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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The data from the Social Security Continuous Work History Sample can be utilized
to provide postcensal estimates of net migration (resident population) at a level of
demographic and geographic detail which has not hitherto been available. There are,
however, a number of limitations to the application and interpretation of CWHS-derived
migration rates, particularly when considered in conjunction with their use in a regular
program of postcensal population estimates such as thatcarried on by the Bureau of the
Census. The favorable aspects of the File for measurement of migration are:

1. The broad extent of Social Security coverage, amounting to 90 percent of
total civilian employment.

2. The high percentage of matched cases fromyear to year, i.e., of workers whose
migration experience we are able to follow, accounting for 85 percent of the Con-
tinuous Work History File in the 1960-65 period.

3. Consistent annual data on a first-quarter basis from 1963 on, which allows
migration to be measured for fairly precise time intervals.

4. The race detail available from the File which compares well with census
population data for both States and standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA’s)
(see table 1 and appendix table A-1).

5. The consistency in net migration rates computed from different data sources
for the 1955-60 and 1960-65 period (see tables C and 3).

On the negative side, there are still several problems to consider:

1. In spite of the apparent consistency between the CWHS net migration rates
and those from other sources noted above, it is not possible to establish satisfactorily
the extent ‘to which migration rates based on employment changes reflect true
resident migration. The 1965-70 resident migration data which will be forthcoming
from the 1970 census are expected to provide a firmer basis for analysis than is
now available.

2. The size of the sample, which precludes deriving rates for many States and
SMSA'’s in which there is interest, even when cumulated over a number of years.

3. The timeliness of the data. The timing of the CWHS has to be substantially

improved if migration rates derived from the File are to be useful in any regular
current program of population estimation.
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USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY'S CONTINUOUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLE
FOR POPULATION ESTIMATION

INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of the Census prepares estimates
of the population of States and other geographic
areas on a regular, annual basis and publishes
them in Series P-25 of Current Population Re-
ports.} Since data on net migration for geographic
areas are not available on a current basis, the
estimates are developed by several techniques
which make use of a variety of data series
symptomatic of population change. One of the
methods, the Component method, attempts to meas-
ure net migration from available related series,
such as school enrollment. Other techniques
estimate total population or total population change
directly.

The Bureau of the Censusis continually working
to improve the accuracy of its population estimates
and to fill in gaps in its information sources.
Lacking reported figures on migration for geo-
graphic areas, therefore, its efforts have been
directed toward a search for additional data series
directly or indirectly associated with population
and migration, and toward the development of
suitable applications of such new data. Only in
recent years has it been possible to consider the
complex mass of data made available through
programs of the Social Security Administration
and the Internal Revenue Service. These sources
appear to offer direct measures of selected types

of migration and much research has been directed
toward determining the means of taking advantage
of this information for population estimation
purposes.

The present report discusses in detail recent
experimentation involving the use of data from the
Social Security Administration’s Continuous Work
History Sample of persons in covered employment
for the purpose of directly measuring net migration
for States and SMSA's. Part | reviews the nature
of the Work History File, its coverage, its lim-
itations, and procedural problems associated with
its use for measurement of resident migration.
Estimates of net migration derived from the File
for regions, States, and SMSA’s by race for 1960-65
are compared with closely corresponding estimates
from other sources, such as the 1960 census, post-
censal surveys, and independent population esti-
mates. Part Il provides an example of the direct
application of these data to the Bureau’s program
of population estimation. It contains estimates
of the population of States by age and color for
July 1, 1965, based almost entirely on Social
Security data, i.e., through the use of migration
rates from the Work History File to derive esti-
mates of the population under 65, and Medicare
figures to obtain the population 65 years of age
and over.

PART I: NATURE, COVERAGE, AND UTILITY OF THE WORK HISTORY FILE >

The Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS)
is a l-percent sample of all persons who have a
Social Security account number and have worked
in covered employment. The characteristics of
persons in the sample--age, sex, and race--come
from the individual’s application for a Social
Security account number (Form SS-5). Information
on earnings and employment is obtained from the
quarterly earnings reports (annually in the case
of farm workers) filed by each employer for his
employees in covered employment (Forms IRS-941,
IRS-942, IRS-943, and OAR-S53). A separate sample
file is maintained for self-employed persons.
(The present study excludes the latter.)

1The most recent estimates for States and SMSA's
are given in reports, Nos. 437 and 432, respectively.

2The material presented in Part I is adapted from
a paper presented by the authors at the annual meet-
ing of the American Statistical Association in New
York City, August 19-22, 1969.

The sample is selected on the basis of specified
digits in the last four places of the nine-digit
Social Security account number. Once an account
number falls in the sample, it will reappear each
year that the person works in covered employ-
ment. It is thus possible to make year-to-year
comparisons for the same individual and to keep
track of changes in his place of employment, coded
by address of employer to State and SMSA.

In 1966 the workers in Old-Age, Survivors’,
Disability and Health Insurance (OASDHI) programs
comprised 88 percent of total civilianemployment.
The great majority of workers presently excluded
from coverage fall into three categories: Federal
civilian employees and some State and local govern-
ment employees; household workers and farm
workers who do not work long enough or earn
enough to meet minimum requirements; and very
low income self-employed persons.



Use of the File on the national level.-- An
overall summary of how well the Work History
File reflects interstate migration of employed per-
sons is provided in table A. In it, national sum-
maries of the annual number of the Work History
File’s interstate migrants (reflecting change of
place of employment and not necessarily change
of residence) are compared with interstate migrants
obtained from the Census Bureau’s Current Popu-
lation Survey (reflecting change of residence).3

3Current Population Reports, Series P-20, annual

Table A illustrates the basic problems of working
with the File on the national level, although the
description of the limitations and meaning of File
data given below applies to all geographic levels
and is amplified when areas below the national
level are discussed.

Length of migration period.--Data from the
Work History File were available both on a
“calendar-year” and “first quarter-year”™ basis.
The “calendar-year” tabulations include everybody
who worked at any time during the year in covered

report on mobility, of which No. 193,

the Population of the United States:

March 1969," is the most recent issue.

"Mobility of
March 1968 to

employment,

had maximum quarterly earnings.

Geographic areas are assigned on
the basis of the employer with whom the employee

The

“first

Toble A.—~SUMMARY DATA FROM CONTINUOUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLE (CWHS) AND COMPARISON OF INTERSTATE
MIGRANTS FROM CWHS AND CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY (CPS): 1961 TO 1965

(Numbers in thousands )

Calendar year! First quarter of year?
Work history and source of data
1961 1962 1963 1964 1963 1964 1965
TOTAL CWHS FILE?
Worked in specified year.............|66,434.7| 68,058.4| 69,466.7( 71,474.0| 56,591.0} 57,854.9 | 60,078.2
Worked in preceding year........... 59,594.7 | 60,515.4| 61,884.5| 63,415.9 | 48,610.9| 49,684.1 | 50,677.5
Same State........ .0t 55,148.3| 56,082.4| 57,286.5| 58,675.9 | 45,346.3 | 46,402.3 | 47,205.0
Different State................ ..] 4,446 .4 4,433.0 4,598.0 4,740.0 3,264.6 3,281.8 3,472.5
Percent........... EEEE e 7.5 7.3 7.4 7.5 6.7 6.6 6.9
CWHS FILE FOR 50~STATE AREA ONLY*
Worked in specified year........... ..|62,969.0| 64,358.5| 65,676.6 | 67,681.7 | 53,351.1| 54,462.8 [ 56,431.2
Worked in preceding year........ +..|55,922.7( 56,643.0| 57,825.0| 59,272.1 | 45,233.9( 46,259.8 | 48,154.3
Same State..........0v0u0nn [ 52,498.6 ( 53,240.7 | 54,319.2| 55,712.6 | 42,871.2 | 43,876.2 | 45,650.8
Different State........... veeaaes 3,424.1 3,402.3 3,505.8 3,559.5 2,362.7 2,383.6 2,503.5
Percent........ccoivieeenns 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.0 5.2 5.2 5.2
Contiguous State............... 1,439.2 1,450.7 1,463.5 1,492.9 994 .2 1,012.4 1,080.3
Noncontiguous State............ 1,984.9 1,951.6 2,042.3 2,066.6| 1,368.5 1,371.2 1,423.2
EMPLOYED INTERSTATE MIGRANTS FROM
CURRENT POPULATION SURVEYSS®
Total, 18 to 64 years............. ...| 1,778.0 1,702.0 2,052.0 1,894.0 2,052.0 1,894.0 1,839.0
Percent.........coiviunn veeaes 3.0 2.8 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.0 2.8
Contiguous State..............c0n (NA) 616.0 725.0 677.0 725.0 677.0 697.0
Noncontiguous State........... ceean (NA) 1,086.0 1,327.0 1,217.0 1,327.0 1,217.0 1,142.0
RATIOS OF CWHS TO CPS
INTERSTATE MIGRANTS
Total.............. [ N 1.93 2.00 1.71 1.88 1.15 1.26 1.36
Contiguous State................... (NA) 2.36 2.02 2.21 1.37 1.50 1.55
Noncontiguous State........ (NA) 1.80 1.54 1.70 1.03 1.13 1.25

NA Not available.

lIncludes persons who worked

2Includes only those working

3Includes persons working in
military personnel.

4Excludes military personnel

5Employed at time of Current

Population Survey.

at any time during year.
in first calendar quarter.
the 50 States, U.S. territories and possessions, on ships at sea,

and all persons working outside the 50 States.
Excludes persons in Armed Forces.

and



- employed are excluded from both sets,

quarter-year” figures cover only wage earners who
worked in the first calendar quarter. The self-
For the
purpose of measuring migration, comparison should
be made at identical points of the year in order
to obtain change over a l12-month period. From
this standpoint, first-quarter data are more appro-
priate thancalendar-year statistics. Full calendar-
year data for 1961 and 1962 were nonetheless
used in this study in obtaining migration rates
for the 1960-65 period, as first-quarter data for
those years had not been tabulated., The inclusion
in table A of calendar-year statistics for 1961-64
and first-quarter statistics for 1963-65 serve to
demonstrate the extent of the differences between
the two time series. It is apparent, for example,
that calendar-year data provide a substantially
broader base to work from, since the total number
of workers based on calendar-year data is 15-20
percent greater thanthe numberderived from first-
quarter data., The advantage which might be

* gained by using the larger number of sample cases

is cancelled out, however, by greater uncertainty

" regarding the length of the migration period.

