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SUMMARY

DlST O$/AYh~LA~ 1tTY COO€I

The population of New York State is in transition from steady

growth to near stability. This paper distills the basic information
- •  

on current population trends in the state and highl igh ts economic and

social problems that those trends are likely to create.

The major features of population change in New York are: (1) an

end to metropolitan growth statewide and the onset of decline in four

of the state ’s ten Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas , (2) a re-

vival or intensification of growth in selected nonmetropolitan areas

of the state , and (3) wide variations in the rate of population change

for different ag~ groups. These three demographic shifts will produce

certain strains , some of which can be gauged with precision while others

can only be guessed at.

Changes in the distribution of population between metropolitan

and nonmetropolitan sectors are likely to require new fiscal and polit-

ical accommodations at the local level. There will be fewer children

to be educated , for example , but more elderly persons t c  be served.

The effects of different rates of growth for different age groups

(which reflect past fluctuations in fertility) can he projected ahead

with some confidence. These projections give t imely notice of cir-

cumstances built into the population ’s structure that will affect school

and college enrollments and the demand for particular kinds of dwelling

units suited to specific age groups. The changing distribution of the

elderly population among New York State ’s counties is examined in

detail. r
TwO widely held beliefs about migration are examined——one that

low—income migrants go to places like New York City as welfare seekers ,

the other that rural—urban migration does nothing more than transplant

rural  poverty to an urban setting. Both beliefs , according to evidence

from recent research , are erroneous .

State policy could he limit ed to re act ing; or it cou ld strive t . ’

advance broad purposes~ or set Its sights on the specific goals of

some “master plan .” Whatever policy stance Is chosen , adaptation

D1~T~ Tt~’~T.

Approvod ‘~
D1

~

tflb

~

: ____

~



-iv-

to New York State ’s for thcom ing demographic changes will entail diffi-

cult choices of emphasis between often conflicting objectives. These

choices are inherently political because they distribute costs and ben-
efits unevenly among groups of people and jurisdictions.

L. . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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NEW YO RK STATE ’ S TRANSITION TO STABILITY:
*THE DEMOGRAPHIC OUTLOOK

by

Peter A. Morrison
The Rand Corporation , Santa Monica , Calif . 90406

I. INTRODUCTION

The population of New York State is in transition from steady

growth to near stability. Following an 8.4 percent increase between

1960 and 1970 , New York ’s population edged upward in the first year

of the 1970s , then dr ifted downward between 1971 and 1974 and leveled

off by 1975. In four of the state ’s ten Standard Metropolitan Statis-

tical Areas (SMSAs), however , the pattern of no growth seems well es-
tablished.

The end to metropolitan growth in the state reflects , in addition

to the overall slowdown in growth statewide , a change in the distri-

bution of population between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan sectors

within the state——a trend also evident throughout the country . Although

New York ’s major metropolitan centers have ceased growing, its r~-

metropolitan areas have registered population increase and , in some

instances , dramatic growth , reversing a past trend of decline .

A primary consequence of these changing population trends is that

many localities will have to make new fiscal and political accommoda—
tions to deal with the different demands imposed by a nongrowing popu-

lat ion or by a suddenly growing one. In newly stable  are as , old way s

*Paper prepared fo r  a confe rence  on “Planning  fo r  Change : The
Case of New York S ta te , ” at the S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  of New York at Bing-
hamton , November 8—9 , l976~

I thank Donald B. Pittenger and Rand colleagues Anthony Pasc al,
Ira S. Lowry , Kevin McCarthy, Jud ith P. Wheeler and Will Harriss for
hel p f u l  comments .  This paper draws on research suppor ted  by a g ran t
from the Economic Development A d m i n i s t r a t i o n . Views expr essed in this
paper are the au thor ’s own , and are not necessar i ly shared by Rand or
its research sponsors. 
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of f inancing new needs prove awkward , for  the t r ans i t ion  to no growth

passes through a period of adjustment  during which revenues may level

off as demands for services continue to rise. Conversely, in areas of
sudden population growth , revenue increases will  lag behind the rapid

rise in demand for  services. All arcund the s ta te , growing po l i t i ca l

jur i sd ic t ions  will  be enlarging their tax base at the expense of shrink-

ing areas , but  because of the lags in revenue ad jus tment , the popula-

t ion in both kinds of p laces will feel  ill—served un t i l  new arrangements

can be e f f e c t e d .

There is a common need for  f ac t s  and analysis that  can focus atten-

tion on issues associated with New York ’s t ransi t ion to demographic

s t ab i l i t y  and set the stage for  public debate on what to do about them .

That is my purpose here today : to dist i l l  the basic informat ion on

current  population trends in the s ta te  and hi ghl i ght  economic and social

problems that those trends are likely to create .
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I I  . THE REG T O N A l .  CON T EXT

The p o p u l a t i o n  ~h i f  t s undo  r w a y  i n  Ne w York  St  a c ir e  • t ii small

d e g r ee , r ef  1 oct  i o n s  of r eg i o n a l  do m o gr ap l i i  c i h i n g o s  t a k i n g  p l a c e

t h r o u g h o u t  m u c h  of t he  North east , p a r t  i c u l a r l v  in  t h e  ~ id d10 At l int Ic

Census  D i v i s i o n  ( N e w  Y o r k , N ew .1. r s ev  , and P en n s v  i v a n  i i  ) . Th i s r g i On :I  I

c o n t e x t  , w i t h  i t s  own pecu I j a r  h u t  i n s t  r i le  t i ye p a t  t e r n  of  der .  g r a p h i c

change resu t ing f rom the popu I at ion ‘ s n a t  i c .  I inc r i  so iii lie m I r i —

t i o n , I s t b :  s ta r t  i n c  no i nt o t~ i t  r in n  I vs i s  . The t o t  test has t

no t  ~~‘cr t h y  a sp e ct s

F i r s t , i: ‘ .-~~ .~ - - - . ~ .
- . . . •  - - ; • i . - . ; ~ . • - - . 

.-‘c~ ~~~ . •~ . .-~~ - ~~
‘ .~~~~~ - .

- . l ,~
-/ 

. .  . / ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ - ~ -c : -‘ ~~~ (see  F i g .  1 ) .

FIgwe 1. Popul tion Ch~~g. for b-Y.ar Psrêod, by Rs~on: 1960 to 1VS
(Periods beginning July 1. Change expressed in millions.)

NORTH NORTHEAST
CENTRAL

- 
1950-55 2.7

1950-55 3 7  1955-60 2.5

1955-60 1950-55 • 1960-65 2.6
WEST 1960-65 3.91 -. 1955-60 3.2~1965.1Q 1.7

1965.70 2.8 1960-65 2.5 1910-15 0.3
1970-75 2.9 1965-10 2.4

1970-75 1.0

1950-55 
, 

2.9
Q 1955-60 5.0

~~ r i  I
1960-65 4 .4A ~~~~~~~

.

1965-70 3.4
II_&~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 

p~_~~ _ . ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ 1970-15 5. 1

% ~ 
. \_j’ SOUTH ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

.. 

~~~ a’

S o u r ce :  l ’ S. B u r , . i t i  (‘1 t h e  ( ‘, ns ts , .~~~~~- . - . 
. - 

- . ,- - ‘ c , S er i e s
P—25 , No . h ’~M , N i t v , - m h , - r  1 97 h .

— -- a

—~~ 
. ~~~T1~~
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I oh 1~ I

P opt i  I a t  i o n  C h a n g e  by  C o m p o n e n t  b r  l i l t  R e v  i o n :
F i v e — Y e a r  P e r i o d s , 195 ( 1 to 19 7 5

- . . - 
l i t  a I I I i t s  - P e r  I ods beg  i n  J u l  ~ I

- N a t i i r i t  1 i n c r e as e  N e t  m i g r a t i o n

Revion R e v  ion

P e r i o d  t n  i ted N o r t h —  N o r t h  t n i t e d  N o r t h —  N o r t h
Stoles east Centra l S ou t h  t~~-~~t S t a t e s  ca st  C e n t r a l  S o u t h  C~

I~~3b~~33 12. 1 2.3 3 .3 ‘ 3  1.9 1. 0 0.~ O 5  — ] e  l. °
935-60  1 1 . 2  2 . o  . o 5 7  2 . 2  1 . 7  1 ) 9  — 0 . 7 0 . 3  2 . 0

l ° i ) I ) — ) )  1 ) • Q 1 1  3 . 3  ~~~ .2  2 2  1 . 3 0 .3  —0 .~~ 0 . 3  . 7
I ” ~5-70 5.7 1.6 2 .3 3. 0 1.7  1.7 (1.1 0 . 1  ~~~~~~~ . 1
1 170-73 h S I J) 1 .8  2 . 5  1 5 2 5  - 0 . 7  -0 . 5 2 . ° I -

1. 5 .  l lu r e i t u  of  t h e  Cen s u s , - i i  - - . ‘ :~~ ~~~~~ ‘- .•
~ ~~~~~

‘ . , S e r i e s
i’ — 2 5 , N .  n-~0 , N o v e m b e r  1976 , Tab I i -  B .  7

N ow Y o r k  and R h o d e  I s l a n d  ( a n d  t h e  D i s t r i c t  ol  Co lumbi a ) have e;- , i ’ e r —

ien -od p i p i i l . i t  i on  d et  I m t -s b e t v e c n  10 7 ( 1  and  1 ‘LS , and New , t e r c , v and

Penni-t v lv~in i , i h ove ~o m e d  t h e i r ranks sInce 19 7 2 .  11w populat ions

t w o  of  t i t ,  f i v e  o t h e r  s t a t es  i n  the Northe ast INassachti- ,, -t t s  a n d  (‘ o n —

ne t j u t  ) i r e  1 ; i r v e l v  st a t  i 5~~n c e  1 9 72  t h e y  hay - in re ,o .o-d by l t - ~. c

t h a n  on (-—q Il.- i r t or  pt-re en t a n n u a l  I v .

Second , ‘~ 
‘ ‘ .e , . ~~~ - -  ;. . u ‘ . 

- - - - - - 7  
- 

- 
-

