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MATURE MARKETS-ELDERLY GROWTH PATTERNS IN US COUNTIES

The explosion of the elderly population has added a new dimension to demographic

change in all parts of the country. Due to increased longevity and the graduation of large birth

cohorts into e1derhood, most communities witnessed an increase in their senior populations over

the past two decades. The 1990 census enumerated 31.1 million people, aged 65 and older--a

22% increase since 1980. Pervasive senior growth presents new opportunities for marketing

elderly-oriented products and services. However, an effective strategy requires paying heed to

the diverse ·elderly markets· that are emerging. This diversity is strongly linked to geographic

distribution patterns that are associated with the new senior growth. These patterns can be seen

in a detailed analysis of 1990 census materials.

As shown in Map 1, there are wide variations in recent elderly growth across the nation's

3141 counties. The fastest growing elderly counties are clustered around the coastal regions

along with the Southwest and Mountain West These include economically prosperous areas as

well as those that hold strong amenity attractions for seniors. In contrast, a broad swath of

counties in the nation's heartland-including the rust belt, farm belt, and oil patch states-­

witnessed slow gains or even declines in their elderly populations over the 1980s. As with their

working-aged populations, these areas' economic performances did little to help them retain or

attract elderly populations.

Areas with fast-growing senior populations are excellent targets for a focus on the more

well-off -youthful· elderly. Many of these are retirement areas that attract long-distance elderly

migrants. Although elder1y migration rates are not high, these moves tend to. direct large

numbers of retirees to distinct destinations. Long-distance retirement moves have been

increasing and are especially popular among ·sixty-something- couples who have both the

financial resources and wander1ust to relocate during their early elder1y years. Therefore, areas
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that attract large numbers of them can boast a concentration of active consumer-oriented seniors

who are financially better off than their nonmobile and older counterparts.

Other fast-growing senior counties increased their numbers of young, prosperous elders

through -graduation. - Often located in affluent suburbs, smaller metropolitan areas or exurbsn

territory, these counties have built up sizable working-aged populations in recent decades who

have now begun to graduate into seniorhood. As with the migrant elderly, these -graduates- tend

to have better than average incomes, live with a spouse, and look forward to an active recreation­

oriented post-retirement period.

The counties listed in Table 1 have grown the fastest in their elderly populations during

the 1980-90 decade (among counties with a minimum of 10,000 people). They typify the fast­

growing elderly markets in several respects. Many are located in traditional retirement

community areas in the states of Rorida and Arizona--and in other, more recent retirement

magnets, in the South Atlantic coastal states and the Mountain West. Some of these counties lie

within heavily senior-oriented metropolitan areas. Examples are Hernando County (inside the

Tampa-St. Petersburg, Clearwater MSA), the counties of St. Lucie, Collier, and Marion

(comprising the Fort Pierce, Naples, and Ocala MSA's respectively). Other counties lie adjacent

to retirement magnet metros (like Flagler County adjacent to Daytona Beach, MSA; and Indian

River County adjacent to Fort Pierce, MSA). Still other counties are located away from

metropolitan areas but have strong scenic or amenity attractions (Summit County in Colorado,

Beaufort County, South Carolina).

Yet most of the counties with ~xceptionally large elderly growth (greater than 50%) are

not traditional retirement counties or recreational centers. The strong elderly growth occurred via

the -graduation- mechanism discussed above. Many graduating seniors were in-migrants during

their working-aged years and hence selective on -good- demographics. These areas are

disproportionately located in the states of Nevada, Alaska, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah,

Califomia, and Texas although other Pacific and Mountain West states are represented. These
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counties are located within small metropolitan areas, the suburbs of larger metropolitan areas,

and in exurban territory adjacent to metropolitan areas. In addition, growing, suburban counties

in all parts of the country can be found on the ·senior magner list. These include Fayette and

Gwinnett Counties in suburban Atlanta, several counties in suburban Washington, DC, Howard

County in suburban Baltimore as well as several not shown on Table 1 (for example, St Charles

County in suburban St Louis, Anoka County in suburban Minneapolis-St. Paul, Macomb County

. in suburban Detroit, and Bucks County in suburban Philadelphia).

As an alternative strategy from targeting the senior population, it might be tempting to

focus on counties with large shares (percentages) of the population, aged 65 and older.

However, this strategy would merge together elders with different demographic characteristics. A

glance at Map 2 suggests why. Counties with large shares of the 65-plus population can be

found in the retirement communities of Rorida and Arizona that attract large numbers of elderly

in-migrants-as well as counties in the nation's mid-section that have registered only small gains

or losses of their elderly populations. The latter counties have high elderly shares because they

have lost even greater numbers of their working-aged populations. The elderly who remain in

these areas tend to be older, less affluent, and more dependent than those discussed above.

