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'Vf,Rural4Urban Migration of Blacks: Past and Future

 Ca1vin,L; Beale

Vis;TAfter the 1920 Popula?ion Census, Congress failed-for.tne onl&
v time in its history to reapportlon the seats oF the Houso of Representa;
tives; When the census result° were 1n' it was. found that for the first
'time‘urban population~exceeded rural in the ﬁnlteo States. .Representa—
ttves from rural States that stood to lose a seat in reapportionment
'argued either for an increase in the size'of *he House to protect their

"absﬂlLte repfesentation, or else favored no renpporLlonment at all.

iivThe affected States were. in Lhe Midwest New England, qnd the South.

Thns, the issue was by no means a narrowly sectional one.n But one
maﬁor contributlng factor was the migration of‘rural Southnrn N gvoes
.CU RDLLucLu iudusitcial ococes, Which txé ouutuetu Luuuncsa@cu LNSLbLLu
fwss‘onlyttemnoraty.

'-F”For the lastitso yeats; said Rep. Johnson of M*ssissippi
therevhave been special trains catrying thousands of Negroes and a
sigreatvmany white people to the northcrn cities, ‘and since this finan—
fciai condltion has come about in Lhe country [i ., the postwar economic
re?ession] hundreds and,thousands of these same people are trying to
retnrn>to thenSouth“vfﬁ, p. 1633}). _"Thonsahds of (Mississippi's) citizens
‘were temporariiy employed‘in other sections of the country and.they

were not cnumerated. Thousands of her citizens, mostly colored, were

‘temporarily removed to Chicago and other places before the recent elec~-

-

: Calvﬁn L. Beale is Leader, Population Studies Group, Econcmic Research
_Service ‘United States Department of Agriculture.
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“tionhtohhe used'politicsllyQ They hsnepheenvused endverehnow returning:_
tovthelr homes, poorer'butﬂwiser" Lé; p.v1645}, vRep.-Bee of TeXasdgaue‘
q"the ultinate aSsurance to the house'that‘ "Just as certaln as God -
v 5rei°n° Tthe ren who ‘have gone to the citics] must go back to the fsrms v
:12, p. 1633]. Rural partisans at timeu frankly 1dmitted their objection
';to'a reapportionment that would ' ....take away the strength and the
power and- the control of the Governncnt from the rural districts and
h;center it in the congested dlStthtS" [2, Po 1634} |
In the end Congress ‘was not able to agree- on any new plan and
d‘the»l9lO Census continued,to be used for apportionment until the elecé,‘
- tion of 1932 [4, pp. 1”0 122] I recount thls now nearly forgotten -
incident in our hlstory to remind us that rural—urban migration of
blacks \or wnltes)ls not Just a recent phenomenon or. one that has only
d'tin our day affected public policy. Needless to-say, comparatively few
TVof the World War I migrants ever returned to the farm for very long. f:
AdEor did the outmovement cease with the end of the war.  All but one of
'fthe States that would have lost House seats in a 1920 reapportionment _
"proceeded to lose when the 1930 Census was taken.
Although the farm populatlon began to decline during World War I

