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CHAPTER.I 

APPAliA.CHIAN MIGRATION 

_ Ove1> the paa:t __ three decades, the. literature _has contained many __ 

studies conce:tned·with migration.in the Appalachian Region. For the 
' ' 

most pc;l.I'.t, these_ studies have centered on the rate of out;_migration . 

. from the rural sectors of the region to major urban industrial cen-

ters of the Northeast and Midwest (Hillery, Brown, and DeJong, 1965; 
'' -. . .. 

-- -Schwarzweller, Brswn~ 8:nd Mangaia:m, 1971; Brbw:p and Hi,llery, 1962). 

-However; most recent data.have pointed to a reversal.in this trend--
• • • • I • • • 

a net positive in-migration :r;ate :·in tw~ -- of- the three di v'is_iOns_ or 

subregio:nS of AppalacMa (Appalacfhian Regicinal Gonunission, l977; 

:Brown, 1971). Further,_the research literature bas virtually neg-
. ' ; ··.. . . . 

lected the existence of the urban sector of this regicm which is 
: ._ ·.. . . . - . . . . . . 

- becoming increasingly more important (Appalci,chian Regio~al Conuliission, 

-1975). Al though Appalachia remains a pocket of poverty, lagging far -
. - . . 

behind the remainder of tl;le count;r-y _in_ terms of -per capita income and -

percentage unemployed, it has m(Jst _recently _beglin to C.lose the _gap ih 

- these economic d;isa~vantages (App~achian RegiOnai Conunission, 1977) • 

_Given· the past and present_coridj__tions of Appalachia and the neglect 

that metropolitan Appalachia has received in the literature, the pre-

sent study is aimed at determining the role_,- if any' of metropolitan -

Appalachia in the_ current rev-e_rsal in migration trends. Specifically, 
,, 

the goal of this paper is:"to E:lxamine the fluctuation in the rate of 

1 
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in~migration as a function· of particular.sociodemographic and eco-
. . . ·. ', . 

riomic variables. It. is hoped that this effort will answer a number 

of questions concerning the changing economic structure of Appalachia 

in particular and the process of migration in general..· Has a chang:-

ing structure in economic.factors aided in br:l.nging about a higher 
.. ·. ' . . . ' 

in;_~igration rate to m~t~opolitan' Appalachia? What are the primary 

determinants of in-migration to metropolitariAppalachia?·!n what 
. . . . 

way do they vary with.the .rate of in~migration? What are the subre~ 

gional distinctions in this variance? Is migration plirely.a function . . .. , . 

of economic and sociodemographic var:iaples.or is it amuch more com.., 

plex process than indicated?· .. The pr~sent chapter w~ll be devoted to 
' ' ' 

following a changing Appalachia .:ln terms .of geographic delineation, 

economic development, and fluctuating migration .• 

The Appalachian Region 

To faci:Li tate comparison with similar studies of>:A:i;ipalachian 

·migration, it only seems proper to delimit the. ar.ea being discussed. 
' ' ' 

Thus, differences in conclusions regarding amount of metropolitan 
' . 

population as well. as net rate of· in:-o:t out,-migration might be more 

readily obtainable.. For purposes of discu~sion, the delineation· 

accepted in the present study .will be.the most recent definition. 

given by the Appalachian Regional .Commission. 

Geographically,. the fade· of what .we call the Appalac):lian Region 

has changed over the-past.th:r;ee decades. Consequently, economic 

structure, number of urbanized areas, and migration have all changed 



with it. Early literature .referred to an area known as the Southern 

Appalachians, consisting of parts of Alabama, Tennes$ee, Georgia, 

North and South Carolina,·Virginia, Kentucky, and West Virginia. The 

focal point of this region, with respect to the poverty and backward-

ness of the residents, is located in the Cumberland Mountains of 

Western Virginia, Southern West Virginia, and Eastern: Kentucky 

(Caudill, 1963, 1976; Hillery, Brown, and DeJong, 1965)~ ·In fact, 

studies as late as 1971 have chosen to center on the Southern Appa-

lachians (Brown, 1971). How.ever, with the creation of the Appalachian 

·Regional Commission under President Johnson in 1965, the region was 

expanded to include all or parts of twelve states (Appalachian 

Regional Commission, 1967) •. Particular areas, under this social 

policy development, were isolated.as aQ.ministrative areas based on 

perceived economic need. 

By 1971, the region had expanded again to its present area, 

includingJ97 contiguous counties in parts of thirteen. states running 

from New York to Mississippi (Refer to map). This delineation is 

more inclusive than the previous two and is the one that the present 

study will employ. Although this region was initially created to 

administer to the common needs of the entire region, it by no means 

should be considered a homogenous area with regards to historical 

development, culture, social or economic characteristics (Hillery, 

Brown, and DeJong, 1965; Spinelli, 1971). In point of fact, Spinelli 

(1971~8) argues that "the Appalachian Region is subdivided arbitrarily 

without any overall standardized method and with different interpreta-

tions of the goals of subregionalization among the participating 
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states" and concludes that some portions of Appalachia should not be 

included in the region at all. 

Keeping this fact in mind, the third delineation. that the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission has made divides the region into three 

primary subregions, each with "distinctive income,. population and 

employment characteristics--and hence distinctive development needs" 

(Appalachian Regional Commission, 1974:11). The three areas are the 

Northern, the Southern, and the Central subregions. The Central sub~ 

region most closely resembles the geographic area of the first, 

Southerrt Appalachian delineation~ Northern Appalachia consists of 

the portions of New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and all but the 

southernmost counties of West Virginia and is characteri!Zjed by an 

obsolete industrial economy. The extractive, resource-based economy 

of Central Appalachia is situated in the most southern counties of 

West Virginia and the.Appalachian portions of Kentucky, Tennessee, 

and the southwestern tip of Virginia. Southern.Appalachia, consist-

ing of the remainder of the counties in Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, 

North and South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia, has a largely 

agrarian-based economy (Appalachian R~.gional Commission, 1974). 

Each subregion, then, is administered differently as variations in 

economic base dictate. 

As alluded to above, the Appalachian Region should not be con-

sidered a homogeneous area with regards to historical development. 

The region covers such a broad expanse of territory representing 

diverse historical backgrounds that it would be fruitless to attribute 

present conditions to a singular historical context. However, when 
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historical reference 'is' made.to the Southern Appalachians or the 

Central subregion,. certain specific factors may be deliniited. Harry 

Caudill (1963, 1976) traces the history of the SouthernAppalachian.S 
. ' 

from the time of their settlement before the Revolutionary War until 

the 1960's. Important to his aXgument is the development of extrac".'. 

tive·industry in·the form of lumbering and coal mining in the Cumber-· 

land area and the devastating toll they·hav:e taken on the ecology and 

residents of tbe region· (Caudill,. 1963) ~ Land and mineral resource 

speculators from major urban centers along the coast bought up min-
' -

· eral and timber rights to . a substantial portion of the Southern Appa-. 

lachians from hapless and uneductited ·r~siderits· a'.round .th~turn of tbe 

twentieth century. When these resources began to be extracted, resi-

dents w.ere turned away from their :Pomes and had no choice , but t.o wo#'k 
.•. •! 

in the extraction of coal'and timber urid:er abs~ntee mariagers or relo-

cate. Further, the coal and .timber industries themselves were di-

rectly subject to fluctuations ±n the :econ6riiic cycle;. 

With this in mind, David Walls (1976).g_uite accurately describes 

Central Appalachia as "a peripheral region within an advanced capital-

ist society." He .. argues that in .a· market economy, certain regions 

within a country will experience economic rise di'. decline in respon.Se 

to such circumstances as demographic changes, technological advancef3, 

·and depletion of resources,· and that these regions such as Appalachia 

share many of the characteristics of underdevelopment, poverty, ·and 

dependency found in peripheral countries of the Third World. Borrow-

ing his ideas fromWallerstein's world system theory; Walls (1976:243). 
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cites two functions that semi-peripheral regions, much like semi-peri-

pheral countries, perform: "(l} the political function is to avoic a 

sharp polarization into,rich.and poor couritries.thatwould foster an 

alliance among the poor nations.; and (2) the political-economic func-

tion of the semi-periphery is to provide an. outlet for capital invest-

ment from core countries in low-wage industrial production," Using 

Wallerstein's framework, Central Appalachia would be classified as a 

peripheral region, N.orthern and Southern Appalachia semi-peripheral, 

and the remainder of the nation would be made up of the core regions. 

Similar to this point of view, Caudill (1963:325) refers to the South-
• ' • , , • ' I 

ernAppalachians as "a colonial appendage of the industrial East and 

Middle West, rather, than an integraLpart bf the nation generally." 

Similar to the direction that historical overviews have takeri, 

descriptions of the inhabitants of Appalachia have followed traditional 

stereotypes. A number of case studies have emphasized the poverty, 

the lack of education, and the day-to'7"day life of the "mountain man" 

or "hillbilly" (Fetterman, 1967; Coles, 1967; Stephenson, 1968). In 

fact, Weller (1965) attempts to construct an "Appalachian mind" by 

using personal characteristics, family.life Qharacteristics, and rela-
. . . ' 

tionships with others as determining factors. 

It is the contention here that neither stereotypes bf the people 

nor the common historical framework holds tru.e for an area as large 

as the. latest delineation the Appalachian Regional Commission has 

made of the region. First of all, only about one third of the present 

area of Appalachia would be considered :part of the Southern A:p:pala-

chians. The Appalachian :portions of agricultural Mississippi, 
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Alabama, and Georgia were not faced historically with the same prob-

lems as the coal fields of Kentucky and West Virginia or the manufac-

turing areas of Pennsylvania and New York. Further, the picture 

painted by these case studies of individual communities of "mountain 

people" depict a primarily rural, subsistance agricultural area lo-

cated in the hollows of West Virginia and Kentucky. However, based 

on recent statistics, approximately 75 percent of the population of 

Appalachia live in urban counties and approximately 49 percent live 

in metropolitan counties alone (Appalachian Regional Commission, 1975}. 

Therefore, the Appalachian Region is much more diverse than a super-

ficial reading of case studies and local histories would indicate. 

The existence of Appalachian economic problems has been docu-

mented many times (Caudill, 1963, 1976; Hansen,, 1970; Ford, 1962). 

Spinelli (1971:7) contends that"the economic·problems of this area 

are caused in part by its failure to develop a viable residentiary 

industry to complement its export base," The cr€,ation of the Appala-

chian Regional Commission itself is the result of the recognition of 

Appalachia as an economically depressed area. Caudill (1963), Walls 

(1976), and others would agree that this is because the area has 

remained vulnerable to the domination of coal and other absentee, 

extractive-,based industries. Further, this .percentage is growing. 

Urban counties in Appalachia grew by more than four percent between 

1970-1974 (Appalachian Regional Commission, 1975). However, this 

explanation can only be applied to Central Appalachia. Most of Appa"" 

lachia is heavily oriented toward manufacturing. Northern Appalachia 

has long been associated with the steel industry. Southern Appalachia, 
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although it fbr a long time remained agricultural, has most recently 

been inundated with textile plants. The Appalachian Regional Co:m..mis-

sion has geared its administrative policy to the economic needs of 

the various subregions in addition to initiating massive highway con"'-

struction projects throughout Appalachia to encourage the entry of 

new industry into the area. Northern Appalachia, with its outmoded 

industry, is undergoing a two-fold attack by the Appalachian Regional 

Commission: "(l) the immediate generation of new jobs to replace 

those lost due· to the past economic decline, and (2) the long term 

modernization of the subregion's economic structure by increasing 

its share of high-productivity, high-wage, capital~intensive manufac-

turing activities, while simultaneously expanding the subregion's 

service sector" (AppalachianRegional Commission, 1974:15). The 

commission is presently trying to renew Central.Appalachia's single~ 

resource economy by encouraging a diversification of industryj empha-

sizing the growth potential of urban areas, and catalyzing "growth in 

smaller· areas by grouping them into units large enough so that devel""'" 

opment investments in these units are likely to be worthwhile" (Appa-

lachian Regional Commission, 1974:18). The subregibnal strategy for 

Southern Appalachia's agricultural economy entails diversifying em-

ployment opportunities, promoting a more balanced growth between 

urban and rural areas, and emphasizing investments in areas with sig-

nificant potential for growth. Factors such as per capita income, 

employment rates, and population increases are used to determine 

potential growth areas. 
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Efforts by the Appalachian Regional Commission have spurred the 

region as a whole from a depressed, economically stagnant region to 

one changing for the better and slowly closing the gap between itself 

and the nation at large. Between 1965 andl973, per capita income 

for the United States as a whole increased by 81 percent whereas 

Appalachia increased by 89 percent, gaining six percentage points 

over an eight year period. Data for individual subregions is more 

impressive, however. No.rthern Appalachia, comprising 87 percent of 

the U.S. average in 1965, remained at the same p.;:ircentage level in· 
;T 

1973. However, Southern Appalachia changed. plus 95 perc,ent over the 

eight year span raising its percent of the U.S. average from 73 per-

cent to 79 percent. Mo$t remarkable, however, is Central Appalachia 

which changed plus 115 percent from 52 percemt to 62 percent of the 

U.S. average in eight years (Appala~hian Regional Commission, 1975). 

In addition, between 1960 and 1970, the percent of household popula-

tion below the poverty level dropped in all three subregions (Appala-

chian Regional Commission, 1977). From these simple indicators, it 

can be seen that Appalachia is indeed an economically improving 

region. 

To recapitulate, Appalachia is, historically, culturally, and 

economically speaking, a heterogeneous and changing region. Contrary 

to depictions of case studies and local histories, Appalachia .is not, 

comprised of rural, mountain people inhabiting the hollows of West 

Virginia and Kentucky but is a large region with diverse forms of 

cultures, histories, and economies. The urban sector accounts for 

a large and ever growing percentage of the population while per capita 
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income isslowlyr~aching the. national average •. Questions remain, 

· .. though, as. to what proportioil of. this urban population and ecbnomic · 

growth of. the regip!l is' nierely. being accounted for by an ever more 

inclusive. deniareation .of· the Appalaohian Region.·. The:t;efore, any 

migration study must take irito account the .changing bmmdaries of 

·what is 9a:Lled: the Appalachian Region. 

' •' . >. 
· .· Migr;a tion and the Appalachian Region · .· 

. . 
- .. -. . . 

··Much has been written regarding migration in :the .Appalachian 
. . . . 

Region (Lue~·e and, Hart, · 19.58; Gray; 1945; Brown, 1971; Hillery, · . 

. Brown, and ~Jong, 1965}. ·Mo~t studies,. hovrever{ l;lave dealt exclu~ 
sively without-migra;tion from the region •. One.fact cannot be denied--

. . ,· :.-
out-migration from the region· has been h;tstoric~lly hec;t1/y. Brown and 

·.Hillery (1962:54) note that 1 ' .• • during every decade since 1900 the .. . . . ·.. .,. - ·. . . ·, 

. . . - . 
Reg;tori bas lost more people by migration than:Lthas gained." The 

. . ·. 

·established phenomenon o:f'out-migration fromAppci.lachiais due pri-

mar;t1y to. ,the fact that ·~. • . economic deyelopmemt of the region, 

in .the . rural. are$,s . in particular, . is compara;tively . slower than the. 

rate. • . • " (J?hotiadis and Schwar21weller, 1971 :17) of deveiop~en~ in 

the nearby: urban industrial cities of the east and midwest .. Brown 

(1971:26) describe; Appalachia as a n ••• •rural island surround.ed. 

by a metropolitan· sea. • • " .and advances thes'e characteristics of 
,· '· . . 

the region: "(1) there are few metropolitan areas in the Appalachian 

R~gion; (2) the Southern Appalachian metropolitan areas have developed 

along the fringe of the area and in the Great. Valley; arid. {3) the 
• •• - > •• • '. • - • 

region is completely. surrounded by metropol~ tan areas, ,ffiany of which .· 

_,, .. ,. -

' .. --
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are not far from the Appalachian border, and practically all are 

large~ important urban industrial centers. Taken together, these 

facts explain much of.the characteristic pattern of Appalachian 

migration." Further, migration out of rural Appalachia has not 

amounted to a movement to other localities within the Region but has 

amounted to a mass exodus out of the region itself. 

Out-migration from the Region has been aidedby the structure 

of the Appalachian family~ Both the structure and function of the 

family have been attributed to keeping the streams of out-migration 

at a relatively stable rate over the years (Brown, 1971}.· The struc'."" 

ture referred to here is the stem .... family which "• • • maintains a 

homestead for its immediate members arid sends other members elsewhere. 

to make their own living" (Brown, Schwarzweller, andMangalam, 196J:64}. 

Adopted from LePlayus ideal types of family structure, the stem family 

facilitates and encourages migration while at the same time provides 

"havens of safety" to which branches can return during crises (Brown, 

Schwarzweller, and JVIangalam, 196JJ. It is through the stem~family 

that the Appalachian migrant establishes ties in urban industrial 

centers and passes information reg;:i,rdirig perceived employment oppor--

tuni ties back to his or her mountain communities. It must be kept in 

mind, however, that this. concept deals with migration of eastern 

Kentucky mountain families and not the Appalachian population at large. 

