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I. Introduction 

If future levels of fertility in the United 
States remain at something like those of the 
present, the future population of this country 
will become more or less stationary. While this 
may suggest a host of economic and social 
problems (1), it also suggests a lessening of 
concern with the question of overpopulation for 
the nation as a whole. It is more likely that 
concern with such problems will be concentrated 
at the local level, since population movement and 
population redistribution will continue. The 
purpose of the present paper is to examine 
systematically patterns of migration at the state 
level for the 1955 -60 and 1965 -70 quinquennia. 
These results should provide necessary background 
for those dealing with the implications of future 
population distribution patterns. 

A great deal of migration analysis deals only 
with net migration. While net migration is clearly 
of primary importance in examining the impact of 
migration on an area's economic or social 
structure, there exists the danger that potential 
insight might be lost by neglecting to consider 
in- and outmigration as separate entities. 
Consequently, this paper will examine changes in 
both in- and outmigration rates, and analyze them 
in terms of their importance to net and gross 
migration. In seeking the causes of change in 
these measures, the discussion will focus on 
changes by age and race, as well as the role of 
institutions such as the military in shaping these 
changes. Finally, reference is made to the 
previous history of migration to determine the 
role that return migration plays in these changes. 

II. Data 

The data employed in this paper come from 
printed reports stemming from both the 1960 and 
1970 censuses of population (2), which deal with 
population mobility for the five year period 
immediately preceding the census. Data which 
relate present residence to place of birth are 
also employed in order to draw some inferences on 
the possible role of return migration (3). 

Analysis of in- and outmigration, unless done 
with some care, can obscure more than it reveals. 
Consider, for example, Morrison's case of 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, which between 1960 and 
1970 received a total of 22 'net migrants'. As 
Morrison notes: "...this net figure masks the 
comings and goings of about 14 or 15 people per 
hundred working -age residents every year. In fact, 

each year of the decade, some 44,000 residents 
were last year's in- migrants and 44,000 were next 
year's out -migrants. "(4) Renshaw (5) is another 
case in point on the importance of using gross 
rather than net migration data in this context. 

Changing patterns of population movements arise 
for many reasons. There have been a plethora of 
studies seeking to determine the causes and con- 
comitants of migration, based on both streams of 
migration. Many of these stem from the work of 
Blanco (6) and Lowry (7). Another large body of 
literature deals only with net migration (8). The 
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theoretical development of this area stems mainly 
from Lee (9) and Sjaastad (10). Our concern here 
will not be to advance this theory (in terms of 
migration being a behaviorial response to 
economic or social stimuli), but rather to 
document recent trends and to suggest how changes 
in the mobility behavior of different segments of 
the population are shaping the future pattern of 
population distribution. 

In the analysis and discussion that follow, 
the data will be utilized exactly as they appear 
in the printed reports. It is important to 
remember, though, that in both periods, the data 
are based on samples (25 percent in 1960 and 15 
percent in 1970). Hence, the data are subject to 
some sampling error. For example, in those cases 
where net migration is approximately zero, the 
number which would be obtained by a complete 
enumeration could vary somewhat in either 
direction. Rhode Island had about 873,000 persons 
aged five or over in 1970. Between 1965 and 1970, 
the state received some 93,200 immigrants and lost 
about 92,400 outmigrants. The standard error of 
these data is about 1,100 to 1,200. Hence, actual 
net migration for Rhode Island might have varied 
from +3,200 (94,400- 91,200) to -1,600 (92,000- 
93,600) . 

Table 1 shows the sign of net migration and the 
change (in percentage points) in rates of in, out, 
net, and gross migration for all states and 
divisions for 1955 -60 and 1965 -70. Thus, Maine 
showed net outmigration for both periods. However, 
the rate of inmigration increased by 1.5 percent- 
age points over the decade, while the rate of out - 
migration increased by 0.9 points. Hence, the rate 
of net migration increased slightly, while the 
gross migration rate increased by 2.4 points. 

Gross migration for any area is simply the sum 
of those moving in and those moving out. The rate 
of gross migration increased in 42 of 51 states 
(including the District of Columbia) and in all 
divisions save the Pacific. Foremost among states 
with declines were six with high rates of migration 
during the earlier period -Florida, New Mexico, 
Arizona, Nevada, California, and Alaska. In two of 
the remaining three states -Arkansas and Kansas -the 
decline in gross migration was attributable to 
declines in outmigration rates. The remaining area 
the district of Columbia, saw substantial decline 
in both in- and outmigration rates. The District, 
of course, has been subject to high rates of net 
outmigration in recent decades. 

