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on current population trends in the state and highlights 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 age 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 to be served.

The effects of different rates of growth for different age groups
(which reflect past fluctuations in fertility) can be projected ahead
with some confidence. These projections give timely 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.rx,

Twé 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 be limited to reacting; or it could strive to
advance broad purposes; or set its sights on the specific goals of

some ''master plan.'" Whatever policy stance is chosen, adaptation
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to New York State's forthcoming 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 jurisdictionms.
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NEW YORK STATE'S TRANSITION TO STABILITY:
*
THE DEMOGRAPHIC OUTLOOK

by

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

T. 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 drifted downward between 1971 and 1974 and leveled
off by 1975. 1In 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 nommetropolitan sectors
within the state~-a trend also evident throughout the country. Although
New York's major metropolitan centers have ceased growing, its non-
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- ;
lation or by a suddenly growing one. In newly stable areas, old ways

*
Paper prepared for a conference on '"Planning for Change: The

Case of New York State,'" at the State University of New York at Bing-

hamton, November 8-9, 1976. 1
I thank Donald B. Pittenger and Rand colleagues Anthony Pascal,

Ira S. Lowry, Kevin McCarthy, Judith P. Wheeler and Will Harriss for

helpful comments. This paper draws on research supported by a grant

from the Economic Development Administration. Views expressed in this

paper are the author's own, and are not necessarily shared by Rand or

its research sponsors.
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of financing new needs prove awkward, for the transition 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 state, growing political
jurisdictions will be enlarging their tax base at the expense of shrink-
ing areas, but because of the lags in revenue adjustment, the popula-
tion in both kinds of places will feel ill-served until new arrangements
can be effected.

There is a common need for facts and analysis that can focus atten-
tion on issues associated with New York's transition to demographic
stability and set the stage for public debate on what to do about them.
That is my purpose here today: to distill the basic information on
current population trends in the state and highlight economic and social

problems that those trends are likely to create.
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Figure 1. Population Change for 5- Year Periods by Region: 1950 to 1975
(Periods beginning July 1. Change expressed in millions.)
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Table 1

Population Change by Component for Fach Region:
Five-Year Periods, 1950 te 1975

Natural increase Net migration
e S e S i
Region Region
Period United North- North United North- North

States east Central South West|States east Central South West

................. ———— e ——— it

L950=55 12.1 A 3 455 159 1 -0 0.4 0.4 -1.6 1.9
1955-60 13.2 2.6 3.9 bt 2.2 R Q.0 -0.7 0.3 2.8
1960-65 E2 .0 2.3 3.3 R A 15 0.3 -0.8 0.3 . ¥
1965-70 8.7 56 i) O lis 7 051 2 0.4 1.1
]()7()—‘/‘—)‘ 6.8 1.0 s 205 1.5 | 5 -0.7 -0.8 26 1%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Currer Porulation Reports, Series
P-25, No. 640, November 1976, Table B.

New York and Rhode Island (and the District of Columbia) have exper-
ienced population declines between 1970 and 1975, and New Jersev and
Pennsyvlvania have joined their ranks since 1972. The populations of
two of the five other states in the Northeast (Massachusetts and Con-
necticut) are largely static; since 1972 thev have increased bv less

than one-quarter percent annually.

Second, population arowth has been halte bu the combii
a continuin rop in the birth rate ¥ al + " ¥ , ye 7, 7
. p ; 4 . " - 4 o ) ” .
men1l fested more acutely in the Northeast nan e Lsewnery (see Table

1). Natural increase (additions through births minus subtractions
through deaths) has diminished evervwhere, but more so in the North-
east than other regions since 1960. The Northeast's population gained
2.3 million through this component of demographic change between 1960
and 1965, but only 1.0 million between 1970 and 1975. Net migration
(the numerical difference between arriving and departing migrants) has
changed from nominal gains of several hundred thousand in preceding
five-vear periods to a sizable loss of 700,000 between 1970 and 1975.
This regional migration loss has been more severe since 1972 and has
afflicted the three Middle Atlantic states worse than those in New

England.




