
NEW YORK'S FOOD AND LIFE SCIENCES BULLETIN NO. 82, OCTOBER 1979 
  

CORNELL UNIVERSITY AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION, NEW YORK STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AND 
LIFE SCIENCES, A STATUTORY COLLEGE OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY, AT CORNELL UNIVERSITY, ITHACA, NEW YORK 

 

 

HIGHLIGHTS 

After decades of continuous growth, New York State's 
population appears to be declining. This change has important 
implications for the economy of the state and for the social 
and political life of its communities. 

Of the two components of population change, natural 
increase and net migration, natural increase is the most 
carefully monitored and recorded, but net migration varies 
more widely and has a more direct and more immediate 
effect on population numbers and demographic characteristics. 

Trends in the direction and volume of net migration 
during the past 25 years indicate that the reversal of the 
nonmetropolitan-metropolitan migration is a continuation 
of redistribution that began with the movement to the 
suburbs. Geographically, reversal of the traditional popula-
tion flow from rural to urban areas is illustrated by an 
expanding wave of population movement away from the 
central cities of metropolitan areas, first to the suburbs and 
then to nonmetropolitan counties beyond. Although the 
direction of overall net migration has changed, both streams 
of migration continue. But they involve different age 
segments of the population. 

Net  migration  was  directly  associated  with  natural 

increase during the 1950-60 decade; that is, net migration 
was high and natural increase rates were high. But by the 
1970-75 period that association had weakened substantially, 
especially in nonmetropolitan and central city metropolitan 
counties, reflecting changes in the age composition of the 
migrant streams as the movement from nonmetropolitan to 
metropolitan areas was reversed. 

Analysis of net migration data by age for counties shows 
that net movements tend to occur simultaneously in four age 
clusters: 0-14,15-29,30-59, and 60 and older. Furthermore, 
two of these clusters, the 0-14 and 30-59, or the family age 
groups, tend to move together. 

Whereas youth predominates in nonmetropolitan to metro-
politan migration, the family age groups 0-14 and 30-59 are 
the predominant age groups of metropolitan to nonmetro-
politan migration. In fact, many metropolitan counties 
continue to attract youth (15-24 years old) while losing 
population in the other age groups. 

During the two decades 1950-60 and 1960-70 New York 
State exchanged older population for younger population 
with other states. New York has also been exchanging white 
for nonwhite population. 
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Introduction 

Population and population trends are very important to 
many persons and groups, including business and industrial 
interests, governments, developers, planning commissions, 
school boards, and many others who are concerned with 
state and local community affairs. Concerns over popula-
tion trends are especially heightened when a change in the 
direction of trends occurs, as has happened in New York 
State in recent years. 

Since 1970 New York State has been declining in popu-
lation. The decline is most pronounced in metropolitan 
centers, especially the central cities, and has become of 
major concern to state as well as city officials. Although the 
experience of losing population is not a new one for 
communities of the state, it has previously happened mostly 
in rural areas rather than large urban ones. 

The crises confronted by communities with declining pop-
ulation are therefore not new, but because the communities 
currently experiencing decline are primarily the large urban 
centers, more people are involved. Furthermore, because the 
metropolitan population constitutes such a large proportion 
of the total state population, their problems affect the state 
as a whole more intensely. New York City budget crises, for 
example, produce budget crises for the state government 
that reverberate into local communities of all sizes across the 
state. 

To understand the meaning of population decline it is 
important to understand the components of population 
change. Only then can efforts to find solutions to the 
problems caused by population decline hope to be successful. 

The purpose of this report is to describe the components 
of population change and suggest how they have influenced 
population trends and how they may be better understood in 
order to anticipate possible effects. 

Population change has two components, natural increase, 
which is the balance between births and deaths, and net 
migration. In our highly mobile society, net migration is the 
more variable of the two and, consequently, more important 
in explaining major or rapid change in population numbers. 
Also, because it is generally selective on demographic 
characteristics such as age, sex, family status, educational 
level, occupational skills, and income, migration affects an 
area's social structure more directly, more quickly, and more 
extensively than does natural increase. Migration's impact 
on schools and other social services and on commercial 
services and other sectors of the economy can be sudden and 
sometimes cataclysmic. 

Data Sources 

Data on population are available from the decennial 
censuses since 1790 and in yearly estimates since 1970 for 
counties and larger governmental units. 

Data on migration are not so widely available. Move-
ments of people are not routinely recorded as are births and 
deaths. Despite our being a nation of high mobility, 
attention to mobility and systematic attempts to measure it 
and its effects are of quite recent origin, and we still do not 
have a comprehensive program for recording migration. 

Because we lack extensive direct data, information on 
movements of population must be inferred from other 
records. Specifically, migration is inferred from residuals of 
population change after natural increase (births minus 
deaths) is accounted for. This is one of the major sources of 
migration data. Other sources include state of birth 
information collected by the Census, which measures life-
time movements of people, and information on place of 
residence one year or five years before the census year, which 
provides information on streams of migration. The Social 
Security system provides another source of information on 
migration of the portion of the population in covered 
employment in the continuous work history records (only a 
1% sample). 

Considering the great importance of migration in under-
standing population change and accompanying changes in 
the social and economic structure of communities, it is hard 
to understand why we have not developed a better reporting 
system. 

Comparative Population Trends 
in New York State 

Although the primary emphasis in this report is on 
population changes in the counties of New York State, how 
the state compares with the Northeast region and with the 
entire United States is important background. 

Table 1 shows the annual rates of population change for 
the United States, the four census regions of the nation, the 
Middle Atlantic division, and New York State for the period 
1900-1975. See figure 1 for the boundaries of census regions 
and the Middle Atlantic division. 