the-totalfwhite-rural population continued to increase until 1940, as B

) gains in the nonagrlcultural rural sectors more than offset losses from

'f‘farms. The Negro rural pcpulation, however, was more highly concen—

”"trated in agriculture and 97 percent of it was in the South When the 1

black migration avay from Southern farms began, as a result of the new {
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ispﬁbrtunities in thé_industfiallNorth,.fﬁéuravagesvbf the céttoﬁ 5911
~ weevil, and thé iuébility of‘érodeﬁ'areas:in.the older plantatién ﬁelt_
. to pfcducé cotton profitably, a déciiﬂe in the totallruralbbiack popu- |
'Tation took place Lbat has never been 1evcrsed. This popuiat*dn fell
in fairly similar decade amounts from 7 1 million in 1910 to 6.6 million
in 1940 There.are no data on the actua]'nuhber'of black‘rural-urban
migrdnts, but a defensible egtlmate would be a net of about 2. 5 million
= during this’30 year periodf"The decline would have been heavier had
l"not thg rise in the ﬁopularity of cigaréttes bfought in tobacco as an
>élternative to.cottdn for many. Negro farmnrs in. the South Atlantic
SLates, and. had not the Great Depression retarded rural-urban movement
in general. | |
‘ ith the caming o* kerld Uar 11, tbp pace of mioration to Lhe
: cities changed draqtically for whites and blacks alike. Burgeoning
defense industries provided unprecendented job opportunities, compul-.
"sory‘military service tookvmany of the young menvaway, and in the Delta
¥; L "the first 1érge'scéle displgéements_of tenanﬁ farmeié throﬁgh mechani-
':éétion occurréd.] There was a brief period éf return movemeﬁt to,farﬁQ,
in‘1945-&6; after :hc»endiof the war. Hoﬁever, this was jusf a momen;
:."ta£y igterrupti0n>iq'a sustained flow of péﬁélé.;o the;citigs.that hasv'
-,pgréisted to the:§re#ent. | . . -
/A B Thé majérit& of bi;ck fagmets'wéfé cotton tenants. Ag‘thebmérket 
for cotton fell and harve t mechanization came in, they were in a
B particularly vu]nerable position.,'Those who were tenants had-no»coutfol'

~over theirvown future in farming, and mechanization --ISOOn‘augmgnted~
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"b& chemicalbeeed contro}‘;edeiihrnared ehoot.io‘tenehre for e;erﬁ 3
‘reguler hired hands'thac it\added. Black farm owners typica]ly had
farms that were far too small to yield a minimally adequate lncome.
.(Fightwaour percent of ‘them grossed lces than $2 500 in 1959) Their
:average age was high for nearly all of their grown children had left
g wanting nothing to do vith the occupation that thcy associated with ‘i
.the poverty of their parents.li' | ,:v - AN
In 1950 only one percent of the cotton grown.in the South
-(excludlng Texas and Oklahoma) was. machine harvested. By 1959 the
figure was 25 percent. By 1969, 94 percent of Southern cottor was |
machine harvested. The need for cotton hand 1abor has almost vanisbed.
Simultaheously, acreage cutbacks and 1abor saving devices have reduced :
'thevuumbe OL b; ck teraﬂts~inerobavco fermerg; end‘peenut produvrion -

',.the third most important type of farming for blacks - has been mechaw

v{nized. e S
In ’sur‘n, the 1a§£ 20 years haveiseen the departbure‘ throeg’h dis-'
.placement, voluntary withdrawal, or old age of the. great majority of
black farm operators. ‘There were 560 000 of them in 1950. Today,v
vpunpublished surveys by the Economic Research Service indicate no more
‘than 100,000 left. ‘ e ' |
- The principal role of Neéroes in American agriculture has changed
rb'fto that of hired farmworker.' More than a half million blacks st111
do some hired farmwork and they perform about a. fifth of all man~days
of farm wage work done in this country. But‘a majority of Ehese»workers

' nolonger live on ferms.
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~ From 1940 to 1960, I estimate net rural- tOwurban nigration of blacks
was -about 3 million. This left a rural black population of 5. 1 million
in 1960, compared with the 1910 maximum of 7.1 million. ﬁewever, it
is.essential to note that all of the net rural decline was from the-farm
population; The reral—nonfarﬁ black”popuiation increased in éVefy
vdeeade from 1926 {when the farm~nonfarm identification was first made)
te 1960, tisiqg from 1.8 million to 2.7 million. In 1960, rural-nonfarm |
blacks exeeeded those on farms for the first time. -The steady growth of .
the nonfarm rural population Suégests that in thevfuture the overall'
rﬁralkblack decline may end, as further losses from the no& mueh—depleted~
farm sector become too small to offset nonfarm gfowth

"Data from the 1970 Census of Population are not yet available by
race and rcsiéeﬁcen We know, however, f;om our_coaperative annual SUrveys
“with the Bureau of the Census that the decline in the Negro_ferm pobula—
>tion has continued to be pfeeipitous‘eince 1966° This poﬁulatien:ﬁas
"been reduced by more than half in just 10 yeats, and today numbers iess

than 1 million. It would be imgossiblelfor future outmigration of blacks

from farms to be as lar he next decade as in that just past, for
there would be none remaining in another 6 or 7 years if the recent
absolute losses were maintéined. The recent loss from farms has been‘-

so large that I doubt that rural-nonfarm gains have yet fully offset it.