Third, in the 1970s, states with net out-migration appeaw t

rerging from those with net in-migration. Comparing the first two
years (1970-72) with the last three (1972-75) New York State's net
migration changed from an annual average of -47,000 to -144,000; Penn-
sylvania's changed from -18,000 to -47,000; and New Jersev's from
+26,000 to -32,000. In contrast, Texas's net migration rose from an
annual average of roughly +55,000 to +95,000 and California's rose
from +30,000 to +122,000. Interpretation of this divergence is com-
plicated by the economic depression that prevailed during part of the
period; it merits close attention in the coming vears.

To summarize, there has been a decided change in the course that

New York State's population is following in the mid-1970s. That change
(and the demographic transformations bringing it about) has occurred
mostly since 1972; it is common to much of the Northeast, especially

the Middle Atlantic states; and it has been most acute in New York

State.




Population changes in any given area are the product of fertility
rates, mortality rates, and migration rates (including immigration and
emigration). Of these, fertility and migration have the greatest poten-
tial for producing large and relatively rapid changes in population.

Within the last decade, population growth in the United States
as a whole has slowed considerably because of a sharp decline in fer-
tility with no offsetting change in mortality. The most notable ef-
fect of this drop in fertility has been a transformation of the popula-
tion's age structure which means, among other things, lower school en-
rollments and, eventually, larger social securitv payments. The fertil-
ity decline is being intensified or nullified in specific locales bv new
trends in migration. In some areas, population is not onlv growing
more slowly than the national average, but actually declining because
of out-migration; in other areas, population is growing rapidly despite
lower fertility because of substantial in-migration. International
migration (both legal and illegal) has also begun to have prominent
local effects, especially in those few large metropolitan centers to

which the majority of immigrants gravitate.

FERTILITY

Changes in fertility are perhaps most important in population
analysis because they are a basic determinant of future changes in the
size and composition of the population--changes which mav have intense
and long-lasting social, fiscal, and political effects. The contem-
porary trend in fertility reflects an interaction between the wide-
spread use of more effective methods of contraception and changing
attitudes toward childbearing:

0 ‘on practice has been modermized over the last ten
sears:  The increased use of highly reliable means of contra-
ception, along with the availability of legal abortion as a

backup method, has afforded couples virtually complete con-

trol over their fertilitv and reduced unwanted childbearing.
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In 1973, 69 percent of married couples used one of the three

most effective contraceptive methods--sterilization, the pill,
or the IUD--compared with only 37 percent in 1965.*

o There has been a major downward shift in fertility norms and
an aversion to having large families, at least among young
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 childbearing among married
couples: The wife may have embarked on a career, or the couple
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 fast when circumstances change).

The growth of New York State's population, as noted above, has
been slowed in part by the decline in its birth rate, which paralleled
the national fertility 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 comparable national decline was from 19.4 to 14.2.)
The direct consequence of declining births in New York is suggested
by the following accounting of its demographic change from 1970 to
1975. The state's population decline 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 births in a com-
parable period, 1960-65. As the birth 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 voung teenagers,
the birth rate is rising, 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). Not only has the percentage

*
Charles F. Westoff, "Trends in Contraceptive Practice: 1965-

1973," Family Plamning Perspectives, Vol. 8, No. 2 (March/April 1976),
pp. 54-=57.
*k i, = O i
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series

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--not 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 highlighted.

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. 1In 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 Bulletin, Vol. 31, No. 2 (Popula-
tion Reference Bureau, Inc., Washington, D.C. 1976).

**For example, see various articles in Family Planning Perspec-
tives, Vol. 8, No. 4 (July/August, 1976), special issue on teenagers;
and Leslie A. Westoff, '"Kids with Kids," New York Times Macazine, 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 Confer-
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 E. Smith and Michael J. Batutis, Jr., "“Changing Growth

Patterns: The Case of New York State,'" in George Sternlieb and James
W. Hughes, Post-Industrial America: Metropolitan Decline and Inter-
Regional Job Shifts (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Center for Urban
Policy Research, 1975), pp. 139-157.




regions for jobs and workers--have focused public attention as never
before on migration.*

Migration trends, like fertility trends, have undergone significant
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 people from areas where jobs are dwindling to places
where workers are needed; without 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 limitations than because of rigidly drawn social barriers in
their community. The generally positive experience of blacks who left
the rural South, and of ethnic groups that left city ghettos, confirms
the value of geographic mobility as a means of access to conditions
that foster improvements in personal status.

