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PREFACE

The Rand Urban Policy Analysis Program is funded by the National Science
Foundation. The program’s objective is to provide assistance in policy design and
selection to urban decisionmakers at all levels of government. As the program
continues, it is expected that it will facilitate ongoing research by local university-
based institutes in the cities that Rand has selected for study.

This report describes a demographic analysis of the populations of metropolitan
San Jose and St. Louis, two of the cities included in Rand’s urban policy program.

* * * * * *

A number of people contributed generously to this report. I am especially in-
debted to Professor William Alonso of the University of California, Berkeley, and
Professor Sidney Goldstein, Director of the Population Studies and Training Center,
. Brown University, for their thoughtful and thorough critiques of earlier drafts.

To others who offered advice and criticism, I wish to acknowledge my gratitude:
Professor Dempster Holland, St. Louis University; Professor Charles Leven, Wash-
ington University; James Cowhig, National Science Foundation; and Rand col-
leagues Barbara Williams, Sinclair Coleman, and Will Harriss.
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SUMMARY

This report presents an analysis of the sharply contrasting demographic trends
in two U.S. metropolitan areas and a discussion of their implications for public
policy. Metropolitan San Jose was chosen as a case study of rapid population growth
in the low-density mode typical of the 1950s and 1960s. The City of St. Louis, the
primary case study in this report, exemplifies the dynamics of central-city popula-
tion decline. Our focus here is on the dynamics of neighborhood and city-wide
population change within the core jurisdiction of metropolitan St. Louis.

If we studied San Jose and St. Louis as isolated cases and sought to explain their
population-changes, historically unique processes that have shaped each city proba-
bly would occupy our attention and prevent us from seeing them as variations of
common demographic processes. It is therefore advantageous to take a broad view
of San Jose and St. Louis during the 1960s as opposite extremes of a growth-decline
continuum. If we can perceive common demographic processes at work in such
contrasting settings, our generalizations about these processes should be all the
firmer.

San Jose’s growth, which is part of the broader urbanization of California,
suggests the following summary conclusions:

¢ The extraordinary increase in San Jose’s population is partially attributable to
its geographic position within a developing metropolitan region that has drawn
large numbers of migrants into the state from throughout the nation.

e Having grown chiefly through migration, San Jose’s population is youthful and
chronically mobile. Young adults provide a broad foundation for future natural
increase, and hypermobile residents produce a rapid flow of population into and
out of San Jose.

o Because it is highly migratory, San Jose’s labor force can probably accommo-
date readily to changes in labor demand.

» San Jose’s growth through migration is a specific example of a more general
trend in U.S. urbanization: migrants tend increasingly to move to a certain few
rapidly growing metropolitan centers at the expense of most other slowly grow-
ing centers. This shift may have resulted in part from the cumulative effect of
defense expenditures and other federal programs and activities that tend to
sharpen the focal points of nationwide migration.

St. Louis’s population decline, in contrast, exemplifies the dilemma faced by
localities undergoing severe out-migration:
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+ The population’s capacity to replace itself diminished during the 1960s. Among
the city’s white population, heavy and prolonged out-migration has drawn away
potential parents and left behind an older population that is shrinking further
as the elderly die off faster than the young are born. The black populatiop did
not undergo severe migratory change and retained its replacement capacity
through the 1960s. In 1969, however, the black population began to decline,
indicating a net migratory loss severe enough to offset its natural increase.

« Relative to its surrounding suburbs,’ St. Louis’s population during the 1960s
registered a rising share of needy or disadvantaged citizens: blacks, the elderly,
and families with low incomes. Through selective out-migration, problems of
dependency and poverty—not exclusively problems of St. Louis—have come
increasingly to be located in St. Louis.

Together, San Jose and St. Louis demonstrate the consequences of rapid demo-
graphic change in settings of growth and decline. These consequences are felt most
immediately at the local level, but the public policy issues they pose do not necessari-
ly lend themselves to local solutions. Both increase and decrease incur transitional
costs that strain the institutional and fiscal mechanisms whereby localities have
traditionally coped with change. Where population increases quickly, as in San Jose,
the penalty often is a wasteful and disorderly expansion of facilities and services,
and the long-term public costs incurred may burden future residents. Where popula-
tion declines severely, as in St. Louis, the locality loses young adult residents but
remains responsible for a disproportionate number of needy citizens who stay, de-
spite the locality’s being handicapped by limited or shrinking resources. The con-
trasting demographic trends in San Jose and St. Louis point up a vexing discord
between the well-being of people and that of the places they choose to live in or to
leave.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The United States is a highly urbanized nation with space in abundance, yet
large portions of its national territory are emptying out. In two out of every three
counties during the 1960s, more persons moved out than in, and in one out of two
an absolute decline in residents was recorded. Increasingly, the population has
concentrated in metropolitan centers or within commuting distance of them. In
1970, 69 percent of the population was classified as metropolitan (the figure had
already reached 67 percent in 1960); over 95 percent of the population resided within
the daily commuting field of a city.

Most Americans now live in metropolitan areas but shun their central cities.
During the 1960s, the central cities’ share of the metropolitan population fell from
50 to 46 percent. Rising incomes and extensive highway building within and to
metropolitan areas have permitted more and more people to move out to the suburbs
and indulge their taste for detached single-family homes with yards.

Changing technology and transportation costs have fostered industrial decen-
tralization as well. The trends set in motion by these market forces have been
inadvertently accelerated by federal policies. National mortgage insurance pro-
grams and tax laws encouraged widespread home ownership following World War
11, and highway construction programs increased homeowners’ access to the sub-
urbs.

As a result, an unprecedented number of the nation’s central cities not only
ceased to grow but lost population during the 1960s. Of the 292 municipalities
designated as central cities of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), 130
contained fewer inhabitants in 1970 than in 1960. The losers include 15 of the 21
central cities whose 1960 populations exceeded 500,000: Chicago, Philadelphia, De-
troit, Baltimore, Cleveland, Washington, D.C., St. Louis, Milwaukee, San Francisco,
Boston, New Orleans, Pittsburgh, Seattle, Buffalo, and Cincinnati. Of these, St.
Louis suffered the sharpest drop.

These developments are largely a continuation of trends that started decades
ago. Industrialization, and with it urbanization, occurred at a point in U.S. history
when the ratio of population to land was extremely low. As agriculture was mech-
anized, the demand for labor in rural areas diminished, particularly in those farm



occupations that were usually filled by blacks.! Faced with increasing unemploy-
ment and underemployment, many people were drawn to urban centers, attracted
by both jobs and amenities they heard about through relatives and friends.

Country-to-city movement is now largely over, although its basic causes—high
fertility and shrinking labor demand—still operate in many rural areas. The farm
population has shrunk to about one-third its 1940 size, and the peak off-farm move-
ment is long past. The nonfarm segment, which now accounts for about 80 percent
of the rural population, will be the principal source of future rural-urban movement.
But out-migration has declined among this group too. Natural increase among rural
nonfarm dwellers was lower during the 1960s, and rural areas appear to be retaining
a much higher proportion of their growth than formerly. In any case, U.S. metropoli-
tan areas no longer grow mainly through rural-to-urban migration. Today, newcom-
ers to a metropolitan area are likely to have moved there from other metropolitan
areas.

EVOLVING URBAN REGIONS ?

The U.S. urban system evolved as part of a broader historical trend. With the
advent of the automobile and the growth of commuter transportation, the geograph-
ically compact 19th century city gave way to the much larger metropolis comprising
both downtown and suburban areas. Now this core-centered metropolis is undergo-
ing a further metamorphosis into the urban region, or megalopolis. What once were
separate urban centers are merging into larger networks of urbanized territory,
forming a constellation of metropolises and their surrounding area. Connected by
rapid transportation routes and communication channels, the urban region repre-
sents an effective enlargement of the space for urban living around cities. The
California Urban Region (discussed below) is a case in point: freeways and inexpen-
sive air travel enable its residents to traverse its 500-mile metropolitan corridor
routinely.

In the future, most of the population will likely reside in a few urban regions,
populated more or less continuously but in densities varying widely among urban,
suburban, and rural milieus. Projections prepared for the National Commission on
Population Growth and the American Future show the possible course of these
developments over the final three decades of this century (see Table 1).* Although

! In the South, for example, the number of white family workers in agricultural employment in 1969
was approximately 44 percent of what it was in 1950. For blacks, however, the comparable decline left
1969 employment at only 21 percent of its 1950 level. (Figures cited in Daniel O. Price, Rural-Urban
Migration and Poverty: A Synthesis of Research Findings with a Look at the Literature, Office of Economic
Opportunity, Washington, D.C., July 1971, pp. 2-3).

® This section draws heavily on material contained in Peter A. Morrison, Dimensions of the Popula-
tion Problem in the United States, The Rand Corporation, R-864-CPG, August 1972.

* Jerome P. Pickard, “U.S. Metropolitan Growth and Expansion, 1970-2000, with Population Projec-
tions,” in Sara Mills Mazie (ed.), Research Reports, Vol. V: Population Distribution and Policy, Commis-
sion on Population Growth and the American Future, Washington, D.C., 1972. Pickard has employed a
ratio-trend projection methodology that allocates a demographically determined future population
among geographical subunits according to their past population growth. The base period for the projec-
tions in this study is 1940-1970. The Census Bureau'’s Series E projection for the United States to the year
2000 (which assumes completed cohort fertility of 2.11 children per woman) was allocated among 930



Table 1

PAST AND PROJECTED U.S. METROPOLITAN GROWTH
(Population in millions)

Census
Series E Projection

Item 1960 1970 | 1980 | 1990 2000

Total population 179.3 | 203.2 { 224.7 | 246.9 | 265.5

Metropolitan areas of
over 100,000 pop.

Population 118.4 | 144.3 | 173.2 | 203.8 | 225.2
Number of areas 204 216 216 213 219
Z of U.S. population

in metro. areas 66.0] 71.0] 77.1| 82.5| 84.8

Great Metropolitan Areas,
over 1,000,000 pop.

Population 68.2 89.3 | 122.3 | 147.7 | 167.9
Number of areas 23 29 39 40 44
Z of U.S. population

in GMAs 38.0| 44.0 ) 54.4) 59.8| 63.2

SOURCE: Pickard, pp. 127-182.

NOTE: Census Series E Projection corresponds to a two-
child average family (completed cohort fertility of 2.11
births per woman).

they are not forecasts, these projections nevertheless furnish a useful approximation
of future developments, assuming that past urban-concentration trends will contin-
ue and that completed cohort fertility will be 2.11 births per woman (about where
it was in 1972). (Note that the projected statistics discussed in this section refer to
an evolving definition of territory classified as metropolitan; hence, they do not agree
exactly with 1970 Census statistics on the size or proportion of the population that
is metropolitan.*)
According to these projections:

o The total population of all metropolitan areas with more than 100,000 residents
will increase from 144.3 million in 1970 to 225.2 million by the year 2000.

o The proportion of the total U.S. population residing in such metropolitan areas
will rise from 71 percent to 85 percent.

Metropolitan Areas, additions to the Metropolitan Areas, nonmetropolitan State Economic Areas, and
selected nonmetropolitan counties that are projected to become part of future Urban Regions.

The population of each of the 12 state regions is expressed as a ratio of United States total population
for each census date in the base period, and the ratios are projected for 1980, 1990, and 2000, using
ratio-trend methodology.

* Pickard’s use of the term “metropolitan” differs from conventional Census Bureau usage in two
important ways. First, the metropolitan population as he defines it is based on an evolving areal defini-
tion: Metropolitan population consists of persons residing in territory that will subsequently be (or
become) metropolitan. The metropolitan population under the Census Bureau’s definition, however,
refers to the population of SMSAs. Second, Pickard’s figures refer only to metropolitan areas of at least
100,000 inhabitants, whereas the Census definition includes all SMSAs—a somewhat more inclusive
definition. Because of these differences, the two sets of projections are not congruent in terms of either
population or ferritory.



o The proportion of the U.S. population residing in “Great” metropolitan areas
(over one million inhabitants) will increase from 44 percent to 63 percent.

e Nearly half the population will become concentrated in metropolitan areas
with five million or more inhabitants (Fig. 1). .-

The map in Fig. 2 shows the large urban regions to which these statistics refer;
Table 2 gives the regions’ pertinent characteristics. An “urban region” is defined as
a coterminous area within which metropolitan and urban population predominates.
It contains at least one million residents and is composed of contiguous metropolitan
areas and adjacent or intervening counties with relatively high population density

a

. 1570

2000, Series E Projection b

N [X] &
o o <)
i T

)

Percentage of metropolitan population in size group

. 1.0- 2.0-
0.9 1.9 4.9

Metropolitan size group (in millions)

? Limited to metropolitan areas with over 100,000 population.

bCorresp(:vnds to a two-child average family (a completed
cohort fertility of 2.11 births per woman).

