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A cn.tPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF EMPI..OYMENT CHANGE IN 'IHE NORI'HEAST 

JeffrEy D. White and Steven E. Hastings 

A rrodified version of shift-share analysis 
is used to examine spatial, tenporal and corrposi­
tional trends in emplq(rnent growth in the North­
eastern United States during the 1970s. 'Ihe 
analysis is presented for subregions, states and 
metropolitan and nonrnetropolitan counties. Sec­
ondary data catpiled cy the Departrrent of Com­
merce, Bureau of Econanic Analysis is used. 

Ertplq(rnent growth in the Northeast, though 
positive overall, did not keep pace with that of 
the nation. While the distribution of emplq(rnent 
among industries was very similar in the North­
east and the United States, the performance of 
these industries was not. 'Ihe sane was true for 
the three rrajor subregions that eatprise the 
Northeast. Nonmetropoli tan counties outperformed 
their rretropolitan counterparts in emplq(rnent 
growth during the decade, with the most rural 
councy types shewing the greatest percentage em­
plq(rnent growth. 

IN!'IDDUcriCN 

The decade of the seventies witnessed a de­
viation from historic trends of rural-urban 
growth. 0:\anging migration patterns evidenced at 
the close of the sixties became even rrore pro­
nounced. Along with this changing population 
distribution came changes in the geographic dis­
tribution of econanic activicy. 'Ihe South and 
Western regions of the countl:y continued their 
strong growth. Metropolitan areas, once the cen­
ter and stirrulus of econanic growth, SCfl/ serious 
econanic and social problems. Once considered 
backward and isolated, rural areas were recog­
nized for their potential to roth the corporation 
in search of a neN location and the individual in 
search of a better wey of life. 

The COJltinuation of recent trends highlights 
the ongoing need for a eatprehensi ve regional 
approach to the econanic and social developnent 
of the nation. '!his paper lod<.s at changes oc­
curring in Northeast emplq(rnent distribution from 
two perspectives. 'Ihe first is an examination of 
spatial, temporal and corrpositional changes in 
enplq(rnent levels and distribution cy region and 
state. 'Ihe Northeast is then e.xamined using met­
ropolitan-nonmetropolitan councy cype delinea­
tions. Examination in this rranner gives a rrore 
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balanced picture of the changes occurring among 
and within the Northeastern United States. By 
using a shift-share technique, the changes in em­
plq(rnent as well as the factors underlying these 
changes can be isolated. 

ME:'IH)D OF ANALYSIS 

Traditional shift-share analysis is designed 
to isolate shift s in emplq(rnent, income, or ant 
other measurable variable in order to explain 
structural transforrrations in the econaty of the 
region under analysis. It is used extensively in 
regional analysis (Curtis, 1971; Kennard, 1974; 
Petrulis, 1979). 'Ihe objective is to determine 
if an observed pattern of growth in the local 
region is the result of overall trends, indus­
trial specialization or local characteristics. 

In terms of enplq(rnent, the algebraic formu­
lation for the traditional shift-share analysis 
is as follows: 

Actual Growth = Standard Growth +- Industrial 
Mix +- Local Share, or 

(Ri)ri = (Ri)s +- Ri(si-s) +- Ri(ri-si) 
Ri = Base year enplq(rnent in industl:y i in local 

region. 
ri = Rate of growth in enplQ(ment for industl:y i 

in local region. 
si = Rate of growth in enplq(rnent for industl:y i 

in base region. 
s = Rate of growth in emplq(rnent in all indus­

stries in base region. 
Given the objectives of this study, a vari­

ant of the traditional shift-share model was 
found rrost suitable in providing a detailed pic­
ture of the econanic structure of the region of 
study and its change over the period of analysis, 
and in the eatparison of the growth and change in 
this structure among various regional delinea­
tions. 

The rrodified technique, developed cy Kal­
bacher (1979), presents its results in percentage 
form rather than absolute numbers as in the tra­
ditional model. In addition, this variant uses 
industl:y specific rather than overall growth 
rates in characterizing the base region econaty. 
The adaptations make interregional and intertem­
poral carparisons easier and rrore meaningful. 

