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Job flows and labor dynamics

INn the U.S. Rust Belt

From 1992 to 2000, high employment and wage growth
occurred together with low unemployment in a number

of U.S Rust Belt metropolitan areas; localities

with these characteristics had larger and younger
establishments, on average, in environments with high rates
of both job creation and job destruction

ifferences in growth, wages, and unem-
Dpl oyment across metropolitan areas are
well documentedintheurbanandregional
economics literature.! Researchers, however, know
little about the underlying labor dynamics and es-
tablishment characteristics related to such dif-
ferences. With establishment microdata, linked
acrosstime, one can analyze employment growth
in terms of the number of jobs created and the
number of jobs destroyed. One can also look at
how various establishment characteristics (for in-
stance, age, size, and wages paid) relateto growth
and unemployment. Many of these analyses have
been done at the national level,? but research on
the regional aspects of these statistics is sparse,
and as a result, economists know little of how the
microdata-based statistics behave in local labor
markets? This article documents that behavior so
that both researchers and policymakers can better
understand how local labor markets function.
TheRust Belt region of the United States, com-
prising mostly States in the Upper Midwest and
Mid-Atlantic portions of the country,* gets its
namefrom thelarge concentration of manufactur-
ing activity located there. When manufacturing
began a steep decline that lasted throughout the
1970s and 1980s, many of the region's local
economiesfollowed suit. Consequently, employ-
ment growth in the Rust Belt lagged national
growth over the period. It was not until the latter
part of the 1980s that the rates of employment
growth in the Rust Belt came close to those for

the entire Nation. Even during the economic ex-
pansion of the 1990s, the Rust Belt lagged the
rest of the United Statesin employment growth.
However, over the same period, economic condi-
tions within the Rust Belt varied substantially.
Several local areas saw their economies expand,
while others maintained the trend of past dec-
ades. This variation in growth makes the Rust
Belt afavorabl e setting for exploring employment
dynamics across arange of local labor markets.

Traditionally, economistshaverelied almost en-
tirely on aggregated data for their research pur-
poses, particularly for studiesinvolving employers
and labor demand. Until adecade or so ago, access
to more detailed microdata simply was not avail-
able. At that time, however, several economists®
appeal ed to establishment-level microdatain a se-
ries of studies analyzing the U.S. macroeconomy
and aggregate labor dynamics. With those data,
they were able to study employment growth, the
entry and exit of firmsinto and from the economy,
and gross job flows’ In addition, this line of re-
search hasbeenabletotrack variationsinjob flows
not only over time, but across industries, sizes of
firms, and avariety of other establishment charac-
terigtics. Still, most of the research was limited to
manufacturing, the only industry for which, until
recently, data were available. Now, new data from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics encompass all in-
dustries. With a greater breadth and scope, these
data mitigate many of the problems encountered
in previous research.
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It is useful to note some key facts that have emerged re-
garding job flows. First, within manufacturing, job destruc-
tion isrelatively more important than job creation over time;
that is, businesscyclesaredriven primarily by large episodes
of job destruction, withrelatively stablelevelsof job creation.
Second, therates of both job creation and job destruction are
highest in small, young, low-wage establishments. Third, job
flowsand establishment characteristicsvary widely by indus-
try. For example, manufacturing tends to have older, larger
plants and low rates of job creation and destruction, while
more seasonal sectors, such asretail, construction, and some
services, have smaller, younger establishmentsand high rates
of creation and destruction. Few studies look at job flows
below the national level .8 From these studies, however, some
relationships emerge. For example, it has been found that job
creation and job destruction are positively correlated across
regions; that is, placeswith high creation rates also have high
destruction rates. In addition, places with high rates of both
creation and destruction tend to have higher employment
growth, on average, than places with lower job turnover.

