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VOLUME I Part 1 - B 

Number of Persons in Oakland C~unty 1840 - 1965 

The rnost basic fact concerning a population is the count of the number 

of persons residing in an area. Ever since human communities developed,1 

man has had a fascination for counting his numbers. A good starting point 

in this study is an analysis of the number of persons in Oakland County from 

,_ early times to the present (Table 1). 
. , 

J 
TABLE 1 

Number of Persons, Numerical and PP.rcent Increase 

I 
l By Decades Oakland County:l 840 - 1965 

l 
Year 

r I 

1840 

l 1850 

,l 1860 

1870 

j 1880 

rl 1890 

. 1900 

l 1910 

' l 1920 

1930 

l 1940 
,,-. 

r { 1950 

.J 
I 

r 

.-I 



r----~---·~--

L 
'L 
1 

r 

l 
1 

r 

l 
rl 
J 

r J 
_I 

r 

r 

t 
'. 

( t. 

THE PO.?ULATION GROWTH AND EVOLVING 

-

URBANIZATION OF OAKLAND COUNTY 

Albert]. Maye r 

Volume I 
Population Hi s tory 

1840-1960 

Oakland County Planning Commiss icn 

The preparation of this report was financed in part through an urban 
planning grant from the Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
under the provi s ions of Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as amende d. 

---'------- -
"""lWVtU wvnr 1 rc:c~~ 

1nl H. Ta.EGIW'H ROAD DEPT.• 
PCfW.C. MICHIGAN 48341 .... 

__ ,_ 



~-~·-----------

Volume I 

P3.rt l : 

I-
• } Part 2: 

I 

~ 
L 

r 

L 
,.l 
L 

',l 

1 
' l Part 3: 

l 
r .( 
.J 
) 

T .ABLE OF CO!'·tfENrs 

The People of Oaklarid County: 1840 - 1990 

Population Hi3tory: 1840 - 1960 

Growth of the Oakland Ci)unty Population 

A. Introduction - Description of Oakland County . 
B. Number of pers ons in Oakla11d County: 1840 - 1965 
C. Comparison of Oakland Courrty Growth with that of 

Selected Areas: 1840 - 1964 • • • • • • • • • • • 
T~. Births, i)eaths, Natur al Increas e in OaklD.nd County: 

E. 
1840 - 1964 ... .) ............... . 

Compa rison of Oakland CountyVital Statis t icE with 
Other Are<i.s: 19 40 - 1964 • • • • • • • • • 

Cha r acte ristics of the Population of Oakland County 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
'E. 
I. 
J. 
K. 

L. 
M. 

Age, Sex and Race . .• 
M~rital Status • • • . • 
Household Rel&tions hip 
Years 0£ School Comple ted • 
School Enrollment • 
In. ::on1e • • • • • • . • • . • 
Occupation • • • . . . . • • 
Resident Employment by Industry. • . . . . . . • • • . . . 
Migration and Stat e of Birth. • . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • 
Rural-Urban Res idence .• • ••...•.....••.•• 
Place of Work !Jy Place of Res idence and Means of T rans -

portation to Work •• 
Country of Origin • 
Hous ing ••••••• 
1. Tenure •.. 
2. Type of Sturcture • 
3. Year Moved into Dwelli~g Unit . 
4. Rental and Va lue of Home •• 
5. Density •.• 

Summary Volume L - Parts l arid 2 • 

Comparison of Mi.ncr Civil Divis ions 

A. Age. and Race by MCD 
R. E~onomic Charac~e ri s ti cs by MCD •• 
C. Social Chara_cteris tic s by MCD ••• 
D. Vital Statistics by MCD • 
E. Housing by MCD. • • • 

Summary Volume I - Part 3. • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Pa~ 

l 

9 

13 

19 
32 

. 32 
35 
40 
44 
50 
62 
66 
66 

76 
83 
86 
87 
94 
97 

100 
103 

~ i 
114 

> 
118 
125 
130 
134 
147 

154 

I I 
I 
I 

• I 

-~' 



FOREWORD 

Popubtion data is in cor1stant demand and the users are many and varied. Some 

need overall gross figure s while others a re searching for detailed statistics. Some 

users require projections a::-, d others find historicci.l data to be s atis tac tory. 

This study contains populah on inform:ition conce!'ning Oakla nd County, Michigan, 

in both historical form covering the time period from 1840 to 1960 and also p:rojec -

tions from 1960 to 1990. In addition to the statistical data , this s tudy provides an 

'- ,interpretation of the raw figures a nd includes a description of the methodology used 
r 

l in making the projections. ·The re ader, therefore, can compa..'.'e his methodology and 

l 
r 

interpretations with those contained in tl!is stndy. 

Needless to say, the future is known to no man . M::>st everyone has premonitions 

l and the ability to conjecture. Som~ individuals, fo!"tunately, have devoted their entire 

lives to the study of the a rt and science of predicting population trends. These special-

,-J ists have the advantage over the r e st of us in that their resea rch and study of the past 

l behavior of human beings have yielde d insights and methods which have proven tc be 

surprisingly accurate. 

',_J The present study provides one attempt to look into the future. It also provides an 

t 
evaluation of the past and present. Both aspects of the study have been carried out as 

r l 
objectively as possible by a person experienced in population research. However, the 

reader is still reminded to use discretion in his application of the findings in this report. 
> 

J 
r ( 

We are all well aware of the fact that our communities and neighborhoods are far 

from ideal. The county and its constituent communities are faced with a monumental 
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task of planning, building anew a11d rebuilding the old to meet moder!l sta ndards. 

No disparaging finger is being pointe d here 8[ indiv idual co111mun\ties, groups or 

societie;,. We all have a job to do in making th5 future environmen~ of Oakland 

County a better one . 

The study presented here was p:repared for the 0 2.k!and County Pl anning Comm is ·· 

sion to serve as one of many background reports to enable the Commission to con -

struct its comprehensive county development plan. T hese population figures will 

play an important if not a key role in the new pian. 

George N. Skrubb, Di rector 
Oakland County Planni r;g Comrr. issi.on 
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VOLUME I Part l-A 

INTRODUCTION 

This study will examine the population of O akland County from the 

point of view not only of its present status, but also of Oakland County as a 

prototype of the city of the future. By the staP-dards of the past it \Vould:i't 

be considered a city at all, but would be regarded as a collection of suburbs 

dependent on the central city of Detroit for its very existence. While Oak-

land County is still very much tied to Detroit, th.is dependency is rapidly 

decreasing. The County is becoming strong enough to take on a fully urban 

life of its own, and eventually compete with Detroit for dominance in the 

met !"opolitan c ornplex. 

The principal thesis of this study is that the future of urbri.n develop-

mer.t greatly favors the growth and development of Oakland County (and its 

counterparts throughout the United States); that during the next thirty years 

the suburbanization process will advance to a point of qualitative change so 

that suburban areas will fulfill many of the functions formerly performed by 

the central city. In turn, the central city will be reduc,ed to certain very 

specialized functions which it best can sustain. However, the bulk of u1ban 

activities will take place in areas similar to Oakland County. 

In truth, we are far along this path. In 1960, 56 pt:::rcent of the popula-

tion of the Detroit Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 1 lived outside of 

the central city of Detroit. This compares to only 32 percent living outside 

1. Hereafter the Detroit Standard Metropolitan Area (Wayne, Oakland and 
?via.comb Counties) will be referred to by its initials S:tvfSA . 
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the central city in 1940. fa numerical terms, the suburbs are predomina.nt 

already. Numbers, however, are not the only criteria of urbanization. 

Eacil separate urban function must be examined and evaluated. Let us take 

shopping. What is the future of s u burban shopping cente:-s versus that of the 

central business district of the central city? The explosive gro•Nth oi North-

land Center in Oakland County is ar; indication of the future in this respect. 

Other urban functions such as rec rt~ation and industry are all undergoing 

change. The focus of this study is the composition of the Oakland County 

population and anticipa~ed changes in that populat ion du:ing the next twenty -

five years. 

The characteristics of the population which generate the social structure 

provide the basic variable in planning ior the future. The 30 year old of 

1965 will be the 55 year old of 1990. If his life in 1990 is going to be more 
. 

pleasant, safer, more fr1_,jtful, his environn1ent must be suited to his needs 

and w?.nts. This study will attempt to predict the number of persons, their 

geographic distribution and their principal socio-economic characteristics. 

Since it has been suggested previously that the future population o± Oakland 

County will be urban not suburban, the task of the planners will be to seek 

methods for guiding this future urbanization down a constructive path leading 

to improvement in the external conditions of the environment for all residents 

of the county. 

Orga;,ization of The Population Study 

This population stu.dy is divided into two principal parts . The first 

part describes and analyzes the existing population of Oakland County with 

I 
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respect to its salient social and economic characteristics. Wherever possible 

the analysi.s is located historically so that the trend over time can be observed. 

This enables a pictu:rf! of the developmental process to unfold and provides 

guideposts to the course of future development. Oakland County is compared 

with other areas whenever relevant, so that its positjon with respect to the 

other ~ rts of the SMSA may be understood. 

The aim of the first part of the study is to present a comprehensive and 

detailed characterization of the present population of Oakland County so that 

persons and agencies concerned with the welfare and administration of the 

County will ha.ve the basic facts at th0ir disposal to aid in making day to day 

as well as long range decisions necessary to administer the County. 

The second part of the study consists of a projection into t:he future of 

the County to the year 1990. First the number of persons is projected, then 

the social and economic characteristics of this future population are projected 

by communities within the County. The resul'.:ing description of the County 

twenty five years hence, assumes certain continuing trends as well as cer-

tain anticipated changes. 

The study has been organized to meet two kinds of use. First the and.-

lytical text ancl brief surr..mary tables are combined into a narrative account 

describing the present and future population. Readers can, if they wish, 

' - '41. 

-1 
" \ 

confine themselves to this narrative account without inquiring into how various ) 

estimates and projections were ma.de or examining any of the detached tabu-

lations. The detailed appendix tables and technical appendixes which describe 

the many methods used to arrive at the predictions may be of interest to the 
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technical person . The detailed tabular rnat~rial may also serve as a reference 

or compendium for persons interested in doing further research in Oakland 

County. 
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VOLUME I Part 1 - B 

Number of Persons in Oakland Cc:,unty 1840 - 1965 

The rnost basic fact concerning a population is the c ount of the number 

of persons residing in an area. Ever since hl.lman comrnnnities developed,, 

man has had a fascination for counting his numbers. A good starting point 

in this study is an analysis of the number of persons in Oakland County from 

,_ early times to the present (Table 1). 

I TABLE 1 

Number of Persons, Numerical and PP.rcent Increase 
r 

I 
l By Decades Oakland County;l 840 - 1965 

l 
Nun1ber of Numerical Percent 
Persons Inc re as e Increase 

Year 

r I 
I 23,646 ------- -------1840 

l 1850 31,270 7,624 32. 2 

~J 1860 38,261 6,991 22.4 

1870 40,867 2,606 6. 8 

j 1880 41,537 670 1. 6 

'r1 1890 41,245 -292 -0.7 

44,792 3,547 8.6 
1 

. 1900 

l i 
49,576 4, 784 10.7 1910 

' l 1920 90,050 40,474 81. 7 > 
1930 211,251 121,201 134. 6 

l 1940 254,068 42,817 20.3 
,-

r ( 1950 396,001 141,933 55.9 

.J I; 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Year Number of Numerical Percent 
Persons Increase Increase 

1960 690,603 294,582 74.4 

1965 817,0001 126, 397 18. 3 

The record of population growth in Oakland Ccunty in the past 125 years 

has cert2.inly not been one of steady progress, but rather has been character-

ized by obviously changing situations. While the county showed a little growth 

between 1840 and 1860, probably there was little migration from other places. 

The excess of births ever deaths, could account for the population increase 

observed. After 1860 and continuing through 1910 it is obvious from the very 

small population increases (be':ween 1880 and 1890 therewas a:i actual loss), 

that Oakland County \Vas "going no place" in the sense of acquiring additional 

people. Apparently the ~ntire 1840-1910 period was characterized by a rela-

tively stable farrr.ing population slowly filter ing out of the county in response 

to the nationwide movement from farm to city. 

Between 1910 and 1920 the entire character of growth changed dramati-

cally. Whereas the 1910-1920 increase was 82 percent, succeeding dec<'..des 

were characterized by widely fluctuating growth, but always the growth after 

1910 was markedly greater thctn anything that occurred before 1910. The 

Detroit area became the center of the burgeoning automobile industr y and 

the entire area, particularly the central city of Detroit, exploded in terms 

1 1965 population is estimated. The method of estimation is discussed 
in Appendix C of this study. 
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of population growth. Oakland County was drawn intc the orbit of the Detroit 

growth because the automobile and the interurban line linked Southern Oak-

land County with the other parts of the metropolitan area. Withod adequate 

transportation Oakland County would have remained a relatively stable low 

density area. This didn't happen, and Oakland County is now an integra.l part 

of the social and economic unit that comprises the Detroit Standard Metropo-

litan Statistical Area. 1 

The widely fluctuating growth pattern since 1920 has been due to 

changing economic conditior.s which have influenced both natural population 

increase (excess of births over deaths) and migration to Oakland County. The 

peak growth, in terms of percent increase occurred between 1920 and 1930, 

but by f;;i.r the largest nume:rical increase took place between 1950 and 1<)60 

when almost 300, 000 persons, enough to make a large city, were added to the 

population. G::owth during the 1960' s, at least through 1965, seems some-

what less than that of a decade ago, b'..lt the numerical increase is still very 

great. If the county grows at the same rate between 1965 and 1970 the increase 

for the 1960-1970 decade will be about 36 percent, considerably less than that 

of past years. This is to be expected, for the county is already so large that 

even the smaller proportions of increase will result in vast numbers of per-

sons being added to the population. The implications of this will be discussed 

fully in Volume II after the population fo:.:ecast to 1990 is presented. 

1 The term Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) is used by 
almost all governmental publications to refer to permanent units for data 
collection. The Detroit Standard Metl'opolitan Statistical area is comprised 
of Wayne, Oakland and Macomb Counties. Throughout the remainder of this 
study the initials SMSA will be used to refer to this entity. 

-
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Taken as it is, today Oakland County is a very large city . It may 

seem almost beyond belief but Oakland County could rank as the ninth largest 

-:ity in the United States. It is larger than San Francisco, Milwaukee, St. 

Louis, and Washington D. C., and it very well may be larger than Cleveland., 

since that city has lost population since 1960. It should be pointed out tha.t 

in one sense thi s 1s a com.parison of oranges with pears , for we are corn-

paring Oakland Cour.ty here with central cities whose total SMSA's make them 

considerably larger than Oakland County. Actually Oaklarid County is the 32nd 

largest county in the United States. However, the point her e is that consider-

ing Oakland County as an urban place, it ranks as a very large city in its own 

right, and the recert development of large commercial, recreational, indus-

trial and apartment centers only intensified its urban character. Presun1ably _, 
I the future, with its cP.rtain populat10n growth, will see the proliferation of ur-

banization in this county. 

While the record of Oakland County's growth is interesting by itself, it 

is meaningful also to compare it with related arec.s both larger anJ smaller. 

Therefore a comparative analysis of growth is the subject of the next section. 
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VOLUME I Part 1 - C 

Com:parison of Population Growth 0£ Oakland County with That of Seleded 

Areas. 

The accompanying table ar.d figure (Table 2 Figure l) enable us to 

compare the growth pattern of Oakland County with that of a number of other 

significant areas. 

Another way of looking at the relative position of Oakland County is to 

look at what proportion of larger geographic areas it has comprised over a 

period of time (Table 3). Looking at Oakland County as a proportion of the 

Detroit SMSA, it is seen that starting from 1840, when it was abo1.it 40 percent 

of the three county area, it diminished every decade until in 1920 it comprised 

less than i percent of the total area. This was due to the growth of the City 

of Detroit. However, since 1920 Oakland has started to grew much faster 

than the total three county area, bei:ause it is increasing in population while 

the City of Detroit dee reases. Comparing Oakland County with the State of 

Michigan we see that much the same pattern obtains Oakland County which 

contained 11 percent of Michigan population in 1840 dec;reased relatively until 

it contained less than 3 percent in 1920. Today it is back to almost 9 percent. 

When we compare Oakland with the East North Central States we observe the 

same situation. 

It can readily be seen that Oakland County's growth has consisted of 

phases, with the first phase - the rural Oakland County - coming to an end 

after 1920. The second phase, characterized by Oakland's rapid growth cam-

pared with that of the City of Detroit, the total SMSA, the State of Michigan, 
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and of the East North Central states, is still in progress . 
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TABLE 2 

Number of Persons By Decade, Oakland County and Selected Areas; 1840 - 1960 

Wayne 
County City State East North 

Oakland Detroit Macomb Less of of Central 
Year County SMSA County Detroit Detroit Michigan States 1 

1840 23,646 57,535 9, 716 15,071 9, 012 212,267 2,924,728 
1850 31,270 89,556 15,530 21 , 737 21,019 397,654 4,523,260 
1860 38,261 136,651 22,843 29,928 45,619 749,113 6,926,884 
1870 40,867 187,521 27,616 39, 461 79, 57"/ 1,184, 059 9,124,517 
1880 41,537 239,608 31,627 45, 104 116,340 1, 636, 937 11,206,668 
i890 . 41, 245 330, 172 31,813 51,238 205,876 2,093,889 ] 3, 478, ::'.05 

• 1900 44,792 426,829 33,244 63,089 285,704 2,420,982 15,985,581 
1910 49,576 613, 7'72 32,606 65,824 465, 766 2,810,172 18, 250' 621 
1920 90,050 1,305,798 38, 103 183, 967 993,678 3,668,412 21,475,543 
1930 211,2512,177,343 77, 146 320,824 1,568,662 4,842, 325 25,297,185 
1940 254,068 2,377,329 107, 638 392, 171 1, 623, 452 5,256,106 26,626,342 
1950 396,001 3,016,197 184,961 585,667 1,849,568 6,371,766 30,399, 368 
1960 690,603 3,763,146 405,804 996,595 1,670, 144 7,823, 194 36,225,024 

1 Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin and Ohio 

-· --·-- ·- -- ~----------.--------------v -----L - -· 

-, 

United 
States 

17,069,453 
23, 191,876 
31, 443, 321 
38,558, 371 
50, 189,209 
62,979, 766 
76, 212, 168 
92, 228, 496 

106, 021, 537 
123,202,624 
132, 164,569 
151,325,798 
179, 323, 175 

-..... 
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Year 

1840 
1850 
1860 
1870 
1880 
1890 
1900 
1910 
1920 
1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 
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TABLE 3 

Oakland County as a Percentage of the SMSA, State of Michigan 

and East North Centra l States By Decade:l 840 - 1960 

State East 
Detroit of North 
SMSA Michigan Central Stai:es 

41. 1 11. 1 0.8 
34.9 7.9 0. 7 
28.0 5. 1 0 . 6 
21. 8 3.5 0.4 
17.3 2.5 0.4 
12.5 2.0 0. 3 
i0 . 5 1. ') 0. 3 

8. 1 1. 8 0.3 
6.9 2.5 0 .4 
9.7 4.4 .8 

10. 7 4.8 1. 0 
13. 1 6.2 1. 3 
18. 4 8.8 i. 9 
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VOLUME I Part 1-D A~"'D E 

Births, Deaths and Natural Increase 

The vital processes of birth and death are a source of much interest at all 

times because th~y operate to change the composition of the popuiation. Conse-

quently an exploration of these vital forces is useful for understanding the future 

of an area. 

Ii the yearly nu:nber of deaths is subtr3.cted from the yearly number of births 

the result is called net natural increase, assuming that the number of births is 

greater than the number of deaths. In Oakbnd County, b:=ca11se it is a young com-

munity, the yearly net natural increase is very substantial. Some idea cf the mag-

nitude of this natu·ral increase can be gained if we realize that in every year since 

1950 Oakland County has been acquiring additional population through an excess of 

births over deaths enough to populate a city at least the size of Huntington Woods. 

The record of Oakland County's population 1940 - 1964 growth is compared 

with other geographic areas in Tables A-1 through A-6. 

i : I 
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Looking first at births; with the exception of a period during World War II 

births in Oakland County increased every year until 1953, with the peak being the 

18, 635 births occur-ring in :957 . Since this time births in Oakland County have de-

clined slowly but steadily . However, the dat a in the same table P-lake it cle a r that 

this is a nationwide tre nd, for births in the total United Stat e :; a s well as the East 

North Central Region and the total Detroit SMSA have follow e d precisely the same 

pattern. Macomb County has not show n this decrease, probably because the g reat 

influx of young persons into this county in the past seven ye a rs has r&ised the b~rth 

rate. On the other hand, the City of Detr oit which :-eache J a p e ak of 47, 475 births 

in 1954 has shown a precipitous drop in the succeeding years, fallfo.g to 31, 039 in 

1964. This undoubtedly represents not only a decline in births, but a. very sha:cp 

population loss, particularly con .. centrated a mong yow1g perscns ·i n the child bearing 

years. 

The number of deaths for each of the geographic areas shown in Tables A-2 

and A-5 flue;tuate because U1ey are depende nt on contracdictory trends. The fact 

that medical science is constantly prolonging life tends to decrease the number of 

deaths in any given period and is :::eflectcd in an increase in the number of older 

persons in the popula tion at any given time. This tends t o increase mortality rates . 

Oakland County has obviously been subject to extensive migrations because the num-

ber of deaths has incre ased rather steadily since 1940. 
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In Table A-4 births over a 24 year period are compared for different <>.reas. 

with births in each a rea Ehcwn as the proportion of the United States total. F or 

instance in 1940, 1. 67 percent of all .::hil dren horn in the United States were born 

to residents of the Detroit SMSA, and . 20 percent were born to residents of Oak-

land County. Ex.Jmining each y<: ar enables us to see the trend i11 births in each 

area. It car, be see n that Oakland County cont:iined a consta ntly incre:ising propor-

I 
ti on of the nation's births from l 940 to l 956 going from . 20 in 1940 to . 43 in 1956. 

I However, since 1956 Oakland County has been slipping downward with each succeeding 

1-
year, reaching . 38 in 1964. This may be attri.buted to several factors. For one 

~ 
l 

{ 

thing the actual birth rates of Oakland County women may be dropping faster than 

they are in the United Sta~es. For another, the '.'!omen who live in the County may 

be aging relative to the age of all U. S. women, and thus passing out of the child-
\ 

l bearing years. A third and most likely rec>.son, is that women move to Oakland 

County after they have had a child or two. Thus Oakland County docs not have the 

,L births, but it does get the children after they get to school age . This is why pre -

1 
dictions of futun; school enrollments based on births in a community may not prove 

to be very accurate. 

,L The relationship of Detroit SMSA births to United States births is worthy of 

note. The Detroit SMSA has followed exactly the same pattern as has Oakland 

1 County, reaching a high in 1956 and declining af1:erw.s.rds . This also means that 

rl births in Oakland County, at least for the last decade, have comprised a relatively 

constant proportion of the SMSA births. Each year since 1955 about 18 percent of 

l the babies born in the Detroit SMSA have been born in Oakland County. During this 

r ( 

.l 

l ,. 

.-1 



16 

same period Macomb County's share haG risen from 11 percent to 15 percent, and 

the City of Detroit's share has dropped from 46 percent to 38 percent. 

Deaths 

Deaths in Oakland County as a proportion of the U. S. total have been climbing 

steadily sinc:e 1940 (Table A - 5 ). This is si::nply an index of an increasing popu1a-

tion, as well as a population which is getting older. Deaths in the Detroit SMSA 

have been inc reasi:.1g prop~:.rtionate to those in the U. S. as well, but the rate of in-

crease is not as steep as Oakland County's indicating that Oakland County is growing 

r-
·I r 

L 

faster than the Detroit SMSA, and probably growing older relative to the total SMSA 

as well. 

I Net Natural Increase 

L The most important index is the annual birt}·J.s less the annual deaths (net nat-
,. 

r r 
\ 

~>· 

L '-.~ 

ural increase) which tells us how tne natural growth of Oakland County relates to 

growth in ofher areas (Table A·- 6 . ). Oakland County, Wayne County, and the Detroit 

L r 
SMSA reached their peak relative growt:h in 1956 and have been declining since that 

time. The City of Detroit reached its peak in 1950. On the other hand Macomb 

L County is still climbing relative to total U. S. natural increase, as well as to the 

',l_ other constituent parts of the Detroit SMSA. Why is this so? It car.. be caused by 

three principal factors. One would be that the rate of population influx is so fast 

1 that there are simply more people to have babies. Second, the birth rates can be 

'l higher than other areas, and third, more of the population can be youthful and in the > 
child bearing years. Also there may be older persons and hence fewer deaths. 

J The major political subdivisions comprising the Detroit SMSA, sort themselves 
.r• 

r l. ' 
.J 

into three categories. First there is the central City of Detroit, which has passed 

J 

.J 
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its peak oi population increase from natural sources. Second, Oakland and Wayne 

Counties are beginning to slide back some, and third, Macomb County is still con-

tinuing to increase from the central city of Detroit. 

It has already been stated that in terms of actuo.l excess of births over deaths 

all of these areas are increasing. Their relative increase is important also, for it 

indicates that the rate of increase, at least from excess of births over deaths, is de-

clining. Thi!' is an index of the relative maturity of Oaklanci and Wayne Counties, 

with the cor,sequence that a steadier rate of growth from natural increase is the 

most likely prospect. 

N~t Migration 

Knowing the total population for 1940, 1950 and 1960, as well as the net .na.tu-

ral increase for these periods, enables us to calculate the net migration. If we 
/ 

( 

L count the population of an area at two successive censuses and the second census total 

is larger, the area obviously has 2ained population. The additional population could 

J stem from two sources. One is excess of births over deaths (net natural increase) 

L 
the other is migration of persons into the area. The migration figure is a net figure. 

That is, many more persons could have mc,ved in, and many more persons coulci 

. rl have moved out during the decades, but we k!low only the number oi persons who 

were present at the census. Nevertheless this still represents the migration com-
I 

L ponent of the total population increase. 
~ I 

I 

' I Table 3 .:... shows the components of population increase in Oakland County > 
for the past two decades, subdivided into the natural and migratory components. 

l Migration accounted for the greate&t proportion of increase in both 1940 - 1950 

r ( 

.1 
and 1950 - 1960. HO\vever, the proportion was slightly smaller in 1950 - 1960 

J 
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(57. 8 percent versus 61. 9 percent} due to the great increase in births between 1950 

and 1960. Starting with the 1940 population of 254, 068 persons we find that it in-

creased 34. 6 percent due \:o migrai:ion and 21. 3 ?ercent due to natural increase be-

tween 1940 and 1950 for a tcta~ increase of 54. 9 percent. Similarly if we use the 

1950 population of 396, 001 persons ·.ve sec foat it increased 42. 9 percent due to mi-

gration and 31. 4 percent due to natural increase, for a total increase 74 . 3 percent . 

The essenti2l meaning of these figures is that the two sources of population growth -

excess of births over deaths and new people moving in, both contributed heavily and 

increasingly to the County's high growth rate in the past twenty years. 

TABLE 3 A 

TOTAL POPULATION INCREASE, NET NATURAL INCREASE AND NET 
/ 

r ' ( 

L MIGRATION, OAKLAND COUNTY 1940 - 1950, 1950 - 1960 

I 

J 1940 - 1950 1950 - 1960 

Total Increase 141,933 294, 258 

L Net Natural Increase 54,044 124,238 

',l Net Migration 87,889 170,020 

. 
l I 

. ' 

> ' l 
• l 

( ' 
\ 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - A 

Age, Sex and Race: 

An overview of the important aspects of age distribution in Oakland County is 

seen in the evaluation of Figures 2, 3 and 4. These Figures are called p o ulation 

pyramids. In the absence of migration, and if birth and death rates remained con-

stant, the populat ion pyram]d w ould assume a perfect tr]angular shape. Any d evi2-

tions from th] s model of a triangle are revealing of past events which affected the 

area 1 s population significantly. 

In Oakla:id County the 1940 population pyramid shows the effect of the low 

bir.th rates of the 1930's. The usual number of children are simply not.there. They 

( 

I 

I 
were never born. In fact the shape of the pyramid is almost rectangular up to age 

50, which means that almost thii-ty years of extensive migration had preceded 1940. 

By 1950 the shape of the pyramid assumed a more triangular form, with the birth 

of many children between 1940 and 195 0. Th::: permanent effects of the low depres-

sion birth rates are now seen in the 15 to 24 year old age group::::. It is evident that 

this particular effect will remain for sixty or seventy years, fer the 1960 population 
r 

L 
pyramid shows the "dimple" in the 15 to 29 year age groups. Howeve r, a partial 

L replace1nent has occurred, for the 30 to 34 year old age group has been augmented 

by new migrants to the County. In fact the pyramid for 1960 shows the consequences 

l of very substantial migration to the County within the past twenty years, for there 

l is an over-abundance of persons 35 to 44 years of age. Also of interest is the ex-

( cess of older females over males, a reflection of the longe!' life expectancy among 

.l 
l 

I I .- I 
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females. 

Turning away from the diagramatic: population pyramids to Table 4, the major 

age groupings can be analyzed. Firt, the almost fourfold grmvth of the numb e r of 

children (under 15 years of age) from 1940 to 1960 is of great consequence. Aecom-

panying this has been a percentage increase wherein persons under 15 years of age 

have increased from 28 percent of the population in i 940 to 36 percent in 1960. 

This great increase in the number of children has been the most importani;: change 

in the County's popula tion. It should be ernphasized that this iricrease represents 

change of a most cruci2.l and basic character. This can be best illustrated by look-

~ 
I 

ing at Table 4 again and realizing t:hat the number of children in Oakland County in 

1960 was just about the same as the total population of the County in 1940! Thi::> 

L great increase in th~ number of children has changed the character of the social 

l 
structure of the County, making it into a place of youth - of growth - a clim·ate of 

vigor. It also b.dngs pr&.ctical problems such as the contirming need :o expand the 

l schools, recreational facilities, and other com1nnnal services necessary to serve 

the needs of a youthful growing population. 

I While youth has grown in numbers, older persons have increased as well . 
. , 

',l Persons over 65 years of n.ge have tripled in number since 1940. Services for the 

aged, including housing, are and will continue to be needed, since not only will the f i 

J nlL."nber of older persons continue to increase, but in general older persons will 

1 live longer. > 

l 
f l \ .1-

If the percentage of young are increasing, and the percentage of the old are 

increasing, obviously the percentage of persons in their economically productive 

years are decreash1g proportionately. If we take the persons in the working years 

I 
t i 

j 
r 
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{25 to 64 years of age) as a proportion of the total populat ion of Oakland County w e 

find thatwhile in 1940 this group comprised 53 percent of the total population, and 

in 1950, 51 percent c,f the population, by 1960 they were only 47 percent of the total 

population. This depe ndenc y ratio a s it is sometirnes called, can serve as a w arn-

ing of social problems if the ratio of p e rsons in the productive ages to the total pop-

uJ.ation bec0mes too low. Taxation becomes a burden, social services per taxpayer 

increase, and in general the comrnunity is threatened with a lower sta nda rd of living. 

However, Oakld.nd County, because it has one of the highe8t avera ge income s in the 

United State s, probably will be able to withstand tbe inc:rease in depe nd-

ents and still maintain its economic health a nd standards . 

Race 

I 

L Negroes have been present in Oakland County since 1820, when the first cen-
I ( 

\ 

I 
sus was recorded. Their numl:ier was not very great, reaching a pea....'k: of 465 (see 

L 
Table 5) in 1870, and declining to 222 in 1900. It is probable that the decline w as 

I 

J part of the farm to city movement, and a few Neg:ro families moved into Detroit. 

After 1910 the number of Negroes increased slowly, reaching a high of 23, 026 in 

L 1960. 

r-l_ Looking at percentages over the y e ars it is interesting .. to note that the nine 

Negroed in the total population of 330 persons living in Oakland County in 1820 rep-

l resented a greater percentage of the population than i n any succe e ding decennial 

,-1 year until 1950. The peak percentage was 4. 6 in 1950, with a decline to 3 . 3 in 1960, ) 

caused by the fact that Negroes failed to migrate to Oakland County at the same pace 

J as whites. In fact, migration of Negroes to Oakland County between 1950 and 1960 

(1 
.l 

was negligible because almost all of the Negro population increase {4, 902 persons) 

J 
.~ 
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probably was due to net natural increase. 

Comparing Oakland County \\' ith the other major political subdivisior,s of the 

Detroit SMSA (Table 6) reveals that in 1840 the ;' spread" of Negroes over the Tri-

County area was greater than at any subsequent time. Beginning in 1890 the concen -

tration of the total SMSA's Negro population in the City of Detroit rose to 82 percent, 

climbed to a high of 90. 5 percent in 1920 and has been at the 80 percent level ever 

since. Oakland County; itseli, has contained about 3 or 4 percent Negro population 

since 1900. The high point of Negro concentration for Oakland County was in 1950 

where Negroes reached 5. 1 percent of the total population b ·u.t it dropped back to 4. 1 

i:i 1960. In general , the d ec rease s in proportions of Negroes in the co·,mty between 

1950 and 1960 were not due to any losses of Negro population, but due to failure to 

gain any new Negro migrants while at the same time whites were flocking in. 
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TABLE 4 

AGE D15TRIBUTION: OAKLAND COUNTY - 1940, 1950 and 1960 

1940 

Age Group Number Percent Number 

Under 15 71,045 28.0 120,675 

15 - 24 42,942 16. 9 53 , 849 

25 - 44 82,900 32.6 126,499 
• 

45 - 64 45,233 17.8 74, 157 

65 and Over 11, 968 4. 7 20, 82 l 

Total 254,088 100.0 396, 001 

v · -----·-"- --·· -

1950 

Percent Nun1ber 

30.5 248,612 

13.6 80,785 

31. 9 199,604 

18. 7 123,616 

5.3 37,642 

100. 0 690,259 

. 1960 

Percent 

36.0 

11. 7 

28. 9 

17.9 

5.5 

100. 0 

N w 

1- ._ 
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TABLE 6 TOTAL NEGRO POPULATION: DETROIT SMSA, COUNTY AND CITY OF DETROIT 1840 - 1960 

Detroit Oakland Wayne Macomb City of 
SMSA County County County Detroit 

1840 100. 0 336 16. 7 19. 0 64 6. 8 23 57. 5 193 

1850 100. 0 815 7. 9 16. 8 137 3. 3 27 72. 0 587 

1860 100.0 2,045 15.1 13,2 270 3.1 63 68 . 6 1,403 

1870 100. 0 3, 266 14. 2 13. 7 448 3. 6 118 68 . 5 2, 235 

1880 100. 0 3, 857 10 . 4 14. 5 558 2. 0 78 73. 1 2, 821 

1890 100.0 4,178 7.5 9 . 2 384 1.1 48 82.0 3,431 

1900 100. 0 4, 848 4. 6 8 . 7 424 1. 9 91 84. 8 4, 111 

1910 100. 0 6, 438 3. 9 5. 3 344 1. 6 102 89. 2 5, 741 

1920 100. 0 45, 108 2. 5 6 . 4 2, 882 0. 5 240 90 . 5 40, 838 

1930 100. 0 137, 520 3 . 1 8 . 5 11, 681 1. 1 1, 513 87. 3 120, 066 

1940 100.0 170,766 3.1 8.3 14,173 l.3 2,167 87.3 149,119 

1950 100. 0 357, 800 5 . 1 9. 7 34, 908 1. 2 4, 2.62 84. 0 300, 506 

1960 100. 0 558, 870 4 . 1 8. 5 47, 359 1. 1 6, 262 86. 3 482, 223 

~~-~~~~--
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Age a Sex Compos it i on~ Oakland County, 1940 

AGE 
75 + 
70-74 

65-69 

60-64 

55 - 59 

50-54 

45-49 

40-44 
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30- 34 
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5-9 
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F igure 2 
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Age & Sex Composition~ Oakland County, 1950 

Figure 3 

AGE 
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Age S Sex Cornposition ~ Oa kl and County, 1960 

Figure 4 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - B a.nd C 

Marital Statt.:s and Household R e lationship 

Marital status is a basic characteristic of population but it can be treated 

rather briefly because of its relatively regular and slowly changing pattern 

(Table 7). There is little differ~nce in marital status between the constituent 

counties of the SMSA. About three quarters of the persons over 14 years of age 

are married, two percent a.re widowed, two pei·cent divorced, and twenty percent 

single. The City of Detroit is somewhat different, containi.ng fewer married, and 

correspondingly more single, widowed and divorced. Part of this difference is 

due to the fact that in 1960, none oi the suburban areas contained any large nurnber 

of small apartments which would have a market among the unrriarried. Hence, they 

w ould tend to congregate in the central city. 

L At this writing (1966) many· apartments have been built in the suburbs since 

1960. It ;emains to be seen if these apartments will attract the unmarried. If 

r- they do, one more of the central city's functions-housing the unmarried -will begin 

t o wither away. Correspondingly, institutions and commercial establishments cat-

ering to the unmarried, such as restaurants, places of entertainment, laundries, 

e tc., also will be attracted increasingly to the suburbs. 

Household relationship is largely a reflection of the same factors that influence 

marital status (Table 8). Of all the counties, Macomb is the most "famil;r centered''. > 
It has the largest number of children under 18 years of age per household, the larg-

est total household size, and the smallest proportion of single person households. 
__,_ 

r 
(~ Oakland is the second most family central county, followed by Wayne County outside 

·_j_ Detroit, and finally the City of Detroit is the least "family centered" area. 

' J 
r 
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TABLE 7 

MARITAL STATUS: DETROIT SMSA, COUNTY, AND CITY OF DETROIT 1960 l 
11 

/ 

MARITAL STATUS 

TOTAL 

Male, 14 years and over 
Single 
Married 

Separated 
Widowed 
Divorced 

Female, 14 years and over 
Single 
Married 

Separated 
Widowed 
Divorced 

Detroit 
SMSA 

Number 

I, 256, 115 
288,061 
894,406 

21,578 
41,599 
32,049 

1,323,999 
237,824 
904,575 

31,236 
136,337 
45,263 

Macomb 
County 

Percent Number 

100. 0 126,422 
22.9 24,748 
71. 2 96,984 

1. 7 882 
3. 3 2,804 
2.6 1,886 

100.0 128,600 
18. 0 20,026 
68.3 97,486 
2.4 1,204 

10. 3 8,550 
3.4 2,538 

.I 

Percent 

100.0 
19.6 
76. 7 

o. 7 
2.2 • l. 5 

100.0 
15.6 
75.8 

0. 9 
6.6 
2. 0 

· Oakland 
County 

Number 

220,910 
44,774 

167, 077 
1,643 
5,020 
4,039 

231,219 
37,539 

168,632 
2, '\04 

18, 37 
6, 411 

Percent 

100.0 
20.4 
75.6 
0.7 
2. 2 
l. 8. 

100. 0 
16.2 
72. 9 

1. 1 
8. 1 
2. 8 

Wayne County -
City of Detroit 

Number Percent 

322,073 100.0 
68, 312 21. 2 

238,606 74. 1 
3, 344 1. 0 
8,529 2. 6 
6,72S 2. 1 

332,396 100. 0 
55,933 16.8 

239, 516 72. 1 
4,397 1. 3 

27,944 8. 4 
9, 003 2. 7 

City of 
Detroit 

Number 

586, 710 
150, 326 
391,739 
15,709 
25,246 
19, 399 

631,684 
124,326 
398, 941 

23, 131 
81, l 06 
27, 311 

Percent 

100.0 
25.6 
66. 8 
2.6 
4. 3 
3. 3 

100.0 
19. 7 
63.2 

3. 7 
12.8 

4. 3 
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TABLE 8 

HOUSEHOLD RELATIONSHIP: DETROIT SMSA; COUNTY, AND CITY OF DETROIT_, 1960 

Detroit 
SMSA 

HOUSEHOLDS 

TOTAL 

Total Population 3,762,360 

In Households 3,712,388 
Head of Household 1,080,220 

Head of Primary Family 937,906 
Primary Individual 142,314 

Wife Of Head 832,051 
Child Under 18 of Head 1,328,728 
Other Relative Of Head 401,900 
Nonrelative Of Head 69,489 

In Group Quarters 49, 972 
hunate of Institution 25,392 
Other 24,580 

Population Per Household 3.44 
Percent of Pop. In Group Quarters l. 3 
Primary Individual Households 13. 2 
Number of Children Under 18 

I 

Per Household l. 23 
Numb.er of Other Relatives 

Per Household . 37 
Number of Nonrelatives 

Per Household . 07 

Macomb 
County 

405,804 

403,186 
106,644 
99,473 

7, 171 
93, 125 

168,515 
31,294 
3,603 
2,618 

739 
1,879 

3. 78 
0. 6 

I 

' 6.7 

1. 58 

. 29 

. 03 

Oakland 
County 

690,259 

682,528 
188,908 
172,191 

16,717 
160,006 
271,684 
53,846 

8,084 
7, 731 
5,387 
2,344 

3.61 
l. l 
8.8 

1. 44 

. 29 

. 04 

Wayne County 
Lesa 

City of Detroit 

996,153 

979,514 
269,851 
245,224 

24,607 
225,453 
344,580 
86,674 
12,976 
16,639 
12 , 659 
3,980 

3.63 
l. 7 
9. l 

l. 28 

. 32 

. 05 

City of 
Detroit 

1,670, 144 

1,647,160 
514, 837 
421, 018 

93,819 
353,467 
503,949 
230,086 

44,821 
22,984 
6,607 

16, 377 

3.20 
l. 4 

18. 2 

. 98 

. 45 

. 09 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - D 

Years of Schoel Completed 

The edu.cational level of any community is an important clue to the mode 

of life that comprises the atmospher e of any living place. Although education 

and income are highly associated with one another, the educational i.evel is 

possibly the more sensitive index to the type of community needs and resources 

that shculd be available. For example, could Oakland ColL11ty support a com-

prehensivc bookstore or a symphony orchestra? We see that Oakland County 

has 40, 300 college graduates or 28 percent of all college graduat.es in the 

SMSA, considerably rr1ore than its share. Further, we see that in 1950 it con-

tained only 16 percent of all college graduate s in the SMSA, so that it appe ars 

to be growing relatively faster than the SMSA with regard to more educate d 

persons. 

Examination of the measure of education, years of school completed, 

in Table 9 shows the very substantial rise in educationa l level as measured 

by median school year completed. Wheri:as in 1940 Oakland County males had 

completed only 9. 1 years of school on the average, by 1960 the average had 

risen to 12. 0 years . A similar rise in educational level was observed among 

females. College graduates among males increased from 6. 4 in 1940 to 14. 7 

percent in 1960. Correspondingly, males with an elementary education de-

creased from 50 percent in 1940 to 28 percent in 1960. There is no question 

that educational levels are rising rapidly in Oakland County. This certainly 

indicates that community facilities need to be reviewed. Schools and school 

systems come to mind as the community facility most affected by the incr~as-

I " L \-4 
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ing educational level of the county's inhabitants. Better educated parents de-
-{ 

sire and eventually demand more elaborate schools for their children. Future 

school planning must take into account at least three factors. First, the sheer 

increase in numbers of children; second, the quality of education necessary to 

a keep pace with the nationwide thrust towards more and better educaticn; third, 

the fact that Oakland County's population already has a high level of education 

and will demand better and better educatior. for its children. 

While the absolute increase in educational level of Oakland Cour..ty is im-

port ant in its el£, it is equally important to examine its position relative to the 

other pa:.:ts of the SMSA. In general this study has shown that Oakland County 

is rapidly attr;icting the people who are better off economically. Does this 

hold true w:ith regard to education? Table 10 contains data on the median year 

( 
of school completed for each of the counties comprising the SMSA and for the 

l City oi Detroit for 1950 and 1960. In addition each median is expressed as an 

,L 
index of the SMSA total. Tl1at is, if the SMSA median is 100, tbe medians of 

the individual coi.mties are expressed as proportions or percentages of 100. 

L It can be seen that in 1950 in Oakland County the median school year co:mpleted 

was 10. 9 or nine percent higher than the SMSA averagB. By 1960 Oakland 

' L County had thirteen percent higher than the SMSA average. Thus Oakland 

l County, along with Ma.comb County which showed the same tendency, is attract-

,-1 ing the better educated persons in the SMSA and clearly this is at the expense '.) 

of the City of Detroit, which showed correspondingly lower relative average 

t ( 
educational levels. 

Did this increase in relat ive educational level of Oakland County t:ike 

.1 
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place because persons with the most education movecl. there or did it take 
( 

place beca1..:.se people with the least education moved out or at least didn't 

move in! Table 10 answers this question. The first possibility has already 

been explored, and it was seen that Oakland County "vhich should have had 

only about eighteen percent of all college graduates in the entire SMSA in 1960, 

L 
1 

actually had 28 percent, a considerable over-representation. In 1950 it had 

17 percent compared with the 13 percent it would have had if the population 

of college graduate would have been equally distribut e<l in the county area. 

L This means that Oakland County which by 195 0 had already attracted more 

L 
than its share of the better educated, had inc reascd its share even more by 

1960. Clearly, the increasing educational level in Oakland Cour,ty is due to 

L 
( 

the fact that it is attracting extraordinary numbers of college grarluates. 

The other question, namely whether persons of lesser education moved 

l out of Oakland County can also be ans,.vered ty Table 10 . Whereas in 195 0 

62, 825 persons who had less than four years of high school lived in Oakland 

County, by 1960 their number had increased to 89, 043 persons. This indicates 

1 that Oakland County is also attracting persons with less education as well as 

persons with more education. The percent increase of the more highly educa-

ted is considerably higher (70 percent increase in college graduates versus 

l 42 percent increase in persons with less than a high school diploma). Thus a 

differential attraction exists which tends to concentrate the more highly educa-

ted in Oakland County. 

J 
( 

.1 
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t r-- - ---r- )~ I"'..:, , .. ·r..;.._l r- -
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YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1940, 1950, 1960 

1940 1950 

Percent of Percent of 
Total Total 

Males 25 years Old and Over 72,032 108,505 177, 114 
No School Years Completed 740 1. 1 800 . 7 1, 140 
Grade School: 1 to 4 years 3,462 4.9 4,250 3. 9 5,210 

5 er ·6 years 5,405 7.6 5,735 5.3 7,649 
7 or 8 years 25,922 36. 1 27,170 25. 1 36,282 

High School: 1 to 3 years 15,162 20 . 3 24,365 22.5 38,762 
4 years 12, 166 17 . 0 24,870 22 . 9 42,540 

College: 1 to 3 years 4,291 6. 1 ' 8,835 8 . 1 19,524 
4 years or more 4, 545 6 . 4 9,640 ' 8 . 9 26,007 

Not Reported 339 . 5 2,840 2.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 
Median School Years Complete.d 9 . l 10. 8 12 . 0 

Females 25 years Old and Over 68,049 110, 255 183,534 
Ne Schboh<:Yearo 1.c0mpleted 533 .8 605 .5 l,4i2 
Grade School: l t o 4 years 2,429 3. 6 3,356 3. l 3,844 

5 or 6 years 4,475 6.6 5,330 4.8 6,519 
7 or 8 yP-ars 21, 960 32.2 23,910 21. 7 32,843 

High School: l to 3 years 15,915 23 . 4 26,050 23.6 40,804 
- f 

4 years . 14,688 21. 6 32,490 29.4 64,236 
College: l to 3 years 5,080 7.5 9 , 420 8.6 19,583 

4 years or more 2,787 4. 0 6,190 5 . 7 14,293 
Not R eported 182 . 3 2,895 2.6 
Total 100. 0 100.0 
Median School Years Completed 9 . 9 11. 4 12. l 

j 
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1960 

0 

Percent of 
Total 

. 7 
2.9 
4. 3 

20.5 
21. 9 
24.0 
11 . 0 
14.7 

100. G 

.8 
2. l 
3.6 

17.9 
22 . l 
35 . 0 
10.7 
7.8 

100. 0 
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TABLElO I 
l MALES ZS YEARS OF AGE AND OVER . MEDIAN SCHOOl, YEAR COMPLETED 

BY COUNTY Al\lD AS A PROPORTION OF TOTAL SMSA 

I Macomb Oakland Wayne City of Total 

I 
County County Cou.,ty Detroit SMSA 

Median School Years Completed j 
1 

I 1950 9.4 10. 8 9.7 9.6 9.9 

l Median School Year Completed 9. 5 10. 9 9. 8 9. 7 10.0 
I as Prop,,rtion of SMSA 
I 

I 1960 10. 9 12. 0 10.Z 9. 7 10. 6 
Median School Years Completed 10.3 11. 3 9.6 9.Z 10.0 
As proportion of SMSA 

1950 No. 34,550 62,825 104,495 370,050 571,920 
No High School % 6. 0 11. 0 18.0 64. 7 100. 0 
Diploma 

College Graduates No. 985 9,640 12,330 34,745 57,700 
% 1. 7 16.7 Zl. 4 60.2 100.0 

I l 1960 No. 61,047 89,043 147,048 321,887 619,025 • I , No High School % 9. 9 14. 4 23. 7 52 . 0 100. 0 

I···! '·' Diploma 

1· 1 College Graduates No. 7,052 26,007 26, 345 31,870 91,274 
I . ! % 7. 7 28.5 28. 9 34.9 100.0 

I 
l 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - E 

School Enrollment 

Scilool enrollment is of interest largely because the percentage enrolled by 

l age is given, and we are able to examine the changing patterns of educational 

1 usage. The number of persons enrolled in school is available in more detail and 

is more up to date in the analysis of local school census data.. 

Table 11 shows the school enrollment as of 1960 as well as the percentage 

l enrolled in school. Little comment is necessary :::oncerning the number enrollec1 

because of tne foregoing reason. However, the section of the table concerned with 

percent enrolled contains very useful information. First, the chiidren between 7 

j and 15 years of age are almost all enrolled in school. This is as expected. Drop--

( ping out of school begins to occu.r in the sixteenth and seventeenth years, when the 

proportion enrolled dropped to ~6 percent in 1960. This represents an irn.:rease rn 

~ I 
proportion enrolled over 1940 and 1950. However, there is obviously such room 

. J 
for improvement left, since these persons are clearly not high school graduates . 

Among the 18 and 19 year olds only 37 percent were in school in 1960. This .is, 

however, a marked improvement over 1950 when only 28 pt;:!rcent were still in 

school. It should be pointed ov.t that this percentage does not represent the total 

of persons still in school since the young people who go away to college are not in 

this count but are enumerated where they attend school. In 1970, this percentage > 
undoubtedly will show a remarkable upward surge because the establishment of 

M. S. U. -Oakland and of community colleges will make Oakland County a residential 

( 1 center for college students. 

The prolongation of education is shown very clearly by the great increase rn 
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percentage enrolled in the 20-24 year age group, which went from 5 pere;ent in 

1940 to 8 percent in 1950, to 22 percent in 1960. While this undoubtedly represents 

many part time students it does ind:icate a vastly increased utilization of schools 

and colleges. Without doubt the trend in this direction will 1Je enhanced as time 

goes by and continued education becomes more of a necessity. Some people con-

tinue their education into their thirties as evidenced by the 1960 figure showing 4 

percent of persons 25-34 years of age enrolled in school. Truly the "market" for 

continuing education is still vast and barely tapped. The proliferation of school 

L facilities of all sorts can be expected to be a major aspect of future growth in 

L 
Oa.~land County. 

Table 12 contains data for 1960 unavailable in earlier censuses. Schoel en-

l rollment is divided into public and non-public school enrollment. Presumably the 

latter is composed la.rgely of parochi3.l schools sponsored by various religious 

1 bodies. Most students are enrolled in public schools, ranging from a high of 97 

~l percent in kindergarten, to 86 percent in elementary school, with high school 

being in the middle with 89 percent enrolled in public schools. Thus it is seen that 

l in a large measure schooling is still the responsibility of the entire community, 

: rl and the American concept of public supported schools still gren.tly predominates. 

l 
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TABLE 11 
NUMBER AND PBRCENT ENROLLED IN SCHOOL 

OAKLAND COUNTY, 1940, 1950, 1960 

Number Enrolled in School, by Age 

5 and 6 years Old 
7 to 13 years Old 
14 and 15 years Old 
16 and 17 years Old 
18 and 19 years Old 
20 to 24 years Old 
25 years and Overl 

Percent Enrolled in School, By Age 

5 and 6 years Old 
7 to 13 years Old 
14 and 15 years Old 
16 and 17 years Old 
18 and 19 years Old 
20 to 24 years Old 
25 years and Over 

1 Not available for 1940 

2 2·5 - 29 yearo Old 

3 25 - 34 years Old 

v r _ __ ,..:_ ____ _ 

1940 

6,787 
32., 968 

9, 125 
7, 005 
3, 163 

776 

74. 5 
97.9 
96.6 
79. 1 
24.6 

4. 7 

1950 

12,410 
48,490 
11, 340 
8,665 
2,610 
2,2952 
1,610 

75. 5 
97.4 
97.5 
83.5 
27.7 
8.2 
4. 7 

1960 

29,966 
107,810 

2.1, 043 
!9, 097 

5, 323 
3,413 
3, 775 3 

83. 1 
98. 9 
97. 1 
86.4 
37. 6 
21. 5 

3. 9 

"'" N 

- I 
•( . 



L 
I 
I 

\_ 1_ 
l I ) 

~ '-

·") 

) ~ 

r-- r-- ) - l .-W15ti HMJlf i . 1 4&S*frf1~f ~ r---
--, ........... 

TABLE 12 

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT, PUBLIC OR NON PUBLIC, OAKLAND: 1960 

School Enrollment 

Total Enrolled, 5 to 34 years Old 

Kindergarten 

Public 

Elemer.tary (1 to 8 years) 

Public 

High School ( 1 to 4 years) 

Public 

College 

-----· .... -._ ... ---· -v· ----'---··-· 

190,427 

17,954 

17,466 

12?,9i6 

108,511 

39, 171 

34,898 

7,386 

Percent Public 

97 . 2 

86. 2 

89. l 

~ w 
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~ 
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VOLUME 1 - Part 2 - F 

Income 

The importance to goverl!ment pbnning and administrati on of information 

about levels of family income in an area cannot be emphasized e nough. Yet 

often there is a certain reticence in treating income differentials and their con -

sequences to population distribution. We have some difficulty in acknowledging 

the obvious fact that persons with higher incomes prefor to live with persons 

of similar income, and do not want to live with, or near, persons of lower in-

come, particularly pe1·sons of very low income. However, t:his is the social 

reality, even if it does not correspond with American ideals of equaliarianisrn. 

In concrete terrn8 , this f::>ct of life is responsible for the type of urban growth 

which is occurring in Oakland County today. Furthermore, once a p<ettern of 

this nature is established it tends to reinforce and perpetuate itse lf. Speaking 

in even more blunt language, ti1e iact is that Oakland County is attracting tte 

higher income families in the Detroit SMSA, and because this pattern is now 

well established it will reinforce itself and even snowball in the years to come. 

Oakland County has only two competitors in 2.tt.:.-acting persons of above average 

income. These are the Dearborn area and the Grosse Pointe area. However, 

they are limited fn geographic extent and almost filled already, while Oakland 

county has almost limitless land for the expansion of high income residential 

areas. 

Similar observations can be made concerning concentrations of low income 

families and areas. Once an area becomes established as a low income area 

it tends to remain low income and the surrounding areas also tend to attract 

44 
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lower income families. In a later section of this stud)i particular high and low 
( 

income areas within Oakland County will be discussed. However, at this point 

the more general relationship between the major political divisions of the Det-

roit SMSA will be reviewed (Tables 13 and 14), 

Table 13 reveals some rather interesting patterns . Looking at the median 

family income in 1950 it is seen that there was little difference between the ma-

r 
jor political subdivisions in the Detroit SMSA. Only Macomb County which tiad 

l a family income .six percent lower than the average for the SMSA differed con-

spicuously from the SMSA average. In other words, in 1950 median family in-

·I r come was muc!i. the same in every part of the SMSA. 

L By 1960 a marked spread in income differences had begun to appear. Oakland 

L County had a median family income eleven percent higher than the SMSA aver-

( 
\ age. Macomb County had risen from below average to higher than average. 

L . 
Wayne County outside the City of D~troit had dedined slightly in relation to the 

,l whole. 

Table 15 tre3.ts the extreme high and low income groupings. Looking at 1950 

1 it is seen that both high and low extremes of family income (under $2, 000 and 

·---1 over $10, OOOJ did not differ greatly between major political subdivisions. For 

example, the City of Detroit which contained 62. 2 percent of all families had 

l 62 . 2 percent of all families in the high income group and 65. 6 percent of all 
,_ ' 

'J 
families in the low income group. Oakland County which had 12. 9 percent of all ) 

families in the SMSA had 12. 4 percent of families in the low inco~ group and 

J 15. 5 percent of all families_ in the high income group. While Oakland County 

( · was showing some tendency towards a concentration of higher income families 

_J· 

J r ' 

,J l_. 
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the over-concentration was not very great. In general in 1950 the extremes 

groupings (high and low) with regard to income, like the median income, shewed 

relatively small difference between major political subdivisions. Thus, at this 

I 
time families of both high and low incomes were spread quite eve!1ly among the 

L major political subdivisions . 

Altho.ugh 1950 and 1960 cannot be compared directly because t:he s2me dollar 

rL income had a different meaning in terms of buying power and income disti:-ibu -

L 
tion, by 1960, as with the median income, the distribution of both high and low 

income families became decidedly different in each major political s!lbdivisiorr . 
r 

l Looking first at the distribution of low income families it is seen that the City 

of Detroit with about 45 percent of the SMSA's population h:is 65. l percent of 

l the families u!lder $2, 000 per year and 60, 5 percent of the familiP.s between 

l $2, 000 and $2, 999 per year. .Correspondingiy, each other area had a consider-

able smaller proportion of families in the lowest income groupings. The City 

J of Detroit was definitely assuming the role as the area which housed the less 

l well to do families. 

On the other end of the income scaie, the higher the income grouping the 
' 

~J more likely Oakland County was to contain an overproportion of families. In 

J 
the very highest income group ($25, 000 per year and over) Oakland County con-

-j 

tained 36. 5 percent of these families, whereas it contained only 18. 3 percent of > 
'J all families. In other words, it contained exactly double the number it would 

have had if income were evenly distributed by major area of residence. Macomb, 

-' ( 
which contained an underp:::-oportion of poor families, also contained an underpropor-

-~ 
tion of well to do families. Truly Macomb was the great middle grounq. Wayne out.3ide 
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of Detrait had a slight cverproportion of well to do families, and a sub£tantial 

underproportion of poor families. The City of Detroit was greatly over-repre-

sented in poor families a!1d greatly under-represented in the well to do and very 

well to do categories. 

At the risk of appearing defensive it should be pointed out. that the previous 

discussion is not aimed at "see how good Oakiand County is." The meaning is 

far greater than mere boosterism for the Co-.mty on which this study is focused . 

Given the f;:i.ct that Oakland County has hundreds of squarP. miles of undeveloped 

land particularly suitable for future high income :residential areas, and the fur-

the:r sociological tendency for high incmne areas once established to reinforce 

and perpetuate themselves, it is highly likelx that Oa..1<land County shows the 

greatest attracting power of a!1y of the major political subdivisions. Conse-

quently, it is highly likely that in the future Oakland County will contain the res -

idences of larger and larger proportions of the most economically sufficient 

families in the Detroit SMSA. 

TABLE 13 

Median Family Income by County - 1950 an4, 1960 

1960 
Median Income 
Index of Total 
SMSA 

1950 
Median Income 
Index of Total 
SMSA 

Macomb 
County 

7,091 
104 

3,722 
94 

Oakland · 
County 

7,576 
111 

4,031 
101 

Wayne 
County 

6,597 
97 

3, 989 
100 

City of 
Detroit 

6,069 
89 

3,955 
99 

Total 
SMSA 

6,825 
100 

3, 976 
100 

> 



TABLE 14 

Income Distribution: S.M.S.A. City and County; 1960 

Macomb Oakland Wayne less City of 
Family Income County County · Detroit Detroit 

All Families 100,432 173, 063 246, 100 423,991 
Under $1, 000 2,241 3, 986 5,263 21,678 
$1, 000 - $1, 999 3, 13] 5,483 6,994 28,797 
$2, 000 - $2, 999 4,080 6, 421 9,267 30, 240 
$3, 000 - $3, 999 4,947 7, 702 10, 607 30,929 
$4, 000 - $4, 999 7,833 12,203 17,624 42,686 
$5 .. 000 - $5, 999 13,136 19, 859 29, 903 54, 498 
$6, 000 - $6, 999 13, 726 20, 177 31,982 45, 964 
$7, 000 - $7, 999 12,309 18, 572 28,859 37,997 
$8, 000 - $8, 999 lQ,466 15,676 24,699 30,863 
$9, 000 - $9, 999 8,236 13, 079 19, 816 24, 731 
$10, 000 - $14, 999 16,477 32,643 44, 320 55, 352 
$15' 000 - $24, 999 3,269 11, 889 12, 385 15,848 
$25, 000 and over 581 5, 373 4,381 4,408 

Median Incon1e Families 7' 091 7,576 6, 069 

L 
Unrelated Individuals 2,205 2, 272 l, 929 
Families and 

Unrelated. Individ. 6,755 7,042 5, 184 

~L 

L 

l 
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Detroit 
SMSA 

943,586 
33 , 168 
44,405 
50, 008 
54, 1 ~5 
80, 346 

117, 396 
111, 849 

97,737 
31, 704 
65,862 

148, 792 
43, 391 
14,743 

6,825 
2,062 

6, 0?8 
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TABLE 15 

( Number and Percent of Families By Highest and Lowest 

Income Groups By County 1950 and 1960 

Macomb Oaklan<l Wayne less City of Total 
County County City of Det. Detroit SMSA 

1950 
Number 
All Families 46,365 101, 305 149, 095 486, 185 782,910 
Over $10, 000 1, 010 5 , 375 7' 92.0 20,450 34, 755 

~ Under $2, 000 5,850 11,630 14,775 61,550 93, 805 

l Percent 
All Families 5.9 12.9 19.0 62.2 100.0 
Over $10, 000 2. 9 15. 5 22.8 58.8 100.0 
Under $2, 000 6. 2 12. 4 15.8 65.6 100. 0 r-

I. 1960 
Nun1ber 

L 
$10,000-$14,999 16, 477 32,643 44, 320 55, 352 148,792 
$15,000-$24,999 3,269 11,889 12, 385 15,848 43,391 

( $25, 000 and over 581 5, 373 4, 381 4,408 14,743 
\ I 

L Under $2, 000 s,·372 9,469 12,257 50,475 77,573 
$2,000-$2,999 4,080 6,421 9, 267. . 30,240 50,008 
All Families 

,_l 
Percent 
$10,000-$14,999 11. 1 21. 9 29.8 37.2 100.0 

l $15,000-$24,999 7.5 27.4 28.6 36.5 100.0 
$25, 000 and over 3.9 36.5 29. 7 29.9 100.0 

~1 Under $2, 000 6.9 12. 2 15.8 65. 1 100.0 
$2,000-$2,999 8.2 12.8 18. 5 60.5 100.0 

I I 
I I 

All Families 10. 6 18.3 26.2 44.9 100.0 
I ! 
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VOLUME I - Part 1 - G 

Occupation 

Occupation of the head of the household is probably the most important 

single fact C0!1cerning a family. It determines to a large extent the family's 

l~vel of living, kind of plac~ lived in, and even tne attitudes and opinions held 

by persons and families. In fact, occupation is so importa nt that if we are 

confined to knowing just one fact about a person, occupation is the fact we need 

to know. It places a person in society, and tells much about l1im. This is 

borne out even in ordinary discourse, for.- i.t is not long after we meet a new 

person that we are asking, "what do you do? " 

The question here is, what do the people in Oakland County do? Table 16 

shows what they have been doirig over the past few decades. The major trends 

are quite clear. Oakland County is rapidly turning in:o a professional, mana-

gerial, high status occupational area. Whereas in 1940 about 7 percent of the 

male labor force was engaged in professional occupations, by 1960, 16 percent 

of the males were engaged in professional occupations. Among females the 

percentages were about the sa1ne as males in 1960, bt;t of course the occupation 

of the female is of less significance than that of the male. Nevertheless the 

same trend towards a higher proportion of profossionc:.lly employed is observed 

among fe1nales in Oakland Com1ty as well as among males. 

This growth of the professional group has important implications for the 

entire physical and social struct-..ire of the county. For not only are prof es -

sional workers usually well paid, but they arc invariable well educated, and 

consequently have recreational tastes and consumptive patterns which are dis-

I 
> 
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tinctive in character. Also in terms of community leader'ship they may figure 
( . 

more importantly than any other group. They have certain demands in the 

area of education and of schools for their children. Their presence in a com-

munity will be a source of attraction of more persons like themselves. This 

is why the increasing number and proportion of persons in professional occu-

pations living in Oakland County becomes one of the most significant facts in 

forecasting its fut•.ire. 

Another aspect of the increasing proportion of professional persons is 

their increasing proportion in Oakland County, w ithin the entire Detroit Stan-

L 
dard Metropolitan Area. Whereas in 1940, only 11 percent of all persons in 

I professional occupations in the three county area live'.i in O a kland, by 1960 

L this proportion increased to 23 percent. This can be explained by the fact 
/ 
\ 

L 
that Oakland County had drawn f!"Ofessional persons from the City of Detro~t. 

In 1940 the City of Detroit contained 70 percent of all professional persons m 

J the SMSA, but by 1960 this proportion had dropped to 36 percent. If these 

trends continue, Oakland County will soon surpass the City oi Det roit as the 

L residential focus of professional persons. 

~l The discussion so far has been confined to the pr-;fessional category be-

cause the greatest changes have occurred in this group. However, other oc-

L cupations in Oakland County have undergone changes as well. Operatives, 

r I largely persons who perform routine factory operations, and laborers, have 

shown the greatest percentage decreases in the Oakland County labor force 

l between 1940 and 1960. This is in accord with the increases in professional 

r ( , 
. J 

and other white collar occupations . At the same time the persons in the mid-

J 
r 
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dle of the occupational range, the craftsmen, clerical, and sales workers, 

have maintaiI'ed relatively stable proportions or have increased slightly. 

Turning to thE: relationship between Oakla nd County and the total SMSA 

and the tot a l Unit e d Sta t e s in 1960 (Table 17) it is seen tha t Oakla nd County 

has higher proportions of persons in the higher status occupa tions tha n either 

the U.S. A. or the SMSA. On the other end of the occupational scale (service 

workers and laborers), Oakla nd County has about 12 percent in these occupa -

tions, the SMSA has 16 percent, and the United States 19 percent. Thus look-

ing from either up or dow n· the occupational l a dder O ?J.kland County is ahead 

of both the SMSA and the Unite d States in those occupations which pay more 

and in which the people concerned are better educat e d and the general level 

of living is higher. 

This is borne out by Table 18 which shows the differ e nt median incomes 

for selected occupatior1s in Oakland County in 1960. The median income of 

almost $9, 000 per year of professional an<l managerial workers is an indica-

tion of the high economic level of this group compared with any of the other 

occupational categories shown. This was markedly higher than the figure for 

the other two counties :i.n the SMSA. It indicates that -Oakland County has not 

only a higher proportion of professional and managerial w orkers, but that they 

are the higher paid members of these groups as well. Rather curiously, Oak-

land County has the highest incomes of all these counties in the professional 

and managerial group only. Among the craftsmen and operatives groups, and 

even among the laborers,_ Macomb County has slightly higher median incomes. 

While the differences are slight they are of importance for they lead to a 

I 
I 
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rather interesting hypothesis. From these data, and certainly f-<Irther inves -

tigation would be necessary to prove or disprove the point, it appears that 

Oakland County is the "horne" of the white collar group. Further it attracts 

the higher income members of this group. Macomb C aunty, on the other hand 

is the "home" of the blue collar worker, and attracts the higher paid blue col-

lar workers. W ayne County is intermediate. It seems evident fro:rn this that 

values and tastes, at least as far as community and place of residence is con-

cerned, make Oakland County the place to live for the white collar worker, 

while the blue collar worker ha.s differing goals with regard to his place of 

residence - namely Mac:omb County. Instead of one c aunty attracting the most 

economically affluent regarcliess of occupation apparently there is a differing 

image depending on whether one is white or blue collar. The place to live for 
{ 
\ 

~ 
the more affluent members of each group differs - Oakland County for white 

-:ollar; Macomb County for blue collar. If this supposition is actually correct, 

,L it means that as the population increases in each county it will increasingly 

become the residential goal of different occupational groups with different 

l tastes and life styles. 

,L Should the above discussion seem a bit abstract, let us illustrate it with 

a practical example. Should a buiider and developer attempt to build very ex-

1 pensive houses for upper income white collar workers in Macomb County, he 

' l would probably have difficulty selling the houses. However, it is probably > 
equally true that any attempt to attract large members of highly paid blue col-

1 lar workers to residential projects in Oakland County would also run into ser-

r (~) 
ious problems, because they would regard Macomb County as a more desirable 
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place to live. 

In addition to being one of the most r evealing items of information about 

a family, the occupat~on of the head of the household also r eveals much about 

the nature of a geographic area . Table 17 compares Oakland County with the 

Detroit SMSA and the total U.S. A. 

Looking at Oakland County in relation to the: United States it is seen that 

Oakland County has a larger proµortion of professionals, clerical workers, 

and craftsmen, and a smallf~r proportion of service workers. Proprietors 

and laborers are p:roportionately fewer, largerly because the U.S. proportions 

in these two categories are enhanced by existence of many farm owners c.i.nd 

farm laborers. While Oakland County does have farms, the bu!k of the popu-

lation is urban. Thus Oakland County differs from the U. S. in that it has a 

larger proportion of persons iR the more urbanized, better paying occupations. 

Comparing Oaklar..d County with the Detroit SMSA it can be seen that Oak-

land County contains larger proportions of the higher income, higher status 

groups. Professionals and managers, proprietors and offkials constitute 27 

percent of the Oakland County labor force and only 19 percent, of the total Stv1SA 

labor force. The clerical and craftsmen groups are about the same i.n each 

area, but while operative service workers and laborers comprise 32 percent 

of Oakland County's labor force they comprise 39 percent of the remaining 

SMSA labor force. These are relatively larger differ.ences which indicate that 

Oakland County has a much larger white collar population, particularly upper 

income white collar families, than does the remainder of the Detroit SMSA. 

54 

I 
i 

i i 
I 
I 

... 



55 

This is probably the most crucial factor in determining the general social 

and economic structure of the county, and the major determinant of its pres -

ent and future physical sett:i.ng. 

The preceding discussion has been in terms of broad occupational c.ate-

gories and these conceal interesting and important difierences. In Table A-11 

the broad occurational groupings are subdivided into a number of categories 

which clarify the pictu.re. Table A-11 also express es the number of persons 

l in each detailed occupational group as a proportion of the total in the SMSA. 

These tables enable us to spot the occupations of which Oakland County attracts 

I 
,.J more than its share and those occupation3 of which Oakland County attracts 

L less than its share. 

L What is meant by Oakland County's 11 share? 11 Looking at the total labor 

I 

\ force it is seen that Oakland County contains 18. 8 of all persons in the labor 

1 force. If the proportion in a given occupation is more than 18. 8 percent i t 

~l 
means that Oakland Cour.ty has more than the average proportion. Conversely 

a percent of less than 18. 8 percent means Oakhnd County has less than its 

1 share. 

:-1 Let us look at those occupations of which Oakland. County has unusually 

high proportions. These occupations {considering males only) are: 
\ .. 

l Architects (35. 9%) 

Mechanical Engineers (31. 4%) ,.-J 
Metallurgists (37. 5%) 

J Sales Engineers (43. 8%) 

( J Biological Scientists (37. 3%) 

-.J 
J 
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( 
Geologists (72. 7%} 

Physicists (42. 3%} 

Statisticians (33. 2%} 

Managers (Manufacturing) (33. 0%) 

L 
I 

II (Communication &: Utilities) (31. 6%} 

II (RetaiJ. Tl'ade &: Furniture) (34. 9%} 

rl ,, (Retail Trade Hardware Etc.) (34. 9%} 

II (Business Services} (41. 0%) 

L Owners (Self Employed} 

r 

l Construction (31. 1%) 

Manufacturing (31. 8%) 

1 Insurance & Real Estate (34. 4%} 
/" 
! 

l On the other end of the scale occupations of males in which Oakland 

County is particularly deficient are: 

~ I Elevator Operators (3. 8%) 

Porters (3. 9%) 

Sailors (3. 8%} l 
~1 Laborers (Bakery Products) (1. 9%} 

II (Office Machinery} (3. 6%) 
• ! 

II (Fabricated Metal) (3. 8%} 
. l 

I J 
,- t II (Blast Furnaces) (2. 1%} > 

Operatives (Drugs &: Medicine) (2. 2%) 

I: 
II (Textile Mill Products) (2. 0%) 

" (Bakery Products} (3. 3%} 

" (Miscellaneous Food~} (2. 7%} 
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It's no great surprise that the 1T1ale occupations in which Oakl2.nd County 

has the greatest over-proportion prove to be high paying - high status profes-

sional and managerial occupations. Conversely, the occupations which c o n-

tain particularly small proportions are in the operative and laborer categor-

ies, It is more inte:::esting, however, to note that those occupations which 

are more often represented in Oakland County are the newer high stat us occu-

pations such as physicists and ma.nagers of various enterprises. The more 

traditional high status occupations such as lawyers, bankers, etc. are not 

strikingly apparent though. Of course, Oakland County does contain an over-

r 

~ 
proportion of these occupations a.lso, but not an outstandingly high over-prop-

ortion. 

L Among females, occupations which are particularly well repYesented are: 

l Architects (44. 9%) (4 women) 

Chiropracter (42. 9%) (3 women) 

J Aeronautical Engineers (100. 0%) (5 women) 

1 
Mechanical Engineers (58. 6%) (1 7 women) 

Agricultural Scientist (50. 0%) (4 women) 

'rl Physicists (75. 0%) (8 women) 

Postmistresses (100. 0%} (8 women} 

1 Blacksmiths (50. 0%} (4 women} 

rl Stonemasons (55. 6%} (4 women} > 
Glaziers (100. 0%} (4 women) 

l Carpenters (apprentice} (100. 0%} (5 women} 

r ( , 
.J Dyers (100.0%} (5 women} 
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It is quite apparent that s:1ould one desire the services of a feminine aer-

onautical engineer, post1nistress, glazier, apprentice carpenter or dyer, 

they can be found in Oakland County and Oakland County only. The four fem-

inine blacksmiths represent a particularly intriguing group, not to mention 

the four women stonemasons. However, they are neatly balanced by four 

male housekeepers and four male baby sitters. The census, despite its great 

detail does not reveal whether these four males and four females are married 

to one another. 
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Number and Percent Distribution of Employed Persons 
By Major Occupation Group and Sex, Oakland County: 1940, 1950, and 1960 

1940 1950 1960 
Major Occupation 

Group Male Female Male Female Male Female 

!-Professional Te1=hnical and 
Kindred Workers 4,771 2,520 10,883 4, 611 28, 187 10,857 

2-Managers, Officials and 
Proprietors (inc. Farm) e,489 720 13,443 1, 476 23,708 2,389 

3-Clerical Sales and Kindred 
Workers 9,918 5,864 15,559 14,397 28, 708 30,519 

4-Craftsmen, Foremen and 
Kindred Workers 15,580 187 28,040 544 39,623 830 

5-0peratives and Kindred 
Workers 21,180 1,520 33,530 4,828 39, 613 6,552 

6-Service Workers (inc. 
Private Household) 3,417 5,826 4,935 7,524 7,535 14,574 

7-Laborers (inc. Farm & Mine) 6,341 141 6, 797 415 7, 329 410 
TOTAL 69, 696 16,778 113,187 33,793 174,703 66, 131 

Percent 
!-Profess. Tech. & Kind. Wrkrs 6.9 15. 0 9.6 13.6 16. 3 16.4 
2-Mgrs, Offic. & Prop. (inc. Farm) 12.2 4.3 11. 8 4.4 13.5 3.6 
3-Cler. Sales &: Kind. Wrkrs 14.2 34.9 13. 7 42.6 16.4 46. 2, 
4-Crftsm, Frmn & Kind '. Wrkrs . 22. 3 1. 1 24. 7 1. 6 22. 6 1. l 
5-0per. & Kindred Workers 30.3 9. 1 29. 7 14.2 ?.2. 6 9.9 
6-Servive Wrkrs (inc. Pri. Hshld) 4.9 34. 7 4.4 22. 3 4. 4 22 . 0 
7-Laborers (inc. Farm & Mine) 9.2 0.9 6. 1 1. 3 4. 2 .7 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 
r 
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TABLE 17 

Number. and Percent Distribution of Employee Persons By Major Occupation Group 

Oakland County, Detroit S. M. S. A. and United States 1960 

Major Occupation 

Group 

!-Professional Technical and 
Kindred Workers 

2-Managers, Officials and 
Proprietors 

3-Cle:tical Sales & Kindred 
Workers 

4-Craftsmen, Foremen & 
Kindred Workers 

5-0peratives and Kindred 
Workers 

6-.Service Workers (Inc. 
Private Household) 

7-Laborers (Inc. Farm and 
Mine 

TOTAL 

v·-- -- -~-

Oakland County 
Number Percent 

39,044 16.2 

26,097 10. 8 

59,227 24.6 

40,453 16.8 

46, J.65 19. 2 

22, 109 9. 2 

. 7, 739 3. 2 

240,834 100.0 

Detroit SMSA 
Less Oakland County 
Number Percent 

129,838 11. 9 

77, 411 7 . 1 

273,124 25. 1 

180,031 16. 6 

252,069 23. 2 

126,Q86 11. 7 

48,272 4.4 

1, 087, 731 l 00. 0 

United States 
Number Percent 

7 , 607,081 11. 8 

8,325,271 12.9 

14,668,340 22 . 7 

9,194,130 14.2 

12 , 513, 987 19. 3 

1, 5 4z,~. 263 11. 7 

4, 788, 174 7.4 

64,639,246 100.0 
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TABLE 18 

Income By Type of Occupation, For Total SMSA and Each County Separately: 1960 

Median Earnings of Selected Occupation 
Groups 

Male, Total With Earnings 1 

Professional, Managerial, & Kindred 
Workers 

Farmers and Farm Managers 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and Kindred Workers 
Operatives and Kindr e d Workers 
Farm Laborers, Exe. Unpaid and 

Farm Children 
Laborers, Ex.cept Farm and Min£> 

Fema le, Total With Earningsl 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 
Operatives and Kindre d Workers 

Total 
SMSA 

$5,604 

7,986 

6,379 
5,089 

3,708 

2,692 
3,414 
3,099 

Oakland 
Ccunty 

$6,180 

8,966 
2, 719 
6,566 
5,282 

l, -us 
3, 198 

2,595 
3,281 
3, 168 

1 Includes per sons in othe r occupation groups, not shown sepa rat e ly. 

v · --·---· -- -- -

Macomb 
County 

$5,904 

7,530 
2,664 
6,640 
5,356 

1,341 
3, 789 

2, 625 
3,268 
3,856 

W a yne 
County 

$5,436 

7,697 
2,206 
6,273 
5,006 

1, 185 
3,768 

2,720 
3,460 
3, 122 

,,,_ 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - H 

Resident Employment by Industry 

The data on employment by industry refers to the place of residence of 

the employed. person. It does not mean that the place of work is located in 

the .county. Thus the material is of limited value insofar as having any great 

meaning for planning at the county level. Nevertheless it does have some de-

scriptive value in adding to o·.ir picture of the occufational patterns of Oakland 

County residents. Table 19 and Table 20 show the changes in distribution by 

industrial classifications of persons in the labor force living in Oakland 

County. 

The changes which have taken place over the past t\venty years have not 

only been in accord with changes on a nationwide basis, but they indicate 

changes within the Detroit .SMSA as well. The decline of Agriculture etc. from 

five percent in 1940 to less than one percent in 1960 highlights the increasing 

urbanization of the county. The decrease in persons employed in manufactur-

ing of durables reflects not only the nationwide decrease in such employment 

but the increasingly higher economic level of Oakland __ County as it becomes 

rnore and more a place of middle class residence. The corresponding increase 

in professionals (from seven percent in 1940 to twelve percent in 1960} repre-

sents the same situation. An increase of from three to eight percent in the 

Financial Insurance and Real Estate Category is still another aspect of the 

same situation. 

Table A-12 describes the Oakland County share of SMSA with regard to 

the total number of workers in each industry category in 1960. Since Oakland 
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County has 18. 8 percent of the male and 16. 5 percent of the female labor 

force, any percentage over these represents an over-proportion of workers 

in the particular category. 

Since some part of Oakland County is still largely rural, the over-pro-

portions in the Agriculture, Forestry, and Mining groups are not surprising. 

These seem to be the only groups in the entire labor force heavily over-1·ep-

resented. There seems to be a strong tendency for persons employed in 

every industry grouping to live relatively evenly spread in the Oakland County 

portion of the Detroit SMSA. 
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TABLE 19 

Percent Distribution of Employment by Major Industry Grou.p, 

Oakland County - 1940, 1950 and 1960 

Agriculture, Fore13try 
and Fisheries 

Mining 
Con st ruction 
Manufacturing (Durable Goods) 

·Manufacturing 
(Non-Durable Goods) 

Transportation, Con1munications 
and Other Public Utilities 

Retail and Wholesale Trade 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Business and Repair Services 
Personal Services 
Ente rt a inm e nt and Recreation 

S e rvic e s 
Professional S e rvices 
Public Administration 

Total 

v ·-- ·· 

1940 

Number 

4,496 
202 

4,035 
37,890 

2,790 

4,124 
14,066 
2,651 

843 
6,457 

854 
6, 186 
1, 891 

86,485 

P e rcent 

5.2 
. 2 

4. 7 
43. 8 

3.2 

4.8 
16. 3 

3. 1 
1. 0 
7. 5 

1. 0 
7. 1 
2. 1 

100. 0 

1950 

Number 

3, 189 
271 

9, 301 
62, 384 

6, 671 

8, 389 
25,537 

4, 380 
3, 986 
6,556 

1, 626 
11, 235 

3, 453 

146,978 

Percent 

2. 2 
. 2 

6. 3 
42.4 

4.5 

5.7 
17.4 

3. 0 
2. 7 
4. 5 

1. 1 
7. 7 
2. 3 

100.0 

1960 

Number 

2, 376 
329 

12, 335 
87,575 

14,400 

12, 170 
45, 981 
19, 244 

6, 977 
10,331 

2, 361 
30,210 
6,617 

250, 906 

Percent 

.9 

. l 
4. 9 

34.9 

5. 8 

4.9 
18. 3 

7. 7 
2. 8 
4 . 1 

. 9 
12 . 1 

2. 6 

100. 0 
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TABLE 20 

' i i 

Employment by Industry Group: Oakland County - 1940, 1950, and 1960 

1940 1950 

Employed Workers by Industry Both Both 
Group Male Female Sexes Male Female Sexes 

·Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries 4,388 108 4,496 2,934 255 3, 189 

Mining 201 1 202 261 10 271 
Construction 3, 972 63 4, 035 9, 072 229 9, 301 
Durable Manufacturing 35,509 'l.,381 37,890 55,294 7,090 62, 384 
Nondurable Manufacturing 2, 414 376 2,790 5,470 1,201 6, 671 
Transportation, Communica-

tion and Other Public Util. 3,563 561 4, 124 6
1

, 755 1,634 ' 8, 389 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 10, 181 3,885 14,066 16,\416 9, 121 25,537 
Finance, Insurance and 

Real Estate 1,994 657 2,651 2,867 1, 513 4, 380 
Business and Repair Services '735 108 843 3,525 461 3,986 
Personal Services 1,740 4, 717 6,457 2,102 4,454 6,556 
Entertainment and Recreation 

Services 699 155 854 1, 2 36 390 l,626 
Professional Services 2,848 3,338 6, 186 4,741 6,494 11, 235 
Public Administration 1,459 432 1, 891 2, 511 942 3,453 

Total 
/ 

69,703 16,182 86,485 113, 184 33,794 146,978 

~-r"'!'-.--,--- ' j J - w--,_...--........ ~--..--,--.. _~ 
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Male 

2, 061 
296 

11, 710 
76,633 
11,529 

9,876 
29,600 

5,772 
5,598 
2,630 

1,573 
12,800 
4, 696 

174,774 

I 

1960 

Female 

315 
33 

625 
10,942 
2,871 

2,294 
16,381 

13; HZ ~ 

1,379 
7,701 

788 
17,410 

1, 921 

76,132 

0 

Both 
Sexes 

2,376 
329 

12,335 
87,575 
14,400 

12, 170 
45,981 

19,244 
6,977 

10,331 

2,361 
30,210 
6,617 

250,906 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - I 

Migration and St3.te of Birth 

State of birth i.s an index of past migrations, as well as somewhat of an 

index of the roots and attachment persons have for a particular place. That 

is, if in an area a large part of the population was born elsewhere in the Uni-

ted States, that area is bound to have certain problems that arise as people 

adjust to their new areas of residence. Of course, Table 21 comprises a 

rather crude index for it does not distinguish which state persons come from, 

nor does it attempt to separate place of birth by Jrban and rural. We see that 

the major political subdivisions of the SMSA exhibit fairly wide differences 

with respect to stat~ of birth. Macomb Cotmty is the most "home grown" 

with almost 78 percent of the population born in Michigan. Oakland anrl. Wayne 

each contain 71 percent Mi€higan born and the City of Detroit is sharply differ-

ent with only 62 percent of its population having been born in Michigan .. With 

such a high proportion of its population being indigenous to Michigan, Oaklcmd 

County is in a favorable position with regard to the "problem" cf adjustment 

of migrants to suburban and urban life. The more im:r;:nediate migration pie-

ture is also shown in Table 21. Here it is seen that only half of Oakland 

County's population lived in the same house in 1960 as in 1955. However, of 

the half of the population who moved either within the County or into the County 

in ti10se five years 25 percent (one-half of the movers} moved within the 

County. Only 6 percent of all households came into the County from a differ-

ent state, and 17 percent of all households came into the County from other 

counties within the state . Thus recent migrations to Oakland County have 
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bee:-i largely persons from elsewhere in the Detroit SMSA, and not from out 

of state. It is apparent from Table 21 teat between 1955 and 1960 Oakland 

County and Macomb County have been the objective of large numb ers of mi-

grants from Wayne County, particularly the City oi Detroit. Only about 5 

percent of all households were migra.nts from states outside Michigan. The 

great mig:.-atory movement was with the Detroit SMSA, a nd this was a move-

ment from the City of Detroit to the outlying co'..lnties. 
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TABLE 21 

Mig~ation and State of Birth: S. M. S . A. 

State of Birth 

Total native population 
Born in state of residence 
Dorn in different state 
Born in U. S. outlying area, 

at sea, etc. 
State of birth not reported 

Residence in 1955 

Population 5 years old 
and over, 1960 

Same he.use as in 1960 
Different house in U.S. 

Same county 
Different county 

Same state 
Different state 

Abroad 
Moved r e sidence in 1955 

not repo rte d 

Macomb 
County 

Number 

374,892 
286 , 776 

81,765 

1, 121 
5, 230_ 

342,228 
162,280 
172,637 
63,243 

109,394 
93,044 
16,350 
4,513 

2, 798 

·-~--~~~------ . 

Oakland 
County 

% Number % 

100.0 643,418 100.0 
77.6 447,207 71. 0 
22. 1 181 , 175 26.8 

o. 3 1, 767 0.2 
--- - 13 , 269 

100.0 597,533 100.0 
47.8 299, 178 50.7 
50.9 286, 095 48.5 
18.6 148,764 25 . 2 
32.2 137. 331 23.3 
27.4 102,672 17.4 

4. 8 34,659 5.9 
1. 3 5,093 o. 9 

' 
7,167 

) 

i-- i-
) • ·' .. ...... ---i--·- ,.._-- I' - ·+ ' , 1 I 

I I -

0 0 

City and County; 1960 

Wayne County City of Detroit 
Less Detroit Detroit SMSA 

Number % Number % Nurnbe.r % 

912,815 100. 0 1,468,431 100. 0 3,399,556 100. 0 
628,168 70. 5 873, 967 62 . 2 2,236,118 67 . 8 
260,428 29. 2 527,842 37.5 1,051,210 31. 9 

2,154 . 0.3 4, 348 0. 3 9,390 0. 3 
22,065 ---- 62,274 -- -- 102,838 

876,762 100.0 1,497,744 100.0 3,296,267 100.0 
450, 379 52 . 1 830,022 56.5 1, 741,859 53.7 
387, 067 44. 8 624,332 42.5 1,470,131 45. 3 
313,343 36 . 3 546, 134 37 . 7. 1,071,484 33. 0 

73, 724 8.5 78, 198 5. 3 398,647 12. 3 
31,507 3.6 28,363 1. 9 255,586 7.9 
42,217 4. 9 49,835 3. 4 143,061 4. 1 

8,215 l. 0 14,354 1. 0 32, 175 1. 0 

13, 101 29,036 52,102 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - J 
{ 

Rural Urban-Residence 

Throughout the United States rapidly increasing urbanization has be e n 

swallowing up rural areas more and more as time continues. Oakland County 

is a prime example of this widespread phenome na. As farms make way for 

new housing subdivisions, and farme:-s shift into other occupc.tions, the rural 
r 

t component of the population is melting rapidly. By 1960 the number of per-

sons living on farms in Oakla nd Ccunty h a.cl decline d from 19, 300 persor,s in 

1940 (Table 22) to 4, 833 persons in 1960. In fact thP. remaining rural popula-
,,--

L tion of Oakland in 1960 could be contained in one or two good sized n ew real 

L 
( 

estate subdivisions. During the 1960 - 70 decade the rural farm population 

doubtless will decline even further, and by 1980, with the e x ception of a f ew 

l ''gentleman" and special parpos-e farms, farm residence in Oakland County 

will have disappeared forever. 

;-1 Before rural nonfarm residence is discussed it should b e defined since 

1 its meaning is not as obvious as rural-farm residence. Ru.!'al nonfarm resi-

clence refers to places which have less than 2, 500 population and are net in-
' rl corporated. In other words, all of the hamlets, villages and unincorporated 

i 

l settlements are included in this category. This type of settlement pattern 

can come about in two ways. First, even in the most rural areas there are 

~J always village trading centers. Located at railroad stops and road junctions, 

j c·, 
they have been a.n essential part of the pattern of rural America. Oakland 

County contains a number of settlements of this nature and many of them have 

.J been declining ir;. size as they have lost their former function and as an auto-
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rr1obile owning people have turned to larger centers for shopping and recreation. 

At the same time other rural settleme nts are growing as they are pulled 

into the orbit of urbanization. People spill out of the cities to live on the 

f . _r1nge. Some of thern are wealthy or highly paid professional people with vis-

ions of a country estate in their mi:ids. Some are blue c ollar workers often 

of rural origin, who are looking for a little piece of land for a small farm, 

but their primary occupation is urban in nature. 

Thus two opposed trends are operating: one to reduce, one to increase 

the rural nonfarm population. This is readily apparent in Tc:.ble 22 when the 

data for the rural nonfarm population is analyzed. Betwee n 1940 and 1950 

the rural nonfarm population actually increased from 91, 642 in 1940 to 95, 795 

in 1950. However, between 1950 and 1960 the direction changed and the rural 

nonfarm population declined to 76, 336 persons. This decline in size of the 

rural nonfarm population must now be con;:>idered permanent. As more people 

flock to these rural non-farm areas, they will tend or.e by one to become more: 

dense, to incorporate, and to become urban in character. It is inevitable 

that urbanization will envelope all of Oakland County v..rithin the not too distant 

future. 

When soberly considered this is a fact of first importance in planning for 

the future. The entire County must be considered as a city. Not one city, of 

course, but as a collection of cities which have more in comn-10n than they 

suspect. Incorporations and annexations will tend to produce larger govern-

mental units, Higher population densities· will c ·reate urban problems. This 

is the obvious future of Oakland County . 
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Social and Economic Characteristics by Rural Urban Residence 1960 

Rural urban residence would be only a geographic classification without 

social meaning if the social and economic characteristics of people residing 

in these different areas were the same. Looking at these char3.cteristics 

(Tables 23 through 27) we see first that less than one percent of Oakiand 

·County's population lived on farms in ·1960. Thus it is established that from 

a purely numerical point of view the farm population is an insignificant pro-

portion of the total county. This isn't at all t:rue for the rural non-farm pop-

ulation for it is almost 12 percent of the total county population. The import-

ant aspect to examine then is whether the rural non-farm population differs 

from the urban portion of the population. 

It can be seen that there are some differences between the rural and ur-

ban population with regard to percentage of persons born in the United States. 

That is, the percent of foreign born is slight.ly higher in the urban population. 

There is little difference between the rural farm and the rural non-farm. 

This difference is just about what would be expected, but it isn't of any great 

significance because the percentage of foreign born is srnall anywhere in the 

county. 

Educational level does show large and important differences. Both meas-

ures of education, percent college gradu.ates, and median school yea;· completed, 

show the same thing: namely, that the rural farm population is not nearly as 

well educated as the urban population. This is to be expected, but the import-

ant point is that the rural -non-farm is just about the same as the urban popula-
.r 

tion with respect to education. 
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Looking at the labor force characteristics it is seen that much the same 

situation is to be found. That is, the rural farm population is sharply differ-

ent from the rural non-farm and the urban population, with respect to percent 

of the labor force engaged in professional occupations and percent of women 

working. Of course the major difference is found in the percent of farm own-

ers and farm lab ore rs in the lc:i,bor force. However, the important implica-

tion is the same as with education. 1 he pattern of family income distribution 

re-confirms and supports the contention that the rural population is different, 

and the rural farm and urban population are much alike. 

A common note has been struck in the review of the varioi.is indices of 

rural urban differences. Put simply, the rural non-farm population and the 

urban population seem to be very much the same, and the farm population has 

widely different characteristics. This fa.ct has a tiemendously important 

meaning for understanding Oakland County, preser1t and future. We have seen 

the rural farm population already comprises less than one percent of the 

County's population. Thus over 99 percent of the population of Oakland County 

is homogenous with respect to its salient social and economic characteristics. 

This means that the population is overwhelmingly urban already. It means 

that the demand for t;.rban concepts and standards of comrnunity service will 

intensify, particularly if even more urban people migrate to the County. Oak-

land County is not: going to become urban, it~ urban at least as far as the 

characteristics of its people are concerned. At the same time the great bulk 

of the land area is still low density rural or partly rura.1. The environment 

is bound to shape itself to conform to the population that inhabits it. The proc-
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c ess of creating this environment will be a challenge to planners and govern-

mental officials. This section on rural-urban residence constitutes an impor-

tant clue as to the general course of future action. 

TABLE 22 

Rural Farm and Non-Farm Residence, Oakland County: 1940, 1950, 1960 
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TABLE 23 

Family Income: Rural and Urban Population; Oakland County - 1960 

RURAL URBAN TOTAL 

Farm Non-Farm Total Rural • Urban County. 

Family Income in 1959 

All F a milies 1,266 18,595 19, 861 153,202 173,063 
Under $1, 000 86 418 504 3,482 3,986 
$1, 000 to $1, 999 99 601 700 4,783 5,483 
$2, 000 to $2, 999 158 738 896 5,525 6,421 
$3, 000 to $3, 999 103 980 1, 083 6,619 7,702 
$4, 000 to $4, 999 106 1, 376 1, 482 10,721 12,203 
$5, 000 to $5, 999 140 • 2,446 2,586 17,273 19,859 !I $6, 000 to $6, 999 122 2,245 2,36 7 17,810 20,177 
$7, 000 to $7, 999 63 1, 785 1,848 16, 724 18,572 ~ I 
$8, 000 to $8, 999 96 1, 473 1, 569 14,107 15, 676 ii 
$9, 000 to $9, 999 75 1, 192 1, 267 11, 812 13, 079 
$10, 000 and ove r 218 5, 341 5,559 44, 34 6 49 , 905 

Media n Income Families $5,579 $7,279 $7, 169 $7,620 $7, 576 
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TABLE 24: Major Occupation Group: Rural and Urban Population; Oakland County - 1960 

-
I I ·- I 6 iJ 

RURAL URBAN 

Farm Non-Farm Total Rural Urban 

Major Occupation Group 

Male, Employed 1, 439 18,822 20,261 154,465 
Professional, technical, and kindred workers 73 2, 510 2,583 24,675 
Farmers and farm managers 452 133 585 182 
Managers, officials and proprietors except farm 88 2,375 2,463 19,699 
Clerical and kindred workers ~;3 953 l, 006 1 0, 138 
Sales workers 40 1, 478 1, 518 15, 100 
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers 206 4,313 4, 519 33,800 
Operatives and kindred workers 248 4,522 4,770 33,539 
Private household workers 5 t.3 68 143 
Service workers except private household 41 733 774 6,301 
Farm laborers and. forernen 183 216 399 209 
Laborers, except farm and mine 22 758 780 5, 704 
Occupation not reported 28 768 796 4,975 

Female, employed 404 6,462 6,866 59, 269 
Professional, technical and kindred workers 53 1, 029 1, 082 9, 316 
Farmers and farm managers 4 4 8 40 
Manage rs, officials and proprietorti except :farm 9 232 241 1,999 
Clerical and kindred workers 99 1,867 1, 966 20,475 
Sales workers 64 598 662 6, 126 
Craft&men, foremen a nd kindred workers 5 85 90 706 
Operatives and kindred workers I 37 780 817 5,458 
Private household workers 34 594 628 4, 167 
Service workers, except private household 56 865 921 8, 242 
Farm laborers and foremen 31 12 43 59 
Laborers, except farm and mine 8 37 45 246 
Occupation not reported 4 359 363 2,435 

- .-. .~ - ------:--·--'·-......... ,. ~· , ... ..z. ...... ~p-- -------------·-~--··-

TOTAL 

County 

174,226 
27,258 

767 
22, 162 
11, 144 
16,618 
38, 319 
38,309 

211 
7, 075 

608 
6,484 
5, 771 

66, 135 
l 0, 398 

48 
2,240 

22,441 
6, 788 

796 
6,275 
4, 795 
9, 163 

102 
291 

2, 798 
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TABLE 25 

Social Characteristics: Rural and Urban Population; Oakland County 1960 

RURAL URBAN 

Farm Non-Farm Total Rural Urban 

Total Population 4,833 76,336 81, 169 609, 090 
Male 2,456 38,414 40,870 301, 510 
Female 2, 377 37,922 40,299 307,580 

Non- White Population 7 662 669 23,409 
Male 4 346 350 11, 223 
Female 3 316 319 12, 186 

Nativity and Parentage 
Native 4,598 72, 947 77,545 565,873 . . 

