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The State of 
Economic a nd Socia l De velop me nt 

i n t h e 
North Central Region of t he Un i ted St ates 

I ntrod uction 

This reoort se~ ves as an introduct i c n t o patterns of 

economic and socia l acti vity i n the No r t h Ce ntral Region of 

the UnitE:d State·s . It is one o f a se ries o f r epor ts s ponsorE:d 

by th~ North Central Reg i ona l Center fo r Rur a l De ve l opment 

examining issues in the de velopme nt of rura l Ohi o , I ndiana , 

Illinois , :1ichigan , Wisco nsin , Mi nnesot a , I o wa, Missouri , 

North Dak0ta , South Dakota , Nebraska , a nd Kan sas . Th is report 

surveys popu l aticn patt e r ns , agricultur a l ac tivi t y, l oca l and 

county government e x pe nditur e pattern s , a nd income distribu­

tion . 

In the decade 1960 - 70 , the No r t h Ce ntral Region e xperi­

enced a populaticn g r owt h r ate that was smal l er t ha n t he na­

tional growth rate . With in the regio n, ho we ver , d i f f ere nt ge­

ographic areas had considerab l y differe n t rates of pop ulation 

growth . The eastern states of the North Cent r a l Region (Ohio , 

Indiana , Illincis , and Michigan) had a s i gnificantly larger 

population growth t han did the wester n states (Nort h Dakota , 

South Dakcta , Nebraska , and Kansas ) . Further , the greater in-
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creases were in the manufacturing belt extending from 

northern Illinois , across northern Indiana and southern 

~ichigan, an~ into northern and central Ohio. The smallest 

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

farming areas of t he four western states . The section of this 

report dealing with po pulation vill examine both the present 

pattern cf popu lation density and the shifts in population 

1ensity over the pas t aecades. 

Like populat ion, business activity in the North Central 

Region follo ws certain geographic patterns. Manufdcturing, 

retail tra1e, and services are the pred ominate forms of 

busin8ss activity in the region as a wh ole . Ov~r half o f al l 

business emfloyment i s found in Ohio , Illinoi s , and Michigan 

while thP four ~estern s tate s accounted for a much smaller 

share of business activity . Th us , we hav e a smal l geographic 

area of intense busines s activity and a much larger area wi th 

less than 10 percent of +he population engaged in business 

activity . The nature and dis tribution of business activity in 

the North Cent r a l Region will be found in the sect ion o n 

busin~ss patterns . 

Many aspects of agricultural activity in the North Cen­

tral Region are also c lose ly associated with geographic l oca­

tion. Average farm s iz e , for instance, va ries 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 
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th~ othe r hand , the value of farm products sold and the real 

inccme of farmers have increased t hro ughout the region. Of 

significance is the continuous decline in the number of farm s 

along with a cont inuou s i ncrease in average farm siz e . The 

nature of this situation in the North Central Region i s d i s ­

cuss~d in the section on agriculture activity. 

The section on l oca l and county go vernment e xpenditures 

ex~mines the type and costs of local and county government 

servic 0 s on a ccunt y-by- count y ba s is in the North Central Re­

gion . This report will sho w that , althoug h government exp 0 n­

ditures for ser vice s do not fello w geographic lines to the 

extent that population and business activity do, there i s a 

significant ccrr e lation betw ee n per capita expenditure s and 

population densit y. The da ta indicate a higher cost of pro­

vidinq public se rvice s in rural areas . 

The final sect ion of t h is report contains a brief 

over vi e w of i nccme di s tribution in the North Ce nt ral Regio n. 

Patterns and cha nges in personal income are di sc ussed . 

Further , the relationships among income , poverty , employment 

levels, size of labor forc e , education , and housing are exam­

ined. 

Population Distributi on 

Populaticn trends reflect the economic hea lth of a re­

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

hand , a region has fewer jobs than ne w workers , has declining 
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markets , and fails tc provide more than sca nt soc ial opportu­

nities , it will tend to have a net decrease in population . 

Bot h th e absolute size of the population and c hanges in 

the size cf the population are important indicators of a re­

gion ' s ~co nomy. A densely populated region will have markedly 

diff~rent socia l and economic structures than will a sparsely 

populated r~g1on . Changes in the size of the population indi ­

cate not only the present state but a l so the future s t ate of 

a region. Population changes point to future economic 

changAs . Information on population trends, there fore , is of 

interest to all who are concerned with economic de velopme nt 

and social prog r ess . 

In 1970 , sl ightly more than 27 percent of the 

population of the United States lived in the North 

C~ntral States . The dist ributi o n of the people was very 

uneven . Illinois had t h e most inhabitants with 11,113,976, 

while North Dakcta had the least with 617, 7 6 1 (F igure 1). Th e 

four easter n sta tes--Ohio , Indiana , Illinois, and Michigan-­

had the largest pop ulation, wh i l e the four wester n states-­

North Dako~a , south Dakota , Nebra s ka, and Kansas--had t he 

least . The sharp contrast between the eastern a nd weste rn 

sections of the region is mirrored in population density. 

Ohio had the most people per sq uare mile with 259 .7, while 

South Dakota had the least with 8 . 8 (Figure 2). The great 

disparity in population concentrat i o n can be furt her illus -

,. . 
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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 

D~kcta, Nebraska, and Kansas have a population density 

great~r than Ohio . 

fQ£Y1~tion_v£ri2tiog 

on the basis of population density, the North Central 

Region iivid~s into three basic population zones (Figure 3). 

Zone 1 is a hea vily 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 featur e 

of zone 1 is 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 s~veral industrial centers in the region: Milwaukee, 

Chicago, Ga ry-Hammond, South Bend, Saginaw, Detroit, 

Indianapolis , Toledo, Cleveland, Youngstown, Columbus, and 

Cincinnati. The sta ndard Metropolitan Statistical Areas in 

Zon~ 1 account for over 40 percent of the population of the 

North Central Region. surrounding these metropolitan areas 

are counties ~hich are predominantly urban (Figure 5). The 

number of predcminantly rural counties is small . 
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Zone II inclu1es northern Michigan, north~rn and western 

Wi sconsin , Minnesota, Iowa , Mi ssouri , southern Illinoi s , 

southern Indiana , southeastern Ohio, eastern Nebraska , and 

eastern Kans~s. The distinguishing feature of Zone II is that 

i+s popu l ation cente r s are separated by rural , sparsely popu­

lat~d ar~as . In this area, there are num e r ous major popula­

tion cent~rs : St . Paul , Omaha -counc il Bluff s , Des Moin es , 

Davenport-Pock Island , Kansas Cit y, St . Louis, and Peoria . 

Ho~ever , t.he major population ~enters are separat ~d primarily 

by counties with a population densit y of les than 50 people 

per square mile . In Zone II , counties which ~re 7 5 percent or 

more rural arE common with a majority of counties being at 

least one-half rural (Figure 5) . 

Zone I II includes North Dakota , So uth Dakota , we stern 

and central Netraska , and west~rn 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 ars cities--Minot, Bismarck, Grand Forks, Fargo , 

Rapid City , Pierre , Sioux Falls , No rth Platte , Scottsbluff, 

Grano I s land, and Garden City--and the importance of th ese 

population ce nt ers s houl d not be minimized . In fact, these 

population centers tend to dominate the s urrounding area. 

In 1970 , the majority of cou nties in Zone III had a pop­

ulation of less than 1 0 people per sq uare mile, and only five 

ha d a population of greater than 50 per square mile. The num-
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bc?r o f r ural co untie s i s large (Figur-e 5) . Perhaps more 

surprising is tr.e nu mb er o f counties that are predominantly 

urban in nature. This would see m to indicate that t he numer­

ous smal l towns throughout the area are pref e r~bl e to th e 

outlying regions as places of residence . 

Figur~ 6 indicates the population density for 19 50 a nd 

has a str iking similarity to Figure 4. The l ess populate~ 

areas of Zone II had become even more sparse ly popu la ted by 

1 370 , w~ile the densely populated areas of zone I had become 

r.o r e densely populated . 

In summa.r y , anj Nebraska had the l eas t (Tab l ia 1). Ohio 

wa s · he ~ost ~ensely pop ul ated sta~e , anj South Dakota was 

the m~s~ ~parsely populate1. For t he North Centra l Region , 

th~ orj ~ring o f sta t es with re~pect to population has 

rernainsj comparatively static . What cha ng ed was th~ spread 

bet ween the smal lest and largest states . 

The pop u lation of the North Ce ntral Regio n increased by 

~ne - third bet ween 19 50 and 1970. This wa s slightly l ess tha n 

the national gro wth rate f or t he same period (Fi gure 7). Be ­

tween 1950 and 19 60 , the growth rate of the North Central 

s tatPs exce~de1 that of th e nation while it fe ll bel o w the 

na~ional rate tet ween 1960 and 1970 . The eastern part of the 

region--Ohio , Indiana, Il linois , ~ichigan, and Wi sco nsi n-­

gre w at a faster ra~e than the wes t e rn par t--Minn eso ta, Iowa, 

~issouri , North Dakota , sout h Dakota , Ne braska, and Kan sas . 

-
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Table 1. Population and density by state in the North Cen tral Regi on: 1950- 1970 

Population Poeulation/Square Mile 

State 
1950 1 960 1 970 1950 1960 1 970 

Illinois 6 , 759 , 271 10 , 081 , 158 11,113 , 976 121 . 0 1 80 .4 198 . 9 

Indiana 3 , 934 , 224 4, 662 , 498 5 , 193 , 669 108 . 7 128 . 8 143 . 5 

Iowa 2 , 621 , 073 2 , 757 , 537 2 , 824 , 376 46 . 8 49 . 2 50 . 4 

Kansas 1 , 905 , 299 2 , 178 , 611 2 , 246 , 578 23 . 2 26 . 6 2 7. 4 

Michigan 6 , 371 , 766 7 , 823 , 194 8 , 875 , 083 112 . 2 137 . 7 156 . 2 

Minnesota 2 , 982 , 483 3 ,4 13 , 864 3 , 804 , 971 37 . 6 4 3 .l 48 . 0 

Missouri 3 , 95 4, 653 4 , 319 , 813 4 , 676 , 501 57 . 3 62 . 6 67 . 7 

Nebraska 1 , 325 , 510 1 ,4 11 , 330 1 , 483 , 493 17 . 3 18 .4 1 9 .4 

N. Dakota 619 , 636 632 ,4 46 617 , 761 8 . ~ ~ - 1 8 . 9 

Ohio 7 , 946 , 627 9 , 706 , 397 10 , 652 , 017 193 . 8 236 . 7 2.39 . 8 

s . Dak6ta 652 , 740 680 , 514 665 , 507 8 . 6 9 . 0 8.8 t-' 
~ 

Wisconsin 3 ,4 34 , 575 3 , 951 , 777 4 , 417 , 731 63 . 1 72 . 6 81 .1 

Total 42, 5 0 7 , 857 51 , 6 1 9 ,139 5 6, 571 ,6 63 58 . 8 68.6 7 5 .2 

Source: U. S . Census of Population: 1970 

' 
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In the 20 years after 1950, the eastern section increased by 

41.5 percent as compared to 16.1 percent for the vest. The 

east was considerably above the national average; the west 

was considerably below the national average. In both east and 

west, the greatest growth rate was between 1950 and 1960. 

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 

Milwauk8e in Wisconsin, cook in Illinois, Wayne in ~ichigan, 

and Cuyahoga in Ohio, had 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--rnany 

of them faster t han the national average. 

coun ties in Zone II presented a mixed picture. There 

were areas of substantial population gain and areas of con­

siderable loss. worker s having an average of 12 years• educa­

tion or more. D8s Moi nes , Davenport-Rock Island, Kansas City, 

st. Louis, and Peoria. But the majority of counties in Zone 

II lost people , with relatively large lo sses e xperienced in 

southPrn Iowa and northern Missouri. 

Zone II experienced considerable population loss over 

the gr~ater part of its area. Approximately on~-half of its 

counties experienced losses of greater than 10 percent. Six-

-
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teen counti es s howed incrPases of more than 10 percent ; thes~ 

wer~ associated with major population centers of Zone III 

(Minot , Pie rr e , Gra nd Forks , Rapid City , Yankton, Grand 

I sland , and Garden City) . Zone III experienced the greatest 

populaticn l oss in the North Ce ntral States . 

The decade of 1960-1970 mirror s a process which ha s been 

1n progress for the past 30 ye ars (Fi gure 9). zone I ha s con­

sistently gai ne d population , most of Zone II has experienced 

consistent d~cline. In Zone II , population centers s uch as 

Minncapclis-St. Paul and Des Moines have consistently gai ned 

while the rural areas have consistently declined . zone I i s 

no w e xperiencing it s largest population, while many are as of 

Zones II and III had their largest population i n the 

Ninet~ent h Cent ur y. 

Th e tren~ in population migration in the North Central 

Region ha s been from rural areas to urban and from west to 

east . Large areas are facing froblems brought about by having 

too fe w peop l e while other areas are facing t he immense prob­

lem of highly pcpulated urban r egions. Population mo vement 

has crPat ed difficulti es in both a r eas . 

E~ral_uf~~n_£2£Ula~ ~on__gi§1£iby1i2n§ 

Figure 10 s how s t he c l assificat ion s of countie s in the 

North central Regio n by percentage of the population whi c h is 

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

Each of the 1 2 states has se veral co unti es where l ess than 20 
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perc~nt of the population is rural-farm, hut only thre_ coun­

ties (Billings and Slope in North D kota and ~cPherson in N~­

braska, all west of the Missouri River) h ve more han 90 

percent rural-farm population . East of he ~ississippi Riv 0 r, 

there are only six counties with more than 40 percent rural 

farm pop lation and none over 60 percent. Al hough there are 

a number of counties with 20-40 percent r11ral farm popula­

tion, the number vith less than 20 percent rural farm popula­

tion greatly surpasses those with more than 20 percen . Bo­

twePn the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers there ar 0 several 

counties with 40-60 percent rural-farm populacion , but gain 

th ere a~e none with more than 60 percen . Bet ween the two 

maier rivers , ho vever, the counties between 20 and 40 p~rcent 

rural-farm pop~lation far outnumber those with less than 20 

p~rcPn . 

In contrast , v est of the Missouri River there are thrPe 

counties with more than 80 percent rural-farm popul tion plus 

15 more with 60-80 pPrcent rural-farm population (thre 0 each 

in North and South Dakota and nin~ in Nebraska). The n11mhPr 

of rounties with less than 20 percent rural-farm population 

are r~latively fe v, with the majority of the counties having 

20-60 percent rural-farm population--about an equal number in 

the 20-40 p~rcent and the 40-60 percent groups . 

In gPneral , counties have hi gher and higher percentayPs 

of rural-farm residents as o ne crosses the r9gion from Past 
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to west. For this reason, if the problems of providing rea­

sonably priced services is associated with sparsely populate1 

rural areas, the problems are more acute in the four western 

states and moderate in the three central states located be­

tween the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. 

Econo!i£_ ~d_ggfia1_E£.QQlems in fil~1-~f§~§ 

The major rural problem group, in terms of programs 

which are currently available, is the rural- nonfarm group. 

There are 37 counties in the North Central Region 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 

~ississippi River as shown in Figure 11 . All states have only 

a fe~ 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 t he 

rural-nonfarm people is not a problem for o n ly a few of th~ 

states or selected areas of the states. Bringing the benefit s 

of development to rural-nonfarm people is a widespread prob-
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lem over all of the states of the region . Although a majority 

of he counties have more than 50 percen t rural population , 

only two states (North and Sout h Dakota) hav~ more than 50 

percent rural r:opulation (Table 2). This does not , howev~r, 

rEduce the scope of the problem to provide a better qualir..y 

of lifP to rural people through development. It si.aply im-

plies that fev urban counties . 
each :iominate the a in state 

total population . 

eusiness Patterns 
in the North Central Region t 

In 1969, approximately 16 million persons were employed 

in business activities in the North Central states (Tabl~ 3) . 

Manufacturing employed over 6 . 5 million persons , accountinq 

for over 40 percent of this 16 million . Next in importance 

(in terms of employment.) were retail trade with 19 perc~nt of 

all employed and services vith 16 percent of all employed . 

Agricultural services , forestry , fishery , and mining playe1 ~ 

minor r~le. Combined , they account~d for less than 1 percPnt 

------------------
1 ThP section on business activity in thP North Central 

Region is ba:;i:id on data in Co_ygty_Busi.ngs.§_£~!tern§_ publishe1 
by the U.S . Commerce Department . BusinPss activity is definPi 
to incluo~ dll nonfarm commercial and industrial activitie~ 
and nonprofit organizations co vered by t he OASDI program . 
Thu s , it 1oes not Jnclude certain occupational groups ; farm 
workers, dom~stic workers , members of t h 0 armed forces , fe~­
eral civilian employees, emplo yees of state and local govPrn­
ment, and s elf-employed persons. The data is based on 8mploy­
ers• reports for thP, first quarters of 1959 ani 1969 . 

• 
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Table 2. Percent rural population by state in the North General Region: 
1970 

State Rural-farm Rural -nonfarm All rural 

Ohio 4 . 7 19 .9 24.6 

Indiana 9 . 0 26 . 1 35 . 1 

Illinois 4.5 12 . 5 17 . 0 

t-tichigan 4 . 4 21 . 7 26 . 1 

Wisconsin 10.9 23 . 2 34 . 1 

Minnesota 12 . 8 20.8 33 . 6 

Iowa 18 . 9 23 . 8 42 . 7 

Missouri 8.8 21. 2 20 . 0 

North Dakota 25 . 3 30.4 55 . 7 

South Dakota 25 . 2 30.2 55 . 4 

Nebraska 16 . 7 21 . 7 38 . 4 

Kansas 11.3 22 . 7 34 . 0 

Source: U.S . Census of Population· 1970 

• 
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Table 3. Business employment, payroll, and number of units in the North Central Region: First quarter, 
1969 

Employment 
Number Percent 

Agricultural Services, 
Forestry , Fisheries 37,720 

Mining 101,602 
Contract Construction 801,462 
Manufacturing 6,610,158 
Transportation a n d 952,651 

Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 1,111,357 
Retail Trade 3,122,428 
Financial Services 887,134 
Services 2 , 693 ,548 
Unclassified 8,572 

Total 16,3 26,6 3 2 

Source: County Business Patterns 
1 In thousands of dollars 

0.2 
0 .6 
4. 9 

40.5 
5. 9 

6 . 8 
19.1 

5 .4 
16.5 

0.1 

100.0 

Payr~ll 
Dollars Percent 

37,971 0.1 
198,418 0. 7 

1,670,561 6 . 2 
13,209,074 48.7 

1,855,929 6 . 8 

2,183,847 8. 1 
3 , 480,473 12.8 
1,415,966 5 . 2 
3 , 016,186 11.1 

88,688 0. 3 

27,157,113 100.0 

Units 
Number Percent 

7 ,6 29 0.8 
5,159 0 . 5 

83,783 8. 7 
80,922 8.4 
36,845 3. 8 

83,551 8.6 
299,264 30 . 9 

92,529 9.6 
257,112 26.6 

20,421 2.1 

967,215 100.0 

N 
(1\ 
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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 tban 27 billion 

dc llars {Table 3) . Manufacturing accounted for almost one­

hal f of the pay roll. Retail trade and services were a distant 

second and third, emphasizing the impcrtance of manufacturing 

in generating income . Agricultural services, forestry , 

fisheries, and mining supplied o nly a small percentage of the 

region's payrcll . Because they contain relatively small 

uni ts , retail trade and services furnish e d the most business 

units in the region . Manufacturing , with its dominance in em­

ployment and pa yroll , had only slightly more than 8 percent 

of all business units . Mining accounted for o nly 0.5 percent 

of business units. 

A close correlation exists between the amount of 

busin ess activity in an area and the size of the area's popu­

lation . It is not surpris ing, therefore, to find widely dif­

ferent levels of business activity in different states 0f th8 

North Central Region . In terms of emfloyment, the four 

easternmost states had the most activity while the fo ur 

we sternmost had the least (Table 4). In 1969 I l linoi s had the 

most workers with over 3.5 million emFloyed, followed by 

Ohio, Michigan , and Indiana. On the other hand, North Dakota 

ha d just over 100,000 employed and Kansas ha d s li ghtly more 

than one-half million. The ordering of states in terms of 9m-
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Tab le 4. Business employment by state in the North Central Region: 1959 and 1969 

1 C) 5 q 196Q 

Ohi o 2,536,613 3,247,406 
Indiana 1,14°,164 1,531,534 
Illinois 2,858,624 3,633,956 
Michigan 1,863,177 2,552,050 
Wisconsin 923,950 1,216,231 
Minnesota 707,875 1,016,892 
Iowa 513 , 617 668,843 
Mis s ouri 1,057,474 1,389,750 
North nakota 80,201 100,642 
South Dakota 86,555 112,719 
Nebraska 257,775 354,251 
Kansas 401,500 502,358 

Total 12,436,525 16,326,632 

Source: County Business Patterns 

Change 

710,793 
382,370 
775,332 
688,873 
292,281 
309,017 
155,226 
332 , 276 

20,441 
26,164 
96,476 

100 ,858 

3,89 0 ,107 

Percent 
Change 

28.0 
33.3 
27.1 
37.0 
31.6 
43.7 
30.2 
31.4 
25 . 5 
30.2 
37.4 
25.1 

31 . 3 

Percent of 
Re~ion: 1959 

20.4 
9.3 

23 . 0 
15.0 

7 .4 
5 . 7 
4.1 
8.5 
0. 6 
0. 7 
2 . 1 
3. 2 

100 .0 

Percent of 
Region: 1969 

19.9 
9. 4 

22.3 
15.6 

7. 4 
6 . 2 
4.1 
8. 5 
0.6 
0 . 7 
2. 2 
3. 1 

100.0 

N 
CX) 
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ployment in business follows the ordering of states in terms 

of population. 