It should be noted that Brown (1971) among these other descrip-

tions of out-migration from Appalachia have employed the use of the 

first demarcation of the Southern Appalachians (Luebke and Hart, 1958; 

Gray, 1945; Hillery, Brown, and DeJong,· 1965). There has, in fact, 
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been no documentation of similar out-migration patterns regarding 

later delineations. of the Region. In additiOn, Brown (1971) pointed 

to a reversal in the pattern of reduction in population size between 

1960 and 1965 due to a reduction in the rate of out-migration. 

Further, the Appalachian Regional Co:trunission (1977) has noted a net 

positive rate of in-migration in both the Central and Southern sub-

regions of Appalachia. 

Migration, then, is an important demographic characteristic of 

Appalachia. Migrants can most generally be thought to come from 

younger, better educated, higher income sections of the population 

(Shaw, 1975) and those from Appalachia are no exception (Brown, 1971). 

This can have serious repercussions in the area of origin as well as 

that of the area of destination. The tendency ~f younger, better 

prepared members of a community to migrate leaves behind a more 

homogeneous and stagnant portion of the population (Shaw, 1975). 

However, massive migration out of the area may have positive .affects 

on Appalachia given its present economic circumstances. Migration 

out of the Region may release more jobs to previously unemployed 

and underemployed residents, enhancing the economic situation within 

Appalachia (Brown, 1971). Although many have felt that traditional 

out-migration would lead to a "brain drain," Raymond (1972:17) in a 

study of West Virginia out-migrants has shown that "virtually no 

difference can be observed between the qualifications of those leaving 

and those remaining in the state," Thus, it is conceivable that the 

tradition of out-migration from Appalachia has, in fact, helped to 

stimulate the e.conomic potential of the Region. However, Brown 
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(1971:43-LJJ+) points out that "population trends in the Appalachians 

obviously will b<> @'eat, affe":ted by available economic opportunities ·.. • 

in other parts o:f the nj· ion• especially in the IJi.etropol:i.. tan areas to 

which Appalac. hian. l!l. ig;ra.n s have tXad.1 tionall;Y gOne. " 

The .conclusion dra. from the' .above is that 0.ut-migration from 

_the region has been espedially heavy because economic deveiopment, 

esp_ecially in rural, are , is comparatively slower than in areas · .· 

·- immediately surrouridi;ng · The more recent mappings of the area:., 
. . . . . . . 

however, include many metJropolitan centers that were. ex'cluded from 

previous studies •. :ln adJition, a larger percentage of-the population 

liv~ in urban counties thln ever bef.ore (Appalachian .Regional Comm:is,.. 

sion, 1975). · .Further, iJ more recent years, the economic well-being 

.. of Appa4chia as a whole r improved with a concomitant reVersal in 

the migratio.n trends of t o of the three subregions (Appalachian· -

l1egional Oommission; 1977). ·Superficial. relations.and correlations 

initially drawn from these observations indicate that there is a r.ela- · 
,. 

tionship between the economic opportunities of a given area and the 

suOOe<tUe~t direc~i~ll aJJd.r=\ of mi~ation o~ t~t ~ea:• As pointed 

out ear~ier, admin1stratirepoli~y.of.t~e C~mmiss1on.1~ aimed at 

developing, for the most 1 art, diver~n.fied industry in urban growth 
( . ' .. ' centers throughout the re ·on.: It is hoped that thE:l .concentration of 

funds in th~se urban grow h centers wil], stimulate fu:rthe; growth in 
. : . .' _.' 

the surrounding hinterlanr and peripheral rural sectors (Hansen, 

1970) . Thus, the ur~:h> sEfotor is .. potE;}:µtially playing the role of · · 
. . 

catalyst in the economic· development of theregiori and should, there-

fore, be closely associated with the reversal in migration trends 



15 

currently being observed. Within this framework, net in-migration to 

Appalachia is indicative of the economic development and change of the 

Region. 

An overview of the Appalachian region.for the past number of 

decades portrays an area which began as an economically depressed 

region experiencing a mass exodus of population. Demographic indica-

tors point to the rural nature of the locality--high fertility and low 

density--while migration was selecting the younger, better educated 

residents of the Region (Brown, 1971). As the years have passed 

(most notably in the last decade), the region has become more urban-

ized, less economically depressed, and for the first time, more persons 

are relocating inside the Region than out (Appalachian Regional Commis-

sion, 1975, 1977). Since the present study is 9oncerned with the 

determinants of in-migration in met~opolitan Appalachia, a longitudi~ 

nal lookat this relationship seems to be most important. Appalachia, 

indeed, has changed over the years, most radically over the last three 

decades in terms of economic development and migration trends which 

warrants a look at the changing relationship of in-migration and its 

determinants. 

Further, in-migration can potentially mean a great deal to the 

Appalachian Region, On one hand, it. means the introduction of new and 

dynamic individuals which will help spur the economy, As previously 

noted, migrants tend to be selected from the younger, better educated, 

wealthier portions of the population (Shaw, 1975). This fact will 

help stimulate the economic potential of the region that is presently 

realizing a net gain in number of migrants. On the other hand; 
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in-migration is indicative of an ever expanding and diversifying 

economy. As industry moves into an area, more jobs are created for 

residents and new in-migrants alike in manufacturing and production. · 

Further, an increasing number of persons employed in management and 

production capacities stimulates an increasing number of service 

jobs in response to the demand9 of a larger and more diver.se :popula-

tion (J'llorrison, 1977)• In.essence, in-migration to Appalachia marks 

the beginning of the long .. pull to eg_uali ty of .economic opportunity 

with the rest of the nation~ In David Walls' sense, it can mean the 

movement of Central Appalachia from a peripheral region closer to the 

core of its capitalist context. However,·in-migration,based on tra-

ditional characteristics of Appalachian migrants, could merely be a 

response to lessening economic opportunities in the metropolitan area$ 

which historically attract them (Grc:iy, 194_5). It is one bf the goals 

of the present work to try to tap exactly what the current rate of 1n-

migration does mean to the Appalachian Region.' 

Already established in the previous pages.is the rising impor,-

tance of the metropolitan area in the Appalachian Region. Appalachia 

is increasingly becoming an urbanized region (Appalachian Regional.·· 

Commission, 197 5). Tl:lis.urbanization has long been a neglected part 

of the cl:laracteristics of the region and has only recently (with the 

inception of the Appalachian Regional Commission) been established as 
' . . . 

the sector potentially facilitating the economic growth of .the region. 

Thus, metropolitan Appalachia has evolved as a contending force in the. 

further growth of the Region. Migration has been shown to.be asso,-

ciated with the economic opportunities of the metropolitan areas 
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surro1 . .mding Appalachia (Brown, 1971). · ln Brown's study (1971}, the 

Southern Appalachians comprised a.much smaI,le!:g~ographicarea than 

•·.the. present day de.lineC!.tion. Tl:;ms, many of .the .metropolitan areas 

"surrounding" Appalachia have become an integral part 0::( the current 
"·' .' . . .. . . ' . · .. ,· ... . . . . 

. - ( 

Appalachian demarcation. Therefbre, ·• beca'Use. of political ·hocus·.;..pocus · 

or by virtue .of. substantiated economic reasons; these metropolitan 
. . 

areas have: become part of. 'the Appalachian def.ini t~on, playing an 
.· .·. 

integral part in the growth of the region. .. The p~poie here is not 
. . . . 

·.to judge whether any section or any .metropolitan area should or should 

not be includedwithin,Appalachia. This has.beendorie elsewhere 

(S.pinelli, 1971) •. Rather, the purpose her.e is to employ their inclu-

sion within the Region as a springboard for. discussing the longitudi-

nal relation of .in~migrationand its economic and so.ciodeniographic 
. . 

determinants iri an area labeled as being a tradi·tiona1ly 'economically 

depressed region. · 

Economics as· •a factor determining the direction and amount of 

migratiOn in the Appalachian region will o.ccupy a primary vosi tion 

alongside such sociodemographi~ factors as age and education in .the 

present work. The importance of economics to the Appalachian Region 

has been alluded to many times. The demarcatiOn of the area as the 
.. . . . . 

. Appalachian Region.is itself economically dependent. The one charac:... 

·teristic the area shares is its lack·of econo:inicdeveloI>inent. The 

reason _for the Appalachian Re&ional Commission Is e:ldstence is to act 

as an economic catalyst· by pumpirig money into areas encourae;ing indus-

trial diversity and development.•. Therefore, it i::;eems impossible to 

discuss migration .in Appalachia outside of the economic context. 
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A superficial examination of past migration studies and current 

statistics seems to indicate the concurrence of economic development 

and the net rate of in-migration in the Appalachian Region. This 

observation has culminatedin an interest in the actual relationship 

between economic development and in-migration. The focus of this 

thesis, then, wil.l encompass the changing economic structure of metro-

politan Appalachia and its effect oh the rate of in-migration over the 

same time period. Unde.r consideration, also, are the subregional dif-

ferences in this relationship, having taken into account the economic 

differences the Appalachian Regional Commission has pointed out. 

FurtherB for reasons mentioned above, this association will be 

observed longitudinally. Many questions regarding the relationship 

of these factors have been left unanswered for too long. Appalachia, . 

with its economic circumstances over the past years and its tradi'"' 

tionally high rate of out-migration, seems to be an ideal location 

from which to discuss the dynamics of migration and its association 

with various economic and sociodemographic variables. Not only will 

this study reveal something about the workings of migration, but it 

will also unveil more concerning the changes going on in the economic 

structure of Appalachia over the past three decades and the subre-

gional differences, if any, in these changes. 
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CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF·MIGRATION ANALYSIS 

·The first· chapter established the importance .of migration·to the 

Appalachian Region and reve~l~d the ·v:ital. :tole~ ·that eeono!)J.ics has · 

played in the continue.ct cieveiopment of the area/• Further, · it aliua:ed 

. to a_, possible association of these two variables:, . IJ,ligration, and. eco.,;; 

nomic opportunity, in the urban sector of 'AppalaC:hia~: ·.specifically, 

it was shown that over.the· past number of years). especially since. 

, 1960, both the availability- of .economic opportunity and the trends . 

in the flow of migration.have changed. In fact~ as the economic 

.situation in Appalachia has· improved,. the tradition~l. rate of out-.· 

migration has reversed itselr to a net positive rate of in~migration .• 

In addition, the role .that the urban structure of. Appalachia is·. 

taking in this development is becoming increasingly- eivident. All of 

these trends have led to a need for an examination of th/determi-

nants of.in-migrationto metropolitan Appalachia~. Fortunately for 

. the present purposes~ there exists a :massive amount of literature . · 

theoretically supporting the hypothesized relationship between eco-· 

nomic opportunity .and· in-migration . (Lowry, 1966; Shaw,·. 197.5; Todaro,·· 

· 1976). .Classifica:tion of the present approach under a paradigmatic 

umbrella would locate it wi.thin the realm of human ecology, which 

appears most capable of theoretically explaining the proposed asso.;.. 

ciation between· economic· opportunity and in-migration~ From this. 
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perspective, migration can be thought of as a reflection of a chang-

ing social and economic structure or an adjustment and equilibrium-

maintaining process (Hawley, 19.50; Shaw, 1975). Thus, the recent 

in-migration to Appalachia would be seen as. an adjustment to the 

changing economic situation of the Region tending to form an equilib-

rium between the amount of labor needed and the amount of labor avail-

·able within a given locale. The purpose of the present chapter traces 

the theoretical foundation underlying the association of in-migration 

and economic opportunity in the Appalachian Region. The general 

theoretical introduction will follow a threefold attack, progressing 

toward an increasinglyifipI"especific and useful explanation of the 

hypothesized.as~f6ciai;ion: a reiteration of the human ecological 

point of v:ie:W:·i·a:rrOi/e:tview of the various demog'.!'.-'aphic approaches to 

explaining·migration, and anoutlin€:'of the economic approach to· 
___,,/' 

/ 

migration specifically appropriate to the present work. These three 

sections will be followed by an enumeration of the hypotheses partic-

ularly set up to explain in-migration in metropolitan Appalachia from 

the preceeding point of-view, Given that explanations of migration 

behavior are as varied and diverse as explanations in other areas of 

sociology,· the;_1ast portion of this chapter will be devoted to a sug-

gested list ofalternat:ive explanations derived in contrast to the 

hypothesized relationships. Recognizing the variety in sociology and 

the complexity of human activity, these alternative possibilities are 

deemed necessary to the satisfactory explanation of migration. 
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Human Ecology 

Following from the tradition of Durkheim (1893}, Hawley (1950}, 

Schnore (1965}, and Duncan(1959), human ecology's prime concern is 

with the collective adaptation of humans to the physical environment 

and the identification. of the factors determining the variations in 

the structure of community. Community or community structure, then, 

is the prime concern of ecologists from the point of view. that commu-

nity is comprised of the. symbiotic, competitive-cooperative relation-

ships of an ecological complex. Similarly, Hawley (1950:68) defines 

human ecology as "the study of the form and the development of the 

community in human population, dealing with the spatial aspects of 

the symbiotic relations. of human beings anci human institutiorts." 

Implicit in this ecological system or complex are the four interde-

pendent dimensions of population, organization, environment, and tech-

nology (Duncan, 1959). Together, they formthe general frame of 

reference of human ecology. Withirt this framework, each dimension 

is part of one system, irtterdependent with the other three to the 

extent that a· change in one results in a subsequent change in the 

others. Duncan (1959) depicts this.interdependence visually in 

Figure 1. Further, the change produced as a response to change in 

another dimension is not necessarily immediate nor is it equal in 

intensity but involves the notion of "structural freewheeling" 

(Hillery, 1968). This concept is important when discussing the 

possible association of in-migration and economic ovportunity in 

Appalachia because the response of in-migration to the expansion of 
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ORGANIZATION 

ENVIRONMENT 

Figure 1: The POET Scheme 
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economic opportunity may be,lagged behind in time and may also be 

of a different intensity. 

Looking at the above figure, the upper three dimensions--tech-

nology, organization, and population~-make up what Schnore (1965) 

calls the "social morphology.". These dimensions are all associated 

with the human aggregate, whereas environmentrefers to the spatial 

dimension in which the human aggregate must interact. In addition 

to being interdependent, those dimensions. comprising the "social 

morphology"·must adapt to the environment. Population adapts to 

changing environmental conditions through its distribution, growth 

or decline due to natural increase and migration, and its composition 

(Hawley, 1950}. Technology, as that dimension dealing with gaining 

sustenance from the environment, adapts to changing environmental 

conditions through increasedeffici~ncy of extraction, advanced fornis 

of power utilization, and increased efficiency of transportation and 

·communication. These technological adaptations enable communities to 

employ less time and effort in fulfilling the same or greater needs 

and reduce the effects of the friction of space which tends to limit 

movement from one point to another. The organization dim.ension adapts 

through the differentiation of the social organization. This is 

accomplished by furthering either the increase in the division of 

Jabor in the workforce or differentiating land use, or both. 

From this perspective, migration may be conceived as one of the 

adaptive mechanisms within the population dimension. Not only does it 

respond to changes in environmental conditions but also changes in 
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technology and organization. · Thus, as new forIIls of. power, transpor-

, tation, and communication are developed, one response of the popula-

tion dimension is to relocate members of the community. Likewise, 

as the divisionof·labor increases and;newjob opportunities become 

available .and land use becom~s more specialized, migration responds 

· to this fluctuation. The. specialiiation of land use, inwhich sub-

areas are devoted more and more exclusively to ;a :Limited range of 

functions, is an extremely important aspect of urbanization and mi-

gration. M.igration acts· as an aQ.aptive mechanism in response to 

social and economic. change and a8 a normai population adjustment 
I ' • • ' • • • • 

enabling the· optimal U$e of ·persons .with specialized ·skills (Bo~e, .·· 

1959a, 1959b,. 1969; Duncan, 1959; Peterson, 197 5) ~ Along this same 

line, "riiigration is an equilibrating p;6cess serving (a)· t,() improve . 
, , , 

relations between .man'$ numbers and his ph:y:sical enviroilI)lent or (b) 

to reduce disparity between communities or regions.in different stages 

of development or· ( c) ·to give ris.e to an,. incI-ease .. in the overall pro-

ductivity of the factoral equiprnent .o:( aregion or a co{intry'' 

(Spengler and Myers, 1977 :lJ) ·• Inthif;}·sen:se, migration, as ohe 
,. .;._ . . '. 

. ... . . .· ·.··:;· 

possible adjustment or response of the population dimension, acts to · 
, , , 

redistribute the labor force to meet.:demand and balarice'iriequaiity. 

