


PREFACE 

This report describes principal aspects of population mobility in the Upper 
Midwest. Rates of residential movement, interarea migration, and long
distance commuting are examined. Emphasis is placed upon regions of circu
lation around major centers of in-migration and employment with the objective 
of aiding business and governmental planning, particularly at the local level. 

UMES urban planning research is being done under contract by the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Planning Commission. A special urban research staff has 
been formed for this purpose under the direction of Dr. John R. Borchert. 

The UMES research program is financed by grants from the Ford Foundation, 
the Upper Midwest Research and Development Council, the Hill Family 
Foundation, and the Committee for Economic Development. The program has 
two major purposes: (1) to provide information of aid for regional develop
ment programs by the Upper Midwest Council and others, and (2) to advance 
regional economic analysis. 

The opinions expressed in this report are those of the author. This report 
is not intended to represent the opinions of any of the groups sponsoring 
the UMES. The materials contained herein are preliminary and subject to 
revision on the basis of further r:.esearch and comments received. 
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-SUMMARY 

Since World War II, the Upper Midwest's population, as well as the nation's, 
has greatly accelerated the region's geographic mobility. More migrants, com
muters, ~hoppers and vacationers are traveling longer distances. Regions have 
become increasingly competitive for people and their buying power. Many towns 
are losing some of their former locational advantages based upon distance and 
captive territories. A result is the shattering of the prewar pattern of migration 
and trade areas as large and growing centers attract workers and visitors from 
more distant points. Two irreversible trends which underlie this increasing 
movement are the "shrinking of distance" through better transportation and the 
broadening knowledge of other places and opportunities. 

Population movement is one of the most sensitive indicators of social and 
economic change. It is both a cause and an effect of population growth, income 
differences, living conditions and political organization. The commonly asked 
questions, "Where are you from?" and "Where are you going?", reflect the 
universal interest in differences between areas. 

This report presents three major aspects of population mobility in the Upper 
Midwest:* (1) the amount and rate of residential movement, (2) migration be
tween areas, and (3) the commuting ranges and characteristics of employment 
centers. The main aim is to provide the region and its communities with infor
mation about their location and potential within the national and regional scene. 
Decisions, policies, and planning by private business and public bodies require 
a factual basis for interpreting current and future changes. 

Residential movement in the Upper Midwest lags slightly behind the national 
rates because the region is a net population exporter and it is less urbanized 
than the country as a whole. 

_..,. 
-About one-fifth of the region's population moves each year, and one -half 
changes residence over a five -year period. Less than 1 0 per cent of the 
rural people, but more than 25 per cent of large-city residents move annually. 

* The region includes Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, north
western Wisconsin and Upper Michigan; it coincides with the Ninth Federal 
Reserve District. This report builds upon two previous Upper Midwest Study 
publications: Migration and Population Growth in the Upper Midwest: 1930-
1960, Study Paper No. 4 (July, 1962); and The Urbanization of the Upper 
Mid""west: 1930-1960, Urban Report No. 2 (February, 1963). 
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-Residential moves have nearly doubled since 1940. Long-distance (inter
regional} and local (suburban, especially} movement have increased the most. 

-Mobility rates are highest among young, unmarried, and low-income people, 
and those employed in seasonal, low-skill and service occupations. 

Migration to the Upper Midwest is now about 67,000 persons per year, nearly 
twice the prewar amount, but out-migration of 107,000 results in comparable net 
losses of about 40,000 people annually. About two migrants move to the region 
for every three who leave. The region's population gain of almost 1 per cent a 
year stems from high birth rates. Arresting the outflow, rather than attracting more 
migrants, can easily achieve any reasonable population growth goals. Stopping 
all out-migration while holding the in-migrants between 1950 and 1960 would have 
increased the regional population by 3 0 per cent compared to an actual gain of 
9.4percent. 

-Six urban areas account for 4 3 per cent of the migration to the region; they are 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area (30 per cent), Great Falls, Billings, Rapid 
City, Sioux Falls, and Rochester. 

-States east of the Mississippi lead as suppliers and recipients of migrant s_. but 
net losses to the West are greater. Population exchange with the South is 
relatively light. Lower Wisconsin, Iowa, Illinois, and California are clearly 
the most popular destinations for out-migrants. Population growth through 
migration gains or reduced losses to the East and Lower Midwest appears 
feasible. 

-Upper Midwest states are linked with different external regions according to 
location and relative growth. Northwest Wisconsin and Michigan's Upper 
Peninsula show heavy migration losses to lower Wisconsin and Illinois. 
Minnesota gains migrants from other Upper Midwest states and nearly breaks 
even with the East and South, but it loses substantially to the West. North 
Dakota's annual migration loss of 10, 000 persons is largely to Minnesota and 
the West. South Dakota's losses are more evenly distributed, while Montana 
gains from the region and loses to the West Coast, particularly the state of 
Washington. 

-Projected national growth indicates continued migration losses by the Upper 
Midwest but at slightly reduced rates. Losses should remain at present levels 
to the West but diminish to the East and South. 

Population transfers in the region delineate migration sheds and divides which 
shift in response to growth and opportunities at employment centers. 
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-A migration divide through the western Dakotas bisects the region into two 
sheds. Montana migration is heavily westward or to its own centers of 
Billings, Great Falls, and Missoula. East of the divide, movement is pre
dominantly to the East or South, to the Twin Cities, and to several fast
growing centers of over 2 5, 000 population in the region. 

-Growing centers draw from many dispersed sources, but typically they 
receive 15 to 25 per cent of their migrants from nearby counties, 4 0 to 50 
per cent from other parts of the Upper Midwest, and the balance from out
side the region. 

-Migration between towns is much heavier than the rural to urban flow. 
Drainage of population from migration sheds is generally not a threat to 
future growth, because centers can have healthy gains through retention 
of locally-born persons . 

-Centers which attract migrants have distinctive characteristics such as 
recent job growth (but not necessarily low unemployment), high population 
turnover or holding power, large proportions of employment in service 
occupations, good housing with available rentals, and above average in
come and educational levels. 

Commuting is becoming a substitute for migration as growing job centers 
are reaching out 30 miles or more to rural townships and small towns which do 
not have adequate local employment. 

-Commuting is most intense to central cities of metropolitan areas, to growing 
cities in agricultural regions with surplus labor, and in several areas of 
dispersed, partly-agricultural settlement. 

-Small towns within future commuting ranges (say, 50 miles) of thriving urban 
centers have good chance~--for survival and growth. Their existing physical 
plants, cheap space, and mobile populations suggest their maintenance and 
renewal, along with improved, low-cost transportation to the centers. 

Policy Implications and Recommendations 

Population movement produces two general problems which concern all 
citizens interested in regional and local progress--population growth or decline, 
and land and resource development in balance with population shifts. Several 
critical questions of goal-setting and policy formulation arise: "How high a 
population growth rate can the area sustain?" "What will the future population 
distribution be?" "What planning effort can be adopted to reach the goals?" 
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Reports to date have analyzed recent changes and identified basic trends. Forth
coming Upper Midwest Economic Study publications will provide more specific 
estimates of population, employment and income. 

Population growth is assumed to be good--not for the sake of size, but 
because growing areas have generally shown superior economic performance 
and living conditions. In some cases, very rapid growth does appear to have 
undesirable cons e que nce s of temporary shortages followed by excess capacities. 
Migration is assumed to be neutral--neither good nor bad in itself. However, 
growth through moderately low population turnover--retention of the maximum 
number of qualified people--has economic and planning advantages. 

On the basis of research findings, the following guidelines and recommen
dations are offered: 

l . An Upper Midwest population growth rate of l. 5 per cent per year to 197 5 
is an attainable goal. This compounded annual rate gives a 2 5 per cent 
population increase from 1960 to 1975, compared to 9.4 per cent from 1950 
to 1960, and a regional population of 7,860,000 in 1975. To achieve this 
goal, urban areas must grow at l . 7 5 per cent annually to offset continued 
rural decline. Favored centers must realize at least 2 per cent annual 
growth; this requires them to be centers of net in-migration. These "goals" 
are somewhat higher than those yielded by projections of past trends and 
are "optimistic." 

2. Retardation of migration to the East and Lower Midwest is advisable be
cause of migration shifts and growth projections. School counseling 
policies, employee placement services, and thorough appraisal of regional 
opportunities can reduce unprofitable migration. 

3. Regional information centers should be established for the collection and 
exchange of employment and migration data and trends. Logical locations for 
such centers are major urban areas identified in this report as "circulation 
centers." Existing agencies perform a part of this task. State bureaus of 
business and resource development, employment divisions, and planning 
commissions could further exploit available information. Multi-county 
planning bodies, now beginning to emerge, might include the analysis of 
migration and commuting in their programs. It is also strongly urged that 
future national censuses interrogate as to specific former addresses of 
migrants, the month of their latest move, and major reasons for moving. 

4. Emphasis should be increased upon training and education for jobs in ex
panding industries and occupations. High schools, colleges, and techni
cal institutes can be better informed about current conditions and coming 
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changes. Research institutes associated with universities are likely 
candidates for this important liaison function. 

5. Encouragement of home-to-work commuting from small towns and rural 
areas to growing job centers would yield dividends to under-employed 
workers and employers. This recommendation involves a host of 
considerations --housing and renewal, improved public transportation, 
tax equities, etc. Local initiative to sell employers on merits of the 
small town labor force is essential. 

6. Expansion and upgrading of facilities and services at centers with 
locational advantages can render them more attractive to trained labor 
and potentli>a.l investors. 

Growth is everybody's business, but the responsibility to promote it, both 
regionally and locally, has not been specific~ The future offers promise that 
goals can be reached through the coordinated efforts of research, private business, 
and public planning bodies. 
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POPULATION MOBILITY IN THE UPPER MIDWEST 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Americans have historically been a mobile people. Land settlement and 
population growth maintained high rates of geographic movement until 1930. 
Migration and travel slowed during the 1930s. World War II produced 
alterations in the population distribution of the United States, and postwar 
adjustments and growth have generated new movement patterns. Today we are 
seeing vastly more migration between regions and towns I local change of 
residence, home-to-work commuting 1 shopping trips, and vacation travel. 

The major factors underlying this accelerated mobility are a steadily
growing national population (doubled since 191 0); transportation and communi
cation improvements which have broadened our horizons, and technological 
growth which has increased income and leisure time. To understand recent 
social changes and to plan for coming ones, we need more knowledge of popu
lation shifts and regi~:mal characteristics. Among the vital statistics of 
economic growth and planning are those of population movement. . 

Questions about population mobility, especially of the younger labor force, 
are raised because they often reflect the state of economic health and the 
direction in which communities are headed. Some of them are: 

1. Where are the people who leave the area going? What kinds of places 
are they going to and what are the attractions? 

2. How much population are we losing (or gaining) from migration? Are 
changes in local resources and facilities in balance with population 
change? 

3. How are population characteristics changing because of migration? Are 
we gaining, on net, in the skill and educational levels of our population? 

4. Are cities providing enough jobs to absorb rural and small town migrants? 
What are the major centers of migration and employment? 

5. What policies and planned effort can be adopted to cope with future 
problems? 

This report offers findings for some of these questions . 
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A. THE NATIONAL SETTING AND REGIONAL COMPARISONS 

Where does the Upper Midwest stand in the national migration picture? The 
Upper Midwest, with 14 per cent of the area and 3 . 5 per cent of the population 
of the United States, is not on the main stream of major transportation corridors of 
the country. Its linkages with other regions are mainly based upon rail and 
highway routes of the Chicago-Pacific Northwest axis. Secondary connections, 
and recent air route extensions, feed into the region from the south. Generally, 
however, the Upper Midwest is not highly accessible to the most populous 
areas of the United States. 

Regions of the United States used in this study differ widely in population 
size and recent growth. 

TABLE 1. 
UNITED STATES REGIONAL POPULATION 1960 t 

AND CHANGE, 1950-1960 

Region 
1960 Population Po pulation Growth 

Thousands % of U.S. 1950-1960, % 

New Eng land l 0' 509 5.9 % 12. 8% 
Mid-Atlantic 34' 168 19.1 13.3 --
South Atlantic 25,972 14.5 22.6 
East pouth Central 12,050 6.7 5.0 
Ohio-Indiana 14, 369 8.0 20.9 
Lower Michigan 7,517 4.2 23.1 
Lo wer Wisconsin 3 ,371 1. 9 16 .0 
Illinois 10,081 5.6 15.7 
Iowa 2,758 1.5 5.2 
Nebraska l '411 0.8 6. 5 
Missouri-Kansas 6,498 3 .6 10.8 
West South Central 16' 9 51 9.5 16.6 
Mountain 6' 180 3.4 32.8 
Pacific Northwes t 4,622 2.6 18.5 
California 15 717 8 . 8% 48 .5 % 
UPPER MIDWEST .,. 6,288 3 . 5% 9.4 % 
UNITED STATES ; - 179,323 - 18 . 5% 

Migration between regions has been heaviest from slowly growing parts of 
the country to nearby, rapidly growing regions and to the West. In particular, 
Ohio, Michigan, and Illinois have drawn large numbers of migrants from the 
Midwest and the South, while California, Arizona, and Florida have been 
popular destinations for migrants from the ~ntire nation. The Upper Midwest 
grew at about half the national rate from 1 9 50 to 19 6 0 (Table 1) . Without 
fairly high birth rates 1 the Upper Midwest's ~rowth rate would have been less 1 

since it had net migration losses to all other regions. Only two Upper Midwest 
states, Montana and Minnes~ta, came close to a break-even point on migration 
in the 1950s, and this was largely due to gains from North and South Dakota. 
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Every year, nearly 4 0 million Americans, or 21 per cent of the population, 
change residence at least once. After five years, about half the population is 
living in different homes. This rate of residential mobility is undoubtedly very 
high by comparison with other countries, since the United States is a highly 
industrialized, urban, and dynamic society. Most population movement is 
quite short in distance. About 80 per cent of the movers remain within the same 
state and 50 per cent within the same county, but the proportion which is inter
state is steadily rising. 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE: 1960 

! QQ .---.----,----,---, 

Uniled Sta!es ............ J .. --
~~ 

c 8Q 
.~ 
;;; 
:; 
0. 
0 

0.. 

60r-~--~~~~~~--~ /V Upper M idwest 

4Q ~H/~~----+----T--~ 
0 1/ 
* 2Q~'l~~~--+----+--~ 

Q l 5 l Q l 5 2Q 
Years (o r less ) i n Pre sent House 

The "Length of Residence" graph to the left shows 
that Upper Midwest rates have lagged slightly behind 
those of the country. One-third of the Upper Midwest 
population has lived at the same address 10 years or 
more, compared to 28 per cent for the nation. The 
5 per cent difference is mainly due to net out-migration 
from the region and the greater residential stability of 
farmers who comprise a large part of the Upper Mid
west population. Urban mobility rates of the region 
and country are practically identical. 

Table 2 shows that 81 per cent of Americans in 1960 had lived in the same 
county five years before .1 This group consists of non-movers, who make up • 
half the population, and "same county" movers who are 30 per cent of the total. 
The remaining 19 per cent were movers between counties of the same state 

(8. 7 per cent) and those .-------------------------. 
from different states or 
abroad (10. 3 per cent) . 
In terms of person -moves, 
these are large num
bers --16.4 million were 
from other states or a for
eign country, 13.8 million 
were from different coun
ties of the same state, 
and at least 38 million 
were intracounty . 

Prewar comparisons 
indicate an acceleration 
in mobility, and a shift 
in type over the past 20 
years . The number of 

TABLE 2. 
RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY IN THE UPPER MIDWEST 

AND THE UNITED STATES, FIVE-YEAR RATES: 
1955- 1960a AND 1935- 194Qb 
Percentage of Population Living at Beginning of Period (5 years prior) in: 

United States 
Upper Midwest 

Montana 
North Dakota 

N. W . Wisconsin 
Upper Michl an 

Same County Same State, Different County Difference State cir Forelg·n 
1955-1960 1935-1940 1955-1960 1935-1940 1955-1960 1935-1940 

81.0% 86 .6% 8 . 7% 7. 7% 10.3% 5 . 7% 
81.8 86.5 10.1 8.3 8 . 1 5.3 
80, 9)C 11.0 c 
75.8 79.4 11.7 11.2 12.5 9.4 
81.9 88.8 9.8 7.5 8.3 3.7 
79.7 85 . 7 10.8 9.4 9.5 4.9 
82.2 86.9 10.5 8.4 7.3 4.7 
80.6 c 12.1 c 
86.5 88.6 7 . 3 6.0 6.2 5.3 
85.2 87.0 7.1 6.4 7.7 6.6d 

a. Data for 1955-1960 from U .S .Census of Population 1960, Bureau of the Census, General Social and 
Economic Characteristics, Table 70; figures for "Place of Prior Residence not Reported" prorated to 
categories In this table. 

b. Data for 1935-1940 computed from Population, Internal Migration, 1935 to 1940 , Age of Migrants, 
Sixteenth Census of the United States , 1940, Table 1 and Table 16. 

c. Reflects the classification o f moves between citie s of over 100,000 population and the remainder of 
their counties as "Same State, Different County" for comparability with the 1940 Census definition 
of "Quasi-Counties" ; applicable to on1y Minneapolis , St. Paul, and Duluth in the Upper Midwest. 

d. Estimated from total state figures. 

1. The Census question, "Where did (yo u) Uve on April 1, 1955," has several source s of error or bias due to: (1) multiple movement during the five-year 
period, both "shuttling" and between three or more areas; (2) deaths of migrants during the period; and (3) "Moved, Residence in 1955 Not Reported . " Type 
3 moves were allocated proportionately to kno wn classes of migrants. Types 1 and 2 are unknown. As a result , gross migratio n is understated, but net 
migration is insignificantly affected . 
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interstate-plus-foreign movers during the five years prece ding World War II is 
estimated at 6.9 million, less than half the 1955 to 1960 total. The "Same 
State, Different County" category' amounted to 9.3 million be fore the war, or 
57 per cent of the postwar pe riod. Intracounty move ment was only about half 
the 1955 to 1960 figures. In other words, while the United State s population 
increased 36 per cent, the number of residential mov ers rose nearly 75 per 
cent. Interstate movement increased the most, followe d by intra county, and 
intrastate movement. 

FIGURE l. 
RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY IN THE UNITED STATE S 

Per Cent of 1960 
Popu lation Who Moved 

From 1 955 to 1 960 

39% and und e r 
40 - 49 % 
so - 59 % 
60% and over 

O ther State 
or Fore ignff} 

Same 
Same State ounty 

Variations in regional mobility rates are mainly the result o f long-distanc e 
migration. As illustrated in f-<i'gure l above, the four state s of the Southwes t 
had the highest 19 55 to 1960 mobility rate with 61 pe r ce nt of their po pulatio n 
having moved during the period. The Northeast had the lowe st rate at 41 per 
cent, while the Upper Midwest rate was 4 3 per c e nt. Interstate movement is 
an important part of the high rates in the Southwest and Mountain states. 
Local and intrastate movement is relatively more important in the Upper Midwest. 

Within the Upper Midwest I Montana's mobility rate is the highest at 51 per 
cent. South Dakota has slightly higher mobility than North Dakota (44 per 
cent vs. 41 per cent) because of more in-migration and intrastate movement. 
Minnesota • s rate is also 44 per cent, but here the "same c o unty" type is more 
pronounced. Suburbanization in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area and the many 
intra county shifts in large , populous St. Louis C ounty are main factors. Two-
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thirds of the low rates of movement in Northwest Wisconsin and Upper Michigan 
are local ("same county"). Mobility rates equal to the national average are 
found only in Montana and in growing urban areas. 