Among those states with increases in gross 
migration, the largest absolute increases were 
located in North Dakota and Hawaii (7.3 and 7.4 
points, respectively). In both cases, the rate of 
inmigration increased by about two and one half 
points, while the outmigration rate rose by nearly 
five percentage points. Other states with increases 
of three points or more were New Hampshire (4.7), 

Montana (3.7), and Utah (3.0). The latter two 
states both showed small increases in inmigration 
rates(about 0.5 points), but substantially higher 
percentage point increases in the rate of 
outmigration. 



Net migration measures the contribution of mi- 
gration to population change in the area in ques- 
tion (11). Between 1955 -60 and 1965 -70, the rate 
of net migration increased in 29 states and de- 
clined in 22. Furthermore, the rate of net migra- 
tion rose in six of nine census divisions. The 
rate of net migration to an area can increase in 
a variety of ways: both in- and out migration 
rates can rise, but the former to a greater ex- 
tent; both rates can decline, but the former to 
a lesser extent; or, the inmigration rate can go 
up while the outmigration rate goes down. For 
declines in the rate of net migration, the con- 
verse of each of these statements would hold. 
Table 2 classifies states and divisions in terms 
of the percentage point change in the net migra- 
tion rate as a function of the change in the in- 
and outmigration rates. Three patterns are parti- 
cularly important: a) increase in both in- and 
outmigration rates, increase in net migration; b) 
increase in both rates, decrease in net migration; 
and, c) increase in inmigration, decrease in out- 
migration, increase in net migration. These ac- 
counted for 11, 13, and 17 states respectively -41 
of a total of 51. These patterns were also des- 
criptive of six divisions. 
The pattern of all three migration rates increas- 

ing shows some signs of regional concentration -half 

the New England states, three states in the upper 
midwest, and the two states surrounding the na- 
tion's capitol were of this type. Generally, 
states in this group had net outmigration during 
both periods, with the exceptions of New Hampshire, 
Colorado, Maryland, and Virginia. 

Those states with increases in both in- and out- 
migration, but declines in the net migration rate 
included five industrial states in the northeast 

(including those which comprise the entire New 
York metropolitan area), both Dakotas, two gulf 
ccast states,three Rocky Mountain states, and Ha- 
waii. Again, most of these states had net outmi- 
gration for both periods except for Connecticut, 
New Jersey, Utah, and Hawaii. The latter two 
states, in fact, were the only ones, along with 
New Mexico, which experienced net inmigration 
during the earlier quinquennium, but net migration 
during the latter. 

The pattern of declining net migration rates 
both through declines in inmigration rates and in- 
creases in outmigration rates contains four states 
with extremely high rates of in- and net migration 
for 1955 -60. Net migration remained high in Flori- 
da, Arizona, and to a lesser extent, California, 
but the data do suggest somewhat of an abatement 
of what might be termed a migration boom of the 
late 1950's. New Mexico is somewhat of a puzzle 
showing the largest percentage point decline in 
the rate of net migration. Between 1955 and 1960, 
New Mexico had a net migration rate of 5.3 percent, 
a level surpassed by only six states. During the 
period between 1965 and 1970, New Mexico's rate of 
net migration was -6.4 percent, a level exceeded 
only in the Dakota, the District of Columbia, and 
(marginally) Wyoming. 
The single most prevalent pattern was that of an 

increase in the net migration rate through increas- 
ing inmigration rates and decreasing outmigration 
rates. This pattern prevailed in most of the 
southeastern and south central portions of the na- 
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tion, as well as in parts of New England and the 

.Pacific Northwest. All of those states which ex- 

perienced net outmigration for 1955 -60 and net 

inmigration for 1965 -70 (Vermont, Rhode Island, 

Missouri, the Carolinas, Georgia, Tennessee, Okla- 

homa, Texas, and Oregon) were included in this 

group. Since states in this group were the only 

cases where movements in both in- and outmigration 

rates acted to increase the net migration rate, it 

is not surprising that the average increase in the 

rate of net migration was highest for states in 

this group. However, the average increase in the 

inmigration rate was also highest for state in 

this category. 