,Census returns from the 158 nonmetropolitan counties in the Nation in

s

»which Negroes comprised a majority of the ‘rural population in 1960 show

f a mean decline of 6 pcrcent in the total population of these counties

_from 1960 70..




?Fﬁnat of tﬁe charactenisties ef;the migtanisfeho ieft theafnralvareee?u.
H‘?iThe p?oportion of runai blacksbwho have ééﬁé tovurban‘areae in;the 
"1ast‘generation is so hiqh‘thet if.includes_latge numbeneiqf 511 ,;:
segmente of the pOpulation. Baeed on ouf cooperative'reseerch wifn:
James’Tarver for tbe 1950-60 period I esLimate that the 25-29 year
old ‘cohort of Negroes living in rural counties in 1960 represcnned Jittle
more. than a third of the’ original group of that age who were born in
. those countxes.‘ It is the population remaininp behind in the rufal

environment that is more 1ike1y to be of selective composition than

thaL which hav left.

Recentlv new information has become avai]able on the cnnulative
“entent of rural-urban migratlon and onvcharacteristles of the migrants.
VThis'is the data file frdm thexsnrney cf'Eecnomie‘Oppontnnity; eqliected
'ferjtﬁe Office ofvEeonnmic Opportunity by‘thevBureau:of the pensneein;.f
: Februaryv1967. In”this'30,000 housenold natiOnel sample,'dana‘wene |
‘ebtained on thejprevious,residence Histqry oi the population and nelated
”f;to cnnrent residence and charaetenisties; Migration was defined:es a
7move of et'least 50 miles diEEBnce. TaBulatione eonpafe'currentvnesi—
‘ dence with that at age 16 Using this definition of migrat1on which
I regard as reasonably conservative, there uere 9,096, 000 urban blacLs
: 17 years old and over in 1967, of whom 2, 056'000 or,22.6 percent,were
‘"of rural migrene origin; This number of rural-urban migrants 1is much
smaller than the sum of the decade numbero cited earlier, but it must
be remembered that it relates only. to persons still living, excludes
‘-,children under l7,,and treats‘asinqnmigrants persons whose ruralfnrbanhi

3>g move was iess than»SO'miles;




w 7 — »

of the;ruraluurbaﬂ black migrants,»B/& were liﬁing in the central
cities of metropolitan areas. Only 12 ﬁercént had gone to monmetropo-
litan urban pi&ces, compared with 25 percent of wﬁite rural~-urban
migrants?

” Among urban biacks 50 years old and over, a third were of_rgréi
migrant origin,‘ Thié proporticn droppea ﬁo l&‘peréent at ages 17429;
where much ofkthe potentiai.movement had yet to take place. Bﬁt in
view of the large number of urban—Born'blacks at this age group, it
is unlikely that the percéntage of rural migrant people will ever be
~as large in this cohort in the futpre as it is among persons presen{ly
6f middle or older age. ‘

$,Fu11y-baif of the black‘;ural—urban migrétion haé 1ﬂvolved_an
. interregional move from the South to tﬁé North Qerest. In this
characteristic, the black rural-urbqn migrants were far diffefent from
the white migranﬁé,nonly 1/10 of whom haafmoved interregibnally‘ffom
_the South to the rest of ghe country.