A better strategy for targeting shares of elderly might focus on the separate age

categories: 65-74, and 75 and older. This is because the social and demographic characteristics

associated with each category are quite different About 18 million Americans lie in the former,

younger elderly age group. Most of them live in married-couple households in comparison with

the older group, are in good health and generally better off financially. -They are a prime target for

consumer goods and services associated with avocations, recreation and travel. The latter,

older-aged category is more beset with health problems. Because women survive longer than

men, they make up a larger share of this group and tend to live alone, with relatives, or in

institutions. This group is more apt to be interested in health care services.

, .
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Not only do the younger -yuppie- eldeny differ from the post-75 group on key

demographic characteristics, but they also differ in geographic location. This is demonstrated in

Tables 2 and 3 which display counties with the highest shares of each group. Areas with high

young elderly shares tend to be the kinds of counties that have grown recently in their e1deny

populations (discussed above). This is because long-distance migrants and recent eldeny

-graduates- contribute to this segment of the eldeny population. Therefore, the familiar list of

. retirement centers and fast-growing eldeny places show a strong concentration of the -yuppie­

elderly population.

In contrast, counties with large shares of the older eldeny population tend to be areas

that have experienced sharp nonelderly declines and even slow recent growth in their younger

elderly populations. They tend to be located in parts of the country that have shown sustained

economic declines and are more likely to be located outside of metropolitan areas. Exceptions to

this generalization are a few traditional retirement centers that attracted these now older eldeny

populations during their younger post-retirement years. These areas (such as the Rorida

counties of Sarasota, Pasco, and Pinellas) continue to show high concentrations of both young

and old eldeny groups.

Although the majority of U.S. counties increased their elderly populations over the 1980­

90 decade, this is not the case with all. Broad stretches of territory in the nation's farm belt, oil

patch, and industrial heartland experienced pOpulation declines during the 1970s and 80s among

the working aged population--thus reducing the pool of potential -graduates- into the eldeny

years. In many of these areas large numbers of -younger eldeny- retirees have also relocated to

sunnier, more amenity-laden environments.

Table 4 displays those counties (with populations greater than 10,000) that suffered

greatest elderly losses over the 1980s. The greatest declines are shown, particulany, in

nonmetropolitan counties in several southeastern and southwestern states. Also included in this

group are counties that encompass the central cities in some of our largest metropolitan areas--

, .
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including St Louis City, Bronx, New York and (not shown in Table 4) Manhatten, New York as

well as the counties including Boston, Massachusetts, New Orleans, Louisiana, Newark, New

Jersey. These counties, like many rural areas with deteriorating economies, have lost large

numbers of middle-aged popUlations in recent decades. All of these counties are losing elderly

populations. The parallel losses of nonelderly population leave them with high elderly population

shares. However, the residual elderly populations in these places tend to be older seniors with

.the ·Iess select,· demographic characteristics associated with this age bracket

Counties with declining elderly populations will become less rare as the 1990s decade

wears on. This is because the tiny birth cohorts of the Depression are poised to enter their

sixties--drastically shrinking the sizes of new ·graduation classes· into seniorhood. This means

that the current, large lucrative of ·yuppie elderly· will also begin to shrink as these now, younger

seniors progress into their less consumer-oriented ·seventy-something,· ·eighty-something·

years. However, because long-distance migration tends to diminish during these years, savvy

marketers will be able to target new products to these seniors in their current locations, as they

continue to age-in-place.
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TABLE 11 COUNTIES RANKED BY CROWTH IN 65+ POPULATlON,1980-90

