
HANDFUL OF ARIZONAS. ARIZONA'S IMBALANCED
TRENDS: SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED MUNICIPALITIES
IN ARIZONA: DEMOGRAPHIC AND MIGRATION TRENDS

Item Type text; Master's Report-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors ANDERSON, ERIC

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 16/05/2023 14:08:20

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555300

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555300


UNIVERSITYfpFAR'ZONA ^UBRARY

3 9 0 0 1  0 4 3 6 5  1 4 5 7
I
.S

'c

• U

f



Handful of Arizonas 
Arizona’s Imbalanced Trends

Sm a l l  a n d  M e d iu m  S iz e d  M u n ic ip a l it ie s  in  A r iz o n a : 
D e m o g r a p h ic  a n d  M ig r a t io n  T r e n d s

E r ic  A n d e r s o n

A Master’s Report Submitted to the faculty of the 
School of Planning

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For Degree of

M a st e r  o f  Sc ie n c e  in  P l a n n in g  

T h e  U n iv e r sit y  o f  A r iz o n a



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

This Master's Report has been submitted in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is 
deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers 
under rules of the Library.

Brief quotations from this Master's Report are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is 
made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or 
reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College 
when in his or her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the 
interests of scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission 
must be obtained from the author.

SIGNED: z_

APPROVAL BY MASTER'S REPORT DIRECTOR 

This Master's Report has been approved on the date shown below:

2/2 4 /5 3
John Carruthers 

Professor of Planning
Date

1Barbara Becker 
Professor of Planning

Date

sJjv/oj
Laura Huntoon 

Professor of Planning
Date



Acknowledgements :
First and foremost, I would like to thank my wife, Erin. Thanks for the understanding, love, and 
friendship you exhibit in our relationship and marriage. You are truly the best and a dream come true.

Second, I would like to thank my parents. All four of you. Without all your help, trust, and belief in me, 
none of this would have been possible. Thank you. I will never be able to repay you.

Lastly, I would also like to thank my committee Dr. Barbara Becker, Dr. Laura Huntoon, and especially 
my Chair Dr. John Carruthers. Thank you for all your help and guidance.

%

2



Dedication:
This report is dedicated to my grandparents: Linnea and Tage Anderson, and Alice and Roy Stone. You 
give me so much determination, desire, pride and the ability to dream. Tack sa mycket.

3



Table of Contents:

I. Introduction......................................... ................... ....................................... 5

II. History, Issues, and Trends............................................................................6

III. Methodology.........................       11

IV. Findings...............................................................     13

V. Conclusion...........................................................................................   36

VI. Bibliography 38



I. Introduction

American’s belief that bigger is better has. filtered down to the different aspects of planning issues and 
research. Much has been written about planning issues in urban and suburban areas of the United States. 
This has included migratory patterns and specific demographics of larger cities. However, America is 
divided into many different types of regions and communities. Two ways to differentiate communities are 
by location and size. This report focuses on fifty-three municipalities, in a variety of sizes and locations, 
throughout Arizona.

The study consists of a wide range of small and medium sized municipalities in Arizona. These 
municipalities are located in large metropolitan areas and small metropolitan areas, rural areas that are in 
close proximity to other small communities and in extremely rural areas, and border municipalities and 
municipalities that are located next to Indian Reservations. With all things considered, there seems to be 
no state in the Union with the combined amount of diversity in its people and geography as Arizona.

This report focuses on the changes of small and medium sized municipalities in the State of Arizona. It 
analyzes changes over a thirty-year span starting in 1970 and ending in 2000. Arizona has had a rapid 
population increase in the last thirty years. Arizona’s population has increased nearly five times as fast as 
the national rate. More specifically, the changes in population and demographics in small communities 
throughout Arizona have been noteworthy. Arizona’s unique topography gives a wide variety of seasonal 
temperatures and precipitation ranges. Also, Arizona has two large metropolitan areas that have large 
spheres of influence in regards to commerce and industry. Lastly, being one of four states on the United 
States/Mexico border and being the home to many Indian Reservations gives Arizona various 
characteristics that most states do not have. All of these attributes illustrate that Arizona is a unique and 
diverse state in which an in-depth demographic analysis of small and medium sized municipalities would 
be valuable.



II. History, Issues, and Trends

Cities to Suburbs & Northeast and Midwest to South and West
For the past several decades America has seen two major trends of migration. These migration patterns 
consist of people moving from cities to suburbs and from the Northeast and Midwest to the South and 
West. There are various reasons for these migratory patterns. Most of the reasons are in some way 
connected to amenities offered in the both locations. This migratory pattern can be seen as mobile 
Americans being consumers and searching for the particular living location that suits their needs and 
desires best. A second reason for these increases can be attributed to immigration and birth rates in these 
regions.

One reason for current migratory patterns is that open space is desired and ex-urban areas are less 
expensive (Esparza and Carruthers 2000). This explains both the trend from cities to suburbs and the 
movement to the West. Suburbs, especially newer suburbs, are closer to open space. Also, the Western 
United States overwhelmingly has the largest amount and highest percentage of reserved public open 
space in the country, hr regards to land prices, land prices often become cheaper the further from the 
central business district, therefore land is cheaper in the suburban regions.

The amount of suburban and ex-urban land that has been developed has steadily increased. This can be 
attributed to both the demand and supply portion of the economy. The demand portion of this equation is 
that suburbs have become more desirable. This is due to more central areas of cities being perceived as 
having an association with negative attributes and that people have been less satisfied with urban life and 
more satisfied with suburban and ex-urban life (Hansen 1973, Ilbery 1998). With the high amount of 
government fragmentation in most metropolitan areas, there are many municipalities that supply suburban 
and ex-urban types of living. The development of many municipalities in suburban and ex-urban areas has 
created many metropolitan areas with sprawling characteristics. Carruthers (2002) found that greater 
government fragmentation creates more sprawl. This can explain the national trend of sprawl in suburban 
areas.

The high demand of amenities can cause sporadic development patterns to occur. One example of this 
pattern is that entire new communities are being built due to available land in prime locations. Another 
example is that subdivisions are being built without being contiguous to other subdivisions. A reason for 
the second example is the aspiration of being close to highly desired amenities. Both examples show the 
trend of “leapfrog” development to be closer to amenities (Hansen 1973). Amenities in Arizona consist of 
location to mountain foothills and peaks, views of scenic areas, and proximity to public open space.

The migration of urbanites to suburban and rural areas has a large effect on the areas where urbanites 
ultimately move. Ilbery (1998) states that the migration of the middle class to rural areas changes the 
composition of the rural areas. The people that move from urban areas frequently end up desiring 
amenities that were better in the cities. A major reason that people move to suburban areas is for better 
education. However, education levels in rural areas are on average below the education levels in cities. 
Other examples are emergency services and technological advances. Emergency response times in urban 
areas are faster than suburban and rural areas. Lastly, some unnecessary but desired amenities like cable 
television and telephone line speeds may not exist or may have lower qualities in rural areas.

Small town /  Western planning issues 
Development of Cities
During the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early portion of the twentieth centuries, rural community locations 
in Arizona were dictated primarily by the location of a railroad line or extractive industries. These two 
variables then determined the potential size of the communities. If the community was located on a
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railroad line and/or if highly profitable extractive industries were located in close proximity, the 
community would grow to a significant size. During the 1950’s with the mass construction of highways 
and the loss of jobs in the extractive industry, highways started dictating which communities would grow 
and which would stay stagnant or even decrease. To this day, highways still have a large affect on which 
communities grow in rural areas (Flora 1992).

The late portion of the twentieth century and the early part of the twenty-first century has shown a new 
trend. This trend consists of commercial stores dictating which rural communities will grow. Wal-Mart 
and other large multi-purpose “bigbox” retail stores are dictating what communities will grow (Daniels 
and Lapping 1996). The trend can explain why one community grows while others in the surrounding 
area stay stagnant, or even may lose population. The “bigbox” stores do not only attract shoppers, but also 
attract other commerce to locate around it. This commerce may sometimes be competitors, but in most 
instances are symbiotic commercial establishments. These commercial establishments collectively attract 
shoppers and employees, which therefore increases the population of these communities.

The migratory patterns in America have created areas that have separated land uses, a dominance of 
single-family residences, and low densities. However, the unique topographical conditions of the West 
have created a highly urbanized region (Fulton 2001). An area that is highly urbanized is more likely to 
be developed with more of a mix of land uses, multi-family residences, and higher densities. As in the 
West, Arizona experiences many topographical conditions that prohibit any development. In addition, 
Arizona is unique in that portions of the region are not conducive to modem development practices due to 
the lack of water. Lastly, possibly most important is the small percentage of private land in Arizona.

Topographical conditions and areas that lack adequate water create an environment that requires more 
contiguous growth. Pugash (2002) identifies Phoenix as an example of a metropolitan area that 
experiences contiguous growth. This is due to the surrounding mountain ranges and that wells are not 
viable in the region. Topographical conditions in Arizona also act as growth control measures. Extreme 
mountain slopes prevent development to continue in certain areas surrounding many towns in Arizona. 
These topographical conditions are more effective in halting growth than actual growth boundaries. This 
is because growth boundaries can still allow minimal development outside the boundary and/or the 
boundary can be moved outward. Neither of these occurrences can occur on steep mountain slopes.

Retirement Communities
Arizona has been one of the fastest growing retirement destinations in the country. This phenomenon has 
created a trend of some Arizona communities beginning as retirement communities or having a sizeable 
portion of their population being retired or semi-retired. This trend will not slow anytime soon with four 
million baby boomers turning fifty each year (Mulvihill 2000). There is a combination of the elderly 
population significantly increasing over the past three decades and many senior citizens accepting 
alternatives to home ownership. Due to this, retirement communities have grown and will continue to 
grow in popularity (Brecht 1996).

The various amenities in Arizona and the desire for rural living influence the location of retirement 
communities. The combination of these two factors results in retirement communities locating in rural 
areas. If a community is primarily a retirement community, it results in a place that is more homogeneous 
in regards to age, income, and most often race. This can simultaneously have positive and negative 
outcomes. The residents that chose to live in these types of developments are usually satisfied with their 
choice to reside. However, not all types of people have access to these communities, and the communities 
usually become racially and economically segregated. In addition, some of the more remote locations do 
not have adequate medical centers in the communities. Adequate medical centers are a highly required 
necessity for people in their retirement years; therefore, the lack of them can cause major problems.
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The high amount of. elderly that live and continue to move to Arizona creates a problem in small 
communities located in rural areas in regards to health care. It is common for people in rural areas to 
have to travel great distances for regular medical treatment, and they have to travel even further distances 
for more specialized medical attention. In addition, the poverty rate in rural areas has continued to 
increase compared to the urban poverty rate (Flora 1992). These factors create problems for the entire 
community, primarily the elderly. Since the elderly have a higher rate of health care usage, and poverty 
rates are higher in rural areas, on average older people in rural areas have a lower quality of life than older 
urbanites.

Tourism
The wide variety of leisure opportunities in Arizona creates an environment that is highly favorable to 
being a recreation destination. With the creation of the interstate highway system, an increase in personal 
incomes, larger amounts of vacation time, and more awareness on personal health and fitness, rural 
recreation became popular in the 1960’s and 1970’s (Lapping and Daniels 1989, Ilbery 1998). The 
catalysts for this trend still exist in our society. Along with these catalysts, currently there is an ideology 
of bringing the city environment to rural areas (Ilbery 1998). These two events have allowed small 
communities in Arizona to become major tourist destinations.

Many small communities in Arizona have been in existence for over one hundred years. Originally they 
were started because they were in close proximity to natural resource industries. Over time these 
primarily mining and logging enterprises ceased, and the small communities have relied primarily on 
only one or two smaller employment sectors. Many small communities have opportunities to supplement 
these few employment sectors with tourism (Daniels/Lapping 1996, Fulton 200L Jossi 1997, Walford 
1999). The diversifying of the economy would add an additional employment sector to the town. Arizona 
is unique in that many of these old mining and logging communities (e.g. Bisbee) or communities that 
have a rich “western” tradition (e.g. Tombstone) are located in scenic areas and are prime locations for a 
tourism industry to exist. The opposite would be true for old farming communities in the Midwest or oil 
communities in Texas that are usually not located in scenic locations. These communities would not be 
able to benefit from tourism due to their lack of attributes that would encourage tourism

Tourism is a way to diversify a community’s economy, but communities should use caution and not 
depend on tourism as their sole source of the local economy. Historically, tourism is not an independently 
strong industry (Hansen 1973, Walford 1999). This is because seldom does tourism have strong 
interactions with other commerce or industry (Hansen 1973). In addition, tourism is often seasonal, and 
the economy, national and international, can dictate the amount of tourist activity in the region. These 
affects have a very important impact on the small communities in Arizona. The climate often dictates 
when tourism will occur throughout areas within the state of Arizona. Also, many tourists come from 
different states and countries; therefore, the health of United States and international economies play an 
important role in Arizona tourism.

