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ABSTRACT

* Changed patterns of migration , coupled with a sharp slowdown in

overall population growth , have intensified public concern with popula-

tion movements and their local consequences. These demographic shifts

have brought the ri ght to migrate into conflict with the less well—

defined rights of the population alread y living where migrants decide

to go. Underlying this contemporary concern with migration is a com-

plex and unresolved issue about rights of access to places.

This naper offers a demographic perspective on migration and the

issue of access as they a-r~ manifesting themselves In two contemporary

situations: (I) ‘4’energy boom towns~5—e .g., Gillette , Wyoming, Coistrip,

Montana , and others like them—~~ here large—scale energy—related indus-

trial dcvclopment i~ under wav ;~~(2)  growth—Iiii~iting communities—---e .g.,

Petaluma , California and Boulder , Colorado—~~ hich have sought to Impose

local population ~ceilings .
à 

/

Submerged beneath the ~ontemporary~ concern with migration , and

the often unwelcome access it confers on destination areas, are ~~~ e 
-

profound legal and political questions~, like ~Who gets to live where’~’~~
and “Who is to decide , and by what criteria?” Whether or not society

poses these questions explicitly, it does not avoid providing implicit

answers through a host of private and public decisions that control

* 
local settlement patterns. These answers introduce the idea of tinker-

ing with the vast and complex system by whi ch population and economic

changes occur throughout the country . The hazard is that there is no

c lear p lace for such tinkering to stop.
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*M I G R A T I O N  AND R I ( ; HTS OF ACCESS:  NEW P U B L I C  CONCERNS OF THE 1970s

by

P e t e r  A.  M o r r i s o n

The Rand C or p o r a t  ion , 1701) Ma in  St re et  , San ta  M o n i c a , C a l i f .  91)406

I .  INTRODUCTION

Las t  f a l l  , tno~-~t of t h e  236 r e s i d e n t s  of H a r d e n b u r g h , New York

a t t e m p t e d  t o  ex empt  t h e m s e l v e s  f r o m  p r o p e r t y  taxes by becoming minis-

ters in a ch u r ch  t h a t  o f f e r s  d i v i n i t y  deg rees  b y m a i l .  Perhaps  t o

t h e i r  own s u r p r i s e  t h e y  .‘oic eeded , f o r  t h ey  original lv staged their

ac t  io n  as a med ia event  t o  d r am a t i ~~t H ar d en h u r g h  ‘s financial plight

fo r  New Y o r k  ot  i , i l d o m - ov e r  the  p a st  severa l  yea r s , a number of

t a x — e xe m p t  c r o L l p ~-~ h. IV bough t  I arge  t r a c t s  of land  in the  area , n - a r —

~~ in g  t h e  t ax b a se  d ra s t  I c a l l  v .  As a r e s u l t  , p r o p e r ty  t axes  f o r  Har—

de n h u r i ~h ‘ -; r c s  i d e n t  s , mo s t  of whom have  mode st  or meager  incomes , have

t r i p l e t  o~ q u a d r u p l e d , t h r e a t e n i n g  r . i a n v  of t h e m  w i t h  l o s s  of t h e i r
**homes , i n d  f a r m s .

Ic f o r t h .  rn  Ca i i f e r n  i i  . i  y e a r  or  so ea r l  icr , t h e  Board of Super—

visors ot seen ic , spar ’- .( l v  p opu I • i t e d  P l u m a s  C o u n ty  vo ted  u n a n i m o u s l y

to s t o p  p a v i n g  t h e  - a u n t  v ’ s s h i r e  of s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  lv m a n d a t e d  wel-

f a r e  pro d  a n u s .  T ia - , t o o k  t h a t  a c t i o n  in  p r o t e s t  a g a i n s t  i w e l f a r e

l o a d  who se  i o p . r t  i~~iis  r e s e m b le  t h o se  of New York  C i t y :  One in ei ght

*Paper prepared for t h e  a n n u a l  mee t ing of the  A m e r ica n  A s so c i a t  ion
f o r  the  Advan cement  of Science , Symposium on “Migration: New Directions
and P o l i c y  in America ,” February 24 , 1977 , Denver , Colorado.

T h i s  paper draws on research supported by a grant from the Econ-
omic Deve~ opment Adm inistration , U.S. Department of Commerce. The
author thanks Rand colleagues Will Harriss and Judith Wheeler for their
major contributions to this paper. Views expressed here are the a u —
thor ’s own , and are not necessaril y shar ed by Rand or i t s  research
sponsors .  *

** A tax assessor granted tax exemptions to Hardenburgh ’s newly
()rda m e d  clergy early last December , according to TI; ~!‘~~‘ Y~~~~~~~.” ; PII~~~.

What began as a m e d i a  event  has spread in  recen t m o n t h s  to o the r  n e i g h —
boring Catskill area communities , most recentl y , Carmel , New York .
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of t h e c o u n ty ’ s resident s (1 ,540 o u t  of 12 , 700 t o t a l  p u p u l a t  i o n )  were

receiving some kind 04  p u h l  i c  a s s is t a n c e .  1 ( 0 - a l  r e s i d e n t s  b l a m e d  t h e

esca I at i ng we I fare cos t s  on an in  1 I ux of ‘‘ l o n g  ha i rs and m i n o r  it i es ’’

t h a t  fo  1 [owed the es tab I i shment  of a sma I I two— y e a r  (((liege in t h e  a c c l

s e v e r a l  years b e f o r e .

A numb er  of o t h e r  p l a ce s  have  r eh e  11 ed in  r e c e n t  vc ’a rs a ga i n s t

a i l m e n t s  t l u e v  bl amed on ‘‘ newcomers . ’’ Pet  i luma and L i ver m o r e  ( i n  the

San F r a n c  i sco Bay a rea )  , Ron lder  , C o l o r a d o , and Boca Ra t o n , F l o r i d a

are among the s m a l l e r  c i t  les t h a t  h a v e  impo sed popu 1 a t  ion c e i l i n g s  or

enac ted  o t h e r  measures  to c o n t r o l  g rowth  f r o m  m i g r a t i o n . In  H a w a i i ,

( ;iu v e ’rnor  Ar i v o s h i r e c e n t ly  proposed Federa l  l e g i s l a t i o n  to c o n t r o l t h e

influx of migrants to his state.