Thus, an important func.ti~n . of migration is its ability• to redistri ~~ : 
ute the labor force in order to preserve the equilibrium between 

employment· supply arid demand. 

In this vein, Kuznets and Thomas (1958) point· out that an absence 

of technological change concomitant with a population increase leads 

to an i:mequal economy based on a populatiori.:.land ratio. This furthers 
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the potential for migration to adjust to this inequality. Further, 

they argue that different rates of migration are the result of·the 

differential impact of economic growth (Kuznets and Thomas, 1959). 

In addition, DeJong and Sell (1977) argue that migration is dependent 

on the response to industrial location. Thus, migration" ••• can 

be described in the aggregate as an evolutionary and development-

fostering process operating in time and space to correct rural-urban, 

interurban, and interregional imbalances" (Spengler and Myers, 1977: 

11-12) by carrying human capital to regions of destination, permit-

ting acquisition of.new skills, and accentuating.economic cycles. 

From this point of view,.the recent documentation of migration into 

the Appalachian Region may be accounted for by the increasing economic 

opportunity within the area over the last two decades (Appalachian 

Regional Cormnission, 1977). In thi13 reispect, migration has adjusted 

to expanding economic opportunity, diversity of industry, and the 

resultant supply of employment opportunities by redistributing par- . 

tions of the labor. force in order to filLthese employment vacancies. 

Simply, the economic revitalization that Appalachia is presently 

experiencing has prompted this redistribution of population into the 

Region. From the human ecological perspective, the population dimen-

sion of Appalachia is adapting to the changing conditions of tech-

nology, environment, .and organization. 

The major assumption of the perspective.of migration behavior 

that has been developed here is the economically rational man (Shaw, 

1975). Although this concept is more microsociologically imbedded, it 

plays an important role in developing economic determinants of 
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migration at an aggregate_ level of analysis •. Involved with.this con-

cept is the notion that individuals consc'iously and rationally weigh 
. . 
the costs and rewards involved in relocating in a new environment 

.. (Lee,_ 1966; Lowry·; 1966). According· to Alonsp (1971), people balance 

commuting costs with space and satisfaction in the de:cision to move 

to areas outside the central cityt . Land values are .determined by 
·; . 

proximity to commodity.markets and transportation·sources; yet, 

individuals prefer ample space to shortness. of jq'l;lrney to work. 

Thus, land values d±op and income rises with increasing distance. 

· .from the center of the city. It should be kept in minci, however, 

. that the pres.ent work, much like that of the .human ecologists is 
. ·... . . . : · .. ·,;· ·, · ... ·.. . 

dealing withsocieta:.t. or aggregate trends.rather than individual 

decisions, regional employment structure rather.than individual 

prospects. 

\' 

Human ecology~ then, allows for a general frarnework from which 

to work. Migration can readily be seen as an adjustment.and eq_ui-

librium-maintaining process.-· It acts as population's adaptive 

;mechanism to changi:hgcbnditions-in.the-environment, organization, 

and technology. Extending this broad interrelationship further, 

migration serves.as a reflecti~n of the changing ~conomic structure 

of a particular reg;ion, stat~, or metropolitan ar:ea stabilizing the 

imbalance between employment.supply and demand •. TlJ.is it does by 

redis.tributing huma_n capital and permitting the acq_uisition of new 

skills in response to t:Q.e increasing division of labor·an~ further 

specialization of land use functions. Although it assumes the eco-

nomically rational man, this.study is concerned with the aggregate 
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fluctuations of ec.onomic structure and migration trends. As indi-

cated before, Appalachia, particularly the metropolitan sector, offers 

an ideal opportunity to study this fluctuation. Because of its his-

torically stagnant and depressed economy and currently changing struc-

ture of economic opportunity, and because of its traditionally large 

rate of out-migration and most I'.ecent reversal in. that trend, Appala-

chia is a potential promised land for the exploration of the dynamics 

of migration. 

Demography and Migration 

Having first .expounded upon the human ecological point of view, 

it is important to the present discussion to show how various demog-

raphers have studied.and theoretically approach~d the phenomenon of 

migration. Duncan (1959:678) state~ that "human ecology provides a 

general perspective, heuristic principles and concepts, and specific 

hypotheses of first rate significance to the demographer, while many 

problems in human ecology a.re most effectively attacked by research 

workers having q.t their disposal the techniques of m.odern demographic 

analysis." Therefore, while the discussion will retain the more gen-

eral propositions of human ecology, it will become more direct~d in 

its approach to the specificproperties and theoretical explanations 

of migration in the demographic sense. Further, only the more estab-

lished theoretical perspectives will be reviewed. Although Shaw 

(1975) denotes six unique lines of inquiry, the perspectives covered 

here will include a general orientation to migration, Zipf's distance 

model, and Stouffer's delineation of intervening opportunities. 
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Migration models, although they have taken a number of different 

courses, can be classified as either deterministic or probabilistic 

(Shaw, 1975). Probabilistic models occur in the form of the mover-

stayer continuum or in the form of the stochastic model. As the name 

implies, ~.statfatical evaluation of the likelihood ofa migration 

oc.currence is made within this approach in simply describing the pro-

cess of migration for specific times or locations rather than as a 

causal analysis of . the sociodemographic and economic determinants of 

migration behavior. ·Hence, it is of limited usefulness to this study. 

In the deterministic approach, a precise relationship between the 

migration event <ind the predictor or explanatory variables is the 

objective',' (Shaw, 197 5:15). 

Shaw (1975) includes within the determinis:tic approach behavioral 

aspects of the decision to migrate,_spatial aspects of migration, the 

selectivity and differentials of migration; and the economic aspects 

of migration. Crucial to this approach's value is its analysis of 

causal trends. From the deterministic viewpoint, migration is seen 

as an adaptation to changing social and economic conditions in the 

environment. Many important variables have been discussed in relation 

to the different aspec.ts of the deterministic approach. For instance, 

selectivity and differentials in migration have been found along age, 

sex, education, occupation, life-cycle and career pattern considera-

tions. Such spatial aspects as distance, direction, interviewing 

opportunities, and competing migrants have been .found in the gravity 

and stage migration models. Furtlrnr, economic considerations in such 

structural terms as income, unemployment, education, urbanization, 
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industrial change, and the cost-benefit framework have been found to 

have effects on mig-.cation (Shaw, 197 5). Since the interest of the 

present study is the sociodemographic and economic determinants of 

in-mig-.cation in Appalachia, which closely allies itself with the 

deterministic approach, there is no need for a further elaboration 

of the probabilistic approach. Rather, the remainder of this section 

will pursue two of the more popular forms of the deterministic approach. 

Distinctions need to be drawn, though, between the different 

aspects of the deterministic approach. Two of the most notable models 

of migration, Zipf's (1946) distance model and .Stouffer's (1940) in-

tervening opportunities model are essentially psychological in nature 

(Peterson, 1975). Both, however, employ the spatial dimensions as an 

explanation of migration. Endemic in.the decision to migrate arec(3r-

tain spatial factors or intervening opportunities that restrictmigra-

tion streams. The factors entering into the.decision to migrate, 

according to Lee (1968) are assopiated with, the an;a of origin, the 

area of destination, intervening obstacles, and personal factors. 

Both Zipf (1946) and Stouffer (1940) concern themselves with the in-

tervening obstacles involved in the decision to migrate. 

The Zipf (1946) model is classified .as a distance or gravita-

tional model in the sense that distance from place (p1) to place (p2) 

is used as the intervening variable and acts to restrict migration. 

In other words, the greater the distance between p1 and p2 , the fewer 

the number of migrants between the two places. Zipf (1946:677) ex-

plains "that the number of persons that move between any two communi-

ties in the United States whose respective populations are p1 , and p2 , 
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and which are separated by the shortest transportatiori.distance D, 

will be proportionate to the ratio P1 ~:l?2/D,subject to the effect of 

modifying factors." Simply, the number of migrants between any two 

cities is dependent upon the shortest distance between the two. Thus, 

distance behaves as a geographical barrier to migration. 

In contrast, Stouffer.(1940) argues that the number of people 

going a given distance is not a function of distance directly but of 

the spatial distribution of opportunities. These opportunities are 

defined as the particular vacancy a given migrant occupied and similar 

vacancies within a range of comparable rent prices anywhere in the 

city which he might have occupied but.did not. In a later article, 

Stouffer (1962) redefines opportunities to a given city as the number 

of migrants to that city from all other cities of 100,000 population 

or more, e:xcept from that city's su"Purban satellites. Further, mi-

grants compete for the vacancies open in a given city·and determine 

the attractiveness of that city. Finally, the opportunities inter-

vening between two places act to discourage migration between them, 

Thus, when migration between two cities (a b) is being studied, thre.e 

factors must be considered: (1) migration is a direct function of the 

opportunities at place b; · (2) migration is an inverse function of the 

intervening opportunities between places a and b; and (J) migration is 

an inverse function of the number of migrants competing for oppor-

tunities at place b. In his study of 116 migration streams, Stouffer 

(1962) foundthat the use of competing migrants and intervening oppor-

tunities model erased large discrepancies in the distance models. 
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Although these mode;ts seemed to show promise, both have drawn 

criticismfrom various directions. Stouffer's model amounts to a 

sophistication of Zipf'sinitial use of distance as a spatial restric-

tion to migration. Stouffer (1940, 1962} argues, in essence, that a 

distance model such as Zipf.'s is inadequate and too simplified to deal 

with the complexities of migration. Shaw (1975:49) points out 

"that the most immediate problems in the gravity formulations lie in 

the inadequacy oL.i ts assumptions." These assumptions do hot ta..~e 

into account.the diversity of individuals and personal needs, the 

irregularity and inconsistency of migration with respect to direction, 

or that migration is not necessarily a function of population size. 

The major criticism leveled at both these models, though, is that they 

tend to confuse unit of analysis in their formulations by explaining 

aggregate movement in terms of individual decisions. Finally, " ••• 

· Stouffer'.s model has not been elaborated and developed theoretically" 

(Shaw, 1975=51).although there has beeri some attempt to incorporate 

the distance concept with other factors involved in migration. For 

instance, Arnold Rose (1958), basing his research on the existence 

of a relationship between.number of migrants and some measure of dis-

tance migrated, found that the distance moved steadily declined with 

descending class order except for .the lowest class. Thus, the impor-

tance of the gravitational model to migration analysis is not recog-

nized in its theoretical developmentorpower to explain the migration . . 

phenomenon, but in its discovery and use of the spatial dimension as a 

factor both restricting migration and. interacting with other charac-

teristics or differentials of migration. 
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As far as the Appalachian Region.is concerned, the gravitational 

models of Zipf (1946) and Stouffer (1940) play, .. at most, a. peripheral 

role inthe current study. Distance that a given migrant moves or 

the restrictions that distance involves in migrating are not as impor-
' . . . . 

tant.to the aggregate migration trends of Appalachia as is the chang'-

ing economic and sociodemographic structure .. of the area. Pointed out 

in chapter one are the.f;acts observed in the changing economic struc-

ture and migration trends in .the Region. The pll.rpose:J e,nd goal of this 

study is to establish whether there is or is not a relationship be-

tween these two trends. Secondarily, the data employed.herein limit 

the use of distance as a variable aiding in.the explanation of migra-

tion in Appalachia. Because the unit of analysis is the urbanized 

area, census materials do not establish distance in any accurate sense 

when describing migrants. However,.based on .the major factors involved 

in Appalachia over the past decades--the tradition of o'ut,...migration, 

reversing to a net rate of in-migration, the improvement of the eco-

nomic opportunity of the area, and the continued urbanization of the 

Region--it is logical to discuss migration in the context of economics. 

Economic Approach.to Migration 

The argument, thus far, centers around the .economic motivation 

behind migration in the Appalachian Region. The probabilistic.approach 

and most of the deterministic approaches have been omitted as potential 

explanations of the migration trends pertaining to this area. This 

results in only one alternative--an economic approach to migration. 

The traQ.ition in thi~ approach has a long and distinguished history 
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beginning with the human ecologists and derived from the co-optation 

of demographic theory by various economists. Those responsible for 

the theory most closely aligned with the present study are Ravenstein 

(1976), Lee (1966), Todaro (1976), and Lowry (1966). This section 

will establish the major propositions as espoused by each of the 

above and relate .these to the observations of the Appalachian Region. 

E. G. Ravenstein (1976) "postulated a number of 'laws' of migra-

tion which formed the first.theoretical analysis of migration and gave 

the subject the beginning of its theory" (Willis, 1974:8). It was 

Ravenstein who first identified the limitations of distance on migra-

tion and recognized different characteristics of migrants versus non-

migrants. The seven laws credited to Ravenstein (1976:198~199) are: 

(1) the rate of migration is inversely related to distance between 

points; (2) migration occurs in stages, movement first to small towns 

and eventually to .larger cities from predominantly rural areas; (3) 

the·process of dispersion is the inverse of that of absorption, and 

exhibits similar features; (4) migration occurs in streams from one 

point to another with a concomitant counterstream; (5) migrants pro-

ceeding long distances tend to move to the industrial an<L commercial 

centers; (6) town natives are less migratory than their rural counter-

parts; and (7) females are more migratory than males. With this pro-

nouncement, Ravenstein (1976) identified the massive rural-urban 

migration going on in England at the time. Further, he isolated many 

of the concepts and some of the characteristics regarding migrants 

currently in use. ·Thus, his work provided the framework within which 

modern demographers can study the phenomenon of migration. 
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No single wqrk in the present century has attempted to establish 

as many principles or build as much theory as that of Ravenstein. 

However, the work of Everett Le.e .{1966) is concerned pri;inarily with. 

· buiidi:n.g upon and improving Ravenstein's. law~ of migr~tion. Lee 

·· . (1966). argues.· that p:toP.ensi ty to migrate develops from factors assq-

ciated .with the 'area: of origin, «the area ;f d~stination, 'intervernp.g 

obstacles, and personal factors •. As.the only generalization of migra-

· · tion theory since. Ravensteiri, Lee· (1966} adop~s· the. notions. of :Push 

and pull, characteristics of.th~·area of.origi:ri.·a.nciarea of destina-

tion, respectiv.eiy' whiCh· are involved in the decision to migrate'. 

From this perspective, different people are af£19cted:in different 

ways by the same S'et o.f obstacles. Fu~ther, volume of migration is·.· 
·. . ' .·. . . 

d19termined by the degree of diversity in the area, th$ .degree o~ di;,''' 
. .···:. . . ·' .. , . 

versi ty . in the people, the .difficulty in sU:rmmmting ··the intervening · 

obstacles, and .fluctuations in the economy.· :In ·addition, whiJ,.e mi-

gration is s.elective of the· younger, better. educated' members of an 

area; the characteristics of migrants ·tend to be intermediate betw~en 

the characteristics'of the population at the area.of origin and the_ 

popi.ilation at .the area of destination (Le_e, 1966}. _While Lee has 

.succeeded in improving upon arid directing the work ci_fRa,venstein, 
' ' 

his approach tends to be mo:i;e social~psycholog-ical with'Q.n emphasis 

on. individual decisions to migrate,·personal evaluations· of obStacles, 

·and differences between individuals ih response to the same set of 

obstacles. 
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Although neither Ravenstein nor Lee expressly discussed the eco-

nomic influences of migration, this relationship was inherent in their 

work. Two of Ravenstein's "laws" point to the movement toward the 

urban 9 industrial centers from the more rural parts of England. These 

industrial cities were the focal point of employment opportunities at 

the time 9 which played a major role in the attraction of masses of 

rural-:-urban migrants. Those factors of the area. of destination and 

area of origin affecting migration in Lee's (1966) generalization are, 

in part, economic characteristics of the respective areas. Further, 

he points out that volume of migration is determined by fluctuations 

i11. the economy. Therefore, the seed has been planted ,for the further 

cultivation of the association between economic fluctuation and volume 

of migration. 

A number of studies have furtfi:er supported the basic economic 

motive for the propensity to migrate, Important here is the work of 

Michael Todaro (1976), In paraphrasing Ravenstein, Todaro (1976) 

identifies six laws of migration emphasizing the role of economic 

motivation. It is readily apparent that Todaro has left out some 

of the original seven "laws" which were presented earlier and re-

placed them with more economically directed laws (especially his last 

two). Important here, though, is the emphasis that economic variables 

have begun to receive in explaining migratory movements. The model 

that Todaro (1976) presents has four major features: (1) migration 

is determined by rational economic considerations; (2) it is based on 

expected rather than actual rural-urban wage differentials; (3) the 

probability of obtaining an urban job is inversely related to urban 
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unemployment rates; and (4) high rc;i.tes of unemployment are expected 

based on individuals' decisions to migrate. This model has found a 

great·deal of success when applied to Third World migration patterns. 

