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“Broad demo-

graphic change

across the nation,

combined with

the human 

capital model of

economic growth,

ensures that labor

supply policies

will be on local

and national

radar for  years 

to come.”

Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy

■ The proportion of workers who are
young and educated is highest in the
Northeast region, followed by the
Midwest, the South, and the West.
This counters notions that a “brain
drain” has depleted the Midwest of its
younger, talented workers. The South
and West regions actually have higher
proportions of 25-to-34-year-old resi-
dents, but fewer of these workers hold
bachelor’s degrees. 

■ Young and educated workers repre-
sent a larger part of the workforce in
metropolitan areas with high popula-
tions, strong arts scenes, significant
international immigration, and large
numbers of high-tech jobs. Whether
a particular metro area has a large or
small proportion of these workers
depends more on the educational attain-
ment of its 25-to-34 year olds than on
the actual size of that age group.

■ Metro areas that captured the
largest number of new 25-to-34-
year-old residents between 1990 and
2000 are located almost exclusively
in the South and West. Net migration
of this age group to metro areas in the

South and West was double that to
metro areas in the Midwest, and four
times that to metro areas in the North-
east. Growth in the size of this age
cohort over the decade relates closely
to job growth at the metropolitan level.

■ Compared to older workers (aged
35-to-64), young workers migrated
more often to high-amenity, high-
human-capital metropolitan areas
during the 1990s. San Francisco,
Denver, Seattle, and Atlanta ranked
among the metro areas with the largest
net growth in young workers relative to
older workers.

■ Metropolitan areas in the Northeast
have the highest proportions of
workers between the ages of 55 and
64. Those nearing retirement age
make up at least one in nine workers in
several metro areas throughout greater
New York and Pennsylvania. Older
workers in these areas generally pos-
sess above-average levels of educa-
tional attainment, signaling the
potential for future declines in skilled
labor across the Northeast region.

Ultimately, state and local economic development policy makers should consider shifting
their emphasis from increasing the quantity of certain types of workers, toward embracing
human capital development as a longer-term goal. Paired with amenity strategies for
younger workers and more workplace flexibility for older workers, policies to raise the stock
of knowledge in a region can “split the difference” between demand-side and supply-side
labor market interventions. 

Findings
An analysis of the location and migration patterns of younger and older workers, especially those
with college degrees, for the 100 most populous metropolitan areas in Census 2000 finds that:

Labor Supply Pressures 
and the “Brain Drain”:
Signs from Census 2000
Paul D. Gottlieb1



Introduction

P
olicy-makers in metropolitan
areas like Cleveland, Pitts-
burgh, and Des Moines worry
about the state of the local

workforce. Interestingly, they worry
not only about the quality of workers,
but also about their quantity. During
the recent tech-driven economic
boom, young people with advanced
degrees were reported to have left
Midwestern cities for places with
higher perceived amenities and a criti-
cal mass of exciting jobs.2 At the same
time, many of these same metropolitan
areas had a large number of workers in
the 55-to-64-year-old age bracket,
causing policy-makers to worry that
impending retirements will further
diminish the available quantity of
labor.3

From an economic standpoint,
these demographic shifts could have
two main effects. First, if people
choose not to live or work in a location
for reasons that are independent of
the demand for labor, wages will rise.
If higher wages do not attract workers
back to the region, a vicious spiral
could ensue in which locally-produced
goods are priced out of global markets,
and firms move to places where skilled
workers are happier and more abun-
dant.

A second, probably more serious
effect relates to the specialized human
capital that different cohorts of work-
ers may be expected to bring to a met-
ropolitan economy. College-educated
young people, in particular, are more
likely to have mastered newer tech-
nologies and ideas. In a world of rapid
technological change, a large cohort of
young workers can be a significant
economic asset, as Richard Florida
and others have recently argued.4

Many view these younger workers,
who typically have fewer family
responsibilities, to be more entrepre-
neurial and risk-taking than older
workers. A lack of this specialized
human capital may hinder a metropol-

itan area’s economic growth and com-
petitiveness.

Due in part to this emphasis on
educated young people as an eco-
nomic asset, many states and metro-
politan areas have implemented “brain
drain” programs designed to retain or
attract college graduates, especially
natives of their own regions. A large
body of research on the economic pay-
off from college-educated workers of
all ages provides further impetus for
such programs.5

Notwithstanding this focus on
youth, any effective business commu-
nity requires a range of age levels and
associated skills. Businesses require
not only a taste for risk-taking, for
example, but also worldly experience
and even some outright conservatism.
Older workers bring their own special-
ized human capital to complement
that of the young. The Great Lakes
region, for example, worries that its
skilled machinists are about to retire
en masse. While this might not create
problems in the short run, metro areas
like Detroit and Toledo could, over the
longer term, find their stock of indus-
try-specific skills deteriorating. Many
skilled manufacturing trades require
lengthy apprenticeships—positions
cannot be refilled on short notice—
and have had difficulty attracting
today’s high school graduates.

The new policy emphasis on “indus-
try clusters” further amplifies the need
for specialized human capital.6 These
clusters are sets of specialized indus-
tries and technical skills concentrated
in a particular place, which gives that
place a global competitive advantage
(e.g., Silicon Valley, Route 128, and
for 100 years, Detroit). In cluster
thinking, critical mass—especially of
applied knowledge—is everything. As a
result, some economic models hypoth-
esize that a regional technology com-
plex can collapse like a house of cards
if the stock of local knowledge falls
below a certain level.7

Development officials in the broad
middle of the country, then, face a

two-fold dilemma. They worry that
they will lose specialized skills in tradi-
tional manufacturing at the same time
they fail to achieve critical mass in
sectors, like information science and
biotechnology, that are more youth-
driven. Both worries, at least to some
degree, relate to migration and labor
force decisions made by members of
the young and old age cohorts in these
places.

This survey assesses the scale of
labor market pressures in different
regions of the country brought about
by migration patterns and demo-
graphic change during the 1990s. It
uses data from the 1990 and 2000
decennial censuses to explore threats
to the labor supply posed by retire-
ments and youth migration in particu-
lar regions. It also assesses
metropolitan area characteristics that
are associated with age structure and
migration, such as high-tech status,
cosmopolitan amenities, and Sun Belt
versus Frost Belt location. The survey
concludes with a discussion of the pol-
icy implications and next research
steps flowing from the analysis.

Methodology

Geography
This study analyzes the dynamics of
labor supply in the 100 largest metro-
politan areas in the U.S. based on
their population in Census 2000—
those with at least 519,000 residents.
These include Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) and, within larger
metropolises, Primary Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (PMSAs), defined by
the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB). Metro areas represent
collections of counties surrounding an
identifiable central city, after which
the metropolitan area is typically
named, and include urban and subur-
ban territory with some economic con-
nection to the central city. This study
uses metropolitan area definitions that
OMB introduced in 1999, which the
Census Bureau used to tabulate Cen-
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sus 2000 data; the definitions are
applied here to 1990 and 2000 census
data alike.8 In 2000, the 100 largest
MSAs and PMSAs contained 63 per-
cent of the nation’s total population,
and 78 percent of its metropolitan
population, thus capturing a consider-
able portion of the nation’s urban
demography.

In places where Consolidated Met-
ropolitan Statistical Areas (CMSAs)
exist—typically “super-regions” of 1
million or more people—this study
uses PMSA components of CMSAs.
Though in many cases CMSAs better
approximate regional labor markets,
PMSAs have the advantage of commu-
nicating descriptive information at a
scale more relevant for policy making.
In comparison to CMSAs, PMSAs rep-
resent labor submarkets that surround
single cities, rather than groups of
cities. 

Most of the data in this report are
also tabulated for census regions—
Midwest, Northeast, South, and
West—based on the location of its pri-
mary city. Where the report tabulates
results for census regions, only the
100 largest metropolitan areas are rep-
resented.

Young, Educated Workers
This analysis focuses primarily on the
cohort aged 25-to-34 in 2000. Nation-
ally, 79 percent of this age group was
in the labor force in 2000, and only 
11 percent was enrolled in college or
graduate school. Another advantage to
focusing on this age group is that most
people who will ever earn a
college/university degree have done so
by this age. Thus, it is appropriate to
use bachelor’s degree attainment for
this cohort as an educational yardstick
for metropolitan areas.9 In addition,
this report’s analysis of labor force par-
ticipants at risk of retirement focuses
on individuals aged 55-to-64 in 2000.

Before proceeding with the analysis
of 1990 and 2000 census data, two
caveats deserve mention.

First, this study assumes that people

may choose not to live or work in a
location for reasons independent of
local labor demand. In reality, none of
the data explored below separate shifts
in labor supply from shifts in labor
demand; they merely reflect these two
forces at equilibrium. The reader
should remember that shifts in labor
demand, which in turn relate to
changes in the demand for locally-pro-
duced goods or services, provide an
alternative explanation for the metro-
politan age/education mix and migra-
tion patterns examined here. The main
difference between demand- and sup-
ply-driven out-migration—beyond the
different policy responses they merit—
is that, theoretically, supply-induced
out-migration results in rising wages,
while demand-induced out-migration
leads to falling wages.10

Second, summary files from Census
2000 confine this analysis in certain
parts. Two demographic groups form
natural areas for focus: (1) college-
educated young people in the labor
force in 2000; and (2) older workers in
each metropolitan area who were in
the labor force and had skilled occupa-
tions in 2000. Describing these ideal
study groups, however, requires
detailed cross-tabulations of decennial
census data. In cases where the analy-
sis omits a key group characteristic,
such as labor force status or occupa-
tion, the relevant cross-tabulation was
not available from Census 2000 at this
report’s writing.

Findings

A. The proportion of workers who
are young and educated is highest in
the Northeast region, followed by the
Midwest, the South, and the West.
This analysis begins by comparing
large metropolitan areas in the
nation’s four census regions by the
proportion of their working-age popu-
lation that was 25-to-34 years old and
held at least a bachelors’ degree in
2000. As noted above, in recent years
cities and states in the midwestern

U.S. have identified a lack of these
workers as a primary obstacle to eco-
nomic growth.

In that light, Table 1 yields a some-
what surprising conclusion. The
Northeast and Midwest rank first and
second, respectively, among the four
regions in the proportion of their
working-age metropolitan population
that is young and educated.11 The Mid-
west actually ranks first among the
regions in the share of its metropolitan
areas that fall into the top quarter of
all large metropolitan areas on this
measure. While the difference in the
proportion of young, educated workers
across regions does not appear large, if
the West matched the Northeast on
this measure, it would be home to an
additional 175,000 25-to-34 year-olds
with bachelor’s degrees.12 

Meanwhile, the South and West
regions actually lead the Northeast
and Midwest in the proportion of their
working-age population aged 25-to-34,
regardless of education. Table 1
reveals that the South and West lag
other regions in their proportion of
young, educated workers because the
rate of bachelor’s degree attainment in
this group is far lower in the South
and West (28 to 30 percent, versus 32
to 35 percent in the Midwest and
Northeast).13

Lower educational attainment
among the South and West’s younger
workers likely relates to a couple of
factors. Although these regions have
grown more rapidly than other parts of
the country for many years, each has a
relatively large number of metropoli-
tan areas specializing in lower-wage,
lower-skill industries like agriculture,
mining and tourism. All three of these
industries are associated with below-
average educational attainment.14 In
addition, these areas have received a
majority of the nation’s new immigrant
population in recent years, many of
whom occupy the 25-to-34 year-old
cohort. Seventy percent of the nation’s
growth in foreign-born individuals dur-
ing the 1990s occurred in the South
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and West.15 These immigrants typically
arrive in the U.S. with lower levels of
educational attainment than their
native-born counterparts.16

B. Young and educated workers rep-
resent a larger part of the workforce
in metropolitan areas with high pop-
ulations, strong arts scenes, signifi-
cant international immigration, and
large numbers of high-tech jobs.
The picture at the census region level
is instructive, as it urges us to re-eval-
uate the extent of the “brain drain” in
the Midwest. Yet the story varies much
more significantly at the metro area
level. A look at the top 15 and bottom
15 metro areas by their proportions of
young, educated workers reveals the
magnitude of inter-metropolitan dif-
ferences on this measure (Table 2;
Appendix A contains statistics for all
100 metro areas).17

It appears that the metropolitan
areas with the highest proportions of
young and educated contain relatively
large cities near the top of America’s
urban hierarchy. This is consistent
with a “bright lights, big city” hypothe-
sis that educated young people are dis-
proportionately drawn to large cities
because they offer a wealth of work
and recreational opportunities.