Ove r the past 50 years, as shown in Table 3, changes in interregional 
migration have occurred. The We st has become the largest regional gainer 
from long-distance migration. It added 3.25 million migrants between 1950 and 
19601 about 9 per cent of them from the Upper Midwest which is an above
average c ontributor on a population basis. The northeastern and Great Lakes 
states continue to register migration gains 1 chiefly at the expense of the' South, 
but at lower rates than before 1930. Arizona and Florida have become major 
destinations within the past 15 years, particularly from retirement. Migration 
flows of these two states with the Upper Midwest are predominantly one-way. 
Only two regions --the South and Lower Midwest--exceeded the Upper Midwest 
from 1950 to 1960 in absolute numbers lost through migration, although not on 
a per capita basis. Their ability to attract migrants has declined since World 
War II, whereas the Upper Midwest's performance in the 1950s was slightly 
better than that in the 194 Os. 

TABLE 3. NET MIGRATION I 1910-1960 
(thousands of persons) 

191 0 - 1920a 1920 - 1930a 1930 - 1940a 1940 - 1950a 1950-1960b 50-Year Cumulative 
Region - State Gain(+) %of Gain (+) %of Gain (+) %of Gai n(+) %of Gain (+) %of Gai n(+) Mean 

or 1910 or 1920 or 1930 o r 1940 or 1950 or Decade 
Loss( - ) Pop 'n . Loss(-) Pop'n . Loss(-) Pop'n . Loss(-) Pop' n . Loss(-) Pop'n, Loss(-) %C hange 

Upper Midwest +30 + 1% -4 1 5 -8% - 239 4% -535 - 10% - 414 - 7% - 1' 573 - 5.6% 
Montana +90 +24 -73 -13 -1 9 -4 - 42 - 8 - 25 -4 - 69 - 1.0 
North Dakota - 46 -8 - 76 - 12 - 106 -1 6 - 109 - 17 105 - 17 - 442 - 14.0 
South Dakota - 31 - 5 -4 5 - 7 - 101 -1 5 71 - 11 - 91 -1 4 - 339 - 10.4 
Minnesota +59 +3 -106 - 4 +36 +1 - 161 -6 - 80 - 3 -252 - 1.8 
N. W. Wisconsin -7 - 1 -62 12 - 20 - 4 101 - 17 - 76 13 - 266 9 . 4 
Upper Michig a n - 35 - 11 - 53 - 16 - 29 - 9 - 51 - 16 37 - 12 205 - 12.8 

Northeast +1 '095 +4 +1 ' 279 +4 +24 0 +169 +1 +460 +1 +3 0 27 + 2 . 0 
Eas t North - Central +1 316 +8 +1 27 5 +6 - 52 0 +495 +2 +758 +3 +3 ' 790 +3. 8 
South - 647 -3 - 1 '204 - 5 218 -1 -884 - 3 -1,270 - 4 - 4' 223 - 3.2 
Lower Midwes t - 262 - 3 - 4 27 - 5 - 398 - 4 - 557 -6 -524 - 5 - 2, 168 -4 .6 
Southwest +232 +4 +192 +3 327 -4 - 96 -1 +279 +2 +280 +0.8 
Mountain +91 +5 - 91 -4 +3 0 +33 +1 +213 +7 +249 +2. 2 
Far Wes tC +958 +23 +1 ,873 +34 +.1.178 +14 + 2' 994 +31 +3 ' 246 +22 +10, 24 9 +24. 8 

U . S . Immigration +6 , 348 +7% +4,295 +4% +699 +1% +858 +1% +2' 973 +2% +1 5, 173 +2 .9% 

a . Computed from data in Historica l Statistics of the United States, U, S. G. 0., Washington, D . C. , 1960; estimated 
for northwest Wisconsin and Upper Michigan. 

b. From County and City Data Book, U.S.G.O., Washi ngton, D . C. , 1962, Tables 1 and 2. 
c . Alaska and Hawaii exc luded for 1910 to 1950. 

In general, there has been about the same increase in mobility in the Upper 
Midwest as in the nation as a whole. Newcomers form a higher proportion of 
the population today than they did before World War II. In the region, net 
migration losses are becoming a smaller proportion of total migration. The most 
encouraging signs of potential growth are the recent performances of Montana 
and Minnesota and the "holding action" in other states where relative migration 
losses 1 at least, are not rising. Future population growth of the region can 
more readily come from migration gains I or reduced losses 1 with the East and 
the Lower Midwest. Efforts to draw migrants from these two regions, or to 
retard out-migration to them, are likely to pay off more than competition with 
the West. 
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B. EFFECTS OF POPULATION MOBILITY 

Migrants respond to differences in job opportunities and salary inequalities; 
however, since people also move for non -economic reaso ns 1 migration itself 
generates income and capital transfers. Places which are gaining population are 
generally regarded as more promising for new investment. Information in this 
report strongly suggests that population transfers are not always consistent with 
differences in opportunities. Some areas may "over-draw" migrants I others 
"over-hold" their residents. Lack of knowledge, inertia, home town loyalties I 

property investments, and the popular image of towns are important determinants 
of population movement. Some of the major direct effects of population 
mobility are discussed below. 

Population Change 

A significant part of population change results from migration gain or loss, 
although birth and death rates also vary among states. 2 About 60 per cent of 
California's gain of 5.1 million people during the 1950s was due to net 
migration. West Virginia, on the other hand, would have gained 200,000 popu
lation, rather than losing 140,000, had there been no migration losses. The 
Upper Midwest falls between these extremes . Since World War I, loss per 
decade from migration has averaged 7 per cent of the regional population. Ye t 
the excess of births over deaths has more than compensated to yield an average 
decennial population increase of 7. 8 per cent. 

The role of migration in population change of Upper Midwest states is 
given in Tables 4 and 5. Natural increase added from 6 to 9 per c e nt t o state 
populations, whereas net migration losses varied from less than 1 per cent 
in Montana to 9 per cent in North Dakota. For smaller areas, counties and 
towns, migration effects are more s e vere, accounting in same cases for 10-
year gains or losses of 20 per cent. Over longer periods, say 40 years I some 
rural counties have lost their population, and many towns have more than 
doubled their size since 1920~.•"" Most Upper Midwe st counties are ne t migration 
losers. Ninety-three of the 304 district counties lost over one-fifth of their 
population from 1950 to 1960 through migration. 

2 . In 1959 to 1960, Utah had the highes.t rate of natural increase, 2. 3 per cent; New York had the lowest, 1 . 1 per cent. Upper Midwest rates were: Montana 
1
1

.6
16

1 per cent; North Dakota, 1.7 9 per cent; South Dakota, 1.66 per cent; Minnesota, 1 .66 per cent; Northwest Wisconsin, 1.31 per cent; Upper Michigan' 
• per cent. · 

Montana 
North Dakota 
South Da kota 
Minnesota 
N . W . W i scons i n 
Upper Michigan 
Upper Midwest 
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TABLE 4. 
COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE, 1955-1960 

Popu lation Popu lation 
(in thousands) C hange, 19 55 - 1960 
1955a 1 960 No. (000 ' s) % 

620 674 +54 +8 .7 % 
627 632 +5 +0 .8 
670 679 +9 +1 . 3 

3 ' 1 7 3 3 , 414 +24 1 +7 . 6 
579 581 +2 +0. 3 
302 306 +4 + 1 . 3 

5' 971 6,288 +317 +5.4 

1 955 - 1960 
Migration 

(in thousands) 
Inflow Net 

75 -4 
46 - 53 
57 - 51 

222 -47 
40 -37 
24 - 15 

333 -2 07 

Natura l Increaseb 
(in thousands) 
Births Net 

+88 +56 
+84 +57 
+90 +59 

+424 +273 
+ 68 +38 
+33 +18 

+787 +50 1 

a. Bureau of the Census, Curren t Population Reports, 
Series P - 25 , No . 229, April!, 1 955; population 
estimated from July 1, 1 954 and Jul y 1, 1 955 
populations. 

b. From reports of state boards of health or vita l 
s tati stics by individual stat es . 

TABLE 5. 
POPULATION FLOW AND MIGRATION STRENGTH, 1955-1960 and 1935-1940 

(na = not available) 
Natural Increase 
(births - dea t hs, Population Flow (in t housands ) Migration Strength (in per cent) 
in t housands) Into Out Of Net Drawing Powera Holding PowerD 

19 55 - 1935 1955 - 19}5- 1955- 1935 - 1955 - 1935- 1955 1935- 1955- 1935 -
1960 1940 1960 194 0 1960 1940 1 960 1940 1960 Rank 1940 Rank 1960 Rank 1940 

Montana 56.4 20.9 74.7 47 .9 78 . 3 59.0 - 3.6 -1 1. 1 11 . 5% (l ) 8 . 6% (l) 40 .3% (2) 14. 2' 
North Dakota 57 .l 38 . 4 46 .4 21.5 99 .l 88.0 - 52.7 - 66.5 7 .4 (4) 3. 3 (4) 4 . 3 (5) - 46.9 
South Dakota 58 .9 30.2 57.3 28.5 108.7 B9. B -51 .4 - 61 .3 B. 5 (2) 4.3 (3) 6. 5 (4) - 52 .B 
Minnesota 272.6 93.2 222.4 121 .6 269.0 139.5 - 46,6 -1 7 .9 6. 7 (6) 4 .4 (2 ) 45.7 (I) 35.1 
N . W . Wisconsin 3B . 0 na 40. 4 na 77 .4 na - 37 . 0 na 6 . 9 (5) - 1. 3 6 
Upper Michigan 17.7 na 24.2 na 38 . 9 na -14.7 na 7. 9 (3) - B. 2 (3) -

Upper Midwestd 500 .7 • (182. 7) 332.9 *(140 .0) 53B. B (296 .B) - 206.0 (-156 .8) 5.4 (3. 0) 35.4 *(B. 0) . Four state values . 
Strongest State: 1460.0 32.9 BO .1 

Ca lif.) (Nev. )• (Fla.) 
Weakest State: - 196.7 5. 2 -20 . 3 

I (N.Y. ) (W.Va .) ltw. va .) 

a . Drawing Power: Gross In - migration as a percentage of average population for the period. 

b. Holdi ng Power: 1 - N .I~'f>G .I . , where G.O. equa ls gross out-migration, N.I . equals natural increase, G.I. equa ls gross in-migration . 

c . Turnover: Gross out - migrat ion as a percentage of average population for the period . 

d . Interstate moves within the Upper Midwest deleted . 

e. Nevada ' s high relative drawing power and turnover is undo ubtedly re lated to the six-wee k residential require ment for divorce. 

Population Concentration and Regionalization 

1 00 

80 z 
g 
E-< 

:5 

Since the bulk of migration is toward larger 
centers, their share of total population has 
steadily risen. In the Upper Midwest, as 
illustrated to the right, the 16 7 urban areas3 
should have about two-thirds of the regional 
population by 1975. The 20 largest urban 
regions should increase their share from about 

;:J 60 
0.. 
0 
0.. 

~ 40 

48 to 58 per cent. Concentration has many side 0 
effects. Rural areas and small towns become 
more closely linked to regional centers. The 
demand for larger-sized services--hospitals, 
schools, stores, places of entertainment--in 
the centers increases. Concentration has its 
drawbacks. Travel distances for people out-
side the centers are increased for needed 
services which tend to centralize, residential 

~ 

0 

0 
19 30 1 940 1950 

1955-
Rank 1960 

(2) 12.1% 
(3) 15.7 
(4) 16 .I 
(I ) B . I 

13.3 
12.8 

B .B 
5. 9 

Ca lif.) 
24 .1 

Nev.)e 

1960 

TurnoverC 
1935 -

Rank 194 0 

(2) 10.6% 
(5) 13.4 
(B) 13.6 
(l) 5 .l 
4) -

(3) -

• (6 .4) 

1975 

crowding and traffic congestion in the centers is magnified, costs for municipal 
services rise for inhabitants of the expanding fringes. These factors call for re
alignments of political jurisdictions, tax structures, and private business effort. 

Population Turnover (Replacement) 

Areas differ in their rates of population inflow and outflow even when their 
net migration figures are similar. Some cities attract large numbers of migrants 
but lose as many, or more, through out-migration. Others retain far higher 
proportions of residents. Five-year replacement rates vary from less than 10 

3 . Urban Are as - p laces o f over 2, 500 popu lation p lus the no n-farm population in surrounding towns and townships. 
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Rank 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
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per cent in low-turnover towns to over 30 per cent in high-turnover towns. 
Turnover is more closely related to growth rate than to size. Although there are 
exceptions, fast-growth places have high population turnover. Generally, 
Upper Midwest urban areas with the highest turnover have substantial white
collar or construction employment, high percentages of college students, or a 
military base within commuting distance. 

The effects of high turnover, though difficult to assess, reach deeply into 
the fabric of a town. Schools, the real estate market, and retail business are 
subject to more uncertainty. Appraisal of needs, the enlistment of public sup
port for community programs, and planning in general are rendered more 
difficult. Low turnover, conversely, may have undesirable consequences, even 
with population stability or growth. One hears of the need for new ideas and 
new blood. Concentration of capital and business property , along with rigidity 
of the political structure, are likely to have eventual depressive effects. 
A desirable level of turnover appears to be approximately 20 per cent over a 
five-year period. 

Composition of the Population: Selectivity of Migrants 

Migrants are not typical of the general population. Mobility rates differ 
according to age and sex, occupation, income, education, and other 
characteristics. 4 The highest rates are recorded by young people (18 to 25 
years old) 1 unmarried persons, and low-skill service workers. Growing places 
acquire increasing proportions of young persons, both children and young 
adults. For a sample of 28 Upper Midwest towns, the graph below shows 
the accumulation of persons over 3 5 years of age in declining or slowly-growing 
towns, and the larger proportions of young people in fast-growing towns. 

.,., 
C") 60 % 
Q) 

0> • co 
~ 
Q) 

50 • 
> 
0 • 
~ 40 0 ...... ..... 
co ...... 
;:I 
0. 30 0 
0. 

of 4-< 
0 

~ -40 

Age of Population and 
• Growth of Towns 

•• •• • • •• ••• • • • 
"Old" 

0 40 

• • 
••••• • • • 

80 

• 
"Young" 

120 160 % 

Growth Rate 
(19 30-1960) 

Differences between migrants and 
the general population contribute to 
ranges of 25 per cent or more in average 
income, unemployment, level of educa
tion, and age of the population. Along 
with these differences in population 
makeup are found variations in urban 
facilities --parks, availability of rental 
housing, and offering of cultural and 
athletic events. The adjustment prob
lems of small town emigrants are num
erous. For high in-migration cities, 
public information centers can be valu
able to them and the city. 

4. O ne of many studies which points this out is: Labor Mobility i n Six Cities, Social Science Research Council, New York, 1954 (St. Paul is one o f the 
se lected c i ties ) . 
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Land Use 

Nearly all urban land and structures are liable to change from high or pro
longed migration 1 even when the population size is static. In growing areas, 
land allocation is necessary for new housing. In declining areas, there are 
problems of demolition and re-use of vacated buildings and oversized public 
facilities. In larger cities replacement of families by young and old single 
persons means important changes in land use. A case in point is Minneapolis 
where auto ownership has risen during population decline. The operation and 
storage of cars has created a major space problem. As a town's population 
shifts from "young" to "old" 1 there are corresponding changes in the needs 
for schools, parks, retail goods and services, type of housing, and leisure 
activities. In mining towns of Michigan • s Upper Peninsula and northern 
Minnesota, for instance, there has been fairly constant population for 30 to 
50 years, but a steadily increasing proportion of older people. Public land 
and buildings, developed primarily for younger persons, have deteriorated 
through disuse and lack of maintenance. 

Political Organization and Planning 

Migration gains can create a new town or transform a township into an 
incorporated municipality, giving it new legal status. Through elevation 
to a higher population class, a community may come under special options, 
types of enabling legislation, and forms of government. Incorporation and 
growth usually mean a wider hearing in the district and the state legislature. 
In the past 30 years, the Upper Midwest has seen a tremendous growth in new 
political units--suburbs forming around most larger cities, rural townships 
becoming villages, units consolidating and fragmenting. Largely, these new 
communities are products of migration growth. Their residents must develop 
required services, organize politically, and pool their efforts with other units. 

A critical factor involving migration effects is the speed of change. Can 
we recognize the trends and make adjustments before problems become serious? 
A steady influx of young married couples means forthcoming school needs. 
Declining places must prepare for more welfare and more unemployed and aged 
persons. "Local myopia" can blind the view of current trends. New elements in 
the population and signs of growth or decline can be read more meaningfully from 
a regional point of view. 

C. MOBILITY FACTORS 

What kinds of areas hold their population and attract migrants? How much 
of a difference in job salaries and types of employment will induce migration? 
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Characteristics of In-Migration Areas 

Regional comparisons of past population growth point up several features 
in national migration flows: (1) climatic attractiveness, (2) accessibility to 
surplus population and markets, (3) stage of settlement in relation to support 
capacity and resource development, and (4) momentum from an early build-up 
of basic employment. Regions of migration gain generally have two or more 
of these factors operating favorably for them, such as accessibility and 
momentum in the Great Lakes states, or climate and stage of settlement on the 
West Coast. Since the Upper Midwest is generally weak in these growth factors, 
it is surprising that migration losses have not been greater, especially con
sidering that agriculture, forestry and mining have not been growing sectors in 
the American economy. The ability of the region to maintain steady, though 
modest, growth is a tribute to the people's energy and other intangible factors 
which can be further exploited. For example, many business leaders believe 
that the skill levels of the region's labor force, reinforced by dependability 
and high quality output, will be an increasing advantage in a future of ex
panded automation, higher income, and greater premiums upon trained labor. 5 

Table 6 shows the differences in characteristics of Upper Midwest source 
states of migrants and the United States regions to which they move. Regions 
receiving large numbers of migrants from the Upper Midwest have higher pro
portions of professional and managerial jobs in their labor force, higher 
income levels, better housing conditions, and more new capital expenditures 
for manufacturing. Average family income in regions of strong attraction was 
$ 6 , 16 6 per year compared to $4 , 8 04 in source states, a difference of 2 8 per 
cent. Similarly, in the destination regions far more of the population resides 
in metropolitan areas (6 2 per cent vs. 21 per cent). Table 6 illustrates the 
declining difference in characteristics of destination and source regions as 
the population flow is less intense. That certain characteristics do not show 
significant differences between source and terminal areas may be due to the 
equalizing effects of migration. Unemployment and average age of the popu
lation, for example, are aboJ:ff the same in both kinds of areas. 

These differences in social and economic characteristics are blurred by 
the large sizes and internal diversity of the areas. At the individual county level 
in the Upper Midwest, the differences are accentuated. Some factors are more 
closely associated with migration in some states than in others, (Table 7). In 
Minnesota, high-income counties are drawing many more migrants than low-income 
counties. This situation is true to a lesser degree in other Upper Midwest states. 
In Montana, lower income counties are drawing population as well (or losing as 
little) as high-income counties. In Montana, it appears that income levels are 

5. In Manufac turing Costs and the Comparative Advantage o f United States Regions, Upper Midwest Economic. Study Paper No . 9 (AprJl , 1963) , Professor 
Wonnacott analyzes state diffe re nces in labor and transportatio n cost s, nearne ss to market , and loca l and state tax leve ls for 20 industry groups. O ne 
ge ne ral conclusion --that better Upper Midwest pros pects are in "footloose" industries with high-skill re quire ments--has direct reference to educational 
policies and popu lation movement: namely , that training for skills in growing indus tries ca n e ither retard out-migration o r provide the trainee with a 
salable commodity elsewhere. 

