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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

State employment security agencies use Bureau of Employment Security
procedures to make estimates of area unemployment. At the local labor
market area level these estimates are converted into unemployment per=-
centages to become the basis for area participation in certain federal
programs. Indicative of their importance is just one program for which

specific unemployment rate levels are used to determine area eligibility,
the Area Redevelopment Act;l it

...makes available to urban and rural areas with high un-
employment a range of special Federal assistance; Loans to
create new private enterprise and expansion of existing
firms in such areas, financial aid for public facility ime
provements that will increase industrial or commercial em=
ployment, and technical aid tc help develop new products,
markets, and resources, and new uses of old resources.

As of October 1, 1963, the area redevelopment administrator had used

total unemployment rates as all or part of the basis for designating 633
3,4

of the nation's 1,070 redevelopment areas. In Oklahoma, they provided

lirea Redevelopment Act, Public Law 87=27. Passed May 1, 1961, by
the 87th Congress, lst Session. See Chapter II for its provisions.

2John Fitzgerald Kennedy, "Manpower Report of the President," Man-

power Report of the President and a Report on Manpower Requirements, Re=
sources, Utilization, and Training by the United States Department of
Labor (Washington, 1963), p. Xvii.

3§nggggx List of Redevelopment Areas and Eligible Areas: Public Works
Acceleration Act, October 1, 1963, U.S. Department of Commerce Area Desig-

nation Status Report No. 10 (Washington, 1963), pp. 6=56.

AUntil November 1, 1963, the small areas with labor forces under
15,000 could be designated based on current total unemployment and the

1



the basis for designating 30 of the state's 33 redevelopment areas.” The
implications of such designations are substantial. By October 31, 1963,
1,148 projects valued at $206,085,000 had been approved for the nation,
and 59 worth $18,725,000 had been approved for Oklahoma.6

Furthermore, redevelopment areas are also automatically eligible to
participate in the Accelerated Public Works Program.? As of October 1,
1963, these areas had obtained the bulk of all projects authorized by
that program: nationally, redevelopment areas received 5,477 of the

8

nation's 6,611 projects,- in Oklahoma, 187 of 199.7

In view of the magnitude of the public grants and loans based on un=-
employment rates, the accuracy of the area unemployment estimates becomes
very important:

The size and complexity of the country's economy and the fact

that local area estimates are used in administering public

programs costing millions of dollars affirm the need of a

large-scale effort to develop reliable reporting of labor
market conditions in States and localities.lO

use of insured annual unemployment in lieu of total annual unemployment
rates for those years in which adequate data-inputs were not availaole
to make total estimates. This Department of Labor procedure was ended by
BES General Administration Letter 731 (Washington, October 16, 1963).
Also some areas were jointly eligible for reasons other than unemployment
submitted simultaneously by other agencies. As of October 1, 1963, two
of Oklahoma's 30 areas based on unemployment were jointly based on other
standards: Summary List of Redevelopment Areas, pp. 38=39.

5Summarz List of Redevelopment Areas, pp. 38=39.

6Area Redevelopment Administration Directory of Approved Projects as
of October 31, 1232 %Hhshington, 19335, Ps 3.

7§gggggx List of Redevelopment Areas, p. 4.

aI‘a.'ble 4, "Accelerated Public Works Projects Approved by Type of Area
as of October 1, 1963," Accelerated Public Works Program Directory of Ap-
proved Projects (Washington, 1963), p. 9.

91bid., pp. 103-107.

10president 's Committee to Appraise Employment and Unemployment Sta=
tistics, Measuring Employment and Unemployment (Washington, 1962), p. 24.




A search of the literature reveals the existence of concern about
the accuracy of the estimates. It also reveals that little has been done
to test their accuracy, less to identify the sources of any inaccuracy,
and nothing at all to find the effects of eliminating the possible sources
of any inaccuracies. This seems paradoxical when:

Data derived from an uncertain estimating procedure can prove

very expensive if, as a result of faults in the procedure,

decisions are made to allocate or to withhold Federal funds
on the basis of incorrect information.ll

Purpose of the Study

The present study will attempt to fill, in some measure, the gap left
by this lack of scrutiny. One part of the analysis will involve an attempt
to discover any indications that the area unemployment estimates are in=-
accurate. Another part will entail efforts to identify some of the
possible causes of any indications of inaccuracy. A third portion of the
study will cover the effects of using various procedures to eliminate the
indications of possible inaccuracies. A major hypothesis of this study
is that the introduction of these procedures will make such changes in
the totals and rates of area unemployment as to change the number of areas

which would be eligible for designation as redevelopment areas.
Methodology

First, the nature of the BES1? and Decennial Censusl3 estimates of

11pid., p. 19%4.

12§§§ is a term generally used in the literature to represent the
Bureau of Employment Security.

13Throughout this study the terms Decennial Census and Census will
refer to the Census of Population.




area unemployment will be examined. This examination is designed to es=-
tablish the extent to which definitional, methodological, and procedural
variations might explain differences between the two types of unemploy=-
ment estimates. Other methods of evaluating the BES estimates will also
be considered. Second, an empirical test will be made between April,
1960, BES unemployment estimates and 1960 Census estimates to determine
the actual level of any such differences in selected Oklahoma labor
markets.

Third, the study will attempt to identify and quantify the causes of
any such differences in the Oklahoma labor markets by (1) correlating the
degree of differences with various area characteristics; (2) examining
the nature of the data inputs used in the estimating process; and (3) re=-
computing the area estimates with alternative types of data inputs and
then rechecking the correlations and differences. Fourth, the study will
attempt to quantify other possible causes of the differences. The main
procedure here will be to set the BES estimating procedure and inputs in
equation form equal to Census unemployment and solve for the modifications
in various procedures or inputs which would be required to yield that
total.

Fifth, the modifications suggeste& by the causes identified above
will be incorporated into the BES unemployment estimating methodology and
applied to the 1958-1962 annual estimates of Oklahoma labor market areas
covered by this study. And finally, the effect of applying such method-
ological modifications on each labor market area's ability to quality for

designation as a redevelopment area will be examined.
Scope of the Study

Nineteen Oklahoma labor market areas, selected because of the



relatively large amount of pertinent data available for them, will be
analyzed in the present study. The areas range in labor force size from
229,500 to 1,860.14 They represent all sections of the state and range
from highly urban to highly rural. Two of the areas are standard metro=-
politah statistical areas; the rest are counties. Thirteen of the areas
had been designated redevelopment areas as of October 1, 1963.15

The study will be limited to the time period 1958 through 1962. This
time period encompasses the annual unemployment estimates and rates used
through 1963 to qualify areas as redevelopment areas as well as the esti=

mates of April, 1960, which will be compared to the 1960 Census estimates.
Plan of Presentation

Chapter II will provide an analytical background. It will examine
the construction and use of the unemployment estimates and rates as the
basis for designating labor market areas as redevelopment areas.

The third chapter will consider various possible tests of the accu=
racy of the BES area estimates of unemployment. Particular attention
will be paid in this chapter to the comparability of the BES and Decennial
Census unemployment estimates.

Actual comparisons between the Census and BES estimates for the
nineteen Oklahoma labor market areas will be made inm Chapter IV.

In Chapter V, attempts will be made to identify the BES procedures
causing the observed differences and the characteristics of the areas

where the differences are the greatest.

lhps of annual average, 1962, according to the Handbook of Labor
Force Data for Selected Areas of Oklahoma, 1950-1962 (Oklahoma City,
1963), pp. 8-89.

15§EEEE£I List of Redevelopment Areas, pp. 38=39.




Various procedures to eliminate all or part of the observed differ=
ences will be presented in Chapter VI. It will also consider the effects
of applying these procedures on area eligibility for designation as re;
development areas.

A summary and conclusions will be presented in the seventh chapter.



CHAPTER II
AREA UNEMPLOYMENT: ANALYTICAL BACKGROUND

Identification of areas eligible for designation as redevelopment
areas is based on unemployment rate levels set in Section 5a of the Area

Redevelopment Act and on certain other standards to be determined by the

1,2

area redevelopment administrator. Section 5a specifies that redevelop=-

ment areas shall be designated:

(1) where the Secretary of Labor finds that the rate of
unemployment, excluding unemployment due primarily to
temporary or seasonal factors, is currently 6 per centum
or more and has averaged at least 6 per centum for the
qualifying time periods specified in paragraphs (2); and

(2) where the Secretary of Labor finds that the annual
average rate of unemployment has been at least =

(A) 50 per centum above the national rate for three
of the preceding four calendar years, or

(B) 75 per centum above the national average for
two of the preceding three calendar years, or

(C) 100 per centum above the national average for
one of the preceding two calendar years.5

The following annual unemployment rates were used through 1963 for

1The other standards were initially published in the Federal Register,
XVI:cex (October 24, 1961), pp. 9935=9938, as Title 13, Chapter III;
Amendments were published in XXVII:ccix (November 27, 1962), p. 11635,
and XXVIII:iii (January 4, 1963), p. 2242, of the Federal Register.

2Summagx List of Redevelopment Areas, p. 2, lists the following
criteria for designatlon as of October 1, 1963: Areas of low income;
median family income (Population Census of 1960) is $1887 or less. Areas
of low farm income; median farm family income (Population Census of 1960)
is $1415 or less. Areas of low production farming; 60 percent or more of
commercial farms are "Class VI" (Census of Agriculture, 1959). Other
standards cover rural development counties, areas in states which would
otherwise not participate, and Indian reservations.

3Area Redevelopment Act, Section 5a, p. 2.



the purpose of determining area eligibility:

TABLE II=1

ANNUAL AVERAGE UNEMPLOYMENT RATES USED TO QUALIFY REDEVELOPMENT
AREAS

50 Percent 75 Percent 100 Percent

Calendar National Average Above Above Above
Year Unemployment Rate National National National
1958 6.5 10.2

1959 Beb 8.3 9.6

1960 5.6 8.4 9.8 11.2
1961 6.7 10.0 11.7 13.4
1962 5.6 8.4 9.8 11.2

Source: "Area Eligibility Report," U.S. Department of Commerce form ARA=-
47 (Washington, June 18, 1963), p. l.

Area Unemployment Rates

Each area's unemployment rate is the percent that the area's unem=
ployment is of the sum of the area's employment and unemployment. The
Department of Labor's Bureau of Employment Security and its affiliated
state employment security agencies assemble data and process them as
needed to compute the rates.h The procedures which these agencies use to

derive the rates are found in the BES handbooks Estimating UnemgloymantS

and Estimating Area Employment of Self-Employed, Unpaid Family and Private
Household Workers = Nonagricultural Total.® A condensed version of the

“Statistical Reporting Under the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961,
Attachment to BES General Administration Letter No. 650 (Washington,
August 28, 1962), p. 2.

>Estimating Unemployment, BES No. R-185 (Washington, April, 1961).

6Estimatigg Area Employment of Self-Employed, Unpaid Fami and
Private Household Workers - Nonagricultural Total, BES R-187 (Washington,

e

July, 1961); as revised: BES R-187 (R7/-b63) (Washington, August, 1963).



appropriate procedures from these publications is presented in Handbook
on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small 55325.7 This
handbook also contains a method for estimating area agricultural employ=
ment. The other publications do not discuss this item. A summary of the
procedures they describe follows.

Area Employment. == Employment is defined by the BES as

Persons...who work for pay or profit during a week or, as un=

paid family workers, work 15 hours or more a week. Also in=

cluded...are those who, although not workéng, had some job

attachment and were not looking for work.
Estimates of total area employment are constructed by adding together
covered employment and an estimate of noncovered employment. Covered
employment is the private wage and salary employment reported under the
state's unemployment insurance program. Noncovered employment refers to
individuals who are engaged in various types of employment not covered
by the state insurance program. It includes the wage and salary employe
ment of firms too small to be covered (3 employees or less), railroad
and government employment, employees of nonprofit organizations, agri=
cultural workers, domestics, the self-employed, and unpaid family workers.
Estimates of the size of each area's noncoversd employment are obtained
by totaling the amount of employment estimated for each of the above
components.

The components of the employment estimates are obtained by the BES

and its related state agencies in the following manner: Data on em-

ployment covered by state unemployment insurance programs are compiled

7Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, BES No. R=188 ZHhshington, May, 1960) .

BEstimat;gg Unemployment, p. 10.
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as a byeproduct of the employer reports required by the programs.9’10

Estimates of employment in firms too small to be covered by the unemploy-
ment insurance programs are obtained periodically as the sum of employ=
ment reported on old age and survivor insurance reports by firms with
three or fewer employees.ll This amount is reduced by an estimate of the
employment of the small firms which have voluntarily elected unemployment
insurance coverage under the state programs. Interim small firm employ=-
ment estimates are made by assuming that this component changes as covered
employment does.12

The BES procedures for estimating agricultural employment involve
extrapolating each area's 1950 Census of Population estimates of (1)
agricultural wage and salary employment and (2) agricultural self=-
employed and unpaid family workers. The following steps are involved in
the estimation process.13 First, the state 1950 Census of Population
estimates are divided by comparable items for April, 1950, from the 1954

Census of Agriculture. Second, each result is multiplied by an adjustment

9Employer reports are made quarterly. And there is a further time
lag before data are processed and available for use. Current estimates
are obtained by extrapoclating periodic benchmarks based on the reported
estimates by the results of a mail sample of employers.

OHandbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for
Small Areas, Pe 13, and Estimatigg nemploxgent, p. 23,

1lKandbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for
Small Areas, pp. 13-114, and Estimatig nemglomnt., Pe 2h.

12Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for
Small Areas, p. 16.

L1pid., pp. 22-26.
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factor supplied by the BES.lL The adjustment factors attribute "pro-
portionally to each State the adjustments needed in the State series
for the differences in the national totals of the AMS and HRLFo“ls’lé’l7
The results are called estimating factors. Third, these factors are
multiplied by the AMS state figures for each of the two types of agri-
cultural employment. Fourth, percentages are computed by dividing the
resulting figures by the state 1950 Census of Population estimates,
Fifth, these percentages are multiplied by each area's 1950 Census of
Population estimate to get estimates of its agricultural employment.
The BES presentation of this procedure is accompanied by the suggestion
that it "should not discourage any state agency from conducting surveys

for developing other methods for estimating agricultural employment."18’19

lhAcccrding to Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Infor-
mation for Small Areas, p. 26, the BES derives the factors by dividing
the ratios of the Agricultural Marketing Service to Monthly Report on the
Labor Force estimates by the ratios of the 1950 Census of Population to
the 1950 Census of Agriculture estimates.

LS Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, p. 23.

16pgricultural Marketing Service is generally referred to in the
literature as AMS,

17vRLF appears generally in the literature in reference to the
Monthly Report on the Labor Force. It is published by the Department of
Labor and contains data on national employment and unemployment.

1sHa.ndbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for
Small Areas, p. 22.

lgAccording to Mr. Wesley Wilson, research and planning division,
Oklahoma Employment Security Cemmission, the state of Oklahoma, at-
tempting to improve the accuracy of its estimates, has realistically dis=
carded this procedure in the face of apparent non«proportional changes
in the agricultural sectors of the state. Instead, agricultural estimates
are made of area residents by local representatives of the state employ=-
ment security commission based on their own observations, as affected by
local requests for agricultural employees and employment, and other such
data as are available.
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Area "3ll other" nonagriculbural employment is the sum of domestics,
nonagricultural self-employed, and nonagricultural unpaid family workersozo
Estimates of this item are cbtained by a procedure which uses each area's
1950 Census of Population estimate of total "all other” employmento21
First, each area's 1950 estimate is multiplied by 1.20.%° The resulting
figures are extrapolated by the changes in wage and salary employment
from March, 1950, to the desired time period. These figures are then
modified to allow for amy changes in this item's relationship with wage
and salary employment which may have occurred since the 1950 Census. The
factor used to modify them is obtained by dividing the March, 1950,

Current Population Survey relationship of "all other"™ employment to wage
and salary employment by the Current Population Survey relationship for
the desired time period. The final figure for the area is then divided
into domestics and nonagricultural selfesmployed and wnpaid family workers.
The division is accomplished by multiplying the final total by the percent

that each of these items iz of the area's total in the 1950 Gensus. This

breakout is necessary because the unemployment estimating procedure assigns

2Otandbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, pp. 19=21; Estlmathg Arsa Buployment of Selfaggglovedg Unpaid
Famllx, and Private Household Workers = Nong, rlcultuTQL Total, BES No.
R=187, pp. 3L, and as reviseds BES No. Re187 (R7=63), PPe 3=h.

‘lEstlmatggg Area Employment of Self-Fmployed, Unpaid Family, and
Private Household Wbrkers = N@ﬂagrlcnltural Total, BES No. R=187 (R;ZZ;,Q
is the August, 1963, revision of BES No. Ri87. It uses 1960 Census data
inputs while the other uses the 1950 (ensus data. Thers wsre no changes
in procedure., The discussion is presented im 1950 terms because the EES
estimates for 1958-1962 were generally based on the esarlier release.

22This is a BES correction factor which attempis to take into come
sideration the fact that the Current Population Survey estimate for this
sector was 20 percent higher than the 1950 Dzcennial Census estimate.
See Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, p. 21§ “and B Estlmatlgg Area Emnlqzment of Selfc@Lganpd Umpald
Family, and Private Household waxkers - EgaqulculturaW Total, BES Noo
R‘°187, Pe 56
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different rates to the two components.

Estimates of nonagricultural wage and salary employment for which
current area data are not available are taken frem the 1950 Census of
Population023 The employment of nenprofit institutions, governments and
railroads is involved.?* The use of this Census data is to occur "only
when more current basic information cannot be devel@pedo"25’26

Area Unemployment. == An area's unemployment estimate "is an un=

duplicated count of the unemployed residing in the areao"‘7 According

to the BES, it is:

23g§ndbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, p. li.

2hThe Census of Population data sources are listed in Handbook on
Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small Areas, p. ll.
All data are from Table 43, "Economic Characteristics of the Population,
by Sex, for Counties: 1950," U.S. Cemsus of Population: 1950, Vol. II,
Characteristics of the Population, Part 36, Oklahoma, pp. 91=100., Non=
profit employment is defined as the sum of the following items listed
under Industry Groups 100 percent of Educabional Services, private; 50
percent of Medical amnd Other Health Servicesj 50 percent of Other Preo-
fessional and Relsted Services., Government empleoyment is 100 percent of
the item Government Workers listed under Employment Status. Ralilreoad eme=
ployment is 100 percent of the item Ralircad and Railway Express Services
Under Industry Group.

25Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Informatien for Small
Areas, p. 18.

26The Oklahoma Employment Security Commission, according to Mr.
Wesley Wilson of its Research and Planning Division, derives more current
information by periodically sending an employment emumerator inte each
area. Interim estimates are obtained by having a portien of those
surveyed mail periodic reports of their employment totals. Each sector's
latest survey estimate is then assumed to move as the employment of the
mail respondents from that sector deces. Dabta neseded for the time periocds
prior to the earliest enumeration wers estimated on ©he basis of Lne
enumerators! initial investigation, the tremnds revealed by the mail
samples, and any other available data. The commission dees not have te
enumerate federal government employment as information is available as a
by=product of information reported by the Unemployment Compensation for
Federal Employees program (UCFE).

27Estimating Unemployment, p. ll.
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.ooa count of persons who for an entire week, did net work at

all, were able to work and available for work, and (1) were

looking for work, or {2) would have locked for work except

that (a) they were waiting to returm to a job from which they

had been laid off, or (b) they were waiting te report to a

new wage and salary job scheduled to start within the

following 30 days {and were mot in school during the week),

or (e¢) they believed no work was available in their line of

work or in the communityOZB
It is the sum of imsured unemployment, unemployment related to the insured
unemployment but not drawing benefits for one reason or another, unemploy-
ment related to noncovered employment, and new entrant and re-<entrant
unemployment.29

Estimates of each compoment are obtained in the following manner.
Insured unemployment is the number of claims paid to unemployed who used
to work at employment covered by state unemployment insurance programs.
The claims are filed by individuals who have been completely out of work
for the past week. Unemployment related o insured unemplecyment but not
drawing benefits is the sum of the unemployed whe have been working at
jobs covered by unemployment insurance but are disqualified from drawing
benefits because they engaged in activities such as leaving work volun=
tarily or being discharged for misconduct. It also includes an estimate
of the number of individuals who have exhausted their benefits or delayed
filing for their benefits, or never filed for them.

A constant percent of the disgualified individuals is assumed to be
unemployed. The size of the percentage depends on the length of the
period of disqualification specified by the state regulatioms governing
these items. Oklahoma's disgualification period 1s six weeks, and

R AR B KA

281pid., po 9.

-

9Handbook on Development of Basic Labor Market Informabion for
Small Areas, pp. 31=32; and Estimating Unemployment, pp. 27=31.
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therefore, 78 percent of those disqualified in the last six weeks may be

2 -
30,31,3 Alternately, a constant 80 percent of

assumed to be unemployed.
this group can be considered unemployed.33 According to the BES, these
percentages are derived from "field studies."4 No further details were
found in a search of the literature.

There are several procedures for estimating the number of unemployed
persons who have exhausted their benefits and can no longer file claims.
First, it can be the number of individuals who have completely used up
all their unemployment insurance benefits in the last three month3935
This assumes that in every area the number of individuals getting jobs
within the three months is exactly offset by those who remain unemployed
after that time period. Alternately, the BES allows the states to assume

that exhaustees will cease to be unemployed at the same rate as the in-

sured unemployed for the first month and at ome=half the rate after

that,36,37538

3OSection 215, '"Disquslification for Benefits," QOklahoma Employment
Security Act (Oklahoma City, 1962), pp. 4=5.

3lthe percent comes from Fstimating Unemployment, p. 41.

32This rate is used in Oklahoma, according to Mr. Wesley Wilson, ree
search and planning division, Oklahomz Employment Security Commission,

Small Areas, p. 3l.

34Est imating Unemployment, p. 40.

35Handbogk on Developuent of Baslc Labor Market Information for
Small Areas, p. 31l. ‘

36An exhaustee is a term commonly used in the literature to refer
to an individual who has exhausted his state wnemployment imsurance
benefits.

37Estimating Unemployment, p. 46.

38poth approaches are used in Oklahoma, according to HMr. Wesley
Wilson, research and planning divisien, Oklahema Employmemnt Security
Commission. The first one is used when lmmediate need exists to esti=
mate exhaustees and the data on them have neot beesn available for a
sufficient time to survive the remaining exhaustees from one month to
the next.
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Estimates of each area's delayed filers and never filers (D) are
based on a constant formula which relates this item to the number of
initial claims for unemployment insurance filed in an area (I), and "the
ratio of insured unempleyment less partials, plus unemployed exhaustees;

divided by the sum of these twe items plus covered employment™ (11)039"1+O

-0E25 2052 1
The formula is D=1 ( “éﬁﬁg = .35 ) = 34 ( jﬁé?z - .35).1+
Unless otherwise noted, the estimates of unemployment related to

employment not covered by state unempleyment insurance are made with the

2
formula U = Tgé? ¢ E}.l+ In this formula the unemployment related to

each type of noncovered employment (U) is equal to a fraction (w) of the
area's covered rate of unemployment (r) times the employment estimated
for each of the various types of employment not covered by the state un-
employment insurance program (E)QAB The values of w are constants
supplied by the BESQAA They wvary from one type of employment to the next:
The employses of small firms and railrcads are assumed to be unemplcyed

at the same rate as the coversed employees. Domestics are assumed to be

3%partials is a term generally used in the 1literature to refer to
individuals whe only file for partial unemployment benefits because they
have had some work during the past week.

AOHandbwog on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, p. 33.

4lmig,

AgEstimatigg Unemployment, p. 3C.

L3The covered rate is the percentage that insured and related un=
employment is of covered employment plus insured and related unemploy=
ment .

hhThese rates can be found in Estimabing Unemployment, p. 36, or in
Handbook on the Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small
Areas, pp. 31=32.
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unemployed at 3/4 the covered rate, and nonagricultural self-employed and
unpaid family workers at 1/5 the rate. The unemployment of agricultural
wage and salary workers is assumed to change from twice the covered rate
in December, January and February, to 1 1/2 the covered rate in March and
November, to the same rate in April through October. The area's agri-
cultural self-employed and unpaid family workers are assumed to have a
constant rate of 1/10 the covered employment rate. Government unemploye
ment is assumed to occur at a rate equal to 1/3 of the relationship of
covered unemployment to total co%ered labor forceoh5 The employees of
nonprofit institutions are given a constant rate of unemployment of .02
for every area.

Another source of unemployment is individuals entering or re-cntering
the labor force. The size of this group is "related to the size of the
labor force in the area, the level of unemployment {other than entrants),
and the time of the yearg"hé Unemployment estimstes for this component
are based on the eguation N = AL + Bw047 N is the unemployed entrants,

L the labor force {excluding entrant and re-entrant unemployed), and U an
estimate of the unemployed exclusive of entrants and re-entrants. The A
and B factors are constants provided by the BES.48 They are assumed to

be applicable to every area, whatever its characteristics; they have been

A5This constant comes from Handbook on DNewelorment of Basic Labor
Market Informabion for Smell Areas, p. 3l. An alternate approach presented
in Estimsting Unemployment, p. 36, invelves the use of the UCFE claims for
federal unemployment and either 3/L of the federal rate or 1/3 of the
covered rate for the state and local unemployment.

héEstimating Unemployment, p. 56.

bT7piq.

48Handb00k on Development of Basic Labor Market Informstion for Small
Areas, p. 36, and Estimating Unemployment, p. 57.
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"developed on the basis of analysis of published and unpubliished MRLF
data."™9 No description of the analysis was found in a search of the
literature.

The following formula depicts the basic April unemployment estimating
procedures. The BES assumes it will apply te every laber market area.

The variables are:

Ut = total unemployment
E4 = insured employment
Uc = covered unemployment

Enws = private wage and salary less nonprofit employment

E3 = domestics

Egy = nonagricultural self-employed and unpald family workers
Eg = government emplcyment

Eaws = agriculitural wage and salary employment

Baguy = agricultural self-employed and unpaid family workers
Enp = nonprofit employment

Et = total employment

o) () i) ()

Area Total Uy, = // T \
Unemployment -
1.0 = 1.0 { & +{3 1,00 = o75 <E o
(g5} il & i
o (22 )) o ) =
+ AN + . 5 g + ; 1+U dm
1,00 = .20 =t 1.00000=.3333 Jo 1.0 = 1.0
T Y AE, ) 1‘*’“5 T Elﬂfc
U
.10 ( - )@asu) N ( \> énws)
+ Eitllc - .02 <Enp)) F0b | B
- Uc . 1.0 - (.U
1.00 = .10 (Eiﬂlfc) 1.0 = 1.0 (»ﬁU(J

contimued on next page

49%stimating Unemploymsnt, pe 56.
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Annual estimates are made by changing the last two major components

from .06000 and .003 to .09583 and .00567. Also the April constant for

Fuws must change frem 1.00000 to 1.33333.

Labor Market Areas

The BES defines three types of labor market areas for which uneme

ployment estimates and rates are mades major, small and very small. The

major areas have a central city, or adjeining cities, with a population

of 50,000 eor more.5o Areas without a central city and not part of a

5 ,
° Defining Labor Market Areas, BES No. R=186 (Washington, March,

1960), p. 3.
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major labor market area can be either small or very small areasj they are
small if their work force5l gxceeds 15,000 and very small if it does not.
The geographic determination of the local labor market areas is based

on the procedures found in Defining Labor Market Areas.52 Determination

of area boundaries is primarily based on the degree of commuting from

53 Ideally, "all workers live in the

place of residence to place of work.
same geographic area in which they workm"Sh The BES has established
certain arbitrary levels of commuting. If these levels are exceeded, then
the geographic areas involved are brought together in one labor market to
internalize the places ef work and residence.

Major areas include the entire county which contains the central
city, plus other contiguous counties in which "15 percent of the workers
living in the county work in the ccunty or counties containing central
cities of the area or 25 percent of those working in the county live in
the county or counties containing central cities of the area@"55 Counties
are used as the smallest unit despite théir not providing the accuracy of
definition of finer geographic boundaries. The BES permits this bscause
"experience has shown that areas s¢ defined 4§éry accurateki? have a
limited value because much of the economic and other data used in labor

market analysis are available only on a county basiso"56

5lrotal number employed and unemployed in the areas,

527he distinction between small snd very small is not mads in the
BES handbook Defining Labor Markst Areas, which refers to both the latter
types of areas as smallj rather it 1s presented in 3batistical Reporting
Under the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961, p. 3.

53Defining Labor Market Areas; p. 2.

5hTbid., pe 3

55Ibid., p. 7.
56Ibid., po ho
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Nonemajor labor market areas do not have to be defined only cn a
county basis. They consist of a central community and any other minor
civil divisions?’ that meet the following criteria or lie between the
central community and those that dos (a) fifteen percent of the none
agricultural workers living in this teown work in the central community;
or (b) "25 percent of the nonagricultural workers employed in the adjacent
town live in the central community or are hired in the central communityo"58
Significantly, the BES notes that entire counties may be used for ease of
data preparation in cases where '"the proportion of the population in places
not integrated with the central é@mmunity is small and would affect in-
significantly the purposes for which the area is definedo"59960961

The BES provides two basic approaches for obtaining data on employ-
ment commutings the first involves sample surveys of empleoyers. The
second obtains the data by analyzing the uncsmployment insurance claimants.
The survey involves having employers of the central community or counties
report where their workers live .62 The number of workers working in a
given area while residing in a potentially imterrelated sub=area is then

divided by the total number of workers residing in the subesrea. The BES

suggests that the resident employment estimates needed for this form of

57Any minor civil divisions are defined as "towns"™ in the BES criteria.

SQngining Labor Market Areas; p. 9.

°91bid.

6OA search of the literature revsals that the BES neither specifies
what Psmall' is, nor defines "insignificantly.”

611 Oklahoma, all of the 35 small and very small labor market areas
for which the Oklahoma Employment Security Commission published anemploye
ment data through 1962 were counties: Handbook of Labor Forcs Data for
Selected Areas of Oklahoma, 1950-1962, pp. l=3.