The algebraic fo:rnulations of Kalbacher' s 
carponents are as follows: 

Actual Growth = Standard Growth +- Industrial 
Mix +- Local Share, or 

(Ri/R)ri = (Si/S)si +- (Ri/R - Si/S)si +­
Ri/R(ri - si) 

R = Base year enplq(rnent in all industries in 
local region. 

Ri = Base year enplQ(ment in industl:y i in local 
region. 

S = Base year emplq(rnent in all industries in 
base region. 

Si = Base year enplq(rnent in industl:y i in base 
region. 

ri = Rate of growth of enplq(rnent in industl:y i 
in local region. 

si = Rate of growth of enplq(rnent in industl:y i 
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in base region. 
The interpretation of the corrponents of this 

rrodified shift-share analysis differ somewhat 
from the traditional rrodel. 'Ihe Actual Growth 
carponent [ (Ri/R)ri]in the rrodified rrodel mea­
sures the grONth experienced in the local area. 
The actual grONth in an industry 1 s errplcyment is 
expressed as a percentage of total errplcyment. 
Whereas in the traditional rrodel, the Actual 
Growth ccnponent yields the actual number of em­
plcyees gained (or lost) during the tirce period, 
the rrodified rrodel expresses the actual change in 
errplcyment as a percentage of total errplcyment. 

The Standard Growth corrponent [(Si/S)si] of 
the rrodified rrodels is analogous to the Actual 
Grcwth corrponent, except that it is applied to 
the base region. It measures the grONth in a 
base region industry 1 s errplcyment as a percentage 
of the base region 1 s total errplcyment. 'Ihis dif­
fers from the traditional Standard Growth com­
ponent in two weys. 'Ihe first difference is that 
the carponent measures the errplcyment change as a 
percent of the total, rather than as an absolute 
nunber. 'Ihe second difference concerns the em­
ployment levels being analyzed. standard Growth 
in the rrodified rrodel is based on the errplcyment 
in an industry in the base region and the grONth 
of that errplcyment in the base region. 'Ihis dif­
fers substantially from the traditional rrodel, 
which uses the Standard Growth carponent to meas­
ure the errplcyment change that would have oc­
curred in a particular industry in the local re­
gion had it grcwn at a rate equivalent to the 
base region as a whole. 

The difference between Actual Grcwth and 
Standard Grcwth is Net Relative Change. 'Ihis 
corrponent measures the difference between the 
grcwth of errplcyment in an industry in a local 
region and the growth in the base region. A pos­
itive Net Relative Change indicates that the 
grcwth of errplcyment in the local region exceeded 
the grcwth in the base region. A negative Net 
Relative Change indicated that errplcyment grcwth 
in the local region was less than in the base re­
gion. As in traditional shift-share, Net Rela­
tive Change is disaggregated into an Industrial 
Mix carponent and a local Share carponent. 

The Industrial Mix carponent [(Ri/R 
Si/S)si] in the modified rrodel seeks to measure 
the effect of the local region 1 s industrial con­
centration on the area 1 s growth. 'Ihe Industrial 
Mix carponent takes the difference between the 
percentage of total errplcyment in a given indus­
try in the local region, and the percentage for 
the same industry in the base region. 'Ihis is 
then multiplied cy the rate of enplcyment growth 
in that industry in the base region. 'Ihis method 
of calculating Industrial Mix requires care in 
the interpretation of its sign. 

In interpreting the Industrial Mix catpa­
nent, it can be assumed that a positive Indus­
trial Mix is beneficial to the local region, 
while a negative value is a detrircent. When both 
the first and second parts of the equation are 
positive (Ri/R - Si/S > 0) it means that the 
local region was more heavily concentrated than 
the base region in an industry that was experi­
encing positive growth in the region. Converse­
ly, when both parts of the equation are negative 
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(Ri/R - Si < 0), it signifies that the local re­
gion was less dependent on declining industry 
than the base region. 'Ihis will also result in a 
positive Industrial Mix corrponent. 

