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MOBILITY OF THE POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES
MARCH 1960 TO MARCH 1961

About 35,5 million, or 20.0 percent, of the 177.4
million persons 1 year old and over who were living
in the United States in March 1961 had moved at least
once since March 1960. Although this overall mobility
rate has reflected to some slight extent some of the
postwar changes in business conditions, it has remained
relatively stable in the 14 successive annual surveys
conducted since 1948, The percentage of reported
movers in the total population 1 year old and over has
renged from 18.6 to 21.0, with an average of 19.7, and
has not shown any discernible trend.

Of the 35.5 million persons 1 year old and over
who were 1living in a different house 1in March 1961
from that in 1960, about 24,3 million, or 13.7 percent
of the total population 1 year old and over, had moved
within the same county; 5.5 million, or 3.1 percent,
had moved between counties in the same State; and 5.8
million, or 3.2 percent, had moved between States. In
addition to these persons who moved within the United
States, about 0.6 percent of the 1961 population had
been 1living abroad in1960 (table 1). Like the overall
mobility rate, these rates, which provide some indica-
tion of the distance moved, have remained at about the
same levels over the 14-year period. The present sur-
vey, as well as the previous surveys, indicates little
difference between the mobility rates of men and women
(20.2 and 19.9 percent, respectively, in 1960-61), al-

though they all indicate a slightly higher rate among.

men., In the 1960-61 period, nonwhites moved more fre-
quently then whites (22.7 vs. 19.7 percent) and this
difference 1s characteristic of the results of most of
the recent mobility surveys.

Mobility rates reach a peak 1in the young adult
ages (43.6 percent at ages 20 to 24 1n 1960-61) and
thereafter decline with age (9.6 percent at 656 and
over in 1960-61). Among both men and women, the rates
for the widowed and divorced are appreciably higher
than those for married and single persons. In total,

married persons had a slightly higher mobility rate |

than single persons. At the young adult ages in which
most -marriages occur, this difference was magnified--
among men 18 to 24 years old, for example, the 1960-61
mobility rate was 63.3 percent for those who were mar-
ried, but only 19.6 for those who were single. At the
upper age levels, however, the rate for single men was
as great as, or greater than, the rate for married men.
Generally, the mobllity rates by sex, age, and marital
status suggest that a major element. in the annual mo-
bility of our population is the mobillty incident to
family formation and dissolution.

The data on economlc characterlistics suggest that
the economically disadvantaged have the higher mobility
rates. Among men, the unemployed have a higher mobill-
1ty rate than the employed--28.6 vs. 19.3 in 1960-61.
Men 18 to 64 years old who worked 50 to 52 weeks in
the previous year have a lower mobillty rate than those
who worked a lesser number of weeks; and, for men in
this same age group, mobility rates are higher for men
with incomes of less than $5,000 than for those with
incomes of $5,000 or more. Whether low economic status
generates mobility or whether high mobility has an ad-
verse effect in the short run on economic status still
is an open question.

DISTANCE MOVED

The "moves® recognized in this survey range from
a move from one apartment to another in the same apart-
ment house development, to a move from overseas to the
United States or, within the United States, from New
York to Los Angeles, or from Seattle to Mlami, It
seems reasonable to suppose that there are real dif-
ferences 1in the cilrcumstances under which long and
short moves occur and in the characteristics of the
persons moving, One obvious basis for a distinction
on the distance continuum 1is a distinction between
"local” changes of residence within the same community,
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or labor -market area, which can be made without
change of job, and changes of residence which involve
both a change of community of residence and a change
of job.

The categories of distance recognized in this
survey are limited by the difficulty encountered by
both respondent and enumerator inlocating the former's
previous residence. For this reason, the classifi-
cation by distance turns essentially on whether or not
the move involved crossing county lines. Once the
county of previous residence has been established, a
distinction ¢an be made Dbetween persons who moved
within counties and those who moved between countles;
and the latter group can be divided 1into those who
moved within States and those who moved between States,
divisions, or reglons. Although it 1s clear that, on
the average, persons who move within counties move
shorter distances than those who move between coun-
ties, and likewise that those who move between States
move greater distances than those who move between
counties within the same State, 1t 1s also clear that
these are rough approximations and that the average
falls somewhat short of actually describing the rela-
tive magnitudes 1in a falr proportion of the cases.
From this perspective, however, the categories of dis-
tance used here may be described as follows:

Intracounty movers.--These are the persons who
move within countles and who in recent surveys account
for approximately 67 percent of all movers. Although
a move from San Bernardino to Needles within San Ber-
nardino County, California, could scarcely be regarded
as & local change of residence which could be made
without a change of job, a majority of local moves
fall in the intracounty mover category. The category
does, however, fall to include local changes of resi-
dence 1n the larger metropolitan areas such as New

York, Philadelphia, and Chicago, which may well involve

crossing county 1f not State lines, The scope of
these llmitatlions, however, 1a not sufficlently great
to vitiate conclusions based on the assumptions that
intracounty mobllity is, 1in large part, the type of
local mobility just described.

Interstate migrants.--Persons who move between
States have 1n recent surveys accounted for approxi-
mately i6 percent of the total number of movers; that
1s, approximately the same proportion of the total as
intrastate migrants. It is this type of migration, of
course, which‘accounts for the interchange of popula-
tion among the various parts of the country--the phe-
nomenal increase 1n the population of such States as
Florida and California during the past decade, and the
movement of nonwhite population out of the South.

Intrastate migrants,.--Persons who moved be-
tween countles in the same State accounted for approx-
imately 15 percent of the total number of movers. on
the average, thls group stands midway between intra-
county movers and interstate migrants wlth respect to
distance moved, It includes what might be regarded as
purely 1local mobility 1in multi-county SMSA's on the
one hand, and, on the other, moves within the larger
States which may involve considerable distance.