Because of the overlap of the two series in 1963

“and 1964, it is also possible to demonstrate rate

differences which result from the use of different
bases.

Area of coverage.--The first two blocks of
information in table A refer to “total file®” and
“50-State area only.” The total File includes per-
sons in covered employment in the 50-State area,
abroad (including Puerto Rico and other outlying
areas), and the military. The 50-State area
excludes the military (which are treated in the
File as a separate “State”) and all persons working
in covered employment outside territorial United
States. Thus, the 50-State universe encompasses
movement between States but excludes movement

. between the States and the military. In this way,
. we are able to isolate and focus on civilian inter-

state migration within the United States,

The third block of information contained in
table A refers to employed interstate migrants
18 to 64 years of age as reported in the Current
Population Surveys. The Social Security data
include the entire working population, but for the
purposes of this study, the File’s population was
considered to be synonymous with the age group
18 to 64. The ratios used to compare employed
interstate migrants from CPS with File migrants
are therefore consistent as to area of movement
and employment status, but not entirely consistent
as to nature of the migration (change in place of
employment versus place of residence) or age of
migrants,

The migration base.--Of major substantive
interest for this study is the observation that about
85 percent of persons in covered employment in a

3

given year had also been working in the preceding
year. These are the “matched cases” whose
migration experience forms the core of this
analysis. An 85 percent “match rate” is highly
encouraging in itself; the absolute number of
matched cases available from year to year pro-
duces a very substantial base for the com-
putation of migration rates.4

Interstate migration and contiguity.--It is
noteworthy that the Work History File generates
a much larger number of interstate migrants than
is found in the Current Population Surveys. (The
overstatement is substantially greater when cal-
endar-year data are used.) Theexcessis apparent
in the Social Security data even though moves
caused by interchange between the military and
civillan employment have been excluded from the
CWHS but not entirely from CPS, It is clear that
the problem is caused primarily by changes in
State of employment which are not accompanied
by a change in residence. When the number of
interstate movers from the two sources are
compared separately for contiguous or non-
contiguous States, the figures become more
understandable.

If we examine moves between noncontiguous
States, the number of migrants from the File
does not differ greatly from the number obtained
from the Current Population Survey, their ratios
varying from 1.03 in 1962-63 to 1.25 in 1964-65
(first-quarter data). In the case of moves between
contiguous States, the File generates from 35 per-
cent to S5 percent more migrants than indicated
by the Survey data. These data confirm what is
evident, that many changes of employment between
contiguous States do not involve any change in
residence.

“Job migration® versus change in resi-

dence.--The problem of excess migrants being

generated by the File is only one of several
which arise when movements between contiguous
States are examined. Indeed, excess migration
would not be a matter for concern if the move-
ment were proportionate to population and the
balancing out resulted in a “true” net figure.
This is not the case, since some States are in a
more favorable position to gain “job migrants”

‘Although the number of covered workers not
matched in the File is not considered in this study,
it should be of interest to those concerned with
gross changes in the 1labor force. Looking ahead
from year to year, unmatched cases in the 50-State
area represent mainly persons who leave the labor
force (or the 50-State area), shift to "noncovered"
employment, enter the military, or die. Looking
backward, new entrants (including persons returning
from military duty) probably make up the bulk of
the group.
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as against migration resulting from change in
residence. Several examples were chosen to
illustrate the directional bias involved. Migration
stream data for 1955-60 (from 1960 census data
on migration) and for 1957-63 (from the Work
History File) were assembled for a number of
large metropolitan areas which form the nucleus
of contiguous State movement. These include the
New York metropolitan area (New York-New Jer-
sey), Philadelphia (Pennsylvania-New Jersey), Dis-
trict of Columbia-Maryland-Virginia, and several

others. The data are summarized below as
follows:

All out- .Out- Percent

migrants out-
migrants
i Desti- from to migrants
Origin nation fei indicated to
(:; e n) State indicated
ous. (thous.) State
CWHS (Social Security)
NeYeeooso [NoJeewo 647.3 111.8 17.3
NeJeeeos | NeYouuo 271.3 94.5 34.8
PAcscoes [ NeJewuo 379.5 64.6 17.0
NoJeeeoo |Paceaee 271.3 39.3 14.5
DiCevees [Mdeoons 93.3 28.4 30.4
Mde.coos [DeCunes 132.5 20.0 15.1
R.I..ceo | Mass... 38.6 12.5 32.4
MasS...o |Rel..ee 187.7 15.1 8.0
Census data

N.Yeeeos |[N.Joww 990.5 181.3 18.3
NeJeeees |N.Youwo 388.5 74.4 19.1
PRecoces | Nedowseo 678.6 115.0 17.0
Nedecesso |PRacces 388.5 57.6 14.8
D.Ceveee |[Md..... 193.3 77.5 40.1
Md...... |D.Cou.oe 259.7 18.3 7.0
R.l..... |Mass... 86.1 17.8 20.7
MasS.... [R.I.... 339.6 16.5 4.9

It is clear that the overall impact of contiguous
and noncontiguous State movements is substantial
and is a factor to be considered in interpreting
the migration data from the CWHS.

Regions, divisions, and States.--Because of
differences in the geographic distribution of in-
dustries and occupations, the Work History Sample
presents a biased view of migration by State
of employment, which in turn compounds the
difficulties of converting job migration into res-
idence migration. States with larger proportions
of their work force in covered employment have
a disproportionate influence on estimates of mi-
gration derived from the File compared to States
with smaller proportions.

Comparisons of the States’ representation inthe
Work History File with the distribution of employed
persons reported in the 1960 census demonstrates
the variation in worker coverage derived from the
two sources. Table 1 presents ratios of one to
the other. These ratios vary considerably from
State to State, as expected. The lowest ratios
are in the more rural Southern States and Plains
States, notably Mississippi, Arkansas, North and
South Dakota, and lowa. In each of these States,
the number of workers covered by Social Security
provisions amounts to less than 70 percent of the
working population counted by the census. At the
other end of the scale, there are industrialized
States like Delaware and New York whose ratios
approach 100 percent.

As a result of these differences, the migration
rates for States derived from the File are not
of uniform validity as measures of residential
migration of the total population. As the migration
of covered workers represents only a portion of
the migration of total employment, leaving a large
uncovered category, the migration rates themselves
may be biased simply because the opportunity of
being reported as an out-migrant is higher in
the high coverage States than in the low coverage
States. Because of this differential exposure to
risk, it appears more likely that the File will
pick up in-migration to low coverage States from
high coverage States (presuming the move is within
covered employment), and less likely to reflect
out-migration from low coverage States to high
coverage States.

Evidence provided by the Current Population
Surveys further complicates the picture by re-
vealing sharp migration differences by occupation.
even in occupations normally covered by Social
Security provisions. The data in table B indicate
that among wage and salary workers, farm workers

Toble B.--INTERSTATE MIGRATION RATES OF THE EM-
PLOYED MALE POPULATION 18 TO 64 YEARS QF AGE,
BY CLASS OF WORKER AND OCCUPATION GROUP,
FROM CPS, 1960-1965 AVERAGE

Rate

Class of worker and occupation group (percent )

Total male civilian population 18 to
64 years of 8g€..... .0ttt

Employed.......cccitenenecssascanan ceeen
Wage and salary workersl.............
White-collar workers.........ccc0es
Manual and service workers.........
Farm workers.........cceeeececncccas
Self-employed...c.cvciescrcenracccnns

0N & WW W
AN R ;
[ R R LI P

1Includes government workers.



had the highest interstate migration rate (5.5
percent), white collar workers the second (4.5
percent), and manual and service workers thelowest
(2.8 percent). Thus, in States with the smallest
proportions of workers in covered employment,
there appears to be the strongest tendency to-
ward interstate migration.

Interesting geographic differences by age and
race are apparent from table 1, in which workers
in covered employment are compared with State
populations 15 to 64 years of age in 1960, The
two racial groups used in making this comparison
are those available from the Work History File:
Negro and all races other than Negro (referred to
in this report as “white”), Among the “white”
population, Social Security workers comprised
58 percent of the national population 15 to 64
years of age in 1960. By State, the percentages
were lowest in rural Southern and Plains States
and highest in the industrialized Northeast, ranging
from 43 percent in Kentucky to 69 percent in

5

New York. Negro percentages, while about the
same as the white nationally, are higher than white
percentages in all States except Michigan and
most of the Southern States. They also have a
much wider spread than white percentages, ex-
tending from a low of 44 percent in Alabama to
a high of 84 percent in Connecticut,

Net migration rates for regions and States.--
Tables C, 2, and 3 present migration rates for
regions and States derived from the Work History
File and other sources for different periods. The
rates from the File were derived by dividing the net
migrants cumulated for the 1960-65 period by
the average annual matched workers in the File,
Since only the persons that were matched from
year to year were exposed to the risk of migration,
they were taken to constitute the appropriate
population base for the computation of rates,
Thus, persons in the File in only one of two suc-
cessive years would not enter into the estimating
equation at any time.