If employment is analyzed at the county level, its cor­

respondence with population becomes more apparent (Figur e 

12). There is a major concentration of business activity in 

an area extending from southeastern Wisconsin , through nor~h­

eastern Illinois; across northern Indiana and southern 

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

western en1 of the manufacturing belt. This area is marked by 

contiguous counties with h igh business activities and in­

cludes several large cities : Milwaukee , Chicago , Gary , 

Detroit, Toledo , and Cleveland . To the west and south , in­

cluding northwest Wisconsin , Mi nnesota, Iowa , Missouri , 

southern Illinois , southern Indiana , and southern Ohio , is a~ 

area mark~d by scattered islands of high business activity 

surroun1ed by large regions with relati vely minor activity. 

Included are several metropolitan centers: Minneapolis-St . 

Paul, Omaha-council Bluffs , Des Moines , Davenport-Rock 

Island, Kansas City, and St. Louis. These metropolitan areas 

are surroundo.d by predominantly rural, agricultural counties. 

Finally , there are the plains of North Dakota, South Dakot a , 

Nebraska, and western Kansas. This area has scattered coun­

ties with modest levels of business acti v ity and a very larg e 

area with minimal business ac t ivity . 
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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 industry, however, there is a re­

markable relationship between its level of activity and popu­

lation (Table 5). From 1-2 percent of the population of each 

state is ~ngaged in contract construction, 1-2 percent in 

transportation and public utilities, 2 percent in 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, th~se figures are also remarkably 

consist8nt 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 in manufacturing 

increases with population . This is borne out in Figure 13 

which gives the percentage of the population employed in man­

ufacturing. The information in Figure 12 and the population 

data presented earlier indicate that manufacturing is the key 

to business activity and population size. 

Each state had its 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 is of dominant importance. Second in 

importancP i s retail trade and s8rvices. Third is contract 
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Table 5. Percentage of total population of the North Central 
Region employed in business, by industry: 1969 

C: 
t)() 0 Cl) 

C: •r-1 Q) 

-r-1 .u -r-1 
C: 1-4 ell .u 
0 ::, .u -r-1 Q) r-1 

•r-l .u 1-4 r-1 r-1 ell Cl) .u .w 
(.) u (.) 0 -r-1 ell •r-1 Q) 

t)() ell ::, ell p..u Cl) r-1 (.) (.) 

C: 1-4 H ~ Cl) :::> Q) (I) -r-1 (I) C: -r-1 
-r-1 .u .w ::, C: r-1 '"O <13'"0 ell :> 

Cl) 
C: Cll'"O 0 <13 .w <ll C: ~ C: C: c:: 

-r-1 0 0 <13 1-4 C: ..c:: 1-4 (I) I.I -r-1 Q) 

~ u u ~ E-l <13 ~ E-l p:: E-l ~ (/) 

Ohio a/ 1 14 2 2 5 1 -

Indiana a/ 2 14 1 2 5 1 -

Illinois a/ 2 13 2 3 6 2 -
Michigan al - 1 14 1 2 5 1 

Wisconsin a/ 1 12 1 2 6 1 -
Minnesota a/ 1 9 2 2 6 2 -

Iowa a/ 1 8 1 2 6 1 -

Missouri a/ 2 10 2 2 6 2 -

North Dakota a/ 1 1 1 2 5 1 -

South Dakota a/ 1 2 1 2 5 1 -

Nebraska a/ 1 6 2 2 6 2 -
Kansas a/ 1 7 1 • 2 5 1 -

Source: County Business Patterns and Census of Population 

~/ Less than one percent 

,,. 

Cl) 
Q) 
(.) 

•r-1 
:> 
1-4 
Q) 

ti) 

5 

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

4 
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T.able 6. Busines s employment in the North Central Region by industry and state: 
1959 and 1969 

(Ohio) 
Employment: 1959 Erne] oyment: 1969 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag . 4,374 0 . 2 5,732 0 . 2 

Mining 20 , 809 0 . 8 19 , 077 0 . 6 

Contract Construction 112,092 4 . 4 153,815 4 . 8 

Manufacturing 1,248,192 49 . 2 1,471,)95 45.3 

Transportation and 
Utilities 141 , 508 5.6 173,756 5 . 4 

Whole s ale Trade 158,067 6. 2 195 , 199 6.0 

Ret a iJ Trad e 436,796 17.2 576 , 204 1 7 . 7 

Financial Services 109,829 4 . 3 149 , 957 4.6 

S e rvices 298,148 11 . 8 488,6 2 3 15.0 

Un c lassified 6,798 0 . 3 13,848 0. 4 

TOTAL 2,536 , 613 100.0 3 , 247 , 406 100 . 0 

(Indiana) 
Employment: 1959 Employment: 1969 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag . 2,400 0 . 2 3 , 061 0 . 2 

Mining 9,407 0 . 8 6 , 768 0 . !i 

Contract Construction 51,146 4.5 80 , 016 5 . 2 

Manufacturing 576,174 50 . 2 729,214 47 . 6 

Transportation and 
Utilities 63,447 5 . 5 75,787 5.0 

Wholesale Trade 65,700 5 . 7 87,020 5 . 7 

Retail Trade 205 , 975 17.9 280 , 161 18.3 

Financial Services 54,129 4 .7 73 , 676 4.8 

Services 114,475 10 . 0 189,044 1 :' . 3 

Un classified 6 , 311 0 . 5 6,787 0 . 5 

TOTAL 1,149, 164 100.0 1 , 531 , 534. 100.0 

(Illinois) 
Erne 1 oymen t : 1959 Emp 1 oymcnt: 1969 
Number Perc ent Numb e r Percent 

Fore s try, Fisheries, A~ . a,086 0 . 1 S,923 () . 2 

Minin g 26,591 0.9 20,823 0 . 6 

Co ntr a ct Construction 141 , 140 4 . 9 176 , 027 4 . 8 

Manuf a ctur i ng 1,202,618 42.1 1,419,614 39 . 1 

Tr a n s port a tion and 
Utiliti es 202 , 581 7.1 23) , 183 6.3 

Wh o l esa l e T r ad e 222,011 7 . 8 279 , 650 7 . 7 

Rr•ta il Trade 481,856 J 6 . 9 656 , 599 18. 1 

Financi a l Se rvic es 179,017 6 . 3 226,011 6 . 2 

S ervices 387,577 13.5 600 , 224 16 . 5 

U LI L 1 "..,, £ l f i e ~ 11 14 (' 0 . I 17,qo~ 0 . i; 
.,_ ' ... - ·--·---·--- - --- ----

TOT/,L 2,8~8 , 624 100.0 3 , 633 , 956 1on .o 

Sou rce · County Busincs~ Patterns 
~~ 
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Table 6 . Continued 

(Michigan) 
Emu loi men t: 1958 Erne loymen t: 1 9r o 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Forestry , Fi s·heries, Ag. 2,253 0 .1 4,457 0 . 2 

I-tining 12, 872 0 .7 11,1110 0. 4 

Contract Construction 72,062 3 . 9 111,605 4 . 4 

Manu fac tu ring 959,108 51.4 1,198 , 536 47.0 

·Transportation and 
Utilities 95,961 5 .2 127,829 5 . 0 

\.lholc s a 1 e. Trade 110,4 27 5.9 149,583 5 . 9 

Rctnil Trade 310,845 16.7 /i49, 798 17.6 
• 4 . 4 Financial Services 76,619 4.1 112, 844 

Services 216 ,686 11 . 6 375,323 14 . 7 

Uncl ;-ic; c; i ficd 6,344 0. '1 10, 935 0 . 4 

-
TOTAL 1,863 ,177 100.0 2, 552 , 050 100 . 0 

-
(Wisconsin) 

Emp 1 oyrn0n t: 1959 Emp ! _£Yrn"n t: 1969 ---
l,urnber Percent rurr,b er Percent 

t 

- Forcctry, Fi sheriC's , 1,960 0 .2 0 . 3 Ag . 3,361 
l-iinin!; 2,860 0 . 3 2, 6/,4 /,4 0 . 2 
Contr~ct Construction 41,569 4.5 57,17 8 ti • 7 

Hanu f 2c tu r 1 nr; 446,807 4 8 . 3 518 , GGO '1 2 . G 
Transportation and 

Utilitie s 49,495 5 .'1 6 3, /13 7 5 . 2 

\-n1o)csal e Trade 56,276 6.1 70,) 9L+ 5 . 8 

Retail Trade 172,392 1 8 .7 21.4, 153 20 . 1 

Financial Services 42,033 4.6 58,243 4. 8 

Services 108,562 11.7 193, 825 15.9 

Uncl~ssi.ficd 1,996 0.2 4,5 36 0 . 4 

TOTAL 923,950 100 . 0 1 , 216 , 231 100 , 0 

-4 (1:innesota) 
E«ploym~nt: 1959 __!':inp l_oymen ~...:.- __ 1_9_69_ 
Number Percent Number 'P ercent 

- ---· 
I Forestry, Fisheries. Ag . 2,513 0 • '1 2,693 0.3 
~ 

# 

5 lfinini 15,062 2 . 1 13, 1 Q/1 1.3 

8 Con tr :ic t c,-..,-,c-t--•- ► io:1 40,142 5 . 7 55,7 51 5 . 5 
-•----.. L \..l"'- ~ 4 

l l-1anufacturinr, 219,298 31 . 0 323, 369 31 . 7 

Tranf>por t ation and 
3 Ut ilities 50,239 7.1 63, /101 6 . 2 

7 \-lho l csale Trade 69,466 9 . 8 78,828 7 . 8 
1 Rctnil Tr ode 152 , 283 21 . 5 216 . ld3 3 21 . 3 
• • 

2 Finonc ial Services L,6, ?80 6.5 61,9 63 G. 1 
s Scrv ices 108 ,6 35 1 5 . J 195,709 1 9 . 2 , Un c l a,;si fi ~<l 3,957 O. G 5 , 581 0 . 6 - - -------· 
0 TOlAL 707 , 87 5 100 . 0 1 , 016 , 892 100 . 0 -



Table 6. Continued 

(South Dakota) 

Forestry , Fisheries, Ag. 

Mini.ng 
Contract Construction 
MaP..u f ac tu rJ ng 
Transportation and 

Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Rf."tail Trade 
Fin&ncial Services 
Scrv1.cc s 
Unc1 assj f1ed 

TOTAL 

(Nebraska) 

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 
}Sining 
Contract Construction 
Manu f ac tu ring 
Tr an~port?tj0n and 

Utjlitics 
ln101 (! s al C T rad C 

Retail Trade 
Financial Services 
Services 
UncJ :\Ssified 

TOTAL 

(Kansas) 

Forestry, Fisheries, Ag. 
liini ng 
C0nt1o~t Constru~tion 
Manufacturinz 
Tran~portation and 

Utiljti c-s 
\.n1olcsal t· •• rade 
Retail Trade 
Fi11:t1Jcial • t•rviccs 
ScrvjcC's 

Employment: 
Number 

545 
2,518 
6,191 

12,749 

7,244 
9,759 

26,338 
5,398 

14,958 
855 

86,555 

Employment: 
Number 

1, 193 
2,339 

17,426 
59 , 472 

19,858 
25,801 
65,669 
21,427 
42,570 

2,020 

257,775 

Employment: 

Number 

1,087 
16,527 
33 ,, C" .... 

, v.>J 

118,294 

31,612 
31.,217 
", 0" /, J.1-,vv T 

21,464 
53,601 

36 

1959 
Percent 

0.6 
2.9 
7.2 

14.7 

8 . 4 
11.3 
30.4 
6.2 

17.3 
1.0 

100 , 0 

1959 
Percent 

0.5 
0 . 9 
6 . 8 

23 . 0 

7. '7 
10 . 0 
25.5 

8 . 3 
16 . 5 

0 . 8 

100.0 

1959 

Percent 

0 . 3 
4.1 
8 . 4 

29.6 

7 . 9 
7. 8 

22.9 
5 . 3 

13.3 
o.~ 

En-,p 1 oymen L: 

Number 

962 
2,442 
6,355 

15,779 

8,679 
10,765 
32,903 

7,390 
26,512 

932 

112 , 719 

Employment: 
Number 

1,610 
1, /186 

21 , 537 
85 , 518 

23,639 
31,523 
87,526 
28,093 
71, 244 

2,075 

354,251 

Employment: 

!'umber 

2, 554 
10,705 
29 , 670 

147 , 789 

33 , 535 
37 , 451 

118, 5S3 
29,053 
89, 61 l1 

3 :, Q!~ 

1969 
Pere en t 

0.8 
2.2 
5 . 6 

14.0 

7 .7 
9 . 6 

29 . 2 
6 . 6 

23 . 5 
0 . 8 

100.0 

1969 
Percent 

o.s 
0 . 4 
6 . 1 

24 . 1 

6 .7 
8.9 

24 . 7 
7 . 9 

20 .1 
0 . 6 

100 . 0 

1969 

Percent 

o. s 
2.1 
5 . 9 

29 . 4 

G. 7 
7 . 5 

23 . G 
5 . 8 

17 . 8 
0 ♦ ., 

-

lJ n c l ,1 ~ s j f i l! d 2,239 ' -------·---------------------------·------------
TOTAL 401,500 100.0 502 , 358 100 . 0 

l 
} 

( 

l 
'j 

1 
1 
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Tab l e 6 . Continued 

(Iowa) 

. 
Fisheries , Ag. Forestry, 

Mining 
Contr~ct Cons truction 
l<S.anufac t u ring 
Trnnsportalion and 

Utilities 
Wholesale T :rad e 
Retail Trade 
rinancial Services 
Services 
Unclassified 

TOTAL 

(Missouri) 

rorestry, Fis h e ri e s, Ag . 
11ining 
Contract Cons truction 
li.an.uf ac luring 
TransnoTta t jon ~nd 

' 
Ut'i l i tics 

\fuolcsale Trade 
llctail Trade 
Financial Services 
Services 
Unclassified 

10TAL 

(North Dakota) 

37 

Employment: 1959 
Number Percent 

2,355 0.5 
2,741 o.s 

26,680 5.2 
176,322 34.3 

7.2 37,004 
45,133 8.8 

120,214 23.4 
29,945 5.8 
70,723 1).8 

2,500 0.5 . 

513, 617 100.0 

Employment: 1959 
Number Percent 

3,177 
8,438 

57,517 
379,279 

84,745 
97,597 

204,339 
66,985 

146,585 
8,812 

1,057 ,474 

0 •. 3 
0~8 
5.5 

35.9 

8 . 0 
9 . 2 

19.3 
6 . 3 

13.9 
0.8 

100 . 0 

Employment: 1959 
Number Perc ent 

Employment· ] 969 
Number Percent 

3,482 o.s 
2,778 0.4 

33,501 5 . 0 
219,068 32.8 

5.7 38,352 
46,969 7.0 

159,785 23.9 
41,610 6 . 2 

118,947 17 . 8 

4,351 0.7 

668,843 100 . 0 

Emp l oyment: 1969 
Number Percent 

3,427 
8,752 

69,976 
473,251 

104,905 
111,768 
269,837 
91,332 

248 , 859 
7,643 

1 , 389 , 750 

0.3 
0 . 6 
5.0 

34 . 0 

7. 6 
8 . 0 

19.4 
6 . 6 

17.9 
0 . 6 

100 . 0 

Emp l oymen t: 1969 
Number Pe r ce nt 

' 

---------------------------------------- ----
Fores try, Fisheries , Ag. 
l1iniug 
Conlract Construc t ion 
l-1 .:in u f ac t u r in~ 
Tran !".p o rtation and 

l l t. j 1 i ti cs 
\lho l c•c; -i l 0 Trade 
)~cta i 1 Trade 
Fin .:inc i .:i l Service s 
Services 

169 
2,571 
5,842 
6,522 

6, 808 
lO,lil6 
26 , 491 
5,115 

15, 529 
733 

0 . 2 
3.2 
7.3 
8 . 1 

8.5 
13 . 0 
33 . 0 

6. 4 
19.4 

0 . 9 

453 
1.883 
6,031 
8,J65 

8, l/1 8 
12, l107 
30, 1<'16 
6,9 57 

25, 62'• 
C' 7" - u - --- ---------------- ------------------

• u·1 /,L 8'J 2C•i , 

0 . 5 
1. 8 
6 . 0 
8 . 1 

8 . 1 
12 . 3 
3 0 . 7. 1 

6 . 9 
25 . 5 

('; (, - . ---- ------

• 
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construction, transportation and utiliti~s, wholesale trade , 

and financial services. In the fo ur central states- ­

Wiscons in, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri- - manufacturing also 

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

trade and ser vices increased in relative importance. In th~ 

four pla ins states--North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, 

Kansas--manufacturing i s 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 th e 

decade 19 59 -1 96 9 (Table 4). Minnesota measured the largest 

percentage gain, increasing by more than 43 percent . 

Minnesota wa s followed by Nebraska and Michigan with 37 per­

cent . Kansas measured the sma llest percentage increase with 

just over 25 percent. In absolute terms , the larges t gains 

were made by Illinois , Ohio, and Michigan while th e small~st 

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

I ndiana , and Minnesota increased their relative shares of em ­

ployment, albeit by small amounts. Ohio, Illinoi s , and Kansas 

slightly decreased their shares. 

Changes in activity also varied greatly among industriQs 

(Table 7). Emf loyment in the service i ndustry increased by 

more than 75 percent while employment in mining declined. 

