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AGRICULTUREIN NORTHWEST

ITS ROLE IN THE FUTUREOF

February196!l

MINNESOTA:

THE REGION’*

by

Jerome.hi. ,!5tam*x

I understandthat

Minnesota-- primsrily

many of its students.

stance,we couldspend

mY chargeis to discussagriculturein Northwest

the area fromwhichBemidjiStateCollegedraws

A book couldbe writtenon this subject. For in-

all our timejust.discussingthe agricultural

productsgrown

agriculture.

I plan to

in the area or evaluatingthe low-incomeproblemsof its

be pragmatic. Someof what I have to say may be value

orientedor even provocative.However,i do not claimto have any special

corneron the marketin explainingthe agricultureof this area. Neither

do I say thatI speakfor the majorityof economists,nor do I assert

that I speakfor the EconomicResearchService.

I will try to focuson the humanelementin agriculture,I hopefully

will only mentionthe naturalresourceagriculturalbase as it has direct

* Speechpresentedat BemidjiStateCollege;BemidjitMinnesota!
February25, 1969.

~~ AgriculturalEconomist,U.S. Departmentof Agriculture,Economic
ResearchService,RconornicL)eve.lopmentDivision,and AssistantProfessor,
Departmentof AgriculturalEconomics,Universityof Minnesota,St. paul,
Minnesota.
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bearingon the successand failureof the area peopleengagedin agricul-

ture. I feelthat this is what YOU wouldmuch prefersinceYOU as faculty

and staffare in dailycontactwith many of the sonsand daughtersof the

olderhumanresourceemployedin the agriculturalsectorof thisarea.

Therefore,it followsthatany ec~nomiea~~dsocialforceswhichaffect

this olderagriculturalhumanresourcePJillundoubtedlyultimatelyaffect

you*

Back~round

I am told thatmany of you are not nativeto NorthwestMinnesotaorI

even to Minnesotafor thatmatter. A good numberof you have movedonly

recentlyto this area. Thus, eve~,t]~oughsome of you may be from small

townor farmbackgrounds,your knowle~!geof ~g~iculiurein thisarea is

limited. (Ythe:rsof You are unfamil~v with agricultureand itsproblems

even at the nat!.onallevel,exceptfor what YOU read in the newspapersor

hear over televisionsncithe r~dio. To YOU mentionof Americanagricul-

ture bringsto mind $lj~]lthinqsas zwrpluses,IOIVpricesand milk being

dumped. Becauseof this let’sspenda littletimebrieflyexamining

severalfacetsof U.S. agriculturein orderto providesome background

and perspective.

It is not possibleto reallyunderstandU.S. agriculturewithout

some knowledgeof the technologicalrevolutionit has undergonesince

1/
the middleof the 1800’s.- This increasein outputhas been spurredby

~’SeeWayneD. l?asmus~~ng“TheImpactof TechnologicalChangeon
AmericanAgriculture,1862 - 1.%2.” Journalof EconomicHistory,
Volume22, No, 4 (December1962),pp. 578-591.
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advancesin knowledgeand its applicationin such areasas mechanical

power,machinery,fertilizers,

Indexnumbers

shift.in the

1. Note the

showingthe U.S.

natureof inputs

decreasein farm

herbicides,pesticidesand genetics.

agriculturalproductivityadvanceand

are presentedfor selectedyears in Table

laborand the increasein capital(i.e.,

other inputsand mechanicalpower)requirementsthroughtime. Land and

totalinputshave increasedonly slightlysince1930whichmeansthat

totalfactorproductivityhas increased.In fact,it stoodat an index

2/
value (192%100) of 68.8 in 1869,93.1 in 1899,and 181.1in 1954,-

Often the rate of technologicaladvanceis reportedby the numberof non-

farmpersonssuppliedwith theirfood and fiber’by one farmworkerand

relatedfactors. Statisticsshow thatone farmersupplied7.0 nonfarm

3/
personsin 1900,15.5 in 1950,25.9 in 1960,and 39.6 in 1966.-

This is the positivesideof the technologicalrevolutionin U.S.

agriculture.It is the aspectthatwe like to talkabout. But there

is a costassociatedwith this change, Technicalimp~ovementsin agri-

culturehavemeantthateach farmerhas been able to operatemore acres.

Hence,we havehad a trendtowardlargerfarms,not only becausethe

farmercan handlelargerunits,but he must also increase his incomeif

he is to pay for the relativelymore expensiveimprovedinputs(a typeof

“vicious”circle). Moreover,thesemore expensiveinputstypicallymust

be purchasedoff the farm. For example,todaya tractorrequirespurchased

.?/Ibid.,p. 589.

~/AgriculturalStatistics,(Washington,D.C.: U.S. Government
PrintingOffice,1967)0p. 549.
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gas and oilwh~’lein the past the horseate home growngrainand hay. At

the sametime the standardof livinghas been increasingin the country

as a

that

than

whole. This increasein householdconsumptionstandardshas meant

the farmhousewifenow has a muchmore expensivelistof “necessities”

existedin grandmother’sdBY (automaticwashersinsteadof scrub-

boards,etc.). Such thingsas televisionand radiowere unknownin an

earlierday -- now some farm familieshave colortelevision.The result

has beeneven addedpressureon the farm familyto takeadvantageof

everyagriculturaltechnologi~aladvaricenot only in orderto pay for

the productionactivitiesof its farmbusiness,but also for the more

expensivehouseholdconsumptionitems. Many of theseproductionadvances

have tendedto rapidlyincreasefarmsizeand to reducethe numberof

farm families.

The totalfarmpopulationstoodat 32.1millionin 1910,15.6mil-
4/

lion in 1960,and 14.3millionin 1962.- In percentageterms,the farm

populationwas 34.9percentof totalU.S. populationin 1910,8.7per-

cent in 1960,and ‘7.7percenti~~1962. This declinein farmpopulation

has been the costof agriculturaltechnologicalchangeinsofaras rural

areasare concerned.This is the aspectof Americanagriculturethat

politicalcandidatesnot in powerdwelluponjust as thosepeoplein

powerstressthe positiveaspectswhichwe notedearlier.

~’FarmPopulationEstimatesfor 1910-1962,ERS-130,U.S. Department
of Agriculture,EconomicResearchService,Washington,D. C. (October
1963),p. 19.
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The effectof such technologicalchangehas variedwith the locality

and with the speedof its adoption. Sometimescertaingroupswere

af$ectedmore than others. A specificcasewheretechnologicalchange

hit a certaingroupsuddenlyin a regionis thatof the rapidadoption

of the mechanicalcottonharvesterin the south,especiallyfollowing

WorldWar II. In the spaceof OWQ decadeafter it beganto be adopted

the mechanicalcottonharvesterwas an importantfactorin forcing

multitudesof southernpeopleout of a job in agriculture(andin many

casesout of the South). Other factors,suchas increasedproductivity,

acreagerestrictions,improvedmethodsof weed control,and competition

fromsyntheticfibersalsowere importakltin causingthis exodus. But

note thattheyall in somewaY reflec~technologicalchangeactingon

agriculture.

The negativeeffector costof technologicalchangein agriculture

is difficultto o’$’eremphasizefbecauseothert&~irIgstypicallyhave been

blamedfor many of the ~oroblemsit has caused. It is commonto hear

peoplecomplainingabout.teadersor programsattemptingto copewith

technologicallyinducedagriculturalproblemswithoutthe slighest

mentionof the real w+useof theirproblems-- technologicalchange.