When applied, the major features of the Todaro model affecting 

migration to the largest extent are the differentials between actual 

and expected wages and unemployment. Within this model, a given 

potential migrant, whether through heresay from other migrants or 

relatives,.information presented in newspapers or other literature, 

or simply from the acceptance .of a stereotype of the city as the eco-

nomic promised land, creates an expected probability of employment 

and level of wages. Further, this creation is not based on actual 

rates of unemployment or wage levels as officially tabulated. These 

perceptions are measured, through questionnaire or interview, by ask-

ing what one expects the employment.and wage situation to be like. 

Therefore, the potential migrant makes his or her dec::ision to move 

based on the expected rather than actual employment and wage oppor-

tunities. Much like Lee, Todaro (1976) tends to dwell on social-' 

psychological explanations of aggregate migration. ·Two variables 

important in his economic explanation of migration, however, are 

wages and level of unemployment. 

Another study dealing with these two variables in the explanation 

of migratory behavior is Ira Lawry's Migration and Metropolitan Growth. 

It is this work that is most crucial, both theoretically and methodo-

logically, to the current paper. Lowry (1966:22) argues " ••• that 

the choice of destinations does reflect a knowledge of and interest in 

labor market conditions there." From this is seen that the present 
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paper has progressed from a generalized, human ecological approach to 

migration to economic explanation of the phenomenon. Lowry (1966) 

found that rapidly rising incomes in a given locality are indicative 

of a tight labor market and act as an inducement to in-migration. 

Three further findings which are most important to the immediate argu-

ment are: (1) places experiencing prosperity generallyhave labor 

market conditions which attract in-migrants from a riational pool of 

persons, although especially from nearby places; (2) net migration 

to a given place is a function of the size and composition of the 

resident population, which determines the amount of out-migration, 

and the availability of jobs and the level of wages, which determines 

the aniount of in-migration; and (3) measured over a substantial time 

interval (a decade), net migration to a given place has a direct rela-

tionship to the growth of employmen~ in that place and an inverse 

relationship to the natural increase of the resident labor force. 

This is reflected in changes in the total number employed in the area. 

The primary focus of the Lowry study is the economic determinants 

of the rate of in-migration. Because it deals with the factors asso-

ciated with the area of destination involved in determining migra-

tion, this study can be classified as a gravity model or a pull model. 

The variables Lowry (1966) considers most important in determining the 

particular rate of in~migration include rate of unemployment, number 

of persons in the civilian nonagricultural labor force, number of per-

sons in the Armed Forces, hourly manufacturing wages in dollars, and 

distance. Over the course of the study, the variables explaining most 
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of the variance in his multiple regression model are rate of unemploy-

ment, number of persons in· the civilian nonagricultural labor force, 

and hourly manufacturing wage in dollars. Similar to ToQ.aro's (1976) 

model, Lowry (1966) recognizes this; importance of rate of unemployment 

and wage level· in explaining the rate of. in-migration. An added 

dimension of Lowry' s model indicates the importance. of the number of 

· persons in the civil:j_an nonagricultural labor force which could be 

tapping the degree of urbanization in a given area. 

Both Todaro (1976) and Lowry {1966) emphasize t.he economic fac-

tors involved in puliing migrants to a particular area. Peter 

Morrison (1977) argues that economic pull is clearly evident in 

migration studies and that migration affects the basic anatomy of 

local growth and decline by stimulating further. growth. In addition, 

. Kuznets and Thomas (1958) have foun~ a positive correlatibn between 

income level and volume of .. in-migration. 

The hurnan ecologisi;.s have established migration as an adaptive 

and equilibrating mechanism within the ecological system. Ravenstein 

(1976), Lee (1966), Todaro (1976), and Lowry (1966) have narrowed this 

viewpoint of migration to a response to economic and sociodemographic 

factors. From this perspective, in~migration adapts to an imbalance 

in such economic variables as employment structure and wage rates 

(Lowry, 1966;·Todaro1 1976; Lee, 1966; Ravenstein, 1976). It is also 

characterized along such sociodemographic variables as sex, age, and 

education. However, this response is not always immediate nor will it 

be an equivalent response to its determinants. ·Hillery (1968) refers 

to this as structural freewheeling. Structural freewheeling involves 
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the separation in time and space between an action in one part of a 

system and the reaction in another. Thus, response is not immediate 

nor equal in magnitude, In this way, rate of in-migration lags behind 

its economic and sociodemographic stimuli (Willis, 1974; Shaw, 197 5; 

Greenwood, 1976). 

A number of conclusions may be drawn which have particular appli-

cation to the Appalachian Region. First, migration acts as an adap-

tive mechanism, sorting the available labor supply from areas of low 

demand to areas of high demand. According to the qharacterization, 

the Appalachian Region is an E:)conomically depressed, hE:)terogeneous 

.area which most recently is beginning to experience change. Statistics 

indicate that this change is occurring both in the realm1.3 of economics 

and migration. From the above theoretical:perspective~.the current 

positive rate of in-migration should be the manifestation of the 

redistribution of the labor force. Appalachia should, then, be 

experiencing a surge in the number of employment possibilities either 

through the introduction of new industry or the revitalization of the 

existing industry •. Second, migrants are drawn to an area for.economic 

reasons-'--a low rate of unemployment and a high level of wages. Cur-

rently, the per capita income of the Appalachian Region is increasing, 

although slowly., and is not yet at the national average, As median 

income increases and employment opportunities rise, rate of in-migra-

tion to Appalachia should increase. Finally, in-migration occurs in 

conjunction with an ever more diverse employment base. "In-migration 

and employment growth itself may result from differential in.,-migration 

and its invigorations of local demand for goods and services (addition 



40 

of migrants stimulates new jobs)" (Mo:rrison, 1977 :60). This has a 

tendency to increase the number of service jobs in response to the 

demands of a larger and more diverse population. As the population 

increases and becomes more diverse, a larger variety of industry is 

needed to service it. For the Appalachian Region, the current posi-

tive rate of in-migration should be indicative of.a more diverse 

industry base. In general in-migration to the Appalachian Region 

should be the result of the expansion of employment opportunities, 

higher levels of wages, and a more diverse industrial base. 

The Hy;potheses 

Not only is Appalachia a heterogeneous and economically chang-

ing Region, but the rate and degree of change d.iffers from subregion 

to subregion. Central and Southern_ Appalachia are the two subregions 

experiencing a net positive rate of in-migration while Northern Appa-

lachia lags behind (Appalachian Regional .Coillil).ission, 1977). Further, 

Northern Appalachia has experienced no change in terms of a fluctua-

tion in per capita income over the eight year span from 1965 to 1973 

(Appalachian Regional Commission, 1975), If the theory supported by 

Lowry (1966) and Todaro (1976) is valid, differences in economic 

opportunity betwe.en subregions will result in similar differences in 

rate of in-migration. Reiterating what was presented a,bove, a chang-

ing economic structure in Appalachia in terms of better employment 

opportunities, higher wages, and a more diverse industrial base 

should cause concurrent increases in the rate of in-migration. 
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Both of these potential observations are best enumerated in the 

form of hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: In the Appalachian Region, volume of in-migration 

to an urbanized area will vary directly with the 

availability of economic opportunity. 

Hypothesis 2: In the Appalachian Region, volume of in-migration 

to an urbanized area will vary from subregion to 

subregion. 

Implicit in the first hypothesis is that higher rates of in-migration 

to an urbaniz.ed area will be accompanied by lower rates of unemploy-

ment, greater diversity of industry, and a higher median income of 

the population. The second hypothesis takes into account the varia-

tion in subregions in terms of rate of in-migration and fluctuation 

of the wage rate as documented by the Appalachian Regional Commission 

(1975, 1977). Further, both hypotheses occur well' within the realm 

of the theoretical perspective offered so far and, within which, are 

supported by superficial observations of the dynamiCs of the Region 

and by the theoretical orientation of Lowry (1966), Todaro (1976), 

and the human ecologists. In addition, both hypotheses are set up 

to facilitate testability. 

An important concept incorporated in these hypotheses, also, is 

that of the urbanized area. It was pointed out in chapter one that 

Appalachia was rapidly becoming urbanized. Therefore, the urbanized 

area was used in hopes of discovering the potential importance that 

the metropolitan sector is playing in the economic development and 

volume of in-migration being experienced by the Region. This can 
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bave significant impact not only on the economic structure of the 

Region but also on the administrative setup of the a+ea. . It was 

statede.arlier that policy developed in relation to the Region was 

based on a growth center strategy (Han5en, 1970). · Within this frame-

work, metropolitan centers receive funding for the·developme:rit of 

health and educational facilities and to encourage the growth and 

diversity: of new industry. This pump priming at a growth center 

.location is eventually to spread outward to more rural hinterland 
. ' . '· . .. . 

areas. ·If, since .the inception of. the App~lachian Region,· this pol-

.. icy has .in .fact stimulated the Region '.s growth, it more than likely 

will.be continued •. However,. if these metropolitan areas are not 

accounting for.this increase in economic opportunity and·current 

volu:f'.le .of in-migration, the Appalachian Regional:Commission may be 

wise to· redirec.t its policy priorities. This study, in effect, 

becomes an evaluation of. the impact of tha Appalachian Regional 

Commission on the economic development of the Appalachian Region. 

Alternative Ex~lanatio:ris 

Although the previous theoretical explanation appears succinct 
. • .. 

and +eadily apparent; a number of problems .arise withi:n this milieu~ 

These may, in fact~ lead to the acceptance of one of a plethora of 

alternative explanations. A discussion of the p:r_;obabilistic approach 
·,,·. ·.. ·.· ., :: . 

is.one·of many. alternative approaches to the explanation of migration~ 

In addition, a number of. criticisms of the economic.approach have led 

to still other ways in which.migration can be viewed. In .light of 
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alternative explanations of the current migration circumstances in 

Appalachia. 

To begin with, there are a number of inconsistencies evident in 

the economic approach itself. Chapter one alluded to the positive 

effect of the traditionally high rate of out-migration from Appala-

chia based on the reduction of surplus labor witbin the Region and 

the increasing availability of employment opportunity. However, the 

contrary has also been found. In an area which is losing population 

through out-migration, there is increasing" ••• local economic dis-

tress (due to the reduction of) productivity of the area's labor 

force and, hence, its attractiveness to new industry" (Morrison, 

1977 :70). Further, migration, especially in-migration, is portrayed. 

as being dependent upon the fluctuation of the economic structure. 

In contrast, Willis (1$74), Greenwood (1976), and Muth (1971) have 

shown that migration not only is determined by economic fluctuation 

but also, in a reciprocal way, is a de.terminant of that very same 

fluctuation. From this perspective, then, previous migration can 

itself be a determinant of the future rate of migration. This has 

methodologically resulted in the development of the simultaneous 

equations model (Muth, 1971). Within the economic approach itself, 

then,·there seems·to conflicting opinions over how migration, in 

fact, interacts with the economy both in terms of what role it plays 

in the stimulation or depression of economic opportunity and in 

regards to which comes first--economic fluctuation or variation in 

volume of migration. 
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Obviously, different approaches to migration will explain the 

same fluctuations in different ways. The probabilistic approach, as 

previously noted, describes movement in terms of chance occurrence. 

Within the deterministic approach, migratiori. can.be explained as a 

function of population size, distance, ·Or sociodemographic variables. 

(Shaw, 1975). Mere probability would support the assertion that the 

larger the population the greater the number of migrants. InthiS 

respect, it is not an overriding consideration for explanation. 

Distance is a proven inhibitor of migration although Stouffer (1940) 

argues that the relationship is· more complex. A number of sociodemo-

graphic variables· have been found to be associated with the propen-

sity to migrate--age, sex, education, occupation, and such minor 

variables as marital status, family status, rac~, and. stage in the 

life cycle. Characteristically, mig.cants tend to be in their late 

teens and twenties, of a higher educational attainment than their 

stayer counterparts, and more highly trained than their counterparts. 

Sex, marital status, race and family status tend to be less consis-

tent and less uniform in their capacity to identify potential 

migrants (Shaw, 1975).· In this context, age, sex, education, and 

occupation·are important factors to consider in explaining migra-

tion. Any of the above variety of approaches or variables in combi.,.. 

nation or alone can be potentially crucial as either full or partial 

explanation of migration behavior •. For this rea~on, the present 

study has incorporated a number of the more prominant characteris-

tics mentioned above in the formulation of the.model. 
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Many of the aforementioned inconsistencies in the economic 

approach to migration analysis have resulted in a number of criti-

cisms being leveled at its propositions. The most central of these 

criticisms is tha.t the orientation toward the economically rational 

person possibly increases the risk of. simplifying a potentially com-

plex decision to migrate (Shaw, 1975; Willis, 1974). Further, it 

disregards relevant non-economic influences and does not identify 

those mig-rating for educational, health, retirement, or military 

reasons (Todaro, 1976; Shaw:1975). Thus, ·this purely economic, aggre-

gate form of analysis digresses to a crude measure of the economic 

determinants of migration. Criticism of this perspective argue that 

migration involves a mu.ch more complex decision-making process than 

simply the rational weighing.of costs against rewards. Rather, it 

results from circumst9,.nces surrounding stage J.n the life cycle, 

family situation, health, and personal attraction to the area.· These 

are all dimensions. of the intervening obstacles and personal factors 

to which Lee (1966) was referring. 

However, the economic approach has consistently shed light on 

a number of significant findings which generally support the asser-

tion that there is .an economic impact on mig-ration (Shaw, 1975). 

Although simplistic, this approach is more than adequate in analyzing 

and explaining the dynamics of migration at the.aggregate level. 

Most studies using the economic approach realize large amounts of 

variance explained, and these findings .continue to be both uniform 

and consistent (Shaw, 1975; Willis, 1974), Further, this perspective 

not only is regularly .used in aggregate studies. but also seems most 
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capable in its applicability at this level. Numerous of the factors 

mentioned above can readily be examined in. conjunction with the eco-

nomic analysis, facilitating the exploration of migration as a more 

complex process than previous studies would indicate (:Lowry, 1966; 

Todaro, 1976). In light of these. points, the advantages of this 

approach will far outwe.igh a:riy shortcomings. What will be achieved 

is a straightforward, simplified analysis of the economic and socio-

demographic determinants of in-migration in Appalachia. 
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CHAPTER III 

MEI'.HOD 'FQR MIGRATION ANALYSIS 

Thus far; .i\ppalachiahas,beencharacterized asa large, hetero-

geneous, politically de1ineated region which has experienced relative 

econo:mic deprivation over the years. Only recently has the region 

begun a revi taliza ticm of its economic structure~ 'Concomitant with 

this economic upswing .is the reversal in migration trends in the 

South andCentral subregio:hS•(Appalachian Regional Corrimission, 1977). 

Based in part, on the importance placed on .the Jnetropoli tan area 

within the regional growth center modei us.ed to st:i:miilate growth by 

the Appalac:Pian Regional Commission and on .th1;3·growing percentage, of 

Ifietropolitan inhabitants within the region;·the present study focuses 

on the contribution of Appala~hia's cities to the rate of in-migration. 

Specifically, the two aforementioned hypotheses w.i11 be tested, con-

sidering.not only the economic determinants of in.,.migration but also 

~the variance iri the rate of in-migration from subregion to subregion • 
. . · . : . 

This chapter will focu~ .. on the methodological :problems. of explaining· 

migration·to Appalachia: an ,explication of the unit of ·analysis, the 

data and the sample, the variables, the method, and finally, the 

model. 

47 
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Unit of Analysis and Data Sources 

Since the focus of·the present work is on the economic determi-

nants of the rate of in-migration to metropolitan.Appalachia, some 

delineation of the metropolitan area should be use.d as the unit.of 

analysis.· Trad.itionally, there are two concepts.used.to define 

larger metropolitan areas. The Standard MetropolitanStatistical 

Area (SMSA) is defined as one or more contiguous nonagricultural 

counties. containing at least one city (or pair of cities) with at 

least 50,000 inhabitants, and having an ess.entially metropolitan 

character based on the social and economic integration of the coun-

t.ies with the central city. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971). The 

SMSA, by definition, can include ru.ral population within urban 

counties •. On the otherhand, the.U.S. Bureau of the Census· (1971) 

defines the U.rbanized Area as one city with a population of 50,000 

inhabitants or more or two contiguous cities which together consist 

of a population of 50,000 or more, plus the' surrounding densely 

settled territory (a density of 1,.000 or more persons per square 

mile). :Sy this definition, data will reflect the entire urban com-

munity and exclude rural population which would not necessarily be 

integrated into the urban community at large. Thus, the Urbanized 

Area was chosen as .the unit of analysis for this study. 

Thirty-eight Urbanized Areas were identified in the 1970 census 

as lying in or adjacent to the most recent delineation of the Appa-

lachian Region. However,. in 1950 only thirty"""one were of sufficient 

size to be considered as Urbanized Areas. In order.to facilitate 
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longitudinal comparison over decades, data regarding population size, 

broken down by age, sex, and race as well as those broken down by 

migration status, education, occupation, income, and industry were 

collected from the 1950, 1960, and 1970 Censuses of the Population 

(See Table 1 for population sizes of the thirty-eight urbanized areas 

for each decade.) In addition, unemployment statistics were collected 

from the City and County Data Books (1962 1 1972) andthe U.S. Census 

of the Population (1951). 