Morrison (12) has noted that rapidly growing 

cities have high rates of both in and out migra- 

tion. For states, the situation seems to be that 

high rates of gross migration are associated with 

high rates of net migration, regardless of the 

sign of the latter. For the 1965 -70 quinquennium, 

the simple correlation coefficient between the 

gross migration rate and the absolute value of the 

net migration rate was .49 (t= 3.92); r for gross 

and net rates, considering the sign of the latter 

was only .22. If the concepts of gross and net 

migration are tied to the concept of migration ef- 

ficiency, (13) there is a strong relationship be- 

tween the net migration rate (absolute value) and 

the rate of efficiency (r =.71, t =7.0), but a 

rather weak one between gross migration and migra- 

tion efficiency (r =.14, t= 0.97). In other words, 

states with highly mobile populations tend to 

have relatively large differences between inmigra- 

tion and outmigration, and, hence, high net migra- 

tion (in either direction). Furthermore, the 

higher the rate of net migration, the more effi- 

cient the migration. 

III. Changes in the Demographic Components of 

Migration 

In many cases, there might be more interest in 

the reasons for changes in migration rates, rather 

than merely the changes themselves. This section 

deals with changes in the rates of migration as a 

function of changes in rates by age and race (14). 

Percentage point changes in the three migration 

rates, by race, are shown in table 3. In the in- 

terest of preserving space, the discussion of 

these data will be limited to those states with a 

change in the direction of migration or a decline 

in migration between the 1955 -60 and 1965 -70 quin- 

quennia. 
Those states which went from a net outmigration 

during the latter portion of the 1950's to net in- 

migration ten years later generally showed in- 

creases in the rate of net migration for both 

races. The bulk of these states were in the south- 

east or southwest. The typical pattern was an in- 

crease in net immigration rates among whites, and 

a decrease in the rate of net outmigration among 

nonwhites. 
Those states which went from net inmigration to 

net outmigration all experienced declines in the 

rate of net migration for whites. In the cases of 

New Mexico and Utah, the direction of white migra- 

tion changed as well. However, in Utah and Hawaii, 

the rate of nonwhite migration increased, although 

clearly not enough to offset the decline among 



whites. 
States which showed a decline in the rate of net 

migration between periods fell into three general 
categories: states with little or no . population 
growth and low rates of migration (New York, Ohio, 
Illinois, Alabama, Louisiana), states with little 
or no population growth, but high rates of migra- 
tion (the Dakotas, the District of Columbia, Mon- 
tana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah), and states with high 
rates of population growth during the 1950's, and 
generally high rates of migration, but which slow- 
ed down somewhat during the later quinquennium. 
These included Connecticut, New Jersey, Delaware, 
Florida, Arizona, Nevada, California, Alaska, New 
Mexico, and Hawaii. In all cases but Utah and 
Hawaii, these states experienced declines in both 
white and nonwhite net inmigration between the 
1955 -60 and 1965 -70 periods. The latter two 
states, along with Maryland, were the only in- 
stances of increased net inmigration for nonwhites 
accompanied by decreases in the white rate. In- 
creases in the rate for both races were found in 
four midwestern states (Indiana, Michigan, Minne- 
sota, Kansas),six southeastern states (Virginia, 
West Virginia, the Carolinas, Georgia, Kentucky), 
two southwestern states (Texas and Oklahoma), and 
the two states of the Pacific northwest. 
Another demographic variable which is important 

in the analysis of changing migration patterns is 
age. Individuals are most prone toward migratory 
behavior at certain stages of their life -the most 
obvious example being in the late teens and early 
twenties when persons most often leave home to 
take their first job, get married, further educa- 
tion, enter military service, and so on. 
A great deal of migration of young persons is 

reflected in college and military migration. Mi- 
litary migration is of perhaps greater interest 
for two reasons: first, there is more of it; se- 
cond, it is the result of a policy decision (not 

related to migration) to a greater and more syste- 
matic extant than is college migration. 