VARIATIONS BY TYPE OF RESIIENCE

The interpretation of the present mobility rates
for types of areas presents some difficulties, since
these data can be related only to the area of desti-
nation and not to that of origin. In the case of a
single county SMSA, the intracounty mobillty rate pro-
vides a measure of the restlessness of the populatlon
in the area and the migration rate a measure of in-
migration to the area; nothing 1s indicated however as
to out-migration from the area, and thus the net ef-
fect of migration cannot be specified, If now, that
part of the SMSA outside the central city 1s consid-
ered, the intracounty mobility rate has two components;
that representing the restlessness of the population
in the suburbs, and that representing the movement to
the suburbs from the central city. Since information
on origin 1s not available here, it is impossible to
distinguish between these two components. In the case
of the rural-nonfarm population, the intracounty ratg
represents (a) movement within the rural-nonfarm popu-
lation of counties, (b) movement from urban to rural-
nonfarm residences within counties, and (c) movement
from rural farms to rural-nonfarm residences. Slmi-
larly, the migration rate for this population reflects
movement across county lines from these same sources.
Since 1t 1s not possible to identify the contributions
of these components, the present data tell us only
about the proportion of recent movers of varlous types
living in each type of area and not about the relative
mobility propensities of residents of these types of
areas. . There is one further complication. The area
classification 1in the 1961 survey was still based on
the 1950 area classification, with the result that the
figures do not reflect changes resulting from the ap-
plication of definitions to the 1960 Census data--
increases in urban territory, changes in the slze of
urbanized areas and cities, and the like, This situ-
ation must, of course, be taken into consideration in
the interpretation of the survey results.

Urban and rural residence.--During the 1960-61
period, the overall mobility rate of the rural-nonfarm
population (22,1 percent) was higher than the mobllity
rate of the urban population (19.8 percent), which in
turn was higher than that of the rural-farm population
(13.6 percent). This general pattern of urban-rural
difference has been characteristic of the findings of
most previous surveys.

Since the intracounty mobility rates for the urban
and the rural-nonfarm populastions were about the same
(14.2 and 14.0, respectively), the overall difference
1s attributable only +to the higher migration rate in
the rural-nonfarm population (8.1 vs. 5.6 percent).

The lower rates of total mobility, intracounty
mobility, and migration 1in the rural-farm population
in relation to elther the urban or rural-nonfarm popu-
lation, are consistent with the assumption that the
rate of movement to farms 1s low, and the established
fact that there is consistent out-movement from farms,
since persons leaving farms appear 1n the mobillty
rates for the other segments of the population.




Population in and outside urbanized areas.--In
the urban population, the mobility rate for the popu-
lation outside urbanized areas was higher than that
for the population in urbanized areas; and, as in the
case of the urban--rural-nonfarm difference, the dif-
ference 1in overall mobility was primarily a reflec-
tion of the difference in the migration rate. As in
the case of the urban--rural-nonfarm difference, the
difference is paralleled 1in the contrast between the
urban population in SMSA's outside central cities and
the urban population outside SMSA's.

8ize of urbanized area.--As in the past, the over-
all mobility rate, the intracounty mobility rate, and
the migration rate of the population of urbanized areas
of 1,000,000 or more were less than the corresponding
rates for urbanized areas of less than 1,000,000,
These rates suggest that the level of local mobility
is higher in the smaller urbanized areas and that the
volume of in-migration either from outside urbanized
areas or from other urbanized areas 1s also greater in
the smaller urbanized areas. This interpretation is
consistent with the growth patterns of urbanized areas
as shown by the decennial census figures, particularly
when allowance 1is made for the fact that the survey
data relate to the areas as constituted in 1950.

Standard metropolitan statistical areas.--As in
previous years, the mobility of the population outside
SMSA's exceeded the mobility of persons living in such
areas (table 3). The difference resulted from the
higher rate of migration of nommetropolitan residents
(7.7 percent vs. 5.5 percent), since the rates of
local movement for the two types of areas were nov
plgnificantly different., Although there was 1little
difference 1in the overall mobllity rate between the
population of central cities and their outlying rings,
the intracounty mobility rate was appreciably higher
for central cities than for the rings; and, conversely,
the migration rate was higher in the ring +than in the
central citles. This relationship may simply reflect
the fact that most central citles lie within one county

and thus most local movement 1s necessarily intra--

county movement, whereas in rmulticounty SMSA's local
movement may frequently involve croseing county lines
and thus be classified as "migration,”

Individual SMSA's.--In the
overall mobility rate for the Los Angeles SMSA (26.3
percent) was higher than that for the Chlcago SMSA
(16.9 percent) which in turn was higher than the over-
all rate for the New York--Northeastern New Jersey
area (12.9 percent). These areas also stood 1in the
same relationship with respect +to lntracounty mobil-

1960-61 period, the

ity (18,7, 14.6, and 9.2 percent, respectively). The A

migration rate for the Los Angeles SMSA (7.6 percent)
was also higher than the corresponding rates for elther
of the other two areas.

In the New York and Chicago SMSA's, the total
mobility rates 1in the central cities exceeded those
for the ring, whereas in the Los Angeles area the mo-
bility rate was higher 1n the ring. The intracounty
mobility rate for the central cities of the New York
area wab apprecliably less than the corresponding rates
for the Chicago and Los Angeles areas, which suggests

3

that the division of New York City into five counties
has the net effect of converting an appreciable volume
of local movement from intra- to intercounty movement
in the classification.

MOBILITY OF WHITES AND NONWHITES

As noted earlier, the mobility rate for the non-
white population has, in recent surveys, exceeded that
of the white population. An exsmination of the-data
on distance moved, however, indicates that this dif-
ference occurs only for intracounty movers. Both rates
of migration between counties 1in the same State and
between States are higher for whites than for nonwhites.
Thus, in the 1960-61 period, the intracounty rate for
nonwhites was 18.4 as compared with 13.1 for whites;
but the intrastate and interstate migration rates were
higher for whites (3.2 and 3.4 percent, respectively)
than for nonwhites (2,0 and 2.3 percent, respectively).

The mobility rates of the nonwhite population
living in urban and rural areas are somewhat different
from those of the white population. In the white pop-
ulation, the rural-nonfarm mobility rate exceeded the
urban rate which, in turn, was greater than the rural-
farm rate. Among nonwhites, however, the urban rate
was slightly greater than the rural-nonfarm rate, which
in turn was about the same as the rural-farm rate.
Similarly, the pattern of mobility within metropolitan
and nommetropolitan areas was different among non-
whites. Although the mobllity rate for the white pop-
ulation in nommetropolitan areas exceeded that for the
population in metropolitan areas, thls difference was
reversed among nonwhites, The migration rate for the
nonwhite population shows relatively 1ittle overall
variation by urban-rural residence or metropolitan-
nermetropolitan residence; and the characteristic non-
white pattern of mobility appears to reflect mainly
the extensive 1local movement, particularly in the
large urban areas of the North which have been, as the
1960 Census indicates, 1n large part, the destination
of nonwhite migrants.

