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Donald L. Halstea

The prohlem of selectivity of miyranrs nas not been
studied in tnis country, to any rreat degree, until the last
tnrre de~aces., ‘esides tiie problem of volume there nave
been taree majior cdifficulties in tne accumulation of tae
kn-wlacre in tnevre studies, nampely, the types of data usec,
tne method uced and tieoretical orientation.

In 19L0 and 1950 tne probl:m of comprenensive and
reliable data was -et by the puvlication of mirration cata
by tne Ruresu of tne lensus. This tnesis proroses an
approacnh to t.e otner two «'Ificulties mentionec above,

vin'le %ue ret.odology in previots stucies has many
variatiocns, most o! tne studies can he said to use tne
differential mebtnod of measur:ng selectivity of miprants.

A pew m=tiod is provcsed on tne bases that tne differerntial
metiod is logically vnsound, obscwre in d:finition, and is
partly a function of tne rate or migration. It is bvelieved
tnat tais new metnod meets tnese criticisms.

Stucies of rniigration selectivity have also exhinited a
consider=ble inck of theoretic=1l orientation, V.aiile the
erpirical generalizations found hiave been insightful, it is
nara to evaluate their significance and stability. To tnis
enc, the hLvpotnesis provosed, beins derived from tne larger
field o 2cology anu tne specific concent of dominance,
allows tae placing of mig¢ration sclectivity in a larger

perspecti-e.



P> nald L, rlalsted

The specific, directions: nypotaessis oronossc is not
surrorted hv t.ue data, FHowever, tne results inuicate that
the relation of. ¢ minance and selectivity of mirration is a

fruitful are- for furtner researcnh,
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CHAPTER I

THE GEXNEr AL FIELD OF MIGEATION

The movement of people from one habitat to another
has been a characteristic pnenomenon since the beginning
of history. From the earliest period wnen social groups
were organized on a mobile basis through the development
of towns and settled areas, the rise of nation states,
and the discovery and growth of the new world, people
have been on the move, Numerous attempts have been made
to isolate the essential factors and to characterize and
explain such movements of people. Explanations have ranged
from environmental conditions, war, political action, popu-
lation pressure and desire for freedom, to the call of the
wild and direct economic response,

Interest in the movement of population probably devel-
oped in the Middle Ages. But it was not until much later,
along with a growing interest in science and a dewveloping
body of scierntific knowledge, that any sort of analysis was
undertaken. It was pernaps natural enough that certain
Western European countries, beset by population and economic
problems growing from the Industrial Revolution, began the

first systematic count and analysis of population movements.l

1 Taft, Donald R., Human Migration, Ronald Press Co.,
New York, (1936), pe 56.
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MIGHATION DIFFEFENTIALS IN THIS COUNTRY

In this country, internal movement and especially the
field of migration differentials, as areas of study, were
overshadowed for many years by the problems of immigration.
While the general field of migration undoubtedly had several
adherents, very few studies of migration differentials were
made during this period,

When immigration to the United States was sharply re-
strictly, first by World War I and then by Federal Legislat-
ion in the early 1920's, the population student could still
study the problems of assimilation and aistribution of the
immigrants.2 During this period, industrial growth in the
North and the resulting movement of Negro laborers, along
with the growing awareness of the effects rural to urban
migrations may have, led to a few studies of migration dif-
ferentials.3

It was still later, with the crises of the depression
of the late twenties and early thirties, and the magnitude
of the concomitant population changes and problems, that the

porulation students turned in earnest to the description and

2 Thomas, Dorothy Swaine, "Research Memorandum on Mi-
gration Differentials™, Social Science Research Council,
Bulletin L3, (1938) pp. 1 and 2.

3 Ibid., pp. 2 and 3 and Appendix A.
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analysis of migration differentials.h

BACKGROUND OF THE PROZLEM

Previous to 1940, population students had to rely on
localized studies to obtain data suitable for an intensive
analysis of migrants. Unfortunately, both the methods of
gathering and analyzing the data varied greatly and in sev-
eral cases the data were gathered during a period of crisis
for the local area., Beginning in 1910 and continuing in
1950, the Federal Census has obtained comprehensive, nation-
wide data on the movement of peonle. This thesis is based

on the 1950 Federal Census data for Michigan.5

"THE PRCBLEM
This thesis is an examination of the differences be-
tween migrants and non—migrants6 as exhibited in the 1950
cdata, and an attempt to account for these differences by an

explanatory framework. Tne framework represents an extension

L Ibid., Appendix A. Of 111 American studies of migra-
tion differentials published up to 1938, only 23 were publish-
ed before 1930. And of 23, 15 apreared after 192k,

5 The 1940 material has been analyzed by A. H. Hawley,
in a report by the University of Michigan Bureau of Govern-
ment, called Intrastate Migration in Michigan: 1935-19L0,
Because of the discrepancies in collecting and reporting be-
tween these two sets of data, no attempt will be made to in-
corporate the 1940 data,

6 Hereafter, the difference dealt with will be referred
to as "selectivity™. This term will be discussed and defined
in the section on method,
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of ecological principles to migration data. The central
problem is the extent to which selectivity is accounted for
by this general ecological framework.

The significance of this problem is two-fold., On the
general scientific level it is a test of one type of hy-
pothesis derived from a larger body of theory. Given that
the assumptions and the indices used are correct, if the hy-
pothesis is borne out then progress has been made in under-
standing migration. If the hypothesis is not borne out,
this approacn to migration may bte rejected.

On tne practical level, an acceptable hypothesis of
this type would be of value to population students in pre-
dicting the future population characteristics of an area.

If this prediction is accurate enough, then the future com-
position of areas in terms of age of population, years of
school completed, and sex composition, would be available

to urban planners and community development programmers.

The data, rer se, would not be used but rather the implica-
tions of the data for type of housing, number and type of
jobs, etc., that will be most efficient for the type of popu-
lation, Of course, any complete planning program would also

require an accurate prediction of types of in-migrants.

