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Abstract

Introduction
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Demography dates back to the mid-scvcntccnth cen-
tury � its modern stage to thc 1920s but only
recently has it become prominent among the social
sciences. This is a direct result of the pop><t<ir/ os crisis

continued growth at rates resulting in thc rapid
expansion of an already large population base, Con-
sequently, even a stable annual growth rate would
produce substantial absolute increases in the popula-
tion  Figure 1!.

Figure 1. US population, 2- vs. 3-child family

500 ssllioo 2013
500 300 ooaso 1995 + gggg++
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100 55 tl oo 191

Source: Commission on Population Growth and the American F uture
1972

From 270 European inhabitants oii M;inhattan it> 1628 th»
Ncw York Bight regoion grew sh>wly, rcstr;iincd by cpidc>>ties,
wars, and commetcial disadvantages, to cncon>pass the nation's
largest city � New York � bv 1810. Sinc<o thc early 18005,
growth has been rapid, furthered by migration, first from
northern Europe, then frotn southern Europe, and 1»<>st
rcccntly from the southern United States and puerto Rico.
Today the 28-coui>ty region is comprised of a high-dci>sity
core of 10 counties with over 7,000 persoi>s per s<luarc >nile, a
suburba>5 inilcr ring, and a low-density outer rh>g, In l 970 thc
rcgioi> held 19.8 million people � 9,8>'y0 <>f the 55;>ri<>n's 203
n>illiol>. Forecasts show a possible 25.8 niillioi> pcoplc it! thc
rcgio i> by 2000.

De»>ogr~pt>y is "tlte statistical and mathematical
study of thc size, composition, and spatial distribu-
tion of human population, and of changes over time
in these aspects through the operation of tlte five
processes of fertility, mortality, marriage, migration,
and social mobility"  Bogue 1969!. Thc three most
important cornponcnts of pop uIatioii change are
births, deaths, and nct njigration, wI> ielt in turn
influence populatioi~ size and characteristics. Tli<osc
must be viewed in a two-dintensional framework of
time and space. The study of aggregate growth
requires the investigation of temporal fluctuations
and thc extrapolation of present trends into the
future. Thc spatial dimension of population change
has become increasingly important bccausc of cxtcn-
sive urbanization of American society. Thc effects ol
change in demographic variables are vital t<> thc
economy, to social organizations, to politics, and to
the quality of our environment.

The New Vork Bight region is in the iniddle of
thc Boston-to-Washington seaboard, termed
1opolis by Gottntan �961!, which has the largest
concentration of population and the highest avcragc
density of' any urbanized area in thc nation.





Early Development

Census Year Population

23,610

Annuaf % tncrease
1786

1790 33,131

1800 60,5 l5

75,770

96,373

95,519

93,634

123,706

166,086

6.2

1805 4.6

1810

1814 � 0.2

1816 1.0

1820 7.2

1825

Although relatively undeveloped, these counties arc
under increasing pressure from the growth of the New
York and Philadelphia~ regions.

Regional classifications important to this study
are listed below. Map 1 shows the boundaries of the
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, the Standard
Consolidated Area, and those used by the Tri-State
Regional Planning Commission.

Startdard Metropolita>I Statistical r1 rea
 SMSAJt: New York City  Bronx, Kings, New York,

*The Phgadelphia region is not included in this monograph.
tin 1972 Nassau and Suffolk counties were given a separate SMSA
classification, At the same time, Putnam County  NY! and Bergen
County  Nj! werc added to the New York SMSA. However, thc 1970
census figures are thc most recent data available.

Population growth is a complex combination of
natural increase  births exceeding deaths! and migra-
tion, each of which is strongly influenced by eco-
nomic development. Several characteristics of New
York's physical environment contributed to its
growth from a town of 270 people, recorded in 1628,
to a metropolis of 19 inillion in 1970  Rosenwaike
1972!. New York's natural port has made trade a
dominant part of the city's economy since the
colonial period. Other topographic features, such as
the Watchung and Ramapo mountains, determined
the location of later transportation routes and the
direction of land development.

At first New York did not grow as fast as the
other cities on the eastern seaboard, partly because of
the competitive positions of Boston and Philadelphia
and partly because of dispersed agricultural develop-
inent. Both Boston and Philadelphia were larger than
New York until the 1780s; Philadelphia remained
larger until 1810.

The population of New York City  consisting
only of Manhattan until 1898! advanced steadily in
the colonial and revolutionary periods except during
wars and epidemics. Population declined during
British occupation between 1775 and 1783, yellow
fever epidemics in 1795 and 1798 �% of the city' s
population died in the second epidemic!, the Em-
bargo Act in 1807, and the War of 1812 when the

Queens, Richmond counties!, Nassau, Suffolk, Rock-
l and, and We stch ester cou n tie s.

St Indard C,'o>>soli'I/tits Il . Lre I  .'sC. t !: New York
SMSA; Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, Morris,
Passaic, Somerset, and Union counties.

1 r I-,'> tate Reg>10>lal pla>IIII>ig c.oIIIIII>ssio>I s
region: New York SCA; Monmouth County  NJ!;
Dutchess, Orange, Putnam counties  NY!; South-
western, Greater Bridgeport, South Central, Valley
Central, Naugatuck, and Housatonic Valley  Connect-
icut Planning Regions!. ~

fConnccticut Planning Regions arc»nt cvact subdivish»>s »I countics,
However, Faitfield County consists ah»ost r»tircly ot' thc So»ti»
western, Greater Bridgeport, and Housato»ic Valley Pla»ning kcgions.
New Haven County is nearly cotcrrni»ous with thc cot»bi»cd South
Central and Central Naugatuck Valley Plan»i»g Regin»s. Valley
Pla»ning Region is divided equally bctwrcn Fairecld and Ncw Have»
courttscs.

Patterns of Settlement

British closed the port. After thc port was tcopcncd
and the city's economy revived, thc population
leaped 77 jo from 93,634 in 1816 to 166,086 in 1825
 Table 1!  Rosenwaikc 1972!.

The 1810 census recognized Ncw York as the
largest city in the United States, The opening of thc
Erie Canal in 1825 afforded New York a conipctitivc
trade link with the nation's interior. Rail connections
in 1839 with Camden, Trenton, and Phi!adclphia
enhanced the city's trade position  Adams ct al
1929!. By 1860, New York controlled 62% of thc
country's foreign trade  Vernon 1960!.

New York's port was also an entry point for
European immigrants. From 1825 to 1860, Jrish and

Table 1. NYC population, 1786-1825

Source: Oata from Rosenweike 1972



Table 2. Population of NYC, Kings County, Richmond
County, 1800-1860

Richmond
County

Census NYC Kings County
Year  IVlanhattan! Total Brooklyn

1 800 60,489 5,740 2,378 4,564

1 810 96,373 8,303 4,402 5,347

1820 123,706 11,187 7,175 6,135

1830 202,589 20,535 15,394 7,082

1 840 312,710 47,613 36,233 10,965

1850 515,547 138,882 96.838 15,061

1 860 813,669 279,122 266,661 25,492

Source: Data from Roseewaike 1972

Thc 1800 to 1860 period detnonstrated early
uxir~l groreth putter~u. "the flinging out of detached
nuclei of scttlernents and thc filling in by the process
of central growth, and thc growing together of
isolated settlements"  Hoyt 1939!. As dcvclopment
in a central sector reached its peak, ncw areas became
more attractive for settlement and morc «ccessible
through transportation innovations. Also, concen-
trated development in the older sectors attracted
intense commercial land use, which in turn con-
tributed to the movcrncnt to new rcsidcntial areas.
This pattern has been rcpeatcd throughout New
York's history. Its first occurrence cxtendcd urban
boundaries beyond Manhattan so that by thc cud of
tlic nineteenth century greater New Yor! constituted

German immigrations were responsible for most of
the city's growth, By 1845 the foreign population in
New York City and in Kings County had risen to
36,3/o and 33.6%, respectively, of their total popula-
tions  Rosenwaike 1972!.