These t a x  and welfare rebellions and no—growth ordinances are

symptoms of fiscal , socioeconomic , and environmental stresses that

arise partly from new patterns of population redistribution. Now , as

in the past , peop le migrate for reasons that are connected with the

workings of the national economy . Most of them do so to improve their

lot in life , defined chiefly in terms of job or income opportunities ,

and therefore move from areas where jobs are dwindling to areas where

workers are needed.

Until quite recentl y, the trend of this movement was toward me t-

ropolitan areas or between them and was mostly due to employment oppor-

tunities in those areas. But in the l970s , a number of economic trends——

along with other forces harder to pin down——have converged to alter

this pattern of redistribution. In one of the noteworthy reversals in

migratory patterns in the nation ’s history, more people are now moving

away from metropolit an areas than are moving to them , and some of the

places they are moving to have experienced little or no growth for

decades.

This new dispersal of population , coupled with a sharp slowdown

in overall growth due to a l ower birth rate , has altered local and re-

gional population growth rates , and the new patterns are having sig—

nificant social , fiscal , and political repercussions . Suddenly, pen—

pie are thinking about migration——a topic about which few Americans

have thought it necessary to have any opinion whatsoever. Migration

is gaining recognition as a powerful and unpredictable force. The

essentiall y private and unregulated movements that make up migration
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f l o w s  a r e  now being 5k r u t  i n  i led for  the n e w l y  perceived cost s t l u c y

c r e a t e  hot Ii i t  or I g i n  and es pee i a l i v  at des t i nat ion.

This new s en s i t  i v i t v  t o  t h e  c o s t s  of migr at ion is part ly due to

its new d i rect i o n s .  When peop 1 e move away f r o m  d e n s e l y  p o p u l a t e d  areas

to sparse Iv populated ones , instead of the other way around , they cause

two important asymmetries . One of them is arithmetic: migrants who

move to or between cities for opportunities afforded by “b igness” en-

hance that bigness; but if large numbers of u~igrants move to the coun-

try for its “smallness ,” they may destroy what they seek . The second

is a cultura l asymmetry: the people who are descending on small cities

and t owns and creating settlements in virtual wilderness areas are a

different breed f r o m  the rel at ive lv poor and uneducated migrants who

flocked to the citi es in the first half of this century. Many of them

are comparativel y affluent and well—educated urbanite s who , for all

their reported affection for “the simple life ,” are accustomed to urban

living standards. For them , the dirt road that was so picturesque in

autumn must be paved the minute winter snows and spring rains turn it

into rutted mud.

These a s ymm e t r i e s  have b r o u g h t  the right to migrate into conflict

w i t h  t h e  less  w e l l — d e f i n e d  r i g h t s  of the  p o p u l a t i o n  a l r e a d y  l i v i n g

where m i g r a n t s  d ec i d e  to go——or , in the case of unpopulated areas , ~ itt i

the p u b l i c ’ s r i g h t  to  conserve the wilderness. The pressure of popu—

l a t i o n  on limited spatial resources is producing an array of disputes

over i s sues  of access  t o  p l a c e s .  The most notorious , perhaps , are

a r i s i n g  b e t w e e n  t i l se who v a l u e  t h e  a e s t h e t  ics of a space and those

who have t o  pay  t u x c - s  on i t

His t o rical l v , Anieri ails have en j oyed the right to migrate any-

where in the count rv wi th o ui t any  fo rm of o f f i c i a l  sanct  ion or i n t e r —

venti cin . Each citizen ’s right of access to the social , economic , and

phy sica l resources of the nation has been vested in the right to mi-

grate and , for generations of migrants , geographical mobility has in-

deed meant upward soci al mobilit y . But an individual ’s access to social

and economic well—b e ing can he abridged by law , custom , prejudice , or

di sadvant age .

Tod ay, an m t  ensi lv rights— conscIous SO(’ let y is transferring some

of the burden of eqila ii zing opportunit y frorr, the m div id uial to the

—‘ - . --p ,—— .- .  
S 

- —  .. .. , 4 , .  • - . 
. 

~~~ 
C 

-~~—— .. -.—-- - ..--. , -—- -
~~~~~ 

- _ _



-

soc it ’  t y . O p p o r t u n i t i e s  once sec’u red , i f  at a l l  , b y movement I ~ a m or e

hosp it .11) 1 e or e c o n o m i c a l l y  p r o v i d e n t  co m m u n i t y  are  now secured b y law .

Th ’  ‘‘ r i gh t s’’ ot access  to  lobs , to w e l f a r e , to  be t  te r se luol l  I s and 1l (iIIs—

ing  * and so f o r t h  are to he gua ran teed  in  a l l  places. Hut in- re ;i s i n~’ Iv
the rights of migrants are b e i n g  ( ‘ai l ed  into ques t  ion by those who I eel

t ;~~ e rights ace being imp inged upon by migrants ’ traditionally unlim-

ited access. The local manifestations are as d ive r se as the I ’ i r c u m —

s tances  in H ar d e n b u r g h  or P e t a lu m a , bu t  a common issue is b e i n g  r a i s e d :

Does the right to access include a right not to be “accessed ”—— i .e.,

subjected to populat ion growth or compositional change and all that it

entails? So far the answer has been yes in some instances (Petaluma),

no in others (Plumas County).
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I T  . THE C U R R E N T  DE MOC RAPH I C  CON J EY T

Popu I at  iOu ch ang e  in any g I v e i l  I oca Ic  is  by de f i n  I t ion the  ne t

e f f e ct  of changes in  I i ’r t  I I  i t y  rai l s , m o r t a l i t y  r a t e s , and m i g r a t i o n

r a t e s  (in- luding rat t- s of i m m i g r a t  i on  and em i g r L l t i o n )  . C u r r e n t ly , the

l.’.S. 1)011111 a t  1(1 11 i s  u n d e r go i n g  Some? noteworthy t rans i  o rmat  ions a t t  r i bu—

t u b  Ic  to  - l ianges  in  t Wo of these f a c t o r s :  fe r t i i i  t v  and m i g r a t i o n .