DERIVATION OF THE HYPOTHESIS
Inasmuch as ecology is a general theory concerned with
the distribution and movement of population, it should lend
itself to an explanation of differential movemernt.

The hypothesis developred here is derived from the eco-
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logical concept of urban domination. The focus of the con-
cept of urban domination is vpon the large urban center,
which is viewed as extending its characteristics into sur-
rounding areas to the degree that these areas are functional-
ly interdependent with the urban center, Martin, in a recent
review of research concerning urban dominance, finas that
dominance is a function of distance to the urban center. He
calls this relationship the "gradient princircle™ and states
it as, "the extent of urban influenced changes in rural
areas varies inversely with distance to the nearest city and
directly with the size of that city".7 This tnesis repre-
sents an‘attempt to extend a similar principle to migration
selectivity in the State of Michigan. However, two problems
are involved: 1) the extension of the principle over a much
wider area than in previous studies8 anc, 2) the use of a
principle developed on static data (characteristics of peo-
ple living in an area) to explain a dynamic phenomenon (mi-
gration),

The expectation that the general principle should hold
over a wide geographical area is not without basis. R. L.

Mckenzie, writing more than two decades ago, says, "One of

7 MNartin, Walter T., "Ecological Chan:e in Satelite
Rural Areas", American Sociological Review, Vol. XXII, XNo. 2,
(1957), p. 176.

8 Ibid., The research based on urban domination has,
for the most part, dealt with an urban area and its immedi-
ate surrounding area.
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the outstanding trends in modern communal development is
that of integration. The entire settlement pattern of the
country is becoming knitted together into an ever finer web
of functional interrelationships.® Further, he notes that,
"A national system of ‘key' cities, each dominating a more
or less definable trade area, is arising..."?. Hence, it
would seem reasonable to assume that this principle should
cover Michigan and that Detroit would be the corinant urban
center for part, if not all of Michigan.lo

Inasmuch as the gradient principle is based on research
which was not concerned with migration, its application to
migration data is postulated on the following considerations.
Migration is usually viewed as 2 result of the "push-pull"
factors credited to A. C. Hecdon. Hawley interprets these
factors as being the relation of population and subsistence.
Push is here, the overpopulation of an area, (a larger popu-
lation than the number of jobs available will supvort) end
pull, the underpopulation, (a smaller population than the
number of jobs available will suprort).tl While these fac—

tors are set forth as a general principle to explai=n all

9 VMcKenzie, R. D,, "Integration and Dominance™, Read-
ings in Puman Ecolozy, George Wahr (Publisher), Ann Arbor,

(133L) s P . 403,

10 The effect of Chicago i1s not considered here,

11 Hawley, A. H., Human Ecology, Rcnald Press, New York,
(1950), pe 329,
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movement, further specification of factors is necessary
to predict tne opattern of selectivity.

The selectivity pattern is derived from considerations
of the types of communities in which migrents originate.
HnWley describes two types of communities, the derencent and
the indepencent. He defines the dependent community, here
taken to refer to the urban community, in tihese terms, "The
primary orientation of the depencent community is not to the
land but to a network of inter-community relations, and that
network of rel~tions or market situation, since it consti-
tutes a hignly flexible and changeanle sustenance base, pre-—
suproses maximum mobility. In consequence, population in
general, if not inaiviauals in particular, is prepared for
and habituated to reacdjustment tn;ough migration."12 Orien-
tation to migration is important, but other factors must be
considered, Hawley comments, ™Vigration is facilitated also
by the existence of a highly developed transportation and
communication system."13

In contradistinction, the indevendent community (rural)
would exhibit the polar tendencies of a relative lack of
transportation and communication facilities, and a lack of
orientation to migration.

While the concept of a completely independent community

can not be used as one end of a continuum, it is possible to

12 Tbid., p. 334

13 Ibid., p. 335
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build a continuum of relative derendence, The continuum is
here used to place different areas, with the urban centers
located toward the end of relatively complete dependence

and the rural areas placed towsrd the end of relatively lit-
tle dependence., It would seem reasonabl=: to assume that

the migrants, relative to tne populations from which they

come, should reflect the variations in orientations to mi-
gration and in obstacles to migration, (i.e., lack of trans-—
portation and communication.) More specifically, it is ex-
vected that the greater the obstacles and the less the orien-
tation to migration, the less likely all groups are to move
and consequently the greater the difference between migrants
and the population from wnich they come, (i.e., the greater
tne measure of selectivity). Inasmuch as urban areas are
generally more oriented to migration and have relatively
arrple transportation and communication (relative to the ur-
ban areas), it is expected that, in general, migrants from
urban aresas will exhitit less selectivity than migrants from
rural areas,

It is not necessary, for this study, to actually find
wnat relation the various areas of Michigan have with Detroit.
Bogue has snown that dependence variés directly with dis=
tance.lh Consequently, in this study, distance will be used

as the measure of dependence and therefore, of the difference

1 Bogue, Donald F., The Structure of the Netronolitan
Community, a Study of Dominance and Subdominance, inn Arbor,

(1950)




in selectivity expected,

On these considerations the following general hy-
pothesis is advanced: The greater tne distance an area is
from an urban center the greater the difference betwezn the
migrants and the population of thne area in which the migrants
originated., From this is taken the specific hypothesis to
be tested in this study, namely, The grecater the distance
an area is from Detroit the grcater the measure of selec-

tivity.

SOURCE OF LATA
The data upon which this thesis is based were obtained

through the North~Central Regional Project 18 on migratiom.
The special photostat sheets contain information based on a
20% sample of all mobile people within, into and out-of
State Economic Areas.15 The residence of any particular
migrant was obtained for the date one year prior to the date
of enumeration in 1950, For practical purposes the dates of

April 1, 1949 and April 1, 1950 are accepted as the dates to

15 State Economic Areas, hereafter abbreviated to SEA,
is a general term used to refer to a county or group of coun-
ties of similar social and econcmic characteristics. There
are two types of areas, non-metropolitan and metropolitan,
referred to as State Economic Areas and State Metropclitan
Areas, respectively. The term SEA will refer to both, Dif-
ferentiation will be made, where necessary, by the use of the
terms Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan. In the Appendix
tables and on the map, arabic numbers identify non-metropoli-
tan areas and alphabet letters identify metropolitan areas.
For a discussion of the construction of these areas see:
Bogue, Donald J., State Economic Areas, U, S. Bureau of the
Census, Washington D. C., (1950), p. 1ll.
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which the data pertain, A mover is here defined as a person
residing in a different house in 1949 than in 1950, The
data are divided into two "counts", the Z-1l count and the

Z-l count.