Programshave been designed.for yea~s in an attemptto helprural

Americareducethe impactof the overproductionand resultantlow prices

(andpopulationloss]sufferedbecauseof agriculturaltechnological

advances. Theseprogramshave operatedin a varietyof ways usingsuch

methodsas pricesupportsand acreagecontrols. Never have the programs

restrictedtechnologicalchange,and theyprobablyneverwill sinceit
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appearsabsurdand hencealmostimpossibleto legislateagainsta better

ideaor a lowercostway of doingsomething.Thus, in manyways I can-

not stressthe effectof technologicalchangetoo much.

It shouldappearobviousby now thatthe futurechangeswhichwe

wouldexpectin U.S. agricultureNi]l dependon the futureof agricul-

turally-relatedtechnologicalcha,ige.In otherwords,the futuredepends

on how nearwe are to exhaustingthe backlogand futuresupplYof ideas

which can be economicallyeppliedin agriculture.Is our fundof know-

ledgewhich can be appliedcloseto beingdepleted?

The 1964Censusof Agriculturereporteda totalof 2,166,000~-

5~ Of these402,000had grosssalesmercialfarmsin the UnitedStates.-

of farmproductsof $20,000or more. it is reportedthtitthe $20,000

and abovegrouppro~ucesover 60 percentof U.S. farmoutput. One re-

searcherhas said that,with medianfami~y incomesin urbanareasnear

$7,500per year,ar~lyfarmswith salesof $20,000or more can come

closeto suppl~~ingincomessufficientto allowa farmfamilya levelof

consumptionthat is 6~ In otherco~,sistentw~th Americwnstandards.-

words this levelof farmsalesis requiredin orderfor the farmerto

be on an economicpar with the remainderof the economyin termsof

familyincome. He also notesthe following:

~/In 1964a commerical.farmwas definedas follows: (1) a farm
havinga totalvalueof farmproductssold in excessof $2,500,or (2)a
farmwith salesof farmproductsin the $50 to $2,499rangeprovidedthat
the farmoperatorwas under65 yearsof age and did not work off the
farm 100 or more days duringthe Year.

&/VernonW. Ruttan. “AgriculturalPolicyin an AffluentSociety.”
Journalof FarmEconomics,Volume48, No. 5, (December1966),p. 1113.



“If totalproductionwere to be concentratedon farmssuch
as thosewith salesof $20,000or more,the totalU.S. farm
outputcouldbe producedon 750,000farms. If production
were concentratedentirelyon farmssuch as thosewith sales
of $40,000or more,the totalU.S. farm outputcouldbe pro-
ducedon lessthan400,000farms. It seemsapparentthat
the technologicalcapacityalreadyexiststhat couldpermit
productionof 80-90percentof the valueof totalU.S. farm
outputon between50,000and 100,000productionunits.“J/

It thus seemsquiteevidentthat the numberof farmsis goingto

continuedecliningdue to the pressurewhichalreadyexistsfrom feas-

ibletechnologicalinnovations.Grantedwe can disputethe speedof the

declinein farmnumbersand the exactnumberof farmsat some future

date,but thisseemsto be somewhatpointless. Policiescan be brought

to bear to slow thisdecline,but only at a cost to the economyas a

whole. Moreovertit is clearthat certaintypesof’farmingand hence

certainareasof the countrywill be more affectedthanothersbecause

certaincommodities,terrains,etc.,are more amenableto manipulation

throughtechnology.For instance,it is easierto mechanizewheat than

appleharvesting.At any rate the declinein the numbersis goingto

continueto affectruralAmerica.

I do not want to overlyemphasizewhat to someof YOU may be a

gloomypicture. Many farmsare goingto make the necessaryadjustments

and becomeextremelyefficient.There is evidencewhich suggeststhat

the majorityof farmsgrossingover$20,000per year in farmsalesare

earningmore for theirlaborand capitalthan does comparablelaborand

capitalin the nonfarmsector. Nevertheless,many farmswill remain

~/Ibid., p, 111~,
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smallor go out of the picture. Thus,thereare reallytwo agricultural

sector=s-- the productivecommercialsectorand the low-income,small

farm,problemsector.

At thisjunctureone poi~tneedsclarification-- the difference

betweenthe terms“farm”and “rural”-- as it becomesimportantlaterin

the discussion,The 1964Censusof Agriculturedefinesa farmas a place

of lessthan 10 acresif the estimatedsalesof agriculturalproductsfor

the year amountedto at least$250,or a placeof 10 or more acres if the

estimatedsalesof agriculturalproductsfor the year amountedto at

least$50. Allowancesare made for crop failuresand otherabnormal-

ities. The Censusof Populationdefinesthe urbanpopulationas those

personslivingin placesof 2,500or more inhabitantsor in densely

settledmetropolitansuburbs. The ruralpopulationis dividedintotwo

categories,Rural-farmpeoplecomprisethoselivingon farmsas defined

above in theCensusof Agriculturewhileruralnonfarmpeopleare the

residualthat is leftafterthe urbanand rural-farmpopulationshave

beendetermined.A town of 8(NIpeopleis ruralnonfarm. The point

that I wish to make is that thereis a differencebetweenfarmand

ruraleven thoughsomepeoplecarelesslyuse thesetermsas being

synonymous.Admittedly,ruralnonfarmpeopledependon the rural-farm

peoplein many casesfor theireconomicwell-beingand are thusdepend-

ent on the farmerseconomicfortunes. But the amountof linkagedepends

on the area. It is smallin certainruralminingareasand in some

smalltownswith manufacturingplants. Of course,it is much largerin

areaswith only farmingas an industry.Throughtimethe rural



populationhas changedin compositionwith the ‘relative

nonfarmcomponentincreasingand that of the rural farm

creasing.

10

Sizk! Ofj l@7tllral-

componentde-

Time does not allowfurtherdiscussionof the nationalagricultural

situation. One couldspendconsiderabletimediscussinga largenumber

of ruralproblemareas in detail,suchas low incomes,poverty,educa-

tion,housing,health,localgovernment,transportation,tax base,under-

employment,minoritygroups,and the agedjust to namea few. I would

urge thoseinterestedin learningmore abouttheseand relatedtopicsto

obtaina copYof U.S. Departmentof AgricultureAgriculturalEconomic

8/
ReportNo. 101entitledRuralPeoplein the AmericanEconomy.- Those

wantingto learnmore aboutthe ruralpovertyproblemshouldacquirea

copY of the excellent. reportentitledThe PeopleLeftBehindwhichwas

producedby the Presidents’
9/

NationalCommissionon RuralPoverty.-

Those desiringinformationrelatingto the more commercialaspectsof

U.S. agriculturemay be interestedin studyingthe reportof the 1967

NationalAdvisory
10/

Commissionon Food and Fiber.— Economicinformation

~’For saleby the Superintendentof Documents,U.S. Government
PrintingOffice,Wshington, D. C. 20402- Price 60 cents.

~/For sale by the Superintendentof Documents- Price$1.00. This
Commissionalsoproduceda volumeof technicalreportson ruralpoverty
entitledRuralPovertyin the UnitedStates(601pages)whichmay be
purchasedfor $5.75 fromthe Superintendentof Documents.