- ~~~‘ 0 , N , , 4 7 , , ! ’ - ;  • : .  0 .2 .2  .~~ . : .  , , - :

- -  0 - - ‘ - . - - 
‘ ;. 0 . , ‘ . ‘, ( se e  l i l i l u

1) .  N a t u r a l  i n c r e , i s e  ( a d d i t i o n s  t h r o i t c h  b i r t  ~ min us stib t r t i o n s

t h r o u g h  d e a t h s )  has d i m i n i s h e d  everywhere , ‘at nor, so i n  t In  ‘- i t

. 1 s t  t h a n  o t h e r  reg i o n s  since 1960 . The N o r t l i e , i i t t ‘ s ‘ ‘ p u i i . i t  i o n  g i u i u u i

2 . 3  m i l l  i on  t h r o u g h  t h i s  c o m p o n e n t  of der i - e r a p h  i t ’ c1 i aiice bt’twcen 1°~~~
I i i ’ , b u t  o u l  v 1 .0 m l  11  ion b e t w e e n  I~~7 0 ,uid 1 9 7 3 . N e t  r - u i g r . t i o n

Ii ru r i i I d I I r u - n i  e b e t  n .i  r r iv i n  g in  I pa r t i i i  m i - r a n t  s)  t i  - i s

l i , i n c e i l  rent n o m i n a l  g a i n s  of s~~v, ra 1 h u n d r e d  t h o u s a n d  i n  p r i c u d  i n g

l i v e — - i c o r  t ids t i  i sitah le lo s s  0 70( 1 , 1 ) 1 1  b e t s e t i  1 17 ( 1 m d  1°73 .

T h i s  i . i - n i l  m i i r , i t  I - n  l o s s  h a s  b e t - n  m o r e  s e ye re  s i n c e  19 1 2  md h t i s

i t  H i t i  t h e  t i u r e  ‘I i d d I ~ - A t  L i n t  i t - S t a N - ;  w o r s e  t h i n  t h o s e  i n  New

I m d  -



~~
,- —— —-- . - ‘ -~~-—~~ — — -  ~~~~~~

—-— --—

T h i r d , i ‘~ :, 7 ,  . ‘ , . ‘ -
. ,,

. , ; _ - - ‘
~~‘~~~

— : - - :~~ 1 ~ O 7 ’
- . ~~~~ ~ , :

‘
~
‘ -- ‘ - ‘ • ‘~~~~ 

0 _ “ : - ‘ 
‘ 

- - C o m p a r i n g  t h e  I r s t  two

v - i r s  ( 1 9 7 0 — 7 2 )  w i t h  t h e  Inst t h r e e  ( 1 9 7 2 — 7 5 )  New Y o r k  St i t u - ’ s ne t

m i g r ; t ion  c h t a n r i u d  f r o m  an ;innua  I a v e r _ i g e  i t  — 5 7 , 000 t — I s  , 000; P e o n —

sylvan i a ’ s c h a n ged  f r o m  — 1 5 , 000 to — 5 7 , 000; and  N et , ’ h r—it -v ’ s fr - rn

+26 , 000 t o  — 32 , 001) . Tn c o n t ra s t , I e : -uuis ’ s n e t  m i g r i t  i on  rose f r om  an

an n u a l  . i v e r u i g u -  of roug h l y  +35 , 000 t o  +95 , 000 and C a l  I f o r n i ; i ’ s rose

f r o m +30 , 000 to + 1 2 2 , 000 - m t  e r p r o t a t  inn  of t h i s  d i v e r ’ e n e i s  u- ont —

p 1 i - a N  d by  t h u  e c o n o m i c  d e p re s si o n  that p r e v a i l e d  d u r i n g  p a r t  of th u

p e r i o d ; I t  m e n  Is  i - l o s t  a t t e n t  i - n  i n  t h e -  c o m i n g  ~- ,- i r s

To s um m a r  I zu- , t h e r e  has  b e d - t I  i d o -  idod h u n e in t hu course t h i t

N u t s  York  S ta t e ’ s p o p u l a t i o n  i s  f o l  l o w i n g  i n  t h e  m i d — l ° 7 0 s  . h a t  ch a n g e

(and t h e  d c m o g ran h  ic  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  h r  i n g  i n g  i t  a b o u t  ) i n n s  o c c u r r e d

m u s t  lv  s i n c e  19 7 2 ;  i t  i s  common to  m u ch  of th e -  N o r t h t u - u c s t  , u - s l i t - c  i i i  I v

t he  M i d d l e  At  l a nt  ft s t a t e s ;  and i t  has been mos t  a c u t e  in  N -i5 - Y o r k

S t a t e .
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I I I .  I C R S P C C T  I V E S  ON ( S IANC IN C  F E R T I L I T Y  A N D  M I G R A T I O N

Pop ui  I at i on  c han g e - s  i n  a ny  g i v e n  a rea ar e  t l i t -  p r o d u c t  of f e r  t j i l t  v

r a t e ’s , m o r t a l i t y  r i t e s , and m i g r a t i o n  r at e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  i m m i g r a t i o n  and

e - m i g r u l t  i o n )  - Of t h e s e - , f e r t i  11  Iv  and i n i g r a t  ion h a v e -  the ’ p r e a t e s t  poten—

t i - i l  I n  ~r o du c  m c  l a r g e  and r e l a t  iv e lv  r a p i d  c h a n g e - s  in  p o p u l a t i o n .

t l i t l n i n  l i i , - l a s t  d e c a d e , p o p u l a t i o n  gr u t5- t h  in t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t -s

is  a w h o l e  has  si  o~,- i-d c o n s  i de r a b  I v  b e c a u s e  of a s h a rp  d e c l i ne- i n  f e r —

t i l  [ l v  w i t h  no oft si - b tin g change i n  m o r t a l  i t v .  The most notable o f —

f e e t  of  t h i s  d r o p  in  l e t — t i  I itv has he- i_-n a tran sformati on of the p o p u l a -

tion ‘s age s t r u c tu r e -  wit icit m e a n s , among othe r (lungs , loss-n si’hi ool en-

r o l  lm e n t s  and , e v e n t u a l  ly , l a n c e r  s o c ia l  s - c u r i t v  p a v m e n t t -u . Thu fe -rt ii—

i t v  de-u ’ l i n e  i s  b e i n g  i n ton s  i f  led or n u l  i i  f l e d  i n  spec i f  I c  I ‘ca l e s  b~’ nets’

t r e - n d .s in  m I gm t ion  - In  some a rt - a s  , popu I a t  i t i n  i s  n o t  o~ lv r i ’s  i f i g

more  sI  owl v t h a n  t In e-  n ot  i o n a l  ave rage , b u t  an tu a  11 v d c  l i n i n g  l ie - c ause

u I  o u t — r n  i g r a t  i o n ;  in  o t h e r  i r e - a s , p o p u l a t  i o n  i s  g r o w i n g  r a p i d ly  d e s p i te

l owt - r  f e - n t  i i i  tv because-  of  s u b s ta n t i a l  i n — m i g r a t  i o n .  l n t e - r n a t  i o n a l

m i g m a t  i on  ( b o t h  l e g a l  and i l l e g a l )  has  a l s o  he - gun  to  have -  p r o m i n e n t

l oeti l e f f e c t s , u- spec L i l ly  i n  t h o s e  few large- m e - t r - p ’ l i t a n  c e n t e r s  to

w h i c h  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of i m m i g r a n ts  g r a v i t a te .

F E R T i L I T Y

Change -s  i n  f e r t  i l i t  v a r e  p e r h a p s  mos t  i m p o r t a n t  i n  p1 -pu  lat ion

a n a ly s i s  bo n u s -  th e~’ are a b a s i c  d e t e r m i n a n t  of futur e - e l t a n v i s in  t h e

S iz e  and c o m p o s i t i o n  of t h e -  p o p u l a t  i o n — — c h a n g e s  u~- I i i c I i  may  h a v e  m t  - r i s e

and  l o n g — l a s t  in g  soc i n u ] , f i t - o ’ i l , and  p o l i t i c a l  - f f c c t s .  The c o n t u -n—

p or . r \ -  t r e n d  i n  f e r t i l  i t v  r e f le c t s  an i n t e r a c t  i o n  be tw e e n  t i l t w id e -—

s p r ea d  i i - ;  of  more- u - f f e - t  i d e  mu- th ods i f  ( - o n t r i  e’p t  i o n  an d  -han g ing

at t i t  tides t o  u- :a rd  u - h i  I dbear ing:

0 3 ‘ ‘‘ - 
. .

- .- — -  ‘ ‘ — - ‘ a ’ 7 -  ‘‘ :- n . .- - ‘  ‘ - ‘ ‘
• . 