Source: Calculated from Pickard.

Fig. 1—Distribution of metropolitan population by size of area,
1970 and 2000
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. Nashville Region

. East Tennessee

. Oahu island

. Memphis

. E) Paso—Ciudad Juarez

Fig. 2—Projected urban regions, year 2000

linking two or more metropolitan areas.®

The projections foresee the emergence of 26 such regions, with the largest con-
centration of population in the Atlantic Seaboard and the Lower Great Lakes Urban
Regions. San Jose, California, and St. Louis, Missouri, which are examined in the
following sections, each lie within a projected urban region. The former is part of
the California Urban Region, which covers 55,000 square miles and is projected to
contain 35 million inhabitants by the year 2000. The latter is the dominant metropo-
lis of the 5400-square-mile St. Louis Urban Region, projected to contain pearly 3
million residents by 2000.

® For detailed criteria, see Pickard.



Table 2

URBAN REGIONS, 1970 AND 2000
(Population in thousands)

Projected
Population,
2000:
1970 Census Land Area

Urban Region and Dominant Metropolis(es) | Population | Series E (sq mi)
Atlantic Seaboard (New York Region) 45,738 57,330 70,264
Lower Great Lakes (Chicago, Detroit) 40,190 52,199 109,864
California Region (Log Angeles Region) 19,291 35,022 54,986
Florida Peninsula (Southeast Florida) 5,892 12,819 22,195
Gulf Coast (Houston) 5,798 8,920 29,736
East Central Texas-Red River (Dallas,

Fort Worth) 4,617 7,455 23,436
Southern Piedmont (Charlotte, Greensboro, '

Wington-Salem) 4,355 5,571 24,968
N. Georgia-S.E. Tennessee (Atlanta) 2,626 3,873 12,135
Puget Sound (Seattle-Tacoma) 2,167 3,634 6,333
Twin Cities Region (Mimneapolis-St. Paul) 2,753 3,614 16,219
Colorado Piedmont (Denver) 1,791 3,228 11,320
St. Louls (St. Louis) 2,428 2,969 5,383
Metropolitan Arizona (Phoenix) 1,372 2,930 12,677
Willamette Valley (Portland-Salem) 1,656 2,580 9,651
Central Okla.-Ark. Valley (Oklahoma City) 1,764 2,378 14,974
Missouri-Kaw Valley (XKansas City) 1,640 2,072 5,665
North Alabama (Birmingham) 1,754 1,932 13,052
Bluegrass (Louisville) 1,378 1,798 5,377
Southern Coastal Plain® 1,099 1,569 7,814
Salt Lake Valley (Salt Lake Valley) 911 1,447 4,721
Central Illinois? 1,088 1,305 7,682
Nashville Region (Nashville) 943 1,162 6,692
East Tennessee (Knoxville) 1,011 1,096 5,869
Oahu Island (Honolulu) 630 1,071 593
Memphis (Memphis) 806 1,048 1,839
E1l Paso-Ciudad Juarez (EI Paso)® 429 685 3,457

Total, all urban regions 154,127 219,707 486,902

SOURCE: Pickard.
8o dominant metropolis.

bU.S. portion only of an international urban region of over one million

population.

INTERNAL RACIAL SEPARATION

Within currently evolving urban regions, the population has become increas-
ingly separated racially. Residential segregation is far from new, but the scale on
which it now occurs is. As transportation improvements and broadening affluence
have extended the reach of metropolitan areas, suburbs have expanded outward and
whites have left central cities. Consequently, the central city has come to coincide
more closely with the boundaries of nonwhite areas.



Between 1960 and 1970, the metropolitan population outside central cities in-
creased 28.2 percent while the central-city population increased only 5.3 percent
(Table 3). Central cities underwent a major racial change, however, most evident in
the Northeast Region. There, the white population inside central cities declined 10.3
percent and the nonwhite increased 50.4 percent.® These patterns of differential
change prevailed in all regions, although the population of central cities in the
South and West did not decline as it did elsewhere.

The experience of individual metropolitan areas varied widely around these
average figures, of course. Some central cities (e.g., St. Louis) lost a third of their
white population, and many of those that failed to replace people moving to the
suburbs registered sizable absolute declines.

A series of Census Bureau projections of racial change during the next 30 years
(Table 4) foresees continued racial separation. These projections refer to the resident
population of metropolitan areas, as their central cities and metropolitan rings were
defined in 1970." Although the territorial size of future suburbs is undoubtedly
underestimated in the projections, the size of central cities may not be. One useful
feature of thesé projections is that they show the changing profile of population
within fixed city boundaries.

Table 4 gives two projections of central-city populations (as before, completed
cohort fertility is assumed to be 2.11 children per woman). Assumption 1 envisions
a slowdown of the current net out-migration from central cities and a continuation
of most nonwhite metropolitan growth within central cities. Assumption 2 envisions
a continuation of the net out-migration trend observed between 1960 and 1970 and
a reduction of nonwhite central-city population growth. These two necessarily arbi-
trary assumptions provide a useful view of the two alternative futures for all U.S.
metropolitan areas combined. The actual experience of individual localities would
be expected to vary considerably, as it now does, around these aggregate trends.

Assumption 1, then, envisions a high central-city population. The explicit as-
sumption is that the proportion of the metropolitan population in central cities,
which has been dropping in all regions of the country over the past 20 years, will
stop decreasing after the year 2000. In the meantime, three-quarters of the 1960-
1970 change in the proportion was used for the 1970 to 1980 portion of the projection
period; one-half of the change was used for the second 10 years of the projection; and
one-quarter of the change was used for the period between 1990 and 2000.

Assumption 2 envisions a low central-city population due to a continuation of
the downward trend in the proportion of central city to total metropolitan residents.
For 1970 to 1980, eight-ninths of the 1960 to 1970 change in the proportion was used,;
for 1980 to 1990, seven-ninths; and for 1990 to 2000, six-ninths.

Once the population in central cities was obtained, an estimate was made of the
proportion of the central-city population that would be nonwhite. During the 1960s,
the following proportion of nonwhite metropolitan population growth occurred in
central cities: Northeast, 0.804; North Central, 0.792; South, 0.728; and West, 0.536.
Under Assumption 1, these proportions would remain constant throughout the
projection period. Thus, if the central-city population is to be at the higher figure,

¢ Nonwhites include blacks, American Indians, Orientals, and other races.

7 National Population Estimates and Projections Branch, Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, “Regional Metropolitan Projections,” in Mazie, pp. 271-278.



Table 3

POPULATION CHANGE BETWEEN 1960 AND 1970, BY RACE AND RESIDENCE

Percentage Change in Population, .-
1960-1970
All North
Residence Reglons | Northeast | Central | South | West
All Races
United States 13.3 9.7 9.6 146.21 24.1
Metropolitan areas 16.6 9.0 12.9 22.01] 28.3
Inside central cities 5.3 -1.9 ~-0.3 11.2} 18.0
Outside central cities 28.2 19.2 26.8 35.6 ] 37.1
Nonmetropolitan areas 6.5 12.6 3.5 5.71 10.5
White
United States 11.8 6.6 7.6 15.8 1 21.5
Metropolitan areas 14.0 5.3 10.2 22.01 25.2
Inside central cities -1.2 -10.3 -7.3 6.9 13.6
Outside central cities 27.5 18.1 26.0 38.5]| 34.3
Nonmetropolitan areas 7.4 12.1 3.2 8.6 9.8
Nonwhite
United States 24,7 49.8 36.3 8.5 54.2
Metropolitan areas 37.1 50.6 37.8 21.7 62.8
Inside central cities 36.0 50.4 34.9 24.11 49.6
Outside central cities 40.9 51.2 57.2 15.6 | 91.5
Nonmetropolitan areas ~0.8 34.7 22.1 ~4.71 20.4

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "General Demographic Trends
for Metropolitan Areas, 1960 to 1970," Census of Population and
Housing: 1970, Final Report PHC(2)-1, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., 1971, Table 1.

the assumption is that a large proportion of the nonwhite metropolitan population
growth will continue to be concentrated in our central cities. Under Assumption 2,
the 1960 to 1970 proportion of nonwhite metropolitan population growth occurring
in central cities would be 10 percent lower between 1970 and 2000, thereby some-
what reducing nonwhite central-city population growth.?

As Table 4 shows, central-city dwellers numbered 63.8 million in 1970. In 2000,
the projections foresee between 61.5 and 71.5 million. The low estimate represents
a 3.6 percent decline and the high estimate a 12.0 percent increase.

Racial composition also is projected to change. The projections in Table 4 indi-
cate that nonwhites will make up between 37 and 41 percent of the central cities’
inhabitants in the year 2000, compared with an average of 22.5 percent in 1970. By
the end of this century, nonwhites in central cities will also account for a larger
proportion—between 43 and 48 percent—of the age group under 15, which corre-
sponds approximately to the school ages.

® Ibid., pp. 273-274.



Table 4

PROJECTED POPULATION CHANGE IN THE CENTRAL CITY
AND METROPOLITAN RING, 1970-2000

Census Series E-I Projec-
tion for the Year 2000

Quantity Measured 1970 | Assumption 1| Assumption 2

Central City

Numbers (in thousands)

Total population 63,812 71,484 61,525
% change since 1870 +12.0 -3.6
White population 49,438 44,845 36,112
% change since 1970 -9.3 -27.0
Nonwhite population 14,374 26,640 25,413
% change since 1970 +85.3 +76.8
Composition

% population nonwhite 22.5 37.3 41.3

% population less than 15
years old, nonwhite 29.1 43.4 47.6

Metropolitan Ring

Numbers (in thousands)

Total population 77,189 125,338 135,297
% change since 1970 +62.4 +75.3
White population 72,653 116,257 124,990
% change since 1870 +60.0 +72.0
Nonwhite population 4,536 9,080 10,307
% change since 1970 +100.2 +127.2
Composition

% population nonwhite 5.9 7.2 7.6

% population less than 15
years old, nonwhite 6.9 8.7 9.2

SOURCE: National Population Estimates and Projectiomns
Branch, U.S. Bureau of the Census, in Mazie, op. cit.

NOTES: "Metropolitan" is defined as the 1970 Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) except in New England,
where it is defined as metropolitan State Economic Areas.
"Central City" is defined as the 1970 central cities of the
1970 SMSAs.

The Census Series E-I projection assumes a completed
cohort fertility of 2.11 children per woman and net civilian
immigration from abroad of 400,000 annually. Assumptions 1
and 2 refer to two alternative projections of the proportion
of metropolitan population residing in central cities (see
text, p. 7).
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For the metropolitan population outside today’s central cities, the projected
trend shows a sharp increase. Inhabitants of what is now the metropolitan ring will
increase by 62 to 75 percent. The number of nonwhites in the metropolitan ring will
at least double. While impressive at first glance, this increase merely reflects the
small number of nonwhites now residing in the ring; hence, it would not significantly
offset the broader trend toward racial separation between central city and suburbs.
(The projected figures here are subject to considerable uncertainty, however, in view
of the nonwhite population’s rising income and federal open-housing laws, both of
which may result in extensive nonwhite suburbanization in future years.)

Regardless of whether Assumption 1 or 2 is adopted, the outcome is the same.
By the year 2000, 71 to 75 percent of all metropolitan nonwhites are projected to live
in central cities compared to 76 percent in 1970; 72 to 78 percent of all metropolitan
whites are projected to live in the surrounding metropolitan ring as now defined,
compared with only 60 percent in 1970.

SUMMARY

Migration today is more an exchange of persons among urban centers and less
a permanent shift of people from one type of area to another (e.g., rural to urban).

Population is coalescing into large urban regions. These loose networks of ur-
banized territory are enlargements of the effective space for urban living. They
extend over many thousands of square miles and are not bounded by the jurisdiction-
al confines of metropolitan areas as they are now defined.

In central areas within all urban regions, the concentration of population is
changing as well as becoming increasingly separated racially. In central cities, the
population is leveling off or shrinking, and changing to nonwhite; outside central
cities, the population is expanding and remaining largely white.

* * * Ed * *

The following sections of this report examine these trends in San Jose, Cali-
fornia, and St. Louis, Missouri. Each lies within an evolving urban region, and each
is physically expanding, but their separate experiences contrast sharply.

