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CHAPTER I 

.INTRODUCTION 

The,decade of.the 1960s was one of growth for New Jersey in terms of 
population (18 percent), employment . (29 percent), and labor force. (21 per­
cent). Population increased due to positive netmigration., which accounted' 
for•about 44 percent of 1960-70 overall growth in population., with the• remain-

. ing 56 per~ent due to a surplus of births over deaths. -Total births peaked in 
the state in 1961, but remained at near record levels until the end of the de­
c~de. The_labor fore~ grew due to the early cohorts of the baby boom genera-

_tio~ becomrn~ of workrng age., as well as the increase _in labor force partici­
_pat1on., particularly of women. The labor force grew less rapidly than. employ­
ment, so the 1960s was also a time of fairly low unemployment. Because of 
this . trend of .higher employment growth .th_a.n labor fQ_r~EL growth., there existed 
an economic- incentive forNew·.Jersey' residents·. to,:remairi.in the state and for 
nonresident:s to· locate within the state's borders. During ·the sixties.,· migra­
ti6n wa~ in a net p6sitive direction. 

On the other hand., the period from 1970 to 1978 has ~een one of over-
all slower growth with respect to population (2. 5 percent) .and employment 

-(13.9 percent)., while at the same time·the labor force has continued to grow 
· (15 percent) at a pace only slightly less than that of the 19.60s (when the 
exponentially derived average annual rates.are compared). The slowdown in 
population -growth is accounted for by the re.verse in netmigration trends to 
~ -1 percent and declining birth rates. The sustained increase· in the labor 
force is attributed to the major portion of ·the baby boom cohorts being of- · 
working age and the continual increases in labor. force· participation.· · 
_The chang~ in the ratio of the growth of the labor force to that of employ-

. ment., from . 12 in the 1960 to 1970 period to 1. 07 in the 1970 to 1978 period, also 
· explains., in ·part:, the reversal in netmigration as well as an increase.in 
unemp~oyment. 

New Jersey_is not alone with respect,_ to ,these patterns (and., in fact., 
may be faring bett-er than some of its neighbdrs); the Northeast Region., in 
·:particular the Middle Atlantic Division., and the North Central Region states 
have been !5uffering population and employment slowdowns or declines. in con­
junctiqn with increased labpr force participation rates in the rec_ent past. 
_At the· same time, the South and West Regions have been experiencing higher· 
levels of pop.ulation · and employment. If the scenario of a regional redis­
tribution. of employment·and population away from aging industrial cent,e~s 
and toward newer areas in the "sunbelt" (Sternlieb and Hughes, 1978) con­
tinues., then large northern areas could undergo even further population and 
employment declines. Moreover., if the outmovement from these older areas 

·. is selective of their most skilled and highly educated residents then the~e 
areas will become economically disadvantaged in comparison to those of the 
growing "s.unbelt" ar_eas. (Frey., 1979) . 

Thus., it becomes important to _assess the impact of New Jersey's post­
_1970 migration on its labor force. Particularly since., as confirmed by the 
history of New Jersey's industrial development., New Jersey has maintained a 

·_ highly skilled., highly educated labor force., which predisposed the stat.e's 
· e·conomy · towards sophisticated. and high-sk.ill. industries. (Broner., Nagle 

· · · and Bearse., 1975) 
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report, then, is to attempt to examine, within the 
constraints of data availability, the impact of migration on the New Jersey · 
labor force during the 1970s. This is accomplished by analyzing the extent · 
to which the overall redistribution of population due to migration is r~flected, 
or perhaps even magnifie~ for New Jersey's labor force. Additionally, changes 
in the characteristics of New Jersey's·labor force in the post-1970 p~riod' will 
be examined to assist in determining whether the labor·force has the attributes 
to retain and attract 'industry similar .to the type it has in the past .. Finally, 
the outlook· for the short-term future will be briefly disc.ussed. 

COORDINATION OF RESEARCH 

This project was undertaken in the Division of Planning artd·Research·by 
the Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis (ODEA) and the Office of Labor 
Market Information (LMI). The ODEA was responsible for collecting and,analyzing 
published and unpublished data., as well as developing data on. :characteristics 
of the population, labor force, migrants and workforce migrants. The LMI was 

· responsible for conducting a survey to identify the occupations of wor~ers 
who migrate out of the State of New Jersey as a ·result of business relocation. 
The LMI monitored the results of the survey, classified the occupations by 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) and Dictionary of Occupational Titles 

· (DOT} codes, and analyzed the results. · · · 

DATA SOURCES, ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

In lieu of direct measurements of the impact of migration on New Je:tsey's 
labor force., which will not begin· to be available until the early· 1980s with 
the release of sample statistics from the 1980 Census of Population., various 
data sources were consulted and assumptions about relationships we:te made~. 
The major sources of data for the analysis prepared by° ODEA were U.S. :Bur~au· 
of Census publications and special files, _and. Bureau of Economic Analysis· (BEA) 
publications and Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS) tabulation's~ . !rifo:rrna.tion 
was also secured from National Center for Edµcation Statistics publicah:ioris., ' 
Annual Reports of the Ne~ Jersey: Economic Policy Council., and. various .profes­
sional studies and journals. Other data were available from primary sour~es 
within the Division· of Planning and Research. Also, .ODEA adapted it~ population 
projection model to develop estimates of netmigration by age and sex for the 
post-1970 period. · · 

The Office of Labor Market Information (LMI) conducted a survey through 
· the _local Unemployment · Insurance offices in c.onjunction with ES-235. Signifh:ant 

Layoff reports to. ·gather information on workers migrating out of the state due 
to companies closing or leaving the state. · · 

Many of the assumptions made in preparing this report were developed due 
to limitations·of the data~ The time span examined is the 1970 to l9i8 period. 
Unfortunately, not all of the data were available for the entire perioc:l. Some 
data were available for all the years from 1970 to 1978 (estimates of the total 
population of the state and.other national geographic areas); some were',available: 

.. 



for only two years (e.g., data on the characteristics of_the population and 
labor force from Census Bureau publications were for the years 1970 and 1976). 
Origin and destination migration data for the state's population were avail­
able for two time periods (1969 to 1972 and 1975 to 1976), while origin and 
destination gross migration data for the state's workforce were available for 
two different time periods {1970 to 1973 and 1973 to 1976). Characteristics 
data of rietmigration at the regional level were available, in some cases, for 
the time spans 1970 to 1973 and 1973 to 1976, but at the state level were 
available only for the period 1971 to 1973. 

In addition to the limiting effect of the timing of the data, there are 
definitional p~oblems. In all of the analyses in this report., population 
refers to the number of people living in an area. This is st~~~_ghtforward. 
The problem arises in discussing the labor force.· With the exception of 

· data used from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) CWHS tabulations., labor 
force refers to those people living in an area, e.g., New Jersey, who are in 
the labor force., whether employed or unemployed, regardless of where they 
work. The BEA data, on the other hand, pertain to the workforce, which is 
defined as the people who are only employed in an area, but may live either in that 
area or commute to their job from out of the area. (In 1970, the most'recent 
year for which we have data, about 259,000 New Jersey residents conunute"d to 
jobs in other states, while about 91,000 residents of other states worked in 
New_ Jersey. More up-to-date information on this subject· of interstate·-commu-

·tation must await the 1980 Census of Population.) In this report, the term 
"labor force" refers to resident labor force and "workforce" refers to emp~oy­
ment py establishment. 

Because of the reasons stated above and because the exact relationships 
between different variables are unknown-~ e.~., do people follow jobs, jobs 
follow people, both, or neither?, and is there a lag in these relationships? 
-- the analysis is limited. While not providing definitive answers, the· data 
can, however, indicate general patterns frdm which deductions can be made as to 
what impact (if any) migration has on the structure of the labor force. 

ORGANIZATIONAL FORMAT 

The remainder of this report is divided into six chapters., two appehd1ces 
and the bibliography. Chapter II presents a summary of the findings of ODEA's 
study. Chapter III is a brief discussion of the methodology employed by the 
Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis (ODEA) and the Office of Lab.or · 
Market Information (LMI). Appendix A-l at the end of the text specifies, in more de­
tail than Chapter III, the method utilized by ODEA to develop· post ... 1970 ·estima-te.s of 
netmigration by age and sex. The major data sour~es and tlieir limitations are 
covered in Chapter IV. A more detailed coverage of this latter topic is given 
in Appendix A-2, which follows the main body of this report. Chapter V consists 
of the detailed analyses of the data collected and developed by ODEA arid upon 
which much of.the summary of findings were based. The findings of LMifs survey 
are presented in Chapter VI. Finally., Chapter VII is a presentation of the con-
clusions drawn from, the analyses. · · 





CHAPTER 'II 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

' . 

The posf-1970 period brought with ·it abrupt changes in long-standing 
patterns of migration.· At the national scale, the traditional. South to 
North flows of population were reversed; concurrently, New Jersey shifted 
from ·a net in- to outmigration position. At' present, the ramifications 
for New Jersey of this new phenomenon have yet to be analytically' explored' 
in depth. The purpose of this study is to investigate the possible conse­
quences of the new pattern in the state's population, labor force, and 
workforce. 

Migration is a highly selective process and affects not only the 
number of people in an area, but also their composition. Where an area 
gains or loses significant numbers of migrants, migration adds or subtracts 
distinctive types of people. By and large, people who migrate tend to be 
more highly qualified members of the labor force -- the young, the educated, 
and the skilled. · Their arrival. tends to improve the stock of human capital 
in their places of destination. At the same time, they diminish that stock 
in the places they leave. Declin1ng areas lose_ their most productive members, 
leaving a labor force that _tends to be averaged, undereducated·, and under­
skilled -~ the "people left behind." (Davanzo, 1978) 

Additionally, migration is a major cause of differentials between 
states in terms of overall population and labor force growth, as well as 

. compositional differences. 

As noted above, prior to the 1970s, New_ Jersey experienced positive 
netmigration rates -- 12 percent from 1950 to 1960 and 8 percent from 1960 
to 1970. During the 1970s this pattern was reversed with a 1970 to 1978 ,rate 
of -1 percenL · This -1 percent represents a net outflow of only about 84~000 
persons. The absolute number is relatively small and, perhaps more important­
ly in terms of the impact of migration on the state's labor force, the age. 
groups which experienced ·net outmigration were the 15 to 24 year olds and th'e 
55 years of age and older. Of the former group, college students contributed 
to a major portion of this net outmigration. Similarly, retirees moving to the 
sunbelt accounted for much of the net outmigration of the 55 years of age and 
older population. The most active labor force age groups, those between_ 25 and 
54_ years of age, have traditionally exhibited positive migration patterns to 
the State of New Jersey. These and other major findings of this- study follow. 
Th~ specific olJjective was the determination of the impact on the labor force 
of the negative netmigration, albeit slight, to. New Jersey in the post-1970 
period, and whether this netmigration is resulting in a diminishing of the 
quality of· the labor force. · · 
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r.· Population and Labor Force Characteristics· 

A. Population Characteristics 

Population change is a function of two components: net natural in­
crease (births minus deaths) and netmigration (inmigration minus outmigra-
tion). As a result of declining birth rates, migration has been thrust 
into a more prominent role of determining population growth in an area. 
Before migration is examined in detail, it is useful to examine the over,.. 
all age structural profile of New Jersey's population in relation to.its 
immediate environment, other regions of the country, and the nation. 

Pop1Jlation by Age: 

1. Ov~r the 1970 to 1978 period the age structure of the State 
converged toward that of the Middle Atlantic Division (which 
comprises New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania). Nonethe­
less, changes in the age stru,cture closely paralleled ~hose 
of the United States. ·· 

2. Nationally, the population between 18 and 44 years ·of· age 
is experiencing a resurgence of growth, as the "baby boom" 
cohorts move into thi~ age group -- the 1970 to 1978 growth 
rate was 20.6 percent. However, New ,Jersey's young aclult. 
population increased by only 12~2 percent, while New York 
showed an. increase of only 7.2 percent and Pennsylvania's 18 
.to 44 year olds increased by 15.9 percent. In the 1980s 
this group will not grow at such a fast pace as the "baby 
bust" gen~ration become young·adults. This age group is 
highly mobile and the amount of educational and employment 
opportunity. available in an area can have a significant im­
pact on the direction, scale, and structure of migration. 

3 ~ Significant to this group in the 1980 's will be those presently 
between the ages of 5 and .17. Since this sector·conta.1.ns 
the "baby bust" generation, it is declining in size on the . 
national level. However, it is declining even more rapidly 
in New Jersey, but not to the extent of New York and Pennsyl­
vania. 

I. 
4. Thus, the potential for new labor force entrants in the near 

future is more favorable fo~ New Jersey than its neighbors, 
al though migration may alter · this pattern during the 1980s. ~ 

5. The overall impact of the changing age structure on New 
Jersey and the attendant implications for the labor force are ! 

not necessarily negative. Although there is.a higher percent:­
age of older persons and fewer 18-20 year olds in New J_ersey 
than at the national level, from which the labor force can be 
drawn, there has been an increase in the number of persons of 
labor force participation age. Therefore, from the labor 
forc.e supply side, the demographic trends in New Jersey are 
promising. The increase in the prime working age years should 
heighten productivity and lower 1:111employment due to the 



• 
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experience gained by the labor force through, the matura­
tion process. And as the bulges in the.youth population 
decrease, the large adult bulge is favorable in terms of 
aggregate demand for housing, appliances, furniture and 
related products, in turn creating more employment oppor­
tunities. 

Population with Income by Education: 

1. There have been continued increases in·the educational 
levels of the American population during the 1970 to 1976 
period . 

2. • The proportion of New Jersey's· 25 years of age and over 
population with income and at least a high school educa­
tion increased from 52.2 percent in 1970 (approximately 
the same ·as that for the U ~ S. a·s a whole) to 63. 0 percent 
in 1976 (slightly less than that for the U.S.). 

3. The:proportion for New Jersey .with at least 4 years of 
college grew from 13.2 percent to 17.1 percen~ in this 
time period, both levels higher than those for the nation. 

4. The change in educational levels have been and will be· ·in-
fluenced by migration. Even though·New Jersey had net out­
migration in the 1970's, it was not of sufficient magnitude 
to alter the advantageous position of the state's educa­
tional levels relative to·thenation. This position was 
also maintained despite the fact that.New Jersey was a net 
exporter of college students. 

5. These elements strongly sugg.est that there will be little 
.diminution of the quality of the State's labor force over 
the next decade. 

B. Labor Force Characteristics 

The size of the labor force of an area, in general, is a function of the 
population between the ages of 16 and·64 .Years and labor force participa­
tion· ~ates. An area experiencing li_ttle or no population growth can still. 
have an expanding labor force if participation rates increase. 

Labor Force Participation by.Sex: 

1. While .the national popul~tion 16 years of age and over in..: 
creased by 8.8 percent over the 1970 to 1976 period, the· 
size of the labor force increased by 21.1 percent. Although 
both male and female labor force participation grew, the 
increase in female participation outpaced that of males. 

2. The change in New Jersey's labor force participation lagged 
behind that.of the United States, but was greater than that 
of either New York or Pennsylvania. 

7 
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3. Therefore, it appears that even .though there has been a 
negative netmigration in the State of New Jersey during the 
1970s, the combined effects of the growth of the 16.years. 
of age and over population and increases in labor force 
participation rates have produced an estimated growth in the 
labor.pool of between 300,000 and 420,000 during the period 
of 1970 to 1976. 

4. Even if net outmigration were to cause the stabilization of 
the state's population of labor force age, gains would·prob­
ably be registered in the absolute size of the labor force· 
as a function of population aging and labor force participa~ • 
tion rates increasing during the 1980s. 

Employed Persons by Industry: 

1. The percent distribution of employed persons for the years 
1970 and 1976 show strong national growth in the proportion 
of persons employed in professional and related services, 

· and substantial decreases in the percent employed in manu­
facturing industries. 

2. The decrease in the share of e~ployment accounted for .by 
manufacturing was geographically ·widespread.and was particu­
larly substantial in terms of loss irt percentage points for 
the State of New Jersey -- from 32.2 percent in 1970 to 25.1 
percent·in 1976. However, the state exhibited among the 
highest increases in the services sector . 

. 3. While in 1976 New Jersey was still mired in the: aftermath of.. 
the recession, the gains in manufacturing up to· the pres·~nt 
have not been sufficient to, offset these losses. Thus·, the 
changes exhibited in 1976 probably. accurately depict changes 
in the state's industrial. st:tucture. · 

4. This shift in industrial structure in New Jersey is reflected· 
in patterns of workforce migration, i.e., there was a net out­
migration of the manufacturing workforce during the first half 
of the 1970s. In general, there appears to be correspondence 
between the changing industrial composition of the· state and 
patterns of workforce migration. 

Employed Persons by Occupation: 

1. The well documented movement toward a white-collar and s·ervice 
labor force in the United States was replicated in New Jersey ~ 

during the 1970 to 1976 •period. 

2. In comparison to its neighbors, New Jersey had the greatest 
increase in the proportion of persons employed as nonfarm · 
managers and administrators, while the proportional gain for 
professional,' technical, and kindred workers exceeded that of 
Penn.sylvania, but was '1ess than that of New York. 

3. On the other hand, the proportion employed as operatives and 
craft workers dropped' more in New Jersey than in New York, but 
less than in Pennsylvania. 
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4. These changes in the State's occupational profile reflect 
the corresponding changes in industrial composition. This 
shift may be ,linked to migration,•. e.g., manufacturing de­
clines have diminished employment in operative and craft 

"'occupations probably leading to outmigration of some of 
these workers while others changed occupations/industries. 

II. Migration of the Resident Population and Workforce1 

A. Migration of the Population 

The preceeding changes were not only the consequence of the aging 
of the state's population., but also patterns of migration. While the 
overall structures are extremely complex., several major elements stand 
forth. 

Total Net Migration of the Resident Population: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

As is by riow the conventional wisdom., the South and,West 
Regions of the nation experienced·positive netmigration· dur­
ing the post-1970 period, while the Northeast and North 
Central Regions experienced negative netmigration. 

Although New Jersey experienced an average annual negative 
netmigration from 1970 to 1977 (-0.12 percent)., it fared 
better than the .region and div:1.sion in which it is encom­
passed., as well as its immediate neighbors -- New York 
(-0. 65 · percent) and Pennsyl va;nia (-'O ~ 32 percent) . 

What appears to.have been happening as the.decade has com-· 
menced is: that, while the magnitude of both irunigration.to 
and outmigration from.New Jersey has increased, outmigration 
has grown at a faster pace. This appears to contradict the 
findings on workforce migration., to be discussed later in 
this chapter., and can.be e:>tplained., in part, by the fact 
that the workforce data exc1ude the retirement and college 
populations. 

4. However, the magnitude of net outmigration experienced by 
the state., both in terms of absolut~ numbers and rates., is· 
small. Additionally, the largest net outflows were exhibited 
by the college age and retirement age groups. The prime 
labor force participation age groups., .as in the past., con­
tinued to migrate into the state in larger numbers than they 
migrated out of the state, producing a net inmigration. 

S. The New Jersey migration patterns were not uniform over the 
decade of the 1970s, i.e., the migration rate was not constant. 
It appears that at the late.r .stages of the decade the rates of 
net outmigration were higher than those during the initial 
P?rtions_ of !~~--~-~cade. 

. .. .. ' ' 

1rn this context, "population" refers to the.people living in the area of 
analysis. "Labor force" refers. to the people who are in the labor force, 
whether employed or unemployed., who live in the area of analysis and~ if 
working., work in that area or outside that area.. "Workforce19 refers 
to the people who are employed in the area of analysis and who live in that 
area or· outside that area. 
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6. Independently developed prqjections indicate that these 
trends could continue into the 1980s. This may well 
have important ramifications for the state's labor force. 

Origin and Destination of New Jersey Migrants: 

1. The patterns of origins and destinations of New Jersey's 
migrants did not differ.substantially between 1969-1972 
and 1975-1976. The bulk of the net inmigration to New. 
Jersey originated from its neighboring states. 

2. Although there was a positive netmigration to New Jersey· 
from the Northeast Region., the ,negative netmigration 
from New Jersey to all other areas of the nation, particu­
larly the South Region and the State of Florida, offset 
this influx. Much of the migration to Florida can be 
attributed to retirees. Hen·ce, at least at present and 
for the short-term future, this migration to Florida may 
not be of major importance in terms of having a substantial 
impact on New Jersey's labor force. 

Net Migration by Age and Sex: New Jersey: 

1. Since 1970 New Jersey has had a net loss of population due 
to migration of the 15-19 and 20-24 year olds, those groups 
which can serve to rejuvenate the state's labor force .. · 

2. At the same time, the state experienced a net irunigration 
of persons aged 25-34 and 35-54 years; this could constitute 
an influx to the labor force of experienced persons drawn 
to the state because of employment opportunities. 

3. Whether the inmigration of this latter group represents a 
return of those persons who left the state in a previous 
time period for edr--:ational and/or early employment experi­
ence .cannot be discerned from available data. 

4. Persons 55 years of age and,over tended to migrate out of 
New Jersey more than into the state, resulting in a net out­
migration. The labor force is not particularly affected by 
this loss s.ince most of this migration is due to these per­
sons retiring to other parts of the nation. 

5. In·general, however, these patterns of migration by age and 
sex are a continuation of trends established in earlier de­
cades. 

B. Migration of the Workforce ) 

The economic consequences of population migration are partially 
manifested by the patterns of workforce migration. In turn., the para­
meters of workforce migration may ·influence the industrial base of the 
State. · 
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In the following analysis, it should be kept in mind that the net 
. flows discussed are fairly small. Gross flows are much larger, but are 
still of limited magnitude. -Thus,- the severity, of _the issues raised 
are not substantial at present. 

Origin and Destination of New Jersey Workforce Migrants: 

1. Data on New Jersey's workforce migration for the periods 
1970 to 1973 and 1973 to 1976 show that the changing 
direction of netmigration result~d more from declining in­
migration than increasing outmigration. This appears to 
contradict the gross flow pattern exhibited-by the total 
population. The discrepancy is due· largely to the exclu­
sion of college students and retirees from the workforce 
data. 

2. The overall patterns of tnterchange of workforce migrants 
between New Jersey and other areas are very similar to those 
exhibited by all migrants. The . greatest. amount of work­
force mobility occurred within the Northeast Region, while 
the South Region, Florida in _particular, was the recipient 
of the s_econd largest proportion of. migrants. 

Workforce Migr_ation by Race and Sex: 

1. For the period 1971 to 1973 the workforce outmigration from 
New Jersey only slightly offset the inmigration, and 
was caused.by a small surplus of white male outmig~ants over 

· white male inmigrants {-2,500 persons). 

2. All the other groupings for. the state show positive net­
migration, with the netmigration of white females being very 
similar to that for black females. 

3. In this time· period, New Jers·ey fared better than, either- New 
York, which exhibited a much iarger magnitude of total nega­
tive netmigration., as well as negative netmigration for all 
groupings, or Pennsylvania, ,which also experienced a greater 
degree of negative netmigrat'ion. · 

Workforce Migration by Age: 

1. The patterns of workforce migration by age during the 1971 
to 1973 period were fairly similar to those reflected by 
all New Jersey-relatea'migrants during other·periods of the 
1970s. 

2. The most mobile group of persons in the workforce was the 25 
to 34 year olds, who exhibited a positive netmigration to 
the state. 

3. There was a small negative ·netmigration· for the· under· 25 years of 
age group, as well as foT- the .-3!rto 6~ years of ag'e"-group. 

:4. Thus., except for the 25-34 years of age group, every other 
workforce age category experienced net outmigration during . 
the early 1970s. 

11 
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5. These differential patterns reflected across the workforce 
age partitions offer significant public policy issues. For 
example, the net outmigration of the ·under 25 years of age 
workforce, if continued may lessen the requirement for higher 
numbers of entry level eJ]lployment positions, particularly in 
the context of the impending entrance of the baby biist . genera­
tiQn lnto the1:r w0r~fo\',"'t:" y~a:J'!ii, 

6. Nonetheless, this and'similar concerns should be tempered by 4( 

the extremely small magnitude of the outmigration totals. 

Workforce Migration by Industry: 

1. The restructuring of the economy in the post-197O period·--
an increasing representation of nonmanufacturing jobs, 
particularly in the service _sectors, and a decreasing repre­
sentation of manufacturing jobs -- is exemplified somewhat ·for 
the three Middle Atlantic States by the 1971 to 1973 workforce 
migration data. · 

2. Of these states, New Jersey experienced the greatest net out­
migration of persons employed in the manufacturing sector .and 
slight net inmigration of persons employed in the finance, in-
surance and real estate sector. · · 

3. These patterns are, in inany respects, analogous to those ex­
hibite.d by the change in the distribution of employed persons 
by industry and the findings or the Office of Labor Market In­
formation special survey, undertaken in the late 1970s, based 
on a very limited number of observations, dealing with work­
force outmigration.and companies closing or leaving. the state. 
This congruence may indicate a healthy balance between a mobile 
workforce and an evolving industrial structure, i.e., through 

· workforce migratio_n unemployment (labor force surplus) . or un­
fulfilled industrial demand (labor force·shortages) may be kept 
to a minimum. 

Workforce Migration by Wage Class: 

1. The median wage of New Jer~ey's .inmigrants was higher than that 
for outmigrants during the 1971 to 1973 period. 

2. The data appear to suggest that the 1971 to 1973 migration 
trends of New Jersey were characterized by losses in the number 
of medium- and low-wage workers in manufacturing and by rela­
tive gains in the number of workers in high-wage professional 
and managerial jobs. · 

3. This income "surplus" -- of inmigrants having higher incomes 
than those that have departed -- if continued, may serve to 
mitigate some of the potential negative consequences of net 
workforce outmigration in, the future. · · 

~ 



III. Summary 

All of the preceeding dimensions of workforce migration should be viewed 
in the context of other forces affecting workforce changes in order to assess 
its significance. Table II-1 provides a summary of the impact of migration on 
New Jersey's workforce, according to selected. characteristics, in compari"son to 
the change caused by riet entrants-exits to the workforce. As can be seen in the 
table, the workforce increased by 113,100 (4.9 percent) over the 1971-1973 period. 
Of this change, migration accounted for 'only -300 workers, while the net surplus 
qf entrants over exits to the workforce accounted for 113,400 workers. Thus, in 
total, the impact of migration appears to be of only minor consequence. 

When the workforce is partitioned via the-characteristics reviewed above 
the same general pattern of the relationship of migration to net entrants-exits 
can be observed. The major exception is the manufacturing workforce, as well as 
those of the higher income wage classes ($10,000 and over). In the former case, 
the migration was four times as important as net entrants-exits to the workforce 
(a los.s of 12,200 versus a loss of 3,400). Yet its importance should not be · 
overemphasized., since of the total change in the rnanufactur:i,.ng workforce (a fo~s 
of 41.,000workers) only 12,200 workers were a· consequence of migration. 

The same phenomenon is evident in the upper income wage classes. Whiie· 
netmigration in the $10.,000 and over .categories far exceeds the net entrants-: 
exi ts, netmigration accounts for only a small proportion of the total cµartge .. . . 
in :the wage categories. In this case, the bulk of the change is a function· -of ·, : 

-nonmigrant workers changing wage class. 

At. ·the same time, the impact of ·migration should not be underestimated. 
11:e data a~e. for ~ fairly short time period· and the time pe:riod pre~eeded the .· 
~i~-~ecade recession. Thus, the data of Table II-1 may .represent only the · · 
initial stages of a new and growing phenomenon.. If this is the case then what 
could ~e perhaps_ significant at present is not the absolute_ :magni tud~ of the· . 
trendline., but its direction, with New Jersey becoming more like the region. 

IV. Short-Term Future Outlook 

As the population at the national level continues to exhibit slow growth 
due to declines in fertility, migration will play an increasing role in popu­
lation and labor force/workforce growth at the subnational level. Projections 
of New Jersey's population into the 1980s ·show slow growth and imply negative 
netmigration. If the lessening of inmigration is sustained into the future 
and the present magnitude of outmigration continues, the quality of the labor. 
~or7e/wo:kforc·e of the state could suffer. The combined effects of a lessening 
inmigration of the 25 to 34 year olds, a continuance·. of large · outmigrations 
of roung adul ~s below the age of 25, -and the decrease in the pool of persons be­
coming of working age due to the baby bust, could result in a labor force/work-
_ force which is stagnant and suffering from a "brain drain" due to the lack of 
rejuvenation provided by an influx of newly educatec;l and skilled persons. 