There is also a marked difference between intra-
county mobility rates for whites and nonwhites in the
rural-farm population. About 16 percent of the rural-
farm nonwhite population had moved within counties, 1in
contrast to a rate of 8 percent for the rural-farm white
population. This difference 1in all probability re-
flects the prevalence of frequent changes of landlords
on the part of nonwhlte tenants and sharecroppers.

MOBILITY AND THE FAMILY CYCLE

Mobility and age.--The 1961 survey indicates that
children 1 to 4 years old had a relatively high mobll-
ity rate, 29.3 percent. The rate then declined to016.7
percent for the age group 14 to 17, and then increased
to a peak of 43,6 percent 1n the age group 20 to 24
years. Thereafter, there was a steady decline in the
rate to about the 10-percent level at ages 65 years
and over (with some suggestion of a rise afterage 75).
If 1t can be assumed that, for the most part, famllies
move as units, and there i1s evidence that they do (see
Current Population Reports, Serles P-20, No. 67, ta-
ble 10), then 1t 1s apparent that the high mobility
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rate for children under 5 reflects thé relatively high
mobility of thelr young parents, which in part results
from the appearance of the child in the family. The
decline 1in the rate into the mid-teens 1likewlse re-
flects the decline in the mobility rate of parents as
they pass from the twenties into the thirties.

Mobility and marriage.--The late “teens" and the
"twentles" are characterized by the exodus of children
from the parental home--to the Armed Forces, to find
employment outside the parental commmnity, to college,
but above all to get married. Among men 18 to 24 years
0ld married and living with thelr wives, the mobility
rate was 63.3 percent, whereas among single men of the
same age, the mobility rate was only 19.6 percent.
Among women in the same age group, the rate for wives
1living with their husbands was 55.2 percent.as compared
with 20.1 percent for women who had not yet married
and were not heads of households. At ages 25 to 34,
the mobility rates for both married men and women was
slightly higher than for single men and women, but in
the age groups 35 and over, +the difference tends to
disappear. In short, in the age range in which most
marriages occur, mobllity rates are higher for married
than for single persons, and this difference would
seem to reflect the change of residence which is nor-
mally incident to marriage. More explicit evidence in
support of this generalizatlion appears in the report
on the 1952-53 survey. In that year, 73.5 percent of
the men married during the year had moved and 71.3
percent of the women, (See Current Population Reports,
Serles P-20, No. 49, table 6.)

The close relationship between marriage and mo-
bility is also suggested by the gex difference in
mobllity rates 1n the age range 14 to 34 years. At
ages 14 to 17, the rate for boys was 15.9 and for girls
17.5. At ages 18 and 19 years, and 20 and 21 years,
the rates for women were considerably 1n excess of
those for men, and in the age group 22 to 24 years,
the rates for the two sexes were about the same--approx-
imately 45. For ages 25 to 29 and 30 to 34, however,
the rates for men were 1n excess of those for women.

The age range 14 to 34 1s the age range 1in which
most persons get married; and, on the average, women
marry at younger ages than men. (8ee Current Popula-
tion Reports, Serles P-20, No. 114.) The figures pre-
sented in table A, which show the relation between age

Table A.--MOBILITY RATE AND PERCENT MARRIED, BY AGE AND SEX,
FOR THE UNITED STATES: MARCH 1961

Mobility rate Percent marrdied?!

Percentage point
Age Fe- Percent | galn over pre-

Male male ceding age
Male | Female| Male Female
14 to 17 years.,...| 15.9 17.5 0.4 3.9 ven
18 and 19 years,...| 19.6 34,9 7.3 27.1 6.9 23,2
20 to 24 years,....| 41.9 45.1 44,1 68.6 36.8 41,5
20 and 21 years,,| 37,0 45,0 .o ves s
22 to 24 years,..| 45.2 45,1 ves wos ves Ve
25 to 29 years.,...| 38.3 30.7 76.0 86.3 31.9 17.7
30 to 34 years,,...| 26,0 | 21.4 84,2 88.5 8.2 2.2

! Pigures derived from Ourrent Population Reports, Serles P-20,
No. 114, table 1,

and mobllity and age and percent married, suggest that
mobllity rates are highest 1n the age intervals 1in
which the percent married increases most rapidly, and
that the differences between men and women appear to
reflect the sex difference in age at marriage.

Mobility and family dissolution.--The dissolution
of families also contributes to mobility. In March
1961, the mobility rate for menof other marital status
(1.e., widowed, divorced, and married, spouse absent)
in the age groups 25 to 34, 35 to 44, and 45 to 64 was
higher than for any other marital status group. Among
women 1in the same age groups, the mobility rates for
the combined total of those who were household heads
and of the other ever-married group were conslstently
higher than those for the other household relatlonship
and marital status groups. Since women are household
heads by virtue of the absence of a husband in the
household, they included, particularly in the upper
2ge range, many women who were widowed, divorced, or
separated, *Other ever married women® are also pre-
ponderantly widowed and divorced.

Single persons.--For all single persons 18 to 64
years old, the total mobility rate 1is not very dif-
ferent from the rate for persons who are married and
living with their spouses. Among the single, however,
there is much 1less variation with age than among the
married. For single men 18 to 24, +the rate is 19.6,
at 25 to 34 1t rises to 26.8, and it then decreases to
12,2 for men 45 to 64, Among single women, the rates
for the 18-t0-24-year and the 25-to-34-year groups ap-
proximated 20 percent and then dropped to about 10 for
the two remaining age groups. Here again the figures
suggest +that the failure to marry makes a substantial
reduction 1in the volume of mobility i1in the age range
in which marriage normally occurs.

Mobility and changes 1in marital status.--If the
number of persons who moved between March 1960 and 1961
is compared with the number expected on the basis of

‘mobility rates for single persons, then the difference

between +the observed and expected number of movers
provides some measure of the contribution of changes
in maritsl status to the volume of mobility. The
figures presented in table B indicate that this dif-
ference amounts to about 16 percent of all movers for
the eivilian noninstitutional male population 18 to 64
years old.

As might be expected from the findings of studies
of the relation of residential proplnquity to the se-
lection of marriage mates, the difference relating to
intracounty movers alone was larger--about 29 percent.
In the age group 18 to 24 years, the age groupinwhich
a majority of persons marry, the number of intracounty
movers 1n excess of those expected on the basls of the
rate for single men constituted more than 50 percent
of the total. In the case of migrants, however, there
were fewer than would be expected on the basis of the
migration rates for single males. At ages 18 to 24
there were more than expected, but a slight deficit is
found in each of the other age groups. These figures
suggest that once a man has married, famlly responsi-
bilities have a restrictive effect on long-distance
mobility.