Metropolitan San Jose was chosen as a case study of rapid population growth
in the low-density mode typical of the 1950s and 1960s. The City of St. Louis, the
primary case study in this report, exemplifies the dynamics of central-city popula-
tion decline. Our focus here is on the dynamics of neighborhood and city-wide
population change within the core jurisdiction of metropolitan St. Louis.

If we studied San Jose and St. Louis as isolated cases and sought to explain their
population changes, historically unique processes that have shaped each city proba-
bly would occupy our attention and prevent us from seeing them as variations of
common demographic processes. It is therefore advantageous to take a broad view
of San Jose and St. Louis during the 1960s as opposite extremes of a growth-decline
continuum. If we can perceive common demographic processes at work in such
contrasting settings, our generalizations about these processes should be all the
firmer.



II. GROWTH IN SAN JOSE

In the past, urban centers grew mainly through rural-to-urban and internation-
al migration. These large migrations from outside the metropolitan system, along
with the substantial cushion of natural increase, afforded all urban centers some
measure of growth. In recent years, however, the growth and redistribution of the
U.S. population have been altered by the intensification or reversal of some long-
standing trends.

For one thing, net growth from international migration has diminished both
absolutely and as a percentage of the U.S. population. During the era of major
immigration—1908 to 1915—the population increased 0.6 percent annually through
net international migration; more recently, this increase has been only about 0.2
percent.

The rate of rural-urban migration has also diminished, as noted earlier. The
rural population has declined over recent decades, leaving a limited reservoir of
potential migrants in the countryside. Equally significant, rural areas now retain
a much higher proportion of their population growth than formerly.

Finally, the national fertility rate has declined in recent years. The “average”
woman in 1960 would eventually bear 3.7 children over a lifetime; in 1973, her
completed fertility would be only 2.0 children.

As these traditional growth forces weakened, migration flows amongmetropoli-
tan areas emerged as the principal determinants of urban growth. But intermet-
ropolitan migration favors a certain few metropolitan centers with the bulk of
available migratory growth.®

No metropolis demonstrates this effect more clearly than San Jose, California,
whose rapidly expanding aerospace and service industries have attracted an ex-
traordinary influx of new residents over the last two decades. During the 1960s,
metropolitan San Jose’s population increased 66 percent, a rate surpassed by only
four other metropolitan areas in the United States. One-third of this growth was due
to natural increase, two-thirds to net in-migration. In 1965, fewer than 7 of every
thousand metropolitan Americans were residents of San Jose, but San Jose received
55 of every thousand net migrants arriving in metropolitan areas between 1960 and
1970.

* Williamn Alonso and Elliott Medrich, “Spontaneous Growth Centers in Twentieth-Century Ameri-
can Urbanization,” in Niles M. Hansen (ed.), Growth Centers in Regional Economic Development, Free
Press, New York, 1972, pp. 229-265.

11
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Having more than tripled in population between 1950 and 1970, San Jose today
bears the cumulative hallmarks of selective in-migration: its population is young
and highly migratory, and its age distribution, enriched through additions of young
adults of childbearing age, gives rise to many more births than deaths. -~

But this remarkable growth cannot be comprehended strictly in local terms.
San Jose’s experience is part of the expansion of California’s entire metropolitan
structure, the nodes of which are linked through an interflow of migrants.!® Three
major metropolitan centers—Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego—draw
migrants to California from throughout the nation. The other subordinate metropo-
lises (headed by San Jose) derive their migratory growth principally from these
three large centers.

ROLE OF MIGRATION IN CALIFORNIA’S POPULATION GROWTH

California’s unmatched migration can be attributed to two reinforcing condi-
tions. On the supply side, major geographic shifts in the population nationally have
furnished large pools of people.“on the move.” On the demand side, the state’s
primary coastal metropolitan areas have maintained a consistently favorable eco-
nomic position with respect to other American metropolitan centers. Together these
forces have swept large numbers of new residents into metropolitan California.

Unlike most states, where natural increase has furnished the major share of net
growth, California has grown chiefly through migration. Between 1950 and 1965,
California gained 3 residents through net migration for every 2 it added through
natural increase. More recently, however, growth from natural increase has begun
to dominate as the state’s population base has expanded. Between 1965 and 1971,
natural increase added 4 residents for every 3 in-migrants.

California draws migrants from great distances. According to Fig. 3, its leading
sources of domestic net migration are, in order, New York, Illinois, Ohio, and Penn-
sylvania. These flow patterns suggest large migration streams connecting the Mid-
west and the East to California. The vast majority of new arrivals enter California
through Los Angeles, San Francisco, or San Diego (Table 5). These centers act as
national magnets, drawing migrants mostly from out of state. (Los Angeles and San
Francisco also draw significant numbers of foreign immigrants.) The 10 other Cali-
fornia metropolises in Table 5 draw migrants primarily from within the state.

But large numbers of people use these cities only as gateways. Consider the
flows in and out of San Francisco. Between 1965 and 1970, San Francisco received
269,000 out-of-state migrants and sent only 204,000 migrants to other states—a net
population gain of 65,000 for San Francisco (and California). But San Francisco kept
little of this gain: 249,000 of its residents moved to other places in California, but
only 191,000 Californians moved to San Francisco; so the city lost 58,000 migrants
to the rest of the state, of whom 23,000 ended up in San Jose. In fact, San Jose entices
nearly as many migrants away from San Francisco and Los Angeles combined as
it does from the remainder of the entire nation (Table 6). This abundant supply of

12 Donald L. Foley, et al., Characteristics of Metropolitan Growth in California, Vol. I: Report, Center
for Planning and Development Research, Institute for Urban and Regional Development, Berkeley,
Calif., 1965.
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DOMESTIC MIGRATION STREAMS INTO AND OUT OF CALIFORNIA'S METROPOLITAN AREAS, 1965-1970%

Migrants to
Metropolitan Area from

Migrants from
Metropolitan Area to

Net Migration
to Metropolitan Area

Metropolitan Areab California | Out of State | California | Out of State | California | Out of State
San Francisco 190,931 268,824 249,495 204,149 -58,564 +64,675
Los Angeles 265,500 649,166 414,096 516,019 ~148,596 +133,147
San Diego 124,578 223,001 88,544 139,130 +36,034 +83,871
San Jose 132,223 102,416 92,875 67,043 +39,348 +35,373
Sacramento 67,055 52,245 77,359 50,631 -10,304 +1,614
Stockton 29,601 13,808 29,658 11,609 =57 +2,199
Fresno 39,296 15,731 47,972 18,704 -8,676 -2,973
San Bernardino-

Riverside 150,470 112,553 107,600 91,728 +42,870 +20,825
Bakersfield 35,097 23,451 42,314 24,328 -7,217 -877
Santa Barbara 41,296 31,879 32,576 29,529 +8,720 +2,350
Santa Rosa 51,516 15,201 29,834 14,178 +21,682 +1,023
Modesto 35,493 21,793 31,797 20,801 +3,696 +992
Oxnard-Ventura 68,157 37,366 39,973 29,183 +28,184 +8,183

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Populationm, 1970: Subject Reports, Final Re-

port PC(2)~2E, Migration Between State Economic Areas, Government Printing Office, Washingtonm,

D.C., 1972,

8Excludes foreign migration.
since they cannot be approximated with the State Economic Area data used here.

b

The Salinas-Monterey and Vallejo-Napa SMSAs are not shown,

These are Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, with the following exceptions:

San

Francisco here includes Solano County, Los Angeles combines the Los Angeles SMSA and the
Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove SMSA, Sacramento excludes Placer and Yolo Counties, Santa Rosa

includes Napa County, and Modesto includes Merced County.
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Table 6

DOMESTIC MIGRATION STREAMS INTO ANB OUT OF
THE SAN JOSE SMSA, 1965-1970

~ -

Migrants from Migrants to
b Metropolitan Metropolitan Net Migration
Metropolitan Area | Area to San Jose | Area from San Jose | to San Jose
San Francisco 55,674 32,241 +23,433
Los Angeles 23,741 15,363 +8,378
San Diego 5,553 4,008 +1,545
Sacramento 6,646 2,443 +4,203
Stockton 2,160 1,616 +544
Fresno 3,954 1,897 +2,057
San Bernardino-

Riverside 3,219 2,504 +715
Bakersfield 1,970 968 +1,002
Santa Barbara 2,881 2,169 +712
Santa Rosa 2,340 - 2,875 =535
Modesto 2,788 2,428 ) +360
Oxnard-Ventura 1,265 1,452 -187
Rest of Calif. 20,032 22,911 -2,879
Rest of U.S. 102,416 67,043 +35,373

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census. (See Table 5.)
85ee footnote (a), Table 5.
bSee footnote (b), Table 5.

new growth funneled into California through San Francisco and Los Angeles has
undoubtedly been an important factor in San Jose’s 44-percent increase through
migration during the 1960s.

REPERCUSSIONS OF RAPID MIGRATORY GROWTH

Rapid growth causes a number of repercussions, one of which is the youth-
weighted age distribution that heavy in-migration typically confers. (Nationally,
nearly a third of all migrants are in their twenties—the peak childbearing age—and
an additional 16 percent are children one through six years old.) We can see the
difference between a place that grows through migration and one that generates its
own growth by comparing the San Jose SMSA with the City of St. Louis. While San
Jose’s population more than tripled between 1950 and 1970, mostly because of
migration, St. Louis’s declined 27 percent as heavy out-migration more than can-
celled out its natural increase. Thus, compared with that of St. Louis, San Jose’s age
distribution shows a comparative surplus in the under-44 age brackets and a com-
parative deficit in the over-45 range (Fig. 4). With relatively more potential parents,
San Jose’s population grew faster than St. Louis’s. San Jose’s 1960-1970 rate of
natural increase was 21.6 per hundred residents in 1960; St. Louis’s was only 7.3.
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Fig. 4—Contrasting age distributions: San Jose SMSA and
the City of St. Louis, 1970

San Jose’s rapid migratory growth also makes its population hypermobile.
Since people who migrate tend to do so repeatedly, a population built up by waves
of past in-migration is heavily weighted with chronically mobile people and there-
fore is subject to high rates of subsequent out-migration.'* Consequently, there is a
continual flow of migrants through San Jose. Annual net migration into metropoli-
tan San Jose averaged nearly 4 percent during the 1960s. Data from the Social
Security Continuous Work History Sample suggest that this net flow was composed
of about 21 arrivals and 17 departures each year per hundred residents (or nearly
10 actual moves for each “net migrant” added).!* About 7 of these 17 out-migrants,

11 Evidence on this point is given in Peter A. Morrison, “Chronic Movers and the Future Redistribu-
tion of Population,” Demography, Vol. 8, May 1971, pp. 171-184.

1* The Social Security Continuous Work History Sample registers information on a sample of one
percent of the covered workers. (In 1966, covered workers composed 88 percent of total civilian employ-
ment nationally.) The key information for migration analysis is the report originating in the county from
which an individual’s earnings are noted by his or her employer(s). Changes in this county code over time
reflect migration. An overall analysis of how well the Continuous Work History Sample reflects migration
is given in U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 31.

These data are not directly comparable to the Census figures analyzed above. The Social Security data
shown here refer only to employed civilians in Social-Security-covered jobs—a subset of the entire
population 5 years and older to which the Census data refer. Thus, the Continuous Work History Sample
excludes self-employed and unemployed workers, persons not in the labor force, and migrants entering
or leaving military service.

40 %
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though, were people who had moved into San Jose only the year before. Indeed, fully
one-third of the migrants attracted to San Jose had moved away a year later.

Thus, San Jose’s rapid population growth rests on a rather precarious arithmet-
ic balance between in-migration and out-migration. Although many of its in-mi-
grants subsequently leave, San Jose manages to grow by attracting more ‘than
enough new arrivals each year to offset this considerable loss. Any moderate decline
in the rate of gross in-migration could easily bring net migration down to a small
fraction of its present level. For example, if San Jose attracted only 16 (instead of
21) in-migrants per hundred residents, its net migratory gain would stand at less
than 1 percent (instead of 4 percent) annually.!?

On the other hand, because it is highly mobile, San Jose’s population can proba-
bly accommodate change quite quickly. Adjustment to changes in the overall de-
mand for labor, or to shifts in the mix of required skills, can occur promptly because
of the brisk inflow and outflow of workers. For this reason, San Jose’s labor market
is likely to show an uncommon resiliency to change.