13 



TOTAL 

· By Race & Sex 
White _Males 
Nonwhite Males 
White Females 
Nonwhite Females 

By Age2 

Less than 25 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
65 and over 

By Industry3 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation & Pub. Util. 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance & Real 
Estate 

Services 
Government 
Other4 

Table II-1 
SUMMARY 

IMPACT OF MIGRATION.ON THE WORKFO~GEl 
.BY SELECTED CijARACTERISTICS, 

NEW JERSEY 
1971-1973 

(Numb~rs in Thousands) 

1971 Workforce 1973 Workforce Change 1971--73 
Number Percent Number Percent Numb.er Percent 

2,329.1 100.0% 2,442.2 100_ .. 0% 113.1 4.9% 

1,214.0 52.1 1,241.9 50.9 27.9 2.3 
167.0 7.2 178.6 7.3 11.6 6._9 
822.0 35.3 880.S 36.1 58.5 7_.1 
126.1 5.4 141. 4 · 5.8 15.3 12.1 

310.4 13.4 496.0 20.3 185.6 59.8 
520.4 22.3 534.4 21. 9 14.0 2.7 
944.6 40.6 952.9 39.0 8.3 0.9 
400.7 17.2 360.6 14.8 -40.1 · -10. 0 
151. 0 6.5 96.4 3.9 -54.6 -36.2 

98.1 4.2 106. 9 4.4 8.8 9.0 
792.6 34.0 751.6 30. s· -41.0 -5.2 
144.2 6.2 144'. 4 5.9 0.2 0.1 
515.8 22.1 552.9 22.6 37.1 1.2 

110. 3 4.7 115. 9 4.7 - 5.6 5.1 
521. 2 22.4 56209 23.0 ·4L7 8.0 
129.4 5.6 139.8 So7 10.4 8.0 
17.6 o. 7 · 67.9 2.8 50.3 285.8 

N.et Migration _Net 
1971-73 E,i-trants-Exi ts 

- 0. ·3 

· - 2.5 
0.6 
o.s 
0.8 

-0.6. 
2.6 

-1.8 
... o. 6 
0.2 

1. 3 
-12.2 

o.s 
-1.1 

1.2: 
0.1 
0.8 
9.3 

(Continued) 

113.4 

30.4 
10. 9 
57.7 
14.4 

186.3 
11.4 
10. 0 

-39.5 
-54.8 

1.6 
-3.4 
-2.1 
62.2 

1.8 
33.4 
S.l 

14.8 



-----------------------------........................ ~---;,,,;,........;..;.....,.......,_.;.._...,;...;.;.,........,.. ........ ....;.. _______ _ 
· Tabl.e II-1 (Continued) 

IMPACT.OF MIGRATION ON THE.WORKFORCE1 
BY- SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

NEW JERSEY 
1971-1973 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

1971 Workforce 1973 Workforce Change 1971-73 Net Migration Net 
Number Percent- Number Percent Number Percent 1971-73 Entrants-Exits 

By Wage Class315 
Under. $2,000 400e5 17.2% 390.2 16.0% -10.3 -2.5% -14.6 70.S 
$2,000-3,999 323.6 13.9 300.2 12.3 -23.4 -7.2 -5.4 33.1 
$4,000-5,999 414 .. S 17.8 346.4 14.2 -68.1 -16.4 -2.8 9.7 
$6,000-7,999 364.4 15.6 351. 2 14.4 -13.2 -3.6 2.6 3.6 
$8,000-9,999 292.8 12.6 282.6 11.6 -10.2 -3.5 1.7 -2.3 
$10,000-14,999 356.8 15.3 479.0 19.6 122.2 34.2 6 .. 8 1.6 
$15,000-24,999 140.8 6.0 237.5 -9. 7 96.7 68.7 8.9 -3.0 
$25,000 and over _ 35.6 1.5 54.4 2.2 18.8 52.,8 2.6 0.2 

NOTES: Numbers may not add due to rounding.· 
1see footnote 1., Table V-10 for definition of workforce-data. 

-2Age is as of 1973. - _ . 
3The sum of netmigration and net entrants-exits does not equal the 1971-73 change in workforce because this 
change is also due to nonmigrants changing their status (individual sector and ~age class) from one year to 
another. - _ - . 

41ncludes agriculture, mining and unclassffied. , 
5wages are in current dollars and are for the year the worker was in New·Jersey. Dollar·amounts•for in­
migrants are as of 1973 tmd dollar amounts for outmigrants as of 1971. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Social Security Continuous Work.History Sample (10%), First Quarters of 1971 
and 1973. 

....... 
u, 
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However, offsetting these potential negative effects, there are some 
positive implications· for New Jersey of the changes in the labor force age mix. 
A rise in the overall age of the labor force should result in an increase in 
productivity as well as a decrease in unemployment due to the experience 
gained. by the labor force through the maturation process. 

Additionally, there would appear to be no shortage of total workers· 
available to New Jersey employers in 198511 B"4reau of Labor Statistics' pro­
jections of civilian labor force indicate that, depending on the growth path 
assumed, the size of the national labor force in 1985 could be either 117.0, 
113.0, or 108.9 million persons. If the convergence of New Jersey's labor force 
participation rates to those for the nation continues into the 1980s and become 
equal in 1985, and using population projections for the state the size of the 
labor force could be 4.0, 3.8, or 3.7 million persons -- a gain representing 
between 300,000 and 600,000 persons over the 1978 estimate of 3. 4 million. This 
compares to a gain of approximately 550,000 over the 1970 to 1978 period .. 

The policy ramifications of the continuation or acceleration c,f these . 
migration trendlines are exceedingly varied and complex. Nonetheless, three 
prominent considerations stand out. 

1. Pressures may be considerably eased in terms of entry level employ~ 
ment opportunities as the decade proceeds. The shrinking size of 
the cohorts entering the labor force years imply that the problem 
of finding employment for the unde:rskilled and undereducated will. 
diminish. This qffers the state's urban areas the opportunity .to 

.more adequately foc;us efforts on its minority and undereducateµ 
citizenry. 

2. While the preceeding situation ·may become more manageable in terms 
of size and scope, the possibility exists for the need to retrain . 
some older workers in order to maintain a competitive and techh:i.cally 
up-to-date labor force. 

3. In addition, attention on the sta·te 's job base may have to persist 
in the short-term future. The labor force parameters, as they will 
merge in the 1980s will probably not .diminish the state's attrac­
tiveness to those employers presently within the state. However., 
the entrance of new firms and new industries into New·Jersey, an im­
portant component of the maintainence of a viable state economic -
.base, may be hindered by the labor. force contours. While the latter 
is obviously speculative, it would appear that the attention of the 
state's policymakers is warranted in regards to labor force changes. 



CHAPTER III 

ME IBO DO LOGY 

The foc;us of this chapter is to discu'ss briefly· the methodology used 
by the Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis (ODEA) and the Office of 
Labor Market· Information (LMI) -to prepare this report. Because. each office 
developed its own methodology, each will be presented separately.· .· , 

OFFICE OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS (ODEA) 

The Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis had as its objective 
the preparation of a report concerning the impact of migration on the New 
Jersey labor market. In this effort, ODEA was responsible for defining the 
scope of the project, assessing data sources· in coordination with other units 
in the Division of Planning and Research, and preparing an outline for imple­
mentation. As discussed elsewhere in this report (Chapters I and IV), various 
sources were consulted to secure information and data relevant to the topic. 
Where data were unavailable, but required, as was the case for post-19~0 esti­
mates of New Jersey netmigration by age and sex, ODEA developed a technique 
for producing such estimates. 

This latter task involved adapting ODEA's population projection mod~l. 
A brief description of the modification is given in Chapter III a:nd a more 
detailed technical presentation is provide.d in Appendix A-1. The data for 
this phase of the project were obtained from a combination of sources. · A. 
submode! to the ODEA.projection model was computerized, incorporated into the 
main model, and compiled for testing purposes. Once the programming was de-

_bugged, the program was run and the results were analyzed. To determine the 
reasonableness of the output, special tabulations, containing data similar to 
that produced by ODEA, were provided by the Bureau· of th~ Census. Although the 
Census Bureau's and ODEA's results were not precisely the same, primarily due 
to slight variations in technique, the general overall pattern was the same. 
Since both techniques (Census Bureau's and ODEA' s} resulted in. es·timates· and 
not actual counts, and much of the data inputs were estimates, it could ~ot 
be determined which set of results were more accurate. 

The next stage of the project involved.coordinating all-of the data· 
collected and developed, and preparing the data for analysis. Additionally, 
producers of source data were conta.cted to secure information on the useful­
ness and limitations of their data. Some of this material was available in 
published form, while some was provided hy the producers either in the form 
of conversations or inhouse memoranda. 

FinaHy, the data were analyzed and a follow-up literature search under­
taken to obtain additional background information. A draft report was·pre­
pared, incorporating ODEA' s work, as well as the work of the Office of Labor 
Market Information (LMI), conclusions were drawn, and the findings were · 
summarized. 
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OFFICE·op LABOR·MARKET:INFORMATION (LMI) 

The objective of the Office of Labor ~arket Information (LMI) was to 
identify the occupations of workers who migrate out of the State of New Jersey as 
the result of business relocation. As a first step, OFS designed a survey 
and reporting system for use by this division's outstationed field analysts. 
Since the LMI keeps ·tract of industry changes via the weekly '210 Report 
(Report of Permanent Layoffs and Establishment Closing), a new reporting · 
system was added to the '210 Report to determine what occupations were 
affected by companies leaving the state or going out of business. 

The field analysts were requested to contact the personnel officer, 
administrator, etc. at a company ~nee they became aware the firm was re­
locating or closingJ to obtain the following information: 

1. New location (unless company was closing) 

2. Confirmation of estimated loss of jobs 

3. How many employees staying? How many.relocating? 
In the case of Rermanent shutdown, what types of 

· jobs are going to be lost? 

4. What types of jobs do the peopl,e have that are 
staying? What types of jobs have those individ­
uals who are relocating? 

The material collected by the field analysts was submitted as a. 
supplement sheet to the '210 Report .in either tabular or narrative form. 
If there was no activity, a "negative activity, report" was submitted. 

Data on company shutdowns and plant _locations, according to local UI 
offices and ES-235 Significant Layoff reports, were summarized by LMI. The 
data covered the period December 1978 through ·August 1979 and -included 
changes in employment of SO workers or more. Occupations relocating with 
an establishment and work skills lost wete recorded at the one""'.digit DOT 
level. More detailed information on skills and abilities was not available 
from ES-235 Surveys. · 

LMI analyzed the results of their survey, drew conclusions, and sub~ 
mitted their report to ODEA for incorporation into this study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS 

Ari overview of the major data sources consulted for this report is 
presented in this chapter. The sources are grouped according to the pro~ 
ducer, i.e., U.S. Bureau of the Census, Bureau of Economic Analysis, New 
Jersey Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis, and other. For each 
source, the following information· is provid.ed: ·· data secured for ·this report; 
general information, including how the data were origina1_1Y. d~ve);.QPed, 

· limitations of data, and comparability with other sources • 

U.S. 'BUREAU OF TIIE CENSUS 

CENSUS OF POPULATION 

The .1970 Census of Population was the source of data on population 
by age, population with income by education, labor force ·participation by· 
sex, employed persons by industry, and employed persons by occupation as 
of April 1, 1970 for the United States, four census regions., Middle Atlan­
tic Division, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

In compliance with constitutional requirements, a count of the U.S. 
population has been taken every 10 years since 1790 as a basis• for a.ppor- · 
tionment of members of the House of Representatives. During this period 
the procedure has changed from a very simple enumeration of persons in 
families by broad age groups to a 400-question survey form in 1890, to,:. 

· .starting in 1940, a short form supplemented by additional questions asked of 
a sample of the· population. The additional questions, asked of 5, 15 or 
20 percent of the· population in 1970, cover items for which s·ma.11 area 
data a:te not needed. The restriction of these items to a sample of the 

· population reduces respondent .burden and data collection and processing . · 
costs. Collection methods have changed from registration with U.S. Mar-·· 
shalls, to visits by census enumerators, to extensive use of the mail in 
1970.with the opportunity for househol~ers to respond on a self-marked 
form. 

The census is conducted after extensive prete'sts, which use· quest:ions 
recommended and evaluated by a number of major user groups and advisory· 
committees. In 1970, all persons were.required to supply name, age, sex, 
race, marital status, and relationship to ·head of household. .Persons 
selected in the samples were asked a substantial.number of additional · 
questions. 

Limitations of Data and Comparability 

Human·and mechanical errors occur in any mass statistical operation 
such as a decennial census. Errors during the data collection phas~ can 
include failure to obtain required.information from respondents~ obtaining 
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incorrect or inconsistent information., and ·recording information in the 
wrong place or incorrectly. Errors can also occur during the field review 
of the enumerator's work., the clerical handling of the questionnaires., and 
the various stages of the electronic processing of the material. 

The estimates from the 20-., 15-., and 5- percent sampleitabulations 
are subject to sampling variability. The standard.error of these estimates 
can be approximated using the data in tables published in the 1970 Census 
of Population reports. The sampling .errors may also be obtained ,by using 
the factors shown in the same reports. These tables reflect the effect of 
sample response variance., but .not of bias arising in the collection proces­
sing and estimation steps nor of the correlated errors enumerators intro~· 
duce. 

The data obtained from the decennial censuses are subject to under­
count errors created by the difficulties inherent in locating all persons 
during the enumeration process. Persons of some socioeconomic characteris­
tics are more difficult to count than others .. For example, young adult 
black males have among the highest probabilities of being missed during a". 
census. For the 1970 Census., the national overall undercount error has 
been calculated at 2.5 percent., while for the State of New Jerseyj it has 
been· calculated· to fall between 0.6 and 1.5 percent. 

Additionally., in the U.S. Census., each person is counted as an, ip·'.'" 
habitant of his usual place of residence. This practice means that persons 
were not always counted as :residents of the place where they happened to be 
found by the census enumerators.. Persons without a usual place of residence 
were.,. however., counted where they were enumerated.· Residence .rules are \ 
established for certain categories of persons whose usual place of res1dence 
is not immediately clear., such as members bf the Armed Forces., college' 
students,. inmates of institutions, and Americans overseas for an extended 
period., 

Therefore., due to undercount errors and problems· with residence. 
definitions, the numbers from a census do not represent.the "true" resident 
population. In a similar vein, data from the sample questions deviate from 
"true" figures, owing to the incomplete coverage of the populat:;ion. 

The comparability of the data from the _1970 Census .with other sources 
of data utilized in this report depends on the particular data. The data on 
population by age from the 1970 Census were based on enumeration., while the 
1975 and 1978 population by age data from the Current Population Reports are 
estimates. All the other data obtained from the census were derived fr.om the 
20 percent·sample data collected; the corresponding updates of these data 
·were collected from approximately 150,000 households in the nation and 4"., 700 
in New Jersey., as part of the 1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE) • Some 
of the trends implied by comparison of the 1970 Census of Population and 
Survey of Income and Education data may be·overstated or understated. Such 
analytic problems arise because of known inconsistencies between labor force 
collected in sample·surveys. If the extent of such inconsistencies varies by 
area, then,comparisons of trends between areas could be affected. For other 
comparability problems., see the following section .on the Survey of Income and 
Education. 



SURVEY OF INCOME AND EDUCATION (SIE) 

Updates of 1970 Census data were obtained from.the Survey of Income 
and Education, with the exception of population by age. 

_ The SIE was, undertaken to fulfill a legislative requirement mandated 
by Congress fo-r estimates in each state of the number of children 5 to_ 17 
years of age in poverty families. The SIE ~lso satisfies another require­
ment mandated by Congress, which directs the Department of-Health, Education, 
and Welfare (HEW) to estimate from a survey the number of children and other 

. persons in the state who, because of limited English-speaking ability, are 
_ in need of bilingual education, guidance, and counseling. 

_ In addition to these legislative requirements, this opportunity w·as 
also. used to gathe·r additional income-related information including data on 
school .enrollment, child and adult disability, health insurance coverage, · 
and several population and. labor force characteristics. 

Approximately 191,500 households were selected for the SIE sample and 
were spread through ·every state iri the nation and the District of Columbia. 
Interviewers made personal visits to the sample households. Interviews were 
conducted with a responsible adult in the household and lasted approxiniately .. 
45 minutes. Nationally, the final ·interview rate for the approximately· 
iss,soo occupied housing units was 95.4 percent. In New Jersey the final 
interview rate for approximately 5,000 occupied housing units was 93.6 per-
cent. · · · 

Limitations of Data and Comparability 

There are two types of possible errors associated with estimates based 
on data from a sample survey--sampling and nonsampling error.· The following 
is a description of the sampling 'and n?nsampling errors associated with t,-ie 
SIE. 

In general, nonsampling errors can· ,be attributed to many sources: in-
. ability to obtain information about all cases·; definitional difficulties:, 
differences in the interpretation of questions;-inability or unwillingness 
to provide correct information on the part of respondents; mistakes in re­
cording or .coding the data; and other errors of collection, response, prqcess-
ing, 'coverage, and estimation for missing data. · · 

It should be pointed out that steps us1ed in the est.imation procedure 
to reduce errors due to nonresponse and coverage deficiencies introduce non­
sampling errors of their own. However.,.'the' errors introduced are believed 
to be smaller than the errors due to nonresponse and coverage def~ciencies. 

The particular sample used for this survey is one of a large number of 
possible samples of the same size that coulc;l have been selecte_d using the 
same sample.design. Even if the same schedules, ·instructions, and enumera­
tors were used, estimates fl1(:)rn each of the different samples would di_ffer 
from each other. The deviation of a sample estimate from the average of all 
possible samples is defined as the sampling error. The standard error of a 
survey estimate·attempts to provide a measure of this variation among the 
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estimates from the possible samples and,· thus, is a measure of the precision 
with which an estimate from a sample approximates the average result of all 
possible samples. 

As calculafed for the SIE, the standard error also partially me.asures 
the variation in the estimates due to :respomxe and. tmume1'ato1· er:ror~ (tiPll~ 
sampling errors), but it doos not mNtsm~~, 3~ suth, . ttny 8Y~t@nu1ll~ bltUHH~ 111 
the data. Therefore, the accuracy of the estimates-depends on both the 
sampling and nonsampling errors, measured by the standard error, and biases 
and some additional nonsamplingerrors not measured by the standard error. 

The .SIE data are comparable to that from the 1970 census·to the extent 
that data .from a. 20 percent sample of the entire population (all of the data 
items from ·the 1970 census used to examine trends against SIE d8:ta are from 
the 20 perc~nt sample questions) is comparable to a survey of a much smaller 

·sample. Both sets of data are subject to undercount errors and sampling 
variability, but the data are consistent definitionally. 

Additionally, the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) was a single~· 
time survey conducted over a 4-month period (April through.July of 1976 with 
the bulk of the interviewing in May and June) and therefore has a somewhat 
indefinite reference period for employment cla$sification. The Current Pop­
ulation Survey (CPS), on the other hand, is a recurring monthly survey with 

·a very definite reference period in each month (the week including the.J2th 
of the month). Qu~rterly average data.from the CPS are calculated as tlle 
average of three monthly surveys.· Even if almost all interviews for the SIE 
were conducted in the second quarter of 1976, the SIE would still not be 

.comparable with second quarter 1976 CPS data because of the problem of.sea-
sonal variation. · · · 

. Therefore, al though data on the civilian labor force and employment. 
status are provided in this report, these data .. ·should be used with caution .. 
In general, they are not comparable with the official estimates released by 
the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. The official estimates 
are based on the CPS conducted .for the Bureau of Labor Statistics by the 
Bureau of the Census. Reasons for potential differences between these two 
sources include the different reference periods, differences in the.major 
purpose of the survey, vehicles, and differences in survey methodology. 

Finally, the Survey of Income and Education was a household survey and 
employment by industry data from such a survey _differ from similar type data 

· from an establishment survey. Industrially detailed data from a household 
survey measure wage and salary workers, self-employed persons, and unp.aid family 
workers in both agricultural and nonagricultural industries. In a household 
survey, each employed person is counted once and counted.at his/her place 'of 
residence. On the other hand, establishment surveys, in general., cover only 
wage and salary employees on the payrolls of nonagricultural establishments. 
Persons who worked in more than.one establishment·during the reporting period 
are counted each time their names. appear .on payrolls and are counted at his/ 

.her place of employment. 



INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE (IRS) MIGRATION: FI'LE' 

Data on the origin and destination of New Jersey migrants qy regions, 
divisions and selected states for the periods 1969 to 1972 and 1975 to 1976· 

,were derived. from tabulations of th~ Census Bureau :f:rom IRS tax r;turn fiJes. 

The Census Bureau and ODEA utilizes IRS tax return files in. their, inter­
censal population estimates program. The change between two years is esti­
mated for each functioning governmental unit by matching the IRS files_ fo,r 
· these two years by Social Security number .. In order to relate this change to 
the appropriate governmental units, both returns in each matched pair_m~st 
be assigned a geographic code which identifies the state, county, minor 
civil division, and city., borough, or village of .the tax filer's residence. 

The assignment of geographic codes was made on the basis of the response 
to the revenue sharing question on.the IRS tax returns. This question· asked 
for the county, township, and city, borough, or village of the filer's resi­
dence. These responses were cross-referenced with mailing addresses from.the 
returns to form a geographic coding.guide. This coding guide is the. primary 
tool for the determination of migration rates used in creating intercensal 
population estimates -.by the Admini_strative Records Method. 

Limitations of Data and Comparability 

The scope of the IRS data is limited to those residents of an_area ~ho 
file tax 'returns for both years in the time period of analysis. The data 

. covers the population filing and are tabulated, from the number of exemptions­
recorded on the tax forms less special exemptions, e.g . ., ~ver 65 years of 
age., blindness, etc. • It should be noted also that the IRS data may not be 
representative of an area's population to ·'the extent t_hat the filers' -depen­
dents may not reside in the same area as the filers. 

The quality of the coding guide used in- the estimates program depends 
almost solely on the accuracy of the response to the revenue sharing ques-tion -­
and. on the accuracy with which these responses were clerically coded to '.·state;. 
county, minor civil division, and.place. 

Since it can be assumed that all tax filers know what state they live 
in, the state. -level errors are evidently coder errors. 1wo types of syste­
matic code errors were observed which co_ntributed to. state level miscoding. 
The ftrst consisted of c<Jders looking under the wrong state· to find the_. Geo­
graphic Reference Identification Ntnnber (GRIN) code. The second type of error 
occurred in cases where the'state of the mailing address-is.different from the 
actoal state of residence. 

The effects of miscoded tax returns on the migration rate of a pa:r~icu­
lar place can have two aspects. The first occurs when returns from of.her 
places are mistakenly coded· to the place in question for _one. o·r both of th() 
two years for which the migration rate is being calculated. The error from 
this occurrence will depend on the number of such m~scodings to the place in 
question and on the differential migratio~ rates between the piace and the 
returns that were miscoded to it. The second aspect of miscoding .is that the 
migration rate of a place will be affected by the returns which should have 
been coded to it but instead were coded somewhere else. The magnitude or 'the 
effect will depend on the number of such returns and the differential migra­
tion rate between these returns and the place in question. 
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The IRS data on migration differ from other data on migration in this 
report in two major respects. First~ the time periods covered are not con­
sistent with those of the other series, e4g., the Continuous Work History 

·. Sample (CWHS) and the results ·of the ODEA model. This presents problems· in 
. comparing· the data from the various sources J particularly when the length of 
the time periods vary. 'In these data sources only those persons whose ·rest­
dtmces ( IRS, ODEA) or workplaces (CWHS) at the bog.inntng nnd end of tho porh>d 
were different are counted as migrants. Migrants who die<l during the period 
may be omitted from the classification altogether, and. those who returned "' 
during the period to their residence or workplace at the beginning of the 
period are classified as nonmigrants. Furthermore, only one move per ·person 
can be counted or estimated during the_perio~; the longe:r the time period, .. 
the more migrants/moves not accounted for in the d~ta. And, the movement ex­
hibited during a five year period by a group of people with like socioeconomic . 
characteristics may vary :from that exhibited during a two year period by · 
persons with the same characteristics. For example, the data on white males 
who were aged 25 to 34 in 1975 may show a substantial-negative netmigration 
during the 5-year period 1970 to 1975. However, the data ·on· white males who 
were aged 25 to 34 in 1973 may show a small positive netmigration during the 
2-year period 1971 to 1973. This finding is not necessarily inconsistent. The 
persons who were between the ages of 25 and 34· in 1975 are not the same as 
those of the same age grouping in 1973. The 2-year period falls within the 
5-year period and there may have between return movement to the area after 
1973 and/o·r substantial inmigration prior to 1971 and after 1973 to compensate 
for the 2-year period net outmigration. The IRS data cover time periods.of. 
lengths of 3 years (1969-1972) and 1 year (1975-1976); the CWHS data cover 
different time periods spanning. three years (1970-1973),ll three years (1973-

. 1976),· and two years (1971 to 1973); and, the results of the ODEA model re­
flect patterns for other time periods--five years (1970-1975) and three· years 
(1975-1978). . . 

The second major difference between the IRS migration data and that 
from other sources deals with the scope of the data. The IRS data ·cover 
those persons (and their dependents) residing in a state who filed fed~ral 
tax returns in the years for which the data are tabutated. The CWHS data, 
on the other .hand., refer to only the workfo'.rce migrants ,ll i.e . ., the people 
·employed in an area regardless of their residence. The ODEA model migration 
data cover ·the total resident population based on estimates. · 

OTHER CENSUS BUREAU DATA 

Several Census Bureau publications were consulted for data necess:a:ry · 
to this report C>n post-1970 estimates of various. components and characteris- : 
tics of population. · These include: Current Population Reports, Seri.es~ P-25, 
from which data were secured on post-1970 estimates of total populations of 
areas and estimates of state.populations by age; and Statistical Abstracts 
of the United States, which were the source of data on the number o births 
and deaths·for the period April 1, 1970 to July 1, 1975 used to calculate 
estimates of total .netmigration for that period for geographic areas. · · 

These publications, whi9h are cited irt the appropriate tables in.· 
Chapter V and in the.bibliography, should be consulted for a discussion of 
estimating procedures and limitat1ons. 
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BUREAU OF_ECONOMICANALYSIS 

CONTINUOUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLE (CWHS) 

The Social Security Administration's (SSA) Continuous Work History -
Sample (CWHS) was a source of information qn. workforce characteristics and 
the components of workforce change for states and substate areas for inter'."' · 
censal years. 

The CWHS is a sample of workers' earnings records f~om employers' 
quarterly reports t:o the SSA. The sample is bas~d on specific digits in 
workers·' social security numbers. Because the same social security numb.ers 

· are included in ,the sample for each period., work hist.cries for workers in 
the sample can be assembled by linking the data files fo-r successive periods. 

-Work histories include data on sex., race., year of birth., and., for each time 
period., the state., ·county., and industry of employment·., as well as an esti­
mate of wages earned from each social-security-covered job. 

. . . 

The· a;ea workforce and JI1igration data available. from these admini~tra­
tive records can be assembled less expensively and updated more frequently 
than equivalent data from special surveys. Moreover., with year-by-ye~r data 
for the same workers., the CWHS has capabilities for tracing the processes by 
which workforce changes occur. Although CWHS data cover fewer persons_ ,(the 
working population with social-security-covered jobs rather than totaf p_OP:­
ulation) and fewer demographic characteristics than census data., they are 
free of the memory biases often found in survey responses. 

The CWHS is a micro-data file in that it contains information for ·,in­
dividual workers. Inferences can be made from this.file about the processes 
through which economic and demographic changes take place in areas •. 

_Limitations of Data and Comparability 

There are a number of limitations in the CWHS. Among the major limita­
tions is sampling variability., which indicates how. much a .sample estimate can 
be expected to deviate from.the "true" (total population) result. The varia­
tion associated with CWHS estimates.depends principally on the size of the 
sample--the larger the sample., the smaller the variation. The variation· 
associated with estimates of numbers of persons, for example., tends to'.be· 
onlyabout .one-third as large in the 10-percent sample as.in the 1-percent· 

_ sample • .In this report, data. from both the l- and 10-percent CWHS sampl,s 
were used. · · , 

Another major limitation.is th~ incomplete coverage of workers. Almost 
10 per.cent_ of the workers in paid employment are ,excluded from the social. 
security. system., including· mos~ f~c;l.eral. ci.vil servants,. some. state and local 
government employees (for New Jersey about 98 percent qf tl)ese · workers ar_e · 
included), certain agricultural arid domestic workers, and certain employees of 
nonprofit organizations. Among e>ther ,res.trictions are reporting errors J which., 
if undetected, permit erron~ous conclu~ions tobe drawn. Fo:r.example, faulty 
reporting by multiestablishment firms of the locations.of -individual estab­
lishlllents can-result iri ''spurious" migration_ flows. When workers a.re uncltl-fllj,.. 
ified by. state~ county., and/or i11dustry., local area estimates of total wo'rk-
force arid gross migration can b~ understated. · · · · · 
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Other limitations include the lack of.state and county information on 
the employment of inili tary and military reserve personnel and the lad,( .of . 
migration.data on entrants and exits. Gross migration flows are underestimated 
by the extent of the migration of those entering.· and leaving the work force.·. 
Net migration may.be biased in either direction, depending upon the magnitude 
of the number of entrants versus the number of exits. ·· 

The CWHS data on migration differ fro,m other data on migration in this 
report in two major respects. First, the time periods covered are·not con­
?,istent with those of the other series, e.g., the IRS migration file and the 
results of the ODEA model. (See the discussion under "Internal Revenue _Service 
Migration File.'') Second, the scope of the data from the CWHS is.not the same • 
as that of-the other sources. The CWHS data refer to only social-security 
covered workfdrce migrants, i. e~, employed persons in an area regardless· of 
their residence, whHe the IRS and ODEA model data cover resident popul~tion. 

