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There has been an international trend towards shifting the 
provision of public services down to lower levels of government. That 
decentralization has increased the relative importance of local 
governments. This paper examines the relationship between spending by 
those local governments and long-run economic growth. Using a 
comprehensive data set of all U.S. metropolitan areas, the overall level 
of local government spending was found to have no significant 
relationship with economic growth. However, local government 
investment (capital outlay) and the percent of spending devoted to 
highways both had a statistically significant positive relationship with 
growth.  
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1. Introduction 
Because government spending removes resources from private use, all 

else being equal, higher levels of spending in general would be expected to 
have a negative impact on economic growth. On the other hand, because 
some government spending is used to provide valuable public goods (such as 
roads or police protection), higher levels of some categories of local 
government spending may be expected to have a positive impact on growth. 
As the body of empirical work on economic growth has expanded, 
researchers have begun to examine the impact of various measures of the size 
of government, such as government spending and revenue. For example, 
Barro (1991) examined a cross-section of 98 countries and found a 
statistically significant negative relationship between government 
consumption spending as a share of GDP and per capita GDP growth. Levine 
and Renelt (1992) “could not find a robust cross-country relationship 
between a diverse collection of fiscal-policy indicators and growth. 
Specifically, although there are econometric specifications that yield 
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significant coefficient estimates between specific fiscal-policy indicators and 
growth, the coefficients on these same variables become insignificant when 
the right-hand-side variables are slightly altered.” (952) 

Most of this work has focused on a cross-section of countries. The 
choice of nations as the unit of analysis creates several problems that are often 
acknowledged. There are numerous important differences (e.g., cultural and 
institutional) between countries that are very difficult to quantify, and thus 
difficult to incorporate into an econometric test. In addition, national and 
state boundaries can be relatively arbitrary, and substantial variation can 
occur amongst local economies within those boundaries. Furthermore, 
reliable historical data can sometimes be difficult to obtain for more than a 
relatively small number of countries. One way to get around those problems is 
to examine smaller political units within a single nation. Another advantage of 
that approach is that in recent years there has been a trend towards the 
devolution of responsibility to lower levels of government, which has thereby 
increased the relative importance of state and local governments.  

Using pooled time series and cross section data for 48 U.S. states, Helms 
(1985) examined the relationship between state and local taxes and state 
economic growth. He finds that tax increases used to fund increased transfers 
have a significant negative relationship with income growth but tax increases 
used to finance higher spending on public services may have a positive 
relationship. 

More recently, Holcombe and Lacombe (2004) examined the impact of 
state income tax rate changes on income growth. The authors employ a 
matching technique to compare every border county in the 48 contiguous 
states with the county or counties they touch in neighboring states. They 
found that higher marginal state income tax rates (relative to their neighbors) 
and higher average taxes were both associated with lower per capita income 
growth.  

Reed and Rogers (2004) examined the impact of tax cuts on 
employment growth in New Jersey. They found that employment growth in 
New Jersey counties increased following large state personal income tax cuts. 
However, most of that increased growth was shared by the surrounding 
economic areas in which there was no tax cut. Gabe and Bell (2004) 
examined the location decisions of businesses in Maine and found that 
businesses prefer jurisdictions that have high spending and high taxes to those 
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with low spending and low taxes. 
At an even lower level of aggregation, Glaeser et al. (1995) examined the 

impact of various social and political variables on local economic growth, but 
their primary focus was on cities, rather than entire metro areas. For the 
political factors they examined (government finance variables), metro area 
results were not provided. For cities, they failed to find convincing evidence 
of any relationship between city growth and the levels and composition of 
government receipts and expenditures. They conclude that, “there are no 
striking results on the effect of government revenue or spending on growth, 
which is in line with much of the evidence on growth of countries. (140)” 

Bradbury et al. (1982) examined economic growth in the 121 most 
populous cities in 1970 (which were also the largest in their metro areas) and 
in their surrounding metro areas. They found a negative relationship between 
local taxes and metro area job growth.  

