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HOUSEHOLDS IN THE NONMLTROPOLITAN NORTHEAST: DIFFERENCES AMONG GROWING,
STABLE, AND DECLINING AREAS, Nelson L. LeRay and Donn A. Derr, Cook

- College, New Jersey Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin Number 846
.f" Abstract f
4
\ .
\ This report 1s one of a series of reports prepared under Regional

. Research Project NE-77, Community Services for Nonmetropolitan People 1in

\\the Northeast.! The umit of analysis 1s the household 1n which the
household characteriztics are examined by the growth status. The
general finding was that there are differences 1n household
socloeconomic characteristics among communities on the basis of their
gkowlh status.

Household characteristics including comprosiuion, 1rcome, length of
residence, and eduacational attainment and labor force status of the head
of household are described.

Key words: Growth status, Community services, Nonmetropolitan
Northeast, Chi-square.
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PREFACE

. This report presents findings from an overall study of community
nervices for nonmetropolitan people in the Northeast. Three regional
research reports, covering selected aspects of the study, have been
published:

Donn A. Derr, Louis A. Ploch and Robert O. Sinclair
(eds). Methodological Considerations in Researching Community
Services 1in the Northeast: A Northeast Regional Community
Services Study. Rutgers University Agricultural Experiment
Station Bulletin 836, September 1975,

Nelson L. LeRay, Donn A, Derr, and Edmund F. Jansen.
Elderly Households in the Honmetropolitan Northeast and Their
Satisfaction with Community Services: A Northeast Regional
Community  Services  Study. Massachusetts Agricultural
Experiment Station Bulletin 646, March 1977.

John P. Kuehn. Satisfaction with Community Services in
the Northeast: A Northeast Regional Community Services Study.
Massachusatts Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletln 647,
May 1977.
is 1s the first 1in a series of regional repo.'ts dealing with
differences among areas on the basis of their growth status. This
report provides information on sempling and data collection &nd analytic
procedures and demographic and household characteristics. It is
intended primarily as a background or introduction to other reports in
the series which will report findings on housing, health, legal and
other ecervices.

The authors wish to express their appreciation to Director C.E.
Hess, New Jersey Agricultural Experiment Station; Dr. Thomas A. Carlin,
Leader, Income Studies Program, Ec jnomic Development Division, Economic
Research Service for gsupport and assistance in conducting this research
project. Special acknowledgement is made to Dr. Charles O. Crawford,
Chairman, NE-~77 Technical Committee, and Elinor Caravella, Project
Agsistant for NE-77, located at The Pennsylvania Agricultural Experiment
Station for administrative and technical assistance. A special debt of
gratitude is owed the citizens of the nonmetrupolitan Northeast who
provided the information and insight that made this report possible.

The research cu which this report 1is based was conducted under the
Reg “onal Research ¥roject NE-77, Community Services for Nonmetropolitan
People in the Northeast.
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HOUSEHOLDS IN THE NONMETROPOLITAN NORTHEAST:
DIFFERENCES AMONG GROWING, STABLE AND DECLINING AREAS

by

Nelson I,. LeRay and Donn A. Derr*

Introduction

The Post World War II period (1945-1970) was characterized by a
continual and rapid mqvement of oeople from rural to metropolitan
centers. This movement was brought about by adoption of agricultural
technology and increased off-farm égployment opportunities. As the
populafion centers grew thére was alse a dispersal of householas with a
subsequent format:on of the suburbs at the periphery. Shortly after the
turn of the present decade there was a convergence of the following
trends nationally -- growing disutility of urban living, comrpleted
adjustment of the agricultural sector to excess labor resources, growing
Job opportunities in rural areas -- ail of which were manifested in an
unprecedented phenomenon - a “turnaround” ir migration from urban to
rural areas. >

While the population of metropolitan counties grew by 4.1 percent
between 1970-75, the growth rate was 6.6 percent for nonmetropolitan
counties (Beale, 1977). nNonmetropolitan counties adjacent to Standard
Metropolitan Statistital Areas (SMSA) grew by 7.3 percent and
nonadjacent nonmetropolitan counties, by 5.9 percent. However, these
national .rends were nét uniform across all areas. High growth counties
werc characterized by! mmigration of retired people; expansion of
state colleges; decentralization of manufacturing and other 1ndustry;
increased recrcation jactivaty; and apparent haigher birth rates.
Counties with at least a third of their employment in agriculture, ox
those with predominantly black population, or with a significant
military population experienced population decreases (Beale).

