Number Yercent Number Poercent i
h Forestry, Fisheries, Ag, 29513 0.4 2,698 0.3
{ining 15,062 2y 13,104 s
2 Contract Construction 40,142 5.7 55,751 S NS
Hanufacturing 219,298 31%0 323,369 Sl
Transportation and w
F Utilities 50,239 7 A X 63,401 6.2
] Vholesale Trade 69,460 =) e 78,828 75 8
] Retail Trade 152,283 Zle S 216,483 2003
Financial Scrvices 46,780 655 61,968 Bl
Scrvices 108,635 55753 195,709 19 .2
Unclassified 3,957 (07 € 5591 OIS
5= = - - Sl o .
: TOTAL TO7 5185 100, 0 1 . 016.892 100.. 0
|




Table 6., Continued
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(South Dakota)

Employment: 1959

Number Percent

Enployment:

1969

Number

Percent

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag.

HMining

Contract Construction

Kanufacturing

Transportation and
vUtilities

Wholersale Trade

Retail Trade

Finencial Services

Services

Unclassified

545
2,518
6,191
12,749 1

~J] N O

A
~J] IO

7,244
9,733
26,338
398
14,958

-y
55

= ] Y O = OO
O WS W

W

}_.i

962
2,442
6,355

155779

8,679
10,765
32,903

7,390
206512

932

0.8
2002
516

29.2
6.6
23,5
0,8

i

TOTAL

86,555 100, 0

112,719

100.0

(Nebraska)

Employment: 1959

NMumber Percent

Employment:

1969

Number

Percent

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag.

Mining

Contract Construct 10N

Manufacturing

Transportation and
Utilities

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

Financial Services

Services

Uncl assified

1,193
2,339
17,426
59,472

)

w o O O

[ ]
O 0w

19,858
25,801
65,0669
21,427
42,570

2,020

—_ N
Oy OO U O =]

L]

L
oLwwnho =

1,610
1,486
2Y3 53]
85,518

23,639
3Y,54235
87,526
28,093
71,244

24075

UGS

TOTAL

257,775 100.0

354,251

Employment: 1959

Number

Employment:

Number

Forestry,
Mining

}thrtli‘.';, ;".'iir’-

cLion

1 o L g ol ¥ "
(.,u:u.. TacL wOlls LU

Manufacturing

1,087 03
16,527 4.1
33,{:f_=:i 8.4

118, 294 29.5

31,612 7)

9
31,217 7.8
O O n _.f ~ " ‘:.

3
3

| Aa' gy NANSN L e w

21,464 5.

ST 6O 3 v 13
2, FASYS, ()

2'55ﬁ
10,?05
EQ,G?Q
147,789
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Table 6. Continued
(Iowa) Employment: 1959 Employment: 1969 -
Number Percent Number Percent
Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 2,355 0.5 3,482 0.0
Mining 2,741 D 2,778 0.4
Contract Construction 26,680 5.2 33,501 5.0
Manufacturing 176,322 34.3 219,068 32516
Transportation and
Utilities 37,004 7072 38,352 5.7
Wholesale Trade 45,133 8.8 46,969 7910
letail Trade 120,214 23 il 159,785 23.9
I'inancial Services 29,945 5.8 41,610 6.2
Services 70,723 13.8 118,947 17.8
Unclassified 2.500 0.5 4, 35] 0.7
TOTAL 551 B S o) B 100.0 668,843 100 .0
Vi , Employment: 1959 Fmployment: 1969
(i osonrd) Number Percent Number Percent
Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 3,177 0.3 3,427 0.3
'iﬂ'{ﬂ“ 8:"438 0.8 8:?52 0.6
Contract Construction S 8 Dle D 69,976 5l
Hanufacturing {25279 3570 473,251 34.0
Transportation and
Utilities 84,745 8.0 104,905 GG
\tholesale Trade 97,597 9.2 111,768 8.0
Retail Trade 204,339 19..3 269,837 19 . 4
Financial Services 66,985 6.3 91,332 6.6
Services 146,585 130 248,859 7=
Unclassified 8,812 0.8 7,043 0.6
TOTAL 1,057,474 100. 0 1,389,750 100 .0
Fmnl = . 1 f".p"_)[} ‘."Ir...."l ywment * "-;j-,h{j,
(North Dakota) 2P AOT e AL ,1 e s ShALSL L === '
Number Percent Number Percent
Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 169 052 453 0.5
fining 2597 Sl 1,883 1.8
Contract Construction 5,842 Thy 5 6,031 6.0
Manufacturine 6 22 8.1 8’]65 855 .
'].I‘nn.,l”;.‘t ation and
Utilities 6,808 8D 8,148 8.1
Wholesale Trade 10'{}16 1530 lzjr";“}' 12
etall Trade ?,{rjf;"i'l 33,0 30} 2964 30.7
Financial Services S5 6.4 6,957 6.9
Services 1S5 3523 19. 4 25,624 2555

11, 1 ‘ e

733




construction, transportation and utilities, wholesale

and financial services. In the four central states--

=
™ =
tﬂ-ald.ﬁ

Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri-—-manufacturing also

predominated tut by a smaller margin. In this area, retail

trade and services increased in relative importance. In the

-
|

four plains states--North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska,

Kansas--manufacturing 1s not the dominant activity and is

rivaled by retail trade and services.

As measured by employment, business activity in the

North Central Region increased more than 30 percent in
decade 1959-1969 (Table 4). Minnesota measured the lar
percentage gain, 1ncreasing by more than 43 percent.

Minnesota was followed by Nebraska and Michigan with 3

cent. Kansas measured the smallest percentage 1ncrease

7

th

1}

gest

per

-
ke

with

just over 25 percent. In absolute terms, the largest gains

vere made by Illinois, Ohio, and Mlchigan while the smalles

gains were made by North Dakota and South Dakota. Michigan,

Indiana, and Minnesota increased theilr relative shares

loyment, albeit by small amounts. Ohio, Illinois, and

e

slightly decreased their shares.

Changes in activity also varied greatly among i1ndustri¢

(Table 7). Employment in the service industry increase

O t =

1 by

more than 75 percent while employment 1n mining declined.

kRetall trade and financial services 1ncreased by 36 percent

and 34 percent respectively. Agriculture, forestry,

r

|E
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Table 7. Business employment in the North Central Region by state and industry:
1959 and 1969
| (Agriculture, p £
| Forestry, 1959 1969 Ghange/ iR crasnERBerdentint Bt S
| Fisheries) Canse Region: 1959 "eBION:
’ Ohio 4,374 5,732 1,358 31.0 16.8 15,2
| Indiana 2,400 3,061 661 27..15 92 8.1
| I1linois 4,086 5,923 1,837 45,0 1547 15.7
| Michigan 2,253 4,457 2,204 97.8 8.6 11.8
Wisconsin 1,960 3,361 1,401 71:a5 725 8.9
Minnesota 2513 2,698 185 7.4 9.6 T
K Towa 2,355 3,482 1,127 47.9 9.0 9.2
Missouri 317 3,427 250 7.9 12,2 9.1
| North Dakota 169 453 284 168.0 0.6 1.2
South Dakota 545 962 417 76.5 2.1 2.6
Nebraska 1,193 1,610 417 35..0 4.6 4,2
Kansas 1,087 2,554 1,467 133550 4,2 6.8
TOTAL 26,112 37,720 11,608 44,5 100.0 100.0
(Mining) 1959 1969 Change Percent  Percent of  Percentor
Change Region: 1969 Region: 1969
Ohio 20,809 19,077 -1,732 -8.3 17..0 18.8
Indiana 9,407 6,768  -2.639  -28.1 T 6.7
Illinois 26,591 20,823 -5,768 =21 21.7 2055
Michigan 12,872 11,140 -1,732 -13.4 10ES 11.0
Wisconsin 2,860 2,644 -216 -7.6 2353 2.6
Minnesota 15,062 13,104 -1,958 -13.0 123 1239
Lowa 2,741 2,778 37 503 D 2.7
Missouri 8,438 8,752 314 3.7 6.9 8.6
North Dakota 2571 11,883 -688 -26.8 2571 1.8
South Dakota 2,518 2,442 -76 =310 2.0 2.4
Nebraska 2,339 11,486 -853 -36.5 1.9 1.5
Kansas 165527 10,705 -5,822 -35.,2 13.4 105
| TOTAL 122,735 101,602 -21,133 -17.2 100.0 100.0
, . Percent Percent of Percent of
| (Services) 1959 1969 Change Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969
Ohio 298,148 488,623 190,475 63.9 18.9 18.6
Indiana 114,475 189,044 74,569 65.1 i 7.2
Illinois 387,577 600,224 212,647 54.9 24,6 22.9
Michigan 216,686 375,323 158,637 73.2 13.7 14.3
Wisconsin 108,562 193,875 85,313 78.6 6.9 7.4
Minnesota 108,635 195,709 87,074 80. 2 6.9 7.5
Lowa 70,723 118,947 48,224 68 .2 4.5 4,5
Missouri 146,585 248,859 102,274 69.8 9.3 9.5
North Dakota 15,529 25,624 10,095 65.0 190 1.0
South Dakota 14,958 26,512 11.554 772 0.9 1 .0
Nebraska 42,570 71,244 28,674 67 4 2.7 2 =
Kansas 53,603 89,614 36,011 67.2 3.4 3.4
TOTAL 1,578,051 2,623,598 1,045,547 66.3 100.0 100.0
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Table 7. Continued
(Contract s ) = Percent Percent of Percent of
Construction) 1959 1969 Change Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969
Ohio 112,092 153,815 41,723 37.2 18.5 1952
Indiana 51,146 80,016 28,870 56.4 8.4 10.0
[1linois 141,140 176,027 34,887 24,7 23.3 22.0
Michigan 72,067 111,605 39,538 54.9 11.9 14.0
Wisconsin 41,569 57,178 15,609 37.6 6.9 7.1
Minnesota 40,142 555751 15,609 38.9 6.6 6.9
Iowa 26,680 33,501 6,821 25.6 4.4 4,2
Missouri 575517 69,976 12,459 21.7 95 857
North Dakota 5,842 6,031 189 309 1.0 0.7
South Dakota 6,191 6,355 164 2.6 1.0 0.8
Nebraska 17,426 21,537 4,111 23.6 229 2.7
Kansas 33,653 29,670 -3,983 -11.8 5.6 3.7
TOTAL 605,465 801,462 195,997 32.4 100.0 100.0
; Percent percent ercent of

(Manufacturing) 1959 1969 Change Change Region: Eﬂgion:lgﬁq
Ohio 1,248,192 1,471,195 223,003 17.9 23,1 22,3
Indiana 576,174 729,214 153,040 26.6 10. 7 11,0
I1linois 1,202,618 1,419,614 216,996 18.0 2273 21.4
Michigan 959,108 1,198,536 239 428 25.0 17.7 18,1
Wisconsin 446,807 518,660 71,853 16.1 8.3 143
Minnesota 219,298 323,369 104,071 47 .4 4.0 4.9
Lowa 176,322 219,068 42,746 24,2 3.3 3.3
Missouri 379,276 473,251 93,975 24 .8 7:0 s
North Dakota 6,522 8,165 1,643 2502 0.1 0,1
South Dakota 12,749 15,779 3,030 23.8 0.2 0,2
Nebraska 59,472 85,518 26,046 43.8 1.1 1.3
Kansas 118,294 147,789 29,495 24,9 2.2 2.2
TOTAL 5,404,832 6,610,158 1,205,326 22.3 100, 0 100.0
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Table 7. Continued