Educati;néliy, the rural-urban blacg migrants weré_intermediaée
between city natives and rurai residents. Twen;jusix percent of them ;L
were high school graduates, compared with 16 pefcent of the rurai fesidents
and 39‘percent of the urban natives. Some bf'éhe educationél disadvan-
‘tage as ;ompared with urbén hatives>was the‘producf of the older average
age of the migrants. When the populétion was grouped iﬁto>three age
'fénges -- 17-29, 30-49, and 50 and‘over -- the differentiél between

rural—urbaﬁ’migrants and urban natives was found only'abOQe ageb30.- At

- ages 17-29, the median attalnment of the two groups and the”ﬁrobortion
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completing high ﬂchool vere es sentially 1denLlcal. But this means

’“that the diffcrential between the ruralvurbﬂn migrantq aﬂd rural non-

B migrantg has widened In past yoars, so few rural Ncgroee had obtained

'hiph school training that there was no poqsibility for extensive out-
migration without aruwing heavily from the poorly educated., In moxe
.recent years, improvements in rural education have produced more differ—
tentiation in that population in level of schooling, and the Selectivity
of‘outmigration‘by,education'seems to have increased,' Among hlacks_

of rural origin 17-29 years oid in 1967; ahout l/Zdof thdse.nho were
_ high.school‘graduates‘had moved- to cities, whereas only 1/6 of ehose
who had 8 yeare of.less of school'had done so.. At all age groups,_'

the higher the amount of schooling, the hlgher the proportion who had
moved’to the c1§y. To a partial but unknown extent some of the. higher
"educetion of_ohe migrants results from education Luey'obtaxneu‘éfter

, their move‘tobthehoity. ‘The intenmediate level of education of rurelf
';hurban black migrants has served to lower ehe average level of educa~-
5}tion in both the ‘black population of origin and the area of destination.h
| In economic activiﬁ s black rural—urban migrant men compared as

'.follows with their urban—reared neighbors. The migrants were just as-

_ likely to have had some employment in the preceding year. (No measure -
(of current unemployment was_taken). If employed they were somewhat
'_more likely to.heve had full—tine work‘(50-52,weeke), and less likely
ﬁfjté hane “nhite»collar" jobS‘or‘to nofk-in the induseries in which

”sueh jobs are most common, 'such as t*ade,‘public administration or
?_e:professional services. Their most common work was as 0perative° in

:manufacturing industriesi




Despite some overall disadvantage in education and job structure,

black urban families headed by a migrant of rural origin did not f-

E experience loner average income than other black urban families. Their-

o median (in 1966) vas $5 116 compared vith $5 105 for the families with

i:nurban native heads. A £actor acting to produco this parity of income,‘
fwas the more normal com;osition of the rural migrant families,' Seventy-
.d:fonr percent of them had a male head compared with 69 peroent male
-:heads among the nrban native famllies. Male heuded fami]iee had double
the average income that families with female hc nds had.f When familles
ﬁare considercd separately byvsex of head the urban native fanilies .
::headed by men averdged about $300 more in median income than did the
;f;comparable rural migrant families. A similar difference was . indicatedwv
"w:for‘fs ilies Headcd by wonen, but was not statistlcallyvreliable;
Among persons living alone or with nonrelatives —--thevgroup

ﬁ*;called unrelated 1ndividuals in census data‘-~ the rural—urban migrant)

fb group averaged somewhat less income than did. urban natives. The

'.;rincome superiority of the urban natives among unrelated individuals

‘ o

’vl held for both men and women.,
‘_ '; When the income data were. related to“ege endviamily size, tne

following picture of the incidence of poverty appeared using the »’
standard feoeral poverty definitions. Of rural~urban black migrants

,f 17 years old and over, 26 6 percent were in poverty, compared with 26.9 :

i: percent of the black urban population of urban origin.. In other words,- =

the incidence of income poverty among the two populations was - almost

;identical. Black urban residents of rural origin are not more 1ikely
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_to;be poor. oThie o;e}all»identitf is notzthe chaneevpeoductvof-aoy
syqtematic patteru of internally higher poverty incidence among the
Y
v.'migrants that is nasked in the aggregate by structural differences'
in the two populations. | . '

Needless to gay, the black ruraluurban nigrants heve a higher

!incidence of poverty than do their white counterparts, of whom 1/10

S .. were in poverty. But it is only among whites, that rural~urhan nigrants

showva-coﬁsistently greater emount_of‘poverty_than do urban natives.
f(Iﬁe:diffefence emOng whiteslis not a major one -~ 10.1 percent
,agaieet‘7.6 oereeht - But ie'eonSiSﬁen: when further classified by
‘,age3-matital status,‘educatioh, oecueation and ofher variables.)