Native Parentage 3, 91 7 61,780 65,697 448, 310 
Foreign or Mixed Parentage 681 ll, 167 11, 848 117,563 

Foreign Born 235 3,389 3, 624 43,614 

Years of School Completed 
Persons 25 years and over 2,804 38,598 41,393 319,255 
Number School Years Completed 20 202 222 2,330 
Elementary: 1 - 4 years 80 920 1,000 8, 054 

5 - 6 years 121 1, 316 1,437 12, 731 
7 130 2,065 2, 195 14,614 
8 720 6, 096 6, 816 45,500 

High School: l - year.s 601 8, 477 9, 078 70,488 
4 723 11,338 12,061 94,705 

College: 1 - 3 years 282 4,075 4, 357 34,750 
4 or more 127 4,100 4,227 36,073 

Median School Years Completed 10.7 12.0 12. 0 

v · --- --.. ··-- ---

,,--... 

TOTAL 

County 

690,259 
342, 380 
347,879 

24,078 
11,573 
12,505 

643,418 
514,007 
129,411 
47,238 

360,648 
2,552 
9, 054 

14, 168 
16,809 
52,316 
79,566 

106,776 
39, 107 
40,300 
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TABLE 26 
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Social Characteristics: Rural and Urban Population; Oakland County 1960 

RURAL URBAN TOTAL 

Farm Non-Farm Total Rural Urban Coun!Y__ 

Employment Status 
Male 14 years old and over 1,807 24,705 26,512 J.94,037 220,549 
Labor force 1, 470 19,954 21,424 162,658 184,082 
Civilian labor force 1, 470 19,857 21,327 162,336 183,663 
Employed 1, 439 18,822 20,261 154,465 174, 726 

Unemployed 31 1, 035 1, 066 7,871 8,93 7 
Not in labor force 337 4, 751 5,088 31 , 429 36,517 

. 
F e male , 14 years olf and over 1, 753 24,774 26,527 205,34 8 231, 875 
L abor force 421 6,854 7' 2'!J7 63, 106 70,363 
Employed 404 6,462 6, 866 59, 269 66,135 

Une mployed 17 392 409 3 , 819 4,228 
Not in l a bor force 1, 332 17,920 19,252 142,260 161,512 
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TABLE 27 

Summary of Social and Economic Characteristics by Rural Urban Residence: 
Oakland County - 1 96 0 

RURAL 

Farm Non-Farm 

Percent of Total Population 
Residing in o. 7 11. 1 

Percent of Foreign Born 4.9 4 . 4 
Percent College Graduates 4. 5 10. 6 
Median School Year Completed 10. 7 12. l 
Percent Females 14 yea !'s old 

and over in Labor Force 24. 1 27.7 
Percent of 1v1a les 14 years old . 

and over, Professional 5. 1 13.3 
Percent of Male s 14 yea rs old 

a nd over, Farme r, F a rm Manager 
a nd Farm L abore r 44. 1 1. 9 

Media n F a mily Income $5,579 $7,279 

Percent Families w ith Income 
Ove r $10, 000 17.2 28. 7 

Pe!'ce".'lt Familie s with Income 
Unde r $3 , 000 27. 1 9 . 4 

v ·-- -- ·..L..-- -

Total Rural 

11. 8 
4.5 

10. 2 
12.0 

27.4 

12.7 

4.9 

$7, 169 

28. 0 

10.6 

URBAN 

Urban -

88 . 2 
7 . 2 

11. 3 
12 . 1 

30 . 7 

16.0 

0. 3 

$7,620 

28 . 9 

9 . 0 9 . 2 
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VOLUME I - Part 2 - K 

Place of Wor·k by Place of Residence .and Means of Transportation to Work 

Place-of Work by Place of Residence 

The relationship of place of work to place of residence has been the subject of 

much commer.t on the part of students of city life. In the early clays of s uburbaniza-

tion, about the time of World War I, the central city was thought of as the work place, 

and the suburbs were supposed to be mere dormitories. For many years commerce 

ci.nd industry have been decentralizing, and jots as well as residences have been 

developed outside the central city. However, little concrete data existed on the nature 

of the work-residence relationship until the 1960 census asked a question on place of 

work. Table 28 summarizes our exi~ting knowledge on this question. 

TABLE 28 

Place of Work by Place of Residence, by County 1960 

Residing In: 

Outside SMSA 

Macomb 

Oakland 

Wayne Outside Detroit 

City of Detroit 

Total 

Looking first at Oakland County it i.s seen that 162, 129 persons work in this county. 

Of this number 133. 480 or 82 percent live in Oakland County as well as . work there~ Of 

the 28, 649 persons who work in the county but do not live there, most (13, 115) live in 
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Detroit. About 5, 000 persons come into Oakland County from outside the SMSA, 

Macomb County and Wayne County outside of Detroit. 

About a quarter of a million persons (226, 891) who live in Oakland County are 

in the labor force. Of the aforementioned, 133, 480 persons or 59 percent work 

in the County in which they live, but 41 percent or 93, 411 persons go outside Oak-

land County to work. The most frequent work destination is the City of Detroit 

which employs 58, 382 or 63 pe~cent. Macomb County is the destination for 13, 574 

workers and Wayne County employs 16, 625 persons. Almost five thousand Oakland 

County workers leave the SMSA to work. 

L It should be noticed that in the net exchange Oakland County gains 28, 649 workers 

from outside the County, but loses 93, 411 for a new outflow of 64, 762 jobs. In a 

( sense Oakland County is more a place of residence than a place of work. However, 

this is relative, for the County ~:loes provide 162, 290 jobs. 

Looking at the other major political subdivisions in the SMSA we see that Macomb 

County has a net outflow of 24, 944 jobs, Wayne County outside Detroit bas a net out-

L flow of 47, 221 jobs, and the City of Detroit has a net influx of 137, 221 jobs. Thus 

Detroit is still the major workplace, but in eve1y instance the number of persons work-
t ., 

rL ing inside a county's boundaries is far greater than the number of persons who find 

L 
If we divide the total number of jobs available in each major political subdivision 

' 1 
l 

. ' 

it necessary to go outside the county boundaries to work, 

'L by the total number of persons who live there we get a work-residence rat:o which is 

an index of the area's self sufficiency and we find the following: 

L 
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TABLE 29 

Work/Residence Ratio. By Major Political Division 1960 

Macomb 

Oakland 

Wayne outside of Detroit 

City of Detroit 

Number of Jobs 
In Area 

105, 250 

162, 129 

467,623 

701, 135 

Number of W orke::rs 
Live in Area 

130, 194 

226, 891 

514, 844 

564,025 

81 

Jobs Per 
Worker 

.81 

.71 

.91 

1.24 

It is seen that Oakland County is the most residential because it has the lowest 

propo1tion of jobs per working pe r s on. Yet it is a very long way fr1m1 a purely resi-

dential place. It is too bad that data previous to 1960 do not exist, for the trend is 

important here. The chances are very great that time will see even more opportun-

ities migrating to the counties along with the persons who work at those jobs. 

Means of Transport2.tion to Work 

The material on means of transportation to work provides a vivid picture of de-

pendence on the automobile in the Detroit SMSA (Table 30). In the outlying counties 

public transportation was only a very minor factor in transporting people to work. In 

fact in Oakland and Macomb Counties feet were more often used than public transportation, 

for more people walked to work than rode on buses and trains. Only in the City of 

Detroit did public transportation have any real impact, and, at that, less than one-

quarter of the workers employed this means of travel to work. In both Oakland and 

Macomb Counties over 87 percent of the persons travelled to work by automobile. 

It is obvious there is a total commitment to automobile usage in the Detroit area. 

• 
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Whether this is a consequence of inadequate public trans[X>rtation or whether 

public transportation is inadequate because people do not support it, is impossible 

to say. Oakland County d::>es have one commuter line which only 1.750 persons took t') 

work in 1960. Since that time the patronage bas dwindled further, although the 

populati0n has grown greatly. Whether the standard of service on this line has been 

respcnsible for this downfall , or whether it was caused by other factors als') cannot 

be told. We only know that workers in Oakland County, at least these making the 

work trip from Pontiac and points South tu the C BO of Detroit had the opportunity to 

take a train to work. They did not take this opportunity. 

Automobile Availabil_gy 

Prior to 1960 the census did not ask about automobile availability . The question 

( 
\ now is asked in terms of availability rather than ownership, because today many persons 

~ 
,L 

drive company owP-ed cars or re.nt their automobiles. The pattern of automobile avail-

ability is much like the pattern of usage of the automobile for transportation to work. 

That is, automobile availability was almost universal in Oakland and Macomb Counties, 

L while Wayne County had a smaller proportion of households with automobiles available 

,rL and in the City of Detroit more than one in four households had ·no car available (Table 

30A). It should be recognized that Oakland and Macomb Counties, with only about 6 per-

l cent of the hol:.seholds without a.utomobiles available, represent a rather e:h.i:reme 

situation. After all, there are some people who are physically handicapped, extremely 

~l old, or bedridden. Clearly everyone else in Oakland and Macomb Counties is rolling 

1 
on wheels! 
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- c ' Multiple car availability was extensive, particularly i11 Oakland County where 

one-third of the households h2.d two ca rs c:.nd almost 4 percent hJ.d three or more 

cars. The time is coming - and soon - when Oakland County is going to average 

two cars per household • 
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TABLE 30 

Means of Transportation to Work by County 1960 

Means of Transportation 

Total 
Private Auto or Car Pool 
Railroad 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 
Walked to Work 
'Other Means 
Worked at Home 

Percent 

Total 
Private Auto or Car Pool 
Railroad 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 
Walked to Work 
Other Means 
Worked at Home 

v -·-- ....... --·- -

Detroit 
SMSA 

1,245,851 
965, 945 

2, 139 

161,469 
73,390 
21,037 
21,871 

100.0 
77. 4 

0.2 

13. 0 
5.9 
1. 7 
1. 8 

Macomb 
County 

130,162 
113,919 

22 
-------

4,354 
6,087 
2,767 
3, 013 

100.0 
87.5 

3. 3 
4. 7 
2. 1 
2. 3 

Oakland · 
County 

227,945 
98,760 

1,752 
-------

6,332 
10,809 
5,339 
4 , 953 

100.0 
87.2 

0.8 
---
2.8 
4. 7 
2.3 
2. 2 

Wayne Co . City of 
Less Detroit Detroit 

325,071 562,673 
273,385 379,881 

126 239 
--- ---- -------

22, 117 128,666 
18,203 38,291 
5,739 7, 192 
5,501 8,404 

100. 0 100. 0 
84. 1 67.5 

----- ---- -
6. 8 22.9 
5. 6 6 . 8 
1. 8 1. 3 
1. 7 1. 5 
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TABLE 30 A 

AubomC''")iles Available by County: 1960 

Automobiles Available 

1 
2 
3 or tnore 
None 

Total 

Percent 

Automobiles Available 

1 
2 
3 or more 
None 

Total 

-,,..------ · ~- ---·- --

Detroit 
SMSA 

622,940 
242,316 

29,228 
186, 137 

1,080,621 

57. 7 
22.4 

2. 7 
17.2 

100.0 

1v1acomb 
County 

68,676 
29, 170 

3,552 
5,613 

107,011 

64.2 
27. 3 
3.3 
5.2 

100.0 

Oaklarrl 
County 

106,036 
63,479 

7, 078 
12,405 

188,998 

56. 1 
33.6 

3. 7 
6.6 

100.0 

Wayne Co. City of 
Less Detroit Detroit 

167,434 280,794 
69,753 79,914 

7,486 11, 112 
25, 102 143,017 

269,, 595 514,837 

62. l 54.5 
25 . 8 15.5 
2.8 2.2 
9 . 3 27 . 7 

100.0 100.0 

00 
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VOLUME I PART 2 - L 

Country of Origin 

In the recent past a very irnportant aspect of urban life was the ethnic 

i 
~J 

background of the fore i gn born population. One of the most colorful features 

of central cities was , and to a limited e x tent still is, the distinctive ethnic 

communities of Italians, Poliah, Jewish, and others. 

~ Oakland County :ias no such. distinguishing feature. Although there were 

L 47, 238 persons of foreign origin living in the C0unty ir1 1960 , over half or 

24, 014 reported English as their rnothe r tongue which means they came from 
,--

L cultures not too different from the United States. Thus, Oakland County has 

L 
( 

just a sprinkling of "ethnic flavor " , not concentrated sufficiently in any one 

spot to denote any ethnic community. 
\ . 

1 One of the processes of l.lrban life has been the exodus tu the S1.!burbs of 

the children of the foreign born. Oakland County is no exception for if we 

,J look at Table 31 we see that in 1960, 176, 649 persons were of foreign stock 

1 (47, 238 foreig n born and the remainder children with at least one foreign born 

parent). However, again we must discount at least the~ 57, 126 persons of 
f ,-1 Canadian origin for althcugh they are technically of foreign origin they really 

l 
should not be considered "ethnic " in the sense that they have roots in a greatly 

different culture background. 

,--1 The most common foreign cultural background in Oakland County is Germ.an, 

followed by Polish, with U . S.S.R. third. This later group is a mixture of 

J 
( 

Jewish persons born in Russia, as well as Russians of the Christian faith. 

.J 

~~ 
J 
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T!'lis is in contrast to Macomb County ·.vherP. Polish, German and Italian 
( 

groups, in that order, are the largest in size, and Wayne Cot:nty, "vhere the 

Polish group is p:redominant followed by the Gerrnans and Italians. Thus, 

Oakland i.s different chiefly in that Germans out number the Polish, and 

Russian stock excP,eds Italian stock. However, the largest group, the Ge:rmans, 

comprise only 2% of the County's population, so that we are talking about 

J minorities of persons. 

Perhaps it is more proper to chara.-:terize Oakland County as a place where 

the ethnic group has disappeared, or is fast disappearing. Thus, Oakland 

County differs from the traditional conception of a city in this respect. 

However, in thinking of the futur e, cities will all be almost devoid of foreign 

born persons. Thus in this respect Oakland County, if it might not have ful-

~ ( filled past ur b an conceptions, will certainly be in accord with future urban 

trends. 
I 
I I 

1 
L 
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TABLE 31: Country of Origin of the Foreign Stock: Metropolitan, County, City of Detroit; 1960 

Detroit Macomb Oakland W3.yne City of 
S.M.S.A. County County County Detroit 

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN 

j 
Total Foreign Stock 1,133,986 124,529 176,649 832,808 537,446 I 

l United Kingdom 114, 466 9,682 25,813 78,971 46,493 

J 
Ireland (Eire) 21,589 1,395 3,174 17, 020 11, 604 
Norway 6,337 495 1, 711 4, 131 2,349 
Sweden 13,289 1, 059 3,654 8,576 5,338 
Denmark 5, 360 482 1,627 3, 251 1,839 
Netherlands 7,676 1,330 1,858 4,488 2,876 
Switzerland 3,520 459 788 2,273 1, 449 
France 7,445 949 1, 153 5,343 3, 412 
Germany 115, 059 17,088 ,17. 013 80,958 54,256 
Poland 190,997 18,119 14,741 158, 137 106,739 
Czechoslovakia 19,141 2,275 2,366 14,500 8,888 
Austria 28, 123 3, 351 3,765 21,007 13,251 
Hur.gary 32,582 2,451 2,879 27,252 14,202 
Yugoslavia 20,435 2,852 2,394 15,189 9,873 
U.S.S. R. 55,480 2, 797 10,254 42,429 33, 142 
Lithuania 13,581 779 1,548 11, 254 8, 116 
Finland 13,118 915 2,987 9, 216 5,741 
Rumania 12, 054 1, 145 1, 913 8,991 5,788 
Greece 13,262 789 1,510 10, 963 7,489 
Italy 95,077 16,302 7, 734 . 71, 041 47,689 
Portugal 416 

I 
20 63 333 177 

Other Europe 32,552 6,461 2,652 23,439 16, 720 , 
27,644 1,824 3, 169 22,651 15,498 Asia 

Canada 256, 707 29, :331 57, 126 170, 25.0 98,803 
Mexico 11,731 443 1, 773 9,515 7,276 
Other America 5, 650 460 650 4,540 3,526 
All Other 2, 2:9 6 242 546 1,508 873 
Not Reported 8, 399 1,034 1,783 5,582 4,039 

-~------;~ .. ~, ~ GP~~-
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VOLUME I PART 2 M 

Up to this point this study has been concerned with people, their social and 

economic characteristics, their comings and goings, their way of life. Closely 

associated with thefr way of life are the homes in which they live. This part 

of the study will examine their housing. Several things should be kept in mind. 

First, although individuals and families may move in a relatively short span 

of tirn.e, their housing is much less mobile. It is literally rooted to the ground, 

and once it is built it stays in place at least 40 years, and perhaps much longer. 

Thus we discuss 1960 census data concerning pe ople with the full realization 

that the lap8e o{ even a few years has brought many changes in population 

characteristics. However, when we discuss the 1960 housing character-

istics of Oakland County we know that while some changes hav~ take:i place, 

the housing stock has largely t'-1.e same characteristics that it had a few years 

ago. Further, that it will continue to have the same basic characteristics for 

many years in the future. Once an area is commhted to a particular type of 

housing, its basic character will remain the same or change very slowly over 

a period of time. I 

'1 

A careful inventory of the housing supply in the County can provide much 

knowledge of predictive utility in planning the County's future. Therefore, 

as each aspect of housing is analyzed here it should be borne in mind that 

this is the vital heart of Oakland County, and that a description of the resi-

dential housing is a map of the County's present and future. 
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VOLUME I PART 2 M 1 

Tenure 
( > 

Looking at the historical trend (Table 32) we see that horr.e ownership i~ 

increasing very rapidly in Oakland County. In 1960 the percentage of home 

ownership (83 percent) was extremely high and is an index of the high economic 

level of the county as well as an important index to the basic character of the 

County. The high level of home ownership implies a great deal of stability 

which is particularly important as 02.kland County heads towards further 

urbanization and in general 2..dopts city-like characteristics. It will become 

even more crucial as Oakland County heads towards further urbanization. 

~ 
i 

If Oakland County becomes a. "City of the Future" , one of the important 

ways it will differ from pai:t or existing cities is that it will be a city where 

L alm0st everyone owns his home. This 3.lone is sufficient to insure its being 
,· 

L 
markedly different from cities in the past. 

Table 33 compares the tenure characteristics with the other rn.ajor 

political subdivisions of the SMSA. We see that all areas increased with re-

spect to home ownership. Each area increased about the same proportion 

1 between 1950 and 1960, about 5 or 6 percent. In fact by 1960 the proportion 

. rl of home ownership was extremely high everywhere in-' the Detroit SMSA, in-

eluding the unusually high proportion in the central city. It is no wonder 

l that the five years since 1960 have seen the construction of large numbers of 

,-l apartments all over the S~1SA. Since there are always some people who pre- ) 

fer to rent, it is obvious that by 1960 rental units were relatively scarce any-

J where in the Detroit SMSA. Hence the current wave of apartment building. 

( ' It is probable that even more apartment building will occur in the future, and 

.J 
II 

;_J 
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that 1960 saw close to the peak in proportion of home ownership anywhere 

in the Detroit area. 

TABLE 32 

TENURE: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1940, 1950, 1960 

Total Occupied 
Dwelling Units 1940 1950 1960 

Owner Occupied 61. 0 77. 8 83.3 

Renter Occupied 39.0 22.2 16. 7 

I 

L 
I 

rl 
L 

j 
( 
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TABLE 33 

Housing Characteristics: Detroit Standard Metropolitan Area; 1950 and 1960 

TENURE 

Detroit Macomb Oakland Wayne 
SMSA County County Les s Detroit 

1950 

Occupied DweHing Units 828, 832 49,465 109,239 157,714 

Owner Occupied 512,510 40 , 044 84,981 111, 172 

Renter Occupfod 316,322 9,421 21,258 46,542 

• 
Percent Owner Occupied 61. 8 81. 0 77. 8 70. 5 

1960 -
Occupied Dwelling Units 1,080,220 196, 644 188,908 269, 381 

Owner Occupied 767,365 91,941 157,377 218,540 

Renter Occupied 312,855 14,703 31,531 51,291 

Percent Owner Occupie._d 71. 0 86 . 2 83. 3 76 . 5 

v ----..L---·-- . - . ----- -

City of 
Detroit 

512,414 

276;313 

236, 101 

53.9 

514,837 

299,507 

215,330 

. 58. 2 
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Age of Structure 
r ( 

One of the really crucial housing questions is the age of the structure. 

Give:i the prevailing ~ocial attitude of discarding the old for the new, older 

dwelling units, with rare exceptions, can be expected to decrease in value 

with the passage of time. .Also the great technological improvements in 

housing create a certain obsol~scence, and will doubtless continue to do so 

in the future. If a house is older than thirty years, unless extensive modern-

izing and renovation has taken piace, it is subject to a questionable future. As 

or 1960 about 24 percent or 48, 000 dwelling W\its (Table 34) were over thirty 

years old. At the so.me time almost hali (47 percent) of Wayne County's 

dwelling units were this old. Haus mg in Macomb County was conside:;:ably 

newer with only 16 pe:r:cent of its dwelling units in this category. 

Looking even farther into the past (Table 34) the 1950 census showed that 

about 20, 000 dwelling units, d!: leas: as of 1950 were built before 1919, and 

were at least 40 years old. It should be noted that the 1960 census showed 

48, 133 dwelling units in Oakland County built before 192 9, while in 1950 

5i, 610 dwelling units were recorded as being this old.. Evidently about 3, 000 
., 

were demolished or otherwise eliminated between 1950 and 1960. 

Up to now the discussion has concerned itself with the older dwelling units, 

the implication being that contemplation of conservation and renewal of e:x-

isting structures are not out of place in Oakland County. While the problem > 
is not of the magnitude that it is in Wayne County, it certainly is the 

legitimate object of scrutiny and thought. 

However, Oakland County is not primarily a place where ancient housing 

l 
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is a critical problem. Almost half (45 percent) of the housing in Oakland 

t 

I-
Ccunty has been built since 1950. this compares with almost 60 percent 

in Macon1b County and only 2 1 percent iE Wayne County. Surely then the 

~ - general environment of Oakland County is on-:: of almost new housing. The 

extensive building after 1960 has serve d to further enhance the newness of 

the County's housing supply. Thus it can be seen that while or. one hand the 

county has the feature of newn~ss it also has sorne old housing that shm.~ ld be 

examined carefully and watched for signs of deterioration. 

Condition and Plumbing 

The physical condition of its housing stock is an important factor in the 

assessment of any county's environment. Deteriorating o'-· diiapidated 

structures can be compared to the proverbial bad apples that ruin the rest of 
( 
l 

I 

~ 
the apples. Proverbs aren't usually as apt as this one. Decaying houses do 

drag down a neighborhood. Oakland County, despite its general high level of 

J income and high housing standards, is not without its bad apples. In 1960, 

Oakland County cor.tained 21, 220 dwelli ng units, or about 10 percent of all 

L dwelling units, which were classified as deteriorating or dilapidated. This 

rL was about the same proportion as the other counties in the SMSA. In addition, 

L 
of the dwelling units classified as sound, 3, 822 lacked plumbing and another 

1, 055 lacked hot water. Taken altogether then, there were 26, 097 dwelling 
t 1 . l 

~l 
> nnits in the county which were substandard for one reason or another. The 

locations of these substandard dwelling units will be examined in a later 

l section ( ), but the very fact that they exist should be a matter of concern. 

( , 
.1 

l ,--
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TABLE 34 

/ . Housing Characteristics De troit Standa rd Metropolitan Area; 195 C 
~ 

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT 

Detroit Macomb Oakland Wayne 
SMA County County County 

\ - *Year Built 1950 

Number Reporting 827,690 50,670 113, 200 663,820 
1945 or later 111,165 12, 495 25,985 72,685 
1940 to 1944 103,000 9, 530 16, 350 77, 120 
1930tol939 112,810 10,265 19, 255 83, 290 

L 1920 to 1929 264,365 9, 215 31,765 223,285 
i 1919 or earlier 236,350 9, 165 19, 845 207, 340 I 
I 

L *Year Built 1950 

r' Number Reporting 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

L 1949 or later 13.4 24.7 23.0 10.9 
1940 to 1944 12.4 18.8 14. 4 11. 6 
1930 to 19-39 13. 6 20.3 17 . 0 12.5 

L 1920 to 1929 31. 9 18. 2 28. 1 33.7 
r' ( 1919 or earlier 28.6 18. 1 17.5 31. 2 

L *Year Structure Built 

All Units l, 153, 001 113, 337 204,634 835,030 

J 1959 to March 1960 32, 702 8,607 8,749 15,346 
1955 to 1958 134,960 29, 830 39, 047 66,083 
1950 to 1954 173, 311 26, 469 45, 113 101, 729 

l 1940 to 1949 203,660 20, 411 40,949 142,300 
1930 to 1939 149,296 9, 961 22,643 116, 692 
1919 or earlier 459,072 18, 059 48, 133 392,880 , ~ 

rl *Year Structure Built 
I i 

All Un.its 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 
·l 

l i 
• I 

1959 to March 1960 2. 8 7.6 4.3 1. 8 ! 
1955 to 1958 11. 7 26.3 19. 1 7.9 > r-l 1950 to 1954 15. 0 23.4 22.0 12.2 
1940 to 1949 17. 7 18.0 20.0 17.0 
1930 to 1939 12. 9 8.8 11. 1 14.0 

_l 
19.29 or earlier 2-9. 8 15.9 23.5 47.0 

r ( , 
.l 
J r 
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TABLE 35 

Housing Characteristics Detroit SMSA - 1960 

Condition, Plumbing 

Detroit Macomb 
S.M.S.A. County 

CONDITION AND PLUMBING 

All Units 1, 153, 001 113,337 
Sound 1,028,117 104,509 

With All Plumbing Fa.cilities 1,002,896 102,614 
Lacking Only Hot Water 2,840 423 
Lacking Other Plumbing Facilities 22, 381 1, 472 

Deteriorating 99, 2q9 6,558 
With All Plumbing Facilities • 85,840 5,242 
Lacking Only H ot Water 1, 691 259 
Lacking Other Plumbing Facilities 11,768 1, 057 

Dilapidated 25,585 2,270 

CONDITION AND PLUMBING PERCENTAGE 

All Units 
Sound 89.2 92 .. 2 

With All Plumbing Facilities 97.5 98.2 
Lacking Only H ot Water 0. 3 0.4 
Lacking Other Plumbing Facilities. 2.2 1. 4 

Dete riorating 8.6 5.8 
With All Plumbing Facilities 86.4 79. 9 
L a cking Only H ot Water 1. 7 3.9 
Lacking Other P lumbing Facilities 11. 9 16. 1 

Dela pida ted ?. . 2 2. 0 

, .. ·-·-- .. - ·~· -v ____ _.! __ _ 

) I .., r I 11 I ~ 
,-

Oakland Wayne 
County County 

204,634 835,030 
183,414 740,194 
178,537 721, 745 

1, 055 1, 362 
3,822 17,087 

16,195 76,546 
13,357 67,241 

567 865 
2, 271 8,440 
5,025 18,290 

89. 6 
97. 3 

0. 6 
2. 1 
7.9 

82 . 5 
3. 5 

14. 0 
2. 5 
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VOLUME I PART - M 2 

Type of Structure 

What is the most g e ner-al thing that can be said about Oakla nd County? 

Jn 1960 about 90 p e re:ent of the County' s households live d in single fa m ily 
(Table 36). 

homes /\This fact is extremely important in unde rstanding the social fabric 

of the County. Cities of great siz e have always been compos e d lar ge ly of 

apart:rnents, with single family homes comprising some small part of the 

total housing stock of the City. However it has been the n1ultiple structure 

which has characterized the city , and provide d its e ssential fla v or . It is the 

very lack of multiple structures which has retarded our thinking of O a kland 

County (and all the courities like it) as an area w hich is really urban. This 

is the future city, single family ow nership, low density (by past standards), 

extensive us e of automobile transpo rtation, Cl.nd a pattern of commercial and 

industrial land uses that comprise the low density con1munity. Once an out-

lying area becomes sufficiently ." city-like " it will b e gin to attract more 

multiple dwelling units. This is taking place in Oakland County now . How-

ever, the fact that Oakland County had initially and primarily a single family 

residential pattern will for a very long time be the pr e dorninant factor ir.. 

determining its g row th, just as the opposite factor, e x iste nce of primarily 

multiple dwelling unit structures, has l a rgely determined the pattern of 

central city growth. 

Another factor related to type of structure is the number of rooms per 

dwelling unit (Table 37) . . Oakland County has the largest dwelling units with 

a median room number of 5. 3 compared with 5. 1 for Macomb County and 5. 1 

• 
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> 
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for Wayne County. Although this does not appear to be much of a difference, 

if it is exp1·esse:d in percentages of d·.velling units over six rooms in size we 

see that Oakland County has 19 per cent over six rooms, Macomb C ouni..y 12 

per cent and Wayne County 15 per cent. Larger heme sizes mean an attract-

ion of larger sized families to Oakland County providing they can afford the 

additional cost. 

TABLE 36 

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS DETROIT S.M.S.A . 1960 

TYPE STRUCTURE 

~ 
L ( r 

Detroit Macomb Oakland Wayne 
SMSA County County County 

TYPE STRUCTURE 

ALL UNITS l, 152, 941 113,331 204,629 834. 981 
1 Detached . 808, 308 10 l, 889 179,417 527, 002 

L 1 Attached . 55,654 2,956 6, 154 46,544 
2 125, 742 2, 796 5,819 117, 12.7 
3 and 4 41, 286 l, 801 3,990 35,495 

rt 5 or ~lore 115,300 2,303 7, 041 105, 956 
Trailer 

On Perm. Foundation 168 26 71 71 

L Mobile 6,483 l, 560 2, 13 7 2,786 

TYPE STRUCTURE - PERCENT 
I rL ALL UNITS 

1 Detached 70. 1 89.9 87.7 63. 1 

l 
rt 

1 Attached 4.8 2.6 3.0 5.6 '·i 
I I 

2 10.9 2.5 2.8 14. 0 i 
3 and 4 3.7 1. 6 1. 9 4. 3 > 5 or more 10.0 2.0 3.4 12.7 

On Perm. Foundation 
Mobile 0. 6 1. 4 1. l 0.3 

J I: 
( 

.J I ! 
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TABLE 37 

Housing Characteristics De troit S. M . S. A . 1960 

NUMBER OF ROOMS 

Detroit Macomb Oakla nd W a yne 
SMSA County C ounty County 

ALL UNITS 1,153,001 113, 337 204,634 835,030 

1 Room 24,197 695 1,530 21, 972 
2 Rooms 33,344 l, 484 3, 371 28,489 
3 Rooms 83,800 4, 824 10,558 68,418 
4 Rooms 172,477 19, 310 33 , 678 119,489 
5 Rooms 399,650 51,025 . 66, 316 282, 309 
6 Rooms 264,810 22, 826 49, 004 192, 980 
7 Rooms 101,650 8,426 23,420 69, 804 
8 Rooms or M o re 73,073 4, 747 16, 757 51 , 569 
MEDIAN 5.2 5. 1 5.3 5. 1 

( 
f. 

\ ALL UNITS I 

~ 
t 

1 Room 2. 1 o. 6 0. 7 2. 6 
2 Rooms 2.9 1. 3 i. 6 3.4 

J 3 Rooms 7. 3 4.3 5.2 8.2 
4 Rooms 15.0 17.0 16.5 14. 3 
5 Rooms 34.7 45 . 0 32.4 33.8 

L 6 Rooms 23.0 20. 1 23.9 23. 1 
7 Rool'lls 8.8 7.4 11. 4 8.4 
8 Rooms or More 6. 3 4. 2 8.2 6.2 

r l , MEDIAN 5.2 3. l 5.3 5. l 
' ! 
I 
I 
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VO LUME I PART 2 M - 3 

( 

Year Moved Into Dwelling Unit 

It has been saici that a farnily moves once in seven years on the ave1·age. 

Or put another way, nne-seventh of the families in the U. S. move every year. 

The Detroit SMSA fits this generalization very nicely. Just about one~seventh 

of the families did move during 1960. Thus the SMSA was experiencing just 

·L 
J-

about the expected rate of movement. Appar;;ntly ceaseiess n1ob:.lity is a 

feature of the American social landscape which must be accepted. 

There was little difference between Oakland a.nd Macomb Counties with i - e -

~ spect to either owner or renter movec1ents. (Table 38). Wayne County was 
I 

different in that both owners and renters moved less often. Of course this 

L table shows the result of m.overnent. Since most of the residential movement 

L is a drift to Oakland and Wiacomb Counties from Wayne County, it follows 

that the distribution of households in Wayne County by year moved into present 

) dwelling unit would show less movement simply bec3.use the n10vers are shown 

l as having moved into the other two counties. 

. Further realization as to the extent of movement c~_n be gained from look-

f't ing at the proportions of persons who had lived for more than 20 years in 

l 
their present dwelling unit. For Oakland and Macomb Counties the figure is 

less than 10 percent and for Wayne County it is less than 15 percent. Among 

~1 renters, of course, i.t was less than 3 percent. In view of this it is not sur-

f 
( 

prising that planners and civic administraters are faced with the constant 

problem of seeking community maintenance in the wake of highly mobile 

.l 
,J 

~ 
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populations. The family that moves into a home with the expectation of 

living there all of its life is uncom!"non, and the reality of living in one place 

during the whole family cycle is even more uncommon. Our residential 

neighborhoods are built with the implicit assumption that the family who 

moves in will stay a while - - a long while. In reality the in and out movers 

out number by far the pern1anent or reasonably perrna.nent stayers. Perhaps 

if we frankly acknowledge that the American family is on the go and will re-
L 

main on the go, our thinking can be reoreinted toward~ planning communities 

L that are less vulnerable to the consequence·s of constant residential movement. 
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VOLUME I PART?. M - 4 

Rental and Value of Home 

Rent paid for rented dwelling units and vake of owner occupied dv1elling 

units are highly correlated with income and other eccnornic indices. 

I 
I Analysis of these economic indices usually does not add anything new. How-
1-

ever, in this particular ca.se a comparison between the counties of both value 

of home and rental yields an additional insight into the composition of the 

population. 

It will be noticed (Table 39) that the median value of homes is higher in 

Macomb County than it is .in Oakland or Wayne. Yet when the perce!1t dis -

l 
tribution is examined it is seen that in Macomb County only 5 percent of the 

J- ( 
.owner occupied dwelling units have a value over $25, 000 whe1·eas in Oakland. 

I 

I_ County 15 percent, are in tbe higher value group. The answer lies in the fact 

that the housing in Macomb County is far mor.; homogeneous than it is in Oak-
1 __ L 

land County. That is, houses in Macomb County tend to be more alike in 

I terms of their cash value. Correspondingly housing in Oakland County en-
L 

compasses more of a r a nge. There are cheaper and poorer homes, and there 
I ., rL are far more expensive homes in Oakland County than in Macomb County. 

1 Thus a potential new resident of Oakland County has much more of a range 
I 

~1 

of selection than he does in Macomb County. 

Although it not need necessarily follow, the same thing is true with regard 

' 

> 

1 
( -

to rental dwelling units. The median rent is slightly higher in Macomb County 

compared with Oaklan~ County, but Oakland has over four times as many 

.J 

J ,-
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dwelling units renting for over $150 per month. Thus selection of a place to 

rent involves a wider choice i.n Oakla1id County. This has the effect of 

strengthening the urban nature of Oakland County since i.t w ill attract a more 

heterogeneous population because of the larger range of choices available. 
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I TABLE 39: ' RENT AND VALUE, OAKLAND COUNTY: 1960 

I Detroit ---------COUNTIES---------- Detroit -------COUNTIES---------
SMSA Macomb Oakland Wayne SMSA Macomb Oakland Wayne 

Value -
OWNEROCCUPIED 704,083 86,630 149,516 467,937 704,083 86,630 149,516 467,937 

Less than $5, 000 14, 239 1, 417 3, 338 9, 484 2. 0 1. 6 2. 2 2. 0 
$5,000to$7,400 50,691 4,511 10,158 36,022 7.1 5.2 6.7 7.6 
$7,500to$9,900 99,228 9,998 19,887 69,343 14.0 11.6 13.4 14.9 
$10, 000 to $12, 400 145, 148 16, 343 27, 848 100, 957 20. 8 18. 9 18. 7 21. 7 
$12,500to$14,900 131,772 16,049 23,543 92,180 18. 9 18 . 6 15.8 19. 7 
$15,000to$17,400 102,984 16,423 17,079 69,482 14.7 19. 0 11.5 14. 9 
$17,500to$19,900 60,241 10,292 11,729 38,220 8.5 11.8 7.8 8.2 'I 

$20,000to$24,900 48,386 7,570 13,328 27,388 6.8 8.7 8.9 5.8 fi 
$25,000to$34,900 32,275 3,169 13,295 15,811 4.5 3.6 8.8 3.3 I 
$35,000orMore 19,219 858 9,311 9,050 2.7 l.O 6.2 1.9 ~ 
MEDIAN DOLLARS 13,300 14,200 13,900. 13,000 100 . 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I 

I 
Gross Rent I' 

RENTEROCCUPIED 312 , 621 14,578 31,406 266,637 312,621 14,578 31,406 266,637 It 
Less than $20 379 7 8 364 . 7 ----- ----- ----- - I 
$20 to $29 3, 257 36 109 3, 112 1. 0 ----- ----- 1.1 f 
$30to$39 9,201 162 411 8,622 2.9 i.1 i.o 3.2 Ir 
$40 to $49 15, 898 359 929 14, 610 5. 0 2. 4 2. 9 5. 4 11 
$50to$59 21,102 684 1;887 24,531 8.6 4.6 6.o 9.2 I 
$60to$69 46,567 1,209 3,556 41,802 14.8 8 . 2 11.5 15.7 ' 
$70 to $79 50, 066 2, 019 3, 72 1 44, 326 16. l 14. 0 12. 0 16. 8 
$80 to $99 76, 700 ~· 996 7, 100 65, 604 24. 5 27. 6 22 . 8 24. 8 
$100to$119 41,767 2,903 5,502 33,362 13.3 21.l 17.7 12.5 
$120to$149 20,157 1,631 3,834 14,692 6.4 11.l 12. 4 5.5 . 
$150to$199 6,254 464 1,747 4,043 2.0 3.1 5. 5 l.!:i 'I 
$200orMore 2,144 40 458 l,6 4Ci . 6 .5 1.4 .6 ! 
NO CASH RENT 13,129 1,068 2,138 9,923 4.1 7. 3 6 . 8 3.'l' !i Ii 

MEDIAN DOLLARS 79 92 90 78 100. C 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 rl 
' " ..,. I t 

0 ' l UI L: 
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VOLUME 1 PART 2 M 5 

Density_ 

Density or persons per unit of land is one of the most important indices 

used in understanding the nature of the society we are examining. Rural 

areas are characterized by low densities of 100 persons pt!r square mile or 

· less, while completely urbanized areas usually !"'Ll.Il from 1000 pe:rsons per 

square mile to densities of ten or twenty or even forty or fifty thousand 

persons per square mile. Areas with a density of between 100 to 1000 pe:;.·sons 

per square rnile can be considered transitional or in various stages of th e 

urbani?.ing process. 

While density is an important index of urbanization, it is not a very sen-

sitive index. for the density is dependent on topography as well as other geo-

graphic and man made features. For example, the residential density of an 

area devoted largely to manufacturing is very low yet this is thoroughly urban-

ized land. Net residential density, or the number of persons per square mile 

of land which is avo.ilable for residential purposes is a much more critical and 

sensitive measure, but unfortunately it is rarely available. However, the 

rough index of persons per square mile of total area is satisfactory for making 

broad comparisons. 

Looking at the density of Oakland County over the years, in Table 40 it is 

seen that even by 1960 the average density was not :'ligh eno11gh to be considered 

urban. Clearly there must be vast tracts of uninhabited or largely rural land 

and much population capacity is still unused. This is one of the key points in 

the entire study. Oakland County is nowhere near its capacity to absorb 
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population. Growth still can turn in almost any direction. Potential future 

growth and settlement patterns still can be altered and modified. 

Density 1%0 

The accompanying figure and Table 41 indicate the wide range of densities 

existing in Oakland County in 1960. The range extends from Groveland Town-

ship, with the lc::ast density (36 persons per square mile} to about 12, 000 per-

sons per square mile in downtown Pontiac. If the entire county had a density 

as small as Groveland Towns!i.ip it would contain only 324, 000 persons (about 

the. same as its population in 1950} ar.d if it had as great a density as foe city 

of Detroit it would have a population of 10, 600, 000 persons, or more people 

than live in any SMSA save New Yr-k. This great range of densities i3 an 

index to the heterogeneous nature of Oakland County and to the wide range of 

living conditions to be found within its borders. 

Comparing Oakland with the other rnajor geographic areas in the Detroit 

SMSA it is seen that it has the lowest density. (Table 41) The city of Detroit 

is 15 times as densely settled as Oakland County, yet its population is only 

slightly over twice as large. The der.sity of the total Detroit SMSA is two and 

one half times as great as Oakland County; again illustrating the growth po-

tential of Oakland County. 

Density B y Minor Civil Divisions 

The highest level of density is to be found in the South East portion of the 

county lying near Woodward Avenue from Maple Road to Eight Mile Road. A 

second area of density radiates out from the center of Pontiac. These two 

centers of density would lie in an unbroken line, if the very high income 
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Bloomfield Hi.lls area, with its estates and very large building lots did not 
( . 

intervene between Quarton Road and Pontiac. 

By and large the density even in the densest portion is not very high by 

urban standards. Yet the density which presently exists in this W o o dward 

corridor is undoubtedly highe r than the density w hich will develop in the 

future as new communities grow. This is because the building standards (in 

terms of lot size, amount of land d e voted to ;i.ncillary uses, such as streets, 

~ 
recreational space, shopping c e nters etc.), tend to be greater as the level of 

• l living continues to rise. 

L While lower densities have been an ideal of urban planners they can b e come 

a two edged sword. Conseque1~tly services such as sewe rs, water, public 

L transportation, utilities, 2.s well as recreational and shopping facilities, be-
f 
I 

L 
come expensive and relatively inefficient where the residential pattern is too 

difuse. 

_l The still cpen spaces cf Oakland County provide a stimulating challenge in 

terms of the possibility of bettering the physical envircnment. And the 

1 challenge is great. A glance at Figure 5 reveals that the greater portion of 
-, 

:-1 the county is still undeveloped. How this development is handled will be an 

important factor in det"!rmining the future environment of this county. 

J Density is so important for understanding both the present and the future 

,-J that a detailed analysis is in order. Density classifications have beer. grouped 

and examined for generalized characteristics. 

J 
I ' 

The groups are as follows: 

( 

.J 
Group I (densities from l 0, 000 - 12, 000 per square mile.) 

1 · 
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Berkley (tract 18) 

Hazel Park (tracts 5, 6, 7) 

Pontiac (tracts 93, 98) 

Royal Oak City (tract 26) 

R oya l Oak Township (tract 11) 

Group II (densities fr om 8, 000 to 9, 999 per square mile) 

Berkley (tract 17) 

Birmingham (tract 29) 

Ferndale (tracts C, 9, 10) 

Ma dis on Heights (tract 3) 

Oak Park (fract 14) 

Pontiac (tracts 90, 94) 

Royal Oak City (tract 25) 

Group III (densities from 6, 000 - 7, 999 per square mile) 

Birmihgham (tract 31) 

Clawson {tract 27) 

Ferndale (tract 8) 

Hazel Park (tract 4) 

Madison Heights (tracts 2, 3) 

Oak Park (tract 13) 

Pleasant Ridge (tract 15) 

Pontiac (tracts 89, 95, 96, 100) 

Group IV (densities from 4, 000 - 5, 999 per square mile) 

Beverly Hills (tract 32) 
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Birmingham (tract 28) 

Huntington Woods (tract 16) 

Ke ego Harbor (tract 64) 

Oak Park (tract 12) 

Pontiac (tracts 88, 99, 101) 

Royal Oak City (tracts 22, 2 3) 

Group V (densities from 2, 000 - 3, 999 per square mile) 

Birmingham (tra,.ct 30) 

Blo0mfield Township (tract 69) 

Farmington City (tract 49) 

Farm:ngton Township (tract 48) 

Lake Orion Village (tract 11 7) 

Lathrup Village City (tract 34) 

Madison Heights (tract l) 

Pontiac (tracts 86, 91, 92) 

Rochester Village (t:ract 78) 

Sylvan Lake City (tract 65) 

Southfield City (tract 38) 

Waterford Township (tract 102) 

Group VI (densities of 1 , 000 to 1, 999 per squ~re mile) 

Beverly Hills City (tract 33) 

Southfield City (tract 35, 36, 37, 39) 

Northville City (tract 51) 

South Lyon City (tract 53) 
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Milford Village (tract 55) 

Wolverine Lake Village (tract 5 9) 

Walled Lake City (tract 60) 

Troy City (tract 76) 

Pontiac Township (tract 83) 

Pontiac City (t:Lact 87) 

Waterford Township (tracts 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 111} 

Oxford Village (tract 121) 

Holly Village (tract 125) 

Group VII (densities of i.00 to 999 per square mile) 

Southfield City (tracts 40, 41, 42) 

Birmingham Farms and Franklin Village (tract 43) 

( Farmington Township (tract 44, 45, 46, 47) 

~ Novi Village (tr'1.ct 50) 

I 

J Wixom City (tract 52) 

Commerce Township (tracts 57, 58} 

L West Bloomfield Township (tracts 61, 62, 63) 

Bloomfield Township (tracts 66, 67, 68, 70) 

Bloomfi.eld Hills City (tract 71} 
I 

L Troy City (tracts 73, 74, 75, 77) . i 
I 

'' 
Avon Township (tracts 79, 80, 81, 82) > 
Pontiac Township (tract 84) 

Lake Angelus Village (tract 8 5) 

( , Pontiac City (tract 97) 
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White Lake Township (tract 112) 

Highland Township (tract 113) 

Independence Township (tract 116) 

Orion Township (tract 118) 

Group VIII (densities of 0 to 99 per square mile) 

Lyon Township (tract 54) 

Milford Township (tract 56) 

Rose Township (tract 114) 

Southfield Township (tract 115) 

Oakland Towns hip (tract 119) 

Addison Township (tract 120) 

Leonard Village 

Oxford Township (tract 122) 

Brandon Township 

Ortonville Village (tract 123) 

Grovela."ld Township (tract 124) 

Holly Township (tract 126) 

It is not easy to discern any generalized pattern with regard to density. If 

we look at the high density areas (Group I) we see that they tend to be in those 

comrnunities that are somewhat older and somewhat lower economically. 

Much the san1e situation applies to Group II . except that the Birmingham tract 

can scarcely be considered low income, and the Oak Park tract isn't very old. 

In Group III the discrepanc;ies becon1e more numerous. Birmingham and 

Pleasant Ridge are relatively high income areas, and Oak Park and Clawson 

( > 
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are fairly new. Beginning in Group IV and through all the remaining groups 

no general condition can be discerned, except the lowest density group (Group 

VII) is clearly undeveloped rural farmland. It is noteworthy to observe that 

this ·is a huge area of about 350 square miles, more than two and one half 

times the city of Detroit, which is at present untouched by any urban develop-

rnent. Its future, linked to tomorrow's urbanizations, holds great promise. 

That is to say, this raw land close to a great urban complex, can at this time 

be shaped into anything man wants it to be. ~ I 
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TABLE 40 c 
Population Density in Oakland County - 1900 - 1960 

I 
Year Persons per Square Mile 

L 1900 50.6 

1910 56.0 

rl 1920 101.8 

l 1930 238. 7 

1940 287.0 
,..... 

~ . 

1 1950 447.4 

t 
1960 . 780. 3 
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TABLE 41 

Area and Population Density by Co•.mty Detroit SMSA: 

-

1- 1950 1960 . 

L 
Population Per Square Mile 

County Area in Square Miles 1960 1950 
r~ 

L Total SMSA 19 75 1906 1527 

,L Macomb 475 850 386 

Oakland 885 780 448 

1 Wayne 611 4364 3986 

l City of Detroit 140 11930 13211 

I j -) Balance of County 471 2115 1243 ( / 
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SUMMARY VOLUME I PART 1 AND 2 
( 

The very detailed material concerning the people of Oakland County 

presented in the preceeding ·pages has served the purpose of bringing to-

gether vast quanti~ies of information. There is the great danger of losing 

sight of the forest for the trees, and becoming so concerned with the thousands 

of small facts that the major findings are not even remembered. Hence this 
,..... 

J 
summary is needed to draw together many threads ir..to a piece of whole cloth. 

\ .. 
We will try to tell the story with a minimum of figures. 

The thesis is that Oakland County is rapidly - rushing headlong is probably 

I a mo:ce apt phrase - towards full urbanization. For one thing the rate of ._ 

population increase, sheer numbers of persons, bears this out. However, 

L 0 the number of persons, or even the i.ncreasing density of the county ci.0 not tell 

1 the whole story. These nt;mbers and that density could occur in an area that 

was totally sub'.lrban in character' a mere adjunct to the central city. 

rl Urbanization in Oakland County is characterized by more than the con-

'1 tinuing formation of dormitory suburbs. The population is becoming more 

! hetorogeneous as white collar workers, blue collar workers, executives, and 

professionals, flock into Oaklan.2- County, primarily from the central city of 

Detroit but from elsewhere in the country as well. This element of her~rogenety 

of population is one of the most distinctive features of urbanization and is a 

vital element in distinguishing the city from the suburb or r'.lral area. 

The city that Oakland County is rapidly becoming is quite different from 

0 cities of the past. It is characterized by almost total single family home 

.u I ownership, and by equally widespread automobile ownership. All land usages 
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are geared to these two dominant factors. While theoreticians of city life 

and urban planners of various sizes shapes and descriptions battle about the 

merits or demerits of various modes of living, the public demonstrates what 

it wants by the continuing and increasing acceptance of a way of life built upon 

home and automobile ownership. Thus Oakland County, first a forest, then 

farm country, then a collection of suburbs, is now in the process of 

metamorphosing into a city. 

The traditional city grew by the outwa:r:-d spread of population from a large 

center, and the eventi..1al annexc_tion of surrounding towns and farmland. Oak-

~ 
l 

land County is growing quite differently. At present 63 minor civil divisions, 

each growing in its own way are cooperating in various ways. 

What form future cooperation and future governmental structure will take is 
,-- ( ) 
L 

not our problem here, but it is clear that more people, higher densities, in-

creasing heterogeneity, will de mane that solutions be fo•_md. 

,L Why are we so sure that Oakland County will become more urban? The 

main answer lies in the origin and characteristics of the mobile people who 

·1 are making up the population of the country. Put simply, the most economic-

11 rl '• 
ally able persons and families are migrating to Oakland County from the city 

of Detroit. They are the best educated, younger, highest income, upper white 

l collar families with children. We have shown, by comparison with the other 

~l 
counties in the Detroit SMSA, that Oakland is continuing to attract more than 

its share of the economicaliy well off portion of the total S~111SA 's population. 

J The additional point has been made that having attracted these many higher 

,-- 0 income families the probabilities of attracting more of the same become even 
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greater. However it is a gross over-generalization to vie"" Oakland County 

as a high income area exclusively. There is a complete range of economic 

levels from poor rural to country estates, and from expensive urban apart-

rnents to urban single family slums. 

Oakland County's growth is due both to a large pre:ponderancc of births 

over deaths, and to migration from the city of Detroit and from other places 

in the United States a.s well. The major source of population increase is from 

births, and this of course means a large number of children to fill the schools. 

At the sarne time the nur_-1ber of persons over 65 years of age has increased 

greatly indicating that facilities for older persons must be considered in 

future planning. 

Most of the people who live in Oakland County live in places classified as 

urban. Rural population, with the exception of a tiny minority still living 

on farms, is hard to distinguish in terms of its social and economic character-

istic!3, from the population living in places classified as urban. This means 

that while an aerial photograph of Oakland County would show its geographic 

contour largely as undeveloped land , the population is actually urban in 

character. 

Any illusions concerning Oakland County as a collection of dcmitory sub-

urbs was dispelled by the facts which were that most residents of Oakland 

County work within the county. In addition thousands of persons from 

neighboring counties come into the county to work. The net out flow of 

workers even to the central city of Detroit is not very great. 

Looking at the characteristics of housing in the co\mty revealed that most 
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of the housing is of recent construction, although there are some older areas 

as well. The latter was re-emphasized by the small but significant portion of 1 

the housing stock that was classified as dilapidc.ted. However, the most 

distinguishing feature of Oakland County's housing was the pervasiveness of 

the single family dwelling. 
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VOLUME I PART 3 Comparison of Minor Civil Divisions 

1 
A. Age and Race By Minor Civil Division 

In the various Civil Divisions of the country1 population has clustered at 

an uneven pace')( and the results are quite revealing. The differential social 

and economic characteristics of a population are revealed by looking at its 

resources; how it achieves them (occupations and incomes), how it uses them . 
/ 

(type and value of housing)1 whe1·e it uses them (residential locations), family 

size, age distribution, and style of life . Clues to all of the factors whic.:h so 

vitally influence living patterns may be seen in comparing the differences be-

tween the places of residence of Oakland County inhabitants and contrasting 

their characteristics. 

Population size, age; and sex distribution constitute a good place to begin. 

Of the Civil divisions in Oq.kland County in 1960, villages and cities numbered 

31 while townships numbered 24. Among the 55 Civil Divisions, only three 

had a population distribution showing 10% or more of their inhabitants over 

the age of 65. These were Bloomfield Hills City with 10._ 8%, Oxford Village 

with 14. 6%, and Pleasant Ridge City with 12. 8% of th~ir populations over 

sixty-five years of age. 

On the other hand, eight res ide ntial areas had a population distribution 

with less than 4% of the total over the age of 65. These were Clawson with 

3. 6%; Independence Township with 3. 6%; Madison Heights with 2. 1%; North-

ville with 3. 2%; Oak Park with 3. 1%; the Pontiac Negro community with 3. 5%; 

Royal Oak Township with 3. 2%. It will be noted that all these communities 

l Data on which the subsequent discussion is based on information found in 
Appendix A Tables A-14 through A-19. 
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. : . 
except Northville and Oak Park also have over 40% of their populations 

. i 

-c under the age of fifteen. The residential areas ·.vith more than ten percent of 

their populations over 65 are also the residential areas with the largest per-

centage of populatior. over the age of 45. 
,, 

l It might be expected that the co1nmunities with the largest percentage of 

population over 45 shot1ld have the largest proportion of children under fifteen 

J since such a high proportion of persons are m1ture married individuals. This, 

however, is not the case. The reasons are complex but in ger.era.l it can be 

said that the communities with a third or mo-re of their populations over 45 

are also the more economically prosperous communities. The n1ore prosper-

L ous the community, the fewer the children, other things being equal. 

The communities with 35% or n1ore of their populations over 45 can be 

considered as a group because, in general, their population changes occur 

. 
by death or replacement by new families. These communities, Bloomfield 

Hills City with 47. 2% of its population over 45, Lathrup Village with 35%, 
I 1 

Oxford Village with 36. 1% and Pleasant Ridge with 41. 7% over 45 are also 

l communities with high proportions in the older age range in 1950. At that 

time however, three of the townships - Holly, Milford·;· and Oxford, also had 

more than ten percent of their population over 65. The 1950 data represents 

l a transitional phase prior to the dramatic population growth of the County. 

I 

It is seen more clearly by contrasting 1940 data with 1960 data where this 

is possible. Of the four older com:nunities in 1960 only two have data avail-

able for 1940, Bloomfield Hills City and Pleasant Ridge. For both of these 

in 1940 the percentage of population over 65 was low, 5. 1% in the former and 

3. 7% in the latter. Deconcentration of the SMSA was just beginning. 
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The high cost residential areas of Bloomfield Hills City and Pleasant 

Ridge require high income families and high incomes are not likely to occur 

among well educa.ted pr.ofessional and business people until quite late in life. 

In addition, being outside the central city in 1940 and commuting to it meant 

the ability to arrange time schedules according to personal choice. Once 

again, such a possibility is open to senior not junior executive a and to senior 

not junior professional m e n. Thus in 1940 we .see only small numbers of 

high income families with heads over 65 in these cities, reflecting the small 

num)>ers that had moved there during the late twenties and thirties. 

In 1940 Addison Tmvnship, Milford Townshi:::>, Oxford Township, Rost! 

Township, and South Lyon all had more than 10% of their populations past the 

age of 65 while Brandon Township with 9. 9%, Groveland Township with 8. Oo/o, 

Highland Township with 8. 1%, Independence Township with 8. 0%, Springfield 

Township with 9. 1%, and White Lake with 8. 3%, all were close behind. Thus 

in 1940 the rural areas of Oakland County we:..·e the aging areas and the SMSA 

was just ready to begin its explosive growth. These age figures also represent 

the legacy of the great depression of the l 930's when populations were less 

mobile and the rural to urban drift had been reversed. -, 

By 1950, with World War II over, the urbanization of America was picking 

up speed and the first signs of it in Oakland County are the changing patterns 

of age distribution. These reflect the post World War II baby boom and the 

accelerating move to the fringe areas of the SMSA. Now the older population, 

as we have seen, are in the urban centers. For example, while Ferndale's 

population jumped nearly one third in total numbers, its population over 65 
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more than doubled; while the total population of Bloomfield Hills City in-

creased by a. little more than 5%, its population over 65 doubled; while the 

population of Pleasant Ridge city increased about 6% in tota l , the proportion 

over 65 iv.creased by over 75%; while the total population of Pontiac increased 

about ter1 percent . the Pontiac population over 65 years increased by over 50%. 

Thus i.n 1960 the Oakland County residents who had pioneered the urban 

communities in the decades of the twenties and thirties were now the senior 

citizens . Their numbers were small in the two decades after World War I 

so that while they represent a Jarge relative increase in the older pop-

ulation by 1950, they are still only a small proportion of the rapidly growing 

urbanized areas of the county. 

Movement was clearly on its way both to the incorporated and the unin-

corporated areas of the county , but the greatest movement was to the unin-

corporated areas and the nnt completely built up incorporate d areas. We 

shall see further si"gns of this as we look at housing later on. 

By 1960 the trend was marked. ~ ne built up communities were aging, the 

new communities of the post war years were maturing, and the once rural 

areas urbanizing rapidly. The built up communities w,ere aging only in the 

relative sense for the most part. They too had experienced the immigration 

of young adults and the baby boom but to a smaller degree than had the less 

built up areas. For example, between 1940 and 1960 as we see in Table Alf) & Al9 

the percentage of total residents over 65 decreased in 17 townships and in-

creased in six. But in only one of those six increases, in Southfield Town-

ship, was the percentage over 65 more than one percent higher than what 
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it had been in 1940. In the incorporated areas it was a different picture . 
( 

Of eleven areas for which we have data for both 1940 and 1960, nine in-

corporated areas had <! higher percentage of their population over 65 in 

1960 than in 1940. In only two incorporated areas, both small and far 

from other urbanized areas, did the percentage ci. total population over 65 

decline between 1940 and 1960. 

r We see then that whiie the post World War II baby boom accounted for c.n 

enormous and highly visible change, it obscured other changes of great 

significance. The baby boom and its impact is most marked when only the 
_, 

L young portion of a community increases. But in the various residential areas 

of_ Oakl.md Cour1.ty growth and ageing were occurring simultaneously in various 

L proportions. 
/ \ 
\ I If we look at Tables A 15 and A 19 which show the percentage of the pop-

ulation under the age of fifteen in 1940 and again in 1960 we see a pattern 

J here too. The communities with the highest percentage of population over 

65, as in the case of Bloomfield Hills City, Pleasant Ridge, and Fe rndale, 

:i had relatively 1.ow percentages under 15 in 1940 and the percentage under 15 

':-1 in 1960 increased very little over the percentage in 1940. Wnen the age group 

under 15 remains. almost the same proportion of the population in twenty years 

1 it has not too greatly strained the resources of the community in providing 

,-1 facilities for it. 

Four cities, Huntington Woods, Farmington, Royal Oak, and Birmingham 

J show a growth pattern in which_ the age group under 15 grew disproportionately 

..- 0 compared to the growth of the total population. In the period from 1940 to 
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1960 the under 15 age group grew 403 faster than the total population grew 

in Birmingham, 533 faster in Huntbgton Woods, 703 faster in Farmington, 

393 faster in Royal Oak and 383 faster in South Lyon. 

In these communities the strain on faciiities caused by disproportionate 

growth Letween 1940 and 1960 is clearly evident. While we do not have full 

data for all the Civil Divisions of the County for both 1940 and 1960, we do 

have it for eleven urban places and for 23 townships. As i1as been seen in 

Tables A 15 and A 19, five ot the urban places have a very high and dispropor-

tionate increase in the under 15 age group as compared to total population 

growth between 1940 and 1960; three urban places have very little dispropor-

tionate growth of the under fifteen age group; and three urban places show a 

moderately disproportionate increase during these twenty years. On the other 

hand, in the townships ten of the twenty three had a population increase in the . 
under 15 age group that W8.S more than 403 greater than the percentage ii1-

crease in the total population of the township from 1940 to 1960. The other 

thirteen townships had a moderately disproportionate growth in the under 15 

age group ranging between fifteen and thirty percent in excess of the rate of 

growth of the whole township population. Consequently the townships found 

the costs and problems of growth much more difficult to deal with than did 

the urban places. The townships have fewer local resources, incomes are 

generally lower than in the urban places, and population was more dispersed. 

Additional significant differences in the minor civil divisions of the cGunty 

will show up when we look at the data on fertility, housing, and income, as 

these relate to both numbers and age distribution • 
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Communities with a high proportion of the population over 65 had, as has 

been noted, a low proportion of their population under fifteen years of age. 

Bloomfield Hills City had 21. 5% of its total population under 15, Oxford 

Village 28. 5% and Pleasant Ridge 26. 1%. These three communities also 

have the lowest population per household of the Oakland County Communities . 

In a number of ways, the communities of Bloomfield Hills City, and Pleasant 

Ridge represent a very highly urbanized, educated and prosperous sector of 

the county toward which other communities are moving. Oxford Village which 

has a similar age distribution is not the same sort of community in type of 

housing, occupation, or other characteristics. It represents a type of 

community quite common to an earlier historical period. 

The city of Ferndale in 1960 also had an age distribution showing a relatively 

low percentage {2 9. 1 %) under the age of fifteen and is, as previously noted, an 

aging commu!lity. 

At the other extreme of age several areas had 40% or more of their pop-

ulations under the age of 15 years. These were Clawson with 42. 3%; In-

dependence Township with 42. 3'%; Madison Heights with 42. 5%; the non-white 

population of Pontiac with 41. 5%; Royal Oak Township ~ith 43. 0%, and Walled 

1 Lake City with 40. 2% of their population under the age of fifteen. Quite 

L clearly these six communities have entirely different educational problen1s, 

rl with such rapidly growing populations, than do the other communities of the 

county. The four Civil Divisions with less than 30% of their populations under 

L fifteen cornprise (roughly) _one-eleventh of the total population of Oakland 

0 County. The six Civil Di vis ions with 40% or more of their populations under 
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fifteen comprise approximately one eighth of the county's total population. 

Practically speaking the fact that 26 of Oakland County's Civil Divisions have 

between 35% and 39. 9% of their population under the age of fifteen means that 

provision for youth services, increasing rates of juvenile brushes with the 

law, and higher accident rates, just to mention a few associated factors, 

appear to be major problems needing atte:ition now and for some yeaJ:s to 

come. 

Race 

The population of Oakland County in 1960 was 690, 259 which included 

only 24, 078 non-whites or barely 3. 5% of the population. Of these non-whites, 

the overwhelming majority are Negroes, approximately 95%. As a population 

cluster, non-whites are found very unevenly distributed in Oakland County, 

with 58% living in the city of Pontiac and 33% in Royal Oak Township. The 

remaining nine percent are· scattere.d throughout the County, in no case with 

more than one percent of the non-white population found in any minor Civil 

Division other than those previously mentioned. 

Economic Characteristics 1 

The age distribution of a community is a clue to problems of education as 

well as proble~s of delinquency and what kinds of behavior young people will 

exhibit is related very clearly to t!'ie social backgrounds from which the youths 

being considered have come. The most useful single indicator available to us 

1 Data on which the subsequent discussion is based is found in Appendix A 
Tables A-20 through A-29. 
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c is the occupation of the family head. Clearly of importance also is the in-

come level of families. 

A close look at the various residential areas of the County reveals a 

clustering of population by occupational level. In Table A 22 we see that of the 

males in the labor force in Oakland County 46. 2% are in white collar occupations 

in 1960, and 22. 6% are in skilled craft occupations. The communities of Oak-

land County range widely in occupational compcsiticn from Royal Oak Township 

where only iz.D% of the m a les have white collar occupations to Beverly Hills 

where 85. 4% of the males have white collar occupations. If we cluster the 

63 minor civil divisions into four groups, we find that there are eight resident-
. ! 

ial areas where the percentage of males in white collar occ-.1pations i s greater 

than 75%. These communities include 24. 2% of all the white collar males in 

0 the County, although they are only 14% of the communities and have only 10. 8% 

of the total population. Another seven cornmunities, roughly one eighth of the 

communities, with 10. 3% of the population of the County, have 14% of the male 
I i 

white ·collar workers in the County. Thus, in residential comrnunities contain-

ing 21. 3% of the county's total population we find 38. 2% of the male white 

collar workers. 

The middle group of communities having a range of 35% to 54. 9% of the 

male labor force being white collar includes 18 communities. This group 

are roughly one third of the minor civil di vis ions in Oakland County, contain-

ing 36. 2% of the County population and 38% of the male white collar workers 

in the County. These are _the middle range communities which include com-

munities as urbanized as Royal Oak and as rural as Lake Orion. The fourth 
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group of communities are definitely blue collar. They number 22 of the 63 
( ) 

Oakland County communities and the percentage of their male labor force 

that is white collar ranges from 12. 1% in Royal Oak Township to 33. 4% in 

Waterford. 

A look at the location of the occupations of Oakland County residents as 

shown in Table A 24 reveals that the communities with the highest percentage 

of white collar males employed show wide variations in the degree to which 

these males are found in the manufacturing sector of the SMSA's economy, 

ranging from 41 % in Beve:rly Hills to 23% in Bloomfield Hills. The com-

munities with the lowest percentage of males in white collar occupations also 

vary widely as to the degree in which their occupations are concentrated in 

manufacturing, with 35. 9% of the jobs in Brandon Twp in manufacturing to 

52. 1% of the jobs in Hazel Park in manufacturing . . In addition to the com-

I 
munities already mentioned, Huntington Woods has only 2 ?% of its jobs in 

J manufacturing and Oak Park only 25. 5% of its jobs in this sector. These ar~ 

the comrnunities with a low concentration in rnanufacturing, while Groveland 

with 50%, Madison Heights with 51. 0%, Orion Twp with 50. 2%, South Lyon 
I I 

~ 

with 51. 1 % of their occupations found in manufacturing represent the com-

L 
munities most clearly dominated by this sector of the economy along with 

Hazel Park as previously mentioned. These five latter communities also are · l 
' 

1 found in the group of minor civil divisions with the lowest percentage of white > 
collar male workers and show very high concentrations of Craftsmen and Fore-

1 men. 

~ 0 .ll --- For the sector of wholesale and retail trade we find eight areas that have 
t 
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the highest representation of total employees in trade - Berkley with 21. 2%, 

Farmington Twp with 21. 6%, Holly Twp with 23. 1%, Huntington Woods with 

24. 4%, Oak Park with 33. 5%, Quakertown with 20. 7%, Southfield City with 

21.5%, and Wolverine Lake with 22. 0%. No other areas have as much as 20% 

of their jobs iri trade. Among these eight communities only Huntington Woods 

has over 75% of its rnales in white collar occupations. Two communities have 

very few of their occupations in trade, Lyon Twp with 9. 6% and Milford Twp 

with 10%. No other communities hc.ve 10% or less of their occupations in 

trade. 

Persons who work may be private wage and salary workers, government 

workers, self employed or unpaid family workers" In Oakland County, seven 

areas have 14% or more of their workers employed by government. These 

are Milford Twp with 14. 1%, Milford City with 14. 9%, Northville with 14. 8%, 

Springiield Twp with 15. 1%·, Sylvan Lake with 18. 1%, and Walled Lake with 

16. 4%. All of these communities it will be noted are fairly far from the 

centers of 1.irban growth in the County. As the population continues to move 

outward these percentages of government workers will undoubtedly decline. 

Unpaid family workers are a negligable fraction of the ··1abor force of the 

Coilllty. 

Self employed workers in Oakland County are found with frequency in two 

types of areas, areas with very high proportions of white collar workers and 

those with very low proportions. The latter areas tend to have rural character-

1 ist1cs and fewer than 1, 000 workers. Areas with large proportions of white 

r ( ) collar workers and large proportions of self employed are also the higher 
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income of the more urbanized areas. The areas with small proportions of 

white collar workers and large proportions of self employed are Groveland 

Twp with 21. 3% self employed, Lyon Twp with 15. 3%, Milford Twp with 16. 3%, 

Oakland Twp with 15. 4%, and Rose Twp with 20. 1%. The areas with a high 

proportion of white collar workers and a high proportion of self employed are 

Beverly Hills with 14. 9% self employed, Bloomfield Hills with 17. 8%, 

Farmington Township with 17. 2%, Franklin with 21. 0%, Huntington Woods 

with 24. 5%, Bloomfield Township with 18. 1%, Lake Angelus with 18. 3%, 

Lathrup with 23. 8%, Oak Park with 20. 9% and Pleasant Ridge with 16. 4% 

self-e1nployed. 

Residential areas where less than five percent of the employed are self-

employed are Hazel Park with 3. 9% self-employed, Madison Heights with 

3. 6%, Pontiac with 4. 6% and Royal Oak Township with 2. 3% self-employed. 

These four areas also fall in the gro·up of areal-:l that have the lowest percent-

age of inales in white collar occupations. 

But occupation alon~ .• while it tells us a great deal, is even more signifi-

cant when coupled with income. The 1960 median family income in Oakland 

County was $7, 588. This figure which indicates that one half the families re-
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ceives less incmne and one-half more income is useful to us when we compare 
I\ 

\ 

11 it with median income by community. 

We can divide the communities of Oakland County shown in Table A26 into 

four groups. The highest income group includes eight communities whose 

median income is more than 35% above the median income for the county as 

a whole. These communities are Beverly Hills Village, Birmingham City, 
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Bloomfield Hills City, Bloomfield Townsliip, Franklin Village, Huntington 

Woods City, Lathrup Village, and Pleasant Ridge City. These eight corn-

munities are, with the exception of Pleasant Ridge, the communities with the 

highest percentage of the male labor force in white collar occupations. Lake 

Angelus is in the top group in oc:::upations but just barely below it in income, 

whi.le Pleasant Ridge is just below the toµ group occupationally but in the top 

group in income. It is also pertinent to note that in the 22 communities with 

the lowest percentages of white collar male workers, thirteen of the 22 also 

have the low median income osition 2.S well. Of the remaining nine communi-

ties, 6 seem to have higher median incomes because of the higher than average 

percentage of craftsmen among ~heir residents. 

C. Social Characteristics 1 

The occupational level anq the income of a population is often closely re-

lated to the educational level that population has reached as this level is 

measured in number of :->chool years completed. The relationship is often 

misleading, especially when the occupations involved include large proportions 

of skilled craftsmen and lov.e r level white collar workers. Yet looking at the 

15 residential areas with the highest percentage of males in white collar 

employment, the median education level is higher in these communities than in 

any of the remaining 41 minor civil divisions of the county. In these fifteen re-

sidential communities at least 153 of those over 25 years of age have had four 

or more years of college. 

1Da.ta on which the subsequent discussion is based are found in Appendix A, 
Tables A-30 through A-32. 
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The eight residential areas with the highest percentage of male white collar 

workers also have the highest frequency of college graduates, ranging from 

26. 5% of all persons 25 years of age ar:.d older being college graduates in 

Franklin, to 36. 6% be i ng college graduates in Lake Angelus. The clear cut 

differences among residential areas that have bee;n noted with respect to the 

percentage of males in white cellar occupations and the percentag e of college 

graduates also hold for income . The communities with the highest percentage 

in white collar occupations and in education are also the cr:immunities with the 

highest median income . What we are seeing then is the geographic and phy-

sical separation of families by social charetcteristics in the county. Hiatori-

cally the trend is accentuating as well . 

The Oakland County population in 1960 is a native born populatior.. For all 

minor civil divi.s i o1i.s as we see in Table A30 at least seven out of every eight 

persons are nati ve born except in Oak Park and even here mor e than six out 

of every seven persons is native born. Overwhelmingly in 1960 the foreign 

born in the county are from England and Canada, secondarily from Germany, 

Poland and with lesser frequency from the USSR and Italy. 

The population of the county is also increasingly urban as will be noted i n 

the discussion of fertility. Suffice it here to say also that the Oakland County 

population has its economic bas~n the me t ropolitan area but increasingly the 

place of work of residents is within the county itself. As we see from Table 

,,.,3~ _.only the outlying civil divisions of Holly Township and Holly Village and 

Rose Township have as many as 20% of their residents employed outside the 

SMSA. In 25 of the civil divisions 2/3 or more of the places of work are withi-n 
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Oakland County. Only five of these 25 civil divisions are urban places. Most 

of them are the outlying townships. Ten civil divisions had from one-half to 

two-thirds of their population employed within the county. Six of these ten 

are urban places. Thirteen of the civil di.visions have from one-third to one-

half of their work locations in Oakland County. •Of these thirteen places only 

two are townships, both of which are densely settled and basica.lly urbanized. 

Of the six civil divisions with less than 1/3 of their work locations inside 

Oakland County only one is a to•.vnship. Basically the communities with the 

hi.ghest percent&ges of college graduates and with the highest median incomes 

have less than half of their worlc places in the County. The only communities 

where this does not apply are Lake Angelus with 783 of the places of work 

within the county s.nd Sylvan Lake with 82. 63 of work places within the County. 

West Bloomfield Township, also a high income, high education, high white 

collar community, has 573 of its work places within the county. 

With the. exception of Royal Oak Township, it is the highest income, status, 

and educational level communities that still have the highest proportion of work 

locations inside Detroit, the central city. Only five of the lowest level com -

munities have 29% or more of their work places in the central city. 

The journey to work is characteristically by private car in all communities. 

In only 6 areas do as many as 103 or more of workers walk to work. These 

are all small areas.. only cne of high status - Bloomfield Hills City, where 

15. 23 walk to work. Aside from these communities, plus Rose Township and 
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Royal Oak Township, over 80% of all workers use a private car to get to work. 

( 
Obviously, in 1960 the existence of Oakland County as it has developed de -

pends on the private automobile. Since the mass of workers now work within 

the county, the improvement of the local road network is crucial for rr.ainten-

t ance, grcwth and expansion of population. No longer will the two lane highway 

or the freeway out of the county suffice. Even for the children this is true, 

, \ 
L 

!or we shall see that the great increase in the number of children is to be 

found in the outlying parts of the county which have the least facilities for meet-

:L ing their needs. Either children are trans ported. to facilities, as is the case 

L with schools, or they will not have the facilities. 

Aside from Royal Oak Township with a population per household of 4. 35 

L and Independence Township with a .popuiation per household of 4. 01, household 

( ) 
' t 

size in the county is under 4 persons. Fifteen of the civil divisions have an 

average population of 3.5 per household or le:os. The remainder, or 30 

,l communities, have from 3. 5 to 3. 99 persons per household. The County is 

also a place where families live alone. No civil division has as many as 5% 

11 of its families living in the same household with other families. The single 

~1 family unit is the overwhelmingly premoninant type of living pattern. As we 

have seen", the families are predominantly young and middle aged families in 

J that stage of life cycle in which their children are at home, with the possible 

~l 
exception of those few .communities already noted with a very high proportion 

of population over 65. 
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D. Vital Statistics By Minor Civil Divisions 1 

While the population of Oakland County has grown greatly in the period 

from 1940 to 1960 the proportion of that growth which is due to natural in-

crease, the excess of births over deaths has not been exarnined. As we see 

in Table ~33 the natural increase in the County was 53, 332 during the period 

from 1940-1949; the increase from 1950-1959 was at least 111, 940. (We can-

not be sure of the total since births and deaths in 1951 and 1952 were classified 

by place of occurrence rather than by place of residence, and hence these two 

years natural increase is markedly u..'1.derstated.) For the period from 1960-

1964 the natural increase was 60, 208. Even with the birth rate falling in the 

past eight yea.rs, the natural increase in first half of the 1960 decade is larger 

than in the whole of 1940 decade and larger than in the first half of the 1950 

decade. We have natural increase data only for the cities of Birmingham, 

Ferndale, Pontiac, and Royal Oak for the period 1940-1964. All other data 

for communities covers a shorter span of years. Yet these four cities include 

the wide range of soc.ial characteristics in Oakland County. Birmingham 

represents the high income level, educational level, and percentage of white 

collar workers; Royal Oak and Ferndale represent the middle and lower 

levels. _ We find that in the decade from 1940-

1949, these four communities had from 46. 3 to 53. 4% of all of the natural in-

crease in the county. From 1950-1959 they accounted for a decreasing share 

of the natural increase which reflects the growth of other urbanized areas. 

1 Data on which the subsequent discussion is based are found in Appendix A 
Tables A-33 through A-. 39. 
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The percentage natural increase of these four communities of the total county 

natural increase in 1950 - the high point, to 34. 5% of all county natural in-

.;crease in 1959. From 1960-1964 the trend continues and the four communities 

range from 26. 2% in 1960 of all county natural increase to 34. 6% in 1964 of 

all county natural increase. Thus the older u.rbanized areas of the county show 

a decreasing share of the naturo.l increase in the couJ1ty in the past Z5 years. 

A careful look at the proportion of births in these four communities to all 

births in the county, when compared to the proportion of deaths in t~ese four 

communities to all deaths in the County will give us an index number which 

will reflect the degree to which the births and deathi:: vary "in the Siime way or 

in different ways in these communities. Table 42 shows these index numbers. 

In effect such an index number reflects the influence of in and out migration to 

the county and its minor civil divisions, changes in age distribution, and 

. 
changes in age specific birth and death rates. Compiling such an index for 

the four communities we see that proportionately to the rest of the County, 1n 

the period from 1940-1949 their deaths YJere increasing moi·e rapidly than 

their births in seven to ten years. In the decade of the fifties the same was 

true in four out of eight years. In the period from 1960-1964 deaths in these 

four aging communities were a ..relativ~ly higher proportion of all County 

deaths than their births were of all County births. Hence, our composite 

picture of the four communities suggests the following possibilities: they 

are aging faster than the rest of the county, young people have been moving 

into them less often, old _people are moving in more often or moving out less 

often, young people are moving out more often. The previous analysis of 
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age distribution suggests that these are indeed aging communities. We see 

( ) that in Table_ 42 the percentage of population over 65 i::lcreased substantially 

in these four areas from 1940-1960 and of 35 civil divisions for which we have 

age distributions in both 1940 and 1960, the percentage of population ever 65 

decreased in this 20 year period in 19 of 35 civil divisions and in seven more 

civil divisions increased less than the smallest increase in the L:)Ur com-

munities. In only two communities did the population over 65 increase more 

rapidly during these 20 years than it did in Ferndale and Pontiac. Again, of 

the 35 civil divisions for which we have data for both 1940 and 1960, eleven 

had a larger increase in the percentage of population under fifteen than did 

the most rapidly increasing of our four communities. No other community 

had as small an increase in the under 15 age group in this 2 0 year period as 

did Ferndale with the exception of Bloomfield Hills city and only three com-
I 

L munities had a smaller increase in the under fift e e n group than did Pontiac. 

Quite clearly then the inferences from ou1· index seem supported. 

Looking once again at births by minor civil divisions for the 1950 decade, 

as shown in Table A 34 we see that the county births outside of the four 

communitiea plus Hazel Park and Berkley are an incr e asing proportion of 

the total births, rising continuously from 39. 5% of the county births in 1950 

l to 56. 6% of the county births in 1959. This proportion keeps increasing even 

when total births decrease as they do after 1957. In the period 1960-1964 

the trend is stabilized and the balance of the county as defined in the 1950's 

has about 42% of the births from 1960-1964. However, the unincorporated 

parts of the county and the smallest parts of the county, i.e., Lathrup, 
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Pleasant Ridge, etc. which have been lumped together, begin to decline a.s 

( 
five more urban communities are removed from the "balance of county" 

total. In the 1960-1964 period Oakland County's eleven listed cities in 

Table A34account for a slowly increasing p!'oµortion of total births. The 

eleven communities have passed their peak in births and total county births 

have declined as well. The rneaning of these declines cannot be known unless 

we look at age distributions, sex distributions, and calculate fertility ratios. 

The fertility ratio is a useful device since it gives us an estimate of the rate 

at which a populatioa is reproducing itseli. About 90% of all females under 

five years of age grow up and marry and about 85% of all married women r 

t 
( ) , . .J 

L '·' 

have at least one child. In order to have one thousand females in the next 

generation avaihble to marry and have children, we need about 380 children 

u..-rider five per thousand wornen aged 15-44. Table A36 shows the communities 

for which we have data in Oakland Comity, in 1940. Berkley, Clawson, 

J Keego Harbor, Oak Park, Southfield and Troy had a fertility ratio of 380 or 

·higher. In the same year Birmingham, Farmington, Ferndale, Holly Village, 

L 
; I )-1 

Huntington Woods, Milford Village, Novi Twp. Pleasant Ridge, Pontiac, 

Rochester, and Royal Oak City, did not have a fertility ratio sufficient to re-

produce their populations. It should be noted that the higher the socio-

q 
'I I, 

! i 
\ 

1 economic level and educational level of the ::::ommunity in 1940, the lower was 

rl its fertility ratio. However, in 1950 none of these communities had a fertility 

ratio below reproduction rate. Indeed, the rate in Oak Park was double . the 

J number necessary for rep_roduction. In 1960 the same was true, but in this 

( ) year Clawson, Madison Heights, Milford Village, and Walled Lake, had 
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fertility ratios double that necessary for reproduction. 

A more useful measure is number of children ever born. Looking at the 

eleven communities in the county for which we have data in 1960 in Table A 27 

we note that the number of children ever born per 1, 000 married women ages 

35-44 is in no case 1nore than fifteen pe:ccent larger than the number of 

children ever born per thousand married women age 25- 34. Hence it appears 

reasonable to assume that the maximum number of children ever born per 

thousand n1arried women as they pass through the chilcibearing period will 

not exceed 3, 000 or an average of three per fen1ale. As a matter of fact 

this figure is only barely approached in Ferndale. The communities with 

the highest socio-economic level, the highest proportion of college graduates, 

and the highest proportion of white collar workers produce fewer children as 

we see from Table A37. This is true not only in Oakland County but nationally. 

The four high score comm~ities by these social and economic measures are 

Birmingham, Oak Park, Royal Oak and Southfield. Their frequency of number 

of children ever born per thousand ever married women age 35-44 range from 

2309 in Oak Park to 2587 in Royal Oak. Even the highest figure, that for 

Royal Oak, is more than ten percent lower than the figures for Clawson and 

Ferndale, the two high childproducing cities in Oakland Cou.."1ty in 1960. 

As we note in Table ~14 . the peak year for births in Oakland County was 

1957. Royal Oak and Ferndale had their greatest number of births in 1955 

and 1954 respectively. By 1964 births were down by 40% iu Royal Oak from 

the peak year and by 38. 3% from the peak year in Ferndale. Birmingham, 

Clawson, and Oak Park births by 1964 were all down approximately 31% 
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from their peak years. Berkley and Troy were down approximately one 

fourth. Thus births as a source of further growth in the county is not the 

facto!." it had been during the years prior to 1960. Moreover the aging of 

the population means that it is like ly that the natural increase as a factor in 

growth has reached its peak in the existing cities as least. Thi: peak year 

for total natural increase in the county was 1957. By 1964 the county's 

natural increase was lower than it had been although the population was sub-

stantially greater. 

The natural increase in the county was only a part of the growth of the 

county however. Out data since 196 0 is not what we would vdsh but they are 
I; 

! 

useful. They are based on the school census taken every May. Figures are 

available from 1958 thrcugh 1965. When tabulated they show in Table 43 

that while in 1958 children under five we re 32. 3% of the under 20 age group 

in Oakland County, each year since then their p1·oportion of the tota.l has 

dropped. The peak number of children under five was reached in 1960 but 

the number of children from five through 19 years of age was increasing 

even more rapidly so that by 1965 the children under five were only 24. 3% 

. of the total number of persons under 20 in the county.~ Thus, from 1958-

1965 the nember of children under five decreased by 8. 5%, the nurri:> er of 

children from five years of age through nineteen years of age had increased 

27% and the total number under 20 by 18. 5%. 

Where then does the increase come fr om? Part of it comes from the fact 

t hat each year the county .has added almost 15, 000 births to the group at the 

young end, while losing between 6300 and 9300 at the older age end. Hence 
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there has been a net gain in total of between 48 and 70 thousand in these age 

groups. The actual net gain has been approximately 62, 000. Looking at the 

actual ages, year by year we can see that net in-migration has occurred. 

For exarnple, in 1959 there were 16, 663 children in the county under one 

year of age. In 1964 those children should have been between 5 and 6. If 

no net in m igration had occurred their numbers would have been about 16, 300. 

In fact, the school census shows 18, 846 children between five and six in the 

county in 1964 for a net in-migration of at least 2, 500 children in these five 

years. For each age we can perform the same operation and summing the 

figures we get net in-migrants in the 0-4 age group fro!!l 1959-1964 a.mount-

ing to 5314 children. Agam, in 1959 there were 84, 688 children in the county 

ages 5-9. Thus by 1964 there should h::i.ve been somewh3.t fewer than this 

number aged 10-14 with net in-raigration. But, infact, the 10-14 year age 

group in i 964 totaled 85, 807. Thus this five year age group shows a. net in-

migration of at least 1179. The net in-rr..igration seems to be slow~ng down 
I 

in this age group. The 10-14 year olds in 1959 totalled 66,298 in Oakland 

County. There should have been somewhat fewer than this number of 15-19 

year olds in the county in 1964. There were in fact 63,, 423 for a net loss of 

2875. We now have some idea of what is happening in terms of net mobility 

in the county. Families with children under five were .moving into the 

county in greater numbers than those who moved out in the years 1959-1964. 

Families with children aged five through nine years of age moved into the 

county in smaller numbers during this period. And families with all children 

over nine moved out of the county more frequently than they rnoved in. Thus 
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one woultl find it characteristic that in-migrants to the county during this 

period, if they had any children at all, would be families with young children 

and the characteristic out-migrants would be families with teen age children. 

Such a pattern in the county seems quite in line with the fact that this is in-

creasingly a county of white collar, well educated, higher income families 

where the head works in the auto industry. The transfers of white collar 

personnel as they are pro1no~ed fits this pattern q".lite well. Looking at 

fifteen year olds in 1959 who number 10, 940 in the county, we find that by 

1963 when they are 19 their numbers have shrunk to 8, 654 for a loss of 

2,286. The sixteen year olds of .1959 were 19 in 1962. Their numbers went 

from 11, 737 to 8, 312 for a net loss of 2, 425 in three years. The seventeen 

year olds in 1959 numbered 9, 699 but as nineteen year olds in 1961 numbered 

only 8, 134 for a loss of 1, 561 in two years. The loss of fifteen year olds as 

tr.ey age to 19 was greatest-in the 1959- 1963 period. From 1960-1964 the 

fifteen year olds number 10, 561 and shrank to 8, 466 nineteen year olds in 

1964 while the fifteen year olds of 1961 number 10, 492 a.ncl shrank only to 

9, 127 nineteen year olds in 1965. Such a pattern from 1959-1961 suggests 

that the net loss of families with children in the late te~ns may be beginning 

to slow down. It is rn.uch too early to tell on the basis of data for only three 

years. 

While the school census data represents a valuable tool for analysis of 

trends, the materials are not useful in examining the growth patterns of 

minor civil divisions since school districts do not coincide wifn such boundaries 

very often. Nevertheless in the thirty school districts we do find valuable 
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information. In every instance except in the South Lyon School district, 

the evidence is clear that the peak birth rates are past. The under one year 

age group is smaller in numbers than the four year old age group in 1964. 

In the Avond_ale, Bloomfield Hills, Clarence ville, Farmington, Holly, Huron 

Valley, Lake Orion, Lamphere, South Lyon, Rochester, Southfield, and 

Walled Lake districts the 0-4 popuiation is higher in 1965 than it was in 1958. 

These then are the gr.owing areas. Brandon, Dublin, Madison, Oxford, 

West Bloomfield, and North Oxford districts are quite stable with about 5 

percent increase or decrease in the 0-4 age groups in this period. The 1:."e-

rnaining districts show drops of sizeable proportions from 1958-1965 in the 
and 

. 0-4 age group. In Berkley, Ferndale~ Hazel Park .:he drop in the age group 

approximates 25% in the seven years, while in the Oak Park district the drop 

is over 50%. 

In the comparison of the- 5-19 age group between 1958 and 1965 we see that 

every one of the thirty school districts increased their numbers substantially 

except Ferndale where the increase was about 3%, Oak Park where the in-

crease was about 5%, Hazel Park where the increase was about 10%. Many 

of the districts almost doubled the number of 5-19 yea~r olds in their boundaries 

from 1958-1965. Bloomfield Hills and Lamphere more than doubled their 

numbers in this age group in the seven years. It is clear from the preceed-

ing discussions that the great increase in the population under 20 years of 

age in Oakland County is only partially accounted for by the increase in births. 

From 1958-1964 in fact, births had dropped in the county by 2, 300 and the 

0-4 age group by over 6, 000. The :ncrease then must have been due to net 
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in-migration. And it was the in-migration of established families, those 

with children over five who have increased the population in the school dis -

tricts. But many of the districts ,,;.ith high rates of increase are now almost 

built up. Increases in Clawson and similar districts can only take place in 

future years if the present population as it ages and dies is replaced by a 

lower income population. For it is the lower income groups that have the 

highest birth rates and th e largest family sizes. The pattern of grow th of 

the county, which is attracting an increasing share of the more highly educated, 

white collar, upper income, segments of the a1etropolitan area, suggests that 

a massive influx into aging communities of low income, blue collar, high 

fertility, groups is not the most likely prospect for the future . 

Such groups may well migrate into the established and aging low income 

areas. Their number::> cannot be too great. Only if the open land of the 

County becomes built up as blue collar area. will the population e xplosion of 

the young which occurred since 195 0 be repeated. 

The census data for 1960 reveal some additional materials which are of 

interest. In Table A-39 we have the percentage of all school enrollment, 

both public and private. Private school enrollment reflects both the high 

quality private ~ecular school often used by high income a r eas, and parochial 

schools found where religious groups supporting such schools a re numerous. 

Of the minor civil divisions, the range of percentage of children of elementary 

school age in private schools is from none to almost half in Bloomfield Hills 

city. The same range is found at the high school level. Here we see in 

addition the low density of Roman Catholics (who build and support most of 
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the full-time religious schools) in the townships. National 3tudies have in-

dicated that . of the three major faiths, the native white Protestant is the 

most rural and the most st:ourbanized, the Roman Cathoiic population being 

the latest migrants to suburbia. We can thus expect that as time passes , 

Addison Township, Brandon Township, Groveland Township, Lake Angelus 

Township, Lyon Township, Milford T ownship, Milford Village, Northville 

City, Oxford Village. Pontiac Township, Highland Township, Holly Village, 
/ 

Independence Township, Keego Harbor, Rose Township, Royal Oak Township, 

S::mth Lyon, Springfield Township, and Walled Lake, will all sharply increase 

the proportion of elementary school children in private schools, In the com-

munities previously listed, less than 5% of the children in elementary schools 

(grades 1-8) were in private schools. From a consideration of the other minor 

civil divisions, it seems clear that a frequency of ten to fifteen percent of 

. 
elementary 'Jchool pupils in private schools is the probable future for these 

low areas. 

At the high school level the frequency of low enrollment in private high 

schools is a much more frequent phenomenon. Table _A.. 3~ indicates that only 
. ff 

thirty of the fifty five civil divisions have 5 ,o_ or more of their high school 

students in private schools, and only fifteen of these have more than 10% in 

private schools. The lower population density of suburbia, the higher cost of 

high school education, the greater distances to be traveled for attendance at 

private high schools, all suggest that in the future, the minor civil divisions 

will not have more than 10% of their high school kids in private schools unless 

they are very high income areas such as Huntington Woods, Quakertown, 

Pleasant Ridge, Lathrup Village, Farmington, Beverly Hills, Birmingham, or 

Bloomfield Hills city. 
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TABLE 42 ;. l 

NATURAL INCREASE IN BIRTHS AND DEATHS 
( 

Oakland County 

Old System Cities I 
l · Percent Age 6$ and Over Percent Under Age 15 

1940 1960 1940 1960 

r 5.0 7. l Birmingham 24.0 34.0 

- ~ .3. 0 8.1 Ferndale 28.8 29.l 
4.8 8.1 Pontiac 25. 8 31. 6 .L 4.2 5.5 Royal Oak 25.6 35.6 

r 

L Old System Cities 
·\ : 

Natural Increase In 
Year Increase Births Year Deaths Births/ Deaths I 

L I ~ 1940 52.8 50.9 1940 47.9 106.3 
/ '\ 1941 48.0 49.3 1941 51. 7 95.4 

. I 
~ 1 

I I 

L 1942 46.4 48,0 1942 51. 4 93.4 i I 
I I 

1943 49.2 49.9 1943 51. 5 96.9 ! I 

I ' 1944 48.0 49.4 1944 51. 9 95.2 I rl . 1945 53.4 53.0 1945 52.2 101. 5 
1946 52.0 52.5 1946 53.5 98.1 
1947 48.2 49.3 1947 52.5 94.1 i 

·1 1948 46.9 48.0 1948 51. 1 93.9 I 
I 1949 46.3 46.2 1949 45.9 100. 7 I 

1950 48.1 50.4 1950 46.0 109. 6 I ,;_1 1951 N.A. N.A. 1951 N.A. N.A. I 1952 N.A. N.A. 1952 N.A. N.A. j ' 
1953 45.9 N.A. 1953 45.6 100. 7 I i 

,l 1954 46.1 45.8 1954 44.7 102. 5 ·1 1955 44.2 43.8 1955 42.5 103.1 
1956 41.1 41. 5 1956 42.8 97.0 I, I 

,.-- 1957 39.9 40.3 1957 41. 7 96.6 > l 1958 38.4 39.1 1958 41.6 94.0 
1959 34.5 36.0 1959 41. 5 86.7 
1960 33.8 35.2 1960 39.5 89.1 

l 1961 26.2 35.0 1961 38.5 90.9 
1962 34.1 35.1 1962 37.6 93.4 

r 1963 34.6 35.8 1963 38.4 93.2 1 .. lJ (') 1964 34.3 35. 3 1964 37.3 94.6 
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TABLE 43 ,·~ 

' ·. I 
J 

SCHOOL CENSUS TOTALS FOR OAKLAND COUNTY 

AGE 
0 - 19 I' 

May 0 - 4 5 - 19 TOTAL 

1958 88 , 939 186,749 275,688 
% 32.3 67.7 100.0 

r 1959 90,524 197,319 287,843 
% 31. 4 68.6 100.0 

1- 1960 91,124 207,622 298, 746 
% 30.5 69.5 100.0 I 

i 

I I 
I < 

1961 89,743 216,593 306, 336 l % 29.3 70.7 100.0 . i 

1962 86,466 
! : 

225,034 311, 500 j 

(J % 27.8 72.2 100.0 f 

! f 
1963 84, 76-7 233,905 318 , 685 I % 26.6 73.4 100.0 

I \ 
1964 83,179 245, 128 328,307 i 

% 25.3 74.7 100.0 l 
i 

1965 82,087 256,107 338,194 l 
I I 

% 24.3 75.7 100.0 . 
I 

l; 
I I 

% inc . 1958 'i: o 1965 - 8. 5% 27.0 18.5 
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VOWME I Part 3 - E 

E. Housing by Minor Civil Division1 

Having looked at the location of residents in Oakland County. and the soc-

ial and economic characteristics of the commw1ities of residence we can now 

turn to the housing ::.tself. As Table A-40 shows, only 9 of the minor civil 

divisions have less than 90 percent of their dwelling units as single family 

structures. Of these only Pontiac with 58 . 6 percent, Royal O::i.k with 86. 2 

percent, and Royal Oak Township with 40. 0 percent of their housing in single 

family u."lits, can be considered densely settled urban area.s. The remaining 

six areas are both small and far away from the densely settled areas. These 

are Holly Village with 81. l percent, Lake Orion with 84. 5 percent, Lyon 

Township with 88. 5 percent, Milford with 78 percent, Oxford Village with 

79. 5 percent, and South Lyon with 88 percent of the housing in single family 

units. Actually 88. 7 percent of all dwelling units in the county are one family 

structures and only 1. 6 percent of the dwelling units are found in structures 

of ten or more units. In fact, although 6. 1 percent of the dwelling units are 

in_ two family structures, Pontiac alone has 70 percell,t of all the two family 

structures in the county in 1960. Similarly Pontiac has 38 percent of the 

three and four family structures, Royal Oak has 16. 3 percent, and Royal Oak 

Township 12. 6 percent. The remaining 33. 1 percent of three and four family 

I 

I q 

ll , . . , 

.i 
' 

Ii . i 

dwelling units, some 1,330 dwelling units, are scattered in 53 minor divisions. 