The rate of population growth in the United States has 
varied from decade to decade, with low points in growth 
rates during the decade of the Great Depression (1930-40) 
and during the most recent period (1970-75). All four major 
geographic regions reflect the same general growth pattern 
through the decade of the 1950s, with the principal 
difference being the much larger rate of annual growth in the 
West. Since 1960 the rate of growth has declined for all 
regions except the South. The South has had an increase in 
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rate in the most recent (1970-75) period and, if current 
trends continue, is likely to be the fastest growing census 
region by the end of the decade. Among the four regions, 
the Northeast and the North 

Central regions have experienced the greatest decline in rate 
of growth. Within the Northeast, growth rates in the Middle 
Atlantic states have declined slightly more than those of the 
region as a whole, and within the Middle Atlantic, New 
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York's growth rate has declined more than that of the 
Middle Atlantic group as a whole. Before 1970, New York 
experienced a pattern of decline in growth rate only slightly 
greater than that of the Northeast and the Middle Atlantic 
division. But since 1970 and probably since some date in the 
1960s (had we year-to-year data), New York has actually 
declined in population, while both the Northeast and the 
Middle Atlantic states have continued a very slow growth. 

Components of Population Change 

Long-term trends in population and the comparative 
contributions of natural increase and net migration to these 
trends since 1870 are presented in table 2. (Estimates of net 
migration are available only since the decade 1870-80.) 

Of the two components of population change, natural 
increase is the most stable, since its fluctuations reflect 
trends in birth rates and death rates. Death rates have been 
declining rather steadily, but birth rates have fluctuated, 
reaching low points in the 1930s and the 1970s, with a high in 

between. Natural increase, therefore, most closely follows 
fluctuations in birth rates. 

In contrast to natural increase, net migration rates have 
fluctuated widely, ranging from a high of 15 percent for the 
decade 1900-10 (for an average annual rate of 1.5%) to a 
negative rate of —0.30 for the five-year period 1970-75 (an 
average rate of —0.06%). If annual data on migration were 
available, they would probably show that since some time in 
the mid-1960s more people have been leaving New York 
State than have been moving in. Projection of present trends 
indicates a substantial net out-migration for the current 
decade. Opinions on these prospects vary widely, with some 
expressing optimism that current trends are only a 
temporary adjustment and others expecting that the flight of 
businesses and people from the state will continue for some 
time at the same or even at an accelerating rate. Preliminary 
data for 1978 support the latter opinion. 

Disaggregating the Statewide Trends 

Statewide trends are a combination, or averaging, of 
trends in various segments of the state's population—that is, 
state trends represent the average of trends among different 
racial groups, among different age groups, and between 
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan populations. 

Race 

Interstate migration has been redistributing racial groups 
among the regions of the United States in recent decades. 
Most dramatic is the movement of blacks from the rural 
South to the urban centers of the Northeast and the North 
Central region. In more recent years there has been some 
return movement of population from the Northeast and the 
North Central region to the South, including blacks (Long 
and Hansen, 1977). 

Figure 2 provides a general picture of the participation of 
New York State in the geographic redistribution of racial 
groups during the two decades 1950-60 and 1960-70. Both 
numbers of people and migration rates are presented, 
because the difference in size between the white and the 
nonwhite segments of the population can make comparison 
of rates misleading in interpreting effects on the total 
population. 

New York State has been trading white for nonwhite 
population. The State had a net out-migration of whites and a 
net in-migration of nonwhites in both decades. In the 
1950-60 decade the net in-migration of nonwhites exceeded 
the net out-migration of whites, giving the state an overall 
net in-migration for the decade. But in the 1960s, net 
out-migration of whites increased so much (from 72,002 to 
549,864) that although net in-migration of nonwhites also 
increased, it was not sufficient to prevent a net out-migration 
of total population from the state. 
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the other hand, a situation of declining birth rates and stable 
death rates with net out-migration—the situation prevailing 
in the state in recent decades—causes the median age to 
increase. It also changes the service structure of communities 
by reducing the demand for school facilities and other goods 
and services required by families with children and by 
expanding the demand for geriatric facilities and other goods 
and services required for older people. 

Presentation of the effect of the components of population 
change on the age distribution of the population over time 
is complicated by the progression of age cohorts through 
the population pyramid. Table 3 presents the percent 
change in New York population by five-year age groups for 
the two decades 1950-60 and 1960-70. Changes in the rates 
of growth or decline of specific age groups were substantial. 
For example, the 0-4 age group increased 24 percent during 
the 1950-60 decade and declined 12 percent during the 
1960-70 decade, while the age group 20-24 declined 15 
percent in the 1950s but increased 48 percent in the 1960s. 
Obviously the growth rate change in the 0-4 age group was 
caused mainly by changes in number of births, with a small 
but unknown contribution from net migration. The change 
in population in the 20-24 age group reflects changes in 
number of births two decades earlier—that is, changes from 
the decade of the 1930s to the decade of the 1940s—and 
quite likely included a substantial contribution from net 
migration during the interim period. 

Age Groups 

Age composition of the population affects and is affected 
by both natural increase and net migration. Furthermore, 
changes in age composition have important social conse-
quences, with major effects on such factors as the proportion 
of productive workers in the population, the kinds of social 
and commercial services necessary, and the relative level of 
demand for certain services (schools, medical services, hospi-
tals, and so on). 

