Technical Memorandum No. 7.3�Population Data & Analysis


1.1  Introduction


Population data were collected for the New York Metropolitan Region* in order to provide background on changing patterns of population growth and geographic distribution, racial and ethnic makeup, age structure, immigration, and other factors relevant to the Region's future transportation needs.  These data will also be used directly in the construction of population forecast models which will be applied to the analysis of future patterns of transportation demand.


1.2  Population Data Base


Content 


The population data base includes detailed statistical breakdowns of the Region's inhabitants, at the county and subregional level, for the three Census years 1970, 1980 and 1990.  For each of these years, the number of inhabitants in each county and subregion are aggregated by sex and five-year age group within four mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups:  non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic Asian/Other Race and Hispanic.


Annual intercensal estimates for total population (not broken down by race, sex or age) at the county level are included for the years 1971 through 1992 for counties within New Jersey and Connecticut, and through 1994 for counties within New York State.


The data base also includes annual figures for total live births and resident deaths, as well as birth and death rates (births or deaths per thousand resident population) at the county, subregional, and regional levels.


Statistics on immigration from abroad are included at the county, sub-regional and regional levels for the period 1983 to 1991.  Immigration is reported by the intended place of residence of legally admitted aliens by year of arrival.  Detailed breakdowns are included by age, occupation, and world region of origin.  National figures are also included for comparison with regional trends.  In addition, figures on nativity and place of birth, by county, are included for the 1990 population.


�
�
Data Sources


A discussion of data sources and relevant methodological concerns is presented below.  This is accompanied by a table presenting a detailed listing of source citations.


Description


For 1970, population data by racial/ethnic group, sex, and five-year age-group were obtained from the Characteristics of the Population volume of the United States Bureau of the Census’ Census of the Population.  Because the Census for this year does not include age-group data aggregated by the racial/ethnic groups described in the previous section, the existing Census data have been adjusted using a methodology which is described below.  In 1980 the Census Bureau introduced the Modified Age/Race/Sex, and Hispanic Origin (MARS) data set, which was used for the years 1980 and 1990.  This data set is preferable to other Census publications because it offers a breakdown by the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups noted above, and because for 1990 it offers corrections to age reporting errors which resulted from changes in the Census questionnaire for that year.  


Some calculations in future Technical Memoranda require the use of the Census Bureau’s STF data sets, rather than the MARS data sets, for 1980 and 1990, in order to maintain comparability with other Census figures (e.g., unemployment and labor force participation by racial/ethnic group and age).  These STF figures are included in an appendix to this memo.  For 1990 STF figures, adjustments were necessary in order to aggregate data by the four mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups used in this study.  The methodology for these adjustments is described in the appendix.


Estimates of total county-level population for intercensal years were obtained from the latest unpublished Census Bureau tables.  Preliminary figures for counties within New York State for the years 1993 and 1994 were obtained from State Department of Economic Development estimates prepared for the US Census Bureau.  It should be noted that all annual estimates have a reference date of July 1, whereas figures for the Census years have a reference date of April 1.


Statistics for births and deaths were provided by the State health departments of New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut. For New York State, data were obtained from a special data run of tape files; these data should be taken to supersede other published data.  For New Jersey and Connecticut, data were obtained from annual published reports.  


Statistics on immigration were derived from a special run of tape files of the US Immigration and Naturalization Service.  Figures on nativity and place of birth were taken from the 1990 Census of Population, Social and Economic Characteristics.


�
Data Sources


Publication�
Table(s)�
�
�
�
�
Population in Census Years�
�
�
1970�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Census of Population:  1970, vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Chapter C, “General Social and Economic Characteristics.”�
Table 35.  Age by Race and Sex, for Counties.





Table 119. Social Characteristics for Counties:  Nativity, Parentage, and Country of Origin.


�
�
�
Table 129. General Characteristics of Persons of Puerto Rican Birth or Parentage�/Persons of Spanish Language� for Counties.�
�
1980�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Modified Age/Race/Sex, and Hispanic Origin (MARS) tape files.


�
Special data run.�
�
1990�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Modified Age/Race/Sex, and Hispanic Origin (MARS) tape files.


�
Special data run.�
�
Population Estimates for Intercensal Years�
�
�
1970-1979�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates Branch, unpublished table, “Preliminary Estimates of the Intercensal Population by County, 1970-1980.”


�
Table PPL-10�
�
1980-1989�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates Branch, unpublished table, “Preliminary Estimates of the Intercensal Population by County, 1980-1990.”


�
Table PPL-1�
�
1990-1992�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates Branch, unpublished table, “Estimates of Resident Population of States and Counties, 1990-1992.”


�
Table PPL-3�
�
1993-1994 (New York State Only)�
�
�
New York State Department of Economic Development, State Data Center, unpublished table, “Estimates of the Resident Population:  US, New York State and Counties, April 1, 1990 to July 1, 1994.”