Similarly, Royal Oak in 1960 had 38 . 9 percent of the dwelling units in 

l Data on which the subsequent discussion is based is fcund in Appendix A 
Tables A- 40 and A- SL 

l 
1·1 --]J_ 



,--

~-
,__l 

:L 
t . 

~t 

.--,l 
l 

( 

( ) 

lSf 

structures of ten units and more, Royal Oak has 25. 1 percent, and of the re-

maining 36 percent, some l, 244 units are scattered over the balance of the 

county. We have then, with the exception of three areas, a county character-

ized by one family dwelling units . The quality of the housing may be tlleasured 

by the percentage of units characterized as dilapidated. On the surface, resi-

dentially the county looks in good shape, since, except for Royal Oak Town-

ship no minor civil division has as much as ten percent of its structures char-

acterized as dilapidated. In fact, of 55 civil divisions 24 have less than t-..vo 

percent dilapidated structures, 23 have 2 - 5. 9 percent of their structures 

characterized in this way, and only 8 have more than 6 percent d5.lapidation. 

But the percentage of housing that is deteriorating is important as a signal of 

possible future trouble. 

Of the 55 civil divisicns, 28 have less than ten percent of the housing in 

deteriorating cor.dition, 21 have from 10 - 19. 9 percent of housing in deterior-

ating condition; 5 have from 20-29. 0% of housing in deteriorating condition, 

and one, Royal Oak Township, had 37. 1 percent of its units in deteriorating 

condition. Groveland Township with 24. 2 percent, Holly Township with 29. 9 

percent, Keego Harbor with 29. 6 percerit, Oaklan:l Township with 23. 8 percent 

and Lake Orion with 26. 2 percent of housing in deteriorating conditbn are the 

danger spots. These are the rural areas and the outlying areas. They rank 

low on other social indices as well. Yet aJ.l these areas have 95 percent or 

more of their housing in single family units. Apparently it is age of structure , 

that is significant here. S2. 5 percent of the dwelling units in Keego Harbor 

were built prior to 1939. Yet looking at age of structure we note that of the 
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13 M. C. D . . with more than 50 percent of their housing built prior to 1939, 

only three are M. C. D. 's with 20 percent or more showing deteriorating 

plumbing. These thirteen areas, each having more than half of their housing 

over 20 years old, by 1960 only show three areas with deteriorating or dilap-

idated plumbing and condition. The remaining ten areas show from 76. 4 per-

cent of the housing to 96. 7 persent of the housing as sound. The thirteen 

areas with the oldest housing have 21. 7 percent of the dilapidated housing. 

In the entire county only 2 . 5 percent of all the housing is classified as dilap-

idated however . Royal Oak Township in 1960 with only 1. 2 percent of the total 

housing has 20. 6 percent of all the dilapidated housing in the county. It thus 

remains true that as in other measures, the outlying townships and civil div-

isions have the older housing and the highest percentage of dilapidated housing. 

As is true of Michigan generally, in 1960 Oakland County was a homeown-

ing county. The percentage of all dwelling units tha t are single family suggests 

this. A careful look at the minor civil divisions confirms it. Royal Oak Town-

ship and Rose Township are the only civil divisions in 1960 with less than 50 

percent of the dwelling units owner occupied. In fact, in 7 civil divisions 

over 90 percent of the units are owner occupied; 12 areas have from 80. 0 to 

89. 9 percent owner occupancy; 13 areas have from 70. 0 to 79. 9 percent owner 

occupancy; 13 areas have frorn 60 to 69. 9 percent owner occupancy; and 8 

areas have from 50 to 59. 9 percent owner occupancy. Of the ten areas with 

less than 6 0 percent owner occupancy, eight have low socio-economic status 

and low percentages of white collar workers. Of the ten, only Lake Angelus , 

is the smallest civil division in the county with only 104 dwelling units and is 
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an exceptional case. Of the seven areas with the highest percentage of home 

ownership, all arc in the top 15 communities in educational level, income, 

and percentage of white collar workers. As a matter of fact, in these top 

fifteen communities only four have less than 80 percent home ownership. 

They are West Bloomfield Township, Lake Angelus, Birmingham and Bloom-

field Hills city. 

The usual reaction to the fact that the population of Oakland County is a 

home-owning county is the notion that it is, therefore, composed of stable 

communities. Nothing of the kind is indicated by such figures. When we look 

at the year families moved into their dwelling units and group these as a per-

centage of all dwelling units, some surprising materials emerge. Of the 55 

minor civil divisions in the county only in five civil divisions have more than 

80 percent of the families lived in their present housing for over two years at 
~ 

the time of the 1960 census. In the entire county 54. 6 percent of the housing 

was built pl'ior to 1950, yet in 19 civil divisions over 30 percent of the popula-

tion in these divisions had lived in their present house two years or less. 

Fc;ur of the highly mobile areas are in the top group of areas in social charac -

v 

teristics, the others are not. Of the remaining fifteen minor civil divisions, 

seven are in the group showing the smallest percentage of white collar workers. 

Hence mobility here cuts across educational and socio-economic lines. Both 

very high and very low socio-economic communities are highly n1obile. But 

the consequences of mobility are different in areas with a high proportion of 

college graduates and white collar workers and in a-.:-eas with low proportions 

of these characteristics. In the former, formal organizations flourish and 

communi~y organization is usually well advanced; in the latter, such is much 
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less likely to be the case. When the highly mobile residential areas are 

small and not densely settled, the problems are different than when the areas 

are large and urbanized. Hence- increasingly from these data we can antici-

pate a high degree of differentation among the Oakland County civil divisions. 

Of the fifteen high socio-economic and educational level communities, 

three have more than half their populaUon who have lived in the same house 

since 1953. They ar~ Huntington Woods with 56. 4 percent, Lathrup with 

51. 3 percent and Pleasant Ridge with 64. 6 percent having lived in the same 

house since 1953. Three more areas have more than 40 percent who have 

been residt::nt in the same house for eight years or rno:re. They are Birrning-

ham with 42. 7 percent, Sylvan Lake with 47. 9 percent and Lake Angelus with 

49. 3 percent. Five of the fifteen communities have had less than one third 

of their residents living in the same house since 1953. They are Bloomfield 

Township with 22. 2 percent, Farmington City with 24 . 6 percent, Farmingt0n 

Township with 28. 8 percent, Northville with 25. 8 percent, and Oak Pci.tk with 

30. 3 percent. 

Of the 22 areas with the lowest percentage of white collar occupations, 

~ 

on the other hand, only two have less than a third of families who have lived 

in their present homes since 1953. They are Independence Township with 

25. 3 percent and Madison Heights with 22. 3 percent. Seven of these 22 areas 

have 50 percent or more of their residents who have lived in the same house 

since 1953. They are Addison Township, Brandon Township, Groveland Town-

ship, Hazel Park, Royal Oak Township, Keego Harbor, and Wixom. 

A somewhat different measure of physical mobility, the residence in 1955 

of all persons five years old and older in 1960 has some additional information 
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to provide. In the fifteen high socio-economic and educational areas, the per-

centage of residents over 5 in 1960 who had lived outside the metropolitan 

area in 1955 ranged from 0 percent to 21. 1 percent. Three areas seemed very 

high, Beverly Hills with 21. 1 percent, Birmingham w ith 17. 8 percent and 

Bloomfield Township with 15 . 3 percent. Six areas were very stable, L ake 

Angelus, with no persons over five years of age who came from outside the 

metropolitan area since 1955, Lathrup Village with 3. 1 percent, Oak Park 

with 5. 4 percent, Huntington Woods with 6. 3 percent, Pleasant Ridg e with 

6. 4 percent , and Farmington Township with 6. 6 percent. 

On the other hand, of the 22 areas of low white collar and educational 

rank in only three was the percentage of resident s over five y ears of age from 

outside the S. M. S. A. very high. These areas were Holly with 18 . 7 percent, 

Lyon T_ownship with 19. 5 percent, ancl South L y on with 16. 0 percent. Seven 

of the areas had 6 . 6 percent or less of thei:c residents over five who came 

from outside the S. M. S . A. since 1955. These were Addison Township with-

6. 0 percent, Hazel Park with 5. 9 percent, Keego Harbor with 5. 5 percent, 

Pontiac Township with 5. 2 percent, Royal Oak Township with 4. 4 percent, 

White Lake with 5. 6 percent, and Wixom witl1 3. 2 percent. 

In Oakland County only in Ferndale, Huntington Woods, Oak Park and 

Southfield do we have as many as 10 percent of the population foreign born. 

Hence when we look at the area of residence of the native born in cities of 
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over 10, 000 in the county, for all practical purposes this is the entire popula-

tion. In the eleven cities- of over 10, 000 in 1960 :n the county we find that, of 

the population 5 years old and over, in only three cities, Madison Heights, 
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Oak Park, and Southfield, does a substantial part of the population come from 

a different county since 1955 . In the other eight cities, over 70 percent of 

the native born population over five has lived in Oakland County for at least 

five years. Even in the three lowest cities, at least 57. 8 percent of the na-

tive population: over five has lived in the county for over five yec.rs. From 

this data it is clear that although the population of the county may be mobile, 

it is mobile within the county, by and large. The rnoving, sorting and selec-

ting process that is going on has had the result, as has already been noted, 

of beginning to create quite noticeably homogeneous communities of quite dif-

ferent social types . 
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.. 
Summary Volume I-Part 3 

Examination of the 55 political subdivisions comprising Oakland County 

reveals the existence of great diversity in almost every respect. The county 

alxeady contains so many people and encompasses such a vast geographic 

area, that the differences between its constituent parts seem to have been 

effected as natural consequences. 

One of the principal features of urban liie is diversity of populatic.n types 

and style of life. In the t"t"aditional view, the city was characterized as a 

mosaic; a cluster of small islands each with its distinct population. The ma-
I ! I: 

jor differentiating :feature was ethnic origin. Oakland County has only small 
j 1 
. I 

nu.rnbers of persons of distinct ethnic origin, but difference has more than 

been replaced by the dive:t"sity among and within comm'..lnities of occ~pation, 

income, and age levels. Ii anything, differentials between communities in ' \ I 
I' 

Oakland County are greater than those existing in any central city, for differ-

ences between subcommunities within the county are enhanced by the varying 
i 

\ ! 
kind of political structures as well as by the degree of rural land usage, two 

factors that don't even exist in the central city. 

. 
I ~ 

11 
I I 

The discussion of the characteristics of the minor civil divi:;,ions of Oak-

land County has been confined to four important population characteristics. 

\I 

I ~ 
: I 

First, the age differentials, second, the economic differentials, third, the 

differences in vital rates, and fourth, differences in housing. The analysis 
I ~ 

i 

has been oriented to pointing out the sources of potential or incipient problems 

that will need consideration. 
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Problems arising from the age structure include a general increase in 

older persons in all parts of the county; but also particular communities have 

disproportionate numbers of older persons. On the other end of the age spec-

trum certain communities are literally swamped with children of school age. 

Still ether communities have quite small proportions of persons in the working 

or productive years. The section on vital statistics uses different data to 

support the same conclusions. 

The section on income, occupation and education emphasizes the great 

range of differences in economic character between the 55 major civil divisions. 
I ~ 

There are wide differences in style of life inherent in these economic differ ·-

entials, as well as differences in ability to pay for community services. and 

to maintain viable communities . Areas of low income, and Oakland County 
( -) 

L 
has a number both urban and rural in nature, are potential trouble spots 

where social problems of many types already exist. 

I I 
I 
i 

J_ The section on housing tends to repeat a.nd reinfo:rce the econornic data 1 

on population characteristics. That is, problem housing is highly correlated 
;u 

with low income. The only thing is that the housing data is not an index but 

g . 

~l is an actual description of the weak spots in the county housing picture. In 
ti_ 

addition, the type of housing is discussed and the areas of high residential 

t mobility pinpointed. The relative stability or instability of each minor civil 

~ll 
division and its effect on the communities' future is pointed out, and the con-

!) 

clusion is reached that Oakland County is tending to turn into a series of in-

ll ternally homogeneous communities of widely different social types. 
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OAKLAND COUNTY - A LOOK AT THE FUTURE 

Introduction to Volume II 

Up to this point this study has 1een devoted to describing and analyzing 

existing social and economic aspects of the population of Oakland County. 

While this is useful for understanding Oaklarrl County, it yields no realiy 

new information, for the perceptive observer already aware of this surround-
~ 

ings. Ii this study is going to serve as a basis of action it has to probe into 

the future and to attempt to visualize Oakland County as it will ~xist rn 1970 

and 1980 and 1990. 

Given the present pace of social change this is an audacious undertaking . 

If this were a stable society we could expect that tomorrow would be much 

like today. However, the one thing we know for certain is that social change 

is tending to occur at faster and faster rates, and tomorrow wi!.l not be like 

today. Yet we can:::wt arrive at a projection for 25 years hence by guessing 

that just anything or everything will happen. We have to make certain logical 

assumptions based on past behavior when necessary, and on modifications of 

past behavior if this seems reasonable. As each element of population corn-

position is projected forward the underlying assumptions will be stated so 

that the reader can see just how the ultimate result was obtained and what it 

depends on. 

The procedure will be to project the total population of the County to pro-

vide a master total on which to base projections of social and economic char-

acteristics for the total county in 1970, 1980, and 1990. The population of 
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the 55 minor civil divisions now comprising the county will be projected, and 

finally the most important social and economic characteristic of the 55 con-

stituent minor civil d.i.visions will be projected. 

It should be point ed out that the larger the area the less the error in fore-

casting the future. That is , if we are working with the total county we can 

expect less error proportionately than Jlr attempting to predjct the future 

for one of its parts. ' The:>:"efore, the totai county population will be to proceed 

progressively smaller geographic units projected first. Second the county 

will be divided into three belts based on riresent population density .' The firs t 

density belt is composed of minor civil divisions of from 0 to 999 persans per 

square mile and is characterized as rural even though there are some small 

towns enclosed in the rural townships. The second density belU consist . of 

minor civil divisions with density greater than 1, 000 per square mile and less 

than 4, 000 persons per square mile and is considered to be only partly filled 

with people. The third density belt is composed of minor civ.i.l divisions of 

densities greater than 4, 000 persons per square mile . Although there may 

be scattered vacant lots still to be filled, the area is considered to be totally 

~ 

occupied. This knowledge is essential in projecting future numbers of persons 

anci their c haracteristics . The master totals for population numbers for 1970, 

1980, and 1990 can then be distributed among the three density belts. 

The final step will be to predict the numbers and characteristics of geo-

graphic li.Ilits within the three density belts. In accord with the rule that the 

larger the geographic area the less the percentage error in prediction it would 

be theoretically desirable to group the 55 minor civil divisions into relatively 
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homogenous clusters which will be referred to as Population Analysis Zones 

(PAZ' s). This will increase the geographic size of each unit to be projected 

and reduce the error. However, first a procedure for logically grouping the 

minor civil divisions with PAZ's must be worked out. This is done in Appen-

dix :8. It may be that each minor civil division is so distinct from each other 

minor divil divisions that no method of grouping will produce a logical cl:is-

tering of the minor civil divisions. On the other hand it may be quite feei.sible 

to combine many similar minor civil divisions. 

The PAZ' s have the iurther property of i:;erving as relatively pe !"manenl 

units of population a nalysis (hence the name Population Analysis Zone) . They 

are supposed to be "natural areas" in that they contain relatively homogenous 

population which presumably will retain their basic social and economic trends 

in the future. They may also be used as a basic unit for tabulating other kinds 

of data such as births, deaths, othe r vital statistics, market information, etc. 
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VOLUME II - Part 1 -

.. Projection of the Total Population of Oakland County to 1990 . 

Starting from a 1960 census actual count of 690, 000 persons, and a 1965 

estimate of 817, 000 persons the po pulation of Oakland County will rise to be-

tweer. l, 183, 000 and 1, 569, 000 persons by 1990. 1 In order for the population 

to be as low as 1, 183, 000, all further migration from the city of Detroit must 

cease, and the higher figure (1, 569, 000) is based on a moderate amount of 

out-migration from Detroit to Oakland County in the nex'.: twenty-five years. 

The latter possibility, suggesting the higher figure, seems far mere likely at 

present, and should be regarded as the inost probable estimate unless fu ture 

events indicate contrary trends. In view of this, and for clarity, all further 

discussion will be based on the assumption that t!ie high estimate will come 

to pass. 

By 1990 the population of Oakland County will be 129 percent greater than 

it was in 1960. Looking at it from a broad perspective means there must be 

an increase of 129 percent in every county facility just to keep the level of en-

vironment up to its present standards. Translating this into roads, schools, 

sewers, water lines, police and fire protection, and the many other govern-

mental and administrative services and :facilities m eans there is a tremendous 

task ahead. However, just keeping up with the population increase represents 

the minimal consideration. Keeping up with increases in the standard of liv-

ing demanded by the population will add to the size of the job. Another aspect 

1 The actual projection method is explained step by step in Appendix C 
and the detailed projections are shown in Table C -10. 
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of future needs is the replacement of existing environmental features as they 

age and deteriorate. In 1990, the presently existing facilities will be twenty 

five years older. A very significant portion of the present physical equip-

ment will need replacement before 1990. The task of just keeping pace with 

the urgent needs will be demanding . The beforehaTJ.d knowledge that a task of 

this size will surely be necessary should help to inspire the immediate action 

that is necessary if the needs and demands of the future are to be met. 

A panoramic picture of the growth characteristics nf Oakland County is 

shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 . It shows th::i.t the growth has no!: been steady 

but has varied from decade to decade . Thit;, incidentally, is why past perfor-

mances were discarded as a basis of projection . The greatest percentage of 

growth occurred between 1920 and 1930. The greatest numerical growth will 

occur between 1980 and 1990. 

Most impressive is the fact that by 1990 Oakland Cowity will contain en-

I 
ough people, living at a sufficient level of density to b e considered a very 

large city in the sociological sense. This is the principal fact which should 

be borne in mind in reading the projective analysis which follows. This (Oak-

... 
land County) will be no collection of bedroom suburbs of mere housing subdiv-

isions, but instead by 1990 it will be powerfully competing with the C ity of De-

troit itself for dominance of the metropolitan area. 
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TABLE 1 

i 1 
,1,, I 
I • f 
I' 

i 
Growth of Oakland County 1900 - 1990 l r 

Year Population Numerical Inc r ease Percent Increase 

1900 44,792 

1910 49,576 4,784 11. 1 

1920 90,050 40,474 81. 6 

1930 211,251 121,201 134.6 

1940 254,068 42,817 20.3 

1950 396,001 141,933 55.9 

1960 690,259 294,258 74.3 

1970 942,000 251,741 36.5 

1980 1,230, 000 288,000 30.6 

1990 1,569,000 339,000 27.6 

Figure 1 

Growth of the Total Population: Oakland County 1900 - i 990 

2 Million 

0 1900 1990 

(Semi-Log) 
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VOLUME II PART 1 

Projection of age distribution 

Division of the population into meaningful age categories as is done in 

Table 2 provides a basis for useful and important analysis of the future pop-

ulation. Each age group as specified in Table 2 has certain needs which the 

environment needs to supply, and each age group in turn makes certain con-

tributions to the total environment. Let us look at the age groups one by one. 

The youngest group, those ur..der 15 years of age, will increase from about 

a quarter of a million children in 1960 to half a million children in 1990. Thus 

all child centered facilities - pa-rticularly the elementary schools must double 

in capacity in the next twenty five years. This alone is a m.ajor undertaking. 

However, the dimensions of this increase are not nearly as great as the 

potential increase in young.persons in the 15-24 year old age group. In this 

group we have a doubling of numbers between 1960 and 1970 and a near doubling 

again between 1970 and 1990. Present observation indicates this is in progress 

right now. These are crucial years for young people. If we supply schools 

and a little local neighborhood recreation we have taken care of most of the 

needs of children under fifteen years of age. Its a different story for those 

in the 15-24 age group. They need high school and college facilities, jobs, 

homes when they marry, complex, and widespread recreational facilities and 

many other services which our society has dragged its heels in supplying . 

Unless we realize that the necessity of really doi:ig something is upon us 

already, we 1 re going to w1tne s s the spectacle of a three or fourfold increase 

in delinquency, illegitinacy, auto accidents and many other social ills that 
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uncared for youth are prone to have. 

This study would be remiss unless it strongly emphasized the above point. 

We will be beset with the problems of youth and we had better come up with 

some adequate answers, and ve had better do it soon . The alternative is to 

invite a Woodward with four times as many teenagers wandering aimlessly 

between four times as many drive-ins for the nP-xt thirty years. If this study 

has been descended to preaching its because of the gravity of the issue. Oak-

land County will be a county for the young. Can we provide adequately for them? 

Loobng at the younger adults (25-44 years of age/ we see a doubling of 

numbers between now and 1990 . This means a doubling of homes, a doubling 

of jobs, and a doubiing of potential customers for all businesses and services . 

We see also that this age group which now constitutes 29 percent of the total 

population will decrease relatively 24 percent in 1970 but will begin to rise 

proportinately to 26 percent in· 1980 and to 28 percent in 1990. This means 

that persons in the prime working ages will constitute a smaller portion of the 

population than in prior years. However, its not very consequential in Oak-

land County for its high economic level insures that the slight increase in 

the proportion of dependents per worker will cause little disturbance in the 

economic picture. 

Much the same thing can be said for the 45-64 year age group. In fact 

these two age groups (25-44 and 45-64) can be thought of as a single age group 

of adults in the prime of life, with common concerns and needs. 

In recent years much concern has been voiced over the increase in persons 
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over 65 years of age. Oakland County will share in this great increase, with 

the number of persons over 65 years of age rising from 3 7, 642 in 1960 to 

113, 370 in 1990, an almost threefold increase. These figures on older 

persons should be viewed with some reservation, however, on one hand we 

know that the high incoI!le levels in Oakland County mean that many persons 

have or will have the economic means to move to a warmer climate in their 

retirement years. So there is at least the potential of fairly substantial out 

migration among the older persons. This would leave fewer p~r~ons actually 

residing in the county than indicated by the projection. On the other hand it 

is prudent to remern.ber that these projections are predicte:d upon no major 

medical achranc·e.s directed at prolonging life. If our past progress in medical 

technology continues, and there is no reason why it won't , the chances are 

that many residents of Oakland County will be saved from death, and when the 

census taker knocks on the door in April 1990, they are going to be very much 

alive. 

Even though we will experience large increases in older persons, pro-

portionately they will represent only a small part of the total population . 
.. 

Whereas in 1960 they were 5 percent, they will be only 7 percent by 1990. 

Thus Oakland County even twenty five years in the future, will still be 

characteristically youthful. 
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TABLE 2 c: 
Number and Percent Distribution by Major Age Groupings: 

Oakland County 1940 - 1990 

Age 1940 1950 1960 
Group Number % Number % Nu..-nber % 

Under 15 71, 045 . 28. 0 120,675 30.5 248,612 36.0 

15 - 24 42,942 16.9 53,849 13.6 80,785 11. 7 

25 : 44 82,900 32. 6 126,499 31. 9 199,604 28 . 9 

45 - 64 45,233 17.8 74,157 18,7 123,616 17 . 9 

65 and over 11, 968 4. 7 20,821 5. 3 37,642 5.5 
it 

I 

~ TOTAL 254,088 100.0 396,001 100.0 690,259 100.0 

I 

l 
r- 0 
l 

" 
Age 1970 1980 1990 
Group Number ·% Number % Number % 

Under 15 304,462 32. 3 401,223 32.6 511, 331 32.6 

15 - 24 172,578 18. 3 207,896 16.9 269,853 17.2 

25 - 44 220,678 23.5 314,826 25.6 436,816 27. 8 

45 - 64 185,277 19.7 224,806 18.3 '237. 340 15. l 

65 and Over 58,030 6.2 80,927 6.6 113,370 7. 2 

• l , ! 
,_JL 

TOTAL 941,025 100.0 1,229,678 100.0 1, 568, 710 100. 0 
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Race 

This study except for a few minor references has not exarr.ined the s •.ib-

ject of racial composition. While the subject of race and color has become 

more important throughout the nation, it has affected Oakland County very 

little. This is why it has had little impact in this study . The areas of Oak-

land County where Negros cmnprise an appreciable proportion of the population, 

have undergone little basic change and there has been little rnovement of 

Negros into new areas of Oakland County in the past forty years. 

Witb. the changes in legislation and public attitudes which are now sweeping 

the nation we can expect many c.:hanges in Negro population movements and 

residential patterns before 1990. The central City of Detroit has a current 

Negro population of about 600, 000 many of whom undoubtedly would follow the 

suburbanization patterns of the white population if it were not for housing dis -

crimination. We can certainly expect that housing discrimination and 

segregation will diminish if not vanish before 1990. In effect this means that 

before 1990 many Negro families will have moved to Oakland County. But 

when and how many? There is simply no experience on which to base a pro-

jection. There is no case of mass suburbanization of Negros anywhere i n 

this county. Nothing in the way of a numerical projection can even be atter.1pted. 

One thing can be mentioned. Any projective figure we employ here applies 

to the total population, regardless of race. It can be observed that as Negros 

do move to Oakland County, as they surely will before 1990, the fact that they 

are Negro will become of lesser importance. Doubtless Negros of all economic 
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levels will be moving to Oakland County in the years to come and their 

economic position will be much mere important than their race. Thus the 

fact that this study does not include a racial breakdown in its forecasts for 

the future loses, s01ne of its importance as the social significance of race 

decreases as it's bound to do in the years to come . 

Occupational Distribution 1940-1990 

Changes in the occupational distribution in the future in Oakland County 

will be mainly centered in increases in the professional occupational category 

with corresponding small reductions in the number of clerical and craftsmen 

and foremen (Table 3 ). The greatest percentage loss will be among the 

operatives or factory workers which will decline from 19 percent in 1960 to 

9 percent in 1990. By 1990 more than one person in four will be employed in 

some professional occupation compared with only one person in six similarly 

employed in 1960. In terms of numbers ?r.:>fesaional will rnore than quadruple 

from 39, 000 in 1960 to 161, 000 in 1990. All maj or occupational groups, with 

the exception of laborers show an absolute numerical increase between 1960 

and 1990. 

These sizable shifts in the kinds of occupations wili' have profound con-

sequences on the nature of the social environment in Oakland County in the 

future. Detroit was once notorious for being a " blue collar town''. The 

suburbs of Detroit largely shared this image. Indeed if we glance at Table 3 

again we will see that in 1940 even Oakland County, presumable containing 

the "domitory suburbs" of_ Detroit, had a relatively low proportion of its 

residents in professional, managerical, and clerical occupational categories. 

t 
i f 
. I 
t I 
!1 

I 

I I :I 
it . 
I\ 
Ii 

11 
I 

• 

\ · ·> 
l.i 

I 

I! 
t 

I. 

I~ 
! 

~ f. 
' 



• I ' \. "• ·~ . r' . 
~ 1--

') _ .:::-_ A 0 ~~ ) 

1-- ~ r-- ._ r--
,. .. , ............. . ·- . i- -- --, ____ ' ) r-~-~~1~ __ .:......:••1_ ..... ~ .. ~ ........ ~ I I i * T 

~) 0 ./""\ ...._,, 

TABLE 3 

Major Occupation Groups, Number and Percent Distribution 1940-1990 

1940 1950 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Professional and Technical 7,291 8.4 15,494 10.5 
Managers and Officials 9,209 10.6 14,919 10. 2 
Clerical 15,782 18.3 29,956 20.4 

. l Craft 15,767 18 . 2 : 28 ~ 584 19.4 
Operatives 22,700 26. 3 38,358 26. 1 
Services 9,243 10.7 12,459 8. 5 
Labor 6,482 7. 5 7' 212 4.9 

TOTAL 86,474 ~00.0 146,980 100.0 

1970 1980 
Number Percent Number P e rcent 

Professional and Technical 70,170 20. l 108,517 24.0 
Managers and Officials 38, 053 l 0. 9 49,736 11. 0 

Clerical 86,927 24.9 113 , 943 25.2 

Craft 56,206 16. 1 69,632 iS.4 
Operatives 54,809 15. 7 54, 711 12. l 

Services 34,561 9.9 47,927 10.6 

Labor 8,379 2.4 7,687 1. 7 

TOTAL 349, 105 100. 0 452,153 100. 0 

l 

J ------~- --------~ --·-
~~-----.-:=::::..~-~' -~- --~---~~ --::~.:.=~ -:---' ::.:.~ .J...--~._--~ -~---"""'" ~--=-:----""· ..------~- ·-----·+----·-- .. -----------· -.. "'"'!::, "" 

1960 
Number Percent 

39,044 16.2 
26,097 10.8 
59,227 24. 6 
40,453 16.8 
46, 165 19. 2 
22,109 9. 2 
7,739 3. 2 

240,834 100.0 

1990 
Number Percent 
161,000 27. 9 
64,631 11. 2 

146,574 25.4 
84,828 14. 7 
49,052 8. 5 
65,208 11. 3 

5, 770 1. 0 

577. 063 100. 0 
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By 1960 a great shift had occurred, and the proportion of white collar 

persons in the labor force in Oakland County had increased from on-a third 

of all employed to one half of all employed. By 1990 over six out of ten 

employed persons will be in the white collar category. 

This is bound to be accompanied by corresponding shifts in the recreational, 

co1nmercial, educational, and other institutional activities of the County. 

While Oakland County will encompass a complete range of occupational types 

the emphasis will be on white collar oriented activities and on facilities aimed 

at a white collar "market". While it can be expected that the natural forces 

of supply and. demand will by themselves shape the nature of the future 

environment of the county, the almost certain knowledge that Oc..kland County 

will increasingly contain a professional and white collar population, should 

serve to point to the direction that future planning should take. 

Education 1970 - 1980 - 1990 

Table 4 provides a complete picture of the educational patterns in Oakland 

County from 1940 to 1990. It complements the data on occupational changes 

but at the same time has its own story to tell. Before embarking on an 

analysis of what the data say, a few words concerning their accuracy is 

necessary. In general any projection of future behavior is fraught with risks. 

Some things are less subject to :change and therefore more easily projected. 

The data on educational attainment as shown in Table 4 . are offered as being 

especially likely to come about. That is, particular confidence can be placed 

in the forecasts of educational attainment for 1970, 1980 and 1990 . This is 

due to the relative inflexibility of the social trends underlying the assumptions 

on which the forecasts was made. A complete explanation is given in the 

appendi:.<, but the outline can be expressed in a few words here. 
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For one thing, most of the people who will comprise the population over 25 

years of age in Oakland County in 1990 are living here today, and the bulk 

of these have completed their education. Thus it's just a matter of carrying 

them forward in time. Second, the structure of our educational pattern is 

sufficiently rigid so that major variation is unlikely. For example, there 

will be few persons with less than eight years of education. Even dropouts 

from high school will .fa-de · to a minority in the next thirty years. This leaves 

only errors in the number going to college as the only major source of eri-o:-. 

However, we also know that it is alrnost certain t!i.at college attendance will 

increase sha.-ply. Thus our only source of real error lies in a wrong 

estimation of the degree of the future rate expansion of the college and uni-

versity establishment. But even if we are greatly wrong in our i;)Stimate of 

this.Jit ~will not affect the total results very greatly because our error will be 

in only a part of a part. Therefore the educational distribution as shown in 

Table 4 should be a relatively accurate picture of the future. 

The results as given in Table 4 have some very interesting implications. 

It will be noticed immediately that the sharp upward trend between 1940 and 

~ 

1960 in median school year completed slows down greatly,and it takes 30 

years for the average to creep up from 12. 1 to 13. 0 years. This seems very 

modest in view of the fact that the median school year completed increased 

by 2. 5 years between 1940 and 1960. The explanation lies in understanding 

that the 1940 - 1960 period represents the end point _in a social process 

wherein universal high school education became thE: norm in American life. 

However, at this time college education has become the universal educational 
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goal. At this time (1965) only about thirty percent of high school graduates 

go on to further education. Even by 1990 there will be many people still alive 

who have not finished high school. Since that, even with the most heroic efforts, 

we will not have built up the college and university establishment to where it 

has capacity to provide four years of college to everyone, the slow upward 

progress of. number of school years completed is quite unC.erstandable. How-

ever, to make ever. this rate of progress the rate of college attendance will 

have to increase from its present 30 percent to 72 percent by 1990. 

While there is no direct necessity for the colleges to be located in Oakland 

County itself, it is apparent tha t greatly enhanced college facilities should 

be nearby. Of course the present day move1nent towards junior colleges is 

already underway, but the major contribution of Table 4 is to emphasize that 

the task is very great, and we need to step up the pace of our efforts to even 

. 
begin tc i<eep up with the demand. 

Let us consisely summ.arize what has been said here: In order for even a 

modest increase in average education to transpire we must build our 

educationc>.l establishment from its present capacity at the college and uni-

versity to provide for about 30 percent of our present iimnber of young people, 

to where it can account about 70 percent of the more than twice as many young 

people who will be in the population at that time. Otherwise we will have a 

static situation where little or no educational advancement on the part of 

the average person is possible. This is a formidable task facing our 

generation. 
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Number and Percent of Persons 25 years cf Age and Over By Highest School Year 
Completed 1940 - 1990 . 

1940 1950 1960 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Less Than Five Years 7,164 5. 1 9,020 4.3 13,604 3. 2 
5 - 8 Years 57,762 41. 4 62,145 29.2 83,293 23. 1 
9 - 11 Years 31,077 22. 3 50,41~ 23.6 79,566 22. 1 
12 Years 26 , 854 19.2 57. 360 26. <; 106,776 29 . 6 
13 - 15 Years 9, 371 6. 7 18,255 8.6 39,107 10.8 
16 Years or More 7,332 5. 3 15,830 7.4 4o ~ · ;rno 11. 2 

• 
Total Persons 25 Years of Age 

and over 139,560 100. 0 2!3,025 100.0 360,648 100. 0 

Median School Year Completed 9.6 11. 2 12. 1 

1970 1980 1990 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Less Than Five Years 9,394 2. 2 7,405 1. 2 6,635 0. 8 
5 - 8 Years 81,639 17. 6 72,437 11. 7 59,748 7 . 6 
9 - 11 Years I/ 97,167 20 . 8 108,239 17.4 103,504 13. 1 
12 Years 149, 180 32. 0 197,375 31. 8 225, 050 28.6 
13 - 15 Years 59,338 12. 8 103,661 16.7 165,619 21. 0 
16 Years or More 67,921 14.6 131,444 21. 2 226 , 970 28. 9 

Total Persons 25 Years of Age 
and over 464,639 100.0 620,559 100 . 0 787,526 100. 0 

Median School Year Completed 12. 3 12.6 13 . 0 .... 
-.J 
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Urban Rural Residence 1970, 1980, 1990. 

No quantified results are necessary to project future urban rural 

residence. Our study (see Volume I) has shown that by 1960 rural farm 

residence was reduced to less than one percent of the total population of 

the county. Thus rural farm residence was in 1960 diminishing to the 

point where it was a neglible fraction of the total population of the County. 

Clearly, by 1970 it will have diminished to the point where it is a minority 

so small that the entire category can be dismissed as meaningful in popu -

lation analysis. There will simply be a few hundred (or less) persons 

living on farms. 

The category of rural nonfarm which contained 76, 000 persons in 1960, 

was not statistically neglible in 1960, nor will it be in the future years. How-

ever, the analysis of the social and economic characteristics of these persons, 

indicates that they are virtually indisguishable from the population classified 

as urban, and that to treat them as two separate entries would be a mistake. 

That is, whether the place of residence was technically classified as urban 

or rural uonfarm had importance only in describing the size .9f community in 

which people lived, and was of no importance in describing or understanding 

their social and economic characteristics. Thus the two categories could be 

lumped together, without loss to the analysis and understanding of Oakland 

County. Therefore no projection in the trends of the number of persons was 

necessary. 
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The Number Of Occupied Dwelling Units In 1970, 1980, 1990. 

The forecast of population needs to be supplemented by a forecast of 

occupied dwelling units in 1970, 1980 and 1990 . If dwelling units and pop-

ulation were directly related i. e., if they were in absolute ratio the task 

would be easy. Table 5 indicates that it is not so simple. 

If we look at the number of dwelling units per person we see the general 

trend is downward it is iri·egular. However, this figure is affected by 

changing birth rates. The relationship can be clarified by the removal of 

children and young persons. Accordingly the ratio of persons over 20 years 

1 
of age per dwelling unit was used. This measure while not constant 

showed a consistent downward trend. It should be noted that the 1965 is an 

estimate, and should not be given the same credence as the ex-post facto 

census figures. 

By calculating the line of regression we are able to extrapolate to 1990. 

The line of regression was calcu.lated by the method of least squares and 

found to be described by the equation. 

Y = 31,500 + l.91X 

1£ this equation is used with the persons over 20 years, as taken from the 

population projections for 1970, 1980, and 1990, the following number of 

dwelling units are predicted: 

1 The measure of persons over 20 years of age was not selected arbitrarily. 
Many other age groupings were tried, such as persons over thirty, persons 
25-44, persons 25-64, and- several others. They all correlated highly with 
the presently used index (persons 20 and over). 
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Year Number of Occupied Dwelling Units 

1970 267,000 

1980 368,0.00 

1990 463,000 

ItTshould be observed that this predicti~n is based on the extrapolation of 

current trends towards a smaller number of adults per dwelling units. This 

is a dangerous precedure in that we have no idea of the underlying causes of 

this relationship. It is quite possible that factors beyond our present know-

ledge may in the future greatly change the slight downward trend in average 

number of adults per dwelling unit observed over the last 40 years. Yet we 

have nothing but past trends to support the projection. Nevertheless we must 

depend on this superficial :celationship until a better base of making d\.velling 

unit projections is found. Just as the projection of education was considered 

particularly accurate it should be pointed out that this projectior. of futu:::e 

dwelling units is probably the least accurate of the many projections made 

here. 

The practical consequences of the forecasts shown here are many. At the 

present time (1965) there are about 232, 000 dwelling units existing in Oakland 

County, and almost all of these are occupied. It is an unusually crowded time, 

and doubtless many substandard dwelling units are filled which were vacant 

in 1960, and may be vacant again in 1970. The forecast for 1970 of some 

267, 000 dwelling units, is only 35, 000 more than presently exist. This does 
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not mean that only the 35, 000 will be built. At present the rate of new 

construction in Oakland County is some 15, 000 per year, or 75, 000 more 

before the end of the decade. Perhaps as many as 40, 000 will be vacant or 

toim- down by then if the present pace of building continues, or perhaps the 

pace of building will slow down. Urban renewal and freeway plans will 

actually take some dwelling units . 

Between 1970 and 1980, 101, 000 additional dwelling units will be necessary, 

or an average of about 10, 00') new dwelling units each year. Again aging of 

older structure .will mean the total number to be built must exceed 10, 000 

per year. 

Between 1980 and 1990. 95, 000 more dwelling units must be built to keep 

up with new needs, but again this will not account for the total quantity of 

dwelling units to be constructed. By this decade many structures will be 

very old and the question of their future will have to be considered. We can 

summarize by saying that between 1965 and 1990 the absolute minimum number 

of new dwelling units must average 10, 000 per year, with additional construction 

being dependent on the rate of removal of obsolescent and aging structures. 
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Age Of Dwelling Units 

Of all possible characteristics for which further predictions can be made, 

age of structure, is perhaps one of the easiest to predict. In the first place, 

most of the dwelling units which wili be standing twenty or thirty years hence 

are already standing, and their future age is determined by a dding their 

present age and the number of years for which the future prediction is made. 

That is, a dwelli.ug unit that is 40 years old today obviously must be 70 years 

old thirty years from now. Second, the total number of new dwelling units 

is a function of the number of additional persons, so that at any time we are 

able to add the new dwelling units that are needed to house the additior..al popu -

lation. This is the basis on which Table 6 has been constructed. 

The total number of dwelling units has already been discussed and need 

not be analyzed again. Howev~r. the age distribution is new information. Looking 

at the percent distribution it can be seen that in 1960 almost half (45 percent) 

of the dwelling units in the county were built between 1950 and 1959, and thus 

were less than ten years old. In 1970, although the percentage less than 10 

years old will have dropped, still almost one out of four dwelling units will 

be less than twenty years old, ;vhich means that housing in the county is still 

largely new housing. At the same t~me over a quarter of the dwelling units 

will be over thirty years old, very many of them will be, of course, 

i. 
! 
\ 

r·. -
I. 

Ii 
I r 

j· 
I 
I 

l t I 
! ; 

l 
! 
~ 1 

! , 
l 

I ___ ,___ ---- -------·--- . -~ I 
I •; 
.1~ 



! 
i 
i . 

L 
\ 

l 
r l () 
L 

~L 

j I 
; I 

· ~t 

.1 
I 

~l 

l 
,-' 0 
.:1 
1 

J 
J_ 

. ,_,.__ ... _ ... , .\ 

24 

1 
much older. Since Oakland County will be constantly expanding and 

growing it follows that the older dwelli'1g units will represent a constantly 

declining proportion of the total. By 1990 these will be 15 percent of all 

dwelling units and over 50 years old and undoubtedly ripe for replacement 

or at least extensive renewal. Beeause Oakland County is so young the re-

placerne:nt of older structures might seerr. to be far down on the agenda of 

things to do. Perhaps failure to cop~ with the problem of over-age structu.res 

in other places has· stemrned from failing to com:nence renewal and repair 

until the rivuiet became a flood . Perhaps Oakland County can profit from 

this lesson. 

1 A more detailed breakdown of the pre-1940 dwelling units can be obtained 
from earlier censuses. The 71, 249 dwelling units reporting year built in 
the census of 1940 (these are presumably the same dwelling units as reporting 
in 1960) were distributed as follows 
1935-1940 10,201 
1930-1934 6,508 
1925-1929 22,932 
1920-1924 12, 141 
1910-1919 8,735 

1900-1909 
1890-1899 
1880-1889 
1860-1879 
1859 or ear. 

3,370 
2,454 
1, 458 
2,080 
l, 370 
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Dwelling Units, 

1930-1989 

1970-1979 

1965-1969 

1960-1965 

1950-1960 

1940-1950 

Before 1940 

TOTAL 

1980-1989 

1970-1979 

1960-1969 

1950-1959 

1940-1949 

Before 1940 

TOTAL 

TABLE 6 

By Year Built: 1960, 1965, 1970, 

1960 1965 1970 

35,000 

27,000 27,000 

92,909 92. 909 93,000 

40,949 40,949 41,000 

70, 776 70, 776 71, 000 

204,634 232,000 267,000 

Percent Distribution By Decades 

1960 1970 1980 

27. 4 

23.2 16. 9 

45.4 34.9 25.3 

20.0 15.3 11. 1 

34.6 26.6 19. 3 

100.0 100.0 100. 0 

1980, and 1990 

1980 1990 

95,000 

101 , 000 101,000 

35, 000 35 , 000 

27,000 27,000 

93,000 93,000 

41,000 41,000 

71,000 71, 000 

368,001) 463 , 000 

1990 

20. 5 

21. 8 

13. 4 

20. 1 

8.9 

15.3 

100.0 
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VOLUME II PART 2 

Intr od ucti on 

Having projected the numbers of persons, as well as some important 

I 
social and economic characteristics of those persons, for the total County 

L for 1970, 1980 and 1990 the next task is to make projections for the con-

stituent parts cf the county. It should be recognjzed that any attempt to peer 

rt into the future is at best difficult and suhj.ect to potential error. Trends that 

il have been steady or at least regular for n:any decades suddenly change course 

l. and create totally new and unexpected situations. For example the previously 

1 discussed sudden switch from almost total sirrnle family home construction to 

l 
r ( ) 

apartment construction in Oakland County in the past five years was completely 

unexpected and. without precedent. Without doubt the future holds many more 

J such "surprises". 

I 
However, no matter how difficult it is to project for the total county, the 

~Jl perils of projecting the future population of the many small minor civil 

divisions comprising the county, are even grF.:ater. Each small area is sub-

ject to greater chance variation as well as percentage ... error. For example, 

one good size housing subdivision could double the population of one of the 

rural townships. Thus in evaluation the projections which will be made, it 

whould be remembered that the potential error is very great. 

To minimize this error we must take advantage of a simple fact. Oakland 

County in 1990 will not be a place that grows from scratch. A very consider-

0 
able portion of what Oakland County will be in the future exists already in the 
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form of fully built up communities as well as communities whose develop-

ment is so far along that their fundemental character is set and patterned. 

Thus our potential error can be partially controlled by projecting only the 

still to be built parts. Even if we miscalculate badly, the miscalculation will 

be confined to only a part of the whole. Let us illustrate : Today, Royal Oak 

is largely built-up. In p!"ojecting the future of Royal Oak we may error some-

what as to whether rene...,;·al a;:id conservation will take place in some of the 

older st1·uctures, or we rnay fail to calculate the precise amount of new con-

struction, but essentially in 1990 Royal Oak will be Royal Oak. True it will 

be twenty five years older, but we can take that into a(' count. Thus the 

potential error has limits. However, if we take Avon Township, or even a 

totally undeveloped area the Rose Township, now can we foretell? Perhaps 

some large developer will decide in 1970 that this is the place to erect 

30, 000 homes or even 10, 000 homes. We have nc way to know this at this 

time. Presently a method of dealing with this problem will be discussed, 

but at best projections of the future for totally undeveloped areas are subject 

to wide variation. 

The first step towards a solution of the problem of prediction for small 

areas within the· county is to make the above discussed division into un-

developed minor civil divisions, partially developed minor civil divisions 

where essential social and economic character is formed, and finally almost 

fully developed minor civil divisions which will gain little or no further, 

population. These three categories are defined as: (1) Minor civil divisions 

_with densities of less than l, 000 persons per square mile (Low Density), (2) 
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minor civil divisions with densities of to between 1, 000 and 3 , 999 persons 

per square mile (Moderate Density), and (3) minor civil divisions with over 

4,000 per square mile :(High Densities). 

VOLUME II PART 2 A and B 

Data for the three density classifications in Ta1:Jle 7 reveals the numbers 

of persons in 1960 and their age composition . It can be seen that in 1960 

better than half (364, 001) pe::-sons) lived in minor civil divisions that were 

largely built up. Another 150, 000 persons lived in partly developed areas 

cmd 170, 000 persons lived in low density areas. It can be readily seen that 

each density category embraced populations of substantial size. This how-

ever, is not a particularly important nor useful fact. What does count how-

ever, ;.s the age distribution shown in the table. Here we see that differences 

in age distribution between the three density g:coupings are almost nonexistent. 

This is surprising. It does indicate that persona in all age categories live 

in each density group. Apparently each density category is attractive to 

persons of various ages, and the result is a very even distribution of ages 

between the three density groupings. Many possible e~planations can be 

given for this, but it does remain an obvious fact. Furthermore its a very 

handy fact in making projections, because we can assume that this broad 

based attraction will continue, and that we can disregard age of differentials 

in projecting. 

Table 8 gives the occup?-tional distribution by density grouping for 1960. 

Here we are using occupation as an index to socio-economic status. Income 
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its~lf is too difficult to project since we cannot foretell what a 1960 dollar 

will mean in 1990. Looking at the occupational distribution we see that 

differences between the three density groupings are not very great. The low 

density grouping contains a slightly smaller percentage of professioual males, 

but considering the fact that it technically is a rural area, it is clear that the 

low density area of Oakland County is not truly rural (this agrees with similar 

observation in another part of this study). Looking at the other occupational 

categories we see a rather close corresp•::mdence between density groupings. 

As with age we can see that we Y1ill be able to project occupational groupir,gs 

with some degree of assurance that each density grouping will continue to 

attract persons at all occupational levels aP..d hence at all socio economic 

levels. 

Although we can!'lot readily project income we can look at the distribution 
. 

of income by density for 1960. (Table 9). This serves to confirm the use of 

occupation as an index of income in making the projection. The relationship 

between the three density levels is the same for income as it is for occupation. 

That is, the low density area and the moderate density area have just about 

the same median income, and both are higher than the -'high density area. 
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- ( J TABLE '1 

Age By Density Group: 1960 

Low Moderate High 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Perc.:!nt 

Under 15 63,034 36.9 56,625 36.3 128,953 35.5 

15 - 24 20 , 056 11 . 8 17,831 11 . 4 42 , 899 11. 8 

'. .~ 
25 - 44 48,443 28.4 45, 146 28.9 106,015 29. l 

45 - 64 30, 134 17 . 7 28,014 17 . 9 65,477 18.0 
I; 

65 and over 8,821 5. 2 ·3, 557 5 . 5 20,264 5. 6 ' 

~ TOTAL 170,488 100.0 156,173 100.0 363,608 100.0 
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TABLE 8 

Major Occupation Group By Density Group 

Low Moderate 
Number Percent Number Percc=it 

Profess ion al 6, 259 15.0 5,831 16.4 

Mci.nagers , Off-
icial Proprietor s 6,996 16.7 4,985 14.0 

Clerical & Kind . 2;340 5. 6 2,046 5.i 

Sales Workers 3,910 9.4 3, 177 8.9 

Craftsmen & 
Foremen 9,519 22. 7 8,598 24.3 

Operatives 9,006 21. 6 8, 296 23 . 3 

Service & Priva.te 
Household 1,652 4. 0 1,294 3.6 

Laborers 2,094 . 5. 0 1,365 3. 8 

TOTAL 41,776 100.0 35,592 100.0 

--·--r----
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High 
Number Percent 

15,168 16. 6 

10,948 12. 0 

6,758 7.4 

9,531 10.4 

20,202 22. 1 

21,007 22.8 

4,340 4. 7 

3,633 4. 0 

91,587 100.0 
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TABLE 9 

Family Income By Density Group: 1960 

Low Moderate 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Under 1, 000 1,005 2.4 780 2.2 
' I 

1,000-1,999 1, 335 3. 1 936 2.6 

2,000-2,999 1,644 3. 9 1,218 3.4 

3,000-3,999 l, 861 4.4 1,518 4.2 

1 I 4,000-4,999 2,899 6. 8 2,382 6. 6 

5,000-5,999 4,702 11. 0 3,945 11. 0 

6,000-6,999 4, 752 11. 2 4, 113 11. 4 

7,000-7,999 4,065 9.6 3,932 10. 9 t 
~ 

\ ) 8,000-8,999 3,442 8. 1 3,308 9. 2 

L 9,000-9,999 2, 792 6. 6 2,&16 7. 8 

~l 10,000-14,999 8,289 19. 4 7,034 19.5 

15,000-24,999 3,685 8. 7 2,665 7.4 

.t l 25,000-over 2,037 4. 8 1, 353 3. 8 , _ 

.l-_l TOTAL 42,508 100.0 36,000 100. 0 

-MEDIAN INCOME $7,750 $7,789 

,! 
I 

-~1 

1j 
0 ij ·J 

?J 

j_ 

32 

High 
Number Percent 

2,201 2. 3 

3,212 3. 4 

3,559 3.8 

4,323 4.6 

6, 922 7. 3 

11.,212 11. 9 

11, 312 12. 0 

10,575 11. 2 

8,926 9. 4 

7,471 7. 9 

17,320 18. 2 

5,539 5. 9 

1,983 2. 1 

94,555 100. 0 

$7,420 
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VOLUME II PART 2 

Projection to 1970, 1980 and 1990 

To project the number of persons by the three density groupings the 

1970 population {Table 1) is split proportionately to the number of dwell-

ing units in 1970 in each of the three areas (Table 6). Nineteen-eighty and 

1990 are obtained similarly. We have seen that in 1960 there were only 

small differences between the three density belts with regard to eitheY 

age distribution or economic level as measured by occuµation. Using 

this knowledge and t.lie assumption that this situation (no major age or 

economic differentials between density groupings will continue) we can pro-

ject the 1970, 1980 and 1990 population characteristics for the three den -

sity belts directly from Tables·7 and 8. Results are shown in Tables 10 

and 11. Since these are inte:cim figures and the final result we are after 

is a division of each of the three density groupings into PAZ's, no analytical 

commentary on the meaning of the characteristics will be made. Instead 

we will proceed directly to Part 3, projections by PAZ's . 
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AGE GROUP 

Under }5 

15 - 24 

25 .;, 44 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

TOTAL 

" ~) __ _ 
I . 

~--· ) . - -r . r=w )-'!:... -........... 
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TABLE !O 

AGE DISTRIBUTION BY DENSITY GROUPING 1970, 1980, 1990 

Low 

49, 100 

27,800 

35 , 8·00 

29,900 

9,400 

152,000 

1970 
Moderate 

97 , 900 

55,500 

71, l 00 

59,700 

18,800 

303,000 

High 

157,300 

89,200 

114, 400 

95,900 

30,200 

487,000 

1980 
Low Moderate 

40,424 140,832 

20,956 73,008 

31,744 •110,592 

22,692 79, 056 

8,184 28,512 

124,000 432,000 

High Low 

219, 724 41, 076 

113 , 906 ' 21, 672 

172, 544 35,028 

123, 342 19,152 

44,484 9,072 

674,000 126,000 

1990 
Moderate 

147,678 

77,916 

125, 934 

68,856 

32,616 

453,000 

High 

322,740 

170,280 

275,220 

150,480 

71,280 

990,000 

CM • 

I 



h 

I 

I 
I 
I/ 
i 
I 

1 
j 
·! 

. , "' \ . t . --- t--- · -- I . 
1-- r-- !-"' i-- r-- r-

0 
r=- - ' >-.:.. '\ - • - l ·-- • ·x-- 1. ' _, ··' • 'f 
i=- ~ i==-- f .. -~. F f- -·- r::--=- r--·· i-T l 

\ 0 
\ 
T~ 11 

i=---

0 

I 

I : 
w 
U'I 

- L ,, 
l .... 



i i•\ 
?-• 

L 
l () ,_. 

L 
~L 

it 
t I 

'rl 

:J 
~1 

J 0 ~ 

·u ·1 

u 
~ 

36 

VOLUME II FART 3 

Introductio,n 

The remaining part of this study will be devoted to further sub-dividing 

the three density belts or zones into areas which have the same character-

istics, and thus be logically grouped together into Population Analysis Zones 

{PAZ 's ). These PAZ 's will then serve as the basic geographic units for pro-

jecting the 1970, 1980 and 1990 population by component areas of the County. 

The explanation as to the nature of PAZ's, and how they were constructed 

and designated can be found in Appendix B. The purpose of the PAZ 's is 

to provide a unit which can serve as the geographic basis for distributing 

the future population. ·Homogeneous geographic units can be expected to be 

I 
' 

11 

subject to the same social and economic forces in attracting particular pop ·-

ulation types in the future .• 

The findings of Appe ndix B . . are disturbing on one hand and reassuring ' I 

on the other. It was hoped to reduce the 55 minor civil divisions to perhaps 

10 or 15 PAZ 's to ease the labor of projection. Unfortunately this was not 

the fact. Working on a logical design on three largely independent factors, 

income (economic level), age of community, and degree of attachment to 

Detroit as measured by the proportion of employed persons working in 

Detroit, a typology of communities was developed. We were able to group 

, only relatively few minor civil divisions, and ended up with 29 different 

PAZ's, a disappointingly large number. In a sense it was hardly worth doing 

for it surely is not much practical help. On the other hand it does show that 

..... - ------ ~--- --~· -·------

t 
1: 
ii 
' 
f 

[ 1 · 
-----~ i 

- .1 
. ii 

I 



( 1 

I 
I 

\· 

~ 
I 

L 
( ) 

L 
r1 
. 'l 
• i 

:1 
1 

I 

·,-Ji 

· .~ 
0 

j 
r 

37 

even after much !'llanipulation and attempts almost by brute force to shove 

the 55 minor civil divisions into pigeon holes, they simply cannot be forced. 

In fact the constituent parts of Oakland County are markedly heterogeneous , 

and that's the way it is. Further , it is evident that the traditional urban 

ecological patterns of ring and sector are not present in Oakland County . 

Instead the county shows the marks of a number of differing phases of 

development, of differing population types living in widely scattered places 

in the county. This heterogeneity is further shown by the actual existance 

of 20 of the 27 theoretically possible PAZ types (Ap~ndLx B, Table A-8\ It 

can be seen that even if we ignore density differences and geographic con-

tiguity as well, and just count the existence of each type, we c:.re able to . 

reduce the 55 minor civil divisions only to 20 types. While 9 civil divisions 

can be grouped as High Income High Housing and High Detroit Attachment, 

and 8 civil divisions group under the other extreme, Low Incon1e, Low 

Housing, and Low Detroit Attachment, the remaining 38 minor civil divisions 

are split among 18 types only about 2 civil divisions pe:r type . 

Just as an experiment table A-8 was re -examined and the assumption was 

made that one factor would be dropped, and only two w~ould be used to type 

communities. With two factors, only nine types are possible (3X3} . · If we 

use income and age of housing we find that all nine possible types are present . 

If we use income and Detroit Attachrnent we find that eight of the nine are 

present (high income and low Detroit Attachment does not exist. If we use 

age of housing and Detroit. Attachment we find that all nine combinations 

exist. Thus even if we used only two factors we still would have a wide range 
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of types. 

It was stated earlier that there was a bright side to this picture. While 

admittedly the existence of a wide range of community types complicated the 

task of prediction, the practical consequence of the existence of this broad 

spectrum of con1munity types means that the original thesis of this study that 

Oakland County is a growing city and not just a. collection of bedroom suburbs 

is strongly upheld. Put another way; when we get around to typing the 

communities of Oakland County we find that a great range of types exist. 

This is a characteristic of a large city - and that is what Oakland County is 

becoming. There is ::i.lso a very practical and real consequence which can-

not be emphasized too strongly: It is clear that the existing communitie~ of 

Oakland County embrace such a wide range of types that there is "something 

for everyone" in terms of appeal to future migrants. This is the key to 

present and future mig!"atory pattern into the county. If a person wants a low 

income - new home - close to Detroit - it can be found. If a person wants a 

high income - new hon1e - close to Detroit it can be found. If a person wants 

a low income - new home - far from Detroit - it can be found. So many 

combinations are possible that Oakland County is now a'nd will become 

attractive to altr?-ost any person or family at any income and in any age of the 

life cycle. 
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VOLUME II ?ART 3 

... Number of Pe1·sons By PAZ 1970,-· 1980 and 1990 

There will be gross differences in the growth rate between the constituent 

parts of Oakland County. The Southeastern portion of the County is largely 

filled with peo:1;>le already and cannot grow much more. The North~rn and 

Western fringes of the County won't grow much until after 1990 because the 

total amount of undeveloped land is so great that it cannot possibly be filled 

by 1990. Figures A, B and C show the numerical growth by PAZ for the 

various time periods. 

As examination of Table 12 _ · indicates phenomenal changes are in the 

offering. PAZ 11 will gain 60, 000 persons before 1990. Similarly PAZ 12 

will gain 57, 000 persons, PAZ 13, 75, 000 persons, PAZ 14, 198, 000 persons, 

PAZ 15, 80, 000 persons, i:'AZ 17, 87, 000 persons, all b~fore 1990. 

Will this surely happen? No projection of the future is certain. Yet if we 

,_L are to plan intelligen tly we must make smne best estimate of the most likely 

possibility. The above projections are not a guess. Nor are they based on 

any extrapolation of past growth patterns, because it is obvious that the past 

cannot repeat itself. Instead the PAZ projections are based on a set of 

concepts which are carefully, lengthily and tediously explained in Appendix C . 

This method is new and untested. Oakland County is the first test. Time will 

, be the judge of the value of the method. It is suggested that the PAZ pro-

jections be reviewed frequently to see if they are still on the track. 

While it is difficult to visualize the entire County gaining almost three 
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quarter of a million persons, it is even more difficult to imagine the impact 

of these boxcar figures on individual townships. The largest increa.se, 

almost 200, 000 persons which will occur in PAZ 14 (mainly Farmington and 

Bloomfield Townships}, represents by itself a very good sized city. Just to 

cite one aspect of this massive population increase: the additional auto trips 

generated by this one P A Z will more then fill the freeways as now planned 

for this part of Oakland County. Obviously other environmental nee-Is will 

be proportionate. No amount of thoughtful consideration of the ·.rery real and 
I'· 

important prohlP-ms stemming fro1n this vast growth would be too much. 
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OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

POPULATION INCREASE 1970-1980 
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' TABLE 12 

DISTRIBUTION OF FUTURE POPULATION BY PAZ'S: NUMERICAL INCREASE 

Paz l 2 3 4 5 ~ 6 7 8 9 10 

1965 22,760 11,670 1,870 3, 100 11, 370 8, 250 5,740 1, 7HJ 9,900 
1970 23,400 12,800 2,200 3,600 15,300 8,500 6,800 3,000 11, 600 
1965-70 Incre:aae 640 l, 130 330 . 500 3,930 250 1, 060 1,290 ) • 700 
1980 24,800 14,800 2,900 4,700 46,000 11, 600 9,000 9, 200 16,200 
1970-80 Increase 1,400 2, 000 700 1, 100 30,700 3, 100 2,200 6,200 4:,600 
1990 27,900 20,800 5,100 8, 200 75,"()00 I 21,400 16,400 9,200 26,7(}0 

fl 1980-90 Increase 3, 100 6,000 2,200 3,500 29,000 9,800 7,400 ----- 10,500 
1l 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
!f 

1965 49,500 26,980 31,380 82,200 63,400 2,200 52,700 2,830 3,800 126, 350 . '1 ll 
1970 70, 100 29,400 35,000 88,700 73,900 2,400 61, 000 3, 100 4,200 152, 000 11 
1965-70 Increase 20,600 2,420 3,620 6, 500 10,500 200 8,300 270 400 25,650 

,, 
11 

1980 97, 000 35,100 99,000 123,000 143 , 000 2,400 105,000 3, 100 4,200 152, 000 

/! 
1970-80 Increase 26,900 5,700 64,000 34,300 69, 100 ----- 44,000 ----- ---- - -----
1990 110,000 84,000 105, 000 280,000 143,000 2,400 ·140,000 3, 100 4,200 152,000 
l 980-90 increase 13,000 48,900 6,000 157, 000 ----- ----- 35,000 -- --- ---- - ----- ,f 

11 

I 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
11 

1 I 

1 1965 42,340 23,600 84,000 2,650 11,900 31,900 26,000 35,000 16,900 
r ' 

J ,' 
1970 46,000 27,000 96. 000 3, 000 13, 000 38,000 32,000 59, 000 21,000 
1965-70 Increase 3,660 3,400 12,000 350 1,100 6, 100 6,000 24, 000 4,100 
1980 46 , 000 27, 000 96, 000 3,000 13,000 38,000 32,ooo 59, 000 21,000 
1970-80 Increase 
1990 46, 000 •. 27,000 96, 000 3,000 13,000 38, 000 32,000 59, 000 21,000 
1980-90 Increase - - - - - -·----- - -- - - -- --- ---- .. -----

· t 

I 
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VOLUME II PART 3 

Age Distribution By PAZ's 1970, 1980, 1990 

The age distribution of the future population of Oakland County, by PAZ 

will be discussed rather briefly. While the subject is of great importance, 

it shouid be realized that the degree of possible error becomes very great 

when predicting a given population characteristic, by small areas (PAZ 's) 

for a distant date. In other words, we are really straining the limits of our 

ability to forecast the future. Nevertheless it seems feasible to make some 

analysis of the future age distribution. 

The age distributions for the individual PAZ 's were calculated by taking 

the growth of the total County for each decade by age group, and distributing 

r it among the PAZ's by the percentage of the total growth of the County that 
\._) 

I 

L each PAZ represented. That i~, if the total County gained 28, 000 persons 

between 1970 and 1980 in the 15-24 year old age group, and Troy gained 2 

rl percent of the total Couc.ty growth, then 560 persons were added to the 15-24 

. il year old age group in Troy between 1970 and 1980 • 

The data are shown in Tables 13 through 16. Maps for 1990 were con-
* ! rl structed by ranking the PAZ's first by percentage of persons under 15 years 

of age (the child population) and then by percentage of persons 25-44 years of 

.1 
I age (the young adults). After rank ordering the 28 PAZ's were placed in four 

rl groups of seven characterized by High, Moderately High, Moderately Low 

and Low. The maps and tables largely tell the story. 

Looking at the persons under 15 years of age (Figure .4) (children) for 1990 

we see that in general the outlying portions of the county will contain the highest 
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proportions of children. Since these are now the areas with the smallest 

school systems it can be seen that quite a change xnust be forthcoming if · 

needs are to be met. Correspondingly the smallest proportions of children 

will be found in the oldest parts of the County where schools are most adequate 

today. 

Persons 25-44 years of age (Figure 5 ) rep1·esent the young adults and 

hence presumably the most productive persons. Ir. the case of young adults 

the areas containing the highest proportions will be located in the middle 

parts of the County. This will be the fastest growing portion as well, and will 

represent the prime n1arket area in every respect. 

Occupational Distribution by PAZ 1970, 1980, 1990_ 

Occupation is used here as an index of economic level of the various PAZ 's. 

While the full occupational distribution is shown in Tables 17, 18 and 15ianalysis 

is confined to analyzing the.proportion of professionals and managers, owners 

and officials - the higher economic and status occupations, as a proportion of 

persons in the total labor force. High proportions of persons in these 

occupations represents higher socio economic levels. 

The projections for the individuals PAZ 's have been. made by distributing 

the projected growth of the various occupational groups for the total county 

· -among the PAZ 's proportionate to their percentage of the total 

County's growth. For example, if between 1970 and 1980 the total increase 

in professionals in Oakland County was 31, 000 and Southfield gained 10 percent 

of the total growth, then Southfield was increased by 3100 professionals. 

A map of the relative economic standing (as measured by proportion of 

prof~ssionals and managers, pro~ietors and officials of the total labor 
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force) for 1990 is shown (Figure 6 ). It shows the highest ranking economic 

areas to be located in places that are beginning to grow today, and the lowest 

ranking economic areas, located at opposite ends of the County - the far 

Northwest, and the Southeast c0rner. With the exception of Pontiac, which 

has the lowest economic ranking, the highest economic areas extend in a 

solid belt slicing the County into two parts. 

It should be cautioned that this projection is based on a long string of "ifs" 

and is to be viewed as only a very broad indicathm of the future. As it stands 

many qu.estions can be raised concerning the individual PAZ's. For example 

PAZ 21 is shown as being in t he high economic group, and on the surface this 

seems debatable. Undoubtedly more accurate specific results can be obtained 

by local planning comrr.is siuns studying the precise prospects of the individual 

area. 

New Dwelling Units 1970, i 980, 1990 

Growth of the new dwelling units in Oakland County for 1970, 1980, and 

1990 is shewn in Table 20 . No additional analysis is needed because the 

growth pattern is identical to the pattern of population growth (Table 12 _), 

because the new dwelling unit predictions were derived directly from the 

population groVo(th predictions, and are not an independent estimate. 
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TABLE 13 
f { 
' 

AGE DISTRIBUTION BY PAZ'S 1960 ,l 
I 

Paz 1 2 3 4 5 & 6 7 8 9 10 tl 
AGE 

r1 Total 24,632 10, 504 1, 691 2, 469 231 9,091 7,439 4,855 1, 531 8,381 
Under 15 11, 814 3,947 560 910 62 3, 343 2, 785 1,752 516 3, 091 t1 
l5 - Z4 2,919 1,395 223 285 28 1,248 870 644 198 1, 028 t: 25 - 44 6,354 2,834 421 701 51 2, 511 . 2, 148 1,238 399 2,407 

I 45 - 64 5, 091 1,594 368 436 80 1,614 1, 180 822 272 1, 370 I! 
65 and over 1,723 734 119 137 10 375 270 399 146 485 Ii 

H 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

!J AGE • 
Total 45,866 22,734 27,006 61,147 23,266 2,004 47, 107 2,404 3,550 106, 137 Ii 

I Under 15 16,716 9,090 10, 143 22,489 7,989 633 17,818 980 1, 428 3_1 ; ns 11 f t 

l 15 - 24 5, 542 2,835 3, 181 6, 189 . 2, 143 186 5,344 289 472 11, 336 L 

J 

25 - 44 12,994 6,554 7, 745 17,765 6,530 546 14, 305 724 1, 054 31,985 I ~ 45 - 64 7,933 3,221 4,634 11,771 5,314 483 7,699 340 434 19, 191 

1 65 and over 2,681 1,034 . 1, 303 2,897 1,290 156 1,944 71 162 6, 247 t! 

I 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 1-/ 
AGE f i 

1 
Total 40,439 23,275 82,233 2,761 8, 147 31,347 25,631 33,343 14,795 1l 
Under 15 15,327 8,615 25,987 844 3,474 9, 130 8, 976 14, 1.85 6,252 

11 
I/ 15 - 24 3,559 2,867 10, 996 428 1,214 4,233 3, 392 3,891 l, 371 

25 - 44 13,243 6,679 21, 472 b84 2, 017 7, 874 7, 512 11, 383 4,831 11 
I • 45 - 64 6,675 4, 110 17, 087 623 1, 182 7,579 4,578 3, 189 1, 817 I; 
I 

r 
65 and over l, 631 6, 691 260 2,531 l , 173 695 526 11 ,. 1,004 182 

11 

ll I 
I ii 
I 

:.J I I 
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TA.J3LE 14 

AGE DISTRIBUTION BY PAZ.'S - 1970 

Paz l 2 3 4 5&~ 7 8 9 10 

AGE 
Total 25,669 12,800 2,200 3, 600 15, 131 8,314 6,800 3,000 11 , 600 

Under 15 11, 539 5,232 674 1,162 4,738 3,022 2, 186 844 3,809 

15 - 24 2,468 1,207 409 699 3,436 l,258 1, 356 736 2, 206 

25 - 44 6,251 3,940 464 796 3,013 2,237 1, 401 522 2, 677 

45 - 64 4, 788 1,586 493 714 3, 085 1,441 1,300 633 2, 162 

65 and over 1, 623 ' 835 160 229 859 356 557 265 746 

11 12 13 14 · 15 16 17 18 19 iO 
AGE /,· ' 

I Total 70,100 36,515 35,001 88,663 73, 899 2,399 ' 61, 003 3, 099 4,201 151,999 

Under 15 22, 120 10, 577 11, 926 28,633 19,280 271 20,916 1, 135 1,573 47,605 

l 15 - 24 14,412 5,275 6, 107 16,273 20,675 331 10,429 544 710 28, 122 

25 - 44 15,030 7' 114 8,416 20,079 10,783 579 15,472 782 1, 109 35,837 

-J 
45 - 64 13,895 11, 975 6, 601 18,549 17,770 580 11, 117 511 594 30,473 

65 and over 4,643 1,574 1, 951 5, 129 5,391 188 3,069 127 215 9, 962 

l 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

AGE 
Total 45,995 27,000 96,000 2,999 18,000 38,001 32,000 59,000 21,002 

Under 15 16,567 9,446 29,057 897 5,671 10,614 10, 396 19,907 7,636 

15 - 24 5,594 4,230 16,035 515 4,820 6,668 5, 723 13,281 3,642 

/ 25 - 44 13,710 6, 992 22, 628 704 2, 845 8,433 8, 047 13,538 5, 352 

45 - 64 8, 043 5,026 20,474 682 3,606 9, 216 6, 145 9, 501 3, 343 

65 and over 2, 081 1, 306 7,806 201 1, 058 3,070 1,689 2,773 1,029 

:; 
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I· TABLE 15 I! 
f1 

AGE DL5TRIBUTION BY PAZ'S - 1980 lj 

Paz l 2 3 4 5&6 7 8 9 10 r 
AGE ·· 
Total 28 , 068 14, 798 2, 899 4, 700 44, 801 11, 412 8, 997 9, 193 16, 195 I' 
Under 15 12, 008 5, 902 909 1, 531 14, 688 4, 061 2, 923 2, 921 5, 350 1 
15 - 24 2,639 1,451 494 833 7,059 1,636 1,624 1,492 2,767 1 
25-44 6,707 4,592 692 1,155 12,695 3,248 2,118 2,543 4,177 1\ 
45 - 64 4,980 1 , 860 589 865 7,154 1,866 l,601 1,482 2,792 i: 
65 and over. 1, 734 993 215 316 3, 205 601 731 755 1, 109 I 

i 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1: 
AGE , ~ 
Total 96,973 42,209 89,946 122,6?.9 142,921 2,399 .105,958 3,099 4,201 151,·999 
Underl5 31,1 32 12, 487 30,351 40,023 42,429 721 35,991 1,135 1,573 47,605 
15-24 17,694 5,970 12,817 20,421 29,105 331 15,919 544 710 28,122 
25 - 44 23, 799 8, 972 26 , 346 31, 163 33, 310 579 30, 142 782 l, 109 35, 837 
45-64 17,580 12,756 14,136 23,207 27,237 580 17,282 511 594 30,473 
65andover 6,768 2,024 6,296 7,815 10,850 188 6,625 127 215 9,962 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
AGE 
Total 45, 995 27, 000 96, 000 2, 999 22, 995 37, 911 32, 000 59, 000 21, 002 
Under 15 16, 567 9, 446 29, 057 897 7, 346 10, 614 10, 396 19, 907 7, 636 
15 - 24 5, 594 4, 230 16, 035 5.15 5, 430 6, 668 5, 723 13, 281 3, 642 
25 - 44 13, 710 6, 992 22,' 628 704 4, 475 8, 433 8, 047 13, 538 5, 352 
45 - 64 b'. , 043 5, 026 20, 474 682 4, 291 9, 216 6, 145 9, 501 3, 343 
65 and over 2, 081 1, 306 7, 806 201 1, 453 3, 070 1, 689 2, 773 1, 029 
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OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

PERCENT 
15 YEARS 

OF PERSONS UNDER 

OAl<LANO COUNTY PLA~NING COMMISSION 

LEGEND 
KX><>4 .... LOW 

t=:::::~::::J .... M 0 0 ERATE LY 

~ ..•• MODERATELY 

~ ..•. HIGH 

LOW 

HIGH 

OF AGE 1990 
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OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

PERCENT OF 
25-44 YEARS 

OAKLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMM ISSION 

LEGEND 
·1?25<X'.l ... . LOW 

···:•:•:•:•:• . . .. M 0 DE RATE LY 

W'A ... . MODERATELY 

Qi-\\-W . . .. HIGH 
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HIGH 

PERSONS 
OF AGE -1990 
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TABLE 17 . 

r \ 
' l ._, 

I E>CCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION BY PAZ'S - 1970 

9 

I 
I 

Male It Female Employed 
Professional, Tech. It Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr'a Inc. It Farm 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Private Household Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Private Hshold 
Laborers, except mine 
Total Employed 

Male & Female Employed 
Professional, Tech. & Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr 1 s Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen and .Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Private Household Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Private Hshold 
Laborers, except mine 
Total Employed 

Male & Female Employed 
Professional, Tech. &.: Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr 1 s Inc, & Faltll 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen, & Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Private Household Workers 

I Service Workers, Exe. 
. Laborers, except mine 

Private Hshld 

/·~J : al Employed 

Paz 1 
6,519 

564 
646 

1,234 
1, l 73 
1,676 

162 
439 
389 

6,520 

11 
14, 072 
1,895 
1,230 
2,918 
2,674 
2,953 

276 
1,051 

617 
14, 072 

21 
12,693 

2,616 
2, 212 
4,253 
l, 543 
1,056 

193 
382 
122 

12,693 

2 
3, 560 

430 
387 
612 
653 
829 

62 
281 
211 

3,560 

12 
7,498 

736 
482 

1, 295 
1,621 
1,950 

163 
597 
221 

7,498 

22 
8,124 
1, 219 

658 
2,245 
1, 616 
1,344 

i06 
482 
207 

8, 124 

3 
618 

54 
87 
82 
68 

183 
13 

: 36 
54 

618 

13 
8,146 
1,483 

885 
2,007 
l, 391 
1,092 

127 
462 
227 

8,146 

23 
29,878 
2,702 
1,370 
5,904 
4,033 
8, 725 
l, 077 
3,373 
1,357 

29,878 

4 
876 
116 
135 
174 
167 
121 

28 
44 
64 

876 

14 
20,Z66 
4,431 
4,124 
4,657 
2,519 
1,809 

601 
904 
477 

20,266 

24 
1,069 

59 
61 

206 
201 
116 

27 
109 

42 
'· 069 " 

5&6 
3,174 

305 
163 
557 
562 
907 

44 
260 
175 

3, 174 

15 
15,440 
3,240 
2, 726 
3, 911 
2, 334 
1,645 

238 
725 
229 

15,440 

25 
.1 , 702 

30 
5'/ 

130 
170 
522 
211 
258 
184 

1,702 

7 
2,436 

334 
270 
474 
486 
463 

51 
166 
124 

2,436 

16 
763 
182 
127 
218 

90 
64 

23 
16 

763 

26 
12,253 
1,553 

807 
3,264 
2,266 
2,553 

134 
846 
363 

12,253 

i . *' + .a ;:www:ac• . -~ ~ --- -- - - ~·-:v __ -·-- ... --.~- - .---., --- . _....,.._._ ... ,, .. .... --~·-- · ~··--,--
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8 
1,520 

128 
122 
326 
285 
379 

25 
130 

66 
1,520 

17 
16,983 

2, 146 
1,226 
3,597 
3, 277 
3,762 

283 
1, 418 

563 
16,983 

27 
9, 126 

551 
349 

1,886 
1,876 
2,924 

116 
806 
278 

9, 126 

9 
534 

54 
23 

113 
112 
135 

9 
37 
29 

534 

18 
794 

99 
47 

123 
175 
199 

14 
86 
34 

794 

28 
.10, 885 

1,489 
530 

·2, 491 
2, 178 
2,789 

107 
627 
351 

10,885 

_._ 

10 
2, 677 

288 
159 
457 
587 
757 

24 
188 
115 

z. 677 

19 
1,097 

191 
75 

213 
193 
263 

23 
80 
31 

1,097 

29 
4,964 

850 
362 

1,222 
994 
866 
111 
335 
141 

4,964 

0 

zo 
41, 787' 
9,495 
5,554 

11, 964 
5,624 
4, 205 

745 
Z,044 

777 
41,787 
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TABLE 18 

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION BY PAZ'S 1980 

-1 

Professional, Tech. It Kindred Wo~ers 
Managers, Olficiab, Propr 1s Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales t~ Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives It Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe, Private Hshld 
Laborers exc. mine 

Total Employed 

Professional, Tech. It Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr1 s Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, For·emen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Private Hshld 
Laborers exc. mine 

Total Employed 

Professional, Tech. & Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr's Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives, & Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Private Hshld 
Laborers exc. mine 

Total Employed 

Paz 1 
990 
787 

1,560 
1,343 
1, 711 

758 
392 

7,541 

11 
8,036 
3,333 
7,776 
5,264 
3,696 
3,628 

672 
32, 405 

21 
3,239 
2, 451 
4, 807 ( 
1,858 
1,229 

824 
135 

14,543 

2 
943 
565 

1, 022 
873 
898 
537 
216 

5,054 

12 
2,976 
1,290 
3, 163 
2,648 
2,374 
1,626 

252 
14,329 

22 
1,624 

813 
2,605 
1, 821 
1, 4.56 

750 
215 

9,284 

.:~~.~-~~:- --=-u -- -=~- ~~:·_:::_ .. ~~--=--:: --v ~~~---- -;- ~:-·~-· 

3 
191 
134 
191 
127 
200 
101 

55 
999 

13 
9,434 
3,416 
7, 844 
4,356 
1,334 
3,451 

245 
30,080 

23 
4,227 
1,956 
7,261 
4,805 
9, 149 
5,060 
1,388 

33,846 

4 
4?3 
230 
393 
234 
156 
175 
67 

1, 697 

14 
, 11, 849 

6,651 
10,494 
5,620 
2,656 
4,275 

540 
42,085 

24 
90 
73 

234 
217 
125 
148 

43 
930 

5&6 
4,762 
1,594 
3,858 
2,249 
1,089 
1,915 

188 
15~655 

15 
17,730 
7,622 

15,224 
8,320 
3, 190 
6,347 

346 
58, 779 

25 
1,759 

674 
1, 557 

949 
825 

1, 132 
206 

7, 102 

7 
841 
435 
853 
681 
489 
401 
126 

3,826 

16 
213 
139 
246 
106 

73 
35 
17 

829 

26 
2,300 
1,094 
3, 929 
2,644 
2,760 
1,279 

378 
14,384 

8 
647 
299 
735 
502 
440 
349 

70 
3,042 

17 
9,470 
3, 611 
9,099 
6, 117 
4,186 
4,369 

594 
37,446 

27 
1,267 

624 
2,523 
2,238 
3, 123 
1, 208 

293 
11,276 

9 
1, 001 

328 
816 
473 
178 

. 389 
32 

3,217 

18 
161 
" 71 
17& 
207 
216 
125 

35 
993 

28 
4, 321 
1,618 
5,012 
3,612 
3,576 
1,867 

409 
20,415 

10 
1, 232 

478 
1,193 

975 
852 
563 
122 

5,415 

19 
253 

99 
268 
225 
280 
128 

32 
1,285 

29 
1, 535 

625 
1, 831 
l, 341 
1,056 

720 
155 

7,263 
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20 
14,538 
• '7 ._i503 
16,479 
8,192 
5,614 
4,819 
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TABLE 19 

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTICN BY PAZ'S 1990 

Professional, Tech. &t Kindred Workers 
Managers, ·Officials, Propr1s Inc. &t Farm 
Clerical, Sales &t Kindred Workers. 
Craftsmen, Foremen &t Kindred Workers 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Private Hshld 
Laborers exc. n1ine 

Total Employed 

Professional, Tech. & Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officials, Propr's Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales & Kindred Workers 
Crafts men, Foremen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe. Priv.'.ite Hshld 
Laborers exc. inine 

Total Employed 

Professional, Tech, & Kindred Workers 
Managers, Officiais, Propr's Inc. & Farm 
Clerical, Sales & .Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Workers 
Operatives & Kindred Workers 
Service Workers, Exe, Private Hshld 
Laborers exc. mine 

Total Employed 

Paz 1 
:. t, 462 

921 
1,854 
1, 480 
1, 711 

914 
392 

8,734 

11 
10,030 

3,899 
9,016 
5,841 
3, 696 
4,285 

672 
37,439 

21 
3,239 
2,451 
4, 807, 
1,858 
1, 229 

824 
135 

14, 543 

2 
1,888 

933 
1, 609 
1, 147 

898 
848 
216 

7,439 

12 
10,534 
3,425 
7,862 
4,836 
2,374 
4,114 

252 
33, 407 

22 
1,624 

813 
2,605 
1,821 
1, 456 

750 
215 

9,284 

3 
506 
223 
387 
281 
200 
205 

55 
1,794 

4 
917 
379 
719 
436 
156 
348 

67 
3,022 

13 14 
11, 743 • 36, 096 

4, 071 13, 532 
9,280 25,570 
5,025 12,640 
1,334 2,656 
4, 211 12, 259 

245 540 
35,909 103,293 

23 24 
4,227 90 
1,956 73 
7,261 234 
4,805 217 
9, 149 125 
5,060 148 
l. 383 43 

33,846 930 

5&6 1 
9, 38J 2,363 
2, 905 867 
6,730 1,799 
3,586 1, 122 
1,089 489 
3,436 901 

188 126 
27,315 7,667 

15 16 
17,730 213 
7,622 139 

15,224 246 
8,320 106 
3, 190 73 
6,347 35 

346 17 
58, 779 829 

25 26 
1, 759 2,300 

674 1,094 
1,557 3,929 

949 2, 644 
825 2,760 

1, 132 1, 279 
206 378 

7, 102 14,384 

8 
1,749 

612 
1, 420 

821 
440 
712 

70 
5,284 

17 
14,718 

5, 101 
12,362 
7,637 
4,186 
6,097 

594 
50,695 

27 
1,267 

624 
2,523 
2,238 
3, 123 
1, 208 

293 
11,276 

- 1 f ..c:t:".":' .. 

9 
1, 001 

328 
816 
473 
178 
389 

32 
3,217 

18 
161 
7l 

178 
207 
216 
125 

35 
993 

28 
4,321 
1,618 
5, 012 
3,612 
3, 576 
1,867 

409 
20,415 

10 
2,859 

940 
2.,204 
1, 446 

852 
1,099 

122 
9,522 

19 
253 

99 
268 
225 
280 
128 

32 
1, 285 

29 
1,535 

625 
l, 831 
1, 341 
1,056 

720 
155 

7,263 

(' 
\J 

20 
14,538 
7,503 

16,479 
8,192 
5,614 
4,819 

881 
58,026 
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OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

POPULATION ANALYSIS ZONES 
BY ECONOMIC GROUPINGS 1990 

• • e • • • • • • • r r 
~::,:Z;t :c:.:«:::::;::;::.: ·:.:::::::: :1 
·:=:::::::::::::::::~==·=·===~=:::::::t 
~-:--: ·: ·:.: ·=.: ·=.:. :-: . : . : . : to =t:.:": ·=. ~ 
~·.·················-'······-· .. . ·.·.···( 

OAKLAND COUNTY PL 4NNING COMMISS ION 

LEGEND 
tQ<Z><t .... LOW 

~ ... • MODERATELY 

llP'IM .. .. HIGH 

LOW 

HIGH 

57 

MILES 

0 2 3 4 

11 
Figure 6 

, ~ 



~-- ·-"-'-r.~7' , -I -;. 
·- -I 

} 

i-
"'; 

i....;.,, ·- 1--

8 
) . 

:-- \..'!' 
I- - \~ 

l-

TABLE 

i-

20 

1 r--
0 

.. __ _ ,: __ ') . 
r- r-- - ··r-

¥-• -·-----I 
• . ..:.. : ..L 

I l 
0 

NEW DWELLING UNITS BY DECADE BY PAZ 

Paz 1 2 3 . .4 5&6 '7 8 9 10 

1960 - 1970 6,629 3,626 623 1, 120 4,334 2, 408 1,926 850 3,286 
I 

~ l 1970 - 1980 -7, 425 4,431 868 1,331 13,473 3, 473 2,695 2, 754 4,850 ! 

I 1980 - 1990 8,230 6, 136 1,504 2,419 22, 124 6,313 4, 720 1,239 7,876 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 t 
~ -

1960 - 1970 19,858 8,329 9, 915 25,127 20,935 680 17, 280 878 1, 190 43,059 ~ 
" 1970 - 1980 29, 042 10,509 26,946 36,826 42,814 719 31,737 928 1,257 45,509 t 
~ 

1980 - 1990 32,448 Z4,779 30,973 82, 596 - 42, 183 708 41 , 298 914 1,239 44,838 i' ,l 
:1 I, 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 '1 h 
1960 - 1970 13, 031 7, 649 27, 195 9,348 5,099 10, 764 9, 065 16 , 714 5,949 ii 
1970 - 1980 13, 772 8,084 281743 898 3, 892 11, 377 9,581 17,665 6, 287 ii 

I 
1980 - 1990 13,569 7, 965 28,319 885 3, 835 11, 209 9, 440 17, 404 6, 195 

~ :---
i[ 

f 
ii 
I 

UI . 1/ Cl9 
I, 

II 
f' , ______ 
I 
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TABLE 21 
, 

j 
AGE OF STRUCTURE 'BY PAZ 

I Paz l 2 3 4 5 

I YEAR 
l 1950 to March 1960 2,000 1,366 231 362 38 I 1940 - 1949 1, 051 332 106 111 28 I 

1939 or Earlier 3,622 1, 491 358 328 38 
Total 6,673 3, 189 695 801 104 

11 12 13 14 ,15 

YEAR 
1950 to March 1960 5,216 3, 191 3,941 11, 834 7, 964 
1940 - 1949 2,365 1,332 1, 541 2,376 2,868 
1939 or Earlier 3,940 2,705 2,550 2,865 1,767 
Total 11, 521 7,228 8,032 17,075 12,599 

21 22 23 24 25 

YEAR 
1950 to March 1960 8,467 1,676 5,545 68 230 
1940 - 1949 1,527 3, 096 2,~05 l 04 1,709 
1939 or Earlier 1, 102 1,519 16, 704 809 508 
Total 11, 096 6,291 24,754 981 2,447 

. ' 
"'"'""""'""-~-- ~-~----_....,_..., ,,,._ ... _......._.. . ~..(; .. - -----"'--""·• -- ..,._,~---~ ... - .... . ~ ..... ...a...~~:-n.:;;::-·-r~--:-~-~ ... 
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I I I 

6 7 8 

. 977 1, 112 705 
632 346 489 
972 782 802 

2,581 2,240 1, 996 

16 17 18 

279 7, 016 380 
74 3, 098 205 

299 3, 823 166 
.' j , 652 13,937 i . 751 

26 27 28 

1,582 2,667 6,423 
2,636 1, 292 1,268 
5,668 3,509 1, 132 
9,886 7, 468 8,873 

. ... 
1 

9 

163 
150 
359 
672 

19 

521 
188 
332 

3),041 

29 

2, 487 
380 

1, 036 
3, 903 

I 
0 

10 

l, 165 
877 

1, 260 
3, 302 

20 

15, 303 
e,263 

10,280 
33, 846 
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VOLUME II PART 3 

( 
Population By Minor Civil Divisions - 1970, 1980, 1990 

Table 21 subdivides each PAZ into its constituent minor civil divisions 

i 
I 

and shows the projected population for 1970, 1980 and 1990. Readers are 

cautioned not to place too much c0nfidence in the results for the individual 

minor civil division, particularly if it desplays a vast growth between 1970 

rL and 1990. Also these minor civil divisions that exhibit this great growth 

! ll potential wm probably also change in gover.imental character as the popu-

lation increases markedly. This is why the PAZ 's were developed as the 

l analytical units upon which this study is based. However, in the interest 

of practicality in planning the tabulation by minor civil division is shown 

t 
0 in Table 21. 
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-c, 
TABLE 22 

POPULATION OF OAKLAND COUNTY FOR 
1965, 1970, 1980 AND 1990 BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION 

I 
I, 

1965. 1970 1980 1990 

PAZ# 1 22,760 23,400 24,800 27,900 
Brandon Township 3,680 3, 780 3, 980 4, 580 
Groveland Township 1, 430 1,530 1, 730 2,230 
Rose Township 1,800 l, 900 2, 100 2,600 
Oxford Township 6,559 6, 690 6,990 7, 490 
Holly Township 6,300 6,400 6, 700 7, 200 
Springfield Township 3,000 3, 100 3, 3\)0 3, 800 

' 
PAZ #2 11, 6i0 12,800 14, 800 20,800 

' 
.Milford Twp. & Milford Vil. 6,330 6,930 7,930 11,000 

l Lyon Twp. & South Lyon City S,340 5,870 6, 870 9,800 
l I 

PAZ# 3 1, 870 2,200 2, 900 5, 100 
! . 

( ) t 
,.- Addison Twp & Leonard Vil. .· I 
L PAZ# 4 3, 100 3,600 

if 
4, 700 8, 200 t 

Oakland Township Ii rl PAZ# 5 & 6 11, 370 15,300 46,000 75, 000 
I 

Lake Angelus 270 300 300 300 

'l Pontiac Township 11, 100 15,000 45, 700 74, 700 
I ~ 

PAZ# 7 . 8, 250 8,500 11,600 21, 400 I 

; I Novi Twp. & Northville I 1 ~ ·rL 
PAZ# 8 5, 740 6,800 9,000 16,400 . ' I 

11 
Highland Township l PAZ# 9 1, 710 3,000 9,200 9,200 I l> Wixom 

~1 Hi 
PAZ# 10 9,900 11, 600 16, 200 26, 700 I ' White Lake T\.~wnship I I . ' 1! I 

l '! 1 
PAZ# 11 49,500 70,100 97, 000 110, 000 

0 Troy 24,000 34,000 49,000 57,000 ~ ,.. 
1.r -.!l Avon Township 19, 600 29,600 40, 500 45,000 

Rochester 5,900 6,500 7,500 8,000 
I 
I 

JJ ' }. 

-·-- - -- - ----- _____ ,..._.. _____ -· 
I .! -

i i 
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( ) 1965 1970 1980 1990 

PAZ# 12 26,980 29,400 35, 100 84,000 
Independence Township 13, 260 14,500 17,300 41,800 
Orion Twp. & Lake Oricn Vill3, 720 14,900 17,800 42,200 

PAZ# 13 31,380 35,000 99,000 105, 000 
West Bloomfield Township 19, 780 21,600 53, 600 56,600 
Commerce Township 11, 600 13,400 45,400 48,400 

PAZ# 14 82,200 88,700 123,000 280,000 
Quakertown - Woodcreek Farms 1, 400 2,000 3,000 4,000 

t 
Franklin - Bingham Farms 3, 210 4,000 6,000 10,000 
Bloomfield Twp. - Bloomfield 

Hills 36, 150 39, 750 53,000 124, 000 
Farmington Twp. - City of 

'I 
~ Farmington 41, 400 42,950 61,000 142, 000 '·1 j : 
j I 

f_ 
PAZ# 15 63,400 73,900 143,000 143,00() 

Southfield 48,000 57,400 126, 500 126,500 I Beverly Hills 11, 500 12,000 12,000 12, 000 . 

~L o 
Lathrup Village 3,900 4,500 4,500 4,500 

' i PAZ# 16 2,200 2,400 2,400 2, 400 it . L Sylvan Lake 
I I PAZ# 17 52, 700 61,000 105,000 140,000 

Waterford Township i I ,_ l I 1 
: ! 

PAZ# 18 2,830 3, 100 3, 100 3, 100 I I 

Wolverine Lake it~ ll 11 ' r PAZ# 19 3,800 4,200 4,200 4, 200 
t : l. ' I Walled Lake 

r1 
I PAZ# 20 126,350 152,000 152,000 152,000 

! I . I Birmingham 27,300 32,900 32, 901J 32,>00 ll .1 Huntington Woods 9,050 9, 100 9, 100 9, 100 
Royal Oak 90,000 HO, 000 110, 000 110, 000 ' I 

I 

I> PAZ# 21 42,340 46,000 46,000 46,000 ·~1 
I I Oak Park 38,500 42,200 42,200 42,200 

Pleasant Ridge 3,840 3,800 3,800 3,800 

H 1 PAZ# 22 23,600 27,000 27,000 27,000 
Berkley 

~ .Jj 
!!-

L ~J . 11 -- ------ ----------- --------(! J__ __ - I 
'i 
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( ) 1965 1970 1980 1990 r 
.! 
! 

PAZ# 23 84,000 96,000 96,000 96,000 
Pontiac 

PAZ# 24 2,650 3,000 3,000 3,000 
Keego Harbor !· 

I 
PAZ# 25 11, 900 13,000 13,000 13,000 

Royal Oak Township 

t 
PAZ# 26 31,900 38,000 38,000 38,000 

Ferndale iT ' .: ~-If'' 
! 

PAZ# 27 26,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 I 

Hazel Park It I, .:,..,. l . l I 

t + _,...) 
PAZ# 28 35,000 59,000 59,000 59,000 L Madison Heigh~s I i . t 

11 
PAZ# 29 16,900 21,000 21,000 21,000 I 

' 

l I 
Clawson 
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Final Summa.ry 

The entire study can be summed up in a few brief but extremely vital 

points·. They are as follows : 

( 1) Oakland County will increase from its present 81 7, 000 to l, 569, 000 

persons by 1990. (2) The increase will be more than quantitative, it will 

be qualitative . Oakland County will become increasing urban. That is it will 

be less a collection of bedr oom suburbs, and more self sufficient, mare 

city like, more dominating in the total metropolita.n complex. There is an 

excellent chance that multiple dwelling units will play a more important role 

in the Countys hc-..ising picture. If so the County will become even more 

urban. (3) Oakland County will contain most of the higher income, better 

educated persons in the Metropolitan Ara. Thus the needs for parti cular 

environrnentai ieatures which a hi.ghly educated population desires will be-

come greater. (4) The greatest areas of growth will be the present day 

Farmington, Bloomfield , Southfield, Avon, Wt;!St Bloomfield, Commerce and 

Waterford Townships. Growth will occur in both N o rthwest and Southeast of 

these areas but it will be comparatively minor. (5) The consequences of this 

vast growth will be enormous. The water, sewers, sc'hools, roads, and 

other cmnmunity facilities, necessary to serve this additi onal population 

must be planned now . In addition certain parts of the County, in the South-

east corner, and near some of the lakes, will be old and far below the un-

doubtedly higher standards of tomorrow. They will need to be renewed and 

replaced if the entire county i s to remain vis able. Inner cities have allowed 

blight and decay to almost overwhelm them. There is no reason for a county 
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such as Oakland which has a young and prosperous population, and will have 

an even younger and more prosperous population, to repeat the mistakes of 

the past. At the present time deteriorated areas are but minor spots in the 

County. Now is the time to do something about them. 