Negative Industrial Mix carponents ney re­
sult from a greater dependence in the local re­
gion on an industry that experienced declining 
errplcyment in the base region (Ri/R - Si/S > 0 
and si < 0), or a lesser concentration of local 
area errplcyment in an industry experiencing a 
positive emplcyment growth rate in the base re­
gion (Ri/R - Si/S < 0 and si > 0). Both possi­
bilities are undesirable fran the point of view 
of the local region. 

While the interpretation of the sign of the 
Industrial Mix carponent is the same for both the 
traditional and rrodified shift-share rrodels, what 
is being measured differs substantially. Both 
seek to quantifY a local area 1 s concentration in 
fast and slON growth industries, the rrodified 
rrodel using base region grONth rates and the dif­
ference in industry errplcyment concentration and 
the traditional rrodel using local region industry 
errplcyment levels coupled with the difference in 
base region industry and overall errplcyment 
growth rates. 

The local Share carponent [ (Ri/R(ri - si)] 
in the rrodified rrodel is similar to that of the 
traditional rrodel. Both seek to measure the 
change in an industry 1 s emplcyment attributable 
to local regional characteristics. 'Ihe differ­
ence between the two rrodels is that the rrodified 
rrodel uses the percentage of total errplcyment in 
a particular industry in the local region, rather 
than sinply local region industry errplcyment as 
in the traditional rrodel. 

Aggregated over all industries in a local 
region, the Actual Growth, Standard Growth, In­
dustrial Mix and local Share carponents represent 
percentages of total errplcyment. 'Ihe aggregate 
Actual Growth carponent is the percentage cy 
which errplcyment as a whole grew in the local re­
gion during the studf period. 'Ihe aggregate 
Standard Growth corrponent is the equivalent meas­
ure for the base region. 'Ihe aggregate Indus­
trial Mix and local Share carponents represent 
their overall contributions to Net Relative 
Change, the difference between Actual and Stan­
dard Growth. 

In the analyses of errplcyment change that 
follON, the rrodified rrodel of shift-share analy­
sis is used. 'Ihe local regions being analyzed 
are the subregions, states and counties of the 
Northeast. 'Ihe base region used for conparison 
is the United States. Because a large number of 
areas were examined, the ease in interregional 
carparisons afforded cy the rrodified rrodel, as 
well as its inclusion of base region industrial 
structures, were found advantageous. Due to 
space limitation, primarily aggregate c01p011ent 
values are presented and discussed. 

S'IUDY AREA AND DATA 

The errplcyment data used to ana]¥ze errplcy­
ment changes were catpiled cy the Bureau of Eco­
nomic Analysis (BFA), Department of Cornnerce. In 
ccrrpiling its councy level data, the BFA relies 
on data generated cy various federal and state 



programs, censuses and non-governrrental services. 
Prim:u:y arrong these is the inforrre.tion fran state 
enplcyment security agencies under the State Un­
enplcyment Insurance Program. Other sources and 
est:irration procedures are used cy the BFA to sup­
port its data in ligbt of differing state regula­
tions regarding the size of firrrs excluded fran 
coverage under the Unenplcyment Insurance Pro­
gram. Ertplcyment figures are reported at the 
on~gi t Standard Industrial Classification 
(SIC) level for all regions. 

The BFA is obliged to observe regulations 
regarding publication of data that migbt disclose 
individual firm activity and is, therefore, re­
quired to withhold sucb data. Since this stuqy 
focuses on the county for nuch of its analysis, 
wbere sucb disclosure problems would be encoun­
tered, a rrethod of est:irrating undisclosed data 
was applied. '!his est:irration procedure applied 
state enplcyment distributions arrong industries 
to county enplcyment totals. '!his est:irration was 
done so as to preserve knoNn inter-industry 
ratios and county enplcyment totals. 

For the purposes of this stuqy, the North­
east United States is crnposed of thirteen states 
and the District of ColliTibia. '!he Northeast is 
further divided into three subregions: New Eng­
land (Maine, Vernont, Ne,.,o Hanpsbire, Rhode Is­
land, Massachusetts and Connecticut); the Middle 
Atlantic (Ne,.,o Yo:rk, Ne,.,o Jersey and Pennsylvania); 
and the South Middle Atlantic (DelcrNare, Mary­
land, District of Columbia, Virginia and West 
Virginia). County analysis will use metropoli­
tan-nonmetropoli tan county type classification 
established cy Hines, BrONn and Z:irmer (1975). 
Changes in enplcyment arrong and within these re­
gional and county type delineations are ana­
lyzed. 