The study presented here looks at 35 metropolitan statisti-
cal areas (MsA's)? located inthree Rust Belt States: Michigan,
Ohio, and Pennsylvania. (See appendix.) The study covers
the period from March 1992 to March 2000 on a quarterly
basis. Thefocusisthelong-runvariationin labor market char-
acteristics acrossMsA’s. Thefindingsindicatethat traditional
labor market statistics behave as expected: Msa’s with high
employment growth tended to have high wage growth and
low unemployment. Inaddition, the microdataindicatethat (1)
MsA’s with high employment growth had high rates of both
job creationand job destruction, (2) MSA’swith high employ-
ment growth had |arger establishments, on average, than did
MsA’swith lower employment growth, and (3) MSA’swith high
employment growth had younger establishments, on aver-
age, than didmsa’ swith lower employment growth. Giventhe
strong manufacturing presence in the Rust Belt (even in the
1990s), one would expect that a local economy’s industrial
makeup would play alarge role in these findings. However,
further analysisby industry reveal sthatindustry mix explains
only a part of these results.

The next section outlines the dataand terminology used in
what follows. The section after that presents the general re-
sultsobtained fromthe study. Ananalysisdecomposing those
results by industry follows. The final section summarizesthe
conclusions.

Data

The BLSLongitudinal Database (LDB) of linked establishment
microdata contains quarterly employment and wage data on
nearly all establishments in the U.S. economy. Data of this
kind are essential to the current study. The Unemployment In-
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surance (U1) records from the BLS ES-202 program provide the
raw datafor the LDB.1° The longitudinal nature of the data al-
lows one to observe when establishments start up, shut down,
expand their employment, or contract. That the LDB consists of
microdataallowsoneto observean establishment'scharacteris-
tics, such asitsindustry, age, and number of employees, aswell
asthe wagesit offers. The LDB is unique in its coverage (ap-
proximately 98 percent of all employees) and frequency (quart-
erly). The coverage makesastudy at afinelevel of regiona and
industrial detail possible, while the frequency allows a better
tracking of employment movements over time. 1

The sample used in the analysis that follows includes all
private-sector establishments in the metropolitan areas of
Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania covering March 1992 to
March 2000. This represents 35 MSA’s over 32 quarters and
covers all private industries!? The entire longitudinal panel
includes more than 1.03 million establishments with positive
employment at some point during the sample period. The av-
erage quarter had 11.26 million workers in about 587,000 es-
tablishments. On average, MSA employment ranged from
40,000 (Sharon, PA, MSA) to 1.88 million (Philadel phia, PA—NJ,
PMSA). Theanalysisal so appeal sto unemployment datafrom
the Local Area Unemployment Statistics program of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics as a supplement to the LDB,*® using
the unemployment rate from the third month of each quarter.

TheLDB yieldsrates of job creation and job destruction
for every MsA, each quarter. Job creation is defined as the
number of jobs created at establishments that are expanding
their workforce and at establishments that are just starting
up.** Job destruction is the number of jobs lost at establish-
mentsthat are contracting their workforceand at establishments
that are shutting down. Thesestatisticsarerepresented asrates
by dividing them by the average of the current and previous
quarters’ employment levels®> The employment growth rate
issimply the difference between the job creation and job de-
struction rates. Wages are the total quarterly payroll, divided
by employment. Other statistics used in the analysis are the
average size (in employees) and average age (in quarters) of
the establishments in each MSA. The average establishment
sizeisthe number of employees per establishment, averaged
across all the establishments in an MSA. The average estab-
lishment age is the age'® of each establishment, averaged
across al the establishmentsin anMsA.

General findings

Intheanalysisthat follows, MSA’sare ordered by their em-
ployment growth and then divided into thirds. The three
groups thereby obtained are referred to simply as the high-,
middle-, and low-growth groups. Condensing metropolitan
areas into these simplified groups makes the analysis more
tractable. Table 1 presents the general findings for the three



groups. The appendix presents the same statistics for all
MSA’s, ordered as described; aglimpse at the size distribution
of the MSA’s shows that no single metropolitan area drives
the results for its group. All reported statistics are quarterly
averages. Each group’ s statisticsrepresent the weighted av-
erages across all the MsA’s within that group.r” The row
labeled “Full sample” represents the quarterly average sta-
tisticsfor all metropolitan areas in the study.