Taking a different approach to measuring the size of local government, 
Higgins et al. (2006) examined U.S. counties and found that the percentage 
of the population that is employed by the government has a statistically 
significant negative relationship with the growth rate of per capita income. 
That was found to be true for employees at all levels of government: federal, 
state, and local. 

Crihfield and Panggabean (1995) examined the relationship between 
metropolitan area economic growth and various government finance 
variables. They found a negative and significant relationship between state 
taxes and subsequent population growth. In contrast, local taxes were found 
to have few measurable adverse effects on local economic growth. The 
authors also investigated the impact of public investment. They found 
virtually no evidence that investments by state or local governments were 
positively associated with growth in per capita income (although they did find 
evidence of a positive association with population growth).1 Crain and Lee 
(1999) provide similar findings for American state governments. Using a 
panel of 28 U.S. metro areas over a 15-year period, Dalenberg and Partridge 
(1995) found that lower taxes and higher education spending both had a 

                                 
1 In a somewhat related literature, Aschauer (1989) found that public capital had a 

strongly positive relationship with productivity in the U.S. His work prompted a flurry of 
response, nicely summarized in Munnell (1992), Gramlich (1994), and Sturm et al. (1998). 
Most of that literature focused on national-level data, so it will not be discussed further 
herein. 
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positive relationship with employment growth.  
Poot (2000) provided a thorough survey of the literature examining the 

impact of government on economic growth. Of the 39 studies that included 
some form of a measure for public infrastructure (public capital or public 
investment), 72 percent found a statistically significant positive relationship. 
More recently, De Mello (2002) found a positive relationship between three 
categories of spending said to be “growth-enhancing” (health/sanitation, 
housing/urbanization, and transport services) and local economic growth 
using a panel of 26 Brazilian municipalities. Bania et al (2007) found 
evidence that tax increases spent on “productive” functions of government 
can have a positive relationship with economic growth in the U.S. states. 
Denaux (2007) found that state government spending on higher education 
had a statistically significant positive association with the growth of per capita 
income in 99 counties in the U.S. state of North Carolina.  

The previous literature has produced mixed findings on the relationship 
between government spending and economic growth. This paper examines 
that relationship with a new, larger data set encompassing all 314 U.S. 
metropolitan areas for which comparable historical data are available.  

2. Data sample and model specification 
This empirical analysis examines the determinants of economic growth in 

U.S. metropolitan areas. Following the approach of Barro (1991) and 
Glaeser et al. (1995), I use data for the period 1960 to 1990. (The appendix 
provides a more detailed discussion of the data sample.) The model examines 
two dependent variables to gauge metro area economic growth: growth in the 
log of employment and growth in the log of real per capita money income.2  

In studies of economic growth in a cross section of countries, per capita 
GDP is the standard measure. However, with metropolitan areas within a 
single nation, the high mobility of labor (compared to the relatively low 
mobility across nations) renders a measure such as per capita income 
somewhat less appropriate. (Glaeser et al., 1995) Changes in metro area 
income may not only reflect changes in productivity, but also changes in the 
attractiveness of that area. To the extent that labor markets are highly 
competitive, employers in areas with a low quality of life will have to pay 

                                 
2 The nominal income figures were converted to real terms using the chain-type price 

index for GDP, from Economic Report of the President, February 2001, p. 284. 
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higher wages in order to attract workers. (However, this effect could be offset 
by lower property values in declining areas.) Thus, economically declining 
areas may exhibit increasing per capita income that does not reflect increased 
economic output. In the context of high mobility, employment growth may 
be a more straightforward measure of the prosperity of the local economy 
because it reflects the extent to which metropolitan areas are becoming more 
attractive to residents and businesses. Nevertheless, both measures are used as 
dependent variables.  