In response to Ehe growing problem of adequately providing
community services for nonmetropolitan people 1in  the Northeast, a
regionai project was initiated. The study focused on health, education,
housing and legal services. This report presents data on the
characteristics of households in the nonmetropolitan Northeast.

i

*Socrologist, Economic Development vaﬁsxon. Econom:cs, Statistics and

Coo,wratives Servicc. USDA, stationed at the New Hampshire Agricultural

Experiment Station; and Assuciate Professor, Devartment of Agracultural

Economics and Markcting, Cook Lolleqo, Rutgers Univers.*v . respectively.
/
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Regional Site Selection, Sampling and Data Collecticn
Procedures

Source of Data

This repoyt is one of a series of reports prepared under Regional
Project NE-77, Community Services for Nonmetropolitan People in the
Northeast™. For purposes of the regional study, nonmetropolitan people
were defined as residents of counties with a 30 percent of greater rural
population {n 1970, This criterion was employed to include those SHMSA
counties which have fairly large proportion of rural population. 1In the
Northeast, 245 counties met this 30 percent criterion. These 245
counties were classified on the basis of changes in population and
median family income between 1960 and 1970 in order to {identify "more
developing" (growing) counties, "average" (stable) courties, and "less
developing"” (declining) counties. The counties were ranked separately
from high to low for family {ncome and population change. Each array
was divided into quintiles. Counties located 1in the first, third and
fifth quintiles for both arrays (population and income change) were
identified. Thus, the high growth counties in the finally selected
stratum wére 1n the first quintile on both measures. They had grown
more rapidly in terms of population and median family income from 1960
to 1970 than the average. Those counties in the fifth stratum had the
greatest population loss and had a smaller inceme 1increase than the
average. The third quintile tended to reflect what was typically, or
"on the average,' happening in the reglon with regard to population and
income change. For the nine northeastern states participating in the
household survey phase of the project, 4C counties were in either the
first, third or fifth quintiles. Researchers at the participating
Agricultural Experiment Stations selected site counties from the 40
counties meeting the selection criteria. Selected characteristics of
these sites are presented in Appendix Table 1.

After the site counties had been selected, the New Englaid states
and New Jersey delineated smaller areas for study. In these states the
political entity wh.ch either directly provides public services or is
responsible for decisions about their provision (control unit) 1is the
minor civil division (MCD). In the states where the MCD was identified
as the control unit, element sampiing was done within MCD’s. This may

o

For a detailed statement of various dimensions of the overall regional
project see: Derr, Ploch and Sinclair, 1975.

2 For purpose of this research the Northeast was defined as (1) New
England: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut
and Rhode Island; (2) Middle Atlantic States: New York, New Jersey
and Pennsylvania; and (3) part of the South Atlantic Region:
Delaware, Maryland and West Virginia.

Three additional counties were added to the 40 speciffcally identified
by use of the selection criteria. To accomodate state research
interests, one ccunty in Massachusetts and one county in West Viginia
was added to the "average" or "stable" category, and one county in
West Virginia was added to the "les. leveloping” or 'declining"
category.
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have been a single MCD (Massachusetts and New Jersey) or groupings of
MCD’s (Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont). In the other states
(Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania ana West Virginia), the county was the
unit from which samples were drawn. A random area sample design was
used in each control unit. The location of the sample sites is shown
in Figure 1.

A total of 2,141 cgmpleted and useable interviews provide the data
for regional analysis. The typical interview took abcut 45 minutes.
An average of * two calls was required per completed questionnaire. The
households fn declining comminities constituted 4l percent of the
sample, followed by those in stable (40 percent) and expanding areas (20
percent) .

Analytic Procedures

The null hypothesis being tested throughout this report i{s: there
are no differences among declining, stable, and expanding growth
development areas in the nonmetropolitan Northeast in terms of
demographic and household characteristics.

The importance of the growth development status can oest be
depicted by the werk of Brown on the social ana economic characteristics
of growing and leclining nonmetropolitan counties (Brown, 1975, p.22).
Declining areas generally have higher age dependency ratios (higher
proportion of people less than 18 years of age and 65 years of age and
over relative to middle aged categories), more females, lower
educational attainment and smaller househoid income. Rrown (1975, p.22)
indicates that this has implications "for the demand for housing units,
and for the delivery of community, health and soctal services."

Hines, Brown and Zimmer (1975) indicate that metro areas are
generally better off than nonmetro areas. However, there is great
variability within each >f these two categories (metro and nonmetro).
Low income, low educational attainment and high age dependency ratios,
etc., are not the domain of nonmetro areas only. This finding is well
summarized by their concluding statement, "Hence. geographic varfation

4 The basic control unit sample procedures was, each sample area (MCD or
county) was stratified on the basis of population density as
determinied oy number of households. A grid map was first developed
and the number of households in eath cel: counted. If the cells
contained more than seven households, further griding was done until
three to seven households existed per cell. The cells'were then
numbered and randomly selected so that there would be a minimum sample
of 100 per control unit (MCD or county). For more densely populated
areas, census tracts or city blocks were used initially. Further
griding was done until each <el. contained three fo seven sample
households.