During the 1955 -60 quinquennium, the number of 
transfers of residence between states among college 
students totalled about 97,000; the number of such 
moves among military personnel was nearly 378,000 
(15). The number of states gaining population ap- 
preciably through college was fairly small: Massa- 
chusetts and Indiana (12,900 each), Colorado (8, 

100), Utah (6,600), and California (17,400). Simi- 
larly, large losses of population due to net out - 
migration among college students were limited to 
these states: New York (24,000), New Jersey (20, 

000), and Illinois (15,700). In relative terms, 
migration of college students diminished consider- 
ably net outmigration in Massachusetts and Indiana, 
and added appreciably to net inmigration in Colora- 
do and Utah. The latter, in fact, would have ex- 
perienced net outmigration had it not been for 
college migration. Although college migration was 
large in the other states mentioned, only in New 
Jersey did it have an important effect on the total 
migration pattern, lowering somewhat the level of 
net inmigration. 

Military migration had a much more widespread 
effect. Several states, including Rhode Island, 
Maryland, Virginia, the Carolinas, Georgia, Flori- 
da, Texas, California, Alaska, and Hawaii had a net 
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gain of at least 10,000 military personnel, with 

California gaining more than 110,000. Similarly, 

the number of states losing population in large 

amounts through military migration was quite 
large: New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illi- 

nois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, West 

Virginia, and Oregon. 
The combined effects of military and college mi- 

gration were extremely important in many cases. 

In some states such as Virginia, Louisiana, Utah, 

Alaska, and Hawaii the effects were such as to 

change the sign of net migration. Except for Utah, 

the effects were primarily from the military, and 

except for Louisiana, the effect was to create net 

inmigration. In several other states, these fac- 

tors accounted for more than one third of net mi- 

gration (Ohio, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, 

Minnesota, Idaho, Wyoming, and Washington). In 

other states, military and college trends blunted 

the overall level of net outmigration (Massachu- 

setts, Rhode Island, Missouri, Kansas, the Caro- 

linas, Georgia, Kentucky, and Texas) or bolstered 

the level of net inmigration (New Hampshire, Mary- 

land, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, and Califor- 

nia). Only in the case of New Jersey and Connec- 

ticut were levels of net inmigration lowered by 

net outmigration of college students and military 

personnel. 
The volume of both college and military migra- 

tion increased substantially during the 1965 -70 

period. Total college movements rose to more than 

218,000, while military movements increased to 

almost 660,000. The overall pattern remained much 

the same as that of the earlier quinquennium, but 

there were some changes. College net migration 

increased in northern New England, Michigan, Wis- 

consin, Missouri, much of the southeast and south- 

west, and on the pacific coast. Outmigration of 

college students increased most notably in the 

Middle Atlantic and East North Central divisions; 

in fact, these were the only divisions with net 

college outmigration, and the only ones where the 

level of net migration declined between quinquen- 

nia. The largest increases occured in the South 

Atlantic, West South Central (essentially Texas), 

and Pacific divisions. 
The reason for the increase in military movement 

was primarily the increase in military activity 

in Southeast Asia. A great deal of this increase 
was felt in the South, which, as a whole, exper- 

ienced a net military inmigration of more than 

210,000. The West, particularly on the coast, 

gained more than 150,000 persons, with more than 

100,000 of these in California. Virginia, with a 

net gain of nearly 75,000 was also a large benefi- 

ciary of the war, in demographic terms. Besides 

Virginia, there were several other states which 

experienced net inmigration during the 1965 -70 

period directly as a result of military migration: 

Rhode Island, both Carolinas, and Alaska. 

Between 1955 -60 and 1965 -70, there were increases 

in net migration (16) in New England the East and 

West North and South Central divisions, and the 

South Atlantic states. In New England and the West 

North Central states, increases in college migra- 

tion played a relatively small role; these were 

more than offset by sizeable increases in net mili- 

tary outmigration. In the East North Central divi- 



vision, net migration increased despite decreases 

in both college military net migration. The 

three divisions which comprise the South all saw 

college and military net migration increases a- 

long with the total. The increase in these com- 

ponents was responsible for 40 percent of the 

total increase in the South Atlantic division, 

and 9 and 12 percent in the East and West South 

Central divisions, respectively. 
The three divisions with declines in net migra- 

tion over the decade were the Middle Atlantic, 

Mountain, and Pacific. The first of these saw 

substantial decline in both college and military 

migration -these accounted for more than 70 per- 

cent of the total decline. In the Mountain 

states, total migration declined despite modest 

increases in both college and military net migra- 

tion. The substantial decline in net immigration 

to the Pacific states was little affected by the 

small increase in college migration or the even 

smaller decrease in military migration (see table 

4) . 