The nature of the social consequences of changes in age 
composition is affected by differences in reasons for 
migration of persons in the same age group. For example, 
young people seeking college education transfer purchasing 
power and demand for services typical of that age group to 
college communities from other communities, but since 
most of them will leave the community after a stay of about 
four years, they add little of permanence to the population 
base. On the other hand, in-migration of young adults taking 
jobs in a community adds productive capacity and creates 
demand for housing, schools, and other child-related goods 
and services and adds to the permanent population base. 

Although the relationship between age composition and 
components of population is circular in the sense that 
migration influences age composition and age composition 
in turn influences rates of natural increase, it is possible to 
extract segments of the relationship and treat them as linear. 
For example, high birth rates and low or medium death rates 
result in high natural increase, which, when coupled with 
little or no net migration, produces a young population. On 



Some appreciation of the nature of this phenomenon can 
be obtained by inspecting figure 3. In figure 3 the population 
aged 0-4 in 1960 (1,691,000) is in the 10-14 year category in 
1970 (1,712,000), the 5-9 group of 1960 (1,531,000) is in the 
15-19 year group in 1970 (1,563,000), and so on. Thus, when a 
large age cohort resulting from high birth rates such as 
occurred in the late 1940s and early 1950s follows a smaller 
cohort such as those born in the late 1930s and early 1940s, 
population by age group exhibits a wave of increases that 
ripples up through the population pyramid. A bulge or 
indentation in the population pyramid may be reduced or 
expanded by net migration, but it is likely to remain visible 
throughout the life span of the cohorts involved. For 
example, the small cohort of persons born during the 1930s 
is evident in the size of the two age groups 20-24 and 25-29 in 
1960 and the 30-34 and 35-39-year-olds in 1970 (figure 3). 

Because of variations in size of birth cohorts it is possible 
to have a decline in the population of an age group (as 
distinct from an age cohort) coupled with net in-migration of 
population in that age group. For example, between 1950 

and 1960 the population of New York State in the age group 
25-29 declined by 15 percent (table 3) although net 
in-migration of the population 25-29 was 15 percent (table 
4). 

Migration is selective by age. Generally speaking, youth 
and young adults are more likely to change residence than 
are older adults with families, especially families with 
school-age children. Older persons whose children are 
grown and have left home are intermediate in mobility. 

Not only the amount but the direction of migration varies 
with age. Figure 4 presents the data of table 4 in chart form 
and graphically illustrates this variation. For New York 
State during both decades, 1950-60 and 1960-70, there was 
net out-migration of persons in all age groups 40 and older, 
but for most age groups under 40 there was net in-migration. 
A striking fact is that in rates (but not number of persons) the 
out-migration of older persons was as high as the 
in-migration of younger persons. The pattern was most 
pronounced in the decade 1950-60, when there was net 
in-migration of all age groups under 40 and net 
out-migration of all age groups 40 and older. In the 
1960-70 
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decade all age groups 40 and older had net out-migration, 
whereas five of the eight groups under 40 were in the in- 

 migration column,  and the  other three with net  out- 
 migration had very low rates. 

When we split the population into two groups, those 
under 40 and those 40 and older, we find that the state 
experienced an exchange of older persons for younger 
persons. In the 1950s the state gained about twice as many 
persons under 40 as it lost persons over 40, whereas in the 
1960s it lost population in the exchange because the number 
of out-migrants 40 and older exceeded the number of 
in-migrants under 40 by about one-fourth. Thus, although 
the interchange of population with other states through 
migration resulted in a net gain of younger population, the 
relative volumes were such that in the 1950s the trade 
resulted in a net gain of 210,000 total population while in the 
1960s it resulted in a net loss of 67,000. 

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas 

The recent heavy net out-migration from the state and the 
consequent declines in population have been accounted for 
primarily by losses from metropolitan areas (fig. 5). This 
does not mean, as we shall see in analyzing county data, that 
all metropolitan counties have experienced net 
out-migration and all nonmetropolitan counties have ex-
perienced net in-migration. But it is clear that metropolitan 
counties are primarily responsible for population decline in | 
the state, with net migration the principal contributing 
factor. However, it should be noted that natural increase 



 

 

also declined in both nonmetropolitan and metropolitan 
areas. 

By considering age and metro/nonmetro classification 
together (figures 6 and 7) we see that the age distribution of 
migration to and from metropolitan areas differs from that 
to and from nonmetropolitan places. In both decades major 
differences in the direction of migration as well as in the ratio 
of net migration for the various age groups occurred. The 
major differences were in the direction of net migration of 
the population in the young adult age groups (20-24 and 
25-29). More people in these age groups left nonmetro-
politan areas than entered them, and more people in these 
age groups entered metropolitan areas than left theni during 
both decades. The percentage of net in-migration of 
20-24-year-olds to metropolitan areas was greater in the 
1950-60 decade than in the 1960s, but otherwise the patterns 
for the two decades were very similar. 

There was a net out-migration of adults in all age groups 
40 and older from metropolitan areas of the state in both 
decades, and the rates generally increased as age increased. 
In contrast, nonmetropolitan areas experienced net out- 

migration of young adults 20-29 and a net in-migration of 
the groups aged 30-60 with an accompanying in-migration 
of their children (0-19-year-olds), reflecting primarily the 
movement of families to suburbs and smaller cities outside 
metropolitan areas. 

In 1950-60 New York State had a net out-migration of 
186,545 persons 40 and older, of which 152,941 (or 82%) 
were 60 or older. In 1960-70 the number was still larger, 
357,391, of which 261,150 (or 73%) were 60 or older. It 
follows, therefore, that a substantial percentage of the net 
out-migration of older people from individual counties was 
migration out of the state. It is impossible to determine from 
available data what the proportion was for each county, but 
it seems likely that the major portion was from the metro-
politan counties, since they account for a majority of the 
total population of the state. 