(Wholesale s T _ Percent Percent of Percent of
Trade) L2 i St Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969
Ohio 158,067 1955199 37132 23,5 17.5 17.6
Indiana 65,700 87,020 21,320 32::5 7 beees) 7.8
Illinois 222,011 279,650 57,639 26.0 24,6 252
Michigan 110,427 149,583 39,156 35.5 123 JE3Es
Wisconsin 56,276 70,194 13,918 2550 6.2 6.3
Minnesota 69,466 78,828 9,362 1355 Tieil 7l
Iowa 45,133 46,969 1,836 4.1 5.0 4;2 -
Missouri 97,597 111,768 14,171 145 10,8 10,0
North Dakota 10,416 12,407 1,991 197,11, 152 il
South Dakota 9,259 10,765 1,506 16.3 1.0 1.0
Nebraska 25,801 310023 S22 22,2 2,9 2.8
Kansas 31:5:2177 37,451 6,234 20.0 3.5 3 4
TOTAL 9015370, 15111357 209,987 23.3 100.0 100.0
(Retail | Percent Percent of Percent of
Trade) Lo 259 Chdngc Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969
Ohio 436,796 576,204 139,408 31.9 19.0 18.5
Indiana 205,975 280,161 74,186 36 .0 9.0 9 0
Illinois 481,854 656,599 174,745 36.3 21.0 21.0
Michigan 310,845 449,798 138,953 44,7 13.5 14.4
Wisconsin 172,393 244,153 71,760 41.6 7.6 7583
Minnesota 152,283 216,483 64,200 42,2 6.6 6.9
Lowa 120,214 159,785 395571 32.9 5). Sl
Missouri 204,339 269,837 65,498 3251 8.9 8.6
North Dakota 26,491 30,396 3,905 14,7 T2 1.0
South Dakota 26,338 32,903 6,565 24.9 1l 1.1
Nebraska 65,669 87,526 21,857 33 249 2.8
Kansas 91,804 118,583 26,779 29 2 4.0 3.8
TOTAL 2,295,001 3,122,428 827,427 36.1 100.0 100.0
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(Financial Percent Percent of Percent of
Services) ol ki Gause Change Region: 1959 Region: 196!
Ohio 109,829 149,957 40,128 36.5 657 16.9
Indiana 54,129 73,676 19,547 36.1 8.2 8.3
I1linois 179,017 226,011 46 994 26. 3 270 255
Michigan 76,619 112,844 365225 47.3 11.6 12,7
Wisconsin 42,033 58,243 16,210 38.6 6.4 6.5
Minnesota 46,280 61,968 15,688 3359 7.0 7.0
ILowa 29,945 41,610 11,665 39.0 4.5 4.7
Missouri 66,985 91,332 24,347 36.3 10.2 10.3
North Dakota 5,115 6,957 1,842 36.0 0.8 0.8
South Dakota 53,998 75990 1,992 36.9 0.8 0.8
Nebraska 21,427 28,093 6,666 3L Sl 3.2
Kansas 21,464 29,053 7,589 35.4 3.3 3.3
TOTAL 658,241 887,134 228,893 34.8 100.0 100.0
(Transportation & | Percent Percent of Percent of
Public Utilities) 1959 1969 Change  (change Region: 1959 Region: 196!
Ohio 141,508 173,756 32,248 22.8 1179 18,2
Indiana 63,447 154787 12,340 19.4 8.0 8.0
Illinois 202,581 231,183 28,602 14,1 25.6 24 .3
Michigan 95,961 127,829 31,868 33..2 1127 13.4
Wisconsin 49,495 63,437 13,942 28.2 6.3 T
Minnesota 50,239 63,401 135162 26,2 6.4 6.7
Lowa 37,004 38,352 1,348 3.6 b 7 40
Missouri 84,745 104,905 20,160 23,8 10.7 11.0
North Dakota 6,808 8,148 1,340 19.7 0.9 0.8
South Dakota 7,244 8,679 1,435 19.8 0.9 0.9
Nebraska 19,858 23,639 3,781 19.0 205 2.5
Kansas 315612 33,535 1,923 6.1 4.0 3.5
TOTAL 790,502 952,651 162,149 20.6 100.0 100.0
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fisheries, contract construction, retail trade, financial
services, and services increased in relative importance while
mining, manufacturing, transportation and utilities, and

wholesale trade decreased in importance.

Agricultural Productivity
in the North Central Region
Rural development with respect to agriculture has meant
two things to most people: 1increasing farm output and de-
creasing farm numbers. There 1s little doubt that both these
trends will continue for some time in the future. Of these
two trends, the change in farm numbers is most closely relat-

ed to economic and social development in the North Central

Sl

Region. Over the decade from 1959 to 1969, the number of

——

farms in the North Central Region declined by 308,823 farms
or by 21.1 percent. The decline occurred in every state of
the region with the individual percentages ranging from 15.6

percent in North Dakota to 30.3 percent in Michigan as shown

D
=L

in Figure 14. As farm numbers declined, farm sizes 1ncreased.
The average rate of increase for the region was 20.1 percent
1 from 1959 to 1969 while the increases 1n 1ndividual states

— ranged from 13.5 percent 1n Wisconsin to 23.9 percent in

South Dakota as shown in Figure 15.
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FIGURE lé&: Percent decline in farm numbers in
North Central Region:1959-1969
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eclining trend in farm numbers from 1959 to 1969
represents a continuation of the trend established much
earlier. Farm numbers in the North Central Region have fallen
consistently since 1940 (Figure 16). If the trend frcm 1940
to 1969 continues, there will be approximately 600,000 farms
in the region by the turn of the century.

variation in farm size is closely associated with geo-
graphic location within the North Central Region. The eastern
states of Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, and the lake area of
Illinois and Wisconsin averaged farm sizes of less than 180
acres in 1964. With the exception of the lake area 1in
Wisconsin and Illinois, the area from the eastern border of
I1linois to the western edge of the Missouri River valley 1s
deminated with farms from 180 to 499 acres. Eastern North
Dakota, and the central area of South Dakota, Nebraska, and
Kansas is dominated by farms averaging between 500 and 1,000
acres. Finally, the western edge of the region 1is
characterized by farms which exceed 1,000 acres (Figure 17).

The size of farms is closely related to land productivi-
ty which accounts for the distinct changes 1in size structure
from one area to another. As shown in Figure 18, the produc-

tivity (as measured by gross returns per acre) of the region

varies greatly from the central Cornbelt to the Plains area
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FIGURE 16; Farm Numbers in the North Central Region:;1920-1969
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on the western edge of the region. A wide band through Iowa

r
southern Wisconsin, northern Illinois and Indiana, and into
Ohio repcrts average sale of farm prcducts per acre of over
$60. Bounding this extensive production region is a small

band cf counties reporting $40 to $59 of sales per acre. On

the outskirts of this area is a third band of countie

r
-
o)
r-
L

the northern and southern edge of the North Central Region
and the eastern part of the four plains states, which have
sales of %20 to $39 per acre. Finally, the western part of

the plains states, plus a pocket in northern Minnesota and a

pocket 1n southern Missouri, have sales of lass than

o
Sl
-

¥

1

aCrL e,

Th=2 combination of varying farm size and differences

SR S T |

p-

income per acre results in a wide range of incomes p=r farm
throughout the region. Using Iowa and Illinois as examples
both states generally have a reported income of over 360 par
acre and farms from 180 to 499 acres which results in gross

1ncomes from a little over $10,000 tc nearly $30,000. To hav
1 similar income in the areas averaging less than 319 sales

per acre, 1t 1S necessary to manage far in excess of 50

acres. In fact, this larger size farm 1s found to coincide

almost exactly with the low productivity area of the westarn

The level of productivity per acre and the gross incom=

edarned per acre have considerable influence on the rat= at




which farm expansion occurs. As factors affecting incom= p=ar
acre change--farm level prices and yields per acre--farm siz=
also changes. In the North Central Region, the rate at which
farm expansion has taken place has followed geographic lines.
Northern Illincis, southern Wisconsin and Minnesota, most of

Iowa, and the eastarn part of the Dakotas and Nebraska hav=e

had less than a 50 percent increase 1in farm size from 194

e’

t o
1970, or less than a 2 percent annual i1ncrease (Figure 19).
Scattered counties in Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan fall 1nto
this class as well. The bulk of the remaining counties have
had a 50 to 100 percent increase in farm size over the
24-year period except for an area 1in northern Minnesota,
Wisconsin, and Michigan and an area 1in the w=2stern part of

t he Dakotas where farm size has increased by more than 100

percent (Figure 19).

The question being asked by many 1s how long the trenid

-

to fewer and larger farms can continue? The answer 1s ti

.l

two basic factors--the rate at which new technology is g=ner-
ated and the rate at which farm prices change--both the
prices of capital and labor inputs and the prices of outputs.
Also of scme importance 1s the rate of farmland conversion to
residential, industrial, and recreational uses. Tog=2th=r,

these factors explain what has happened to the disappearing

farms. The largest numker have been consolidated with =2xis-

ting farm unlits, resulting i1n an average 1i1ncrease 1n farm
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size for the whole region of 20.1 percent from 1959 to 1969.
At the same time, the area 1in farms decreased by only 2.3
percent. As long as new technology 1s adopted 1n agriculture
at the rate that has been experienced since 1940, farm size
will 1ncrease and farm numbers will decline. Industrial de-
velogpment has had varying effects on expansion of farm size
and the decline in farm numbers. As an example, farm size in
Michigan increased by 15.5 p=rcent for the 1950 to 1969
period, less than the regional average, but farm numbers
decreased by 30.3 percent, well above the region's average.
The basic cause was that the percent of land in farms in
Michigan declined by 19.3 percent during the ten-year period
ccmpared with an average decrease of 2.3 percent for the re-
gion. Looking forward to more industrialization in rural
areas under a national rural development policy, we can
expect the decline 1in farm numbers to keep pace with the past
trend.

The gquestion of farm size is not as clear. A rural de-
velopment policy which promotes industrial relocation to
rural areas is most likely to slow down the =2xpansion of farn
size, but it will not stop the expansion in the near €future.

2 The adoption of new technologies will continue to encourage
farm consclidations and expansion.

If we can anticipate continual declines in farm numbers,

what 1is the nature of the disappearing farms and those
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remaining? Frcm 1959 to 1969, the number of farms in theoe
North Central Region under 500 acres declined by 318,882. The
major decline--150,961 farms--was among farms with less than
100 harvested acres (Figure 20). The second greatest decline
(129,368 farms) came in the class with 100-199 harvested
acres. The remaining class with 200-499 harvested acres
accounted for a decline of 38,553 farms. The only two classes
to show an increase in number were the 500-999 and the over
1,000 acres farm classes. The 500-999 class increased by 24.0
percent (7,869 farms) and the over 1,000 class increasead by
43,7 percent (2,190 farms).

Like the region as a whole, each of the states experi-
enced a decline in farm numbers in the three classes under
500 acres with the exception of five cases (Pigure 21). Nortl
Dakota, South Dakota, and Nebraska each had an increas= in
number of farms under 100 acres, an outcome which is not 2a Sy
to explain. Michigan and Wisconsin each had an increase in
farm numbers in the 200-499 acre class, an outcome more
easily understood because of the heavy orientation to dairy
and frulit and vegetable production. The only two states that
reversed the regional trend for farms over 500 acres werse
North Dakota, with a decline in number of farms between 500
and 999 acres, and Nebraska, with a decline in farms over

1,000 acres. With few exceptions, the trend is to larger

farms--particularly farms over 500 acres. The limits on this
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trend rest with the rate at which new technology is adopted,
the econcmies of scale which can be achieved with larger
units, and the pressure arising from changing input and

commodity-price relationships.

e AR R e AL e 4 mew

Farm inccme and sales frcm crops and livestock in the
regilon each increased over the period from 1959 to 1969
(Figure 22), and consequently tctal farm income and sales
also 1ncreased (Figure 23). Taking account of inflation,! the
real value of 1969 farm income and sales (in 1959 dcllars)
was $15.98 million with $5.27 million from crops and $10.71
million from livestock. Although the inflation factor reduced
real income significantly, it did not reduce it below the
1959 level. Ccnsequently, farm income and sales show a small
real growth over the ten-year period. One other measur2 can
be detected 1in the regional totals. In 1959, 33.6 perc=ant of
the income came from crops and 66.4 percent from livestock.
In 1969, the percentages were 33 and 67, respectively. Live-
stock sales grew only =lightly more rapidly than crop sales
over the ten—-year period. The region in 1959 had only a

slightly heavier concentration in livestock production than 1

——— —— — ——— T —— — — — i — —

1The consumer price index was 87.3 in 1959 and 109.8 1in
1969 using a base of 100 in 1967. The change represents an
increase of 25.8 percent over the ten-year period.
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decade earlier.

{D

I

Although the region as a whole experienced a small
tive shift toward livestock production, livestock expansion
was quite rapid for several individual states. Illinoils had
t+he smallest increase in livestock sales with a 26.7 parcent
increase, while Nebraska had the largest increase with 102. 3
percent. Five states--Towa, Missouri, South Dakota, Nebraska,
and Kansas-—-increased livestock by a rate equal to or great=r
than the rate of increase 1n total farm sales. However, even
when livestock sales were deflated by the price index, all
states experienced an increase 1n the real value cf 1ncomne
and sales from livestock.

The range of increase in crop sales was from 11.8 per-
cent in Missouri to 162.3 percent in South Dakota. Six
states--Indiana, Illincis, Wisconsin, Iowa, North Dakota,
and South Dakota--had a greater rate of increase 1n crop
sales than the rate of increase in total sales (Figure 24).

Tn contrast to the livestock situation, two states--Missouril

and Kansas-—-experienced a decline in real valus of crop

al

1Y)

n

g

s. As with the region as a whole, however, none of the

in

tates experienced a decline in real value of total sales.
The trend toward more intensive livestock production is
counter to the national trend. From 1959 to 1964, crop sales

in the United States increased from 44 percent to U46.5 per-

cent of the total sales while livestock sales dropp=2d from 56
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percent to 53.5 percent. Comparison of the national and re-
gional data indicates a shift in the nation's livestock pro-
duction to the North Central Region.