Table 1 indicates that the more traditional labor market
measures behaved as expected. The MSA’s in the highest-
growth group had the highest wages, the highest wage growth,
and the lowest unemployment rate. The statistics that are
uniqueto themicrodata present additional findings. Areaswith
higher growth had substantially higher rates of job creation
and somewhat higher ratesof job destruction. Low- and moder-
ate-growth MsA’s had similar job creation rates. Of the three
groups, MSA's of moderate growth had the lowest destruction
rate. Highrates of job creationin the highest-growth labor mar-
ketsarenot surprising: the observed employment growth must
stemfrom something. However, high rates of jobdestructionin
these metropolitan areas are surprising. Areas with high em-
ployment growth are not often thought of as destroying many
jobs. Thefinding suggeststhat high employment growthisnot
related to the simple occurrence of either strong job creation or
weak job destruction. I nstead, high employment growth occurs
through more complicated labor dynamicsinvolving highjob
turnover. Similarly, low employment growth occursin morestag-
nant labor markets. It isnot that these areas|ose agood deal of
jobsor that they are unableto createjobs. Instead, they simply
are not dynamic, producing little in the way of either job cre-
ation or job destruction.

On average, establishmentswerelarger inthe high—growth
MSA’s. Theseareashad 1.2to 1.4 moreworkers per establish-
ment than did MSA’sin the other groups. Metropolitan areas
inthe other two groups had establishmentsof similar size, on
average. Overall, there was a positive trend relating average
establishment size to employment growth. Chart 1 illustrates
thistrend across all 35 MsA’s. The high-growth MSA’s also
had the youngest firms, on average; the low-growth MsA’s

had the oldest. The difference in average age between the
high- and low-growth groups was 2.7 quarters, a figure that
hints at a negative relationship between employment growth
and the average age of the establishments in a metropolitan
area. Chart 2 illustrates this trend across the 35 MsA’s. Note
that the age trend is considerably stronger than the size
trend.® Overal,MsA’swith high growth have establishments
that arelarger and younger, on average, while Msa’swith low
growth have establishments that are smaller and ol der.

Putting the results together supplies a picture which im-
plies that establishments in high-growth labor markets are
more dynamic. They create more jobs, but destroy many jobs
at the sametime. Asaresult, these establishmentstend to be
younger, on average, as well as relatively larger. Several hy-
potheses coul d explainthisoutcome; oneplausibleexplanation
is that establishments which survive the higher turnover are
“better” than thosewhich do not and so can createmorejobsas
a consequence. Low-growth labor markets have low rates of
both job creation and job destruction, occurring chiefly in rela
tively smaller, older establishments. Low job turnover alows
these establishments to survive longer, but at the same time,
they may berelatively inefficient at creating jobsand so remain
small.

Industry decomposition

Table 1 presents some new findings concerning local labor
markets. Job turnover is highest in the fastest-growing labor
markets, in which wages are high, unemployment is low, and
establishments are larger and younger, on average, than their
counterparts in other labor markets. Decades of research in
urban and regional economicsdetail theindustrial specializa-
tion of metropolitan areas; more often than not, citiesarevery
different in the mix of industries represented there. Research
also shows that job flows and establishment characteristics
vary widely by industry.*® For instance, manufacturing plants
tend to belarger and older and havelow rates of job turnover,
while more seasonal retail and construction establishments
tend to be smaller and younger and have very high job turn-

IELI[IM Rust Belt metropolitan area quarterly means, grouped by employment growth

Average Average
Employment Wages Wage Unemployment Job Job ? .
Group growtht (1992 dollars) growtht rate! creationt destructiont estat;!lzsgzment estat;llgsZTent
Full sample .................. 0.47 6,728 0.44 5.0 7.2 6.7 18.5 40.4
High-growth MsA's ........... .60 6,927 .58 4.4 7.4 6.8 19.2 39.5
Moderate-growth MsA’s ..... .40 6,779 .34 5.2 7.0 6.6 18.0 40.2
Low-growth MSA’S ............ .29 6,216 .30 6.0 7.0 6.7 17.8 42.2

! Percent.