JEFFREY D. WHITE and STEVEN E. HAS'I':rn3S 

ANALYSIS OF RIDIONAL EMPI..OYMENr 
CHANGE, 1970-1979 

The Northeast, while experiencing an overall 
increase in errplcyment for the decade of the 
seventies, fared poorly in relation to the nation 
as a whole (Table 1). '!he grcwth experienced in 
the Northeast during the decade was bela-~ that of 
the nation in every industry category, with the 
Northeast losing errplcyment in four of the twelve 
industry groupings. 

The Northeast experienced an overall Actual 
GrOIIth for the decade of 9.60 percent. '!he 
nation had a grOIIth rate of 22.47 percent for the 
sarre period, resulting in a Net Relative Change 
of -12.47 percent. A negative Net Relative 
Change existed for every industry category in the 
Northeast. 

The negative deviation in gra-~th rates be­
tween the Northeast and the nation is found in 
the Local Share ccnponent, indicating that the 
Northeast was at a competitive disadvantage with 
the rest of the nation in attracting or expanding 
ne,.,o industry grOIIth. '!hat is, industries gre,.,o 
faster natiOriilide than in the Northeast. All in­
dividual industry categories also sha-~ed a nega­
tive local Share, indicating that they gre,.,o at a 
sla-~er rate in the Northeast than in the nation. 
While sane industries exhibited a positive In­
dustrial Mix component, it was not great enough 
to outweigh the negative local Share. 

There was substantial heterogeneity in the 
grcwth of enplcyment among state and regions in 
the Northeast during the 1970s (Table 2). Of the 
three Northeast subregions, the South Middle At­
lantic region performed the best, expanding its 
enplcyment base cy 20.25 percent. '!he Middle At­
lantic states performed the worst of the 3 re-

Table 1. Shift-Share Analysis of the Northeast Relative to the United 
States 1970-1979 

Actual Standard Net Relative Industrial Local 
Growth Growth Chanse Mix Share 

Agriculture 
Farming 0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.00 
Ag Services 0.09 0.29 -0.20 -0.08 -0.12 

Mining 0.16 0.42 -0.26 -0.16 -0.10 
Construction -0.12 1.26 -1.38 -0.05 -1.33 
Manufacturing 

Nondurable -1.48 0.19 -1 .66 0.03 -1.69 
Durable -0.07 1.94 -2.01 0.00 -2.02 

Transportation -0.08 o.Ro -0.87 0.02 -0.89 
Wholesale 0.82 1.83 -1.01 -0.00 -1.00 
Retail 2.36 4.62 -2.26 -0.18 -2.09 
Finance 0.88 1.67 -0.79 0.31 -1.10 
Services 5.70 6.82 -1.12 0.30 -1.42 
Govemment 1. 31 2.61 -1.29 -0.16 -1.14 

Total 9.60 22.47 -12.37 0.03 -12.90 
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Table 2. Sl.lllll11llY of Shift Share Analysis for Regions and States in the Northeast, 1970-1979 

Net 
Ercplcyment Actual Standard Relative Industrial Local 

Region/State 1970 1979 Gra.Yth Gra.Yth 01an9e Mix Share 

United States 78,249,000 95,832,000 
Northeast 24,484,463 26,834,150 

New England 4,885,530 5,618,601 
Connecticut 1,258,699 1,452,943 
Maine 380,931 453,897 
Massachusetts 2,388,578 2,675,590 
New Harrpshire 291,300 400,454 
Rhode Island 391,789 425,934 
Vernnnt 174,338 209,567 

Middle Atlantic 14,831,920 15,483,642 
New Jersey 2,780,085 3,109,289 
New York 7,493,360 7,437,952 
Pennsylvania 4,558,475 4,936,401 

s. Mid. Atlantic 4,766,908 5, 732,113 
Delaware 240,332 273,337 
Washington, D.C. 626,471 656,563 
Mal:yland 1,487,490 1,779,605 
Virginia 1,848,603 2,342,890 
West Virginia 564,012 679,728 

gions, gro.ving cy only 4.39 percent during the 
decade. 