Migration is a complex 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 cities. It is widely believed that such
persons go to places 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 to New York deliberately to claim benefits.** Findings

*k %
from other independent studies tend to corroborate this point. The

* +

"The Second War Between the States," Business Week, May 17, 1976,
pp. 92-114; and "Federal Spending: The North's Loss is the Sunbelt's
Gain," National Jourmal, June 26, 1976, pp. 878-891.

*k
David M. DeFerranti, et al., The Welfare and Nonwel fare Poor

in New York City, R-1381-NYC, The Rand Corporation, June 1974.
* ok k
Ostow and Dutka, for example, found that the median pre-

acceptance residency period for welfare household heads who have mi-
grated to New York City was three years,

...which suggests a failed

sl
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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 recipients 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 transplant
rural poverty to an urban setting. It is true that rural-urban migrants
have typically 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-migration for the purpose
of gaining prompt access to the state's liberal welfare system.'" Mir-
iam Ostow and Anna B. Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York (City (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975), p. 76. See also: Larry
H. Long, "Poverty Status and Receipt of Welfare Among Migrants and
Nonmigrants in Large Cities,'" American Sociological Review, Vol. 39
(February 1974), pp. 46-56; I. N. Fisher and S. W. Purnell, The (Con-
nection Between Migration and Welfare Dependency in the Chicago Metro-
politan Area, R-1388-IISP, The Rand Corporation, September 1973; Gordon
F. DeJong and Zafar M. N. Ahmad, '"Motivation for Migration of Welfare
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. Specifically, 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," Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 99, No. 9 (September
1976), pp. 7-14.

*

Larry H. Long and Lynne R. Heltman, '"Do Welfare Payments Reduce
Migration Potential?'" paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association, New York City, August 1976.

*The incidence of poverty, for example, is no higher among black
rural-urban migrants than it is among the urban-origin blacks, 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 likelv to be poor than
their urban counterparts. See Gladys K. Bowles, "A Profile of the
Incidence of Poverty Among Rural-Urban Migrants and Comparative Popu-
paper presented at the annual meeting of the Rural Sociological

lations,"




Few of the problems 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 native he joins.

Society, Washington, D.C., August 1970.

Other studies furnishing evidence on this point are reviewed in
Peter A. Morrison, Migration from Distressed Areas: Its Meaning for
Regional Policy, The Rand Corporation, R-1103-EDA/FF/NIH, 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," American Journal of Soctiology, May 1975; Arvil V. Adams and
Gilbert Nestel, "Interregional Migration, Education, and Poverty in
the Urban Ghetto: Another Look at Black-White Earnings Differentials,"
Review of Economics and Statistics, May 1976, pp. 156-166; 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 American Black, Atlanta University,
Atlanta, Ga.

*
Adams and Nestel, op. cit.
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IV. SPATIAL MANIFESTATIONS: CHANGING FORTUNES
OF METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS

Two major features of population change in New York are an end
to metropolitan growth statewide and a revival or intensification of
growth in selected nonmetropolitan areas. In the last several years,
metropolitan areas have become less attractive, both to their residents
and to outsiders, whereas nonmetropolitan areas have become more so.*
This new development, evident since 1970, is not unique to New York
State or even to this nation.** It reflects a national trend that has
brought population decline to many metropolitan areas. At least 44 of
the 259 metropolitan areas in the nation have ceased growing; five of
these SMSAs are in New York State (Fig. 2) and four of them are clearly
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 aggregates, many communities continue to grow and some may
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 formerly 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 1970-75), 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.

*Cnmparable developments have occurred in greater Stockholm, met-
topolitan Copenhagen and Oslo, and other major European metropolitan
centers. See Thomas Falk, rban Sweden (Stockholm: Economics Re-
search Institute, Stockholm School of Economics, 1976), p. 180 and
footnote 1.

, , _ »
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had experienced a net outflow of 84,000 migrants (about 6 percent of

its entire population) during the 1960s but its population increased

by 42,000 anyway because the margin of births over deaths added 126,000,
When birth rates dropped in the 1970s, natural increase (the excess of
births over deaths) was no longer sufficient to offset metropolitan
Buffalo's long-standing out-migration, and a previously unnoticed trend
became apparent. Between 1970 and 1975, net out-migration removed
48,400 Buffalonians, but natural increase added only 26,500, leaving

the Buffalo SMSA with a net loss of 21,900 residents.