10 

being successfully maintained in rural areas that are losing people. Unemployment 
also exemplifies state differences. The average county rate of unemployment in 
North Dakota was 3. 8 per cent in 1960. Counties with less unemployment than 
this average generally gained more population than counties with more unemploy
ment--that is, migration flows responded at least moderately well to the job mar
ket as of 1960. In the other states of the district, this relationship was weaker. 

TABLE 6 . 
CHARACTERISTICS OF SOURCE AND TERMINAL AREAS 

BY POPULATION EXCHANGE LEVELS 
(six Upper Midwest states and 1 5 United States regions) 

Population Exchange Levelb 
HI h (N~l4 Medium N=21 LOw N~SS) 

C haracte ristic Per CentC Per CentC Per CentC 
(average of N va lues) Source Terminal Difference Source Terminal Difference Source Terminal Difference 

l. +17 % 6% 21 % +15% 7% 15% +8% 
2. +41 % 16% 61% +45% 22% 49% +27% 

3. +4 .9 % 28.8 29.2 +1 . 4% 29.5 28.9 -2 .1% 
4 . - 0.4 % 5.5% 4.8% -0 .7% 6.6% 5.1% -1 . 4% 
5. +6.8% 34.7% 40.7% +6.0% 36.2% 39.9% +3.7% 

occu ations, 1960 
6. Family income, 1959 $4684 $5865 +25% $4910 $5378 +10 
7 . Educational levela 40.2% 43.5% +3.3% 40 . 1% 42.6% +2.5% 
8. Housing: % sound, 1960 62.2% 76.4% +14 . 2% 64.5% 71.0% +6.5% 
9. Local government expenditures $162.50 $ 158.20 -2.6% $ 154 . 08 $143.89 -7 . 1% 

er ca ita, 1957 
10 . New capital expenditure s for $21.56 $51 . 19 +137 . 4% $24.90 $50.22 +101. 7% $29.04 $44.23 +52.3% 

manufacturing per capita , 1958 

a. Per c e nt of population 25 years and over who have completed high school or beyond. 

b. Five - year (1955-1960) values for flows between each Upper Midwest state and each United States region given in Tables 7 and 8 , 
defined as : (1) High--Ne t migration exceeding 3 , 000 and at least a three to two gross -migration ratio; these 14 exchanges , all 
from Upper Midwest s t ates to United States regions, ar.e Montana , North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota to the Pacific 
Northwest; North Dakota, sOuth Dakota, and Minnesota to California; North Dakota and South Dakota to the Mountain region; 
South Dakota to Iowa; Minnesota and northwest Wisconsin to Illinois; and no rthwest Wiscon sin and Upper Michigan to lower 
Wisconsin. (2) Low--Net migration les s than 1, 000 o r less t han 3, 000 with lower than a three to two gro ss-migration ratio. 
(3) Medium--All other exchange va lues o 

c. Plus (+) 1f highe r in terminal areas, minu s (-) if higher in source. 

TABLE 7. 
MIGRATION FACTORS IN THE UPPER MIDWEST I 1960 

(county level) 

Factors: County Averages* and Corre lations (r)** with Net Migration 
Income New Housing: Urbanization: %of White Collar Adult 

Unemployment 
(Annual Per Cent Population in Employment (% Population: 
Family) Since 1950 Towns Over 2, 500 of Labor Force) % over 21 years Rate 

Counties In: (No.) Average Average Average Average Average Average 

Montana (56) $4' 8 so - . 22 21 % -.14 23% . 03 31% - . 30 58% .44 5.5% -.09 

North Dakota (53) 4' 000 .6 9 1 5 .80 12 . 72 27 .77 40 -.67 3.8 - . 51 

South Dakota (67) 3' 750 .56 17 .47 18 . 61 28 . 63 57 .04 4.4 -. 07 

Minnesota (87) 4 '350 .81 20 . 76 30 .62 31 . 54 58 - . 27 5.8 - . 25 

N 0 W. Wisconsin & (41) 4' 500 . 69 17 .48 23 . 41 31 .27 60 -.01 7.6 -. 24 

Upper Michigan 

Uppe r Midwest (304) 4' 270 .60 19% .45 22% .50 30% .46 56% - . 03 5.5% - . 24 

* Averages equa l unweighted means of counties. 
** (r) equals correlation coefficient: 0 70 to 1 o 00 , + or -, indicates a high degree of aasociatioo; between o 30 and • 70, a moderate 

association; under . 30, a low association. 

In general, the information in Tables 6 and 7 support several commonly .held 
beliefs: (1) migrants do move from low to high-income areas; (2) housing con
ditions change in response to migration flow; (3) migration is clearly toward more 
heavily urbanized regions and counties; (4) migrants move toward areas with high 
employment in services; and, (5) the population in areas which attract migrants have 
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higher educational levels. With respect to unemployment, migration appears in 
the aggregate to function as an equalizer between regions. For the individual, 
however, it may be wise to explore the local employment market before following 
the herd to distant areas which may not offer more opportunities. 

Relativity of Conditions 

Since a major motivation to migrate is dissatisfaction with the environment, 
conditions in the drawing area must be favorable (or thought to be). This 
voluntary type of migration, which pulls people toward areas, is supplemented 
by involuntary migration--relocation of a business office or factory, replacement 
of retiring or dismissed employees, etc. The specific place to which a 
voluntary migrant moves is determined by assessment of relative opportunities 
within his sphere of knowledge. Employment agencies and personnel departments 
know that the majority of applicants have had some prior knowledge of the town-
through previous travel, acquaintances, or newspapers --and its prospects for 
work. Seldom is the move made out of total ignorance. With the older, more 
experienced, or professional person, the move is more likely to be based upon 
greater knowledge, after employment has been secured, and for higher earnings. 

Relativity of conditions accounts for most movement. Follow-up studies 
of school graduates indicate the most frequently given reasons for moving to 
be better pay, better climate, cheaper living, etc. Whether conditions are, in 
fact, superior is open to question. Migration is not a one-way flow. A large 
part of it is return movement. Because of this, more information about relative 
conditions and motivations of migrants can reduce unprofitable migration. 
Counseling policies in schools, employee placement and personal job sa tis
faction could be immeasurably improved. 

The 11 explanation 11 of population movement is complex and beyond the scope 
of this report, but a statistical evaluation of the importance of mobility factors 
within the Upper Midwest has been made. Although one explanation is often 
as good as another, mobility~1~ctors line up roughly in the following order: 

Secondary: 
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6 . 
7 . 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

New capital investment in manufacturing 
Rate of natural population increase 
Educational level of the population 
Employment rate 
Increase in manufacturing employment 
Per cent of housing in rental units 

An area which ranks high in most of the first six to eight factors is almost 
certain to have experienced substantial in-migration. Some of the factors, such 
as past growth and new housing, are the direct results of population inflow. 
Others result from the selective characteristics of migrants. An unexpected 
finding is the lack of a high relationship between migration and manufacturing 
employment. Upper Midwest counties, where manufacturing employment is a 
high proportion of the labor force, are not necessarily strong in-migration areas. 
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II. POPULATION MOVEMENT 

The Upper Midwest participates in rising national mobility both as a 
supplier and recipient of migrants. There are about two in-migrants to this 
part of the country for every three out-migrants. 

The Upper Midwest is performing slightly better than it did 15 to 20 years 
ago and the potential for future gain is greater. Net migration loss has not 
changed appreciably, but far more people are entering the region today. 
Source regions of in-migrants and destination regions of out-migrants show 
marked differences among states. A major migration divide runs north-south 
through the western Dakotas. Minnesota, northwest Wisconsin, and 
Michigan's Upper Peninsula are linked most strongly to the East, especially 
to lower Wisconsin and Illinois. Montana and western North and South 
Dakota are oriented to the Mountain and West Coast regions. With the 
exception of Iowa, states to the south have relatively little interchange with 
the Upper Midwest. 

Cities of the region are connected to each other through migration. 
Population flows between urban areas depend upon their sizes and distances 
apart, their relative population growth rates, and their historical intercourse. 
Migration drawing areas, or sheds, manifest these characteristics and reflect 
the probable labor market of employment centers. Most Upper Midwest urban 
areas are gaining population, but only half of them have net migration gain. 
A fairly close correspondence exists between trade areas and migration sheds 
of shopping centers. 

Occupational structure--kinds of jobs--has an effect upon population 
growth and turnover. Employment centers with more opportunities in service 
occupations have shown relatively more of their growth from in-migration than 
cities with high manufacturin~ .. employment. Industrial towns have lower 
population turnover. Other traits, such as housing and income, are also 
associated with migration; nevertheless, it appears that an important 
element of migration to some cities is their image of being a "good town" in 
which to work and live. 

Within urban areas of the region there is local movement which exceeds 
the volume of long-distance migration. Residential shifting and commuting 
in cities increases sharply beyond the 10,000 population level. This 
internal circulation has significance for community planning. 

The major Upper Midwest urban areas, as employment concentrations 
and collection centers for migrants, display wide variation in their 
migration ranges and job opportunities for non-residents. Some cities 
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attract over half their migrants from outside the Upper Midwest (Rapid City, 
South Dakota, for example). Others draw migrants mainly from contiguous 
counties (Merrill, Wisconsin). Commuting ranges likewise vary from a few 
miles beyond the municipal limits to 4 0 miles or more. 

Population drainage of source areas for migrants to most urban areas is not 
a r e striction upon future growth. For only a few of the smaller shopping centers 
has rural and small town depopulation proceeded so far as to jeopardize con
tinued in-migration. Furthermore, the additions through natural increase are 
adequate to sustain mod erate growth if out-migration is arrested. Rapid 
growth, however, does require net in-migration from distant source regions. 

A. MIGRATION TO THE UPPER MIDWEST 

Although the Upper Midwest is a net exporter of people, there are 
substantial population flows to the region from the rest of the country and 
minor increments from foreign sources. About one-third of a million persons, 
or 6 per cent of the 1960 population, entered the region to establish 
residence during the preceding five-year period. These migrants represent 
both newcomers, establishing initial residence in the region, and returnees 
who lived elsewhere for at least five years. This volume of in-migrants .,. 
was equivalent to 42 per cent of the regional gain in population due to 

FIGURE 2: 
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natural increase. These migrants constitute both a human resource and a 
social responsibility. If the region cannot provide adequate opportunities 
for them, they will leave or become social charges. 

1 . Source Regions 

East-Southeast. The contributions of migrants to the Upper Midwest by 
other regions are given in Tables 8 and 13, and the flow picture in Figure 2. 
The East-Southeast region I which has 7 3 per cent of the national population, 
supplies 41 per cent of the Upper Midwest in-migrants. Minnesota received 
three-fifths of them, or nearly 80,000 during the 1955-1960 period. The 
three western states of the District imported a total of only 30, 000 migrants 
from east of the Mississippi. A large share of the eastern movement 
emanates from nearby Great Lakes states, in particular from lower Wisconsin 
and Illinois, which have both large urban centers and surplus rural popu
lations. Illinois, for example, exported 16, 6 00 persons to Minnesota, two
thirds of them to the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. The greater the distance 
of the source from the Upper Midwest, the higher is the proportion of migrants 
who move to large cities. 

On a rate (population) basis 1 the movements from southern Wisconsin 
to northwest Wisconsin and Minnesota are among the highest reported in 
Table 8. Although a large part of this movement is undoubtedly return flow, 
it does suggest that southern Wisconsin is not exclusively Chicago-Milwaukee 
territory. Southern Michigan, on the other hand, sends few migrants to th.e 
Upper Peninsula. 

South-Central. As shown in Figure 1, this region is the weakest of the 
three major sources, supplying only one-fifth of the migrants to the Upper 
Midwest. However, rates are high from Iowa and Nebraska which exported 
nearly 1 per cent of their populations to the Upper Midwest in five years. 
Adjacency stands out in the flows from Iowa to Minnesota (18,400 migrants) 
and to South Dakota from Iowa plus Nebraska (9, 1 00). The split of the Iowa 
flow is unique. It is the only source region whose migration to the Twin Cities 
area is less than to the balance of Minnesota. Beyond the two adjacent states 
movement from the South-Central drops off rapidly, reflecting increasing 
distance and the long-established dominance of east-west linkages in the 
United States . 6 

The West. This 1 0-state region, popularly regarded as an attractive 
employment and retirement region 1 is also an important source of migrants. 
About 99,000 persons, nearly equivalent to a city the size of Duluth, 
moved from the West to the Upper Midwest from 19 55 to 196 0. This volume 

6. A number of studies have broug ht this out- - 'fhornthwaite, C. W,, Inte rna l Migration i n the United States, University o f Pennsylvania Press, Philade l!)hia , 
1934; 1920-to-1930 migration s treams of t he country are analyzed. 
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TABLE 9. 

POPULATION FLOW TO THE UPPER MIDWEST, l935-l940a 

MONTANA NORTH DAKOTA SOUTH DAKOTA MINNESOTA UPPER MI DWEST 
SOURCE Minneapolis - St. Paul Balance of St a te (four- state va lues ) 
REGIONb Per Ratee Per Rate Per Rate Per Rate Per ~ 

NumberC Ce ntd 10,000 Number Cent 10' 000 Number Cent 10,000 10,000 Number Ceryt Number Cent 10 , 000 Number 

East-Southeast: 
New Eng l and 204 0,7% 0. 2 78 1. 1% 0 . 1 56 0.3% 0. 1 488 1.8% o. 6 493 1.2% 0.6 1. 319 
Mid-Atlantic 727 2 . 3 o. 3 223 3.1 0 . 1 376 2.1 0 . 1 1 ' 998 7 . 2 o. 7 1 '39 1 3. 3 o. 5 4,715 
Ohio-I ndiana 685 2. 2 0. 7 277 3.8 o. 3 359 2 . 0 0 . 4 1 '389 s. 0 1. 3 1 '384 3. 3 1.3 4 '094 
Illinois 1 ' 205 3 . 9 1.5 685 9 . 5 o. 9 1 '006 s. 7 1 , 3 4,690 16.9 s. 9 4 '538 10.8 5. 7 12, 124 
Lower Michigan 483 1. 5 0 . 1 216 3.0 0,4 241 1. 4 o. 5 1 '155 4.2 2 . 3 1 , 690 4 . 0 3.4 3' 785 
Lower Wisconsin 699 2 . 2 2. 7 667 9 . 2 2.6 655 3 . 7 2. 6 4' 319 15 . 6 16.9 4' 135 9. 8 16.2 10,4 75 
South At lantic 585 1.9 0.3 155 2 . 1 0 , 1 255 1.4 1.4 979 3.5 o. 6 94 5 2. 2 0. 5 2' 919 
East South- Central 286 o. 9 0 . 3 68 o. 9 0. 1 146 0.8 0.1 356 1. 3 0. 3 443 1.0 0.4 1 ' 299 

South-Centra l: 
Iowa 1 ' 135 3.6 4.5 842 ll . 8 3. 3 4' 894 27.8 19.3 3' 938 14.2 15 . 5 14.069 33.3 55.4 24 '878 
Missouri - Kansas 2 , 287 7 . 3 8 , 4 455 6 . 3 1.7 1, 149 6 . 5 4 , 2 1 , 829 6 . 6 6 . 7 2, 372 5. 6 8. 7 8. 092 
NeDraska 1 '809 5 . 8 13 . 7 522 7 . 3 4 . 0 4. 224 24 . 0 32 .o 1 ' 194 4.3 9 . 0 2, 64 5 6 . 3 20 . 0 10,394 
West South - Central 1 '393 4 . 5 1.1 370 5 . 1 o. 3 695 3. 9 0. 5 937 3,4 o. 7 1 , 659 3. 9 1.3 5' 054 

Wes t: 
Moun tain 9. 424 30 . 1 26.3 414 s. 7 1.2 1 , 584 9. 0 4 . 4 602 2. 2 1.7 986 2.3 2. 7 13.010 
Pac ific Northwes t 5, 975 19. 1 21.1 717 9 . 9 2. 5 675 3. 8 2.4 932 3 . 4 3 . 3 I. 379 3. 3 4. 9 9, 678 
California 2, 707 8 . 7 3.9 514 7 . 1 o. 7 732 4 . 2 1.1 1 '430 5.1 2 . 1 I, 710 4 .1 2 . 5 7. 093 
Foreign ·(lncl . Canada) I , 660 5. 3 - I , 009 14 . 0 - 565 3 . 2 - I , 535 5 . 5 2. 371 5. 6 - 7' 140 

Total 31, 264 100% - 7. 212 100% - 17.612 100% - 27. 771 100% - 42.210 100% - 126,069 

a. Compi led and computed from data i n Population , Internal Migration, 1935 to 1940, Age of Migrants, Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, Table 16 . 
b . United States Census divisions un less otherwise specified. 
c. Number: Moves from out side the Upper Midwes t for five-year period , 
d . Per Cent: Relative contributions of the Source Region to in - migration of state or reg ion. 
e. Rate/10,000: Number of moves per 10,000 population in 1940 of Source Region, 

amounted to 27 per cent of the regional population imports. Among western 
sub-regions, California contributed 31,400 migrants, about half of them 
going to Minnesota and a quarter to Montana. From the seven-state 

Per 
Cent 

1 , 0% 
3. 7 
3. 2 
9. 6 
3 . 0 
8 . 3 
2.3 
1.0 

19 . 8 
6. 4 
8. 2 
4.0 

I 0.4 
7. 7 
s. 6 
5. 7 

100% 

Mountain region, the situation is reversed. Roughly half of the 33,500 
migrants moved to Montana and one-quarter to Minnesota. South Dakota 
stands third as a recipient from the West. The Pacific Northwest was the 
source of nearly 24, 000 migrants, about equal to Illinois in number but well 
above the Illinois rate. Montana clearly dominates this movement from Wash
ington and Oregon with over ~~.0 per cent of the total. As a whole, per capita 
flow rates from the West are the highest of the major regions and have risen 
the most since 194 0. Undoubtedly, this is partly attributable to counter-flow 
or the return of Upper Midwesterners to their origin region. 

"Foreign" (and Residual). This source of external migrants to the Upper 
Midwest is superficially quite large, approximately 37,000, or about one 
migrant in 15. 7 It includes servicemen and their dependents plus a small 
number of unknown origins. The share of "Foreign" who are actually 
immigrants from other countries is not precisely determinable, but it is 
probably well under half. Minnesota alone accounts for over 50 per cent of 
the "Foreign" total. 

7. Fie ld-collect ed da t ':l indi cate Canada, Alaska, and U.S. overseas military bases to be the primary sources of "foreign" in - migrants to the Upper Midwest . 
Thi s category a lso includes an undistributed res idual volume which accounts for 20 to 40 per cent of t he group total. 
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~ 
10,000 

1 , 6 
1.7 
4.0 

15.3 
6 . 7 

41.1 
2. 9 
1.2 

98 . 0 
29,7 
78.7 
3. 9 

36.3 
34.2 
10 . 3 
-

In summary, migration flow to the Upper Midwest has four principal 
features: 

l. The East-Southeast region is the largest supplier of migrants, but the 
West exports more relative to its population. 