This paper builds most directly on Glaeser et al. (1995). While that 
paper did include some results for metropolitan areas, their primary emphasis 
was on cities. City boundaries tend to expand over time, especially in the 
newer cities of the south and the west. Older cities of the northeast and 
Midwest are often unable to expand their borders. This makes comparing the 
growth of cities’ populations or incomes problematic. One way to avoid this 
problem is to use metro areas rather than cities. The metropolitan area is a 
county-based concept intended to define the local labor market. As metro 
areas expand over time, data for the initial year of any comparison can be 
adjusted by adding in the additional counties. This is typically not possible 
with city expansions since they do not tend to involve precise areas for which 
data have been kept. Thus, this paper expands on previous empirical work in 
this area by using both a larger data set and a less problematic unit of analysis. 

To examine the relationship between government spending and 
economic growth, the independent variables of interest are total local 
government spending, local government spending on capital outlays (a proxy 
for local government investment), local government spending minus capital 
outlays (a proxy for local government consumption) and the percentage of 
local spending devoted to police, to highways, and to education (three of the 
larger categories of local government spending, the former two being local 
public goods). Because the substantial differences in the size of the metro 
areas’ populations and economies can impact the demand for government 
spending, it is important to control for these differences. The standard 
approach in the previous literature is to express the government spending 
figures as a ratio of one of two economic variables: population or personal 
income. In this paper, both are used: per capita expenditures and the 
expenditure share of income.  

Economic growth would be expected to increase the demand for 



Local Government Investment and Long-Run Economic Growth 249 

Volume 34, Number 2, Summer 2009 

government spending. A larger population is likely to need more spending on 
roads, police, schools, etc. To help account for this endogeneity, or more 
specifically reverse causality, the values for government spending (and all the 
other control variables) are for the beginning of the growth period.3 So, while 
economic growth is likely to lead to higher spending levels at the end of the 
growth period, it would be difficult to argue that it would lead to higher 
spending levels at the beginning of the growth period, in the years before the 
growth took place.  

Following the approach of the previous literature, the control variables 
are employment, per capita income, human capital (measured by the percent 
of population 25 years of age and older that completed 16 or more years of 
school), unemployment rate, and the manufacturing industry’s share of total 
employment. To account for other factors that vary by state, forty-eight state 
dummy variables were also used.4 

3. Regression Results 
Tables 1 and 2 provide results for employment growth, and Tables 3 and 

4 provide results for income growth. To account for heteroskedasticity, the 
models are estimated using White robust standard errors. The variance 
inflation factors were calculated and did not provide evidence of the presence 
of multicollinearity.  

Local general expenditure as a share of income is found to have no 
significant relationship with employment growth or income growth. When 
measured on a per capita basis, local spending is found to have no significant 
association with income growth, but it is found to have a small positive and 
significant relationship with employment growth.  

When capital outlay is removed, the coefficient on the remainder of local 
spending shrinks substantially. In four of the eight models, it turns negative. 
All eight are statistically insignificant. The coefficient on capital outlay 
spending is larger than that on total spending by a factor of about two to 

                                 
3 The source of the government spending data is the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census of 

Governments, which is taken every five years, in years ending in “2” and “7.” The data used 
herein is for 1962 because, of those available, it is the year closest to 1960. 

4 Other than Anchorage, which was dropped due to reasons discussed in the appendix, 
there are no metro areas in Alaska. Since the component areas of the Boston 
CMSA/NECMA had to be dropped (also discussed in the appendix), there are no metro 
areas in New Hampshire either. District of Columbia is the omitted dummy, leaving 48 state 
dummy variables. 
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three. Capital outlays are found to have a significant positive relationship with 
both employment growth and income growth. This supports the findings of 
Crihfield and Panggabean (1995) that local investment has a positive 
relationship with local population growth. For example, a one standard 
deviation increase in the initial level of capital outlay spending as a share of 
income (0.0128) was associated with an increase in the 1960-90 employment 
growth rate of about 7.1 percentage points. For per capita spending, the 
figure was about 8.6 percentage points. The relationship with income growth 
was weaker and less statistically significant.  