CHANGING FOUNDATIONS OF METROPOLITAN GROWTH **

The accentuation of San Jose’s growth through migration is a specific instance
of a more general trend in U.S. urbanization. Historical analysis has called attention
to an increasing tendency for the national migration system to favor relatively few
metropolitan centers that together receive the bulk of available migratory growth.
Alonso and Medrich point out that the fastest-growing centers have accounted for
an increasing share of total metropolitan growth, and this increase is most pro-
nounced for centers that have drawn migrants at unusually high rates:

Since the beginning of the century ... a very large share of American
metropolitan growth, and a far larger share of the net in-migration into
metropolitan areas, have been absorbed by those metropolises that grew
substantially faster than the metropolitan set. This share has been increas-
ing recently, in spite of the declining importance of metropolitan in-migra-
tion, as a result of a more active and selective inter-metropolitan migration.
As the number of areas with substantial net in-migration has increased, so
has the number of metropolises which are net exporters of people.'*

Building on Alonso and Medrich’s earlier work, our analysis shows this selective
and uneven pattern of national metropolitan growth to have continued during the
last decade.

Between 1960 and 1970, the population of all 231 SMSAs increased 16.7 percent

'3 This estimate is a rough approximation only. It allows for the fact that a lower rate of in-migration
would, by reducing the stock of chronic movers, lower the rate of subsequent out-migration.

All estimates here refer to the period to which the Continuous Work History Sample data apply (1957
through 1966) and to San Jose residents working in Social-Security-covered jobs.

!4 The analysis in this section is drawn from Peter A. Morrison, “A Demographic Assessment of New
Cities and Growth Centers as Population Redistribution Strategies,” Public Policy, Vol. 21, No. 3, Sum-
mer 1973, pp. 367-382. This research was supported by a grant from the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development.

6 “Spontaneous Growth Centers,” pp. 247-248
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(see Fig. 5). This growth is the combined result of natural increase \averaging 12.3
percent) and net migration (averaging 4.4 percent).'®

“Spontaneous growth centers” (SGCs) are defined here as metropolitan areas
that, like San Jose, draw migrants at unusually high (net) rates. The concept of a
“spontaneously” growing center is flexible; hence, its operational definition is, with-
in limits, arbitrary. The cumulative totals beneath Fig. 5 are designed to show, for
alternative SGC definitions, the disproportionate share of available migratory
growth acquired by certain SMSAs during the 1960-1970 decade.

These data reveal a markedly uneven distribution of migratory growth, heavily
favoring SGCs. Consider, for example, the 23 SGCs to which net in-migration, 1960-
1970, added 20 or more new residents per hundred population in 1960 (Fig. 6). They
contained only 10.8 percent of the entire metropolitan population in 1965. Yet they
drew 70.6 percent of the cumulative net migration that fed metropolitan growth
during the decade, and accounted for 27.5 percent of all metropolitan population
growth. The 50 SGCs to which net in-migration added 10 or more new residents per
hundred population captured a cumulative net migration of 102.3 percent.!” Al-
though representing only 20.2 percent of the metropolitan population, these 50
SGCs account for 43.2 percent of all metropolitan growth. Thus, much of the growth
in U.S. metropolitan areas, and a large portion of net in-migration feeding that
growth, are confined to a certain few rapidly growing centers like San Jose that
contain only a comparatively small part of the nation’s population.

SGCs exhibit considerable staying power—that is, an SGC tends to remain so
from one decade to the next.!®* There has been no systematic analysis of SGCs to
ascertain their distinctive characteristics. National defense expenditures have ex-
erted a major influence on the location of economic (hence migratory) growth. Un-
doubtedly, they have been a powerful force for selective growth, certainly in Cali-
fornia.'®

SUMMARY

San Jose’s growth, which is part of the broader urbanization of California,
suggests the following summary conclusions:

¢ The extraordinary increase in San Jose’s population is partially attributable to
its geographic position within a developing metropolitan region that has drawn
large numbers of migrants into the state from throughout the nation.

o Having grown chiefly through migration, San Jose’s population is youth-weight-
ed and chronically mobile. Young adults provide a broad foundation for future

¢ All SMSAs are as of 1970; those in New England are defined as metropolitan State Eccaomic Areas.

7 Since the lowest net migration rates are negative, the sum of positive rates exceeds 100 percent.
This merely indicates that migrants were siphoned out of nonmetropolitan areas and non-SGC metropoli-
tan areas alike.

¢ Alonso and Medrich.

1* James L. Clayton, “Defense Spending: Key to California’s Growth,” Western Political Quarterly,
Vol. 15, 1962, pp. 280-293. Also, see Brian J. L. Berry, “Population Growth in the Daily Urban Systems
of the United States, 1980-2000,” in Mazie, op. cit., esp. p. 244.
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San Bemnardino-
? *Riverside-Outario

Fig. 6—Locations of 23 top-ranking spontaneous growth centers

natural increase, and hypermobile residents produce a rapid flow of population
into and out of San Jose.

« Because it is highly mobile, San Jose’s labor force can probably accommodate
readily to changes in labor demand.

e San Jose’s growth through migration is a specific example of a more general
trend in U.S. urbanization: the increasing tendency for the national migration
system to favor certain rapidly growing metropolitan centers with the bulk of
available metropolitan growth. This shift may have resulted in part from the
cumulative effect of defense expenditures and other federal programs and activi-
ties which tend to sharpen the focal points of nationwide migration.



III. DECLINE IN THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS

The St. Louis SMSA encompasses the City of St. Louis and six counties lying on
both sides of the Mississippi River: St. Louis, St. Charles, Franklin, and Jefferson
Counties in Missouri, and St. Clair and Madison Counties in Illinois. The City of St.
Louis is entirely separate in area and jurisdiction from the County of St. Louis.
(Hereafter, “St. Louis” will refer to the city, while St. Louis County will be so
designated.) The closest metropolitan area of comparable size is the Kansas City
SMSA, about 275 miles to the west.

In 1970, the population of metropolitan St. Louis stood at about two and a half
million. It had increased by 12 percent since 1960, a rate lower than the average
national metropolitan increase of 17 percent. Metropolitan economic growth had
been slow as well. During the latter half of the decade, the St. Louis area lagged
behind the rest of the nation in growth of total personal income, per capita income,
and employment.

Downtown St. Louis today is still an old-fashioned kind of city—part of a large
metropolis set in a semirural region dotted with medium-sized towns. Unlike San
Jose, which resembles a low-density suburb, St. Louis retains vestiges of urban
structures and styles of past decades. Like other older central cities in the Midwest
and East, it has a compact downtown area, limited by the constraints of streetcar
transportation, and peripheral areas marked by the expansiveness afforded by mass
automobile ownership.

In the future, metropolitan St. Louis will serve as the nucleus of an urban
region somewhat like California’s broadly urbanized corridor. But right now, St.
Louis is emerging from a decade of change. This section provides a factual descrip-
tion of shifts in St. Louis’s population since 1960 and an assessment of where they
are leading. It is one of several companion studies serving as the foundation for
Rand’s policy report on St. Louis, where explanations of these changes are developed
and ways of accommodating them are devised.?®

20 Barbara Williams, St. Louis: A City and its Suburbs, The Rand Corporation, R-1353-NSF, October
1973.
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COMPARATIVE TRENDS IN THE CITY AND
THE METROPOLITAN RING

St. Louis attained a peak population of 880,000 in the early 1950s. But by 1972,
it had dwindled to a city of less than 600,000 in a metropolitan area of about 2.4
million. During the 1960s, St. Louis’s population declined 17 percent while its met-
ropolitan ring population increased 29 percent. The central-city decline was acute,
compared with that of most cities. Examination of the demographic change compo-
nents reveals why (see Table 7).

The white population declined mostly because of massive outward migration,
chiefly to the suburbs. Between 1960 and 1970, a net 34 percent of the white city-
dwellers moved away. But whites also declined because their death rate steadily

Table 7

COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE IN ST. LOUIS,
1960-1970

(Rates per hundred 1960 residents)

Total Naturala Net
Area Change | Increase | Migration
Both Races
St. Louis SMSA 12.3 11.5 0.8
St. Louis City -17.0 7.3 =24.4
Remainder of SMSA
(metropolitan ring) 28.5 13.8 14.7
Whites
St. Louis SMSA 9.4 10.1 -0.7
St. Louis City -31.6 2.4 -34.0
Remainder of SMSA
(metropolitan ring)| 26.6 13.3 13.3
Nonwhitesb
St. Louis SMSA 28.2 20.2 9.7
St. Louis City 18.6 19.5 -0.4
Remainder of SMSA
(metropolitan ring) 53.8 22.0 37.2

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of
Population and Housing: 1970; General Demographic
Trends for Metropolitan Areas, 1960 to 1970, Final
Report PHC(2)-1l, Tables 10-12; PHC(2)-27, Table 3;
PHC(2)-15, Table 3.

8Rate of increase attributed to excess of births
over deaths.

bIn this section of the table, "Total Change"
applies only to the black population. '"Natural In-
crease"” and "Net Migration" apply to the nonwhite
population as a whole, but virtually all nonwhites
in the St. Louis SMSA are blacks, as noted above.
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approached their birth rate, and since 1965 has exceeded it. Those who remained
in the city added only 2 percent to their numbers (nationally, the decade increase
in the white metropolitan population was 11 percent).

It was a different picture for blacks. There was no gain or loss through net
migration during the 1960s, but the black population rose 19.5 percent thtough
natural increase, very close to its national rate of 21.6 percent. Annual population
estimates, however, show the nonwhite population to have peaked in 1968 at around
269,000.2* By 1972, it is estimated to have dropped below 250,000.2 In view of the
black population’s positive natural increase, the only explanation is that blacks
have been migrating out of the city since at least 1968 (and almost certainly before).

The number and composition of households in the city also changed during the
decade. The number of households declined somewhat slower than the population
(13 versus 17 percent), and the average size of a household went down slightly.
Households with only one person increased from 21 percent in 1960 to 28 percent
in 1970, a reflection primarily of the growing frequency of widowed elderly persons.

Demographic trends were somewhat more uniform outside the city (Table 7).
Natural increase and net migration contributed equally to the white population’s
26.6 percent increase during the 1960s. The black population’s 53.8 percent subur-
ban growth was attributable more to net migration than to natural increase.®® St.
Louis’s suburbs attracted migrants largely from the city but also from outside the
metropolitan area. Increasingly, migrants of both races entering the St. Louis
SMSA bypassed the city and settled in the suburbs (mainly in St. Louis County). it
can be seen in Fig. 7 that the total stream of new arrivals to St. Louis City between
1965 and 1970 was smaller (both absolutely and relatively) than it had been a decade
earlier. For blacks, the inbound stream was numerically about the same; but in
relative terms, newly arriving blacks increasingly favored the suburbs.

“Suburban St. Louis” encompasses an area with wide differences in growth
experience (Table 8). Although available statistics limit our analysis to a very coarse
scale (entire counties), these data reveal unevenness in the tempo and demographic
composition of growth. Some metropolitan ring counties attracted a substantial
influx of migrants, and growth in several of these counties was further amplified by
rapid natural increase.

In St. Louis County, which is directly adjacent to the City, growth closely
matched the average for the entire metropolitan ring except that the county attract-
ed migrants at a somewhat brisker pace. On the rural fringe, St. Charles and
Jefferson Counties grew explosively as high rates of natural increase were com-
pounded by a rapid influx of new residents. Franklin County exhibited the demo-
graphically quiet profile of an area on the rural fringe where growth has yet to take
off. Madison and St. Clair Counties in Illinois grew more slowly, as net out-migration
siphoned off a portion of natural increase.

The growth dynamics of St. Charles and Jefferson Counties are noteworthy in
that they exemplify the typical multiplicative effect of massive in-migration, as was
pointed out earlier about San Jose. Certain localities acquire the potential for future

! In St. Louis, blacks make up 99 pércent of the nonwhite population. Hence the terms “nonwhite”
and “black” are used synonymously in the following discussion.
2 Estimates are shown in the Appendix, Table 19.

*3 Suburban blacks register a high overall rate of growth between 1960 and 1970 because theu- 1960
base was miniscule.
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Fig. 7—Destination of migrants entering the St. Louis SMSA, 1955-1960
and 1965-1970 (persons 5 years old and over, residing outside SMSA
or abroad five years previously)

natural increase (frequent births and infrequent deaths) that other localities relin-
quish through out-migration of young adults. Thus, these two counties display the
demographic opposite of St. Louis City. The age distribution of their population,
enriched with young adults rather than top-heavy with elderly people, gives rise to
many more births than deaths. Consequently, if migration within the metropolitan
area were suddenly to net out to zero, its past effect over the decade would perpetu-
ate the same fundamental vectors of change we have noted above, albeit less
dramatically. Population in the central city would have a diminished capacity to
replace itself and population in the suburbs would have a strong, but uneven,

natural increase.

POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE CITY

The population of St. Louis, like that of other central cities, changes through
natural increase and through net migration. A continual process of redistribution
is under way within the city, as people move into and out of particular neighbor-
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Table 8

COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE IN THE ST. LOUIS
METROPOLITAN RING, 1960-1970

(Rates per hundred 1960 residents)

Metropolitan Ring Total | Natural Net
County Change { Increase | Migration
Both Races
St. Louls 35.2 13.6 21.7
St. Charles 75.5 25.2 50.3
Franklin 23.7 12.4 11.3
Jefferson 58.6 20.9 37.6
Madison 11.7 12.2 -0.5
St. Clair 8.6 11.9 -3.3
Six counties combined 8. 13.8 14.7
Whites
St. Louis 31.9 13.3 18.6
St. Charles (b) (b) )
Franklin (b) (b) )
Jefferson (b) (b) (b)
Madison 11.5 9.2 -0.2
St. Clair 3.0 9.8 -6.4
Six counties combined 26.6 13.3 13.3
Nonwhitesa

St. Louis 148.2 21.3 127.0
St. Charles (b) (b) (b)
Franklin (b) () (b)
Jefferson (b) () (b)
Madison 13.6 18.7 -5.1
St. Clair 33.8 23.1 10.7
Six counties combined 53.8 22.0 37.2

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of
Population and Houeing: 1870; General Demographic
Trends for Metropolitan Areas, 1960 to 1970, Final
Report PHC(2)-1, Tables 10-12; PHC(2)-27, Table 3;
PHC(2)-15, Table 3.

Anrotal change" 1is for the black population.
"Natural increase" and "net migration" are for the
nouwhite population as a whole.

bNot available.
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hoods. Nearly half of St. Louis’s 1970 population lived at different addresses in
1965—a commonplace situation in other cities. What many people regard as a city
is actually more a process than a place—a flow of people coming and going.

The redistribution of St. Louis’s population during the 1960s and early 1970s
was marked by two distinctive features: a sharp withdrawal of residents from areas
adjacent to the original central business district, and racial turnover in an area
north of the city’s center. To examine these changes in greater detail, Rand devel-
oped a model for estimating annually the population of St. Louis’s 26 health dis-
tricts, which range in population from about 10,000 to 50,000 and comprise three to
seven census tracts each. (This model will enable city departments to continue to
monitor changes in the population’s size and racial composition at the health-
district scale throughout the 1970s.)%*

Depopulation

The spatial pattern of St. Louis’s population decline typifies what occurred in
many older U.S. cities during the 1960s. Districts of population loss form distinguish-
able rings that radiate out from the original central business district (Fig. 8). The
severest losses in St. Louis between 1960 and 1970 occurred throughout an inner
ring composed of health districts 21, 22, 23, and 26, in which the population declined
33 percent or more. Losses were less severe (but still exceeded the 17 percent city-
wide population decline) within an outer ring composed of districts 11 through 13,
17 through 20, 24, and 25. These trends have not changed appreciably since 1970 (see
Table 18 in the Appendix).

In the remainder of the city (excepting districts 7 and 10), the population de-
creased more gradually. In some of these sections, losses could be ascribed to chil-
dren growing up and leaving the parental home or, in elderly families, to the death
of one spouse with little actual decrease in the number of households.

Racial Turnover

Concealed within these gross numerical changes were alterations in racial
makeup, since blacks moved into areas formerly occupied by whites. As Fig. 9 shows,
substantial numerical increases in black population were registered in five health
districts north and west of the city’s center. In fact, four-fifths of the total citywide
increase in black population occurred in this area. Since 1970, however, there has
been no appreciable increase of blacks anywhere in St. Louis except in health
districts 7 and 9.

In districts where blacks increased substantially during the 1960s, the white
population registered sharp declines (Fig. 10)—in some cases falling to less than
one-fifth of its 1960 numbers.2* Since 1970, the white population in health district

24 Details of estimating procedures are given in Peter A. Morrison, Small-Area Population Estimates
for the City of St. Louis, 1960-1972, with a Model for Updating Them, The Rand Corporation, R-1373-NSF,
October 1973. Year-by-year changes in the population’s size and composition are shown below in Tables
18 through 21 for the city’s health districts. ’

25 Whereas Fig. 9 shows numerical increases, Fig. 10 shows percentage increases. The two figures are
necessarily incompatible: in Fig. 9, there are many health districts where the numerical base is very small
and growing, whereas in Fig. 10 the base is typically large and shrinking.
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Fig. 9—Districts gaining and losing black population, St. Louis City
Health Districts, 1960-1970
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Fig. 10—Decline of white population, St. Louis City Health Districts,
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23 has stopped declining. In the eight other health districts (solid color) in Fig. 10,
however, the white population has declined 15 percent annually between 1970 and
1972.

Population in districts on the city’s south side declined moderately or slightly
during the 1960s and remains almost totally white today (see Tables 18 through 21
in the Appendix).

Analysis of Population Change in Census Tracts

These racially divergent trends can be described at the finer scale of census
tracts, which are smaller and more homogeneous than health districts. At this scale,
there was wide variability among tracts in the 1960-1970 rate of population change
(Fig. 11). Regression analysis revealed consistent patterns beneath this variability
and offered clear indications of the contrary racial trends in operation at the neigh-
borhood level. (Details of this analysis are given in the Appendix.)

Not surprisingly, these patterns correspond closely with those for health dis-
tricts, where there was continuing differentiation of the black and white populations
within the city. Blacks exhibited a strong tendency to move into census tracts where
blacks before them had moved, rather than disperse evenly throughout the city. (As
noted earlier, four-fifths of the black population’s total citywide increase was concen-
trated in five of the city’s 26 health districts.) Predominantly white tracts tended to
retain white residents if most white households owned their homes. White popule-
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Fig. 11—Rate of population change, St. Louis City, 1960-1970
(98 consolidated census tracts)

tion declined more severely where most whites rent, or where blacks—particularly
new arrivals-—comprised a significant fraction of residents. Although our regression
analysis cannot shed light on causation or underlying motives, it documents the
powerful continuities in racial separation in St. Louis.

People’s Reasons for Moving

Clues to the motivational factors behind residential mobility within a city can
offer important insights into the overall redistribution of its population. A survey
conducted by the City Plan Commission in 1967 sheds additional light on what
central-city-dwellers were seeking when they moved and why they chose to live in
the city or leave it.

The 1967 Home Interview Survey was conducted as part of an extensive inven-
tory of living conditions in the city. Interviewers recorded a detailed demographic
and socioeconomic profile of each household as well as attitudes about the present
neighborhood and the prospect of moving somewhere else. The dwelling units that
were studied made up a stratified random sample of all units in the city, with
low-income neighborhoods oversampled. Hence, the data, while useful for exploring
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analytical relationships, do not refer to a representative cross-section of city-dwell-
ers as a whole.?®

The changing arrangement of population in metropolitan St. Louis can be ex-
amined through the responses to three questions asked of the households’ heads: (1)
What was the reason for their most recent move? (2) Are they inclined to move in
the future? (3) If so, for what reason and to where?

Reasons for the Most Recent Move. Residential mobility is largely a proc-
ess by which families adjust their housing to changing needs for space. It can also
entail a change in tenure as families shift from rentership to ownership.?” Both of
these patterns are clearly reflected in St. Louis.

In explaining their most recent change of residence, 56 percent of the
households that responded said they moved mainly to acquire home-ownership
status, to search for more space, to accommodate a change in marital status, or to
satisfy other reasons related to the the life cycle (Table 9). Proximity to work or to
friends and relatives was also mentioned frequently.

Blacks and whites moved for more or less the same reasons. However, more
black households were seeking space or avoiding urban clearance, while more whites
moved to be closer to their jobs.

Prospects for Moving. Talking about past moves complicates the analysis
because it is difficult to correlate moving behavior and the circumstances that
prevailed precisely at the time the move was made. For example, a household now
on the verge of retirement may last have moved in anticipation of a third child.

Questions that gauge people’s prospects of moving have the advantage of cap-
turing intentions of, or interest in, moving whether or not a move occurs. Correlat-
ing these stated intentions with demographic and socioeconomic characteristics that
prevailed at the time the statements were made provides some insight into how the
intent to move is related to various economic, environmental, and family circum-
stances. The following analysis is based on answers to three questions that were
asked: (1) where people would like to move (regardless of any intention to do so), (2)
whether or not they expected to move in the next few years, and (3) why those
expecting to move wanted to do so. (The first two questions were asked of the entire
sample. The last question was asked only of those respondents (32 percent) who
expressed a strong intention of moving.)

The data in Table 10 show where people would like to move. Whites were being
drawn toward the South City or locations entirely outside the city (i.e., St. Louis
County or away from the metropolitan area).?® Blacks gravitated toward the North
City or toward St. Louis County. Both races, then, were attracted to St. Louis County.
Among those who chose to remain in the city, however, both blacks and whites
designated new addresses in mutually separate areas. While we hesitate to accept
these expressions of intent without question, we note that they are borne out by the
actual patterns of white and black movement described earlier.

When asked about their actual expectations, about one-third of those inter-

28 Full details of the Home Interview Survey are given in Voorhees and Associates, Technical Report
on a Residential Blight Analysis for St. Louis, Missouri, March 1969.

27 Peter Rossi, Why Families Move, Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1955; Edgar Butler, et al., Moving
Behavior and Residential Choice: A National Survey, National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C,,
1969.

28 Here and elsewhere, certain necessarily vague categories (e.g., “South City”) are reported. They
are shown exactly as written in the Home Interview Survey codebook.
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Table 9

ST. LOUIS RESIDENTS' REASONS FOR MOST RECENT
MOVE, BY RACE

(In percent)

Both

Reason White | Black | Races

To own home 27 24 26
More space 16 22 19
Change in marital status 9 9 9
Other life-cycle reason 3 1 2
Proximity to work ) 9 2 6
Proximity to friends and relatives 6 5 6
Cheaper rent 4 4 4
Urban clearance projects 3 10 6
Miscellaneous? 22 23 23
Total b 100 100 100
Number responding (526) | (388) | (914)

SOURCE: St. Louis City Plan Commission Home Inter-
view Survey.

#These are reasons not readily classifiable because
of vague or terse descriptions givemn in the Home Inter-
view Survey codebook, e.g., ''personal problems,” "for-
mer home no longer available,” etc.

bExcludes lifelong residents.

viewed thought their chances of moving in the next few years were “very high” or
“fairly high.” At the other end of the spectrum, 38 percent foresaw “no chance” of
moving. Among the 32 percent of interviewees who expected to move, the desire for
home ownership and the need for additional space were mentioned often (Fig. 12)
along with such negative motivations as landlord indifference to tenants, noise,
crime, and neighborhood neglect. (The remaining responses included “personal
problems,” better heating, cheaper rent, etc., none of which appeared with notable
frequency.) The need for space and specific negative factors appeared somewhat
more frequently in the responses of blacks.

The results of this 1967 survey suggest that people’s desire to own a home or
expand their living space is as important as their desire to escape repellent neighbor-
hood conditions in motivating them to move within and away from the city. More-
over, the various reasons for moving tend to match up with distinctive destinations
(Table 11). Of respondents who intended to move, both blacks and whites who gave
priority to becoming homeowners tended to favor St. Louis County as their destina-
tion. For prospective homeowners, then, St. Louis’s housing stock is less competitive
than housing in the suburbs. On the other hand, respondents who intended to move
and who gave priority to enlarged living space tended to designate locations within
the city. In short, St. Louis’s housing stock is competitive mostly as it offers living
space at comparatively low prices.
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Table 10

WHERE ST. LOUIS PEOPLE WOULD LIKE TO MOVE, BY RACE

(In percent)

~

Out of Other

Same St. Louis | North | South | St. Louis | Metro. | Public and No
Race Neighborhood City City | City County Area | Housing | Response | Total

All Respondentsb
White (N=659) 20 8 3 20 21 11 0 17 100
Black (N=472) 6 12 26 2 17 3 6 28 100
Respondents Expecting to Moveb

White (N=180) 7 9 5 18 33 20 0 8 100
Black (N=163) 2 12 34 3 18 6 9 17 100

SOURCE:

St. Louis City Plan Commission Home Interview Survey.