Toble C.-NET MIGRATION RATES FOR SELECTED PERIODS, BY REGION AND RACE

(Percent )
1960-65
Region and race clgzg;gg, t:::;:e 12:3825 12:2465 independent
¢ estimate®
ALL CLASSES

United States.......c.ioeevevvennesns +1.8 - - - +1.1
Northeast.......covoveeeeireeecrenecnnes +0.9 -1.7 -0.4 -0.8 +1.2
North Central......ccovieieevecnnnanccnns -0.3 -1.9 -1.6 -2.2 -1.8
South.....c.iiiereceneressasoasocansssnns -3.0 -0.1 -0.7 -1.1 +1.3
WEBt. oo oiererrreestosacsonensnencenens .. +19.1 +6.2 +4.8 +6.9 +5.6

WHITE

United States........... B, +2.0 - - - (NA)
NOFtheast....ocuvtvsorroneneiooanesansnns -0.6 -2.1 -0.9 -1.5 (NA)
North Central.......coeeceeesnnsseas .. -1.6 -2.2 -1.8 -2.6 (NA)
SOUtR. .. oot viinnnnnnnannennn e . +0.1 +0.7 +0.2 -0.3 (NA)
WOBL .o oovvoranaonncnussasnenennns Ceeeeeas +18.7 +6.2 +4.5 +7.1 (NA)

NEGRO AND OTHER RACES

United States........ccoovevvceaencnns -0.2 - - - (NA)
NOrtheast........cvouvevornnsescnssonencas +26.0 +3.8 +6.1 +6.4 (NA)
North Central......ccovvevecensnonecncnnns +23.8 +2.3 +1.4 +1.9 (NA)
South.e.vevenenenn. -14.1 -3.4 -4.9 -4.2 (NA)
WOBL . et ooreronerreeensaseoaressonssnsennss +23.6 +6.5 +11.8 +5.6 (NA)

- Represents zero. NA Not available.

1A11 ages. Includes military and immigrants from abroad.

2population 15 to 64 years of age in 1960. Includes military.

3population 18 to 64 years of age. Includes an unknown number of immigrants from abroad. Excludes

military. CWHS color groups are: 'White," which includes all races except Negro, and "Negro."

‘Population 1 year of age and over.
5Al11 ages. Includes immigrants from abroad.

Excludes Armed Forces in barracks.
Excludes military.



Table C above shows closely comparable net
migration rates by region. Civilian rates from
the Work History File for 1960-65 are compared
with rates for 1950-60, 1955-60, and 1960-65
taken from three different sources-- the censuses
of 1950 and 1960, the Current Population Surveys,
and independent estimates prepared at the Census
Bureau. The Work History rates compare favor-
ably with CPS rates, and less well with rates
derived through independent estimates.

The net migration rates on a State-by-State
basis from the Work History File and the in-
dependent estimates shown in table 2 provide
some insight into the special problems of inter-
preting migration figures from the Work History
File. The different sets of rates for Florida
and the District of Columbia-Maryland-Virginia
area are cases in point. In both areas, peculiar
local circumstances make utilization of anemploy-
ment file highly questionable. Heavy net in-
migration of the retired population to Florida (under
65) would not be reflected by the File. The Dis-
trict of Columbia area presents a unique problem,
for it is not a State, but the core of a large
metropolitan area marked by heavy commuting
from two States, Maryland and Virginia. Inaddition,
its chief employer, the Federal Government, is
hardly covered in the Work History File at all.
Use of employment data for measuring residence
changes is particularly inappropriate inthis case.

The net migration rates obtained from the Work
History File for the States more often than not
agree with or are very close to the independent
State estimates for the same periods. Differences
in New York State may be attributed, in part,
to the New York-New Jersey stream of migration
and, in part, to the role played by net immigration
from abroad. Although the effect of immigration
from abroad is reflected in the Work History
data as well, it is not possible to isolate this
component for special study. As soon as an
immigrant acquires a Social Security number and
enters employment, he loses his original identity
(as an immigrant) and is merged with all other
workers in covered employment.

Table 3 shows net migration rates for States
for white and Negro separately. These rates
represent the only systematic measure of State
Negro migration for the period since 1960. How-
ever, the sampling errors on these rates are
very often quite large and the usefulness of the
rates will need to be evaluated accordingly. (See
appendix table A-2.)

Net migration rates, by sex, have also been
computed. These appear in table 2, where they

are compared with 1955-60 migration rates based
on change of residence obtained from the census,
Greater variation by sex is apparent in the Work
History data than in the census data. With only
one exception, Hawaii, the census migration rates
by sex bear the same signs. Examplesof opposing
migration tendencies by sex are numerous in the
Work History series; however, considerable dif-
ferences in rates for males and females are also
noticeable in some States, even when they are
moving in the same direction.

Standard metropolitan statistical areas.--The
manner in which the File is used for the derivation
of migration patterns for SMSA’s in the main
resembles that already described for States. The
size and selection of the sample, the use of first
calendar quarters for measuring the migration
period, the presumed age of the migrants (18 to
64), and the use of matched workers as the
migration base are the same for SMSA’s as for
States. Analysis of Work History data for the
SMSA’s is likewise hampered by many of the same
problems which affect the data for States. However,
in the case of the SMSA’s, there is the advantage
that a change in area of employment is more than
likely to result in a change of area of residence
also.

The analysis for this report was made on the
basis of the 1968 definition of SMSA’s. The 1960
population figures were made to conform to the
1968 definition; new SMSA's added after April 1960
were included in the ranking and grouping which
preceded the selection of SMSA’s shown in tables 4
and 5, and appendix table A-1. All data drawn
from the Work History File for 1960-65 similarly
conform to the 1968 definition of areas,

A given SMSA’s migration is classified in two
ways: as movement between the SMSA and other
metropolitan areas, and as movement between the
SMSA and nonmetropolitan areas. The military
are shown as a separate component of non-
metropolitan area movement., By adding up the
in- and out-migrants obtained for individual
SMSA’s, the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan ex-
change of workers incovered employment is closely
approximated. Summary data rates computed for
the country as a whole are shown below (table D).

Unlike the situation noted for States, the military
component of SMSA migration was identified, but
was not deleted from the total matched work force,
Pure civilian migration rates could thus not be
computed for SMSA’s in the text table below. For
the individual SMSA’s shown in table S, the net
migration rates include movement to and from the
military and can be compared directly with the
1960-65 rates from the Bureau's independent
estimates which also include the military.

|
|



Table D.--TOTAL AND CIVILIAN NET MIGRATION BY METROPOLITAN-NONMETROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1960-1965

(Numbers in thousands.

50-State area only )

Totall Civilian?!
Metropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence All All
White? Negro White? Negro
classes classes
Out-migrants from metropolitan areas........ . 14,837.3| 13,723.2| 1,114.1 13,749.3|| 12,722.8 1,026.5
To other metropolitan areas....... cecvesces 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8
To nonmetropolitan areas......... e . 5,210.2 4,811.9 398.3 4,122.2 3,811.5 310.7
In-migrants to metropolitan areas....... ceene 15,503.1|| 14,314.3| 1,188.8 14,110.9|| 13,011.7 1,099.2
From other metropolitan areas.............. 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8
From nonmetropolitan areas...... caececncens 5,876.0 5,403.0 473.0 4,483.8 4,100.4 383.4
Net migrants to metropolitan areas from
nonmetropolitan areas........... e sensaane +665.8 +591.1 +74.7 +361.6 +288.9 +72.7
Percent net migrants of base population:
Metropolitan areas............... +2.0 +1.9 +2.4 341.1 3:0.9 3:42.3
Nonmetropolitan areas........ccovevvncaenss -3.9 -3.9 -4.3 -2.1 -1.9 -4.2

1"Total" includes moves to and from military; "civilian" excludes military moves.

2A11 races except Negro.
3Base includes military.

In compiling SMSA data for this report, we
restricted our universe to the 5SS metropolitan
areas whose populations in 1960 included 50,000
or more Negroes, These SMSA’'s were sub-
divided into three groups ranked by the number of
Negroes in 1960. Table 4 shows for these 55
areas ratios of workers from the Social Security
File to 1960 census population 15 to 64 years of
age by race. Surprisingly, the ratio of workers
to population varies widely among the areas for
both races: for whites, from a low of 30to a
high of 69; for races other than white from a low
of 32 to a high of 64. One would expect somewhat
less variation in coverage among metropolitan
population than for States,

The question of how well statistics from the
Work History Sample reflect the race and age com-
position of SMSA’s may be answered, in part,
by the comparison shown in table A-1 of the
appendix, In this table, we see the percent Negro
of the 1960 census population 15 to 64 years of
age alongside the percent Negro of the total Work
History File in 1960, The two columns are
remarkably similar for most SMSA’s. All except
four SMSA’s are within 5 percentage points’
difference of one another; 44 are within 3 percent-
age points of one another,

Net migration rates for SMSA’s.--Table S
contrasts net migration rates produced by the Work
History File with rates taken from the Bureau's
independent estimates., The latter refer to total
migration and to all ages only. They are not

available by race., Overall by size class, the net
migration rates derived from these two sources
compare very favorably, Considered individually,
in 43 of the 55 SMSA’s shown, there is agreement
on the basic question of whether there was a net
gain or a net loss of population through migration
between 1960 and 1965. (Of the 12 which do not
agree, 10 are in the South, and 3 of these are
Florida resort or retirement centers.) In more
than half of the SMSA’s there is substantial cor-
respondence (i.e., less thanthree percentage points
difference) between the rates obtained from the
independent estimates and rates yielded by the
Social Security data, There is no discernible
geographic or size pattern which would account for
the fact that estimates for some SMSA’s compare
more favorably than for others or which explains
the several very large differences.