62Defining Labor Market Arsas, p. ll.
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analysis can be obtained by extrapolating the latest Census nonagricultural
wage and salary employmsnt, excluding domsstics, to the present time period
by the changes in insured employment., Alternately it recommends making a
complete count of employees' place of residence by simultaneously surveying
employers inm all ar@asoéB

The claimant analysis invelves examination of the state unemployment
insurance claims filed in a given location to see how many claims have
been filed against employers not in that location. If fifteen percent or
more have been filed against employers in a specific cther location, the
first location is considered to be integrated with the second. The va=
lidity of these conclusions is kased on the assumption thalt "claimants are
usually required to file at loeal offices located in or near the place in

which they liveo“él+

6BIbido, ppo 27‘2280

6h1bid., p. 3l



CHAPTER III
TESTS OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATESs REVIEW AND APPRAISAL

The studies which have been made to determine the accuracy of the un=
employment estimates follow two basic patterns. One takes the form of a
comparison between the BES and Census estimates of area unemploym.entol
The other sums area unemployment estimates and rates and compares them to
national estimates and rates. No other tests were discovered in a search
of the literature, although other tests have been suggested by various

authors.
Earlier Tests

One test conducted by the Bureau of Employment Security compares
April, 1950, BES unemployment rates to the 1950 ({ensus unemploymeni rates

2 "Tn all cases

of the sixteen largest labor market areas in the country.
except one the BES rate was higher than the Census rate."3 The BES con=
siders this to be a significant indication of the accuracy of its ares

estimates in view of the undercount of the unemployed thought to have

taken place in the 1950 Census of Population enumeration:

1The Census unemployment figures are egtimates rather than complete
counts. They are based on a 20 psrcent sample of the Cemsus enumeration
in 1950 and a 25 percent sample in 1960,

2Louis Levine lists the areas for which estimates were compiled in
"Unemployment by Locality and Industry," The Measurement and Behavior of
Unemployuent, a Conference (Princeton, 1957), po 3bhi.

3Estimating Unemployment, po 20.
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The fact that the BES rates are, in most instances, higher

than the Census rate may be taken as an indication of the

reasonableness of the BES estimates....lt is plausible to

assume that there was some degree of underreporting of the

unemployed in most areas and, therefore, the 'true figures!

for these areas would be higher than the Census count.
The BES also finds it indicative of its estimates' accuracy that "when
data for these 16 areas are aggregated, the resulting BES unemployment
rate is higher than the Cemsus rate for this group by about 25 percent,
or the estimated understatement in the Census national unemployment esti-
mate."5

According to the BES, another indication that its estimates are
satisfactory can be obtained by proportionally expanding the employment
and unemployment estimates for all major areas to the national level of
employment and having "the resulting unemployment figures close to the
MRLF estimates,"®

Substantial underenumeration of the (Census unemployed did mot occur
in the 1960 Census. The Current Population Survey estimate of national
unemployment exceeds the Census of Population by only 4.2 percenta7 This
difference is in the direction expected as a result of differences of
definibion.8 Thus, the basic reason why the BES rejects the use of Census
data to conclusively evaluate the BES estimates disappears.

R AR A T ISR

4Tbid., p. 21. /The BES should have cited Lewvine, p. 345, as its
source for this specific statementj

5Ibid., p. 20.
6

Ibid. OSee also Levine, p. 345, for a related discussion.

Tealculated from data in Table 4, "Comparison of Employment Status,
by Sex, for the Census and April Current Population Surveys 1960 and
1950," U.S, Census of Fopulationg 1960. Employment Stabus and Work Exe
perience. Final Report PC (2)=6A; p. x.

83ee page 30 of this chapter.
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Ancther test involving the comparison of area Census and BES uneme
ployment estimates, this one using 1960 Census data, has been made by
Joseph Ullman.?»1® It is the most complete test that could be located in
a search of the literature. In it, Ullman compares Census and BES unem=
ployment estimates for 44 states and 183 standard metropolitan statistie
cal areas,ll’lz First, he computes a percent of difference for each
state and SMSA by subtracting the BES estimates from the Census figures

13 He then

and taking the difference as a percentage of the BES estimates.
computes the mean and standard deviation of the percemtage rates. The
mean state rate is <=2.4 percent, and the mean SMSA rate is =4.l per=

cent.l4s15 Thus, according to Ullman, not only are the April, 1960, area

9Joseph Ullman, "How Accurate Are Estimates of State and Local Unem=
ployment?" Industrial and Labor Relations Review, XVI (April, 1963), pp.
L3L=452.

10the BES, prior to the arrival of the 1960 Census of Population, had
suggested the desirability of this form of test: YGComparisoms of the un=
employment estimates for states and areas with 1960 Census of Population
data would also be useful in evaluating the unemployment estimating pro-
cedure': Estimating Unemployment, p. 22.

1lThe term standard metropolitan statistical area is often presented
in the literature in abbreviated form as SM3A.

lZUllman lists only 181 SMSA's, though his mean iz based on 183, He
has either miscounted or is the victim of a publishing error (though wno
note of publishing error correction was found in subsequent issuss of the
Industrial and Labor Relations Review). In any case, SMSA's listed om
page 450 as the sevemth and eighth groups of SMSA's each show only
four SMSA's, while all others are in groups of five except the last cus
of three.

lBIf he has been published correctly, he has computed the percentage
difference of one of the SMSA's incorrectly: his Jazksonville computation
should be +38.0 percent rather than +13.0 percent. HNo note of publicatisn
error or correction was found in subsedquent issues of the Industrial and
Labor Relations Review.

Liyliman, p. 439.

lsRecomputing his mean with 181 SMSA's and the corrected Jacksonvilie
percent of difference yields a msan of =L.2 percent.
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estimates only slightly higher than the Census estimates, but on a nation-
al basis w@ﬁld be very close to the Current Pepulation Survey estimates
which are also slightly higher than the Census figures in April, 1960.16’17

The validity of a collective total of BES area estimates or rates is
presented by the Bureau of Employment Security as am indication of the
reasonableness of individual area estimates. The results of aggregating
the estimates which Mr. Ullman uses in his analysis would appear to sube
stantiate those findings. Nevertheless,; and most significantly, Mr.
Ullman also finds extremely wide wariations in the BES estimates' re=
lationship with the Census estimates from area to area. Arraying the
percentages, he finds a range of =33.8 to +56.7 percent and a standard
deviation of 18.6 percent for the states. For SMSA's, he finds a range
of =53.3 to +88.8 percent, with a standard deviaticn of 24.7 percent.lB’19
According to Mr. Ullman's description of his basiec findings,

The Bureau of Employment Security and Decennial Census

estimates of state and lecal unemployment in April, 1940,

were often far apart, in spite of the fact that their

respective estimates of total umemployment in the United

States were in close agreement .20
Ullman feels that the differences he has found petween the Census and BES

estimates of area unemployment are so great as to be wvirtually inexplica-

ble by minor variations of definition, time or administration. His

16y11man, p. 436.

77he Current Population Survey was 4.2 psrcemt higher. See page Zb
of this chapter.

18Ullman, p. 439.
lgGorrecting for Ullman's inaccarate addition e¢f the number.of SMSA's
and computation of SMSA percentages of differsnce yields a standard de-

viation of 24.9 percent for SMSA's.

20y11man, p. 434.
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finding of a Ycomsiderable divergence"gl between the estimates and his
acceptance of the Census estimates as a norm by which to evaluate the BES
estimates cause him to question the "adequacy of these estimates for

22 He also notes that the

purposes of resting policy decisions on them."
‘differences are particularly large in scme areas and that, as a minimal
result, at least "some of the BES state and local estimates should be

treated with skepticism."<3
A Suggested Test

Another test of the accuracy of the estimates has béen suggested by
various authors. Thess writers have described the advantages and uses of
some form of a labeor force survey at the area level. The President's
Committee to Appraise Employment and Unemployment Statistics, for example,
advocates "special surveys Z;ha£7 are most likely to produce relationships
useful in checking...the estimating metheds now in use."zh This attitude
toward the desirability of testing and the recommended test closely
follows several other earlier comments such as that of Herbert 3. Parnes,
of Ohio State University. He suggests that "estimates of total unemploy-
ment on a local area basis need to be checked by periodic labor force
surveys."25 If the BES estimates are comparable to the survey resulbs,

Parnes would allow the surveys to be discontimwed. Neverthelesss

e

2L1pid,

221pid.,
231bid,

2L"'I"he Prasident's Committee to Approise Employmsnt snd Urnemployment
Statistics, p. 195,

25Herbert S. Parnes, "Unsmployment Data from the Employment Security
Program," The Measurement amd Behavior of Wuemployment, p. 150




If, on the other hand, it should be established that em=

ployment security data do not yield walid estimates of

unemployment, reliance would nge to be placed exclusively

on local labor force surveys.”

The Bureau of Employment Security also suggests that "occasional
household surveys might be valuable as a device for checking...current
estimates Z;f employment and unemploymen§7 prepared from employment
security datao"g?

The drawback of using such surveys either to check the accuracy of
the BES estimates or to replace them is their cost. In 1960 the Bureau
of Employment Security estimated that a one<time survey of the 150 major
labor market areas would cost $lO,OOO,000028 The high cest of such surwveys

is also noted by the President’s Committee to Appraise Employment and Une

employment Statistics and by Louis Levine 29,30
Evaluation of Earlier and Suggested Tests

A procedure that is so costly as to preclude ils ﬁae cannot be ex-
pected to become a valid test of the accuracy of the estimates. And
certainly an amaslysis of whether tobtalled area estimates equal the ac=
cepted national totals or generally mirrcr the mationzl resulte "...begs
the question of whether the estimates adequately serve the primery purpose

of measuring employmemt and unemployment in particular areaao“jl

261bid.
“TEstimating Unemploymert, p. 1§.
28

Ibid., p. 120

29President's Committee to Appraise Employment and Unemployment Stae
tistics, po 195.

3OLeVine, Po 339,

leoOo Brunner, former staff member of the President's Comnittese to
Appraise Employment and Unemploymemt Statistics, in a September 10, 1963,
letter discussing Louis Levine's argument that BES eatimstes may be valid
as they come close to the Current Poprlation Survey tobals.
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Ullman's amalysis could have been improved if the differences between
each area's (ensus and BES estimates had been presented as a percent of
the Census estimate rather than of the BES estimate. The results would
have been more meaningful because they would show how the BES estimates
differ from those whigh he accepts as his norm. This contrasts with his
calculations which show how his norm, the Cenmsus, differs from the BES
estimates.32’33

Although they are deficient in one way or another, these earliier
studies do suggest an amalytic appreach to the determination of the ac=
curacy of the BES estimates and rates: compare the April, 1960, BES and
Census estimates of area unemployment.

The Validity of Using Census Estimates
to Evaluate the BES Estimates

The wvalidity of using the Census of Population estimaies to evaluate
the BES estimates may be readily seen by examining their definitional
bases: both are unduplicated estimates of the number of unemployed area

34

residents fourteen years of age and older. Farther conceptual agreement

321 am indebted to Professor Frederick M. Black, of Cklahoma State
University, for confirming my thoughts regardipng the appropriateness of
modifying Ullman's analysis and the need to recompube the data to measurs
the estimates' variance from the morms as opposed to the norm's varlance
from the estimates.

BBWith recomputing the dats, the percentsges becoms: & rapge of
=36.2 to +51.2, a mean of 5.7, a standard deviation of 18.8 for statesy
and a range of =47.0 to 114.0, a mean of 1l.7, and a standard deviation
of 30.1 for SMSA's. The basic results of his approach are substantiated,
and thus it appears that the significance of his earlier aznalysis is in ne
way affected and that his comments and suggestions weuld apply to the ree
computed figures as well as to the corrected and eoriginal figures.

3UEstimating Unemployment, pp. 10=11, and Cemsms of Populations 1940.
General Sccial and Economic Characberistics, Oklahoma. Finmal Report BC(1)
“"380, po X.iXO




between these two estimates of unemployment canm bs established by com=

paring their definitlons to the definition used by the Monthly Report on

the Labor Force. In April, 1960, the MRLF definition was:

The uwnemployment total from the household survey includes all
Jjobless persons who were looking for work, regardless of
whether or not they were eligible for unemployment insurance.
Also counted as unemployed are persons waiting te be called
back to jobs from which they had been laid offy those
scheduled to start new wage or salary jobs within 30 days
(except students); and those who would have been looking

for work except that they were temporarily ill or believed
no work was available in their line of work or in the com=
munity.35

The definition of unemployment used by the BES is counceptually identi=
cal with that of the MRLF except that it further specifies that umemployed
individuals must be able and available to work. Thus, unlike the MRLF, it
does not include individuals who would have been lookimg for work if they
had not been temporarily ill.

The Census of Population used the feollowing defirnition of unempley=
ment for its 1960 enumerations

Persons are classified as umemployed if they were 14 years

old and over and not "at work" bubt looking for work. A

person is considered as leooking for work not only if he

actually tried to find woerk during the reference week bub

also if he had made such efforts recently (i.s. within the

past 60 days) and was awaibing the results of these efforts

«essPersons waiting to be cslled back to & job from which

they had been laid off or furloughed were also counted as

unemployed.36
The Bureau ¢f the Census feels that this definlition is conceptually identis

cal to that used by the MRLF except for those differences which it notes

in Employment Status and Work Experience, Pe(2)=64.37 This publicatiecn

35MonthL£ Report on the Labor Force (Washingbon, April, 1960), po Be=2.

36y,5. Cemsus of Populations 1960, BO(1)=38C, p. xix.

37Hemfy S. Shryock, Jr., Acting Chief, Population Division, Burean
of the Census, in a letter of February 27, 1964,
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specifically points eut that:

+..no mention was made either in the schedules or in the

instructions to enumerators of...bthose who would have been

looking for work except for temporary illness or belief

that no suitable work was available in their community. 8
Ne other differences are described in this publication.

Thus, the Census definition differs conceptually from the BES defi-
nition only in that it does not count as unemployed those individuwals who
would have been looking for work except that they felt none was available.
Both exclude the temporarily ill, which the MRLF includes.

According te the Bureau of Employment Security, the employment se=
curity agencies of most of the states require unemployment insurance
claimants to be actively sesking work.3? To the extent that this oceurs,
individuals who would have been looking for work except that they thought
none was available are excluded from the area unemployment estimates,

The BES area unemployment of these states then becomes conceptually identi;
cal to that used by the Census of Population. OCklahema iz one of these
states .40

There are other factors related to the estimates, however, which
could make absolutely perfect comparisons impossible znd which could ex-
plain all or part of any differences. First, the Census estimates are
based on a 25 percent sample and thus are subject to sampling error.

Second there may be errors in responses, precessing, or publication.

BSQogo Census of Populatiom: 1960, PG(2)-64, p. ix.

ngstima$ing Unemployment, p. 8.

AOAccording to Section 214(b) of the Oklahoms Employment Security
Act, as it existed in 1962, Oklzhoma unemployment Iimsursnce claimants
must normally be registered for work at an employment office. According

looking for work include “registration at a public or private employment
office."
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Third, there may be differences between the concept of unemployment and
its actual measurement. Both the Census amd BES consider individuals
idled by bad weather to be empl@y@d;hl?hg yet the BES unemployment estie-
mates are affected Lo the extent that such individuals file imsurance
claims. Fortunately, this was not a major factor im April, 1960. Only
32,000 persens in the entire mation were so idledOAB A fourth possible
cause of any differences could be the time of Census emumeration. The
Census reference week was constantly changing as the Census progressed
and the compositiom of each area's unemplcyment may have been changing
also, Gertrude Bancroft, an employee of the Bureau of the Csnsus, notes
that the 1950 Census estimates were larger in the earlier weeks of April
than they were in subsequent time perieds. She atbtributes this to the

by Ullman

tendency for employment to be rising during this pericd of time.
accepts this as sufficient reason not to consider the time element as a
major explanation of why BES estimstes might be larger than those of the
Census a decade later.*® This study, however, will comsider the time
element in 1960,

The BES April, 1960, aresa unemployment estimates are sssumed to

represent area unemployment for the week which includes the twelfth of

hlgygp Census of Populations 1960, PO(2)=6A, p. viii.

42Estimating Unemployment, po 10.

k3pable A-9s "Brmployed Persons with a Job but Not at Work, by Reason
for Not Woerking and ray Status," Bmployment and Barping, VI:x (Washingtom,
April, 1960), p. 5. ,

thertrude Bancroft, "Carrent Unemployment Statistics of the Census

a " - 11 § 2 ) i =yl 1 1 <) A /i T 3 =

Bureau and Some Alternstives,™ The Measurement and Behavior of Unemploy:
ment, pp. 75=76o

45y1lman, p. 436,
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the monthg this for April, 1960, means April llu15°h6 The Census enumers
ation would have had to occur entirely in the following week to be perfect=
ly comparable to BES estimates in terms of time. The same (Census esi:,i;=
mates, however, would still be obtaimed if the responses mever differed
from week to week before, through, and beyond the BES time period for as
long as the Census enumeration reguired. The same results would alsoc be
obtained if a change in the position of one individual before, during, or
beyond the wesk of reference were offset by a counterbalancing change of
position of another. Alternately, the same estimates would be expected
if enumerations for one time period differ from those of the reference
week and yet are offset by emumerations in another time period which
differ in the opposite direction.

It appears that the 1960 Census ermmeration may closely appreximate
some combination of ithese optimum situstions heczuse of the procedures
used to obtain the unemployment estimates. The Census esti@ates wersa
based on the activities of individuwals in 25 parcent of the households
during the week before they filled out a guestiomnaire or were specifi=
cally asked the questioms on it by enumsrators. Two basic procedures were
used to handle the questionmaires. Both wers wsed in Qklahoma. Under ons,
the questionnaires comtaining the unemploymsnt questions were deliversd to
the households, and they were to be filled in by those being enumsrabed
and returned by mail. Approximately 80 psrcent of the enumsrations were
handled in this fashion A7 Initial distribution of the questionnaires

[ e

46The insured unemployment 1s the tetal of conbinuing unsmployment
claims filed for unemployment during that time period. Insured employ-
ment is based on employer reports which refer to employment im the pay
peried ending nsarest the fifteenth of the month.

476020 Censuses 9f Po

Ce of 603 Enumeration Time
and Cost Study Zwashingt@n,
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began March 3l. A sample of the 290 districht offices engaged in this
foronf enumeration revealsd that nationally the initial enumeratien was
78 percent completed by April 10, and 97 percemt completed by April 18,48
Seventy=five percent of the housechold questionnaires distributed at this
time were actually returned, and of these, 45 percent of the total were
adequately completed949 The othef 30 percent were only partially ine
complete, and about three-~fourths of these were completed by telephone
interview, the rest by another personal visit.”0 Of the data related to
the unreturned questionnaires, about half were obtained by personal visits,
while the rest either were found %o be assigned to vacant houses, or were
left incomplete, or were obtainsd by telephoneo5l The enumeration was
approximately 95 percent completed by the end of May.>2

Less information is available about the cther procedure which simply
had the Census enumerator fill in the questiomnaire during his initial
visit to each houseshold. However, the Burean of the Cesnsus reports that
90 percent of all households had been visitsd by an enumsrator by that
date, and over 99 percent by the middle of Mayo53 Since the questiocnmnaires
which were passed out for mail return were almost completely distributed

by April 21,54 it means that tem percent or ome<half of the households

L8Table 8: "Housing Units Listed and Completed Bach Day of the Enumerw
ation: Stage I," Bnumeragtion Time and west Study, p. 30.

AgTable 265 "Enumeration Time per Housing Unit by Household Questione
naire Status and Method of Completions Stage II,% Erumeralion Time sud Cost

Study, p. 37.
501bid.

5libid.

52Taple 34¢ PHousing Units Complsted by Day of Weex of BEnumerabtions
Stage 1I," Enumeraticon Time and Cogt Study, po 4i.

SBUOSO Censuses of Populabtion and Housing, 19602 Principal Datae
Collection Forms and Procedures QWaﬁhingt@n, 19617, pe o

5k

""Table 8, Enumeration Time and Cost Study, p. 3C.
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whose questiommaires were to be filled in by enumerators had been enumer-
ated by April 21, and that most of the remsining ten percent wers enumere.
ated by the middie of May.

Obviously then, in both approaches to enumeration & large proportion
of the enumeration relates to the period of time from just prior to the
BES April reference week to just after it. It is hard te believe that
there is much difference in the number of unémployed between these two
time periods. And if there were any changes im unempleyment, it is
reasonable to expect that the situation prier tec the reference week could
have substantially offset the situation which followed it.

There is every reason to expect that most areas fellewed the national
time pattern very closelys enough enumsrators were supposed to be hired
in each area so that each enumeration crew could finish on time. Crew
leaders had to file periedic progress reports. Furthermore, the enumer-
ators were trained and supervised ia the same way; they began om the same

day; and they cbtained responses to the same ques@i@mnaireao5p’56

The BES Procedures as Causes of Differences
in the Unemployment Estimates
Possible causes of the differences between Cemsus and Bureaw of Bm-
ployment Security estimates ramge ascross the entire BES unemployment esti-
mating procedure. Onre major cause of the differences may be the use of
fixed relationships between covered unemployment amd other types of une
employment. The BES recognizes that this assumes saway the possibllity of

of area differsences: ' L

5Tbid., pp. 47, 16-17.
56

Principal Data=Gollection Forms and Procsdures, pp. 1=3.
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The technique éﬁf estlmatlng unbmpluyment has certain

limitations, primarily because in some phases of the

estimating procedure it is necessary to use national

relayl?nshlgs which may not appropriately reflect local

conditions.
The President's Committee to Appraise Employment and Unemployment Sta=
tistics agrees that the use of fixed relationships is a drawback to the
procedure. It points out that "it seems unlikely that this relation is
the same for every state and lOéal area, as implied in the methodo"58’59
The Committee'!s chairman has testified before a Congressional committee
that inaccurate unemployment estimates may result from fixed relation=
ships. According to him, if a labor market "dces not cenform pretty close=
ly to the natiomal average, that standardized way of building up- the esti=
mate is going to be off to some unknown degree, and a man from Washington
there will not be able to tell you how much."éO

There are several reasons why Llocal areﬁ conditions may not be the
same as the national relationships that the area estimating procedure
uses. For one, local areas may not be self-sufficient: unemployment ree
lated to certain types of employment may be influenced by factors origi=
nating outside of the area. Alsc, the character of various areas'! popu=

lations and economic institutions may lsad their labor forces to respond

to a given situation in different ways.

AT

57Estima$ing Unemployment; p. 19,

58ppesident's Committee to Appraise Bmployment and Unemploymsnt Stas
tisties, p. 194,

595ee also the statement by Bodo Bberling, The Measwremsnt and Bee
havior of Unemploymenbs p. 384. <

______ rmenh, Hearings
before the Subc@mmamteg on Euonumic t?tl&bL”& af uﬂ Ju¢@% BEconomic
Committee, Congress of the United Stat ea, 88th q@@é ess8, ist Jession,
June 6 and 7, 1963, Parswant to Sectio * By Law 304, 79th
Congress (Washingbon, 1963), p. 2i.
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Another possible reason for qusstioning the constamt relationships
involves the state unemployment insurance programs. The EES estimating
procedure is based on the nation's insured unemployment and its relatione
ship to other unremployment. These relationships may, in fachk, apply to no
individual area. This is true because each state uniguely defines its
own covered unemployment and thus its own coversd unemployment's relation=
ship with its noncovered unemployment.él The differences among the state
programs have been noted:

The unemployment insurance claims data are bent amd shaped

by administrative factors. After all, the system was not

set up to grind out statisticss State regulations ecan vary

on when a worker Q 2&llfleb, when ¢laims may be filed, when

they are recorded.

The above statement undoubtedly applies alse to the employment data re=-
ported under the same program. Simiiar points have been made elsewhere

in the literature. Particular emphasis 18 plazed opn the fact that the
nation's program of unemployment imsurance is really many separate
programs.63 Thus, "states é?ﬁn&/ in their requirements for eligibility,
reasons for disqualificati©noooy"6% Furthermore, "the data received by

the BES are affected by a wide dxvejs ty in both bthe substantive pro=

vision and the administration of state umemployment ilasurance laws. n65

6lpor & current descripbion of state by state differences in statu-
tory provisioms and experience of state unemployment laws, see Unsmploye
ment Insurance: State Laws sad Experisnce, BES Noo Ue198 (Washingtom, 1963).

625tan1ey Lebergott, "Unemploymert Dabta Nesds for Plapnning and Evalue
ating Policy,™ Monthly Labor Review, LXXXV (February, 196Z), p. 125,
(From a paper delivered ab the New York City December 27-29, 1961, meeting
of the American Economic Assoclation.)

63Levine, Pe 34k4; Gertrude Baneroft, The American Labor Force (New
York, 1958), p. 1963 Parmes, p. 124,

64Bancroft, The American Labor Force, p. 196,

65parnes, po 12he
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The questioning of the use of uniform relationships need not apply
enly to the estimstes of unsmployment related to the noncovered employ=
ment. The same reasoning may also apply to the disqualified claimants,
delayed filers, and exhamstees. There are two basic reasons why this
situation may exist. First, the inputs are directly or indirectly based
on the same unstandardized unemployment insurance data. And second, human
behavior can vary from area to area as well sz be affected by differences
in the physical requirements of filing claims,.

The same guestionable use of a constant formuls exists in the case
of the unemployment of individuals re-entering or newly entering the
labor force. These estimates are based on the size of the labor force in
the area, the level of unemployment, amd the time of the year.66 It is
hard to believe that other factors may not also be influential or that the
same relationships could apply to every ares of the nabion.

Another possible explanation of the differsnces invelves the data ine-
puts used in the estimating proceadure:

«es@ven if every instruction is carried out, thst still does

net insure good estimates, because the underlying data that

go into this formula are not the kind of data thabt youw would

nead to get a good estimate 67
In ether words, the various sector employment estimesbes of sn arez may be
inaccurate or imappropriate. First, the level of duwal job holding inm an
area may differ from anmy allowance for dual job helding buiit into the
estimating procedures. Second, employment commubers msy exist, Supposedw

ly, labor market areas' boundaries are set so as to include both place of

6ésee Chapter 11, page 17.

67Albert E. Rees, Measurin

Employment and Upemployment, Subcommitiee
Hearings, p. 2L, |
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employment and place of residenceaés Yet some areas undoubbedly have a
net export balance of commuting residents, individuals who live in one
area and work in ancther. Other areas undoubiedly have a net import
balance. These situatioms would be particularly expected in areas where
substantial amounts of population are included within the labor market
cnly for ease of processing and data availability.69 Commuters have the
following effect under the present BES procedure: an individwal living
in Area A and working at a job covered by unemployment imsurance in Area
B cubts the latter's rate of covered unemployment. The lower rate means
less unemployment from noncovered employment. To the extent thab he
works in a noncovered positiom, he will add to that area's resident un=
employment as the area's covered unemployment rate is applied to the employe
ment sector his presence is enlarging.

The BES's recommendations illustrabe its uncertainty regarding its
methods of estimating employment noi covered by some form of insurance
reports. Except for “all other" nonsgricultural employment, the BES en-
courages local analysts to devei@p their own procedures for these secltors.
Regarding the "all other®” employment, the BES revised the procedure when
the 1960 Census of Popmlation became &vailab1@u70

_ Another source of imaccuracy in the BES estimates, abt least for the
state of Oklahoma, may be the efficient operation of stabe unemployment

insuraree programs. Oklahema, im its attempts teo operate its program as

68See Chapter IL, pages 20 and 21.

693ee Chapter II, pages 20 and 2l.
70Handb0@k on Estimating Ares Employment of &ciaubwp doged, Unpaid
Family, and Prlvat\ Household Workers —— Hona g;y wlu' 1 Totul, BES No.
R-187 (July, 1961), became R=187 (Ri=63) in August i5t, 19630
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efficiently as possible, allows unemployment insurance claims o be filed
at any state employment security office. These offices are scattered over
the state in leocations where the nesed appears to be greatest. This does
not mean that they are centrally lcecated in terms of time and distance in
each labor market area. Also in kesping with efficient operaticn, scme
offices are cpen more often than others.’l Thus, individuals who work
and live in one area may cross area boundaries to file claims for com=
pensation in order to save time and travel expense. When this occurs,
their claim is recorded in an office located in ancther area. Thus, the
unemployment of the other area grows, and that of the area in which the
claimants live and work is completely unaffected.’® Wo provisien is made
for such commuters in the BES procedures.

The discussion in this chapter suggests that inaccurate covered une
employment rates may be applied to inaccurats employment estimates via
inappropriate nmational ratios. Herein lies a possible explanation for
the differences observed by Ullman between the BE3S and Census estimates

of unemployment for April, 1960.

1 .
7*Mr, Wesley Wilsom, research and plamning division, Okiahoms Eme
ployment Securiby Commission.

Ly 23 . y 1 2 ™ 59,
’2The President's Committes to Appraise Dmpleoyment and Unemployment
Statistics notes this possibility of claims cemmaters, p. 193,



CHAPTER IV

COMPARISON OF UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES
IN NINETEEN OKLAHOMA LABCR MARKETS
Differences between the Census and BES unemplioymeni estimates may
exist for the labor market areas of Oklshoma just as Ullman finds they
do at the state and SMSA levels. This possibility will be examined by
comparing April, 1960, Census and BES estimates for nineteen Oklahoma
labor market areasal
Both regular and improved BES estimates will be used in the compari=
sons. Jmproved estimates are those which have bsen affected by attempts
of the Oklahoma Employment Security C@mmissiomz to improve data impubts in
response to the BES suggestion that this is desirable .3 They are compared
to the Census estimates in Table 1V=2. The regular estimates are those
constructed solely for this study with data inpubs from regular BES
sources instead of data affected by the improvemsnt attemptsoh They are

compared to the Census estimates in Table IV=3,

1y listing of the areas may be found in footmotes 5 and 6 of this
chapter.

2 . . s s . - ‘
The Oklahoma Employment Security Commission is generally referrsd
to in the literature as the COESC,

i

3See Chapter 11, pp. 1l, 13, for a discussion of the improvement of
the data inputs.

hSee Chapter II, pp. 9=14, for a description of the rsgular BES
data sources.

Ll



The Improwved Estimates

The improved estimates can be divided into two groups based on their
availability. The OESC has published April, 1960, estimates for eight of
the areas.” These estimates are based on the BES procedures and the
modifications described in Chapter II1. Comparable estimates of unems
ployment have also been constructed for eleven more areas as part of
this studyo6 The same BES unemployment estimating methodologies and
national rates have been used in constructing these estimates. There are,
however, minor differences in some of the data inpmts.7

The procedures applied to construct the improved estimates of the
eleven-area group have also been appllied to the eight-area group08 Come
parisons between the eight constructed unemployment estimates and the
published estimates are presented below in Table IV-1. The constructed
area unemployment estimates have been subtracted from the published
estimates for each of the eight arcas, and the differences have been
computed as a percentage of the published estimates and arrayed, Finally,

the range, mean, and standard deviation of the area percents have been

bLabor- markets in the eightearsa group: Ardmore area (Carter County);
Lawton area {Comanche County); Enid arsa (Garfield County); Ksy area (Ksy
County)s; Muskogee area (Muskogee County); Oklahoma (ity standard metroe
politan statistical area (Oklahoma, Csnadian, Cleveland Counties)s
McAlester area (Pittsburg County)s Tulsa standard metropolitan statistie
cal area (Tulsa, Qreek, Osage Counties).