2. Three nearby states--Wisconsin (lower), Iowa, and Illinois--plus 
California account for 35 per cent of the migration to the Upper Midwest. 

3. Montana and the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area have the strongest pull
ing power upon external migrants. In five years their populations in
creased nearly 10 per cent by gross in-migration from outside the District. 

4. The relative importance of source regions is a function of distance 
and direction, population at both the source and destination, and the 
magnitude of outflow from the Upper Midwest to external regions. 

Origin 
Region 

East-Southeast 
South -Central 
West 
Foreign & Residual 
Totals 

TABLE 10. 

CONTRIBUTIONS BY SOURCE REGIONS 
OF MIGRANTS TO THE UPPER MIDWEST 

Annual Avg. Moves Share of Total To: 
To Upper Midwest N.W.Wisc. 
Number %of Total Mont. Dakotas Minn. & UpperMich. 

• 

27,000 41% 9% 13% 59% 19% 
14,300 21 10 30 56 4 
17,800 27 42 21 34 3 

7,400 11 16 20 52 12 
66,500 100% 19% 19% 51% 11% 

As the table above suggests, the yearly inflow of 66, 500 persons to the region 
is an appreciable increment. It is unequally divided among the region's states, 
and has undergone shifts over the past 20 years. 

2. Recent Changes 

Changes in flow to the Upper Midwest between the 1935-1940 and the 
1955-1960 periods are primarily of magnitude, secondarily of orientation. 
Generally, the volumes are on the order of two to three times as large today 
as before the war. The increasing amount of long-distance migration shows up 
in the differences between Tables 8 and 9. External flow to the four western 
states of the district between 1955 and 1960 exceeded the prewar flow by 
161, 0 00 persons, or 12 8 per cent. Gains occurred throughout the region and 

19 



are especially large to the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. 8 Also, only 7., 200 
persons moved to North Dakota from outside the Upper Midwest between 1935 
and 1940, as compared to 24,200 from 1955 to 1960. 

Two decades have seen several shifts in the relative importance of source 
regions. California has nearly doubled its share of migration to the Upper 
Midwest. States sending relatively fewer migrants today, although more in 
total numbers, are Iowa, Illinois, Nebraska, Missouri, and Kansas. Lower 
Wisconsin, as a barometer of pulling power between the Twin Cities and the 
Chicago-Milwaukee area, appears to be leaning somewhat more toward the 
West. The increased flows to Montana and the Dakotas are due to heavier 
contributions from the West. The East-Southeast, still the leading supplier, 
has slipped slightly in the relative picture. 

B. MIGRATION FROM THE UPPER MIDWEST 

Where are people from the region moving? Migration out of the Upper 
Midwest is still heavier to adjacent regions than to the high-growth glamorous 
states, such as California and Florida, but a shifting is occurring. Out
migration from the Upper Midwest exceeded in-migration by 236,000 persons 
between 19 55 and 196 0, for a net regional population loss of 4 per cent from 
migration. Exceptions to the general pattern of loss were small gains by 
Montana with the East and South and by Minnesota with the East South
Central. Migration flows are given in Table 11, the outflow pattern in Figure 3, 
and net balances in Table 12. The outflow pattern is virtually the reverse 
image of in-migration, except for volumes. 9 The same regions which supply 
Upper Midwest states with migrants are the major destinations for out-migrants 
from this part of the country. 

1. Outflow From Upper Midwest States 

Northwest Wisconsin and Upper Michigan. The East-Southeast leads by a 
wide margin as the dominant destination, drawing about 18,000 migrants annually. 
The largest single state-to-region flow (Table 11) is the intrastate movement from 
northwest to lower Wisconsin. Of the 60,900 migrants in five years leaving north
west Wisconsin, 55 per cent moved to the balance of the state, adding nearly 1 
per cent to its population. Lower Wisconsin is also the major terminal region for 
Upper Michigan out-migrants, outdrawing lower Michigan by more than two to one. 
Southern Wisconsin centers, such as Milwaukee and Madison, are more acces
sible than Detroit, Saginaw, Grand Rapids, and other Michigan centers. 

8 . Minneapoli s - St. Paul i n 1940 is equated t o t he Twin Cities Metropoli t an Area of 1960; the migration increase, therefore, is slightly overstated . 

9 . Popula tion flow in one d irection is usua lly matched by correspo ndi ngly high or low vo lumes in tbe oppos ite direc tion. For t he 1935 - 1940 period, corre lation 
coefficient s of flow and counterflow between Upper Midwest states and others of the country were a ll over . 88 . See Appendix B for t he method of es ti mat ing 
and a llocating out - migration . 
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MON TANA· 
Number 610 
%of out flowb 0 . 9 
Rate ln/1 0, OOOC 0 . 6 

NORTH D/',KQIA· 
Number 819 
% of o utflow 1.2 
Rate in/10,000 0.8 

SOUTH DAKOTA-
Number 636 
%of outflow 0.7 
Rate in/1 0 , 0 00 0.6 

MINNESOTA· 
Number 3, 582 
%of outflo w 1.6 
Rate In/! 0. 000 3.4 

N . W. WlSCONSIN : 
Number 590 
% of outflow 1.0 
Rate in/1 0, 000 0.6 

UPPER MICHIQAN· 
Number 236 
% of out flow o. 8 
Rate ln/1 0 , DO D 0.2 

UPPER MIDWE ST: 
Number 6,473 
%of outflow 1.2 
Rate ln/10,00 0 

TABLE 11. 

FIGURE 3. 
POPULATION FLOW FROM 

THE UPPER MIDWEST, 
1955-1960 

PERCENTAGE OF MI GRJ\NT S 
FROM UPPER MIDW EST STATES 

TO MAJOR REGIO N S 

~ 

liest 60 Central 
40 East 
20 Fore ign & 

0 Resid ual 

PERCE NTAGE O F MIGRJ\ NTS FRO M 
U PPER M IDW EST BY STATE 

Upper Michigan Monta na 

N. W. Wisconsin~North Dakota 

Minne s o ta S o u th Da kot a 

MIGRATION FLOW 
inOOO' s 

0 100 200 ))) -
POPULATION LEAVING THE UPPER MIDWEST, 1955-1960 

Lower Low er South E . South- Mo.- W , South- Moun- Pac ific 
Ill. Mich. Wi se. Atlantic Central Iowa Neb . Kansas Central taln N . W. Calif. Fore ign a 

I, 678 I ,SIS 2 . 261 806 763 2,060 I . 204 1 '154 I , 216 I, 872 2' 58 9 17. Oil 19.870 11, 583 4 . 556 
2.4 2. 1 3. 2 1.1 1. 1 2.9 1. 7 1.6 1.7 2.6 3. 7 24.0 28.2 16.4 6 . 4 
0. 5 1.1 2. 2 1. 1 2. 3 0.8 1.0 4 . 2 8. 6 2.9 1. 5 27 . 5 4 3. 0 7.4 

2, 474 1 '867 3' 522 i. 933 2 , 736 2,277 753 3, 666 I. 618 2.598 3' 1 26 8 , 011 14 ' 004 10,030 7' 619 
3. 7 2.8 5. 2 2.9 4 . I 3.4 1 .1 5. 5 2 . 4 3.9 4 . 7 11.9 20 . 9 15 . 0 II . 3 
0. 7 1.3 3 . 5 2.6 8 . I 0.9 0.6 13.3 II. 5 4. 0 I . 8 12.9 30 . 3 6 . 4 

I , 769 2, 319 3' 900 I, 890 2' 525 2.938 I, 202 11.067 7 '650 4.422 3. 987 12,441 1 i. 602 14.120 4' 886 
2 . 0 2. 7 4 . 5 2.2 2 . 9 3.4 1.4 12.7 8 . 8 5.1 4. 6 14.2 13.3 16.2 5. 6 
0. 5 1.6 3. 9 2. 5 7 . 5 1.1 1.0 40. 1 54.3 6 . 8 2 .4 20.1 25 . I 9 . 0 

12,443 10,181 24. 038 1 o. 086 18 ' 099 12,349 3. 488 25,13 1 4 '833 9, 038 9 . 327 12.382 17' 410 33' 059 17' 373 
5 . 6 4.6 I 0 . 8 4.5 8 .1 5 . 5 1.6 11.3 2 . 2 4.1 4. 2 5.6 7.8 14 . 8 7 . 8 
3 . 6 7 . 1 23.8 13.4 53.7 4.8 2. 9 91.1 34 .3 13.9 5 . 5 20 . 0 37 . 7 21. 0 

1 '818 2, 948 4' 963 2, 015 33.413 2. 752 639 1 ,440 14 7 1,648 1, I 01 1. 359 880 2, 649 2. 506 
3 . 0 4.8 8 . 2 3.3 54.9 4.5 1.0 2 . 4 0 . 2 2 . 7 1. 8 2. 2 1. 4 4 .4 4 .1 
0 . 5 2.1 4 . 9 2. 7 99. 1 1.1 0. 5 5. 2 1.0 2. 5 0. 6 2. 2 1. 9 1.7 

662 1.442 2, 151 5, 203 12. 222 1,418 307 37 I. 010 4 94 594 184 1' 291 2 . 44 3 
2. 2 4.8 7 . 2 17.3 40.8 4 . 7 1.0 0.1 3.4 1.6 2.0 0.6 4.3 8. 1 
D. 2 1.0 2 . I 6.9 36 . 3 o. 5 0 . 3 D. 3 1.6 0. 3 1.0 0 .4 0.8 

20' 844 20, 272 40,835 21 '933 69' 7 58 23.7.94 7' 593 15, 501 20' 588 20.624 51.798 63,950 72,732 39' 383 
3 . 9 3. 8 7. 6 4 .I 12.9 4 . 4 1. 4 2. 9 3 . 8 3 . 8 9.6 11.9 13.5 7 . 3 
6 .I 40 . 5 207 . 0 6 . 3 I 09.0 1 2 . 2 138. 4 

a. All foreign countr ie s and po ssess ions (Alaska and Hawa ii included) and mil itary bases outside the United Sta tes; this a l so inc ludes an unk nown residual volume which ma y be 
30 per cent to 40 per cent of t he "foreign" total. 

b . Percentage of gross out-migration leavi ng Upper Midwest to the region . 
c. Number of persons per 10 , 000 population (1 960) in "T0 11 reg ion moving from Upper Midwes t states . 
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From Minne sota. Outflow is quite eve nly divided. The East-Southeast dre w 
94,000 migrants in five years, the South-Central48,300, and the We st 62,900. 
One out of seven Minnesotans who leave the region emigrate s t o California, 
one in nine to both Illinois and Iowa, and one in 12 to southern Wisconsin and 
to the Pacific Northwest. Because of its larger population, Minnesota leads 
other Upper Midwest states in population exports to mo st exte rnal regions 
(Table ll). Yet, Minnesota's out-migratio n rate, 6. 5 pe r c e nt, was the lowest 
in the district, which shipped out 9 per cent of its population. 

The Dakotas and Montana. North Dakota has less external out-migratio n 
than South Dakota since a large proportion who le ave the state remain in the 
Upper Midwest. One out of five who leave the district goe s to Washingto n or 
Oregon, one in seven to California, and one in eight to the Mountain state s. 
South Dakota's outflow picture differs considerably, as shown in Figure 3 and 
Table 11. Five regions, drawing about equally, account for nearly two-thirds 
of its external out-movement: Iowa, Nebraska, and the three we ste rn subre gions. 
Montana definitely looks westward and southward. Of the 78, 300 who left the 
state in five years, 53,000 went to the West or abroad, 7, 500 staye d in the 
Upper Midwest, and 17, 800 went to the rest of the Unite d States. Washington 
and Oregon had an especially strong pulling power on Montanans, nearly 
twice that of California's. 

UPPER MIDWEST MIGRATION 
1950 -1 960 

2. Ne t Exchange and Migration Efficie ncy 

.;;: 250 
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The migration balance sheet o f Uppe r Midwe st 
states with external regions is presented in Table 
12. For the district as a whole, the net loss is 
heaviest with the West which gained 99,600 per
sons during the 1955-1960 exchange period. For 
every two persons going to the West, one person 
came in this direction. The East-Southeast, with 

p.n exchange ratio of five to three, gained 76,400 
~ persons at the expense of the Uppe r Midwest. 

In summary, populatio n exchange of the Upper Midwest with other region-s is 
an important growth (or decline) ele ment. Two-way migration flows be tween 
Upper Midwest states and external regio ns vary conside rably in their degree of 
11 balance, 11 as measured by indexes of e fficiency in the table below: 

22 

Effic i ency * of Migrat ion (maxi mu m = 1 00 ) 

Mo nta na IN . Da k . 
N. W . W i s e . Upper 

S .Da k . M i nn e s o ta & Uppe r M ich . M idwest 
Eas t-S . E . . l 3 

I 

. 53 . 4 2 . 16 . 65 . 36 
So uth - Ce ntra I . 0 9 . 44- . 43 . l 7 . 5 5 . 28 
W e s t . 23 . 80 . 67 . 52 . 64 . 53 

* Net migra tion divided by Gross Migra tion to t he are a o f g a in. See Shryock, He nryS., Jr., "The Effi c i ency o f Interna l Mig ra 
ti o n in the U nit ed St a t es", In t ernatio nal Po pulation Con ference, I. Se lbs tver lag, Wien, 195 9, pp. 685 - 694. S imila r and re late d 
mea s ures o f migratio n effi c ie ncy indi c ate tha t i nter -regiona l populatio n move men t has become less "effici e nt" since W o rld 
War II ; ma ny fac tors, suc h as a rea s i ze and i nt e r - a rea di stance s, reduce the co mparabi li ty o f mea sure s o f e ffic iency. 

TABLE 12. NET POPULATION FLOW AND EXCHANGE RATES, 1955-1960 

···········~··················-~. 
MONTANA: 

Ne t Flowa 
Exc hange Ra\ioO 
Pe r Cent o f Gross Outc 

NO RTH :>AI CA: 
Net Pnn " " '' n Flow 
Exchange Ratio 
Per Cen·: o f ~ross Out 

S~~;H D~ Flow 

Exchange Ratl 
Pe r ; e nl of Gross Out 

M~~~ES~ Flow 

Ex change Ra tio 
Pe r C en': o f Gros s Out 

N .W .WISC JNSI N: 
Ne t Flow 
Exchange Ra tio 
Pe r :: e nt o t Gros s ut 

JPPER Ml : HI GAN: 
Net Flow 
Exc hanqe Ratio 
Pe r ::ent o f Gro ss ::Jut 

JPPER MI: !WEST: 

North South N, W. Upper Upper East South-
Outside 
Upper 

Midwe std 

Total 
Out
State Montana Dakota Da kot a Minne sot a Wisc onsi n Mic h igan Midwe st So uth East Central West 

+3 ,207 +65 2 
. 3 . 5 

. 6 

+39 7 

4 . 4 

-6 3 
0 . 6 
0, 

-30 +4 , 163 +1,599 +6 39 -11 '300 -7' 797 - 3 . 634 
0' ' 6 • 8 . 9 
0, 9.6 13.9 8 , 6' . 9 90. 4 100% 

- 3 .
0 
2
1
0,7 !ft't~t':O:'t----i-'i-441 3 -t---"-'-;;5,, 7 ::.;;-521----;;..:.~177--+!-,-...,;.-t4--=.;-9 .. 76,.::..;;:7rlt--=.;-8,, 6;-:cll7~---'-'-i -4 , 8~81:2~11-'-2!""5 ,,'i"-ii482+--41~2., 8"7-+881--" - 5;-"-':2 .• ~ 6 55 . ., I tt .9 " ·' .o o . o.5 o . 6 .z .4 . 5 

5 . 8 .6 0, 32 , 16.5 32.3 6' 100% 

-6 52 +44 3 ''''l{l}'{l~ 
.7 
. B 3. 0 

-5' 091 
• 7 

14 

-353 
0 . 4 
0 . 6 

-3 97 + 5, 75 2 + 5, 091 -3,252 
0. 9. .4 .4 0 

-30 -5,683 -7 ,20 5 1-11,796 [-25,606 -45,672 l-51. 355 
0, 0, 0 .6 0.6 . 3 . 5 . 5 
0 , 19.6 15. 8 25 . 0 35 80 .4 100% 

+114 +7,298 -14, 988 -8 ,3 51 -32,720 -5 3 ,934 [-46 , 636 
,2 U. B U. B 0.5 0.8 . 8 

.4 6. 0 .9 o. 15 18 z: .o ' 82.8 . 00% 

+63 +4 71 +353 +3,252 I It i +3 19 
2. 5 2 . s . 3 It t 

0 , 

+30 
'. 4 
o. 2 

o. 3 . 5. 0 

+4 
.o 

0. 3 

_+30 
. 4 

0 . 2 

-114 -3,393 
0. 9 0.6 
2. 5 19 

+7 .43 2 - 37 ,495 -2.657 -3,628 -6 37 -36,985 
.4 0.2 0. 4 
.4 61. 5 5.6 6 18.6 

. 5 
100% 

- 3 ,443 -9,672 
'6 0 . 6 

60 . 8 

-751 
0 .. 6, 
4 . 7 

-847 -11,22 0 -14 , 663 
0. 6 .6 0.6 
s. 100% 

Net Flo w -4,163 +9.767 +5,683 -7,298 -7,432 +3,443 -76 ,3 78 ~.ZZ_._7_9_8_ _-99 , 583[-205,928 -
Exchange Rati o . 0 . 6 1.4 . . 4 0 . 9 0 0.6_ • 0.6 0.5 .6 -

~P~er~Ce~nto~fG~roo:•s~O~ut==~~~-~~;~-~~;r-~~-~~~~-~~~::~~ 19 18.5 35.0 100 -EA::r. rt; . '" "" . n ... . ... • .. " ' " Ia. Plus indicates ' gain for "A" state or region, 
Net Flow -, , , , ~" ·"" ~ ~ . <05 +14,988 +37,495 +9,672 +76, 378 Minus indicates gain for "'B" state or region. 

.,~Exch~ang~e~ Rati~o ---lf---'0:..:.; ·· 9'+--"'-"-2t----'-'"-t---!..!.'.!:......12f--"-4,_,__. 2t----'-":..!.......17f----'-'-"' 6'-ifO. Ratio greater than one favors the " A'" state or 

-"'SCO~UU~T:~IHI~ -cSN~'rRA~J~-~-~ coo~"-~, ·~oo n~l ':.!._ 'l~~onc+-~· ""~'+_:+:1,, ·~ "5~7-+-~, ""~'~':3' "'"'!.c~ ""''"~ region--for example, population flow from North Net Flow -oo o ~•,oo• 1n ,,o ~o,ool ~'•"' ~,,, ~u,J>o Dakota to Montana Is 2.3 times (approximately) 
.,.,~Exch;=:anq.,e_:.: Rl=.a tli 'o'----+----=0:..:.:.9'-t--~t----'-'"-t---!..!.'.!:......12f-_-=-2'-"--.6t----'-'-'-lf-___o_""-t-· 4 the flow from Montana to North Dakota; values 
~ -· computed from Table 13. 

