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This document contains selected pages from the US Census Bureau report series, 
Public Employment, that provided measures of statistical variability of the 
estimates produced from the sample-based annual survey of government 
employment. 

The sample-based reports for 1986 through 1991 included a separate appendix 
table showing relative standard errors, by state, for selected major employment 
items. Many reports for earlier years provided a text table showing the range of 
statistical variability for major items. 

For all other years (not included here), measures of relative standard errors were 
not provided in any detail. 
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Appendix B Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
Estimates by State, In Percent: 1991 
[For meaning of abbnIIIiations and symbols, see introductory text) 

Major totals FuI~time equivalent employment and total payroll for selected functions 

Elementary and aecondety 
Public """_ Hospitals State education 

FuI~time 

Total equivalent F~time ~time F~time 

employment ~ Total payroll equivalent Payroll equiv8Ient Payroll equivalent Payroll 

Alabama _______________________________ 
.57 .44 .31 1.13 .68 1.07 .49 

AIasI<a -------------------------------- 1.09 .54 .16 .52 .37 .26 Arizona ________________________________ 
.31 .34 .56 .94 1.65 .17 .01 Atkansas ________________ __ ____________ 
.85 .68 .&4 1.66 1.61 .47 .25 1.07 1.21 California ______________________________ 
.32 .25 .25 .57 .61 .03 .02 .46 .28 

Colorado ------------------------------ .40 .33 .24 .51 .36 4.08 .79 .50 .31 Connec1icut ____________________________ 
.09 .07 .06 .02 Datawate ______________________________ 
.12 .01 .03 District of CoIumbia _____________________ 

Florida ________________________________ 
.18 .14 .14 .20 .21 .17 .12 .09 .29 

=.r_=============================== 
.42 .46 .35 1.10 .84 .23 .05 .&4 .&4 

kW10 ----- ---------------------------- .82 .79 .65 1.80 1.53 .80 .63 2.15 1.73 Illinois ______________ ___ ________________ 
.57 .42 .49 .81 1.04 1.82 .n .02 .08 Inciana ________________ ___ _____________ 
.73 .73 .59 .69 .87 .31 .18 .70 1.54 

Iowa __________________________________ 
.86 .46 .43 .78 1.07 1.56 .82 2.17 1.&4 I<-. ________________________________ .56 .28 .24 .65 .58 .28 1.12 1.13 .71 K-.cky ______________________________ 
.68 .63 .73 1.24 1.65 .31 .12 .25 .n Louisiana _______ _________ ______________ 
.34 .24 .18 .56 .38 .82 .35 .37 .42 MaIne _________________________________ 

1.08 .53 .51 .44 .81 .51 .12 
Maryland ______________________________ 

.18 .07 .07 .37 .03 MaaectlUI8I18 _________________________ 

.11 .11 .07 .18 .11 
Michigan------------------------------- .43 .35 .70 .87 1.55 2.02 1.92 2.16 5.05 MinMsota _____________________________ 

1.36 1.12 .69 2.74 2.03 3.90 1.49 3.08 2.12 
MisaisIoippi ----------------------------- .59 .82 .39 1.49 .99 .39 .12 .69 1.00 
Missouri _______________________________ 

.60 .43 .34 .79 .70 4.75 2.71 .99 .75 Montana _______________________________ 
2.61 2.41 2.42 4.60 4.90 1.09 .54 .68 1.11 Nebraska ______________________________ 

.68 .55 .35 1.21 .81 6.68 3.28 1.39 1.81 Nevada ________________________________ 

.56 .65 .47 .37 .28 .37 .40 .42 .76 New ~ ________________________ 
2.00 2.11 2.35 3.84 3.39 .20 .15 

New Jeqey ___ _________________________ 
.25 .22 .25 .45 .49 .12 .09 New MelCico ___________________________ 
.45 .36 .36 1.17 1.18 1.01 .55 New york ______________________________ 
.24 .19 .23 .41 .67 .15 .17 .73 .44 

Nor1h CaIOIina ------------------------- .16 .17 .14 .08 .04 
NoI1h DaIcoCa --------------------- ... ---- 1.45 .54 .46 1.25 1.01 1.07 1.08 
OhIo __________________________________ 

.86 .56 1.00 1.19 1.66 1.75 1.55 1.07 1.19 
Oklahoma 1.11 1.00 .71 2.19 1.79 .45 .31 2.37 2.01 
Oregon ___ ====================:::::::=: 1.04 1.04 .56 2.86 1.47 3.79 2.12 .04 .19 Penneylvania ___________________________ 

.32 .24 .32 .53 .71 .55 .49 Rhode 1tIand ___________________________ 

.11 .10 .02 
South CaIOIina _________________________ 

1.00 .86 .79 2.59 2.17 4.51 2.50 1.63 2.01 South Dakota __________________________ 
1.43 .46 .47 1.13 1.39 .56 .24 1.34 .47 T ___________ ____________________ 

.50 .22 .21 .09 .02 T.xas _________________________________ 

.33 .32 .30 .61 .46 .61 .24 .74 1.90 
Utah ------------.-------------_ ... ------- .41 .24 .28 .49 .46 .44 .13 .68 .54 
Vennont _______________________________ 

.80 .44 .44 .79 .65 Vorginia ________________________________ 

.08 .06 .07 

;~=======================:::= 
.42 .26 .25 .46 .43 .06 .&4 .83 

1.16 .38 .83 .62 .53 .01 .75 .16 
.55 .47 .49 .96 1.19 2.93 2.54 1.96 .86 

Wyoming ------------------------------ .47 .31 .39 .82 .78 1.86 1.97 .52 .56 

See IooInotes at end of table. 
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Appendix 8 Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
Estimates by State, In Percent: 1991-Con. 
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols . ..... Introductory texij 

FuII·1ime equivalent employment 8nd total peyroll lot selected functions-Con. 

Health Highways Police Fore 
Correction State protsction protection 

FuII·time Full-time Full-lime Full-lime Full·1ime 
equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll 

Alabama ................... _._ ... _._ .. _ .30 .26 2.70 1.91 3.37 2.27 1.80 1.13 1.82 1.25 
Alaska .99 .70 .52 .30 7.23 3.51 .97 .3-4 Arizona :: :::::::: :::: :::::: :::: :::::::: 1.06 .01 .72 .56 1.08 .63 5.46 2.28 
Arkansas ............. _ ................ .20 .15 1.10 .63 1.68 1.63 .66 .30 1.67 .99 
California ..................... _ •••••••• .16 .08 .40 .37 .64 .72 7.01 4.53 

Colorado 6.06 1.87 1.71 .74 1.07 .67 5.77 5.99 .18 .09 ConnecticUt::::::::: :::::: ::::::::::::: .05 .04 .02 .06 .06 
Delaware ............... _ •••••••••••••• .42 
District of CoIumbia ..... _ ... _ ........... 
Florida -------------------------------- .61 .69 .80 .53 .53 .46 .85 .92 .21 .1 1 

~=.r.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.80 .57 1.82 1.21 1.57 1.15 2.21 1.37 .46 .41 

Idaho --------------------------------- 1.35 .29 1.70 1.57 1.49 .84 .47 .51 1.89 1.16 
Illinois ••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• ___ • •••••• 2.93 .79 1.49 1.10 2.35 2.18 6.84 1.83 .49 .52 
Indiana ................... _ ............ 1.81 .88 .74 1.02 1.67 .91 1.50 1.47 .73 .49 

Iowa ---------------------------------- 2.63 1.62 .99 .92 2.12 1.38 .85 .31 .87 .37 
Kansas ....• _ •. _ .... ..••.••......... __ • 1.09 .49 .85 .57 1.17 .93 1.13 .83 .23 .10 
Kentucky ._ ............................ 6.44 5.58 1.96 2.03 3.00 2.30 2.40 1.86 .74 .58 
louisiana ............... _ .............. .17 .11 1.51 .80 1.88 1.10 .51 .52 .53 .25 
Maine •••••••••••••••••• _ .............. 1.11 1.52 1.12 1.85 1.30 .85 1.75 .73 

Maryland .............................. 
Massachusetts .....•....... _ ..... _ ••••. 

.11 .10 1.03 .83 .51 .30 

Michigan •• _ •••••• _ •••••••••• _ •••••••••• 2.04 1.96 1.87 1.36 .93 .85 2.18 .70 .31 .23 
Minnesota ......... _ ••••••••••••••••••• 1.70 1.05 1.77 1.19 3.75 2.23 3.81 .33 1.30 .92 
Mississippi ..................... _ •••••• _ .90 .44 1.52 .89 1.71 1.38 1.35 .85 1.44 .41 

Missouri .... _._ •••••••• _ ............... 5.08 3.54 1.69 1.05 2.45 2.18 2.40 2.96 .84 .46 
Montana ••.•...•.... _ ....•.•••••....... 1.31 .33 .65 .57 1.70 1.15 1.04 .32 .30 .17 
Nebraska ••• _. _ .... _ •• _._ • • _ •••• _ ••• .76 .54 1.95 1.32 1.83 1.12 5.02 1.97 1.25 .70 
Nevada •• _ •••• _ •••••• _ ••••• _ ••••• _ •• _ •• .17 .09 .3-4 .42 .40 .20 4.09 4.3-4 .24 .21 
New HampsIWe .................. _ ••••• 8.57 .59 1.29 1.1 1 2.26 1.08 1.14 .68 

New Jersey ....................... _ ••• _ .44 .36 .51 .41 1.10 1.17 1.07 1.00 .01 
New MeJCico ....... _ ...... _._ ..•. _ ..... 1.15 .52 .50 .47 2.10 .88 2.97 2.49 .75 .77 
New yM ............................ __ .51 .36 1.25 .90 .47 .29 1.19 1.05 .22 .14 
North Carolina ----------------_.------- .03 .03 .07 .05 1.27 1.03 .91 1.00 
North Dakota -------------------------- .22 .04 1.24 .59 3.73 1.23 .85 

Ohio 2.12 1.50 1.49 1.10 2.28 2.00 2.74 2.98 .75 .41 
~ ........... -...... --.. ---.. -.. 

.80 .59 1.92 1.52 1.84 1.05 2.56 1.84 .26 .14 
Oregon ... :: ::::::::: :::::::: ::::::: ::: 1.72 .99 .85 .51 2.21 1.63 2.84 2.87 .21 .11 
PennsyIvanIa-_ ... _ .. _.- .. --_._ .. _ ... _ .. 1.22 .84 1.08 .68 1.31 .80 1.57 .49 .38 .50 
Rhode 1sIand ... _ .... __ ............ _ .... .78 

South Carolina .......... ____ .. ______ " _ 1.10 .87 1.88 1.30 1.45 1.09 4.20 2.91 .25 .51 
South Dakota ... __ ....... _______ .... ___ .87 .33 1.41 .80 1.22 .79 .33 .23 .14 
Tennessee ......... ____ ... _. __ .. _______ .06 .05 1.51 1.21 1.92 1.80 1.47 1.30 
Texas __ ... _ ..... _____ .. ___ .... _. ____ .. .52 .35 1.17 .71 1.22 1.03 1.99 1.46 1.60 1.10 
Utah ---------------------------------- 1.49 1.07 .70 .53 .76 .61 2.59 .09 .88 1.08 

Vermont ...... __ • __ ............ _ ...... _ .28 1.80 1.41 .66 .57 3.92 3.88 

~::-~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.67 .53 .69 .45 .46 .30 

.60 .54 .94 .83 1.08 .82 4.22 3.62 .72 .57 
2.07 1.26 .44 .3-4 2.41 1.70 2.05 1.82 1.77 .92 

WosconsIn ___ .. _. __ .. __ ...... ___ •• __ .. _ 3.65 2.24 1.58 1.15 1.19 .87 1.42 .49 .67 .42 
Wyoming .............. -- ...... --...... 3.49 2.32 .89 .77 3.81 1.31 3.72 .46 4.79 2.54 

Note: Estimates of the relative standard errors of local goYMItn8fIIloIals can be calculated from the relative slandard errors for Stale 8nd local government estimates given In \his table 
using the following equation: 

Relative Standald Error 01 Local Total -

(Relative Standard Error 01 State and Local T otaJ) X (Estimate of State and Local Total) 

Estimate of Local Total 

. * U. S. G.P.O.:1992-311-892:60311 
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
Estimates by State, in Percent: 1990 
[For meaning of abbreviaUons and symbols. see introductory text] 

Major totals Full-Ume equivalent employment and total payroll for selectad funcUons 

Elementary and secondary Public welfare HOspitals 
State aduceoon 

Full-Ume 
Total equivalent Full-time Full-Ume Full-time 

employment employment Total payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll 

Alabama ____________ ___ __________ ____ __ .SO .42 .31 1.13 .60 1.01 .35 
Alaska . - --_.- -- -- - - - ----- -- --- ---- ---- .28 .52 .23 .27 
Arizona ______________________________ ._ .34 .33 .62 .96 1.89 .15 .15 Arkansas ______________________________ .71 .51 .51 1.26 1.28 .38 .19 .03 .44 
Califomia ______________________________ .22 .22 .22 .52 .59 .02 .01 .47 .30 

Colorado ---- -- - -- - - - - - -- --- -- -- - -- ---- .33 .28 .21 I .45 .35 3.96 3.52 .44 .32 
Connecticut ____________________________ .02 .03 .02 
Delaware ______________________________ .12 .01 .03 
District of COlumbia _____________________ 

Florida --- ------ --- --- - --- ---- - - -- - - --- .21 .21 .1 9 .SO .39 .1 0 .16 .10 .30 

Gecrgia _____ ______________________ ____ 
Hawali _____________________________ __ __ 

.45 .40 .27 .70 .59 .1 6 .04 .52 .47 

Idaho -- -- ------ ---- -- - -------- -- -- - --- .76 .78 .62 1.78 1.53 1.11 .31 1.84 1.38 Illinois _____________________________ ____ .51 .35 .47 .54 1.01 1.57 .74 .05 .06 Indiana __________ ______ __ ____ _______ ___ .54 .39 .38 .85 .88 .22 .1 5 .59 1.27 

Iowa - ---- - ----- -- -- - - --- - -- - ---- ------ .82 .46 .41 .92 1.13 1.46 .52 2.01 1.39 Kansas ________________________________ 1.14 1.00 1.04 .63 1.24 .28 .18 1.15 .75 

~~i~~~ ============================== 
.57 .59 .56 1.26 1.22 .34 .1 3 .41 .83 
.30 .21 .18 .53 .38 .92 .34 .35 .33 Maine _________________________________ 1.09 .49 .4" .30 .38 .14 

Maryland ______________________________ .17 .06 .04 .04 .04 Massachusetts _____ ____________________ .08 .1 0 .07 .1 9 .10 
Michigan _________________________ ______ .45 .37 .63 1.09 1.44 2.Q1 .90 1.80 1.42 Minnesota _____________________________ 

1.26 .99 .7 2.20 1.72 2.12 .95 3.72 2.00 Mississippi _____________________________ .71 .62 .3f 1.75 .79 .40 .13 1.42 1.12 
Missouri _______________________________ 

.64 .45 .5 .68 .71 5.09 2.82 .88 .62 Montana _______________________ __ ______ 
2.02 1.89 2.0 4.08 4.57 .48 .31 .41 .89 Nebraska ______________________________ .73 .SO .3 1.14 .79 6.23 2.93 .52 .47 Nevada ________________________________ .68 .74 .56 .45 .34 .30 .17 .26 .68 

New Hampshire ________________________ 1.11 .49 .40 .78 .69 .12 

New Jersey ____________________________ .21 .20 .25 .46 .52 .11 .08 
New Mexico .52 .46 .33 1.38 .90 .16 .10 
New YOrl< ___ =========================== .22 .17 .22 .44 .65 .14 .1 4 .70 .40 
North Carolina - -- ---- - -------- ----- -- -- .17 .18 .1 . .09 .06 
North Dakota -- - - ---- - -- - ---------- -- -- 1.31 .58 .49 1.33 .99 .52 .84 

Ohio .73 .54 .r 1.23 1.66 1.85 1.72 1.31 1.1 9 Oklahomii-------------------- ----------
.76 .79 .6 ' 1.76 1.53 .06 .03 1.58 1.46 

Oregon ___ === ====== == ====== === === == ==== .40 .38 .3_ .79 .61 4.77 2.75 .05 .25 Pennsylvania ___________________________ .29 .21 .3~ .46 .77 .40 .31 Rhode Island ___________________________ .01 .05 .O~ 

Scuth Carolina _________________________ .94 .89 .r 2.62 2.12 2.38 .69 .87 1.29 Scutih Dakota __________________________ 1.18 .50 .4~ 1.32 1.41 .46 .27 1.36 .41 Tennessae _________ __ _____ _________ ____ .42 .19 .1 ' .04 .01 Texas _________________________________ 
.29 .28 .2 ~ .47 .40 .60 .23 .57 1.28 

Utah ----- -- --- - - -- -- - ---- -- --- -- - - - --- .29 .31 .41. 1.16 1.00 .49 .1 2 .39 .56 

Vermont _______________________________ .64 .70 .S- 1.56 1.38 
Virginia ________________________________ .11 .07 .0-
Washington ____________________________ .43 .24 .2' .35 .32 .1 0 .05 .89 .46 

~:~~~~n~~=========================== 
.91 .49 .2 ' .95 .36 .01 .95 .21 
.52 .43 .4 · 1.02 1.14 3.02 2.53 2.03 1.1 2 Wyoming ______________________________ .43 .31 .3 .87 .81 1.77 2.08 .53 .41 

Sea footnotes at end of table. 

~7 



.ppendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
:stimates by State, in Percent: 1990-Con. 
or meaning 01 abbreviations and symbols. see introductory text] 

Full-time equivalent employment and total payroll for selected functions-Con. 