6Labor markets in the eleven—sarea groups Stilwell area {(Adair
County); Atoka area (Atoka Coumty)s Tahlequah area (Cherokss County)s
Coalgate area (Coal County); Tishomingo srea (Johnston County)s Wilburton
area (Latimer County); Poteau area (LeFlors Couaty); Purcell area (McClain
County); Claremore arsa (Rogers County)s Seminole area (Seminole County)s
Wagoner area (Wagomsr County).

7

The data amd procedurss for cobtaining them arve in Appendix Table 4.

8 it e ‘ .
Data come from the same appendix table used for the construction

of April, 1960, unemployment estimates for the slevensares group.



43
comptitede
TABLE IV=1l

COMPARISON OF THE PUBLISHED AND CONSTRUCTED IMFROVED BES
AREA UNEMPLOYMENT TOTALS, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market Published Constructed Bifference as

Areas BES? BESP Percent of Published
Carter 825 810 =1.8
Comanche 725 711 =1,9
Garfield 625 691, 11.0
Kay 600 595 =0.8
Muskogee 1,350 1,871 olo1
Oklahoma 6,700 7,045 5.1
Pittsburg 1,025 1,039 Lok
Tulsa 7,100 75,533 6.1

N = 83 Xg = 1.95 sg = 5.10.

Sources: ZHandbook of Labor Force Data for Selected Areas of Oklahoma,

1250‘:"1 23 2, ppa 8"500
PConstructed with the data in Appendix Table 4.

The low average percent of difference, the low standard devisztion,
and the observation that four of the estimates rise while the other four
fall suggest that the constructed BES estimates may be used to represent
the improved estimates. However there are differences. And their exe

istence means that absolutely definitive resulis are impossible whenever

sources or their original users. This study will proceed, however, as
if all data inpubts exactly represent whatever data the origimal esti=
mators used. Bub the resulbts of any analyses based on derived data will

be accepted as only suggestive.

BES=Level Regular Hstimsbes

Other unemployment estimabes for all ninetesn of the arecas have
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been constructed for this study using data from the regular BES employe
ment sources.g These estimates are very similar to the improved esti;
mates. The same baslc estimating formnla and nationsl rates and some of
the data have been used in their construction. The only differences ine
volve certain sources of data which the BES will accept when no other
sources can be developed by the state agencies. Data from these sources
have been substitubted into the unemployment estimating calculations of
the nineteen areas in lieu of the data affected by attempts to improve

the est,imates.lo’ll

BES and Census Ccmparisons

The same type of analysis that Mr. Ullman uses to evaluate the BES
state and SMSA estimates follows inTables IV-2 and IV—Bal2 In these
tables the April, 1960, Census umemélmyment estimates for the nineteen
areas are compared with the improved amd regular BES estimates. The
differences between the two estimates in each comparison have been come
puted as a percentage of the Census estimate and then arrayed. Finally
the range, meanlland'sﬂéndard deviation of the percents have been come

q

puted.

Ihstimates are in Table IV=3.

104 description of the regular sources of these imputs is foand in
Chapter II, pages 9=1i.

llTypes of data affected: agriculbural wage and salary; agricultural
self=employed and umpaid family workers; govermment employees; nonprofil
employees. Also changing are the eshtimates of domesties and nonagrie
cultural self-=employed and wunpaid family workers. Thelr size is a
fanction of the size of the nonagricultural wage and salary employment
sectors.

l“’See Chapter III, pages 25, 26,
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TABLE 1Ve-2

COMPARISON OF THE DECENNIAL CENSUS AND IMFROVED BES
ESTIMATES OF UNEMPLOYMENT, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market BES® Gensusb BES = Census
Areas Census
Adair 701 217 223.04
Atoka 291 198 L6.97
Carter 825 _ 710 16.20
Cherokee 636 301 111.30
Coal 323 116 178,43
Comanche 725 1,082 =32.99
Garfield 625 584 7.02
Johnston 275 119 131.09
Kay 600 594 1,01
Latimer 433 232 86.64
LeFlore 1,028 74O 38.92
MeClain 74 201 86.07
Muskogee 1,950 1,288 51.40
Oklahoma 6,700 6,326 5.91
Pittsburg 1,025 700 L4643
Rogers 822 388 111.86
Seminole 813 602 35,05
Tulsa 7,100 - 7,478 5,05
Wagoner 539 - 285

285 89.12

Sources: SEight~area group rates are based on daba published in Handbock
of Labor Force Data for Selected Arsas of Qklahoma, 1g§oggg§g,
pp. 8=50; eleven=area group rates have besn consbructed with
Appendix Table 4 data.

b L (3 7 e
Table 83, "Eduycation, Employment Stabus, and Selected Labor
Force Characteristics of the Populstion, For Counties: 19A0,%
U.S. Census of Populationg 1960 PC{1}=38C, pp. 211=216.

TABLE IV=3

COMPARISON OF THE DECENNIAL CENSUS AND REGULAR EES
ESTIMATES OF UNEMPLOYMENT, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market BES® Census? BES=Census
Areas Census
Adair ' 679 217 212,90
Atoka 287 198 Lo 95
Carter 778 710 9,58

Cherokee 555 301 8L.39
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Labor Market BES? Censusb BES =Census
Areas Census
Coal 328 116 182.76
Comanche 663 1,082 =38,72
Garfield 619 584 5.99
Johnston 275 119 131.09
Kay 596 594 0.34
Tatimer 328 232 41.38
LeFlore 1,006 740 35.95
MeClain L14 201 105.97
Muskogee 1,926 1,288 49.53
Oklahoma 6,307 6,326 =0.30
Pittsburg 1,049 700 4L9.86
Rogers 766 388 97 42
Seminole 8L0 602 39,53
Tulsa 6,940 7,478 =7.19
Wagoner 576 285 102.11

X19 = 60.40; s19 = 65.86; Xg = 8.64; sg = 29.33.

Sources: ZConstructed for this study with data from Appendix Table 6.

Praple 83, PO{1)=38C, pp. 211=216,

Examination of the Tables IV=2 and IV=3 comparisons reveals that

whether or not an attempt is made to improve their data inputs, the

average area percentage differences between the BES estimates and those

of the (Census and their standard deviations are

those that Ullman finds

divergence® between the

to suggest that the BES

for states and SMSA's.lj
BES and Census estimates

estimates are inaccursate

as large or larger Lhan
Thus the "considerable
which causes Mr. Ullman

exists for these areas,

The same cenclusion ies suggested by the arrays of absolute levels of

unemployment in Tables IV=2 and IV-3.

unemployment estimates are larger than the Census estimste

Both the BES regular and improved

in almost

g9

every one of the areas, whereas they would te sxpected to be idemtical,

13

A description of Ullman's findings is in Chapter fII, pp. 25-27.
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or if differing, to be lower as often as they are higher.

Other Comparisons: The Significance of the Differences
Between the Area BES and Census Unemployment Estimates
A further indication of the divergence between the BES and Census
estimates can be obtained by applying the tetest. s ld It provides a
method for determining whethsr the Census and BES estimates for each area
are both measurements of the same population. They should be, since the
populations they are trying to measure are conceptually identical.16
It may be suggested that the BES and Census estimates are not
measuring the same unemployment population; t is 2,362 for the improved
estimates and 2,311 for the regular estimates. Both indicate signifi-
cant differences beyond the 95 percent levelol7’l8 Thus the t-test

indicates that the BES and Census sstimates are not from the same universe,

L AT A AT D

141 am indebted to Professor Carl E. Marshall, dirsctor of the
Oklahoma State University Statistical Laborateory, for suggesting this ap-
proach and calling my attention to the sppropriaste formula.

=

A . d @ , ‘s
lSThe formula used is t = —g= where d is the mean differencs be=

tween the area estimates, andQ ‘ ( o2
g9 = iﬁ o dz
@ 'N“%Nwl)

16gee Chapter III, pp. 29=35, for a discussion of their comparae
bility.

17The levels of significance are taken froms Helen M. Walker and
Joseph Lev, "Table IX: Percentile Values ofv“Stmd@n&VS’ Distribution,n
Statistical Inference (New York, 1953}, p. 465

lsSignificance will be assumsd to begin at 95 percent.



CHAPTER V
ATTEMPTS TO IDENTIFY THE CAUSES OF THE DIFFERENCES

Joseph Ullman's study attempts to identify the causes of the differ-
ences between the BES and Census estimates at the state and SMSA levels.
Ullmah tests various hypotheses concerning the causes of the differences
by correlating area characteristics with the degree of differences between

1,2
the estimates. ’

He finds no corrslation between the degree of state
and SMSA differences and the size of unempleyment, the percentage of un-
employment, and the percent of BES unemployment that is insured unem=
ployment. He does find a correlation between Census estimates which are
high relative to those of the BES and various factors related to growbths
rate of population growth, migration, and change in manufacturing eme
ploym.ent.;3 This leads him to feel that the diffsrences are being caused,
at least in part, by the BES procedures! inebility to reflect the amount
of unemployment among recent migrants and the mumber of unemployed re-
entrants and new entrants. The BES, he surmises, undsrestimates them in
areas of relatively rapid growth and overestimabes them in declining
areas,A Ullman is particularly alsrmed that the BES estimales are no

closer to the Census estimates in zreas where a high percentage of total

lg11man uses Spearman rank=correlation tests.
2Ullman, pp. L&41 and 443,
3.

Ibid., p. 4hi.

bibid.
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unemployment 1s insureds
After all, the whole BES estimating procedure starts with
insured unemployment as the source of its data and then
builds everything from that. It is hardly conceivable
that the size of this basic building block is irrelevant
to the accuracy of the BES estimates.”

Application of the Ullman Approach

This study will attempt to use the Ullman approach to identify the
causes of the differences observed for the nineteen Cklahoma labor
market areas. Some of Ullman's hypotheses and procedures for testing
- : 6 . ‘o
them will be followed.™ One reason for using his hypotheses and proe
cedures is to see if his results are repesbed in the Oklahoma arsas. Ad=
ditional hypotheses and tests will also be attempted. The arsa unemploy-
ment estimate levels used in the correlations will be based on both the
Census, which is Ullman's norm, and the msan of the {snsus and BES estis
mates, which is the form he uses in his apalysis. The ceorrelations will
be attempted for both the area improved and regular wnemployment egtie
mates.
Hypothesis 13 The BES estimates are highest relative to the
Census estimates in areas with the largest
nunber of persons unemployed. (Thers may be
a factor in the BES formula that overwalghi
for population or the Census may undsrco

the largest percentage in areas with the most
population.)’

2 W

Test: Correlate (BES = Census) / Census from most |

5Ibid., p. 4h3.
6

The Spearman formula used iz from Waller and Lev, p. 280,

253

R=1o L. $d°
N (RZ=1)

7Ullman, po h4l,
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negative with the mean of the Census and BES estlmates of number of uneme
ployed from largest to smallesto8

Ullman finds that since "none of these results is significant at the
5 percent level, there is no tendenecy for the BES estimates to be high
relative to the Census in areas with the largest number of psrsons unem=
ployed."c)’lo’ll

. 12
Oklahoma area results:

i

Improved estimates N = 19 rgp = =.689 significant at 99 percent
Regular estimates N =19 rgy = «.668 significant at 99 percent

In order to amalyze Ullman's hypothesis further, the (BES « Census) /
Census rates have also bsen correlated from most positive to most negative
with the Census estimates of area unemployed, Ullman's norm, from largest

to smallest.

Oklahoma area resultsle
Improved estimates N = 19 rge = =761  significant at 99.9 percent
Regular estimates N=19 =z, =77 significant at 99.9 percent

Ullman's finding that there is no tendency for the BES sstimates to
be high relative to the Census in areas with the largest number of persons
unemployed applies also to the nineteen Oklahoms areas. But there is a

significant correlation for these areas betwesn the number of unemployed

8Ibid.

9The percentile values of r for various degrees of freedom are from
Walker and Lev, p. 470.

10y11man wentions significance at the one percsent and five percent
levels. This is comparable to the 99 percent and 95 percent levels used
in this study. Significance iz assumed to bsgin at the 95 percent lawel.

y1iman, p. 441

lzRegular area unemployment estimates from Table IV=3, ppe 45-463

improved estimates from Table IV=Z, p. 45; Census estimates from Table
83, PG{1)=38C, pp. 211i=216.

L31pid.
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and the relationship of the BES and Census unemployment estimates. It
appears that the greater the number of wnemployed, the lower the BES esti;
mates are relative to those of the Cemsus. Thus, there may be a factor in
the BES formula that overweights when there is a population of relatively
small size, or the Census may overcount by the largest percemnt in areas
with the most population.
Hypothesis 2: The BES estimates are closest tc¢ the Census esti=

mates in areas with the largest number of persons

unemployed. (The BES formula may estimate most
accurately in areas with the largest population.)

14

Test: Gorreiate (BES = Census) / Census from smallest te largest
without regard to sign with the mean of the Census and BES estimates of
number unemployed from largest to smallest L2

Ullman finds that ™none of these results is significant at the 1
percent level, and only the figure for SMSA's in the Northeast is signifi=
cant at the 5 percent level. This one resuli should be discounted in view
of the other results. There is no tendency for vhe Census and BES estie
mates to be closest together in areas with the largest number of persons

unemployed."lé

17

Oklahoma area results:

Improved estimates N =19 rg = .653 significant at 99 percent
Regular estimates N =19 1rg = o040 significant at 99 percent

For further analysis of the Ullman hypothesis, the (BES - Census) /

Census rates have also been correlated from smallest to largest without

lL‘E{llmau'x., Pe 441,

P1vid.
orpid., p. 4h3.

17Regular BES unemployment estimates from Table IV=3, pp. 45=465 im=
proved estimates from Table IV=2, p. L%; Census estimates Lrom Table 83,
PC{1)=38C, pp. 211=216,
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regard to sign with the Census estimates of number unemployed from largest

to smallest.

Oklahoma area resultssl8

o733 significant at 99.9 percent

Improved estimates N = 19 rg
= o725 significant at 99.9 percent

Regular estimates N 19 r

o

S
Ullman's findings do not apply to the nineteen Oklahoma areas. There
is a signficant correlation which indicates that the Census and BES area
unemployment estimates are closest in areas with the largest number of
persons unemployed. The BES procedures may estimate most accurately in
areas with the largest populations.
Hypothesis 33 The BES estimates are closest to the Census estimates
in areas where the percentage of insured unemployment
to the BES estimate of total umemployment is highest.
(+e..It seems reasonable to expect that the BES esti=
mates would be most accurate in those areas where ine
sured unemployment makes up the largest part of tetal
unemployment . )19
Test: Correlate {BES = Census) / Census from smallest to largest
without regard to sign with the percent that insured unemployment is of
the BES estimates of total unemployment from largest to smallest <0
Considering omly states, Yllwman finds that those in the North Cemtral
region were the only omes with a significant corrslation. He discards
them because the others are not significambs '"There i3 no tendency for
the Census and BES estimates to be closest together im areas where the

. \ e 4 ¢ vl
percentage of insured unemployment to the BES total is highest.™ 1

L8144,

lgUllman, P 443.
“O1bid.

2lhid.
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Oklahoma ares results&zg’NB

Improved estimates N

19 rg = .853 significant at 99.9 percent
Regular estimates N =

=19 rg <779 significant at 99.9 percent

Ullman's findings may not apply to the nineteen Oklahoma areas.
There is a significant correlation between the relative importance of an
item composed primarily of insured unemployment and the closeness of the
Census and BES estimates.

Hypothesis 43 The Census estimates are highest relative to the BES
estimates in areas of most rapid pepulation growth.
(se..It may be that this procedure does not adequate=
ly reflect the amount of unemployment among recent
migrants....Also unemployed re-entrants and new
entrants may be underestimated im areas of rapid
population growth and oversstimated in declining
areas.)

Test: Correlate (BES = Census) / Cemsus from most negabive to most
positive with rate of population growth between 1950 ard 1960 from
largest to smallast025’£6

Ullman finds that "the result for both stabes and SMSA's is signifie
cant at the 1 percent level. There is a tendency for the Census estimates

to be high relative to the BES figures in areas of rapid population

growth."27

<2Based on total covered unemployment which inmcludes insured unems
ployment, exhaustees, the disqualified, and delayed and never filers.

231111.provred estimates are from Table IV¥=2; p. 453 Regular estimates
from Table IV-3, pp. 45<46; and Census estimates from Table 83, PC(1)=383,

pp. 211=216. Covered umemployment from Appendix Tebles 4 amd 5 for the
improved estimates and 6 for the regular data.

2hyliman, pp. bh3=hid.
25Tpid., pe Lhhe

26y11man uses Statistical Absiract of the United States (Washington,
1961), p. 13, to get population changes.

2Ty1lman, po LLk.



Oklahoma area results:ge

Improved estimates N = 19 rg = ,560 significant at 98 percent
Regular estimates N =19 r, = .577 significant at 99 percent

s
Ullman's findings apply to the Oklahoma areas. There is a tendency
for the BES estimates to be lower relative to the Census figures in areas
of rapid population growth.
Hypothesis 5: The Census estimates are highest relative to the BES esti=
mates in areas where the largest percentages of residents lived outbside
the area in 1955.%7
Test: Correlate (BES = Census) / Cemsus from most nsgative to most
positive with the percent of population living outside the areas in 1955
30

from largest to smallest,

According to Ullman, the results are significant at the one percent
level.31’32
33

Oklahoma area results:

28Regular unemployment estimates from Table [V=3, pp. thhe improved
estimates from Table IV=2, p. 45; Census estimates from Table 83, PC(1)=38C,
pp. 211=2163 population changes data from Table 13, "Summary of Population
Characteristics, for the State, by Sizme of Place, and for Standard Metroe
politan Statistical Areas, Urbanl/Fd Areas, Urban Places, and Countiess
1960," U.S. Census of Populations 1960. General Populatiom Characteristics,
Oklahoma. Final report PC(1)=38B, pp. 27=29.

29Because growth factors other thanm total populstion growbth may be
important for explaining the difference patterns, Ullmsn has, with this
hypothesis and test and the next ome, basically repeated the analysis
aboves Ullman, p. 4b4i.

301 1man, p. Lik.

3lUllman uses state estimates only. His data are from (§.S. Census
of Population: 1960. General Economic and Social Characheristiecs.

32y1iman, p. bhk.

33Regular area unemployment esgtimates from Table IV=3, pp. Li=hd; ime
proved estimates from Table IV=2, p. 453 Census estimates from Table 83,
PC(1)=38C, pp. 211=216., Estimates of aves population living outside
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Improved estimates N =19 rg= .221 not significant
Regular estimates N=19 r_, = .305 not significant

8

Ullman's findings do not hold for the Oklahoma areas. The results
indicate that the number of new residents moving inte an area may not be
the basis for the differences between the BES and Census estimates.
Hypothesis 6¢ The Census estimates are highest relative to the BES esti=
mates in areas where the largest percentage change in manufacturing em;
ployment has ccecurred.

Test: Correlate (BES = Census) / Census from most negative to most
positive with the percent change in manufacturiung employment 1950=1960
from largest to sma,lles’o.BL‘L

Ullman finds a positive correlation significant beyond the one pere

1.35,36

cent leve

37

Oklahoma area resultss

Improved estimates N
Regular estimates N

=.391 not significant
= L77 significant at 95 percent

|

19 rg
19 rg

i

county and SMSA in 1955 from Table 82, "Sosial Charactaristics of the
Population, for Counties, 1960," U.S. Census of Populations 1960.

General Social and Lconomic Chdfdbuufl"ulLa, Oklahoma. Pinal Report
PC(1)=38C, pp. 205=210.

3hy1iman, p. Lbke

35Ullmd,n uses state changes in mamufacturing employment, 1947 to 1955,
from Victor R. Fuchs, Changes in the Losation of Mawnfacturing in the United
States since 1929 (New Haven, 1962),; ps 7.

36Ullman, p. LLk.

37Improved estimates from Table IV=Z, p. 455 regular estimates from
Table IV-3, pp. 45=4L6; Census estimates from Table 83, PG{1)=38C, pp.
211=-216. Based on area changes 1950=1960 from Table 43, 1950 GCensus of
Population, Vol. 1T, Part 36, pp. 91=100, and Table 85, “lndustny Gteup
of Employed Persons and Major Occupation Group of Uremployed, By Sex, for
Counties," U.S. Census of Populabionms 1960. General Secial and Economic
Characterlstlcs, Oklahama, Final Report PC{1)«38C, pp- 99?9»/8
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Ullman's findings do not hold for the Oklahoma areas for a slightly

different time period. Instead the resulis suggest that high rates of
growth in manufacturing employment may be associated with Census esti=
mates that are low relative to the BES esitimates,

In order to provide further insight into the relationship of the
Census and BES estimates and other characteristics, the following hypo=
theses and tests have been made for this study.

Hypothesis A: The BES estimates are closest to the Census estimates in
areas with the largest labor force.

Tests Correlate {BES = Census) / Census from smallest to largest
without regard to sign with labor force size from largest to smallest.
Oklahoma area results:38

19 r
19 T

Improved estimates N
Regular estimates N

6]

= L.809 significant at 99.9 percent
= .75 significant at 99.9 percent

o

5
The results suggest that the EES procedures are less appropriate
for areas with smaller labor forcéﬁa Perhaps their employment sectors
are less interdependent.
Hypothesis B: The BES estimates are furthsst from the Census estimates
in areas where the agricultural empleyment is relatively important.
Perhaps the unemployment relationships used by the BES are not applicab
to area agricultural employment.
Tests Correlate {BES « Census) / Census from largest to smallest
without regard to sign with the percent that agricultural smployment is

of total area employment frem largest to smallesz,

le

38Improved estimates from Tabie I¥=2, p. 453 regular estimates Irom
Table IVe3, pp. L45=463 Census estimzbes and labor forcs size from Table

83, PC(1)=38C, pp. 211=216.
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Oklahoma ares result523

19 r_. = ,818 significant at 99.9 percent

S
19 rg +796 significant at 99.9 percent

Improved estimates N
Regular estimates N

o
i

In the nineteen Oklahoma areas, the greatest differences are
occurring in areas which are most agricultural.

Hypothesis C: The BES estimates are furthest from the Census estimates
in areas where nonagricultural wage and salary employment is most ime
portant.

Test: Correlate (BES = Census) / Census from largest to smallest
witheut regard to sign with the percent that nonagriculbural wage and
salary is of total area employment from largest to smallest.

Oklahoma aresa results s 40

Improved estimates N

19 rg= =.858 significant at 99.9 percent
Regular estimates =

=19  rg =858 significant at 99.9 percent

=]
ol

The estimates are significantly closer together where nonagriculture
al wage and salary are relatively more important. This tends te confirm
the findings of Test B. It further suggests that the differences may be

originating in the noncovered employment estimates.

Data Improvement Attempts as a Cause of the Differences

The effect of the efforts to improve the employment inputs can be

39Im.proved estimates from Table IV=2, p. 453 regular estimates from
Table IV=3, pp. L5-L46; Census estimates from Table 83, PG(1)}=38C, pp.
211=2163; agricultural employment data from Table 85, PU{L1)=380, pp. 223=
228,

401mproved estimates from Table IV=2, p. 453 rezular estimates from
Table IV=3, pp. 45=46; Census estimates from Table 83, PC{1l)=33C, pp. 21l=
216. Nonagriculturai wage and salary employment data from Table 84,
"Occupation Group and Class of Worker of Employed Persons, by Sex, for
Counties, 1960C," U.S. Census of Populatiouns 1960. Geperal Sosial and
Economic Characteristics, Oklahoms, Final Report PC{1)=38C, pp. 2172223
total employment data from Table 85, PC(1)=38C, pp. 223-228,
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estimated by comparing the BES = Census differences in Table IV=2 and -
IV;B, pages 45 and Lb6. The comparison indicates that the differences are
not cut by the improvement attempts. Instead, they are as large or larger.
The ﬁean and standard deviation of the aresa percents of differences are
smaller when data from regular BES sources are used. The only exception

is the standard deviation of the eight-area group. It rises slightly

from 27.38 percent to 29.33 percent.
Inaccurate Employment Inputs as a Cause of the Differences

The BES uses various procedures tc find the amount of each type of
employment not covered by insurance reports. These data are supposed to
be comparable to the Census estimates. If they are not, the data may be
causing the observed differences. The differences caused by the use of
such data can be estimated by comparing unemployment estimstes based on
the BES data to those constructed with noncovered employment data from
the 1960 Census.

Table V-1 presents April, 1960, corrzcted unemployment estimates for
the nineteen Oklahoma areas. They have bzen constructed with 1960 Census
data for the various types of noncovered empleyment. The estimates are
very similar to the improved and regular estimates. The same national
rates, covered employment and unemployment, and net wage and salary em-
ployment have been used in their construction. The estimates in Table
V=1 are accompanied by an analysis of how they differ from the Census
estimates. The analysis is the same as is used for the improved and
regular estimates in Tables IV=2 and IV-=3, pages 45 and 4é. First, the
Census unemployment estimates hawve been subtrachted fyom the resulbts.

Then the differences have been divided by the Census estimate of unem=

o

ployment for the area. Finally, the arsa percents of alfferencze have



been arrayed, and their mean and standard deviation computed.

TABLE V=1

COMPARISON OF THE CORRECTED BES ESTIMATES WITH THE
CENSUS UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES FCR APRIL, 1960

Labor Market BES2 Census® BES = Census
Areas Census
Adair 573 217 - 164.06
Atoka 254 198 28,28
Carter 798 710 12.39
Cherokee 505 301 67.77
Coal 287 116 14741
Comanche 707 1,082 @3l 66
Garfield 627 58, 7.36
Johnston 242 119 103.36
Kay 595 ' 594 0.17
Latimer 296 232 27.59
LeFlore 953 740 28.78
McClain 376 201 87.06
Muskogee 1,816 1.288 40,99
Oklahoma 6,220 6,326 =].68
Pittsburg 1,004 ‘ 700 43,43
Rogers 756 388 94485
Seminole 779 502 29.40
Tulsa 7,023 7,478 =£,08
Wagoner 515 _ 285 80.70

§19 = ,,8.,8; 81 = 53.03. §8 = 7.74; 58 = 25.46.
Sources: 2Constructed for this study with data from Appendix Table 7.

PTable 83, PC(1)«~38C, pp. 211-216.

The mean percernts of differences and their standard deviations are
slightly lower than those found for the improved awd regular estimstes.
But substantial differences remain: t;g i3 2.129 which is significant
at the 95 percent level., Sixbteen of the nineteen estimates are higher
than the Census estimates. And the meams and standard deviations are
generally as>high or higher than those which Ullman finds for states and

SMSA's,
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The decrease in the differemnces indicates that the BES procedures
for estimating noncovered empleoyment may be a cause of the differences
between the Census and the regular and improved area unemployment esti-
mates. Bubt they are probably not the only cause since differences remain.
Assuming the accuracy of the covered and Census employment data, the re-
maining differences can only be attributable either to the BES noncoversd
employment data inputs which have not bgen taken from the Census, or to
the basic unemployment estimating procedure.

In view of the changes in the average area differences resulting
from what may be more accurate employment inputs, the hypotheses and
correlation tests regarding the differences have been rereated:

Hypotheses:

l. rgy = =.642 remains significant

rsc = =.696 remains significant
2. rgp = .O40 remains significant

rgse = 605 remains significant
3e r, = .700 remains significant
hLe r, = o554 remainzs significant
5. rg = o319 remains insignificant
6. rg = =.502 remains significant
A, rg = .632 vremains significant
B, ry = .689 remains significant
Co rg = =,758 remains significant

No changes in significance occur as a result of using the corrected estie

L1

mates.

4lhe 95 percent level is assumed to be where significance begins.
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Non=Residence Employment Inputs as a Cause of the Differsnces

The use of insurance reports as the basis for employment data allows
non=resident employees, resident commuiers, and dual job holders to affect

L2

area employment totals. It is possible that the presence of these types
of individuals causes the differences between the Census and BES estimates.
An estimate of their effect can be obtained by recomputing the area
unemployment estimates with Census=level empleyment inputs for all em;
ployment sectors. Table V-2 presents the April, 1960, residence unem-
ployment estimates. They are the result of using 1960 Census employment
totals in lieun of estimates of the data obtained from employer reports or
other BES sources .43 Also, the Census estimates have been subtracted
from these estimates and the differences divided by the Census estimates.

Then the percents have been arrayed and a mean and standard deviation

computed.

TABLE Ve2

COM?ARISON OF BES RESIDENCE UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES WLITH
CENSUS UNEMPLOYMENT, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market BESE ‘Census? BES = Census
Areas Census
Adair 467 217 115,21
Atoka 229 198 15.66
Carter 89 710 11.13
Cherokee 352 301 16.94
Coal 256 1L 120,69
Comanche 690 1, 082 36,273
Garfield 622 584 6.51

42gelated discussion in Chapter III, pp. 38=40.

L3The only non=Census employment imputs are the insured empleyment
data. These have been put on a residence basis by the ratie of Census
private nonagricultural wage and szlary employment minus nonprofit and
domestic employment to the BES nei wage and salary e=stimates.
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Table V-2 (Continued)

Labor Market BESE CensusP BE3 = Census

Areas Census
Johnston 177 119 L8.T74
Kay 593 594 =0,17
Latimer 186 _ 232 «19.83
LeFlore 832 740 12.43
McClain 337 201 67.66
Muskogee 1,882 1,288 46.12
Oklahoma 6,396 6,326 1.1l
Pittsburg 986 ‘ 700 L0.86
Rogers 678 388 L7
Seminole 764 602 26,91
Tulsa 6,895 7,478 7.80
Wagoner 393 285 37.89

ilg = 31027; 819 = LI-OOZOG §8 = 9-61{-; S8 = 25062.
Sources: ZConstructed for this study with data from Appendix Table 8.

Prable 83, PC(1)=38C, pp. 211i=216.,

The average percents of difference and the standard deviaticns are

lower than those computed for the corrected estimates. This suggests
that commuters and dual job holders may possibly be the cause of some of
the differences. Nevertheless, substantial differences still remain.
The average parcént of difference as well as the dispersion is generally
as large or larger than those which Ullman has computed. And in sixteen
of the nineteen areas, the BES estimates are still higher than the Census
estimates. The t=test, however, now yields a t19 of 1.274, which is ine=
significant.

The earlier hypotheses and correlations have been repeated to see if
any changes result from putting all the areas on a residence basiss

Hypothesess

l. rgy = <.402 no longer significant
rge = =.525 remains significant



2¢ Tam = o439 no longer significant
Tge = o535 remains significant
3. rg = .653 remaing significant
Le Ty = oLhk no longer significant
5e rs = 02 remains insignificant
6. rg = w567 remains significant
A, rg = .58 remains significant
B. r, = 604 remains significant
C. r, = 672 remains significant

The first two changes are of uncertain relevance in view of the lack
of changes in the correlations related to the Census unemployment esti=
mates. However, the BES estimates are no longer highest relative to the
Census estimates in areas of slowest population growth. This result is
merely descriptive. It suggests that the over-estimsting tendency has
either been lessened in the declining areas or increased in the growing
ones. In view of the general decline in the mean percent of difference,
it appears that the over-estimating tendency is lessened in the declining
areas.