The functional composition of local government spending was also 
found to be important. The share of local government spending devoted 
to highways was positively and significantly related to the subsequent 
growth of both employment and income. For example, a one standard 
deviation increase in the initial share of spending devoted to highways 
(0.0413) was associated with an increase in the 1960-90 employment growth 
rate of between 6.0 and 7.7 percentage points. The relationship with income 
growth was weaker and less statistically significant. The police spending share also 
had positive coefficients, but they were



Local Government Investment and Long-Run Economic Growth 251 

Volume 34, Number 2, Summer 2009 

 

Table 1: 

Metro area employment growth and local government expenditure share of income 

Dependent variable:  Growth in log of metro area employment, 1960-
1990 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
General expenditure share of 1.864 2.296    
  money income, 1962 (1.73) (1.83)     
General expenditure minus capital 
outlay,     -1.105 0.222 
  share of money income, 1962     (0.91) (0.17) 
Capital outlay expenditure share     5.666** 5.356* 
  of money income, 1962     (3.23) (2.38) 
Police expenditure share, 1962   0.898   1.577 
    (0.36)   (0.62) 
Highway expenditure share,    1.875**   1.455** 
1962   (4.62)   (2.78) 
Education expenditure share,    0.558   0.539 
1962   (1.67)   (1.65) 

Log (employment, 1960) -0.467 -0.0302 -0.0440 -0.0327 

  (1.68) (0.90) (1.66) (1.01) 

Real per capita money income  0.0269 0.0997 -0.0787 0.002 

  (1,000s of 1996 $), 1959 (0.16) (0.64) (0.53) (0.01) 

Percent of population with 2.433** 2.454** 2.413** 2.480** 

  16+ years of school, 1960 (3.21) (3.26) (3.31) (3.40) 

Unemployment rate, 1960  -4.582**   -3.882**   -3.604**   -3.280*  

  (3.40) (2.84) (2.64) (2.39) 

Manufacturing share, 1960  -0.534*  -0.617*  -0.530*   -0.585*  

  (2.17) (2.50) (2.17) (2.39) 

Constant 1.085** 0.137 1.405** 0.480 

  (3.73) (0.31) (4.91) (1.01) 
N 314 314 314 314 
R-squared 0.681 0.699 0.695 0.706 
Note: For the sake of brevity, the state dummy results are not reported. Numbers in 
parentheses  

are absolute values of t-statistics. To account for heteroskedasticity, the models are estimated  

using White robust standard errors. 

**Two-tailed statistical significance at 99% confidence, *95% confidence. 
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Table 2: 

Metro area employment growth and per capita local government expenditure 

Dependent variable:  Growth in log of metro area employment, 1960-1990 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Real per capita general 0.00148* 0.00175*    
  expenditure, 1962 (2.15) (2.20)     
Real per capita general 
expenditure     -0.000364 0.000426 
  minus capital outlay, 1962     (0.43) (0.48) 
Real per capita capital outlay    0.00354** 0.00339** 
  expenditure, 1962     (3.38) (2.60) 
Police expenditure share, 1962   1.168   1.647 
    (0.48)   (0.68) 
Highway expenditure share,    1.832**   1.450** 
1962   (4.49)   (2.81) 
Education expenditure share,    0.603   0.561 
1962   (1.90)   (1.79) 

Log (employment, 1960) -0.0436 -0.0266 -0.0432 -0.0303 

  (1.61) (0.83) (1.66) (0.97) 

Real per capita money income  -0.154 -0.12 -0.122 -0.122 

  (1,000s of 1996 $), 1959 (0.96) (0.74) (0.77) (0.76) 

Percent of population with 2.530** 2.550** 2.466** 2.534** 

  16+ years of school, 1960 (3.32) (3.39) (3.34) (3.44) 

Unemployment rate, 1960  -4.569**   -3.859**   -3.598**   -3.260* 

  (3.36) (2.80) (2.62) (2.36) 