New York's 1800 to 1860 growth led to new
development in Kings, Richmond, and Hudson
counties, and in southern Manhattan  Table 2, Figure
2, Appendix A!. The steam ferry opened Richmond
County to partial dcveloptnent but most ncw settle-
ment was in Kings County � 5,740 inhabitants in
1800 to 279,122 in 1860 � and New York City. The
town of Brooklyn grew, with negligible help from
annexation, from a population of 2,378 in 1800 to
266,661 in 1860 to become the second largest city in
the nation. New York City experienced even greater
development, reaching a population of 813,669 by
1860, The combined 1860 population of New York
City, Kings County, and Richmond County was
1,118,283 inhabitants.

the second largest city in the world.
From 1861 to 1865 the Civil War stalled New

York's growth temporarily. After 1865, large-scale
German and Irish iminigration resumed, followed in
the 1880s by immigration of Italians and Russian
Jews. These, along with immigrants from central
Europe and the British Isles, helped push New York
City's population to 1,515,000 by 1890. At this time
the native population in New York � that is, persons
born in the United States � outnumbered the
foreignborn by less than 250,000.

Migration into New York from other areas of
the United States remained insignificant until the
1920s. Migration out of the city was tnainly to
adjacent counties in both New York State and New
Jersey, In 1880, of the 74,000 Hudson, Essex, Union,
Passaic, and Bergen County residents who clauned
New York State as their bir thplace, most were
probably from New York City  Rosenwaike 1972!.

By thc turn of the century, there was increasing
evidence of extended urbanization and the first signs
of the rnetropolitanization that would occur later.
Metropotitrirttzrition is a cumbersome but standard
term for the merging of neighboring cities and
townships into a unified urban agglomeration. The
consolidation in 1898 of the five boroughs � Bronx,
Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island�
rcflected their interrelated growth. Industrialization
required a large labor force, thus attracting European
immigrants to New York. Increased industrial activity
and population overburdened the previously de-
veloped land; fortunately, rapid transit opened ad-
jacent areas for residential use. All this led to
urbanization of the newly consolidated city, Exten-
sion of New York's functional area, in contrast to its
political boundaries � unchanged since consolidation

was thoroughly analyzed in a series of maps
showing relative densities in minor civil divisions for
1850, 1900, and 1920  Adams ct al 1929!. Developed
for the first Regional Survey of New York, these
maps demonstrate that after 1850, growth was no
longer confined to New York City alone. Hudson
County, for example, was one of the most populous
counties outside the city until 1950 when its limited
45 square miles could no longer compete with other
counties for new developnient. Essex County, with its
principal city of Newark, was onc of the first nuclei
to blend with New York's urban growth. Eventually
all New Jersey counties around New York merged
into a single, densely developed area. By 1930 the
conibincd population of Bergen, Essex, Hudson,
Passaic, and Union counties was 2,496,558  Appen-
dix A!.

10



Source; From Federal Housing Administration Division of Economics and Statistics, in Hoyt 1939

Figure 2. Settled areas, NYC, 'l800-1934
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toata before 1930 is lacking

Estimated Net
Migration of 'Negroes

Year Ending
Decade

31,000

58,000

137,000

1 I 2,000

159,000

1 54,000

1920

1930

1940

1950

196 P

No adjustment for Puerto Rican

Puerto Rican excluded
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Detached nuclei in 1850 within New Brunswick
and Paterson  NJ!, sections of Westchester County
 NY!, and Norwalk  CT! indicated the beginnings of
another axial growth period, Just as populatton
growth filled in spaces within New York City, by
1900 it had started to fill in spaces between the city
and these nuclei.

An important metropolitan development in the
carly 1900s was the settlement of Nassau County,
ideal in many ways for population growth because its
topography did not hinder expansion or access to
New York. Between 1900 and 1920 Nassau County's
population more than doubled �5,448 to 126,120!.

Although thc impetus for New Yot.k's growth was
industrialization, foreign immigration supplied the
people  Figure 3, Appendix B!. Very little, if any, of
thc city's rapid incrcasc during the nineteenth cen-
tury can bc traced to itnmigrations from thc Arneri-
can hinterland. Eighty-Four percent of thc white
heads of families in thc city in 1900 were either
forcignborn or children of immigrants.

Tire ethnic composition of the city changed
rapidly during the carly 1900s. Whereas in 1900 the
city was prcdornirtantly Irish and German, by '1925
thc Jewish and Italian groups outnumbered them.
Although foreign immigration was the city's prime
growth factor at this time, it was considerably
rcstrictcd by thc irTrmigration acts of 1921 and 1924
 thc latter established a rigid quota systet»!; forcign-
born population rcachcd a peak in 1930 �,358,700
persons!, Howcvcr, foreign intmigrants residing in
Ncw York continued to add to thc population with
thc native births of second and third generations.

At thc sarnc time European immigration was
diminishing, the first important domestic migration
into New York City was developing. Although immi-
gration of nativcborn whites continued at a nct loss,
an increasing nonwhite imlnigration produced a gain
in Ncw York's net dolnestic immigrations. As Table 3
indicates, Negro migration into tire city advanced
rapidly after 1900. Thc Negro population rose from
60,666 to 458,444 bctwccn 1900 and 1940  Figure
3, Appendix B!, doubled between 1940 and 1960
�58,000 to 1,088,000!, and inc rcascd to 21. 1%
�,668,451! of thc city's total populatioli by 1970.

Most Negro ilnmigration carrie front cconorni-
cally dcpresscd southern states. Virginia, South Caro-
lirta, North Carolina, Georgia, and Florida werc thc

Figure 3. Changing ethnic components, N YC, 1850-1970

IS I IRRI' IS 0 IVRR IR'� 1900 1011 19213 1991 1910 1910 1900 IVIII
v r RR

"The "Negro" line inc'ludes changes in population size due to natural
increase as well as immigration end should not be interpreted as
measuring only immigration. Estimated hlegro immigration into New
York City is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Estimated net migration of Negroes 10 years old and
older, NYC, 1900-1960

Source: Reprinted by permission from New York University Press
from hlevv York City ryfigration, Socia! Starisrics for rt7ferro-
po/iten IVe3731 York by Kantrowitz ! 1969 by New York
University



Table 4. Birthplace of nonwhite native population of NYC,
1900 and 1940

shows the rise in Puerto Rico-born residents of New
York City.  " Puerto Rican birth or parentage" is
more inclusive but "Puerto Rico-born" is used here
for comparability with irnrnigrations from foreign
countries.! Between 1940 and 1960, this group grew
from one of the smallest ethnic-irnrnigrant groups to
the second largest. From 1940 to 1950 non-Puerto
Rican nonwhite immigration exceeded Puerto Rican
 both white and nonwhite! iinmigration � 222,000 to
131,000; but between 1950 and 1960 the Puerto
Ricans became the major immigrant group � 254,000
to 172,000  Table 5!,

During the 1940 to 1960 period, nonwhite
migration into the city and white inigration to the
suburbs and other areas resulted in an important
change in New York City's popuj ation. Although
nonwhite immigration slowed during the 1950s
�74,000 compared to 229,000 the previous decade!,
the greater emigration of' whites, especially native-
born, increased the nonwhite percentage of thc city' s
population. The net migration of 1,317,000 nativc-
born whites from the city during 1950-1960 was one
of the principal migrations in the city's history. An
estimated 900,000 of these migrated to suburban
counties of the New York region  Rosenwaike 1972!.

