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This paper considers the potential of a
newly developed resource, the Social Security
Administration's Continuous Work History Sample,
for use in derivation of estimates of net resi-
dent migration for geographic areas such as
regions, States, and Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Areas. The nature of the Work History
File, its coverage, its limitations and the
procedural problems associated with its use
for measurement of resident migration are dis-
cussed. Estimates of net migration derived
from the Work History 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, postcensal
surveys, and independent population estimates
prepared at the Bureau of the Census.

Nature and coverage of the Work History
File.--In any study involving a secondary use
of administrative statistics one needs to con-
sider most carefully applicability of the data
to the problem at hand and the amount of man-
ipulation necessary to make the data "fit the
need." 1In the present case, a File containing
incomplete employment data is examined for its
applicability to the problem of measuring resi-
dent migration. As limiting as such a File may
appear initially, it nevertheless constitutes
an important source of information now regularly
available to students of population movements.

The Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS)
is a one-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). Informa-
tion on earnings and employment is obtained from
the quarterly earnings reports (annually in the
case of farm workers) filed by each employer

*The programming and processing of the Work His-
tory Sample data tapes which provided the basic
migration matrix for States and Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas were carried out by
David Hirschberg, Regional Economics Division,
Office of Business Economics, Jerome M, Glynn,
Population Division, Bureau of the Census, was
responsible for further computer processing for
adaptability to population estimation method-
ology. The assistance of Mildred Stanback in
the statistical processing is gratefully
acknowledged,
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for his employees in covered employment (Forms
IRS-941, IRS-942, IRS-943, and OAR-53), A
separate sample file is maintained for self-
employed persons. (The present study excludes
the latter.)

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 employment. It is thus possible to
make year-to-year comparisons for the same in-
dividual and to keep track of changes in his
place of employment, coded by address of em-
ployer to State and SMSA,

In 1966 the workers in OASDHI programs
comprised 88 percent of total civilian employ-
ment., The great majority of workers presently
excluded from coverage fall into three cate-
gories: Federal civilian employees and some
State and local government employees; household
workers and farm workers who do not work long
enough or earn enough to meet minimum require-
ments; 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
persons is provided in Table 1, In it, national
summaries of the annual number of the Work His-
tory File's interstate migrants (reflecting
change of place of employment and not neces-
sarily change of residence) are compared with
interstate migrants obtained from the Census
Bureau's Current Population Survey (reflecting
change of residence). 1/ Table 1 will be used
to illustrate the basic problems of working
with the File on the national level, although
the description of the limitations and meaning
of File data applies to all geographic levels
and will be amplified when areas below the na-
tional level are discussed,

Length of migration period.--As Table 1
indicates, data from the Work History File were

available both on a "calendar-year" and "first
quarter-year" basis. The "calendar-year" tab-
ulations include everybody who worked at any
time during the year in covered employment.
Geographic areas are assigned on the basis of
the employer with whom the employee had maximum
quarterly earnings. The "first quarter-year”
figures cover only wage earners who worked in



the first calendar quarter. (The self-employed
are excluded in both instances. For the purpose
of measuring migration, comparison should be
made at identical points of the year in order
to obtain change over a 12-month period. From
this standpoint, first-quarter data are more
appropriate than calendar-year statistics, Full
calendar-year data for 1961 and 1962 are none-
theless used in this study in obtaining migra-
tion rates for the 1960-65 period, as first-
quarter data for those years had not been recon-
structed at the time of this writing. The in-
clusion in Table 1 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
than the number derived 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 differ-
ences which result from the use of different
bases,

Area of coverage.--The first two blocks of
information in Table 1 refer to "total file"
and "50-State area only." The total file in-
cludes persons 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
is treated in the file as a separate "State")
and all persons working in covered employment
outside territorial United States, Since the
50-State universe encompasses movement between
States but excludes movement between the States
and the military, we are able to isolate and
focus on civilian interstate migration within
the United States.

The third block of information contained
in Table 1 refers to CPS-employed interstate
migrants 18 to 64 years of age., 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 CPS employed interstate
migrants with File migrants are therefore con-
sistent 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 employ-
ment in a given year had also been working in
the preceding year. These are the "matched
cases" whose migration experience forms the core

236

of this analysis. An 85 percent "match rate" is
highly encouraging in itself; the absolute num-
ber of matched cases available from year to year
produces a very substantial base for the compu-
tation of migration rates. 2/

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
calendar-year data are used.) The excess is
apparent in the Social Security data even though
moves caused by interchange between the military
and civilian 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 com-
pared separately for contiguous or noncontiguous
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 be-
tween contiguous States, the File generates from
35 percent to 55 percent more migrants than in-
dicated 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 migrants" versus resident migrants,--

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 movement 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" as
against resident migrants, Several examples
were chosen to illustrate the directional bias
involved, Migration stream data for 1955-60
(from 1960 Census data on residence migration)
and for 1957-63 (from the Work History File)
were assembled for a number of large metro-
politan areas which form the nucleus of con-
tiguous State movement. These include the

New York metropolitan area (New York-New Jersey),
Philadelphia (Pennsylvania-New Jersey), District
of Columbia-Maryland-Virginia, and several
others., The data are summarized below as
follows:



CWHS (Socidl Security)

All out- Out-migrants
Origin Destination migrants to indicated Percent
from origin State @)
(1) (2) (3)=}y x 100
New York New Jersey 647.3 111.8 17.3
New Jersey New York 271.3 94,5 34,8
Pennsylvania New Jersey 379.5 64,6 17.0
New Jersey Pennsylvania 271.3 39.3 14,5
District of Col., Maryland 93.3 28.4 30.4
Mary;and District of Col. 132.5 20.0 15,1
Rhode Island Massachusetts 38.6 12,5 32.4
Massachusetts Rhode Island 187.7 15.1 8.0
Census Data
A1l out- Out-migrants
migrants to indicated Percent
from origin State (5)
) (s) (6)-(4) x 100
New York New Jersey 990,5 181.3 18.3
New Jersey New York 388,5 74.4 19.1
Pennsylvania New Jersey 678.6 115.0 17.0
New Jersey Pennsylvania 388,5 57.6 14.8
District of Col. Maryland 193.3 77.5 40.1
Maryland District of Col. 259.7 18.3 7.0
Rhode Island Massachusetts 86.1 17.8 20,7
Massachusetts Rhode Island 339.6 16.5 4.9

It is clear that the overall impact of con-
tiguous and noncontiguous State movements is
substantial and must be considered in inter-
preting the migration data from the CWHS,

Regions, divisions, and States.--Because
of differences in the geographic distribution

of industries 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 residence migration, States with larger
proportions of their work force in covered
employment have a disproportionate influence

on migration derived from the File compared to
States with smaller proportions,

Comparisons of the States' representation
in the 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 2 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 North and
South Dakota, Mississippi, Arkansas, and Iowa.
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 industralized States
like Delaware and New York whose ratios approach
100 percent.

As a result of these differences, the mi-
gration rates for States derived from the File
are not of uniform validity as measures of resi-
dential 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, 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 occupa-
tion, even in occupations normally covered by
Social Security provisions. The data in Table
1A, "Interstate Migration of the Employed Male
Population 18-64 by Class of Worker and
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Occupational Status: 1960-65" indicate that
among wage and salary workers, farm workers had
the highest interstate migration rate (5.5 per-
cent), white collar workers the second (4.5
percent), and manual and service workers the
lowest (2.8 percent). Thus, in States with the
smallest proportions of workers in covered em-
ployment, there appears to be the strongest
tendency toward interstate migration.

Interesting geographic differences by age
and race are apparent from Table 3, in which
workers in covered employment are compared with
State populations 15-64 years of age in 1960,
The two racial groups used in making this com-
parison are those available from the Work History
File (which includes nonwhite races other than
Negro) and Negro. Among the white population,
Social Security workers comprised 58 percent of
the national population 15-64 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 New York.
Negro percentages, while about the same as the
white nationally, are higher than white per-
centages in all States except Michigan and most
of the Southern States, They also have a much
wider spread than white percentages, extending
from a low of 44 percent in Alabama to an aston-
ishing high of 84 percent in Connecticut,

Net migration rates for regions and States.
--Bearing in mind the limitations of the Social

Security data, the net civilian migration rates
derived from these data can now be compared

with those taken from other sources., Tables

4, 5, and 6 present a variety of migration rates
for regions and States which pertain to differ-
ent periods. The rates were derived by dividing
the net migrants cumulated for the 1960-65 per-
iod by the average annual matched workers in

the File, Since only the persons we were able
to match from year to year were exposed to the
risk of migration, they were taken to constitute
the appropriate population base for the compu-
tation of rates. Thus, persons in the File in
only one of two successive years would not enter
into the estimating equation at any time.

Table 4 shows closely comparable net mi-
gration 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, They
also suggest that 1960-65 regional net migra-
tion was very similar to that prevailing in
the preceding 5-year period, 1955-60,

Differences for the South, however, are
noteworthy. It has been speculated that the
long-term net out-migration from the South may
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have halted in the 1960's, and that, in fact,
there may have been a small net in-migration.
The Work History Sample suggests, on the con-
trary, that net out-migration has continued at
about the rate of the late 1950's. Indeed,
looking at the data by race, it is not clear
that a significant slowdown of net out-migration
of Negroes from the South, which has been sug-
gested, has been taking place at all. Indepen-
dent estimates of net migration are not avail-
able by race, but both the Work History Sample
and the CPS data suggest the continuation of
net out-migration of Negroes from the South,
roughly at the level of that of the late 1950's,

While the rate at which the white popula-
tion is moving to the West appears to be con-
firmed by all three sources showing data by
color, the Work History File shows a much
heavier net in-migration of Negroes to the West
in 1960-65 than does the CPS, Again, we must
point to the nature of the coverage of the Work
History File and note that the migration pat-
terns of persons in covered employment may be
atypical of the total population.