The Variables 

All of the variables used .in this study are readily obtainable 

either by direct extraction from the census or through .minor calcula-

tions. Most of the variables referred to in th.is section are used 

in testing the first hypothesis. A;Lthough rate of in-migration is 

again the dependent variable in the second hypothesis, region (coded 

as a dummy variable) is used as the independent variable to test the 

differences between subregions. The variables employed in hypothesis 

one will be discussed first, along with all the inferred relationships 

from the literature review. This will be followed by a short presen-

tation of the variable set up for hypothesis two. 

The sole dependent variable to be explained is rate of in-

migration. Published U.S. Census data for urbanized areas do not 

include location of the area of origin for in-migrants, nor do they 

identify return migrants, or suggest characteristics of the migrants 

themselves. Therefore, it is impossible to identify migration streams, 

give characteristics of the migrants or estimate net migration except 
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TABLE I 

URBANIZED AREAS AND .CORRESPONDING 
POPULATIONS FOR THREEDECADES 

Urbanized Area Year 
1970 1960. 

Albany-Schnectady-Troy 486,525 ,455,447 

Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton 363,517 287,971 

Altoona 81,795 83,058 

Asheville 72,4.51 68,592 

Atlanta 1, 172, 778 768,125 

Binghamton 167,224 158,141 

Birmingham 558,099 521,330 . 

Buffalo 1, 086 ,831 · 1,054,370 

Canton 244,279 213,574 

Charleston 157,662 169,500 

Chattanooga 223,580 205,143 

Cincinnati 1,110,514 993, _568 

Columbus 790,019 616,743 

Erie l? 5,263 177,433 

Gadsden 67,706 68, 944 

Greensboro 152,252 123,334 

Greenville 157' 073 126,887 

Harrisburg 240,751 209,501 

High Point 93,547 66,543 

Huntington-Ashland 167,583 165,732 

Huntsville 146, 565 74,970 

1950 

415,170 

261,594 

86,614 

58,437 

507,887 

144,011 

445,Jl4 

798,043 

173,917 

. 130,914 

167,764 

813,292 

437,707 

151,710 

55, 725* 

83,412 

58,161* 

.169,646 

39,973* 

1_56,288 

16 ,437* 
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TABLE I (Cont.) 

Urbanized Area Ye r 
1970 1960 1950 

' 

Johnstown 96 ,146 . 96 ,474 93,351+ 

Knoxville 190,502 172,734 148,166 

Lexington 159, 538 111,940 55,534* 

. Montgomery 138,983 142, 893 109,468 

Nashville 448,444 346,729 258,887 

Pittsburgh 1,846,042 1,804,400 1,532, 953 

Reading 167,932 160,297 1_54, 931 

Roanoke 156,621 124, 7 52 . 106 ,682 

Rochester 601,361 493,402 409,149 . 

Scranton 204,205 210,676 236,076 

$teubenyille-Weirton 85,492 81,613 59, 877* 

Syracuse 376,169 333,286 265,286 

Tuscaloosa 85,875 76, 815 .. 46,396* 

Utica-Rome 180,355 187 '779 159,106 

Wheeling 92,944 98,951 106,650 

Wilkes-Barre 222,830 201,876. 271, 789 

Winston-Salem 142,584 128,176 92,477 

*Indicates city not included as an urbanized area for particu:Lar 
Census.. Population reflects central city population only. 
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through survival probability (Rogers, 1975; Zachariah, 1977). Rate 

of in-migration is arrived at by dividing the number of persons liv-

ing in a different house five years bef.ore (one year in 1950) by the 

total population and multiplying by 1,000 for each city. This formula 

determines the rate of in-migration per 1,000 population. 

Relevant explanatory indicators will consist of economic and 

sociodemographic characteristics of the area of destination. A number 

of independent variables have been identified in this form of model 

by Hall and Licari (1977)--growth rates of gross regional product, 

personal income, unemployment, and employment. In addition, they 

have broadened this set of explanatory variables to include demo-

graphic (accumulated past migration arid percentage of nonwhite popu-

lation) as well as quality of life variables (temperature variations 

and frequency of crime). Lowry (1996) uses natural increase, net 

change in civilian nonagricultural employment, net change in number 

of armed forces personnel, net change in number of school enrollees 

14-29, and change in median.income. Variables found to be most 

highly correlated with rate of in-migration are change in civilian 

nonagricultural. employment, income, and rate of unemployment (Lowry, 

1966; Greenwood, 1976; Hall and Licari, 1977; Shaw, 1975; Willis, 

1974). Further, Shaw (1975) has identified age, education, and 

change in employment by industry as important variables in explain-

ing the variance in the rate of in-migration. Based on these find-

ings, the independent variables .employed in this study will include 

median age, median education, adjusted income, rate of unemployment, 

occupation, and percent employed in primary industry. 
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Both median ageand median education are included as independent 

variables because migrants have been found to be both of younger ages 

and of higher educational attainment than nonmovers. It is felt that 

lower median age and higher .median education in·the area of destina-

tion will contribute, therefore, ·to an influx of migrants. Further-

more, both variables are readily obtainable from. the data and involve 

. no undue statisti.cal manipulation in their acquisition. 

Lowry (1966) among others has pointed to tp.eimportance of ,per-

sonal income to the explanation of the variation of the rate of in-

migration. Generally, thehigher·the per capita of median income of 

an area the greater the rate of in-migratiOn (Lowry, 1966). For pur-

poses of comparability, median income has been adjusted to a measure 

of constant dollars which .is '\ •• derived by 9-ividing current dol-

lar figures by their corresponding :price index based on the year 

specified" (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1973=318). This process 

eliminates the effect of inflation from decade to decade and facili-

tates a longitudinal comparison of the new variable, adjusted income. 

Both Todaro (1976) and Lowry (1966) indicate the c::t;Ucial role 

that unemployment plays in the explanation of in-migration. Central 

to the economic model is the availability of employment opportunities 

and.the variable most readily tapping the availability of jobs is a 

·measure of the rate of unemployment. Lowry (1966) and Todaro (1976) 

both show that the lower the rate of unemployment, the higher the 

rate of in-migration. Rates of unemployment are available from both 

the City and County Data Books and the U.S. Census of the Population. 



The occupation variable is involved within-migration in much 

the same way as unemployment. Whereas low median age and high median 

education are sociodemographic characteristics generally associated 

with migrants and adjusted income is solely concerned with wage com-

parability, both unemployment and occupation measure employment 

opportunities with regards to their availability. Simply, migrants 

are attracted by jobs. The occupation variable itself can be given 

a variety of dimensions. However, rememberingthat an increase in 

the service sector occurs in response to the demands of a larger and 

more diverse population, localizing the occupation variable into the 

service sector should be an excellent indicator of in-migration trends. 

Thus, occupation as a variable is defined as the number of persons 

employed as professionals, managers, sales, and clerical workers 

divided by the total number of pers?ns in various occupations multi-

plied by 100. This figure is the percentage employed in the above 

four occupations. 

The final independent variable used in this study is the percent 

employed in primary industry. Traditionally, the Appalachian Region 

has been identified.as synonymous with mining and agriculture. How-

ever, since its inception, the Appalachian Regional Commission has 

encouraged the diversification and introduction of industry into the 

area. Further, as an area becomes more urbanized agriculture and the 

other primary industries play a lesser role in the economic sustenance 

of the region. Therefore; rate of in-migration should increase as 

percent employed in primary industry decreases. The increased diver-

sity of industry concomitant with the documented increase in net 
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in-migxat~.on should be indicative of this correlation. Calculations 

for this variable are fairly straightforwc:i.rd---the number of persons 

· .eI!lployed inagJ:;'iculture, forestry, and mining divided by the total 

employed, in. industry 11Ulltip1ied by 100. · 

R,eference was made in. the first hypothesis t0 the concept of·' 
. . - . 

economic opportunity. For purposes of operationalization; economic 

opportunity will be defined as having four e.conomic dimensions--
' ' 

·unemployment, occupation, adjusted income, and percent ~inp:loyed in 

primary. indl:lstry, · Unemployment and occupation, for reasoru;;. stated . 

above; tend to ·be .the .. m.ore .. crucial measures of the· availapility of 

economic opportunity while adjusted income and percent employed ±n 
primary· industry a.:r;-e only peripheral and not consistent measures of 

' ' ' 

economic opportunity~ From this standpoint the~, the ·availability 
. .:. ' , . •,. · .. 

' ' 

of economic· opportunity is determined largely by the amount of unem-

ployment and the occupational structure of'the coIDIJlunity. · 

Hypothesis two,. likehypothesis one, considers rate of in-

migration as the .de.pendent variable. However, the independent 

variables differ somewhat •. Since this hypothesis attempts to tap 

· · the. subregional differences in rate of in-migration, the Urbanized 

, Areas identified fo:t this study were di V:ided according to whether 

they belonged in the N~rthern, Central, or S6uthe.rn subregion. This. 

division was based solely on geographic location·not relative.income 

unemployment, or.any other parameters. Twenty-one Urbanized Areas 

were located in Northern, five in Central, and twelve in Southern 

Appalachia .in 1960 and 1970. For 1950, twenty were found in Northern, 

three in Central, and eight in Southern Appalachia. These were coded 

'· L_ .. 
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accordingly. Specifically, the rE'.lationship e:i.cpected is.· one similar· 

to that alreadydocum~ntedby the ~ppalachian.Regional c6mmissfon 

(1977) •. This patterri should follow from relative differe:hces in. the 

·. availability of eco;nomi~· ppportuni'ty from subregion to.' subregion. 

Method· 

Having identified the uhit of analysi::1,. the. data set and its 
. . ' 

. ' 

sources, and the: dependent and indep~indemt '\Tar~ab::Les t~:be used in . 

. ·the analysis' the next step is to' discuss the~ method employed in 

·.determining· the relationship of the above variables. · The present 
- . . . . 

section is devoted ta considering.multiple regression as the general 

method of.analysisas well as pointing out some of its.attributes~ 

deficiencies,. and assumptions. :Previom!:\ studies with similar theo-

.·. retical orientations have emphasizec;l the use of least sqh(lres multi-

·. .ple regres•sion for their method of. analysis {Shaw·; 1975-; Willis, 

1974; Lowry, 1966; Greenwood, 1976). I ts use has resul t.ed in pro-

mising findings .and· :dgorous . analysis of migration data in all of 
·.. . . . 

· the above studies~· 'I'aking this into account, the •p:pesent study will 

likewise employ-it as the method of investigation for.hypothesis one. 

t ·. 

Hypothesis two. will use a dummy variable regression for its ana;Lysis. · 

Shaw points out .. a rru.mber of assuinpticins iriherent in regression 

analysis. They are: 

(1) The dependent.variable about the·regression line is 
normally distributed with a· similar variation for each 

. value of the independent variable; (2) Observations from 
which the +egression is.developed are statistically' inde-
pendent; (3) The independent variables are measures with-
o;ut erro+ (or. errors are k_nown); ( 4) A correct form of 
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the model has been chosen (e.g., linear, curvilinear, 
etc.); (5) The datarep:pesent a random sample of the 
situations about which the researcher wishes to gen-
eralize; and (6} The error term is assumed to be random 
and uncorrelated with the independent variables (Shaw, 
1975:61-62). 

Although these assumptions should not be totally restrictive, effort 

has been made to assure that they be met. Specifically, this has 

been done by an examination bf the residuals. 

Regression analysis has been widely employed by demographers 

investigating the economic determinants of migration (Willis, 1974; 

Shaw, 1975). "The'most attractive. feature of. econometric models is 

that they are an effici.ent means of organizing large amounts of data 

and they may be formulated, tested, and interpreted according to rel-' 

atively well standardized criteria" (Shaw, 1975:60). Further, these 

models aid in prediction and policy making decisions at an adminis-

trative level. Regression is usefui in its ability: "(l) to find 

the best linear prediction equation and evaluate its prediction 

accuracy; (2) to control for other confounding factors in order to 

evaluate the contribution of a specific variable or set of variables; 

and (3) to find structural relations and provide explanations for 

seemingly complex multivariate relationships" (Kim and Kohout, 

197 5:321}. 

However, several shortcomings to econometric regression models 

of migration have also been cited. It disregards relevant non-

economic influences (Todaro, 1976) and do.es not identify those 

migratingfor educational, health, retirement, or military reasons 

•: (Shaw, 1975). Further, this form of aggregate analysis has been 



criticized for being only a crude measure of.the economicdet;ermi'."" 
. . 

nants of migratiOn. Economic vari~_ble~· generally used· in regre$:i3ion · 

equations are. prone to er:por:.which· is a possible ~esult of s;imtll tan..:. 

eous equation bias.• Foi th~se rea!';.ons, Wi~l:is. '(1974:14) w~ns ~h~t 
"migration is a qpmplex phenomeno:ri requiri:ng careful .Illodel a priori.·· 

.·· .. : ·.· 

. speci:fication, the possible evaluation Of nonJ.i!!-ear par~eters and 

variables( tlie incorpora;tion of' .~ged:;responses, systehr !3Valuation, 

and great judgement in interpretitig. an estimated regressim1~ 11 . Thus, 

regression, like any other method of . analY~i~,: .oa,n be a valuable 

·tool when.used c9rrectly. 
. ..· . . .... :·,. 

Altho11gh re~res$.ion is e;x:tremeiy limit.elf by )ts ~:tri_ct 'assump.;:. 

tions and rigidly defined model .of arialysis, 'the~:e; tO'~, offer an 

advantage.in theirowu r~ght. It is these :r;estric'tions andassump-. 

tions that allow ·fo;r the " • • ~.~· ob~ectiyity ~d 9-efinite judgement. 
. ,· ·. . . 

on the roles of· ••• "both the.dependent and independent variables 

(Shaw, 197 5:61). · Thus, prescribed :r;e1ationships, if and :when they 

are made, are assured. 

The Model 

.· . . . - . .. . . 

Logically, an.explication of.the regressionmodelfor ~ach of 

the hypothese$ is in or_der. Reiterating, hypot;pesis one follows the 
-: . . ... , ·.; . 

format of a gemeral linear regression .explaining the. behavior of the. 
. . . . ' 

rate of in-migration. The analysis in hypothesis twoi.on the other 
·. ..·· ' ' . . ' 

hand, is· based on a dummy v:ariable regre~sion ·which 11:mfus .much. the 

same results as a test for.analysis,of-variance •. The p:resent section 
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is devoted entirely .to first building the .model for hypothesis one 

and then for hypothesis two. 

The general regression for the first hypothesis will be in the 

form of a linear equation. It states that in the Appalachian Region, 

volume of in-migration to an urbanized area will vary directly with 

the availability of economic opportunity. A previous section ex-

plained the relationship of occupation, percent employed in primary 

industry, adjusted inc.ome, and unemployment to the concept of eco-

nomic opportunity. Further, medianage and education were included 

to test the role of certain sociodemographic variables in a change 

in the rate of in-migration to these Urbanized Areas. In addition, 

the relationships of each of these variables with the dependent var-

iables have been enumerated in an earli.er sectiqn. Therefore, the 

general linear equation for hypothe~is one is: 

where 

M = K - aU + bO + cI - dA + eEd - f P + e 

M = rate of in-migration, 

K = constant, 

U = unemployment, 

0 = occupation, 

I = adjusted income, 

A = median age, 

Ed = median education, 

P = percent employed in primary industry, and 

e = error term. 
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It should be noted that this equation includes the predicted direction 

of each relationship.with rate of in-migration. 

A dummy.variable analysis will be performed for the second hypoth-

esis in order to arrive at whether or not subregions differ according 

to their rate of in-migration. Hypothesis two states that: in. the 

Appalachian Region, volume of in~migration to an urbanized·area will 

vary from subregion to subregion. Subregions were coded in dummy 

variable fashion in order to show how much variance in the dependent 

variable was.explained due simply to the difference in subregion. An 

F-Test for the analysis is comparable .to the F-Test for the Analysis 

of Variance, A general equation for this model is: 

M = K - aD1 + bD + cD + e . . 2 3 

where 

)\'[ = rate of in.,-migration, 

K = constant, 

Dl = dummy for Northern Subregion, 

D2 = dummy for Central Subregion, 

D3 = dummy for Southern Subregion, and 

e = error term. 

Location in the Northern subregion is displayed as negatively corre-

lated with the rate of in-migration while both the Central and South-

ern subregions are.shown with a positive relationship. This is based 
l\ .. 

. on the Appalachian Regional Commission's (1977) findings that only 

the Central and Southern subregions have experienced a net positive 

rate of in-migration over the latest decade, This equation reflects 
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the expectation of a similarity in findings. As with the equation 

for the first hypothesis, this model only displays a predicted direc-

tion of relationship and a given number of variables. The following 

chapter on the results will point out the final prediction equation 

with the most efficient and useful grouping of variables for purposes 

of interpretation. 