1900 19408 irth pl ace

United States

Virginia

South Carolina

N orth Carolina

Georgia

Florida

402,543

53,710

57,875

43,444

28,688

12,708

57,989

17,043

2,234

4,997

1,493

522

Source; From Population History of iyew York City by Ira
Rosenwaika, p. 103 ISyracuse; Syracuse University Press
1972! 	972 by Syracuse University Press

principal birthplaces of New York's nonwhite native
population in 1940  Table 4!." However, the city' s
total nonwhite population born in these five states
�96,425! was lower than each foreignborn total
from Gerinany, Russia, Italy, and Austria-Hungary.

New York City's large immigrations historically
have arrived in pairs: the Irish and Germans, the
Italians and Jews. The Negro immigration was joined
by a Puerto Rican immigration resulting from the
Spanish-American War. Not long after the United
States took possession of Puerto Rico in 1898,
islanders began moving into New York. Figure 3 Metropolitanization

About 1916, Ncw York planners recognized the need
to view their planning responsibilities in a regional
framework rather than within the boundaries of a

*New York was the birth state nf 139,873 native nonwhires in 1940
but ir is nut possible to determine which of those were born in Ncw
York City. Hence the figure does noi compare with Table 4 numbers.

Table 5 Net migration of white population by nativity and nonwhite population of NYC, 1940-1950 and 'l950-1960

Components of Change
1 940-1 950

Natural Net
Increase Migration

Components of Change
1 950-1960

Natural Net
Increase Iyligration

Apri I 1
1950

Census

April 1
1960

Census

April 1
1940

Census

7,454,995

6,977,501

7,781,984

6,640,662

4,764,353

413,649

1,463,81 7

1,141,322

� 111,000

� 340,000

� 562,000

124,000

98,000

229,000

548,000

479,000

878,000

5,000

� 394,000

69,000

1,000

7,891,957

7,1 'I 6,441

8l 6,000

990,000

707,000

515,000

Total

White

Nativeborna'

Puerto Rico-born

Foreignborn

4,844,158 5,159,120 922,000 � 1,31 7,000
53,323

2,080,020

47 7,494

173,115

1,784,206

775,5'I6

14,471

252,000

76,000

1 74,000

2,000

11,000

� 396,000

1 92,000

1,000

Nonwhite

Puerto Rico-born 8,140 1 6,061 7,000

Figures by nativity based on 259o' sample; combined figures differ slightly from totail
Excluding Puerto Rico-born  defined as "native" by Census Bureau!

13

Source: From Population History of /yew York City by Ira Rosenwaike, p. 736 ISyracuse: Syracuse University Press! ! f972 by Syracuse University
Press



single city. The Regional Plan and Survey of New
York and Its Environs, published in 1929, expressed
concern for the overcrowding that accompanied New
York City's rapid growth and advised that decentral-
ization of both people and industries would benefit
the entire region. "Whatever the probabilities, the
spreading of industry and population in well-balanced
proportions is necessary to arrest the evils of con-
gestion, It may even become necessary in order to
prevent these evils from undermining the prosperity
of New York"  Adams et al 1929!.

The pattern emerging in New York reflected the
start of a general deconcentration of population in
most of the nation's urban areas; population growth
was shifting from central cities to satellite areas.
Between 1900 and 1950, approximately 25 to 30
miles were added to the radius of the metropolitan
influence, Concentration �900 to 1920! was fol-
lowed by dispersion �920 to 1950! due to slowing
growth rates of central cities and increasing growth
rates of satellite areas  Hawley 1956!. The New York
region followed this deconcentration pattern. Al-

Table 6. Employment by county, New York metropolitan region, 1956

Miles from
Manhattana

E rn ploy ment
 in thousands!

Thousands
Per Mi~

Percent
of Region

Entire Region 6,699.8 0.97100.0

64.2

40.6

4.3

99

5.9

3.5

4,301.5

2,7'I 7.5

289. 'i

664.9

398.4

231.6

COR E

New York Co  Manhattania

Hudson

14.08

121.32

6.33

8.41

3.49

5.26

Kings  Brooklyn!

Queens

Bronx
1.09

0.64

3.35

0,95

0.88

0.53

1.96

1.00

1,572.3

3S.B

424. 7

222.5

170.1

229.8

201.5

284.9

INNER RING
23.5

0.6

6.3

3.4

2.5

3.4

3.0

4.3

11

11

12

14

19

19

20

Richmond  Staten Island!

Essex

a Rough estimates of the straight-line distance from Empire State Building to approximate center of population  not geographical
center! of each county. For convenience, counties are listed in the order of these distances.
Manhattan's central business district had an estimated employment of 2,475,000 or 266,000/mi

Source: Regional Plan Association, in Vernon 1960
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Bergen

Passaic

Westchester

Union

Nassau

OUTER RING

Middlesex

Rockland

Morris

Monmouth

Somerset

Fairfie Id

Suffolk

Orange

Putnam

Dutchess

25

25

25

31

33

40

42

48

49

64

826.0

1 37,2

30,9

61.4

68.8

38.7

249.4

112.7

58.1

7.1

6I,7

12.3

2.0

0.5

0.9

1,0

0.6

3.7

1.7

0.9

0.1

0,9

0.'I 6

0.44

0.18

0.13

0.14

0.13

0.39

0.12

0,07

0.03

0.08



autoniobile, readily available financing for housing,
technological changes in manu facturing, increased
costs of central city land, and other factors.

Population also shifted to less densely settled
areas of the nation, in Florida. and on thc West Coast.
Between 1935 and 1940, 34,181 persons left the
New York region for California and 22,941 left for
Florida  Bogue 1957!. The New York Metropolitan
Region Study concluded that Ncw York's economic
position had weakened considerably after 1929. In
general, the area's industries were growing at rates
below the national averages.

Internal shifts in population distribution were
even more visible and of morc immediate concern.
For example, thc changing location of primary and
secondary sector jobs in the region influenced popu-

though Queens County expanded like a satellite area,
its growth was actually the result of the spreading of
Manhattan and Brooklyn. Suburban counties grew
rapidly. For example, by 1960 Nassau County's
population totaled more than one million, and by
1970 Suffolk County's population was over a million
and eight other counties had populations exceeding
500,000. A valuable set of maps showing developed
land in 1900, 1935, and 1962 was asseinblcd by Row
�965!.

A metropolitan pattern characterized the New
York area after 1920 and became the main theme of
the New York Metropolitan Region Study conducted
in 1956. Redistribution of jobs and people was
influenced by the increased importance of truck
transport, the greater accessibility of the suburbs by

Table 7. Components of population change, 1950-1960

Net Population Change Components of Change
et Migration

Number PercentPercent BirthsNumber Deaths

CONN ECTI CUT

Fairfield

New Haven
53,824

60,554

149,247

114,531
124,220

132,792

29,6

21.0
78,851

42,293

15.6

7,7

Source US Bureau of the Census Series P 23�l 1962
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NEW YORK

New York City

Bronx

Kings  Brooklyn!
New York Co  IVlanhattan!
Queens

R ichmond  Staten Island!