ft ~- sharp dccl inc in b i r t h s , e s p e c i a l iy i n  t h i s  d e c a d e , has slowed

t h e  ovcra I I rate of p op ui  1 a t  ion  g r o w t h  n at  ion a  I I  y . ‘l’h i s s lower  g rowth

r a t e  has  i n t e n s  i l i e d  t h e  e f f e c t  on t h e  n a t i o n ’s ma p a r  urban c e n t e r s  of

a 4 -rend  t o  net o u t — m i g r a t i o n  f r o m  m e t r o p o l i t a n  a reas . T h i s  e f f e c t  has

h c eii mos t  n o t i c e a b l e  i n  t he  l a r g e  m e t r o p o l i t a n  areas , many  of w h i c h

now h a v e  a s t a b l e  or d e c l i n i n g  number  of r e s i d e n t s .  F u l l y  10 of the

n a t i o n ’ s 25 l a r g e s t  S t a n d a r d  M e t r o p o l i t a n  Statistical Areas (SMSAs)

were declining as of 1974: New York , Chicago , Los Angeles—Long Beach ,

P h i l a d e l p h i a , De t r o i t , St. Louis , Pittsburgh , Cleveland , Seattle—Everett ,

and ( j
~~ i n n a t i .  A l l  t o l d , n e a r l y  one in  s i x  of all 259 metropoli tan

a reas  had f e w e r  r e s i d e n t s  in 1975 t h a n  t hey  had in 1970 , and one in

t h r ee  m e t r o p o l i t a n  r e s i d e n t s  was l i v i n g  in  an area  of p o p u l a t io n

de ‘ l i n e .

U t i s  new d i sp e r s a l  p a t t e r n  is  m u l t i f a c e t e d . F i r s t , m i g r an t s  a r e

~r i v i  t a t  i ng i n c r e a s i n g ly  toward  t he  S o u t h  and Sou thwes t , p r o d u c i n g  a

wave  - -I growth that has spread  t h r ou g h o u t many  f o r m e r ly  d e c l i n i n g  S o u t h —

cr0 - o r  as and  l e a v i n g  b e h i n d  a si 4 - o a t  ion  of p o p u l a t i o n  s t a s i s  t h r o u g h o u t

m u c h  of ~hc ~~,rtheast . This shift , building for many \ears , reflects

hisi  sh u l  s i n  r e g i o n o l  s h a r e s  of n-a t ion a l  e m p l o~~~e n t .  The diff er—

en - es in growth rat ~~~S among r eg ions  a re  due  l ess  to t h e  r e l o c a t  ion of
*f i r m — , than t o  th a t ’  d i f f e r e n t  g r o w t h  r a t e s  of f i r m s  t h a t  s t ay  put  — —

wh i h p a - r 1 i s  - i - c o u n t s  f o r  r e c e n t  a l l e g a t  ions  t h a t  f e d e r a l  s p e n d i n g  and

reg iul i t  i n  bo ive- s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  s h o r t — c h a n g e d  the  N o r t h e a s t .

S e c o nd , more  Am er j e a n s  are now moving  rwa~’ f rom m e t r o p o l i t a n  areas