-

- -- ; u - . - :  M i -  i n - n -  i s (  2 i s -  - I  In i ghu  I v  r u - I  i able flu- inS i f  c l i  t ra—

- - p t  I o n , . i l o n g  t - i t l t  t I m  i v . i i l . i b i l i t v  o f  h - g i l  a b o r t  ion  is  a

li m ck mi p n u t  l i d , h l i i S  i t  ‘rde’d - t u t p l  u - S  V i  r t u i l  I v  ‘ruu ’ l~ - t -  ‘ ‘ n—

m l  ‘ve -r t h eir I - m t  II i t y I i i  r a I n ed unwant -d -h I 1 dhe’ar ing

~ 

~~~~~~
- -__— -- —

~
_ - -— ,,, —~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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In 1973 , 69 percent of married couples used one of the three
most effective contraceptive methods——sterilization , the  p i l l ,

*
or the IUD——compared with only 37 percent in 1965.

o There has been a major dot~ ward s h if t  in f e r t  7 t/ ~ i ? J~~~w’

an aversion to havinq larqe f ’aznilies , at least - vaon~i ~‘cnc :
adults:  Nationally in 1975 , almost 75 percent of married

women 18 to 24 years old expected to have no more than two

children , as contrasted with about 45 percent in 1967.

o There has been a postponement of childbear inc: arior ~-
coup les:  The wife may have embarked on a car eer , or the coup le

has put off having their first child or additional children

until their economic situation improves. The birth rate of

course drops when childbearing is “ rescheduled ” in this way

(and it can go back up equally fas t  when circumstances change) .

The growth of New York State~ s population , as noted above , has

been slowed in part by the decline in i ts  birth rate , which paral leled

the national f e r t i l i ty  decline.  The state ’ s crude birth rate (number

of births per thousand population) has fallen from 18.6 in 1965 to

13.0 in 1975.  (The conu pierable national decline was from 19 .4  to 1 4 . 2 . )

The direct consequence of declining births in New York is suggested

by the f ol lowing accoun ting of its demograp hic change from 1970 to

1975. The state ’s population decl ine of 122 ,000 was the product of
1,375 ,000 births , 958 ,000 deaths , and a net out—migration of 539,000.
A decade before , New York had recorded some 1 , 750 , 000 bir ths  in a corn—

parable period , 1960—65.  As the bir th  rate has declined , public atten-

tion has begun to focus on who bears children today .

One reason for this new concern is that among very young teenagers ,

the bir th rate  is r i sing ,  and births to teenagers now figure more prom-

inently among all births in this country (19 percent of the total in

1975 compared with 14 percent in 1960). N o t  only has the percentage

Charle s F. ~estoff , “Trends in Contraceptive P r a c t i ce :  1965—
1973 ,” ~~~ ‘7? ’

~~: 
- zu~:’n : . ’ i - ’r , . ,  V o l .  8 , Nu t . 2 ( M a r c h / A p r i l  l 9 7 i ~)

pp. 54—57.

** U . S .  Bur eau of the Census , ~nrr-  n~ - 
‘ t T -‘: H :‘ -

~~~ .- ‘ , Serie s
P—20 , No. 288, January 1976 .

— 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .‘:~~~~~~~~
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of births to adolescents risen , but also the percentage of adolescents

who bear a child out of wedlock has climbed sharply——no t because of

more out—of—wedlock conceptions , but because fewer teenage mothers are
*selecting marriage as a solution to an out—of—wedlock pregnancy. “Kids

with kids” impose considerable long—term costs on society, which several
**recent studies have highl igh ted .

MIGRATION

Between 1970 and 1976, net migration away from New York State

reduced its population by 640 ,000 (3.5 percent). That figure com-

pares with a mere 101 ,000 loss (0.6 percent) during the entire decade

of the 1960s. Since out—migrants tend to be in the prime working

ages and more highly skilled and educated , New York State is losing not

merely people but human capital as well. Since 1970, the state has

been losing workers under age 30, whereas it formerly gained them at

these ages . In another break with the past trend , black workers appear

to be leaving New York State to go South in greater numbers now than

***they are arriving . These and other findings (derived from an on-

going study by my discussant , John E. Smith) , as well as the widely

publicized “second war between the states ”——a competitive battle among

*Wendy H. Baldwin , “Adolescent Pregnancy and Childbearing——Growing
Concerns for Americans ,” Population !~nYi ’t!n~ Vol. 31 , No. 2 (Popula-
tion Reference Bureau , Inc., Washington , D.C. 1976).

** For exam p le , see various articles in , e’ii~7a J ’ :~~s: i: : ~~~ ‘~~n c  - —

tives , Vol. 8, No. 4 (July/August , 1976) , special issue on teenagers;
and Leslie A. Westoff , “Kids with Kids ,” New Yc’rZ’ 7~~rrt e .‘• t : , :~~~~’c , Feb-
ruary 22, 1976 , p. 14. Of special interest here is a study of first—
time teenage mothers in New York City, reported in Harriet B. Presser ,
“Social Consequences of Teenage Childbearing ,” presented at the- Confu r—
ence on Research on the Consequences of Adolescent Pregnancy and Child-
bearing, Center for Population Research , National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development , Bethesda , Md ., October 29—30 , 1975.

John F. Smith and Michael 3. Batutis , Jr., “Changing Growth
Patterns: The Case of New York State ,” in George Sternlieb and James
W. Hughes , P os t—f ndu s t r i a l  4ru ler ica : t~et~~’~u c - 7~~t I n  D ec7 ine an~ I n t e r -
Re~,ionai Job Shifts (New Brunswick , N.J.: Rutgers Center for Urban
Policy Research , 1975), pp. 139—157.

---

~

---
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regions for jobs and workers——have focused public at tent ion as never
*

before on migration.

Migration trends , l i ke  f e r t i l i t y  trends , have undergone s ignif icant

change recently, but with local effects that are far more diverse.

Now, as in the past , people continue to migrate for reasons that are

connected with the workings of the national economic and social system .

Migration moves peop le- from areas where jobs are dwindling to places

where workers are needed; wi thout  such adjustment , U.S. economic growth

would be sluggish and less efficient than it actually has been. Migra-

tion is also an important vehicle of social mobility. Many people are

prevented from bettering their circumstances less because of inherent

personal l imitat ions than because of r ig id l y drawn social barriers in

their community. The generally positive experience of blacks who left

the rural South , and of ethnic groups that l e f t  c i t y  ghettos , confirms

the value of geographic mob i l i t y  as a means of access to conditions

that foster  improvements in personal status .

Migration is a comp lex process , but as research increases our

understanding of its operation , certain important misconceptions can

be dispelled. One misconception concerns the motivation of low—income

migrants to move to large c i t i e s .  It is widely believed that such

persons go to p laces like New York City as welfare seekers , drawn there
by generous public—assistance allowances. A recent Rand Corporation

study on this question reached a contrary conclusion : It found that

needy newcomers start using the welfare system only gradually, not

immediately; the delay is more easily interpreted as due to discourage-

ment in finding work after the migrant arrives than to prior motivation

**for  moving t o  N ew York deliberately to claim benefits. Findings

froir, t t h u- r in d u - r ’i- nd u -nt studies tend to corroborate this point. The 

l i i  Sm -  - - n i d  V , m r  Between the S ta tes , ” Business h - - i  
~

‘
, May 17 , 197 6,

pp. 92- 11 ~; md “Federal Spending: The North ’s Loss is the Sunbelt ’s
Gain ,” Vz~ 

— 
~~ ; ‘ - ‘ ~r’~i : ‘

, June 26 , 1976 , pp. 878—891.
** 1)niv j d M.  DeFerrant  I , et a l . , 7’~z~ Wu ’lrar e in ?  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ H r

in ‘ or: ~‘ - - -r ~- -  ‘‘ to , R—1381-NYC , The Rand CorporatIon , June 1974.

O.stow and Du tka , for examp le, found that the median pre —
acceptance res idency  period for  w e l f a r e  household heads who have mi-
gra ted to New York City was three years , “. . .which suggests a failed



—10—

welfare—seeking migrant appears to be a myth; if anything, receipt of

public assistance seems to reduce the migration of poor families , sug-

gesting that welfare recip ients tend to pile up in cities not because

of in—migration but because of low out_migration. *

A related misconception (dispelled by a considerable body of re--

search) is that rural—urban migration does nothing more than transp lant

rural poverty to an urban setting. It is true that rural—urban mi grants

have typ ically been more disadvantaged than their counterparts they

have joined in the city, but they also stand out as being among the

most successful of the city ’s residents at overcoming personal disad-

vantages. This is especially evident among black rural—urban migrants ,

who , in striving to better their economic positions , have equalled or

**surpassed the indigenous urban—born blacks they have joined.

attempt at self—maintenance rather than in—m igration for the purpose
of gaining prompt access to the state ’s liberal welfare system .” Mir-
iam Ostow and Anna B. Dutka , Work and Welfare ~n New Ye~’~ C i ty —  (Balt i-
more: Johns Hopkins University Pr ess , 1975), p. 76. See also: Larry
H. Long , “Poverty Status and Receipt of Welfare Among Migrants and
Nonmigrants in Large Cities ,” American Sociolo -:7 Re~,f e r :, V o l .  39
(Feb ruary 1974), pp. 46—56; I. N. Fisher and S. W. Purnell , ~