The metropolitan areas at the top of

Table 2 include some of the most eco-
nomically vibrant of the last twenty
years: San Francisco, San Jose, Seat-
tle, Denver, and Atlanta. Most have
significant employment in technology
industries.18 Yet the appearance of
New York and Washington on the list
also suggests that a metro area need
not be exclusively high-tech; finance,
government, and diversified service
economies also employ large numbers
of educated younger workers.19 Mean-
while, the presence of metro areas like
Austin, Ann Arbor, Boston, and
Columbus on the list suggests that
older graduate students and other
“hangers-on” may influence these
rankings somewhat, in spite of the
focus on people age 25 and over.20

While Atlanta, Austin, and Raleigh-
Durham stand out as talent magnets
in the fast-growing Sun Belt, that
region as a whole is not yet the
nation’s main repository of human
capital. For every “high-flier” Sun Belt
metro area near the top of Table 2, an
El Paso, Las Vegas, or Bakersfield falls
near the bottom. Each of these metro-
politan areas has its own strengths, of
course, but they seem to fall short on
certain measures of New Economy
potential, like educated workers.21

As noted above in the discussion on
census regions, both the size of the 25-

to-34-year-old cohort and the educa-
tional attainment of its members influ-
ence these rankings. The right-hand
side of Table 2 attempts to sort out the
degree to which each of these factors
accounts for a particular metropolitan
area’s “young and educated” worker
proportion relative to the average
across all metro areas (the methodol-
ogy for this “decomposition analysis” is
described in the Technical Appendix):

• For instance, in Jersey City, the pro-
portion of the working-age popula-
tion between the ages of 25 and 34
(34.6 percent) is above the 100-
metro average (27.3 percent), as is
the percentage of young residents
with bachelor’s degrees (37.5 per-
cent, versus the 100-metro average
of 29.2 percent). The right-hand side
of the table shows that about half of
the Jersey City metro area’s above-
average proportion of young and
educated workers (13.0 percent) is
attributable to their higher educa-
tional attainment, while the other
half of Jersey City’s performance on
this measure is explained by the
above-average size of its 25-to-34
year-old cohort.

• By contrast, 25-to-34 year-olds con-
stitute an above-average share of
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Table 1. “Young and Educated” Metropolitan Residents by Region, 2000

Census Region

Midwest Northeast South West

Proportion of working-age residents aged 25 to 34 27.6% 26.8% 28.5% 29.8%
Proportion of residents aged 25 to 34 who hold a college degree 32.4% 35.0% 29.9% 27.9%
“Young and educated” residents as
proportion of working-age population 8.9% 9.4% 8.5% 8.3%
Proportion of metro areas in the:

Top 25 31.6% 22.7% 25.0% 21.7%
Second 25 21.1% 36.4% 16.7% 30.4%
Third 25 31.6% 22.7% 30.6% 13.0%
Bottom 25 15.8% 18.2% 27.8% 34.8%

Number of metro areas 19 22 36 23
Source: Census 2000
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population in the El Paso metro area
(30.1 percent), but the proportion of
these young individuals with college
degrees (15.7 percent) falls far below
the 100-metro average. Accordingly,
a full 100 percent of El Paso’s below-
average performance on its propor-
tion of workers who are young and
educated (4.7 percent) is explained
by the low educational attainment of
its 25-to-34 year olds.

Overall, this decomposition analysis
suggests that relative performance on
the proportion of a metropolitan area’s
workers who are young and educated
is more likely to be driven by the edu-
cational attainment of the young
cohort than by its relative size. Appen-
dix A shows that across the 100 metro
areas, the educational level of 25-to-
34 year olds explains about 70 percent
of the variation in the proportion of
the workforce that is young and edu-
cated. This reflects the fact that, for
the most part, age distributions tend to
be more uniform across metropolitan
areas than educational attainment.22

The decomposition statistics reflect
some general notions regarding the
age of different areas of the country.
The Northeast has fewer young people
than many other parts of the country,
so high rankings in places like Boston
and Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,

NJ (outside New York City) owe
entirely to high educational attain-
ment among the young. On the other
hand, the age distribution carries con-
siderable weight in explaining the rela-
tively low proportion of young and
educated workers in retirement mec-
cas like Sarasota-Bradenton, FL.

This discussion has hypothesized
relationships between the concentra-
tion of young, educated workers in
metropolitan areas and phenomena
like city size, university presence, and
industrial composition. To explore
these relationships more formally,
Table 3 presents correlation coeffi-
cients between the young-and-edu-
cated worker proportion and several
indicators at the metropolitan level. 

In short, the positive correlations
displayed in Table 3 confirm these
hypotheses. The relationships are par-
ticularly strong between a metropoli-
tan area’s young-and-educated worker
proportion in 2000 and its proportion
of jobs in high technology at the
beginning of the 1990s, and its arts
rating in the Places Rated Almanac.23

Of course, this analysis does not hold
“all else equal” to identify the unique
contribution of each factor; some fac-
tors are likely highly correlated them-
selves (such as technology
employment and university gradua-
tions). But this analysis does represent

a first step toward a formal analysis of
conditions that are associated with
young, educated workers across metro-
politan regions.

Additional analysis (not shown
here) of the relationship between pro-
portions of young, college-educated
workers and technology employment
reveals that the positive correlation
between the two measures depends
largely on overall metropolitan educa-
tional attainment, with the size of the
young cohort playing only a supporting
role.24 Consequently, it would be more
accurate to say that the nation’s tech-
nology centers attract the better-edu-
cated, including those in the
25-to-34-year-old age bracket. Deter-
mining whether above-average con-
centrations of educated young workers
actually contribute to technology-ori-
ented economic development over
time, as implied by Richard Florida’s
“creative class” idea, merits further
research.

C. Metro areas that captured the
largest number of new 25-to-34-
year-old residents between 1990 and
2000 are located almost exclusively
in the South and West.
This examination of where the young
and educated were located in 2000,
and why, offers important context for
city and metropolitan attempts to
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Table 3. Correlation between Proportion of “Young and Educated” Residents and Selected Measures,
100 Largest Metro Areas, 2000

Correlation coefficient

Proportion of jobs in high technology, 1990* 0.61
Places Rated Almanac Arts Score, 1993 0.43
Proportion of population that immigrated from overseas, 1995-2000 0.38
Proportion of jobs in finance, 2000 0.37
Metro area population (natural log), 2000 0.36
University graduations per capita, 1996* 0.16

Sources: Census 2000, NSF Caspar files, Places Rated Almanac, County Business Patterns,

Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Economic Information System.

* Due to data availability, each PMSA was assigned the value for the CMSA of which it is a part.



attract or retain these workers. How-
ever, the actual movement of these
workers between states and metropoli-
tan areas presumably provides more
direct evidence on the “brain gain”
and “brain drain” phenomena.

To quantify the movement of young
workers in the 1990s, this section ana-
lyzes net migration flows using data
from the 1990 and 2000 decennial
censuses. Net migration for a metro-
politan area is given by the formula
below:

P90 – D90-00 + I90-00 - O90-00 = P00 

where P90 = people aged 15-to-24 in the
metro in 1990

D90-00 = local deaths in this cohort
between 1990 and 2000

I90-00 = gross in-migration of this
cohort between 1990 and 2000

O90-00= gross out-migration of this
cohort between 1990 and
2000

P00= people aged 25-to-34 in the
metro in 2000 (the same cohort
as P90)

Note that in-migration here
includes not only people entering a
metropolitan area from elsewhere in
the U.S., but also from abroad—that
is, immigrants. Assuming death rates
for this age cohort are either insignifi-
cant or equal across metropolitan
areas, this formula yields the following
expression:

Net migration90-00 = I90-00 - O90-00 = P00 – P90

Net migration, then, is simply the
difference between cohort population
in a metropolitan area in the two cen-
sus years. This section standardizes
the measure by metropolitan area size,
so that Table 4 displays an “index” of
net migration, expressed as a percent-
age of the average size of the cohort
from 1990 to 2000 for each metropoli-
tan area.25

Because it measures a kind of trade
balance between gross migration

January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 7

Table 4. Highest and Lowest Net Migration Indices, Cohort
Aged 25-to-34 in 2000, 100 Largest Metro Areas, 1990–2000

Net migration Census

Metropolitan area index* region

1 Las Vegas, NV-AZ MSA 72.3% WEST
2 Denver, CO PMSA 50.9% WEST
3 Atlanta, GA MSA 47.6% SOUTH
4 Fort Lauderdale, FL PMSA 47.6% SOUTH
5 San Francisco, CA PMSA 46.5% WEST
6 Phoenix-Mesa, AZ MSA 44.6% WEST
7 Dallas, TX PMSA 41.7% SOUTH
8 Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA PMSA 40.2% WEST
9 West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL MSA 38.4% SOUTH
10 Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 37.5% WEST
11 Jersey City, NJ PMSA 37.0% NORTHEAST
12 Austin-San Marcos, TX MSA 36.8% SOUTH
13 Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill, 

NC MSA 34.9% SOUTH
14 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, 

NC-SC MSA 34.7% SOUTH
15 Orlando, FL MSA 31.5% SOUTH

86 Hartford, CT NECMA -8.5% NORTHEAST
87 Pittsburgh, PA MSA -8.6% NORTHEAST
88 Gary, IN PMSA -9.3% MIDWEST
89 Providence-Warwick-Pawtucket, 

RI NECMA -9.6% NORTHEAST
90 Ann Arbor, MI PMSA -9.8% MIDWEST
91 Rochester, NY MSA -11.1% NORTHEAST
92 Akron, OH PMSA -11.4% MIDWEST
93 Youngstown-Warren, OH MSA -11.7% MIDWEST
94 Dayton-Springfield, OH MSA -13.8% MIDWEST
95 Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY MSA -15.4% NORTHEAST
96 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, 

NY MSA -16.5% NORTHEAST
97 Scranton-Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, 

PA MSA -19.4% NORTHEAST
98 Toledo, OH MSA -20.9% MIDWEST
99 Syracuse, NY MSA -26.5% NORTHEAST
100 Springfield, MA NECMA -31.6% NORTHEAST

Regional Metropolitan Totals
MIDWEST 9.7%
NORTHEAST 4.7%
SOUTH 22.4%
WEST 22.4%

* (Population aged 25-to-34 in 2000 - Population aged 15-to-24 in 1990)/average of the two.

Because of immigration from abroad, all census regions experienced net in-migration.

Source: 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses



flows, net migration provides a rough
measure of a metropolitan area’s
attractiveness to migrants. Measured
in this way, migrants may come from,
or go to, more places than the 100
largest metropolitan areas analyzed
here, including smaller metropolitan
areas and rural areas in the U.S., as
well as areas outside the U.S. In par-
ticular, about 13 million immigrants
arrived in the U.S. between 1990 and
2000.26 So while net migration effec-
tively measures the attractiveness of a
particular place, these 100 metropoli-
tan areas do not constitute a “closed
system.”

One difference between this migra-
tion analysis and the analysis above
deserves note: Because the 25-to-34
year-old cohort was aged 15 to 24 in
1990—and thus includes many indi-
viduals too young to have completed
college degrees at that time—this sec-
tion focuses on net migration for all
25-to-34 year-olds, not just those with
bachelor’s degrees.27 Looking at the
migration patterns of this age cohort,
rather than people who have already
earned college degrees, will inevitably:
(1) capture some “life cycle” migration
related to higher education, such as
out-migration from university centers
like Ann Arbor, Boston, and Colum-
bus; and (2) show trends in the move-
ment of “bodies,” not necessarily
educated workers, as in the younger,
faster-growing places in the South and
the West. Fortunately, most studies
show that the propensity to migrate
increases with educational
attainment.28 Therefore, it is likely that
the net migration patterns identified
here depict flows of workers with
above-average levels of education. 

The metropolitan areas that experi-
enced the largest net in-migration dur-
ing the 1990s (Table 4) include many
of those with the largest proportions of
young, educated workers (Table 2)—
Denver, Atlanta, San Francisco, and
Seattle figure prominently in both
lists. Overall, though, metro areas in
the South and West dominate the list

of migration destinations far more
than the list of “young and educated”
metro areas (With the exception of the
anomalous Jersey City, one must go all
the way down to number 19 on the list
before finding a metro area not
located in either the South or West.).

The presence of tourism and retire-
ment metros like Las Vegas, Fort
Lauderdale, Phoenix, and Orlando fur-
ther differentiates Table 4 from Table
2. Of these four metro areas, Phoenix
is most likely to rank high as a tech-
nology center, but its 25-to-34 year old
cohort is still less-educated than the
national average (a common phenome-
non in much of the West, as noted
above). It appears that young work-
ers—including foreign-born workers—
migrated to some of these
metropolitan areas in the 1990s to
take local service jobs created by the
demands of retirees and affluent
migrants from other cohorts. A few of
these cities, however—like Phoenix—
may be transitioning to economies
more dependent on members of the
so-called “creative class.” 

Contrary to the “bright lights, big
city” hypothesis, large cities did not
necessarily attract more young workers
than medium-sized or small cities, at
least using a migration measure that is
standardized on cohort size. Atlanta,
Dallas, and San Francisco did well at
attracting younger workers, but New
York, Chicago, and Boston ranked
lower on in-migration. Employment
growth may help explain this disparity:
New York, Chicago, and Boston experi-
enced relatively sluggish employment
growth over the 1990s, while Atlanta
ranked third, and Dallas seventh,
among the 100 metro areas on this
measure.