Retail trade and financia l services increased by 36 percent 

and 34 percent. respectively . Agriculture, forestry, 

-
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Table 7. Business employment in the North Central Region by state and industry: 
1959 and 1969 

(Agriculture, 
Forestry, 
Fisheries) 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

TOTAL 

(Mining) 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
North Da< ota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

TOTAL 

(Services) 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

TOTAL 

1959 

4,374 
2,400 
4,086 
2,253 
1,960 
2, 513 
2,355 
3,177 

169 
545 

1,193 
1,087 

26,112 

1959 

20,809 
9,407 

26,591 
12,872 

2, 860 
15,062 

2,741 
8 , 438 
2,571 
2, 518 
2, 339 

16,527 

122,735 

1959 

298 , 148 
114 , 475 
387,577 
216,686 
108,562 
108,635 

70,723 
146,585 

15,529 
14,958 
42,570 
53,603 

1,578 , 051 

1969 

5,732 
3,061 
5,923 
4,457 
3,361 
2,698 
3,482 
3,427 

453 
962 

1,610 
2,554 

37,720 

1969 

19,077 
6,768 

20,823 
11,140 

2,644 
13,104 

2,778 
8,752 

11,883 
2, 442 

11,486 
10,705 

101 , 602 

1969 

488,623 
189,044 
600 , 224 
375,323 
193 ,875 
195,709 
118,947 
248,859 

25,624 
26,512 
71 , 244 
89,614 

2~623,598 

Change 

1,358 
661 

1,837 
2,204 
1 , 401 

185 
1,127 

250 
284 
417 
417 

1,467 

11,608 

Change 

- 1,732 
- 2,639 
- 5,768 
-1,732 

- 216 
-1,958 

37 
314 

- 688 
-76 

-853 
- 5,822 

-21 , 133 

Change 

190,475 
74,569 

212,647 
158,637 

85 , 313 
87,074 
48 , 224 

102 , 274 
10 , 095 
11,554 
28,674 
36,011 

13045 , 547 

Percent 
Change 

31 . 0 
27 . 5 
45 . 0 
97.8 
71.5 
7.4 

47 . 9 
7 . 9 

168 .0 
76 . 5 
35 . 0 

135.0 

44.5 

Percent 
Change 

- 8 . 3 
- 28 . 1 
- 21.7 
-13.4 
-7.6 

-13. 0 
1.3 
3 . 7 

- 26 . 8 
- 3 . 0 

-36. 5 
- 35 . 2 

- 17 . 2 

Percent 
Change 

63 . 9 
65 . 1 
54. 9 
73.2 
78.6 
80 . 2 
68 . 2 
69 . 8 
65 . 0 
77 . 2 
67 . 4 
67 . 2 

66 . 3 

Percent of Percent of 
Region: 1959 Region: 1969 

16 . 8 
9 . 2 

15 .7 
8 . 6 
7. 5 
9 . 6 
9.0 

12 . 2 
0 . 6 
2.1 
4 . 6 
4.2 

100.0 

Percent of 
Region: 1969 

17 . 0 
7.7 

21 . 7 
10.5 

2.3 
12 . 3 

2. 2 
6 . 9 
2. 1 
2.0 
1.9 

13.4 

100 . 0 

Percent of 
Region: 1959 

18 . 9 
7.2 

24.6 
13 . 7 
6.9 
6.9 
4 . 5 
9 . 3 
1.0 
0 . 9 
2.7 
3.4 

100.0 

15 . 2 
8 . 1 

15 . 7 
11.8 
8.9 
7.2 
9. 2 
9.1 
1.2 
2.6 
4. 2 
6 . 8 

100 . 0 

Percent of 
Region: 1969 

18.8 
6 .7 

20 . 5 
11 .0 

2. 6 
12 .9 

2. 7 
8.6 
1.8 
2. 4 
1 . 5 

10.5 

100 . 0 

Percent of 
Region: 1969 

18 . 6 
7. 2 

22.9 
14 . 3 

7 . 4 
7. 5 
4 . 5 
9 . 5 
1.0 
1 . 0 
2.7 
3. 4 

100.0 
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Table 7. Cont i nued 

(Contract 
1959 1969 Change Percent Percent of Percent of 

Construction) Change Regi on: 1959 Region: 1969 

Ohio 112,092 153,815 41, 723 37.2 18 . 5 19.2 Indiana 51,146 80,016 28 , 870 56 . 4 8 . 4 10.0 Illinois 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 55,751 15 , 609 38 . 9 6.6 6 . 9 Iowa 26,680 33,501 6 , 821 25 . 6 4 . 4 4 . 2 
Missouri 57 , 517 69,976 12,459 21 . 7 9 . 5 8.7 North Dakota 5 , 842 6 , 031 189 3 . 2 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 2 . 9 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 

('Manufacturing) Percen t Pe rcent of Percent of 1959 1969 Change Change Regi on: 1959 Region: 1969 
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 
Illinois 1,202 , 618 1 , 419 , 614 216 , 996 18 . 0 22 . 3 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 7 . 9 
Minnesota 219,298 323,369 104, 071 47 . 4 4 . 0 4 . 9 
Iowa 176 , 322 219 , 068 42 , 746 24 . 2 3 . 3 3. 3 
Missouri 379,276 473 , 251 93 , 975 24 . 8 7.0 7 . 2 
North Dakota 6, 522 8,165 1,643 25 . 2 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 
1959 1969 Change 

Per cent Percent of Percent of 
Tr ade) Change Region: 1959 Region: 1969 

Ohio 158 , 067 195 , 199 37 , 132 23 . 5 17.5 17 . 6 
Indiana 65 , 700 87, 020 21,320 32 . 5 7 . 3 7. 8 
Illinois 222 , 011 279,650 57 , 639 26 . 0 24 . 6 25 . 2 
Michi gan 110 , 427 149,583 39 , 156 35 . 5 12 . 3 13 . 5 
Wisconsin 56 , 276 70,194 13 , 918 25 . 0 6 . 2 6 . 3 
Minnesota 69,466 78 , 828 9 , 362 13 . 5 7 . 7 7. 1 
Iowa 45 , 133 46 , 969 1 , 836 4 . 1 5 . 0 4 . 2 , ' 

Missouri 97 , 597 111 , 768 14, 171 14 . 5 10. 8 10 . 0 
North Dakota 10 , 416 12 , 407 1 ,991 19 . 1 1 . 2 1 . 1 
South Dakota 9, 259 10 , 765 1 , 506 16 . 3 1. 0 1 . 0 
Nebraska 25 , 801 31 , 523 5 , 722 22 .2 2. 9 2 . 8 
Kansas 31 , 217 37, 451 6,234 20 . 0 3 . 5 3 . 4 

TOTAL 901 , 370 1 , 111 , 357 209 ,987 23 . 3 100 .0 100 . 0 

(Retail 1959 1969 Change 
Percent Percent of Per cent of 

Trade) Change Region : 1959 Regi on : 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 7. 8 
Minnesota 152,283 216,483 64 , 200 42 . 2 6 . 6 6 . 9 
Iowa 120,214 159 , 785 39 , 571 32 . 9 5 . 2 5 . 1 
Missouri 204 , 339 269,817 65,498 32 . 1 8 . 9 8 . 6 
North Dakota 26 , 491 30,396 3 , 905 14 .7 1 . 2 1 . 0 
South Dakota 26,338 32 , 903 6,565 24 . 9 1 . 1 1 . 1 
Nebraska 65 , 669 87,526 21 , 857 33 . 3 2. 9 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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Table 7. Continued 

(Financial 1959 1969 Percent Percent of Percent of 
Services) Change Change Region : 1959 Region: 196' 

Ohio 109,829 149,957 40 , 128 36 . 5 16 . 7 16 . 9 
Indiana 54,129 73,676 19 , 547 36 . 1 8 . 2 8 . 3 
Illinois 179 , 017 226 , 011 46,994 26 . 3 27 . 2 25.5 
Michigan 76,619 112,844 36 , 225 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 33 . 9 7.0 7. 0 
Iowa 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 5,398 7,390 1 , 992 36 . 9 0 . 8 0 . 8 
Nebraska 21,427 28,093 6 , 666 31 . 1 3.3 3.2 
Kansas 21,464 29,053 7 , 589 35 . 4 3 . 3 3. 3 

TOTAL 658 2241 887 , 134 228 2893 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 17 . 9 18.2 
Indiana 63 , 447 75 , 787 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 12 . 1 13 . 4 
Wisconsin 49 , 495 63 , 437 13 , 942 28 . 2 6 . 3 6.7 
Minnesota 50 , 239 63,401 13 , 162 26 . 2 6 . 4 6 . 7 
Iowa 37 , 004 38,352 1 , 348 3 . 6 4 . 7 4.0 
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 2 . 5 2. 5 
Kansas 31,612 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 

Rura l development with respect to agriculture has meant 

tvo things to most people: increasing farm output and de ­

creasing farm numbers. There is 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 

' Region. over th€ 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 

in Figure 14. As farm numbers declined, farm sizes increased. 

The average rate of increase for the region was 20.1 percent 

from 1959 to 1969 while the increases in individual stat~s 

ran ged from 13.5 percent in Wisconsin to 23.9 percent in 

South Da kota as shown in Figure 15. 
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Farm numbers and size ----------------
The declining 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 falle~ 

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 in 

Wisconsin and Illinois, the area from the eastern border of 

Illinois to the western edge of the Missouri River valley is 

dominated 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 
• is 

characterized by farms which exceed 1,000 acres (Figur~ 17) . 

The size of farms is closely related to land productivi­

ty which accounts for the distinct changes in size structur~ 

from one area to another. As shown in Figure 18 , the produc ­

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

varies great ly from the central Cor nbelt to the Plains area 

,.. 
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on the western edge of the region . A wi de band tnr~1gh Iowa , 

southern Wisconsin, northern Illinois an1 Indiana , and ~nto 

Ohio repcrts av~rage sale of farm products per acre of ov 0 ~ 

$60 . Bounding this extensi ve production region is a small 

band cf co unti es reporting $40 to $59 of sales pPr acra . On 

thP. outskirts of this area i s a third band of counties , along 

the northern and so uthern edge of the North Central R~gion 

and the eastern par t of the four pl ains states , which hav~ 

sales of $20 to $ 39 per acre. Finally, the western oar: of 

+hP pl ains states , plus a pocket in north ern Minnesota and a 

pocket in sou thern Mi ssouri, have sa les of less than $20 p0 r 

acre . 

Th~ combina tion of varying fa rm s iz e and differenc 0 s ~~ 

income per acre results in a wide range of incomes p~r farm 

throughout the reg ion. Us ing Iowa and Illinois as exampl 0 s , 

both states generally have a rpported income of o vPr i60 p~r 

acre an1 farms from 180 to 499 acres which results in qross 

incom~s from a little over $10 , 000 to nearly $30 , 00Q . ~o h1v~ 

a similar i ncome in th e areas averaging l ess than 1 1 9 sal~s 

per acre , it is necessary to manage far in e xcess of 500 

acres . In tact , this larger siz e farm i s found to coincide 

almost exact ly with the low productivity ar 0 a of the west 0 rn 

Plains states . 

The lev@l of prod uctivi ty per acre an1 the gross incom~ 

earned per acre have considerable influence on th~ rat 0 a ~ 
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which farm e xpansio n occurs. As factors affecting incom~ p8r 

acre change--farm level prices and yields per acre- - far rn s1z 0 

also cha nges . In the North Central Region, the rate at which 

farm expansion has taken place ha s followed geographic lines. 

Northern Illinois , so uth ern Wisconsin and Minnesota , most of 

Iowa, and the east~rn part of the Dakotas and Nebra s ka hav~ 

had less than a 50 percent increa se in farm size fr0m 1940 to 

19 70 , or less than a 2 percent annual increase (Figure 19). 

Scattered co unties in Ohio , Indiana , and Michigan fall into 

this class as well . The bulk of the remaining counties h~vP 

had a 50 to 100 percent increase in f arm size over th e 

24 - year per i od except for an area in northern ~innesota , 

Wiscons in, and Michigan and an area in the w~ster n part of 

the Dakotas where farm size has inc r eased by more than 100 

percent (Fig ure 19) . 

The question being asked by many is how long the tren~ 

to fe wer and larger farm s can contin ue? The ~nswer is tie~ to 

two basic factor s -- the rate at wh ich new t echnology i s genPL­

ated and the rate at which farm prices change--both the 

prices of capital and labor inputs and the prices of outputs. 

Al so of scme importance is the rate of farmland conversi on to 

resid~ntial, industr i al , and recreational us es . Togath~r , 

these factors e xplain what has ha ppe ned to the disapp~arinq 

farms . The largest number have been consolidated wi th e x is­

ting farm unit s , re s ulting in an averag e incLeas~ in farm 



..... 
.... 
..... 
..... 
..... 
• 

...... 
{{}\1--~.:.t .... .· .. ·: 

5
2

 . 
. . 

. . . . . . . 
: •: • 

.. . . 
. . . . . . 
... .. . . . . 

. . . . .. 
. . 
.. . . : :: 

:.:.l-· ;-;-,~
'-:-l-~

 
(7

7
':i,..~

~
-"

"
'-',t,",,. 

'1
,.-4

--1
..-.I 

::::: .•.•, 

. . . 
. . 

:-:-: 
. . .... 

•••• 
.... . . . . 

.. . . . . ... 
. . . 
. . . 
. .. 
. . . 
. . . 

•••• 
•••• 
•••• 
•••• 

. . . · 
. . . . . . 
. . . . . . 
. . . . . . . ... 

... 
. ... 
-:-:.:-

w
 

a::: 
z 

0 ~
 

z 
<

 
z 

<!3 a::: 
-

<
 

0 
<

 
<!3 
~
 

<!3 
en z 

~
 

~
 en 

en 
• 

• en 
en 

en 
,;t-

I 
I 

0 
0 

l{
) 

~D •• 
••••

•• 
•••• ••• 
••

•
•
 

.. 
. . . 
. . 
. . . . . 
. . . . . 

• 
en <

 
en 

<!3 
.-I 
~
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

.-
C

\J 

•• I 
• •• . • • • .. • • • • 
•• ••• 

••• 
••• •• 
••• 
. .. . . . . 

. ..... . 
.... 
. ..... . 
. . . 
... 
. . . . 
. . . 
. . . . . . . 
♦
 
•
•
•
 

... 
. .. 
. . . . . . 

.......... · ... 
. ........... . 
-:-:-: :-:-:.: 

.. >-, 
,I..J 

c:: ::, 
0 
0 >-, 
.0

 

c:: 0 
•M

 
oC

 
QJ 

p::: 

r--l 
<U 
~
 

,I..J 

c:: Q
J 

u ,c
 

,I..J 

~
 

0 
z Q

J 
,c

 
,I..J 

4
4

 
0 U

) 

6 
\.a 
<U 

4
4

 

4
4

 
0 

Q
) 

1-1 
Q

J 
::, 

N
 

,I..J 
.... 

r--l 
U

) 
::, 
0 

c:: 
.... 

•M
 

~
 

bO
 

Q
J 

<
 

oC
 

4
4

 
c:: <U 

0 
,c

 
0 

U
) 

::, 
,I..J 

U
) 

c:: 
i::: 

Q
J 

Q
) 

0 
u 

~
 

QJ 
• 

C
f) 

p., 

• 
:::, 

.. 
0

\ 
r--l 

• • 
Q

) 
~
 

CJ 
1-1 

B
 

::, 
0 

H
 

C
f) 

~
 



53 

size for the whole region of 20.1 percent from 19 59 to 1969. 

At the same time , the area in farms decreased by only 2.3 

percent. As long as new technology is adopted in agriculture 

at the rate that has been experienced since 1940, farm size 

will increase and farm numbers will decline. Industrial de­

velofment 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 percent 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 vas 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 in farm numbers to keep pace with the past 

trend. 

The question of farm size is not as clear. A rural de­

velopment policy which promotes industrial relocation to 

rural areas is most likely to slow dovn the expansion of farm 

size, but it ~ill not stop the expansion in the near futur 0 • 

The adoption of new technologies will continue to encourage 

farm consolidations and expansion. 

If we ca n anticipate continual declines in farm numbers, 

what is the nature of the disappearing farms and those 

• 
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remaining? From 1959 to 1969, the number of farms in th~ 

North Central Region under 500 acres declined by 318,882. Th9 

major decline--150,961 farms--was among farms ~ith less than 

100 harvested acres (Figure 20). The second greatest decline 

(129,368 farms) came in the class with 100-199 harvestei 

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 increased 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 except ion of five cases (Figure 21). North 

Dakota, South Dakota, and Nebraska each had an increasa in 

number of farms under 100 acres, an outcome which is not easy 

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 fruit and vegetable production. The only two states that 

reversed the regional trend for farms over 500 acres wer 9 

Nor+h 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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Decrease Increase 

Ohio Under 100 acres 31 . 8 
100 - 199 II 37 . 6 
200-499 II 

500 - 999 II 

Over 1,000 acres 

Indiana Under 100 acres 
100-199 II 

II 200-499 
500-999 II 111 . 8 

Over 1,000 acres 

Illinois Under 100 a c res 
100-199 II 

200 - 499 II 

500 - 999 II 

Over 1 ,000 acres 

Michigan Under 100 acres 31 . 8 
100-199 II 37 . 6 
200 - 499 II 

500 - 999 II 

Over 1 ,000 acres 

Wisconsin Under 100 acres 31 . 2 
100 - 199 II 1 3 . 1 
200 -499 II 

500 -9 99 II 

Over 1 , 000 acres 

Minnesota Under 100 acres 80 . 0 
100 - 199 II 31 . 6 
200 - 499 II 1 8 . 7 
500 - 999 II 

Ove r 1 , 000 acres 

Iowa Under 100 acres 
100 - 199 II 

20 0-499 II 

500 - 999 II 105 . 0 

Over 1,000 acres 

Miss ouri Unde r 100 acres 1 6. 0 
100-199 II 37.0 
200 -499 . ' 1 6 . 2 
500 -999 II 42 . 5 

Over 1 ,000 acres 88 . 0 

Source: U.S . Cens us of Agr iculture 

FIGURE 21: Percent change in number of farms in the North Cep·ral Regio n 
b' acres narves ted :1959-1969 
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trend rest wit h the rate at which new technology i s adopte1 , 

the econcmies of scale which can be achieved with larger 

units , and the pressure arising from changing input and 

commodity -price relation s hips . 

Farm income 

Farm inccme and sales frcm crops and livestoc k in the 

region each increased o ver t h e period from 1959 to 1969 

(Figure 22) , and consequently tota l farm income and sal~s 

also increase d (Figur e 23) . Taking account of inflation , 1 th'= 

real value of 1969 farm income an d sa les (in 1959 dcllars) 

was $15 . 98 million wit h $5. 27 million from crops and $1 0 . 71 

million from livestock. Although the inflation facto r re duce~ 

r eal income significantly, it did not reduce it below the 

1959 leve l . Ccnsequently, farm income and sales show a small 

real gro wth over the ten-year period. One other mea s ur~ can 

be detected in the regional totals . In 19 59 , 33 . 6 percBnt of 

the income came from crops and 66.4 percent from livestock . 

In 1969 , the pe rcentages were 33 and 67 , respectiv e ly . Live­

stock sales grew only s lightly more rapidly than cr0p sal 0 s 

ov~r the ten-year period . The region in 1959 had on ly a 

slightly heavier concentration in livestock production than~ 

---------------
1 Th e consume r price index wa s 87 . 3 in 1959 and 109 . 8 in 

1969 using a base of 10 0 in 196 7 . The change re prese nts an 
increase of 25 . 8 percent over the ten-year p~riod . 

,. 
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dEcade earlier . 

Although the region as a whole experienced a small r~la­

tive shift toward livestock production , livestock expansion 

was qu1tP rapid for several individual states . Illinoi s ha1 

the smallest increase in livestock sales with a 26 . 7 p~rcen~ 

increase , while Nebraska had the largest increase with 102.3 

percent . Five states--Iowa, Missouri, South Dakota, Nebraska, 

and Kansas--increased livestock by a rate equal to or greater 

than the rate of increase in total farm sales . How~vEr , ev 0 n 

when livestock sales were deflated by the price index , all 

states experienced an increase in the real value cf income 

and sales from livestock . 

The range of increase in crop sales was from 11.8 p8r­

cent in Missouri to 162.3 percent in South Dakota. Six 

states--Indiana , Illinois, Wisconsin, Iowa, North Dakota , 

and south Dakota- -h ad a greater rate of increase in crop 

sales than the rate of increase in total sales (Figure 24) . 

In contrast to the livestock situa tion , two states--Missouri 

and Kansa s--experienced a decline in real valu8 of crop 

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

states experienced a decline in real valu e of total sales . 

The tr8nd toward more intensive livestock production is 

counter to the national trend. From 1959 to 1964, c~op salPs 

in the United States increased Erom 44 percent to 46 . 5 per­

cent of the total sales while livestock sales droppqd from 56 
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pe r cent to 53 . 5 percen t. Comparison of the national and re­

gional data indicat es a shift in the nation ' s li vestock pro­

duction to the North Central Region . 

The substitutabi l ity of labor betv een crop an livastocK 

enterprise , and the relatively limited supply of labor in the 

region , suggest that as livestock enterprises are expanded in 

the region , relatively less labor v ill b~ availabl~ fo~ crop 

production . One of the factors influencing farm . . 
size 1.s laoor-

ava i lability ; vith greater utilization of labor in lives ock 

enterprises , the pressure to exfand crop acres may be 

reduced . The expansion of the livestock industry cannot be 

e xpected tc step the trend to ward fe wer and larger farms , hut 

it probably will resul in a slower expansion rate than in 

other regions which are losing their relative share of the 

l i vestock market . 

Although the North Central Region and the individual 

states are e xperiencing a shift in production patterns , ther~ 

ha ve not been significant changes in the sharing of farm in­

come in t he region . Figure 25 indicates t he shift 1n shares 

r anged from a gain of 1. 60 percent by Nebraska to a loss of 

. 06 perc~nt in Minnesota bet ween 1959 and 1969. Other states 

e xpe r iencing a gain in relati ve share of the income ver~ 

(I o wa (0. 70 percent) , Nort h Da kota (0 . 08 percent) , south 

Da kota (0 . 83 percent), and Kansas (0 . 48 percent)) . States 

that experienced a loss were Ohio (0 .47 percent), Indiana 
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percen t), and Iowa (0 .17 percent) . Ot her than Mi ssouri , t.h9 

gains i ncluded South Da kota (0 . 53 p8rcent), Nebraska ( 2 .77 

percent), and Kansas (1. 95 p8rcent) . 'Ihe dominant t:rend in 

production patt~rns ~hich 8merges from tr.e income analysis is 

a sh i ft in li vestock prod uction from the eastern p~rt of th~ 

region to the south western part of the region , mainly ~~nsas 

and Nebraska. 

Whil9 farm income in the North central Region was in­

creasing by 54 . 6 percent from 1 959 to 1969, farm production 

expenditures were increasing by 52 . 7 percent . 1 Deflating th8 

1969 expenditures to correspond to 1959 aollars , farm produc­

tion expenses for the region increased by $1. 22 billion 

dollars or 21 .4 percent compared wit h a real increase in in­

ccme of 22 . 9 percent . 

With the increase in production e x penditures cama a 

shift in expenditures . Pu r chases of livestock and pou l try in­

creased s harply , from 35 . 6 percent i n 1959 to 40.9 perc~nt by 

1969. Purchases of feed fell from 34 .1 percent of produc~ion 

expenses in 1959 to 26 . 2 percent in 1969. Expenses for seed , 

------------------
1 Farm ~xpenditures considered included purchas~s of 

livestock and pcultry , fee<l for livestock and poultry , seeds 
and plants , gas and petroleum pr oducts , hired labor and 
custom work. Comparabl e census data is not availab l e for pur ­
chases of commercial fertiliz8r , lime , other chemicals , and 
other expenditures in 1959 . 
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bulb s , and plants i ncreased from 3.9 percent to 4 . 7 pe r cent . 