Data for all control sites excep. thosc In Massachusetts and New York
were collected during the summer, iY74. The Massachusetts and New
York data were collected in late 1974 and early 1975.

w
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{s a fundamen~al {ssue which must be considered in future research and
in the development of public policy" (Hines, Brown and Zimnmer, 1975,
p.64).

Chi-square was used to test for significant differences for

qualitative variables and grouped data. For ungrouped data and
quantitative varifables, analysis ot variance was used to test for
significant differencas. The minfmum level of signif{icance was

considered to be .05. However, in many cases, the level of significance
wags 01 or less-

.

Denographic Characteristics

The sice and compositior ¢f a population places demands upon
community fac.lities and services and also {influences the abflity of an
arca to support {ts faciflities and service systen. Thus, f{t ¢
{mportact that demographic characteristics be examined to determine {f
differences do exist among sites with differing pgrowth rates. The
variables examined in this section include age and sex composfcion of
the population, houschold size, and age, education attainment and major
activity of the household head and household {ncone. [Lnphasis is placed
on difference {n growtli development status (expanding, stabie or
declining) of the connunities.

Age and Sex Conposition

Ape and sex characteristics of a population inflaence the demand
for housing, hea:th, educational, transportagion and other county
services. Twn measures retlecting diffrrences Yetween the age %nd sex
conpusition of areas are the dependemev ratio and  sex ratio. The
tlortheast sample had an age dependencv ratio of 84.0 (Table 1). This is
corparable to the 1970 ratio of 83.4 jor the nonmetro Nocstheast reported
by Pines, 8rown and 7i~mer (1975); tithe Northeast metrv area ratio for
the same year was 75.8. The ratio for the declining category was higher
(89.5) than the ratio for the stable (80.7) or expanding communities
(80.1).

Declining areas have lower sex ratios than prowing  arcas (Brown,
1975, p.11). Biown 1n his comparison of growing and declining nonretro
counties reported that the 197. sex ratio was 98.9 for the growing
nonsouth nonnretropolican countics and a5.¢& for gimilar declining
counties. Sex ratios {n the aormetropolitan lortheast study area were
100.3 for expanding areas ind 97.1 for decliring arvas.

6 The dependenctv  ratin i1s  conputed by dividing  the number of persons
under 18 years of age plus persons €5 years old and over by the nurber
of persons 18 to b4 years of ape and nmultiplying by 100. The sex
ratio {s males per 100 females.
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Table l. Distrioution of Households by Age Dependency and Sex Ratio and
Growth Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75.

N
,

crowth Status

)"

Ratio
Declining Stable Expanding Total
1
Age Dependency 89.5 80.7 80.1 84.0
2
Sex 97.1 98.2 100.3 98.2

| Population under 18 years of age and 65 years old and older, divided
by population 18 through 64 years of age x 100.

2 All males divided by ali females x 100. Number of males per 100
females.

The above aifferences result in part from the increasing life span
of females, the decline of traditionally male-oriented employment
(agriculture, forestry and mining) in the region, and past migration
patterns. The greater dependency burden 1in declining areas in contrast
to the stable and expanding areas demonstrates that the areas
experiencing population loss and relatively small increases in family
income had a greater number of dependents per worker than did stable aad
expanding areas.

Household Size

The average number of persons per household for the total sample
was 3.39 people; for declining areas 3.31, for stable areas 3.39 and for
expanding areas 3.55 people (Table 2). Among growth areas, average
household size was not significantly d¢iferent. However, when the
househoids were distributed by persons per household (from 1 person to 7
or more persons per household) the differences were significant (Table
3). The modal household size for the three growth status areas was two
persons. The expanding areas contained more households with three, four
and five persons as compared to the declining and stable areas. One of
the largest variations occurred for households containing only one
person == 11, 9 and 6 percent, respectively, for declining, stable and
expanding comrunities. The high proportion of one person households

“can, in large part, be accounted for by elderly females living alone.

O

LePay, Derr and Jansen (1977) reported that for elderly females in the
sample (60 years of age or more) 65 percent were residing by themselves.
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Table 2. Discribution of People and Households, by Growth Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75.