As far as the interchange of people between metropolitan 
and nonmetropolitan areas within the state is concerned, 
metropolitan populations traded families of adults 30-60 
years of age and their children to nonmetropolitan popula-
tions for young adults in their 20s from the nonmetropolitan 
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areas. The traditional attraction of the metropolitan areas 
for young people appears to persist in spite of growing urban 
problems and central city decay. 

State of Birth 

Net migration figures tell whether the state has gained or 
lost population from migration and the amount and rate of 
gain or loss during a specific period, but they do not tell 
where the in-migrants came from or the destinations of the 
out-migrants. Two kinds of information obtained by the 
census provide some clues as to the origin and destination of 
migrants. These are data on state of birth and place of 
residence five years before the census. 

New York has continued to have a relatively large 
foreign-born population, 13.6% in 1960 and 11.5% in 1970. 
Of the native population in 1970, four-fifths (77%) were 
born in the state, while 14 percent were born in another 
state and 4 percent were born in an outlying U.S. area 
(primarily Puerto Rico) or born abroad. (Another 5% did 
not report the state of their birth.) Among those born in a 
different state, the largest group (45%) were born in 
another state in the Northeast and the second largest group 
(37%) were born in the South. The proportions for the 
1960 population were very similar. 

Table 6 provides another view of migration by showing 
the proportion of the population living in the same house at 
the time of the 1970 census as they were living in five years 
earlier. These data are presented by major racial group to 
provide information on differences in origin of migrants by 
race. 

Three-fifths (60%) of all persons in the state in 1970 were 
living in the same house in April 1970 as they were living in 
five years earlier. Another 33 percent were in a different 
house in the U.S. These are classified as movers. Among the 
movers three-fifths (59%) had moved from a house in the 
same county and 29 percent had moved from a house in a 
different county but in the same state, leaving only about 11 
percent who had moved from out of state. Nearly half of the 
out-of-state movers (4.5% of all movers) had come from 
another state in the Northeast. 

There were major differences between races in the pro-
portion still in the same house. Blacks and Puerto Ricans 
were more likely to have changed residence. Also there were 
major differences between races in the region of origin of 
those coming from out of state. Whereas nearly half of the 
out-of-state whites came from the Northeast, three-fourths 
of the out-of-state blacks came from the South. Out-of-state 
Puerto Ricans came primarily from Puerto Rico. 

Population Change and Net Migration 
for Counties 

From the above discussion of net migration and 
population change in New York State as a whole and in the 
various age, racial, and residential segments of the state's 
population, we turn to an analysis of net migration and 
population change at the county level. Changes in county 
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populations from census period to census period are 
available for every decade since the first census of 
population, but net migration data are less available. 
Unpublished estimates were made by Gardner and Cohen 
(n.d.) for the 1930-40 and 1940-50 decades, but published 
data are available only for the two decades 1950-60 and 
1960-70 and for the five-year period 1970-75. This analysis 
has been limited to published data. 

Detailed information on population change and charac-
teristics of the population of individual counties is presented 
in the People of series (Larson, 1973), which provides a 
bulletin, based on the 1970 census, for each county in the 
state except the boroughs of New York City. Therefore focus 
here is on net migration data and will include only enough 
population change data to facilitate understanding the 
relationship between population change and net migration. 

Two kinds of net migration data are available. The census 
provides estimates of net migration of the total population 
for each decennial period before 1970 and annually since 
1970. In addition, the work of Gladys Bowles and others 
(Bowles & Tarver, 1965; Bowles, Beale, & Lee, 1975) has 
made available age-specific net migration data broken down 
by sex and race (white and nonwhite) for all counties in the 
state for the decades 1950-60 and 1960-70. (Racial 
breakdowns are available for only those counties with 5000 
or more nonwhites.) Tables containing these data for each 

county are reproduced in the appendix. To discuss the 
details for each would be too lengthy for publication. 
Instead, data on net migration trends of the total population 
of counties will be discussed first and then age-specific net 
migration rates for selected counties will be discussed to 
illustrate typical situations and to demonstrate the useful-
ness of the data. 

Counties Classified by Direction of Net 
Migration, 1950-60, 1960-70, and 1970-75 

First, to present an overview of variations in patterns of 
migration, counties were classified according to the 
direction and rate of net migration during three periods of 
time: 1950-60,1960-70, and 1970-75. Three maps (figures 8, 
9, and 10) show the direction and volume of net migration 
for each county during these three time periods. Rates of net 
migration are divided into three categories—0-4 percent, 
5-9 percent, and 10 or more percent—and are represented by 
different hatch patterns on the maps. Percentages for 
1970-75 were doubled to make them comparable to the 
decennial percentages. 

For the 1950-60 decade, counties with net in-migration 
were primarily in four areas of the state: around New York 
City, along the Hudson River, in the central Mohawk 
Valley, and along the southern shore of Lake Ontario. Net 
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out-migration counties included the central city counties of 
New York City, most of the rural counties, and a few 
scattered ones with urban places under 50,000. Two rural 
counties, Tioga and Clinton, do not fit this generalization, 
having had substantial net in-migration (10% or more). 

During the 1960-70 decade, counties around New York 
City continued to experience substantial net in-migration, 
with some northward expansion of the area to include 
Schoharie and Otsego counties. The area of in-migration 
centered on Saratoga County expanded to include Hamilton 
County and Warren County. Eight counties in the Finger 
Lakes region became net in-migration counties, together 
with Oswego and Madison, producing a block of 
in-migration counties in the center of the state with only 
Cayuga and Onondaga in the out-migration column. Except 
for these changes and Clinton County, the out-migration 
counties remained the same. The central-city counties of 
New York City were joined in the 1960s by three counties in 
the Buffalo area (Erie, Niagara, and Orleans) and Onondaga 
County in the out-migration category, and Clinton County 
joined the other rural counties outside the Finger Lakes 
region in the out-migration category. 