Z-=1 Count

This category includes data on the mobile population
that were residing in the State of Michigan on the date of
enumeration in 1950, It has four main divisions: Same Coun-
ty movers; Same SEA movers; Lifferent SEA movers; and those
Abroad and Not Ascertained. Same SEA movers are persons
residing in a different county but in the same SEA in 1949
and 1950, Different SEA movers are persons residing in a
different SEA, eitner in Michigan or another state, in 1949
and 1950, The Abroad and Not Ascertained category refers to
all persons whose 1949 residence was outside the continental
boundaries of the United States or whose 1949 residence
could not be obtained from the information gathered, Tne
four classifications of movers are presented for each of the
SEA's in which the movers were resicing in 1950.

The data are presented for the characteristics of color,
residence in 1949, (farm, non-farm, Not Ascertained), dis-
tance moved, age, years of school completed, marital status,
employment status, occupation and family income, The char-
acteristics are cross-classified by resicdence in 1950 (urban,
rural non-farm, and rural farm) with each residence classi-
fication divided into total males, non-white males, total

females and non-white females. Except for Area F (Detroit
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Metropolitan Area) information is not available for the
cross—classification of color of mover. The distance moved
characteristic applies only to the cifferent SEA movers, and
consists of three categories, Same State, Contiguous State

and Non-contiguous Statee.

Z-L Count

These data are similar to the different SEA mover
classification of the Z-1 count. The data differ in this
respect, they represent the characteristics of Different
SEA movers by the area in Michigan in which they resided
in 1949. As such they represent the out-migrants of an
area between 1949 and 1950,

The format of tnese data differs from the Z-1 count
sheets in this respect. The major divisions‘of the cross-
classification are male and female with each subdivided into
total non—farm (19L9 residence), non-white non-farm, total
farm, non-white farm, farm Not Ascertained, non-white farm
Not Ascertained. Tne residence characteristics are for urban

farm and non-farm in 1950,

SAMPLE DESIGN
Within each enumeration district five versions of the
schedule are used, with each used approxirmately to the same
degree, On each version a line has been preselected as a
sample line - a different line for each version, For each
individual a separate line has been filled out on the sched-

ule. The sample then consists of the people found on these
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preselected lines and represents aporoximately a 20% sample.
To obtain an estimate of the total number of movers by char-
acteristics, the sample figures were multiplied by five.

The sample is unbiased.16

MIGRANTS

For this thesis migrants are defined as those movers
who crossed a SEA line, This would be the Different SEA
category in the Z-1 and Z-L counts. While this definition is
to a large degree arbitrary, certain considerations make it
seem less so. This category, more than any other, represents
the people moving a long distance and for the most part to a
new type of area, While distance per se does not make move-
ment significant, it is assumed that whatever local ties ex—
isted must be broken in large part. Also it is assumed that
people moving to a new area are presented with a new situ-
ation, This is not likely true to the same degree of the
Same SEA movers and especially not true of the Same County
movers in general, This combination of a new area and dis-
tance are assumed to be the polarity of local movement or
no movement and thus should best, within limitations of the

data, distinguish non-movers or local movers and migrants.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Because the aporoach employed differs considerably from

16 Special Report P-E No. LB, United States Bureau of
the Census, ¥ashington, D. C., (1956), p. 1l.
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other methods of analysis, tnis section will present the
method in detail and its rationale.

Aside from purely cursory descriptive studies, migra-
tion data are usually analyzed by one of two general methods.
The first method concentrates entirely on the migrants. The
characteristics of the migrants are usually sumrarized by
some measure of central tendency such as the mean or median;
or selected parts of a distribution may be utilized, such as
the percent of migrants in certain age categories. Usually
the migrants are grouped by the residential tvpe of area of
origin or destination, (i.e., urban or rural), Comparison
is then made between migrants of tnese resiaential group-
ings using the measures indicated above.

The second method is usually referred to as migration
differentials. This method compares the characteristics of
the migrants with the characteristics of the population af-
ter the migrants have left or at the time they were leaving.
The important point is that the comparison is between tne
migrant and the total population as if they were two separ-
ate populations. This type of analysis is usually some com-
parison of the central tendency of the population such as the
mean or median, although a goodness of fit test is sometimes
utilized.,

The method utilized in this thesis attempts to measure
more completely and without the tendency for bias of the dif-
ferential method, the difference between migrant and non-
migrant population., To differentiate the results of this new

method, they will be referred to as selectivity.
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Acceptance of the method provosed is dependent on the
answer to the question: what constitutes the valid differ-
ence between migrants and non-migrants? TVhich is more valid:
the difference between two separate and distinct populations
as proposed by the differential method or the difference be-
tween migrants and some theoretical population as proposescd
by the selectivity method? The answer arrived at by the
writer is thet tne essential difference to establish is the
difference tetween a migrant distribution and a theoretical
distribution,

The rationale for using the proposed method is statis-
tical and theoretical in nature. In order that tne argument
may be followed more easily the methods will be described
and then compared. The discussion is limited to effects the
two methods have on measures of differences of distribution.
Age will be used as an example of a characteristic uncer in-
vestigation,

The differential method would compare tne age distri-
bution of the migrants with the non-migrants (the population
in an area after the migrants had left). The non-migrant
population would represent the original population minus the
migrant population.