Table B,--OBSERVED MOVERS AND MOVERS EXPECTED ON BASIS OF MOBILITY
RATES FOR SINGLE MALES: CIVILIAN NONINSTITUTIONAL MALE POPU-
LATION 18 TO 64 YEARS OLD, MARCH 1961 .

(Numbers in thousands)

Total Movers
Age popu- Intra- Mi-
lation Total county | grents
OBSERVED
Total, 18 to 64 years.... 46,388 9,638 6,514 3,124
18 to 24 years..,..... 7,134 2,357 1,455 902
25 to 34 years,, 10,471 3,255 2,203 1,052
35 to 44 years.. 11,270 1,945 1,359 586
45 10 64 years... 17,517 2,081 1,497 584
EXPECTED?

Total, 18 to 64 years.,.. 46,388 8,084 4,644 3,440.
7,134 1,402 689 713
10,471 2,809 1,563 1,246
11,270 1,731 1,067 664
17,517 2,142 1,325 817

DIFFERENCE OF OBSERVED

FROM EXPECTED

Total, 18 to 64 years.... ves +1,554 +1,870 -316
18 t0 24 YeArB.iiseesararnnss ves +955 +766 +189
25 40 34 yeATS...veveerrnsens “ee 446 +640 =194
35 to 44 yesrs.,..... . ves +214 +292 -78
45 10 64 YeRTS..iiviiiiininns . -61 4172 | -233

1 On the basis of age-specific mobility rates for single males.

Among the women 18 to 64 years old, the differences
from expectation on the basis of "other never married®
(single) women are of the ssme general character as
those for mean. The excess of actual movers over the
number expected on the basls of the rates for single
persons amounted to about 33 percent of all observed
movers, the percentage was somewhat greater for intra-
county movers, and 20 percent for migrants. For 1in-
tracounty movers 18 to 24 years, the excess amounted
to more than 50 percent of the total observed, and for
migrants about 45 percent of the total. Single women
are not as inclined as single men to long-distance mo-
bility. The differences for women are not strictly
comparable to those for men, since the mobility rates
used as the standard were those for "other never mar-
ried women," that is,
of households. Itispossible then that the difference

attributable to marriage 1is thereby to some degree
overstated,
The use of migration rates for single persons

from the Current Population Survey as a standard for
evaluating the contribution of marriage to migration
may also tend to overstate this contribution. In the
Current Population Survey, students away at college
are claesified as residents of their parental homes
and thus as nonmovers, whereas in the decennial census
they are classified as residents of the place where
‘they are attending college and thus at some stage in
their college career are classified as movers. Since
such students are concentreted in the age group 18 to
24 years and are predominantly single, it seems rea-
sonable to assume that the migration rates of single
persons in this age grour in the Current Population

single women who were not heads
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Survey should be lower than 1n the decennial census;
and thus, 1f going away to college 1s regarded as mi-
gration, the implied contribution of marriage to mi-
gration 1s overstated. A comparison of data from the
Current Population Surveys of 1950 and 1951 with those
from the 1950 Census shows minor differences 1in the
expected direction, with the census filgures still
showing substantially higher migration rates for mar-

‘ ried than for single persons at these ages.

The modal mobllity cycle.--As the foregoing dis-
cussion suggests, the typical pattern of mobility rates
by age tends to reflect the family cycle. Mobility
rates are high at the ages 1n which children leave to
find Jobs, marry, and set up in their own households.
After some additional mobility in response to increases
in family size and increased income, mobllity rates

-decline with age as the ties of the head of the family

to his present residence are strengthened and multi-
plied in terms of home ownership, his stake in a par-
ticular job (the operation of this restriction on
mobility is most clearly seen 1in the low mobllity
rates of the self-employed), and in terms of other ad-
vantageous contacts including the ties of the members
of his famlly, in the particular community. Changes
in marital status upset this equilibrium in the later
years and contribute substantially to such mobility as
occurs.

Thie is the modal pattern, and obviously there
are relatively small segments of the population with
quite different patterns of mobility. For example,
the members of the Armed Forces llving off post covered
by this survey have overall mobility rates consider-
ably higher than the rest of the population and show,
as might be expected, a high rate of interstate mobil-
ivy. If 1t were possible to identify Mr. Whyte's mo-
bile corporation executives (see Williem H. Whyte, Jr.,
*The Transients," Fortune, May 1953, pp. 112f), they
might also be found to have a unique pattern of mobil-
1ty. The mobility associated with the family cycle,
however, 1is so pervasive®and persistent that 1t tends
to obscure the differences which may exist among major
segments of the population. Likewise, the effecis on
mobility of short-run economic changes, unless they
are catastrophic, tend to be diluted in the mobility
rates for the general population. Although short-run
economic changes presumably do affect somewhat the
kind of mobility that involves the famlly cycle, addi-
tional data and analysis may serve to ldentify certaln
population subgroups in which the effects of short-run
economic changes are more apparent.

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION AND
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Labor force participation.--Overall, men in the
labor force were somewhat more mobile than those not
in the labor force. In the male population 14 years
old and over, the total mobility rate was 20.6 for
those in the labor force and 15.9 for those not in the
labor force. The same difference was also character-
istic of movement within and between counties.




This difference, however, 1s concentrated in the
age group 18 to 24 years. Here, the mobllity rate for
members of the labor force is more than twice that for
men not in the labor force. At ages 25 to 44 (where
the number of males not in the labor force 1s rela-
tively small), the mobility rates <for men not in the
labor force are somewhat higher than those for men in
the labor force.

It appears that the low mobllity rates for men 18
t0o 24 not in the labor force reflect 1in part the fact
that most of them, in addition +to not having entered
the labor market, are completing thelr educationandare
81111 ummarried.
18 to 24 years old, about 96 percent of the men not in
the labor force are single, whereas among those in the
labor force only 60 percent are single. In short, men
in thie age group who are not in the labor force seem
to be persons whose departure fram the parental hame
hae not yet taken place. Beyond the age of 25, how-
ever, men not in the labor force tend to have higher
mobility rates, and to move greater distances. For
men 25 t0 44 years old, the rate of movement between
counties was 18.6 percent for those not in the labor
force, as campared wlth 7.9 percent for those in the
labor force. For this relatively amall group of men
not in the labor force, the lack of job ties may fa-
cllitate mobility. At ages 45 to 64 and 65 and over,
the greater total mobllity and intercounty mobility of
men not in the labor force still perslsts. Here again
the restrictions on mobllity imposed by employment do
not operate on the group not in the labor force which,
at the ages under consideration, 1s increasingly
welghted with men who have retired.