Health Highways Po/ice Fire C, rrectiL. State protection protection 

Full-time Full-time Full-time Full-time FUll-time 
equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll 

labama _______________________________ 1.39 .16 2.49 1.96 3.09 1.94 1.10 .88 1.33 .91 
laska - --- - - -- ------- .--.- ---- -- --- - -- .85 .61 .52 .27 8.61 5.03 .98 .96 
rizona ___________ __ ___________________ .48 .17 .67 .45 1.09 .60 2.04 .61 .01 
rkansas ________________ . _____________ .20 .14 .97 .63 1.61 1.63 .55 .32 1.16 .70 
alifornia ______________________________ .17 .09 .45 .37 .43 .51 5.76 3.55 

"lorado -._-- - - - ---------------------- 8.86 2.33 1.48 .80 1.07 .68 1.92 2.10 .23 .09 
:onnecticut ____________________________ .04 .04 .05 .03 .03 
lelaware __________________ __ __________ .21 
listrict of Columbia _____________________ 
'Iorida - ------------ --.- ------- -------- .37 .37 .52 .39 .58 .57 .63 .74 .19 .25 

~:~~I~ -= == = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = 
.85 .79 2.10 1.27 1.51 1.06 3.94 1.60 .99 .72 

daho 1.77 .53 1.25 .92 1.50 .95 .48 .51 1.30 .80 
llinois ==================== === ==== === === 1.62 .62 1.22 .86 2.14 .46 3.17 1.73 .09 .51 
ndiana ________________________________ 1.03 .86 .80 1.04 1.53 .73 1.19 1.21 .70 .46 

owa 3.09 1.37 1.01 .96 2.12 1.47 1.02 .30 .80 .32 
<ansa; == = = = = = == = = = == = == = = = == = = = = = = = == = 1.16 .47 .86 .71 1.05 .89 1.52 .70 .19 .10 <entucky ______________________________ 6.86 6.11 1.93 2.16 3.28 2.43 3.28 1.19 .70 .59 _ouisiana __________________ ____________ .20 .10 1.55 .88 1.85 1.31 .46 .52 .40 .25 \Aaine _________________________________ 1.28 1.38 1.03 1.84 1.32 .47 1.00 1.51 

l.1aryland .11 .09 1.42 .51 .37 .26 

Massachusetts-= = = = = = = = == == = = == = = == = = = = = .02 .01 Michigan _______________________________ 1.42 .84 1.88 1.39 .89 .74 2.08 .60 .24 .14 
Minnesota _____________________________ 1.24 .73 1.95 1.13 3.23 2.10 2.88 .30 .97 .75 
Mississippi _____________________________ .98 .49 1.53 .82 1.54 1.03 1.35 .82 .68 .39 

Missouri _______________________________ 4.97 3.69 1.87 1.97 3.04 2.46 2.17 2.26 .91 .76 Montana _________ _____ _________________ 1.47 .33 .49 .50 1.96 1.34 1.35 .25 1.36 .54 Nebraska ___ ___________________________ 1.36 .77 1.53 1.20 1.97 1.09 .10 .02 1.39 .55 Nevada ________________________________ .24 .14 .33 .43 .48 .08 4.14 4.48 .26 .23 
New Hampshire ________________________ 8.75 .61 1.28 1.10 2.20 1.18 1.06 .46 

New Jersey ____________________________ .29 .22 .54 .40 1.08 1.25 .97 .93 .01 
New Mexico ___________________________ .85 .40 .32 .49 3.22 1.49 2.87 2.51 .70 .52 New York ______________________________ .44 .46 1.21 .85 .45 .29 1.19 1.04 .09 .08 
North Carolina --------- ----------- ----- .02 .02 .81 .51 1.20 1.13 .77 .83 
North Dakota - -._- -- --- -- --------- -- -- - .76 .34 1.37 .64 1.47 1.19 , 
Ohio 2.16 1.62 1.54 1.07 2.39 1.81 2.54 2.48 .77 .42 Oklah;'-;;;;; - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- ---

.55 .35 1.69 1.47 1.55 .91 1.06 .75 .28 .14 
Oregon ___ ============= ======= ========= 2.21 1.08 .61 .51 2.20 1.60 3.64 4.41 .53 .52 Pennsylvania ___________________________ 1.47 .95 1.00 .72 1.27 .75 1.51 .40 .23 .47 
Rhode Island ___________________________ 

.47 .51 

South Carolina _________________________ .85 .80 1.98 1.45 1.20 1.30 4.97 2.45 .64 .12 
South Dakota __________________________ .82 .32 1.53 .80 .98 .70 .22 .31 T ennessee _______ . _____________________ .06 .05 1.58 1.10 1.61 1.51 1.42 t.47 Texas _________________________________ .58 .39 1.11 .66 1.26 1.00 1.97 1.46 1.66 1.0B 
Utah - -- -- - -- ----. - - -- - - --- - - - - --- - - --- 1.61 .85 .64 .54 .41 .22 2.58 .84 .88 1.04 

Vermont __________ .. ___________________ 1.54 1.27 .59 .57 1.34 
Virginia ____________ . ___________________ .65 .46 .68 .40 .47 .29 Washington ____________________________ .56 .46 .56 .51 .73 .52 3.54 2.90 .37 .39 West Virginia ___________________________ .48 .84 .85 .42 1.55 1.18 .22 .05 1.36 1.95 
Wisconsin -- - - - - - -- -- - -- - - -- - -- - - - - - - -- 4.75 1.70 1.93 1.22 1.15 .85 .87 .56 .72 .49 
Wyoming --- ---- -- - -- - -- - - --- - - -- - - - - -- 3.51 2.40 .85 .66 3.58 1.30 2.75 .46 4.59 2.06 

Note: Estimates of the relative standard errors of local government totals can be calculated from the relative standard errors for State and local government estimates given in this table 
using the following equation: 

Relative Standard Error of Local Total = 

(Relative Standard Error of State and Local Total) X (Estimate of State and Local Total) 

Estimate of Local Total 

38 * U.S. G.P.O.:1991-281-558:4027.7 
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
Estimates by State, in Percent: 1989 
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text] 

Ma]or totals Full-time equivalent employment and total payroll for selected functions 

Elementary and secondary Public welfare Hospitals State education 

FUll-lime 
Total equivalent Full-time Full-lime Full-time 

employment employment Total payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll equivalent Payroll 

Alabama _________________________ __ ____ .46 .39 .29 1.08 .51 .62 .40 
Alaska -- -- - - ---- - - -- . - - - - - -.-- - -- - - --- .24 .42 .46 .50 .38 
Arizona ________________________________ .27 .30 .60 .84 1.68 .72 .55 
Arkansas _____________________________ • .59 .42 .59 1.09 1.45 .42 .14 .24 .15 California ______________________________ .18 .19 .16 .40 .33 .03 .02 1.03 .90 

Colorado - -- -- ----- - ---- ------. - - - ----- .36 .24 .16 .40 .25 3.82 .87 .30 .16 Connecticut ____________________________ .02 .03 .01 Delaware ______________________________ .13 .01 .04 
District of ColumbiB-____________________ 
Ronda - .-. -.- - -- -- --- -- -- -- ----- ------ .15 .11 .17 .17 .34 .18 .16 .07 .26 

~:~~:~-=============================== 
.36 .40 .27 .94 .45 .16 .06 .39 .30 

Idaho _________________________________ .53 .41 .26 .66 .44 .65 .26 1.69 1.80 Illinois _________________________________ .63 .35 .40 .50 .66 .55 .17 .50 .39 Indiana ________________________________ .44 .38 .38 .80 .86 .24 .17 .55 1.06 

Iowa ---- ------ --- - - - -- - - - -- -- ---- - ---- .72 .42 .43 .72 .98 1.40 .64 1 .28 1.70 Kansas ________________________________ .57 .27 .29 .46 .77 .29 .15 .88 .59 

~~~i~;~~ :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: 
.47 .49 .47 1.00 1.03 .39 .29 1.98 1.69 
.30 .18 .23 .SO .55 .37 .09 .28 .28 

Maine ________ • __________ • _____________ .36 .25 .23 .26 .47 .20 .14 

Maryland ---- -- ---- -.- - - ---.- --. - ---- -- .20 .06 .04 
Massachusetts _____ ._. __ • ___ ._. ________ .09 .07 .06 .14 .11 Michigan _______________________________ .38 .29 .60 .58 1.34 1.16 .48 1.71 1.02 Minnesota _____________________________ 1.09 .89 .66 2.24 1.70 3.53 1.96 .90 .50 Mississippi _____________________________ .52 .58 1.37 1.58 2.40 7.94 6.79 1.74 7.39 

Missouri __ ._. __________________________ .56 .43 .31 .83 .70 4.56 2.34 .09 .56 Montana _______________________________ 1.76 1.90 2.06 4.08 4.48 .32 .47 .08 .06 Nebraska ______________________________ .61 .42 .30 .90 .84 4.99 2.47 .56 .39 Nevada ________________________________ .75 .86 .65 .52 .30 .17 .07 .43 .25 New Hampshire ________________________ .69 .40 .38 .SO .73 .12 .06 

New Jersey ____________________________ .21 .19 .24 .38 .44 .14 .10 
New Mexico --- --- - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - --- .34 .31 .34 .85 .92 .34 .18 New York ________________ ______________ .19 .15 .18 .40 .47 .17 .10 .66 .43 
North Carolina -- - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- --- .16 .16 .12 .30 .16 
North Dakota -- ----- --- -- -- -- --- -- - ---- .88 .33 .25 .90 .54 .55 .60 

Ohio .74 .56 .62 1.28 1.34 1.96 1.72 .90 .71 Oklaho-';;a - --- -- ---- -- - - - - -- --- -- --- -- -- .69 .65 .46 1.27 .97 .05 .02 1.50 1.23 
Oregon ___ :::::: ::: :::::: ::::: ::::::::: .36 .34 .30 .52 .54 4.20 2.06 .02 .10 Pennsylvania ___________________________ .30 .20 .31 .44 .72 .26 .11 
Rhode Island ___________________________ .01 .08 .02 

South Carolina _________________________ .97 .82 .76 2.37 1.98 .08 .06 .21 .62 South Dakota __________________________ 1.24 .51 .36 1.15 .96 .50 .34 1.24 .BI 
Tennessee _____________________________ .49 .19 .17 .02 .01 
Texas _________________________________ .24 .23 .22 .43 .29 .63 .23 .51 1.29 
Utah --- --- - ---- -- --- ------ ----- ------- .33 .29 .14 .81 .39 .46 .16 .37 .37 
Vermont _______________________________ .42 .46 .29 .78 .68 .01 

~~~:~gton:::::~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
.05 .04 .05 
.33 .21 .20 .28 .23 .03 .06 .61 .94 

~:~~~~n~~=========================== 
.93 .33 .27 .61 .42 .25 .24 
.50 .38 .47 .77 1.09 2.58 1.90 .31 .22 

Wyoming - --- ------ - - --- -- - - - -- - - -- - --- .42 .29 .28 .79 .65 1.55 1.00 .63 .45 

See footnotes al end of table. 
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Government 
Estimates by State, in Percent: 1989-Con. 
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text) 

Full·time equivalent employment and total payroll for selected functions-Con. 

State 

Alabama ______________________________ _ 
Alaska ___________________________ ____ _ 
Arizona _____________ . _________________ _ 
Ar\(ansas _____________________________ _ 
California _____________________________ _ 

Colorado _____________________________ _ 
Connecticut __________________ _____ ____ _ 
Delaware _____________________________ _ 
District of COlumbia. ___________ _____ ___ _ 
Florida _______________________________ _ 

~:'J;:~_=============================== Idaho ________________________________ _ 
Illinois ________________________________ _ 
Indiana _______________________________ _ 