‘
~~~~

- H-n-
nection Between Miqration and We lfare Dope ~en ,’a in t~o r’~~
po l- i tan Area, R—l388—IISP , The Rand Corporation , September 1973; Gordon
F. DeJong and Zafa r  M. N.  Ahmad , “Mot iva t ion  fo r  M i g r a t i o n  of W e l f a r e
Clients ,” Working Paper No. 1975—01 , Population Issues Research Office ,
Pennsylvania State University, n.d.; Robert D. Reischauer , “The Impact
of the Welfare System on Black Migration and Marital Stability ,” unpub—
lished Ph.D. Dissertation , Columbia University , 1971. Evidence on —

Puerto Rican migration , although less robust , also casts doubt on the
role of welfare payments in attracting migrants. Specificall y, wel-
fare payments in the United States relative to Puerto Rico are not
associated with the magnitude of migration from the island to the main-
land . See Rita M. Maldonado , “Why Puerto Ricans Migrated to the United
States in 1947—73 ,” Montht?/ T~abor Review, Vol. 99, No. 9 (September
1976), pp . 7—14.

*Larry H. Long and Lynne R. Heitman , “Do Welfare Payments Reduce
Migration Potential?” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association , New York CIty , Aug ust 1976.

** The inc idence  of pover tY , fo r  examp le , is no higher among black
rural—urban migrants than It is among the  u r h a n— or i ~~in b l acks , accord-
ing to  a study referring to the mid—1960s . In fact , black migrants In
the- prime adult years (17 to 29) were much less likely to be poor than
their urban counterparts. See Gladys K. Bowles , “A Profile of the
Incide nce of Poverty Among Rural—Urban Migrants and Comparative Popu-
lations ,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the Rural Sociological 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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Few of the prob lems facing blacks outside the South can be attri-

buted directly to their rural Southern origin . The reverse may be

true in regard to their economic success; it may be that the black

rural—urban migrant brings to the city a more constructive set of atti—
*tudes toward school and work than those of the urban n a t i v e  he j o i n s .

Society, Washington , D.C., August 1970.
Other studies furnishing evidence on this point are reviewed in

Peter A. Morrison , Miqration from Distressed Areas : Its Ye~ vr~
’
~~: ~~-r

Reqional Polioo , The Rand Corporation , R-1l03—EDAIFF/NI1-1, October 1973.
See also Larry H. Long and Lynne R. Heltman , “Income Differences Be-
tween Black and White Men Controlling for Education and Region of
Birth ,” Ar’~’rr-’ an Journal ct ’ So--’~

’o7o - - , May 1975; Arv il V. Adams and
Gilbert Nestel , “Interreg ional Migration , Education , and Poverty in
the Urban Ghetto: Another Look at Black—White Earnings Differentials ,”
r~- , O W ~~~~ ~~~cncr ~s arc! ~H ~~~~~~~~~~ May 1976 , pp. 196—166; and Ann R.
Miller , “The Black Migrant: Changing Origins , Changing Characteristics ,”
conference  paper dated  October 1974 , available from the W.E.B. DuBois
Institute for the Study of the Am e r ic a n  Black , Atlant a University,
At lan ta , Ga.

*
Ad ams and Nestel , op. cit. 

- - -- ~~~~~~~
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IV. SPATIAL MANIFESTATIONS: CHANGING FORTUNES

OF METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREA S

Two maj or fea tures  of population change in New York are an end

to metropol i tan  growth statewide and a revival or intensification of

growth in selected nonmetropoli tan areas . In the las t several years ,

metropol i tan  areas hav e become less a t t r a c t i v e, both to t h e i c  res idents
*and to outs iders , whereas nonmetropol i tan areas have become more so.

This new development , evident since 1970 , is not uni que to New York
**State or even to this nat ion . It r e f l e c t s  a nat ional  t rend tha t  has

brought population decline to many metropolitan areas. At least 44 of

the 259 metropol i tan  areas in the na t ion  have ceased growing ; f ive  of

these SMSAs are in New York State (Fig . 2) and four  of them are c lear ly

declining.

One word of caution : The image of wholesale flight from the city

is a little misleading when applied to SMSAs. Within these broad sta-

tistical aggrega tes , many communities continue to grow and some rnLav

even accelerate their growth . But what the general areawide pattern

signals is a new and rising incidence of zero population growth or

decline in metropolitan territory outside the central city: the long-

standing trend of out—migration from central cities now applies also

to the close—in suburbs.

THE ONSET OF METROPOLITAN-AREA DECLINE

How does a former ly growing metropolitan area suddenly commence

declining? The Buffalo SMSA , where growth came to an abrupt halt after

1970 , exemplifies the demographic forces at work . The Buffalo SMSA

*Between two recent five—year periods (1965—70 and 1970—79), the
percentage of population moving from nonmetropolitan areas declined
from 3.1 to 2.6 and from the metropolitan sector rose from 2.9 to 3.5.

** Comparable developments have o cc ur r e d  in g r e a t e r  S t o c k h o l m , me t —
topolit an Copenhagen and Oslo , and other major European metropolitan
centers . See Thomas F a l k , ~~~ :n ~ r r -  ? ‘~~ (Stockholm: Economics Re—
se-arch Institute , Stockholm School of Economics , 1976), p. 180 and
footnote 1.

-_ _ _ _ _  -~ -
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had experienced a net outflow of 84,000 m I g r a n t s  ( a b o u t  6 p e r c e n t  of

its entire population) during the l960s hut its population increased

by 42 ,000 anyway because the marg in of births over deaths added 126 ,000.

When birth rates dropped in the 1970s , natural increase (the excess f

births over deaths) was no longer sufficient to offset metropolitan

B u f f a l o’s long—standing out—migration , and a p r e v i o u s l y  u n n o t i c e d  t r e n d

became apparent . Between 1970 and 1975 , net out—migration removed

48 ,400 Buffalonians , but natural i !lcrc- :e- €- added only 2~~, 50O , l e a v i n g

the  B u f f a l o  SMSA with a net loss of 2 1 ,~H )f l  res i de n t s .

O t h e r  m e t r o p o l i t a n  a reas  in  Ne~ - Y r k  t h a t  h i ve  h e - c - a  a f f e c t e d  by

the same combination of out—migration and a lowe r rate of n a t u r a l  in-

crease include Rochester , Syracuse , Elmira , Utica—Rome , Binghamton ,

and New York. In all but the first two , popul ation growth has  halted

since 1970.

EXTENSION OF GROWTH TO N(NM E IR d i OT.ITAN ARFAS

The counterpart of metropolitan dec-line has be en a n a t i o n w i d e

revival or intensification of growth in nonmetropolitan areas since
*

1970. In New York State , where one person in nine resides in a non—

m e t r o p o l i t a n  area , the 1970—1975 pattern has reflected the broad con-

tours of national trends , at least in the eastern half of the state:

o Desp ite the low birth rate , the state ’s nonmetropolitan popu—

lation has been increasing 1.0 percent annually , compared with

0.9 percent a n n u a l ly  d u r i n g  the l960s.

o Nonmetropo litan areas have reg istered an annual 0.5 percent

net in—migration compared with 0.1 percent annuall y during

the l960s.

o The type of noninetropolitan counties that are growing at a

fast rate through migration are those with intermediate or

strong metropolitan commuting ties (i.e., at least 10 percent

* . . - ‘S~~- Un 1 yin L. Beal e , T :  n - r ’~ r ’~ : - 0 ’ 0 : n c ‘- ‘~~ ~: — —

2 ’ -  ? - - , ERS—h () ~ , Economic Dc -v t- I prn en  t D i v  i s ion , E c o n o m i c  Re-
search Servi cc , I~ S. D e p a r t m e n t  of A g r i c u l  t t i r e  , June l~~7 5: Peter A.
Morrison , ‘‘Rural Reniissanc - e - i n  A m e r i c a ?  The R ev i v a l  - f  Populat ion
Growth In Remote Areas ,” !-a-r4 ! nt ‘ -~r ~~~ ‘ -~~ ‘ er , Vol. 31 , No . 3 (Popu-
lation Reference Bureau , Inc., Washington , D.C. 197 6) . 
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of the i r  workers commute  to jobs in a m e t r o p o l i t a n  a r e a ) .

Pr ime examp les are Schoharie and Greene C o u n t i e s , a d j a c e n t  to

metropolitan Albany, and Yates County, adjacent to metropol-

itan Rochester (western New York ’s onl y clear case of a fast—

growing “commuter county ”). Such counties exhibit the familiar

process of “urban sprawl ” sprawling further—— SMSAs spil ling

over into their adjacent nonmetropo litan hinterland (Fig. 3).

o Exhibiting an impressive break w i t h  a pa s t  h i s tor y  c i  stable

or d e c l i n i n g  p o p u la t i o n  are  those  c o u n t i e s  w i t h  weak c o m m u t i n g

ties to an SMSA (especi~~1lv those with less than 3 percent

commuting). I-:ssex and Franklin Counties are two clear illus-

trations of the unexpected “turnaround ” that is taking p lace

in many of the more remote nonmetropolitan areas of the coun-

try. Evidently these areas are both retaining a larger frac-

tion of their native population and attracting increasing

numbers of outsiders (Fig. 4).

New York’ s nonmetropolitan growth , then , is partl y just the lat-

est manifestation of urban sprawl , as counties adjacent to individual

SMSAs fill up with people and fill out sections of the Northeastern

Metropo l i t an  B e l t .  But the fac t  t h a t  areas removed from metropolitan

i n f l u e n c e  also are growing s ignals  a new t rend  under  way .

Recent studies that have inquired into nonmetropo litan growth and

why it is occurring have shown several things. First , the trends toward

early retirement , and toward larger retirement and death benefits for

more people , have speeded up the increase in the number of retirees and

lengthened the average interval during later l i f e  when a person is no

longer tied to a specific place by a job. New sources of income such

as the  f e d e r a l  Supplemental Security Income program , as well as m er e

generous pensions , have accelerated the flow of dollars into retirees ’

hands , expanding their role as c o n s u m e r s .  Indeed , with their stead y

incomes assured regardless of location , retirees comprise a floating

population of consumers whose presence in an increasingly service—

oriented society creates jobs wherever they go. Since 1970, Columbia ,

Essex , Greene , Su l l i van , and Yates  coun t i e s  have a l l  f e l t  t h i s  I n f l u —

ence in varying degrees .
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J u s t  as retirees constitute an expanding and comparativel y foot-

loose sub population whose demands create jobs in nonmetrop cclitan areas ,

an increased orient ation at all ages toward leisure activity his spawned

another kind of rural “growth i n d u s t ry ” —-- r ec r e a t  ion . Much of this