RANK

Ores.ICOUNTY ABMSANAME
1

211.7 FleO_ FL
2

1".1 tt.rn.ndo FLTAMPA-ST.PETERSBURO.ct.E
3

111 •• Nye NV
• 151.5 F.yen. OAATlANTA, OA MSA

5
155.' M.t.nu.b·Su.'tn. AK

•
14S.'8ummR CO

7
143.7 Ken.1 Pwtlneul. AK

• 13 •• ' Anchor.a- AKANCHORAGE,AK MSA(Ancho•
131.0 Loe Alemo. •••SANTAFE, NMMSA

10
127.0 W•••• lnoton ur

11
125.5 Moh.". AI

12
121.2 Clift NVLAS VEOAS, NYMSA (Clertc

13
11'.3 Dougl•• NV

U 115.7 Dougl•• COo.nvar, CO PMSA
15

113.1 a. Lucie FLFORTPIERCE,FLMSA
11

111.0 Coller FLNAPLES, FL MSA (CollIer)
17

10'.0 011.100•• FLFORTWALTONBEACH,FLMS
11

10'.7 Merion FLOCALA, FL MSA (M.rlon)
11

101.' Indlen River FL
20

101.1 8Mufort 8C
21

100 •• PItkin CO
22

".1 F.Irb.nlle North St.rAK
23

".1 OIleechobM FL
24

IS.' OwInnett OAATlANTA, GA MSA
2S

•••• Vlrglnl. B•• ch cityVANORFOLK·VIlOINIABEACH-N
21

•••• Brvnawl •• He
-

27
•••• F.1rfu VAWASHINOTON,oc.Mo.VA MSA

21
".3 Anp.hoe CODenver, CO PMSAU ' •• 0 Harry 8C

30
13.' Lyon NV

31
12.0 V.v •• 1 AI

32
'1.5 CoIumbl. OAAUGUSTA,OA-8C MSA

33
.1.S""erd FLMELBOURNE·TmJSVl.LE.fIAL

34
'1.1 ChMterfleId VARICHMOtIDoPETER VAU '0.5 SMt. Ro•• FLPENSACOLA,FL MSA

31
.1.1 Cller10tte FL

37
17.5 H__ d II)BALTlMORE,MOMSA

31
•••• 8endovel •••

31
".5 CIIrv. FL

40
13.' a. John. FLJACKSONVILLE,FL MSA

.1
13.1 Hood 1X

U 12.1 Hlghlend. FL
U 12.3 Cereon CIty NV
••

12.2 CIey FLJACKSONVILLE,FL MSAU
10.' ••• FLFORTMYEflS.CAPECORAl.,F

••
10.' Nnad. CA

47
77.' Devt. urSALTLAKEcnv.ooDEN, ur

41
77.5 PrInce wnn.m VAWASHINOTON,oc.Mo.VA MSA

••
7'.'~ AK

SO
7'.' Mertln FLFORTPIERCE.FL MSA
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TABLE 2: COUNTIES RANKED BY SHARE ACED 65-'''1990

RANK

VALUEICOUNTY AIMSANAME

1

21.1 Hemlllldo FLTAMPA-ST. PETl:RSBURG.cLE

2

20.11 Ch8llotte FL
9

20.8 Highland. FL
4

111.8 CIlrue FL
5

111.5 Llano TX
8

111.1 FlIolller FL
7

18.11 Paeco FLTAMPA-ST. PET1:RSBURO.cLE

8

17.11 _MOt. FLSARASOTA, FL MSA (S ••• o
II

17.1 •.•dlan River FL
10

18.7 Mart •.• FL•FORT PIERCE, FL MSA
11

18.5 Butw Aft
12

18.2 LaD FL
19

18.1 R_on ••
14

15.7 CUrry CR
15

15.8 M__ FLBRADENTON, FL MSA (Manat
18

15.8 Nort1Iumbart.nd VA

17
15.5811., Aft

18
15.9 ••• FLFORT MYERS.cAPE CORAL, F

III
15.2 Yavapai AZ

20

15.1 Villi Buren Aft
21

14.11 Iron ••
22

14.8~ VA

23
14.8 lumter FL

24

14.4 Marton FLOCALA, FL MSA (M.lon)
25

14.4 Alcon • ••
28

14.4 COI••••. FLNAPLES, FL MSA (Collier)
27

14.911.d Aft
28

14.2 Mohave AZ
211

19.11 AIIIl•.• UN
90

19.11 •••••• CA
91

U.8~ TX
92

19.8 San Juan WA
99

19.7 It. lucia FLFORT PIERCE, FL MSA
94

19.7 Polk NC-
95

19.8 VI'" WI
98

19.8 .wr.reon WA
97

19.5 Santon 110
sa

19.5 PIneII_ FLTAMPA-ST. PETERSBURO.cLE

Sll
19.5 Palm Be.ch FLWEST PALM BEACH-BOCA RAT

40
19.5 Marton Aft

41
19.9 Vo ••• l. FLDAYTONA BEACH, FL MSA (V

42

19.9 II-. NC
4S

19.9 01 ••••• TX
44

19.2 StoM 110
45

19.0 TIII_ooIl CR

48

19.0 M•••••• OK

47

12.11 OarIllIId Aft
48

12.11 TrInity TX
411

12.11 Macon NC-li 12.11 Pacllc WA

".
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TABLE 3: COUNTIES RANKED BY SHARE AGED 75+,1990