In the five-year period 1970-75 some of the shifts 
noticeable in the 1960-70 decade continued. The 
in-migration pattern around New York City advanced 
outward from the city, bringing Delaware County into 
the in- 

migration category, while counties such as Westchester, 
Nassau, and Queens joined the central-city counties New 
York, Kings, and Bronx in the out-migration category. The 
area of net in-migration around Saratoga County expanded 
still further to include Fulton and Washington counties. 
Monroe, Wayne, and Seneca counties changed to net 
out-migration, and two western Southern Tier counties, 
Cattaraugus and Allegany, became net in-migration coun-
ties. Tioga County, which had experienced net in-migration 
during both the 1950s and the 1960s, joined Steuben, 
Chemung, and Broome counties in the net out-migration 
category, and Clinton County switched back to net 
in-migration. 

The map in figure 11 summarizes the trends in net 
migration over the three time periods by classifying counties 
into three main categories: those with net out-migration 
during all three periods (Out-Out-Out), those with net 
in-migration during all three periods (In-In-In), and those 
shifting from one type to the other. The latter group were 
further classified according to their positions in each period 
into those changing from out- to in-migration (Out-Out-In 
and Out-In-In), those changing from in- to out-migration 
(In-In-Out and In-Out-Out) and those shifting categories 
twice and thus ending up as they began (Out-In-Out and 
In-Out-In). 

The counties consistently experiencing net in-migration 
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were in two groups: suburban counties around New York 
City and two counties (Saratoga and Warren) in the 
Saratoga Springs-Lake George area. These were the only 
two areas of the state that consistently attracted more people 
than they lost to other areas throughout the 25-year period 
1950-75. 

The consistently net out-migration counties included 
three central metropolitan counties of New York City 
(Bronx, Kings, and New York) and three upstate metro-
politan counties (Broome, Rensselaer, and Schenectady), 
but otherwise they were scattered around the state and 
included both rural counties and nonmetropolitan urban 
counties, that is, counties with urban places of under 50,000 
but over 10,000 population. 

Counties shifting from out- to in-migration were concen-
trated in five areas: the Finger Lakes region, three counties 
on the fringe of the suburban growth area around New York 
City (Delaware, Schoharie, and Otsego), three counties 
around the Saratoga-Warren growth center, three North 
Country counties (Oswego, Lewis, and St. Lawrence), and 
two counties (Cattaraugus and Allegany) in the western 
Southern Tier. 

Counties shifting from in- to out-migration included 
several upstate metropolitan and adjoining suburban 
counties: Erie, Niagara, Orleans, Monroe, Wayne, 
Onon-daga, Madison, Oneida, and Albany. Tioga County 
in the 

Southern Tier was also in this group. 
Only three counties went full circle in changing from one 

classification to the other and back again. Clinton County 
shifted from in- to out- and back to in-migration, while 
Seneca and Wyoming counties shifted from out- to in- and 
back to out-migration. 

The map in figure 11 shows only the gross patterns of 
change. Table 7 groups the counties by major pattern of 
change and also shows the shifts in relative volume of 
population movement. The latter is of importance in 
assessing the probable effects of migration on specific 
counties. For example, among the net in-migration counties 
some, such as Suffolk and Dutchess, experienced steadily 
declining rates of net in-migration, whereas others, such as 
Warren and Sullivan, experienced steadily increasing rates. 
This is important information to know in assessing current 
effects and projecting probable future trends. For example, 
projection of present trends indicates that Suffolk and 
Dutchess are likely to shift to net out-migration within the 
next 10 years. 

Reversal of Direction Between 
Nonmetropolitan and Metropolitan Centers 

We noted in figure 5 that net migration rates for the state 
as a whole conform to the observed trend in the nation. In 
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fact, New York figures indicate that the reversal of net 
migration between nonmetropolitan and metropolitan areas 
began earlier here than in the nation as a whole. Figures 8 
through 11 indicate the possibility that this reversal in New 
York State counties is a continuation of the movement to the 
suburbs that began much earlier, that the process has 
proceeded at different speeds in different parts of the state, 
and that it is continuing. A major feature of the population 
redistribution process is the expanding wave of outward 
movement from major metropolitan centers. 

The gradual nature of the reversal can be seen by 
comparing trends in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
counties. In 1970, 26 of New York's 62 counties were 
metropolitan and 36 were nonmetropolitan. Of the 26 
metropolitan counties, 9 had net out-migration in the 
1950-60 decade, 13 had net out-migration in the 1960-70 
decade, and 19 had net out-migration in the period 1970-75 
(table 8). Among the 36 nonmetropolitan counties, only 9 
had net in-migration in the 1950-60 decade, 18 had net 
in-migration in the 1960-70 decade, and 24 had net 
in-migration between 1970 and 1975. 

Support for the theory that population movement around 
major metropolitan centers takes the form of an expanding 
wave is found in the fact that the metropolitan counties 
already registering net out-migration in the 1950s and 
remaining in that pattern throughout the 25-year period 

were the central-city counties of New York City (Kings, New 
York, and the Bronx), plus Broome in the Southern Tier and 
Rensselaer and Schenectady in the 
Albany-Schenectady-Troy metropolitan area. The other 
net out-migration metropolitan counties were upstate 
suburban counties— Oswego, Livingston, and 
Herkimer—which (with the exception of Herkimer) were 
behaving essentially like nonmetropolitan counties but 
shifted to the net in-migration side in the 1960s and have 
remained there ever since. 