The net migration rates on a State-by-State
basis (Table 5) provide some insight into the
differences between the Work History File and
the independent estimates for 1960-65. The
differences are particularly acute in Florida
and in the D,C.-Maryland-Virginia area. In
both areas, peculiar local circumstances make
utilization of an employment file highly ques-
tionable, Heavy net in-migration of the retired
population to Florida would clearly not be re-
flected by the File, The D,C, 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., In addition,
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 in this
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 per-
iods., 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 re-
flected 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 6 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, Un-



fortunately, the sampling errors on these rates
appear to be quite large and their exact meaning
has not yet been determined, However, the CWHS
clearly indicates that many of the Southern
States are still experiencing significant net
out-migration of Negroes, many of them running
well in excess of five percent.

Net migration rates, by sex, have also been
computed. These appear in Appendix Table 1 where
they are compared with 1955-60 residence migra-
tion rates obtained from the Census. Greater
variation by sex is apparent in the Work History
data than in the Census data. With only one ex-
ception, Hawaii, the Census migration rates by
sex bear the same signs. Examples of 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 (18-64), and the use of matched workers

Total and Civilian Net Migration for SMSA's:

(In thousands.

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 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 paper was made on the
basis of the 1968 definition of SMSA's, 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 7 and 8, and Appendix Table 2. 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 be-
tween the SMSA and nonmetropolitan areas., The
military are shown as a separate component of
nonmetropolitan area movement., By adding up the
in- and out-migrants obtained for individual
SMSA's, the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan exchange
of workers in covered employment is closely ap-
proximated, Summary data rates computed for the
country as a whole are shown below:

1960-65

50-State area only.)

Total 1/ Civilian' 1/-
All All '
Classes White 2/  Negro Classes White 2/ Negro
Out-ﬁiggﬁnts from
SMSA's
Total sieeeseeveneee 14,837.3 13,723.2 1,114.1 13,749.3 12,722,.8 1,026.5
To other SMSA's .., 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8
To non-SMSA's ,,.... 5,210.2 4,811.9 398,3 4,122,2 3,811.5 310.7
In-migrants to
SMSA's
Total ..eeeseeseesee 15,503,1 14,314,3 1,188,8 14,110.9 13,011.7 1,099.2
From other SMSA's,. 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8 9,627.1 8,911.3 715.8
From non-SMSA's,.,.. 5,876.0 5,403,0 473, 4,483,.8 4,100.4 383.4
Net migrants to SMSA's
from non-SMSA's ,.... +665.8 +591.1 +74.7 +361.6 +288,9 +72,7
Percent net migrants
of base population
SMSA'S ve.vrnrnnnses +2.0 1.9 +2.4 na¥  w0.¥ 45
Non-SMSA's e0cc0ccee -3.9 -3.9 -4.3 -2.1 -1.9 -4.2

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

2/ Includes nonwhite population other than Negro.

3/ Base includes military.

239



Unlike the situation noted for States, the
military component of SMSA migration was iden-
tified, but was not deleted from the total
matched work force, Pure civilian migration
rates could thus not be computed for SMSA's in
the above text table, For the individual SMSA's
shown in Table 8, the net migration rates in-
clude 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.

In compiling SMSA data for this paper, we
restricted our universe to the 55 metropolitan
areas whose populations in 1960 included 50,000
or more Negroes, These SMSA's were subdivided
into three groups ranked by the number of
Negroes in 1960, Table 7 shows for these 55
Areas ratios of workers from the Social Security
File to 1960 Census population 15-64 years of
age by race. Surprisingly, the percent workers
of population varies widely among the Areas for
both races: for whites, from a low of 30 to a
high of 69; for nonwhites from a low of 32 to a
high of 64, One would expect somewhat less
variation in coverage among metropolitan popu-
lation than for States, :

The question of how well statistics from
the Work History Sample reflect the race and
age composition of SMSA's may be answered, in
part, by the comparison shown in Table 2 of the
Appendix., In this table, we see the percent
Negro of the 1960 Census population 15-64 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 five percentage points'
difference of one another, &4 are within three
percentage points of one another.

Net migration rates for SMSA's,--Table 8
contrasts net migration rates produced by the

Work History File with rates taken from the
Bureau's independent estimates. The latter
refer to residential 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 correspondence (i.e.,
less than three percentage points difference)
between the rates obtained from the independent
estimates and rates yielded by the Social Se-
curity 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,
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Sampling errors
A thorough investigation of the effect of

sampling error on the migration rates shown in
the various tables is still in processd/A
preliminary review suggests that the File will
not provide very meaningful rates (i.e., not
statistically different from zero) on an annual
basis, Computed over a longer period of time,
however, such as the five-year period used here,
the sampling errors become manageable in a large
number of instances. Rates for regions shown
in Table 4 have already been tested and found
significant (2-sigma level) in most cases.

Rates for the large States and those generating
large numbers of migrants (e.g., Negroes of
Southern States) are also likely to be signifi-
cant, This is probably true for the large
SMSA's also. Rates for small States and SMSA's
may fail the test of significance. (See
Appendix Tables 3 and 4.)

Conclusion

The Continuous Work History Sample can be
manipulated to provide postcensal estimates of
net migration (resident) at a level of demo-
graphic and geographic detail which has not
hitherto been available., There are, however,
serious limitations to the use 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 that carried on by the Bureau
of the Census, What we see as the favorable
aspects of the File for measurement of resident
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
from year to year, i.e., of workers whose
migration experience we are able to follow,
accounting for 85 percent of the total Social
Security File in the 1960-65 period.

3. Consistent annual data on a first-
quarter basis from 1963 on, which allows migra-
tion 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 SMSA's (see Table 3
and Appendix Table 2).

5. The fair degree of consistency in net
migration rates computed from different data
sources for the 1955-60 and 1960-65 periods
(see tables 4 and 6).

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



-1, We must point out again that in spite
of the apparent consistency between the CWHS
net migration rates and those from other sources
noted above, we have not established the extent
to which migration rates based on employment
changes reflect true resident migration. Here,
we need to wait for the 1965-70 resident migra-
tion data which will be forthcoming from the
1970 Census to provide a firmer basis for
analysis than is now available.

2, The size of the sample, which probably
precludes deriving rates for many States and
SMSA's in which we are interested, even cumu-
lated over a number of years; and

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 popu-
lation estimation., The lag is now close to
three years, for the last year for which data
are available is 1966,
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Footnotes

1/ Current Population Reports, Series P-20,

annual report on mobility, of which No.
171, "Mobility of the Population of the
United States, March 1966 to March 1967,"
is the most recent issue.

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 labor
force. Looking ahead from year to year,
unmatched cases in the 50-State area repre-
sent 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.

Investigation of the effect of sampling error
on the CWHS-derived migration rates shown

in this paper was completed after the main
text had been written., The results of this
investigation are shown in Appendix Tables

3 and 4 which contain standard errors

(1 Sigma) of net migration rates by color

for States and SMSA's, The results
generally support conclusions drawn from

a preliminary review of the material.
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Table 1.--SUMMARY DATA FROM CONTINUOUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLE OF SOCIAL SECURITY

AND COMPARISON OF INTERSTATE MIGRANTS FROM CWHS AND CPS:

(Numbers in thousands)

1961 TO 1965

Calendar Year 1/

First Quarter of Year 2/

1961 1962 1963 1964 1963 1964 1965
Total file 3/
Working in year indicated .....eeeceseess 66,434.7 68,058.4 69,466,7 71,474.0 56,591.0 57,854.9 60,078.2
Working in preceding year ...c.eceveee 59,594.7 60,515.4 61,884.5 63,415.9 48,610.9 49,684,1 50,677.5
Same State ...ceeeeccccccscccconcces 55,148.3 56,082.4 57,286.5 58,675.9 45,346.3 46,402,3 47,205.0
Different State - NuUMbEr .ecececsses 4,446,.4 4,433,0 4,598.0 4,740,0 3,264,.6 3,281.8 3,472,5
- percent ceeccceces 7.5 7.3 7.4 7.5 6.7 6.6 6.9
50-State area only 4/
Working in year indicated seeeccceccccces 62,969.0 64,358,5 65,676.6 67,681.7 53,351.1 54,462.8 56,431.2
Working in preceding year e.c..ccecesee 55,922.7 56,643,0 57,825.0 59,272.1 45,233,9 46,259.8 48,154.3
Same State eeessceccscecscoscocssccs 52,498.6 53,240,7 54,319.2 55,712,6 42,871.2 43,876.2 45,650.8
Different State - NUmMbEr ceecececces 3,424,1 3,402,3 3,505.8 3,559.5 2,362,7 2,383.6 2,503.5
- percent eceecececeee 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.0 5.2 5.2 5.2
Contiguous State eeececocsccocoscces 1,439.2 1,450.7 1,463.5 1,492.9 994,2 1,012.4 1,080.3
Noncontiguous State eeeececeseccceces 1,984.9 1,951.6 2,042,3 2,066.6 1,368.5 1,371.2 1,423.2
Interstate migrants from CPS
employed persons only 5/
Total 18-64 - NUMDEr seeesecesocescccoce 1,778.0 1,702,0 2,052.0 1,894.0 2,052,0 1,894,0 1,839.0
- PErcCent ceceecceccccscocsccs 3.0 2.8 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.0 2.8
Contiguous State eseceecccccoceccoccscnee NA 616.0 725.0 677.0 725.0 677.0 697.0
Noncontiguous State c.eceecescescecsscoes NA 1,086.0 1,327.0 1,217.0 1,327.0 1,217.0 1,142.0
Ratio: CWHS interstate migrants to CPS
TOtAl eeeecceccossccoscoscssccsssoscscsse 1.93 2,00 1.71 1.88 1.15 1.26 1.36
Contiguous State ececececsecscscscccnse NA 2,36 2,02 2,21 1.37 1.50 1.55
Noncontiguous State seeececcecocsccece NA 1.80 1.54 1.70 1.03 1.13 1.25

1/ Includes persons who worked at any time during year.