than are moving ~~ “ them , reversing a l ong established urbanizati on

Roger .1. Vaughan , The 1n71 ac t o  .° Fed er a l- Po ii ‘ieo - ~~~ ‘ ef’~’:
• , - 

~~~- /  .‘ - r ’- -~; t , The Rand  C o r p o r at i o n , R — 2 0 2 5 — K F , f o r t h c o m i n g.
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trend. Each year he tween 1970 and 1975 , to r every lOt ) pt - oP I o. - who i i  - v t - P

to a h u t  ropol i t a n  a r e a , 1 3 1  moved o u t .  A s  i u su l t , n e t  migr io t ion ~a ins

‘c ’ ,-ui r red in nearly two— t h u  I rds  of a I I nonune t ropo I i t  an count i L ’5 , c o m p a r e d

w i t h  o n ly  o n e — q u a r t e r  i n  the 1960s . T h i s  r ev e r s a l  is affecting dis—

t in ct ly renuote nonmetropol i tan ark-as as well as those adjacent 4-C) met-

r o p o l i t a n  ( ‘e n t e r s ;  it cannot , therebo re , be explained away semantically

as just more metropolitan sp r aw l or “sp illover. ” For now , at least ,

nonmet ropo litan areas h a v e  b ecome more attractive , both to their resi —
*dents and to outsiders , whereas nietropol i t a n  areas have become less so.

It is uncl ear whether this reversal will be a temporar y or a long—

t e r m  p h e n o m e n o n .  (The s h i f t  c o i n - i d e d  w i t h , and may he due in part to ,

the severe economic recession of t h e  pa s t  severa l y e a r s . )  I t s  immed-

iate effects , however , are palpable and r ea l .  The by now familiar

problem of population decline in older central cities has  spread out-

ward . S u b u r b s  t h a t  were  a c c u s t o m e d  to  r e s i s t in g t h e  “ n e g a t  I v c ” a s p e c t s

of g r o w t h — — h i g h e r  taxes , h i g h e r — d e n s i ty  zoning, crowded streets and

classrooms——are now dismayed by the loss of the “positive ” aspects of

growth——rising employment , an expanding tax base , and general prosperit y .

On the other hand , rural areas that failed to grow desp ite years of

federal economic development subsidies are now growing spontaneously ,

but not always in beneficial ways.

Together , lower fertility and changed migration patterns have made

for surprising——in some cases disturbing——shifts in regional and local

fortunes. Over t ime , economic trends and federal policies give rise

to forces that attract migrants to some areas and repel them from

others. Federal policies that exert a powerful and largel y undirected

‘u influence include , for ex ampl e , oil depletion allowances , federal pur-

chases of goods and services , energy price regulation , and income re-

distribution (principall y through we l fare programs and Social Security).

*
See:  C. Jack Tucker , “Changing Patterns of Migration between

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas in the United States: Recent
E v i d en c e , ” ,h~~~~~ i ; p o ? 2 ,, Vol. 13 , No. 4 (November 1976) , pp .  4 3 5 — 4 4 3 ;
P e t e r  A.  M o r r i s o n , “R u r a l  Rena i s sance  in  A m e r i c a ?  The R e v i v a l  of Pop—
ul  at  ion  ( rowth  in R e m o t e  Areas , ’’ f - -~ a ?  , t i -  a Pa l ? ‘ o - , V o l  . 31 , N o .  3
( P o p u l a t i o n  R e f e r e n c e  Bureau , I n c . ,  W a s h i n g t o n , 1). C . , 1 9 7 6) .
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Intl iv loh ~ .o I at  . o t t ’ S  or local ~ur i sd let ions , w h i ch in  the past have bad

I i t t  h- s.c. ii h tuuit the e ffects oP thu - se 1)001 i c i o s , are now organizing to
*e x e r t  n l o r t -  - , o h ~~t ro l  ov e r  t hi e l r own o ’ -onom I c  well are.

One ctl rr eul t l v  p r o m i n e n t  instance of how nat iona I policy may have

highl y visible loc ation—specific effects is energy related industrial

d e v e l o p m e n t .  A new v a r i a n t  of t I l e  r a p i d — g r o w t h — t h r o u g h — m i g r a t i o n  syn-

d r o m e — — t h e  “energy boom t own”——has appeared in numerous places through-

ou t  t he  Rock y M o u n t a i n  and N o r t h e r n  G r e a t  P la i n s  s t a t e s .

*See: “The Second War Be tween the States ,” Pasi ness ~~~~ May
17 , 19Th , pp. 92—114 ; and “Federa l Sp e n d i n g : The N o r t h ’ s Loss i s  t he
Sunbelt ’s Gain ,” Na t - / o n e !  ,T~~~~ g~ ’7 , June 26, 1976 , pp . 878—891.
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I I  I . l u l l  h-NERGY BOOM 4-OWN

‘Flue sudden congregcut inn ot  migran ts in some isola te d pla ce is not

a new phenomenon in t h u e  lb i ted States . ‘Flit’ instant cit , is an ancient

form , as is its spec Ia 1 variant , 4- hue erie rg - - boom t own . A rh~-rn&’ a pp t ’.i r—

ing in t h e  J u n e  9, I 866, Mead ow Lake -~~ - c i . * 
— - 1’’ in No - v o d o  C o u n t y ,

Ca I i f o r n  i a , fo reshuadowed C-on t empor;o ry deve I opmt’n ts:

Rut Cone shin r 4- y e a r  since first these mint ’s were known
Behold , Ii ke magIc , 1 a! a town is shown

In many places in the Rocky Mount a in cund Nor t h e rn Great UI a ins States

where larg e—scale projects are under way o develop energy supp Ii C s ,

the 1970s genre of boom towns is sproutin g tip: G i l lc -t t e , Wyoming,

Coist ri p, Montana and others like them . The energy boom town— —brought

to life by the lure of sudden treasure and exposed to a frec-wIIt-oc l ing

interpla y of social , economic’ , and political forces— —draws people m oti—

vated by personal gain to sites possessing few io f  the standard pre—
*r e q u i s i t e s  f o r  u r b a n  g r e a t n e s s .

Today ’ s instant cities , like the earlier boom towns, are charac-

terized by i i  t r a n s i e n t , l a r g e l y  m a l e  p o p u l a t  ion and the  “4 I)s”——d runk—

enness , depression , delinquenc y , and divorce. Several of their dis-

tinct lye features are of special significance in the contemporar y

**conteXt -

For one thing, the area s in which they have a p p e a r e d  a r c  sp ri r s - I v

pop uil ated , by and large , a n d  possess no sizable ind i genous labor pool

*
G u n t h e r  B a r t h , /n,~~~ ic 1 - : ~~~~~~~- ‘ic ;i . Y -o - i , - ‘ o , --

~~~~~

i S!  o ’ n - ~~’ (New York : Oxford Ii. iv , ’rsi tv Press , 1975)
Th e rh yme above is cited by B a r t h .

**Wi 11 ian R .  F r e u den h e r g ,  “T h e  S o c i a l  Im p a c t  of E n e r gy  Boom I)evel -
opmen t  on R u r a l C o m m u n i t i e s :  A R e v i e w  of Litera ture and Some Predi c—
tions ,” paper prepared for the a n n u a l  meeting, American Sociological
Association , Section on Environmental Sociology , August 31 , 1976, N o w
York City ; .John S Gilniore , “Boom Towns May Hinder Energy Resource
Development ,” ~‘/ en ’e, Vol. 191 (February 13 , 1976), pp. 535—540; Bill
C h r i s t i a n s e n  and Theodore H. Cla ck, Jr., “A Western Perspective on
Energy: A Plea for Rational Energy Planning ,” ‘

- ‘ / .- ‘ : ‘ ‘, Vol. 194 (Novem-
ber 5 , 1976), pp. 578—584.
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r i m  c.loic ’hi wo rk c- r s - i i i  h i ’  d r a w n . ~I~~~t u l  t h e  work  l i i - - ,- moist - 0 t h , -  4 r i d

o u t s id e  t h e  su r r o u nd l u g  re -g l o w  ood t but - i r j u l  l u u : ~ c o u i s t  [ l i l t o s  ;o r e l a t  i t ’ e l v

*a r g t -  p opu  I i t  I C u rl  I tic r o - o s , - . l i i  1 1 ko ’ n u l l s  t o ,  I h e r  t v p o -  a i i  101 r i  I i i d a  - - —

u i a h  i;lat io n , w h i c h  t i -nd t o at t r ;io- t a co m m c u t  i n g  w u r k  f or ~ - o- , t h u  o-uio -r g v

hooni t owns cotta is t o P  new I v ;lr r i ved  m i g r a n t s  , a soc [ ‘l o g  i - a l  I v  d I a t  I n c

t ~‘p e of  h u m an  c - on unuun i t  v

No l o s s  s i g n i t  [ c a n t  t h u a n  t h e  r e l a t  [ye magnitude of opi o l at l O t

c - l o ung e is its doi rat ion and p ou t tern . Shici rp flu c- t uia t loins of emp l oyment

~ occur as con at  ru i ct ion commences  and then ends , g i v i n g  way to lo u ii :a~~ t em

operat i on ‘v- r i 20— t o  60—year period. The cons 4- rico - t i  on phase o u t  a

l arge—scale e n e r gy  pr oujc- ct may last f rom severa I m o n t h s  t o  sc -v i ral

years; gen t -rall y , there is 1 itt li- overlap in personnel or sk i l l  require—

mt’nt s once couu st rui ct ion is fin I sho d and opt-ration beg ins.