Iowa _________________________________ _ 
Kansas _______________________________ _ 

~~~i~~~ ============================== Maine ________________________________ _ 

Maryland _____________________________ _ 
Massachusetts ____ ______ ______________ _ 
Michigan ______________________________ _ 
Minnesota ____________________________ _ 
Mississippi ____________________________ _ 

Missouri ______________________________ _ 
Montana ______________________________ _ 
Nebraska _____________________________ _ 
Nevada ___ __ ___ ___ ____________________ _ 
New Hampshire ___________ ____________ _ 

New Jersey ___ ____ ____________________ _ 
New Mexico __________________________ _ 
New yor\( _____________________________ _ 
North Carolina ______ ___ ____________ ___ _ 
North Dakota _________________________ _ 

Ohio _________________________________ _ 
Oklahoma ____________________________ _ 
Oregon _______________________________ _ 
Pennsylvania __________________________ _ 
Rhode Island __________________________ _ 

South Carolina ________________________ _ 
South Dakota _________________________ _ 
Tennessee ____________________________ _ 
Texas ________________________________ _ 
Utah _________________________________ _ 

Vermont ______________________________ _ 
Virginia ____________ . __________________ _ 
Washington ______________ __ ___________ _ 
West Virginia __________________________ _ 
Wisconsin ____________________________ _ 
Wyoming _____________________________ _ 

Health 

Full·time 
equivalent 

1.64 
2.83 

.38 

.22 
2.58 

8.77 

.60 

.92 

.35 

.87 
1.15 

3.20 
1.54 
2.25 

.22 

.80 

.11 

1.63 
1.41 
1.67 

5.10 
1.54 

.69 

.44 
9.17 

.28 
1.00 

.48 

.02 

.57 

2.31 
.43 

1.56 

.11 

.71 

.06 

.47 
1.65 

.53 
1.81 
4.28 
1.06 

Payroll 

.65 

.89 

.20 

.12 
1.59 

2.08 
.01 

.59 

.76 

.20 

.61 

.87 

1.70 
.48 

2.58 
.36 
.44 

.08 

.97 

.81 

.91 

2.87 
.69 
.09 
.15 

3.95 

.22 

.66 

.29 

.02 

.37 

1.65 
.34 

2 .12 
.92 

.07 

.51 

.05 

.32 

.92 

.02 

.46 

.64 
1.55 

.18 

Highways 

Full-time 
equivalent 

2.49 
.21 
.55 
.72 
.53 

1.81 
.04 

.62 

1.90 

1.24 
1.18 

.63 

.90 

.68 
1.10 
1.60 
1.58 

1.40 

1.40 
1.90 
1.43 

1.84 
.50 

1.73 
.23 

1.22 

.51 

.59 
1.15 

.58 
1.31 

1.38 
1.77 
.62 
.98 

1.55 
1.42 
1.61 
1.01 
.61 

1.42 
.67 
.80 
.59 

1.86 
.54 

Payroll 

1.75 
.06 
.42 
.43 
.43 

.89 

.02 

.41 

1.32 

.98 

.78 

.84 

.75 

.61 
1.33 

.98 

.98 

.46 

.99 
1.32 

.70 

.96 

.39 
1.13 

.14 
1.10 

.38 

.65 

.78 

.42 

.74 

.99 
1.38 
.35 
.75 

1.62 
1.15 
1.16 
.67 
.40 

.98 

.39 

.57 

.47 
1.09 

.44 

Police 
protection 

Full-time 
equivalent 

3.07 
7.40 

.88 
1.34 
.52 

1.03 
.04 
.22 

.72 

1.60 

1.32 
1.96 
1.52 

2.08 
3.10 
3.08 
1.79 
2.04 

.22 

.75 
3.88 
1.62 

2.28 
1.81 
1.57 

.04 
2.18 

1.16 
2.36 

.32 
1.31 
1.50 

2.11 
1.43 
2.18 
1.14 

.83 

.90 
1.22 
1.28 

.43 

.87 

.68 
1.03 
2.88 
1.16 
4.47 

Payroll 

2.05 
3.46 

.63 
1.23 

.50 

.61 

.05 

.08 

.63 

1.20 

1.14 
1.97 

.87 

1.42 
2.58 
2.30 
1.39 
1.25 

.14 

.60 
2.06 
1.47 

1.40 
1.23 
1.26 

.25 
1.59 

1.26 
1.26 

.24 

.99 
1.12 

1.59 
1.07 
1.50 

.81 

2.39 
.69 

1.03 
1.00 

.32 

.79 

.38 

.82 
1.54 

.82 
1.07 

Fire 
protection 

Full·time 
equivalent 

1.20 

2.52 
.69 

1.83 

1.83 

.54 

2.88 

1.01 
2.53 
1.30 

1.60 
.30 

1.00 
.72 
.87 

.02 
1.29 

.79 
1.35 

2.51 
1.36 
.22 

4.36 
1.13 

1.63 
1.43 

.80 

.73 

2.19 
1.47 
4.80 
1.46 

.47 

2.84 

.70 
1.95 
.32 

1.39 
.47 

3.67 
.19 
.74 
.98 

Payroll 

.84 

.03 

.34 

.51 
1.36 

1.82 

.70 

1.57 

.83 
1.76 
1.36 

.77 

.21 

.97 

.40 

.90 

.02 

.69 

.55 

.82 

2.06 
.55 
.13 

4.39 
.65 

1.35 
1.09 

.87 

.72 

.07 

2.30 
1.49 
4.38 

.41 

.53 

1.32 
.1 0 
.53 

1.40 
.17 

.34 

.27 
2.96 

.15 

.32 

.40 

Correction 

Full-time 
equivalent 

.73 

.01 

.88 

.24 

.21 

1.16 

.99 

.35 

.77 

.91 

.30 

.91 

.42 
1.00 

.22 
1.17 

.90 

.84 
1.33 
1.41 

.07 

.01 

.53 

.06 

.07 

.25 

.80 

.28 

.18 

.39 

.20 

.41 

1.47 
.49 

.84 
1.44 

.63 
2.78 

Payroll 

.36 

.01 

.51 

.10 

.30 

.68 

.73 

.38 

.34 

.37 

.17 

.76 

.29 

.92 

.13 

.80 

.47 

.44 

.36 

.57 

.04 

.45 

.05 

.09 

.38 

.14 

.21 

.40 

.18 

.17 

.86 

.30 

.55 
1.56 
.40 

1.37 

Note: Estimates of the relative standard errors of local government totals can be calculated from the relative standard errors for State and local govemment estimates given in this table 
using the follOwing equation: 

Relative Standard Error of Local Total = 

(Relative Standard Error of State and Local T 0taJ) X (Estimate of State and Local Total) 

Estimete of Local Total 
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Estimates by State, In Percent: 
1987 

(For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text) 

Other 
Financial government 

State Total Total administration administration 
Total full-time Total full-time full-time full-time 

employees employees payroll payroll employees employees 

United States, total ....... ....... . ...... .1 .1 .1 .1 .2 .5 

Alabama ..................................... .5 .4 .4 .4 3.4 9.2 
Alaska ...................................... 1.3 .4 .2 .2 1.5 2.7 
Arizona ...................................... .6 .7 .6 .6 .7 3.5 
Arkansas .................................... 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 2.9 4.9 
California ............................ ..•... . . .3 .5 .6 .6 .2 .6 

Colorado ........... .. .. ... ... .. ...•... ..... . 1.2 1.5 .4 .5 1.1 2.5 
Connecticut ... . ............ .. . .... . ..... .... .1 .1 .2 .2 .1 .2 
Delaware ........ . ...... ......•.... ...... ... . .2 .2 .2 .1 .9 1.7 
District of Columbia ...... ... ..... • ............ 
Florida ............ .......... ....... ...•..... .2 .2 .2 .2 1.2 1.4 

Georgia .... ....••..•• .... ••.. .......•.•. ••.. 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.3 2.6 3.5 
Hawaii ...................................... 
Idaho .. ........ ...... ..... .. .... ..... .... .... 1.0 .6 .5 .5 2.7 6.6 
Illinois •.............•................•.•..... .7 .4 .4 .4 1.9 3.2 
Indiana ........ ... .. ......... .... . ........•.. .8 .4 .4 .4 2.6 3.4 

Iowa ........................................ 1.0 .7 .5 .6 1.6 3.8 
Kansas ..................•••....•..•.•.•....• .7 .5 .4 .4 1.7 10.7 
Kentucky ............... . . . ...... .. .......... .9 .8 .6 .7 8.1 14.1 
Louisiana ......... ... ... .. ... • .. .•.. ....... • . .4 .4 .3 .3 1.3 2.6 
Maine ..••......•...•..................•..••. 1.8 2.1 1.0 1.1 4.5 4.3 

Maryland .................................... .3 1.0 
Massachusetts ............................... .1 .1 .1 .1 .2 .1 
Michigan .................. .. .......... .. .. .. .7 .5 .3 .3 2.1 3.9 
Minnesota ..... ... ....... . . .. ................ 1.4 1.6 1.3 1.4 2.5 7.5 
Mississippi . .......... .. ..... . ..... ........ ..• 1.0 1.1 .9 .9 1.8 5.7 

Missouri ..................................... .9 .8 .6 .6 2.7 5.0 
Montana ....... .... ........... .... ....... .. . 3.5 1.0 .7 .8 .8 4.1 
Nebraska .......•............................ 1.2 .8 .7 .7 1.7 5.1 
Nevada .. ... .. .. .. ....... ................... .7 .6 .3 .3 .8 1.4 
New Hampshire ........... •... ............... 2.4 .6 .7 .6 3.5 2.4 

New Jersey .................................. .3 .2 .3 .3 .9 .9 
New Mexico . ... .. ..... .. ....... .. ...... . .... .5 .6 .6 .6 1.1 2.7 
New York .... ................ ............... .3 .2 .2 .2 .7 1.1 
North Carolina . .. ....•................•....•• 1.2 .2 .3 .1 1.3 2.2 
North Dakota .... ..... .... •....... ....... ..•. 3.2 4.6 1.5 1.6 4.0 12.4 

Ohio ........................................ .6 .4 .4 .4 1.7 2.6 
Oklahoma .......... .... . •.... .......... ...•• .7 .7 .5 .6 2.3 3.9 
Oregon .. •.... .. ...•.•.... . •.. .......... . ...• .8 .7 .6 .6 1.1 2.7 
Pennsylvania ................................ .5 .5 .5 .5 .9 1.9 
Rhode Island ... ......... ......... .. ... ... ... .1 

South Carolina ... .. ... ... .. . ........... •..•.. .4 .5 .5 .5 1.1 5.2 
South Dakota ...... . ....... .... .......... ..• . 1.5 .8 .6 .6 1.2 5.1 
Tennessee .................................. .5 .3 .3 .3 2.0 19.0 
Texas ....................•..............•... .3 .4 .3 .3 1.1 2.9 
Utah ....................................•.•. .3 .3 .2 .2 1.4 2.0 

Vermont. .....•...............••.........••.. 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 2.3 3.9 
Virginia .. . .. ......... .. ......... . . . . . ... .... . .1 .1 .1 .1 .5 1.1 
Washington ..................•.•............. .9 .4 .4 .4 1.2 1.7 
West Virginia . ......... ....... .... ... ... .. ... .4 .2 .2 .2 1.0 3.7 
Wisconsin ............... . ..........•... •.... .9 .3 .3 .3 2.6 2.6 
Wyoming ... . ... ............. .. . .. ..•..... ... 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.4 2.0 4.1 

curry004
Text Box
Sic
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Errors of Selected Variables for State and Local Estimates by State, in Percent: 
1987-Con. 

(For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text) 

States 

United States, total ...... . . .. ... .. . 

Alabama .. ...... ... ...... .. .... . . . ..... . 
Alaska . .. . .. .. . .. .. . . .... .. . . ...... . . . . . 
Arizona . . .. . .... .. .... . .. .. .... ..... . .. . 
Arkansas .. .. . . ... . ... . . . . . .. . ... . ... .. . 
California .. .. . . .. . .. . .. . ..... . .. . . .. ... . 

Colorado .. . ........ . .. . . . ......... . . . .. . 
Connecticut .. .... .. ... . . ... . . ..... ... . . . 
Delaware ... . . . . . .. .. . .... .. .. .. ... ... . . 
District of Columbia . . .... ... ........... . . 
Florida .. .... . . . .... . . . ....... .. ... ..... . 

Georgia .. ... ... ... .. ...... .. . ... ... . . .. . 
Hawaii ... .. . . . ..... .. . .. ... .... . . .. .. . . . 
Idaho . . .. ...... ..... ..... .. . ... ....... . . 
Illinois . .. . .. . . . .. .. ..... . . . ........... . . 
Indiana . . .... .... .. ... .. .. . .. . ..... .. . . . 

Iowa . . ... .. . . . ... ..... .... . ... . ... . ... . . 
Kansas . . .. . .... . . . . . .. ... .. ... . . . .. . .. . 
Kentucky ... .... .......... . . . ... ... ... . . 
Louisiana . ... . . . ... .. . ... .. .... .. ..... . . 
Maine ... ... .. . ... . . .... .. . .. .. . ....... . 

Maryland ... . .... . .... .. . .... . ... .. ... .. . 
Massachusetts ....... .... . .. ... . ... .. .. . 
Michigan . ... .. . . .. . . . .......... . ....... . 
Minnesota .. ... .. ... . .. ..... . . . . ... . ... . 
Mississippi .......... . .. . . .. . .. .. .. .. . . . . 

Missouri .... .. . . . .. .. . ... . . .... . . . . . . . . . 
Montana . . ... . ..... ... . . ... . . ..... . . . .. . 
Nebraska •.. .. ... . ... . . . ..... . .. ... . . .. . 
Nevada .. ...... .. .. ... .... ... . .. ... . ... . 
New Hampshire .. . . . ...... .. . . .. ... . . .. . 

New Jersey ... .... .. . ... . .... . .. ... . ... . 
New Mexico . . . . ... .... . . .. .. . ... ... .... . 
New york . . . . .. . .... .. ... . . . .. .. ...... . . 
North Carolina ..... ..... . .. .. . . . ... .... . . 
North Dakota .. ... ... . ... . . .. .. .. . .... . . . 

Ohio .. . . .. . . ..... . .... .. ... . . . .. .. . . . .. . 
Oklahoma ...... . ...... . .. . . . . . .... ... .. . 
Oregon . . ...... . . .. .. . . ... ... . .... . .. .. . 
Pennsylvania .. . . .. ... ........ .. . . .. . . .. . 
Rhode Island .. ....... . ..... . ... . . . .. . .. . 

South Carolina . . . .... . ... . ... . ... .. ... . . 
South Dakota . . . .. . . . ........ . ....... .. . 
Tennessee . . ... . . ... . ..... .. . . ........ . . 
Texas . .. .. .. . ............... . ... . ..... . 
Utah . .. ........... . ........ . ........ .. . 

Vermont . . . .. .... ... ...... ... .... . .. .. . . 
Virginia . .. ... . .. . ... .. .. . .. ..... . .. . . .. . 
Washington . .. . . ... . .. . .... ... .... . . . . . . 
West Virginia . .. . ... .. ..... . . .. .... . . . .. . 
Wisconsin ... .. . . ... ... . . .. . .... .. .. .... . 
Wyoming ... . . . . .. .. . ... . . .... . . .... . .. . 

Elementary 
and 

secondary 
education 

full-time 
employees 

.2 

.8 

1.8 
1.3 

.6 

.4 

.3 

.3 

1.0 

1.0 
.6 
.7 

1.1 
.8 

1.1 
.4 

4.5 

.3 
1.0 
4.4 
2.2 

1.3 
2.3 
1.9 
1.2 
1.0 

.4 
1.5 

.4 

4.4 

.6 
1.5 
1.2 
1.1 

.8 
1.6 

.7 

.3 

3.0 

.9 

.2 

.6 
3.1 

Higher 
education 

full-time 
employees 

.1 

.2 

.9 

.7 

3.0 

2.9 

* U.S.GOVERNMENT PR I NTING OFF I CE ' 1989 - 26 1- 914!00080 

Public 
welfare 

full-time 
employees 

.2 

1.5 
4.5 
1.3 

.5 

.3 

1.0 
.1 

1.6 

5.6 

.8 
1.2 
1.9 

2.7 
1.0 

.9 

.3 

.1 

2.9 
2.9 

.2 

.2 
1.1 
7.7 
.3 

.1 
1.6 

.1 

.1 
1.4 

.8 

1.2 
.9 

.9 
11 .3 

.2 

.3 

.4 

.3 

.1 
2.3 

.7 

Hospital 
full-time 

employees 

.5 

1.2 

2.1 
.2 

1.3 

.4 

8.8 

1.3 
.4 

1.2 

2.1 
2.8 
3.0 
1.1 

.9 
2.8 
2.6 

1.5 
.3 

1.3 
3.8 

1.3 
1.3 

.5 

1.1 
.2 

1.4 
1.4 

.8 

.6 

1.0 
.1 

Public Police 
Highway utilities protection 
full-time full-time full-time 

employees employees employees 

.2 .6 .2 

1.9 2.8 2.1 
.3 6.8 2.8 
.5 .3 1.0 

1.4 3.8 10.6 
.2 .6 .2 

.7 24.7 .9 

.1 .1 
1.1 1.0 1.3 

.6 .6 .5 

1.1 2.0 1.0 

2.0 5.0 2.3 
1.1 .7 .7 
1.0 2.9 1.0 

1.3 6.9 2.6 
1.2 2.7 1.1 
1.2 3.3 2.8 
2.2 2.1 1.2 
1.6 2.9 2.4 

.3 .3 .3 
.2 

3.1 3.7 1.1 
1.2 1.0 1.4 
1.3 2.4 1.3 

1.0 1.8 1.0 
.6 4.9 1.6 

1.4 .6 1.5 
.7 .9 .2 

2.0 .7 3.6 

.7 1.8 .6 

.9 1.4 .7 

.8 .1 .3 

.9 3.4 .9 
1.1 4.5 1.7 

1.0 3.1 .4 
1.2 3.5 2.6 
1.5 1.6 1.3 

.8 2.1 .8 
.5 

.8 2.8 .8 
1.1 2.4 1.7 
1.5 2.2 1.0 
1.3 .7 .8 

.7 .8 .8 

1.7 1.7 1.7 
.4 .6 1.7 

1.1 .5 .6 
.6 4.9 1.5 

1.3 1.8 .7 
.5 15.0 2.4 

,~ 

\ Ii 

l 
I 
J 
t 
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Appendix B. Relative Standard Error. of Selected Variable. for State and Loc:aI Estimate. by State. in 
Percent: 1986 

[For meaning of symbols. see text) 

State 

United States. totaL •.•••.•••.••.••••••••• 

Alabama •••••••••••••••• ~ ......................... . 
Alaska •••••••••• ~ •••••• ~ ......................... . 
Arizona ••••••••• ~ •••••• ~ ••• 0.' ••••••• " ••••••••••• 
Arkansas ......... ~ •••••• ~ ......................... . 
California ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Colorado ........... , " ............................ ~ • 
Connecticut •••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.••••••• 
Del'Aware. ~ •••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• ~. 
Dhtrict of Columbh ............................ . 
Florida ......................................... . 

GeorSia ......................................... . 
Hawaii •• , •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• , •••••••• 
Idaho ........................................... . 
Illinois •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
Indiana ............................... <1- ............................. . 

IOlla ................. ~ •••••• , •••••• ~ •••••• ~ •••••••• 
lCansas .................. ~ ....... , ......... ~ ......... t .......... .. 

lCentucky .......................... t ........ , ................. . 
Louisiana ............. , ......................................... .. 
Ma1ne ............... , ................................. .. 

Ihryland ........................................ . 
M .... sMhusetta ................................... . 
Michigan ............................. "" •••••••• 
Minnesota ....................................... . 
M1esi:lsipp1. .................................... . 

Missouri .............................................. , ...... . 
Montana ............................................. , ..... .. 
Nebra$ka ............................................ , ..... . 
Nevada ................................... .., ........... ,. ..... .. 
New Hampshire ......................................... , .... .. 

New Jersey ........................ , •••••• , ............. . 
Hew Hex1oo •••••••••••• _ ....... " ......................... . 
New york ••••••• ~ ........................................ . 
North Carolina .................................. . 
North Dakota .................................... . 

Ohio ............................................ . 
Oklahoma ........... t ....... " ............................... . 

Oreson .......................................... . 
Pennsylvania ..... "..". •• ". .. ". ........ ". ........ ,.". ... ". ~""'''''' •• '' 
Rhode Island .................................... . 

South Carolina .................................. . 
South Dakota .................................... . 
Tennessee ................................................. . 
Texas ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••• ~ ••••••••• 
Utah ............... "'" .... '" ................. . 

Vermont .............................. " •••••• " .......... . 
Virginia ........................................ . 
Washington ...................................... . 
We3t Virginia ................................... . 
Wisconsin ....................................... . 
Wyoming ......................................... . 

Total 
employees 

.1 

.5 
1.1 

.7 

.9 

.3 

.9 

.2 

.2 

1.1 

.9 

.7 

.8 

1.1 
.7 
.7 
.4 

1.8 

.1 

.1 

.7 
1.1 
.8 

.6 

.9 
1.1 

.7 
2.9 

.2 

.3 

.2 
1.2 
1.9 

.5 

.7 

.8 

.4 

.4 
1.4 
.5 
.3 
.3 

1.1 
.1 
.9 
.4 
.5 

1.8 

Total 
full-time 
elnployees 

.1 

.4 

.5 

.7 

.6 

.6 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.1 

1.3 

1,0 
.3 
.4 

.7 

.5 

.6 

.4 
2.1 

.1 

.5 

.6 

.8 

.6 

.8 

.8 

.6 

.5 

.2 

.4 

.1 

.1 
1.5 

.4 

.7 

.7 

.3 

.4 

.8 

.3 

.3 

.2 

.& 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.3 
1.4 

Total 
payroll 

.1 

.4 

.4 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.2 

1.2 

.5 

.4 

.3 

.5 

.4 

.6 

.2 
1.1 

.1 

.4 

.6 

.9 

1.0 
.6 
.7 
.2 ., 
.3 
.5 
.2 
.3 

1.4 

.4 

.5 

.5 

.4 

.5 

.6 

.4 

.3 

.1 

.7 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.2 
1.6 

Total 
fllll-time 

payroll 

.J 

.4 

.5 
.7 
.7 
.7 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.2 

1.2 

.6 

.4 

.4 

.5 

.4 

.6 

.3 
1.2 

.1 

.4 
.6 
.9 

1.1 
.7 
.7 
.3 
.6 

.3 

.5 

.1-

.1 
1.5 

.4 

.5 

.6 

.4 

.6 

.6 

.4 

.3 

.1 

.7 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.3 
1.6 

Finanoial 
adminIs­
tration 

full-time 
employees 

.2 

3.6 
1.6 

.8 
2.0 
.2 

1.1 
.1 
.9 

1.1 

1.6 

3.1-
1.3 
1.8 

2.0 
1.4 
8.l 
1.2 
4.6 

.3 

.2 
2.1 
2.3 
1.7 

2.1 
.8 

1.8 
.5 

3." 
.9 

1.2 
.1 

2.1 
3.9 

1.7 
2.4 
1.0 
1.2 

1.1 
.8 

2.1 
1.1 
.7 

2.7 
.5 
.8 

1.3 
2.8 
4.4 

33 

Other 
sovernment 

adcinls­
tratlon 

full-time 
employees 

.5 

9.3 
3.7 
1.7 
4.9 
.4 

2.5 
.2 

1.& 

1.6 

3.& 

6.5 
3.3 
3.1 

3.1 
10.9 
13.3 
2.6 
3.8 

.6 

.1 
4.0 
7.& 
5.8 

4.7 
4.5 
5.2 
1.2 
2.4 

.9 
2.3 
1.3 
4.3 

11.7 

2.2 
3 • .9 
2.9 
1.& 

4.9 
5.1 

19.2 
2.6 
1.9 

2.5 
1.2 
1.8 
3.6 
2.6 
3.4 
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AppendIx B ...... tlv. S.8ndMt Errora of Selected V ...... for S .... end Locel e....,. ••• by S ..... In 
Percent: 1988-Con. ' 

(For _aning of' ayabola', see text) 

Ele_ntary 
and second.ry lIi~er Publ1c Public Police r 

states educ.U':>n educ.hon welf.re Hospital IIlll1 ... y utllities protection oil 
full-tla. rUll-time full-tille full-tl_ full-tim. full-tlme full-tim. 
eaployeea eaployees .aployees e.ployees employ •• s employees employe." 

Unlted states, total ........................ .1 .1 .2 .4 .2 .2 .1 

Alabua ........................................... .8 1.5 1.2 1.9 2.7 1.8 
Alaltka ................................. , .............................................. 4.5 .2 12.1 3.2 
Arizona ........................................... 1.5 .5 .2 .5 
Ark.Mas .................................................................................. , 1.1 .5 1.11 1.0 9.1 1.4 
C.Uforni ......................................... .5 .2 .4 .3 .2 .6 .2 

Colorado .......................................... .4 3.4 .6 .7 .7 .8 
Connecticut ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .1 .1 .1 
Delaware •••• o ...................................................................... .2 1.1 1.0 1.3 
Dlstriot of Colu.bia .............................. 
Florida ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .2 1.2 .4 .7 .5 .5 

a.orgla ........................................... 1.1 5.6 6.7 1.0 2.2 .9 
11 .... 11 ............................................ 
Idaho ............................................. 1.9 1.1 1.3 %.1 3.9 2.7 
I1l1nois .......................................... .6 .9 1.2 .1 1.1 .1 .6 
Indiana ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .8 .1 1.1 1.2 1.0 2.8 1.0 

Iowa" ................................... , ................ 0 ........ .9 3.0 2.2 2.0 1.1 6.4 2.1 
Itan.:tas ...................................................................... I' • " " " " •• .7 1.2 3.0 1.2 2.9 1.1 
Kentucky .......................................... 1.0 .6 2.9 1.5 3.1 2.8 
Lou1siana ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .7 .3 1.1 2.3 1.9 1.3 
Maine. _ .................. " ... "" ........................ 4.6 .1 1.6 3.2 2.5 

Maryland .......................................... .4 .3 .3 
HaaaachUSfett8 ........ I' .... " ..... "" .... "" •• " •• " •••••••• , .3 .2 .1 
Hichllan .......................................... 1.1 1.0 .4 2.9 3.7 1.0 
HiMesota ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.4 3.1 2.0 1.5 1.3 1.2 
HisUaa1ppi ....................................... 2.0 .2 2.1 1.4 3.1 1.3 

Missouri." .............................................. 1.4 .2 1.3 1.0 2.0 .8 
Montana." ~ ......... " ........... " •• "" .... " ••••••••• " •• 1.8 .7 .3 .6 3.9 1.4 
N.brask ........................................... 2.2 8.3 1.1 1.4 .8 1.3 
Nevada .......... " ••••••••••••••••••• , ••• "" •• " •••••• 1.6 1.3 3.5 .4 1.2 .2 
New H .. p.hire ...................................... .8 2.1 .5 3.6 

N ... J61'Sey ............. " •• " •••••• "." ............. " ... .4 .6 1.5 .6 
Hew Mexico ............. " .............................. 1.1 1.7 1.2 1.~ .7 
Ne .. york ••••••••••••••• " ........................... .4 .1 .9 .1 .3 
North Carolina ••••••••• f .............. " •• "" •• f"." ..... 1.3 3.4 .6 
North Dakota, ................................. " .......... 3.4 1.7 1.0 3.1 1.3 

Ollio .............................................. .6 2.9 .9 1.2 .9 2.1 .4 
Oklaho ............................................ 1.5 .1 1.1 1.2 3.8 2.8 
OreBon •••••• o ••••••••••••••••• f .................. ,. 1.1 1.2 .5 1.5 6.3 1.1 
Pennsylvania •• f ................ " ••••• " ••••• " •••• " f' • 6 .8 •• .S .9 
Rllod. leland •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .5 

Soutll C.rolin •• ~ .... " ................................. • 8 .9 1.0 •• S.2 .6 
Soutll Dakota ••• "." ......... "." ••••••••••••••••••••• 1.6 11.5 .7 .8 2.6 1.6 
Tennessee .......... " ••••••••• " ....................... .1 2.4 1.7 2.0 1.0 
1ex88 ••••••• _ ••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .6 .2 1.0 1.0 .7 .8 

H 
Utah •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••• .S .2 .9 .8 .9 .7 

Varaont ........................ " ••••••• " ••••••••••• 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.8 
Virginia •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .4 .5 .6 
Wasllington ......................................... .8 .2 .5 .4 .5 .6 
West Virginia ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .1 .1 .1 5.5 1.1 
W1soonsin .......... " .... f •••••••••••• " •• " ............. .6 1.8 1.2 2.0 .6 

WrOll1ng •• •••••• •• • •• • •• ••••••••••••• ...... •••••••• $.1 .8 .1 .8 14.2 2.4 
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x INTRODUCTION- Continued 

of approximately 22,000 local units chosen from the universe 

of local governments identified in the 1982 Census of 

Governments and modified by the addition or deletion of local 

governments which came into existence or went out of existence 

since 1982. 

Using 1980 population as a base, the sample includes all 