The substitutability of labor between crop and livestock
enterprise, and the relatively limited supply of labor in the
region, suggest that as livestock enterprises are expanded in
the region, relatively less labor will be available for crop
production. One of the factors influencing farm size is labor
availability; with greater utilization of labor in livestock
enterprises, the pressure to expand crop acres may be
reduced. The expansion of the livestock industry cannot be
expected tc stop the trend toward fewer and larger farms, but
1t probably will result in a slower expansion rate than in
other regions which are losing their relative share of the
livestock market,

Although the North Central Region and the individual
states are experiencing a shift in production patterns, thers
have not been significant changes in the sharing of farm in-
come in the region. Figure 25 indicates the shift in shares
ranged from a gain of 1.60 percent by Nebraska to a loss of
.06 percent in Minnesota between 1959 and 1969. Other states
experiencing a gain in relative share of the incomes wer>
(Iowa (0.70 percent), North Dakota (0.08 percent), South

Dakota (0.83 percent), and Kansas (0.48 percent)). States

that experienced a loss were Ohio (0.47 percent), Indiana
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percent) , and Iowa (0.17 percent). Other than Missouri, the
gains included South Dakota (0.53 percent), Nebraska (2.77
percent) , and Kansas (1.95 percent). The dominant trend in
producticon patterns which emerges from tke income analysis is
a shift in livestock production from the eastern part of the
regicn to the southwestern part of the region, mainly Kansas

and Nebraska.

While farm l1ncome in the North Central Region was in-
creasing by 54.6 percent from 1559 to 1969, farm production
cxpenditures were increasing by 52.7 percent.! Deflating the
1969 expenditures to correspond to 1959 dollars, farm produc-
tion expenses for the region increased by $1.22 billion
dollars or 21.4 percent compared with a real increase in in-
ccme of 22.9 percent.

With the 1increase 1n production expenditures camz2 a
shift in expenditures. Purchases of livestock and poultry in-

creased sharply, from 35.6 percent in 1959 to 40.9 percant by

1969. Purchases of feed fell from 34.1 percent of production

(D

expenses 1in 1959 to 26.2 percent in 1969. Expenses for s=ed,

e S — S e — — — e — — — —

IFarm expenditures considered included purchasas of
livestock and pcultry, feed for livestock and poultry, seeds
and plants, gas and petroleum products, hired labor and
custom work. Comparable census data is not availabls for pur-
chases of commercial fertilizer, lime, other chemicals, and
other expenditures in 1959.
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bulbs, and plants increased from 3.9 percent to 4,7 percent.
Purchases of gascline and petrcleum decreased from 13.2 per-
cent to 10.6 percent. Labor hiring increased from 9.1 percent
to 9.8 percent. Custom hiring nearly doubled from &.1 parcent
of the =xpenditures in 1959 tc 7.8 percent in 1969. Th=2

striking changes came in increased purchases of livestock and

custom hiring and in decreased purchases of feed.

Net_ farm_income

Th2 concept of a cost-price squeeze in agriculture 1is
presentad regularly as proof that farming is no lcnger prof-
itable. There is little doubt that the price of many agricul-
tural inputs has risen rapidly over the last s=3veral decades
while the price of output remained constant or declined. In
mos* cases, this comparison is tetween basic inputs which
have significantly changed in nature and basic ccmmodities
which are similar to earlier years. Fcr =2xample, the price of
a tractor has increased numerous times while the price of
corn has remained relatively constant. However, earlier ver-
sions of th= tractor could produce 30-40 horsepower while the
current models generate more than 100 horsepower. FAarmers
argue that the cost-price squecze reduces potential profit,

but does this imply that actual profit is declining?

Comparing farm income and production expenses 1in 1959

and 1969, net income increased from 3$7.31 billion for the re-
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ion to $11.41 billion.! Adjusting for inflation, the 1969
net income had a real value of $9.07 billion, or a real in-
crease of $1.76 billion. In 1959 the $7.31 billion net incom=e

5

o
e

™

sented a return of $1.28 for each dcllar of expenditur=

D
L5 &

for the six repcrted classes of farm expenses. In 1969 the
ccmparable return was $1.31 per dollar of expenditure for the
six Cclass=es of expenses. This i1ndicates that although the av-
erage farmer was spending more than 1.5 times as much on pro-
duction expenses in 1969 as in 1959, the rate of r=turn on
purchas=2d i1nputs had increased. Total net incom2 1ncreased 1n
both absclute and real terms. When combined with the decresase
in farm numbers, net income per farm increased from $5,002
per farm in 1959 to $9,904 1n 1969, an increas= of 98.0 per-

cent.

Ui
P.._.l
i)

Another means of comparing productivity of resources

S1X

by ccmparing profit per acre in 1959 and 1969. Using th

D

classes of expenses reported in 1959 as the expense data for
1959 and 1969, net income per acre increased by $3.46 1n
Kansas and by $23.73 in Wisconsin as shown in Figure 26. The
increase in Kansas represented both the smallest absolute

change and the smallest percentage change, but even the

change of 27.2 percent exceeded the national rate of

— e — i —— A — —— — o — A — — —

lReported expenses included livestock expenses, f=2€d,

r
sead, petrolaum products, hired labor, and custom hiring.
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inflation for the period which was 25.8 percent, Th2 increass
1N net incom2 per acre ranged AS high as 91.7 parcent in TIows
with 10 of the 12 states having increas=2s abova 50 percant,

#hy then are farmers and agricultural leaders ATgUing
that agriculture is no longer profitable? First, it is wors+ y
of a raminder that the six cla Ses of farm exp2ns=23 liszrs3 ir
the 1953 census do not incluyde 111 expenses., In fact, +he =iy

lass=2s accounted for only 06.16 percent of *+he total

lNCreassa rrem 1959 to 1969, the net incoma 3Stimate would =
CfAduced, We an b= ULE that at l2ast scme of +*he unliste
€Xpenses did 1ncrease. Census 1ata for 1964 and 19693 indarcas=
that expeniitures for ccmmercial fer+ilizar alone Incra3iss=-1
by $254.1 millict icllars.

>econd, net income sstimates LSpresent returns to opera-

$75,001 This change alone would L€equlr=2 an increas= orf

Lt
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¥

-

e
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2,184 1in net income per farm +o cover the additional cost on
Capital, using an opportunity cost of 6 percent, Inh adililitasnn

45 average wage rates in cther sectors Of th2 economy have

lncreasad, the Cpporturnity cost of operator labor has jone up
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S1X classes O0f 2xpens=2s raport=ad 1in 1959

were considered. The total reported expenses for 1969 wer:
$15.48 pillicn. Deducting to*tal expenses frem report=4d 1 >
For 1969 leaves a ralance of ¥4.62 billion net income £or all
farms in the regqgion, or $4,015 per farm. Bas2d on a 6 p=rc=nt
opportunity cost on cagital, the average caplital charg= for
land and bBuirldings reduces the net inccm=2 *o 31,831 as rcaturs
to ogerator's manajement and labor. Based on a labho 1nput of
3. 000 hours, the average return to labor would pe only 5/l
cents p=r hour.

Th= cansu jata substantiates that avarage farm r=2turn
to resources ars low. Gross i1nccme and production costs Ar=
growing at about the same rate, In 1969 each decllar 1inv =11
in production expenses returned %1.30 1n farm 1ncome.
Assuming that the2 six class2es of expenses represent=2a about
the same percent of total expenses as 1n 1969, the total
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11SS1ss1ppl Kiver. It 1s also true that thess states hav= a
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relativaly hiagh rate of industrialization which provid=as orf-

i

farm jobs and allcws part-times farming to continue. AS +h=
trend of rapidly disappearing small farms continues intos the
next decade, tates like 10, Indiana, Michigan, and
"1ssourl will experience a sharp reductiocn in total farm nam-
pers. On th= cthar hand, statas like North Dako+*a 3n I2bhras-
ka will experience much le: migration to the industrial
enters. Th2ss changes 1n agriculture suggest that varioa
tates of the region will face quite differen*t problems i
t*he future. Where North Dakota and Natraska are no: lik2ly +5
face mass migration of farm families to urban cent sr s, thay
will race proklems of delivering consumar seorvices to a
sparse populaticn scattered over a vast area. Thess types of

A
1
4

problems will be examined in he next section on consum=ar

Local and County Government Exp=2nlitures

Fi

he rising costs of financing public institutions, and

bl

the closely asscciated rising *axes, have been a major con-
cern for rural ccmmunities for several y=sars. The problem ba-
cemes particularly acute in ar<as where population and

business activity decline, reducing the tax bas2 for th2 com-

munity. The problem of rising per capita taxation is r=ally
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twofold. First, ths per caplta taX Fate Tl1S25 DECIAIUSE noY

are few people to tax in declining ccmmuniti=2s. Second, =i
cost of supporting public instituticns has ris=2n raopidly _

are facing the first problem=-that of declining pecpularticn 3
Jiscuzss=d =arlier in the saction on populatinn. AJany O =h

-ounties in “hese areas reached their maximum by %th= 134005,
(Figuce 23). EFor the bulk of the countias, atsclining YOl 2=

' : - : . - ~ . \ s hoa Yl e T3
tion has keen a reality for several decaldzs aril probar A

utur=.

continue 1n the

n

Expenditures for public institutions ar=; cn the cther
kand, rcising caridly. Only four ceountiesiamschsSNortn Cantca
Pegion =2xperienced a declin=2 in p=2r caplta exp=2nditur=s hy

ties in the region =xperienc=d a rise in per caplta exp2nil-

turss of l=css than 18.6 percent (th= rata of inflaticn from
1657-19567) during the 10-year period. This leaves over A

thousand counti=zs with lncal gov=arnment =xpenditurce
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inag faster than the inflation rate. Over 900 of th=se coun
. -~ AT 1 Aanr- AincTreacpaps 1N aycacss ot 50 parcent of wha ~h
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over 375 counties had increases of over 100 percant 1n pel
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FIGURE 28: Year each county of the North Central Region reached maximum population




o f

Cocunty cxpenditure patterns
dhare are the areas with the rapid incr=ases 1n local

govarnment costs? Actually, they are scattered throughont tns
reqion, but a Azfinite pattern is distinguishable (Figurc=a
29) . Ohio, one of the most d=nsesly populated statas, aas only
+wo coun<ies shewing increas=s 1n expenditur=as orf 100 p=2Trcen-«
>r more, while in the sparsely porulated states oI NebTask?
+nd Missouri more than half of the counties have 1Increassas of
mor= *han 100 percent. The remalning nine sta*t3s oL ths r=-
rion hayve at lsast a fourth of thalr respective connrtlas wWith
increases nvar 109 percent, With cbvious exceptions, thsz
chana= in amount 2% per caplta expenditur=s for local govern-
rents was low in OGhio and increasel across the region td Th
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first (lowest per capita) in local governm=ant =2xpendituras
1967 with $244.17 (Table 8). Missouri was clos=2ly followed Dy

outh Dakota, North Dakota, Ohio, and Indiana which all ha
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Table 8. Per capita expenditures for all purposes by local governments in the
North Central Region, by state: 1957 and 1967

ercent
State I_?_E 7 L?{h_? ﬂi[ﬁi?_gff Change
Dhio 1 5:8 57 265,01 106 . 44 67 .1
Indiana 134.98 265500 130.23 96 .5
[1linois 15 2 P My 270.59 109 .52 68.0
Michigan B AGTESS 7 Y2 ] 2.3 15>7.06 S ILLES
lsconsin 189 .41 Y00 75 L6734 88.3
Minnesota 5551 /2,35 186 . 8 1000 7

Missour 115.11 204 1 129,06 : 1
lorth Da ta 39,03 263. 43 32 . 41) 101 .0
South Dakota 125 7S 250 .50 L2:4.. 75 99,

Nebraska 133,88 269, 85 5555 97 116.5
Kansas 167.49 ADIDENT2 128,23 7.6 %16

| — -— — —_

511)!11':.?1': Census ol Governments
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The correlation coefficients for expenditur2s cn =duca-
tiocn ani welfare with population Adensity form=24 a diffsrent
pattern. For Coth natural resources and highwWays, urban anqd
rural county density are negatively correlatsd with per capi-

ta expenditiare. This means that as population density falls,
cost goes up; vice versa, when density go=2s up, C25t goO=2S
iown., With =ducation, however, =2xpenditures ara nagativaly
correlated with d2nsity in th=2 rural counties (-0.16) and
positively correlated with d=2nsity in *ha urban countises
(C.03). Likewlse, =2xpenditures for welfare had a negativs
correlaticn with l1a2nsity for rural ccunti=s (-0.18) and a

bs1ti1va correlation for urban countia (0.04) .