The o x  t ri-mo- disparity in numbers of emplov -es be two-en t oes.- t \ - . i

si-p ;ouao t c phases is suggested in t h e  following C-st im at€ - s i ron a ro-o -e nt

Rand Corp oration study of Coal development in the Northern ( It o - i t
o- **U I  a l l i s .  C o n s t r u c t j o i n  of it 101) 0 m e g a w a t t  c i  e c t r i  c ge n er a t  i n g  p 1 an t

uses I ~50 to 1300 emp l oyt-es at t hue pea k of a c t  i v i  tv , wh ereas opcr~u t ion

of such a p l a n t  r e q u i r e s  o n l y  150 to 200 e m p l oy e e s .  Construct ion of

a large svnt lueti c natural gas plant (250 million cubic feet per dciv )

is likely to requ irc- a peak work force of 2000 to 400(1, but onl y 601)

to 800 operat ing emp l oyees thereafter.

The typical energy boom town is , in fact , a succession of two

different communities. The first , fast—growing hut imperm anc-nt , c o n-

s i s t s  i a r g t - l v  ‘1 a temporary (- (instruct ion work force that may n cu m h -r

upwa r ds o f si-ycr ,ol thousand p e o p l e .  The second cons i,sts of 4 - l i t -  far

-~~ ~~i smal icr gr oup) of pt-rsonnel who w i l l  o p c - r : o t c -  the fat- il itv ui t c- rwcu rd s . Nu n—

h e r s  and i n t i n g  m ay  v ar~- f r o m  p l uc e to place , h u t  t h u  p a t t e r n  is t y p i c a l .

— D e m an d s  f o r  adcl i r ional c la s s r o o m  space , hit -ait h u - h u r t -  f. i o - i  l i t  l e a ,

a l a r ger  poi i t  f o r c o -  , and o t h e r  “ nec -ess  i t  ~ cs of l ife ’’ c rop tip c ia

*
* The p o p u l  ion of the town of Col strip, Montana , for o-xam p It’ .

l n c - r - o s e d  f r o m  4f l  i n  1970 to 2682 in 1975. ( D a t a  ar t - f r o m  C h r i s t i a n —
sen and C l a c k , op .  c i t . )

** Richard Nehring, et a l  . , - ‘~~i 7 J i o u u 1 pr’io u ; t  ao r~! ~‘~~~‘u c ’Ci” , - n t  ~,t 7 n /~ ‘ t i  7 ipf li ,- - r’~i i’,e  t I~~e -~n :b :  A !° n ,  7 / ”- / g  n’ . R~~ 
- ci , The Rand

C o r p o r a t i o n , R — 19 8 1 — N S F / R C , Augus t  1976 , p p .  1 2 0 — 1 2 1 .
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soo nt as the nt’wco,mers move in , hur t t h e  f i n a n c u - s  d o  n o t ;  m ou r o - vo- r , u - on—

st ru c - t  i o n w o r k e r s ’ t o a t -s r a r e  l v  jaoy f o r  th i e  i n s t a n t . cu n e 0 0 0 1 s  demands t h u t - i c

p r e s e n ce  c r e c u t  t’s , s i n i-c  m cu ny  of 4-Item I ivi- in mob i 1 e boomt -s wi 4-h l i i  0—

t ive 1 y I ow assessed valuations. In th e end , the be l t - a g o - r i - c l  c o m m u u n  I t y

may we I I be left with a far sma I her popur lot ion 4 -hi at lii  —i to s hour ide r

the long—term debt resulting from t h i e s e  f r o n t — e n d  -o~~t s  f or  s c h o o l s ,

medical clinics , and the like , which by then m ;u v  s t a n d  h u a l f  e m p ty .

A third distinguishing feature of the t-’nerg~’ ho ‘tnt t own is the

disparity between newcomers and old—timers. Tvpi o - a l l v , the newcomers

are younger and better paid , and are natives ot othi er p l o - o s , possibl y

urban . They are l i k e l y  to judge  the  a d e q u a cy  of l o c a l  s u - r v j o -es by

different standards , and to expect a higher leve l of servic”s than do

the native residents they join.

Migrant influx is never easy to abso rb , h u t  both t h e  l o u c c i l e  and

the phasing of development make it especially di sruptiv o- for the typica l

energy boom town . Local governmental units in sparsely settled areas

are ill—equipped to cope with increased demands for basic -ommunitv

services, which are typ ically marginal before development. They lack

manpower and fiscal resources , and these difficulties may he compouind€-d

by confusion about the relative responsibilities of local , state , and

federal governments.