Sampling errors.--Appendix tables A-2 and A-3
show sampling errors for the net migration rates
computed for States and SMSA’s for the 1960-65
period. The rates were derived by dividing the net
migrants cumulated for the 1960-65 period by the
average annual matched workers in the File, that
is, the net migration rate (R) is equal to

Estimate of in-migrants - Estimate of out-migrants,
Estimate of average annual matched workers

where the estimates are averages taken over the
S5-year period. The sampling error of the net
migration rate is a function of the samplingerrors
of: (X)theestimate of in-migrants, (Y)the estimate
of out-migrants, and (Z) the estimate of average
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annual matched workers. Sampling errors for X,
Y, and Z can be computed using the procedure for
estimating the standard error of a percentage with
simple random sampling, The variance of R is
given by the relationship:®

var (R) =(_%)2 Ear (x) + var (Y) + R2 Var (Z)]

The File usually does not provide meaningful
rates (i.e., not statistically different from zero)

on an annual basis. Computed over a longer period
of time, however, such as the S-year period used
here, the rates become more reliable in a large
number of instances, Rates for regions shown in
table C and rates for most of the large States
shown in table 3 and those generatinglarge numbers
of migrants(e.g., Negroes of Southern States) are

for the most part statistically significant. This is |

true for the large SMSA’s also. Rates for some

small States and SMSA’s, however, fail the test of !

statistical significance for the period.

PART 1l: EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES OF STATE POPULATION BY COLOR, BASED ON
WORK HISTORY FILE, JULY 1, 1965

Comparison of File estimates with conventional
P-25 Series of estimates.--Comparison of the total
population estimates prepared by use of Social
Security data with the independent estimates
regularly published in Series P-25 are shown in
table 6, The implied net migrants and net migration
rates from the two sources are also shown, Esti-
mates of the total population and races other than
white and of the components of population change
for the 1960-65 period are shown intables7 and 8.

In general, the Work History Sample estimates
compare favorably with the independent estimates,
but there are a number of notable differences.
Some of the differences for specific States are
quite striking, On the average, the estimatesdiffer
by about 2 percent, but the differences range
from an “overestimate” of 6 percent in Delaware--
that is the Work History File estimate is higher
than the independent one--to an “underestimate”
of almost 5 percent in Georgia and New Mexico.
The States in the South are generally lower
according to the Work History Sample estimates
than the independent estimates. Georgia and Florida
are particularly low. In the case of Florida, we
might expect the Work History Sample to under-
state the true net in-migration since in-migration of
retirees to that State may be significantly larger
than migration of the employed, and thus total
interstate migration would not be adequately re-
flected in the Work History File rates.

There is no evidence of bias in the differences;
25 States were lower according to the Work History
File. Perhaps this was to be expected since
both sets of estimates were adjusted to the same
national total.

Since the estimates are based on a sample,
they are also subject to sampling error which
needs to be considered in these comparisons. The

5Kendall, M. G.,
ory of Statistics,
p. 231.

and Stuart, A.,

Vol. 1, London, Griffin, 1958,

Advanced The-

sampling errors onthe original CWHS net migration
rates for the 18 to 64 year old population are given
in appendix table A-2, In general, we would not
expect small differences between the two sets of
estimates to be statistically significant, but size
of State as well as number of migrants are very
important factors, (For example, California’s
ratio of 1.014 is statistically significant; whereas
Idaho’s ratio of ,961 is not,) All told, the dif-
ferences between the two sets of estimates were
significant at the two-sigma level for 20 States.

The lack of any true population “standard® for
1965 precludes a definitive statement on the relative
accuracy of the two sets of estimates, The average
difference between the Work History Sample esti-
mates and the regular Bureau series is slightly
higher than the average difference noted in 1960
between estimates prepared by the present con-
ventional methods and the Census, The difference
over the 10-year period (1950 to 1960) was 1.5
percent.

Work History File estimates are also provided
by broad age groups and color in table 9. The
estimates were prepared separately for the popu-
lation under 18 years, 18 to 64 years, and 65
years and over. In the comparisons given here,
the Work History File estimates made use of the
migration rate from the File to estimate the pop-
ulation under 18 years of age. Another set of
estimates, perhaps more valid, was also prepared
whereby the estimate for the group under 18 was
derived using school enrollment data (which are
closely associated with this age group) to measure
net migration for this group. This is the pro-
cedure used in the Census Bureau’s regular series
of estimates, by age, for States. This application
typifies the “composite” approach to population
estimation whereby specific data series are used
to estimate the age segment of the population with
which it is most closely associated. Thus, we
use births (for the population under 5) and school
enrollment (for the population S to 17) to estimate
the population under 18 years, the Work History
File for those 18 to 64 years, and Medicare data for



those 65 years and over. This particular set of
estimates for the total population would be ex-
pected to be closer to the regular published esti-
mate since such a large portion, i.e., those under
18, is common to both sets. The average difference
between these estimates (total) and the regular
P-25 Series of estimates was a little more than
1 percent, compared with the 2 percent noted
above. Although the truly composite feature of
this approach is appealing and is probably to be
preferred in any program of population estimation,
its major drawback is the present inability to
prepare estimates of the population under 18 by
color, and it is not clear whether this deficiency
will be overcome in the 1970’s.

One of the more important contributions of the
Work History Sample File is the availability of data
by race. At present, it represents the only source
of Negro migration data on a State and area
basis. Unfortunately, there are no independent
estimates against which to compare File-based
estimates by race, It is possible to consider the
results in terms of past trends, however. To
take one example, for the 1960-65 period, net
out-migration of Negroes from the South appeared
to be at a somewhat lower annual level than that
of the 1950-60 period, but at about the same
level as that estimated for the latter part of the
1950’s (see table C above). Most States in the
South showed net out-migration of all races other
than white, according to these estimates, with rates
appearing to be lower than those of the 1940’s
and 1950’s, but as noted for the region as a whole,
the rates are similar to those of the late 1950’s.
(As mentioned in Part I, estimates for races
other than white were derived only for States
which had at least 50,000 Negroes 15 to 64 years
old at the time of the 1960 census.)

By mid-1965, according to the Work History
Sample estimates, the regional distributionof races
other than white had changed only slightly over
that of 1960, with more than half of this population
(53 percent) residing in the South. In 1960, 56
percent was living there.

California received a greater net in-migration
of races other than white than any other State--
close to 250,000 according to these estimates.
Other large gaining States would be New York with
about 100,000, and New Jersey with somewhat less
than 100,000. The largest losses, as noted, were
for States in the South (see table 8).

Methodology.--The procedure for arriving at
estimates of the total population, by color, for
States, for July 1, 1965 (table 9) was a com-
bination of the Composite and Component methods.
The Composite feature involved making separate
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estimates for certain broad age groups, i.e.,
under 18 years, 18 to 64 years, and 65 years and
over., Within these age groups (except for the
population 65 years and over) a Component method
was used which involves separate estimates of each
of the components of population change, viz.,
births, deaths, and net migration, as well as the
1960 base population in the appropriate age groups.

Briefly, the first step was to develop annual
estimates of net interstate migration for the popu-
lation in the Work History File, This was accom-
plished by a matching of Social Security numbers
for two successive years. For matched numbers,
a comparison between the State of employment
in one year with the State of employment for the
following year provided a complete matrix of
in-migration and out-migration (and nonmigrants)
by State for each year between 1960 and 1965,
The difference between in- and out-migrants for
each State represents net migrants. Thesefigures
were converted to rates for each State by dividing
them by the File population of each State exposed
to the probability of migration. These rates were
assumed to apply to the “employed” population
18 to 64 for each year, since the File covers only
employed persons. This rate for each State was
converted to a rate covering all civilians 18 to
64 years by a national factor representing the
ratio of the migration rate of all persons 18 to
64 (civilian population is used in both instances)
available from the annual interstate migration
figures from our Current Population Survey.6 The
same average factor was used for all States for
the 1960-65 period. The number of net interstate
migrants by State for each year, 1960-65, was
obtained by applying the above derived migration
rates to the population 18 to 64 years estimated
for States at the beginning of each year starting
with figures for April 1960 (Census). The annual
net interstate migrants for States were summed and
adjusted to add to a net interstate balance of zero.

Net immigration from abroad, for each year,
was added in separately, the State distribution
being based on figures of State of intended residence
of immigrants arriving during the period. These
distributions were developed separately by country
of origin for those coming from Mexico, Cuba,
Canada, and all other countries combined, Net
immigration from abroad was treated as a distinct
component because migration rates from the File
were restricted to those persons who were in the
United States in two successive years, Thus, per-
sons entering the United States from abroad had
no opportunity of being selected from the Social
Security system in the year in which they arrived,

6See, for example,
Series P-20, No. 193.

Current Population Reports,
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They are exposed to interstate migration in suc-
ceeding years, however, once they enter covered
employment. The particular procedure of assigning
net immigration from abroad to States was decided
on because the distribution by State of intended
residence of immigrants differs considerably for
certain countries of origin, and the overall mix
of annual net immigrants has been changing during
the estimating period.

The estimates of net migration (including net
in-migration from abroad) for the 18- to 64-year
group were combined with appropriate figures on
deaths and estimates of net interchange between
‘the civilian and military populations for the 1960-65
period and the result added to the 1960 population
in the appropriate cohort to provide estimates for
July 1, 1965. The estimates were also adjusted to
add to the national population control independently
derived. The computations were done separately
for the white population and all other races
combined.

The population under 18 was derived separately
using the original net interstate migration rates for
the population 18 to 64 years derived from the File
as bases for estimating net migration rates for the
population under 18, It was assumed that there is
a constant relationship between the migration rate
for the population 18 to 64 and the rate for the
population under 18 years of age. As before,
a national factor was obtained from our national
data on interstate migrants from the Current
Population Survey. Thus, the population under
18 is also estimated by a component method which

makes use of the 1960 census counts of those who
would be under 18 in 1965, plus births during the
period, minus deaths in this age group, plus the
estimated net migration. Net immigration from
abroad was added in separately.

The population 65 years and over by State
represents mainly the reported State distribution
of the population covered under the Medicare pro-
gram. The first year for which such figures
were available, by State, was July 1, 1966; for
1965 the figures were obtained by interpolation
between the 1960 population 65 years and over and
the 1966 Medicare population, separately by color.