~/Food and Fiberfor the Future,(361pages),for sale bY the
Superintendentof Documents,Price$1.25.
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specificto the UpperGreatLakesRegionis containedin U.S. Department

11/
of AgricultureAgriculturalEconomicReportNo. 108.—

Northwest,Minnesota

I was askedto focusspecificallyon the 15-countyarea surrounding

BemidjiStateCollegeas shownin Figure1. This includesthe following

counties: Beltrami,Cass,Clearwater,HubbardeItasca,Kittson,

Koochiching,Lake of the Woods.MahnomenO

Lake,Roseau,and Nadena. These counties

countyportionof northernMinnesotathat

CommissionArea (Figure2).

Marshall,Pennington,Polk,Red

lie entirelywithinthe 38-

is withinthe UpperGreatLakes

The UpperGreatLakesCommissionArea contains119 countiesof the

northernportionsNichigan,Minnesota,and Wisconsin.This regionwas

designatedby the Secretaryof Commerce,with the agreementof the states,

underthe provisionsof the PublicWorksand EconomicDevelopmentAct of

1965 (P.L.89-136). This Act providedenablinglegislationfor the crea-

tionof regionaleconomicdevelopmentplanningcommissions,whichare

federal-statepartnershipspatternedafterthe AppalachianProgram.

Commissionsmay be formedin areasexperiencinggenerallackof economic

growthand opportunity.The UpperGreatLakesRegionalCommissionwas

formallycharteredin April 1967.

~/R. A. Loomisand M. E. WirthmAn EconomicSurveyof the Northern
Lake StatesReaion,EconomicResearchService,USDA, in cooperationwith
MichiganAgriculturalExperimentStation,MichiganStateUniversity,
EastLansing(February1967),132pp.
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FIGUREl.--NORTH!~sTKIINNESOTA:THE 15-COUNTYBEMIDJISTATECOLLEGEAREA



.,

m;< ‘iii%?i-
wJLH/& 1- ‘“ I I F’.’’-’’l:”.r /4-

\l’
r-l /v-”-

,’

I

FIGURE2.--NORTHERNhlINNESOTA:THE 3&COUNTY UPPERGREATLAKESCOMMISSIONAREA



14

The 15-countyarea surroundingBemidJiStateCollegeshouldbe

thoughtof as a regionof diversityin agriculture.Farm sizesvary

from beingquitelargein the Red RiverV~lleyto smallin some of the

forestedlocalities.Holdingstend to be more adjoiningor contiguous

in the Red RiverValleythan in the lessproductiveforestedfarming

areas● Agriculturalproductsgrownrange fromthoseconsideredstandard

in the UnitedStatessuchas wheat to thosewhichare consideredmore of

a specialtysuchas potatoes,grassseed and evenmink. It is an area

of greatvariationin soil fertilityoftenwith greatchangeswithin

just a few miles. However,the landgenerallyis lessproductivethan

in southernMinnesota. Moreover,it is an area of greatvariationin

climate-- specificallytemperature-- which limitsthe numberof crops

whichmay be grown. Becauseof thisevidence,I thinkthat this is a

more agriculturallydiversearea thanare our betteragriculturalregions

of the UnitedStatessuch as theCorn Belt,WheatBelt,or theGreat

Plains. The 49 countiesof southernMinnesotashownin Figure2 would

tend to be in the more homogeneouslattergroup.

It is interestingto note that the originalsettlementpatterns

withinthe 15-countyareawere prettymuch in linewith the productivity

of the agriculturalresourcein some localities(’e.g.,the Red River

Valley)but in other localitiesthe originalsettlementpatterncould

even be calledhorrendous.The productivityof landwas so low in some

areasand it was givento the settlersin such smalltractsthatoncethe

originaltimberresourceWEISgonethe familyhad a difficultOr even “’:*’
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impossiblesituation.Duringthe 1930’sa landresettlementschemeeven

wqs carriedout thataffectedfarmpeoplein severalcounties.

Selectedmeasuresof agriculturalchangeare presentedin Table 2.

In this tabledata are presentedfor the 15 NorthwestMinnesota(NWN)

countiesand comparedwith the 38 northernMinnesota(NM)and 49 south-

ern Minnesota(SM)counties. SouthernMinnesotais an especiallyrele-

vant pointof referencefor NorthwestMinnesotabecauseit is in large

partrepresentativeof corn Belt agriculture.The southerntwo tiersof

countiesare especiallyproductive.Admittedly,rainfallis a limiting

factorsome gears in the southwestportionof the state. I am goingto

try to onlyrelateto You some of what I considerto be the highlights

shownin Table 2. You mw studythe detailsshownthereand in the eight

appendixtablesat Your convenience.‘WhenYOU studythe appendixtables

you will see thatthe Red RiverValleycounties,such8S Kittson,

Marshall,and Polk have strongagriculturalsectorswhi~hare doingwell

by most measures. At the same time,someof the countieswhichare

locatedaway fromthe Valleyhavea muchweakeragriculture.Unfortun-

ately,the areawidefiguresof Table 2 tend to obscuremuch of this

diversity.

You will note that between1949and 1964,totalland in farmsde-

clinedmore in NorthwestMinnesotathan in southernMinnesota(-9.8and

-2.9 percent,respectively).At the same time totalacresper farmin-

creased43.5percentin NorthwestMinnesotacomparedwith 24.6percent

in southernMinnesota. ‘Thisis reallyquitephenomenalfarmsize

growth. In 1949NorthwestMinnesotafarmsaveraged64 acreslargerin
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size thansouthernNinnesotafarms(239 comparedwith 175 acres). By

1964 the leadhad increasedto an averageof 125 acresby Northwest

Minnesota(343to 218 acres). In 1964,withinthe 15-countyarea,aver-

age farmsizerangedfroma highof 600 acresin KittsonCountyto a low

of 160 acresin ItascaCounty. ‘Tkissupportsearlierstatementsthat

this is a regionof agriculturaldiversity.

Much t,,lesamepictureexistsfor croplandacresper farm as for

totalacresper farm. Duringthe 1949-64periodcroplandacresper farm

increased59.9perce~tin NorthwestMinnesotaand 28.1percentin south-

ern Minnesota. The NorthwestMinnesotaleadover southernMinnesotain

averageeropleudawresper farm increasedfrom 7 acresin 1949to 54

acresin 19640 T%is is encouraging.However,once againgreatvaria=

tion is presentwithinthe region. For example,in 19640averagecrop-

landacresper farm i.nNorthwestMin~lesotawere highestin Kittson

County (458acres~and lowestin ItascaCounty(56 acres).

Becausetotalacresper farm increasedmore rapidlyin Northwest

Minnesota,1949-640oNe wouldexpecta relativelymorerapiddeerease

in the totalnumberof farmsin thisarea duringthisperiod. Also this

shouldespeciallybe the easewhen one recallsthattotallandin farms

decreasedmorerapidlyin NorthwestMinnesotathan in southernMinnesota

1949-64. Thustone fi~~dsin Table 1 that totalfarmnumbersdecreased

37.2percentin NorthwestMinnesotaand 21.8percentin southern

Minnesota1949-64.