During the 1960s, all the central-city metropolitan 
counties except Monroe and Queens had net out-migration, 
and they were joined by two first-tier suburban counties, 
Niagara and Orleans. In the 1970s, completing the change-
over in central-city counties, Monroe and Queens switched 
to net out-migration and five more suburban counties joined 
them. Meanwhile the nonmetropolitan counties on the 
fringes of growth areas around major metropolitan centers 
were shifting to net in-migration. 

Net Migration and Natural Increase 

So far the discussion of population change for counties 
has considered only one of the components of population: 
net migration. Although less dynamic, the other component, 
natural increase, also varies and thus influences differences 
in total population change. 
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Table 9 presents the detailed information on components 
of population change for each county of the state for the 
three time periods we have been considering—1950-60, 
1960-70, and 1970-75. A quick glance at table 9 shows how 
easy it would be to get bogged down in detail trying to 
explain and interpret all the changes that have occurred. The 
table provides the reader with the necessary information on 
any county that might be of interest; the discussion that 
follows will necessarily be limited to some general descriptive 
statements and illustrations of how the data may be used to 
understand what has happened and, by projection, what is 
likely to happen in different types of counties. 

Table 9 indicates that generally during the 1950-60 decade 
the higher the rate of net in-migration (or the lower the net 

out-migration), the higher the rate of natural increase. But in 
the 1970-75 period this relationship appears to no longer 
hold. Scatter diagrams confirmed this change in association, 
so correlation coefficients were computed. The coefficients 
indicated a strong positive relationship in the 1950-60 
decade (r = .86), a less strong but still substantial relationship 
in the 1960s (r = .67), and a value (r = .11) too small to be 
significantly different from no correlation in the period 
1970-75. 

Since a logical way that net migration influences natural 
increase is by changing the proportion of persons in the 
family formation and child-bearing ages, it follows that the 
observed change in association between net migration and 
natural increase reflects differences in the age composition 
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of different migrant streams. In the 1950-60 decade net 
migration was still predominantly from nonmetropolitan to 
metropolitan areas. This flow of population has tradition-
ally contained a heavy concentration of young adults. Their 
migration tended to reduce the normally high natural 
increase rates in the rural areas they left and to increase 
natural increase rates in the urban areas they entered. A 
second movement occurring primarily among metropolitan 
counties was the movement to the suburbs, which had a 
similar and very likely an even more immediate and greater 
effect on natural increase rates because it was predominantly 

composed of young families. 
Later on, as the net out-migration of families from 

metropolitan areas increased and extended to nonmetro-
politan counties while net in-migration continued for some 
metropolitan counties, the effects of net migration on 
natural increase were cancelled by opposing effects, 
counter-flows of population. Since the volume and direction 
of net migration were different in metropolitan versus 
nonmetropolitan counties, it is possible that the change in 
association between net migration and natural increase 
differed between these two classes of counties. 
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To test for this possibility, counties were divided into four 
groups and the association between net migration and 
natural increase was observed for each group. The four 
groups were obtained by dividing metropolitan into those 
containing central cities, which tend to have low natural 
increase rates unless they have heavy net in-migration, and 
suburban counties, where net in-migration of families tends 
to increase natural increase rates. Nonmetropolitan counties 
were divided into those containing urban places of 10,000 
population or more (considered urban) and those without an 
urban center of 10,000 or more (considered rural). 

In all four groups of counties, net migration rates were 
positively associated with rates of natural increase in the 
1950-60 decade, but the relationship was weakest among 
urban counties (table 10). This was a period when the flow 
of population was predominantly from nonmetropolitan 
counties to central-city metropolitan counties and from 
central city to suburban within the metropolitan counties. 
Thus the strong positive association held for all categories of 
counties except the nonmetropolitan counties with urban 
places of 10,000 or more population. The age composition of 
net migration streams for the urban counties apparently 
differed from that of the other groups of counties. 

During the 1960-70 decade the pattern of association 
remained the same, except that there was no indication of 
association between net migration and natural increase rates 

 

among urban counties. In the next period, 1970-75, only 
among suburban counties was there a significant association.  

Analysis of the age composition of net migration streams 
partially confirms the hypothesis that the change in the 
relationship between net migration and natural increase 
occurred because of a change in the predominance of 
different age groups in the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan 
interchange of population.  

Unfortunately, age-specific migration data are not 
available for the current decade and will not be available 
until after the 1980 census. Thus, the age factors accounting 
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for the more substantial change in the relationship of net 
migration and natural increase indicated for the 1970-75 
period cannot be demonstrated. However, analysis of 
changes in age-specific net migration patterns between the 
two decades for which data are available (1950-60 and 
1960-70) provides some indication of what the age-specific 
migration patterns of the current period are. 

Age-Specific Net Migration Patterns 

Although the detailed data have not been available until 
recently, it has long been recognized from studies of specific 
migration streams that migration tends to be selective on 
age. The availability of age-specific net migration data for 16 
five-year age groups makes possible very detailed analysis. 
However, such detail presents very complex combinations 
or patterns. Therefore, a first objective was to examine the 
data for evidence of simpler patterns useful for explaining 
the change in association of net migration and natural 
increase. 