Other metropolitan areas in New York that have been affected by
the same combination of out-migration and a lower rate of natural in-
crease include Rochester, Syracuse, Flmira, Utica-Rome, Binghamton,
and New York. TIn all but the first two, population growth has halted
since 1970.

EXTENSION OF GROWTH TO NONMETRCPOLITAN ARFAS

The counterpart of metropolitan decline has been a nationwide
revival or intensification of growth in nommetropolitan areas since
1970.* In New York State, where one person in nine resides in a non-
metropolitan area, the 1970-1975 pattern has reflected the broad con-
tours of national trends, at least in the eastern half of the state:

o Despite the low birth rate, the state's nonmetropolitan popu-

lation has been increasing 1.0 percent annually, compared with
0.9 percent annually during the 1960s.

o Nonmetropolitan areas have registered an annual 0.5 percent
net in-migration compared with 0.1 percent annually during
the 1960s.

o The type of nonmetropolitan 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 o . " a0 N2 o 5
See Calvin L. Beale, The Revival of Population Growth in Nonmet-
ropolitan America, ERS-605, Economic Development Division, Economic Re-
search Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, June 1975; Peter A.
Morrison, '"Rural Renaissance in America? The Revival of Population
Growth in Remote Areas,'" Population Bulletin, Vol. 31, No. 3 (Popu-

lation Reference Bureau, Inc., Washington, D.C. 1976).
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of their workers commute to jobs in a metropolitan area).
Prime examples are Schoharie and Greene Counties, adjacent to
metropolitan Albany, and Yates County, adjacent to metropol-
itan Rochester (western New York's only clear case of a fast-
growing "commuter county"). Such counties exhibit the familiar
process of "urban sprawl" sprawling further--SMSAs spilling
over into their adjacent nonmetropolitan hinterland (Fig. 3).

o Exhibiting an impressive break with a past history of stable
or declining population are those counties with weak commuting
ties to an SMSA (especially those with less than 3 percent
commuting). Essex and Franklin Counties are two clear illus-
trations of the unexpected 'turnaround" that is taking place
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 partly 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
Metropolitan Belt. But the fact that areas removed from metropolitan
influence also are growing signals a new trend under wav.

Recent studies that have inquired into nonmetropolitan 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 life when a person is no
longer tied to a specific place by a job. New sources of income such
as the federal Supplemental Security Income program, as well as more
generous pensions, have accelerated the flow of dollars into retirees'
hands, expanding their role as consumers. Indeed, with their steady
incomes assured regardless of location, retirees comprise a floating
population of consumers whose presence in an increaﬁingly service=-
oriented society creates jobs wherever they go. Since 1970, Columbia,
Essex, Greene, Sullivan, and Yates counties have all felt this influ-

ence in varying degrees.
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Just as retirees constitute an expanding and comparatively foot-
loose subpopulation whose demands create jobs in nommetropolitan areas,
an increased orientation at all ages toward leisure activity has spawned
another kind of rural "growth industry'"--recreation. Much of this
growth is concentrated in amenity-rich areas, especially mountains and
shoreline, which often lie well outside the daily range of metropolitan
commuting. The Adirondacks is an obvious example.

Together, these two sources of expanding employment--retirement
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 nonmetropolitan areas. At a deeper level, however,
the question remains of why Americans are acting on these possibilities.
An important aspect of the explanation concerns people's preferences
for nonmetropolitan living. Americans have long displayed inventive-
ness in trying to reconcile two conflicting desires: one for access
to others and the other for separation from them. Examples abound in
the American culture of the wish to love one's neighbor but keep him
at arm's length, perhaps the most vivid being Americans' dogged pref-~
erence for neorural or perhaps pseudorural residential settings. (This
proclivity is evident in most Anglo-Saxon societies, but the American
romance with the frontier may have reinforced it.)