OTHER. 

The Bureau of Economic Analysis publication, Survey of Current Busiriess., 
· was a source of additional CWHS data. The publications, as cited in the biilio­

graphy, should be consulted for a discussion of coverage, procedures, and limita-
tions. · · · 

OFFICE OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS (ODEA) 

ODEA MODEL 

The ODEA model was developed by the Office of Demographic. and Ecdriomic 
Analysis, Division of Planning and Research., Department of Labor and Industry 
to project population to the year 2000 for the State of New Jersey and its 21 
counties. The model was adapted for this study to determine netmigration by 
age and sex •for the periods 1970 to 1975 and 1975 to 1978. 

The model is a cohort-component, demographic-economic linked method_, 
and is premised on the recognition that population change is a function _of· i 

natural increase and migration. Simply put, a population is survived., net­
migration is determined,_ and births are calculated by applying fertility rates 
to female populations. A detailed description of the model is presented.in 
Appendix A-1. 

-Because this study deals primarily with estimates for the 1970 to 1978 
period, the migration subroutine of the ODEA model was modified. The.model 
originally projected netmigration for the·under 65 years of age civilian pop­
ulation as a function of economic factors, including projected levels of em ... 

. ployment, unemployment rates, labor force participation rates, and vario~s 
other factors, such as commutation and residential preference. For th~ .. 
analysis presented here., the 1970 to 1975 net migration was o.btained .from the 
a,ge and sex distributions for July ·1., 1970 and July 1, 1975 deveioped exper~~ 
mentally by the U.S. Census Bureau and published by the Department of Labor·· 
and Industry in August 1978. For the 1975 t~ 1978 period,, total net migration 
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was ·determined by adding . the number of births, subtracting the number of deaths 
for this interval from the July 1, 1975 estimate, and subtracting the result 
from the July 1, 1978 estimate. The 1975 to 1978 total netmigration was dis­
aggregated by sex a.nd age utilizing routines of the ODEA model. 

Limitations of Data and Comparability 

The es-timates of netmigration are subject to estimation error. Va·ria,tions 
from· actual popµlation tre_nds are inherent in the estimating proc·edures ~ stem­
ming from the fact that the correlation qetween the data series and population 
is not perfect .. The data series being used to reflect population change are 
all affected to some degree by factors-other than population movement and., in 
addition., they are part of reporting systems that are subject to administrative 
alte:i;-ation. 

The subroutines developed in ·the ODEA model to produce 3-year migration 
trends (1975-1978) were based on the 5-year (1970-1975) historical experience 
in the State of New Jersey. As was discussed under "Internal Revenue Service· 
Migration File," migration trends for time periods.of different length vary. 
Thus., the migration patterns from 1975-1978 resulting from the ODEA model are 
likely to be less reliable than those for the 1970-1975 period. However, in­
dependently derived estimates of the components of population change (births., 
deaths, total netmigration} for the 1975-1978 period were incorporated.into 
the subroutines. These controls should serve to improve the quality of the 

·results. It is recognized that this ·is an area which needs further research., 
but at present is beyond the scope of this report. Other limitations .are pre:-
sented in Appendix A-L 

The ODEA model results on migration differ from other data on migra:­
tion in this report in two major respects. Fi~st~ the tim~ periods covered 
are not consistent with those of the other sources, e.g . ., the IRS migration 

· file and the CWHS datao (See the descussion under "Internal Revenue Service 
Migration File.") And secondly., the scope of the data from the model i.s not 
the same as that of the other sources. The model results covers the entire-, 
resident population of .the state. The IRS data., on the other hand, cover only 
the population and dependents who filed federal income tax returns in the ._ -. 
years for which the data are· tabulated. The CWHS data refei::: · to only the_· 
covered workforce, i.e., the people covered by Social Security artd who are 
employed in an area regardless of their residence. 

OTI-IER 

Additional sources were consulted as required to provide supplementary 
data and information for this report. Data on the migration of colleg·e · · 
students were obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics . , 
Digest (s) o,£ Edu~ation Stat~stics, from the American Demographic journal, _'. · 
and from. the "Student Resource Survey:: o;f.·: Selecte·d .New .Jersey Residents Attending 
College in Another S~ate" report by the New Jersey Commission on Financing .. · 
Posts7condary E~ucat~on. Annual Report(s) of the New Jersey Economic Policy 
Council and various issues of Demography and other professional studie~ were 
the source of background material. All of these publications are cited in the 
bibliography. . · · · 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER'V 

THE IMPACT OF MIGRATION ON THE LABOR FORCE: 
1970 TO PRESENT , 

DETAILED ANALYSES 

Mi~ration is the most difficult component of population change to esti­
mate or project. Moreover, it is equally difficult to.precisely ascertain 
its impact on the economic and social structure of an area. Nevertheless, 
attempts must be made to specify ,migration and its effects, within the con­
straints of data' availability; because of'the·recent·reversal -of tradition~! 
migration ·patterns in the United States, i.e., from South to North to North 
to South, and. in New Jersey from net inmigration to net outmigration. · · Fo:r, 
in restructuring an area's population, netmigration may alter its labor pool, 
replenishing or depleting its stock of· human capital. · . Skilled workers'. may 
depart from an area, to be replaced by less skilled in-migrants · (Morrison.,,, 
1978). 

The purpos·e of this chapter is to examine the data collected -and devel-
oped by the New Jersey Office of Demographic, and Economic Analysis · (ODEA), in order 
to determine the.impact of migration on the New Jersey labor force during·the 
post-1970 period when;_ for the first time in several decades, more people 
moved out of New Jersey than moved into it. -These analyses may be useful in 
ascertaining whether any characteristic changes of the labor force related to 
migration will affect the ·state' s ability to retain and attract industri_es of 
a type similar to that presently in place or whether' the state should'attempt 
to attract industries of a different type. Also, the analyses may·· assist in 
determining whether policies should be considered which would attempt ·to alter 
Inigration patterns of the labor force and/or.which would change the quality of 
the labor force of the state, e.g. , through training. , 

'fhe analyses are partitioned into three sections. The first presents 
'the baseline changes in population and labor force characteristics for New 
Jersey and national geographic areas since 1970. Al though these change$ ·are 
in·fluenced by many nonmigration factors--including aging of the population, 
exits and entrances to the labor force, career shifts, and changes in the 
nation's and/or an area's economy--migration can be significant in altering 
the structure of the population and labor force. · - · 

The second section examines the characteris'tics of migrants for the 
· . state and national geographic areas. The third attempts to· summarize· the im­

pact of migration on the state's labor force and provide a short-run OU:tlook 
for the 1980s. 

Two important limitations to the
0

ailalyses should be mentiOned. One, the 
time periods examined are not comparable across -all data sets due·to limitations 
of data availability. Two, total migration statistics refer to th'e resident 
population of an area, while data on workforce migration pertain to persons 
employed in an area regardless of their place of :residence~. 
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POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE CHARACTERISTICS 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

POPULATION BY AGE 

Changes in the age distribution of an area's population, whether 
temporary or lasting, have important economic as well as social implications. 
Two major contributors to .the changing age pattern of an area are: (1) the 
long-term pattern of births and (2) the movement of population into and out 
of an ·area. 

The national patterns of fertility change--low births during the de-
press ion and war years (1930S and early- 1940.s) _; baby boom: (194 7 to late. 
1950s· - early 1960s in New Jersey); and, decline in births sirice 1961--are 
echoed in the changes ·in the age distribution at the state level.- However, 
changes -in age distribution at the subnational level do not exactly replicate 
those at the national level due not only to some differences in fertility 
rates, but also the impact of differential migration patterns by age .. 

Table V-1 shows the total resident population and percent distribution 
by age for the United States, the four regions, and the areas - immediately 
surrounding t}?.e State of New Jersey for the years_ 1970-, .1975, and 1978. The 
age groups chosen for this table are the only ones for which comparable data 
for· all areas could be obtained. 

The table reveals s~veral.interesting points .. In all th;ree time·periods, 
as. average age moved upward nationally in line with fertility trends, -_the. 
Middle Atlantic Division was characterized by an older age structure than the 
United- States. There also appeared to be a tendency between 1970 and· 1978 for 
New Jersey to become somewhat more like its neighbors, as the percentage point 
differences by .age group narrowed slightly between New Jersey and the Middle 
Atlantic Division. 

Because the population age groups from which the labor force has been . 
and will be drawn are of primary concern to this study, the specifics of th'e 

· under 65 years of age population will be examined. 

There have. been general declines- in the number of persons under.5 years 
of age and 5 to 17 years of age, as a reflection of the drop in th-e :annual numb~r 
of births after the post-war "baby boom" ended in the late 1950s. The popu-
lation under 5 years old has been declining since 1960; for the nation as a 
whole, it has decreased by 10.5 percent since 1970, while the total population "' 
grew 7.3 percent. The general reduction in the number of_births has resulted 
in declines in th_e population under 5 in most states. The Northeast and North 

_ Central States_, as the slowest growing regions of the United States, showed the 
greatest declines in the population under 5 years, 25.3 percent and 15..6 per­
cent respectively. Within .the Middle Atlantic Di vision, New Jersey's popula.: 
tion under 5 years dropped by 23.4 percent, a decrease not as great -as that 
_experienced by the surrounding state of New .York (26. 3 percent decreas_e) and 
slightly more than Pennsylvania (23. o· per·cen:t-.-decrease). 



TABLE V - 1 
RESIDENT POPULATION BY AGE 

UNITED STATES, REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION 
NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 

1970, 1975, 1978 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

Less than 
Total 5Years 5-17 18-20 21.:.44 45..:.64 

· A;eril 1, 1970 

United States• 203,302 17,169 52,543 10,828 60,934 41,850 
Northeast Region 49,061 3,995 12,045 2,421 14,507 10,915 

New England 11., 847 990 2,965 625 3,477 2,526 
Middle Atlantic 37,213 3,005 9.,080 1,796 11,030 8,389 

New York 18,241 1,488 4,358 886 5.,519 4,039 
New Jersey 7,171 590 1,797 323 2,153 1,613 
Pennsylvania 11,801 928 2,925 587 3,357 2,737 

North Central Region 56.,590 4,840 15.,015 3,001 16,527 11,503 
South.Region 62,813 5,392 16,463 3,512 18,923 12,507 
West R:egion 34.,838 2,940 9,020 l,895 10,977 6,924 

Julr 1, 1975 

United States 213.,051 15,879 50,372 12,415 ·68;427 43,537 
Northeast Region 49.,422 3,290 11,379 2,685 15,529 10,978 

New England 12,183 802 2,865 702 ·3, 860 2,580 
Middle Atlantic 37,239 2,487 8,514 1,982 11,670 8,398 

New York 18,081 1,215 4,106 958 5,775 3,988 
New Jersey 7,336 . 49-2 l, 728 377 2.,298 1,671 
Pennsylyania_ 11,822 781 2,680 648. 3,596 2, 739 . 

North Central Region 57,583 4,296 13,929 3,405 18,269 11,554 
_South Region 68,141 5,405 16,171 4,043 21,929 13,460 
Wes.,t Regf <?U 37, 9·05 2,889 8,892 2;2s1 12,7fn 7,545 

65 Years 
& Over 

19,979 
5., 177 
1.,264 
3,912 
1,951 

694 .· 
1,268 
5,704 
6,015 
3,083 

22,420 
5,561 
1,374 
4,187 
2,039 

769 
1,379 
6,129 
7,133 
3,597 

Continued 



TABLEV - 1 (Continued) 
RESIDENT POPULATION BY AGE 

_UNITED STATES., REGIONS., NEW ENGLAND DIVISION., MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION __ 
NEW YORK., NEW JERSEY., PENNSYLVANIA 

1970., 1975., 1978 

- (Numbers in Thousands) 

Less than 
_ Total 5 Years 5-i7 18-20 21-44 45-64 

July 1, 1978 

United States 218.,059 15.,361 48.,015 12.,752 74.,031 43.,845 
Northeast Region 49.,081 2.,983 10.,543 2., 722 16.,255 10,747 

New England· 12.,256 721 2.,668 726 4.,135 2·,554 
Middle Atlantic 36.,825 2.,262 7.,875 1.,996 12.,120 8.,193 

New York 17.,748 1,096 3.,795 966 5.,924 3.,873 
New Jersey 7.,327 452 1,603 -382 2.,418 1,648 
Pennsylvania 11.,750 715 2.,477 647 3.,779 2.,672 

North Central Region 58.,251 4.,084 13,097 3.,488 19 .,647 - 11.,490 
South Region 70.,()26 5.,259 15.,712 4.,145 23.,967 13.,737 
West-Region 40., 100 3.,036 8.,664 2.,398 14.,162 7.,870 

(Percent Distribution) 

AE:til .· 1, ·1970 

United States 100. 0 8.4 25.8 5.3 30~0 20.6 
Northeast Region 100.0 8.1 24.6 4.9 29~6- 22.2 

New England 100.0 8.4 25.0 5.3 29.3 21. 3 
Middle Atlantic 100. 0 8.1 24.4 4.8 29~6 22.S 

New York 100.0 8~2 23.9 4.9 30.3 22.1 
New Jersey 100. 0 8~2 25.1 4.5 30.3 ·22.5 
Pennsylvania 100.0 7.9 24.8 5.0 28.4 23.2 

North Central Region 100. 0 8.6 ·26. 5- 5.3 29.2 20.3 
South Region 100. 0 8.6 26.2 5.6 30.1 19.9 
West Region - 100. 0 8.4 25.9 5.4 31. 5 19.9 

65 Years 
& Over 

✓ 24.,054 
5,831 _ 
1,451 
4.,380 
2.,095 

824 
1.,461 
6.,445 
7.,807 
3,971 

9.8 
10.6 
10. 7 
10.5 
10.7 
9.7 

10.7 
10.1 
9.6 
8.8 

-·,Continued 
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UNITED STATES, 

No~th Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

United States . . 
Northeast Region 

New England 
Middle Atlantic 

New York. 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

North Central Region 
South Region. 
West Re_gion 

TABLE V - 1 (Continued) 
RESIDENT POPULATION BY AGE 

REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION 
"NEW .YORK, NEW JERSEY,. PENNSYLVANIA · 

·Total 

100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100~0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100~ 0 
100.0 

-1970, .1975, :1978 

.(Percent Distribution) 

Less than 
5 Years 

7.5 
6.7 
6.6 
6.7 
6.7 
6.7 
6.6 
7.5 
7.9 

· 7. 6 

7.0 
6.1 
5.9 
6.1 
6. 2 . 
6.2 
6.1 
7. 0 . 
7.4 
7.6 

5-17 

23.6 
23.0 
23.5 
22.9 
22.7 

. 23. 6 
22. 7 
24.2 
23.7 
23.5 

22.0 
21. 5 
21. 8 
21.4 
21.4 
21.9 
21.1 
22.5 
22. 2· 
21.6 

18-20 .· 21-44 

July 1, 1975 
.5.8 32.1 
5.4 31.4 
5.8 31. 7 
5.3 31. 3 
5.3 31.9 
5.1 31. 3 
5.5 30.4 
5.9 31. 7 
5.9 32.2 
6.0 33.5 

Jull 1, 1978 

5.8 33.9 
5.5 33.1 
5.9 33.7 
5.4 32.9 
5.4 33.4 

.5.2 33~0 
5.5 32.2 
6.0 33.7 
5.9 33~9 
6.0 35.3 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

~ 

20.4 
22.~ 
21.2 
22.6 
22.1 
22.8 
23.2 
20.1 
19.8 
19.9 

20.1 
21.9 
20.8 
22.2 
21. 8 
22.5 
22.7 
19.7 
19.5 

· 19.6 

65 Years. 
& Over 

10. 5 
li. 3 
11.3 
11. 2 
11. 3 
10.5 
11. 7 
10.6 
10. 5 
9.5 

11.0 
11.9 
11. 8 
11_.9 
11. 8 
11.2 
12.4 
11.1 
11.1 
9.9 

· Sources:' 1. ··. 1970 .& ·1975 :, U.-.S •. Bureau of the Census,,· Current· Population Reports., Series P-25, No. 734 "fa:;ti;.. 
mates of ·the Population of States, by Ag·e: July 1., · 197l to 1977," U.S. Government Prin1;_ing 
Office, Washington, D.C., 1978. · 

2. 1978: U~ S~· --Biireaicof the Census., Current Population· ·Reports, Series P-25, No. 794, "Estimates of 
the Population of States,. by.Age: July 1~ -1977 and 1978," U.S. Government Prin~ing Office, 
Washington, D. C. , 19 79 ~ 
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The following table shows the decline in New Jersey's under 5 years of 
age population from 1970 to 1978, ·as well as its share of the national total 
for this_ group .. · · 

Under 5 Years of Age Population 

United States 
Northeast Region 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

· Percent Change 
1970-1978 

-10. 5 
-25.3 
-26.3 
-23.4 
-23.0 

Percent 
Share of U.S. 

1970 1978 

100.0 
23.3 
8.7 
3.4 
5.4 

100.0 
19.4 
7.1 
2.9 
4.7 

The school-age population (5-17 years of age) in the United States re­
presented 25. 8 percent of the total population in 1970, but dropped to 22 ._Q: 
percent by 1978, as the birth cohorts of the 1965-73 period replaced the 
larger cohorts born during the middle and late 1950s. The Northeast's de-. 
cline (24. 6_ percent to 21. 5 percent) in the school-age population parallel$ 
that of the North Central Region (26.5 to 22.5 percent) as well as the more 
rapidly growing South (26.2 to 23.7 percent). Again, as with the population· 
under 5_years of age, New Jersey declined less (a d~crease of 10.8 percent· 

·in the school-age population between 1970 and 1978) than its neighbors; New· 
· York showed a decrease of 12. 9 percent and Pennsylvania showed a decrease of· 

15. 3 percen:t. Thus, the potential for new labor_ fgrce entI3--~t? in th.e near. 
future are more favorable for New Jersey than for some areas. This can be· seen· .. 
more clearly from the data below,which illustrates New Jersey's slight ad-
vantagevis a vis ·the regional context. . 

United States 
Northeast Region 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

5-17 Years of Age Population 

Percent Change· 
· 1970..:1978 

- 8.6 
-12.5 
-12.9 
-10.8 
-15.3 

Percent 
Share of U.s·. 

1970 1978 

100.0 
22.9 
8.3 
3.4 
5.6 

100.0 
22.0 
7.9 
3~3 
S. 2 · 

Nationally, the population in ages 18 to 44 is experiencing a resurgence 
of growth as the "baby boom" cohorts move into this age group. In 1970 this 
sector accounted for 35.3 percent of the total population; by 1978, its share 
increased to 39.7 percen-t; representing a 1970 to 1978 growth rate of 20.9 per­
cent. This pattern of expansion is evident in each of the nation's geographic. 
subareas. In 1970 about 34 percent of.the Northeast and North Central Regions' 
population were between 18 and 44 years .. of age; by 1978 the proportion increased 



to 38. 6 percent and ___ 39. 7 · percent respecti ye_ly. ___ With --~-~:g~_~! _ _E_~.!_~-~!1.!_3--&~'.? .. .9.f_ 
the South Re~fon 's - (35. 7 percent) and West Region's (36. 9 percent) totaL1>opu­
lation in these age groups in 1970, it is :ngJ: surprising~,. _gJyen .thetr overall 
growth, that.these percentages increased to 39.8 percent and 41.3 _percent 

35-

by_ 1978-. New Jersey's young adult populati_on increased hy 13, 1 percQnt ftmn 
1970-1978 while New York showed an increase of only 7 .6 percent and· _P~nnsylvo,d1 • ~~ 
18 to 44 ye_ar olds increased by 12. 2 percent. 

United States 
Northeast Region 

New York · 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

18-44 Years of Age Population 

Percent Change 
1970-1978 

20.9 
12.1 
7.6 

13.1 
12.2 

Percent 
Share of U.S. 

1970 1978 

100.0 
23. 6 , 
8.9 
3.5 
S.5 

100. 0 
21. g_ 
7.9 
3.2 
5.1 

This obscures what's been happening in percentage tertns to18;,;,.zo 
year olds. While the number of persons 18 to 20 years of age increased by 
17.8 percent at the national level, this group in New Jersey grew by 18.3 

. perc·ent. New Jersey's rate of growth substantially exceeded that of its 
neighbors--New York (9. 0 percent) and Pennsylvania (10. 2 percent).. However., 
1$ to 20 year old~ i;ep-r~se:n_~ec! __ 4._5_ p~~-~-E?~-~--of-New•·-Jersey's popiilatioii 1~ l!fo/°6"-­
and 5.2 percent in 1978; but, for the m1tion., this group accounted for 5.3 percent 
in 1970 and 5.8 percent in 1978. The national/state differential is due in 

' ' ' ' . . '" ' , 
large part'., to New Jersey being a net exporter of college students., historically 
and during the 1970's. · 

United State$ 
Northeast Region 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvaina 

18-20 Years of Age· Population 

Percent Change 
1970-1978 . 

17.8' 
12.4 
9.0 

18.3 
10.2 

Percent 
Share· of U.S. 

1970 1978 

100.0. 
22.4 
. 8 .2 

3.0 
5.4 

100.0 
21.3' 

7. 6. 
3. 0: 
5.l 
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The overall impact of the changing age structure on New Jersey and the 
attendant implications for the labor force.are not necessarily negative. 
Although in New Jersey there is a higher percentage of older.persons and 
fewer 18-20 year olds than at the national level. from which the labor force . 
can be drawn, there has been an increase· in the number of persons of .labor 
force participation age. Therefore, from the labor forte supply side, the 
demographic trends in New Jersey are promising. The increase in the prime 
working age years should heighten productivity and lower unemployment due to 
the experience gained by the labor force through the maturation process. And, 
as the bulges in the youth population decrease, the large adult bulge is 
favorable in terms of aggregate demand for housing, appliances, furniture and 
related products·,· thereby creating more employment opportunities. 

In analyzing the impact of migration on the labor force, the changes in 
the population aged 18 to 44, compared to the other age groups, are perhaps 
the most important. As a result of the-maturing of the baby boom generation, 
the population aged 18 to 44 will continue to increase in size into the near 
future. However, in the 1980s the number of young new entrants to the labor 
force will decline as the baby "bust" generation become young adults. the 
under· 17 population of today declined most sharply in the Middle Atlantic 
States; in New Jersey, this decline was not quite as bad. In addition, the 
magnitude of growth to be experienced by ·any one area in this age bracket-is, 

· in part, a· function of migration. As will be discussed later, this age ·group 
is highly mobile, relocating as it passes through several stages of the.life 
cycle -- post-high school education and/or entrance into the labor force. 
The amount of educational and employment opportunity available in an area can 
have ·a .significant 'impact on the direction, scale, and structure· of migration. 

POPULATION WITH INCOME BY EDUCATION 

Table V-2 pres.ents data on the ·resident noninstitutional populat:i.on 25 
. years of age and over, with income by edu.cation for the State of New Jersey and 
other grographic areas of the United States, for the years 1970 and 1976. 'rn 
this analysis, it is assumed that population with income is representative of 
the labor force, although, in fact,population with income can include those 
persons not in the labor force who receive income from other sources, such as 
trust frmds, and can exclude persons in the labor force with no income, -e.g., 

·unpaid family workers or unemployed not receiving compensation. 

As the data in Table V-2 show, there have been continued increases in 
the educational levels of the American population during the early part· tff the 
1970s. Over the six years spanning 1970 to 1976, the proportion of the U.S. 
population 25 years old and-over with at least a high school education rose ~ 
from 52. 3 percent to 63. 7 percent. The percent of adults with 4 years.· of 

. college or more· also increased substantially at the national level -- from 11. g 
percent in 1970 to 16.2 percent in 1976 -- and for most areas. 

All areas showed an increase in the proportion of their popuiations with 
at least a high school diploma. The level of educational attainment varied 
considerably in 1976 among the four major geographic regions. The prop·ortion 
of high school graduates reported in the West was substantially higher than that 

• reported for the South. However, the percentage point increase since 1970 was 
greater in the South than in any other region and smallest in the West, implying 
a trend toward convergence among regions. · 



TABLE V - 2 
~ESIDENT NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION 25 YEARS OP AGE ~DOVER 

WITH . INCOME BY EDUCATION 

')' 

UNITED STATES, REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION, 
. "NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 

1970 AND 1976 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

NUMBER PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 

Years of Scho()l ~o~leted 
Elemen- High School ColleB_e 

. _Years of S<:hool C()meleted 
Elemen- High School Colle.s,e Total-

25+ tary Total 4 Yrs. Total 4 Yrs.+ 
Total 

25+. tary Total 1 Yrs. Tot_aJ 4 Yrs.+ 

United States 
Northeast Region 

New England 
Middle .Atlantic 

New:York 
New.Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

No-rth Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

United States 
Northeast Region 

New England 
Middle Atlantic 

New York· 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

·North Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

89,700 
22,614 
5,458 

17,156 
· 8,481 
·3,304 
5,371 

24,678 
27,090 
15 ,_318 · 

103,334 
24,487 
6,097 

18,391 
9,065 
3,572 
5,754 

27,383 
33,140 
18,334 

25,779 
6,330 
1,377 
4,953 
2,381 

948 
1,624 
7,031 
9,268 
3,i5o 

21,781 
4,947 
1,102 · 
3,846 
1,804 

730 
1,312 
5,493 
8,646 
2,693 

Not:.es: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

43,657 
11,369 
2,782 
8,588 
4,136 
1,624 
2,828 

12,516 
12,221 
7,551 

49,872 
12,320 
2,953 
9,368 
4,436 
1,808 
3,123 

14,168 
15,189 
8,195 

26,659 
6,994 
1,747 
5,247 
2,513. 

990 
1,744 
7,986 
6,734 
4,945 

34,142 
"8,308 
2,064. 
6,244 
2,909 
1,218 
2,116 

10,028 
9,873 
5,932 

20,257 
·4,915 
1,301 
3,615 
1,964 

732 
919 

5,132 
5,601 
4,609 

31,693 
7,219 
2,041 
5,178 
2,825 
1,034 
1,318 
7,722 
9,304 
7,447 

Afril_ 1, 1970 
10,633 
2,810 

716 
2,093 
1,127 

435 
531 

2,648 
2,962 
2,213 

16,731 
4,192 
1,150 
3,043 
1,649 

611 
782 

4,006 
4,919 
3,613 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

March 1976 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100;0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

28.8 
28.0 
25.2 
28.9 
28.1 
28.7 
30.2 
28.5 
34.2 
20.6 

21.1 
20.2 
18.1 
20.9 
19.9 
20.4 
22.8 
20.l 
26.1 
14. 7 

48.7 
50.3 
51.0 
50.1 
48.8 
49_.2 
52.7 
50.7 
45.1 
49.3 

48.3 
50.3 
48.4 
50.9 
48.9 
50.6 
54. 3 
51. 7 
45.8 
44.7 

29.7 
30.9 
32.0 
30.6 
29.6 
30.0 
32.5 
32.4 
24_.9 
32.3 

33.0 
33.9 
33.9 
34.0 
32.1 
34.1 
36.8 
36.6 
29.8 
32.4 

Source: 1970: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970,_U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1973. 

22.6 
21. 7 
23.8 
21.1 
23.2 
22.2 
17.1 
20.8 
20.7 
30.1 

30.7 
29.5 
33.S 
28.2 
31. 2 
28.9 
22.9 
28.2 
28.1 
40.6 

11.9 
12.4 
13.1 
12.2 
13.3 
13.2 
. 9.9 
.10. 7 
10.9 
14.4 

16.2 
17. 1 
18.9 
16.5 
18.2 
17.1 
13.6 
14.6 
14.8 
19.7 

1976: U.S. Bureau of the Ce,ns.tis, Current P9pulation Reports, Series P-20, No. 334, "Demographic, Social,. and Economic Profile of 
States: Spring 1976," U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington~ D.C., 1979. 