An alternative approach to the construction of ?esidencemlevel un=
employment estimates is possible. It uses the same residence<level em=
ployment but with the covered unemployment rates used for the non=
residence level estimates., This approach has been attempted, and the
results are presented in Table V=3. Fach area's Census estimates have
been subtracted from the area's estimated unemployment and the remainder
divided by the area Census estimate. The mean of the percentages of

difference and the standard deviation have been compubed.
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TABLE V-3

COMPARISCN OF THE DECENNIAL CENSUS AND MODIFIED RESIDENCE
UNEMPLOIMENT ESTIMATES, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market BES® Censusb BES « Census
Areas Census
Adair 881 217 : 305.99
Atoka 313 198 58.08
Carter 853 710 20.14
Cherokee 999 301 231,89
Coal 375 116 223.28
Comanche 796 1,082 «26.43
Garfield 672 58, 15.07
Johnston 386 119 2204437
Kay 635 594 6.90
Latimer 525 232 126.29
LeFlore 1,389 740 87.70
McClain 501 201 149.25
Muskogee 2,033 1,288 57.84
Oklahoma 6,431 6,326 1.66
Pittsburg 1,058 700 51.14
Rogers 1,215 388 213.14
Seminole a873 602 45,02
Tulsa 6: 736 79 1+78 "9092
Wagoner 989 285 247 .02

ilg = 106,763 819 = 104.42. Xg = 1h.55; =g = 28.65.
Sources: “Constructed for this study with data from Appendix Table 8.
Prable 83, PC(1)=38C, pp. 211216,

Both the means and the standard deviations are substantially greater
than those found for other estimates. The BES estimates exceed the Census
estimates in seventeen of the nineteen areas. This suggests that these
particular methodological changes do not improve the estimating proe

cedure. Therefore, no further analysis is deemed appropriate.



CHAPTER VI
MODIFYING THE DEPRESSED AREA IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES

Certain possible modifications in the BES unemployment estimating
procedures are presented in this chapter. They are based on the pro-
cedural changes required to eliminate the April, 1960, differemnces. The
chapter also includes an attempt to use these medificatioms in the con=
struction of annual rates of unemployment for nineteen Oklahoma areas.
An evaluation of the rates follows their presentation. It is in terms of
their effect on area eligibility for certain types of federal aid. The
effect of the modifications on area eligibility for federal aid is ob=
tained by comparing the comsiructed rates to the statubory criteria for
designating labor market areas as redevelcpmsnt areas.

Knowledge of their effect on eligibility is important because the
modifications, or some close approximation of them, may be pub inte ef=
fect. This may occur in response to the uncertain accuracy which is

associated with the present unemployment estimating preocedures.
Modifying the Employment Data Inputs

The effect, in April, 1960, of using residence=level estimates of
employment was described in Chapter V. Generally, the differences be=

tween the Census and BES estimates are reduced whem the employment data

65
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1 Other cuts in the differences occur

are placed on a residence basis.
when employment data from the regular BES sources are used.2 Thus,
possible reforms could involve computing annual unemployment rates and
estimates with employment estimates which are on a residence or regular
basis.

One possible set of procedures to obtain annual residence unemploy-
ment estimates is substantially the same as those used to construct the
April, 1960, residence estimates. Basically, the employment totals are
obtained by multiplying BES employment data for each type of employment
by the April, 1960, ratio of Census to BES employment. Regular level
annual area unemployment estimates are obtained in the same fashion as
‘was described in Chapter V for the April, 1960, estimates.

The residence and regular annual unemployment rates derived for the
nineteen Oklahoma labor markets with these procedures are presented in
Table VI-1l. This table also includes improved unemployment rates based
on annual employment and unemployment estimates published by the OESC.
Annual rates based on a possible modification in the area unemployment
estimating procedures are also presented in the table. The modification
invelves using the employment data from the regular sources and the
covered unemployment rates from the residence annual unemployment estie-
mates. These rates are called combination rates.

Table VI=2 follows with the effect of these modifications on area
eligibility for designation as redevelopment areas. The Table Vi-2

analysis is based on the unemployment rates in Table VI-l.

lsee Table V-2, pp. 61<62.

2see Table IV=3, pp. L45=46.
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TABLE VI-l

ANNUAL IMPROVED, REGULAR, RESIDENCE, AND COMBINATICN
UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 1958=1962
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Table VI-1l (Continued)

Area and Improved Regular " Residence Combination

Year Rate?d RateP Rate® Rated
Garfield
1958 L.3 Lo5 L2 Lo2
1959 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.3
1960 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.8
1961 3.9 4.0 3.8 3.7
1962 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5
Johnston
1958 8.3 9.2 Lob Le5
1959 6.5 6.9 3.6 3.5
1960 12.3 13.2 6.6 6.5
1961 17.1 18.7 9.1 Q.2
1962 9.6 10.2 5.0 5.0
Kay
1958
1959
1960 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.5
1961 3.8 3.9 3.7 3.7
1962 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.5
Latimer
1958
1959 16.5 15.3 7.8 6.1
1960 17.5 15.8 8.0 6.3
1961 18.9 17.6 9.1 7.1
1962 14.5 13.5 7.0 5.4
LeFlore
1958 . 16.9 15.7 11.3 10.0
1959 15.1 13.9 10.0 8.9
1960 16.1 14.7 10.4 9.3
1961 17.3 15.8 11.0 10.1
1962 12.4 11.2 7.9 7.1
McClain '
1658 9.0 10.2 7.1 7.2
1959 8.3 9.2 6.5 6.4
1960 8.8 9.8 6.8 6.8
1961 11.7 13.6 9.1 9.5
1962 11.1 12.8 8.6 9.0
Muskogee
1958 10.1 10.1 2.5 Quh
1959 10.0 10.1 9.4 9.4
1960 9.0 9.1 8.5 8.5
1961 8.5 8.6 7.9 8.0
1962 10.0 10.1 9.3 3.5
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Table VI=1 (Continued)

Area and Improved Regular ‘Residence Combination
Year Rate? Rateb Rate® Rated

Oklahoma
1958 _ L
1959 3
1960 3
1961 L
1962 3

Pittsburg
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

Rogers
1958 10.1
1959 8.9
1960 9.3
1961 14.7
1962 9.7

Seminole
1958 1
1959
1960
1961
1962

Tulsa
1958 5.2
1959 L2
1960 L7
1961 5.9
1962 L.7

Wagoner
1958 11.8 12.7 6.3
1959 12.5 13.3 6.5
1960 14.2 15.2 Tl
1961 20.1 22.1 10.3
1962 ‘ 16.5 17.8 8.4

Sources: ZComputed from area annual unemployment and employment esti-
mates published in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89.

bBased on data in Appendix Tables 19 through 23.
CBased on data in Appendix Tables 14 threough 18,

dgovered rates derived from Appendix Tables 14 through 18;
other data from Appendix Tables 19 through 23.



TABLE VI=2

AREA ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION AS REDEVELOPMENT

AREAS BY TYPE OF DATA, 1962 AND 19632

70

Fulfilling Requirements

Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2=year  3wyear [L=year 2=year  3ayear Leyear
Adair
Improved yes yes yes yes yes yes
Regular yes yes yes yes yes yes
Residence yes yes yes no yes yes
Combination yes no yes no no yes
Atoka
Improved yes yes yes yes yes yes
Regular yes yes yes no yes yes
Residence no no yes no no yes
Combination no ne no no no no
Carter
Improved no no no no no
Regular no no no no no
Residence no no no no no
Combination no no no no no
Cherokee
Improved no no yes yes yes yes
Regular no no yes yes yes yes
Residence no no ne no no no
Combination ne no no no no no
Coal
Improved yes yes yes yes yes yes
Regular no yes yes yes yes yes
Residence no no yes yes yes yes
Combination no no no yes yes yes
Comanche
Improved no no no ne no noe
Regular no no no no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Combination no no ne no no no
Garfield
Improved ne no no no no no
Regular no ne no no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Combination no ne no ne no ne



Table VI=2 {Comtinued)
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Fulfilling Requirements

Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 _in 1962
Data Type 2=year 3<year L=year 2=year 3=year I=year
Johnston
Improved yes yes yes yes yes no
Regular yes yes yes yes yes no
Residence no no no no no no
Combination no no ne no no no
Kay
Improved no no no
Regular no no no
Residence no no no
Combination no ne no
Latimer
Improved yes yes yes yes yes
Regular yes yes yes yes yes
Residence no no no _no no
Combination no no no no no
LeFlore
Improved yes yes yes yes yes yes
Regular yes yes yes yes yes yes
Residernce ne no yes no yes yes
Combination no no yes no no yes
MeClain
Improved no no yes no ne yes
Regular yes yes yes yes yes yes
Residence no no no no no no
Combination no no no no no no
Muskogee
Improved no no yes no no no
Regular no no yes no no no
Residence no no yes noe no ele)
Combination no no yes no no no
Oklahoma
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no ne ne no no
Residence no no no no no no
Combination no no no no no no
Pittsburg
Improved no no yes no ne no
Regular no no yas no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Combination ne no no no no no
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Table VI=2 (Continued)

Fulfilling Requirements Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2=year 3=year L=year 2=year 3=year L=year
Rogers

Improved yes no yes yes no yes

Regular yes yes yes yes no yes

Residence no no no no no no

Combination no no no no no no
Seminole

Improved no no yes no no yes

Regular no no yes no no yes

Residence no no no no no no

Combination no no no no no no
Tulsa

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no

Combination no no no no no no
Wagoner

Improved yes yes yes yes yes yes

Regular yes yes yes T yes yes yes

Residence no no no no no no

Combination ne no no no no no

aEligibility is based on the anmual area unemployment rates of previous
years. Minimum redevelopment area rate levels are presented in Table
II~1l, p. 8; area unemployment rates are from Table VI-l.

Rates based on improved data qualify more areas as redevelopment
areas than would be qualified if residence or combination data were used.
It may be significant, however, that exactly the same areas would have
been qualified in 1963 or 1962 had employment data from regular sources
been used. This suggests that there is no need to engage in periodic
surveys of certain types of employers as long as obtaining redevelopment-

area designation for areas is the only goal.
Modifying Covered Unemployment

There appears to be no way of determining how much the differences
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between the BES and Census estimates can be attributed to inaccuracies in
the covered unemployment estimates. It is possible, however, to determine
how much each area's April, 1960, covered unemployment would have to
change to yield the Census level of unemployment. This can be ac=
complished by setting the estimating formula equal to Census unemployment
and solving fér the percentage of initial covered unemployment required
to yield the Census unemployment.

If covered unemployment is ever identified as the sole cause of the
BES - Census differences, the percentages resulting from applying the
above procedure would be a measure of the inaccuracy of the covered un-
employment estimates.> These percentages, however, can serve another
purpose. Since their presence eliminates the differences between the BES
and Census estimates, the percentages may be used as an adjustment factor
in the BES formula. The formula would then no longer be the same for
every area. Instead, it would vary from area to area based on each area's
April, 1960, differences.

Such percentages have been constructed for this study for each of
the nineteen areas. They are presented in Table VI=3. Table VI«j follows
with the annual unemployment rates which result from using the percentages
to modify the BES formula. The unemployment rates cover the time period
1958-1962. Table VI=5 follows. It ccntains the effects of modifying
covered unemployment. The Table VI=5 analysis is based on the unemploy=
ment rates in Table VI=4. The effects are measured in terms of area
eligibility for designation as redevelopment areas under the unemployment

criteria.

3This assumes the applicability of the BES relationships, the ade=
quacy of the employment data, and the accuracy of the Census estimates.



TABLE VI=3

ADJGSTED AREA COVERED UNEMPLOYMENT AS A PERCENT OF INITIAL
COVERED UNEMPLOYMENT, APRIL, 1960, FOR REGULAR, IMPROVED,

AND RESIDENCE LEVEL UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES

Th

Labor Market Regular? Improved® Residence®
Areas
Adair 29.14.196 28. 8393 LI—LI—05982
Atoka 67.1672 66.366L 85.6857
Carter 90.7816 85.1703 89.178L4
Cherokee 51.7544 447368 81,6491,
Coal 32.4759 33.5477 43.6227
Comanche 171.1864 155.,2058 164.4068
Garfield 93.4783 92.3913 92.9348
Johnston 40.8200 L0.6417 65.24,06
Kay 99.7429 98.9717 100.2571
Latimer 67,7083 50.4630 125.0000
LeFlore 72.3971 71.1864 88,3777
McClain L6.2585 51.7007 57.6190
Muskogee 65.1763 6l .1,02L 66.8960
Oklahoma 100.3412 93.6388 96 .4,660
Pittsburg 64.9374 6645474 69.4097
Rogers 4,8.8550 4542926 554707
Seminole 70,2032 72,9120 77 .8781
Tulsa 108.4416 105.8644 106.9399
Wagoner 47.3980 51,0204 70.9184
Sources: aBased on data from Appendix Table é and the umemployment estie
mating equation in Chapter II, pp. 18, 19.
bBased on data from Appendix Tables 4 and 5 and the unemploy=
ment estimating equation in Chapter II, pp. 18, 19.
CBased on data from Appeadix Table 8 and the unemployment
estimating equation in Chapter II, pp. 18, 19.
TABLE Vi=4
AREA ANNUAL UNEMPLOIMENT RATES, 1958-1962, AFTER
ADJUSTMENTS IN COVERED UNEMPLOYMENRT
Area and Regular Improyved Residence
Year Rated Hate Rate®
Adair s
1958 6.8 6.3 6.1
1959 5.6 5.4 5.2
1960 5'9 507 5014’
1961 6.2 5.9 5.6
1962 7.6 7ol 6.9
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Table VI=/4 (Continued)
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Regular

Area and
Year

Rate®

Rate

Rate?

Atoka

0/0320
0880/0/

68222
0780/0/

81.1439~
0/7788

1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

o
L] L] ] Q
e N T o N ¥ o WIE, J

[@BNc It MoV
L ] . L ] L]
NN\ N 3

h066
5/05.4

Carter
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

8)4570/
.14.45.43

O N0 O W
* L ] . - 9
[TaR Yo RN I8 Vo R,

/01/055
/0/07/05

Cherokee
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

95373
7./0 75)4

NN N NO N
o o L ] . L]
[na SO TR o R Vo WK, J

0//0.14.18
/05/053

Coal
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

.4550»0
8555/0

/07/012
855/0/0

N~ 3O
S0 el
—

Comanche
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

O N m
< -] ] L) Qo
oo

— N0 I~ T
L ] » @ 9 [}
~T oo eny o

3.14885
.14?./333

Garfield
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

0)/0 735
32 /+/03

mlm?Oﬂl..w.
oM A

33188

.143/08.14
a
[}
PLPOTO AN
0N\ N0 OO
oo
..nﬂvlllll
=



76

Table V1=4 (Continued)

Area and Regular Improved Residence
Year Rate? RateP Rate®

Kay
1958
1959
1960 3.7
1961 3.9
1962 3.7

Latimer
1958
1959 1
1960 11.
1961 1

1962

LeFlore
1958 12.0
1959 10.6
1960 11.1
1961 12.1
1962 8.5

McClain
1958 5.3
1959 L.8
1960 5.1
1961 -+ 7.0
1962 6.6

Muskogee
1958 7.1
1959 7.0
1960 6.3
1961 6.0
1962 7.1

Oklahoma
1958 L
1959 3
1960 3.
1961 L
1962 3

Pittsburg
1958 6.7
1959 507

1960 6.8
1961 8.0
1962 6.1
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Table VI=4 (Continued)

Area and ‘ " Regular Improved Residence
Year Rate? , RateP Rate®

Rogers
1958 5
1959 5
1960 5
1961 8
1962 5

Seminole
1958 75
1959 6.6
1960 T2
1961 7.6
1962 6.8

Tulsa
1958 5
1959 L
1960 5
6
5

1961
1962

ONONE o
N OO W

Wagoner
1958 6.7
1959 7.0
1960 8.3
1961 ‘ 11.9
1962 9.4

Sourcess @Constructed with dété in Appendix Tables 19 through 23 and the
formula in Chapter II, pp. 18=19, as modified by the change in
covered employment in Table VI=3.

beonstructed with data in Appendix Tables 9 through 13, 1 and
3, and the formula in Chapter II, pp. 18-19, as modified by
the change in covered employment in Table Vi-3.

“Constructed with data in Appendix Tables 14 through 18 and the
formula in Chapter II, pp. 1819, as modified by the change in
covered unemployment. in Table VI3,
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TABLE VI=5

AREA ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION AS REDEVELOPMENT AREAS
AFTER MODIFICATION IN COVERED UNEMFLOYMENT, BY TYPE OF
: DATA, 1962 AND 19632

Fulfilling Requirements Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Date Type Z=year  3=year [I~year 2=year  3eyear 4=year
Adair

Improved ‘ no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no nc

Residence ne no no no ho no
Atoka

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no’ no no

Residence no no no no no no
Carter

Improved no no no no ne

Regular no no no no no

Residence no no no no no
Cherokee

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no - no no no no no
Coal

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Comanche

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no ne no no no no

Residence no ne no no no no
Garfield

Improved no no no no no ne

Regular ‘ no ne no no no ne

Residence ne no no no ne no
Johnston

Improved no no no no ne no

Regular no no no no no ne

Residence no no no no no no
Kay

Improved no no no

Regular no no ne

Residence no no no



Table VI~5 (Continued)
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Fulfilling Requirements

Falfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Date Type Z=year  3=year [I=year 2=year I3e=year Leyear
Latimer

Improved no no yes no no yes

Regular no yes yes yes yes yes

Residence no no yes no no yes
LeFlore

Improved no yes yes yes yes yes

Regular no yes yes no yes yes

Residence no no yes no no yes
McClain

Improved no no no no no ne

Regular ne no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Muskogee

Improved no no no no . no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Oklahoma

Improved no no no no no no

Regular ho no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Pittsburg _

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Rogers

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Seminole

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Hesidence rio no no nec no no
Tulsa

Inproved no no no ne no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no ne no no no
Wagoner

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no ne no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
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8F1igibility based on anmual estimates for previous years; unemploy=
ment rates from Table VI=43 redevelopment area eligibility rate
levels from Table II=1, p.8.
The same two counties are eligible for redevelopment area designation
in each year and for every type of data;”;it appears that procedural modie
fications based on the elimination of BES and Census differences would

7

lower the number of areas eligible for designation.f?
Modifying the Constant Unemployment Relaticnships

The use of constant unemployment relationships may cause the BES
procedures to yield estimates which differ from those of the Census.h
Unfortunately, there appears to be no way to determine what the relation=
ships actually are in a given area. Nevertheless, one estimate of the
appropriate relationships can be derived by setting the estimating equation
equal to an area's Census unemployment and solving for the proportional

5

change in the rates required to get that unemployment.” Furthermore,
since the size of these changes will be affected by the amount of the
differences between the BES and Census estimates, the modified relation-
ships might be used as an adjustment factor to offset the effects of
whatever>is causing BES « Census differences.

The changes in the noncovered employment rates required to yield
Census levels of unemployment for the nineteen QOklahoma areas have been
determined for this study. They are presemted in Table VI=6. Anmmal
unemployment rates which result from using these adjustment factors im
the estimation of amnual unemployment are in Table VI=7. The rates cover

hgee Chapter III, pp. 35=40, for related discussion.

5This assumes that all other procedures are appropriate and that the
data inputs and the Census estimates are correct.
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the time period 1958=1962. Table VI=8 follows with the effects of these
modifications on area eligibility for designation as redevelopment areas.

The Table VI-8 analysis is based on the unemployment rates in Table VI=7.

TABLE VI-6

DEGREE OF CHANGE IN NONCOVERED UNEMPLOYMENT AREA RELATIONSHIPS
REQUIRED TO YIELD CENSUS LEVELS OF UNEMPLOYMENT, APRIL, 1960,
WITH REGULAR, IMPROVED, AND RESIDENCE LEVEL UNEMFLOYMENT

ESTIMATES
Regular Improved Residence

Labor Market , Correction Correction Correction
Areas Factor® Factor® Factor®
Adair =,099 =,077 -.169
Atoka .508 .509 CWThY
Carter .68 5.8 .632
Cherokee «175 o142 AT7
Coal .060 .065 .091
Comanche 3.328 2.550 3.054
Garfield .78L o754 760
Johnston .286 .288 490
Kay .989 .950 1.012
Latimer L0 - 470 1.436
LeFlore .552 .535 769
McClain 146 .182 .203
Muskogee -.048 =034 -.042
Oklahoma 1.014 .762 .961
Pittsburg : .175 .181 .198
Rogers -.175 -,155 =253
Seminole 313 .358 .1,08
Tulsa L.L46 1.295 1.503
Wagoner .218 o243 .387

Sources: 2Based on data from Appendix Table 6 and standardized unemploy-
ment estimating equation from Chapter II, pp. 18=19.

PBased on data from Appendix Tables 6 and 7 and standardized
unemployment estimating equation in Chapter II, pp. 18-19.

°Based on data from Appendix Table 8 and standardized unemploy-
estimating equation in Chapter II, pp. 18-19.



TABLE VI=7

AREA ANNUAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 1958=1962, AFTER ADJUSTMENTS

IN CERTAIN STANDARD RELATIONSHIPS

Area and Regular Improyved Residence

Year Rated RateP Rate®

Adair
1958 Le5
1959 Le3
1960 Le9
1961 5.8
1962 6.6

Atoka
1958 8.9
1959 6.8
1960 7.0
1961 8.0
1962 7.9

Carter
1958
1959 5
1960 5
1961 5¢
1962 L

Cherokee
1958 5
1959 5
1960 6o
1961 ' 5
1962 5

Coal
1958 Le9
1959 Le5

1960 5.9

5.3
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Table VI=7 (Continued)

Area and Regular Improved Residence
Year Rate?@ RateP | Rate®

Johnston
1958 I
1959 3
1960 5.
1961 7
1962 L

w oW
VT O3 W

Kay
1958
1959
1960 3.7
1961 3.9
1962 3.7

Latimer
1958
1959 11.0 9.4
1960 11.3 9.9
1961 12.9 11.3
1962 10.2 9.0

LeFlore
1958 11
1959 16
1960 10.
1961 11
1962 8

McClain
1958 Ls5
1959 La.2
1960 Lob
1961 59
1962 5.6

Muskogee
1958 6.6
1959 6.3
1960 5.9
1961 5¢5
1962 6.6

Oklahoma
1958 L5
1959 3.5

1960 ' 3.9

L7
3.8

o

> ©

1961
1962

e

W B W
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Table VI=7 (Continued)

Area and ' Regular Improved Residence
Year Rated RateP Rate®

Pittsburg
1958 6.3
1959 5¢3
1960 6.3
1961 7.3
1962 5.8

Rogers
1958 Le5
1959 L.2
1960 L.9
1961 6.5
1962 be3

Seminole
1958 72
1959 bl
1960 7.3
1961 7.6
1962 6.5

Tulsa
1958 5.7
1959 Lob
1960 5.2
1961 6.8
1962 562

Wagoner
1958 5.9
1959 6.2
1960 7.1
1961 9.1
1962 7.2

Sources: ZConstructed with data in Appendix Tables 19 through 23 and
formula in Chapter II, pp. 1%=19, medified by the changes in
standard area relationships presented in Table VI=b.

bConstructed with data in Appendix Tables ¢ through 13, 1 and
3, and formula in Chapter II, pp. 1819, medified by the
changes in standard area relatienships presented in Table Vi=

CConstructed with data in Appendix Tables 14 through 18, and
formula in Chapter II, pp. 18=19, modified by the changes in
standard area relationships presented in Table VI<b.



TABLE VI-8

AREA ELIGIBILITY FOR REDEVELOPMENT AREA DESIGNATION, 1962
AND 1963, AFTER MODIFICATIONS IN CERTAIN STANDARDIZED

ESTIMATING RELATIONSHIPS®

85

Fulfilling Reqﬁirémenté

Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2=year 3=year lw=year 2=year J3eyear  L=year
Adair
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no - no no no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Atoka
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no ne no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Carter
Improved no no no no no
Regular no no no no no
Residence no no no no no
Cherokee
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no no no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Coal
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no no no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Comanche
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no ne no no no
Residence no no no no ne no
Garfield
Improved no no no no no no
Regular no no ne no no no
Residence no no no no no no
Johnston
Improved no no no no no ne
Regular no no no no no no
Residence - no no no noe ne no
Kay
Improved no neo ne
Regular no no no
Residence no no no
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Table VI=8 (Continued)

Fulfilling Requirements Pulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2=year  3«year L=year Ze«year  3wyear L=year
Latimer

Improved no no yes no no yes

Regular no yes yes yes yes yes

Residence no no yes no no yes
LeFlore

Improved no yes yes yes yes yes

Regular no no yes no yes yes

Residence no no yes no no yes
McClain

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no ne no no ne no

Residence no no no no no no
Muskogee

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Oklahoma

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Pittsburg

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
Rogers

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no ne no no

Residence no noc ne no no no
Seminole

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no ne no no no

Residence no no no ne ne no
Tulsa

Improved no no ne no no no

Regular no no no ne no no

Residence no no ne ne no no
Wagoner

Improved no no no no no no

Regular no no no no no no

Residence no no no no no no
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aEligibility based on annual estimates for previous years; unemploy-
ment rates from Table VI-7; redevelopment aresa eligibility rate
levels from Table II-1, p. 8.

7 The same two areas which would have been qualified with a covered un-

employment adjustment factor are also qualified when the ammual estimates
are affected by an adjustment factor related to noncovered employment.
This reaffirms the earlier suggestion that the use of an adjustment factor
based on the BES ~ Census differences would result in fewer areas in

Oklahoma qualifying for redevelopment area status. -~/
Other Possible Procedures

The differences between the Census and BES estimates may lead to a
move away from the BES procedure rather than to its reform. One possie
bility involves the elimination of most of the national relationships.
This could be accomplished by limiting the components of area unemployment
rates to some form of covered employment and unemployment. The rate of
unemployment would then be equal to covered unemployment (U.) divided
either by covered employment (Ei) or the sum of covered employment and un-
employment (Ei + Uc). Further, the covered employment could either be
tﬁe employment reporied on the unemployment insurance reports or this em=-
ployment after it has been put on a residence basis. The unemployment
related to covered employment could be derived in the same fashion as it
is for the current BES unemployment estimates.

The results of computing covered unempleymemt rates in this manner
for the nineteen areas are arrayed in Table VI=9 below. Table VI=10
follows with the efféct of these procedures on area eligibility for re«

development area designation under the Area Redevelopment Act criteria,



TABLE VI=9
AREA ANNUAL COVERED UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 1958=1962
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Covered® ResidenceP
Area and Eg Uc Eg Y
Year Ey By + Ug E; Ei + U,
Adair
1958 37.4 27.2 19.3 16.2
1959 29.5 22.8 15.2 13.2
1960 30.4 23.3 15.7 13.6
1961 30.9 23.6 15,9 13.7
1962 39.7 28.4 20.5 17.0
Atoka
1958 28.8 22.3 20.8 17.2
1959 19.4 16.3 14,0 12.3
1960 20,1 16.7 14.5 12.7
1961 22.4 18.3 16.2 13.9
1962 2243 18.3 16.1 13.9
Carter
1958
1959 6.7 6.3 6.2 5.8
1960 77 6.6 7.1 6.6
1961 7.0 6.5 6.4 6.1
1962 5.5 562 5.0 L.8
Cherokee
1958 22.3 18.3 Te5 7.0
1959 20.1 16.8 6.7 6.3
1960 25.9 20.6 8.7 8.0
1961 19.6 16.4 6.6 6.2
1962 15.7 13.6 53 5.0
Coal
1958 L1.2 29.2 27.7 21.7
1959 32.1 2L.3 Rl.5 17.7
1960 37.2 27.1 24,9 19.9
1961 28,1 21l.9 18.8 15.8
1962 19.1 16.1 12.8 11.4
Comanche ‘
1958 8.4 T7 7.1 6.7
1959 5.0 L.8 L3 L.l
1960 5.0 L.8 Lo3 Lol
1961 5oy 5e2 L o6 Lol
1962 5.5 52 L7 L5
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Covered? Residence®
Area and Ue Ue Ue Ue
Year " EL + U, E; Ef + U
Oklahoma
1958 Le9 L7 5.0 L.8
1959 3.6 3¢5 3.7 3.6
1960 L0 3.9 L1 4.0
1961 5.0 L.8 5.1 L.8
1962 3.9 3.8 L.0 3.8
Pittsburg
1958 15.6 13.5 .4 12.6
1959 12.8 11.4 11.9 10.6
1960 15.8 13.7 14.6 12.7
1961 19.1 - 16.0 17.6 15.0
1962 13.4 11.8 12.4 11.0
Rogers
1958 16.6 14.3 9.1 8.3
1959 13.9 12.2 7.6 7.0
1960 14.0 12.2 7.6 7.1
1961 25.0 20.0 13.6 12.0
1962 14.8 12.9 8.1 75
Seminole
1958 14.1 12.3 12.2 10.9
- 1959 11.9 10.7 10.4 9.4
1960 14.2 12.4 12.3 11.0
1961 14.7 12.8 12.8 11.3
1962 12.0 10.7 10.4 9hy
Tulsa
1958 565 502 5.8 .5
1959 L2 Lol haol L3
1960 L.8 L6 5.1 L.8
1961 6.4 6.0 6.7 6.3
1962 L.8 L o6 5.1 L8
Wagoner
1958 20.6 17.1 7.9 7.3
1959 22.0 18.0 8.4 7.7
1960 25.7 20.5 9.8 9.0
1961 LO.7 28.9 15.5 13.5
1962 31.1 23,7 11.9 10.6

Sources: ZComputed from covered employment and unemployment data in
Appendix Tables 19 through 23.

bGomputed from covered employment and unemployment data in
Appendix Tables 14 through 18.