CHAPTER IV 

ECONOMIC AND SUBREGIONAL DETERMINANTS OF IN-MIGRATION 

Application of the regression analysis for each hypothesis in 

this study has led to a number of interesting findings. The present 

chapter is devoted to the reporting and analysis of these findings 

within the theoretical framework stipulated in Chapter Two •. A 

number of larger generalizations should result from this analysis 

allowing for a further discussion of the economic determinants of 

in-migration to metropolitan Appalachia. The presentation of the· 

findings and analysis will be twofold: a report of the results.for 

the first hypothesis followed by a discussion of the findings for the 

second hypothesis. 

Economic Determinants of In-Migration 

Analysis and findings for the first hypothesis are reported 

in Tables II based on the multiple regression analysis stipulated 

in Chapter Three. The first hypothesis states that in the Appalachian 

Region, volume of in-migration to an urbanizaed area will vary directly 

with the availability of economic opportunity. Rate of in-migration 

was regressed on the independent variables'""-median age, median educa:--

tion, occupation, percent employed in primary industry, adjusted 

income, and unemployment. Reasoning behind each variable's inclusion 

was made in Chapter Three. 

62 



63 

Initial analysis revealed some problems with the continued use 

of median age and median education in the regression equation. Both 

were highly correlated with the other independent variables, Median 

ed:ucation did not make a significant contribution.to the investiga-

tion, and its overlap with the other independent variables could 

lead to charges of multicollinearity. Subsequently, it was dropped 

from the analysis. Median age, on the other hand, explained a large 

. portion of the variance in in-migra ti oh. However, it is theoretically 

difficult to establish a causal relationship; and based on vast re-
. . 

search, the relationship between rate of in-migration and median age 

could potentially be tautological. Further,. the high ·correlation be-

tween median age and the rate. of in-migration not only detracts from 

the explanatory power of the.other independent variables. Th,us; it 

too was dropped from any. additional analys'is. 

The deletion of median age and median education has left four 

independent variables in the equation-~occupation; percent ·employed 

in primary industry, adjusted inconi~1 and unemployment •. The correla-

tion matrix for each decade is presented in Table II. A plot of the. 

residuals for each decade revealed that they were random. According 

. to Tabie II, the mean rate of in-migration in 1950 is 179.046 persons 

per 1,000 population with a standard deviation of 81.811. Correla-

tlons of occupation, unemployment, adjusted income, and percent em'-

ployed in primary industry with the rate of in-migratiOn are; 

respectively, .214, -.378, -.073, and -.325. None appear v·ery strong; 

. however, all but adjusted income occur in the predicted direction. 



G4 

TABLE II 

CORRELATION MATRIX OF ECONOMIC DETERMINANTS 

Variables s.d. Correlations 

~--'----------------------':-~--------------~-1950----'-----------------

y=Rate of in-migration 179.046 81.811 .214 -.378 :-,073 -.325 

x1=Pct. employed in 
white collar occ, 41.540 4.961 -.272 .299 -' .472 

x2=Pct. unemployed 4.8 1.248 -.121 .J84 

x3=Adjusted income 44.806 4.961 . - .329 

x4=Pct. employed in 
primary industry 2.226 4.799 

-------~----------'---:------------------..:.----1960-----·---:----_:. ________ _ 
y=Rate of in-migration 412.935 69,967 .151 -,536 -.018. -.316· 

x1=Pct. employed in 
white collar occ, 41.064 11.993 .085 .219 .011 

x2=Pct. unemployed 5.313 1.878 -.258 .522 

x3=Adjusted income 63.930 7.623 -.410 

x4=Pct. employed in 
primary industry 1.061 1,042 

-------~---~---------'-----'-----------------1970------~--------------

y=Ra te of in-migration 350.783 60.183 ,710 -,189 .230 -.104 

x1=Pct employed in 
white collar occ, 50.327 7 .056 -,196 .525 -.079 

x2=Pct. unemployed 3,755 1.014 -.313 .124 

x3=Adjusted income 81.J78 9.421 -.327 

x4=Pct. employed in 
· primary industry ,941 ,726 
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Further, intercorrelations between the independent variables are 

very weak. 

Table II also reveals that the mean rate of in-migration in 

1960 is 412.935 persons per 1,000 population with a standard devia-

tion of 69.967. This is mugh higher than that in 1950. Correlations 

of occupation, unemployment, adjusted income, and percent employed 

in primary industry with the rate of in-migration are, respectively, 

.151, -.536, -.018, and -.316. Again, adjusted income is negatively 

related to the rate of in-migration. A much stronger negative rela-

tionship is noted, however, between unemployment and the rate of in-

migration. The largest intercorrelation among the independent vari-

ables is the .522 correlation between the percent employed in primary 

industry and unemployment. A further observation is the reduction 

from 1950 to 1960 and again in 1970 in the percent .employed in pri-

mary industry. From this table, percent employed in primary industry 

dropped from 2.226 percent in1950 to 1.061 percent in 1960 to ,941 

percent in 1970. 

The mean rate of in-migration declined from its 1960 level to 

350.783 persons per 1,000 population with a standard deviation of 

60.183 in 1970. The first row of the correlation matrix for 1970 

displays the zero-order correlations of occupation, unemployment, 

adjusted income, and percent employed in primary industry with the 
' 

dependent variable, rate of in-migration. These respective correla~ 

tions are • 710, - .189, · • 230, and - .104. The correlation between 

occupation and the rate of in-migration is very high (.710). The 

second, third and fourth rows of the matrix show the same low 
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intercorrelation of the inde~endent variables that. was displayed in 

1950 and 1960. In fact, the ,525 correlation between occupation and 

adjusted.income is the strongest of any such relationship. 

Table III presents the standardized regression coefficients as · 

well as· the total R-sg_uare values for each decade in the analysis. 

There were no significant relationships in 1950 although the beta 

weight for unemployment was fairly strong. · This can be due to the 

. relatively lower means of the independent variables for 19 50. In 

addition, 22.2 percent of the variance in the rate of in-migration 

was explained by the four independent variables in 1950, Stronger 
J 

relationships are presented in 1960 with the correlation between 

unemployment and the rate of in-migration being significant at the 

.01 level. In addition, even with the other variables controlled, 

both, occupation and adjusted income are significantly (.05 level) 

related to the rate of in-migration, Further, the amount of total 

variance explained has increased to J8,7 percent. In 1970, the 

standardized regression coefficient for occupation is .82J which 

is significant beyond the • 001 level. The only other var'iable con-

tributing significantly (at the .05 level) to the explanation of the 

rate of in-migration is adjusted income, The R-sg_uare value for 

1970 is ·.553, therefore, more than 55 percent of the variance in 

·the rate of in-migration is explained by the four independent 

variables, 

Generally, the independent variables in this regression are 

measuring different features of what was earlier called economic 

opportunity arid are not overlapping in their conceptualization, 
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TABLE III 

THE ECONOMIC DETERMINANTS OF 
IN-MIGRATION: REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 

Rate of In-migration Independent 
Variables 1950 1960 1970 

Constant 

Pct, unemployed • 

Pct, employed in. 
white collar occ. 

Adjusted income2 

Pct •. employed in 
primary industry 

. 379.189 

-.287 

.• 084 

-.214 

-.246 

' .222 

*Significant at , 0.5 level. 
**Significant at. , 01 level.. 

***Significant at ,001 level, 

632.853 168. 728 

-.555** -.098 

.• 260* . .82j***· 

-.276* - .270* 

-.142 -.116 

.387 .553 
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As can be seen in Table II, the base rate of .in'°'.'migration itself 

has changed radically from decade to decade. It went from a low 

of 179.046 persons per 1,000 population in 1950 to a high of 412.93.5 · 

in 1960 back down to 350,783 in 1970. In addition, the percent of 

persons employed in such service occupations as managers, sales 

persons, arid clerical workers has increased from· 1950 to 1970. 

Also, the percent· ·employed in the primary industries of agriculture, 

fisheries, forestry, and mining hasdecre;:ased over the saine period. 

Unemployment has generally fluctuated from a measure of 4.8 percent . · 

in 19 _50 to .5 .31 percent iri 1960 to 3, 7.5 percent in 1970 •. Income, 

' even adjusting agains-t;. the consumer price index, has increased over 

the years. These general observations are not useful for showing 

trends in given areas and are intended only_as barometers of the 

-economic weather, 

The .amount of variance explained by the four independent var-

. iables has remained relatively high, It is interesting to note · 

that. the R-square value has consistently increased from decade to 

decade. From this, it is concluded that the rate of in-migration 

is becoming increasingly dependent on the four economic variables.· 

However, this dependency varies somewhat.among the independent 

variables from decade to decade, 

The rate of in-migration fa a functiOn of occupation in 1970 

and only secondarily a negative function of adjusted income. In' 

·. 1960. as the rate of lmemp1oyment arises :from urbanized area 'to urban-

ized area, therate~of in-migration decreases, Thus, rate of in:-

migration is negatively related to unemployment._ In the same decade, 
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rate of in-migration is a positive function of occupation and a 

negative function of adjusted income. Table III, on the other 

hand, reveals no significant relationship between the dependent 

and independent variables. The beta weight for unemployment in 

1950 is .287 displaying the strongest relationship with the 

·dependent variable, A recession was being experienced during or 

before 1960 as reflected in the higher rates of unemployment for 

that decade. As the mean of unemployment rises, the range of the 

variable increases facilitating a larger regression coefficient. 

Percent employed in white collar occupations regularly increased 

over the decades reflecting the continued diversity of occupation 

and {he area's present reliance on white c?llar, service occupations. 

For the most part, these findings support the contention of 

hypothesis one that, in the Appalachian Region, volume of in-migra.:. 

tion 'to an urbanized area will vary directly with the availability 

of economic opportunity. The most.important indicators of economic 

opportunity are unemployment and occupation. In 1950, .the strongest 

relationship with the dependent variable is unemployment. Again, 

the central explanation of the rate of in-migration in 1960 is the 

variance in the.rate of unemployment. The greatest predictor of 

the rate of in-migration in 1970 is occupation. Adjusted income 

and percent employed in primary industry are only weak indicators 

of economic opportunity and their peripheral role is conf'ined in 

the findings. Percent employed in primary industry is weakly re-

lated to the dependent variable throughout. Adjusted income, on 

the other hand, is significantly related to the rate of in-migration 
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.in the last two decades. Suprisingly, however, it is negatively 

associated with the dependent variable. All but the last of these 

findings concur with conclusions in related migration literature 

(Todaro, 1976; Shaw, 197.5; Lowry, 1966; Willis, 1974). Todaro (1976) 

documents a positive association between in-migration and personal 

income, however. This contrary finding does, in fact, aid in the 

conclusion that the rate of in,;.migration is dependent uporl the 

availability of jobs (which is being measured by occupation and 

unemployment) and not by the wage differential from place to place. 

This reveals an important characteristic of Appalachian migration--

that migration is dependent on the availability of employment oppor-

tunities not on the wages of those opportunities. 

Subregion and In-Migration 

The second hypothesis contends that in the Appalachian Region, 

volume of in-migration to an urbanized area will vary among subre-

gions. Documentation supporting this hypothesized relationship was 

extracted from the Appalachian Regional Commission (1977). Results 

regarding this hypothesis are reported in Table IV. They are the 

result of a dummy variable analysis of the subregions and the 

rate of in-migration. 

A correlation analysis describing the degree of association 

between the variables for each decade is presented in Table IV, 

The first row of Table IV shows the zero-order values for the rela-

tionship between the dependent and each of the independent variables. 

The correlation between rate of in-migration and the Northern 



'?l 

TABLE IV 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF SUBREGIONAL VARIATION 

Variables Correlations 
xl x3 

____________________ .:_ _____ "C'-----"'------'---------1950--..:..---'-'---------
y=Rate of in-migration -.434 .156 .369 

x1=Nort9ern Subregion 

x2=Central Subregion 

x3=Southern Subregion 

. I 

-.441 -.795 

-.193 

---------------------------------------------~--1960----------------

y=Rate of in-migration - • 708 .438 .439 

x1 =Northern Subregion 

x2=Central Subregion 

x3=Southern Subregion 

-.433 -.755 

-.264 

-------------:-----:-.-----------~---------..:..-------1970-----------.-----

y=Rate of in-migration "'",639 .424 .376 

x1=Northern Subregion 

x2=Central Subregion 

x3=Southern Subregion 

-.433 -.755 

-.264 
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Subregion is -.434, the Central Subregion is .156, and the Southern 

Subregion is .369, In addition, there appears to be a highly nega-

tive correlation between two of the independent variables ("""'.795 

between the Northern and Southern Subregions). Table IV also reveals 

correlations of -.708, .438, and .439 between the rate of in-migration 

and the Northern, Central, and Southern Subregions, respectively, for 

1960. Again, a high negative correlation (-,755) is seen between the 

Northern and Southern Subregions. The findings for 1970 are quite 

similar to those found in the previous two decades. The first row 

of the matrix presents correlations of -.639, .424, and ,376 between 

rate of in-migration and the Northern, Central, and Southern Subre-

gions, respectively. Still further, a -.755 correlation between the 

Northern and Southern Subregions was found. Interestingly, the 

correlation matrices of all three decades are quite similar with 

most pronounced changes occuring in the associations with the 

dependent variable. Also interesting is the consistently high 

negative association between the Northern and Southern Subregions 

across the decades, The Northern and Central Subregions are also 

negatively associated. Although negatively associated, the weakest 

association seems to be between the Central and Southern Subregions. 

Table V presents the results of the dummy regression analysis 

. performed on the second hypothesis displaying the standardized 
' 

regression coefficients as well as the R-square values for each 

decade. Looking down column one of Table V reveals the significant 

extent to which the Northern Subregion accounts for differences in 

the rate of in-migration from decade to decade. The beta weights 
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TABLE V 

EFFECTS OF SUBREGIONAL VARIATION ON 
IN-MIGRATION: REGRESSION COEF'FICIENTS 

Rate of 
In-migration 

1950 

1960 

1970 

Constant 

229.366 

457,514 

383.603 

*Significant at .05 level, 
**Significant at .001 level, 

Northern Central 
Subregion Subregion 

"'." .453* -.044 

-.638** .163 

- .561 ** .181 

.189 

.523 

.435 
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for any decade for the Central Subregion were extremely weak and not 

at.all significant while the F-level of the Southern Subregion for 

any decade was so low as not to warrant its inclusion in the equation. 

Needless to say, the R-square values were predominantly contributed 

to by the large coefficients of the Northern Subregion .. Beta weights 

for the Northern Subregion are -.453, -.638, and --.561 for 1950, 1960, 

and 1970, respectively; whereas respective R-square values are .189, 

.523, and .435. Thus, an Urbanized Area's inclusion in the Northern 

Subregion accounts.for between approximately 19 percent to more than 

52 percent of_ the variance in the rate of in-migration depending on 

the decade. 

These findings are generally consistent with those of the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission (1977), Initially, it was thought that 

this relationship would only hold true for the latest of the.three 

decades; however, the findings point to an established low rate of 

in-migration in the Northern Subregion. The inception of the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission disregarded vast portions of what is now 

the Northern Subregion. Clearly, it can now be seen that this area 

should have been included from the beginning. Both the Central and 

Southern Subregions have been positively correlated with the rate of 

inc-migration for each of the three decades. Further, the Urbanized 

Areas with the highest rates of in-migration for a given decade are: 

·in 1950, Allentown-Bethlehem-East<;m, Pennsylvania; in 1960, Huntsville, 

Alabama; and in 1970, Lexington,, Kentucky. Each of these rapidly 

expanding Urbanized Areas have small to medium sized populations. 

Traditionally, the Northern Subregion_has been.made up of the most 
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Urbanized Areas (21 in 1970 and 1960, 20 in 1950) and the largest 

populations (Pittsburgh, Buffalo, arid Cincinnati). 'What these find-

ings may be indicating is a movement toward medium-sized cities and 

away from the largest urban populations (DeJong and Sell, 1977; 

Berry and Dahmann, 1977 ). Reasons for this direction (based o:ri the 
) . 

findings in the first hypothesis), include the lessening of the 

availability of employment opportunities in the largest urban areas 

·and the advancement of economic opportunities in medium-sized urban 

areas.in the Central and Southern Subregions occuring in the form of 

reduced unemployment rates and an increased percent of persons employed 

in professional, managerial,_ sales, and clerical capacities. 

Economic and Subregional Variation in In-Migration 

Having observed the degree to which the subregional location of 

an Urbanized Area affects the rate of in..:.migration, the dummy vari- · 

able delineations of the subregions were inserted into the regression 

equation for hypothesis one. The equation then consisted of seven 

independent variables: unemployment, occupation, adjusted income, 

and percent employed in primary industry from the first hypothesis; 

and the distinction between the Northern,· Central, and Southern Sub~ 

regions as observed from the second hypothesis. Results from this 

analysis are presented in Table VI. 