The totalvalueof farmproductssold increasedaboutthe sameper-

centagein all areasbetween1949and 1964. Specifically,the increase
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was 42.8percentin NorthwestMinnesotaand 44.5 percentin southern

Minnesota. The dramaticchangecame in valueof farmsalesper farm.

Here the 1949-64increasewas 127.2percentin NorthwestMinnesotaand

84.8 percentin southernMinnesota, In 19490valueof farmsalesper

farm in NorthwestMinnesota($3,255)was 47.6percentof that in south-

ern Minnesota($6,841).By 1964,farmsalesper farm in Northwest

Minnesotahas increasedto 58.5percentof thosein southernMinnesota

($7,396comparedwith $12,645). While this increaseis encouraging,

it is easy to see thatNorthwestMinnesotatrailssignificantlyin

this all importantfigure. Moreover,even thoughfarmsare larger

in NorthwestMinnesota,farmsalesper farmare much lowerwhich

indicatesa significantlylowerlevelof productivityper farm. Again,

thereis greatvariationwithinthe 15-countyarea. For instance,in

1960 the averagevalueof farmsaleswas highest($14,218)in Polk

Countyand lowest($2,316)in ItaseaCounty.

Becauseaveragesalesof farmproductspet+farmare lowerin northern

Minnesotaa greaterpercentageof its farmershave been forcedto seekad-

ditionalincomefromoff-farmsources. Moreover,the percentagehas been

increasingthroughtime, In 1949,for example,22 percentof Northwest

Minnesotafarmoperatorsworked100 days or more duringthe ~ear off the

farm comparedwith 9 percentin southernMinnesota. By 1964,theseper-

centagesstoodat 28 and 14,respectively.Withinthe 15-countyarea,

off-farmwork percentagesrangedin 1964 froma highof 60 percentin

ItascaCountyto a low of 18 percentin MahnomenCounty. It is really

in somerespectsquitesurprisingto find the degreeof off-farm
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employmentby farmoperatorsin NorthwestMinnesota. Urbancenterswith

employmentare not as abundantnor as accessibleas in the southernpart

of the state. I thinkthat the off-farmemploymentshouldbe regarded

as a healthysign. We know thattechnologicalchangehas reducedthe

numberof farmsand increasedfarm sizereleasingsome farmersfor non-

farmjobs. This processis continuing.Off-farmemploymentcan allow

the operatorof a smallerfarmto remainin a ruralarea if he prefers

by supplementinghis income. Or it may allowhim a more gradualtransi-

tionout of agriculturethanwouldotherwisehavebeenpossible.

Perhapsevenmore interestingis the incomeof all Dersonsin the

farmoperator’shouseholdfromsourcesotherthanthe fa~moperated.

12/
This includesthe incomereceivedfromoff-farm— sources‘asfOllOWS:

(1)wagesand salaries,(2)nonfarmbusinessor profession,(3)social

security,pensions,veteran,and welfarepayments,and (4)rent from

farmand nonfarmproperty,interest,dividends,etc. It is an im-

portantmeasurebecauseall personsin the farmhouseholdand not just

the operatorare ~onsidered.Thus,orw is providedwith a perspective

of the significanceof off-farmincometo the farmfamilyas a whole.

The totaloff-farmincomeof all householdmembersexpressedas a per-

centageof the totalvalueof farmproductssold for NorthwestMinnesota,

Minnesota,and the UnitedStatesin 1964 is givenin Table 3.

Q/Off-farm in this casemeansincomefromotherthan the oper-
ator’shome farm, For example,rent fromanotherfarmownedby the
operatorwouldbe classedas off-farm(i.e.,off-farmwith respectto
the farmwhichhe is operating).Howevertoff-farmincomefrom-
sourcesis not a very importantpart of the totaloff-farmincome
picture.
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Table 3.--Totaloff-farmincomeof all householdmembersexpressedas a
percentageof the totalvalueof farmproductssold,Northwest
Minnesota,Minnesota,and the UnitedStates,1964

Total household
off-farmincome

Tots1 Total as a percentage
valueof household of totalvalue.
farmpro- off-farm of farmproducts

Area ductssold income sold

Dollars Percent

1,

2.

3.

4*
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Beltrami

Gass

Clearwater

Hubbard
Itasea

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the
Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

Northwest
Minnesota

Minnesota

United
States

3,170,930

3,391,814
4V201,360

2.010,968
1,964,397

11,229,331

1,095,685

1,363,366

4,694,840

17,685,212

5,845,152

38,718,203

4,187,3.58

9,181,681

5,224,563

113,964,860

1.3750606,457

35,293,530,000

2,693,366

&39,&&i93
2,264,947

1,898,671

3,356,897

2,182,002

1,778.516

lQ056,104

100380013

4,902,510
1,924,458

5,452,317

1,383,712

3,345,393

1,935,811

37,610,910

305,466,608

84.9

70.7

53.9

94.4
170.9

19.4

162.3

77*5

22.1

27.7

32.9

14.1

33.0

36,4

37.1

33*O

22*2

28.5

Source: U.S.Censusof Acmiculture,1964.
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In thatyear,totalhouseholdoff-farmincomewas 33.0percentof the

totalvalueof farmproductssold in NorthwestMinnesota. This compares

with 22.2percentforMinnesotaand 28.5percentfor theUnitedStatesin

the sameyear. It is evidentthat off-farmincomeis relativelymore im-

portantin NorthwestMinnesota. EveryNorthwestMinnesotacountyex-

ceededboth the stateand nationalpercentagesin 1964with the exception

of Kittson,Mahnomen,Marshall,and Polk. The influenceof the Red

RiverValleyis significanton agriculturein eachof these,with the

exceptionof MahnornenCounty. Total householdoff-farmincomeexpressed

as a percentageof totalvalueof fwm productssoldrangedwithin

NorthwestMinnesotain 1964 froma low of 14.1percentin PolkCountyto

a phenomenalhighof 170.9percent,in ItascaCounty. Indeedin Itasca

and Koochiching(162.3percent)Countiesthe totalvalueof farmpro-

ductssoldappearsto supplementoff-farmearnings-- not vice versa.

Thus, an analysisof off-farmearningsprovidesfurthereye-opening

insightsintothe importanceof off-farmwork in most areasof North-

west Minnesota.

Becauseof the attractivenessof off-farmemploymentopportunities

and favorablebeefpricesmany farmersin NorthernMinnesotahave been

addingbeef cowsas an enterpriseon theirfarms. They have felt that

the relativelylowerlaborrequirementof the beef enterprisewouldnot

conflictas muchwith an off-farmjob+ Some peoplehave expressedthe

view that beef cattleare a paneceawhichwill rescuethe entirefuture

of northernMinnesotaagriculture.However,theyshouldbe cautioned

againstsuch unbridledoptimism. Studieswhich have focusedon this
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problemhave shownthat beef cow herdswould be profitableon a numberof

farms: (1) if the herdsare managedwith betterthanaverageefficiency

(percentof calfcropweaned,etc.),(2) if the farmsin questionhad re-

sources,suchas old buildings,on whichmarketpricesdo not have to be

13/
paid, (3) if sufficient.(exuxssor underemployed)laboris available.—

There is the problemof obtainingsufficientlandon which to operatea

beef herd. It is especiallydifficultto obtainland in adjoining

tractsin manypartsof northernMinnesota. In addition,thereare

problemsassociatedwith the harshwintersand poorqualityforage.