TABLE VI=10

AREA ELIGIBILITY FOR REDEVELOPMENT AREA DESIGNATION
IN 1962 AND 1963 BASED ON. COVERED UNEMPLOYMENTZ
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Fulfilling Requirements

Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2-~year 3=year ,=year 2=year  3=year [=year
Adair
covered Es yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Eitle yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence EjHU, yes yes yes yes yes yes
Atoka
covered Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Eitl, yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence BEj yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence EiHU, yes yes yes yes yes yes
Carter
covered Ei no no no no no
covered EiH0, no no no no no
residence Ei no no no no no
residence EitU, no no no ne no
Cherokee
covered Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+U, yes - yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej no no no no no no
residence Ej+Uc no no no ne no no
Coal
covered Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+U, yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence EitJ; yes yes yes yes yes yes
Comanche
covered B3 no no no no ne no
covered Bi+U, no no no no no no
residence Ei no ne no ne no no
residence E;+U, no no no no no no
Garfield
covered By no no no no ne no
covered E{+0, no ne no no no no
residence Ej no no ne no no no
residence Ej+U, no no no no no no



Table VI=10 (Continued)
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Fulfilling Requifements

- Fulfilling Requirements

Area and in 1963 in 1962
Data Type 2=year 3=year A-year 2=year 3eyear Iw~year
Johnston
covered Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+0, yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej3 yes no no yes no no
residence Ei+U. no no no no no no
Kay
covered By no no no
covered EitU, no no no
residence Ej no no no
residence Ei+U, no no no
Latimer
covered B4 yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+Uc yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej no yes yes yes yes yes
residence E;+lc no no yes yes yes yes
LeFlore _
covered E; yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+0, yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ej yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ei+U. yes yes yes yes yes yes
McClain
covered E; yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered E;+J, yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence EitU, yes yes yes yes yes yes
Muskogee
covered E; yes yes yes yes yes yes -
covered E{+0, yes yes yes no yes yes
residence Ej yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence E;iHU, yes yes yes no yes yes
Oklahoma
covered By ne no no no no no
covered Ei+l, no no no no no no
residence Ej no no no no no no
residence Ei+Uc no noe no no no no
Pittsburg
covered Ey yes yes yes yes yes yes
covered Ei+Uc yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes
residence EiHU, yes yes yes yes yas yes
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Table VI=10 (Continued)

Fulfilling Requirements Fulfilling Requirements

Area and L in 1963 X in 1962
Data Type 2=year 3=year L=year 2=year 3«year L=~year
Rogers

covered Ei yes yes yes yes yes yes

covered EitUe yes yes yes yes yes yes

residence Ej yes no no yes no no

residence Ei+U, no no no no no no
Seminole

covered By yes yes yes yes yes yes

covered E;H, no yes yes yes yes yes

residence E5 no yes yes yes yes yes

residence EjHJ, no no yes no no yes
Tulsa

covered By no no ne no ne no

covered BitUe  no ne no no no no

residence Ej no no no no no no

residence EitUg no no ne no no no
Wagoner \

covered Bs yes yes yes yes yes yes

covered B+, yes yes yes yes yes yes

residence Ej yes yes yes yes yes yes

residence E;i+J, yes yes yes yes no no

8Eligibility is based on the covered unemployment rates from Table

VI=9 and the Area Redevelopment Act eligibility rates from Table

II=-1, p. 8.

It may be significant that the use of nonresidence covered unemploy-
ment rates would qualify exactly the same areas that would have gqualified
on the basis of the improved or regular BES estimates. This phenomenon
also exists in 1962 when seventeen of the nineteen areas have the same
qualification status. Thus, in 36 of 38 cases, the use of either of the
two forms of nonresidence covered rates yields area qualifications identi=-
cal to those based on improved or regular unemployment. This suggests
that the detailed procedures involved in estimating area total unemploy-
ment rates may not be necsssary. Instead, the use of covered umemploy-

ment may be an adequate shortcut for the BES unempleoyment estimating
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procedure whenever redevelopment area designation is the only reason for
constructing unemployment rates.

This pattern does not hold when the covered rates are put on a
residence basis. More areas are qualified when residence covered rates
are used instead of residence total rates. However, all the areas which
would qualify under the residence total rates are included in those

qualifying under the residence covered rates.



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Area unemployment estimates derived by the BES estimating procedure
are used with employment estimates to make rates of unemployment. These
unemployment estimates are important becaﬁée large sums of money are being
made available to labeor markét areas having rates equal to or exceeding
statutory standards.

The present study attempted to ascertain the accuracy of the estimates
for nineteen Oklahoma areas by comparing their April, 1960, estimates to
their 1960 Census estimates. Substantial differences were found to exist.
Nevertheless, an analysis of the Census and BES estimates indicates that
there are factors other than inaccurate BES estimates which may explain the
differences. The observed differences, therefore, merely suggest the BES
estimates are inaccurate. No definitive conclusions are possible.

Various pogsible causes of inaccuracies in the BES estimates are
suggested in the literature. These were examined with particular émphasis
on the possibility that they could be causing the differences observed by
this study. Despite the existence of such suggestions, only one study
was found which actually attempted to identify the socurces of any in=
accuracies. It examined state and SMSA estimates of unemployment. Its
tests, plus others developed for use in this analysis, were applied to
estimates of the areas included in the present study. Certain characters

istics of the areas where the differences were the greatest were identified.

These characteristics suggested several possible causes of the differences.

95
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The results for the Oklahoma areas differed substantially fr@mithose of
the earlier study's identical tests. Thus, it is difficult to accept the
findings of the earlier study as generally applicable to all labor market
areas.

The preseﬁt study then attempted to discover if inadequate data in=
puts are the caunse of all or part of the observed differences. The
average percent of difference did decrease with several different types
of data inputs. However, in every case substantial differences remained,
This suggests that the data inputs may be one cause of the differences,
but not the only cause,

The present study alsc attempted to quantify several possible causes
of the differences under the assumption that there are no other causes.
The estimating equations were set equal to the Census unemployment esti=
mates and the equations solved for the changes in various components re=
quired to yield the Census level of uﬁemployment. In some cases the re=
quired changes were so large as to be impossible measures of the cause of
the differences. This suggests that the differences may not be due only
to one specific factor. There appears to be no way to identify the
portion of the total difference attributable to each possible cause of
the differences.

. Despite the importance of the area rates and the apparent concern
.S;er their accuracy, no studies were found in a review of the literature
which suggested either revision or replacement of the BES estimating
procedures. And no studies were found that considered the effect of any
revisions or replacements on area qualification for federal aid. The
present study cénsidered both of these aspects. First, it presented
possible changes in the data and procedures used in the estimating

process as well as methods which could replace the BES process. Then
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these metheds were used to construct unempl@yment rates for the areas in=
cluded in the study. Finally, these rates were evaluated in terms of
statutory requirements for federal aid.

The procedural changes involved the use of adjustment factors taken
from the changes in componenits required to get the BES procedures to
yield the Census level of unemployment. Data changes involved the use of
annual data comparable to the data inputs whose use affected the BES =
Census differences. The study also examined the effect of limiting the
rates of unemployment used im qualifying areas to unemployment rates
based on covered employment and coverad unemployment.

In some cases substantial differences were noted in the number of
areas which would have attained eligibility for redevelopment area status.
In other cases, exactly the same areas would have qualified. None of the
areas which could not have been eligible for this designation during 1962
or 1963 under the procedures currently in use in Oklahoma would have be=
come eligible under anmy of the twelve other procedures considered by this
study. However, two areas would have attained eligibility earlier had
any one of the four covered unemployment rates been in use.

The study found that the same areas would qualify if the pro-
cedures currently in use were replaced by those based on employment data
from the regular BES sources or by rates based on covered employment and
unemployment. This suggests that it may be advantageous, in terms of
least=cost preparation of rates for the purpose of designating rede-
ve lopment areas, eiﬁher to use employment data from the regular BES

sources or to replace the BES rates with covered unempleoyment rates.
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TARLE 1

IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1962

4 : , _ "
Labor Market Bt ES Enws Ed"  Egy Be"  Bays' By Enp9 R
Adair 567 3,280 795 22 238 372 608 1,192 53 880 225
Atoka 528 2,590 686 L5 225 393 405 815 21 390 118
Carter 6,172 12,675 7,368 L69 1,656 1,232 689 711 550 650 336
Cherokee 10 4,610 1,113 Th 396 1,036 677 - 1,193 121 480 143
Goal 30h 1,660 459 9 131 221 206 60L; 30 200 58.2
Comanche 8,6L3 20,475 9,710 731 2,269 5,503 275 1,050 937 925 L79
Gerfield 8,920 18,850 - 10,805 - 352 2,298 2,086 162 - 2,163 98l 700 367
Jehnston 134 1,980 363 17 175 | L83 383 | 507 54 210 30.6
Kay 9,635 17,925 10, 888 480 2,195 1,683 280 1,520 879 675 380
Latimer 35 2,298 543 3L 176 651 335 525 34 390 91.2
LeFlore 1,525 5,982 2,220 113 697 525 1,097 1,253 77 850 266
MeClain 61 3,270 957 55 435 413 241 1,139 30 410 134
Muskogee 8,564 19,500 10,097 717 2,108 3,813 953 1,147 665 2,175 1,172
Oklahoms ,729 221,300 128,172 5,986 21,844 51,095 1,536 4,064 8,733 8,200 4,511
Fittsburg 3,545 10,700 h,211 314 1,411 2,709 Lik 1,031 580 1,000 478
Rogers 1,426 5,330 2,047 102 438 754 530 1,310 149 570 211
Semincle 3:442 8,160 L5 199 236 1,214 845 L25 865 76 820 L14
Tulsa 102,904 163,500 114,951 5,326 17,474 12,662 2,416 3,48, 7,187 8,000 4,970
Wazgoner B2h 2,930 722 39 231 352 452 1,098 36 580 132
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TABLE 2

IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL 1962

2,920

Labor Herket B, 12 B3 Egeld BglS B, L6 Bl Boyel® Eagyl? Enp?l 0Pl 0%
rea

Adair L8l 2,900 674 26 274 373 503 997 53 950 310
Atoks 498 .2,610 676 L6 234 393 406 834 21 350 120
Carter 5,964 12,400 7,121 L63 1,637 1,233 683 717 546 625 362
Cherckee 972 4,780 1,295 T4 396 1,035 667 1,193 120 520 185
Coal 272 1,650 4,38 9 11 222 203 607 30 190 598
Comanche 8,573 20,525 9,840 731 2,259 5,459 269 1,031 92 850 479
Garfield 8,775 18,550 10,612 36 2,254 2,085 159 2,116 978 - 675 400
Johnston 177 1,980 363 17 173 L8l 380 510 53 230 38.L
Kay 9,775 18,025 11,015 L8O 2,195 1,682 275 1,500 878 600 380
Latimer 314 2,238 517 3L 176 649 320 510 32 430 114
LeFlore 1,595 55942 2,191 113 697 525 1,082 1,258 76 740 289
MeClain 599 3,190 879 56 Wiy - 413 239 1,131 28 L60 177
Muskogee 8,598 19,400 10,160 704, 2,071 3,802 900 1,100 - 663 2,125 1,259
Oklahoma 113,568 219,400 127,138 5,943 21,557 50,794 1,451 3,8,9 8,668 7,400 4,548
Pittsburg  3,4Lk 10,475 4,048 310 1,390 2,700 433 1,007 577 950 497
Rogers . 1,455 5s410 2,066 103 LAY 755 54,0 1,350 149 770 333
Seminole 3,441 8,190 L,417 249 1,281 - 8ub 433 887 77 700 390
Tulsa 101,570 161,300 112,701 5,373 17,627 12,651 2,361 3,439 7,148 7,600 5,247
Wagoner 430 683 10 260 358 M9 1,101 49 580 © 168
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TABLE 3
IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1960

Labor Market E;%3 Ey2l Baws?? B2 Eg, B’  Eaws<’ Basu® Eppot U2 U’

’ Sa
Adair 542 3,210 742 22 228 350 562 1,258 48 630 165
Atoka 497 2,590 702 46 234 368 360 860 20 340 99.7
Carter 5,919 12,475 7,059 458 1,617 1,157 753 922 509 850 LLS
Cherokee 692 4,100 705 75 405 961 608 1,242 104 620 179
Coal 248 1,640 LLs 9 Al 208 184 626 27 360 92.2
Comanche 7,989 19,525 8,642 - 724 2,251 5,418 327 1,323 84,0 800 408
Garfield 8,113 18,050 9,L64 322 2,103 2,579 185 2,465 932 725 388
Johnston 216 1,990 391 17 173 461 357 543 48 280 L5c1
Kay 9,947 18,000 10,959 L8, 2,216 1,542 295 1,655 849 675 391
Latimer 182 2,069 22l 37 193 614 338 632 31 R0 70.2
LeFlore 1,590 6,006 2,210 108 667 498 1,038 1,412 73 1,150 386
McClain 716 3,430 1,091 55 435 392 250 1,180 27 330 113
Muskogee 8,573 19,650 10,126 710 2,090 3,634 1,024 1,426 64,0 1,950 1,037
Oklahoms 107,671 208,500 119,625 5,856 21,244 47,863 1,563 4,237 8,112 7,900 4,373
Pittsburg 3,343 10,125 3,908 314 1,411 2,322 L7 1,251 L45 1,125 548
Rogers 1,813 5,640 2,360 103 LL7 711 499 1,381l 139 580 253
Semincle 3,359 8,260 Ly LOL 262 1,348 800 430 940 76 950 477
Tulsa 104,144 163,000 115,359 5,256 17,24k 12,143 2,396 3,804 6,?98 8,000 5,032

Wagoner 606 .-3,0’70 8L6 39 - 231 333 431 1,139 51 510 156
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TABLE L

IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL 1960

Labor Market 2% B Bmeo B Eapt By Bl Baen Eph? U0
rea

Adair L1 2,805 601 25 263 354 462 1,049 48 221
Atoka 497 2,628 702 L8 242 372 362 882 20 99.9
Carter 5,996 12,654 7,151 453 1,598 1,272 45 930 505 L76
Cherokee 692 4,035 705 75 h057 975 595 1,237 43 228
Goal 220 1,603 395 10 151 210 181 629 27 93.3
Gomanche 7,965 19,607 8,616 72, 2,251 5,568 319 1,298 ‘831 402
Garfisld 74941 17,795 9,263 316 2,063 2,630 182 2,415 926 416
Johnston 217 2,008 L0k 17 173 L67 351 546 47 56,1
Kay 9,964 18,023 10,978 L8, 2,216 1,566 292 1,639 8L8 385
Latimer 168 2,033 207 37 193 621 324 617 31 86l
LeFlore 1,628 6,066 2,263 108 667 506 1,027 1,423 72 413
McClain 722 3,440 1,100 56 Lk 397 24,8 1,168 27 147
Muskoges 8,490 19,449 10,028 698 2,052 3,705 964 1,364 638 1,097
Oklshoma 108,017 209,455 120,008 5,8l 21,091 49,008 1,482 4,028 8,02, 4,342
Pittsburg 3,48, 10,380 4,073 , 310 1,390 2,365 460 1,231 551 561
Rogers 1,587 5,421 2,066 105 - 455 721 509 1,427 138 393
Seminole 3,430 8,478 Ly 497 14 1,422 . 809 436 961 76 43
Tulsa 105,713 164,968 117,101 5,302 17,396 12,337 2,333 3,743 6,756 5,232
Wagener 591 3,062 825 40 25,0 336 429 1,141 51 196

20T



TABLE 5

EIGHT-AREA TMPROVED UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL 1960

]’Ei'ggr Market Ej_M" E1_—,L’5 Enw-shé Edl*7 Esuhe Eéhc? Bayws 50 Ea;suS 1 Enp5 2 :Ut 53 U eS L |
Carter 5,996 12,500  6,87h 463 1,637 1,325 745 930 526 825 499
Comanche 75965 19,175 8,796 72h 2,251 5,050 315 1,285 5k 725 L13
Garfield 7,941 17,650 9,412 322 2,103 2,450 175 2,325 863 625 368
Kay 9,964 18,000 10,972 480 2,195 1,575 291 1,634 853 600 389
Muskogee 8,490 19,350 9,730  T0h 2,071 3,750 1,014 1,436 645 1,950 1,163
Oklshoms 108,017 208,500 120,557 5,813' 21,087 47,900 1,426 3,874 7,843 6,700 4,103
Pittsburg 3,48, 10,100 L5092 31, 1,411 2,075 L69 1,256 L83 1,025 559
Tulsa 105,713 164,200 116,564 5,279 17,321 12,300 2,304 3,696 6,736 7,100

4,928
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TABLE 6

REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL, 1960

Labor Market  Eq5 856 Bws®! B Eey?  Eg D Bt Eosul EnpéB v
Ares

Adair 751 3,095 60L 25 258 348 LO6 1,418 36 224
Atoka LG7 35,190 702 53 270 L82 250 1,398 35 99.9
Carter 5,996 11,590 6,874 438 1,549 1,114 416 932 267 499
Cherokee 692 3,883 705 70 - 377 818 398 1,433 82 228
Coal 220 1,994 395 11 164 273 143 990 18 93.3
Comanche 75965 15,945 8,796 580 1,803 2,539 38, 1,483 360 413
Garfield 75941 16,967 9,412 311 25031 1,961 277 2,061 915 368
Johnston z17 2,163 L0l 15 148 353 366 8L7 30 56,1
Key 9,964 17,833 10,972 L66 2,129 1,554 LO08 1,830 L7k 389
Latimer 168 1,864 207 37 193 542 149 623 113 86.4
LeFlore 1,628 6,986 2,263 133 g2, 1,062 693 1,826 185 413
MeClain 722 3,750 1,100 61 1,80 468 387 1,214 80 147
Muskogee 8,490 19,561 9,730 688 2,02, 3,131 952 2,093 943 1,163
Oklahoma 108,017 184,361 120,557 5,101 18,506 28,599 1,964  L;067 5,567 4,103
Pittsburg 3,48, 10,874 4,092 320 1,437 2,431 L56 1,888 250 559
Rogers 1,587 5,022 2,066 103 L5 663 335 1,278 132 393
Seminole 3,430 9,148 4,497 300 1,538 1,100 L62 1,025 226 L43
Tulsa 105,713 156,981 116,564 5,035 16,521  8,8,8 2,153 3,941 3,919 4,928
Wagoner Eg1 3,478 825 Ll 26l 452 L76 1.362 56 196

60T



CORRECTED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL 1960

TABLE 7

Tzab@p Market  B1°5 E56 Enws 67 EqP®  Egu®? Eg?® Baws™* Easu’® Enp/s3  Uelk
\Te s . )

Adair %] 2,193 604 6L 374 391 216 191 53 224
Atoka 497 2,201 70z 73 372 L34 174 423 23 99.9
Carter 5,996 12,173 | 6,874 514 1,973 = 1,458 345 430 579 LS9
Cherokee 692 3,170 705 114 623 1,024 2L, Lk5 L5 228
Coal 220 1,322 395 31 208 251, 90 311 33 93.3
Comanche 7,965 18,208 8,796 709 2,167 4,784 204 834 714 413
Garfield 7,941 17,320 9,412 . 418 2,311 2,649 112 1,485, 933 368
Johnsten 217 1,844 4oL 38 310 532 199 307 51, 56,1
Kay 9,964 17,603 10,972 L3 2,127 1,669 225 1,263 50k 389
Lotimer 168 1,448 207 20 206 695 98 187 35 864,
LeFlore 1,628 5,902 2,263 310 861 1,297 414 573 18 413
MeClain 722 3,400 1,100 69 497 798 154 727 55 147
Muskogee 8,490 15,083 9,730 837 2,718 3,730 591 835 642 1,163
Oklshoma 108,017 198,900 120,557 4,376 19,785 43,137 1,070 2,912 7,063 4,103
Pittsburg 3,484 9,689 4,092 390 1,396 2,185 304 813 509 559
Rogers 1,587 4,907 2,066 115 1900 888 202 566 170 393
Seminolie 3,430 7,952 Ly 497 . 209 1,329 1,239 (175 386 117 LL3
Tulsa 105,713 161,406 116,564 4,503 16,494 13,332 1,233 1,979 7,301 4,928
Wagoner 501 2,996 825 134 621 491 232 619 7 196

OTT



TABLE 8

RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, APRIL 1960

%fbor Market  E375 Bi70 BT B, ’®  Eq7Y Beu®® BBl Egs®? B, EppBh U85
ArEesa
Adair 441 855 2,760 1,171 61, 374, 391 216 491 53 221
Atoka L97 688 2,471 §72 73 372 L34 174" L23 23 99.9
Carter 5,996 6,520 12,774 7475 514 1,973 1,458 345 430 579 L99
Cherokee 692 2,067 4,571 2,106 114 623 1,024 214 L5 L5 228
Coal 220 328 1,516 589 31 208 25, 90 311 33 93.3
Comanche 7965 9,346 19,733 10,321 709 2,167 L, 784 204 . 834 714 413
Garfield 74941 8,665 18,178 10,270 418 2,311 2,649 112 1,485 933 368
Johnston 217 495 2,362 922 38 310 532 199 307 51, 56,1
Kay 9,964 10,771 18,492 11,861 L43 2,127 1,669 . 225 1,263 90L 389
Latimer 168 506 1,86l 623 20 206 695 98 187 35 86.L
LeFlore 1,628 2,778 7,500 3,861 310 861 1,297 L1k 573 18 413
MeClain 722 1,095 3,969 1,669 69 497 798 . 154 727 55 147
Muskogse 8,490 9,212 19,912 10,559 837 2,718 $730 591 835 642 1,163
Oklahoma 108,017 106,159 196,828 118,485 4,376 19,785 43,137 1,070 2,912 7,063 4,103
ittsburg 3,484 3,774 10,030 hLyh33 390 1,396 25185 304 813 509 559
_ Rogers 1,587 2,913 6,633 3,792 115 900 888 202 566 170 393
Seminole 35430 3,955 8,640 5,185 (209 1,329 1,239 175 386 117 LL3
Tulss 105,713 1069?97 155,985 111,143 4,503 16,494 13,332 1,233 1,979 7,301 4,928
Wagoner 591 1,546 . 4,329 2,158 134 621 491 232 619 T4 196

111



TABLE 9
IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOIMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1958

Labor Marlet B; 86 B8 Ens® B B BN Baw® Bas® B U9 U %
rea

Adair 420 3,060 590 23 247 337 510 1,310 L3 680 157
Atoka 438 2,620 671 55 275 360 320 920 19 460 126
Carter

Cherokee 600 4,000 634 75 405 927 552 1,318 89 - 500 13k
Coal 170 1,650 hal 9 141 201 170 680 25 380 70,0
Comanche 6,973 17,900 72949 761 2,364 4,075 391 1,684 676 1,125 58l
Garfield 7,909 17,650 9,380 329 2,146 2,225 199 2,551 820 800 L35
Johasten 226 1,980 378 18 182 LLS 330 580 43 180 32.0
Kay

Latimer _ .

LeFlore 1,580 5,921 2,166 108 667 439 941 1,534 66 1,200 420
‘MeGlain 650 3,330 977 54 426 376 258 1,212 27 330 110
Muskogee 9,155 20,350 = 10,528 717 2,108 3,450 1,117 1,808 622 2,275 1,256
Oklehoma 97,673 163,500 108,279 5,835 21,165 45,000 1,562 4,338 7,321 8,500 4,801
Pittsburg 3sh17 10,375 4,012 323 1,452 2,000 528 1,597 463 1,100 531
Rogers 1,334 5,080 1,790 98 h22 692 473 1,477 128 570 . 222
“Seminole 3,537 8,730 | L,637 293 1,507 77 L29 1,011 7 990 L98
Tulsa 105,338 159,300 113,712 5,139 16,81 11,000° 2,254 3,946 6,388 8,800 5,807
Wagoner 637 3,130 918 38 222 322 411 1,179 LO 420 131

(AN



TABLE 10

.IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1959

b, 57 B B ?dloo Eql®l  Egl02 Egsl®  E, 10k Ep 05 yyl06 y 107
Adair 499 3,150 691 22 238 343 533 1,277 L6 580 17
Atoka 500 2,650 721 53 267 360 340 890 19 330 572
Oarter 6,125 12,800 7,166 463 1,637 1,325 728 972 509 775 412
Cherokee 646 4,050 680 75 405 933 .580 1,280 97 470 130
cost 204 1,650 451 7 141 203 175 645 26 310 65.5
Comanche 75824 18,850 8,631 791 2,459 I 425 352 1,473 19 s 295
Garfield 8,012 17,600 9,431 322 2,103 2,225 167 zase e 625 326
Johnston 251 2,030 WA 17 173 W9 342 558 47 L0 25.3
Kay - |

Latimer 200 2,133 275 39 201 607 321 659 31 420 71.7
LeFlore 1,626 6,027 2,243 108 667 L0 1,005 1,495 69 1,075 371
MeGlain 776 3,640 1,265 57 453 388 251, 1,196 27 330 110
Muskogee 8,860 20,450 10,815 710 25090 35575 1,049 1,576 635 2,275 1,197
Oklahoms 103,592 202,100 115,676 5,856 21,24 45,900 1,549 4,251 7,62k 7,000 3,777
Pittsourg 3,418 10,275 4,101 319 LA3L 2,000 510 L0 A4Th 925 439
Rogers 1,463 5,220 1,948 100 430 699 485 1,425 133 510 203
Seminole 32577 8,660 4,683 279 1,431 781 431 979 76 850 427
Tulss 105,890 161,200 115,017 5,139 15,861 11,400 2,325 3,875 6,583 7,100 4,491
Wagoner 624 3,090 883 - 139 231 325 418 1,152 L2 440 137
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TABLE 11

EIGHT-AREA IMPROVED UNEMPLOYMENT ESTII\M‘I‘ING DATA, ANNUAL 1960

Labor Market Eg108  E¢109  E 110 gL R 112 RIS g, 116 g, 115 R 116 117 g 118

Area asu

Carter 5,919 12,475 6,845 458 1,617 1,350 753 922 530 850 L57
(omanche 7,989 19,525 9,013 721, 2,251 5,125 327 1,323 762 800 399
Garfield 8,113 18,050 9,782 322 | 2,103 2,325 185 2,465 868 725 381
Ksy 95947 18,000 10, 896 L8l 2,216 1,600 295 1,655 854, 675 392
Muskogee 8,573 19,650 9,978 710 2,090 3,775 1,024 1,426 647 1,950 1,045

Oklahoma 107,671 208,500 120,372 5,856 21,244 47,300 1,563 Liy237 74928 75900 4,359
Pﬁttsburg 3,343 10,125 4185 314 1,411 2,100 L7 1,251 390 1,125 529

Tulsa 104,14k 163,000 115,423 5,256 17,244 12,100 2,396 3,804 6,777 8,000 5,031 _

1



TABLE 12

IMPROVED AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1961

Labor Markst

- B9 BI20 B 121 Egl22 B 12 Bl Bl Epgyl2 Bl 128 g 120
reg

Adair 645 3,250 810 21 219 359 579 1,211 51 670 199
Atoka 531 2,620 2717 L5 225 382 385 8L5 21 390 119
Carter 5,866 12,600 7,148 458 1,617 1,250 7,2 833 552 800 411
Cherckee " 893 Ly LTO 1,027 75 405 992 64,2 1,218 111 560 175
Coal 288 1,620 416 9 141 215 195 615 29 270 80.8
Comafiche 8,263 19,900 9,245 737 2,288 5,350 299 1,176 805 875  4A9
Garfield 8,648 518,550 10,607 336 2,189 2,025 174, 2,326 893 750 396
Johnston 203 1,990 /380 17 173 470 372 528 50 410 6440
Kay 9,838 18,200 1L,141 . 475 2,175 1,675 288 1,587 859 725 416
Latimer 281 2,228 400 36 184 635 347 593 33 520 108
LeFlore 1,587 5,747 2,023 108 667 499 1,057 1,318 75 1,200 420
MeGlain 638 3,310 978 51, 426 LOL 248 1,172 28 44O 147
Muskogee 8,7,9 19,900 10,276 717 2,108 3,925 959 1,241 67, 1,850 988
Oklahoma 109,081 212,600 122,369 5,878 21,322 49,100 1,550 4,150 8,231 9,600 5,i53
Pittsburg 3,228 10,150 3,928 314 1,411 2,425 454 1,121 497 1,300 616
Bogers 1,363 5,170 1,898 103 L7 728 512 1,338 14, 890 341
Seminole 3,353 8,090 4,346 248 1,272 818 128 902 76 970 L9l
Tulsa 100,057 160,000 111,729 5,349 17,551 12,500 2,348 3,552 6,971 10,000 6,416
Wagoner 455 2,900 683 39 231 340 LL2 1,118 L7 730 185
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TABLE 13

EIGHT=AREA IMPROVED UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL-1962

‘Labor Market  Es130  Eg13l  Engl32  Eg133 Eg 1Bk E,135 B, 136

Baonld? Egpl38 U 139 y 140
Area . _
Garter 6;172 12;675 7,302 hé? 1,656 1,275 6é9 711 573 650 338
Comanche 8,643 20,475 9,750 731 2,269 5,550 275 1,050 850 925 L77
Garfield 8,920 18,850 10,833 352 2,298 2,125 162 2,163 917 700 366
Kay B 9,635 17,925 10,866 4,80 25195 1,700 280 . 1,520 88L 675 381
Muskogee 8,56, 19,500 9,977 717 2,108 3,925 953 1,147 673 2,175 1,180

Oklahoms 114,729 221,300 128,364 5,986 21,84 51,100 1,536 4,064 8,536 8,200 L,508
Pittsburg 3,545 10,700 L,241 314 1,411 2,750 Lid, 1,031 509 1,000 476

Tulsa 102,904 163,500 114,935 5,326 17,474 12,700 2,416 3,484 7,165 8,000 L,970

9Tt



RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL, 1958

TABLE 14

iaber Market  Ei4l  EglA2 Epelh3 mglhh EglhS BplA6 EayolAT Bag 148 Bt u S0
a8, _

Adair 814 2,790 1,143 5L 321 372 239 613 L8 157
Atoka 606 2,427 929 86 375 420 154 L4l 22 126
Carter _ _

Cherckes 1,792 4310 1,894 127 548 974 199 LT 9L 134
Coal - 253 1,537 632 34 177 243 8l 337 30 70.0
Comanche 8,182 18,246 9,327 83, 2,238 3,860 254 1,093 640 58l
Garfield 8,630 17,999 10,235 L27 2,287 2,406 127 1,630 887 L35
Johnston 516 2,260 863 L3 282 *512 185 326 49 32.0
Kay

Latimer . : .