"" ' •• n ow 1+11, 300 + 25.482 1+25. 606 +32.720 +3, 628 +847 +99.583 Percentage of total population disburselft!tnts, 

IT SIDE JPPER the •• s•• state or region. Q~Exch~ang~e-~ Rl~;a ui,o~~~t~;!~:4;·;t 9~;·;t o~~z;· r~;·~9~~;J~~; 2.11955-1960, of the '"A" state or region going to 

Net_ Flow +7,797 +42,888[+45,672 +53,934 +637 1+11,220 1+205.928 lncludesestimatedpopulationflowtoorfromfor-

==Exc;lh;cea>n~IQe~ Ra•·ti:'::;;-o ---t--'-'-'+--2,_, '''+ 8_"-'-'-2+-----''-'-'"--13f---"-3 .,_,__ 7t--'-"'-"-16f----'-'-"' 6'-t eign countries and possessions (Alaska and Hawall 

~T.<;;:~JTP,:~~r~-s·~~--J~,g~g,.:~}2~~~*~~~~~1 "~ ··~ ··~6~j_ _ __:~ included) and mllltary bases outside the United Net Flow +3,6 34 + 52 655 1+ 51 355 +46 636 +36 98 5 ,~,. - States and an unknownresidualvolumewhichmay 
~Ex::::c' h::::a'='nge..:.:::.:; Ra•IU:.::.._o __ .....&._..:.:.:;~-::.:.:...L.-....:.:·"'--1. 9_-=-:.'.::.......J 2.____:..·:.::_ ".L.---'-":.::...J 6.__ __ -_. be 30%-4 0% of the ••outside Upper Mid'"l,est"' total • 

A high index, such as .80 between North Dakota and the West, indicates that 
flow is heavily one-way (actually five times as heavy from North Dakota to the 
West as vice versa). A low index, such as .13 between Montana and the East
Southeast, means that the two-way flows are nearly equal. This is suggestive, but 
not conclusive, of unnecessary migration and future trends. A low" efficiency" in
dex may mean the exchange of persons with different skills and desires moving 
to regions where their particular characteristics are most needed or satisfied. 

The population exchange of the two Dakotas, Northwest Wisconsin and Upper 
Michigan with external regions is the most efficient--heavy out-migration is not 
greatly offset by return flow. Montana's two-way flows are nearly balanced, 
and Minnesota's efficiency is likewise low, except with the West. 

Since returnees form a significant portion of the interarea migration, it is 
possible that low indexes of efficiency reflect unsatisfactory adjustments by 
substantial numbers of migrants. Since migration between Minnesota and Montana 
and the East and South-Central regions are nearly equal, perhaps the outflow can 
be reduced. According to these measures of efficiency, the West continues to be 
the most promising region for out-migrants from the Upper Midwest. 
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C. POPULATION MOVEMENT WITHIN THE UPPER MIDWEST 

Residential movement within the region greatly exceeds migration with 
other regions. The Upper Midwest's three million movers from 1955 to 1960 
were distributed as follows: 

From outside the region • . . . • 
Between Upper Midwest states. 
Within Upper Midwest states 

. 10. 5 per cent 
. . 4 • 3 per cent 

• 8 5. 2 per cent 

Local movement within urban areas is heavy, accounting for nearly half the 
total movement, but longer distance moves are more significant from a 
regional standpoint. 

1 • Interstate Exchange 

Of the 133, 000 interstate movers in five years, Minnesota was the largest 
recipient with 53, 000, and the largest exporter with 46, 000. Most of the 
migration to Minnesota originates in North and South Dakota, east of the 
Missouri River, and in northwestern Wisconsin. Outflow from Minnesota has 
two main components: (1) from the western part of the state to centers in the 
eastern Dakotas, chiefly Fargo, Grand Forks, and Sioux Falls; and, (2) suburban 
spillover into western Wisconsin from the Twin Cities Area. Also, La Crosse, 
Wisconsin, has a minor draw on southeastern Minnesota counties. 

On a population basis, North Dakota has the highest disbursement rate to 
other District states. The North Dakota to Minnesot a flow of 22, 000 migrants 
is the largest interstate movement reported in Table 13. Other large flows, in 
size order, are the Minnesota to North Dakota counter-flow, South Dakota to 
Minnesota and Northwest Wisconsin to Minnesota. Montana and Upper Michigan 
are relatively detached from the rest of the region. They were involved in less 
than 1 0 per cent of the regional interstate migration. 

The net results of inters-f~te migration, as given in Table 12, show Montana 
gains from North Dakota about 600 persons annually, Minnesota gains from 
North Dakota over 1,100 annually, and from South Dakota about 1, 000, and 
Northwest Wisconsin annually gains 700 from Upper Michigan. Movement 
between North and South Dakota is fairly light considering their adjacency-
less than 800 persons annually either way. South Dakota comes out slightly 
on top in this exchange with a yearly balance of about 100 migrants. 

2. Movement Between Areas of the Region 

Where are the major population shifts occurring within the region? What 
areas are being drained of population by other areas? Where is population 
turnover high or low? 
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TABLE 13. 
POPULATION RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 

FOR THE UPPER MIDWEST, 1955-1960 

a. All foreign.countries and possessions (Alaska and Hawaii included) and military bases out side the United St a te s; t his also inc ludes an unknown residual 
volume wh1ch may be 30 per cent to 40 per cent of the foreign total . 

b. Gross out-migration, 1955- 1960. 
c. Inters tate moves within Upper Midwest. 
d. Interstate moves within Upper Midwest dele ted . 

In Figures 4 and 5, the Upper Midwest is divided into 50 subregions, 
each having at least one urban area. These subregions are classified by their 
1955-196 0 population growth and migration rates with migration flow volume"'s 
between them given in Appendix A. Most of the 50 Upper Midwest areas 
exchange population with 20 or more other areas, but a small number are 
usually dominant in the total flow pattern. Distance inhibits heavy long
distance movement, except to the largest cities. For each area, the two · 
largest outflows to other regional areas (primary and secondary), as mapped in 
Figure 5, reflect the influence of distance, relative growth, and past 
connections. Counterflow is also evident. For 14 of the 50 areas, the 
primary outflow is matched by primary outflow in the opposite direction--that 
is, population exchange is more common than drainage of one area by another. 

Heavy Migration to the Twin Cities 

The salient feature of Figure 5 is the focusing of flow lines on the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area. As the "regional capital," it is the primary 
destination for 17 of the 50 regional areas. The leading contributors are the 
Duluth-Iron Range area (8,400 migrants in five years), the northern Red River 
Valley plus adjacent counties (8 ,1 00 migrants), and neighboring sub-regions 
on all sides with over 3, 500 each. "Leap-frogging" over intermediate areas 
from western and northern Minnesota occurs. Increasing distance does not 
greatly reduce migration rates to the Twin Cities, at least from within the state 
of Minnesota. There are, however, several fast-growing centers which compete 
effectively within their trade territories for migrants--for example, Sioux Falls, 
Fargo-Moorhead, and Rochester. 
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*Twin C ities Metropoli s * Pri mary Wholesa le - Reta il 

* Sec ondary Wholesa le-Retail 

CD See Appendix Table A 

----l 

* I 
I 

SCALE 

FIGURE 4. 

POPULATION GROWTH AND 
MIGRATION STRENGTH, 1955-1960 

Gain of Population, 19 55-19 60 
.. I n-migration ex ceed s Out- mig rat io n 

.. 
Out-migratio n e x ceed s In - migration , Popula tion 

gain GREATER than Upper Midwes t (4. 9 %) 
~ Out-migration ex ceeds In - migration, Population 
~ gain LESS than Upper Midwe st (4.9 %) 

Loss of Population, 1955-1960 
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FIGURE 5. 

MIGRATION FLOWS, 1955-1960 

INTER-AREA POPULATION FLOWS 
(person- moves) 

PRIMARY SECONDARY 
... --•-3000 and more..,.. .. __ _ 

2000 - 2999 ...... ~--
-~-~ 1000 - 1999 ...., __ _ 

--------~ lessthan1000~--------

27 



Despite heavy flows to the Twin Cities from other regional areas (79, 000 in 
five years) 1 its drawing power--in-migrants as a per cent of population--is 
actually below the average of the 50 areas (see Appendix A). With nearly one
fourth of the Upper Midwest population, the Twin Cities area drew only 16 per 
cent of the regional interarea migrants. However, the Twin Cities has the 
highest holding power (lowest outflow rate) of the 50 areas, and it attracts 30 
per cent of the external migrants to the Upper Midwest. 

Secondary Areas of Net Migration Gain 

In addition to the Twin Cities, six other areas shown in Figure 4 experi
enced net migration gains from 1955 to 1960. In total, they accounted for two
thirds of the regional population increase. The Great Falls and Billings areas 
(Nos. 6 and 9) increased their populations by nearly one-fourth from migration 
in five years. Growth in the petroleum industry at Billings, the Malmstrom Air 
Base at Great Falls, and increasing trade at both were major factors. The 
Missoula and Helena areas had equally high rates of inflow but registered 
small migration gains because of higher turnover. Growth in educational and 
governmental services, as well as commerce, were stimulants. 

The Pierre area of central South Dakota recorded net in -migration, chiefly 
because of the Oahe Dam Project which brought in construction crews and 
associated services. Finally, the Rochester area (No. 44) drew 23,000 migrants, 
18 per cent of its 1960 population in five years, spearheaded by the entry of 
IBM and continued expansion of medical services and trade. 

Growth Areas With Net Out-Migration 

About half the Figure 4 areas gained population from 1955 to 1960 despite 
net migration losses. Typically, they have a sizeable urban area, a major 
educational or governmental installation (including military) 1 or they experi
enced new construction-mai]J~o.vfacturing activity. In the western states of the 
district, Rapid City has been outstanding as a migration center. Heavy 
movement to the area, largely due to Ellsworth Air Force Base, has had the 
effect of a boom. But outflow, especially of military personnel, gives this 
area one of the highest turnover rates in the Upper Midwest. The Bismarck
Mandan, and Sioux Falls areas also grew rapidly despite minor migration 
losses. The Minot subregion would have gained population except for heavy 
rural and small town losses. 

Most of eastern Minnesota is in this class--population gain, but not up 
to the rate of natural increase. The peculiarity of population growth during 
employment decline in northeastern Minnesota indicates a strong retentive 
power of the area on its population. 
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Distance Affects Rates of Movement 

Migration flows shown in Figure 5 indicate the importance of distance, since 
most of the major flows are between neighboring areas. Nearly half of the inter
area migration is between contiguous areas, whose centers are less than 100 
miles apart. For all of the major flows (over 1, 000 interarea migrants), Figure 6 
illustrates the effect of distance on flow rates. Beyond about 200 miles, outflow 
rates--migrants as a per cent of population--are mainly less than 2 per cent. 
But the wide range of flow rates 1 as shown by the "scatter" in Figure 6, also in
dicates that distance is only one of several factors which influence migration. 
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FIGURE 6 . DISTANCE AND MIGRATION 

• • 
• • 

For 1955-1960 flows of 1 000 or 

• more person - moves between 50 
Upper Midwest areas; (see Fig. 5) 

Total Number = 120 

6. Mp l s . - St. Paul (41) as Desti nation 
• • Ba lance of 50 Areas 

6. • 
6. • 6. 

6. 6. • .. .. 
~ • 6. 

6. • • 6. • •• • • 6. 

• • • 6. • 6. • • • • • .. ••• 6. • 
' •• •••• • • • • • • • • •• • 6. • 

• •• • •• • • • • • • • 
•• • • •• • • • • • • • • 

l OOm1. ZOOm1. 300mi. 4 00 mi. 
D I STANCE BETWEEN AREAS 

(Center to C e nter) 

Population Transfers Between Wholesale Areas 

A generalized summary of population transfers, by wholesale areas, is given 
in Figure 7 and Table 14. Population shifts between wholesale areas have particu
lar significance for large trade centers whose "sphere of influence" extends to 
areas and towns as far as 300 miles. Markets for many lines of wholesale busi
ness --oil, lumber I and food products --are affected by these transfers. 

All the region 1 s wholesale areas, except Great Falls 1 , had net migration 
losses, although several of them nearly broke even. The orientation of flow is 
quite variable. St. Cloud's wholesale area (No. 12) is enclosed by the Twin 
Cities' area and is directed almost exclusively to the Upper Midwest. The area 
most isolated from the region is in the extreme east, centering on Marquette, 
Michigan, which has no major wholesaling center. 
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FIGURE 15. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF 
MAJOR MIGRATION-EMPLOYME NT CENTERS IN THE UPPER MIDWEST 

POPULATION (non - farm) MIGRATI ON C HARACTERISTICS, 1955 to 1960 
Per Cent Per Ce nt 

Number of Migrants 
Drawing H oldi ng Turn - ources o 

Size URBAN AREA 1960 Growth In Central Ratel Power2 over3 
Rank (thousands) (1 950-1960) Citie s, 1960 Into Ou\Of Net (Average = 21) (Average "' SO) (Average = 22) Short Range4 

l. Minneapolls-St. Paul, (5 - countv SMSA) , Mlnn. 1,460 . 9 31 % SS% .[ 78. sso 135.100 +43 . 4 so 12% 135 9% 11 % 
2. Duluth-Su erior, Minn., Wise . 1 SB .0 s 89 24 . 700 35,200 - 10, 500 16 16 22 2' 
3. Faroo- Moorhead , (SMSA), N . Oak. , Minn. 9 0 . 7 26 77 24' 500 24' 750 - 250 27 48 26 6 
4. Si oux Falls , SMSA, S . Oak. 78 . 7 28 BS l s. 600 15 , 400 +200 20 70 20 1 9 
s. BUlin s, SMSA Mont. 74.3 52 71 17 . 850 16 . 600 +1 , so 24 l OB 22 
6 . Great ra s. SMSA, Mont. . .. ' + 4 9 

. Eau aire - Chippewa a s. Wise . 66 . 9 s 4 7. 100 7, 4 50 - 350 ll 68 ll 
B. La rosse Wise . s . s. 950 6, 50 0 - 550 9 61 l 0 '' 9. Rochester , M1nn . s o .3 s o 8 1 16' 000 11 '750 '+4 . 250 32 78 23 14 
1 t. c ou Minn. 4 8 . 0 4 9. suo • 650 + s 60 0 
11 . Rapid tty, s . Dak. 44. s 69 95 15.550 9 . 950 +$ , 600 35 99 23 4 

utte, ant . 44. 4 - 6 4 . s • 90 - 4 . sso 1 -30 20 2! 
13. Grand Forks - E. Grand Forks , N.Dak., Minn. 42 .4 32 98 12. 950 12. s so +4 0 0 31 52 30 13 
14. Bismarck-Mandan , N. Oak. 4 0 .l 47 95 9, 4 50 9. 000 +4 50 24 99 22 10 

• H. >b!no s om, nn. 64 so 4, OS -700 9 83 10 IT 
1b . Vlrq n a-Eve eth , Minn. 38. J8 , q . JUU '. uuu +JUU " lj lU 14 

. M ssou a, M ont. 8J 1Z . 4 UL .»U +s;u JJ 38 1 
18 . Minot , a l . 60 0 9, 500 + 1 ' 100 32 73 29 15 
19. Mankato, Minn. 3 .9 3 72 7' 45 0 6, 700 + 750 23 70 20 na 
20 . Austin, Minn. 32 .2 24 8 7 4 . 000 3, 85 0 + 1 so l2 l 00 12 21 

nona, nn. 4 •• '. zuu - '-"- '-"-22 . Esc cnaba-Glad·stone, Mic h . 26. 6 13 78 2 .1 so 2 , 4 00 -2 50 B Bl 9 35 
23. Aberdeen, S. Dak . 24. 1 12 96 s, 600 6, 1 s o sso 23 26 26 
24 . Marque tte, Mich. .4 26 85 7. 600 7 .ooo +600 32 4 1 30 59 

. Iron ountain, lc 4 . 4 5. 4 5 - 1 . 5 s ....<_5 na 
26. He ena , M ont . 13 03 .. '" b ,I>U -lUL j 

, Ishpemina -Neaaunee, Mic ' 1. so • 750 -l . 000 8 31 1 3 b8 
28. Albert Lea , Minn. 2U. s 83 3. 300 '· s so +750 16 78 12 1 5 
29. Sault Ste. Marie, Mich . 20 . 3 9 9 2 3, BOO 3. 950 -150 19 24 19 /U 
30. Grand Raolds, Mlnn . 18. 39 39 3. 700 3. 000 + 700 20 97 16 na 
31 . Faribau t, Minn. 18 . 6 ll 91 3. 650 3. 700 -so 20 27 20 q j 

3Z. ron w ood - Hur ey, M ch. , W sc. 18. - J 12 .tUU J' U> - ,; u !J 27 
33. a ispe , Mont. 16 58 J. 85U 3. 8U +_SO ...!"!. --"'" ., 

oquet, nn. lb .o j' 
, + 1\IJ_ na 

35 . Hou~j~hton-Hancock , Mich , 16 . 5 - 1 Sl 1 ,150 1 . BOO -650 7 7 ll na 
ozeman, ant. lb . • 2J + ......... ., 8 

37. Brainerd, Minn, 15. l U 8Z J . Suu J. 8> cJ S ....<. " s 
38. Jamestown , N. Oak. 15.6 lB 97 3, 75 0 3' 700 + SU 24 38 24 " 39 . Anaconda, Mont. lS.b 10 ,lOU . " +z uu " J .j 3 
40, Watertown, S. Da lS. 14 04 . '" J. - z; u J/ 18 
41 . Huron, S.Dak. - E._ 
42 . Fer us Falls , Minn. 14. 2 9 96 2, BOO 3, 200 4 00 20 23 23 19 
43. Owatonna , Minn. 1 3 . 9 32 96 3. 850 3, 6 50 +200 28 57 26 31 
44 . Rhine an er , Wise . 13. 14 bJ • O>U • b >O - zuu ! U '" 45. Red Wino. Minn. l .6 11 s ,801 -s 2U Jl 
46 . Menominee , Mich. lJ . 4 lU • • 0 ' · s - 5u "- jj lb s o 
4 7, Pierre, S.Dak . 13. l U q. b>U z. J> U + , JUU J> " b 
48 , Wil lmar , Minn. 13 .0 13 81 3. 55 . 700 - 1 s --'-' •4 zo 23 
4 9. Mitche l l, S. Oak . 13 . u 4 'I • uuu J. 8U> - 8 UU ' · ' " 50. New U lm, Minn. 12.6 0 ... "" s • uoo + SO 4 4 _o4 J l 
51 . Havre, Mont. 12.5 25 - Ob • bU U J, JU +! UU ' j Z8 25 

.Wl i ston, N.Dak . 6 •• • 85U • JUU + SSU 2. ._._,_ ,, 
53 . Bemidji . Minn . 1 ·" 5 oS ' · uuu z . <> u - <> U " " 24 
54 . Lead-Deaawooa, ' · Dak . .4 82 .b>U 2. J>U - l UU ...'..'.. J O ., 
ss . a rmont, Minn . .. z; 00 • • J>U Z,JUU + >U . bU '" 56 . ntemllt ona a .. nn. bU • lU U ' I> U - ;u !U 

. Brookln s, S. Oak . 95 4. 850 4,4 00 + s o 44 4_u_ 4u 25 
58. Ashland, Wise . 10 .8 - 6 94 1 . 200 2. 050 -B SO 11 - 7 19 23 

err s c. l U. - " " •• 
kin on N. Dale + ...."'. " 61 Wahoeton - Breckenrldae N. Oa k. Minn. 1 0 . 5 19 97 3 , 050 3, 050 0 29 33 9 