growth is c o n c e nt  r a t e d  in  a m e n i t y — r i c h  a r t - a nn , e sp e c i a l lY  m o u n ta i n s  and

s h o r e  1 i nc  , wh i ch o f t e n l i e -  w e l l  o u t s  ide  t Ice - dai ly range of met ropol i tan

com m u t i n g .  The Adirond ack - is an obvious  exam p l e .

Tc-p ether , tht-se- two sources of expanding emp loyment——r et i rement

and recreation——supplemented by the impetus of the- state ’s higher edu-

cation system , have increased the possibilities for moving to (or re-

maining in) certain notimetropolitan areas . At a deeper level , however ,

the question remains of ‘*~ Americans are acting on these possibilities.

An important aspect of the exp lanation concerns people ’s preferences

for nonmetropolitan living. Americans have long displayed inventive-

ness in try ing to reconcile two conflicting desires: one for access

to others and the other for separation from them . Examp les abound in

the A m e r i c a n  c u l t u re  of the wish to lov e  one ’s neighbor but keep him

at  a rm ’ s l e n g t h , p e r h a p s  the most  v i v i d  b e i n g  A m e r i c a n s ’ dogge d p r - f —

~-ren - e- f o r  n e o rt i r i l  or perhaps pse -udorura l re -s ident ial settings. (This

p r o c l i v i ty  is evident in most Anglo—Saxon societies , but the Anerican

rom a n c e -  with the f rontier may have r e i n f o r c e d  i t . )

IC ) o p i n i o n  surveyors , Americans state a strong desire to live in

rural and small—town settings——hut most of them admit , when questioned

further , that they would like those settings to lie within thirty miles

of a big city. The theme is an old one: Back in 1925 , one housewife

rc -jt- - - te d suburbia as a bad compromise in favor of the “r ea l ”  country.

“By -ou nt r v ,” she wrote , “I do not mean a farm or many acres or huge

c a s t l e - s  built in imitation of English country houses.” She meant

Instead , “a simp le home built along a cannery road , near hills or water ,

from a quarter of a mile to two or three miles from the railway station ,

and within one and one—half hours ’ commuting di stance from the city . ”

Today , peop le continu e to ~e -e- k di s tanc e - from crime , phys ical decay,

poor sc h o o l s , and oh ject lonable ne i g h b o rs  • and ac c e s s  to a “v iew , ”

in Peter 1. S c h m I t t  , - - ‘ ~~~~~~~ ~~ Ar o~di~~ Myth
er - - i-

~ ~v c~” i ’ ; (New York: tIx I ord Un i v c - r s  i t  v Press , 1969)
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even if it means remote-ness from urban - x - i t e m c - n t  . Evident l v , w i t h

t e l e v i s i o n  and l o n g — d i s t a n c e -  comm ei t  i n g ,  t h e  sense of isolati on bre d

by gc -o p r ne p ie l i - a l  d i  s t a n c e -  and sma l I town m o r e s  has  b r o k e n  d w n  , and

these  Sp e c i t  i - ct i n s  i-an now b~- m e t  in  t h e  h e a r t  of Y a t e s  and  Schoi n .e rie

C o u n ti ~ -s as s - I l  i s  in Su f t  e l k  or R o c k l a n d .

A t  th 1- l o c a l  l i v e - I , a n u m b e r  of i m p o r t a n t  i s s u e- s  t u r n  on t h e -  imp l i—

C a l  ions  ol t h ~-s~ - t r e n d s .  Ticc o l d c~~t and I - e r g - - s t  c e n t r a l  c i t  les  s- c - re-

a l r e ady  h a v i n g  t r o u b l e -  m e - c t  ing their hudge - t nc rv re-qu i r e - m e - n t  s I~~- i o re-

s lowdown i n  o v e r a l l  p o p t i l a t  ion  g r o w t h  o c c u r r e d .  Now t h e  St ri ctures

n o — g r o w t h  or  dcc l  i l l e -  have-  s pr ~-ad to  m a ny  s u b u r b a n  common i t  il- s . w h i c h

f a c e  p a i n f u l  dc c i  s i o ns  on how to  r e - f i t  l o c a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s  t o  r e -v e n u e -s

t hat  no longer  grow . On the  o the r hand , once s leepy  v i l l a g e s  a re  now

being galvanized by spontaneous growth after decades of resignation to

p o p u l a t i o n  s t a b i l i t y  and are hard—pressed to meet public needs.

There is a clear i rony in the fact that t h i s  m a j o r  s h i f t  i n  popu-

lation di stribution is spurring metropolitan interests to se-e-l< t lce b~-ir ~-—

f i t s  of popu l  at  ion s t a b  i 1 i t  v or d c -c  l i n e — — m o s t  o b v i o u s ly , -n t  a b l e  budgets

and t he  o p p o r tu n  it \ -  f o r  e f f ~ - c t  i v i-  p 1 ann m t — — a t  t h e -  same t i m e  t h a t  i t

is t h r e a t  e- n i n g  t h o s e -  ben efits in n onmet  r o pe  I i  t a n  a r e a s .  The c-v i dt - nc-

t h a t  t h e r e -  -~z - - b e n e f i t  s is a l r e a dy  a p p a r e n t  i n  t h e  w i d e l y  p u b l i c  i -‘i d

r e s i s t a n c e -  ( I n t he  p a r t  of  many communities to occept ing t h e  costs that

g r o w t h  c o n f e r s .

RA CIA l ,  Ch AN G E W I T H I N  METROPOLITAN AREAS

Where one- c the “inner ” c i t y  p r o v i d e d  t h e  d i s a d v a n t a g e d  w i t h  oppor-

t u n i t i e s  fo r  g r e a t e r  income , i t  i s  now l a r g e ly  the refuge of victims

of income di scriminat i o n .  A s p e c i a l  case is that of blacks , who alone-

among all ethnic m in (’ritit -s have been unable- to make the  t r a n s i t i o n

f r o m  u r b a n  inm i g ran t  to suburban i te- in any suhstant ial numbers . Be—

twe-en 1900 and 1974 , t he- percent age- of t he -  n a t i o n ’ s b l a c ks  r e - s i d i n g

In metropol it in a r e- I~ (accord i ng t o  th e- 1Q70 definition) rose from

about 27 to 75. Wit ii i n  m et r e po I i tan art - cs , however , there has be - c -n

no s uh s e q u t - n t  d l s p e - r - s  hen of b l a c k s  ( T a b l e  2) . In 1900 , 54. 5 p er c - n t

of t he - me t r o p o l i t a n  h I c k  po p ti lat ion re- sided in c e n t r a l  c - i t  its: by

1974 77.5 pe- re’ent d id. i’ce- c- i n c  is t rile’ for the Northeast and N e w

- -
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Tabl e 2

DISTRIBUTION OF WHITE AND BLACK POPULATION
WITHIN SMSAs, 1900—1974

Percentage of racial group

_____ 
area of residence

Cent ra l  C i ty  Remainder of SMSA

Year White __TB1a~~I I t i ~ R~
____ 

A l l  U . S .  SMSA5 b 
_____

1900 62 .8 54 .5 37.2 45.5

1950 56.6 77.2 43. -~ 22.8

1960 47.8 79.6 52.2 20.4

38.1 7 7 . 5  6L9  2 2 . 5

_____ 
All SMSAs in Northeast

1960 45.1 80.4 54.9 19.6

1970 39.4 81.6 60.6 18.4

1974 37.1 80.4 62.9 19.6

_______ 
All SMSAs in New York State

1960 F 61.7 88.0 38.2 12.0

1970 54.0 88.1 46.0 11.9

SOURCES: Irene B. Taeuber , “The Changing Distribution of the Popula-
tion in the United States in the T w e n t i e t h  C e n t u ry , ” in Commiss ion on
Popcila t Ion Growth and the American Future , J r -  -

‘ 
- -

. - n ’~~~~~ 
- ,~~ 

-
. - :

• - , Sara Mills Mazie , editor , Vol. V of Commission Research Reports
(W a s h i n g t o n : Government  P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e , 1 9 7 2 ) , Tab le  2 0;  and U . S .
Bureau of the Census , ‘ erP ~n e ~~~~~~~~~~ c - ~ - c ’.~, Se- r ie s  P — 2 3 , No . 55 ,
“ Socia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  M e - t r o p o l i t a n  and Nonmetro—
po l it an  Popu la t ion :  1974 and 1970 , ” U.S. Government Printing Office ,
Washington , D . C . ,  1975 , Table 3.

NOTE : The populations of the central cit y or cities were taken as of
the census dates. Since their areas are changing rather than constant ,
the changes in the populations iri and outside central cities reflect
expansion of cities ’ boundaries as well as the populations ’ natur al
increase and net migration.

a
For SMSAs in New York State , figures shown here are for nonwhites.

b
Reference here is to the changing populations of the counties

that were the SMSAs of 1960 at each census from 1900 to 1960. The
SMSAs thus refer to constant areas . For 1974, reference is to the
SMSAs as defined in 1970. 

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --—-*-- -~~~~~~~~~~- . -~~~--~--- ----~~~--~~~~~~~~ -
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York State (for which data are shown only since 1960). This continued

concentration of blacks in central cities contrasts sharp l y with the

white population ’s dispersal from them .

Recent trends in population change , shown in Table  3 , have tended

to r e in fo r ce  the pa t t e rn  of diverging racial distribution in metropol-

itan areas . Between 1970 and 1974 , the white population inside cen-

tral cities in the Northeast declined 6.2 percent and the black in-

creased 1.4 percent. The metropolitan population outside central cit-

ies (“the suburbs ,” roughly speaking) has increased 3.6 percent for

whites and 9.9 percent for blacks. While- the figure for blacks is

impressive at first glance , it merely reflects the very small numbers

of blacks now residing in the suburban ring (and in a limited set of

suburban areas at that); it does not significantl y offset the broader

trend toward racial separation between central city and suburbs.

Compared with the white population , the black population is both

younger and has a larger average family size. Demographically , this

means that migration trends making for racial separation in one t ime

period tend to perpetuate this separation in later t imes: the black

population , by generating more births and fewer deaths relative to the

white population , grows at a faster rate in places where it is now

located. (Rising minority school enrollments through differential fer-

tility are one manifestation of this tendency.) Thus , even if e v e r y —

one suddenly stopped moving, the disproportion between black c e ntral

c i t i e s  and w h i t e  suburbs would grow , thereby perpetuating exi stin g

pattern s of racial separation between cities and suburbs. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - ~~- - - -~~~ -~~~~
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Table 3

POPULATION CHANGE BETWEEN 1970 AND 1974 , BY RACE AND AREA OF RESIDENCE

Percentage Change in Populat ion ,
1970—1974

All Nor th
Area of Residence Regions Northeast Central South West

All Races

United States 4.1 .1.2 1.3 6.7 8.0
Metropol i tan  areas 3.6 0 .2  1.0 7 .6  7.1

Inside central cities —1.9  — 4 . 7  — 5 . 5  —0.1 4 .4
Outside central cities 8.4 4.0 6 .4  15.7 9.0

Nonmetropolitan areas 5.0 5.1 1.8 5.4 11.6

White

United States 3.5 0.9 0.8 6.3 6.8
Metropolitan areas 2.4 —0.3 0.1 6.8 4.0

Inside central cities —5.1 —6.2 —8.0 —3.9 --1.0
Outside central cities 7.5 3.6 5.6 15.8 7.3

Nonmetropolitan areas 5.8 5.1 2.1 5.8 16.7

Black

United States 6.7 2.4 6.3 6.3 22.3
Metropolitan areas 8.4 3.0 6.9 9.2 23.2

Inside central cities 6.3 1.4 2.3 8.7 24.3

Outside central cities 16.1 9.9 37.7 10.6 20.4

Nonmet ropol i t  an are as 
— 

2.0 —12 .3 2. 7 7 .2

SOURCE : U . S .  Bureau of the Census , ‘
~rr ~~~ :~ 

.
~~~~~