LeFlore 2,696 7,112 3,695 335 788 1,127 379 618 170 420
MeClain 986 3,735 1,482 70 459 756 160 754, 51 110
Muskoges 3,935 20,610 11,425 951 2,487 3,432 650 1,052 613 1,256
Oklahoma 95,993 182,902 106,417 5,253 19,681 40,527 1,173 3,258 6,593 4,801
Pittsburg 5702 10,165 L, 346 439 1,410 2,106 342 1,035 487 534
Rogers 2448 5,890 3,285 128 693 852 188 586 158 222
Seminole 1,078 2,903 5,346 ¢ 262 -1,410 1,190 172 407 116 498
Tulsa 100,440 151,496 108,42L 5,096 15,812 11,923 1,206 2,111 6,92, 5,807
Wagoner 1,666 4,386 2,401 468 L7 223 639 58 131

126
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TABLE 15
RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1959

jigsr Market  B4PL Eg152 Enel® EMA Baul®S Egl0 Bu™T Easul®® Eppl? 00
Adair 967 3,002 1,340 56 329 379 2L9 598 51 147
Atoka 692 2,508 998 87 391 420 163 L27 22 97.2
Carter 6,660 13,099 7,81, 634 1,86 1,458 337 450 560 L12
Cherokes 1,930 Ly504 2,031 133 588 980 209 L61 102 130
Coal 30, 1,580 672 37 187 246 g7 319 32 65.5
Comanche 9,181 19,353 10,128 876 2,292 4,192 229 955 681 395
Garfield 8,743 18,027 10,291 429 2,279 2,406 119 1,590 913 326
Johnston 573 2,422 - 1,013 L, 294 512 192 314 53 25.3
Kay )
Latimer 602 - 2,069 828 26 208 676 97 200 3L 71.7
- LeFlore 2,774 75327 ; 3,827 363 821 1,130 405 603 178 371
MeGlain 1,177 L4230 1,919 76 498 780 158 7Ll 55 110
Muskoges 9,61% 20,991 11,736 970 2,569 3,556 611 © 917 632 1,197
Oklahoms 101,810 190,787 13,686 5,200 19,341 41,338 1,163 3,193 6,866 3,777
Pittsburg 35703 10,138 Lyhh3 4.8 1,378 2,106 - 331 933 499 439
Rogers 2,685 6,275 3,575 134 783 861 193 565 16, 203
Semincle Lol24 8,838 55399 2L6 1,314 1,196 173 394 116 Lz27
Tulss 100,966 153,089 109,669 5,091 15,521 12,356 1,24, 2,073 7,135  L,491
Wagoner 1,632 4,395 2,310 141 557 475 227 624 61 137

81T



RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1960

TABLE 16

Labor Markst  Esl6l  Eg162  mpsl® ggléh g, 165 g 166 gy 167 g 168 g o169 y 170
Area .

Adair 1,051 3,115 L,439 59 325 387 263 589 53 165
Atoka 688 29hhhy 972 79 355 429 173 413 23 99.7
Carter 6,436 12,779 7,443 645 1,846 1,486 349 L27 583 457
Cherckee 2,067 L4637 2,106 139 608 1,009 219 LLT 109 179
Coal 370 1,582 66l 41 193 252 91 310 33 92.2
Comanche 9,37, 20,115 10,576  81c  2,08L 4,855 21z 859 722 399
Garfield 8,853 18,560 10,674 L1 2,299 2,514 118 1,575 939 381
Johnston 479 2,332 . 892 L7 307 525" 201 305 55 L5.4
Kay 10,753 18,493 11,779 538 2,068 1,696 228 1,279 905 392
Latimer 548 1,911 671 23 201 68l 102 192 35 70.2
LeFlore 2,713 7,451 3,770 391 838 1,279 418 569 186 386
MeClain 1,08 3,94k 1,655 75 u& 788 156 733 55 113
Muskogee 9,303 20,272 10,828 998 2,621 3,755 . 59 830 6Ly 1,045
Oklahoma 105,819 196,659 118,302 5,129 19,134 42,598  1,17h 3,182 7,140 4,359
Pittsburg 3,621 10,083 Le53h 455 1,354 2,211 307 811 411 529
Rogers 3,328 7,120 4,332 12 853 876 198 548 171 253
Seminole 3,873 8,423 5,078 227 1,225 1,225 173 378 117 477
Tulsa 99,301 154,761 110,056 5,202 15,725 13,115 ~ 1,282 2,035 7,346 5,031
Wagoner 1,585 4371 2,213 152 593 487 234 617 75 156

6TT



RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1961

TABLE 17

Iﬁbgr Market Eil?l Etl‘?z Frws 173 E dl71+ E8u17 5 E gl76 anéi?? Easul78 Enpl79 Ucl80
Sa

Adair 1,250 3,242 1,570 60 321 397 271 567 56 199
Atoka 735 2,486 993 80 353 L6 185 LO3 24 119
Carter 6,379 13,017 ,773 664 1,868 1,376 343 386 607 411
Cherokee 2,668 5,671 3,068 146 628 1,042 231 439 117 175
Coal 429 1,556 620 L 196 260 96 305 35 80.8
Comanche 9,696 20,567  10,8,8 833 2,098 5,068 194 763 763 L4S
Garfield 9,437 19,211 11,574 472 %413 2,189 111 1,487 965 396
Johnston 463 2,336 867 50 321 535 209 297 57 61,0
Kay 10,689 18,726 12,043 534 2,015 1,775 223 1,226 910 L16
Latimer 846 2,446 1,204 21 192 707 105 180 37 108
LeFlore 2,708 7,156 3,451 418 855 1,282 126 531 193 420
MeClain 968 3,787 148y, 75 - 477 - 812 154 729 56 147
Muskogee 9,494 20,739 11,152 1,036 2,697 3,904 558 722 670 988
Oklahoma, 107,205 200,251 120,264 5,077 18,997 A4k4,219 1,164 3,117 7,413 5,453
Pittsburg 3,497 10,170 4,255 L69 1,348 2,554 294 727 523 616
Rogers 2,502 6,331 3,484 146 893 897 203 531 177 341
Seminols 3,866 8,273 5,011 212 1,145 1,253 172 363 117 L9l
Tulsa 95,404 151,937 106,534 5,288 15,853 13,549 1,256 1,901 7,556 6,416
Wagener 1,190 3,990 1,787 163 628 L97 240 606 69 185
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TABLE 18

RESIDENCE AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1962

ia,bor Market Eilsl 4 Et,laz Enws 183 Ealgl"' Egul85 Eglsé Baws ™S/ Easu188 Enp189 U0190
Irea. ’
Adair 1,099 3,279 1,541 67 359 411 285 557 - 59 225
Atoka 731 2,467 950 83 364 L59 194 392 25 118
Carter 6,711 13,256 7,940 698 1,936 1,403 319 329 631 338
Cherokse 2,718 5,996 3,325 150 633 1,088 244, L29 127 143
Coal .. .. 453 1,622 . 684 L7 187 267 102 299 . 36. 58.2
Comanche 10,142 21,263 11,441 835 2,064 5,258 179 681 805 L77
Garfield 9,734 19,657 11,821 507 2,554 2,298 103 1,383 991 366
Johnston LA3 2,326 828 53 334 550 215 285 61 30.6
Kay 10,415 18,439 11,746 545 2,019 1,801 217 1,174 937 381
Latimer 1,053 2,861 1,634 18 185 725 102 159 38 91,2
LeFlore 2,602 7,658 3,788  L67 911 1,348 Li2 505 197 = 266
MeClain 938 3,772 1,452 .79 492 830 150 . 708 61 134
Muskogee 9,294 20,436 10,827 1,065  2,7.9 3,904 555 667 669 1,180
Oklahoma 112,756 167,016 126,156 5,097 19,249 46,021 1,154 3,052 7,687 4,508
Pittsburg 3,8,0 10,806 - 4,594 L& 1,342 2,896 288 668 536 476
Rogers 2,617 6,662 3,757 8 914 929 210 520 184 211
Seminole 3,969 8,398 5,187 .199 1,082 1,294 171 348 117 L1
Tulsa. 98,119 155,173 109,591 5,260 15,633 13,766 1,293 1,864 7,766  L,970
Wagoner 1,109 4,133 1,889 174 664, 514 245 595 52 132
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TABLE 19

REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1958

iab@r Market Eilgl E4192 Enm5193 Edlgh Esul95u Egl96 ans197 Easu198 En§199 UCEOO
res, R

Adair . - 420 3,257 590 © 23 248 348 653 1,359 36 157
Atoka 438 3,302 671 62 311 L82 402 1,339 35 126
Carter

Cherckee 600 35995 634 70 377 818 641 1,373 8z 134
Coal 170 2,058 K2 10 155 273 230 94,8 18 70.0
Comanche 6,973 15,556 7,949 650 <;019 2,539 618 1,421 360 584
Garfield 7,902 17,119 9,380 325 2,117 1,961 LL6 1,975 915 435
Johnson 226 2,337 378 16 159 353 589 812 30 32.0
Kay

Latimer

LeFlore 1,580 7,269 2,166 138 852 1,062 1,116 1,750 185 420
MeClain 650 3,841 977 6C K7L 468 622 1,163 80 110
Muskogee 9,155 20,964 10,528 717 2,108 3,131 1,531 2,006 943 1,256
Oklahoma 97,673 173,448 108,279 5,175 18,772 28,599 3,160 3,896 5,567 4,801
Pittsburg 3:417 11,070 L,012 334 1,501 2,431 733 1,809 250 534
Rogers 1,334 L, 86l 1,790 97 L18 663 5L0 1,22, 132 222
Seminole 3,537 9,643 4,637 318 1,637 1,100 Th3 982 226 498
Tulsa 105,338 154,943 113,712 4,958 16,267 8,88 3,464 3,775 3,919 5,807
Wagoner 637 35785 918 42 247 452 765 1,305 56 131

A%



TABLE 20

REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1959

Labor Merket ;201 EgR02  Eps®03  Eg20h Egy205  EgR00 g, 07 g 208 g, 209 ¢ 210
rea,

Adair 499 35300 691 22 237 348 636 1,330 36 147
Atoka 500 3,301 721 60 300 482 392 1,311 35 97.2
Carter 6,125 12,069 7,165 LLO 1,555 1,114 653 874 267 L12*
Cherokee 646 3,992 680 69 3754 818 625 1,344 82 130
Coal 204 2,058 451 10 154 273 ZZIN 628 18 6545
Gomanche 7,824 16,243 8,631 662 2,058 2,539 602 1,391 360 395
Garfield 8,012 17,062 9,431 317 2,071 1,961 L3l 1,933 915 326
Jehnston 251 2,362 Lhg 15 152 353 574 794 30 2503
Kay . .

Latimer 200 1,992 275 40 205 542 233 58 113 71.7
LeFlere 1,626 75273 2,243 137 816 1,062 1,087 1,713 185 371
MeClain 776 4,108 1,265 62 489 468 606 1,138 80 110
Muskogee 8,860 21,119 10,815 70, 2,071 3,131 1,492 1,963 943 1,197
Oklahoma 103,592 180,734 115,676 5,186 18,813 28,599 3,079 3,814 5,567 3,777
Pittsburg 3,418 11,071 4,101 329 1,476 2,431 71 1,770 250 439
Rogers 1,463 45990 1,948 99 k2l 663 526 1,198 132 203
Seminale 3,577 9,549 4,683 303 1,552 1,100 724 961 226 427
Tulsa 105,890 155,991 115,017 4,937 16,200 8,848 3,375 3,695 3,919 4,491
Wagoner 62l 3,715 883 L3 257 L52 746 1,278 56 137
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TABLE 21

' REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA,: ANNUAL 1960

Labor Market Ei21  Eg212  Eps?l3 Eaflh Eqy?1S EBg?l0 B P17 Eaqg?l8 Enp?l9 U RR0
Area L .

Adair 542 3,227 TH2 22 225 348 600 1,254 36 165
Atoka L9T 3,136 702 51 262 482 369 1,235 35 99.7
Carter 5,919 11,623 65845 432 1,525 1,114 616 824 267 L57
Cherokee 692 3,895 705 68 367 818 589 1,266 82 179
Coal 248 1,985 445 10 153 273 211 875 18 92.2
Comanche 75989 16,170 9,013 579 1,800 2,539 568 1,311 360 399
Garfield 8,113 17,256 9,782 314 2,052 1,961 410 1,822 915 381
Jobnston 210 2,225 - 391 15 149 353 542 49 30 L5.4
Ky 2,947 175759 10,896 LES 23345 L5554 603 1,618 LTh 392
Labimer 182 1,882 .224 37 195 542 220 551 113 70.2
LeFlore 1,590 7,059 2,21C i34 g29 1,062 1,025 1,614 185 386
MeClain 716 3,816 1,091 60 72 4,68 572 1,073 80 113
Muskogae 8,573 20,041 9,978 693 2,039 3,131 1,407 1,850 943 1,045
Oklahema- 107,671 184,886 120,372 5,154 18,636 28,599 2,904 359, 5,567 L3359
Pittsburg 35343 10,983 h,185 323 1,851 2,431 67L 1,669 250 529
Rogers .. 1,813 5,320 2,360 101 k39 663 496 1,129 132 253
Semincle 3,359 9,065 Lo hObL 284, 1,463 1,100 682 906 226 L7
Tulsa . 104,144 156,332 115,423 5,017 16,459 8,848 3,183 3:483 3,919 5,031
Wagoner 606 35558 8L6 43 254 452 703 1,204 56 156
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TABLE 22

REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOTMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1961

Labor Market Eg32l  Eg222  Epus?23  EqR2h  Egu?S  Bg®0  E,%%T  Easu8  Egp229 0,230
Area .

Adair 645 3,314 810 21 21, 348 651 1,23k 36 199
Atoka 531 3,149 717 50 24,8 1,82 401 1,216 35 119
Carber 5,866 11,986 7,148 436 1,541 1,114 669 811 267 411
Cherckee 893 Lo248 1,027 68 366 818 . 640 1,247 82 175
Coal - 288 1,958 416 10 151 273 229 861 18 80.8
Comamehe 8,263 16,437 9,245 581 1,804 2,539 617 1,291 360 ;49
Garfield 8,608 18,236 10,607 335 2,182 1,961 4h5 1,794 915 396
Johnaton 203 2,249 380 1 17 353 588 737 30 6400
Ky 9,888 17,969 11,141 457 2,095 1,554 655 1,593 KTh 416
Latimer 281 2,054 4,00 36 182 54,2 239 542 113 108
LeFlore 1,587 6,949 2,023 136 a0 1,062 1,114 1,589 185 420
McClain 638 3,722 978 58 461 468 621 1,056 80 147
Muskogee 8,769 20,426 - 10,276 692 2,03, 3,131 1,528 1,822 943 988
OklLahoma 109,081 186,521 122,369 5,120 18,573 28,599 3,153 3,540 5,567 5,453
Pittsburg 3,228 10,648 3,928 303 1,361 2,431 732 1,643 250 16
Rogers 1,363 L3879 1,898 100 435 663 539 1,112 132 341
Seminele 3,353 8,950  L4,3L6 268 1,377 1,100 /% 892 226 494
Tulsa 100,057 153,113 111,729 5,076 16,654 8,848 3,457 3,430 3,919 6,416
Wagoner 455 . 3,441 683 L3 257 452 761, 1,186 56 185
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TABLE 23

REGULAR AREA UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATING DATA, ANNUAL 1962

Labor Jiarkst E; <3 Et?%i Emes233  Eg23h  Egy35 Eg236 B 237 Baeu®3®  Enp39 U240
Adair 567 3,229 795 21 230 348 612 1,187 36 225
Atoka 528 3,044 686 49 246 482 377 1,169 35 118
Garter 6,172 12,107 7,302 445 L1571 1,114 628 780 267 338
Cherokee 910 4230 1,113 66 351 818 601. 1,199 g2 143
foal 304 1,941 459 10 138 273 215 28 18 582
Comanche 8,643 16,820 95750 573 1,777 2,539 580 1,241 360 477
Garfield 8,520 18,471 10,833 34& 2,271 1,961 418 1,725 915 366
Johnston 194, 2,165 363 1 143 353 553 709 30 30.6
Kay 9,635 17,605 10,866 L60 2,104 1,554 616 1,531 L7k 38%
Latimer 350 2,148 543 33 172 542 224 521 113 91.2
LeFlore 1,525 7,036 25220 139 856 1,062 1,046 1,528 185 226
Mellain 618 3,630 957 59 168 168 583 1,015 80 134
Muskogee 8,564 19,961 9,977 691 2,032 3,131 1,436 1,751 943 1,180
Oklshoma 114,729 192,955 128,364 5,175 18,885 28,599 2,963 3.h02 5,567 4,508
Pistaburg 3,545 10,780 k241 290 1,302 2,431 687 1,579 250 476
Rogers - 15426 (5937 2047 98 k22 663 506 1,069 132 211
Seminole A 8,937 by 499 254 1,305 1,100 (696 857 226 bk
Tulsa 103,904 155,847 114,935 5,046 16,554 8,848 3,248 35297 3,919 4,970
Wagoner 3,387 742 L3 256 452 718 1,140 56 132
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APPENDIX FOOTNOTES

Special Note: Unless stated otherwise: figures in the Appendix tables
will be for both sexes; figures will be for the time period
covered by the appendix table.

Also notes +the government and total employment figures
published in the Handbook of Labor Force Data for Latimer
and LeFlore Counties are amended to allow for known errors
in government employment. The data changes are taken di=
rectly from unpublished UCFE data made available by the
QESCs the UCFE data are as of June of each year.

Lannual average of area insured employment monthly totals presented
in Qklahoma Labor Market, Table VII (October, 1962}, pp. 31=35; Table VII
(December, 1962), pp. 31=35; Table IX (March, 1963), pp. 33=37; and Table
IX (June, 1963), pp. 33-37: all entitled "Employment and Wages by County
in Oklahoma of Employers Covered by the QOklahoma Employment Security Act
with Industrial Breakdown for Selected Counties.”

2The figures for "Employed" in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=89.

3The figures for "Wage and salaried workers™ in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8-89, minus the figures in columns Eg and Enp of Appendix
Table 1.

4The figures for "Domestic, self«employed, unpaid family workers™ in
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8<89, times the rate cbtained by diw
viding the figures for "Private households" in Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36,
pp. 91=100, by the net sum of the Table 43 figures for “Self-employed
workers," "Unpaid famlly werkers," and "Private households® minus the
Table 43 figures for "Farmers and farm managers" and "Farm laborers, un=
paid family."

5The figures for "Domestic, self=employed, unpaid family workers® in
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89, minus Column Ey4 of Appendix Table
1.

6The sum of estimated federal government and state and local govern-
ment employment. The estimate for federal government is obtained by
multiplying the OESC June, 1962, federal employment. figures from une
published UCFE tabulations by a rate obtained when the figures for "Federal™
for annual average 1962 are divided by the figures for “Federal™ for Jume,
1962, both from Table A<k, "Oklahoma Labor Force and Employment Trends, "
Handbook of Oklahoma Employment Statistics: 1939-1962 (Oklahoma City,
1963), p. “14. State and local government employment is the figure for
"Government" reported in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=89, for Jume,
1962, minus figures on federal government obtained from unpublished UCFBE
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tabulations for June, 1962. The initial result is then multiplied by a

rate computed when the figures for "State and local' under the column headed
YAnnual average' are divided by the figures for ™State and local™ under the
column headed "June," both columns in Table A=i..

7Figures for "Agricultural™ from Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp.
8=89, times a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The first rate
is constructed when the figures for "Private wage and salary workers" are
divided by the sum of figures for "Self-employed workers," "Unpaid family
workers," and YPrivate wage and salary workers," all three under "Em=
ployed in agriculture" from Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=222. The second
rate is constructed when 26.5/120 is multiplied by the initial rate minus
a comparable rate for 1950 derived from the figures for YAgriculture" and
those figures minus figures for "Farmers and farm managers™ and "Farm
laborers, unpaid family," all from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

8The figures for "Agrlcultural" reperted in the Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8-89, for the annual average 1962 minus the figures in
Column ans of Appendix Table 1.

9The sum of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious and nonprofit member=
ship organization employment times the rate constructed when Column Eg of
Appendix Table 4 is divided by the figures for "Government workers! from
Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=222. Private educational services is the
sun of the figures for "Bducaticnal services: private" reported in Table
85, PC(1)=38C, pp. 223=228, plus 26.5/120 times the difference between
those figures and the figures for "Educational services, private! recorded
in Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100. Welfare, religious and non=
profit membership organization employment is the sum of the figures for .
that item reported in Table 85 plus those figures multiplied by 26.5/120
‘of the percent derived when the Table 43 figures are subtracted from the
Table 85 figures and the difference is divided by the Table 85 figures.
Private hospital employment is the sum of two figures. The first estimates
are derived when figures for "Hospitals"™ in Table 85 are multiplied by the
percent of total privately controlled hospital beds im the area. The
hospital beds rate is computed from Hospitals, XXXVI:ii (August 1, 196z2),
pp. 184~188, The second estimate is derived by multiplying the first
estimate by the rate derived when 26.5/120 is multiplied by the percent
change in medical employment, 1950=1960. The percent change is obtained
by subtracting the figures for "Medical and other health services® of
Table 43 from the Table 84 figures for "Medical and other health workerq“
and dividing the dﬁfference by the Table 84 figure. i

lOThe figures for “Unemployed" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp- 8-89.

Hperived by setting the data described in footnotes 1 through 9
into the annual BES unemployment equatl@n equal to the figures in Column
U4 of Appendix Table 1.

12ppe figures for area imsured employment from Table VII, QOklahoms
Labor Market, December, 1962, pp. 31=35.
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LiThe figures for "Employed! in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=
89. .

lhThe figures for "W’a,ge and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the figures described in footnotes 17 and 20.

lsThe figures for "Domestic, self-empleyed, unpaid family workers™
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=89, multiplied by a rate constructed
when the figures for HPrivate fe households" in Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36,
pp. 91=100, are divided by the sum of the figures for "Private households,"
"Self=employed workers," and "Unpaid family workers™ minus "Farmers and
farm managers,“ and "Farm laborers, unpaid family," also of Table 43,

6F1gureshfor “ﬁém@stic, selfnemployed, unpaid family workers" in
Handbook of Laber Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus Column By of Appendix
Table 2.

17The sum of estimates of federal government and state and local
government employment. The estimate for federal government is obtained
by multiplying the OESC June, 1962, area federal employment figures from
unpublished UCFE tabulations by a rate obtained when the figures for
"Federal® for April, 1962, are divided by the figures for "Federal" for
June, 1962, both from Table A=4, Handbook of QOklahoma Employment Sta=
tistics: 1222-1262, p. 14 State and local goverument employment is the
figure for "Govermment" reported in Handbook of Laber Force Data, pp. 8-
89, for June, 1962, minus the figures on June, 1962, federal government
obtained frem unpublished UCFE tabulations. The initial result is then
multiplied by a rate constructed when the 1962 figures for "April" are
divided by the 1962 figures for "State and local" under the column headed
"June," Table A=4. :

lSTHe figures for "Agricultural" from Handbook of Laber Force Data,
pp. 8=89, times a rate which is the sum of twc two other rates. The firs+
rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary workers™®
are divided by the sum of figures for "Self-employed workers," "Unpaid
family workers," and "Private wage and salary worksrs,” all three under
"Employed in agriculture,™ from Table 84, PC{l)=38C, pp. 2L7=222, The
second rate is equal to 20 percent of the difference between the first
rate and a comparable rate for 1950 derived from the figures for YAgri-
culture™ and those figures minus the figures for "Farmers and farm
managers”" and "Farm laborers, unpaid family,” all of Table 43, Vol. II,
Part 36, pp. 91100, .

19The 1962 "Annual average" figures for "Agricultural" reported in
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. £-89, minu% the figuree in Column Egys
of Appendix Tabls 2o

“OThe sum of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit
membership organization empleyment times the rate constructed when
Column E_ of Appendix Table 4 is divided by the figures for "Government
workers"-from Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=-222. Private educaticnal
services is the sum of the figures reported for "Educational services:
private" in Table 85, PC{1)=38C, pp. 223=228, plus 20 percemt of the
result when the figures for Y“Educational services, private' from Table
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L3, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table 85 figures.
Welfare, religious, and nonprofit membership organization employment is
the sun of the figures for that item reported in Table 85 plus those
figures multiplied by 20 percent of the rate obtained when Table 43

figures for "Other professional and related services” are subtracted from
the Table 85 figures and the difference is divided by the Table 85 figures.
Private hospital employment is the sum of twe numerical estimates. The
first estimate is derived when the figures for "Hospitals™ in Table 85

are multiplied by the percent of privately controlled hospital beds in the
area. The hospital bed rate is computed from Hospitals, pp. 184=188.

The second estimate is obtained by multiplying the first estimate by 20
percent of the percent change in area medical employment, 1950-=1960. The
percent change is obtained by subtracting the figures for "Wedical and
other health services™ of Table 43 from the Table &, figures for “Medical
and other health workers™ and dividing the difference by the Table 84
figures. .

ZIThe figures for "Unempl@yed" from the Handbook of Labor Ferce Data,
pp. 8=89.

22perived by setting the data described in footnotes 12<20 inte the
April BES unemployment estimating equation equal to the figures described
in footnote 21.

23The figures for annual 1960 from Table I, YAverage Yearly Covered
Employment by County," Gounty Employment Datag Oklahomas 1960=1 2 (Okla=
Homa City, 1962), pp. 3=5.

) 2hTne figures for "Employed" in Handbook of Labor Forece Data, pp.
8=89.

25he figures for "Wage and salaried workers"™ in ggmggg%% of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the data described in footnotes and 3L. .

26The figures for "Domestic, self-employed, unpaid family workers”
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89, multiplied by a rate con-
structed when the figures for "Private households™ in Table 43, Vol. II,
Part 36, pp. 91=100, are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for
"Private households," '"Self-employed workers,"” and "Jnpaid family workers,"
minus "Farmers and farm managers™ and "Farm laborers, wnpald family,”
also of Table 43.

2TThe figures for "Domestic, self-employed, unpaid family workers"
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89, minus the data described in
footnote 26.

28The sum of estimates of federal government and state and loecal
government employment. The estimate for federal government is obtained
by multiplying June, 1960, area fedsral employment figures from un-
published UCFE tabulations by a rate ebtained when the figures for
"Federal" for Amnual 1960 are divided by the figures for "Federal®™ for
June, 1960, both from Table A=4, Handbook of Oklahoma Emglozgent Sta=
Listicss ug;gslgéz, po 12, State and local government is the figure for
June, 1962, "Govermment' reported in Handbook of Labor Foree Data, pp.



131

8-89, minus the figures on June, 1962, fedsral employment obtained from
unpublished UCFE tabulations. This initial estimate is then multiplied
by a rate constructed when the 1960 "State and local" figures for annual
average are divided by those in the 1962 column headed "June,™ beth in
Table A=4, pp. 12, 1h4.

29The figures for "Agricultural' from the Handbook of Labor Force
Data, pp. 8-89, times a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The
first rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers" are divided by the sum of figures for "Selfwemployed workers,"
"ynpaid family workers,™ and "Private wage and salary workers,™ all three
from "Employed in agriculture,™ Table 84, PG(1)=38C, pp. 217=222. The
second rate is equal to 5/240 of the difference between the first rate
and a comparable rate for 1960 derived from the figures for YAgriculture™
and these figures minus figures for "Farmers and farm managers™ and "Farm
laborers, unpaid family," all of Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

30The 1960 "Annual average" figures for "Agricultural® reported in
Handbook of Laber Force Data, pp. 8-89, minus the figures in Column ans
of Appendix Table 3.

31The sum of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit member-
ship organization employment times the rate constructed when the figures
for Column Eﬁ of Appendix Table 4 are divided by the figures for "Goverhw
ment workers" from Table 84, PC{1l)=38C, pp. 217=222. Private educational
services employment is the sum of the figures reported for "Educational
services: private" in Table 85 PC(1)=38C, pp. 2u3-228, plus 5/240 of the
result when the figures for "Educationsl services, private" from Table
L3, Vole IL, Part 36, pp. 91100, are subbracted from the Table 85 figures.
Welfare, religious, and nonprofit msmbership organization smployment is
the sum of the figures from a line with that title In Table 85 plus those
figures multiplied by 5/240 of the rate obtained when the Table 43 figures
for "Other professional and related services™ are subbracted from the
Table 85 figures and the difference is divided by the Table 85 figures.
Private hospital employment is the sum of two numerical estimates. The
first estimate is derived when the figures for "Hospitals"™ in Table 85
are multiplied by the percent of privabely centrolled hospital beds in
the area. The hospital bed rate is computed from Hospitals, pp. 184-188.
The second estimate 1s obtained when the figures for "Medical and other
health services" of Table 43 are subtracted from the Table 84 figures
for "Medical and other health workers" and the difference is divided by
the Table 8, figures.

. 32The figures for "Unemployed" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=89. ,

33Derived by setting the data described in footnotes 23 through 31
into the annual BES unemployment estimabting equation equal to the figures
described in fostnote 32.

34The figures for “April® from Tabls II, "Total Covered Employment
and Wages by County, 1960-1961,% County Employment Data, Okliahomas 1960
1961 (Oklahoma City, 1962), pp. 6=li.

35The sum of the employment data defined in footnobes 36 through 42,
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3“65{"1'16: figures from Column Bn,s of Appendix Table 3 times the rate
constracted when figures for Column By of Appendix Table 4 are divided
by those for Column Ei of Appendix Table 3.

37The sum of the figures in Columns Eq and Egy of Appendix Table 3
times a rate computed when the sum of the figures in Columns By and BEgy
of Appendix Table 2 are divided by the sum of the figures in Columns Eg
and Egy of Appendix Table 1. The resulting estimate is then multiplied
by the rate obtained when the figures for "Private households™ in Table
43, Vol. II, Part 26, pp. 91=100, are divided by the net sum of the
following: Table 43 figures for "Privabe households,” "Self=employed
workers,”" and "Unpaid family workers" minus "Farm laborers, unpaid family,”
and "Farmers and farm managers.”

38The initial estimate is the sum of the figures in Columns B4 and
Egy of Appendix Table 3 times a rate computed when the sum of the figures
in Celumns Eq and Egy of Appendix Table 2 are divided by the sum of the
figures in Columns Eg and Esy of Appendix Table 1. The dabta described in
footnote 37 is then subiracted from thse initisl estimate described above,

39The sum of estimates of federal government and state and local

government employment. The estimate for federal govermment is obtained
by multiplying June, 1960, federal employment figures from unpublished
UCFE tabulations by a rate obtained when the figures for "Federal" for
April, 1960, are divided by the figures for "Federal" for June, 1960,
both from Table A=~4, Handbock of Oklahoms Employment Stabistics: 1939

1962, p. 12. State and local governmﬁnt employment is the figure for
June, 1962, "Govermment" reported in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp.
8=89, minus the figures for June, 1962, Federal #mpl@yment obtained from
unpublished UCFE tabulations. This Lnlt%dl estimate is then multiplied
by a rate constructed when the 1960 "State and local' figures for MApril®
are divided by those in the 1§62 "June" column, both from Table A=, pp.
12, 14.

hOrpe sum of the figures in Columns Egue and Fgay of Appendix Table
3 multiplied by a rate obtained when the sum of the flgures from Columns
Baws and Bgsu of Appendix Table 2 are divided by the sum of the figures
from Columns Fgws and Easy of Appendix Table 1. The result is then .
multiplied by a rate cbtained by dividing the Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp.
217=222, "Empleyed in agriculture™ figures for "“Private wage and salary
workers" by the sum of the "Employed in agriculture" figures reperted in
that table for "Selfwemployed workers,' "Unpaid family workers," and
"Private wage and salary workers.”

blThe sum of the figures in Columns Bgws and B ., of Appendix Table
3 times a rate computed when the sum of the flguvea in these columns for
Appendix Table 2 is divided by the sum of the comparable figures from
Appendix Table 1. The data described in footnote LO are then subtracted
from the result.