Pur chases of gasol ine a nd petrcleum decreased from 1 3 . 2 per ­

ce nt to 10 . 6 percent . Labor hiring increased from 9 . 1 perc~nt 

to 9 . 8 percent . Custom hiring nearly doubled from 4. 1 percent 

of the expenditures in 1959 tc 7 . 8 percent in 1969 . The 

striking changes came in increased purchdses of livestock an1 

c ustom hiring and in decreas~d purchases of feed . 

Net farm income ---------- ----
Th~ concept of a cost-price squeeze in agricul ture is 

presented regularly as proof that f~rming is no longer prof ­

itabl e . There is little doubt that t he price of many agricul­

tural inputs has risen rapidly over the last s~veral decades 

while the price of output remained constant or declined . In 

most cases , this comparison i s tetween basic inputs which 

have significantly changed in nature and basic commoditi 0 s 

which are similar to earliPr years. Per ~xample , the price of 

a tractor has increased numerous times while the price of 

corn has remained relatively constant . Ho wever , earlier ver­

sions of th~ tractor could produce 30-40 horsepower while the 

cur r ent models generate more than 100 horsepow8r . Farmers 

a r gue t hat th8 cost-price squeeze reduces potential profit , 

but does this im~ly that actual profit is declining? 

comparing farm income and production expenses in 1959 

and 1 969 , net income increased from $7 . 3 1 billion for the r~ -
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gion to $11.41 billion . 1 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~ 

represented a return of $1.28 for each dcllar of expeniiture 

for the six reported classes of farm expenses . In 1969 the 

ccmparable return was $1.31 per dollar of exponditure for the 

six classes of exp~nses. This indicatEs that although ~he av­

erage farmer was spending more than 1.5 times ~s much on pro­

duction expenses in 1969 as in 1959 , the rate of r~turn on 

purchased inputs had increasen. Total net income increased in 

both absolute and real terms. When combined with the decrease 

in farm numbers , net income per farm increased fr0m $5 , 002 

per farm in 1959 to $9,904 in 1969, an increase of q8.0 per­

cent . 

Another means of comparing productivity of res~urc~s is 

by ccmparing profit per acre in 1959 ani 1969 . Using the six 

classes of expenses reported in 1959 as the expense data for 

1959 ana 1969 , net income per acre increased by $3 . 46 in 

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 

tReporten expenses included livestock expenses , f~e1 , 
seed, petroleum products , hired labor, and custom hiring . 
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inflation for th~ period which was 25 . 8 p~~cPnt . Th~ 1~cr~~3~ 

1n r.et income per acre ranged as high as 9 1. 7 ?~rc~n: in Io~1 

wi~ r 10 of the 1 2 states having incr~as~s aoo v.::. 50 p8r~~n -. 

tha+ aqriculture is no longer profitabl.::,? Fir~: , 1~ 1s w1r- ny 

~h 0 1959 c~r.sus do not inc lu 1e all e xpens~s . In f-:1ct , 

cl-:1ss.::.s accounted for on l y 56 . 16 pe r cent of ~he ~o!al 

by $254 . 1 millicn 1cllars . 

tor ' s l~bor , capital , an1 managem:nt . During the p~r101 fr~n 

19~Q · o 1969 thi:: avPrage ir1 v-=?strner:t in lan d and build1.nqs p.::.r 

farm in th~ No rth Central Feg1on increased from $38 , 592 · o 

$75 , no 1 . This cha ng e alone would rPqu1r~ in incr 0 as.::, o: 

$2 , 184 in n~t income per ~arm ~o co ver :he aidi t ion-:11 CJs : o~ 

ca~it~l , using an opportunity cost of 6 percant . In ac11:i~n , 

as a v EragP wagP rat€s in c+her sec t o r s o: the econo~y ha v~ 

increas~d , the orpor tunity cost of operator labor has 1on~ up 

as W€ll . 
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To rEconcilP tho Pet inccme es+imatas calcul~ted 
. 
ln thi3 

roport with es timatos publishej else wh ~~e , the reai 0 r 1s 

wer~ consiiered . Th~ total repor+0 d e xpens 0 s for 1969 ~e=~ 

$15 . 49 oillicn. D~ducting to~al exp~nses fro~ r 0 po~:~~ i~co~~ 

f or 1~69 leaves a ralanc 0 of i4 . 62 bi l lion n° + 

farms in th~ region , or $ij , Q l S por farm . 

opportunity cost on cafital , the averag° Ccto1t~l c~ar1~ :o= 

Bas€i on a lah~r innut 0: • 

3 , 0CC ' nours , the average roturn to labor wouli be only 6 1 

cent~ ~~r hour . 

~o r 0 sour ces are lo w. GLoss inccme and produc+ion c~sts ~r~ 

gro wing at about th 0 same rate . In 1969 °ach iollar inv?~ · -l 

in production e xpenses r~turned $ 1 . 30 1n farn 1~com 0
• 

AssurninJ tha + tr 0 si x class~s of ~xp~nses r~pres 0 nt~~ abou~ 

the sam~ percent o~ +otal oxpensos as in 19 6g , the total 

exper.ses for 1959 were estim~ted at $ 10 . 14 billion wi+~ ~n 

~s+irna~ea return po.r dollar of produc+ion expons~s of $ 1 . 2q . 

~herefore , althcugh the rate of net inccm 0 realiz€1 from pro­

duction °xp~~ses ir. 1969 is gr~at 0 r than for 1959 , the da~~ 

indica +~ that th8 rate of return on form op 0 rator labor ani 

capi t al ( in builiings anj lani) has improved only sl1gntly . 
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Within the farm census dgfinition , many units ir€ ir. -

eluded which arE not ccmmercial farm ur.its . On mos~ oF ~~~~~ 

farms the op~rator derives his primary saurc~ af incom~ :rJ~ 

Cf ~ . b T ctn o~ -::arm 70 . ~n 1S69 t herP wer~ 26 1, 036 of thes~ 

nonccmmercial farms in the r~gion , 1 far~s with sal~s cc lc~s 

total number of farms rgportei in 1S69 . 

pr ~ssure en srn~ll ~arms has r:sulted in a rate of J~cli~ 0 

more than loublE th~ rat9 of those with sal 0 s over £2 , SJO 

(:igure 27) . 

!he propcr ~ion cf farms with sales of 1~ss ~han 52 , S0) 

variEs widely among th 0 sta+:.es . over 42 

o: the farms ir. Michigan reported salEs less than ~2 , SJO , 

while l~ss than 9 pe r cent of North Dakota farms f~ll b~lo w 

$2 , 500 sales in 1969 . This r~pres~nts a signiFican~ly jif: 0 r­

ent l~vel of part-time fa r ming in these iiff~rent s:at 0 s . In 

general , i~ also means that there is a significantly highe= 

proportion oF lo w-inccme families in states wi~h a larg~ pro­

portion of farms with l~ss than $2 , 500 sales . Tne conc~ntra-

1 This estimatg e xcludes South Dakota ani ~ans1s ~ecaus2 
pr~liminary census reports were r.ot a vailabl9 . 
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+ion of these farm familie ~ is frimarily ~ast of th~ 

MississiFFi River . It i s also true that ~h 0 s~ s tates h~v~ a 

rela+iv 0 ly high rate of indu3trialization which o r ~v!<l~s off­

farm Jobs anj allcws Fart-time f~ rming to ~on t inue . As ~h : 

trPn~ of ~1pijly disapoearinq small farms cont1nu 0 s int~ + 1~ 

nt=>x +- ieca'ie , s tat es l;ke Ohi o , Indiana , 1ichigan , :1nd 

~issouri will experienc 0 a sha rp reduction in t o tal far~ num­

b~::::-s . 0n th~ ether hana , s +a+ 0 s like North Da'<o ~a :1:1d ·1~rr~ s ­

ka will experiEnce much less migration t~ the in1ustrial 

centers . Th~se cha ng es in agriculture sugges~ th:1t v1=i o~s 

s tate s of th ~ r eg ion will race quit ~ dif t ar 0 n~ probl~ms i~ 

~hP future . ~h ere North Dako+a and Natr1ska 1r~ no~ li ( ~ly · ~ 

face mass migration of farm rami l ies to 1rban cent~~s , ~~ 0 y 

will face protlems of 1eliv~ring consumer s~r vice 5 to a 

sparse oooulaticn sca +t erPd ov~r a va s t ar2a . rhes 0 

proolerns will be e xa rninen in tho next soc tion on consumn~ 

so rv1ce s . 

Local a n~ County Go v0 rnmert Exp 0 nJit ures 

Th 0 r ising costs of fin~n('"ing p11bl ic institutions , 1ni 

the closely assccidted ri sing +axes , have be 0 n a rn1jor con­

cern for rural c~mm un itiPs for se vera l years . The ?rool~m h9-

comes partic ularly acute in arc3s where population an1 

business ac tivity decline , r~ducinq the tax bas~ for th~ com­

munity . Th 0 problem of ri s ing per capi t~ taxation is r~1lly 

... 
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wofoli . Fir.st , the pe r capita tax ra t e 

~re f 0 w p~ople to ta x in dec liniPg ccmmuni:i~~ . 

cost o~ suppor ting public in s ti~uti c ns h1s 

::) a. k o t a , S o 1 ~ h D a k o t a , Ka n 5 a s , '1 i n n ~ s o ta , I o w ~ , 3. n '1 ·1 i :; s ) · 1 ::- i 

1re facing th~ firs t 

11nv 

(Fi gur~ L.1) . F'Jr t h~ bu l k of .-h e counti~s , c.2c-l in1. n1 1-):_.> 11 ~-

Lior. has re~lity for se ver a l 

con ~inue 1n ~he futur~ . 

r.anf. , Only fou::- couot i es in r-~nt.-- -:1· ..... ~ -

local 1)ve::-nm~rts -'lu ring the periori 1'157-1967 . On ly 19 c:>ur. -

tur Ps of l~~s than 18 . 6 perc~nt ( th~ ra+~ o f infla+icn rrom 

1957- 1q ~7) iurin~ ~h~ 10-year period . This l ?a ve s o ver 1 

t ho usan 1 co unti ~s with l0cal J OV~rn me nt Qxp~ndi tures incr€~~­

ing fas~er than thd inflati on rat~ . Over 900 of t h~se c~u~ -

o ve r 175 count1.P s had increas~s of o ver o 0 r 
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cov2 rn mt!nt rosts? r\ctuall.y , ~1- 0 y are scatt'=r~i thr :>Jgh')11t ':hs 

2g) . ')hio , onA o: th 0 most d 0 nssly popul=:tted s ._ ::it-=:; , n1, or. ... / 

100 -.or,.....:r- -
,.1 - ,I • ' .. 

chana~ in amount?: p 0 r capita exoeniitur 0 s for lo~al ~ov 0 :n-

It do~s not nocPssa~ily follo w :hat the high~s~ cJs ._ 0r 

l ocal oov~=~mcnts is ne w exp~rienred :he ~ost spars~ly 

~cpul~t2r. western states ar.1 the lowest cost in in th'= 

1ensely populat~j ~aste r n ~tatPs . In fact , Missouri rank:~ 

first (l o w8s t per capi +a) 1.n locnl oovernm 0 nt ~xp endi tur 0 s 1:1 

1 967 with $ 24 4 .1 7 (Table 8) . '.'1issour1. w:1s c l os~ ly !:O ll :) w1-- ,1 oy 

South Diko t~ , North Dakota , Ohio , and Inliana which all ha1 

p~r capita ~xpenii: ur es b~low $266 . Tbe highest per c~pita 

~xp ~ndi tur 0 Joes occu r i n th ~ re]a t iv~ly sp~=se ly popul:1.t~d 

sta t e of ~inn°sota , which s~2n t an a vErag~ of i372 . 35 

person . Michigan and Wisconsin ar~ clos 0 to ~i~~e5o~a with 

e xpPnditures cf t327 . 23 a nd $356 .7 5 , r 0 spectiv 0 ly . Th 0 Ln1i-
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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 

State 1957 

Ohio 158 . 57 

Indiana 134.98 

Illinois 161 . 07 

11i chi g an 170.17 

Hisconsin 189.41 

Ainne sota 185 . 51 

Io ,v a l l1 4 . 3 4 

"1 is sour i 115.11 

North Dakota 131.03 

South Dakota 125 . 75 

~ebraska 133 . 88 

Kansas 167 . 49 

Source: Census of r.overnments 

1967 Change 

265.01 106.44 

265.21 130 . 23 

270.59 109 . 52 

327 . 23 157 . 06 

356.75 167.34 

'372.35 186.84 

295 . 01 150.67 

244.17 129 . 06 

263.43 132 . 40 

250 . 50 124. 75 

269.85 155.97 

295 . 72 128.23 

Percent 
Change 

67.1 

96.5 

68 . 0 

92 . 3 

88 . 3 

100.7 

104.4 

112.l 

1()1.0 

99.2 

116 . 5 

76 . 6 
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vi-1u~l ::oun+-y si ua +ion i s s 11mmariz-2~ in Fig ,1r ~ 30 . 

di · ures -:1ni popula · icn d':nsi .. y for ccun i~ s wi:h ~ .. l'=-3.S~ SQ 

co rr ~ la 

rur.:il -,,..as -0 . 2 • 

' ) '.) p lj -t • 

"'h.:iro1= 0 -.-:, - 1..c 
L 1, - L - - - .._ f I... .I 

lr.. .. ior in :.he. ru :al ar~as ,:,h:::,.n 1n C ..:. .... ~ c.-c:: ... .. - - . 
is th~ ccts~ th~t in 1967 c: D a r -; .... 1 ,. 

• • 

, 

c;e vc ta l v a riations h •w ei?n r11r<:1l ani urban C")Unti ~.3 ar:~ 

r_:) ru:-;.l 

than 1n t-h~ urt =i .i cc u1.t1~ s (- ') . 1 2 ) . T .,. _, _ . ~" 

. 
1n !:' u rd 1 CO 'l n t i O .s ( -0 . 34) 

in urtan co un+-i.: :: (- 0 . . 1) . 

1 lJ r h r1 n r. o 11 n t i ~ s to a 1 e d 2 g 3 , 1 11 r al - o u n ti O s to+- al e i 
732 , an] 30 counti ;.s w~rf> dE> l e +- ..,i :rom t re fil : b ec:l u s_:) f:X ­

penriiture J:\+-a was not a v3 il-tb l e f:,r 1967 . so~ App,?nd1x ,."lb];) 
A. 1 tor the county desiqnations . 
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The correla tio n co~f fici en t s for exp~nditur~s en :luca­

ticn an1 welfare with population 1ensity form~d a 1iff~~~n~ 

p:1:t 0 :rn . Fer coth natural resources and hign _, ays , J!:'ban an: 

rural county iensity are negati v 0 ly corre l at~d wi~ h per ~ari ­

ta ~xp8ndit•1re . This means that 1s ropul~tion i ~n5i':y f1lls , 

~ost go~~ up ; vice versa , wh'?n density goes JP , CJ3t go~s 

~o ~r. . ~1th :1ucation , howev~~ , -=>x?er.~1tur 0 s ~re n~gatively 

corr 0 latE-d wi ... h 1°nsity 1n the !:'ural counties {- 0 . 1~) 1:11 

posi ... ively co-rrolatt::d wit h d-=>nsity 1n ~h-=> urban co11n~ic.s 

(G . OJ} . Lik 0 w1se , ~xpenditur 0 s for welfare had~ ~eJativ; 

co!:'r-ela<:icri with i=nsity for ru-ral ccunti-?s ( - 0 . 1 8) a;;1 3. 

posit iv-=> correlation for uroan counti<?s (0 . 04) . 

5inc 0 tho rur1l cour.tios h~v~ an avcr.-10~ i 0 nsi~y l 0 ss 

•han th 0 urban counti 0 s ( 32 . 4 vorsus 2~4 . 5 p~rsons ?e~ s;u1=: 

mile) , this cc~li~~tion of corr~ldtion c~~fficient5 impli 0 s a 

" U" shape:1 cost curvP . For +hinly popul~tei rura l counti 0 s , 

cos • falls as donsity increas 0 s . Ho we ver , at scm 0 high~~ 

l~v 0 1 of ~ensity , 3.S experienced in the urban counties , co3t 

begins to increa5e again . 

Ex?enli~ures for hospitals wer 0 just ~h ➔ opposit9 ~E 

welfar~ an1 e1ucation e xp~n~itur~s . In this cas~ , th 0 co=r 0 -

lation coefficient was positive for rural coun~ies ( 0 . 07 ) 3ni 

ne-:7a+iv-9 for urtan counties (-0 . 00 1 ) which implies a revur.st--~ 

" U" shaoed cost cur ve for hospitals . Th:> corr 0 1at:.on co-=ffi­

cients 1n~icate ~ha+ per capita expEnditure goPS up wi th •h~ 

-



83 

pop ulation ~9 r. s ity tha~ ~xis +s in spa r s~ ly pop ulat 81 r~1ral 

counties and goas do wn with population iensi~y in ths h~a vil y 

populat~d u~ban co unties . This gi v'=s ris~ t o rninim 11m hospi+-al 

cos t at ~i~ har lcw or high popu latio n density but not ll~ -

Expeniitur'=s for health s~rv ic~s were posi t i v~ly ~orr 0 -

l 3. t '? ~ w i t h po p ·1 1 a t i o n d e n s i t y i n b o t h r u r a 1 ( 0 • 0 5 ) a n d u r lJ a n 

( 0 . 25) 

goes ui:, . The same is true fo~ police protection , wi~ h 

la .. ; on co::ff i ci;nts of 0 . 16 an1 0 . 64 r 0 spectiv~ly for r11ral 

ar.~ urcar. counties . For al l of th'= class~s o~ l ocal oov~rr. -

men + ~x~ondit ur e , pol i c 0 pr otection wa s :h~ ~ost highlv cor­

r ~lat:i with fOFUlaticn 1ensity . Again , t h~ positi v~ co~f:i ­

c ient s for both ru=al ani urban counties imflies an e v~r 1n­

c r easi n~ ex?endi~ur~ as density inc r ~ases . 

Ani f i n3l ly , ~ xpenditurss for parks and recrea~ion , 1r1 -

t ercst on g~ns r al iebt, an<l exp~nd i t ur~s for correction fa­

c iliti '=s hai positi ve correlations with 1ensity for bo~h 

rural an~ urban count i es . For parks and r ecr:ation the r~rdl 

and urban cor r elati ens respi?ctively wer'= 0 . 11 and 0 . 39 ; for 

inte r gst on gen~ral ~ebt ; 0 .14 and C. 34 , ani for correc~ion 

In summary , P. xp enditures for health , police protecti~n , 

parks Rnd r 0 creation , corcection , and interes~ on g~nPral 
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debt were all posit~ vely correlated with populat i on density 

in both rural and urtan counti~s . Therefore , thes9 expen1i­

turEs incr~ass as the population migrate3 :rom sparsP rura~ 

arsas to dense urban centers . In contrast , expendit 11res fo:::­

high ways ani natural resources w~re negatively corr:latgd 

wi+h population densi~y in both rural ani urban c0unti~s . 

?hese expenditur~s ~ecline as more dense li v ing patterns are 

established . Total expenditures and expenditur~s for el11ca­

tion ani welfare were negatively corrElated with popula~ion 

at low density l"=vels (rural areas) and posi-::ively co:-:::-:=la-:E-1 

with hiJh l'?nsity levels (urtan areas} . This imp l i~s a s~arii­

~rd " U" shaped cost curve with an optimum density pattC?r1: 

where cost per ~erson can be minimized . 9ospit1l ex~~nditures 

star.a alone as teinq positively correlated with density ar 

low lPv~ls (rural) a r d negatively correlated at. high lav 0 l.3 

(urban} . Of the 10 classes of expenditures plus the total , 

only expenditurEs fo r hospit~ls indicates ~he least co3: at 

low or h i gh levels wi~h the highPst ccs~ resulting bet w~~n . 

State_exEendi!ur~_£atterns 

Average state per capita expendit11res in 1967 by local 

governm~n~ variei from a low of $244 .1 7 1n Missouri ~o a high 

of $372 . 35 for ~innesota . Table 8 shows that the t wo sta~ 0 s , 

Missouri and Wisconsin , had the lowest and highes~ ?Pr ca?it1 

expenditures of the region for 1957. The states with th~ lowest 

per cap'ta expeniit11r~s for 1957 {'.1issouri , South D3.ko:.a , 
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North Da kcta , Nebraska , ani Indiana) in gen era l had th~ high­

es t rel1tiv e increases during the tan-year ? ~ri od . Oh i0 ha1 

t h~ smal l est r e lative increase with 67. 1 percqnt an1 Illi~~i3 

wa s a close second with a 68 oe r cent increase in per CiD~t~ 

E>xpendituro . Fi ve sta t es ( Minnesota , Iowa , Missouri , N~r 4: h 

:iako t.a , anti Netraska ) e x peri.ence:i a g cea ter ~han 100 percent. 