In the Northeast, every state but two exper­
ienced a negative Net Relative Change in enplcy­
ment gro.vth relative to the United States. 
Though all states, except New York, exhibited 
positive enplcyment gain, only New Harrpshire and 
Virginia gre.~ cy a greater percentage than the 
nation, resulting in positive Net Relative Change 
carpcnents. Enplcyment gra.Yth in each of the 
three subregions was also belo.v the gro.vth of em­
plcyment in the United States. 

The modified shift-share analysis sho.vs that 
the poor relative perforrrance of the Northeast 
and its regions was due overwhelmingly to the 
Local Share carponent, indicating inherent disad­
vantages in local characteristics. The excep­
tions to this trend were Ne.~ Hampshire and Vir­
ginia, the only states that sho.ved a positive 
Local Share carponent, indicating that local ad­
vantages were the source of their strong gra.Yth. 
Positive, i.e., favorable Industrial Mix carpo­
nents, were found in all subregions and several 
states. However, these positive influences were 
exceeded cy negative Local Share carpcnents. All 
gains made due to the favorable mix of industries 
were rrore than offset cy losses due to local 
characteristics. No state had both positive In­
dustrial Mix and Local Share carponents. 

An inportant question is which industries 
contributed to or detracted fran enplcyment 
gro.vth in the Northeast. Using Actual Gro.vth as 
a measure, Services was overwhelmingly the great­
est contributor to total enplcyment gra.Yth in the 
United States and the Northeast (Table 3). 'This 
trend was also evident in the three subregions of 
the Northeast. Only in New Harrpshire and West 
Virginia did another industl:y (Durable Manufac­
turing and Retail Trade, respectively ) account 
for a larger share of total errplcyment gain than 
Services. Nondurable Manufacturing, on the other 
hand, contributed the least (actually declining) 

22.47 
9.60 22.47 -12.87 0.03 -12.90 

15.00 22.47 -7.47 -0.02 -7.45 
15.43 22.47 -7.04 -0.08 -6.96 
19.15 22.47 -3.32 -2.75 -0.57 
12.02 22.47 -10.45 -0.80 -9.65 
37.47 22.47 15.00 -1.49 16.49 
8.72 22.47 -14.35 -1.43 -12.92 

20.21 22.47 -2.26 -0.70 -1.56 
4.39 22.47 -18.08 0.06 -18.14 

11.84 22.47 -10.63 -1.18 -9.45 
-0.74 22.47 -23.71 1.03 -24.74 
8.29 22.47 -14.18 0.78 -13.39 

20.25 22.47 -2.22 o.oo -2.22 
13.73 22.47 -8.74 -2.40 -6.34 
4.80 22.47 -17.67 1.51 -19.18 

19.84 22.47 -2.63 0.49 -3.12 
26.74 22.47 4.27 -1.20 5.47 
20.52 22.47 -1.95 1.97 -3.94 
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to errplcyment gro.vth in the Northeast. 'This was 
true in each of the subregions and six of the 
states. Farming displayed the smallest enplcy­
ment gro.vth in the United States. Other indus­
tries with poor performances were Construction, 
Durable Manufacturing, Retail Trade and Govern­
ment, all at the state level. 

ANALYSIS OF METOOPOLITAN-NOOMEI'OOPOLITAN 
CXXJNl'Y EMPIJJYMENI' c::HAN3E, 1970-1979 

Disaggregating the Northeast into metropoli­
tan and nonmetropoli tan counties also revealed 
substantial heterogenei cy in the grONth of em­
plcyment (Table 4). Nonmetropolitan counties 
gre.~ faster than metropolitan counties. 'The 
greatest gra.Yth . occurred in the Northeast's To­
tally Rural Nonadjacent Counties. 'Those coun­
ties, along with Greater Metropolitan Suburban 
Counties, were the only groupings to display 
rates of grONth in excess of the United States 
overall enplcyment gro.vth. Metropolitan Counties 
as a whole and Greater Metropolitan Core Counties 
gre.~ cy less than the Northeast as a whole. Only 
Greater Metropolitan Core Counties had a loss of 
errplcyment. 