62 . Miles City, Mont. 10 .2 0 95 2 . 650 3. 35 0 -7 00 26 0 33 10 
63 . Y~:~nkton, S. Oak. 10 . l 28 92 3, 150 ' 850 +JOO _J l 45 28 " 
l . Drawing Rate: 1955-1960 in-migrants as a per cent of 1960 population 
2. H olding Power. 1955-1960 population per cent gain divided by drawing rate . 
3. Turnover: 1955 - 1960 out-migre.nts as a per cent of 1960 population. 
4. Source o f In - migrants, Short Rang e: county of urban l!lrea plus contiguous counties. 
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In migrants; Per Cent From: 
Balance Of Outside 

Upper Midwe st Uppe r Mldwes 

36% 53% 
53 4 
70 24 
so 31 
44 54 
26 65 
so 
J4 27 
so 36 

30 66 

39 48 
65 25 
74 13 
74 

4 5 40 
na na 
44 35 

2 44 ' 
1 

16 26 
na na .,, 
1 2U 
53 32 
15 1 5 
na na 
4> lZ 

..... "79" 
;u 4J 
na na 
na na 
65 
6 20 
So l s 
4 24 
bb Lb 
61 20 
68 13 
45 24 
>8 

'" zu 
18 
b4 JU 
S! l8 

q; " ....,. ., 
6: 14 
>2 J• 
60 IJ 

I I 

ss w 
58 l 9 
15 

60 30 
>2 

COMMUTATION. 1960 
EMPLOYMENT, 196 0 Work Trips From 

Change In Jobs Per Cent Of Out side C ounty (or SMSA) 
Per Cent I n Per Cent U nem ployment 1950-1960 Labor Force PerCe nt Of Res ident 
La bor Force White Collar Rate (county) Female Number Labor Force Labor ForceS 

40.6% SO . 9% 3 . 9% +22% 35 . 9% 11,429 2% 94 % 
38 . s 41. 9 .1 -s• 30 . 6 956 2 95 
39 . 2 47 . 0 s . 2 +12 34. 3 530 2 94 
39 . 1 43 . 2 4 .2 +1 0 33 . 8 735 3 94 
39 . 9 49.4 6 . 5 +30 38. 7 24 5 l 96 
4U . +J. 36 . < 
39.4 4 7 .4 6 . s +1 36 . 9 797 4 94 
40 . 2 46 . 0 7 . 1 -3 37.1 1 .383 9 91 
43.9 56 . • 3 .4 +37 45 . 9 l, sss 9 96 
34.6 6 . 4 . 5 +9 36 . 3 82 7 93 
39 . 9 so . 5 4 . l +54 35 . B 53 2 4 98 
37 . 41.9 9 . 0 - 17 30.4 168 2 95 
39 . 3 51 . 3 6. 5 +12 38 . 0 349 3 95 
39 . 6 55 . 4 6 . 3 +23 37 .B 122 1 95 
36 . 4 46 . 9 10 . 8 - 1• 28.1 na na 96 
3 . 4b . • +4* .6 na na --" 40 . s +20 35.3 3 7 
41.2 Sl. O 7 . 4 + 21 37.7 36 5 3 100 
39 . 3 52.0 4 . 9 +ll 36 . 9 606 s 91 
37 .2 42 . 2 s . 2 +S 32 . 0 3 58 4 94 

'". •. 2 u 37 . 6 
35.3 46 . 5 6. 6 +3 32. 0 211 3 95 
40 . 3 52 .l 5. 7 0 39 . 1 167 2 95 
34 . 47 . 8 7.4 +6 • 31.9 480 9 95 

'> . ! j . b + " .. /J 5 93 

"·" b2 . b 4 . + 4 . 6 
3 .0 6 . 0 48 U l U 98 
". u 46 . u 6 . 0 +2 33 . 6 341 s 93 
37.1 47 . 5 1 2.8 ll 32 . 2 19 <l 99 

. 1 4 . 9 -l 34 .4 36 11 9 
32.9 45. 3 6 . 2 +6 39 . l 301 6 94 
jj . " . u b . 18 9 . 0 3B 95 
40 . " · " · + Jb .b j ' I 
qu . b J8 . • .2 +Z Jl · ' 4 1 
35 . 6 7 . 3 4 . 0 - 10 34 . 9 119 4 97 
'" . u , .b j •• + 'I 
J8 . 8 48 . 4 4 . 3 l 36.8 37 8 93 
35 . 4 49 . 0 4. 0 - 2 36 . 0 BO 2 na 
J8 . ; J s . b + 28 . 44 
".o ;o . 4 s . l + s . 9 s -'"- 94 

+ " '" 34.1 4 9 . 2 S.l 2* 39 .4 1 53 4 93 
41.7 48 . 0 3 .3 +3 36 . s 4 55 9 96 
Jl. J: . 4. + S JU. ss 8 -"."... 

. s 
>1.! " ·" b .b - 31. s 18> s lb 

". 3 +4 6 . B 38 < 
__39.4 51.6 5 .9 +2 33 . B . " Go ..."". 

J • . 8 49 . 6 3. 1 - 6 38 .B 18U 4 • s 
" . 1 41. 9 6 . 6 + 2 37 . 0 4 07 lU -"."... J, .1 , • . J b .• +!J » . lb -'"- ."0 

Jb .b . 3 6 . + s . s 48 '" ....:'' ·' " . 2 ".2 -· j' . 8 ,,. ...'... -""->O .b 38 . 3. + J: . l '"' '8 
~- ·' . u - > >· . >_ 
_oo . b q; .• _, 28 . " -'"- -""-•u . s 54.2 3 .8 + 35 .8 8: " _36 . .j " . b .. l JJ . u Hb ,. _>I 

" · •J. - " ·3_ o: " Jb . . , , . b +t> 
--"'-" j 46. 4. 9 - 8 35 . 1 u : < 'j 

38 . 6 52 . 0 7 . 1 10 35 . B l s < 1 96 

-"·' " . 2 4 . 9 - J 43 . 3 186 s '" 
5 . Resident Labor Force: per cent of urban area residents working in same county . 
6. Commutation Rate of Contiguous Counties: per cent of l abor force working in county of the urban area. 
* Estimated change in resident labor force for urban area only. 

H O USI NG, INCOME , AND EDUCATION, 1960 

Per Cent of Dwelllna Units Income: Education: 
Commutation Vacant Occupied and : Family % Throuqh Size 

Rate6 (Re ntals) For Rent Sound Condition Average High School Rank 

1 5 . 9% s . s 35% 89% $6.500 52.6% l. 
4 . 7 B .7 33 BO s 900 43 . 6 
1.2 S.l 39 37 5 900 Sl 3 
7.3 3 . 9 33 88 5 700 so .l 4. 
4.9 6 . s 38 BO 6, 200 ss . s s . 

2.9 6 . 4 29 84 6, 200 49 . l 7 . 
6. 4 6 .s 36 83 s. 900 47.4 B. 
3 .3 11. 2 33 BS 6.60 57.7 9 . 

.4 . s 27 75 6 0 4 
4.4 11.2 39 BS s, 700 58 . 2 11. 
2.2 24.9 4 6 78 s 200 41. 9 12 . 
2.6 9 .4 4 0 82 s.soo 51.6 13. 
2. s 5.8 4 0 86 s 00 4 
s . 0 17. 3 31 87 5,600 48, 8 15 . 

. u !U . 35 B • 700 4 8 .3 16. 

.7 --"· 39 8 
s .s 4 .B 4 3 90 6 000 52.2 18. 
1.9 4 .9 32 84 S BOO 4 4 19 . 
0. 8 B .2 22 90 7 . 600 48.1 20. 

O. B 11 . 3 32 83 s. 4 00 4 5.6 22. 
1.9 4 . l 36 91 s . 0 5 .l 11' 
1.9 2.4 34 Bl 5 . 700 48.7 24. 

. 6 l s . 8 6 s • 

---"-'-" !IJ.<J_ 4 3 B b, 9UO 62.3 26 . 
l.O 8 . 4 4 27 . 
l. l S . B 28 86 5.600 44 .8 28. 
l.O 7.0 36 74 s, 200 42 . 5 29 . 

.s 4 .l 0 
l. O s . 6 30 84 5.6 00 35 . 6 31. 

.o l u.> 24 81 4 . 4 00 42 .3 32 . 

. b b . J -:rr 

s .1 11. 0 30 84 s. ooc 49.2 3 5 . 

2 . 5 3 .2 24 77 s . s 46 . 5 7 . 
1.2 2 . 4 34 92 s. 500 38 .3 38. 

~ 4 U 8 
l.S 7 .4 34 BB 5. 400 46. 40. 

. 6 4. 7 25 BB s 300 37.2 42. 
l .4 3. 9 29 78 s. 900 49. 6 43. 

.9 0 . o 27 8b s. 800 Sl. 5 44. 

-"... ~- 27 83 5 .600 45 . 
l U. S s. 000 44 .4 46. 
__._.,_ 4 U 8 

. 0 b . 29 86 5, 6UU 4B. U 48. 
•. b 

b ·' 
38 84 s . 300 4 ! . 49 . 

._2_ .. , 2b 8 . '· j' . J so. 

'·' b . > ,..,. 
:.".. --"· 36 94 5 , zoo 48 .0 52. 

-'"- ""- 30 74 4 , ruu 44 .• 

"·' 4 66 • 600 so . 54. 

""- ""- J l 8b , >UU ' ". 3 55. 
<. I U. > 31 6. T01J 56. 

. 8 ...'..:..'... 40 g· .. '"" • •. 2 57 . 
•. u 0 . 27 76 4 . 500 48 . 58. 

:.".. _,_. 23 "lJ:l " ;, 1UU Jb . 1 59 . 
:.1... 36 82 4 ,gou 60. 

·' 61. .. l ,_3_ JO 86 s. 500 46. 3 62 . 

' ·' b . • 39 76 49 . 63. 
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Growth occur s at both high and low levels of turnover. The most rapidly 
growing areas of the region have been of two types: (1 ) those whi ch have had 
heavy in - migration, despite fairly high outflow, and (2) those which retain 
t heir resident population and attract migrant s to at least a moderate degree . It 
i s not alleged that one type of growth is better than the other, although the 
second type (low turnover) is generally regarded as more stable and beset with 
fewe r adjustment problems. 

A classification of the 50 a reas of Figure 4 by population change and turn
over classes shows the following distribution: 

Population Turnover, 
1955-1960 

High Mediumb Low 
Population Fast or Moderatea 10 7 5 
Growth, Slow 5 1 3 
1955-1960 Decline 13 6 0 

a . Above Upper Midwest ra t e of 4 . 9 per cent . 
b. Out - migration between 15 pe r cent and 20 per cent of 1960 popu lation . 

Among the 22 areas of fast or moderate growth, 10 of them had high popu
lation t urnover, seven had medium-level turnover, and five showed low turnover. 
Thus, growth tends to be associated vvith turnover, but not strongly so. 

Population turnover has significance to area and community leaders in 
decision making . The supply and kind of housing is a patent ex ample. Growing 
a reas need increasing stocks of residential units. The market for multiple, low 
cost, and rental units is greater in areas of high turnover. Temporary conversion 
of the existing stock to a larger number of units may be wiser policy than new 
construction during periods of high turnover. Schools provide another example. 
Deferral of ex pansion programs until a more stable situation is reached may be 
in order. The strength of community programs and organizations --improvement 
or renewal proje·cts, industrf~l site deve lopment, and comprehensive planning-
are re lated to stabilit y o f t he population. The general problem of support a nd 
interest arises when the probable success of a citizen • s group is weighed. 
Also, the needs for particular kinds of retail services and public facilities 
are affected by the number of recent residents. 

3. Movement Between Major Citi es 

A large part of the regional po pulation movement is between the bigger cities 
themselves. Over half of the migration to cities of over 20, 000 population is 
from cities at least as large, about one - fourth is from smaller urban places , 
and less than one-fourth from small towns and farms. 
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Relative growth, population size and distance are b y all odds the main 
determinants of intercity migration. Net migration between two cities depends 
upon their relative growth rates, regardless of their sizes and distance apart. 
Table 16 shows, for example, that cities with similar population percentage 
gains have close to zero net migration between them--Twin Cities-Sioux Falls, 
Great Falls-Minot, etc. On the other hand, if the growth rates are dissimilar, 
the net flow to the more rapidly growing city is substantial, provided that the 
intervening distance is not great. Between 19 55 and 1960, about 4, 000 persons 
made the 150-mile move from Duluth-Superior to the Twin Cities. The off-setting 
reverse flow of 2, 7 00 persons resulted in a net transfer of 1, 280 migrants, or 
about 260 per year. Thus, Duluth-Superior, whose growth rate was one-sixth of 
the Twin Cities •, lost nearly one per cent of its population to the Minneapolis
St. Paul area in five years. 

Population size and intervening distance affect the total, or gross, migration 
between cities. Rochester• s migration with the Twin Cities (80 miles distant) is 
is about five times that of Rapid City (660 miles), which is similar in both size 
and growth rate to Rochester. In the Upper Midwest, a distance barrier at 
about 2 50 miles is fairly significant. Beyond that distance, migration between 
cities drops off quite rapidly. This barrier appears to be due to the spacing 
of fast-growing, large cities in the region. .,. 

Major migration factors are also the relative accessibility and past 
connections between cities, as seen in the comparison of migration to the Twin 
Cities from Fargo-Moorhead and Sioux Falls (Table 16). These two urban•areas 
are similar in size, growth rate, and distance from the Twin Cities. Yet, 

TABLE 16. 
INTER-CITY MIGRATION IN THE UPPER MIDWEST, 1955-1960 

(Selected Urban Areas) 
Number of Migrants, Flow Rate* Population 

URBAN AREAS 1955- 1960 From: Size Growth 
Ratio Ratio 

A I B A- B B- A Net for "A" A B A/B A/ B I 

! Duluth - Superior 274 0 4020 +1280 2.0 25.4 8.9 6.2 
Twin Fargo - Moorhead 2130 2000 - 130 1.5 25.5 17.9 1.2 
C ities Billings 370 24 0 - 130 0.3 3.2 18.9 0.6 

Me tropo litan Sioux Fa ll s 800 780 - 20 0 . 6 10.9 19.7 1.1 
Area , Rochester 1600 1400 -20 0 l.l 27.8 27.9 0 . 6 

Minnesota ! St. C loud 1570 1820 +250 1 . 1 37.9 29.2 1.3 
Rapid Ci ty 34 0 250 - 90 0.2 5.6 31.5 0.5 

1 Fargo-Moorhead 40 40 0 0 . 5 0 .5 0 . 8 1.8 
Great : Billings 130 570 -1 60 11.4 9.9 1.1 1.1 
Fa l ls , : Butte 220 280 +60 3 . 4 6. 3 1.4 -

Montana 1 Mi ssou la 250 260 +10 3 . 9 7.0 1.7 1.8 
1 M inot 70 100 +30 1.1 3 . 0 1.9 1.0 
I Twin C ities, M i nn . 500 310 -190 7 .7 0 . 5 0 . 1 0 . 4 

La C rosse , : Eau C laire - C hippewa Fa ll s 270 230 - 40 4.1 3.4 1. 0 0.8 
Wisconsin : Roc he ster 27 0 140 -1 30 4. 1 2.8 1.3 0.2 

1 Austin 140 80 - 60 2 . 1 2.5 2 . 0 0.5 
Bismarck - 1 Fa rgo - Moorhead 590 4! 0 -1 80 14.7 5.2 0.5 1.8 
Mandan , I Bi ll ings 110 70 - 40 2.7 1.2 0.7 1.1 

North Dakota : Minot 490 500 +10 12 . 2 15 . 1 1. 2 1.0 

* -Persop moves per tho usand o f 1960 urban area pupu latwn at ongm. 

Highway 
Distance 
Between 
(miles) 

150 
24 5 
830 
235 

80 
65 

600 
800 
235 
160 
165 
550 
140 
100 

75 
100 
185 
430 
11 5 
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migration from Fargo-Moorhead is about two and a half times that from Sioux 
Falls. The difference is explained by Sioux Falls' greater access to other 
metropolitan centers--Denver, Omaha, and Chicago, chiefly--and the strong 
rail-highway corridor between Fargo and the Twin Cities which has built up 
business and travel linkages between them. 

4 • Local Migration 

The continuous residential shuttling within cities is usually greater than 
migration between areas or cities. Local mobility rates increase with city 
size, growth, and the proportion of young, single, and service-employed 
persons in the labor force. In the Upper Midwest, a doubling of city size means 
roughly a tripling of local moves, or a 50 per cent higher rate within the city 
which is twice as large. Recent multiple -unit housing construction, the 
suburbanization of family units, an active real estate market, and high rates 
of job transfers have stimulated urban area movement. 

Since the individual local move is relatively easy and low-cost, it may 
seem to have little over-all effect on the town. It usually does not involve a 
change in employment. In large volumes, however, local movement can 
depopulate or overload neighborhoods, alter land use, eliminate or create 
retail businesses, and change traffic flow. Community planning is vitally 
concerned with these internal population shifts. 

For Upper Midwest towns in the same size and growth rate classes, local 
mobility rates are similar. Towns with high service employment in southern 
Minnesota and Montana have slightly higher than average rates. Below 
average local rates --less than 10 per cent of the households moving annually 
are found in the eastern part of the region, in northern Minnesota, and in 
North and South Dakota. 

To illustrate local migration under the full range of urban conditions, Figure 
8 and Table 17 give the 195.5-to 1960 volumes and directions of residential move
ment within the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, between the two central cities 
and four segments of an inner suburban ring and an outer fringe. Comparable 
population shifts are occurring in other large Upper Midwest cities on a smaller 
scale. The largest flows are from the central cities to the nearest inner suburbs. 
Minneapolis, whose population dropped about 20, 000 during the five-year 
period, shipped 63,000 persons to close-in burgeoning suburbs. Net migration 
to the Metropolitan Area from Minneapolis was 11 per cent of its population, 
or one person in nine. St. Paul ' s exports to the adjacent ring were only 24, 000. 
Despite proximity, the two central cities exchanged less than 9,000 persons, 
about half in each direction. Their linkages with neighboring suburbs are much 
closer than with each other. Central city migfation to the outer fringes, generally 
at least 10 miles distant, is still light, but it is heavier to these once-rural 
areas than is flowing in the opposite direction. 
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FIGURE 8. LOCAL MIGRATION: TWIN CITIES METROPOLITAN AREA 

NUMBER OF PERSON-MOVI:S: 19$5·1960 
(In thousands) 

iV 

1 
0 2 • 

c:E 
Norwood 

0 

Orarmin'i)ton 

H!lmptonD 0 

TABLE 17. 
TWIN CITIES LOCAL MIGRATION, 1955-1960 

(Number of person-moves) 

Minneapolis 
St. Paul 

Northwest (1) 
Inner Northeast (2) 

Suburbs Southeast (3) 
Southwes t (4) 
Northwest (5) 

Outer Northeast (6) 
Fringe Southea.st (7) 

Southwest (B) 
Balance of TCMA 

Totals Outside TCMA 
From:* Total In- migration 

Mpls. 