county governments having 50,000 or more population, all 

municipalities (and townships in New England and the Middle 

Atlantic States) having 25,000 or more population, and all school 

districts with 5,000 or more enrollment in October 1981. The 

sample also includes with certainty: all county, municipal, and 

township governments which operate their own school 

system(s); all school districts which provide college grade educa­

tion; all transit special districts; all special districts with $10 

million or more in long-term debt outstanding, or whose total 

revenues or total expenditures equaled $ 5 million or more in fiscal 

year 1982; and other local governments whose expenditures or 

level of indebtedness exceeded a specified ratio within each of 

certain specified counties (all county areas having 100,000 or 

more population). 

A random selection of the remaining units was made from a 

compilation of all local governments within individual county 

areas having 100,000 or more population. The balance of each 

State was further grouped by type and size of government. The 

probability of selection for each noncertainty government was 

based on the ratio of that government's expenditures or in­

debtedness to the total expenditures or indebtedness of all 

non certainty governments within each of the specified county 

areas or balance of State groups. 

Usable replies were received from 85 percent of the panel can­

vassed for the 1985 survey of government employment. For 

nonrespondent governmental units and agencies in the panel, 

prior year data were used. 

The statistics in this report that are based wholly or partly on 

data from the sample are apt to differ somewhat from the results 

of a survey covering all governments but otherwise conducted 

using the same questionnaires and procedures. Estimates based 

on a sample survey are subject to both sampling and nonsampling 

errors. The particular sample used in this survey is one of a large 

number of all possible samples of the same size that could have 

been selected using the same sample design. Each of the possi­

ble samples generally would yield somewhat different results. 

The standard error is a measure of the variation among the 

estimates from all possible samples and thus is a measure of the 

precision with which an estimate from a particular sample 

approximates the results obtained from a complete census. 

The estimates of standard errors for major 1984 data items 

from this sample were generally within 2 percent of the estimated 

figure (and less than 1 percent in 33 States). Relative standard 

errors for the 1985 survey results were not completed at the time 

this report was prepared. These standard errors are expected, 

however, to be of the same order of magnitude since the same 

sample panel and survey procedures were used in the 1985 and 

1984 surveys. The results of the computation of standard errors 

for October 1984 local government totals on a relative standard 

basis are summarized in table H; results of the computation of 

standard errors for the October 1985 local government totals will 

be made available upon request. 
The estimated standard errors may be used in the following 

manner to form confidence intervals as a measurement of the 

sampling error. The lower bound of a two-thirds confidence in­

terval is obtained by subtracting one standard error from the 

estimate. The upper bound is obtained by adding one standard 

error to the estimate. If confidence intervals are constructed in 

this manner for all possible samples of the same size and same 

sample design, approximately two-thirds of the constructed in­

tervals would include the figure that would have been obtained 

from a complete census. For anyone sample, we can then say 

that the chances are 2 out of 3 that an interval constructed in 

this manner will include the figure that would have been obtained 

from a complete census. The upper bound for a 95 percent con­

fidence interval can be constructed by adding twice the standard 

Table H. Relative Standard Errors of Local Government Totals of All Employees, Full-Time 
Employees, Total Payrolls, and Full-Time Payrolls as a Percent of Estimated 
Total, by States 

.5 or less .5--1.0 1.0--2.0 2.0 or more 

California New Jersey Alabama Alaska Maine 
Colorado New Mexico Arizona Indiana New Hampshire 
Connecticut New York Arkansas Iowa Oregon 
Delaware Ohio Georgia Kansas Utah 
District of Columbia Pennsylvania Idaho Minnesota Wyoming 
Florida Rhode Island Illinois MiSSissippi 
Hawaii Utah Kentucky Missouri 
Louisiana Virginia Michigan Nebraska 
Maryland West Virginia Montana North Carolina 
Massachusetts Nevada South Dakota 

North Dakota Texas 
Oklahoma Washington 
South Carolina Wisconsin 
Tennessee 
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x INTRODUCTION-Continued 

of 814 per 10,000 population in Alaska. The following is a 
distribution of the 50 States and the Dilltrict of Columbia In terms 
of full-time equivalent numbar of State and local government 
dmployees per 10,000 population: 

Total •••••••••••••••••.•••••.•••• 51 
Less than 425 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • •• 4 
425-449 ••••••••••••.•••••••...•••. 10 
450-474 ••••••••••••••••.••••••••.• 11 
475-499 , ••••••... , • . • • • . • • • • . . • • •• 11 
600-524 •••••••••••.. , . • • . • . • • • . . •• 7 
526-549 • • • • • • ... • • • . . • • • • • . . • • . • • • . 1 
650-1:74........................... 3 
575 or more ••.•••..••. • • • • • . . • • . • •• 3 

Local governments averaged 332 full-time equivalent 
employees per 10,000 population in Olrtohar 1983, or two and 
one-half times the corresponding ratio for State 
govarnments-133 per 10,000. 

Tables 10 and 11 of this report provide functional distribu­
tions of fUll-time equivalent employment and October payrolls, 
by State. Table 12 presl;Jnts the ratios of full-time equivalent 
employment per 10,000 population by function; table F sum­
marizes this relationship for selectl!d functions. 

SOURCES AND RELIABILITY OF DATA 

Data for State governments shown in this report result from 
a complete canvass of all State departmenta, agencies, and 
institutions. Local government data were estimated from a ran­
dom sample of approximately 20,000 local units. Using 1975 
estimated population as a base, the sample includes all county 
governments in the 75 largest standard metropolitan statistical 
areas (SMSA's), other county governments having 50,000 or 
more inhabitants, all municipalities (and townships in New 
~ngland and the Middle Atlantic States) having 25,000 or '(lore 

inhabitants, and all school districts with 6,00P or more enroll­
ment in October 1976. The sample also included with certainty 
those governments whose relative importance in their Stat~, 
based on annual expenditure or indebtedness, was above a 
specified level. A random selection of the remaining units was 
made from a compilation of all local governments within selected 
large SMSA's, othef major counties, and the balance of the 
State, further grouped by type and size of government. The 
sample was chosen using probabilities that were based on the 
ratio of each gov~rnment's annualexpanditure or indebtedness 
to the State total for noncertainty units. Usable replies were 
received from 79 perctlnt of the panel canvassed. For nonre­
spondent governmental units and agencies in the panel, pri.:-" 
year data were used. 

The 15t8tistics in this report that are based wholly or partly on 
data frum the sample are apt to' differ somewhat from the results 
of a survey covering all governments but otherwise conducted 
using the same questionnaires and procedures. Estimates 
based on a sample survey are subject to sampling variability. 
The particular sample used in this survey is one of a large number 
of all possible samples of the same size that could have been 
selected using the same sample design. Each of the possible 
samples would yield somewhat different results. The standard 
error is a measure of the variation among the estimates from 
all possible samples and thus is A measure of the precision with 
which an estimate from a particular sample approximates the 
results obtained from a complete census. 

The estimates of standard errors for 1919 data from this sam­
ple were found to be generally within 2 percent of the estimated 
figure (and less than 1 percent in 43 States) for local govern­
ment totals of full-time employees, full-time employee payrolls, 
and full-time eqlJivalent employment. Sampling errors of the 
1983 data !!Ire expected to be of the same ordar of magnitude 
since the same panel and survey procedures were used in the 
1983 and 1979 surveys. The results of the computation of 
standard errors for October 1979 local government totals on a 
relative standard error basis are summarized in table G. 

Table G. Relative Standard Errors of Local Government Totals of Full-Time Employees. 
Full-Time Employee Payrolls, and Full-Time Equi'ralent Employment as a 
Percent of Estimated Total, by States 

0.5 or less 

California Massachusetts 
Colorado Nevada 
Connecticut New Jersey 
Delaware New Mexico 
District of l~orth Carolina 

Columbia Ohio 
Florida Rhode Island 
Georgia Tennessee 
Hawaii Utah 
Hlinois Virginia 
Indiana l"lashington 
Haryland Wisconsin 

0.5--1.0 

Arizona NeT( Hampshire 
Idaho Nelw York 
Kansas Oklahoma 
Kentucky Oregon 
Louisiana Pennsylvania 
Maine South Carolina 
Michigan Texas 
MissiSSippi Vermont 
Missouri West Virginia 
Montana Wyoming 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkansas 
Iowa 

1.0--2.0 

Minnesota 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

The statistics in this report that are baaed wholly or partly 
on data from the sample are apt to differ somewhat from the 
results of a survey covering all governments but otherwise 
conducted using the same questionnaires and procedures. Esti­
mates based on a sample survey are subject to sampling vari­
ability. The particular sample used in this survey is one of a 
large number of all possible samples of the same size that 
could have been selected using the same sample design. Each 
of the possible samples would yield somewhat different results. 
The standard error is a measure of the variation among the 
estimates from all possible samples and thus is a measu re of the 
precision with which an estimate from a particular sample 
approximates the average result of all possible samples. 

The estimates of standard errors for 1979 data from this 
sample were found to be genera!ly within 2 percent of the 
e.1timated figure (and less than 1 percent from 43 State~) for 
Io\~lli government totals of full-time employees, full-time em­
ployee payrolls, and full-time equivalent employment. Sam­
pling errors of the 1981 data are expected to be of the same 
order of magnitude since the same panel and survey procedures 
were used in the 1981 and 1979 surveys. The results of the 
computation of standard errors for October 1979 local govern­
ment totals on a relative standard error basifi are summarized 
in table G. 

A two-thirds confidence interval for a particular sample may 
be constructed in the following manner. The lower bound is 
obtained by subtracting one standard error from the estimate. 
The upper bound is obtained by adding one standard error 
to the estimate. We can then say with two-thirds confidence 
that this interval will include the figure that would have been 
obtained from a complete census. 

State government figures ere not subject to sampling; con­
sequently, State-local aggregates shown for individual States 
are more reliable (on a relative standard error basis) than the 
local government estimates they include. Nationwide estimates 
in this report are based upon the summation of State-by-State 
figures and, consequently, are more reliable than the State- area 
data. Estimates of major U.S. totals for loca! governments are 
expected to be subject to a sampling variability of less than 
one-half of 1 percent and other local government totals are 
generally subject to sampling variability of less than 1 percent. 

State-area estimates shown in table 9 for specific types of 
local governments, and S-::ate-area estimates reported for some 
locally performed functions, are likely to have a larger sampling 
variability than their related local government aggregates. Esti­
mates for components that make up a relatively minor part of 
local government totals in a State may be subject to particularly 
large variability and should be interpreted with special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also partially 
measures the effect of certain nonsampling errors but does not 
measure any possible systematic biases in the data. 

Employee and payroll figures reported in ... ~i:; annual survey 
by State and local government officials are generally accepted as 
being substantially correct. In some cases, varying interpretations 
of the instructions or deficiencies in governmental employment 
and payroll records may make it difficult for officials to render 
complete and accurate reports for their governments. These 
difficulties are dealt with by (1) careful definitions of terms 
and detailed instructions in difficult cases, (2) supplementary 
correspondence and telephone followup to officials, and (3) 
thorough examination of data collected-i.e., verification of 
internal consistency and comparison with previous reports 
and other sources of data. Errors that may be introduced 
during processing (input preparation, etc.) are minimized 
through the use of intensive computer editing of the data at 
various stages of the processing phase. 

Persor.J desiring further information on the estimation of 
sampling error of published statistics in this report may send 
inquiries to the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of several recurrent annual publications 
based on a survey of government employment in October. One 
companion report, City Employment in 1981, presents data 
i .. dividually for 444 municipalities and major townships which 
had a population of 50,000 or more in 1977 plus national and 
size-group totals for all cities. The second companion report, 
County Government Employment in 1981, provides data for 
each of the 374 individual county governments which had a 
population of 100,000 or more in 1977 plus national and size­
group totals for all counties. Local Government in Selected 
Metropolitan Areas and Large Counties: 1981 presents data 

Tabla G. Ralativa Standard Errol'1 of Local Government Totals of Full-Time Employees, Full-Time Employe Payrolll, 
and Full-Time Equivalent Employment el a Percent of Estlmeted Total, by States 

0.6 or less 0.6 - 1.0 1.0 - 2.0 

California Massachusetts Arizona New Hampshire Alabama Minnesota 
Colorado Nevada Idaho New York Alaska Nebraska 
Connecticut New Jersey Kansas Oklahoma Arkansas North Dakota 
Delaware NawMexlco Kentucky Oregon Iowa South Dakota 
District of Columbia North Carolina Louisiana Pennsylvania 
Florida Ohio Maine South Carolina 
Georgia Rhode Island Michigan Texas 
Hawaii Tennessee Misslsslppl Vermont 
illinois Utah Missouri West Virginia 
Indiana Virginia Montana Whomlng 
Maryland Washington 

Wisconsin 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

Table G. Relative Standard Errors of Local Government Tctals of Full-Tima Employees, Full-Time Employ" Payrolls, and Full-Time Equlva.lent 
EII'ploymant as a Percant of Estimated Total, by Stata 

0.5 or less 

California lllidssachusetts Arizona 
ColQrac\o Nevada Idaho 
Connecticut New Jersey Kansas 
Delaware New Mexico Kentucky 
District of Columbia North Carolina Louisiana 
Florida Ohio Maine 
Georgia Rhode Island Michigan 
Hawaii Tennessee Mississippi 
Illinois Utah Missouri 
Indiana Virginia Montana 
Maryland Washington 

Wisconsin 

A two-thirds confidence interval for a particular sample may 
be constructed in the following manner. The lower bound is 
obtained by subtractil'g one standard error from the estimate. 
The upper bound is obtained by adding one standard error to 
the estimate. We can then say with two-thirds confidence that 
this interval will include the figure that would have been ob­
tained from a complete census. 

State govel !1ment figures are not subject to sampling; con­
sequently, State-local aggregates shown for individual States 
are more reliable (on a relative standard error basis) than the 
local government estimates they include. Nationwide estimates 
in this report are based upon the summation of State-by-State 
figures and, consequently, are more reliable than the State-area 
data. Estimates of major U.S. totals for local governments are 
expected to be subject to a sampling variability of less than 
one-half of 1 perr;ent and other local government totals are 
generally subject to sampling variability of less than 1 percent. 

State-area estimates shown in table 9 for specific types of 
local governments, and State-area estimates reported for some 
locally performed functions, are likely to have a larger sampling 
variability than their related local government aggregates. Esti­
mates for components that make up a relatively minor part of 
local government totc.ls in a State may be subject to particularly 
large variabilit'f and should be interpreted with special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also par­
tially measures the effect of certain nonsampling errors but does 
not measure any possible systematic biases in the data. 

Employee and payroll figures reported in this annual survey 
by State and local government officials are generally accepted 
as being substantially correct. In some cases, varying inter-

0.5 -1.0 1.0 - 2.0 

New Hampshire Alabama Minnesota 
New York Alaska Nebraska 
Oklahoma Arkansas North Dakota 
Oregon Iowa South Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Vermont 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 

pretations of the instructions or deficiencies in governmental 
employment and payroll records may make it difficult for 
officials to render complete and accurate reports for their gov­
ernments. These difficulties are dealt with by (1) car.eful defini­
tions of terms and detailed instructions in difficult cases, (2) 
supplementary correspondence and telephone followup to 
officials, and (3) thorough examination of data collected­
i.e., verification of internal consistency and comparison wit!' 
previous reports and other sources of data. Errors that may be 
introduced during processing (input preparation, etc.) are mini­
mized through the u~e of intensive computer editing of the 
data at various stages of the processing phase. 

Persons desiring further information on the estimation of 
sampling error of published statistics in this report may send 
inquiries to the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of several recurrent annual publications 
based on a survey of government employment in October. One 
companion report, City Employment in 1980, presents data 
individually for 431 municipalities and major townships which 
had a population of 50,000 or more in 1977 plus national and 
size-group totals for all cities. The second companion report, 
Co~nty Government Employment in 1980, provir.les data for 
each of the 354 individual county governments which had a 
population of 100,000 or more in 1977 plus national and size­
group totals for all counties. 

Final reports from the 1977 Census of Governments, par­
ticularly Compendium of Public Employment, Vol. 3, No.2, 
provide national and State-by-State figures on public employ­
ment in Octoher 1977, together with additional geographic 
detail based on a canvass of all local governments. 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

Table G. Relative Standard Errors of Local Government Totals of Full·Time Employees, Full-Time Employee Payrolls, and Full-Time Equivalent 
Employment as a Percent of Estimated Total, by State 

0.5 or less 

California Massachusetts Arizona 
Colorado Nevada idaho 
Connecticut New Jersay Kansas 
Delaware New Mexico Kentucky 
District of Columbia North Carolina Louisiana 
Florida Ohio Maina 
Georgia Rhode Island Michigan 
Hawaii Tennessee Mississippi 
Illinois Utah Missouri 
Indiana Virginia Montana 
Maryland Washington 

Wisconsin 

A two-thirds confidence interval for a particular sample may 
be constructed in the following manner. The lower bound is 
obtained by subtracting one standard error from the estimate. 
The upper bound is obtained by adding one standard error to 
the estimate. We can then say with two-thirds confidence that 
this interval will include the figure that would have been ob­
tained from a complete census. 

State government iigur es are not subject to sampling; con­
sequently, State-local aggregates shown tor individual States 
are more rei iable (on a relative standard error basis) than the 
local government estimates they include. Nationwide estimates 
in this report are based upon the summation of State-bY-State 
figures and, consequently, are more reliable than the State-area 
data. Estimates of major U.S. totals for local governrnents are 
expected to be subject to a sampling variability of less than 
one-half of 1 percent and other local government totals are 
generally subject to sampling variability of less than 1 percent. 

State-area estimates shown in table 9 for specific types of 
local governments, and State-area estimates reported for some 
locally performed functions, are likely to have a larger samplin{J 
variability than their related local Covernment aggregates. Esti­
mates for components that make up a relatively minor part of 
local government totals in a State may be subject to particularly 
large variability and should be interpreted with special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also par­
tially measures the effect of certain nonsampling errors but does 
not measure any possible systematic biases in the data. 

Employee a1ld payroll figures reported in this annual survey 
by State and local government officials are generally accepted 
as being substantially correct. In some cases, varying inter­
prl>tations of the instructions or deficiencies in governmental 
employment and payroll records may make it difficult for 

0.5 -1.0 1.0 - 2.0 

New Hampshire Alabama Minnesota 
New York Alaska Nebraska 
Oklahoma Arkansas North Dakota 
Oregoll Iowa South Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Vermont 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 

officials to render complete and accurate reports for their gov­
ernments. These difficulties are dealt with by (1) careful defini­
tions of terms and detailed instruction in difficult c.ases, (2) 
~upplementary correspondence and telephone followup to 
officials, and (3) thorough examination of data collected­
i.e., verification of internal consistency and comparison with 
previous reports and other sources of data. Errors that may be 
introduced during processing (inpJt preparation, etc.) are mini­
mized through the use of intensive computer editing of the 
data at various stages of the processing phase. 

Persons desiring further information on the estimation of 
sampling error of published statistics in this report may send 
inquiries to the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of four recurrent annual publications based 
on a survey of government employment in October. One com­
panion report, City Err.ployment in 1979, presents data in­
dividually for 431 municipalities and major townships which 
had a population of 50,000 or more in 1977 plus national and 
size-group totals for all cities. The second companion report, 
County Government Employment in 1979, provides data for 
each of the 354 individui11 county governments which had a 
population of 100,000 or more in 1977 plus national and size­
group totals for all counties. local Government Employment 
in Selected Metropolitan Areas and Large Counties: 1979 