The selectivity method would compare the age distribu-
tion of the migrants with the population as it existed be-
fore the migrants had left. The distribution of the origi-
nal population is used as a theoretical population, which
would be aprroximated roughly by the migrant distribution,

if only random selection processes are operating.
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The first point of conflict may be considered theoreti-
cal, Of interest to thne population student is the effect
migration has upon a population and one way of measuring
this is to find which groups are affected most bty the migra-
tion processes, Given this goal it would seem more reason-—
able to measure how the migrants differ from the population
before the migrants left, than to compare migrants with tre
population after the migrants left. For it is this original
population upon which the migration processes are operating.
The population after the migrants have left has already felt
the impact of the migration processes.

Sécondly, the differential method gives one no indica-
tion of the extent to which migrants vary from a rancom se-
lection of the base pornulation. The effect of not allowing
for random differences is to arouse concern over the measure
obtaineds It is not known to what extent this measure of
difference is a reflection of random processes, Inasmuch as
this is true, the definition of just what is measured by the
differential method is at best hazy. It will be noted fur-
ther, th2t any comparison of measures of difference arrived
at by the differential method compounds the difficulty in
interpretation.

The selectivity method does allow for the random selec-
tion effect and is interpreted in the following manner. The
measure is the effect migration has upon the original popu-
lation. The greater the measure the more the migrants vary

from the original population and consequently the greater
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effect the migration has on the original population.

Tne last point of conflict and of great impdrtance
to this study is tne lack of stability of the differential
method. This lack of stability is due to the fact that tihe
measure of difference in the differential methca is a func-
tion of the rate of migration. That this is not true of the
selectivity method can be demonstrated by taking two original
populations that have the same proportional distribution but
varying in the percent talue they represent of their respec=
tive original populations. ¥ith the above populations, the
selectivity method would yield identical values for the dif-
ference between the two populations and their respective
migrants. Tne differential method requires that the migrants
be subtracted from their original populations; the computat-
ion of the resulting populations' (non-migrant) proportional
distributions and comparison of these final distributions
with tne migrants' distributions. The results obtained
here will be different., This is the effect of the subtrac=-
tion process noted above, which has the effect of varying
the non-migrants' proportional distributions to the degree
ghat the rate of migration between the two non-migrant popu-
lations is different.

On the basis of these considerations the selectivity
method will be used.

The method employed involves the reconstruction of the
199 population, i.e., the total popul-tion before the mi-
grants had left. This is referred to as a base population or

the theoretical populetion. This is the distribution on a
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characteristic tnat a migrant population would resemble
if random selectivity proccsses were operating. Its compu-
tation will be taken up in a separate section.

The measure of selectivity is computed by utilizing a
chi square test for the differences between the distributions
of the migrants and the base population, It is this wvalue
we refer to as the degree of selectivity and it is this val-
ue that is hypothesized as dependent upon distance from
Detroit.

Because our unit of analysis is the SZA, we have to ac-
complish all the above computations for each SEL. Inasmuch
as our final analysis is based on the relative size of these
SCA's, chi square has an immediate disadvantape because it
is a function of the total size of the population in an area,
To overcome this disadvantage, a method of controlling for
different size pogulations is needed. The control involves
giving each population, both base and migration, in each
area, a total size of 1,000, To find the size of a category
in a distribution involves finding what percent the category
represents of the original total (actual count) and multi-
plying it by ten. These proportions multiplied by ten will

then equal 1,000.17 It is these final distributions on which

17 This procedure dewveloped by Drs. Joel K. Smith,
Assistant Professor of Sociology at Michigan State University
and Charles Proctor, Instructor in the Department of Static-
tics at Michigan State University.
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chi square is computed,

To test the hypothesis of the relation of distance
and selectivity the Pearsonian coefficient of correlation
with the .05 level of significance will be used. While the
variables do not exactly meet the requirements of normalcy
necessary for use of the Pearsonian r, the general effects
of this bias are probably negligible, This is ecspecially
true of the varianles of age and education, The findings
in the other variable, percent male (which is subject to the
greatest bias), are of such a magnitude that this bias would
not cause a change in interpretstione.

The general character of the hypothesis should be
noted here, It deals only with the distribution of the meas-
ure of selectivity. An examination of the method will re-
veal that the value of selectivity between areas has +tiwo
roscible sources of origine. A difference between areas of
the base population ard a difference between areas of the
migrants, Because of this we cannot say what the exact na-
ture of the differences are, While this is not necessary
for the hypothesis, some indication of the major source of

this difference will be giwven,

BASE POPULATION
The base population is the population as it existed in
1949. The computation involves taking the 1950 population of
an area, adding the Z-4 count Different SEA movers (out-mi-
grants), subtracting the Z-1 count Different SEA movers (in-

migrants), and subtracting the Abroad and Not Ascertained
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category.18 Inasmuch as the Census pro-rated the Abroad
and Not Ascertained category and presents it as part of the
total ponulation in 1950, any computation of a base popu-
lation from data found in the Census.l? will differ slightly

from the base population used hnere,

LTMITATIONS

The metnod employed here limits our comparison of ni-
grants and base population to out-migrants of the areas in
Michigan. Lacking stream data we cannot compute the 19L9
population of the in-migrants of areas in Michigan. It is
quite conceivable that control of type of area of destina-
tion and origin would ve superior to the type of analysis
given here and therefore of more value, Tne method of data
collection also limits the characteristics that may-be com-
pared., This is because only 1950 characteristics are col-
lected and thus the 1949 characteristics must be inferred
from the 1950 data., Therefore, any characteristicsthat may
change other than the same amount and in the same direction
in all categories must be dropped. This involves leaving
out of analysis: marital status, family income, employment
status and occupation, As a result the study is limited to

comparisons of age, sex and years of school completed. While

18 See the note at the beginning of the Appendix.

19 Data necessary for constructing the base population
is available in Special Report P-E, No. LB, op. cit., pp. 1LO-

1.5,
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we reconstruct the 1919 data on the basis of 1950 charac-
teristics, it should be noted that this method is consis-

tent for all groups and therefore of no impcrtance here,

MEASURENENT OF DISTANCE

The general procedure in determining the distance SEA's
are from Detroit, was to draw on a scale map of NMichigan,
series of concentric circles from the center of Detroit to
the approximate center of the SEA's, for SEA's that were
outstate no problems developed. For SEA's near Detroit,
because of their number and shape, certain arbitrary decis-
ions had to be made, If the SEA was of such a snape that
its approximate center could not be readiiy located and if
it was tied or close to another SEA, consideration was given
to the area having most of its area closest to Detroit.zo