Table VI presents the correlation analysis for 1950, 1960, and 

1970. Of particular interest are columns 5, 6, and 7 and rows 2, J, 

and 4 and 5. The intersection of these positions reveal the inter-

correlations between the economic variables and each subregion. For 



TABLE VI 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS FOR ECONOMIC AND SUBREGIONAL VARIABLES 

Variables Correlations · 

~-----:---------------------------------------------------------~---1950-----~-------,----------,-----

y=Ra te of in-migration .214 -.378 ~.073 -.325 -.434 .1)6 .369 

x1=Pct. employed in white collar occ. 

x2=Pct. unemployed 

x3=Adjusted income 

x4=Pct. employed in primary industry 

x5=Northern Subregion 

x6=Central Subregion 

~=Southern Subregion 

-.272 .299 - .472 

-.121 .384 

~.329 

-.231 .217 .106 

.412 -.355 -.210 

.490 .078 -.589 

.163 -.087 -.119 

-.441 -.795 

~.193 

--~---------------,--------------------~---------------...;.------------1960----.------------------------

y=Rate of in~migration .151 -.536 -.018 -~316 -.708 .438 .439 

x1=Pct. employed in white collar occ. .085 .219 .011 .079 .275 -.284 

x2=Pct. unemployed -.258 .522 .J41 - .175 -.237 

x3=Adjusted incqme -.410 .499· .033 -.558 

x4=Pct. employed in primary industry .027 .144 -.133 

--,] 
O'\ 



Variables 

x5=Northern Subregion 

x6=Central Subregion 

x7=Sc;mthern Subregion 

TABLE VI (Cont.) 

x1 
Correlations 

~ .433 -.755 

-.264 

-------------~~-----------------------------~-------------------~----1970----------------~--~--------

y=Rate. of in~migration • 710 - .189 .230 ..... 104 - .639 · .424 .376 

x1=Pct. employed in white collar occ. 

x2=Pct. unemployed 

x3=Adjusted income 

x4=Pct. employed in :primary industry 

x5=Northern Subregion 

x6=Central Subregion 

~=Southern Subregion 

-.196 .525 -.079 

. - .313 .124 

~.327 

. - .278 .436 -.019 

.076 -.146 .025 

.326 .138 -.449 

-.104 .279 -.091 

-.433 -.7 55 

-.264 

--.;) 
--.;) 
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1950 the Northern Subregion is positively associated with both unem-

ployment (.412) and adjusted income (.490). On the other hand, both 

the Central and Southern Subregions are negatively associated with 

unemployment (-.355 and -.210, respectively). Further, whereas ad-

justed income is only weakly associated with the Centrp,l Subregion 

(,078), it displays a strong negative relationship to the Southern 

Subregion (-.589). Row 1, presents a negative relationship between 

the Northern Subregion and rate of in-migration (-.434) while the 

Central and Southern Subregions show a positive association(.156 

and .369, respectively). In regards to the economic conditions of 

each subregion, the Northern Subregion tends to show an opposite 

trend from both the Central and Southern Subregions for all four 

factors. 

Table VI reveals a different set of findings for 1960. The· 

Northern Subregion's strong positive association with unemployment 

(.341) and adjusted income (.499) are still observable. However, 

the distinctly opposite economic conditions between the Northern 

and the other two subregions seems to have disappeared. The Cen-

tral Subregion is more positively associated with occupation (.275) 

while the Southern Subregion is now negatively associated with occu-

pation (-.284). Further; the percent employed in primary industry 

is more positively associated with the Central Subregion ( .144) 

than in 1950 or compared with the other two Subregions for 1960. 

Low correlations discovered here and others involving the subregions 

may be explained by the fact that subregional distinction is a di-

chotomous variable. Dichotomous variables do not lend themselves 
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well to correlation. Considering the changes in the correlation 

matrix from 1950 to 1960, the negative association between .the 

. Northern Subregion and the rate of in-migration has. grown to - • 708 

in 1960. 

Table VI presents this same set of relationships .for 1970. 

Some of the findings are inconsistent with 19 50 and 1960. The strong 

association between the Northern Subregion and unemployment has dis-

appeared ( • 076) • The strength of association between the North and 

adjusted income has been reduced although the direction remains the 

same (.326). Consistent with the previous two decades is the strong 

negative association between the Southern Subregion and adjusted 

income (-,449). ·The Central Subregion is more strongly associated 

with occupation (.436) than in the previous two decades. In addi-

tion, the overall differences in economic conditions between the North 

and the other two subregions appears to be diminishing except with 

regards to adjusted income in the South. 

General trends in economic conditions between the three sub-

regions is quite revealing. Since 1950, the Central subregion seems 

to have improved its standing with the other two subregions as far 

as adjusted income and occupation are concerned. In addition, the 

Central subregion shows a more favorable association with the per-

cent employed in primary industry in 1970 than in the previous two 

decades. Unemployment is less associated with the Northern subregion 

in 1970 than ever before, although the strength of its association 

with adjusted income has declined. Suprisingly, there is not a 

consistently positive association with the percent of professional, 
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managerial, sales, and clerical occupations in the North. The only 

consistent finding inregard to the Southern Subregion is its nega-

tive but declining association with adjusted income, Other general-

izations regarding this Subregion would be misleading. 

Table VII presents the effects of each of these seven independent 

variables, and the total amount of the variance of in-migration ex-

plained for 1950, 1960, and 1970. Significant coefficients are desig-

nated with an asterisk. Comparing this table with·the findings in 

Table III, a number of results immediately become apparent. The last 

column of Table VII presents the R-square values for each decade~ An 

addition of the subregional distinctions as a dummy variable markedly 

affects the total R-square of the equation. With the inclusion of 

the dummy variables, the amount of additional variance explained is 

5.8 percent in 1950, 31.6 percent in 1960, and 18.3 percent in 1970. 

Over and above the economic variables involved, in-migration is de-.-

pendent upon the geographical location of the individual urbanized 

area. This is taken to an extreme in 1960 where R-square increased 

by 31. 6 percent with the addition of subregional .distinctions. 

In addition to the relatively strong R-square change, individual 

beta scroes were also changed between Table III and VII, In 1950; 

no coefficients were large enough to be significant at the .05 level, 

similar to Table III, However, the Northern Subregion possesses.the 

largest regression coefficient (-.406) while reducing unemployment's 

coefficient from -.287 to -,171 (Tables III and VII, column 3). In 

fact, the addition of the Northern Subregion reduced the regression 

coefficients for all of the economic variables in 19.50. 
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TABLE VII 

EFFECTS OF ECONOMIC AND SUBREGIONAL VARIATION 
ON RATE OF IN-MIGRATION: REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 

Independent 
Variables 

Constant 

Pct. unemployed 

Pct. employed in 
white collar occ. 

Adjusted income 

Pct. employed in 
primary industry 

North 

Central 

R2 

*Significant at the .001 level. 

Rate of In-migration 
1950 1960 1970 

253.392 336.416 111.272 

-.171 -.156 -.002 

-.009 .161 .483* 

.054 .230 .148 

-.188 -.129 / -.067 

-.406 - .7 57* - • 576* 

-.103 .051 -.038 

.280 .703 .736 
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The second row of Table VII presents the regression coefficients 

for the independent variables for 1960. The addition of the subre.:.. 

gional distinction had a tremendous impact on the coefficients between 

Table III and Table VII. The.second row of Table III shows the rate 

of . in-migration. as significantly explained by unemployment (-. 555), 

occupation (.260), and ac:ljusted income (-.276) •. However, the inclu-

sion of the subregional distinctions in Table VII reduces. all of the 

above significant relationships. In fact, based on the newest equa-

tion, the only significant explanation for the rate of in-migration 

is an Urbanized Area's inclusion or exclusion from the No:i;thern .Sub-

region (- ~ 7 57) • · This coefficient is significant beyond the • 00:1 

level •. 
. . . 

The last Tow of Table VII presents the same overall relationships 

·as the previous two. The Northern Subregion's regression coefficient 
. . . . . 

is -.576 and is significa.Ilt beyond the .001 level. Altf1ough the. 

strength of·the coefficients in the third row of Table III.are re-

duced in Table VII, occupation remains a significant explanation .of 

the rate of in-migration with a regression coefficient of .483. 

Column 5 of Table VII shows that with.the inclusion of subregional 

differentiat.ion, adjusted income becomes positively associated with· 

the rate cif in-migration. This is in concurrence with previous mi-

. gration literature and reverses the findings in T~ble III (Todaro, 

1976 ; Lowry, 1966; Shaw, 197 5). 

Literature regarding Appalachian migratio~ has consistently 

pointed to the large out-migration the area has ·experienced (Brown 

and Hiilery, 1962; Gray, 1945). These studies have not only dealt . · 
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with a smaller delineation of the region than the one here, but 

.. recent documentatfon points to the recent in-m:l,gration trends of 

Appalachia (Brown, 1971). The Appalachian Regional ColTlmission (1977) · . 

. has pointed to the in-migration in only the South and Central subre-

gions and for only 1970, Thus, i.t was expected that. tr~e Northern 

subregion would .be negatively related to the rate of in..:..mig.ration 

for 1970. Results in Table VII confirm this expectatiOn. However, 

the Northe'rn subregion according. to the results, has maintained the 

strong negative relationship wi.th in-migration over a longer period 

of time. The regression coefficients in column 7 of Table VII re-

veal a consistent, strong. negative relationship between the rate 

of in~migration and the Northern subregion for all three decades,, 

.In fact, in-migration during each of these three decades is largely 
/ 

a negative function of an Urbanized Area's location .in the Northern 

subregion and not a function of economic conditions in that area. 

Contrary to this conclusi6n is the large coeffieient for occupation 

(.483) for 1970. It still remains secondary to location in the 

Northern subregion, however. 

It appears from the results, then, that an Urbanized Area's 

location in the N0rthern subregion is the single most important 

factor associated with the lesser amounts of in-migration to that 

area. Economic variables ~re not found to be significantly related 

to in-migration, except for occupation in 1970. The largest Urban-

ized Areas as well as most of these areas were discovered in the 

North. · The negative association found here concurs ·with the 

nationwide trend of migration from the largest and most densely 
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populated areas toward the small and medium-sized ones (DeJong ahd 

Sell, 1977; Berry and Dahmann, 1977). 



CHAPTER V 

GENERALIZATIONS FOR THE APPALACHIAN REGION 

The picture painted thus far has characterized.the Appalachian Region 

as a heterogeneous increasingly urban, and largley economically depressed 

area. However, Appalachia is presently a changing, revitalizing region. 

Pastresearch has documented the poverty and strife of the Appalachian 

mountain man and the alienation of the hillbilly migrant in the urban 

midwest .(Weller, 1965; Coles, 1967). What has been consistently omitted 

from these writings is the recognition of the better than 75% of the 

Region's residents which live in urban counties (Appalachian Regional 

Commission, 1975). It is this majority to which the present study refers. 

Appalachia is increasingly becoming urbanized and it is on this factor 

that the future growth of the Region depends. Metropolitan Appalachia 

has been recognized by the Appalachian Regional Commission as holding 

this potential for growth in their regional growthcenter strategies 

(Hansen, 1970). Therefore, monies pumped into the Region to foster the 

building and rebuilding of highways and industry are localized in the 

urban centers. As one can see, since the Commission's inception economic 

diversification and growth have been of prime importance to the Region's 

future wellbeing. This, in fact, is born out by the findings of the 

present study. Economic wellbeing and the increasing availability of 

opportunities have risen to become of central concern to both the adminis-

trators and residents of the Appalachian Region. 



86 

Along these same lines, migration and its·determinants have come 

recently into.the limelight. Traditionally Appalachia has been charac-

terized as an area of extreme out-migration. Books and articles on the 

subject refer to the "Great Migration" of the forties and fifties, the 
0 

effect of the stem-family on an individual migrant's success in acclimat-

ing to his urban destination, and the problems faced by the Appalchian 

out-migrant (Brown and Hillery, 1962; Brown, Schwarzweller, and Mangalam, 

1963; Coles, 1967). However, migration in Appalachia has changed since 

these writings .. Brown (1971) first noted a reversal in the out-migration 

trends during the sixties. Later, the Appalachian Regional Commission 

(1977) documented a positive net rate of in-migration to the Central and 

Southern Subregions of Appalachia. The present study is directed in the 

same vein. 

Explanations for this reversal in migration trends have been numerous. 

A researcher might take a number of different tacks, from the use of 

probability theory to the gravity models of migration analysis. The most 

consistent, straightforward explanation of migration behavior makes good 

use of the economic changes actually going on in Appalachia at the time. 

This theoretical framework was derived from such human ecologists as 

Amos Hawley (1950), Otis Dudley Duncan (1959), and Leo Schnore (1965) as 

well as directly from the classical sociological .theory of Emile Durkheim 

(1976). Based on the migration theory of Ravenstein (1976) and Lee (1966), 

Lowry (1966) and Todaro (1976) have built a theoretical conceptualization 

of migration as a response to economic fluctuation. Considering 

Appalachia's economic and migration history as well as the present 

reversal iri trends in both of these spheres, an economic approach to the 



explanation of migration within the Appalachian Region was extremely 

necessary. With the rising.percentage of inhabitants of the region 

living in urban areas and the important role that the Appalachian 

Regional Commission has placed on the metropolitan· area for the future 

growth of the Region, the ideal location within which to study the cor-

relations between migration and the.availability of economic opportunity 

was the Urbanized Area. 

The purpose of the present study has been to observe and explain the 

variation in migration behavior to an Urbanized Area as a result of the 

fluctuation in the availability of economic opportunity and the differen-

tials in the subregionalization of the Appalachian Region. Differences 

in the subregional development policy were noted based on .the economic 

differences in the subregions (Appalachian Regional Commission, 1974). 

Accordingly, in-migration should differ in response to variations in the 

availability of economic opportunity and in response to the Subregion 

within which an Urbanized Area is located. A multiple regression analysis 

was performed· and the results are reported in Chapter Four. The present 

chapter is directed toward the interpretation of the results and how they 

fit or do not fit the theoretical framework, an interpolation of the find-

ings to evaluate the role of the Appalachian Regional Commission, and 

finally· a recapitulation of the major findings and conclusions to be 

drawn from this study with an appeal for further research in this area.. 
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Interpretation of Findings 

For the most part, the findings support both hypotheses. In-

migration is in fact dependent upon certain economic determinants relating 

to the availability of economic opportunity. However, the subregional 

distinctions made by the Appalchian Regional Commission play a much larger 

role in Appalachian in-migration than originally believed. 

The findings point to an interesting relationship between economics 

and in-,-mig:ration. Hypothesis one states that the volume of in-migration 

to an urbanized area will vary directly with the availability of economic 

opportunity. Economic opportunity was measured along several dimensions 

including the rate of unemployment, the percent of persons employed in 

professional, managerial, sales, and clerical occupations, the percent of 

persons employed in primary industry, and adjusted income. Therefore, the 

availability of economic opportunity would be a function of one or more of 

these measures. According to the findings, what is in fact occurring in 

metropolitan Appalachia is the attraction of in-migrants based on the 

number of jobs that a.re available. Income shows little relati,onship to 

in-migration and, in fact, is negatively related in all cases .(see Table 

3). The percent emp;Loyed in primary industry does not significantly affect 

the rate of in-migration for any decade. The strongest economic determi-

nants of in-migration are unemployment in 1950 and 1960 and occupation in 

1970. 

Subregional distinction plays an extremely important ·role in determ-

ining the variation in the rate of in-migration. Significant in this 

respect is the strong, negative relationship between the Northern 



Subregion and the rate of ±n-migratiort. · This relationship has remained 
"• . . 

consistent throughout all three decades. Looking at Table 7, the. 

findings.show the effect that adding the subregional distinction has on 

the economic determinants of in-migration for ea.ch of the tl:tree decades~ 

All relationships have been drastically reduced except the significant 

rela~ionship betweenin-migration and oc~upation in 1970. This shows the 

importance of locating an urbanized area within one of the subregions of 

Appalachia in order to determine its rate of in-migration. 

What then, do these findings mean for the individual·Appalachian 

migrant? The.findings point to.the importance a,f the availability ·of 

employment opportunities in determining in-migration. For the individual 

living in rural Appalachia as it has traditionally been percdved, job 

possibilities as revealed by acquaintances in urban areas al'.'e most.attrac-

ti ve. .Employment is scarce in the rural areas so any potential employment 

will draw a migrant rather than considerations regarding income or wages . 

