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I. Recalibrating the rural/urban 

dialogue and paradigm



Rural and Urban Definitions

• No definition is perfect at capturing rural and 

urban population dynamics

– Official Census Bureau definition of urban 

includes places from 2,500 to several million

– OMB Core Based Statistical Areas include some 

very rural counties in metro areas, because of 

commuting patters

• No categorical definition can properly capture 

the continuum.



• The U.S. Census Bureau defines urban areas:

– Core blocks and block groups with population density of 1,000 

people per square mile. 

– Surrounding blocks with overall density of 500 ppmi2

– Range in size from 2,500 people to over 18 million people.

– Rural is everything that is not urban.

• Based on the 2010 Decennial Census:

– 59 million people live in rural areas (19%)

– 249 million people live in urban areas (81%)

Urban and Rural Areas
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Bellevue, IA

Population 2,543

New York-Newark

Population 18 million
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• Defined by the Office of Management and Budget.

• Designed to be functional regions around urban 
centers.

• Classification is based on counties.

• Three classifications of counties:

– Metropolitan

– Nonmetropolitan counties are divided into two types:

• Micropolitan

• Noncore

Core Based Statistical Areas
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Usually, metropolitan is equated with 

urban and nonmetropolitan is 

equated with rural.

So, if metropolitan is urban, 

then…
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This is urban:

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA Metro Area

Population 12.8 million



And so is this:

Armstrong County, Texas

Population 1,901

Part of the Amarillo Texas 

Metropolitan Area



And if nonmetropolitan is rural, 

then…



This is rural:

Loving County, Texas

Population 82



And so is this:

Paducah, Kentucky

Population 48,791



Most Counties are Urban and Rural!

Coconino County, Arizona

Population 134,421

Flagstaff Metro Area 



Most metropolitan areas contain rural 

territory and rural people. 

In fact…

Over half of all rural people live in 

metropolitan counties!



Population Dynamics, 2010

Urbanized Area Urban Cluster Rural Total

Metropolitan 99.9% 36.7% 53.8% 85.0%

Micropolitan 0.1% 47.2% 22.0% 8.8%

Noncore 0.0% 16.1% 24.2% 6.2%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

53.8 % of the rural population is in Metropolitan Areas

Sources : U.S. Census  Bureau and OMB

Percent of U.S. Population by CBSA and Rural/Urban Status, 2010



Changes in Population Dynamics

105 counties became 
relatively more urban

58 counties 
became relatively 

less urban

U.S.

Metro 

Central

2013

Micro Central 

2013

Outlying or 

Noncore 2013

Metro 

Central 2009
658 4 10

Micro 

Central 2009
34 511 44

Outlying or 

Noncore 

2009

37 34 1811



II. Who wins:

the World Bank 

or the OECD?



The OECD New Rural Paradigm (2006)

Old Paradigm New Paradigm

Objectives Equalization. Focus on farm 

income

Competitiveness of rural areas

Key target 

sector

Sector based Holistic approach to include 

various sectors of rural economies

Main tools Subsidies Investments

Key actors National governments, farmers Multilevel-governance

Guarantee an adequate 
attention to rural issues
And empower local 
communities and 
governments 

Rural is not synonymous with agriculture 
Rural is not synonymous with economic decline 







III. Rural imperatives, 

given this regional evidence



The Critical Question:

“What policy framework will best integrate rural

and urban initiatives and programs, to

advantage both ag and non-ag rural

constituencies, their communities and regions,

and enhance their children’s potential to thrive

there in the 21st century?”



The Framework for Regional Rural Innovation

Critical Internal Considerations

• Wealth Creation and Intergenerational Wealth Retention

• Youth Engagement and Retention

• Social Inclusion and Social Equity

New 

Narratives 

& Networks

Knowledge 

Networks & 

Workforce

Quality of 

Place

E-ship & 

Innovation

Collaborative 

Leadership



Eight Forms of Rural Wealth

Physical Financial Natural

Human Intellectual Social

Cultural Political



What is Demanded?

1. Asset-based development

2. Regional frameworks

3. Regional Innovation Policies Which Align 

Rural and Urban Interests

4. Support for New Intermediaries



5. Attention to Working Landscapes

6. Bridging Innovation and Entrepreneurship 

Support Systems, Across the Rural/Urban 

Chasm

7. Addressing Spatial Mismatch in Key 

Sectoral Alignments

8. Innovative and Linked Investment 

Approaches Which Enhance Jurisdictional 

and Cross-Sectoral Collaboration



IV. Challenging the 

hegemony of the urban 

metaphor, in a disruptive 

milieu









“All great truths begin as blasphemies.”

--George Bernard Shaw



http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/16/world/asia/chinas-great-

uprooting-moving-250-million-into-

cities.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0





V. Final thoughts
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Addendum: OECD Graphs





There is no single/unique path to  growth…



Concentration   high levels of GDP pc
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Only 45% of metro--regions grow 

faster than the national average.
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Average annual growth rates  in GDP per capita 1995-2005

III IV
Budapest
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Puebla
Krakow

WashingtonSan Francisco

San DiegoDetroit

Atlanta

Phoenix

Berlin

Osaka

Deagu

Metro-regions appear to have 

entered in a process of convergence.

…signs of inefficiencies appear in significant number of 
metro-regions…

…but not necessarily faster growth



Contributions to aggregate growth depend on few hub regions…

…the fat tail is equally important -- if not more -- to 
aggregate growth…



Contributions to growth OECD TL3 regions 

y = 0.5031x-1.201
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Tokyo

London West

Gyeonggi-do

Seoul
Madrid

Roma
Milano
Aichi
Barcelona

Attiki
Miasto Warszaw

Dublin

Chungcheongnam-do
Gyeonsangbuk-do

Paris

München

Hauts-de-Seine

Stockholms län

Gyeonsangnam-do

Inner London -- East

27% of growth driven by 2.4% (or 20) regions...

...and 73% of growth by the remaining



Lagging regions contribute to national growth

Lagging Regions Contribution to Aggregate Growth

Overall, they contributed to 
44% of aggregate OECD 
growth in 1995-2007.

Austra l ia 29% 71%

Austria 53% 47%

Canada 26% 74%

Czech Republ ic 62% 38%

Finland 35% 65%

France 68% 32%

Germany 27% 73%

Greece -16% 116%

Hungary 34% 66%

Ita ly 26% 74%

Japan 27% 73%

Korea 23% 77%

Mexico 44% 56%

Netherlands 49% 51%

Norway 61% 39%

Poland 44% 56%

Portugal 54% 46%

Slovak Republ ic 67% 33%

Spain 48% 52%

Sweden 58% 42%

Turkey 47% 53%

United Kingdom 57% 43%

United States 51% 49%

average unweighted 43% 57%

average weighted 44% 56%

lagging leading

In eight OECD countries  lagging regions 
contributed more to national growth 

than leading regions.

Bottom line: support for lagging regions need 
not be merely a “social” policy. They contribute 
a large share of national growth.