The above expressed points are few in number, yet understanding of each 

is crucially important if needs ar e' to be met. This study has attempted to 

identify the future population and to comment on its probable needs. It 

atternpts to measure, in terms of people, the gross demand for con1munity 

facilities. What t:o do and how to do it is the job for planners, public officials 

ad1ninist:i:'ati.ve and elective, and for the public at large. The challenge is 

great, particularly in view of the fact that all of the clements for success 

are present. 
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APPENDIX B 

Designation Of Population Analysis Zones 

Introduction 

Let us consider the following question• What is the smallest number of 

geographically contiguous areas that the 55 minor civil divisions comprising 

Oakland County can be grouped, and still maintain some degree of social and 

economic homogeniety? First., we must answer the question as to why we 

wish or need to group minor civil divisions at all. In making the projections 

l 
'· of population characte:!'istics to some future date it is desirable to project 

l for as large an area as possible ; to i·educe the percentage of error; also 

grouping of areas into smaller types is based on the assumption that areas 

( ) that tend to be similar now will continue to be homogeneous in the future. 

I ' r Thus we wish to group the .55 minor civil divisions of Oakland County into a 

minimum number of areas to be called Population Analysis Zones (PAZ ' s) 

which will be internally homogeneous with regard tc the social and economic 

characteristics of their resident populations. This appendix describes the 

method of making these groupings and designates the resultant PAZ 's. 

Method 

Perhaps the most important factor in designating the grouping of minor 

civil divisions is the density of each. Density has two separate and independent 

meanings for our purposes. First knowing the present density gives us a very 

good idea of how much more an area can grow in numbers of persons, if we 

assume some standard of ultimate or eventual density. In other words we can 

calculate the ultimate residential capat:icy of ~n area. The second reason for knowing 
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density in designating PAZ 's is that present density is an index to the style 

-0f life of an area; whether it is rural, urban, suburban, in character is 

largely dependent on its density. 

In Volume I of this s tudy the 55 minor civil divisions were classified by 

density (Table Figure ) Fjgure shows Oakland County divided into 

density belts . The rational for these particular density classifications are 

stated in the introduction to Volume II. 

With the division into the three density belts attenti on can be turned to 

subdividing these density belts into logical grouping s of minor civ·il divisions . 

What is meant by logical groupii1g? The desil"ed result of this logic-'11 gr oup-

ing is to combine the minor civ il divisions into types of PAZ 's which will 

represent d .istinctly different subcommunities which will be internally homo -· 

geneous. On what criteria should these PAZ ' s be based? 

The first factor is fairly obvious. The civil divisions should be divided 

by economic level. The reason for this is that knowledge about economic 

level is of vast importance in understanding the corr.munity-present and 

future, so wi.thout question one of the factors on which PAZ 's will be based 

will be economic level. 

After the selection of econornic level as one criteria, additional criteria 

is not so easily selected. In the first place it is not easy to find other factors 

which are important and yet independent of income. In other words we might 

suggest such things as education and occupation but past research has shown 

that these factors and many more are simply indexes of income. Later we 

shall verify this for Oakland County specifically. 
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Another factor often used in the past for distinguishing potential PAZ 's 

is ethnic affiliation. However, our study has shown this is of little im-

portance in Oakland County. 

Another factor which would seem to have some consequence, if it is 

sufficiently independent of income, is the age of community. This factor 

would, in theory and in the practical sense as well, seerr .. to be of importance 

to planners and public admbistrators. 

Closely related to age of community is the age of persons comprising the 

~ornmunity. Again , to be usef'-11, it must be independent of both income and 

age of community. 

A-:i. int:riguing possibility for an additional factor lies in a measure of the 

degree to which each community (minor civil divisions) is oriented · to the 

central city of Detroit. Thj.s factor can be measured for the first time with 

census data, since we have information on place of work. 

Now there may be other factors which would be useful for constructing a 

typology of minor civil divisions, and combining the similar types into PAZ 's, 

but the census ·d oes not have the necessary information. Separate studies 

should be encouraged. However, they can be oi no use to us here. 

The factors which will be analyzed here are as follows. 

I. Economic Factor 

Measures 

A. Median family income. 

B. Percent Craftsme_n, foremen, etc . , of all workers. 

C. Number school years completed. 
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D. Percent professional, technical, managers, etc. , of all workers. 

E. Fertility Ratio. 

F. Percent dwelling units in structure cf c.. ll dwelling units . 

G. Percent females 14 years of age and over in labor force. 

II. Age of persons 

Meas·ures. 

A . Persons 25-44 percent of all persons 25 and over 

B. Persons 45-64 percent of all persons 2 ') and over 

c. Persons 65 and over percent of all persons 25 and over 

Ill. Age of Co1nn1unity 

A. Year moved in 1939 or earlier . 

B. Year built percent built 1950 .. 1960 

C. Year built · 1939 or earlier 

IV. Attc:..chment to Detroit 

A. Percent of all workers, working in Detroit. 

B. Percent of all wcrkers, working in Oakland County. 

V. Density 

A. Persons per square mile. 

The process .of selecting the final factors involved the construction of a 

correlation matrix involving the inter-correlation of each variable with the 

other. This matrix is shown in Table B -1. 

This matrix was analyzed with the following in mind: (1) If two or inore 

variables were highly correlated with each other the one variable which 

correlated most highly with the other variables was considered the best index 
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of that particular characteristic. Let us use an example to illustrate. 

Persons 25-44 years of age, persons 45-64 years of age and persons 65 

years of age and over were all indexes of age. Which one should we continue 

to use, since their inter-correlations were all very high, indicating that each 

wa8 a good index of the other. Examining Table E -1 it will be seen that 

persons 25-44 correlated more highly than the other two age indicators with 

the other variables iri. the matrix. Thus persons 25-44 years of age wae 

selected as the index of age of pers ans in the cor.-irr.unity. Silnilar decisions 

were made ior the other muni-index variables: e.g. economic, and age of 

community. The reduced matrix which i.s r.i.uch smaller but which has not 

sacrificed information is shown in Table B -2. 

It will be noticed that density, which was included in the matrix, although 

it has been previously dec:ded that density would be a basic variable, behaved 

independently thus justifying its selection. That is, it was almost totally un-

correlated with any other variable (Table B - 1). This means that density must 

be considered in typing the communities (minor civil divisions). 

There are just four factors left in the reduced matrix. These are: 

Economic level (measure-median fa.mily incorne), age~ of cornmunity (measure -

percent of dwelling units built between 1950 and 1960), age of persons 

(measure-percent persons 25-44 years of age) and degree of attachment to 

Detroit (measure-percent of labor force who work in Detroit). A fifth 

variable-density (measure-persons per square mile) has already been selected 

.for use. 

Noticing that then four variables are moderately correlated with one 
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TABLE B-1 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SIXTEEN VARIABLES, BY CENSUS TRACT OAKLAND COUNTY 

r""., 
'-' 

Yr Mvd Year Yr Blt Crafts- 1 Unit Fem. Prof11, 
Age Age Age in- 139-Built 1939- menor8Yrs.Fert- in 14 Md. Work Work Tech., 

Den·sityr :65+ ~· 45-64. 25-44 EarliP.r 50-60 EarlierLabotsEduc. ility Stl'ctr. ~ Income Oak. Det. ~ 

Density --- • 0661 • 0195 -. 0444 • 2844 ._, 2897 • 2667 -. 0275 • 1096 -. 0792 -. 1619 • 3168 . 1621 -.1169 • 2203 -. 1056 

Age65+ --- --- ,4714 -.7911 .5909 -.5785 .7084 -.1014 .2166 -.5652 .0429 .. 0170 -.0132 .2850 -.2649 .0808 
Age 
45-64 --- --- --- -.9124 .4600 -.4643 .4295 -.2178 .0290 -.7248 .1963 .0931 .1886 .0446 ,0235 ,2499 
Age 
25-44 --- --- --- --- -. 5839 • 5835 -. 6269 . 1995 -.1214 • 7997 -.1560 -. 0727 -.1243 -.1631 .1056 -. 2109 
Yr. Mvd Iri 
1 39-earl1 r --- --- --- --- --- -. 8369 • 8561 • 1535 • 4318 -. 2514 -. 0942 . 4989 -. 4483 . 4079 -. 4143 -. 3731 
Yr. Built 
50-60 --- - --- --- --- --- --- -. 8871 -. 2643 -. 5346 • 2555 • 0857 -. 5525 • 5489 -. 4597 • 4754 • 4642 
Yr. Built 
139-earl'r --- --- --- --- --- --- --- • 1798 • 5320 -. 2711 -. 0683 • 5026 -. 4819 . 5518 -. 5548 -. 3501 

Craftsmen 
Completed 
8 yrs. ed. 

Fertility 
1 Unit in 
Structure 
Females 
14 Labor 
Median 
Fam. Inc. 
Work in 
Oak. Co. 
Work in 
Detroit 

• 5362 • 3886 -•. 1405 .• 3032 -.-:-5611 . 3760 -. 4489 -. 5965 

• 1154 -. 1720 • 3186 -. 7215 • 4582 -. 5740 -.: 5803 

-. 2098 • 1440 -. 4326 . l 151 -. 1484 -. 4 72 3 

-. 0602 . 1278 -. 0364 • 0666 • 2257 

-. 6134 • 4692 -. 4198 -. 5487 

-. 5095 . 6080 • 8323 

-. 8742 -. 4714 

• 5289 
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( ) TABLE B.-2 

CORRELATION MATRIX REDUCED TO FOUR VARIABLES 

Age of Persons. 

Year Housing Built 

Income 

Work in Detroit 

Age of 
Persons 

Year 
Housing 
Ruilt 

. 58 

In.come 

-. 12 

.55 

Work ir. 
Detroit 

. ii 

• 47 

. 61 
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Cor.relations Between Two Variables, Holding Third Variable Constant 

Two Variables Examined Variable Held Constant 

Age 25-44 & Yr. Blt. 50-60 Md. Income 

Age 25-44 & Yr. Blt 50-60 Work in Detroit 

Yr. Blt. 50-60 & Md. Income Age 25-44 

Yr. Blt. 50-60 & Md. Income Work in Detroit 

Md. Income & Age 25-44 Yr. Blt. 50-60 

Md. Income & Age ~5-44 Work in Detroit 

Md. Income & Work in Detroit Age 25-44 

Md. Income & Work in Detroit ·Yr. Blt. 50-60 

Age 25-44 & Work in Detroit Yr, Blt. 50-60 

Age 25-44 & Wol"k in Detroit Md. Income 

Yr. Blt. 50-60 & Work in Detroit Age 25-44 

Yr. Blt. 50-60 & Work in Detroit Md. Income 

Original Correlation 

• 58 

.58 

.54 

.54 

-. 12 

-. 12 

• 60 

.60 

• 10 

. 10 

• 47 

. 47 

Correlation With 
Variable Com~tant 

• 77 

. 62 

• 79 

• 37 

-.63 

-. 22 

. 61 

• 47 

-. 23 

• 21 

• 47 

. 22 
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TABLE B-4 

Correlations Between Two Variables, With Other Two Variables Held Constant 

1 
Two Variables Constant Original Correlation . I 

I 

Two Variables Examined 

Persons Age & Structure Age Income & Work in Detrcdt • 58 

Per~ons Age & Income Work in Detroit & Structure Age -. 12 

Persons Age & Work in Detroit Structure Age & Income • I 0 

Structure Age & Income Persons Age & Work Detroit .54 

Structure Age & Work Detroit Persons Age & Income • 47 

Income & Work in Detroit Persons Age & Structure Age . 60 

I 
r--- L .... .;=,,__--;::;;::;."' •• =..... -=-= _ _ ___ ,~ . d :.-.-
1 1-··.,- ....... --· ·-<!'! ... ; . ..,._,- <::-- ......... :r.-+-:-.. . ...-. ";;:>·. 

Correlation TWo. 
Variables Constant 

• 75 

-.85 

• 78 

• 71 

0 

. 44 
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another the next step is to calculate partial correlation coefficients (2nd 

order), holdi.ng one variable cons t ant and then .employing third order partial 

correlation coefficients holding two variables constant. Results are shown 

in Table B -3. 

The principal contribution in. the analysis oCthe partial correlations is 

that if we hold income and place of work constant w e find that age of community 

and age of persons are highly correlated( . 75). Also age of persons is highly 

correlated with income C~.85) and with work in Detroit(. 78). This means that 

one can be eli!n1nated ft om further consideration. 

If we eliminate age of persons and are reduced to three variables, we are 

left with the followi.ng. 

TABLE B -5 

Correlations Between Three Variables 

Year Built Income Work 

Year Built • 55 . 47 

Income . 61 

Work 

If we hold one of the three constant and examine the other two we find: 

Two Variable Partial 
Variables Examined Held Constant Correlation R 2 

Year Built-Income Work . 37 . 14 

Year Built-Income Income .22 . 05 

Income -Work Year Built .47 . 22 

We find that if the partial correlation is squared with work held constant 
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only 14 percent of the variance is accounted for by the association between 

( , 
Year Built and Income, and with Income held constant~only 5 percent of the 

variance is accounted for by the association bet\veen Work and Year Built,, 

and if Year Built is held constant only 22 percent oi the variance is accounted 

for by the association betweer. Income and Work. 

The three remaining variables (economic level, age of community, and 

degree of attci.chment to Detroit), need to be formed into a typology of minor 

civil div isions. How many types can be pos tulated? This d e pends on the 

riumber of categories into which we divide each variable. Suppose that each 

variable is broken into five di visions ranging from h i g!-: to low . Then there 

would be 5 "Income " groupings, 5 "Age of Community " groupings and 5 . 

"Attachment to Detroit" groupings or a total of 125 different types possible 

(5X5X5::125). In view of the fact that there were only 55 minor civil divisions, 

this seemed an excessive ~umber of possible type categor ies. A division into 

three groups, high moderate and low for each variable , see1ned more feasible, 

this was done and the 55 minor civil divisions were arranged in rank order , 

and divided into three equal groups. Each minor civil d ivision then r.ould be 

classified as h i gh moderate or low with respect to the ·three variables. 

As a final step the 55 minor civil divisions were classified into a typology 

of PAZ 's within the three density belts. The result is shown in the following 

table : 
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Table 8 .-6 ( ) l 
.< 

Low Density (0-999 persons per square mile) t 
! 

PAZ# 1 

Low :::ncome - Low Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Rose Township 

Groveland Towni:>hip 

Brandon Township 

{ ~ 1 

Low Income - Moderate Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Oxford Township and Oxford Village 

J 
~ 
l ( ) r1 

l 

Holly Township and Holly Village · 

Springfield Township 

PAZ# 2 

~.1oderate Income - Low Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Milford Township and Milford Village 

/J Low Income - Moderate Housing - Low Detroit Attachrn.ent 

Lyon Township and South Lyon Village (L 
PAZ# 3 

' ! 
~L 

Moderate Income - Low Housing - Moderate Det:..·oit Attachment 

Addison Township and Leonard Village 

11 PAZ# 4 

,-1 High Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Oakland Township 

1 PAZ# 5 

r 0 
'·!1 

Lake Angelus 

High Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 
I. 

~ J 
r-

---------------~ 
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PAZ II 6 

Low Income - Moderate Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Pontiac Township 

PAZ# 7 

Moderate Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit .Attachment 

Novi Township and Northville 

PAZ II 8 

Low Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Higl:land Township 

PAZ# 9 

Low I!lcome - Low Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Wixom 

PAZ# 10 

Moderate Income - l .. ioderatc Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

White Lake Township 

PAZ # 11 

Moderate Income - High Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Troy 

PAZ# 12 

Moderate Income - High Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Independence Township 

Moderate Income - Moderate Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Orion Township and Lake Orion Village 

PAZ# 13 

High Income - High Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

------
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West Bloomfield Township 

High Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Commer c e Township 

PAZ# 14 

High Income - High Housing - Hig h Detroit Attachment 

Quakertown - Woodcreek Farm.s 

Franklin - Bingham Farms 

Bloomfield Township - Bloomfield Hills 

Farmington Township - City of Farmington 

Moderate Density (1000 - 3999 persons per square mile) 

PAZ# 15 

High Income - High Housing - High Detroit Attachment 

c· 
I 

-_) 

t 
Sou.thfield 

Beverly Hills 

~' 
Lathrup Village 

PAZ# i6 

ll High Income - Moderate Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

! l 

~L 
Sylvan Lake 

PAZ# 17 

I Moderate Income - High Housing - LGw Detroit Attachment 

.,-l Waterford Township 

PAZ ff 18 

l Moderate Income - High I{ousing - J\1oderate Detroit Attachment 

.,-- 0 
c .11 

fc 

Wolverine Lake 
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PAZ# 19 

Low Income - High H•.:msing - Moderate Detroit A ttachment 

Walled Lake 

High Density (4000 persons per square mile and over) 

PAZ# 20 

High Income - Moderate Age - High Detroi.t Attachment 

Birmingham 

Royal Oak 

H:ilntington Woods 

PAZ# 21 

High Income - Low Housing - High Detroit Attachme nt 

Oak Park 

Pleasant Ridge 

PAZ #22 

Moderate Income - Low Housing - High Detroit Attachment 

Berkley 

PAZ #23 

Low Income - Low Housing - Low Detroit Attachment ., 

Pontiac 

PAZ# 24 

Low Income - Low Housing - Low Detroit Attachment 

Keego Harbor 

PAZ # 25 

Low Income - Low Housing - High Detroit Attachment 

"Royal Oak Town5bip 
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PAZ# 26 

Moderate Income - Low Housing - H i gh Detroit Attach1nent 

Ferndale 

PAZ# 27 

Moderate Income - Moderate Hm1sing - High Detroit Attachment 

Hazel Park I 

PAZ# 28 

Moder3.te Income - High Housing - High Detroit Attachment 

Madison Heights 

PAZ# 29 

Moderate Income - High Housing - Moderate Detroit Attachment 

Clawson 

Table B-8 summarizes the num.bers of civil divisions in each of the com.bi-

nations. Of the 27 theoretically possible combinations 20 actually appeared. 

It is evident that great heterogeniety was characteristic of the minor civil 

divisions in Oakland County. Otherwise the groupings would have been con-

fined to a few types. 
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TABLE .B.-8 

\ ) 
Income Housing Place of Work 

1 1 1 

1 1 2 

1 2 1 

l 2 2 

1 3 1 

2 1 2 

2 1 3 

r 2 2 2 

L 2 2 3 

2 3 1 

2 3 2 
[ ( 1. 

,- / 

t 2 3 3 

Jl 2 1 1 

2 2 1 

3 1 2 

3 2 2 

3 2 3 

. J~ 3 3 1 

3 3 2 

3 3 3 

- - --.----~--- --- -- -- -- ~---
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Number of Communities 

9 

·2 

3 

4 

2 

4 

3 

l 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

1 
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APPENDIX C 

Population P rojection: Oakland County 1965-1990 

The problem of projecting Oakland County's population to the year 1990 

involves unique aspects not usually encountered i n making population pro-

jections . Its uniqueness stems from the fact t!'lat Oakland County is not an 

autonomous economi c and social entity, but is a particular portion abstracted 

from the totality of the three counties comprising the Detroit Standard M e tro-

politan Statistical Area. In many ways Oakland County's present and future 

existence i s tied to the SMSA, but it is als0 t:t"ue t hat Oakland County ' s future, 

I ;. .. 

I ! 

• 

particularly its prospects for futt.re population growth are relatively i ndependent 

of any other area. Evaluation of this selective dependence and independence 

is essential to a reliable population projection. This means that common and 

simple methods of projection cannot be applied to Oakland County with any 

validity. In fact they y ield absurd results. 

A rather simple illustration of the projection problem generated by the 

situation of Oakland County is shown in Figure 1 . Examining the long time 

Pop. 

Oakland 

SMSA 

Michigan .. -- ---

I -----
!. -~----·---·-- -------

1900 1960 
< 

FIGURE 1 
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growth of Oakland County, the SMSA, and Michigan, it can be seen that while 

the two larger units have slowed down considerably in their rate of growth, 

Oakland County has an significantly different growth pattern. It is not only 

. growing at a faster rate than either the state or the Metropolitan Area but 

its rate of growth seems to be speeding up. Consequently, while we may 

examine past trends as a matter of interest, looking at the past will yield 

few clues to the future. 

To project the population of Oakland County properly, the factors con-

tributing to po:pulatio1~ growth must be ide!ltified and evaluated. Then these 

factors must be combined, taking into account the interactive effect of one 

upon the other. This method is called the component method. What are the 

components of population change? That i.s; by what mear.s do people enter or 

leave a particular population. The basic relationship is demonstrated on the 

following equation: 

P1 = population in some future year B = births 1v1 1 = in-migration 

Po = present population D = deaths M 0 = out-migration 

If we can evaluate each of these factors, and combine them properly we 

will have proje~ted the population of an area. The remainder of this dis-

cuss ion will consist of the evaluation of each of the components, and their 

combination into the final projection of Oakland County's population to the 

year 1990. 

The Death Component 

The incidence of future mortality is perhaps the easiest component to 
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estimate. This is because present mortality rates are relatively stable and 

( 1 likely to remain so in the immediate future. Let us examine mortality rates 

in Oakland County to see if the above statement is unjustified . Table C - 1 

shows the course of the crude death rate in Oakland County in the past 25 years. 

The course of the trend is clearly downward, but the rate of decline h as de-

creased. The c:-ude death rate has limited utility as a measure of mortality 

because of its seriously affected by changes in the age composition of the pop-

ulation . For this reason life tables, which pr ovide a true morta lity n1e a sure, 

have been especially prepared for this study. T able C - 1 

sumn1ari~es the mortality paaern in Oakland C ounty, and compares it to other 

L areas. The measure, length of life at birth or life expectancy, used he re ii; 

a summary measure of the true force of mortality. It is defined aE the number 

of years that an infant born on the indicated dates may be expected to live on 

the average. 
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TABLE C-1 

Years of Life Expected at Birth By Sex, Oakland County 
and Selected Areas, For Various Years 

Sex 
and 
Y-ear 

Males 

1939-1941 

1949-1951 

1959-1961 

Females 

1939-1941 

1949-1951 

1959-1961 

Oakland 
County 

64. 93 

68.59 

69.47 

68. 36 

72.59 

75.34 

AREA 

United Detroit 
States l Standard 

State City of 
of Detroit3 

(white pop. ) Metropolitan Michigan2 (white pop.) 

62.81 64. 27 N.A. N.A. 

66.31 66. 38 66. 16 65.96 

66.80 66. 86 N. A. 65.82 

67.29 66.81 N.A. N.A. 

72.03 71. 17 71. 21 71. 60 

74.19 i2.06 N. A. 73. 31 

1 United States Life Tables 1959-1961. Volume 1, No. 1. United States 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Public He a lth Service Publi-
cation No. 1252. 

2Michigan School and College Enrollment 
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Mortality in Oakland County is lower than any of the relevant areas with 

which it is compared . It is particularly interesting to observe that the average 

1 
length of life in Oakland County is as high as any place in the world. It 

should be ·further noted that the Oakland County life tables were C::l.lculated 

on the . basis of the total population, and consequently i nclude some incidence 

of Negro m.ortality . Since the majority of Negros do not have a strong 

econom.ic position, and this is certainly t:;:ue in Oakl.J.nd County, their life 

expect<3:ncy is substanti2. lly lower than white persons living in the same area. 

Thus if Oakland County life tables were confined to the white population, the 

life expectancy would be even higher, easily qualifying as one of the higheet, 

if not the highest extent today. T!J.e reason for this is clear enough. Oakland 

County happens to.be one of the wealthiest counties in the United States, and 

one of the things that can be purchased with this wealth is life itself. 

While the above discussion makes splendid fuel for local chambers of 

comm.erce, its purpose was to make an explicit point. Mortality rates in Oak-

land County are already so low, and life expectancy so high, that only trivial 

improvement can be expected until a major breakthrough occurs in the pre-

vention, treatment and cure of heart diseases and cancer. While the chances 

are very good that just this will happen before the end of the century it is not 

on the immediate horizon. 

This contention is borne out by examining changes in life expectancy in 

1 The total United States does not have the nighest life expectancies. For 
example, life expectancy at birth for females in Norway in 1960 was 75. 6 

. years; Netherlands 74. 8 years; Sweden 75. 4 years. 
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the past few years in those areas where life expectancy is already high. For 

example, in the total United States white females: 1955-59, 73. 7 years; 1960, 

74 .. 1. years; 1961, 74. 5 years; 1962, 74. 4 years. Or Norway; 1955-59, 

75. 4 years; 1960, 75. 6 years. 

In view of this evidence the obvious assumption for predic~: -i mortality is 

already so low that only trivial impt°ovements can be expected during most of 

the next twenty-five years. Hence, the current mortality rates as expressed 

in the 1959-61 Oakland County life tables will serve c>.s the basis of calculating 

future mortality rates in Oakland Cocinty. 

The Birth Component 

Birth rates are far more difficult to precict than mortality rates. Given 

the present state of ou::: Gociety there is much more instability in birth rates. 

This is confirmed by Table 8-6 . Most irr:po:::tant there is no long time trend 

m the birth rate. It rose from 1940 to 1943, fell ur.til 1945 (understandable), 

rose sharply from 1946 to 1948, :;:-ose somewhat during the 1950's and then 

declin~d again in the late 1950's, with rather sharp declines in the early 

1960's. Now where will it go? This is an engrossing question and the only 

thir~g we know for certain is not com.forting the "experts 11 invariably have been 

wrong. However, recent predictions have solved the problem of possible error 

in birth forecasting in a manner of speaking. They are based on a range of 

assumptions so varied that they include almost every logical possibility, and 

as a consequence are almost useless. 
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For example, the latest. p1·ojections of the Census Bureau 1 gives fertility 

rate projections to 1985. Four series of projections are shown. The high 

2 
fertility series is at the 125 level, and the lowest series is at the 90 level. 

In addition there are two more series, intermediate to these extremes. 

Looking at actual Oakland County data we see that in 1940 the general fertility 

rate in this county was 90, in 1940, in 1950 it was 124, and 1960 it was 122. 

TABLE C -3 

General .Fertility Rate (Births per l, 000 women age 15-44). For Oakland 

County Detroit SMSA and the United States, 1939, 1941 , 1949-1951, and 

1959-1961. 

Year Oakland County Detl"oit SMSA United States 

1939-1941 90. 1 74.0 79.9 

1949-1951 124.5 110. l 106.2 

1959-1961 121. 9 118. 1 120. 1 

The range of p"assib.ilit{~;-z;~~red by the United States projections is so 

broad that it coincides (quite accidentally) with the complete range of fertility 

actually exhibited by Oakland County in the past twenty years. In other words, 

according to the Census Bureau, future fertility behavior will have a range so 

1 United States Bureau of Census: Projections of the Population of the 
, United States by Age and Sex to 1985, Current Population Reports. Series 

p. 25, No. 279 February 4, 1964. 

2 The measure of fertility used here is the general fertility rate which is de-
fined as: The total number of live births (per year) per 1, 000 women age 
15-44 years. Thus the 125 given above means 125 births per ·1, 000 women 
15-44 years . 
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wide that it will include any and all of the actual fert i lity behavior exhibited 

in the past twenty years. This still leaves the basic question unanswered. 

One way to so lve th i s problem would be to prepare four separate fertility 

forecasts for Oakland County, but when it is realized that the other pop-

ulation component!:i must also have contingencies, the nurnber of possibilities 

soon becomes wieldly. That is, the final results of the projection being 

made here could be presented in terms of eigh t or sixteen possibilities, and 

surely at least one of these many contingenci es w ould become fact . However , 

we dor.'t know which enc, and for this reason inclus i on of too many possible 

situations not only makes comprehension difficult, out is downright useless 

in terms of practical usage in planning. A choice must be made at this time 

as to the most likely fertility contingency. 

Fortunately the choice is quite easy in this case . If we assume that 

during the tv,;enty-five years between 1965 and 1990 no rr..ajor shifts in family 

size considerations will take place, then the fertility rattern of the past 

twenty years will provide a suitable model. That is, since 1940 the family 

size of two, three or four children l:>as governed fertility behavior. Persons, 

upon entering the married state generally look to families of between two and 

four children. Granted that some have five, six or seven children, but this 

is compensated by those who have none or one child. It is difficult to see how 

this fundamental pattern can change drastically in the next twenty-five years. 

The yearly, or even a five year birth rate is another story. It may fluctuate 

with economic conditions or other factors not yet clearly known. We can 

assume that over these next twenty-five years many fluctuations in the birth 

'I • 

I l 

f ! 

! I 
I I 

i 

' I 

1 ' 
I I 

I 
i · 

' ' 

i \ 



r-

·t 
CJ 

L 
~ l 

11 
i I ·;_i 

l 
-~ . 

l 

1 
( ) 

. Jj 
r 

J 
J_ __ 

91 

rate will occur; it will rise, it will fall, and just when these o scillations will 

occur cannot be told . However, it will approach an average based on a family 

which is not greatly different than at present. By averaging the fertility be-

havior of the past twenty years _we can approximate the average fertility be-

havior of the next twenty ye a rs. This frees us from dependence on short 

range up swings and downsw in g s in fertility. Thus with any five year period 

there rnay be a certain amount of error, but over the entire twenty-five year 

period these errors will naturally be compensated. As an example let us 

suppose that during 1970-1974 economi c conditions are not good, and that as 

a cons(;qucnce people have fewer births. This does not necess a rily mean 

permanently smaller families, for with a rise 1n economic conditions after 

1975, married couples may decide to have the child whkh they originally ppst..: 

poned. 

The simplest, and seemingly most logical assumption concerning future 

births can be derived by taking the average general fertility rate uf the past 

twenty years (90. 1 + 124. 5 births) per 1, 000 women age 15-44 years as the 

average fertility level in this county ov er the next twenty-five years . Let us 

examine this rate and see where it fits into the broader picture. As stated 

before, the Census Bureaus" projections range between 125 and 90 births, so 

the rate 112 is medium high, in fact coinciding w ith the Bureau's second 

highest fertility assumption. This means that over the next twenty-five years, 

births should average somewhat below the very high birth rate levels 

characteristic of the early_ 1950's, but still quite high in terms of population 

growth and increase . In the past, Oakland County has had a high birth rate 
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relative to the total United States, and the Detroit SMSA, (see Table c 3 ), 

and thia projected level is continued in the projected rates. 

Migration In and Out of f:he Detroit Standard Metropolitan Area 

As stated previously, Oakland County is only a portion of a social and 

economic whole. That is, people who come to live in Oakland Ce;unty in 

response to job opportunities, customarily evaluate these job opportunities 

in terms of the whole metropolitan area rather than just Oakland County. 

This is not to say that in certain cases persons cio not comE to the Detroit 

Metropolitan Area in respor.se to a particular job opportunity in Oakland 

County, but in most instances it is impossible to separate the distinct job 

opportunities in Oakland County from the general economic opportunities 

provided by the total Detroit Metropolitan Area. Also, the factor of work-

residence separation cannot be disentangled. That is , a person may come 

to the area in response to a job opportunity in the City of Detroit and at the 

same time live in Oakland County. Of course the opposite job-residence 

situation prevails as well. 

This then is the factor which makes population projection of this one 

-. 
county (Oakland) especially complex. In providing a solution to this the first 

step is to further break down the in and out migration factors (M 1 and M 0 ) 

into two further components. M 1 can be divided into M la and M lb where 

M represents migration into Oakland County from elsewhere in the Detroit 
la 

Standard Metropolitan Area (Wayne and Macomb Counties), and Mlb 

represents migration into _the Standard Metropolitan Area (including Oakland 

County) from elsewhere in the United States. Similarly M is broken in 
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MOA and MOB which represents out-migration from Oakland County into the 

remainder of the Detroit area and out-migration from the remainder of the 

Dett"oit area into Oakland County . 

External Migration (M and M ) 
OA OB 

For reasons mentioned earlier there is no way to determine the migratioH 

to Oakland County from outside the three county Detroit SMSA. Yet there is 

little doubt that the future population of Oakland will be affected by the ex-

ternal n :ligration cor,1ponent. However, this component must be determined 

on a metropolitan area-wide basis, with Oakland County ' s sh2re of this 

migration calculated as a fin;:i.l step. 

The Detroit Metropolitar.. Area has in the past been one of the places in 

the United States where tens of thousands of migrants from the rural United 

States and Europe have located. The growth of the Detroit area, until 

recently has been very rapid. This growth has been due to the rapid ex-
' 

pans ion of the great automobile industry. This industrial expansion was the 

source of job opportunity that attracted the migrants to the Detroit area. 

There are at least two reasons why this growth must slow down. First, the 

-basic productive facilities are already established, and while future expansion 

can be expected· and indeed will occur, the increase in jobs can be only in-

cremental. That is, if it takes one hundred thousand workers to produce 

one million cars, it takes far less than two hundred thousand workers to 

produce two million cars. Second, and closely related, is the continuing 

automation, which has to a large extent done away with the mass of unskilled 

jobs. Whether it be fast or slow automation will eventually decrease the 
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number of persons needed to produce a given value of automobile product. 

While the automobile industry is predominant in Detroit and it is a symbol of 

its economy, the automobile industry actually employs a small portion of the 

total labor force. Thus the attempts to characterize Detroit's economy in 

terms of the automobile industry yield a spurious generalization. Other 

industries il.nd activities also a:re factors in the Detroit economy, ar..d con-

tribute to its growth. However the factors applica.bl~ to the automobile 

industry, as described above, are equally applicable to any other industrial 

or manufacturing process that might locate in Detroit in the future. The 

chances are great that jobs, and plenty of jots will be located in the next 

twenty-five years; but the chances that these will be mass jobs by the tens 

oi thousands are practically nil. Since 1940 many new jobs have been created 

by our unceasing technological progress. Space technology, electronic.:>, 

chemicals, electrical equipment, to name just a few, have all expanded but 

none have been characterized by-the mass migrations characteristic s of 

Detroit's growth in automobile jobs, or Pittsburgh's growth in steel jobs. 

The above argument is somewhat subjective in nature, and probably can 

be rebutted by anyone who wished to take another view of the subject. How-

ever, we have at our command data which further make argument unnecessary, 

and point out, with great clax:ity, the probabilities with respe ct to future 

migration to the Detroit SMSA. 

Table C-4 presents a picture of the relationship between projected job 

opportunities and projected size of the labor force. Colurnn 1 gives the pro-

jected size of the labor force in the Detroit SMSA by five year intervals. 
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l 
This projection was based on the following assumptions : (a) A set of 

future birth and death rates similar to those described here. (b) No in or 

out migration from or to Detroit SMSA. (c) A set of labor force participa-

· tion rates based on the 1960 labor force participation rates as given by 

the census. In essence this says: G iven the present population in the ab-

sence of migration, and further assum.ing tb.e sa1ne proportions of persons 

in each age and sex grouping are employ ed as in 1960, the figures shown for 

each five year period represents the number of jobs necessary to n1aintain 

level of employment similar to 1960. Thus column 1 sta.tes the riurriber of 

jobs necessary to assu:;:-e employment of the existing population. The re-

maining columns of Table C-4 show various projected employment levels 

under different assumptions. Column 2 represents a growth rate of 1% and 

most closely approximates the actual growth in Detroit in the recent years. 

This growth rate means that as the years go by the number of persons needing 

jobs (Col. 1) will seriously outstep the job opportunities. The Detroit 

economy will have to better than this or it will face unemployment and/ or 

possible out-migration. Column 3 is a calculated growth rate of 1 1 /2% and 

represents a projection of the growth rate of the United States as a whole. 

Even at this rate the number of persons needing jobs is greater than the pro-

jected number of jobs. Column 4 represents growth rate of 1 3 / 4%, a rate 

far greater than that for the United States as a whole. Even this rate fails 

1 For a full exploration of these assumptions see the Future Population of 
the Detroit Metropolitan Area, Mayer, A. J. and Hoult, Thomas F. 
United Community Service~ Detroit, November 1963. 
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TABLE C-4 

Projected Number of Persons in the Labor Force an<l Projected 
Employment Levels Detroit Standard Metropolitan 

·Area 2 

Col. 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 

Year Annual Growth Rate 

1% Ii% 

1959 1,273.9 1, 280. 2 
1960 1440 1, 286. 5 1, 299. l 
1961 1,299.1 1,319.3 
196Z ---- 1,313.0 1, 338. 2 
1963 1,325.6 1, 358. 4 
1964 1, 339. 5 1, 378. 6 

1970 !621 1, 421. 5 l, 508. 5 
1975 li55 1,493.8 1, 624. 6 
1980 187-0 1, 570. 3 1, 750. 7 
1985 1,649.8 1,885.6 
1990 1, 73·4. 3 2, 030. 7 

Col. 4 

1 3/4% 

1,284.0 
l, 305. 4 
1,328.l 
1,352.1 
1, 376. 1 
1,400.0 

1, 552. 7 
1,693.9 
1,847.8 
2, 014. 3 
2,197.2 

Actual 
Employment 

1, 370. 3 
1, 321. 6 
1, 247. 8 
1,281.6 
l,323.1 
1,372.4 

l 1, 700. 0 
1 1, 850. 0 

1Thompson, W. R, The Size of the Detroit Economy 1960-1980. (Unpub-
lished monograph prepared for City of Detroit. A summary of this report is 
contained in Michigan in the 1970' s: An Economic Forecast, Bureau of Bus-
iness Research:, University of Michigan, l 96S, Chapter VI.) 

2All data in this table with the exception of Col. 1 came from the forthcom-
ing economic study of Oakland County under the direction of C. J. Austermiller. 
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to provide as many jobs as will be necessa.ry according to the population 

projections. Column 5 is an independent projection made by a somewhat 

different method, but its results confirm our other findings. 

In summary it can be seen that in the next fifteen to twenty years the 

chances of job opportunities in Detroit becomir:ggreater than the population 

available to fill those jobs, is extremely ren1ote, thus m.aking the chances 

for further in-migration very slight. More likely persons wanting work will 

undoubtedly be rr.0re numerous than availal:>le job opportunities. This leads 

to the possibility of out-migration from Detroit in search of job opportunities 

elsewhere. The~e is no question that such a situation is a realistic 
, I 

poss.ibUity:: However, there is one reason why it is not being considered as 

a contingent situation here. Granting that it is possible that the number of 

jobs necessary to employ the future population will be created in Detroit, it 

' ; 
I ~ 

11 
I 1 

is no more likely that other metropolitan areas will create sufficient job 
I I 

opportunities to employ their populations. It must be remembered, that the 

larger number of persons reach the age of entrance into the labor force 
l. 

during the 1960's, 1970's and 1980's are a consequence of the high birth rates l 

which occurred after World War II. This was a nation;.,ide phenomenon. 

Thus every city and metropolitan area throughout the entire United States 

is experiencing the same spurt of growth, and the same necessity of creating 

local job opportunities. Certainly, the economy will be concentrated in 

particular urban centers who will cry for migrants. These migrants will 

come not just from Detroit, but they will come from Cleveland and Balti-

more and Pittsburgh and Chicago and New York, for each of these centers 
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will be in the same situation. Put another way , if Detroit cannot provide 
• I 

all the jobs necessary, people will still tend to stay here because almost 
., 

every metropolitan area will be in the same position. Because of this the 

contingency of out-migration from Detroit is not being considered in the pro-

jection matle here. How will this future employm-eut problem b e solved? 

The answer lies in the potential change in labor force participation. rates , 

and the very structur·e of the labor force itself. Persons can stay in school 

later thus delaying their entrance into the labor force . Persons can retire 

earlier. Women can be forced out of the labor force if men are available 

for the positior.s. Above all, by shortening the work week or the work day, 

r the work can be spread. All of these contingencies seem to be very real-

r ) 
is tic, as outlets for what presently appears to be a •; surplus" of future job 

seekers. Taken together they seem much more likely solutions than out- ! 
I 

l migration. I ~ 
i \ 

,_l In summary then, the external migration cornponent assumption used here 

will be considered zero, with neither a net in or out rnigration accuracy be -

'l tween the present andl 990. 

l i rl The Internal Migration Component (M lA and M lB 

Internal migration in this means inter-area migration between the various 

;1 
' 

parts of the Detroit SMSA. The particular focus of interest is, of course, 

rl the relationship between Oakland County and the other parts ~f the SMSA, 

particularly the city of DetroiL While assumptions concerning the other 

:1 
0 .? 

components in the equation could be based on past trends and assumptions of 

continuing regularity (i.e., death rates are at a low point and will stay that 
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way, two, three and four child families will prevail, migration is related 

to the number of jobs) no such easy answer can be found for the internal 

migration component. This is shown in Table C-5. 

TABLE C-5 

Number of Persons, and Percent of Total SMSA, 
By Major Subdivisions 1940, 1950, 1960 

1940 1950 1960 

Number Percent Number Percer~t Number Per.cent 

Total Detroit 
SMSA 2,377 .. 329 100.0 3, 016, 197 100.0 3,762,360 100.0 

Macomb County 107,638 4.5 184, %1 b. 1 405,804 10. 8 

Oakland County 254,068 10.7 396,001 13. 1 690,259 . 18. 3 

City of Detroit 1,623,452 68.3 1,849,568 61. 3 1, 670, 144 44.4 

Remainder Wayne 
County 392"171 16.5 585,667 19.5 996, 153 26.5 

Inspection of Table B-5 reveals that with each succeeding decade the city 

of Detroit comprises a smaller portion of the total SMSA. This is the long-

time and now familiar process of suburbanization or decentralization as it 

is sometime called. The past trend, as shown here, cannot be projected 

over the next twenty-five years .to 1990. That is whatever forces contributed 

to these past suburbanization trends must be changed or at least modified 

before 1990. Let us see why, by testing a numbe:;: of assumptions based on 

, past trends. First we must assume, as has been shown already, that it is 

highly unlikely that the Detroit SMSA will receive any appreciable net 

migration from outside the area in the next twenty years. The total pop-

1 
ufa.tion in this case will be about 5, 100, 000 persons. How will this 

1 See Mayer and Hoult 
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population be distributed? Assumption# 1: That suburbanization will 

continue at the same rate as it did in the 1950-1960 decade . If this occurs, 

the central cities share of the 5. 1 million persons will decline as follows; 

in 1950 the City of Detroit contained 61 percent of the total , and by 1960 this 

had dropped to 44 per c ent, a loss of 17 percent in ten years. At this same 

rate by 1970 the City cf Detroit will have declined to 27 percent of the total, 

and by 1980 to 10 percent or about 500, 000 persons. This is not reasonable. 

Assumption #2 that the suburbanization trend in Assumption # 1 represents 

a unique period, and a more valid measure can be obtained by extending the 
'· 

base period to 20 years, i. e., 1940-1960. In this period the central cities 

share declined from 68 percent in 1940 to 44 percent in 1960, a loss of 24 

percent. Extrapolating this trend yields 44 percent less 24 percent, or a 

,,... ( ) 
L 

net of 20 percent (about one million persons) by 1980. While this is a very 

small population allocated to the city of Dctr~ic, its at least within reason. 

rl However, the target date for our predictions here is 1990, not 1980, and 

this assumption cannot hold up the extra ten years, for another 12 percent 

jl will reduce Detroit to 8 percent by 1990. This is not reasonable. It should 

j i ;_t be noted that extending assumption# 1 to 1990 was not even ventured because 

it would have yielded a negative population for Detroit. 

1l 
I 

Two assumptions have been tried, and they do not produce answers that 

rl stand the test of reason. Perhaps another approach is needed. One way 

would be to invent modifications of these trends based mainly on a need for 

1 a reasonable answer. This could be done, but it would be of little scientific 

r 0 worth for it would be pure expediency. Another way is to use entirely 
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different data and see what kind of answers it produces. The 1960 census 

included a considerable amount of data on migration between 1955 and 1960. 

Perhaps this trend can be extrapolated. 

The 1960 census gave the actual inter-1netropolitan area migration 

figures. They were as follows: Between 1955 and 1960 the city of Detroit 

lost 267, 830 persons, of whom 68, 021 moved to Macomb County; 63, 436 

moved to Oakland County; and 136, 373 moved to Wayne County outside of 

Detroit. During the same period 49, 023 persons moved to the City of Ddroit 

L 
from these places. Thus the net migration was a loss of 218, 807 persons 

from the central city to the outlying areas during the five year period. If 

this figure is extrapolated it amounts to 437, 614 persons per decade, or 

1, 312, 842 persons over the 1960-1990 period. However, a natural increase 

L c) would be supplementing the central city population at the same time. If the 

1950-1960 rate of natural increase is applied, the population figures for 

,L Detroit in 1990 would be 833, 280 persons. While this is not beyond reason, 

as were some of the figures derived from other assumptions, it is a deva-

;L statingly low figure. Why is it low_? Because it means that over one-half 

; I 

rL of the present day existing dwelling units in Detroit would either be vacant 

or torn down. This would not appear to be in accord with economic reality. 

I 
·1 Another approach would hinge on the question or whether the 1955-1960 
! 

:--1 period represented a short term phenomenon, and that migration from the 

central city was for less than this if a longer period is considered. While 

1 the same type of migratio~ figures are not available for years before 1955, 

r 0 certain indexes of migration can be ascertained. For example, in 1950 the 
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City of Detroit's population was 1, 849, 568. The natural increase obtained 

by subtracting deaths from births was 276, 047. The 1960 population was 

1, 670, 144. If we add the natural increase to the 1950 population we get 

2, 125, 515 persons, and subtracting this from the 1960 population of 

1, 670, 144 we get a net rr.igration loss of 455, 471 persons . Since ab out 

219, 000 persons were lost to the suburbs in the 1955-1960 fi v e year period 

it is quite apparent that the same rate of migration was operating between 

1950 and 1955 . How about the period prior to 1950? Between 1940 and 1950 

the City of Detroit gained 15, 255 persons by migration, presumably from 

outside the Standard Metropolitan Area. During the s z-,cie 1940-195 0 period 

the suburban areas gained 263, 220 persons thr01.1gh net n1igration . While we 

do not know that most of these migrant8 came from Detroit rather frmn out 

of the area, known patterns of migration indicate that this was the case. The 

1940-1950 rate of migration form the central city to the suburbs does not 

approach the rate of the 1950-1960 period, but it must also be remembered 

that between 1940 and 1945, building almost ceased due to the war, and that 

most of the actual suburban influx must have occurred between 1945 and 1950. 

If this asswnption is true then the 1945-1950 migration from city to suburbs 

would then begin to approach the 1950-1960 rate . 

In summary then, the rate of migration from the City of Detroit to the 

remainder of the three county area has been very high for many years. In 

fact the rate is so high that it cannot continue at this pace without depleting 

the central city long before 1990. Analysis and projections of past trends in 

central city-suburban migration leads to some very dubious results that 
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range from the virtually impossible to the highly questionable. Most 

desirable would be a model of migration behavior that depended on future 

rather than past trends. What would be the characteristics of this model? 

(1) It would be based on deeply and- widely held desires and values. Just as 

the two, three or four child family ideal governs fertility this value would 

govern moving behavior. 

(2) It would be i.n accord with economic reality. That is, this behavior 

model must not result in producing an economic situation that would be in-

compatible with our economic laws. For example, in one of our prior 

assumptions Detroit was reduced to less than half of it::. present size by 1990 . 

This is not realistic, for long before half of the prese::it dwelling units iri 

Detroit became empty, their price would fall to .the point where many people 

1 would buy. 

(3) The basis of the model should be some phen~menon which is certain to 

transpire. This is a tall order, for future certainties are indeed rare. 

Fortunately there is a basic assumption that can be translated into a model 

of future migration behavior. This basic assumption is: The older a house 

or dwelling unit the less desirable it beccmes for residence. This is so 

obvious and simple that it seems absurd. It seems simple because it's what 

everyone does without much thinking about why they are doing it. A basic 

value in our society is that newness is good. Thus the above assumption is 

1 This is no long-hair theory. It's in operation at this writing. 
of the mas s exodus from Detroit, many houses are so attractively 

· that they are eagerly sought . 

Because 
priced 
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an expression of a deeply held value in American life. We hope to obtain 

the new home, the new car, the new furniture. If an individual's economic 

position is fairly low the new item (house or car) may be several times used 

already, but it~ certainly to be newer than their present house or car . In 

housing, as with all material objects the desire for newness is enhanced by 

technological progress which has rendered older homes obsolescent . Old 

1 
homes, like o1u people and old cars must surely die. 

The concept of the age and obsolescence meet second requirement, namely 

that it be compatible with our econornic structure, for the economic worth 

is highiy correlated with the sociological worth . · After an all too brief 

period lasting only a few years after its erection, a dwelli ng unit sells for 

less and less and le~s. There aie exceptions to this in te:rms· of housing 

shortage or of highly localized demand, but the general economic rule is the 

older the cheaper, and the ~ery old is very cheap. Racial segregation also 

prevents this economic rule, and this is why some slum properties in central 

cities would not last a year without racial segreg3.tion to artificially keep them 

up. As racial segregation disappears from the American scene, as it must 

surely will before 1990, the over-age, under- cared for ·housing in the central 

cities will vanish, because it cannot hold its own in a full housing market. 

1 There are some exceptions to this but they are rare. Also whether they 
are true exceptions is debatable. For instance, Georgetown in Washington 

, D. C. is composed of houses built largely in pre-revolutionary times. 
But is it proper to consider a house that while technically dating from 1750 
has been subjected to $60, 000 worth of remodeling within the past few years 
an old house? There are a few old farmhouses in the Detroit area that 
have been accorded the same treatment, but this is rare in this metropolitan 
area . 
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The third quality demanded of the model is that it be based on some 

quality which is almost certain to transpire . The quality, in this case, is 

our knowledge of the present age of housing in the Detroit SMSA, and how 

old it will be in ten, twenty and thirty years. To illustrate: Suppose that 

10 percent of the present housing stock in the metropolitan area was built 

between 1930 and 1940. This means that today it is betwt::en 25 and 35 years 

old, and it also means that by 1990 it will be between 55 and 65 years old. 

This knowledge provides the frilrnewo1·k upon which future housing activities, 

and future inter-area migration patterns can be traced. 

Data on age of housing are sum1narized in the following table: 

TABLE C -6 

Age ·. of Dwelling Units, City of Detroit 
and Remainder of the Detroit SMSA: 1960 

• Detroit Remaining SMSA Total SMSA 
Number Percent Number Percent Nurr"ber Percent 

Age of Dwelling Unit 
Under: 10 years 56,049 10. 1 284,734 47.4 340,78~ 29 . 5 

10-19 years 84,267 15.2 119, 393 19.9 203 ,_660 17.7 

20-29 years 86,600 15.7 62,696 10.5 149, 296 13. 0 

30-39 years 188,891 34. 2. 88,227 M.7 277, 118 24.0 

40-49 years 102,915 18.6 33,360 5.6 136, 2 75 11. 8 

50 years and over 34,387 6.2 11,295 1. 9 45,682 4.0 

553, 109 100.0 599,705 100.00 1,152.814 100.0 

The picture drawn by the above table is clear. The housing in the City of 

Detroit was much older than the suburban (remainder of the SMSA) areas in 

1960. It's also true that neither city nor suburb was very old. The very 
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rapid growth of the suburbs is shown by the fact that almost half of the 

dwelling units were less than ten years old in 1960. 

However, when we are making a projection to 1990 we must consider that 

these dwelling units will be thirty years older. Thus too age distribution in 

1990 would look like thi s: 

Detroit Remaining SMSA Total SMSA 

Under 30 years (to be built) (to be built) (to be built) 

30-39 years 56,049 284, 924 340,973 

40-49 years 84,267 119,393 203,660 

50-59 years 86,600 62, 696 149, 296 

60-69 years 188, 891 88,227 277 , 118 

70- 79 years 102,915 33,360 136,275 

80 years and older 34,384 11,295 45,679 

. 
326 , 190 132,882 461, 072 

By 1990 almost half a million dwelling units (461, 072) in the SMSA will be 

over 60 years old. Of these 326, 190 or 71 percent are located within the 

City of Detroit. Why was 60 years chosen as a cut off point? A study made 

1 
by the Detroit City Plan Commission indicates the us e ful life of residential 

structures in Detroit as 60 years. After this economic necessity demands 

their replacement . Guided by this Detroit Plan Commission study findings 

the following assumptiona will be made : 

(1) All dwelling unit s over 60 years of age will no longer be useful as 

l Renewal and Revenue Detroit City Plan Commission, Detroit 1962 
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residences. They will either be vacant, demolished or converted to some 

other than residential usage. In this instance Detroit will loose 326, 190 

dwelling units, and the suburban areas will loose 132, 882 dwelling units. 

Detroit will gain 35, 000 dwelling units, the remainder will be built in the 

suburbs. The 55, 000 dwelling unit gain for Detroit was estimated as follows : 

In the five years since 1960 about 10, 000 dwelling units have been built in 

Detroit. Extrapolating this to 1990 yields about 60, 000 dwelling units in the 

thirty year period. This extrapolating is dangerous unless backed up by 

corroborative data. The Detroit Housing Commission was consulted concern-
I • 

ing future plans. It was stated that 9, 250 dwelling units will be built from 

the present projects within the next five years. There is no information 

available beyond what is presently being done. This figure of 9, 2:,0 in the 

() five years between 1965 and 1970, if extrapolated yielc1.s a net of some 50 to 

L . 
60 thousand dwelling units for 1990. Thus this assumption was pinpointed at 

_l about :i5, 000 dwelling units to be built in Detroit between 1960 and 1990. Under 

this assumption the City of Detroit will lose 326, 000 and gain ':>5, 000 dwelling 

.t l units between 1960 and 1990, a net loss of 2 71, 000 dwelling units. 

•I rl (2) The second assumption is based on a greatly differing set of conditions . 

It assumes that the loss of dw~lling units at the pace assumed in# 1 is too 

1l I 

great, and that forces of conservation will reduce the loss and demolition of 

dwelling units to the point where dwelling units as old as 70 years will still 
~l 

be useful. in this case Detroit will only lose 137, 000 dwelling units. Gain-

1 ing the same 55, 000 new dwelling units as in assumption# 1, the net loss to 

0 Detroit will be 82, 000 dwelling units between 1960 and 1990. 
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(3) The third assumption poses somewhat different set of factors. It is 

like assumption # 1 in that all dwelling units over 60 years of age will dis-

appeax, instead of 55, 000 new dwelling units, the forces of private real 

estate and the government come alive, at a pace not now on the horizon, and 

produce 155, 000 dwelling units. It is possible, although not likely to happen. 

It means that about 6, 000 dwelling units a year would have to be built for the 

next twenty-five years, This amounts to about one -third of the metropolitan 

areas current building rate. 

(1) The fourth 3.Ssumption is based not on any logical set of conditions as in 
,· 

the first three but simply on hope, _faith and piety. It says that sol'.Tiehow 

after 1 %5 the City of Detroit will not average any population loss. It •.vill 

stay at just about its current level of size. After examining the relationship 

expressed in the proceE:ding text it is difficult to 8ee how, short of divine 

intervention, ·this could be achieved, but it will still be presented as a 

conceivable condition. This assumption says that Detroit will literally hold 

its own and this will be no further migration from Detroit to the suburbs. 

Four assumptions have been presented. On one end of the scale as sump-

tion #1 says that Detroit will lose 271, 000 dwelling units, and house their 

occupants to the suburbs between 1960 and 1990. The other eud of the scale 

says, no more households will be lost to the suburbs between 1965 and 1990. 

Between these two extremes tv.·o more logical situations (assumptions 2 and 3) 

are analyzed. It would be good to be able to make four alternative forecasts 

J_ based on the four assumptions. However, this would mean obscuring the 

0 results in a welter of figures. Therefore only the extremes will be presented. 
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They do have the virtue of covering a very wide range of future possibilities. 

It should be mentioned that this method does not decimate Detroit as would 

be the case if current trends are blindly projected. If the situation where 

Detroit does not lose any more persons to the suburbs comes true, Detroit, 

thanks to its future natural inc~ease, would become very full. lf the opposite 

extreme, the net loss of 271, 000 dwelling units becomes the fact by 1990, 

natural increase would serve to keep the Detroit population around. the million 

mark at the very least. 

Two further steps m.nst be taken before the final projection can bP. made , 

The persons lost to Detroit wi.th the loss of 271, 000 dwelling units must be 

calculated, and Oakland County's sha;.-e also must be calculated. At the 

current level of family size in Detroit (3. 4 persons), Detroit would lose 

92.1, 000 persons to the suburbs between 1960 and i 990. Of this number 

190, 000 have already moved to the suburbs between 1960 and 1965. Thus 

731, 000 persons can be expected to move between 1965 and 1990. This 

amounts to 146, 200 persons every five years. It should be noted that this 

represents a decreasing function for the 1955-1959 movement was 218 

thousand persons, and the 1960-1964 movement ·.vas 190, 000 persons. To 

calculate Oakland's share, assuming the county will not run out of available 

land 1 we have to go back to historical trends. Wh L- _s indicated through-

out this study, historical trends can be very mislead~ng w hen anticipatirrg the 

1 At an assumed capacity of 4, 000 persons per square mile (a very low figure 
given current residential land usage standards) Oakland County's total resi-
dential capacity would be 3, 600, 000 persons. Oakland County will not run 
out of residentiail land in this century. 
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future, it's hard to find any other peg on which to hang this particular 

factor. Looking at the historic trend (Table B- 7) it is seen that Oakland 

TABLE C-7 

Percent Distribution of Population for r..1acomb, 
Oakland and Wayne County L ess Detroit, 1940, 1950, 1960, 1964 

1940 1950 1960 i964 

Macomb 14. 3 15.9 19.4 21. 3 

Oakland 33.7 33.9 33.0 32.6 

Wayne Less Detroit 52.0 50. 2. 47.6 46. 1 

County has constituted about one-third of the total suburban area for the past 

twenty-four years. While it shows a slight decrease, the decrease i3 so little 

that a rather sure assumption is that i.t will continue at about that level for the 

next twenty-five years. Even if it were to decline a few percent it would make 

only a trivial difference in.the population of Oakland County. 

If the total migration from Detroit to the suburbs js predicted to be 

146, 200 persons every five years, and Oakland County receives one -third, 

the number of migrants to be added to the Oakland County total every five 

years is 48, 700 persons. This total must be broken ~nto age and sex cate- . 

gories. The best assumption here, is to use the same age and sex propor-

1 
tions as observed in the city-suburban migration pattern of 1955-1960. The 

age distribution of migrants includes persons over five years of age only. 

Children under five must be added. However , this is easily accomplished by 

1 U.S. Census Special Reports Migration 1960, page 
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applying the fertility rate of l, 121. l, used throughout our ether calculations, 

to the migrant woman age 15-44. This adds 15, 807 children under 5 years 

of age to the migrants, giving a total of 64, 500 persons to add to Oakland 

County's population every five years. 

Summary of Assumptions for Each Component 

All necessary assumptions have been made and supportive data examined. 

Results can be summarized as follows: 

(l} DeatI: Componen! 

Mortality Rate::; taken from the 1959-1961 Oakland County male and female 

life tables constitute the continuing basis for mortality rates to 1990. It was 

shown that mortality rates in Oa~land County c:.re among the lowest in the 

world. Little improvement is possible until a really major breakthrough in 

cancer and heart disease mortality occurs. While the current increase in 

medical knowledge make f°'" optimism in this respect, it is still too early to 

include reduction in mortality rates are assumed to continue. 

(2) Birth Component 

After examination of fertilitv rates in Oakland County over time, and in 

comparison with th!'! other portions of the SMSA and th~ total United States, 

it was concluded that the average general fertility rate ( 1, 121. 1 births per 

1, 000 women age 15-44) would be the most suitable general expression of 

probable birth rates between 1965 and 1990 Not only did this average cover 

1 a wide range of times and economic conditions, but it agreed with the fore-

casts of U. S. birth rates for the same period as made by the U. S. Census 

Bureau. Use of the single prediction of birth rates (1, 121 per 1, 000 women 
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15-44 years of age) enables us to calculate the number of births occurring 

in each five year period. Granted that deviations will occur as birth rates 

fl';lctuate over time, still the average over the entire twenty-five year peri.od 

should approach our predictions. 

(3) External Migration C omponent 

After examination of a number of predictions of future employment levels 

in the Detroit SMSA between 1965 and 1990, and comparing these with the pre-

dictions of number of persons in the labor force during this same period, it 

was assumed that on the a.ve!"age there would be no net migration ar.d from 

the Detroit SMSA betwee n 1965 and 1980. The reason for this was that the 

growth of the labo1· force from natural increase, came close to balancing the 

number of employment opportunities. As with births, fluctuation in migra-

tion both in and out of the Detroit SMSA will occur, but it appears that over 

1 
the twenty-five year period the two will balance quit;e well. T~111s the 

asslli.nption of no net migration was rnade. 

(4) Internal Migration Component 

The internal migration component was the most difficult to assess of any 

of the componen~s. Any extrapolation of histo:dcal or ·current trends pro-

duced results which did not seem reasonable in either economic or socio-

logical terms. Because recent and past migrations from the central city of 

Detroit to the suburban areas has been so extensive, continuation at the same 

pace would virtually decimate the city of Detroit by 1990 . An entirely new 

1 This fluctuation was evident during the 1960-1964 period. During the first 
years there appeared to be some out-migration, and during the latter years, 
in-migration appeared to be occuring. 
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logic was suggested and applied to further inter-area migration. The basic 

of this logic was the proposition that the older the house or dwelling unit the 

less desirable it becomes for residence . Applying this proposition enabled us 

to make a series of assumpti ons concerning the number of dwelling units that 

are likely to be bui lt, or be destroyed in Detroit between 1965 and 1990. The 

extremes of the series of assumptions proved to be on one end, a migration 

of about an average of 48, 70 0 persons every five years frmn Detroit to the 

suburbs . The other extreme was that the average inter-area migration be .. 

tween 1965 and 1990 would be zero. That i s , Detroit would not lo3e any more 

persons to the sub'..lrbs, considering the entire twenty-five year period . 

The abo~ paragraph s constitute :1. resume of the basic assumptions . . One 

more step remains before the actual calculation can be carried out. The 1965 

base population must be estimated. 

Estimating the i 96 5 Population of Oaklc..nd County 

Before a projection of population can be made the current ( i 965) population 

must be estimated. It h3.s been five years since the 1960 census and numero1.!s 

changes have or.cured. The problem of estimating population is greatly differ-

ent from the problem of projecting population. In the 1atter case we are deal-

ing with events thp..t ha v e not yet occured and we attempt to assess the prob-

ability of their happening. In estimating populati on we are trying to measure 

events as accurately as possible events that have already occured, in this 

case the 1965 population of Oakland County. 

Tha direct measure, a .Federal census is taken only every ten years. No 

other complete count of the population is made. Counts of part of the 
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population, drivers licenses, censuses of school children, new building per-

mits, electric meters installed, etc., all fail to produce a precise result. 

Yet if careful analysis is made, employing a variety of these measures and 

indexes, the final result will be not far from the actual population. Also the 

further away from the last full census count (in this case 1960) the greater 

the potential error in the estimate. The estimating method employed hF!re 

will follow the electric approach; that is, all available measures will be ex-

amined and tried. Two major avenues will be explored. One based on the 

population of Oakland County itself, standing apart from the remainder of the 

Metropolitan Area. The second major avenue will be to try and estimate the 

total of \:he Total Detroit SMSA, and. then attempt to ascertain Oakland 

County's share. The two inajor approaches will then be compared. 

Estimating the Populatior. of Oakland County Directly 

In April 1960 the U. S. census counted 690, 257 persons in Oakland County. 

Since that date 82, 530 babies have been born in Oakland County and 22, 512 

persons have died leaving an excess of births over deaths of 60, 018. Now, 

unless extensive out-migration has occured (and our other data indicated it 

hasn't), the population of Oakland County must be at least 690 + 60 or 

750, 000 in 1965. This birth and death information is complete and accurate, 

and the only error that can occur must be in the migration data. The accuracy 

of the final estimate depends on our ability to estimate the migration component. 

First let us look at the nurriber of additional dwelling units that were con-

structed in Oakland County between 1960 and 1965. In 1960 the census showed 

188, 908 occupied dwelling units in Oakland County. As of July 1, 1965, DMRPC 
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estimates of occupied dwelling units in Oakland County (based on building 

permits) was 217, 400 an increase of 28, 500 occupied dwelling units or 15 

percent. How many persons does this represent ? Several measures (all in-

direct may be employed). In 1960 the average household size in Oakland 
' . 

County was 3. 65 (690, 257 persons divided by 188, 908 occupied dwelling units). 

If this iigure is used the migration to Oakland County then would amount to 

104, 000 persons. However, mig1·ants n1ay have somewhat different family 

sizes fro1n the resident population. Let us look: at the family sizes of past 

(1955-1960) migrants. No data for Oakland County spe.cificaliy exists, but 

we do know the average household size of migrants to all of the Detroit sub-

urbs combined. In this case the average family size of migrants was 3 . . 78. 

This would give a migrant population of 108, 000. Adding the migration pop-

( .) 

L 
l,llations to the natural increase gives a 1965 estimate of 854, 000 to 858, 000 

persons for Oakland County. However, we are probably counting the natural 

rl increase of the migrants twice. Hence since natural increase comprises 9 

percent of the increase since 1960, 9 percent must be deducted from the 

1 l migrant group, leaving a estimate of about 846, 000 for Oakland County in 

, i 

~L 
1965. On the other hand if we assume that some how t-he natural increase is 

absorbed in increasing family size we come out with a minimal estimate for 

.L 
~ 

the county (217. 4 dwelling units X 3. 65 average family size) or a total of 

rL 794, 000 for a minimum. If we assume that the size of migrant families will 

prevail (3. 78) we arrive at 3. 65 (217, 400) or 821, 000 persons as the 196.5 

·j estimate for Oakland Counfy. This is a broad range of estimates and before 

( ) a final decision is made it will be better to examine a second approach, and 

- ~1 

il 
,...-

j_ 



( ) 

'· 1 
1 

compare the results. 

Estimating 1965 Population of Oakland County by Determining its share 
of the Total SMSA 
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The second general pathway to estimating the Oakland County population 

is to determ.ine the population of the tot<'-1 SMSA, and then allocate the proper 

share to Oakland C ounty. The logic behind this t-wo step process is that 

presumably more and better data are available for the total SMSA than for 

the county. In practice this is somewhat questionable, because the area-wide 

data may not necessarily be better than the county data. However, one index -

the number of jobs - is available on the SMSA basis only, and because it is so 

vital it makes the first component is to determine the natural increase by 

adding tha birtha and subtracting the deaths. For the Detroit SMSA the 

natural increase betwE;er.. 1960 and 1965 was 271, 055. When this is added to 

the 3, 762, 000 persons rec~rded by the U. S. Census in 1960 you get a pop-

ulation for 1965 of 4, 033, 000 persons for the SMSA in 1965. The question of 

migration then remains. 

Migration is dependent on economic opportunity. That is if there are jobs 

to fill migrants will filter into the area to take those jobs. In 1960 there were 
"" 

1, 329, 000 employed in the Detroit SMSA, and 99, 000 unemployed, according 

to the Michigan Employment Security Commission. In 1965 there were 

about 1, 445, 000 employed and 29, 000 unemployed. Thus the number of jobs 

, increased by 12 7, 000. Presumably 5 9, 000 of the unemployed were absorbed, 
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le_aving 68, 000 jobs still to be filled. However, new entrants to the labor 

force were on hand to fill some of these jobs. The labor force increased in 

size by some 54, 000 leaving an excess of 14, 000 jobs to be filled by people 

from out of the area. If the figure of average family size of migrants between 

1955 and 1960 sbll holds it would mean a net migration of about 54, 000 per-

sons to the area. 

Adding the 54, 000 to the 4, 033, 000 as stated above gives at 1965 pop-

ulation of 4, 087, 000 for the Detroit SMSA. 

Having estabiishe d the total popt:.lation e>f the SMSA at 4, 087, 000 in 1965 

it remains to determine OakJ.and Counties share. A number e>f indices are 

available for purposes of comparison. 

First, and perhaps most imprc:ssive, is the index that can be contrived 

from sales tax receipts on rood. The State of Michigan publishes each year 

the amount of sales tax collected on the sale 0f good. Now the amount of iood 

constnned should be in direct ratio to the size of the population. While it is 

- true that a more prosperous population would consume more expensive food 

there is certain a natural limitation on how far this can be carried. The im-

portant relationship is not the dollar amount, but the increasing or decreas-

ing share over a period of time. Table .G-8 gives the necessary data. 
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TABLE C-8 

).. .-- ') . r-- r- ~di 

0 0 

Food Sales Tax Receipts By County and City of Detroit - 1956-57 1964-65 

Dollars (in thousands) 

1956-57 1957-58 1958-59 1959- 60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 

Oakla.nd 6,767 7,963 8, 351 8,634 9, 087 10,448 13,470 14,003 15, 107 

Macomb 3', 272 4,099 4, 362 4, 407 . 4,883 5,800 7, 429 8, 073 8,868 

Wayne Less Det. 9, 777 11, 009 11, 346 11, 703 13,543 16,930 17,661 18,407 19, 156 

' I City of Detroit 27,703 27,252 26,585 ·25, 164 24,007 24,820 29,780 30,319 32, 004 
I 

I S~ISA Total 47,519 50,323 50,644 49,908 51,519 57,998 68,340 70,802 75, 135 

I 
l 
I Percent I 
l Oakland 14.8 15. 8 16. 5 17. 3 17. 6 18. 0 19. 7 19.8 zo. 1 
J 

.l ' , Macomb 7. 2 8. 1 8.6 8.8 9. !; 10. 0 10. 9 11. 4 d l. 8 

J. Wayne Less Det. 21. 4 : Zl. 9 22.4 ~ 23.4 26. 3 29.2 25.8 26.0 25.5 I 

City of Detroit 60. 6 54.2 52.5 50.5 46.6 42.8 43.6 42. 8 42.6 

SMSA Total 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 

. --------- ·-·-----
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The steady increase of Oakland County's share of the SMSA total leads to 

the conclusion that it has an increasing population relative to the other 

counties and the City of Detroit. If there were irregularities one could sus -

pect that the data were not sufficiently precise to lead to any conclusions. 

However, in 1960 the sales tax receipts indicated that Oakland County had 

17. 3 percent of the SivlSA 's total sales tax receipts. The census showed that 

in 1960 Oakland County had 690, 259 of the 3, 762 , 360 persons in the SMSA, 

or 18. 3 percent of the total. Thus the 1965 figure of 2 0. 1 percent of the 

SMSA's population as derived from Table C-8, is pl"obably a bit conserv·-

ative. 
, 

A second and indeFendent index of Oakland Countys share of the total 

SMSA population lies in an estimation of the proportion of the SMSA ' s total 

dwelling units which are found in Oakland County. In 1960 17. 487 percent 

. 
of all occupied dwelling units were located in Oakland County. At the same.: 

time Oakland County contained 18. 346 percent of the SMSA's total pop-

ulation, thus families in Oakland County were slightly larger than the three 

county average . According to the estimates of the Detroit Metropolitan Area 

Regional Planning Commission, which does a notable Job of recording dwelling 

units ferment and demolition charges, 18. 8 percent of all occupi ed dwelling 

units were located in Oakland County . If we assume that the ratio of family 

size between Oakland County and the total SMSA has held constant over five 

years, we find that Oakland County contains 19. 7 percent of the SMSA's 

population.. 

A third index of Oakland County's share of the population can be found in 
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school census data. Rather than a simple comparison of totals of children 

5-19 years of age, which would be affected by changing birth rates, a method 

of cohort analysis is used to analyze the school census data. The following 

procedure was employed: Children who were 6 through 10 years of age in 

1960 were also the same children who were 7 through 11 years of age in 1962, 

9 through 13, in 1963, 10-14 in 1964, and 11-15 in 1965. Thus we are tracing 

the same group or cohort in the following table. 

TABLE C-9 

Cohort Analysis of School Census Population by County and 
t~e City of Detroit 1960 - 1965 

Number 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 

Oakland 84,578 84,281 84, 154 84,635 85,867 

Macomb 50, 726 51,438 :;2,199 53, 194 54,460 

1965 

86, 775 

54,832 

Wayne Less Det. 117,929 117,484 117,158 116,618 116,681 111,276 

City of Detroit 160, 350 156, 843 153, 801 150, 864 148, 471 146, 270 

Total SMSA 413,592 410,037 407,312 405,311 405,479 399,153 

Percent 

Oakland 20.4 20.6 20. 7 20.9 21. 2 21. 7 

Macomb 12.3 12. 5 12. 8 13. 1 13. 4 13.7 

Wayne Less Det. 28.5 28.4 28.8 28.8 28.8 27.9 

City of Detroit 38.8 38.3 37.8 37.2 36.6 36.7 

Total SMSA 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

As we look across the table from 1960 to 1965 we are presumably looking 
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at the same children counted in six successive years. Then the six success-

ive distributions are shown in percentages. The results show that Oakland 

County has an increasingly greater share with each successive year, with 

21. 7 percent in 1965. The distribution among the other areas is very similar 

to the other indices used. 

In summary we see that three indices have been employed, food oales tax, 

occupied dwelling units, and the school census. Each, no doubt has its own 

small error. Yet their essential agreement is impressive. The first says 

Oakland Col!.Ilt/s share of the SMSA population is 20. 1 percent, the second 

says 19. 7 ~rcent, and the third. 21. 4 percP.nt. In the interest of being con-

servative, 20 percent has been chosen as the ro<..k bottom estimate of Oak-

land County's sha:Le in 1965. Multiplying 4, 087, 000 cur estimate of the SMSA 

by 20 percent we find an estimate of 817, 000 for Oakland County for 1965. 

Comparing this with the direct estimate of 846 to 821 thousand we find it is 

closer to the lower end of the range. Again being conservative we chose the 

lower estimate as the most likely, and finally settle on the 817, 000 as our 

best, but admittedly consexvative estimate of the population of Oakland 

County in 1965. 

Making the Projection to 1990 

Having evaluated the components, and estimated the 1965 Oakland County 

population to provide a base line, the steps leading to the actual projection 

' become simple and few in number. The procedure is as follows: 

(1) Using the 1965 Oakland County population of 817, 000 persons subdivide 

by age and sex as a base, apply the 1959-1961 mortality rates to each age 

' 

r 
l r 

I 
!• 

I J 

I 1 I . 

I 
i . ' 

l l 
1 I 
I j 
1 I 
I ~ 



---------

- ( 

,. 

~ 

J ( 'j 
I 

l 
~l 

Al 

rl 
.t 
rl 

j 

-· 

122 

group has been made five _ y~ars older and these who died during the interval 

have been deducted. This is called "aging ' ' the population . 

{2) At this point the tv,-o major assumptions take different paths. To make 

the necessary calculations for the assumption of no migration, the births 

occuring during the 1965-1970 period, according to our fertility assumption 

(112, 10 births per 1, 000 women 15-44), are added, and the population of 1970 

is again "aged" to 1975 as in step one. This process is repeated at five year 

periods up to 1990. Results are shown in Table C-10. 

(3) The second assumption in " migration from the central c~ty ", is computed 

by adding to the approximate age and sex categories the 48, 000 persons w h-.> 

will migrate to Oakland County from the central city every fi.ve years under 

average migration conditions. The age and sex composition of the migrants 

is derived from the patterns of past migration from Detroit to the suburbs 

during the 1955-1959 period. The number of new births during the five year 

period are also added as in step two. This gives first the 1970 population, 

ar.d then by repeating the operation the successive five year ir.tervals up to 

1990. 
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TABLE C-10 i" 

( ~ 

Population Projection - Oakland County I 
I 

(Low Estimate) 

MALE 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 
Age Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. 
Under 5 41,982 48,445 52,340 58,010 61, 770 68, 195 
5 - 9 52,204 41,898 48,348 52,236 57,894 61,647 
10-14 47, 156 52, 100 41,814 48,251 52,132 57, 778 
15-19 37,373 46,897 51,814 41,585 47, 986 51,846 
20-24 25,338 37. 001 46,430 51,298 41, 171 47,508 
25-29 18,614 25, 199 36, 798 46, 175 51,017 40,945 

~~ 
30-34 24,008 18,484 25,023 36,541 45,853 50,661 
35-39 28,242 23,769 18,300 24, 774 36, 177 45,397 

I 40-44 24,845 27, 724 23,245 17, 964 24,320 35, 513 . ! 

t IL 45-49 25,016 29,020 26,958 22,602 17 , 467 23,648 .. 50-54 21,187 23,853 27, 671 25, 705 21,552 16,655 

>-- 55-59 17,436 19,632 22, 102 25,640 23,818 19,970 

t 60-64 14,464 15,455 17,402 19,591 22, 728 21, il3 
65-69 10,054 11, 865 12,678 14,275 16, 071 18,645 

. 70-74 6, 535 7,548 8,907 9,518 10, 717 12,065 

t 75-79 3,864 4,215 4, 869 5,745 6, 140 6,913 

( ) 80-84 1,776 1,910 2, 083 2,406 2,839 3,034 i 
r 85 + 598 634 682 743 859 1, 013 I 405,692 --- 467,464 582,546 t TOTAL 435,559 503,059 540,511 . , , 

FEMALE 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 

~J 
Age Total Pop. Tota] Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. Total Pop. 
Under 5 40,053 46,395 50, 125 55,560 59, 155 65,310 
5 - 9 50,370 40,033 46,372 50,100 55,532 59,125 
10-14 45,337 50,320 39,993 46, 326 50,050 55,477 :1 15-19 35,973 45,248 50,221 39,914 46, 235 49,951 
20-24 27, 159 35,902 45, 159 50,122 39,835 46,144 

,J 
! 25-29 22,940 27, 091 35,812 45, 04&, 49,Q97 39,736 

ri 30-34 26,259 22,883 27, 023 35,723 44,934 49,892 
35-39 29,677 26, ll5 22, 757 26,875 35, 527 44,687 ~ 

l 
40-44 30,640 29,352 25, 829 22~508 26,581 35,138 I 

: ·1 dl 45-49 25, 126 30,127 28,814 25,355 22, 095 26,043 
50-54 20,966 24,481 29, 353 28,074 24,704 21,527 . ' 

55-59 17,003 20,133 23,508 28, 186 26,958 23, 722 > 
~J 60-64 13,500 15,882 18,806 21,959 26, 328 25, 181 

65-69 10,179 12, 180 14,329 16,967 19, 811 23,753 
70-74 7,837 8,530 10, 207 12, 008 14,218 16,602 

.J 75-79 4,987 5,809 6,322 7,565 8,900 10,538 
J i 

80-84 2,876 2, 916 3, 397 3,697 4,424 5,204 
0 85 + 1,203 1,128 1, 144 1,333 l, 450 1,736 

r 

-~ 
TOTAL 412, 135 444,525 479, 171 517, 318 556,734 599,796 
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Population Projection - Oakland County ·!.' 
( (High Estimate) ,, 

MALE r 
A~e 1970a 1975a 1980a 1985a 1990a 
Under 5 56,541 64, 396 74,111 82,426 94,826 
5 - 9 42,774 60,304 68, 143 77,839 86, 137 
10-14 54,595 45,184 62,678 70, 502 80, 179 
15-19 48, 351 55,749 46, 390 63,789 71, 569 
20-24 38, 721 49,540 56,914 47,648 64,874 
25-29 28,228 41,538 52,297 59,631 50,416 
30-34 21,537 31,084 44,301 54,985 62,268 
35-39 25,728 23,265 33,209 46,294 56,749 
40-44 30,005 27,554 24,644 34,406 47, 374 
45-49 30,244 30,297 27,864 25, 020 34,757 
50-54 24,858 29,946 30,046 21,741 24,784 

l I 55-59 20, 351 23,753 28,474 28,514 26,352 
' ! 
~ . 60-64 16,020 18,603 21,608 25, 855 25,912 
';.-- 65 .. 69 12,250 13, 511 15,632 18, 100 21,593 

~ 
70-74 7,792 9,454 10,340 ll, 983 13,833 
75-79 4,352 5, 167 6,246 6,844 7,869 
80-84 1,972 2, 211 2,616 3, 152 3,443 

L 85 + 654 724 809 953 l, 145 

( ) TOTAL 464,973 532,280 606, 378 685,682 774, 080 
) 

I 

l FEMALE . 
Age 1970a !975a 1980a 1985a 1990a 
Under 5 54,106 61,626 70,936 78,891 90, 771 

,_L 5 - 9 43,679 57, 725 65,241 74,547 82,498 
10-14 52,767 46,082 60, 114 67,623 76, 920 
15-19 46,937 54, 352 47,680 61, 685 69, 179 

;i l 20-24 38,569 49,512 56,912 50,253 64,231 
25-29 30,223 41,605 52,520 59,802 53,260 
30-34 25,623 32,888 44,241 55, 129 62,393 

; i 35-39 27,936 27,338 34,823 46,167 56,938 

L 40-44 31,398 29,641 28,791 36,140 4 7, 418 ' r 
45-49 31,221 31,819 30, 056 29,236 36,577 i 

I 

50-54 25,369 31, 404 32,025 30,293 29,367 i 

:1 55-59 20,803 25,028 30, 831 31, 371 29,686 ! l 
60-64 16,411 19, 964 23,902 29, 379 29,905 : ;> 65-69 12,619 15,251 18,410 22,011 26,950 ! ; 

~1 70-74 8,837 10,893 13,098 15,790 18,765 
l i 

75-79 6, 018 6,747 8, 276 9, 909 11, 906 I 

80-84 3, 021 3,625 4,043 4,940 5,894 
i I 

l i 

·1 85 + 1, 169 1,220 1, 457 1,619 1,972 i 
TOTAL 476,706 546, 720 623,406 704,785 794,630 

~ 0 I' ! -!J .i l 
* I l ,, ! 

';1 ! I 
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( 
APPENDIX D 

The Geogra~hic Distri.bution Of The Population of Oakland County in 1970, 1980 

and 1990. 

TI-.e population. of Oakland County in 1965 has been estimated at 817, 000 

persons. The population in 1990, if the high range projection holds, will be 

1, 530, 000. The 713, 000 additional persons must be allocated on a geographic 

basis, and it is to this problem that we address ourself here. 

The problem of projection of the number of persons which wcs discussed 

in Appendix C, was solved by the analysis of relatively few variables -- births, 

deaths, and rr:.igration. The problem of future geographic distribLition of popu-

lation is inherently more complex because of the number of variables that 

affect this distribution. Before discussing the particular variables affecting 

At the present time the 817, 000 persons who live in this county are scattzred 

v- ( ) 
i 

'~ 
future population distribution it would be best to review the general scope of 

the problem. 

quite tmevenly throughout the entire county. In some places, largely in the South 

· ~ East corner, residential development is complete, and it. is highly doubtful if 
t j 

,._~ any significant population increase can occur. In fact in several spots, the 

residentfa.1 density is far above contemporary standards. It is possible that th.ese 

ll areas may even lose popuiation in the years to come. 

,,- Other parts of the county are partially filled but still have the capacity to 

absorb much additional population. The greatest part of the 900 square miles that 

comprise the county are, however, raw undeveloped rural land. As has already 

-!n 
0 been observed it would 
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take about 3, 600 , 000 persons to fill all of the county at a density of about 
I I 

4 , 000 persons per square mile. Obviously this population will not be attained 
r. 

until well into the 2 lst century. Therefore the prediction for 1990 will 

necessarily involve some method of selecting which areas, cities and town-

ships will be filled, which will I:>e -pa:ri:i ally filled and which , if any, w ill still 

remain largely undeveloped. 

It would be extremely convenient if each separate area would fill 1.ip evenly 

and regularly like water jubs being filled to the brim from a water tap. Fill 

a jug, put it aside, fill another jug, put it aside, and so forth. Unfo~tunately 

this doesn't happen - except that it sometimes does. Oak Park i s a case in 

point. In just ten years it ._..,e.!1.t from virl:ually all undeveloped land to a fully 

built up community. On the other hand the City of Royal Oak isn ' t filled after 

~ () fifty years of development. So when we attempt to predict we are faced with 

L . 
many possibilities. Will Southfield fill in ten years or in fifty years? Will 

·~L 
new subdivisions and new towns grow along the Northern reaches of I- 75, or 

will the existing subdivisions and towns be expanded? Clearly if the past is 

: 1_ any guide, all of these things will happen . This then is the di mens ion of the 

*I 
~L 

1 
·r-1 

problem; future development in Oakland County can occur anywhere over a very 

wide geographic area . Further the precise timing is even more difficult to 

p:t"edict. Yet we are faced with solving this problem, and we shall have to 

do our best . 

It would seem desirabie to list variables which seem relevant to future 

i 
! -
: 
I 

1 
t >: ' I 

I i I 

1 population location, and then attempt to select the most promising to use in 

0 future analysis and prediction: 
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( 1) Proximity to water and sewers. 

While it is possible to have a certain amount of low density development 

without water and sewer systems , no large population can be served in this 

ma.nner. 

(2) Proximity to transportation 

Unless it is wilderness, every area has some transportat ion pas s ibilities . 

Thus , transportation must be viewed as relative. Also, the aspect of trans-

portation to various destinations enters the picture. To assume an orientation 

to downtown Detroit is a gross o versimplification of t he p:-oblem . A more 

logical expression of transport?.tion adequacy wouid be nearness, as measured 

by time, to the total urban rnas s . 

(3) Development cove Ting the total range of economic possibilities . 

If future development is lin1ited to a particular economic stratum, then 

households withi:;:1 that stratum will be the 0nly ones attracted. That i s , if 

homes costing over $1,90, 000 are erected then the only potential development 

will be among wealthy farnilies. The same ~p-plies to development at the other 

end of the economic scale. 

(4) Existing density . 

Obviously each area has a limit to its capacity to hold populati on. Thi s 

total population potential means the present population i s the total ilU.TTiber of 

new population t hat the area can hold. This also could be true for the total 

county, but as has already been mentioned the total population capacity of 

Oakland County exceeds any population possibilities for 1990. It is not 

relevant to the problem as posed here. 
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(5) Speculation in land. 

As in similar counties throughout the country the bulk of the undeveloped 

land is held by persons interested in reaping the large profits that accrue as 

the land is turned to some urban use. Son1e of this land is held by the 

original farm fa1nily, some by people who have bought the farm and rented 

it to tenant farmers, som~ by large corporations and trusts, and some by 

land developers who have :::-ather immediate intentions towards the land. In-

dividual decisions and plans of these persons and groups will help shape the 

future course of development of Oakiand County . 

(6) !he role of government and financial institutions. 

Part of the course of future development in Oakland County will be in-

fluenced by still unknowable economic pushes and pulls. These economic 

forces are sometimes the product cf local market conditions and son1etimes 

the produ;;:t of nationwide economic forces and pressures , When we attempt 

to forecast the future of housing development in Oakland Ccunty we a:re faced 

with trying to ascertain the effects of these imponderables. 

Let us illustrate a case in point. When this study was originally designed 

it was expected that one of the future predictions would involve the number of 

single and multiple dwelling units. However, when the data were analyzed it 

was found that up until 1960 Oakland County had been characterized by an al-

most complete absence of building of multiple dwelling units. That is, the 

county was composed almost completely of single family housing. After 1960 

the trend changed with tremendous rapidity tc where in 1965, 45 percent of 
CY 

the new dwelling units were in multiple st:::-uctures in the form of large 
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apartment complexes. Today multi-story high rises are under construction. 

Oakland County will soon have two sixteen story apartment buildings. 

A critical change in essential character of construction, with wide ranging 

effects on the nature of land use, commenting stricture, and potential land 

values is now in progress. Will this continue and even accelerate? Is it 

perhaps a temporary and abortive trend? What will the next 200, 000 dwelling 

units to be built in this county be like? Much depends on the success of the 

present endeavors. Also much depends on whether current land use, taxing, 

depreciation. factors, fin<..ncing, goverr..mental regulations on a national and 

local level, and general economic conditions will contim1P.. 

Thus the future of multiple versus single family housing in Oakla:1d County 

is subject to many forces which cannot be pinpointed at this time. For this 

reason it was deemed undesirable to make a forecast of the split between 

these two fund~ental housing types, but instead to talk in terms of total 

dwelling units regardless of type. 

Summary 

We now have listed the most important factors influencfogJ the growth and 

distribution of the future population of Oakland County. -- It is evident that there 

are many unknown parameters. Yet we are still faced with making the fore-

cast. Obviously we rnust resort to a series of assumptions which will have 

to serve until future wants make it clear that some or all of these assumptions 

are in error. 

Method of distributing 1970, 1980 and 1990 population 

As previously mentioned a rationale must be worked out for determining 
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. ;. 
the future population densities. That is, certain new areas will begin to 

receive additional population long before all of the older areas are completely 

filled. Perhaps a county (or any other geographic area large enough to con-

tain a variety of component parts) grows according to some regular slope or 

curve. Accordingly, the percent of population living at eae;h density level was 

calculated for 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1965 for Oakland County. Table s D-1 & D-2 are 

also shown in the fo:.n:i. of a series of ogives (Fi g. 1 ). It ca.".1 be seen that 

Oakland County is following a regular pattern from 1940 to 1965. That is, as 

the population increases, the proportion living at higher densities incr e ases. 

That in itself is hardly a remarkable discovery but the slope of the curve as 

it changes from 1940 to 1950 to 1960 and finally to J 965 , seems to be 

sufficiently regular that some generalization is warranted . It w ill also be 

noticed that Macom:b County conforms quite closely to the same configuration. 

Wayne County, which appears to be running out of low density land seems to 

represent some end point in the process. It should be pointed out this does 

not mean Wayne Ccunty is running out of places to put people; it just means 

that the last of the very low density land is disappearing, and that future pop-

ulation in Wayne County will have to live in areas which are at present partly 

filled. Eventually this must happen to ever y urban county. In Oakland County 

we are making the assumption that by 1990 the population will be diffused at 

more than a rural density level, throughout the entire county. Again this 

does not mean that Oakland County will be totally built up by that date, just 

as Wayne County is not totally built up today. r.f this assumption is reason-

ably correct it means that the curve of nun1ber of persons by density in 
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I Density 
Persons/Sq. Mile 

Under 1, 000 
1, 000 - 1, 999 
2, 000 - 2, 999 
3, 000 - 3, 999 
4, 000 - 4, 999 
5, 000 - 5, 999 
6, 000 - 6, 999 

- i 1, ooo - 1, 999 
8, 000 - 8, 999 
9, 000 & Over 
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TABLE D-1 

NUMBER OF PERSONS LIVING AT VARIOUS DENSITY LEVELS, OAKLAND COUNTY 1940-1965, AND 
WAYNE AND :MACOMB COUNTIES 1960 

Oakland, 1965 Oakland, 1960 Oakland, 1950 Oakland, 1940 
No. Per No. Per No. Per . 

170,415 21. 5 186,256 27.0 132,~07 33.6 llO, 074 43.4 
185, 750 23.5 97,956 14.2 30,602 7.7 4,006 1. 6 
21, 700 2.8 16,891 2.5 9;475 2.4 46,448 18.4 
5,900 .7 12, 312 l, 8 94,097 23.8 66,626 26.4 

95,950 12.1 118,327 17.1 49,488 12.5 --- --
44,050 5.6 42,418 6. 1 -- - - - - - - --

' 25,525 3. 2 14,795 2.1 21,364 5.4 25,914 10. 2 
149,240 18.8 121,051 17.6 47,606 11. 9 - -- - -
31,900 4.0 31,347 4.5 --- - - - -- --
61,500 7.8 48,906 7. 1 10, 508 2.7 - ... - --

792,000 100.0 690,256 100.0 396,057 100.0 253,068 100.0 

Wayne, 1900 

68,252 6.9 
76, 131 7.6 

144, 911 14.5 
40,009 4.0 

154, 500 15.6 
177,935 17.9 
144, 768 14.5 
63,514 6A 

- - - --
126, 133 12.6 

996, 153 100.0 

Macomb, 1960 

95,456 
13,987 
89,246 
3,327 

71, 211 
86,821 

45, 756 

405,804 

23.5 
3.5 

22.0 
.8 

17.5 
21. 4 

11. 3 

100.0 

.... 
(I.) .... 
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TABLE D-2 

CUMULATIVE PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF PERSONS 
LIVING AT VARIOUS DENSITY LEVELS, OAKLAND COUNTY 1940-1990, AND 

WAYNE AND MACOMB COTJNTIES 1960 

132 

- Oakland - /Wayne / ~,1a.comb/ - Oakland ·· 

1965 1960 1950 1940 i960 1960 1970 1930 1990 

Under 1,000 21. 5 27.0 33.6 43.4 6.9 23.5 16 10 8 
l, 000 - 1, 999 45.0 41. 2 41.3 45.0 14.5 27.0 .38 28 19 
2. 000 - 2, 999 47.8 43.7 43.7 63.4 29.0 19.0 45 39 29 
3, 000 - 3, 999 48.5 45.5 67.5 89.8 33.0 49 . 8 48 45 37 
4, 000 - 4, 999 60.6 62.6 80.0 48.6 49.8 52 52 45 
5, 000 - 5, 999 66.2 68.7 66.5 67.3 66 60 55 
6, 000 - 6, 999 69.4 70.8 85.4 100.0 8LO 88.7 69 65 60 
7, 000 - 7, 999 88.2 88.4 97.3 88.7 85 80 75 
8, 000 - 8, 999 92.2 92.9 2.7 87.4 100.0 93 88 83 
9, 000 & Over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 . 100 100 
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Oakland County will tend to move towards assuming the approximate shape 

of the Wayne County curve. This is shown in Fig . 2 where a series of hand 

drawn curves describe the estimated proportional densities of 1970, _1980 

and 1990. 

What can be said about this assumption, and its potential accuracy? For 

one thing the direction of the change cannot be wrong. Once an area has 

reached a certain density it is extrernely unlikely that it would become less 

dense. Therefore the curve virtually must deflect towards higher densities. 

The density curve for Wayne Cou.--ity provides a model for Oakland County, at 

least for densities below 4, 000 persons per square mile. Even if this 

assumption is incorrect it would not .nakc a. massive difference ·in the cv<:ntual 

results. Given Oakland County's present (1965) characteristics siope , and the 

certainty of direction the results should at least - be reasonable. 

The next step is simple. Ti.e values for 1970, 1980 and 1990 can be read 

directly from 'the theoretical curves. Results are shown in Table D-3 

TABLE 0-3 

Total Population By Density Grouping 1970, 1980, 1990 

Occupied DU's 

1970 
1980 
1990 

Population 

1960 
1965 
1970 
1980 
1990 

Low Density 

43,000 
37,000 
37,000 

186,000 
180,000 
152,QOO 
124,000 
126,000 

Moderate Density 

86,000 
129,000 
134,000 

127, 000 
207' 130 
303,000 
432,000 
453,000 

-- --------·----

High Density 

138,000 
202,000 
292,000 

337,000 
400,640 
487,000 
674,000 
990,000 
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Using this percentage distribution and the total number of dwelling units as 

projected earlier, Table 0-4 provides the projected number of dwelling units 

by density levels for 1970, 1980 and 1990. Also using the previously calcu-

lated ratio dwelling units to population, projected populati on figures for 1970, 

1980 and 1990 by density level are calculated. 

This is the basic framework upon which geographic: distribution cf the 

future population is hung. The number cf persons living in each of the three 

density situations (Low-under l, 000 persons per square mile), (Moderate-

l, 000 - 3, 999 per square mile) and (High-over 4, 000 p e r square mile) forms 

a series of limits, which controls t h e es sentia.l shape of the proportion of 

persons at each density level for each decade which we are projecting. How-

ever, this is but the first step. 

The next step is to play a game, in which the 29 population analysis zones 

are chess pieces and a density map of Oakland County is the chess board. 

The rules of this game are as follows. 