~ncre~ s~ in pe r capit.a e x penditu r ~s . 

P0 r caoita expenditures foe education by l ocal go v 0 rr. ­

wen t s mJr 0 than d0ubl~d ir. 10 of the 12 states of the ~egion 

durir~ the 1957 to 1967 period . Only Ohi) anj Illin~is wi~h 

86 . 3 and 91 . 6 percent relative increases , r 0 s?~ctiv~ly , werQ 

not facs~ with doub l e:3. educational costs (Table q) . Ccmp:i.rin~ 

Table A wi~h Tatl~ 9 , educational costs acco unt for ov~r half 

th e total costs of l oca l qov~rnmonts for most stat~3 . Nor ~h 

Dakota , a state whi~h e xperience1 a net decrease i n popul~ ­

tion in th~ 19 60 ' s , had th~ highest r~l~tive pe r c:i.pita in­

c r ease in e1ucati0na l cos t with o vor a 1 30 percent increasA . 

Ex pe niiturEs fo r public welfare d uring t.h~ 10-y ear 

period riiffe-red qrea tly among the states (Ta bl -::! 10) . Th'= var ­

iancE is explai ned r.y ~h e a~gre~ of rssponsibility for w0 1-

farE pr og r~ ms that local gov~rnm~nts ha v~ amonJ th~ various 

s t atE=>s . Low p~r capita e x psndi~ur es for oubl ic w~lf~ r e in ~i -• 

cate that wAlfare programs are more of a stat~ rat h-::!r than 

local go v ernmsn t r~sponsibility . 
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Table 9 . Per capita expenditures for education by local governments 
in the North Central Region , by state: 1957 and 1967 

State 

Ohio 

Indiana 

Illinois 

~1i chi gan 

Wisconsin 

~innesota 

Iowa 

Missouri 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Nebraska 

Kansas 

1957 

$71 . 54 

66 .4 6 

6 7 . 5 7 

79.72 

64 .38 

80 . 87 

7 2 . 1 7 

58 . 73 

62.01 

66 . 05 

61 . 17 

72 .9 6 

Source: Census of Governments 

1967 

$133 . 26 

144 . 36 

130 . 84 

171 . 55 

147.54 

176 . 07 

156.08 

134 . 15 

142 . 92 

146.72 

132.63 

149 .1 7 

Change 

$61 . 72 

77 . 90 

63 . 27 

91 . 83 

83 . 16 

95 . 20 

83 . 71 

75 . 42 

80 .9 1 

80 . 67 

71 . 46 

76 . 21 

Percent 
Change 

86 . 3 

117 . 2 

93 . 6 

115 . 2 

129 . 2 

11 7 . 7 

115.7 

128 . 4 

130.5 

122 . l 

116 . 8 

104.5 
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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 
State 1957 1967 Change Change 

Ohio $10.03 $14 . 69 $ 4 . 6 6 46 . 5 

Indiana 10.94 16.26 5 . 32 48 . 6 

Illinois 5 . 34 7 . 4 7 2 . 13 39 . 9 

Michigan 4.68 10 . 88 6 . 20 132 . 5 

Wisconsin 16 . 76 2 5. 14 8 . 38 50.0 

Minnesota 21 . 65 45 . 49 23 . 84 110 . 1 

Iowa 3.33 6 . 62 3.29 99.8 

Missouri 0 . 64 1 . 19 0.55 85 . 9 

North Dakota 2.22 4.45 2.23 100.5 

South Dakota 2 . 64 2.79 0.15 5 . 7 

Nebraska 12 . 91 24.36 11 . 4 88 . 7 

Kansas 20.52 28.62 8.10 39.5 

Source: Census of Governments 

' 
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Michignn ha 1 

o~~c~n~ while South Cakota had the srnalla3t :ncreas~ ~ith ; . 1 • 

.. 1 1 n n .:i s o t a , Io wa , : issouri , North Da:co-:a , an c 

ka had increases r~rqing from approximately 9S tJ 1 10 

c 0 rt . 7h~ ~~mainir.J s a~es ha~ incr~ases ~f 3bout 40 to ~0 

th-= low-:st cc:)in'l 1 . 4 porcPnt incr~as.:> 1.n Illinois (Tabl: 11) . 

f-" i .::con s i n , MinnPsot-'i , :o wd , N°brask3. , S)uth ;)ai<ota , ' ana 

-::- x o c:) 11 ~ 1· .. •1 r ~ L -••., t .. 

any of +-he expen1it11re functions (1'~bl 0 12) . N.:bras~a had 'l:-1 

increa~~ of more ~han 200 perc8n 

nc.clini= cf SJ pPrc 0 nt . Tow1 , In1i:1na , ani !"1.n.:;a.s h-=ij 1.ncr: 0 as=-s 

i n 'J ~ r o m a p i:: r c x i 111 a +- € l y 4 7 +- o 7 2 p e r c e n t . t-J o r t h D a k o + d w a .s 

atypical in ha 

40 CPnt- while all other stati=>s hai exp 0 ndit 11r~s r3.ngin:1 fI:':>"'l 

3 to 19 110113.rs . 

~xuonditures for hPalth s 0 r v1cos chang~i v0 ry li+t l~ 

-~ u r i n g ~ h is p e r i o i 1. n i w O r e n v ~ r y s ma 11 p 1 t" t :> f t h -= ,2 ;< p t=- n d i -

-

• 
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Table 11 . Pe r capi ta exp endi t ure s for highways by l ocal governments in 
the North Centra l Regi on, by state: 1957 and 1967 

Pe r cent 
S t ate 1957 1967 Chang e Ch ang e 

Ohio $19 . 45 $22 . 96 $ 3 . 51 18 . 0 

Indiana 14 . 06 20 . 43 6 . 37 45 . 3 

Illinois 23 . 54 23 . 88 0 . 34 1 . 4 

Michigan 21 . 79 2 7 . 1 7 5 . 38 24 . 7 

Wisconsin 37 . 88 6 1 . 69 23 . 81 62 . 9 

t1innesota 24 . 39 39 . 50 15 . 11 62 . 0 

Iowa 30 . 41 48 . 29 17 . 88 58 . 8 

~issouri 10 . 89 15 . 40 4 . 51 41 . 4 

No r th Dakota 34 . 05 43 . 54 9.49 27 . 9 

South Dakota 26 . 06 38.10 12 . 04 46 . 2 

Nebraska 23 . 15 36 . 65 13 . 50 58 . 3 

Kansas 2 7 . 5 7 34 . 34 6 . 77 24 . 6 

Source: Census of Gove r nments 

' 
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Table 12 . 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 $ 6 . 2 2 $ 9 . 6 3 $ 3 . 41 54 . 8 

Indiana 6 . 88 16 . 08 9 . 20 133 . 7 

Illinois 5 . 96 8 . 75 2 .79 4 6 . 8 

Michigan 10.57 18 . 17 7 . 60 7 1. 9 

Wisconsin 11 . 45 15 . 86 4 . 41 38 . 5 

Minnesota 9 . 40 12 . 98 3 . 58 3 8 . 1 

Iowa 5 . 22 13 . Lf9 8. 2 7 15 8 . 4 

Missouri 6 . 65 12.18 5 . 53 83 . 2 

North Dakota 0 . 38 0 . 19 -0 . 19 - 50 . 0 

South Dakota 2.32 3 . 44 1.12 4 8. 3 

Nebraska 3.71 12.25 8 .54 230.2 

Kans as 5.31 11.63 6.3 2 119 . 0 

Source: Census of Governmen ts 
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ture-s by local goverr.morts (Table 1 3) . P~r- capita -=>xpe'1ii ­

~u~es ieclinea ir. ~i~nFsota by $1 . 50 anj increased in 

~i sscuri by $1 . 04 . All other states ha~ increa3~s oc l~ss 

thar. a Jolla: en a per capita tasis . 

Ch~ng~s ir. exo~nditu r 0 s for policP protectio'1 had the 

most c-'">nsist<?nt patti::.r r of all tha categor-ii-:-s (Tabl~ 14) . ,11 

the states re-la~iv~ increases rarg~d f~em ~bou~ 60 to 100 

f2 . 37 ~or North Dako~a and ~he lar-g 0 s+ was $b . 56 foz 

T , 1 • . 
.!. .L 1.no1s . Th~ relatively d 0 nsoly porula~ei states ten, ~o 

With the exc 0 ~tio~ of Michiqan ar.d Illinois , ~he chnr.q 0 ~ 

in PXpenditur-~s en na+ural resources followe~ a consis~?n+ 

pattern with . incr-=asi::.s 1.n th 0 rang 0 from 50 to 1 20 perc9'1t 

(Ta bl 0 15) . Illinois had an unusually small 1.ncr-ea3~ or only 

15 . 4 pQrcen~ whil~ Michigan ha~ an in crEas~ of o v 0 r 300 p~r ­

cent . A1ain these e xp eniitur 0 s wore a mi'1or part of th~ to~ai 

expenditure patter-n , as cnly Nehraska , North Da kota ani 

ransas had p0 r capita e xp~n1,+ures ov 0 r $3 in 1 967 . 

Finally , expeniitures fJr intere s t on g~nera l iect hai 

~ho highest rolativ 0 increas0 s cf any exf~nditu re cate~ory 

durinq the 1957 ._o 1967 per:..011 (T able 16) . Only K3.nsas had a 

~elativ~ incr~as~ lQss than 100 percent . North Da ko~ a , 

Indiana , NebrasKa , Wisconsin , ~inn esota , '1ichigan , Sout.h 
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Table 13 . Per capita expenditures for health services by local 
governments in the North Central Regi on, by state: 1957 
and 1967 

Percent 
State 1957 1967 Change Change 

Ohio $ 1 . 42 $ 2.18 $ 0 . 76 5 2 . 5 

Indiana 0 . 83 0.87 0 . 04 4.8 

Illinois 1 . 10 1 . 9 7 0.87 7 9' . 1 

Michigan 1 . 5 4 2 . 51 0. 97 63 . 0 

Wisconsin 1 . 98 2 . 76 0 . 7 8 39 . 4 

Minnesota 3 . 25 1.75 -1 . 50 - 46 . 2 

Iowa 0 . 82 1 . 27 0.45 54 . 9 

Missouri 1.21 2 . 25 1 . 04 86.0 

North Dakota 0 . 87 1.59 0. 7 2 82 . 8 

South Dakota 0.51 1 . 12 0.61 119 . 6 

Nebraska 0 . 81 1 . 62 0 . 81 100.0 

Kansas 1 . 24 2 . 07 0.8 3 6 6 .9 

Source: Census of Governments 
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Table 14. Per capita expenditures for police protecti on by local 
governments in the North Central Regi on, by state: 1957 
and 1967 

State 1957 1967 Change 

Ohio $ 6 . 9 3 $10 . 89 $ 3, 9 6 

Indiana 5.18 8 . 13 2 . 95 

Illinois 9 . 10 15.66 6.56 

Michigan 8 . 56 13.76 5.20 

Wisconsin 8 . 29 14.22 5 . 93 

Minnesota 5 . 22 9 . 01 3 . 7 9 

Iowa 3 . 82 7.06 3 . 24 

Missouri 6 . 33 12 . 59 6. 2 6 

Nor th Dakota 3 . 96 6 . 33 2 . 37 

South Dakota 3.49 6.24 2 . 75 

Nebraska 4 . 08 7 . 5 7 3.49 

Kansas 4.62 7.88 3.26 

Source· Census of Governments 

Percent 
Change 

5 7 . 1 

5 6 . 9 

72 . 7 

60 . 8 

71 . 5 

7 2 . 6 

84 . 8 

98.9 

59 . 8 

78 . 8 

85.5 

70.6 
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Table 15 . Per capita expenditures for natural resources by local 
governments in the North Central Region , by state: 1957 
and 1967 

Percent 
State 1957 1967 Ch an ge Ch an ge 

Ohio $ 0 . 43 $0.72 $ 0. 2 9 6 7 . 4 

Indiana 0.62 1.15 0.53 85.S 

Illinois 0.39 0. 4 5 0. 06 15 . 4 

Michigan 0 . 62 2.51 1.89 304.g 

Wisconsin 0.54 1.26 0 . 72 13 3 . 3 

Minnesota 1.38 2. 14 0.76 5 5. 1 

Iowa 1.78 2. 7 6 0. 9 8 5 5. 1 

Missouri 0.35 0.51 0. 16 4 5. 7 

N ort: h Dakota 2.07 4.35 2.28 110. 1 

South Dakota 1.14 2. 15 1.01 88 . 6 

Nebraska 2.34 5.39 3.05 130 . 3 

Kansas 2.15 3.57 1.42 6 t> • 0 

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 1957 1967 Change Change 

Ohio $ 4 . 21 $ 8. 9 8 $ 4 . 7 7 113.3 

Indiana 1.97 6.63 4.66 236.5 

Illinois 5 . 04 11.34 6 . 30 125 . 0 

Michigan 3.53 10.91 7 . 38 209.1 

Wisconsin 2.93 9 . 34 6 . 4 1 21~ . 8 

Minnesota 4 . 35 13 . 55 9. 20 211.s 

Iowa 2.03 6.08 4 . 05 199.s 

Missouri 3.10 8.58 5.48 176 . 8 

North Dakota 2.15 9.24 7.09 329 . 8 

s OU th Dakota 1 . 07 3.30 2.23 2()8 . 4 

Nebraska 2.40 8.08 5.68 236.7 

Kans as 4 . 05 6.81 2 . 7 6 68.1 

Source: Census of Governments 

' 
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Jako .. a , an~ :cwa 2xp~rienc~d increase s of approxim1:ely 200 

or rro.::: 0 • 

+ -C 

In 

l~vel less +han 36 . 

public welf ar~ , hiJh~ays , 3.nn h-:>spi:1.ls . In 

or consist. 0 n~ ; nc-.::>""s=--... - • ' .l - .::, 

ln .. ~1~ ~_ior, ~ct t e 0~ 1 0 
<.a 1. L. 'l'"l . 

in public 0 x pe r.di., i res rose ;nuch mo ::- ~ rapiily .. han -:3en-=ral 

hat lccal ci:i z~ s a~~ 

. . or ani;or r~c1p1en s . 

Tn como Dis +ri bu ion 

Two aspec t s of 1nc0m 0 d:s+r1hu ion ar9 o f prim~ry 1mror­

'"rln c~ wh0n s 11 dying oconcmic an1 socia l conditions 

tict1l ~~ region . One aspec 

capita income lev~l , dnd the othPr is th2 s t1t1 s ti c ~l rlis+ri-

level pro vid ~s an indication of th e ou t put of the o ver~ll 

economic systPm , but it rlo~s not in1ica~q +h 0 ra~e at which 
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residen:s of the region shar 0 i n basic economic activi ~y . A~ ­

J i~ior.~l distribution data must be used to dsterm i n~ ho w 

ev 0 r.ly the . 1.nco:ne 

Th~ m~iian family incom e for the Nor~h Cent r-'11 Re~i0n 

was $8 , 027 in 197 0. Scme inter8stinq d i strib utional pa~~~rns 

have developed in ~he r~gi0n as indicate] in Figur~ 31 . ?or. 

cxarepl~ , all 12 counties that hav8 an average family inco~~ 

o: more than $17 , 000 ar 0 associat9d with m~J~r met~opoli~an 

c~:-it 0 rs . Li~ e wise , thP counties with family inccmes cf 

$ 1 0 -17 , 000 are concentrat~1 1.n the manuf~c:uring ~elt or 

arour.1 ci~ies such as St . Lo ·1is , Minn~apolis , 3.nd K3.nsa.:3 

Ci • y . Ther~ are many cot1n +ies in the western stat~s wi~h 

~E-10 , O0O of incom~ , but the heaviest conc~n~r3.tion is in 

Ohio , Indiana , Illinois , and Michigan . 9asic-1lly , th-2 high 

incom~ lev8ls are associated with dominantly urban area s . 

Comtining knowledge of the inccm? 1istribution wi:h th e 

ea~lier discussion on population density , we find the rural 

ar~as characterized by low inccme families scatterei spars~ly 

over the op~n ~~ac~s . With out ccmparahlE levels of inco~~ , 

the r '3siden":s of r 11ral areas arfl unable to c::>mpet~ for 1001 s 

and s 0 rvices , thu s ~xperigncing a iPcline in 11uality o~ life . 

w i t h t h "= co n c e n t r a t i c n o f r u r a 1 a r- ca s w ~ st o : t h 1= "'I i s s i s s i o o :. 

Fiv~r , this again points ou~ whv the we stern stat~s ar~ 

fe~linc1 significant pressure ~o move for ward with rural 



' 

r,\9"'~ .,.,, ' 

!Ill/Hit- . . : : . ifilJlIL ~ ·- -t_ LJ 
• -~ --..........u.__,_ • T . t ~Ii I- _7 -0 ..... ~-- ,· I \1 j 

, I fl' ' 
, ...... 

,:, ,, ; ,, 
'-- . ) 

= "' 
, ) \. _ .1.......1 JI[ITll; • ......-. ~ -• r- - ,r I 

r-U((i" ~ . 'fl r-· - ~ lr,f; ' I • 

"II" .... h-- • i J , u. . 111+ - . -t--:- , ~ 
I ·~ l --0 

,... 
l_, l 

... 
" ' 0 ' 

..... -

? 

\J~: ,'ij , , 
i. 

. -~ 
~- '-'~--,__o ~• 51 ...-.., . 

-;,o ' ·­• .. --"<1 

;~- I ~ Jll] I ll ~ ~:·11~,1~-:~·nt_ 1 l 
I ' - • - llfil~~•••· 

- i ' - ' i ❖'.•:•·,.~'. 

JTITw. Jilli;:: I i ~ ? '< :--' · r~::i'.:~::::.:J.,;:•:tl II;~ 4 Httl 

r • '-

•.• 1 . 

~•WLHilil1~r ' '~' . fuj~1fll[~ \Il l -
I 
I 

I l-n11d 111 lt 
,,_,........,.. : ·.·.· .·.- . . ·.·· - - .-. ··• . ,. , 

• ..._, ' ; •-.·.· •. . -µ. ~~ .. .... • • • • • . ~ ••• -. 
I I . • • • , ••••• •. •• ~:17 •:• _._. . . ·.• . ·-···· . . .. .· . . . - - . ·rn· . . ~~ 

J ~.....----- T 1· I :-:-.~ :!i'l" .. -:• ... .•. . ...... :~.·-·•t . II'\ •• -~.. •• .... . 
1 I/ '1 ~ f ~~~.--.--- . . r .. '- . .. , .,. .. . ::::::;ii :-: -:• -: . -::: .-. . ::i:-:-:,:-.·,•.:-:•1t. .• 1, . .,_.. ,-.r- ~·-

f'J.J..LLL,I . l'M"TTTr>-J..L¥ .__.J.LUllp,nnn®r it 1~ -+ , - T , , ❖:,,,,,,:,:::\ c.. . it \',Jw.¥lii\\\1111t;,,,11m\\t:::: 

I -t r t.- ..l.r . 4%•:-:-:•· ~:::: .. \ :::~8 ::-:-:.,.::: I •••• •• , ·,•.:,,._, . .-.-.-.,.·.· 
i ...., r-'-r . . . t. '\ \ . -:•· .. 

t- ,,_, l r l . & :-:-:.1 ll ~! . .t.. - L 11'1 ,I\, . . T ~n ' 1 I .. .....,.....,.., 

""""',· 
1 1"'C-::-_~ fITT ', l ju;.:;:u.:, ·11uri1· ,-,--'\\faiilli;ii':".-J- -,+./r(,"\11 'rn\11 

llj!l ~ll ~ 1111· .. 1·11- ' r-1t- ·-Lll.lJ.ll'l lml\H' "\.-• 
l111d

11111

1

1

1W11il b. ! IIlUH fnI• ; ;'. • ' :J,:;"~ _µ-1u1ul / ' 

1.l -t -1- + , iil1L 
I ' ' 

-1 

Source : U. S. ~ensus of Popula t ion 

0 Less than $6000 

D $6000- $8000 
[ill $8000 - $ 10000 
Q $ 10000 - $ 12000 
g o v e r $1 2000 
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velo~mcnt . 

7he rPal pr~ssu r e for rural de v e l opment c~ nt ars aro11ni 

g ucstion cf he w to provije economical ser vic9s to lo~ in -

com~ famili~s sc~t~ared sparsely over t he rura l coun~rysi~~ . 

If the high incom-?s were domi na t ~ l y in SE)d.rs~ly p'.)p11la-:.~d 

rural ar:-eas , it would te conc~i vable to pro viie . c:;.::.-v, C :::1 ---L - .,,,::, 

the rur~l arsas -?v~n if the cos t was higher than 1n mo~~ 

d~r.s~ly populatEd areas . Ho w~v~r , the r~verse 1s true , a~c 

servic.::>s are costing ~he rural p~ople mor~ ~han th9ir ci ~y 

cousins who hav~ a h i gher incorn.::. . As delivery s y ste~s bscome 

mar~ aE'1 mor':? costly i n th 0 rura l areas , they are f.urth=::r 

depr 0 ssina ths rsal income level o: the rural ?20pl~ . 