The post—1970 experience of Gillette , Wyoming, and other commun-

ities like it is a foretaste of the stresses in store for other p laces

that undergo sudden increase through migration. Like their predeces-

sors , today ’s energy boom towns demonstrate that the populations that

make instan t cities do not make instant citizens.
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} HF. l~’ILR( 1N ( - CON( LRN WITH At .! ESS

The i 5511 0 of cue less b ia s a roused inc ri-cia i r ig  i - o nc e  rn at the local

1 eve 1 . O u t s i d e  rs enjoy a cons t it u t iona 11 y guua r an  t et’d freedom o t t  o i l  try

and l o c a l  o f f ic i a l s  h u c u v e  t e l t  f r u s t r a te d  ov o - r  their i n a b i l i t y  t o  ; i f f c - c t

4-hit ’ cx t er n a  I f o  ret’s that o t t  r a u -  t iii [grants our to regu  la t o -  d i  r ec t  l v  t hot ’

nunuhers and types of arriving new o -omer s .  The r e s u l t  m ay he Ii i gh o ra to-s

0 ) 4  g r o w t h  (wi t i c - hi  p rov ok ed growth contra I ordinance a in Bun ldt’r , Pc t a—

I uma , and I. i ye rmore ) ; or a heavy burden on the pockt- t books of lot - a l

r e s i d e n t s  ( w h i c h  p r o m p t e d  r e l i g i o u s  o r d i n a t i o n  in  H a r d e n b u u r g h , N o t.

York , and utnil ateral withdrawal from federal welfare in Pluimas Count y ,

Cal i l o m b )  . The  
- 
visibi Ii tv of migr ants seems to have made- 4-item a

ready focus of t e r r i t o r i a l  issues conce rn ing  access .

Cities and towns th u t have ft-It inundated by new a-t t lt- rs art -’ now

stubbornly challenging certain basic , heretofore inalienah l i- rights

in act ively seeking to regulate f u r t h e r  ino-r ease s  in popu l  a t  ion . Recent

years have seen a p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of local t-ffor ts to impose popu lat ion

co -ilings. These have taken various forms: restricting tht- nu mber of

new dwelling units that can be built; making new residenti a l construe—

4-ion contingent upon the provision of additional educational , sewage—

* disposal , and water—supp ly facilities; or simpl y legis lating a maximum

allowable population (without specif y ing the fatt- of the next arriving

migrant). Whatever the strategem , the impetus is a stiffening local

rt-luctan ce to accep t  t he  cos ts  of demogrop iti ~ excess. Tb a reluctancc-

can only grow , with t h e  new pattern of migration away from large cen—

:
‘i 4-era to sma I I places and 4-lit’ an thme t Ic asymmetry whereby sheer numbers

inevitabl y destroy “smallness. ”

The r i g h t  to enact such growth controls has go -ne-rally been den i ed

by the  court a on the  grounds  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  have a const  i t u i t i o n a l  r igh t

not  to be d i s c r i m i n a t e d  a g a i n s t  in  choosing a p lace t o t  s e t t l e .  But

commun iti ,-s ’ growing reluctance to accept more migrants highlig hts a

vex i ng proposition : If the Constitution prohibits discriminatory bar—

* riers against peop le s&’~ t li ng where t hey  wish , then a communi ty  has

4 - cu make room f o u r  newcomer s  w i t h o u t  l i m i t .

* -~~- a- — - 
- - 

._ — ,‘., •, .,_.
__ 
.. - ,.. ;~~~. - -s - — . -  - .- ~~- - 

. 
~~- -

-- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~-~~ — .  -
5- —--  5-— -5-- -5---— --



I u

5-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I t  i s c— ; urc -a  o u t  t t ’ r r i t o o r i i l  i t v  ire t o t  h o -  s o t  4 h -c t  rat b o u r u . i h  lv , th e bo - ~ c ol

i.sp o ’ o - 4 - 5  oh  - C o  c e ’S a wi I 1 hihIvi ’ t a t  hi ’ [ri P ornue ’oI by u h ’ -  4 ,- i i n t l ,  u - - - t and i io ~’ ‘ 0