(1) The population of any of the three density zones in any given year 1nust 

conform t-::> the number of persons as determined in Table 0-5. By making 

this rule we have severely restricted the number of po~s sible moves (pop-

ulation changes) that occur . This may sound rather complex but in practice 

its~ simple as an illustration will show. A towns h ip) say Brandon (PAZ 1 

cannot move into the high density group between 1960 and 1970, because: 

(1) with a geographic size of 35 square miles it would need a population of 

140, 000 persons by 1970 to move into this range. The movement population 

of this size within the next five years is extremely unlikely. Now PAZ can 
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TABLE D-4 

NUMBER OF OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS BY VARIOUS DENSITY 
LEVELS, OAKLAND COUNTY 1970, 1980 

AND 1990 

1970 1980 

Under 1,000 43,000 . 37,000 
1, 000 - l, 999 59,000 66,000 
2, 000 - 2, 999 19,000 41,000 
3, 000 - 3, 999 5,000 22,000 
4, 000 - 4, 999 11, 000 26,000 
5, 000 - 5, 999 37,000 29, 000 
6, 00() - 6, 999 8,000 18,000 
i, 000 - ?, 999 37,000 56, 000 
8, 000 - 8, 999 21, OQO 29, 000 
9, 000 & Over 24,000 44,000 

13i 

1990 

1, 990 
37,000 
46,000 
37,000 
37,000 
46,000 
23,000 
69 , 000 
37' 000 
-80, 000 

267,000 368,000 463,000 
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attain the Moderate Density category by acquiring only 35, 000 persons, (35 

square mile a t 1 , 000 persons per square mile). This is a possibility and 

must be further considered using further g?...1ne rules. This means that our 

game conforms to reality, because it indicates an area must proceed by 

stages up the density range and this is what actually happens . 

. Another aspect of the rule inust be remembered. If we advance a PAZ 

to the next density group - then a second (or a number of) PAZ 's must be 

advanced from the lower density group to take its place, because the number 

of pers0ns at each density level has been pre-determined. This also is in 

accord with reality. As an area begins to fill up new areas are penetrated 

for new dwelling unit construction. 

This "density upgrading" process greatly cuts down the number of furthe!' 

decisions that must be made to distribute future growth. Further decision 

may be necessary, but his one rule has severely liminated chcice, and still 

conforms with the "real world". 

(2) As a PAZ fills it eventually reaches a critical density of ahout 4, 000 per-

sons per square mile (this purposely coincides with the lower limit of our 

high density category) and will then fill to full capacit); within the next decade. 

This rule puts a top on any future growth in many of the PAZ 's (actually 

PAZ 20 through PAZ 29). This theoretically derived number was then checked 

against actual empty building sites located in the above PAZ 's. Checking in-

dividually with planning offices and city engineers offices in those PAZ's it 

was found that with one exception (PAZ 28} all PAZ 's were from 90 to 95 per-

cent full in 1965. This strengthened the belief in the validity of using 4 , 000 
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persons per square mile as the cut off point in deciding whether an area has 

reached full residential capacity or not. 

The application of this second rule resuits is a really restriction on the 

degrees of freedom in moving the PAZ's. 

Having laid down two rules which can be guanti~ately expressed, and which 

also have the property of non-subjectivity i.e., a con1puter could "administer" 

them, the next step is to "play the game". The game must be pla.yed in 

successive steps. That isl 1970 must be cornpleted and the "pieces" moved, 

before 1980 can be "played". Nineteen eighty must be "played" before 1990. 

_Distributing The Future Population Of Oakland County 

The 1970 Game 

(1) All PAZ 's with a der..sity over 4, 000 persons per square mile will te put 

aside and individu;:i.lly checked with the local engineers and planners to de-

termine the exact number of residential sectors still available. 

(2) PAZ 's in the Low Density group which could possibly be advanced to the 

Moderate Density group are examined. 

Computation Of 1970 Population Of Fully Built:-up FAZ 's 

Percent Pop. Additional Pop- 1970 
Filled 1965 ulation Possible Total Population 

PAZ 20 90 126,350 14,000 139, 000 152,000 
21 100 42,340 ....... 42,000 46,000 
22 95 23,600 1,000 25,000 27,000 
23 95 84,000 4,000 88,000 96, 000 
24 95 2,650 ...... 3,000 3,000 
25 100 11, 900 ...... 12,000 13, 000 
26 90 31,900 3,000 35,000 38,000 
27 90 26,000 3,000 29,000 32,000 
28 65 35,000 19,000 54,000 59,000 
29 9-0 169,000 · 2,000 19,000 21,000 
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Only three, PAZ 's 6 , 11, and 13 could advance to the Moderate Density 

group. Why is this true? Because the density of the remaining the PAZ 's 

is so low that to advance any one would require an unreasonable number of 

new dwelling units. Which of the three PAZ's will it be? To advance all of 

them would mean that at least 135, 000 new persons would enter the Moderate 

Density Zone. Since only 96 thousand can be "allowed in" this is obviously 

too much. On t he other hand, the Moderate Density :;roup may lose , t hrough 

transfer to the High Density group. Therefore this possibility must be looked 

at before the first decision is made. Looking at PAZ's 14 through 19 which 

comprise the Moderate Density Group we see that to transfer any of them 

l 
would add at least 140, 000 persons. Since the High Density Group can take 

no nwre than 86, 000 new persons, it is clear that none can transfer. Now we 

can !'et°l!rn to the Low - Moderate transfer. It must be less than 96, 000 but 

must be at least one of the three PAZ's (PAZ 6, 11, 13). If we transfer PAZ 

6, we transfer at least 18, 000 persons, but this i s not enough. If we transfer 

PAZ 11 or PAZ 13 we transfe:- at least 70, 000 per sens . What it amounts to 

is that either PAZ 11 or PAZ 13, but not both, as well as PAZ 6 must trans-

fer to the Moderate Density Group. The choice is obvrous. PAZ 11 has a 

much higher density (706 persons per square mile compa!'ed with 495) so it 

is in a much better position to transfer. Thus PAZ 's 6 and 11 can transfer to 

1The High Density group today is mostly made out of old Royal Oak Town-
ship which was, as all townships, 35 square miles. To transfer a new town-
ship or its equivalent to High Density takes 140, 000 per.sons. We shall see 
as the game is played that thi s will occur . 
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the Moderate Density Group. However, if we do this we add at least 

89, 000 persons, which leaves only (104, 000 - 89, 000 or 15, 000 persons) 

to be split up among the 8 PAZ 's comprising the Moderate Density group in 

1970. This is an unncessarily small amount of growth to spread among so 

many PAZ's. PAZ 6 can be dropped without violating any rules. If this is 

done, we have 33, 000 persons to distribute among seven PAZ ' s. 

This would end the transfer for the 1965-1970 period, and the following 

situation would hold: 

Density Group 
:;, 

High Moderate Low 

1965 Population 401,000 207,000 184, 000 

1970 Population (temporary) 401,000 257,000 134, 000 

1970 Final Population 487,000 303,000 152,000 

Population to distribute 86, 000 46,000 18,000 

A method cf distribution which is consistent with the general theory of 

growth, is to distribute growth within a broad density group proportionate to 

existing density. This is called the rule of proportionate density and con-

stitutes a third rule. For example; if 10, 000 persons are to be distributed 

among four PAZ 's with densities of 100, 200, 300, and 400, the PAZ with 

the density of 200 will be assigned 2, 000 etc. Several exc_:eptions must be 

made, but they also can be generalized. In the case of the high density areas, 

we must find out exactly how full they are and how many more persons or 

dwelling units can be expected. This was done and it was determined that 

46, 000 more persons could be added to the 1965 High Density Group before it 
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could be considered "full". However, a total of 86, 000 persons had been 

assigned to this group, so that 40, 000 persons still were "homeless". It was 

felt that since this was less than 1 percent of the total population they could 

be "squeezed in". This is not unrealistic. As any area fills additional build-

ing lots are intensively used. 

The second exception concerns the case of a PAZ which has transferred 

from one broad density grou? to another. To be admitted to this group it must 

achieve a minimum density, even if it means taking more than its share as 

assigned. In this case PAZ with a 1965 density of 706 persons per square. 

mile, rilust attain l, 000 persons per square mile by 1970. This means adding 

20, 000 (70, 000-50, 00~ persons by 1970. Since the entire Moderate Density 

group can receive only 46, 000 persons, PAZ must get more than its normal 

share. Only 26, 000 remain to be distributed according to the proportionate 

density rule as previously specified. 

We are now ready to distribute the 1965-1970 population increase: 

(1) Low Density 

Low density areas will get 18, 000 additional persons proportionate to 

their 1965 density. 

(2) Moderate Density 

Moderate density areas will get 46, 000 persons minus the 20, 000 which 

must be assigned to PAZ 11. Also these Moderate Density PAZ' s (PAZ 16, 

18, 19) which are towns and villages will grow according to the actual amount 

of open residential land as determined by consultation with their local planning 

authorities. In this case the average empty space was about l 0 percent. 
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These three PAZ's will then get 900 more persons, leaving about 25, 000 to 

be assigned to the three remaining PAZ's by the proportionate inc:rease 

method. 

(3) High Density 

Eighty-six thousand persons must be added: Checking all planners and 

city engineers in the municipalities involved it was found that 46, 000 more 

persons would fill all PAZ' s to 100 percent capacity. Adding these by com-

munity we were still 40, 000 shcrt of the necessary 86, 000. Therefore the re-

maining 40, 000 had to be "packed in", i.e., spread among the PAZ's p:ropor-

tionate to their numerical size. However, thjs simulates the real situation 

where remaining lots are filled even after the area is theoretically full. . The 

total "pack" was less than 1 percent of the total population. 

We have now played one round of the game. 1970 populations are shown 

in Table D-5 • Now the next ro•.md begins using the 1980 benchmarks (Table 

·n-5) and the 1970 populations and d~nsities. This round will be described 

much more briefly, for it is just a repeat of the same four principles. 

The 1970-J. 980 Game. 

High Density 

The number of persons projected to be 647, 000 in 1980, an increase of 
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187, 000 over 1970. Obviously no more can be packed into the existing PAZ's. 

' r) 
Therefore we must take the 187, 000 from PAZ's (11, 14, 15, 17) in the 1970 

Moderate Density Group. In 1970 these four PAZ' s had a population of 

293, 000. To fill them to the average density of 4, 000 persons per square mile, 

necessary to transfer them to the High Density Group, would mean a popula-

tion 574, 000 or an increase of 281, 000. Obviously not all four can enter. If 
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we distribute the 187, 000 persons proportionate to the 1970 density we find 

that only PAZ 15 with a 1980 population of 143, 000 persons qualifies for trans-

fer. The next largest PAZ - PAZ 14 with a 1970 population of 89, 000 and the 

280, 000 persons necessary to transfer it to the High Density Group. Thus 

among larger PAZ's only 15 can transfer. The small community PAZ 1 s, 16, 

18, and 19 can also be transferred, and although they were declared full by 

their local officials as early as 1965, and increased 10 percent by 1970, a 

small additional population can be assumed. This would add 19, 000 more per-

sons to the High Density Group. This still leaves 25, 000 persons short of the 

theoretical total of 187, 000 for 1980. However, the 25, 000 can be added to 

the Moderate Density Group. 

Moderate Density 

The Moderate Density Group is expected to increase by 129, 000 persons 

bt!tween 1970 and 1980, with PAZ 15 tra.nsferring out, it needs 74, 000 more 

persons plus the 25, 000 left over from the High Density deficier1cy, for a total 

need of 228, 000 new persons. Looking at the Low Density Group we see that 

if we transfer PAZ 5 with a 1970 population of 15, 200 persons and a density 

of 809 persons/ square mile, we don't meet the 228, oo·u person requirement. 

Thus a second PAZ must transfer. PAZ 13 with a 1970 population of 35, 000 

persons and a 1970 density of 552 persons per square mile must also be trans-

£erred. This addition of 50, 000 persons plus the additional 32, 000 persons 

necessary to bring PAZ's 5 and 13 up to minimal density reduces the 228, 000 

·persons to 146, 000 persons to be added to the Moderate Density Group. 

Low Density 
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Low Density 

The Low Density Area has lost PAZ 5 and PAZ 13 for a total loss of 

50, 000 persons. According to Tabie D-5 it is scheduled to lose 28, 000 per-

sons so that 22, 000 persons must be distributed by proportionate density. We 

have now played tv.ro rounds of the game, and only the third round, the 1980-

1990 distribution remains. 

The 1980 - 1990 Game 

High Density 

High Density is ex pected to gain 316, 000 persons between 1980 and 1990. 

In addition 25, 000 more should be added to make of the defici~ncy of the past 

decade. This makes a total of 341, 000 persons to be added. The existing 

High Density PAZ's are all full so all addition must come from the Moderate 

Density PAZ's. PAZ 5, with a 1980 density of 2, 393 persons/square mile and 

PAZ 17 with a 1980 densit y of 2, 997 persons per square mile, are immediate 

candidates because of their relatively high density. They will, when filled to 

high density, contribute 215, 000 of the necessary 341, 000 additional persons. 

The next highest density PAZ in 1980 is PAZ 14. However, this is a large, . 

two township PAZ, with a theoretical population of 28'0, 000 persons at the re-

quired density. Our geographic gradations are not fine e nough to give a very 

good result here. Actually the PAZ should be sc;.bdivided at this point. The 

best thing that can be done is to transfer the entire PAZ and accept the over 

estimate of high density territory. Therefore PAZ 14 is added giving a total 

of 1, 135, 000 persons living in High Density Areas in 1990. 
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Moderate Density 

Moderate Density PAZ' s are expected to add 21, 000 persons between 

1980 and 1990. However, the Moderate Density Group lost 272, 000 persons 

to the High Density Group so that 293, 000 persons need to be assigned to this 

category between 1980 and 1990. In addition the Mode rate Density Group had 

an extra 25, 000 persons from its 1980 over-assignment so that only 268, 000 

persons need to be assigned to complete the requirements of 453, 000 persons 

by 1990. However, we must make up for the 1990 over-assignment of 154, 000 

persons to the High Density Group so that a. final net total of 114, 000 persons 

must be assigned, the Low Density Group must be donsidered. PAZ 9 was 

over 1, 000 persons/square mile by 1980 anyhow. Therefore it must be inclu-

ded, and since it contained 9, 200 persons the total distribution is reduced to 

105, 000 per.sons. However, if we don't transfer another PAZ from the Low 

Density Group we gat a "no gr;:.;wth" situa~icn which is l:t1likely. Therefore 

PAZ 12 with a 1980 density of 464 persons pe1" square mile is also transferred, 

adding at least 72, 000 inore persons, and leaving a net of 33, 000 persons to 

be distributed by proportionate density. 

Low Density 

The Low Dens ity Group gains only 2, 000 persons between 1980 and 1990. 

However in transferring PAZ' s 9 and 12 the group lost 43, 000 persons so 

45, 000 persons must be dist:dbuted by proportionate density. 
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TABLE .0-5 t! 

BASIC DATA FOR POPULATION ASSIGNM1':NT BY POPULATION ANALYSIS ZONE: 1965, 1970, 1980, 1990 
ii 
Ii 

Area 1965 1965 1970 ·1970 1980 1980 1990 1990 l' 
Paz Sq. Mi. Population Densitr Population · Dcnsit:f · Poeulation Densitr Population Densitr f ,-- 214.32 22, 760 1. 06 23,400 1. 09 24,800 1. 15 27,900 1. 30 

ti 2 70.07 11,670 1. 66 12,800 1. 82 14,800 2. 11. 20,800 2.96 

3 36. 17 1,870 . 52 2, 200 • 60 2,900 • 80 5, 100 1. 41 11 

4 36.50 3, 100 . 85 3, 600 • 98 4, 700 1. 28 8,200 2.24 n 
5&6 18.80 11, 370 &.04 15, 300 8. 13 46, 000 2.44 75,000 39.89 I; 

7 31.94 8,250 2.58 8, 500 2.66 11,600 3.63 21, 400 6.70 

8 35.23 5,740 1. 62 6,800 1. 93 9, 000 2.53 16,400 4.65 
11 

9 8. 75 1,710 1. 95 3, 000 : 85 9,200 10.51 9,200 10. 51 

10 36.57 9,900 2.70 11, 600 13.25 16,200 4,42 26,700 7.30 

11 33.46 49,500 14.79 70, 100 19. 16 97, 000 28.98 110, 000 32.87 

12 71. 51 26,980 3. 77 29,400 8.78 35, 100 4.90 84,000 11. 74 

13 59.63 31,380 5.26 35,000 4.89 99, 000 16.60 105,000 17.60 ' I 

14 69.98 82,200 11. 74 88, 700 12.67 123,000 17.57 280,000 40.01 I 
I 

i5 31. 47 63,400 20. 14 73, 900 23,48 143,000 45.44 143, 000 45.44 
f I 

16 • 83 2,200 26.50 2,400 28.91 ?., 400 28.91 2,400 28.91 

17 35.03 52,700 15.04 61,000 17. 41 105, 000 29.97 J.40, 000 39. 96 Ii 
I 18 1. 64 2,830 17. 25 3, 100 18.90 3, 100 18.90 3, 100 18.90 I 

I 19 2.35 3,800 16. 17 4, 200 17.87 4, 200 17.87 4, 200 17.87 t 

20 17. 50 126, 350 72. 20 152, 000 86.85 152, 000 86.85 152,000 86.85 l 
1 / 21 5.63 42, 340 75.20 

; 46,000 81. 70 46, 000 81. 70 46,000 81. 70 ' 

l /; . 22 2.47 23,600 95.54 27,000 109. 31 27,000 109. 31 27,000 109. 31 
11 

23 19. 07 84,000 44.04 96, 000 50.34 96. 000 50.34 96. 000 50.34 
I~ 1 24 • 59 2,650 44.91 3, 000 50, 84 3, 000 50.84 3,000 50.84 

I ZS • 64 11, 900 185.93 13, 000 203. 12 13, 000 203. 12 13,000 203. 12 , I 

l 26 3.75 31,900 85.06 38, 000 101. 33 38,000 101. 13 38, 000 101. 33 I· 
I 27 2,68 26, 000 97. 01 32, 000 119. 40 32, 000 119. 40 32,000 119. 40 II 
I 28 6.98 35, 000 50. 14 59, 000 84.52 59,000 84.52 59,000 84. 52 .... r I "" 

29 2. 13 16,900 79.34 21,000 98.59 21, 000 98.59 21, 000 98.59 ....... ; t 
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TABLE A-1 - BIRTHS BY NATION , REGION, COUNTY AND METROPOLI'rAN AREA: 1940 - 1964 

, 
1940 191+1 1942 1943 19'+4 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 

United States 2,559,000 2,703,000 2, 989, 000 3,.)..04, 00J 2,939 , 000 2, 858 , 000 3,411, 000 3 ,817 , 000 3,637 , coo 3,649,000 
Eas t Nor th Central Region 45",9.35 1+9 2 ' 587 562 , 315 564 ,395 522 ' 090 512,639 643 , 267 734, 011 698,839 71 0, 373 Ma comb County 2, 218 2, 7u2 3 ,3118 3 ,619 3 ,254 3 ,133 3 ,822 4, 419 4,650 5 ,000 
Oakland County 5 ,166 6 ,109 7, 435 7,619 6' 1143 6·,535 8,170 9 ,763 9,805 10,171 I I ' 
Wayne County 35,537 39, 560 47' 8?2 48 ' 484 42,11+8 42,558 51 ,761 58 ,349 56 ,287 57,417 Detroit SMSA 1+2 ' 921 118, 371 58,655 59 , 722 51 , 865 52,226 63 ,753 72 ' 531 70, 762 72,588 
City of Detroi i; 28 , 271 31,016 37, 020 37,351 32,129 32 , 452 39,426 41+,552 112 ,807 43,732 

1950 :951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 
Uni ~e d States 3,632 , 000 3 ,823, 000 3 ,913 , 000 3,965,000 4,078,000 4,104 ,000 4.218,000 4, 308 ,000 4,255,000 4,245,000 
Sast North Central Region 711 , 971 766,073 785 ,213 795 ' 81+4 833 , 071 841,426 878,324 903 ,506 880,674 882,773 Macomb County 5,528 6 ,223 6 , 752 7 , 41'i6 8 ,552 9,761 io,9911 12,014 12, 241 12,617 
Oakland County 11, 1165 12,836 14,130 14,502 15,769 16,909 18,442 18,635 18,146 18' 117 Wayne County 59 ,624 64,004 65 , 451 67 , 253 69 , 599 69,484 72,191 71,567 67,861 64,470 
De troit SMSA 76, 347 83 , 063 86 ,333 89 , 221 93 , 920 96,154 101.627 102,216 98,248 95,204 City of Detroit 44 , 548 46,374 1+6 ' 867 46,911 47 ,475 L.6,136 46,596 44,736 41,681 38,234 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 
United States 4,258, 000 4,268, 000 4,167,000 4,098,020 4,054,ooo 
East Nor th Central Region 877, 300 871,142 834 , 462 815,382 300,169 
Hacomb County 12 ,777 12,846 12,450 12,855 12, 859 
Oakland County 17,756 1'7 , 200 16,101 15,796 15 ,677 
W'l.yne County 61 , 860 59,813 55,510 54,140 53,183 
Detroit SMSA 92,393 89 ,859 84,061 82,791 81,719 
City of Detroit 36,096 34 , 461 32 , 045 3 I, <.j •B 31 , 039 
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TABLE A- 3 • · NATURAL INCREASE BY NATION , REGION , COUNTY AN D METROPOLITAN AREA: 1940 - 1964 

1940 1941 1942 191+3 1941f 191+5 19116 1947 

Unit ed States 1,141,731 1, 305 ,358 1,603 ,813 1, 644,456 1, 527 ,662 1,456,281 2 , 015 ,383 2,371,630 
East North Central Region 162 , 677 204 ,468 273 , 488 259 ,174 228,651 218 ,395 31f9' 002 427,478 
Ma comb County 1,612 1,778 2 ,351 2 ,500 2 , 211 2 ,1 27 2 , 6'?9 3 , 285 
Oakland County 3 ,162 3 ,968 5,196 5 ,236 4 , 1~9 4,285 5,731 7, 385 
Wayne County 18, 325 21 , 891 29 , 202 28 ,328 23 , 056 23 ,672 32 , 495 38 ,521 
Detroit SMSA 22 ,703 27 ,607 33 , 897 36 ' 064 29 , 486 30 , 06 4 40 ,907 49,191 
City of Detroit 15 ,907 16, 349 21,787 20 ,751 i 6 , 1fe6 17' 064 23,831 28 ,556 

1950 195:i. 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 19.57 

United States 2,1 '19,546 2 ' )110 ' 901 2,416 ,162 2,4 117 , 459 2,596 , 909 2,575,283 2,653,524 2 ,674, 872 
East North Central Region 418 ,640 456 ,850 472 ' 1f53 474,674 ~23 ' 207 520,206 550,833 562,427 
Macomb County 3, 928 4,861 5 , 320 5 , 870 7, 055 7,964 9,063 10,017 
Oakland County 8,691 9 , 950 11, 018 11,157 12,410 13,357 14,699 14,782 
Wayne County 38,911 2 42 , 239 43,673 411 , 612 47,802 46,853 49,326 47,757 
Detroit SMSA 51,561 60,050 60 , 011 61, 639 67,193 68 ,174 73,088 72,556 
City of Detroit 27,848 28 ,937 29 ,682 29 ,130 30 , 517 28 ,700 29,383 26,799 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 

IJnitP.d Statei; 2 ,550 ,878 2,571,151 2 ,414, 886 2 , 284, 471 2,253 , 000 
East North Sentral Region 529 ,379 527,250 480,152 449, 065 440 ,401 
Mncomb County 10,512 10,516 9 , 843 10,201 10,050 

11 Oakland County J.3 ,511 13,023 11,634 ::.1,083 lC', 760 
Wayne County 37 ,616 35,830 30 , 486 28 , 1•30 27 ,575 
Detroit SMSA 61 ,639 59, 369 51 , 963 49,714 48,385 
City of Detroit 18,003 16,816 13,?65 . rz.1 s1<j 12 ,426 

I - . 

) 1 
I 

1 - - · 

1948 1949 

2 ,190,663 2,205,393 
397 ,992 407, 311 

3 ,398 3 , 757 
7 , 278 7,604 

36 ,383 37 ,434 
47,079 48,795 
26 ,616 27 ,461 

1958 1959 

2,607,114 2,589 ,331 
539,926 541,785 
10,152 10, 391 
14,098 14, 076 
44,630 40,847 
68,890 65, 314 
24,383 20,668 
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1940 
United States 
East North Central Region 17 -'77 
Mac omb County . 08 
Oa)j:land County . 20 
Wayne County . 67 
Detroit SMSA 1 . 67 
City of Det roit i.10 

1950 
United Stat es 
East North Central Region 19. 60 
Mac omb County .1.5 
Oakland County . 31 
Wayne County 1 . 64 
De troit SMSA 2 . 10 
C:!.ty of' Detroit 1.22 

1960 
Uni ted States 
East North Central Region 20 . 60 
Mac omb Cot!n ty . }0 
Oakland County . 41 
Wayn e County i.115 
Detroit SHSA 2.16 
City of Detroit . 84 
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TABLE _A:L BIRTHS BY NA'rIOH , REGION, COUNTY AND MET. AREA : 1940 - 1964 

1941 194~ :i.94 '' ,_2. 1_944 1945 194~ 1947 i91,3 1949 

18 . 21 18 . 81 18 . 18 17 . 76 17 . 93 18 . 85 19 . 23 19. 21 19 . 46 
. 09 . 11 .11 . 11 . 10 . 11 .11 . 12 . 13 
. 22 . 24 . 24 . 21 . 22 . 23 . 25 . 26 . 27 

. 1 . 46 1.50 1.56 1 . 43 1. 48 1.51 1.52 1.54 1.57 
1.78 1 . 96 1 . 92 l. 76 1.82 1.86 1.90 1.94 1.98 
1 . 14 1. 23 1 . 20 1 . 09 .ii. .13 1.15 1 .16 1 .17 1.19 

'.!_951 195~ 1953 :i.95.'.'., 1955 1956 1957_ .!_958 ~59 

20 . 03 20 . 06 20 . 07 20.42 20 . 50 20 . 82 20 . 97 20 . 69 20. 79 
. 16 . 17 . 18 . 20 . 23 . 26 . 27 . 28 . 29 
. 33 . 36 . 36 . 38 . 41 • ''3 • '•3 . 42 . 42 

1.67 1.67 1.69 1. 70 1 . 69 l.'71 1.66 l. 59 1 . 51 
2 .17 2. 20 2 . 25 2. 30 2 . 34 2. 40 2 •. 37 2 . 30 2 . 24 
1. 21 1 . 19 1.18 l.16 1 .12 1 .10 l.03 . 97 . 90 

1961 1962_ 196.2. 1962 

20 . 41 20 . 02 19 . 89 19 . 73 
. 30 . 29 . 31 . 31 
. 40 . 38 . 38 . 38 

1. 40 l.33 l.32 l.31 
2 .10 2 . 01 2 . 02 2. 01 

. Bo • '16 . ·;6 .76 
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TABLE -~=l- DEATHS BY NATION , REGION , COUN TY AND MET. AREA: 
I 

1940 - 1%4 

1940 1941 1942 1943 194~ 1945 !9~ l:J~l 1948 .!J49 -- -- ,- - - --
United States l 
East North Central Region 20 . 62 20 . 60 20 . 85 20 . 91 20 . 79 20 . 99 21. 08 21.20 20.80 20 . 9~ r 
Macomb County . 07 . 06 . 07 . 07 . 07 . 07 . 08 . 07 . 08 . 08 i 
Oakland County .14 . 15 -.16 .16 .15 .16- .17 .16 .17 .17 
Weyu e County 1. 21 1. 26 1.34 1 . 38 1.35 1.34 1.38 1.37 1.37 1.38 
Detroit SMSA 1. 42 1. 48 1. 78 1.62 1.58 1.58 1.63 1.Gl 1.63 1.64 
City of Detroit 1. 01 1. 06 1. 09 1.13 1.10 ~ - 09 1.11 1.10 · 1.11 1.12 

1950 1951 1 95~ .!_953 l~~ 1955 1956 .!957 1958 1959 
United Sta t es 
East Nor th. Cen tral Region 20 .19 20.86 20 . 89 21 .16 20 . 90 21.01 20 . 93 20.88 20 . 67 20.59 
Mac omb County · . 09 . 09 . 09 .10 .l '.) .11 .12 .12 . 12 .13 
Oakland County .19 .19 . 20 . 22 . 22 . 23 . 23 . 23 .24 • .24 
Wayne Coun ty 1.42 1. 46 l.lf5 1.49 1.47 1.48 1.46 1. 45 1.40 1.42 
Detroit SMSA 1.70 1. 75 1.75 l. 81 1. 80 1.83 1.82 1.81 1.78 1.80 
City of D.atroit · 1.14 1.17 1.14 1.17 1.14 1.14 1.10 1.09 1.04 1.06 I 

_:l-96 0 196±: l:J6 ;: 19~ 196.'.:_ I 
Unit ed States ! East North Cen tral Region 20. 38 20 .26 20 . 22 20 .19 19 . 97 
Mac omb County . 13 .13 .14 .14 .15 I Oakland c~mn ty . 24 . 24 2" . 25 . 27 . / 
Wayne County 1.42 1. 41 1.42 1.41 1 . 42 
Detroit SMSA l.Bo 1.79 1.8} 1.82 1.85 
City of De troi t 1.05 1.04 1.04 1.02 1.03 
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United States 
East Nor th Central Regi~n 
Macomb County 
Oakland County 
Wayne County 
Det roit SMSA 
City of Detroit 

Unit ~ d Sts.tea 
Fast North Central Region 
Macomb County 
Oakland County 
Wayna County 
De troit SMSA 
City of Detroit 

Unit ed States 
Eas t North Central Region 
Macomb County 
Oakland County 
Wayne County 
Detroit SMSA 
City of De troit 
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TART..E M_ NATIOiiAL H!'7~1'ASE RA'l'.ES BY NATION• REGION, COlMTY AND MF.'l'. Afill:A: 

1940 19111 1942 I 1943 ]-944 19~2 1946 

14. 24 i 5 . t>6 17. 05 15.76 14.96 14 . 99 17.31 
.14 . 13 ' .14 .15 . 14 . 14 .13 
. 27 . 30 . 32 . 31 . 27 . 27 . 28 

1.60 1.67 1.82 1 . 72 1.50 i:6 2 1..61 
1.98 2. 11 2.11 2.19 1. 93 ' 2. 06 2. 02 
1 . 21 1.25 1. 35 1.26 1.07 ~ 1.17 1.18 

19.2.£ 1951 l952 1953 !.9.L~ ,!955 19_2.§. 

19 . 20 19. 51 19 . 55 2.9.39 20 . 11+ 20 . 19 20 . 75 
. 18 . 20 .• 22 . 23 . 27 . 30 . 34 
. 39 . 42 . 45 ~ 45 . 47 . 51 . 55 

1.78 1. 80 1 . 80 1 . 82 1.84 1 . 81 1.85 
2. 36 2.56 2.li8 2. 51 2.58 2.64 2. 75 
1.27 1.23 1.22 1.19 J..17 1 . 11 1 . 10 

1960 ]-96];_ 1962 1963 1964 

20.75 20.50 i9. 88 19.65 19 . 54 
.lf2 .40 . 40 . 44 . 44 
.52 . 50 . 48 .48 . 47 

1.47 1. 39 1. 26 l.?4 1.22 
2 . 111 2. 30 2. 15 2. 17 2. 14 

. 70 .65 .57 .56 . 55 

,_ . .......,..., .. ___ ---------· .. ----

"') ) 

I 
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1940-1964 

1947 1948 

18.02 18.16 
.13 .15 
. 31 -33 

1.62 1 . 66 
2. 07 2. 14 
1. 20 1.21 

195.1 1958 

21.02 20 . 70 
. 37 . 38 
. 55 .54 

1 . 78 1.71 
2.71 2. 64 
1 . 00 . 93 

1949 

18 . 46 
.17 

. • 34 
1 . 69 
2. 21 
1.24 

1952 

20 . 92 
. i+o 
. 54 

1 .57 
2. 52 

. 79 
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Age Total 
All Agee 254, 068 
Under 5 Years 23 ,509 
5 to 9 Years 23 , 274 
10 to 14 Years 24, 262 
15 to 19 Yeara 22 ,436 
20 to ·24 Yenre 20 , .506 
25 to 29 Years 20 , 870 
30 to }11 Yenra 21, 540 
35 to 39 Years 21, 387 
40 i;o 44 Yea.re 19 ,103 
45 to 49 Yu.ro 16 ,601 
.50 to 54 Yeara 12,997 
55 to 59 Year!!! 9,157 
60 to 64 Years 6,478 
65 to 69 Years 4,988 
70 to 74 Years 3,354 
75 Yeare and Older 3,626 

) ) 
I ) I ) 11 '\ 
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TABLE A-7 

t· 
i 
I 

~ 

AGE, RA CE AN D SEX: OAKI.AND COUNTY, 1940 

All Clasa ea White Non-White 

Mal.! Female Total Male Femttle Total Male Female • 129, 800 124, 268 248 , 661 127, 206 121,455 5,407 2,594 2,813 
12 ,074 11,435 23 ,062 11, 864 11,198 447 210 237 I 
12 ,006 11, 268 22, 780 11,768 11, 012 494 238 256 I 12,447 11, 815 23,731 12,197 11,534 522 250 272 
11, 239 11,197 22,023 11,047 10,976 413 192 221 1 
10, 002 10 ,504 ao,066 9, 822 10,244 440 180 260 I 
10, 053 10,817 20, 373 9, 840 10 ,533 497 213 284 I 
10,636 10,904 21, 044 10,413 10,631 496 223 273 
11,251 10,136 20, 853 10,993 9, 855 534 2.53 281 
10,083 9, 020 18 , 610 9,831 8,779 493 252 241 
8,981 7,620 16,250 8,775 7,475 369 206 163 
7, :>86 5,891 12,727 6 ,950 5, 7'?7 250 136 114 
4,838 4,319 8,978 4,'/38 '+,240 179 100 79 
3,349 3,129 6,385 J,290 3,095 j3 59 34 
2,491 2,497 4,924 2,459 2,465 64 32 ~2 

1,573 1,781 3,295 1,546 1,749 59 27 32 
1,691 1,935 3,578 1,668 1,910 48 23 25 

. .f 



11 ') ) 

._., 

• 
i 

. A.g<.t All Claseee 
t Total Male 

All Agee 396,001 198. 718 
Under 5 49 , 285 25 , 433 
5 - 9 40,217 20 ,515 

10 - 14 31 ,173 15,931 
15 - 19 25 ,678 12, 708 
20 - 24 28 ,171· 13,; :;3 
25 - 29 34 ,701 16,524 
30 - 34 33 ,334 16,188 
35 - 39 30,617 15 ,175 

,1 
40 - 44 27 ,847 14, 207 ! 

·~ 45 - 49 24 , 604 13 ,037 1 
50 - 54 20,596 10, 869 
55 - 59 16,575 8,772 
60 - 64 12,382 6,441' 
65 - 69 8,784 4;325 
70 - 74 5,515 2,527 
75 + 6,522 2,792 

1 I 1 '1 l 

.--

.r 
• I . .._. __ .., .... ,_ . .,.. ____ , __ ,. ___ , _ ~ .._ -

4 , ~ ..... ~-
L ... 

. -- L ~~ -~--~-..:......-A _____ ..._..... \-- ---~·---·--..... ---- ··- _.:..----------, 
TABLE A-8 

AGE , RACE AND SEX :· •OAKLAND COUNTY 195J 

White 
Female Total Male Female 
197 , 283 377,613 189 ,630 187,983 

23 ,852 46,638 24 , 077 22 , .561 
19,702 3'7,843 19,330 18,513 
15,242 29 ' 453 15,059 14,394 
12,970 24 , 368 12,057 12, 311 
14, 903 26 ,702 12, 656 i4, oi+6 
18 ,1 '?7 32,863 15 ' 665 17,198 
17,146 31,567 15 ,378 16,189 
15,742 29 , 090 14,400 14,690 
13,640 26 ,717 13 , 609 13,108 
11 ,567 23 ,714 12,557 11,157 

9,727 19,999 10,531 9,468 
7,803 16,167 8,550 7,617 
5,935 12,107 6,308 5,799 
4,459 8,566 4,229 4,337 
2,988 5,423 2,487 2,936 
3,730 6,396 2,737 3,659 

Non-'ihi te 
Total Male 
18,388 9,088 

2 , 647 1,356 
2,374 . 1 ,185 
1, 720 872 
1, 310 651 
1,469 612 
1, 838 859 
1, 767 810 
1,527 775 
1,130 598 

8JO 480 
597 338 
408 222 . 
275 139 
218 96 

92 4o 
126 55 

Female 
9,300 
1,291 
1,189 

848 
659 
857 
979 
957 
752 
532 
410 
259 
186 
136 
122 
52 
71 

\ \ 
~ I 

I 

i • 
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All Claoaee 
Age Total Male 

All Agee 690 , 259 342 ,380 
Under 5 93 , 018 4'7,293 
5 - 9 . 86 ,208 44,016 

10 - l4 59 ,386 35 ,503 
15 - 19 47,016 23 , 261 
20 - 24 33,769 14, 844 
25 - 29 42 , 940 20 ,170 
30 - 34 53 ,040 25,756 
35 - 39 55 , 601 27,298 
40 - 44 48,023 23, 894 
45 - 49 40,458 20 , 428 
50 - 54 33 ,897 l?,332 
55 - 59 28,141 14,798 
60 - 64 21 ,120 10,797 
65 - 69 15,81.3 7,583 
70 .,. 74 10,53? 4,900 
75 + 11,292 4,538 

) ) 
I 

--··- ...,.....---·" A 

TABLE A-9 
AGE, . RACE AND SEX: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

white 
Female Total }la.le FemaJ,e Total 

347' 879 6611,181 330,807 335;374 24·; 078 
45,725 89 ,322 lf5 , 475 43, 847 3,696 
42 ,192 02 , 683 42,282 40,401 3,525 
33 ,823 66 , 819 34 , 270 32,5 49 2 ,567 
23,755 45, 285 22 ,432 22 , 853 1,731 
18 , 925 32 , 411 ilf, 286 18,125 1, 358 
22 , 770 41, 296 19,'f48 21, 848 1,644 
27 , 284 51,166 .?.4 , 913 26,253 1,874 
28 ,}03 53,875 26,442 27,433 1,716 
24, 129 46,529 23,189 23 ,340 1,494 
·20,030 39 ,145 19,79? 19, 348 1,313 
16 ,565 32 , 932 16, 860 16, 072 965 
13,343 27 , 336 14, 392 12 ,944 805 
10, 323 20,568 10,491 10,077 . 552 
8 , 230 15,411 7,372 8 , 0,;;9 402 
5 ;637 10,309 4,793 5,516 228 
6,845 10,984 4,365 6,619 208 

__ .._ _________ ,__,_,___,.,,.,,,._..._ .... ----

) 
'1 

.. 
--~·~~--

H • • ' .....__. • t• • ...... Fo o --···-·---· 

t I .,. i. . 
-·~ 

t 
I 

I 

I 

Non-White 
Male F1amale 

11, 573 12,505 
1, 818 1, 878 
1, 73 4 1,791 
1,293 1,274 

829 902 
558 Boo 
722 922 
843 1,031 
856 860 
705 789 
631 682 
4?2 493 
406 399 
306 246 
211 191 
107 121 
82 126 

--·-~-·--!, . , ., ... -·-1 
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TABLE A=.13 

IElSI1Y . ; FOR OAKLAND ca.my I 
, :" ·,. Persc:ns · 

1960 Per Sq. Mi. 
Sq. Mile Pop.ilaticn Ci.960) 

1 M:tdisan Heights City 4.02 9 ,640 2 ,398 
2 Madiscn Heights City 1.52 ll,622 7 ,646 
3 Kldiscn Heights Ci.t'J l. 44 12 ,081 a ,390 
4 Hazel Park City • 73 4, 710 6 ,452 
5 Hazel Park City .70 7,286 l0,40q 
6 Hazel Park City .59 6,188 10,488 
7 Hazel Park City .66 7 ,447 ll,203 
8 Ferndale City 1.29 9

1
634 7

1
468 

9 Ferndale City • 79 7 ,210 9 ,127 
lO Ferndale City l. 67 14 ,503 8 ,684 
ll Royal Oak Ta.nship .64 8 1147 12,730 I ...-/ 

·12 -Oak Park City · l.86 10
1
091 S,425 

13 Oak Park City l. 87 13 
1
079 6, 9% 

14 Oak Park City l.36 13,462 9,899 
15 Ple<'!Sant Ridge City .54 3,S07 7,050 
16 Huntingtcn Woods City 1. 54 . 8, 746 5 ,679 
17 Berkley City 1.07 8

1
571 8,010 

18 Berkley City l. 40 14, 704 10 ,503 
19 Royal Oak City 1.58 12 

1
456 7 ,884 

20 Royal Oak City 1. 00 7, 743 7. 743 
21 Royal Oak City l. 76 12 ,849 7 ,301 
22 Royal Oak City 1.03 5,568 5,406 
23 Foyal Oak City 2.37 10,011 11,224 
211 Royal Oak City l. 82 13, 961 7 ,6 71 
25 Royal Oak City 1.111 9,335 8,189 
26 Royal Oak City • 78 8 ,689 ll,140 
27 Clawscn City 2.13 14,795 6,946 
28 Birmingham City .so 11,452 5,565 
29 Binningha.m City • 83 6 , 850 8, 2 53 I 

I 30 Binningham City l,94 7 ,627 . ., 3,931 ·1 1 : . 31 Binninp,h;lm City .91 6,596 7,248 
; 32 Beverly Hills City • 96 5·,088 5 ,300 

1 

• 

· 33 Beverly Hills City 3.18 3,563 1,120 l -l 
311 .Lathrup Village City 1.44 3,558 2,471 , i 
35 Sruthfield City 2.55 4,213 l,652 , : ·

1 

· 
36 Srut.'1field City 4.59 6 1331 l,379 ! : . --' 
37 Swthfield City 3.05 3-

1
197 1

1
048 ! -,.. 

38 Saithfield City 2.93 6,lll 2,oa5 I I 
39 Swthfield City 2.83 4,399 1,554 1' 
40 Saithfield City 2.97 2,770 933 
41 Swthfield City 4.45 3

1
014 677 i 

42 Scuthfield Citv 2.52 l,466 582 ' ~ 
43 Bingham Fanrs & Frankl.in Village 3. 84 2, 666 694 • 

1

1 

ljlj Famingtcn Tam.ship 7.94 5,859 .,38 
1

.1 l J ...,/ 165 
Famingtcn Tamship •. _ 8.oo 7 ,907 988 ~ 

1 
. .II . . ; . 
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. 116 Fanningten Township 
117 Fannineten Ta.inship 
118 Fanningten Township 
119 Fanningten City 
50 Novi Village 
51 Nor--J'IVille City 
S2 Wixon City 
S3 Sruth Lycn City 
Sii Lyon T~hip 
SS Milford Village 
SE Milford T=hip 
57 Comrer::e Ta.inship 
S8 Caimarce Ta.mship 
S9 \..blverine Lake Village 
60 Walled Lake City 
61 West Bloanfield- TC'WnShip 
62 West Bloomfield Township 
6l West Bloc:rnfield Tcwnship 
64 Keego Harbor- City 
65 Sylvan Lake Cit-; 
66 Bloanf'ield Ta.mship 
67 Bloomfield Ta.nship 
58 Bloanfield Ta.m:ship . 
69 Bloanfield Townsh.'i.p 
70 Bloomfield Township 
71 Bloomfield Hilla City 
72 Troy City .• 
73 Troy City-
711 Troy City 
7S Troy City 
76 Troy City 
77 Troy City 
78 Jl.ochester Village 
79 !woo Ta.mship 

·00 ~en Ta.mship 
81 ~en Ta.mship 
62 Aven Ta.mship 

. 83 Pcntiac T=ship 
811 Pootiac Ta.mstd.p 
85 Lake ..Angelus Village 
86 Pcntiac City 
87 Pcntiac City 
88 Pentiac City 
89 Pcntiac City 
90 Pcntiac City 
91 Paitiac City 
92 Pcntiac City 
93 Pcntiac City 
914 Pcntiac City 
95 '.Pcntiac City 
96 Pcntiac City . 97 Fenti&: City 

I --· I._:_ 

Persa\S 
1960 Per Sq. Hi. 

Sq. Mile Popilatioo. 0960) 7.67 l,099 1113 S.llO 2,357 1136 11.111 9,1170 2 ,1117 1.90 6,881 3,622 31.34 6,603 211 .60 836 l,393 B.7S 1,531 17S 1.27 l,7S3 1,380 311.13 2,880 811 2.118 &+,323 1,7113 32.19 1,5118 118 . 17.62 3,933 223 10.71 S,67S S30 l.611 2 ,11011 1,1166 2.35 3,550 . l,Sll 
10.63 6,603 621 111.85 2 ,1144 16S 9.62 S,947 618 . • 59 2,761 11,680 

.83 2,004 2,4111 2.59 2,S4l 981 7.77 3,892 soa. 
7.36 6,39(.l 868 2.28 S,575 2 ,445 
5.82 11,132 710 5.00 2,378 476 6.38 3,222 505 
6.36 2,030 319 6.00 2,612 1135 . S.911 3,435 573 5.S2 S,963 l,080 3,21 2,140 667 . 
1.57 5,1131 3 ,459 10.87· 3,265 300 
6.10 11,887 801 
5.71 11,781 837 

12.40 J 3,013 243 3.87 3,913 l,Oll 
13.32 5,046 379 
l.61 231 143 
2.36 7 ,4111 3,142 3.62 6,819 ~ l,884 l '.36 5,999 11,1111 

.98 6,1113 6,268 

.57 11,902 8,600 

.93 2,842 3,056 
1.02 3,895 3,819 

.32 3,11311 10,731 

.141 3,906 9,527 

.30 . 2 ,287 ,7,623 

.70 5111145 7,779 
2.80 2 ,'401 858 

1 ... - .. ,. ..r .. ~ .. ~_f:~ --~ ··,-· ··-~ ..... .,, .. ·-·····--:·- -:;.--<? .. -· .... ·-· ... ·-- "-c-· -.. ,~'. :, --· ~'":··:¥1 ~·~w:~ ·:-- .. -· ... -..... 
!:----------~-,--......---:---~ -~-- -- -

~ 

.;' 

~ 

__,. 

~ 

I 1 l 
I 

j ": 
t ' 

l 

l ' 1 · 

> . I 
~--. ' -
i 

" 



<t , • 

· 'f , 
.. ~ 

1 • 
·1 1 

-II 

.I 
"-;,, 

98 Pootiac City 
99 Pootiac City 
100 Paltiac City 

'-1 

· 101 Pontiac City 
102 Waterford Township 
103 Waterford Ta.ns;uo 
104 Waterford Ta.mship 
105 Waterford Ta.mship 
106 Waterford Tamship 
107 Waterf ortl Ta.mship 
108 Waterford Ta.mship 
109 Waterford Ta.mship 
llO Waterford Ta.mship 
lll Waterford Ta.mshio 
112 White Lake Ta.mshlp 
113 Highland Ta.mship 
114 Rose Tc:wnship 
115 Springfield Ta.mship 
116 Independence Ta.mship 
117 Lake Orioo Village 
118 Orioo Township 
119·Cakland Ta.mship 
120 A::ldisoo Ta.mship &. l..eooard Village 
121 Oxf or<i Village 
122 Oxford Ta.msr.ip 
123 Brandoo Tcwnship &: Ortonville Vill. 
12" Groveland Ta.mship 
125 Holly Village 
126 lblly To.mship 

- . 

Sq. Mi.le 
• 77 

1.14 
.59 

1.20 
1. 79 
3.66 
3.05 
3.63 
4.58 
2.60 
2.31 
3.05 
4.~6 
5.40 

36.57 
35.23 
35.80 
35.51 
36.19 
1.33 

34.49 
36.50 
36.17 
1.50 

33.48 
35.65 
35,87 

2.06 
3 ... ~5 

__ _:.. ~:::----.---

1_ 

1960 
~atiai 

9,186 
6,677 
.. ,801 
6,082 
.. ,427 
5,138 
4,551 
6,479 
6,131 
3,524 
2,561 
4,327 
2,646 
7 ,144 
8,381 
4,855 
1,482 
2 ,664 

10,890 
2,698 
9 ,146 
2,469 
l,691 
2,357 
3 ,204 
3,187 
1,306 
3,269 
2,282 

.. 

i 

-

Persoos 
Per Sq. Mi., 

(1960) 
ll,930 

5,857 
9.137 
5~068 
2,473 
l,404 
1,492 
1,785 
l,350 
1,355 
1,109 
l,419 

533 
l,329 

229 
138 

41 
73 

301 
2,029 

265 
68 
47 

1,511 · 
56 
89 
36 

1,587 
66 

-

L 
i • • 
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TABLE A-11 
D~tailed Occupatidnal Characteristics: Oakland Coun t y; 

as Percent of Detroit S.M.S.A ., 1960 

Oa.Jcland County De troit S.M.S.J\ . 
Detai l ed Occupation 

!Ian agers ' Off's r: Pro pr Is' Exe . Farm--Con . 
Officials , Lode e , Society , Union, Etc . 
Post.nae ters 
Purchasing Agen t s and Buyers (N.E.C.) 
Mane.e ers , Off ' ls , and Propr ' s (ll.E.C . )--Salaried 

Constru<.:tio n 
Manufac t uring 
Transportation 
Communications , & Utilities & Sanitary Services 
Wholer:;ale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Food and Dair~ Produc ts Stores 
Ea ting and Drinking Placeo 
Gen , Merchandise & Ltd. Price Variety Stores 
Apparel and Accessori es Stores 
Ft:rniture , llousefurnj_shing , & Equip. Stores 
Motor Vehicles and Ac cessories Retailing 
Gasoline Service Stations 
Hardware , Farm Equip., & Bldg . Material' Ret. 
Ot her Retail Trade 

Banking and Othe r Finances 
I ns urance and Real Estate 
B'!siness Services 
Automobile Repair Services and Garages 
Mi s cellaneous Repair Servic~s 
Personal Services 
All Other Industries (Incl . No t Repor ted) 

Male 

l~ 
36 
~l 

12,432 
783 

'\ 

5 , 071 
304 
461 
8~ 

2, 292 
378 
198 
295 
220 
l~ "3 
10 
227 
2~ 

6?6 
~2 
591 
l~ 

" J.31 
6 ?~ ~J 

Femal e 

7 
8 

39 
1,100 

37 
168 
15 
29 
50 

328 
4o 
65 
81 
67 
8 

14 

9 
44 

76 
66 
53 .. _, 

66 
209 

Male 

812 
89 

2 , 906 
42 , 979 
2 , 513 

15, 3'?7 
1, 8111 
1,460 
3 , 089 

8 , 896 
1, 972 

849 
1,119 

820 
112 4 

1 ,555 
571 
650 
936 

3 , 008 
1, 810 
1 , 4113 

410 
131 
8J.5 

2,2~.3 

Female 

60 
8 

1511 
6,125 

119 
965 
82 

228 
·253 

1, 882 
226 
319 
474 
408 

69 
91 

4 
38 

253 

382 
540 
270 

6 
27 

401 
970 

Oakland Coun t y 
Detroit S.M. S.A . 

Ma le 

J7. 5 
4o. 4 
25.2 
28 .9 
21. 2 
33.0 
16.8 
31. 6 
28 .3 

25 .8 
19.2 
23 . 3 
26 .4 
26 .8 
34.9 
2l3 . 5 
20 ,l 
34.9 
28 .6 

22.5 
26 . 6 
111.0 • 
26,3 
25 .2 
16.l 
28. 2 

Female 

11. 7 
100.0 

25 .3 
18.0 
21.1 
17.4 
18.3 
12. 7 
19 .. 8 

17.4 
11.1 
20 . h 
11.1 
16.4 
11.6 
15.!1 

...... 
23. 7 
11.4 

19 .9 
12.2 
19.6 
50,0 

-. 
16.5 
21.6 

po---~~~~~~ 
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TABLE A-11 
Detailed Occupatiorlal Charac t erist ics: 

_____ , _ _ A. 

Oaklar.d County; 

) l 

. --......_...: .. . •-~-­---·-------

~ I 

~ - .. -.......-. -
""' 

as Percent of De troit S . M. S . A., 1960 

Oakland Ccunt;i: 
Oakland Coun t y Det r oit S .M .S .A. Det roit S.M. S. A. 

Detailed Occupa t i o~ 
Mal e Female Mal e Fe mal e Male Fe male ~ , 

Cler i cal a nd Ki ndre d Worke r s 11,1 44 22 ,lf41 71,110 138 , 2011 15.7 16.2 
Agents ( N. E. C. ) 538 67 2 , 727 505 19.7 13.3 
AttendantB and Assis tants , Library 20 92 149 392 13.4 24.5 
Attendants , Pl ,ysici.an ' s a nd De ntist's Off i c e 4 4?6 58 2 ,168 6.9 22 .0 
Ba g5a ge men , Transpo r tation . . . .. . 45 ... -- --
Bank Tell er s 102 367 819 2 ,106 12.5 17.4 l 
13ookkeepers 501 2, 85 1+ 2,419 13,474 20 .7 21. 2 
Ca s nie .:·s 229 1,432 1, 7118 8 ,1 73 13.1 17.5 i 
Coll e c~ors , Bill and Ac coun t 109 24 _::;t;!. 145 19.3 16.6 
Dis patchers a nd Starters , Vehic l e 250 16 1, 416 135 l 'f. 7 11.9 
Expr es s MessenJers a nd Rai l way Ha i l Cler ks 4 ... 67 4 6.o 
File Cl e rks 53 284 1106 2 ,4 72 13.1 11. 5 
I ns urance Adjusters , E~aminers, and I nves tiga t ors 189 21 1 , 090 164 n .3 12.8 
Mni .l Ca r r iers 667 16 3 , 959 .50 16.8 32.0 
hcssengers and Office Boys 120 2 1+ 1,144 222 10 .5 10.8 

Of fi ce Mach ine Operat ors 333 889 2 ,173 6, 688 15. 3 13.3 
Payro l l and Timekeeping Clerks 128 189 1, 028 1, 584 12.5 13.7 
P0sta l Cl erks 308 139 3 , 096 '711 9. 9 19.6 
Rec eptioni s t s J. 2 650 24 3, 215 50.0 20.2 
Secre t aries 118 5, )47 664 29 , 227 11.8 18.3 
Shippi ng and Receiving Cl erks 603 82 5 , 394 515 11. 2 15.9 
Stenographers 29 858 181 6 , 082 16.o 14.1 
0tock Cl e rks a nd Storekeepers 1, 433 80 S,491 82l 16.9 10.9 
Tel egraph Mess engers 8 ... 105 21 7,6 
Telegraph Op erators . 32 8 105 86 30.5 9,3 
Te l ephone Operators 45 947 273 6 ,384 16.5 14.8 
Ticket , Stat i on , a nd Express Agents 80 24 749 ;J1•7 10 .. 7 6.9 
'l'ypista 53 1 ,535 597 12,741 8.9 12.0 
Cleric~l and Ki ndred Wor kers (N. E. C.) 5 ,176 6, 0ll 31, 619 39 ,972 16.4 15.0 

~- ...... -~· -- -· ·-
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TABLE A-11 
Detailed Occupational Characteristics: Oakland County; 

as Percent of Detroit S.M.S.A., 1960 

) 1 

:...:=:.:.::.:.:... - ... - · :--_,........._ ... ' 

Oakland Count;r: 
Oakland County Detroi t S.M.S.A. Detroi t S . M. S.A . 

De tai,_ed Oc CUJla t ion 
Male Female Ma~! Female Male li'emale 

• 
Sales Wor%ers 16 , 613 6 9788 68 , 822 38 , 486 24. l 11. 6 

Advertisirg Agents and Salesmen 246 37 756 120 32 . 5 30 .8 
Auctioneers 13 ... 21 4 61 .9 . 
Demonstrators 3 155 25 639 12 .0 24.3 
Huckctern and Peddlers 105 187 596 697 11.6 26. 8 
I ncu r ance Aeents , Dro~ers, and Un derwriters 1 , 603 84 6 , 445 647 24.9 13.0 
ll ewsboyr; 1 , 750 87 8 , 775 204 19.9 42.6 
Real Es tate Agents and Urokers 900 282 3 ,4 66 800 26 .0 35 ,3 
Stock and Bond Salesmen 131 8 548 27 23 .9 29. 6 
Salesmen and Sales Clerks ( N.E . C.) 11, 867 5,948 48 ,190 35,348 24.6 16.8 

Manufacturing 3 ,191 348 10, 405 2 ,121 30 , 7 16.4 
Wholesal e Trade 2 , 844 112 10 ,532 579 21.0 19.3 
Retail Trade 5 , 022 5 ,341 24, 103 31, 749 20.8 16.8 
Other Industries (Incl. Not Reported) 810 147 3 ,150 899 25.7 16.4 
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TABLE A-11 
Detailed Occupa tibnal Charac~isti c s : 0akland County ; 

as Perc ent of Det roit S . M. S.A. , 1960 

Detailed Occupa tion 

Mgr s ., Off ' ls , & Propr' s (N.E . C. ) --Sel f - Employe d 
Construction 
Manufac turine 
Transportation 
Communications , & Utilities & Sanit~ry Services 
Wholesale Trade 

Re tai l Trade 
Food and Dairy Products Ster eo 
Eating and Dr inking Places 
Gen . Merchan dise & Ltd . Pri ce Var i e t y Stores 
Apparel and Accessories Sto res 
Furnjture , Housefurnishings , & Equip . Stores 
Motor 1ehic l es and Accessori es Retai l ing 
Gas0line Service Stations 
Hardware , Farm Equip ., & Bldg . Ma t eria l, Ret. 
Other Retai l Trade 

Banking and Other Financ~ 
Insurence and Real Esta t e 
Business Services 
Automobil e Repair Services and Gar ages 
Mi scella neous Repair Services 
Personal Servi ces 
All Other Industries ( Incl . Not Reported) 

Oakland County 

Mal e 

6 , £61 
1,133 
1, 029 

135 
9 

581 

2 , 76 4 
487 
409 
73 

156 
149 
216 
596 
258 
lf20 

68 
212 
17.'::i 
125 
53 

296 
281 

Fema le 

802 
4 

46 
15 

35 

!f51 
71 

lti l 
8 

59 
8 

8 
33 

103 

18 
32 

8 
12 

105 
76 

De troit S . M. S.A. 

Male 

26 ,88 4 
3 , 642 
3 , 240 

583 
38 

2 ,118 

12 , 411 
2 , 981 
2,445 

292 
527 
587 
710 

2 , 513 
917 

1, 439 

227 
616 
671 
686 
232 

. 1 , 349 
1,071 

Femal e 

3,473 
23 

189 
!f8 

4 
107 

2 , 151 
461 
930 
52 

182 
49 

4 
28 
59 

386 

22 
61 

131 
51 
27 

375 
284 

-~~~~~~-~~-.-_ 

Oakl and County 
Detroit S .M. S .A. 

Mal e Fe male 

25 .5 
31.1 
31. 8 
23. 2 
23 .7 
27.4 

22 . 3 
16. 3 
:i. 6 .7 
25 .0 
29 .6 
25.4 
30.4 
23 .7 
28 . 1 
29.2 

30 .0 
34.4 
26.1 
18. 2 
22.8 
21.9 
26. 2 

23.1 
.17. 4 
24.3 
31. 3 

32.7 

21. 0 
15. 4 
17.3 
15. 4 
32 .4 
16.3 

28.6 
55.9 
26. 7 

29 .5 
24.4 
15-7 
44.4 
28.0 
26.8 

.. , -

7 • - ~ 
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, 'rABLE A-11 
De t ai led Oc cupa tional Ch•racter i e tice: Oakland Coun ty; 

ae Percent of Detroit S . M. S. A. , 1960 

) 

Oakl an d County De t roit S.M . S . A. 
Detniled Occupation 

Gperat ives and Ki ndred Workers- - Con . 
Ope r atives and Kindred Workers (J l .E.C .)--Con . 

Manu facLuri ng--Con . 
Non~1rable Goods --Co n . 

Tobacco Manufactures 
Textile Mill Products 

Knittin g Mil l s 
Dyeing & Fi n . Te x t ., Exe . Wool & Knit Gds . 
Floor Covering , ]!;xc . Ha rd Surface 
Yarn , Thread , and Fabric Mills 
Miscellaneous Textile Mill Products 

Apparel & Other Fabricated Te x ti l e Products 
Appa rel and Accessories 
Miscellaneous Fabricated Te x tile Produc ts 

Pape r and Allied Products 
Pulp , Paper , and PaperbQard Hills 
Paperboard Contai ners and Ilox es 
Misce llaneous Paper and Pulp Products 

Printing , PublishinG 1 an d Allied Industri e s 
Newspaper Publis~ing and Printing 
Printing , Publishing , a n d Allied In dustires , 

Ex e . t'lew.spapers 

Chemical s and Allied Products 
Synthetic Fiber e 
Druga and Medicines 
Paints , Varnishes , and Re l ated Produc t e 
Miscellaneous Chemicals & Al li e d Products 

Petro l eum nnd Coal Producte 
Petro l eum Refining 
Miscellaneous Petroleum and Coal Produc: ts 

Ma le F e mal e , 

4 
4 28 

4 

4 4 
20 

1f5 4 
28 ... 
17 4 

90 8 
31 4 
29 4 
30 ... 

127 8 4 
29 27 

98 57 

228 33 
4 ... 
8 12 

88 ... 
1 28 21 

Male Fe male 

1 0 1 43 
200 159 ... I+ 

5 
15 
31 33 

1119 122 
,~3 4 383 
112 200 
1 22 18 3 

995 .1111 
391 71 
271 18 6 
333 154 
82 4 488 
1 97 48 

627 440 

3 , 066 573 
8 . .. 

3 69 373 
772 69 

1,917 131 
299 8 
2 76 8 

23 

--- n 

. ·r -

Oakland County 
De t roit S .M .S . A. 

Male Fe male 

... 2. 8 
2 . 0 17 . 6 . .. 100 . 0 

1 2 . 9 1 2 .1 ... 1 6 .4 
1 9 . 2 1. 0 
25 . 0 
1 3 . 9 2 .2 

9 . 0 1.9 
7 . 9 5 . 6 

l 0 . 7 2 . 2 
9 . 0 

15 .4 17 . 2 
1'1. 7 56.3 

15 . 6 1 3 . 0 

7 .4 5.8 
.50 .0 

2 . 2 3.2 
11.4 
6.7 17.0 

'1 
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'~AB"LE A-11 
Detailed Occupaticrn tl Charac~istici;: Oa kl and County ; 

as Percent af Detroit S.M.S.A. , 1960 

Oakla nd County Detr"it S.M . S . A. 
Detailed Occupation 

Rubber a11d Misc. Plastic Products 
Rubber Products 
Misc . Plastic Products 

Lea ther and Leathar Producti; 
Leather: Tanned , Cu~ried , and Finishe d 
Footwear , Exe . Rubber 
Leather Products , Exe. Footwear 

llot Specified Manufacturing Industries 

l!onmanufact·:,1riug Industritis (Incl. Not Reported) 
Constr'.lction 
RailroF ds and Railway Express S!i r ·Jice 
Transportation , Exe . Railroad 
Communications , and Utilities & Sanitary Serv . 
Wholesale and Retail 'frade 
Business and Repair Services 
Personal Serviceo 
Public Administration 
All Other Industries (Incl . Not Reporte d ) 

Private Household Workers 
Baby Sitters , Private Househol d 
Housekeepers, Private Household 

Livin g In 
Livin s Out 

L .. undresses , Private llom<ehold 
Living In 
Living Out 

Private Household Workers (N.E . C.) 
L'!.ving In 
Living Out 

·------- ' 

tfale 

397 
148 
12 
12 

27 

1 , 037 
256 

29 
58 
76 

337 
15G 

23 
30 

122 

211 
105 

4 
4 

102 
48 
54 

Female 

87 
1411 

12 

12 
4 

166 
5 

15 
59 
41 
16 

4 
26 

4, 795 
1,946 

553 
357 
196 

54 

54 
2,2'+2 

549 
1, 693 . 

Male 

2 ,477 
523 

91 
20 

8 
63 

147 

8 , 061 
l, ?. 82 

394 
441 
941 

2;826 
960 
114 
346 
757 

1 ,025 
285 

40 
28 
12 

8 

8 
692 
135 
557 

Fema l e 

493 
535 
109 

109 
35 

1 ,523 
14 
13 
33 
57 

7;8 
171 
111 
57 

329 

26 ,086 
6 , 499 
2 , 470 
1 , 291 
1, 179 

218 ... 
218 

16,899 
1, 931 

14, 968 

Oakland Count;z: 
Detroit S .M. S.A. 

1-lale Female 

16. o 17 . 6 
28.3 26 . 9 
13 . 2 11. 0 
60 . 0 . . . ... 

11.0 
18 .4 11 . 4 

13.5 10. 9 
20. 0 35 , 7 
7 . 4 

13.2 
8 . 1 26 . 3 

11.9 8.o 
16.3 24 . o 
20. 2 111 , 4 
8 . 7 7 . 0 

16. 1 7, 9 

20 . 6 18 .4 
36 . 8 29 . 9 
10 . 0 22 .4 
1'1 . 3 27 . 7 

l 16. 6 
24 . 8 

24. 8 t 
14 . 7 13 . 3 
35 .• 6 28 .4 
9 . 7 11.3 

I -·-----... -"~--.-·--- .-. 
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TABLE A-11 
Detailed Occupa tioftal Charac teristi.cs : Oakb.nd County ; 

as Percent of Detroit S.M.S.A. 1 1960 

) l '1 

-......_..,... --··:.··-- --·----- ----,,-:~= •" ...--. --- - ------------~ · 

Oakland Coun!L__ 
Oakland County Detroit S.M . S.A. Detroit S.M • .'i.A. 

Detailed Occupation 
Male Femal e Male Female Male Female 

• 
Waiters 85 2 , 737 1 , 205 15 , 914 7. 1 17 . 2 
Service Workers , Exe . Private Household (N.E.C.) 205 214 1, 583 1 ,415 13.0 15.1 

Farm Laborer~ and Foremen 608 102 1 , 692 348 35 .9 29 . 3 . 

I F'a rm Foremen . . . ... 22 . .. -- --
?arm Laborers , Wa ge Workers 552 60 1 , 501 196 36 . 8 30 .6 
Farm Labor er s , Unpaid Family Workers i.9 38 157 1 48 31. 2 25.7 
Farm Service L~borero , Self-Employed 7 4 12 4 58. 3 100.0 

!lm ...... 11111111111 ................. ~ 
' . -, 
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TABLE A-11 
Detailed Occupati'On~l Characteriatics: · Cakland County; 

as Percent of Detroi t S.M.S.A., 1960 

Oakland Cou.!l!l Detroit S.K. S.A. 
De tai led Occupation 

Service Wo=kers , Exe . Private ~ousehold 
Attendants , Hospital and Other Institution 
At tendants , Prufessional & Personal Sorv. (N.E.~.) 
Attendants , Recreation and Amuaement 
Barbers 
Bartenders 
Boarding and Lodging Hous e Keepers 
Bootblacks 
Chambermaids and Maida , Exe. Private Household 
Charwom en and Cleaners 
Cooks, Exe. Priv£t e Household 
Counter and Fountain Workers 

Elevator Operators 
Hairdressers and Cosmetologists 
Housekeepers and Stewards , Exe . Private Household 
Janitors and Sextons 
Kitchen Workers (N. E. C.) , Exe. Private Household 
Hidwiveo 
Por ters 
Pr~ctical Nurses 

Protective Service Workers 
Firemen , Fi re Pro t ection 
Guar ds, Watchmen, arid Doorke epera 
Marshals and Constabl es 
Policemen and Detectives 

Governmen t 
Private 

Steriff~ and Bailiffs 
Watchmen (Groaning) and Bridge Tenders 

Ush6rs, Recreation and Amusement 

Male 

7 , 075 
163 

65 
249 
506 
398 

23 
5 

317 
503 

47 

211 

117 
76 

1, 63 4 
202 

3 
117 
108 

2 ,193 
405 
998 

4 
663 
636 

27 
52 
71 
35 

Female Male Female 

9,1 63 55 , 031 59, 906 
961 1, 908 6 , 52) 
113 460 1, 022 

l '" ;.> 1,139 183 
14 3 , 709 39 
96 3 , 608 384 
.52 50 215 

127 ... 
90 60 1, 990 

322 1, 802 3 ,302 
962 3 , 540 4, 865 
475 365 2 , 618 

62 639 901 
870 774 5 , 529 
407 448 2,215 
269 11, 687 3,519 
652 1, 638 4, 561 

'1 4 
3, 002 65 

751 382 3,757 

73 1 6 ,fi09 781 
3 , 035 ... 

8 6 ,333 157 
35 4 

2 4 6 ,7 64 251 
12 6 ,458 161 
12 306 90 

245 8 
41 197 361 
28 289 102 

Oa.kh.nd County 
Detroit S.M . S . A. 

Male Female 

12 . 9 
8. 5 

14.1 
21.9 
13 . 6 
11 .0 

18.l 
8.3 

11. 6 
14. 2 
12. 9 

3.8 
15.l 
17.0 
14.0 
12 .3 
42.9 
3,9 

28 . 3 

13. 2 
13.3 
15.8 
ll .4 
9,8 
9 ,7 
8.8 

21. 2 
36.o 
12.1 

15.3 
14. ·r 
11.0 

8.2 
3).9 
25 .0 
24.2 

4.5 
9.8 

19.8 
18.1 

6.9 
15. 7 
18.li 
7.6 

l~ .. 3 

9 ,3 

5.1 

9.6 
7,5 

13.3 

11.4 
2'(. 5 

"\ 

. t' 
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: 11 dL£ A-11 
~t -· 1 ""c_;""''i ·1 n ·:~· Cha.cact;r{sti <:s : f"',, • nd , .. 

~s ~er~ent of : .L ~L l~ Ll . h ,S . A. , 1960 

pakland Coun~ 
Detailed Occ upatio.!l 

Male Female 

Total Employed 174,726 66,135 

Prof e ;s ional , Technical, and Kindred Wkrs. 27,258 10,398 
Accoun t ants an d Auditors 2,262 207 
Actors 4 12 
Airplane Pilots and Navigators 88 ... 
Architects 230 4 
Artis ts and Art Teachers 600 201 
Athletes 19 ... 
Au thors 214 28 
Chiropractors 40 3 
Clergymen 415 17 

College Prenidents, Prof' rs, & Instr's (N.E.C.) 312 41 
Dancers and Dancing Teachers 13 82 
Dentists 1,65 ... 
Designers 727 40 
Dietitians and Nutritionists 5 47 
Draftsmen 2,046 12 
Editors and Reporters 37C 116 

Engineers, Technical 8,358 38 
Aeronautical 56 5 
Chemical 137 4 
Ci v~. l 588 4 
Electrical 923 8 
Industrial 81.i8 ... 
Mech=ical 3,496 '17 
Metal lurgical, and M'"tallurgists 307 ... 
Mining 8 ... 
Sales 1,134 ... 
!lot Elsewhere Classified 861 ... 

1 

---,--- .A. 

Det r oit S.M.S.A. 

Male Female 
• 927,024 401,711 

E0,499 50, 3'.13 
10,097 1,495 

56 37 
359 4 
641 9 

2,391 835 
107 . .. 
848 78 
264 7 

2,)29 85 

1,457 382 
72 313 

1, 715 27 
2,971 125 

13 495 
9,682 149 
1,215 441~ 

27,462 132 
281 5 
714 11 

2,439 15 
3,162 39 
'3 ,11 89 20 

ll ,120 29 
818 . .. 
27 . .. 

2,591 . .. 
' 2,821 13 

' 

) 

~t 
~" -~ 

J nl.-.1·;•1 •1 County 
Detroit S.M.S.A. 

Male Fema.le 

18.8 16 . 5 

24 .7 20.6 
22 . 4 13. 8 
7,1 32.4 

24 .5 
35.9 44.9 
25 .1 24.1 
17.8 
25 .2 35,9 
15.2 42.9 
16.4 20.0 

21. 4 10.7 
18 .1 26 . 2 
27 .1 
24.5 32.0 
38 . 5 • 9.5 
21.1 8.1 
30.5 26.1 

30.4 28.8 
19.9 100.0 
19.2 36 .4 
23 .6 26.7 
29 .2 20. 5 
24 .3 ----
31. 4 56.6 
37. 5. 
29 .6 
43.8• 
30. 5 
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Tl\BLE A-ll( Cont'd) 

Entertainers (N.E.C.) 
Farm and Ho·.1e ManagP~1ent Advisors 
Foresters and Cons~rvationists 
Funeral Di rect o r3 o.nd EmbaL:ners 
Lawyers and J1Jdges 
Librarians 
Musicians 1md M•1-; ic Teachers 

Natural Sc ie1 ' 8ts 
Agricul Lu r F • ~ cienti.sts 
Biological ; ~ lentists 

Chem.~sts 

Geologis •~s 'l.nd Geophysicists 
Mathema ticians 
Physicists 
Miscell&.neous Natural Scientists 

Nurses, Professional 
Nurses, St ud n ·1 ~; P cofess ional 

Optometrists 
Osteopaths 
Personnel ond Labor nelations Workers 
Pharmacists 
Photographers 
Physicians and Surgeons 
Public Relati ons Men and Publicity Writers 
Radio Operators 
Recreation and Gcoup Workers 
Religious Workers 

Social· and Welfare Workers, except Group 
Social Scientists 

Econ om.l s ts 
Psychologists 
Statisticiblls and Actuaries 
Miscellaneous .Social Scientists 

Sports Instructors and Official.9 
Surveyors 

) ) I 

Oal{land C > .::..-1.. 

Male lR,,l P 

57 13 
11. 

32 ... 
67 ... 

929 17 
36 236 , 

331 571 

424 79 
8 4 

44 32 
301 31 

8 ... 
12 4 
41 8 
10 ... 
29 1,995 

43 

9? 8 
59 4 

539 85 
482 47 
?03 16 

1,098 50 
193 2·7 
~8 15 

102 49 
116 73 

1.'; '' 148 
289 39 
• 111 8 

J ( 27 
114 4 

4 ... 
282 154 
71 ... 

l 
' I 

.. 
- --- """!""-- .A .. '"'--"*-- .. ~---- - ... -

. I .. 
~~-.. -~ ..,..._ _......., _____ ... , .. ..:::.~ --·---" -

- -~-.i. 

Det roit S.M.S.A. 

Male "'1""ml1 le 

185 50 
';) 30 

116 . .. 
453 27 

3,742 1112 
206 1,008 

1,6 LO 1,951 

l, bJ3 230 
It ~ ~ 8 

ll8 80 
1,324 117 . 11 . .. 

. 56 13 
97 12 
35 . .. 

203 10,100 
11 C83 

319 20 
188 12 

,- ,302 99 3 
1. ,92 1 183 

,n , 7 11 
\ . ·) / ) 311 

F, )2 113 
433 56 
3G5 282 
i 1 .~6 660 

l , '. . ~7 1,241 
1,089 255 

56~ '1 

155 I 

343 l.08 
25 7 

968 564 
335 10 

" 

! 

I 

_Oakland Count:z:: 
Detroit S.M.S.A. 

Male Female 

' ' 30 . 8 26 .0 
44. 4 • 46 . 7 
21 .6 
14.8 
24.8 12.0 
11. 5 23. 4 
20 .6 0 ' 29. 3 

25 .2 3L., 3 
19.0 50.0 
37. 3 • 40.0 
22 .7 26.5 
12.1. 
21.1, 30.8 
42. 3 • 75.0 
28 .6 
14.3 19.8 
-- 6.3 

31.0 20,0 
31. 4 33.3 
23 .4 12.3 
25 .1 25,7 
20 . 0 20.8 
22. 1 16,1 
30.5 23,9 

13.8 26.8 
27 .9 11.4 
10 .8 11.1 

15.0 11.9 
26. 5 15.3 
23, 7 19.5 
23 .9 27,3 
33.2 3,7 
16.o 
29.1 27.3 ' 
21.2 

.) 

r 

I 

t 
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Teachers: Eleme ntary Schools 
cry Schools 

., . ) 
:•iedical and o,.;,~~l 

Ele ctrical an r l cctronic 
Ot her Enginee r ' g & Physical Science 

IN.E . C.) . 
'lnd Heale·0 ' 8 .C.) 

. .. ans 
1'· .mal , Techni c a l , i.t Kindred Wkrs. (N . e: .i.;. ) 

Farmers and Farm Managers 
F n:ie rs ( Owne rs and Tenants) 

.< r m Managers 

Manager's Officials & Propr's, Exe. Fa:rm 
Buyers and Department Heads, Store 

· 3 a nd SI., ·s , Farm Products 
lt:c t ors ; Ro i . cu·Jd 

t Men 
,,i·me n and Floo r Manage.rs, Store 
. • ~c tors, Pub' · c Administration .. 

. c.Je ral Publi <: Adr,1inis trat l. n t\ nd Postal Service 
Sto. t e r ublic i intt r .ation 
L0 c c· '·11J li c /, s t r ation 

1J1 ..;l 'I .d S'Jl _·1 I 

Of fi cer , Pilot J , F 
c r :" d al:i & AU.mi IJS L. 

, Jc ral Pub lic A·" 
.. .' ~t· Le Ptibl ic ;, -ni r1 1 

_nJ ~n ts , Buildi ng 
i e rs, and Lngin r~ rs, Ship 
•Jrs (!'1.E.c. ), P .. • llc Administration 

· .stration and Pos tri l Service 
• j ~ ion 

; 0cal Public Ad:ninL . at i in 

') 
I ) I 

Oakl!3:11d County 

Male Female 

692 
1,52'1 

162 
14'( 
'.26 3 
988 
103 

67 
36 

1,541 

76'( 
732 

35 

22,162 
1,026 

15 
31 

166 
36 

156 
88 

68 
70 
9 

451 
150 

'10 
LJ.1 

'3,790 
I. ,053 

365 
309 

46 
34 

120 

150 

48 
44 

4 

2,240 
120 

28 
12 

27 

97 
8 
4 

'35 

) 

... ·-·----.,....-- .A. - ..... -....... ....,,. .. _._ .. _ ··--------

'1 

Oakland Coun_tL 

... 
..,. 

.-.,. · -- ·~ 

Detroit S.M.S.A~ Detroit S.M. S.A . 

Male Female Mal •' Fe male 

3,282 16 ,691 21.1 22 .7 
s, s99 1. , ~~ '-' ,) 27. 3 22 .6 

982 L, 7 98 16.5 20.3 
' ,021 L, " )9 14.4 17.2 
l , 25 3 ?() 21.0 
4,989 JO.:: 19.8 15.2 

630 295 16.3 11. 5 
325 452 20.6 26 .5 
151 9 23.8 

6,H9 1,052 24.9 14.3 I 

2,60'( 203 I 29 . 4 23.6 I 2,551 199 I 28 . 7 22.1 I 
56 4 i 62 . 5 • 100.0 I 

83,635 12,199 I 26 . 5 18.4 ! 
I 4 ,2:.1 1,059 24 .3 11.3 ' 64 ... 23.4 

661 4 4.7 
682 149 24.3 18.8 
177 266 20.3 4.5 

1,214 41 12 .9 --
595 16 14.8 -- I 49 5 ··- -- I 570 20 11.9 --
499 438 14.o 6.2 I 317 4 2.8 --

2,13h 418 21.1 23.2 I 

715 91 21.0 8.8 

I 32'3 68 27.9 5.9 
J. ,096 259 19.3 32.8 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I ---- ----- - -·------· .. ' t 1 . .,/~~t . "' 
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. TABLE..&:ll 
Detailed O~cupational ~naracteristics : Oakland County; 

as Percent of Detroit S .M.S.A., 1960 

) 
'1 

I -
· - ··--•or r-···------· --·~--

Oakland County 

l 
Oakland Colll_l_!l. Detroi t S.M.S.A. Detroi t S.M.S.A. 

Detailed Occupation 
, I Male Ferne.le Male Female Male Female 

' 
Craf·tsmen , Foremen;, Md Kin cired \/orkers 38,319 796 203,353 4,750 18 . 8 16.8 Bakers 129 54 1,848 456 7.0 11.8 Blacksmiths 49 4 231 8 21. 2 50.0 Boilermaker s 5 ... 237 . .. 2 .1 Bookbinders 25 20 130 331 19.2 6 . o 

Brickmasons, Stonemasons , and Tile Setter s 603 4 3,574 9 16 . 9 55 .6 Cabinetmakers 127 5 631 16 20. 1 31. 3 Carpent ers 2 , 261 ... 9,043 7 25 .0 
Cement and CoP-crete Finishers 85 ... 670 . .. 12 .7 --Compositors and Typesetters 423 /; 3 2·,956 230 14.3 18.7 Cranemcn, Derrickmen , imd Hoistmen 527 ... 4, 133 41 12.2 --Decorators ru1d Window Dr esser s 155 119 871 454 17 . 8 26 .2 Electricians 1,511; 4 8 ,121 36 18.6 11.1 Elect.roty!)ers and Stereotypern 70 ... 245 ... 28 . 6 --Engravers , excert Photoengravers 11 13 132 29 8 .3 44.8 
Excavating , Gradi ng , and Road Ma:hinery Operators 495 4 1,966 19 25 . 2 21.1 

Foreme n (N.E.C.) 6,052 163 29 ,4 57 1,210 20 . 5 13.5 Constrw:tion 275 ... 1,191 . .. 23 .l --Manufacturing 4, 842 75 23 ·,105 554 21. 0 13 .5 Metal Industries 605 4 4 , 367 54 13.9 7.4 Machinery, Including Electrical f\51 8 3 ,434 27 . 2l1. 8 29.6 Transportation Equipment 2 , 851 13 11, 898 104 24.o 12.5 Othe r Durable Goods 139 12 681 32 20 .4 37,5 Textiles, Textile Products , and Apparel 16 9 129 23 12 .11 39.1 Other Nondurabl e Goods (Incl. not Spec. Mfg.) 380 29 2,596 314 14.6 9.2 Railroads and Railway Express Servi ce 30 ... 298 .. . 10.l --
Trans~ortation, Except Railroaa 49 ... 455 . .. 10.8 -·-Communications, and Ut ilities and Sanitary Serv . 299 4 1,376 59 21. 7 6 .8 
Other Industries (Incl . Not Reported) 557 811 3,032 597 18.4 14.l 

'\ 
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Page 2 
TABLE A-11( Cont 1 d) 

Forgemen end Hammermen 
Furriers 
Glaziers 
Heat Treaters, AJ1nealers, and Temperers 
Inspectors , Scalers , and Graders, Log and Lumber 
Inspectors (N.E.C.) 

Construction 
R&ilroads an'd Railway Express Service 
Trans., Exe . R. R., Commun. , & Other Pub. Util. 
Othe r Industries (Incl. Not Repor ted) 

Jewelers, Wat chmakers, Golds miths , & Silversmiths 
Job Setters, Metal 
Linemen & Servicemen, Telegraph, T'phone & Power 
Locomotive Engineers 
Locomotive Firemen 
Loom Fixers 
Machinists 
Mechanics and Repairmen 

Alr Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration 
Airplane 
Automobile 
Office Machine 
Radio and Television 
Railroad and Car Shop 
Not Elsewhere Class ified 

Millers, Grain, Flour , Feed, Etc. 
Millwrights 
Molders , Metal 
Motion Picture Projectionists 
Opticians and Lens Grinders and Polishers 
Pa-inters , Construction and Maintenance 
Paperhangers 
Pattern and Model Makers , Except Paper 
Photoengravers and Li tt.ographers 
Piano and Organ Tuners and Repairmen 
Plasterers 
Plumbers and Pi~e Fitters 
Pressmen and Plate Printers, Printing 

Oakland Ccuntl 

'Male Female 

91 
12 5 
87 4 

234 8 
24 

179 13 
31 
31 
48 
69 13 

' 82 8 
863 

1 ,133 56 
l.13 
51 . . ... 

1, 550 51 
9,956 102 

225 
78 

4,160 19 
93 

361 
32 

5 ,007 83 

4 
592 
108 4 

54 
43 9 

931 21 
12 

917 4 
93 3 
28 

ll4 
1,220 4 

230 4 

) 
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TABLE A-lll Cont 'd) 

Hollers and Roll Hands, Metal 
Roofers and Slaters 

) 

Shoemakers and Hepairers , Except Factory 
Stationary Engi neero 
Stone Cutter.s and Stone Carvers 
Structural Metal Work~rs 
'l'ailor s 
Tinsml ths , Copper srni ths, and Sheet Metal Workers 
Toolmake r s , and Die M'ikers ar.d Setters 
Upholsterers 
Craftsmen and Kindrec Workers (N.E.C.) 
Fonner Me mb er s of the Armed Forces 

Operatives and. Kindred Workers 
Apprentices 

Auto Mechanics 
Bricklayers and Masons 
Carpenters 
Electricians 
Machinl.sts and Toolmakers 
Mechanics, Exe. Alto. 
Plumbe r s and Pi pe Fitters 
Building Trades (N.E.C .) 
Metalworki ng -Trades (N.E.C.) 
Printlng Trades 
Other Specified Trades 
Trade Not Specified 

l 

Oakland County 

Male 

76 
131 

77 
1,132 

22 
205 

44 
74 2 

4, 297 
128 
283 

38 , 309 
504 
12 
8 

33 
50 

184 
20 
30 

24 
32 
60 
51 

Female 

5 
4 

25 
4 

12 
11 

6 , 275 
9 

5 

4 

\ '\ 
I 

--~r 
i. , 

= - ,...-- .A. . ~· · - -· .. .. ... ____ ,. ___ - ... -
- ._.....,...~ a! '1.pp6 2 il-'Milil 

Detroit S.M.S . A. 

Male Female 

1,061 16 
795 
685 21 

5,915 36 
88 5 

1,095 
616 134 

3 , 225 12 
22 ,490 94 

980 113 
2,360 29 

. . . ... 
237, 235 46 ,906 

2 , 626 49 
34 
34 
78 5 

171 
1,171 8 

139 
99 
14 

1 49 4 
244 12 
208 8 
285 12 

' . 

Detroit S.M.8.A. 

Male 

7.2 
16 .5 
11. 2 
19.l 
25 .0 
18 .7 

7.1 
23 .0 
19 .1 
13.1 
12 . 0 

16 .1 
19. 2 
35.3 
25 . 0 
42 .3 
29.2 
15. 7 
14 .11 
30.3 

16 . 1 
13.1 
28 .8 
17.9 

.. f 

Female 

23 . 8 
11.1 

18.7 
33 .3 
12 .8 
9.7 

13.4 
18.4 

100.0 

33.3 

'-'I r 
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TABLFA-11 
Deta~ led OccupationaJ Cha ract e 1: j ~ti cs : OakJ and c~unty; 

as Percent of De t roit S.M. 8 .A., 1960 

Detailed Occupat!cn 

Operatives and Kindred Workers--Con. 
Asbestos and Inoulation Workers 
Ass emblers 
Attend~nts, Aut o Service and Parking 
Blasters an J f'owdermen 
Boat r· n , Canalmen, and Lock Keepe rs 
Brake:. ' n; Railroad 
Bus Dri ver~ 

Chai nm·2n, Rodme n , and Axmen , Surveying 
Che ckers , Examiners, and Inspectors, Mfg. 
Conductors, Bus and St r eet· Railway 
Deliverynen and Rout emen · 
Dres3 make rs and SeB.111£tresses , Exe. Factory 
Dyer:; 

Filers , Grinders, and Polishers, Metal 
Fruit, Nut, & Veg . Graders & Packers, Exe. Factory 
Furnlc'.cemen, Sme l termer,, an d P0urers 
Grade rs and Sorters , Mfg. 
Heaters, Metal 
Knitt e rs, Loopers, and Topper£, Texti~e 
.Laundr/ and Dry Cleaning Operatives 
Meat Cutters, Exe. Slaughter and Packing House 
Milliners 
Mine Operatives and Laborers (N.F..C.) 

Coal Mining 
Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 
Min inp, and Quarrying, Exe . Fue l 

Moto1 · , , Mi11e , Factory, Logging Camp, Etc. 
Motorm<e n , Street~ Subway , and. Elevated Railway 

Oakl~~~ 

/.iale Female 

91 4 
3,794 1,154 
1,366 11 ... ... 

31 
303 186 

28 
2,728 502 ... 
1,652 51 

16 284 
12 5 

2,750 99 
4 3 

180 
23 17 
17 

221 490 
585 16 

4 
33 .. 
8 

25 
8 

• 
Detroit S.M. S . ~ . 

Male 

395 
23,302 

6,572 
25 
20 

444 
2 , 638 

110 
15 ,1 1~2 

4 
9,404 

93 
48 

14,315 
47 

2,250 
145 
433 

4 
2,337 
3,467 

i6 
193 

31 
21 

141 
59 
25 

Fe.."!!ale 

14 
8 , 001 

71 

5 

421 
11 

3,956 

268 
2,097 

5 

476 
51 
40 

132 
8 

5,351 
1 22 

60 

5 

-r_:_ ___ _ 

' 

Oakland Count".. 
Detroit S.M. S.A. 

Male Female 

23 .0 28 . 6 
16.3 14.4 . 
20.8 15.5 

·--- ---- --
1. 0 

11. 5 44. 2 
25 . 5 
lfl.o 12 .7 

--
17.6 19.0 
11.2 13. 5 
25.0 100.0 

19.2 20.8 
9.5 5.9 
8.o 

15.9 12.9 
3.9 
-·· 
9.5 9,2 

16.9 13.1 
6.7 

17.l 
-

38.1 
17.7 
13.6 

··- --
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TABLf._A-111 r -,nt ' d) 

Machine ry , Ex e . Electrical 
Farm Machinery and Equipment 
('ffice , Computing , and Accounting Machines 
Mis ~e llaneous Machine ry 

Electri cal Machinery Equi.pment , & Supplies 
Trans portation Equipment 

Motor Vehicles & Motor Vehicle Equipnent 
Aircraft and Parts 
Ship and Boat Building and Repairing 
Railroad a11d Misc . TranE:porta.tion Equipment 

Profess ' l & Photographi c Equip ., & Watches 
Professional Equipment and Suppli es 
Photographic Equipment and Supplie~ 
Wa tches , Clocks , & Clo::kwork-Oper. Devices 

Mis cellaneous Manufacturing Industries 

Nondurable Goods 
Food 9.nd Kindred Products 

Meat Products 
Dairy Product::: 
Canning & Pres. Fruits, Veg., & Sea Foods 
Grain-Mi.11 Products 
Bakery ProJ.ucts 
Confectionary and Related Products 
Beverage IndustriP.s 
Misc. Food Prepa.rations & Kindred Products 
Not Specified Food Industriea 

0 ak J .. '!:.1:.1 d COUf1.!l_ 

Male 

2,772 
20 

174 
2 . 578 

"214 
6,104 
5,929 

121 
12 
42 
60 
52 
4 
4 

111 

1,363 
312 
75 

144 
4 
Ii 

~l 
12 
48 
4 

-----· 

Female 

377 

109 
268 1 

36 
771 
756 

8 

7 
12 
12 

69 

462 
58 
4 

20 
,12 

5 
8 
9 

) ) 
'I 

·T 
- ---· --..,-~-A ~ ···- ·· ·· - - _,....,.-· ~ -- -~~,,-~ , .. _.,,, . .._._ _....,.... t," .. . 

•<· ........... -

.Oakland Count;)'. 
Detroit S.M.S.A. Detroit S.M. S .A. 

I 
Male Female Male Female I 

I 

13, 610 2, 253 20. 4 16.7 
I. 
I 

207 12 9,7 --
I· 

1,416 1, 327 12 .3 8.2 
11,987 914 21. 5 29 .3 
1,312 4110 16 . 3 8 .2 i 

37, 021 4, 295 16 . 5 18,o I 36, 306 4, 205 16 .3 18.0 

I 378 31 32 . 0 25 .8 
92 4 13.0 --

245 I 55 11.1 12.7 I 439 llO 13 . 7 10.9 

I 348 102 14.9 11.8 
66 8 6.1 --
25 ... 16 . o -- I 613 294 18.1 23.5 

12,822 4, 332 10.6 .10. 7 I 4,103 1,030 7,6 5,6 
1,033 208 7,3 1.9 

790 21 18. 2 
79 68 5,1 
59 . , . 6 .8 

643 472 3,3 4.2 
8o 108 15.0 11.1 

1 ,265 59 3.8 8.5 
147 67 2.7 11.9 

7 27 .. ~- 33,3 

:- I . ' "\ ~---ri--~ 
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TABLE 81 
DETAILED OCC1JPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS: OAKLAND COUNTY; 

AS PERCENT OF DETROIT S.M.S.A., 1960 

Detailed Occupation 

Laborers , Exe. Fann and Mine 
Carpernters' Helpers, Ex. Logging and Mining 
Fishermen and Oystermen 
Gar11.ge Laborers , and Car Washers and Greasers 
G~rdeners, Exe . Farm, and Groundskeepers 
Longshoremen and Stevedores 
Lumbermen, Raftsmen, and Wood Choppers 
Teamsters 
Truck Drivers' HP.lpers 
Warehousemen (N.E . C.) 

Laborers (N.E.C.) 
Manufacturing 

Durable Goods 
Sawmills, Planing Mills, & Misc. Wood Prod. 

Sawmills, Flaning Mills, and Mill Work 
Mi8cellaneous W~0d Products. 

Furniture and Fixtures 
Stone, Clay, ~nd Glass Products 

Glass end Glass Products 
Cement, & Coner ., Gypsum, & Plaster Proa . 
Structural Clay Products · 
p·ottery and Related Products 
Misc. Ncnmetallic Mineral and Stone Prod. 

Metal Industries 
Primary Metal Industries 

Blast Furnaces, StP.el Works, and Rolling 
and Finishing Mills 

Other Primary: Iron and Steel Industries 

Oakland Count;i: 

Male 

. 6,484 
16 

324 
713 
12 
10 

7 
36 
91 

5,275 
1,739 
1,510 

15 
8 
7 

64 

31 
4 

16 
13 

342 
184 

78 
92 

FemaJ.e 

, 291 

8 
9 

4 
4 

266 
.142 

99 

4 

4 
7 

Detr~it S.M.S.A. 

Male 

49, 231 
66 
8 

2 ,342 
2,718 

145 
35 
H 

54!1 
1,000 

42,462 
18,909 
16,153 

91 
29 
62 
81 

508 
52 

218 
79 
81 
78 

5,960 
4,619 

3,654 
595 

Female 

2 ,097 

65 
29 

3 

9 
24 

1,967 
878 
639 

3 
3 

9 
38 
7 
4 

19 
8 

147 
63 

23 
13 

) ) 

-- -~..-.... .. -..;,. ,..,.. 

Oakland County 
Detroit S.M.S.A. 

Male 

13.2 
24 . 2 

13.8 
27.2 
8.3 

28 . 6 
63.6 
6.6 
9.1 

12.4 
9 . 2 
9 , 3 

16.5 
27.6 
11. 3 

12.6 

14.2 
5.1 

19.8 
16.7 

5,7 
4.o 
2.1 

15.5 

Female 

13,9 

12.3 
31.0 

44.4 
16.7 

13.5 
16.2 
15.5 

10.5 

50.0 
4.8 

~ 
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Primary Nonferrous Industries 

~ 

Fabr'd Metal Ind. (Incl. Not Spec . Metal) 
Cutlery, Hand Tools, and Other Hardware 
Fabricated Structural Metal Products 
Misc . Fabricated Metal Products 
Not Specified Metal Industries 

Machinery, Ex . Electrical 
Fa.rm Machinery and Equipment 
Office, Computing, & Accounting Machines 
Miscellaneous Machinery 

Ele ctrical Machinery, Equip., & Supplies 
Transportation Equipment 

Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Equip. 
Aircraft and Parts 
Ship and Boat Bui lding and Repairing 
Railroad & Misc. Transportation Equip. 

Profess 'l & Photographic Equip., & Watches 
Professional Bquipment and Supplies 
Photographic Equipment and Supplies 
Watches, Clocks, Clockwork-Oper. Devices 

Mis cellaneous Manufacturing Industries 

N:lndurable Goods 
Food and Kindred Products 

Meat Products 
Dai;-y Products 
Genning & Pres. Fruits, Veg., & Sea Foods 
Grain-Mill Products 
Bakery Products 
Confectionery and BClated Products 
Beverage Industries 
Misc . Food Preparations & Kindred Products 
Not Specified Food Industries 

Tobacco Manufactures 
Textile Mill Product& 

) 
I 

Oakland Coun1'.l_ 

Male 

14 
158 
16 
30 

112 

J.53 
4 
4 

145 
28 

908 
900 

8 

229 
69 
12 
36 

3 
4 

14 

Female 

... 
7 

7 ... 
·r 

7 

77 
77 ... 

... 
4 
4 

36 
7 

3 

4 

) I ) ) 
I 

;-~. ·1 · -
- ·-·--r-- A --· ·-· .._. ·-· ....... __ ._______ _ ... :. -~ ... · .... 4~ 

Detroit S .M.S.A. 

Male Female 

370 27 
1,341 84 

155 9 
307 4 
876 71 

3 

1,112 52 
42 

111 7 
959 45 
120 11 

8,200 353 
e,111 353 

24 
?O 
45 
12 7 

4 4 
4 3 
4 

69 19 

2,695 232 
881 80 
131 12 
242 

22 8 
31 

157 41 
29 8 

195 4 
66 

8 7 

11 13 
65 13 

Oakland Count:t: 
Detroit S.M.S~. 