·-~ 
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The proportion of New Jersey's 25 years of age and over population with 
income with at least a high school education increa·sed from 52. 2 percent in 
1970 (approximately the same as that for. the U.S. as a whole) to 63.0 percent 
in 1976 (slightly less than that for the U.S.). The proportion for New Jersey 
with at least 4 years of college grew from 13.2 percent to 17.1 percent in 
this time period, both levels higher than those for the nation. The corre~­
ponding levels and patterns for the State.of New York are very similar to 
those for New Jersey, although the proportion for New York with ·at least 4 
years of qollege grew faster than that of New Jersey. In general, Pennsyl­
yania' s levels of attainment w~re lower than New Jersey's· and showed a smaller 
. gain in percent_age points. . 

Although the educational attainments of New Jersey's population in 1976 
appear reasonably competitive with other areas of the nation, this does not 
mean that there might not be some adverse, underlying migration trends at 
work. Changes in the educational level of an area's population can be·caused 
by various factors, including the aging of the population, national and region­
al attitudes toward the perceived value of education, types of jobs av-a.Hable 
in a region, and migration. The latter is perhaps one of the more significant 
variables in explaining the differentials in changes of educational attainment 
between areas. A study of New Jersey's migration for the period 1965 to: 1970 
showed that "the educational level of the New Jersey population is shifting 
adversely as an outgrowth of migration." (Meltzer and Malz, 1976) _ The same 
report also found that "a 'brain drain' of significant proportions too~ place 
in the late 1960's." All this was at a time (1970) when the overall educational 
levels of New Jersey's population compared favorably with the u~s~ as a whole 
and other Middle Atlantic States. The data in Table V-2 differ from that in 
the Meltzer and Malz study (they used Migrants by Age and Education, 1965-70 
from the 1970 Census df Population Public Use Sample - 15% group, updates of 
which will not be available until after the 1980 census). · 

To further investigate this issue, data were compiled on. the residence 
and migration of college students and are shown in Table V~3. Of the areas 
examined in the table,-New Jersey exports the largest number of college 
students to other areas. When the New Jersey Commission on Financin·g Po.st­
Secondary Education analyzed their survey results of selected New Jersey ·· 
residents att~nding college in another· state, it found that "too little atten­
tion had been paid to the capa~ilities of t~e students. le;iviJ1g the state and.· 
their reasons_for leaving and too much attention had been called to the fact that 
a large ._portion of the students _going on to college leave the state." · 

Forty-five percent of the respondents in the sample indicated the pri­
mary reason for leaving the state is that other institutions had a better 
academic reputation. Nearly 60 percent of those goirig to school in other "" 
states reported obtaining a majority of A's in high school; this compares to 
just under 50 percent for Rutgers, 26 percent at state colleges, 13 percent 
at the county c·olleges and. 39 percent in the independent sector in New Jersey. 

Additionally, it was found that only one in eight students indicated a 
preference to live in New Jersey after college graduation, although over 50 
percent were undecided about where.they ~ould live. Two-thirds of the respon­
dents who would not return to New Jersey cited the social environment, geography 
and climate of the state, or the absence of job opportunities as reasons for not 
returning. "This permanent outmigration represents a potential loss of educated 



United States 
Northeast Region 

New England 
Middle Atlantic 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

North Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

TABLE V-3 
RESIDENCE AND MIGRATION OF COLLEGE STUDENTS 

UNITED STATES, REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, 
MIDDLE ATLANTIC .DIVISION, NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 

AND PENNSYLVANIA 
1975 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

Fall 1975 
Students

1 
Student Students 

Enrolled Residents2 Remaining3 

11,162.6 10,961.1 9,262.4 
2,483.4 2,644.4 2,082.1 

708.9 683.7 518.3 
1,774.5 1,960.6 1,563.9 
1,007.3 1,067.2 898.3 

296. 7 395.5 268.0 
470.5 497.9 397.6 

2,757.7 2,785.3 2,331.0 
2,806.9 2,555.7 2,320.2 
3,114.6 2,975.6 2,529.1 

Notes: 111students Enrolled" are students enrolled in the State. 

Migration of Students 
Out Of Into Net 

1,698.7 1,900.2 218.5 
562.3 401.3 -161.0 
165.5 190.7 25.2 
396. 9 210.6 -186.2 
169.0 109.0 - 59.9 
127.6 28.7 - 98.9 
100.3 72. 9 - 27.4 
454.4 426.8 - 27.6 
235.5 486.7 251.2 
446.4 585. 5· 139.1 

2 . 
"Student Residents" are thosewith residence in the State; and studying either in or out of the State. 

3"Students Remaining" are students studying in their home State. 

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Education Division, National Center for Education 
Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1976 Edition, U.S~ Government Pr:lnting Office, 
Washington, D.C. 1977.· 

. ! 
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manpower in the state particularly if inmigration of educated manpower is not 
equivalent." (U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1976) 

However, New Jersey has heen a net exporter of college students since 
the 1950s and the magnitude, in terms of absolute nwnbers·, does not appear to 
have increased significantly--:- the rate of net exportation has been decreas­
ing in recent years. The growth 0£ the post-coll_ege age population in New. 
Jersey, combined with the facts that ~ducational levels in the state are higher 
than those nationally (as well. as those· of· it$ n·eighl»ors) · and that the rate 
of net exportation has., been declining, indicate that this net exportation 

. is not necessarily crippling the quality of the state's labor force. Out­
migration for· educational purposes need not .. be a permanent migration, nor · 
have a neg-~tive impact. Persons may be receiving -their edu~ation at th-;--;x­
pense of other areas and may reduce the burden on New Jersey's economic sector 
to provide jobs for inexperienced youth. 

LABOR FORCE CHARACTERISTICS 

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION BY SEX1 

As already noted, the growth in the labor force from 1970 to 1976 in all. 
areas of the nation is, in part, due to the expansion of the population 18 to 44 
years of age. However, the shifts in participation rates of people of botll 
sexes in specific age groups may be more consequential than the absolut·e_ growth 
of the particular age group. · 

Table V-4 presents the growth of the noninstitutional working-age popula"" 
tion (sixteen years of age and over) and the, civilian labor force participation 
for 1970 and 1976. for the United States, regions,. New Jersey and its surrounding 
areas. 

While the U.S. population 16 years of age and over increased by 8.8 per­
cent, the labor force increased by 21.1 percent. As can be seen from the table, 
although male labor force participation increased by 6.5 percent, the increase 
in female labor force participation (19.6 percent) accounted for more of the· 
differential between population growth and 1abor force growth than the increase 
in male participation. 

At the subnational level, differences. in the growth of the labor force• 
are due not.only to differ~nces in population growth, which as previously dis:­
cussed is a functiqn primarily of fertility and migration differentials, but 

lAl though the. data on labor fo;~e participation fiom the ·slE ___ are.-presen_t.~d-_ii~~g-
wi th similar information from the 1970 decennial census, .some of the trends 
implied may ·be overstated or understated. Such analytic problems aris~ because 
of known inconsistencies between labor force data collected in sample ·surveys. 
If the extent of such inconsistencies varies by area, then comparisons of trends 
between areas could be affected. Additionally, these data, in general, are not 
comparable to estimates based on the Current Population Survey due to different 
reference periods, differences in the major purpose of the survey, and differences 
in survey methodology. See section on Survey of Income and Education, Chapter IV.: 



TABLE V - 4 
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION BY SEX 

UNJTED STATES, ~GIONS, NEW-ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION, 
NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA -

1970 AND 1976 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

AEril 1, 1970 March 1976 
Population Percent- in· Population Percent in 

16 Years and Over Civilian Labor Force 16 Years and Over Civilian Labor Force 

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 

United States 141,087 67,236 73,862 56.7 73.7 41. 3 153,570 72,533 81,037 63.1 78.5 49.4 
Northeast Region 34,731-16,260 18,470 57 .-7 . 75. 8 41.8 36,230 16,955 19,275 62.4 . 78.4 48.4 

New England 8,306 3,911 4,395 59.4 - 76.0 44.7 8,880 4,243 4~638 65.8 80.9 52.0 
Middle Atlantic 26,425 12,350 14,075 57.2 75.7 40.9 27,350 12,712 14,637 61.3 77.6 47.3 

New York 13,010 6,047 6,963 57 .4 75.2 41.3 13,351 6,131 7,220 61.1 77 .1 47.5 
New Jersey· 5,035 2,379 2,656 59.0 77. 5 - 42-. 5 5,324 2,526 2,798 63.7 79.2 49.7 
Pennsylvania 8,379 3,923 4,456 56.2 75.4 39.4 8,675 4,055 4,620 60.3 77 .2 - 45.4 

North Central Region 38,868 18,530 20,338 58.2 '76.6 41.4 41,246 19,662 21.,583 64.4 80.6 49.6 
South Region 43,321 20,666 22,654 54.8 70.3 40 .. 6 48,912 22,873 26,039 - 62.0 ·76.7 49.2 
West. Region 24,168 11, 779 12~389 5-&.6" 72.3 41.6 _27, 182 13,043 14,140 64~1 78.6 50.8 

Not;e: · Numbers may not add · due to rounding. 
- -

source: u.s~- Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Se:ries p·.:.20, No. 334., "Demographic, Social, .and Economic 
Profile of States: Spring 1976," U.S._ Government Prit1:ting- Office, Washington, D.C., 1979., 
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·also to. the differences in labor· -force particl.patfon-. Ancf"-d1ffer-enc.·es in labor 
force participation may influence or be influenced by migration differentials, 
as well as many other factors. 

All areas across the nation exhibited an increase in labor force partici­
pation in total and of males and females. In general, the labor force partici­
pati_on rates of the Northeast and North Central Regions did not increase as · 
fast as those of the nation, while the rates of the South and West Regions grew 
faster than the nation. The change in New Jersey's labor·force participation 
rates in total and for males and females was greater than those of either New .. 
York or Pennsylvania. 

Therefore, although there has been a negative net outmigration in the 
State of New Jersey during the 1970s, the combined effects of the growth of 
the 16 years of age and over population and of labor force participation rates 
have produced art.increase of approximately 420,000 in the labor pool between 
the years 1970 and 1976.* Lack of an adequate labor supply in New Jersey during 
the 1970s would not appear to have been a problem to ·potential employers. On 
the contrary, the challenge for policy makers was to provide and. encourage 
sufficient job opportunities for all those in the state's labor force. 

The future of the labor force in New Jersey depends on population growt;h -­
which, in large part, may be a function of migration -- as well as the :futurelevels 
of labor.force participation. The growth of the labor force is influenced both 
by the demand for labor, which reflects investment and employers'.hiring deci­
sions, and by several demographic trends, of which one of the most spectaculµ-· 
has beert the rapid influx into the workforce of women, especially wive~. and .. 
mothers in their twenties and thirties. The changing pattern of retirement also 
affects labor force projections. In recent years participation rates for men· SS. 
years old arid over,-have declined, reflecting the growing attraction of early· 
retirement. But~ with the advent of legislation restricting :mandatory retirement · 
and the squeeze of inflation on retired workers who live on fixed pensions, par­
ticipation. rates could well increase for older workers. And, during the 1980s, 
the baby boom generation will he of prime working age; even with all other vari­
ables remaining the same, there will be an increase in the labor force. Thus,'_ even 
if the net outmigration of-the state's popuiat:ion ·continues·- at the pr-e-sent -~-­
levels, which are not particularly significant and will be addressed shortly, 
the near term future prospect of New Jersey 9 s. labor force supply in terms of· 
size may be one of moderate increase, if not substantial growth. 

EMPLOYED PERSONS BY INDUSTRY2 

The percent distribution of employed persons for the years 1970 and 1976 by 
geographic area are presented in Table V-5.· The Census-srn·comparisons for indus-
tries show strong national growth in the proportion of persons employed .. in . ~ 

*420,000 according to SIE data (basis for Table V-4). CPS data indicate· an 
increase of slightly more than 300,000. The discrepancy is due to.differences 
in the surveys' structures and sampling variability. 

2 . ·-· •·- -----·-···---- -· ,,_ ........... , ... ' •' . - ' ,. ,. . .. ,,. ___ ,, .. ___ ,,,, ,. 
Caution should be exercised when interpreting industrial employment trends as 
implied by a comparison of 1970 · Census data and SIE data. Decennial cens·uses. 
historically have classified fewer persons as working in agriculture than is 
true for interview surveys, very often a function of the month of enumeration. 
Also, these data from the SIE, ·a. household survey, differ from establishment 
survey data. See section on Survey of Income and Education in Chapter IV. 
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TABLEV - 5 
EMPLOYED.PERSONS BY INDUSTRY· 

_UNITED STATES, REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION.,· MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION 
NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 

1970 AND 1976 

(Percent Distribution} 
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(000' s) 
A;eril 1., 1970 

76.,554 3.7 0.8 6.0 26.1 6.7 20.0 5.0 
19.,271 1.4 0.3 5.3 29~4 6.8 19.3 6.0 
4,751 1.5 0.1 5.7 31. 7 5.2 19.5 5.4 

14,520 1.4 0.4 5.1 28.8 7.4 19.3 6.2 
7.,124 l. 3 0.2 4.8 24.2 8.0 19.5 7.5 
2.,859 0.9 0.2 5.4 32.2 7.6 19.1 6.1 
4,537 1.8 0.9 5.4 34.0 6.4 18.9 4.2 

21,650 4.8 0.5 5.Z 29.8 6.4 20.3 4.5 
22., 797 4. 5 1.4 7.3 22~9 6.8 19.8 4.4 
12,836 4.1 1.0 5.9 19.2 7.2 I 21.3 5.6 

March 1976 

89.,066 4.1 0.8 5.9 21.4 6.3 20.8 .· 5. 6 
20.,425 1 ~-8 - 0.3 4.7 24.9" 6.7 20.3 6.1 
5.,314 1.8' 0.1 4.9 27.4 5.2 20. 3. 6._2 

15., 111 1.8 0.4 4.7 ·24. l 7.2 20.3 6.0 
7.,304 1.5 -- 4.1 21.4 8.0 20.3 6.6 
3.,054 1.5 0.1 5.3 ·25.1 7.3 .20.6 6.5 
4., 753· 2. 5 1. 2 s.i 27.7 5.8 20.1 4.8 

24,651 5.6 0.4 s.s 25.6 5.9 20.9 4~7 
28.,082 4~3 :L3 . 6.9 21.1 6.3 20.9 5.2 
15,907 -4. 5 0.9 6·.0 16-~ 3 6;4 21. 0 6~8 

add· due · to rounding. 
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Source: u. s·. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports., Series P-20., No. 334., "Demographic, Social, 
Economic Profile·of States: Spring 1976.,. "U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington., D.C., 1979. 
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. professional· and r.elated services, and substantial decreases· in the percent 
employed in manufacturing industries. The decrease in the share of employment 
accounted for by manufacturing was geographically widespread and was particu­
larly substantial in terms. of loss in perct:mtage points for the State of· New 
Jersey (from 32.2 percent in 1970 to 25.1 percent in 1976) and Pennsylvania 
(from 34.0 percent to 27.7 percent). The smallest decreases were experienced 
by the South Region (a loss of 1. 8 percentage points), the State of New York 
(a loss of 2.8 percentage points), and the West Region (a loss of 2.9 percent~ 
age points). 1'11:e areas with la,rgest losses had the highest percentage of per­
sons employed in manufacturing in 1970, while the ar_eas with the smallest 
losses had the lowest percentages. 

. The percentage of persons employed in Transportation and Public Utilities 
de.clined between 1970 and 1976 for all area$ in Table V-5, with the exception 
of the New England Division and New York State where.it remained the same. New 
Jersey's share dropped only slightly from 7.6 percent in 1970 to_7.3 percent in 
1976, which varies little from that of the nation as a whole. With the excep­
tion of the West Region, all areas showed an increase in the proportion of 
persons employed in the Wholesale and Retail Trades.sector. New Jersey exhib­
ited the largest increase in percentage points· (1. 5 points from 1970 to 1976}:' . 

. · The proportion of persons employed in Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE) 
increased from 1970 to 1976 for all the·areas with the exception of the Middle 
Atlantic Division as a whole and New York State. Al though the proportion of. 
persons in New Jersey employed in FIRE increased marginally by 0. 4 percentage-.. 

• points, that for Pennsylvania increased by slightly more, at 0.6 percentage' 
points. 

All areas showed an increase in the percentage of persons employed in 
Services, with New Jersey exhibi t_ing the highest increase, from 23. 7 percent to 
27.7 percent and the South Region showing the least increase from 26.2 :Percent 
to 27. 8 percent. · '· 

Changes in the industrial distribution of employed persons in an area are 
a function of several factors at the national and local levels, which balance 
industry's demand for labor against cyclical or structural changes in the· 
national economy and/or changes in the structure of an area's economy. Influ­
encing the demand side is new or expanding industrial development, the'' -d~cline 
or closing of an industry, and movement of industries from one area to another. 
The overall size of the national and local labor pool, persons changing their 
industry or location of employment, their skills or experience level, and their 
availability for specific types of work in different areas influence the supply 
size. 

The data in Table V-5 seem to indicate that, al though most areas exhibit 
patt.erns similar to the national trends, there was a redistribution from 1970 

·to 1976 of industries from one area to another. This., of course, is evidenced 
by the differentials between the pattern for the U.S. as a whole and areas 
within the U.S. Although New Jersey exhibited one of the largest decreases in 
the proportion of persons employed in manufacturing, in other sectors, particu:.. 
larly services, the stat.e had among the highest gains. But, in general, there 
appears to be a tendency for the industrial structures of the areas encompassed 

· by Table V-S.: to converge toward that of the nation, i.e., less differentiation 



among areas. If this is the case, it would appear that one possible force 
causing migration, i.e., certain unique industrial concentrations or special;. 
izations in particular geographic settings,·may become less significant. 

This shift in industrial structure in New Jersey is reflected in pat-
terns of workforce migration. Although it will be analyzed in more detaii 
subsequently (see Table V-13), suffice it to note here that the manufacturing 
workforce experienced a net outmigration of over 12,000 in the 1971 to 1973 
period, while the £inane~, insurance and real estate sector experienced slight 
net,inmigration. In general,· there appears to be correspondence between the 
changing industrial composition of the state and patterns of workforce migration. 

EMPLOYED PERSONS BY OCCUPATION 

The well documented movement toward a white-collar and service labor 
force in the United States is shown by the 1970.to 1976 overall increase in 
the proportion of the work force in professional and service occupations arid·· . 
the corresponding decrease in the percentage employed in opera:tive and craft· 
jobs (Table V-6). This pattern was replicated by most areas for which data: 

· are provided in the table. · 

In comparison to its neighbors, New Jersey's proportion of persons .. em!"' 
ployed as nonfarm managers and administrators increased the most, while. th~ 
proportion of professi,onal, technical, and kindred workers gained mo:re· ·than. 
that of Pennsylvania but less than that of New York. · On the other hand, the 
proportion employed as operative and craft workers dropped more in New Jers·ey . 
than in New York, but less than in Pennsylvania. 

These patterns and di_fferences in patterns of changes in the indus~ 
trail and occupational structure of employed persons may be caused by a combina:.. 
tion of several factors. In terms of migration., it is ·difficult to assess the 
exact relationships between migration and industrial and occupational changes. 
Whether an industry moves into an area because of the inplace.occupational · 
structure of the area, or whether the occupational structure is affected.by in-

. d~strial development,or both cannot be explained by the data. Later in this 
report, data on New Jersey migrants by industry will be presented and analyzed. 
The interrelationship between industrial development and occupational structure 

· changes., unfortunately, will still not be clear. However, there is a tendency 
for the industrial and occupational structure of an area's economy to reinforce 

. each other. I£ New Jersey has the appropriate jobs it can attract those seeking 
,employment in professional, managerialii etc. positions. But, the state'will 
not attract manufacturing workers if the jobs are not present. · 

SUMMARY 

The decline in New Jersey's population since 1970 has not advers·ely. 
affected the size of· the state's labor force. The population decrease, as will 
be discussed in the following section, is attributable to a not particularly 
significant net outmigration. At the saine time, the aging of the population, 
particularly those born during the baby boom years, and the. increase in labor 
force participation, especially of females, has resulted in an increasing labor 
force supply ... The s.tate~s·future labor force may differ from that in the past~ 
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TABLE V - 6 0\ 

EMPLOYED PERSONS BY OCCUPATION 
UNITED STATES, REGIONS, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION, 

NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 
1970 AND 1976 

!/) (Numbers in Thousands) 
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April 1, 1970 

United States 76,554 14.8 8.3 7.1 18.0 13.9 17.6 4.5 3.1 12.8 
Northeast Region 19,271 15.9 8.2 7.2 20.0 13.5 18.2 3.9 1.1 12.1 

New England 4,751 16.6 8.5 6.8 18.6 14.0 18.8 3.8 1.0 12.1 
Middle Atlantic 14,520 15.7 8.1 7.4 20.4 13.3 17.9 4.0 1.0 12.2 

New York 7,124 16.7 8.5 7.5 22.4 12.2 15.1 306 1.0 13.0 
New Jersey 2,859 16.1 8.8 7.7 20.2 13.7 18.6 3.8 0.6 10.7 
Pennsylvania 4,537 13.8 7.0 7.0 17.3 14.9 21. 8 4.9 1.4 12o0 

North Central Region 21,650 1308 7.7 6.9 17.4 14.1 18.8 4.3 4.3 12.7 
South Region 22,797 13. 6 - 8.4 6.9 16.4 14.3 18.4 5.1 3.7 13.1 
West Region 12,836 17.0 9A 7.6 18.7 13.3 13.4 4.5 3.1 13.3 

March 1976 

United States 89,066 15.6 10.8 6.1 17.5 12.9 15. 0- 4.8 3.3 13.9 
Northeast Region 20,425 17.6 10~ 8 5.9 19.2 12.4 15.0 4.3 1. 3 13.6 

New England 5,314 17.9 10. 9 5.8 17.6 13.0 15.7 4.8 1.0 13.5 
Middle Atlantic 15,111 17.5 10. 7 6.0 19.7 12.2 14.8 4el 1.4 13.6 

New York 7,304 18.8 11.3 5.8 21.4 11.2 13.0 3.6 1. 3. 13.8 
New Jersey 3,054 17.9 11.8 6.6 19.5 12.4 14.5 4.2 0.9 12o2 
Pennsylvania 4;753 15_. 1 - 9.3 5.8 17. 3 · 13.7 1708 4.9 1. 9 14. 2 

North Central Region 24,651 14.3 9.8 5.8 16.6 13.5 16.1 4.6 5.1 14.2 
South Region 28,082 -14.1 - 11.0 6.1 16.7 13.4 16.1 5.4 3.5 13.8 
West Region 15,907 17.6 12~1 6.,9 18.3 12.0 11. 3 4.8 3.1 13.9 

..;..,.;. 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of -the Census, Current Population Reports;, Series P-20, No. 334, "Demographic Social, and 
Economic Profile of States: Spring 1976," U.S. Government Printing Office, Wasµingto1;1, D.G., 1979. · 



It may be better educated and larger in size. There may be more females, and 
there may be fewer men over 55. The average age of the labor force wil 1 be 
increasing. There may be a more stable labor force as the surge of youth 
seeking their first· jobs diminishes and as the labor force becomes more ex­
perienced. The industrial and occupational st-ructur.e of the state may chang~ 
to meet the demands and supply of the 1 abor force rmd population. , .. · 

The following section attempts to examine more closely the impact 'Of 
migration on the labor force in New Jersey. In order to get a c.omplete pictu;r~ 
·of the state's recent migration trends and the relationship to· those of othe,r 
areas, several aspects of the migration of the population wi.11 be discussed _-:-­
total netmigration, the origin and destination of migrants, and netm,igr~ti9n by 
age and sex. Because of data constraints, wo~kforce migration data_are used in 
lieu of labor force migration data in the analysis of movements of workers.3 
Throughout the text on workforce migration, comparisons will be made, .where 
feasible, to population migration patterns. 

MIGRATION OF THE RESIDENT POPULATION AND WORKFORCE 

MIGRATION OF THE POPULATtON 

TOTAL NET MIGRATION OF THE RESIDENT POPULATION 

Before examining the migration ·of the New Jersey labor force~- it is _useful 
· to briefly outline the pattern of total netmigration of the resident population 
across the nation. In the recent past considerable attention has been paid to 
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the post-1970 migration patterns, particularly the movement away from 1;:he North­
east and North .Central Regions toward the South and West Regions. For New Jer~ey, 
the net flow out of the state. has not been substantial during the 1970s, accord­
ing to estimated data .. What appears to have been happening as the decade has 
commenced is that while the magnitude of both the inmigration to and outmigration 
from the state has increased, outmigration has grown at a faster pace. But the 
overall magnitude of the net outmigration in the 1970s is much smaller than the 
positive rtetmigration of the 19_60s. This appears ,to contradict the findings on 
workforce migration, to be discussed later in this chapter. This can be, explained, 
in part, by the fact that the workforce data exclude the retirement and 6ollege 
populations, which are highly mobile groups. 

Table V-7 displays the total netmigration.of the resident population of the 
four regions of the nation, the two divisions. of the Northeast Region, and the 
three states, includirtg New Jersey, of the Middle Atlantic Division for the 

·periods 1970-1975 and 1970-1977~ An~ual.average netmigration rates forboth 
time frames were·. calculated to determine whether t~e post-1975 pattern differed 
from the 1970-1975 one. 

As · is by now the conventional wisdom th.e South and West Regions of the 
nation experienced positive netmigration during the post-1970 period, while the 

3Labor force refers to the number of workers living. in an area plus the.mnnber 
of persons living in that area looking for work. Labor force data are by 
place of residence. Workforce refers to the n~be,r of .persons .working in an 
area, regardless of where they. live. 
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TABLE V - 7 

TOTAL NET MIGRATION OF THE RESIDENT POPULATION. 
UNITED STATES., REGIONS., NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, MIDDLE ATLANTIC DIVISION., 

NEW YORK., NEW JERSEY., PENNSYLVANIA 
1970-1975 AND 1970-197T 

(Numbers in Thousands). 

AprH 1., 1970 
Pop1,1lation 

Number of . 
Net Migrants 

1970-19752 1970-1977 

Annual, Average5 
Net Migration Rate 

1970-1975 1970-1977 .~ ~ 

·United States 203.,302 2.,454 ·3, 185 0.23 0.22· 
·, Northeast Region 

New pngland · 
Middle Atlantic 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

North Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

'49.,061 
11.,847 
37.,213 
18.,241 

7.,171 
11.,801 
56.,590 
62.,813 
34.,838 

Notes: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

-726 
56 

-781 
-578 

-18 
-186 
-971 

2,664 
1.,487 

· -1.,168 -0.28 -0.33 
35 0.09 ·o.o4 

-1,202 -0.40 ...;0.44 
-863 -0.60 -.0.65 
-67 -0.05 -0.12 

-272 -0.30 ..:o. 32 
-1., 271 -0.33 -0.30 
3.,390 0.81 0.74 
2.,234· 0.81 0.88 

1The data for the period 1970-1975 represent data for the period April 1., 1970 
to July 1., 1975; and the data for the period 1970-1977 .. represent data for the 
period April 1970 to July 1977. 

-2The number of net migrants for the period 1970 to 1975 was calculated· as 
follows: E . 3 ( J 1974 ·-~, NM · - POP· - POP + - B - D . , . + B . 

1970-1975 .- ~ 1975 1970 4 _1970 . 1970 . t=l971 t 

where: 8 = Bi~ths ½ { 81975 D197, 5);-J . 
D = Deaths \J ~ 

3Toe annual average net migration rates were calculated as follows:. 

NMR = oN~, . t+.x~ [ 12 J --···· 
POP -X- • lOO 

t 

where: NMR = Annual average net migration rate 
NM= Number of net migrants for time period 

P~P • April 1., 1970 population 
t = Base date= April 1., 1970 
x = Number of months between base date and .end date 

Source's: l. U~ S. Bureau .of the Census., Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1 

1978. (99th edition.) Washington., D.C . ., 1978. Also 95th and 97th 
- editions of the same publication. 

2. U.S. Bureau of the Census; _Current Population Reports., Series P-25., 
No. 799., "Revised 1977 and Provisional · 197g Estimates of 'the Popula­
tion of States and Components of Change.,'' U.S. Government Pringing 
Office, Washington., D.C • ., 1979. 



Northeast and North Central Regions experienced negative netmigration. The 
data, particularly the annual average netmigration rates, in Table V-7, seem 
to indicate that the net inmigration to the West Region increased in. the post-
1975 period, while the opposite pattern occurred in the South Region. 

In the Northeast Region, only the New England Division as a whole showed 
positive netmigration. The North Central Region experienced negative net­
migration very similar to that of the Northeast Region during1970-1975·and 
f970-1977, both in terms of absolute numbers and·rates~ However, the differ­
ence in average annual netmigration rates for the 5-year and 7-year period, 
indicates that net outmigration may have worsened between 1975 and 1977 for the 
Northeast Region at a pace faster than that for the North Central Region. New 
.Jersey fared better than the region and division in which it is encompassed., 

· as well as the other two states in the Middle Atlantic Division, over both time 
periods. 