�
�
�
�
�
�
Supplementary Population Data�
�
�
1980�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population. Volume 1, Characteristics of the Population, Chapter B, “General Population Characteristics.”�
Table 51.  General Characteristics of Persons by Type of Spanish Origin and Race for Counties.�
�
1990�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, Summary Tape File 1a�
Tables P11, P12, P13�
�
�
�
�
Immigration�
�
�
Nativity and Place of Birth�
�
�
Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, Social and Economic Characteristics�
Table 138.  Nativity, Citizenship, Year of Entry, Area of Birth, and Language Spoken at Home.�
�
US Age, Occupation, Origin�
�
�
United States Immigration and Naturalization Service, Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Naturalization Service�
Table 3.  Immigrants Admitted by Region and Selected Country of Birth Fiscal Years 1982 - 92�


�
�
�
Table 12.  Immigrants Admitted by Age and Sex Fiscal Years 1982 - 923


�
�
�
Table IMM6.6. Beneficiaries of Occupational Preferences and Other Immigrants Admitted by Occupation.� 


�
�
�
Table 19. Immigrant Beneficiaries of Occupational Preferences Admitted by Type of Admission and Occupation.�


�
�
New York Region Age, Occupation, Origin�
�
�
United States Immigration and Naturalization Service, Annual Immigration Tape Files�
Special data run.�
�















�






�
�
Births/Deaths�
�
�
Connecticut�
�
�
State of Connecticut Department of Public Health and Addiction Services, Registration Report of Births, Marriages, Divorces and Deaths�
Table 14.  Estimated Population, Births, Fetal Deaths (Stillbirths), Deaths and Marriages, by Place of Occurrence  for Each Town, Also Allocated to Town of Residence:  Resident Birth, Death and Marriage Rates per 1,000 Population.�





Table 2.  Census of Populations and Vital Statistics.�





Table 2b.  Connecticut Births, Deaths, Fetal Deaths and Infant Deaths by Mother’s Race/Ethnicity.�


�
�
New Jersey�
�
�
New Jersey State Department of Health, Center for Health Statistics, New Jersey Health Statistics� or Births and Mortality��
Table 4.  Births, Marriages by Occurrence, Deaths, Infant Deaths and Maternal Deaths by Counties and Major Cities (Numbers and Rates)�





Table 26.  Resident Births by Sex, by Race, Counties and Selected Places�





Table 32.  Resident Deaths by Age, Counties and Selected Places11


�
�
�
Table 12.  Resident Births of the State of New Jersey  by Race, by Sex�


�
�
�
�
�
New Jersey State Department of Health, Center for Health Statistics, New Jersey Health Statistics or Births and Mortality (cont.)�
Table 8.  Resident Deaths of the State of New Jersey by County, by Sex, by Age�


�
�
�
Table 8.  Resident Deaths of the State of New Jersey by County, by Sex, by Age�





Table N9.  Resident Births by Race and County of Mother and Sex of Child�





Table M24.  Number of Deaths and Death Rates, Crude and Age-Adjusted�





Table M25.  Total Deaths by Cause Group and County of Residence�


�
�
New York�
�
�
New York State Department of Health, Live Births Records and Deaths Records for 1970 through 1992�
Special data run.�
�






�
Methodological Issues


The need to analyze population on a mutually exclusive racial/ethnic basis over a historical time period raises several compatibility issues.  Respondents to the Census are asked to identify themselves by racial group as well as by Hispanic origin.  The latter grouping is independent of racial identification, and Hispanic persons thus are also identified by one of the racial classifications.  Changes over time in data collection by race and ethnic origin therefore present a set of interconnected issues.


Comparability between racial data for different years is complicated by a number of factors.  First, STF data were used for the year 1970 while MARS data were used for the years 1980 and 1990.  STF age data by race for 1970 includes information for Whites, Blacks, and total population; an age distribution for population of Other Race can be inferred by subtracting the sum of White and Black population from the total population in each age group.  Starting in 1980, STF data employ five racial categories for age-group data:  White; Black; American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut; Asian or Pacific Islander; and Other Race.  The MARS data set introduces a number of adjustments to STF data, in order to aggregate figures into the mutually exclusive categories White, Black, Other Race, and Hispanic.  These categories differ from STF grouping with similar labels in that the White, Black and Other Race groups exclude Hispanics; the Other Race category combines STF’s American Indian and Asian categories; and the STF data set’s Other Race group has been reviewed and distributed among the various racial groupings.  These adjustments are made for the benefit of some Census data users who must fulfill various federal filing requirements that require data in this form.  MARS data are unavailable for 1970, and STF data for this year were therefore adjusted by Urbanomics to fit the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groupings used in this report.  The methodology for these adjustments (described in the section below) is different from that used in the MARS data sets.   