12 B,900 
3,970 
3,4BO 

610 
140 

6,960 
190 
340 
140 

1,480 
17' 310 
62 , 400 
79 , 710 

St . 
Paul 

4' 100 
4B,960 

2BO 
3,650 
1 '640 

460 
30 

1,170 
660 
lBO 

12,170 
57,200 
69 , 370 

Out
f----,,..,----,--'IT..nn~e,_r 'TSuo:::.bu"T,r;::bs'-----,---,.,...-----+...,-;-;---r--;::;.O~ut::!er...;.F~ri~ng~e--r---=~ Migration 

(1) {2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) To Balance 
N.W. N.E . S.E . S,W, N.W, N.E. S , E, S . W . ofTCMA* 

30,900 
2,350 

23,220 
650 

60 
3,B20 

260 
3BO 

so 
910 

39,380 
16,070 
ss' 4 so 

6 , 650 
15, 2BO 

l,B90 
14,400 

610 
760 

so 
1 ,330 

310 
1 so 

27,030 
6 sso 

33,SBO 

970 
B 640 

20 
7BO 

8,4'70 
410 

70 
430 

i. OBO 
BO 

12, 4BO 
2 290 

14' 770 

32,130 
3 220 
2, 370 

250 
650 

21 Bl 0 
60 

130 
190 

1,660 
40,660 
25 440 
66' 100 

930 1 ,15.0 
290 4 530 
930 770 

60 1 , 190 
20 190 

140 490 
1,960 

190 
60 

630 
3,600 
2 010 
S,610 

30 
7 , 620 

390 
40 

B,430 
4 BSO 

13,3BO 

250 
1 650 

90 
490 

1,700 
100 

10 
sso 

6, 100 
40 

4' BBO 
1 350 
6' 230 

2·, 970 
310 
540 

70 
BO 

2 B30 
160 

20 
30 

B, 770 
7' 010 
3 770 

10, 7BO 

BO,OSO 
40 240 
10 370 

7,750 
S,090 

1 s 970 
B60 

4' 540 
2,910 
5,17 0 

*Excludes moves within sub-area {grey area) . TCMA equals Twin C ities Metropo litan Area (seven counties). 
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Outward pushing from suburbs is occurring. There were 10,300 five-year 
migrants from the inner ring to the outer fringe compared to a reverse flow of 
7, 100. Intersuburban movement is beginning to develop. Table 17 shows 
significant movement both within suburban areas and between adjacent sectors, 
indicating that the move to the suburbs is not always a final one. 

Are there signs of a "return to the city", as claimed by some people? As 
of 196 0, the answer is definitely "No." St. Paul lost 36, 000 people to the 
suburbs from 19 55 to 1960 and received only 8, 000 from them. The ratio of 
Minneapolis outflow to inflow was over five to one, and the net migration loss 
of central cities to the rest of the metropolitan area was 82,000 people. 

For this metropolitan area of 1. 5 million persons, the two central cities 
are still the main magnet for outside migrants. Their population maintenance or 
growth is dependent upon outsiders. Two-thirds of the 180,000 in-migrants 
came to Minneapolis or St. Paul which had 53 per cent of the area population. 
Only the western Minneapolis suburbs drew substantially from outside the seven
county area. In general, the dominant net flows are from outside the metropoli
tan area to central city, from central city to inner suburbs, and from the inner 
ring to the outer fringe. In most larger Upper Midwest urban areas, a -similar 
process is going on--only the size of zones and number of moves vary. 

5. Migration Sheds and Divides 

Areas from which centers draw most of their migrants are migration sheds, 
as shown in Figure 9 for Upper Midwest wholesale centers. Sheds represent 
areas of present population supplies, but their boundaries are neither sharp nor 
fixed and they often overlap. Centers in southern Minnesota and western Wis
consin, for example, are competing for migrants in the same area. The migration 
shed is not the total area from which migrants are drawn, as Figure 10 shows 
for Aberdeen, South Dakota, which attracts migrants from a wide range. How
ever, from outside the shed limits (Figure 1 0), migration to Aberdeen is either 
light or dominated by other centers. 

In Figure 1 0 the origins of migrants to four centers show the large number 
of sources, their wide dispersion, and the importance of the Upper Midwest as 
a supplier. Fast-growing Rochester, which pulled 36 per cent of its 16,000 
migrants (1955 to 1960) from outside the region, also draws heavily within an 
80-mile radius. About 30 per cent of its in-migration is from two single 
sources--its own county and the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. Two centers 
of the Great Plains --slow-growth Miles City 1 Montana 1 and fast-growing 
Williston, North Dakota--have larger sheds, but their in-migration was only 
one-sixth of Rochester's. Miles City and Williston are two uncommon cases 
of centers with 10,000 or more population which face a supply problem for 
future migration. Their sheds have been extended and severely depopulated, 
and Billings and Minot are nearby, stronger centers. 
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At the limits of the generalized sheds shown in Figure 9, approximately 
five per cent of the out-migration goes to the center, with higher proportions 
from closer in. In southwestern Montana and around La Crosse, Wisconsin, 
three or more centers are each drawing five per cent or more of the out-migrants. 
Areas between sheds are not dispersing their migrants to any single regional 
center at the five per cent P~te. The Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 1 s influence 
overshadows most other centers of the state and reaches into western Wis
consin and the eastern Dakotas. 

Migration sheds vary according to the size and growth of the center, 
surrounding population densities, and the locations of competing centers. 
Billings and Rapid City pull migrants from well beyond their trade areas 
(Figure 9). Rapid City, for example, competes with the Twin Cities, Sioux 
Falls, Aberdeen and other cities for migrants out of east-central South Dakota. 
Billings has a huge shed embracing over half of Montana. North Da kota 1 s four 
wholesale centers have mutually overlapping migration she ds. Fargo 1 s shed 
is only slightly larger than those of Minot, Bismarck, and Grand Forks which 
had higher population growth rates from 1950 to 1960. 
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FIGURE l 0. 
MIGRATION TO FOUR SELECTED CENTERS 

PER C ENT OF MIGRATION TO CENTER 

Citie s Counties 

• 0.~ % - 2.4% ~ 

e 2.5 % and over~ 

SCALE 

From Outs~'de From Uppe r 
Uppe r Midwest 

M1dwest 

o""""~"""'""5o===1oo"""'""""'"""'1""5o==~200 MILES Tota l In-Migration 

Migration divides --where sheds approach or meet--are of special interest. 
The direction of predominant out-migration from divide areas is subject to 
sudden shifts. Promotional effort for labor or retail trade near the divides may 
yield greater dividends than in other areas. A major migration divide shown 
in Figure 9 runs along the Montana-North Dakota border where Billings, Minot, 
and Bismarck are competitors. 

Migration sheds fluctuate in response to changes in opportunities at the 
center. They are surely one of the more sensitive measures of changing 
attractiveness of the center. Most cities have business offices--power 
companies, credit bureaus, welcoming services, etc. --which can monitor 
fluctuations in migration sheds. The changing rates of newcomers from various 
origins, especially those near the shed limits and divides, are valuable 
indicators of shifts in migration trends and, therefore, another tool for 
business, urban, and regional planning. 
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6 • Commuting in Lieu of Migration 

Commuting is a form of daily mobility which can be a substitute for a 
residential move closer to one's job. Work trips have greatly lengthened and 
increased in numbers from suburban and outlying areas to places of employment. 
The labor force has grown by 50 per cent and the number of cars on the road 
has more than doubled since 194 0. The lengthening work trip is a price we 
pay for more space, and many Americans apparently believe it is worth it. 

The automobile has become by far the favored mode of transportation to 
work, even in the largest cities with public transit systems. Over three
fourths of the work trips in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area are made by 
private auto. In Duluth-Superior, and other cities of over 25, 000 population, 
the proportion is between one-half and two-thirds, with declining percentages 
in smaller cities because of more walking trips. The vehicle-miles and costs 
of commuting are substantial. It is conservatively estimated .that the daily 
work trip in the Upper Midwest accounts for about 10 million vehicle-miles 
at an operational cost of $300,000. These changes, and related problems 
of land development, provision of services, and the management of urban 
affalrs, are vital considerations in evaluating growth and planning at both 
the regional and community levels .1 0 

Work trips vary widely in length according to the size of employment 
centers, job locations within them, and the residential scatter of workers. 
In northeastern Minnesota, the rural non-farmer makes a daily work trip of 
14 miles on the average. In the Flathead Valley of Montana, his trip averages 
9 miles. In Rice County, Minnesota, it is 7. 5 miles. Within the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area, over half a million workers average 4. 5 miles per work 
trip. Work trip length declines in smaller cities, but most urban areas have 
some commuters driving at least 20 miles. 

Expanding Commuting Ranges gnd the Small Town ,• 
Commuting is no longer limited to the trip downtown or to the industrial plant 

from across town or an adjacent suburb. It is now penetrating previously rural 
areas and small towns within an expanding radius of job opportunities. The desire 
for open space, the phenomenal rise in auto ownership, and reduced highway 
travel time have greatly stimulated long-distance commuting. Hundreds of small 
towns and rural townships, well beyond the fringes, have entered the employment 
orbit of major centers. About 40 per cent of the region's small towns lie within 
50 miles of an urban area having 10, 000 population or more. With a future exten
sion of commutation ranges around growing cities, additional areas which have 
been stagnant or declining will have improved chances for survival and growth. 

10 . Governmental units, led by the TWin Cities Metropo litan Planning Commission and the Minnesota Highway Department, are engaged in a compre hensive 
program of land us e-tra nsportation planning in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. Fargo, North Dakota, Moorhead , Minnesota, and the Duluth-Superior 
area are embarking upon transportation studies to evaluate future needs. 
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On the other hand, for the isolated towns beyond practical commuting limits, 
prospects do not appear bright, unless the towns can realize independent growth. 

A good case can be made for the transformation of small towns into "satellite" 
communities, as opposed to a policy of continuous subdivision of fringe areas. 
They have a number of inherent advantages: pleJ:lty of low-cost space, existing 
housing, commercial establishments, public facilities, and salutary family living 
conditions. J:hey often fit the requirements for inexpensive mass transit which 
could employ buses or existing rail routes--namely, residential concentration of 
workers employed in similar job locations. The necessary renewal, replacement 
and expansion is probably achievable at lower cost than new construction in 
higher-priced close-in areas. Survey results indicate a keen interest by small 
town and farm people in new employment, even at the expense of a long work 
trip and at wage levels below the national average .11 

It is possible that the public costs of highway betterment and maintenance, 
the private costs of vehicle operation, or the establishment of special transit 
facilities can be justified by offsetting advantages and savings in outlying 
areas. These towns and umncorporated townships are not suburbs in the usual 
sense. Main streets may be in sound shape, or they may be deteriorated 
remnants of a former era of lively trade. Many of them are prime candidates 
for renewal and planning at the local level. In any case, they may be written
off capital assets worthy of redevelopment within growing urban regions. 

Commuting Ranges of Major Employment Centers 

Most cities of over 10, 000 population have more jobs than employed residents. 
They rely in varying degrees upon commuters to supplement their resident labor 
force. Figure 11 shows the wide ranges of commutation to the Upper Midwest's 
63 largest urban areas. Near the limits of the ranges there are at least eight 
regular commuter trips per town or township into the job center's county. In 
most cases, the center itself is the only significant job market. This spreading 
commuter range is largely a development of the past 15 years. Prior to World 
War II, only the larger metropolitan areas and some mining towns had any appre
ciable amount of long-distance commuting. The commuting range does not repre
sent urban sprawl or a flight from the city. It is capturing surplus labor which is 
willing and able to travel considerable distances to work. As commuting ranges 
expand, more places will have accessible opportunities and become linked with 
growth at employment centers. 

Commuting ranges vary according to size and growth at the center, the 
highway network, the surrounding population distribution, and the presence of 
nearby competing centers. Wholesale centers and some strong shopping centers, 
such as Fairmont, Minnesota, reach into adjacent counties for part of their labor 

11 . See Belmont, Wi lliam R. , The Labor Force Potential of Non-Metropolitan Urban Areas; With An Application to Jamestown, North Dakota, Upper Midwest 
Economic Study, Technica l Paper No . 7 (April, 1963). 
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force. The total number of commuters to centers shown in Figure ll is generally 
over 500, with more than l 00 of them coming from outside the county. Rochester, 
Minnesota, is an example of a large, rapidly-growing job center which draws 
workers from a wide range, even from within the trade areas of Winona, Austin, 
and Red Wing. Its commuting range extends 50 miles east-west and 7 5 miles 
north-south into Iowa. In this part of southeastern Minnesota, rural and small 
town residents have alternative opportunities in several cities. Many of them are 
part-time farmers with supplementary or primary ur ban incomes. In northeastern 
Minnesota, several centers compete for workers . Duluth, the Iron Range citie.s, 
and the new taconite town of Silver Bay have overlapping commuting ranges. 
Undoubtedly, this separation of place of residence and work has an important 
impact on retail business and other facilities, 

In the eastern part of the District, several static or declining centers none
theless draw workers from other counties. Ashland, Wisconsin, and Iron 
Mountain, Michigan, have commuting ranges of over 40 miles. In the three 
western states, commuting ranges are quite distinct because of wider city
spacing. An exception is at Rapid City, South Dakota, where a very high growth 
rate has tapped workers from the northern Black Hills; the commuting range of 
Lead and Deadwood has been completely overlapped by Rapid City . 

Commuting to Metropolitan Areas 

More detailed patterns of commutation to central cities of metropolitan areas 
of the Upper Midwest are shown in Figure 12. Forty miles is the approximate 
limit of substantial commuting, except to Duluth and the Twin Cities which 
attract workers from 60 miles or more. Commuting to the Montana centers of 
Billings and Great Falls is light compared to work trips to Fargo-Moorhead and 
Sioux Falls which have higher surrounding rural densities and more nearby towns. 
Over 2, 000 commuters travel to both Fargo-Moorhead and Sioux Falls with more 
than 500 of them coming from different counties. The pull of these cities is 
surprising. Breckenridge (population 4, 340) has about 30 commuters traveling 
40 miles to the Fargo-Moorhead area. Brookings (population 10, 500) has over 
40 commuters to Sioux Falls, 55 miles away. About 55 per cent of the commuters 
to these two centers live in townships and 4 5 per cent in incorporated places. 
Duluth-Superior is a special and baffling case for a slow-growth city with an 
unemployment problem. Its commuting range stretches to townships on the Mesabi 
Range, 80 miles distant, and 4 0 miles to the southwest. About 6, 300 persons 
enter the Twin Ports for work, over 90 per cent of them from townships. The small 
proportion from cities--principally Two Harbors, Proctor, and Cloquet--indicate 
that local job opportunities are at least equal to those in Duluth and Superior. 

The commuting flow of the Twin Cities has two main components: (1) trips 
to the five-county metropolitan area from the outside; and (2) work travel to the 
central cities from within the five-county area. There are about 11, 500 work 
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FIGURE 12. METROPOLITAN AREA COMMUTATION 
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. Brookings 

trips to the metropolitan area from outside counties and at least 150 I 000 persons 
commute to the two central cities from the rest of the area. Figures 13 and 14 de
pict places of residence of these workers and their degree of dependence upon 
central cities for jobs. Bordering the metropolitan area are 27 towns or townships 1 

each having more than 84 commuters holding jobs in the area. An additional 11 0 
units send between 25 and 84 workers into the area. About one non-agricultural 
worker in six commutes to the metropolitan area from bordering counties. There 
is a reverse flow of about 3 1 000 commuters 1 roughly one-fourth as great. With a 
continuation of this trend 1 many questions can be raised. Should the emphasis 
be on job relocation or transportation facilities? Should we consider tax 
reciprocities under heavy commuting conditions across county and state lines? 
(Note commuters from western Wisconsin in Figure 5). Are some services more 
amenable to metropolitan wide or sub-regional developments? What cooperative 
action can satellite communities institute toward obtaining needed facilities? The 
answers to these and related questions require further study and public discussion. 

Into the central city iteslf 1 Figure 14 shows that ei.ther Minneapolis or St. 
Paul is the job destination for over 55 per cent of the workers in most adjacent 
suburbs. From suburbs farther out 1 the commuting proportions drop steadily as 
workers are increasingly dependent upon outlying job locations. An important 
difference between this Twin Cities picture and commuting to other metropoli~an 
centers of the region is in the recency of residence. More of the Twin Cities' 
commuters are solving a space problem through recent out-migration. In other 
areas 1 they are solving primarily an employment problem. 

• 

FIGURE 13. 
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FIGURE 14. 
COMMUTING RATES TO CENTRAL CITIES 

PERCE NTAG E OF LABOR FORCE* 
EMPLOYED IN MINNEAPOLIS OR ST. PAUL 

Dominant Employment Center 

Minneapoli s % St. Paul 

1~1 5 - 14 lf?W1 
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~55 andover~ 

*Non-agricu l tura l labor force used for Carver 
and Scott Counties. For balance of count ie s , 
total labor force figures we re used. 

1 New Hope 
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3 Robbinsda le 
4 Columbia Heights 
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9 Arden Hill s 
1 0 Shoreview 
11 Falcon Heights 
12 Little Canada 
13 North St. Paul 
14 South St. Paul 
15 West St. Paul 

DAKOTA CO. 

Characteristics of Commuting Areas and Job Centers 

What kinds of places have high commuting rates to employment centers? How 
important are distance and i.R(Some in affecting these rates? Does job growth at 
the center encourage commuting from outlying areas? Table 15 gives employment 
and commuting characteristics for the Upper Midwest's major urban areas. Tables 
18 and 19 show the relationships between commuting rates and characteristics of 
towns and townships. 

The non-agricultural labor force of rural townships commutes to job centers 
at much higher rates than does the labor force of incorporated towns. Seventy
eight of the 96 sampled townships have commuting rates of over 15 per cent, 
while only 18 of the 100 towns were at that level. Local employment evidently 
provides jobs for townspeople, while township dwellers commute more to distant 
centers. Distance begins to take effect at about 20 miles. Up to that distance 
commuting rates hold up, beyond it they drop sharply. 
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There is a moderate relationship between commuting rates and job growth at 
the center. Most counties with healthy employment gains from 1950 to 1960 
are drawing more commuters than slow-growing counties (Table 15). In many 
cases, growth at or near the center absorbs the new jobs. Income at the center 
shows up significantly as a commuting factor, especially from towns (Table 19). 
Most commuting from towns is to medium or high-income job centers, and when 
income is higher, the rate of commuting rises. Do commuters tend to be new 
residents in the area? Not particularly; if new suburbs are excluded, commuting 
rates are only slightly higher from those areas which have had more recent in
migration. Longer-term residents appear to be equally willing and able to secure 
available employment. 