For each of the 62 counties, bar charts were constructed 
showing net migration rates for each five-year age group 
during each decade. The charts were viewed at length in an 
effort to identify a small number of patterns which would 
provide a basis for generalizations regarding the probable 
effects of net migration. Although 16 age groups make 
possible a very large number of different combinations, 
studying the charts clearly showed that certain age groups 
tend to have net movements in the same direction. 
Combining this information with the knowledge that, except 
for youth striking out on their own, people tend to move as 
members of families, a recombination of age groups was 
sought that would hold to a minimum the loss of detail and 
still provide a manageable number of age categories. Study 
of the patterns of migration directions indicated that a 
clustering of the 16 five-year age groups into four larger 
groupings appeared to be the best compromise. These four 
clusters were: 0-14 years, 15-29 years, 30-59 years, and 60 
years and older. Within each cluster the direction of net 
migration for each of the five-year age groups was generally 
in the same direction, but since the number of people 
involved varied greatly, net migration figures were aggre-
gated into the four clusters to make certain that where 
divergent groups existed they were not a major part of the 
larger cluster. Any collapsing of age categories reduces detail 
and may obscure important variations among the compo-
nent age groups of the larger clusters, just as the five-year 
cluster is likely to obscure important variations among 
single-year age groups. But risking some loss of detail was 
necessary in order to facilitate identification of the more 
general patterns and trends among all the counties of the 
state. For more detailed analysis of individual counties or 
small groups of counties, the most detailed age-specific net 
migration data available (in 16 five-year age groups) would 
be preferable. Therefore, the more detailed data is included 
in an appendix so that the reader may have the maximum 

information available for the study of an individual county.1 
Seven patterns based on the direction of net migration in 

each of the 4 clusters accounted for all but 7 of the 124 cases. 
These patterns are shown in table 11, together with the 
number of cases in each pattern. 

The 7 cases that did not fit any of the 7 principal patterns 
were as follows: Out-Out-Out-In (1 case), Out-Out-In-In 
(1 case), Out-Out-In-Out (2 cases), and Out-In-In-Out 
(3 cases). Mathematically, several other patterns were 
possible. They did not appear because of the expected 
tendency for the two age groups 0-14 and 30-59 to move in 
the same direction. In only 9 cases—the 7 cases in the third 
pattern (I-O-O-O) in table 11 and the 3 cases in the 
last-mentioned minor pattern—did these two groups 
disagree in direction of net migration. Had it been possible 
to present age-specific net migration rates for an age 
classification that did not split the college-age population 
into two groups— that is, if the two younger age groups were 
0-17 and 18-29— it is likely there would have been no cases 
of disagreement in direction of movement between the 0-17 
and the 30-59 group. 

The other two age groups, youth (15-29) and the elderly (60+), 
tended to exhibit the same direction of net migration (in 79 
of 124 cases); but if the 47 cases where all four age groups 
were in agreement are excluded, the instances of agreement 
between youth and the elderly are less than half, 32 of 77. 
Furthermore, there do not appear to be any structural 
reasons for agreement in migration between these two age 
groups. 

Support for the hypothesis, that the changes in associa- 
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tion between net migration rates and natural increase can be 
explained by differences in the age composition of net 
migration streams, was found in these data. During the 
1950-60 decade net migration of the total population was 
accompanied by net migration in the same direction of 
persons in the age groups expected to have the most effect on 
natural increase (0-14 and 30-59) in all but six counties. The 
other age groups that could affect natural increase rates 
agreed with overall net migration in all but 14 cases. In 
contrast, during the next decade, when the association 
between net migration and natural increase was weaker, the 
instances of disagreement had increased to 11 and 19 
respectively. 

Direction of net migration provides only a partial explana-
tion; relative volume of net migration also influences natural 
increase rates. Generally speaking, suburban counties had 
the highest net in-migration rates for persons in the family 
age group, which would contribute to the strength of the 
association in those counties. 

A complete explanation of the relationship between net 
migration and natural increase would require a more 
detailed analysis, but these observations indicate clearly that 
changes in the migration patterns of specific age groups are 
primary factors. 

Differences in Age Composition of 
Metropolitan-Nonmetropolitan 
Migration Streams 

Traditionally, rural to urban or nonmetropolitan to 
metropolitan migration has consisted predominantly of 
young persons, so much so that a substantial body of theory 
about the effect of migration on the age structure of 
population and related institutional structures has evolved 
around this fact. Examination of age-specific patterns of net 
migration for counties suggests that where net movement of 
population from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas 
continues, it retains the predominance of youth, while the 
reverse movement is characterized by a predominance of 
different age groups, namely, persons in the family age 
groups (0-14 and 30-59). 

Figure 6 showed clearly that for the state as a whole the 
migration of youth in both decades was predominantly from 
nonmetropolitan areas of the state to metropolitan areas, 
while migration of persons in the family age groups was 
predominantly from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan 
areas, with the volume of the latter greater in the 1960-70 
decade than in the 1950-60 decade. Migration of the elderly 
was predominantly out of the state. 

Comparison of the direction of movement in each of the 
four age groups with the direction of overall net migration 
for individual metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties 
provides further evidence of the prevalence of the differences 
in age composition of these two streams of migration (table 
12). All cases of overall net in-migration to metropolitan 

counties involved net in-migration of youth, and all cases of 
overall net in-migration to nonmetropolitan counties 
involved net in-migration of persons in the family age 
groups. But among metropolitan counties experiencing 
overall net out-migration nearly one-half, 4 out of 9 in 
1950-60 and 6 out of 13 in 1960-70, continued to have net 
in-migration of youth. This pattern was most pronounced 
among central-city metropolitan counties. All out-migra-
tion metropolitan counties with in-migration of youth were 
central-city counties. Suburban counties typically had net 
out-migration of youth combined with net in-migration of 
the family age groups. 