Dutchess

Nassau

Orange

Putnam

Rockland

Suffolk

Sullivan

Ulster

Westchester

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic

Bergen

Cape May
Essex

Hudson

IV! iddl csex

IVlonmouth

Morris

Ocean
Passaic

Somerset

Union

� 109,973

� 26,462

� 110,S56

� 261,820

258,7 29

30,436

39,227

627,406

31,479

11,415

47,527

390,655

4,541

26,183

183,075

28,481

241,146

11,424

17,596

� 36,703

168,984

109,074

97,249

51,619

69,525

44,861

106,117

'l.4

1.8
� 4.0

� 13.4

16.7

15,9

28. 7

93.03

20.7

56.2

53.2

141.5

11.1

28.3
29.3

21.5

44.7

30.8

1.9

5.7

63.8

48,4

59.2

91.2

20,6

45.3

26. 7

1,572,329

275,810

552,245

352,355

347,574

44,345

31,052

236,310

35,697

5,211

22,136

105,161

8,281
22,038

141,495

29,245

143,380

8,235

193,630

133,020

84,412

64,909

47,018

18,411

79,479

27,077

96,418

854,009

146,109

280,098

249,774

I 56,724

21,304

15,229

71,799
19,23'I

2,683

90,61 I

36,459

5,557
13,235

66,659

19,507

55,111

6,437

101,106

71,480

27,469

29,002

1 8,325

8,941

37,322

9,586

39,713

� 828,293

� 1 56,1 63

� 383,003

� 364,401

67,S79

7,395

23,404

462,895

15,013

8,887

34,452

321,953

1,817

17,380

108,239

18,743

152,847

9,626
� 74,928

� 98,243

112,041

73,167

68,556

42,149

27,368

27,370

49,412

� 9.5

10.8
� 1 4.0

� 18.6

4.4

3.9

17.1

68.8

99

43.8

38,6

1 16.6

4.5

18.8

17.3

14.2

28.4

25,9
- 8.3

� 15.2

42.3

32.5

41.7

74.4

8.1

27.6
12.4



1970, the city had a 1.5% population increase based
solely on natural growth.

lation distribution: ernploytnent outside New York
City had begun to rise  Table 6j. Also, in the 1940s
the city for the first time experienced a negative net
emigration over a decade  natural increase accounted
for the 437,000 population gain!. During the 1950s
another net tnigration loss � principally from Man-
hattan, Brooklyn, and the Bronx � exceeded natural
growth and resulted in an absolute loss of 110,000 by
1960. Tables 7 and 8 illustrate that the major growth
component had been immigration but was now
natural increase. The city's net migration loss of
828,293 persons between 1950 and 1960 was offset
by a net natural increase of 718,320, resulting in a net
population loss of only 109,973. Between 1960 and

Migration of whites to the suburbs continued
during the 1960s, but many suburban residents still
worked in the city during the day. Suburban popu-
lation growth surpassed suburban job growth and
numerous people depended upon the city, especially
Manhattan, for jobs. Table 9 presents 1960 data for
persons living in suburban counties and working in
New York. For example, 40.5% of Nassau County's
labor force worked in New York and over 15% of the
labor force in six other counties held jobs in New
York.

Tab e L Components of population change, 1960-1970

Components of ChangeNet P opul at io n Change

Number Percent

Net Migration
Number PercentDeathsBirths

8.8

15.1

22. 7

0.7
� 0.2

34. 6

37.4

46.6

92.6

13,3

37.8

7.7

CONNECT I CUT

F airf i el d

New Haven

11.0

3.0
71,749

19,997
65,375

68,453
132,851

133,089
21.3
'1 2.8

139,225

84,633

"Corrected to agree with revisions of 'l970 census data

Source; US Bureau of the Census Series P 25�61 I 1971

NEW YORK
New York City

Bronx

Kings  Broo k lyn !
New York Co  Manhattan!

Queens"

R ichmond  Staten Island!
Dutchess

Nassau

Orange

Putnam

Rock land

Suf fo I k

Sullivan

Ulster
Westchester"

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic

Bergen

Cape May

Essex

Hudson

IVliddlesex

Monmouth

Morris

Ocean

Passaic

Somerset

Union

112,878

46,885

25,307

� 1 59,048

176,895

73,452

46,287
127,909

36,824

24,974

93,100
458,166

7,308

22,437
85,213

1 4,163

117,757

10,999
6,441
1,468

1 49,957
'I 24,978

1 21,834

100,229

54,164

54,459

38,861

1.5

1.5
1.0

� 9.4

5.3

33.1

26.3

9.8

20.0

78.7

68.1
68.7

16.6
18.9

10.5

1,519,758
295,70'I

550,013

282,963
341,784

49,297

38,504

212,014

39,468

7,908

33,957

186,195

8,298
24,405

145,815

30,237

137,361

8,887

185,135

118,710

100,519

77,847
6'I, 130

31,225

85,023

32,549

90,791

914,644

159,992

295,486

238,137
'I 96,805

24,224

18,256

103,670

21. 891

3,758

12,557
64,760

6,757

14,765

80,761

23,812

70,305

8,543

107,649

74,666

36,894

39,060

23,789

17,098

44,064

l 2,184

48,349

� 492,236

� 88,823

� 279,834
� 203,874

31,916

48,379

26,039

19,565

1 9,247

29,824

71,700

336,731
5,767

12,797

20,159

7,738

50,701

10,655

71,045

45,512

86,332

86,191

84,493

86,102

13,205

34,094

3,581

� 6.3

� 6.2

� 10.7

� 12,9

1,1

21.8

14.8

1.5

10.5

65.6
52.4
50.1

1 2.7

10.8

2.5

4.8

6.5

21.9
� 7.7

� 7.5

19,9

25. 8

32.3

79. 5

3.2

23.7

� 0,7



Table 9. Labor force resident in selected counties working
in NYC, 1960

kle y k c ly

Area

New Yoyk CIIV
X nw Co40.5182.6

0 keny Co
84.7 28.0 New Ykek C

Newel Co
22.364.9 eel lola CD

ewe Co
Fa IeldCI33.6 16.7
M ddleae Co

37.1 1 5.9

15.8

noeklay 4 Co1.0 9.8

13.8 7.3

6.2 6.9

16.4 6.4
elnam Co

4.1 19.9

5.512.3

5.6'1 9.2

5.35.9

4.77.2
YEAB

4.16.2
Source: Appendix A

3.92.0

Source: From Population History of Nevv York City by lra
Rosenwaike, p. 170 iSyracuse: Syracuse University Press
1972! 	972 by Syracuse University Press 120
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100
Figures 4 and 5 and Appendix C demonstrate a

pattern of successive population growth in the New
York region. Central areas experienced rapid early
expansion, reached maturity  peak population!, and
most entered a period of decline  population loss!.
After reaching peak population, each area was chal-
lenged by a newer growth section. Manhattan  New
York County!, for example, was for a long time the
largest su bu nit in the region, reaching its peak
popuIation in 1910. By 1930 Brooklyn  Kings
County! was the largest borough but major growth
had already shifted to Queens and Nassau counties
where population boomed between 1920 and 1930
 growth rates over 130fo!.~

Couiities outside New York City also dernon-
strated this pattern of succession. Population change
in Essex County paralleled that of Kings County,

90
Clone

551

10
u
Z

50
Z4

50
IZ
u
kn40
5

'l soll ~ Ik Co

Midd

New
Y oyk
Cil M evil em Co

New

20 5oliol
C

Nalkwy Cn
Once keo
New Yo k Cny
Kinoy CO

2 0
1910 1920 1950 1940

New Yo k Co

1950
'Population figures arc not adjusted for land area. Any conclusions
should bc considered indicative of the pattern of succession and not
nCCessarily applicable tu eaCh itldiVidual cOunty. Source; Appendix C
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Nassau Co, NY

Westchester Co, NY

Bergen Co, NJ

Suffolk Co, NY

Hudson Co, NJ

Rockland Co, NY

Putnam Co, NY

Union Co, NJ

Morris Co, NJ

Fe irf ie ld Co, CT

Greenwich Town

Balance of county

Essex Co, NJ

Monrnouth Co, NJ

Middlesex Co, NJ

Passaic Co, NJ

Somerset Co, NJ

Number Percent of Labor Force
of Persons Residing in County,

 in thousands! Working in NYC

Figure 4. Population of selected counties, 1860-1970

1880 1810 1880 IBIKI 1900 l9ICI 1920 1930 1940 1900 1950 19?0

Figure 5. Percent change, 1900-1970, selected counties
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leveling off in 1930. Between 1930 and 1940 the
depression slowed growth everywhere except in Man-
hat tan, which gained sligh tly, Major growth then
shifted from the central area to suburban countics.
From 1940 to 1950 Nassau County's population
boom resumed, Suffolk and Middlesex counties
appeared to enter inajor growth phases, and Kings
and Queens counties seemed to approach peak
population.