Male 

3 . 8 
11.8 
10.3 
9,8 

12.8 

13.8 
9.5 
3 . 6 

15.1 
23.3 
11.1 
11.l 

11.8 

8.5 
7,8 
9.2 

14.9 

1.9 
13.8 

7 . 2 

Female 

8.3 

9,9 . .. 
13.5 

15 . 6 

21.8 
21.8 . .. . .. 
57,1 

100.0 

15.5 
8.8 

7,3 

57.1 

... - ~ - """"' .... --~----------------------------- -·· 
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Yarn, Thread , and Fabri c Mills 
Ot her Textile Mill Products 

) 

Apparel & Other Fabricated Textile Products 
Paper and Alli e d Pr oducts 

Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Mills 
Paperboar d Containers and Boxes 
Mi s c ellaneous Paper and Pulp Products 

Printing , Publishi ng and Allied Industries 

Chemicals and Alli ed Products 
Syntheti c Fibers 
Drugs and Medi cines 
Paints, Varnishes , and Related Products 
Misc ellaneous Chemi cals & Allied Products 

Petrol eum a.nd Coal Products 
Petroleum Refining 
Mis ~ . Petroleum and Coal Products 

Rubber and Misc. Plastic Products 
.Leather and Leather Products 

Not .Specified Manufacturing Industries 

Nonmanufacturing Industries (Incl. Not Rptd.) 
Construction 
Railroads and railway Express Service 
Transportation, Ex. Railroad 
Communications, & Utilities & Sanitary Serv. 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 
Business and Repair Services 
Personal Services 
Public Administration 
All Other Industries (I~cl. Not Reported) 

Occupation Not Reported 

l 
I 

Oakland Coun!:l_ 

Male 

5 
8 

q 
4 

21 

54 

4 
8 

42 

72 

3,536 
1,15?' 

57 
146 
195 

1,481 
91 
87 
4o 

282 

5,771 

Female 

12 

4 
4 
4 

17 

1 

124 

4 

4 
56 
4 

11 

45 

2,798 

) ) 

--··--r--·A 
I • 

) 

I 

---~ --~ · -- - -- L ~ --

Detroit S.M.S.A. 

Male Female 

4 
61 13 
33 16 

183 24 
50 4 
79 12 
54 8 

176 9 

964 44 ... 
8li 8 

100 12 
780 24 

54 
li4 
10 

307 29 
21 4 
61 7 

23,5 53 1,089 
7,547 53 

788 74 
1,533 12 
1,963 27 
8,554 480 

469 38 
4Q8 111 
873 18 

1,418 .276 

40,784 22,133 

Oakland Cq_l!!l~ 
Detroit S.M.S.A. 

Male Female 

15.2 
4.4 .. 
5.1 
7,4 

11.9 

5.6 27.3 .. . . 
4.8 50.0 
8.o 23.3 
5.4 16.7 

23.5 58.6 .. 
100.0 

15.0 11.4 
15.3 
7.2 5.4 
9.5 ... 
9,9 14.8 

17.3 11. 7 
19.4 10.5 
21.3 9,9 
4.6 

19.9 16.3 

14.2 12.6 

.. .,. 
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Table~ 

Resident Employment by Industry: Oakland County as Percent 

of Detroit S.M.S.A., 1960. 

Industry Group of Employed 1960 

Both Sexes 
A€;riculture 
Forestry and Fisheries 
~ning 
Construction 
M'l.Ilufacturing 

Furniture, and Lumber and Wood Products 
Primary Metal Industries 
FE>bricated Metal Ind. (Incl. Not. Spec.1".etal) 
Machinery, -Except Electrical 
Electrical Machinery, Equip. & Supplies 
Motor Vehicles and Motor Veh . ·Equipment 
Transportation Equipment Exe. Motor Veh . 
Other Durable Goods 
Food and Kindred Products 
Textile" Mill Products 
Appe.rel & Other Fabricated Textile Products 
Printing, Publishing and Allied Product s 
Ci1emical and Allied P!'0ducts 
Other Nondur. Goods (Incl. Not Spec. Mf'g . ) 

Railroad arid Railway Express Se rvice 
Trucking Service and Warei10using 
Other Transportation 
Communications 
Utilities and Sanitary Service 
Wholesale Trade 
Food and Dairy Products STores 
EMting and Drinking Places 
Other Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 
Business Services 
Repair Services 
Private Households 
Other Personal Services 
Eritertainment and Recreation Services 
HElapitals 
Educational Services, Goverrlll!ent 

Private 
Welfare, Religious & Nonprofit Membership Orgns. 
Other Professional and Related Services 
Public Administration 
Industry not Reported 

Female. 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries 
Construction and Mining 
Manufacturing 

Machinery 
Transportation Equipment 
Other Durable Goods 
Food and Kindred Products 
Textile Mill Products 
Appaxel & Other Fabricated Textile Products 
Other Nondur. Goods (Indl . Not Spec. Mfg.) 

Oakland County percent of 
Detroit S.M . S.A. 

19.2 
64.5 
35.5 
45.0 
24.4 
19.4 
16.6 
10.2 
18. 8 
23. 5 
19.8 
21.0 
23. 8 
18.4 
11.8 
14.7 
12 . 3 
20.0 
l2.3 
18.8 

9.7 
17.7 
10.6 
20.9 
16.l 
20.9 
17.5 
16.9 
20.6 
18.2 
21. 4 
18.2 
19 .. 6 
13.7 
24.6 
15 .4 
24.6 
20.2 
16.5 
24.8 
14.9 
16.o 

17.3 
66.2 
22.9 
16.7 
20.0 
19.2 
14.4 

9.9 
17.4 

Transportation, Communicatio;1 and Other Public Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 

6.6 
15.3 
14. 6 
15.2 
11.2 
18.3 
17.4 
14.o 
15.8 
16.9 
24.8 
16.o 
24.7 
19.0 
19.9 
14.0 
13.2 

Food and Dairy Products Stores 
Eating and Drinking Places 
Other Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 
Busine~s and Repair Services 
Personal Services 
Entertainment and Recreation Services 
Hospitals 
Educational Services, Government 

Private 
Other Professional and Related Services 
Public Administration • 
Industry Not Reported 
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TABLE~ r-

Age, Race and Sex !or Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County, 1940: 

1. Addison TownshiE 2. Avon TownshiE 3. Berklel 1 Citl 4. Birmin~ham 1 Citz 

Tota.l Male Female Total Male Female Total Male FemaJ.e Total Male Female 

Age ' 

All Agee 1,015 556 459 8,776 4,457 4,319 6,406 3,318 3,088 11,196 5,365 5,831 I ! 

Under 15 245 132 113 2,559 1,283 1,276 J,,986 . 1,062 924 2,683 1,401 1,282 

15 - 24 162 84 78 1,4'?0 740 730 1,150 585 565 2,016 953 1,063 . 

25 - 44 260 147 113 2,736 1,391 1,345 2,055 . 1,035 1,020 3,605 1,610 1,99.5 

45 - 64 232 J,.27 105 1,530 808 722 1,055 566 489 2,335 1,184 l,l.5i. 

65 and over 116 66 50 481 235 246 160 ·70 90 557 217 34o 

5. Bloomfield TownehiE 6. Bloomfield Hille, City 7. Brandon TownehiE 8. Clawson, Citz 

. Total Male Female Total· Male Female .Total Male Female Total Male Female 

~· •/ 
I 

All Agee 1,771 8'19 892 1,381 667 714 1,621 846 775 No data available 

Under 15 418 213 205 318 208 l.10 . 436 214 222 

15 - 24 313 160 153 214 90 124 268 146 122 

25 - 44 616 285 331 449 180 269 372 200 172 

45 - 64 346 184 162 329 155 174 384 207 177 

65 and ove~· 78 37 41 71 34 37 161 79 82 I 
....... 

____ , 
.;;: -··- .. 

,... ...... 

·+-· ..• 

, 

I 
I 
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9. Comrcerce TownshiI? 

Total Male Female 

Age 

All Ages 2,957 1,530 1,427 

Under 15 790 413 377 

15 - 24 501• 262 242 

25 - 44 890 440 450 

45 - 64 586 327 259 

65 and over 187 88 99 

13. Groveland TownshiI? 

Total Male Fen:.aJ.e 

Age 

All Ages 930 507 423 

Under 15 276 136 140 

15 - zit 169 104 65 

25 - 44 206 111 95 

4.5 - 64 205 113 92 

6.5 and over 74 43 31 

) 

' I 
) 

·--,-·-··A 

TABLE ~1 

Age, Race and Sex for Mi.nor Civil Divisione, Oakland County, 19.1+<>: 
• , 

10. Farmington, City 11. Farmin5ton Townshi.P_ 

Total Male Female Total Male Female 

' 1,510 747 763 5,695 3,029 2,666 

352 175 177 1,861 994 867 . 
250 135 115 927 501 426 

493 244 249 1,651 834 817 
-

311 155 156 1,006 562 444 

104 38 66 250 138 112 

14. Hazel Park, City 15. Highland Townshi.E, 

Total Male Female Total Mal~ Female 

No data available 1,726 906 820 

"· 503 260 243 

256 138 118 
I 

455 239 216 

372 198 174 

139 71 68 

) 
I 

---~ 

.,.. 

12. Ferndale 1 Citz 

Total Male Fe ma.le 

' • 

22,523 11,436 11,087 

6,486 3,352 3,134 

3,867 1,912 1,955 

7,693 3,807 3,886 

3,'793 2,082 l,7ll 

684 283 4o1 

16. Holly Township 

Total Malot Female 

3,379 l _,673 i,706 

870 415 45.5 

547 277 270 

890 450 44o 

688 333 355 

384 198 186 
i 

.. ;r 
. ., ~·--

I J . I. 

I , 

..... 
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' 

!s.! 
All ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

Age 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and Ol'er 

) 

·--·--·· A 

TABLE~ 

') 
I 

---. .. - .. ~-- ··-··· -· - ~ ... ---- - ·- ... -

... 

l 
I 

.,.. -----
-~r ~· 

~; 

i 

.~ .. ........_ -~_ ~ · 

Age, Race and Sex f?r Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County, 1940: 

17. Huntin6ton ~oods 1 Citi 18. IndeEendence TownshiE 

Total Male Femaltt Total Mah Female 

1,705 816 889 2,180 1,179 1,001 

384 202 182 547 336 211 

265 112 153 373 204 169 

6'76 315 361 684 345 339 -
325 157 168 401 203 198 

5.5 30 25 175 91 84 

21. Lyon Township 22. Madison Heights, Cit~ 

Total Male t~male Total Male Female 

l,324 705 619 No data available 

325 162 163 

258 134 124 I 

358 203 155 

297 162 135 

86 44 42 

19. Kee5~ Harbor 1 Cit.z 

Total Male female 

' 
No data •vailable 

• . ( 

. 23. Milford Township 

Total Male Female 

2,550 l,339 1,211 

599 328 271 

450 233 217 

687 357 330 

552 281 271 

262 140 122 

26. LathruE Villa5e 1 Citz 

Total Male Female 

:·· ... 
No data available 

~. 

24. Northville 1 Citz 

Total Male Female 

NtJ data available 

"'\.: r 
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TABLE ~4 

Age, Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divieione, Oakland Count~, 1940: 
ll 
·1 32. Pontiac Townehip 33. Roee !ownehip 34. Rozal Oak 1 Citz 35. Rozal Oak TownehiE 

lrotal Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

Age , ~ 

All Agee 3,581 1,835 1,746 796 431 365 25,087 12,527 12,560 24,958 12,917 12,041 

Under 15 1,131 576 555 206 97 109 6,427 3,318 3,109 8,392 ~ - 4,336 4,054 

15 - 24 580 263 317 128 79 49 4,622 2,239 2,.}33 4,178 2,069 2,109 

25 - 44 1,186 624 562 185 105 80 7,997 3,871 4,126 8,400 4,254 4,~46 

45 - 64 524 293 231 186 99 87 4,994 2,613 ·2,381 3,421 1,973 l,448 

65 and over 160 79 81 91 . 51 40 1,047 436 611 569 ' 285 281t 

35A. Rozal Oak TownehiE 36. South!ield 1 Citz 37. Southfield TownehiE 38. South Lzon..i....£!!.;t I 
Tutal Male Femal$ Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Fe1Dale I 

I 

!£!. ... ' I .Ul Agee No data available llo data available 8,486 4,427 4,059 1,017 ' 526 491 

Under 15 ~ 2,575 1,350 1,225 243 120 12, ! --,. 

I 15 - 24 
., 

l,21fl 675 566 198 106 92 I 

25 - 44 2,965 1,483 1,482 282 155 12? 
' I 45 - 64 1,421 790 631 1?5 86 89 1· 

I 
6.5 nnd over -284 129 155 - 119 59 60 

l 
··:: .. 

i . l I ' I I I . ' . 
· r ~ :z:n m- - -p::r=:: ,..._._...._:::;;xz:c: 

' ... "" -~· f 1 ~ 'I · . ' ,~ "''" I ·r 
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TABLE A-14 

Age, Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divieione, Oakland County, 1940: 
I 

39. SErin5field TO\fnehiJ2 4o. Sylvan Lake, City 41. Tro;r 1 Citz 

Total Male Female Total Hale Female Total Male Female 

~ 
' All agee 1,273 687 .586 No data available 8 • .50.5 ', 4,40.5 4,100 

Under 15 342 177 16.5 2,7.58 1,40.5 1,3.53 . 
1.5 - 24 235 136 99 1,408 750 658 

25 - 44 308 162 146 2,558 1,275 1,283 

45 - 64 272 148 124 1,43•7 794 643 

65 and ov6r 116 64 52 344 181 163 

43. Watf!rford TovnehiJ2 44. Weet Bloomfield TownohiJ2 45. White Lake Townehip 

Total Male Female· Total Hale Female Total H1tle ·Female 

Age 

All ages 12,396 G,330 6,066 6,579 3,406 3,173 1,443 765 678 

Under 15 3,763 1,944 1,819 1,939 1,020 919 460 2i+l 219 

15 - 24 1,721 809 912 959 457 502 2 1n 126 121 

25 - 44 4,585 2,327 2,_258 2,328 1,200 1,128 293 1.57 136 

4.5 - 61+ l,'/84 963 821 J.,048 565 483 323 174 149 

G.5 a11d over 543 287 256 305 164 141 120 67 53 

6 = -----~---------------

J J ) 

I 

~r 
-~-"'II. ~ - · 

':"' 

42. Walled Lake, Citz 

Total Male Female 

No data available 

46. Wixom, Ci!z 

Total Hale Fel:l&l.e 

No data available 

--,----...... _" 
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Addiso:i Twp. 

Age 

) All Ages 100.0 
Under 15 24.1 
15 - 24 16.o 
25 - l14 25.6 
45 - 64 22.9 

,I 65 and over 11.4 

Commerce Twp. 

Age 

All Ages 100.0 
Under 15 26.7 
15 - 24 17.0 
25 - 44 30.1 
45 - 64 19.8 
65 end over 6.3 

Hunt!ngton 
Woods 

Age 

All Ages 100.0 
Under 15 22.5 
15 - 24 15.5 
25 - 44 39.6 
45 - 64 19.1 
65 and over 3.2 

) 

.. - ·-

) 
I 

--- -------·- ... 

) l ) 

·----"- - ·- -··--~---- ·"""- .. -

'Ml3LE il-15 

PERCENT Qr;' AGB. P.ACE & SEX l"OTl i.O:ll'Oll CIVIL DIVISIONS. OAKLAND COUN1" . nto 
-

Bloomfield 
Avon Twp. Berkley Bi rmi.ngh Bii\ Bloomfield Twp. Hills 

' 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

29.2 3J..O 2u.o 23.6 23.0 
Hi.8 18.o 18.o 17.7 1.5°5 
31.2 32.1 3 ;~.2 ' 34.8 32.5 
17.4 16.5 20.9 19.5 23.8 

5.5 2.5 5.0 4.4 5.1 . 
Farmington. Farmington Twp. Ferndale Groveland Twp. Hazel Park 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
23.3 32.7 28.8 29.7 No Data 
16.6 16.3 17.2 18.2 
32.6 29.0 34.2 22.2 
20.6 17.7 16.8 22.0 
6.9 4.4 3.0 8.o 

Independence Keego Lathrup Madison 
Twp. Harbor 'lillage lqon Twp. Heights 

100.0 .100.0 
25.1 No Data No Data 24.5 No Data 
17.1 19. 5 
31.4 27.0 
18.4 22.4 
6.o 6.5 

) ) 

I 

I . .. 
~- ···~ ... , ·-· ~ . - - ------· ~ .. -·~~ ~· 

,. 
t 

"lb'andon I Twp. Clawson -. 

I 

I 
100.0 

26.9 No Data 
·,,I~ 

16.5 ' 22.9 ..... I I 
23. 7 
9,9 

·-
Highland Twp. Holly Twp. 

100.0 100.0 
29.1 25.7 
14.8 16.2 
26.4 26.3 
21.6 20.4 

8.1 11.4 

Milford 
Twp. Northville 

100.0 
23.5 No Data 
17.6 
26.9 
21.6 
10.3 

,- ~ 

''\""•T .,. 
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' .. ... .. 
(Percent of Age, Race and Sex for Minor Civil Diyision!l r Continued) -2-

Novi Twp. Oakland Twp. Oak Park Orion Twp. Oxford Twp. Pleasant Ridge Pontiac Pontiac 
Age .. I • .... . I All Ages 100.0 100.0 100.0 ' 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 Under 15 23.8 26.0 No Data 31. 7 27.4 25.0 25.8 27.8 15 - 24 18.o 18.3 15.5 16.4 16.o 11.4 15.1 25 - 44 29.4 29.3 29.7 . 25.1 32.8 33.2 31.o 45 - 64 21 .• 5 19.4 16.5 20.1 22.4 18.o 16.7 65 and over 7.3 7.0 6.6 10.9 3.7 4.8 3-3 

Royal Oak Royal Oak 
Pontiac 'l'wp. Rcse Twp. Royal Oak Twp. Twp. Southl'ield Southfield Twp. South Iuron 

Age 

All Ages 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Under 15 31.6 25.9 25.6 33.6 No Data No Datt1. 30.3 23.9 15 - 24 16.2 16.1 18.4 16.7 i4;t) - 19.;5 25 - 44 33.l 23.2 31.9 33.7 _34.9 27.7 4!) - 64 14.6 23.4 19.9 13.7 16.7 17.2 65 and over 4.5 il.4 4.2 2.3 3-3 11;7 

Springfield 
Twp. Sylvan L!ilte Troy Walled Lake Waterford West Bloomfield White Lake Wixom 

Age 

All AgeR 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Under 15 26.9 No Da·~a 32.4 No Data 30.4 29.5 31.9 No Data 15 - 24 18.5 16 :6 13-9 14.6 17.1 25 - 44 24.2 30.1 37.0 35.4 20.3 45 - 64 21.4 16.9 14.4 15-9 22.4 65 and over 9.1 4.o 4.4 4.6 8.3 

., .. ·-·-·· . 



:" 

ll 

- -!. . 
-: 

Age 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

Age 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - '•4 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

) l 1 
I 

,,. 
I • 
I 
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TABLE A-16 

Age, Race and Sex !br Hinor Civil Divieions, Oakland County, 1950: 

1. Addison Townehi£ 2. Avon Township 3. Berkl e;z: 1 Citz 4. Birmin5hlllllz Citz 
Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mal .• Female 

No data avnil•ble No data available 

·- 11 
17,931 9,001 8,930 15,467 7,466 8,001 . 
6,32.4 3,250 3,074 4,404 2,262 2,142 
1,999 956 1,043 1,550 720 830 
6,651 3,294 3,~57 4,987 2,332 2,655 
2,454 1,278 1,176 3,551 1,758 1,793 

503 223 280 975 394 581 

5. Bloomfield Township 6. Bloomfield .Hille 1 Citz 7. Brandon Townehi~ 8. Clawson Citz 
Total Male Female· Total Male Fttmal• Total Male Female To tail Male Female 

1,468 672 796 No data available I ,. 
No data available 5,196 2,6ll 2,585 

271 139 132 1,522 797 725 
173 80 93 796 373 . 423 
431 180 251 1,550 759 791 
443 203 240 1,040 543 497 
150 70 80 289 l4o 149 
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Age, Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divieione, Oakland County, 19.50: 

9. Commerce TownshiE 10. Farmin~ton 1 Citz 11. Farmin~ton TownehiE 12. Ferndale 1 Citz 
Total Male Female Total Male Female 

~ 
Total Male Female Total Male Female 

-All Agee 1,075 540 535 2,325 1,158 1,167 No data available 29,675 14,838 14,837 
Under 15 367 180 187 615 336 279 
15 - 24 125 64 61 314 150 i64 
25 - 44 388 190 198 727 360 367 
45 - 64 145 83 62 509 250 259 
65 and over 50 23 27 160 62 98 

... 
8,379 ~- 4,352 4,027 
4,205 2,067 2,139 
9,472 4,557 4,91, 

6,233 3,247 2,986 

1,38.5 615 770 

!3. Groveland TownehiE 14. Hazel Park 1 Citz 
Total Male Female Total Male Female 

Age 

-15. Highland TownehiE 16. Holly Townehip 
Total Male Female Total · Male Female 

All agu No data available 17,770 9,047 8,723 1,294 2,f62 1,368 No data available 
Under 15 5,434 2,778 2,656 
15 - 24 2,825 1,397 1, '•28 

I 2.5 - 44 5' 754 2,847 2,907 
45 - 64 3,188 1,736 l, 452 

735 366 369 
372 176 196 

~93 346 347 
552 266 286 

65 and ovet' 569 289 280 310 14o 170 

I • ----------·------· . 
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TABLE A-16 

Age, Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divirsionrs, Oakland County, 1950: 

I 

I Age 

All Agers 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

ill 
All Agers 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and over 

17. Huntington Woode, City 

Total Male 

4,949 2,425 

1,580 809 

375 182 

1,788 824 

1,030 533 

176 77 

21.Lzon Towne~ 

Total Male 

No data available 

Female 

2,.$21+ 

771 

193 

964 

497 

99 

Female 

/ 

18. Independence Townrship 19. Keego Harbor, City 20. Lathrup Village, Cit1 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total . Male Female 

----
No data available No data available No data available 

22. Madieor. Hei5htrs 1 Citz 23. Milford Townehi~ 24. Northville 1 Citz 

Total Male i'emale Total Male Female Total Male Female 

No data available 1,924 964 960 No data available 

525 281 241+ 

21+3 119 124 

559 276 283 

399 200 199 

198 88 110 

! 
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.... . 
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l 
Age, Race and Sex !or Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County, 1950: 

25. Nov:!. Townsh:l.Ji! 26 •. Oakland TownshiJi! 27. Oak Park, City 28. Orion TownehiE 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

Age . ' 

All Ages No data e.vailable No data available 5,237 2,583 2,654 2,385 1,138 1,24? 

Under 15 1;880 939 941 689 31'• 3?5 --
15 - 24 581 215 366 352 172 180 

25 - 44 2,125 1,105 1,020 692 332 360 

45 - 64 527 266 261 477 241+ 233 
65 and over 124 58 66 1?5 76 99 

29. Oxford Townshi~ 30. Pleasant Rid~e 1 Citz 31. Pontiac 1 Citz 31A. Pontiac 1 Citz 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

Age 

A.11 Ages 2,305 1,103 1,202 3,594 1,735 1,859 73,681 36,745 36,936 No data available 
under 15 581 302 279 843 417 426 18,682 9,364 9,318 

15 - 24 343 170 17,3 418 218 200 11,287 5,331 5,956 

25 - 44 575 281 294 894 390 504 23,331 11,724 11,607 

45 - 64 459 211 248 1,217 610 60? 15,365 8,049 7,316 

65 and over 347 139 208 222 . 100 122 4,980 2,241 2,739 -

-------------_;_~--~:--. =---:----~-.. - -· = w-c::.. ~--:'."·f --·-y---r 
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Age 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 21+ 

25 - 1+4 

1+5 - 61+ 

65 and over 

-~ 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 61+ 

65 and over 

. ~ 'l 1 I 

·--.-·----.A. 

TABLE A-16 

Age, Race and Sex fo~ Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County, 1950: 

32. Pontiac Township 33. Rose Township 34. Rolal Oak, Citz 

Total Male temale Total M11lle Female Total Male Female 

" 
No data available No data available 46,898 23,230 23,668 

14;174 7,292 6~882 

6,166 2,849 3,317 

16,007 7,862 8,14.5 

8,396 4,285 4,111 

2,155 942 1,213 

35A. Royal Oak Townehip 36. Southfield, City 37. Southfield Townl!lhiE, 

Total Male Female Tota1 Male Female Totri.l Male Female 

No data available No data available No data available 

~ , 

-·-~ 

.... 

35. Royal Oak Townl!lhip 

Total Male Female 

No data available 

38.south Lion 1 Citz 

Tot11.l Male Female 

1,312 6.58 654 

371 . 184 187 

199 107 92 

360 176 184 

254. 138 116 

128 53 75 
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!2 
All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 21+ 

25 - '+'+ 

45 - 61+ 

65 ·and over 

.!.6!. 
All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 21+ 

25 - 44 

45 - 61+ 

6.5 and over 

) I ) \ 
I 

.A . ·~·-· __ ,, ...... 
....~ ---~ 

TABLE A-16 ... 
Age, Race .and Sex f~r Minor Ci vil Divieione, Oakland County, 1950: 

39. Springfield Township 40. S~lvan Lake 2 Citz 41. Tro;r 2 Citz 42. Walled La\te 1 Cit.z: 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Hale Female 
, 

• . 
No data available 1,165 579 586 No data available J,110 l,'/40 l,370 

289 141 148 9.53 489 464 . 
.. 

136 72 64 365 194 171-

358 167 191 948 .505 443 

320 168 152 608 39.5 213 

62 31 31 236 157 79 

43. Waterford TownehiR 44. West Bloomfield Townehi,£ 45. Whi te Lake Townehi~ 46. Wixom~ 

Total Male F~male Tot.al Male Female Total · Ha.le Female Total Male Feiu.le 

No data available No data available 1,385 704 681 No data available 

426 221 205 

17.5 77 98 

392 191 201 

304 167 137 

88 48 4o 

", '4 
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TABLE A-17 

PERC1'NT OF AGE, RACE AND ~EX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNTY, 1950 {continued) 

~ 

All A1t,eB 
l'nder 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 411 
45 - 64 
65 lllld over 

~ 

All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
L,~ - 64 
65 and over 

11. Farmington Townshil?, 

Total Male Female 

100.0 
No Data Available 

15. His!:!land Townsh.!.P, 

Total Male Female 

100.0 
No Data Available 

12. Ferndale, City 

Total Malt= Female 

28.2 29 .3 311. 2 
14.2 13.9 111,4 
31.9 30.7 33.1 
21.0 21.9 20.1 

4.7 4.2 5.2 

16. HolJ.y Tcwns!!..!P. 

Total Male Female 

27.6 28.3 27.0 
:i,4.o 13. 7 14.3 
26.0 26,7 25,4 
20.7 20.6 20.9 
11.7 10,8 12.~ 

13. Groveland Township 14. Hazel Park , City 

Total Male Female Total Male Female 

' 
. No Data Available 30.6 30.7 30,4 

15.9 15.4 16.4 
32.4 31.5 33.3 
17.9 19;2 16.7 

3.2 3.2 3.2 

17. Huntinston Woods 1Citl 18. Independence Township 

Total Male Female Total Male Female 

31.9 33.3 30,5 No Data Availabl~ 
7.6 7,5 7,7 

36.1 34.o 30.2 
20.8 22.0 19.7 
3.6 ' 3.2 3,9 
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All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 211 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 

~ 

All Age11 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 
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PERCENT OF AGE• RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS• OAKLAND COUNTY• 1950 (continued) 

19. Ke~50 Harbor, City 20. Lathrup Village , City 

Total Male Female Tot!!.l. Male F'em!!.l.e 

100.0 
No De.ta Available ffo Data Available 

23. Milford Tovn!!hi;e, 24. Northville, City 

Total Male Female Total Mille Female 

100.0 
27,3. 29.1 25.4 No Do.ta Available 
l:?.6 12.4 12.9 
29.1 28.6 29.5 
20.1 20.8 20.1 
10.3 9.1 11.5 

. . 

21. Lyon Township 

Total Male Female 

No Data Available 

25. !!2!!_ Township 

Total Male Female 

No Data Available 

22. Madison lieights, City 

Total Male Fem!!.l.e 

No Data Available 

26. Oakland Tovnship 

Total M!!.l.e Female 

No Data Available 

! 
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I 
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All Arz:es 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
2'.i - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and oTitr 

~ 

.All Arr.es 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 
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TABLE A-17 I 

I 

PERCEIIT OF AGE, RACE AND 3EX FOR MillOR CIVIL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNT!, 1950 (continued) I 
I 
i 

27. Oak Park. City 28. Orion__'l'_mmsh.!.J2. 29. Oxford Townshi.J'.l. 30, !'le_~sant_fil.Age_. Q_i_ty 

I Total Male Female Total Mii.le Fema1e Total Male Female Tota.1 Male Female 

I 100,0 
35,9 36,4 35,5 28.9 27.6 30,1 25,2 27.4 23,2 23.4 24,0 22.9 l 

11.1 8,3 13.8 14.8 15,1 14,4 14.9 15.4 14,4 u.6 12,6 10,8 
40,6 42,8 38.4 29,0 29,2 28,9 24.9 25.5 24,5 24,9 22,5 27,1 
10,l 10.3 9,8 20,0 21.4 is. 1 19.9 19.1 20,6 33.9 35,1 32.6 
2.3 2,2 2.5 7.3 6,7 7,9 15,6 12,6 17 • .:l 6,2 5.8 6.6 

31. Pontiac 1 Cit~ 31A. Pontiac 1 City 32, Pontiac Tovnship 33. Rose Township 

'Total Male Fe1nale Total Male Female Tot al Male Female Total Male Female 

100,0 
25,4 25,5 25.2 No Data Available No Data Available No Data Available 
15.3 14,6 16,2 
31.6 31.9 31.4 
20,9 21.9 19.8 
6.8 6.1 7,4 

I 
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All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 

. 45 - 64 . 
65 and over 

&.!!.. 
All A~s 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 
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TABLE A-17 

PERCENT OF AGE, RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNTY, 1950 (continued) 

34, Ro~al Oak 1 Citl 35, Royal Oak. Township 35A. Royal Oak Township 36. Southfield 1 City 
Tot.al Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

100,0 
30.2 31.4 29,;i, 
13.2 12.3 14,o 

No Data Available No Data Available · No Data Availal>le 

34il 33.8 34,4 
17.9 18,4 17.4 
4.6 4.1 5,1 

37, Southfield Township 38, South I.yon 1 City 39, Sprin5field Township 40. Sylvan Lake , City 

100,0 
No Data Available 28,3 . 28.0 28,6 No Data Available 24,8 24,4 25,3 

15.2 16.3 14a 11.7 12,4 10,9 
27,4 26,7 28,1 30.7 28,8 32.6 
19.4 21.0 17.7 27,5 29,0 25,9 
9,7 8.5 11.5 5,3 5,4 5,3 
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All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 

~ 

All Ages 
Inder 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 l!llld over 
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PERCENT OF AGE, RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVlL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNTY, 1950 (continued) 

41. Troy I City 

Total Male Female 

100,0 
No D11.ta Available 

45, White Lake TovnshiJ2 

Total Male Female 

100,0 
30.8 31.4 30.1 
12.6 10.9 14,4 
28.3 21.2 29,5 
21,9 23.7 20.1 
6,4 6,8 5,9 

42, Walled Lak~ 

Total Male Female 

30.6 
11. 7 
30,5 ' 
19.6 
7,6 

28,1 
11,2 
29,0 
22.1 

9,G 

46, Wixom 1 Citi 

Total Mele 

33,9 
12.5 
32.3 
15.5 
5,8 

Female 

No Data Available 

43, Waterford Township 44, West Bloomfield Tovnship 

Total Male Female Total Male Female 

No Data Available No Data Available 

' . . L.~~_.,.-.r 
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All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 and over 

~ 

All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 &nd over 
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PERCfiliT OF AGE, RACE AND SF.X FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNTY 1 1950 

1, Addison 'l'ownship 2, Avon Township 3. Berkley • .£!.tl 4, Binnin5ham 1 CitI 5, Bloomfield Townsh!E 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 
, 

100,0 
No Data Available No Data Available ·35,3 36,1 34.4 28,5 30.3 26,8 No Data Available 

11.1 10,6 11. 7 10,0 9,6 10.4 
37.1 36,6 37,6 32.2 31,3 33.2 
13. 7 14,2 13.2 23,0 23.6 22,4 
2.8 2.5 3.1 6,3 5,2 7,2 

6, Bloomfield Hills, 7. BrBl1don TownshiE ll, Clawson C!. ty 9, Commerce TownshiE 10, Farmin5ton 1 Cit.l, 
City 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total ·Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

100,0 
18.5 20,7 16.6 No De.ta A.vaile.ble 29.3 30.5 28.0 34.1 33.3 35,0 26,4 29,0 23.9 
ll.8 11.9 11. T 15.3 14.3 16,4 11. 7 11.8 11,4 13.5 12.9 14.1 
29.3 26.8 31.5 29,8 29.1 30.6 36,1 35,2 37,0 31.3 31.l 31.4 
30.2 30,2 30.2 20,0 20.8 19.2 13.5 15.4 11.6 21.9 21.6 22.2 
10.2 10.4 10,0 5,6 5.3 5.8 4,7 4,3 5,0 6,9 5.4 8.4 
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Age 

All Agee 

Under 15 

15 - 2h 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 an d. 
over 

~::2. 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and 
over 

' I 

'l'otal % 

100 . 0 

33 .1 

13 . 2 

211 . 9 

21 . 8 

7 . 0 

Total % 

100 . 0 

34. o 

9 . 0 

29 . 8 

20 . 1 

7 .1 

' I ' 
) 
I ' I I ) ' 

• 1 - -- ~ 
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TABLE A-18 

Age , P.ace and Sex fo...- 11inor Civil Divis ions , Oakland County, 1960 : 
. ' 

1. Addi trnn •rown shi,E 2 . Avon Townshiu 3 . Berkl e;}'. 1 Cit;}'. 
Total Mal 0 Femal e Total % Total Mal e Femal e Total % To-t;al Mal e F emal ~ 

1 , 691 885 Bo6 100 . 0 21, 377 10 , 559 10 , 813 100 . 0 23 , 275 ll, 427 ll , 848 
' 

560 291 269 36 .6 7 , 815 3 , 908 3 , 907 37 . 0 8 , 615 4 , 392 4 , 223 

223 13.3 90 1 2 . 3 2 , 629 1, 253 1, 376 12 . 3 2 , 867 1 ,328 1, 539 

421 202 219 28 . 2 6 I 0_34 2 , 911 3 ,123 28 . 7 6 , 679 3 ,168 3 , 5ll 

368 204 1611 17 .1 . 3 , 6119 1, 908 1, 7111 17 . 7 4 , llO 2 ,100 2 , 010 

ll9 55 64 5 , 7 1, 250 579 671 4. 3 1, 004 439 565 

4. Birmingham, Cii;z 5 . Bloomf i eld 'l'ownship 6 . Bloomfi eld Hills , C~ 
Total Mal e Femal e 'l'otal % •rota l Mal e Female Tot.al )6 Total Male Female 

25 , 525 12 , 294 13 , 231 100 . 0 22 , 530 ll,158 ll, 372 100 . 0 2 , 378 l,llO 1, 268 

8 , 691 4 , 468 4 , 223 35 . ? 7 , 934 4 , 060 3 , 874 21.5 512 256 256 

2 , 286 1 , 0'+2 1, 244 9 , 3 2 ,104 1, 072 1, 032 12 . 3 292 146 146 

7 , 614 3 , 624 3 , 990 28 . 5 6 , 429 2 ,913 3 ,516 18.9 450 197 253 

5 ,125 2 , 470 2 , ~55 22 . 4 5 , 038 2 , 646 ~ . 392 36 . 5 869 413 456 

1, 809 690 1,119 4 . 6 1, 025 467 558 10 . 8 255 98 157 
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Ages 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 4'" 

45 - 64 

65 and 
over 

Ages 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

115 - 6'" 

65 and 
over 
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Age, Race and Sex f or Minor Civil Divisions , Oaklani County , 1960 

7. Brandon Townsh:.2 ~. Clawson City 9. Commerce Township 
Total % Total Malo Femal e Total % Total Male Female Total % Total Mal e Female 

100 . 0 3 ,187 1 ,622 1 , 565 100.0 14, 795 7 ,352 7 ,443 100. 0 12 , 012 6,178 5,834 

3'? -7 1 , 202 5911 608 42 . 3 6 t 25£~ 3 ,176 ,3 ,t)?4 39 . 4 4,729 2 , 448 2,281 

·12 . 9 411 214 197 9. 3 1,371 626 745 12.8 J. , 542 80} 739 

24 . 8 790 383 407 32 . 7 4, 831 2 , 402 2 ,429 28 . 5 3 , 419 1,701 1,718 

17. 2 547 301 246 12. 3 1,8:!.7 926 891 15 .1 1,812 961 851 

7. 4 23 7 130 107 3 . 4 526 ?2 2 304 4. 2 510 265 245 

10. Farmington , City 11 . Farminf)tOP. Township 12. Ferndal e , City 
Total % T:Jtal Male FP. male 'fotal % Total Mal e Fema l e Total % Total Male Fl!male 

100. 0 6,881 3 , 424 3 , 1f57 100 . 0 .5 , 859 2 , 917 2 , 942 100. 0 31, 347 15, 338 16, 009 

39 . 5 2 , 715 1, 399 1, 316 38 . 2 2 , 240 1,143 1, 097 29 .1 9 , 130 4,669 4,461 

9.1 627 322 305 9. 2 539 260 279 13 -5 4, 233 2,006 2 , 227 

31 . 5 ·2 ,166 1,048 1 , 118 29 . 3 1 , 717 806 911 25 .1 7,874 3 , 792 4,082 

15 . 2 1, 049 527 522 18.5 1,083 589 494 24 . 2 7,579 3 ,743 3,836 

4. 7 3211 128 196 4. 8 280 119 161 8.1 2 , _531 1,128 1,403 

., 1., ;· ..... ,.. T'.-
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TABJ..E __&:_!!:!__ 

Age , Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divis ions, Oakland County, 1960 : 

[ 13. Groveland Township i4. Hazel Park, CitY._ 15. Highland Township 
Total % Total Male Female Total % Total Male> Femal e Total % Total Mr.le Female 

Ages 

All Ages 100 . 0 1, 306 660 646 100 . 0 25 , 631 12 , 856 12 , 775 100.0 4,855 2 ,440 2 , 1115 
" Under 15 36 . 4 475 243 232 35 . 0 8 , 976 4,580 4, 396 36 .1 1,752 906 846 

15 - 24 14.3 187 86 101 1) .2 ) , 392 1 , 584 1,808 13 . 3 644 299 Y15 

25 - 44 23 . 9 312 153 159 29 . 3 7 , 512 3 ,749 3 ,763 25 . 5 1, 238 61!i 624 

45 - 64 18.8 245 138 107 17.9 4,578 2 , 363 2 , 215 16.9 822 431 391 

65 and 6.6 87 40 47 4.6 1,173 580 593 8 . 2 399 190 209 
over 

16. llolll Towns hi,E 17. Huntington Wooda 1 Citl 18. Indepen.dence Towns hi~ 
Total % l'otal Mal e Female Total % Total Mal e Female Total % Total Male Ferr.ale 

Agco 

All Ages 100 . 0. 5 , 551 2 , 739 2 , 812 100 . 0 8,746 4, 265 4,481 100.0 10,890 5 ,455 5,435 

Under l '.: 33 . ? 1, 872 963 909 34.11 3 ,009 1,540 1,469 42.3 4,610 2,352 2,258 

15 - 24 16 . 5 918 434 484 9•9 866 430 436 11.0 1,199 537 662 

?.5 - 1,4 23 . 8 l , J23 646 677 26.7 2 , 331 1,023 1, 308 30.8 3 , 353 1,672 1,681 

45 - 64 17.5 970 496 474 21+ . o 2 ,101 1,077 1,024 12.3 1, 338 71'7 621 

65 and 8 . 5 1168 200 268 5 . 0 439 195 244 3 .6 390 177 213 
over 

• f -· ----::.:..,..... - ,. 
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Age , Ra ce and Sex fo r Minor Civil Di vi s ions , Oakland Co~nty , 1960 : 

19 . Kee~ Harbor, Ci t y 20 . Lath r uE Villa 5e , Citl 21 . Llon Township 

To t ill % 'l'o tal Mc.l e Femal e 'l'ota l % Total Male Female 'J.'otal % Total Male 

A!;" S 

All Agea 100 . 0 2 , '?61 1 , .5 94 1 , 367 100 . 0 3 ,556 1 , 771 1,18:; 100 .0 2 ,880 1,476 

Unde r 15 30 . 6 8114 1+1_15 401 51.1 1,105 563 542 37 . 8 1,088 '569 
15 - 24 15 . 5 428 210 218 9 . 5 330 175 155 14.2 409 197 
25 - 44 24. 8 684 3L•2 342 211 .7 879 392 487 25 . 0 720 369 

45 - 64 22 . 6 62;. 317 506 28 . 4 1, 009 521 '+88 16.6 477 258 

65 and 6. 5 182 82 100 6 . 5 233 120 113 6 . 1;. 186 83 
over 

22 . Madiaon Heights, Citl 23 . Milford Towns !:!.!.E_ 24 • . Northvill e , Citl 

'l'o ta l % 'l'o Lal Ma l e Fema l e 'l'ot a l % 'l'otal Mil.l e lt' emale Tota l % Total Male 

~~ 

.Ul Ages 100 . 0 33 ' )113 16 , 716 16 , 627 100 . 0 5, 871 2 ,940 2 ,931 100 . 0 985 1+89 

Und er 15 42. 5 14,185 7 , 211 6 , 974 58 . 9 2 , 282 1 ,183 1, 099 38 . 4 378 192 

15 - 24 11. 7 3 , 891 1 , 599 2 , 292 12. 5 732 328 404 9 .1 90 42 

25 - 1f4 311 .1 11, 383 5 , 983 5 , 490 28 . 3 1, 663 345 818 35 . 3 348 168 

45 -· 64 9.6 3 ,189 1 , 701 1,1188 13 . 5 790 1113 377 13.9 137 '73 

65 and 2 .1 695 312 583 6 .8 404 171 233 3 . 3 32 14 
o ver 

.ill ............................. r-~~~~~~.~~~~·~---~-~~~- -------
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Female 

1,404 

519 

212 

351 

219 

103 

Female 

496 

186 

48 

180 

61; 
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All Ages 

Ur.cl er 15 

15 - 2 1~ 

25 - 44 . 

47 - 64 

65 and 
OVC"r 

~ 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 and 
over 
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Ages , Race and Sex for Minor Civil Divis ions , Oakland County, 1960: 

25 • .!:!.?A..'..rownship 26 . bakl and •rownshi,e 27. Oak Park, City 
Total % Total Mal e Femal e Tota] % Total Mal e - Femal e Total % l1ota l Mal e Femal e 

100 . 0 6 , 60) 3 , 370 3 , 233 100 . 0 2 , !169 1 , 303 1 , 166 100 . 0 36 ,632 18 ,189 18.443 

_57 . 4 2 , 469 1, 310 1t15') 36 . 9 910 1193 417 39 .1 14 , 335 7 ,31+8 6 , 987 !· "\ r; 
' 

12'.l ?97 388 409 11.5 285 162 123 8 . 6 3 ,157 1 , 435 1 , 722 

28 . 0 l , ~49 910 939 28 . 4 701 3lil 360 33 . 9 l ? , 418 5 ,980 6 , 438 

16 . 1' 1, 062 585 477 17 -7 436 232 204 15.2 5 , 577. 2 , 886 2 , 691 

6 . !1 426 177 249 5 . 5 137 ·75 62 3 . 2 1 ,141 537 604 

28 . Orion ·rowns!li_r 29 . Oxford TownshiE 30 . Oxford Village 
'.l'otal % ·ro ~ a l Mal e Female Total % Tota::. M.ale Femal !!l Total % Total Mal e Female 

100.0 ll , 84!f 5 , 968 5_ , 876 100 . 0 3 , 204 1 , 646 1 , 558 100 . 0 2 , 357 1 , 121 1 , 236 

37 . 8 1+ , 480 .~ . 308 2 ,172 37~3 1,196 644 552 28 . 5 671 344 327 

13 . 8 1, 636 759 877 111 . 4 460 209 251 14 . o 331 155 176 

27 . 0 3 , 201 1 , 583 1,618 28 .0 898 1+49 449 21.4 505 233 272 

15 .9. 1, 883 1, 001 882 14 . 6 469 21+3 226 21 . 5 507 245 262 

5.;, 644 317 32? 5 .7 181 101 80 :.4 . 6 343 144 199 

_,.... ,_., ..-c-o·-- -- ~--··----- --------·---
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Age , Raco and Sex for Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County, 1960: 
I 

31 . Pleasant 1id~e~ 32 . Pontiac , City 3?.A. Pon j;iac, Ci~ 
Total % •rotal Male Female Total % 1'otal Mal e Female Total % Total Male Female 

~ 

All Agee 100 . 0 3 , 807 1, 818 1, 989 100 . 0 82, 233 40 ,11 '1 4a ,116 100 . 0 13 , 975 6 , 841 7 ,134 
Under 15 26 .1 992 509 1183 31.6 25 , 987 13 , 041 12 ,946 41.5 5 , 794 2 , 848 2 ,946 
15 - 24 10 . 6 402 183 219 13 . 4 J_O, 996 5, 045 5 , 951 11.7 1, 657 712 925 
25 - 44 21.7 825 385 '+'+o 26 .1 21 , 4'/2 10 , 553 10 , 919 28 . 6 3 , 997 1 , 841 2 , 056 
45 .. 611 28 . 8 1 , 098 513 585 20 . 8 17 , 087 8 , 549 8,5_:1g 14 . 7 2 , 053 1, 092 961 
65 and 12. 8 1190 228 262 8 . 1 
ove r 

6 , 691 2 , 929 3 , 762 3 . 5 494 248 246 

33 . Ponti ac Townsh j:.E. )11. Rose Township 35 . Rolal Oak 1 Cit~ 'fot al %'°Total Male Female ~otal %: Total Male Female Total % •rotal Male Female 

~.£ 

All Agee 100 . 0 9 , 091 11,629 4, '+62 100 . 0 1, 1182 758 '124 100 . 0 80 , 612 39 , 367 41, 245 
Under 15 36 . 8 3 , 343 1 , 684 1, 659 36 . 3 538 276 262 35 .6 28,687 14, 565 14,122 
15 - 24 13 .7 . 1, 248 629 619 12. 8 190 104 86 11.2 9 , 050 4, 201 4,849 
25 - 111+ 27 . 6 2 , 5],.l 1, 228 1, 283 23 . 3 3115 166 179 30 . 2 24 , 371 11, 800 12 , 571 
45 - 64 17.8 · 1 , 614 894 720 19 . 9 295 152 143 l'(.4 14, 066 6,953 7,113 
65 and 4.1 375 194 181 7 .7 11'+ 60 54 5.6 4,438 1,848 2,590 over 

ililllllllllllllllllllll .................... r-.;:-::',~~~~~--;.:-~.:. ~. ::'.' .... ~---.::--~~~'-::::--~~-~~ '. ... - (# ., ~..._.. ..... _ --··- ----
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TABLE A-18 

Age , Race and Sex for Min or Ci vil Divisions, Oakland County, 1960 : 
I 

36 . Royal Oal<. 'l'ownship 36.A. Royal Oak Township 37. Southfield 1 Citl 
Tol'.al 56 Total Mal e Female Total % •rotal Mal e Female Total % Total Mal e Female 

~ 

All Ages 100. 0 8 ,1 47 3 , 951 4,1 96 100 . 0 8 , 010 3 , 884 4,.126 100. 0 31 , 501 15, 899 15, 602 

Under 15 4~ . 6 3 , 4?1t l , 733 1, 71tl 43 . 0 3 , 445 1, 721 1, 724 34. 5 10, 855 5 ,566 5, 289 

15 - 24 14.9 1 , ::>14 588 626 15 .1 1, 209 586 623 ll.8 3 , 7ll 1, 851 1,860 

25 - 44 21t . 7 2 , 017 91'7 1,100 211 . 9 1, 995 905 1, 090. 29 . 3 9 , 244 4,524 4,720 

45 - 64 14.5 1,182 601 581 13 . 9 l,ll3 563 545 19. 8 6 , 229 3 , 263 2 ,966 

65 and 3 . 3 260 ll2 148 3 .1 248 104 144 4.6 1,462 695 767 
over 

38. Southfield Township 39 . Sou t~E , GHz 40 . S~rin~field Townshi~ 

Total % Total Ma l e Female '.l'otal % Tota:<. Male Female Total % Total Mal e Female 
~ 

All Ages 100 . 0 ll, 319 5 , 586 5 ,733 100 . 0 l,'753 858 895 100 . 0 2 . 664 1, 396 1, 268 

U11d er 15 33 . 9 3 , 833 l , '.183 1 , 850 32 .') 577 292 285 35 . 2 939 461 478 

15 - 24 8 . 6 976 478 498 14.5 254 1.12 142 15 .8 420 25~ 166 

25 - 41t 27 .6 3 ,125 1,431 1 , 694 25 . 7 451 225 226 24 . 2 61+6 323 323 

/f5 - 64 24 . 1+ 2 ,761 1,429 1, 332 18 . 7 327 165 162 17.5 465 259 206 

65 and 5 . 5 624 265 359 3 . 2 144 64 Bo 7.3 194 99 . 95 
ov er 
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I I TABLE_A-18 ; 

~ 

All Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 114 

45 - 64 

65 and 
over 

~ 

Al l Ages 

Under 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 44 

45 - 64 

65 e.nd 
over 

Age , Race an& Sex f or Minor Civil Divis ions, Oakland County , 1960: 

41 . Syl ·;ran Lake 1 Ci.:J. 
Total % To tal Male Femal e 

100 . 0 

31.6 

9 . 3. 

27 . 2 

24 .1 

7 . 8 

2 , 004 9611 

635 320 

186 82 

546 263 

483 2.75 

156 61+ 

1, 040 

313 

]. Q I+ 

283 

248 

92 

44. Wat erford Township 
To t~l % Total Male Female 

100 . 0 

37 . 8 

:1 . 3 

3 0 .11 

16 . 3 

4. 2 

47 ,107 23 , 464 23 , 643 

17, 818 9 , 070 8 , 748 

5 , 544 2 , 449 2 , 895 

14 , 305 7 , 008 7 , 297 

7 , 699 i. , 027 3 ,672 

1,944 913 1 , 031· 

42 . Tryy, City 
· Tota l % T6tal Male Fema l e 

100 . 0 

37 . 9 

11. 'l 

29 . 0 

16 . 8 

4. 6 

19 , 058 9 , 56 4 9 , 494 

7 , 22 4 3 , 701 J , 523 

2 , 236 1, 070 1,166 

5 , 519 2 , 679 2 , 040 

3 , 207 1, 674 1,533 

872 1140 1+32 

45 . Wes t Bloomfi eld Township 
'l'ota l % To tal Male Femal e 

100 . 0 

36.1 

10 . 9 

28 . 9 

18.8 

5 . 3 

14, 994 7,632 7, 362 

5 ,414 2 , 842 2 ,572 

1,639 856 783 

4, 326 2 , 076 2 , 250 

2 , 822 1,487 1, 335 

793 371 422 

43. Wall ed Lake 1 C.ity 
Total % Total Male Female 

100 . 0 

40 . 2 

13 . 3 

29 . 7 

12 . 2 

4.6 

3 , 550 1, 781 1,769 

1, 428 

472 

1, 054 

434 

162 

740 

211 

520 

223 

87 

688 

261 

53lt 

211 

75 

46 . Whit e Lake To.,..n sh~ 

Total % Total Male Female 

100 . 0 

36 . 9 

12 . 3 

28 .7 

16.3 

5.8 

8, 381 4,294 4, 087 

3 , 091 1,562 1, 529 

1, 028 514 514 

2 , 407 1, 217 1,190 

1, 370 746 624 

485 255 230 

I 

f .\ I • 

~ 
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All .t..3rtA 

Und er 15 

15 - 24 

25 - 4:1 

4~ - 64 

65 nn d 
over 

) ) 

TABLE A-18 

' ) 

I 
) 

I 

J 
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Age , Rac e and Sex for Minor Civil Dvisions , Oakland County, 1960: 

'+'i' . Wixom , Gity 

Total % •rot al Mal e Female 

100 . 0 1, 531 769 762 

33 . 7 516 265 251 

12 . 9 198 102 96 

26 .1 399 189 210 

17 . 8 272 11•5 127 

9 . 5 146 68 78 

I 
' I 

I 
. l 
I 
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,Addison 
Twp. 

Age 

All Ages 100.0 
Under 15 33 .1 
15 - 24 13.2 
25 - 44 24.9 
45 - 64 21.8 
65 or over 7.0 

Commerce 
Twp. 

!&!. 
All Ages 100.0 
Under 15 39.4 
15 - 24 12.8 
25 - 44 28.5 
45 - 64 15.l 
65 or over 4.2 

TABLE .A-lQ 

PERCENT OF AGE , RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIV:I:SIONS 1 Dr"UND COUNTY, 1960 
PERCENT OF TOTAL 

Avon Berkley Birmingham Bloomfield B:).oomfield 
Twp. Twp. Hills 

~ 

36.6 37.0 34.o 35.2 21.5 
12.3 12.3 9.0 9.3 12.3 
28.2 28.7 29.8 28.5 18.9 
17.1 17-7 20.1 • 22.4 36.5 
5.8 4.3 7.1 . 4.5 l0.7 

Far mington Farmington Fezndale Groveland Hazel Park 
Twp. Twp. 

39.5 38.2 29.1 36.4 35.0 
9.1 9.2 13.5 14.3 13.2 

31.5 29.3 25.i 23.9 29.3 
15.2 18.5 24.2 18.8 17.9 

4.7 4.8 8.1 6.7 4.6 

\ 
I 

·l -

---~ 

" 

Brandon Clawson 
Twp. 

, 

37.7 
., 

42.3 
12.9 9.3 
24.8 32.7 
17 .2 12.3 
7.4 ...... 3.6 

Highland Hol17 
Twp. Twp. 

36.1 33.7 
13.3 16.5 
25.5 23.8 
16.9 17.5 
8.2 8.4 

~ . 
... 
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All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 or over 

Age 

All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 or over 

- ---- -- - -·· . -- -

Huntington 
Woods 

34.4 
9.9 

26.7 
24.o 
5.0 

- Novi 
Twp. 

37.4 
12.1 
28.0 
16.1 
6.5 

-- ----

) ) 

l 

-,.., ___ ""-

AGE, RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS, OAKLAND COUNi~ 1960 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

Independence 
Twp. 

42.3 
ll.O 
30.8 
12.3 
3.6 

Oakland 
Twp. 

36.9 
ll.5 
28.4 
17.7 
5.5 

I 

(continued) 

Keego Harbor 

30.6 
15.5 
24.8 
22.6 
6.6 

Oak Park 

39.1 
8.6 

33.9 
15.2 
3.1 

Lathrup 
Village 

31.1 
9.3 

24.7 
28.4 
6.6 

Orion 
Twp • .' 

37.8 
13,;8 
27.0 
15.9 

.5.4 

Lyon Madison 
Twp. Heights 

• 
37.8 42.5 
14.2 ll.7 

. 25.0 34.1 
16.6 9.6 
6.5 2.1 

Oxford Oxford 
Twp. Village 

37.3 28.5 
14.4 14.l 
28.0 21.4 
14.6 21.5 
5.6 14.6 

) 

do,.-.. • .• ··--~- - ------

,.. 

Milford 
Twp. 

38.9 
12.5 
28.3 
13.5 
6.9 

Pleasant 
Ridge 

26.1 
10.6 
2i.7 
28.8 
12.9 

-----====================::;~~ 

. ., 
---~ 

l_. 

l 
Northville.. I I 

l :-.... 
I 

38.4 
9.1 

35.3 I 1· 13.9 I 

3.2 I 

I 
Pontiac I 

I 
I 

I 
i 

31.6 
13.4 
26.1 
20.8 

I ,. 
8.1 

' ' 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

~j 
I 

. j 
- . 
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All Ages 
Under l.'.) 
15 - 24 
25 - "-4 
45 - 64 
65 or over 

A!! 
All Ages 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 or onr 

Age 

All Age" 
Under 15 
15 - 24 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 or over 

PontiRc 

41.5 
ll.7 

. 28.6 
14.7 
3.5 

South Lyon 

32.9 
14.5 
25.7 
18.7 
8.2 

Wixom 

33.7 
12.9 
26.1 
17.8 
9.5 

) 

------ - ~--- - --- - ---
--- -,..--.. A. 

) '1 

a -
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AGE, RACE AND SEX FOR MINOR CIVIL DIVIZIONS, OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

Pontiac 
Twp. 

36.8 
13.7 
27.6 
17.8 

4.1 

Springfield 
Twp. 

35.2 
15.8 
24.2 
17.5 

7.3 

Rose 
Twp. 

.36.3 
12.8 
23.3 
19.9 

7.7 

(continued) 

Royal Oak 

35.6 
11.2 
30.2 
17.4 
5.5 

Sylvan Lake Troy City 

31.6 37.9 
9.3 i::..7 

27.2 29.0 
24.1 16.8 
7.8 4.6 

Royal Oak 
Twp. 

42.6 
14.9 
2'•.8 
14.5 
3.2 

Walled Lake 

40.2 
13.3 
29.7 
12.2 

4.6 

Royal Oak Southfield Southfield' Twp. Twp. 
··~ 

43.0 34.5 33.9 15.1 11.8 . 8.6 24.9 29.3 27.6 13.9 19.8 24.4 3.1 4.6 5.5 

Waterford Weot White Twp. Bloomfield Lake Tvp. 

37.8 36.1 36.9 11.3 l0.9 12.3 30.4 28.9 28.7 16.3 18.8 16.3 I '+.1 5.3 5.8 

l 

.. 
t ' -
~ ' ' iM,r __ ,L~-~~ 
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TABLE -~-:_2_0_ ECONOMIC CHARACTEiUSTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1950 

OCCUPA':'ION 

Berkley Birmingham Cla ws on Ferndal~ Hazel Park 
EMPLOYED 6,431 4,782 1,997 11,798 6,658 

Prrifess ional, t echnical, and kiudred workers 8119 1, 021 l72 1, 346 282 
Managers, officials , and props., incl. f&rm 664 894 131' 907 299 
Cl er i ca l and kindred worker s 935 599 2'10 1,924 8211 
Sales ,..orkero 688 705 l '/8 1, 076 1+46 
Craft s men, forem en, and k indred workers 1,436 556 521 2 , 612 1,619 
Op e ra t~ves and kindred work&rs 1 , 223 450 485 2,732 2,436 
Private household workers 97 198 23 127 37 
Service workers , excapt private household 346 198 llO 684 40.5 
Laborers , except mine 181 113 65 306 283 
Occ upation not r eported 12 IJ8 1+2 84 27 

Pleasan t W'a lled 
Oak Park Ridge Rochester Royal Oak Lake 

EMPLO YED 1,800 1,437 1,813 17, 82i 1, 036 

Professional , technical , and kindred worke r s 207 401 212 2 , 705 73 
Managers, offic ials , and props., incl. farm J. 64 257 179 2 , 638 125 
Clerical and kindred workera 266 190 193 2 , 760 100 
Sales workers 190 227 172 1,942 79 
CrRf tsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 485 159 324 3,556 195 
Operative s and kindred worke rs 339 105 421+ 3 , 167 313 
Private household workers 6 37 61 226 12 
Service workers, except private household 53 27 149 941 82 
La.borers, except mine 37 lg 86 465 49 
Occupation not r eported 53 18 13 83 8 

) 

,, 

Holly 
970 

68 
79 

107 
85 

161 
.333 
10 
68 
50 

9 

\ 1 

Huntington 
Woods 

1,818 

499 
516 
202 
264 
137 

65 
85 
35 

9 
6 

I. '1 

,. 

- :J ~ ... _., r 
I 
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TABLE . ~~Q. ECONOMIC CHARACTERIS 'rICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION : OAXLAND COUNTY 1950 .,.. 

OCCUPATION 

,/ 

Huntingtoa Berkley ·Birmingham Clawson Ferndale Hazel Park ' Holl;r Woods EMPLOYED 6,~31 4,782 1,997 11,798 6,658 970 1,818 
P~of e ssional, technical, and kindred workers 849 1,021 172> l,346 282 68 499 Ma nagers, offic ials, and props., incl. farm 664 894 131 907 299 79 - 516 i C~ e rical and kindred workers 935 599 270 1,924 824 107 202 I Sales workers 688 705 178 1,076 446 85 264 Crafts men, for emen, and kindred workers 1,436 5.56 521 . 2,612 1, 619 161 137 O:pera ti ves and kindred workers l, 223 450 485 2,732 2,436 333· 65 Private hous ehold workers 97 198 23 127 37 10 85 Service workers, exc ept private hou~ehold 346 198 110 . 684 405 68 35 Laborer~, except mine 181 113 65 306 283 50 9. Oc cupation not r eported 12 48· - 42 84 27 9 6 

Pleas ant Walled Oak Park Ridge Ro chester Royal Oak Lake EMPLOYED 1, 800 1,437 1,813 17,821 1,036 
Profess ional, technical, and kindred workers 207 401 212 2,705 73 Managers, officials, and props., incl~ farm 164 257 179 .?.,638 125 Clerical and kindred workers 266 190 193 2,760 100 Sales workers 190 227 172 1,942 79 Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred wo1·kers 485 159 324 3,556 195 Operatives and kindred workers 339 105 424 3,167 313 I r Private household workers 6 )7 61 226 12 Service workers, except private hous ehold 53 27 149 941 82 Laborers, except mine 37 18 86 465 49 Occup&tion not reported 53 18 13 83 8 

____.__ ---· --~ ---·-... ----. ~ _;_-·---,,----:: 
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"'J\~T ,l> 2=~-~: i::cONOMIC CHARA~TVUSTICR RY MINO?. CI'.'IT, nrrrrn:mr : OAKLh.'iD COUNTY, 1960 MAJOR 0 .. CUPATION GROUP . I 
I 

Addison Avon Berkle;r Beverly Birmingham Bloomfield Bloomfield Brandon 
t Hills Kills Tlfp. 

He.le, Employed 451 4045 5907 2311 6717 688 5817 780 I 
Profess'l, Tech. & Kindred Wkrs. 35 512 906 801 1968 159 1560 41 I 
Hgrs., Offs., & Propr's I.nc. Farm 84 409 579 693 1691 340 2000 68 I 

Clerical and Kindred workers 8 190 495 103 396 25 204 41 f 
Salee: Workere 16 228 557 376 1212. 56 1008 60 I 

Craftsemn, Foremen & Kindred Wkrs. 68 980 1596 185 619 20 420 155 1: 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 140 llll 1204 64 , 381 16 224 260 ; 
Private Household Workers 4 - - 15 21 23 - ! Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv. Household· lb 197 221 20 187 34 81 37 
Laborera, except Hine 51 270 199 21 103 9 62 81 I 
Occupation Not Reported 33 144 149 48 145 8 235 37 l 

' 
Female, Employed 167 1471 2217 665 2450 319 1479 224 

Profess'l, Tech. & Kindred Wkrs. 19 1'17 313 175 602 76 380 51 
Hgrs, Offa, & Prop's Inol. Farm 3 .52 79 43 ll9 38 54 9 
Clerical and K::.n<ired Wkrs. 43 496 871 206 944 39 468 26 } . 
Salas Workers 15 128 321 85 217 16 129 12 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkre. - 28 20 12 43 4 21 
Operatives and Kindred Wkre. 43 236 140 12 92 4 36 28 
Private Houaehold Wkre. 13 117 106 Bo 192 105 223 20 
Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv. Household 20 171 261 20 158 22 74 78 
Laborers, Except Mine 3 8 8 8 8 ' - - - ! Occupation Not Reported 8 58 98 32 75 15 86 -

Total Eltployed 618 5516 8124 2976 9167 lOOT 7296 1004 I Private Wage and Salary Wkre. 486 462J+ 7013 2318 7132 795 5511 713 I 

Government Wk.re. 50 438 609 201 914 25 420 146 i 
Sel!- Elllployed Workers 68 405 458 445 1080 179 1319 132 ' 
Unpaid F~ily Work~re 14 49 44 12 41 8 46 13 

I 

I 
( • . - · ·· - · - vr · . ·-~ · - • .. - - · - -· 
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Table~ Economic Characteristics By Minor Civil Divieion: Oakland County, 1960, Maj or Occupal;io:1 Group I 

Clawson Commerce Farmington FarmiD gton l'erndal.e J'ranklin Gronlud Hazel 
Twp. . City Park 

I 
Hale, :D:nployed 3698 2273 1539 1670 8506 775 315 6594 Pro!ess'l, Tech. & Kindred Wiers. 638 281 2'19 391 1022 194 7 393 Mgrs., Of!s., & Propr'o Inc. Farm 334 152 378 207 712 261 59 287 Clerical and Kindred Workers 303 120 98 132 641 32 19 470 Salee li'orkere :u6 215 150 247 634 95 4 296 Cra ftemen, For smen & Kindred Wiers. 982 609 326 305 2220 73 83 1823 Opera ti vee and Kindred Wiers. :·· 738 468 174 -• 233 2182 40 108 2464 Private Household Wiers. 4 - 4 4 4 

Service Wiers., Exe. Priv. Household 174 117 39 73 431 15 4 367 J.aborers, except Mine 138 112 63 34 346 30 27 253 Occupation Not Reported 71 99 28 44 ~15 35 I+ 241 
Female, Employed 1256 701 435 620 3'147 1131 77 2532 Profess'l, Tech. & Kindred Wiers. 212 127 63 181 531 42 7 158 Mgrs., Offs., & Prop's Incl. Farm 28 24 20 27 96 8 5 62 Clerical and Kindred Wiers. 440 248 121+ 228 1573 51 20 . 828 Salee 1t'orkere 163 37 35 61 416 26 14 292 Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkrs. 12 4 - 5 1+6 4 - 53 Operatives and Kindred Wiers. 128 101 27 8 371 4 12 460 Private Houaehold Wkrs. 107 27 30 36 130 23 - 116 Service Wiers, Exe. Priv. Household 161 91 120 70 415 12 11 439 Laoorers, Except Mine 3 11 - - 17 - 4 25 Occupation Not Reported 12 31 16 4 152 11 4 99 
Total Daplo;red 4<;64 2974 1974 2290 12253 956 392 9126 Private Wage and Sal4.r;T Wkr•• 4207 2328 1490 1796 10419 708 294 8165 Government Wiers. 467 322 125 282 1160 47 20 587 S•lf-Elllployed Wiers. 266 304 339 186 625 201 67 354 Unpaid Family Wkr•. 24 20 20 26 49 - 11 20 

........................ ~~~-;-----,-~~~~~~~ 
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Table ~lEconomic Characteristics By Minor CiTil DiYiaion: 

Highland Holly Twp. Holl;r 

I I ) 

--..,.--·A. 
• !• 

- •. J - ·- -~ -··-·-·· - - -.::..:.:::::=:- -----·-:;.l,.<."·.t;tt· :~_ .... :___ .. ,_ - _ _.........__ .L.- - - --
Oakland Court;r, 1960, Major Oee11ptll.f1or. Group 

Huntington Independence Keego Lake Lake 
Village Woode Twp. Harbor An go lea Orion 

I 

Ma.le, Employed 1116 564 821 2329 2637 699 57 660 
Profe11s'l, Tech. &: Kindred Wkrs. 80 47 63 745 222 17 28 79 
Mgrs., Offs., & Propr's Inc. Farm 102 92 '•8 750 248 33 15 51 
Cl~rical and Kindred Workers 52 27 79 73 167 33 - 32 
Sales Workers 106 49 36 321 180 62 - 69 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkr11. 285 112 220 189 774 193 9 170 
Operatives and Kindred. Wkrs. 353 165 267 92 798 61 - 147 
Private Household Workers - - 4 - - 5 -
Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv. Household 47 17 23 41 93 26 - 53 
Laborers, eY.cept Mine 58 44 44 32 90 42 - 26 
Occupation Not Reported 33 11 41 81 65 32 - 33 

Female, Employed 404 227 372 682 839 370 25 355 
Profess'l, Tech. & Kindred ll'krs. 48 24 55 176 127 42 8 45 
Mgrs, Offs, & Prop's Incl. Farm 20 - 16 12 19 28 17 8 
Clerical and Kindred Wkrs. 128 60 86 219 258 88 - 114 
Sales Workers 40 40 58 7(, 72 23 - 4.5 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wlcrs. - - - 8 - 8 - 9 
Operatives anJ Kindred Wiers. 26 21f. 63 - 118 55 - 43 
Private Household Wkra. 25 20 31 135 78 27 - 16 
Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv Household 83 35 42 24 133 83 - .58 
Laborers, Except Mine 8 7 - - - - - -
Occupation Not Repor~ed 26 17 22 32 34 16 - 17 

'l'otal Emplo;red 1520 791 1194 3011 3476 lo69 82 1015 
Private Wage and Salar;r Wkra. 1145 624 971 1960 2916 858 52 795 
Govern11ent Wkr•·• 173 54 113 284 297 124 15 124 
Selt-Emplo7ed Workers 174 105 98 739 251 74 15 80 
Unpaid Faail;r Workers 28 8 12 28 12 13 - 16 
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Table ~1Economic Characteristics B7 Ki.nor CiTil Division: 

Lathrup L7on Twp. Madison 
Village 

I 
Heights 

Male, Employed 
Profess'l, Tech, & Kindred Wkre. 968 734 8156 
Mgrs., Offs, & Propr's Inc. Farm 275 41 1244 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 359 148 459 
Sales liorkers 43 32 535 
Craftsmen, Foremen ~ Kindred Wkrs. 135 19 573 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 97 141t 215i1 
Pri~ate Household Workers 21 216 2356 
Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv. Household - - -
Laborers, except Mine 9 23 285 
Occupation Not Reported 5 73 335 

2 11 38 215 
Female, Employed 

Profess'l, Tech~ & Kiudred Wkrs. 228 252 2729 
Mgrs., Offs., & Prop. Incl. Farm 75 32 245 
Clerical and Kindred Wkrs. 28 21 71 
Sales Workers 86 68 106'3 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkrs. 12 19 320 
Operatives and Kindred Wiers. 7 8 24 
Private Household Wkrs. - !J 2 433 
Service Wkra., Exe. Priv. Household 8 15 107 
Laborers, Except Mine 4 43 342 
Occupation Not Roported - 4 16 

8 - 108 
Total Emplo71d 

Private Wage lllld Salar7 lrr'krs. U96 986 10885 
Goverlllllent Workers 811 728 9794 
Sdf- Emplo7ell Workers 93 99 668 
Unpaid !'allil7 Workers 275 151 390 

17 8 33 

' I 
) ) '1 

__ ....:.,. ___ .fl'\. ·-·---- . -· . -- --· "'~--- --
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Oakland Count7, 1960, Major Occupation Group 

Milford Milford fforthrlll• Novi Oak Park 
Twp. 

396 1070 225 1619 9728 
34 174 56 195 2026 
68 95 37 208 2049 
21 75 26 53 529 r 

I 16 ' 63 30 117 2143 I 109 257 39 447 1502 
91 288 33 372 897 J - - - 8 23 

4 62 - 47 233 I 
37 44 4 120 122 ! 16 12 - 52 204 

t 108 345 113 4?9 2965 
43 75 36 47 590 . I 4 8 10 15 163 
18 115 29 166 1149 I 
12 17 12 41 432 f - l ,'3 - - 41 I 4 19 6 52 159 

8 22 16 27 170 
16 69 4 115 149 

3 - - - -- 7 - 16 112 

504 1415 338 2098 l2693 
351 1053 233 1694 8933 

71 211 50 161 9'+7 
82 138 45 232 2650 - ' 13 10 11 163 

~ _ .. __ 
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Table~ Economic Characteristics Dy Minor CiTil Division: Oakland County, 1960, Major Occupation Group 

Oakland Orion Tvp. Oxford Oxford Pleasant Pontiac Pontiac Quaker ton 
Twp. Village Tvp. Ridge Twp. 

667 
I 

564 787 1006 Hale, Employed 2290 19792 2267 5152 
Pro!eas'l, Tech., & JCindred Wiers. 101 187 ?6 50 303 1586 139 896 
Hgra., Offe., ~ Propr's Inc. Farm 130 140 55 80 211 1120 123 719 
Clerbal and Kindred Workers 31 114 46 77 50 1316 169 278 
Salee Workers 36 101 51 55 146 936 102 488 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkrs. 149 648 146 224 154 3907 553 1328 
Operatives and JCindred Workers 106 727 100 ~42 82 7446 767 879 
Private Household Workers 8 4 - - 5 16 - 11 
Service Wkrs, Exe. Priv. Houcehold 20 138 37 11 22 1346 88 115 
Laborers, except Hine 64 97 44 37 21 1263 172 259 
Occupation Not Reported 22 134 9 11 12 856 64 179 

2413 Female, Employed 209 717 305 400 10086 825 1591 
Profees'l, Tech. & Kindred Wkrs. 15 76 32 23 113 1116 130 210 
Hgra., Offs., & Prop. Incl. Farm 5 16 16 - 32 250 8 72 
Clerical and Kindred Wiers. 94 171 60 63 117 2807 216 489 
Sales Workers 13 72 51 42 45 845 70 178 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkre. !.8 20 4 - 3 126 - 13 
Operatives and Kindred Wiers. 15 117 36 46 15 1279 140 164 
Private Household Wiers. 20 65 45 8 31 1061 39 121 
Service Wkra., Exe. PriT. Household 24 124 33 27 25 2027 172 249 
Laborers, except Mine - 8 - 12 - 94 3 12 
Occupation Not Reported 5 48 28 27 19 481 47 83 

Total Elaployed 876 3007 869 1035 1406 29878 3092 6743 
Private Wage and Salar7 Wiers. 674 2542 653 845 1014 25419 2611 5637 
Government Workers 59 258 116 46 152 2993 289 434 
Self-Employed Workers 135 19.5 92 125 231 1368 180 640 
Unpaid Faaily Workers 8 12 8 19 9 98 12 32 

I ' 

'I 

. 1-

-·- -......._ ~ · !"'"" : 
i 
i 

k ' \ I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

L 

'·'\' .. 



:"' 

-~ 

- · .. -

- . - . 

l 
I 

. -- --- ·-·-·"'----.1. ,-~ - -T'"'--- --- - _ __,_ 

) ) II 

~ . 
. 

~•--,,....,, . ' ._.,._ ______ -·-.. ---.-- ., .. -- . - - <-.. ~"""-·------ -
Table A-21Economic Charact•rietics B7 Minor Ci'ri.l Division: Oakland County, 1960, Major Occ1,1P•Uon Group 

Rocheste1' Ros<' Twp. .Royal Oak Royal Oak South Southfield Springfield Sylvan 
City Twp. Lyon Lalce 

Male, Emplored 1387 340 21115 12:!.6 461 8363 630 519 
Profffsa'l, Tech., & Kindred Wkro. 193 16 4302 17 15 1494 33 124 
Mg!'e., Offs., & f'ropr's Inc. Farm 144 97 2l'i81 43 35 1489 81 116 
Clericdl B.l'd Kindred Workers 78 8 1872 44 46 462 25 41 
Salee Workers 149 8 2292 43 7 895 . 24 46 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred W'~rs. 319 64 4697 166 122 2009 165 87 I , 

Operatives and Kindred Workers 284 86 3168 497 137 1351 l.99 59 
Private Household Workers - 5 11 4 - - 4 -
Service Wkra., Exe. Priv. Household 85 12 798 127 36 279 4-0~ 4 
Labo~ers, excP.pt Mine 92 44 606 173 46 190 37 16 
Occupation Not Rep~rted 43 - 688 102 17 194 22 26 

Female, ~ployed nB 113 8494 406 194 2905 152 244 
Profess'l, Tech. & Kindred Wkrs. 139 12 1701 13 16 420 27 .58 
Mgrs., Offs., & Prop. Incl. Farm 39 4 301 14 8 114 16 11 
Clerical and Kindred Wkrs. 211 21 31•69 28 61 1188 32 85 
Sales Workers 42 16 873 15 23 320 24 46 
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred Wkro. 16 - 68 <- 4 - 24 - 3 
Operativea and Kindred Wkrs. 62 16 472 25 32 197 24 5 
Private Household Wkrs. .55 16 388 207 17 150 13 - I 
Service Wkrs., Exe. Priv. Household 140 20 836 131 28 393 12 19 I Laborers, Except Mine 8 8 28 l1 4 13 - -
Occupation Not Reported 16 - 358 38 5 86 4 17 

l 
Total Employed 2115 453 29609 1702 655 11268 782 763 

r Private WRge and SaJ.ary Wkrs. 1601 300 24434 1545 498 8773 561 536 
Government. Workers 270 36 2973 110 78 865 122 138 I 
Sel!-Emplored Workers 225 91 2098 39 68 1.520 99 . 77 I 
Unpaid .ra.111 Work•r• 19 26 l<>'t 8 11 110 12 I -
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Table A.21Economic Characteristics By Minor Civil DiTi~ion: Oakland County, 1960, • llfajor Occupation Group 

Troy Wal.led Lake Waterford w. Bloomtield White Lake Wixom Wolver1Jae 
Tvp. Tvp. Lake 

Male, Thlployed 4764 768 12051 3783 1992 380 56'1 
Profess'l, Tech., ~Kindred Wkrs. 697 106 1402 740 165 38 64 
Mgrs., Off~., & Propr's Inc. Farm 541 70 1108 649 135 15 32 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 237 43 781 27~ 71 7 23 
Sales Workers 334 61 734 518 127 38 38 
Cra.ftamen, Foremen & K.1 ndred Wkrs. 1307 .184 3206 770 576 112 171 
Operativea and Kindred Workers 1083 215 3276 ' ·471 ' 694 116 160 
Private Household Workers 8 - 4 12 - - -
Service Wkre., Exe. Priv. Houe~hold 187 38 522 99 49 18 28 
Laborers, except Mine 216 31 551 87 111 26 34 
OccupRtion Not Reported 154 20 1167 167 64 10 17 

Female, Thlployed 1677 329 4932 1389 685 154 227 
Protese'l, Tech. & Kindred Wkre. 1?7 85 744 335 123 16 35 
Mgrs., Offs~, & Prop. Incl. Far11 4~ 5 118 60 24 8 15 
Clerical and Kindred Wltre. 640 75 1580 493 ·l:98 56 35 
Sales Workers 185 34 .502 106 61 12 27 
Craftsmen, Foremen & K1Jadred Wk.re. 24 9 71 8 11 - 4 
Operatives and Kindred Wkrs. 177 48 486 52 63 19 39 
Private Household Wkre • . 92 23 279 88 24 9 14 
Service Wkrs., Exc • . Friv. Household 271 42 896 155 139 19 58 
Laborers, Except Mine 23 - 12 17 4 3 
Occupation Not Reported 43 8 244 75 38 12 

Total Employed 6441 1097 16983 .5172 2677 .534 794 
Private Wage and Salar7 Wkra. 5438 799 13478 3977 2205 426 681 
Governme~t Workers 470 180 2183 .524 233 58 .56 
Self-Employed Workers 468 109 1206 642 227 41 .53 
Unpaid Family Workers 6.5 9 116 29 12 9 4 
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S~LEG 'l'ED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

MALE EMPLOY.11ENT 

Beve rly Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Addison Avon Berkley Hills Birmingham Hille Towns hip Brandon 

MALE EMPLOYED 

Profess ' l, Tech., Kindred 7 . 8 12 .7 15 . 3 34. 7 29 . 7 23 .1 26 .8 5 . 3 
Mgrs ., Offs. , Propa. 18 . 6 10 .1 9 . 8 30 . d 25.2 1+9. 4 31;.4 8.7 
Cl erical 1.8 Lf • 7 8 .4 4 . 5 5 . 9 3 . 6 3. 5 5 . 3 
Sales 3 .5 5 . 6 9 . 4 16 • .3 18 . o 8 .1 17 . 3 7 .'? 
Craf tsmen 15 .1 2Lf . 2 27 . 0 8 . o 9 . 2 2 . 9 7 . 2 19 .9 
Operative 31.0 27 . 5 20 .4 2 . 8 5 . 7 2 . 3 3 . 9 33 . 3 
Pri ·;ate Hous ehold ---- 0 .1 .... ___ ---- 0 . 2 3 .1 o . 4 
Service Work ers 3 . 5 4. 9 3 . 7 0 . 9 2 . 9 4. 9 1.4 4. 7 
Laborers 11. 3 6 .7 3 . 4 0 . 9 1.5 1.3 1.1 10 .4 
Not. Reported 7 . 3 3 . 6 2 . 5 2 .1 2 . 2 l. 2 5.1 4.7 

Farmington. 
Clawson Commerce Fa rmington City F e i~ndale Franklin Groveland Hazel Park 

MALE EMPLO YED 

Profess '!, Tech., Kindred 17- 3 12 .4 18.1 23 . 4 12.0 25 . 0 2 . 2 6.o 
Mgrs ., Offs., Props. 9 . 0 11.l 24 . 6 12 .4 8 .4 33 .7 18.7 4.4 
Cl er ical 8 . 2 5 . 3 6 .4 7 . 9 7 . 5 4.1 6 . o 7.1 
Sales 8 . 5 9 . 5 9.7 14. 8 7 .5 12 . 3 1.3 4.5 
Craftsmen 26.6 26 . 8 21.2 18 . ... 26 .1 9 . 4 26 . 3 27 .6 . 
Operat ive 20.0 20 .6 11.3 14.o 25.7 5. 2 34.3 37.4 
Private Household 0 .1 ---- 0 . 3 0. 2 ---- ---- ---- ----
Service Workers 4.7 5.1 2 .5 4.4 5.1 1.9 1.3 5.6 
Laborers 3 ·'l 4.9 4.1 2.0 4.1 3.9 8.6 3.8 
Not Reported 1.9 4.4 1.8 2.6 3 .7 4.5 1.3 3.7 
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SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERIS TICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVLSION: OAKLAND GOUNTY 1960 
I 

MALE EMPLOYMENT 

Holly Hunt i ngton Keego Lake Lake 
Highland Twp. !lolly Woods Indep-11ndence Harbor Angelus Orion 

MALE EMPLO YM:E.NT 

Profess 'l, Tech ., _Kindred 7 . 2 8 . 3 7 . 7 32.0 • 8 .It 2.4 49.1 12 . 0 
Mgrs ., Of f s ., Props . 9 .1 16 . 3 5 . 8 32 . 2 9 .4 4.7 26. 3 7 . 7 
Clerical 4 . 7 4. 8 9 . 6 3 .1 6 . 3 4.7 ---- . 4.8 
Sales 9.5 8 . 7 4.4 13 .8 6.8 8.9 ---- 10 .5 
Craftsmen 25 . 5 19 . 9 26 . 8 8 .l 29 .4 27 .G 15.8 25 . 8 
Operatives 31.6 29 . 3 32 . 5 4.o 30 . 3 37 . 3 ---- 22 . 3 
Private Hcusehold __ , .. _ ---- ---- 0. 2 ---- ---- 8.8 ----
Service Workers 4 . 2 3 . 0 2 . 8 1.8 3 . 5 3 . 7 ---- 8.o 
Laborers 5 . 2 7 . 8 5 . 4 1.4 3 .4 6 . o ---- 3 .9 
Not Reported 3 . 0 ?. . o 5 . 0 3 . 5 2 .5 4.6 ---- 5.0 

La thrup Lyon Mad.is on Mill ford 
Vilhge Twp. Heights Twp. Milford Northville Novi Oak Park 

MALE EMPLOYMENT 

Profess ' s , Tech . , Kind~ed 28 .• 4 5 . 6 15- 3 8.6 16.3 24 . 9 12 . 0 20 . 8 
Mgrs ., Offs., Propso 37 .1 20 . 2 5 . 6 17 . 2 8.9 16 . 4 12 .8 21.l. 
Clerical 4. 4 4. 4 6.6 5 . 3 7.0 ll.6 3 . 3 5.4 
Sales 13 . 9 2 . 6 7 . 0 lt.O 5.9 13 . 3 7. 2 22.0 
Craftsmen 10 . 0 19.6 26 .4 27 .5 24 . o 17. j 27.6 15."4 
Operatives 2 . 2 29.4 28 . 9 23 . 0 26 . 9 14.7 23.0 9.2 
Private Household ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 0.5 0~2 

Ser vi .:e Workers 0 .9 3 .1 3 . 5 1.0 5.8 ---- 2.9 2.4 
Laborers 0 . 5 9.9 4.1 9 • . 3 4.1 1.8 7.4 1.3 
Not Reported 2 .5 5. 2 2.6 4.o 0.1 ---- 3.2 2.1 

----.. -. ~·:1'·~"% 

\ 
\ 

1 

-·- ~~-

~-··~r~ 



L......--....! 

'1 ) \ I ) ) ) I 

- -- -·-·- . - · ·-· ~--· -· ---·- ---·-.. -·· -~ 
:.1, • 
~J . -· ·- . ~- .. - - ··-.--·- ·"'- I . 

TABLZ ~~ 
SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVI1 DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

t 

Orion 
Oakland ?~wp • 

MALE EMPLOYED 

Prof~ss 'l, Tech., Kindred 15.1 8 . 2 
Mgra ., Offs., Props. 19.5 6 .1 
Clerical 4.6 5.0 
Sales 5 . :+ 4.4 
Cr'1f tsmen 22 .3 28 . 3 
Operatives 15.9 31.7 
Private Household 1.2 0 . 2 
Service Workers 3 . 0 6.0 
Laborers 9.6 4.2 
Not Repor t ed 3 . 3 5.9 

Rochester Ro se 
MAT..E EMPLOYED 

Profess 'l, Tech., Kindred 13 -9 4.7 
Mgrs., Offs., Props~ io'.4 28 . 5 
Clerical 5 .6 2 .4 
Sales 10 . 7 2 . 4 
Craftsmen 23.0 18.8 
Operatives 20 .5 25 •3 
Private Household ---- 1.5 
Service Wo.!'kers 6 .1 3 . 5 
Laborers 6.6 12 .9 
Not Reported 3 .1 ----

·-;---:-:::-r---

j 

MALE EMPLOYMENT 

Oxford Oxford Pleasant 
Village Twp. Ridge 

13 . 5 6,11 
' 

30.1 
9 . 8 10 . 2 2:::..0 
8 . 2 9.8 5 .0 
9 . 0 7 .0 14.5 

25 .9 28 . 5 15 . 3 
17.7 30.7 8 . 2 
---- ---- 0.5 

6 .6 1.4 2 . 2 
7.8 4.7 2 .1 
1.6 1.4 1.2 

Royal Royal Oak Soi.: th 
Oak ·rownship Lyon 

20 .4 1.4 3 . 3 
12 .7 3 .5 7.6 

8 .9 3.6 10 . 0 
10.9 3 .5 1.5 
22 .2 13 .7 26 .5 
15.0 i10.9 29 .7 

0 .1 0. 3 ----
3.8 10.4 3 .8 
2 .9 14.2 10.0 
3 . 3 8.4 3 .7 

------·--------- -· -----_.. ...--,.--.. -

I Pontiac 
Ponti'.lc Twp. Quakertown f 

I 

I 8.o 6.1 17.4 
5 .7 5.4 14.o [ 
6.6 7.5 5.4 

l 4.7 4.5 9.5 
19.7 28 .4 2'.; .8 
37.6 33 .8 17.l ~ 0.1 ---- 0.2 
6.8 3 .9 2.2 I 6 .If 7.6 5.0 
4. 3 2 .8 3 .5 

Southfield Springfield I 
17.9 5.2 23.9 I 
17 . 8 12 .9 22 .4 

I 5.5 4.o 7.9 
10 .7 3 .8 8.8 
24 . o 26.2 16.8 

i 16.2 31.6 11.4 
---- o.6 ----

3 . 3 6.3 o.8 I 2.3 5.9 3.1 
2.3 3.5 5.0 
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TABLE A~22 I 
I SELBCTED SOCIAL CHARACTERIS '£ICS BY MIN<5RCIVIL DIVISION : OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

MALE ZMPLOYkEN'r 

Sylvan Walled w. Bloomfield 
Lake Tr oy Lake Waterfprd •rownahip White I.ake 

hALE EMPLC'YMEN T 

Profess ' l , Tech ., Kindred 23 . 9 14 . 6 13. 8 n. 6 19.6 8 . 3 
Mgrs ,, Offs ., Props. 22 .4 11 . 'f 9.i 9 . 2 17.2 6.8 
Cl erical 7 . 9 5 . 0 5 . 6 6 . 5 7.1 3 . 6 
Sa l ce: 8. 8 ·; . o 7 . 9 6 .1 13 -7 6 . 4 
Craftsmen ::.6 . 8 27 • '' 24.o 26 . 6 20 . 4 28 . 9 
Operatives ll.4 22 .'( 28 . 0 27 . 2 12.5 34.8 
I'ri va t e Hous ehold ---- 0. 2 , ... ___ ---- 0. 3 ----
Service Workers o. 8 3.9 4.9 4. 3 2.6 2.5 
Laborers 3.1 4. 5 4.o 4. 6 2. 3 5.6 
Not - Report ed 5. 0 3 . 2 2. 6 3 . 9 4.4 3 . 2 

------·---------..-.-::---- . - ~- .. --- ·-----

) 
) \ 

) 

' 1 

~ · -· 

Woiverine ' ' \ I 
Wixom Lake I 

I 10. 0 11. 3 
3. 9 5. 6 
1.8 4.1 r 

10. 0 6 . 7 
29 .5 30 . 2 
30.5 28.2 ---- ----

4. 7 4.9 
6.8 6.o 
2.6 3 .0 
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'.CABLE ,k;;J_ ECONOMIC Cl!ARAC'l'ERIS'l'ICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVI.5ION: OAKLA.'ID COUNTY, ).960 
;-

OGC UPA?ION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 
I 

.13everly Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Addison Avon Berkley Hills Birmingham Hills Township Brandon 

TO'fAL EMPLO YED 6J..8 5,516 8,124 2 , 976 9 , 167 1 , 007 7,296 1,004 

1. Constructior.. 17 281 391 ll9 
' 

343 28 294 41 

2 . Manufacturing .290 2,685 3 , 358 1,203 3 , 082 232 3,077 360 

3 . Transp'arta ti:>n Commun. , 19 287 479 101 407 32 207 61 
& Other Public Utiliti es 

4 . Whol esa le & Retail Trade 81 902 1,726 518 1 , 675 122 1 , 184 160 

5 . Bueiness & Repair Service 4 163 240 108 437 48 301 13 

6. Peraonal Services 33 216 292 108 400 134 294 58 

7. Profess ional & Relate d 29 498 840 495 1,483 252 1,074 141 
Services 

8. Public Administration 24 98 235 40 354 4 70 29 I 

9. Othe r Industries & Mining 121 386 563 28'+ 986 155 795 141 I· (Inc . Not Reported) 
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TABLE _!\dJ ECONOMIC CJ!ARC'!'EHISTIC.S BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISIOH: OAKLAND COUNTY , 1960 

OCCUPAT lON. AND HI DUSTRY GROUP 

Farmington Farmington Hazel 
Clawson Commerce Towns hip (:ity Ferndale Franklin Groveland Park 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 4, 964 2 , 974 1, 9?4 2, 290 12, 253 956 392 9,126 

1. Co1rntruction 252 251 179 120 I 421 61 21 337 

2. Manufactu~ing 2 , 289 1, 208 716 849 5,443 387 196 4,755 

.3. 'rransporta ti on Commun ., 287 140 76 1:50 629 24 23 494 u Other Public Utilities 

4 . Whol esale & Retail '.l'rade 909. 523 426 373 2,312 135 63 1,618 

5. Business & Repai r Servic e 97 85 63 82 340 32 12 290 

6 . Person~l Services 239 115 57 99 i+Ol 39 10 318 

7. Profesoional & Related 1+5) 353 289 383 1, 364 
Ber vices 

131 7 538 

8. Public; Administration 141 55 21 53 424 8 3 229 

9 . Other Industries & Mining 297 239 147 201 919 139 57 547 
( I nc . Not Report ed ) 

==----~~~..-;;::;.;;&;• . 1 .. 

) l 

. J 

··--~ 
_lt· .. A 

- -

J 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 
I 
I 

" \.'I I 

.. 

• -~----..L ... -----"'-.. 



1 - ' ) 

:• _, 

) ) 
I ' I 

) 

--·--,--- A 

TABLE -~=g~ ECONOMIC GliARACTERISTICS BY MIHOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCCUPATION AND IHDUSTRY GROUP 

Holly ' Holly Huntington Independence Ke ego 
Highland '£owns hip Village Woods '£owns hip Harbor 

'l'OTAL EMPLOYED 1, 520 791 1,194 3, 011 3 , 476 1 , 069 

1 . Constz-uciion 96 36 53 166 • 171 50 
2. Manufacturing 6 1.~ 298 558 812 1,715 468 
3, Trans portation Commun., 75 17 50 76 208 39 & Othnr Public utilities 

4 . Wholooal e & Retail Trade 295 183 226 735 561 202 
5 , Business & Repair Servi ce 19 15 17 83 45 25 
6 . Pe r s onal Servic es 54 31 71 191 134 49 
7, Professional & Related 13?. 97 109 664 339 108 

Ser vices 

8. Public Administration 61· 8 27 49 72 43 
9, Other Industries & Mining 176 .106 B.3 235 231 85 

(Inc , Not Repor ted) 

r:__ ---- -- l 

) ) \I \ 
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Lake 
Angelus Orion 

' r 
82 1,015 I 

I 
i r 

24 

9 

33 I 397 ! 47 i 
I 

14 186 i 
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29 I 49 
I 

30 121 I 
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• 1 . 'fABLE __ A:]J EC ONOM I C CHARAC'fERIS'rICS Bi MIN OR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY , 1960 

OCC UPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP j 

Lathr up Lyon t Madis on. Milford 
Village Towns hip lie ights Township Milford · Northville Novi 

Oak 
Park 

r 
'fCTAL EMPLO YED 1 , 1 96' 986 l 0 , 885 50lt 1 , 1fl5 338 2 , 098 

1. Cons t r uction 65 49 600 28 71 7 175 
1, 

455 2 . Mar.uf ac t ur ing 401 5 , 637 215 643 ll.3 868 

3 . Transportation, Commun ., 42 63 lt39 28 65 27 97 & Other Public UL i l i t i eo 

12 , 693 I 
I 

674 I 
3 , 239 I 

I 365 I 
I 

4. Whol esal e & Re t ail Trade 187 95 1 , 909 50 217 61 343 

5 . Bua in~as & Repa i r Se r vi ce 45 30 359 13 16 6 73 

6 . Pe r sona~ SerYices 2'? .?8 265 20 62 22 70 

I 
4, 249 I 

I 
405 I 
594 J 

I 
I 

7 . Pr ofess ion al & Re lated 235 111 771 69 215 84 208 Se1·vic es 1, 727 I 
1 
I 
I 

8 . Publ ic Admini s t rat ion 20 14 243 7 61 --- 47 285 I 
! 