Average Persons per
Growth Household Standard Household
Status Households Persons Size Deviation Minimum Max fmum
No. Pct. No. Pct. No. No. No.
Declining 869 40.6 2,878 39.6 3.31 1.80 1 14
Stab le £50 39.7 2,880 39.7 3.39 1.79 11
Expanding 422 19,7 1,499 20,7 3.55 1.68 1 11
Total 2,141 100.0 7,257 100.0 3.39 1.78 n T4

F(2,2138) = 3.21, p > .05

| Sy
ﬁch

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 3. Distribution of Nonmetropolitan Households by Household Size
and Growth Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75,

ERIC

Houschold Crowth Status
Size
Declining Stable Expanding Total
" Mo.  Pct. No.  Pet. No.  Pct. No. Pct.
1 person , 98 11.3 79 9.3 24 5.7 201 9.4
2 persons 273 3.4 266 3.3 116 27.0 653 30.5
3 persons 153 17.6 151 17.8 88 20.9 392 18.3
4 persons ’ 148 17.0 163 19.2 85 20.1 396 18.5
5 persons 88 10.1 78 9.2 63 14.9 229 10.7
6 persons 56 6.4 53 6.2 26 6.2 135 6.3
7 or more 53 6.1 60 7.1 22 5.2 135 6.3
Tatal B9 100.C 8A 100.0 422 100.0 2,141 190.0
Chi=Square = 26,10 d.f. =12 P <.05
o
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_Household Head - e e e — e —

The characteristics of the head of household, to a considerable
degree, reflects hoth the ability of a household to adjust to change and
the demand for community services. In this section the growth
development status of arecas are compared by (haracteristics of household
heads.

Ape, Sex, and Marital Status -- The average age of all household
heads was 49.9 vears (Table 4). Differences were significant among
growth status; declining areas had older heads of household (51.7 years)
than the stable (49.1 years) and expanding ones, young heads (47.7
years). The largest variation for the age categories existed for 65
years and over (the elderly), and for 25-44 years of age (younger
working age). Declining areas had the highest proportion of elderly
househuld heads (26 percent) and the lowest proportion of younger
working age heads (33 percent). Cighty-two percent of the household
heads were married, 1l percent widowed, & percent never married and 3
percent divorced or separated (Table 5). Differences by growth status
were significant with the declining areas reporting a higher proportion
of widows (13 percent) than the stable (11 percent) and expanding areas
(8 percent). This characteristic relates, in part, to the larger
proportion of one-person households and elderly household heads in
declining areas as noted above. Eighty-seven percent of all households
had male heads and 13 percent tad female heads (Table 6). Differences
between growth groupings were not significaat.

Education Attainment -- For the total sanmple, nearly 60 percent of
the household heads had at least 12 vears of formal education (Table 7).
One-third had received between 8-11 years of schooling, and the balance,
7 percent, less than eight years. Declining areas had the highest
proportion of household heads with less than 12 years of education (44
percent); for stable and expanding areds, thé respective figures were 41
and 31 percent.

Expanding comrunities had household heads with the highest
proportion with education beyond high school (37 percent). Comparable
figures for the other two groupings (declining and stable) were 20 and
24 percent, respectively. Fducational attainnent differences among the
growth areas were significant.
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Table 4. Distribution of Houscholds by Age of Household Head and Crowth
Status, Nertheast United States, 1974-75.

Age of Household Growth Status

Head

(years) Declining Stable Fxpanding Total
Less than 25 30 3.5 45 5.3 20 4.8 95 4.5
25 = 44 281 32.6 297 35.1 169 40.4 747 35.1
45 - 64 327 37.9 336 39.7 163 39.0 826 38.8
65 &>over 225 26.1 168 19.9 66 15.8 459 . 21.6

Totgl 863 100.0 846 100.0 418 100.0 2,127  100.0

Averngel age (yrs) Sl.7 e 49,1 47.7 49.9

Chi-square = 24.43 defo =6 p <.00]
1 F(2,2124) = 9.93 p <.001

Table 5. Distribution of Households by Marital Status of Head of
Household and Growth Status, Northeast United States, 1974~75.

Growth Status

Marital —

Status Declining Stable FExpanding Total
No. 2&£*\ No. Pet. No.  Pet.  No. Pct.
Married 702 8&1.0 690  81.5 359 85.1 1,751 82.0
Widowed 114 13,1 88 10.5 35 8.y ?38 1.1
Never married 3 2.7 3 4.0 0 4.7 17 3.6
Pivorced,separated 2§ 3.2 34 5.0 8 1.9 70 \\ 3.3
Total 857 100.0 87 100.0 422 100.0 2,136 100.0

\

Chi-square = 15.09 d.f. =6 P <.05

10
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Table 6. Distribution of Househcleg by Sex of Household Head and Crowth
Status, Northeast Uniteld Sutates, 1974-75.

GCrowth Status
Sex of Household

Head Declining Stable Expanding Total
Male 751 86,4 727 85.7 374 88.6 1,85 86.6
Female 118 13.6 121 14.3 48 11.4 287  13.4
Total 69 T00.0 848 100.9 %22 T00.0 2,139 100.C

Chi-gquare =« 2.06 d.f, = 2 P >.05

Table 7. Distribution of Households by Years of BEducation of Head of
Household and Growth Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75.