Economic/Quality of Life
In addition to tourist destinations, small communities that once had extracting industries have played a 
large role in the locations of industry. The declining amount of operating mines created a loss of many 
jobs in rural areas of Arizona. The loss of these jobs subsequently created an increase in the supply of 
workers in these small communities. During the 1970s and 1980s, industry ip larger cities moved their 
operations to small communities because the labor was not unionized, and therefore, substantially cheaper 
(Flora 1992). Locating industry in rural communities was short-lived with the shift from a national 
economy to an international economy during the 1980s (Galston 1995). The shift to an international
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economy opened up international employment markets that had significantly cheaper labor. As in the loss 
of extraction jobs, the loss of the industrial jobs again created a supply of workers in rural communities.

Many small communities are located in close proximity to metropolitan areas and many other 
communities are located in vast rural areas. The communities that are located in vast rural areas lag 
behind the rest of the country in regards to income, educational attainment, quality and quantity of 
housing, employment quality and quantity, and health care (Daniels and Lapping 1996). These lower 
levels of quality of life can have a debilitating or paralyzing effect on remote communities. A way of life 
that does not expect high levels of the above-mentioned standards can easily be developed. Over time this 
creates a cycle of low levels of quality of life and people in the community start to expect this way of life. 
The final part of this equation is that due to the remoteness of the area, people in the community have 
limited opportunities to see how other people live. The lack of accessibility to other areas only adds to 
people feeling that they have no chance to improve their situation.

Not all small communities are able to attract quality businesses. Even if small communities have the 
ability to attract quality businesses that provide good wages, it does not ensure that all the residents in the 
community and surrounding area have the same amount of resources as their urban counterparts (Popper 
1984). One of the first places this can be seen is in the quality of education. Education levels are higher in 
urban and suburban areas than in rural areas (Rogers 1988). This creates a community in which children 
are unable to have the same opportunities as children in non-rural areas. This will decrease their chances 
of continuing education beyond high school and may even create an environment that may not value 
education as much as society in general.

The advancements in the telecommunication sector have had a dramatic affect in rural areas. Small 
communities located in rural areas have been helped by innovations in telecommunications (Flora 1992, 
Jossi 1997). Due to these advancements more people are able to work and shop from home. This allows 
more people to live further from areas that traditionally provided employment and shopping. This trend 
can be seen nationwide, but due to the vastness of the region, this is very prevalent and important in the 
Western United States.

Many times counties and small communities do not have resources or desires to implement 
comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances, or have a department that handles planning issues. Many small 
communities are unincorporated which makes them dependent on the respective county to make decisions 
in regards to planning and zoning (McCaffrey 2000). This is prevalent in Arizona. Doherty (1992) says 
that states should help small communities with their planning issues. This approach is reasonable since 
many small communities do not have the same resources as their larger counterparts. In addition, small 
communities that have a low tax base may not be able to support a functional planning department. In 
these cases it would be also reasonable for a state to help fund an office.

Public Land Issues
There is a large amount of public land located in the State of Arizona. Over fifty-five percent of the land 
in Arizona is owned by a government entity and another twenty-seven percent is comprised of Indian 
Reservations (Off-Highway Vehicle Campaign, 2002). Undeveloped land in Arizona mainly consists of 
woodland, desert, and mountains. Portions of government owned land in Arizona are currently being used 
by private industries for nominal fees. These practices and governmental Ownership of land has been and 
currently are controversial (Daniels and Lapping 1996, Echevarria and Eby, Gallager 1996). The 
controversy stems from what activities should occur on government owned lands. Some believe that the 
government owns too much land, and the land should be put on the private market. Others feel that 
loggers, ranchers, miners, etc. should not be able to continue their practices on public lands (Gallagher 
1996).

9



Large tracts of public land also affect the land supply and act as a quasi-growth boundary, depending on 
the shape and size. Popper (1984 p.327) argues that land use zoning and national parks share a common 
trait that they both “...typically are intended to limit densities of land uses and populations, and therefore 
of structures and technologies.” Zoning and public land both limit the uses and populations that can be 
located on the land. However, zoning and public lands should not be compared too closely since much 
public land is located in areas that are either undevelopable or have unique topography and geography. 
Placing zoning districts that limit the intensity of uses on land is done because the land is developable and 
some land uses are not compatible with other land uses. Public lands and zoning share a common trait in 
regards to the outcome, but do not share a common trait in the initial reasons for implementation.

Cataloging
There are currently many interesting categorizations in regards to Arizona. The first of which is by Frey 
(2002) who divides all fifty states into three categories: the New Sunbelt, the Melting Pot, and the 
Heartland. He places Arizona in the New Sunbelt category. He states that the New Sunbelt is “America’s 
suburbs” and these states are the fastest growing in the nation. The states are growing from domestic 
migration, primarily Whites and Blacks. Frey also says that these states are considered the New Sunbelt 
because most of the growth occurs in the suburban, exurban, and smaller metropolitan areas.

Another labeling procedure important to Arizona is Western small communities. Fulton and Shigley 
(2001) interviewed Bob Ford, a rural development specialist for the Idaho Department of Commerce who 
categorizes Western communities into three groups: high-amenity towns, commuter towns, and remote 
rural towns that have no amenities. High-amenity towns thrive on tourism based on their location or 
history. Examples of this in Arizona are Tombstone and Bisbee. Tombstone’s amenity is it being one of 
the most famous western communities in history, while Bisbee relies on its western and mining history, 
its location in the mountains, and its unique downtown.

The second group of towns can also be seen in Arizona. Commuter towns can be new suburbs that have 
recently been built or older towns that now have become bedroom communities for larger cities. 
Examples of this group in Arizona are Marana, which is located in the Tucson metropolitan area, and 
Litchfield Park that is located in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The third category is remote towns that 
have limited amenities. These communities are often not within reasonable commuting distance to a 
major employment sector. In addition, these communities lack destinations that attract tourists and/or they 
are so far away from large amounts of population that the travel time to the city is unthinkable for most 
people. Examples of this group of communities are scattered throughout Arizona.

Statement of Purpose
In conclusion there are many types of living environments in America. These various types can all be 
experienced in the State of Arizona. Arizona is home to one of the fastest growing metropolitan areas. 
Arizona has four metropolitan statistical areas with surrounding suburban and ex-urban areas. Arizona 
also has many communities that are located in vast rural mountainous or desert locations. These various 
living environments, coupled with the migratory patterns existing in America today, lead to a state that 
has many different planning issues in regards to its diverse population.

Arizona’s larger communities receive much attention in regards to growth patterns and demographics. In 
addition, many of these larger communities have adequate resources to plan and coordinate ways that they 
would like to grow. However, many smaller communities do not have the resources to gather, formulate, 
and analyze data for their communities. This process needs to be done, especially in the quickly changing 
environment in the State of Arizona. The following data that was gathered and the results that were 
tabulated will help small communities throughout Arizona and the State of Arizona with issues that are 
currently prominent and issues that may occur in the future.
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III. Methodology

Municipalities
This study examines growth and demographic patterns for fifty-three incorporated municipalities in the 
State of Arizona. The 2000 populations of the municipalities range between 329 (Jerome) to 37,775 
(Sierra Vista). There are a variety of municipalities in different population categories throughout this 
range. To choose the fifty-three municipalities a structured sample of municipalities having a population 
below 40,000 was done.

The only goals for the selection of the municipalities were to have a mix of municipalities in rural and 
urban areas, to have representations throughout as many geographical areas of Arizona as possible, and to 
have a realistic proportion of municipalities in the study that are located in the southeastern and central 
portions of the state, which have a denser scattering of towns than other areas of the state. It was desired 
to have some municipalities in the study located in close proximity to both the larger metropolitan areas 
of Phoenix and Tucson and the smaller metropolitan areas of Flagstaff and Yuma. In addition, it was 
desired to have municipalities contiguous with the larger municipalities in these metropolitan areas, and 
not contiguous but within commuting distances to them. Also, municipalities located in remote rural areas 
were chosen. Lastly, due to special varying residing and living requirements, there are no municipalities 
located in Indian Reservations.

In order to compare different trends of growth and demographics for smaller municipalities in Arizona, a 
wide range of municipality types are required. Municipalities within the urban core of metropolitan areas 
have different growth patterns than the bedroom communities within longer commuting times of the 
central cities of Phoenix and Tucson. Secondly, the vastness and differences in the geographical areas of 
Arizona result in rural municipalities being able to be classified in different categories. These categories 
could involve location, weather, commerce, industry, or history. This study will not categorize rural 
municipalities, but it will give the data available to categorize them in different scenarios.

Census Data
The census data that was collected for this study comprised of a wide range of different fields. A large 
range of data was needed to allow validity to the project and to allow municipalities throughout the state 
to analyze data that they find pertinent to their town, a town in close proximity, or a town that interests 
them. Another reason was to have the ability to compare different trends with each other.

Arizona’s many unique attributes require a wide range of data to be analyzed. Compared to most other 
states, Arizona has a high percentage of its population being Hispanic and Native American. In addition, 
Arizona is a major destination for people in their retirement years. As stated before, Arizona also has 
many different geographic and climatic locations. These attributes required data involving race, age, and 
weather conditions. Arizona’s overall diverseness makes demographic information regarding poverty, 
income, house value, and education levels even more interesting and noteworthy than most states.

The 2000 and 1990 census data was retrieved from the United States Census website. The 1980 census 
data was gathered from the 1980 United States Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census 
databooks. The 1970 data were found on the Arizona Department of Economic Security Division of 
Employee Services and Support Research Administration website and United States Department of 
Commerce Bureau of the Census databooks.1

1 In addition to data in this report, the author also gathered data in regards to distance from Phoenix, Tucson, 
Interstate Highways, Indian Reservations, and Mexico, 2000 tax rates, and various other demographic Census data.



Calculations
The main focus of the study is to determine what is happening, regarding migration and demographics, in 
small to medium sized municipalities in Arizona. The findings section of the paper initially looks at 
eleven major demographics, along with the year of incorporation and three units of information relating to 
the climate. The data for the eleven demographics of the fifty-three municipalities were compared with 
the state and national averages or percentages. After the individual years were compared the percent 
changes for the individual municipalities, along with the state and national changes, were calculated and 
compared.

The' comparison between the municipalities and primarily the state data allowed for more detailed 
analysis in regards to trends involving all communities of the chosen size. In addition, the comparisons 
allowed for the analysis if certain geographic regions or municipalities that had similar attributes were 
equal to the state average or if the areas or municipalities they were being compared against were notably 
different to the state average. This allowed for the finding of municipalities in regions and different 
regions that had very similar trends among them. The national data and the calculations of the national 
changes allowed for interesting comparisons between the municipalities in the study, Arizona, and the 
United States.

The study focuses on major demographic questions like population, race, income, education, poverty, and 
housing value. In addition, since Arizona is one of the major retirement and seasonal vacation 
destinations in America, other more specific to Arizona data was analyzed. This data includes percentage 
of population over 65 years of age, percentage of seasonal homes, and two questions concerning 
migrational data. These involved place of residence five years previous. To fully understand what is 
happening in Arizona the more customary demographic data is needed along with the data that is more 
specific and noteworthy to Arizona.



IV. Findings

Population and Population Percent Changes
Data from the 1970 Census demonstrates the wide variety of ages for communities in Arizona. Table 1 
shows of the fifty-three municipalities in the study, sixteen were not incorporated in 1970. This number 
decreases to eight in 1980. All the municipalities were incorporated by 1990.2 Some of the municipalities 
that were not incorporated in either 1970 or 1980 were designated as census designated places (CDP’s) by 
the Census Bureau and the populations were used respectively. The amount of newer municipalities 
exhibits a state that is experiencing growth in old, middle aged, and infant communities.

Table 2 illustrates the State of Arizona has experienced remarkable growth in the past three decades. 
Arizona increased its population by 53.5 percent from 1970 to 1980, by 34.8 percent from 1980 to 1990, 
and by forty percent from 1990 to 2000. This growth is tremendously larger than the United States’ 
population growth, which experienced increases of 11.4 percent, 9.8 percent, and 13.2 percent in those 
years respectively. During the three decades from 1970 to 2000, the State of Arizona increased by 189.7 
percent while the United States’ population grew by 38.4 percent.

The municipalities in this study have experienced many different rates of increase or decrease in 
population. From 1970 to 1980, thirty-seven of the forty-seven municipalities (78.7 percent), which had 
data available, increased in population. From 1980 to 1990, thirty-six of fifty-three municipalities (67.9 
percent) increased their populations. Lastly, from 1990 to 2000, forty-one of the fifty-three (77.3 percent) 
increased their populations. Regarding the three decade span, thirty-nine of the forty-seven municipalities 
(83 percent) experienced an increase in their populations from 1970 to 2000.

As stated above forty-one of the fifty-three municipalities in this study had an increase in population 
between 1990 and 2000. The twelve places that experienced a decrease are located primarily in the 
southeastern portion of the state. A major pocket of municipalities that lost population is located 
east/southeast of Phoenix and north/northeast of Tucson. This area will be labeled as the eastern Pinal 
County/southern Gila County region. Six of the twelve municipalities that lost population are located in 
this small region. The municipalities consist of Hayden (-1.9 percent), Kearny (-.6 percent). Mammoth (- 
4.5 percent), Miami (-4.1 percent), Superior (-6.2 percent), and Winkelman (-34.5 percent). Other 
municipalities that lost population in the southeastern region of the state were Bisbee (-3. Ipercent), 
Clifton (-8.6 percent), and Patagonia (-.8 percent). Some of these decreases are minimal; however, 
compared to the state increase of forty percent during the same time span, these numbers are significant 
and noteworthy.