Thus, I takea more moderatelyoptimisticview of the futureof beef

cattlein northernMinnesota.

The Future

We havediscoveredthatNorthwestMinnesotahas beenan areawhich

has experienceda rapidincreasein farmsize concurrentlywith a con-

siderabledecreasein farmnumbers. Off-farmemploymenthas beenrela-

tivelymore importantthan in southernMinnesotaand this importance

has been increasing.In the faceof this changewhat me the prospects

for the future? To stateit in the vernacular,has the agricultural

sectorof the area alreadybeen ‘*throughthewringer”with the resultant

expectationsof a more moderaterate of changein the future? Or is the

~/A. R. Wells,S. A. Engene,and T. R. Nodland, Economicsof
BeefCow Herds in NortheasternMinnesota,EconomicStudyReportS68-4,
(St.Paul; Departmentof AgriculturalEconomics,Universityof
Minnesota),(November1968);
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agricultureof the regiongoingto have to go “throughthe wringer”

stillfurtherin the futureand yieldyet more excesslaborto the non-

agriculturalsector? To beginansweringthis questionlet us first

look at what has happenedin this area in the recentpast in termsof

agriculturalemploymentand totalpopulation.

Between1950and 1960the rural farmpopulationin Northwest

Minnesotadecreasedfrom 100.5to 69.2 thousandor 31.9percent. At

the same timethe totalpopulatio~decreased4.1 percent(from236.8

to 227,2thousand). In NorthwestMinnesotathe ruralfarmpopulation

was 42.4percentof the totalpopulationin 1950and 30.5 percentin

1960. Thus, the declinein the ruralfarmpopulationwas the key

determinantor drivingforcebehindthe 1950-60populationlossof

the 15 counties. Yet in 1960almostone-thirdof the populationin

the regionwas stillclassifiedrural farm. We have see~earlierthat

the agriculturallaborsavingtechnologyexistswhichwill furtherde-

creasethe rural farmpopulationin the regionas this technologyis

applied. Thus forcesare alreadyin motionwhichwill drivethe rural

farmpopulationdown as a percentageof the totalpopulationhere.

That we can expectfurtherdeclineis witnessedby the fact that in

1960only lT.2and 7.5percentof the respectiveMinnesotaand United

Statespopulationswere ruralfarm. NorthwestMinnesotawill tend to

move towardthesefigures. If sufficientnonagriculturaljobs are not

available,off-farmmigrantswill continueto leavethe areaand in

the processtend to dampenfuturepopulationgrowthpossibilities.On

the basisof thisevidence,one wouldexpectthat the countieswhich
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would have the greatestdifficultyin retainingpopulationwouldlikely

be thosewhichare mostruraland leasturban.

The distributionof urban,ruralnonfwrm,and rural farmpopula-

tion for eachof the 15 countiesin 1960 is givenin Table 4. In this

table,the countiesare rankedin descendingorderbasedon the per-

centageof the 1960totalpopulationwhichwas ruralfarm. The 1960

ruralfarmpopulationas a percentageof totalpopulationrangedfrom

a high of 55.2percentin Marshalland Red Lake Countiesto a low of

10.3percentin ItascaCountw. Basedon the 1960percentagefigures

one wouldexpectthat everycountyin NorthwestMinnesotafacedcont-

inued de~linesin the percentageof the populationwhich is rural

farmwith the possibleexceptionsof Itascaand KoochichingCounties.

In termsof totalpopulationItasea,Polk,and KoochichingCounties

were the largest. Fortunately,Koochichingand Itascaalreadyhave

experiencedmuch adjustment,‘buttheirinfluenceon the 15-county

area is overshadowedby what happensin the remaining13 counties.

What reallyhas happenedto totalpopulationin Northwest

Minnesotasince1960? We do not actwally know for sure sinceno

censushas been conducted,but estimateshavebeenmade. In addition,

projectionsof countypopulationshavebeen calculatedfor the year

1985. This informationis presentedin Table 5.

The 1967estimates~nd 1985projections(Table5) were done by

the MinnesotaDepartmentof Health,Sectionof VitalStatistics.I

am not going intodetailon exactlyhow theseestimatesand projec-

tionswere made. The importantthingfor us to noteat thispoint is
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Table 4.--Distributionof the urban,rural nonfarm,and ru~al farm
population,NorthwestMinnesota,1960~/

Rural Rural
County Urban nonfarm farm Total Total

10

2.

3.

4.

6.

i’.

8.

9.

10,

110

12.

13.

14.

15.

Marshall

Red Lake

Roseau

Mahnomen

Clearwater

Kittson

Wadena

Lake of theWoods

Polk

Bennington

Cass

Hubbard

Beltrami

Koochiching

Itasca

NorthwestMinnesota

--= -.. -Percent-- - - - - - - -

O*O

0.0

0.0

0.0

0,0

0$0

3601

0.0

42.8

57.6

0.0

30.3

.42.6

37.4

19 2—’—

23.9

44.8

44.8

47.1

47.6

50.6

54.2

26.2

65.1

11.4

11.2

71.3

43.4

36.6

51.1

70.5

45.6

55,2

55.2

52.9

52.4

49.4

45.8

37.7

34.9

32.9

31.2

28.7

26.3

20.9

11..5

10.3

30.5

100.0

100.0

100.O

100.0

100.0

100.O

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100*O

100.0

100.O

100.O

Thousands

14.3

5.8

12.1

6.3

8.9

8.3

12.2

4.3

36.2

12,5

16.7

9.9

23.5

18.2

38.0

227.2

~/Countiesare rankedin descendingorderbasedon the percentage
of the 1960totalpopulationwhichwas rural farm.

Source: U.S. Censusof Population,1960.
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Table 5,--Actual,estimatedand projectedpopulationfor Northwest
Minnesota,1960-85

1985DVS 1985I)VS
1960 1966CPR 1.967DVS projectionprojection

County Census estimates estimates (A) (B)

1. Beltrami

2, Cass

3. Clearwater

4. Hubbard

5. Itasca

6. Kittson

7. Koochiching

8, Lake of the
Woods

9, Mahnomen

10.Marshall

11. Pennington

12. Polk

13. Red Lake

14.Roseau

15. Wadena

Total

23,425

16,720

8,864

9,962

38,006

8,343

18.190

4,304

6,341

14,262

12,468

36,182

5,830

12,154

12,199

227,250

26,100

16,300

8,700

10.500

36,700

8,200

17,900

4,300

6,000

14,600

11,800

36,600

5,500

11,200

12.300

226,700

Number

21,900

17,246

8,004

9,166

35.117

7,950

17’,723

3,207

6,043

13”541

11,847

34,952

6,522

11,184

11,494

215,896

18,700

14,600

6,000

7,900

30.100

6.200

16,900

2,600

5,000

10,900

10,700

33,800

5,800

8,100

10.200

187,500

18.200

12,800

5,700

7,100

28,000

5,300

16,500

2Q500

4,400

10.500

10.1OO

31,500

4,200

6,600

9,700

173,100



that,1985projectionA wes made underthe assumption

migrationtrendswill declineespeciallyafter1975.

28

thatruralOllt-

In contrast,pro-

jection was made und,erthe assumptionthatruralout-migrationtrends

continueat approximatelythe presenthigh levels.