2/ Includes only those working in first calendar quarter,

3/ Includes persons working in the 50 States, U.S, territories
and possessions, on ships at sea, and military personnel.

4/ Excludes military personnel and all persons
working outside the 50 States,

5/ Employed at time of Current Population Survey.
Excludes persons in Armed Forces,

NA - Not available,



‘Table 1A,--INTERSTATE MIGRATION OF THE EMPLOYED MALE POPULATION
18-64 BY CLASS OF WORKER AND OCCUPATIONAL STATUS:
CURRENT POPUIATION SURVEY, 1960-65 AVERAGE

Interstate Migration
Rate

(percent)

Total male civilian population

18-64 9 000000 Q0000000000000 CSIIBROIRNTDLNCIOS 3.5
Emloyed 000 000 00000000000 0000000000000 3.1
Wage and salary 1/ eececeveconcsccssas 3
White collar WOrkers eeeesecececsse 4,
‘Manual and service workers cececeesce 2

5

Farm workers c.ccececessceccccccvoss

Self-employed v00000e0escr0cescncncne 1.2

1/ Includes government workers,
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Table 2,.--COMPARISON OF CWHS FILE AND CENSUS:

(Numbers in thousands)

1960

Workers
Region, Division, CWHS Census CWHS as a per-
and State 1960 1/ 1960 2/ cent of Census
United States, Total .eeccese 62,715.8 75,634.7 82.9

Regions

Northeastern States eecececcecces 17,969.3 19,662,7 91.4

North Central States eecececceses 18,043.2 22,055.7 81.8

The SOUth ceececsccccccncsccnses 17,018.0 21’934.8 77.6

The WeSt s.cesceececceccccsccnee 9,685o3 11,981.5 80.8
Northeast

New England cececcccecsccsscoses 4,072,7 4,706.0 86.5

Middle Atlantic .eeesceccoccsoce 13,896.6 14,956,.6 92,9
North Central

East North Central ..ecccececsse 13,095.1 15,452.3 84,7

West North Central ..cecocececese 4,948,1 6,603.4 74.9
South

South Atlantic seceeeecocccconse 8,547.4 10,572.4 80.8

East South Central .ececcececcoccs 3,35“.1 4,655.1 72.1

West South Central .eeeccccccses 5,116.5 6,707.3 76.3
West

Mountain eeecececcesccscccscscse 2’22505 2,802.0 79.4

PacifiC ceccecccocccscoccscacone 7,459.8 9,179.5 81.3
New England

Maine ccececcescccccnccoccnsccee 332.0 417.9 79.4

New Hampshire 00000 ccscecococece 244,7 279.3 87.6

Vermont 000 c0c0c0sssccssecsscoce 125.7 172.3 73.0

MassachusettS cceceesceccsccccsse 2,015.6 2,314.9 87.1

Rhode Island eo.ecesecennnccccne 321.0 369.3 86.9

Connecticut eceececscoccccccccne 1,033,7 1,152.3 89.7
Middle Atlantic

New YOrK secoceccoscoccccccccsce 7,318.0 7,53902 97.1

New Jersey cecececcccecccccccnse 2,353.4 2,659.8 88,5

Pennsylvania eceeececcecccccsecse 4,225,2 4,757.6 88.8
East North Central

OhiO seeeooescccnsssnsasccccssse 3,385.8 4,057.1 83.5

Indiana seeceececccccccsscccenss 1,671.3 1,989.9 84,0

I11in0iS eeecesocoscccssccsccnce 3,861 6 4,472.8 86.3

Michigan eeceeseccsecescescscnse 2,807.4 3,207.7 87.5

WisconsSin scececcccseccscecsccne 1,369.0 1,724.8 79.4
West North Central

Minnesota eeeececccecessacesscnne 1,077.7 1,477.8 72.9

TOWA eeevececoocoscnccososnoanes 836.8 1,204.1 69.5

MiSSOUri secevocecccccccccconces 1,568,2 1,832.0 85.6

North Dakota e.eeseecessccceccccs 157.4 266.7 59.0

South Dakota .eeeccceessscscccee 181.1 285.4 63.5

Nebrask@ seceecessecssscconsccee 463.6 613.4 75.6

Kansas seeceeveeceosesscccsccnce 663,3 924.0 71.8
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Table 2 continued

Workers
Regigzé gtzt:ion’ CWHS Census. CWHS as a per-
1960 1/ - 1960 2/ cent of Census
South Atlantic
Delaware ceeeecscesoccecsoccoss 185.2 187.8 98.6
Marylﬂnd 0000c0cccccccsscnscons 1,049.9 1,29605 81.0
District of Columbia eececccce 398.5 379.8 104.9
Vlrglnia R 1,211.9 1,561.6 7706
West Vlrginld e00ceces0c00scocce 530.4 642,2 82.6
North Carollna 0000000000000 1,517.8 1’936.9 78.4
South Carolind eececececcceccece 705.4 941.4 74,9
Georgla e0cc0cs00c0000c0s0c00ce 1,305.3 1,609.A 81.1
Florida sseeececcocccececcrcose 1,643.0 2,016.8 81.5
East South Central
Kentucky ee0cecececsccessesceece 775.3 1,100.2 70.5
Tennessee .ceecveccccccscosscce 1,124.9 1,443.4 77.9
Alabm @000 0R RO ROOIDNLOEBSNOIEONOLEPOLETOLIDS 914.2 1’255.0 72‘8
Missilslppl ®00vscenccecscsncoe 539.7 856.5 63,0
West South Central
Arkansas e..coececcessscccccnne 460.5 716.8 64.2
Louisiana seeeeeccccccocconccne 880.0 1,185.5 74,2
Ok1ahom& eeveeescccscoscossccns 718,0 932,2 77.0
Texas ®000css0c0000000s0s00c0ee 3,05800 3’87208 79.0
Mountain
mntana G0 0000000t RROOCNIOIOIONOODS 219.4 285.9 76.7
Idaho ceeecvoceccocccecccsecans 210.1 289,0 72,7
Wyoming 400c0c0rs0000000c0csscee 113.4 144,8 78.3
Colorado sescevsesccssncoccsnce 563,.6 741.3 76.0
New Mexico 00000;00000000.0000- 261.7 338.9 77.2
Arizona e.eccecececescccecassss 430.0 507.8 84.7
Utah seeccevcssesosenresescoses 309.5 362.1 85,5
Nevada ..eceeeesececcocococccce 117.8 132.3 89.0
Pacific
Washington eccecceceecscscescess 972.8 1,228,7 79.2
Oregon 0s00c00cecsscvcsscscesee 630.2 804,2 78.4
Californi@ scececeescecscoceanes 5,58907 6,827:2 81.9
Alaska 0c00c0cc000000000ss00sree 60.0 79.2 75.8
Hawaii ceveeceecescccscesncccee 207.1 240,2 86,2

1/ Excluding Armed Forces.
2/ Civilian population 14 years of age and over who worked at all in 1959,
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Table 3,--CWHS FILE WORKERS COMPARED WITH 1960 CENSUS POPULATION
15-64 YEARS OF AGE, BY RACE

(Numbers in thousands)

White 1/ Negro
Region, Division, CWHS Percent CWHS CWHS Percent CWHS
and State 1960 2/ of Population 1960 2/ of Population
15-64 Years 15-64 Years
United States, Total... 56,466.0 58.4 6,249,.8 59.0
Regions . .
Northeastern States secceseee 16,549,8 64.5 1,419.5 75.9
North Central States .ee..eeo 16,792,1 59.0 1,251.1 63.0
The South s.seessecseeseesses 13,821,0 52.3 3,197.0 52.5
The WeSt ceeecceccccccccocnns 9,303.1 5745 382,2 59.3
Northeast o
New England ececesscscscecencse 3,960-1 63,9 112,6 78.7
Middle Atlantic eceeceeeceess 12,589,7 64,7 1,306.9 75.7
North Central
East North Central «c..cecceee 12,054.3 60.7 1,040.8 62,2
West North Central .eceeecee. 4,737.8 55.0 210.3 67,2
South
South Atlantic seeeesesceesse 6,746,8 54.7 1,800.6 56.0
East South Central .ecesccoces 2,721.7 48.4 - 632.4 45,1
West South Central ...cocceee 352,5 51.3 764.0 51.8
West
Mountain seceescecsccncesccns 2,179.2 56,0 46,3 65.6
PacificC ecveveoncccecncsconss 7,123.9 58.0 335.9 58.5
New England
Maine seceeeesosescccssscccce 330.9 58.9 (2) (B)
New Hampshire seseceeccsssces 243.9 68.2 (2) (B)
Vermont «.eeeecececccoccccsas 125,2 55.8 (2) (B)
Massachusetts c.eeceeecececae 1,964.9 64,6 50.7 77.2
Rhode Island ceeeceoscoccecos 314.6 60.7 (2) (B)
Connecticut seeeeccesssscacae 980.6 65.9 53.1 83.9
Middle Atlantic
New YOrK ceecescoceecccsoncee 6,582.7 68.6 735.3 81.4
New Jersey seceeeeccesecscnee 2,104,2 60.8 249,2 80.3
Pennsylvania sesceecscoescees 3,902,8 60.9 322.4 63,0
East North Central
Ohio seeecsesscoconcsosssscce 3,111.4 58.8 274.4 59.9
Indiana ec.ceeeecseecceccccne 1,570.3 60,5 101,0 66.3
I11iN0iS ssececcssosconsesnas  3,465,7 62,8 395.9 65.5
Michigan 0000c0ccsoccsncenoce 2,570 0 61.4 237.4 56.7
WiScOnSin seecessseccsssssces  1,336,9 59.4 (z) (B)
West North Central
Minnesota esseceosessssccesee 1,065,1 55,0 (2) (B)
IOWA seeeecesascsconssscccnne 825.9 52,7 (2) (B)
MiSSOUri eeceescsesccccosccse 1,425.4 60.8 142,.8 65.4
North DaKota secsssseassssses 156.7 43,8 (2) (B)
South Dakota 00000000000 c0c0e 180-7 47.3 (z) (B)
Nebraska G000 s00cc0c000000 000 450.4 56-5 (Z) (B)
Kansas secececsossecscoscccne 633,6 51.8 29,7 59,0
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Table 3 continued