“

Years of Crowth Status
. Education -
Declining Stable Expanding Total
No. Pet. No. Pct.  Ne. Pct.  No. Pet.
Less than 8 66 7.8 47 5.7 37 9.0 150 7.2
8 -11 306  36.1 290 34.9 92  22.3 688  32.9
12 310 36.6 296  35.6 131 31.7 737 35.2
Greater than 12 165 19.5 198 23.8 153 37.0 516  24.7
Total 87 100.0 831 100.0 413 100.0 2,091 100.0

Chi-square = 59.86 d.f. = 6 P <.001

{2 E;
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Work Status == The work status of household heads is closely
related to the variables previously discussed. For exanple, areas with
relatively high ratios of elderly traditionally have high ratios of
retired people. Therefore, as expected, the declining areas had the
highest proportion of retired heads of households (24 percent) followed
by the stable areas (20 percent) and the growing areas (17 percent)
(Table 8). The most frequently reported activity of the household heads
surveyed was full-time nonfarm work. This category accounted for 81}
percent of the total. Llittle variation in full~time nonfarm work status
existed between detlining (59 percent) and stable (60 percent) areas;
the expanding category (68 percent) was, however, higher than the other
two. Declining areas had the lowest proportion of full-time farm
operators (4 percent). Differences among the growth groupings were
significant.

Household 1ncome

This section presents data on differences in source snd amount of
household {nvome among the three growth types. These differences are
partly explained by wvariables discussed in preceeding sections of this
repart.  Household income influences the ability of a family to purchase
services from the private sector, to support public sector services, and
the need for services from both the public and private sector.

Sources =- Households f{n the study area reported i{ncome from a
nunber of sources. Wages and salaries were the most frequently reported
source of income in all areas; 66 percent in declining areas, 70 percent
in stable areas, and 73 percent in expanding areas (Table 9). This same
relationship held for self-employment {ncome with only 17 percent of
households 1n declining areas reporting income from this source compared
with 20 percent in the stable areas and 23 percent in growing areas. On
the other hand, Social Security,-Supplemental Security Income, Black
Lung, Paflroad Rctirement and uther retirement prograns were reported
most frequently by houscholds in declining areas (32 percent) followed
by stable areas (29 percent) and expanding areas (22 percent). Interest
and dividends werc most frequently reported by households in expanding
areas (39 perceat). With the exceptfon of veterans payments,
differences among the growth sites were significant.

Amount -- Household incomes were significantly lower in declining
than {n stable or expanding areas. “edian household income in declining
areas was about $2,800 less than 1in expanding areas. Over half (53
percent) of the Louseholds in declining areas haa 1973 incomes of less
than $10,000 cimpared with 44 percent for the stable areas and 36
perdent for the erowing areas (Table 10). Fifty-two percent of the
housceholds {n the expanding areas had 1ncomes of $12,000 or more
compired with 41 percent for the stable and 29 percent for the declining
areas.
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Table 8. Distributicn of Households by Work Status of Head of Household
and Crowth Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75.
Work Growth Status
Status
Declining Stable Fxpanding Total
" No. Pct. No. Pet. No. Pct.  No. Pct.
Nonfarm:
Full-time 511 58.9 506 59.7 286 »7.8 1,303 61.0
Part-time 20 2.2 23 2.7 14 3.3 57 2.7
Farm 30 3.5 51 6.0 26 6.2. 107 5.0
Housewt fe 49 5.6 26 3.1 717 82> ~3.8
Unable to work 2’ 3.2 28 3.3 4 .9 60 2.8
) ’ Rétired 204 23.5 170 20.1 72 17.1 446 20.9
. )Un;mployed 17 2.0 19 2.2 4 .9 40 1.9
T other! 9 1.0 26 2.8 9 2.1 & 2.0
Total 868 100.0 547 100.0 422 100.0 2,137 100.0
1 Includes looking for work, students and nilitary personnel.
Chi-square = 48.35 d.f.=14 p <.001
i
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Table 9. Distribution of Households by Sources of Income and Giowth
Status, Northeast United States, 1974-75.

Source, of Crowth Status
Income

Declining Stable Expanding Total
ages or salary’ 587 66.3 580  70.3 01 72,9 1,438 69.2
Self-employment3 139 16.7 162 19.6 96  23.3 397 19.2

Interest ,’
Dividends 262 31.6 243 29.5 162 39.2 667 32.3
»

Social Security,
Black Lung,

Railroad Retirement,
SSI, and other

retirements” 263 31.6 239 24.0 89 21.6 591 28.6
Veterans payments6 55 6.6 55 6.6 23 5.6 133 6.4
Unemployment

Compensat fon 36 4.3 64 7.8 9 2.2 109 5.3
1 Household head typically reporred more than one source of fncomo.