2 Number of workers.

2 Number of quarters.

Note: Estimates are based on author’s tabulations. Statistics are for March

1992 to March 2000. The unemployment rate comes from the BLs Local Area
Unemployment Statistics program. (See text for details.) All other statistics are
from the sample of Es—202 LbB establishments.
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O EUlE Relation between average size of establishment and employment growth
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over rates? Therefore, itisplausiblethat thefindingsyielded
by table 1 come from differences in industry composition
across MsA’s. A useful exercise would isolate the portion of
observed trends dueto only industry differences. The analy-
sis presented here uses a “ shift-share” decomposition to ad-
dress this question. The shift-share decomposition is acom-
mon tool in the regional economics literature and can take
several forms2' In what follows, the difference between two
regional values of avariable (for example, MSA growth rates)
isdecomposed into two parts: ashare effect and ashift effect.
The share effect captures the portion of the deviation due to
differences in industry shares (that is, differencesin the in-
dustry mix). The shift effect capturesthe portion of the devia-
tion due to differences within each industry (that is, differ-
ences which are independent of the industry mix).

Mathematically, the decomposition is as follows: let X
represent the value of somevariable X (which will denote one
of the labor market statistics described in table 1) for area j.
Thisvalue can be represented as the sum of itsindustry val-
ues(with X Jrepresenting thevaluein theithindustry), each
weighted by the employment share of theindustry, s (j) (which
isjust EJ/ET); 2 that is,

(1) XJ= éisilxil.
When one subtracts the high-growth MsA value of avariable
fromitslow-growth MsA value and takes the weighted aver-
aging just described into account, one can algebraically rear-
range termsto get the following shift-share equation for X " —
X | :23

h | h |
(2) Xh-X|=éi§i(Xi -Xi)+v’:°1i(5i - S;

|)7'

P
The first term on the right-hand side of this equation is the
shift, or “within,” effect. It measures the industrial deviations
of X, holding the employment share constant at
5 © 0.5x(s; +s; ) .Inother words, this term captures
the industry-specific deviations inX, holding theindustry
mix constant. The second term is the share effect, which
measures deviations from the aggregate industry shares,
holding X constantat X7, ° 0.5 x( X ih + X i').lnsimpler
terms, the share effect capturesdifferencesin industry mix by
focusing on the MsA’s deviation from the aggregate industry
mix, holding all else constant.

Table 2 reports the results of the shift-share analysis per-
formed on employment growth, job creation, job destruction,
average establishment size, and average establishment age.
The decomposition uses the four-digit Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) level of detail.* MsA’s are grouped by
employment growth prior to the decomposition. Within and
share effects are listed in levels and percentages of devia-
tionsand sumto the deviation of the high-growth group mean

from the low-growth group mean. A positive share effect im-
pliesthat theindustry composition of MSA’swithinthegiven
group causes avariable’s mean to be greater in high-growth,
rather than low-growth, MSA’s. In contrast, a negative share
effect impliesthat the industry mix makesthe average greater
in low-growthMsA’s. A positivewithin effectimpliesthat fac-
tors other than industry composition (that is, MSA-specific
factors) cause a variable's mean to be greater in high-growth
MSA’s, while a negative within effect implies the opposite.

While industry mix played a considerable role, overal it
could account for only a part of the variation across metro-
politan areas. Within effects accounted for 70 percent of the
differences in employment growth. Within effects accounted
for dmost haf of thedifferencesinjob creation among thehigh-
and low-growth groups. Industry mix accounted for one-and-
one-half timesthe differencein job destruction in high-growth,
compared with low-growth, MSA’s; note, however, that boththe
within and between effects oppose each other and that the dif-
ference across areas is very small. Researchers often hold up
structural change (for example, a shift from manufacturing to
services) to explain labor market differences acrossMsA’s. The
analysis presented hereindicatesthat structural change, while
playing a(perhaps even major) role, cannot bethe whole story.
Certainly, differencesinindustry mix account for asizable share
of the differencesin job creation and job destruction, particu-
larly the latter. However, much of the differences in job cre-
ation, aswell asoverall jobturnover, isdueto differencesthat
are independent of industry.