Modified shift-share analysis of the councy 
cypes indicates the poor relative performance of 
the Northeast as sho.vn cy the overwhelmingly neg­
ative Net Relative Change ccnponent. Both Metro­
poll tan counties and Nonmetropoli tan counties ex­
perienced negative Net Relative Change fran 1970 
to 1979. Only Greater Metropolitan Suburban and 
Total Rural Adjacent counties had grCJNth rates 
great enough to produce Positive Net Relative 
Change components. 'The greatest deviation from 
the United States grONth rate was in the Greater 
Metropolitan Core counties where errplcyment actu­
ally declined over the decade. 

Local Share was again the rcost inportant 
factor in determining relative errplcyment perfor­
mance. Positive Local Share components contrib-



Table ). 4ctual Growth in Employment by Industry in the United States and Northeast, 1970-1979 

-- Industry --
Nondurable furable 

Geographic Ag Con- H:mufac- Hanufac- Trans- Whole- Govern-
Region Farming Services Hl.ning structl.on turing turing portation sale Retail Finance. Servl.ces ment Total 

United States 0.031 0.29 o.q2 1. 25 0.19 1.94 0.80 1.83 4.62 1.67 6.92+ 2.61 22.47 
Northeast 0.01 0.09 0. 16 -0.12 -1.491 -0.07 -0.0'3 0.82 2.36 0.88 5. 70+ 1. 31 9.60 

New Fhgland -0.02 0.09 0.01 -0.59 -1.21 1 2.57 0.22 1.03 3.23 1. 31 6.90+ 1. 45 15.00 
Connecticut 0. 14 0.09 0.07 -0.631 -0.2'3 0.35 0.53 1. 79 3.49 2.15 6.46+ 2.00 15.43 
Haine -0.34 0.16 -0.00 o. 31 -1.21 1 2.42 0.30 1. 25 4.79 0.94 7.54+ 2.99 19. 15 
Massachusetts 0.00 0.05 -0.00 -1.0'3 -1.871 2.133 0.13 0.49 2.26 0.'32 5.84+ 1.55 12.02 
New lbmpshire -0.2'3 o. 16 0.02 2. 39 -0.66• 9. 17+ ~-57 2. 18 8.613 2.60 9.64 4.00 37.47 
Rhode Island -0.01 0.0'3 0.03 -0.27 -1.40 4.54 -0.52 0.57 2.31 1.22 7- 15+ -4.931 9.72 
Vermont -0.47 0.30 -0. 15 -1.251 0.53 5.0'3 0.44 1.5'3 4. 39 0.97 5.99+ 2.80 20.21 

Middle Athntic 0.0'3 0.07 0.07 -o.qq -1.97 11 -1.22 -0.33 0.57 1. 54 0.59 4.q7+ 0.55 4. 39 
New Jersey -0.05 0.09 -0.03 -0.25 -1.01 -1.6'3• o. 19 2.01 3.05 1.20 5.99+ 2.46 11.81l 
New York 0.15 0.04 -0.01 -0.'34 -2.)81 -1. 10 -0.83 -0.05 0.31 0.11 4.23+ -0.37 -0.74 
Pennsylvania 0.05 0.09 0.27 o. 11 -1.901 -1. 15 0.13 0.73 2.64 1.00 5.32+ 0.91J 8.29 

South Hl.ddle Atlantic -0.19 o. 15 0.59 1. 37 -0.21' 0.131 0.40 1.40 4.01 1.37 7.03+ 3.52 20.25 
Delaware -0.67 11 0.23 -0.02 0.62 -0.05 -0.14 0.53 1.45 3.31 1.07 5.92+ 1.50 1].73 
Washington, D.C. 0.00 0.09 -0.00 -0.90 -0.39 -0.15 -0.99 -1. 17 -1.54 1 -0.06 5.%+ 4.06 4.80 
Maryland 0.19 0. 11 -0.00 1.40 -1. 39"1 -0.33 0. 31 1.87 4.71 1.1l6 7.54+ 3.95 19.134 
Virgini:l -0.451 0.21 0.57 2. 313 0.52 2.60 0.93 2.04 5.23 1. 99 7.74+ 3.09 26.74 
West Virginia -0.321 0.12 3.12 1.54 -0.11 0.20 0.31 1.49 4.63 .. 1.17 4.24 4.03 20.52 