In fact, a comprehensive statistical
analysis examining determinants of net
migration among younger workers dur-
ing the 1990s finds that the degree of
in-migration to a metropolitan area is
related closely to job growth in the late
1980s, suggesting that younger work-
ers responded to economic momen-

tum and signals about hot job
markets.29 Other significant variables
include the proportion of metropolitan
jobs in high technology in 1990, and a
composite measure of “cosmopolitan
amenities” in each metropolitan area.
Recent analysis by Robert Cushing for
the Austin American-Statesman
reported high net migration to “just a
handful of…cities of ideas,” including
smaller tech centers like Austin that
have developed a reputation for
nightlife and other amenities poten-
tially attractive to the young.30

In contrast to the top of Table 4, all
15 metro areas with the highest net
out-migration of the young cohort dur-
ing the 1990s are located in either the
Northeast or Midwest. Upstate New
York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio account
for ten out of the 15. This Sun
Belt/Frost Belt dichotomy holds at the
regional level as well. In the 1990s,
younger workers migrated into the
South and West at roughly equivalent
rates (bottom Table 4). That 22.4 per-
cent net in-migration index was twice
the index for the Midwest (9.7 per-
cent), and four times that for the
Northeast (4.7 percent). These
regional averages mask the fact that
some Frost Belt metro areas suffered
even greater net losses of younger
workers during the 1990s. In Toledo,
OH, Syracuse, NY, and Springfield,
MA, for example, migration patterns
reduced the size of the young worker
cohort by at least one-fifth in only a
decade’s time.

Of course, these results parallel the
longstanding divergence in population
growth between the nation’s Sun Belt
and Frost Belt metropolitan areas.31

Individuals from all age cohorts and
educational levels have participated in
these broad trends over many decades.
Yet it is particularly noteworthy that
the rank order of census regions in
Table 4 is exactly the opposite of that
in Table 1. On concentration of young,
educated workers in 2000, the North-
east leads, followed by the Midwest,
the South, and the West. On youth in-
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migration (all education levels), the
West leads, followed in order by the
South, the Midwest, and the North-
east.

Despite the growth of the young
population in the Sun Belt, however,
inter-regional disparities in educa-
tional attainment across workers of all
ages narrowed little in the 1990s.32

Thus, it may be that the West and the

South attracted young people in the
1990s simply because these regions
were the nation’s overall centers of
growth. Instead of seeking out the root
causes of overall growth, then, it may
prove more useful to compare the
migration patterns of younger workers
to those of older workers, a subject to
which the next section turns.

D. Compared to older workers (aged
35-to-64), young workers migrated
more often to high-amenity, high-
human-capital metropolitan areas
during the 1990s.
High rates of youth in-migration
appear to relate to employment
growth, high technology jobs, and cos-
mopolitan amenities. This begs the
question, do 25-to-34 year-olds differ

January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 9

Table 5. Highest and Lowest “Youth-Specific” Net Migration, 100 Largest Metro Areas, 1990–2000

Net migration Net migration

index, cohort index, cohort Index Census

Metropolitan area aged 25–34, 2000 aged 35–64, 2000 difference* region

1 San Francisco, CA PMSA 46.5% -10.2% 56.7% WEST
2 Jersey City, NJ PMSA 37.0% -12.3% 49.3% NORTHEAST
3 Denver, CO PMSA 50.9% 6.5% 44.4% WEST
4 San Jose, CA PMSA 28.0% -10.8% 38.8% WEST
5 Dallas, TX PMSA 41.7% 2.8% 38.9% SOUTH
6 Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 37.5% 0.5% 37.0% WEST
7 Atlanta, GA MSA 47.6% 10.9% 36.7% SOUTH
8 New York, NY PMSA 23.7% -8.5% 32.2% NORTHEAST
9 Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA PMSA 40.2% 8.9% 31.3% WEST

10 Houston, TX PMSA 29.9% 0.4% 29.5% SOUTH
11 Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 24.1% -3.0% 27.0% SOUTH
12 Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 9.0% -15.8% 24.8% WEST
13 Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA 25.3% -1.7% 27.0% MIDWEST
14 Oakland, CA PMSA 23.5% -2.8% 26.2% WEST
15 Fort Lauderdale, FL PMSA 47.6% 18.3% 29.3% SOUTH

86 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA MSA -2.6% 1.8% -4.4% NORTHEAST
87 Providence-Warwick-Pawtucket, RI NECMA -9.6% -3.7% -5.9% NORTHEAST
88 Tucson, AZ MSA 9.0% 12.4% -3.4% WEST
89 Mobile, AL MSA 0.5% 5.7% -5.1% SOUTH
90 Gary, IN PMSA -9.3% -2.2% -7.1% MIDWEST
91 Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY MSA -15.4% -6.7% -8.6% NORTHEAST
92 Youngstown-Warren, OH MSA -11.7% -2.3% -9.3% MIDWEST
93 Akron, OH PMSA -11.4% -1.2% -10.2% MIDWEST
94 Sarasota-Bradenton, FL MSA 23.6% 29.0% -5.4% SOUTH
95 Toledo, OH MSA -20.9% -8.8% -12.1% MIDWEST
96 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY MSA -16.5% -4.7% -11.8% NORTHEAST
97 Ann Arbor, MI PMSA -9.8% 2.2% -12.0% MIDWEST
98 Syracuse, NY MSA -26.5% -8.4% -18.1% NORTHEAST
99 Scranton-Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, PA MSA -19.4% -0.9% -18.5% NORTHEAST

100 Springfield, MA NECMA -31.6% -3.2% -28.4% NORTHEAST

Source: 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses

* Metros are ranked on the residual of 25-to-34 year-old net migration index regressed on 35-to-64 year-old net migration index. See endnote 33.



from other age groups in how much
attention they pay to these factors? If
not, then the recent emphasis that
policy makers have placed on the

migration patterns of younger workers
may be misplaced. Perhaps a similar
set of policies would attract and retain
workers of all ages. In order to investi-

gate this question, this section com-
pares net migration indices for young
workers (aged 15-to-24 in 1990, and
25-to-34 in 2000) to those for all
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Table 6. Highest and Lowest Proportion of Labor Force Aged 55-to-64, 100 Largest Metro Areas,
2000

Individuals “Near

Total labor force aged 55-to-64 retirement” Census

Metropolitan area aged 16 or older in labor force proportion region

1 Sarasota-Bradenton, FL MSA 257,741 36,302 14.1% SOUTH
2 Bergen-Passaic, NJ PMSA 686,259 84,595 12.3% NORTHEAST
3 Monmouth-Ocean, NJ PMSA 537,010 63,500 11.8% NORTHEAST
4 Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA 1,367,434 161,479 11.8% NORTHEAST
5 Bridgeport, CT NECMA 869,610 101,615 11.7% NORTHEAST
6 West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL MSA 510,379 59,299 11.6% SOUTH
7 Scranton-Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, PA MSA 299,569 34,520 11.5% NORTHEAST
8 Miami, FL PMSA 1,010,965 116,021 11.5% SOUTH
9 Newark, NJ PMSA 1,012,470 115,009 11.4% NORTHEAST

10 Hartford, CT NECMA 600,167 67,590 11.3% NORTHEAST
11 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA 1,142,022 126,152 11.0% SOUTH
12 Las Vegas, NV-AZ MSA 767,261 84,731 11.0% WEST
13 Pittsburgh, PA MSA 1,142,166 125,307 11.0% NORTHEAST
14 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA MSA 319,629 34,816 10.9% NORTHEAST
15 Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon, NJ PMSA 615,282 66,530 10.8% NORTHEAST

86 Houston, TX PMSA 2,028,751 179,010 8.8% SOUTH
87 Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA 1,389,976 122,572 8.8% WEST
88 Grand Rapids-Muskegon-Holland, MI MSA 566,645 49,686 8.8% MIDWEST
89 Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News,

VA-NC MSA 815,105 71,176 8.7% SOUTH
90 Bakersfield, CA MSA 267,603 23,274 8.7% WEST
91 Dallas, TX PMSA 1,829,373 158,323 8.7% SOUTH
92 Baton Rouge, LA MSA 296,062 25,619 8.7% SOUTH
93 San Diego, CA MSA 1,407,152 119,272 8.5% WEST
94 El Paso, TX MSA 274,811 23,213 8.4% SOUTH
95 Colorado Springs, CO MSA 280,574 23,390 8.3% WEST
96 Atlanta, GA MSA 2,208,940 183,749 8.3% SOUTH
97 Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill, NC MSA 655,677 53,741 8.2% SOUTH
98 Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA 685,283 56,154 8.2% WEST
99 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX MSA 204,906 14,659 7.2% SOUTH

100 Austin-San Marcos, TX MSA 689,602 49,076 7.1% SOUTH

Regional metropolitan totals
MIDWEST 17,982,828 1,744,890 9.7%
NORTHEAST 20,812,605 2,242,522 10.8%
SOUTH 27,800,069 2,668,568 9.6%
WEST 22,007,327 2,056,262 9.3%

Source: Census 2000



other workers (aged 25-to-54 in 1990,
and 35-to-64 in 2000) at the metro-
politan level.

It appears that some metropolitan
areas do have disproportionately high
or low rates of youth migration, which
may indicate that they exhibit charac-
teristics that younger workers value
differently than older workers. Table 5
shows the top and bottom 15 metro-
politan areas ranked on the extent to
which in-migration or out-migration of
young workers is greater than
expected, given the migration index of
the older cohort (see Appendix B for
statistics on all 100 metros).33

In the top 15 metro areas, net in-
migration of 25-to-34 year-olds either
exceeded net in-migration for older
workers, or older workers showed net
out-migration over the decade. These
metro areas closely resemble those at
the top of Table 2, which contain the
highest proportions of young and edu-
cated workers—nine metros appear on
both lists. Thus younger workers in
the 1990s disproportionately chose
metro areas with many of the same
characteristics as those identified ear-
lier—namely, large city size, strong
arts scenes, high technology employ-
ment, and a higher human capital
stock generally, measured by the per-
centage of all adults with a bachelor’s
degree.34 Some of the metro areas spe-
cific to Table 5, like Dallas, Houston,
and Los Angeles, experienced signifi-
cant in-migration of the foreign-born
in the 1990s. The younger age profile
of these immigrants may help account
for these metro areas’ higher-than-
expected youth in-migration.

Many of the areas that experienced
disproportionate losses of young peo-
ple during the 1990s, on the other
hand, were among those with the
highest net out-migration indices for
this cohort. Eleven of the bottom 15
metro areas in Table 5 also appear at
the bottom of Table 4. Their appear-
ance here reflects not only a “brain
drain” of younger workers from these
areas, but also the relative tendency of

older workers to age in place there.
Most exhibited only modest losses of
people from older cohorts. Others like
Tucson, AZ, and Sarasota-Bradenton,
FL, represent retirement destinations
to which younger workers did not
migrate at the same rate as their older
counterparts.

It therefore appears that younger
workers value somewhat different met-
ropolitan area characteristics than
older workers. Metropolitan areas with
larger cities and more educated work-
forces captured a disproportionate
number of young workers compared to
older workers in the 1990s. The
attractive power of high technology
and amenities, in particular, is consis-
tent with Florida’s “creative class”
hypothesis. The lack of these charac-
teristics, conversely, may help to
explain why several rustbelt metro
areas lost disproportionate numbers of
young workers over the 1990s.

E. Metropolitan areas in the North-
east have the highest proportions 
of workers between the ages of 
55 and 64.
As some metro areas lose larger num-
bers of young workers, and the older
population “ages in place,” are these
areas at risk of a labor shortage over
time? To answer that question, Table 6
presents the proportion of each metro-
politan area’s labor force aged 55-to-
64 in 2000.35 In 2010 most of these
workers will be retired. The higher a
metropolitan area ranks in this table,
and the lower it ranks in Table 4, the
more likely it is that retirement of
older workers will create local labor
supply pressures.

The metropolitan areas with the
largest numbers of workers aged 55-
to-64 (Table 6) present an interesting
mix of older Frost Belt cities—espe-
cially in the Northeast—and popular
retirement metros, where older work-
ers make up at least one in nine mem-
bers of the labor force. The high
rankings of Sarasota, Las Vegas,
Tampa, and West Palm Beach are

likely explained by workers in their late
50s and early 60s who moved to these
areas in anticipation of retirement, or
to be near older friends or relatives.
But the majority of these metros are in
the greater New York area, including
suburbs in Long Island, New Jersey,
and Connecticut, and in regions of
Pennsylvania. The metros without sig-
nificant proportions of near-retirement
workers are situated throughout the
Sun Belt, and most have large num-
bers of younger families.36

Note that the worker population
depicted in Table 6 does not have a
specific level of educational attain-
ment, or specific occupational or
industry skills. They are simply people
at the upper end of working age. To
explore further the kind of problem
that worries metro areas like Detroit,
one might conduct case studies on
strategic occupations held by older
workers, such as skilled production.
These rankings do, however, suggest
the extent to which certain metro
areas may experience upward wage
pressures in coming years, and the
level of urgency to replace retirees
with younger workers. Beyond labor
force issues, metro areas anticipating a
large wave of retirements could experi-
ence increased stress on social serv-
ices, and changes in the demand for
public goods like recreation or trans-
portation.

Perhaps the most interesting finding
on workforce aging in 2000 relates not
to individual metropolitan economies,
but rather to the broader census
regions (bottom Table 6). Viewed as a
single geographic entity, the propor-
tion of metropolitan workers in the
Northeast aged 55-to-64 is a full per-
centage point higher than in the run-
ner-up region, the Midwest. Because
the Northeast ranks second to the
West in the proportion of its older
workers (age 45 to 64) who are col-
lege-educated, it may stand to lose a
fair number of skilled workers to
retirement in coming years.

The Midwest, relatively speaking, is
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not yet at risk of losing a substantial
portion of its workforce to retirement.
In many ways, that region looks more
like the South than it does the North-
east, with a proportion of near-retire-
ment workers close to the national
average. This same pattern—North-
east first, Midwest a distant second—
holds with respect to aging production
workers as well (not shown here).