The 1966populationestimateswere made ‘bYthe Bureauof the Cen-

14/
sus and publishedin the CurrentPopulationReportsseries,— Thus,

I am callingthesetheCPR estimates.Theseare the most interesting

populationfiguressincetheysuggestthat the rate of populationloss

fromour ruralareassince1960has slowedconsiderablyfromwhat it

was dyringthe 1950-60decade. Afterstudyingthe 1966CPR estimates

and relatingthemto the U.S. sceneone demographer,CalvinL. Beale,

said the following:

In general,the evidenceindicatesthat completelyor
primarilyruralcountiesdid much betterin retaining
theirpotentialpopulationgrowthfrom 1960to 1966than
theydid in the 1950’s. In the 50’s the ruralcounties
gained3.3 millionin populationwhilealso losinga net
of 4.6 millionmigrants. But from 1960 to 1966,they
gained2.8 millionwhile theiroutmigrationwas reduced
to about550,000or onlya fifthof the annualaverageof
the 1950’s. Becauseof lowernaturalincrease,the growth
potentialof ruralareaswas less in the 60’s,but the
areasretainedthe equivalentof a much higherproportion
of theirgrowthpotential,Whereasin the 50’srural
countiesin the countryas a wholehad about150 out-
migrantsfor ewrY gain of 100 in population,since1960
they havehad onlY about20 net outmigrantsper 100 gain
in population.So despitelowernaturalincrease,rural
areashave had a higherpopulationgrowthrate than

~/u.so Departmentof Commerce,BureauOf theCen~~sOCurrent
PopulationReports,“Fstimatesof the Populationof Counties:JulY 1,
1966,” SeriesP-25,ReportNo. 1, (Washington,D, G.: U.S.Govern-
ment PrintingOffice),August28, 1968.
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f?rmerly.This improvementhas been especiallynoticeable
in the entirelyruralcountiesand thosewith less than30
percen~urbanpopulation.All of the growthof population
in ruralareasin the 1950$swas limitedto the classof
countiesthat.were 30 to 50 percenturban,but thishas not
‘beenso since1960,E~

Basedon this evidenceYOU are undoubtedlyconsiderablyencouraged.

However,he continueskw stating:

The divisionthathas done leastwell since1960 in re-
tainingpopulationin ruralareas is theWest NorthCentral
States. TheseStateshave contributedmoreruralnet mi-
grationto otherareasthananY other art of the country
in the 1960’s-- !/some300,000persorns.~

Unfortunately,Minnesotais in theWest NorthCentralRegion. Thus,

even thoughthe rate of losshas slowedsince1960thisregionhas

continuedto be an area of relativelyheavyout-migration.Within

MinnesotaOthereis evidencewhichsuggeststhatNorthwestMinnesota

has gone furtherthroughthe processof adjustingitsruralpopulation

balancethanhave the southwestx+m

turaltechnologicaladvanceis cont.:

farmingin SouthwestMinnesota. Mel

portionsof the state. Agricul-

nuing to fOrce excess laborout of

hanizationand other labor-saving

innovationsare quiteeasilyappliedin thismore level,treeless,

prairietypeof terrai~. For the samereasons,one wouldperhapsex-

pect theRed RiverValleycountiesof NorthwestMinnesotato continue

&/Calvin L. Beale. “DemographicDimensionsof U.S. RuralEcon-
omio Policy,”P. 1.2.A paperpresentedat AlliedSocialScience
Associationsannualmeetings;ChicagoOIllinois;December1968. This
paperwill ‘bepublishedin the May 1969 issueof the AmericanEconomic
Review.

M/~. , p. 13.
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to experiencerapidtechnologimlchangein theirrespectiveagricul-

turalsectors. Thus, agriculturalexcesslaborin thesecountiescould

& undermorepressurethanthat locatedin even the

counties. However,this is Unlikel~as one observer

far as to call the resourcesfoundin the relatively

“cut-overarea”

has even gone so

unproductiverural

areassuch as the cut-overredundantinsofimras the nationas a whole

17/
is concerned.— Perhapsthis is so in somerespectsfor areaslike

Appalachiaand eventhe cut-over. But it is not truefor agriculture

in the Red RiverValley. At any rate, therealso is goingto be con-

tinuedagriculturaladjustmentin the cut-overareaas well as in the

Red RiverValleycountiesin the future.

Bealegoes on and discusseschangein the vastmidcontinentand

mountainousareaof the countrywhich is now havingthe greatestdiffi-

cultyretainingpopulation. In ~eferenceto the areaencompassedbY a

linerunningnortheastwardfromthe Rio Grandeat Del Rio to the Upper

Peninsultiof Michigan,west along the Chnaciian Borderto Central

Washington,and thensoutheastwardto Del Rio he states:

In thisterritory,i~volvinga thirdof the landsurface
of the country,the greatm~jorityof counties,especially
outsideof the metroareas,are stillin a stateof popula-
tiondecline,usuallyon a communitystru~turethat is
alreadyaffectedby past outmigration,and on a localpop-
ulationbaseand governmentalunit that is alreadysmall
both in the aggregateand in density. The ‘populationde-
clinesare generallyunderstandable,but how longcan they
continuewithoutimpairingthe abilityof the area to con-
duct the productiveagriculturaloperationsthatcharacter-
ize most of it?lll~

~/Ruttan, ~. cit.,pp. 1110-1111..
lQ/BealeO~. U., p. 14a.
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The percentagecha~gein the populationof NorthwestMinnesota

countiessince1960,basedon the estimatesand projectionspresented

in Table 5, are given in Table 6. The percentagechangesto 1966

(MinnesotaDepartmentof Health,Sectionof VitalStatistics)and to

1967 (CPR)showdeclinesin the NorthwestMinnesotatotalpopulation

of -0.2 and=5.Opercent,respectively,since1960. Withinthe 15-

countyarea the differencesbetweenthe two estimatesare not too

greatexceptin the casesof Bellt.rami,Hubbard,Lake of the Woods,

and Red LakeCounties. The CPR estimatesperhapsaccountfor more

specialcircumstances.For example,theytake intoconsideration

changesin schoolenrollmentand thus inditwtean 11,4percentin-

creasein BeltramiCountypopulation1960-66, Undoubtedlypart of

this increasehas beendue to the growthof BemidjiStateCollege,

The MinnesotaSectionof VitalStatisticsestimate,in ~ontrast,was

a 6.5 percentlossfor BeltxarniCouEty,1960-66.

It wouldbe etIsY h simplysaY that the projected1960-85(A) and

1960-85(B) populationpercentagechangefiguresprobablycloselyrep-

resentthe highsand lowswithinwhich the futurepopulationchangeof

the respectiveareas is expectedto fall, But, it is not that simple.

If the 1966(WR estimatesare closeto a~tuality, I would expecteven

the 1960-85(A)percentagechangefiguresto presenttoo dark a picture

of futurepopulationtrends. What.the uppe~limitis, however,I do

not know.