5inc2 the rural counties have2 an averige lensity 1le

t+han th2 urban counties (32.4 versiu 2Zbd4.5 D2rLSONS pPer Sguarcs
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"' shaped cost curve, For thinly populated rural counties,

cost falls as density 1ncreases. However, at some higher

l2vel of density, as experienced 1in ths urkan counties, cost

Degins to 1nCrease agaln. |
Expenditures for hospitals weres -just th= oppositza of

welfar= and =2ducation expenditur=s. In this case, the cortre-

lation coefficient was positive for rural counties (0.07) ani

iegativa for urktan counties (-0.001) which 1mplies a reverse

"U' shapbped cost curve for hospitals. Th=2 correiation Co=2Cri-

*ients 1ndicate that per capita =xpenditure goes up with the
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population density that =xists in spars=2ly populated rural
counties and goes down with population density in the h=2avily
populatad urban counties. This gives ris2 to minimum hospital

cost at e€1th2r lcw or high population density but not bos-

+
X
D
N
=

(7
™M

xpenilitures for health services ware positively corra-

lated with porulation density in both rural (8.05) and urban

(0.25) counties. This points out that as pesopls group *ogath-

Ui

2r 1n dense resid=ntial patterns, the cost of health s=rvicss
goes up. The csame 1s true for police protection, with corre-
lation coz=ffici=nts of 0.16 and 0.64 respectivaly for rural
and urcar counties. For all of ths class=2s ©of 1ocal govarn-

men+t =2xpenditure, policas protection was th=2 most highly cor-

cients for both rural and urban counties impliss an evar in-

creasinj expendi*ure as density increases.

[ =)

And finally, =xpenditure

i

for parks and recr=2a*ion, in-

tercst on general Adebt, and expenditures for corrsction fa-

cilities had positive correlations with density for both
rural and urban counties. For parks and recrzation the rural
and urban correlaticns respectively wer= 0.11 and 0.39: for
lnterest on gen=2ral debt: 0.174 and C.34, and €or correc*ion
axpenditures; 0.03 and 0.37.

il b

In summary, expenditures for health, police protesction,

parks and recreation, correcticn, and interes* on general
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debt were all positively correlated with population density
in both rural and urkan counties. Therefore, thes=2 2xp=2ndi-
tures incr=ase as the population migrates from sparse rural
ar=as to dense urban centers. In contras%t, exp=a2nditures for
highways and natural resources w2re negatively corr=zlated

with population density in both rural and urban counti=s.

These expenditures decline as more dense living patterns ar
established. Total expenditures and expendituras for eljuca-
tion ani welfare were negatively correlated with population
at low density lavels (rural areas) and positively corr=21a“®
with high d=2nsity levels (urkan areas). This imgli=s a s*tan
ard "U" shaped cost curve with an optimum density pattarn

where cost per person can be minimized. Hospital exp=anditur

rr

alone as e1ng

low levals (rural) ard negatively correlated at high lave
(urban). ©f the 10 classes of expenditurses plus th2 total
only expenditures for hospitals indilcates the least cos<

low or high levels with the

S S S— S — — — o — o —— i — — — —— S
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North Dakcta, Nebraska, and Indiana) in general had the high-

est relative increases during the ten-year p=2riod. Ohin had

the smallest relative increase with 67.1 psrcent andi Illinoils
was a close second with a 68 percent increase in per cipita

expenditure. Five states (Minna2sota, Iowa, Missou

Hi

j_, Nozc+h
Dakota, and Nerraska) experienced a greater than 100 percant

increas=> in per capita c<xpenditur=s.
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for education by local govern-

ments more than doubled in 10 of the 12 states of the Ragion

during tha 1957 to 1967 period. Only Ohi> and Illinols with
Ré.3 and 323.6 percant relative increases, resp=ctivaly, wars
not faced with doubled educational costs (Table 9). Ccmparing

e 9, educational costs account for ovar half
the total costs of local govarnments for most statas. Nor+h
Dakota, a state which experiencsd a net decresase 1n popula-
tion in the 1960's, had the highest relativa per caplta 1n-
cr=2ase 1n educational cost with over a 130 percent 1ncrease.
Expendiitures for public welfare during <tha 10-year
period differed greatly among the states (Tablz 10). Tha var-
iance is excvlained ky *he dagree of responsibility for wel-
fare programs that local govarnm2nts hav=2 among th=2 various
states. Low per capita expenditures for public welfare indi-

cate that welfare programs are more of a state rath=ar than

local government r=2sponsibility.
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Table 9. Per capita expenditures for education by local governments
in the North Central Region, by state: 1957 and 1967

Percent

State 1997 1967 Change Change
Ohio ST 54 51313, 26 S 63k . T2 86.3
Indiana 66.46 144 .36 77 .90 L7 2
[l1linois 0. /'« D 130. &4 63.27 93..6
Michigan 002 171555 V1. 83 LS
Jisconsin 64.38 147 .54 83.16 528 N
Minnesota 80.87 157600 95.20 65 L AR
[owa 720 37 56 08 83.71 LS 7
Missouri 58 13 I8y 1D VAT W 128.4
North Dakota 62.01 14:2...9:2 80.91 130.5
South Dakota 66.05 eI 2 80.67 B APAR
Nebraska s bl 328063 146 116. 8
Kansas 72.96 149 .17 76.21 104 .5

Source: Census of Governments
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Table 10. Per capita expenditures for public welfare by local governments
in the North Central Region, by state: 1957 and 1967

Percent
Sitate L517 1967 Change Change
Ohio S10,.03 914 .69 S 4.66 46 .5
Indiana 10.94 LB 26 s J2 48.6
Illinois e 30 7.47 2l 3 39.9
Michigan 4.68 10. 88 6020 1352509
Wisconsin L6376 25514 8.38 50.0
Minnesota 200,65 45.49 23.84 I oK%
[owa 333 6.62 3 .29 99,6
Missouri 0.64 LS ()% 35 815129
North Dakota 2Ae A 4,45 2 0203 100.5
South Dakota 2.64 715, Urlh Die 7
Nebraska 12.91 24 .36 11.4 88.7
Kansas 052 28.62 8.10 JOS

Source: Census of Governments
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Table 11. Per capita expenditures for highways by local governments in
the North Central Region, by state: 1957 and 1967

Percent

State 1B o 1967 Change Change
Ohio S19.45 52:2:0'96 S35 158 .0
Indiana 14.06 20.43 6 <3/ 49 3
Illinois 235 54 23.88 0.34 1.4
Michigan 21.79 27 .17 5% 38 24 .7
Wisconsin Bi7 B8 61.69 23.81 62.9
Minnesota 24,39 39550 ISR 62.0
Ilowa 30 .41 48.29 17.88 58.8
Missouri 1089 Iy el 41 .4
North Dakota 34.05 43.34 9.49 29
South Dakota 26.06 38.10 12.04 46 .2
Nebraska 235105 36.65 13 50 581 3
Kansas Zi A Y304 6. 77 24 .6

—— e ——————— X

Source: Census of Governments
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Per capita expenditures for hospitals by local governments

in the North Central Region, by state: 1957 and 1967

Percent

State 1957 1967 Change Change
Ohio S 6.22 S99 613 503 .4l 54 .8
Indiana 6.88 16.08 9.20 L3300
[1linois 5.96 8.75 2 .79 46,8
Michigan (R R =805 7.60 71.9
Wisconsin 12 45 15.86 4 .41 38.5
Minnesota 0.40 L2198 3.58 38.1
[owa 5: 22 13:.:689 8.27 56N
Missouri 6.65 2o R8s 5l 93 83.2
North Dakota 0.38 D119 -0.19 -50.0
South Dakota 2.32 3.44 I 352 48.3
Nebraska 3. 71 2 .25 .54 230V 2
Kansas 5 e 1 e} o 63 6.32 14520

Source:

Census of Governments
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Table 13, Per capita expenditures for health services by local
governments in the North Central Region, by state: 1957

and 1967

Percent

State 19517 1967 Change Change
Ohio S 1.42 SN2 S $0.76 SASE
[ndiana 0.83 [):. 3%/ 0.04 4.8
[1linois s 8, 1.97 0.87 79.1
Michigan 1.5¢ 2 51l 0.97 63.0
Wisconsin L] 200 0.78 39.4
Minnesota 32D | R 7/ -1.50 -46, 2
[owa 082 | LAWY, 0.45 54,9
Missouri Jiei241 25, 25 1.04 86.0
North Dakota O FSia 1wy 1.59 0% 772 82 .8
South Dakota 0525, T2 0.61 119 . 6
Nebraska 05841 15 612 0.81 100.0
Kansas e 200 7 0.83 66 .9

Source: Census of Governments
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Table 14, Per capita expenditures for police protection by local

governments in the North Central Region, by state: 1957
and 1967
Percent
State 5 1967 Change Change
Ohio $6.93 §$10, 89 S 3.96 il 1
Indiana Dol 8 813 e D) 56.9
Illinois 9. 10 15.66 6.56 e
Michigan 8iv0.0 L 376 5.20 60.8
Wisconsin 8.29 14,22 5.93 7. D
Minnesota SR AY - 9.01 e Y hides O
[owa 3 882 7.06 324 84,8
Missouri 633 12:.:59 6.26 2Re
North Dakota 3.96 8033 2 ¢ 37 29,8
South Dakota 3 49 6.24 20,15 78 .8
Nebraska 4.08 isiat b 3.49 85.5
Kansas 4 .62 /.88 3.26 710 .6

Source: Census of Governments
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Table 16, Per capita expenditures for interest on general debt by
local governments in the North Central Region, by state:
1957 and 1967

Percent

State 11957 1967 Change Change
Ohio S ST $8.98 S 4.77 1923, 3
Indiana st B 6.63 4.66 236D
I11linois 5.04 191534 6. 30 125 .0
Michigan 3003 12091 7 38 209 .1
Wisconsin 2293 90534 6.41 218 .8
Minnesota 4 2ih 15310655 920 2ARL S
I owa 203 6.08 4 .05 199, 5
Missouri S peiif) .58 5.48 176 .8
North Dakota WAL 9.24 7.009 329.8
South Dakota Ll o7 3.30 2,23 208. 4
Nebraska 2,40 8.08 5.68 23657
Kansas 4 .05 6.81 2l 68 .1

Source: Census of CGovernments
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sidents of the region share in basic econoamic activity. Ad-
ji+tional distribution data must be us=d to determin= how

evenly the 1ncome is shared.

Th2 merdian family income for the North CTentral Region
was $8,027 in 1970. Scme interesting distributional patterns
have devaloped 1n the reaginn as i1ndicated in Figures 31. Tor
cxampl=, all 12 counties that have an avarage family incoma

™
il

of mors than $17,000 are acssociat=2d with ma jor metropolita
, the counties with family inccm=s cof
$10-17,000 are concentrated i1n the manufacturing helt or
around ci*ies such as St. Loi1ls, Minneapolis, and Kansas
/+ There are many counties in the western stat2s wi=h
$E-10,000 of incem=, but the heaviest conc=a2n+tration 1s in
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Michiligan. Basically, the high

incom= levels are associated with dominantly urban areas

Comkining knowledg2 of the i1nccme distribution with +he

T
1
i
l;_'l._l
1_!

earlier discussion on population density, we find the
areas characterized by low inccme families scattered spars=aly

over th= open spac=2s. Wlthout ccmparable l=2v=sls of income,

the Tesidents of

M

nral arcsas are unable to compet2 for goods
and sarvices, thus =2xperimancing a decline in gquality of life.
With th= concentraticn of rural areas wast of the Mississipp:

River, thils agailin points ou* why the western states are

feeling significant pressure *o move forward with rural Ade-




M Less than 6000
] $6000-$8000

[ $8000- 10000

73 $10000-$12000

Source: U.S. census of Population

FIGURE 31: Median family income by county in the North Central Region: 1970
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velcgpment,

The real pressure for rural develogpment c=2ntars around
the gquestion cf hew to provile econcmical services to low in-
ccme families scattered sparszsly over the rural countrysida.
If the high incom2s were dominat2ly in spvarsely populat=d
rural areas, it would Ete conceivable to provide s=2rvicas o
t+he rural arcsas =2v=n if the cost was higher than in mor=

d

|T}

nsely populated areas. Howaver, the raverse 1s true, and

<

1

vl
I

5

@

>s are cesting the rural p=ople mor=2 ¢*han their city

cousin

(i

1

I-.Jl-

whe have a higher inccm=2, Aas 4

(D

Very systa2ms becom=
more and more costly in the rural areas, th2y are furth=r
lepressing the real income level of the rural p=20pl=.

A gquick check nf the distribution of counties with r=la-
tively high percentages of high 1inccme families conriras i
concentration in the manufacturing bslt (Figure 32). Th2 re-
gional average for *he percent of families with more than
,000 inccme 1s 12.8 with many counties having more than 15
percent of the families in th2 higher inccme brackst. As with
the concentraticn of relatively high average income, howaver,
t+h=2 counties with a high percent of familiess with inccme

greater than $15,000 are concentrated in the narrow manura

-
L

turing belt rath=ar than evenly distributed throughout the re-

J10n.,




10O

5%-10%

) 15%-20%

B Over 20%

Trry
-
semawmwi
SRR
4ors
ol
]

44
-+
e

-t
aeemn ' " IIET]

m—

Census of Population

S

Source:

Percent of families with income of over $15,000 by

counts in the Morth “entral Negion: 1970

A

Figure

-




r———‘

101

Nebraska and Missouril contain all bu%t s2van of th= coun-
ties where lass than S5 percent of the farilias hav=s ¥15,000
of inccme. The majority of th=2 remaining counties in North
and South Dakota, Kansas, Nebraska, Minn=2sota, Iowa, ani
Missouri have from 5-1% percent of the families with 1ncon-

over $15,000. As with the high average incom=2, *ha coun<tiss

A

with a high percent of families with $15,000 of 1nccm= <or

to be concentrated around major m=2trorclitan centers.