tht’ demcugr,ip b u i c - - .b  
~~~~ -~~~~~ ‘ o u f  Oc cO ss . In c ut t e m p t  b u g  t o t  c - t o u t u - i  i t  a

g r o w t h , (lout ’s hi  cor uumun I ty  cuhr idge t b ut- I rec- cloni o u t  o u u t  s j o u r - ;  t u o  m o o ’ ’ , - in !

Interest in glv enough , 4- h it ’ legal a spe c ts o i l  i O o ’5S mci v hi’ m , 0 0 t  f o u r  dem—

ogr ;iph io - reasons: exp li cit growth u— e - o uru t r o o  I p o o l  i t -  i , ’s would c u t  n - i - i - a —

saril v el im in c ite migrcunt s ’ access to t ct ’rt ;iin h o - i l c - a  . b -ve ’n it l o t  ui u r i c ,

Livermore , and Bourl der curt’ :u 1 l owed t o o c o nt luttut ’ t h u e -  ~ro’wt ho t e n t r o ’ I  “c o o —

su rt’s t hey h ave enacted or propo sed , the demogr~ p It I t  ~‘V r d o - n i - a u i ; ’  c ’ - at  a

th at they w i l l  not s e r i o u s ly  c u r t a i l  :- ‘ ‘ - .‘. ‘ t huno uu rgbu i ut —migr ;u t fo rt . ‘l’hc-

reason is that net migration figures offset in—migrants , u ’ , i i nst co urt —

migrants , showing only the result ing nuumher fol hou w in ig w h uut .um ,u u u nt a t o -

a large exchange of individuals.

Evident-i’ on t h i s  p o i n t  den  l vi’s f r o m  new ]  v :ov;i II cub he dci t a on coon—
*temporary domestic migration flows into and o u t  of local j u r r i s d i c - t  [ t i c — . .

The dcuta furn ish a remarkably hi gh—res t ’ h i t  ion  v I o w  of I u c ;u  1 ccc i g n a t  i , o f l

f l ows  i n t o  and out of individual cit it’s. These f i~~c u r o -a ccii 1 m t  q ui t - a —

t i on  the  c o n t e n t  ion t h a t  p o p u l a t  ion 0 - 0 - 1 1  i n g  ord  i n a n c o - s  i t , -  o - s a a r  [lv

abridge individ uua ls ’ right of hucct’sS to - u co um ntuii i it v .

*The da t a  in Table I art’  special tab o u l at I ‘ics based on t’ . S. But  r e ’ a u u
of the Census m i g r a t i o n  f i l e s , and r e f e r  only t i n t e m n u l  mi gration
(they exclude international migration). The [u- uis u r s migration f i b ’ s ,
prepared in c o n j u n c t  ion w i t h  i t s  popu r 1 ; ot b u n  c -st m 0 t i o n  n r ’~ cam , cure
based on i n d i v i d u a l  f e d e r a l  income t a x  ro - t u r n s  11 i t-ct in  e~~i c h  i t  I a e - ’ ,a- u
years. For the tabulations shown here , no tea ‘f i’c I g r u t  ion have bet -n
dt’ve loped for cc g i’ien geographIc a n o  over co i t t  t~~- r v  I s  o f  t inie :
1970—1973 , and 1973—1975 (referring to a three— ye-or cund two—year m i g r u —
4-ion Interval , respectively).

The Bureau of the  Census u ses the  f o l  l o w i n g  g e n e r a l  p r o c e d u r e  t o ’

estimate these m igration rates: (I) r~ s fi les cent cuin inl g individu al
tax returns for calendar year i (e.g., 1969) are matched buy Social
Security number with their counterparts for calendar year  i (e.g.
1972); (2) matched records , sorted by geographic a r e a , serve his the
base for calculating migration rates into ) or mIt of the  a r ea .  Our

- special tabulations were designed t o  show tr os~ rates of migration .
Migrati ‘n rates furnished by the Bureau refer to areas only and

contain no information about the entering and departing migrants them—
selves. For further informat. Ion , at e’ U.S. Bureau of the Census , ‘ac-

• 
- rent Popu Za t i~ n Repori.’i , Series P—25 , No. 576 (or comparable issues)

and No. 640 , p. 12.
i.
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‘r~h Ie I shows es t ima ted in I gra t i on rci tes for sev er c i  I i l l u  st  r a t  i ‘:o -

oca 1 i t I i ’s , wit I c l i  a r tj  of two con t ra st i rig t vpes . I ’h&’ f I r~-c t a N-’ I i  VC”

growth— I itn i t i n g  o i t i e s , in w h i c h  e f f o r t s  have been under way t u u  c u r t a i l

migrator y influx during the 1970s . Tine sci-ond ty p o - ,ire ive c ’om p i l r i  5011

cit Ii’s , o-;ich with roughly the same S i z e  populat i o n  as one of the ~‘rowt h—

limit ing cities hut without major  growth through migration : San Pablo

(roughly Petaluma ’s size), Redlands (Livermore ’s size), and so Iorth.

The first noteworth y feature underlying these data is the rap id

rate at which migrants come and go . Annuall y, the growth—limiting

cities gain anywhere from 9 to 16 in—migrants per hundred residents ;

the comparison cities tend to be somewhat lower. Rates of departure

are nearly as high , ranging from 6 o u t — m i g r a n t s  per hundred residents
*in Waterloo to 15.5 per hundred in Urbana. These f i g u r e s  serve as a

reminder tha t the American city is not so much a place as a p r o c e s s — —

a f l ow of people coming and going . In the course of a decade , then ,

the total number of ~?‘“r c~’,’r~ people residing in most of these cities

could be easily twice the entire number there at any one point in time.

Notice also that the annual rates of net migration (cols. 5 and 6)

into the growth—limiting cities are generall y lowe r for 1973— 75 than

for 1970—73 , per~’)aps reflecting the enactment (or simp ly threat) of

**local growth controls. (Changes in net migration for the comparison

cities are , for the most part , nominal.)

*
Although scaled to an a n n u a l  b a s i s , t i c , -  19 7 0 — 7 3  and 1 q 7 3 — 7 ~ r o t  o ’ u ~

are not s t r i c t ly  c o m p a r a b l e  because t h e  m i g r a t i o n  i n t e r v a l s  co re not
the same. Multiple moves (e.g., by a mi grant who arrives at t ime I
and departs at t ime 2) are less I ike lv to he rec-orded the l o n g e r  t ho-
m i g r a t i o n  I n t e r v a l , w h i c h  l eads  to a downward b i a s . S h o r te r  m i g r a t i o n

cc intervals register ci larger percentage of hIll m oo \’c -s  tita t ar e  made.
Accordingly, the 1973—75 rates are subject to somewhat less downward
bias than are the  1970—73 rates. Therefore , we expec t he f o r r n o -r  t o

be higher (i.e. , closer to correct) than the latt e r when each is So ’ i  It’d

to an annual basis , other things equal.

**In t e r p r e t a t i o n  here is compl i c c i t e d  b y ci c -on ( ’u r r en t  sharp  red uo - --
t ion  in hous ing  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Around  1973 , cons ider ahit- o -ap itcl ] being
pumped in to  suburban hous ing  c o n s t r u c t  ion  h~’ r e a l  -S t ; I t o- investment

— t r u s t s  dr ied  up.  As a r e s u l t , some p l a c e s  where  g r o w t h  c o u n t  rol mt’cnsures

have been enacted are now awaiting the arrival of growth.
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Wio c i t is Into c i -  -u i go i f  i o - a n o t  foot - t lie i ssoo- at b a u d , t l i o u i g h  , is t l i t -

o o o u - u i s t o t l t  lv high rate tot m i gr cl to o rv ~~~~ ‘ ‘‘ c ’ ( ee l s .  3 a nd  4 ) .  ( b o c i u o g o - a

in no t m igr cit ion ( c o o  I . 7 )  , by o - onop cl r i son , core qu it o’ srnci 11 . ‘I h i-  pr in—

c i pci! fcic t or de t e rrn u in i ng at cesS t rem o ut  s Id e , t hen , is the imperrnoaneno -e

o c t  o -urr en o t residents and the rate at which their departure opens tip

p l a O o - s for new - tcmers. No-t migr at ion is m i s l e a d i n g  cos an i n d e x  of , oo - —

ca SS ib i I I tv . Four € ‘xampl - , annua l net ni grat ion t o  Peta luim a w i s  sh,’ir p l  v

l owe r d u r i n g  1 9 7 3 — 7 5  than during 1970—73 , hut ao’ o - ’ s s  by  o a l lt s i d , ’r s  was

st  i i  I h i gb : b i t  ween 1973 and 1975  , no less than one io - t c i i  o lm a  r o - i dent

in t en could o - I a  im to have taken oip resident - i- just las t - - o r  i n  t l o i s

stipp ous ed l v  o~ 1 osed ’’ c omm unity.

Zero no- t m i g rd t ion , whe tho ’r spontaneous lv c i t  t a i ned or dt- 1 1 h e -r a t  i - l v

i nd cic -ed , does not ahr I dge t lie right of access t ~n a comno tini i t v • because

in—migration and out—migration typicall y produce considerabl e popula—

t I oto change , even without growth . Demograp h i cal lv s t a b  li I o&-a 11 t li’s

r ema in  a c c e s s i b l e  f rom o u t s i d e  because  each year  a s i z a b l e  p e r c e n t a g e

of residents choose to depart.

I?

‘0

- -~~~~~~~~ -- ~ . t~~~~i~ ’i :,j :~:::± 
- 

- -  ~ ‘~‘2 ti



r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ ‘ - _  