.;::. • Indicates smallest Actual Growth for the geographic region • 
f--' 

+ Indicates greatest Actual Growth for the geographic region. 

Table ll. Summary of Shift-Share Analysis for t~etropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Counties 'in the Northe.3.st, 1970-1979 

Employment Actual Standard Net Relative Industrial Local County Type 1970 1979 Growth Growth Change Hix Share. 

Northeast 
Hetropol !.tan 21,137,292 22,-950,275 a. 10 22.47 -14.37 0.29 -14.56 Greater Hetropolit~n Core 9,'373,573 9,469,990 -4.09 22.47 -25.56 1. 59 -213. 11l Greater Metropolitan Suburban q,274,449 5, 373,138 25.70 22.47 3.23 0.21l 2.99 Medium Metropolitan 5,1355,999 5,695,019 14.33 22.47 -9. 14 -1.51 -5.53 
~all Hetropolit::m 1, 132,262 1, 311, 12'3 15.130 22.47 -5.57 -1.46 -5.21 Nonmetropolit?.n 3,347,705 3,9'35,774 19.09 22.47 -3.39 -1.55 -1.133 Urbanized Adjacent 1,517,908 1, 766.432 15.37 22.47 -6.10 -?.21 -3.'39 Urbanized Nonadjacent 393,559 480,538 22.10 22.47 -0.37 -0.34 -0.03 Less Urbanized Adjacent 534,497 532,713 19.313 22.47 -4.09 -1.3'3 -2.21 Less Urbanized Nonadjacent 522,651 756.082 21.41 22.47 -1.05 -0.1)5 -0.40 Totally Rural Adjacent 110,071 133,623 21.27 22.47 -1.20 -2.23 1.03 Totally Rural Nonadjacent 169,031 217,3'35 29.53 22.47 6.05 -0.23 6. 29 
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uted to positive net relative changes in only two 
=unt¥ eypes. Industrial Mix, while rrostly nega­
tive, never exerted sufficient influence to over­
cane negative local characteristics. Only Great­
er Metropolitan Suburban Counties gained enplQ~­
ment due to both carponents. 

The distribution of enplQ{ment grcwth anong 
industries for the metropolitan-nonrretropolitan 
counties shews results similar to those found in 
the state and regional analysi!:' (Table 5). Ser­
vices was the greatest contributor to enplcyrnent 
gain i n all count¥ breakdcwns with the exception 
of Urbanized Nonadjacent Counties. Nondurable 
Manufacturing was again the poorest perfonning 
indust.J:y in all but four =unt¥ eypes, where 
Farming displayed the worst grewth performance. 

A m:xlified version of shift-share analysis 
was used to analyze enplQ{ment grewth in the 
Northeast during the 1970s. 'Ihis analysis shews 
that in term:; of enplcyrnent grcwth, the Northeast 
performed poorly relative to the United States as 
a whole. '!his poor relative performance was evi­
dent in virtually all subregions, states and 
count¥ eypes in the Northeast. Of the three sub­
regions, only the South Middle Atlantic came 
close to keeping pace with enplcyrnent grewth in 
the United States. Of the states, only New Hanp­
shire and Virginia experienced grcwth in enplQ!­
ment greater than the United States. 

Within =unt¥ cypes, all Nonmetropolitan 
=unties grew cy greater percentages than all 
their Metropolitan =unterparts, except Greater 
Metropolitan Suburban =unties. Overall, the 
grewth of enplcyrnent in Nonmetropoli tan =unties 
was twice as great as the grcwth in Metropolitan 
=unties. 