Because the data for the post-1970 years in the table are·based on·esti­
mates, the migration figures are subject to error and may be over or understated. 
But the general patterns should be reasonable. And, al though New Jersei has not 

. exper:i.enced positive netmigration since 1970, the annual average netmigration 
rate for the 1970 to 1977 period (-0.12 percent) was much lower than for its 
immediate neighbors -- New York (-0.65 percent) and Pennsylvania (-0.32 percent). 

From various sets of independently developed population projections; (U~S. 
Census Bureau, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and N.J. Office of.Demographic 

.and Economic Analysis) it appears that the patterns of migration exhibited 
during the post-1970 period, in general, could continue into the·l980s. Many 
of the projections were based on the 1970 to·1975 pattern, and did not. incorporate 
'information for the years after 1975. Additionally, they are baseline p~oj ec­
tions and do not incorporate any policy or intervention strategies •. Furthermore, 
only the projections developed by the New Jersey Office of Demographic and Eco­
nomic Analysis for the State of Ne\'L Jersey take into consideration such exoge .. 
nous, nontrend factors as the impact of casino gambling, the construction mora­
torium in the Pinelands, and development in the Hackensack Meadowlands. The 
projections can only serve as guidelines as to what could occur if the assump­
tions of the projection methodologies hold and the patterns of the recent .past 
continue. into the future. · If these assumptions are valid, New Jersey may have 
more people move out of the state than into it in the short-term future and this 
would represent only a small part.of the state 9s population base. It should be 
remembered that, even with this loss of. population to: migration, the labor force 
supply will probably not decline; the- total number of persons between the ages 
of 25 and 54 will probably increase as the baby boom generation ages; and, 
labor force participation rates will probably continue ··to increase, if only 
slightly. Additionally, as this large post-World War II generation ages, .a more 
experienced labor force may .be residing in the state. 

In the next few sections the origins and destinations of the state's · 
migrants and their characteristics will be examined in an attempt to determine 
further · the impact of migration on the state's labor force. 
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ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF NEW JERSEY MIGRANTS 

Where are New Jersey migrants coming from and going to? Data comparable 
in time frames to that in Table V-7 were unavailable for analyzing th_e .origin 
and destination of New Jersey migrants. However, data were available for the 
1969-1972 and 1975-1976 ~eriods_fr~m.the Bureau of_the Census ~igraiion file 
developed from the matching of rnd1v-1dual federal income tax files. .. These 

. data are summarized in Table V-8 by Regions, Divisions, New York and Pennsy~­
vania·to show where people were coming from and going to with respect to New 
Jersey. 

. . 

The majority of New Jersey's inmigrants during both time periods were· 
coming from the Northeast Region (63.1 percent in 1969-1972 and 60.6 percent 

. in 1975-1976) and, in particular, from New York State (36. 8 percent in 1969..:1972 
and 36.6 percent in 1975-1976). The share of New Jersey outmigrants going to 
other areas in the Northeast Region (36.5 percent in 1969-1972 and 36.9 per­
cent in 1975-1976) was very similar to those leaving for states in the South 
Region (37.9 percent in 1969-1972 and 37.9 percent in 1975-1976). Pennsylvania 
(12.2 percent and 12.8 percent) and New York (14.4 percent and 15.8 percent) 

· were the destination of most of New Jersey's outmigrants within the Northeast 
Region, while Florida (15.9 percent and 14.1. percent) was the recipient· of most 
of .the migrants· to the South Region. Probably, a large part of the movement · 
to Florida can be credited to the retirement age population. 

The patterns of origins and destinations of New Jersey's migrants dur'ing 
1969-1972 and 1975-1976 did not differ substantially. The bulk of the net , 

. inmigration to New Jersey originated from its neighboring states, and although 
there was a positive netmigration to the state from the Northeast Region, ·the 
negative netmigration from New Jersey to all the other regions of the nation 
offset this influx. 

Later. in this chapter the or1g1n and destination of New Jersey's work-, 
force migrants will be discussed and comparisons will be made between that 
data and Table V-8. 

NET MIGRATION BY AGE AND SEX: NEW JERSEY 

One way to examine the impact of migration on New Jersey's labor for,ce 
is to consider the age and sex structure of New Jersey's migrants. For the 
post-1970 period, this can only be estimated. Table V-9 shows the results of 
an attempt to estimate netmigration by age and sex for the State of New Jers~y 
for the periods 1970-1975 and 1975--1978. (Again, these time periods do not 
match those of the previous tables, but the purpose of presenting data for two 
time periods. is to indicate whether the patterns differ substantially and.the 
changes are increasing or decreasing at a faster or slower pace during the more 
recent past. than·in the early post-1970 years.) Unfortunately, the data are 
for netmigration,which does not show the magnitude of inmigration and out-
migration. · 

4The problem in comparing data for time periods of differing length should be 
recognized. The data for the period 1969-~972 will miss more return moves 
than that for 1975-1976. 
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TOTAL1 410 .,419 

Northeast-Region 259.,062 
New England 25.,917 
Middle Atlantic 233.145 

New York 151.,083 
Pennsylvania 82.,062 

North Central Region 43.,635 
East North Central 33,715 
West North Central 9,920 

South Region 77,904 
South At1·antic 57,003 

Florida 12,374 
East South Central 7,624 
West South Central 11,588 
Washington, D.C. 1,689 

West Region 29,818 
Mountain 6,246 
Pacific 23,572 

California. 18,258 

TABLE V - 8 
ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF NEW JERSEY MIGRANTS 

BY REGIONS., DIVISIONS., AND SELECTED STATES 
1969-1972. AND 1975-j976 

ABSOLUTE NUMBERS 
1969~1972. 1975-1976 
Migration Migration 
Out of Net to Into Out of Net to 

NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

452.,834 -42.,415 150.,600 198.,684 -48.,084 

165.,365 93.,697 91.,274 73.,400 17.,874 
45.,020 ·-19.,103 10~ 199 16., 721 -6.,522 

120~ 345 112.,800 81.,075 56.,679 24,396 
65,075 86.,008 55,162 31,307 23,855 
55,270 26,792 2S,913 25,372 541 

· 52,498 -8,863 14,871 ·20,876 -6,005 
39, 84,1 -6,126 11,423 15,802 -4,379 
12,657 -2,737 3,448 5,074 -1,626 

171,604 -93,700 32,877 . 75, 390-. -42,513 
138,253 -81,250 25,213 58,642 --33, 429 
67,991 -55,617 8,185 27,937 -19.,752 
10,456 -2.,832 2.,509 4,928 -2,419 
20;737 -9.,149 4.,637 10,990 -6,353 
2,158 -469 518 830 -312 

63.,367 -33.,549 11,578 29,018 -17.,440 
22.,287 -16, 041 3,098 9.,782 -6.,684 
41.,080 -17,508 8,480 19;236 -10.,756 
33.,917 -15,659 6,519 15.,730 -9,211 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 
1969-1972 1975-1976 
Migration Mi&Eation 

Into Out of Into Out of 
NJ NJ NJ NJ 

100.0 .100.0 100.0 100.0 

63.1 36.5 60.6 36.9 
6.3 9.9 6.8 8.4 

56.8 26.6 53.8· 28.5 
36.8 14.4 36.6 15.8 
20.0 12.2 17.2 12.8 

10.6 11.6 9.9 10.S 
8~2 8.8 7.6 8.0 
2.4 2.8 2.3 2.6 

19.0 37.9 21. 8 37.9 
13.9 30.5 16.7 29.5 
3.0 15.0 5.4 14.1 
L9. 2.3 1.7 . 2. 5 
208 4.6 3.1 5.5 
0.4 0.5 0.3 0.4 

7.3 14.0 7.7 14.6 
LS 4.9 2.1 4.9 
5.7 9.1 5.6 9.7 
4~4 1 ,;s 4.3 7.9 

·Notes: Numbers may·not add due to rounding • 
. 1The total n·umbers represent the· sum or the c·olumns and do not include foreign·, uncoded, and ·wunatched data • 

. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census's migration file de~eloped ·from the· matched 1969-1972 and 1975-1976 individua.1 
Federal income tax files. 
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TABLE V ._ 9 
NET MIGRATION OF TI-IE RESIDENT CIVILIAN POPULATION BY AGE AND SEX 

NEW JERSEY 
1970-1975 AND 1975-1978 

(Numbers in Thous ands) 

ANNUAL A VE RAGE 
POPULATION NET MIGRATION . NET MIGRATION RATE 
July 12 1970 July 1, 1970-July 1, 1975 Jull 1, 1970-July 1, 1975 

Total Males Females Total Males Females Total Males Females 

1,998.0 1,019.2 978.8 14.9 7.5 7.5 0.15 0.15 0.15 
602.6 300.4 302.2 -37.0 -23.7 -13.3 -1. 23 -1. 58 -0.88 .. 
486.5 218.9 267.6 -49.5 -36.5 -13.0 -2.03 -3.33 -0.97 
860.1 408.7 451.4 82.8 60.9 21. 9 1. 93 2.98 0.97 

1,794.4 862.9 931.5 27.5 19.8 7.7 0.31 0.46 0.17 
696.2 331.2 364.9 -13.6 -2.7 -10. 8 -0.39 -0.16 -0.59 
695.7 284.7 411.1 -20.5 -11. 7 -8.8 -0.59 -0.82 -0.43 

July 1, 1975 July 1, 1975-July l , 1978 July 1, 1975-July 1, 1978 

1,791.8 915.4 · 876. 4 -2.3 -1. 3 ·-1.0 -0.04 ~0.05 -0.04 
675.0 338~3 336.7 ..;.37. 7 -23.5 -14.2 -1.86 -2.32 -1.41 
551.9 262.5 289.3 -53.2 -38.2 -14.9 -3. 21 -4.85 -1. 72 

1,025.5 495.1 530.5 34.0 25.0 9.0 1.11 1.68 0.57 
1,749.6 842.8 906.8 8.6 6.8 1.8 0.16 0.27 Oo07 

757.5 358. 7 . 398.8 -13.7 -3.3 : ...,lQ.5 ~0.60 -0.31· -0.88 
764.9 305.1 459.8 -19.4 -11.0 .-8.5 -0.85 -1.20 -0.62 

· Note::· Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

·· Source: · Office of Demographic and Economic Analfs~s esfim~tes.: ·,.see Chapt_e~ IV and Appendix A-1. 

,, 
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Migration is often induced by transitions from one stage of the life 
cycle to another. Migration rates vary sharply, and with nearly universal 
regularity, according to age groups. As can he.seen from Table V-9, the most 
mobile subgroup· of New Jersey's total population are males aged 20 to 24 
years, with the third most mobile group being the males aged 15 to·19 years. 
This reflects the changes, adjustments, and initial commitments that accompany 
early adulthood. Large numbers of these people are completing their formal 
schooling, entering the labor market for the first time, serving in the armed 
forces, and marrying and forming families.· These activities predispo'se ·people 
to move frequently unt'il they are well into their thirties. · (DeVanzo, 1978) 

· This latter $tatement appears consistent with the data in the table for males 
aged 25 to 34, · which also showed high rates of netmigration, ·· but are in a · 
dir.ection reverse to those for the 15 to 19 and 20 to 24 year olds~ It cannot 
be:determined from the data whether the positive netmigration of the 25 to 34 
year olds represent a return migration of the 15 to 24 year olds who out­
migrated in previous time periods, or whether they represent new migrants, or 
both. 1 

After the flurry of migration by males in thei'r early twenties passes 
its peak, the migration rates for those over 35 years·of age generally decline 
with age. However, the rates increase again at retirement age, as :males:leave 
the labor force and relocate in other areas for nonemployment related reasons. 
New Jersey's overall net outmigration position is accounted for primarily by 
these two groups -- those in their early twenties and those exiting the labor 
force -- both of which show large outflows from the state. 

The patterns of netmigration by age. for males are, in general, paralleled 
by those for females, although the magnitude·s of netmigration for the female 
population are not as great as those for mal.es,. which was also the pattern .for · 
the 1965-1970 period. Due to the increase in total netmigration during the· 
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1975 to 1978 period and because of the algor,ithms of the method used -to deyeloPthe 
estimates for thi.s period, the data indicate that for groups with negative net-

. , ' 

migration in the earlier time span, the rates of negative netmigration increased. 
And, for the groups with positive netmigration in 1970 to 1975, the rates de­
creased. In the future, as female labor force patterns converge toward those 
of males, the magnitude of female migration'may more closely replicate that of 
males. 

The data in Table V-9 show tha½ since 197~New Jersey has had a net loss 
of population due to migration in those ages which can serve to rejuvenate the 
state's labor force. At the same time, the state experienced a riet inm:i'..gration 
of 25-34 and 35-54 year olds; this could constitute an influx to the labor force 
of experienced persons drawn to the state because of employment opportunities~ 
As pointed out elsewhere in this chapter, the.migration of young adults is, in 
part, tied to the seeking of post-high school education, and New Jersey has been 
a net exporter of college students. Whether these persons are returning after 
their education and/or after they have had· some work experience, cannot be dis-
cerned from the data available. · · · · · · · 

As we proceed through the decade of the 19ij0s, it is possible that these 
basic migrational tendencies will persist in the absence of any unforeseen and/ 
or d:ramatic social and economic shifts.· Insights into this conclusion may be 
secured from a more detailed analysis of workforce migration. 
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MIGRATION OF THE WORKFORCE 

In reviewing the following analyses of the data on workforce migration, 
two items should be kept in mind. The data in Tables V-10 through V-14 r:efer 
to the workforce covered by Social Security and the migration of that group, 
as opposed to the resident population data presented in previous tables. -The 
major difference lies in that workforce-refers to the persons employed inan 
area regardless of their residence, while population refers to the residents 
of that area and labor force refers to residents of that area who are in the 
labor force, either employed or unemployed. Additionally, the time pert9ds 
examined in the following analyses are not consistent with those of the pre~ 
vious discussions.5 Given these constraints on comparability, an.attempt 

· will be made .to incorporate into the following analyses comparisons betweep. 
the findings of the previous tabulations and those in Tables V-10 through 
V-14. . - , 

ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF NEW JERSEY WORKFORCE MIGRANTS 

Table V-10 shows that between 1970 to 1973 and 1973 to 1976., the direc­
t:fon of workforce netmigration reversed from 10,300 to -19, 300. This, chan·ge 

·was associated with a decline of 28,700 in gross inmigration and an increase 
of less than 1,000 in gross outmigration. The data may be biased if more 
workers in one CWHS file are unclassified by state than another file. _But'· 
even allowing for such a bias, the data suggest that the changing netmigra_­
tion for New Jersey resulted more from declining inmigration than increasing 
outmigration. - In any case, the gross flows are of limited magnitude and net 
flows, even less so. 

However, this pattern of declining inmigration to New Jers.ey was not 
paralleled for_all areas between the two periods covered in Table V-10. The 
data show that there was an increase in inmigration to New Jersey from Florida, 
the West South Central Division, the West Region., the Pacific Division,-and 
California. And most of these same areas were the recipients of less of New 
Jersey's workforce during 1973 to 1976 than 1970 to 1973. 

The data in Table V-10, which represent a compilation on the or1g1n and 
destination of New Jersey workforce migrants for the time periods 1970 to 
1973 and 1973 to 1976, can be compared,with the.constraints of the data., to 
the data in Table V-8. From the percent distribution columns in these two 

. tables, it can be seen that the overall patterns of interchange of migrants 

. between New Jersey and oth_er areas is very similar for total migrants (Table 
V-8) and workforce migrants (Table V-10). The greatest amount of workforce 
mobility occurred within the Northeast Region and represented over 50 percent 
of the movement in both directions for the two time spans. Within the -:region, 
over half of .this interchange was between New Jersey and the State of New.York. 
The pattern of workforce migration from New Jersey to other areas in the re­
gion is similar to that of total migration. In terms of inmigration to New 
Jersey, there is less similarity between the workforce and total migration 
components. This can be explained,: in part, by the variation in the data 
series. Table V-10 does not include the college or retirement populations, 
which are highly mobile groups. 

5see Appendix A-2 for discussion of other differences. 
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TABLE V - 10 
ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF NEW JERSEY WORKFORCEl MIGRANTS 

BY REGIONS, DIVISIONS, AND SELECTED STATES 
1970-1973 AND 1973-1976 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

ABSOLUTE NUMBERS PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 
1970-1973 1973-1976 1970-1973 1973~1976 
Migration Migration Migration Migration 

Into Out of Net to Into Out -of Net to · Into Out of. Into Out of 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ -- --

TOTAL2 229.0 218. 7 - 10. 3 200.3 219 .,6 -19.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

Northeast Region 150.3 119. 5 30.8 124.5 113.4 11.1 65.6 54.6 62.2 51.6 
New England 15.3 15.6 -0.3 14.9 19.3 -4.4 6.7 7.1 7.4 8.8 
Middle Atlantic 135.0 103.9 31.l 109.6 94.1 15.5 59.0 47.5 54.7 42.9 

New York 9.0.4 ·. 71. 0 19.4. 76.1 61.5 14.6 39.5 32.5 38.0 28.0 
Pennsylvania' 44.6 32.9 11.7 33.5 32~6 0.9 19.5 15.0 16.7 14.8 

North Central Region 23.1 23.0 0.1 22.9 24.6 -1.7 10.1 10. 5 11.4 11. 2 
East North. Central 17.6 16.9 0.7 17.6 19.3 -1. 7 7.7 7.7 8·. 8 8.8 
West North Central 5.5 6.1 -0.6 5.3 . 5. 3 OeO 2.4 2.8 . 2. 6 2.4 

South Region 40.7 52.8- -12.1 '36.8 59.2 -22.4 17.8 24.1 18.4 27.0 
South Atlantic 25.8 40.7 -14.9 24.2 42.1 -1709 11.3 18.6 12.1 19.2 

Florida 6.3 20.9 -14.6 7.5 17.4 -9.9 2.8 9.6 3.7 7.9 
East South Central 5.5 3.4 2.1 4. 6' 6.6 -2.0 2.4 1.6 2.3 3.0 
West South Central 6.1 6.6 -0. 5 · 6.2 8.6 -2.4 2.7 3.0 3.l - 3.9 
Washington, D.C. 3.3 2.1 1. 2 1.8 1. 9 -0.1 1.4 1.0 0.9 0.9 

West Region 14. 9. 23.4 -8.5 16.1 22.4 -6.3 - 6. 5 10. 7 - 8.0 10.2 
·Mountain · 3.1 5.1 -2.0 2.4 6.3 ·.;..3_9 1.4 2.3 1.2 2.9 
Pacific 11.8 18.3 -6.5 13.7 16.3 -2e4 5.2 8.4 6.8 7.3 

California 9.8 16.0 ".'"6. 2 11.6 14.0 -2.4 4.3 7.3 5.8 6.4 

Notes: Numbers may not add due to rmmding. 
lData for an area_' s workforce represent workers who work in that at"~a regaraless of ~here they live~ Persons 
covered include workers whose participation _in- the Social Security ·program· is mandatory :-- employees in non­
farm · industrie~ ,: certain farm employees, most domestic employees · wlj.o work on a regular basis, and federal 
employees ·not c·overed by the Federal Retirement System; · and those whose · coverage is ele·ctive -- ministers, 
self-employed persons, and state and local government workers. · · 

2Total numbers represent the sum of the columns and excludes the military. 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Social Security Continuous Work History Sample (1%), First Quarters of 1970-73-76. 
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The South Region was the recipient of and origin of the· second largest 
proportion of members of New Jersey's workforce. And, Florida was the d.esti­
nation of about one-third of these migrants. The proportions for to·tal mi­
grants (Table V-8) leaving New Jersey for the South are higher tha.n those: for 
workforce migrants (Table V-10) primarily due to the· mobility· of the retire-

. ment population being reflected in the tabulations of Table ·V-10. 

As with the ~ata for.total ID:igrants, there was negative netmigration 
of the workforce migrants between New Jersey and the North.Central and West 
Regions, but not to ·as large an extent as that to the South- Reg:for1. 

It is difficult to foresee any substantial shifts in these patterns 
over the next decade, particularly since the changes of the 1970s · were 
limited in scope and magnitude. 

WORKFORCE MIGRATION BY RACE AND SEX 

The time span of analysis on stat,e workforce migration by race and ._sex 
is 1 imi ted. to the period 1971 to 1973 as shown in Table V-11. . Andr., only data ·· 
on netmigration by age and sex for two groups of regions. for two time pe~iods , 
were readily available. Caution should be ~xercised when examining this data.-
due tb the small magnitude of the numbers. · 

At the regional level, the Southern-Western Regions gain'ed 3'20., 000 · 
workers (on a net basis) from the Northern-Central Regions during the !'973 to · 
1976 period. Although the net inflow in 1973-76 was large, it was less than 
in 1970-73. The net inflow of workers to the Southern-Western Regions con"". . 

. sisted of both men and women. For both races, the inflows of men w·ere less. 
than in 19.70-1973. For both races, the inflows of women were about· the ·same 
as -in 1970-73. (See Renshaw, Friedenberg and Levine, 1978 for more detailed 

. data and discuss ion by metropolitan and nonmetropoli tan areas within the.: larger. 
regions.) · 

For the period 1971 to 1973 the workforce outmigration from New Je.rsey 
only very slightly offset the inmigration, and was accounted for by a slight 
surplus of white male outmigrants over white male inmigrants ( ~2, 500). All 
·the other groupings for the State of New Jersey show very slight positive net- · 
migration~ with the netmigration of 'White females (800) being very simifar: to 
that for black females (700). In this time period, New Jersey fared better 
than either New York, which showed a much larger magnitude of.total negative 
netmigration (as well as negative netmigration for, all groupingS), or Pennsyl­
vania, which also experienced a greater degree of negative netmigration. 

The data in Table V-11 are very difficult to compare with that of ·Table 
V-9 (Net Migration of the Resident·Civilian Population by Age and Sex) due.to 
inconsistencies in time periods and coverage. The noncoverage of the nonwork­
ing population, in particular college students and retirees, two groups which 
are highly mobile and have had an important negative impact on New Jerseyvs 
migration, imposes limitations to direct comparisons. Additionally, the short 
time period examined in Table V-11 was prior to the recessionary period, which 
is encompassed in Table V-9. Although Table V-11 shows only a slight total 
negative netmigration, it does indicate tha~ if the pattern of migration_ by 
race and sex from 1971 to 1973 continues, New Jersey could suffer from a slight 
net outmigration of white male workers. · 
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TABLE V .:.. 11 
WORKFORCE1 MIGRATION BY RACE AND SEX 

SELECTED AREAS (1970..;1973 AND 1973-1976)2 AND SELECTED STATES (1971-1!)73)3 

(Numbers_ in Thousands) 

NET MIGRATION 
Northern-· Southern-:- 1971-1973 
Central Western New York New Jersey Pennsylvania 
Regions Regions Into Out of Net .to Into Out of Net to Into Out of Net to 

1970-1973 1973-1976 1970-1973 1973-1976 NY NY NY NJ NJ NJ PA PA PA 

TOTAL -_400. 9 -319.8 400.9 319~8 349.4 423.0 -73.6 194.7 195.0 ---o. 3 195.8 216.9 -21.2 
Males -275.1. -191.7 275.1 191. 7 233~8 278.0 -44.1 133.5 135.4 -1.9 143.0 150.6 -7.6 

White -261. 9 ·-183.3 261.9 183.3 205.1 241.6 -36.4 1i5.8 118~3 -2.5 129.8 138.8 -9.1 
Black4 -,-13.2 -8~.4 13.2 8.4 2-2.9 28.4 -5.5 14.4 14.2 0.2 11.5 10.4 1.1 
Other 5.8 8.0 -2.2 · 3.3 2.9 0.4 l.8 1.4 0.4 

Females -125. 8 ,' _;128.1 125.8 128.1 115.6 145.2 -29.7 61. 2 59.6 1. 7 52.8 66.4 -13.6 
White -119. 2 -119. 8 119.2 119.8 98.9 125.0 -26.1 52.6 51. 8 0.8 47.1 60.4 -13.3 
Black4 -6.6 -8.3 6.6 8.3 13.9 . 17. 5 -3.6 7.3 6.6 0.7 5.1 5.7 -0.6 
Other 2.7 2.8 -0.1 1. 3 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.4 · 0.3 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 fOO.O 100.0 · 100.0 100.0 · 100~0 100.0 100.0 

Males 68.6 - 59.9 68.6 59.9 66.9 65.7 68.6 69.5 73.0 69.4 
White 65.3 57.3 65'.'3 57.3 58.T 57.1 59.5 60.7 66.3 64.0 
Black4 3.3 2.6 3.3 2.6 6.5 6. 7 · 7.4 7.3 5.8 4.8 
Other 1.7 1.9 1. 7 1.5 0.9 o~6 

Females 31.4 40.1 31.4 40.1 33.1 34.3 31.4 30.6 26.9 30.6 
White 29.7 37.5 29.7 37.5 28.3 29.5 27.0 26.-6 24.0 27.8 
Black4 1.6 2.6 1.6 2.6 4.0 4.1 3.7 3.4 2.6 2.6 
Other 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.2 

Notes: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
lsee footnote 1, Table V - 10 for definition of workforce data. 
20n1y net migration data by race and sex for 1970-1973 and 1973-1976 were available for two large areas of the nation. The Northern-Central 
Regions represent the Northeast and North Central Regions· and the Southern-Western Regions represent the South and West Regions. 

3For the Selected States migration data by rac_e and sex were available only for the time period 1971-1973. 
4For the regions.· the numbers and percents for Black and for both Black and Other. . . . 

Sources: 1. 1970-1973 and 1973-1976: Bureau of Economic. Analysis. Social Security Continuous Work History Sample (1%). 
2.,, 1971-1973: Bi.lreaU'of Economic Analysis, Social.Security Continuous.:Work History Sample (10%). First Quarters of 1971 arid 1973~ 
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WORKFORCE MIGRATION BY AGE 

Table V-12 shows data on workforce migration by age 1971 to 1973 for New 
York., New Jersey and Pennsylvania. Caution should be ~xercised when examining 
this data due to the small magnitude of the numbers. The median age of' out­
migrants from New Jersey at 34.0 years was slightly higher than that for in-

. migrants. to the state at 33.6 years. New York exhibited a similar pattern with 
the median age of outmigrants being 33.7 years and of inmigrants being 33.5 
years. On the other hand., Pennsylvania had a higher median age for inm1grants 

. (33.9 years) than outmigrants (32.6 years). 

The data in Table V-12 show that one of the most mobile group of persons 
in the workforce correspond to the data in Table V-9 in terms of direction 
(positive} and age group (25 to 34 year olds). The data in Table V-12 also 
show that there was a very slight negative netmigration for the unde:i;- 25 years 
of age groups in total (-600)., which parallels, in terms of direction., the 
15 to 24 years of age groups for both of the time periods examined. in Table V-9. 
And, when the 35-54 and 55-64 years of age groups are combine~ the direction of 

·total netmigration was negative for both the· civilian· population ~n the two time 
periods of Table V-9 and the workforce of Table V-12. 

As was the case in attempting to compare Table V-11 with Table V-9., it 
is not easy to make direct comparisons between· Table V-12 and TableV-9, due 
to differences in time periods and coverage. However, both tables_shol'{ . 
positive netmigration for the 25 to 34 year olds. This may indicate an.inflow 
of persons to New Jersey's popul,ation and workforce of those persons who. have 
completed their post-high school education artd/or obtained some work experience. 
This conclusion does not correspond directly to that drawn fro~ the survey under­
taken by the New Jersey Commission on Financing Post-Secondary Education -- i.e., 
that only· one in eight students indicated a preference to live in New Jersey 
after college graduation. It must .be remembered that several factors cause 
these discrepancies. The commission's findings were based on students' per­
ceived plans., which can differ from what they actually do. Also., data are un­
available which would be similar to that ·in Tables V-9., V-11., and V-12 and which 
would show whether the positive migration of the 25 to 34 year olds in one time 
per_iod is the result of the return of the 15 to 24 year olds who left the state 
in a previous time period. The turnaround from net outmigration of the 15 to 24 
year olds to net inmigration of the 25 to 34 year olds represents a combination 
of occurrences-~ the return of previous New Jersey.residents or workers to the 
·state who left for educationai and/or employment purposes, and an inmigration of 
persons who never before 1i ved in the state. 