So we may conclude that the North-
east is about to experience a dispro-
portionate wave of retirements,
putting upward pressure on wages and
forcing adjustments by state and local
governments. At the same time, we
know little about the speed with which
the system will adjust to this reality, or
the level of pain that will be involved
in the transition. It could be that mod-
est increases in wages will be suffi-
cient to coax some of these workers
out of retirement, or to attract younger
migrants from elsewhere, including
abroad. Indeed, it is possible that this
demographic transition will be so pain-
less that firms and governments in the
Northeast hardly notice it.37

In any case, policy makers con-
cerned with the “demography as des-
tiny” issues raised here should be
aware that labor supply—labor force
participation of older workers, or
migration of skilled younger workers—
responds to economic incentives, not
all of which are government-provided.
Northeastern states like New Jersey
have drawn an increasing number of
workers from abroad in recent years,
providing yet another safety valve for
potential labor supply problems.

If public intervention is required,
however, it will be useful to under-
stand local human resource policies in
the broader context of labor supply,
labor demand, and especially, the
newer economic paradigm of human
capital formation. This report now
turns to these policy frameworks.

Policy Discussion

T
he title of this report, “Labor
Supply Pressures and the
‘Brain Drain,’” is premised on
the idea that workers of dif-

ferent ages make decisions about
where they wish to work, and whether
they wish to remain in the labor force.
As the top tier of American workers
has become more affluent, they have
become more sensitive to quality-of-
life considerations; as economic life
becomes more “footloose” they have a
greater ability to express these prefer-
ences through their own location deci-
sions. Those decisions can impact
metropolitan economies adversely, but
they are amenable to policy interven-
tion. Therefore, the more one knows
about labor supply pressures in a met-
ropolitan area, the better prepared one
is to take steps to preserve workforce
quantity. Preserving workforce quan-
tity can keep wages competitive, pre-
vent the loss of strategic skills, and
keep local businesses happy and labor
demand healthy.

In addition, policy makers in the
booming economy of the 1990s recog-
nized that problems of poverty and
underutilized labor resources in urban
areas were often related to skill mis-
matches—not to shortfalls in overall
labor demand. New nonprofit organi-
zations arose at the regional level to
work on this fundamental problem of
labor supply.38 At the same time, busi-
ness leaders (and economists) recog-
nized that human capital—not land,
buildings, or machinery—is the econ-
omy’s most important asset.39 The
prospect of helping the poor, while at
the same time reducing spot skill
shortages faced by local employers,
united liberals and conservatives
around a labor supply policy agenda in
many U.S. metropolitan areas.

Labor supply versus labor
demand interventions
How can economic development pro-
fessionals approach issues of both

labor supply and demand to create
economic growth or stem decline? 
In general:

• Labor supply policies target individ-
uals. Such policies might include
scholarships to promising college
graduates that turn into repayable
loans if the student takes a job out-
of-state (a classic brain drain policy).
A chamber of commerce might cre-
ate a program at a local community
college that turns retired manufac-
turing workers into teachers, men-
tors, and enthusiastic recruiters of
young apprentices to carry on their
trade. Both policies have the poten-
tial to increase the supply of certain
types of labor.

• Labor demand policies target firms.
Such policies might include tax
breaks to businesses, reduced utility
rates, research tax credits, or pro-
grams that try to move local univer-
sity research into new startup
companies. Because these programs
have the potential to increase firms’
sales or profits, they can eventually
increase the demand for local labor.

In some sense, it is irrelevant
whether out-migration is caused by
declining labor supply or declining
labor demand, because the effect on
“critical mass” is the same in either
case. Likewise, whether one selects a
supply- or demand-side solution to a
problem of declining employment is
also irrelevant. A supply-side problem
can be corrected with a demand-side
solution, and vice-versa. Basic eco-
nomics indicates that either type of
policy could potentially increase
employment, which is the goal of
many economic development officials.

That said, metropolitan areas can
expect a quicker and ultimately more
successful solution if they fix an evi-
dent problem rather than try to
improve an unrelated factor.

Imagine a metropolitan area where
everybody agrees that the local indus-
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try cluster is competitive internation-
ally, but that companies are about to
lose a body of strategic skills due to
retirements. This is clearly a labor sup-
ply problem. Economic development
officials could offer tax breaks to firms
(probably a short-term solution), or
work with the companies to develop a
new product line that does not require
the skills about to be lost to retirement
(longer-term, but speculative). Both of
these demand-side policies might be
expected to increase employment—or
at least, prevent its decline—compared
to a policy of “do nothing.”40 On the
other hand, a policy that offered
incentives to retirees to stay on the job
until replacements can be trained at a
local community college could lever-
age the local industry’s current
strengths, while at the same time giv-
ing it the breathing room to explore
new markets.

In the end, whether an individual
metropolitan area’s economic prob-
lems are caused by declining labor
supply or declining labor demand
depends on specific local information,
which local businesses can help pro-
vide. But policy makers should also
seek independent confirmation of the
nature of the problem.41 This report
provides one indicator of labor supply
problems in metropolitan areas: the
size and characteristics of the cohort
aged 55-to-64 in 2000. Many of these
workers will soon choose to retire—a
true supply-side effect. In contrast,
another indicator explored here—the
migration patterns of young and old
workers—is clearly the result of supply
and demand factors working together.

From supply and demand to a
new human capital paradigm
Several academic studies have probed
which factor ultimately generates eco-
nomic growth in U.S. regions: shifts in
labor supply or labor demand. Unfor-
tunately, this literature is inconclusive
for a number of reasons. The answer is
probably not the same for all indus-
tries and all types of workers, and it is

difficult to disentangle cause and
effect in something as complex as a
metropolitan economy. How, then, can
local officials choose between supply
and demand interventions to secure
economic growth?

One way out of this morass is to
move away from the standard labor
supply and demand model of econom-
ics, with its emphasis on increased
employment quantity, and embrace
improved worker quality as the ulti-
mate goal for local human resources
policy. Human capital may be defined
as years of formal education or a large
amount of industry- or technology-spe-
cific knowledge. A metropolitan area
can increase its “stock” of human capi-
tal by educating incumbent residents
or by capturing the right kind of in-
migration. Vijay Mathur of Cleveland
State University has outlined the
implications of this new way of view-
ing the role of labor in regional eco-
nomic development.43 The following
insights flow from this human capital
framework:

• Human capital programs “split the
difference” between the supply side
and the demand side. Human capi-
tal programs might educate existing
workers, encourage the in-migration
of particularly skilled workers, or dis-
courage the out-migration or retire-
ment of such workers. Thus they are
labor supply policies on their face.
Because these programs contribute
to firm innovation, improved produc-
tion processes, and the creation of
new products, however, they are
demand-side policies as well. In this
way, the human capital approach
recognizes that both supply and
demand factors contribute to
regional economic growth.

• The goal of human capital pro-
grams is not necessarily to increase
the number of educated bodies, but
instead to increase the stock of
knowledge. The two are related, of
course, but are not the same. If you

had to choose between a brain drain
program aimed at all college gradu-
ates, and one aimed at a smaller
group of high achievers, you might
consider choosing the latter. This
report contains data on the migra-
tion and concentration of all young
workers, as well as young workers
with college degrees. Because stud-
ies have shown that the net flow of
people and human capital can run in
opposite directions, it is crucial to
distinguish between the two.44

• Workers learn from each other.
This is one reason why it is good to
have a high proportion of workers
with large individual stocks of
human capital. The higher this pro-
portion, the higher the probability
that each worker will interact with
skilled colleagues. Left to their own
devices, workers will often accumu-
late too little human capital from
society’s point of view, because they
do not consider the positive impact
their human capital has on others,
versus their own earnings. For
instance, the benefits of keeping a
group of older skilled craftsmen on
the shop floor a few years longer
relates not only to their own contri-
bution to production, but also to
their ability to train and motivate
other workers. Therefore, even with
a mobile workforce, public interven-
tion in the accumulation of human
capital is generally warranted.

• Entrepreneurship and human cap-
ital are a particularly powerful
combination. Human capital may
be defined as years of formal educa-
tion or specialized vocational skills.
But neither of those things will gen-
erate regional economic growth
unless somebody is able to turn the
knowledge held by individuals into
new products or new companies. 

• No “brain drain” policy yet devised
by state governments or regional
nonprofits has ever been able to
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identify future entrepreneurs. Per-
haps members of the now-ubiqui-
tous entrepreneurs’ clubs in MBA
programs should be targeted for
recruitment—not just scientists,
engineers, or all college graduates.
In addition, demand-side economic
development programs should make
sure that entrepreneurs are rewarded
for their efforts.45 If the word got out
that a region and its core institutions
were particularly entrepreneur-
friendly, this might actually attract
the right kind of young worker.

• Human capital-based economic
development programs are long
run. The mechanism by which large
stocks of human capital create eco-
nomic growth in a region is techno-

logical innovation and the incorpora-
tion of technology into new physical
capital. This is a long-run phenome-
non. Young workers make decisions
about the amount of education they
would like to acquire, and where
they would like to live, based on esti-
mates of the economic return they
are likely to earn over the long term.
If a metropolitan area is attractive on
these grounds (or can be expected to
become so), then it will attract
knowledge workers who take this
“investment” view of their own lives.

• The key here is to avoid the quick
fix. A demonstrated, long-term com-
mitment to amenities and technol-
ogy can be helpful.
Institution-building, particularly in

the area of higher education, helps
to explain the present-day success
stories of Austin and Raleigh-
Durham, both of which were over 30
years in the making. Politicians are
not always interested in programs
with such long time horizons, but
they are theoretically sound and
have the best track record.

• Amenities are not everything, but
they matter. The evidence reviewed
here on young, educated worker
location and migration patterns is
strongly consistent with this group’s
perceived preference for high-
amenity places. Because people with
large stocks of human capital tend to
be both more mobile and more likely
to shop for place-specific goods than
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S
ome of the most popular brain drain programs aimed at college students include (1) internships designed to
familiarize promising students with local companies or fields; (2) loans that are forgiven if a student settles in
the home state; and (3) scholarship or tuition policies that attract local high school students to local universi-
ties, following the empirical observation that those who go to college in-state are more likely to take their first

job there. Although based on some very strong statistical results, this last policy is likely to be less effective than its
champions believe.47

A comprehensive overview of student retention policies may be found in a report by the Indiana Fiscal Policy Institute
entitled Survey of Current Practices in Postsecondary Graduate Retention (Indianapolis, January 2000). A discussion of
state-level policy making in this area can be found in Peter Schmidt, “More States Try to Stanch ‘Brain Drains,’ but
Some Experts Question the Strategy,” The Chronicle of Higher Education 44 (24) (1998): A36-A37. The most widely-
read reports on student brain drain appearing prior to the release of Census 2000 are those by the Southern Technology
Council, a division of the Southern Growth Policies Board (Where Have All the Students Gone? (1998); and Who Will
Stay and Who Will Leave? (2001)). Yolanda Kodrzycki of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston has conducted similar
studies (New England Economic Review (July/August 1999 and January/February 2001)).

Problems posed by impending retirements have been discussed in: Driving Michigan’s Renassiance: Human Resource
Issues in Michigan’s Automotive Industry (University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute, 1995); Legal and
Institutional Impediments to Partial Retirement and Part-Time Work by Older Workers (Washington: Urban Institute,
2002); and Challenges of an Aging Workforce: An Overview of the Issue (Human Resources Development Canada, 2002).
The first of these reports takes the micro/industry perspective, while the last two focus on national challenges.

One obvious solution to the retirement problem is to try to attract younger workers into whatever field is regarded as
strategic for your metropolitan area. Programs might include job training, financial incentives, apprenticeships, mentor-
ing, and marketing/recruitment. At the national level, however, there may simply not be enough young workers to go
around, no matter how rich the incentives for a particular occupation. National proposals therefore center on increasing
the flexibility of hours and working conditions so that older workers are happy to keep working. The concern is that cur-
rent legal requirements and institutional practices give older workers an all-or-nothing choice about retirement, rather
than a range of options that would suit their preferences about the mix of work and leisure.



others, an amenity strategy can suc-
cessfully complement human capital
strategies to promote economic
growth.46 In an evolving view, ameni-
ties are “necessary but not suffi-
cient” for rapid tech-based
development in any region. By the
same token, a strong technology
base and programs that encourage
entrepreneurship are also necessary,
but not sufficient.

Policies aimed directly at youth
migration and at postponing the retire-
ment of strategic workers may have a
role to play in economic development,
provided policy makers keep their eyes
on the ultimate prize of human capital
and the long-run development of tech-
nology. One thing seems clear: The
broad demographic change the nation
is now undergoing (aging of the baby
boomers), combined with the human
capital model of economic growth,
ensure that labor supply policies will
be on local and national radar screens
for many years to come.

*  *  *

Technical Appendix

This note describes the methodol-
ogy for the “decomposition analysis”
figures presented in Table 2 and
Appendix Table A.

1.Proportion attributable to cohort
size—For each metropolitan area,
calculate a proportion of college-
educated 25-to-34-year-olds using:
(a) the metro area’s actual propor-
tion of 25-to-34 year-olds; and (b)
the average educational attainment
for this age group across all 100
metro areas. Subtract from this fig-
ure the 100-metro average propor-
tion of all workers who were young
and educated (8 percent). The result
is the metro area’s deviation attribut-
able to the size of its young cohort.