Further comparability issues are raised by changes in the Census Bureau’s collection of data for the Hispanic population.  Hispanic data for the years 1990 and 1980 are generally comparable.  The 1990 Census questionnaire introduced slight changes in wording to reduce misreporting, but the Census Bureau reports no significant effect from these changes to data for the New York Region.  Significant comparability issues exist, however, between data for 1970 and the later years.  The 1980 Census included major improvements in data collection for Hispanics, including improved question designs, a change from a 5-percent sample in 1970 to 100-percent sample in 1980, and an outreach effort aided by national and community ethnic groups.  In addition to these changes, age-group data for 1970 are less complete than for succeeding years, necessitating adjustments (described below) in order to derive the aggregation by the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groupings used in this study.  Furthermore, as discussed previously, the 1970 STF data set and the 1980 and 1990 MARS data sets have been aggregated by mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groupings by different methodologies.  For all of these reasons, comparisons of Hispanic figures for 1970 and later years should be made with caution.


In addition, these changes in Hispanic data impact on figures for the other racial categories, since all persons counted in the Census are classified by both race and Hispanic origin.  In the aggregation of persons into the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups used in this report, population classified as Hispanic is eliminated from the other, non-Hispanic racial  categories.  Thus, discrepancies in the Hispanic count would affect figures for the other racial groups.  An additional  effect of the Hispanic count on racial data may result from changes in the Census Bureau’s classification of persons who identified themselves as Puerto Rican or Mexican but did not give a racial self-identification.  In 1970 these persons were allocated to the “White” category, while in later years they were allocated to the “Other Race” category.  Thus, adjusted figures for the 1970 White population may reflect the inflation, relative to later years, of figures for White population in that year.


Methodologies of Adjustment for Race/Ethnicity


Census data were compiled for 1970, 1980, and 1990 to determine population, by five year age increments, for the following mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups:


�SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h�	Hispanic Males and Females


�SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h�	Non-Hispanic White Males and Females


�SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h�	Non-Hispanic Black Males and Females


�SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h�	Non-Hispanic Asian and Other Race Males and Females


These breakdowns were available in the MARS data sets for the years 1980 and 1990, and further adjustments were therefore not necessary.  For 1970, Census reports did not provide data broken down in this manner, and adjustments were necessary to conform available data to these groups.


The 1970 Census of Population includes information on population by age for the racial categories White, Negro, and Total population; it is possible to derive figures for population of Other Race by subtracting the sum of the White and Negro figures from the corresponding figure for the total population within each age group.  As in the Censuses for later years, racial categories in the 1970 Census include all people, regardless of ethnic classifications (such as Hispanic).  The category "Hispanic," which is used in the 1980 and 1990 Censuses, was not yet employed in the 1970 Census.  Several similar categories were used, however:  "Persons of Spanish Language," "Persons of Spanish Origin or Descent," "Persons of Puerto Rican Birth or Parentage," among others.  


Census reports for 1970 include county-level breakdowns by sex and age group for the three racial groups.  In addition, similar breakdowns are included for "Persons of Puerto Rican Birth or Parentage" for New York and New Jersey, and for "Persons of Spanish Language" for Connecticut.  However, such a breakdown is given only for counties where the total population of the group in question is 400 or greater; thus, no age-specific information is available for several counties within the tri-state Region:  Putnam in the Mid-Hudson subregion and Hunterdon, Sussex and Warren in New Jersey.


In order to estimate an Hispanic figure comparable to those for 1980 and 1990, the following methodology was used:  


1) Total population figures for "Persons of Spanish Origin or Descent" were assumed to be the closest approximation to Hispanic.


2) Where available, the age breakdowns for "Persons of Puerto Rican Birth of Parentage" (New York and New Jersey) and "Persons of Spanish Language" (Connecticut) were used for disaggregating Hispanic population by age.  These numbers were then adjusted to match the totals for "Persons of Spanish Origin or Descent."  The resulting figures were labeled "Estimated Hispanic."


3) To determine an age group breakdown for all non-Hispanics, the Estimated Hispanic figures for each age group were subtracted from figures for All Persons in the corresponding age group.


4) Age group breakdowns were created for non-Hispanic White, Negro and Other Race categories by distributing the figures for all non-Hispanics proportionately within each age group, based on the ratio of the White, Negro or Other Race population to the total population within that age group.


The appendix to this memo contains a sample worksheet of these calculations.  A better picture of the methodology can be gained by looking at the Microsoft Excel files containing the calculations (see section 1.4); these files also contain all of the various ratios involved in making these adjustments.