The forty-one municipalities that did see an increase during this ten-year period ranged from Eager that 
increased by .2 percent to Marana that increased its population from 2,187 to 13,556, a staggering 519.8 
percent. In analyzing the municipalities that increased at least sixty percent (50% more than the state 
average) four geographical locations are apparent. In total there are twelve municipalities that experienced 
at least a sixty percent increase. Three of these municipalities are located in the southwestern portion of 
the state. These municipalities are: Quartzsite (78.8 percent), San Luis (263.8 percent), and Wellton (71.6 
percent). Quartzsite and Wellton are located on Interstate Highways, while San Luis is within twenty 
miles of Interstate Highway 8.

2 Sahuarita was originally in the study, but had to be taken out since no 1990 data would be available to compare it 
to the 2000 data.
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Table 1: Population by Year
Municipality Year of Incorporation 1970 Population 1980 Population 1990 Population 2000 Population
Apache Junction 1978 3863 9385 18196 31814
Benson 1924 2839 4190 3824 4711
Bisbee 1902 8328 7154 6288 6090
Buckeye 1929 2599 3434 4436 6537
Bullhead City 1984 n /a 10719 21951 33769
Camp Verde 1986 n /a 3824 6243 9451
Carefree 1984 n /a 964 1665 2927
Casa Grande 1915 10536 14971 19082 25224
Chino Valley 1970 803 2858 4837 7835
Clifton 1909 5087 4245 2840 2596
Colorado City 1985 n/a 1439 2426 3334
Cottonwood 1960 2610 4550 5918 9179
Douglas 1905 12462 13058 12822 14312
Duncan 1938 773 603 662 812
Eager 1948 1279 2791 4025 4033
El, Mirage 1951 3258 4307 5001 7609
Fredonia 1956 798 1040 1207 1036
Goodyear 1946 2140 2747 6258 ' 18911
Hayden 1956 1283 1205 909 892
Holbrook 1917 4759 5785 4686 4917
Jerome 1899 290 420 403 329
Kearny 1959 2829 2646 2262 2249
Kingman 1952 7312 9257 12722 20069
Litchfield Park 1987 1664 3657 3303 3810
Mammoth 1958 1953 1906 1845 1762
Mar ana 1977 1154 1674 2187 13556
Miami 1918 3394 2716 - 2018 1936
Nogales ) 1893 8946 15683 19489 20878
Oro Valley 1974 581 1489 6670 29700
Page 1975 1439 4907 6598 6809 '
Parker 1948 1948 2542 2897 3140
Patagonia 1948 630 980 . 888 881
Payson 1973 1787 ’ 5068 8377 13620
Pima 1916 1184 1599 1725 1989
Prescott 1883 13631 19865 26455 33938
Prescott Valley 1978 244 2284 8858 23535
Quartzsite 1989 n/a 1193 1876 3354
Queen Creek 1989 n /a 1378 2667 4316
Safford 1901 5493 7010 7359 9232
Saint Johns 1946 1320 3368 3294 3269
San Luis 1979 189 1946 4212 15322
Sedona 1988 2022 5319 7720 10192
Show Low 1953 2129 4298 • 5019 7695 •
Sierra Vista 1956 6689 24937 32983 37775
Snowflake 1948 1977 3510 3679 4460
Springerville 1948 1151 1452 1802 1972
Superior 1976 4975 4600 3468 3254
Tombstone 1881 1241 1632 1220 1504
Wellton 1970 957 911 1066 1829
Wickenburg 1909 2698 3535 • 4515 ‘ " 5082
Wilcox 1915 2568 3243 3122 3733
Williams 1901 2386 2266 2532 2842
Winkelman 1949 974 1060 676 443
n/a  = signifies that the current municipality was not incorporated nor a Census Designated Place (CPP) at that time.___________

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and Arizona Department o f Economic Security
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TABLE 2: POPULATION PERCENT CHANGES
M u n ic ip a l it y 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000 1980-2000 1970-2000
Apache Junction 142.9 93.9 74.8 ‘ 239.0 723.6 •
Benson 47.6 -8.7 23.2 12.4 65.9
Bisbee -14.1 -12.1 -3.1 -14.9 -26.9 ■
Buckeye 32.1 29.2 47.4 90.4 151.5
Bullhead City n /a 104.8 53.8 215.0 n/a
Camp Verde n/a 63.3 51.4 147.1 n/a
Carefree n/a 72.7 75.8 203.6 n/a
Casa Grande 42.1 27.5 32.2 68.5 139.4
Chino Valley 255.9 69.2 62.0 174.1 875.7
Clifton -16.6 -33.1 -8.6 -38.8 -49.0
Colorado City n/a 68.6 37.4 131.7 n/a
Cottonwood 74.3 30.1 55.1 101.7 251.7
Douglas 4.8 -1.8 11.6 9.6 14.8
Duncan -22.0 9.8 22.7 34.7 5.0
Eager 118.2 44.2 0.2 44.5 215.3
El Mirage 32.2 16.1 52.1 76.7 133.5
Fredonia r30.3 16.1 -14.2 -0.4 29.8
Goodyear 28.4 127.8 202.2 588.4 783.7
Hayden -6.1 -24.6 -1.9 -26.0 -30.5
Holbrook 21.6 -19.0 4.9 -15.0 - 3.3
Jerome 44.8 -4.0 -18.4 -21.7 13.4
Kearny -6.5 -14.5 -0.6 -15.0 -20.5
Kingman 26.6 37.4 57.8 116.8 174.5
Litchfield Park 119.8 -9.7 15.3 4.2 129.0
Mammoth -2.4 -3.2 -4.5 -7.6 -9.8
Mar ana 45.1 30.6 519.8 709.8 1074.7
Miami -20.0 -25.7 -4.1 -28.7 -43.0
Nogales 75.3 24.3 7.1 33.1 133.4
Oro Valley 156.3 348.0 345.3 1894.6 5011.9
Page 241.0 34.5 3.2 38.8 373.2
Parker 30.5 14.0 8.4 23.5 61.2
Patagonia 55.6 -9.4 -0.8 -10.1 39.8
Payson 183.6 65.3 62.6 168.7 662.2
Pima 35.1 7.9 15.3 24.4 68.0
Prescott 45.7 33.2 28.3 70.8 149.0
Prescott Valley 836.1 287.8 165.7 930.4 9545.5
Quartzsite n/a 57.3 78.8 181.1 n/a
Queen Creek n/a 93.5 61.8 213.2 n/a
Safford 27.6 5.0 25.5 31.7 68.1
Saint Johns 155.2 -2.2 -0.8 -2.9 147.7
San Luis 929.6 116.4 263.8 687.4 8006.9
Sedona 163.1 45.1 32.0 91.6 404.1
Show Low 101.9 16.8 53.3 79.0 261.4
Sierra Vista 272.8 32.3 14.5 51.5 464.7
Snowflake 77.5 4.8 21.2 ‘ 27.1 125.6
Springerville 26.2 24.1 9.4 35.8 71.3
Superior -7.5 -24.6 -6.2 -29.3 -34.6
Tombstone 31.5 -25.2 23.3 -7.8 21.2
Wellton -4.8 17.0 71.6 100.8 91.1
Wickenburg 31.0 27.7 12.6 43.8 88.4
Wilcox 26.3 -3.7 19.6 15.1 45.4
Williams -5.0 11.7 12.2 25.4 19.1
Winkelman 8.8 -36.2 -34.5 -58.2 -54.5
Arizona 53.5 34.8 40.0 88.8 189.7
United States 11.4 9.8 13.2 24.2 38.4

Source: Author calculated using data from United States Department o f Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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The second region is the area in the vicinity of the Prescott/Sedona region. Chino Valley (62 percent) and 
Prescott Valley (165.7 percent) both experienced an increase of over sixty percent. The third and fourth 
regions are fairly similar in that they are in the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas. Apache Junction 
(74.8 percent). Carefree (75.8 percent), Goodyear (202.2 percent), and Queen Creek (61.8 percent) can all 
be classified as in or in close proximity to the Phoenix metropolitan area. In the Tucson area, both Marana 
and Oro Valley (345.3 percent) meet the sixty percent increase criteria. The twelfth municipality was 
Payson (62.6 percent). Payson is located roughly equal distance between the Phoenix and Prescott/Sedona 
regions east of Interstate Highway 17. These trends show that the highest percentage of growth occurs in 
municipalities around larger cities and/or along Interstate Highways.

Between 1970 and 2000 eight of the forty-seven municipalities that had data for 1970 lost population. All 
eight of these municipalities also lost population between 1990 and 2000. Again, the six municipalities of 
Hayden (-30.5 percent), Kearny (-20.5 percent), Mammoth (-9.8 percent), Miami (-43.0 percent), 
Superior (-34.6 percent), and Winkelman (-54.5 percent) all lost population. Also, Bisbee (-26.9 percent) 
and Clifton (-49.0) lost population over the thirty-year period. It is interesting to note that besides 
Winkelman increasing 8.8 percent from 1970 to 1980, all eight of these municipalities lost population in 
the three decade periods of the study. While Arizona grew by close to 190 percent over the thirty-year 
period, all but one of the above municipalities lost over twenty percent of their populations, with three 

"losing over forty percent.

Many communities in Arizona were growing extremely rapidly between 1970 and 2000. Fourteen of the 
forty-seven municipalities (thirty percent) that had data available for 1970 increased by more than the 
state average of 189.7 percent. Of these fourteen municipalities, eleven increased by at least fifty percent 
more than the state average. Eight of these municipalities saw increases of at least fifty percent more than 
the state average from 1990 to 2000. As one would assume, these eleven municipalities are located 
primarily in the Phoenix, Prescott/Sedona, and Tucson regions. The municipalities of Apache Junction 
(723.6 percent), Chino Valley (875.7 percent), Goodyear (783.7 percent), Marana (1074.7 percent), Oro 
Valley (5011.9 percent), Prescott Valley (9545.5 percent), Sedona (404.1 percent), and Sierra Vista 
(464.7 percent) are located in one of these three regions of the state. The three that are not directly in 
these regions are Page (373.2 percent), Payson (662.2 percent), and San Luis (8006.9 percent).

Residents over 65 years old
The national trend of people in their retirement years moving to the southwestern portion of the United 
States is prevalent in data acquired for this project. The migration pattern can be seen when analyzing the 
1980 to 2000 data. In 1980, Table 3 shows forty-five of the fifty-three municipalities had data available 
for the number of residents over 65 years old. There were thirty-eight (84.4 percent) municipalities that 
increased their percentage of residents over 65 years old during the twenty-year time span. This category 
has an extremely high range of changes that occurred. The largest decreases for this specific population 
were Apache Junction, Camp Verde, Sedona, and Wickenburg. All had at least a decrease of 14.6 percent. 
This data is somewhat misleading since all four municipalities had the highest four percentages of over 65 
population of the municipalities in the study. Even with the decrease in the over 65 populations, the four 
municipalities are still among the top in regards to percentage of people over 65 years old.

There is also variation between the municipalities that experienced an increase in residents over 65 years 
old. Wilcox had the smallest percent increase (six percent) from 15.1 percent to 16 percent. This is 
contrasted with Kearny that increased two hundred percent from 4.7 percent and 14.1 percent and Sierra 
Vista which had a 278.1 percent increase from 3.2 percent to 12.1 percent. All told, twenty-one of the 
municipalities experienced an increase of at least fifty percent.

In analyzing the more recent trend from 1990 to 2000, the fifty-three municipalities were evenly divided 
with twenty-seven having an increase in percentage of over 65 residents and twenty-six having a
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percentage decrease of this population group. In looking closely at this information, it shows dissimilar 
data between the two categories. Of the twenty-six municipalities that decreased their percentage of this 
population, fourteen (53.8 percent) saw a decrease of less than ten percent. Three municipalities (11.5 
percent) had over a twenty percent decrease. This is starkly different from the municipalities that 
experienced an increase. Seven of the twenty-seven municipalities (25.9 percent) experienced less than a 
ten percent increase and thirteen (48.1 percent) had over a twenty percent increase.

The municipalities that increased over twenty percent are located fairly evenly throughout Arizona. An 
area that has a larger than expected amount of communities in this category is the eastem/central part of 
Arizona. This region has six municipalities in the study, four of which had an increase of at least twenty 
percent in their population that is over 65 years old between 1990 and 2000. The municipalities are Eager 
(37.3 percent), Saint Johns (50.7 percent). Snowflake (52.9 percent), and Springerville (50.5 percent).

As important as the decreases and increases of people over 65 years of age is the actual percent of this 
population group in the respective communities in this study. Surprisingly, the State of Arizona (13 
percent) is fairly equal to the national average (12.4 percent) in regards to the percentage of people over 
65 years of age that live in the state. As surprising, from 1990 to 2000, Arizona actually experienced a 
decrease (-0.8 percent) in percentage of people over 65 years of age or older. This can be explained by a 
decrease of elderly moving to Arizona, an increase of non-elderly moving to Arizona (Americans and 
Mexicans), and/or an increasing birth rate within Arizona.

The number of people over 65 years of age in Arizona does increase dramatically during the winter 
months. With the Arizona percentage being slightly higher than the national average on April 1st, Arizona 
experiences and will continue to experience considerably higher percentages of people over 65 during the 
winter months. An example of this is the unincorporated community of Green Valley, Arizona. According 
to the Pima Association of Governments, Green Valley, located south of Tucson, will have a population 
of 24,121 in 2020. This number will increase approximately thirty percent to 30,150 during the winter 
months (School of Planning, 2003).