White 1/ Negro
Region, glvision, CWHS Percent CWHS CWHS Percent CWHS
and State 1960 2/ of Population 1960 2/ of Population
= 15-64 Years 15-64 Years
South Atlantic
Delaware s.eceocessccoccccasse 157.1 67.4 28.1 80.3
Maryland ceececcccosocscnnse 822.4 51.8 227.5 76.0
District of Columbia eveecee 287.1 115.2 111.4 44,0
Virglnia e0escccsscescccssnee 944,8 48,5 267.1 58,2
west virginla ‘.l.'ll..'.." 504.7 48'2 (Z) (B)
North Carolina seeeecesceces 1,204.5 56.4 313.3 52,3
South Carolina 00cvcoc0vcboe 513.1 53.3 192.3 45.4
Georgia eece0ssececvccoccrne 989.9 57.2 315-4 52.5
Florida .seececccccccccccccns 1,323.2 54,2 319.8 64,2
East South Central
Kentucky ®000c00eccosccscocee 703,.2 42.6 72.1 59.5
Tennessee ecccoceccicccecccss 955.8 52,6 169.1 52,8
Alabama ecevcsoccerccosccnse 692.0 49,8 222,2 43,5
MissiSSippPi eecesecccceccces 370.7 48.8 169.0 37.6
West South Central
Arkansas 090 00000000000 00000 374.5 45.0 86'0 MC6
Louisiana ecesessosececconee 630.4 47.4 249.6 46,2
oklahoma LI I B R BN B B Y ) 67“.5 51‘7 43.5 53’7
TeXaS eeeeecesccosscsscocccs 2,673.1 53.3 384.9 58,2
Mountain
MONtana seessesssesecssccsse 219.0 57.2 (2) (B)
Idaho ceeecececccsocccccsese 209.4 55.4 (Z) (B)
WYoming eececosescecocsconsse 112.8 58.7 (2) (B)
Colorado v0c00c0cs0cesssscsoe 5147-6 54'5 (Z) (B)
New Mexico s000000s0000s000 e 256.0 4802 (z) (B)
Arizona 000000000000 000 00000 415.3 56.3 (z) (B)
Utah cceoesosccsccccsscscone 306.7 61.8 (2) (B)
Nevada eececssscsssccaccocss 112.4 65.4 (z) (B)
Pacific
Washington cecvececsssccccocee 957.5 57.8 (Z) (B)
Oregon “e0cccocccecsecscscone 623-0 60.3 (Z) (B)
California secececececoccces 5,27707 58.2 312.0 59.2
AIaSka 90000000000 OCROIONOOLEOONPOGDS 59.2 43.7 (Z) (B)
Hawaill eceecevsccncesccocens 206.5 53.9 (2) (B)

1/ Includes nonwhite races other than Negro.

.2/ Excludes Armed Forces.

(Z) - Having less than 50,000 Negro population 15-64 years of age in 1960,
(B) - Base less than 50,000,
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Table 4,.--NET MIGRATION RATES FOR SELECTED PERIODS, BY REGION AND COLOR

1950-60 1/ 1

955-60 2/ 1960-65 3/

1960-65 4/ 1960-65 5/

Region and Color Censuses Census CWHS Current Independent
of 1950 of Data Population estimate by
and 1960 1960 Surveys = Census Bureau

U, S,, All ClasSSeS eeeccocosoce +1.8 - - - +1.1
Northeastern States cecevecss +0,9 -1.7 -0.4 -0.8 +1,2
North Central States ee0cecee '0.3 '109 -l.6 '2.2 '108
The SoUth ceceeccececcsccccce -3.0 -0.1 -0.7 -1.1 +1.3
The WeSt seceecesccecccscacae +19.1 +6,2 +4,8 +6.9 +5.6

U' S‘. ‘ﬁlite 00000000000 +200 - - -

Northeastern States cseesececss -0.6 -2.1 -0.9 -1.5
North Central States e.eecoee -1.6 -2,2 -1.8 -2.6
The south @00 cescsescssccscoe +0-1 +°o7 +0-2 '003
The “est 000c0s000c0000000c0c00 +18¢7 +6.2 +4¢5 +7.1
U, S,, Nonwhite secescocscccoce -0.2 - - -
Northeastern States ceceoccoe +26,0 +3,.8 +6.1 +6.4
North Central States ceccoces +23,.8 +2.3 +1.4 +1.9
The South 0000000000000 000000 -14.1 ’3.4 'A.g -“.2
The “est Ry +23.6 +6.5 +11.8 +506

"Nonwhi

Includes military.

te" here refers to

1/ All ages. Includes military and immigrants from abroad.

2/ Population 15-64 years of age in 1960,

3/ 18-64 years of age. Includes an unknown number of immigrants
from abroad. Excludes military.
Negro only.

4/ Population 1 year of age and over,

in barracks.

Excludes Armed Forces

5/ All ages., Includes immigrants from abroad., Excludes military.
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Table 5.--NET MIGRATION RATES FOR STATES AND REGIONS FROM CENSUS,
CWHS, AND INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE: 1955-60 AND 1960-65

1955-60 1/  1960-65 2/  1960-65 3/
S

Region, Division, Census CWH Independent
and State . Estimate
United statGS, Total svcececee - - +1,.1

Regions
Northeastern States eec:cocsccsacecos -1.7 -0.4 +1.2
North Central States eeesececcscscse -1.9 -1.6 -1.8
The South 000000 ce0ccecsesescccncrnee -0.1 -0.7 +1.3
The wGSt 00000000000 0000000000000000 +6.2 +6.8 +5‘6

Northeast
New England 0000 c0c0scs0resersssrnes '007 -0.2 +0,.2
Middle Atlantic ceeecececcocccecscce -1.9 -0.4 +1.5

North Central

East North Central ...ceccoecoocccns -1.3 -1.3 -1.2

West North Central ..eeccoeceeccococs -3.2 -2.3 -3.3
South

South Atlantic 00eccsecsevecererscone +2,3 -0.6 +2,7

East South Central ececceccceccsecee -3.4 -1.6 -1,0

West South Central te0s0ecseecccsnace -1.3 -0,2 +0,.7
West

Mountain ®0cesses000000 0000000000000 +4.4 +1.5 +2.3

Pacific 0ee0cc000000cc0000000000000e +6.8 +5.7 +6,7

New England
Maine ceeccecocecercrecsoscccccsnncs -3.4 -5.4 -4,7
New Hampshire t0c0cs00cscecescocrcne +1.4 -0,7 +4,8

Vermont ceeecesecceccsoscosessosccnne -2.8 -0.7 -2.8
Massachusetts eceeceovesorseoccconnns -1.4 -0.1 -1.5
Rhode Island “s000000c0scc0ccs000s0e -1.6 -1.2 -1.4
Connecticut secsceccosccsscsccosnssce +1,7 +1,7 +5.3
Middle Atlantic
New YOrK ceccececcecoscecesccococccces -2.6 -1,9 +2,5
New Jersey 0c0cccevcscecessesccsces +2,2 +7.9 +5.9
Pennsylvania “0000eces0srce0cecscnce -3.2 -2.5 -2.4

East North Central
OhiO seecceccocessccceoscccsoccascne -0.6 -2,5 -0.8

Indiana 000000000000 000000 0000000000 -1.2 (z) -1'9
1111n013 000000000000 000000000000000 -102 -0-4 '009
Mlchigﬂn e0ces0cscscecsrrsnsssssconse -2,6 -1.3 -1,2
Wisconsin 000cs0cece0cscessecccscnn -1.2 -2.4 -2.2
West North Central
MIinNesSota seeeseeccsccesessosocssnns -1.1 -0.7 -3.3
IoWa sevevevscesencrconconscnscesces -4,5 -6.0 -5.8
Missouti 0000000 0000000 0000000000000 ‘1-8 '2.3 -1.1
North Dakota seecececccescccoscsocnses -7.2 -7.2 -6.7
South Dakot@ eeescecseosovoccocccecs -7.0 -6.2 -6,9
NeerSk& 000c0ccecrcereore0c e -5-1 -3-8 '3-5
Kansas @0 00 0000000000000 000000000000 -Aol +2.8 -2'5
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Table 5 continued

11960-65 3/
Independent
Estimate

Region, Division, 1955-60 1/ 1960-65 2/
and State Census CWHS

South Atlantic
Delaware .ceeocecsseossscsscecesscnnse
Maryland 00c00ccs0crescocscsnrsrsncee
District of Columbia 0eccsssssceccne
Virginia 0esess00scrssessssssssennee
West Virginia ®es0ccscvcccscsnceccsne
North Carolina secscccecescscsccanse
South Carolina sscecceccecccsccccnce

Georgia s0ce00c0sc0cccnscncevcsrcccs

1 +
N=NONO=OWS
.
NN -0 O~
] +
OWONMNWUNWOYOIO
. .
PLLWWOARPONN
' +
ON~O~NWNhUL S
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+
+
+
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0
+ o
e e e o
0
+ -
.
]
.