~~~~~~~~

- -

~~~~~~~

- - - ‘ - ‘  
_

— [6—

v. WHO (;E’rs TO L I V E  W H E R E ?

Subme’ rge’d he’neat ii the con temporary corn-c’ m s  w i th m i g rd t i on 
* 

anid

c o f t  en unwe l come —ie-ce’ss it c-enters on dest in cit I on areas , di re - moire’

p r o f ou n d  lega l and p o l i t i c a l  i s sues .  I’he quo ’s t I on , ‘‘Wltoo ge ts to liv e

where’?’° i n u n e d i a t e ’ I y  r a i ses  the  e q u a l l y  v e x i n g  q u e - s t i o n , “Wh o is t o o

J e t  ide , and b y w h a t  cr1 t e r i a ?”  W h e t h e r  or n ot  sou - i e t  V 0 0 0 5 0 - s  t h O s e

o i o ~~’-c t ion s  e x p l i c i t ly , it does n et  avo id  p r o v i d i n g  i m p l i c i t  answers.

Those ’ answers  are p rov ided  by a host  of p r i v a t e  and publ ft deci-

sions that together amount  to )  a rationing system which colntro ls Iou -cu

set r It-m e-nt p,lt to rus. When government agencies bit lid highways , regoi—

- t i’ e’nergv pr ice’s , and choose’ sit c-s for federal in st — oil at ions , t 1e v

s imti I t Inec otus lv red i s° r i b u t e  employ men t  g r o w t h  and c o l t  r i ncent lye’s

or privat e investment . Al t hougbi t hese and o c t  h e r go V o  rune-nt p rog ra in --

and ac t iv i t I es a re’ nomi nai l v tin re l i t  ed , t}ie’v ext r t a ~~~ r f u I oind I —

r - - t e d  Inf I IJeno - e o)n migrat ion 1 c c i t t  e m s

WI thin an m d  Iv idua I met rope I it cnn a r ~‘o , ri- si do-ui o - in nu i n v  , i f  n o t

mos t  , communi t it-s is allocated by rat ionl ng, m e o h a n  f on - - o o one sort or

another. The t ype  and d i v e r s i ty  of avai lahi e - hocis i i u ~ s o u ne’ such mech-

an i sm , w i t h  values set by zoning and ad j usted by mco r I~o’t i orc - o ’s. The o

l e g i t i m a c y  of t h i s  mechan i sm is r -Ile cted In the - Su p r - ’no - ( ‘ o u c r t  ‘ 5 ro ta -nt

decision th at zoning rules in Arlington Heights , Il l i n o o l s  wli i -h b a r

mu ltifamil y dwellings are not unco -onstitu tional unless d i s c r i m i n a t o r ’,’

i n t en t is shown . Jobs are a l so  r a t i o n i n g  mechan i sms , and by choosing

to welcome or oppose a prospective employer a communit y o-x - r o iSCS Ou °Ifle

contro l over the number of available jobs and hence job—holders. Soom e

cities like Chicago go so far as to impose residency reqci ir em eno ts on

munici pal employees: to work for the cit y , von must live’ in it. He -re’ ,

too , th e Supreme Court has up held the propriety of munici pal res id e no -v

ru les wh ich , in effect , g ive a reply to the question , “tThuo is to live

where? ”

The righ t to live where one wishes , then , is not so unlimited as

Ameri cans have casually assumed; it is strongly modifi e d b y th e work—

Ing s of economic and social systems. The legal Issues ari s i n g  out of

,, _, _,,.~~ .. , .  
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[ l i e ’ n o o — g r e w t  in c e n t  r ev er s v  n o t  tan l v  r a i s e ’  p r o l  o i i i n d  lega I and pe1 it it -al

t i n i e s t  b o il S (-onto-rn ) ing i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s , b u t  . c l s e  h i t  reduce [ t i e  idea o f

t I nk~- r I ng wit Ii t l ie ’ V i ~~t di )d  00 0 110 1) 1 e ’X sys t e~ni by wli i cli 11(01)11 1 cu I ion and econ—

0) 1 1 1 1 0  -biciiige’s o c c u r  tlt ro )iig Ii100I t i l o t o-e eint ry . I’boe - hazard is that there’

i s  lie c I c - a r  p l a c e -  for s~i c - b i  t inke’ring ten stop.

* * * * *

in H a r d en h u r g h , Ne w Y o r k . newly tax—exempted ol d—t imers now greet

ea ch ot Iii ’ r w i t h  t he ’ quest ion * 
‘‘Reve rend 

* 
have you seen the- ligh t ?‘‘

Tile ’ W~~V tli is p a r t  h-ti Ici r town o v e r c a m e  “the syst em” is amusing but also

d i s t u r b i n g ,  f o r  i t  r i v e t s  c n t t e ’ n t  ion on the  much thornier question of

access that is t r o t i b l  i n g  many  different sorts of p laces  t h r o u g h o u t  t he

n a t i o n ,  it is a q ue s t  ion  f o r  wh i ch t h e r e  i s , as vet , no consistent

answer .

~ 

JI . 
_______