3 beépite the fact the; a fourth of fufal~urban black migrants

- were in poverty in 1 1966, their migration seems to have been effective

"rin greatly reducing the level of poverty over that prevailing in rural

' areas. Of the black population still in rural areas, 57 7 percent ——

fﬂmore than double ‘the urban'prOportion -- were in poverty. The median
income of rural black families‘($2,778) was little more than helf that
of urban families of rural oiigin; e A T R SRR

The Survey of Economic - Opportunity also contains the first national

information on receipt of money income from public welfare program » by

o migration status.  In February 1961, there were in the ulack urban

’ POPulation, 151,000 families and 58,000 individuals ofﬁrﬁral—urbaﬁ-'

o migrant status who had received some income from public welfare sources

in the'preceding'yeer. They accounted for ll percent of all urban l

*,v'familiesZreceiviﬁg.Such?assistance and,9,percent of the individuals-who.K
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Vl'did 50, Aﬁeng‘blacks,,the»ruraleurban miprant family er individealf

" was nominally slightly more 1ikely than urban nativeo to have received ‘

~welfare income aasistance. Such income wao'receivcd by 17 3 percent of

the'migrant families»and lS.anercent ef the~urban natives, and 17.6
‘percent of the unrelated indlvidual migrents and 14.4 pcrcent of the

'rrnrban natives,‘ However, these differences are not’ statistically aigni~

'.‘ficantifrom a sampling standpoint, and'if real would be rather mlnor in‘

" an? ﬁeenineful etfect‘on welfarelprograms. o |

o The effective impact of black ruraleurban‘migranta‘on nrban_welfare:

:caeeloads 11@3 in the low avcrape income levels and higher.as istance‘

needs of blacks in general and not in any differentlal propen31ty of

h‘73imigrants to need:or>obtainrwelfare money. Rural—utban black miyrant :

" families were somewhat less likely to heve received welfare ~money than
?}*werevblacke'still living:in rural areas. In equlty, the frequency of
Mliwelfare assistance ehould have been much greater for ruraJ blacks than

~it was, in view of their very low average income. But in rural areas

R only 28" percent of the black families in poverty reported having any

E public welfare income. Eleck families of rural origin in the city,

. .were less likely to'need.welfare aesistance than their rural cousxns,v'
,{but were more likely to get 1t wvhen .in poverty (42 pcrcent), and
,‘received substantially higher average payments. |

One major difference between rural«urban black migrants and the

‘v; population that has remained in rural areas is the rate of childbearing. .

~The number of children ever born per. 1000 rural-urban migrant black
u.women 35-44 years old was 3360. ThiS‘is more than»30 percent-lower .
;_' than the childbearing rate of 4937 children per 1000 black women >f the