~2rcent of famili?s with income ov~r $ 15 000 ---------------------------------------L---
A qu~ck check 0f t:he distribution of co u~ties with r~la­

ti vely hiqh rArcentages of high inccme families conrirills ~ 

concPnt:C'ation in the manufac~uring bc:l +- (Figure 32). Th~ re­

gional a v erag 0 for ~he percent of families with rnor~ than 

515 , 000 income is 1 2 . 8 with many co unties having more ~han 15 

percent o: the fami l i~s in the higher inccme brackat . \s with 

~he concEntraticn o: relatively high average incorn~ , h~ w~ve~ , 

the counties with a high percent of fam i l i ~s with inccm~ 

grEa t er t han $1~ , 000 are cor.centrated in the narro w manufac­

tuC'ing b~lt rath9r than evenly <listribu ted throughout the r~­

gion . 
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N e b r as k a a n d M i s s o u r i co n ta i n a 11 b u -+: s ~ v e n •J f t h -= co 11 n -

ties where l~ss than~ percent of the f':l.rrili~s hav~ 115 , 000 

of inccme . The majority of th~ r~maining counti~s in N0r-h 

ar1i South Dakota , Kansas , ~ebraska , Minn~sota , Iow=:i. , ani 

Missou~i hav~ from 5-1 5 perc 0 nt of th~ fimili 0 s wi~ h inco~~ 

over $ 15 , 000 . As wi th the high average income , the cou~~in 3 

wi~h a high percent of families with $ 15 , 000 of incom: 

The o~h~r sid 0 ot the inccm2 dist ribution patt~rr 1~-

th-? low inccm~ families . For ths m0s1: pa:-t , th'? c~ntral t h.:.>11.:> 

of r ur1l development i~ buil+ around this group c~ Eamilie~ . 

This is th9 group which is having ~he most <liffic·1lty 

achieving o r maintai~inq som~ minimum qul~ity of lif~ in th~ 

region . 

Unfortunately , from th~ s~andpo int r or s~r vi c~ ieliv;ry , 

the pattern cf counries with concentrations of low 1nc,m~ 

families (Figur-? 33 ) 1.s almost a perfect opposite of +.h 0 hi-_1:1 

income oattern (F i1ure 32) • That 1.s , the two :i qur 0 s in iic'.3.:-::. 

that conce~trations of high 1nccm~ are associa~ed wi+h sxaJl 

amour.ts o: poverty income , and high concentrations 0f povc~~y 

in come are asscciatEd wit ~ small p~rcer.tag~s o: high incom~ . 

From a pclicy sta ndpoint this relation s~i p is si~n~fi ­

cant because it indicates that in ~eneral , if i~come l~v.:,~ 

can b~ raisej for par+ of th 0 population , thP lev ~l will ~o 
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raised for the population in general . The relationships e x­

hibited in the two figures tend to refute any arguments that 

de vElopment of a section of th~ population with hi gh income 

wil l be associated with the deve lopment of a section of low 

income . Cr. the contrary, there is little evidence to s upport 

such a hypothesis. Therefore, from an income sta ndpoint , it 

is realistic to discuss rural develofment as a means of 

improving welfare. If a business activity can be developed or 

relocated in an ar3a with r e lativ ely low income, it i s lik~ly 

that the whcle population will benefit from the increas ed in­

come l eve l s . 

1~QQI_iO£fci_YQ§filElQ1illfill1L-~llQ_1nc2m~_1~!~1 

Still another indicator of actual and potential income 

distribution is the size of the labor force within a region 

and the proportion of that labor force whic h is gainfully em­

ploy~d. 

Although the number of males 16 years and older is not a 

perfect meas ure of the total labor force, it is highly corre­

lated with the total . In the North Central Region a larg e 

portion of the counties have less than 5 , 000 peop le in the 

labor force. This is especially true in the fou r western 

states wher e only about 10 counties per state exceed th~ 

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

Illinois , and souther n Wisconsin have numerous counties with 

more than 20,000 in the labor force. In Missouri, Iowa , and 
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Minnesota t he on ly counties vbic h have a labor force of this 

magnituJe are those whic h contain or a r e immediately adjacent 

to a major met r opolitan center , as shown in Figure 34 . 

The size of the labor force gi ves an indication of th8 

poten~ial employment and income of an area, but unemploym 0 nt 

rates indicate the e xtent to which the l a bor force i s 

actually engaged in prod uctive act iv ities . Most of the region 

is ~cminated by counties with less than 4 perc~nt unemploy­

m0nt , as shown in Figur@ 33 . Io wa and th~ four western states 

have sev~ral counties with less than 2 percent of t he labor 

force un@mploye1 . When combined v ith Figure 35, it is clear 

that many of these counties are reporting less th an 100 peo­

ple unemployed . Although there is a tendency in dcminately 

rural areas to have underemployment more than unempl oymer.t , 

an unemploymen~ rat@ of 2 percent with a l~bor fore~ of less 

than 5 , 000 peop l e does not suggest much potentia l fo~ in­

croased income t hro ugh i ncreased job opportunities . Wi th l ess 

than 100 unemfloye1 people per county , the surp lu s l abor pool 

for a company tc capture through relocatio n is relatively 

small . 

TherP are exceptio ns to +he ge nera l emplo ym e nt situation 

in the region , however. sout heaste rn Missouri ha s three cou 11-

ties with more than 8 percent unemployment a nd se veral mor 0 

with 6-8 percent unemployment . Likewise, t he area j ust across 

the riv~r in southern Illinois has a similar situation . 

-
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North ern Michigan has the largest concentration of unemp l oy­

mer.t with more th a n 30 counties ha ving o ver 8 pe r c~nt unem ­

ployment and se ve ra l more wit h 6- 8 percent unemfloyment . 

Wi sconsin h~s a scattering of countie s with more than 6 per­

ce nt un~mfloyment as do Ohio and Indiana. I n ge neral, these 

high unemployment areas do correspond to relati vely low in­

come areas as w~ll . Consequently, increasing e mpl o ym e nt op­

po rtu~it i es in these areas apparently would help the incom~ 

distributio n problem . 

Despite the fact that some of the high unem floyme nt 

a r eas do correspon1 to lo w in ccme areas , plan ne r s and policy 

makers must keep i n mind that e xt e nsive unemplo ym ent is not 

wi desp r ea~ throughout t he Region and certa i nly it is not ex­

clusiv~ly asscciated with rural areas. On the co ntrary, much 

of th e region is c lassi fi ed as rural area but has un empl oy­

ment far belo w the national avera ge. 

Median_years_ ct_s~hocl_cOfilE1f!~d_an d_infom e_le v~l 

B~cause amou nt of education is relatively highly cor~e­

lated with inccme lAvel (0 . 53 for al l co unt ies of the r~ ­

gion), it i s an indicator of potential earning po wer . In gen­

e~al , i ncreasing the amount of education increases the quali­

ty of the lab or r eso urce and therefore increases potential 

and acuta l earr.ing po wer . As suc h, amount of education ?ro­

v ided by a communi~y is a measur~ of the quality of the labor 

force which it can pr ovide an~ t he e xpected inccme levPl . 
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One note of warning must be sound eQ whe n sur veying the 

level of ed ucation in t he region. The median years of educa­

tion in a given ar~a i s not neces s arily a direct me~sure o f 

the amount of education provided. The census s tatistic i s a 

measure of the current population ' s ed ucation a n~ does not 

reflect the amount o f migration in o r out o f the area wh ich 

ma y be jirect ly related to differentiated levels of educa­

tion . As r eported , the cens us s tati s tic is a bett~r indica~o~ 

of the quality of the labor force a vailabl~ than effective ­

ness of the ed ucational s ystem except in certai n ca3es . 

Obviou s cases which must be carefully inter pret~d are 

the scattering of co unti es throughout th e regio n wit h median 

years of education greater than 13. A qu ick s urvey of Figure 

36 indicates that these co untie s are prim~ri ly th ose in wh ich 

a major university is l ocated . By r eFo rting the s~udents , a ll 

with more than 12 years of education, anj the s taff wi th co n­

siderably more t han 12 years, th e a verage is s kew ed upwar d 

significa ntly. The real question is wha t portion of thi s 

group can be consid e r ed a part of the labor force of t h 0 

area? For obvi ous reason s , most of the staff members can be , 

and most of the students can not . certa inly most of the uni­

versity ccmmu ni ties do utiliz e part of the student labor 

force, but only a small portion of students are hired in the 

areas of specialized training where sa l aries wo ul d be r e l a ­

tively higher. 

--

-



•• ::::, . ·.·, ::::l 
.~::.:::--.:•: 
·············· ---- -m . . . . . . . . . . . . . -.......... ........... · t· .......... · 
ii CU I p •••• · 

. ~ ........... ~:. ~. ~. ! . ~ ·' • ••••• '!I .. 

: • : • :-: ❖: • :t: •:.: ·: ·" . . . . . . . .. . ...... 
············ ...... 
,v,..!..-•~ ...... 
···········•·(;•·······••oij 
·············~ ••••• Jt ·.·.·······•·· ....... . . . . . . ' 
~:•:~!:♦:.;.:, . . . .. ' ....... 

o o o ♦ ♦ I ' -:-:->. -:-:-:, • •··l··· · .. -............ ,..., ....... 
~~:·:·:·;::~~ . . . . . . . . : 

················ -· . . . . . . . . 
--~~.;.;.i ....... , 
-:♦:♦:♦:♦:♦:◄ ...... 
' ·'L-~-~-· 

. 
~ .. .... . -. 
········· ..... . . . . . . . . . 

!.....!_♦_♦ 

=~=-=~⇒ . . . . , .... 
L•••••••••i ~ .... 
{•"•····· 
'-\•···•·t 

•••••• • ••••••••••••••• .> •••.•.•.•.•.•.• -• -• -• -.-.• ·:1 · . . -~- .. •. ·-. . . . . . . . ... ,. ........... ' 
·······,········ ·····•·♦ii.•.·.·.···············•·..I'\.!..."'. . · .. ·· .• ·· .• ··-: • • • • • • • • • • .r. • • • • • • • • • • •.►. • -~, ... .... ········ ·· ······· ·-- --. . . . ................... . . . . . . . . .. -~ .......... . . . . . . . . .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... ' . . . . . . . . ............... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... ' . . . . . . . . .............. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .......... ' . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... . 

.Y..1.-· • • • • • • • • • •• ' - - ""· - -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . -· . . . . ... _.... . . . ... ·:· ......... . 
- --- ~··· ····· ........ . -- --- ...... , , ...... . ~•.•.•················· .. ' :::::~:::~.~=~=~=:=:=:=~ -·-·-· ... -~-- .. ........ ' . . . . . .. . . . . . .. ' 

.t..L•- ~ - · -· - · 

::;:=:: ,•.•;•1•; .. 
••·••· •••• •.•l ·~·. ... ... •;• .. 

. . . -. -i•: • = ·i·. •; •, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' -~•:•~ ~-~-~ ·.:.· 

·-·-·--·-·-·--·-· . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' .... ·r:· .... -~-... 
······ ·-:-~-:•:•:-:, 
. . . . . ·r:·. ~ -~ ·1· ~.' ......... . . . . . . . .... _. ·-·-·-·. 

ILI. 

... ···1·· ·••t ...... '. v•·•·• ······ ·.·.· ·.·.·.·-·-· - - -••••.•••• j . . . . . . . . :.~.· ·.·.~ :.:.~--, .. :::::; . ·-. - ..... • ·;8;•, ••• . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . ' 
:-:❖r::::::f.::;:i:::::: . . . . . . . ..... 
- - • .! -·~-~ :-:-: •••••• 

Source 

FIGURE 36 

•'.• .. ···- -:i:•.•; .. 
-:~:= ::::: ·.•.•)'·•······· ·.·.·~.-.·.·.·.·· - . -

:::::: ;•;•~·- •:•:•. . . . . . . . . . . ·-·-·-·····• ...... :•:•:•:• •:•:•: .. ·-· ·-•-•. 