With only very minor exceptions, Medicare
includes everybody in the population 65 years of
age and over. Thus, the estimates for this age
group should be very accurate, Nationally, in
1967, Medicare reported 19.1 million persons com-
pared with the national independent population
figure of 18.8 million, a difference of 1.5 percent. 7

The separate figures for age groups under 18
years, 18 to 64 years, and 65 years and over,
were summed to arrive at a single estimate of
the total population, Since all the component groups
had been separately adjusted to national controls,
the sum of the estimates of the total population of
States automatically agreed with the U.S. total.

7u.s. Congress, House Committee onWays and Means,
First Annual Report on Medicare, 90th Congress, Sec-
ond Session, House Document No. 331,U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1968.




Table 1.~COMPARISON OF CWHS FILE AND CENSUS DATA, BY RACE, FOR STATES: 1960
(Numbers in thousands)

11

Total White?! Negro
CWHS as a CWHS a5 & CWHS as a CWHS as a
Region, division, and State percent of rcent of percent of percent of
CWHS, 1960" population "‘um“ CWHS, 1960 population Cwas, 19607 population
15 to 64 workers?® 15 to 64 15 to 64
years years yoars
United StateS...........c.covvuenes 62,715.8 58.4 82.9 56,466.0 58.4 6,249.8 59.0
REGIONS:
T 17,969.3 65.3 91.4 16,549.8 64.5 1,419.5 75.9
North Central.... . 18,043.2 59.3 81.8 16,792.1 59,0 1,251.1 63.0
South............ .. 17,018.0 52.3 77.6 13,821.0| 52.3 3,197.0 52.5
WeBte. v iieirieneiiniiiinaiiaiiaia, 9,685.3 57.6 80.8 9,303.1 57.5 382.2 59.3
NORTHEAST:
New England. . 4,072.7 64.3 86.5 3,960.1 63.9 112.6 78.7
Middle AtIBNtAC. .. .uueurnrn.nennenens 13,896.6 65.6 92.9 12,589.7 64.7 1,308.9 75.7
NORTH CENTRAL:
East North Central ceee 13,095.1 60.9 84.7 12,054.3 60.7 1,040.8 63.2
Woet North Central..............ce.cns 4,948.1 §5.5 74.9 4,737.8 55.0 210.3 67.2
SOUTH:
Bouth At1entiC....cocuieevenininnnnes 8,547.4 55.0 80.8 6,746.8 54.7 1,800.6 56.0
. 3,354.1 47.8 72.1 2,731.7 48.4 632.4 45.1
. 5,116.5 51.4 76.3 4,352.5 51.3 764.0 51.8
. 2,225.5 56.1 79.4 3,179.2 56.0 46.3 65.6
PRCALAC c ittt eii ittt aeiiaia, 7,459.8 58.0 81.3 7,123.9 58.0 335.9 58.5
NEW ENGLAND:
[ 332.0 58.9 79.4 330.9 88.9 (*) (%)
. 244.7 68.1 87.6 243.9 68.2 (*) (%)
. 125.7 55.9 73.0 125.2 55.8 (*) (%)
. 2,015.6 64.9 87.1 1,964.9 64.9 80.7 77.2
. 321.0 60.7 86.9 314.6 60.7 (#) (%)
. 1,033.7 6. 89.7 980.6 65.9 53.1 83.9
New YOrK.....ouoveernnns ereeeeaeeaa, .. 7,318.0 69.7 97.1 6,582.7 68.6 735.3 81.4
New JOTBOY.....ocnirnrenerneenncuncnes 2,353.4 62.4 88.5 2,104.2 60.8 249.2 80.3
Pennsylvanil.......oeiencncrienaninnns 4,225.2 61.0 88.8 3,902.8 60.9 322.4 63,0
EAST NORTH CENTRAL:
Ohio.....covvnnn. . 3,385.8 58.9 83.5 3,111.4 58.8 274.4 59.9
Indisns.......... . 1,671.3 60.8 84.0 1,570.3 60.5 101.0 66.3
I114inois........ . 3,861.6 63.0 86.3 3,465.7 62.8 395.9 65.5
Michigan. . 2,807.4 60.9 87.5 2,570.0) 61.4 237.4 56.7
Wisconsin..... . 1,369.0 59.8 79.4 1,336.9 59.4 (#) (*)
WEST NORTH CENTRAL:
1,077.7 55.3 72.9 1,065.1 55.0 (%) (*)
836.8 52.9 69.5 825.9 52.7 (*) (%)
1,568.2 61.2 85.6 1,425.4 60.8 142.8 65.4
157.4 43.9 59.0 156.7 43.8 (*) (%)
181.1 47.3 63.5 180.7 47.3 (*) (*)
463.6 57.0 75.6 4350.4 56.5 (*) (»)
663.3 53,1 71.8 633.6 51.8 29.7 59.0
SOUTH ATLANTIC:
Delaware.........c.oounnt 185.2 69.1 98.6 157.1 67.4 28.1 80.3
Maryland...........ccoeen.. 1,049.9 55.6 81.0 822.4 51.8 227.5 76.0
District of Columbia..... 398.5 79.3 104.9 287.1 115.2 111.4 44.0
virginia......... 1,211.9 50.3 77.6 944.8 48.5 267.1 58.2
530.4 48.4 82.6 504.7 48.2 (=) ()
1,517.8 55.5 78.4 1,204.5 56.4 313.3 52.3
705.4 50.9 74.9 513.1 53.3 192.3 45.4
1,305.3 56.0 81.1 989.9 57.2 315.4 52.5
Florids....... .. 1,643.0 55.9 81.5 1,323.2 54.2 319.8 64.2
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL:
Kentucky........ 775.3 43.7 70.5 703.2 42.6 72.1 59.5
1,124.9 52.6 77.9 955.8 52.6 169.1 52.8
914.2 48.1 72.8 693.0 49.8 222.2 43.5
539.7 44.6 63.0 370.7 48.8 169.0 37.8
460.5 44.9 64.2 374.5 435.0 86.0 44.6
880.0 47.1 74.2 630.4 47.4 249.6 46.2
718.0 51.8 77.0 674.5 51.7 43.5 53.7
TOXBB. .o tvieiiniieeeiieiiaiian 3,058.0 83.8 79.0 2,673.1 53.3 384.9 58.2
MOUNTAIN:
MODtanE......ieuiinienne. . 219.4 57.2 76.7 219.0 57.3 (%) (=)
Idaho. .. . 210.1 55.4 72.7 209.4 55.4 () (%)
Wyoming. . . 113.4 58.7 78.3 112.8 58.7 (*) (%)
Colorado. .. . 563.6 54.8 76.0 547.6 54.5 (%) ()
New Mexico. . 261.7 48.4 77.2 256.0 48.2 (*) (*)
Arizona.. . 430.0 86.5 84.7 415.3 56.3 (*) (*)
Uteh..... . 309.5 62.0 85.5 306.7 61.8 (#) (%)
NOVAAR. .. oitiiiininininienririaranans 117.8 65.5 89.0 112.4 65.4 (%) (#)
PACIFIC:
WasShington. . .o.ocvereineenoesnrronncnns 972.8 57.7 79.2 957.5 57.8 (#) (»)
. 630.2 60.4 78.4 623.0 60.3 (%) (%)
. 5,589.7 58.2 81.9 8,277.7 58.2 312.0 59.2
. 60.0 42,7 75.8 59.2 43.7 (* (#)
HaWRid. .t iiiviiiiinietiininneneeninns 207.1 53.6 86.2 206.5 53.9 (%) (%)

“Data for races other than white not shown for those States with a Negro population of less than 50,000 persons 15 to 64 years of age in 1960.

1A11 races except Negro.

*Excludes Armed Porces.

3Civilian population 14 y

s of age and over who worked at all in 1939,
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Table 2.—-NET MIGRATION RATES FROM CENSUS AND
1