The othar side of the i1nccme distribution patta2rr are

the low inccme families, For the most part, the cantral tham=

(g g
e
=
|4
r..-.i
}._i
(]

Ji
-

of rural development is buil* around thils group of
This is the group which is having £he most difficulty
achieving or maintaining some minimum gulaity of lifz in th:
r<glon.

Un fortunately, from the standpoint of s=2rvic=2 delivary,

the pattern cf counties with concentrations of low 1incom=

i

A

=

ilies (Eigure 33) is almost a perfect opposite of the high

income pattern (Figure 32) . That is, the two figurss indiecats
that ccncentrations of high inccom=2 are associated with small

amounts of poverty income, and high concentraticns of poverty
income are asscciated with small percentag=s of high incom>.

From a pclicy standpoint this relationship 1s sianifi-

cant because 1t i1ndicates that i1n general, 1f i1nccmz l=val

can be raised for part of th» population, the leval will bhe
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raised for the population in general. The relationships ex-
hibited in the two figures tend to refute any argum=2nts that
development of a section of the population with high income
will be associated with the development of a section of low
inccme. Cn the contrary, there 1s little evidence to support
such a hypothesis. Therefore, from an income standpoint, it
is realistic to discuss rural development as a means of
improving welfare. If a business activity can be developed or
relocated 1in an ar=2a with relatively low incom=2, it is likely
that the whcle population will benefit from the increased in-

come levels.

Labor_ force, unemployment, and income level

Still another indicator of actual and potential income
distribution is the size of the labor forc2 within a region
and the proportion of that labor force which is gainfully em-
ployed.

Although the number of males 16 years and older is not a
perfect measure of the total labor force, it is highly corre-
lated with the total. In the North Central Region a large
portion of the counties have less than 5,000 people in the

labor force. This 1s especially true in the four western

states where only about 10 countiss per state exc=224 the

5,000 level. In contrast, southern Michigan, Ohio, Indiana,

Tllinois, and southern Wisconsin have numerous counties with

more than 20,000 in the labor force. In Missouri, Iowa, and
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Minnesota the only counties which have a labor force of this
magnitude are those which contain or are immediately adjacent
to a major metropolitan center, as shown in Figure 34.

The size of the labor force gives an indication of the
potential employment and income of an area, but unemployment
rates 1ndicate the extent to which the labor force is
actually engaged 1in productive activities. Most of the region
1s dominated by counties with less than 4 percant unemploy-
ment, as shown 1in Fiqure 33. Iowa and th=2 four western states
have several counties with less than 2 percent of the labor
force unemployed. When combined with Figure 35, it is clear
that many of these counties are reporting less than 100 peo-
ple unemployed. Although there is a tendency in dcminately
rural areas to have underemployment more than unemployment,
an unemployment rate of 2 percent with a labor forc2 of less
than 5,000 people does not suggest much potential for in-
creased income through increased job opportunities. With less
than 100 unemgployed people per county, the surplus labor pool
for a company tc capture through reslocation 1is relatively
small.

Thare are exceptions to the general employment situation
in the region, however., Southeastern Missourli has three coun-
ties with more than B percent unemployment and several more

with 6-8 percent unemployment. Likewise, the area just across

the rivar i1n southern Illinois has a similar situation.
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Northern Michigan has the largest concentration of unemploy-
ment with more than 30 counties having over 8 perc=2nt unem-
ployment and several more with 6-8 percent unemployment.
Wisconsin has a scattering of counties with more than 6 per-
cent un2mployment as do Ohio and Indiana. In general, these
high unemployment areas do correspond to relatively low 1n-
ccme areas as well. Consequently, increasing employment op-
portunities in these areas apparently would help the incom=
distribution probla=nm.

Despit2 the fact that some of the high unemploym=2nt
areas do correspond toc low inccme areas, planners and policy
makers must keep in mind that extensive unemployment 1S not
widespread throughout the Region and certainly 1t 1s not ex-
clusively asscciated with rural areas. On the contrary, much
of ths region is classified as rural area but has unemploy-

ment far below the national average.

Because amount of education is relatively highly corre-
lated with inccme level (0.53 for all counties of the re-
gion), it is an indicator of potential earning power. In gen-
eral, increasing the amount of education 1increases the quali-
ty of the labor resource and therefore increas2s potential
and acutal earring power. As such, amount of educaticn pro-

vided by a community is a measure of the quality of the labor

force which it can provide and the expected inccme leval.
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One note of warning must be sounded when surveying the
level of education in the region. The median years of =2duca-
tion 1n a given ar=a is not necessarily a direct measure of
the amount of education provided. The census statistic is a
measure of the current population's education and does not
reflect the amount of migration in or out of the area which
may be directly related to differentiated levels of educa-
tion. As reported, the census statistic is a better indicator
of the quality of the liabor force availabl2 than effective-
ness of the =2ducational system except in certain cases.

Obvious cases which must be carefully intarpreta2d are
the scattering of counties throughout the region with median
years ot education greater than 13. A quick survey of Figure
36 indicates that these counties are primarily those in which
a major university 1s located. By reporting the s*udents, all
with more than 12 years of education, and the staff with con-
siderably more than 12 years, the averag=s 1s skewed upward
significantly. The real question is what portion of this
group can be considered a part of the labor force of the
area? For obvious reasons, most of the staff members can be,
and most of the students can not. Certainly most of the uni-
versity ccmmunities do utilize part of th2 student labor
force, but only a small portion of students are hired in the

areas of specialized training where salaries would be rela-

tively higher,
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What does the median years of education 1ndicate? It
really indicates a combination of the opportunities to re-
ceive an education and the opportunities to utilize ths edu-
cation in a given area, If increasing education does not in-
crease incom2 in a cspecific area, at least 1t provides addi-
tional mobility to allow migration to areas whare the train-
ing can be utilized.

By farm, the majority of the counties contain a labor
force having at least 12 years of education for those over 25
years of age. Two areas of the region vary noticeably--one 1in
southarn Missouri and Illinois and the other is North and
South Dakota and western and central Minnesota. In the
southarn Illincis and Missourli arza there are numerous coun-
ties where the median level of education 1is less than 10
years. This area is also surrounded by several more counties
with 10 and 11 years as the median level of education. Simi-
larly, the area in the Dakotas and Minnesota has several
counties with less than 10 years of education, but many more
in the 10 and 11 year classes. Referring to Figures 31 and
33, these are the areas with a high ccncentration of low
median family income and high percent of families with income
below poverty level. In contrast, the areas of the region
whose members have 12 or more years of education match very

closely with the areas where income is above $6,000 and the

percent of families with poverty income is less than 15 per-
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cent.,

For the most part, the data is not striking or new. It
simply supports the often-heard argqument that education is a
prime weapon with which to attack poverty. Education alone
cannot raise the income level and help the distribution prob-
lem, but i1t will increase tha quality of the labor force ani
its potential productivity. Given employment opportunities,
the increased productivity will result in highar inccme

levels,

One of the 1ndirect measures of income level is the
quantity and quality of housing available for residents of
the region. Housing is singled out because of its signifi-
cance as a major cost 1tem in the budget of all families. In
addition, ths historical improvement in housing conditions
represents an example of what can be accomplished once a pol-
1Ccy objective has been set and appropriate resources are
devoted to the cause. Through such programs as FHA, satisfac-
tory housing facilities have been put within the reach of
millions of Americans who would otherwise be unable to affori
them. It 1s particularly appropriate at this time to us->
housing as an indicator of income level and the emphasize tha

contrast with the nation's failure to make similar gains

toward development of rural areas.
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Year-round housing units in the North Central Region
totaled 18,666,874 for 1970 (Table 17)« This represents an
increasa of 14.6 parcent or 2,378,359 units above the 1960
inventory. During this same period, year-round housing units
for the United States as a whole increased 19.5 percent. Of
the four regions of the United States, the North Central Re-
gion was a distant third when ranked by the magnitude of rel-
ative increase in year-round housing units.

Comparing the relative increases of population and hous-
1ng for the past decade, it is apparent that the housing in-
ventory grew faster than population throughout the United
States. The result is that population per household declined
from 1960 to 1970. For the United States, population per
household has declined continuously through this century from
a high of 4.8 persons per occupied housing unit in 1900 to
3=2 For 1970,

Comparing the difference in relative changes of popula-
tion and year-round housing units for the states of the North
Central Region, nine states have net differences in the range
of 4 to 6 percent. Only Illinois, the most populous state,
has a net difference of less than 4 percent. The two Dakotas
have the largest net differences, as both had relative in-

creases of housing inventory more than 8 percent above the

relative change in population.
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Table 17. Year-round housing units in the North Central Region, by state:
1960 and 1970
Percent
Percent Population

1960 1970 Change Change
United States 56,583,892 67,656,566 11925 11343
Northeast 14 152559119 16,174,966 14.3 9.8
North Central 16,288,515 18,666,874 14.6 9.6
South 16,795,560 20,876,068 24,3 1452
West 9,320,167 11,938,658 28.1 24,1
Ohio 3,007,481 3,447,168 14.6 S
Indiana 1,469,193 1,711,868 16.5 11.4
I1linois 3 2495, 191 3,692,915 13.8 10.2
Michigan 2,395,654 25:841. 1827 18.6 1354
Wisconsin 1,207,039 1,414,105 172 11.:8
Minnesota 1,046, 664 1,218,700 16.4 1L LA
Iowa 889, 355 954, 801 T 2.4
Missouri 1,462,202 1,664,123 13.8 8.3
North Dakota 188,097 200, 334 6.5 -2.3
South Dakota 209,225 2235720 6.0 -2.2
Nebraska 464,687 511,891 10.2 5.1
Kansas 730,458 /187,422 /7.8 3
Source: Census of Housing
Table 18. Percent of year-round housing units constructed during the last

decade, by location: 1960-1970
Total Urban Rural Population Density

United States 25,0 24.0 2929
Northeast 17.6 15.8 25
North Central e ) 20.9 Zseit
South 30.8 30,2 322l
West 3121 30.9 3255
Ohio 21.3 20.7 2353 259,77
Indiana 22,71 20.5 2554 143552
[1linois 20.4 20.2 20003 198.91
Michigan 21,6 1925 272 156.20
Wisconsin 2052 20.1 2055 81.11
Minnesota 22.9 25,0 18.6 48,00
Towa 16.9 11959 12.9 50.40
Missouri 24,1 22.9 26,7 67.73
North Dakota 20.6 27 .4 1577 8.92
South Dakota Jif o2 21.0 14.4 8.76
Nebraska 20.7 24,6 14.7 19.38
Kansas 19,1 2055 16.4 27.38
Source: Census of Housing
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te 1n the region had a relative increase in hous-

s great as the national average of 19.6 par-

Jan was closest with 18.6 percent. Michigan

ly state in the region that had a population

1S more than the national average for th2 past

gives the percentage of year-round housing

constructed during the last decad=2 for urban

1fications. In the United States approximately

housing units was recently built, but in the

ral Region only about 1 of 5 housing units was con-

this period. For rural housing, the North

had the lowest percentage of new ccnstruction

for the four regions.

sting phenomenon that Table 18 illustratas is

-

ates with a population density over 51 p

(D

SO

=

8

, more housing units were constructed in rural
rban areas. Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan,

Missouril all had greater percentages of rural

during the past decade than urban housing

rse 1s true for the states with densities less

sota, Iowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebras-

ntage of year-round housing units that wer=

-

1970 census was enumerated is shown 1in Table i
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19. The North Central Region had a slightly lower percentage

of vacancies (6.1 percent) than the United States average

(6.2 percent). North Dakota and South Dakota, which had net
decreases in pcpulation for the decade, had the highest per-

centages with approximately one of every 10 housing units

|| - i

being vacant.

(D

For all states of the region, the rural vacancy rate was
higher than the urban rate. The state with greatest diver-
gence between the two rates was Wisconsin with an urban rate
of 3.2 percent vacant and 14.4 percent of rural housing units
vacant. Only two states, Missouri and Kansas, had urban
vacancy rates akove 6 percent. All states except Ohio had
rural vacancy rates above 7 percent.

Oof the four regions of the United States, the North Cen-
tral Region has the highest rate of hcme-ownership (Table
20) . The percentage of owner-occupied housing units for the
North Central Region in 1970 was 68 percent compared to the
national average of 62.9 percent. Only Illinols had a lower
percentage than the national average with 59.4 percent.