Migration of older persons is a subject which 

has received increasing scrutiny in recent years 

(17). Some portion of this is no doubt repre- 

sented by return migration (18). Between 1955 -60 

and 1965 -70, several portions of the country be- 

gan to become alternative (to Florida, Arizona, 

and California) destinations for older persons. 

These include northern New England, the south- 

east, the southwest, and the northwest. As a 

rule, increases in migration of older persons to 

these areas paralleled overall increases in mi- 

gration. States which have historically been 

important destinations of elderly migrants con- 

tinued to attract large numbers, but at somewhat 

lower rates. Again, the experience of elderly 

persons is representative of overall trends in 

states such as California, Nevada, Florida, and 

Arizona (see table 5). 
For our purposes, return migration may be de- 

fined as a person who moved to his /her state of 

birth, from another state, between 1965 and 1970. 

The rate of return migration (19) varied only 

slightly among states, both for the entire popu- 

lation aged five and over, as well as the 65 and 

over population. The mean rates of return migra- 

tion were 5.7 and 2.7 percent, respectively. 

Particularly high rates of total return migration 

occured in Michigan (7.9), Maryland (8.5), Flori- 

da (10.3), Texas (8.8), Washington (9.4), Oregon 

(7.4), and California (11.8). Particularly low 

rates were found in the upper midwest and some 

of the Rocky Mountain states. Return migration 

rates for older persons were much higher in 

Florida (16.3 percent) and California (9.5 per- 

cent) than in any other state. The only other 

states with rates in excess of four percent were 

Maryland and Arizona. 
Although rates of return migration were uniform 

with the exceptions noted previously, the share 

of inmigrants accounted for by return migration 

varied considerably. On the average, some 19.6 

percent of all immigrants were return migrants. 

For older persons, this figure was somewhat 

higher, 28.6 percent. As might be concluded 

from the relative constancy of return migration 

rates, and the wide dispersion of immigration 

rates, return migration was a much larger share 

of immigration in those states with low rates of 

inmigration. Conversely, those states with high 
rates of immigration saw only a relatively small 
share accounted for by return migration. Florida, 
for example, had very high rates of both immigra- 
tion and return migration, but the proportion of 
inmigrants who were returning native Floridians 
was only 6.4 percent. Similar statements would 
also hold for other states with highly mobile 
populations. 

IV. Summary and Conclusions 

This paper has explored changes in the volume 
of migration for states during the 1955 -60 and 
1965 -70 quinquennia. Those states with high rates 
of net migration during the earlier period general- 
ly maintained levels of migration for 1965 -70 that 
were high relative to other states, but low rela- 
tive to their own levels ten years previous. The 
primary areas of destination changed somewhat, 
with the South Atlantic states becoming the lead- 
ing area of destination. The Pacific northwest, 
the southwest, and northern New England also ex- 
perienced relatively important increases in net 
migration. 

A consideration of some importance was the role 
of military migration within the total migration 
stream for states. Those states with large mili- 
tary installations received large amounts of net 
inmigration due to the military build -up of the 
late 1960's. Although this is a subject which 
requires additional work, it would seem likely 
that, on the whole, the economic benefits of this 
military presence outweighed the economic costs 
for the primary areas of destination. Although 
no one would argue that the formulation of demo- 
graphic policy is a major concern at the Pentagon, 
it is important to realize that military manpower 
decisions (along with similar decisions made in 
the private and public sectors) can have consider- 
able impact on a area's population and its eco- 
nomy (20). Given the goal of a national policy 
of population redistribution away from the major 
metropolitan areas, and the apparent desire of 
a large segment of the population to live in small 
to medium sized places, (21) it would seem that 
this could be a policy tool capable of being weild- 
ed more effectively in coming years (22). 
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Table 1. Direction of Net Migration and Percentage Point Change in Migration Rates, States:1955 -60 
1965 -70 

Division 

NEW ENGLAND 
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 
E.N. CENTRAL 
W. N. CENTRAL 
SOUTH ATLANTIC 
E.S. CENTRAL 
W.S. CENTRAL 
MOUNTAIN 
PACIFIC 