The final two panels of table 2 present results for average
establishment size and age. For average establishment size,
within and share effects play anearly equal rolein explaining
the overall size difference between the high- and low-growth
groups: of the1.4-worker difference betweenthetwo, 0.6 worker
was due toMsA-specific effects, and 0.8 wasdueto theindustry
mix. The same can be said for the average establishment age: of
the 2.7-quarter differencein average age between the high- and
low-growth groups, 1.5 quarters are attributable toMsA -specific
differences, while 1.2 are attributabl e to differencesin industry
composition.

THE ANALYTICAL USE OF THE BLSES-202 LONGITUDINAL
DATABASE presents some appealing findings on the dynam-
ics of local labor markets. Some results are not surprising:
higher employment growth occurred in placeswith high wages,
high wage growth, and low unemployment. Other results, par-
ticularly those unique to the microdata, yield some insightful
new findings. First, expanding labor markets have not only
higher rates of job creation, but also higher rates of job de-
struction. Thus, slow-growing metropolitan areasare not fall-
ing behind their counterparts from amass exodus of available
jobs. Instead, they are stagnant | abor markets, where both job
creation and job destruction lag behind job creation and job
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destruction in expanding metropolitan areas.

In addition, expanding |labor markets have establi shments
that are both younger and larger, on average, than estab-
lishmentsin stagnant labor markets. Y ounger establishments
may come about through a higher rate of entry: new firms
simply choose the expanding labor markets over the stagnant
ones. Expanding labor markets may have features (more fa-
vorable local policies, a better infrastructure, or more skilled
workers) that are attractive to entering firms. Y ounger estab-
lishments also may be more common in these labor markets
because of ahigher survival rate of new establishmentsthere.
Intrinsic features of expanding labor markets may give en-
trants ahigher chance of survival, relativeto their chancesin
other areas, thereby allowing younger firmsto makeup arela-
tively larger share of employment. The presence of younger
and larger establishmentslendsitself moretothelatter expla-
nation: the same intrinsic factors that allow greater survival
aso alow greater firm-level growth.

When one examines all the observed trends—higher
growth, higher wages, higher job turnover, and younger and
smaller establishments, all present together in certain labor
markets—specific economic theories on job growth and firm
entry and exit emerge as possible explanations. How these
findings relate to such theories merits further research. One
notabletheory isthat of creative destruction, whereby across-
MsA differences in technology growth may give rise to high
entry and high turnover ratesin areaswith the highest technol -
ogy growth. Accordingtothistheory, thefirmsin different labor
markets are themselves different. Intrinsic features of certain
MSA’s may make regular firmsmore productive, or certain areas
may simply bemoreattractiveto more productivefirms. Another
theory posits the notion that firms do not know the extent of
their productive capabilitiesand must |earn them over time. Ac-
cording to thistheory, differencesin how well or how fast firms
learnin different labor markets can lead to regional variationsin
the growth and survival of thosefirms. It isnot necessarily that
firms are different across different labor markets, but that the
labor markets themselves are different. The mechanisms that
determine firms’ growth and survival dictate how productive a
firm must be to survive and thrive in a particular labor market.
Further work rel ating thetheory to theempirical resultsfoundin
thisarticlemay distinguish whether either or both of thesetheo-
riescan truly explain the dynamics of the variouslabor markets.

Notes

1IN Shift-share analysis for job flows and

establishment characteristics, high- and low-
growth metropolitan areas

Amount of deviation
. accounted for
Variable High-low by—
deviation
Within effects | Share effects
Employment growth .......... 0.31 0.21 0.09
Percent of difference ..... 65.5 70.0 30.0
Job creation .................... .39 17 .22
Percent of difference ..... 5.8 43.5 56.5
Job destruction ............... .08 -.04 .13
Percent of difference ..... 1.3 -52.7 152.7
Average establishment size 1.4 .6 .8
Percent of difference ..... 7.8 44.5 55.5
Average establishment age -2.7 -1.5 -1.2
Percent of difference ..... 6.6 54.8 45.2
NoTe: Results are for the cross-sectional deviations across the 35 MsA’s

in the sample. Within and share effects are based on 964 four-digit industries.
The percent of difference below the deviation is the high-low group deviation
as a percentage of the sample mean. The details of the shift-share decompo-
sition are described in the text. The sum of the amount of deviation accounted
for by share effects and the amount of deviation accounted for by within
effects may not equal the high-low deviation, due to rounding.