2. Proportion attributable to educa-
tion— For each metropolitan area,
calculate a proportion of college-
educated 25-to-34-year-olds using:
(a) the average proportion of the
population aged 25-to-34 across all
100 metro areas; and (b) the metro
area’s actual rate of college degree
attainment among 25-to-34-year-
olds. Subtract from this figure the
100-metro average proportion of all
workers who were young and edu-
cated (8 percent). The result is the
metro area’s deviation attributable
to the educational attainment of its
young cohort. 

3. If the figures calculated in steps 1
and 2 have the same sign, add the
two deviations together. The propor-
tion of the overall deviation attribut-
able to each factor is that factor’s
deviation divided by this sum.
(Note: This is an approximation,
since the sum of the two deviations
does not equal the total deviation;
i.e., each metro area’s proportion of
young and educated minus 8 per-
cent.)

4. If the figures calculated in steps 1
and 2 have opposite signs, one fac-
tor must account for all (100 per-
cent) of the deviation and the other
none (0 percent).

January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 15



January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series16

A
pp

en
di

x 
A

. “
Yo

un
g 

an
d 

E
du

ca
te

d”
 R

es
id

en
ts

 a
s 

a 
P

ro
po

rt
io

n 
of

 W
or

ki
ng

-A
ge

 R
es

id
en

ts
, 1

00
 L

ar
ge

st
 M

et
ro

 A
re

as
, 2

00
0

A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
R

es
id

en
ts

A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
A

s 
pr

op
or

ti
on

D
ev

ia
ti

on
 f

ro
m

P
or

ti
on

P
or

ti
on

 

C
en

su
s

R
es

id
en

ts
R

es
id

en
ts

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
of

 r
es

id
en

ts
 

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

10
0-

m
et

ro
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le

R
an

k
M

et
ro

po
li

ta
n 

ar
ea

re
gi

on
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

w
it

h 
a 

B
.A

.
ag

ed
 2

5–
34

ag
ed

 2
5–

64
av

er
ag

e
to

 e
du

ca
ti

on
to

 c
oh

or
t 

si
ze

55
A

kr
on

, O
H

 P
M

S
A

M
W

36
3,

26
8

91
,8

35
25

.3
%

27
,1

45
29

.6
%

7.
5%

-0
.5

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

39
A

lb
an

y-
S

ch
en

ec
ta

dy
-T

ro
y,

 N
Y 

M
S

A
N

E
45

9,
74

5
11

3,
84

5
24

.8
%

38
,0

58
33

.4
%

8.
3%

0.
3%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

72
A

lb
uq

ue
rq

ue
, N

M
 M

S
A

W
37

5,
88

9
98

,3
69

26
.2

%
24

,9
93

25
.4

%
6.

6%
-1

.3
%

80
.2

%
19

.8
%

81
A

lle
nt

ow
n-

B
et

hl
eh

em
-E

as
to

n,
 P

A
 M

S
A

N
E

33
2,

25
0

79
,1

70
23

.8
%

20
,8

12
26

.3
%

6.
3%

-1
.7

%
42

.0
%

58
.0

%

6
A

nn
 A

rb
or

, M
I 

P
M

S
A

M
W

31
1,

67
9

86
,1

93
27

.7
%

39
,2

92
45

.6
%

12
.6

%
4.

7%
98

.4
%

1.
6%

12
A

tl
an

ta
, G

A
 M

S
A

S
2,

31
8,

88
4

72
2,

61
7

31
.2

%
25

7,
83

7
35

.7
%

11
.1

%
3.

1%
61

.4
%

38
.6

%

4
A

us
ti

n-
S

an
 M

ar
co

s,
 T

X
 M

S
A

S
67

8,
15

7
22

7,
91

0
33

.6
%

88
,7

32
38

.9
%

13
.1

%
5.

1%
59

.0
%

41
.0

%

10
0

B
ak

er
sf

ie
ld

, C
A

 M
S

A
W

32
1,

49
2

92
,1

14
28

.7
%

9,
56

2
10

.4
%

3.
0%

-5
.0

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

28
B

al
ti

m
or

e,
 M

D
 P

M
S

A
S

1,
38

4,
39

7
35

2,
42

7
25

.5
%

12
1,

49
3

34
.5

%
8.

8%
0.

8%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

44
B

at
on

 R
ou

ge
, L

A
 M

S
A

S
30

4,
64

7
84

,6
47

27
.8

%
24

,3
83

28
.8

%
8.

0%
0.

0%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

20
B

er
ge

n-
Pa

ss
ai

c,
 N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
74

6,
29

9
18

9,
93

2
25

.4
%

71
,6

38
37

.7
%

9.
6%

1.
6%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

36
B

ir
m

in
gh

am
, A

L
 M

S
A

S
48

8,
35

9
13

1,
48

4
26

.9
%

41
,4

02
31

.5
%

8.
5%

0.
5%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

9
B

os
to

n 
M

A
-N

H
 N

E
C

M
A

N
E

3,
30

0,
88

0
90

3,
45

4
27

.4
%

38
3,

34
9

42
.4

%
11

.6
%

3.
6%

98
.8

%
1.

2%

83
B

ri
dg

ep
or

t,
 C

T
 N

E
C

M
A

N
E

91
1,

89
4

22
8,

60
3

25
.1

%
55

,5
06

24
.3

%
6.

1%
-1

.9
%

44
.9

%
55

.1
%

57
B

uf
fa

lo
-N

ia
ga

ra
 F

al
ls

, N
Y 

M
S

A
N

E
59

9,
12

9
14

4,
27

2
24

.1
%

44
,1

19
30

.6
%

7.
4%

-0
.6

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

40
C

ha
rl

es
to

n-
N

or
th

 C
ha

rl
es

to
n,

 S
C

 M
S

A
S

28
9,

97
2

79
,5

43
27

.4
%

23
,8

32
30

.0
%

8.
2%

0.
2%

63
.5

%
36

.5
%

19
C

ha
rl

ot
te

-G
as

to
ni

a-
R

oc
k 

H
ill

, N
C

-S
C

 M
S

A
S

83
1,

37
8

24
9,

16
0

30
.0

%
80

,4
35

32
.3

%
9.

7%
1.

7%
53

.0
%

47
.0

%

16
C

hi
ca

go
, I

L
 P

M
S

A
M

W
4,

38
2,

96
6

1,
28

0,
22

5
29

.2
%

46
3,

32
0

36
.2

%
10

.6
%

2.
6%

76
.3

%
23

.7
%

38
C

in
ci

nn
at

i, 
O

H
-K

Y-
IN

 P
M

S
A

M
W

86
4,

77
0

23
2,

13
1

26
.8

%
72

,4
92

31
.2

%
8.

4%
0.

4%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

56
C

le
ve

la
nd

-L
or

ai
n-

E
ly

ri
a,

 O
H

 P
M

S
A

M
W

1,
17

7,
24

4
29

5,
06

9
25

.1
%

87
,7

15
29

.7
%

7.
5%

-0
.5

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

41
C

ol
or

ad
o 

S
pr

in
gs

, C
O

 M
S

A
W

27
5,

84
2

77
,4

21
28

.1
%

22
,6

27
29

.2
%

8.
2%

0.
2%

20
.2

%
79

.8
%

23
C

ol
um

bi
a,

 S
C

 M
S

A
S

28
7,

69
1

80
,2

03
27

.9
%

26
,8

57
33

.5
%

9.
3%

1.
3%

82
.5

%
17

.5
%

15
C

ol
um

bu
s,

 O
H

 M
S

A
M

W
82

9,
47

9
24

6,
59

9
29

.7
%

87
,8

58
35

.6
%

10
.6

%
2.

6%
72

.3
%

27
.7

%

18
D

al
la

s,
 T

X
 P

M
S

A
S

1,
91

4,
82

4
60

8,
62

1
31

.8
%

18
7,

11
6

30
.7

%
9.

8%
1.

8%
25

.3
%

74
.7

%

84
D

ay
to

n-
S

pr
in

gf
ie

ld
, O

H
 M

S
A

M
W

49
2,

02
2

12
2,

71
4

24
.9

%
29

,8
65

24
.3

%
6.

1%
-1

.9
%

65
.3

%
34

.7
%

14
D

en
ve

r, 
C

O
 P

M
S

A
W

1,
18

7,
46

9
35

1,
09

6
29

.6
%

12
8,

19
3

36
.5

%
10

.8
%

2.
8%

75
.4

%
24

.6
%

54
D

et
ro

it
, M

I 
P

M
S

A
M

W
2,

37
0,

45
6

64
4,

31
4

27
.2

%
17

7,
03

2
27

.5
%

7.
5%

-0
.5

%
96

.1
%

3.
9%

92
E

l P
as

o,
 T

X
 M

S
A

S
32

5,
23

2
97

,6
44

30
.0

%
15

,3
08

15
.7

%
4.

7%
-3

.3
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

58
Fo

rt
 L

au
de

rd
al

e,
 F

L
 P

M
S

A
S

86
6,

09
3

23
0,

02
4

26
.6

%
63

,3
26

27
.5

%
7.

3%
-0

.7
%

70
.0

%
30

.0
%

62
Fo

rt
 W

or
th

-A
rl

in
gt

on
, T

X
 P

M
S

A
S

91
4,

85
8

26
6,

67
5

29
.1

%
65

,3
21

24
.5

%
7.

1%
-0

.8
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

97
F

re
sn

o,
 C

A
 M

S
A

W
43

8,
16

1
12

6,
39

6
28

.8
%

18
,5

69
14

.7
%

4.
2%

-3
.7

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

91
G

ar
y,

 I
N

 P
M

S
A

M
W

32
5,

61
5

78
,2

99
24

.0
%

16
,4

66
21

.0
%

5.
1%

-2
.9

%
72

.6
%

27
.4

%

53
G

ra
nd

 R
ap

id
s-

M
us

ke
go

n-
H

ol
la

nd
, M

I 
M

S
A

M
W

55
1,

91
0

15
2,

44
2

27
.6

%
41

,4
46

27
.2

%
7.

5%
-0

.5
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

63
G

re
en

sb
or

o-
W

in
st

on
-S

al
em

-H
ig

h 
Po

in
t,

 

N
C

 M
S

A
S

67
6,

69
8

18
6,

13
0

27
.5

%
47

,9
11

25
.7

%
7.

1%
-0

.9
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

82
G

re
en

vi
lle

-S
pa

rt
an

bu
rg

-A
nd

er
so

n,
 S

C
 M

S
A

S
51

1,
93

7
13

8,
02

2
27

.0
%

31
,6

63
22

.9
%

6.
2%

-1
.8

%
93

.3
%

6.
7%

73
H

ar
ri

sb
ur

g-
L

eb
an

on
-C

ar
lis

le
, P

A
 M

S
A

N
E

33
4,

63
1

81
,6

76
24

.4
%

22
,2

07
27

.2
%

6.
6%

-1
.4

%
37

.5
%

62
.5

%



January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 17

A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
R

es
id

en
ts

A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
A

s 
pr

op
or

ti
on

D
ev

ia
ti

on
 f

ro
m

P
or

ti
on

P
or

ti
on

 

C
en

su
s

R
es

id
en

ts
R

es
id

en
ts

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
of

 r
es

id
en

ts
 

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

10
0-

m
et

ro
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le

R
an

k
M

et
ro

po
li

ta
n 

ar
ea

re
gi

on
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

w
it

h 
a 

B
.A

.
ag

ed
 2

5–
34

ag
ed

 2
5–

64
av

er
ag

e
to

 e
du

ca
ti

on
to

 c
oh

or
t 

si
ze

34
H

ar
tf

or
d,

 C
T

 N
E

C
M

A
N

E
61

5,
02

3
14

9,
82

4
24

.4
%

52
,5

14
35

.1
%

8.
5%

0.
6%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

43
H

on
ol

ul
u,

 H
I 

M
S

A
W

46
1,

65
9

12
8,

70
9

27
.9

%
37

,3
18

29
.0

%
8.

1%
0.

1%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

51
H

ou
st

on
, T

X
 P

M
S

A
S

2,
23

6,
13

2
66

8,
64

0
29

.9
%

17
0,

40
8

25
.5

%
7.

6%
-0

.4
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

29
In

di
an

ap
ol

is
, I

N
 M

S
A

M
W

86
4,

15
4

24
4,

83
1

28
.3

%
75

,8
27

31
.0

%
8.

8%
0.

8%
64

.4
%

35
.6

%

86
Ja

ck
so

nv
ill

e,
 F

L
 M

S
A

S
59

3,
33

4
15

7,
81

2
26

.6
%

35
,4

35
22

.5
%

6.
0%

-2
.0

%
92

.2
%

7.
8%

5
Je

rs
ey

 C
it

y,
 N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
33

8,
82

8
11

7,
23

2
34

.6
%

43
,9

63
37

.5
%

13
.0

%
5.