On the other side of the coin, the 9 nonmetropolitan 
counties with overall net in-migration in 1950-60 all had net 
in-migration of family age groups, as did all but 2 of 18 
counties in 1960-70. The two exceptions in the 1960-70 
decade, Cortland and Tompkins counties, will be discussed 
in some detail below. Among the 27 nonmetropolitan 
counties with net out-migration in 1950-60, all but two had 
net out-migration of youth; and among the 18 with net 
out-migration in 1960-70, all but one (Clinton) had net 
out-migration of youth. Several of the net out-migration 
nonmetropolitan counties had net in-migration of the family 
age groups, 4 of 27 in 1950-60 and 5 of 18 in the 1960-70 
decade. Six different counties were involved, and four of the 
six changed to overall net in-migration during the next 
period—that is, either in 1960-70 or 1970-75—thus 
indicating that change in the direction of migration of 
persons in the family age groups is predictive of change in 
overall net migration. 

The two exceptions to the general rule that nonmetro-
politan counties with overall net in-migration have net 
in-migration of persons in the family age groups are of 
special interest.These counties, Tompkins and Cortland, 
exhibit age-specific net migration patterns more 
characteristic of metropolitan counties than nonmetropolitan 
counties. They have in common a single characteristic which 
would appear to explain their exception to the general 
rule and also to demonstrate their kinship with certain 
metropolitan counties. Both contain colleges and/ or 
universities that had substantial increases in enrollment 
during the 1960-70 decade, when both counties registered 
overall net in-migration. Tables showing the age-specific 
net migration rates for five-year age groups for these counties 
(Appendices A and B) show that two age groups, 15-19 and 
20-24, account for all the net in-migration in Tompkins 
County and most of it in Cortland. All other age groups in 
Tompkins registered net out-migration, as did all but 3 in 
Cortland. 

Six central-city metropolitan counties shared the 
age-specific net migration pattern of Tompkins and 
Cortland in the 1960s. They were Bronx, Kings, and New 
York counties in New York City and Albany, Rensselaer, and 
Onondaga in the upstate area. Each contains colleges or 
universities and no doubt other features attractive to youth, 
but they differ from Tompkins and Cortland in that they 
had overall net out-migration, that is, the youth they 
attracted didn't come 
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in large enough numbers to offset the loss of population in 
the other age groups. 

Although Tompkins and Cortland had net overall 
in-migration because of heavy net in-migration of college 
age youth, they shared with the out-migration metropolitan 
counties a declining base for future population growth 
(persons in the 30-59 age group). Very likely a leveling off in 
college enrollments would place these two counties in the 
overall net out-migration group in the current or the next 
decade. An interesting question for the future is, how long 
will central-city metropolitan counties maintain their 
attraction for youth in the face of their declining attractive-
ness for families? 

Queens County had a rather unique age-specific net 
migration pattern during both decades. It had net 
in-migration of youth 15-29 and adults 30-59 and net 
out-migration of children 0-14 and elderly 60 and over. 
This suggests that Queens was attracting youth and adults 
without families of young children in large enough numbers 
to result in a net in-migration of population, but it was losing 
the elderly and families with young children to suburban and 
out-of-state locations. 

Eleven other metropolitan counties had net in-migration 
of youth, but they also had net in-migration of two or more 
of the other three age groups and—with one exception, 
Monroe—they were suburban counties. 

Further evidence of the difference in age composition of 
metropolitan-to-nonmetropolitan migration and 
nonmetro-politan-to-metropolitan migration was found in 
the extent of agreement between overall net migration and 
age-specific net migration for the two pivotal groups when a 
change in direction of overall net migration occurred. 

In the four metropolitan counties that shifted from net 
in-migration in 1950-60 to net out-migration in 1960-70, the 
direction of migration of persons in the family age groups . 
made the same shift. Similarly, in all but 2 (these 2 are those 
already discussed, Tompkins and Cortland) of the 19 
nonmetropolitan counties that shifted from net 
out-migration to net in-migration during the 1950-70 period, 
the direction of migration of the population in the age groups 
0-14 and 30-59 agreed with the direction for the population 

as a whole. In fact, in 10 of the latter cases the direction of net 
migration for these two age groups shifted in the time period 
before the one in which the direction changed for the total 
population, indicating that net in-migration of families had 
begun while a net out-migration of total population 
continued (table 12). 

The fourth age cluster identified, the elderly (60 and over), 
behaved uniquely: It agreed in direction with net overall 
out-migration in all counties regardless of metropolitan 
status except for 2 rural counties in 1950-60 and 1 rural 
county in 1960-70. However, when overall net migration 
was into the county, the elderly registered net out-migration 
more often than net in-migration. 

The ratio of disagreement to agreement in direction 
between overall and elderly net migration was greatest in the 
suburban and urban counties and least in the central-city 
metropolitan and the rural counties. This was primarily 
because while other age groups were moving to central cities 
in greater numbers than they were leaving, the elderly were 
leaving in greater numbers than they were entering. Among 
rural counties there were also several instances of opposing 
movement. Some rural counties were attracting the elderly 
while losing population in most other age groups. 

This discussion has of necessity dealt only with the more 
general features of net migration and population change in 
New York counties. Circumstances associated with net 
migration and population change are so many and so varied 
that full coverage in a brief report is impossible. Some 
important general relationships between the components of 
population change have been presented, and the relationship 
of age-specific net migration patterns to the exchange of 
population between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
areas has been described, along with some implications of 
these relationships for the communities involved. These are 
intended as guideline suggestions. The reader is invited to 
combine these generalizations with more detailed data for 
particular counties supplied in the appendix and with 
personal knowledge of local situations to increase under-
standing of the nature of net migration and population 
change in his or her own community. 
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