42The sum of estimates of private educabtional services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit
membership organization employment timss a rate constructed when the
figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 are divided by the figures for
"Government workers” from Table 84, PC(1)=328C, pp. 217=222. The edu=
cation estimzstes are the figures for "iducational servicessg private®
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reported in Table 85, PC(1)=38C; pp. 223=228. The hospital estimates are
the figures for "Hospitals" in Table 85 multiplied by the percent of
privately controlled hospital beds in each area as computed from Hospitals,
pp. 184=188. The other estimates are the figures from "Welfare, religious,
and nonprofit membership organizations," of Table 85.

L3column U, of Appendix Table 3 maltiplied by the rate obtained when
Column Uc of Appendix Table 2 is divided by Column Ug of Appendix Table 1.
The initial result is then multiplied by a rate obtained when one rate is
divided by another. The first rate is obtained when the annual average
of 1962 state insured unemployment is divided by the April figures for
state insured unemployment. The figures used in constructing the annual
average as well as the April figures are from Oklahoma Labor Market, Table
IV (April, 1962), p. 243 Table IV (July, 1962), p. 265 Table IV (October,
1962), p. 263 Table IV (December, 1962), p. 26; and Table IV (March,
1963), p. 26, all entitled "Insured Unemployment in Oklahoma by Major
Areas.” The rate into which the first rate is divided is obtained when
the annual average of 1960 state insured unemployment is divided by the
April figures for state insured unemployment. The figures used in con-
structing the annual average as well as the April figures are from
Oklahoma Labor Market, Table III {April, 1960), p. 213 Table IV (July,
1960), p. 223 Table 1V (October, 1960}, p. 22; and Table IV (January,
1961), p. 22, all entitled "Insured Unemployment in Oklahoma by Major
Areas, 1957=1960." .

bhppe figureé for “April" from Table II, County Employment Data,
Oklahoma: 19601961, pp. &=li.

L5The figures for "Employed" in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp.
8=50, :

L6The figures for "Wage and salaried workers" im Handbook of Labor
Force Data, p. 8=50, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Enp of Appendix
Table 5 °

L7rhe figures for "Domestic, self-employed, unpaid family workers®
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-50, times a rate obtained when the
figures for "Private households™ in Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 9l=
100, are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "Private house=
holds,* "Self-employed workers," and "Unpald family workers,! minus "Farm
laborers, unpaid family," and "Farmers and farm managers,® alsco of Table
h3. . . .

ABThe figures for "Domestic, selfeemployed, unpaid family workers®
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=50; mims Column Bq of Appendix
Table 5.

L9rhe figures for "Government in Handbook of Labor Force Data, ppo
8’500 ‘ -

50rpe figures for "Agricultural® in Handbook of Labor Force Data,
PP. :8=50, moltiplied by the rate constructed when the Table 84, PG(M:»BSGS.
pPp. 217=222, "Empleoyed in agriculture® figures for "Private wage and
salary workers" are divided by the sum of the Table 84 "Employed in
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agriculture® figures for “Self-employed workers,”™ "Unpaid family workers,*
and "Private wage and salary workers.Y

51'I“he figures for YAgricultural" in Handbook of Laber Force Daba, pp.
8=50, minus the figures in Column Egws of Appeﬂdlx Table 5.

52The sum of estimastes of private sducational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit membere
ship organization employment times a rabe constructed when the figures for
Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 are divided by the figures for "Government
workers™ from Table 8L FC{1l)=38C, pp. 217=222. The education estimates
are the figures for "Bducational services: private™ reported in Table 85,
PC(1)=38C, pp. 223=228. The hospital estimates are the figures for
"Hospitals" in Table 85 multiplied by the percent of privately controlled
hospital beds in each area as computed from Hospitals, pp. 184=188. The
other estimates are the figures from "Welfare, religious, and nonprofit
membership organizations™ of Table 85.

53The figures for “Un@mployed" from Hendbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8-89.

5l‘lﬁ)er“ivedl by setting the data in footnotes 46 through 52 into the
BES unemployment estimating equation equal to the data described in foot=
note 53.

55The figures for April, 1960, from Table II, County Employment Data,
Oklahoma: 1960=1961, pp. 6=1k.

56The sum of the figures described in footnotes 57 through 63,

>TEleven=area figures from Golumn Byws of Appendix Table 4 and eighte
area figures from Column Epys of Appendix Table 5.

58The figures for Column Ed of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven—area
group and Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 for the sightearea group multi-
plied by a rate constructed when the sum of the figures for the Appemdix
Table 6 Columns Epys, Eg, and Epp is divided by the sum of the figures
from the same columns from Appendix Table 4 for the sleven-area group
and Appendix Table § for the eight-area group.

59The figures for Column Esy of Appendix Table I for the eleven—
area group and Column By, of Appendix Table 5 for the eightwarea group
multiplied by a rate constructed when the sum of the figures for the
Appendix Table 6 Columns Enys, Eg, and Enp is divided by the sum of the
figures from the same columns from Appendix Table 4 for the eleven<area
group and Appendix Table 5 for the eight-area group.

607he figures for “Government workers" in Table 43, Vol. II, Part
36’ pp . 91.@100.

61The rate for "Hired workers" fr@m Handbook on Development of Basic
Labor Market Informationm for Small Areas;, p. 23, mulbiplled by a rate
constructed when the figures for "Private wage and salary workers" of "Em-
ployed in agriculture" from Table 83, "Race and class of worker of
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employed persons in industry and sex, for the state and for standard
metropolltdn areas of 100,000 or morss 1950,"™ U.5. Census of Populations:

1950, Vol. II, bharacteristlcb of the Population, Part 33, QOklahoma, ps
228, are divided by the figures “for "Hired workers" for MApril 1, 1950,
from State Table 7, "Farm labor and specified farm.expendituress censuses
of 1920 to 1954," U.S. Census of Agriculbures 1954, Vol. I, Counties and
State Economic Areas, Part 25, Oklahoma, Po 31. The derived rate is then
multiplied by the figures for the column headed “Hired" from the table,
"Workers on farms, April, 1960," Farm Laber (Washington, May, 1960), p. ke
The estimate which results is then divided by the figures for "Private
wage and salary workers! from Table 83, Vol. II, Part 36, p. 228. The
rate which results is multiplied by the area figures obtained when the
area figures for "Farmers and farm managers" and "Farm laborers, unpaid
family workers" from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subitracted
from the Table 43 area figures for "Agriculture."

62The rate for "Self=employsd and unpaid fanily workers" from Hande
book on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small Areas, p.
126, is multiplied by a rate constructed when the sum of state flgures
for "Self-employed workers™ and "Unpaid family workers"” who are "Employed
in agriculture® from Table 83, Vel. II, Part 36, p. 228, is divided by
the figures for "Family workers, including operators® for Wipril 1, 1950"
from State Table.7, Vol., I, Part 25, p. 31. The derived rate is then
multiplied by the figures for the column headed "Family" from the table,
"Workers on farms, April, 1960," Farm Labor (May, 1960), p. 4. The esti-=
mate which results is then divided by the sum of the state Table 83
figures for "Self-employed workers®™ and *“Unpaid family worksrs! who are
"Empleyed in agriculture." The rate which results is then multiplied by
the sum of the area figures for "Farmers and farm managers®™ and "Farm
laborers, unpaid family workers,” both from Table 43, Vol. .II, Part 36,
pp ] 91“"100 ° .

63The sum of the figures for “Educational services, private and
one<=half of the figures for "Medical and other health services,™ and
"Other professional and related services," agll from Table 43, Vol. II,
Part 36, pp. 91=100.

64The figures from Column U, of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area
group. The figures from Column Ue of Appendix Table 5 for the eight=area
group.

65The figures for "April" in the 1960 section of Table II, County
Employment Data, Oklahomas 1960=1961, pp. 6=Lk.

66The sum of the figures defimed in footnotes 67 through 73.

67F1gures for the eleven—arsa group from Column By of Appendix
Table 4§ figures for the eight-area group from Column Enws of Appendix
Table 5.

68The figures for "Private households! from Table 85, PC(L)=38¢,
pp ° 223“"22 8 ®
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697he figures for "Self-employed workers” amd '“Unpaid family workers!
from "Employed in nonagricultural industries" of Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp.
217=222.

T0The figures for "Govermment worksrs" in Table 84, PC{1)=38C, pp.
217-222.

71The figures fer "Private wage and salary workers® from "Employed
in agriculture® of Table 84, PC(L)=38C, pp. 217=222.

72The sum of the figures for "Self-employed” and "Unpaid family
workers" from "Employed in agriculture of Table &, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=
222.

T3The sum of the figures from the following sourcess the figures
for M"Educational services: private™ and "Welfare, religious, and non-
profit membership organizations®™ from Table 85, PC(1)=38C, pp. 223=228;
the figures for "Hospitals" from Tabls 85 multiplied by the percent of
privately controlled hospital beds in each ares as computed from
Hospitals, pp. 184=188,

Thype figures from Column U, of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area
group. And the figures from Column U, of Appendix Table 5 for the eighti=
area group.

T5The figures for MApril" im the 1960 section of Table II, Gounty
Employment Data, Oklahomas 1960=1961, pp. b=lh.

76The figure for feobtnote 75 mulbiplied by rates computed when the
figures in Column Bpws of Appendix Tebls 8 are divided by the figures in
Column Enws of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area group and figures for
Column Enws of Appendix Table 5 for the sight-area group.

77The sum of the figures described in footnotes T8 through 84.

78The figures for "Private wage and salary worksrs” from Table 84,
BC(1)=38C, pp. 217=-222, minus the figures in Columns Eq.and Epp of
Appendix Table 8.

]

79The figures for "Private households® from Tsbles 85, PC(1)=38G, pp.
223228, ‘

80rhe tigures for “Self=employed workers! and "inpaid fawily workers™
from "Employed in nonagricultursl industries" of Table 84, BC(1)=38C, pp.
217=222.

Blrpe figures for "Govermment worksrs" in Table 8L, PC(1)=38C, pp.
217=222.

82The figures for "Private wage and salary worksrz" from 'Employed
in agriculture" of Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. £L7=222.

837he figures for "Self-employed" and "Unpaid family workers! from
"Employed in agriculture® of Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217-222.
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8hThe sum of the figures for "Bducablonal servicess private,”
"Welfare, religious, and nonprofit membership organizatioms,' both from
Table 8L, PC(1)=38C, pp. 223=228, and an estimate of private hospital eme
ployment. The figures for the hospitals are from "Hospitals,! of Table
85, multiplied by the percent of privately controlled hospital beds in
each area as computed from Hospitals, pp. 184=188.

857he figures in Column U, of Appendix Table L for the eleven-area
group and Column U, of Appendix Table 5 for the eight-area group.

86The figures for "1958Y from Table I[I, YAverage Ysarly Covered Eme
ployment by County Employment Dats, Oklahomas.1958=1959 {Oklahema City,
1960), ppo l}.‘-‘—“éo

87The figures for "Bmployed® in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=
89.

88rhe figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbock of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Hpp of . Appendix
Table 9.

89he figures for “Domesbic, self-employed, unpaid family workers®”
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, < &89, maltiplied by a rate computed
when the Table 43, Vel. IX, “Part 36, pp. 91=100, figures for "Private
households™ are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "Self=
employed workers," "Unpaid family workers,” "Private households,™ minus
"Farm laborers, unpaid family," and "Farmers and farm managers," also of
Table 43, : :

907he figures for "D@m@ tLC’ @PIFa@mpl@Ved unpald famlly workers,"

Eq of Appendxx Table 9

91lrhe figures for the eight—aresa group are from "Govermment" in
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89. The figures for the eleven-ares
group are the sum of estimstes of federal and state and loecal government
employment. Federal estimates are obtained by multiplying the figures
for June, 1958, federal employment figures from unpublished UCFE reperts
by the rate constructed when the "Amnual average”™ 1958 figures for
"Federal™ are divided by the June, 1958, figures for "Federal,” both from
Table A=L, Handbock of Oklahoma Bmployment Statistiess 1939-1962, p. 10.
State and local government estimates are the figures for "Govermment®
reported in Handbook of Labor Force Dats, pp. 8-89, minus the unpublished
figures for June, 1962, federal employment . The result ls then multi-
plied by a rate coustructed when the Table A4 "imnual average™ 1958
figures for "State and lecal" are divided by the Table L=A, June, 1962,
figures for "State and local,™ po 1o

92The figures for "Agricultural® from Handbook of Labor Force Dabta,
pp. &89, times a rate which is the sum of the two other rates. The
first rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers" are divided by the sum of the figures for "Szlf-employed workers,"”
"Minpaid family workers," and "Private wage and salary workers,Y all of
"Employed in agriculture,? Table 84, PC({1)=38C, pp. 217-222., The second
rate is equal te <43/240 muitiplied by the first rate mivms a comparable
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rate derived from the Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. $1=100, figures for
"pgriculture" and those figures minus "Farmers and farm managers"™ and
"Farm laborers, unpaid family," alsc of Table 43.

93 The figures for "Agricultural" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Columm E,,- of Appendix Table 9.

ghThe sum of estimstes of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit member=
ship organization employment times the rate constructed when the figures
from Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 for the elght-area group and the figures
from Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-urea group are divided
by the figures for "Government workers® from Tsble &4, PC(1l)=38C, pp. 217-
222. Private educational services employment is the sum of the figures
reported for "Educational services: private" in Table 85, PC{1)=38¢C, pp.
223=228, minus 43/24L0 of the result whem the figures for "Educational
servicess private," from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are
subtracted from the Table 85 figures. Welfare, religious, and nonprofit
membership organization employment iz the sum of the figures from a line
with that title in Table 85 minus these figures multiplied by 43/240 of
the rate obtained when the Table L3 figures for "Other professional and
related services” are subtracted from the Table 8% figures and the
difference is divided by the Table 85 figures. Private hospital employ=
ment is the sum of two numerical estimates. The first estimate is de-
rived when the figures for "Hospitals® in Table 85 are multiplied by the
percent of privately controlled hospital beds im the area. The hospital
bed rate is computed from Hospitsalis, pp. 184-188. The second estimate is
obtained by multiplying the Pirst estimate by minus 43/240 of the percent
change in area medical employment, 1950-1960. The percent change is obe
tained by subtracting the figurss for "Medical and other health services®
of Table L3 from the Table 84 figure for "Medical and other health
workers," and dividing the difference by the Table 84 figurss.

95The figures for "Unemployed" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=83. _ T S s

960erived by setting the data described in footnotes 86=94 into the
annual BES unemployment estimating equation egual to the figures im CGolumn
Ut of Appendix Table 9.

97The figures for "1959%" from Table I, County BEmployument Data,
Oklahoma: 1958=1959s pp« h=bo

98The figures for "Employed" inm Handbook of Labor Ferce Dsbta, pp. 8=

89.

997he figures for "Wage and salaried workers® in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 889, minus the figurss in Columms Fg and Byp of Appendix
Table 10,

100The figures for "Domesbiec, self-employed, wmpald family workers"
in Handbook of Labor Force Daba, pp. 8=89, multipiied by a rate compubed
when the Tabls 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, figares for "Private
households" are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "Selfe
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employed workers," "Unpaid family workers," "Private houseliclds;" minus
"Farm laborers, unpaid family,” and "Farmers and farm managers,® both of
Table L3,

10lTne figures for “Domestic, self-employed, unpaid family workers"
in Handbeok of Labor Force Data, pp. 8-89, minus the figures in Column Ey4
of Appendix Table 10,

102the figures for the eight-area group are from "Government” in Hand=
book of Laber Force Data, pp. 8=50. The figures for the eleven-area group
are the sum of estimates of federal and state and local govermment employe
ment. Federal estimates are obtained by multiplying the June, 1959,
fedsral employment figures from unpublished UCFE reports by the rate cone
structed when the "Annual averags' 1959 figures for "Federal are divided
by the June, 1959, figures for "Federal, both from Table A=4, Handbook
of Oklahoma Employment Statisticss 1939-1962, p. 1l. State and local
government estimates are the figures for "Govermment” reported in the
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 889, for June, 1962, minus the un-
published figures for Jume, 1962, federal employment. The result is then
multiplied by a rate comstructed when the Table A=/ "Annual average"™ 1959
figures for "State and local" are divided by the Table A=k4; p. 14, "June,®
1962, figures for state and local.

103The figures for YAgricultural" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8-89, multiplied by a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The
first rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers" are divided by the sum of the figures for "Self-smployed workers,®
"Unpaid family workers,¥ and "Private wage and salary workers,™ all inm
"Employed in agriculture,”™ Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=222. The second
rate is equal to mimus 19/240 multiplied by the first rate minus a com=
parable rate derived from the Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100,
figures for "Agriculture" and those figures minus "Farmers and farm
managers® and "Farm laborers, unpaid family," both of Table 43,

10hThe tigures for “Agriculbural' from Handbook of Lebor Force Deba,
pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Column BEays of Appendix Table 10,

105The sum of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious, and nonprofit member=
ship organization employment times the rate comstructed whem the figures
from Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 for the eight=arsa group and the
figures from Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the elsven-area group are
divided by the figures for "Govermmemt workers" from Table 84, PC(l),-38¢C,
pp. 217=222. Private educational services employment is the sum of the
figures reported for “Educational servicess private™ in Table 85, PC(l)=
38C, pp. 223=228., minus 19/2L0 of the result when the figures for "Edu-
cational services, private" from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100,
are subtracted from the Table 85 figures. Welfare, religious, and none
profit membership organization smployment is the sum of the figures from
a line with that title in Table &5 minus those figures multiplied by 19/
240 of the rate obtained when the Table 43 figures for "Other professional
and related services® are subtracted from the Table 85 figures and the
difference is divided by the Table 85 figures. Private hospital employe
ment is the sum of two nurerical estimates, The first estimate is derived
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when the figures for "Hospitals" in Table 85 are multiplied by the percent
of privately controlled hospital beds in the area. The hospital beds rate
is computed from Hogpibals, pp. 184=188. The second sstimate is obtained
by multiplying the first estimate by minus 19/24L0 of the percent change in
area medical employment, 1950=1960. The percent change is obtained by
subtracting the figures for "Medical and other health services" of Table
43 from the Table 84 figures for "edical and other health workers™ and
dividing the difference by the Table 84 figures.

106
8=89.

The figures for "Unemployed" in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp.

107perived by setting the data described in footmotes 97 through 105
into the annual BES unemployment estimating equation equal to the figures
in Column Uy of Appendix Table 10O.

108the rigures for "1960" from Table I, County Employment Data,
Qklahema: 1960=1961, pp. 3=5.

109The figures for "Employed" in Handbook of Labor Force Data, ppo
8=50.

1107pe figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp» 8-=50, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Epp of Appendix
Table 1l.

lllThe figures for "Demestic, selfwemployed, unpald family workers"
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=50, multiplied by a rats computed
when the Table L3, Vol. I 119 Part 36, pp. 91=100, figures for "Private
households" are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "3elf-
employed workers," "Unpaid family workers,” "Privaete households,™ minus
"Farm laborers, unpaid family,” and "Farmers and farm managers," both of
Table 43.

llzThe figures for "Domestic, selfemployed, unpaid family workeprs"
in Handbook of Labor Forge Data, pp. 8=50, minus the figures in Column
Eq of Appendlx Table 11,

137ne figures for "Govermment" in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp.
8=50. Slls S8 2SSl SBLES 2 f, P

1l4The figures for "Agricultural" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=50, multiplied by a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The
first rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers" are divided by the sum of the figures for "Self-empleyed workers,"
"Unpaid family workers," and "Frivate wage and salary workers," all in
"Employed in agricmltureg“ Table 84, PC({1)=38C, pp. 217=222. The second
rate is equal to 5/240 multiplied by the first rate minus a comparable
rate derived from the Tabls 43, Vol. 11, Part 36, pp. 91=100, figures for
Mgriculture"” and those figures minus "Farmers and farm managera," and
Farm laborers, unpaid family," both of Table 43,

115The figures for "Agricultural” from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 850, minus the figures in Column Baws of Appendix Table 11l.
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' lléThe sun of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religious and nonprofit member-
ship organization employment times the rate comstructed when the figures
from Column Bg of Appendix Table 5 are divided by the figures for “Governe
ment workers" from Table 84, PC{1)=38C, pp. 217=222. Private educational
services employment is the sum of the figures reported for “Educational
servicess private™ in Table 85, PG(1)=38C, pp. 223-228, plus 5/240 of the
result when the figures for "Education services, private" from Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table 85 figures.
Welfare, religious, and nonprefit membership organization employment is
the sum of the figures from a line with that title in Table 85 plus those
figures multiplied by 5/240 of the rate obtained when the Table 43 figures
for "Other professional and related services" are subtracted from the
Table 85 figures and the difference is divided by the Table 85 figures.
Private hospital employment is the sum of twe numerical estimates. The
first estimate is derived when the figures for "Hospitals" in Table 85
are multiplied by the percent of privately controlled hospital beds in
the area. The hospital bed rate is computed from Hospitals, pp. 184=188.
The second estimate is obtained by multiplying the first estimate by 5/240 -
of the percent change in area medical employment, 1950=1960. The percent
change is obtained by subtracting the figures for "Medical and ether
health services™ of Table 43 from the Table 84 figures for "Medical and
other health workers' and dividing the differencs by the Table 84 figures.

1177he figures for “Unemployed" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=50.

118perived by setting the figures described inm footnotes 108 through
116 in the unemployment estimating eguation squal to the figures in Column
Uy of Appendix Table 1l.

119The figures for "1961" from Table I, County Bmployment Data,
Oklahomas 1960-1961, pp. 3=5.

120The figures for “Employed” in Handbosk of Labor Force Daba, ppo
8-89. )

l21The figures for "Wage and salaried workers™ in Hendbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. &89, minus the figures in Colums Eg and By, of Appendix
Table 12. .

1227pe figures for "Deomestic, self-smployed, unpaid family workers!
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. &89, multiplied by a rate computed
when the Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, figures for "Private
households" are diwvided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "Self-
employed workers" “Unpaid family workers," "Private households," minus
"Farm laborers, unpaid family," and "Farmers amd farm managers,” also of
Table 43,

123 e figures for "Domestic, self-employed, unpaid family workers®
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Golumn
Eq of Appendix Table 12.
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L2h1he figures for the eightearea group are from "Goverament" in
Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=50. The figures for the eleven-area
group are the sum of estimates of federal and state and local government
employment. Federal estimates are cbtained by multiplying the June, 1961,
federal employment figures from unpublished UCFE reports by the rate cone
structed when the "Annual average' 1961 figures for "Federal" are divided
by the June, 1961, figures for "“Federal," both from Table A=L, Handbook
of Oklahoma Employment Statistiess 1939-1962, p. 13. State and local
government estimates are the figures for "Government" reported in Handbook
of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=89, for June, 1962, minus the unpublished
?_igures for June, 1962, federal employment. The result is then multi-
plied by a rate constructed when the Table A=l "Annual average! 1961
figures for "State and local” are divided by the Table A=L "June," 1962,
p. 14, figures for state and local.

125The figures for "Agricultural" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=89, multiplied by a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The
first rate is obtained when the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers? are divided by the sums of the figures for "Self-employed
workers," "Unpaid family workers," and "Private wage and salary workers,"
all in "Employed in agriculture," Table 84, PC(1l)=38C, pp. 217=222. The
second rate is equal to 29/240 multiplied by the first rate minus a come
parable rate derived from the Table 43, Vol, II, Part 36, pp. 91=100,
figures for "Agriculture' and those figures minus "Farmers and farm
managers" and "Farm laborers, unpaid family," both of Table 43.

126The figures for M"Agricultural from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 889, minus the figures in Column Egws of Appendix Table 12,

127The sum of estimates of private educatlonal services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religlous, and nomprofit member=
ship organization employment times the rate comstructed when the figures
from Column E; of Appendix Table 5 for the eightearea group and the figures
from Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven—area group are divided
by the figures for "Government workers" from Table 84, PC(1)=38C, pp.
217=222. Private educational services employment is the sum of the
figures reported for 'Educational services: private™ in Table 85, PG(1)=
38C, pp. 223=228, plus 29/2L0 of the result when the figures for "Edu=
cational services, private” from Table 43, Vol. 1I, Part 36, pp. 91=100,
are subtracted from the Table 85 figuress Welfare, religlous, and none
profit membership organization employmeunt is the sum of the figures from
a line with that title in Table 85 plus those figures multiplied by 29/240
of the rate cbtained when the Table 43 figures for "Other professional and
related services! are subtracted from the Table 85 figures and the differ-
ence is divided by the Table 85 figures. Private hospital employment is
the sum of two numerical estimates. The first estimate is derived when
the figures for "Hospitals"™ in Table 85 are multiplied by the percemt of
privately controlled hospital beds in the area. The hospital bed rate
is computed from Hespitals, pp. 184=188. The second estimate is obtained
by multiplying the first estimate by 29/240 of the percent change in area
medical employment, 1950=1960. The percent change is obtained by sube
tracting the figures for "Medical and other health services® of Table 43
from the Table 84 figures for "Medical and other health workers" and di-
viding the difference by the Table 84 figures.
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128Tne figures for "Umemployed from Hardbook of Labor Force Data,

pp. 8=89.

129perived by setting the figures described in footnotes 119 through
128 into the annual BES unemployment equation equal to the figures in
Column Ut of Table 12.

1307he annual average of area insured employment monthly totals pre-
sented in QOklahoma Labor Market, Table VII (October, 1962), pp. 31=35;
Table VII EDecember, l9627f pp. 31=35; Table IX (March, 1963), pp. 33=37;
and Table IX (June, 1963), pp. 33=37.

131The figures for "Employed" in Hardbook of Labor Force Data, pp.
8=50.

1321he figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=50, minus Columns Eg and Enp of Appendix Table 13,

1337he figures for "Domestic, self-employsd, unpaid family workers"
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=50, maltiplied by a rate computed
when the Table L3, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, figures for "Private
households" are divided by the sum of the Table 43 figures for "Self-
employed workers," "Unpaid family workers," "Private households," minus
"Farm laborers, unpaid family" and "Farmers and farm managers,™ both of
Table 43.

L3Lphe figures for "Domestic, self-employed, unpalid family workers™
in Handbook of Labor Force Data, pp. 8=50, minus the figures in Column
Eg of Appendlx Table 13.

L35he figures for "Covermment" in Handbook of Labor Force Dats, pp.
850,

lBéFigurea for Magricultural" from Handbook of Labor Force Daba, pp.
8=50, times a rate which is the sum of two other rates. The first rate
is constructed when the figures for "Private wage and salary workers"
are divided by the sum of figures for "Selfeemployed workers," "Unpaid
family workers," and "Private wage and salary workers," all three under
"Employed in agriculture" from Table 84, PC({1)=38C, pp. 217=222. The
second rate is comstructed when 53/240 is multiplied by the initial rate
minus a comparable rate for 1950 derived from the figures for YAgriculture®
and those figures minus figures for "Farmers and farm managers™ and "Farm
laborers, unpaid family," all from Table 43; Vol. I1, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

L37mhe figures for "Agriculbural™ frem Handbook of Labor Force Dats,
pp. 8«50, minus the figures in Column Eays of Appendix Table 13

138rhe sum of estimates of private educational services employment,
private hospital employment, and welfare, religiocus, and nonprofit member-
ship organization employment times the rate constructed when Column Eg of
Appendix Table 5 is divided by the figures for "Govermment workers™ from
Table 84, PC{1)=38C, pp. 217=222¢. Private educational services is the
sum of the figures for "BEducational servicess private" reported in Table
85, PC{1)=38C, pp. 223-228, plus 53/240 times the difference between those
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figures and the figures for "Bducationsal sservices, private" recorded in
Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100. Welfare, religious, and nonprofit
membership organization employmsnt is the sum of the figures for that item
reported im Table 85 plus those figures multiplied by 53/2L0 of the percent
derived when the Table 43 figures for "Other professional and related
services! are subbracted from the Table 85 flgures and the difference is
divided by the Table 85 figures. Private hospital employment is the sum

of two figures. The first estimates are derived when figures for "Hospitals"
in Table 85 are malbiplied by the percent of total privately controlled
hospital beds in the area. The hospital bed rate is computed freom
Hospitals, pp. 184=188. The second estimate is derived by multiplying the
first estimate by the rate derived when 53/240 is multiplied by the per=
cent. change in medical employment, 1950-1960. The psrcent change iz obe
tained by subtracting figures for "Medical and other health services® of
Table 43 from the Table &, Figures for "Medical and other health worksrs"
and dividing the difference by the Table 84 figures.

139Th© figures for "Unemployed" from Handbook of Labor Force Data,
pp. 8=50. _

LiCperived by setting the Pigures described in footnotes 130 through
138 into the umenployment estimating egquation equal to the data in Column
Uy of Appendix Table 13.

lthhe figurss for "1958" from Table II, County Employment Data,
Oklahomag 1958=1959, pp. 4=0, multiplied by the rate constructed when the
figures in Colunn Enws of Appendix Table & are divided by the figures in
Column Epws of Appendix Table 4 for the sleven-srea group and Column Epws
of Appendix Table § for the eight-area group.

142The sum of the figures describsd in footnotes 143 through 149.

43The figures for Column Brws of Appendix Table 9 multiplied by the
rates comstructed when the figures for Column Enws of Appendix Table 8
are divided by the flgures in Column Epws ol Appendix Table 4 for the
eleven=area group and Column Epyws of Appsndix Table 5 for the eightearea
Eroupo

hrhe figures for Column E4 of Appendix Table 9 plus those figures
multiplied by rates comstructed for the eight-area growvp and the eleven—
area group. The sightearea group ratss are obtained by first subtracting
the figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 from those in Column Eg of
Appendix Table B and dividing the differences by the Appendix Table §
figures. The resulting percent is multiplied by 197/240. The elevene
area group rates are obtained by first subtracting the tigures for Column
Eq of Appendix Table 4 from thoss of Column Ej of Appendix Table 8 and
dividing the differences by the Appendix Table 4 figures; then the re-
sulting percent is multiplied by 197/240.