+

+
'

« o o
O - 0= O~ W

+

+
-0
.
+
L]
Y
- o

Florida 0000000000000 000000 0000000

East South Central

Kentucky ®0sc0ccsesrss0seecstccssccsns -4,7 -0.7 -2.3
Tennessee ¢c..ecoccovevaccccsscsccns -2.9 -0.4 +0.7
Alabama @0ceecscecescecsscsvcsesnsssecces -2.3 -2,7 -0.9
Mississippi @es0s0000000c00000 00000 ‘404 '304 -2.1
West South Central
Arkansas eeeeccescesscssscssscosccee -5.4 +1.0 +1.4
LouiSiana eeeeeccccocsaccessscssaces -0.4 +1,8 -0.6
Oklahoma 000000000000 00000000000000 ‘402 '1.6 -016
TeXAS eveovesoscosecssscssssossssccns -0.2 -0.7 +1.2
Mountain

Montana .ecececcecccecocscosccccccae

Idaho 0 00000 000000000000 000008000s0 0
Wyoming @0c00c0c0c00c0c000000000000 00

3.1 5.5

2.4 7.1

-2,1 -8.4
Col0orado .ececessecssoscsccsconccnse +4,1 +3.5 +2,9
New Mexico “eecsecccecscessvccscnnee +5.7 -10.5 -5.7
Arizona .eecescecescscsscscssccccnoe +14,0 +8,0 +9.3
Utah 0000000000000 000000000000000000 +o.9 '002 ‘003
Nevada cececeeccccecestoccecossocnne +9.2 +28.7 +32,9

Pacific

washington R N N XN +1.3 +1,2 -1.8
Oregon s.eececeoscosssossonssncssnnse -0.7 +0.4 +3.8
California@ seececeeessaccceossncones +8,7 +7.2 +8,7
AlasKa c.oeeevesccrvosccsccasossscnes +8.3 +10.1 +3,7
Hawaii 00000 s0cessrsesverrssesrsrsaces +2,7 -0.4 +1.0

1/ Net migrants as a percent of census population 15-64 years of age.
Includes military.

2/ Net employed civilian migrants as a percent of average base population
in Work History File. 1960-65 includes unknown number of immigrants from abroad.

3/ Net civilian migrants as percent of mid-period population., Includes immigrants
from abroad.

(Z) - Less than 0.05,
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Table 6.--NET MIGRATION RATES BY COLOR FROM CENSUS AND CWHS DATA:
SELECTED PERIODS, 1950-1965

White Nonwhite

Region, Division, - : g .
and State 1950-60 1/ 1955-60 2/ 1960-65 3/ 1950-60 1/  1955-60 2/ 1960-65 3/
Censuses ~ Census CWHS = Censuses  Census CWHS
United States, Total +2.0 - - -0.2 - -

Regions

Northeastern States.... -0.6 -2,1 -0.9 +26.0 +3.8 +6.1

North Central States,.. -1.6 -2.2 -1.8 +23.8 +2.3 +1.4

The South see0sesseerne +0.1 +Oo7 +0.2 -14.1 -3.4 "‘09

The West ®000ccccccsccs +18.7 +6,.2 +4'5 +23,6 +6,5 +11.8
Northeast

New England sceececcsce -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 +45,6 +8.8 +12,.6

Middle Atlantic eeccese -016 -2,5 -1.0 +24,5 +354 +506
North Central

East North Central .... +0.6 -1.7 -1.5 +28.1 +2,5 *1.9

West North Central .... -6.3 -3.4 -2.4 +7.6 +1.3 -0.7
South

South Atlantic eeccsccoe +7.4 +3.5 +0.4 -10:5 -2.4 4,5

East South Central .... -9.6 -2,8 -0.2 -22.9 -6.2 -8.2

West South Central ..., -2.4 -1.0 +0.3 -11.8 -2.9 -3.3
VWest

Mountain ececcececccccoce +11.3 +4,5 +1.5 +3,6 +3,1 +2,7

Pacific teeccccccsscoce +21.3 +6,.7 +5.4 +27.4 +7.1 +12.9
New England

Maine .eocceecececcccene -7.5 =345 -5.4 (B) (B) (B)

New Hampshire secccccce +2,1 +1.2 -0.4 (B) (B) (B)

Vermont e.cecececcccose -10.1 -2.8 -0.9 (B) (B) (B)

Massachusetts oe.ccecese -2,6 -1.6 -0.5 +32.1 +6.7 +12,1

Rhode Island ceveveeess =346 -1.8 -1.5 (B) (B) (B)

Connecticut seceecccesce +10,0 +1.4 +1.0 +71.1 +10.3 +14.1
Middle Atlantic

New York X EEEET) -0.5 -3.3 '2.5 +29.5 +3.9 +4.3

New Jer'ey cecevescence +10,3 +1.8 +7.0 +34,.6 +6.5 +15.9

Pennsylvania seecceccee -5.6 -3.6 -2,7 +12,0 +0,7 +0.6
East North Central

Ohio cevecoccocoscecene +3.7 -0.9 -2,7 +25.6 +3,.1 +0.3

Indiana eecceevvencecsns +0,5 -1.4 -0.1 +25.4 +2,5 +1.3

Illin()i' 00000 c0c0vvc -008 '1:7 '039 +28o3 +3|2 +4n3

Michlgan e0eccscrcececee +0.5 -2.9 -1.4 +27.9 (Z) +0,1

Wisconsin sevecescesees =244 -1.4 -2.5 (B) (B) (B)
West North Central

Minnesota ee....ceceeee -3.4 -1.2 -0.9 (B) (B) (B)

IOWA eeveverrronenenees  =9.1 -4.6 -6.1 (B) (B) (B)

Missouri XXX EEEEEXEERYR] -4.3 -2.1 ‘2.0 +9,3 +1.0 -4,8

North Dakota ceececeece -16.9 -7.3 -6.6 (B) (B) (B)

South Dakota eeesssesee  =1443 -7.3 -6.4 (B) (B) (B)

Nebra'ka 90000000000 '903 '5.‘. '3.7 (B) (B) (B)

Kansas R -2.7 -4.,3 +2,1 +6.5 +0,2 +16.7
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Table 6 continued

White Nonwhite
Region, Division, - >
and State 1950-60 1/  1955-60 2/ 1960-65 3/ 1950-60 1/ 1955-60 2/ 1960-65 3/
Censuses Census CWHS Censuses Census’ CWHS -
South Atlantic
Delaware .ececececcccces +21.0 +4.9 +10.7 +14,6 +3.5 -0.5
Maryland XXX ENRY RE R RN +14,5 +3.9 +6,6 +9.3 +2,2 +9.8
District of Columbia,.. -41.1 -25.9 -19.0 +19,2 +4,6 -21.3
Vlrginla sececcencscnsee +3.3 +2.9 +3,2 -9.5 -2.9 -0.3
West Virginia seeseeese  -21.5 -9.7 -5.5 (B) (B) (B)
North Carolina ssceceos -4.0 -1.1 -0.6 -19.2 -5.6 -9.8
South Carolina seeecess -0.3 +0.7 +2,2 -26.5 -8.6 -5.6
Cﬁorgia 0ees00c0000000 00 '0.4 +°01 ’1.9 -19.2 ‘5.0 -8.0
Florida .eeeceeecsccces +70,0 +19.8 +1.2 +16c6 +4,7 ‘3.3
East South Central
Kentucky seeseccececens -13.7 -4,9 -0.7 -7.6 -3.3 -1.1
Tennessee cecececsvsnee -7.8 -2.8 +0.2 -10.7 -3.0 -3.7
Alabama e0ev0cecosscccnne -6.9 -0.9 "'0.1 -22.8 -6.0 -12.4
Mississlppl ece0crceccee -9.3 -1.4 -0.7 -32,7 -9.6 ‘10.5
West South Central .
Arkansas c.eceecececess -19,1 -4.5 +2.9 -35.0 -9.3 -8.3
Louisiana 0e0ececocccsce +2.4 +0,7 +4,7 -10.4 -3.0 -6.5
Oklahoma 00ccceecseccece -9.5 -4,2 -1.5 -13,0 -3.9 -2.9
TeXaS ceccesecescoscene +2,.1 -0.1 -0.7 -2.7 -0.8 -0.3
Mountain
Montana sesctcssesoceces -4,0 -3.2 -5.6 (B) (B) (B)
Idaho ceeecescocccesces -7.0 -2.4 -7.0 (B) (B) (B)
Wyoming seeecececccoces -6.5 -2,0 -8.0 (B) (B) (B)
Colorado sesessesscasecs  +11.5 +4,0 +3,6 () (B) (B)
New MeXicO sesecsssvess  +845 +6.0 -10.8 (B) (B) (B)
Arizona s.ecececesecsccs +51.9 +15.3 +8,2 (B) (B) (B)
Utah cseesecccesssccnss +1.4 +0.9 (z) (B) (B) (B)
Nevada ceecececcssesess  +53.2 +9.0 +28.8 (8 (8) (8)
Pacific
Washington eeceeseecess +3.,0 +1.2 +1.2 (B) (B) (B)
Oregon RN Y X +0,7 -0.7 +0.1 (B) (B) (B)
California seeceesccces +28,2 +8.5 +6,.8 +52,7 +11.0 +13,1
Alaska ceeecesiecsesess  +45.5 +9.1 +9,7 (B) (B) (B)
Hawail sovevceveseceess +48.0 +15.2 -0.2 (8) (B) (8)

1/ All ages,

2/ Net migrants as a percent of census population 15-64 years of age.

Includes military and immigrants from abroad,

3/ Net employed civilian migrants as a percent of average base population in the Work

History File, 1960-65.

"Nonwhite" here refers to Negro only.

(Z) Less than 0.05,

Includes an unknown number of immigrants from abroad.