NOTE: Percentages may not total exactly to 100 because of rounding.

"on "

8For convenience, "don't know,'" "no response,
have been combined under this heading.

'vague," "

other,”" and "homes for older people

b"All respondents" included some people who foresaw little or no change of moving. For them,
the question "Where would you like to move?" probably elicited a vague preference. 'Respondents
expecting to move,"” however, are those who foresaw a fairly high or very high chance of moving.
Thus, their replies are likely to reflect more specific preferences.
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Fig. 12—Selected reasons for moving, by race
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CONSEQUENCES OF DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE

The hardly random patterns of depopulation and racial change in St. Louis
continue to reflect the city’s long history of residential segregation. (Until 1962, city
newspapers carried separate advertisements for real estate open to blacks and
whites.) But the importance of these sharply divergent patterns within the city”
reaches beyond these points to the cumulatively weakening effects of prolonged and
severe migration away from the city. These effects are seen in the population’s
diminished replacement capacity, the city’s accumulation of disadvantaged citizens,
and a declining demand for city housing.

Diminished Replacement Capacity

The white population’s capacity to replace itself diminished during the 1960s.
Heavy and prolonged out-migration among whites drew away potential parents and
left behind an elderly population that no longer regenerates itself.

We can gauge the severity of out-migration by young white adults by following
individual age cohorts from 1960 to 1970 (Fig. 13). For example, in the absence of
migratory change, people 5 to 14 years old in 1960 would reappear as the same
number of people 15 to 24 years old in 1970, less a small allowance for mortality
during the decade. Since this allowance is negligible below age 45 (at most 5 percent),

Age
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Fig. 13—Age distribution of white population, St. Louis City, -
1960 and 1970
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any sizable discrepancy between 1960 and 1970 indicates the extent of migration
that has taken place in that cohort. Figure 13 gives stark evidence of extensive
out-migration from St. Louis in the early adult years. For example, in 1960 there
were 37,900 white females 15 to 24, but by 1970 only 17,900 aged 25 to 34 remained—
a 53 percent reduction. There were 31,100 white males 25 to 34 in 1960, but only
15,900 aged 35 to 44 in 1970—a 49 percent reduction. Overall, 46 percent of whites
15 to 34 in 1960 were gone by 1970, leaving St. Louis with a sharply diminished pool
of prospective parents.

The resultant modifications in replacement capacity are illustrated more di-

rectly in Table 12, from which we can see that:

Women in the middle and later childbearing years had grown more scarce. In
1960, white women aged 25 to 44 made up 22.1 percent of all white women in
the city; by 1970 the figure had dropped to 17.6 percent. (Part of this drop
stemmed from the changing national age distribution; for white women nation-
ally, this age group declined from 26.4 to 23.5 percent of the total population
between 1960 and 1970.)

The proportion of elderly whites had risen. Whites 65 and over made up 14.5
percent of the population in 1960, but 19.2 percent in 1970. (The corresponding
figure nationally was 10 percent in both years.)

Partially asaresult of these changes in age structure, the crude birth rate per
thousand whites declined from 22.1 in 1960 to 12.0 in 1972; and the crude death
rate per thousand whites rose from 14.8 to 18.0. (Part of the decline in the birth
rate, of course, was a consequence of the national trend in the birth rate, which
dropped nearly 25 percent during the 1960s.)

Table 12

INDEXES OF CHANGE IN REPLACEMENT CAPACITY FOR ST. LOUIS'S
BLACK AND WHITE POPULATION, 1960-1972

Indicator 1960 1970 | 1972
Percentage of women in later
childbearing years (age 25-44) a
White 22.1%} 17.67% | N.A.
Black 27.1% | 22.7% | N.A
Percentage of population age 65+
White 14.5% | 19.2% | N.A.
Black 6.8%2f 8.3%Z] N.A.
Crude birth rate per thousand
White 22.1 | 14.5 | 12.0
Black 34.4 | 25.1 | 24.9
Crude death rate per thousand
White 14.8 |17.7 | 18.0
Black 11.4 | 11.3 | 11.2

8N.A. = not available.
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Since 1965, the white population has ceased to replace itself, its death rate having
exceeded its birth rate. By 1972, the services of the undertaker exceeded those of the
obstetrician by a margin of 3 to 2. Since it is now undergoing natural decrease, St.
Louis’s white population will continue to shrink whether or not net out-migration
continues. Only a dramatic rise in fertility or a massive influx of childbearipg
families can alter this situation.?® .

The city’s black population has not undergone severe migratory change and
retains its strong replacement capacity: in 1972 its crude birth rate was 24.9 per
thousand, but its crude death rate was only 11.2. In 1969, however, the black popula-
tion began to decline, indicating a net migratory loss severe enough to offset its
natural increase. This recent shift could signify an increase in departing migrants,
areduction in entering migrants, or a combination of both. Indications favor the first
of these explanations.®®

Accumulation of Disadvantaged Citizens

As migration has changed the metropolitan-wide distribution of population, St.
Louis has come to be composed disproportionately of those citizens who are disad-
vantaged or have special needs, as the following comparisons show:

« Between 1960 and 1970, the black percentage of the city’s population rose from
29 percent to 41; it increased only from 6 percent to 7 in the rest of the metropoli-
tan area.

+ The city’s residents 65 years and older increased from 12 percent to constitute
15 percent of the population; they stayed at 8 percent in the rest of the metropoli-
tan area. .

e For families and unrelated individuals, median income in the city was 79 per-
cent of that for the St. Louis SMSA in 1959; by 1969 city income was only 68
percent of the SMSA income.

+ The proportion of relatively high-income families declined sharply. In 1959, 11
percent of families in the city had incomes at least double the city’s median
family income; by 1969 only 4 percent had such incomes.

+ The proportion of relatively low-income families rose slightly. In 1959, 16 per-
cent of families in the city had incomes below half the city’s median family
income; by 1969 21 percent had such incomes.

Through selective out-migration, then, problems of dependency and poverty—
not exclusively problems of St. Louis—have come increasingly to be located in St.
Louis.

0 Because changes in fertility are difficult to forecast, a dramatic rise cannot be entirely ruled out,
although it is highly unlikely. Foreseeable changes in mortality have no appreciable bearing on the
population’s replacement capacity.

3¢ Data in Fig. 7 indicate that the gross number of black migrants entering St. Louis between 1965
and 1970 was about the same as between 1955 and 1960—around 10,000. Thus only an increase in gross
out-migration could account for the change in net migration.
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Declining Demand for City Housing

When a city’s population declines sharply, its stock of unoccupied housing nor-
mally rises. In St. Louis, vacancies in rental housing climbed from 5.4 percent to 12.3
percent between 1960 and 1970 (even though the stock of rental housing was shrink-
ing, as will be noted shortly.) With a housing surplus, landlords were unable to raise
rents commensurate with rising operating and maintenance costs. Median contract
rent increased 26 percent between 1960 and 1970, whereas the Consumer Price
Index for St. Louis rose 31 percent. (During the 1960s, the costs of supplying housing
rose somewhat faster than the Consumer Price Index; hence, the real return on
rental housing declined.) Unable to rent profitably, unable to sell on plausible terms,
many owners disinvested by undermaintenance, and the stock of rental housing
declined 10.1 percent between 1960 and 1970. As in other U.S. cities, the combina-
tion of declining demand and changing racial composition, along with large invento-
ries of older housing, has been a powerful disincentive blocking further investment
in the city’s housing.?!

A Note on the City’s Fixed Boundaries

St. Louis covers 61 square miles and was in 1970 one of the five smallest central
cities with over half a million population in the United States.’? Some analysts
contend that the corporate entity called “St. Louis” is more artificially defined than
most other central cities. According to this view, the sharp population decline St.
Louis registered is to some degree a statistical artifact arising from decisions that
have kept the city’s boundaries fixed since 1876. In most SMSAs, today’s central city
is made up of an original city along with successively less mature blocks of territory
added through annexation. (St. Louis, with its vintage housing stock undiluted by
any annexations, ranks as one of the physically oldest U.S. cities: in 1970, 74 percent
of the city’s housing was at least three decades old.) Had St. Louis annexed territory
as other cities did, perhaps it would not have registered so severe a decline in
population, other things being equal. To take a hypothetical example, if St. Louis’s
1960 boundaries included the ring of inner suburbs shown in Fig. 14, the city’s
population would have registered only a 3.4 percent decline between 1960 and 1970.
In this case, the city would include two-thirds of St. Louis County’s population.

It is not clear, however, whether the jurisdiction thus created would have devel-
oped in the same way had such annexation actually occurred. To gain comparative
perspective on the question of restricted annexation, we examined the experience
of other cities comparable to St. Louis to determine whether past annexation, or lack
of annexation, bears any relationship to the population change they registered
between 1960 and 1970. Eleven cities besides St. Louis, derived from a factor analy-
sis, were used for this comparison.®?

! Ira S. Lowry, Housing Assistance for Low-Income Urban Families: A Fresh Approach, The Rand
Corporation, P-4645, May 1971, pp. 34.

32 The others are Boston, San Francisco, Pittsburgh, and Washington (we exclude the individual
boroughs of New York from this comparison).

% Details of this factor analysis are given in Emmett Keeler and William Rogers, A Classification
of Large American Urban Areas, The Rand Corporation, R-1246-NSF, May 1973.
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] Area hypothetically annexed

Fig. 14—Hypothetically different St. Louis City boundaries

The cities were found to fall into two distinct groups. One group of cities under-
went substantial past annexation: land areas increased anywhere from 77 percent
to 402 percent. The other group of cities underwent little or no past annexation: land
areas increased at most 15 percent.

If past annexation is systematically associated with recent population change,
we would expect that: (1) out-migration would be more severe from the less expan-
sive cities than from the others during the 1960s; and (2) out-migration would tend
to be less severe the more a city had annexed. The former relationship held, but only
to a nominal extent; the latter expectation was totally unconfirmed (Table 13). From
this evidence, then, fixed (or relatively fixed) boundaries do not seem to be the
primary reason why some cities registered unduly sharp population declines during
the 1960s. In metropolitan St. Louis, nevertheless, the boundaries that confine the
city to its century-old size separate the problems within the city from resources in
the suburbs.
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Table 13

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ANNEXATION, 1920-1970,
AND NET MIGRATION, 1960-1370

Net Migration
Rate, 1960-1970
Percentage Change in
a Land Area Through Group
City Annexation, 1920-1970 | City Mean
Atlanta 402 -10.2
Richmond 151 +6.9
Wilmington 150 -22.3 -12.7
Dayton 142 -20.6
Detroit 77 -17.3)
Cleveland 35 -23.9
Chicago 15 -15.0
Hartford 9 ~-8.8
Trenton 7 -17.0 -15.2
Washington 2 -13.1 *
St. Louis 0 -24.4
Baltimore -1 -12.6

8The 12 cities listed are taken from a group of
15 comparable cities identified by factor analysis.
Three cities (Gary, Newark, and Paterson) were ex-
cluded here because data on annexations are not
available for the 1920-1970 period.

MIGRATION PATTERNS AFFECTING METROPOLITAN ST. LOUIS

A Functional Perspective

St. Louis is linked with urban and rural areas throughout the country by migra-
tory interchange. As in other metropolitan areas, migration to and from St. Louis
occurs for reasons that are anchored in both the national economic and the social
stratification systems.

Migration is one important way in which people respond to, and facilitate,
economic development. As job opportunities multiply in one region and disappear
in another, migration shifts people from areas where jobs are scarce to places where
workers are scarce. Hence it is an indispensable link in the mechanism of economic
growth.

Migration is also an important vehicle of social mobility. People often are pre-
vented from bettering their circumstances, less because of inherent personal defici-
encies than because of discrimination and rigidly drawn social lines in their home
areas. The largely positive experience of blacks who have left the rural South,and
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of ethnic groups that have departed from city ghettos, confirms the value of a freely-
mobile population in fostering improvements in personal status.®*

From this functional perspective, there emerge two noteworthy features of mi-
gration into and out of metropolitan St. Louis. The first is that white migrants come
from and go to a variety of locations, an indication that St. Louis operates for whites..
as part of the manpower exchange system through which national economic adjust-
ments occur. But black migrants originate in fewer places and go to fewer places,
suggesting that St. Louis operates for blacks as part of a geographically more re-
stricted and specialized system. The system is characterized by migrants’ heavy
reliance on information from family and friends in choosing destinations. This
sociological property gives rise to “beaten paths” that accord with historical move-
ments of population and are perpetuated through ties with people left behind.