. The individual Appalachian migrant represents semi'skilled.or unskilled 

labor mobility. Indeed, these migrants demand a larger pool of white 

. collar workers in the form of dentists' doctors' teac.hers., welfare workers, 

etc~ to support their growing number. Further, employment opportunities 

are more prominant in the small-to-medium-sized cities closely adjacent 

to the residents of the South and Central subregions. This is reflective 

in the negative relationship between the Northern Subregion. and rate of 

in-migration. From the individual's standpoint, more jobs may be avail-

able, the cities may be closer to home, the climate may be more amenable, 

or relatives may already be located in the cities of the South arid Central 

Subregions. Thus, they are moving more to .these cities than the ones of 



. \ 

90 

Northern Appalachia. All of these results speak to a number of larger 

questions concerning the Appalachian Region as a whole. First, what do 

the findings say about the role of metropolitan Appalachia? The sub-

regional results of this study confirm the findings that the Appalachian 

Regional Commission (1977) made concerning the net positive in-migration 

in the Central and Southern Subregions and the negative rate found in the 

Northern Subregion. Since the data dealt with in this study concerned 

only metropolitan Appalachia, the crucial part played by this faction of 

the population in determining the overall rate of migration is confirmed. 

Thus, metropolitan Appalachia functions as a barometer of the conditions 

found in the Region as a whole. This is shown in this study's reflection 

of the findings for the entire Region (Appalachian Regional Commission, 

1977). 

Second, what do the findings say about the role of economics in 

determining the rate of in-mig~ation to metropolitan Appalachia? Looking 

at the total amount of variance explained by the economic variables for 

each decade in Table 3, economics is playing an ever larger role in 

determining in-migration to Appalachian urbanized areas. The role of 

economics presented here is in concurrence with the findings of Todaro 

(1976) and Lowry (1966) among others. When each dimension is taken 

separately, the availability of jobs becomes of prime concern to in-

migration. Neither the amount of .income nor the .percent of persons 

employed in such industry as agriculture or mining affects in-migration 

to the degree that the unemployment rate or the percent employed in 

tertiary occupations do. Like in these other studies, then, the availa-

bility of the employment opportunities acts as a means by which the labor 
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force is differentially redistributed. · These findings are in agreement 

with. previous research (Lowry 1966; Morrison, 1977) . · Similar to Shaw's 

.(1975) arguments, the econometric model of migration analysis renders a 
. . . . . . . . . . -. 

consistent and substantial explanation of migration behavior. 
. . . . 

·Third, what. do.the findings. say about the differences in the sub-

regioris and tneir effect on in-migration? Differences in the economic 

'Circumstances between.the subregions are confirmed in Table 6. Northern 

Appalachia is i3een·as having higher incomes and higher rates of unemploy-

•. ment for each decade. In addition,. conditions in the Northern Subregion 

are less.favorable fora higher percentage of persons.employed in profes.,;; 

sional, managerial, sales, and clerical occupations. Further, this sub-

region ha.s experienced the largest drop in percent employed in primary 

industry since 1950. The Central and Southern Subregions appear most 

similar in their economic characteristics excluding the negative associa-

tioh between the Southern Subregion and adjusted income over all of the 

decades. The Appalachian Regional Commission (1974) has characterized 

·each subregion ecortoniically and adopted individual development strategies 

accordingly. Although Central Appalachia is. more positively asscrciated 

with employment. in tertiary occupations and Northern Appalachia is 

positively associated with .adjusted income, according to the present 

findings none of the associations are very strong. Therefore, whereas 

intercomparisons point to a stronger association from. one subregion to 

another, the correlations presented in Tabl.e 6 points to an overall weak 

asso.ciation. between the subregions and any favorable ~conomic characteris-

tics. No subregion then offers an economically favorable area for 

. attracting in-migration. 
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Fourth, what do the· findings infer about the role of rural Appalachia 

in this scheme? The findings presented here regarding urban Appalachia· 

accurately describe the results of the Region as a whole as presented by 

the Appalachian Regional Commission (1977). Given this, the question . 

becomes -- is there an important role being played by rural.Appalachia 

regarding in-migration at all. Obviously, the. answer can only rest.with 

further research :ln rural Appalachia. However, the future.role of the 

rural sectors. regarding in"'."'migration to the Region as a whole may be 

. inferred from the present analysis. The findings of this study as well 

as the trends documented by Brown (19fl) and the Appalachian Regional Com-

mission· (1977) point to the continued higher rate of in-migration to the 

Central and Southern Subregions. Northern Appalachia contains not only 

. the most urbanized areas (21 in 1960 ar1d.1970) but also more of the 

largest of these areas (Pittsburgh, .Buffalo, and Cincinatti). In addition, 
~ . . . . 

the fastest growing areas with resp~ct to the highest rate of in-migration· 

were all under 500,000.population; while the population size for two of . . 

the three urbanized areas was under 200,000 persons. Thus, the trend of 

in-migration. appears to be toward less dense, medi'um-sized Urbani zed ·0i.reas. 

This reflects a nationwide,trend documented ;for the past number of.decci.des 

(Berry and Dahmann, 1977; DeJong and Sell, 1977). In-migration is 

occurring, then, at a larger rate in the less urbanized subregions of 

Appalachia but also in the urbanized portions of these subregions. As 

the urban population grows in these two areas, the role that 1 the rural 

sector is. playing in the attraction of in....:migrants will become sigriifi-

cantly reduced. Although no specific data can be cited, rural Appalachia's 

attraction for in-migration can be substantially questioned. 
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Fifth and finally, w_hat do the. findings infer to the region as ·a 

whole regarding in-migration and the economic situation? As can be seen, 
. . . 

Appalachia remains much tbe same economically in 1970 as it .did twenty 

years before with a few exceptions. . µnemployment is not as_ prevalent in 

the North as it once was arid the Central Subregion is "better suited for .-

the professional~ managerial, sales, and clerical occupations. Overall, 

the percent employed in primary industry has been reduced-and adjusted 

income has slowly risen. Still, economic conditions inApp~laehia are. 

not what they c_ould be.·_ Correlations remained rather· low (under . 55) 
. . . . 

between the economic variables and subregional distinctions from 1950 to 
. . ... 

. . 

1970. ·Appalachia has remained an economically backward R~gion altho)-lgh 

major in..,roads have been made (Appalachian Regional Commission, 1975). 

The findings show that. mean_, rate of in-migration for _the Region 
. . . 

increased drastically between 1950 and 1960 but fell slightly from 1960 

to 1970 (Table 2). Reasons for this fluctuation center around_the 

availability of economic oppOrtunities. In 1960, as the rate of unemploy-
. . 

ni.en_t fell, rate of in-migration increased. Occupation and adjusted 

income also significantly affected the variation in in-migration. In 

1970, the larger p'ercent employed iri tertiary occupations resulted in a 

higher rate of in-migration. Thus, the availability of employment oppor-

tunities greatly determined the rate of in-migration from year to year. 

When subregional controls were added, all Of these relationships .wer.e 

reduced. However, the fact remains that for the Region as a whole, employ~ 

_ ment opportunities remain· the single most important factor determining the. 

variati6n in the rate of in-migration. These findings conclusively support 
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the previous contentions favoring an econometric.approach to migration 

analysis (Lowry, 1966; Todaro, 197.6'; Shaw, 1975). 

In summary, the Appalachian Region remains an economically baclrna:rd · 

a.rea. Th-migration to medium-sized urbanized areas has increased while 

many of the remnants of the Appalachia of.the past are beginning to' be 

shed~ Subregionalization accourits for a. primary portion of the difference 

.·in. in..:_migration from one urbaniz~d area to another. For the region as a 

whole, the availabi:),ity of employment opportunities not differentials ir+ 

the wage rate accounts for most of the attraction of additional in-

migrants. These findings have all b.een supported by t.he literature of 

either econometric. migra;tionanalysis or the Appalachian research studies, 

From these findings, one must not under.estimate the impact of the availa-

bility of economic opportiJnity or subregionalizat'ion in studyin.g the 

determinants of in-migration in metropolitan Appalachia. 

Appalachia Tomorrow 

Given the findings,. how far can one extrapolate? In what situation 

will Appalachia find itself in the near future? What will be the role of 

pubiic· administration. (in the.form of the Appalachian Regional Commission) 

in this future? In order to accurately project into the future, a proper 

evaluation of the past and present is called·for. The purpose of this 

section, then, is to. examine the role of the Appalachian Regional Cornrriis-

sion inthe economic and sociodemographic growth and change of the Region. . . 

For various. reasons, its impact. should be felt in the future, affecting. 
' . ' 

the economic structure and demographic makeup of the area as a whole. 
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Th.e Appalachian Regional Commission began in 1965 with plans to 

rev.italize the economically backward Appalachian Region. Since its 

inception, both the boundaries of the Region and. the bureaucracy of the 

Commission·have grown. It was originally hoped that the present study 

would offer an estimation of the impact of the Commission on the Region's 

development thus far.· However the use of Census data fo:r evalu13,tion· 

allowed for a reaction in only five years. The 1970 Census is measurip.g 
. . 

the impact of the ConiilliSsion betweenl965and 1970, hardly enougf!. time 

for any change to be borne out in the findings. In fact, this is exactly 

the case. The findings reveal no significant changes in economic struc-

ture or migration trends.for 1970 as opposed to the two decades that the 
. . 

Commission was not in existence. 

A further discussion of· these findings would be misleading, Con-

firmed.in·the results of this study are the economic .determinants. of iri.,. 

migration. Bowever, the body of literature that these.findings support 

also states that in-migration lags behind its economic stimulation 

(Willis,.1974; Greenwood, 1976; Shaw, 1975). Further, the money allocated 

to develop new highways and industry wottld have an additional lag effect 

on the economic revitalization of the area. Thc;:refore, a five-year period 

of t.ime would hardly be representative of the long range impact of the 

Appalachian Regional Cortunission. The publication o·f the 198b Census will 

offer the opportunity for a renewed effort at the evaluation of the Com-

mission's i~pact on the economic and demographic structure of the 

Appalachian Region. . The use of the growth center strategy f?r economic 

stimulation should lead scientists to pay particular attention to the 

urban centers of. the Region. In addition, this study has confirmed the 



intimate interrelationship of econom.ic structu.re ·and in-migration. A 

continued examination of this process as well as the subregional distinc-

· tions in both phases is imperative.· 

It is, in ess('.?nce, too soon to tell how the Appaiachian Regional 

Commission has affected the Region. The findings have. sl).own the continued 

.economic deprivation of the area and tne subregional differences in 

relative distress and amount of in-migration. ·However~ the findings also. 

show the dependency of in-migration on the fluctuation in the availapility 

of economic opp9.rtuni ty. Given the Commission's interest in regional 

centers for stimulating growth, the first signs of higher rates of in-

m:i.gration should be occurring.in and withiri close proximity to.these 
. I • ' 

area. Because these growth centers are located.in cities·and larger 

towns, the urban population will become increasingly more important . 

. Appalachia is· slowly changirig into a primarily urban Region with higher 

rates of in-migration in all of its urbanized areas than in the past.· 

.The economic conditions of the a.rea are also changing slowly as the 

findings point·to lower unemployment and increased income. )However, 

Appalachia still" has a long way to go. 

. . 
Recapitulation and .Conclusions 

The per_spective herein presented elucidates migration, specifically 

in,...migration as an equilil:>rating process .. Migration functions to relo,.-

cate the labor force in areas where service_s are needed reducing the 

disparity between communities with regards to unemployment rates. In-

migration, then, is a function of the availability of economic opportunity. 

Its amount occurs in response to fluctuation in employment opportunities~ 
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Generally, such faCtors as percent employed in primary industry or educa-
. . 

tion have little or ri-othing :to do with the variance in the rate of in-

migration. 'Tihe employment opportunitie(:l upon which in"'-migration so 

greatly depends is based on one of two variables: the rate ()f unemploy-

ment as found for 1950 and 1960 or the percent of persons employed in 

professional, mana~erial, sales, and clerical occupations.as found for 

1970. Surprisingly, in-migration was· found to be negatively related to 

adjusted income, theoretically strengthening the importance of employment 

opportunity rather than wage differential as an.e:xplanation of in-migra-

tion. Each of these conclusions is supported by the body of migration 
. . 

literature :!?resented earlier. Thus, the findings of the present study 

~cincur with the economic analysis of migration conceptualized' by Lowry 

(1966)~ Todaro (1976)., Le~ (1966), Wil.lis (1974), and Shaw (1975). 

Appalachia, on the other hand., displays a characteristic unique to 

the Region. 'rhe Appalachian Regional Commission (1974), having recog-

nized the economic differences among its subregions, h?-$ ·organized develop-

. merrt strategies unique to each subregion. Further,. they have reported· 

·differential rates of in.:.migration between the subregions (Appalachian 

Regional Commission, 1977). · · It was .believed therefore, that economic con-

ditiOns.in.each subregion would be contributing to this differential rate 

of iri~migration .. After adding the subregional distribution to the 

originaLregres(:lion equation~ it was found that in-migration varied by 

virtue of an·urbanized area's location in a subregion without extremely 

high correlations between subregional division and specific economic 

characteristics. Thus, in-migration varies as much as a result of 



geographic location as the availability of economic opportunity. In 

addition, higher rates of in-migration were observed to tbe less urbanized 

subregions and to the small to medium-sized urbanized areas. It is felt 

that this follows a national trend as much as it does the availability of 

economic opportunity (DeJong and Sell, 1977; Berry and Dahmann, i977). 

Higher rates of in-migration, then, follow .from increased availability 

of economic opportunity in the form of increased employment. It has been 

shown here that in-migration as well as employment opportunity has 

increased all over Appalachia since 1950. However, both have increased 

most dramatically in the .less urbanized South 1 and Central Subregions. 

Thus as far as Appalachia is concerned, these two subregions hold' the 

most potential for growth in the future. As of yet, it is too soon to 

tell what impact if any, the creation of the Appalachian Regional Com.mis-

sion has had on the economic development of the Region. Income and employ-

ment opportunities have risen slowly; but this process ·has continued since 

1950, fifteen years before the Commission '·s inception. In addition, tbe 

latest Census used for the present analysis is 1970. This allowed for an 

evaluation of only five years of the existence of the Commission. Given 

the lag effect of their pump priming activities, this is much too soon to 

make an accurate evaluation of its impact. 

Appalachia, then, is at the beginning stages of future growth. It 

has slowly evolved from mountain~neighborhood area into a heterogeneous, 

urban region. Although poverty and deprivation sti11 remain in Appalachia, 

the economic structure of the Region is strengthening and diversifying. 

There is no longer any need to refer to the plight of the mountain man, 

for the dominant population is urban or urbanizing. Like the remainder of 
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the country, Appalachia has trudged along the path toward the ideal of 

economic wellbeing. Whether the goal is achieved remains to be seen, 

but factors indicate that development is underway although at an early 

stage. 

The barren and.desolate economic wasteland of Appalachia is 

presently the research land of opportunity. Traditionally, Appalachia 

has come into the limelight due to studies pertaining.to the economic 

structure of the region. With the organization of the Appalachian 

Regional Commission, this Region offers the rare opportunity to scienti-

fically evaluate political policy decisions and their impact upon the 

further economic growth of an area. This offers a first hand look at 

how policy affects economic .structure which in turn affects.the demo-

graphic makeup of the Region. The Census of the Population for 1980 

.should render an ideal source from which a continuation· of· the present 

work as well as many similar studies will find germination. 



FOOTNOTES 

1 The map of the subregional boundaries of Appalachia was taken 

from the 1974 Annual Report. The area designated in this map as 

Appala~hia is the most recent delineation of the region~ 

2 The use of adjusted income in the analysis facilitated com-

parability between decades. It is derived by dividing the current 

dollar figures of median income for each urbanized area by their 

corresponding price index based on the year specified. Price index 

figures were gathered from the U.S. Bureau of the Census Statistical 

Abstrac'ts for 197:3. 
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DETERMINANTS OF IN-MIGRATION IN 
METROPOLITAN APPALACHIA 

by 

John Marvin Pippert 

(ABSTRACT) 

The central concern of the present study is to determine the extent 

to which economic and subregional structure of the Appalchian Region 

affects. the rate of in-migration. 

Previous work has centered on the massive out-migration from the 

Region during the forties and fifties, the economic destitution of the 

mountain dwellers, and the success of the stem-family structure in main-

taining lines of communication between the mountain base and the urban 

branches. However, Appalachia is a heterogeneous and changing Region. 

Recently, the Appalachian Regional Commission (1977) has documented a 

net positive rate of ln-migration to two of the Subregions, while at the 

same time noting the further economic development of the Region. 

Research by LoWTy (1966) and Todaro (1976) offer the most useful 

economic explanations for migration for the Appalachian situation. A 

regression analysis was applied to Census data gathered on thirty-eight 

urbanized areas si tuat.ed in or adjacent to the Appalchian Region. 

It was found that in-migration to these urbanized areas is dependent 

upon the availability of economic opportunity as well as subregionaliza-

ti.on of the area. In-migration was determined in large part upon the 

fluctuation of employment opportunities in the form of either unemployment 

rates or the percent of persons employed in tertiary occupations. Adjusted 



income was only of secondary importance. When controlling for all other 

variables, location of ah urbanized area in the Northern Subregion 

resulted in a substantial reduction in the rate of in-migration. 
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