In order to use the Pearsonian coefficient of correlat-
ion, measurement of the variables must be in at least an
interval scale. To obtain an interval scale, the distance
from the center of the Detroit area to the center of the
other SEA's was measured on a scale map of Michigan in 16ths

of an inch.21

20 For a map listing the areas and showing the adopted
center of the area, see Appendix Figure I.

21 See Appendix Table IT,



CHAPTER II - FINDINGS

AGE

Of all the variables dealt with in migration, age
seems to be the most stable.1 Because of this stability,
age should provide a better test of the hypothesis than
other characteristics mighte.

The hyvothesis is tested only for those migrants eigh-
teen years and over in 1950, The younger groups, while im-
portant in many studies, have less value here., The decision
was made on the basis of keeping the data as close as pos-—
sible to people capable of making an independent choice of
movement., A second reason for leaving out the young age
groups was the probable difference in fertility between
rural and urban areas and its close relationship to the ex~
pected age of the migrants. If rural migrants have larger
families tnan urban migrants or some other relationship ex-
ists between family size and migration, the addition of
children may add a biasing dimension to the measure of age.
This writer feels that this possible bias should be left out.

The total correlation of distance and selectivity of

1 Thomas, D. S., Miigration Differentials", op. cit.,
Chapter 1.
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age is 66542 (Appendix Table III). This is significant
at tne .01 level, mecasured by the Analysis of Variance F
test.3 This indicates that the farther an area is from
Letroit the less tne migrants resemble their base popu-
lation,

It would also be of value to determine what portion of
this relationship is due to tne differences between areas of
the base populations. An indication of this may be obtained
from the partial correlation coefficient of age selectivity
and aistance wnen median a e of the base population is taken
into account., Tnis relationsnip has a coefficient of ,L$95
(Appendix Table III), and is significant at the .05 level.
This may be interpreted as indicating that selectivity of
age would not be significantly related to aistance if all
base ponulations had the same median age. This recsult is
not surprising in view of the high relationships of distance
and median age, and of selectivity of age and median age,
¢5935 and .5562 respectively (ry, and Ty in Appendix Table
II1). These relationships indicate that median age is non-
random with respect to distance and tnat our selectivity

measures vary with median age of the base population. Thus

2 For a discussion of correlation, its computations and
interpretations, see Hayood, Margaret, and Price, Daniel,
Statistics for Sociclorists, Henry Holt & Co., New York, (1952),
Chapters 23 and 25,

3 Ibid., pe 430. All tests of significance in this the-
sis are by this method.
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it should be exvected that the relationship of selectivity
of age and distance would decrease when median age of the
basa porulation is adjusted for. From tnese correlations,
it is concluded that a large part of the selectivity seems
to be due to differences in the base population between
areas (i.e., tne differences in the migrant populations be-
tween areas is not enough to account forr tne measure of
selectivity.

There is another facet of the cata that is irportant
to the hypothesis. While the hypothesis has been set up to
cover all areas of Michigan, it might have-been hypothesized
that the metropolitan areas will maintain different relat-
ionships to Detroit than thg non-metropolitan areas eghibit.
An indication that tnis is the case, may be seen by the re-
lationships of selectivity and distance for these two types
of areas. Here the relationship of tne non-metropolitan
areas is 6667 and for the metropolitan areas .2209 (Appendix
Table III).

“hile earlier, the relationship of selectivity of age
and distance was spelled out, furtner data must be presented
before the exact relaticnship of a e and migration can be
stated, Tiis is necessary because chi square does not reveal
the direction of the differences between migrants and base
population, Table IV in the Avpencix gives the sizned amount
of difference between the migrants' and the base populations'
digtributions, If these signs are in the same direction for

all areas then the direction of difference, as well as the
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amount of difference, may be stated., With two exceptions
the signs are tne same for specific age groups over the areas.
If this slizght discrevancy is ignored we may conclude that
mijrants, when comvared to the base population, differ in
the same way for all azes, i.e., they tend to be over repre-
sentative of tne younger porulstion and under-representative
of trne older powvulation with the degres of representative-
ness decreasing with tne distance from Detroit.

In summary several points are of interest. First, the
cata survort the Iyvothesis, so it must be acceptea for the
variable of agee. OSecondly, it will be noted tnat all of the
relationsnips of ase and aictance have not been examinea for
tne metropolitan - non-metronolitan areas., This has been done
because this is an euploratory part of the cata and it is
not necessary for testing the nypothesis. In connection
vith this, the total number of cases 1s so small tnat any
subcdivision of the cases such as type of areas, gives a
number which ic e:rtrerely small and any relationships based
on thiese smaller numbers is at best only an indication of
what might be found with a larger numwber of cases. Thnird,
the control value (median asge of thne base population) is
very weak, To actually test what the effect of the base ropu-
laticn has on the cifference value, the base pooulastions
would have to be standardized to some population distribution.
The result would probably be about the same as indicated pre-

viously. Finally, the relationships are of such a nature

tiiat another test over a larger number of cases selected from



the entire United States would be cesirable,
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"hile ace has been thne most stable characteristic in
rigration, many otner demographic attributes of less stabili-
ty are of at least equal value and interest, especially to
urban vlanners and officials interested in their varticu-
lar cities.