From 1950 to 1960 the growth rate in Suffolk
County �41.5%%! passed that of Nassau County
 93.3%! to become the fastest-growing area in the
region. Middlesex County, along with Rockland and
Putnam counties, gained, with a 63.8% increase over
1950. By 1970 the growth rate slowed for Suffolk,
Nassau, an d Middlesex coun ties. Suffolk County
maintained thc highest growth rate" �8.7%%uo! and
Middlesex County entered thc decade with higher

'Figurc 5 is fur selected countics <»rly. r'crtatn smaller counties had
even higher hxr<rwth tates: Ocean, 92.f>'/r> and Putnam, 78.7'R Rates for
each county an. green rn Appcndtx o,

Current Patterns and Trends

Tlie New York region is part of thc Boston to-
Washington scab«;ud where density is four times
grcatcr than tlie national average. Although other
sections of thc nation have been developing rapidly,
none has as many contiguous countics with dcnsitics
equal to or greater than 250 people per square mile.
Map 2 presents, in detail, thc distribution of urban
dcveltipment along thc Atl;uitic urban seaboard in
1965 and possible distribution by 2000.

According t« the Census Bureau �973!, approx-
imately 8/ >f thc total US h«uscli Ids arc in thc Ncw
York � Northcastcrn New Jersey SCA. As of 1 July
1972 Ncw York was still tlie nation's most populous
city, witli 7,847,100 persons. The Ncw York region,
as dcfincd in tliIs study, had a 1970 population «f
19 317 296, whicli was 9,5'~<r of tkc nation's
203,212,877.

Population witliin the New York rcgi«n is by no
tuea»s cvcnly distributed  Ei rurcs 6;ind 7!, Dcnsitics
arc higlicst �,000 or morc pcoplc pcr square iuile! in

percentage gains than Nassau County, which appeared
to be approaching its peak population. Within New
York City, Queens County apparently reached its
peak of growth in this decade also. Its growth rate
slowed to 5.3%%uo for 1960-1970. The population in
Brooklyn  Kings County! and Manhattan  New York
County! declined a.fter 1950. The rate of decline
slowed between 1960 and 1970, indicating a possible
leveling off.

Suburban growth changed significantly the char-
acter of the New York area. After 1960 more people
lived outside the city than inside. Suburban bedroom
comm un i ties developed in to important economic
centers, In 1972 Nassau and Suffolk counties were
designated a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
by the Census Bureau. This was the first official
acknowledgnient that a suburban area without an
important central city of its own could be recognized
statistically as an independent entity  Jacobs 1974!.
Although the suburbs are no longer entirely depen-
dent on New York for their economic well-being, the
region continues to be an interrelated unit.

the r ort' area, comprised of New York City  exclud-
ing Richmond County! and those adjacent areas that
experienced rapid urban growth at the turn of the
century: Hudso~ County, western Essex County, and
southern Westchester County. Sections of Union,
Passaic, and Bergen counties also have densities of
7,000 or more.

The core is surrounded by two rings of popu-
lation densitics. The i»rrer ring consists of wcll-
dcveloped suburban areas with densities between
2,000 and 6,999 people per square mile. Nassau
County and western Suffolk County are the major
sections of the inner ring. Also included are small
sections of Westchester, Rockland, Bergen, Passaic,
Union, Essex, and Middlesex counties plus all of'
Ric hrnon d County.

The orrrr r ring, with the lowest dcnsitics in the
region, consists inainly of either newly developing
areas emphasizing low-density growth or areas with
topographic obstructions to development. Notable
exceptions are satellite cities like Bridgeport, New
Haven  CT!, and New Brunswick  NJ! with densities
thc same as the core area.
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Map 2. Development of Atlantic Urban seaboard
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Figure 7. Population of selected counties, 1970
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High-density areas also exist where there are
concentrated developments ot multifamily units
 Figure 8!. The core is comprised largely of multi-
family buildings. A combination of single family and
snultif'amily units characterizes the inner and outer
ring areas, excluding counties with limiting topo-
graphic conditions, such as parts of Bergen, Passaic,
and Morris counties. Single family homes dominate
Nassau and Suffolk countics, however. Future devel-
opment of multifamily units in Dutchess, Orange,
Rockland, and Middlesex counties would increase
densities there.

Gains in dwelling-unit density, representing new
housing construction, were made not only in sub-
urban areas but also in most sections of the core,
especially Bronx, Queens, and Kings counties  Figure
9!. Suburban areas with important gains were Nassau,

Su ffolk, Roc klan d, and Middlesex counties, and
Greater Bridgeport Planning Region, Manhattan,
Newark, and New Haven  city! had net housing
losses.

Major population density mcreases during 1960
to 1970 occurred in Nassau and Suffolk counties
 Figure 10!. Suffolk County's population rose 68.7%
mainly because of a net immigration of 336,737  a
50.1% net migration rate!. Population density also
increased in Richmond, Queens, and Bronx counties.

Table 10, prepared from population estimates
published by the Census Bureau for SMSAs and
constituent counties, illustrates changes in population
since the 1970 census. Six of the 28 coun. ties
discussed in this monograph were not included in
SMSA classifications in 1972 and consequently do
not appear in Table 10.

Population changes between 1970 and 1972
were consistent with trends established between 1960
and 1970. Within New York City, Bronx and Queens
maintained nearly stable populations, with slight
increases. Manhattan and Brooklyn continued to lose
population and apparently have not yet established
an equilibrium. Staten Island was the only borough
showing a significant increase �.3%! over the two
years.

In the suburban areas, Nassau County lost
population for the first time, strengthening the
1960-1970 indication that the county was well into
its mature phase and may be stabilizing. Bergen was
the only other suburban county to lose population.
The inner ring counties of Union, Essex, and Hudson
had only slight increases in population. Westchester
and Passaic counties grew slower than expected.
Major growth occurred in the outer ring where
Suffolk County had the greatest population change in
absolute numbers, an increase of 53,500. Putnam
County had the highest percent increase, 10.3%. Most
other outer suburban counties continued to grow at
steady rates.

Population is normally measured by counting
the number of persons occupying residential quarters
in a particular area on the census day. However,
vac ation or recre ation areas � for example, the
counties of Cape May, Atlantic, and parts of Ocean
and Suffolk � have important seasonal population
fluctuations seldom reflected in the census day count.
One attempt to measure tkis variation in Atlantic
City showed that the peak sutnmer population was
more than double the year-round population.* The

sEstimates of summer population were made for the 1970 Criminal
Justice Comprehensive Plan for Atlantic County, NJ.
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D ISIURTIUN Is cAUsED BY cOMPUTE R SYSTEM LIMITATION,
RESULTING IN APPROXIMATE SCALES OF 1 IN. IB Ml. VERTICALI
ANO 1 IN. = 24 MI iRORIZONTAL I
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Source: Tri-State Regional Planning Commission

Figure 6. 1970 population
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Figure 8. Ap.!iti!agents,iud two fa!T!ily !IOLises, 1E170

DISTORT ION IS CAUSED BY COMPUTER SYSTEM LIMITATION,
RESULTINO IN APPRO!t!MATE SCALES OF I IN. 'Ie IIII! !VERTICAL!
AND t IN. Se Ml. HORIZONTAL!.