u. s. Census of 

Med i an years of 
older by county 

: :1•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•~=•~· ............... . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ................. · ........ •, . . ·~: .......... . •::::;::::::::::::::: ·=:~ ' .......... -·-r ••••• ' ·- ·.~.~-:-:-~ 

~~~ a 

D Less than 

-- ~ -- affl10 years 
.>,,_ I 

\ 111 11 years 
~ 

-'' a []1 2 yea r s 
~ 13 years 

Popula tion 

school completed by those years 
Region:1970 

25 
in the North Central 

and 

• 

10 years 

t-' 
0 
I.O 



110 

What does the median years of education indicate? It 

really indicates a combinat ion of the opportunities tor~­

ceive an education and the opportunities to utilize th~ edu ­

cation in a given area . I f in creasing education does not in­

crease incom~ in a spec ific area , at least it provides addi­

tional mobility to allo w migration to areas wher e the train­

ing can be utilized. 

By farm , the majority of the counties contain a labor 

force having at least 1 2 years of education fo r those ov~r 25 

years of age . Two areas of the r eg ion vary noticeably--one in 

southern Missouri and Illinois and the o~her is North and 

south Dakota and western and central Minnesota . In the 

southern Illincis and Mi ssouri aL~a there are numerous coun-

ties wh ere the median l eve l of education i s less than 10 

years. This a r e~ is also surrounded by s everal more counties 

with 10 and 11 years as the median level of ed ucation . Simi­

larly, the area in the Dakotas a nd Minn esota has s2 veral 

counties with less than 10 years of education, but many more 

in the 10 and 11 y~ar classes . Referring to Figures 31 and 

33 , these are the areas with a hi gh ccnce ntra tion of l o w 

median family incom e and high percent of families with income 

below poverty level. In contrast, th e areas of th e r egion 

who se members have 12 or more years of education match very 

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

percent of f~milies with poverty income is less than 15 per -

-
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cent. 

For th e most part, the 1ata i s not s triking or ne v. It 

sim pl y s u pports the often-hea rd argument that €ducation is a 

prime weapon with which to attack poverty. Education alone 

cannot raise the in come level and helF t he distribution prob­

lem, but it will increase th8 q uality of the labor force and 

it s potential ~roductivi ty . Gi ven em~loyment opportunities, 

th~ increased produc tivity will result in high~r income 

le vels . 

~2using_~ng_ig_£Q~§_!evel 

On~ of the indirect measures of income level i s the 

quantity and quality of housing availa bl e for re sid~ nts of 

the region. Housing is si ngl ed out because of its s i gnifi­

cance as a major cost item in the budget of all families. In 

addition , the historical improvement in housing conditions 

represents an example of wh at can be accomplished once a pol ­

icy objecti ve has been set and app r opriate r esou r ces are 

de voted to the cause . Through such pr ograms as FHA , satisfac­

tory housing facilities have bee n put vithin the r each of 

milli ons of Arn8ricans wh o would other wi se be unabl e to afford 

them . I t i s particularly appropriate at this time to us~ 

housing as an indicat or of income l e ve l and t he emphasi z e t h~ 

cont r ast wi th the nation ' s failure to make similar gain s 

to warj development of rural areas . 
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Year-ro und housing units in the North Central Region 

total€d 18, 666 , 874 for 1970 (Table 17). This represents an 

increase of 14.6 percent or 2 ,37 8 ,3 59 unit s above the 1960 

inventory. During this same period , year-round hou sing uni~ s 

for the Onited States as a wh o l e incr€ased 19 . 5 percent . Of 

the four regions of the United States , t he North Central Re ­

gion was a distant t h ird when ranked by the magnitude of r el­

ati ve increase in year-round hous ing unit s . 

Comparin g the relative increases o f pop ulati on and hous­

ing for the past decade , it is apparent that the hous ing in­

ventory gre w faster than population throughout th ~ United 

States . The r esu lt is that population per house hold declined 

from 1960 to 197 0. For t he Un ited Sta tes, popu lation per 

household has declined continuously through this cen tury fr om 

a high of 4 . 8 p~rsons pe r occupied housing unit in 1900 to 

3 . 2 for 1970 . 

Comparing the difference in relati ve changes of popula­

tio n and year-ro und hous ing units for t he states of the North 

Central Region , nine sta te s have net differe nces in th e rang e 

of 4 to 6 percent . Only Illino i s , the most populous state , 

has a net difference of l ess than 4 percent. The two Dakotas 

have the largest ne t differences , as both had relativ e in­

creases of ho using 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 19.S 13 . 3 
Northeast 14,152,919 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 14.2 
West 9,320,167 11,938,658 28 .1 24 . 1 
Ohio 3,007,481 3,447,168 14.6 9 . 7 
Indiana 1,469,193 1,711,868 16.5 11.4 
Illinois 3,245,191 3,692,915 13 .8 10 . 2 
Michigan 2,395,654 2,841,827 18.6 13 . 4 
Wisconsin 1,207,039 1,414,105 17 . 2 11.8 
Minnesota 1,046,664 1,218,700 16.4 11.5 
Iowa 889,355 954,801 7.4 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 209,225 221,720 6.0 -2.2 
Nebraska 464,687 511,891 10.2 5. 1 
Kansas 730,458 787,422 7.8 3.1 

Source: Census of Housing 

Table 18. Percent of year-round housing units constructed during the last 
decade , by location: 1960- 1970 

Total Urban Rur al Population Density 

United States 25 . 0 24 . 0 27 . 9 
Northeast 17 . 6 15 . 8 25 . 7 
North Central 21 . 1 20 . 9 21. 7 
South 30.8 30.2 32.1 
West 31.1 30.9 32 . 5 
Ohio 21.3 20 . 7 23 . 3 259.77 
Indiana 22.1 20.5 25 .4 143 . 52 
Illinois 20.4 20.2 21 . 3 198.91 
Michigan 21.6 19 . 5 27.2 156. 20 
Wisconsin 20.2 20 . 1 20 . 5 81 . 11 
Minnesota 22.9 25.0 18 . 6 48.00 
Iowa 16.9 19.9 12.9 50.40 
Missouri 24.1 22.9 26 . 7 67.73 
North Dakota 20.6 27.4 15 . 7 8. 92 
South Dakota 17 . 2 21.0 14 . 4 8. 76 
Nebraska 20.7 24.6 14.7 19 . 38 
Kansas 19 . 1 20 . 5 16 . 4 27 . 38 

Source: Census of Housing 

' 



114 

No state in the region had a relati ve increase in hous­

ing invantory as great as the nationa l a vera ge of 19. 6 p~r ­

cent , but Michigan was closest wi t h 18 . 6 percent . ~i chignn 

was also the cnly stat€ in the region that h~d a population 

incrPase that was more th~ n the national average for th~ pas~ 

decade. 

Table 18 gives the p8rcentage of year-round housing 

units that were constructed during the last decad~ for urban 

and rural classifications. In the United States approximately 

1 of every 4 hou sing units was recently built , but in thP. 

North Central Region only aoout 1 of 5 housing units was con­

structe1 during this period . For rural housing, the Nor~h 

Central Region had the loYest percentage of new ccnstruc~ion 

(21.7 percent) for the four r8gions . 

One interesting phenomenon that Table 1 8 illustrat 8s is 

that for all states with a popu l ation density over 5 1 persons 

per square mil€, more housing un its wer e constructed in rural 

areas than in urban areas . Ohio , I ndi ana , Illinois, Michigan, 

Wisconsin , and ~issouri all had greater percentages of rural 

housing built during the past decade ~han urban l1ousing 

units. The reverse is true for the states wi t h densities lPss 

than 51 (~inn°so-+:a, Iowa , North Da kota , South Dakot3. , Nebras­

ka , and Kansas). 

The percentage of year-round housinq units that w~r~ 

vacant when the 1970 census vas enumerated is s hown in Table 
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19. The North Central Region had a slightly lower p~rcentage 

of vacancies (6.1 percent) than the United States average 

(6.2 percent). North Dakota and South Dakota, whi ch had net 

decre~ses in fOFulation for the decade , had the highest per­

centages with approximat~ly one of every 10 housinq units 

being vacant. 

For all states of the region, the rural vacancy rate was 

higher than the urban rate . The state with greatest diver­

gence b 0 tween the two rat8s 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 atove 6 percent. All states except Ohio had 

rural vacancy rates above 7 percent. 

Of the four regions of the United States , the North Cen­

tral Region has the highest rate of heme-ownership {Table 

20). The percentage of owner-occupied housing units for tha 

North Central Fegion in 1970 was 68 percent compared to the 

national average of 62.9 percent. Only Illinois had a lower 

percentage than the national average with 59 .4 percent. 

In 1970 there was an even stronger tendency for home­

o«nership in rural areas of the region. Five states (Ohio , 

Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota} had percentages 

of owner-occupied housing units that were above 80 percent; 

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

states were owner-occupied. Every state of tbP. Region had a 
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Table 19 . Vacant year-round housing units: 1970 

United States 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 
Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 

Total 
Vacant 
Units 

4,206,819 
692,178 

1,129,618 
1,617,905 

767,108 
157,736 
102,374 
190,777 
188,768 

85,301 
64,754 
58,490 

143,556 
18,721 
20,913 
38,170 
60,058 

Source: Census of Housing 

Percent 

6. 2 
4 . 3 
6.1 
7. 8 
6. 4 
4.6 
6.0 
5. 2 
6. 6 
6.0 
5. 3 
6. 1 
8.6 
9. 3 
9.4 
7. 5 
7. 6 

Urban 
Vacant 
Units 

2,427,971 
446,471 
621,140 
869,317 
491,033 
110,679 

60,319 
144,299 

90,191 
30 ,186 
27,899 
27,432 
72,160 
4,105 
5,276 

17,243 
31,351 

Percent 

4 . 9 
3.4 
4 . 6 
6 . 4 
5.0 
4 . 2 
5. 4 
4 . 7 
4 . 3 
3. 2 
3.4 
5 . 0 
6.3 
4 .9 
5 . 5 
5.6 
6. 1 

Rural 
Vacant 

Units 

1,778,848 
245,707 
508,478 
748,588 
276,075 
47,057 
42 ,055 
46,478 
98,577 
55,115 
36,855 
31,058 
71 , 396 
14,616 
15,637 
20,927 
28,707 

Table 20. Percent of owner-occupied housing units: 1970. 

Total Urban 

United States 62 .9 58.4 
Northeast 57.6 52 . 6 
North Central 68.0 63 .7 
South 64 . 7 60. 1 
l.Jest 59.0 56.8 
Ohio 67.7 64.0 
Indiana 71.7 66 . 9 
Illinois 59.4 56.3 
Michigan 74.4 71 .1 
l.Jisconsin 69 .1 63 .1 
Minnesota 71.5 66.3 
Iowa 71 . 7 69 . 4 
1'-iissouri 67.2 62 . 2 
North Dakota 68.4 55.9 
South Dakota 69.6 61 . 7 
Nebraska 66.4 62 . 6 
Kansas 69.1 65 . 4 

Source: Census of Housing 

Percent 

10.1 
8.1 
9. 6 

10 . 3 
13 . 6 

5 . 9 
7.2 
7. 5 

13 . 0 
14.4 
9. 1 
7.7 

13 . 6 
12.6 
12.4 
10 . 3 
10.5 

Rural 

76 . 2 
80 . 5 
79.4 
73.5 
70 . 6 
80.2 
81.0 
75.5 
84 . 3 
81.7 
82.5 
74.9 
78.8 
78.1 
76 . 1 
72.5 
76 . 3 
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hig her percent of rural ownec-occupied housing un its than 

urban . 

Housing units for the North Central Regio n ten1ed to 

have a slightly higher median number of rooms than the na­

tional median (Table 21). Only Illinois (4 . 9) and Missouri 

(4.8) had medians that wer~ less than the national median. 

The median number of rooms for rural housing units was 

higher than for urban housing units for all 1 2 states of the 

region . Only Missouri anQ Illinois had a median for rural 

units of less than 5.3, but no states of the region had 

median number of rooms for urban housing units greater than 

5. 2. 

On e indication of th e quality of living condition s i s 

the measure of the number of persons per room per occupi~d 

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 D~kota (9.0 percent) had percentages above the national 

average. As was pointed ou+ 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 5.0 4 .9 5 .1 
Northeast 5 .1 5 .0 5 . 6 
North Central 5 .1 5 . 0 5 . 4 
South 4.9 4 . 9 4 . 9 
West 4.7 4 . 7 4.7 
Ohio 5 . 3 5 . 2 5.6 
Indiana 5 .0 4 .9 5.3 
Illinois 4 . 9 4 . 9 5 . 2 
Michigan 5 .2 5 . 2 5 . 3 
Wisconsin 5 . 2 5.1 5.5 
Minnesota 5.1 5.0 5 . 4 
Iowa 5.3 5 . 0 5.8 
Missouri 4 . 8 4.8 4.9 
North Dakota 5.0 4.7 5.3 
South Dakota 5.1 4.8 5.3 
Nebraska 5 .1 4 . 9 5.5 
Kansas 5 .1 5 .0 5.3 

Source: Census of Housing 

Table 22 . Percent of occupied housing units with 1.01 or more persons 
per room: 1970 

Total Urban Rural 

United States 8 . 2 7 . 6 10.1 
Northeast 6.5 6 . 6 6 . 4 
North Central 7.3 7.1 8.0 
South 10 . 3 9 . 1 12 . 6 
West 8 . 4 7 . 6 12.5 
Ohio 6.6 6. 2 7.9 
Indiana 8.0 8.0 8.2 
Illinois 7 . 8 7 . 9 7 . 4 
Michigan 7.6 7. 3 8.6 
Wisconsin 7. 2 6.5 8.6 
Minnesota 7. 4 6 . 4 9 .4 
Iowa 5. 9 5.9 5.8 
Missouri 8 . 2 7. 7 9 . 3 
North Dakota 9.1 8.2 9.8 
South Dakota 9 . 0 7.7 10. 1 
Nebraska 6 . 2 6.3 6.1 
Kansas 5. 9 5. 8 6. 2 

Source: Census of Housing 

,,__ 

• 
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surplus for 1970. 

Rural areas tended to have a higher pe r cent of crowded 

units than urban areas. Illinois , Io wa , and Nebraska were 8X­

ceptions to the rule as the percentages for urban units were 

slightly higher than for rural units. 

Another measure of housing quality is t he ki nd of 

plumbing facilities that are available for housi ng units . 

Complete plumbing facilities for a housing unit are defined 

by the Census Bureau as piped hot and cold water , a flush 

toilet, and a shower or bathtub. Also these plumbinJ facili­

ties must be inside the housing structure and int~nded for 

exclusive use of th8 occupying household. Table 23 giv~s the 

percentages of year-round housing units that lack some or all 

plumbing facilities. 

The percent of housing units that lack some pl umbing fa­

cilities is much higher for rural areas than for urban areas 

for all states of the region. For the region as a whol9 the 

rural percentage is approximately 4 times the urban p8rcent­

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 housi ng 11nits 

(urban plus rural), the t wo Dakotas had percentages that were 

approximately double the national ave r age . 



120 

Table 23. Percent of year - round housing units lacking some or all 
plumbing facilities: 1970 

Tota l Urban 

United States 6. 9 3 . 4 

Northeast 3 . 9 2 . 9 

North Central 6 . 2 3 .4 

South 11 . 9 4.8 

West 3. 3 2 .1 

Ohio 5 . 2 2 . 8 

I ndiana 6. 5 4 . 0 

Illinois 4 . 8 3 . 5 

Michigan 4.4 2 . 3 

Wisconsin 7 . 2 3. 7 

Minnesota 8.2 4 . 1 

Iowa 7. 5 5 . 0 

Missouri 9 .7 4.3 

North Dakota 13 .8 5 . 0 
South Dakota 13 . 6 5 . 1 

Nebraska 6.1 3.1 

Kansas 5. 6 2 . 7 

Source: Census of Housing 

-· 

Rural 

16.9 
8. 4 

13 . 3 
25 . 1 
9.3 

12.9 
11.2 
11 . 4 
10 . 0 
13.9 
16 . 3 
10.9 
21.5 
20.1 
20 . 1 
10.7 
10.9 

.. 
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In summary, the North Central Region had a smaller in­

crease in housing inventory over the last decade than th~ na­

tional average, but it maintained an occupancy rate about 

equal to the national avErage. The dominantly rural areas 

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. Houses in the reg~on 

tend to be slightly larger, as measured by room siz~, than 

for the rest cf 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 Flumbing is almost four 

times the urban rate. Rural housing of the region can be 

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 d~velopment 

have bean discussed throughout this report with emphasis on 

rural America in 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 situation s. First, the best data series to evaluate econ­

omic and social conditions is not collected separately for 

rural and nonrural segments of the population. Agriculture 

census data , of course , relates to rural feople, but primari­

ly to rural-farm people and does not incluje rural-nonfarm 

people which ma ke up a significant portion (23.4 percent) of 

the population in the North Centra l Region. 

The second situation deals with the definition of 

"rural " which is appro priate wh en discussing rural develop­

ment . Within th€ new and broader concept of rural developmgnt 

as proposed for national policy, rural includes everyone liv­

ing outside urban centers of approximately 50 ,000. Much 

1ebate of the minimum size of t he urban centers is stil l 

taking place , but the concept does inclu de many urban places 

which previously were not co ns idered a part of rural America. 

Within the concept of development, the many social , 

political, and econom i c interactions require whole communi­

ties, states, and regions to be involved in th~ process, not 

just the farmers . Cons€ que ntly, under the new rural develop­

ment effort, large numbers of people are inv olved which would 

be excluded if "rural'' continued to be associated with 

"farm." As defined by the Bureau of Census , rural population 

includes all person s living in the open country or in towns 

of less than 2,500. Because most of the data u s ed in this 

report had been collected aggregatively on a county basis , 



123 

analysis could cnly be conducted by indentifying who l e coun­

ties by their population characteristics and e v a l uating rural 

conditions on this basis. Although this approac h is not con­

sistent with many earlier studies which use rural and farm 

interchangeably, it is consistent with the concept of rural 

as used in the new rural development policy and is the ap­

proach which likely will be used in future rural developm~nt 

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 th~ 

region with major concentrations of both peo~le 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 in 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 mile in Ohio to a low 

of 8.8 people in South Dakota. Throughout the region popula­

tion is 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, 

bu t it does indicate that business activity is 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 we stern 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 ~is­

tinguishable for 20 or 30 years, and even longer in 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 (~ver 2.6 million). 

Other important employment sectors in order of importance are 

wholesale trade, tranEportation 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 ­

pl o yment in the region. 

One distinguishing characterist ic of the business em­

ployment patterns of the Region is the r~lative consistency 

of business activity from state to state . Wi th t he exception 

of manufacturing , the percent of population ~mplo yed by con ­

struction (1-2 percent) , transportation (1- 2 percent), 

wholesale 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 e d only frcm a 19.7 percent increase in In1iana to a 43.2 

percent increase in Minnesota. Even wit h this amount of dif­

ferential change, no state increased or lost more than one 

percent of the region ' s employment during the 1959 to 1969 

period . 

Within agriculture, two changes hav e been outstanding. 

Farm numbers declined by more than 2 1 percent, and farm size 

increased by more than 20 percent from 1959 to 1969. The re­

sult has been only a slight red uction in land und er c ultiva­

tion but a rapid increase in farm consolida tion . As wi t h the 

population trends, t hese trends have been wi t h us since the 

1930's, and with anticipation of cont inu ed ganeration 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 , is closely associ­

ated with geography, with the smallest farms in th~ eastern 

part of the region and the largest in the western part. Value 

of products sold per acre is 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 h~s changed most in a 

band around the region from southern Indiana, through the 

western states, and back along northern Minnesota. In the 

center of the region, farm size has increased by less than 50 

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

Sales of all farm products increase~ significantly from 

1959 to 1969, and even after price deflation, real income in­

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 squeaze 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 frcm 1959 to 1969. True, expenses did increase by 

more than 50 percent, but productivity of resources increased 

more than enough to offset the additional cost. 
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Local and county government expenditures , a primary fac­

tor in tax level, vary from $244 to $372 per capita in the 

various states. Although not perfectly correlated wi th 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 to deliver services to the rural popula ­

tion, but it is also becoming increasingly expensive . In par­

ticular, costs of education , highways , and natural resources 

are negatively correlated with population density and rapre­

sent increasing costs as density declines. Obviously, the so­

lution to the cost problem is not urbanization alone, becaus~ 

per capita expenditures for health services, police protec­

tion, parks and recreation, correction, and interest on gen­

eral debt are all positively correlated vith population den­

sity. Thus increasEd density means increased cost for these 

items. 

Various ether indicators suggest wide variation in the 

region. Labor force per county varies from well over 20,000 

in the eastern part of the region to less than 5,000 in the 

western part of the region. Unemployment is concentrated in 

northern Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan , but arises in 

small pockets throughout the region. Median level of family 

income tends to be highest in the industrial states an1 
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lowest in the agricultural states. Likewise, the counties 