Manufacturing share, 1960  -0.495*  -0.582*   -0.510*   -0.566*  

  (2.03) (2.37) (2.09) (2.32) 

Constant 1.257** 0.341 1.379** 0.562 

  (4.94) (0.88) (5.59) (1.37) 
N 314 314 314 314 
R-squared 0.685 0.702 0.699 0.709 
Note: For the sake of brevity, the state dummy results are not reported. Numbers in 
parentheses  

are absolute values of t-statistics. To account for heteroskedasticity, the models are estimated  

using White robust standard errors. 

**Two-tailed statistical significance at 99% confidence, *95% confidence. 
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Table 3: 

Metro area income growth and local government expenditure share of income 

Dependent variable:  Growth in log of metro area real per capita income, 
1959-1989 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
General expenditure share of 0.342 0.715    
  money income, 1962 (0.90) (1.73)     
General expenditure minus capital 
outlay,     -0.211 0.284 
  share of money income, 1962     (0.43) (0.57) 
Capital outlay expenditure share     1.0500 1.351 
  of money income, 1962     (1.67) (1.73) 
Police expenditure share, 1962   1.713   1.854* 
    (1.93)   (2.06) 
Highway expenditure share,    0.472*   0.384 
1962   (2.51)   (1.74) 
Education expenditure share,    0.173   0.170 
1962   (1.58)   (1.55) 

Log (employment, 1960) 0.0124 0.0116 0.0129 0.0111 

  (1.51) (1.10) (1.62) (1.07) 

Real per capita money income   -0.152**   -0.148**   -0.172**   -0.169**  

  (1,000s of 1996 $), 1959 (3.10) (3.34) (3.69) (3.98) 

Percent of population with 0.397 0.473 0.393 0.479 

  16+ years of school, 1960 (1.43) (1.74) (1.43) (1.75) 

Unemployment rate, 1960  -2.622**   -2.553**   -2.440**   -2.428**  

  (5.88) (5.76) (5.36) (5.43) 

Manufacturing share, 1960 -0.125 -0.110 -0.125 -0.103 

  (1.48) (1.32) (1.44) (1.21) 

Constant 1.0265** 0.758** 1.0862** 0.829** 

  (9.96) (4.79) (9.87) (4.75) 
N 314 314 314 314 
R-squared 0.698 0.710 0.702 0.713 
Note: For the sake of brevity, the state dummy results are not reported. Numbers in 
parentheses  

are absolute values of t-statistics. To account for heteroskedasticity, the models are estimated  

using White robust standard errors. 

**Two-tailed statistical significance at 99% confidence, *95% confidence. 
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Table 4: 

Metro area income growth and per capita local government expenditure 

Dependent variable:  Growth in log of metro area real per capita income, 
1959-1989 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Real per capita general 0.000256 0.000459    
  expenditure, 1962 (1.06) (1.73)     
Real per capita general 
expenditure     -0.000211 0.0000654 
  minus capital outlay, 1962     (0.70) (0.22) 
Real per capita capital outlay    0.000779* 0.000945* 
  expenditure, 1962     (2.02) (2.07) 
Police expenditure share, 1962   1.676   1.818* 
    (1.90)   (2.08) 
Highway expenditure share,    0.458*   0.344 
1962   (2.43)   (1.57) 
Education expenditure share,    0.169   0.157 
1962   (1.58)   (1.48) 

Log (employment, 1960) 0.0130 0.0126 0.0131 0.0115 

  (1.64) (1.26) (1.69) (1.17) 

Real per capita money income   -0.184**   -0.207**   -0.176**   -0.208**  

  (1,000s of 1996 $), 1959 (3.92) (4.31) (3.77) (4.35) 

Percent of population with 0.410 0.479 0.394 0.475 

  16+ years of school, 1960 (1.48) (1.76) (1.45) (1.75) 