2 Chi-square = 6.39 d.f. =2 p <05

3 Chi-square = 7.96 dof. =2 p <.05

4 Chi~square = 12,28 dof. =2 p <.01

5 Chi-square = 13.64 df. =2  p <.0l

6 Chi-square = 0,62 d.f, =2 p >.05

7 Chi-square = 19.57 d.f. =2 p <.001
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Table 10. Distributlen of Households by Income befcre Taxes (1973) of
Househiolds and Growth Status, Northeast United States,

1974-75.
, Income before Growth Status
A Taxes e
o Declining Stable Expanding Total
) No. Pct.  No. Pet. No. "Pct.  No. Pct.
Less than $3,000 79 10. 1 47 6.3 26 6.8 152 3.0
3,000 - 4,999 89 1i.4 57 7.6 36 9.4 182 9.5
.
5,000 - 7,999 14z 18.2 131 i7.5 49 12.9 322 16.9
8,000 - 9,999 106 13.6 92 12.3 28 7.3 226 11.8
10,000 - 11,999 137 17.6 116 15.5 44 11.5 297 15.5
12,000 - 14,999 107 13.7 - 102 13.6 65 17.1 274 14.3
15,000 - 19,999 71 9.1 114 15.2 62 16.3 247 12.9
20,000 - 24,999 27 3.5 M) 6.1 33 8.7 106 5.5
25,000 and over 22 2.8 46 5.9 38 10.0 104 S.4
Total 780 100.0 749 100.0 381 100.0 1,910 100.0
Med ian 1ncomel $9, 500 $10, 800 $12,300 $10,500

Chi-scuare = 88,25 d.f. = 16 p <.00i
! Rounded to the nearest hundred doilars.
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Lenptn of Residence

Residents located 1in the declining areas generally had lived at
their curcent address, in the community and the county longer, and were
more likely not to have ever lived {n another co.nty than were residents
in other growth status areas (Tables 11, 12, i3 and 14). Tfor example,
only 21 percent {n the declining group had resided nine years or less at
their community as compared to 45 percent for expanding conmunities.
Over 60 percent 1in declining areas had 1lived {n the county 3¢ or more
years compared with 50 percent in expandirg areas. While 75 peércent of
the household heads in expanding areas had resfded in other counties,
only 61 percent of the declining groups hnd.\

Table 11. Distribution of Kouseholds by Length of Residence at Current ’
address of Head of Household and Crowth Status, Northeast
United States, 1974-=75.

Length of Res{- Growth Status
dence at Current
Address (yrs.) Declining Stable Expanding Total
No. Pct.  No. Pct.  No. Pct.  No. Pet.
1 or less 107 12.3 112 13.2 58 13.8 277 12.9
2 - 4 132 15.2 161 19.0 Il 26.4 404 18.9
5 -9 139 [hoO 139 16.4 89 2.1 367 17.2
10 - 14 93 16.7 I 99 11.7 50 11.9 242 11.3
15 or more Jag  45.8 338 39.8 113 26.¢ 849  39.7
Total s (000 @9 1900 izl 1000 7,139 100.0
Averngvl 17.00 15. 29 11.07 15.16

Chi-square = 50.36  d.f. = 8  p <.00l
1 F(2,2136) = 21.169 p <.001
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Table 12. Distribution of Households by lLength of Residence in

Community of Head of Household and Growth Status, Northeast *
United States, 1974-75.

Years Growtl. Status .
in
Community Declining Stable Expanding Total
No. Pet. No. Pct. No. Pct.  No. Pect.
1 year 47 5.4 51 6.0 39 9.3 137 6.4
2~ 4 66 7.6 97 11.4 75 17.9 238 11.2
5~ 9 73 8.4 85 10.0 74 17.6 232 10.9
10 - 14 72 8.3 74 8.7 47 11.2 193 9.0
15 -19 57 6.6 61 7.2 34 8.1 152 7.1
20 - 24 81 9.4 104 12.2 34 8.1 219 10.3
25 - 29 79 9.1 58 6.8 33 7.9 170 8.0
30 or more 390 45.1 319 37.6 84 20.0 793 37.2
Total 865 100.0 849 100.0 420 100.0 2,134 100.0
Average 29.56 . 26.11 17.43 25.80

Chi-square = 116.71  d.f. = 14 p <.001
1 F(2,2131) = 51.607 p <.001
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Table 13. Distr.bution of louseholds by Length of Residence {n County

of Head of Houschold and Crowth Status, Northeast United
States, 1974-~75.