Employment.--For the male population 14 years old
and over, the unemployed were more moblle then the em-
ployed; 28.6 percent of the unemployed males had moved
in contrast to 19.3 percent of the employed males.
This difference was reflected in both the intracounty
and intercounty rates., Among men 18 to 24 years old,
there was little difference between the two groups in
total mobility, whereas in the age groups above 25 the
mobllity rates were, in general, higher among the un-
employed. Agaln, as 1n the case of men not in the
labor force, the percentage of younger single men
among the unemployed was higher than among the em-
ployed: (72 vs. 59 percent, respectively); and the net
increment from the additional marriages may have
served to obscure the difference observed in older age
groups.

Much of the informatlion presented for unemployed
males 1s based on an 1nsufficlent number of sample
cases to permit the specification of differences be-
tween employed and unemployed men 1n terms of local
mobility and migration rates. The data presented in
table C, 4-year averages of annual moblility rates by
employment status, may give a better indication of the
differences in the mobility of employed and unemployed
males. Here, at ages 18 to 24, the employed had a
higher rate of intracounty mobility than the unemployed.
For most other age groups, the reverse was true; 1n
addition the average rates of migration were higher
for the unemployed.

0f the noninstitutional population

~billty rate

Table C,--AVERAGE ANNUAL MOBILITY RATES OF MALES 14 YEARS OLD AND
OVER, BY TYPE OF MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT STATUS, AND AGE, FOR THE
PERIOD MARCH 1957 TO 1961

Intracounty movers Migrants
Age Em- Unem- Em- Unem-

ployed ployed ployed ployed
14 t0 17 years...c.eveveens 9.7 18.1 3.8 - 9.3
18 t0 24 yeers,...cveiuuen 24,7 19.8 13.4 15.7
25 10 34 years....cceeeus. 19.5 27.0 10.0 13.4
35 10 44 yeRr8..c0ursnnaen 1.3 16,3 4.9 9.5
45 10 64 JOArB...iiiieanens 7.6 14,2 2.9 7.0
65 yoars and over........ 5.3 6,1 1.0 1,5

WORK EXPERIENCE AND CLASS OF WORKER

Work experience.--For those men 18 to 64 years
0ld who worked during 1960, there was an inverse rela-
tionship between the number of weeks worked . and the
migration rate., Those persons who worked 50 to 52
weeks had a rate of migration of 4.3 percent, those
who worked 27 to 49 weeks had a rate of 9.9 percent,
and those who worked 26 weeks or less, a rate of 13.4
percent (table 10). Likewise, men who worked 50 to 52
weoks had a lower intracounty mobility rate (12.0 per-
cent) than those who had worked <fewer weeks during
1960 (16.3 percent). For men who worked at full-time
Jjobs during 1960, the pattern of mobility by number of
weeks worked was essentially the same as that for all
men who worked durlng that year. This similarity is
not surprising since more than 90 percent of the men
who worked, worked at full-time Jjobs.

Class of worker.--Table 11 presents data on the
mobllity status of males 18 to 64 years old by class
of worker, Among all men who worked in 1960, the mo-
for private wage and salary workers was
21.5 percent; for government workers, 19.3 percent;
and self-employed workers, 10.3 percent. Among the
self employed, the rate of mobllity was slightly lower
among those 1n agriculture than it was among those 1in
other industries. As in the case of work experlence,
the pattern of mobility rates by class of worker among
year-round full-time workers was essentlally similar
to that of all workers and for the same reason.

INCOME

In general, the mobillty rates at various income
levels indicate that for men 18 to 64 years old re-
porting on income in 1960, the mobility rate was high-
est among those with a total money 1ncome ranging
between §1,000 and $3,000, and that thereafter the
rate declined as income increased (table 8). Nearly
30 percent in the $1,000 to $3,000 level had moved dur-
ing the preceding year, whereas only about 15 percent
of those recelving incomes of $15,000 or more “ad
moved.

Among household heads with wife present, those
with incomes of $1 to $2,999 or a loss had the highest
mobility rate (29 percent); and asgain, as income in-
creased mobility declined (table 9). In general, the
same pattern existed for i1ntracounty and intercounty



mobility. Those reporting an income of $7,000 or more
had a local mobility rate of 10 percent and a migra-
tion rate of 5 percent.

This inverse relationship between mobility and
income, however, was not apparent among "other" men--
that 1s, those men who were not married and living
with their wives. It seems probable that the absence
in this group of any significant decline in mobility
rates as income increased is related to the heavy con-
centration of low mobllity young single men at the
lower income levels and a relatively great concentra-
tion of the highly mobile widowed and divorced men at
higher income levels, Since almost three-quarters of
all men 18 to 64 are family heads 1iving with their

wives, the mobility rate for all men generally showed

the negative relation with income.

The tendency for mobility rates to decline as in-
come increases was also observed among those men who
worked in 1960, For example, 16 percent of those
workers with income of $1 to $2,999 or loss had moved
within a county and 8 percent were migrants. The cor-
responding figures for those with incomes of $7,000 or
more were 9 and 5 percent, respectively.

Generally then, mobility rates appear to decline
as 1ncome increases. It 18 possible that this rela-
tionship arises to some small degree from the concen-
tration of young highly mobile persons at the lowsr
end of the income scale. Data from the 1950 Census,
however, 1ndicate a negative relationship between mi-
gration and income at each age level, and it appears
that the contribution of this ege factor 1s slight.
High mobllity rates are assoclated not only with low
incomes but also with unemployment and underemploy-
ment. It 1s not clear, of course, whether low income
and marginal employment generates mobility or whether
mobility 1leads in the short-run to low income and
underemployment. It 1s clear, however, that there is
a close association between these two characteristics.

REGIONS

The West had the highest rates of local mobllity
and migration, followed by the South, the North Cen-
tral Region and the Northeast (table 12). During the
period covered by this survey, March 1960 +t0 March
1961, the West showed a gain in intracounty mobility
(from 16.0 percent to 18.7 percent); the other three
reglons had local mobility rates not essentially dif-
ferent from those of the previous year.