9 . Other Indus tr i es ~ Mi ning 120 185 662 74 65 18 217 (Inc . No t Repor t e1) 

I 
1 ,1 55 I 
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'£ABLE !-=gJ_ ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 

Oaklancl. Orion I Oxfor d Oxford Pl easant Pontiac 
1'owm•hip 'l'o wns hip Village •rowrwhip Ridge Pontiac Township Quakertown 

'l'O'l'AL EMPLOYED 876 3 , 00'1 869 1, 055 1,406 29 ,878 3 ,092 6,7113 

1. Cons truction ;.4 197 44 55 57 860 148 531 I ,VI 
' ' 2. Mant:.f&cturin g 364 1, 509 305 452 417 13 , 418 1, 508 2, 767 

3. ~rnncportation , Comm . , 116 151 41 62 79 1,472 226 357 
& Other Publ ic Utilicies I 11 . Whol esal e & Retail Trade 102 40·'; 155 170 265 1+, 762 433 1, 396 

5. Business & Repair Service 9 46 --- 8 37 634 '74 181 

6. Pers onal Services 36 92 74 ltO B3 1,.901 93 232 

I 7. Professional & Related 78 276 112 66 232 3 , 713 284 682 
Ser vi oes 

8 . Public Administration 32 60 21t 13 33 893 102 103 

9. Other Industries & Mining :..55 2.72 114 169 153 2 , 225 224 499 
(Inc . Not Reporte d) 
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I '£ABLE ~=?J_ ECONOMIC CHARAC 'l'EHIS'i'ICS BY MIN OR CIVU DIVISJ:QN: OAKLAND COUNT Y' 1960 

I 
'l'O'l'AL EMPLO YED 

1. Conatruc tion 

2 . Manufacturing 

3 . Transportation , Commun ., 
~, Othor Publi c · :.i Lill ties 

4. Whol n.sal e & Re t a il Trade 

5 . Bus iness & Repair Service 

6 . Per s onal Services 

7. Profess ional & Related 
Servic es 

8 . Public Administration 

9 ~ Other Intluntries & Mining 
(Inc . Not Report ed) 

Ro se 
Ro ches t er •rownship 

2 , 115 1153 

90 l e 

739 136 

109 24 

394 70 

65 ---
! 04 25 

361 49 

66 4 

187 l :Z9 

OCCUPA'rI ON AND IHDUS'l'R Y GROUP 

Royal Oak Royal Oak South 
City Township Lyon 

29 , 609 l,'?02 655 

1, 353 53 20 

ll, '709 700 • 335 

1,694 40 15 

5 , 455 202 105 

936 88 11 

9111 2118 59 

3 , 913 142 6'.5 

966 118 16 

2 , 662 181 29 

City nf Springfield Sylvan 
Southfield Town'3hip Lako 

11, 268 782 763 

1, 004 91 12 

4, 083 330 261 

535 21 31 

2 , 425 111 :;.34 

300 8 16 

370 33 3 

1, 391 102 160 

258 15 25 

902 73 121 
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•rABLE .A..23- ECO!I OIHC CHARACTERISTICS B1 MINOR CIVIL DIVISION : OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCC TJ PATIOtl AND INDUSTRY GROUP 
I 

Walled Wa t erfor d ·W. Bloomfied White Wolverine 
Troy Lak~ •ro •,nship Township Lake Wixom Lake 

TOTAL EM~LO YED 6 , '1'11 1, 097 16 , 983 5 , 172 2 ,677 534 794 

1 . Con s truct i on 487 70 853 329 204 37 40 , 
2 . Manufactur i ng 2 , 737 423 6 , 957 1 , 914 1 , 108 222 326 

3 . Tr ana?or.tat ion, Commun ., 339 68 1, 001 217 192 38 48 
& Ot her Public Ut ilities 

' 4 . Whol esal e & Retail Tr ade 1,115 178 2 , 935 908 435 94 175 

5. Bus i ness & Repair Service 201 20 . 409 162 64 --- 24 

6 . Per s onal Services 193 32 634 173 75 23 22 

7. Prof ess i~nal & Related 54 9 163 2 , 265 811 290 110 105 
Services 

8 . Pu~li c Admini s tration 1112 44 53 4 l .W 65 35 8 

9 . Other Industr ies & Mining 678 99 1 , 395 528 2411 45 46 
(Inc . No t Reported ) 

) 

~ 



'1 ) I ) ) 

.,, 
. ....J ····-rr --
! . I. , . "-.~ ~ 

! . " 
I 

l 

----·- .,---.A. 

) ) 

I 
) 

I 

-··~ 

I 

J 
\ ~, ····-····-l .... ~ .. 

%TABLE !-=g~- ECONOMIC CHARAC TERISTI CS BY JUNOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCC UPATION AND INDUSTRY GRou"p 

Be verly Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Addison Avon Berkl ey Hills Bir mingham Hills Township Brandon 

·roTAL EMPLO YED 100 ~ 

l. Const ruction 2 .8 5.1 If .8 4.o ' 3.7 2 .8 4.o If .l 

'• 2. hanufac tu ring· 46.9 48.7 4J..4 1+0.5 33.6 23.0 42.3 35.9 

3. Trans por ta tion, Commun., 3 .1 5.2 5.9 3.4 4.4 3.2 2.8 6.1 
& Other Utilities 

4. Wholesal e & Ret a il Tr ade 13.l . 16.3 21.2· 17.4 18.3 12.l 16.2 15.9 

5. Bu~ inesa & Ro pai~ Ser vic es o.6 3.0 3 .0 3.6 4.8 l+.8 4.1 l.} 

6. Personal Services 5.3 3.9 3 .6 : 3.G .4.4 13-3 _4.o .!.5.8 

7. Profess ional & Related 4.7 9 . 0 l0.3 16 .7 16.2 25.0 14.7 14.o 
Services 

8. Public Administration 3.9 ' 1.8 2.9 1.3 3.9 o.4 1.0 2.9 

9. Ot her Industries & Mining 19.6 7.0 6.9 9.5 l0.7 15.4 10.9 14.o 
(Incl. Not Reported) r 

-----·---·-··--------- ----~--------------...J.----~--
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1 ~ % TA3Ll.: -k~~ ECONOMIC CHAR'\C'l'ERISTICS BY 11INOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

1 
OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 

Farmington Farmington Hazel 
Clawson Commerce Township City Ferndale Franklin Groveland Park 

TO'i'AL EMPLOYED 100 % 
1. Construction 5.1 8.4 9.1 5.2 3.4 6.4 5.4 3.7 

' 2 . Manufacturing 46 .l 40.6 36.3 37.1 44.4 4o.6 49.9 52.1 

3. Transportation, Commun., 5.9 4.7 3.8 5.7 5.1 2.5 5.9 5.4 
7 Other Utilities 

4. Wholesale & Retail Tra~.e 18.3 17.8 21 .6 16.3 18.9 14.o 16.o 17.7 

5. Business & Repair Services 2.0 2.9 3.2 - 3.6 2.8 3.3 3.1 3.2 

6. Personal Services 4.8 3.9 2.9 4.3 3.3 4.1 2.6 3.5 

7. Professional & Ile lat ~d 9.1 11.9 14.6 16.7 11.1 13.7 1.8 5.9 
Services 

8. Public Administrat.ion 2.8 - 1.8 l.l 2.3 3.5 o.8 o.8 2.5 

9. Other Industries & Mining 5.9 8.o 7.4 
(Ipcl. Net Reported) 

8.8 7.5 14.5 14.5 6.o 

I , 

1· L ------· . .- i'·f ~~ ------------------;--:----..-- -- -- - -·----
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% TABLE -~=~~ ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 
I 

Holly Holly Huntington Independence Keego Lake Lake 
Highland Tow:iship Village Woods Township Harbor Angelus Orion 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 100 % 

1. Cons truction 6.3 4.6 4.4 5.5 4.9 4.7 --- 3 •. 3 

2. Hanufacturing 40.3 37.7 46.8 27.0 ' 49.4 43.9 29.3 39.2 

7 Transportation, Commun., 4.9 2.1 4.2 ,, . 2.5 6.o 3.6 11.0 4.6 
& Other Utilities 

4. Wholesale & Retail Trade 19.4 23.1 18.9 24.4 16.1 18.9 17.1 18.3 

5. Business & Rdpair Services 1.2 1.9 1.4 2.8 1.3 2.3 --- 2.9 

6. Personal Services 3.6 3.9 5.9 6.3 3.9 4.6 6.1 4.8 

7. Profesoional & Related 8.7 12.3 9.1 22.1 9.7 10.1 36.5 11.9 
Services 

8. Public Administration 4.o 1.0 2.3 1.6 2.1 4.o --- 4.1 

9. Other Industries & Mining n.6 13.4 7.0 7.8 6.6 8.o --- 10.9 
(I:ic. Not Reported) , . 
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% TABLE _4--2.4.. ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 100 % 

Lathrup 
Village 

1. Constructi:m 5.4 

2. Manufacturing 38.l 

3. Transportation, Commun., 3.5 
& Other Utilities 

4. Wholesale & Re ta:!.l Tr ade , 15~6 

5. Bus iness & Repair Services 3.8 

6. Personal Services 2.3 

7. Professional & Related 19.6 
Services 

8. Public Administration 

9. Other Industries & Mining 
(Inc. Not Reported) 

l.? 

10.0 

J,yon 
Township 

5.0 

40.6 

6.4 

9.6 

3.0 

3.9 

11.3 

1.4 

18.8 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 

Manis on 
Helghts 

5.5 

51.9 

4.o 

17.5 

3.3 

2.4 

7.1 

. 2.2 . 

6.1 

Milford 
Township 

5.6 

42.6 

5.6 

9.9 

2.6 

4.o 

13.7 

1.4 

14.6 

Milford 

5.0 
I 

45.5 

4.6 

15.3 

1.1 

4.4 

15 .• 2 

4.3 

4.6 

Northville Novi 

2.1 

33.4 

8.o 

18.o 

1.8 

6.5 

24.9 

5.3· 

8.3 

41.5 

4.6 

16.4 

3.5 

3,.3 

9.9 

2.2 

l0.3 

Oak 
Park 

5.3 

25.5 

2.9 

33.5 

3.2 

4.7 

13.6 

2.2 

9.1 

) 
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% TABLE _!!::?.~ EC(lNOMIG CHARAC'l'ERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY , 1960 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 100 ~ 

1. .Conatruction 

2. Ma!lufacturing 

3 . ~rnnRportation , Commun., 
& Other Utilities 

I+• Wholesale & Re tail Trade 

5. Business & Repair Services 

6. Personal Services 

7. · Prof essional & Ralated 
Ser vices 

8. Public Administration 

9. Other Industries & Mining 
(Inc. Not Reported) 

Oaklund 
Township 

6.2 

41.5 

5.3 

ll.6 

1.0 

4.1 

8 .• 9 

3.7 

17.7 

. . 

Orion 
Township 

6 .6 

50.?. 

. 5.0 

13.4 

1.5 

3.1 

9.2 

2.0 

9.0 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 

Oxford 
Village . 

5. 1 

35 .1 

4.7 

17.8 

----
8.5 

.12.9 

2.8 

l}.l 

Oxford 
Township 

5.3 , 
43.6 

6.o 

16.4 

o.8 

3.9 

E.4 

1.3 

16.3 

Pl easant 
Ridge 

4.1 

29.7 

;i.6 

18.8 

2.6 

5.9 

20.1 

2.3 

10.9 

Pontiac 

2.9 

45.0 

4.9 

15.9 

2.1 -
6.4 

12.4 

3.0 

7.4 

Pon tiac 
Township 

4.8 

1+8.8 

7.3 

14.o 

2. 4 

3.0 

9.2 

3.3 

7.2 

Quakertown 

7.9 

41.0 

5.3 

20.7 

2.7 

3.4 

10.1 

1.5 

7.4 

·---------··--···· --- ----·-·-·---- ----.------·---··-· 
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% TABLE -~-:.~1!_ ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

~ 

) 
I . 

OCCUPA'rION AND IN DU S'rRY GROUP 

Rose R0y9l Oak Royal Oak South Southfield Sprin~field Sylvan 
Ro ches t er Township Gi.ty Township Lyon City Towns hip Lake 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 100 % 

1. Cons t r uction 4.3 3 .5 4.6 3.1 .. 3.1 8 .9 11.5 1.6 
2 . Manufar:: tu r ing 34.9 30.0 39. 4 41.1 51. 2 36.3 42.2 34.1 
3. Transportation, Commnn., 5.2 5.3 5.7 2. /. 2.3 4.7 2.7 4.1 

& Ot her Rel ated Util i ties 

11. Whol esal e & Re t a il Trade 18.6 15.5 18.4 ll.9 16.o 21.5 14.2 17.6 
5. Bus iness & Repa ir Servic es 3.1 ---- 3.2 5.2 1.7 2.7 1.0 2.1 
6. Per s ona l Services · 4.9 5.5 3.2 14.6 9.0 3.3 4.2 o.4 
7. Profess ional & Related 17.1 10.8 13.2 

Services 
8.3 9.9 12.3 13.0 20.9 

8. Public Adminis tra tion 3.1 0.9 3.3 2.8 2.4 2.3 1.9 3.3 
9. Other I ndus t r i es & Mining 8.8 28.5 9.0 10.6 4.4 8.o 9.3 15.9 

( Inc. Not Reported) 
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% TABLE _bg~ ECONOMIC CHARAC 'l'ERIS'rICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 
I 

Rose Roy9l Oak Royal Oak South Southfield Springfield Sylvan 
Rochester Township City Township Lyon City ·.rownship Lake 

·roTAL EMPLO YED 100 % 
1. Cons truction 4.3 3.5 4. 6 ).1 

' 
3.1 8 .9 11.5 1.6 

2 . H.lnufa ct11ring 34.9 30.0 39 .4 41.1 51.2 36.3 42.2 34.1 

3. 'f ransporta ti on, Commnr.., 5.2 5.3 5.7 2.4 2.3 4.7 2.7 4.1 
& Other Related Utilities 

If• Wholesale & Re tail Trade 18.6 15-5 18.4 11.9 16.o 21.5 14.2 17.6 

5. Bus iness & Repair Services 3.1 ---- 3.2 5.2 1.7 2.7 1.0 2.1 

6. Per1>onal Services · 4.9 5.5 3.2 14.6 9.0 3.3 4.2 o.4 
7. Profeesional & R~lated 17.1 10.8 13.2 8.3 9.9 12.3 13.0 20.9 

Services 

8. Public Administration 3.1 0.9 3.3 2.8 2.4 2.3 1.9 3.3 

9. Other Industries & Mining 8.8 28.5 9.0 10.6 4.4 8.o 9.3 15.9 
(Inc. Not Reported) 
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· % 'l'ABLE -~=~~ ECOilOJ.lIC CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY GROUP 
I 

Walled Wa t erford W. Bloomfield White Wr:>l yerine 
Troy Lake Towns hip Township Lake Wixom Lake 

TOTAL E}!PI.O YED 100 % 

1. Con s truction 7 .6 6. '+ 5.0 6.3 7. 6 6.9 5.0 
~ 2. Manufacturing '+2.5 38.6 41.1 37.1 41.5 41.6 41.2 

3. Trans portation, Commun., 5.3 6.2 5.9 4.2 1.2 7.1 6.o 
& Other Related Utilitie~ 

'•. Whol esale & Re tail 'Trade 17.3 16.2 17.3 17.6 16.2 1·7.6 22.0 
5, Bus iness & Repair Services ~.l 1.8 2.4 - 3.1 2.4 ---- 3.0 
6. Per s cnal Services 3.0 2.0 3,7 3.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 
7. Profess ional & Related 8.5 14.9 

Services 
13 .3 15.7 10.8 7.5 13.2 

8. Public Administration 2.2 '+.o 3.1 2.5 2.4 6.6 1.0 
9. Other Industrieo & Mining 

(Inc, Not Reported) 
10.5 9.0 a.2 10.2 9·.l 8.4 5.8 

I 
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TABLE -~~~ ECONOMI~ CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS: OAKLAND COUNTY 1950 

FAMILY INCOME 
Hazel Huntington 

Berkley Birmingham Clawson Ferndale Park Holly Woods 
*INCOME IN 1949 

Total fam i lies and unrelated individuals 5,120 4,870 1,590 8, 850 5, 215 ?90 1,425 
' 

Less than. 11500 215 245 100 410 165 115 40 •· 
r ~500 t o 11999 '70 150 45 235 130 55 10 

n,ooo to 111 , 499 115 150 10 
, 

155 140 45 55 I 
I 31, 500 to $1 , 999 70 1'70 45 210 180 45 5 I 

$2 , 000 to 112 ,499 185 145 45 355 1'70 . 75 5 
$2 , 500 to $2 , 999 275 165 105 535 11·15 85 10 
$3 , 000 to $3 ,499 460 140 200 1050 830 125 35 
113 , 500 to 115 , 999 575 300 185 1005 705 55 40 
$4 , 000 to $4 ,499 560 225 190 905 525 30 55 
54 ,500 to a4 ,999 580 240 110 655 370 10 60 
S5 ,ooo t o 115 , 999 8_)0 510 230 1210 615 35 125 
S6 ,ooo to $6 ,999 420 380 120 770 290 20 195 
117 , 000 to 119 ,999 505 540 115 730 340 15 285 
$10, 000 and over 185 980 40 260 85 10 395 
Income no t reported 165 4_-;o 50 325 195 70 . 110 

Median Income 4,522 4,092 2,647 7,237 

_ __.;. 
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TABLE _fli:-:-3]_ ECONOMIC CHAHACTE RISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS: OAKLAND COUNTY 1950 
FAMILY INCOME 

(c ontinued) 

Pleasant 
· Oak Pa r k Ridge Ro ches ter Royal Oak Wall ed Lake 

• rncoME IN 1949 
Total f ami lies and unrelate d iudividuals 1, 295 l, C4CJ 1,480 13 , 555 81 0 

Less than $500 40 65 115 620 30 
11500 t o a999 20 · 15 95 280 35 
)11, OOU t o \11, lf99 25 10 75 320 50 
u , 500 t o Sl, 999 10 20 70 340 50 
112 , 000 to $2,499 25 20 90 565 70 
\12 , 500 t o \1 2 , 999 60 35 11~; 640 Bo 
$3 , 000 to ;!3 , 499 185 30 150 1350 95 
$3 , 500 t o S3 ,999 125 25 170 .l) 65 80 
1) 4, 999 to 114 , 499 130 25 145 1320 55 
$4 , 500 to $4 , 999 125 40 110 1150 50 
$5,000 to $5 , 999 200 115 130 1925 70 
1)6 , 000 to $6, 999 14C 110 70 1210 50. 
11? , 000 tc $9 ,999 90 175 75 1275 25 
$10 , 000 and over 50 260 25 750 45 
Income not r eported 70 95 45 545 25 

Median Income 4,471 6 ,659 3 ,522 3 ,408 
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TABLE -~-:.~Ii. ECONOMIC CH.A.RACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

FAMILY INCOME 

Beverly . Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Addis on Avon Berkley Hills Bi r mingham Hills Township Brandon Clawson 

~FAMILY INCOME IN 1959 

ALL FAM ILIES 449 3,844 5, 803 2, 304 6, 674 621 5,749 728 
Under $1, 000 12 67 82 25 102 --- 108 17 
$1,000 to Sl, 999 19 101 12.3 16 139 15 119 40 
$2 , 000 to $2 ,999 31 113 173 12 99 --- 127 56 
113 t 000 tO 113 I 999 31 174 250 16 173 -:, 96 66 
$4 , 000 to $4 , 999 48 319 385 31 257 47 116 60 
!15 , 000 to $5 ,999 37 482 663 69 355 4 118 122 
S6 ,ooo to S6 ,999 51 507 760 76 469 12 195 134 
$7 , 000 to S'?,999 60 357 790 150 536 19 221 78 
S8 ,QOO to $8 ,999 46 360 625 i111 492 2.3 201 49 
$9,000 to $9 ,999 17 308 516 171 472 20 229 40 
$10,000 to $14,999 70 797 l,121 792 1,681 60 1,474 57 
$15,000 t o $24,999 27 213 283 564 1, 247 60 1,582 4 
125,000 'nd over ------ 46 32 241 652 358 1,163 5 

MEDIAN INCOtiE FAMILIES 6,912 ----- 7,589 ----- 10,723 10,000+ ----- 6,022 
FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. 6,473 ----- 7,333 ----- 9,370 13,559 ----- 5,61+1 
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TABLE -~".:.~~ ECONOMIC CHARACTERIS'rICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

FAMILY INCOME \ 

I Holly Holly Hun tington Kt:!ego Lake I,ake Lathrup 
Township Village Woods Independence Harbor Angelus Orion Village I 

°FAM IL1 INCOME IN 1959 i ALL FAMILIES 528 823 2 , 270 2 , 593 697 59 681 982 v Under ;il , 000 8 2'1 72 53 15 --- 36 17 I 

n,ooo to i)l , 999 32 53 56 51 ' 30 46 12 l ---
$2 , 000 to 1!2 ,999 31 49 48 7'+ 32 --- 54 16 
li ;J , 000 to 113 , 999 5.5 50 49 140 54 5 34 15 f 
114 , 000 to )4 , 999 71 112 36 215 56 --- 67 24 
115 , 000 to ll5 , 999 59 112 57 435 142 --- 126 23 
116 , 000 tu 116 , 999 69 117 125 464 103 --- 54 24 
$?,000 to 117 , 999 .55 79 80 305 65 --- 45 11 
$8 , ooo to 118 , 999 59 100 135 215 42 16 51 .39 I 
119 , 000 to 119 , 999 37 41 120 195 34 8 29 67 

/. $10 , 000 t o $14 , 999 51 60 650 327 104 15 114 288 
s15,ooo to $24 , 999 23 14 487 95 16 6 21 255 
1125 , 000 and over --- 9 355 21+ 4 9 4 191 I 
MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 6 ,1 45 6 , 073 12,746 6,708 6,189 --- 5,821 14, 219 

FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. 5 ,593 5,535 11,.988 6,553 5,770 --- 5,418 13 ,878 
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TABLE _ _A.:].§ ECONOMIC CHARAC~RISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DI VISION : 

· FAM:i:U INCOME 

I.yon Madis on Milford 
Township Heights Township Milford Northville 

•FAM ILY INCOME IN 1959 
ALL FAMILIES 697 8 , 250 362 1,051 I 223 

Under ill , 000 30 141 4 36 ---
$1, 000 to $1 , 999 17 198 5 11; 13 
$2 ,000 t o $2 , 999 59 230 16 30 ---
$3 , 000 to $3 ,999 111 311 22 46 3 
$4 , ooo to $4,999 67 .591 22 57 11 
$5 , 000 to $5 ,999 100 1,195 70· ll8 3 
116 , 000 to $6 , 999 102 1, 270 51 202 40 
117 , 000 to $7 ,999 'll+ 1,203 62 138 31c 
$8 1 000 to SB , 999 58 875 44 ll2 23 
119 , 000 to $9 , 999 39 745 12 Bo 25 

·1110 ,999 t o $14,999 71 1, 3) 7 37 141 54 
$15, 000 to $24,999 32 142 9 48 17 
$25 1 000 and over 7 12 8 19· --
MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 6 ,338 7 ,157 6 ,824 7 , 091 8, 326 

FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. 5,951 6 ,985 6 ,333 6,770 8,196 

OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

Novi Oak Park 

1, 587 9, 325 
65 195 
49 152 
58 190 
72 266 

141 520 
221 733 
174 932 
175 1, 050 
127 918 
102 796 
300 2 , 289 
84 950 
19 334 

7, 077 8,686 
6,576 8,417 

Oakland 

617 
9 

10 
30 
33 
43 
55 
41 
63 
66 
66 

149 
43 
9 

8,371 
7,849 

-.,-

l 
i 

I 
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TABLE _.}~26 ECONOIHC CIIARAC'l'E•RISTICS B I MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

~'AMIL Y IHCOME 

Farmington Farmington Hazel 
Comm e r c'e Township City Fern dale Franklin Groveland !:'ark Highland •FAMIL { INCOME IN 1959 

ALL 7AMILIES 2, 285 1, 1+50 1, 631 8 , 390 730 316 6 , 612 1, 225 Und er \11, 000 53 4 28 137 16 10 130 50 lll , 000 to Jil , 999 90 39 19 246 8 17 288 56 11 2 , 000 to 32 , 999 95 33 lt3 378 --- 20 351 94 33 , 000 to 113 , 999 86 56 '+7 415 16 20 385 67 S4 , ooo to it4,999 166 57 66 710 4 39 676 126 l\5 , 000 to 11'.:i,999 286 63 88 1,130 8 45 1,079 161 l6 , ooo to S6 , 99? 324 148 182 1,112 39 45 1, 016 187 S7 , ooo ';o 117 , 999 245 118 235 1 , 049 23 53 824 167 118 , ooo to 1i8 ,999 227 :;.28 166 763 19 9 580 94 119 , 000 to 119 , 999 140 100 162 660 34 19 444 62 $10, 000 t o 1114,999 427 440 420 1,442 162 29 750 140 i l 5 , 000 t o $2 4,999 117 141 146 290 219 ::.o 85 21 1125 , 000 and over 29 12.3 29 51; 182 -- 4 
MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 9 , 790 8 ,648 7,064 16,644 6,156 6 , 391 6 ,313 FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. ----- 9, 250 7,992 6,523 14,938 5 , 733 6,109 6,078 

I --·-· ,.. .• -· .._-~- .. -~-~ _,, 
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TABLE __ A:~~ ECONOMI C CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DI VISION: OAKLAND COUN'.I.'Y 1%0 

FAMHY INCOME 

Orion Oxfo r d Oxford Pleas ant Pontiac 
To11ns hip Villa ge Town s hip Ridge Pon t i ac Township Quakertown Rochester 

*FAMILY I NCOME IN 1959 
2, 268 783 1, 054 '19,734 1,443 ALL FAME.ms 597 2, 219 5, 017 

Uno.er H , 000 l+Lf ?.8 28 16 708 76 114 40 
n ' 000 to 111 ' 999 76 46 24 28 1, 232 71 139 63 
$2 ,000 to $2 ,999 89 42 29 17 1,132 149 160 48 
S3 , QOO to $3 , 999 93 77 75 35 1, 388 131 194 77 
$4, 000 to 11 4,199 193 64 54 34 2,120 185 417 111 
11 5,000 to 115,999 473 119 145 65 3 , 211 364 446 153 
S6,ooo to 56,999 362 67 109 70 2,407 395 561 174 
37,000 to 117,999 275 lt2 59 6? 1,925 203 472 163 
58, ooo to SB,999 164 28 82 71 1,552 147 461 192 
11 9,000 to $9,999 135 35 49 82 1,227 128 386 105 
$10, 000 to 1114,999 305 38 100 270 2, 259 330 1,138 262 
$15,000 to 524,999 55 11 25 182 431 l+Q 427 4" ' 
$25,000 and over 4 --- 4 117 92 --- 102 8 

MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 6,459 5, 349 6, 335 10' '7'78 6,011 ----- ----- 7, 340 
FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. 6,271 4,299 5,920 9,854 5,461 ----- ----- 6,449 
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TABLE -~':.~.fi_ ECO~OMIC CHARAC 'l'ER'rsu cs BY MINOR CIVIL DI VISION: OAKLAND COUNTY l 960 

FAMILY IN COME 

Royal Royal Oak Sou t h Sylvan 
Rose Oak Township Lyon Southfield Springfield Lake Troy 

•FAMI LY I NCOME I N 1959 
460 ALL YAMI LIES 375 20 , 446 1,683 ,8,196 61 3 577 4, 870 

Und er ll l, 000 21 .5 47 2011 12 118 30 11 84 
n ,ooo to lll, 999 54 405 279 7 169 35 7 140 
112 , 000 to $2 , 999 28 525 236 37 240 45 18 225 
113 , 000 to 113 ,999 28 607 223 40 307 52 11 218 
11 4 , ooo t o 11 4 , 999 57 1 ,109 2) 7 35 1+93 62 10 388 
$5 , 000 t o ll '.;> , 999 29 1 , 99 1+ 168 53 eoo 113 44 464 
116 , 000 t o 116 , 999 37 2 ,399 109 55 759 . 89 45 543 
117 , 000 t o 117 , 999 38 2 , 403 61~ 49 886 42 67 634 
11 8 , ooo to 118 , 999 23 2 , 358 70 49 843 48 71 523 
$9 , 000 to 119 , 999 :t,6 2 , 019 29 17 631 38 78 314 
1110, 000 to Sl4, g99 36 4, 673 115 85 1, 841 45 163 899 
1115 , 000 to !124, 999 --- 1, 308 . 11 21 754 9 40 332 
!125 , 000 and ove r 8 299 8 --- 375 5 12 lo6 

MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 4,991 8, 184 3 , 549 6, 836 8, 387 5,730 9,058 7,588 
FAM. & UNREL. INDIV. 4,746 ' 7 , 629 3 , 094 6, 356 7,934 4,940 8,803 7, 340 

~l'~l..._.~-:·-..;. ___ ,, 
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TABLE _A-:a6. ECONOMI C CHARAC 'rERtS 'rICS BI MINOR CIVIL DI VIS ION: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

FAMILY INCOME 

..,all ed w. Bloomfield Whit e Wol verine 
Lake Wat erford To"inship Lake Wixo:n Lake 

•FAMILY INCOME IN 1959 • I 
ALL FAMILIES 873 11, 908 3 , 753 2,. 038 

Under 111 , 00(1 · 52 241 56 103 
111 , 000 to U , 999 36 295 135 95 
112 , 000 to 1i2 , 999 39 1fl5 146 76 
$3 , 000 to 115 , 999 56 254 106 139 
114 , 000 to i4 ,999 81 77l 167 181 
ll5 , 000 to 115 , 999 174 1, 709 311 319 
$6 , 000 to 116 , 999 106 1 ,681 333 223 
117 , 000 to $7 , 999 95 1,494 346 249 
118 ,ooo to 118 , 999 60 1,133 271 174 
119 , 000 t o 119 , 999 52 1, 057 345 162 
~1 0 , 000 to 1114,999 110 2 ,137 928 249 
1115,000 to S24,999 1 2 378 401 .';i9 
1125 , 000 and over --- 70 208 9 

MEDIAN INCOME FAMILIES 6, 080 ------ ------ 6,475 
FAM. & UNREL . INDIV. 5,911 ------ ----- 6,013 

~---- -· 
• f - .. ' :;;: 

406 
39 
15 
19 
44 
28 
50 
27 
1+4 
52 
37 
47 ---
4 

6,296 
5,731 

596 
12 
23 
16 
32 
65 
(6 
61 
92 
56 
20 

135 
8 

7,141 
6,962 
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·1 Addis on 

I FAM'ILY IHCOME 1959 
I Total Familil'S 41f9 

Under $3,UOO 62 
~ 10,000 and over 97 

Farmington 
Citl 

Total Families J. ,631 
Under S3 ,000 90 
Sl0,000 and over 595 

Indep. 
Towns hip 

'ro tal Famili es 2,593 
Under 10 1 000 178 
~ 1 0 1 000 and over lt1f6 

Novi 
Villa~ 

'fatal Families 1,587 
Under $3 ,000 172 
Sl0, 000 and over 133 

") ) 
I ) I 

·-··------ .. ---·· ~- . ... 

TABLE - ·A..2.1. lllC Ol-IE: MII10R CIVIL DIVISION: 

Beverly 
A·rnn Berkl ez hills Brimin~ham 

3 ,8114 5,803 2 ,3011 6,6'?4 
281 378 53 3LfO 

1, 056 1,436 1, 597 . 3 , 580 • 
Farmingtor1 
Town:> hip Fern dal e Franklin Grovel and ----
1,450 8, 39::i 730 316 

76 761 24 47 
·104 . 1,790 563 39 

Keego Lake .-.ake Lathrup 
Harbor CitJ: An gelus V. Orion V~~l· Village 

697 59 681 982 
77 -- 136 45 

J 24 30 139 734 

Oak Oakland Orion Oxford 
Park _Towns hi.P_ Townshi;Jl Villa5e 

9,325 617 2,268 .597 
537 49 209 l16 

3,573 201 364 I 49 

1••·······---.. ·-----· - -__... ..-~------·-----·-----· 

) "1 

·---r·---.r- .f 
I 

·-:-r ·- -- .A 
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· · ---~·· .. -· -·-· ·--- ,._,._..,......~ 

OAKLAHD COUNTY; 1960 • 

Bloomfield Bloomfield Brandon Clawson Comm erce 
Hills To1m s hi,E •ro1-mshi.e_ Citl Towns hip 

621 5,749 728 · 3,618 2,285 
15 35 9- 113 187 238 

478 4, 219 66 822 573 

Haze l Highland Holly Holly Huntington 
-Park !own s hip Touns~ Vi~ \foods 

6,612 1, 225 528 823 2,270 
769 200 71 129 176 
839 161 74 83 1,492 

Lyon Madison Milford Milford Northville 
_!_o wns hip ~J:..t~hts Town s h.!£ Vil}.~_g~ CitY._ 

697 8,250 362 1,051 223 
106 569 25 80 13 
llO 1,491 54 208 n ' · 

I ,. 
Oxford Pleasant Pontiac Pontiac Quakertown 
TownshiJ2 Rid5e ~ Township 

783 1,054 19,734 2,219 5,017 
81 61 3,122 296 413 

;J..29 - 569 2,78 .~ . J?O 1,667 
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TABLE -~-:?_l IN COME: MINOR CIVIL DIVISION: OAKLA!lD COUNTY; 1960 

Roch e s tex· Rose Royal Oak 
Vill~_e_ _!o.:v.!:~~ .QilY._ __ 

Total Families 1,4:13 375 20 , 11'16 
Und FJ r 113 , 000 151 103 1,277 no , 000 an d ove r 317 114 6,28C 

West 
Bloomfield Whit e Lake i/ixorn 
'fo_::mship ~~ship_ §L_ 

To tal Familie;;i 3,753 2,038 406 ' Under li3,000 337 274 73 Slo,ooo and over 1,537 317 51 

111111111111111111911111111111111111111111111~:--~~~---:,:. ~.--:.~-~-=-~~-~~~-· 

Royal Oak 
!9.~EI.e._ 

1, 683 
719 
64 

WolverinEt 

South Lyon 
!.'?.:l_nship_ 

1+60 
56 

106 

Water.ford 
Lake Vil)~~ Township 

596 11,908 
.51 951 

143 2,585 

~~~-~~~~--~ 

Springf i e ld Sylvau 
- ~out~ Towns hip ~-

8,196 
527 

2,950 

613 
110 
59 

577 
36 

215 

") 
r 

Troy 

11,870 
449 

1,337 

) I 

. - -_ _.-.,._ 

Walled 
Lake • 

853 
127 
122 

·r 
~~-.. 

I 
1· 
I : 

,. 

L 
I 
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l 
Rocheste::-
'v illage 

·ro tal Families 
Und er $j , OOO l G. 5 
il:i.0 ,000 and o ver 22 . 0 

Wes t 
Bloomfield 
TownshiE 

I •rotal Families 
Und er jl.j , 000 9 . 0 

'1 
no , ooo and over '+1. 0 

l 

I I ' I 
) 

··- -r·--- .A. . 

% 'l'ABLE _k-28 INCOME: MINOR crvn.:. DIVISION: OAKLAND COUNTY, 1960 

I 

Rose Royal Oak Royal Oak South Lyon Springfield Sylvan 
Towns hiE Ci_t)' ____ Town_~J:I>__ •rownshi.E__ Southfield TownshiE Lake 

27 . 5 6. 2 42 . 7 1 2 . 2 6 .4 17 •. 9 6.2 
11.7 30 . 7 3 . 8 23 . 0 36.0 9.6 37 . 3 

Whit e Lake Waterford wixom Wolverine 
Townshi_e .'.!;'ownahi_L .£.UL Lake Vi:i.lage 

13 . 4 8 . o 18. o e .s 
15.6 21. 7 12 .6 24.o 

) 

I 

Troy 

9.2 
27.5 

1 I 

..._.._ ...... ~ 

Walled 
Lake 

14.9 
14.3 

- ' ,..,._ .. 

.. 
,. I 

" ~:_, 

I 

I 
I, 
I \ ' t 
I'" ' 
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. Tf>.BLE A-29 

J 
1 Rel~tive In~ome By Minor Civil Divisions, 1950-1960 

j 

195Ll Median 
Family Income 

1950 Median FemUy Income 
as % of County Total 

1960 Median 
Family IncollX! 

1960 Median Family Income 
!I.I! % of County Total 

1950 Median 
Family Inco!IW! 

1950 Median Family Income 
!I.I! % of County Total 

1960 Median 
Family Income 

1960 Median Family Income 
as % of Co1mty TOtal 

Addison '!\Ip. & 
r..eonard Village 

6,912 

91.23 

Avon Twp. 

7 ,896 

104,21 

Brandon Twp. t. Clawson 
Ortonville Village City 

4 ,092 . 

101.51 

6,022 7 ,586 

79,Sli 100.12 

------~-----:::--~~~----. 

Berkley City 

4 , 522 

112.17 

7 ,589 

100 . 16 

Co~rce 

Township 

7,175 

94,70 

Beverly Hill11 
Vil::.age 

10,561 

139. lio 

Farmington 
City 

8,6li8 

114.14 

Birmingham 
City 

5 ,898 

lli6,31 

10,723 

llil, 43 

Farmington 
Township 

9,790 

129.21 

--~..=---- . .... , 

) 
I 

Bloomfield 
Hills City 

25,000 

329,98 

Quakertown & 
Woodcreek Fanns V, 

a . 013 

105. 76 

:, . . 

) I 

·----~ 

Bloomfield 
Township 

14,912 

196. 82 

Ferndale 
City 

4,337 

107.88 

7,064 

93.23 

., ~.:1-:: r 

.. 
~· : . 

' f 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE A-29 

Relative Incor:ie By Minor Civil Division3, 1950-1960 

Franklin & 
Binghlllll Farms Hazel Park Highland Holly 

Village Groveland Twp. City Township Villall:I! •• 

1950 MediM 
Family Income 3,9ll 

' 2,647 

1950 Median Family Income 
as % of County Total 97,02 65,66 .... 
1960 Median 
Fami 1y Income 16,644 6,156 6,391 6,313 6,073 

1960 Median Family Income 
as % of County Total 219,68 81.25 84,35 83.23 80.15 

Independence Twp. Keego Harbor r.ake Angelwi Lake Orion Lathrup 
& Clarkston Village City Village Village Village 

1950 Median 
Family 

1950 Median P'amily Income 
as % of County Total 

1960 Median 6, 708 6,189 
Family Income 

10,000 5,821 14,219 

1960 Median Family Income 88.53 81.68 131.99 76,83 187.67 
as % of County Total 

-

'l 

Holly 
Tovnship 

6,145 

81,10 

Ly-on 
Twp. 

6,338 

83.65 

) 
I 

Huntington 
Woods City 

7 ,237 

179.52 

l2. 746 

168.23 

) 
l 

·---~ 

Madison Heights 
City 

7,157 

94.46 

) 

~ r 

. ~: ~ 

I 

I 
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" TABLE A-29 ! 

/'/ Relative Income By Minor Civli Divisions, 1950-1960 I 

Novi Village 
Milford Village Milford Twp. Northville City & Township 

1950 Median 
Family Income 

' 1950 Median Family Incom~ 
as % of County Total 

1960 Median 
Fa.mi ly Income 7,091 6,824 8,326 7,07'( 

1960 Median Family I.acome 
ns % of County Total 93.59 90,06 109.89 93;40 

Ple!l.Sant Ridge 
Oxford Village Oxford Twp. City Pontiac City 

1950 Median 
Family Income 6,659 3,691 

1950 Median Family Incomt! 
!lB % of County Total 165.18 91.56 

1960 Median 
Fl\l!lily Income 5,349 6,335 10,778 6,0ll 

1960 Median Family Income 
as % of County Total 70,60 83.61 142.25 79,33 

') ') 
I 

I . 
.. .. .. ......._..' ~ ...... ~ .... ........... -.... .... --···-..¥··""···-

Oak Park Oakland Orion 
CitY' Township Township 

4 ,471 

ll0.91 

8,680 8,371 6,459 

ll4,56 ll0.48 85,25 

Rochester 
Pontiac Twp, Village Rose Twp, 

3,522 

87,37 

6,339 7,340 4,991 

83.66 96,88 65,87 

l . I l 

-. ·~ 
-----""". .... \ '~ 

I . . . -- .. . . .. - . , '"' 
~~~~~~~~-· 
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19~0 Median 
Family Income 

1950 Median Family Income 
llll % of County Tot~l 

1960 tt.edian 
Family Income 

1960 Median Family Ir.come 
as % of County Total 

1950 Median 
Family Income 

1950 Median "'amily Income 
as % of County TOtr.l 

1960 Median 
Family Income 

1960 Median Family Income 
1!.11 % of County Total 

) 

Royal Oak 
Cjty 

4,633 

114,93 

8,184 ' 

108,02 

Walled Lakt! 
City 

3,408 

84.54 

6,oao 

ao.24 

) 

__ , ___ __ A_ 

TABLE A-29 

Relative Incotbe By Minor Civil Divisions, 1950-1960 

Royal Oak South !Qron Springfidd 
Tovnl'lhip City Southfield Tovnship 

3,549 6,&36 8,373 5,730 

46.84 90.22 110.51· 75.63 

W, Bloomfie ld 
Waterford 'l\l'p. & Orchard White LMe Wixom 
Township Lake Village Township City 

7,210 9,017 6,475 6,296 

95,16 119.01 85,46 83.10 

) ., 
I 

) 
I 

- · ....____. ·• ...... , .... ··-,.··-....-·-----.. - _ ................ _...... 

Sylvan Lake 'I'roy 
City City 

9,058 7,588 

119,55 100.15 

Wolverine Lake 
Village 

7 ,141 

94.25 

I 

·i 
' ' ' 
·~-

I 
I 

! 
I 

I 
I 
I 

=-·L .... ~ 
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TABLE A-30 

Selected Social Characteris t~cs for Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland County: 1950 

Race and Coun~ry of Origin 

White 
Jieero 
Other Races 
Foreign Dorn 

ilousehold Relationship 

30 . 
Pleas ant 

Ridge 

3 ,587 
7 
0 

388 

Total Population in Household 3 , 592 
Population per Household 3 .40 
Institutional Population 0 

Married Couples 

With Own Household 
Unrelated Individua ls 

School YearA 0ompleted 

Persons 25 & Over 
No School Years Completed· 
Elementary: 1 to 4 Ye,.,rs 

5 to 7 Years 
5 Years 

Hi gh School : 1 to 3 Ye"lrs 
4 Years 

College: 1 t o 3 Years 
4 Years or More 

Median School Years Completed 

885 

850 

2 , 320 
10 
30 

l~O 

1.55 
250 
600 . 
400 
715 
13. 0 

52. 

·Rochester 

4, 2'76 
2 
1 

256 

2 , 320 
10 
30 

J.30 
155 
250 

' 600 
406 
715 
13.0 

3<; 
./ . 

Royal 
Oak 

46 , 829 
37 
32 

46 , 502 
2 . 52 

611 

ll,905 

ll, 255 

26 , 010 
60 

510 
1,540 
3,480 
5 , 500 
8 , 725 
3 , 155 
2 , 615 

12.2 

42. 
Walled 
1e:ke 

2 , 782 
1 
5 

215 

1,480 
10 
60 

145 
295 
415 
340 

90 
75 
10 •. 5 

No data availab l e for t he followin g : 
I ' . Ad~ison Township 45 . ., 
<.. . Avon Township 46 . 
5 . l3loomfie~d To wnshi p 47. 
6 . Bl oomfie ld Hi lls City 48. 
7 . Brandon Township 
9. Comm er ce Township 49 . 

lQ . Farmi .ngton Ci ty 
ll. Farmingto n Township 50. 
13 . Grove l and Township 51. 
15 . llie;hland Towns hip 
18 . Independence Township 53. 
19 . Keego Harbor City 54 . 
20. Lathrup Village 55. 
21 . X,yon Township 
22 . Madison Heights City 
23 . Milford Township 
24 . Nor thville City 
25. Novi Village & Twp. 
26 . Oakland Township 
28 . Ori on 'l'ownship 
29 . Oxforil. Tdwnship 
32 . Pontiac Townshi p 
33. Rose Township 
34 . Royal Oak Ci ty 
3G. Sou thfield City 
37 . Southfield Township 
38. South Lyon City 
39 . Springfield Township 
4o. Syl Yan Lake City 
lfl. Troy City 
43. Waterford T~wnship 
44. W. Bloomfi eld Twp. 

? \ 

.. 
-r 

•.I - ~·-+ 

. .. \.' .. 
Whi te 19.ke Twp . 
Wi xom City 
Beverly Hills 
Franklin & Bingham 
Farms Villa.ge 
Quakertown & Wood 

Creek 
Mi lford Village 
1.folverine Lake 
Village 
Lake Angelus Village 
Lake Orion Village 
Oxford Village 

I 

I 
i 

' I 

. _, !"'' ....... 

I 
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TABLEA-30 

Selected Social Characteri8tica by Minor Civi l Divisions , Oakland County: 1960 

11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16 . 17. 18. 19. 
Farr.iinf:'jton Fttrndale Groveland Hazel Hi5hland Holly Hun tinuton Independence Keego 

TownahiE Par.it Woods Harbor 
Race and Country of Origin 

White 5 , 821 31,206 1,291 25 , 582 1/,845 .3 , 266 8 , 634 10 ,874 2 , 755 
Negrc 25 106 14 3 10 1 106 4 2 
Other Races 13 35 1 41) 0 2 6 12 4 
Fcre.ign Born 488 3,531 33 1, 861 199 119 914 322 125 

Household Relationship 

Total Population in Household 5,632 . 31 , 284 1,306 25 , 588 4 ,8 42 3,255 8,746 10,869 2,?61 
Population per Household 3 .68 3 . 25 3 .86 3 .55 3 . 6G 3 . 36 3 .74 4.01 3 .39 
Institutional Population 202 1 0 0 12 12 0 20 0 

Married Couples 1,418 7 , 758 303 6 , 090 1,168 720 2,179 2,500 629 

With Own Household 1 , 398 7,61G 299 6,010 1,140 715 2,150 2 ,476 611 
Unrelated Individuals ' 136 l , 725 42 834 118 182 226 199 152 

Years of School Completed 

Persona 25 Years & Over 3,077 18 , 020 644 l},263 2,462 1,680 4,869 5 , 083 1,486 
No School Years Completed 31 103 0 131 7 5 36 26 4 
Elemen-tary: 1 tc 4 Years 49 427 10 519 77 51 43 74 29 

5 to 7 Years 135 1,806 70 2,067 310 129 132 412 275 
8 Years 314 3 ,290 225 3 , 097 450 375 328 822 340 

High School: . 1 to 3 Years 622 4,492 136 3 , 773 635 377 574 1,410 412 
4 Years 975 5,286 133 2 , 997 680 561 1,398 1,617 297 

College: 1 to 3 Years 488 l'.,478 51 445 196 103 1,020 407 76 
4 Years or More 463 1,138 19 234 . 107 79 1,338 315 53 

Median School Years Completed 12.4 11.3 9.4 9.7 10. 8 11.2 12.9 11.6 9 .7 
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LathruE 
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3,558 
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•TABLE A-30 

') 
I ' I 

::...:.:::-~~# ·-~--.---.. .--,.,.-x;:r~ . .:._.: ~ 411!9~ 

Selected SC'lcial CharacterisV:ics by Minor Civi l Di>isions, Oakland County: 1960 

?.l. 22 . 23 . 24. 25. 26 . 27. 28. 29 . 30. 
I.;yon Madison Milford Northville Novi. Oakland Oak Park Orion Oxford Pleasant 

.!:,leigh ts Township --To-.mshi,12 Ridge 
Race and Country of Ori gln 

White 2 , e71 33 , 257 1, 526 836 6 , 603 2,464 36' 465 9,127 3 ,182 3, 800 
Ne gro 1 13 19 0 . 9 2 98 9 0 -4 
Other R'l.ces 8 73 3 0 7 3 69 10 22 3 
Forei gn Born 114 1, 959 58 44 330 105 5,085 334 64 341 

Household Relationship 

Total Population in Ho usehold 2,880 33 , 327 1,512 836 6,475 2 , 455 36,620 9 ,126 3 ,119 3 , 807 
Population per Househol d 3 .70 3 . 90 3 .71 3 .65 3 .77 3.79 3 . 78 3. 86 3 .70 . 3.21 
Institutional Population 0 2 34 0 ~o; 11 1 0 0 0 

l 

Married Couples 6'?9 7 , 885 351 204 1,540 593 8,936 2 ,161 751 985 

With Own Household 668 7 , 776 347 204 1,498 584 8,852 2 ,129 728 965 
Unrelated Individuals 1:16 55.'.:> 77 6 222 68 619 153 133 180 

Years of School Co~pleted 

Persons 25 Years & over 1, 382 15 , 24J 819 448 3 , 334 1, 283 19 , 089 4, 289 1, 550 2,417 
No School Years Completed 15 76 0 0 12 5 410 20 12 8 
Elementary: 1 tc lf Years 63 439 28 0 98 0 245 107 29 13 

;i to 7 Years 150 1,356 49 10 385 54 922 488 254 91 
8 Years 270 2 , 358 156 4o 536 217 1,527 884 278 218 

High School : 1 to 3 Years 273 4,113 158 51 ?84 27 4 3 , 525 1,140 332 360 
If Years 395 4, 815 22'7 17'7 878 457 6,840 1,205 467 587 

Col·l ege: 1 to 3 Years 145 1.-182 127 71 347 168 2,725 247 116 509 
4 Years or More 71 904 74 99 294 108 2 , 895 198 62 631 

Medj ~n 3chool YRars Completed 11.1 11.5 12.l 12.7 11.t:. 12.2 12.4 10.7 10. 8 12.9 
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TABLE A:.3,P 

Selected Social Chiracteris!ics by Minor Civil Divisions, Oakland Coucty: 1960 

31. 32. 33. 34. 35. 36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 
, Pontiac Pontiac Rose Ho~;al Oak Royal ? ak 8outhfield Southfiel d ~ Springfiel d Syl van 

City 'l'ownshir_ i t:~I" Townshi.12 City Townshi J2 Lyon. Lake 
Race and Country of Origin 

White 68 ,256 8 , 954 l, 1f33 80 , 470 '137 31,435 No data 1 , 753 2 , 581 2 , 002 
Negro 13 ' 773 2 47 24 8 , 007. 34 available 0 . 83 1 
Other Races 203 3 2 118 3 32 0 0 1 
Foreign Born 4, lflf6 278 44 6,774 58 3 , 321 43 102 101 

Household Relationship 

Total Population in HouGehol~ 77,775 8 , 910 1 , 482 80,)22 8,147 31 , 336 1 , 74't 2 , 551 2 , 004 
2opulation per Household 3 . 35 3 . 64 3 . 75 3 . 52 4 . 35 3.59 3 .36 3 . 69 3 . 29 
Inatitutional Population 3 , 982 10 0 199 0 0 5 0 0 

Married CoU:plee 17 , 614 2,115 360 19 , 373 l,}43 7,911 411 581 540 

With Own Household 17, 246 2 , 085 360 19 , 141 1 , 291 7,761 407 573 535 
Unrelated Individuals 5,603 332 46 3 , 378 352 975 76 232 45 

Years of School Completed 

Persons 25 Years & Over 45 ,138 4,Lfl6 748 42 ,905 3,4y1 16 , 874 918 1,303 . 1 , 182 
No School Years Completed 683 19 13 137 78 145 17 0 6 
Elem en te.ry: 1 to 4 Years 2,686 149 25 608 478 343 lfl 48 5 

5 to 7 Years 7,072 578 92 2,451 787 1,131 108 169 52 
8 Years 9,086 980 125 i+,944 543 2,231 181 276 97 

High S~hool.: 1 to 3 Y'!!ars 11,::.99 1, 207 1()3 8 ,975 794 3,767 169 343 246 
If Years 9, 883 • 1,162 244 14 , 246 601 5 , 242 289 296 365 

C.:illege: 1 to 3 Years 2;509 ,171 1+6 5,770 143 2 , 006 86 82 206 
lf Years or MorP. 2,020 170 . 20 5 , 774 35 2,009 27 89 205 

Median School Years Complete d 9.8 10.2 11.0 12 . 3 8 . 7 12.2 11.0 10.4 12.5 

•11•••••111]1••··········:---------:.-:.:--~:-------------- - :::: - , '1 -7 . 'f' 
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TABLE A-30 

Sele~ted Social Chara.cterio'tics by Minor Civi l Di visions , Oa.kl and County: J.960 

41. 42 . 43. 44 . 45 . 46 . 47 . 48 . 49 . 
T:.;:£l Wal led Waterford West White Wi xom ~erly Frankl in Quaker 
~ Bl oOiiiITeld Liike Hills Bingha~ Wood Cr~~k -----Race and Country of Origin 

Whlte 19 ' 369 3 ,547 46 , 924 ll+, 845 8 :3J!6 1 , 531 8,626 2 , 645 20 , 792 
Negro ~· 0 22 37 63 0 7 18 18 
Other Races 29 3 62 12 2 0 0 3 23 
Foreign Born 1 , 391 174 1 , 988 9'17 510 158 641 163 1 ,167 

Uousehold Re l ationship 

Total Population in Household 19, 38 4 3 , 537 46 , 728 14 , 724 8 , 235 1 , 524 8 , 63.~ 2 , 65'7 20 , 720 
Population per Household 3 . 77 3 .85 3 . 68 3 . 72 3 0 3 . 50 3 . 56 3 . 55 3 . 80 
Institutional Population 0 0 211 75 127 0 0 0 82 

Married Couples 4 , 682 777 11 , 4l5 3 , 581 1 , 928 392 2 , 246 715 4, 830 

With Own Household 4 , 587 773 11, 288 3 , 535 1 , 905 385 2 , 242 711 4, 796 
Unrelated Individuals 380 911 J.,114 496 258 45 161 76 590 

Years of School Co mpl eted 

Persons 25 Years & Over 9 , 729 1, 648 23 , 820 7 , 917 4, 266 815 4, 926 1,578 10 , 177 
No School Years Completed 69 9 67 29 26 13 12 0 32 
Elementary : 1 to 11 Yelirs 2::-.0 44 t+o6 145 92 36 12 20 23 4 

5 to 7 Years 870 1?2 2 , 02 4 316 435 96 85 12 774 
8 Years 1, 607 202 3 , 739 801 352 Hi4 350 136 1,480 

High School: 1 to 3 Years 2 , 382 427 6 , 415 1, 425 1 , 322 165 575 193 2,136 
4 Yea1·s 2 , 780 489 7 , 616 2 , 704 1 , 072 244 1,563 427 3 ,151 

College: l to 3 Years 908 1121 2,085 1 ,1 42 288 72 961 372 1,165 
4 Years or Hore 883 184 1,468 1 , 355 179 25 1 , 377 418 1, 205 

Median School Years gompleted 11. 9 11 . 8 10.5 12 .4 l 0 . 7 10 . 8 12 . 5 13.0 11.7 

,. -· ·• --.........-------- ·---·--·-.. --- -· ----- ::-.:..----.::-..:_:.~~ -- .~----. --;-,--f-
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Mi lfor d 
I_iHage 

4, 320 
0 
3 

130 

4, 3oe 
3 .71 
0 

963 

956 
145 

2, 035 
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267 
450 
721 
214 
199 
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TABLE A-30 

Selected Social Characteri~tics by Minor Ci vil Divisions , Oakland County: 1960 

51. 52. 53. 54. 55. 56. 
Wolvel'ine Roch~ster Lake Lake Oxford Holly 

An5elus OrI'On Villaf:ie Township 
Race and Country of Oriein 

White 2 , 402 5 , 431 228 2 , 698 2',355 2, 163 
Negro 0 0 2 0 0 115 
Other Races 2 0 1 G 2 4 
Foreign Born 98 284 6 161 138 So 

Household Relationship 

Total Population in Household 2 , 404 5,413 231 2,683 2 ,319 2,022 
Population per Household 3 . 93 3,.17 3. 16 3 . 32 3 . 13 3 •. 53 
Institutior.al Population 0 17 0 0 0 0 

Married Couples 565 1,316 44 630 566 503 

With Own Household 561 1,296 44 622 53? 503 
Unrelated Individuals ·31 409 14 163 217 68 

Years of School Completed 

Persons 25 Years .& Over 1 ,138 3,0S4 123 1 , 434 1,339 1,088 
No School Years Completed 0 9 0 12 12 0 
Elementary: 1 to 4 Years 32 54 0 28 55 25 

.? to 7 Years 134 361 0 168 156 75 
() Years 226 470 0 282 304 175 

High School: 1 to 3 Years 276 546 19 351 278 266 
4 Years 354 . 1, 012 47 439 348 37(, 

Colleg_,: 1 to 3 Years 72 I 305 12 59 95 88 
4 Years or More 4~ 327 45 95 91 83 

Median SchooL Years Completed 10,9 12.1 ... 10.9 10 .5 12.0 
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TABLE A-30 

Selec te d Soci&l Characteris t ics f or Minor Civi l Divi sions , Oa kl and County: 1950 

3. 4. 8 . 12 . 14. 16. 17. 2( . 31. Berkley Bir1ningham Clawson Ferndal e Hazel Holly ~ngton Oak Park Pontiac Piirk Woods 
Race and Coantry of Origin· , I White 16 , 294 14 , 238 5 , 190 29 , 500 17 ' 757 2 , 660 4,921 36 , 465 66 , 701+ I :legr o 5 58 l 165 5 2 27 98 6 , 867 I Other Races 2 3 5 10 5 1 l 69 110 Foreign Born 573 111 443 5,085 I 

Household Relationship 

TJtal Popul~tion in Household 17 , 912 15 ' 431 5 , 182 29 , 631 l '? , 726 4, 949 45 , 502 68 , 121 Population per Household 3. 71 3 . 32 3 . 55 3 . 51 3 . 70 3 . 53 3 . 52 3 . 39 Institutional Population 0 l 0 5 0 0 64 3 , 307 

Married Couples 4,775 4,o4o 1,385 7 , 640 4, 665 1, 310 11 , 905 17 , 565 
With Own Household 4,590 3,875 1 , 330 7,215 4 , 340 1, 265 11 , 255 16 , 230 Unrelated Individuale 250 720 100 865 435 llO l,41 0 5 ,585 

School Years C0mpleted 

Persons 25 & Over 9, 620 9,535 2 , 895 16,350 9,5 45 1, 425 2 , 830 26 , 010 43 , 080 No School Years Completed 10 20 10 100 35 0 5 60 535 Elementary: 1 to 4 YP.ars 155 115 120 460 390 10 45 510 2 , 370 5 to 7 Years 565 305 215 1 , 445 1, 495 105 65 1,540 5 , 885 8 Years 1,135 790 580 2 , 990 2,395 355 185 3 ,480 9 , 385 High School: l to 3 Years 2,275. 1,200 660 4, 065 2 , 610 365 275 5,500 16 , 320 4 Years 3 , 625 I 2 , '700 950 4, 910 1, 945 435 965 .8,725 9,125 Colleg1J: 1 to 3 Years 1 , 065 1,730 180 1 ,510 395 65 610 3 ,155 2, 220 4 Years or More 695 2 , 460 120 1 , 065 180 45 615 2 , 615 1, 730 Median School Years Completea 12 . 2 13 . 0 11.2 11 .4 9. 6 10. 8 12.8 12. 2 9.8 
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' Table A:3D Sel ec t ed Social Characteristics hy Minor Civil Di visions , Oakland County : 1960 

Addis on Avon Berkl ey Birmingham Bl oomfield· Bloomfi el d Br andon Claws on Commer ce ~q.gton - --Rar:e and Nativity ~~ -~Q!.t.1. City 

Whit e 1 , 684 15 , 809 23 , 273 25 , 1115 22 ' 31+9 2 , 29 4 3 , 179 14 , 744 9 , 579 6;877 r Negro 0 53 11 59 146 79 3 4 ll 3 
Ot har Racca 7 24 34 51 35 5 5 47 18 1 I 
Fo re i gn Born 94 816 1 , 841 1 , 627 1 , 358 154 87 927 486 370 

f. 
I 

House holds 

Tota l Popula tion in Household 1, 683 15 , 782 23 , 361 25 , 502 22 , 306 2 ,196 3 ,187 14 , 781 9 , 541 6, 835 
Popul ation Per Household 3 . 49 3 . 89 3 . 78 3 . 34 } . 73 3 . 26 3 . 88 3 . 88 3 . 87 3 .84 
InHt i t utional Population 0 83 0 3 1.57 28 0 0 0 8 

Mar r i ed Couples 425 3 , Ti..6 5 , 460 6 , 213 4 , 575 602 705 3 , 438 2 ,174 1 , 558 

Wi t h Own Household J, 21 3 , 659 5 , 393 6 ,147 4 ,530 578 685 3 , 399 2 ,1 43 1, 537 
Unre l a t ed Indi vidual s 55 410 500 1 , 391 6113 286 163 315 278 280 

Years of Schoo~ Completed 

Per s ons 25 Year s & Over 914 ·7, 861 11, 791 14 , 548 12 , 493 1 , 571 1 , 575 7,154 4 , 603 3 , 523 
No School Years Completed 3 3'+ 40 27 79 0 11 311 26 8 
El ementary I 1 to 4 Years 23 201 l ·n 107 85 18 61 114 79 54 I 

5 t o 7 Years 111 872 755 352 319 52 169 421 248 160 i 8 Year s 181 1, 4118 1, 516 851 657 87 338 876 691 312 
l!ign School : 1 to 3 Years 249 1, 769 2 , 861 1, 694 1 , 247 163 379 1 , 636· l , ll 4 608 I 

4 Years 239 2 , 32·r 4,153 3 , ·:125 3 , 580 328 464 2 , 737 1 , 518 1 , 239 
College: 1 t o 3 Years 64 587 1, 290 2 , 908 2 ,635 408 72 70.5 505 603 

t1 Year s or More 1;4 623 99 4 , 684 3 , 9ll 515 81 631 322 539 
Median School Year s Compl e t ed 10 . 7 11. 2 12.1 13 . } 1.3. 6 14.0 l0 . 7 12 . 2 11 . 8 12 . 5 

·-- -·----------------------.-..a... --..._; ' --=~:: __ -~"".~-~- ~-- · . _..._... -~'.#-~.:---------===::::::....::::: - - _ ._ --- __ . _ . __J ' . ----1 
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All Workers 
Private car 
Railroad 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 
Walk to Work 
Other Means 
Worked at Home 
Not Reported 

Inside SM3A 
Detroit 
Rest of Wayne 
Macomb 
Oakland 

Outside SM3A 
Place of Work Not Reported 

All Workers 
Private car 
Railroad 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 
Walk to Work 
Other Means 
Worked at Home 
Not Reported 

Inside SMSA 
Detroit 
Rest of Wayne 
Macomb 
Oakland 

Outside SMSA 
Place of Work Not Reported 
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'?able A-31 
Selected S0cial Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: ! 

Oakland County; 1960 
Means of Tran&portation and Place of Work 

Addison Twp. Avon Twp. Berkley Beverly Hills Birmingham Bloom.field Bloom.field 
Hilla Twp. 

'· 
607 5,379 ·r ,'.i61 2,842 9,036 956 7,085 
494 4,696 6,598 2,557 7,316 594 5,979 

0 4 69 16 298 45 227 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 37 3'f2 43 262 4 77 

16 207 448 72 430 145 126 
1 116 160 ' 60 271 0 125 

54 145 11::. 46 249 154 209 
36 174 203 48 210 14 342 

562 '3,117 7,41"( 2,707 8,631 921 6,496 
48 576 2,328 1,268 3,152 277 2,769 
4 188 660 207 628 44 6:35 uO 669 461 251 395 12 340 

450 3,684 3,968_ 981 4,456 588 2,752 
ll 104 153 79 202 16 179 

37 158 391 56 203 19 410 

Brandon Twp. Clawson Commerce Farmington Farmington Ferndale Franklin 
City 

976 4,831 2,977 1,921 2,232 12,009 929 
' 798 4,16~ 2,569 1,681 1,878 9,739 832 

0 24 0 4 4 95 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 155 8 20 54 868 4 

60 235 46 73 189 667 12 
12 117 76 51 34 239 12 
60 81 118 60 43 67 20 
46 55 160 32 30 334 49 

853 il,692 2,750 1,873 2,115 11,363 858 
,5 l,ll6 555 793 808 4,225 468 

13 383 287 265 355 1,139 46 
4 . 600 58 35 31 919 46 

I 
831 2,593 1,850 780 915 5,080 298 
83 71 100 24 66 94 25 
40 68 127 24 51 552 46 

' . f' •f" 
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'l.'able A-31 

.Groveland Hazel Park Highland 

' 
All Workers 369 8,918 1,480 

Private car 302 7,514 1,341 
Railroad 0 4 4 
Sub}•ay or Elevated 0 0 0 
Bus 0r Streetcar 0 514 0 
Walk to Work 4 441 44 
Other Me11.11s 7 126 25 • 
Worked at Home 56 84 44 
No., Reported 0 235 22 

Inside SMSA 276 8,644 1,316 
Detroit 4 3,086 100 
Reat of Wayne 3 829 79 
Macomb 0 1,334 8 
Oakland 269 3,395 1,129 

()ltside S/£A 54 60 138 
Pl ,.ict' of Work Kot Reported 39 214 26 

Keego Harbor Lake Angelus Lake Orion 

All Workers 1,014 82 n8 
Private car . 859 77 765 
Railroad 0 0 0 
Subway or Elevated 0 0 0 
Bus or Streetcar 26 0 0 
Walk to Work 69 5 134 
Other Means 32 0 12 
Wo.rked at Home 0 0 33 
Not Reported 28 0 34 

Inside SMSA 964 82 927 
Detroit 35 9 44 
Rest of Wayne 16 0 22 
Macomb 0 ( 9 53 
Oakland 913 64 808 

Outside S/.flA 17 0 13 
Place of Work Not Reported 33 0 38 

--
• 1 . . .. .. 

l 

.... -,...---·A. 

Hol~ Twp. Holly Vill. 

778 1,164 
644 917 

0 4 
0 0 
0 4 

58 129 
16 '~ 
47 50 
13 56 

483 814 
8 0 
0 4 
0 0 

475 810 
258 285 

37 65 

Lathrup Iqon Twp. 
Village 

1,192 953 
1,107 759 

8 0 
0 0 

11~ 11 
8 33 

ll 15 
12 124 
32 11 

l~llO 826 
715 55 
103 104 
68 0 

224 667 
42 94 
40 33 

-~· ------..;,;..~:::::·~ . ..::...:.....-
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Huntington 
Woods 

2,962 
2,503 

41 
0 

116 
60 
48 
77 

117 

2,670 
1,329 

225 
137 
979 

17 
275 

Madison 
Heights 

10,666 
9,582 

35 
0 

313 
287 
201 
59 

189 

10,363 
3,748 

904 
1,793 
3,918 

ll4 
189 

t , 

\I 
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Independence 

3,353 
3,007 

12 
0 

21 
99 
67 
65 
82 

3,132 
105 

73 
64 

2,890 
136 

85 

Milford Twp. 

504 
402 

0 
0 
0 
4 

16 
53 
29 

455 
81 
28 

4 
342 
33 
16 i 
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All Worker11 
Private car 
Railroad 
Subvay or Elevated 
Bus or Streetc&r 
Walk to Work 
Other Mel!lls 
Worked at l!ome 
Not Reported 

Inside SMSA 
Detroit 
Re11t of Wayne 
Macomb 
Oakland 

Outside SMSA 
Place of Work Not Reported 

All Workers 
Priv'!te 
Railroad 
Subvay or Elevated 
Bue or Streetcar 
Walk to Work 
Otht'!r Means 
Worked at Homl'! 
Not Reportl'!d 

Insidl'! SMSA 
Dl'!troit 
Rl'!st of WllJl!ll'! 
Macomb 
Oakland 

CJutl!idl'! SMSA 
Placl'! of Work Not Rl'!ported 
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Ta"ole A-31 
Milford Northville Novi Oak Park Oakll!lld Orion Twp, Oxford Vill. 

1,388 327 2,008 12,424 858 2,958 837 
l,ti68 2'80 1,717 10,965 695 2 ,585 623 

0 0 0 36 3 7 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 20 540 4 8 0 

133 24 71 310 46 85 151 
t.5 11 64 227 3 39 5 
32 8 90 150 93 89 37 
10 I; 46 ' 196 14 145 21 

1,270 304 1,905 11,961 830 2,767 808 
94 70 491 7,014 59 138 15 

127 1'(9 466 1,270 23 73 7 
15 0 39 556 121 84 28 

1,034 55 909 3,121 627 2,472 758 
103 23 49 216 15 61 8 
15 0 54 247 13 130 21 

Oxford Twp. Plea381lt Pontiac Pontiac Quakertown Roche11ter Rose Twp, 
Ridf(e Tvp. 

1,017 1,372 28,972 2,952 6,609 2,048 441 
861 1,128 23,225 2,636 5,743 1,603 324 

0 33 n 11 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a ,72 399 22 108 0 4 

30 51 2,636 88 189 253 9 
18 29 1,029 61 173 62 15 
89 36 i112 48 J.!14 87 89 
l9 23 1,198 86 2411 43 0 

963 1,266 27 ,55·r 2,842 6,176 1,984 313 
32 645 674 93 2,441 97 8 
28 68 415 88 1,182 11 13 
43 59 227 68 182 147 0 

860 , 494 26,241 2,593 2,371 1,729 292 
32 48 207 32 176 24 128 
22 58 1,208 78 257 40 0 

.:--· .. 
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1940 

Oakland County 3,126 
Balance of Cou..1ty 1,475 
Birmingham 162 
Ferndale 292 
Pontiac 876 
Royal Oak 321 

1950 . 

Oakland County 8,717 
Balance of County 3, 200 -
Birmingham 472 -
Ferndale 828 
Pontiac 1 , 560 
Hoyal Oak 1, 660 
Berkley 541 -
Ha zel Park 456 

\ 
1960 

Oakland County 13, 608 
Berkley 448 
Birmingham 604 
Clawson 394 
Ferndale 612 
Hazel Park 503 
Madison Heights 1,265 
Oak Park 668 
Pontiac 1,825 
Royal Oak 1,559 
So11thfield 602 
Troy 362 
Bnlar.ce 0f County 4,766 

• By place of or.curence 

I ') ) 
I 'I '\ ) ) '1 

I 
- -,..--~-"'- -- ·-·- . - -·-- ···---·--·- .,. (.:,·. --~- - ... _ ~"' ..... -~~'tr • 

Teble ·A-32Natural Increase by Minor Civil Division, Oal'..J.and County: 1940 - 1964 

' 
1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 19117 1948 1949 

3 ,8'(1 5,118 5,090 4,118 4, 204 5,665 7, 284 7, 265 7,591 
2 ,014 2,744 2 ,588 2,142 1, 957 2,717 . 3,775 3,857 . ' 4,079. 

186 267 243 217 236 293 286 331 339 
370 455 477 381 445 688 800 776 669 
88;; 1,036 1,021 • 777 865 1,151 1,485 1,277 1,386 
416 616 '(61 601 701 816 938 1,024 1,705 

•1951 •1952 1953 1954 195 5 1956 1957 1958 1959 

4, 295 4,428 11,186 12 , 508 13,4c1 14,586 14,792 13,940 14,087 
691 - 774 4, 732' 5,1159 6,193 7 ,224' 7, 601. 7 ,466 ' 8,154 

55 - 52 722 777 869 937 821 849 674 
239 238 776 872 101 726 830 735 649 

4,423 4,641 1,6118 1, 861 1,893 2,084 1,972 1,828 1,734 
295 306 2,002 2, 252 2,449 2,255 2,279 1,944 1,796 

35 - 38 543 537 493 499 458 496 509 
119 117 763 750 191 861 831 621 571 

·1961 1962 1963 1964 

l.3,013 11, 596 11,171 10,760 
3119 359 31~ 287 
549 504 578 534 
329 289 289 230 
576 480 441 387 
568 423 427 375 

1,198 975 943 826 
645 502 458 355 
857 1,562 1,553 1,531 

1,439 1,408 1,298 1,244 
590 I 643 569 533 
31') 282 237 183 

4,663 5,167 4,065 2,963 

.. 
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1940 

Oakland County 5,187 
Balance of County 2,548 
Bir~ingham 231 
Ferndale 431 
Pontiac 1,471 
Royal Oak 506 

1950 

Oakland County 11,490 
Balan,ce of County 4,536 
Birmingham Gu 
Ferndale 1,047 
Pontiac 2 ,160 
Royal Oak 1,978 
Berkley 619 
Hazel Park 539 

1960 

Oakle.nd County 17,852 
Berkley 574 
Birmingham 822 
Clawson 454 
Ferndale 882 
Hazel Park 668 
Madison Heights 1 , 398 
Oak Park 814 
Pontiac 2,548 
Royal Oak 2,026 
Southfield 754 
Troy 452 
Balance of County 6,460 

• By place of occurence 

) ) 
I \ I 
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Table A-Jg_ Births by Minor Civil Division , Oakland County: 1940 - 1964 

1941 1942 1 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 

6,109 7 ,4 43 ' 7, 616 6 ,!177 6,555 8,21!1 9,820 
3,09) 3,873 3,612 3 , 277 3,080 3,903 4 ,981 

271 350 346 310 325 375 377 
506 609 639 536 619 897 981 

1, 614 1,749 1,835 1, 527 1,613 1,977 2 , 315 
623 862 984 ' 827 918 1,062 1,166 

*1951 *19 52 1953 1954 1955 19_)6 1957 

6,846 7,126 14,518 15, 838 16,934 18,328 18,636 
308 294 6,292 7 , 070 7 ,972 ' 9,110 9,546 

----- 2 912 9"(8 1,064 1,148 1,028 
336 346 1,038 1,128 964 1.020 1,072 

5,522 5,792 2,310 2 ,476 2;534 2,774 2,686 
500 512 2,1108 2 ,668 2,859 2,660 2,718 

4 ----- 648 640 609 620 596 
176 180 :no 878 932 996 990 

1961 1962 1963 1964 

17,258 16,062 15,884 15, 677 
478 480 464 432 
774 734 832 792 
4o4 372 370 313 
SJO '(46 724 696 
714 582 588 575 

1,322 l,ll6 1,102 9'(3 
804 666 634 556 

2 ,536 2,276 2,330 2 ,269 
l,8S,2 1,878 l, '(96 1,773 

774 828 780 760 
422 I 380 346 334 

6,306 6,004 5,918 4,391 

'I 

--··-....-...... .. ___ _ 

1948 1949 

9,870 10,195 
5,130 5,489 

418 474 
958 893 

2 , 086 1,963 
1,278 1,376 

1958 1959 

17,980 18,122 
9,550 10,266 
1,048 88('. 

994 918 
2,622 2,424 
2,374 2,296 

604 620 
788 710 

-.-.,. ...,._ - -

I 
I 

I 
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Oakland County 
Balance of County 
Birmingham 
Ferndale 
Pontiac 
Royal Oak 

Oakland County 
Balance of County 
Birmingham 
Ferndale 
Pontiac 
Royal Oak 
Berkley 
Hazel Park 

Oakland County 
Berkley 
Birmingham 
Clawson 
Ferndale 
Hazel Park 
Madison Heights 
Oak Park 
Pontiac 
Royal Oak 
Southfield 
Troy 
Balance of County 

1940 

2,061 
1,073 

69 
139 
595 
185 

1950 

2 , 773 
1, 336 

139 
219 
600 
318 
78 
83 

196C 

4,244 
126 
218 
60 

270 
165 
133 
146 
723 
467 
152 

90 
11694 

• By place of occurence 
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Table ~A-32 Deaths oy Minor Civil Division, Oakland County: 1940 - 1964 

1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 
' 

2 , 238 2 ,325 2 ,526 2 , 359 2,351 2,549 2,536 2,605 2,604 
1,08.l 1,129 1,224 1,135 1;123 1,186 1, 206 1,273 1,410 

85 8j 103 93 89 82 91 87 135 
136 154 162 155 174 209 181 182 224 
729 71 3 814 750 748 826 830 809 577 
207 246 223 226 217 246 228 254 258 

• 
*1951 •1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 

2 , 551 ?,698 3,332 3,330 3,533 3,7112 3,844 4,041 4,035 
999 1,068 1,560 l,6E 1,779 . 1,886 1,945 2,084 2,112 

55 64 190 201 195 211 207 199 214 
97 108 262 256 257 294 242 259 269 

1,099 1,151 662 615 641 690 714 794 690 
205 206 406 416 410 405 439 430 500 

39 38 105 103 116 121 138 108 111 
57 63 147 128 135 135 159 167 139 

19G1 1962 1963 1964 

·4,185 4,466 4,713 4,917 
129 l~l 151 145 
225 230 254 258 

75 83 81 83 
254 266 283 309 
146 159 161 200 
124 141 159 147 
1)9 164 176 201 
679 712 777 738 
453 470 . 498 529 
184 185 2U 227 
112 98 109 151 

1,645 I 837 1,853 1,428 

- --=-...;-...,.~-------~~ .,._,-.::_,. .. __ .... &_tA,...._..,,,.... _ ___ ,,,,___ 
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Selected Social Characteristics by Minor Civil Di vision: Oakland County 1960 '--"'~ ~-~ 
Means of Transportatio.".l and Place of Work 

Bloomfield 
Addison Twp. Avon Twp. "Berkley Beverly Hills Birmingham Hills Bloomfield Twp. Brandon Twp. 

All Workers 

Private Car 81. 4 87,3 82.9 90.0 81.0 62.1 134. 4 81. 8 
Railroad ---- 0.1 0.9 o.6 3.3 4.7 3.2 
Subwey or EJ.cvated ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
Bus or Str~etcar ---- 0.7 4.7 • 1. 5 2. 9 o.4 1.1 
Walk to Work 2. 6 3. 8 5.6 2.5 4.8 15.2 1. 8 6.1 
Other Means 1.2 2.2 2.0 2 .1 3.0 ---- 1.8 1.2 
Worked at Home 8.9 2.7 1.4 1. 6 - 2.8 16.l 2.9 6.1 
Not Reported 5.9 3. 2 2.5 1. 7 2.3 1.5 4.8 4.7 

Inside S.M.S.A. 92. 6 95.1 93.2 95.2 95.5 96.3 91.6 87.4 
Detroit 7.9 10.7 29.2 44.6 34.9 29.0 '+2 .6 0.5 
Rest of Weyne 0.7 3,5 8.3 7,3 6.9 4.6 9 , 8 1. 3 
Macomb 9,9 12.4 5.8 8.8 4. 4 1. 3· 5 . 2 o.4 
Oakland 7!1.1 68.5 49.8 34.5 49.3 63.8 112 . 4 85.1 

Outside S .M.S.A. 1. 3 1.9 1.9 2.8 2.2 1. 7 2.6 8,5 
Place of Work Not Reported 6.1 2.9 4.9 2 1 2.2 2.0 5.8 4·,1 

Clawson Commerce F;armington Farm:tngton City Ferndale Franklin Groveland ltazei Park 

All Workers 

PrivatP. Car 86 .2 86 . 3 87 . 5 84.1 81.l 89.6 81.8 84.3 
Railroad 0 .5 ---- 0.2 0.2 o.8 
Subwey or Slevated 
Bus or Street Car 3.2 0 . 3 1. 0 2. 4 1. 2 o.4 ---- 5,8 
Walk to Work 4.9 1. 5 3.8 8.5 5.6 1. 3 1.1 4.9 
Other Means 2.4 2.6 2.7 1. 5 2.0 1.3 1.9 1.1+ 
Worked a t Home 1. 7 4.o 3.1 1.9 o.6 2.2 15.2 0.9 
Not ' Reported 1.1 5.4 1. 7 1. 3 2.8 5.3 ---- 2.6 

Inside S.M.S.A. 9'{ .1 ' 92.4 97.5 94.8 94.6 92.4 74.8 96.9 ! 
Detroit 23.l 18.6 41.3 36 .2 35,2 50.4 1.1 34.6 I Rest of Wayne 7.9 9.6 13.8 15.9 9.5 5.0 0.8 9,3 I Macomb 12.4 2.1 1. 8 1. 7 7,7 5.0 ---- 15.0 L Oakland 53,7 62.1 4o.6 41.0 42.3 32.1 72,9 38.1 

Outside S.M.S.A. l. 5 3.4 1.2 3.0 o.B 2.7 14.6 0.7 
Place of Werk Not Reported 1. 4 4.3 1.2 2.3 4. 6 5.0 10.6 2.4 

----- ---------. ~---~ ··-···-··· -- ~-... ·-.----- ---- -- • · --~;;---- J ~ .:..,..~ ... . 
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I ' ( ~e~s of Transportation and Place of Work - Continued) -2-
Table A-33 I 

H:untington Lake Lake I Highland Holly Twp. Holly Village Woods Independence Keego Harbor Angelus . Orion 

All Workers I 

I 
Private Car 90.6 82.8 78.8 84. 5 89 .7 84.7 93.9 78.2 ~ , 
Railroad 0.3 ----- ·0.3 1.4 o.4 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar ---- ---- 0.3 , 3.9 o.6 2.6 
Walk to Work 3.0 7,5 11.1 2.0 3.0 6.8 6.1 13.7 Other Means 1. 7 2.1 0.3 ::..6 2.0 3.2 ---- 1.2 
Worked at Home 3.0 6.o li .. J 2.6 1.9 ---- ---- 3.4 
Not Reported 1. 5 1. 7 4.8 4.o 2.4 2.8 ---- 3,5 

:':nside SMSA 88 . 9 62.1 69.9 90.1 93.4 95.1 100.0 94.8 Det•.·oit 6 .8 1.0 ---- 44.9 3.1 3,5 11.0 4.5 Rest of Weyne .5. 3 ---- 0.3 1.6 2. 2 1.6 ---- 2.2 
Ma.comb 0.5 ---- --··- 4.6 1.9 ---- 11.0 5.4 Oal{land 16.3 61.1 69.6 33.1 86.2 90.0 78.o 82.6 Outside SM3A 9.3 33 .2 2~.5 o.6 4.1 1. 7 ---- 1.3 Place of Work Not Reported 1. 8 4.8 5.6 9,3 2.5 3.3 ---- 3.9 

Lathrup Madi.son 
Vil:Lage iv'on Twp. Heigh ta Milford Twp. Milford Northville Novi Oak Park 

All Workers 

Private Car 92 .9 79.6 89.8 79.8 8li.1 85.6 85.5 88.3 
Railroad 0.7 ---- 0.3 ---- ---- ---- ---- 0.3 
Subway or Elev~ted ··--- ---- ·---·- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----Bus or St reetcar 1.2 1. 2 2 .9 ---- ---- ---- 1.0 4.3 \falk t o Work 0.1 3,5 2 .7 o.8 9.6 7.3 3.5 2.5 Other Means 0.9 1.6 1.9 3. 2 3.2 3.4 3.2 1.8 
Worked at Home 1.0 13.0 o.6 10.'.j 2 .3 2.4 4.5 1.2 
Not Reported 2 .7 1.2 1.8 5.8 0.7 1.2 2.3 1.6 

Inside IO.M.~.A. 93 .1 86.7 ~7.2 90.3 91.5 93.0 9!1.9 96,3 1· 

Detroit 60 . CJ 5.8 j5.l 16.1 6 . 8 21.4 24.5 56.5 
Rest of Wayne 8.6 10 . 9 8.5 5.6 9.1 54.7 23.2 10,2 I 
Macomb 5. ·r ---- 16 · 8 O · 8 1.1 ---- 1. 9 4 • 5 I 
Oakland 18.8 70 .0 36.7 67.9 74.5 16.8 45.3 25.l 

Outside S.M.S .A. 3.5 9,9 1.1 6 .5 7.4 7.0 2.4 i.·r l PlaceofWorkNotR~ported 3.4 3.5 1.8 - _ 3.2 - - 1.1 __ .----.-, ,_ 2.7~ •. , .. ~~O +' 
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OaklH.nd Ori on Twp. Oxford Village Oxfcrd Twp. Pl easant Ridge Pontiac Pontiac Twp. 

All Workers 

Private Car 
Railraod 
Subway or Elev9.ted 
Bus or Streetcar 
Wulk to Work 
Other Means 
Worked at Home 
Not Reported 

Inside S.M.S.A. 
Detroit 
Rest of Wayne 
Macomb 
Oakland 

Outside S.M.S.A. 
Place of Work Not Reported 

All Workers 

Private Car 
Ri:.ilroad 
Su.bway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 
Walk to Work 
Other Means 
Worked at Home 
Not Reported 

Inside S.M. S .A. 
De troit 
Res ·~ of Wayne 
Macomb 
Oakland 

Outside S.M.S.A. 
Place of Work Not Reported 

81. 0 
o.4 
---
0.5 
5.4 
0.3 

J.0.8 
1.6 

96.7 
6.9 
2.7 

ll .. 1 
73.1 
1. 7 
l. 5 

!lochester 

78.3 

12.4 
3.0 
4.2 
2.1 

96.9 
4.7 
0.5 
7.2 

84.4 
1.2 
2.0 

67.4 7!1. 4 
0. 2 ----

---- -----
0. 3 --·--
2.9 J8.o 
l. 3 o.6 
3.0 11. 4 
4.9 2.) 

93, 5 96.5 
4.7 1.8 
2.5 o.8 
2. 8 3,3 

83.6 90 . 6 
2.1 1.0 
4.4 2. 5 

Rose Twp. Royal Oak 

73.5 83.2 
J.. 7 
---

0.9 4.6 
2 .0 3.8 
3.4 2.3 

20 . 2 1. 3 
---- 3.1 

71.0 95.0 
1.8 jl.0 

I 2.9 7 , 3 
---- 10.3 
66. 2 46.4 
29.0 J..2 
---- 3.8 

84.7 82 . 2 80.2 89.3 
---- 2.4 0.3 0. l.i 
---- ---- ---- -------- 5.2 l. 4 0.7 
2.9 3.7 9.1 3.0 

' l. 8 2.1 3.6 2.1 
8.8 2.6 1. 4 1.6 
1.9 1. 7 4.1 2.9 

94,7 92. 3 95.1 96,3 
3.1 47.0 2.3 3. 2 
2.8 5.0 1.4 3.0 
11.2 4.3 b.8 2.3 

84.6 . 36.0 90.6 87.8 
3.1 3,5 0 .1 1.1 
2.2 4.2 4.2 2.6 

Roy9.l Oak 
'l.'wp. South Lyon Southfield Springfield 

63 .1 74.2 89.2 74.o 
---- ---- 0.3 0.5 
---- ---- ·---- ----
20.3 ---- 1.9 1.0 
9,3 17 . 7 1. 7 4,5 
0. 2 ---- 2.5 2.5 
o.4 2.5 2.1 13.5 
6.7 5.7 2. 3 3,9 

90.0 86.o 96.3 91.6 
34 .7 3.8 47.2 5.8 
14.4 10 . 3 11.9 2.7 
2. 5 . ---- 3,9 ----

38.3 71.9 . 33 , 3 83.0 
0.9 12.0 1.1 5,7 
9 .1 2.0 2.6 2.7 

...-.------·-- ·--- --- ------ --
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Q.uake rtOli'n 

86.9 

----
1.6 
2.9 
2.6 
2.2 
3.7 

93.4 
36,9 
17.9 

2.8 
35,9 
2.7 
3.9 

S;ylvan Lake 

90.0 
o.4 

---
1.6 
2.1 
0.5 
1. 7 
3.6 

96.5 
8.2 
4.5 
1.2 

82.6 
o.4 
3.1 
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Troy Walled Lake Waterford 

All Workers 

Private Car 83.9 87. 3 . 89.7 
Railroad 1.6 0.3 
Subway or Elevated 
Bus or Streetcar 2. ·r o.4 

- . 
o.6 

Walk to Work i. e 4.~ 3,3 
Other Me!llls 3.4 1.9 1.8 
\.7orked at Home 3,3 2.8 1.2 
Not Reported 3,3 3.1 3.2 

Inside S.M.S.A. 95. 3 95 ;.6 94.9 
Detroit 21. 5 11.6 4.2 
Rest of Weyue 6.3 17.0 l. 9 
Macomb 11. 5 0.7 1.4 
Oakland 56.0 6E .. 2 87.4 

Gutside S.M.S.A. 1.5 2.1 1.8 
Place of Werk Not Reported 3.2 2.3 3.3 

1 I ') 

--- -,-- A 
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West Bloomfield 
Twp. White Lake 

86.4 86.8 
0.5 

----
0. 8 0.5 
3,7 3.0 

' 3.0 1.8 
2.1 4.o 
3.5 4.o 

92.1 93.8 
23.6 13.0 
8.1 6.0 
3.4 1.6 

57.0 73.2 
2,9 1.8 
5.1 4.4 

I 
I ) I 

- - '-"' . ,. --- .. o;i• .. ;.t 
(. . 
~ ! .... . 

' -
-~--· -·--·--~.:.:~- ~·-~ .... 

Wixom Wolverine Lake 

83'. 4 93.8 

4.4 2.0 
3.3 1.1 
4.6 1.1 
4.4 2.1 

92.4 96.3 
12.6 22.0 
17.4 13.5 
1.0 1.1 

61.4 59.8 
3.3 2.1 
4.4 1.6 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE A-34 Schoo: Enro llment by Minor Civil Division; Oakland County, 1960 

Tndepe nde nce Kee f! O Lake Lake Lathrup Lyon Madison Milford 
Twp. Harbor Angeles Or ion Village Twp . Hei ghts Twp. 

Total Er.r olled 3285 675 78 699 llG3 807 . 7949 41 6 

Kindeq; ;i.rte n Lrll 47 - 77 57 70 1099 29 
403 47 ·' Public - 72 53 70 1083 29 

Pri vat e 8 0 - 5 4 0 16 0 
Elementary(l to 8 Years) 2249 413 211 436 701+ 530 5319 292 

Pu bl i c 2216 393 24 364 441 526 4696 292 
Private 33 20 0 72 263 4 623 0 

High Schoo!(l to ~ Years) 572 215 54 177 265 162 1198 92 
Public 552 202 51; 173 212 150 1145 84 
Private 20 13 0 4 53 12 53 8 

College 53 - - q 77 45 333 3 

Oak Oakland Ori or.. Oxfo r d Oxford Pl easant Pontiac 
Novi Par!• Township Towns hip Village Township Ridge City 

To lal Enro ll e :i 1829 10760 731 2657 536 979 927 18976 

Kin<lerca rten 135 11.+o 63 278 57 84 66 ).730 

Public 136 1132 63 278 57 60 66 1684 
Private 0 8 0 0 0 24 0 46 

El cmenta ry)l to 8 Years) 1292 71 35 496 1800 32) 639 558 12922 

P~1bli c 1155 6165 441 17011 323 561 502 11830 
Private 137 .970 55 96 0 78 56 1092 

I 

Hi gh School)l to 4 Years) 367 1311 165 559 132 222 261 3768 

Public 343 1704 165 547 118 215 207 3332 
Private 24 107 0 12 14 7 54 436 

Coll ege 34 6711 7 20 24 34 42 556 

--- ""= a • :f " .·~-....._,.,·· .;cs ··-

) 

I 

Mi lford 
Village 

1111 

154 
154 

0 
740 
736 

4 
189 
182 

7 
28 

Pontiac 
Towns hip 

2409 
250 

241 
9 

1617 

1562 
55 

485 

458 
27 
57 

4 44 

) I 

.. , . 

I -· ---.... ~ lL~ 

Northville 

234 

31 
31 

0 

133 
133 

0 
51 
44 
7 

19 

Quaker t o-

6203 
553 

545 
8 

4179 

3747 
432 

1304 

1070 
234 
167 
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TABLE ~ School Enrollment by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County, 1960 

Rose Roya l Royal Oak South Springfield Sylvan 
Rochest£. r Twp. Oak Towns hip Lyon Twp. Southfield Township Lak" Troy Walled Lake 

Total Enrolled 1, 293 442 22, 4J5 2,713 1•78 8,505 874 497 5,559 977 
Kindergarten 83 40 ? , 031 233 70 853 69 36 533 97 

Public 83 110 1,963 224 70 8."21+ 69 33 529 Private 0 0 68 9 0 • 29 0 3 4 
I ' I 

97 
0 

Elementary (1 to 8 Years) 858 291 14,607 1, 967 271 5, 321 534 324 3,797 676 
Public 741 277 11, 207 1,905 271 4,30.5 530 288 3,494 Private 117 14 3 ,400 62 0 1, 016 4 36 303 

654 
22 

High School (1 to 4 Years) 301 91 1+,543 472 114 1,779 189 119 1,107 195 
Public 301 87 3 , 8!t1 460 114 1,628 172 94 1,014 Private 0 '• 702 12 0 151 17 25 93 

195 
0 

College 51 20 1, 234 41 23 552 82 18 122 9 

Bloo;nficld Whit e Wolverine 
Wate rfor'3, Towns hip Lake Wixom Lake 

•ro tal Enroll ed 12, 97/.i. 4, 4'+9 2 ,393 426 759 
Kind er gart en 1, 299 jl;6 224 33 47 

Public 1, 263 .)34 220 33 71 
Private 36 12 4 0 ) 

Elementary (1 to 8 Y e~rs) 8 , 825 2 , 939 1, 629 274 530 
Publi c ·a,1 20 2,415 1, 546 256 433 
Pt'ivat -:i 705 524 83 18 97 

High School (1 ta 8 Year8) 2 , 552 941 495 111 143 
Public 2 ,383 880 , . 491 111 139 
Private 169 61 4 0 4 

Coll ege 298 223 45 8 12 

·~---~~~~~~~--

I 
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To l al En.ro lled 

Kindera:arten 

Pu bli.c 

Pr iv ate 

Eleme ntary (1 to 8 yrs.) 

Public 

Privatfi 

Hich School (1 to 4 yis.) 

Public 

Private 

Collt'!ge 

1 1 ) 
I I l l - ) 

.. J 
·-- ------ ····- ·-·---=------...,----.A-.. _______ ·-··-·--~· -----·-.·-··-~-- --·-~·t \.t· .•. 

'fABLE A-35 

PERC ENT TABLE - SCHOOL ENROLLMENT BY MINOH CIVIL DI VISION: OAKLAND COUNT Y 1960 

1 

Addison 
Twp. 

100. 0% 

4. 6 

100 . 0 

76 .5 

97 .7 

2.3 

18.2 

100.0 

.7 

2 

Avon 
THp. 

100. 0% 

9 . 9 

95 .4 

Lf. 6 

66 . 0 

86 . o 

i4.o 

20. 8 

97.9 

2. 1 

3.3 

, 

3 4 

BerkJ.ey Beverly 
Hills 

100 . 0% 100 . 0% 

9 .4 9 -'1 

98 . 2 98.4 

1. 8 1 . 6 

66 . 0 64.7 

80 .3 67 .1 

19.7 32.9 

21. 0 22.5 

85 .7 80 .3 

14.3 19.7 

.3.6 3.1 

5 6 7 

Birmingham Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Hills Twp. 

, 100 . 0% 100 . 0% lOO. C% 

8 .7 3.3 9.3 

95.5 57.1 94.o 

4.5 42.9 6.0 

65 . 0 53.3 61.5 

82 . 0 51.8 76.4 

i 8 . o 48.2 23.6 

21.l 28.0 26.5 

80.2 53.3 81.0 

19.8 46.7 19.0 

5.2 15.4 2.7 

I 
I 
l I , 

I 



)1 

. _., 
·'. 

8 

Brando n 
Twp . 

Total Enrolled l OO . o% 

Ki ndergarten 8 . 1 

Public 100.0 

Pr i vate ---
Elementary (1 ~o 8 yrs.) 71.4 

Pub l ic 99 . 4 

Priva.te o.6 
High School (1 to 4 yrs.) 19 ·.7 

Public 100 . 0 

Private ---
College o.8 

) 

9 

Clawson 

100.Cf% 

11.5 

98 . 3 

1.7 

70 . 0 

78 . 6 

21.4 

14. 9 

. 89 .7 

10.3 

3. 6 

) 
I 

10 

Commerce 
Twp . 