The data ‘or years of school comrleted are reported for
those vercons twenty-five years and olcer in 1950, Tne hy-
potnesized principle is of particularly little value in tne
area of education. Tne relationshnip of distance and selec-
tivity of years of scnool completed, as measured by the
coefficient of correlation, is =.0533 (Appendix Table III).
Thiz value for practical purpcses may be consicered zero.
then the control for median years of school completed by the
base porulation is added, the relationship becomes .1101
(Arpencdix Table III). This is in the predicted direction
but hardly larce enongh for serious consideration, This is
surpricsing in view of tie relation of distance and median
education of base population, =-.5960, (4rpendix Taole III),
(1.4, tne fartner an area is from Detroit, the lower the
redian ecucation level of the base popul:tion in the area).
That selectivity tencs to incrcase with a decrease in median
ecucation level of the base nopulation may be inferred from
the positive relationsnip of selectivity of ecucaticn of mi-
grants and mecian education of the base population, ,2337

(Aprendix Table III),
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TCespite the above relationships of distance and selec-
tivity to the control value, théy are only slightly related
to each other., Tne control brings out tie positive relat-
ionship by affecting the variation in both variables with
the result that they are more closely related, The partial
correlation inaicates that educational slectivity would be
rositively relsted to distance if all areas had the same
redian educational level in their base populations.

Also of interest is the relatiunship of distance and
eduzatioriz]l selectivity for metropolitan and non-metropoli-
tan arecas. For non-metropolitan areas this relationship
may be considered zero, —.0695 (ippendix Table III). For
metropolitan areas the relationship is high, -.6401 (Aprendix
Table III). This indicates that the negative of the prin-
ciple operates in metropolitan areas, (i.e., the farther a
metrocolitan area is from Detroit the less the difference
between migrants and their base ropulations), It will be
noted that education tends to be inversely related to the
types of areas when comprared with the relsationship of age to
types of areas.,

Certain considerations may be advanced as reasons for
the hypotihesis not being suprorted. The first of these is
that the data are not of the same "pureness" as age data
and therefore some otner factor or factors must be controlled
in orcder for the principle to emerge. One factor that may
core to rind is the practice of the Census Bureau, in 1950,

to allot the students to the area in whicn they attend school.
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Hovever, in view of the fact that the cata are only for
those persons twenty-five years old and over, the effect of
this factor could be small.

Another consideration may be that the relationship of
pull and of level of education in the population is of such
a nature tnat it does not show in the present cata. It is
conceivable that the pull for educated people lessens tne
farther from Tetroit an area is. And it is possible that
accorpanying this lesser pull, is a lower level of educa-
tional asriration by the general population. This would be
an especially ancropriate proposal for the metropolitan
areas., Similar cropositions for the non-metropolitan areas
are not evident, but they micht be found upon detailed in-
svection of the original data.

Finally, it is possibtle that stream analysis would re-
veal patterns not evident in this analysis. Because data
for origin and destination of migrants are lacking, this
proposal cannot be further explored here.

The hypothesis must be rejected for the variable of

years of school completed,

SEX
Sex ratios resemble age in having been one of the more
stable variables in migration history. But unlike age and
more like other variavples, sex selectivity seems to bear a
more complicated relationship to other variables. Whereas
age selectivity seems to hold generally, other types of dem-

ograpnic selectivity seem to hold only in more specific situ-
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ations,

To test tne hypotnesis, the percent cf migrants that
are male comparec to the percent of the base population that
is male, will be used rather than sex ratios, This value
is cimpler to compute and infterpret and the general result
is the same, No consideration will be given to wnether tne
nigrant group has more or less percent of males than tne
base populatione This facet of the data will be explored
later. The percent difference refers to the people eighteen
years and older in 1950,

The hypothesis is not supported for the difference in
rercent of males in the migrant and base populaticnse. The
relationship is the reverse of that predicted, -.L065 (Ap-
pendix Table III), This indicates that the farther an
area is from Tetroit, the more tne percent of males in the
base population resembles the percent of males in the mi-
grant population.

No control of variations in the base population will be
used here, Howcver, from an insvection of Table I in the
Appendix, it will be seen that the proportion of males in
the base population tends to increase with distance from
Detroit. Therefore, control of this variable would probtably
reduce the negative relationship of distance and difference
in percent male,

%ith respect to types of area, the relationship is much
higher for non-metropolitan areas than for metronolitan areas,

(although it is necative in nnturgd. The relationships for
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non-metrcpolitan and metropolitan areas are, respectively,
-.5297 and 0599 (Aprendix Table III). It will be noted
that the relationship of type of area and percent male is
the same as for age and type of area (ignoring signs for t:e
moment) .

The relationsnip of selectivity of sex and distance
may be further specified. The final colunn in Anpendix Table
IT shows the absolute difference in percent males between
the migrart and base populations. In only one of the areas,
is the migrants! percent of males less tnan the percent of
males in the base populatiovn, If this difference is ignored
it can readily be seen that migrants tend to be over-repre-
sentative of males and that this over-representativeness
decreases with distance from Detroit. It should be noted
that this is not saying that migrants tend to be predomin-
antly males, but ratner thct trnere are more males in tne
migrant population than would be expected on the basis
of their represerntation in the base population.

Wnile the sizable negative relationship of distance
and percent males is interesting, the hyoothesis has to be

rejected for this variabvle,



CHAPTER III

STHIARY

Any cecision to accevt or reject a hypothesis is depen-
dent on the acceptance of four major factors: 1) the statis-
tical mocel used, 2) the measures used in operationalizing
the concepts being valid, 3) tne number of cases as being
large enouch to give confidence in the findings, and 1) the
data being a representative sarple of the universe,

In this study the statistical model seems appropriate.
Chi square, because it makes no assumption about the distri-
bution of the population, is utilized on the variables of
are and sex. The hypothesis is stated in a manner that is
amendable to treatment by correlation analysis.