presents data on the employment and payrolls of local govern­
ments in the 75 standard metropolitan statistical areas which 
had a population in 1975 of 500,000 or more and in 69 large 
county areas outside these SMSA's. 

Final reports from the 1977 Census of Governments, par­
ticularly Compendium of Public Employment, Vol. 3, No.2, 
provide national and State-by-State figures on public employ­
ment in O~:tober 1977, together with additional geographic 
detail based on a canvass of all local governments. 
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Introduction 5 

Tabla G. Rahrtlve Standard Errors of Local Government Total. of Full·Tlme EmployOllS, Full·Tlme Employee POllroll., and Full· Time Equivalent 
Employment by State as 8 Percent of Estimated Total 

0.5 or les~ 0.5 -1.0 1.0 - 2.0 

California Massachusetts Alaska 
Connecticut Nevada Arizona 
District of Columbia NawJersey Coloredo 
Florida New York Delaware 
HawaII Ohio Georgia 
Indiana Pennsylvania Illinois 
Maryland Rhode Island Kansas 

Tennessee Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

State government figures are not subject to sampling; con· 
~ntly, State·local aggregates shown for individual States 
are more reliable (on a relative standard error basis) that the 
local government estimates tht;y include. Nationwide estimates 
in this report are based upon the summation of State·by-State 
figures and, consequently, are more reliable than the. State·area 
data. Estimates of major U.S. totals for local governments are 
oxpected to be subject to a sampling variability of less than 
one·half of 1 pArcent and other local government totals are 
generally subject to sampling variability of less than 1 percent. 

State·area estimates shown in table 8 for particular types 
of local governments, and State·area estimates reported for 
particular locally performed functions, are likely to have a 
larger sampling variability than their related local government 
aggregates. Estimates for components that make up a relatively 
minor part of local government totals in a State may be subject 
to particularly large variability and should- be interpreted with 
special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error 31so partially 
measures the effect of certain nonsampling errors but does not 
measure any possible systematic biases in the data. 

For this annual survey, employee and payroll figures reported 
by State and local government officials are generally accepted 
as being substantially correct. In some cases, varying interpreta· 
tions of the instructions or deficienciE's in governmental em· 
ployment and payroll records may make it difficult for officials 
to render complete and accurate reports for th~ir governments. 
These difficulties are dealt with by (1) careful definitions of 
terms and detailed instructioos in difficult cases, (2) supple· 

Missouri Alabama Nfl.V Hampshire 
Nebraska Arkansas North Dakota 
New Mexico Idaho South Carolina 
North Carolina Maine Utah 
Oklahoma Mississippi Vermont 
Oregon Montana Virginia 
South Dakota Wyoming 
Texas 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

mentary correspondence and telephone followup to officials, 
and (3) intensive examination of data collected-Le., verification 
of internal consistency and comparison with previous reports 
and other sources of data. Errors that may be introduced 
during processing (input preparation, etc.) are minimized 
through the use of intensive computer editing of the data 
at various stages of the processing system. 

Persons d€.siring further information on estimation of sam· 
piing error of published statistics in this report may send in· 
quiries to the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of four recurrent annual publications 
based on a survey of government employment in October. One 
companion report, City Employment in 1978, presents data 
individually for 426 municipalities and major townships which 
had a population of 50,000 or more in 1976. The second com· 
panion report, County Government Employment in 1978, 
provides data for each of the 348 individual county govern· 
ments which had a population of 100,000 or more in 1976 
plus National and size'group totals for all counties. Locol 
Government Employment in Selected Metropolitan Areas and 
Large Counties: 1978 presents data on the employment and 
payrolls of local governments in the 74 standard metropolitan 
areas which had a population in 1972 of 500,000 or more and 
in 68 large county areas outside these SMSA's. 

Final reports from the 1977 Census of Governments, par· 
ticularly Compendium of Public Employment, Vol. 3, No.2, 
provide National and State-by-State figures on public employ· 
ment in October 1977, together with additional geographic 
detail bas&! on a canvass of all local governments. 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

Table G. Relative Standard Errors of Local 
Government Totals of Full· Time Employees, 
Full-Time Employee Payrolls, and Fufl·rfme 
Equivalent EmplOYment by State as a Percent 
of Estimated Total 

0.5 or less 0,5 - 1.0 1.0- ~.O 

Californla Alaska Alabama 
Counectlcut Arizona Arkansas 
District of Colorado Idaho 

Columbia Delaware Iowa 
Florida Georgia Maine 
Hawaii I lUnois Mississippi 
Indiana Kansas Montana 
Maryland Kentucky 

louisiana New Hampshire 
Massachusetts Michigan North Dakota 
Nevada Minnesota South Carolina 
New Jersey Utah 
New York Missouri Vermont 
Ohio Nebraska Virgima 
Pennsylvania New Mexico Wyoming 
Rhode Islan"! North Carolina 
Tennessee Oklahoma 

Oregon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Washlngton 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

A two-thirds confidence interval may be constructed in the 
following manner. The lower bound is obtained by subracting one 
standard error from the estimate. The upper bound is obtained 
by adding one standard error to the estimate. Constructing 
intervals in this manner, we can say with two-thirds confidence 
that the interval for a particular sample will include the figure 
that would have been obtained from a complete census. 

State government figures are not subject to sampling; con­
seq uently, State-local aggregates shown here for individual States 
are more reliable (on a relative standard error basis) than the 
local government estimates they include. Nationwide estimates in 
this report are based upon the summation of State-by-State 
figures and, consequently, are more reliable than the State-area 
data. Estimates of major U.S. totals for local governments are 
expected to be subject to a sampling variability of less than 
one-half of 1 percent and other local government totals are 
generally subject to sampling variability of less than 1 percent. 

State-area estimates shown in table 8 for particular types of 
local governments, and State-area estimates reported for particu­
lar locally performed functions, are likely to have a larger 
sampling variability th<''1 their related local government aggre­
gates. Estimates for components that make up a relatively minor 
part of local government totals in a State may be subject to 
particularly large variability and should be interpreted with 
special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also partially 
measures the effect of certain nonsampling errors but does not 
measure any possible systematic biases in the data. 

For this annual survey, employee and payrolI figures repGrted 
by State and local government officials are generally accepted as 
being substantially correct. In some cases, varying interpretations 
of the instructions or deficiencies in governmental employment 
and payroll records may make it difficult for officials to render 
complete and accurate reports for their governments. These 
diffirulties are dealt with by (1) careful definitions of terms and 
detatled instructions in difficult cases, (2) supplementary corre­
spondence and telephone followup to officials, and (3) intensive 
examination of data collected-Le., verification Df internal 
consistency and comparison with previous reports, and other 
sources of data. Errors that may be introduced during processing 
(input preparation, etc.) are minimized through the use of 
intensive computer editing of the data at various stages of the 
processing system. 

Persons desiring further information on estimation of sampling 
error of published statistics in this report may send inquiries to 
the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of four recurrent annual publications based 
on a survey of government employment in October. One 
companion report, City Employment in 1976, presents data 
individually for 410 municipalities and major townships which 
had a population of 50,000 or more in 1973. The second 
companion report, Local Government Employment in Selected 
Metropolitan Areas and Large Counties: 1976, presents data on 
the er, .-loyment and payrolls of local governments in the 
ttandard metropolitan areas which had a population in 1972 of 
500,000 or more and 68 large county areas outside these 
SMSA's. County Government Employment in 1976, provides 
data for each of the 336 individual county governments which 
had a population of 100,000 or more in 1973 plus National and 
size-group totals for all counties. 

Final reports from the 1972 Census of Governments, particu­
larly Compendium of Public Employment, Vol. 3, No.2, provide 
National and State-by-State figures on public employment in 
October 1972, together with additional geographic detail based 
on a canvass of all local governments. 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

expected to be ~lIbjcct to a ~al1lpling variability of less than 
one-half of I percent and olher local governmcnt totals arc 
generally subject to sampling variability of less thun I percent. 

Table G, Relative Standard Errors of Local 
Government Totals of Full-Time Employees, 
Full-Time Employee Payrolls, and Full-Time 
Equivalent Employment by State as a Percent 
of Estimated Total 

0,5 or less 

California 
Connect lcut 
District or 

Columbia 
10'10 1'1(1 a 
Hawaii 
Indiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Nevada 
Now Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 

0.5 - 1,0 

Alaska 
I\rizona 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
~lichigan 

~linnesota 

Missouri 
Nebraska 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Washington 
West Virgi IBa 
Wisconsin 

1.0 - 2,0 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Idaho 
Iowa 
~laine 

Mississippi 
~lontana 

New Hnmpshi \'e 

North Dakota 
South Carolina 
Utah 
Vermont 
Vjrglnla 
Wyoming 

State-areu estimates shown in tablc 8 for particular types of 
local governments, and Stute-area estimates reported for particular 
locally performed functions, ure likely to have a larger sampling 
variability than their related local government aggregates, Esti­
mates for components that make up a relatively minor part of 
local government totals in a State may be subject to particularly 
large variability, und should be interpreted with special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also partially 
measures the effect of certuin nonsampling errors but does not 
measure any possible systemutic biases in the data, 

For this annual survey, employee and payroll ligures reported 
by Statl' ami local government officials arc generally accepted as 
being sllbstuntiully correct. In some cases, varying interpreta­
tions of the instructions or deficiencies in governmental employ­
ment and payroll records may make it difficult for officials to 
render complete und uccmate reports for their governments. 
These difficulties are dealt with by (I) cureful definitions of 
terms and detailed instructions in difficult cases, (2) supplemen­
tary correspondence and telephone folloWllp to officials, and (3) 
intensive examination of datu collected-i.e., verificution of in­
ternal consistency and comparison with previous reports, and 
other sources of data. Errors thut may be introduced during 
processing (input preparntion, etc.) are minimized through the 
use of intensive computer editing of the data at vurious stuges of 
the processing system. 

Persons desiring further infonnation on estimation of sam­
plir.g error of published statistics in this report may send inquiries 
to the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. 

This report is one of four recurrent annual pUblications based 
on a survey of government employment in October. One com­
pnnion report, City Employment in) 975, presents data individu­
ully for 406 municipalities and major townships which had a 
population of 50,000 or more in 1970. The second companion 
report, Local Government Employment in Selected Metro­
politan Areas nnd Large Counties: 1975, presents data on the 
employment and puyrolls of local governments in the standard 
metropolitun ureas which had u population in 197'2 of 500,000 
or more und 68 large county areas outside these SMSA's. County 
Governml'nt Employment in 1975, provides data for each of the 
336 individual county governments which had a population of 
100,000 or more in 1973 plus Nutional and size-group totals 
for all counties. 

Final reports from the 1972 Census of Governments, particu­
larly Compendium of Public: Employment, Vol. 3, No.2, pro­
vide National and Stute-by-State figures on public employment 
in October 1972, together with additional geographic detail 
based on a canvass of all local governments. 
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6 INTRODUCTION 

Table G. Relative Standard Errors of local 
Government Totals of Full-Time Employees, 
Full-Time Employee Payrolls, and Full-Time 
Equivalent Employment by States as a 
Percent of Estimated Total 

0.5 or less 

California 
Connecticut 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Hawait 
Indiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 

0.5 - 1.0 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisi:ma 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Iliebraska 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Washington 
West Virgmia 
Wisconsin 

1.0 - 2.0 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Maine 
Mississippi 
Montana 

New Hampshire 
North Dakota 
South Carolina 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Wyoming 

A two-thirds confidence interval may be constructed 
in the following manna. The lower bou'ld is obtained 
by subtracting one standard error from the estimate. 
The upper bound is obtained by adding one standard 
error to the estimate. Constructing intervals in this 
manner, we can say with two-thirds confidence that the 
interval for a particular sample will incbde the figure 
that would have been obtained from a complete census. 

State go"ernment figures are not subject to sampling; 
consequently, State-local aggregates sl lOwn here for 
individual States are more reliable (on a relative 
standard error basis) than the local government esti­
mates they include. Nationwide estimates in this report 
are based upon the summation of State-by-State figures 
and, consequently, are more reliable than the Sta te-area 

data. Estimates of mlijor U.S. totals for local govern­
ments are subject to a sampling variobility of less than 
one-half of I percent and other local government totals 
are subject to sampling variability of less than I percent. 

State-area estimates shown in table 8 for particular 
types of local governments, and State-area estimates 
reported for particular locally pel formed functions, are 
likely to have a larger sampling variability than their 
related local government aggregates. Estimates for com­
ponents that make! up a relatively minor part of local 
government totals in a State may be subject to 
particularly large variability, lind should be interpreted 
with special caution. 

As calculated for this report, the standard error also 
partially measures the effect of certain nonsampling 
errors but does not measure any possible systematic 
biases in the data. 

Persons desiring further informatIOn on estimation of 
~ampling error of published statistics in this report may 
send inquiries to Governments Division, Bureau of the 
Census. 

TillS report is one of four recurrent annual puhlica­
tions based on a survey of government employment in 
October. One companion report, City Employment in 
1974, presents data mdividually for 405 mUl1lcipalities 
mid major townships which had a population of 50,000 
or more in 1970. The second companion report, Local 
Government Employment in Selectee MetropOTItiiii 
Areas and Large Counties: 1974, presents data on the 
employment and payrolls of local governments in the 
standard metropolitan areas which had a population in 
1972 of 500,000 or more and 68 large county areas 
outside these SMSA's. County Government Employ­
ment in 1974, a new annual report in this series, 
provides data for each of the 337 individual county 
governments which had a populatIOn of 100,000 or 
more in 1973 plus National and slze-['1'oup totals for all 
counties. 

Final reports from the 1972 Census of Governments, 
particularly Compendium of Public Employment, Vol. 
3, No.2, provide National and State-by-State figures on 
public employment m October 1972, together with 
additional geographic detail based on a canvass of all 
local governments. 
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There were S. S million civilian public em­
ployees in October 1960, or 321,000 more than 
a year before. The increase was accounted for 
almost entirely by State and local governments, 
which had nearly 6.4 million employees in 
October 1960 as against 6.1 million in October 
1959. The number of Federal civilian employees 
remained practically unchanged, at 2.4 million. 

Public payrolls for October 1960 totaled 
more than $3.3 billion, or about $21S million 
more than for October 1959. The Federal Govern­
ment portion, amounting to about $1. 1 billion, 
was only slightly higher than the year before, 
but payrolls of State and local governments were 
up S percent, to more than $2.2 billion for the 
month of October 1960. 

Figure 1, below, summarizes trends in public 
employment for the past decade. The sharper 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
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rise in monthly payroll amounts than in number 
of employees reflects in large part the effect 
of adjustments made in public pa y rates in re­
sponse to changes in living costs. 

One-sixth of all persons counted as paid 
employees of State and local governments in 
October 1960 were engaged on only a part-time 
basis. When the number of these employees is 
discounted byapplying average full-time earning 
rates, it is found that the full-time equivalent 
of all State and local government employment 
was 5,570,000 persons in October 1960. Of 
this total, local governments accounted for 
three - fourths, or 4,159,000 persons. 

State and local government employment, on 
a full-time equivalent basis, ros e by 22S, 000, 
or 4.3 percent.between October 1959 and October 
1960. A major part of this increase was in the 

Fig, 1- PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLLS, 1950 TO 1960 
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4 GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT: 1960 

In the comparison or interpretation of earn­
ing averages shown for individual States, account 
should be taken of factors such as those dis­
cussed above in relation to nationwide averages 
for particular functions. 

A functional distribution of State and local 
government employment in each State is pro­
vided in table 7, and payroll amounts by func­
tion appear in table 8. The relation of 
employment for various functions to the 
population of individual States is indicated by 
table 9, upon which the following summary is 
based: 

state and local employees 
(full-time equivalent) 

Function per 10,000 population 

U.S. Lo\.lest Highest 
average State State 

Education l •......... 140.8 88.8 211.8 
Local schools: 

Instructional 
personnel ...... 86.0 63.7 128.3 

Other ........... 34.5 16.8 51.6 
Institutions of 
higher education. 18.9 2.6 38.4 

All functions other 
than education l .... 169.8 116.7 244.1 
Health and 
hospitals •....... 36.5 13.1 61.1 

High\.lays .......•.. 27.8 16.5 61.1 
Police protection. 16.9 9.4 37.5 
Local utilities ..• 12.8 3.2 37.5 
Local fire 
protection ......• 8.1 2.7 19.4 

Sanitation ........ 7.8 1.3 29.8 
Natural resources. 6.8 2.4 23.0 
Public \.Ielfare .... 6.4 2.9 23.2 

lIncluding categories not sho\.ID separately. 

Tables 10 and 11 provide a functional distri­
bution of employee and payroll figures for State 
governments. Amounts shown in these tables 
differ from State -local aggregates in tables 7 
and 8 to the extent of estimated employment and 
payrolls of local governments. However, a 
separate detailed presentation of local govern­
ment amounts is not included here, since the 
relatively minor sums involved for a number of 
functions are not subject to close estimation by 
the limited sample coverage used for this survey. 

SOURCES AND RELIABILITY OF DATA 

Local government data for October 1960 in 
this report represent estimates based on infor­
mation collected by mail questionnaire from a 
sample of governmental units. Survey coverage 
in each State applies to State government and a 
random sample of local governments, stratified 
by size in terms of the number of employees 
they engaged on a full-time basis in April 1957, 
as determined by the 1957 Census of Govern­
ments. 

The statistics in this report that are based 
wholly or partly on sample data are subject to 
sampling variation that may cause them to 
differ somewhat from the results that would 
have been obtained from a complete canvass of 
all units. There is presented below a frequency 
distribution which shows the approximate rela­
tive sampling variation for estimated State-area 
aggregates of full-time employment of State 
and local governments. 

Distribution of States by Relative Sampling 
Variation of Certain Estimated State-Area 
Totals of Full-Time Employment Aggregates 

Number of States with 
relative sampling var-

State-area totals of iation* for indicated 

full-time employment type of data of--

for-- Less 1 2 3 4 
than to to to to 

1% 2% Yf, 4% ffI, 
State and local govern-

ments, all functions .... 26 19 3 ... .. . 
Education .....•....... 14 19 7 6 2 
Other functions •.•.... 18 21 7 1 1 

Local governments only, 
all functions ........... 16 22 5 5 ., . 

*In repeated surveys using the same samplin~ 
and estimating procedures, the chances are that", 
about 2 estimates out of 3 \.Iould be \.Iithin the 
specified percentage of the results that \.Iould 
be obtained from a complete enumeration; about 19 
out of 20 \.Iould be \.Iithin double the indicated 
percentage. Persons interested in the approxi­
mate sampling variation for a particular State 
for the items in the above table may obtain this 
detail upon request to the Governments Division, 
Bureau of the Census. 

In general, State estimates for items of 
smaller magnitude or greater detail than those 
covered in the table above are likely to have a 
larger sampling variability. 

Nationwide estimates that appear in this 
report, being based upon the summation of State­
by-State figures, are more reliable than State 
figures. The major totals are subject to a 
sampling variation of less than one-half of 1 
percent and other totals are subject to variation 
of less than 1 percent. 

For this survey, information was sought con­
cerning all State governments and approximately 
9,000 sample local governments. Mail requests 
for data were sent to 2,930 State government 
agencies and 9,679 local governmental units or 
agencies. Usable reports were received from 
12,013, or 95.3 percent, of the panel canvassed~\.,. 

For unreported agencies of individual States an~ 
major local governments included in the panel, 