The local mobility rate was lower for whites than
nonwhites 1n all regions except the West. In the
Northeast the migration rate for nonwhites exceeded
that for whites; 1t was less than that for whites in
the North Central and Southern Regions, and about the
same in the West.

The West continued to experience a heavy net in-
migration; but, 1n contrast to most previous years,
the net out-migration from the South was relatively
small, a balance between a net out-migration of non-
whites and a net in-migration of whites (table 13).
Net out-migration from the North Central Region was
approximately twice as great as it had been 1n the

previous year. The pattern of net migration for the
North was not essentially different from that of the
previous year. With the exception of the low level of
net out-migration from the South, the pattern of inter-
reglonal gains and loss was consistent with the annual
average numbers presented for the whole period April
1953 to March 1960 (table D).

Table D,--ANNUAL AVERAGE OF IN-MIGRANTS AND OUT-MIGRANTS FOR
'THE PERIOD APRIL 1953 TO MARCH 1961, FOR REGIONS

(Numbers in thousands. Minus sign (-) denotes net

out-migration)
In- Out- Net
Regicn wigrants | migrents | migration
NOXrtheast . cveeerraiersnneenes 431 459 -28
North Central....iocsesensns . 708 ™7 -89
South..veeeenss cesrenssesrcena am 1,023 146
Woot. . iivivnnsnnenas ereasereas 766 503 +263

Of the net gain in the population of the West
from interreglonal migration, about 53 percent came
from the South, 35 percent from the North Central
Region, and the remaining 12 percent Ifrom the North-
east, Of the net loss from the North Central Region,
about 47 percent -represented a loss to the West, 41
percent to the South, and 12 percent to the Northeast.

RELATED REPORTS

Statistics on the mobility status of the popula-
tion 1 year old and over appear in Series P-20, No. 113
(March 1959 to 1960); No. 104 (April 1958 to 1959);
No. 85 (March 1957 to 1958); No. 82 (April 1956 to
1957); No. 73 (March 1955 to 1956); No. 61 (April 1954
to 1955); No. 57 (April 1953 to 1954); No. 49 (April
1952 to 1953); No. 47 (April 1952); No. 39 (April 1950
to 1951); No. 36 (March 1949 to 1950); No., 28 (April
1948 to 1949); and No. 22 (April 1947 to 1948).

1950 Census.--Statistics on the mobility of the
population for cities, counties, standard metropolitan
areas, urbanized areas, States, divisions, regions,
and the United States appear in Volume II of the 1950
Census of Population. Detalled statistics on mobllity
status by color and sex for States, divisions, reglons,
and the United States appear in the 1950 Census of
Population, Vol. IV, Special Reports, Nos. 4B, 4C, and
4D, Other speclal reports of the 1950 Census entitled
*Cheracteristics by Size of Place," "Education," and
*Institutional Population® present statistics on mo-
bility status 1n relation to the main subject of the
report.

IEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

Population coverage.--The data for 1960 (covering
the period March 1959 to 1960) shown in this report
relate primarily +to the c¢ivilien population of the
United States 1 year o0ld and over. -Approximately
1,058,000 members of the Armed Forces 1living off post
or with their families on post were also included, but
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all other members of the Armed Forces were excluded.
For simplicity, the group covered is called the "popu-
lation® or the “civilian population® 1in this report.
The coverage of the population for the earlier survey
years was essentially the same. The data <from the
1950 Census relate - to the total population 1 year old
and over.

Urban and rural residence.--The definition of
urban and rural areas which was used in the Masrch 1960
survey was the same as that used in the 1950 Census,
but it differed substantially fram that used in sur-
veys and censuses before 1950. The territory classi-
fied as urban is the same as that in the 1950 Census,

8ize of place.--The urban population 1is classi-
fied as 1living in urbanized areas or in urban places
outside urbanized areas. According to the definition
used 1in the 1950 Census and in the March 1960 Current
Population Survey, the population in urbanized areas
comprises all persons living in (a) cities of 50,000
inhabitants or more in 1940 or according to a special
census taken between 1940 and 1950; and (b) the
densely settled urban fringe, including both incorpo-
rated and unincorporated areas, surrounding these
cities. Residents of urbanized areas are classified
according to the size of the entire area rather than
by the size of the place in which they lived. The re-
maining urban population 1is classified as living in
the smaller urban places not in the urbanized aress.

Farm and nonfaym residence.--The rural population
is subdivided irito the rural-farmm population, which
comprises all rural residents living on farms, and the
rural-nonfarm population, which comprises.the remain-
ing rural population. The method of determining farm
and nonfarmm residence in the March 1960 survey differs
from that used 1in earlier surveys and censuses. The
definition used in this survey 1is comparable 40 the
definition used in the 1960 Census of Population. The
change was designed +to exclude fram the farm popula-
tion persons living on places considered farms by the
occupants, but from which agricultural products were
not sold or from which salese were below a specified
minimum. According to the current definition, the
farm population consists of all persons 1living in ru-
ral territory or places of more than 10 acres from
which $50.00 or more of farmm products were sold in
1959 or on places of less +than 10 acres from which
farm products of $250.00 or more were sold. As in the
1950 definition, which was used in surveys from March
1950 through April 1959, persons in institutions, sum-
mer camps, motels, and tourist camps and those living
on rented places where no land was used for farming
are classified as nonfarm. Farm-nonfarm residence ac-
cording to the old definition was determlined by re-
spondents' answers to the question, "Is this house on
a farm (or ranch)?*

Standard metropolitan statistical areas.--Except
in New Englend, a standard metropolitan statistical
area is a county or group of contiguous counties which
contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitents or
more. In addition to the county, or counties, con-
taining such a clty or clties, contiguous counties are

included 1n a standard metropolitan-statistical area
if according to certain criteria they are essentially
metropolitan in character and socially and economi-
cally integrated with the central city. In New Eng-
land, standard metropolitan statistical areas have
been defined on a town rather +than county basis.
Standard metropolitan statistical areas of this report
are identical with the standard metropolitan areas of
the 1950 Census and do not include any subsequent ad-
ditions or other changes.