(B) Having less than 50,000 nonwhite or Negro populatior 15-64 years of age in 1960.
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Table 7.--RATIO OF WORKERS FROM CWHS FILE TO CENSUS POPULATION 15-64 YEARS
' OF AGE, BY RACE, FOR STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS WITH
50,000 OR MORE NEGRO POPULATION IN 1960

Ratio of Workers From CWHS, 1960 to

Standard Metropolitan Census Population 15-64 Years of Age
Statistical Area 1/ White 2/ ' Negro
250,000+ Negro population, 1960
New York, Ne Yo coccevccecoccocosceccccee 60.3 60.5
Los AngeleS-Long Beach, Calif. eevecencee 54.7 48,3
Chicago, 5 5 58.9 50.4
Philadelphia, Pa.-N, J. tevveveosescccnse 52.5 47.3
Detroit, Miche eececcocersssoccocccoscnse 56.5 42,9
St. Louls, Mo.-I1l., sevececocccoccoconans 5545 45,9
Washington, D, C,-Md.-Va, .eeceeccceccncse 40.4 43,5
Cleveland, Ohio 000000000 scss0s0acs00e0s e 57-2 50.6
Baltlmore, Md, ceececesocccncososcsnnsnne 52,2 50.3
Houston, TeXAS ceeveesescsccscscssscsccne 50.7 44,6
New Orleans, Lae ceoecessecoscocsceccoces 47.9 43,5
Memphis, Tenn.-Arke eceecececosocsccesoes 49.7 37.1
100,000-249,000 Negro population, 1960
San Francisco-oﬂkland, Calife ceevceccces 49,0 33.8
Pittsburgh, = 51.1 41.4
Newark, N 58.1 47.9
CinCinnati, Ohlo-Ky.-Ind. eecocccccencoce 52.5 42,1
Dallas, TeXas eeessoscecsssccsossccconcns 60.5 52.5
Kansas City, Mo.-KanSe. ceeececccccoscocse 56.0 49.0
Atlmta, Ga. 0000 00000000000 0000000000000 65'5 52.8
Indianapolis, Ind. s00ecsseccec0csecscscne 60.9 48,1
Miami, Fla. 0000000000000 00000 00000000000 54,8 64,2
Birmlngham, AlAy cevececccocccecscscsesse 52.1 41.6
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Vae ccoesccossvcssece 29,7 42,5
Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High Point, N,C, 66.5 56.3
Jacksonville, Fla., cccececccccocscocsnsss 42,6 44,5
Richmond, Va, eceoececoecccccsscesscececcs 65.8 60.4
mbile’ Ala. 00000000000 OLIBOIOIONIPLINOIRNOIEONOIOIBSTIOGDS 38.2 32.4
50,000-99,000 Negro population, 1960
BOStOn, MasSSe cecececcccecccoccocccncecee 66.5 60.5
Buffalo, N. Yo cevcvococceccccoccesooscces 54.8 51.8
Milwaukee, WiSCe cevecocessccocoscncoscsne 57.9 59.2
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla: cecescecceccce 44,0 44,5
Columbus, OhiO seceeseescosoecsscsacesnns 50,0 38.2
Dayton, OhiO seececosvosenscscossossnsace 50.8 36.5
Louisville, Ky,-Ind. secececscossocecasee 52,9 49.8
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind. ceeeceeee 58.3 48.4
Fort Worth, TeXas .eceeococscscoccocrcccs - 47,5 42,9
Nashville, TeNNe seeecececeaseosrsscrcance 55.6 38.0
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla, scececoes 39,7 48,0
Orlando, 2 - P 44,9 38.5
Charlotte, N. C. ceeecectvoseccsscnsensen 69.0 62.1
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange, Texas ceecose 47.5 43,5
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga, esecessceoscoccese 61.2 48,9
Shreveport, La, @eececocsecccscccccncstcsoe 38.3 35.4
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Arke ceeee. 50.7 47.9
COIMbia, S' C. 000000 0000000000000 0RCN 41‘9 43.0
Charleston, S. Ci ceeeevecorccocsococasse 34.5 37.7
Baton Rouge, La: seceeecsscocssceccoccese 44,2 35.9
West Palm Beach, Flae cececececsccccccnne 47.1 36.9
Newport News-Hampton, Va. eececeececcccss 34,2 37.9
Jackson, MiSSe evececcecoscenncccocoscens 61,0 37.6
Columbus, Gac‘Alao 000000000000 000000 0000 36.5 37.0
AuguSta, GAe=SeCh eevsecooncsssecesssocss 41.6 36,9
Montgomery, Ala. t0cecscse0sc00ccce0secnnce 55.1 39.3
Savannah, Gae eoesccesevsscesscosccssosne 50.2 48,0
Macon, GAs eeccovosocscsesosnscscsssssses 44,5 43,6
1/ As defined in 1968, 2/ Includes nonwhite races other than Negro.
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Table 8,--NET MIGRATION RATES BY RACE FOR SMSA'S WITH 50,000 OR MORE NEGRO POPULATION
IN 1960: SOCIAL SECURITY DATA AND INDEPENDENT ESTIMATES FOR 1960-65

Social Security Data 1/ Independent
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area Estimate 2/
Rank and Size Group Al1l Classes White 3/ Negro A1l Classes
250,000+ Negro population, 1960
New York, O P +0,3 -0.5 +6.5 +1.1
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. eeececccce +10.3 +9,7 +18,6 +4,7
Chlcago, 8 +0,2 -0.2 +3.5 +0.4
Philadelphia, Pa.-N. J. ceecoseccccccccne -2.3 -2.6 -0.3 +1.3
Detroit, Miche secescscococccoscoscocccne -0.2 -0.7 +3,5 -1.4
Sterouis, Mo.-I1l, tecececcccocccoccccce +300 +3.2 +2,0 -0.1
Washington, D. C,-Md.-Va. ceeceeccccccnss +10,2 +10.5 +9.3 +10.1
Cleveland, Ohio c.oeocscocscccocccocscncs -0.5 -0.6 -0.2 -1.5
Baltinbre, Md, ..oeececcnnsccoccocconsnce -0.3 -0.4 -0.1 +0,2
Houston, TeXaS ceeeeececsscesceocosscnses +6.6 +7.5 - *2,2 +8.9
New Orleans, La: ceccececcoscccccosacccsne +10.8 +13.8 +2,6 +4,6
Memphis, Tenn.-Ark. seecoecescecoscoscsne +1.7 +3,2 -2.3 +0,7
100,000-249,000 Negro population, 1960
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. cecccocecoe +6,8 +6.5 +12,2 +3,7
Pittsburgh, Pa, sececcesvccscoctccccoacss -0.7 -0.4 -6.5 -6.0
Newark, L P +3.4 +2,6 +10,5 +3,8
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind. seececessoceces -3.8 -4,5 +4,0 -1.1
Dallas, TexXas cesceeccesscsccceconcoccnns +6.5 +6.6 +6,0 +8.8
Kansas Clty, Mo.-Kans. eceocecccsccccncee +4,3 +4,.5 +2,3 +0.8
Atlanta’ G, sceeccceccscacscesssssncsces -0.4 +0.4 -4,6 +9,5
Indianapolis, Inde cccececceoccococeccecs -0.2 -0.1 2,0 -0.8
Miami, Flae coccecceccocsoccossoncccsccce -7.8 -7.7 -8.1 +7.6
Birmingham, Ala, ceeeeccvecscssccsccosnes -7.3 -6.4 -10.6 -4,7
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va. ececscecccccccose -0.5 +4.0 -11.1 -0.3
Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High Point, N.C, +3,.1 +4.2 -2,7 +0.4
Jacksonville, Fla: eccccccccescccssceccsne +4,1 +5,6 -1.9 -0.2
Richmond, Va, teevececccccsoccscsaccssccsne +3.8 +6.2 -4,4 +4,3
Mobile, Ala, eeeccescccncesecscnsconnccne -1.9 -0.2 -7.4 -2.1
50,000-99,000 Negro population, 1960
Boston, MasSSe eececcececsccocsesscosccoce (Z) -0.4 +14.0 -2,7
Buffalo, Ne Yo cecececoccccovccccosonncecee -2,2 -2.7 +5.6 -4,9
Milwaukee, WiSCe seoeccccecscscccccoccces -1.5 -1.9 +6.7 -4,2
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Flae scececcccccces -2.1 ) -1,7 -4,7 +9,4
Columbus, OhiO covevosescocccscococecaces +1.8 +2,0 -0.7 +3.4
Dayton, Ohio secevsoscccecsscoccccconcoass +0.3 +0,1 +3.1 +1.1
Louisville, Ky.-Ind. .ceccecccocscccscoces +6.3 +6.8 +1.0 -1.1
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Inde sececcees -4,2 -6.3 +11.4 -5.0
Fort Worth, TeXas seccececccessocncocssns +6,2 +5.6 +12.0 +1.5
Nashville, Tenn. cecseececcoceccoccscssns +0.6 +2.0 -9.5 +3.1
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla. seeveccse +0,1 +1.4 -7.0 +22,7
Orlando, Fla. .seecceccocscscccccoccesceaces +5.1 +4.,5 +8,7 +7.5
Charlotte, N, C. .scieceeeccoccocccscencee -1.9 -0.3 -8.7 +4.4
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TeXas seececesccece -5.7 -4.,3 -11.8 -5.8
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga. ceeecseecsssccoccs 4,1 -3.2 -10.2 -3.1
Shreveport, La. sececcocoscescesccosconscs -3.3 -3.2 -3.7 -6.0
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Arke. .eeee +3,2 +6.1 -10.9 +5.4
Columbia, S. Co cececvocccocrerccoccccace +1l.1 +6.0 -14.4 +2,2
Charleston, S, Ci cecocecocssccncossscone -0.8 +1.9 -5.8 +4.4
Baton Rouge, La. secccocecoceccesscncsces +16.0 +25.8 -19.0 +0.8
West Palm Beach, D - +9,2 +10,2 +4,2 +15,7
Newport NeWS-Hampton, Va. 0ececceccnevcoe +19.5 +17.6 +24,1 +8.9
Jackson, MiSS.e eceveccecccsscsecsoccncone +2.0 +6.7 -11.2 +2.5
Columbus, Ga.~Alas sesseccecsccccccnsocce -1.6 +0.9 -8.3 +6,7
Augusta, Gae-Se Cu cevcevoccscccccosconne +4,9 +6.7 -0.8 +0,9
Montgomery, Al@: ececocecoroccsoscnsscass (z) +6.8 -18.8 -3.4
Savannah, GAe cesesssescessccsssssssncess -11.7 -13.5 -7.4 -6.3
MaCOn, GAe cevecscscsessssoscscsvsecsscnnse -10.3 -5.7 -22.4 +2,1