To opinion surveyors, Americans state a strong desire to live in
rural and small-town settings-~but most of them admit, when questioned
further, that theyv would 1ike those settings to lie within thirty miles
of a big city. The theme is an old one: Back in 1925, one housewife
rejected suburbia as a bad compromise in favor of the 'real” country.
"By country," she wrote, "I do not mean a farm or many acres or huge
castles built in imitation of English country houses.'" She meant
instead, "a simple home built along a country 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 distance from the city."*

Today, people continue to seek distance from crime, physical decay,

oor schools, and objectionable neighbors, and access to a "view,"
P

* .
Cited in Peter J. Schmitt, Back to Nature: The Arcadian Myth
in Urban America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1969).
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even if it means remoteness from urban excitement. Evidently, with

television and long-distance commuting, the sense of isolation bred

by geographical distance and small town mores has broken down, and
these specifications can now be met in the heart of Yates and Schoharie
Counties as well as in Suffolk or Rockland.

At the local level, a number of important issues turn on the impli-
cations of these trends. The oldest and largest central cities were
already having trouble meeting their budgetary requirements before the
slowdown in overall population growth occurred. Now the strictures of
no-growth or decline have spread to many suburban communities, which
face painful decisions on how to refit local expenditures to revenues
that no longer grow. On the other hand, once sleepy villages are now
being galvanized by spontaneous growth after decades of resignation to
population stability and are hard-pressed to meet public needs.

There is a clear irony in the fact that this major shift in popu-
lation distribution is spurring metropolitan interests to seek the bene-
fits of population stability or decline--most obviously, stable budgets
and the opportunity for effective planning--at the same time that it
is threatening those benefits in nonmetropolitan areas. The evidence
that there are benefits is already apparent in the widely publicized
resistance on the part of many communities to accepting the costs that

growth confers.

RACIAL CHANGE WITHIN METROPOLITAN AREAS

Where once the "inner" city provided the disadvantaged with oppor-
tunities for greater income, it is now largely the refuge of victims
of income discrimination. A special case is that of blacks, who alone
among all ethnic minorities have been unable to make the transition
from urban inmigrant to suburbanite in any substantial numbers. Be-
tween 1900 and 1974, the percentage of the nation's blacks residing
in metropolitan areas (according to the 1970 definition) rose from
about 27 to 75. Within metropolitan areas, however, there has been
no subsequent dispersion of blacks (Table 2). 1In 1900, 54.5 percent
of the metropolitan black population resided in central cities; by

1974 77.5 percent did. The same is true for the Northeast and New
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Table 2

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

Percentage of racial group
by area of residence

Central City Remainder of SMSA

Year | White Black? | White Black”
A1l U.S. SMSAs]
1900 62.8 54, 5 \ 37.2 45.5
1950 56.6 77.2 | 43.4 22.8
1960 47.8 79.6 ‘ 57,2 20.4
1974 38.1 s | s 22.5
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 61.7 88.0 38.2 120

1970 54.0 88.1 } 46.0 159

SOURCES: 1Irene B. Taeuber, '"The Changing Distribution of the Popula-
tion in the United States in the Twentieth Century," in Commission on
Population Growth and the American Future, Population Distribution and
Policy, Sara Mills Mazie, editor, Vol. V of Commission Research Reports
(Wwashington: Government Printing Office, 1972), Table 20; and U.S.
Bureau of the Census, (Current Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 55,
"Social and Economic Characteristics of the Metropolitan and Nonmetro-
politan Population: 1974 and 1970," U.S. Govermment Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1975, Table 3.

NOTE: The populations of the central city or cities were taken as of
the census dates. Since their areas are changing rather than constant,
the changes in the populations in and outside central cities reflect
expansion of cities' boundaries as well as the populations' natural
increase and net migration.

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

bReference 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 sharply with the
white population's dispersal from them.

Recent trends in population change, shown in Table 3, have tended
to reinforce the pattern 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 i
suburban areas at that); it does not significantly 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 time
period tend to perpetuate this separation in later times: 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 every-
one suddenly stopped moving, the disproportion between black central
cities and white suburbs would grow, thereby perpetuating existing

patterns of racial separation between cities and suburbs.




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

Percentage Change in Population,

1970-1974
North
Area of Residence Northeast | Central West
United States 4Lk o2 2.3 6.7 8.0
Metropolitan areas 3.6 0.2 1.0 7.6 pii
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 Siel: 1.8 5.4 11.6
Wh
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