A coupleof side comme~tsare germaneat thispoint. Uponex~min-

ing the CPR estimatesfor othersectionsof the country,some of my
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Table 6.--Estimatedand proJectedpercentagechangein the population
of NorthwestMinnesota,1960-85

CPR DVS DVS DVS
Estimated Estimated Projection Projection

County 1960-66 1960-67 (A) 1960-85 (B) 1960-85

1, Beltrami

2, Cass

3. Clearwater

4. Hubbard

5. Itasm

6. Kittson

7. Koochiching

8. Lake of theWoods

9. Mahnomen

10.Marshall

11. Pennington

12. Polk

13.Red Lake

14.Roseau

15. Wadena

Total

11.4

-2.5

-1.9

5.4

-3.4

-1.7

-1.6

-o.I

-5.4

2.4

-5.4

1.2

-5.7

-7.8

~

-0.2

Percent

-6.5

3.1

-9.7

-8.0

-7.6

-4.7

-2.6

-25.5

-4.7

-5.1

-5.0

-3.4

II*9

-8,0

-5.0

-5.0

“20.2

-12.7

-32.3

-20.7

-20.8

-25.7

-7.1

-39.6

-21.1

-23.6

-14.2

-6.6

-0.5

-33.4

-16.4

-17.5

-22.3

-23.4

-35.7

-28.7

-26.3

-36,5

-9.3

-41● 9

-30.6

-26.4

-19.0

-12.9

-28.0

-45.7

-20.5

-23.8
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colleaguesfeelthat theyare eithervery closeto what has actually

happenedor are in greaterror. In otherwords,thereis no middle

groundof relativelystablemoderateerror.

to the MinnesotaSectionof VitalStatistics

want to emphasizethat they are just that --

projectionsbasedon certainassumptionsand

predictionsor ends.

Secondly,with reference

populationprojections,I

~roiections.They are

not someset of desired

Basedon the CPR estimates,one wouldexpectnet migrationfrom

NorthwestMinnesotato slow in the future. The 15 countiesexperienced

an annualaveragenet migrationlossof 5,460peopleduringthe 1950-60

period. Between1950-60the CPR estimatednet annualaveragepopula-

tionmigrationlosswas 3,250persons. WithinNorthwestMinnesotaas

in othersimilarareasof the country,the populationis goingto be-

comemore concentrated.Lossesfromruralareaswill continuefor the

reasonspointedout earlier,but the numberof ruralto urbanmigrants

will be lesssincethe ruralpopulationbase is now smallerthan it

was a decadeor two ago. Certaintow~sand citieswill grow in the

regionat the expenseof the ruralareas (andtotalpopulationmay

stilldecline). For instance,in NorthwestMinnesotatownssuch as

Bemidji,Crookston,ThiefRiverFalls,InternationalFalls,and cer-

tainothersshouldgrow. The

employmentmay help someverw

the populationdistributionw:

Areasgainingpopulationmust

and policeprotection,sewer,

good fortuneof obtaininga sourceof

smalltownsto grow. This shiftingof

11 placepressures

expandservicesin

water,recreation,

on localgovernments.

orderto providefire

and educational
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services,as well as streetsand highways. Areasof populationloss

have oppositepressureswith servicesand facilitiesbecomingmore

expensiveper person.

I havereferredbriefly to small towns. The situationfacing

smalltownsin the futureis of constantinterest. I would liketo

take the libertyto quoteoncemore fromBeale”sexcellentpaper. He

makessomerelevantpointsregardingsmalltownsand statesthem in

such a way thatI do not want to risk losingthe originalmeaningbY

merelysummarizing.He statesas follows:

Anotherfacetof changein non-metropolitanareasof
the cou~tryaroundwhichthem have been conflicting
claimsand beliefsis the trendof smalltowns. The
fact th~tthe term “smalltown”has no standardmean-
ing adds to the confusion,for one personmay thinkof
placesof only a few hundredpeoplewhen he depicts
smalltowns,whilehis listenermay havea mentalview
of a placeof severalthousandpopulationas the typical
smalltown. These distinctionsare vital,for the vari-
ous size classesof smalltownshave typicallyfared
ratherdifferently,especiallyat the lowerend of the
size scale.

To improveour perspectiveon smalltown uhange,OUT
officehas compiledthe incidenceof gainsand losses
and the overallpopulationchangefrom 1950to 1960of
non-metropolitantownsof 19500by size class. I am not
sure thatI have ever heardamyonewith an overlyfavor-
able conceptionof what has takenplacein the population
changeof smalltowns,but overlypessimisticviewsof an
utterlyinaccuratenatureare 811 too common. An example
is a statementfroman importantspeechof DeputyAssistant
Secretaryof Commerce,JonathanLindley,who has said,
“Smalltownsand villages,under1O,OOO-2O,OOOpopulation,
are disappearingexceptas residentialor specialpurpose
satellitesof largercommunities.”xThe factsdon~t

~ JonathanLindley,The E&o,nomicEnvironmentand UrbanDevelo~-
ment,AnnualConferenceof the Centerfor EconomicProjections,
~onal PlanningAssociation,April28, 1967.
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beginto correspondwith thisviewpoint. More than3/4
of all non-metropolitanurbanplacesof between2,500and
25,000populationincmmsed in populationbetweenthe
lasttwo censuses,and theiroverallgrowth(including
the minoritythat lost)was 21 percent,exceedingthe
growthrate of the U,S. as a whole. Even the townsof
the smallestnon-metropolitanurbanclass-- of 2,500
to 5$000population-c”grew bY 18 percent,equalthe
nationalgrowthrate. What more in the way of demo-
graphicvitalitycouldbe askedof them? It is only
amongplacesof lessthan500 population-- whichmay
not reallydeservethe name town in the firstplace --
thatpopulationlosswas more commonthanpopulation
gain (57.5percentlost),and even here therewas a
smallaggregategrowthof 3 percent,becausethe gainers
gainedmore than the loserslost.

To be sure,thereare regionaldifferences.Nonmetro
urbantownsin theNorthCentraland NortheasternStates
did not do as well as thosein the Southand West. And
in theWest NorthCentralStatestherewere 1,500little
placesof less than500 people(or 213 of the placesin
thisclass)that declined. Possiblybecausethesevery
smallplacesof the Midwestare so numerousthe impression
has arisenthatmost “smalltowns”are decreasingin pop-
ulation,or “dying”,to use what seemsto be the most
popularterm. But theyaccountfor only a smallfraction
of the totalpopulationof non-metropolitanplaces,and
theirexperiencehas simplynot been that of smallurban
townsor eve~ the largerruraltowns.

I wouldnot maintainthatpopulationgrowthin small
townsis necessarilythe same as economicgrowth. Some
of the smallest,in paTtiQular,have unquestionablyhad
a decayof economicstructureevenwith some increase
in populat.ionvbe~auseof such factorsas a largerpop-
ulationof retiredage or the abilityof peopleto com-
mute to othercommunitiesfor goodsand services. But
it wouldbe ironic,in view of the provenviabilityof
most smallurbantownsand the largerruralplacesfrom
1950-60,undtwconditionsof governmentnonintervention
and of extremeagriculturaland othert~chnological
change,if they shouldnow,duringthe presentperiod
of dicussionof futurepublicpoliciesrelatingto the
locationof economicgrowth,be read out of the future
becauseeconomistsand otherswith more validexcuses
for not knowingbettereitherfail to noticeor in-
accuratelyobservewhat has actuallytakenplace in
thesecommunities.~/