1/ Net employed migrants as a percent of average base population, 1960-65. Includes military.
2/ Includes military. 3/ Includes nonwhite races other than Negro. (Z) Less than 0,05,

254



Appendix Table 1,--NET MIGRATION RATES, BY SEX, FROM CENSUS AND CWHS:
1955-60 AND 1960-65

Male Female
Region, Division,
and State 1955-60 1960-65 1955-60 1960-65
Census 1/ CWHS 2/ Census 1/ CWHS 2/
United Stﬂtes, Total XXX - - - -

Regions

Northeastern States seeseescssss -2.0 -0,.2 -l.4 -0.6

North Central States ®scevcssene -2,2 -1.5 -1.6 -1.6

The South 00cessssececssncscrsee +0,.2 ‘0.7 -0.3 -0.7

n‘e %st 00000000000 cs0000csPIO +6'5 +4.4 +5.9 +5.5
Northeast

New Eﬂglﬂnd cesc000000cs0csss e -0.6 -0.1 -0.8 -0.4

Middle Atlantic eececsccesccecscee -2.4 -0.2 -1.6 -0.7
North Central

East North Central .eeescescccee -1.7 -1.4 -1.,0 -1.1

West North Central .eeecocecccoe -3.3 -2.0 -3.2 -2.8
South

South AtlanticC ceecoscccccocccee +2,7 -0.9 +1.9 -0.1

East South Central .eececescsece -3.2 -1.5 -3.7 -1.8

"e’t South Central s000cs0ccccvce -1.3 +0,.2 -1.4 -1.1
West

Mountain c.eesceeececosescscoces +4,2 +0.8 +4,7 +2,9

Pacific ececcoceccccososcscscccne +7.2 +5.4 +6.3 +6.2
New England

Mﬂlne 00000000 000000000000000000 '2.9 '506 '3.9 '5.1

New Hampshire e00c000c0c00ccsone +1.7 -1.5 +1,.1 +0.7

Vermont seececesesccsccncsccsscs -2,6 -1.5 -2.9 +1.0

MassachusSetts ccececcecosccvcces -1.5 -0.6 -1,2 +0.6

Rhode Island ®e0c0c0csnsecsoccoce -0,2 -1.4 -2,9 -1,0

Connecticut R +1,6 +3,2 +1.9 -1.1
Middle Atlantic

&w York 90000000000V COIOIPOCIOIOIPCOIONTCITS -3.1 -2.0 -2.1 -1‘6

New Jersey 0000000000000 0000000 +2.3 +809 +2,2 +6o°

Pennlylvanla 00000 crscv0rrsncese -3.8 -2.3 -2.7 -2,8
East North Central

%io 0000000000000 0000000000000 0 "100 '2.9 '001 '105

Indiana 000000 csceccvrevoncetoce -1,2 -0.1 -1.1 (z)

I111n018 eocececcncvcccccnsoscsce -1.4 -0.1 -1,0 -0.9

Michlgan 00ce0ccc0secceseenrcncee -3.2 -1.2 -2,0 -1.6

Wisconsin escececcesccccccosenccs -1.5 -2.9 -0.9 -1.3
West North Central

Minnesota e0000eccsececcececscce =L (Z) -V, -2,1

5 0.8

8 4 3 '3-9
6 2.1 -3.7
5 '4.3 '709 ‘11.2
1 7.0

1 5.1

1 4.1

1
IoWa sessesscovsecssoccnccssnces -4
Missouri 00c00cc0esrcsseccseceece -1
North Dakota& eecececoccceccocens -6
7 ‘4.‘.
5 2.0
4 +1.6

South Dakota eceeessescocosocess -
Nebrﬂ.ka 0000000000000 000000000 -

Kansas scececoccscoccscocscoccse -
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Appendix Table 1 continued

Male Female <
Region, Division, .
and State 1955-60 1960-65 1955-60 1960-65.
Census 1/ CWHS 2/ Census 1/ CWHS 2/
South Atlantic
Delaware eeceseccsoccscoccsoccs +4,6 +12,2 +4,9 +3,.7
Maryland 00000 ccsscncscessncce +3,7 +7.2 +3,5 +7‘3
District of Columbia ceccoceee -10.8 22,3 -9,6 -15.4
Virginia eceeocevsccsssccsnnce +2.6 +1.9 +1.0 +3.4
West Virginia e0c0c0cecccecoce -10.1 -5.9 -9,6 -4,8
North Carolinad ee.cececcceccccces -1.4 -2,2 -=2.8 -2.5
South Carolina scececcecscsses -0.5 +0.6 -3.8 -0.2
Georgia @e0ccsecseeccsncrcosoce -0.7 -4,3 -1.7 -1.5
Florida sececeeecececccccescoe +16.8 (Z) +17.6 +1.1
East South Central
Kentucky eeecececcocscocecosse -4,3 -0.8 -5.1 -0.5
Tennessee eovecccscococcocccns -2.7 +0.9 -3.0 -2.6
Alabama 0000ces0ess0ccscnocose -2,2 -3.6 -2.4 -1.1
Mlsslssippi seeccesssecccncoce -4,0 -3.9 -4,8 -2,6
West South Central
Arkansas 0000000000000 00s000c0 -5.5 +1.0 -5.3 +1.0
Louisiana eeececccccoccccccess -0.5 +4,2 -0.2 -4,2
Oklahoma 00000000000 ccesos000e -4.0 -1.6 -4.4 -1.6
TeXas eseoececcosocsccocosssccnes -0.1 -0.7 -0.3 -0.6
Mountain
Montana eceeececcccceccccccnnns -3.1 -3.9 -3.2 -8.6
Idaho c.eececsvsvocoscacocennse -1.9 -7.8 -2.9 -5.6
WYOming seeceeesocsoessocsvsns -2.5 -11.0 -1.8 -3.6
Colorado c.ececocscseeccocsnse +3.8 +3.1 +4.5 +4,2
New MeXico ccececsocesscsescse +6,0 -13.9 +5.5 -3.3
Arizona scceecececocoseccsnces +13.5 +6.8 +14.7 +10.5
Utah eeeeecsss0rssessc0sevcoce +0,7 -0.4 +1.0 +°-2
Nevada 000escece0srcsecsccrcee +8.3 +29,0 +10.1 +28,.1
Pacific
Washington eseeescsecssccsoance +1.6 +1.7 +1.0 +0,2
Oregon seeeccecsccesscacscnnce -0.9 +0.4 -0.5 +0.5
California escesecccoscscccsces +9.1 +6.8 +8.3 +7.9
AlasKa sececccessccscsscecscas +10.1 +19.3 +5.5 +18.3
Hawaii secoscescscscesccoceece +5,0 -3.3 -0.2 +3.5

N S

Net migrants as a percent of census population 15-64 years of age.

Includes military.

Net employed civilian migrants as a percent of average base population

in the Work History File, 1960-65,

immigrants from abroad.

(Z) Less than 0.05.
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Appendix Table 2,--PERCENT NEGRO OF TOTAL POPULATION 15-64 YEARS OF AGE AND
OF TOTAL WORKERS IN CWHS FILE FOR SMSA'S WITH 50,000 OR
MORE NEGRO POPULATION IN 1960

Percent Negro of Percent Negro of
S;::gr:i?:rz:llz/m Total Population Total Workers in
catistical frea ¥ 15-64 in 1960 " CWHS File, 1960

250,000+ Negro population, 1960
vaOrk’ N. Y' 0000000000000 0000000 0000000000
Los Angelol-laong B.‘ch, Calif, ceeoceescecsone
Chtcago, I11. covccvccvcrccovosocscceccccoccces
Phll‘d‘lphia. Pa.-N, J. ceeeevcoccoccocesnncen
Detroit, MiChe ceovscsscecccssccnsoasscnsnsses
St. Loui', T 1 R
“&Ihiﬂatm, D. Co-Md.-Va., cecesesscvscsscssnee
cl‘v‘l.nd’ Ohio 0000000000000 0000000000000000
hlclmt‘, Md, coeccoenccccsocscccesssccscosnns
Houlton, Texas 006cce0000er0000c00000c0000c000
New orl‘an’, La. coecececcocccosssscsccocncacs
&mphl., Tenno=ArK, coceccecocccscesccscscsnce

000-249 ati 960
San Frmcl‘co-o.klm. Calife coceccccoccccoces
Pitl:lburgh, P‘. 0000000000000 000006000000000000
Nmrk’ N. J. P00 0000000000000 0000000000000000
Clncimlt‘, q\io-Ky.-Ind_. 0060000000000 000000
Dalll., Texas 900000000000 00000000000000000000
Kansas city, ho-m‘a ®e0ccecescecsssocsscoce
A‘:lmta, GAy coeseccscecosccssccsssscsscscncan
Indlanapolil, Inde scvecccocecececscscscscocee
Mlml, Fl.. P00 00000000 00000000000000000000000
Blrmlnghall. Ala, seescececcccecescsscasssnsane
Notfolk-Portlmouth, Va: ccocescssocsoscanscace
Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High Point, N, C. ...
Jacklonvlll., Flao 00000000000 0000000000000000
Richmond, Va, sereececceccccccscosscesscccones
Mohile, S

-

11.5

6.6
11.8
13.8
11.4
11.1
24.6
11.9
19.7
16.8
26.2
27.8
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50,000-99,000 Negro population, 1960