1.3  analysis of demographic trends


Overview


With a population of over 19 million people, the New York Metropolitan Region is the largest urban agglomeration in the nation.  With more than 7 million people, New York City is its largest municipality.  The City's five counties are entirely urbanized and, like many older urban centers, their population includes large proportions of Blacks and other minority racial and ethnic groups.  The City has long been home to a large number of Hispanic people of Puerto Rican descent.  In recent years these have been joined by substantial numbers of Hispanic immigrants from other countries, who now make up one-half of the city's Hispanic population.  The City's Blacks, Hispanics and Asian/Other minorities account for a majority of the Region's minority population, while its White population constitutes one-quarter of the Region's White majority.


Compared to the City's urban character, the four surrounding suburban subregions display a mixed pattern of development, comprising old urban centers, pre- and post-war suburbs, and rural areas.  The suburban areas, which house the bulk of the population, are predominantly White.  However, these subregions also include large and medium-sized cities (e.g., Newark in New Jersey, Yonkers in the Mid-Hudson, New Haven and Bridgeport in Connecticut), which contain large concentrations of minority groups, as well as other small cities which are home to Hispanic or Black communities interspersed among the largely white suburbs.  The portions of these subregions still remaining rural are sparsely populated and have few minority residents.


Trends, 1970 - 1990


Overview:  the New York Metro Region and the Nation


The New York Metropolitan Region grew slightly between 1970 and 1990 from 19,747,964 to 19,843,157 people.  A population loss in the first decade was more than offset by growth in the second.  (See Tables 1, 2 & 3).  The four suburban subregions grew consistently throughout the period, gaining approximately 250,000 people during the 1970s, and another 400,000 people during the 1980s.  New York City experienced a sharp decline in population during the 1970s, losing more than 800,000 people, or over ten percent of its total.  This loss was recouped, in part, during the eighties by an increase of over one-quarter million people.  Still, throughout the two decades, it is the suburbs that have been responsible for the bulk of the population expansion.  (See Chart 1).


While the New York Region experienced moderate population gains during the last twenty years, the United States as a whole grew substantially, from 203,210,000 people in 1970 to 248,710,000 people in 1990, an increase of over 22%.  Thus while the New York Region grew in absolute terms during the study period, as a proportion of the US population it declined steadily, from 9.7% in 1970 to 7.98% in 1990.  (See Table 4, Chart 2).  The Region experienced the greatest proportional losses in the Hispanic share, which declined from over 17% to 12.8% of the nation's total, and the non-Hispanic White share, which fell from just over 9% to less than 7% of the national total.  In contrast, the Region became home to an increasing proportion of the nation's Asian/Other Race population, which had reached 10.1% in 1990.  The Region's share of the nation's Black population grew during the 1970s from 10.6% to 11% but dropped again to 10.8% in 1990.  (See Chart 3).


Overall, the 1970s was a decade of significant population loss for the Region, whereas the 1980s was a period of moderate gains.  The Region experienced a net loss of 557,007 persons during the first decade, as opposed to a net gain of 652,200 person in the second.  New York City’s changing fortunes were the driving force behind these regional trends.  In the 1970s the city experienced a net loss of 823,223 persons, versus a net gain of 250,925 in the 1980s.  The four suburban subregions grew during both decades, but experienced greater gains during the 1980s. (See Chart 1.)  (Some suburban counties, however, experienced population losses, including Passaic and Westchester, which lost population during the 1970s, and Essex, Hudson and Nassau, which lost population during both decades.  See Table 5.)  The 1970s was a period of large net out-migration for the Region, which experienced a net outflow of over 1.3 million persons during this period.  Again, it was the City which was responsible for the bulk of this loss.  The City’s much smaller net out-flow during the 1980s was reflected in a much smaller regional net out-migration of just under 300,000 persons during this decade.  (See Chart 4, Tables 5 & 6.)  It should be noted, however, that out net-migration combines the separate forces of gross domestic in-and-out-migration and foreign immigration and emigration.  During the 1980s, the City’s much reduced net out-migration was the product of still heavy domestic out-migration offset by growing foreign immigration.  (See Table 7.)


Regional Trends by Racial/Ethnic Group


The Region's racial/ethnic composition has changed over the last twenty years due to the differing growth rates of the four groups.  The number of non-Hispanic Whites declined steadily during the two decades, from 15,647,100 to 12,911,100, a drop of over 17%.  The largest losses were in New York City (2,032,800 people, or nearly 40% of the City's White population) and New Jersey (506,300 persons, or a 10.3% decline);  the Connecticut, Long Island and Mid-Hudson subregions experienced small declines.  (See Tables 4 & 13, Chart 5).  As a percentage of the Region's total population, Whites decreased significantly, from approximately 79% in 1970 to 65% in 1990.


Offsetting the loss in White residents were substantial gains among Blacks, Asians and Hispanics, which combined grew from 4,100,900 to 6,932,100, a 69% increase.  In percentage terms these groups grew from 20.8% to 34.9% of the regional population.  