information from earlier surveys was utilized. 
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There were 7.7 million civilian public em­
ployees in October 1956, or 250 thousand more 
than a year before. Governmental payrolls 
totaled $2,509 million for the month 'of October 
195&. 

Trends in public. employment and payrolls 
since 1940 q.re summarized in the chart below, 
which is based on tables 1 and 2. 

During World War II, as the chart indicates, 
Federal Government expansion caused an in­
crease of more than 2 million persons in total 
public employment. Thereafter, the number of 
Federal civilian employees fell sharply but 
~',ate and local government employment in­
creased, and has grown by more than 100 thou­
sand persons in each of the past 10" years. 

The upward trend in public payrolls since 
1940 reflects not only the considerable growth 
in number of employees but also, and eVen 
more, the upward adjustments that have been 
made in governmental pay rates to meet in­
creased prices and living costs. Monthly public 
wage and salary payments have more than 
doubled since 1947, and have quadrupled since 
1940, 
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RECENT TRENDS 

Federal civilian employment has ranged 
closely around 2 4 million persons during the 
past few years. The somewhat greater changes 
indicated here as to October payrolls for civil­
ian Federal employees, from 1953 through 1956, 
are the result mainly of (1) pay increase legis­
lation that became effective in 1955 and (2) dif­
ferences in the number of paid working days that 
are covered by the Federal payroll data for par­
ticular months. Except for this difference in 
working days (23 in October 1956, as against 21 
in October 1955), relatively little change in Fed­
eral payrolls would appear from 1955 to 1956. 

By contrast, employment and payrolls of 
State and local governments increased con­
siderably during the 12 months ended with' Oc­
tober 1956, as they did also in each of the sev­
eral immediately preceding years. 

This trend is particularly marked for school 
pe r sonnel of State and local governments. 
School employment rose 5.3 percent in the past 
year, and by over one-fifth altogether in the 4-
year period October 1952 to October 1956. All 
other State and local government employment 

Fig. 1. --PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT IN OCTOBER: 1940 TO 1956 
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4 GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT: 1956 

The following figures summarize the rela­
tionship to population of State and local govern­
ment employment for various functions as in­
dicated in table 11 for individual State areas, 
excluding the District of Columbia: 

State and local emp loyees 
(full-time equivalent) 

Function 
per 10,000 popul at ion 

U. S. Median lo.est Highest .. average State State 

Education .................... 121. 5 131.9 91.3 176.2 
Public schools only ....... 105.8 111.3 n.7 152.8 

H iglJways ..................... 27.6 31.6 17.2 57.0 
Health and hospitals ......... 31.8 27.7 15.'1 55.7 
Pol ice ....................... 15.8 13.6 8.7 2'1.9 
Fire ••••••••.••..••••••••••.• 7.5 6.0 2.3 20.'1 
Publ ic welfare ............... 6. 2 5.0 

2.~ 
12.8 

Sanitation ••.••.. · ............ 7.1 5.7 I. 13.1 
Natural resources ..... . ...... 6.8 8.9 2.3 25.0 

Ut i 1 it ies and Sta te 
1 i quor stores ............... 13.9 . 

I 
9.6 '1.1 35.5 

General control .............. 18.9 20.5 10.6 38.2 

All other .................... 23.'1 17.8 7.61 '10.8 

The considerable variation among States in 
relative scale of various functions is evident 
from table 12, which provides a percent distri­
bution of total State and local October payrolls 
for each State. 

Tables 13 and 14 provide additional detail 
on employment and payrolls of each of the 48 
State governments, supplementing the basic 
functional data for State governments included 
in tables 8 and 9. 

STATEMENT OF FROCEDURE* 

Scope of the Government Employment Survey 

The Bureau of the Census mail survey of 
government employment regularly provides for 
October each year State-by-State estimates of 
employment and payrolls by type of govern­
ment and by governmental function-education, 
highways, health· and hospitals, etc. This sur­
vey provides a basis not only for the present 
.. State Distribution" report, but also for an 
annual report on city government employment. 

Prior to April 1951, data were not de­
veloped for "full-time" employment and pay­
rolls as currently defined and, prior to 1946, 
the school data (being obtained from the U. S. 
Office of Education rather than by Census sur­
vey coverage) were reported. only in terms of 

State and local aggregates, so that detail by 
level and type of government then covered only 
nonschool amounts. 

After January 1955, responsibility for the 
provision of monthly statistics on government 
employment and payrolls was assumed by the 

*See also" Definitions of Terms" on pages 
26 and 27. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. Bureau of the 
Census publication of monthly statistics ceased 
after release of the report, Public Employment 
in January 1955. 

Data herein as to Federal Government ci­
vilian employment and payrolls since October 
1952 have been obtained by the Bureau of the 
Census from the U. S. Civil Service Commis­
sion; earlier Federal data are from the U. S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics . 

In addition to this survey of governmental 
employment, the Bureau of the Census supplies, 
through its Current Population Reports, sta­
tistics on the labor force, employment, and 
unemployment in the United States. Basic data 
for these reports are obtained through direct 
personal interviews each month with a scien­
tifically selected sample of households through­
out the Nation. 

The widespread interest in public employ­
ment as such requires data for particular gov­
ernments, for types of governments, and for 
governments in specific geographic areas. 
Such information, as well as data on public 
payrolls and functions of public employees, can 
be based only on a type of survey involving 
collection of information from governments as 
employers. 

Because of differences in source of infor­
mation and method of collection, the data shown 
here, which are based on reports from govern­
ments, will differ from the data obtained by 
household interview . Also, since some of the 
persons working for a government either hold 
another job or move between governmental and 
nongovernmental jobs dur.ing the survey pe­
riod' the estimates given here may vary from 
the estimates based on household interviews. 
The latter are designed to provide unduplicated 
totals of persons employed during a given pe­
riod since each individual i.s counted in only one 
job . 

Sample for Government Employment Survey 

Estimates presented in this report are 
based on data collected from a sample of gov­
ernmental unit s. The sample includes, in each 
State, the State government and all its agencies, 
all municipalities having 10,000 or more in­
habitants, all school systems having 6,000 or 
more enrollment, all "large" special districts 

and a sample 01 other local governments se ­
lected at rates varying with population or en­
rollment. 

The sample has been designed to produce 
estimates having a measurable degree of sam­
pling variation. Their specifications call for 
the following levels of reliability, in terms of 
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sampling variation, of estimates of employee 
numbers for each State and its local govern­
ments :.l State government, no sampling; local 
governments nonschool total, 2 percent; and 
local governments school total, 2 percent. 

The standards for sampling have been set 
in terms of the measure of total number of em­
ployees. Figures for number of full-time em­
ployees, total payroll, and amount of full-time 
payroll are believed to be subject to a lesser 
degre e of sampling vaioiation. 

Nationwide estimates herein for October 
1955, having been developed by adding State­
by-State estimates, are subject to only negligi­
ble sampling variation (with the probable ex­
ception of some of the small figures appearing 
for particular functions of certain types of local 
governments in table 4). 

Tests were made to determine sampling 
variation of certain key employment statistics 
presented in the Census report, State Distribu­
tion 01 Public Employment in 1954, based upon 
that year's State-by-State survey. Results of 
these tests for various State-area aggregates 
were as follows: 
- -

HlJllber of States for wh ich the 
chances are 2 oot of 3 that 
19511 estimates were within 
the stated percentage of the 

Type of data results of a compl ete census 

Less 5% 
than I to 2 to 3 to and 
1%1 2%1 3%1 5%1 over l 

State-area total s of 
EmP I oyment for: 

State and local g:N-

ernments ................ 9 38 1 ... ... 
local gJvernments, total 2 30 I~ 2 ... 

SchooI2 ............... 5 18 18 6 ... 
Hooschool ............. 2 7 2~ I~ I -

Cities ................... 8 7 16 15 2 
Coonties 2 ................ 10 5 10 9 13 
School districts2 ........ 5 12 17 6 3 

lThe chances are 19 out of 20 that the estimates were within 
dooble these percentages of the results of a comp lete census. 

2 Tota I ing less than ~8 because only ~7 States have local school 
enployment, only ~7 have coonty glvernment, and only 113 have in­
dependent school districts. 

Detail of State-by-State estimates for types 
of local government and for separate govern­
mental functions are subject to larger sampling 
variation than estimates of State totals of data. 
In the structure of pre sentation called for by 
the tables of this report, some of the smaller 
magnitudes represent approximations of low 
reliability which should be used with caution. 
They are presented to facilitate combination 
and analysis of broader totals of information 

Lthe chances are 2 out of 3 that estimates Meed on the sample 
would differ respectiTely frOID •• lues obtainable from a complete 
census by no more than the indicated percentage. 

rather than to be used as exact measure s tn 
themselves. This is particularly true of 
amounts for the minor levels of local govern­
ment in highly urbanized States and of amounts 
for governmental functions that are of relative­
ly minor magnitude in a particular State. 

Survey Procedure 

Substantially all basic data for State and lo­
cal governments used for the government em­
ployment survey are collected by mail dirt;.ctly 
from the governmental establtshments con­
cerned. Several type s of que stionna ire!>, 
tailored to the type and size of the govern­
ments, are used. 

yor this State-by-State survey for October 
1956, usable reports of employment and pay-' 
rolls were received from 96.3 percent of t.h~ 

18,497 establishments in the survey sample, 
distributed as follows: 

Humber Number NlJllber 

I tern in in report-
ex i st- sample ing 
ence1 data 

State governments and State 
agenc ies •••• , •••••••••• 0 ••••••• 0 •• eO • 2;I,60~ 1,6011 1,572 

Cities ................................ 16,778 3,127 3,037 
Over 10,000 inhaDitants ............ 1,233 1,233 1,215 
Under 10,000 inhabitants ........... 15,m5 1,8~ 1,822 

Counties .............................. 3,~9 1,6211 1,1137 
TIWnships ............................. 17,202 2,538 2,383 

New England and Middle Atlantic .... 11,158 988 9111 
Other ...... · ........................ 13,~1I 1,550 1,1169 

Spec ia I districts ..................... 12,319 1,767 1,698 
Large3 ............................. 1,038 1,038 1,026 
Small .............................. 11,281 729 672 

Institutions of higher education ...... 1136 ~36 1119 
Publ ic school systems 4 ................ 69,755 7,1101 7,269 

Large.5, f··~··O'O""""""" ••••• 7ffl 7ffl 7~5 

Small .............................. 68,993\ 6,639 6,5211 

lExcept for institutions of higher education, this coont is 
based upm U. S. Bureau of the Census, Governments in the- Un'i ted 
States in 1952. ----
~~-;:-ehens ive Coverage of the ~ State go-.ernments requ ires 
canvassing of 1,586 separate agencies (including single central 
sources of non schoo I data for ·each of 27 States), in addition to 
State institutions of higher education, included elsewhere in 
th is tabulation. 

3AII districts having at least 100 employees or $5 million of 
debt in 1952,plus in most States all districts abo.te a specified 
IIWer minimum level of 1952 en.,loyment. 

"Includes school systems qlerated by cities, counties, tom­
sh ips, and State governments (pr inc ipall y North Carol ina and 
Delaware) as well as by independent school district governments. 

5school systems hav ing 6,000 or lIIore pupi Is enrolled in 1952 
and any systensof small enrollment administered' by cities having 
10,000 or more inhabitants. 

As long as some nonresponse ~'xists, there 
is a possibility of a selectivity in the reporting 
governments that may introduce bias into the 
resulting estimates. While this possibility is 
recognized for the estimates in the present re- · 
port, no attempt has been made to measure or 
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There were 7.4 million civilian public em­
ployees in October 1955 , or 200 thousand more 
than a year before. Governmental payrolls 
totaled $2,265 million for this month, 7.7 per­
cent more than in October 1954. 

Trends in public employment and payrolls 
sinc e 1940 are summarized in the chart below, 
which is based on tables 1 and 2 . 

During World War II, as the chart indicates, 
Federal Government expansion caused an in­
crease of more than 2 million persons in total 
public employment. Thereafter, the numo er of 
Federal civilian employees fell shar p ly but 
State and local government employme."\ t in­
creased, and has grown by more than ~ ULI t::o u­
.(iand persons in each of the past 10 years. 

The upward trend in public payrolls since 
1940 reflects not only the considerable growth 
in number of employees but also, and even 
more, the upward adjustments that have been 
made in governmental pay rates to meet in ­
creased prices and living costs. Monthly public 
wage and salary payments have approximately 
doubled since 1945, and have quadrupled since 
1940. 
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RECENT TRENDS 

In October 1952, Federal civilian employ­
ment was at a post-Korea high of nearly 2 . 6 
million persons. During the next year, this 
numb ;.!!" was cut nearly 200 thousand, with most 
of the reduction applicable to defense agency 
personnel. The resulting level of total Federal 
civilian employment-a little less than 2.4 mil­
lion p~ rsons-has continued with little change 
during the period 1953-55 . Federal civilian pay­
rolls also declined after 1952 but again moved 
upward in 1954-55 to equal $846 million in 
October 1955, nearly the same amount as in 
October 1952. 

By contrast, employment and payrolls of 
State and local governments increased con­
siderably during the 12 months ended with Oc­
tober 1955, as they did also in each of the sev­
eral immediately preceding years. 

This trend is particularly marked for 
school personnel of State and local govern­
ments. School employment rose 5.8 percent 
in the past year, and by about one-sixth alto­
gether in the 3 -year period October 1952 to 
October 1955. All other State and local govern-
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT: 1955 

Computed average earnings of all State and 
local government employees were $ 281 per 
lTlonth for October 1955 , as indicated in table 6. 
This compares with $ 271 in October 1954, and 
$164 for October 1946 . Being derived by di­
viding total payrolls by total elTlployment, this 
type of average is affe cted not only by changes 
in rates of pay, but by shifts in the proportion 
of part-tilTle personnel. The computed average 
earnings of full-time State and local govern­
lTlent employees in October 1955 were $ 316 per 
month, as COlTlpared with $ 306 a year earlier, 
and $264 for October 1951. ... 

Full-tim~~hool elTlployees earned an 
averag.e-·"B( ~n October 1955, as cOlTlpared 
with $. 297 for nonschool employees. It should 
be note-d, ho..-ever, that a considerable nUlTlber 
(though not all) educational personnel are paid 
on a 9- or 10-lTlonth school term basis, so that 
average earnings for a single month during the 
school term, such as October, cannot be used 
directly as a measure of cOlTlparative annual 
earnings of school versus nonschool employees. 

There is a considerable difference in the 
average lTlonthly earnings of full-tilTle State 
and local government employees as among 
various States. For October 1955, the range 
was from $ 209 in Mississippi up to $ 394 in 
California and the District of ColUlTlbia. 
Following is a distribution of the 48 States and 
the District of ColUlTlbia in terlTlS of the aver­
age October 1955 earnings c{f full-tilTle State 
and local government .elTlployees: 

Less than $220...................... 2 
$ 220 to $ 239. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 
'$240 to $259.·· .. ·.··.···.···.·.··.. 6 
$260 to $279 ..... ·.····.·.·········· 11 
$280 to $299.··· ...... .. .. .......... 6 
$ 300 to $ 3 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
$320 to $339.·· ····· .. · .·· ··· · · ····. 4 
$ 340 or lTlore .... .• · ...... ·· . . . . . . . . . 9 

Total ..............•............. 49 

TYPE-OF-GOVERNMENT AND 
FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS 

Table 7 reflects the scale of each type of 
government in each State in terms of employ­
lTlent and payroll data for October 1955. Well­
known difference-s frolTl one part of the Nation 
to another-the major role of counties in most 
Southe rn State s, the ilTlportance of townships 
(towns) in New England, the lack of independent 
school districts in a few States and their con­
siderable scale in most areas-are expressed 
quantitatively. The figures also illustrate the 
range in importance of city governments from 
a role involving a major share of all local 
government operations in highly urbanized 
States down to only a minor position in pre­
dominantly rural States; and how special dis­
trict governnlents vary in relative importance 
as gove rnmental employers. 

Tables 8 and 9 show State and local govern­
lTlent employees and monthly payrolls for each 
State in terms of major governmental functions. 
Here again, diversity i s evident-both in the 

relative lTlagnitude of various functions and iJ 
the degree to which the State government . 
local governlTlents are concerned. 

Table 10 shows State and local governlTlent 
emploYlTlent, by State, in terms of full-time 
equivalent nUlTlbers for each of the major func­
tions. In table II these figures are translated 
into ratios which indicate the number of em­
ployees per 10,000 inhabitants. 

The following figures summarize the rela­
tionship to population of State and local govern­
ment elTlployment for various functions as in­
dicated in table II for individual State areas, 
excluding the District of Columbia: 

State and local eI!IP 1 0 yees 
(full-time equivalent) 

Funct ioo 
per 10,000 population 

U. S. Median laoest Highest 
average State State 

Education •••••••••••••••••••• 117.8 128.6 8~.3 182.2 
Public schools only ••••••• 102.1 108.~ 7~.2 15ii.~ 

Higbways ••••••••••••••••••••• 27.0 30.5 16.3 56.7 
ltealth and hospitals ......... 30.6 26.7 13.3 53.0 
Pol ice ....................... 15.3 12.8 8.3 23.6 
Fire ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7.~ 5.9 2.~ 19.~ 

Publ ic welfare ••••••••••••••• 6.2 5.3 2.~ 12.1 
San itat ion ••••••• ' •••••••••••• 7.0 5.1 0.8 1~.6 

IIetur.l reswrcea ............ 6.8 8.~ 2.0 211.8 
Util iti •• and State 

liquor .tares •• , " •••••••••• 1~.2 9.7 11.0 :, 

&...1 control .............. 18.5 20.3 10.9 111.2 
All other .................... 22.5 17.2 7.1 39.3 

The considerable variation among States in 
relative scale of various functions is evident 
frolTl table 12, which provides a percent distri­
bution of total State and local October payrolls 
for each State. 

Tables 13 and 14 provide additional detail 
on emploYlTlent and payrolls of each of the 48 
State governments, supplementing the basic 
functional data for State governments included 
in tables 8 and 9. 

ST ATEMENT OF PROCEDURE 

Scope of the GovernlTlent Employment Survey 

The Bureau of the Census mail survey of 
governlTlent employment regularly provides for 
October each year State-by-State estilTlates of 
employment and payrolls by type 'cif govern­
ment and by governmental function-education. 
highways. health and hospitals, etc. This sur­
vey provides a bas i s not only for the present 
"State Distribution" report, but also for an 
annual report on city government elTlploylTlent. 

Prior to April 1951. data were not de­
ve lope d for" full-time" elTlployment and pa y­
rolls as currently defined and, pnor to 1946. 
the school data (being obtained from the U. C 

Office of Education rather than by Census su 
vey coverage) were reported only in terms of 
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State and local aggregates, so that detail by 
'el and type of government then covered only 

,nschool amounts. 

After January 1955, responsibility for the 
provision of monthly statistics on government 
employment and payrolls was assumed by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Bureau of the 
Census publication of monthly statistics ceased 
after release of the report, Public Employment 
in January 1955. However, the Bureau of the 
Census will continue to collect and publish 
annual statistics on government employment 
to provide State-by-State statistics by type of 
government and statist~s by governmental 
function similar to the data provided in tables 
3 to 14 of this report, and in the annual Bureau 
of the Census report on city government em­
ployment. 

Data herein as to Federal Government ci­
vilian employment and payrolls since October 
1952 have been obtained by the Bureau of the 
Census from the U. S. Civil Service Commis­
sion; earlier Federal data are from the U. S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

In addition to this survey of governmental 
employment, the Bureau of the Census supplies, 
through its Current Population Reports, sta­
tistics on the labor force, employment, and 
unemployment in the United States. Basic data 
for these reports are obtained through direct 
personal interviews each month with a scien­
" -'cally selected sample of households through-

the Nation. 

The widespread interest in public employ­
ment as such requires data for particular gov­
ernments, for types of governments, and for 
governments in specific geographic areas. 
Such information, as well as data on public 
payrolls and functions of public employees, can 
be based only on a type of survey involving 
collection of information from governments as 
employers. 

Because of differences in source of infor­
mation and method of collection, the data shown 
here, which are based on reports from govern­
ments, will differ from the data obtained by 
household interview. Also, since some of the 
persons working for a government either hold 
another job or move between governmental and 
nongovernmental jobs during the survey pe­
riod, the estimates given here may vary from 
the estimates based on household interviews. 
The latter are designed to provide - unduplicated 
totals of persons employed during a given pe­
riod since each individual is counted in only one 
job. 

Sample for Government Employment Survey 

Estimates presented in this report are 
based on data collected from a sample of gov­
ernmental units_ The sample includes, in each 
State, the State government and all its agencies, 
a}' municipalities having 10,000 or more in-

itants, all school systems having 6,000 or 
l~vre enrollment, all" large" special districts 

i 