Source. Tri-State Rag!Dna! Planning Commission
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Disn GRTICN Is cAUSEQ RY COMPUTER SYSTEM LIMITATION.
RESULTING IN AVVROXIMATE SCALES OF I IN � 10 MI.IVERTICALI
AND I IN = 24 Ml INORIZONTALI.
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Figure 10. Poptilatioit change, 19ii0-1970
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oiSTORTION IS CAuSEO Sv COMPUTER SYSTEM I IMITATION,
RESULTING IN APPROXIEIATE SCALES OF 1 IN. 19MIJVERTICALi
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Source: Tri-State Regional Planning Commission

Figure 11. Who works far from home
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Manhattan, have 50%%uo or tnore of their labor force
working in other counties, The population in these
areas does not necessarily decrease during working
hours; workers entering a county tnay offset those
leaving it. The considerable daily movement implied
by these figures reflects the high degree of economic
interdependence in the region.  The transportation
implications of this work pattern are discussed in
another monograph in this series: Brail and Hughes,
in. press.!

De tailed place-of-work data are presented in
Tables 11A, 118, and 11C; data are limited to the
New York SMSA. Table 11A shows that the homes of
the work force are fairly well distributed throughout
the nine counties but the jobs are concentrated in
Manhattan �.6 million of the total 4 million jobs!.
Brooklyn has nearly two-thirds fewer jobs than
Manhattan.

lack of complete data on seasonal populations for
these counties indicates an important information
gap

Daily density fluctuations resulting from people
working outside their resident counties are a difficult
population change to measure accurately. It requires
a net count of persons who work within a county but
live elsewhere. Place-of-work data are available but
not for all areas within the New York region.
Consequently, the locatio~ of certain segtnents of' the
population during working hours is unknown.

Most sections have 35% or more of their
residents working outside their boundaries, with the
exception of the low-density northern fringe, some
satellite cities, and the concentrated employment
sites in Essex County, Hudson County, attd Manhat-
tan  Figure 11!. Several areas, including Putnam
County and all New York City boroughs except

Table 10. Population estimates, 1971 and 1972

1 July 19711 July 1972
 provisional!

NEW YORK

New York City
� 48,500

7,100

� 0.6

Bronx
0.5

� 1.3

� 2.9

0.5

4.3

2.8

� 0,8

10.3

Kings  Brooklyn!

New York Co  Manhattan!

Queens

� 34,900

� 44,200

10,800

1 2,800

6,200

� 12,100

R ichrnond  Staten Island!

Dutchess

Nassau

Putna rn

Rock land

Suffolk

Westchester

NEW JERSEY

Atlant ic

5,900

10,000

53,500

3,000

4,3

4.7

0.3

1 80,300

899,000

940,700

604,900

595,000

391,500

465,000

201,800

547,400

'I 86,600

896,800

938,800

61 0,700

595,600

393,700

464,300

201,900

547,600

1 1,500

300

6,300

2,800

1 1,800

10,200

3,500

3,500

4,500

Z

0.7

0.5

2.0

2.7

0.8

1.8

0.8

Bergen

Essex

794, 'I 00

758,000

793,900

760,800

1,100

1 5,900

0,1

2,1

Z � less than 0.05%

Source: US Bureau of the Census Series P 25�05i 1973

Hudson

Middlesex

Morris

Passaic

Somerset

Union

CONNECTICUT

Fa irf ie ld

New Haven

7 847 100

1,478,800

2,567, 100

1,495,000

1,998,000

308,200

228,500

1,416,800

62,600

239,900

1,180,500

897,400

7,886,500

1 478 300

2,602,400

1,505,700

1.995,600

304,600

227,900

'I,428,100

58,200

236,500

1,157,000

893,700

Change, 1970-1972
Number Percent
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Thc percentage distribution of job locations for
residents of each county within the SMSA is shown in
Table 11B. Most Manhattan  New York County!
residents  82.6/o! work within that borough; few
work in Kings, Queens, or Bronx counties a»d only
6.6%o work ou tside Ncw York City, In the other four
boroughs most work places are divided between the
borough of residence a»d Manhattan. Bronx a»d
Queens have fewer residents working in the county
than in Ma»hatta». I» all four of these boroughs over
5 P/o of the labor force work outside their borough of
residence, but less than 25/o of thc employed
residents work outside Manhattan dna their borough
of residence. In boroughs adjacent to suburban
counties, a higher pcrccntage of people work in the
suburbs. Of thc employed residents of Queens
County, 10,5 jo work outside New York City, particu-
larIy in Nassau County �.1ojo!. A sizable proportion
of Richmond County's labor force works outside the
SMSA, presumably in New Jersey  category "other"
in thc table!.

Each of the four suburban counties keeps over
56'/o of' its labor force. Ma»hatta» attracts approxi-
mately 15o/o to 20o/o of the workers from Nassau,
Westchester, a»d Rockland countics, and 7.5o/o from
the more distant Suffolk County; Suffolk has morc
reside»ts working in adjacent Nassau County �6.7%!
than in Ma»hattan, Similarly, 9.1% of Nassau
County's reside»ts work. in adjacent Queens County.
Rock land County, with casicr a»cess to suburban
areas outside the Ncw York SMSA, has 11.7/o of its
resident labor force»i»ploycd i» those countics.

Table 11C illustrates that, in general, people
wotkIng i» Manhattan do not live beys»d Kings,
Queens, and Bronx counties. With thc exception of
Manhattan, thc majority of people working in a
county also !ive there. Commutcrs corn» mai»ly from
thc county or cou»ties»carcst and most accessible.
Where jobs arc limited and th» county is not easily
accessible from other SMSA areas, almost all jobs arc
held by rcsid»nts of that county � for cxamp!c,
89.4% it> P icl»»o»d County and 93.3%o i» Rockla»d
Coun ty.

The figures for Richmo»d a»d Ro»Ua»d coun-
tics should bc intcrpr»tcd cautiously. Both counties
arc easily accessible from Ncw Jcrs»y counties»ot
included i» the New York SMSA, and It is expected
that thc cou»ties would attract workers from New
Jersey. Thc sam» caution is applicable to Ma»ha.ttan,

Thc patter» established in Tables 11A, 118, a»d
11C is that people te»d to reside «ithcr i» the cou»ty
where they work or in a» adjacc»t county. Even
those who work in Ma»hatta», where long-distance

commuting might be expected, tend to reside in an
adjacent county.

Internal Migration

Intraregional migration has played a» important role
in population distribution since 1920. Table 12
presents the 1965 residence of' persons living in the
New York SMSA in 1970. Between 1965 and 1970,
an average of 34.6% of the people moved; notable
deviations from the average are Nassau �7.4%! and
Roc kla» d �2. 2/o! coun ties. Of the 3. 7 million
persons who changed residence in the five-year
period, 2 million stayed within New York City. Only
342,941 residents of the four suburban coun. ties�
Nassau, Rockla»d, Suffolk, and Westchester � re-
ported moves from thc city.