Ser ies P—23 , No. 55 , “Social and Economic Characteristics of the Metro-

pol i t an  and Nonm e t ropo l i t an  Populat ion : 1974 and 1970 , ” U . S .  Government
Pr in t ing  O f f i c e , Washing ton , D .C . , 1975 , Table 3.

_ _ _ _
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V.  STRUCTURA L MANIFESTATIONS: THE PRESS U RES OF A

CHANCIN G AGE PROFILE

Wide variations in the - rate of population change for diff-r e- nt

age groups stand out as another malor feature of New York’ s dc- m -e’ raphi e-

o u t l o o k . A g r o w i n g  p op u l a t  ion is , o f course , O f l t ~ m a j o r  d r i v i n y  f-

beh ind  expand ing  demands f o r  p u b l i c  service- s and r i s i n g  r e - v t - I d e -  S t O

suppo r t  those se rv ices .  But many service  demands grow in  n r o p r t  ion

to t he p o p u l a t i o n  in  s p e c i f i c  age r a n g e s — — p o l i c e  and p r i s o n s  had t o

expand in the  1960s to  cope wi th  the  wave of you ng people  passing

t h rough  the  ages of pea k ~‘r iminal  a c t i v i t y:  p u b l i c  h e a l t h  care -  faci l i—

t i e -s expand to accommodate  the e l d e r l y  and the  poor and , of c o u r s e - ,

elementary school enrollments have begun te f a l l  o f f  as t i c e - p o p u l a t io n

under 10 has shrunk . Similarly , revenues are partl y a tunction of t h e

proportion of persons in the working ages.

The rate at which a population is changing at any given time maw

vary widely from one age group to another . Between 1970 and 1975 , the

overall stability of New York State ’s population concealed conside-rable

unevenness of change. For example:

o The under—lO population declined 13 percent .

o The population 20 to 34 increased 16 percent .

o The population 35 to 49 declined 8 percent.

These different rates of growth for different age groups reflect past

fluctuations in fertility , the most notable of which have been the

national decline in fertility that occurred during the economic de-

pression of the 1930s, the baby boom follow ing the Se cond World War ,

and the sudden drop in the fertility rate in the late 1960s. Each

major rise and fall has left its indelible imprint on the population ’s

age pr o f i le , whose unevenness is evident in Figure 5. New York State ’s
*age p r o f i l e  d i f f e r s  onl y s l i g h t l y  f rom t h i s  n a t i o n a l  p a t t e r n .

*
Figure 5 is not shown separatel y for New York State , since 1975

data by single year of age we- re- unavai lable. The only noticeable dif-
fe rences  are a somewhat s m a l l e r  p e r c e n t a g e  of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  unde r  S
(6.7 for New York vs. 7.5 percent nationall y ), and a somewhat larger
perc ent ag€  over 45 ( 3 3 . 3  vs .  30.9 pe rcen t  n a t i o n a l l y ) . 

~~~~----~~~~~~~~~~~
---
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Fig. 5

Distri bution of the Total Popu lation . by Age and Sex:
Apri l 1, 1970 and July 1. 1975
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P e r i s t a l s i s— — t h e  way a python swallows a p ig—— is  an apt  m e t a p h o r

for  how the Uni ted  States has absorbed the impact of these swings in

f e r t i l i t y .  The many ch i ld ren  born a f t e r  World War II  crowded the

schools dur ing  the next decade and began forming t h e i r  own households

in the later 1960s. From birth to maturity they have overcrowded mater-

n i t y  wards , then schools , then juven i l e  j u s t i c e  i n s t i t u t i o n s, and then

the housing market.

This concent ra t ion  of popu la t ion  in ce r t a in  ages foreshadows cer—

tam inevitable changes which are l ike ly  to be felt in New York State

and na t ionwide  with about equal in tens i ty. These changes w i l l  a f f e c t

two d i s t i n c t  areas of policy concern : educat ion  and h o u s i n g .

IMPACTS ON EDUCATION

In recent years , the bab y boom chi ldren  (persons now 11 to 29)

have been passing through the  colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s  and f l o o d i n g

the labor marke t .  The bulk  of the wave——the  large cohorts  born d u r i n g

the mid—l 950s and earl y 1960s——is s t i l l  in school , however.  As the

last of these people mature , school enro l lments of persons 18 to 21

wil l  drop (see Table 4 ) .  For those 22 to 34 years of age , o f t e n  drawn

hack to h igher  educa t ion  (espec ia l ly  to the communi ty  c o l l e g e s ) ,  the

outlook is different. A rapid expansion in their enrollments through

the earl y l980s is in p r o s p e c t .  T h e r e a f t e r , growth w i l l  t ape r  o f f ,

and t h e i r  en ro l lmen t s  should  dec l ine  before  the end of t h a t  decade.

From a purely demographic perspective , then , existing pressure

for contraction of the- h i g h e r  educa t ion  s y s t e m — — e x c e p t  f o r  c o m m u n i t y

colleges——can only intensif y . Communi ty  colleges are excepted because -

F they occupy a d i s t i n c t i v e  pos i t i on  in c a t e r i n g  to  a o n s i d e  r a b l v  b r o a der

and gen erally older age range. Even so , they will nt- e d to p l a n  c a r e - -

fully, directing their offerings toward those in the nidd~ .- ad u l t  v,- .er~

as well as the traditional college ages .

The declining birth rate is imposing intense- d~-rn cr eph~~ ; -
~~~~

. s - - i r i s

on elementary and secondary schools. The sever1t~- -f t h i s  liv o w  t On-

ilf ar prob l em Is suggested in the following stat ist i cs  t or  Ni -v Y- ’r~

State. For every 100 children aged 5 to 14 in 1 °2 ’d , t ho r w.-~~. only

92 in 1975 and there will he- onl y 79 liv 1 980. Between l~~’5 and 1~~~5.

the number of l5—to— 19—year—olds will diminish liv onc—se~- e- n th .

- -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~
- - -
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Table 4

U. S. POPf LATION ANT) U[P ENT CHANGE IN SELECTED AGE GROUPS ,
1960— 1975 , AND PROJECTIONS 1980—2000a

No . of persons , by age Percen t Change
(in thousands ) Since Previous Year

Yea r 18—21 22—34 35+ 18—21 22—34 35+

1960 9 ,555 29 ,492 77 ,099 — — —
1965 12 ,204 30 ,554 81,814 28 4 6

1970 14 , 705 35 ,271 85,201 20 15 4

1975 16,479 42 ,024 88,673 12 19 4

1980 17,097 48 ,501 93 ,912 4 15 6

1985 15,431 52 ,249 101,834 —10 8 8

1990 14,519 51,705 111,170 —6 — 1 9

1995 13,399 48,390 121,428 —8 —6 9

2000 16,002 44,819 130,594 19 —7 8

SOURCE: U .S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P—25 , No. 519, April 1974 , Table 1; Series P—25 , No. 541, February
1975 , Table 2.

aCensus Series II projection , which assumes an ultimate complete d
cohort fertility rate of 2.1 births per average woman.

—.----- -
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Fig. 6 — Projected changes in New York State ’s school—age population

Looking further into the future is fraught with increasing uncer-

tainty, for we are rt-ferring ~o cohorts not yet born. (This is where

the possibility of “rescheduled” childbearing, mentioned earlier , intro-

duces some major unknowns.) Adopting the New York Stat &- Economic Devel—
*opment  Board ’s assumptions about future fertilit y and mi gration , how-

ever , one plausible future can be projected to suggest what lies~ al~e~ad

(see - Figure 6). According to the Board ’s projections , the 5 to 14 age

group will contract until the mid—1980s; thereafter , it will incr t-a se-

moderatel y. For l5—to—1 9— year—olds , the numerical shrinkage will

*
These assumptions are : (1) “New York State ’s b irth rate w i l l

Increase somewhat during the remainder of the decade and approach the
comp leted fertil itv rate of 1.90 by 1980. This assume- s t h a t  t h e  re-cent
sharp decline in birth rates re-fle -c ts , in part , a deferral of births
and e - I -onomic factors ” ; (2) “New York State ’s rate of net outm i~ r e t I on
f o r  the latter half of the decade will diminish somewhat ~r’m current
leve Is • ‘‘ Sourc e-: N e -w York State EconomIc Dove- I opn e -n t board , ‘‘Pro I In—
m a ry  Revised  P o p e e l a t  ion Proj-o ct ions by Age and Se-x for N i -v York State-
Coun t i e s ,” with attachments , dated March 1 , 1976.

— - —- — - -~~- 
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con t inue  through about 1990, followed by one last echo of the baby

boom——a 16—percent increase between 1990 and 2000——to usher out the

cen tu ry .

As these figure-s suggest , demographic a n a ly s i s  gives  t i m e l y n o t i c e -

of circumstances built into the population ’s structure for wh i ch ante-i—

iora t ive  a c t i o n  is poss ib le .  But the  process ol contraction cannot he -

accomplished simp ly by reversing the process of expansion within an
*existing organizational setting. Adaptat ion necessarily entails dif-

ficult choices of emphasis between often conflicting objectives. These

choices distribute costs and benefits unevenl y among groups of people

and jurisdictions and are inherently political; but the- mechanisms for

making these choices may be unworkable. When enrollments decline , for

example , education planners must decide whether to reduce teaching

s t a f f  or decrease class sizes; whether tb close some s~ hools for econ-

omy or keep them open for convenience to the community; whether to sub-

mit to dec l ine  or seek new ways to use school facilities and faculties.