1457he figures for Columm Ezu of sppendix Table 9 plus those figures
multiplied by rates constructed for the sight—area group and the elevens
area group. The eightearea group rates are cbtained when first the
figures in Column Egy of Appendix Table 5 are subbtracted from these in
Column Egy of Appendix Table & and the differences are divided by the
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Appendix Table 5 figures. Then the resulting percent is multiplied by
197/240. The eleven-ares group rabes are obtained when first the figures
from Column Egp of appendix Table 4 are subtracted from those in Column
Egy of Appendix Table 8 and the differences are divided by the Appendix
Table L figures. The resulting percent is then multiplied by 197/240.

lhéThe figures for Golwun Bg of Appendix Table 9 multiplied by rates
constructed for the eightearea group and the eleven-sres group. The
rates are obtained when the figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 8 are
divided by those from Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 for the eightearea
group and Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the elevene-area group.

Witne tigures in Column E__ . of Appendix Table 9 multiplied by the
rate obbtained when the figures In Column Buy,s of Appendix Table 8 are di-
vided by the figures in Column Euyws of Appendix Table i

LBty figures in Column Bgsy of Appendiz Table 9 maltiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column BREigy of Appendix Table 8 are
divided by the figures in CGolumn Bysy of Appendix Table L.

1497he figures in Column E__ of Appendix Table 9 mnltiplied by a
rate constructsd when the figures for “Government workers' in Table 84,
PC{1)=38C, pp. 2L7=222, are divided by the figures in Column Eg of
Appendix Table 5 for the eight—ares group and the figures in Column Eg
of Appendix Table 4 for the sleven-ares group.

150perived by setting the data described in footnotes 86 through 94
into the annual BES unemployment estimatling equation squal to the figures
in Column U4 of Appendix Table 9.

L51rpe figures for "L959" from Table II, Cownty Employment Data,
Oklahomas 1958-1959, pp. kb, maltiplisd by the rate comstructed when
the figures in Column B,.s of Appendix Table & are divided by the figures in
Column Epye of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area group and Coluwmn Epyws

of Appendix Table 5 for the eighie=area group.

1527me sum of the figures described in footnotes 153 through 159.

1531me figures for Column By of Appendix Table 10 multiplied by
the rates comsiructed when the figures for Column Epnyg of Appendix Table
8 are divided by the figures in Columm B, of Appendix Table 4 lfor the
eleven=area group and Column Enws of Appendix Table 5 for the eighiearsa
group.

1ohppe figures for Colwmn By of Appendix Table 1O plus those figures
maltiplied by rates comstructed for the slighteoarea group and the elevenw
area group. The eightearea group rates are obbalnsd by first subtractiag
the figures for Columa Eg of aAppendix Table 5 from those in Column Eyg of
Appendix Table 8 and dividing the differences by the Asppendix Table 5
figures. The resulting percent is multiplied by 221/240. The elevens
area group rates are obtained by first subtracting the figures for Column
Eq of Appendix Table 4 frem those of Column By of Appendix Table 8 and
dividing the differences by the Appencix Table 4 figures. The resulting
percent is multiplied by 221/240.
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1551he figures for Columm Esu of Appendix Table 10 plus those figures
multiplied by rates comstructed for the eight-area group and the eleven=
area group. The eightearsa group rates are obtained when first the
figures in Column Egy of Table 5 are subiracted from those in Column Bgy
of Appendix Tazble 8 and the differences are divided by the Appendix Table
5 figurea. The resulting percent is multiplisd by 221/240. The eleven=
area group rates are obtained when first the figures from Column Esy of
Appendix Table L are subtracted from those in Column Egy of Appendix Table
8 and the differences are divided by the Appendix Table 4 figures. The
resulting percent is multiplied by 221/240.

156The figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 10 multiplied by rates
constructed for the eight-arsa group and the eleven-area group. The rates
are obtained when the figures f@w Column Bg of Appendix Table 8 are die
vided by those from Column B, of Appendix Table 5 for the eight=area
group and Column BEg of Appendix Table L, for the eleven=area group.

157The figures in Coluwn Bayws of Appendix Table 10 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figurss in Column Egye of Appendix Table 8 are die
vided by the figures in Column Baye of Appendix Table 4.

158me figures in Column Bagy of Appendix Table 10 maltiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column Bagy of Appendix Table 8 are di-=
vided by the figures in Column BEgg, of Appendix Table 4.

159The figures in Column Enp of Appendix Table 10 maltiplied by a
rate constructed when the figures for "Government workers" im Table 84,
PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=222, are divided by the figares in Column Eg of
Appendix Table 5 for the eight-=area group and the figares in Column Eg of
Appendix Table 4 for the eleven—arsa group.

160perived by setting the data described in footmotes 97 through 105
into the annual BES unemployment estimating equation equal to the figures
in Column Uy of Appendix Table 10.

lélThe figures for "1960" from Table I, County Employment Data,
Oklahoma: 1960=1961, pp. 3-5, multiplied by the rate counstructed when
the figures in Column BEpye of Appendix Table 8 are divided by the figures
in Column Epys of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven—area group and Column
Enws of Appendix Table 5 for the eighteares group.

1627he sum of the figures described in footnotes 163 through 169.

163The figures for Column Egws of Appendix Tabls 11 for the eighte
area group and Column B, of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven-area group
multiplied by the rates constructed when the figurss for Column Egys of
Appendix Table 8 are divided by the figures in Column Bnws of Appendix
Table 4 for the eleven-area group and Column Bpws of Appendix Table 5 for
the eight=area group.

1bkThe figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 11 for the eight-area
group and Column By of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven=area group plus
those figures multiplied by rates comstructed for the sightearea group aund
the elevenwarea group. The elght-area group rates are obbtained by first
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subbtracting the figures for Column E4 of Appendix Table 5 from those in
Column Eq of Appendix Table 8 and dividing the differences by the Appendix
Table 5 figures. The resulting percent is multiplied by 245/240. The
eleven-area group rates are obtainsd by first subtracting the figures for
Column E4 of Appendix Table 4 from those of Column Ey of Appendix Table 8
and dividing the differences by the Appendix Table 4 figuwres. The re-
sulting percent is multiplied by 245/240.

165The figures for Column E., of Appendix Table 1l for the eightearea
group and Column By, of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven-area group plus
those figures mulbiplied by rates constructed for the eighteareca group
and the eleven-area group. The sightearea group rates are obtained when
first the figures in Column Egy of Appendix Table 5 are subtracted from
those in Column Bgy of Appendix Table 8 and the differences are divided
by the Appendix Table 5 figures. The resulting percent is multiplied by
2h5/2h0. The eleven-area group rates ars obtained when first the figures
from Column Egy of Appendix Table 4 are sublracted from those in Column
Esu of Appendix Table 8 and the difference is divided by the Appendix
Table /4 figures; the resulting percent is maltiplied by 245/240.

166The figures for Column E, of Appendix Table 11 for the elght-area
group and Column E, of Appendix Table 3 for the elevenwaresa group multi-
plied by rates constructed for the elght-area group and the eleven=area
group. The rates are obtained when the figures for Column Eg of Appendix
Table 8 are divided by those from Column E; of Appendix Table 5 for the
eight=area group and Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area
groupe.

167The figures in Column BEu.e of Appendix Table 3 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column Bgwe of Appendix Table 8 are die
vided by the figures in Column Egys of Appendlx Table 4.

légThe figures in Column Eggy of Appendix Table 3 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column Eggy of Appendix Table 8 are di=
vided by the figures in Column Bgew of Appendix Table 4.

légThe figures in Column Epp of Appendix Table 3 multiplied by a rate
constructed when the figures for "Govermment workers" im Table 84, PC(1l)=
38C, pp. 217=222, are divided by the figures in Column Eg of Appendix
Table 5 for the eight-ares group and the figures in Column Eg of Appendix
Table 4 for the elevem=area group.

170the data are obtained by setting the Ligures described in foote
notes 108 through 116 of Appendix Table 11 for the eighte—area group and
footnotes 25 through 31 of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven—area group
inte the annual unemployment estimating equation equal to the figures in
Column Ut of Appendix Table 11 for the eightearea group and in Column Uy
of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven-area group.

171The figures for "1961" from Table I, Counby Employment Data,
Oklahoma: 1260al961, Pp. 3=5, multiplied by the rates comstructed when the
figures in Column Epys of Appendix Table 8 are divided by the figures in
Column Enpws of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven—ares group snd the figures
in Column Eyys of Appendix Table 5 for the eight-area group.
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1720he sum of the figures described in footnotes 173 through 179.

173%he figures for Column Epyg of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by the
rates constructed when the figures for Column Bpys of Appendix Table 8 are
divided by the figures in Column Enyg of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-
area group and Column Enys of Appendix Table 5 for the eight=area group.

L7hhe figures for Column Ey of Appendix Table 12 plus those figures
maltiplied by rates constructed for the eightearea group and the eleven=
area group. The eightearea greoup rates are cbtained by first subtracting
the figures for Column E4 of Appendix Table 5 from these in Column Eg4 of
Appendix Table 8 and dividing the differences by the Appendix Table 5
figures. The resulting percemt is multiplied by 269/240. The eleven~
area group rates are obtained by first subtracting the figures for Column
Eyq of Appendix Table 4 from shose of Column Ey of Appendix Table 8 and
dividing the differences by the Appendix Table 4 figures. The resulting
percent is multiplied by 269/240. ‘

L75The figures for Colum Bgy of Appendix Table 12 plus those figures
multiplied by rates constructed for the eightearea group amd the eleven-
area group. The eighbtearez groop rates are obtained when first the
figures in Column Egzy of Appendix Table 5 are subtracted from those in
Column Egy of Appendix Table 8 amd the differences are divided by the
Appendix Table 5 figures. The resulting percent is multiplied by 269/240.
The eleven=area group rates are obtained when first the figures from
Column Egy of Appendix Table L are subtracted from those in Column By, of
Appendix Table 8 and the differences are divided by the Appendix Table 4
figuress the resulting percent is multiplied by 269/240.

1767he figures for Column By of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by rates
constructed feor the eightearea group and the elsven-area group. The rates
are obtained when the figures for Columm By of Appendix Table 8 are di=
vided by those frem Column Eg of Appendix Table 5 for the eightearea group
and Column Eg of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-area group.

177he figures in Column Egwe of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column E,,. of Appendix Table 8 are di-
vided by the figures in Column By, of Appendix Table 4.

L787ne figures in Column Egg,, of Appendix Table 12 maltiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column K gy of Appendix Table 8 are die
vided by the figures in Column B,gy of Appendix Table 4.

179The figures in Column EnE of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by a
rate constructed when the figures for Y"Covermment workers! in Table &,
PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=-222, are divided by the figures in Column E, of
Appendix Table 5 for the eight—area group and the figures in Column Eg of
Appendix Table 4 for the slsven—area group.

180perived by setting the figures dessribed in foetnotes 119 through
128 into the annwal BES unemployment equabtion equal to the figures in
Column Uy of Appendix Table 12



149

lngh@ annual average of area insured employment monthly totals pre-
sented in Oklahoma Labor Markst, Table VII (October, 1962), pp. 31=353
Table VII {December, 196z), pb. 3L=35; Table IX (March, 1963), pp. 33=37;
and Table IX (Jume, 1963), pp. 33=37. These initial figures are then
multiplied by the rabes constructed when the figures in Column Epws of
Appendix Table 8 are divided by the figares in Column Epyg ©f Appendix
Table 4 for the eleven-area group and the figures in Column Bpyg of
Appendix Table 5 for the eight—area group.

1827he sum of the figures dessribsd in footnotes 183 through 189.

183ppe figures for Column Enws of Appendix Table 13 for the eight-
area group and Column Epws of Appendix Table 1 for the eleven~area group
multiplied by the rates constructed when the figures for Column Epys of
Appendix 8 are divided by the figures in Colum Bpys of Appendix Table 4
for the elevenwarea group and Column B,,s of Appendix Table 5 for the
eight-area groupe.

lSLTh@ figures for Column By of Appendix Table 13 for the eightearea
group and Appendix Table 1 for the eleven-ares group plus those figures
multiplied by rates comstiucted for ths eightearea group and the eleven=
area group. The sighi=area group rates are obtained by first subtracting
the figures for Column By of Appendix Table 5 from those in Column Eq of
Appendix Table 8 and dividing the differences by the Appendix Table 5
figures., The resulting percent is multiplied by 293/240. The elevene
area group rates are obtained by first sublracting the figures for Column
Eq of Appendix Table 4 from those of Column Ey of Appendix Table & and di=
viding the differences by the Appendix Table 4 figures. The resulbting
percent is multiplied by 293/240.

185The prigures for Column Eey of Appendix Table 13 Por the eighte
area group and Column Egy of Appsndix Table 1 for the eleven-area group
plus those figures mulbtiplied by rabtes constructed for the eightezres
group and the eleven—area group. The sight-srea group rabes are obbained
when first the figures in Column Bgy of Appendix Table 5 are subbtracted
from those in Column Bey of Appendix Table 8 and the differences are di=
vided by the Appendix Table 5 figures. The resulting percent is multie
plied by 293/240. The eleven-area group rabes are obtained when first
the figures from Column Egy of Appendix Table 4 are subbracted from those
in Column Egy of Apperdix Table 8 and the diiferences are divided by the
Appendix Table 4 Ffigures. The resuliing percent is multiplied by 293/240.

186The figures for Column Eg of Appendix Table 13 for the eightearsa
group and Column Eg of Appendix Table 1 for the eleven-area group multi=
plied by rates consiructed for the eighteares group and the eleven=area
group. The rates are obtained when the figures for Column E, of Appendix
Table 8 are divided by those from Column By of Appendix Tablé 5 for the
eight-ares group and Column Eg of Appendix Tabkls 4 for the eleven-area
group.

187The figures in Column Baws of Appendix Table 1 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in folumn EBayws of Appendix Table 8 are di=
vided by the figures in Column Eyys of Appendix Table Lo
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188The figures in Column Bugy of Appendix Table 1 multiplied by the
rate obtained when the figures in Column Esygy of Appendix Table 8 are die-
vided by the figures in Column Bagy of Appendix Table 4o

1897me figures in Column Epp of Appendix Table 1 multiplied by a
rate constructed when the figures for "Government workers" in Table 84,
PC(1)=38C, pp. 217=222, are divided by the figures in Column Bg of
Appendix Table 5 for the eight-ares group amnd the figures in Column Eg
of Appendix Table 4 for the eleven-ares groupe.

1907T1e data are obbained by setting the figures described in footw
notes 130 through 138 of Appendix Table 13 for the elghit-area group and 1
through 9 of Appendix Table 1 for the elsven-area group into the annual
unemployment estimating equation equal to the figures in Columm Ut of
Appendix Table i3 for the eightearea group and o those in Column Uy of
Appendix Table 1 for the eleven—area group.

191The tigures for "1958" from Table II, County Employment Data,
Oklahomas 1958-1959, pp. h=b..

J‘92‘1?1'@ sum of the figures desecribed in footmotes 193 through 199.

lgBThe figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Enp of Appendix
Table 9 .

lghThe figures in Column B4 of asppendix Table 9 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Colums Bpnyg, Ep, and Epp
of Appendix Table 19 are divided by the sums of the figures in éolumms
Enws, Eg, and En‘p of Appendix Table 9.

195The figures in folumn Bgy of Appendix Table 9 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the Pfigures in Columns Bpwe, Be, and
Enp of Appendix Table 19 are divided by the sum of the figures In Columns
Eyws, Eg, and Epp of Appendix Tabls 9

196The figures for "Government workers" im Tsble 43, Vol. II, Part
36, pp. 91=100.

197the rate for "Hired worksrs" from Hondbook om Development of Basie
Labor Market Information for Small Apeas, p. 26, multiplied by & rate
constructed when the 1igurea for UPrivate wage and galary wgrkar@“ of
"Employed in agriculture' from Table 83, Vol. II, Pars 36, p. 228, are
divided by the figures for "Hired workera® fer Mapril 1, 1950,% from
State Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 3l. 'fhe deriwved rate is then multi=
plied by the figures for the column hesded "Hired" from the table "Annual
average number of workers on farms, 1958, by r@gionﬁ and selected states,
with comparisons,” Farm Labor { Jamaary, ]QSQ)v Peo 7o The estimabe
which results is then aivided by the figures for "Private wage and salary
workers" from Table 83, The rate which results is multiplied by the ares
figures obtained when the area figures for "Farmers and farm mansgers™
and "Farm laborers, unpazid family workers' from Table 43, Vel. II, Part
36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table 43 area figuves for
Magriculbure.®




J'(;H'I'l'le rate for "Self-employed and unpaid family workers" from Hand-
book on Development of Basic Laebor Markel Information for Small Araas, P
126, is multiplied by & rate consiructed whern the sum of of state figures
for "Self-employed workers" and “Unpaid family workers"™ who are “Empleyed
in agriculture" from Tazble 83, Vol. LI, Part 36, p. 228, is divided by
the figures for "Family workers, including operators" for “april 1, 1950%
from State Table 7, Vel. I, Part 25, p. 31l. The derived rate is then
multiplied by the figures for the column headsd "Family" from the table
"innual average number of workers on farms, 1958, by regioms and selected
states with comparisoms,” Farm Labor (Janu uaryg 1959), p. 7. The estimate
which results is then divided | by the sum of the sbtate Table 83 figures
for "Self-employsd workers" and "Uapald family workers® who are YEmployed
in agriculture.” The rate which results is then multiplisd by the sum of
the area figures for "Farmers and farm mansgers® and "Farm laborers, un-
paid family workers," both from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

199The sum of the figures for "Bducational services, private," 50
percent of the figures for "Medical and other health services," and 50
percent of "Other professiomal and related services,” all of Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

200perived by setbing the data described in footnotes 86 through 94
into the annual BES unemployment estimating equation egual to the figures
in Column Uy of Appendix Table G.

20lThe figures for "1959" from Table II, County Bmployment Dsta,
Oklahomas 1958-1959, pp. h=b.

202mne sum of the figures described inm footmotes 203 through 209.

203 e figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. 8=89, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Eyp of
Appendlx Table 10C.

2OkThe figures in Column Ey of Appendix Table 10 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Columns E Eg, and,
of Appendix Table 20 are divided by the sums of the figuree in
Co unns Bnws s Bg, and Enp of Appendix Table 10.

205The figures in Column Eqll of Appendix Table 10 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sums of the figures in Columns B, — Eg, and
of Appendix Table 20 are divided by the sums of the figures in
gumns Bows Eg, and Emp of Appendix Table 10,

206The figures for "Goverwmmenbt workers™ in Table 43, Vol. II, Part
36, ppo 91‘91.000

207The rate for "Hired workses" from Hﬂmdb@ok on Deyelopmeub of
Basic Labor Market Informstion for Small Ar ~s "Ppo ?E; m&lfip ad by a
rate constructed when the fibmmew for "PwLWdte wage and salary workers!
of "Employed in agriculbure from Table 83, Volo. II, Part 36, p. 228,
are divided by the figures for "Hired workers®™ for “April 1, 1950," from
State Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31l. The derived rate is then multie
plied by the figures for "Oklahoma® frbm the column hsaded "Average" from
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the table "dired workers on farms, 1999," Parm Labor (January, 1960), p.
11. The estimate which results is then divided bjy the £i igures for
"Private wage and salary workers' from Table 83. The rate which resulis
is multiplied by the area figures obtainsd when the area figures for
"Farmers and farm managers® and “Famm laborers, unpaid family worksrs™
from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the
Table 43 area figures for "Agrieculture.®

208The rate for "Self-employed send unpaid family workers" from Hande
book on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small Areas» Pe
126, is multiplied by a rate comstructed wnen the sum of stabe figures for
"Selfuemployed workers" and "Unpaid family workers" whe are "Employed in
agriculture" from Table 83, Vol. II, Part 36, p. 228, is divided by the
figures for "Family workers, including opsrators® for "April 1, 1950,"
from State Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31. The derived rate is then
multiplied by the figures for "Oklahoma' from the column headed “Average"
from the table "Family workers on farms, 195%," Farm Labor (Jamuary,
1560), p. 9. The estimate which reaults is then divided by the sum of
the Table 83 figures for "Selfe-employad workers™ and "Wanpaid family
workers"” who are "Employed in agriculbure.® The rate which results is
then multiplied by the sum of the areca figures for “Farmers and farm
managers" and "Farm laborers, unpaid family werksrs,' both from Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100. "

209The sum of the flgures for "Educatiomal services, private," 50
percent of the figures for "Medical and other health services,™ and 50
percent  of "Other professional and related services,™ all of Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100,

210perived by setting the data described in footnobtes 97 through 105
inte the annual BES unemployment estimating eguation equal to the figures
in Column Uy of Appendix Table 10.

21llgme figures for "1960% from Table I, County Employment Data,
Oklahoma; 1960=1961, pp. 3=5..

212

The sum of the figures described in footmotes 213 through 219.

2Ll3The figures for "Wage =nd salaried workers" in Hardbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. %89, minus the figures in Columns Eg and Bpp of Appendix
Table 1L for the eightearea group and the figures in Columns Eg and Enp
of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven-arsa group.

2lhng figures in Column By of Appendix Table 3 maultiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the Ligures in Columms Bpye, Bp, and
Enp of Appendix Teble 21 sre divided by the sum of the figures %ro
Columns Enws, Eg, and Bup of Appendix Table 3 for the eleven-area group
and by the sum of the figures from Columns Enws, mgs snd Bpp of Appendix
Table 11 for the eight-ares group.

215%nme figures in Column Bgw of Appendix Table 3 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Columns Bpy., Bg, and Bp,
of Appendix Table 21 are dlvided by the sum of the Tigures from Colx
Enws, Bgs, and Eyp of Appendix Tabls 3 for the eleven—ares group and the
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sum of the figures from Columns B

Eg, and Emp of Appendix Table 11
for the elight<area group. ‘

ekt

216The figures for "Government workers™ from Table 43, Vol. II, Part
36, pp. 91=100.

217The rate for "Hired worksrs" from Handbook on Development of Basic
Labor Market Informabion for Small Arsas, po 26, multiplied by a rate cone
structed when the figures “for "Private w wage and salary workers" of "Em=
ployed in agriculture™ from Table 83, Vol., II, Part 36, p. 228, are di=
vided by the figures for “Hired workers™ for "ipril 1, 1950,% from State
Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31. The derived rate is then mulitiplied by
the figures for "Oklahoma® from the column headed "Average" in the table
"Hired workers on farms, 1960," Farm Labor (Jammary, 1961), p. 1l. The
estimate which resulis is then divided by the figures for YPrivate wage
and salary workers" from Table 83. The rate which results is multiplied
by the area figures obtained when the area figures for "Farmers and farm
managers" and "Farm laborers, unpald family workers" from Table 43, Vol.
II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table L3 arsa figures
for Migriculture."

218The rate for "Self-smploysd and unpaid family workers® from Hande
book on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small Areas, p.
126, is multiplied by a rate constructed when the sum of state figures
for "Self-employed workers" and "Unpaid family workers" who are "Employed
in agriculture™ from Table 83, Tol. II, Part 36, p. 228, is divided by
the figures for "Family workers, including operators®™ for ®April 1, 1950%
from State Table 7, Vel. I, Part 25, p. 31. The derived rabe is then
multiplied by the figures for "Oklahoms® from the column headed "Average"
in the table "Family workers on farms, 1960," Parm Labor (Jammary, 1961),
p. 9. The estimate which results is then divided by the sum of the Table
83 figures for Y“Self-employed workers" and "Unpaid family worksrs" who
are "Empleyed in agriculture.® ‘The rate which results is then mmliiplied
by the sum of the area figures for "Farmers and farm managers" and “Farm
laborers, unpaid family worksrs," both from Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36,
pp. 91=100.

2lgThe sum of the figures for "Educational services private,™ 50
percent of the figures for "Medical and other health services," and 50
percent of “Other prefessional and related services," all of Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100,

220The eight=area group data are derived by setting the figures des-
cribed in footnotes 108 through 116 in the unemployment estimabing
equation equal to the figures in Column Ut of Appendix Table 1l. The
eleven=area group data are derived by setting the figurss described in
footnotes 23 through 31 equal to the figures in Colum Uy of Appendix
Table 3.

22Lpy, e, flgure&s for "1961" from Table I, County Em

loyment Data,
Oklahoma: 2 0=1961, pp. 3=5.

2227ne sum of the figures described in foolnotes 223 through 229.

223The figures for "Wage and salaried workers" im Handbook of Labor
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Force Data, pp- 589, minus the figures in Columns B
Table 12.

g and Epp of Appendix

22hTne figures in Column Eg of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of bthe figures in Columns Enw Eg, and Ep np
of Appendix Table 2< are divided by the sum of the figures in Columns
Brws s Eg, and By, of Appendix Table 12,

225The figures in Column Egy of Appendix Table 12 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Columns Bpys, Bg, and Epp
of Appendix Table 22 are divided by the sum of the figures in Columns
Enws s Egg and Epp of Appendix Table 12,

226Th@ figures for "Govermment workers" im Table 43, Vel. II, Part
36’ pp . 9191.000

22Trhe rate for MHired workers" from Handbook o Development of Basiec
Labor Market Information for Small Aress, po 26, multlpxxed by a rate con-
structed when the figures “for Pbrivate wage and salary workers" of "Eme
ployed in agriculture™ from Table 83, Vol. II, Part 36, p. 228, are di-
vided by the figures for "Hired workers" for "April 1, 1950,%" from State
Table 7, Vel. I, Part 25, .p. 3L. The derived rate is then multiplied by
the figures for "Cklahoma®™ from the column headed "Average" in the table
"Hired workers on farms, 1961," Farm Labor (January, 1962), p. 1l. The
estimate which results is then divided by the figures for "Private wage
and salary workers™ from Table 83, The rate which results is multiplied
by the area figures obtained when the area figures for "Farmers and farm
managers! and "Farm laborers, unpsid family workers® from Table 43, Vol.
II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table 43 area figures
for "Agriculture."

228The rate f@r "Self-employed and unpald family workers"™ from Hande
book on Development of Basic Labor Morkef Information for Small Areao, Po
126, is multiplied by a rate constructed when the sum of state figmwea
for "Selif-employed workers™ and "Unpeld family workers" who are "Bmpleyed
in agriculture® from Table .83, Vol. IL, Part 36, p. 228, is divided by
the figures for “"Family workers, imcluding eperators™ for MApril 1, 1950,%
from State Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31, The derived rate is then
multiplied by the figures for "Oklahomsa" from the column headed “Average"
in the table "Family workers on ferms, 196L," Fsrm Labor (Janvary, 1962),
pe 9. The estimate which results is then divided by “the sum of the shabte
Table 83 figures for "Self-employed workers" and "Unpaid family workers®
who are "Employed in agriculture." The rate which results is then multi-
plied by the sum of the area figures for "Farmers and Parm managers"™ and
"Farm laborers, unpaid family workers," both from Table 43, Vol. 119 Part
36, pp. 91=100.

229The sum of the figures for 'Bducablonal services, private," 50
percent of the figurss for "™Medical amd other health services,™ and 50
percent of "Other professional and related ssrvices," all of Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

230pgrived by setbing the figures described in footnotes 119 through
128 into the annual BES unemployment sgquatlon egual to the figures in
Column Uy of Table 12.
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231the anmal average of arsa insured employment monthly totals pree
sented in QOklahoma Labor Market, Table VII (October, 1962), pp. 31=35;
Table VII (December, 1962), pp. 31<35; Table IX (March, 1963), pp. 33=37;
and Table IX (June, 1963), pp. 33=37.

232The sum of the figures described in footnotes 233 throegh 239.

2337he figures for "Wage and salaried workers" in Handbook of Labor
Force Data, pp. &89, mimus the figares in Columns Eg and By, of Appendix
Table 13 for the eighte—arsa group and the figures in Columns Eg and Enp
of Appendiz Table 1 for the eleven-area group.

23LTne figares in Column By of Appendix Table 1 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Columns Bnys, By, and
Enp of Appendix Table 23 are divided by the sum of the figures from
Columns Epws, BEg, and Enp of Appendix Table 1 for the eleven=area group
and by the sum of the figures from Columns Epys, Eg9 and Enp of Appendix
Table 13 for the eight-srea greup.

235The figures in Column By, of Appendix Table 1 multiplied by the
rate constructed when the sum of the figures in Columns Byye, Bg, and
Enp of Apperdix Table 23 ars divided by the sum of the figures from
Columns Epws, Bg, and Bnp of Appendix Table 1 for the eleven-area group
and the sum of the figures from Columns Eypys, Eg9 and Enp of Appendix
Table 13 for the eight-=area group.

236The figures for "Government workersY from Table 43, Vol. II, Part
36, pp. 91=100.

2’3l7"1“1'1e rate for "Hired workers" Irom Handbook on Development of Basic
Labor Market Information for Small Areas, p. 26, multiplied by a rste cone
structed when the figures for YPrivabte wage and salary workers® of "Em=
ployed in agriculture' from Table 83, Vel. II, Part 36, p. 228, are die
vided by the figures for "Hired workers" for "April 1, 1950,% from State
Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31. The derived rate is then multiplied by
the figures for "Oklahoma™ from the column headed MAverage® in the table
"Hired workers on farms, 1962," Farm Labor (January, 1963), po 7. The
estimate which results is then divided by the figures for "Private wage
and salary workers" from Table 83. The rate which results is multiplied
by the area figures obtained when the area figures for "Farmers and farm
managers? and "Farm laborers, unpald family workers® from Table 43, Vel.
II, Part 36, pp. 91=100, are subtracted from the Table 43 area figures
for MAgriculbure.!

238The rate for "Self-employed and umpaid family workers" from Hand-
book on Development of Basic Labor Market Information for Small Arcas, p.
126, is multiplied by a rate comstructed when the sum of state figures
for "Self=employed workers" and "Umpald family woerkers" who are '"BEme
ployed in agriculture®™ from Table 83, Vol. II, Part 36, p. 228,is di=
vided by the figures for "Family workers, including operators®™ for “ipril
1, 1950," from State Table 7, Vol. I, Part 25, p. 31 The derived rate
is then multiplied by the figures for "Oklahoma' from the c¢olumn headed
"Average" in the table "Family workers on farms, 1962," Farm Labor
(January, 1963); p. 6. The estimate which results is then divided by the
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sun of the state Table 83 figures for "Self-employed workers" and "ne
paid family worksrs" who are "Employed. in agriculture." The rate which
results is then multiplied by .the sum of the area figures for "Farmers
and farm managers'" and "Farm laborers, unpaid family workers,™ both from
Table 43, Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

239The sum of the figures for "Educational services, private," 50
percent of the figures for "Medical and other health services,” and 50
percent of "Other professlonal and related services;™ all of Table 43,
Vol. II, Part 36, pp. 91=100.

2407he eight=arsa group data are derived by setting the figures
described in feootnotes 131 through 139 into the unemployment estimating
equation equal to the figures in Column Uy of Appendix Table 13. The
elsven=area group data are derived by setting the figures described in
footnotes 1 through 9 equal te the figures in Column Uy of Appendix Table
1.
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