In 1970 there was an even stronger tendency for home-
ownership in rural areas of the region. Five states (Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota) had percentages
of owner-occugpied housing units that were above B0 percent;

i.e., more than four of every five rural housing units 1in th=

states were owner-occupied. Every state of the Region had a
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Table 19. Vacant year-round housing units: 1970
Total Urban Rural
Vacant Percent Vacant Percent Vacant Percent
Units Units Units
United States 4,206,819 6.2 2,427,971 4.9 1,778,848 10.1
Northeast 692,178 4.3 446,471 3.4 245,707 851
North Central 1,129,618 6.1 621,140 4.6 508,478 9.6
South 1,617,905 7.8 869,317 6.4 748,588 10.3
West 767,108 6.4 491,033 S 276,075 13.6
Ohio 157,736 4.6 110,679 ol 47,057 5.9
Indiana 102, 374 6.0 60,319 S /! 42,055 J £
Illinois 190,777 e 144,299 &4d 46,478 13
Michigan 188,768 6.6 90,191 4,3 98,577 1360
Wisconsin 85,301 6.0 30,186 3.2 55,115 14.4
Minnesota 64,754 53 27,899 3t 36,855 9.1
Iowa 58,490 6.1 2732 540 31,058 7Ea)
Missouri 143,556 8.6 72,160 6.3 71,396 13.6
North Dakota 18,721 9.3 4,105 4.9 14,616 1256
South Dakota 20,913 9.4 5,276 e D 15,637 12.4
Nebraska 38,170 1D 17,243 5.6 20,927 1053
Kansas 60,058 7.6 315351 6.1 28,707 10.5
Source: Census of Housing
Table 20. Percent of owner-occupied housing units: 1970,
Total Urban Rural
United States 62.9 58.4 76,2
Northeast 57.6 52.6 80.5
North Central 68.0 63.7 79.4
South 64.7 60.1 7:35:5
West 59.0 56.8 70.6
Ohio 67.7 64,0 80. 2
Indiana s T | 66,9 81.0
[1linois 59.4 56.3 15,5
Michigan 74.4 71.1 84.3
Wisconsin 69::1 63.1 81.7
Minnesota 71.D 66.3 82.5
Towa Tid 69.4 74.9
Missouri 67.2 62,2 78.8
North Dakota 68.4 55.9 /8.1
south Dakota 69.6 61.7 76.1
Nebraska 66.4 62.6 7 (AN
Kansas 69.1 65.4 76,3

o

v Y E
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higher percent of rural owner-occupied housing units than
urban.

Housing units for the North Central Region tended to
have a slightly higher median number cof rooms than the na-
tional median (Table 21). Only Illinois (4.9) and Missouri

(4.8)

=T

ad m

(b

dians that were less than the national median.
The median number of rooms for rural housing units was
higher than for urban housing units for all 12 stat=as of the
region. Only Missouri and Illinois had a median for rural
units of less than 5.3, but no states of the region had
median number of rooms for urkban housing unlits gresater than

Dlai 2

o=

-

One indication of the quality of living conditions
the measure of the number of persons per room per occupied
housing unit. A high ratio of persons per room indicates
crowded living quarters. Table 22 gives the percent of occu-
pied housing units with 1.01 or more persons per rocm for
urban and rural areas.

The North Central Region had a slightly lower percentage
of crowded living quarters (7.3 percent) than the national
average (8.2 percent). Only North Dakota (9.1 percent) and
South Dakota (9.0 percent) had percentages above the national

average. As was pointed out before these two states had net

decreases in population for the past decade and also had the

highest percentages of vacant housing or potential housing
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Table 21, Median number of rooms per year-round housing unit: 1970

Total Urban Rural
United States 550 4.9 Sl
Northeast 5 Jeye | 5.0 Jd.b6
North Central D1 51516, 5.4
South 4.9 4.9 4.9
West 4.7 4.7 4,7
Ohio B3 D2 5.6
Indiana 550 4.9 Sieeh
I1linois 4.9 4.9 5 2
Michigan el S92 5.3
Wisconsin 5.2 Sl DD
Minnesota 5l 5.0 5%
Towa 5.3 550 5.8
Missouri 4.8 4.8 4.9
North Dakota 5.0 4.7 Biak3
South Dakota Derd 4.8 B3
Nebraska 5.1 4.9 5.5
Kansas S | 50 5.3
source: Census of Housing
Lable 22, Percent of occupied housing units with 1.01 or more persons
per Troom: 1970
Total Urban Rural
i1ted States 8.2 16 i1
( 1€ 6.5 6.6 6.4
North Central 78n3 iy | 8.0
ou 10. 3 9.1 12.6
West 8.4 7.6 25
h i 6.6 6.2 7.9
Ind = 3.0 8.0 8.2
1] | € 7 firat s 7.9 74
1 11 ?'{:} ?.3 8.6
S 7 frics 6.5 8.6
1esota 7.4 6.4 9.4
[ow 5.9 5.9 5.8
[issouri 8.2 Tisi 9.3
9.1 B2 9.8
< 9.0 7.7 10.1
< 02 6.3 6.1
5.9 5.8 652
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surplus for 1970.

Rural areas tended tc have a higher parcent cf crowded
units than urban areas. Illinois, Iowa, and Nebraska were ex-
ceptions to the rule as the percentages for urban units were
Slightly higher than for rural units.

Another measure of housing quality is the kind of
plumbing facilities that are available for housing units.
Complete plumking facilities for a housing unit are defineiqd
by the Census Bureau as piped hot and cold water, a flush
toilet, and a shower or bathtub. Also thess plumbing facili-
ties must be inside the housing structure and intended for
exclusive use of the occupying household. Table 23 gives the
percentages of year-round housing units that lack som2 or all
plumbing facilities.

The percent of housing units that lack some plumbing fa-
cilities is much higher for rural areas than for urban areas
for all states ¢f the region. For the region as a whole the
rural percentage 1is approximately 4 times the urban percent-
age (3.4 to 13.3 percent). In Michigan, Iowa, Nebraska, and
Kansas about 1 of every 10 rural housing units was lacking
scme plumbing facilities. In Missouri, North Dakota, and
South Dakota at least 1 of every 5 rural housing units was
lacking some plumbing facilities. For total housing units

(urban plus rural), the two Dakotas had percentages that wera

approximately double the national average.
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1970

Percent of year-round housing units lacking some or all
plumbing facilities:

Total Urban Rural
United States 6.9 3.4 16,9
Northeast 3.9 2.9 8.4
North Central 6.2 3.4 13.3
South 1159 4.8 2541
West 3.3 2.1 93
Ohio Dl 2.8 1299
Indiana 6.5 4.0 11.2
[1linois 4.8 350 11.4
Michigan 4.4 20 10.0
Wisconsin i 3l 13.9
Minnesota 8.2 e | 16.3
Towa I s 5.0 10.9
Missouri S 4.3 21D
North Dakota 13.8 5.0 20.1
South Dakota 13.6 a L 20.1
Nebraska 61 Sl 1100 )~
Kansas DO 2 10.9

Source:

Census of Housing
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In summary, the North Csntral Region had a smaller in-
crease 1n housing inventory over the last decade than the na-
tional average, but it maintained an occupancy rate about
equal to the national average. The dominantly rural ar=as
have a higher rate of vacancy than the urban areas, reflect-
ing the rapid rate of farm consolidation and out-migration.
Owner occupancy in the region is higher than the national av-
erage, particularly in the rural areas. Hous2s in the region
tend to be slightly larger, as measured by room siz=, than
for the rest of the nation. The quality of rural housing in
the region shows up very poorly when availability of inside
plumbing is used as a measure of quality. The percent of
rural housing units without complete plumbing is almost four
times the urban rate. Rural housing of the region can bs
characterized as having twice as high a vacancy rate, slight-
ly higher owner occupancy rate, slightly more rooms, and con-
siderably more units with inadequate plumbing than urban

housing in the region.

summary
Numerous indicators of social and economic development
have been discussed throughout this report with emphasis on
rural America 1n the North Central Region. Less emphasis has

been placed on the conditions of rural people (as tradition-

ally defined) than desired, but primarily this is a result of
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two situations. First, the best data series to evaluate econ-
omic and social conditions is not collected separataly for
rural and nonrural segments of the population. Agriculture
census data, of course, relates to rural people, but primari-
ly to rural-farm people and dces not incluie rural-nonfarm
people which make up a significant portion (23.4 percent) of
the population in the North Central Region.

Tha second situation deals with the definition of
"ruyral"™ which is appropriate when discussing rural develop-
ment. Within the new and broader concept of rural development
as proposed for national policy, rural includes averyone liv-
ing outside urktan centers of approximately 50,000. Much
iebate of the minimum size of the urbkan centers is still
taking place, but the concept does include many urban places
which previously were not considered a part of rural America.
Within the concept of development, the many social,
political, and cconomic interactions require whole communi-
ties, states, and regions to be involved in the process, not
just the farmers. Consequently, under the new rural develop-
ment effort, large numbers of people are involved which would
he excluded if "rural" continued to be associated with
wfarm." As defined by the Bureau of Census, rural population
includes all persons living in the open country Or in towns

of less than 2,500. Because most of the data used in this

report had been collected aggregatively on a county basis,
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analysis could cnly be conducted by indentifying whole coun-
ties by their population characteristics and evaluating rural
conditions on this basis. Although this approach is not con-
sistent with many earlier studies which use rural and farm
interchangeably, it is consistent with the concept of rural
as used 1in the new rural development policy and is the ap-
proach which likely will be used in future rural development
studies, Development problems do not align themselves with
city, county, or state boundaries or to particular sectors of
the economy, and those who study rural development problems
must recognize the implications.

The North Central Region had slightly more than 27 per-
cent of the United States' population in 1970. Both popula-
tion and business activities were scattered unevenly over the
region with major concentrations of both peoole and economic
activity in the western end of the manufacturing belt, which
extends across Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and
Wisconsin. The percent of population that is rural varies
from a low of 17 percent in Illinois to a high of 55.7 per-
cent 1n North Dakota with the average for the region being
66.9 percent. Likewise, population density varies greatly
from a high of 259.8 people per square rile in Ohio to a low
of 8.8 people in South Dakota. Throughout the region popula-

tion 1s highly correlated with all forms of business activi-

ty, but most highly correlated with construction and manufac-
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turing. This does not define a cause and effect relationship,
but it does indicate that business activity 1is important to
the location of population.

The data indicates that population growth in the North
Central Region has been slower than national population
growth during the decade from 1960 to 1970. Within the re-
gion, the western portion has grown significantly slower than
the eastern pcrtion. The areas of the region that have seen
the most rapid increase in populaticn are those in or direct-
ly around the manufacturing belt, the area around Lake
Michigan. These trends are not new trends and should come as
no surprise to anyone. They are trends which have been dis-
tinguishable for 20 or 30 years, and even longer 1in some
areas of the region. Although the trends have been ignored by
many in the past, they are the trends which gave birth to
many of our current social and economic problems, and they
will compound those problems even further in the future
unless they become an integral part of future planning.

Business activity in the region is dcminated in terms of
persons employed by manufacturing (over 6.6 million), retail
trade (over 3.1 million), and services (over 2.6 million).
Other important employment sectors in order of importance ara
wholesale trade, transportation and utilities, financial ser-

vices, and contract construction. Business employment, like

population, is dominated by a few states. Ohio, Illinois and
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Michigan account for more than 57.7 percent of all the em-
ployment in the region.

One distingquishing characteristic of the business em-
ployment patterns of the Region is the relative consistency
of busliness activity from state to state. With the exception
of manufacturing, the percent of population employed by con-
struction (1-2 percent), transportation (1-2 percent),
whclasale trade (2-3 percent), retail trade (5-6 percent),
financial services (1-2 percent), and general services (4-5
percent) did not vary by more than 1 percent between states.
The change in employment in all business activities and vary
from state to state over the period from 1959 to 1969, and
rang=d only frem a 19.7 percent i1increase in Indiana to a 43.2
percent increase 1n Minnesota. Even with this amount of dif-
ferential change, no state increased or lost more than one
percent of the regicn's employment during the 1959 to 1969
period.

Within agriculture, two changes hav=2 been outstanding.
Farm numbers declined by more than 21 percent, and farm size
increased by more than 20 percent from 1959 to 1969. The re-
sult has been only a slight reduction in land undar cultiva-
tion but a rapid i1ncrease 1in farm consolidation. As with the
population trends, these trends have been with us since the

1930's, and with anticipation of continued ga2neration of new

technology, these trends will also be with us in the future
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unless new programs are developed.