0%
50

.7
%

49
.3

%

24
K

an
sa

s 
C

it
y,

 M
O

-K
S

 M
S

A
M

W
95

1,
87

2
25

8,
49

7
27

.2
%

88
,0

60
34

.1
%

9.
3%

1.
3%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

67
K

no
xv

ill
e,

 T
N

 M
S

A
S

37
1,

09
6

94
,7

92
25

.5
%

25
,1

91
26

.6
%

6.
8%

-1
.2

%
56

.6
%

43
.4

%

93
L

as
 V

eg
as

, N
V-

A
Z 

M
S

A
W

84
8,

84
4

24
2,

13
1

28
.5

%
39

,5
57

16
.3

%
4.

7%
-3

.3
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

48
L

it
tl

e 
R

oc
k-

N
or

th
 L

it
tl

e 
R

oc
k,

 A
R

 M
S

A
S

31
0,

46
3

85
,6

22
27

.6
%

24
,0

23
28

.1
%

7.
7%

-0
.3

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

50
L

os
 A

ng
el

es
-L

on
g 

B
ea

ch
, C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

4,
95

5,
97

8
1,

56
2,

47
1

31
.5

%
37

9,
12

0
24

.3
%

7.
6%

-0
.3

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

66
L

ou
is

vi
lle

, K
Y-

IN
 M

S
A

S
55

3,
59

7
14

3,
24

8
25

.9
%

38
,5

57
26

.9
%

7.
0%

-1
.0

%
59

.0
%

41
.0

%

95
M

cA
lle

n-
E

di
nb

ur
g-

M
is

si
on

, T
X

 M
S

A
S

24
8,

85
7

83
,6

67
33

.6
%

10
,6

78
12

.8
%

4.
3%

-3
.7

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

60
M

em
ph

is
, T

N
-A

R
-M

S
 M

S
A

S
59

4,
62

0
16

7,
25

1
28

.1
%

42
,9

76
25

.7
%

7.
2%

-0
.8

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

68
M

ia
m

i, 
F

L
 P

M
S

A
S

1,
19

1,
47

2
33

3,
42

3
28

.0
%

80
,4

51
24

.1
%

6.
8%

-1
.2

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

8
M

id
dl

es
ex

-S
om

er
se

t-
H

un
te

rd
on

, N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

65
1,

45
9

17
0,

84
0

26
.2

%
78

,6
28

46
.0

%
12

.1
%

4.
1%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

32
M

ilw
au

ke
e-

W
au

ke
sh

a,
 W

I 
P

M
S

A
M

W
77

9,
92

7
20

5,
84

1
26

.4
%

68
,0

56
33

.1
%

8.
7%

0.
7%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

11
M

in
ne

ap
ol

is
-S

t.
 P

au
l, 

M
N

-W
I 

M
S

A
M

W
1,

61
9,

16
5

45
6,

17
0

28
.2

%
18

2,
17

8
39

.9
%

11
.3

%
3.

3%
92

.2
%

7.
8%

89
M

ob
ile

, A
L

 M
S

A
S

27
6,

40
5

69
,6

46
25

.2
%

15
,3

47
22

.0
%

5.
6%

-2
.4

%
77

.3
%

22
.7

%

59
M

on
m

ou
th

-O
ce

an
, N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
58

0,
92

3
13

0,
70

4
22

.5
%

42
,0

98
32

.2
%

7.
2%

-0
.7

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

21
N

as
hv

ill
e,

 T
N

 M
S

A
S

67
6,

83
5

19
3,

58
1

28
.6

%
63

,6
72

32
.9

%
9.

4%
1.

4%
72

.6
%

27
.4

%

37
N

as
sa

u-
S

uf
fo

lk
, N

Y 
P

M
S

A
N

E
1,

48
3,

36
2

35
0,

48
0

23
.6

%
12

4,
26

3
35

.5
%

8.
4%

0.
4%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

71
N

ew
 O

rl
ea

ns
, L

A
 M

S
A

S
69

8,
41

3
18

2,
19

6
26

.1
%

46
,5

95
25

.6
%

6.
7%

-1
.3

%
78

.3
%

21
.7

%

13
N

ew
 Y

or
k,

 N
Y 

P
M

S
A

N
E

5,
04

3,
11

9
1,

51
7,

78
6

30
.1

%
55

4,
41

8
36

.5
%

11
.0

%
3.

0%
68

.9
%

31
.1

%

31
N

ew
ar

k,
 N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
1,

10
6,

28
1

28
5,

82
0

25
.8

%
96

,6
90

33
.8

%
8.

7%
0.

8%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

74
N

or
fo

lk
-V

ir
gi

ni
a 

B
ea

ch
-N

ew
po

rt
 N

ew
s,

 

VA
-N

C
 M

S
A

S
81

9,
95

9
22

8,
05

9
27

.8
%

54
,1

84
23

.8
%

6.
6%

-1
.4

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

17
O

ak
la

nd
, C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

1,
32

4,
79

0
36

3,
06

4
27

.4
%

13
2,

26
6

36
.4

%
10

.0
%

2.
0%

94
.2

%
5.

8%

65
O

kl
ah

om
a 

C
it

y,
 O

K
 M

S
A

S
56

0,
89

7
15

2,
81

6
27

.2
%

39
,1

20
25

.6
%

7.
0%

-1
.0

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

22
O

m
ah

a,
 N

E
-I

A
 M

S
A

M
W

37
5,

40
7

10
5,

56
0

28
.1

%
35

,2
43

33
.4

%
9.

4%
1.

4%
82

.2
%

17
.8

%

35
O

ra
ng

e 
C

ou
nt

y,
 C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

1,
53

4,
65

1
46

2,
24

4
30

.1
%

13
0,

27
2

28
.2

%
8.

5%
0.

5%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

49
O

rl
an

do
, F

L
 M

S
A

S
87

9,
94

0
24

6,
30

6
28

.0
%

67
,4

65
27

.4
%

7.
7%

-0
.3

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

27
P

hi
la

de
lp

hi
a,

 P
A

-N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

2,
66

7,
69

1
68

6,
00

5
25

.7
%

23
6,

23
3

34
.4

%
8.

9%
0.

9%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

52
P

ho
en

ix
-M

es
a,

 A
Z 

M
S

A
W

1,
66

5,
98

4
51

1,
31

8
30

.7
%

12
5,

88
2

24
.6

%
7.

6%
-0

.4
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

45
P

it
ts

bu
rg

h,
 P

A
 M

S
A

N
E

1,
22

5,
30

5
28

4,
78

0
23

.2
%

97
,2

38
34

.1
%

7.
9%

-0
.1

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

30
Po

rt
la

nd
-V

an
co

uv
er

, O
R

-W
A

 P
M

S
A

W
1,

05
4,

95
5

29
8,

57
7

28
.3

%
92

,4
34

31
.0

%
8.

8%
0.

8%
66

.3
%

33
.7

%

61
P

ro
vi

de
nc

e-
W

ar
w

ic
k-

Pa
w

tu
ck

et
, R

I 
N

E
C

M
A

N
E

49
5,

06
6

12
8,

37
5

25
.9

%
35

,8
25

27
.9

%
7.

2%
-0

.8
%

46
.2

%
53

.8
%

2
R

al
ei

gh
-D

ur
ha

m
-C

ha
pe

l H
ill

, N
C

 M
S

A
S

66
0,

97
2

20
7,

70
8

31
.4

%
93

,7
91

45
.2

%
14

.2
%

6.
2%

78
.3

%
21

.7
%

25
R

ic
hm

on
d-

Pe
te

rs
bu

rg
, V

A
 M

S
A

S
54

4,
60

4
14

2,
41

9
26

.2
%

48
,9

29
34

.4
%

9.
0%

1.
0%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%



A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
R

es
id

en
ts

A
s 

pr
op

or
ti

on
A

s 
pr

op
or

ti
on

D
ev

ia
ti

on
 f

ro
m

P
or

ti
on

P
or

ti
on

 

C
en

su
s

R
es

id
en

ts
R

es
id

en
ts

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
of

 r
es

id
en

ts
 

of
 r

es
id

en
ts

10
0-

m
et

ro
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le
at

tr
ib

ut
ab

le

R
an

k
M

et
ro

po
li

ta
n 

ar
ea

re
gi

on
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
ag

ed
 2

5–
64

w
it

h 
a 

B
.A

.
ag

ed
 2

5–
34

ag
ed

 2
5–

64
av

er
ag

e
to

 e
du

ca
ti

on
to

 c
oh

or
t 

si
ze

98
R

iv
er

si
de

-S
an

 B
er

na
rd

in
o,

 C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
1,

57
9,

01
7

43
9,

23
0

27
.8

%
58

,7
70

13
.4

%
3.

7%
-4

.3
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

47
R

oc
he

st
er

, N
Y 

M
S

A
N

E
57

3,
72

2
14

1,
08

9
24

.6
%

45
,0

54
31

.9
%

7.
9%

-0
.1

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

75
S

ac
ra

m
en

to
, C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

85
5,

82
8

22
2,

89
2

26
.0

%
56

,2
29

25
.2

%
6.

6%
-1

.4
%

77
.4

%
22

.6
%

42
S

al
t 

L
ak

e 
C

it
y-

O
gd

en
, U

T
 M

S
A

W
63

5,
66

2
20

4,
53

8
32

.2
%

51
,8

34
25

.3
%

8.
2%

0.
2%

0.
0%

10
0.

0%

80
S

an
 A

nt
on

io
, T

X
 M

S
A

S
80

8,
41

5
23

0,
78

0
28

.5
%

51
,2

91
22

.2
%

6.
3%

-1
.6

%
10

0.
0%

0.
0%

33
S

an
 D

ie
go

, C
A

 M
S

A
W

1,
45

9,
62

5
43

6,
61

0
29

.9
%

12
5,

18
9

28
.7

%
8.

6%
0.

6%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

1
S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

, C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
1,

04
1,

12
9

32
3,

79
8

31
.1

%
17

2,
81

4
53

.4
%

16
.6

%
8.

6%
85

.6
%

14
.4

%

3
S

an
 J

os
e,

 C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
95

3,
79

5
29

8,
23

7
31

.3
%

13
3,

22
4

44
.7

%
14

.0
%

6.
0%

78
.3

%
21

.7
%

94
S

ar
as

ot
a-

B
ra

de
nt

on
, F

L
 M

S
A

S
28

1,
35

2
57

,9
15

20
.6

%
12

,3
26

21
.3

%
4.

4%
-3

.6
%

52
.4

%
47

.6
%

88
S

cr
an

to
n-

W
ilk

es
-B

ar
re

-H
az

le
to

n,
 P

A
 M

S
A

N
E

31
6,

70
5

74
,5

72
23

.5
%

17
,6

37
23

.7
%

5.
6%

-2
.4

%
57

.7
%

42
.3

%

10
S

ea
tt

le
-B

el
le

vu
e-

E
ve

re
tt

, W
A

 P
M

S
A

W
1,

37
7,

50
3

39
1,

84
3

28
.4

%
15

5,
61

3
39

.7
%

11
.3

%
3.

3%
89

.8
%

10
.2

%

77
S

pr
in

gf
ie

ld
, M

A
 N

E
C

M
A

N
E

30
4,

72
4

75
,1

91
24

.7
%

19
,6

81
26

.2
%

6.
5%

-1
.5

%
52

.1
%

47
.9

%

46
S

t.
 L

ou
is

, M
O

-I
L

 M
S

A
M

W
1,

35
7,

58
5

34
5,

29
4

25
.4

%
10

7,
25

6
31

.1
%

7.
9%

-0
.1

%
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

99
S

to
ck

to
n-

L
od

i, 
C

A
 M

S
A

W
27

4,
09

0
74

,6
56

27
.2

%
9,

10
3

12
.2

%
3.

3%
-4

.7
%

10
0.

0%
0.

0%

69
S

yr
ac

us
e,

 N
Y 

M
S

A
N

E
37

3,
69

4
91

,8
30

24
.6

%
25

,1
96

27
.4

%
6.

7%
-1

.3
%

35
.6

%
64

.4
%

90
Ta

co
m

a,
 W

A
 P

M
S

A
W

37
1,

27
9

10
0,

54
3

27
.1

%
18

,8
15

18
.7

%
5.

1%
-2

.9
%

99
.2

%
0.

8%

85
Ta

m
pa

-S
t.

 P
et

er
sb

ur
g-

C
le

ar
w

at
er

, F
L

 M
S

A
S

1,
23

3,
93

1
30

3,
45

1
24

.6
%

74
,3

41
24

.5
%

6.
0%

-2
.0

%
62

.8
%

37
.2

%

70
To

le
do

, O
H

 M
S

A
M

W
31

1,
19

8
81

,7
46

26
.3

%
20

,8
56

25
.5

%
6.

7%
-1

.3
%

80
.3

%
19

.7
%

78
Tu

cs
on

, A
Z 

M
S

A
W

42
6,

53
3

11
3,

35
9

26
.6

%
27

,1
72

24
.0

%
6.

4%
-1

.6
%

89
.0

%
11

.0
%

76
Tu

ls
a,

 O
K

 M
S

A
S

41
9,

66
0

11
0,

19
0

26
.3

%
27

,2
76

24
.8

%
6.

5%
-1

.5
%

82
.1

%
17

.9
%

87
Ve

nt
ur

a,
 C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

39
6,

17
4

10
2,

85
3

26
.0

%
22

,5
83

22
.0

%
5.

7%
-2

.3
%

86
.8

%
13

.2
%

7
W

as
hi

ng
to

n,
 D

C
-M

D
-V

A
-W

V
 P

M
S

A
S

2,
81

1,
93

1
78

6,
52

7
28

.0
%

34
9,

00
2

44
.4

%
12

.4
%

4.
5%

94
.7

%
5.