Within the city, about 80% of the moves were
made between any two of the five boroughs. How-
ever, 63.3% of Manhattan's newly moved residents
came from the five boroughs; 17.9% carne fror»
outside the New York SMSA � from suburban
counties not included in the New York SMSA or
from outside the region entirely. Over 10% of the
new reside»ts of four of the boroughs moved from
abroad between 1965 and 1970.

About half of the suburban county residents
who r»oved remained within the New York SMSA,
excluding New York City. As with the boroughs, the
majority werc short-distance moves, possibly within
the same county a»d probably bctwecn adjacent
cou»ties, A high proportion of the new residents of
Nassau a»d Rockland counties came from outside the
New York SMSA.

Economic Characteristics

Within thc scope of this paper, a brief description of
median family income a»d occupational distribution
is morc appropriate than a thorough analysis of social
and econor»ic characteristics,

The l969 median far»ily income for the area
 !I1 1,162! was well above the national median
 S9,590!  Tab! e 13!, Thc median family inc o»te
dccrcascd toward the core: the median for New York
City  !I9,673! was $1,000 to $2,000 less than for the
suburbs; Bronx's $8,306 was less than Nassau
Cou»ty's It14,631  Figure 12!. Some suburban fringe
areas  including New Haven and Bridgeport! also had
ntcdian incomes below that for the rcgio».

Median family income for SMSA a»d SCA
combined was higher in 1959 a»d in 1969 than that

30
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DISTORTION IS CALISED BY COMPUTER SYSTEM LIMITATION
RESULTING IN APPROXIMATE SCALES OF I IN = 19 Ml IVE RT ICAL!
AND I IN = 24 MI IHDRIZDNTAL!.
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Figure 12. 1970 median family Income
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Table 16. Population projections for nation, region, division, and state
fin thousands!

1970
Census 1975 1980 1985 1990

SERIES I-C

251,271

58,555

43,869

2'I 6,553

51,558

38,928

232,966

54,833

41,233

20,275

8,514

268,883

62,144

46,409

22,897

10,152

203,166

48,994

37,153

18,'l91

United States

Northeast regiona

Middle Atlantic divisions

19, 100 21,611New York

New Jersey 7,783 9,3387,168

SE R I ES I I I-C

251,271

59,860

45,204

22,966

8,727

21 6,553

52,058

39,439

19,571

232,966

55,757

42,1S1

21,185

8,144

United States

Northeast region

Middle Atlantic divisions

New York

New Jersey

268,883

63,794

48,093

24,702

7,612 9,281

SERIES I-E

214,883

51,187

38,653

18,964

226,934

53,499

40,246

19,789

239,329

55,927

41,930

20,660

United States

Northeast region

Middle Atlantic divisions

New York

New Jersey

250,630

5S,152

43,470

21,461

7,725 8,300 9,4818,906

SERIES III-E

United States 214,883

51,686

39,162

19,431

7,558

226,934

54,409

41,1 78

20,675

7,949

239,329

57,195

43,223

21,951

8,342

250,630

59,731

45,075

23,147

8,694

Northeast regiona

Middle Atlantic divisionb

New York

New Jersey

eNine states: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, and
Pennsy Ivania

~Three states: New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania

Source: US Bureau of the Census Series P 25�77I 1972
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single projection if the range is not so wide as to be
meaningless. Single and small area projections are
fallible, especially beyond 10 years. The accepted rule
is the larger the area, the more reliable the projection.

Table 16 presents recent Census Bureau pro-
jections* for the nation, the Northeast region, the
Middle Atlantic division, New York State, and New
Jersey. Different cohort ferti li ty rtr te t  expected
number of births per woman in a lifetime, by age! are
assumed for Series C and E: 2.78 and 2.11 children

*The Census Bureau considers these provisional and anticipates
modifying them.

per woman, respectively. Two internal migration
assumptions  I and III! are used for each fertility
assumption. "Series I assumes the continuation of
1960 to 1970 gross nugration trends to 1990 whcrcas
Series III assumes no net migration atnong states for
the projection period"  US Bureau of the Census
1972!.

The total US population is expected to incrcasc
between 11.7% and 14.8% from 1970 to 1980. Thc
increase from 1980 to 1990 would bc bct'ween 10.4%
and 15,4%, depending on the fertility rate. Thc
increase in the Northeast region would be lower than
that in other regions  North Central, South, and



West!. Within thc Northeast region, the Middle
Atlantic division would grow slower than the New
England division. New York and New Jersey have
projected percent incrcascs greater than the Middle
Atlantic division but about the same as the national
average; they should maintain a stable percentage of
the nation's population.

Although projections are available for New York
City and the metropolitan area, none provide a
projcctcd range of population. Therefore, Table 17 is
only one of several possible scenarios for future
population growth. Thc fact that we have included

local forecasts does not make them valid nor their
projection methods superior; nor did we examine the
likelihood of the assumptions particular to a forecast,
although all are derived from established techniques.

Table 17 indicates the region would grow to
approximately 25.8 million people by 2000; this is
higher than the "medium" regional projection of the
Regional Plan Association �975!. The projections in
Table 17 indicate that populations in 11 counties
would exceed one million by 2000; there are only 6
such counties now, Suffolk County, forecast as the
second largest in the region, would have a population

Table 17. Population projection for counties in the New York region, 1970-2000

'I 970

Census

% Increase
2000 1970-2000199019851975 19951980

NEW YORK

New York City 7,902,320

1,441,001

2,504,425

1,443,572

2,086,583

426,739

Bronx

Kings

New York Co

Queens

344,783

't,585,784

358,256

106,223

353,1 33

1,515,198

63,045

1 70,453

989,304

1,753,228

69,545

191,746

1,041,304

337,971

1,284,898

154,969

945,208

431,927

1,112,722

864,233

Cape May

Essex

971,154

511,229

652,502

502,764

739,363

893,900

839,400

NA 1,068,500 34,8

NA 1,107,000 48.6
990,500

928,100

NA

NA
792,814

744,948

NA

NA

Sources: NYS Office of Planning Services 1972; Newling 1968; Bureau of Economic Analysis, US Department of Commerce, personal communication
12 February 1974

Richmond

Dutchess

Nassau

Orange

Putnam

Rock land

Suffolk

Sull ivan

Ulster

Westchester

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic

Bergen

Hudson

Middlesex

IVlo nrno u th

Morris

Ocean

Passaic

Somerset

Union

CONN ECT I CUT

Fairfield

New Haven

7,894, 862

1,47 'I,701

2,602,012

1,539,233

1,986,473

295,443

222,295

1,428.080

221,657

56,696

229,903

1,1 24,950

52,580

141,241

894,104

1 75,043

897,148

59,554

932,229

609,266

583,81 3

461,849

383,454

208,470

460,782

198,372

543,116

7,929,976

1,471,069

2,59'l,335

1,500,274

2,022,963

344,335

246,412

1,468,369

246,119

71,237

273,158

'l,276,257

57,556

153,767

938, 104

217,318

967,342

76,807

907,997

509,432

657,227

509,964

468,092

216,729

473,434

246,928

596,693

7,917,130

1,458,337

2,544,746

1,456,674

2,069,451

3S7,922

282,749

1,528,232

290,668

87,153

316,120

239,316

1,032,03'I

89,504

91 1,332

487,588

742,890

576,807

554,985

265,025

503,711

290,814

627,201

262,607

1.096,730

103,805

917,361

469,61 7

832,459

646.499

649,900

319, '1 63

537,254

338,949

656,963

7,861,133

1,423,668

2,458,886

1,422,044

2,095,272

461,263

404,071

1,649,574

427,167

127,006

387,550

1 978 297

76,094

211,620

1,093,965

286,966

1,160,812
1 'I 9,603

935,381

454,729

924,755

718,183

751,774

378,686

573,576

390,777

685,708

7,803,877

1,406,817

2,412,288

1,404,497

2,092,650

487,625

461,468

1 675 663

505,409

145,021

415,139

2,197,670

83,432

234,485

1,143,272

312,166

1,223,702

136,729

934,822

442,322

1 018 566

791,029

859,334

442,961

612, 165

445,626

713,229

7,794,532

1,400,710

2,399,868

1,408,208

2,078,911

506,835

515 634

1,690,997

572,819

161,040

438,615

2,379,011

91,365

256,695

1 193 089

1 3.