According to the U S. Census, there were sixteen municipalities (30.1 percent) in this survey that had at 
least fifty percent more of their population over 65 years old than the state average. These sixteen 
municipalities are primarily located in three distinct areas of Arizona. The areas are the Phoenix or 
Tucson metropolitan areas, the Prescott/Sedona region, and the far southeastern section of the state. It can 
be assumed that the municipalities in the Phoenix and Tucson regions, Apache Junction (25.3), Carefree 
(29.3 percent), Litchfield Park (21.7 percent), Oro Valley (22.7 percent), Superior (19.9 percent), and 
Wickenburg (28.7 percent) are desired destinations due to proximity to the attractions of the two larger 
metropolitan areas.

The municipalities that have more than 
150% of the state average in the 
Prescott/Sedona region are illustrated in 
Figure 1. They include: Camp Verde 
(20.5 percent), Cottonwood (23.8 
percent), Prescott (26.8 percent), and 
Sedona (25.6 percent). These 
municipalities all have much lower high 
temperatures than the communities in 
and around the Phoenix and Tucson 
regions. In addition, the differences in 
the geology and climate of this area 
make it a prime location for primary

Prescott/Sedona Region 
Over 65 Years Old

□  1980 
■  1990
□  2000

Municipality Source: United States Department of 
Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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Table 3: Residents over 65 years old

Municipality
1980 Percent 

over 65
1990 Percent 

over 65
2000 Percent 

over 65
1980-2000 

Percent change
1990-2000 

Percent change
Apache Junction 29.7 26.5 25.3 -14.8 -4.5
Benson 18.7 25.2 29.3 56.7 16.3
Bisbee 17.7 20.8 19.6 10.7 -5.8
Buckeye 9.2 11.2 8.2 -10.9 -26.8
Bullhead City 20.3 21 19.2 -5.4 -8.6
Camp Verde 24.4 21.9 20.5 -16.0 -6.4
Carefree n/a 36.7 29.3 n/a -20.2
Casa Grande 8.5 10.6 13.8 62.4 - 30.2
Chino Valley 12.2 18.4 16.2 32.8 -12.0
Clifton 7.8 11.7 10.9 39.7 -6.8
Colorado City n/a 2.1 1.7 n/a -19.0
Cottonwood 24 25- 23.8 -0.8 -4.8
Douglas 12 14.1 13.1 9.2 -7.1
Duncan n/a 18.3 10.8 n/a -41.0 •
Eager 6.1 6.7 9.2 50.8 37.3
El Mirage 4.3 6.8 6.6 53.5 -2.9 .
Florence 16.5 10.2 9.5 -42.4 -6.9
Fredonia 5.6 6 11.1 98.2 85.0
Goodyear 6.3 5.8 9.9 57.1 70.7
Hayden 9.2 12.5 14.1 53.3 12.8
Holbrook 5 8.3 8.7 74.0 4.8 .
Jerome n/a 12.4 12.5 n/a 0.8
Kearny 4.7 13.4 14.1 200.0 5.2
Kingman 12 17 17.8 48.3 4.7
Litchfield Park 8 16.4 21.7 171.3 32.3
Mammoth 5.9 9.9 11.6 96.6 17.2
Mar ana 8.9 9.6 9.5 6.7 -1.0
Miami 10.8 16.3 17.1 58.3 4.9
Nogales 7.9 9.2 10.8 36.7 17.4
Oro Valley 13.2 18.6 22.7 72.0 22.0
Page 3.6 5.5 6.3 75.0 14.5
Parker 7.5 8.6 9.4 25.3 • 9.3
Patagonia n/a 21.6 21.3 n/a -1.4
Payson 23 31.3 29.2 27.0 -6.7
Pima 12.4 15.5 14.2 14.5 -8.4
Prescott 21.5 26.4 26.8 24.7 1.5
Prescott Valley 16 20.7 17.2 7.5 -16.9
Quartzsite n/a 46.5 54.9 n/a 18.1
Queen Creek n/a 5.1 4.8 n/a -5.9
Safford 13.6 18.6 16.7 22.8 -10.2
Sahuarita n/a n/a 15.4 n/a n/a
Saint Johns 5.2 6.9 10.4 100.0 50.7
San Luis 3.2 4.6 4 25.0 -13.0
Sedona 31.1 31.5 25.6 -17.7 -18.7
Show Low 7.8 12.8 15 92.3 17.2
Sierra Vista 3.2 7.3 12.1 278.1 65.8
Snowflake 4 7 10.7 167.5 52.9
Springerville 7.8 9.7 14.6 ‘ 87.2 50.5
Superior 8.5 15.4 19.9 134.1 29.2
Tombstone 21.4 26.6 23.3 8.9 -12.4
Wellton n/a 14.3 28 n/a 95.8 -
Wickenburg 33.6 32 28.7 -14.6 -10.3
Wilcox 15.1 16.9 16 6.0 -5.3
Williams 9.3 12.9 11.1 19.4 -14.0
Winkelman 9.4 11.8 14.4 53.2 22.0
Arizona 11.3 13.1 13 15.0 -0.8
United States 11.3 12.6 12.4 9.7 -1.6

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and State of Arizona and calculations by the author.
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residency, let alone seasonal residency. Payson (29.2 percent) also has an over 65 population greater than 
over fifty percent of the state average. Payson may not be classified as being in the Prescott/SedOna 
region, but it does have many of the same attributes as the Prescott/Sedona region.

The third area, the extreme southeastern portion of Arizona, combines some benefits of the previous two 
categories. This area experiences summer temperatures that are five to ten degrees cooler than the Tucson 
region and over ten degrees cooler than the Phoenix region. In addition, if  a person wanted to take 
advantage of the benefits of the Tucson area, the drive from these municipalities to Tucson is less than 
two hours. The municipalities that fit the criteria in this area of Arizona are: Benson (29.3 percent), 
Bisbee (19.6 percent), Patagonia (21.3 percent), and Tombstone (23.3 percent).

In the study, the only municipality that does not fit into the three categories has the highest percentage of 
their population being over 65 years old. Quartzsite had an over 65 years old population of 54.9 percent. 
The location of Quartzsite, being on the far western edge of Arizona along Interstate Highway 10, makes 
it a prime location between Phoenix and the positive attributes of the southern California region.

Percent White and Born in U.S.
The State of Arizona’s percentage of population that is labeled White is extremely comparable to the 
national percentage. The State of Arizona had 80.8 percent of its population being White in 1990 and 75.5 
percent in 2000. This compares to the national percentages of 80.3 in 1990 and 75.1 in 2000. The data for 
the individual municipalities in Table 4 shows a state that had an overwhelming amount of municipalities 
increasing their percentages of minority population. Of the fifty-three communities, forty-two (79.2 
percent) experienced a decrease in their White population percentage. There is a wide assortment in the 
decreasing White percentage for the forty-two towns that increased their percentage of minorities, ranging 
from San Luis dropping 36.4 percent to Carefree which saw a .5 percent decrease. The forty-two 
municipalities that decreased their White percentage averaged a decrease of 8.5 percent. Only two 
municipalities (Mammoth and San Luis) saw a decrease of over 20 percent.

In looking at the 2000 Census numbers for percent White, data shows a state that has many of its smaller 
communities not within ten percentage points of the state average. Table 4 illustrates 58.5 percent of the 
municipalities in the survey were not within ten percentage points of the state average. Of the twenty-two 
municipalities that were within ten percentage points of the state average, twelve were within five 
percentage points of the state average. Ten percentage points may not seem like a significant amount to 
fluctuate from the state or national average, but consider a community that is not within ten percent of the 
state average. This community would either consist of Whites consisting of over 85.5 percent of the 
population or less than 65.5 percent of a community’s population. A community consisting of over 85 
percent white should be considered fairly racially homogeneous while a community that consists of less 
than 65 percent White could easily start experiencing the white flight phenomenon.

Analyzing the municipalities that were not within ten percentage points of the national average lends an 
interesting phenomenon. Of the thirty-one municipalities not within ten percent of the state average, only 
eight are below 65.5 percent. This equates that there were approximately twice as many municipalities in 
this study that were ten percentage points over the average as there were municipalities ten percentage 
points below the average. Different scenarios can explain this finding. One is that few communities in the 
state have extremely high minority populations. The second scenario is that larger communities in 
Arizona have higher percentages of minority populations. Another option could be the combination of the 
two. In looking at the White percentages in Phoenix (55.8 percent), Tucson (54.2 percent), and the 
bordertowns it seems that both scenarios are correct.
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The geographical distribution of the municipalities below and above the ten percentage points ranges of 
the state average show a few trends. In regards to the eight municipalities below ten percentage points of 
the state average, there seems to be two trends. One trend was in the small eastern Pinal County/southem 
Gila County region. It has three of these municipalities. The municipalities that met the criteria in this 
region were Hayden (57 percent), Mammoth (61.9 percent), and Winkelman (62.1 percent). The other 
trend was that all besides the three aforementioned municipalities, and Casa Grande (64.9 percent), were 
located significantly far from the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas. The remaining four 
municipalities, Douglas (63.2 percent), Holbrook (59.3 percent), Parker (62 percent), and San Luis (58.8 
percent) are all located significantly far from the two major metropolitan areas in Arizona.

The twenty-three municipalities that were above ten percentage points of the state average also had an 
interesting geographical finding. The Prescott/Sedona region had seven municipalities in the study. Figure 
2 illustrates of the seven, five had 
a white population above 85.5 
percent. Chino Valley (94.1 
percent), Jerome (91.8 percent),
Prescott (92.9 percent), Prescott 
Valley (91.1 percent), and 
Sedona (92.2 percent) actually all 
had a white population of above 
ninety-one percent. The other two 
municipalities in the region 
(Camp Verde and Cottonwood) 
had white populations above 
85%. Williams, which is located 
north of this area, along Interstate 
Highway 40, was the closest 
municipality to this region that 
had a white population within 
five percent of the state average.

The fact that Arizona is one of only four states that has a border with Mexico allows Arizona to have a 
diverse racial population, specifically between Whites and Hispanics. It also allows Arizona to have a 
diverse population in regards to people not bom in the United States. According to the 2000 Census, 
Arizona had 86.1 percent of its population being bom in the United States. This compares to the national 
average of 87.7 percent. This shows that Arizona is not the final destination for a large portion of 
Mexican immigrants. In addition, Arizona experienced a 6.8 percent decrease in the percentage of people 
bom in the United States, with the national percentage dropping 4.8 percent. It should be noted that many 
arguments exist that the Arizona percentage of 
Whites and American bom citizens should be 
lower, some even say significantly, due to the 
non-documented migration of Mexicans into 
Arizona.

The 2000 Census data stated that four 
municipalities in the survey had rates ten- 
percentage points less than the state average.
Figure 3 shows that unsurprisingly, the border 
municipalities of Douglas (69.6 percent),
Nogales (54.6 percent), and San Luis (51 
percent) all had percentages of people bom in the

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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Table 4: Percent White and  Percent Born in U.S.