3%

79
W

es
t 

Pa
lm

 B
ea

ch
-B

oc
a 

R
at

on
, F

L
 M

S
A

S
55

5,
42

5
13

1,
47

6
23

.7
%

35
,3

00
26

.8
%

6.
4%

-1
.6

%
37

.9
%

62
.1

%

64
W

ic
hi

ta
, K

S
 M

S
A

M
W

27
6,

90
8

74
,5

18
26

.9
%

19
,3

80
26

.0
%

7.
0%

-1
.0

%
91

.8
%

8.
2%

26
W

ilm
in

gt
on

-N
ew

ar
k,

 D
E

-M
D

 P
M

S
A

N
E

31
3,

69
0

85
,3

49
27

.2
%

28
,0

70
32

.9
%

8.
9%

1.
0%

99
.2

%
0.

8%

96
Yo

un
gs

to
w

n-
W

ar
re

n,
 O

H
 M

S
A

M
W

30
6,

00
4

70
,6

18
23

.1
%

13
,0

81
18

.5
%

4.
3%

-3
.7

%
70

.7
%

29
.3

%

A
ve

ra
ge

 f
or

 1
00

 l
ar

ge
st

 m
et

ro
 a

re
.a

s 

(u
nw

ei
gh

te
d)

27
.3

%
29

.2
%

8.
0%

71
.9

%
28

.1
%

S
ou

rc
e:

 C
en

su
s 

20
00

January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series18



January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 19

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 B

. N
et

 M
ig

ra
ti

on
 I

nd
ex

, a
nd

 N
ea

r-
R

et
ir

em
en

t 
W

or
ke

r 
P

ro
po

rt
io

n,
 1

00
 L

ar
ge

st
 M

et
ro

 A
re

as
, 2

00
0

N
et

 m
ig

ra
ti

on
N

et
 m

ig
ra

ti
on

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of

in
de

x,
 c

oh
or

t
in

de
x,

 c
oh

or
t

la
bo

r 
fo

rc
e

C
en

su
s

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
, 

ag
ed

 3
5–

64
,

In
de

x
ag

ed
 5

5–
64

,

M
et

ro
po

li
ta

n 
ar

ea
re

gi
on

20
00

R
an

k
20

00
R

an
k

di
ff

er
en

ce
R

an
k

20
00

R
an

k 

A
kr

on
, O

H
 P

M
S

A
M

W
-1

1.
4%

92
-1

.2
%

52
-1

0.
2%

93
10

.2
%

38

A
lb

an
y-

S
ch

en
ec

ta
dy

-T
ro

y,
 N

Y 
M

S
A

N
E

-1
6.

5%
96

-4
.7

%
74

-1
1.

8%
96

10
.3

%
36

A
lb

uq
ue

rq
ue

, N
M

 M
S

A
W

18
.9

%
32

4.
5%

25
14

.4
%

36
9.

4%
65

A
lle

nt
ow

n-
B

et
hl

eh
em

-E
as

to
n,

 P
A

 M
S

A
N

E
-2

.6
%

78
1.

8%
35

-4
.4

%
86

10
.9

%
14

A
nn

 A
rb

or
, M

I 
P

M
S

A
M

W
-9

.8
%

90
2.

2%
32

-1
2.

0%
97

9.
1%

77

A
tl

an
ta

, G
A

 M
S

A
S

47
.6

%
3

10
.9

%
12

36
.7

%
7

8.
3%

96

A
us

ti
n-

S
an

 M
ar

co
s,

 T
X

 M
S

A
S

36
.8

%
12

14
.2

%
8

22
.6

%
24

7.
1%

10
0

B
ak

er
sf

ie
ld

, C
A

 M
S

A
W

17
.7

%
34

0.
6%

41
17

.1
%

32
8.

7%
90

B
al

ti
m

or
e,

 M
D

 P
M

S
A

S
6.

6%
61

-4
.8

%
76

11
.4

%
45

10
.6

%
22

B
at

on
 R

ou
ge

, L
A

 M
S

A
S

-6
.4

%
83

-2
.4

%
63

-4
.0

%
80

8.
7%

92

B
er

ge
n-

Pa
ss

ai
c,

 N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

11
.3

%
47

-1
.2

%
53

12
.4

%
44

12
.3

%
2

B
ir

m
in

gh
am

, A
L

 M
S

A
S

11
.1

%
49

-0
.6

%
48

11
.7

%
46

9.
9%

48

B
os

to
n,

 M
A

-N
H

 N
E

C
M

A
N

E
4.

8%
66

-5
.7

%
81

10
.5

%
48

10
.4

%
28

B
ri

dg
ep

or
t,

 C
T

 N
E

C
M

A
N

E
3.

0%
71

-5
.6

%
80

8.
6%

55
11

.7
%

5

B
uf

fa
lo

-N
ia

ga
ra

 F
al

ls
, N

Y 
M

S
A

N
E

-1
5.

4%
95

-6
.7

%
87

-8
.6

%
91

10
.3

%
33

C
ha

rl
es

to
n-

N
or

th
 C

ha
rl

es
to

n,
 S

C
 M

S
A

S
-6

.4
%

82
-6

.3
%

85
0.

0%
72

9.
3%

71

C
ha

rl
ot

te
-G

as
to

ni
a-

R
oc

k 
H

ill
, N

C
-S

C
 M

S
A

S
34

.7
%

14
10

.7
%

13
24

.0
%

21
9.

4%
63

C
hi

ca
go

, I
L

 P
M

S
A

M
W

17
.3

%
36

-5
.5

%
79

22
.8

%
17

9.
9%

49

C
in

ci
nn

at
i, 

O
H

-K
Y-

IN
 P

M
S

A
M

W
7.

4%
59

-2
.3

%
61

9.
7%

52
9.

4%
67

C
le

ve
la

nd
-L

or
ai

n-
E

ly
ri

a,
 O

H
 P

M
S

A
M

W
0.

5%
75

-4
.7

%
75

5.
2%

69
10

.8
%

17

C
ol

or
ad

o 
S

pr
in

gs
, C

O
 M

S
A

W
18

.3
%

33
9.

7%
14

8.
6%

63
8.

3%
95

C
ol

um
bi

a,
 S

C
 M

S
A

S
2.

4%
73

0.
7%

39
1.

7%
71

9.
2%

74

C
ol

um
bu

s,
 O

H
 M

S
A

M
W

11
.2

%
48

-3
.0

%
66

14
.2

%
34

9.
0%

83

D
al

la
s,

 T
X

 P
M

S
A

S
41

.7
%

7
2.

8%
31

38
.9

%
5

8.
7%

91

D
ay

to
n-

S
pr

in
gf

ie
ld

, O
H

 M
S

A
M

W
-1

3.
8%

94
-8

.9
%

95
-4

.9
%

77
10

.3
%

35

D
en

ve
r, 

C
O

 P
M

S
A

W
50

.9
%

2
6.

5%
20

44
.4

%
3

9.
0%

84

D
et

ro
it

, M
I 

P
M

S
A

M
W

5.
8%

64
-7

.0
%

88
12

.8
%

35
9.

4%
64

E
l P

as
o,

 T
X

 M
S

A
S

-7
.7

%
84

-3
.5

%
69

-4
.2

%
79

8.
4%

94

Fo
rt

 L
au

de
rd

al
e,

 F
L

 P
M

S
A

S
47

.6
%

4
18

.3
%

6
29

.3
%

15
10

.4
%

26

Fo
rt

 W
or

th
-A

rl
in

gt
on

, T
X

 P
M

S
A

S
28

.4
%

17
2.

8%
30

25
.6

%
16

9.
2%

76

F
re

sn
o,

 C
A

 M
S

A
W

9.
4%

52
2.

1%
33

7.
4%

62
9.

3%
73

G
ar

y,
 I

N
 P

M
S

A
M

W
-9

.3
%

88
-2

.2
%

60
-7

.1
%

90
10

.5
%

23

G
ra

nd
 R

ap
id

s-
M

us
ke

go
n-

H
ol

la
nd

, M
I 

M
S

A
M

W
10

.4
%

51
0.

7%
40

9.
7%

54
8.

8%
88

G
re

en
sb

or
o-

W
in

st
on

-S
al

em
-H

ig
h 

Po
in

t,
 N

C
 M

S
A

S
15

.1
%

40
5.

7%
21

9.
4%

57
10

.5
%

24

G
re

en
vi

lle
-S

pa
rt

an
bu

rg
-A

nd
er

so
n,

 S
C

 M
S

A
S

4.
1%

68
5.

5%
24

-1
.5

%
75

10
.8

%
18

H
ar

ri
sb

ur
g-

L
eb

an
on

-C
ar

lis
le

, P
A

 M
S

A
N

E
-3

.0
%

80
0.

5%
42

-3
.5

%
81

10
.8

%
16



January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series20

N
et

 m
ig

ra
ti

on
N

et
 m

ig
ra

ti
on

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of

in
de

x,
 c

oh
or

t
in

de
x,

 c
oh

or
t

la
bo

r 
fo

rc
e

C
en

su
s

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
, 

ag
ed

 3
5–

64
,

In
de

x
ag

ed
 5

5–
64

,

M
et

ro
po

li
ta

n 
ar

ea
re

gi
on

20
00

R
an

k
20

00
R

an
k

di
ff

er
en

ce
R

an
k

20
00

R
an

k 

H
ar

tf
or

d,
 C

T
 N

E
C

M
A

N
E

-8
.5

%
86

-7
.1

%
90

-1
.4

%
74

11
.3

%
10

H
on

ol
ul

u,
 H

I 
M

S
A

W
0.

2%
76

-1
1.

1%
98

11
.2

%
40

10
.3

%
34

H
ou

st
on

, T
X

 P
M

S
A

S
29

.9
%

16
0.

4%
44

29
.5

%
10

8.
8%

86

In
di

an
ap

ol
is

, I
N

 M
S

A
M

W
22

.7
%

25
1.

4%
37

21
.3

%
23

9.
4%

68

Ja
ck

so
nv

ill
e,

 F
L

 M
S

A
S

17
.2

%
37

7.
8%

18
9.

4%
59

9.
7%

54

Je
rs

ey
 C

it
y,

 N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

37
.0

%
11

-1
2.

3%
99

49
.3

%
2

9.
1%

78

K
an

sa
s 

C
it

y,
 M

O
-K

S
 M

S
A

M
W

21
.2

%
30

-1
.8

%
56

23
.0

%
18

9.
9%

50

K
no

xv
ill

e,
 T

N
 M

S
A

S
6.

5%
63

8.
6%

17
-2

.1
%

78
10

.6
%

21

L
as

 V
eg

as
, N

V-
A

Z 
M

S
A

W
72

.3
%

1
45

.2
%

1
27

.1
%

25
11

.0
%

12

L
it

tl
e 

R
oc

k-
N

or
th

 L
it

tl
e 

R
oc

k,
 A

R
 M

S
A

S
11

.6
%

46
0.

2%
45

11
.3

%
49

9.
9%

47

L
os

 A
ng

el
es

-L
on

g 
B

ea
ch

, C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
9.

0%
55

-1
5.

8%
10

0
24

.8
%

12
9.

1%
81

L
ou

is
vi

lle
, K

Y-
IN

 M
S

A
S

9.
1%

53
-0

.8
%

49
9.

8%
53

9.
5%

58

M
cA

lle
n-

E
di

nb
ur

g-
M

is
si

on
, T

X
 M

S
A

S
19

.1
%

31
19

.9
%

4
-0

.8
%

83
7.

2%
99

M
em

ph
is

, T
N

-A
R

-M
S

 M
S

A
S

8.
2%

56
-2

.0
%

58
10

.2
%

50
9.

5%
62

M
ia

m
i, 

F
L

 P
M

S
A

S
22

.1
%

27
3.

5%
29

18
.6

%
30

11
.5

%
8

M
id

dl
es

ex
-S

om
er

se
t-

H
un

te
rd

on
, N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
16

.9
%

38
0.

0%
46

17
.0

%
31

10
.8

%
15

M
ilw

au
ke

e-
W

au
ke

sh
a,

 W
I 

P
M

S
A

M
W

2.
7%

72
-6

.4
%

86
9.

1%
51

10
.0

%
44

M
in

ne
ap

ol
is

-S
t.

 P
au

l, 
M

N
-W

I 
M

S
A

M
W

25
.3

%
20

-1
.7

%
55

27
.0

%
13

9.
1%

79

M
ob

ile
, A

L
 M

S
A

S
0.

5%
74

5.
7%

22
-5

.1
%

89
10

.3
%

32

M
on

m
ou

th
-O

ce
an

, N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

8.
1%

57
9.

2%
15

-1
.1

%
76

11
.8

%
3

N
as

hv
ill

e,
 T

N
 M

S
A

S
28

.0
%

19
7.

5%
19

20
.5

%
26

9.
4%

66

N
as

sa
u-

S
uf

fo
lk

, N
Y 

P
M

S
A

N
E

-5
.9

%
81

-1
.3

%
54

-4
.6

%
85

11
.8

%
4

N
ew

 O
rl

ea
ns

, L
A

 M
S

A
S

-2
.9

%
79

-6
.3

%
84

3.
4%

70
9.