Description of the Patterns

Our analysis of migration patterns affecting St. Louis was based on 1970 census
statistics for State Economic Areas (SEAs). The St. Louis SEA includes only the
~ Missouri portion of metropolitan St. Louis and excludes Franklin County, Mis-
souri.®s Tis restricted definition of “St. Louis,” however, contains 75 percent of the
SMSA’s 1970 population, which provides an adequate portrayal of St. Louis’s ties
with other areas through migration.

Despite an elaborate interchange of population with other places, St. Louis
strikes a rather close balance between the number of outgoing and incoming mi-
grants. Between 1965 and 1970, the St. Louis metropolitan SEA gained 157,000
in-migrants and lost 179,000 out-migrants, for a total of 336,000 moves. But the
difference between the two resulted in a net change of only —22,000. In other words,
15 people either entered or left St. Louis for every net loss of one resident®*®*—a
noteworthy point insofar as migratory flow-through may affect the characteristics
of a population far more than it affects the size of the population.

Although nearly as many people moved to St. Louis as moved away overall,
there were considerable differences in the degree to which individual states supplied
or took migrants. Figure 15, showing the variety of locations to which it is connected
through migration, indicates that St. Louis gained population from some states and
lost it to others. On the inflow side, St. Louis registered slight net gains from Illinois,

¢ Evidence on this point is reviewed in Peter A. Morrison, Population Movements: Where the Public
Interest and Private Interests Conflict, The Rand Corporation, R-987-CPG, August 1972.

% Franklin County, Missouri had 55,116 residents in 1970. A closer approximation of the entire St.
Louis SMSA could be made by combining the Missouri (SEA B) and Illinois (SEA F) areas. However, doing
so would cause a serious problem with the migration data. An unidentified number of people moving
within the SMSA itself would appear as migrants moving from SEA B to SEA F, or vice versa.

*¢ Data from the Social Secuyity Continuous Work History Sample (which describe annual, rather
than quinquennial, flows) show that for every year between 1958 and 1966, the St. Louis SMSA averaged
about 6 arrivals and 6 departures per hundred residents. This fragile balance between inflow and outflow
produced only marginal annual gains or deficits for St. Louis's population.

In this respect, St. Louis closely resembles other slowly growing metropolitan areas but differs consid-
erably from those growing more vigorously. Comparable figures can be noted for the slowly growing
Cincinnati and Philadelphia SMSAs, both of which average around 6 arrivals and 6 departures annually
per 100 residents. The pace is somewhat more brisk in the Seattle SMSA (which averaged around 9
arrivals and 9 departures per hundred residents) and the Little Rock SMSA (11 arrivals and 11 depar-
tures). The San Jose SMSA, as noted earlier, is especially impressive (21 arrivals and 17 departures).

For a description of the Social Security data on which these estimates are based, see footnote 12.
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Ohio, Indiana, New York, Kansas, and Arkansas, with all but the last of these
streams consisting predominantly of people who had lived in metropolitan parts of
those states. On the outflow side, there was a heavy net exodus to nonmetropolitan
Missouri—some of it to fringe areas near St. Louis, but still labeled “nonmetropoli-
tan.”*” California, Texas and Florida—particularly the metropolitan sections—also
withdrew population. St. Louis, then, is widely but unevenly connected with other
areas of the nation. Altogether, over two-thirds of all moves into or out of St. Louis
involved origins or destinations in the 11 states in Fig. 15.

The migration of blacks (who comprise 8 percent of all entering and departing
movers) is more sharply focused by comparison with these total figures.*® Most black
migrants came from and went to relatively few locations. Among black migrants
into St. Louis, at most 45.5 percent came from metropolitan origins.® Slightly less
than half of this stream (19.8 percent of all black in-migrants) originated in met-
ropolitan Illinois, California, or Tennessee (Table 14). However, most (38.0 percent)
of the remaining 54.5 percent of all black in-migrants came from nonmetropolitan
Mississippi, Missouri, or Arkansas. All in all, the influx of blacks was dominated by
a few well-defined streams. Nearly 6 out of 10 arriving blacks came to St. Louis
(defined as metropolitan Missouri) from either the metropolitan parts of three states
or the nonmetropolitan parts of three other states.

Table 15 breaks down black out-migrant destinations into metropolitan, non-
metropolitan, and indistinguishable categories. {Again, metropolitan Missouri is
used as a proxy for metropolitan St. Louis.) Of departing blacks, 59.9 percent can
be identified as metropolitan-bound; 10.4 percent went to nonmetropolitan areas.
The remaining 29.8 percent cannot be distinguished by type of destination; they
went to SEAs that are not shown separately in the Census data because they contain
fewer than 25,000 blacks. Since on a national basis two-thirds of the black popula-
tion resided in metropolitan areas in 1970, we estimate that roughly two-thirds of
this indistinguishable 29.8 percent (or 20.0 percent) went to metropolitan destina-
tions and one-third (or 9.8 percent) to nonmetropolitan. By the most conservative
calculations, then, we assume that 6 in 10 black out-migrants from St. Louis chose
to move to other metropolitan areas; a more reasonable estimate, though, would be
around 8 in 10 (combining the 59.9 and 20 percent mentioned above.)*° Table 16 lists

3 Part of this outflow to nonmetropolitan Missouri was movement to suburban Franklin County,
which is not included as part of the St. Louis SEA. (Between 1960 and 1970, Franklin County gained 5000
net in-migrants—the majority presumably between 1965 and 1970).

38 The desired comparison here is between blacks and whites; however, certain technical limitations
of the SEA data preclude this comparison. Nevertheless, a reasonably informative picture of black
migration can be established. The migration data for blacks classify metropolitan or nonmetropolitan
1965 place of residence” for any given state. Thus, it is possible to distinguish metropolitan and nonmet-
ropolitan origins of in-migrants to the St. Louis SEA. To examine out-migrants’ destinations, however,
it is necessary to use “metropolitan Missouri” as the closest approximation to metropolitan St. Louis.
Since the bulk of Missouri’s 1970 metropolitan black population (71 percent) resided in the St. Louis
SMSA, the category “metropolitan Missouri” is a reasonable approximation for metropolitan St. Louis
itself for this purpose.

3% Since the SEA data do not separate the metropolitan Illinois stream into individual localities, we
cannot separate out those migrants who were crossing from the Illinois to the Missouri part of metropoli-
tan St. Louis. For this reason, the actual fraction of migrants from metropolitan origins is probably
several percentage points lower than 45.5 percent.

*° The somewhat arbitrary logic of this allocation procedure is adopted in the absence of any better
alternative. The 8 in 10 figure arrived at here is consistent with a nearly comparable figure for ten years
earlier (when relatively fewer blacks were urban dwellers), which stood at around 72 percent. The figure
is for nonwhite migration, 1955-1960, for the entire SMSA (including the Illinois portion.)
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95t Louls received 34,900 in-migrants from Missouri and sent 47,400 out-migronts to Missouri .

bEleven states that supplied the largest volume of gross in-migration to the St. Louis SEA.

Fig. 15—Gross two-way migration flows between St. Louis SEA
and selected states,b 1965-1970

Table 14

STATES PROVIDING THE LARGEST NUMBERS OF METROPOLITAN
AND NONMETROPOLITAN BLACK MIGRANTS TO THE
ST. LOUIS SEA, 1965-1970

Percent of Total
Number of Black Black Migrants
State Migrants to St. Louis | Entering St. Louis
Metropolitan \
Illinois 1487 11.2
California 615 4.6
Tennessee 526 4.0
Total 2628 19.8
Nonmetropolitan

Mississippl 2498 18.8
Missouri 1513 11.4
Arkansas 1048 7.9
Total 5059 38.0

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, (ensus of Popu-
lation: 1970; Subject Reports, Final Report PC(2)-2E,
Migration Between State Economic Areas, Washington,
D.C., 1972.

NOTE: Of the 13,297 black in-migrants into St.
Louis from all states, 6050 (45.5 percent) came from
metropolitan areas; 7247 (54.5 percent) came from non-

metropolitan areas.

In-migrations to St. Louis

Out-migrations from St. Louis
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Table 15

MAJOR DESTINATION STREAMS OF BLACK MIGRANTS
LEAVING METROPOLITAN MISSOURI

Number of Percent of All
Blacks Leaving Blacks Leaving
Destination Stream | Metropolitan Missouri| Metropolitan Missouri
Metropolitan® 12,053 59.9
Nonmetropolitan 2,085 10.4
Not distinguishable 5,994 29.8
Total 20,132 100.1

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1870;
Subject Reports, Final Report PC(2)-2E, Migration Between State
Economic Areas, Washington, D.C., 1972. All figures are based on
the corrected format of Table 5, which the Census Burgau had found
to be in error.

NOTE: 'Metropolitan Missouri" 1s used here to approximate the
St. Louis SMSA. (In 1970, 71 percent of Missouri'’s metropolitan
black population resided in the St. Louis SMSA.)

3Includes only those metropolitan SEAs containing at least
25,000 blacks in 1970.

bConsists of both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas that
contained fewer than 25,000 blacks in 1970. I estimate that
roughly two-thirds of this stream (20.0 percent) is bound for
metropolitan destinations, one-third (9.8 percent) for nonmetro-
politan.

the principal destinations of departing blacks. Over 20 percent went to metropolitan
Los Angeles, Kansas City, or Chicago.

The pattern of black migration, then, is distinctive in two ways: (1) there are
comparatively few origins and destinations, which is indicative of the “beaten
paths” defined by migrant linkages among families and friends; (2) migration is an
urbanizing process: incoming blacks enter metropolitan St. Louis mainly from non-
metropolitan areas, whereas outgoing migrants depart for metropolitan destina-
tions. For many blacks, metropolitan St. Louis appears to serve as an entry point
into urban life.

The city, however, is where most black in-migrants to the metropolitan area
settle. An important question here is: how do these in-migrants fare compared with
the St. Louis residents they join? Although we lack the requisite data for exploring
this point thoroughly, it is possiblé to examine the unemployment experience of
recent in-migrants after their arrival in St. Louis and compare it with that of St.
Louis residents.*! It can be seen from the data in Table 17 that among blacks, recent
migrants differ little from long-term residents with respect to unemployment at any
age. Among whites, recent migrants also have unemployment rates similar to those
of long-term residents (except for the 20 to 24 year age group). There is a sizable

+ Specifically, we compared the 1969 unemployment experience of recent migrants (deﬁned;s per-
sons entering St. Louis between 1965 and 1970) with that of long-term residents (natives and earlier
migrants). The source of these data was the 1970 Census Public Use Sample.
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Table 16

PRINCIPAL METROPOLITAN DESTINATIONS OF BLACK MIGRANTS
LEAVING METROPOLITAN MISSOURI

Number of Percent of All ~-
Metropolitan Blacks Leaving Blacks Leaving
Destination? Metropolitan Missouri | Metropolitan Missouri
Los Angeles SEAb 2382 11.8
Kansas City SMSA® 1108 5.5
Chicago SMSA 1056 5.2
St. Louis (Illinois
portion of SMSA) 863 4.3
Detroit SMSA 653 3.2
Denver SMSAd 512 2.5
San Francisco SMSA® 419 2,1
Total 6993 34.7

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population:
1970; Subject Reports, Final Report PC(2)-2E, Migration Between
State Economic Areas, Washington, D.C., 1972. All figures are
based on the corrected format of Table 5, which the Census
Bureau had found to be in error.

NOTE: See Note, Table 15, for the meaning of '"Metropolitan
Missouri."

®Includes only those metropolitan SEAs containing at least
25,000 blacks in 1970,

bCombines Los Angeles and Anaheim SMSAs.

cExcludes Cass and Platte Counties in Missouri (containing
less than one perceant of the blacks in the Kansas City SMSA).

dExcludes Boulder County.
®Includes Solano County (part of Vallejo-Napa SMSA).

difference, however, betweenblacks and whites in every category: substantially more
blacks are unemployed than whites.

THE DILEMMA OF POLICY: COPING WITH DECLINE

The degree of population decline in St. Louis may be exceptional, but St. Louis
is no exception to the rule. Central-city population decline is a widespread phenome-
non and a source of inequities.in U.S. metropolitan areas. It poses a policy dilemma.