Local school d i s t r i c t s  ra re ly  have the degree of con t ro l  over their

o r g a n i z a t i o n  t ha t  would a l low such choices to  be a r r ived  at  e a s i l y .

Nationall y, educational p l anning tends to proceed in ignorance

of what is alread y known about the consequences of population shifts.

Symptomatic of this prob l em was the frenetic response in the education

sector to the baby boom and recent bust. Throughout the late 1960s

and early 1970s teachers and professors were trained in increasing

**numbers desp i t e  warn ings  as e a r l y  as 1965 of an impending over—s uppl y .

Today, there  are s c a r c e l y  enough peop le around to  he e d u c a t e d  fo r  a l l

those who are prepared to teach them . Others  at t h i s  c o n f e ren c e  may

wish to comment specificall y on New York State ’s experienc e- with edu-

cation p lanning .

*Pau l Berman and M i  l h rev  W a l l  i n  M c I a e i g h l in , The M e n a c e - n e - n t  -f
Decline - : Problems , O p por t  on i t  i c - s  , and Re- search I i c I e st  i o n s . ’’ h Rand

Corporation , forthcoming.

**Al l an M. Cartter . ‘‘The- S~~pp 1v and 7, -n en i - t  I~~- 1  le g,- l e - I c I ~ .

in ,t” - t ’  -
. 
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~(W ash in gton : A m e r i c a n  S t a t  i s t  i c -a l Assco j e t  j , m , ] c i 5 ) p p .  T r i _ s ~~~; i d , -n ,
“Scientific Manpower for 1970—HM ,” - ‘ - , Vol . 17 2 , N .  ~~~~~~~~ (.-\t- r i l
1 971), pp. 132—140.
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IMPACTS_ON HOUSING

The number of households in New York State- increased at a 1.2 per—

cent annual rate during the 1960s and , according to Census Bureau fig-

ures , has continued to increase at this same rate since 1971) desp ite

the halt in New York’s population growth. Part of the explanation for

this continued growth is numerical: the population ’s changing age

profile has made for expansion at the prime household—forming age-s .

There also have been behavioral changes: people are forming households

differently now than in the past.

Regarding the first point , the number of households with heads

under 35 has increased sharply since 1971) as the baby—boom cohorts

have matured into adulthood (see Figure 7). According to the State

Economic Development Board ’s Projection , households in t h i s  age b racke t

will continue to expand at better than three percent annually through
*

1980. This age concentration has created an especially heavy demand

for the particular kinds of dwelling units suited to this age group——

l o w — t o — m o d e r a t e  p r iced  a p a r t m e n t s  in densel y s e t t l ed ar eas an d t h e

like——and this pressure on demand will continue for another five years

or so. By about 1980, however , the age concentration will be on the

l~ —to—44 group-—b y then , the matured first cohorts born after World War

II. During the- l980s the number of households headed by someone between

35 and 44 w I ll increase at better than 3 percent annually .

In addition to the -se - considerable pressures associated with a

c-hanging age distribution , other demograp hic influences are affecting

housing requirements. As everyone is aware , household composition and

famil y str u- tur e have- undergone fundamental change and are current ly

**in a state of  consider able f l u x , b o t h  s o c i o l o g i c a l  and d e m o g r a p h i c .

~)n- i n fl h ence- is a dc- c i ded Inc rease- in the- propor t i o n  of y oung  men and

w e - m e -n who r e f r a i n  f rom m a r r y i n g . Nat fonal lv , the inc rease  i s  e s pec ia l  lv

appa r en t among persons 21) to  2 4 yea rs o l d  (an age at w h i c h  m e-S t men

*
New York S t a t e  Economi c  Developmen t Board , “P r e l i m i n a ry  Revised

Household  P r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  New York St a t e  C o u n t i e s , ” w i t h  a t t a c h m e n t ,
dated March 30, 1976 .

** See Paul C. Click , “Some Recent Changes in Am erican Fami lies ,”
‘74PP (~~~t — a ? Z ~~? ’ ~- R’ ; ort~~, Spec ia l  S t u d i e s , Series P — 2 3 , No.  52 , n . d .



-30—

—
~~~~~~~~ 

.
~~

0~a-’‘no - -

a.’ ~
U

÷
U-’ 

.
~~ i~

- 
LU 

-

~LU i~~~~
~~~~bL

i~~~~
I i i  I I U 1

- 

___ 

!:
c’- —
— ,—4 5 c

Lr. S
0

I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

e
LU ‘ 1,- I u~~~

~ ,~~~
________ ____ ~~~ 

.
~~~ 

-
~~ ~I LU I 0

t.jJ

= 
I Z

___  
N-

U

I I  _
~__L l i i  ..J ~~

-

-~~ 

V) 
~~ — C -I ,. 

~~ (‘~4 — C

— - -  - —--—--- —--- - ‘--—--—~- ---— -———------ - -----~-- ~~~~~—~~——- ~~~~~— - -- -a::



—31—

and women have t r a d i t i o n a l ly  m a r r i e d ) .  At  t h i s  age , 60 p e r c en t  of me-n

and 40 pe rcen t  of women we -re- as yet unmarried in 1975 , comp a re-d v i  t i e

53 p€ - r c en t  and 28 per cent in 1960. It is an ‘p. - n q u e s t  1 cm whe ther

thi s tenth-nov to re-m ain single represents me - r e l y  a sip one-ment of

first narriap - or a develop ing trend toward Ii - i nc -Jn~’ Je-t1e- s s .

Ano t h e r inf lu c -n c e.- is the t r e n d  t o w a r d  ~- - ~ t abi i shi no households in

‘ f l I I’ I l i  l v ” 1 ivinc situations as p r imI r v individu a ls . (“ P r Hvir - - -- m di—

v id ec al s , ‘ in the -  C -n s l l s  B c er e a t i ’s t n r i n ol o gv , a r t -  lic u se -bol d he ~~~~~
— - h- ’

l i v e -  ire  t h e - f r  ow-n homes en tire-Is’ alone or w i t h  r e t -  r s  ‘I i - ;  not  r e - I at  c c l  t -

them . ) Be tween  1970 and 1 97 h , t h e  numbe r of l iouseho I ds n a t  i -n.e l i v

t ha t  wer e-  headed by p r i m a r y  m d  iv i duals of : e i l  i p e - s  i n c r c - e s , - d  f r o m

11.95 to  16 .81 m i l l i o n , or about  ~- l p e r c e n t  . ( T h i s  ro mpa r e ’s  wi t h a

9 — p er c e n t  i n c r e a s e  f o r  a l l  o t h e r  t y p e - s  of l m o c i s e - h o l d s — — h e e s h a n d — w i t

o t h e r  m a l e — h e a d e d , or f e m a l e — h e a d e d  f a n i l  i t - s . )  For r e - a sons  I cannot

c - x p l n i n , this national trend is less evident here in Ne-v Y o r k  S t a t e -

and is not p r oj e c t e d  to c o n t i n u e  in t h e  f u t u r e , a t  l e a s t  a - c o r d i n g  to

the Economic Development  Board ’ s f i g u r e s . Those f i g u r e s do show a

somewhat more rapid increase amo,ng p r ima ry  i n d i v i d u a l s  between 1970

and 1975 , but  they p r o j e c t  a ~~otx-’r increase  ( r el a t i v e  to f a m i l i e s)

in the  f u t u r e .

The n a t i o n a l l y  r i s i n g  incidence of single—parent families , two or

more u n r e l a t e d  people l i v ing  toge ther , and peop le of a l l  ages living

alone suggests  the ex ten t  to which life—style op t ions  have been widened

by a f f l u e n c e  and the r e l a x a t i o n  of social norms . Changes in taste and

pre fe rence  have made many people ready to l ive apart from the basic

f a m i l y  u n i t :  grown ch i ld ren  are readier  to move out of t h e i r  p a r e n t s ’

home , and a widowed parent  more reluctant to move in with an a d u l t  son

or d a u g h t e r .  At the same t ime , higher real income enable- s more people

to a f f o r d  separa te  l i v i n g  space .  Overal l , there I s  l i k e l y  to be a c on—

t i n u i n g  i n t e r p lay between the demographic and economic circumstance-s

tha t  shape the typ ica l  c l u s t e r  of persons who l ive together as a house-

ho ld  and the social and c u l t u r a l  changes  t h a t  have b roadened  the  types

of living arrangements and companionship that societ y condones .

A third change stems fr -n the- widenin g of t h e  d i f f c - r e - n t i a l  nv ’r—

tal itv of women and men. The-re is now a consid e-rable ’ gap, wider than

Irii~e~~~ _ 
~~~
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*i n pre-y b u s  dec ades , be tween  f e - m a l e  and m a l e -  I i t  e e- X p c c t  ancv  .

- e nse’qtee-nce of t h i s  gap has been a st e - idv  r i s c -  in t h e  pe- r o e -n t  i c - c -  o1

fe-mal e- s among o l d e r  pe -r ~ ons .  ( In  1960 , wome-n made-  t ip 55 .  7 p c - r e- n t  o f

the p o p u l a t i o n  65 and over in N e w  York S t a t e - ; by I ~S5 , t h e-v I r e -  pro-

j e c t e d  to comprI se  61 .2 p e r c e n t  . ) As w iv e s  I n c r e - a s  i ng  I ‘- - c u t  l i v e -  t I~~ I r

husbands , the  i n c i d e n c e  and d u r a t i o n  of vi d w h c -  2 v i i  I I n e : - : e r a h i  v rIse - .