Unemployment rate, 1960  -2.620**   -2.554**   -2.374**   -2.376**  

  (5.88) (5.78) (5.22) (5.35) 

Manufacturing share, 1960 -0.120 -0.106 -0.123 -0.101 

  (1.40) (1.25) (1.43) (1.18) 

Constant 1.060** 0.844** 1.0910** 0.910** 

  (11.99) (5.70) (12.32) (5.89) 
N 314 314 314 314 
R-squared 0.699 0.711 0.706 0.716 
Note: For the sake of brevity, the state dummy results are not reported. Numbers in 
parentheses  

are absolute values of t-statistics. To account for heteroskedasticity, the models are estimated  

using White robust standard errors. 

**Two-tailed statistical significance at 99% confidence, *95% confidence. 
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Table 5: 

 

Summary Statistics           

Variable Mean SD Min. Max. Observations 
Growth in log of employment, 
1960-1990 

0.706 0.396 -0.031 2.428 314 

Growth in log of real per capita 
money income, 1959-1989 

0.709 0.141 0.405 1.239 314 

General expenditure share of 
money income, 1962 

0.118 0.031 0.059 0.239 314 

General expenditure minus 
capital outlay, share of money 
income, 1962 

0.094 0.024 0.039 0.193 314 

Capital outlay share of money 
income, 1962 

0.024 0.013 0.004 0.121 314 

Real per capita general 
expenditure, 1962 

205.747 69.016 69.064 423.846 314 

Real per capita general 
expenditure minus capital outlay, 
1962 

163.224 52.010 58.000 313.350 314 

Real per capita capital outlay, 
1962 

42.523 24.846 3.810 200.477 314 

Police expenditure share of 
general expenditure, 1962 

0.041 0.011 0.020 0.087 314 

Highway expenditure share of 
general expenditure, 1962 

0.094 0.041 0.016 0.361 314 

Education expenditure share of 
general expenditure, 1962 

0.496 0.087 0.215 0.786 314 

Log of employment, 1960 11.171 1.108 8.204 15.123 314 

Real per capita money income 
(thousands of 1996 dollars), 1959 

7.966 1.511 4.042 12.662 314 

Percent of population 25 years of 
age and older with 16 yrs of 
school or more, 1960 

0.081 0.030 0.035 0.218 314 

Unemployment rate, 1960 0.052 0.016 0.016 0.111 314 

Manufacturing share of 
employment, 1960 

0.238 0.119 0.042 0.537 314 
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generally insignificant. The share of spending devoted to education was not 
found to have a significant association with either measure of economic 
growth. As Tables 3 and 4 indicate, metro areas with higher initial per capita 
income saw slower income growth. A one standard deviation increase in 
(thousands of real dollars of) initial per capita income (1.511) was associated 
with a decline in the 1959-89 real per capita income growth rate of from 22.4 
to 31.4 percentage points. These results provide evidence of convergence of 
metro area incomes, supporting the findings of Crihfield and Panggabean 
(1995) and others. Initial income had no significant relationship with 
subsequent employment growth.  

Metro areas with higher initial levels of human capital (measured by the 
percent of population 25 years of age and older that completed 16 or more 
years of school) saw faster growth of employment. A one standard deviation 
increase in the initial level of human capital (0.0297) was associated with an 
increase in the 1960-90 employment growth rate of from 7.2 to 7.6 
percentage points. Human capital had no significant relationship with income 
growth.  

Higher initial unemployment rates had a significant negative association 
with the growth of both employment and income, indicating that areas with 
weak economies in 1960 tended to have sluggish growth over the next three 
decades. A one standard deviation increase in the initial unemployment rate 
(0.0157) was associated with a decline in the 1960-90 employment growth 
rate of from 5.1 to 7.2 percentage points and a decline in the 1959-89 real 
per capita income growth rate of from 3.7 to 4.1 percentage points. 