CWHS DATA, BY SEX, AND FROM INDEPENDENT ESTIMATES, FOR STATES:
955-1960 AND 1960-1965

Both sexes Female
Region, division, and State 1955-60 1960-65 ““1’:::);::‘“ 1 1 1
census? CWHS? estimate? Cwns*® census® cwas*
United Btates......ccoveennscnrecnnss - +1.1 - - -
REGION:
Northeast.. -1.7 -0.4 +1.3 -0.3 -1.4 -0.6
North Central. -1.9 -1.6 -1.8 -1.5 -1.6 -1.§
South. ... -0. -0.7 +1.3 -0.7 -0.3 -0.7
West...... +6. +.8 +5.6 4.4 +5.9 +5.5
NORTHEAST :
New England..... e eeeieereeeaeeaea . -0. -0.2 +0.2 0.1 -0.8 0.4
Middle Atlantic.............. -1. -0.4 +1.5 -0.2 -1.6 -0.7
NORTH CENTRAL:
East North Central........... -1. -1.3 -1.2 -1.4 -1.0 -1.1
West North Central........ccoecevvcnnnnns -3. -2.3 -3.3 -2.0 -3.2 -2.8
SOUTH :
South Atlantic......c.eevesancaens . +2. -0.6 +2.7 -0.9 +1.9 0.1
Bast South Central..... -3. -1.6 -1.0 -1.5 -3.7 -1.8
West South Central.......ccccencennnncncs -1.3 -0.2 +0.7 +0.2 -1.4 -1.1
WEST:
Mountain.....cceetesccconcnncssascscsnnans +.4 +1.5 +2.3 +0.8 .7 +2.9
PaCLfiCetcceacscnceacsccessosnsncacsnsnns +6.8 +5.7 +6.7 +3.4 +8.3 +£.2
. -3.4 -5.4 -4.7 -5.6 -3.9 -5.1
. +1.4 -0.7 +.8 ~-1.8 +1.1 +0.7
Vermont.....oe0ve . -2.8 -0.7 -2.8 -1.5 -2.9 +1.0
Massachusett . -1.4 -0.1 -1.% -0.6 -1.2 +0.6
Rhode Island . -1.6 -1.2 -1.4 -1.4 -2.9 -1.0
Connecticut... csesece +1.7 +1.7 +5.3 +3.2 +1.9 ~1.1
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:
New York... . -2.6 -1.9 +2.5 -2.0 -2.1 -1.6
New Jersey. . +2.2 +7.9 +5.9 +8.9 +2.2 +6.0
PonnSylvanif..coeececassoscnsesssanccnsee -3.2 -2.5 -3.4 -32.3 -2.7 ~-2.8
EAST NORTH CENTRAL:
OBlO.sesossenccsesscccsscancsannsscccnanse -0.6 -3.5 -0.8 -2.9 -0.1 =1.5
. -1.2 (z) -1.9 -0.1 -1.1 (z,
. -1.2 -0.4 -0.9 -0.1 -1.0 -0.9
. -2.6 -1.3 -1.2 -1.3 -2.0 -1.6
. -1. -2.4 -2.2 -2.9 -0.9 -1.3
. -1 -0.7 -3.3 -1.5 (2) -0.8 -2.1
. -4 -8.0 -5.8 -4.8 -7.3 —-4.3 -3.9
. -1 -2.3 -1.1 -1.6 -1.3 ~-2.1 -3.7
North Dakots... . -7 -7.2 -8.7 -6.5 -4.3 -7.9 11.2
8South Dakots . -7 -6.2 -8.9 -7.1 -7.3 -7.0 —-4.4
Nebraska... . -5 -3.8 -3.5 -5.1 —-4.9 -s.1 -2.0
KANS&S.....cccoctevnsecnsensnvcasanscasans -4 +2.8 -32.5 -4.1 +3.4 -4.1 +1.6
SOUTH ATLANTIC:
DOlAWATO. . ccccceeretresocasssssrnnsannase +4.7 +9.2 +.8 .6 +12.2 +4.9 +3.7
Marylend.......ccce0000 . +3.6 +7.2 +3.5 +3.7 +7.3 +3.5 +7.3
District of Columbia e . -10.1 -19.6 -2.8 -10.8 -32.3 -5.6 ~18.4
Virginis...coeeeee . +1.8 +2.4 +3.1 +2.6 +1.9 +1.0 +3.4
West Virginia.. . -9.8 -5.6 -7.9 -10.1 -5.9 -8.6 —4.8
North Carolina. . -2.1 -2.3 -0.1 -1.4 -3.2 -2.8 -32.5
South Carolina...... . -2.2 +0.3 -1.8 -0.5 +0.6 -3.8 -0.2
. -1.2 -3.3 +2.1 -0.7 -4.3 -1.7 -1.%
. +17.2 +0.4 +9.9 +16.8 (z) +17.6 +1.1
. —-4.7 -0.7 -2.3 —-4.3 -0.8 -5.1 -0.5
Tennessee. . ves . -2.9 -0.4 +0.7 -2.7 +0.9 -3.0 -2.6
Alabama........ cerenen -2.3 -2.7 -0.9 -3.2 -3.6 -2.4 -1.1
Migoim®ippl..cccvcroccncrencsanacsnccncnne —-4.4 -3.4 -32.1 -4.0 -3.9 -4.8 -2.6
WEST BOUTH CENTRAL:
ATKSNSRS. ccctoversasncasccssnsascsssnnses -5.4 +1.0 +1.4 -5.5 +1.0 -5.3 +1.0
. -0.4 +1.8 -0.6 -0.35 +4.3 -0.2 -4.32
—-4.2 -1.6 -0.6 -4.0 -1.6 —-4.4 ~1.6
-0.2 -0.7 +1.2 -0.1 -0.7 -0.3 -0.6
-3.1 -5.5 -4.0 -3.1 -3.9 -3.2 -8.6
-2.4 -7.1 -3.9 -1.9 -7.8 -2.9 -5.6
-2.1 -8.4 -8.8 -2.5 -11.0 -1.8 -3.6
.1 +3.5 +2.9 +3.8 +3.1 +4.5 .2
+5.7 -10.5 -5.7 +6.0 ~13.9 +5.5 -3.3
+14.0 +8.0 +9.3 +13.5 +6.8 +14.7 +10.5
+0.9 -0.2 -0.3 +0.7 -0.4 +1.0 +0.2
NOVAAR . ccccerercsnnnsasansssscsnsansanns +9.2 +28.7 +32.9 +8.3 +20.0 +10.1 +33.1
PACIFIC:
WashingtoD.cscecescsvecssccsres cens +1.3 +1.2 -1.8 +1.6 +1.7 +1.0 +0.2
e -0.7 +0.4 +3.8 -0.9 +0.4 -0.3 +0.5
cese +8.7 +7.2 +8.7 +9.1 +6.8 +8.3 +7.9
cese +8.3 +10.1 +3.7 +10.1 +19.3 +5.5 +18.3
Hawail.ooooeesnatooacssasssasesccvcssnnne +2.7 -0.4 +1.0 +5.0 -3.3 -0.2 +3.5

-Represents zero.

from abroad.

3Net civilian migrants as percent of midperiod population.

Z Less than 0.05.
1Net migrants as a percent of census population 15 to 64 years of age; includes military.
Inet employed civilian migrants as a percent of average base population in Work History File, 1960-6S.

Includes immigrants from abroad.

of immigrasts
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White Other races
Region, division, and State
1950-60 1955-60 1960-65 1950-60 1953-60 1960-65
censuses! census? cwis? censuses ! census?® cwis?
.United States......coccverenccranannnns +2.0 - - 0.3 - -
REGIONS:
NOFtRORBL. .. ceverreruereeseeracnsrencsnens -0.6 -2.1 -0.9 +26.0 +3.8 +6.1
North Central... . -1.6 -2.2 -1.8 +23.8 +2.3 +1.4
South........ e +0.1 +0.7 +0.2 -14.1 -3.4 —“.9
WOBL. . uieitentniriaientatntaieienrionanias +18.7 +6.2 +4.5 +23.6 +6.5 +11.8
NORTHEAST:
New Bngland.......cuveenenncenceecnacnnenes -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 +45.6 +8.8 +12.6
Middle AtlantiC..c.oererenenisanieresacnss -0.6 -2.5 -1.0 +24.5 +3.4 +5.6
NORTH CENTRAL:
East North Central......cccveevncencnccnces +0.6 -1.7 -1.5 +38.1 +2.5 +1.9
West North Central......cooeevenecccnccnane -6.3 -3.4 -2.4 +7.6 +1.3 -0.7
SOUTH:
South AtlantiC.....covetensecancccrcnoanass +7.4 +3.5 +0.4 -10.3 -2.4 -4.5
Bast South Central.. -9.6 -2.8 -0.2 -22.9 -6.2 -8.2
West Bouth CONtIAl......ccvuvenenrnrnnrerann -2.4 -1.0 +0.3 -11.8 -2.9 -3.3
WEST:
MOUNERIN. ¢t v veasesennrosnsecnsnscesnensans +11.3 .5 +1.5 +3.6 +3.1 +2.7
PRCILIC. covrienrinarnonnns +21.3 +6.7 +5.4 +27.4 +7.1 +12.9
NEV ENGLAND:
MBADO. .. iettiiiriei ettt e e -1.5 -3.5 -5.4 () (=) (#)
New Hampshire... . +2.1 +1.2 -0.4 (#) (») (*)
Vermont........ . -10.1 -2.8 -0.9 (=) (*) (=)
Massachusetts. . ..ooviraianes . -2.6 -1.6 -0.5 +32.1 +6.7 +12.1
Rhode Island........... -3.6 -1.8 -1.5 (%) (*) (=)
ConneCtiCUt. .. .civeteacetroracsnnsccasnnns +10.0 +1.4 +1.0 +71.1 +10.3 +14.1
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:
NOW YOTK. . uvueruerosenronenaseiensconsnnns -0.5 -3.3 -2.5 +29.5 +3.9 4.3
+10.3 +1.8 +7.0 +34.6 +6.5 +15.9
PONNSYIVADIA. .. ieieiiiitaaienetanananonn -5.6 -3.6 -3.7 +12.0 +0.7 +0.6
EAST NORTH CENTRAL:
+3.7 -0.9 -2.7 +25.6 +3.1 +0.3
+0.5 -1.4 -0.1 +25.4 +2.5 +1.3
-0.8 -1.7 -0.9 +28.3 +3.2 4.3
+0.5 -2.9 -1.4 +37.9 (z) +0.1
-2.4 -1.4 -2.3 (%) (*) (»)
-3.4 -1.3 -0.9 (*) (#) (%)
-9.1 4.8 -6.1 () () ()
-4.3 -2.1 -2.0 +9.3 +1.0 -4.8
-16.9 -7.3 -6.6 (») (=) ()
-14.3 -7.3 -6.4 (#) () (*)
-9.3 -5.4 -3.7 (%) (%) (*)
-2.7 -4.3 +2.1 +6.5 +0.2 +16.7
SOUTH ATLANTIC:
DOlaware.........cooo0es . +21.0 +.9 +10.7 +14.6 +3.5 -0.3
Maryland............. . +14.5 +3.9 +6.6 +9.3 +2.3 +9.8
District of Columbia... . -41.1 -25.9 -18.0 +19.2 +4.6 -21.3
Virginia........ . +3.3 +2.9 +3.2 -9.5 -2.9 -0.3
West Virginia . -21.5 -9.7 -5.5 (») (%) ()
North Carolina. . -4.0 -1.1 -0.6 -19.2 -5.6 -9.8
8outh Carolina. . -0.3 +0.7 +2.2 -26.3 -8.6 -5.6
Georgla..... . -0.4 +0.1 -1.9 -19.2 -5.0 -8.0
Plorida...... +70.0 +19.8 +1.2 +16.6 .7 -3.3
KONLUCKY . . e e vneeerarcasssncsssnsranannnn -13.7 -4.9 -0.7 -7.8 -3.3 -1.1
-7.8 -2.8 +0.2 -10.7 -3.0 -3.7
-6.9 -0.9 +0.1 -22.8 -6.0 -13.4
-9.3 -1.4 -0.7 -32.7 -9.4 -10.5
-18.1 -4.5 +2.9 -35.0 -9.3 -8.3
+2.4 +0.7 +4.7 -10.4 -3.0 -6.5
-9.5 -4.2 -1.5 -13.0 -3.9 -2.9
+32.1 -0.1 -0.7 -2.7 -0.8 -0.3
4.0 -3.2 -5.6 (») (*) ()
-7.0 -2.4 -7.0 (») (=) (*)
-6.5 -2.0 -8.0 (%) (*) (#)
+11.5 +4.0 +3.6 (%) (®) (*)
+8.3 +8.0 -10.8 (») (*) (%)
+51.9 +15.3 +8.2 (%) (») (=)
+1.4 +0.9 (z) (*) (%) (»)
+53.2 +9.0 +28.8 (») (%) (%)
PACIFIC:
. +3.0 +1.2 +1.2 (*) (%) (»)
. +0.7 -0.7 +0.1 (*) (*) (%)
. +38.2 +8.5 +6.8 +82.7 +11.0 +13.1
. +45.5 +8.1 +9.7 (*) (%) (=)
L +48.0 +15.3 -0.2 (=) (%) (»)