In term:; of indust.J:y contribution to enplQ!­
ment grewth, services was the greatest =ntribu­
tor to enplcyrnent gain, with few exceptions, 
throughout the Northeast states and =unties. 
Nondurable Manufacturing a=unted for the great­
est losses in the majoricy of states and =uncy 
cypes. 

'Ihese results indicate a shift of industrial 
grewth out of the Northeastern region of the 
United States during the decade of the seventies. 
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Within the Northeast, they indicate a shift fran 
the urbanized areas teward rural areas during 
this t.i.lnE! period. With regard to specific indus­
tries, they indicate very little grewth, even de­
cline, in manufacturing industries and extensive 
grewth in service industries. 'Ihere is no guar­
antee that these trends will continue in to the 
next decade. 'Hew ever, a =ntinuation of these 
trends will greatly affect the industrial and 
geographic structure of industrial activit¥ in 
the Northeast and inply a changing role for the 
Northeast in the national developnent process. 
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Table 2· Actual Growth in en[!lO~ent by: Industry: in Hetro[!Qlitan - Nonmetro[!Qlitan Counties in the Northeast 1 1210-1912 

-- Industry --
Nondurable ~rable 

Geographic Ag Con- Hanurac- Manu faa- Trans-
Region Farming Services Mining struction turing turing portation 

Northeast 
Metropolitan 0.03 0.06 0.02 -0.24 -1.631 -0.43 -0.15 
Greater Metropolitan Core 0.02 0.03 0.01 -0.98 -2.971 -1.63 -0.94 
Greater Metropolitan Suburban o.o5• 0.10 0.07 0.85 0.79 0.76 1.09 
Hedlum Metropolitan O.OIJ 0.06 -0.01 0.03 -1.02• 0.24 0.20 
S:Aal.l Metropolitan -0.06 0.10 0.03 O.IJ1 -2. 191 2.01J 0.25 

Nonlletropoll tan -0.10 0.33 0.80 0.92 -0.791 2.29 0.40 
Urbanized Adjacent 0.15 o.IJ5 0.27 0.27 -1.791 1. 71 0.00 
Urbanized Nonadjacent -O.IJ31 0.19 0.51J 0.59 -0.1li 1.82 0.37 
Less Urbanized Adjacent o. 31 0.32 0.73 1. 77 -0.161 1.66 0.57 
Less Urbanized Nonadjacent -0.351 o. HI 1. 21 0.97 0.67 3.35 0.51 
Tbtally Rural Adjacent -t. n• 0.25 3.21 1.1J'3 0.13 3.05 2.20 
Totally Rural Nonadjacent -1.23 O.OIJ 3.22 2.27 -1.331 5.93 1.95 

"" Table 5 (continued) w 
Whole- Govern-
sale Retail Finance Services ment Total 

Northeast 
Metropolitan 0.75 2.02 0.138 5.68+ 1. 13 B. 10 
Greater Metropolitan Core -0.73 -0.67 -0.08 3.69+ o. 19 -4.09 
Greater Metropolitan Suburban 3.03 5.59 2.29 9.52+ 1.55 25.70 
Hedlum Metropolitan 1.46 3.513 1.36 6.26+ 2.013 14.33 
S:Aal.l Metropolitan 1.1J9 3.90 1. 41 5.51+ 2.89 15.80 

Nonllletropolitan 1.55 4.53 1.02 5.77+ 2.47 19.09 
Urbanized Adjacent t.IJ 1 IJ.77 0.95 5. 15+ 2.00 16.37 
Urbanized Nonadjacent 1. 64 5.13 0.97 5.li8 5.96+ 22.10 
Less Urbanized Adjacent 1. 38 4.03 1.113 5.91+ 0.57 18. 3'1 
Less Urbanized Nonadjacent 1. 713 4. 19 1.01 5.04+ 2.'33 21.41 
Totally Rural Adjacent 1.611 3.73 0.67 3.'37+ 2.17 21.27 
Totally ~~1 Nonadjacent 2.26 4.33 1.45 5.49+ 3.111 2'3.53 

• Indicates smallest Actual Growth for the geographic region. 

+ Indicates greatest Actual Growth ror the geographic region. 