The local official responsible for what happens in a place like St. Louis is under-
standably alarmed by severe population loss and the bleak future in prospect if it
continues. But from the standpoint of individual welfare, it can be argued that the
people who left St. Louis now enjoy living conditions they prefer, and those who
remain have benefited from a thinning-out of people from formerly overcrowded
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Table 17

BLACK AND WHITE UNEMPLOYMENT RATES IN
ST. LOUIS FOR RECENT MIGRANTS AND
LONG-TERM RESIDENTS, 1969

Percent
Unemployed, 1969

Age Group and a
Migration Status, 1970 Whites | Blacks

20-24 years old

Recent migrants 6 11

Long-term residents 3 10
25 years old and over

Recent migrants 1.6 3.5

Long-term residents 1.5 3.6

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1970 Census of Population, Public Use
Sample of Basic Records.

311 persons 20 years old and over in
the labor force. Recent migrants are
persons who moved to St. Louils between
1965 and 1970. Long-term residents are
persons who lived in St. Louis in both
1965 and 1970,

areas.*? Even the abandoned housing in St. Louis could be viewed as a positive sign
that many people have upgraded their living conditions, leaving behind a residue
of housing no longer competitive within the market. Both views have validity, the
choice depending on whether one’s perspective is that of a local policymaker or of
a freely mobile citizen.

Part of the confusion is due to the paradox that statistics can be deceptive even
when they are accurate. They can mislead us here, for example, if we restrict our
attention to the plight of placeswhereas our ultimate concern is with the well-being
of people. It is hard to escape that situation, however. A major difficulty in our way
is that standard social and economic statistics are compiled and organized mostly
by areas rather than by groups of people. Consequently, we can observe the experi-
ence of places, but not of people. These experiences can differ sharply. For instance,
black in-migrants from impoverished rural areas in states like Mississippi may be
less affluent or employable, on the average, than the mostly white population they
join in St. Louis. If this is true in St. Louis as it is in other cities, then area indicators
(e.g., unemployment or poverty in St. Louis) may register a worsening of local
conditions. But measures of individuals’ experiences (e.g., their unemployment or
poverty now, compared with what it was before they came to St. Louis) may show

“* Taking persons per room as the conventional index of overcrowding, census data show that only
12.7 percent of all occupied housing units in St. Louis contained more than one person per room in 1970,
compared with 16.4 percent in 1960,
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marked improvement. In short, St. Louis may be worse off, while the in-migrants are

better off. 7
The analysis in this section has attempted to clarify the issues for political

decision. The next section considers what these demographic trends imply for St.

Louis and San Jose in the future.



IV. THE FUTURE OUTLOOK

San dJose and St. Louis each demonstrate the consequences of rapid demograph-
ic change in settings of population growth and decline. These consequences are felt
most immediately at the local level, but the public policy issues they pose do not
necessarily lend themselves to local solutions. Both growth and decline incur transi-
tional costs that strain the institutional and fiscal mechanisms whereby localities
have traditionally coped with change. Where population increases quickly, as in San
Jose, the penalty often is a wasteful and disorderly expansion of facilities and
services, and the long-term public costs incurred may burden future residents.
Where population declines severely, as in St. Louis, the locality loses young adult
residents but remains responsible for a disproportionate number of needy citizens
who stay, despite the locality’s being handicapped by limited or shrinking resources.
The contrasting demographic trends in San Jose and St. Louis point up a vexing
discord between the well-being of people and that of the places they choose to live
in or to leave.

METROPOLITAN SAN JOSE

San Jose’s population is youthful and chronically mobile, a legacy of its extraor-
dinary migratory growth. The presence of many prospective parents and few elderly
persons lays a broad foundation for the population’s continued growth through
natural increase, despite the national downturn in fertility.*® Even without further
net in-migration, San Jose’s population would continue to grow at an above-average
rate.

The hypermobility of San Jose’s population (i.e., its propensity for further mi-
gration) also has an important bearing on the future. With about 21 migrants
entering and 17 departing each year per hundred residents, San Jose’s rapid migra-
tory growth rests on a precarious arithmetic balance. Any significant moderation of
local employment growth could easily bring net migration down to a fraction of its
present high level. With only a slight decline, the volume of inflow would no longer
exceed the high volume of outflow. Demographic analysis alone cannot foresee such

** The exact rate of San Jose’s natural increase will depend on the future direction of U.S. fertility,
of course, but it will be above the national metropolitan average.
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an employment downturn, but given this eventuality, the migratory response proba-
bly would be swift. That is, future net migration to San Jose might fluctuate consid-
erably-—or even turn negative—in the face of local economic variations. But given
San Jose’s position within California’s expanding metropolitan structure (with jts
virtually endless supply of migratory growth), net migration could resume with
equal swiftness.

THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS

The outlook in St. Louis is quite different. The decline of its population seems
destined to continue and may well accelerate.** For whites, the substantial and
cumulative loss of city-dwellers has acquired its own dynamic: the elderly now die
off faster than the young are born. There is little prospect that this natural decrease
will do anything but intensify, for two reasons.

First, a substantial proportion of whites are either entering or already within
the high-mortality age brackets. The white population’s crude death rate therefore
will continue to rise.

Second, prospective parents are becoming scarce among St. Louis’s whites, and
the national evidence that parents in general will choose to have smaller families
continues to mount. The white population’s crude birth rate is therefore likely to
fall, barring a dramatic increase in fertility or a strong and sustained inflow of
child-bearing families.

Nor is there much evidence that St. Louis’s black population will grow substan-
tially. True, the black population is expanding steadily through natural increase,
but black migration out of the city is more than enough to cancel that increase.

4 General estimates about an entire city, of course, mask specific neighborhood exceptions. This is
true of St. Louis where, despite citywide decline, certain areas are registering growth by attracting new
residents and may continue doing so in the future. The St. Louis City Plan Commission has formulated
a new fifteen-year development program intended to reestablish the city as a viable working and residen-
tial community. Although emphasizing physical development, particularly of residential neighborhoods,
the program also focuses on controlling crime, improving educational opportunity, and restructuring
some parts of city government. The plan envisions differential treatment of neighborhoods aimed at
ret:t.llrlllmg }tlhe stability of those that are presently sound, rehabilitating others, and continuing demolition
in still others.

For an evaluation of redevelopment possibilities and other local initiatives, see Williams, St. Louis:
A City and Its Suburbs.






Appendix

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF 1960-1970 POPULATION
CHANGE IN ST. LOUIS CENSUS TRACTS

This appendix gives technical details of a regression analysis of population
change between 1960 and 1970 for St. Louis City census tracts. There was wide
variation among census tracts in the rate of population change during this decade.
This analysis was carried out to ascertain whether there were consistent patterns
in this variability and to identify a small set of potentially useful short-term leading
indicators of population change. Hence, this analysis has been guided by pragmatic
considerations and makes use of variables readily available in Census Bureau publi-
cations. It is not intended to be a systematic test’of an articulated theory; data that
describe net population change over a ten-year interval are poorly suited to disen-
tangling the separate components of change and the order of events at the census-
tract scale.

The selection of variables was guided by the following rationale: population
change in a census tract is the net product of forces that attract newcomers and
forces that retain or repel existing residents. Attractive and repelling forces are
believed to be associated with measures of racial composition and change in a tract’s
population. Such measures have been relied on here, although we note that the
actual behavioral mechanisms accounting for such associations are by no means
established as racial. For example, white residents may leave an area for nonracial
motives and be replaced by nonwhite newcomers seeking more spacious housing.

Retentive forces are known to be associated with homeownership. We have used
the percentage of households owning their homes in a given census tract as a
measure of retentive forces. Homeownership may, of course, be only a sign of an
area’s retention, not a determinant.

Weighted regression analysis was performed on 98 census tracts, slightly con-
solidated from 126 original tracts to make them match in 1960 and 1970. Since there
is no information on the nonwhite population in tracts where nonwhites numbered
less than 400 in 1960, three separate regressions were estimated, each relating to
a subset of the 98 tracts. In the first regression, our objective was to “explain”
statistically the 1960-1970 rate of population change for nonwhites. This analysis
was based on 31 of the 34 consolidated tracts for which information was available
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on nonwhites in 1960.%5 In the second and third regressions, our objective was to
“explain” the rate of change for whites.*® Since measures of racial composition were
used, it was necessary to distinguish between those tracts with 400 or more non-
whites in 1960 (for which we have information about the nonwhites) and those tracts
with fewer than 400 nonwhites (hence, no information about nonwhites except the
number). For the former group, analysis was based on 26 of the 28 consolidated
tracts containing at least 400 nonwhites in 1960.%” For the latter group, analysis was
based on 64 consolidated census tracts with fewer than 400 nonwhites in 1960. The
results of these three regressions are summarized in Table 22.

The first regression shows that 61 percent of the inter-tract variance in non-
white population change can be accounted for statistically by two characteristics of
the nonwhite population, measured in 1960: (1) the percentage of nonwhite
households that owned their homes, (2) the percentage of nonwhite residents who
moved into their homes during the preceding five years (1955-1960). The first varia-
ble was intended to serve as an index of population retention: tracts should retain
a higher proportjon of households where these households own rather than rent
their homes, since mobility rates are considerably lower among owners. The second
variable may index attractive or repelling forces (or both). It shows a marked con-
tinuity in the pattern of spatial settlement: during the 1960s, nonwhites exhibited
a strong tendency to settle in tracts into which nonwhites had moved between 1955
and 1960, rather than disperse evenly throughout the city. This relationship would
be consistent with the repelling effect of discriminatory limitations on nonwhites’
residential choices or with the attractive effect of nonwhites’ free choice.

The second regression shows that 44 percent of the variance in white population
change is accounted for by two characteristics of the population in 1960: (1) the
square root of the percentage of the tract’s population that was nonwhite in 1960,
and (2) the nonwhite recency-of-arrival measure just described.*® Both variables
were selected as measures of the presence and recent growth of the nonwhite popula-
tion.

The third regression refers to tracts with fewer than 400 nonwhites in 1960. As
we noted before, there is no information about the nonwhite population in these
tracts beyond its size; hence, we could not use the recency-of-arrival measure as in
regression 2. Still, 43 percent of the variance in white population change can be

4* Two of the three tracts excluded (tracts 1102 and 1203) were left out because an initially small
numerical base in 1960 yielded excessive growth rates (592 and 369 percent, respectively) between 1960
and 1970. The third tract (tract 1131) was excluded because 99 percent of its nonwhite population lived
in group quarters (e.g., hospitals or institutions), not households.

*® For the second and third regressions, 6 of the 98 consolidated tracts were excluded at the outset
because their numerical base was insufficient for calculating the percentage change of the white popula-
tion. (The exclusion criterion here was <400 whites in 1960, not to be confused with the 400-minimum
exclusion criterion for nonwhites.)

*" Two consolidated tracts were excluded because they were undergoing extensive redevelopment and
experiencing large and exogenously determined percentage increases in white population. These con-
solidated tracts are composed of the following original census tracts: 1184, 1211, 1214, 1221, 1223, and
1251,

¢ In the regressions, the percentage nonwhite performed somewhat better when its square root was
taken. This transformation has the effect of deemphasizing percentage-point changes as the untrans-
formed variable increases. For example, the difference between 0 percent and 1 percent nonwhite is
equivalent to the difference between 9 percent and 16 percent nonwhite.

The percentage of whites owning their homes was entered in this equation as a prospective measure
of white retention. In combination with the other two variables, however, it proved insignificant.
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accounted for by: (1) percentage of the tract’s population that was nonwhite, and (2)
the percentage of white households that owned their homes (taken as a measure of
population retention).

Regressions 2 and 3 document a negative association between white population
change and the presence of nonwhites. They also show that this relationship is
modified as follows: (1) in tracts with 400 or more nonwhites in 1960, white popula-
tion change is negatively associated with the recent arrival of nonwhites;*? (2) in
tracts with fewer than 400 nonwhites, white population change is positively associat-
ed with the presence of white homeowners. The operation of several possible mech-
anisms, separately or together, would be consistent with these associations. One
possibility is that whites responded to racial change and left when nonwhites en-
tered. Another possibility is that when whites left to obtain newer housing in the
suburbs, nonwhites (moving in to obtain newer or larger city housing) filled their
spaces. In this latter case, it is possible that white departure had commenced before
the time period we are observing. If so, whites would only appear to be responding
to racial change during the 1960s, whereas the data would in fact reflect only the
aftereffects of whites leaving an area before 1960 and continuing to do so thereafter.

*® Apart from 1960 racial composition, that is, white population change tends to be lower (i.e., more
negative) in tracts where a large percentage of the nonwhite population moved into their 1960 residences
during the last five years.
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