# Date for races other than white not shown for those States with a Negro population of less than 50,000 persons 15 to 64 years of age in 1960.

- Represents sero.
3A11 ages.

Z Leas than 0.05 percent.
Includes military and immigrants from abroad.

SNet migrants as a percent of census population 15 to 64 years of age; includes military.
3Net employed civilian migrants as a percent of average base population in the Work History File, 1960-65.

immigrants fros abroad.

CWHS ocolor groups are:

"white," which includes all races except Negro, and "Negro.”

Includes an unknown number of
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Table 10.~TOTAL RESIDENT POPULATION AND RESIDENT POPULATION OF RACES OTHER THAN WHITE, BY AGE, FOR STATES: APRIL 1, 1960

(In thousands)

All classes Races other than white
Begion, division, and State
All Under 18 18 to 64 65 years All Under 18 18 to 64 65 years
ages years years and over ages years years and over
United States......cccoeeneeecncnnnnnn 179,323 64,202 98,562 16,560 20,491 8,724 10,512 1,256
REGIONS :
NOXrthORSt..coiietieeniieriaeenrrenneannns 44,678 14,714 25,466 4,498 3,155 1,163 1,829 163
North Central. .. 51,619 18,573 27,967 5,078 3,617 1,482 1,834 200
South......... .. 54,973 20,754 29,637 4,582 11,496 5,161 5,546 789
WEBL . ottt raaeas 28,053 10,160 15,492 2,401 2,223 918 1,202 103
NORTHRAST:
Now England.......cceeeveeeeserensonanns 10,509 3,552 5,835 1,122 267 105 148 14
Middle At1antiC.....ovrencnccrracnncnnons 34,168 11,161 19,630 3,377 2,888 1,058 1,681 149
NORTH CENTRAL:
East NOrth CODtral........cocoveevnneenen 36,225 13,058 19,808 3,358 2,972 1,216 1,605 151
West North Central. . 15,394 5,515 8,159 1,720 645 266 330 49
SOUTH:
South AtlantiC....ccvveernrnrenciocncannn 25,972 9,667 14,205 2,099 5,924 2,651 2,925 348
East South Central.... 12,050 4,649 6,349 1,052 2,711 1,245 1,248 218
West South Central.........coeevevueenen. 16,951 6,438 9,083 1,430 2,861 1,264 1,373 224
WEST:
MOUNEALN. .ot irentannreenrtrnennnarenenann 6,855 2,713 3,614 527 341 162 162 16
Pacific. . 21,198 7,447 11,877 1,873 1,882 755 1,040 87
NEW ENGLAND:
L N 969 349 514 107 (») (#) (x) (%)
New Haspshire... . 607 210 329 68 (=) (%) (=) (")
Vermont....... . 390 142 204 44 (=) (=) (%) %)
Massachuset: . 5,149 1,709 2,868 572 125 48 69 [
Rbode Island.. . 859 281 489 90 (») (%) (=) (%)
CONDOCtiCUL. ..oiueurrrenrinanrensasanenns 32,535 861 1,432 243 111 45 62 s
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:
NeW YOrK.....oveeeveerroncoensennnnnrans 16,782 5,336 9,758 1,688 1,495 524 902 70
New Jorsey.... 6,067 2,010 3,496 560 528 203 298 27
PODDSYLVADI®. .. tvtirrirtetatcnrarinnans 11,319 3,815 6,376 1,129 865 332 481 52
EAST NORTH CENTRAL:
OBEO. it iiiirrranenarnrensosiacsacsonsens 9,706 3,508 5,301 897 797 319 433 45
4,662 1,699 2,518 446 274 114 143 16
eveees 10,081 3,439 5,667 975 1,071 433 584 55
. N 7,823 2,959 4,226 638 737 307 398 32
WABCONSIN. .ttt iiiirenenenannronnnncnsas 3,952 1,453 2,096 403 (*) (*) (=) (»)
WEST NORTH CENTRAL:
Minnesots....... . 3,414 1,283 1,776 354 () (%) () (%)
JIowa.......... . 2,758 987 1,443 328 (*) () (%) (*)
Missouri..... . 4,320 1,459 2,357 503 397 160 206 31
North Dakota.. . 632 252 322 59 () (*) (=) )
. 681 262 347 72 (*) (*) [ (*)
. 1,411 500 747 164 (») (") (») ()
. 2,179 772 1,167 240 100 39 52 9
DOLAWAT®. ..ovvrrnenennonnrnrencnssnsnns 446 163 248 36 62 26 33 4
MAryland.......c.ccccecemrtecicrssanascane
District of Columbial. . 7,832 2,820 4,427 585 1,770 728 939 102
Virginia............ cees
1,860 702 986 173 (») (%) (») (=)
ees 4,556 1,775 2,469 312 1,157 549 544 63
.. 2,383 992 1,240 151 832 418 365 48
.. 3,943 1,533 2,119 291 1,126 513 538 75
4 T 4,952 1,681 3,717 553 888 380 462 46
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL:
KODLUCKY. . ceuenennnernnennsesasnsannennns 3,038 1,140 1,608 292 218 83 113 22
Tennessee....... 3,567 1,314 1,944 309 589 251 292 47
. e 3,267 1,290 1,716 261 983 456 452 75
MISSIOSIPPL. .. ecrnirirerietineneaananonas 2,178 905 1,083 190 921 455 391 74
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL:
ATKBNBAS. .. .vnerenrnrnonenroorararasanans 1,786 669 923 194 391 181 170 39
. 3,287 1,315 1,700 242 1,045 483 486 77
. 2,328 815 1,264 249 220 26 104 20
TOXRB. cevvvveeeanesrocncnoncnsnosencsaens 9,580 3,639 5,196 745 1,205 504 613 88
MOUNTAIN
MODLANE. .outieeiieaennrcnacenscnnnaannsan 675 260 349 65 (%) (*) (») (=)
1dabo... . 687 268 341 58 (%) (") (%) (*)
Wyoming. .. 330 128 177 26 (") (*) (*) (*)
COlOTado...c.vuernnnns .. 1,754 649 947 158 (») (=) () (=)
New Mex100............. .. 951 409 491 51 (*) (*) (%) (*)
Arisona.... . 1,302 517 695 80 (=) (») (") )
Utah...... . 891 382 449 60 {*) (%) (%) (*)
Nevada... . 285 100 168 18 (*) (=) (*) (%)
PACIFIC:
Washingto............. 2,853 1,027 1,547 279 (») (%) (=) (»)
. 1,769 631 954 184 (=) (=) () (<)
15,717 5,449 8,892 1,376 1,262 492 714 57
226 89 132 5 (*) (%) (*) ()
L 633 251 353 29 (") () (= (»)

* Data for races other than white not shown for those States with a Negro population of less than 50,000 persons 15 to 64 years of age in 1960.
1pecause Washington, D.C., 18 the central city of a metropolitan area with extensive suburbs in Maryland and Virginia, migration figures obtained
on a State-by-State basis are not meaningful here. Numbers referring to District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia are therefore shown combined.
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Teble A-1.~-PERCENT NEGRO OF TOTAL POPULATION 15 TO 64 YEARS OF AGE AND OF TOTAL WORKERS IN CWHS FILE, FOR STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL
AREAS WITH NEGRO POPULATION OF 50,000 OR MORE: 1960