7%
56

N
ew

 Y
or

k,
 N

Y 
P

M
S

A
N

E
23

.7
%

22
-8

.5
%

93
32

.2
%

8
10

.3
%

30

N
ew

ar
k,

 N
J 

P
M

S
A

N
E

7.
5%

58
-4

.6
%

73
12

.1
%

41
11

.4
%

9

N
or

fo
lk

-V
ir

gi
ni

a 
B

ea
ch

-N
ew

po
rt

 N
ew

s,
 V

A
-N

C
 M

S
A

S
-8

.3
%

85
-7

.0
%

89
-1

.3
%

73
8.

7%
89

O
ak

la
nd

, C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
23

.5
%

24
-2

.8
%

64
26

.2
%

14
10

.0
%

41

O
kl

ah
om

a 
C

it
y,

 O
K

 M
S

A
S

5.
1%

65
-1

.9
%

57
7.

1%
61

10
.0

%
43

O
m

ah
a,

 N
E

-I
A

 M
S

A
M

W
14

.7
%

41
-3

.2
%

68
17

.9
%

28
9.

6%
57

O
ra

ng
e 

C
ou

nt
y,

 C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
16

.8
%

39
-5

.1
%

77
21

.9
%

20
10

.0
%

42

O
rl

an
do

, F
L

 M
S

A
S

31
.5

%
15

16
.1

%
7

15
.4

%
43

9.
5%

60

P
hi

la
de

lp
hi

a,
 P

A
-N

J 
P

M
S

A
N

E
-0

.8
%

77
-5

.9
%

83
5.

1%
68

10
.7

%
19

P
ho

en
ix

-M
es

a,
 A

Z 
M

S
A

W
44

.6
%

6
18

.4
%

5
26

.2
%

19
9.

2%
75

P
it

ts
bu

rg
h,

 P
A

 M
S

A
N

E
-8

.6
%

87
-4

.0
%

72
-4

.5
%

82
11

.0
%

13

Po
rt

la
nd

-V
an

co
uv

er
, O

R
-W

A
 P

M
S

A
W

40
.2

%
8

8.
9%

16
31

.3
%

9
9.

3%
69

P
ro

vi
de

nc
e-

W
ar

w
ic

k-
Pa

w
tu

ck
et

, R
I 

N
E

C
M

A
N

E
-9

.6
%

89
-3

.7
%

70
-5

.9
%

87
10

.2
%

37

R
al

ei
gh

-D
ur

ha
m

-C
ha

pe
l H

ill
, N

C
 M

S
A

S
34

.9
%

13
11

.7
%

11
23

.2
%

22
8.

2%
97

R
ic

hm
on

d-
Pe

te
rs

bu
rg

, V
A

 M
S

A
S

14
.5

%
42

1.
5%

36
13

.0
%

42
9.

7%
53



January 2004 • The Brookings Institution The Living Cities Census Series 21

N
et

 m
ig

ra
ti

on
N

et
 m

ig
ra

ti
on

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of

in
de

x,
 c

oh
or

t
in

de
x,

 c
oh

or
t

la
bo

r 
fo

rc
e

C
en

su
s

ag
ed

 2
5–

34
, 

ag
ed

 3
5–

64
,

In
de

x
ag

ed
 5

5–
64

,

M
et

ro
po

li
ta

n 
ar

ea
re

gi
on

20
00

R
an

k
20

00
R

an
k

di
ff

er
en

ce
R

an
k

20
00

R
an

k 

R
iv

er
si

de
-S

an
 B

er
na

rd
in

o,
 C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

17
.6

%
35

3.
7%

27
13

.9
%

39
8.

8%
87

R
oc

he
st

er
, N

Y 
M

S
A

N
E

-1
1.

1%
91

-5
.9

%
82

-5
.2

%
84

10
.1

%
40

S
ac

ra
m

en
to

, C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
22

.6
%

26
3.

7%
26

18
.8

%
29

9.
5%

61

S
al

t 
L

ak
e 

C
it

y-
O

gd
en

, U
T

 M
S

A
W

21
.5

%
29

2.
0%

34
19

.5
%

27
8.

2%
98

S
an

 A
nt

on
io

, T
X

 M
S

A
S

10
.4

%
50

3.
7%

28
6.

7%
67

9.
0%

82

S
an

 D
ie

go
, C

A
 M

S
A

W
4.

2%
67

-8
.0

%
91

12
.3

%
37

8.
5%

93

S
an

 F
ra

nc
is

co
, C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

46
.5

%
5

-1
0.

2%
96

56
.7

%
1

10
.3

%
31

S
an

 J
os

e,
 C

A
 P

M
S

A
W

28
.0

%
18

-1
0.

8%
97

38
.8

%
4

9.
7%

55

S
ar

as
ot

a-
B

ra
de

nt
on

, F
L

 M
S

A
S

23
.6

%
23

29
.0

%
2

-5
.4

%
94

14
.1

%
1

S
cr

an
to

n-
W

ilk
es

-B
ar

re
-H

az
le

to
n,

 P
A

 M
S

A
N

E
-1

9.
4%

97
-0

.9
%

50
-1

8.
5%

99
11

.5
%

7

S
ea

tt
le

-B
el

le
vu

e-
E

ve
re

tt
, W

A
 P

M
S

A
W

37
.5

%
10

0.
5%

43
37

.0
%

6
9.

1%
80

S
pr

in
gf

ie
ld

, M
A

 N
E

C
M

A
N

E
-3

1.
6%

10
0

-3
.2

%
67

-2
8.

4%
10

0
10

.5
%

25

S
t.

 L
ou

is
, M

O
-I

L
 M

S
A

M
W

3.
1%

70
-5

.2
%

78
8.

2%
56

10
.0

%
45

S
to

ck
to

n-
L

od
i, 

C
A

 M
S

A
W

6.
5%

62
-1

.0
%

51
7.

6%
60

9.
3%

72

S
yr

ac
us

e,
 N

Y 
M

S
A

N
E

-2
6.

5%
99

-8
.4

%
92

-1
8.

1%
98

10
.0

%
46

Ta
co

m
a,

 W
A

 P
M

S
A

W
13

.1
%

45
5.

6%
23

7.
4%

66
8.

9%
85

Ta
m

pa
-S

t.
 P

et
er

sb
ur

g-
C

le
ar

w
at

er
, F

L
 M

S
A

S
21

.9
%

28
12

.8
%

9
9.

1%
64

11
.0

%
11

To
le

do
, O

H
 M

S
A

M
W

-2
0.

9%
98

-8
.8

%
94

-1
2.

1%
95

9.
3%

70

Tu
cs

on
, A

Z 
M

S
A

W
9.

0%
54

12
.4

%
10

-3
.4

%
88

9.
8%

52

Tu
ls

a,
 O

K
 M

S
A

S
13

.2
%

44
-0

.1
%

47
13

.3
%

38
10

.4
%

27

Ve
nt

ur
a,

 C
A

 P
M

S
A

W
3.

9%
69

-3
.9

%
71

7.
7%

58
10

.4
%

29

W
as

hi
ng

to
n,

 D
C

-M
D

-V
A

-W
V

 P
M

S
A

S
24

.1
%

21
-3

.0
%

65
27

.0
%

11
10

.2
%

39

W
es

t 
Pa

lm
 B

ea
ch

-B
oc

a 
R

at
on

, F
L

 M
S

A
S

38
.4

%
9

23
.0

%
3

15
.4

%
47

11
.6

%
6

W
ic

hi
ta

, K
S

 M
S

A
M

W
13

.5
%

43
-2

.2
%

59
15

.6
%

33
9.

5%
59

W
ilm

in
gt

on
-N

ew
ar

k,
 D

E
-M

D
 P

M
S

A
N

E
7.

3%
60

0.
7%

38
6.

6%
65

9.
8%

51

Yo
un

gs
to

w
n-

W
ar

re
n,

 O
H

 M
S

A
M

W
-1

1.
7%

93
-2

.3
%

62
-9

.3
%

92
10

.7
%

20

S
ou

rc
e:

 1
99

0 
an

d 
20

00
 d

ec
en

ni
al

 c
en

su
se

s



Endnotes

1. Paul D. Gottlieb is associate professor of
agricultural, food, and resource economics,
and extension specialist, at Cook College,
Rutgers University.

2. See, e.g., Sandra Livingston, “Big City
Bright Lights Draw Graduates Away,” The
Plain Dealer, January 14, 2001, p. 14A;
Robert Smith, Susan Jaffe, and Alan
Achkar, “Brain Drain a Threat to Area’s
Economy,” The Plain Dealer, May 17,
2001, p. 1A; A. McLaughlin, “Midwest
Vies to Keep its Eggheads Home,” Christ-
ian Science Monitor, December 21, 1999,
p. A1; “Midwest Cities, States Worry about
Losing their Well-Educated, “ Associated
Press, February 27, 2000.

3. Interviews with Daniel Berry, director of
the Jobs and Workforce Initiative, Greater
Cleveland Growth Association.

4. In The Rise of the Creative Class, Florida
highlights the importance of human cre-
ativity—in all its many forms—to regional
economic growth. He associates economi-
cally valuable creativity with a critical mass
of educated young people, a tolerance of
diversity, and a set of “Bohemian” arts and
amenities that can attract members of the
creative class even in the absence of strong
job demand. Richard Florida, The Rise of
the Creative Class (New York: Basic Books,
2002); Richard Florida, “The Economic
Geography of Talent,” Annals of the Associ-
ation of American Geographers 92 (4)
(2002): 743-755.

5. For a review, see Paul D. Gottlieb and
Michael Fogarty, “Educational Attainment
and Metropolitan Growth,” Economic
Development Quarterly17 (4) (2003): 325-
336.

6. Edwin Mills, “Sectoral Clustering and Eco-
nomic Development,” in E. Mills and J.
McDonald, Eds., Sources of Metropolitan
Growth (New Brunswick, NJ: Center for
Urban Policy Research, 1992); Michael
Porter, The Competitive Advantage of
Nations (New York: Free Press, 1998).

7. M. Fogarty and A. Sinha. “Why Older
Regions Can’t Generalize From Route 128
and Silicon Valley.” In L. Branscomb, F.
Kodama, and R. Florida (eds.), Industrializ-
ing Knowledge: University-Industry Link-
ages in Japan and the United States
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000).

8. In June 2003, OMB introduced a new clas-
sification system for the nation’s metropoli-
tan areas, and announced revisions to
many existing metro areas. Because a dif-
ferent system was in effect for Census
2000, researchers are not yet using these
new definitions widely.

9. Some studies have found that bachelors’
degree attainment better predicts regional
economic performance than alternative
measures of educational attainment,
including associates’ and high school
degrees. See Gottlieb and Fogarty, op. cit.;
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20. An alternative explanation, of course, is
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year-old educated cohort.
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attainment and New Economy potential,
see Gottlieb and Fogarty, “Educational
Attainment and Metropolitan Growth;”
Atkinson and Gottlieb, The Metropolitan
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and over with bachelor’s degrees within the
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percent in San Francisco, CA, to 14.5 per-
cent in Stockton-Lodi, CA.

23. The definition of high technology used
here is based on a list of 4-digit SICs in
information technology and biotechnology
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in the New Economy, U.S. Economic
Development Administration, 2001). This
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examining the hypothesis that young peo-
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24. The author confirmed this using scatter
plots of high technology jobs against edu-
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regressing the high technology measure on
these two measures. Other variables were
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25. Net migration is a dynamic phenomenon
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standardize the data on an estimate of pop-
ulation at the decade’s midpoint. That esti-
mate is a simple average of cohort
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related subgroup, unmarried 25-to-39 year-
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expected value differs from the actual
value.
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the local level.

41. One way to do this is to measure whether
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ing real wage trends at the local level, how-
ever, is a complicated empirical task. One
problem with relying on data self-reported
by local businesses is that they may be
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own marketing and R&D operations.
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Song, op. cit.

43. Mathur, op cit. Mathur’s works on the
more traditional labor supply and demand
model for metropolitan growth include
Mathur and Song, op. cit.; V. Mathur and
S. Stein, “A Dynamic Interregional Theory
of Migration and Population Growth,”
Land Economics 67 (3) (1991): 292-98; V.
Mathur and S. Stein, “The Role of Ameni-
ties in a General Equilibrium Model of
Regional Migration and Growth,” Southern
Economic Journal 59 (3) (1993): 394-409. 

44. Randall Krieg, “Human Capital Selectivity
in Interstate Migration,” Growth and
Change 22 (1) (1991): 68-76.

45. Mathur, op. cit.
46. Paul D. Gottlieb, “Amenities as an Eco-

nomic Development Tool: Is there Enough
Evidence?” Economic Development Quar-
terly 8 (3) (1994): 270-285; Florida, The
Rise of the Creative Class.

47. This policy is based at least partly on falla-
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intervention, and you observe that people
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school graduates who would otherwise
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to provide census information and analysis in a manner that is tailored to the cities
involved in the Living Cities initiative.

Living Cities: The National Community Development Initiative is a partnership of lead-
ing foundations, financial institutions, nonprofit organizations, and the federal govern-
ment that is committed to improving the vitality of cities and urban communities. Living
Cities funds the work of community development corporations in 23 cities and uses the
lessons of that work to engage in national research and policy development. Visit Living
Cities on the web at www.livingcities.org
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