Metro areas where the manufacturing industry initially accounted for a 
larger share of employment saw slower growth of employment. This was as 
expected since the manufacturing industry was in decline over the 1960-90 
time period being examined. A one standard deviation increase in the initial 
manufacturing share (0.119) was associated with a decline in the 1960-90 
employment growth rate of from 5.9 to 7.3 percentage points. 
Manufacturing share had no significant relationship with income growth. 

4. Conclusion 
The recent international trend towards decentralization of government 

has increased the importance of local governments. Using a new larger data 
set, this paper examined the factors associated with economic growth at the 
level of the local economy (metropolitan area). Local government spending 
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was generally found to have no significant relationship with local economic 
growth. When local government investment (measured by capital outlay) was 
subtracted, local government consumption (general expenditure minus 
capital outlay) was found to have an even weaker (in some cases negative) and 
less significant association with growth. In contrast, local government 
investment and the percent of spending devoted to highways were both 
found to have a significant positive relationship with both employment and 
income growth. These findings have clear implications for the policy choices 
of local governments. Other findings supported previous research: economic 
growth was found to be positively related with human capital and negatively 
related with the unemployment rate, the manufacturing share of 
employment, and per capita income (providing evidence of convergence).  

Appendix: Data Description 
The data set includes all 314 U.S. metropolitan areas for which 

comparable historical data were available. The data are from U.S. Census 
Bureau sources.5 To provide a consistent unit of analysis, all metro area data 
are for the area as defined in 1999.6 Since official metro area boundaries 
often expand over time, this required collecting additional data for counties 
that have been added to individual metro areas over time and recalculating 
the earlier metro area totals. In addition, for areas that were first officially 
recognized as metro areas sometime after 1960, calculating the metro area 
totals required collecting data for each component county in those areas. 
(Summary statistics are contained in Table 5.)  

The 314 metropolitan areas consist of 255 MSAs (metropolitan 
statistical areas) and 59 PMSAs (primary metropolitan statistical areas), as 
defined in 1999. PMSAs are the component areas within CMSAs 
(consolidated metropolitan statistical areas). For example, San Francisco, 
Oakland, and San Jose are three of the six PMSAs within the San Francisco-
Oakland-San Jose CMSA. Since CMSAs are fundamentally different from 
the standard MSAs and PMSAs, they are not considered separately herein. 
Only their component PMSAs are included.  

                                 
5 Those specific sources were: various volumes of the County and City Data Book 

(1962, 1967, and 1994), the 1960 Census of Population’s Characteristics of Population, and 
the 1962 Census of Governments, and the Census Bureau’s website (www.census.gov). 

6 U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Statistical Policy Office, “Metropolitan Areas 
1999: Lists I-IV,” Attachments to OMB Bulletin No.99-04, June 30, 1999. 
[http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/inforeg/msa-bull99-04.html] 
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In the six New England states, the metropolitan areas are defined in terms of 
cities and towns rather than counties. As a result, comparable historical data 
are often unavailable for those areas. For that reason, the OMB provides 
alternative county-based definitions known as NECMAs (New England 
county metropolitan areas). Those NECMA definitions were used for ten of 
the MSAs and one of the PMSAs examined in this paper. The latter refers to 
the New Haven-Bridgeport-Stamford-Waterbury-Danbury, CT NECMA, 
which replaces the five PMSAs contained in the Connecticut portion of the 
New York CMSA. Unfortunately, the OMB does not provide NECMA 
definitions for the ten component PMSAs within the Boston-Worcester-
Lawrence-Lowell-Brockton CMSA, thus historical data for those areas was 
not available. Two other MSAs, Albuquerque, NM and Yuma, AZ, were 
excluded because comparable historical data for those areas as currently 
defined were unavailable due to changes in county boundaries. Anchorage, 
AK was excluded for similar reasons. However, with the exception of these 13 
areas for which historical data were unavailable, every other metro area is 
included in the analysis. This new, expanded data set contrasts with those 
used in previous work, which typically consisted of a sub-sample of the largest 
metro areas. 
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