19/Ibid.,.— pp. 17-19,
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Inconclusion,just a few commentsaboutBemidjiStateCollege

and NorthwestMinnesota. Undoubtedlyyou will continueto havemany

of the ruraland smalltownyouthof the area ~ometo BemidjiState

for furthereducation. I feel thatyou can best servetheireducational

needsif You come to betterunderstandthis sectionof Minnesota.This

is trueno matterwhethertheyare ableor desireto remainhere upon

leavingthis institution.In orderto learnmore aboutthisareayou

couldbecomeevenmore involvedin researchon the socialand economic

problemsthatexisthere. Many of theseproblemsare of a ruralor

smalltown nature. And if you becomeinterestedin the ruralproblems

of these15 counties,try not to ove~lookthe problemsof the most

ruralsegmentof ‘U.S.population-- the IndianAmerican. The process

of learningmore aboutthisregioncan becomea productivetwo-way

street. You as facultywill learnmore aboutNorthwestMinnesotaand

the peopleof thisareawill lewu more aboutBemidjiStateCollege--

eitherthroughpersonalcontactor fromresearchreports. Bothparties

can benefitfromthis interaction.
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AppendixTable 1,--Totallandin farms,by county,NorthwestMinnesota,
1949,1°59,and 1964

———.—-

County
Total land in farms

1949 1959 1964

Acres

1. Beltrami 337,594 260,747 26G,18~

2. Cass 334,255 250,849 247,194

3. Clearwater 277,121 253,193 262,685

4. Hubbard 236,966 167,543 172,323

5. Itasca 259,861 175,952 166,885

6. Kittson 535,792 512,299 536,333

7. Koochiching 172,27’1 116,591 109,468

0. Lake of tileiioods172,432 130,459 134,329

9. Mahnomen ~3cj,344 220,862 223,304

10. Marshall 848,731 800,106 825,758

11. Pennington 346,0(>? 303,489 326,478

12. Polk 1,!’71.,’’14) 1,158,841 1,160,751

13. Red Lake 249,~&2 221,799 233,684

14. Roseau 623,474 544,544 584,994

15. Wadena “’69,514 222,723 220,526--,.-,

Total L,076,725 5,340,077 5,480,899

Countyaverage 405,115 356,005 365,393

~.- ..——

Source: [].S.Censusof Aciriculture.——.—.
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AppendixTable 2.--Totalacresper farm,by county,NorthwestMinnesota,
1949,1959,and 1964

County 1949 1959 1964

1.

2.

3.

4.

5*

6,

7.

8.

9.

10,

11.

12.

13,

14.

15,

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

170

172

183

178

118

401

162

220

271

331

292

‘J()~

274

266

Acresper farm

221

220

228

217

146

495

208

297

308

307

355

371

320

320

251

244

253

229

160

600

233

345

345

438

384

423

364

368

NorthwestMinnesota 239 302 343

-—-

Souroe; U.S.Censusof Agriculture.



AppendixTable3.--Totalcroplandacresper farm,by
Minnesota,1949,1959,and 1964

40

county,Northwest

County 1949 1959 1964

1.

2*

3,

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9,

10.

11.

12.

13,

14.

15,

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Bennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

61

54

72

?4

37

301

50

101

134

241

198

235

109

163

_Q

CroplandacresPer farm

90

78

97

94

48

382

85

14(I

296

260

290

231

213

qyJ

105

09

117

97

56

458

96

184

211

345

289

343

27’3

253

J&

NorthwestMin~esota 142 195 227

Source: U.S.Censusof Agriculture.
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AppendixTable4.--Totalnumberof farms,by county,NorthwestMinnesota,
1949,1959,and 1964

County 1949 1959 1964

1,

2.

3,

4.

50

6,

7,

0.

9.

10*

11.

12.

13.

14,

15*

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Bennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau “

Wadena

Total

Countyaverage

1,9f34

1,984

1,516

1,331

2,210

1,337

1,061

756

883

2,567

1,194

3,87’6

[;~~

2,347

1,509

25,468

1,698

Numberof farms

1,182

1,141

1,112

771

1,208

1,036

561

439

716

2,067

855

3,122

694

1,700

1,107

17,711

1,187

1,067

1,012

1,038

751

1,041

894

469

389

647

1,884

850

2,766

642

1,589

963

16,002

1,067

Source: U.S. Censusof Agriculture.
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AppendixTable5.--Totalvalueof farmproductssold,by county,Northwest
Minnesota,1949,1959,and 1964

County
Valueof productssold

1949 1959 1964

1.

2.

3.

4.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

120

13.

14.

15,

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochidling

Lake of thewoods

Mahnornen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

Total

Countyaverage

3,086

3,375

3,163

2,305

2,548

9,439

1,532 ~

1,909

3,049

12,118

3,496

~~,~~~

3,082

7,315

3.973

~~,~94

5,526

Thousanddollars

3,970

3,829

4,160

2,088

2,220

8,966

1,493

1,691

3,957

15,075

5,140

31,7’49

3,686

8,153

4,655

100,852

6,723

3,516

3,728

4,537

2,274

2,411

11,381

1,297

1,502

4,891

18,065

6,042

39,326

4,326

9,599

5.461

118,356

7,890

source: U,S,Censusof Aciriculture.
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AppendixTable 6.--Valueof farmsalesper farm,by county,Northwest
Minnesota,1949,1959,and 1964

Valueof farmsalesper farm
County 1949 1959 1964

1.

2*

3.

4.

5*

6,

7.

8,

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lakeof the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

Per farmNorthwest
Minnesota

1,555

1,733

2,086

1,732

1,153

7,060

1,444

2,525

3,453

4,721

2,928

5,807

3,376

3,117

2,633

3,255

Dollars

3,359

3,356

3,759

2,708

1,838

8,654

2,661

3,852

5,527

7,293

6,012

10,169

5,311

4,796

4,205

5,694

3,295

3,684

4,371

3,028

2,316

12,730

2,765

3,861

7,560

9,589

7,108

14,218

6,738

6,041

5,671

7,396

Source: U.S.Censusof Agriculture.
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AppendixTable 7.--Numberof farmoperatorsworking100 days or more
off the farm,by county,NorthwestMinnesota,1949,
1959,and 1964

Operatorsworking100 days
or more off the farm

County 1949 1959 1964

1.

2.

3.

4*

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

Total

Countyaverage

446

433

256

280

1,021

132

346

156

90

254

122

353

94

247

235

5,628

375

Number

335

362

281

228

680

180

277

147

125

387

197

469

173

394

263

4,498

300

326

321

281

250

620

160

246

152

115

408

196

545

1@5

373

248

4,434

296

Source: U.S.Censusof Aarieulture,
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AppendixTable8.--Farmoperatorsworking100 daysor more off the farm
as a percentageof totalfarmoperators,by county,
NorthwestMinnesota,1949,1959,and 1964

Percentworking100 days
or more off the farm

County 1949 1959 1964

1.

2*

4.

5.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Beltrami

Cass

Clearwater

Hubbard

Itasca

Kittson

Koochiching

Lake of the Woods

Mahnomen

Marshall

Pennington

Polk

Red Lake

Roseau

Wadena

NorthwestMinnesota

22

22

17

21

46

10

33

21

10

10

10

9

10

11

16

22.1

Percent

28

32

25

30

56

17

49

33

17

19

23

15

25

23

~

25.4

31

32

27

33

60

19

52

39

18

22

23

20

29

23

26

27.7

Source: U.S.Censusof Acmicwlture,