Bolton, MasSS, sesesescoscscsosscsccscscscosnse
&-‘ffalo, N. Y. 900 0000000000000 00 0000000000000
Mllw‘ukee, wi.Ca 0000000000000 0000000000000000
Tampl-st. Pet‘rsburg’ Fl.. 00ce00cecccoccscscnne
Collﬂlbu., Ohio sveoeoccavocsocscoscsccccococsns
Dayt:on, Ohio s00000000000000000000000000000000
Louisville, Ky.-Ind. t00c0sc00s000000s000r0ce
Gary-ﬂ‘mnd-E.‘t Chlclgo, Ind. s0v00eec0ccccece
Fort WOrth, Texas 0000000000 rsss0s0sssss000 e
Nashville, TeNNe ecceecccacesscsvoscsocccccses
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla. .cceecocccccce
Orlando, 0
Charlotte, N. C. cecocoococscsoscacsconcocsnss
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange, Texas seeeeccecce
Chattanooga, Tenn,-Gae seeceeccosceccescsnsces
Shreveport, La, ..o-co.o;-soao.o-oaoncoucooooo
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark. se0cescess
Columbia, Se Co teeeccccsossosssesoncsosesncse
Charleston, S. C. 000000000000 0000000000000000
Baton Rouge, Lae coevcccccosscocceccscosccccse
VWest Palm B‘ﬂCh, Flas ccccecevcoceccocsccconee
Newport &WB-Hmpton, Vae eocecscocsccosccscse
Jﬂck.on, Mi.‘; 0000000000000000000000000000000
Colmbu" Ga.-AIA. 00000000000 0000000000000 00¢ 0
Augult:l, Ga.-Ss Co seccscescsccsoncsscscocone
’bntsmry, All, coetecececsosescsosesscscncee
Savannah, Gl, cevcscsccccessccerssssccnsscscces

’ Ma‘c'on‘,' Ga. .o'o'oo'c'flco'oacoo-’nooooo-onooo--noo-oo
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y As defined in 1968,
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Appendix Table 3,--STANDARD ERRORS OF 1960-65 NET MIGRATION RATES
FOR STATES BASED ON SOCIAL SECURITY DATA

(1 Sigma)

All

Classes White 1/ Negro

Region, Division,
and State

United States, Total .e.ccee

Regions
Northeastern States seccceccccccce 0.2
North Central States ceceececccccee 0.2
The South 0000000000 c00c0c00ev00e 0.2
The “est 000000 cc00000000c0000000 0 3

Northeast
New England sescsesesececececceces 0.4
Middle Atlantic ceceeoceccccccccce 0.2

North Central
East North Central se0ccecccccece 0.
West North Central seceosccceccece 0

South
South Atlantic seecccseeccecccccee 0.3
East South Central ...eccoceccseee 0.5
West South Central ccecceccececee 0.4

West
Mountain R yxyymmmmommrmn 0.7 0.8 5.9
Pacific 00c00ss0c0000 0000000000000 0-3 0.3 1.3
New England

Maine ceeecececccocccosccsscnccass 1
New Hampshire ...ceceevecccccsene 1
Vermont eececeeecscecsscoccecccnses 2
MassachuSetts seeccecececccsveccons 0
Rhode Island 000ccec000c0cc000000e 1
Connecticut 0000000000000 000000 0

Middle Atlantic
New York 0000000000000 000000000 0.2
New Jersey cececcecceccescosccnsce 0.4
Pennsylvania eeecececcesscocsseces 0.3

East North Central
OhiO cescevcocceccccccococncococen
INdiana ceseesecccccoccescsosccnns
I11iNn0iS eeeescecceoccscaccossoce
Mlchigan @00cvessececencecsnnncee
Wisconsin G0cecececaceccsncsccone

[oNeoNoNoNe

[eNeoNoNoNe
L]

aPhPHod

West North Central
Minnesota sesececeoscecconcssones
)
MiSSOUri eeecececececcecacoccccoce
North Dakot@ eeceeceoesscecccasece
South Dakota secescscsssesssseses
Nebraska ®00ccesecececscnccocsnco

Kansas 0000 ccrs0crecrcssececocence

== MNNOOO
L]
NWWOINO
~
o
N

=~ NNOOO
L]
NWLWWONO
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Appendix Table 3 continued

All
Region, Division, White 1/ Negro
and State Classes

South Atlantic
Delaware ..cecceesecccsccosccescee
Maryland ®0cecc0cecescssccssscscnee
District of Columbia ceceosccocecs
Virginia 000000 c00000c000c000c00 e
West Vltginia €00c000ccsccssscecee
North Carolina seeecesocecescossee
South Carolind ecececcecceccsccces
Georgla ®0c000cc00000c0000ccs0c0ne
Florida secccecceccsosccosocccscsse

East South Central
KentUCky 0eevsecscsesescsecccccsone 1
Tennessee ®0c00000000c000000c00000 0
Aldbama seceectsoscescosscoscsssncnns 0.
Missillippi 00e0ce0rssecssvsssssrne 1

o o
e o o o
.

. . .
OPOLWROOPON

OO O ONON
L] .
WOORARNWO P
.
.

OO OMMONMEN
VWO NNOPPOO

-t b ) e D ON

West South Central
ArkansSas c.ecceecccecsccscorsccncce
Louislana 0000000000000 0000000000
oklahoma @ 0 00 00 0000000 OCRNOLOLOSEINPINOONONNL

TeX8S o0 .ceesecesscsossccssnssccee

Mountain
Montana 0000000000000 c000000000000
Idaho cesecececsscccscccsccocccnce
Wyoming 000c0ev0cecicenrseccnccoce
Colorado cececescocecocssocccocnse
New MeXicCO secescocosecscososcscee
Arizona secececcccaccescossocccsne

Utah 0000000000000 0000000000000 000

O Om
« o o
» -0 p

'] . '] [ ]
oNNPPPOON
. L] L) L] L] L ]
oONNPdPPOION
~~
)
N’

PreE NN WNN

WS N~ WNN

Nevada ceccecceocsvsccossccecconsns

Pacific
Washington e0cesvecsscssseccrencne 0.9
Oregon 9000000006000 00s0000000sv0e 1.2
California seeccccssacasccossccces 0.3
Alaska eeeseecesecessccocsoscscens 3,7
2,0

Hawall cecoeccccecccicsceocioscnces

(B) Having less than 50,000 Negro population 15-64
years of age in 1960,

1/ Includes nonwhite races other than Negro.
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Appendix Table 4,--STANDARD ERRORS OF 1960-65 NET MIGRATION RATES
FOR SMSA'S BASED ON SOCIAL SECURITY DATA

(1 Sigma)

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 1/ All White 2/ Negro
Rank and Size Group Classes

250,000+ Negro population, 1960

New York, Ne Yo cevcececccoccoocoscosccsce
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. covecccoces
ChiCago, I1l. tieecccseocccccescsssssnccsne
Philﬂdelphia, Pa,=N. J. cocecsccescssccnscse
Detroit, Miche ecevecceccecoscscecccccccne
St. Louis’ m.-lllﬁ 000000 OOCROIDOIBDINOGOIPOIDISYS
Washington, D. C.-Mda-Va. secececcecocecen
Cleveland, Ohio ceveesocosecsccsccscceccce
Baltimore, Mde eeceececcceesccccccascocons
Houston, Texas 0006000000000 00000000000000
New Orleans, Lae e0cceccccseccsecssscsccne
Memphis, Tenn.-Arke ceessecsscecccssoscscs

100,000-249,000 Negro Population, 1960
San Francisco-0Oakland, Calife seeescccoces
Pittsburgh’ Pa. 00 0000000000000 0 0000000000
Newark, Ne J. ceccesccososccsccecossscsone
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky-Ind. sscececscecccvece
Dallas, Texas 0000s0c0c00c0s0c000ccsnscce
Kansas City, Mo.-KansS, ececeseccocossceccsce
Atlanta, GA. ceccevscccsnsecccsocccoacecses
Indianapolis, INd. ceeeccececcccoscocsoces
Miami, Flae ceecocececosocsecsonscssscccce
Birmingham, AlA: ceccveccescoccessssscscne
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va. seseecccoccecoccse
Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High Point, N. C.
Jacksonville, Fla, seccsceccecoccccccescee
Richmond, Va. ceceecceccsccsccesssoscccscne
Moblle, Ala, seeeecsecssceccocsscsccsccsrons

50,000-99,000 Negro population, 1960
Boston, MasS, .eeeeccecsccscsscosscccossce

Buffalo, Ne Yo teveccecceoccensoscccccsans
Milwaukee, wisco 0000000 c0000cs0000000s0000
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla, eccccecocccocss
Columbus, OhiO seeeceecsovseccoscccccocccne
Dayton, OhiO seceevvsccsccsecssssoccsssssns
Louisville, Ky.-Ind. esss0ccseccceccssecoce
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Inde eeececcces
Fort Worth, TeXAS eeeesceessaccesscocssssscs
Nashville, TeNNe sececcooosssscnssssccoscce
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla. ceccscoces
Orlando, Fla. secceveccccceseooscscoscccnce
Charlotte, Ne Ci ecececocececcccccosscsconns
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TeXas seceescecesccs
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga. .ceecococecocscscce
ShrEVeport, Lae ceceeeccccsccocsscnceccasns
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Arke coceee
Columbia, Su Ce tecceccccscosscocosccsssssse
Charleston, S¢ Ce eseescscccccocscsscssssce
Baton Rouge, La, t0c000000000sccec0c0s0 e
West Palm Beach, Flae ceoceccccccscsscssee
Newport News-Hampton, Va. .e.cceceeesscccce
Jackson, MiSSe ececccoccccccccsccsosscocons
COlumbUS, Ga.-Ala, ceeseccscscsoscssscence
Augusta, Ga.=SeC. eeeecvccceccconcoscscses
Montgomery, Al@8. scosesevsccccosssscosscse
Savannah, Ga. seseecssceoscocsccscssccscne
Mﬂcoh, GA: seesececsccecscssssssssssssscne
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NNME - 00000
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1/ As defined in 1968. 2/ Includes nonwhite races other than Negro.
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