Farm size, like population density, 1s closely associ-
ated with geography, with the smallest farms in the eastern
part of the region and the largest in the western part. Valuse
of products scld per acre 1is closely associated with and
inversely related to farm size. Throughout the region there
seems to be a tendency toward minimum sales of $10,000 per
farm. As an indicator of the amount and location of change
taking place in agriculutre, farm size has changed most in a
band around the region from southern Indiana, through the
western states, and back along northern Minnesota. In th=
center of the region, farm size has increased by less than 50

percent over the 24-year period from 1940 to 1964.

oy

Sales of all farm products increased significantly from
1959 to 1969, and even after price deflation, real income 1n-
creased. A very slight shift toward greater livestock sales
has taken place. Although the production shifts were not
uniform throughout the region, no state increased or
decreased its share of the region's income by more than one
percent., Although rising costs and price-cost sque=2zZe are
often given as proof that the farmer is not doing well, the
data indicates that net profit increased in both absolute and

real terms frem 1959 to 1969. True, expenses did increase by

nore than 50 percent, but productivity of resources increased

more than enough to offset the additional cost.
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Local and county gqovernment expenditures, a primary fac-
tor 1n tax level, vary from $244 to $372 per capita in ths
various states, Although not perfectly correlated with densi-
ty of population, per capita expenditures for local and
county government generally show an inverse relationship.
This fact is one which is causing major concern in the
sparsely populated rural areas. Not only is it getting in-
creasingly difficult tc deliver services to the rural popula-
tion, but it i1s also becoming increasingly expensive. In par-
ticular, costs of education, highways, and natural resources
are negatively correlated with population density and rcepre-
sent increasing costs as density declines. Obviously, the so-
lution to the cost problem is not urbanization alone, becaus=
PeEr caplta expenditures for health services, pclice protec-
tion, parks and recreation, correction, and interest on gen-
eral debt are all positively correlated with population den-
sity. Thus 1increased density means increased cost for thess
items.

Variocus cther indicators suggest wide variation in the
region. Labor force per county varies from well over 20,000

i.ﬂ th:

¥

eastern part of the region to less than 5,000 in the
western part of the region. Unemployment 1s concentrated in
northern Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan, but arises in

small pockets throughout the region. Median level of family

incom2 tends to be highest in the industrial states anAd
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low

h

st in the agricultural states. Likewise, the counties
with a concentration of high income families are located 1n
+he industrial areas and those with a concentration of

familie

Ul

with low income are dominately in the agricultural
areas. Level of education among those over 25 years of age 1s
fairly uniform over the Region with most counties workesrs
having an average of 12 years' education or more. However,
t+Wo areas fall well below the region average--one 1in southern
Missouri and Illinois and one in the Dakotas and western
Minnesota.

In summary, it appears that the region has an abundance
of resources, a well educated labor force, a relatively high
median family income, and no unigue Or 0ObV1OUS obstruction to

ment. Ye*, the various indicators show that th

=

5
' ad

=

(D
1

=%

LT

is hetarogeneous in many aspects, and th= same variance

vists in level of living and quality of life. Num2rous

(D

+rends and distributicn patterns have been identified, most

of which are not new, which are influencing the level of liv-

ing in the ragion. Although we have been aware of these
trends for y=ars, we have ignored them for the most part

until very recently. Many of the problems of providing s=r-

vices to csparsely populated regions at a reasonabl=s cost have

i
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plagued the western states for years, but only recently hav
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tes felt the pressure of changing times. Now the na-

whole is beginning to face the reality that past
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trends will not likely reverse themselves without extensive
planning and resource inputs. The time has com=2 to identify
what we aspire to when we search for higher quality life--
what resources are needed, what institutions must b= changed,
and what plan of action will compensate for past trands (and
probabls future trends) which lead away from the goals of
society. The prcblam 1s much larger than individuals or even
communities, and requires extensive coordination of re-
sources. Consequently, we have declared rural development to
be 2 national policy. The policy establishes the direction,
but the programs to implement the policy must still be devel-
oped. The time has ccme to define the quality of life desired
in rural America and to develop the systems that will deliver

1%
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Table A.1. Listing of counties of the North Central Region by urban and

rural classification

131

e HLLO -

Number UrbaE; Rural Deleted
001 Adams

002 Allen

003 Ashland

00l Ashtabula
005 Athens

006 s Auglaize
007 Belmont

008 Brown
009 Butler

010 Carroll
Oll Champaign
012 Clark

013 Clermont
01, Clinton
015 Columbiana

016 Coshocton
017 Crawford

018 Cuyahoga

019 Darke

020 Defiance

021 Delaware
022 Frie

023 Fairfield
o2y Fayette
025 Franklin

026 Fulton
027 Gallia
028 Geauga
029 Greene

030 Guernsey
031 Hamilton

032 Hancock

033 Hardin
034 Harrison
035 Henr

036 Highland
037 Hocking
038 Holmes
039 Huron

040 Jackson
ol Jefferson

oL2 Knox

Ol 3 Lake

olly Lawrence

0oL5 Licking




Table A.l. Listing (Continued)

Number Urban Rural Deleted
oL6 Logan
ouT Lorain
oL 8 Lucas
0L9 Madison
050 Mahoning
051 Marion
052 Medina
053 Meligs
051 Mercer
055 Miami
056 Monroe
O57 Montgomery
058 Morgan
059 Morrow
060 Muskingum
081 Noble

. Uttawa
)63 Paulding
6L Perry
65 Pickaway
0D6E Pike
067 Portage
068 Preble
069 Putnam
070 Richland
01 Ross
072 Sandusky
073 Scioto
O7hL S5eneca
075 Shelby
076 Stark
07T Summit
078 Trumbull
079 Tuscarawas

080 Union
0B1 Van Wert
082 Vinton
083 warren
08l Washington
085 Wayne

086 wWilliams
087 wWood
088 Wyandot

INDTIANA
001 Adams
002 Allen
003 Bartholomew
00l Benton
005 Blackford




Table A.l. Listing (Continued)

-
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e

Numper Urban _ Rural Deleted
006 Boone
007 Brown
008 Carroll
009 Cass
010 Clark
OLL Clay
012 Clinton
013 Crawford
01l Daviess
015 Dearborn
016 Decatur
OL7 DeKalb
018 Delaware
019 Dubois
020 Elkhart
021 Fayette
022 Floyd
023 Fountain
02l Franklin
025 Fulton
026 Gibson
Q27 Grant
028 Greene
029 Hamilton
030 Hancock
031 Harrison
032 Hendricks
033 Henry
03l Howard
035 Huntington
036 Jackson
037 Jasper
038 Jay
U39 Jefferson
040 Jennings
o4 1 Johnson
0L2 Knox
0l 3 Kosciusko
bl Lagrange
OL5 Lake
oL6 LaPorte
LT Lawrence
oL 8 Madison
0L9 Marion
050 Marshall
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Urban

Montgomery

Morgan

Newton
Noble
Ohic
Crange
(hen

s s L
Fal’ Ke

-L_-] .[-a.::i ] E-" :-,F

."‘"‘\-nl‘1-"\r'|"r""
L.': LA T

Starke

e t..- —
Steuben
Sullivan

Swilitzerlan

1 Li"tﬁﬁ

™y

wabDasl!l

Union

1. Te e vy 05
Il'l‘-']-f 1t
L®

warren
wWarrick
washington

Wells

’;._.‘_'}1 it e
L‘;h it i ey

A dams

Alexander

poore

Bond

Brown
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able A.1l., Listing (Continued)
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Number Urban Rural Deleted
006 Bureau
00T Calhoun
Uﬂi Carroll
009 cass
010 Champaign
OLL christian
(12 Clark

13 Clay
11y Clinton
15 Joles
)16 Cook
017 Crawford
018 Cumberland
019 DeKalb
)20 DeWwitt
- 021 Douglas
022 DuPage
023 kdgar
02l Edwards
)25 Ef fingham
026 Fayette
327 Ford
)28 Franklin
029 Fulton
30 Gallatin
)31 Greene
132 Grundy
U353 Hamilton Caiaiak
3], Hancock
35 Hardin
30 Henderson
3T Henry
38 Iroquois
139 Jackson
40 Jasper
OLT Jefferson
142 Jersey
L3 JoDaviess
Ll Johnson
1,E Kane
5 Kanakee
117 Kendall
10 H.::"_f_“\ Y
LaSalle
] Lawrence
5 Lee

Livingston




ible A.1l. Listing (Continued)

Number Urban

rural

I)E].";LF!";

O Macoupin
060 Madison

061 Marion

062 Marshall
mqj Mason
06, Massac
D65 Menard
0656 Mercer

{ JF:}? Monroe
66 Montgomery
069 Morgan

:ﬂ” Moultrie
O Ogle

){ 2 Peoria
073 Perry

Piatt
Pike

Fope
Pulaski

7.8 Putnam
75 Randolph
80 Richland

O8] Rock Island

062 St. Clair

08 Saline

08l Sangamon

085 Schuyler
'SE Scott

) H" Shelby
i“ Stark

00Y Stephenson

0 Tazewell

09 Vermilion
0953 Wabash

09 warren

Union

Washington

098 Whiteside
@) LF':I :,-'- il‘.'.i 1 1
0 Williamson

wayne
White

101 Winnebago
1

Woodford
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hNumoer Urban ;uxraj, peleted

001 Alcona
002 Alger
)03 Alle 7arn
00l Alpena
005 Antrim
e —

006 Arenac
007 Baraga
008 Barry

CoY Bay

OHER Jenzle
OL1 L Berrien
012 Branch
013 Calhoun

01) Cass

015 Charlevoix
016 Cheboygan
QLT Chippewa

018 Claire

019 Jlinton
020 Crawford
021 Delta

0272 pDickinson

023 Faton

020 Fnmet

026 Gladwin

U2c Grand Traverse
29 Gratiot

030 Hillsdale

031 Houghton

032 Huron

03l Ionia

35 losco
036 Iron

037 Isabella
038 Jackson

3 Kalamazoo

0L 0 Kalkaska
OL Kent

0L2 Keweenaw

Ol 3 Lake

oLl Lapeer

0L5 Leelanau
OL6 Lenawee
LT Livingston
0L 8 Luce

Oou9 Mackinac
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Uroan

Marquette

Manistee

Maxon
Mecosta

Nenominee

Midland

[Missaukee
Monroe
Montcalm

30 Montmorency
081 Muskegon

% Oakland

61 ceana

$ Opemar
NE untonagon
57 Osceola

48 Oscoada

69 Otsego

7 Ottawa

-

7l Presque Isle
jrz HOS cCommon

._Tr Le L ltrl "II"

Ste Joseph

Jl’
i
r/l
| =
i
]

{
|

' = -1 .
- b L 31
__,'_;;DxJ_L.u.x el

4

‘\JE’.:J. L L€
oll1ldWdsSsSee
Tuscola

VanBuren

Washtenaw
'na:j’—n ’?‘

09 1

10 3 liexford
T e
. )

| 1 " 3
ASIILarll

Brown

Buf falo
Burnett
Calumet
nilppewa

'lark




Table A.l. Listing (Continued)
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Number Urban Rural -— Deleted
011 Columbia
012 Crawford
013 Dane

01k Dodge

015 poor

016 Douglas |

O17 Dunn

018 Eau Claire

019 Florence
020 Fond Du Lac

021 i Forest
022 Grant

023 Green

02l Green Lake
025 Towa

~ 026 Iron

027 Jackson
028 Jefferson

029 Juneau
030 Kencsha

~ 031 Kewaunee
032 La Crosse

033 Lafayette
03l Langlade
035 Lincoln

035 Manitowoc

037 Marathon
038 Marinette
039 Marquette
040 Milwaukee

~OL1 Monroe

Ol 2 conto
043 Oneida
OLL Dutagamie

oLS Ozaukee

OL5 Pepin

oLT Pierce
01,8 Polk

0L9 Portage
050 Price VEVIED
051 Racine

052 Richland
053 Rock

0SL Rusk

055 St. Croix PR
056 Sauk

057 Sawyer
058 Shawano
059 Sheboygan

060

Taxlor
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Number Urban Rural Deleted
061 Trempealeau
062 Vernon
063 Vilas
06l Walworth
065 Washburn

066 Washington T
067 Waukesha
068 Waupaca
069 Waushara
070 Winnebago
Of1 Wood
072 Mencmonie

— I{INNESOTA -~ T e

001 Aitkin
002 Anoka
003 Becker
00, Beltrami
005 Benton

006 Big Stone
007 Blue Farth
008& Brown
009 carlton
010 carver

- 011 Cass
012 Chippewa I )
0l3 Chisago
01!, Clay
015 (learwater
GTE Cook
OL7 Cottonwood
018 Crow Wing 300
019 Dakota
Q20 L,I{_Jl:-:;g'.._,"
021 Douglas
022 Faribault
023 rillmore
024 Freeborn
025 ~__Goodhue
026 Grant
027 Hennepilin
O?H Houston
029 Hubbard
030 Isanti
031 Itasca
032 Jackson
033 Kanabec
03l Kandiyohi
035 Kittson




lable A.l, Listing (Continued)
" Number wagn __Rupgg Deleted
035 Koochinching
037 [Lac Qui Parle
038 T.ake
039 Lake of the Wood
0LO Le Sueur
i OLL ' Tincoln
OL2 Lyon
0L 3 McLeod
Olly Mahnomen
0OL5 o Marshall N -
BTG TS - Martin N
LT Meeker
0L 8 Mille Lacs
oL9 Morrison
050 Mower
0561 e Murray | SO0eRa
052 Nicollet
053 Nobles
05 Norman
055 Olmstead -
0% i Otter Tall
057 Pennington
058 Pine
059 Pipestone
OE0 Polk
i [’y Pope
062 Ramsey
063 Red Lake
o6l Redwood
065 Renville
066 = Rice
067 Rock
068 Hoseau
069 Ste LOuls
070 Scott
okl 3 Sherburne
O72 Sibley
O73 Stearns
Ol Steele
075 Stevens
076 i Swift
O77 T odd
078 Traverse
079 wabasha
080 Wadena