The net outmigration of the workforce under 25 years of age, if maintained., 
could presen~ a serious public policy issue., particular1y since the maturat:Lon 
of the baby bust in the 1980s will further reduce the number. of entry Jeve1 
workers in the labor force. The.combination of these two factors could have ·both 
beneficial ·and negative aspects. On the positive side, there will be Jess of a 
need to ~ecure adequate employment opportunities for younger., particularly 
minority, unskilled workers. On the negative side, some industries may.desire a 
young workforce. · · 

' .. 
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TABLE V - 12 
WORKFORCE! MIGRATION BY AGE2 

NEW YORK, NEW_ JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 
1971-1973 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

NEW YORK NEW JERSEY 
1971 Mi&ration 1971 Mi&!ation 

Covered Into Out of Net to Covered Into Out of 
Workforce NY NY NY Workforce NJ NJ 

TOTAL 6,626.6 349. 3 423.2 -73.9 2,329.2 194.7 195.1 
Under 19 26.4 1.5 1. 9 0.4 11.2 1.0 0.9 

19-21 304.1 25.3 29.9 - 4.6 132.2 14.8 15.1 
22-24 462.0 41.6 50.9 - 9.3 167.0 23.0 23.4 
25-34 1,578.3 121. 0 144.2 -23.2 520.4 66.0 63.5 
35-54 2,626.3 123.3 148.9 -25.6 944.6 69.4 71.2 
55-64 1,137.3 30.2 38.6 8.4 400.7 16.9 17.5 
65+ 486.9 6.1 8.5 - 2.5 151.0 3.5 3.3 

Unclassified 5.3 0.3 0.3 2.1 0.1 0.2 
Median Age 33.5 33.7 33.6 34.0 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Under 19 0.4 0.4 .0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 

19-21 4.6 7.2 7.1 5.7 7.6 7.7 
· 22-24 7.0 11.9 12.0 7.2 11.8 12.0 

25-34 23.8 34.6 34.1 22.3 33.9 32.5 
35-54 39.6 35.3 35.2 40.6 35.6 36.5 
55-64 17.2 8.6 9.1 17.2 .8. 7 9.0 
65+ 7.3 1. 7 2.0 6.5 1.8 1. 7 

Unclassified 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 O;l 

Notes: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
lsee footnote 1, Table V - lOfor definition of workforce data .. 
2Age is as of 1973. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1971 Migration 

Net to Covered Into Out of 
NJ Workforce PA PA 

- 0.4 3,633.7 195.9 217.1 
0.1 19.4 0.7 1.0 

- 0.3 205.2 13.5 18.1 
- 0.4 269.7 22.1 28.8 

2.6 788.1 67.9 74.9 
- 1.8 1,441.5 70.6 72.8 

0.6 657.2 17.8 17.8 
0.2 249.5 3.2 3.5 

- 0.1 3.1 0.1 0.2 
33.9 32.6 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
0.5 0.4 0.5 
5~6 6.9 8.3 
7.4 11.3 13.3 

21. 7 34.7 34.5 
39.7 36.0 33.5 
18.1 9.1 8.2 
6.9 1.6 1.6 
0.1 0.1 0.1 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Social Security Continuous Work History Sample (10%), First Quarters of 1971 and 1973: 

Net to 
PA 

-21. 2 
- 0.3 
- 4.6 
- 6.8 

7.0 
- 2.2 

- 0.2 
- 0.1 
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WORKFORCE MIGRATION BY INDUSTRY 

The restructuring of the economy in the post-1970 period -- an increas­
ing representation of nonmanufacturing jobs, particularly in the service 
sectors, and a decreasing share of manufacturing jobs -- is exemplified for 
the three Middle Atlantic States by the workforce migration data shown in· 
Table V-13. With a slowing or decline in growth in the manufacturing sector, 
there was a concurrent net outmigration of those persons employed.in manu­
facturing jobs. From 1971 to 1973, of the three states New Jersey experi­
enced the-greatest net outmigration of such workers (-12,200). However, with 
the exception of those persons employed in the wholesale and retail trade 
sectors, all other sectors showed a positive netmigration. In New York, all 
sectors had a neg~tive netrnigration for the time period and in Pennsylvania, 
only the construction and finance, insurance and real ·estate sectors exhibited 
positive netmigration. These latter two sectors in New Jersey experienced the 
highest levels, albeit slight, of net inmigration. Very high levels of "un­
classified" migration in all three states, if not distributed randomly could 
bias the analysis. 

The trends in Table V-13 are comparable to_those irt Table V-5, where 
it was found that New J.ersey exhibited one of the largest decreases in the 
proportion of persons employed in manufacturing. It is to be expected -that 
with a loss of resident jobs in a sector, there would be a concurrent loss of 
workforce el]lployedin that sector. 

WORKFORCE MIGRATION BY WAGE CLASS 

Data on workforce migration by wage class from 1971 to 1973 for New . 
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania are shown in Table V-14. All of the· Stites 
exhibited. a higher median wage for inmigrants than outmigrants; however, this 
is due in part, of course, to the fact that the dollar amount for inmigrants 
are as of 1973. When the national city average consumer price indexes (1967= · 
100) for 1971 .(121.3) and 1973 (133.1) are applied to the appropriate median 
wages, the median wages become: . · · · 

New York 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

1967 Dollars 
Inmigrants 

$5,782 
5,678 
5,878 

Outmigrants 
$4,872 

5,000 
4,697 

· From the above data it can be seen that the median wage of New Jersey's inmi-. 
grants was 13.6 percent higher than that for outmigrants. The equivalent 
figures for New York and Pennsylvania are 1.8.7 percent and 25.1 percent resp~c­
tively. 

For all three states, the largest proportion of the 1971 covered.work­
force were in the $4,000 to $5,999 wage class; the largest proportion of; inmi­
grants were in the $10.,000 to.$14,999 wage.class; and, the largest proportion 
of outmigrants were in the under $2,000 wage class. In all cases, New Jersey's 
shares for these.groups were higher than those for New York and lower than 
those for Pennsylvania. 

• 
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1971 
Covered 

Workforce 

TOTAL 6,626.4 
Agriculture 11.0 
Mining 11. 3 
Construction 244.5 
Manufacturing 1,704.7 
Transportation & Public Utilities 486.2 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 1,380.7 
Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate 571. 9 
Services 1,803.8 
Government 385.4 
Unclassified 27.0 

TOTAL 100.0 
Agriculture · 0.2 
Mining 0.2 
Construction 3.7 
Manuf~cturing 25.7 
Transportation & Public Utilities 7.3 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 20.8 
Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate 8.6 
Services 27.2 
Government 5.8 
Unclassified 0.4-

Notes: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

TABLE V - 13 
WORKFORCE1 MIGRATION BY INDUSTRY 

NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 
-1971-1973 . 

- (Numbers in Thousands) 

NEW YORK NEW JERSEY 
MiKration 1971 Migration 

Into Out of Net to Covered Into Out of 
NY NY NY Workforce NJ NJ 

349.5 422.9 -73.4 2,329.1 194.7 194.9 
0.4 1.0 0.6 5.5 0.4 0.4 
1.2 1.6 - 0.5 2.7 0.2 0.1 

17.9 19.4 - 1.5 98.1 12.9 11.6 
101.0 111.3 -10.3 792.6 58.5 70.7 

21. 9 27.9 - 5.9 144.2 10.6 10.1 
76.2 110. 7 -34.4 515.8 50.5 51.6 
30.0 45.3 -15.3 110.3 10.1 ·9,0 
76.9 95.4 -18.5 521. 2 36.l 36.0 
6.6 7.7 - 1.1 129.4 4.6 3.8 

17.3 2.7 14. 7 9.4 10.9 1. 7 

PERCENT MSTRIBUT16N' 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
0.1 0.2 0.2 o.-z·· o.z-
0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0;1 
5.1 4.6 . 4.2 6.6 6.0 

28.9 26.3 34.0 30.0 36.3 
6.3 6.6 6.2 5.4 5.2 

21.8 26.2 22.1 25.9 26.5 
8.6 10. 7 4.7 5.2 4.6 

22.0 22.6 22.4 18.5 18.5 
1.9 1.8 5.6 2.4 1.~ 
4.9 0.6 0.4 5.6 0.9 

lsee footnote 1, Table V - 10 for definition of workforce data. 

1971 
Net to Covered 

NJ Workforce 

- 0.3 3,633.5 
9.0 

0.1 40.6 
1. 3 171.0 

-12.2 1,382.2 
0.5 212.7 

- 1.1 821.2 
1.2 179.1 
0.1 680.2 
0.8 121. 7 
9.2 16.0 

100.0 
0.2 
1.1 
4.7 

38.0 
5.9 

22.6 
4.9 

18.7 
3.3 
0.4 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Social Security Continuous wo-rlCHistory Sample (10%), First Quarters of 1971 and 1973. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Misration 

Into Out of Net to 
PA PA PA 

196.1 216.9 -20.8 
0.5 0.6 0.1 
1.5 2.0 - 0.5 

19.8 15.6 4.2 
62.3 68.5 - 6.2 
19. 3 12.6 - 3.3 
43.0 58.4 -15.4 
12.9' 11.0 1. 9 
32.7 41.9 - 9.2 
2.3 5.1 - 2.8 

11. 7 1.1 10.6 

100.0 100.0 -
0.3 0.3 
0.8 0.9. 

10.1 7.2 
31..8 31.6 
4.7 5.8 

21.9 26.9 
6.6 5.1 

16. 7 19.3 
1~2 2.4 
6.0 0.5 



TOTAL 
Under $2,000 

. $ 2,000- 3,999 
$·4,000- 5,999 
$ 6,000-· 7,999 
$ 8,000- 9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000-24.,999 
$25, 000_ and over 

Median Wage 

TOTAL 
Under $2,000 
$ 2,000- 3,999 

. $ 4,000- 5,999 
$ 6,000- 7,999 
$ 8,000- 9,999 
$10,000-:-14,999 
$15,000-24,999 
$25,000 and over 

TABLE V - 14 
WORKFORCE1 MIGRATION BY·WAGE CLASS2 
NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA 

1971-1973 

NEW YORK 
1971 Migration 

Covered Into Out of 
Workforce NY NY 

6,626.4 
1,041.0 

895.7 
1,143.5 
1,097.1 

803.1 
1,039.8 

461.4 
145.3 

100.0 
15.7 
13. 5 · 
17.3 
16.6 
12.1 
15.7 
7.0 
2.2 

349.5 
38.5 
39.0 
51.6 
53.5 
42.6 
66.0 
41.7 
16.6 

$7,696 

100.0 
11.0 
11.2 
14.8 
15.3 
12.2 
18.9 
11.9 
4.7 

423.2 
79.7 
62.7 
72. 3 
61.0 
44.4 
60.4 
31. 5 
1L2 

$5,910 

100. 0 
18.8 
14.8 
17.1 
14.4 
10.5 
14.3 
7.4 
2.6 

·(Numbers in Thousands) 

NEW.JERSEY 
1971 Migration 

Covered Into Out of 
Workforce - NJ NJ 

2,329.1 
400.5 
323.6 
414.5 
364.4 
292.8 
356.8 
140.8 

35.6 

194.7 
22.9 
21.5 
29.4 
29.8 
23.6 
37.1 
23.9 
·6. 5 

$7,557 

194.9 
37.5 
26.9 
32. 2 
27.2 
21. 9 
30'. 3 
15.0 
3.9 

$6,065 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 

100.0 
17.2 
13.9 
17.8 
15.6 
12.6 
15.3 
6.0 
1.5 

100.0 
11.8 
11.0 
15.1 
15.3 
12.1· 
19.1 
12.3 
3.3 

100.0 
19.2 
13.8 
16.5 
14.0 
11.2 
15.S 
7.7 
2.0 

Notes: Numbers may not add ,due to, rollllding. · 

· PENNSYLVANIA 
1971 Migration 

Covered Into Out of 
Workforce PA PA 

3,633.9 
625.4 
·s89. 5 
705.4 
621.4 
444.4 
455.8 
148.4 
43.6 

100.0 
17.2 
i6.2 
19.4 
17.1 
12.2 
12.5 

4 .1 -
1.2 

195.8 
21. 3 
22.5 
28.4 
28.1 
23.3 
38.6 
26.7 
6.9 

$7,823 

100.0 
10.9 
11.5 
14e5 
14.4 
11.9 
19.7 
13.6 
. 3. 5 

217. l 
44.-S 
32.6 
36.2 
31. 8 
22~2 
31-. 7 
14.1 

3~7 
$5,698 

· 100. 0 
20.6 
15.0 
16.7 

· 14.6 
· 10. 2 
14.6 
6.5 
1. 7 

_ lsee · footnote 1, Table v - 10 for definition- of w.o.rkforce data. 
2Wages are in (;µrrep.t do11a'.rs and are for the ·year. the worker was in the area of analysis. ·· Pol lar 
amounts· for irimigrants: are as of 1973 and dollar amounts for outmigra.I1ts are as of· 1971. 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis., ·SociaLSecurity Continuous Work History Sample (10%)., First Quarters 
. of. 1971. and 1973. 
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Thus, the information in Tables V-13 and V-14 seem to .suggest·that for 
the period 1971 to 1973 migration trends of New Jersey where characterized by 
losses in the number of medium- and low-wage workers-in manufacturing and by 

- :relative gains in the number of workers employed in high-wage professional 
and managerial jobs. These perceived findings concur generally with the data 
provided in Tables V-5 and V-6, which show decreases in the percentage of· , 
persons employed in manufacturing and increases in the percentage of persons 
employed as professionals and mai:iagers. 

SUMMARY-

,, 63 

This chapter has presented ana11ses of the data collected to determine 
the impact of migration on the New Jersey labor force. Changes in the struc­
ture of the labor force, however, are not only a function of migration. Rather, 
changes also occur due to exits and entrants to the labor force. ·And, in th~ , 
case of changes in industrial sector and wage class, structural changes are.the·re­
sul ts of. workers changing :·their. ·s-tatt1s ·from one indus~ry to another and· fronr.: pne 
wage class to another. · In order to assess· the role migration plays in creati:ng 
changes in the workforce in relation to the role these other fac:tors play, 
Table V-15 was prepared. Table V-15 was constructed from data available from 
the Social Security Continuous Work History Sample and is consistent in defini­
tional terms (workforce) and time period (1971 to 1973) with Tables V-11 through 
v~14. · · ·· 

The period from 1971 to 1973 was one of low netmigration of the workforcer- -
of New Jersey -- a net outflow of 300 workers --- but the patterns of migratHfo. 
by various characteristics appear to represent_the highly selective. process_ 
that migratiori is. From 1971 to 1973, majdrstructural changes in the workforce 
occurred in two of the groupings shown in Table V-15 -- age and wage class. 
With respect to changes in age composition, the largest occurred at the extreme 
ends, particularly the under 25 years of age, ·which gained 185,600 workers~- _: This 
group represented 13.4 percent of the workforce ·in 1971 and 20. 3 percent· bi _1973. 
But, as can be seen from the table, netmigration was in a negative direction 
(-600). The increase in this group was not a function of migration; rather, it 
was caused by the increasing pool of persons of workforce _age -- a result of the 
baby boom, increasing labor fo'!'ce participation and, for this time period~ the. 
ending_of the Vietnam War. Migration had the most' substantial impact on_theage 
structure in the 25 to 34 and 35 to 54 years of age groups, artd, for the yollllg 
adult group, represented 18.6 percent of the total change in the number of work­
ers 25 to 34 years old. From 1971 to 1973, however, the differential between· 
entrants and exits accounted for the major share of changes in the age'composi-
tion of the labor force. · 

It is difficult to assess the changes in the structure of the workforce by 
wage class, because the dollar amounts represent current dollars for each of the 

.years. This should be kept in mind when·examining·the data, for theUJ1ited.States 
city average consumer price index (1967=100) _ changes from 121'.3 ih 1971. to 133.1 
in 1973, and represents a difference of almost 10 percent. The change in th~ 
structure of the workforce by wage cl_ass is not only accowited for -by migration 
and entrants and exits to the workforce., but also by nonmigrants having a -c,hange · 
in their wage status. Alth9ugh migration had apart in the redistribution of'the 
workforce by wage class_from·1971·to.19'73, the changes shoWh in Table V"'."15 ar~ 
primarily a function of the change in wages of nortmigrants. 



TOTAL 

By Race & Sex 
White Males 
Nonwhite Males 
White Females 
Nonwhite Females 

By Age2 
Less.than 25 
25-34 
35_;54. 
55-64 
65 and over 

By Industry3 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation & Pub. Util. 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance & Real 
Estate 

Services 
Government 
Other4 
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Table V-lS 

SUMMARY 
IMPACT OF MIGRATION ON THE WORKFORCE! 

BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 
NEW JERSEY 
1971-1973 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

1971 Workforce 1973 Workforce · Change 1971-73 Net Migration Net 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 1971-73 Entrants-Exits 

2.,329.1 100. 0% 2,442.2 

1,214.0 52.1 1.,241.9 
167.0 7.2 178.6 
822.0 35.3 880. 5 · 
126.1 SA 141.4 

310.4 13.4 496.0 
520.4 22.3 534.4 
944.6 40-. 6 · 952. 9 
400.7 17.2 360.6 
15LO 6.5 · 96.4. 

98.1 4.2 106.9 
792.6 34.0 751.6 
144.2 6.2 144.4 
515.8 22.1 552.9 

110.3 4.7 115.9 
521. 2 · 22.4 562.9 
129.4· 5.6 139.8· 
17.6 0.7 67.9 

100.0% 113.1 

50.·9 27.9 
7.3 11.6 

36.1 58.5 
. 5. 8 15.3 

20. ·3 .185.6 
21. 9 14.0 
39.0 8.3 
14~8 -40 .-1 
3;9 -54.6 

4.4 8.8 
30.8 -41~0 
5.9 0.2 

22.6 37.1 

4·_ 7 5.6 
23.0 41;7 
5.7 . 10.4 
2. 8 · 50.3 

4.9% 

2.3 
6.9 
7.1· 

12.1 

59~8 
2.7 
0.9 

-10. 0 
-36.2 

9~0 
-5.2 

0.,1 
7. 2 . 

5.1 
8.0 
8.0 

285.8 

- 0.3 

-.•:2;5 
0.6 
0.8 
o. 8 · 

-0.6 
2.6 

-1.8 
-0.6 
0.2 

1. 3 
-12.2 

0.5 
-1.1 

1.2. 
·0.1 
:0. 8 
-9.3 

·(Continued) 

113.4 

30.4 
10. 9 
57.7 

· 14.4 

186.3 
11.4 
10.0 

-39.5 
-54.8 

1.6 
~3.4 
-2.1 
62.2 

1.8 
.. 33.4 

5.1 
14. 8 



Table V-15 (Continued) 
IMPACT OF MIGRATION ON THE WORKFORCE1 

BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 
NEW JERSEY 
1971-1973 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

1971 Workforce 1973 Workforce Change 1971-73 

I: 

Net Migration · Net 
Number Percent Number Percent ·Number Percent 1971-73 Entrants-Exits 

By Wage Class 3' 5 

Under $2,000 400.5 17.2% 390.2 16.0% ~10. 3 -2.5% -14.6 70.5 
$2,000-3,999 323.6 13.9 300.2 12.3 -23.4 -7.2 -5.4 33.1 
$4,000-5,999 414.5 17.8 346.4 14.2 ..:.68.1 .;.16~4 -2.8 9.7 
$6,000-7,999 364~4 15.6 351.2 .14.4 -13.2 .:.3.6 2.6 3.6 
$8, 000-9, 999 - 292.8 12.6 282.6 11.6 -10.2 -3.5 1.7 -2.3 
$10,000-14,999 356.8 15.3 479.0 19.6 122.2 34.2 6.8 1.6 
$15,000--24,999 140.8 6.0 237.5 9.7 96.7 · 68. 7 8.9 -3 .. 0 
$25,000 and over 35.6 1.5 54.4 2.2 18.8 52.8 2.6 0.2 

NOTES: Numbers may riot add due to rounding. 
1see footnote 1, Table V-10 for definition- of workforae-data. 

· 2Age is as of 1973. . 
3Toe sum of netmigration and net .entrants~exits does not equal the 1971-73 change in workforce because this 

change is also due to nonmigrants changing their status (individual sector and wage class) from one year to 
another. 

Arncludes agriculture, mining and unclassified. 
5wages are in current dollars and are for the year the worker was in New Jersey. Dollar amounts for in­
migrants are as of 1973 and dollar amounts for outmigrants as of 1971. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Social Security Continuous Work History Sample (10%}, First Quarters of 1971 
and 1973. 
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There are some differences.in the composition of the workforce by race 
and sex.between 1971 .and 1973, with the least being for white males (2.3 per­
.cent) and the most for nonwhite females (12 .1 percent). The differences are 
due almost totally to the differential between entrants and exits to the work­
force. 

As was the case in trying to discern the impact of migratiqn on the wage 
class of the workforce, a similar problem arises in attempting to discern its 
role in the redistribution of the workforce by industrial sector. Differences, 
are due not only to migration and entrants and exits, but also to nonmigrants 
changing the industry in which they were employed. And, the number of workers 
whose industry was unclassified was much larger in 1973 than 1971. In most. 
cases, about half of the total absolute change in the number of workers employed 
in an industry was accounted for by changes in industrial se.ctor by nonmigrants. 

The data in· Table V-15 show that migration did not have some impact on 
.structural changes in New Jersey's workforce between 1971 and 1973, but in most 

· instances other facto'rs, including the differential between entrants and exits, 
had a larger role. However, the impact of migration should not be underesti­
mated. The dat~ in the table are for a fairly short time period; the time ·period 
just preceeded the slowdown in employment growth in the state, ·while, at the 
same time,. there was an increase in population of young working ages an'd 'an 
increase in labor force participation, particularly females. As the baby bust 
generation (those persons born in the 1960s and later) matures into.the labor 
force ages·, the number of persons available to be entrants to the labor pool · 
will decline. Therefore, the relative importance of migration will increase. 

As has been shown in this chapter New Jersey has fared better in ··most. 
cases than its neighbors -- New York and Pennsylvania. However, negative riet;.; 
migration from the state has been increasing during the post-1970 period. It 
has been pointed out that migration is a highly selective proces·s and the 
principal factors are those concerned with the life cycle, the person's educa­
tional attainment, occupation and employment status. As negative netmigration 
increased, it appears that, in some cases, those groups which exhibited positive 
netmigration did so to a lesser exten~ and those which exhibited negative net-

·migration did so to a greater extent. However, workforce migration data showed 
that the tu:rnaround in the direction of netmigration for New Jersey- was· m.ore of 

·a function of a lessening in inmigration than an increase in outmigration.: 

·SHORT-TERM FUTURE OUT.LOOK 

During the late 1970s in New Jersey, the last of the baby boom genera­
tion matured to labor force age. Into the 1980s the pool of persons old enough 
to enter the labor force (the baby.bust generation) will be smaller in relation 
to that of the mid~1970s Labor force participation will probably continue. to 
increase for females under 54 years of ag~ but at a slower rat~ and remain fairly 
stable or decrease slightly for most male age groups. As the population at the 
national level continues to exhibit slow growth due to declines in fertility, 
migration will play an incre~sing role in population and labor force/workforce 
growth at the subnational level.· Projections of New Jersey's population into 
the '.1980s show slow growth and imply negative netmigration. · 

' .. 



UNITED STATES1 

TOTAL. 
·Under 15 
15-24 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
65+ 

NEWJERSEY2 

TOTAL 
Under 15· 
15-24 
·25-34 
35-54 
'55-64 
65+ 

TABLE V - 16 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS BY AGE 
UNITED STATES AND NEW JERSEY 

.1980, 1985 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

1976 1980 
Number Percent Number Percent 

215,118 100.0 222,159 100.0 
52,507 24.4 49, 91_6 22.5 
40,850 19.0 41,527 18.7 
32,044 14.9 36,172 . 16.3 
46,719 21. 7 48,419 21.8 
20,064 9.3 21,198 9.5 
22,934 10.7 24,927 11.2 

7,358.0 100.0 7,411.0 100.0 
. 1,744.8 23.7 1,617.8 21. 8 
1,260.1 17.l 1,237.2 16.7 
1,056.8 14. 4 . 1,136.7 15.3 
1,746.3 23.7 1,753.3 23.7 

769.5 10.5 811. 9 11.0 
780.6 10.6 854.l!J. 11.5 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.· 

1985 
Number 

232,880 
51,629 
38,517 
39., 859 .. · 
53,833 
21,737 · 
27,305 

7,852.0 
1,670.4 
1,193.3 
1,295.2 
·1,883.7 

836. 3· 
973.1 

· The population for the United States includes armed forces abroad. 
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Percent 

100.0 
·22.2 
16.5 
17.1 
23.1 
9.3 

11.7 

100.0 
21.3 
15.2 
16.5 
24.0 
10. 7 
12.4 

Sources: 1. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 
704, "Projections of the Population of the United States: 1977 to 2050," 
U.S. Government P.rinting .Office, Washington, D.C., 1977. 

2. New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry, Division of Planning and 
Research, Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis, "County Total · 
Resident Population Estimates by Age, Race, and Sex 1976 (July 1)," 
Experimental Data, October 1979; and, "New Jersey Revised Total and 
Interim Age and.Sex Population Projections, July-1, 1980-2000," April, 
1979. . 
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Table V-16 shows the population projections by age for the United States 
and New Jersey for 1980 and 1985. These data are projection~, not forecasts 

·or predictions, and are subject to revision., and., they are not to be interpreted 
as goal or policy oriented. The projections for New Jersey are based primarily.· 
on identifiable demographic and economic secular trends which have been impli.citly · 
or explicitly incorporated into the model., and secondarily. on a few expllci tly 
defined., documented structural changes, whose impacts are currently being :felt 
in the state -- the Pinelands construction moratorium, the institution of casino 
gambling, and the development in the Hackensack Meadowlands. The greatest value 
of these projections is as a reference framework for· planning., policy evaluation, 
and considerations of alternative growth·scenarios which could be achieved through 
greater or less resource development. · · · 

As the data in Table V-16 imply., the number of persons aged 15 to 24 irt 
New Jersey may decline faster than in the nation from 1976 to 1980, but may.de­
cline slower than in the nation from 1980 to 1985. The number of New Jersey 
residents aged 25 to 34 may increase more slowly than those for the nation.from 
1976 to 1980., b.ut more quickly from 1980 to 1985 •· For the 35 to 54 years of age 
group~ New Jersey may experience very little growth in the proportion of:these 
persons., while the proportion at the national level for this group will. increase 
more rapidly from 1980 to 1985. And., the growth of the 55 to 64 year olds in . 
New Jersey may exceed that at the national level. 

If the 197Os migration patterns of New Jersey in total and by :age.,· 
race., sex., industry., wage class., etc. -- conti.nue into the 1980s,,: the state·1 S,· 

population could be top-heavy in some categories and lacking in others! 
the 1980s · the population age 25 to 34 could represent an increasing sh.are,. of 
the total population., due not only to the bulk of the baby boom cohorts·com­
prising the major portion of this age group., but also due to this age gtoup'>s,, 
net positive attraction to New Jersey. This could bode well for New Jersey's 
labor force~ if those attracted to New Jersey represent people migrating into 
the state once they have obtained educational and/or employment experience. 
At ·the same time., however, the proportion of persons of working ages unde~ is'.·· 
years and avaU.~J.e for. entry~level jobs coul~ decrease ·,a,s:r:t;h:t,f.1:J.ab:yt,b~~i:'. C.ehorts se­
cure. a larger share of ·::t:hi~ group,,. }?r{)Vid.ed,neg_.tlt:i:ve: netmt~atio,1f :oFthe- .. ~oup .. 
continues. . .. . .· · . · · · . , . •. 

-There- would appear to-be noshortage of ·total workers available to New 
Jersey employers in 1985~ Bureau of Labor Statistics' projections of civilian 
labor force indicate that., depending on the growth path assumed., the size-of 
the national labor force in 1985 could be either 117.0; 113.0, or 108.9 million 
persons. (Fla:tm and Fullerton., 1978) If the convergence of New Jersey's lllbor 
force participation rates to those for the nation continue inte> the 1980's n.nd 
become equal in 1985., and using the projected population numbers in TableV-16, 
the size of New Jersey's labor force could be 4.0, 3.8, or 3.7 miUion·persons 
-- a gain representing between 300.,000 to 600.,000 persons over the 197& e~ti~ 
mate of 3.4 million.6 This compares to a gain of approximately 550.,000 over 
the 1970 to 1978 period. · · · 

6The 1978 estimate was obtained from data maintained by the New Jersey,Depa:tt­
ment of Labor and Industry. The projections of New Jersey's 1985 labor force 
were derived by assuming that New Jersey's labor force participation would 

. (Continued) 
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· · Yet, there are some disquieting trends .. If .the lessening of inmigration -
is ·sustained into the future• and the present magnitude_- of .outmigration con­
tinues, the quality of the state's labor force/workforce could suffer. The 
combined effects of a diminishing inmigration 0,f 25 to 34 year olds, a contin­
uance of large outmigrations of young adults below the age of 25 ,: _and the de­
crease. in the pool of persons-becoming of·working age due to the maturing baby 

. bust (who would be available for entry-level jobs) could r.esult in a labor 
force/workforce which, . al though growing in size, is stagnant ap.d suffering from 
a "brain drain" due to the lack of rejuvenation provided by. an. influx of newly 
educated and skilled persons. 