'fsame age who still lived in rural areaa. We cannot aay how much of the 3vv
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.e differenee';e“the re“ule of eelectivity of migrents;et the time‘of.
move and how much results flom 1owered fertility after moving to
- the urban setting. In eny case, the lowered childbearing of rural—
urban migrants is an important factor in their much 1ower rate of
poverty conpared with the rural population for heavy ohild dependency
vis a majovr feature of Negro poverty. 'To what, I confess, is my own
fsurpriee, the fertillty of rural—urban black mi yrants proved to be -
”no higher than that of urban nativea (3470/1000) I do not believe ne
have previously been fully aware of Lhe magnitude of fertility selec—
: tlon and/or reduction associated with black ruxal»urban movement., |
& final point that I want to-make in this discussion of the;v;j
'chofacteriseics and fortunes of the nigrants concerns differences’in
‘sfaeos by decade of migration. The incidencehof poverty for rural-
' »enfbanemigrants Vhoﬂwerev30-49 yéafs olé:in 1967, has oeen tabulated By
the decade in which’eheyvmade ;he?r'rural—urban_moVe. _Naturelly,'
ftﬁoée wﬁo had moved earlier would have hed more years in which toA
,edjust_to tne urban envirenment and advence their incomes. They would
>also'tend to.be-somewhatboldEr than ﬁhe more recent migrants, withineb“.
the age-span liﬁite used; iAmong‘black nigrants there was no consis-
~tent pattern or_meaningful differenée in'theh;ncidencevof poverty
among. those who had moved befone 1940 in the~i940's,in the 1950's
'”or after 1960. The poverty rate was 21 8 percent among those who
‘;moved in the 1960'5 and 18.6 percent among those who moved before 1940.

In 3tr1king contrast the incidence of poverty among white rural-urban

iilmigrants was strongly(associated,With decade-offmove.e‘A phenomenally

e e




‘ l_tthe ciry before 1940 The rate rose progressively fo1 those movxng;"f"

=13 -
low 1 0 oercent rate. cf poverty was found among white who movedlto‘v

e

in succceding decados to a high of 8 5 percent for the migrants whoy

“tvcame in the 1960 5. 3

The general picture that emerges fromrthe Survey of‘Economic ;f’
;:Oppoftunity material is that black rural»urban migrante, deqpite a.
'distinct educational disadvantage until recent yearo, have succeeded
in earning average family incomea nearly Lhe equal of that of black

% urban natives and in doing so have 8V01d€ﬂ any incidence of poverty

S disproportionate to that of other urban blacko.v Nor'do‘they appear to -

;»',have any but a marginally greater reliance on welfare 1ncome.: I doubt

'“‘that the%e findings conform to the general stereotype of the economic
'wsta*us ‘of ‘black ‘rura l w1g?eut3respec1a11y those who hevo cone fo Notthern
. and Western cities from the South. Furthermore, on any-available scale

of comparison, their economic and educational status is far superior to

‘*;that of blacks still llving in rural areas. It is well to reiterate,

thowevet, that the black rural—urban migrants are far more afflicted with '
‘ poverty in the citles than are their white counterparts. |
* The impact of future rural-urban migration of blacks is condltioned
'by the fact ‘that not ‘more than 1/4 of the total black population (at
ﬂuthe most) now resides in rural ateas, compared with better than 1/2

’in 1940 when the large~scale movement began.' The great majority of o

o Negro youth are city—born today.' In the future, rural~urban migrants

will not comprise as high a proportion of the urban population as they

’have in the,recent past. Nor will their absolute numbers be as 1arge,~
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fot‘the rural base population is smallet; particularly’the'ferm f._;;t

: popoiation from.whjch 86 manyepeople have come. In addition, nonfarm
'fruraJ employment is supporting 1arger numbera of blacks than it has in

 the past.

On the other hand these conQiderdtions do not imply that rural-

t,'urban outmigration of blacks is over. Several factora insure its
h continuance in the near-futute' (1) The fertility of the rural popu~' |
e 'lation is still very high in modern terms,: The present Negro. rural pootn
: lation bears enough children to more than double its size in every. .
_generation. fThiS creates a poteantial labor force growth-tate that in
rmosteareas far exceedevthe capacity of theveconomy‘to_match itbwith'pew
‘;’ejobs,band'thuenleads to ootmigratiohe () Negtovtutétfyogth hateﬂe '
d:positive preterence to live in othah'aréas, A'reeeot;study‘ofcrurel
: high.school-youth in{thtee East Texas counties showed that 637percent of»
.‘.fthe Negro:etudents wonte& to live iﬂ a,large eity; The-figure‘for white

”"'Ah~youth was only 16 percent [3] rA'Florida'study ehowed‘éimiler results

[S].' The economic status and opportunities of rural blacks are still :
so inferior to that of the urban population ~--despite some improvement o

of rural conditions -- that urban areas continue to exert a strong pull

. for people motivated to improvement of their status.