1* 2* 3* 4* 

1.5 0.9 
0.6 0.9 
0.6 0.2 

0.6 0.3 
1.2 -0.2 

+ 1.1 -0.6 

+ -1.2 2.1 
-2.4 1.4 

1* Direction of net migration, 55 -60 
2* Direction of net migration, 65 -70 
3* p.p. change, inmigration rate 
4* p.p. change, outmigration rate 
5* p.p. change, net migration rate 
6* p.p. change, gross migration 

5* 6* 

0.7 
-0.3 
0.4 

0.3 
1.4 
1.7 

-3.3 
-3.7 

2.4 
1.5 
0.8 

0.9 
1.0 
0.5 
0.9 
-1.0 

Footnote 

a/ Due to space limitations, data for each state are no shown. These data are available 

from the author upon request (PO Box 6550, Charlottesville, Va. 22906. 
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Table 2. Patterns of Change in Migration Rates, 

Increase IMR 
Increase OMR 
Increase NMR 
Maine 

New Hampshire 
Massachusetts 
Pennsylvania 
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Maryland 
Virginia 
Mississippi 
Colorado 

NEW ENGLAND 
E.N. CENTRAL 
SOUTH ATLANTIC 
11 states 
3 divisions 

Increase IMR 
Increase OMR 
Decrease NMR 
Connecticut 
New York 
New Jersey 
Ohio 
Illinois 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Alabama 
Louisiana 
Montana 
Idaho 
Utah 
Hawaii 

MIDDLE AT. 

13 states 
1 divisions 

Increase IMR 
Decrease OMR 
Increase NMR 

States and Divisions: 1955 -60 to 1965 -70 

Vermont 
Rhode Island 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
Kansas 
West Virginia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Arkansas 
Oklahoma 
Texas 
Washington 
Oregon 

E.S. CENTRAL 
W.S. CENTRAL 

17 states 
2 divisions 

Mean 
Change: 
IMR 1.32 0.78 1.94 
OMR 0.56 2.08 -0.98 
NMR 0.77 -1.29 2.91 

*increase IMR; no change OMR; increase NMR 
* *no change IMR; increase OMR; decrease NMR 

Source: same as Table 1 

Decrease IMR 
Increase OMR 
Decrease NMR 
Florida 
Wyoming 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
California 

MOUNTAIN 
PACIFIC 

5 states 
2 divisions 

-4.86 
2.80 

-7.64 

Decrease 
Decrease 
Decrease 
District 

Nevada 
Alaska 

3 states 

-3.10 
-0.87 
-2.22 

IMR 
OMR 
NMR 
of Col. 

Other 

Indiana * 
Delaware ** 

W.N. CENTRAL* 

2 states 
1 division 

Table 3. Percentage Point Changes in Migration Rates, by Race, Divisions: 

White White White Nonwhite Nonwhite 

Division in out net in out 

1955 -60 to 1965 -70 a/ 

Nonwhite 
net 

NEW ENGLAND 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.1 3.0 -2.9 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC 0.8 1.1 -0.3 -1.6 0.6 -2.2 

E. N. CENTRAL 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.0 -0.4 0.4 

W. N. CENTRAL 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.7 1.6 -1.0 

S. ATLANTIC 0.3 0.3 0.1 1.1 0.4 0.8 

E. S. CENTRAL 1.2 -0.7 1.9 0.7 1.4 -0.7 

W. S. CENTRAL 1.2 -0.8 1.9 1.0 0.5 0.4 

MOUNTAIN -1.2 2.1 -3.3 1.1 3.7 -2.6 

PACIFIC -2.2 1.4 -3.8 -1.8 1.0 -2.8 

Source: same as Table 1 

Table 4. Changes in the Volume of Total, College, and Military Net Migration, 

Divisions: 1955 -60 to 1965 -70 

Division Total College Military 

NEW ENGLAND 64,296 1,978 -20,094 Source: 1960 Census, Mobility 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC -147,162 -81,058 -23,237 for States and State Economic 

E. N. CENTRAL 88,592 -11,337 -21,434 Areas, Table 20 and 22 

W. N. CENTRAL 138,646 3,111 -11,861 1970 Census, Mobility 

S. ATLANTIC 178,392 19,826 51,584 for States and the Nation, Tables 

E. S. CENTRAL 148,939 7,950 5,096 48 and 52 

W. S. CENTRAL 264,635 13,760 18,649 

MOUNTAIN -178,278 15,051 11,606 

PACIFIC -553,060 30,719 -6,573 
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