Municipality 1990 Percent white 2000 Percent white
1990-2000 

Percent change 1990 Bom in U.S. 2000 Bom in U.S.
1990-2000 

Percent change
Apache Junction 96.4 92.7 -3.8 97.7 95.4 -2.4
Benson 96.9 -7.8 96.7 95.5 -1.2
Bisbee 94.9 84.1 -11.4 92.1 94.4 2.5
Buckeye 85.5 72.5 -15.2 94.1 88.4 -6.1
Bullhead City 95.3 85.6 -10.2 96 89.7 -6.6
Camp Verde 91.3 85 -6.9 97.5 95 -2.6
Carefree 98.9 98.4 -0.5 95 94.1 -0.9
Casa Grande 76.1 64.9 -14.7 95.2 91.5 -3.9
Chino Valley 97.1 94.1 -3.1 98.5 95.7 -2.8
Clifton 80.2 67.1 -16.3 95.8 96.5 0.7
Colorado City 99.8 96.9 -2.9 99.1 99.5 0.4
Cottonwood 93.2 85.2 -8.6 96.3 90.1 -6.4
Douglas 71.5 63.2 -11.6 65.7 69.6 5.9
Duncan 96.4 81.8 -15.1 96.7 96.6 -0.1
Eager 91.5 87.1 -4.8 99.5 97.7 -1.8
El Mirage 35.3 66.3 87.8 78.5 75.6 -3.7
Fredonia 89.2 85.7 -3.9 99 99.1 0.1
Goodyear 71.4 78.1 9.4 89.8 92.5 3.0
Hayden 35.9 57 58.8 92.4 92.3 -0.1
Holbrook 61.9 59.3 -4.2 97.9 96.2 -1.7
Jerome 95.3 91.8 -3.7 96.9 97 0.1
Kearny 93.6 77.3 -17.4 97.4 97.2 -0.2
Kingman 93.7 89.9 -4.1 96.8 96.2 -0.6
Litchfield Park 96 92.1 -4.1 97.8 94.7 -3.2
Mammoth 93.4 . 61.9 -33.7 89.4 81.9 -8.4
Mar ana 71.1 81.8 15.0 93.3 92.7 -0.6
Miami 61.4 74.7 21.7 94.4 94.3 -0.1
Nogales 70 77.8 11.1 55.1 54.6 -0.9
Oro Valley 96.7 93.1 -3.7 95.9 93.8 -2.2
Page 72.9 67.3 -7.7 98.9 99 0.1
Parker 67.5 62 -8.1 90.9 90.4 -0.6
Patagonia 87.3 86.5 -0.9 86.3 86.4 0.1
Payson 98 94.8 -3.3 97.6 95.8 -1.8
Pima 96.8 87 -10.1 99 96.7 ~ -2.3
Prescott 95.2 92.9 -2.4 96.6 94.4 -2.3
Prescott Valley 96.6 91.1 -5.7 97.5 95.8 -1.7 "
Quartzsite 96.2 94.5 -1.8 98.1 95.7 -2.4
Queen Creek 72.6 82.1 13.1 92.8 88.3 -4.8
Safford 86.1 75.2 -12.7 95.4 96.3 0.9
Saint Johns 78.5 80.5 2.5 97.5 98.2 0.7
San Luis 92.4 58.8 -36.4 32.4 51 57.4
Sedona 98.5 92.2 -6.4 93.9 88.7 -5.5
Show Low 94.4 89 -5.7 98.7 97.4 -1.3
Sierra Vista 77.4 73.3 -5.3 93 ■ 90.9 -2.3
Snowflake ■ 87.7 87.2 -0.6 . 98.7 97.1 . -1.6
Springerville 89.6 79.5 -11.3 96.5 94.6 ' -2.0
Superior 70.1 72.7 3.7 89.9 94.8 5.5
Tombstone 91.6 87.4 -4.6 97 95.6 -1.4
Wellton 63.9 68.2 6.7 82.3 79.6 -3.3
Wickenburg 95.9 91.8 -4.3 97.9 90.7 -7.4
Wilcox 81.7 75 -8.2 - 95.1 80.4 -15.5
Williams 89 77.1 -13.4 95.7 88.2 -7.8
Winkelman 46.7 . 62.1 33.0 96.3 98.7 2.5
Arizona 80.8 75.5 -6.6 92.4 86.1 -6.8
United States 80.3 75.1 -6.5 92.1 87.7 -4.8

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and calculations by the author.



United States below 76.1 percent. The Phoenix suburb of El Mirage (75.6 percent) also fell into this 
category. San Luis (57.4 percent increase) was the only one of the four municipalities that experienced an 
extremely notable change in percent of bom in America. However, Douglas should be noted with its 5.9 
percent increase, compared to the state’s average of a decrease of 6.8 percent. This further suggests that 
immigrants that do come into America through Arizona decide to either stay in the bordertowns or briefly 
live in the bordertowns before moving to a new state.

According to the 2000 Census, sixteen municipalities in the survey had a rate ten-percentage points 
greater than the state average. There is one noticeable omission, no municipality of these sixteen are 
located in the Phoenix or Tucson regions. Also, the southernmost municipality is Duncan (96.6 percent). 
The sixteen municipalities are located in pockets. The four closest towns to Duncan in the survey, Clifton 
(96.5 percent), Pima (96.7 percent), and Safford (96.3 percent) are all above 96.1 percent. Another pocket 
consists of Eager (97.7 percent), Holbrook (96.2 percent), Saint Johns (98.2 percent), Show Low (97.4 
percent), and Snowflake (97.1 percent). The three northernmost municipalities, Colorado City (99.5 
percent), Fredonia (99.1 percent), and Page (99 percent), also met the high percentage of residents bom in 
the United States criteria. Kearny (97.2 percent) and Winkelman (98.7 percent), two municipalities in the 
eastern Pinal County/southem Gila County area also fell into this category. Also meeting this standard 
were Jerome (97 percent) and Kingman (96.2 percent).

E d u c a t io n  a n d  P o v e r t y  R a t e

Table 5 illustrates that the State of Arizona and the United States has seen comparable trends in regards to 
education attainment and persons under the poverty level. This report shows that the fifty-three 
municipalities have experienced these comparable trends. Forty-one (77.4 percent) of the municipalities 
had an increase in the percentage of their populations that are at least 25 years old and have a high school 
diploma or equivalent. Of these forty-one municipalities, twenty-three (56.1 percent) increased over ten 
percent.

An intriguing portion of this data is the wide disparity between municipalities in Arizona in regards to 
their education attainment in both 1990 and 2000. Many of these municipalities are below the state and 
national averages. Twenty-one municipalities in 1990 and ten in 2000 had lower than a seventy percent 
high school diploma attainment rate. It is obvious that some of this phenomenon can be explained by the 
in-migration of a more educated workforce. However, many of the municipalities that experienced an 
increase in education attainment at the same time experienced a decrease in percent of population that 
lived in a different state five years previous. This suggests that the municipalities that experienced an 
increase in education attainment and a decrease of in-migration see the increase in education attainment 
because the children of the previous in-migrants 
are obtaining a high school education, while their 
parents had never received such an education.

Figure: 4 Bordertowns 
Education Attainment

In 2000, thirty-four and thirty-three of the 
municipalities were below the state (81 percent) 
and national (80.4 percent) averages, respectively. 
Figure 4 shows some of the municipalities had 
rates that are dismally low. Douglas (54.8 percent), 
El Mirage (51.2 percent), Nogales (47.7 percent), 
and San Luis (34.9 percent) were all hovering 
around or below the fifty percent mark. These are 
the same four municipalities that had the lowest 
rates of U.S. bom residents.

Nogales San Luis Arizona

D 1990

■ 2000

D 90-00 
Change
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Source: United States Department o f Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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Table 5: Education and  poverty Rate (In percentages)
1990 2000

At least At least 1990-2000 1990 2000 1990-2000
Municipality a H.S. diploma a H.S. diploma Percent change At or under poverty At or under poverty Percent change
Apache Junction 70.1 77.9 11.1 16.7 11.6 -30.5
Benson - 69.5 77.1 10.9 18.6 13.7 -26.3
Bisbee 73 81.6 11.8 21.6 17.5 -19.0
Buckeye 68 70.2 3.2 24.6 18.8 -23.6
Bullhead City 72.4 72.4 0.0 12.8 15.1 18.0
Camp Verde 67.1 78.1 16.4 20.3 14 -31.0
Carefree 94.9 96.8 2.0 3.2 3.2 0.0
Casa Grande 72 73.6 2.2 . 17.4 16 -8.0
Chino Valley 73.8 84.5 14.5 17 15.5 -8.8
Clifton 69.8 80.5 15.3 13.3 11.5 -13.5
Colorado City 77.2 70.6 -8.5 68.4 31.9 -53.4
Cottonwood 73.1 77 5.3 22.7 13.5 -40.5
Douglas 48.1 54.8 13.9 43.1 36.6 -15.1
Duncan 74.5 73.5 -1.3 18.9 16.5 -12.7
Eager 80.5 84.5 5.0 14.2 7.4 -47.9
El Mirage 33.8 51.2 51.5 32.8 15.9 -51.5
Fredonia 82.6 74.6 -9.7 13.5 15 11.1
Goodyear 75.2 83.6 11.2 13.8 6.1 -55.8
Hayden 59 ' 66.6 12.9 20 27.3 36.5
Holbrook 76.5 78.2 2.2 17.3 20.1 16.2
Jerome 84 93.4 11.2 20 15.1 -24.5
Kearny 77.6 81.3 4.8 8.7 13.2 51.7
Kingman 77.5 82.1 5.9 9.4 11.6 23.4
Litchfield Park 94.7 96.5 1.9 3.7 4.2 13.5
Mammoth 56.9 . 62.4 9.7 20.5 28.1 37.1
Marana 64.4 90.3 40.2 17.8 6.2 -65.2
Miami 58.4 63.8 9.2 21.1 23.6 11.8
Nogales 48.8 47.7 -2.3 31.2 33.9 8.7
Oro Valley 94.4 95.7 1.4 5.3 3.1 -41.5
Page 88.7 87.7 -1.1 9.2 13.9 51.1
Parker 72.4 70.4 -2.8 17 14.7 -13.5
Patagonia 67.1 78.5 17.0 30.9 25.1 -18.8
Payson 72.8 83.9 15.2 11.9 9.9 -16.8
Pima 63.6 75.3 18.4 24.9 19.4 . -22.1
Prescott 83.3 89.6 7.6 13.3 13.1 -1.5
Prescott Valley 78 84.4 8.2 9.6 10.9 13.5
Quartzsite 61.7 70 13.5 23.5 13.5 -42.6
Queen Creek 69 78.9 14.3 14.4 9.2 -36.1
Safford 69.3 78.5 13.3 20.1 17.3 . -13.9
Saint Johns .87 79.9 -8.2 11.2 15.3 36.6
San Luis 21.5 34.9 62.3 34.9 35.8 2.6
Sedona 90.6 90.9 0.3 8.9 9.7 9.0
Show Low 84.2 82.5 -2.0 18.5 15 -18.9
Sierra Vista 90.1 91.5 1.6 10.7 10.5 -1.9
Snowflake 79.4 82.3 3.7 18.6 15 -19.4
Springerville 78.2 74.6 -4.6 . 15.4 21 36.4
Superior 49.5 71 43.4 24 27.8 15.8
Tombstone 73 77.1 5.6 25 17.4 -30.4
Wellton 46.4 62 33.6 22 21.3 -3.2
Wickenburg 72 . 80.2 11.4 15.8 11.4 • -27.8
Wilcox 69.2 61 -11.8 23.1 27 16.9
Williams 64.4 81.1 • 25.9 11.7 12.8 9.4
Winkelman 71.6 61.8 -13.7 17.7 27.2 53.7
Arizona 78.7 81 . 2.9 15.7 13.9 -11.5
United States 75.2 80.4 6.9 13.1 12.4 -5.3

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and calculations by the author.



The eastern Pinal County/southem Gila County region also experienced low high school graduation rates. 
The municipalities of Hayden (66.6 percent), Kearny (81.3 percent), Mammoth (62.4), Miami (63.8), 
Superior (71), and Winkelman (61.8) are all located in this region. All but Kearny were below the state 
average of 81 percent. Only Kearny and Winkelman were within fourteen percentage points of the state 
average, while Mammoth, Miami, and Winkelman were close to twenty percentage points from the state 
average.

The State of Arizona has municipalities that are significantly different in regards to education. While 
keeping the municipalities previously mentioned in mind, many communities in Arizona have extremely 
high percentages of people that have obtained a high school diploma. Nine municipalities (17 percent) 
had eighty-five percent or more of their applicable residents having a high school diploma. Three of the 
fifty-three municipalities (5.7 percent) had at least ninety-five percent of their applicable residents having 
a high school diploma.

The distributions of the poverty rate within municipalities also greatly vary. Roughly three out of every 
five (60.4 percent) municipalities experienced a decrease in the number of people that live under the 
poverty rate. Between 1990 and 2000 many municipalities experienced an increase or decrease of at least 
ten percent. Twenty-seven of the thirty-two (84.4 percent) municipalities that saw a decrease in poverty 
rates decreased by at least ten percent. On the other hand, sixteen of the twenty (80 percent) that had an 
increase in poverty rates, had at least a ten percent increase.

Many municipalities experienced extremely high and extremely low changes. This can be seen with four 
municipalities decreasing their poverty rates by at least fifty percent: Colorado City (-53.4 percent), El 
Mirage (-51.5 percent), Goodyear (-55.8 percent), and Marana (-65.2 percent) and three increasing their 
poverty rates by at least fifty percent Kearny (51.7 percent). Page (51.1 percent), and Winkelman (53.7 
percent). Overall, seven municipalities had a change of over fifty percent and a substantial amount more 
changed over thirty percent. These various large changes demonstrate a trend of unstable economies 
and/or high migration rates in and out of these municipalities.

As with segregation within education success, analyzing individual poverty rates for the municipalities 
demonstrate a state with segregated poverty. This is shown in that many municipalities had either an 
abundant amount of poverty or very minimal poverty. The national poverty rate of 13.1 for 1990 and 12.4 
for 2000 and the state poverty rate of 15.7 for 1990 and 13.9 for 2000 shows a large number of the 
municipalities were extremely above the national and state averages. These data also show few 
municipalities within the specific population group that had an extremely low percentage of poverty. For 
2000, there were three towns with poverty rates below five percent and nine that had less than a ten

percent poverty rate. The three 
municipalities. Carefree (3.2 percent), 
Litchfield Park (4.2 percent), and Oro 
Valley (3.1 percent), could be classified as 
bedroom communities in either the Phoenix 
or Tucson metropolitan areas. The majority 
of the nine with less than ten percent could 
also be classified as bedroom communities.

Even though more municipalities decreased 
their number of residents that are under the 
poverty level, poverty rates are still 
extremely high in areas of Arizona. Figure 5 
illustrates the three bordertowns in the 
survey, Douglas (36.6 percent), Nogales

24



(33.9), and San Luis (35.8 percent), along with Colorado City (31.9 percent), were the towns with the 
highest poverty rates. All four had poverty rates of over thirty percent. Patagonia and Wellton, which are 
also in close proximity to the Mexican border, had high poverty rates of 25.1 and 21.3 respectively.