Table A.].
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isting (Continued)

- a@nber Urban Rural Deleted
081 Waseca
082 washington
083 Watonwan
08l Wilkin
085 Winona
086 S Wrignt
087 Yellow Mediciae
T e e e BT T L,
—00L = =~ — " Adair B R i
002 Adams
00 Allamakee
00! Appanoose
05 Auaubon
=T 006 - e “Benton S
007 Black Hawk
008 Boone
000 Bremer
010 Buchanan o el
OL1 — Buena vista
1.2 Butler
013 Calhoun
01l Carroll
018 cass
= 016 - ) Ceqar iy
017 Cerro Gordo
018 Cherokee
019 Chickasaw
020 Clarke
Dol Clay -
022 Ciayton
023 Clinton
02L Craurecrd
025 Dallas
DG = T "“""Davis 2l
027 Decatur
028 Delaware
029 Des Moines
030 i ckinson "
031 o Dubuq ue S
032 ammet,
033 Fayette
34 Floyd
035 Franklin
036 Fremont
037 Greene
038 Grundy
039 Guthrie
0LO Hamilton
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Number Urban Rural Deleted
0L 1 Hancock
0L 2 Hardin
oL 3 Harrison I
Ol L Henry
OL5 Howard
T OLG Humooldt o
Oyl Ica
0L 8 Lowa
UL9 Jackson
050 - JELEjth‘.‘f"
T UL Jeirerson o
052 Johnson
053 Jones
Sl Keukux
085 Kossutli
056 Lee - R
05 Linn
50 Louisa
059 Lucas
06C L.ycn
001 = ~ Madison ST B~
062 Mahaska
063 Merion
D& L Marshall
065 Mills R R
- Oob O ~ Mitchell = T ues
067 Monona
068 Monroe R 1a
069 Montgomery
070 Muscatine

O'Brien
Osceola

Palto Alto
Pivinouath

Polk

Pottawattamie

Pocanontas

roweshilck

kinggold

Scott

Story

sac

Shelby
Sioux

LF'J b-‘l
e
O




Table A.l. Listing (Continued)

Number

Urban

086
087
N384

e AT

Rural

Deleted

Union

Tama
Taylor

089 VanBuren
090 ﬁgEello

091 Warren

092 Washington
ek

HQL

Webster

Wayme

hiﬂﬂ”baro

Tt vt

e
UYG

097
098
099

Woodbury

wWinneshiek

Worth
wWright

~ MISSOURL

012
013

Butler
Galdwe-l

== )1 Adair i s
002 Andrew
003 Atchison
0oL Audrain
005 Barry

- 006 Barton
UQ? BatGS
008 Benton
009 Bollinger
010 Roone
0 Buchanan

LA YIRS
Cwlwbelw D

01l Callaway

015 camasan =SS
— 016 Cape Giraraeau

O17 carroll

018 arter

019 Jass

020 Ceaar

02 ohariton 3ttt

022 Christian

023 Clark

02l Clay

025 Clinton

D26
027
028
029

030

Cole

Cooper

Crawford
Dade
Dallas




ﬁ Table 4.l1. Listing (Continued)

Number

Urpgn

Rural Deleted

Daviess
DeKalb
Dent
Douglas
Dunklin

Greene
Grunay

Franklin
Gasconade
Gentry

Henry

Harrison

rlickory 3EEEE
[Holt
Howarad

Jackson
Jasper

Howell

Iron Tt

Jefferson

Johnson

Knox
Laclede
Lafayette

Lawvwrence riwiwe bty

Linn
Livingston

Lewls
Lincoln

McDonald

Macon
2alson
Maries

Jercer

-y gy
7
-
= o
b

Miller

Monitean
Monroe
Montgomery

Morgan

New Madrid
Newton
Nodaway

.

Oregon
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*

= 3
I i Bail ="
.‘i'l..; .l,‘_r

Urban

Raral

o I
V
LS \.j

Osage
Ozark
Pemiscot
Perry

Saline

080 Pettis
O8] Phelps
82 Pike
8ls Platte
8l Polk
dlel3 Pulaski
086 Putnam
D87 alls
)88 randolph
109 Ray
2 aeynolas
091 Ripley
92 St. Charles
L5 St. Clair
094 St. Francois
75 St. Louis
7 St. Louls City S

099 Schuyler
100 Scotland
101 Scott

102 Shannon
103 Shelby
10L Stoddar:
205 Stone MO
106 Sullivan
107 raney
108 Texas
piak Vernon

iy

warren

o DO

! = = =
=
'."1

Washington
Wayne
webster
Worth
wright

- w7, Tegmrr—e, o
NOI Gl Dakota

Barnes

Adams

Benson
Billings
Bottlineau
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Number Urban_ ~— Rural i Deleted
006 Bowman
007 Burke
008 Burleigh
009 cass
010 Cavalier

“OLL Dickey
012 Divide
0l3 punn
01l Kddy
015 Fmmons
016 Foster
017 Golden Valley
018 Grand Forks
019 Grant
020 Griggs

021 ) Hettinger
022 Kidder
023 LaMoure
02l Logan
025 McHe
026 McIntos
027 McKenzie
028 McLean
029 Mercer
030 Morton
031 ~ Mountrail
032 Nelson
033 Oliver
03k Pembina
035 Pierce
036 Ramsey a
037 Ransom
038 Renville
039 Richland
0L0 Rolette
OLT Sargent
OL2 Sheridan
oL3 Sioux
Ouly Slope
45 Stark
0L6 Steele e
OLT Stutsman
0L 8 Towner
oL9 Traill
050 Walsh
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Table A.l. Listing (Continued)

Number Urbgﬁ_ RurdT _ Deleted
051 Ward
052 Wells
053 williams
~ South Dakota 0
— 00] Aurora
002 Readle
003 Bennett
Jﬁh Bon Homme
0058 Brockings
006 Brown
007 Brule
008 Buffalo
09 Butte
010 Campbel
OL1 Charles Mix
012 Clark
013 Clay S ety
01y Codington
015 corson
015 Custer
OL17 Davison
018 Day
015 Deuel
020 __Dewe
02L Douglas
022 Edmunds
023 Fall River
02l Faulk
025 Grant
B 076 Gregory
027 Haakon
028 Hamlin
029 Hand
030 Hanson
031 Harding
032 Hughes
033 Hutchinson
)3 Hyde
035 Jackson
036 Jerauld
037 Jones
038 Kindsbury
039 Lake
Ol Lawrence
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Table A.l. Listing (Continued)
| _Number Urban ___' _ Rural Deleted
|
oLl Lincoln
o042 Lyran
043 McCook
oLl McPherson
0l45 Marshall
OL6 Meade
oL7 Mellette
048 Miner
oL9 Minnehaha
050 Moody
| 051 Pennington & SR
\ 052 Perkins
053 Potter
| 054 Roberts
| 055 Sanborn
| 056 Shannon TRTNYRTNTS
05T Spink
058 Stanley
| 059 Sully
: 060 Todd IBEESs
| 061 Tripp
062 Turner
063 Union
‘ ool Walworth
| 065 washabaugh Jet
066 Yankton
06 Ziebach
NEBRASKA -
8]6) Adams
202 Antelope
003 Arthur
004 Banner
005 Blaine
000 Boone
COT Box Butte
008 Boyd
009 Brown
010 Buffalo
OIT Burt -
012 Butler
013 Cass
01l Cedar
015 Chase
ULS Cherry
017 Cheyenne
018 Clay
019 Colfax

' ™ Ll
020 Cuming SRR
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2 JUmay
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L) 3 F1llmore
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U3 Franklin
1 T: e
)32 Frontie
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o)l Hamllton
Oy Harlan
Ll
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1. TS S Y
1.". J.T CncocK
] ¥ = | 4'
)1y " HOLT
(8 G - U .
=g T Y
e Hooker
LT Howard
i |
048 Jefferson
A W i 7
0L 9 Johnson
- TF -~ iy
| ':;Inl rxarﬁr"?r
o Be—.
= Keith
A I.:‘t___. va ’a a
- (&)
[’ J'_1 ri L -']
£ h_; '.g-a j., e
)E) Knox

Maalison

Logan
Loup
McPherson

Merrick
Morrill
Nance
Nemaha
Nuckolls
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nued)

Number rban

Rural

Uéfétﬁr

Ot.o0e
rawnee
Perkins

T ATyt Platte
U2 rolk
a7 3 Red Willow
Ly Richarason
075 Rock
D16 Saline
oy sarpy
070 Saunders
79 Scotts BiLuff
080 Seward
— OBl Sheridan =
52 cherman
033 Sioux
Gly Stanton
(05 Thayer
296 Thomas
NET Phurston
28 Valley
&7 Washington
O Wayne
- D3] Webster
092 Wheeler
093 York
KANSAS
m li-‘] en
U2 nderson
3 Atchison
0L iarber
005 Barton
006 Rourbon
010 Brown
03 Jutler
09 qnase
010 Chautau:;ua
Oll Cherokee
)12 Cheyenn HEEN
013 Clark
o1, lay
U1l Cloud
OLcC Coftey

Cowley
)19 Crawford

Comanch




ting (Continued)

11572

rban

Rurai

eletea

Dickinson
Honiphan

rdwarcs
Wlk

T

Rllsworth

)2 pOTQa

8.5 Franklin r

o

)34 Geary

032 Gove

0373 Graham

034 Grant

J35 Gray

—_— -

Greely
Greenwood
Jami lton

037 Harper
010 Harvey

— - ——e
U | Haskell
2 Hoageman

Jackson
Jefferson
Jewell

Johnson

QLT Kearney
D18 Kingman
119 Kiowa TR
O Laane
- ol lLabette

62 Leavenworth

;Tj .incoln
NGl Linn
055 = Logan
)56 Lyon
UST pec Phercon
';ﬁF Marion
)59 Marshall
o0 Meade
061 Miami
002 Mitchell
063 Montgomery

5l [jorris

Morton
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Number Urban_l_ . Rural Deletead
066 Nemaha
COT Necsho
068 Ness
069 Norton
Q70 Osage
OrL Osborne
072 Ottawa
73 Pawnee it
071 Phillips
075 Pottawatomie
076 Pratt
077 Rawlins
078 Reno
079 Hepublic
080 Rice
0BT Riley
062 Rooks SR
082 Rush
08l Russell
)85 Saline
006 Scott
8T Sedgwick
068 Seward
089 Shawnee
090 Sheridan et
- 91 Sherman
092 Smith
093 Stafford
09l Stanton
0G& Stevens
| 096 sumner
Go7 Thomas
098 Trego
099 Wabaunsee
100 lWallace .
101 Washington
102 Wichita
103 wilson
104 Woodson

Wyanaotte

293

132




PURPOSE OF
THE REGIONAL CENTER

THE ESTABLISHMENT of the North Central
Regional Center for Rural Development in 1971
represented a commitment to a new type of eco-
nomic and social development, one that includes
rural nonfarm segments of our society—the rural
towns and cities—as well as the commercial-farm
sector of the region.

The objective of Center research is to build
a body of knowledge for improving the quality of
life for rural people. People decide personal and
public matters on the basis of inherent knowledge
and perception of their total environment. It is
these decisions that, when aggregated, change the
structure of the economy and ecology of the popu-
lation, influence the quality of life and structure
the future. A unique opportunity exists to supply
new knowledge to assist rural people and to im-
prove the processes by which people act and make
decisions,

Our large cities have problems of overcrowding
and deterioration of public services and facilities. Rural
America’s problem is that of population isolation,
restricted employment opportunities, and scarcity
of public and private services. If all these problems
are to be resolved, we need to develop a planning
horizon long enough so that all major factors that
are changing the makeup of both city and country-
side become flexible and subject to change. Thus,
research must essentially encompass a broad, long-
range, comprehensive appraisal of all factors in-
volved in the economic and social life of our citi-
Zens.

Indeed, the research effort becomes a massive
interdisciplinary and logistic framework. It is this
that leads the Regional Center to establish coopera-
tion and coordination with all agencies and institu-
tions to maximize rural development efforts and
efficiencies of research planning and implementation.
It is to this specific set of problems and potentials
that the North Central Regional Center for Rural
Development is directing its activities.

This publication was produced by the North Central Regional
Center for Rural Development in cooperation with the Center
for Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD), lowa State Uni-
versity. Additional copies of this publication can be ordered from
the North Central Regional Center for Rural Development, 578
East Hall, lowa State University, Ames, lowa 50010. Price is

$2 per copy.
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