Each of these groups saw substantial percentage gains in all five of the subregions.  Fastest growth was in the Asian/Other group, which increased from 209,700 to 909,100, a gain of over 330%. Gains of three hundred percent or more occurred in all five subregions.  However, these large percentage increases are measured against relatively small initial populations in 1970, and in no subregion did the Asian/Other group represent more than a small fraction of the subregional total in 1990.


The Hispanic population also increased substantially throughout the Region, from 1,614,700 in 1970 to 2,870,500 in 1990, a 78% increase.  In New York City, the number of Hispanic residents grew by 67%, from 1,202,300 in 1970 to 1,783,500 two decades later; by 1990, Hispanics represented nearly a quarter of the City's population.  In the suburban subregions the Hispanic population grew even more quickly, doubling or in some cases tripling between 1970 and 1990, but these large percentage increases are due in part to the relatively small initial 1970 Hispanic populations in these areas.  Only in the New Jersey subregion, with its extensive urban areas, did the Hispanic population account for more than ten percent of the population by 1990.


The Black population also grew throughout the Region, from 2,276,400 to 3,152,421, an increase of approximately 38%. Significantly, this increase was less than that of the Hispanic population in absolute terms, and represented a far smaller percentage gain because of the relatively large initial Black presence in the Region in 1970.  Percentage gains were lower in the more heavily urbanized subregions of New York City and New Jersey (approximately 38% and 33%) which had large numbers of Black residents in 1970, and greater in other, more suburban subregions (approximately 45% in Connecticut, 58% on Long Island and 47% in the Mid-Hudson subregion).


Regional Birth and Death Statistics


During both the 1970s and 1980s the Region experienced substantial natural growth, i.e. the excess of births over deaths, which, along with foreign immigration, was the driving force behind the Region’s population growth between 1970 and 1990.  Throughout this period the overall death rate fluctuated between 9 and 10 per thousand. The birth rate varied considerably, reflecting the nationwide cycles of the "baby boom" (1946 to 1966, with a peak year of 1957), "baby bust" (1966 to 1986) and "echo boom" (1986 through 1998).  (See Chart 6.)  In the early 1970s, birth rates were still declining; the 1970 birth rate was 16.8 per thousand, which dropped sharply over the next few years to 12.8 per thousand in 1973, and reached a trough of 12.1 per thousand in 1975.  The rate increased gradually over the following ten years, reaching 13.7 per thousand in 1984.  After 1984 the increase in birth rates accelerated, reflecting the nation-wide echo-boom, when the children of the baby-boom years themselves began reaching their child-bearing years.  By 1990, the regional birth rate stood at 16.6 per thousand, just short of 1970 levels.  Total regional births for the period 1970 through 1990 were 6.2 million; total deaths were 4.1 million.  (See Tables 8 & 9.)


Detailed breakdowns of births and deaths by racial/ethnic group across the twenty year period are not possible to construct because state health departments did not collect this information until recent years.  However, an analysis of age-group data for the Census years, shows a marked increase in the proportion of minorities in the pre-school and school-aged populations, suggesting a high birth rate for these groups.  This picture is corroborated by available birth statistics, which indicate that, particularly in recent years, the highest birth rates have generally been in counties with large proportions of minority residents, particularly the five boroughs of New York City and the highly urbanized New Jersey counties of Essex and Hudson.  In the late 1980s and early 1990s the highest birth rates reported by any county during the entire study period occurred in the heavily Black and Hispanic New York City boroughs of Brooklyn and the Bronx (Kings and Bronx counties), exceeding 20 per thousand in most of these years.  These high birth rates are reflected in the City's overall figures, which in recent years have been substantially higher than elsewhere in the Region.  For example, in 1990, when the population in all subregions was at or near peak levels, New York City's rate was 18.4 per thousand, compared to 15.7 in the Mid-Hudson, the subregion with the next highest rate.   


Regional Trends in Age Structure


Between 1970 and 1990, the New York Region experienced changes in age composition similar to national trends.  Following the nation-wide cycles of baby boom, baby bust, and echo boom described in the previous section, the Region saw a declining number of pre-school and school-aged children (those aged under five and between five and nineteen, respectively) throughout most of the period.  In 1970, children in these age groups made up 34.7% of the Region's total population; this had dropped to 30% in 1980 and 26% in 1990, a decline of 25% over the course of the two decades.  This trend only began to reverse itself during the latter half of the 1980s when pre-school-aged population began to rise again.  In contrast, the large number of people born during the baby boom years of the 1950s and 60s are reflected in a growing population in the prime labor market (ages 25 to 44), which increased from 24.8% of the regional population in 1970 to 33.2% in 1990.  Elderly population (aged 65 and over) also grew throughout the two decades, reflecting the population’s increasing longevity.  (See Table 10, Charts 7 & 8).