and a samp e of other local governmen s se­
lected at rates varying with population or en­
rollment. 

The sample has been designed to produce 
estimates having a measurable degree of sam­
pling variation. Their specifications call for 
the following levels of reliability, in terms of 
sampling variation, of estimates of employee 
numbers for each State and its local govern­
ments: I State government, no sampling; local 
governments nonschool total, 2 percent; and 
local governments school total, 2 percent. 

The standards for sampling have been set 
in terms of the measure of total number of e~­
ployees. Figures for number of full-time em­
ployee s, total payroll, and amount of full-time 
payroll are believed to be subject to a le-sser 
degree of sampling variation, since total em­
ployment includes a large and highly variable 
amount of part-time employment not present 
in the full-time measures and not as significant 
in the measure of total payroll. 

Nationwide estimates herein for October 
1955, having been developed by adding State­
by-State estimates, are subject to only negligi­
ble sampling variation (with the probable ex­
ception of some of the small figures appearing 
for particular functions of certain types of local 
governments in table 4). 

Tests were made to determine sampling 
var iation of ce rta in key employment statistic s 
presented in the Census report, State Distribu­
tion 01 Public Employment in 1954, based upon 
that year's State-by-State survey. Results of 
the se te sts for various State -area aggregate s 
were as follows: 

NlJIIber of States for wh ich the 
chances are 2 out of 3 that 

19~ estimates were within 
the stated percentage of the 

Type of data results ofa complete census 

Less 5% 
than I to 2 to 3 to and 

1%1 2%1 3%1 5%1 over l 

State-area totals of 
emp I oyment for: 

State and local gov-

ernments ................ 9 38 I ... '" 
Local governments, total 2 30 I~ 2 ... 

SchroI 2 ............... 5 18 18 6 ... 
Monschool ............. 2 7 2~ I~ I 

Cities ................... 8 7 16 15 2 
Counties2 ................ 10 5 10 9 13 

School d istricts2 ........ 5 12 17 6 3 

lThe chances are 19 out of 20 that the est imates were with in 

double these percentages of the results of a complete census. 
2Totaling less than~8because only 117 States have local school 

emp I oyment, - on I y 117 have county government, and on ly 113 have in-

dependent school districts. 

Lrbe chances are 2 out of 3 that estimates based on the sample 
would differ respectively from values obtainable from a complete 
ceneU8 by no more than the indicated percentage. 
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Detail of State -by-State estimates for t ypes 
of loca l government and for separate gove rn­
mental functions are subject to lar ger sa mpling 
variation than estimates of State t ota l s o f data. 
In the structure of presentation ca lled for by 
the tables of this report, some of the smalle r 
magnitudes represent approximations of low 
reliability which should be used with caution. 
They are pre sente d to fac ilitate comb inat ion 
and analysis of broader totals of information 
rather than to be u sed as exact measures in 
themselves. This is particularly true of 
amounts for the minor leve ls of loca l govern-

. ment in highly ur'rranized States and of amounts 
for governmental funct ions that are of relative­
ly minor magnitude i n a particular State. 

Survey Procedure 

Substantially all basic data for State and lo­
cal governments us ed for the government em­
ployment su r vey are collected by mail directly 
from the gove rnme nta 1 e stablishm e nts con­
cerned. Severa l types of questionnaire s , 
tailored to the type and size of th e govern­
ments , are used. 

In genera l, employee and payroll figures 
r epo rted by State and local government officials 
are accepted as sUQstantially correct. Defini­
tions of terms and the scope of the survey are 
described in th e instru ctions accompany ing 
mail-canvass requests for data . In some 
cases, varying loca l interpretations of the in­
structions and de fi ciencies in loca l records of 
employment may make it difficult for officials 
to render comp lete and comparable reports for 
their governments. These difficulti es are 
overcome to a lar ge extent by (I) careful defi­
nitions of terms and detailed instructions iT'_ 
difficult cases, (2) s upplementary co rre­
spondence with officia l s conce rned, and (3) in­
tensive examination of data collected-i. e . , 
ver ification of interna l co n sistency and com­
parison with previous reports, other sources 
of data, and related financial reports. 

On the basis of information obtained for 
sam ple gove r nments, State-by-State estimates 
of data are deve loped by relating reported ii g­
ures to the population or enrollment of the re­
ported units, within a de tailed structure of es­
timating cells based on type and size of govern­
ment. Ratios so derived are applied to the en ­
tire population or enrollment of each ce ll, and 
the resulting individual ce ll estimates are added 
t o produce estimated Stat e to tal,; of data. 

For thi s State-by-Statc su r vey for O c t oner 
1 'j55 , usable r eports of employment and {Ja y­
rolls were received from 95.7 percent of t,IC 

18,479 establishments in the survey sample 
dist r ibuted as follows: 

I Humber Humber Number 

Item in in report-
p.xist- s ample ing 
ence 1 data 

state governments and State 
agencies ............................. 21,586 1,586 1,557 

Ci ties ................................ 16,778 3,127 2,892 
Over 1(1,000 i nhab i tants ............ 1,233 1,233 1,162 
Under 10,000 i nhab itants ........... 15,~5 rl,8~ 1,730 

Counties .............................. 3,~!! 1,6m I ,~28 
Tewnships ............................. 17,202 2,538 2,~6 

New England and Middle Atlantic .... ~,158 988 !»O 
Other .............................. 13,(JI~ 1,550 1,506 

Spec ia I distr icts ..................... 12,319 1,767 1,713 
Large3 ............................. 1,038 1,038 1,030 
Small •••••..••••.••••••••••••..•.•• 11,281 729 633 

Institutioos of higher educat ion •••••. ~36 ~36 ~19 

Publ ic school systems 4 ................ 69,755 7MI 7,232 
LargeS, ............................ 762 762 ~O 

Small ...... .. ...................... 68,993 6 , 639 6 , ~92 

l Except for inst itut ions of higher educat ion, th is cront is 
based upoo U. S. Bureau of the CenslJs, Governments in the Un i ted ----
States in 1952. 
--ZC00¥l7eh,!Osive coverage of the ~ State gowrnments requires 
canvassing of 1,586 separate agencies (including single central 
sources of nonschool data for each of 27 States), in add ition to 
State institutions of higher educatioo, included elsewhere ,~ 

th is tabul at ion. 
3A II d istr i cts hav i ng at least 100 employees or $5 mill ion OT 

debt in 1952,plus in most States all districts above a specified 
lewer minimum level of 1952 employment. 

~ lnclUdes school systens operated by cities, counties, tewn­
ships, and State governments (principally North Carol ina and 
Delaware) as well as by independent school district governments. 

Sschool systems having 6,000 or more pupils enrolled in 1952 
and any sys t €l1lsof small enrollment adrninistered' by cities having 
10,000 or more inhabitants. 

As long as some nonresponse exists , there 
is a possibility of a select ivity in the reporting 
governments that may introduce bias into the 
resulting estimates . While this possibility is 
recognized for the estimates in the present re­
port, no attempt has been made to measure or 
adjust for bias. The approach here has been 
to attempt to reduce nonresponse to an inSig­
nificant factor by intensive effods to obtain re­
purlS of employment from all governments tn­

cluded 1n the designated saml-' l e , 
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Trends in public employment continued up­
ward in 1954. State and local governments in­
creased their personnel 196,000 during the 12 
months ended in October. Over the same year 
Federal Government civilian employment ex­
hibited almost no change. The net change in 
total governmental employment was an increase 
of approximately 2.6 percent to a new October 
high of 7,232 thousand persons in 1954 

Somewhat more than half of the State and 
local increase was in school employment. In 
October 1954 this func tion accounted for 28. 5 
percent of all public employment--Federal, 
State, and local. For the Federal Government, 
approximately half of all civilian employment 
is accounted for by personnel of defense agen­
cies. National defense ranks next to education 
in volume of public employment and payrolls. 
In October 1954 these. two functions accounted 
for 44.5 percent of the 7.2 million persons on 
Federal, State, and local government payrolls. 
Health .and hospital facilities aDd services ac-

, counted for 9.2 percent; the postal service and 
"general control" activities, 7.0 percent each; 

Fig. l.--NUMBER OF PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 
BY FUNCTION: OCTOBER 1954 
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and highway activities accounted for 6.6 per­
cent. A distribution of government employ­
ment by function is shown in table 3 and illus­
trated in figure 1. 

During the 12 months ending with October 
1954 total civilian public payrolls for the year 
were as follows, by type of government: 

Type of government 

A 11 gove rnments ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Federal ................................ . 
State and local ........................ . 

state ............................... . 
Local. total ........................ . 

Cities ........................... . 
Counties ......................... . 
School districts ................. . 
Other (to'Imsh I ps and 
special districts) .............. . 

Amount 
(In 

mlJllClls) 

$23,900 

9,399 
IQ,501 
3,566 

10,935 
Q,qsS 

1,551 
Q,I9q 

702 

Percent 
of total 

100.0 

39.3 
60.7 
Iq.9 
QS.S 
IS.S 
6.S 

17.5 

2.9 

The total shown for State and local governments 
was made up of $6,225 million for school pay­
rolls (of which school district governments ac­
counted for $4,194 million), and $8,276 million 
for nonschool payrolls. 

The national totals shown herein for the 
month of October 1954 differ slightly from fig­
ures presented in the report, Public Employ­
ment !!.l October 1954, because of subsequent 
adjusOnents of preliminary Federal Govern­
ment statistics and' the development of final and 
more precise State and local government fig­
ures for that month, as described below under 
"Statement of Procedure." The principal pur­
pose of this report, however, is to supplement 
the previous summary national totals with more 
detailed ' information by State and by govern­
mental function. 

RECENT TRENDS 

The 12 months ending with October 195.;, 
were marked by resumption of the rising trent, 
of government employment which has continuec.. 
since 1946-47 with the exception only of the pe ­
riod 1952-53 during which a slight decrea se 
took place. 

Wages and salaries paid to public emplo y · 
·ees totaled $2.1 billion dollars for October 

For sale by the Bureau or the Census, Washington 26, D. C.-Price 20 cents 
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1 and 2) have been presented on a month':'by­
month basis sinc"e April 1951. Similar national 
totals of employment and payrolls have been 
published for the months of January, April, 
July, and October of the period 1940 through 
January 1951. However, prior to April 1951, 
data were not developed for "full-time" em­
ployment and payrolls as currently defined 
and, prior to 1946, the school data (being ob­
tained from the U. S. Office of Education rath­
er than by Census survey coverage) were re­
ported only in terms of State-and-local aggre­
gates, so that detail by level and type of gov­
ernment then covered only nonschool amounts. 

After January 1955, responsibility for the 
provision of monthly statistics on government 
employment and payrolls will be assumed by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. ·Bureau of the 
Census publication of monthly statistics will 
cease after release of the report, Public 
Employment in January 1955. However, the 
Bureau of the Census will continue to collect 
and publish annual statistics on government 
employment to provide State-by-State statistics 
by type of government and statistics by gov­
ernmental' function similar to the data provided 
in table s 3 to 14 of thi.; report; and in" the an­
nual Bureau of the Census report on city gov­
ernment employment. 

Data herein as to Federal Government ci­
vilian employment and payrolls since October 
1952 have been obtained by the Bureau of the 
Census from the U. S. Civil Service Commis­
sion; earlier Federal data are from the U. S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

In addition to this survey of governmental 
employment, the Bureau of the Census sup­
plies, through its Current Population Reports, 
statistics on the labor force, employment, and 
unemployment in the United States. Basic data 
for these reports are obtained through direct 
personal interviews each month with a scien­
tifically selected sample of households through­
out the Nation. 

The widesp(ead interest in public employ­
ment as such requires data for particular gov­
ernments, for types of governments, and for 
governments in specific geographic areas. 
Such information, as well as data on public 
payrolls and functions of public employees, can 
be based only on a type of survey involving 
collection of information from governments as 
employers. 

Because of differences in source of informa­
tion and method of collection, the data shown 
here, which are based on reports from govern­
ments, will differ from the data obtained by 
household interview. Also, since some of the 
persons working for a government either hold 
another job or move between governmental and 
nongovernmental jobs during the survey per­
iod, the estimates given here may vary from 
the estimates based on household interviews. 
The latter are designed to provide unduplicated 
totals of persons employed during a given per­
iod since each individual is counted in only one 

: job. 

Sample for GOVernment Employment Survey 

Monthly statistics on State and local gov-' 
ernment employment that have been provided 
by the Bureau of the Census are based on data 
collected at quarterly intervals from a "na­
tional sample" of approximately 3,700 estab­
lishments canvassed to obtain data for about 
2,200 State and local governmental units. (In 
certain instances, such as for States, it is nec­
essary to canvass numerous separate agencies 
to obtain information covering an entire gov­
ernment.) This national sample includes all 48 
States and their agencies and institutions of 
higher education, and a scientifically selected 
stratified random sample of local governments. 

To produce State-by-State statistics each 
year, the national sample described above is 
supplemented by an additional 15,000 local gov­
ernment establishments. The enlarged total 
sample includes in each State, the State gov­
ernment and all its agencies, all municipalities 
ha ving 10, 000 or more inhabitants, a1l school 
systems having 6,000 or more enrollment, all 
"large" special districts and a sample of other 
local governments selected at rates varying 
with population or enrollment. 

The national sample and supplemented sam­
ple described above have been designed to pro­
duce estimates having a measurable degree of 
sampling variation. Their specifications call 
for the following levels of reliability, in terms 
of sampling variation, of estimates of employ­
ee numbers: l 

MONTHLY NATIONAL TOTALS (NATIONAL SAMPLE) 

Percent 

Total state and local.............................. •••• 1.0 
state governments.................................. • 0.0 
Local governments........... •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.0 

Cities. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••• 2.0 
Counties.... ••••••••• •••• •••• ••••• ••••••• •••• •••• 3.0 
School d Istrlcb................................. 2.0 
Townships and special districts.................. 5.0 

ANNUAL STATE TOTALS FOR OCTOBER (SUPPLEMENTED SAMPLE) 

Percent 

State gCNernments •••••••• ;............................. 0.0 
Local governmenta, non school totsl..................... 2.0 
Local gCNernments, school total........................ 2.0 

The standards for sampling have been set in 
I terms of the measure of total number of em­
ployees. Figures for number of full-time em­
ployees, total payroll, and amount of full-time 
payroll are believed to be subject to a lesser 
degree of 'sampling variation, since total em­
ployment includes a large and highly variable 
amount of part-time employment not present in 
the full-time measures and not as significant in 
the measure of total payroll. 

Ilhe chances are 2 out of 3 that estimates based on the 
.lIIlple " ... ld differ respectively from Yalues obtainable from 
a .,...plete census by no more than the indicated percentage. 
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N~tionwide estiInates herein for October 
1954, having been developed by adding State­
by-State estiInates, are subject to only negligi­
ble sampling variation (with the probable ex­
ception of some of the small figures appearing 
for particular functions of certain types of lo­
cal governments in table 4). 

Tests were made to determine sampling 
variation of certain key employment statistics 
presented in the Census report, State Distribu­
tion of Public Employment in 1952, based upon 
that year's State-by-State survey. Results of 
these tests for various State-area aggregates 
were as follows: 

Numbe r of states for wh I ch the 
chances are 2 out of 3 that 
1952 est lmates were within 
the stated percenlage of the 

Type of data results of a complete census 

Less 5% 
than I to 2 to 3 to and 

1%1 2%1 3%1 5%1 overl 

state-area totals of 
emp I oyment for: 

State and local govern-
ments ................... 6 39 3 ..... ...... 

Loea I governments, total ..... 29 16 2 I 
SCnooI 2 ............... 3 'l7 13 3 I 
Nonachool ............. ..... ~ 22 19 3 

Cities .......... .. ....... 3 5 I~ 18 8 

Countles2 ................ ~ 8 5 15 15 
School dlstrlcts2 ........ ~ 22 12 3 2 

lThe chances are 19 out of 20 that the est Imates were with In 
double these percentages of the results of a complete census. 

2Totallng leas than ~8 because only ~7 States have local 
school el\1lfloyment, only ~7 have county governments, and only ~3 

have Independent school districts. 

Upon the basis of thes'! findings, and taking 
advantage of newly available size-class infor­
mation for special districts, the sample used 
for the 1952 survey was modified for the 1953 
and 1954 surveys . Although the estimates pre­
sented herein have not been siInilarly tested, it 
is believed that the changes in survey coverage 
have materially reduced the number of in­
stances where a relatively significant degree of 
sampling variation would apply to State-area 
aggregates, as compared with the 1952 findings 
sununarized above. I 

Detail of State-by-State estiInates for types 
of local government and for separate govern­
mental functions are subject to larger sampling 
variation than estimates of State totals of data. 
In the structure of presentation called for by 
the tables of this report, some of the smaller 
magnitudes represent approximations of low 
reliability which should be used with caution. 
They are presented to facilitate combination 
and analysis of broader totals of information 
rather than to be used as exact measures in 
themselves. This is partkularly true of 

amounts for the minor levels of local govern­
ment in highly urbanized States and of amounts 
for . governmental functions that are of relative­
ly minor magnitude in a particular State. 

Survey Procedure 

Substantially all basic data for State and lo­
cal governments used for the government em­
ployment survey are collected by mail directly 
from the governmental establishments concern­
ed. Several types of questionnaires, tailored 
to the type and size of the governments, are 

,used. 
Usable reports of employment generally are 

obtained from 90 to 93 percent of the establish­
ments canvassed for monthly employment sta­
tistics. For this State-by-State survey for Oc­
tober 1954, usable reports of employment and 
payrolls were received from 95.0 percent of 
the 18,301 establishments on the survey sam­
pIe, distributed as follows: 

Humber Humber 
In Humber report-

Item exlst- In ing 
ence l sample data 

state governments and state 
agencies .......................... (2) I ,~57 1,~25 

Cities ............................ 16,na 3,127 , 2,922 

Over 10,000 I nhab I tants ..... : .. 1,233 1,233 1,155 

Under 10,000 I nhab i tants ...... , 15,5~5 1,89~ 1,767 
Counties ............... . .......... 3,~9 1,62~ I,~~ 

Townships ......................... 17,ro2 2,538 2,308 
Hew England and Middle Atlantic ~,153 938 . 87~ 

Other •••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 13,0~~ 1,550 I,'IH 

Special districts ......... ....... . 12,319 1,767 1,701 

LargeJ ... : ..................... 1,038 1,038 1,017 

Small .. ... ................... ... 11,281 729 68~ 

Institutions of higher education •• '131 ~31 1109 

Public school systems~ ............ 69,755 7,357 7,136 

Large5 ......... , ........... . ... 762 762 
. 

732 

Small .......................... 68,993 6,595 6,lI0II 

lExcept for instlt410ns of higher education, this count Is 
based upon U. S. Bureau of the Census, Governments ~ the Un I ted 

states in 1952. 
----ztomp--;:-ehens Ive coverage of the ~8 state gevernments requ I res 
canvassing of 1,~57 separate agencies (Including single central 
sources of nonschool data for each of 29 states), in addition ts 
state Institutions of higher education, Included elsewhere In 
th Is tabul at I on. 

3AII districts having at least 100 employees or $5 mill ion 
of debt in 1952, plus in most states all districts above a spe­
cified lower minimum level of 1952 employment. 

~Includes school systems operated ' by cities, counties, town­
ships, and state govern:;lenb (principally Morth Caroll:1a and 
Delaware) as well as by Independent school district governments. 

5School Systems having 6,000 or more pupils enrolled in 1952 
and any systems of smaller enrollment administered bycltles 
having 10,000 or more inhabitants. 

As long as some nonresponse exists, there 
is a possibility of a selectivity in the reporting 
governments that may introduce bias into the 
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An increase ;t total State and local gov­
ernment employment of about 141 thousand be­
tween October 1952 and October 1953 was more 
than offset by a reduction of about 200 thou­
sand in Federal civilian employment. 

A major part of the State and local increase 
involved school employment, so that in October 
1953 this function involved 27.8 percent--an 
even larger fraction than before--of all public 
employment. Most of the 12 months' reduction 
in Federal civilian etnployment invol veo person -­
nel of national defense agencies. Nevertheless , 
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defense still involves about one-h~lf of all 
Federal civilian employment, and ranks next to 
education in volume of public employment and 
payrolls. In October 1953, these two functions 
accounted for 44.5 percent of the 7.0 million 
persons on Federal, State, and local government 
payrolls. Health and hospitals took 8.9 per­
cent, the U. S. Postal Service 7.1 percent, and 
h ighway activities 6.6 percent, while other 
functions made up the remainder, as ind~cated 
in table 3 and illustrated in the chart below. 

During the 12 months ending with October 
1953, total public payrolls in the Nation were 
as follows, by type of government: 

Type of government 
.&mount 