High poverty rates for the year 2000 in Arizona were not limited to bordertowns or municipalities that 
were great distances from large metropolitan areas. Figure 6 shows high concentrations of municipalities 
that had high poverty rates are located 
in the eastern Pinal County/southem 
Gila County region. This area consists 
of the municipalities of Hayden (27.3 
percent), Kearny (13.2 percent).
Mammoth (28.1 percent), Miami (23.6 
percent), Superior (27.8 percent), and 
Winkelman (27.2 percent). All but one 
of these six municipalities all had 
poverty rates of at least twenty-three 
percent and had an average poverty rate 
of 24.5 percent. This area experienced a 
poverty rate roughly double the state 
average.

Median Household Income 
It can be seen in Table 6 that the majority of the fifty-three municipalities have seen an increase in median 
household income between 1980 and 2000. Thirty-two of the fifty-three municipalities had data available 
for 1980. Of these thirty-two municipalities, 56.3 percent saw an increase between 1980 and 1990, while
68.8 percent saw an increase from 1980 to 2000. Douglas and Superior, which saw decreases of 23.1 
percent and 44.5 percent respectively, highlight the municipalities that experienced a decrease in median 
household income between 1980 and 1990.

The changes in median household income between 1980 and 2000 showed an extremely high increase for 
many of the thirty-two municipalities that had data for 1980. Of the twenty-four municipalities that 
experienced an increase, nineteen (79.2 percent) increased by at least ten percent, seven (29.2 percent) 
increased by at least thirty percent, and six (25 percent) increased by over forty percent. This compares to 
the state increase of 21.3 percent and the national decrease of 5.7 percent.

The data from 1990 to 2000 shows a state that experienced a very high amount of its communities 
increasing their median household incomes. Arizona as a state increased by 14.8 percent while America 
increased by 8.9 percent. Of the twelve municipalities in the study that had a decrease, only Saint Johns (-
18.8 percent) and Winkelman (-16.1 percent) experienced decreases of over ten percent, during the most 
recent ten-year period. When looking at the twelve municipalities that had a decrease in median 
household income three things are noticeable. First, the eastern Pinal County /southern Gila County area 
had three communities. Kearny (-1.1 percent), Mammoth (-7.2 percent), and Winkelman (-16.1 percent) 
all had a decrease in median household income. Second, only one municipality is located in the Flagstaff, 
Phoenix, Tucson, or Yuma regions, Litchfield Park (-2.7 percent). Lastly, most of the municipalities not 
in the above two categories are all close to state lines. These cities are: Bullhead City (-5.1 percent). 
Eager (-5.7 percent), Fredonia (-6.6 percent), Nogales (-5.6 percent), Page (-9.4 percent), and Saint Johns 
(-18.8 percent). In addition to these six municipalities, Holbrook (-1.4 percent) and Wilcox (-3.5 percent) 
also experienced a decrease in median household income. These two municipalities are not located 
extremely close to a state line. However, being located on Interstate Highways, they are both closer to a 
state line, time wise, than some of the above-mentioned municipalities.

Figure: 6 Eastern Pinal/Southern Gila Region
Individual Poverty Rate

^ Municipality 3

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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Table 6: M edian Household Income (in 1982 Dollars)

M u n ic ip a l it y 1980 1990 2000
1980 -1990 

Percent change
1980-2000 

Percent change
1990 - 2000 

Percent change
Apache Junction 14323 15158 19902 5.8 39.0 ■ 31.3
Benson 15654 13865 16973 -11.4 8.4 22.4
Bisbee 13276 13539 16765 2.0 26.3 23.8
Buckeye 18664 19170 21230 2.7 13.8 10.7
Bullhead City 14777 19107 18133 29.3 22.7 -5.1
Camp Verde n/a 15017 19121 n/a n/a 27.3
Carefree n /a 40411 53221 n/a n/a 31.7 ■
Casa Grande 18222 19963 21727 9.6 19.2 8.8
Chino Valley 16385 14357 19373 -12.4 18.2 34.9
Clifton 26041 20949 23872 -19.6 -8.3 14.0.
Colorado City n /a 11358 19696 n/a n/a 73.4
Cottonwood 13191 12484 16466 -5.4 24.8 31.9
Douglas 15008 11545 12340 -23.1 -17.8 6.9
Duncan n /a 14327 16421 n/a n /a 14.6
Eager 19347 23772 22427 22.9 15.9 -5.7
El Mirage 13585 15686 20288 15.5 49.3 29.3
Fredonia n /a 19461 18173 n/a n/a -6.6
Goodyear 21034 25185 34495 19.7 64.0 37.0
Hayden n /a 13309 14576 n/a n/a 9.5
Holbrook 18546 19327 19048 4.2 2.7 -1.4
Jerome n/a 13956 16714 n/a n/a 19.8
Kearny 26587 24206 23944 -9.0 -9.9 -1.1
Kingman 20024 19900 20452 -0.6 2.1 ’ 2.8
Litchfield Park 38282 44324 43125 15.8 12.6 -2.7 '
Mammoth n/a 19312 17917 n/a .n /a -7.2
Mar ana n/a 17129 31722 n/a n/a 85.2
Miami 16248 ' 13760 16318 -15.3 0.4 • 18.6
Nogales 16416 14171 13384 -13.7 -18.5 -5.6
Oro Valley n /a 31215 36622 n/a n/a 17.3
Page 30002 31096 28161 3.6 -6.1 -9.4
Parker 14683 20213 20775 37.7 41.5 2.8
Patagonia n /a 12416 15477 n/a ■ n/a 24.7
Payson 11857 16397 20183 38.3 70.2 23.1
Pima n/a 13189 18591 n/a n/a 41.0
Prescott 17174 17338 21268 1.0 23.8 22.7
Prescott Valley ■ n /a 16823 20605 n/a n/a 22.5
Quartzsite n /a 12265 13832 n/a n /a 12.8
Queen Creek n /a 28341 38221 n/a n/a 34.9
Safford 15751 15535 17939 -1.4 13.9 15.5
Saint Johns 26101 26015 21129 -0.3 -19.0 -18.8
San Luis n /a 11977 . 13780 n/a n/a 15.1
Sedona 17095 20302 26425 18.8 - 54.6 30.2
Show Low 20764 19137 19414 -7.8 -6.5 1.4
Sierra Vista 20423 22784 23056 11.6 12.9 1.2
Snowflake 24901 20468 22463 -17.8 -9.8 9.7
Springerville n /a 16977 18461 n/a n/a 8.7
Superior 22375 12411 16241 -44.5 -27.4 30.9
Tombstone n /a 11486 15943 n /a n/a 38.8
Well ton n /a 12762 16227 n/a n/a 27.2
Wickenburg 13304 15070 19030 13.3 43.0 26.3
Wilcox 14834 15127 14600 2.0 -1.6 -3.5
Williams n /a 17936 19473 n /a n/a 8.6
Winkelman n/a 18207 15273 n/a n/a -16.1
Arizona 20067 21206 24335 5.7 21.3 14.8
United States 26706 23143 25196 -13.3 -5.7 8.9

Year 1980 1982 1990 2000
CPI 1.22 1 0.77 0.6

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and State of Arizona and calculations by the author.



There were forty-one 
municipalities (77.4 percent) that 
had increases in median 
household income between 1990 
and 2000. In analyzing the forty- 
one municipalities that
experienced an increase in 
median household income, many 
had increases above twenty
percent. Twenty-two (53.7
percent) increased by at least 
twenty percent. Marana (85.2 
percent) and Colorado City (73.4 
percent) had the highest increase. 
Eleven of the forty-one 
municipalities (26.8 percent) that 
had an increase, increased by at 

least double the state average of 14.8 percent. Over half of these eleven municipalities are located in and 
around the larger cities of Flagstaff, Phoenix, and Tucson. Apache Junction (31.3 percent). Carefree (31.7 
percent), Goodyear (37.0 percent), Marana (85.2 percent), Queen Creek (34.9 percent), and Sedona (30.2 
percent) all had increases of at least double the state average in their median household income. Figure 7 
shows the municipalities in the Phoenix and Tucson regions.

Seasonal Residences
The state of Arizona had a percentage of seasonal residences over twice the amount of the national 
percentage. Table 7 shows the notable amounts of seasonal residences in Arizona. Arizona had 6.5 
percent of their housing units being seasonal residences while the United States had a percentage of 3.1 
percent. Arizona saw an increase of 12.1 percent between 1990 and 2000. The national percentage 
increased 3.3 percent during the same time period. Twenty-two of the fifty-three municipalities (41.5 
percent) saw a decrease in the percentage of seasonal residences. This can be misleading since these 
numbers are calculated from the percentage of housing units in the community. A community could have 
an increase in seasonal residences, but due to an even greater increase in non-seasonal residences, 
experience a decrease in percentage of seasonal residences. In addition, seventeen municipalities (32.1 
percent) had an increase of at least one hundred percent over the ten-year period.

In analyzing the percentages of seasonal residences in the municipalities, it is interesting to note that there 
were a significant higher number of municipalities that had below fifty percent of the state average as 
there were towns that were fifty percent above the state average. Twenty-five of the fifty-three 
municipalities (47.2 percent) were below fifty percent of the state average, while only nine (17 percent) 
were greater than fifty percent above the state average. Analyzing an even more extreme, nineteen of the 
fifty-three municipalities (35.8 percent) were at or below twenty percent of the state average. This shows 
that the majority of seasonal residences in Arizona are located in a select few communities.

The nineteen municipalities are geographically scattered from Duncan (1.3 percent), to Nogales (.9 
percent), to Parker (1.2 percent), to Colorado City (.4 percent). Some of the municipalities are located in 
certain regions of the state or have other geographical similarities. The three bordertowns of Douglas (1.3 
percent), Nogales, and San Luis (1.3 percent) again fell into an extreme category. As does the eastern 
Pinal County/southem Gila County region. The municipalities that represent this region are: Hayden (.6 
percent), Miami (.8 percent), Superior (.7 percent), and Winkelman (0 percent). Another region is the area 
directly east of the eastern Pinal County/southem Gila County region. All four municipalities of Clifton 
(1.1 percent), Duncan, Pima (.7 percent), and Safford (1.2 percent) had percentages equal to or below

Figure: 7

6 0 0 0 0  

^  5 0 0 0 0  
”  4 0 0 0 0  

^  3 0 0 0 0

j§ 20000
Q 10000

Metropolitan Areas 
Median Household Income

□  1980  

■  1990

□  2000

Municipality
Source: United States Department of 
Commerce: Bureau o f the Census

27



Table 7: Climate and  Seasonal Residences
Average

Average January Average July precipitation 1990 Percent 2000 Percent 1990-2000 Percent
Municipality High (F) High (F) (inches) seasonal seasonal change
Apache Junction 66 103 8.08 27.7 29.8 7.6
Benson 67 96 11.41 3.7 15.3 313.5
Bisbee 56 89 16.21 2.4 4 66.7
Buckeye 67 107 7.08 1.4 1.1 -21.4
Bullhead City 65 112 6.61 17.1 13.3 -22.2
Camp Verde 58 101 13.02 5.8 3.4 -41.4
Carefree 62 102 12.35 19.3 16.9 -12.4
Casa Grande 67 " 107 8.45 2 7.8 290.0
Chino Valley 52 93 12.5 2.4 1.7 -29.2
Clifton 61 101 12.06 0.6 1.1 83.3
Colorado City 47 92 10 0.3 0.4 33.3
Cottonwood 58 98 12.21 1.2 1.2 0.0
Douglas 64 94 13.05 0.3 1.3 333.3
Duncan 58 94 . 9.38 1.6 1.3 -18.8
Eager 47 83 11.33 5.7 9.2 61.4
El Mirage 67 106 7.65 2.1 13.8 557.1
Fredonia 46 93 9.38 1.5 4 166.7
Goodyear 67 107 7.56 1.2 3.1 158.3
Hayden 65 103 12.89 0.3 0.6 100.0
Holbrook 47 94 7.37 0.2 0.8 300.0
Jerome 50 89 17.9 7.5 7 -6.7
Keamy 65 103 13.9 0.1 1.4 1300.0
Kingman 54 96 9.79 LI . 0.7 -36.4
Litchfield Park 67 107 7.56 4 4.2 5.0
Mammoth 60 97 13.03 0 1.4 n/a
Marana 67 103 11.07 0.7 3.9 457.1
Miami 55 97 18.05 1.1 0.8 -27.3
Nogales 63 . 93 15.49 0.7 0.9 28.6
Oro Valley 67 100 15.68 7.8 6.3 -19.2
Page 45 97 4.78 1.5 2.9 93.3
Parker 67 109 3.82 1.7 1.2 -29.4
Patagonia 63 93 15.49 3.7 6.8 83.8
Payson 53 93 20.77 14.3 11.1 -22.4
Pima 61 100 8.43 0.8 0.7 -12.5
Prescott 50 89 18.1 6 6 0.0
Prescott Valley 51 90 12.8 3.4 1.7 -50.0
Quartzsite 65 109 4.37 53.1 33.2 -37.5
Queen Creek 65 104 7.52 1.6 1.2 -25.0
Safford 61 100 8.43 0.9 1.2 33.3
Saint Johns 48 90 11.33 4.8 3.7 -22.9
San Luis 68 105 3.45 0.3 1.3 333.3
Sedona 55 95 17.15 10.1 7.8 -22.8
Show Low 44 86 20.68 30.1 27.4 -9.0
Sierra Vista 58 . 89 14.64 0.9 1.1 22.2
Snowflake 48 90 11.35 1.5 6.8 353.3
Springerville 47 83 11.33 3.6 4.1 13.9
Superior 61 98 18.52 ' 0.3 0.7 133.3
Tombstone 61 94 12.77 2.1 6.1 190.5
Wellton 68 106 4.18' 3.3 25.9 684.8
Wickenburg 63 104 10.77 7.2 6.5 -9.7
Wilcox 58 95 11 0.7 6.7 857.1
Williams 44 83 22 5.3 4.3 -18.9
Winkelman 65 103 12.89 0.3 0 -100.0
Arizona n/a n/a n/a .5.8 6.5 12.1
United States n /a n/a n/a 3 3.1 3.3

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and State of Arizona and calculations by the author.



twenty percent of the state average. It is also notable that only one municipality in the Prescott/Sedona 
region. Cottonwood (1.2 percent), falls into this category.