The decline in pre-school and school-aged population cut across all racial and ethnic groups, but was considerably more pronounced in some than in others.  Among non-Hispanic Whites the decline was greatest at almost 31.1%, compared to a 28.7% drop among Hispanics, a 20.2% decline among Blacks, and a 14.4% decrease among the Asian/Other group.  The proportion of pre-school and school-aged population was lowest among Whites throughout the study period, and by 1990 had dropped to 22.4% of the total White population, compared to 29.3% among the Asian/Other group, 32.6% among Blacks, and 34.2% among Hispanics.  (See Chart 9).  Absolute figures reveal a somewhat different picture, however.  While pre-school and school-aged population declined substantially and steadily across the two decades, minority children increased significantly during this period in absolute numbers, reflecting growing overall populations within these groups.  (See Table 10.)  It should also be noted that the 1980s saw an overall increase in the preschool population from 6.3% to 7.1% of the regional total, largely driven by the growing proportion of White pre-schoolers during this decade.  This increase in pre-school population reflected the "echo boom" in birth rate described above.


Conversely, the non-Hispanic White group consistently showed the highest proportion of the elderly (those 65 and older).  This age group grew steadily as a share of the total regional population, from 10.5% in 1970 to 13.0% in 1990, a 26% increase.  Because of their greater longevity, women accounted for the majority of this age group (approximately 60%).  For Whites the figures were 12% in 1970 and 16.5% in 1990, an increase of almost 39%.  The Black and Hispanic racial/ethnic groups also saw large percentage increases in the number of their elderly, but by 1990 the elderly still made up a substantially smaller proportion of these groups than of Whites (7.9% of the Black population and 5.6% of the Hispanic group).  The  proportion of Asian/Other elderly declined slightly over the twenty year period, and stood at 5.4% in 1990.  Overall, the Region’s minority populations in 1990 were substantially younger than their White counterparts.  (See Chart 10.)


A comparison of age-group data for New York City with that of the region outside the City shows significant differences in trends among the elderly population.  (See Table 11.)  The City experienced a small decline of just over 1% in elderly population (those aged 65 and over) across the twenty-year period.  This loss was accounted for largely by elderly males, who declined 10.4% in number during this period, compared to females, who increased by 5.4%.  The decline in male population extended across both decades, whereas a gain of 5.8% in elderly female population during the 1970s was offset by a nominal decline during the 1980s.    These figures are in contrast to the region outside the City, where elderly population of both sexes grew in both decades.  Even more striking discrepancies are seen if data are compared by racial/ethnic group.  All of the City’s net loss in elderly population is accounted for by a strong and steady decline in numbers of elderly Whites.  Population in this group dropped 8.9% in the 1970s and a further 13.9% in the 1980s.  Elderly of other racial/ethnic groups experienced substantial gains during both periods.  In contrast to the City, elderly Whites grew substantially in number in the rest of the Region, by 21.5% in the 1970s and 15.5% during the 1980s.  The other racial/ethnic groups outside the City also grew, at rates exceeding their White counterparts.


Immigration


County-level immigration statistics are available for the years 1983 through 1991.  This was a period of heavy and rising immigration to the New York Region; a total of 1,282,700 immigrants settled in the Region, 16% of the national total.  The bulk of these (822,770 or 64% of the regional total) settled in New York City.  Of the remainder, 278,429 or approximately 22%, settled in the New Jersey subregion; Long Island, Connecticut and the Mid-Hudson together received just 14% of the Region's immigrants.  The annual number of immigrants to the Region escalated significantly during the period, from 116,177 in 1983 to 168,587 in 1991, a 45% increase.  (See Table 7, Chart 11).


The New York Region's share of national immigration differed markedly by the immigrants' origin.  The Region received less than one percent of Mexican immigrants, who at nearly two-and-a-half million were the largest single immigrant group to the US.  (See Table 14, Chart 12).  This large number of Mexican immigrants to other parts of the nation helps account for the Region's declining share of the nation's Hispanic population.  At nearly two-and-a-quarter million, East Asians were the nation's second largest immigrant group; the New York Region received 14% of this group.  The Region received a disproportionate share of the nation's Caribbean Hispanic and Non-Hispanic immigrants, at 48% of the 892,172 in this group; the Region also received a very high share (43%) of the nation's 464,550 South American immigrants.


Caribbeans made up the largest immigrant group to the Region at 423,100 or 33% of all immigrants.  East Asians made up the next largest share at 313,300 or 24%.  The Region also received large numbers of South Americans (199,400 or 16%) and Europeans (178,400 or 14%).  (See Chart 14).


New York City received the majority of all immigrant groups (with the exception of North Americans, Oceanians, and Australians and New Zealanders which combined made up less than one percent of the Region's immigrant total).  (See Chart 15).  The City's share of the large Caribbean immigrant population was particularly high at 75%.  (See Tables 15 & 16.)