100 . w;; 

8 . o 

100 . 0 

-----
66 . 8 

8? •. 5 

12 . 5 

22.7 

97 . 0 

3.0 

2.5 

11Ff 4 2; ;e itCifif. 0 ~~ 

11 

Farmingt • n 
Ci ty, 

l OO . Cf% 

l0 .7 

98 .2 

1. 8 

64.7 

77 . 8 

22.2 

21 . 9 

76 . 0 

24. o 

2.. 7 

) l ) 
I 

.. , ... -..,...-- A --..- ____ ...,. ____ . --- ---·--·- -
----~~ 

12 13 14 

Farmi ngt on Fl!:rndale l!'ranklin 
Twp. Village 

100 . a% l OO . a% 100.a% 

9 . 6 6 . 8 5. 6 

81.1 96 .0 85 .1 

18 . 9 4. o 14.9 

67. 1 62.9 64.4 

81 .4 84. 5 80 . 6 

18 . 6 15.5 19.4 

19 . 6 24. 1 26.3 

80 .9 83. 0 83.6 

19.1 17.0 16.4 

3.7 6.2 3,7 

~~~~~----..,......------~~~~~~ 

) I 

-~. 

15 

Gro veland 
Twp. 

lOO.a% 

7.4 

100.0 

68 .4 

100.0 

23.4 

100.0 

o.8 

) 

J 
~ · . 

\ ' 
I 

I 
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TABLE A-40 

HOUSI NG CHARACTERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS: OAKLAND COUN'.l'Y 1960 
YE AR S'i'RUCTURE BUILT 

Addison Twp. Avon B<irkley BeVf' i'ly Birmingham Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Lecnard •.rownship HiHs Hill s ~_?h~ ---- - --· - -----

1950 to March 1960 231 2 , 0;:5 1, 676 1, 9~i0 _3 , ~ 59 367 5 , 331 

1940 to 1949 106 984 3 , 096 337 1 , 713 ' 43 385 

1939 or Earlier 358 1 , 31_5 1, 519 170 2 ,856 305 5'70 

Total 695 4 , 32 4 6 , 291 2 , 1•57 7 , 928 715 6 , 286 

Farmingtan Farmington Ferndal e Franklin Groveland Haze l Highland 
TOW!:,!Ehi.E__ --- Bingham Park -----

1950 to March 1960 1, 247 1,105 1 , 582 506 129 2 , 667 705 

1940 to 1949 239 25 4 2 , 636 135 52 1, 292 489 

1939 or Ear.l"..er 386 256 5 , 668 144 208 3 , 509 802 

Total 1, 872 i,615 9 , 886 785 389 7 , 468 1,996 

-----..---------~~----~""------·- ----

Brandon Cl awson 
Ort0nville ----- ----

340 2 , 487 

251 380 

556 1,036 

1 , 11+7 3 , 903 

Holly Holly 
Towns hip Village 

227 210 

ll7 99 

258 774 

602 1,083 

~-

) . 
I 

-·- -~""-. ~ ·- ~ 

l 
Comm erce I 

l - --
1, 513 

l \ l .r 

689 f 
1,067 

3 , 269 

Hun tington 
Woods 

953 t. 
1 , 029 I 399 

2,381 1. 
I 

l --~~ r ----. 
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TABLE A-40 

) I l 
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I 

·-· ---- ~--·-------·-·· .,.,.._ 

HOUSING CllARAC1'ERISTICS Di MINOR CIVIL DI\'ISIONS: OAKI.AND COUNTY 1960 

YEAR S'.t'RUCTURE BUlL'f 

Ind e pendence Kee go Lake Lak~ J,athrup Lyon Madison Milford Hilford 
Clark s on Hs.rbor Ange lu s Orion Vi~1~· To~~ship ~-hts TownshiF. 1950 to March 1960 l,8(2 - ~ ~ 681 38 372 ' 3 149 . 

191+0 to 1949 4511 104 28 136 ~ 1, 268 87 313 113 75 
1939 cfr Earlier 928 809 38 835 152 359 1,182 498 303 
'fetal 3 , 254 981 104 1,069 1,039 8411 8 ,873 1, 266 527 

Novi 'fwp. Oa l: Park Oakland Orion .Twp. Oxford Oxford Pl easant Pontiac Pontiac 
Novi Villa~e - -- To wnship Ridge_ Township 

1950 to March 1960 938 8 ,323 362 1,221 59 460 144 5,545 977 
19110 to 1949 322 l, j66 111 '/42 36 132 161 .:2 , 50'.) 632 
1939 ro Earlier 73/i 197 328 942 '/04 401 905 16,704 972 
Total 1,994 9,886 801 2 , 905 799 993 1,210 24 , 7.54 2 ,581 

.... ""l-"-..... . . ·-.,.,·-~-~,,.........._ ........... ~.~,,.~-~ 

)I 

·-~, 

Northville 

- 174 

24 

48 

246 

Quaker 
Wood Creek 

3 , 278 

1,320 

1,204 

5,1302 

I 

J 
~·- ~ 

1 \ I 
\ 

I 
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Rocheater 

1950 t o March 1960 1181 

191+0 t o 191+9 155 

1939 or Earlier 1,160 

Total 1 , 796 

Wa tP.rfor d 

-----
1950 to March 1960 7 , 016 

1940 to 1949 3 , 098 

1939 or Earlier 3 ,823 

1'otal 13 , 937 

1 ") ) 
I ) l 

---,--·""--

TABLE A-40 

·') 

) ) 
I 

•r 
--·- "· -··· .. - .. __ ., ··-····-·--.--- ·- -- ..... .... .... ,~ .... 

HOUS ING CHARAC 'l'ERISTICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS ; OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

Hose 
Townshi.E_ 

18..5 . 

163 

303 

649 

West 
Bloomfield 

2 , 428 

852 

1, 48.? 

4 , 763 

r 
'.' 

YEAR S'rHUCTURE BUILT 

Royal Royal Oak ' 
Oak Township 
lo , 991 230 

5 , 521 1, 709 

7,025 508 

23 , 53? ?.. , 447 

Whit;e Wixom 
Lake 

l, J.65 163 

877 150 

1, 260 359 . 

3 , 302 672 

Sou th Southfiold Springfield Syl van Troy 
Ly~h Lake 

5 ,440 392 279 2 ,71 0 

57 2 , 218 201 74 1,226 
' 

331 1, 445 418 299 1,465 

552 9,103 1,011 652 5 ,401 

Wolverine 

380 

205 

166 

751 

--:.:--:-.. ---'-~~-, .. f 

'1 \ l 

. , 
-·-~ 

t :' , 
-~. 1. -· 

Wall ed 
Lake 
521 

188 

332 

1,041 

-~----
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Table A-36 

~ r Fertility Ratios for Oakland County 

·i 
1940 

Pupulation Women Fertility Ratio 
Under 5 15-44 

Berkley 652 1585 ,l1ll3 
3everly Hills 
Birmingham 809 3058 . 2645 
Clawson 364 949 , 3835 
Famington 102 364 . 2802 
Ferndale 2076 5841 . 3554 
Hazel Park 
Holly Village 173 519 ,3333 
Huntington ~oods 139 514 . 27011 
Keego Harbor 
Lake Orion 189 443 ,1! 266 
.Madiaon Heights 
Milford Village 126 370 .3405 
Novi Township 173 530 .3264 
Oak Park 109 279 .3906 
Pleasant Ridge 219 910 . 2406 
Pontiac 594 2 16668 .3564 
Rochester 332 898 ,3697 
Royal Oak City 1902 64 59 . ?.944 
Southfield 905 2048 .4418 
Troy 880 1941 .4533 
Walled Lake 

1 . Oak Park Village in 1940 
2. Southfield Twp. in 1940 and 1950 
3. Troy Twp. in 19~0 and 1950;totals incorrect for 1960 
4. Farmington Village in 1940 
5. Hazel Park not available before 1950 
6. Madison Heights not available befo~e 1960 , 

Population 
Under ? 

2893 

11126 
607 • 
261 

3383 
2166 

306 
598 

279 

197 
468 

1081 
261 

7610 
424 

6376 
2273 
1205 

378 

l -.--i -·------· 

1950 1960 

Women Fertility Population Women 
15-44 Ratio Under _5 15-44 

4400 .6575 2974 5050 
847 1693 

3485 .4749 2933 5244 
1214 .5000 2637 3184 

531 .4915 1019 1423 
'(054 .4795 3191 6309 
4335 .4996 3465 5571 
543 .5635 425 644 

1157 .5168 771 .1744 
320 - 560 

540 ,5166 312 563 
7142 7782 

407 .4840 762 930 
921 1300 

1386 .7799 5352 8171 
704 .3707 298 659 

17563 .4332 10340 16870 
950 .4463 616 ll24 

107ll ,5952 10575 17420 
4137 6580 

614 .6156 593 795 

...--___,~ -~· -.---. 

' I 

_ __,,,,, 

-

Fertility 
Ratio 

.5889 

.5002 

.5593 

.8282 

. 7160 

.5057 

.6219 

.6599 

.4420 
,5714 
,5541 
.9177 
.8193 
.7084 
.6h70 
.4522 
.6129 
.5480 
.6070 
.6287 

.7459 

.. 

. :l 
' ... __. 

---:...:...i..----

t 
! 
I 
I 

I 
t 

I 

I 
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SELECTED SOCIAL CHARAC'l'EI! :':STICS Bi MINOR CIVIL DI VISION 10,000 AND OVER: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

STA'I'E OF BIH'rH 

To tal native popula tion 
Born in stat e of re s ide nce 
Born in diffe r ent sta t e 
13orn in U. S. outlying area , &.t sea , e·tc . 
State of birth not reported 

RESID1NGE IN 1955 

Populat ion 5 yea r s old and over , 1960 
Sam e hou s ~ us in 1960 
Different house in U. S . 

Sam e coun t y 
Diff e r en L coun ty 

Same state 
Diffe r ent s tate 

Abroad 
Mov ed rP.sidence in 1955 not reported 

Cli ILDREN EVER BORH 

Wom en eve r marr~ed 15 to 24 years old 
Children pe r 1 , 000 women eve r married 

Wom en ever marri ed , 25 to .34 years olc 
Children per 1 , 000 wom en eve r marri ed 

Women e ver married , 35 t o 44 years old 
Chil~ re n per 1 , 000 women e va r married 

........ . -

13e rkl ey 

21 , 1134 
16 , :i..47 

4, 908 
55 

;1c'.l~ 

20 , 304 
12 , 98 11 

7 , 051 
3 ,802 
3 , 249 
2 ,369 

880 
114 
155 

509 
1, 477 
1 , 1162 
2 ,508 
1 , 891 
2 , '?14 

S 'I'A'l'E OF BIR'£H , MIGRATION , FER'l'ILITY 

Birmh1gham Claws on 

23 ,898 
14, 339 

9 , 168 
1 08 
283 

22,59.5 
11, 057 
11, 091 

4 , 7()0 
6 ,3)1 
3 , 135 
3 ,1 96 

28 4 
161 

380 
1 , 053 
1 , 643 
2 ,242 
2 , 2.00 
2 , 440 

13 , 868 
10 ,696 

3 , 059 
29 
84 

12 ,158 
·6 , 230 
5 ,82/1 
3 , 381 
2 , 443 
1, 866 

577 
88 
16 

373 
1 , 335 
1, 382 
2 , 461' 

929 
2 , 807 

Fernda l e 

27 ,816 
18 t 91+2 

I 8 ,1 79 
70 

625 

13 , 601 
7 , 213 
6 , 200 
4 ,365 
1, 835 

890 
945 

69 
119 

)41 
1, 364 

800 
2 , 789 

903 
2 ,918 

Haze l 
Park 

23 , 770 
15 , 478 

7 , 917 
118 

327 

22 , 167 
12, 735 

9, 119 
4 , 032 
5 , 087 
4,100 

987 
184 
129 

890 
1 , 329 
1 , 954 
2 , 469 
1 , 738 
2 , 752 

Madi s on 
!!eights 

31, 384 
22,622 

8 ,380 
6? 

315 

26 ,301 
9 , 715 

15 ,81-14 
5, 1100 

10 , 1144 
8 , 6'19 
1, 765 

431 
211 

1, 404 
1,574 
3 , 466 
2 ,337 
1, 951 
2, 659 

Oak 
Park 

31,547 
211 , 335 
6. 87it 

51 
287 

31 ,280 
16 ,686 
14 , 077 
1, 927 

12 ,150 
10 ,664 

1 ; 486 
367 
150 

608 
1,173 
3 , 251 
2 , 263 
3 , 074 
2 ,309 

Pontiac 

77 , 786 
46 , 327 
28 ,563 

346 
2 , 551 

71 . 905 
36 ,187 
32 , 979 
25,987 
6 , 992 
3 , 512 
3 ,480 

518 
2 , 221 

2 , 965 
1, 481 
5 , 073 
2 ,671 
5 , 196 
2 , 768 

1 - - - - ~ __ _...._ 
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TABLE A-37 

SELECTED SOCIAL CllARAC'l'ERHl'rICS BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION 10 , 000 AND OVER: OAKLAND COUNTY 1960 

STATE OF' BIRTH, MIGRATION, FERTILITY 

Royal Oak Southfield 'I·roy 
STATE OF BIRTH 

Tot&l native popul at ion 7) , 858 28 , 180 18 , 06 '1 
Born in s tate of r esidenc e 52 , 662 21, 047 12 , 899 
Born in different stat e 19, 295 6 , 709 '1 , 642 
Born in U. S. ou tlying area , at sea , etc . 181 78 39 
Stat e of birth not r eport ed 1 , 702 346 4811 

RESIDENCE IN 1955 

Population 5 years c l d and over , 1960 70 , 036 27 , 364 16 , 681. 
Same house as in 1960 38 ' 301 13 , 042 8 , 167 
Diff er ent house in U. S . 28 , 957 13 ' 962 8 , 1'?3 

Same county 15 , 159 3 , 629 4 , 722 
Diffe r ent county 13 , 798 10 , 333 3 , 4,51 

Same state 9 , 4'71 9 , 057 2 , 599 
Different sta te 4 , 32'1 1 , 296 852 

Abroad 9511 21f2 138 
Mov ed r es idence in 1955 not r eport ed 824 118 203 

CHILDREN EVER BORN 

Wom en ever marri ed 15 to 2~ yea r s old 1 , 782 68E. 1196 
Children pe r 1 , 000 women e ver macri ed 1 , 065 1 , 289 1 , 433 

Wom en ever married , 25 to 3 4 years old 5 , 519 2 , 11~; 1 , 392 
Children per 1 , 000 women e ver married 2 , 580 2 , 391f 2 , 593 

Wom en e ver marr ied , 35 to 44 years old 6 , 466 2 , 4Cl 1 , 372 
Children per 1 , 000 wom en ever married 2 , 587 2 , 503 2 , 794 

t ! ·- · " 
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Units in St ructure 

One 

Two 

Three a.id Four 

Fiv~ to Nine 

Ten or More 

TOTAL 

Units in Structure 

One 

Two 

Three and Four 

Five to Nine 

Ten or More 

TOTAL 

l 

. 

Addi s on Twp. 
Leonard 

691 

---
4 

---
---
695 

Fannina,ton 

1,814 

17 

41 

-----
-----
l,872 

) ' I 

-~ --- - . ... 

) 
I 

··- .. _ .. 

' ) 
I 
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TABLE A-38 

) I 

Housing Character i _sti ::s by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County 1960 

Units in Str:icture 

Beverly Bloomf i eld Bloomfield Brandon 
Avon 'l'wp. Berkley Hills Birmingham Hills 'l'wp. Ortonville Clawson Commerce 

4,170 6,191 2 ,!157 7 ,310 I 684 6,21·r 1,125 3,769 3,181 

90 91 ----- 170 --- 25 12 45 55 

27 ') ----- -182 11 12 ----- 44 14 

13 ----- ----- 106 15 8 ----- ' 13 5 

14 ----- --... -- 160 5 24 10 32 14 

4,3lh 6,29' - 2,457 7,928 715 6,286 1,147 3,903 3,269 

r·armington Franklin Hazel Holly Holly Huntington 
Twp. Fe rndale Bingham Groveland Park Highland 'l'wp. Village Woods 

3,181 9,053 769 386 6,903 1,968 592 878 2,381 

55 601 11 3 341 11 5 114 

14 67 5 ----- 106 5 5 58 

5 105 --- ----- 10 12 --- 24 

14 • 54 --- ----- 108 ----- --- 9 
I 

3,269 9,886 ·r85 389 7,468 1,996 602 1,083 2,381 

,~., ,.... ·--- " - ..... --~- - -
' 
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I 

• 

I 



1 1 1 

:'f . 
- . 

- . . -
(units in Structure - Continued 

I I 
i I 

Independence KP.ego 
Cle.rkston Harbor 

Units in Structure' 

One 3,173 93'( 

Two 67 25 

Three and Four 5 14 
I I 

I Five to Nine 5 5 I 

Ten or More 4 ---
TOTAL 3,251~ 981 

Novi Twp. Oak 
Novi. Village Park 

Units in Struc~ure 

One 1,895 10,576 

Two 67 81 

Three and Four 16 99 

i· · Five to Ni.ne 16 146 

Ten or More ----- 284 

TO'rAL l,99l1 11,186. 

) 
I 

1 
I 

... - . -- ---- - ~- ~.. ... .,._., • .J --- -~ 

TABLE A-38 
-2-

Lake Lake Lathrup 
Angelus Orion Village 

J,Ol1 903 1 ,,039 

--- 82 ----~ 

--- 48 -----
--- 36 ., . ____ 

--- --- -----
104 1,069 - 1,039 

Orion 
Oakland Twp. Oxford 

789 2,842 635 

8 54 83 

4 9 48 

--- ----- -----
--- ----- 33 

80l 2,905 799 

- - ·----r---- .Jll\.. -·· 

Lyon Madison 
Twp. Heights 

747 8,609 

30 68. 

45 26 

7 32 

15 138 

844 8,873 

Oxford Pleasant 
Twp. Ridge 

988 1,173 

--- 33 

5 -----
--- 4 

--- -----
993 1,210 

') 
I 

1, 

--~~-~·O ."": <·T'.~:;;-- • 

• J -
~- ............. __ ,. ____ ---- ~ -· --~· 

----~ 

Milford 
Milford Twp. Northville 

987 498 241 

54 25 5 

54 h 

167 

11 

1,266 527 246 

Pontiac Quaker 
Pontiac Twp. Wood Creek 

18,752 2 ,485 5,687 

9,209 49 58 

1,519 15 36 

1,179 18 16 

1,342 ' 14 5 

32,001 2 ,581. 5,802 

l l 

~r 
, ~: 
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l :(un_i ~11 in Structure - Continued) 

11 
~-

Rose Royal Royal Oak 
Rochester Twp. Oak Twp. 

Units in Structure 

One 1,634 644 20, 285 980 
Two 61 5 821 181 
'J'hree and Four 71 ---- 652 501~ 

Five to Nine 10 ---- 914 652 
Ten or More 20 --~·- 865 130 
TOTAL 1,796 649 23 ,537 2' 447' 

Wes t 
Bloomfield & White 

Wat erford Orcha::-d Lake Lake Wixom 

Units in Structure 

One 15,185 4,739 3,207 672 
Two 152 10 26 
Three and Four 45 9 35 
Five to Nine 39 ----- 15 
'f en or More 37 5 19 
TOTAL 15,458 4,763 3,302 672 

- ---· '·-. ··--- ·-r'--- .A. . 

TABLE A-38 
-3-

South 
Lyon Southfield 

486 9,042 
' 36 31 

30 30 

---- -----
---- . -----

552 9,103 

Wolverine 

631 

14 

6 

751 

.;: 

I ~ 1 

' 4, - j - . 
- ·-· .0- 1· • ~.,- ,;, - ~ .._,'" - · ·-------........,,.. • .., ,. .• _ 

-~----~ -·--- - -- -- -----~--

I .. -, , . I 

I 

Sylvan Walled 
Springfield Lake Troy Lake 

993 638 5,181 986 

---- 14 96 19 

18 ---- 41~ 10 

---- ---- 6 26 

---- ---- 92 

1,011 652 5,422 1,041 

-- -- L 
~ . -. 

I 
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Units in Structure 
One 

Two 

Three and Four 

Five to Nine 

Ten or More 

TQTAL 

Units in Structure 

Oqe 

'lvo 

Three and Four 

Five to Hine 

Ten or More 

TO'l'Ai. 

'\ 

Addison Twp. 
Leonard 

99.4 

o.6 

100.0 

Farmington 

96.9 

0.9 

2.2 

10(1.0 

) ) 
I ) l 

TABLE A-39 

) 

--·-,----·.A. --- -- _, 

Housing Characterlsti~e by Minor Civ.'.l Division: Oakland County 1960 

Percent of Total Housing Units in Structure 

Bloomfield Bloomfield 
Avon Twp. Berkley Beverly Hilla Birmingham Hills Twp. 

96.7 98.4 100.0 92. 2 95. 7 98.9 

2.1 1.4 --·--- 2.1 ---- o.4 

o.6 0.1 ----- 2 ., • 
•..J 1.5 0.2 

0.3 ---- ---- 1.3 2 .1 0.1 

0.3 ---- ---- 2.0 0.7 o.4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Fa:nnington Franklin Hazel 
Twp. Ferndale Bingham Groveland Park Highla.'ld 

97.3 91.6 98.0 99.2 92.4 98.6 

1. 7 6.1 1.4 o.8 4.6 o.6 

o.t. 0.7 o.6 ---- 1.4 0.3 

0.2 1.1 ---- ---- 0.1 o.6 

o.4 0.5 ---- ---- 1.4 ----
100.0 i.00.0 100 . 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

,· 

.. 

) ) 
I 

- · __ .. -----------.. --_ 

Brandon 
Ortonville Clawson 

98.1 96.6 

1.0 1. 2 

---- 1.1 

---- 0.3 

0.9 o.8 

100.ti 100.0 

Holly Holly 
Twp. Village 

98.3 81.1 

o.8 10.5 

0.8 5,5 

---- 2.2 

---- o.8 

100.0 100.0 

1 

-·· "'l 
............. ~ . .• ..Jd4...._ ··-~ 

Commerce 
f 

97,3 I 

I 
1. 7 I , !· 
o.4 

0.2 

o.4 

100.0 
i 

Huntington I Woods 

I 100.0 

---- I 
---- I 
---- I 

I ----
100.0 I 

,. ~ 

I 
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(Fercent of Total Housing Units in Structure -· Conti:med) 

Units in Structure 
One 

Two 

Three and Four 

Five to Nine 

Ten or More 

TOTAL 

Units in atructure 
One 

Two 

Tnree and Four 

Five to Nine 

Ten or More 

Rochester 

91. 0 

3.4 

4.o 

o.6 

1.1 

100.0 

Rose 
Twp. 

99.2 

o.8 

100.0 

Royal_ 
Oak 

86.2 

3:5 

2.8 

3,9 

3,7 

100.0 

West Bloomfield & 

Waterford 

98.2 

1.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.2 

Orchard 
Lake 

99,5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

White 
Luke 

97.1 

0.8 

1.1 

Q.5 

o.6 

Royal 0¥ 
Twp. 

4o.o 

7 . 11 

20.6 

26.6 

5,3 

1.00 . 0 

Wixom 

100.0 

TABLE A-39 
-3-

South 
J:v'on 

88 . o 

6.5 

5. 4 

----
----

100 . 0 

' 

Wolverine 

97,3 

1.9 

o.8 

.............. ----------~fa-.:-•" (~ j p ._, , :::::»i::;;:::~ 4W -- ~----------

c ·~ - - -

Sylvan 
Southfield Springfield Lake Troy 

99,3 98.2 97.9 95.6 

0.3. ---- 2.1 1. 8 

0.3 1.8 ---- o.8 

---- ---- ---- 0.1 

---- ---- ---- 1.7 

100 .0 100.0 100.0 100 . 0 

l 

--""""· 
L ·r. .... 

Walled 
Lake 

94.7 

1. 8 

1.0 

2.5 

100.0 

I 
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I 
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1950 to March 1960 

1940 to 1949. 

1939 or Earlier 

1950 to March 19~0 

1940 - 1949 

1939 or Earlier 

1950 to March 1960 

1940 to 1949 

1939 or Earlier 

Addison Twp. 
Leona.rd Avon Twp. 

33.2 46. 8 

15.3 22 .8 

51. 5 30.4 

Farmington 
Farmington '!'wp. 

l6 .6 68.4 

12.8 15.7 

20.6 15-9 

Independence Keego 
Clarkston .'le.rbor 

57 . 5 6.9 

14.o 10.6 

28.5 82.5 

) ) ) l ) 

. ~ .--,---- .A.. 

TABLE A-41 

·----

) ) 
I 

- ·-•· -----· ---.: ... - ~ .. 

Housing Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County, 1960 

Percent, Year Structure Built 

Bloomfield Bloomfield Brandon 
Berkley Beverly Hills Birmingham Hill fl Twp. Ortonville 

26 .6 79.4 42.4 51. 3 84.8 29.6 

49.2 13.7 21.6 . 6.o 6.l 21.9 

24.1 6.9 36.o 42.7 9.1 48.5 

Franklin Hazel Holly 
Ferndale Bingham Groveland Park Highland Twp. 

16.o 64.5 33.2 35,7 35,3 37.7 

26.7 17.2 13.4 17.3 2h.5 19 . 4 

c;7,3 18.3 53.5 h7.0 h0.2 42.9 

Lake Luke Lathrup Lyon Madison 
Angelus Orion Village Twp. Heights Milford 

36.5 9.2 55.2 44.l 72.4 53.8 

26.9 ·12. 7 30.1 13.h 14.3 6.9 

36.5 78.1 14.6 42.5 13.3 39,3 

'1 

I . 
(. ·--·-- 'i'· .. 

Clawson 

63.7 

9,7 

26.5 

Holly 
Village 

19.4 

9.1 

71. 5 

Milford 
Twp. 

28.3 . 

14.2 

57. 5 

..... 

I 
I 

I 
f 

I 
Commer.ce I 

46.3 I 
f \ 21.l 
! 

32.6 

Huntington I 

Woods 

4o.o 

43.2 

16.8 

I 
Northville I 

70.7 

9.8 

19.5 

I 
L 
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- TABLE A-41 
{'~cent, Year St.ructure Built and Median of Rooms - Continuedi -2-

! 

· .Quakertown & · 1 

Novi Village Pleasant Wood I 
Novi Twp. Oak Park Oakland Ori on Twp. Oxford Oxford Twp. Ridge Pontiac Pontiac Twp. Creek Farms I 

1950 to March 1960 47.0 84.2 45. 2 42.0 7.4 46.3 11.9 22.4 37,9 56.5 

f' ~ 1940 - 19 119 16.1 13 .8 13-9 25.5 4.5 ' 13.3 13.3 10.1 ·24.5 22.8 

1939 or Earlier 36.8 2 .0 40.9 32.4 88.1 4o.4 74.8 67.5 37,7 20.8 I 
I 
I 
I 

·Royal Oak. South 
Rochester Rose Twp. Royal Oak Twp. Lyon Southfield Springfield Sylvan Lake Troy Walled Lale 

1950 to March 1960 26.8 28.2 46.7 9,4 29.7 59.8 38.8 42.8 50.2 50.0 

1940 - 1949 8. 6 25.1 23.5 69.8 10.3 24.4 19.9 11.3 22.7 18.1 

1939 or Earlier 64.6 46.7 29 , {} 20.8 60.0 25.9 41.3 45,9 27.1 31.9 

West Bloomfield & White 
Waterford Orchard Lake Lake Wixom Wolverine 

1950 to March 1960 50.3 51.0 35.3 24.3 50.6 

1940 - 1949 27.2 11.9 26.6 22.3 27 ,3 

1939 or Earlier 27.5 31.1 38.2. 53.li 22.l 

. .,---~~ .......... 
' . 
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4 (Tenure - Continued) 

Novi. Twp. Oak 
Novi Village Park · Oakland 

Owner Occupie<i 1,334 8 , 337 549 

Renter Occupied 384 1,341 108 

Vacant '.'.!76 208 153 

TOTAL 1,994 9 , 886 eo1 

Rose Royal 
Rochester Twp. Oak 

Owner Occupied 1,244 310 18,365 

Renter Occupied 465 85 4,438 

Vacant 87 25 4 734 

TOTAL 1,796 649 23 , 537 

West 
Bloomfield & W"nite 

Waterford Orchard Lake Lake 

Owner Occupied 11,389 3,570 1,902 

Renter Occupied 1,345 359 324 

Vacant 1,206 834 1,076 

TOTAL 13,940 4,763 . 3,302 
; 

i 

--

l 
I \ l 

TABLE A-42 
-2-

Ori on 
Twp. Oxford 

2,077 523 

285 217 

543 59 

2 ,905 799 

Royal Oak South 
Twp. Lyon 

678 361 

1,195 158 

574 33 

2,447 552 

Wi xom Wolveri.ne 

374 537 

62 74 

236 140 

672 751 

-·,.-·- -·"'-

Oxford Pleasant· 
Twp. Ridge 

"(26 l,l14 

l16 71 

, 151 25 

993 1,210 

Southfield Springfield 

8,137 576 

593 ll5 

373 320 

9,103 l,Oll 

Pontiac 

15,451 

7,773 

1,530 

24,754 

Sylvan 
Lake 

528 

81 

43 

652 

) 
I 

Pontiac 
Twp. 

2,044 

395 

142 

?,581 

Troy 

4,558 

574 

271 

5,403 

11 ' I 

I . 

. -----
. ',.. 

' . ~: .. 

Q,uaker 
Wood Creek· 

4,780 

649 

373 

5,802 

Walled 
Lake 

713 

206 

122 

1,041 

I 
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Addison Twp. 
Leonard 

Owner Occupied 54.7 

Renter Occupied 14.7 

Vacant 30.6 

TOTAL 100 .0 

Farmington 

Owner Occupied 85.7 

Renter Occupied 9,3 

Vacant 4.9 

TOTAL 100.0 

Independence 
Clarkston 

Owner Occupied 73,9 

Renter Occupied 9.4 

Vacant 16.7 

TOTAL 100.0 

- ---. --:-...---~~----- --·· 

l ) 
I ) I 

TABLE A-43 

I l 

Housing Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: Oakland Cou.~ty 1960 

TE::nure 

Avon Bever.Is Bloomfieltl Bloomfield Brandon 
Twp. Berkley Hills Birmingham Hills Twp. Ortonville 

84.o 89.7 95,9 75,3 62.9 91.2 57.2 

10.2 7.8 2.3 20 .9 
, 

31. 3 3.3 14. 5 

5.8 2.4 1.8 3.8 5.7 5.5 28.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Farmington Franklin Hazel Holly 
Twp. Fernd9.le Bingham Groveland Park Highland Twp. 

88.5 79,3 92.9 69.7 79,5 55.3 78.o 

6.2 17.9 3.1 17. 2 17.2 ll.O 17.1 

5.3 2.a 4.o 13.1 3,3 :;3,7 5.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Keego Lake Lake Lathrup Ioron Madison 
Harbor Angelus Orion Village Twp. Heights Milford 

64.9 57 .7 50.7 96.8 71. 7 86.1 75.8 

18.1 12.5 24.9 0.5 20.6 10.2 15.9 
' 

16.9 I 29.8 24. 4 2.7 1.1 3,7 8.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

l 
I 

Clawson 

88.9 

8.7 

2 .4 

100.0 

Holly 
Village 

68.7 

20.7 

10.6 

100.0 

Milford· 
Twp. 

61.9 

15.4 

22.8 

100.0 

)1 

Commerce 

66.o 

9.3 

24.7 

100.0 I 
I 
i 

I 
Huntington I Woods 

r 
96.5 

I 1.8 

1. 7 

100.0 

Northville 

91.1 

2.0 

6.9 

100.0 

I 
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(~enure Continued) 

Novi Twp . Oak Or:lon 
Noiri Village Pi>.rk Oakland Twp. 

Owner Occupied 66.9 84.~ 67.l+ 71. 5 

Renter Occupied 19 . 3 13.6 13.5 y.8 

Vacant 13.8 2.1 19.1 18.? 

TOTAL 100.0 1(10.0 100.0 100.0 

Rose Royal Royal Oak 
Rochest'°'r Twp. Oak 'l'wp . 

Clvner Occupied 69 . 3 47.8 78. o 27.7 

Rentl: r Occupied 25.9 13.l 18.9 48.8 

Vacant 4.8 39.1 3.1 23. 5 

TOTAL .ioo.o lOO .. O 100.0 100.0 

West 
Bloom.field .& Whit-? 

Waterf ord Orchard Lake Lake \o'ixom 

Owner Occupied Bi. ·r 75 . 0 57 . 6 55.7 

Renter Occupied 9.6 7.5 9.8 9 . 2 

8.7 11. 5 32 . 6 35 .1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I i 
Vacant 

TOTAL 

\;im 

) 
l 

TABLE A-43 
..;2-

Oxford 

65 .5 

21 . 2 

7.4 

100.0 

South 

1 

- - -·--:--- - ··"'-

Oxford 
Tvp. 

73.1 

l.!. . 7 

15. 2 
I 

100.0 

'I 'I 
I 

- --··· .....__ .... ·----·---~- -·-· 

Pleasant Ponti ac 
Ridge Pontiac Tvp. 

92.1 62.4 79.2 

5 , 9 31. 4 15.3 

2. 1 6.2 5. 5 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

Sylvan 
Lyon Southfield Springfield Lake Troy 

65.4 89.4 57.0 81.0 84.4 

28.6 6 .5 11.4 12.4 10.6 

6.o 4.1 31.7 · 6.6 5.0 

100.0 .100.0 .100 .0 100.0 100.0 

Wolverine 

71. 5 

9 .9 

18.6 

100.0 

)I 

---· .. 4 . . . 
. . 

.. ...... -~ ..... .-;._ ' ~,_,,,Q; 

Quaker 
Wood Cr~ek 

82.4 

11.2 

6 .4 

100.0 

Walled 
Lake 

68.5 

19.8 

11. 7 

100.0 

I 
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Addison 'l'wp. 
Le0nard 

Owm~r Occupied 5!1. 7 

Renter Occupied 14.7 

Vacant 30.6 

TOTAL 100.0 

Far mington 

Owner Occupier\ 85.7 

Renter Occupied 9,3 

Vacant 4.9 

TOTAL 100.0 

Independence 
Clarkston 

73,9 

9.4 

16.7 

100.0 

•• 

I 'I 

-- .. -----"'" --·· .. _. -

TAP.T..E .A.-113 

1 ') 
I 
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Housing Characteristics by Minor Civil Divlsion: Oakland County 1960 

Tenure 

Avon Beverly Bloomfield Bloomfield Brandon Twp. Berkley Hills Birmingham Hills Twp. Ortonville Clawson Commerce 
811.0 89.7 95,9 75,3 62.9 91.2 57.2 88.9 66. o " 10.2 1.8 2.3 20.9 31.3 3.3 14.5 8.7 9,3 
5,8 2.4 1.8 3.8 5.7 5,5 28.3 2.4 24.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Farmington Franklin Hazel Holly Holly Huntington 'I'wp. Ferndale Bingham Groveland Park Highland Twp. Village WooC:s 
88.5 79,3 92.9 69.7 19.5 55,3 78.0 68. ·r 96.5 
6.2 17.9 3.1 17.2 17.2 11.0 17.l 20.7 l. 8 
5.3 2.8 11.0 13.l 3,3 33,7 5.0 10.6 l. 7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .100.0 

i{eego Lak.~ Lake Lathrup Lyon Madison Milford Harbor · Angelus Orion Village Twp. Heights Milford Twp. Northville 
64.9 57,7 50.7 96.8 71. 7 86.1 75.3 . 61.9 91.1 
18.1 . 12.5 24.9 0.5 20.6 10.2 15.9 15.4 2.0 I' 
16.9 29.8 24.4 2.7 7,7 3.7 8.3 22.8 6.9 

100.0 .l.00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

,. 
., q 

-· .. 

I 

f 
I 
! 

,......... 

I 
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(Tenure Continued) 

Owner Occupied 

Renter Occupied 

Vac ant 

'roTAL 

Owner Occupied 

flen ter Occupied 

Vacant 

TOTAL 

Owner Oc:cup:!.ed 

Renter Occupied 

Vacant 

TOTA I, 

'\ I 1 

Novi T-..rp. Oak 
Novi Village Park 

66,9 84.3 

19.3 13.6 

13.8 2.1 

100.0 100.0 

Ros e 
Rochester Twp. 

69.3 117 .8 

25.9 13.1 

!1, 8 39.1 

po.a 100.0 

West 
Bloomfield & 

Waterford Orchard Lake 

81. 7 75.0 

9.G 7,5 

8.7 17.5 

100.0 :i.00.0 . 
F 

Ori en 
Oakland Twp. 

67.4 71. 5 

13.5 9.8 

19.l 18.1 

100.0 100.0 

Royal Royal Oak 
Oak 'f<op. 

78.0 2·7, 7 

18.9 41.l.8 

3.1 23. 5 

100.0 100.0 

lfaite 
Lake Wixom 

57,6 55, 7 

9.8 9.2 

32.6 35.1 

.lOO.O 100.0 

--·-..,... --.A.. 

TABLE A-43 
-2-

Oxford 
Oxford Twp. 

65,5 73,1 

<!7.2 11. 7 

7.4 15.2 
• 

100.C 100.0 

South 
Lyon So1r<;hfield 

65.4 89.4 

28.6 6.5 

6.o 4.1 

100.0 100.0 

Wolverine 

71. 5 

9.9 . 

18.6 

100.0 

-·- -·-·· -··-.. ~ ---· ·-· ·-·· ·-~---·- -

} 
I 

) . I 

· -- --~" ~ ~.~ · ~ 
--~-- --------· ·- ·-----·------

Pleasant Pontiac Quaker 
Ridge Pontiac Twp. Wood Cz:eek 

92 .1 62.4 79,2 82.4 

5,9 31. 4 15.3 11.2 

2:1 6.2 5,5 6.4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Sylvan Walled 
Spr.ingfield Lake Troy Lake 

57.0 81.0 84.4 68.5 

li.4 12.4 10.6 19.8 

31.7 · 6.6 5.0 11.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

I 
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....... . - TABLE A-li4 
I 

Housing Characteristi~s by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County 1960 

- Condition & Plumbing 
J 
' 

Addi son 'l'wp. Avon Beverly Bloomfield Bloomi'ield Brandon 
Leonard Twp. Berkley Hills Birmingham Hills Twp I Ortonville Clawson Conunerce 

Sound 531 3,662 6,066 2,450 7 ,61'( 678 6, 238 901. 3,631 2,768 

Deterloratins 135 482 209 12 295 ~ 29 46 198 212 359 

Dilapidnted 29 180 16 0 16 8 J.O 118 60 142 

'IQTAL 695 4,324 6,291 2,462 7,928 715 6 , 294 1,147 3,903 3,269 

Farmington Frank.lin Hazel Holly Holly Huntington 
Farmington Twp. F'erndale Bingham Groveland Park Highland Twp. Village Woods 

Sound ] • 799 1,561 9,370 765 266 6,605 1,614 368 844 2,374 

Deterioruting 66 32 468 12 911 755 300 180 186 6 

Dilapidated 7 22 48 2 29 108 82 54 53 1 

·rOTAL 1,872 1,615 9,886 779 389 7 ,468 1;~96 602 1,083 2,381 

Independence Keego Lake Lake Lathrup Lyon Madison Milford 
Clarkston Harbor Angelus Orion Village Twp. Heigbts Milford Twp. Northville 

Sound 2,818 607 103 731 1,033 646 8,313 975 451 246 

Deteriorating 328 290 1 280 7 143 1187 222 52 

Dilapidated 108 84 --- 58 ----- 55 73 69 24 

'l'OTAL 3,25L. 981 I 1011 1,069 1,040 844 8,873 1,266 527 246 

I 
I 
I 
i 

I 
I J ----
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11: 
(Co~~ition of Plumbing - Cortinued ) 

Sound 

De t e rior ating 

Dilapidated 

TOTAL 

Sound 

DE: t e r ior a ting 

Dilepidated 

TOTAL 

Sound 

Deterior ating 

Dilapidated 

TOTAL 

-------; -~- --

Novi Twp. 
Novi Village 

1, 585 

294 

115 

1 ,994 

Roches t er 

1, 625 

146 

25 

1,796 

Oak 
Pa rk 

9,81 1~ 

57 

15 

9, 886 

Ruse 
Twp. 

584 

45 

20 

649 

West 
Bloomfield & 

Waterford Orcha rd Lake 

12,323 4,137 

1,234 511 

383 115 • 

13,940 4,763 

Oakl and 

595 

191 

15 

801 

·Roya l 
Oak 

22 ,670 

766 

101 

23, 537 

White 
Lake 

2,656 

450 

196 
f 

3,302 

TABLE A-44 

Orion 
'l'wp. 

2 ,458 

311 

136 

2 ,905 

Royal Oak 
Twp. 

486 

908 

1,053 

2,447 

Wixom 

604 

43 

25 

672 

. -2-

Oxford 

708 

90 
I 

1 

799 

South 
.Lyon 

490 

48 

14 

552 

Wolverine 

579 

126 

116 

751 

--

Oxford 
Twp. 

801 

131 

61 

993 

Southfield 

e,601 

408 

94 

9,i03 

Pleasant 
Ridge 

1,170 

34 

6 

1,210 

Springfield 

909 

70 

32 

1,011 

Ponti ac 

20,475 

3,563 

716 

24,754 

Sylvan 
Lake 

597 

44 

11 

652 

Pontiac 
Twp. 

2,040 

346 

195 

2,581 

Troy 

4,698 

573 

132 : 

5,403 

f 

Quaker 
Wood Creek 

5,122 

541 

139 

5,802 

Walled 
Lake 

873 

134 

34 

1,041 

'"'\' 

4:-"' ~ 
" I 

I 
1. 

.... 
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Condition & Pltu!llJin~ 

Sound 

Deteriorating 

Dilapidated 

TOTAL 

Sound 

Deteriorating 

Dilapidated 

TOTAL 

Sound 

Deterio:rating 

Dilapidated 

TOTAL 

~ I '! ') 
I 

a .. __..:..._. _._ ... 

TABLE A-45 

) ) 

___ .,......_.A 
~ 

Housing Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County 1960 

Percent of Total Housing Units 

Addison Twp. Avon Beverly Bloomfield Bloomfield Brandon 
Leona.rd Twp. Berkley Hills Birningham Hills Twp. Ortonville 

' 

76.4 84.7 96.4 99,5 96.1 94,8 99.0 78.6 

19.4 . 11.1 3,3 0.5 3,7 4.1 0.7 17.3 

4.2 4.2 0.3 --- 0.2 1.1 0.3 4.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

F'armington Franklin Hazel Holly 
Farmington Twp. Ferndale Binghll.lll Groveland Park Highland Twp. 

96.4 96.7 911.8 98.2 68.4 88.4 80.9 61.1 

3,3 2.0 4.7 1. 5 24. 2 10.1 15.0 29 .9 

o.4 l', 4 0.5 0.3 7,5 1. 4 4.1 9.0 

100 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Independence Keego Lake Lake Lathrup Lyon Madison 
Clarkston Harbor Angelus Orion Village Twp. Heights Milford 

86.6 61.9 I 99.0 68.4 99,3 76,5 93,7 77.0 

10.l 29.6 1.0 26.2 0.7 16.9 5,5 17.5 

3,3 8.6 ---- 5, )~ --·-- 6.5 o.8 5,5 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOO.O 100.0 100 . 0 

.... - --:;:· ,, 't t "·•·--· ., - ....... -r."';'"":..,.~~~---:;::,-~-.~_;;_ ~ ~>.H~ 'i~---

) 
I 

Clawson 

93,0 

5,4 

1.5 

100.0 

Holly 
Village 

77,9 

11.2 

4.9 

100.0 

Milford 
Twp. 

85.6 

9,9 

4.6 

100.0 

) 

I 

--~'""-

Commerce 

84.7 

11.0 

4.3 

100.0 

Huntington 
Woods 

99,7 

0.3 

. 100.0 

Northville 

100.0 

----
----

100.0 

I 
~ · l 

..... ~- -: -& 

I 

I 
L 
I 
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TABLE A-45 

(Percent of Housing Units - Condition of Plumbing - Continued) -2-

Novi Twp. Oak Orion Oxfo;.·d PleaE111n'G Pontiac 
Novi Village Park 0&.kland Twp. Oxford Twp. Ridge Pontiac Twp. 

Condi ti on of PlumMng 

Sound 79.5 99.3 74.3 84.G aa.6 ao.7 96.7 a2.7 79.0 
' 

Deteriorating 14.7 o.t'l 23.8 10.7 11. 3 13.2 2.a 14.4 13.4 

Dilapidated 5.8 0.2 1.9 4.7 0.1 6.1 0.5 2.9 7.6 

TOTAL la>O.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Rose Royal Royal Oak South Sylvan · 
Rochester Twp. Oak Twp. Lyon Southfield Springfield Lake Troy 

Sound 90.5 90.0 96.3 20.0 ea.a 94.5 a9.9 91.6 a1.o 
Deteriorating 8.l 6.9 3.3 37.1 8.7 4.5 C.9 6.7 lo.6 · 

Dilapidated l. 4 3.1 o.4 43.0 2.5 1.0 3.2 1. 7 2.4 

TO'l'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100~0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

West Bloomfield White 
Waterford Orchard Lake Lake Wixom Wolverine 

Sound 88.4 86.9 80.4 89.9 77.1 

Deteriorating 8.9 10.7 13.6 6.4 16.8 

Dilapidated 2.7 2.4. 5.9 3.7 6.1 ,. 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

, . " . .:~~-~-~rn,,_.. ____ _ 

' 1 ' I 

. -- ·-""""'·-·· 4., 
- ·--
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/, 

Quaker I 
Wood Creek 

aa.3 

9.3 

2.4 

100.0 

Walled 
J,ake 

83.9 

12.9 

3.3 

100.0 

.. 

------ -
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Persons 5 yrs. and older 
Sa.me household as 1960 
Different House 

Central City 
Outer P&rt 
Out:»ide S.M.S.A. 

North-West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

Persons 5 yra. and old.er 
Sa.me householn as 1960 
Different liouse 

Central City 
Outer Part 
Outisode S.M.S.A, 

North-West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

---- -.,..-~ 

' I ) ) 
I ' I 

···-·-~T--- ·"'-

TABLE A-46 
Selected Social Characteristics By Minor Civil Di vision: Oaklsnd County, 1960 

Re~idence in 1955 

Bloomfield 
/,ddison Twp. Avcn Twp. Berkley Beverly Hills Birmingham Hills 

1530 13803 20304 7786 22593 2264 
959 6710 12984 4255' 11057 384 
546 6961 7051 3388 11091 1325 

50 713 1616 887 1780 307 
404 5273 4231 ::.603 5294 745 
92 975 1204 898 4017 273 
78 774 1004 836 3407 206 
l~ 201 200 62 547 67 
3 64 114 70 284 31 

22 68 155 73 161 24 

Farmi ngton 
Clawson Commerce Farmington city Ferndale Franklin 

121513 82°10 5072 5859 28156 2479 
6230 3543 23'(0 2309 17978 1211 
5824 44 56 2541 3473 9782 1248 
1097 947 892 1359 2432 433 
3929 2769 13l4 1482 5933 579 
798 740 335 632 1417 236 
628 580 273 578 1090 184 
170 160 62 54 327 52 

88 57 25 59 237 0 
16 149 136 18 159 20 

..,.._-- .- =:- i. -:=- .... r.. 

) ) I ~ 

-··----.., ~ li~~. 

Bloomfield Brandon 
Twp. Twp. 

20361 2767 
6225 1601 

1362 3 1136 
3421 13 
7081 829 
3121 294 
2565 277 

556 17 
145 3 
368 27 

Groveland Hazel Park 

I 1141 22167 
744 12735 
389 9119 

48 2560 
207 5257 
134 1302 

92 671 
42 631 
8 184 
0 129 

f • r"='f • .. _L ~-- "!':;: • --i 

I 
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Persons 5 years and older 
Same household as 1960 
Di ffe!'ent House 

Central City 
Outer Part 
Outside S.M.S.A, 

North--We11t 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

Persons 5 years and older 
SIJll!e household as 1960 
Difilerent House 

CentrP.l City 
Outer Park 
Outside S.M.S.A, 

North- West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved · 

-

) ) 
I 1 I 

- -··--.-·-- .I\.. -~-- ·------- ·--· --- ... _. ---------- --

TABLE A-46 
Selected Social Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: Residencl!! in 1955 

Oak.land County, 1960 

Highland Hell.y 'l'wp. Holly Huntington Independence Keego HIU'bor 

4197 2048 21:\44 7975 9071 2440 
2033 1114 J.331 5062 3041 1493 
2129 917 1476 2784 5855 909 
240 60 65 1508 195 67 

1573 583 879 771 4785 708 
316 274 532 505 875 134 
265 270 456 461 700 '. 40 

51 4 76 44 175 94 
15 14 3 57 76 9 
20 3 34 72 99 29 

Lathrup Lyon Twp. Madison Milford Milford Northville 
HeiWits Twn. 

3261 2432 26201 1355 3562 699 
1909 1138 9715 723 1094 273 
1344 1259 15844 595 2408 426 
750 199 5733 146 488 81 
492 586 7868 335 1410 274 
102 474 2243 114 510 71 
95 345 1591 ll4 434 62 

·7 129 652 0 76 9 4 12 431 4 116 0 
4 23 2ll 35 14 0 

Lake 
Angelus 

201 
126 
75 
0 

75 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Novi 

5642 
1923 
3609 
1926 
2047 
636 
548 
88 
42 
68 

)1 

; 
-'' - --~ 4· • 

Lake 
Orion 

2385 
1223 
1083 

61 
839 
183 
164 

19 
13 
66 

Oak Plll'k 

31280 
16686 

. 14077 
10069 
2314 

11694 
1446 

248 
367 
150 

I 
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Persons 5 yrs. and older 
S8.1!1e household as 1960 
Different House 

Central City 
Outer Ps.rt 
Outslde S,M,S,A, 

North - West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

Persons 5 yrs, and older 
Sl!.llle household as 1960 
Different House 

Cen.tr&l City 
Outer Part 
Outside S,M,S.A. 

North ... Weat 
South 

Al)road 
Moved 

. _,.,,..--..---. 

') ) 
I 1 l 

TABLE A-46 

----r--~ -A 
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Selected Social Characteristics by Mlnor Civil Division : Residence in 1955 
OaklMd County• 1960 

Oakland Orion Oxford Twp. Oxford Plen.se.nt Pontiac Pontiac Rochester 
Rid~e Twp. 

2173 7716 2769 2124 ' 
963 :~418 1257 1055 

1202 4206 1477 1007 
111 257 75 33 
653 3315 1130 7(,7 
238 634 272 207 
210 428 227 176 
25 206 45 31 

4 40 0 47 
4 52 35 15 

3509 71905 7678 4815 
1 • 2332 36187 4317 2529 
r. 1091 32979 3285 2182 

274 971 53 99 I 593 26599 2831 1626 

I 224 5409 401 457 
195 3710 278 396 
29 1699 123 61 
30 518 17 88 
56 2221 49 16 

Quakertown Rose Royal O&lr. Royal Oak 
'f\.rp. 

South Lyoo Southfield Springf ield Elylvan Lake 

17727 1303 70036 6999 
6468 776 39301 4148 

10968 523 289~·r 2721 
3909 68 5471 517 
4974 261 17279 _1899 
2005 194 6207 ' 305 
1689 190 50B 52 
396 4 1134 253 
76 4 954 0 

215 0 824 130 

1541 27364 2338 1786 
810 13042 1130 882 
715 13962 1175 859 

54 7106 112 64 
415 4984 734 546 
246 1872 329 249 
124 1502 289 201 
122 370 40 48 

8 242 4 3 
8 i18 29 42 

~-., ~-..,.., 
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. _., 
- J 

.E 

l \ 1 

Persons 5 years and older 
Slt.!!le household as 1960 
Different Howie 

Central City 
Outer PIU"t 
Outside S.M.S.A, 

North- West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

I 1 ') 
I ) I 

.. . -- . -·. ,. - .A. 

TABLE A-46 
Selected Social Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: 

Oaklan<l County, 1960 
Residence in 1955 

Tro:t Walled Ll\k.e "lfoterford W,Bloomfield Twp. White Ln.lte 

16681 2957 40061 13196 7,24 4 
8167 1190 18799 6037 3846 
8173 1707 20533 68~8 3302 
1352 258 956 1639 653 
5494 1048 16698 3982 2242 

. 1327 401 2879 1267 . 407 
1106 311 2465 1073 363 

221 90 414 194 44 
138 11 297 74 28 
206 49 432 200 68 

.. _ .. --~ --··- ·-

Wixom 

1337 
797 
514 
60 

411 
43 
35 
8 

26 
0 

) 

I 
) 

I 
I 

.. :---·r. 
··-~ ~- __ 4~"" .. 

WolTerine Lake 

2031 
1043 
926 
201 
524 
201 
165 

36 
12 
50 

r--
.1 

I 
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TABLE A-47 
Selected Sodal Characteristics by Minor Civil Division: Oakland County, 1960 

Persons 5 yrs. 1i.nd olcer 
Same Hoasehold ~s 1960 
Different House 

Central City 
Oute!' Pe.rt 
Outside S.M.S.A. 

North-West 
South 

Abroad 
Moved 

Persons 5 yrs. and older 
Same Household as 1960 
Different House · 

Central City 
Outer Part 
Ou~side S.M.S.A, 

Abroad 
Moved 

North-West 
South 

Addison Twp. 

100.0 
62 .7 
35,7 
3,3 

26.4 
6.o 
).1 
1.0 
0.2 
l. 4 

Clawson 

100.0 
51.2 
47,9 
9.0 

32.3 
6.6 
5. 2 
l. 4 
0.1 
0.1 

l.----~ 

Residence in 1955 as Percent of Population 5 Yrs. old and Older 

Percent of Total 

Jleverly Bloomfield 
Avon 'I'wp. Berkley Hills. Birmingham Bloomfield Hills Twp. 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
48.6 63,9 54.6 48.9 39.0 30.6 
50.4 34.7 43,5 49.1 58.5 66.9 
5.2 8.o 11.4 7,9 13.6 16.8 

38.2 20.8 20.6 23.4 32.9 34.8 
7,1 5,9 21.1 11.8 12.1 15.3 
5.6 4.9 10.7 15.1 9.1 12.6 
1.5 1.0 0.8 2.4 3.0 2.7 
(). 5 o.6 0.9 l. 3 1.4 0.7 
0.5 0.8 0.9 0.7 1.1 1.8 

Commerce Farmington Farmington City Ferndale Franklin Groveland 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
43.2 
54,3 

46.7 39.4 63,9 48.9 65.2 
50 .1 59,3 34.7 50.3 34.1 

11. 5 11.6 23.2 8.6 17.5 4.2 
33,7 25.9 25.3 21.l 23.4 18.1 
9.0 6.6 10.8 5.0 9,5 11. 7 
7,1 5,4 9,9 3,9 7.4 8.1 
l.9 1.2 0.9 1.2 2.1 3.7 
0.7 

I 1.8 
0.5 1.0 o.8 --- 0.7 
2.7 0.3 o.6 o.8 ---

'1 

- -- -""" 

Brandon Twp. 

100.0 
57,9 
41.1 
0.5 

30.0 
10.6 
10.0 
o.6 
0.1 

:_1.0 

Hazel Park 

100.0 
57,5 
41.1 
11.5 
23.7 

5,9 
3.0 
2.8 
o.8 
o.6 

I·. ~ . 

L 
I 
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(Residence in 1955 as Pe:ccent of Popu.la.tion 5 Yrs. Old and Older - Continued) 

TABLl.~ A-47 
-2-

Highland Holly 'l'wp. Holly Huntii:igton 

Persons 5 yrs. 'illd older 
Same Household as 1960 
Different House 

Central City 
Outer Part 
Outside S.M.S .A. 

Abroad 
Moved 

North-West 
South 

Persons 5 yrs. &nd older 
Same Household as 1960 
Different HOuse 

Central Cir,y 
Outer Po.rt 
Outsiae S.M. S.A. 

Abroad 
Moved 

North-West 
South 

100 . (1 
48.4 
5c.7 
5,7 

37.5 
7. ~· 
6.3 
1.2 
o .4 
0. 5 

100 .0 
54.4 
44.8 
2.9 

28 .5 
13.4 
13. 2 
0.2 

Lathrup lzy'on 
Vi lla.ge Twp . 

100.0 
58 . 5 
41. 2 
23.0 
15 .1 

3.1 
2.9 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

100.0 
46.8 
51.8 
8.2 

24 .1 
19.5 
14.2 

5,3 
0.5 
0.9 

Woods 
100.0 100 .0 

46. 8 63. c; 
51.9 I 34,9 
2.3 18.9 

30 .9 9 .7 
18.7 6.3 
16.o 5.8 
2.7 o.6 
0 .1 0.7 
1.2 0 .9 

Ma.di.son Milford 
Heights Twp. 

100.0 100.0 
37 .1 53.4 
60.5 43. 9 
21.9 10.8 
30 .0 24.7 
8.6 8.4 
6.1 8.4 
2.5 ---
1.6 0.3 
o.8 2.3 

Independence 

100 . 0 
33 ,5 
64.5 
2.1 

52.8 
9.6 
7.7 
1. 9 
o.8 
1.1 

Milford 

100.0 
30.7 
67.6 
13. 7 
39,6 
14.3 
12.2 
2.1 
1.3 
o.4 

. ' ·- -· :...::__.~..,.;;-....:__:._--::=-~---·--~~-

Lake 
Keego Harbor Angelus 

100.0 100.0 
61.2 62.7 
37,3 37, 3 
2.7 ---

29 .0 37.3 
5,5 ---
1.6 ---
3.9 ---
o.4 ---
1.2 ---

Northville Novi 

100.0 100.0 
39.1 3.4 .1 
60.9 64. o 
11.6 34.1 
39.2 36.3 
10.2 11. 3 
8.9 9. 7 
1.3 1.6 
--- 0.7· 
--- 1.2 

Lake 
Orion 

100.0 
51.3 
45. 4 
2.6 

35.2 
7,7 
6 .9 
o.8 
0.5 
2.8 

Oak Park 

100.0 
53,3 
45.0 
32.2 
7.4 
5.4 
4.6 
o.8 
1.2 
0.5 

i 
I 

I 
f 
I 
I 

I 
r 
I 
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f 
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(Residence in 1955 as Percent of Population 5 Yrs. Old and Older - Co.1tinued} -3-
TABI,E A-47 

OakJ.anci Orion Oxford Twp. Oxf or.d Pleasant Ridge Pontiac 

Persons 5 yrs ·. & older 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Srune HOusehold as 1960 44.3 41i. 3 45.4 49 .7 66.5 50.3 
Different House 55,3 5i;. 5 53,3 I 47,4 31.1 45.9 

Central City 5.1 3,3 2.7 1.6 7,8 1. 4 
Outer Part 39.3 43.0 40.8 36.1 16.9 37.0 
Outside S.M.S.A. 11.0 8.2 9.8 9. 7. 6.4 7.5 

North-West 'j. 7 5,5 8.2 8.3 5.6 5,2 
South :i ,3 2.7 1.6 1.5 0.8 2.4 

Abroad 0.2 0.5 --- 2.2 0.9 0.7 
Moved 0.2 0.7 :;_,3 0.7 1.6 3.1 

Quakertown Rcse Royal Oak Royal Oak Twp. South Lyon Southfield 

Perao~s 5 yrs. a.,d older lOO.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Same Household as 1960 36.5 59.6 56.1 59.3 52.6 47.7 
Different House 61.9 40.1 41.3 38.9 46.4 51.0 

Central City 22.1 5. 2 7. 8 7 .Ii 3,5 26.0 
Outer Part 28. ). 20.0 24.7 27.1 26.9 18.2 
Outside S.M.S.A. 11. 8 14.9 8.7 4.4 16.o 6.8 

North-West 9.5 14.6 7.2 0.7 8.0 5.5 
Scr..ith 2.2 0.3 J..6 3.6 7.9 1.4 

Abroad o.4 0.3 1. 4 --- 0.5 0.9 
Moved 1.2 -- 1.2 l.9 0.5 o.4 

) 

I 

r. 

Pontiac Twp. 

100.0 
56.2 
42.8 
0.7 

36.9 
5.2 
3.6 
1.6 
0.2 
o.6 

Springfield 

100.0 
48.3 
50.3 
4.8 

31.4 
14.1 
12.4 
1. 7 
0.2 
1.2 

.., 
)I 

·r 
~: . ---·--•----"':,' , . . ·r--

Rochester 

100.0 
52.5 
45,3 
2.1 

33.8 
9.5 
8.2 
1.3 
1.8 
0.3 

I 
Sylvan Lake I 100.0 

49.4 I 
48.1 

I 3.6 
30.6 
13.9 
11.3 
2.7 
0.2 
2.4 
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(Residence in lq55 as Percent of Population 5 Yrs. Old and Older - Continued} 
TABLE A-47 

-4-

West Bloomfield 
Troy Walled Lake Waterford Twp. 

Persons 5 yrs. and older 100.0 100.0 100.0 1100.0 
SR!Ile Household as 1960 49.0 40. 2 46.9 45 . 7 
Different House 49.0 57.7 51. 3 52 .2 

Central City 8.1 8.7 2.4 12.4 
Outer Fart 32.9 35.4 41 . ·r 30.2 
Outside S.M.S.A. 7.1 13.6 7.2 9.6 

North-West 6.6 10.5 6.2 8.1 
South 1.3 3.0 1.0 1.5 

Abroad o.8 o . 4 0.7 o.6 
Moved 1.2 1. 7 1.1 1.5 

White Lake Wixom Wolverine Lake 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
53.1 59.6 51. 4 
45.6 38.4 45 . 6 
9.0 4.5 9.9 

30.9 30.7 25.8 
506 3.2 9.9 
5. 0 2.6 8.1 
o.6 o.6 1.8 
o . 4 1.9 o.6 
0 . 9 --- 2.5 

. J ' 

~--· 
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Addison 'i.'lr,:. 
Leona rd 

Total Foreign Bern 396 
Foreign Rcrn 94 
Native Bor-n of Foreign 302 
or Mixed Parentage 

Unit~d Kingdom 35 
Ireland 4 
Norway 3 
Sw~den 0 
Germany 82 
Poland 46 
Czechoslovakia 4 
Aus t ria. 0 
Hungary 12 
tJ. S . S.R . 8 
Italy 11 
Canada. 153 
Mexico 0 
All Other Not Reported 38 

Brandon 
Ort-:>nville 

Total foreign born 515 
Foreign Born 87 
Native Born of Foreign 428 
or Mi xe d Parentag~ 

United KingG.om 109 
Ire land 8 
Nonra.y 0 
Swede n 14 
Germwiy 116 
Poland 33 
Czechoslovakia. 0 
Austria. 4 
Hw1ga.ry 8 
U.S.S.R. 17 
Italy 3 
Canada 160 
Mexico 14 
All Other Not Reported 29 

) "I 
I I 

-----·- ·A 

Ti\BI.E A-48 
Selectea. Socir<l. Characteristics by Minor Civil Division; 

Oak.land County, 1960 Fore i gn Born 

k•on Twp. Berkl~y Beverly Hills 

3,335 6,95f 2,!1 31 
816 1,841 641 

2,519 5,115 1,790 

518 1,249 330 
40 167 67 
36 44 ' 25 
77 142 61 

386 605 318 
178 407 210 

73 32 41 
43 136 52 
47 70 33 
39 89 108 

109 357 164 
1,303 1,579 783 

72 12 8 
414 1,067 229 

Clawson Commerce Farmington 

3,722 2,0 57 ..1,691 
927 486 370 

2,795 1,571 1,321 

637 294 25i; 
98 18 45 
2a 52 7 
61 81 63 

26 3 334 204 
315 117 133 
90 20 27 
63 36 19 

I 28 24 21 
50 10 13 

in 33 53 
1,426 770 696 

0 0 0 
486 268 156 

·~ ' 4 ·-
Q '\ ~~-~"\··-;:;;:...~~ - ·-··, .,,..,,, ... - ~.:.:..:--. 

) 

Birmingham 

6,ooc 
1, 627 
4,373 

1,131 
159 

42 
210 
619 
252 

57 
75 

104 
97 

239 
2,163 

9 
843 

Farmington 
Twp. 

1,990 
488 

1,502 

262 
50 
24 
37 

202 
190 

23 
35 
20 
92 
90 

639 
4 

322 

·--

) 
I 

Bloomfield 
Hills 

559 
154 
405 

95 
12 
17 
44 
55 
4 
0 

16 
16 
13 
24 

165 
0 

98 

Ferndale 

10,648 
3,531 
7,117 

2,162 
231 
75 

185 
862 
635 
101 
211 
133 
209 
371 

3,832 
20 

1,621 

l 
l 

~----. -~ 

Bloomfield 
Twp. 

5,746 
1,358 
4,388 

861 
110 

86 
154 
615 
372 

46 
146 

92 
220 
204 

l,848 
4 

988 

Franklin 
Bingham 

704 
163 
541 

76 
15 
19 
21 

115 
51 
16 
12 
20 
34 
19 

210 
4 

92 

' 

..t 
~·-

I 

l 

,,. -

L~~ 
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(Foreign Born Cont'd) 

Total F'oreign i3orn 
Foreign Born 
NE>tive Born of Foreign 
or Mixed Parentage 

United Kingdom 
Ireland 
Nonrn.y 
Sweden 
Germ~y 

Poland 
Czechoslovakia. 
A'.!Stria 
Hungary 
U.S.S.R. 
Italy 
Canada 
Mexico 
All Other Not neported 

Total Foreign Born 
Foreign B.orn 
Native Born of Foreign 
or Mixed Parentage 

United Kingdom 
Ire lar.d 
Norway 
Sweden 
Germany 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
A:.istria 
Hun.gary 
U.S.S.R. 
It11.ly 
Canada 
Mexico 
All other Not Reported 

- ) 

Groveland Hazel Pe.rk 

188 6,829 
33 1.861 

155 4,963 

::;o 1-:0 
4 86 
5 3?. 
9 69 

14 582 
8 992 

13 80 
17 171 

0 139 
4 201 
!1 561 

37 2,126 
0 26 

43 1,034 

Keego Harbor Lake Angelus 

~87 36 
125 6 
362 30 

92 5 
4 0 
4 0 

16 9 
59 7 
11 0 

0 0 
13 0 

8 0 
4 I 0 
9 0 

206 9 
5 0 

56 6 

\1 \ '" ) 
I '1 \ 

. , 
r -

I - ' ..,..::0,.-U---_:___: __ ,......__ ... . A- ,._,..,. ...... ;,.., .. -._ • ~' •••• ' -:=.:::-..;~..:...:.=------ ~ ~ #OW' ,-. ~ 

TABLE A-48 
- 2 -

Highland 

807 
199 
608 

177 
8 

11 
16 

143 
40 

3 
19 
15 
19 
22 

237 
0 

97 

Lake Orion 

571 
161 
410 

89 
4 

17 
15 
60 
44 

4 
8 

13 
0 

22 
236 
16 
43 

' 

HoJ.J.y Twp. 

238 
80 

158 
40 
0 
4 
7 

.22 
8 
0 
0 
0 

22 
0 

87 
0 

42 

Lathrup 
Village 

1,129 
219 
910 

159 
12 
13 
29 

188 
83 
9 

35 
29 
16 
39 

• 279 
16 

222 

Holly Vill. 

422 
119 
303 

17 
4 
4 

13 
101 

5 
16 

0 
0 
5 

11 
198 

0 
48 

Lyon Twp. 

508 
114 
394 
66 
17 

0 
0 

88 
19 

0 
17 

4 
12 
27 

162 
0 

96 

Huntington Independence 
Wo0ds Clarkston 

3,433 l,526 
914 322 

2,519 l,204 

333 244 
44 8 
20 13 l \I f 

54 45 
304 145 
396 6< 

64 12 
96 17 

120 39 
717 47 

37 91 
702 618 

0 8 
546 170 

Madison Milford 
Heights 

8,253 779 
1,959 130 
6,294 649 

901 126 
160 34 

86 20 
105 16 
654 80 

1,098 30 
154 0 
176 4 

91 13 
217 13 
664 26 

2,872 317 
31 0 

1,044 100 

.... 

,. 
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.(F.orei-gn Born Cont;'d) 

Total Foreign Born 
r·oreign Born 
Native Born of Foreign 
or Mixed Parentage 

Uni ted Y:ingdo111. 
Ireland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Germany 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
Austria 
Hungary 
U. S.S .R. 
Italy 
Canada 
Mexico 
All Other Not Reported 

Total F'oreign Born 
Foreign Born 
Native Bor~ of Foreign 
or Mixed Parentage 

United Kingdom 
Ireland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Germany 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
Austria 
Hungary 
U.S.S.R. 
Italy 
Canada 
Mexico 
All Other Not Reported 

~ 

Milford T'wp. 

232 
58 

265 

117 
8 
0 
4 

66 
15 

8 
0 
4 
4 
4 

141 
0 

22 

Oxford Twp. 

392 
64 

328 

44 
20 
4 
0 

58 ' 
111 
8 
0 
0 
0 
0 

151 
0 

93 

) l 
I 

Northville 

168 
44 

124 

42 
3 

12 
4 

22 
0 
5 
0 
3 
0 

12 
58 

0 
7 

Pleasant Ridge 

1,115 
341 
774 

278 
16 

I+ 
25 

117 
39 
8 
8 
7 

16 
42 

351 
0 

204 

TABLE A-48 
- 3 -

Novi Vill. 
Novi Twp. 

1, 366 
330 

1,036 

230 
24 
16 ., 
15 ' 

224 
100 
15 
24 
48 
31 
22 

445 
0 

172 

Pontiac 

14; 855 
4,446 

10,409 

2,044 
343 
151 
465 

l,1+28 
744 
218 
263 
218 
1+96 
702 

L,475 
1,051 
2 ,257 

) 

. ·--.------- .A 

Oak Park 

18,247 
5,085 

13,162 

1,139 
85 
56 
96 

851 
3,457 

427 
659 
590 

5,490 
468 

2,668 
0 

2,261 

Pontiac Twp. 

1, 302 
278 

1,024 

229 
40 
35 
25 

140 
62 
18 
34 
4 

13 
20 

492 
8 

182 

l 
I 

I • .. ,...,,.._.. . . ,,_... _______ _ 

Oakland 

475 
105 
370 

97 
I) 

8 
20 
79 
26 

0 
13 

0 
25 
33 

113 
0 

61 

Quaker 
Wood Creek 

4,986 
1,167 
3 , 819 

825 
79 
57 

159 
600 
362 
98 
77 

109 
70 

215 
1,757 

27 
551 

Orion Twp. 

1,530 
334 

1,196 

241 
30 
29 
29 

153 
58 
0 

13 
31 
27 
50 

617 
114 
138 

Rochester 

1,101 
284 
817 

261 
16 
24 
24 

251 
9 
4 

25 
0 
7 

16 
360 

0 
104 

l 
I 

----~-

Oxford 

505 
138 
367 
61 

8 
0 

12 
99 

9 
0 

29 
4 
9 
4 

191 
24 

.55 

·Rose Twp. 

200 
44 

156 

23 
4 
0 
0 

47 
8 
4 
0 
5 
0 
0 

73 
9 

27 

., 

,. 

l. 

L_ 
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·_ ,(Foreign Born Cont'd) 

l 
: Total Foreign Born 

Foreign Bern 
Native Born of Foreig11. 
or Mixed Parentage 

United Kingdom 
Ireland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Germar.y 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
Austri a 
Hungary 
U. S. S.R. 
Italy 
Canada 
Mexico 
All Other Not Reported 

Total Foreign Born 
Foreign Born 
Native Born o! Foreign 
or Mixed Parentage 

Uni +,ed Kingdom 
Ireland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Gennany 
Poland 
Czechoslovak-ia 
Austria 
Hungary 
u.s. s .R. 
Italy 
Canada 
Mexico 
ft.11 Other Not Reported 

Royal Oak 

24, 315 
6,774 

17, 541 

4,1 51 
560 
223 
346 

~\353 
1,431 

280 
544 
281 
)14 
989 

8,971 
68 

. 3,554 

Walle d Lake 

668 
174 
494 

111 
12 

4 
16 
81 
24 

5 
12 

4 
4 

24 
269 

0 
102 

- - - - -- . - . ... - - '""1 

TABLE A-hl3 
- 4 -

Royal Oak Twp. South Lyon Southfield Springfield Sylvan Lake Troy 

186 229 11,401 461 420 
58 43 3,321 102 101 

128 186 8,080 359 319 

5,101 
1,391 
3,710 

3 29 1, 521 75 79 750 
0 9 152 17 10 19 
0 0 132 4 9 37 I t I 

0 0 ~ 283 11 5 89 
6 44 975 88 81 526 
3 13 1,078 8 15 574 
0 4 141 0 0 77 
T 17 317 0 7 85 
6 21 232 0 3 69 

29 4 862 0 0 100 
3 13 854 18 4 314 

50 48 3,209 182 130 1,817 
0 0 8 0 0 19 

79 27 1,637 58 77 622 

Wa"ter ford West Bloomfield White Lake Wixom Wolverine 
Orchard Lake 

8,487 3,856 1,993 505 506 
i;988 9H 510 158 98 
6,499 2,8'(9 1,483 347 408 

1, 316 733 336 59 61 
205 62 35 4 4 
131 29 44 7 8 
280 129 29 16 16 
876 328 193 46 58 
416 256 138 4 88 
81 46 30 0 4 

126 43 20 9 12 
67 49 21 0 4 

I 125 94 47 7 4 
310 127 .79 14 24 

3,<!34 1,374 765 204 168 
186 4 6 0 0 

1,134 582 250 135 55 

., 
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TABLE A--49 
:?OREIGN S'l'OCK BY MINOR CIVIL DI VISION ; OAJ(LAl"iD COUNTY : 

Avo11 Berkl ey Beverly Hills 
Audison 'J'ownship City Villa ge Bi r mi.ngham 

'l'otal Foreign 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 
1', orci gn Born 23 - '7 24 . 5 26 . 5 26 . 4 ' 27 . 1 
Ha.ti vc , Fore ign or Mixe d Faren tP.ge 76 . 3 75 . 5 ?3 -5 73 . 6 72 . 9 

Unit ed Kingdom 8 . 8 15 . 5 18 . o 13 . 6 18 . 9 
Ir ·~ l 11.n d (Efr e ) l . U 1 . 2 2 . 1; 2 . 8 2 . 7 
horviay o . 8 1.1 o . 6 1. 0 0 . 7 
Swe den ____ ... 2 . 3 2 . 0 2 . 5 3 . 5 
Gcrm&ny 20 . 7 11 . 6 8 . 7 13 .1 10 . 3 
Pol and u . 6 5 'l. .;;> 5 . 9 8 . 6 4 . 2 
Czechos lo vakia 1.0 2·. 2 0 . 5 1. 7 l . O 
Ai: s tria '----- 1.3 2 . 0 2 .1 1. 2 
Hun gary 3 . 0 1 . 4 1. 0 1.4 :i.. 7 
u . s . s .R. 2 . 0 1. 2 1.3 4 . 4 1.6 
Italy 2 . 8 3 . 3 5 .1 6 . 7 4. o 
Canada 38 . 7 39 . 0 37 . 0 32 . 3 36.0 
Mexico ----- 2 . 2 0 . 2 0 . 3 0 .1 
All Other Not Reported 9 . 6 12 . 4 15.3 9 . 5 14.1 

" 

- '· ~ \ - ......,.__._.. 
--...:.-. 

) ") 

I 
) 

1 

...__ _ ···- ... ________ --4--,-,- "'.t'. ,. __ ... ....... -.~ .... 

1960 

Bloomf i e l d Bloomfield Brar.don T~·p. Claws on 
Hills , ~i ty Township Or tonville V. City 
100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 l Oo.o 

27. 5 23 . 6 16 . 9 24 . 9 
72 . 5 76.4 83 .1 75 .1 

17 . 0 15 . 0 21. 2 17 .1 
2 .1 1. 9 1.6 2.6 
3 . 0 1. 5 ----- o . 8 
7 . 9 2 . 7 2 . 7 1.6 
9 . 8 10 . 7 22 . 5 7 .1 
0 . 7 6 . 5 6 . 4 8. 5 

----- o . 8 ----- 2 . 4 
2 . 9 2 . 5 o .8 1.7 
2 . 9 1.6 1.6 o.8 
2 . 3 3 .8 3 . 3 1.3 
4 . 3 3 . 6 o .6 4.8 

29 . 6 32 .1 31.0 38.2 
------ 0.1 2 .7 
17.5 17- 2 5.6 13 .1 

..... 

_4: 4 

I \ ; 

h f 

,...__,.;...____._,""---" ·m._-r__,,&~"- -"""- -~••-°' c; ._ .. . -~5 - .. "-' 
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TABLE A-49 I 
FOREIGN STOCK BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISION; OAKLAND COUNTY : 1960 I 

I 
Comm er.:;e Farmington Farmington Quak antown Fern dale Franklin Groveland Hazel Highland '.I'owns hl.p City Township Woodcreek :r. City JUngam F'arma •ro wnship Park Township 

l ' I 

I 
'fot a l Fo1 eign Stock 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 .0 100 .0 100 . 0 100 .0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 .0 F'or e ign Born 23 . 6 21. 9 21+. 5 23 . 11 33 . 2 23 . 2 17.6 27.3 24 . 7 Nat i ve , F'ore ign or Mixed Parentage 76 . 4 78 .1 75 . 5 16.6 66 . 8 76 . 8 82 . 4 72 . 7 75 . 3 
Unit ed Kingdom 1 11. 5 15 . 0 1 3 . 2 16.5 20 . 3 10 . 8 16.o l 0 .7 21.9 Ireland 0 . 9 2. . 7 2 . 5 1.6 2 . 2 2 .1 2 .1 1.3 1.0 Norway 2 . 5 o . 4 1. 2 1.1 0 . '1 2 . 7 2 . 7 0 . 5 1 .• 4 Swed en 3 . 9 3 .7 1.9 3 . 2 1.7 3 . 0 4 . 8 1.0 2 .0 Germany 16. 2 . 12 .1 10 . 2 12 . 0 8 .1 16.4 7 . 4 8 . 5 l ?.6 Polanc1. 5.7 7 . 9 9 . 5 7 . 3 6.o 7 . 2 '+ . 3 111.5 5 . 0 Czec ll.o s lovakia 1.0 1.6 1. 2 2 . 0 0 .9 2 . 3 6 .9 1. 2 o.4 Austria 1.7 1.1 1.8 1.5 2 . 0 1.7 9.0 2.5 2.4 Hungary 1. 2 l.2 1.0 2 . 2 1.2 2 . 8 ----- 2 . 0 1.9 u .s.s.R. 0 . 5 o . 8 4.6 1.4 2 . 0 4 . 8 2 .1 2 .9 2 .4 It&.l,y 1 . 6 3 .1 4 • . .5 4 . 3 3 .5 2 . 7 2 .1 8.2 2. 7 . Canada 37 . 5 :+1.2 32 . 2 35-3 36 . 0 29.8 19.7 31 . 2 29.3 Mexico ----- ----- 0 . 2 0 .5 0 . 2 o .6 ----- o.4 -----All Other Not Reported :i.3 . 0 9.2 16.2 11.1 15.2 13 .1 22 .9 15.1 12 .0 

~ 

I 
I 
I L . 

~-:;._~ ~ .. ... 

I 
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Total Foreign Stock 
Fo re i gn Born 
Na t i ve , Foreign "r Mixed Pai· en tage 

Unit ed Kingdom 
Ireland 
Norway 
Sweden 
Germany 
Poland 
Czechos lovakia 
Aus tria 
Hungary 
U.S.3 .R. 
Italy 
Canada 
~le xi co 
All Other Not Repor ted 

I ) ) 
I 1 I 

TABLE A-49 

") 

-·-...,.. . A. .. 

FOREIGN STOCK B'l MINOR CIVIL DIVL'>ION; OAKLAND COUNTY : 

Holly Holly Huntingt on Independence Keego 
Towns hip Village Wooc!s City Township Harbor 

' 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 
33 . 6 28 . 2 26 .G 21.1 25. 7 
66 . 4 71. 8 73 . 4 78 . 9 7L; . 3 

19 . 3 If . 0 9 . 7 16 . o 18 . 9 ----- 0. 9 1.3 0 . 5 o . 8 
1.7 0 . 9 o . 6 0 . 9 o . 8 · 
2 . 9 3 .1 1.6 2 . 9 3 . 3 
9 . 2 23 . 9 8 . 9 9 . 5 12 .1 
3 . If 1.2 11.5 4 . 1 2 . 3 ----- 3 ,8 J.9 o . 8 ---------- ----- 2 . 8 1.1 2 . 7 

----·- ----- 3 . 5 2 . 6 1.6 
9 . 2 1. 2 20 .9 3 . 1 o . 8 ----- 2 . 6 1.1 6 . 4 1.8 

36 . 7 46 . 9 20 .4 40.6 42.4 ----- ----- ----- 0 .5 1.0 
17.6 11.4 15.9 11.1 11.5 

) ) 
I 

·I • -- -·· . ........_. _ .... _,. ... ____________ ~- ~ ... 

1960 

Lake Angelus Lake Orion Lathrup 
Village Village Village 

100 . 0 100 . 0 100. 0 
16.7 28 . 2 19.4 
83 . 3 71 . 8 80 .6 

13 . 9 15 . 6 14.1 ----- 0 . 7 1.1 ----- 3 . 0 1. 2 
25. 0 2 . 6 2 .6 
19.4 l 0 . 5 16.6 ----- 7. 7 7.3 ----- 0 . 7 o . 8 ------ 1.4. 3 .1 ----- 2 . 3 2 .6 ----- ----- 1.4 ----- 3 .9 3 .5 
25 . 0 41. 3 24.6 ----- 2 .8 1.4 
16.7 7.5 19.7 

'1 

__ ."~J .. 

, I 
I I 

!illll••••••••••••••••••r-------~.;--;-,7.--:----~...__--.. -----·------:--:---::-_:. ___ ,, ;.;.;;,.. ~..... r . • ..... ,, 4T r . .... ~ iF- -·-r 
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Total Foreign Stock 
F-:i;:oign Born 
Na ti ve, Foreign or Mixed Par en tag'e 

Uni te d Kingd 0m 
Ireland 
Nor way 

' 
Sweden 
Germany 

l Poland 
Czecho3l ovakia 

J Austria 

~ 
Hungary 
u.s . s.R. 
Italy 

I Canada 
Mex:lco 
All Others Not Reported 

) ) 
I 

--·---- ---· 

' I 

- ----- •-• ····-T- _A_ 

TABLE A-h9 
FOREIGN STOCK BY MINOR CIVIL DIVISlON; OAKLAND COUN'.L'Y: 1960 

) 
I 

•I . 
~-· ,-~ -......., ,........,.__ ---·--...,.-,,,,,,,_.__ 

'1 

---~ -

Lyon Madis on Milford. Milford Northvil l e Novi vn . Oak Oakland ' 
·rown s hfp Ht r; . City •rownship Village City & Twp . Park Township 

" 
100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . C l CO . O 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 

22 . 4 23 . '7 18 . o 16 . ? 26 . 1 24 . 2 2'7 . 9 22 .1 
7'1 . 6 ?6 . 3 e2.o 83.3 73. 9 75 . 8 72.1 77 . 9 

13 . 0 10. 9 14 . 6 16 . 1 25 . 0 16 . 8 6 . 2 20 . 4 
3 . 3 1.9 2. 5 4. 4 1.8 1.8 0. 5 

----- 1.0 ----- 2 . 6 '7 . 1 1.2 0. 3 1.7 
----- 1 . 3 1.2 2 .1 2 . 4 1.1 0.5 4. 2 
17 . 3 '7 . 9 20 . 11 10. 3 13 . 1 16 . 4 4. 7 16 . 6 

3 . 7 13 . 3 if . 6 3 . 9 ---- 7. 3 18 . 9 5.5 
---·--- 1.9 2 . 5 ----- 3 . 0 1.1 2. 3 

3 . 3 2 . 1 ----- 0. 5 ---- 1 . 8 3 . 6 2.7 
o. P. 1.1 1.2 l.'7 1.8 3. 5 3.2 
2. 4 2 .6 1.2 1 . 7 ----- 2 . 3 30. 0 5 . 3 
5.3 8 . o 1.2 3 . 3 7 .1 1.6 2. 6 6 . 9 

32 . 0 34.9 43 . 8 4o.6 34 •. ? 32 . 6 14 . 6 23 . 9 
----- o. 4 ----- ------ ---- ----- ----- -----
18 . 9 12 . 7 6 . 8 12 . 8 It . 2 12 . 6 12 . lt 12. 8 

~ 

~---- ' •• ,1,,.,..,. 

7 
.. "~ 

r \ 

I 
I _L 

l 

;.· ·::.=-
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TABLE A.49 
FORE IGN S'.l 'OCK I3 Y MINOR CIVIL DI VIS ION ; OAKLAND COUN'.l'Y : 1960 

Orion Oxfo r d Oxford Pl easant Pontiac Pontiac Ro chester Rose 
•ro wn s hip Vi llage Towns hip Rid ge City Towns hip Villa ge Towns hip 

' 
Total Fore i gn Stock 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 1 00 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 :i. oo .o 
Fore i gn Born .:' l.8 27 . 3 16 . 3 30 . 6 29 . 9 21. 11 25 . 8 22 .0 
!lative , Foreign, or Mixed Paren tage 78 . 2 72 . 7 85 .7 69 . 4 70 .1 78 . 6 74 . 2 78 . 0 

Uni t ed Kjngdom 15 . 7 12 .1 11. 2 24. 9 13 . 8 17. 6 23 . 7 11.5 
Ireland 2 . 0 1. 6 5 .1 1. 4 2 . _3 3 .1 1.5 2 . 0 
Norway 1.9 ----- 1. 0 0 . 11 1. 0 2 . 7 2 . 2 
Swe ct en J. 9 2 . 4 ----- 2 . 2 3 ,1 1.9 2 . 2 
Ge rmany 10 . 0 19 . 6 1 4 . 8 l 0 . 5 9 . 6 10 . 8 22 . 8 23 .5 
Poland 3 . 8 . 1.8 3 . 6 3 . 5 5 . 0 4 . 8 o . 8 11 .0 
Czwx;;oslovkia --·---- ____ ._ 

2 . 0 0 . 7 1.5 i. 4 o .4 2 . 0 
Au s tria o . 8 5 . 7 ----- o . 'I 1. 8 2 . 6 2 . 3 
Hungary 2 . 0 o . 8 ----- o . 6 1.5 0 . 3 ----- 2 . 5 
u.s.s.R. 1 . 8 1 . 8 ----- 1. 4 3 . 3 1. 0 o . 6 
lt9. ly 3 . 3 o . 8 ----- 3.8 4 .7 1.5 1.5 
Canlida '40 . 4 37 . 7 38 . 6 31.6 30 .1 37. 8 32 .6. 36.5 
Mexic o 7 . 11 4 . 8 ----- ----- ·7.1 o. 6 ----- 4.5 
All Othe r s Not Reporte d 9 . 0 1 0 . 9 23 . 7 18.3 15 .2 14.o 9.4 13.5 

, . 
i ,-

I 

fJI I ! 
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'ro t e.l Fo r c igv St ock 
Fore i en Born 
Nat i ve , Fo r eign or Mixed Pa r entage 

Unit ed Kin gdom 
l re l and 
Norway 
Swed:rn 
Qc1·many 
.Polan d 
CzechoBlo vakia 
Aus t ::- i a 
J:ungary 
u.s.s.R. 
I taly 
Canada 
Mexi co 
All Others Not Report ed 

~ 
I 

TABLE A-49 

'1 ' 

:r:::::- _A_ __ --... -.:=- . 7 :.:·- .. _~-. - ----

I ) 
., 

,.. 

~. ·· ~ 
:::c.:t:r" • ,,,,,,, ._..,,....._, . .... __ 

1. 

FOREIGN STOCK Bi MINOR CIVIL DIVI SIOH; OAKLAND COUN'l"i : 196 0 
I 
I' 
I 

Roy&l Oak Roya l Oak Sou t h Lyon Springfi eld Sylvan Lake Tr oy Wall ed Lake 1 · 
City Towns hip Ci ty Sou t hfi eld Town s hip City City City t 
l CO. O 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0. 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 I 

2'? . 9 31. 2 18 . 8 29 . 1 22 . 1 24 . o 27 . 3 26 . 0 
- 72 . 1 6E. 8 81. 2 70 . 9 77 . 9 76 . 0 72 . 7 711 . 0 

17·1 1.6 12 . 7 l _j . 3 16 . 3 ' 18 . 8 1 4 . 6 16 ~ 6 
2 . 3 ---·-- 5. g 1.3 3 . 7 2 . 4 o . 4 1.8 
0 . 9 ~---- --... ·-- 1.2 0 . 9 2 .1 0 . 7 _ o . 6 
1. 4 ----- ----- 2 . 5 2 . 4 1. 2 1.8 2 .4 
9 . 7 3 . 2 19 . 2 8 . 6 19 .1 19 . 3 10 . 3 12 .1 
6 . 1 1.6 5 . 7 9 . 5 1.7 _3 . 6 11. 3 3 . 6 
1. 2 ----- 1. 7 1. 2 ----- ----- 1.5 0 .7 
2 . 2 3 . 8 7 .4 2 . 8 ----- 1.7 1.7 1.8 
1 . 2 3 . 2 9 . 2 2 . 0 ----- 0 . 7 l .'1 o . 6 
2 .1 15 . 6 1.7 7.6 ----- ----- 2 . 0 o . 6 
4.1 1.6 5 .7 7.5 3 .9 1. 0 6 . 2 3 .6 

:;6 . 8 26 . 9 21.0 28 . 0 39 . 4 30 . 9 35.5 40 . 3 
0 . 3 ----- ----- 0 .1 ----- ----- o.4 

1 4 . 6 42 . 5 11.8 14 . 4 12 .6 18 . 3 12 . 2 15.3 

I 
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ToLal Fore ign Stock 
Fori cgn Born 
Nat ive , Fore ign or Mixed Parenta~~ 

I 
I Unit ed Kingdom 

'I Ir '.) l and 
I 
I · Norwa y 

Sweden 
Germa ny 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
Austria 
Hungary 
u.s.s.R. 
Ita ly 
Canada 
Mexico 
All Others No t Report P.d 

) ) 
I \I ' 

·---,----.. A.. 
- ---· ·-··--·.:...J.--···--

TABLE A-49 
FOREIGN s·rocK B\' MINOR CIVIL DI VISION ; OAKLAND COUNTY1 1960 

Wat e rford W. Bloomfield White Lake Wixom Wol verine 
To wns hip Town s hip To wns hip City La ke , Village 

100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 
23.8 25 . 3 25.6 31 . 3 19.4 
76 . 2 7'+.7 74 . 4 6f3.7 Bo . 6· 

l'+. 9 19 . 0 16 . 8 11.7 12 . 0 
2 . 3 1.6 1.8 o. 8 o. 8 
0 . 9 o . 8 2. 2 1.4 1.6 
3 .6 ;; . 3 1. 5 3 . 2 3 . 2 

10.1 8 . 5 9 . 7 9.1 11.5 
4. 1 6 .6 6 . 9 o.8 17.4 
1.0 1.2 1.5 ----- o. 8 
1.5 1.1 1.0 1. 8 2 . if 
1..0 1.3 1.1 ----- o. 8 
1.8 2. 4 2 . 4 1. 4 o. 8 
3 . 7 3 . 3 4. o 2. 8 4. 7 

38 .1 35 . 7 38 . 3 40 . 3 33 .1 
3 .0 0.1 0. 3 -----

1.40 15.1 l2.5 26 . 7 10.9 

- ----~- ---~~ I . 
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16 
Hazh Park 

Total Enrolle d J00 . 0% 

Ki ndergarten 9.5 

Public 98 . 7 

Private 1. .3 

Elementary (1 to 8 yrs . ) 67 . 9 

P•lbl i c 88 . 8 

Pr ::. vate 11.2 

Hi gh Schoo: (1 to 4 yrs.) 20.3 

Pu blic 94.7 

Private 5 .3 

Cclleg t1 2.3 

I i 
l 

1 
I --

? \ 1 \ ) I I . '1 

------ ··-.. ··-----·-·"··-··· --··· __ .. ;__,._·_,A ... , .. . -· ....,_, ,., ~-----~-·...:. _. - .:~ ___..... -~ · ..., 
~--------'--------~----~-------~-----"''---'-~~~.~~--~·-· ~ -----

17 18 19 20 21 22 < r' t \ l 

Hii;hla nd Holly ·r•>1p . Ho~ly Village Huntingto.n I ndepe ndence Keego Harbor 
'.l.'wp . Woods Twp . 

100 . 0% 10U. CJ% JOO.a% 100.0% 100.0% 100. 0% 

8 . o 8 .4 9 . 6 6. 8 12.5 7.0 

100. 0 93.7 100 . 0 94. o 98.1 100.0 

--- 6. 3 --~ 6. o 1.9 

68 . 6 50 ,5 69.9 62 .2 68 .5 61.1 

100 . 0 86 .5 98.7 87 .5 98 .5 95.2 

--- 13.5 1.3 12.5 1.5 4. 8 

21.6 35.5 18 . 6 21f . 0 17.4 31.9 

98 . 6 92.6 97.5 80 . 6 96.5 94,o 

1.4 7 .4 2. 5 19.4 3,5 6.o 

1. 8 5. 6 1.9 7. 0 1.6 
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~ 
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_l_~ . ~ 
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23 . 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
Lake Anii:elmi La\i:.e Orion Lathrup Lyon Twp, Madison Milford Milford Northville 

VillA.p:e He!Q:hts .T..m , Villai;e Citv 

'l'otal Enrolled 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100 ,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100 , 0% 100,0% 
( 

Ktnde!<G.rten --- ll,O 5,2 ll;7 13,8 1.0 13 . 9 13 , 2 

Public --- 93,5 . 93 .0 100 ,0 98 .5 100,0 100,0 100,0 

Private --- 6 ,5 7.0 --- 1.5 

F.lemento.ry (1 to 8 yrs,) . ·30 , 8 6;> ,!i 63.ll 65,6 66,9 70,2 66,6 56,9 

Publi c 100,0 1}3 ,5 62.6 99.2 flll ,3 100,0 99,5 100,0 

Private --- 16.5 37,4 0 , 1\ ll. 7 -- 0 , 5 

'HP'h School ( 1 to 4 :vrs,) 69 , 2 25,3 2ti .o 20.1 15 ,) 22,1 17,0 21.8 

Public 100,0 97,7 l}Q .o 92,6 95,6 91.3 96,3 86 , 3 

Pri v1tte --- 2.3 20,0 7.4 4,4 B.7 3.7 13.7 

Co llepe --- 1.3 7,0 5,6 4,2 0,7 2 , 5 1'!,l 

, 

I l 

IJ . -. -~-,_,,_...... - ..... ---- -- .,._ -- j - 'f - . i; ' .... 'I ' ,. • 
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i 31 32 
' Novi Oak P ark 

Total Enrol.led 100. 0% 100,0% 

Ki nderr:art en 7.4 10 .• 6 

Puhlic 100.0 99 , 3 

Pr i v ate --- 0,7 

P- lementar:v (1 to 8 y r s .) 70 ,6 66 . 3 

Public 89 , I ~ 116 , I~ 

Pr i vate 10, 6 13.6 

Hi gh School ( 1 to 4 y rs,) 20,1 16 .8 

Public 93, 5 94,1 

Private 6. 5 5.9 

Coll e P'e 1. 9 11 . 3 

-

33 34 
0 8.klA.fl (] Orion 

'l\rp . Twp . 

100 ,0% 100,0% 

8.6 10 . 5 

100 ,0 100,0 

--- ---
67. 8 67.7 

88 , 9 94,7 

11.1 5.3 

22,6 :.'1.0 

100,0 97,9 

--- 2,1 

1.0 o. 8 

'I" 
I 

35 
Oxfor d . 
Vill1rn;e 

100,0% 

10 ,6 

100 ,0 

---
60. 3 

100 , 0 

---
24 ,6 

ll9.4 

10.6 

4.5 

'I 

•I . 
···- -r·~·---~ ~---·· -----· .... .......... -~ ... ---- -·-- ·-~ .. ,,, __ , __ 

36 37 38 39 
nxford Pl e e.s 11nt Pontiqc Ponti e.c 
'l\rp . Ridp:e City Two , 

100 ,0% 100 ,0% 100.0% 100.0% 

8. 6 7 .1 9 .1 10. 4 

n . 4 100,0 97 . 3 96 , 4 

211 . E --- 2. 7 3.6 

1)5 , 2 60. 2 68,1 67 ,1 

87, 8 90 .0 91.5 96 . 6 

12 .2 10,0 8. 5 3,4 

.22 . ·r 28.2 19 .9 20 ,1 

96, 8 79,3 1)8 , 4 94, 4 

3 . 2 20 ,7 11 .6 5,6 

3,5 4, 5 2 .9 2, 4 

'1 

-.- - - ,...,....._ .. .,.... 

. ·- -""' L. --~ .. 

40 41 
Qu11.ker Rochester 
Town 

100 ,0% 100, 0% 

8.9 6.4 

98 , 6 100 ,0 

1. 4 

67, 4 66 , 4 

89 .7 86 .4 

10 ,3 13.6 

21. 0 23 .3 

82 ,1 100 .0 

17.9 

2,7 3.9 
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42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 RoR e 'l'\rp •. Royal Oak Roy al OR.k S::iuth Lyon Southfield Snrin11:field Sylvan Tr oy We.lled 
Twn. Twn . '1\q .. . Le.ke Le.ke 

Tote.l Enrolled 100,0% 100 , 0% 100 .0% 100,0% 100 , 0% 100,0% 100 , 0% 100 , 0% 100 , 0% 

Klnderirarten 9 , 0 9 .1 8. 6 1!1 , 6 10 ,0 7. 9 7 . 2 9 . 6 9 ,9 

Public 100,0 96 , 7 96 ,1 100 , 0 96,6 100 , 0 91. 7 99 . 2 100 ,0 

Prlv11te --- 3. 3 3 . 9 --- 3 . 4 --- 8 . 3 0, 8 

ElementarJ (1 to 8 yrs,) 65 ,9 ' 65 .1 72 . 5 56 , 8 62 ,6 61. 1 65 , 3 61l . 3 69 . 2 

Public 95,2 76,7 96 , 8 100 . 0 80 , 9 99 . 3 ll8 , 9 92 ,0 96 ,7 

Prl ve.te ti , IJ 23.3 3. 2 --- 19.l 0. 7 11,l 8 , 0 3,3 

H1 P'h Schoel (1 to'• ;vrs ,) 20 . 6 20 . 3 17 . 4 23 . 8 20 , 9 21 . 6 23 . 9 19. 9 20 , 0 

P11hlic 95 . 6 1ll1 , 5 97 . 5 100 , 0 91. 5 91.0 79 . 0 91. 6 100 ,0 

Private 4, l1 15 . 5 2.5 --- 13 . 5 9.0 21 , 0 a ,4 

Collepe 4, 5 ; 5. 5 1. 5 4,8 6 , 5 9 . 4 3. 6. 2 . 2 0 , 9 
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51 54 I 52 53 55 

I ',fate~ford West Rloornfield \·lhite T.Rke '.·11xom Wolve rine 
TwT> • . Lake 

Totttl Enrolled 100 , ".!% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% I 
Kinilerl"arten 10,0 . 7, 8 9 ,1, 7.7 9. 7 I Public 97.2 96 , 5 98,2 100,0 95 .9 

Pr.i vate 2 . fl 3. 5 1. 8 --- 11,1 

Elementary (1 to 8 y rs.) 6fl .o 66 ,o 68 ,0 611,3 69 ,9 

Public 92 ,0 132 . 2 9ti ,9 q3 ,!i lll.7 

Private 8 ,0 17 . ll 5.1 6. 6 18.3 

l!iv.h School ( 1 to Ii y r s ,) 19,'{ 21.2 20 .1 26 . 1 18. 8 

Pt:blic 93 , 4 93 . 5 99 . 2 100,0 97.2 

Prt vo.te 6,6 6 , 5 a. Fl --- 2, 8 

Colleire 2. 3, 5.0 1. 9 1.9 1.6 