( N a t  i o n a l  l v , in 1975 , 53 percen t  of women 6~ and ov e r v-c r - v i  dow-~

The prospect  of more widows , eac h f a c i n g  a l o n g e r  ~-~~p e -c N.- l o t  c r —

v c l  w i t h ou t a mat - , fo reshadows  p r o b a b l e -  changes  in l i v i n g  e r r i  i g - ~
- -.~ - m l  s

- it t h e s e -  ceg -s . A nd because i n c r e a s i n g  numbers of the-  c -i de ’r lv  w i l l  be

-ov~- r , -d liv r e t  i r emc-nt and pension p l a n s , such changes  w i l l  h e -  000newc —

i c d l v  f e a s i b l e  f e r  larger numbers. At a national level , this comh i n—

i t 1c m of e-conomi c and demograp h i c  f a c t o r s  has a l r e a dy  b r o u g h t  s m i b s t a n —

t i a l c h an c e - s  ~n the living arrangements of surviving family members j-it

l a t e r  ages .  In 197 5 , 62 percent  of widows 65 and over l ived alone ,

compared w i t h  48 percent  in 1968. New York City, as well , manifests

these changes :  according to the City ’s Department for the Aging, the

**number of e l de r ly  l ive—alones  rose 26 percent between 1970 and 1973.

These structural changes among elderl y households raise a broader

ques t  ion of u .~~~~- y- , - the elderly are likely to be. One such concentration

of e l d e r l y  persons is in cen t r a l  c i t i e s ;  another  is in older suburbs ,

where  they  s e t t l e d  as newlyweds in , say , the  l930s .  More recently ,

t he re  has been a developing t rend among retirees to settle in areas

away f rom m e t r o p o l i t a n  centers . F igures  8 and 9 , showing the changing

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of social  secur i ty  beneficiaries 65 atid o lder  between 1969

and 1975 , f u r n i s h  i n dic a t o r s  of where New York State ’s elderly popula-

t ion is now disproportionately concentrated or becoming so concentrated.

(These figures are based on the concentration index data shown in the

Append ix  Tab l e- . )

F igu re  8 shows count ies  with disproportionate concentrations of

e-lde riv beneficiaries In 1975. In some counties (e.g., Essex and

*In 1974 , a 65—year—old white female could expect to outlive her
male counterpart by 4.2 years; in 1960, the expected differe nce was
only 2.9 years.

**As reported In The ~Th’ Yopl- T~r 7co , September 29 , 1975.
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Hamilton) the concentration has been increasing since 1969; in others

(e.g., Greene and Jefferson) it has not. The population of Greene

County, for examp le , contains better than 50 percent more b e n e f i c i a r i e s

per capita than the state as a whole , but that percentage has been

declining .

Figure 9 furnishes a somewhat differen t perspecti ve-: it disp lays

counties with a sharply rising concentration of beneficiaries. Nmss au ,

Chenang o, Essex , and Hamilton Counties (the latter two a l r - .d v c on-

taining disproportionate numbers of beneficiaries in 1969) registe-red
*

sharp relative increases since 1969 (concentration index change > 8) .

The criterion for “sharp ly increasing ” is that the 1969—1975
change in the index of elderly concentration , ACT , is > 8:

co ern tv ’ s O -a re  of SYS ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~~~ s’ -ir e- ~ f ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~ ~oo— L county ’s s1-are of NYS popui~ tiore . l~ 75 J L coun ty ’s shar e of NYS population , 1970 J -
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VI . LAS [ N ’  - TH E I R . \N ~~I ’ F I e l N  TO STABILITY

Dem regr - e c h i c  a n a l  vs i s  bce-u n e im e - rous  speci  f i c appi  i cat ions at th€-

state- I eve- i . Fore- - ests , e- spec- [al lv , figure in planning dc-c i s i onc- a b o u t

electr ic Power g e n e - c u l t  i n g  f a - i  l i t  SOS , transportation and l end Use , and

economic  d e - v e l o p m e n t .  M e - re  g e n e r a l ly , d e m o g r a p h i c  a n a l y s i s  revc - - e l s

t r a n s t e ) r m a t i o n s  in the  p o p u l a t i o n ’s age s t r u c t u r e  and i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n

among cr 1 ic izia r metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas , and demographic

f o r e c a s t s  t im e-n  a t  t empt  to a n t i c i p a t e  the  p a t t e r n  of t h i n g s  t o  come.  In

bo th  c Isc - s t h e - v  draw attention to emerging and approaching isSuc-c -e asso-

c i a t e d  w i t h  p o p u l a t i o n  change  and set  the  s t age  fo r  p u b l i c  d e b a t e  on

t imely actions for dealing with those issues. This paper , it is hoped ,

has accomplished that purpose.

Forecasters are pleased when their predictions eventually prove

to be accurate , but close accuracy is less importan t than the organiza-

tional response a forecast sets in motion . By way of structuring the

ensuing discussion on this point , let me suggest at least three ap-

proaches that state policies formulated to ease the transition to stab-

i l i t y  migh t t ake :

( I )  ‘ ‘ ‘~~~ m~n- 7 :cmcn ~ , i.e. , deal with prob l ems as the-v come up ,

w i t h o u t  b e n e f i t  of a l onge r—te rn  s t r a t e gy .  This approach

derives from the resigned conviction that no single state ’s

p o l i e - v  can have much e f f e c t  on massive and a u t o n o m o u s  m i g r a —

t r y  shifts in a nation where peop le are free to move about

as t hey p l e a s e .

(2) ,-
~ 

- - 
~- - .~~- : .  - ~~~~~~~~ -~~~~ -~~:, i.e., project t rends m o  the

- tir - in an c-f f o r t  to foresee-  prob l ems and n ee -d s  and -I , v i  SC

so- - i~~I me-clean isms to guide  these tre-nds In we v s t im . e t adv;izccc -

I c r - i d  purposes . An exam p le  woc i ld he the i t  t -mpt  i - v  s- nc

s t  i t t - s  t o  preserve open space-  t h r o u g h  n e -v  l e n c — e e s e -  r e - c d t—

t i on s .  T h i s  approach  r e c o g n i z e s  th a t pr -c e -ssCs  o t  -~~e - - I e l

- hee nge - of t e n  ca r ry  w i t h  them c e n s  i i c - r ib I t  m o m e n t  mccc ; r e t  her

than put up f u t i l e  r e s i s t a n c e , r e a l i s t i c  p celi c i t - s  w i l l  C e  c i t

and attempt to exploit the processe-s to advance general pur-

poses tha t are agreed upon.

- ----- —~~~~~~~~ __________
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(3) ;c~) O (  orien t. -1t - io~1 , i.e., designate explicit future- goals and

devise plans to achieve them . New York State- ’s “ne-w cit ic-s ’

program is an examp le. Goal orientation is premised on an

ability to achieve closure of means and ends (e.g., through

a mechanism such as the State t rban Developmen t Corporation)

in order to create a desired future.

Each of these approaches does not so much define polic y as express

a way of viewing change and an organizational response to the problems

engendered by it. State policy could be limited to reacting ; or it

could strive to advance broad purposes; or set its sights on the spe-

cific goals of some “master p lan .” Which policy stance should be chosen

depends on one ’s philosophy as to the proper role of the public sector;

on what one thinks s ta te  policy has in i ts  power to do; on the ex ten t

to which processes of change under way can be exploited toward delib-

era te ends , rather than ignored or thwarted ; and on the clarity with

which underlying purposes themselves are perceived.

Population s tas is  and economic s t a g n a t i o n  are not synonymous and ,

in an era of slow population growth , need not be correlated. Pitts-

burgh, Los Angeles , Savannah , and Binghamton demonstrate that a com-

fortable equilibrium is attainable. What has been disturbing about

stasis is that policies evolved during earlier periods of growth prove

awkward or unworkable when growth is gone , and the purposes motivating

them are outmoded or simp ly unc lea r .

~ 

. .~~~~~~. -“- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ “ - - - - -------



—38—

Appendix Table

Concentration of New York State ’s Social Security Beneficiaries 65
and Older , by County: 1969 and 1975

County Concentration Indexa County Concentration Indexa

I~L~ 1~2~Albany 1.029 1.067 Niagara 0.920 0.972

Allegany 1.056 1.033 Oneida 1.048 1.068

Bronx 1.054 0.993 Onondaga 0.882 0.915

Broome 1.079 1.124 Ontario 1.069 1.000

Cattaraugus 1.170 1.132 Orange 1.016 0.973

Cayuga 1.098 1.104 Orleans 1.032 1.004

Chautauqua 1.269 1.273 Oswego 0.953 0.886

Chemung 1.103 1.115 Otsego 1.266 1.267

Chenango 1.019 1.111 Putnam 0.791 0.742

Clinton 0.778 0.697 Queens 1.049 1.072

Columbia 1.328 1.355 Rensselaer 1.076 1.064

Cortland 0.938 0.933 Richmond 0.827 0.818

Delaware 1.159 1.162 Rockland 0.597 0.665

Dutchess 0.904 0.912 St. Lawrence 0.934 0.917

Erie 0.933 0.970 Saratoga 0.745 0.744

Essex 1.138 1.249 Schenectady 1.256 1.254

Franklin 1.150 1.131 Schoharie 1.253 1.141

Fulton 1.317 1.260 Schuyler 0.959 0.927

Genesee 1.028 0.990 Seneca 0.978 0.943

Greene 1.574 1.528 Steuben 1.035 1.019

Hamilton 1.432 1.516 Suffolk 0.683 0.718

Herkimer 1.189 1.132 Sullivan 1.308 1.337

Jefferson 1.268 1.222 Tioga 0.777 0.795

Kings 1.084 1.052 Tompkins 0.722 0.727

Lewis 1.003 0.931 Ulster 1.156 1.107

Livingston 0.847 0.832 Warren 1.300 1.262

Madison 0.879 0.855 Washington 0.976 1.020

Monroe 0.940 0.951 Wayne 0.963 0.916

Montgomery 1.482 1.460 Westchester 0.994 1.035

Nassau 0.749 0.834 Wyoming 1.021 1.015

New York 1.292 1.230 Yates 1.371 1.344

a Index of e1derly concentration defined as:

— 
Icounty ’s share of all NYS beneficiaries 65+ in 1969 [or 1975]
L county ’s share of NYS population in 1970 [or 1975]
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