Mobility- status.--The civilian population of the
United States has been classified according to mobil-
ity status on the date of the survey on the basis of a
comparison between the place of residence of each in-
dividual at the survey date and the place of residence
one year earlier. This camparison restricts the clas-
sification in terms of mobility status to the popu-
lation of persons 1 year old and over at the survey
date. )

The information on mobility status was obtained
from the response to the following series of inquiries,
The first of these was: "Was ... living in this house
March 1 a year ago?" If the answer was "No," the enu-
merator asked, "Was ... living in this same county on
March 1 a year ago?® If the response was "No" agaln,
the emumerator asked, "What State (or foreign country)
was ... living in on March 1 a year ago?”

In the classification three maln categories are
distinguished:

1. Mobile persons or movers.--This group con-
sists of all persons who were living in a different
house ‘in the United States at the end of thé period
than at the beginning of the period.

2. Nommobile persons or nommovers.--This group
consists of persons who were living in the same house
at the end of the period as at the beginning of the
period.

3. Persons abroad.--This group consists of
persons, either citizens or aliens, whose place of
reslidence was outside the United States at the begin-
ning of the period, that is, in an outlying area under
the Jurisdiction of the United States or a foreign
country. These persons are distinguished from movers,
who are persons who moved fram one place to another
within the United States.

Mobile persons are subdivided in terms of type of
mobility into the following two groups:

1. Same county (intracounty).--These are per-

sons living in a different house but in the same county

at the beginning and end of the specified period.

2. Migrants, or different county (intercounty)
movers.--This group consists of persons 1living in s
different county in the United States at the beginning
and end of the period.

Migrants are further classified by type of migra-
tion on the basis of a comparison of the State of res-
idence at the end of the period with +the State of
residence at the beginning of the period.

1. Migrants within a State (intrastate mi-
grants).

' 2. Migrants between States (interstate mi-
grants).




Age.--The age classification 1s based on the age
of the person at his last birthday.

Color.--The term "color" refers +to the division
of population 1into two groups, white and nonwhite.
The group designated as "nonwhite® consists of Ne-
groes, Indlans, Japanese, Chinese, and other nonwhite
races.

Marital status.--The marital status classifica-
tilon identifles four major categories: Single, mar-
ried, widowed, and divorced. These terms refer to the
marital status at the time of enumeration.

The category "merrlied® 1s further divided into

"marrled, spouse present," "separated,” and "other
married, spouse absent.” A person was classified as
"marrled, spouse present® 1f the husband or wife was

reported as a member of the household even though he
or she may have been temporarlily absent on business or
on vacation, visiting, 1n & hospitel, etc., at the
time of the enumeration. Persons reported as sepa-
rated 1included those with legal separations, those
living apart with intentions of obtaining a divorce,
and other persons permanently or temporarily estranged
fram thelr spouse because of marital discord. The
group "other marrled, spouse absent® includes married
persons employed and living for several months at a
consldereble distance from their homes, those whose
spouse was absent 1n the Armed Forces, -in-migrants
whose spouse remained in other areas, husbands or wives
of imnmates of institutions, and all other married per-
sons (except those reported as separated) whose place
of resldence was not the same as that of their spouse.

For the purpose of this report the group "other
maritael status® includes "widowed and divorced," "sep-
arated,” and "other married, spouse absent."

Household relationship

Head.--One person in each household is desig-
nated the "head." The head 1is usually the person
regarded as the head by the members of the group. Mar-
ried women are not classified as heads 1f their hus-
bands are living with them at the time of the survey.

Other ever-married women.--All in the house-
hold who had been married but were nelther heads of
households nor wives of heads of households are desig-
nated "other ever-married women."

Other single women.--All related and unre-
lated women 1n the household who were single ({i.e.,
had never been merried) and who were not heads of
households are designated as "other single women."

Employment status

Employed.--Employed persons comprise those who,
during the survey week were either (a) "“at work"--
those who did any work, for pay or profit, or worked
without pay for 15 hours or more¢ on a family farm or
business; or (b) "with a job but not at work"--those
who did not work and were not looking for work but had
a job or business from which they were temporarily ab-
sent because of vacation, 1liness, industrial dispute,
or bad weather, or because they were taking time off
for various other reasons.

Unemployed.--Unemployed persons include those
who did not work at all during the survey week and
were looking for work. Also included as unemployed
are those who did not work st all during the survey
week and (a) were walting to be called back to a Jjob
fram which they had been lald off, or (b) were walting
t0 report to a new wage or salary job scheduled to
start within the following 30 days (and were not in
school during the survey week), or (c) would have been
looking for work except that they were temporarily 111
or believed no work was available in their line of
work or in the cammnity.

Prior to 1957, part of group (a) above--those
whose layoffs were for definite perlods of less thgn
30 days--were classifled as employed (with a job but
not at work) rather than as unemployed, as were all of
the persons in group (b) above (walting to start new
jobs within 30 days).

Labor force.--The civilian labor force comprises
the total of all civilians classified as employed or
unemployed in accordance with the criteria described
sabove. Also included 1n this report are members of
the Armmed Forces who at the time of the survey were
living off post or were llving on post with their
femilies.

Not In 1labor force.--All civilians 14 years of
age and over who are not classifled as employed or un-
employed are defined as "not in the labor force.” In-
cluded are persons "engaged 1n own home housework,®
"in school," ‘"unable 10 work" because of long-temm
physical or mental illness, retired persons, those re-
ported as too old to work, the voluntary idle, and
seasonal workers for whom the survey week fell in an
*off* season and who were not reported as unemployed.
Persons doing only incidental unpald family work (less
than 15 hours) are also classified as not in the labor
force.

Work experience in 1959.--A person with work
experience 1n 1959 1s one who did any civilian work
for pay or profit or worked without pay on a family-

- operated farm or business at any time during the year,

on a part-time or full-time basis.

Weeks worked in 1959.--Persons are classified ac-
cording to the number of different weeks during 1959
in which they did any civilian work <for pay or profit
(including paid vacations and sick leave) or worked
without pay on a family-operated farm or business.

Part-time or full-time jobs.--A person is classi-
fied as having worked at part-time jobs during 1959 if
he worked at jobs which provided less than 35 hours of
work per week 1n a majority of the weeks 1n which he
worked durlng the year. He 18 classified as having
worked at full-time jobs if he worked 35 hours or more
per week during a majority of the weeks in which he
worked.,

Year-round full-time worker.--A year-round full-
time worker 1s one who worked primarily at full-time
jobs for 50 weeks or more during 1959,
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Part-year worker.--A part-year worker 1s one who

worked fram 1 to 49 weeks 1n 1969 either at full-time .

or part-time jobs.