Years Growth Status
in

County Declining Stable Expanding Total
No. Pct. No. P t. No. Pct.  No. Pct.
1 Year 25 2.9 31 3.7 29 6.9 85 4.0
2~ 4 36 4.2 58 6.8 55 13.1 149 7.0
) 5=~ 9 . 48 5.6 71 8.4 64 15.2 183 8.6
10 - 14 49 5.7 49 5.8 45 10.7 143 6.7
15 - 19 4S 5.2 46 5.4 31 7.4 12? 5.7
20 - 24 70 8.1 9% 11.3 37 8.8 203 9.5
25 - 29 69 8.0 12 8.5 31 7.4 172 8.1
30 or nore 518  60.2 425 50.1 128 30.5 1,071 56.3
Total 860 100.0 848 100.0 420 100.0 2,128 10070

Averagcl 36. 20 32.53 22.38 32.01

Chi-squarc = 144.27  d.f. = 14  p <.00l
1 F(2,2125) = 61.578 p <.00]
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Table 14. Distribution of Households by ‘'eads of Illcuseholds Residing
Outside of Current County and Growth Status, Northeast United
Scates, 1974-75.

Lived Growth Status
OQutside of
County Declining Stable Expanding Total
Yes 525 €0.7 539 63.6 317 75.3 1,381 64.7
No 340 39.3 308  26.4 1046 24.7 752 35.3
Total 865 100.0 847 100.0 %1 100.0 2,133 100.0

Chi-square ~ 27,21 d.f, =2 p <.00!

Summary and Conclusians

This report, provides backgrouna information about demographic and
household characteristics among selected gcowtl deveiopment sites in the
nonmetropolitan Northeast. The null hypothesis that therw are a0
household difterences among declining, stationary, and expanding areas
is rejected.

Declining areas, when compared with stationary areas and exprnding
areas, are characterized bv a relatively high dependency ratio. The
dt.ferences in age composition Iulirate a relative deficit in declining
areas of individuals of labor fuice age. Tnhose that are of working age
in declining areas have a relative'v high proportion of youug people and
elderly dependent upon them for fuud, :lothing, shelter, health care and

other needs.

s1fferences in dependency ratios are manifest 2t the household
1.vel. A significanily higher proportion of hoisehold heads in
declining ateas are elderly, retired, and/or widowed. In addition, a
relatively high proportion have received less than .. years of
school fng.

As would be anticipated from the above, a significantly higher
proportion of households in declining areas had relatively lower incomes
than those in stationary or growing areas. Wages and salaries and self-
employrmen. arnings were less frequently reported as an ircome sourcr in
declining areas while retirement and transfer payment sources were
reported more frequently. Thus, the areas with relatively high
proportions of households with low inconme, low labor force participation
and high dependency ratios are also the same areas having household
heads 1least able to raise household incumes through increased
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participation {n the labor force because of a combination of factors --
primarily advanced age and low ed' :ational attainment. Alcthough low
educational attainment can be overcome by additional schooling, the
problen of advanced age would still be an obstable for many to income
{mprovement.

Communities in declining areas are less able to draw upon
households to finance community facilities and services than are those
in stable and expanding .ommunities. If declining couaties are not able
to "turn around” the population decline, the potential for "self-help"
is very limited. The differences between declining and stable and
expanding areas are fundamental and raise important policy questions
concerning state and national support and ald for community facilities
and services. For example, should declining areas receive special state
aid and/or federal ald to provide community facilities and services?
Should these areas receive special assistance 1n and encouragement for
economic growth and development? If so, what would be the {mpact on
stationary and expanding communities and national ecouonic development?
Brown (1975, p.24), in  his study of growing and declining
nonmetropolitan counties concluded that "....basically, aild is needed to
enhance standards of living for persons who live in communities bypassed
by the process of national economic development." The hasic question
fs, "How much aid should be pcovided?”
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APPENDIX

Appendix Table 1 -- Total Population 1960-1970, Percent Population Change 1960-1970 Total Square Miles, and
Persons per Square Mile for Counties and/or Survey Sites, Northeast United States.
| J | Population | Growth | | Persons
1 Households |__Population | Change | Status coge | Square | Per Sq.
Site | Interviewed | 1960 1970 | 1960-1970 | For County | Miles | Mile (1970)
|  Number Number Percent ) Bumber Number
| F)
County defined | '
as “control unit": |
!
Maryland |
Frederick Co. | 124 71,930 84,927 18.1 E 665 128
!
New York | .
ro Cayuga Co. | 506 73,942 77, 439 4.7 S 698 111
o | s
Pennsylvania |
Cameron Co. | 100 7,586 7,096 - 6.5 D . 401 18
Clearfield Co. | 202 81,534 74,619 - 8.5 D 1,139 66
l .
West Virginia |
Harrisen Co. i 108 77,856 73,028 ~ 6.2 D 418 175
Marion Co. i 102 63,717 61,356 - 3.7 D 311 197
Monongalia Co. | 85 55,617 63,714 14.6 S 365 175
i .
Town or group(s) of tovns |
defined as "control unit":
!
New Jersey |
Sussex Co. |
Vernon Twp. | 140 2,155 6,059 181.2 - 68 89
Total-Sussex Co. | - 49,255 77,528 5.4 E 527 147
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Appendix Table
Miles, and Persons per Square Mile for Counties and/or Suivey Sites, Northeast United States.