Irrespective of thetheories, amajor counter to thefindings
presented isthat differencesin industry mix may explainthem
al. For example, manufacturing is a contracting industry that
makes up adisproportionate share of employment in many of
the metropolitan areas studied. One could easily imagine a
strong presence of manufacturing inlow-growth areas, along
with a greater share of services and arapidly expanding in-
dustry, in high-growth areas. Add to thispicturethe previous
evidence showing that thelowest job turnover and the ol dest
establishmentsarein manufacturing, and theindustry-mix idea
becomes compelling. Still, despite all these presuppositions,
the analysis of industry composition shows that its role is
limited. Industry mix played a significant role in accounting
for differences across metropolitan areas, particularly with
regard to job destruction. However, industry mix could not
account for all the variation in the other statistics. Instead,
MsA -specific (not industry-specific) differences accounted for
alarge part of the differencesin employment growth, job cre-
ation, establishment size, and establishment age.
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ues, an ageisassigned to all establishmentsthat were classified as startups
during the sample period. The age is assigned by simply noting the first
quarter in which the establishment’s entry appeared. For those estab-
lishments already in operation when they entered the sample, it is
assumed that they had an age equal to the mean age of establishments
with reported age data in the first quarter of 1992 for their State

 The weighting is done with average employment (for employment
growth, wages, job creation, and job destruction), establishments (for
average size and age), or labor force (for unemployment). Wage growth
is recalculated on the basis of the weighted average wage.

8 The correlation between employment growth and average sizeis
0.33, while the correlation between employment growth and average
age is —0.50. Both Pearson correlation coefficients are statistically
significant.

1% See Davis, Haltiwanger, and Schuh, Job Creation and Destruction,
1996; and Davis and Haltiwanger, “ Gross Job Flows,” 1999.

2 See, for example, Patricia Anderson and Bruce Meyer, “The Ex-
tent and Consequences of Job Turnover,” Brookings Papers on Eco-
nomic Activity: Microeconomics (Washington, pc, Brookings Institu-
tion, 1994), pp. 177-249; Christopher Foote, “Trend Employment
Growth and the Bunching of Job Creation and Destruction,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, August 1998, pp. 809-34; and Simon Burgess,
Julia Lane, and David Stevens, “Job Flows, Worker Flows, and Churn-
ing,” Journal of Labor Economics, July 2000, pp. 473-502.

2 A summary of this approach is in Peter Nijkamp, Piet Reitveld,
and Folke Snickars, “Regiona and Multiregional Economic Models: A
Survey,” in Peter Nijkamp and Edwin S. Mills (eds.), Handbook of
Regional and Urban Economics, vol. 1 (Amsterdam, Elsevier, 1987),
pp. 257-94.

2 Weights are referred to as employment weights only for simplic-
ity. See note 17 for the actual weight used for a particular statistic.

% The decomposition illustrated here follows that of Eli Berman,
John Bound, and Zvi Griliches, “Changes in the Demand for Skilled
Labor within U.S. Manufacturing: Evidence from the Annual Survey of
Manufactures,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, May 1994, pp. 367—
97, except that it decomposes variables across areas, rather than across
time.

2 |n the sample, 964 four-digit industries are represented. The de-
composition was al so done at the one-digit level; the results were quali-
tatively similar and so are not reported.
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Appendix: Quarterly means, all Rust Belt metropolitan areas, by employment growth

Wages Average | Average Employ-
Metropolitan area Employment (1992 wage | Unemploy- Job Job establish- | establish- ment
growth* dollars) growth' | mentrate! | creation® | destruction ment ment (thousands)
sizez agei
Grand Rapids—Muskegon—