with a concentration of high income families are located in 

the industrial areas and those with a concentration of 

families wi t n low income are dominately in the agricultural 

areas . Level of education among those over 25 ygars of age is 

fairly uniform over t h e Regi on with most counties wo rk~rs 

havin g an av9rage of 1 2 years ' education or more . ~o we v~r, 

t wo areas fall well below the region average--one in so ut h~rn 

Missouri and Illinois and one in the Dakotas and western 

Minnesota. 

In summary , i t appears that the region has an abundance 

of resources , a well educated labor forcg, a relatively high 

median family 
. income, and no unique or ob vi ous obstruction t0 

development. Yet , the various indicators show t ha t the region 

is het2rogeneous in many aspects , and the same vari ance 

exists in level of living and quality of lif~. Numerous 

trends and distribut i on patte rn s have been identified, most 

of which are not new, which are influencing th e level of liv­

ing in the region. Although we have been aware of these 

trends for years, we have ign ored them for the most part 

until very recently . Many of the problems of providing ser­

vices to sparsely populated regions at a reasonabl~ cost have 

plagued the western states for years, but o nly recently have 

other states felt the pressur e of changing times . Now the na­

tion as a whole is beginni ng to face the reality that past 

--
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trends will not likely reverse themselves without extensive 

planning an1 resource inputs. The time has come to identify 

what we aspire to when ve search for higher quality life-­

what resources are needed, what institutions must ba chang e d, 

and what plan of action will compensate for past trends (and 

probable future trends) which lead away from the goals of 

society. The prcbl~m is much larger than individuals or even 

communities, and requires extensive coordination of re­

sources. Consequently, ve have declared rural 1evelopment to 

be a national policy. Th~ 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 Am~rica and to develop the systems that will 1 e liv~r 

it. 
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Table A.l. Listing of counties of the North Central Region by urban and 
rural classification 

QHIO 
Number Urban Rural Deleted 

001 Adams 
002 Allen 
003 Ashland 
004 Ashtabula 

00* Athens 
Auglaize 00 

007 Belmont 
008 Brown 
009 Butler 
010 Carroll 
011 Champaign 
012 Clark 
013 Clermont 
Olh Clinton 
Olg Columbiana 

Coshocton 01 
017 Crawford 
018 Cuyahoga 
019 Darke 
020 Defiance 
021 Delaware 
022 Erie 
023 Fairfield 
024 Fayette 
02g Franklin 

Fulton 02 
027 Gallia 
028 Geauga 
029 Greene 
030 Guernsey 
031 Hamilton 
032 Hancock 
033 Hardin 
034 Harrison 

03g 
OJ 

Henrt 
High and 

037 Hocking 
038 Holmes 
039 Huron 
040 Jackson 
041 Jefferson 
042 Knox 
043 Lake 
044 Lawrence 
045 Licking 

, 
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Table A.l. Listing ( Continued) 

Number Urban Rural Deleted 

046 Logan 
047 Lorain 
048 Lucas 
049 Madison 
050 Mahoning 
051 Marion 
052 Medina 
053 Meigs 
054 l1ercer 
055 Miami 
056 Monroe 
057 Montgomery 
058 Morgan 
059 I1orrow 
o50 l•Iusking um 
061 Noble 
.) J 2 ottawa 
063 Paulding 
064 Perry 
065 
666 

Pickaway 
Pike 

067 Portage 
068 Preble 
069 Putnam 
070 Richland 
071 Ross 
072 Sandusky 
073 Scioto 
074 Seneca 
075 Shelby 
076 Stark 
077 Summit 
078 Trumbull 
079 Tuscarawas 
080 Union 
681 Van Wert 
082 Vinton 
083 warren 
084 Washington 
085 wat!e 
086 Wiiams 
087 wood 
088 Wyandot 

INDIANA 
001 Adams 
002 Allen 
003 Bartholomew 
004 Benton 
005 Blackford 
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Table A. l . Listing ( Continued) 

Number Urban Rural Deleted 

Oo6 Boone 
007 Brown 
008 Carroll 
009 Cass 
010 Clark 
011 Cl ay 
012 Clinton 
013 Crawford 
014 Daviess 
015 Dearborn 
016 Decatur 
017 De Kalb 
018 Delaware • 

019 Dubois 
020 Elkhart 
021 Fayette 
022 Floyd 
023 Fountain 
024 Franklin 
025 Fulton 
026 Gibson 
027 Grant 
028 Greene 
029 Hamilton 
030 Hancock 
031 Harrison 
032 Hendricks 
033 Henry 
034 Howard 
035 Huntington 
036 Jackson 
037 Jasper 
038 Jay 
039 Jefferson 
040 Jennings 
041 Johnson 
042 I{hox 
043 Kosc iusko 
044 Lagrange 
045 Lake 
046 LaPorte 
047 Lawrence 
048 Madison 
Ob9 Marion 
050 Marshall 
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Table A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Number Urban Rural ueletea 

051 Martin 
052 fwliami 
053 Monroe 
051i i•iontgomery 
J:,5 :•Iorgan 
" j 6 Newton 
057 Noble 
05A Ohio 
059 Orange 
060 Q\-,en 
061 0 a rke 
062 }-C;rr y 
06) Pike 
06l1 Porter 
')65 Posey 
066 Pulaski 
067 PutnaM 
o6B Randolph 
069 Ripley 
070 Rush 
071 Joseph 

-
st . 

072 Scott 
O?J Shelby 
07L Spencer 

075 Starke 
076 Steub en 
077 ~ullivan 

078 SWitzerlar.d 

079 Tippecanoe 
()80 'Iipton 
081 Union 
082 Vanderburgh 
083 Vermilli on 
o8L Vigo 
085 Wabash 
080 warren 
087 warrick 
o8R Washington 
089 Wayne 
090 Wells 
091 White 
092 Whitley 

ILLINOIS 
001 Adams 
00? Alexander 
003 Bond 
OO)i Boone 
oos Brown 
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Table A. l . Li sting ( Continued) 

~;umber Urban Rural Delet ed 

006 Bureau 
007 Calhoun 
003 Carroll 
009 Cass 
010 Champaign 
611 Christian 
012 Clark 
ul;, Clay 
>14 Clinton 
015 Cole s 
616 Cook 
017 Cr awfor d 
018 Cumber land ' 

019 DeKalb 
J20 DeWitt 
021 Douglas 
022 DuPage 
023 1dgar 
024 Edwards 
)2 c:; , Effingha m 

026 Fayet t e 
027 For d 
028 Franklin 
029 Fulton 
JJG Gallatin 
031 Greene 
,32 Grundy 

uJJ Hamilton ->H~ " , ' ' , <,\ 

034 Ha ncock 
UJ5 Hardin 
GJ6 He nderson 
UJ7 Henry 
OJ8 Iroquois 
039 J a~kson 
ObO Jasper 
oL1 J e.:'f erson 
Oh2 J er sey 

"'· 3 v ... JoDaviess 
Ol.! L Johns on 
0!1.S Kane 
Ob6 Kanakee 
Ob? Kendal l 
O!.i8 Knox 
l' I() Lake 
oso LaSalle 
051 Lawr ence 
052 Lee 
053 Livingston 
054 Logan 
055 McDonough 
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TablP A. l . Listing ( Continued) 

Number Urban H.ural Deletnrl 

05G McHenry 
C57 McLean 
058 Macon 
059 :Macoupin 
06C Madison 
o61 Marion 
062 l1Iarshall 
063 Mason 
o6h r-Iassac 
065 .Menard 
066 1'1ercer 
o67 f>'Ionroe 
068 Montgomery 
069 Morgan 
070 Moultrie 
071 Ogl e 
072 Peoria 
073 Perry 
074 Piatt 
075 Pike 
076 Pope 
077 Pulaski 
078 Putnam 
079 Randolph 
080 Ilichland 
081 Rock Island 
082 st . Clair 
083 Saline 
o8h Sangamon 
085 Schuyler 
086 Scott 
087 Shelby 
088 Stark 
089 Stephenson 
090 Tazewell 
091 Union 
092 Vermilion 
093 ·wabash 
09h vJarren 
095 Washington 
096 Wayne 
097 White 
098 Whiteside 
099 vlill 
100 v,illiamson 
161 ltlinnebago 
102 \,j oodf ord 
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ia~lc A. l . Listing ( Continued) 

I-:I~IlIGAlJ 
Number Urban tluraI 1..Jelote<~ 

001 Alcona 
002 Alger 
OOJ Allegan 
004 Alpena 
005 Antrim 
006 Arenac 
007 Baraga 
C08 Barry 
coo Bay 
010 Benzie 
Oll Berrien 
012 Branch 
013 Calhoun 
Olh Cass 
015 Charlevoix • 

016 Cheboygan 
017 Chippewa 
018 Claire 
019 Clinton 
020 Crawford 
021 Delta 
022 Dickinson 
023 Eaton 
021..i Emmet 
025 Genesee 
026 Gl ach-Jin 
027 Gogebic 
CJ28 Grand Traverse 
~_.2q Gratiot 
030 Hillsdale 
031 Houghton 
032 Huron 
031 Ingham 
034 Ionia 
035 Iosco 

3 Iron 
037 Isabella 
038 Jackson 
''39 Kalamazoo 
01..io Kalkaska 
ot1 Kent 
042 Keweenaw 
OLJ Lake 
044 Lapeer 
Oh5 Leelanau 
6L6 Lenawee 
uL7 Livingston 
048 Lu~e 
049 r1ackinac 
0.5u i•iacoMb 



Table A. l . List i ng ( Continued ) 

051 
052 
053 
054 
oss 
056 
057 
or:;8 
oc:;9 
()6() 

061 
n62 
063 
o6L 
065 
066 
)67 
068 
069 
070 
071 
072 
J7 _; 

'J7J. 
075 
< 76 
,177 
078 
(., 7 ': 
(.JP( J 

081 
082 
083 

1,'IS__,0NSIN 
0')1 
002 
003 
ooh 
)Qr' , 

006 
007 
u, ,a 
•JG9 
011) 

Urban 

Mar quette 

Midl and 

Muskee on 

Oakland 

Schoolcraft 

Washtenaw 
viayne 
i-,exford 

Ashland 

Br own 

138 

Rural 

i•Ian istee 

J'1axon 
Mecosta 
!-.enom.inee 

Missaukee 
Monroe 
tiontcalm 
l•1ontmor~ncv· 

V 

!1.Jewaygo 

< iceana 
Og-=: mav' 
Or..t onagon 
Osceo:a 
Oscoda 
Otsego 
ottawa 
.t>resque Isle 
1toscommon 

St . Clair 
St . Jo~ eph 
San l.lac 

Shiawass ee 
Tuscola 
VanBuren 

Adatns 

Barron 
Bayfie l d 

Buffal o 
B.irnett 
Calumet 
__;hippewa 
Clark 

:Je:etec. 



Table A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Number 

011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
018 
019 
020 
021 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
033 
034 
035 
036 
037 
038 
039 
040 
041 
042 
043 
oLL 
045 
046 
047 
Ol18 
O!i9 
050 
051 
052 
053 
054 
055 
056 
057 
058 
059 
060 

Urban 

Dane 

Douglas 

Eau Claire 

Fond Du Lac 

Jeffer son 

Kencsha 

La Crosse 

Lincoln 
Manitowoc 

Milwaukee 

Dutagami.e 
Ozaukee 

Racine 

Rock 

Sheboygan 

139 

Rural 

Columbia 
Crawford 

Dodge 
Door 

Dunn 

Florence 

Forest 
Grant 
Green 
Green Lake 
Iowa 
Iron 
Jackson 

Juneau 

Kewaunee 

Lafayette 
Langlade 

Marathon 
Marinette 
Marquette 

Monroe 
Oconto 
Oneida 

Pepin 
Pierce 
Polk 
Portage 
Price 

Richland 

Rusk 
st . Croix 
Sauk 
sawyer 
Shawano 

Taylor 

Deleted 

.,,_,, "--->L)' 

'"'nnn\ 
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Table A. l . Listing ( Continued) 

Number Urban Rural Delet ed 

061 Trempealeau 
062 Vernon 
063 Vilas 
064 Walworth 
065 Washburn 
o66 Washi ngton -
067 Waukesha 
068 Waupaca 
069 '\vaushara 
070 Winnebago 
071 Wood 
072 Menomonie 

l IT Nf:-.:'"SSOTA 
001 Aitkin 
002 Anoka 
003 Becker 
004 Beltr ami 
005 Benton 
006 Big Stone 
007 Blue Earth 
008 Brown 
009 Carlton 
010 Carver 
011 Cass 
012 Chippewa -¾-~Hh't 

013 Chisago 
Olli Clay 
015 Clearwater 

Cook 
017 Cottonwood 
018 Crow Wing .>W<.Y.~-'" , .. ,~ '" 

019 Dakota 
020 Dodge 
021 Douglas 
022 Faribault 
023 Fillmore 
024 ·Freeborn 
025 Goodhue 
026 Grant 
027 Hennepin 
028 Houston 
029 Hubbar d 
OJO Isanti 
031 Itas ca 
032 Jackson 
033 Kanabec 
034 Kandiyohi 
035 Kittson 
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•..-·ab~ '"' A 1 1 .. J. ':,. • • Listing ( Continued) 

Nu."llber Urban Rurai Daleted -
036 Koochinching 
037 Lac Qui Par le 
038 Lake 
039 Lake of the ~!ood 
040 Le Sueur - oL1 Lincol n -
042 Lyon 
043 I-'lc~Leod 
Ohli Mahnomen 
Ol.5 Marsha)l - 040 -Martin 
0)47 Meeker 
0JJ8 Mille Lacs 
049 Morrison 
050 MOvJer 

• 051 -- ·-----Murray "'~* 052 Nicollet 
053 Nobles 
o5h Norman 
055 Olmstead 
056 otter Tai l 
057 Pennington 
058 Pine 
059 Pipestone 
060 Polk 
061 - Pope 
062 Ramsey 
063 Red Lake 
o6lt Redwood 
065 Renville 
066 Rice 
067 Rock 
068 Roseau 
G69 St . Louis 
070 Scott -071 Sp.erburne 
072 Sibley 
073 Stearns 
G'/ L1 Steele 
075 StevcnD 
076 SWift 
077 Todd 
078 Tr averse 
079 Wabasha 
080 Wadena 
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Table A.I . Listing ( Continuect j 

Nwnber ur'6an RuraI Deleted 

081 \IJaseca 
082 ,vashington 
083 Watonwan 
084 Wilkin 
085 Winona - 082; \Jright 
087 Yellow Ivl<3di cir.c 

------- --- IOrlA -- ~-__ .. oor Ada:ir 
002 Adams 
003 Allamakee 
OOL Appanoose 
005 Auctubor! 
006 - Benton 

ft 

007 Black Hawk 
008 Boone 
000 Bremer 
010 Buchanan 
011 Bue na Vista 
OJ 2 Butler 
013 Calhoun 
OlLi Carrol l 
OlS Cass ---016 Cedar 
017 Cerro Gordo 
OlB Cherokee 
019 Chi ckasaw 
020 Clarke 
021 - Cl ay 

• 

022 Clayton 

021 Clinton 
024 C.cawfcrd 

02~ Dallas 
026 • Davis 
027 Decatur 
028 Delawara 
029 Des Mo i nes 
030 Dickinson - 031 Dubuque 

-
032 Emmet 
r33 iayette 

03L Floyd 
035 :Frankl in 
036 Fremont 

037 Greene 
038 Grundy 
039 Guthrie 
OLO Hamilton 
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Table A. l . Listing (Continued) 

--~Numb_e_r _______ Ur~b-a_n _______ R_ur_a_l _____ D_e~l-e~t-e~d,---

OLl Hau cock 
042 Hardin 
04 3 Harr is on 
04L Henry 
0/..5 Howar d _ __ ..,,,l).,l ..,.6 ______________ H""'u--m-.:. b-o ..... 1,-d""'t------~----

~7 I~ 
~8 l™a 
049 Ja~kson 
'J , 
l J Jd ----· c,sr Jasper-_____ __,,....... _____________________ ~--

J ef1erson 
Johnson G52 

05'3 Jcn1-_ s 
l1~L Ke vkttA 
OSS KOSBUt}1 -- -·- _,,C"""

1
5..,6 _____ L_e_e ________ _ - ---------

0Sr Linn 
(;SU l.Ollj ~o. 
059 Lucas 

_ __ q_?-$--·----·---------- I ~y~on.__, __________ _ 
Jo.1. Madi.son 
062 
C.6 3 
o6L 
o6S 

- ·--0oo 
067 
068 
069 

Mahaska 
t1o.-r:: on 
r-i1arshall 

MllJ s - -----~~---------?.-...,1i""'"l_c_h.eTI _____________ _ 

Monona 
.Monroe 
l"!ontgom~ry 

070 Mus ca.tine --~0=71-·---------------0~'~B-r~1-e_n _____________ _ 

G72 Osceola 
073 
G?l~ 
075 

Page 

- -- ·--.,...(j7-6P"""-___ -------·--
077 
J72i 
079 
080 
681 
082 
OBJ 
084 
085 

Polk 
Pottawe1t ta mie 

Scott 

s t ory 

fct..1.. 0 Al to 
1-'J 'JlllC :.1th Pocahont_a_s ________ _ 

?mveshii.; k 
Ringgold 
Sac 

Shelhy 
Sioux 
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Table A.l . Listing ( ~ontinued) 

Number urban Rural Deleted 

086 Tama 
087 Taylor 
038 Union 
089 vanBuren 
090 Wapello - 091 vJarren 
092 \i,ashingt on 
093 Wayne 
09L Webst er 3/o~ {MHr 

09S ~.innebago - 095 'Winneshiek 
097 Woodbury 
098 1vorth 
099 Wright 

--'MI SSOURI -- 001 Adair ~uv v i ric'lri 

002 Andrew 
003 Atchison 
OOlt Audrain 
005 Barry 
oo6 Barton 
007 Bates 
008 Benton 
009 Bollinger 
010 Boone 
611 Buchanan 
012 Butler {l-,"~!-,~ 

013 Caldwe ... l 
OlL Callaway 
015 Camaan ➔H1 :h~" \°"':' .. n. - 016 Gape Girardeau 
017 Carroll 
018 Cat'ter 
019 ~o:l.SS 

020 Cedar 
021 Chariton ➔H:;~~~➔t-

022 Ghristiari 
023 Cl ark 
02b Clay 
025 Clinton 
026 Cole 
027 Cooper 
028 Crawford 
029 Dade 
030 Dallas 
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Tatle .4 . 1 . Listing (Continued ) 

Number Urban Rural Deleted 

031 Daviess 
032 De Kalb 
033 Dent 
034 Do uglas 
035 Dunklin 
036 Franklin 
0~7 ) Gasconade 
038 Gentry 
,)_{" Greene 
O)JO Grundy 
nJ,1 Harr i son 
OL2 He nry 
Oii 3 Hi ckory ~HH}m't 

JLh Holt 
oLc: Haward 
01.ih Howell 
OJ17 Iron .,v~hvn~ * 
OL:3 J ackson 
0)19 J asper 
'"'c:' 0 I... ,, Jeffer son 
t'C::'1 
.) ✓ ... Johns on 
052 Knox 
e,53 Laclede 
0..)l Lafayette 
l)S~ Lavirence ~ <.Y' I, ,'\'"')\ 

oi:'.b ,, Lewis 
GS7 Lincoln 
J58 Linn 
059 Livingston 
001 :\1cDona J d 

u Macon 
')'" 0£:. "Ia.dison 
063 Maries 
0611 Mar- ic.n 
r,(,5 Mercer 
().t;() Jtlller 
•lt-7 Mississippi 
0,.. n Moniteau 
G6° Monroe 
070 Montgomery 
Q'? a, Morgan I J. 

072 ~ew Madrid 
073 Newton 
l"\7 I: Nodaway 
07r Oregon 
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Tabl 0 A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Nu":ber Urban Rllral Deleted 

076 Osage 
077 Ozark 
078 Pemiscot 
079 Perry 
080 Pettis 
(181 Phel ps 
082 Pike 
:183 Platte 
08).i Polk 
Jes Pulaski 
086 Putna111 
087 Ralls 
08F3 R.andolph 
o8q Ray 
090 R.eynolds 
OGl Ripley 
092 st . Charles 
093 st . Clair 
J04 st . Francois 
095 st . Louis 
096 st . Louis City ~Hh'h't-¾-

097 Ste . Genev ieve 
098 saline 
099 Schuyler-
100 Scotland 
'iOl Scott 
102 Shannon 
103 Shelby 
lOL Stoddar: 
105 St one x_~v V V ;, ,, ,:-.,nr-

106 Sull i van 
107 Taney 
108 Texas 
1 no Vernon 

✓ 

110 warren 
111 Washington 
112 tJayne 
113 Webster 
114 ·worth 
115 v1right 

iJorth Dakota 
001 Adams 
002 Barnes 
003 Benson 
OOL Billings 
005 Bottineau 
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Table A.l. Listing ( Continued) 

Num'5er Urban RuraI Deleted 

006 BO"wm.an 
007 Burke 
008 Burleigh 
009 Cass 
010 Cavalier 
011 Dickey 
012 Divide 
013 Dunn 
014 Eddy 
015 Emmons 
616 Foster 
017 Golden Valley 
018 Grand Forks 
019 Grant • 

020 Gri~~s 
021 Hettinger 
022 Kidder 
023 LaMoure 
024 Logan 
025 McHe~ 
026 Mcinosh 
027 McKenzie 
028 McLean 
029 Mercer 
030 Morton 
031 Mountrail 
032 Nelson 
033 Oliver 
034 Pembi na 
035 Pierce 
036 Ramsey 
037 Ransom 
038 Renville 
039 Richland 
040 Rolette 
041 Sargent 
042 Sher idan 
043 Sioux 
044 Slope 
045 stark 
046 Steel e 
047 Stutsman 
048 Towner 
049 Traill 
050 Walsh 
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Table A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Number Urban Rurai nei:eted 

0Sl Ward 
os2 Wells 
053 Williams 

'south Dakota 
001 Aurora 
002 Beadle 
003 Bennett 
004 Bon Homme 
005 Brocldngs 
006 -Brown 
007 Brule 
008 Buffal o 
009 Butte 
010 Campbell 
011 Charles Mix 
012 Clark 
013 Clay ~~ 

014 Codington 
015 Cor son 
016 Custer 
017 Davison 
018 Day 
019 Deuel 
020 Dewet 
021 Doug as 
022 Edmunds 
023 Fall River 
024 Faulk 
025 Grant 
026 Gr egory 
027 Haakon 
028 Hamli n 
029 Hand 
030 Hanson 
031 Harding 
032 Hughes 
033 Hutchinson 
034 Hyde 
035 Jackson 
036 Jerauld 
037 Jones 
038 Ki ndsbury 
039 Lake 
040 Lawrence 



TabJ.e A . 1 . Listing ( Continued) 

Number 

041 
042 
043 
044 
045 
046 
OL7 
048 
049 

Urban 

Meade 

111.nnehaha 

149 

Rural 

Lincoln 
Lyran 
McCook 
McPher son 
Marshall 

Mellette 
Miner 

Del eted 

050 Moody ---,0""'5""'1 ____ __,,,Pe_ n-ni.n ...... -g-.t_o_n _____ _:.., ____________ _ 

052 
053 
054 
055 
056 
057 
058 
059 
060 
061 
062 
063 
064 
065 
066 
067 

NEBRASKA 
001 
002 
003 
00~ 
005 
006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
018 
019 
020 

Walworth 

Yankton 

Adams 

Box Butte 

Buffalo 

Cheyenne 

Perkins 
Potter 
Roberts 
Sanborn 
Shannon 
Spink 
Stanley 
Sully 
Todd 
Tripp 
Turner 
Union 

Washabaugh 

Ziebach 

Antelope 
Arthur 
Banner 
Blaine 
Boone 

Boyd 
Bretwn 

Bur 
Butler 
Cass 
Cedar 
Chase 
Cherry 

Clay 
Colfax 
Cuming 
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T ...... 1 , n ' List inf ( .,ontinued) Cl .. ~• .L l., \ • .L • 

U G'Tiber Urban nural .Jc'iet_ 

021 Custer 
022 Dakota 
02} Dawes 
021t Dawson 
025 Deuel 
026 Dixon 
027 Dodge 
020 Douglas 
029. Dumdy 
030 Fillmore 
031 Franklin 
032 Frontier 
033 Furnas 
('\ ~4 J_, Gage 
)35 Garden 
J36 Garfield -
OJ? Gosper 
038 Grant 
039 Greely 
l)U0 Hall 
0(1 Hamilton 
0112 Harlan 
043 Hayes 
044 Hitchcock 
Oli5 Holt 
046 Hooker 
047 Howard 
048 Jefferson 
049 Johnson 
050 Kearny 
1Sl Keith 
052 Keya Paha 
05_; Kirnball 
054 Knox 
055 Lancaster 
056 Lincoln 
057 Logan 
058 Loup 
059 McPherson 
060 Madison 
061 Merrick 
062 Morrill 
063 Nance 
064 Nemaha 
065 Nuckolls 
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Ta11 •- A. l . Listing ( r,ontinued) 

!~um'6er Ur'5an RuraI De'Ieted 

066 Otoe 
06? Pawnee 
068 Perkins 
069 Phelps 
C70 fir; r ce 
671 Platte 
~,72 yolk 
:,71 .. Red \•1illaw 
07h Richardson 
075 Rock 
176 sal ine 
u77 Sarpy 
O?C Saunders 
'.)70 Scotts Bluff ' 

(,90 sewarci 
081 - .. _. ... _ 

Sher idan 
_,)82 Sher man 
()~_> Sioux 
J31t Stanton 
(1,15 Thayer 
t)fi(; Th omas 
"e1 I'hurston 
):8 Valley 
"'Or 
~ l.., I vi ash ington 

1)00 \,Jayne 
001 'vJebster 
092 bJheeler 
oq3 York 

KA1~SAS 
) A en ~ ✓ 

':•i)2 J,.nderson 
')()J At~hison 
o·,L Barber 
005 Barton 
006 Bourbon 
007 Brown 
c-,n3 Butler 
~/)9 Ghase 
010 Chautau , ua • 
011 Cherokee 
012 Cheyenn, -?H' 'H<->' ,,\ ',(" 

013 Clark 
OlL. Slay 
Jl:; Cloud 
o1l Coffey 
017 Comanch,: 
OlG Cowley 
019 Crawfor d 
020 Decatur 
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fable A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Number Urban Rural Deleted 

021 Dickinson 
022 Doniphan 
023 Douglas 
02L ~dwards ,:Y_)L,V_v_y_ 

,,. 1\. I• , I\ 

025 ~lk 
026 Ellis 
0?..7 Ellsworth 
028 Finney 
029 Fo~d 
C...,0 ..) . Franklin 
631 Geary 
032 Gove 
OJJ Graham 
034 Grant 
035 Gray 
636 Greel y 
037 Greenwood 
038 Hamilton 
039 Harper 
OliO 
o[i 

H.3.rvey 
Haskeil 

842 Hodgeman 
Ou3 Jac kson 
OLL J e fferson 
Ou5 Jewell 
O[ib J ohnson 
()l_i 7 Kearney 
Oli8 Kingman 
Oli9 Kiowa ~~Ht-X-

osr Laane 
A► • Labette ,_' 

,, J 

152 Leavenworth 
053 I 1.ncoln 
0 Slr Linn 
05;; Logan 
056 Lyon 
uS7 Mcf'her :.-:on 
058 r-:ar icn 
059 Marshall 
060 .Meade 
661 Miami 
062 :-'Iilchell 
063 Montgomer:;r 
,._ , l ,.,o ! Horris 
Ob5 Morton 
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1ab1e A. l . Listing (Continued) 

Number Urban Rural Deleted 

066 Nemaha 
067 Neos ho 
068 Ness 
069 Norton 
070 Osage 
071 Osborne 
072 ottawa 
O?J Pawnee .x 'HH1" 1\1 I 1\1:-

07L Phillips 
075 Pottawatomie 
076 Pratt 
077 Rawlins 
078 Re no 
079 He public • 

080 Rice 
081 Ri l ey 
082 Rooks ':➔' -¾." '~ i, C" I 1\1 

08 1 
_./ Rush 

o8L Russell 
085 Saline 
086 Scott 
OP? Sedgwick 
058 Seward 
089 Shawnee 
0~)0 Sheridan "->'~H' -I\ I I I J(" 

·J91 Sherman 
092 Smith 
093 Stafford 
09L Stanton 
095 .Stevens 
096 Sumner 
097 Thomas 
098 Trego 
099 Wabaunsee 
100 Viallace 
101 Washington 
102 Wichita 
103 Wilson 
lOL Woodson 
105 Wyandotte 

TOTAL 293 732 



PURPOSE OF 

THE REGIONAL CENTER 

THE ESTABLIS HMENT of the North Central 
Reg ional Center for Rural Development in 1 971 
represented a commitment to a new type of eco­
nomic and socia l development, one that includes 
rural nonfarm segments of our society-the ru ral 
tow ns and cities-as well as the commercial-farm 
sector of the region . 

The objective of Center research is to build 
a body of knowledge f or improving the quality of 
li fe 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
la t ion, influence the quality of life and structure 
the future. A unique opportunity exists to supply 
new knowledge to assist rural people ar.d 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 al I 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 Reg ional Center for Rural 
Development is directing its activities. 

This publication was produced by t he North Central Regional 
Center for Rural Development in cooperation w ith the Center 
for Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD), Iowa State Uni­
versity. Additional copies of this publication can be ordered from 
the North Central Regional Center for Rural Development, 578 
East Hall, Iowa State University , Ames, Iowa 50010 . Price is 
$2 per copy. 
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