The operationalizing of the concepts raises the question
of using distance as a lone measure of dependence. In a
larger study it might be aesirable to combine distance with
other factors such as the automobiles per capita, public
transportation available and, if possible, some measure of
communication with otner areas. The method of measuring the
effect of migration on a population has been discussed in
Chapter One,

The number of cases in this study is too small to give
more than a tentative test of the hypothesis., However, it is
large enough to indicate a similar study covering more cases
would be wortnwhile,

The question of the sample being representative of a

larger universe refers to the year the data were collected.
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There is some incication that a slight business recession
occured during the period the data covers, However, the
effect of this economic concition has been judged to be
slight.l And it should be pointed out that this material
is probably better than any otner collected to date,

Anile the final cecision in this study is to reject the
specific hypothesis, a more general relationship apnears that
might be of value to examine. In tne variables of age and y
years of school completed, the high relationship (ignoring
signs) between distance and tne median values of the vari-
ables for the base population, will be noted. This indi-
cates that opeople are not distributed at random according
to our measure of dominance. The high relationship of cer-
tain types of areas and selectivity has alreacy been noted.
On the basis of these results it would appear that the eco-
logical approach to the problem of distribution and movement
of people may be fruitfully explored over a wicer number of
cases, With more cases, more confidence could be put in the
results. Also the larger numbers of cases would permit fur-
ther subdivision of tne data, which in turn permits a more
detailed analysis. It is also recommended that stream anal-
ysis be used in this larger study.

If the approach utilized in this study proves fruitless
in a study similar to that sketched above, then this writer

would be in favor of dropping the ecological approach to

1 Op. cit., Special Revort, F-E, No. LB. p. 8.




understanding migration,




PATA NOT PRESENTED

Omitted from the Aprendix Tables are the original
data tables usad in comvuting the fipures found in Table I.
The writer felt tnat the expense and time involved in pre-
paring the oririnal tables for use here would not be justi-
fied by the ne;ligible value they would add. In ccmparison
to Table I, the original tables would occupy roughly eight
to ten times as much srace. The tables that world be added
are discussed below,

The first table reguired vevlc te the suniery cf county
data to obtain 3ZA dita. This operation was necessary be-
cause the photostat sheets do not show figures for the total
population in 1950, Also, the categories found in the census
on county data are not comparable to the categdiries found in
the phiotostat sheets. Tnerefore, collapsing of certain cate-
gories was necessary, as well as the acdition of the specific
categories across counties,

The second table required, would be composed of the fol-
lowing columns: the total 1950 population; the outmigrants,
1949-50; the in-migrants, 19L49~50; the Abroad and lot Ascer-—
tained population; and the resulting base population. Besides
requiring more columns these new tables require more space
(compared to Table I), because the original figures vary in
size from figures in the thousands to figures in the millions.
Inasmuch as this original data is not used directly, its in-
clusion would add little to this study. If researchers are

interested in this type of data, similar figures may be
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obtained from Special Rerort F-E, No. LB.




TABLE I.

AGE2

18-19
20-2l
25=29
30-3L
35-39

Lo=LL
L5-5h
55-6l
65 £

Total

YEARS OF
SCHOCL
COMPLETED2

Elem. -5
-1

8

H.S o 1-3

L
Coll.1-3

N
N.E.

Total

SEXC

Male
Female

Total

a0 o
[

- Populations Used
And Difference in Percent Male,

Area 1
E.F. 1T.r.0
39 129
91 206
98 213
10k 106
110 78
99 &0
162 77
153 59
kL 53
1,000 1,001d
5L L9
167 117
213 174
167 159
193 28
51 100
Ll 130
11 12
1,000 999
52.L 52,9
L7.6 L7.1
100,0 100.0

Area 2
EN N
L 126
97  2L9
102 157
107 109
105 74
98 61
165 99
143 69
139 56
1,000 1,000
122 7h
175 106
255 231
167 193
182 225
51 96
33 53
15 21
1,000 999
51.6 52,5
L3 L7.5
100.0 10,0

in Computing Chi Square Differences

Area 3 trea )y
B.F. ..r. B.f. .l
39 118 L 126
€7 198 90 214
95 171 98 170
95 1k 99 97
100 72 101 89
96 6l oL 67
164 93 166 96
155 58 150 7
169 g2 159 N
1,000 1,000 1,001 1,000
85 55 90 L3
155 98 163 106
274 199 293 256
166 219 171 209
193 234 7L 213
68 103 6 80
L3 79 32 66
16 13 13 21
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
50.0 51.8 50 51.9
50.0 48,2 9.6 UL8.1
100.0 X0.0 100.0 100,0

- These are the original data's percent distribution multiplied by tene.
B.P. stands for Base Fopulation and M.P. for Migrant Fopulation.
Tnese are the original data's percent at distribution,
- These values vary from 999 to 1,001 as a result of rounding,

The fig-

ures are not adjusted to equal 1,600 becavse the effect is neglible and
because this naper is not prepared for the general public, which might
find this discr:nincy unacceptable.







TsRI% T, - (Continued)

AGE Area 5 Area 6 Area 7 Area R
5.F. Y.r. E.r. l.P. BuPe Yere Bure Hofe
18-19 L5 116 Lo 89 Lo 89 L9 68
20-24 107 2L1 102 22 103 209 1 240
25-29 111 170 L 19k 110 179 U0 287
30-34 112 123 110 120 106 121 110 131
35=39 166 g1 . 103 75 102 102 97 73
LOo=Lk 92 71 91 68 93 75 87 L5
L5-oh 19 69 157 88 160 92 16 69
55=6l 13} 60 139 66 137 65 116 L6
65 £ U3 70 w75 o 72 110 b1
Total 999 1,001 1,000 999 1,001 1,000 999 1,000
VEARS CF
SCHOOL
COMFLETED
Elem. =5 79 56 65 69 L6 L8 57 L2
5-7 155 103 33 140 109 101 126 78
8 294 199 303 209 257 29 228 127
H.S. 1-3 168 190 178 169 220 227 17k 129
L 182 207 200 197 227 219 201 179
Coll, 1-3 65 99 6l 89 7h 117 . 85 114
L Ly 116 L3 10k Lo 82 97 315
N.R. 13 29 1 22 27 17 33 16

Total 1,000 999 1,000 999 1,000 1,000 1,001 1,000

55X

Yale S0.L 51.2 L9.6 50.3 50.1 53.3 50.L 52,6
Female L9.6 L8.8 50.L L9.7 L9.9 L6.7 49.6 L7.u