The nine municipalities that were 
over fifty percent above the state 
average have two interesting 
geographical findings. The first, 
which is shown in Figure 8, is that 
one third of the nine are located in 
the surround Phoenix area.
Apache Junction (29.8 percent).
Carefree (16.9 percent), and El 
Mirage (13.8 percent) all had 
percentages at least fifty percent 
greater than the state average. The 
other finding is that many are 
located on or close to Interstate 
Highways. In addition to the three 
previous municipalities, Benson 
(15.3 percent), Bullhead City 
(13.3 percent), Quartzsite (33.2 percent), and Wellton (25.9 percent) are all located within twenty miles of 
an Interstate Highway. The other two were Payson (11.1 percent) and Show Low (27.4 percent).
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Same House and Different State
Since Arizona is assumed to be a state that experiences a high rate of mobility in and out of the state it is 
interesting to compare the trends for the municipalities in the study in regards to their specific migratory 
patterns. The U S. Census compiles data to see how many people lived in the same house for the past five 
years and how many people lived in a different state five years previous. Table 8 illustrates that the 1990 
and 2000 Census showed that roughly ten percent less Arizonians (43.1 and 44.3 percent) than Americans 
(53.3 and 54.1 percent) lived in the same house in 1985 and 1995. The 1990 and 2000 Census also 
showed that approximately twice as many Arizonians (19.3 and 16.8 percent) as Americans (9.4 and 8.4 
percent) lived in a different state in 1985 and 1995, respectively. It is noteworthy that Arizona is 
following the national trend of an increase in percentage of people having lived in the same house for the 
last five years and a decrease in percentage of people having moved from a different state in the last five 
years.

Figure 9 illustrates that the State of 
Arizona experienced a 2.8 percent 
increase over the percentage of people 
that lived in the same house five years 
previous to the 2000 Census versus the 
1990 Census. Fourteen municipalities 
(26.4 percent) in the survey increased 
by ten percent or greater, while ten 
municipalities (18.9 percent) decreased 
by ten percent. Dramatic increases and 
decreases can be misleading since 
some municipalities that decreased by 
over ten percent still have some of the

Figure: 9 Eastern Pinal/Southern Gila Region
Lived in Same House Five Years Previous

17 Municipality 3

Source: United States Department o f Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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Table 8: Migration Patterns (In percentages)
1990 Live in 2000 Live in 1990 Live in a 2000 Live in a

same house in same house in 1990-2000 different state in different state in 1990-2000
Municipality 1985 1995 Percent change 1985 1995 Percent change
Apache Junction 42.2 39.8 -5.7 25.1 22.5 -10.4
Benson 51 47 -7.8 19 . 9.8 -48.4
Bisbee 52.3 55.1 5.4 14.2 13.7 -3.5
Buckeye 50.3 40.1 -20.3 13.1 13.7 4.6
Bullhead City 32.7 39.7 21.4 44.2 31.1 -29.6
Camp Verde 50.3 52 3.4 14.7 11.2 -23.8
Carefree 45.3 44 -2.9 27.6 27.3 -1.1
Casa Grande 42.5 46.4 9.2 19.1 14.3 -25.1
Chino Valley 42.8 44.8 4.7 19.4 16.4 -15.5
Clifton 58.8 62.1 5.6 11.3 9.8 -13.3
Colorado City .88 74.8 -15.0 4.3 9.3 116.3
Cottonwood 37.3 35 -6.2 21.5 20.4 -5.1
Douglas 56 57 ‘ 1.8 6 4.6 -23.3
Duncan 60.3 46.6 -22.7 10.2 10.5 2.9
Eager 50.2 60.5 20.5 •7.9 11.3 43.0
El Mirage 61.9 37.8 -38.9 7.3 10.9 49.3
Fredonia 56.2 54.9 -2.3 25.8 21.4 -17.1
Goodyear 34 32.9 -3.2 , 15 30.3 102.0
Hayden 83.7 73.4 . -12.3 4.3 1.8 -58.1
Holbrook 55.6 56.4 1.4 11.4 7.4 -35.1
Jerome 48.5 53.4 10.1 14.6 17.8 21.9
Kearny 63 62 -1.6 10.6 7.5 -29.2
Kingman 41.1 41.6 1.2 24.8 22 -11.3
Litchfield Park 51.1 58.4 . 14.3 21.6 14 -35.2
Mammoth 58.6 63.7 8.7 4.8 2.8 -41.7
Marana 51.4 23.8 -53.7 14.3 33 130.8
Miami 72.2 59.2 -18.0 4.7 3.9 • -17.0
Nogales 56 59 5.4 3.3 3.3 0.0
Oro Valley 25.5 37.7 47.8 35.5 32.4 . -8.7
Page 46.5 51 9.7 14.3 17.8 24.5 •
Parker 41.1 61.4 49.4 . 14.6 8.4 -42.5
Patagonia 68.7 61.6 -10.3 8 13.7 71.3
Payson 42.5 42 -1.2 19.6 17.2 -12.2
Pima 64.6 56.3 -12.8 6.1 6.9 13.1
Prescott 38.2 42.4 11.0 24.9 22.8 -8.4
Prescott Valley 28.1 35.2 25.3 29.5 22.8 -22.7
Quartzsite 45.9 50.7 10.5 26.1 31.2 19.5
Queen Creek 38.5 48 24.7 15.6 10.8 -30.8
Safford 58.8 54.7 -7.0 7.4 7.7 4.1
Saint Johns 63.5 60.2 -5.2 4.1 6.3 53.7
San Luis 51.8 42.6 -17.8 0.2 5.9 2850.0
Sedona 43.9 • 42.6 -3.0 29 25.7 -11.4
Show Low 38.3 47.8 24.8 11.4 9^ -14.0
Sierra Vista 27.4 33.6 22.6 34.2 34 -0.6
Snowflake 61.6 58.6 -4.9 4.3 8.6 100.0
Springerville 43.7 49.8 14.0- 13.9 14.4 3.6
Superior 61.6 68.6 11.4 8.5 5.6 -34.1
Tombstone 45.2 46.2 2.2 17.3 16.8 -2.9
Wellton 53.1 52.4 -1.3 12.8 21.6 68.8
Wickenburg 37.9 36.9 -2.6 27.3 19.9 -27.1
Wilcox 48.1 52 8.1 9.8 14.7 50.0
Williams 51.5 47.2 -8.3 9.8 6.9 -29.6
Winkelman 79 74.2 -6.1 6 1.2 -80.0
Arizona 43.1 44.3 2.8 19.3 16.8 -13.0
United States 53.3 54.1 1.5 9.4 8.4 -10.6

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and State of Arizona and calculations by the author.
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highest percentages in the study and vice versa. However, trends are important to the individual 
communities in regards to knowing migratory patterns for their communities.

The amount of municipalities, in 2000, that had over sixty percent of their population living in the same 
house in 1995 equaled eleven (20.7 percent). The municipalities can be categorized into two different 
regions. The first region is the eastern Pinal County/southem Gila County region. Figure 9 also shows 
that this region had five of the eleven municipalities: Hayden (73.4 percent), Kearny (62 percent). 
Mammoth (63.7 percent), Superior (68.6 percent), and Winkelman (74.2 percent). The second region 
consists of municipalities that 
are located on or extremely 
near a state line. These 
communities consisted of 
Clifton (62.1), Colorado City 
(74.8), Eager (60.5), Parker 
(61.4), Patagonia (61.6), and 
Saint Johns (60.2). This data 
shows that the people in 
eastern Pinal County/ southern 
Gila County region and the 
remote areas along the 
statelines were not as mobile 
and that this region was not as 
desirable to move to from 
other areas of Arizona and the 
United States. Figure 10 
shows the opposite happening 
in the metropolitan regions.

Another interesting trend presents itself when analyzing the municipalities that experienced lower 
percentages of population that had lived in their house from 1995 to 2000. This trend is that the areas 
around Phoenix, Prescott/Sedona, and Tucson regions were more desirable to move to, and a higher 
percentage of the people in these areas were more mobile. Of the fifty-three municipalities in the study, 
only ten had a percentage under forty percent of people that lived in their house from 1995 to 2000. 
Including Wickenburg (36.9 percent), eight of the ten municipalities are located in one of these three 
sections of the state. Two of the municipalities in the Tucson region both had percentages below forty 
percent, Marana (23.8 percent) and Oro Valley (37.3 percent). The Prescott/Sedona region also had two 
municipalities, Cottonwood (35 percent) and Prescott Valley (35.2 percent). The Phoenix region had 
Apache Junction (39.8 percent), El Mirage (37.8 percent), Goodyear (32.9 percent), and Wickenburg. The 
only two municipalities that were not in these three regions were Bullhead City (39.7 percent) and Sierra 
Vista (33.6 percent). Both are the largest municipalities in their respective regions and are two of the three 
largest communities in the study.

As seen above, Arizona like the United States had a decrease from 1990 to 2000 in the percentage of 
people that lived in a different state five years prior to the decennial census. Arizona experienced a 
thirteen percent decrease and America experienced a 10.6 percent decrease. The municipalities in the 
study range from an eighty percent decrease in Winkelman to an increase of 2850 percent in San Luis. 
The five municipalities that experienced the largest decreases were: Benson (-48.4 percent), Hayden (- 
58.1 percent), Mammoth (-41.7 percent), Parker (-42.5 percent), and Winkelman. The five municipalities 
that experienced the largest increases were: Colorado City (116.3 percent), Goodyear (102 percent), 
Marana (130.8 percent), San Luis, and Snowflake (100 percent).

Figure: 10 Metropolitan Areas
Lived in Same House Five Years Previous

□ 1990 

■ 2000

□ 90-00 
Change

Municipality

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census
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The 2000 Census shows a state in which many communities had a large percentage of its population 
moving in from a different state since 1995 and many communities that did not experience that 
phenomenon. Eight of the fifty-three municipalities (15.1 percent) had a percentage greater than one and a 
half times the state average of 16.8 percent. All of the eight municipalities are either the major 
municipalities in their respective region, or they are located in or around a major metropolitan area. 
Bullhead City (31.1 percent) and Sierra Vista (34 percent) are both the largest municipalities in their 
regions. Sedona (25.7 percent) is a larger community in its region and Quartzsite (31.2 percent) is one of 
only a few communities in its region. The municipalities that are located in or around major metropolitan 
areas are; Carefree (27.3 percent), Goodyear (30.3 percent), Marana (33 percent), and Oro Valley (32.4 
percent).

The municipalities in this survey that had percentages of their population that is half or less of the state 
average in regards to its population moving in from a different state since 1995 are noticeably absent from 
the Flagstaff, Phoenix, and Tucson regions. Williams (6.9 percent) is the lone exception. Figure 11 
illustrates six of the fifteen municipalities that had less than fifty percent of the state average are located 
in the eastern Pinal County/southem 
Gila County region. This consists of 
Hayden (1.8 percent), Kearney (7.5 
percent), Mammoth (2.8 percent),
Miami (3.9 percent), Superior (5.6 
percent), and Winkelman (1.2), all of 
which actually experienced a decrease 
between 1990 and 2000. These six 
communities are all the municipalities 
in this region that are represented in 
the study. Just to the east of this 
region are Pima (6.9 percent) and 
Safford (7.7 percent), which also fell 
into this category.

Three of the municipalities that had less than half the state average are the three bordertowns in the study. 
Douglas (4.6 percent), Nogales (3.3 percent), and San Luis (5.9 percent) all experienced extremely low 
levels of migration from out of state. The remaining municipalities of Holbrook (7.4 percent), Parker (8.4 
percent), and Saint Johns (6.3 percent) are located in remote areas of the state. Holbrook and Saint Johns 
are located on the eastern side of the state and Parker on the far western side of the state.

The fact that a community has a high percentage of its population that lived in a different state five years 
prior to the census illustrates interesting happenings. First, a person migrates from one state to another 
state for certain reasons. These reasons can include employment opportunities, education, proximity to 
family, and the climate. If a person moves to an area in Arizona, that person has choices within that 
region on where to move. This study shows that people moving to communities in Arizona ranging from 
populations of 300 to 34,000, are likely to move to metropolitan areas or the major city in that region.

