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activities of several previous classes. The
model does not represent a longitudinal
study of the 1978 seniors. The members
of any previous graduating class might
have had intentions different from those
of the class of 1978. Nevertheless, the
model allows the intentions of 1978
seniors to stand for those of members of
all previous graduating classes who are
represented in the alumni group. This
permits a pseudo-longitudinal study in
which intentions are tested by activities.

Most seniors intended to leave their
towns after graduation, and very few
planned to return. Most of these pros-
pective leavers planned to attend college
or technical school. Long-term follow-ups
of those alumni who actually did enroll in

post-secondary institutions demonstrated
that very few returned to their home
communities. A very large proportion of
the graduating seniors surveyed planned
to attend college or technical school.
Assuming that this was also the intent
of their alumni predecessors, only half of
the alumni were able to achieve this
goal. Most of the remainder of the alumni
entered the labor force. Nearly all of
them found non-manufacturing work in
other places and hence were “lost” to
their home communities. A minority of
seniors intended to enter the labor force
after graduation, and most of these,
rather realistically, expected to have to go
elsewhere to find work. An even smaller
minority of seniors intended to enter

Farm Nonfarm Total College

TABLE 8

POST—HIGH SCHOOL CAREER PLANS OF SENIORS BY TOWN
(Percent)

Work Force Technical No

School Military  Otherd/ Response N

Total
Industrial
Towns 4.2 219 32.1 44.8

Total

Non-

Industrial

Towns 7.2 144 21.6 39.7

18.4 1.6 2.6 0.5 190

27.0 6.3 2.7 2.7 1

specified three or more career choices.

—EIOﬂler includes those students who were undecided, planned to get married, or

TABLE 9
PLANS OF SENIORS TO MIGRATE IN SELECTED INDUSTRIAL
AND NON—INDUSTRIAL TOWNS

Leave Return Stay (Undecided)  Total
(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) N
Total Industrial Towns 55.8 19.4 17.4 7.4 190
Total Non-industrial Towns 60.4 21.6 10.8 7.2 111
TABLE 10

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF SENIORS WILLING TO WORK
FOR A MANUFACTURER

Industrial Towns Non-industrial Towns

Number Percent Number Percent

Would Work for Manufacturer at $7/nr.2/
Not Interested
Don’t Know

Total Respondents

Would Work for Manufacturer at $7/hr.
Would Work for Manufacturer at $5/hr.
Would Work for Manufacturer at $3/hr.

Total Hesponsesl—:'/

a) At a High Wage ($7 Per Hour)

b) At Varying Wages

101 53.2 53 47.7

85 447 57 514
4 2.1 it 9
190 100.0 11 100.0

101 60.1 53 50.0

55 32.7 33 31.1
12 7.2 20 189
168 100.0 106 100.0

Q"Figure contains those respondents willing to work at $3, $5, and $7/hr.

lD/'I'\."Iultiplt:a responses were possible from each of the 190 respondents. For example, a
senior willing to work for $3/hr. was assumed to be willing to work for $5/hr. and $7/hr.,
so his/her assumed positive responses to these higher wages were added to the total.

the home town labor force. Whatever the
intention of these seniors, virtually all
alumni who entered the labor force had
to go elsewhere to do so. Clearly, for
a variety of reasons, both seniors and
their alumni predecessors were strongly
attracted to other places.

A very small proportion of alumni
did find work in their home communities.
The model assumes that all of them as
seniors intended to enter the local labor
force. A little attrition among those
seniors intent on entering college or
technical school probably added a few
more alumni to the local labor force.
Many seniors whose intent was to remain
in town after graduation were interested
in work in a manufacturing plant if the
wages paid were high enough. Regardless
of their intentions as seniors, most
alumni who remained in their towns to
work entered the non-manufacturing labor
force; few took jobs in the new manufac-
turing plant. The few who did, however,
were from recent graduating classes. They
may represent the beginning of an upward
trend in the acceptance of manufacturing
employment by local youths.

The few alumni stayers were joined by
some youthful employees who lived in
nearby places when they were hired. They
lived in towns represented by Community
A in the model and commuted to the
new plant from the nearby town in which
they lived before they were hired.

The development of small-town
growth centers with manufacturing
plants and professional and service
sectors should help to stem the
propensity of youths to migrate.
The primary goal of these centers
would be the improvement of rural
peoples’ access to jobs, services, and
urban amenities without depriving
them of a rural community setting
in which to live.

New industrial plants did attract youth-
ful migrants into or toward the small
rural communities in which they were
located. These young people were hired
principally from other rural communities
which lay within 50 miles of the plant
town, but most of them eventually came
to reside within a 20-mile radius of the
plant community in order to reduce their
journeys to work. They are represented
in the Model by the migration from
Community C to Community B. A few
youths employed by the new plant moved
from other towns (such as Community D)
to the plant town itself. All these young
employees in effect were “replacements”
for those local graduating seniors who
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left the plant community. Because so
many of these “replacements” came to
live outside the plant town, they have
been viewed traditionally as representing
a ‘“leakage” of income from the town
where the plant was located, and a “loss”
to that town of their potential community
involvement with it.