Total 1C0C.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
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TARLE I. - (Continued)

ACGE Area 9__ Area A Area R Area C
ST LT B.P. L.P, E.P. M.F. B.P. ..
18-19 3 92 L3 135 L1 82 L2 95
20-2L 106 230 109 221 109 263 106 214
25-29 111 179 120 165 11, 180 129 219
30-2Y 105 126 né 125 107 117 126 13L
35-39 101 91 111 76 103 80 116 86
L,0-LL 91 61 99 74 ol 66 99 70
L5-Sh 156 8l 157 79 166 8l 161 77
5-6L 138 63 126 62 136 62 122 62
65 £ 152 75 18 6l 130 65 99 L3
Total 999 1,001 999 1,001 1,000 999 1,000 1,000
YEAFS OF
SCHIOCL
CCNPLETED
Elem. =5 L6 53 79 L8 L9 51 60 Sl
5-7 105 100 152 127 11 79 154 113
8 253 177 2c0 187 215 178 243 188
H.S. 1-3 217 192 209 170 219 197 239 2.8
Lo2L1 2l 205 242 228 243 195 225
Toll, 1-3 7l 87 c1 97 77 137 57 98
L L8 115 L1 101 56 100 L1 5k
Y.R. 17 32 13 28 21 1 10 21
Total 1,001 1,000 1,000 1,000 999 999 999 1,001
SEX
Male L9.7 50.7 L. 53.1 L8.0 19.2 L9.L 52.8
Female 50-3 h9-3 5006 )4609 5200 5008 5006 )-1702

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10C.0



TABLE I. - (Continued)

AGE Area D Area E
E.P., M.P. B.P. MN.P.
18-19 L5 105 sk 62
20-2U 118 216 156 272
25-29 127 186 137 276
30-3Y 112 117 106 123
35-39 108 87 95 66
LO-lly 10l 72 88 L8
L5-5L 177 93 151 60
55-€l 118 5l 113 52
65 # 91 69 99 Lo
Total 1,000 999 999 999
YEARS OF
SCHOOL
COMFLETED
Elem -5 L7 L1 30 30
5-7 119 89 90 63
8 227 190 200 132
HeSe 1-3 243 218 185 130
L 23Lh 229 2,0 231
Coll. 1-3 75 110 130 115
L Lo 101 113 281
N.R. 1 23 13 18
Total 999 1,001 1,001 1,000
SEX
Male L9.6 L7.1 L9l L9.6
Female 504 52.9 50.9 50.4
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Area G
B.P., M.P.
38 86
120 2L5
118 197
108 125
102 88
97 61
163 95
129 55
125 L9
1,000 1,001
Lo 19
103 58
216 200
222 177
237 233
86 128
80 166
17 19
1,001 1,000
L8y L9.8
51.6 50.2
100.0 100,0
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TARIE II. - Values U-e?d in Comcubting Correlation Coefficients

X2 Value Absolute
Of Years Median Years Difference
Distance X2 Value ¥edian of School of School Value *n
AREA Value+ of Age Age B.Pe. Coipleted Completed B.P -Z.Male
1 147.5 L73.9 L2.95 382.1 8.8L 0.5
2 115.5 6L0. 12,30 116.8 8.80 0.9
3 76.5 sh2.5 Lli.25 116.L 8.95 1.8
L 6L.5 507.6 L3.60 119.1 8.8l 1.5
5 32,5 Ll L1.05 216.1 8.91 0.8
6 57.0 378.2 L1.70 131.2 9,00 0.7
7 29.5 317.2 L2.,10 97.8 10.29 3.2
8 15.5 332.1 37.95 58945 10.53 2.2
9 39.5 339.2 L2.10 136.0 10.33 1.0
A 2L.0 k2.8 L0.05 192.8 9.27 3.7
B L9.0 L2L.5 L1.Lo 111.1 10.L1 1.2
C €3.0 361.9 39.20 7L.5 9.5k 3.L
D 17.5 282.8 39.55 135.2 10,32 2.5
B 24.5 381.2 37.h5 301.3 11.92 0.5
G L7.5 37847 L0.70 15h.L 10.89 1.h
# In sixteenths of an inch.
TABLE III., - Correlation Coefficients
Years of
School Difference
Age Completed in % Males

ryx -665)4 _00533 -obOOS

ryz 05562 02337

Txz «5985 -.5960

Tyx.z L1995 .1101

Metropolitan

ryz .2209 -.6L01 .0599
Non=Metropolitan

ryz 06667 "00695 -05297

y ~ depencdent value
x - independent value
z - value y is adjusted with




TAPIE IV, - UPlifferences in Distribution by Age Groups.

AGE Area Area Area Area Area Area Ares Area
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8
18-19 90 82 79 82 71 L9 L9 19
20=2L 115 152 111 12l 134 122 102 96
25-29 115 55 76 12 59 80 69 7
30-34 2 2 L9 -2 11 10 15 21
35-39 -32 -31 -28 -12 -25 -25 0 =2
Lo=hk -19 =37 =32 =27 -21 =23 -18 -2
L5-okL €5 66 =71 =70 =80 69 =68 =77
55-6l, -9L =7k 97 =73 =7l -13 =72 =70
65 # -91 -83 -87 =L =73 69 -78 49
AGE Area Area Area Area  Area Area Area
9 A B c D E G
18-19 53 92 L1 53 60 8 L8
20-2l 125 112 12l 108 98 116 125
25-29 68 L5 66 90 59 139 79
30-3L 21 9 10 8 5 17 17
35-39 =10 -35 -23 -30 =21 29 -1
Lo=Lh =30 -25 -28 =29 =32 =40 =36
L5-5k =72 =78 =82 =8l Al =91 68
55-6h =75 -3 =7l =60 N 461 -7k
65 £ =77 i ~65 =56 =22 =59 =76

- indicates the number of migrants is smaller than the number of the
base population,
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