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Negro of Negro of Negro of Megro of
Standard metropolitan statistical total total Standard metropolitan statistical total total
area, rank, and sise group! population | workers area, rank, and size group' population | workers
15 to 64 in 15 to 64 in
years old | OWHS File years old |CWHS File
Negro population in 1860 of 250,000 or more: Negro population in 1860 of 50,000 to 99,000:
New York, K.Y... escsesscsncscns .o 11.5 11.5 Boston, Mass....coveeseeces esessessscsscnne 2.9 2.7
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. ceeeae 7.5 6.8 Buffalo, N.Y... oo 6.2 5.9
Chicago, Ill...... e 13.6 11.8 Milwaukee, Wis. . 4.5 4.5
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J 15.1 13.8 Tampa-8t. Petersburg . 11.8 11.8
Detroit, Mich.. 14.5 11.4 Columbus, Ohio. . 10.5 8.2
8t. Louis, Mo.-I11. 13.2 11.1 Dayton, Ohi0..ceeese . 9.5 7.0
Washington, D.C.-Md .-V 23.3 24.6 Louisville, Ky.-Ind..... . 10.9 10.3
Clewveland, Ohio. 13.3 11.8 Gary-Hasmond-East Chicago, Ind. . 14.2 12.1
Baltimore, Md...... 20.3 18.7 Port Worth, TeX...eeecessnne . 9.9 9.0
HBouston, Tex... 18.6 16.8 Nashville, TeND..ccecsesscescacnsscsssssscnnscs 17.9 13.0
bogds 3.2 rort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla...eeeueneeeeenn. 15.0 17.8
* * Orlando, Fla...cceees 16.2 14.2
Negro population in 1860 of 100,000 to 249,000: Charlotte, N.Ce.oovennnn 22.2 20.4
8S8an Francisco-Oskland, Calif....cccccee 8.1 5.8 Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange, Tex 19.3 17.9
6.5 5.4 Chattanooga, Tenn.-G&...cccanee 16.4 13.6
12.9 10.9 Shreveport, La....cccvveeen 30.4 28.7
10.2 8.4 Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark. 17.7 16.9
13.7 12.1 Columbia, B.C..cocvvescanncacas 25.9 26.4
10.2 9.1 Charleston, 8.C 33.6 35.6
Atlants, Ga...ccco0c0e 21.5 18.1 Baton Rouge, La...... 29.8 25.6
Indissapolis, Ind. :g': 1:': West Palm Beach, Pla. 23.2 19.2
”‘5 zs'o Newport News-Hampton, 268.4 28.5
* ¢ Jackson, Miss........ 36.3 28.9
Hoxfolk-Portmmouth, Vi sessescsecse 23.9 31.1 Columbus, Ga.-Ala. 26.8 27.0
Greensboro—¥inston-Salem—High Point, N.C 18.8 16.4 Augusta, Ga.-8.C..... 26.3 24.1
Jackscaville, Fla. eessessesecsssenes 22.0 22.7 Montgomery, Ala..... 34.1 27.0
Richmond, Va 25.0 23.4 Savannah, Ga... cenan 32.6 31.8
Mobile, Als..... sessessessscascsccsnane 28.4 25.2 28.3 27.8
1As defined in 1968.
Teble A-2.-STANDARD ERRORS OF 19601965 NET MIGRATION RATES BASED ON CWHS DATA, FOR STATES
(1 Bigma)
Region, division, and State ALL White' Negro Region, division, and State AL White! Negro
’ ’ classes ’ ’ classes
United StateS..cccccceccrcscccns - - - || WBST NORTH CENTRAL--Continued
Mi880UrL, ceeeecrsresnctecccsessacenne 0.7 0.7 2.0
RBGIONS : .
Northeast.......... 0.2 0.2 0.6 's'::: ,‘;::3; srreenenee :: :: E:;
North Ceatral 0.2 0.2 0.6 ° : °
Nebraska. . 1.3 1.3 (%)
South. ¢eeeee 0.2 0.2 0.5 Kansas 1.2 1.2 6.3
West. coccecreccacce.cooccscssncccnne 0.3 0.3 .4 see srrseescrer * ° *
NORTHEAST:
escesscsctsscsassssnnns 2.4 2.6 6.2
o ep v, ot o 2| wernrena......... 0.8 1.0 1.8
seesscstesssenaeseeee * * * District of Columbia: .cceee . 2.0 2.4 3.4
NORTH CENTRAL: Virginia. coeeeees sessnne 0.8 0.9 1.6
East North Central. cccccececccaccccns 0.2 0.2 0.7 West Virginia. ... 1.2 1.2 5.1
West North Central, 0.4 0.4 1.9 North Carolinas. .. 0.8 0.7 1.3
8outh Carolina- .. 1.0 1.1 1.9
SOUTH:
South Atlantic. ... 0.3 0.3 0.8 || geomElM e o o 1
East Bouth Ceatral. 0.5 0.5 1.0 * : :
West Bouth Central. .cccececarecssacccs 0.4 0.4 0.8 || EAST SOUTH CENTRAL:
Kentucky: cecee. 1.0 1.1 3.0
WRST:
Mountain. .eceeeens 0.7 0.8 s.9| Tomnessee ....... 0.8 0.9 1.8
PACLLIC, cetuecrnnnracsensessnssaseces 0.3 0.3 1.3 (| Alabama .. 0.9 1.1 1.7
Mississippl. ceeee 1.2 1.5 2.0
NEW ENGLAND:
MRIDS. cereeiernnrtanttacasanncannoen 1.4 1.4 (%) 1.4 1.6 2.8
1.8 1.8 (%) 0.9 1.2 1.5
2.6 -2.68 () ° ° °
1.1 1.2 4.7
0.5 0.5 4.1 0.4 0.5 1.0
1.3 1.3 (») : : *
0.7 0.8 3.8 || MOUNTAIN:
Montana .eecevees 2.2 2.2 (=)
Idaho ... 2.6 2.6 (%)
g.z 0.3 0.8 Yyoming. . a6 e ()
.4 0.6 1.8 Colorad 14 1.4 )
0.3 0.3 1.2 o orada. . . : {
M New Mexica . 2.4 2.4 (»)
1.7 1.7 (%)
. 0.4 0.4 1.3 1.7 1.7 ()
. 0.6 0.6 2.5 Nevada ..oevevens 3.9 4.0 (=)
. :': g': :; PACIFIC: )
* - N ° Washington cecescecscsciccocansncasss 0.9 0.9 (%
W1BCODMID coveecrcorcncacsccscncansns 0.6 0.6 (») Oregon ..... 1.2 1.2 (w)
WEST NORTH CENTRAL: California . 0.3 0.3 1.4
Minnesota. ..... 0.7 0.7 (ng Alaska ceenees 3.7 3.7 (»)
IOWR cecececcen . 0.9 0.9 (» HaWail cocecsonocsaccnsasssocnssssnne 2.0 2.0 (%)

#Data for races other than white not shown for those States with a Negro population of less than 50,000 persons 15 to 64 years of age in 1960.
-Represents zero.
IA11 races except Negro.
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Table A-3.-STANDARD ERRORS OF 1960-1965 NET MIGRATION RATES BASED ON CWHS DATA, FOR STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS

(1 Sigma)
Standard metropolitan statistical area, All 2 Standard metropolitan statistical area, All White®
rank, and size group® classes *hite Negro rank, and size group! classes te Negro
Negro population in 1960 of 250,000 or more: Negro population in 1960 of 50,000 to 99,000:

New York, N.¥Y....ecuun cectnaans . 0.4 0.4 1.1 BoSton, MBSS...cccseecsccccvasscsacsasas 0.8 0.8 5.3
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif . 0.7 0.7 2.5 Buffalo, N.Y... 1.2 1.2 4.5
Chicago, Ill..cieeencnnnossonsn . 0.5 0.6 1.3 Milwaukee, Wis. oo 1.2 1.2 5.4
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J.. . 0,7 0.7 1.6 Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla 2.6 2.7 7.3
Detroit, Mich....ceeees . 0.7 0.7 1.7 Columbus, Ohio. ceensan 2.1 2.2 6.8
St. Louls, Mo.=Ill...ceeuvencnonnes 1.0 1.1 2.6 Dayton, Ohio... cesevenen 1.9 2.0 6.8
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va...ceveasnes 1.4 1.7 2.4 Louisville, Ky.-Ind...ccovvcvercccncccss 1.8 1.9 5.3
Cleveland, Ohio..... . 1.1 1.2 2.7 Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind. 2.0 2.2 4.3
Baltimore, Md . 1.0 1.2 2.1 Port Worth, Tex... 2.8 2.9 8.9
Houston, Tex.. . 1.7 1.8 3.6 Nashville, Tenn... 2.5 2.7 6.4

New Orleans, La....... 2.0 2.5 3.3
Memphis, Tenn.=ATK..ceeeesosensossssosssnoss 2.3 2.8 3.5 Fort Lauderdale-fiollywood, Fla. 4.6 5.0 10.7
Orlando, Fla.. cessesens 4.5 4.8 12.4
) Charlotte, N.C. . 3.0 3.4 6.3
Negro population in 1960 of 100,000 to 249,000: Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex 3.5 3.8 8.1

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif....... . 1.2 1.3 4.9
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga... 3.0 3.3 7.5

Pittsburgh, Pae.secsasene . . 0.9 1.0 3.6
Newark, N.J 1.3 1.4 4.0 Shreveport, La...sces . 4.6 5.6 7.3
T : ‘ : Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark. . 3.6 4.1 7.2

Cincinnati, Ohio—Ky.-Ind.. 1.4 1.4 4.2 c

olumbia, S.C...... 3.8 4.4 7.2

Dallas, Te€X:.cecsusone 1.7 1.8 4.7
Charleston, S.C.. 4.4 5.8 6.7
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans. 1.6 1.7 4.3 Baton Rouge, La 4.9 5.7 9.8
Atlanta, Gle.eeseuennns . 1.7 1.9 3.5 ? Heneserens * ° *
Indianapolis, Ind... . 1.6 1.7 4.7 West Palm Beach, Fla....... 5.0 5.5 1n.7

Miami, Fla.. . 2.1 2.3 4.6
Birmingham, Ala R 2.1 2.5 39 Newport News-Hampton, Va. 4.7 5.6 8.6
’ o : ) Jackson, Miss. 3.9 4.7 6.7
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va...cceeencscccccansas 3.1 3.9 5.1 Columbus, Ga.-Ala..... 4.7 5.7 7.6
Greensboro--Winston-Salem--High Point, N.C. 2.1 2.3 4.8 Augusta, Ga.-S.C.. 4.2 5.0 7.4
Jacksonville, Fla...ece0e . 3.5 4.0 7.4 Montgomery, Ala 4.6 5.6 7.9
Richmond, Va.... . . 2.3 2.7 4.4 Savannah, Ga.. 1.4 5.5 7.4
Mobile, Ala.. ceees . 3.9 4.6 7.1 Macon, Ga.... 5.2 8.5 8.6

'As defined in 1968.
2711 races except Negro.
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