The long-distance commuter in the Upper Midwest is not the stereotype of 
a high-salaried executive, managerial, or professional man. He is far more 
likely to be a blue -collar or clerical worker who drives to a factory job, school 
or business office. He may be a part-time farmer or resort operator, supple-

TABLE 18. 
FACTORS RELATED TO WORK-TRIP COMMUTATION: 96 TOWNSHIPS 

Number of Townshios 
Average Distance (mlles) Population Growth, Medi a n Famlly Income 1960, Newcomers To 

To Employment 1950-1960 , Of Of Employment Center County Of 
Commutation Ratea Center Emp loyment Centerb High Medium Low Commuter ' s Residencec 

0 -1 0 10-19.9 20 - 30 Over 30 (over ($5,000to (under 
Mlles Mlles Mlles Mile s Fast Moderate Slow $6' 000) $6,000) $5,000) High Average 

Low: under 15% 
0 9 

(N = 18) 
6 3 7 6 5 0 14 4 5 

Moderate: 15-29.9% 
7 17 

(N = 27) 
3 0 12 4 ll 7 13 7 1 2 

High: 30 - 45% 
6 14 

(N = 25) 
5 0 13 5 7 9 13 3 ll 

Very High: over 45 % 
1 2 11 2 l (N = 26) 4 10 12 4 16 6 9 

Total (No . of Twps.) 25 51 16 4 36 25 35 20 56 20 37 

a . Per cent of non-agricultural labor force of township working in county of employment center . 
b. Urban area per cent population .growth, 1950-1960: Fast, over 18.5%; Moderate , 9.4%-1 8.5%; Slow, under 9.4 %. 
c . Per cent of population living in different cou nty fi ve years prior: High , ove r 20 %; Average, 1 0% - 20 %; Low, under 1 0%; 

U . S. average , 19. 3",(, . 

TABLE 19. 

.11 

9 

7 

8 

35 

FAC TORS RELATED TO WORK-TRIP COMMUTATION: 100 TOWNS 
Number of Towns 

Low 

2 . 
6 

7 

9 

24 

Average Distance (mile s ) Popu lation Growth, Median Family Income 1960, Newcomers To 
To Employment 1950-1 960, Of Of Employment Center Count y Of 

Commutation Ratea Center Employment Centerb High Medium Low Commuter's Residence c 
0-l 0 10-19.9 20-30 Over 30 (over ($5 ,000 to (under 
Miles Miles Miles Miles Fast Moderate Slow $6 ,000) $6,000) $5,000) High Average 

Low. 1-4.9% 
0 24 (N = 42) 12 6 14 14 14 4 31 7 7 32 

Moderate: 5-9.9% 
2 

(N = 23) 15 4 2 8 10 5 4 17 2 7 14 

High: 10-15% 
4 9 (N = 17) 1 3 9 4 4 6 9 2 5 10 

Very High: over 15% 
4 14 0 

(N = 18) 
0 10 4 4 6 12 0 9 5 

Total (No. of Towns) 10 62 17 ll 41 32 27 20 69 11 28 61 

a. Commutation rates of less than l % not included. Per cent of labor force of town working in county of employment center . 
b. Urban area per cent population growth, 1950-1 960: Fa st, over 18 .5%; Moderate, 9.4%-18 • . 5%; Slow, under 9.4% . 
c . Per cent of population living in different county five years prior: High, over 20%; Average , 1 0%-20%; Low, under 1 0%; 

U.S. average, 19 . 3%. 

Low 

3 

2 

2 

4 

11 
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menting his earnings through seasonal employment, or a construction or mining 
company employee in certain areas. Forty per cent of the Silver Bay, Minnesota, 
labor force--largely employed at the Reserve Mining Company taconite plant on 
Lake Superior--commutes a considerable distance, generally beyond 10 miles. 
In a number of areas which have lost jobs in the agricultural, mining, or forest
product industries, we are witnessing this "suburbanization of the countryside." 

An Example: Owatonna, Minnesota 

Centers of high commutation are varied in type, but most of them are growing 
and prosperous. Owatonna, a fast-growing, strong shopping center of southern 
Minnesota, is selected from Table 15 as a case in point. It is the forty-third 
largest urban area of the Upper Midwest with a 1960 population of 13, 900 and a 
growth rate of 3 2 per cent from 19 50 to 196 0. Conversion of townships within 
20 miles of the city from farm to part-farm occupational status has drawn ad
ditional population to the urban area. Within 40 miles in four directions are 
larger cities; yet, Owatonna has maintained its position as a growing center of 
employment, migration, and trade. Over 400 commuters from other counties work 
in Steele County, mainly in the Owatonna urban area. This amounts to nine per 
cent of the city's labor force and about 1. 5 per cent of the labor force in the 
origin counties. There is outbound commuting from Owatonna--four per cent of its 
employed population commutes to other counties--but this is less than half the 
inbound flow, so that Owatonna is a center of net commutation. 

Owatonna is also a net in-migration center (Table 15 under "Migration 
Characteristics"), having received about 200 more migrants than it lost from 
1955 to 1960 . Its population drawing and turnover rates are quite high. About 
one-fourth of its population was replaced in five years. About 30 per cent of 
Owatonna's in-migrants came from the same or bordering counties, 4 5 per cent 
from the rest of the Upper Midwest I and 25 per cent from outside the region. 
In economic characteristics, Owatonna compares favorably with regional 
standards. It has diversified trade I service I and manufacturing along with low 
unemployment (3. 3 per cen;J~ a high participation rate in the labor force (41. 7 
per cent), and an above average proportion of white collar jobs (48 per cent). 
Annual family income is $5 I 900 I somewhat above the state and regional average, 
although not exceptional . There is an unusual number of incomes of over $15, 000. 
Housing conditions are average--78 per cent of its residential structures are 
rated as sound, slightly below the average of other cities in the same size class, 
but a low proportion (3. 9 per cent) of its housing is vacant. Educationally, 
Owatonna ranks slightly above the median of urban areas with half of its popu
lation having at least a high school education. Over-all, Owatonna must be 
judged as an attractive I economically sound community. For other cities, infor
mation in Table 15 supplemented by local knowledge, can provide useful 
comparisons of strong and weak points and growth potential. 
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Centralization and Dispersion 

The implications of migration and commutation for population and economic 
g~owth. are far reaching. .From one point of view their effects are opposing. In
m1gratwn adds to populatwn and income spent in the town. Commutation removes 
workers and their wages from the town. Inequities in costs and benefits may 
result· A dffferent viewpoint sees the migrant and commuter as part of a single 
urban system· In his decision to travel to work, the commuter's case can be 
defended on the grounds that central city problems of congestion and provision 
?f already o:'~rtaxed services are alleviated. Regardless of viewpoint, migration 
IS a centrahzmg force and commutation a decentralizing one with the urban areas 
as loci of circulation. 

Commuting and the Small Town: II Grow or Die? ool2 

Many dire forecasts have been made about the future of the small town--in 
particular, the farm trade center. Is there a place for it in our fast-moving 
world? Is it too expensive to maintain? Is it destined to dry up when the 
number of retiring farmers dwindles? ('The main economic base of small trade 
centers--farm income--is unlikely to expand to higher levels. Small towns 
which do not acquire new functions face further decline :J 

Most Upper Midwest towns of under 1 1 000 population have declined--15 
per cent on the average since 193 0--but few of them have actually disappeared. 
To the outside observer, their survival ability is amazing. Some of them • 
have maintained size or even grown through local investment in a small 
processing or fabricating shop, through tourist business, or through aggressive 
trade promotion. Adjustments have been made in a variety of ways although 
none of them appear to be a general solution. 

It is too harsh a generalization to say that most small towns must perish or-1 

thrive. Maintenance of present size appears possible for many small towns. 
Because ~f the postwar phenomenon of long-distance commuting 

1 
it is important 

to recogmze two types of small towns according to location: (1) the "isolated" 
hamlet or convenience center, chiefly dependent upon farm income· and (2) the 
"acces ~ible" town which is within commuting range of a major job 'center. A 
companson .of 19 50 to 1960 growth for the two types is revealing. About 85 per 
cent of the Isolated towns lost population, while 55 per cent of the accessible 
towns declined. Although commuting from accessible towns to job cent~s has 
not advanced to a high degree, the trend underway offers promise. Future 
empl?yment growth of the region will occur predominantly in larger urban areas. 
A mam hope for the small town within commutation range is that it gets its 
share of the growth. 

12. A series of articles by Carl Rowan in the Minneapolis Tribune (February, 1958), entitle d, "Gtow or Die . ~' , dramatica llY. pre s e nted the small-town problem . 
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Ill. CONCLUSIONS 

Regional and Local Circulation Systems 

The Upper Midwest can be viewed as part of a massive, nation-wide circu
lation system. Population flow between the region and the nation is two-way, 
expanding or ebbing with the attractiveness of other regions. A large share of 
migration is neither permanent nor based upon realistic appraisal of relative 
opportunities. Some of it appears to be venturesome or travel motivated, since 
the net exchange of migrants between regions is usually low compared to total 
migration. For the Upper Midwest, the most sensitive region in the national 
flow pattern is the Lower Midwest (Iowa, Nebraska, Missouri, and Kansas). 
Past trends and projected growth indicate that population exchange with this 
region can be more easily swayed in favor of the Upper Midwest than with other 
regions. Net out-migration to the Mountain and West Coast states will con
tinue at fairly high levels. 
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Within the Upper Midwest, a small number of cities are pulling into the fore
front as dominant "circulation centers". Small towns and rural non-farming areas 
are becoming dependent upon them for employment. Forming around these centers 
are successively larger zones of urbanized areas, commuting ranges, retail 
shopping areas and migration sheds. Figure 15 shows these zones around centers 
which are logical locations for planning leadership and expanded facilities-
regional public planning bodies, development commissions, and trade associ
ations; schools and hospitals, shopping centers, auditoriums, housing, etc. The 
flow of migrants and capital will be, more than ever, to places which have the 
amenities, facilities, and planning resources to attract labor and new business. 

Favored Locations 

What centers have locational advantages and the best growth potential? All 
but four of the 6 3 major centers gained population from 19 50 to 196 0, but only 31 
of them had ne t in-migration during the latter half of the decade (Table 15). The 

FIGURE 15. .,. 

CIRCULATION SYSTEMS OF THE UPPER MIDWEST 

SCALE 
o 100 uo 200 MILES 
~~~======~~~===== 

so 

... I NCORPORATED LIMITS 

.. URBAN AREA 

COMMUTATION RANGE 

'""""'""'" TRADE AREA BOUNDARIES 

WIUUIJIIIIIII MIGRATION SHED BOUNDARIES 

---· 1WIN CITIES MIGRATIO N SHED 

• COMPLETE SHOPPING CENTERS 
(Which are not job centers) 
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13 centers which realized substantial migration gains of over 400 persons, fall 
into three main groups: those which had, (1) special and essentially unpredictable 
activity--a military base, nearby oil exploration, or a large construction project; 
(2) an expanding college or governmental function; or (3) a favorable regional 
location for new trade and manufacturing jobs . Some centers had two or more 
growth factors and therefore boomed--Great Falls and Rapid City, for example. 

Growth due to favorable location is generally steady and fairly predictable. 
Centers with favored location are of two general types: (1) those in the margins 
of the main American manufacturing belt--in southern Minnesota which also has 
high agricultural productivity; and (2) those which have capitalized on large, 
"independent," migration-trade areas which are relatively isolated from larger 
centers--Billings and Minot, for example. Continued growth is primarily de
pendent upon local effort to enhance the business and living climate in these 
centers. 

On the basis of past in-migration and location, the larger centers with good 
growth prospects are: Missoula, Great Falls and Billings, Montana; Minot, 
Bismarck-Mandan and Fargo-Moorhead, North Dakota; Rapid City and Sioux Falls, 
South Dakota; and the Twin Cities, Mankato, Worthington, Fairmont, Albert Lea, 
Austin and Rochester, Minnesota. A second set of cities with slightly less 
favorable location, chiefly because of proximity to stronger centers, consists 
of: Helena, Montana; Williston and Grand Forks, North Dakota; Aberdeen, South 
Dakota; St. Cloud, Marshall and Owatonna, Minnesota; La Crosse and Eau Claire, 
Wisconsin; Marquette, Michigan; and several others. A number of smaller centers 
can, and will, grow within the next 1 0 to 2 0 years. But their prospects are more 
tied to local factors than to regional location. 

Signs of Change 

Where are trade boundaries and migration sheds unstable and liable to shift? 
Shoppers and migrants respo!Jjt quickly to changes in retail services and job 
opportunities. One sign of instability is the . discrepancy between migration sheds 
and trade areas shown in Figure 15. Rapid City is a fast-growth city which has 
become the dominant migration center for western South Dakota. Its wholesale 
trade area nearly coincides with its migration shed, but its retail trade area is 
much smaller. People who have not been regular shoppers in Rapid City are 
migrating there. An expansion of Rapid City• s trade area or a contraction of its 
migration shed is probable. An opposite case is Miles City, Montana, which has 
a large retail trade area, but almost no migration shed. Job growth in competing 
centers could readily reduce the Miles City trade area. Fairmont, Minnesota, 
appears to have a stable situation. It is drawing migrants, shoppers, and 
commuters from pr~tically the same area, although the Twin Cities and Mankato 
invade its migration shed. 
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Importance of Planning 

Migration, commutation and retail purchasing have little regard for political 
boundaries, especially below the state level. State boundaries have a minor 
influence upon movement, but county and town limits are ineffective barriers. 
For many planning purposes, circulation areas can be useful. In estimating 
needs and implementing policy, it may be advisable for public agencies to 
treat blocks of counties as units. Sales forecasts can assign different degrees 
of penetration to circulation zones. Since the migration shed is a primary 
labor supply area, population changes by age groups are valuable measures of 
the potential working force. Commuting ranges embrace the immediately ac
cessible labor force and retail trade patronage. They are also indicators of the 
future development of urban areas. Outward growth from centers will be shaped 
in part by the direction and amount of commuting from outlying towns. "Where 
will the earnings of commuters be spent?" and "Who will pay for new facilities?" 
are important planning considerations . 

The increasing interaction between areas is one of the most significant 
social and economic developments of our time. Impacts of change are felt more 
intensively and quickly than in the past because of increasing population 
mobility. Recognition of this trend is a "must" for all persons and places con
cerned with growth and progress. 
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APPENDIX A . 
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POPUlATION TRANSFERS WITHIN THE UPPER MIDWEST , 195 5 to 196 0 

(t =less than 5 0 moves ) 

FR~ 
Are a Dominant 
No. UrbanArea(s) 10 II 1 2 13 14 I S 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 I 25 

~~~~~~F=P=~F=~~9=9P~~9==P~~==P=~~4==~~~=+ 
Kalispe ll 

2 Missoula 

3 Butte 

4 Havre 

S He lena 

6 Great Falls 

Bozeman
Livingston 

8 Lewistown 

9 Billings 

10 G lendive 

11 Mile s C ity 

12 Williston 

13 Dic kinson 

14 Minot 

16 Devils Lake 

17 Jamestown 

18 Grand Forks 

291 6 101 726 382 4 55 511 II 5 250 

3332 862 795 616 50 5 616 12 7 714 131 70 

388 892 292 704 354 1286 130 1·<128 63 153 67 84 

910 63 5 170 564 2479 992 241 714 140 308 583 186 64 98 

947 5 22 833 429 8 6 0 10 12 167 821 1 23 

561 500 3 8 1 1210 516 972 567 1071 81 143 181 90 51 135 58 57 

411 484 34 3 41 0 1712 6 55 2 53 1177 178 3 26 155 

154 60 21 0 188 50 3 23 9 64 3 55 89 85 

197 6 0 3 4 86 306 375 557 1420 20 6 227 634 4 17 179 167 139 114 57 

173 143 147 94 51 280 64 714 346 786 117 102 135 

60 119 141 282 101 1178 2 55 121 92 59 153 55 

99 109 1085 94 101 277 80 598 497 261 214 847 308 430 134 3 20 435 
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APPENDIX B. 

Estimation of Interarea Population Movement 

Interarea volumes of person moves given in this report were estimated by 
an allocation of census reported moves from 1955 to 1960. (General Social 
and Economic Characteristics PC (1), Volume C, Table 82). Field collected 
data from the larger towns of the region provided the samples of origin sources. 
The following steps were carried out: 
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1. Selection of Upper Midwest Migration Centers. 

All towns of over 5, 000 population (1960) with population increases of 
over 10 per cent from 1950 to 1960, or with abrupt increases in the 20 
to 30-year old groups, were identified as candidates for field col
lection of migration data. 

2. Data Collection. 

a. Twin Cities Metropolitan Area: utility companies, employment 
bureaus and agencies, and schools were interviewed, and records 
were examined for coverage and detail of migrant moves. The 
primary sources were five offices of the Northern States Power 
Company which provided records of customer hookups for the 1958 
to 1960 period. Present and previous addresses of 150, 000 movers 
were tabulated by 60 sub-areas within the metropolitan area and 
by individual places or states outside the area. 

b. Over 100 cities and towns of the region were visited for collection 
of comparable migration data; 92 of them had adequate sources. 
Primary sources V{_~e credit bureaus, utility companies, and 
welcoming services. Sampling of one-third to one-half of the moves 
was done from voluminous files. Comparability of time and geo
graphic areas was preserved wherever feasible. Field crews and 
local clerical help tabulated the data by a standardized procedure. 

3. Data Coding and Storage . 

Each unique migration pair was summarized and coded for card-punching. 
A unique migration pair is a singular origin-destination set for a single 
year. The number of moves for each pair were manually summed before 

punching. Census geographic codes were used and 1960 populations of 
origin and destinations were included. Approximately 100,000 cards were 
punched (57 columns) and machine-edited with corrections made for about 
5 per cent of them. 

4. Computer Programs and Output. 

Tab machines produced several listings and summations for individual 
area analysis. The main program for the IBM 1620 computer performed 
two tasks: (1) computation of the proportions of total in-migration to each 
of 152 Upper Midwest areas from all other areas and 16 external regions; 
(2) allocation of 1955 to 1960 census reported in-movement by origin 
areas according to the proportions. This program was also applied to 
6 3 -area and 19 -area partitions of the region for larger and more stable 
aggregates . 

5. Interarea transfers given in Appendix A were prepared from the program 
output. The 63-area output was reduced to a 50-area table (Appendix A) 
because of data gaps. Adjustments were made where necessary for 
reconciliation with known control totals (area population change plus ., 
birth-death data). Internal Twin Cities Metropolitan Area movement 
(Table 17) was manually computed since the computer input had treated 
it as a single area. 

Estimation of Out-Migration From the Upper Midwest to External Regions 

Determining the 1955-1960 migration volumes from Upper Midwest states 
to external regions was a special problem since specific data on origins and 
destinations of out-migrants were not available. The following technique was 
employed: 

1. Estimation of 1955-1960 gross out-migration for each state: 

Mout = P55- P5o + B- D +Min, where, 

P6o = 1960 state population 
P55 = 1955 state population (census estimate) 
B = 1955-1959 births in state 
D = 1955-1959 deaths in state 
Min= gross in-migration to state (1955-1960) 

from General, Social, and Economic 
Characteristics PC(1), Volume C. 
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2. Allocation of gross out-migration (Mout) to United States regions by 
two methods: 

a. 1935-1940 outflow proportions from Population, Internal Migration, 
1935-1940, 16th Census of the United States. Manual computation 
and aggregation of outflow from each Upper Midwest state to external 
regions. This assumed a constant pattern, i.e. , proportions, of 
state-to-region outflow from 1935-1940 to 1955-1960. 

b. Use of 1955-1960 inflow proportions from field sample of state-to
region movement. High correlations, generally over . 90, of flow 
and counter flow between states had previously been established for 
the 1935-1940 period and for 1955-1960 movement within the Upper 
Midwest. 

3. Means of the above two estimates were computed for 120 state-to-region 
flows. In most cases the two estimates were in close agreement, less than 
l 0 per cent apart, indicating little change in the prewar and postwar 
patterns. In cases of greater than 10 per cent divergence, a value between 
the mean and the estimate reflecting the growth rate of the destination region 
was used. 

---~----------~--~- ~ 
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