Class of worker,.--The data on class of worker are
for persons who worked in 1959 and refer <to the job
held longest during the year. Persons employed at two
or more jobs were reported in the job at which they
worked the greatest mnumber of weeks. The class-of-
worker classification specifies "wage and salary work-
ers," subdivided into private and govermment workers
*self-employed workers,” where a distinction 1s made
between those in asgriculture and those in nonagricul-
tural industries; and "unpaid family workers." Wagé
and salary workers recelve wages, salary, commission,
tips, pay in kind, or plece rates fram a private em-
ployer or fram a govermment unit. Self-employed work-
ers have their own business, profession, or trade, or
operate a farm, for profit or fees. Unpald family
workers work without pay on a farm or 1n a business
operated by a member of the household to whan they are
related by blood or marriage.

Total money income.--For persons 14 years old and
over 1in a subsample 0f the civilian noninstitutional
population, questions were asked on the amount of
money incame received in 1959 from each of the follow-
ing sources: (1) Money wages or salary; (2) net in-
come from nonfarm self-employment; (3) net income from
farm self-amployment; (4) Bocial Security, veterans'
peyments, or other govermment or private pensions; (5)
interest (on bonds or savings), dividends, and income
from anmuitiés, estates, or trusts; (6) net income
from boarders or lodgers, or fram renting property to
other; (7) all other sources such as unemployment
benefits, public assistance, alimony, etc. The amounts
received represent income before deductions for per-
sonal taxes, Boclal Securlity, bonds, etc. It should
be noted that although income refers to receipts dur-
ing 1969, the characteristics of the person, such as
age, labor force status, etc,, refer to March 1960.

Rounding of estimates.--Individual <figures are
rounded to the nearest thousand but are adjusted to
group totals, which are independently rounded. Per-
centages are based on the rounded absolute numbers.

SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF THE ESTIMATES

Scurce of data.--The estimates are based on data
obtained in the Current Population Survey of the Bureau
of the Census. This sample is spread over 333 sample
areas comprising 641 counties and independent cities
with coverage in each of the 50 States and the District
of Columbia. Approximately 35,000 households are in-
terviewed each month. Another 1,500 occupied units,
on the average, are visited but interviews are not ob-
tained because the occupants are not found at home
after repeated calls or are unavallable for some other
reason. There are about 5,500 sample units in an av-
erage month which are visited but are found to be
vacant or otherwlse not to be enumerated. The statis-
tics for 1949 to 1953 on mobility are based on a dif-
ferent sample, which consisted of 24,000 to 26,000
households located in 68 areas. The mobllity statis-

tics <for 1954 and 1955 were based on about 24,000 to
26,000 households, and the sample was spread over 230
sample areas.

Information about the work experience and incame
of persons in the United States was obtained 1in the
February 1961 Current Population Survey. For approxi-
mately 75 percent of these households, information on
income and mobility was obtalned in the regular March
1961 survey. The information obtailned in February was
matched with data secured 1in March for the 26,000
households who were included inboth surveys. Further-
more, questions on income were not asked in March of
the approximately 25 percent of the households who
were introduced into the sample 1n that month. The
reduced coverage, then, applies to tables 8 and 9 as
well a8 +to tables 10 and 11. This procedure has in-
troduced a slight downward bias in the percent of an-
nual movers in the various income groups shown in
these tables. Persons in the March sample who moved
into their residence between February 1 and March 1,
1961, could not be included in the February-March
match,

The estimating procedure used in this survey in-
volved the inflation of weighted sample results to
independent estimates of the civilian noninstitutional
population of the United States by age, color, and sex.
Beginning with the April 1953 survey, the independent
estimates used were based on statistics from the 1950
Census of Population; - statistics of births, deaths, -
immigration and emigration; and statistics on the
strength and separation records of the Armed Forces.

Reliability of the estimates.--Since the estimates
are based on sample data, they are subject to sampling
variability. The standard error is primarily a meas-
ure of sampling variability. The standard error as
calculated for this report also partially measures the
effect of response variance but does not reflect any
systematic blases in the data. The chances are 68 out
of 100 that the difference due to sampling variability
between an estimate and the figure that would have
been obtained from & camplete enumeration is less than
the standard error. The chances are about 95 out of
100 that the difference 1s less than twice the stand-
ard error and about 99 out of 100 that it is 1ess than
2% times the standard error.

The estimates of standard errors shown 1n this
report are approximations for the 333-area sample. In
order to derive standard errors which would be appli-
cable to a wide varlety of population characteristics
and which could be prepared at moderate cost, a number
of approximations are required. These estimates of
standard errors of percentages should be interpreted
as providing an indication of the order of magnitude
of the standard errors rather than as providing a pre-
cise standard error for any specific item.

The rellability of an estimated percentage, com-
puted using sample data for both numerator and denom-
1nator,' depends upon both the size of the percent and
the size of the total on which the percent 1s based.
Generally, estimated percentages are relatively more
rellable than corresponding aebsolute estimates of the
nunerator of the percentage, particularly if the per-
centage is high.




The figures presented in table E are approxima-
tions to the standard errors of various mobility char-
acteristics as shown in tables 1 to 7, 12, and 13.

Approximations to the standard errors for char-
acteristics of income classified by mobility and by
work experience (tables 8 through 11) can be made by
multiplying the approximate figure in table'D by a
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Illustration.--There were 5,769,000 males in the
age group 30 to 34 years. The mobility rate for males
30 to 34 years of age was 26 percent. Interpolating
in table D between 5 and 10 million for the base, the
standard error of the estimated percentage is approxi-
mately 1.3 percent; thus the chances are about 68 out
of 100 that the percent obtained from a complete census
would be greater than 24.7 percent and less than 27.3

factor of 1.15. percent.

Table E,--STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE
(Range of 68 chances out of 100)

Estimated Base of percemtage (thousands)
porcentage 500 1,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 | 75,000

20r 9Baiiirriinnnens vetersenans 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1

5 or 95 ceretseses 2,3 1.6 1,2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2

10 or %0, . 3,2 2,2 1.6 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.3

2502 5. 0000 vesesesansas 4.6 3.2 2.3 1.9 1.4 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4

50uieeeiiannerans Seeseesesscsnns 5.2 a7 2,6 2,1 1.6 1.2 0.8 0.5 0.4
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