3

1 (Continued)

-~ Total Population

1960-1970, Percent Population

Change 1960-1970,

Total Square

SS—

i | | Population | Growth | | Persons
| Households |__Population | Change Status coge | Square | Per Sq.
Site | Interviewed | 1960 1970 | 1960-1970 | For County | Miles | Mile (1970)
| Number Number Percent Number Number
|
Massachusetts |
Berkshire Co. |
Adans | 107 12,391 11,772 - 5.0 23 512
Total-Berkshire | - 142,135 149,402 5.1 941 159
|
Maite |
Kennebec Co. |
Rome | 23 367 362 - 1.4 24 15
Randolph 1 57 1,724 1,741 1.0 20 87
o Vassalboro | 72 ) 2,446 2,618 7.0 45 58
w - |
Total Site Towng | 152 4,531 4,721 4.1 89 53
Total - Kennebec i - 89,150 95,247 6.8 872 109
]
New Hampshire |
Coos Co-. |
]
Area #1: | .
Berlin | 100 17,821 15,256 -14.4 57 267
|
Area #2: |
Recreation |
Carroll | 4 295 310 5.1 52 6
Gorham | 36 3,039 2,998 - 1.3 35 85
Jefferson | 8 600 714 19.0 51 14 —
Whitefield | 19 1,531 1,538 -2.1 35 44
Total Area #2 | 67 5,515 5,560 .8 173 32
(2
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h 1ypend1x Table 1 (Continued) -- Total Population 1960-1970, Percent Population Change 1960-1970, Tntal Square
Miles, and Persons per Square Mile for Counties and/or Survey Sites, Northeast United States.
| | Population | Growth | | Persons
N | Households |__Population | Change | Status coge | Square | Per Sq.
Site | Interviewed | 1960 1970 | 1960-1970 | For County | Miles | Mile (1970)
| Number Number Percent Number Number
|
Area #3 |
Agricultural |
t Clarksville | 14 179 166 -7.3 - 55 3
Colebrook | R} 2,389 2,094 -12.3 - 42 50
. . Dalton | N 567 425 -25.0 28 15
Lancaster [ 22 . 3,138 3,166 .9 - 52 61
Northumberland | 14 N 2,586 2,493 - 3.6 - 37 67
(Groveton) | ~
o Pittsburgh | 15 N 639 726 13.6 - 297 2
b Stratford | _15 \ 1,029 980 - 4.8 - 81 12
Total Area #3 | 100 10,527 10,050 - 4.5 - 591 1
|
Total Site Towns | 267 33,863 30,866 - 8.9 - 821 38
Total Coos Co. : - "37,140 34,291 -7.7 D 1,820 19
Vermont - Site No. 1 | /
Esgsex Co. |
Brighton | 40 1,545 1,365 -11.7 - 45 30
Canaan | 25 1,094 949 -13.3 - 30 32
Lunenburg i 25 1,237 1,061 ~-14,2 - 40 26
Total Site Towns | 90 3,876 3,375 -12.9 - 115 29
Total Essex Co. | - 6,083 5,416 -11.0 D 663 8
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Appendix Table 1 (Continued) ~-~ Total Population 1960-1970, Percent Population Change 1960~1970, Total Square
Miles, and Persons per Square Mile for Counties and/or Survey Sites, Northeast United States.

v

| | | Population | Grovth | | Persons
| Households |_Population | Change | Status code | Square | Per Sq.
Site | Interviewed | 1960 1970 | 1960-1970 | Por County | Miles | Mile (1970)
|  Rumber Number Percent Number Number
i |
Vermont - Site No. 22 |
. Chittenden Co. |
Burlingtos | 76 35,531 38,633 8.7 - 36 1,073
Underhill | 25 730 1,198 64,1 - 49 24
Williston | 40 1,484 3,187 114.8 - 29 110
|
Grand Isle Co. I
So. Hero | 17 614 868 41.4 - 13 66
N Total Site Towns | 158 38,359 43,886 14.4 - 127 346
» Total Chittenden | - 74,4625 99,131 33.2 E 533 186
Total Grand Isle | - 2,927 3,574 22.1 E 83 43
1 "E" signifies '"more developing" or expanding, ''S" signifies "average or stable, "D" signifies "less
developing” or declining, as these three categories are defined in the text.
2 The three towns in Chittenden Co. and the town of South Hero in Grand Isle Co. were together considered as

the second "site" for Vermont.
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