The basic trendlines depicted above offer a wide range of challenges and 
opportunities for the policymakers of New Jerseyo While their exact form and 
structure may be difficult to delineate precisely at present, several ramifica­
tions and/or potential policies appear significant. 

1. Pressures may be considerably eased in terms of entry level employ­
ment opportunities as the decade proceeds. The shrinking size of 
the cohorts entering the labor force years imply that the problem 
of•finding employment for the underskilled and undereducated will 

· diminish. -· This offers the state's urban areas the opportunity to 
more adequately focus efforts on its minority and undereducated . 
citizenry. · 

2. While the preceeding situation may become more manageable in te_rms 
of size and scope, the possibility exists for the need to retrain 
some older workers in order to maintain a competitive and te~hnically 
up-to-date labor force. 

(Footnote 6 Continued) 

converge to that projected for the nation f6r.l985 by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the following equation was applied: 

us 
NJ = 

LF1985 NJ LF . 
LPOP1985 1985 LPOP1~~S 

where: LF = the projected number of 
persons in 1 abor force·_ 
in the nation or State 

LPOP = the projected number.of 
persons in the nation 
or State aged 15 to 64 

This method is very simplistic and ignores various factors; however, th.is 
crude technique was employed.to .derive numbers which could serve as guide­
lines to the potential growth of the ·state's labor force. 
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3. In addition, attention on the state•s job base may have to persist 
in the short-term future, the labor force parameters as they will 
merge in the 1980s will probably not diminish the state's attract­
iveness to those employers presently within .the state. . However, 
the entrance of new firms and new industries into New Jer~ey, an 
important component of the maintainence of a viable state economic 
base, may be hindered by the labor force contours~ While the latter 
is obviously speculative, it would appear that the continued attention 
of the state's: policymakers is warranted in regards to labor force 
changes. 
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CHAPTER VI 

WORKFORCEOUTMIGRATION BY OCCUPATION 

COMPANIES CLOSING OR LEAVING IBE STATE 

Forty companies of 50 or.more workers closed .down or: left the state· 
from December 1978 to August 1979, according to ·information received by local 
UI offices and ES-235 Significant Layoff Reports. Thirteen of these estab­
lishments either left completely or relocated certain divisions out of New 
Jersey, while the remainder went out of business. The closings or relocations 
resulted from economic instability, fires, unresolved labor disputes, anti­
quated equipment, and high_labor· and operating costs. 

More than half of the companies reported were in the manufacturing sec­
tor, with 17 companies closing and 11 leaving the state. In nonmanufacturing 
12 companies closed and two left the state. The following is an industrial 
breakout:• 

Manufacturing 

Food (SIC 20) 
Textiles (SIC 22) 
Apparel (SIG 23) 
Paper Products (SIC 26) 
Chemicals (SIC 28) 
Rubber and Plastic Products (SIC 30) 
Fabricated Metals (SIC 34) 
Nonelectrical Machinery (SIG 35). 
Electrical Machinery (SIC 36) 
Miscellaneous Manufacturing (SIC 39) 

Nonmanufacturing 

Wholesale Trade, durables (SIC SO) 
Wholesale Trade, nondurables (SIC 51) 
General Merchandise Stores (SIC 53). 
Food Stores (SIC 54) 
Restaurants (SIC 58) 

Number of 
· Companies* 

Moved 

0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
0 
1 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Number of 
Companies* 

Closed 

4 
1 
2 
1 
5 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 

0 
5 
3 
1 
3 

* Includes divisions of companies tha.t relocated. Remainder of 
· establishments is still in operation in New Jersey. 



TABLE VI - 1 

EMPLOYMENT LOSSES FROM PLANT CLOSINGS 
IN NEW JERSEY 

SIC 20 

JOBS OFFEREDAT ANOTHER LOCATION*.!/ JOBS ·LOST*. 
.. ooT cops TITLE NUMBER DOT CODE TITLE: 

1 Professional 

· :·NUMBER 

2 Clerical & Sales· 
5 Processing 
6· Machine·Trades 
9 Miscellaneous 

-Total -0 Total· ·277 

SIC 22 

1 Professional 30 
2 Clerical 65 
5 Processing 104 

Total -0 Total 199 

SIC 23 

1 Professional 70 
2 Clerical 34 
3 Service 25 
7 Benchwork 200 
9 Miscellaneous 30 

Total -0 Total 359 

SIC 26 

1 Professional 
2 Clerical 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
7 Benchwork. 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total -0 Total "gs 

(Continued) 
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TABLE VI - 1 · (Continued) 

EMPLOYMENT LOSSES .FROM PLANT CLOSINGS 
. IN NEW JERSEY 

SIC 28 

JOBS.OFFERED .AT ANOIBER LOCATION*l/ . JOBS LOST* 
DOT CODE TITLE NUMBER DOT·CODE TITLE 

1 Professional 1 Professional 
2 . Clerical 2 Clerical 

10 3 Service 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
8 Structural Work 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total 10 Total 

SIC 34 

1 Professional 3 1 Professional 
2 Clerical ·· 2 2 Clerical 

3 Service 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
7 Benchwork 
8 Structural Work 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total -5 Total 

SIC 39 

1 Professional 
2 Clerical 
S· . Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total -0 Total 

SIC 51 

1 Professional 
2 Clerical & Sales 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total -o Total 

. NUMBER. 

648 

30 
78 

225 
300 m 

100 

so 
·180 
350 
580 

(Continued) 
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TABLE VI - 1 (Continued) 

EMPLOYMENT LOSSES FROM PLANT CLOSINGS 
IN NEW JERSEY 

SIC 53 

JOBS OFFERED At ANOTI-IER·LOCATION*Y 
DOT CODE TITLE NUMBER . DOT CODE 

Total -0 

SIC 54 

Total -0 

.SIC 58 

* Breakout not available on all titles. 

1 
2 
3 
9 

Total 

1 
2 
3 
9 

Total 

2 
3 

,g 

Total 

1/ .Employees given jobs at another company facility. 

.JOBS.LOST* 
TITLE 

Professional 
Clerical &Sales 
Service 
Miscellaneous 

Professional 
Clerical & Sales 
Service 
Miscellan·eous 

Clerical 
Service 
Miscellaneous 

NUMBER 

5 

150 
325 
480 

904 



OCCUPATIONS LEAVING WITH ESTABLISHMENT RELOCATION 

In the 13 companies that left the_ state du;ringthe period, the profes-· · 
·sional, technical, and managerial occupations were the most likely to relo­
cate. Although no detailed breakout of professional jobs was available; it 
can be assumed that only key personnel in upper management were asked to move. 
Many times., professionals did not relocate, as can be seen on Table VI - 2, 
indicating the reluctance of middle and first-line managers to move, or the 
failure of the company to include them in relocation plans. · 

t· In only three instances where occupations were identified did clerical 
employees participate-in the move. Workers with benchwork, machine., or miscel­
laneous skills were even less likely to change locations, except for one company 
which moved from Newark to Fairless Hills, Pa. 

Table VI - 2 overwhelmingly shows the majority of workers did not leave 
with their companies. Of the. establishments moving out of state., 90. 5% -of the 
workers were left behind or chose not to reiocate. Certainly many older workers., 
those with union affiliations., or those with good prospects of reemployment in 
the area., may have deliberately remained in New Jersey. 

From the·very limited data available., it would seem that New-Jersey has not 
lost large numbers of skilled workers directly -through relocation. The possi­
bility exists, however., that workers may have voluntarily migrated from the 
state. in search of "greener" employment pastures. · The lure of lower living 
costs., less congestion, and a more rural lifestyle may have enticed workers to 
leave the state. More realistically., however.,· skilled individuals may have been 
forced to leave, when furloughed from their jobs., simply because the State's manu-
facturing base could no longer absorb large numbers of workers, or stayed in 
state but changed industry· and occupation. 
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JOBS 
. DOT CODE 

Total 

1 
2 
7 

Total 

Total 

1 

Total 

TABLE VI - 2 

EMPLOYMENT LOSSES FROM RELOCATION OF 
ESTABLISHMENTS OUT OF NEW JERSEY 

SIC 22 

LEAVING WITH RELOCATION* JOBS LOST* . 
TITLE NUMBER DOT CODE TITLE 

1 . Professional 
2 Clerical 
9 Miscellaneous 

-0 Total 

SIC 26 

Professional 1 Professional 
Clerical 2 Clerical 
Bench work 7 Benchwork 

,g Miscellaneous. 

·-o Total 

SIC 28 

2 Clerical. 
3 Service 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
8 Structural Work 
9 Miscellaneous 

-er Total 

SIC 30 

Professional 12 1 Professional 
2 Clerical 
3 Service 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades 
8 Structural Work 
9 Miscellaneous 

Total 

NUMBER 
.~ 

12 
46 
34 

92 

30 

80 

60 
170 

7 
12 
15 
21 

3 
435 
559 

29 
16 

, 35 
30 
30 
18 
85 

243 

(Continued) 
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JOBS 
DoT·coDE 

1 

Total 

1 

Total 

1 
2 
7 
9 

Total 

TABLE VI - 2 (Continued) 

EMPLOYMENT LOSSES FROM RELOCATION OF 
ESTABLISHMENTS OUT OF NEW JERSEY 

SIC 34 

LEAVING WITH RELOCATION* JOBS LOST* 
TITLE NUMBER DOT COBE · TITLE 

Professional 32 2 Clerical 
6 Machine Trades 
7 Benchwork 
9 Miscellaneous 

32 Total 

SIC 35 

Professional 7 1 Professional 
2 Clerical 
3 Service 
5 Processing 
6 Machine Trades · 
7 Benchwork 
8 Structural Work 
9 Miscellaneous 

-7 Total 

SIC so 

Professional 3 1 Professional 
Clerical 16. 2 Clerical 
Benchwork 1 7 Benchwork 
Miscellaneous 9 Miscellaneous 

65 
85 Total 

. * Breakout not available on all titles. 
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NUMBER 

so 
59 
45 
51 

327 
53'2 

15 
10 

6 
6 

61 
3 
2 
7 

123 
233 

6 
14 

2 

35 
57 
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

Concern has been expressed over the potential impact of migration on 
New Jersey's labor force, particularly in light of the reversal in trends · 
from~ net positive direction in the 1960s to a net negative direction in 
the 1970s. The foregoing analysis, based on the best data available for 
this purpose, provided an overview of the migration effects on the popula­
tion, labor force, and workforce of New Jersey during the post-1970 period. 
The analysis was limited by a lack of gross flow data by characteristics 
for some groups, definitional problems, and inconsistencies in time periods 
· covered; however, general patterns were discernabl e .. 

Differentials in growth and composition of New Jersey's population 
and labor force from those of the nation and other states are, in large 
part,· a function of migration. In some cases, New Jersey has fared better. 
than the nation and other states, while in other instances it has not. In 
terms of total netmigration, New Jersey exhibited a lower rate of net out­
migration during the 1970s than either of its neighbors, New York and Penn~ 
sylvania, and this net los~ is not yet significant. The majority of New 
Jersey's inmigrants originated from the Northeast Region and, in particular, 
from New York State and the State of Pennsylvania. Fewer persons migrated 
from New Jersey than t.o New Jersey from these states, resulting in a net in­
migration to New Jersey. However, these net inmigrations were offset by 
the surplus of outmigrants over inmigrants between New Jersey and other 
areas in the nation, particularly the South Atlantic Division (Florida) and 
the Pacific Division (California). This origin-destination pattern was 
replicated by both New Jersey's total population and workforce. 

The most mobile group in terms of age and sex are males of the younger 
working ages. During the 1970s there was a net outmigration from New Jersey 
of males aged 15 to 24 and net inmigration to New Jersey of males aged 25 to 
34. The pattern was the same for females, although the magnitude of migra­
tion was lower.· These trends were somewhat similar for both the total popu­
lation and workforce. However, in absolute terms, the netmigration of the 
younger grouping was much less than for the workforce, due, in part, to the 
noncoverage of the movement of college students. This latter group plays a 
substantial role in the outmigration of New Jersey 9 s population, as New 
Jersey is one of the largest net exporters of college students in the nation. 
The net inmigration of the 25 to 34 year olds may represent an influx t_o the 
state of persons who have obtained post-high school education and/or initial 
work experience at the expense of other areas. As with the nation as a whole, 
the educational level of New Jersey's population with income (a surrogate for 
the labor force) has increased during the 1970s, and in some cases the state 
has fared better than the nation and its neighbor states. 

For the total population, those persons aged 35 to 54 exhibited a net 
inmigration from 1970 to 1978, but ~he corresponding workforce grouping had a 
small surplus of outmigrants over inmigrants from 1971 to 1973. This descre­
pancy is due-primarily to the data limitations and comparability. 
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The data suggest that changes in the structure of the workforce by indus­
try is more a function of workers changing the industry in which they are em-

. ployed than of migration. In part, a similar phenomenon may be responsible for 
the differences in the structure of the workforce by wage class -- workers ex­
periencing wage increases. However, inmigrants to New Jersey tend to have 
higher wages than outmigrants. 

Therefore, it does not appear that the quality of the labor force/work­
force of New Jersey has suffered substantially, at least with respect to its 
neighbor states, duri!lg the 1970s · due to the negative netmigration experienced 
by the state. But., should netmigration continue into the 1980s., in a negative 
direction and at a faster pace than in the 1970's -- which could result even if 
the magnitude of outmigration does not increase, but the magnitude of inmigration 
continues to decrease -- the composition of the labor force/workforce could be 
adversely affected. Therefore, in order for the state to maintain its appeal 
to sophisticated and high-skill industries, New Jersey during the i980s, must · 
continue to provide the type of work and living environment necessary to retain 
and attract a skilled and educated labor force. 



APPENDIX A,_ 1 
DETAILED METHODOLOGY OF ESTIMATING NET MIGRATION 

BY AGE AND SEX 

Estimates of netmigration of the population by age and sex for the s.ta.te 
of New Jersey for the post-1970 period were derived using a modification of 
the Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis (ODEA) population projection 
model.· This technique is a cohort-component method, and is• premised on the 
recognition that population change is a function of natural incre,fse and migra­
tion. These components are usually modeled by the following expression: 

where: P t+.n = future population . at time t+n 

Pt = initial base populat~on ·at.time t 

NI = net natural increase (births minus deaths) 

NM = netmigration (inmigration minus outmigration) 

The term "cohort" indicates that the computational procedure is applied 
to age categories (rather than gross population totals), with the identity of 
each age group retained as it is carried forward through time. (Irwin, 1977) 
In t)le model, the cohorts span five years and defin·e the age profiles of two 
subpopulations -- the males and females. · 

Cohort component analysis is the descriptive term for· describing the 
overall model process. Simply put, a base population is survived to a later 
date, births are determined by applying fertility rates to female populations, 
and netmigration is derived . 

.In this model, two groups of populations are handled separately: the 
civilian population and the,military. As constructed for population.purposes, 
the model projected the migration component of the civilian population under 
65 years of age on the basis of economic factors (employment, unemployment rate, 
labor force participation rates, commutation and residential preference 
patterns), while migration of the 65 and over population is based ·on trends from 
recent rates. As modified for this study, the migration of the civilian popula­
tion was derived as the residual of survived base population (1970 or,1975) plus 
births and the later population (1975 ·or 1978). 

where: NMt, t+n = netmigration for the time period t,t+n 

Bt,t+n = births during the time period t,;t+n (1970 
-1975 and 1975-1978) 

Dt,t+n = deaths during the time period 5,5+n (1970 
-1975 and 1975-1978) 
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The military population, based on estimates· maintained in tl:1-.e Office of Demo­
graphic and Economic Analysis, was sul:>tracted from the state's total population 
estimates, prior to the determination of the netmigration for a time period. 

POPULATION ESTIMATES 

The population estimates for July 1, 1970 .and July 1, 1975 were. available 
by age and sex and secured from the U.S. Bureau of the Census' experimental data 
prepared for the National Cancer Institute. (Office of Demographic ancl Economic· 
Analysis, 1978a) The state total for 1975 was published prior to :r;-evisions made 
to that year's estimate and pµblished by the Office of Demographic and Economic 
Analysis (ODEA). (Office of Demographic and Economic,Analysis, 1978b} The 
Experimental Data for 1975 was therefore adjusted proportionally such that 'the 
state total matched the .official stat.e estimate published by ODEA. For 1978 
only an estimate of the total state population was available at the time of this 
study. (Office of Demographic and Economic .Analysis, 1979) 

BIRTHS 

The number of births for the years 1970 to 1978 were available from the 
New Jersey Department of Health. (New Jersey Department of Health; 1971-1979) 
Because the estimates of the total population for New Jersey are as -of July 1., of 
the respective years; the following equation was employed to calcuU.te the ·number 
of births for a time period: · · 

(3) 
t+n-1 

+ .E 
l=t+l 

B-
1 

For the period July 1, 1970 to July 1, 1975, the above equation was 

1974 
+ ~ 

i=l971 
B. 

1 

For the period July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1978, the equation became . 

B1975,1978 = ½ + ~7 
i=l976 

B· 1 

The number of births for a time period was incorporated into the model as 
a control for the number of births which were estimated in the model by applying 
state-specific general fertility rates .to base female populations. 



DEATI-IS 

The number of deaths for the years 1970 to 1978 were available from the 
·New Jersey Department of Health. (New Jersey Department of Health, 1971-1979) 
Because the estimates of the total population for New Jersey are as of July 1, 
of the respective years, the following equation was employed to calculate the 
number of deaths for a time period: 

(4) Dt,t+n = ½ (Dt + Dt+~) + tf-1 Di 
i=t+l 

For the period July 1, 1970 to July 1, 1975, the above equation was 

+ lf 4 

i=l971 
D· 1 

For the period July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1978, the equation became 

1977 
D1975.,1978 = ½ (D1975 + D197g) + ~· Di 

i=l976 

The total number of deaths for a time period was incorporated into the 
model as a cont'rol for the total number of deaths which were estimated in the 
model by applying age, sex, and race-specific national census survival rates to 
the appropriate base population cohorts. 

The number of deaths secured from the New Jersey Department of Health 
were not available in the age and sex detail necessary as input to the model 
to. determine the survived population by age and sex. Therefore, the age, sex, 
and race-specific national census survival rates were first applied to the 
appropriate base population cohorts. The total number of deaths for a time 
period in the model was estimated by SUIIDiling the differences between the base 
population cohorts and the survived population cohorts. The ratio between the 
totaL:number of deaths derived from the model was applied to deaths by age, 
sex and race calculated in the model. This procedure resulted in deaths by 
age, 'race, and sex which sum to the total number of deaths for a time period 
developed from New Jersey Department of Health's data. 

NET MIGRATION BY AGE.AND SEX 

Netmigration by age and sex was determined differently for the two time 
periods examined for this report -- 1970 to 1975 and 1975 to 1978 -- due to 
data availability. 
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1970 TO 1975 

Beca~se estimates fqr Ju~y 1., 1970 a11d July J., 1975 :fpr the State o:f 
New Jersey wete available by age anq ~ex., th~ qevelppment of estimates of 
netmigra,tiop by c,ige a,nµ sex for the civilian population 5 years of age an4 
over were based on the followi:ng equation: 

(5) = ( PS 
X X:-n 

- Ds ) 
X X:-n 

The subscripts in th~s ~quation refer to the five-year age groups., the* 
refers to the later d~te population., and the s-µpersGript "s" refers to the 
sex. for example., to g.etermine the netmtgratiqn between the July 1., 1970. 
and Juiy 1., 1975 fqr Jllales age 5 tp 9 in 1~70., the eqµation was 

(6) 

= 
m m 

:- ( p - D ) . 
9 5 9 5 

For the civilian pqp-µlation µnder 5 years of age., the equation was 

= p 
* . .,s 

x+n x 
s . s s 

- ( P + B - D ) x x-n x x-n 

1975 TO 1978 

The above equations (5) and (6) could not be applied to develop· esti­
mates of the 1975 to 1978 netmigration by age and sex because estimates of 
the July 1., 1978 population were not available by age and sex corresponding 
to those for July 1, 1970 and July 1., 1975. However., an estimate of the 
total ne·t:migration for the period July 1., 1975 to July-.)., 1978 was calculated 
using · equation (2). · 

The 1975 to 1978 total net migration was allocated to the age· and s·ex 
groupings based on the.structure of.the distribution of the 1970 to 1975 net­
migration. Because netmigration can be either positive or negative., the 
"plus-minus" technique (Shryock and Siegel., 1975) was-· used for the allocation. 
This technique was formulated as follows: · 

(7) 
R = 

NM1975-1978 - NM1970-1975 

ANM1970--197~. 

where:· NM = total netmigration for the subscripted period 

AM = s~ of the absolute values of 1970-1975 net­
migrants by age and sex 



Net migration.for 197S·to 1978 for each age and sex cohort was then derived 
individually-according to its ·1970 to 1975 sign -- either positive or nega-::­
tive. 

For positive 1970 to 1975 migration: 

(8) NM1975-1978 = (l+R) (NM1970-1975) 

For negative 1970 to 1975 migration:_ 

(9) NM1975-1978 = (l-R) (NM1970-1975) 

The distribution of netmi'gration by age and sex for 1975 to 1978 was 
thus predicated on that for the 1970 to. 1975 period, but the sum of the net­
~igrants by age and sex for 1975 to 1978 equaled the number of total net-· 
migrants derived from equation (2) above. 

LIMITATIONS OF MODEL 

In fulfillm~nt of a contract with the National Cancer Institute, the 
Bureau of the Census prepared experimental population estimates by .age, sex, 
and race for July· 1, 1970 and July 1, 1975 for all United States countie?. 
The Census Bureau has requested that it be noted. that these estimates were . 
prepared for the purpose of analyzing indices ~f cancer mortality, and ,the, 
data may prove useful for that purpose. However, although the results have 
been screened thoroughly, indicate· reasonable patterns, and have been tested 
against special census and auxiliary data as available, an exhaustive evalua­
tion cannot be made until the 1980 census counts are available. As a result, 
the expected accuracy of the data cannot be established with any degree of 
prec1s1on. The race detail is-problematic, since no independent control by 
race for each county is available. · 

The estimates of netmigration, as well as most of the data inputs to 
the model, are subj,.ect to estimation error. Variations from actual popula­
tion trends are inherent in the estimating procedures, stemming from the 
fact that the correlation between the data series and population is not per­
fect. The data series being used to reflect population change are all 
affected to some degree by factors other than population movement and, in 
·addition, they are part of reporting systems that are subject to administra­
tive alteration. 

Additionally, the "plus-minus" procedure suffers from at least three 
weaknesses. First, the detail of the given distribution. (1970 to 1975) 
affects the results (1975 to 1978); that is, that a combination of cells ad­
justed· separately would not show the same result as when the combined category 
is adjusted directly. A second weakness of the procedure is that zero cells 
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in the distribution cannot receive any of the adjustment. A third weakness is 
that, in the event that the net amount of adjustment required in the numerator 
of equation (7) ~- NM1975_1978 - NM1970 _1 975 -- exceeds the sum of the absolute 
values in the distribution of the demoninator of equation '(7) · -- ANM1970-:1975 
-- one of the adjustment factors will have a negative sign and, hence, will 
cause all the items in the distribution to which it is applied to rever$e signs. 
The larger positives could become the larger negatives or the larger negatives 
could become the larger positives. This is untenable since the pattern of the 
original distribution would thereby be sharply altered. (Shryock and Siegel, 
1975)., 

The 1975-1978 estimates of netmigration by age and sex were developed 
based on the assumption that the 3-year pattern by characteristic was similar 
to that of the 5"".year period, 1970-1975. Other than the problems inherent in 
the "plus-minus" procedure given above, this. assumption presents theoretical 
problems. As used iri this report, only those persons whose residences/work­
places at the beginning -and end of the period were different are counted as 
migrants. Migrants who died during the period are omitted from the classifica-· 
tion altogether, and those who returned during the perfod to their residence/ 
workplace at the beginning of the period are classified as nonmigra.nts. Only 
one more per person can be counted during the period. The longer the period, 
the more moves that are missed'. To obtain a count of all moves·, including 
those of subsequent decedents, data would need to be extracted from a co,n-

. tinuous population register, which is beyond the scope of this report. 

Also, it is not necessarily true that the movement of a group of people_ 
over a 5-year period is similar to the same group's movement over a 3-year 
period. The group's propensity to migrant may be the same~ but the net 
magnitude and direction may vary. This raises the issue of the problem of 
dealing only with·netmigration·rather than gross flows. Estimates of net­
migration mask the magnitude of gross flows. 
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APPENDIX A - 2 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF -MAJOR DATA SOURCES 

SURVEY OF INCOME AND EDUCATION (SIE) 

Intercensal estimates-of the demographic., social., and economic charac­
teristics of the population of all states generated directly . from a single 
sample survey have become· available., for the first· time., as a result of -the: 
1976 Survey of Income -and Education (SIE). As a Federal legislative require­
ment mandated by Congress., the SIE was conducted in the spring of 1976.,to 
e·stimate the number of children 5 to 17 ·years of age in each state who were 
living in families classified _below the poverty level. Information was_ col­
lected on a variety of topics including: basic demographic characteristics 

· of ·the population (e.g • ., age., sex, race, and marital -status), household and 
families, educational attainment, migration, family and personal income, 
ethnicity, and labor force characteristics. 

AVAILABILITY OF DATA FROM THE SIE 

Several reports, which present some data from the SIE, have been pub­
_lished by the Bureau of the Census. "Demographic., Social., and Economic., _Pro­
file of States: Spring 1976.," Current Population Reports., Series P-20,; -No. 
334 presents statistics for the total United States., regions, di vis.ions., and 
each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia based upon the 1976_ SIE. 
The tables included provide a set of basic summary measures profiling the_ 
social and.economic characteristics of ind1vidual states and serving as· 
general updates of similar measures based on the 1970 census. Examples-of 
data presented are family status, age, race., education., employment status., 

_ migration, income, and poverty. · 

Another report containing estimates of 1975 household income from the 
SIE has been published as Current Population Ryports,- Series P-60, No.: 108. 
This report updates -1970 census household money income estimates for states, 
divisions., regions, and the United States. The primary· focus of this report 
was to show income distributions by housing tenure and type of residence, 
cross-classified by age of head and other key characteristics of households. 

_ Added emphasis has been placed on showing summary statistics; in addition to 
mean and median incomes, average household size and per capita income are 
shown along with each income distribution. ·_ · 

Four additional reports were published in the Current Population Re­
ports, Series P-60, Nos. 110~113. These· reports contain income distribu;,_· 
tions for families, unrelated individuals, and persons and data on thepover-

. ty population for the Northeast, North Central, South, and West regions._ 
Each regional reportcontains income distributions cross-classified by c1 broad 
range of socioecollomic and demographic characteristics·~ The same set of in­
come distributions are shown for each state and division within the region, 
and for the region and the total United- States~ 
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Other topical reports have been published by the Bureau of the Census 
in Current Population Reports, as well as by the National Center for Educa­
tion Statistics and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. · 

The Census Bureau also has made available computerized microdata (in­
dividual respondent records) from the SIE. In order to protect the con£idert~ 
tiality of the respondents., no names or addresses are included in the file 
and geographic information is .sufficiently limited to preclude the identifica­
tion of ~y specific individual. Each state and _119 standard metropolitan 
statistical areas are identified on the file. Otherwise, virtually all of 
the information collected in the survey -- from demographic characteristics; 
such as age and race to income, poverty status, bilingualism, and disability 
'characteristics -- is made available in a form which allows the user to. de­
sign his or her own tabulations. The file contains records for 151,170 
households nationwide. Various New Jersey state agencies, including the. 
Department of Labor and Indu~try and the Department of Higher Education., have 
utilized microdata from the SIE. · -

SOURCES 

The estimates for the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) ·are based 
on data collected from personal interviews conducted .mostly in May and .June 
of_ 1976 with a small number occurring in April and July. This survey was 
cond.ucted by the Bureau of the Census acting as collection agent for the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Approximately 158,500 households, selected independently i~ the 50 
states and the District of Columbia, were eligible for interview in 'SIE. -. Of 
this number, 7,300 interviews were not obtained because the occupants were 
.temporarily absent, refused to be interviewed, or, after repe_ated callbacks, 
no one could be found at home. In addition to the 158,500 households.,' there_ 
were about 33,000 sample units which were visited and found to be vacant, 
condemned, unfit, demolished, etc., and therefore were ineligible for review. 
In New Jersey., a total of 5.,684 households were selected; of these., 5,007. 
were eligib_le for interview and 4,694 were interviewed, for a noninterview 
rat~ of 6.3 percent. 

_SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

The sample design for the SIE was a stratified multi-stage clust~'r 
design. Each state was divided into areas made up of counties and indepen­
dent cities referred to as primary sampling units (PSUs). These PSUs were 
then grouped to form strata within each state according to the proportion of 
persons who were children 5 through 17 years old 11.ving in poverty families 
at the time of the 1970 census. Some strata consisted of only one PSU. 
(generally the larger metropolitan areas and some larger nonmetropolitan 
PSUs) which came into sample with certainty and which were called self­
representing. In nine states· (Connecticut, Delaware, District of Cohllllbia, 
Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts,-New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont) 
every PSU was made self-representing. In the remaining states, the PSUs 
which were not self-repre~enting were grouped into strata according to re-· 
gression estimates. In each of these strata, two PSUs were selected without 
replacement. These sample PSlJs are called non-self-representing PSUs. 
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Within selected PSUs a sample of housing units enumerated in the 
1970 Census of Population and Housing was selected. In addition, a sample 
of new construction building permits was also selected to represent the 
units constructed in areas under the jurisdictions of building permit 
offices (permit-issuing areas) since the 1970 census. Further, a sample 
of ,units constructed since the 1970 census in areas not under the juris­
diction of building permit offices (nonpermit-issuing areas) and units 
from mobile home parks established since the 1970 census were selected. 

ESTIMATION PROCEDURES 

The first step in the estimation procedure.involved the inflation. 
of the sample data by the reciprocal of the probability of its ·.selection. 
Next, adjustments were made to account for occupied households in which· 
interviews were not obtained because the occupants were temporarily.absent., 
refused to be interviewed, or,after repeated callbacks,no one could be 
found at home. This adjustment was made separately to households i,n 
different race of head-residence-1970 census poverty level categories. 

In order to obtain more reliable estimates, various stages of ratio 
estimation were employed,which made extensive use of available auxiliary 
data on characteristics of the survey population .. The source of most of 
this auxiliary data was geographic information about the sample units, 1970 
census data and current ind·ependent population counts. 

The first stage of ratio estimation was employed for sample households 
from non-self-representing (NSR) PSUs only. .This procedure adjusted for· the 
differences that existed at the t;i.me of the 1970 census in the-distribution 
.of persons by race and residence, as estimated from the sample NSR :psus and 
from the NSR population in each state.. This. ratio estimation was designed· 
to reduce the variance attributable to the sampling of PSUs. 

Additional stages of ratio estimation were employed to adjust for 
coverage problems and to bring the distribution of the sample population into 

·agreement with the distribution of the population from which the sample was 
selected. The second stage of ratio estimation was only employed for,new 
construction sample units (i.e., sample units built April 1, 1970 or later) 
in permit-issuing areas. The sample estimate of new construction in these 
areas was ratio-adjusted to agree with an independently derived estimate 
form the Survey of· Construction (SOC), a survey of building ·perrni ts· c·on­
ducted monthly by the Bureau of the Census. 

In the third stage the national sample, estimates of civilian persons 
were controlled to independently derived national estimates for various age, 
race, and sex categories. To these totals were added the popuiation esti­
mates of those in the Armed Forces living off post or with their families on 
post. The fourth stage adjustment was made so that the husband and wife of a 
family received the same weight. Finally, the last stage adjusted the state 
sample. estimates of civilian persons to agree with independently derived 
estimates of state population for three age categories in each state. 

The last three stages in the estimation procedure were repeated in an 
iterative procedure, in order to bring the SIE estimates into close agreement 
with both the national. and state independent estimates. The effect of these 
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final stages of ratio estimation, as well as the overall estimation procedure, 
was to reduce the error for most statistics below what would have been optained 
by simply weighting the results· of the SIE sample by the inverse of the proba­
bility of selection. 

LIMITATIONS OF SIE DATA 

Coverage 

It was mei:itioned previously that the SIE sample was selected from four 
frames: (1) the 1970 census, (2) new construction in permit-issuing areas, (3) 
new construction from nonpermit-issuing areas, artd (4) mobile home parks ·estab­
lished since the 1970 census.· These four frames do not completely co-ver .the 
total housing unit inventory, and hence, there are some coverage.deficiencies 
in the SIE sample. 

It has been estimated that the 1970 census missed about 2½ percent (i.e., 
about 1.7 million units) of the total 1970 housing inventory. These units have 
also been missed by SIE. 

During the sampling of building permits, only those permits issued between 
January 1, 1970 and November 1975 inclusive, were eligible to be sampled to 
represent new construction in permit-issuing areas. It had been assumed ·that· 
units with permits issued prior to 1970 would have been completed by the time of 
the 1970 census (i.e., April 1970) and, therefore, would have been represented 
in the sample selected from the 1970 census units. Due to time constraints, it 
was not possible for units whose permits were issued after November 1975 to be 
selected in time to be interviewed during the SIE interview period. . It has been 
estimated that the new construction misses were about 8 percent (i.e~, about 
900,000 units) of all new construction units·. 

In addition to the above missed units, mobile homes that were not in parks 
and that were either placed in their current site after the 1970 census or were 
vacant at the time of the census, housing units that were converted from non­
residential to residential use since the census, and housing units that have been 
moved since the census had no chance of being selected for the SIE sample. No 
estimate.currently exists of the total number of missed units in these categories. 

The ratio estimation,procedure discussed above has partially corrected the 
survey data for these coverage deficiencies. That is, the ratio.e_stimation has 
tended to bring the survey estimates to the appropriate levels, though there still . 
may remain a small error in the distribution . 

. sampling Variability 

The particular sample used for this survey is one of a large number of 
possible samples of the same size that could have been selected using th~ same 
sample design. Even if the same schedules, instructions, and enumerators were 
used, estimates from each of the different samples would differ from each 



other. The deviation of a sample estimate from the average of all possible 
samples is defined as the sampling error. The standard error of a·survey 
estimate attempts to provide a measure of this variation among the estimates 
from the possible samples and, thus, is a measure of the precision with which 
an estimate _from a sample approximates the average result of. all possible · 
samples. 

As calculated for the SIE, the standard error also partially measures 
the variation in the estimates due to response and enumerator errors (non­
sampling errors), but it does not measure, as such, any systematic biases in 
the data. Therefore, the accuracy of the estimates depends on both the 
sampling and nonsampling errors, measured by the standard error, and biases 
and some additional nonsampling errors not measured by the standard .error. 

In the published Current Population Reports presenting SIE data,.· 
;standard errors are supplied for estimated numbers in the. SIE tabulations. 
Also, the procedure to construct interval estimates such that a known·propor­
tion of the intervals would contain the average of all possible samples is 
illustrated in the publications. 

The average.result of all possible samples either is or is not contained 
in any particular computed interval. However, for a particular sample one can 
say with specified confidence that the average •result of all possible samples 
is included in the constructed interval. 

The figures presented in the-tables in the SIE publications are pre­
liminary standard errors of various estimates based on data and assumptions 
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used to design the survey. The tables of standard errors provide an 'indication 
of the ord_er of magnitude of the standard errors rather than the precise standard 
for any specified item. 

The reliability of an estimated percentage, computed by using sample 
data for both numerator and denominator, depends upon both the size of the 
percentage and the size of the total- upon which·the percentage is based. 
Estimated percentages are relatively more· reliable than •the corresponding ab­
solute estimates of the numerators and denominators of the percentages, partic­
ularly if the percentages are 50 percent or more. 

Nonsampling Variability 

In general, nonsampling errors can be attributed to many sources:·· in­
ability to obtain information about all cases; definitional difficulties; 
differences in the interpretation of questions; inability or unwillingness to 
provide correct information on the part of. respondents; mistakes in r~c·ording 
or coding -the.data; other errors of· collection,.response, processing, and 

·. coverage;· and estimation for missing data. As can be seen from the above list, 
nonsampling errors are not unique to sample surveys since they can, and do, 
occur in complete censuses as. well. 

It should be pointed out that steps used in the estimation procedure to 
reduce errors due to nonresponse and coverage deficiencies introduce nonsampling 
errors of their own. However, the errors introduced are believed to be smaller 
than the errors due to nonresponse and coverage deficiencies. 
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CONTINUOUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLES (CWHS) 

The CWHS is a system of multipurpose research files assembled and main­
tained by the Office of Research and.Statistics of the.Social Security Admin­
istration (SSA); it is used by the SSA for the evaluation of existing and 
proposed social insurance programs. 

FILES AVAILABLE FROM THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

!-Percent Annual Employee-Employer File. This is the primary file used for 
· regional work force analysis. It is available for the years 1957-72. A new 
file is available approximately 2½ years after' the end of each year, and it 
contains one record for each job held for each individual during that y.ear. 
Basic data elements include: 

1. personal characteristics 
birth, 

sex, race, and year of 

2. wage information 
estimate, and 

quarterly taxable and a total 

3. employer information -- state and county and indus­
try; coverage group indicator (farm, household, 
state and local government, other). 

!-Percent Annual Self-Employed File. This file contains records of self­
employed individuals ·who filed Schedule SE of Internal Revenue Servic~ (IRS) 
Form 1040. Basic data elements include: 

1. personal characteristics -- year of birth, sex, and 
race, and 

2. self-employment data -- taxable income, net earnings, 
taxable earnings (including wages, if any), farm or 
nonfarm indicator, state, county, and industry. 

The !-percent annual, self-employed file is usually available concurrently 
with the annual employee-employer file. 

!-Percent Longitudinal Em loyee-Em layer 
Data_ LEED) File •. This file (for 1957 forward) is assembled from data derived 
from the !-percent sample annual employee-employer file. The original records 
are skeletonized, resequenced, and merged, so that all records· associated with 
an employee over the file's timespan appear together. 

Major data elements are identical to those in the !-percent sample annual 
file. 
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1-Percent 1937-to-Date Continuous Work 
History Sample File~ Initially designed to provide information for the admin­
istration of the s.ocial security system, it contains more information for all 
workers and for a longer period of time than does the annual employee-employer 
file. The major limitation is that the file does not contain information on 

·the state, county, or industry of employment and, therefore, can·be used'only 
for national work force analyses. It is the largest file in the ·cWHS system. 

0.1..:Percent '1937-to-Date· Continuous Work 
History Sample File. This file contains only one-tenth the social secu~ity 
numbers of the 1-percent file and, being smaller, is more adaptable for many 
national work force analyses. It also contains more detailed earnings infor­
mation. 

First Quarter Files. In addition to the previously mentioned annual fil~s, 
two others were created at the request of the Bureau of the Census and the BEA 
-- the 1-percent and 10-percent first quarter files. (They are not, however, 
part of the regular CWHS system.) Their major advantage is their availability 
nearly 1½ years before the annual file. Disadvantages, however, include the 
absence of farm workers (who are included in the annual file) and of late re­
ports (whose data are incorporated into the annual file) and a high incidence 
(6 percent of the 1973 file) of workers unclassified by state and county (m~st 
of whom are classified in the annual file). · 

10-Percent Sample. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), to­
gether with the Economic Development Administration, the Bureau of the Census, 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), and other federal 
agencie$,_have sponsored·a joint project by the BEA and the· SSA. to construct a 
10-percent CWHS file for the first quarters of 1971 and 1973. This file pro-

. vides estimates with much greater accuracy for states and local areas than data 
from the 1-percent sample. · · 

The 10-percent file was first developed by the SSA, utilizing the pro­
cedures established for the comparable 1-percent sample employee-employer file. 
The completed file, with scrambled social security and employer identification 
numbers, was then forwarded to the BEA for further processing. A comparable 
10-percent sample_for the first quarter of 1975 is available. 

SOURCES 

Data on earnings and employment are derived from reporting forms submitted 
to the SSA by employers and self-employed persons. The taxable wages ·of employ­
ees are reported quarterly on Fonn 942 by household employers, on_ Form OAR-S3 
by state and local government employers, and on Form 941 by mo$t remaining· em,­
ployers. Farm employers report annually on Form 943, and self-employed persons 
annually on Schedule SE of Form 1040. 

Employers list employees by social security number and name and r·eport the 
amount of taxable wages paid to each worker during the reporting period. 
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Data on the age, sex, and race of employees are obtained from applica-· 
tions for social security numbers (Form SS-5). These data constitute the 
''personal characte~istics file." No guidelines are provided on the form for 
choosing among the race categories ("white," "Negro.," and "other")., and pro­
blems sometimes arise due to personal interpretatio~s. Variations frequently 
occur among Spanish-Americans, some of whom place themselves under the hothertt 
category, while others place themselves under the "white" catego~y. 

Geographic and industrial data for employers are obtained from applica­
tions for identification numbers (Form SS-4) and from other forms used 
periodically to update these applications (Forms OAA-100., OAA-103.,, and SSA~ 
5019)., as well as from periodic updates with data from the most recent 
economic census. The information derived from these forms is referred to as 
the "employer" identification file." Employers are assigned classifications 

. based on _the location .and nature of their businesses. 

SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

The population, or sampling frame, from which the CWHS is selected con~ 
sists of the one billion possible nine-digit social security numbers. These 
numbers have the following digital arrangement: 

Area in which 
number assigned 
(three digits) 

XXX 

Group number 
(two digits) 

xx 

Serial number 
(four digits) 

xxxx 

In the issuance of social security numbers., each state is assigned one 
or more area numbers. Each area number., in combination with a given group 
'number., defines a stratum. The population assigned social security numbers 
is thus stratified geographically (by place of application for social security 
number) and chronologically (by the process of assigning these numbers). Each 
number is an element of a given stratum, and the population represented by the 
P?S~ible one billion elements constitutes the sampling frame. 

The CWHS is a longitudinal sample of persons with covered employm~nt~ 
The sample consists of all persons who have social security numbers with 
specified digits in certain .of the serial-number .positions and who have covered 
employment during any defined reference period. The digital selection pattern. 
remains constant. The employment and earnings histories for persons in the 
sample are available from 1957 forward, with limited additional earnings data 
going back to 1937. 

The 1-percent CWHS may be described as a stratified cluster probability 
sample of all possible social securi'ty numbers. A stratum consists of all 

·social security numbers with the same area-group number. In a stratum for which 
all numbers have been issued., the 1-percent sample consists of 100 of the 9.,999 
sod.al ·security numbers issued. ·.(Numbers, ending in 0000 are not assigned.) 

The clustering within a stratum arises from the particular digital selec­
tion procedure used, in combination with past methods of assigning social 



• 

security numbers. Because of the clustering, sampling errors of estimates 
from the 1-percent CWHS are slightly larger than those that would result from 
a stratified random sample of the same size. 

The present design of the 1-percent sample evolved from earlier sample 
designs -- an initial 20-percent sample and a later 4-percent sample. 1Al1 
past designs have used the same stratification modes as are used in the-present 
nesign. 

The 10-percent CWHS is equivalent to a stratified ~andom sample. The 
strata are the same as those used for the 1-percent sample, and the digital 
selection procedure within strata is such that there is no clustering effect. 
Therefore, sampling errors of estimates from the 10-percent CWHS are about · 
the same as or slightly smaller than.those that would result from a simple 
random sample of the same size. 

LIMITATIONS OF CWHS DATA 

Coverage 

No major changes in the coverage prov1s1ons of the social security sys­
tem have taken place since 1957, even though social security benefits a~d 
taxes have increased substantially in recent years. Currently, the system 
covers over 90 percent of workers in.paid employment. Major groups covered 
are: 

1. federal civilian employees, who are covered under 
the civil service retirement system; 

2. employees of state and local governments who have 
.not been. c.overed by a federal-state agreement;· 

3. certain agricultural and domestic workers; and 

4. employees of those nonprofit organizations which 
have not arranged for the social security coverage 
of their employees. 

Certain types of employment are excluded from s_ocial security coverage 
altogether: 

1. newsboys under 18.years of age; 

2. agricultural employees who nei:ther receive $150 or 
more from one farm employer during the year nor re­
ceive wages from one farm employer for 20 or more 
days during the year; 

3. employees of nonprofit organizations who are paid 
less than $50 for work performed in a calendar quar­
ter, student nurses, and students employed by colleges 
or universities where they regularly attend classes; 
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4. employees, of nonprofit organizations, as specifi~d 
in section 50l(c)(3) of the Internal-Revenue Code, 
who fail to request cover~ge; 

5. members of religious orders which do not elect 
coverage; 

6. domestics who receive $SO or less in a calendar 
quarter from all household employers; 

7. persons under federal civilian retirement system; 

8. policemen under the retirement system of 29 s-tates; 

9. :state and local employees not under federal-state 
agreements; 

10. employees under the railroad retirement system; 

11. self-employed persons who have less than $400 ~et 
earnings and less than $600 gross income from self­
employment; 

12. self-employed persons who have reached the taxable 
maximum in wage and salary employment; and 

13. clergymen who have obtained an exemption from 
coverage or whose combined net (or gross) incomes 
from the ministry and self-employment are less than 
the amounts sh©Wn in item 11. 

Persons engaged in these activities, however, may be covered by social 
security due to employment in other, "covered" categories~ 

The effects of total or partial coverage exclusions vary widely by 
state. CWHS. data will not, for example., produce accurate work force or migra­
tion data for the District of Columbia because of the exclusion of federal 
civilian workers. This problem could be alleviated, however, by including data 
from the sample of Civil Service personnel records. 

Another inadequacy is the lack of participation of _state governments in 
the Establishment Reporting Plan (ERP). In some states, all state employees 
are reported a~ working in the county in which the capital is located, even 
though many may actually be working in other counties. 

Similarly, agricultural data from the BEA first qua~ter system must be 
interpreted with caution, since self-employed workers are.not included in the 
BEA migration analysis files, and most paid farm workers are reported on an 
annual basis. 
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Sampling Variability 

The accuracy with whi'ch the CWHS measures work force characteristics 
depends., in part., on the sampling variability' associated with the estimates. 
Generally., variation is expressed as the "standard error" of the es.tim~te 
(or "relative standard error"--standard error divided by the estimate) and,_. 
can be used to place "confidence limits" on the e$timate. 

As in many probability samples, the relative variation associated with 
CWHS estimates depends mainly on the size of the sample. Thus, for example., 
the relative variation associated with an estimate of the percentage of work­
ers aged 20-24 generally will be .larger for a state than for the 'nation a~ a 
whole. 

·Toe Social Security Administration (SSA) has continuous studies de­
signed to. measure the sampling variability of selected items .from the CWHS. 
The accuracy of the percentage estimates increases with either an increase 
~n the sampling fraction (from 1 percent to· lOpercent) or an increas~ in 
the size of the base from which the estimates are derived. 

The design of a sample may affect the variation -of the estimates . .- The 
!-percent CWHS is not a simple random sample but, rather, a stratified·sample 
_ (stratified by the first five digits of the social security number, indicat­
ing the State and time period in which the number was issued) of "clusters" 
(consisting of blocks of social security numbers). Because this sampling pro­
cedure assigns numbers within a block in random order, the sample design should 
only minim_al ly affect variation. The 10-percent CWHS, however., can be con­
sidered a stratified random sample. The· sample design should have little 
effect on the expected variation because there is no clustering. 

Using the specific formulae associated with stratified cluster sampling, 
an SSA study computed the standard errors of estimates of numbers of persons. 
The standard error of a given estimate is about 3.31 ~imes larger in the!­
percent than in ·the 10-percent sample.' Also, while the absolute siz-e of the 
standard error increases-with the size of the estimate (in both samples), the 
relative standard error diminishes steadily; this reflects the greater ·relative 
accuracy associated with higher percentage .shares. 

The sample estimate and an estimate of its standard error permit on~ to 
construct interval estimates with prescribed confidence that the interval in­
cludes the average result of all possible samples drawn with the same spec-
ifications. · · 

The SSA study also computed the relative standard errors associated with 
estimates of average total earnings. Because the size of the relative error 

• is primarily related to the size of the sample·, these results are shown for 
various population bases. The results can be used to assess the·accuracy of 
average earnings estimates for areas of various sizes~ 

The above-noted standard error tables show that the greater the number 
of observations in a particular frame of reference the smaller the standard 
error, relative to the number of observations, and the higher the statistical 
reliability. 
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As an additional assessment of the validity of the CWHS, the SSA has 
measured the differences between data tabulated from 100 percent of social 
security records and sample statistics from the 1-percent CWHS, for selected 
categories, at· the national level. The sample results are generally within 
1 percent of the figures for the total statistical population. The- largest 
differences in the number of workers are for those in the 72+ and "unknqwn" 
age categories; these disparities are probably due to timing differences ·be­
tween the population and sample statistics used. (Age changes to social · 
security records are filed most frequently by workers applying for retire­
ment benefits.) 

Reporting Errors 

Reporting errors are perhaps the most-serious limitations to the use of 
CWHS data for work force mobility analysis~ A single error in· establishment 
location or in assignment of workers to establishments may cause numerous 
errors in . estimates of in:migrants, -outmigrants, and nonmigrants. 

Most of the reporting errors appear to be associated with mui ti-· 
establishment employers. Under the social security program an employer is 
legally required to report only by firm.. When a multi-establishment firm 
applies for an identification number, it is asked to supply an individual re­
port for each establishment, under the Establishment Reporting Plan (ERP). 
Relatively few employers refuse to comply with the ERP, but some comply in-
correctly. · 

Sources of reporting errors include: 

1. failure of employers to file revised Form 5019, 
after implementing new numbering arrangements for 
establishments; 

2. assignment of all employees of a multi-establishment 
firm to a single location; 

3. erroneous groupings of employees by establishments 
on Form 941; 

4. processing errors; and 

5. erroneous establishment location codes in the SSA 
employer file. 

SSA experience indicates that errors occurring after a firm begins 
using the ERP are usually due to changes in the firm's organizational struc..; 
ture, major revisions in the firm's payroll and record-keeping system, or 
new personnel inexperienced with ERP requirements. 

The two types of editing procedures help identify and correct reporting 
errors: 

1. The SSA has been testing.a program for incorporat­
ing information on place of residence into the CWHS 
files. In these tests, workers who have inconsistent 
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place-of-residence and place-of-work·codes (that is~ 
codes for areas which are not within the saine BEA 
economic: area) have been flagged arid investigated to 
determine if reporting errors are involved. 

2. During the BEA' s annual update of the first quarter 
longitudinal file, worker records with the same em­
ployer codes; but different st'ate . and county· code·s·, 
are flagged. (Most of these.refl'ecttrue inter­
estabfishment moves within ·firms.) Potential ·errors: 
--an excess of inter-establishment moves · or a move· 
to a single establishment by a firm 9 s entire work. 
force (indicating discontinuance of the ERP)--are 
forwarded to the SSA, where they are checked against 
related data and corrected; ~f.riecessary. 

The corrections for 1970-71 affected 6.6 percent. of all-interstate 
migrants and influenced the flows for ·all states; in 6 states. the correc­
tions amounted to more than 10 percent of the inmigrants total, and in,5 
States they were more than 10 percent of. the outmigrant.total. 

Other Limitations 

. . ·Whne coverage, samplirig variability, and reporting error limitations 
affect ali CWHS data, other limitations affect particular data files -o.r · 
particular.uses .. The unclassified worker problem, for example, primarily 
affects the preliminary first quarter files; problems associated ·with military 
workers and new entrants, tn contrast., mairily · arfect :the ·use of the c;lata for 
popul~tion migration" estimation. 

·unclassified by State, County, and Industry. Information on state, county, 
and industry of employment is obtained by matching wage ·records for the cur­
rent ~eriod t\T:ith ·.the employer identification (EI) file.. If a_ record for a 
current establishment is not in the EI file, the workers reported for that 
establishment are unclassified by state, c.ounty, and indus.try. · 

Many m~re workers are unclassified by state, county, and industry in 
the first quarter CWHS files than in the annual files, because the 1½ year 
span separating the creation of.the two fiies provides time for new employer 
information to be incorporated and for errors to be identified and corrected. 
The number of workers unclassified by state, county, and industry increase.a 
from approximately 3 percent of the 1970 first quarter file to 6 percent of 
the 1973 first quarter file; this increase, however, reflected unusual cir­
cumstances which are.not expected to recur. 

The unclassified worker problem will cause local area estimates·of 
total work force and gross migration, based on the preliminary first quarter 
file, to be understated. However, the characterization of an area's work 
force, in terms of demographic and economic variables, is unlikely to be 
significantly affected. 
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Unclassified workers appear to be more mobile than the rest of the 
work force; thus, both. migration rates and migration gross flows based on 
the preliminary fi:l:·st quarter file will be biased downward. The overall 
migration rate of formerly unclassified wor,kers is more ~han twice that of 
the total work force. · 

Lack of Timeliness. A key limitation of the annual employee-employer files 
is thelf ti,nava:i,.Iability µntil approximately 2½ years after the end of the. 
subject year. To reduce this time lag, the BEA, through a special agreement 
with the Bureau of .the Census, acquires a preliminary first quarter file 
about 15 months after the end of the subject quarter. 

L.ack of Geographic Data for Military Perso1meL Information on state and 
county of. employnie11t· ·for fijderal mili fary and military reserve personnel is 
not available. When a military worker enters an area's civilian work force, 
he is conside:r:-ed an inmigrant to that area from a hypothetical pool of 
"military and unclassified" workers. · 

For 1971-72, data on the movements to and from the military indicate a 
st:rong bias in the direction of migra'f.:ion from the military. For any area 
and time period,military outmigrants greatly outnumber inmigrants, because 
new military workers t~nd to be new entrants to the work 

1

forcerather than 
migrants froin other jobs. Becam~e of this bias, the flows to and from the 
military are shown separately in the BEA's migration summary tabulations., 

Lack of M:igrati.on Data on Entrants a.nd Exits. Workers who receive wages re.:.. 
ported to social security in only orie of the two time periods of a given 
migration study are considered new entrants to (worked in the ending period 
only) or exits from (worked in the beginning period only} the covered work 
force. CWHS gross migration flows are underestimated by the amount of these 
groups' migration. However., to the ext~nt that entrants and exits migrate 
at the same rate as the rest of the work force, the migration rates may not 
be underestimated·, and the gross flows can be adjusted by applying the r~tes 
(exclusive of entrant~ and exits) to the total work force. 



GLOSSARY 

(_The definitions are in general- terms suited for nontechnical use.) 

Cohort: a group of persons born in a specified year or period. Demographic 
analysis traces statistics for a cohort through time. For example, 
the survivors of a cohort born April 1, 1950 to April 1, 195S are 
5 to 9 years of age on April 1, 1960, and 15 to 19 years of age on 
April 1, 1970. 

Cohort-component method: a method of carrying forward the population by age 
(_and if desired, by sex and race) and by component (births, deaths, 
migration), maintaining cohort identity . 

. Commutation: the movement of a person from his/her place of residence to 
place of work and return. 

Component: the components or parts that make up population change are births, 
deaths, and migration. 

Demographic-economic projection: a population projection obtained-by using 
both demographic components of population change (births, deaths, 
and migration) and economic factors, which are used in obtaininig 
migration projections. 

Employment: the number of jobs in a geogr·aphical unit. 

Estimate: a population figure representing some date in the past., derived by 
carrying forward the immediately preceding census coun4 using 
statistics for elements. related to population change.· 

Forecas:t: Ca type of projection-which represents a judgement about probable 
future change rather than merely the consequences of a set of pypo­
thetical assumptions. 

General fertility rate: the number of births in a year divided by the mi~~ 
year number of women of childbearing age (usually 15 to 44 years of 
age). Generally expressed per 1,000 population. 

Gross migration: data which identify separately out- and in-migrants for 
each geographical unit. 

Inmigration: the migration of population into a ge·ographical unit. 

Labor force: the number of workers and persons looking for work (the unem­
ployed) 1i ving in a geographical unit. 

Labor force participation rate: the proportion of a population in the labor 
force, usually specified by age and sex . 

. Migration: a permanent change of residence. from one geographical unit.'to 
another. 
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Negative netmigration: the net balance of in- and outmigration for a geo­
graphical unit when there is more _outmigration than inmigration. 

Net census undercount: the net balance of errors in census counts for age 
groups due to the combined effect of failure to enumerate all 
persons, and misreporting of age. 

Netmigration: the net balance of ih- and outmigration for a geographical 
unit. 

Outmigration:· the migration of population out of a geographical unit. 

Place-to;..place migration: .migration statistics identifying separately the 
origin and destination of migrants. 

Positive netmigration: the net balance of in- and outmigration for a geo­
graphical unit when there is more inmigration than outmigration. 

Plus-minus adjustment: a technique whereby a set of numbers with both 
positive and negative values is adjusted so as to sum to a new 
predetermined total. 

Prediction: an .unequivocal statement about a future value. 

Projection: a figure for a future date obtained by carrying forward assumed 
trends, without modification of the projected numbers once the 
assumptions are defined and established. 

Survival rate: a rate which represents the proportion of the population of 
a specified age surviving for a specified period of time. 

Underenumeration: the failure to enumerate numbers of a population in a 
census or survey, as distinct from net census undercount,·which 
includes the effect of misreporting of characteristics, particularly 
age. 

Workforce: the number of persons working in a geographical uriit who could 
live either in .. that unit or outside of it. 
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