Beyond these generalizations,.lt is difficult to go; at'this time;

'When the 1970 Ceusus results are in, and we can see what changes have

occurred in the size and composition of the black rural population we

owill be in a better position to. judge the probable extent and nature of

‘vthe future flow. There is no question that the vast rural—urban movement‘
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after 1940 was the major source of the rapid growth of black urban. .
population. As such, it was a major contributor to these utban
"bproblems ascoc{ated with black gromth and congestion Qer se, but waé‘
= probably not critical to the changed politico-culturdl mood and stance
of the urban black population. |

:‘Mbst of the corrent furﬁhcr'inereése‘of-the.orbanvpopuiatiou5ie
‘coming from naturai‘iﬁéfease rather than migratioo. This point is .
becoming publicly understood, as is the fact that black urban residents
of-roral origin were not dis proportlonaLely represented in the major
"riots of lateiyears that stimulated so much belatedvinterest in migra-
»tion. The period woen policy_support for programs to'benefit”rural_.'
- Blacks --and ihue perhaps‘retard migration ;~ could:be cbtained from
urban sourcee_on a self;interesé baeis was-oather brief in ité;life
‘ soan. Cutbacks in fural;urban movement nowv«- when the supoly of .
migrents has been eomewhet depleted 44‘would be unlikelynto have major
_beneficial effects .on efforts to relieve urban congestion or other~

. wise improve the conditions of urban life.



" Footnotes

%Tﬁe author is gratéful to Gladys K; Bowles gﬁdﬂfefE j;_?éﬁkst
- for. thelr agsistance with the data fro& the Sﬁ;&éy of Ecbnémiciopppr~
4tﬁhit? used iﬁ thié paper. These data were obtained from a ;ooperative\
study,on‘tﬁe Povefty Dimensions of Rﬁré]_to~Uiban Migration; éond§ctedV
.by fhe‘Economié‘Reseafch Service, USDA,Aand the Instit&te fof Behévioral
»'Research;.University’of Geofgia, and funded by the Office of Ecqﬁomic-

Opportunity.

For a general discussion of the characteristics of Negrd“farmers :

aﬁd factors.affeétiug their numbers, see [1].

R



1.

£

. References

Beale, Calvin L., "The Negro in American Agriculture", in The American

Negro Reference Book, John P. Davis; editor, New Yoik, Pfentice-Hall,

1966.

Government Printing Office, Congreséional Reéprdg Proceédings and Debates

~.of the Third Session of the Sixty-Sixth Congress, Vol. LX, 1921.

Ruvesky, William P., and John T. Pelham, “Place of Residence Projections

of Rural Youth: A Racial Comparison', Social Science Qpartefly, June

1970, 166-176.

Schmeckebier, Laurence T., Congressional Apportionment, Washington, The

Brookings Institution, 1941.

Youmans, E. Grant, Shaw E.'Grigsby;>and Helgn'Carawaﬁ King, After High

School What..., University of Florida Cooperative Extension Service.

[1965].



P

Abstract

Rural-Urban Migration 2f Blacks: Past and Future

Calvin 1. Beale

The ﬁistdry of fura1~urban migrationbof blacks since WOrldear:I
is reviéweda‘ Data for 1967 showed about 23 pefgenéfof thé adult U.S.
ufBan Elack‘pOpulation to be migrants of r&rgl éhildhcod Eackgroundf
They bhad lower ave;age educagiong compared with u%ban natives,‘but
did not show lower average family iﬁcomé of higher incidence of poverty.
' The rural-urban black wigrants had only é nowinally higher reliance on
“public welfaie-income than did the urban natives. ‘The migrants weré

far superior to the black population still in rural areas in education

©  and income. .Futurevruralfurban migration is dxﬁected to be less than

that in the recent past.