Presumably these migrants either did
not have similar job opportunities in
their previous locales, or else they chose
to leave theirr communities regardless of
the presence of such opportunities. In
the rural industrial towns most seniors
expected to go elsewhere to find jobs
despite the possibility of jobs in the
new local manufacturing plants. Most
alumni from these industrial towns did
go elsewhere. The propensity to leave
the home communities is very strong
among young people in Nebraska whether
they are from rural industrial or rural non-
industrial communities. Out-migration is
closely linked with the potential for
success.

Policy Implications

Effective policies should be developed
to deal with some of the causes of the
propensity of youths to migrate. The
number and locations of jobs, the status
and wages of these jobs, and the location
of socio-cultural-educational amenities
are the building blocks of such policies.
All these conditions are affected by rural
industrial development and its subsequent
effects on local amenities, which in turn
are subject to encouragement and guidance
at the state and local levels of government.

One such approach could direct govern-
ment energies and monies to the develop-
ment of small town (not rural) growth
centers with populations of 2,500 to
10,000 inhabitants. These places, accord-
ing to Debertin and Bradford, have a
greater potential for growth than do
larger non-metropolitan communities.”

Most Nebraska towns in this size
category already have some small manu-
facturing plants as well as growing pro-
fessional and service sectors. Additional
plants could create jobs directly, and
they could indirectly stimulate growth
in the professional and service sectors
and in the urban amenities through the
multiplier effect. Youths within the 20-
mile commuting range of a growth center
could find jobs in the manufacturing, pro-
fessional and service sectors. In addition,
they could gain access to the urban
amenities and to various services and still
live in a very rural community if they so
chose. These outlying rural communities
might thus become part of the ‘“‘urban
region” of the growth center. The larger

FIGURE 1

LOCATION AND ACTIVITY MODEL FOR A RURAL NEBRASKA COMMUNITY WITH A NEW
MANUFACTURING PLANT BASED ON INTENT OF GRADUATING SENIORS, ACTUAL ACTIVITIES
OF FIRST-YEAR ALUMNI AND ORIGINS AND MIGRATIONS OF WORKERS
AT A NEW MANUFACTURING PLANT
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the number of jobs, services, and amenities
in the center, the greater its “pull’” on
the nearby residents. This ‘“‘pull” need
not always involve their migration into
the growth center. This is particularly
true for those who have already migrated
toward the growth center and have chosen
to reside in a nearby rural community
and commute to the center to work.
As the “pull” of the center increases,
it makes the economic and psychic costs
of the commute worthwhile. As the center
grows, those youths who have already
left the nearby small rural communities
for postsecondary education or training
might be induced to enter the center’s pro-
fessional and service sectors. They might
even choose to live in one of the nearby
rural communities (perhaps their home
town) and commute to the center.

A small town growth center policy
would have as its primary goal the
improvement of rural peoples’ access to
jobs, services, and urban amenities with-
out depriving them of a rural community

Migration

Weighting of arrows is approximate.
Does not include those intending to
enter or actually entering farming,
manufacturing, of military service.

setting in which to live. Selecting optimal
locations for these growth centers is not
a very fruitful approach since there are
already enough growing small towns to
serve as centers. Improvement of trans-
portation routes between a growth center
and its outlying rural communities and
between the center and nearby larger
towns is necessary for the implementation
of such a strategy.

The continued scattering of rural indus-
tries tends to decrease the growth potential
for any given center since the number of
plants to be sited is bound to be limited.
The continued scattering of plants also
scatters income streams which could, if
focused on a growth center, become the
basis for a large muldplier effect. County
governments and councils of government
(COGS) should work with the state govern-
ment to identify potential small town
growth centers and to set aside land for
county or multi-county industrial parks
contiguous to the growth centers selected.
To date few rural states have proceeded to
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do this. Since Nebraska’s rural industrial
growth is in its carly phases, the State
has a remarkable opportunity to shape,
with Federal aid, the future of its rural
environment and human resources.

1Glenn H. Miller "Population Change and
Income Growth in the 1970's — The Tenth
District Experience,” Economic Review, July-
August, 1978. The states include Colorado,
Kansas, Nebraska, Wyoming, most of Oklahoma
and New Mexico, and 13 counties in western
Missouri.

2p laborshed is the area in which plant
workers reside.

3Least expansion is determined by sub-
tracting the upper limit of the 1971 employ-
ment category from the lower limit of the
1976 employment category as reported in the
1971-72 and 1976-77 Nebraska Manufacturers
Directories.

dFor the changing laborshed analysis data
from two other plants, one in Deshler and one
in Gibbon, were added to those from the four
major plants.

5A 30-mile radius encompasses the January,
1978 residences of 95.0 percent of youthful
and 98.9 percent of older manufacturing plant
employees.

BAlumni were also followed for periods well
beyond their first year after graduation to
determine what activities they engaged in, and
many returned to their home communities.
The Model does not include the few seniors
intending to enter and the few alumni actually
entering farming, homemaking, or the military.

7D.L. Debertin and G.L. Bradford.” Concep-
tualizing and Quantifying Factors Influencing
Growth and Development of Rural Economics.”
Annals of Regional Science. Bellingham: Western
Regional Science Association, Department of
Economics, Western Washington State College,
October 1, 1976.
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