Holland, M1, MSA ..... 0.83 $6,300 0.39 4.2 7.3 6.4 21.1 40.1 462
Columbus, OH, MSA ... .78 6,226 A7 3.4 7.6 6.8 19.8 36.6 643
Hamilton—Middletown, oH, PMSA 77 6,205 .33 4.5 7.5 6.7 17.4 37.2 97
Jackson, miI, MSA ... .59 6,090 .23 5.4 7.3 6.7 15.9 45.1 47
Ann Arbor, Mi, PMSA .. .58 6,988 .74 3.1 7.4 6.8 18.3 37.3 212
Toledo, OH, MSA ... .55 6,054 .40 5.3 7.5 6.9 18.8 42.1 259
Detroit, MI, PMSA . .54 8,050 71 5.0 7.6 7.0 19.1 40.7 1,742
Cincinnati, OH—KY—IN, PMSA . .53 6,640 .76 4.4 7.4 6.8 19.2 37.9 670
Harrisburg, pA, MSA .52 6,025 .31 3.6 6.5 6.0 20.9 39.7 261
Akron, OH, PMSA . .51 6,286 .23 4.9 7.3 6.8 16.8 40.7 264
Altoona, PA, MSA . 51 4,869 .25 6.0 6.7 6.2 17.2 41.7 47
Lancaster, PA, MSA .49 5,860 .30 3.3 6.2 5.7 20.2 39.4 185
Sharon, PA, MSA .. 47 5,183 -.07 6.1 7.2 6.7 16.5 41.7 40
Canton—-Massillon, oH, MSA .46 5,631 .23 5.5 6.8 6.4 16.9 42.7 151
Lansing—East Lansing, mi, MSA .44 6,171 -.13 3.7 7.3 6.8 17.6 40.4 157
Lima, OH, MSA .. 42 5,693 .30 5.8 6.9 6.4 18.5 45.6 64
York, PA, MSA ... 42 6,014 .27 4.3 6.4 6.0 20.7 40.5 141
Cleveland-Lorain—Elyria, oH, PMSA . 41 6,676 A1 5.4 7.0 6.6 17.3 41.6 945
Philadelphia, PA—NJ, PMSA ... . .40 7,331 .39 5.5 7.1 6.7 17.9 38.8 1,877
State College, PA, MSA . .39 4,913 .25 3.3 7.6 7.2 15.7 37.7 40
Erie, PA, MSA ..o .37 5,661 -.02 6.0 6.7 6.3 19.1 42.7 110
Dayton—Springfield, oH, MsA . .35 6,346 .33 4.5 6.9 6.6 19.5 40.8 383
Reading, PA, MSA ........ .34 6,320 .27 4.6 6.5 6.1 20.1 42.8 141
Williamsport, PA, MSA .34 5,087 17 6.7 6.2 5.9 18.0 43.0 45
Allentown—Bethlehem—

Easton, PA, MSA ... .34 6,385 .24 5.3 6.9 6.5 16.8 40.7 227
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre,

PA, MSA .34 5,192 .26 7.2 7.0 6.6 17.9 41.1 231
Pittsburgh, PA, MSA ..o .32 6,463 .39 5.4 6.9 6.6 18.0 42.7 903
Kalamazoo-Battle Creek, mi, MSA . .32 6,260 .25 4.4 7.4 7.1 19.5 42.2 174
Saginaw—Bay City, MI, MSA ... .31 6,910 .46 5.5 6.6 6.3 17.8 41.5 146
Benton Harbor, mi, MsA ....... .27 5,808 .54 5.7 7.9 7.7 16.3 42.5 59
Youngstown-Warren, OH, MSA .. .24 5,823 .16 6.8 7.2 7.0 16.2 42.7 207
Mansfield, oH, MSA ... .23 5,414 .25 6.9 7.0 6.8 18.0 44.8 67
Johnstown, PA, MSA .. .21 4,714 .02 8.1 7.0 6.7 14.6 44.5 69
Flint, M, PMSA .18 7,520 .05 7.1 7.1 6.9 19.0 39.6 147
Steubenville—Weirton, oH—wv, MSA . .00 5,887 .00 7.8 6.4 6.4 15.4 43.0 42

* Percent.
2 Number of workers.
2 Number of quarters.

NoTe: Estimates are based on author’s tabulations. Statistics are for March

1992 to March 2000. The unemployment rate comes from the BLS Local Area
Unemployment Statistics program. (See text for details.) All other statistics
are from the sample of Es—202 LDpB establishments.
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