In terms of occupational preference, the New York Region received relatively large proportions of the nation's immigrants in several categories:  Professional Specialty, Administrative Support, and No Occupation (including students) at 20% each, and Executive, Administrative and Managerial at 19%.  The Region received relatively small numbers of the Farming and Forestry group at 2% and the Operators, Fabricators and Laborers group at 12%.  (See Table 17, Chart 16.)


Census figures on nativity for 1990 reveal the impact of the previous decade’s immigration on the Region and on New York City in particular. (See Table 19).  In that year, approximately 18.5% of the Region’s population had been born abroad.  Of these, 42.2% had entered the United States within the previous decade, or 7.8% of the Region’s entire population.  Over one-quarter (28.5%) of New York City’s population in that year was foreign-born.  In all of the boroughs with the exception of Staten Island, more than 20% of the population had been born abroad, and over 40% of these were immigrants of the previous decade.  The highest proportion of foreign-born residents of any county in the Region was in Queens, where fully 36.2% of the population was foreign-born.  Kings, New York and Bronx counties placed third, fourth and fifth, respectively.  


The second highest proportion of foreign-born residents was in the New Jersey county of Hudson, at 30.6%.  Overall, New Jersey had the second highest proportion of foreign-born residents of any subregion, at 14.7%, but saw considerably more variation from county to county than did New York City.  Along with Hudson County, other relatively urbanized counties such as Essex, Passaic and Union had greater than 15% of their 1990 population’s born abroad, while in more rural counties like Hunterdon, Sussex and Warren the figure was less than 5%.  The proportion of foreign-born population in other subregions ranged from 9.2% in Connecticut to 10.5% in Long Island and 12.7% in the Mid-Hudson.  County-level percentages were generally under 10%, although each subregion contained some counties with relatively high percentages (e.g. Westchester at 18.1% and Nassau at 13.2


Distribution of Population Within Region


Between 1970 and 1990, the Region experienced a moderate redistribution of overall population favoring the suburban subregions over New York City.  (See Table 2, Chart 18).  However, all of the City's relative decline occurred during the 1970s.  Over the course of this decade, the percentage of the regional population residing in New York City decreased from 40% to 36.8%, a figure which remained unchanged in 1990.  This proportional decline occurred in all racial/ethnic groups with the exception of Blacks, whose proportion residing within the City was the same in 1990 as in 1970 at 59%.  The other minority groups both experienced a proportional increase in population residing outside the City, with the suburban Asian/Other population increasing from 32% in 1970 to 44% in 1990, and Hispanic population increasing from 26% in 1970 to 38% in 1990.  The suburbs accounted for a growing majority of non-Hispanic White residents (67% in 1970 and 76% in 1990).


Changes Within Subregions:  New York City vs. Suburbs


The most pronounced change in population composition of any subregion occurred in New York City.  In 1970 non-Hispanic Whites made up a majority of the City's population (66%), Hispanics and Blacks each accounted for sizable minorities (17% and 15% respectively), and the Asian/Other group made up just a tiny fraction (2%).  By 1990 the three minority groups together accounted for the majority of the City's population, though Whites were still the largest single group at 43%.  Blacks and Hispanics each accounted for approximately one-quarter of the City's population, though Hispanics were consistently below Blacks in total.  The Asian/Other group, while still small relative to the others at approximately 7%, made up a considerably larger share of the population than two decades before.  (See Chart 5).


In the suburban subregions the pattern of change moved in the direction of the City, though Whites never significantly dropped in majority status.  Trends in these four subregions can be characterized as follows:  Whites remained a large majority of the population in 1990, ranging from 73% in New Jersey to 84% on Long Island.  However, while White population remained stagnant or declined slightly across the two decades, all three minority groups grew in both absolute and percentage terms.  Black population grew substantially in all four suburban subregions, from New Jersey's 32% increase to Mid-Hudson's 47% gain.  Hispanic population increased at an even faster rate, from 127% in Connecticut to 242% in Mid-Hudson.  Blacks remained the largest minority group in all four subregions in 1990, but Hispanics had nearly drawn even in all subregions.  The Asian/Other group remained a tiny fraction of the total population in all four suburban subregions in 1990, ranging from 2% to 4%, but these small percentages still represented a substantial increase, given that Asians accounted for less than 1% of their populations in 1970.  


It should be noted that there is considerable variation in the patterns of population change within the suburban subregions, and some counties depart significantly from this overall picture.  In particular, more urban counties, such as Essex and Hudson, experienced significantly greater minority growth than suburban or rural counties, such as Hunterdon and Warren.


1.4  Population Data Files


Computer Data Files


The text of this memo is contained in a Microsoft for Windows version 2 file called TM7-3.DOC.


Tables and charts are contained in three large workbook files for Microsoft Excel version 5.0, labeled TM-3-A, TM-3-B, and TM-3-C.  The workbook files comprise a number of worksheets, each of which contains an individual table or chart; in addition, each chart has a matching worksheet containing the data on which the chart is based.  Worksheets are grouped into the workbook files based on common data.  Worksheets contain references to other worksheets within the same workbook and should not be separated without first converting any outside references into values.  Each printed table and chart is identified in the lower right-hand corner by workbook and worksheet name.