This study also shows that many communities in Arizona are not desirable for non-Arizonians to move to. 
Either these areas lack the resources desirable in a community, have social problems or a racial makeup 
that makes non-Arizonians not want to move there, or they lack employment opportunities worth moving 
for. There are a variety of pros and cons in regards to a community having a high rate of “turnover”. 
However, a community that has a high percentage of its population that migrates from other areas of the 
country, or state, has resources that make those places desirable. This equates to most current residents 
already having access to these resources. Some of the above mentioned municipalities that are below half

Figure: 11 Eastern Pinal/Southern Gila Region
Lived in Different State Five Years Previous
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the state average are not desirable due to a variety of possible reasons. This equates to the lack of 
resources and necessities that are desired by existing residents.

Median House Value
The median house value has gradually increased for the majority of the municipalities between 1980 and 
2000. As with tb? median household income, this data was determined using the Consumer Price Index. 
All values are in 1982 dollars. Table 9 shows from 1980 to 2000, 60 percent of the 45 municipalities that 
had data available experienced an increase in median house value. Of the 60 percent of all the houses that 
saw an increase, 63 percent saw an increase above ten percent and 44.4 percent had an increase of thirty 
percent or more. Conversely, of the municipalities that had a decrease, 38.9 percent decreased by at least 
ten percent.

Looking at this trend closely reveals two distinctive periods of time in regards to median housing value 
for these communities. Between 1980 and 1990, a majority of the municipalities experienced a decrease 
in median house values. During this time period, 71.1 percent of the 45 municipalities that had data for 
1980 and 1990 experienced a decrease in median house values. The trend dramatically reverses between 
1990 and 2000 with an even more dramatic 88.7 percent of the 53 municipalities experiencing an increase 
in median house values.

The trends in this study follow what was happening at the state and to an extent the national levels. The 
State of Arizona saw a decrease of 7.7 percent in median house value from 1980 to 1990 and an increase 
of eighteen percent from 1990 to 2000. From 1980 to 2000, Arizona experienced an 8.9 percent increase 
in median household income. This compares to the national increase from 1980 to 2000 of 24.6 percent. 
As with Arizona, the United States experienced a larger increase from 1990 to 2000 (17.8 percent) than 
1980 to 1990 (5.8 percent). Even though the Arizona and the U S. increases in median house values are 
practically similar during 1990 and 2000, Arizona’s decline in median house value during 1980 and 1990 
creates the noticeable difference in percent change from 1980 and 2000.

The 88.7 percent of communities that had an increase in median house value shows that the decade of the 
1990’s was a period of increasing property values throughout the state. Since only six municipalities in 
the study experienced a decrease in median house value, it is interesting to examine the municipalities 
that decreased and the municipalities that did not increase as much as the state average. It is worthy of 
noting that 29 of the 53 municipalities (54.7 percent) in the study did not reach the state average. This 
shows that of communities that have population in the range of this study, there is no extreme trend of 
them being either below or above the state average.

Figure: 12
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In looking at the location of the municipalities that either decreased median house value or increased only 
half as much as the state average a 
couple of trends are prevalent. Figure 
12 shows that the first trend, like 
many of the previous variables, shows 
that the eastern Pinal County/southem 
Gila County region has not 
experienced the outgrowth of the 
economic prosperity during the 
1990’s. In this region Hayden (4.0 
percent) Kearny (3.7 percent).
Mammoth (.6 percent), and 
Winkelman (-2.0 percent) all had 
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of the state average. Another trend is

D 1980 

■ 1990 

D 2000

Source: United Stales Deoartment of Commerce: Bureau of the Census

33



Table 9: Median House Value (in 1982 dollars)

M u n ic ip a l it y 1980 1990 2000
1980-1990 

Percent Change
1980-2000 

Percent Change
1990-2000 

Percent Change
Apache Junction 50386 44429 59040 -11.8 17.2 32.9
Benson 42578 38269 43680 -10.1 2.6 14.1
Bisbee 26230 31108 40560 18.6 54.6 30.4
Buckeye 46970 45276 51840 -3.6 10.4 14.5
Bullhead City 70760 74998 61500 6.0 -13.1 -18.0
Camp Verde 53680 60907 77760 13.5 44.9 27.7
Carefree n/a 221298 246720 n/a n/a 11.5
Casa Grande 50386 49588 51960 -1.6 3.1 4.8
Chino Valley 54656 57134 81300 4.5 48.7 42.3
Clifton 27084 26334 29940 -2.8 10.5 13.7
Colorado City n/a 40117 59520 n/a n/a 48.4
Cottonwood 48800 45815 64080 -6.1 31.3 39.9
Douglas 38430 35189 37620 -8.4 -2.1 6.9
Duncan n/a 25872 24960 n/a n /a -3.5
Eager 57950 51282 53640 -11.5 -7.4 4.6
El Mirage 28548 34727 49620 . 21.6 73.8 42.9
Fredonia 50752 40271 46740 -20.7 -7.9 16.1
Goodyear 64904 56826 94080 -12.4 45.0 65.6
Hayden 17446 13321 13860 -23.6 -20.6 4.0
Holbrook 54778 40425 38880 -26.2 -29.0 -3.8
Jerome n/a 48279 76500 n/a n/a 58.5
Kearny 46482 33803 35040 -27.3 . -24.6 3.7
Kingman 52826 48664 52500 -7.9 -0.6 7.9
Litchfield Park 117120 103257 101640 -11.8 -69.4 -1.6
Mammoth 30866 29568 29760 -4.2 -3.6 0.6
Mar ana 40504 42427 80700 4.7 99.2 90.2
Miami 24644 22946 26880 -6.9 9.1 17.1
Nogales 51606 52360 53280 1.5 3.2. 1.8
Oro Valley 114192 98637 106440 -13.6 -6.8 7.9
Page 80032 70609 83160 -11.8 3.9 17.8
Parker 50386 44814 52620 -11.1 4.4 17.4
Patagonia n/a 49819 65340 n /a n /a 31.2
Payson 58682 60753 80940 3.5 37.9 33.2
Pima 45384 37730 49380 -16.9 8.8 30.9
Prescott 66490 72842 97620 9.6 46.8 34.0
Prescott Valley 57950 49434 64860 -14.7 11.9 31.2
Quartzsite n/a 42350 50700 n/a n /a 19.7
Queen Creek n/a 88396 121740 n/a n/a ' 37.7
Safford 47092 39347 49800 -16.4 5.8 26.6
Saint Johns 58560 43582 41400 -25.6 -29.3 -5.0
San Luis 34770 38269 41760 10.1 20.1 9.1
Sedona 100406 121583 152220 21.1 51.6 25.2
Show Low 59780 53361 63660 -10.7 6.5 19.3
Sierra Vista 65392 60137 63180 -8.0 -3.4 5.1
Snowflake 57462 49049 55500 -14.6 -3.4 13.2
Springerville 52948 45815 48120 -13.5 -9.1 5.0
Superior 28304 22792 28140 -19.5. -0.6 23.5
Tombstone 45140 38115 49200 -15.6 9.0 29.1
Wellton n/a 33572 46680 n/a n/a 39.0
Wickenburg 56242 57904 90060 3.0 60.1 55.5
Wilcox 41114 34496 39060 -16.1 -5.0 13.2
Williams 40260 49973 60180 24.1 49.5 20.4
Winkelman 26718 24178 23700 -9.5 -11.3 -2.0
Arizona 66856 61677 72780 -7.7 8.9 . 18.0
United States 57584 60907 71760 5.8 24.6 17.8

Year 1980 1982 1990 2000
. CPI 1.22 1 0.77 0.6

Source: United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census and State of Arizona and calculations by the author.
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in regards to the bordertowns. Two of the three bordertowns, Douglas (6.9 percent) and Nogales (1.8 
percent), did not reach half of the state average. The third bordertown in the study, San Luis (9.1 percent), 
barely increased by half the state average.

A third trend is the variety of changes of median house values in the metropolitan regions. Even though 
most of the metropolitan municipalities in the study had an increase in median house value, two did not 
equal the state average, Litchfield Park (-1.6 percent) and Oro Valley (7.9 percent). These municipalities 
have not seen an increase in median house value equal to the state average for an interesting reason. Both 
communities have seen similar trends of minimal increases in minorities and increases in educational 
attainment. Both communities have similar percentages in people aged. 65 and over and poverty rates. 
Litchfield Park and Oro Valley had the two highest median house values in 1980 and two of the top four 
in 1990. Due to location, less expensive housing has been built in these two municipalities, based on their 
proximity to their respective region’s employment hubs.

The fourth trend in regards to median house value is many municipalities in the areas far from the two 
major metropolitan areas of the state and the Prescott/Sedona region have not kept up with the state 
average. In addition to the previously mentioned trend of bordertowns, seven other municipalities far 
from Flagstaff, Phoenix, and Tucson did not see increases over half of the state average. The 
municipalities that compose of this fourth trend are: Bullhead City (-18.0 percent), Duncan (-3.5 percent). 
Eager (4.6 percent), Holbrook (-3.8 percent), Kingman (7.9 percent). Saint Johns (-5.0 percent), Sierra 
Vista (5.1 percent), and Springerville (5.0 percent).

'  -35



V. Conclusion
This report shows interesting trends statewide and different happenings in select regions throughout 
Arizona. The more prominent statewide trends exhibited in this study are in regards to the elderly 
population, percentages of non-Whites, percentages not bom in the U.S., migration patterns to Arizona, 
moving patterns within Arizona, and the overall increase in population. Some of the findings were 
expected while some of the findings were not expected.

The first expected finding is that Arizona increased its population significantly more than the national 
increase. In addition, Arizona had roughly double the percentages of seasonal homes as the nation. 
Another expected finding is that Arizona had a ten percent higher rate of people that lived in a different 
state and a different house five years previous to both the 1990 Census and the 2000 Census. These 
results show that Arizona is a destination for both vacation and residing purposes.

The first unexpected finding is that the population of people over 65 years old is extremely comparable to 
the national percentage. Also, the percentage of people over 65 years old actually decreased between 
1990 and 2()00. This illustrates that the elderly are not as likely to make Arizona their primary residence 
as previously thought. Other surprising findings are that the percentage of non-Whites in Arizona and the 
percentage of people not bom in the U.S. are also extremely comparable to the national percentages. This 
demonstrates that Arizona is only an entry point for many immigrants from Mexico and abroad to other 
states in America.

In regards to activity within Arizona, growth in Arizona has created various regions with differing and 
unequal demographic compositions. These areas are spread throughout Arizona and are very different 
from each other. These areas consist of communities with high percentages of Whites, higher median 
household incomes and median house values. Other areas also consist of communities with high 
concentrations of poverty, low education, and low amounts of in-migration and out-migration. Overall, 
this research shows a state that is divided and segregated in regards to education attainment, economic 
prosperity, and opportunities. The following are regions of the state that had municipalities that 
experienced many similar trends.

The first region is the Arizona / Mexico border. The three bordertowns in the study, Douglas, Nogales, 
and San Luis, are experiencing extremely similar trends. These three towns are amongst the lowest in the 
state for White population and residents bom in the United States. In addition, these three towns are again 
amongst the lowest for education and had significantly higher poverty rate than the state average. The 
three bordertowns also had low percentages of seasonal residences, migration from other states, and some 
of the lowest median household incomes and median house values in the study.

The second region that has similar attributes consists of the eastern Pinal County/southem Gila County 
section of the state. This area consists of Hayden, Kearny, Mammoth, Miami, Superior, and Winkelman. 
Like the bordertowns, these six communities are primarily all experiencing many similar trends. These 
communities actually lost population in every decade from 1970 to 2000. The majority of these 
communities had below the state percentage of Whites. Also, education attainment was low and poverty 
rates were high in this region. The percentage of seasonal residences, median household income, and 
median house value were also notably lower than the state average in these communities. This area 
experienced an interesting trend in regards to migration. This area had little inward and outward mobility. 
The area had higher than normal percentage of people that lived in the same house five years previous to 
the Census and a lower than average percentage of people that moved from a different state within the last 
five years.



The third region consists of the Prescott/Sedona vicinity. For everything the two above regions 
experienced, the Prescott/Sedona region experienced primarily the opposite for many variables. The 
communities in this region considerably increased their populations and had a high percentage of their 
population being over 65 years old and White. These municipalities also had higher than average 
household incomes. In regards to mobility this area had low rates of population that lived in the same 
house five years prior and high rates of population that lived in a different state five years previous. 
Lastly, most of the communities in this region had a percentage higher than the state average of residents 
that had a high school diploma and most of the communities in the region had poverty rates that 
resembled the state average of residents.

The final region that experienced various trends was the areas in the two large metropolitan areas of the 
state, Phoenix and Tucson. Like the municipalities around the Prescott/Sedona region, communities in 
Phoenix and Tucson region considerably increased their populations and had a high percentage of their 
populations being over 65 years old. These towns also did not experience high percentages of their 
populations being bom in the U.S. Low poverty rates were also found in the communities within the two 
major metropolitan areas of Arizona. In regards to housing, the towns had higher than average median 
household incomes and had low rates of population that lived in the same house five years prior 
and high rates of population that lived in a different state five years previous

The data gathered and represented in this paper show that municipalities in Arizona are far from being 
equal. Certain communities have more resources and have experienced much greater economic prosperity 
than the state average. At the same time, there are communities within Arizona that lack many resources 
and Lave experienced a trend of economic prosperity much lower than the state average. There are 
actually various Arizonas within the state itself. Of most concern should be the towns that are drastically 
and significantly below the state average. These communities should be researched, analyzed, and 
assisted to end the economic and educational disparity in the State of Arizona.
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