RANK

VALUEICClUNIY ABMSANAME
1

14.5 l.IIlIlo 1)(
2

14.2 •• MOta A-SARASOTA,A. MSA (S__
3

13.8 Cloud ICS
4

13.4 PII_ FLTAMPA..sT.PET1:RSBUAO..a.E
5

12.11Hlghlande FL
8

12.11Cherlolte FL
7

12.7Buter Nt
•

12.5 PInelI•• A-TAMPA..sT.PEnRSBURO..a.E
II

12.5 Mene_ A.BRADENTON,A. MSA(Millet
10

12.3 Monona IA
11

12.2 Marlon ICS
12

12.2 Marahen ICS
13

12.1 "on ••
14

12.1 Boa••• 1)(
15

12.1 Comlllcha 1)(
18

12.0 KIowa O!(

17
11 .• Linn 110

11
11 .• Cottonwood UN

111
11.8 Sharp Nt

20
11.8 Montgomery IA

21
11.8ar- IA

22
11.811_d Nt

23
11.8 HullhM O!(

24
11 .8 Calhoun IA

25
11.5 Cad_ 110

28
11.5 CIIrua A.

27
11.1 u- 1)(

28
11.4 Brown ICS

211
11.4 FayaI1a 1)(

30
11.3 Cua1« fE

31
11.3 Lab A-

32
11.2 Oolllbic ••

33
11.2 Mitchell IA

34
11.1 lMeMW VA

31
11 .1 0111.., •• 1)(

38
11 .1 Grundy 110

37
11.0 Faribault UN -

31
11 .0 Eaetland 1)(

311
11.0 Sac IA

40
10.11Saline fE

41
10.11Polk Ne

42
10.11Kerr 1)(

43
10.11Yallaw Medicine UN

U
10.11PIIIm Beech A-WEST PALMBEACH-BOCARAT

41
10 .• 8w1ft UN

48
10 .• Lawrance L

47
10 .• c-I 110

48
10 .• WIleen ICS

4lI
10 .• Martin A.•FORTPIERCE,FL MSA

50
10.7 Red River 1)(
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TAILIi4I COUNTIliS RANKIiD BY PCNT DIiCUNIi, 65+ POPULATION,1'80-90

RANK

VALUEICOUNTY AIMSANAME
1

.24.7 M.dleon LA
2

.17.4 81.Louie elly Me)ST. LOUIS, Mo.JL USA
3

.15.2 F•••• 1)[
4

.15.2 Humplnp IB
II

.14.0 Alexlllder L
8

.12.4 •• ., AR
7

.11.5 Pwry AL
a

.11.4 ClIiIborn. IB
II

.11.2 ar- AL
10

.11.1 us.•• LA
11

.10.4 KIowa OK
12

.10.3~ 1)[
13

.10.2 Leo AR
14

.10.2 ....". ••• d AR
111

·11.' Monroe AR
18

·11.5Ble. OK
17

·'.5 Newld. AR
18

·'.5 Ho",," IB
111

·'.4 Philip. AR
20

·'.1 UIMet_ 1)[
21

•••• Mon'lIom.., IB
22

•••• Lhcoh 'AR
23

·'.3 T.n.""e"le IB
24

".1 Qullmlll IB
211

·'.1 DMIl. AR
211

·'.1 TIIhIen OK
27

.7.' CIlIoo' AR
28

.7.5 Rlte"le WV
21

·7.5 Ch", OK
30

·7.4 EHt F•••••• LA
31

.7.3 Branx NY•••• Yortl, NYPMSA
32

·7.3 WIIMn ICB

33
·7.2~. WV

34
.7.1 ••••• Me)

3S
.7.' ar- ICB

38
·7.0 RobortHn 1)[

37
•••• KMInlIc IA

38
•••• CoIlIlom. IB

311
·'.7 Young 1)[

40
·'.7 NoxubM IB

41
•••• NlIble OK

42
·'.4 Frrilln LA

43
.'.4 Franklin ICB

44
·'.3 N.'e"ltoc •••• LA

411
.'.3 De Soto LA

48
·'.1 Ee••••• d 1)[

47
·'.0 Bollv. IB

48
·'.0 Rod RInf 1)[

41
·5.' Lhn Me)

110
.5.7 ftwnlecot Me)
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MAP 1: PERCENT CHANGE IN 65+ POPULATION, 1980-90

Key:
County Quartiles

_ 'lOP QUARTILE

III 2ND QUARTILE

III 3RD QUARTILEo BOTTOM QUARTILE
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MAP 2: PERCENT AGE 65+ IN 1990

Key:

County Quartiles

,III TOP QUARTILE

~ 2ND QUARTILE

II' 3RD QUARTILE

r:J BOT~OM QUARTILE