4,8

7,8

8,5

4.7

71.9

132.0

18.4

158.4

184.2

90. 8

11 5.5

73.8

88.1

33.4

93.1

43.2

160.2

1.4

� 29.1

90.6

87,1

153.3

145.2

41.6

153.4

36. 1
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only 20,000 less tlian Kings Cou»ty's 2,399,8G9 � an
incrcasc of 115.50/o. Population in Wcstcli ester,
Bergen, Middlesex., Fairficld, and New Haven counties
woul.d bc over otic millio».

Within New York City, 13ro»x, Kings, and Ncw
York counties would lose population while Queens
and Richmond would gain, the latter substantiallv.
Hudson is thc only county outside Ncw York City
expected to lose population by 2000.

Several suburban counties � Dutchess, Orange,
Putnam, Suffolk, Cape May, Morris, Ocean, and
Somcrsct � would double their populations in the
30-year span projected. All suburban countics except
Essex a»d Hudson would li ave r»ajor incrcascs;
Nassau County would have thc lowest growth rate�
18.4'%.

In 1973 thc Regional Plan Association made
population a»d economic projections whose results
have broad implications regardi»g thc future char-
acter of the region. Tliis was the first time an cnd to
population growth had bee» projected as "the current
prospect for tlic Ncw York. region." This forecast
assumes a continued decl inc in fertility until it
stabilizes at slightly below 2.1 children pcr family and
little or no nct migration for the region after 1985.

Thc Regional Plan Association provided a range
of three projections in March ] 975' .onc assumes
growth continuing with an unforesec» c»d; another
assutncs an even i»ore rapid decline in fertility than
tliat nientioned above, resulting in a population

Just as there is morc to urbanization a»d metropoli-
tanization than population growth, thc relationship
between a growiiig populatioii and cnviro»men tA
decline is not a simple o»c. Tlie effects of population
growth on thc cnvironmcnt «re of particular concern
in industrialized countries whcrc urbanization and
increased per capita consumption are complex prob-
lems, Populatioii exp;msion, a concomitant factor of
urbanization, requires liighcr economic productivity,
responding to greater co»sumptio» arid resiilti»g i»
i»ore pressure on natural resources, We»nw rccog»izc
harmful environmental cftects f'rom the conversion of

resources into power and products: strip inining

dccrcasc after 1985; the third, tlic "»iediui»" pro-
jection, assunics a positio» bctwce» th< t>A o ex-
trcmcs. Changes iii fertility arc cxcccdi»gly difficult
to predict, however.

ln addition, other agcncics' projectie»is and tlie
estimated population trend from 1970 to 1974 lend
support to the expectatioii of an c»d to population
growth in thc region, Thc 1974 revised forecasts of
tlic Port Authority of Ncw York a»d New Jersey
projected a rate of growtli up to 1985 similar to that
of the low Regional Pla» projection. Tlic Tri-State
Regional Planning Commission �975! c~>»eluded tliat
present population trends in thc region "signal a basic
shift toward a»iuch»»>ore stable situation." Thc
Census Bureau's estimate i>f tlie rcgioii's population
in 1974 indicates that current populatioii is actually
below tliat cxpccted by cvcn the lowest projectioris
 Regional Plaii Associatioii 1975!.

The Regional P! an Associatioii also forecast
future cniployment atid income in thc regio». Unlike
population, cmployincnt and i»come arc expcctcd to
continue expa»diiig. Tlic projections indicate that
office jobs will grow by 90'/i> a»d tli;it per capita
personal income will bc "ncarlv two-and-a-half ti»ies
as high in 2000 as it was in 1970 in dollars of thc
same purchasing power." The conibinatioii of slowing
population yowth and increased income implies that
in tlic future our concern will shift from accornino-

dating population evpaiisit>ii to accoinniodating in-
come growtli and rising consumption.

causes severe erosion; nuclear power produces radio-
active wastes; coal combustion results in air pollution;
dumping sewage into rivers, lakes, and oceans affects
water quality in marine and freshwater environments.

Even if thc population were tn stabilize i» the
twenty-fi rst century, thc environ men t would still
have to bear the impact t>f heavier consumption. We
must anticipate multiple sources of environr»e»tal
problenis and not hope for an easy solution through
"zero population growth," Planning policics for thc
New York Bight regi<>n should be based on realistic
programs a»d sound knowledge of the complexity of
thc problems resulting from a growing population.
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Appendix C. Percent population change by county

1930 l 9401910 1920 1950 1960 1970

NEW YORK

23.3%

72.8

26.9

New York City

Bronx

17,9%

69.8

23.5

2,0

65. 1

36.6

4.7

50.3

3.3

� 26.3

2.8

1 4.7

Richmond  Staten Island!

Dutchess

Nassau

Orange

Putnam

Roc kl and

Suffolk

Sullivan

Ulster

Westc hester

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic

1.9

� 1 8.3

21.7

Bergen

Cape May

8.2

45

20.5

12.7

29. 6

21.0

20.533,2

25.3

30.8

23.1

21.3

12.811.6

Sour~a; Calculated frorrt US Bureau of the Census data
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Kings  Brooklyn!

New York Co  Manhattan!

Queens

Essex

Hudson

Middlesex

Monmouth

Morris

Ocean

Passaic

Somerset

Union

CONN ECTI CUT

Fairfield

New Haven

38. 7%

NA

40. 1

26.0

85,6

28.3

7.3

51.4

11,7

6.4

22.4

23.9

4.6

3,8

53.6

54.9

75.9

49.6

42.8

39.2

43.5

15.4

14.7

8,0

39. 1

'1 7.8

41.1

16.7

52. 7

1.4

27.1

17.1

41.9

1 0.8

10.7

3.9

20.0

23.6

42.8

18.2

'l 30.1

35.9

14.9

140.3

8.8

27,2

30.8

46.1

6.4

6.9

51.2

48.8

73.2

51.5

27,8

9.8

30.7

40.3

33,6

49.3

16.6

35. 7

52.6

7.6%

10.2

5.4

1,2

20.2

10.2

'14.3

34.2

7.5

20. 5

24.6

22.5

7.5

8.6

10.1

� 0.6

12.2

1.9

0,5

� 5.6

2.3

9.5

13.8

14.0

2.4

14.2

7.6

5.9%

1.5

3,7

19.5

9.8

13,5

65.4

8.7

22.7

20.2

39.9

7.5

6.4

9.1

6.7

31.6

28.4

8.7

� 0.7

22.0

39.7

30.7

50.2

9.0

33.2

21.3

1.4%

1.8

4.0

� 13.4

16.7

15.9

28. 7

93.3

20. 7

56.2

53.2

141. 5

11.1

28.3

29.3

21. 5

44.7

30.8

1.9

5.7

63.8

48.4

59,2

91.2

20.6

45.3

26. 7

1.5%

1.5

1,0

� 9.4

5.3

33.1

26.3

9,8

20,6

78.7

68. 1

68. 7

16.1

18.9

'I 0.5

8.8

15.1

22.7

0,7

� 0.2

34.6

37.4

46,6

92.6

13.3

37.8

7.7
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