Three additional workbooks present the complete STF (1970) and MARS (1980 and 1990) data sets by county, age, sex, and mutually exclusive racial/ethnic group.  These are labeled STF70, MARS80 and MARS90.  Also included are workbooks containing STF population data for 1980 and 1990, as described in the Data Sources discussion in section 1.2 of this memo; these files are labeled STF80 and STF90.  The STF70 and STF90 workbooks include sheets which contain all calculations used in making adjustments to data for those years, as described in section 1.2; there is a separate worksheet for each subregion, which is labeled by the name of the subregion and the word “calculations.”


Data Sources


Birth and death data come from the state health departments of New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut.  All of the state health departments publish vital statistics annually, although latest available figures are often a year or two old.  The people to contact for further information and data updates are as follows.


New York:  The New York State Department of Health is the source for vital statistics for that state.


Contact:	Dr. Gene D. Therriault





Title:		Director, Bureau of Biometrics





Address:	New York State Department of Health


		Empire State Plaza


		Concourse -- Room C-144


		Albany, New York 12237-0044





Phone:		(518) 474-1094





Fax:		(518) 486-1630








New Jersey:  The New Jersey State Department of Health is the source for vital statistics for that state.





Contact:	Dr. Mark Fulcomer





Title:		Director, Center for Health Statistics





Address:	State of New Jersey Department of Health


		CN 360


		Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0360





Phone:		(609) 984-6702





Fax: 		(609) 984-7633








Connecticut:  The Connecticut State Department of Public Health and Addiction Services is the source for vital statistics for that state.


Contact:	Mr. Don Iodice





Title:		Public Information Specialist





Address:	Health Research and Data Analysis Unit


		State of Connecticut Department of Public Health and Addiction 			   Services


		150 Washington Street


		Hartford, Connecticut 06106





Phone:		(203) 566-5049








1.5 Special Data Needs


The usefulness of historical vital statistics published by state health departments is usually limited due to any of a number of factors: because separate birth and death data were not reported for Asians or Hispanics; because these data were not mutually exclusive with other racial/ethnic data; because these data did not include gender breakdowns; or because they were not aggregated at the county level.  In recent years, state health departments have been moving towards publishing more complete vital statistics data.  They should be encouraged in this direction, and particularly to publish county-level figures aggregated by gender and the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups White, Black, Asian/Other and Hispanic. 


�
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Contents


The appendix contains data that are not used directly in the population analysis presented in this memo but which may be used in modeling work during further stages of this project.  These include STF population data for 1980 and 1990.  


Also included in the appendix are examples of the methodologies used for aggregating STF age-group data for the years 1970 and 1990 by the mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups White, Black, Asian/Other, and Hispanic.  (STF age-group data for 1980 were available in this form in Census Bureau publications and did not require further adjustments.)  A discussion of the adjustments methodology for 1970 appears earlier in this memo.  Adjusted data for 1990 were not used in the analysis presented in this memo, but may be used in further stages of the project.  A discussion of the methodology for this year appears below.  A more detailed understanding of both methodologies is best gained by examining the floppy disk files containing the calculations (see section 1.4).


Methodology for 1990 


The 1990 Census reports figures by five-year age groups for the racial groups White, Black, Native American, Asian and Pacific Islander, and Other and for the ethnic group Hispanic.  However, the racial figures and Hispanic figures are not mutually exclusive.  The figures for Hispanics (which include people of all racial groups) were adopted directly.  The Census also reports age-group figures for non-Hispanic Whites, which were adopted directly.  Approximations were made for non-Hispanics in the racial groups Black and Asian/Other (the latter group combining persons reported separately as Native American, Asian and Pacific Islander, and Other), using the following methodology:


1) Age-group figures were derived for Black, Native American, Asian, Pacific Islander and Other Races combined by subtracting Hispanic and White non-Hispanic from total population by age.


2) Given that a large proportion of Hispanic persons report their race as Other, the remaining non-Hispanic figures were not allocated according to the proportion of Blacks and Asians/Others in the various age groups among the population.  Instead a ratio was determined, for each county, of non-Hispanic Black population to the Black population as a whole, and factored against the Black population in each age group to derive an estimated age breakdown for non-Hispanic Blacks.


3) To derive an estimated age breakdown for Asian/Other Race, non-Hispanic Blacks were subtracted from the figures for combined Black and Asian/Other Race non-Hispanics.


A sample worksheet of these calculations is included later in this appendix.  A better picture of the methodology can be gained by looking at the Microsoft Excel files containing the calculations (see section 1.4); these files also contain all of the various ratios involved in making these adjustments.
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