(in Percent 

mi 1110n8) of total 

All governments......................... $23, 197 100.0 

Federal ................................ . 
State and local ....................... .. 

State. .............................. . 
Local, total ........................ . 

Cities ........................... . 
Counti es. ........................ . 
School dl atr 1 cta. ................ . 
Other (townships and 

spec I al d i str Icts) ........ " ..... 

9,865 
13,332 
3,291! 

10,03'1 
4,239 
I, lX)0 
3,761 

638 

42. 5 
57.5 
j!~.2 

4-3.3 
Ill . 3 
6.0 

16.2 

2.8 

The total shown for State and local governments 
was made up of $5,631 million for school pay­
rolls (including the entire $3,761 million of 
school districts), and $7,701 fornonschool pay­
rolls. 

The national totals shown herein for thp. 
month of October 1953 differ slightly fran fig­
ures presented in the report, Public Employment 
in October 1953, due to subsequent adjustments 
of preliminary Federal Government payroll 
amounts and the development of final and more 
precise State and local government figures for , 

For sale by the fureau of the Census, Washington 25, D. C. -Price 20 cents 
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Federal data are from the U. S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

In addition to this survey of governmental 
employment, the Bureau of the Census supplies, 
through its Current Population Reports, statis­
tics on the labor force, employment, and unem­
ployment in the United States. Basic data for 

these reports are obtained through direct per­
sonal interviews each month with a scientifical­
ly selected sample of.f0useholds throughout the 
Nation. 

The widespread interest in public employ­
ment as such requires data for particular gov­
ernments, for types of governments, and for gov­
ernments in specific geographic areas. Such 
information, as well as data on public payrolls 
and functions of public employees, can be based 
only on a type of survey involving collection 
of information from governments as employers. 

Because of differences in source of infor­
mation and method of collection, the data shown 
here, which are based on reports from govern­
ments, will differ from the data obtained by 
household interview. Also, since some of the 
persons working for a government either hold 
another job or move between governmental and 
nongovernmental jobs during the ,survey period, 
the estimates given here may vary from the esti­
mates based on household interviews. The latter 
are designed to provide unduplicated totals of 
persons employed during a given period since 
each individual is counted in only one job. 

SAMPLE FOR GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT SURVEY 

Monthly statistics on State and local gov­
ernment employment are collected at quarterly 
intervals from a "national sample" of approxi­
mately 3,700 establishments which are canvassed 
to obtain data for about 2,200 State and local 
governmental units. (In certain instances, such 
as for the States , it is necessary to canvass 
numerous separate agencies to obtain informa­
tion covering an entire government.) This na­
tional sample includes all 48 States and their 
agencies and institutions of higher education, 
and a scientifically selected stratified random 
sample of local governments. 

For the month of October each year, the 
national sample is supplemented by an addi­
tional 15,000 local government establishments. 
The enlarged total sample includes in each 
State the State Bovernment and all its agencies, 

all municipalities having 10,000 or more inhab­
itants, all school systems having 6,000 or more 
enrollment, all "large" special districts and a 
sample of other local governments selected at 
rates varying with population or enrollment. 

The national sample and supplemented sam­
ple described above have been designed to pro­
duce estimates having a ~easurable degree of 
sampling variation. Their specifications call 
for the following levels of reliability, in 
terms of sampling variation, of estimafes of 
employee numbers: 1 

Monthly natIonal totals (national sanple): 
Percent 

Total State and local........... .... .............. .... 1.0 
State governments.................................. 0.0 
locaJ government ...... II II ., ••• """" •••• "" ••• "' •••• 1.0 

Cltlea.......................................... 2.0 
Counties. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1." I. 3.0 
School dletrlcts................................ 2.0 
Townships and special district.................. 5.0 

Annual State totals for October (supplemented 8anple): 
Perceltt 

State governments. .••. II" I •• """ •• " •• " ••• """ ••••• """."" 0.0 
Local governments, nonschool tOtal..... ............... 2.0 
Local goverrvnents, school total....................... 2.0 

The standards for sampling have been set in 
terms of the measure of total number of emplQY­
ees. Figures for number of full-time employees, 
total payroll, and amount of full-time payroll 
are believed to be subject to a lesser degree 
of sampling variation, since total employment 
includes a large and highly variable amount of 
part-time employment not present in the full­
time measures and not as significant in the 
measure of ~otal payroll. 

Nationwide estimates herein for October 
1953, having been developed by adding State-by­
State estimates, are subject to only negligible 
sampling variation (with the probable exception 
of some of the small figures appearing for par­
ticular functions of certain types of local 
governments in table 4). 

Tests were made to determine sampling 
variation of certain key employment statistics . 
presented in the Census report, State Distribu­
tion of Publi'c Employment in 1952, based upon 
the last previous similar State-by-State survey. 

11be chances are 2 out of 3 that estimates based on the 
sllftple would differ respectively from values obtainable from 
a complete census by no more than the i~dicated percentage. 
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Resu lts of these tests for various State-area amounts for governmental functions that are of 
aggregates were as follows : relatively minor magnitude in a particular 

State . 

Humber of States for loAlich the 
chances are 2 out of 3 that 

1952 estImates were wIthin the 
stated percentage of the r~ 

Type of data suIts of a complete census 

less Ito 2 to 3to 
5% 

than 2%1 3:"t 1 5%1 
and .. 1%1 over1 

Stat~area total s of 
enployment for: 

state and local goy... 

ernnents. ............. 6 II 3 ..... ...... 
local governments, 

total ................. .... 29 16 2 I 
School 2 ............. 3 V IS 3 I 
Honschool ••••••••••• .... If 22 19 3 

Citles. ................ 3 5 II! 18 8 
COuntles 2 . . ............ t; 13 5 15 15 
School dlstrlcts 2 ...... II 22 12 3 2 

1The chances are 19 out of 20 that the esti mates were wi th­
in double these percentages of the results of a ~Iete CM­

sus. 
2Totaling less than Ijll bec/IUse only 117 States have local 

school employment, only 117 have county governments, and only 
It3 have independent school dl strictI!. 

Upon the basis of these findings, and taking 
advantage of newly available size-cl ass infor­
mation for special districts, the sample used 
for the 1952 survey was modified in advance of 
this 1953 survey. Although the estimates pre­
sented herein have not been simi larly tested, it 
is believed that these changes in survey cover­
age have materially reduced the number of in­
stances where a relatively significant degree 
of sampling variation would apply to State-area 
aggregates, as compared with the 1952 findings 
summarized above. 

Detail of State-by-State estimates for 
types of local government and for separate gov­
ernmental functions are subject to larger sam­
pling variation than estimates of State totals 
of data . In the structure of presentation 
called for by the tables of this report, some 
of the smaller magnitudes represent approxima­
tions of low reliability which should be used 
with caution. They are presented to facilitate 
combinatiQn and analysis of broader totals of 
information rather than to be used as exact 
measures in themselve s. This is particularly 
true of amount s for the minor levels of local 
government in highly urbanized State s an d of 

SURVEY PROCEDURE 

Substantially all basic data for State and 
local governments used for the gove rnment em­
ployment survey are collected by mail directly 
from the governmental establishments concerned. 
Seve ral t ype s of questionnaires, tailo red to 
the t ype and size of the government~ are used . 

Usable reports of employment generally are 
obtained from 90 to 93 percent of the estab­
lishmen ts canvassed fo r mon chly empl oyment sta­

tistics. For this State-by-State s urv ey for 
Octobe r 19 53, usab l e reports of employment and 
payrolls were receive d f rom 93.5 percent of the 
18,385 establl~hments on the su rvey s ample , 
distributed as f oll ows: 

Item 

State govGrnmen ts and State 
agencies. ........................... 

Citles. ................ .. ............ 
uver 10,000 Inh abl tants. .......... 
Under 10,000 I nhabi tants •••••••••• 

COuntles. ............................ 
Townships. ........... . ..... . . . .. ..... 

Hew Engl and and Iii ddl e Atl ant ic .. . 
Other •••••••••• • , ••••••••••••••••• 

Special districts. ................... 
large3 ............................ 
~all .............. .. .... . ........ 

Insti tutions of higher educati on ••••• 
Publ ic school !ystEl11s ~ ............... 

large5 ....... . .................... 
~all ............................ • 

~Urrlber II ~ \' NUr.l ber . UMber • 
I II I ' repor.-
. t In . 

eXls - 1 I I ng 
ance 1 S!l'll! e , data 

I 

( 2) 1,551 1,IIgu 

16,778 3,IV 2,916 
1,233 1,233 1,11111 

15,5115 I, P,9'1 1,772 
3, 0119 I, ~2'I 1, 31!{) 

17,Zl2 2,530 2,2!>5 
1!, 151 !l1 R 862 
13,G I~4 1,550 1, 11~3 

12,319 1,767 1,6@ 
1,03~ 1,0311 1,023 

11,281 7'1!! 611~ 

lf31 '131 lKl3 
69,755 7,357 7,01l1l 

762 762 707 
&1,5'93 6,5<15 6, 377 

1[XCept for i nsti tution! of higher education, th i s count is 
based upon U. S. 8ureau of the Census, Government. in the 

Uni ted S t lft e8 jn 1952. 

2COnjprehensive coverage of the liP State governments requires 
canvasslngofl,551 separate agencies (including single central 
sources of nonschool data for I!ach of 2q States), in addition 
to State institutions of higher educat ion, Included el sewhere 
in th I s tabulation. 

3All dIstricts having at least 100 employees or $5 million 
of debt In 1952, plus In most States all districts above a 
specified lower minimum level of 1952 1!JI'4l10yment. 

~Includes school systems operated by cities. counties, 
townships and State governments (principally North Carol ina 
and Del aware) as well as by independent school di strict govern­

ments. 
5School syste'1lS havi ng6,OOO or more pupils enrolled in 1952 

and any systems o f smaller enn,llment administered by cities 
havi ng 10 , 000 or more 1 nhabi tants. 
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Two major functions--education and national defense­
account for nearli one-half of;;:ll public employmen t and 
payrolls. Of the 7.1 million persons on, governmental 
ipay'rolls in October 1952, more than one- fourth were con­
cerned with education. 1he 1. 3 million ci viEan employees 
of Federal defense agencies accounted' for another one­
fifth of the Federal-State-local total of public person­
nel and payrolls. The remaining 55 percent of governmen­
tal employment was distributed among nUmerous functions, 
as indicated in the chart below and in table 3. 

During the 12 months ending with October 1952, total 
public payrolls in the Nation were as follows, by type of 

,g~vernmen t: 

FIG. 1- NUMBER OF PUBLIC 

EMPLOYEES, BY 
OCTOBER 

FUNCTION' 
1952 

Education 

National 
defense 

Health &: 
hospitals 

Postal· 
serVice 

·Highways 

Natural 
resources 

Police 

Local fire 
protection 

Public 
welfare 

All 
other 

Millions of Persons 
.4 .8 1.2 1.6 2.0 

State~ 
and ~ Federal 

local 

GOVE.JHM:fUTS· DtYlSHHl 
Allen D. "., .... 1, CIrIief 

FOR RELEASE MAY 11, 19531. 

I tern 
Amount Percent of 

(in millions) total 

$22,236 100.0 
IO.0~2 ~5. 2 

i All governments ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Federal Government ..................... . 
State and local governments ............ . 1'2,195 5~. 8 

state governmen ts ................... . 3,055 13.7 
Local governments. total ........... .. 9, I~O ~I.I 

Ci ties .. , ...•....•................ 3,919 17.6 
Cou,nties ......................... . 1,270 5.7 
School distrIcts ................ .. 3,357 15. I 
Other(townshipsand special districts) 59~ 2.7 

The total shown for State and local governments was made 
up of $5,125 million for school payrolls (including the 
entire $3,357 million of school districts), and $7,069 
f';r nonschool payrolls. 

The nl'tional totals shown herein for the month of 
October 1952 differ slightly from figures presented in 
the report, Public Employment in October 1952. due to 
subsequent adjustments of preliminary Federal Government 
amounts and the development of final and more precise 
State and local government figures for that month. 'TI,e 
pri';cipal purpose of this report, however, is to supple­
ment the previous summary n;:ltional totals with more de­
tailed information, as of October 1952, by State area and 
by governmental function. 

RECENT TRENDS IN GOVERNMENTAL EMPLOYMENT 

Total public payrolls reached a new high of practi­
cally $2 billion for the month of October 1952. The en­
tire rise of $114 million as compared with October 1951 
was accounted for by State and local payrolls, up 11 
percent during the interval. Total public employment of 
7.1 million also represented a record high for this month, 
mainLy due to an increase of 5 percent in State and 
local government personnel from the October 1951 level. 
Federal Government employment and payrolls changed very 
little during this period. 

Trends in total public employment since 1940 can be 
briefly summarized in terms of three periods. During 
World War II, public employment rose by more than 2 mil­
lion, with the entire increase attributable to the Fed­
eral Government. Between 1945 and 1947, the total dropped 
sharply, with a cut of 1.4 million in Federal employment 
only partly offset by an upward trend in State and local 
employment. Since 1947, total public employment has 
risen each year. Most of this change has been at the 
State and local levels, except for a rapid rise of about 
a half million in Federal emplo¥ment after the Korea cri-
,sis developed in 1950. ' 

For sale by the Bureau of the Census, Wash1ngton 25. D. C.-Price 20 cents 
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Once each year, the coverage of the survey is enlarged 

Rnd the detail of data requested is expanded sufficiently 
to provide State-by-State estimates of employment and pay­
rolls by r,ype of government and by governmental function­
education, highways, health and hospitals, etc. 

SAMPLE FOR GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT SURVEY 

Monthly statistics on State and local government em­
ployment are collected at quarterly intervals from a "na­
tional sample" of approximately 3,700 establishments which 
are canvassed to obtain data for about 2,200 State and lo­
cal governmental units. (In certain instances, such as 
for the States, it is necessary to canvass numerous sepa­
rate agencies to obtain information covering an entire 
government.) This "national" sample includes all 48 
States and their agencies and institutions of higher edu­
cation, and a scientifically selected stratified random 

sample of local governments. 
For the month of October each year, the "national 

sample" is supplemented by an addi tional 15, 000 local 
government establishments. The enlarged total sample in­
cludes in each State the State government and all its 
agencies, all municipalities having 10,000. or more in­
habitants, all school systems having 6,O()0 or more enroll­
ment, all special districts having 100 or more employees 
and a sample of other local governments selected at rates 
varying with population or enrollment size. 

The "national sample" and supplemented sample described 
above have been designed to produce eS timates having a 
measurable degree of sampling variation. Their specifica­
tions call for the following levels of reliability, in 
terms of sampling variation, of estimates of employee 

numbers: l 

Month.ly national totals (flnational sample"): 

Total state and local ..................................... . 
State governmen'ts ...................................... . 
Local governme'1 ts •••••••••••• "." •• ~ ••• " •••• , •••••••••••• 

Cities .............................................. . 
Counties ........................................... .. 
School districts ................................... .. 
Townsh ips and special districts .................... .. 

Annual State totals for October ("supplemented sample fl
): 

State government .......................................... . 
Local government, non school total ......................... . 
Local government, school total ............................ . 

Percent 

1.0 
0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
2.0 
5.0 

Percent 

0.0 
2.0 
2.0 

The standards for sampling have been set in terms of 
the measure of total number of employees. Figures for 
number of fu 11- time employees, total payroll, and amount 
of full-time payroll are .believed to be subject to a les­
ser degree of sampling variation, since .. total employment 
includes a large and highly variable amount of part-time 
employment not present in the full-time measures and not 
as significant in the measure of total payroll. 

Nationwide estimates herein for October 1952, having 
been developed by adding State-by-State estimates, are 
subject to only negligible sampling variation (with the 
probable exception of some of the small figures appearing 
for particular functions of certain types of local gov­
ernments in table 4,). 

1 111e chances are 2 out of 3 that estimates based on the sample would 
differ respectively from values obtainable from a complete census by no 
more than the indicated percentage. 

Detail of State-by-State estimates for types of local 
government and for separate governmental functions are 
subj ect to larger sampling variation than estimates of 
State totals of data. In the structure of presentation 
called for by the tables of this report, some of the 
small.er magnitudes represent approximations of low relia­
bility which should be used with caution. They are pre­
sented to facilitate combination and an"lysis of broader 
totals of information rather than to be used as exact 
measures in themselves. This is particularly true of 
amounts for the minor levels of local government in hi:'ghly 
urbanized States and of amounts for governmental functions 
that are of relatively minor magnitude in a particular 

State. 
The local governmen t sample employed for this October 

1952 survey has been completely redesigned and l'eselected, 
on the basis of a new identification and count, by the 
Bureau of the Census, of all local governments in exist .. 
ence as of 1952,2 and involving the use of the 1~50 popu­
lation findings of the 17th Decennial Census. Some datB 
herein--especially estimates of employment for particular 
types of local governments in several States- are £01' this 
reason not directly comparable with related figures pre­
sented in the report State Di,stdbution of Public Employ­
men t 111 1950, and in similar previous Census publications. 

SURVEY PROCEIlURES 

Substantially all basic data for State and local gov­
ernments used for the government employment survey are 
collected by mail directly from the governmental estab­
lishments concerned. Several types of questionnaires, 
tailored to the type and size of the governments, are 
used. Follow-ups by correspondence and by telephone from 
Census Bureau field offices (and in some instances per­
sonal visits) are used to obtain the highest possible 
response to these mail surveys. 

As long as some non response exists, there IS a possj­
bili ty of a selecti vi ty in the reporting governments 
that may introduce bias into the resulting estimates. 
While this possibility is recognized for the estimates in 
the present report, no attempt has been made to measure or 
·adjust for bias. The approach here has been to attempt 
to reduce non response to an insignificant factor by in ten­
si ve efforts to obtain reports of employment from all 
governments included in the designated sample. 

Usable reports of employment general! yare obtained 
from 90 to 93 percent of the establishments canvassed for 
monthly employment statistics. For this State-by-State 
survey for October N52, usable reports of employment and 
payrolls were received from 94 percent of the 18,375 es­
tablishments on the survey sample distributed a,; on page 7. 

In general, employee and payroll figures reported 
by State and local government officials are accepted as 
substantially correct. Defini tions of terms and the 
scope of the survey are described in the instructions 
accompanying mail-canvass requests for data. In some 
cases varying local interpretations of the instructions 
and deficiencies in local records of employment may make 
it difficult for officials to render corc."lete and com­
parable reports for their governments. These difficul" 
ti es are overcome to a large extent by (1) care ful de fi­
nitions of terms and detailed instructions in difficult 

2 
See the forthcoming Census Bureau report, Cbvemments in the United 

States in 1952. 
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I tern 
HUl11ber 

In 
ex i stence 

N~mber 

In 
sampl. 

Number 
report I n g 

data 
---~-----+------,-+----,-+----, 

Nonschool: 
st.t. governments .nd 
State agencies. t ••••••• 

Cities ................. . 
Over 10,000 

Inh.blt.nts ........ . 
Under 10,000 

I nhab I tan ts ....... .. 
Counties •••••••• 1 ••••••• 

Town sh ips .............. .. 
New Engl and and 

Middle Atlantic .... . 
Other ............... . 

Spec I al d lstrl cts ...... . 
Large 2 ••••••••••••••• 

Small .............. .. 
Schoo 1 systems' u ••••••• 

lnsti tutions of 
higher education .... 

Local schools~ •• 1 •••• 

Largo5 ........... . 
Small ............ . 

1,233 

15,5~5 

3,0~9 

17,202 

~, 158 
13,Oqq 
'2,3"9 

22'1 
12,095 
67,713 

~27 

67 ,3~6 
762 

66, 58~ 

1,221 
3,023 

1,233 

1,790 
I ,58~ 
2, 027 

911 
1,116 
1,666 
22~ 

l,q~2 

8,85~ 

~27 

8,'Q27 
762 

7,665 

I, 19~: 
2,801 ' 

i; 110 i 

1,691 : 
1,282 
1,8Ql 

808 
1,033 
1,585 ; 

220 I 

1,365 : 
8, 5~3 : 

382 
8,161 

715 
7,Q l16 

lCcmprehensive coverage of non school employment statistics for the qa 
State governments requires canvassing of 1,221 separate State agencies. 

, 20lstricts having more. than 100 empl<>yees or more than $1,000,000 in 
district revenue or debt. 

Jlncludes school systems operated by State, City, co~nty, 'and township 
governments .s well as. independent school district governments. 

4,ncludes State-operated elementary and secondary school systems in North 
Carol ina, Delaware, and Maine and certain special State schools at the ele­
mentary and secondary level In a few other States. 

5School systems having 6,000 or more pupils enrolled' and city-operated ,. 
school.ystems having less than 6,000 enrollment but associated with cities 
having 10,000 or more inhabitants. 

cases, (2') supplem;m tary correspondence wi th' offici'als 

concerned, and (3), intensive examinatiol;l cjf dat~ collect'­

ed~ve,rification of internal consistency' and comparison 

'with 'previous reports, other sources of data, and related 

financial reports. 

On,the basis of information obtai'ned for sample gov­

ernments, State-by-State ,estimat.es of data ar.e de~eloped 

by relating reported figures to the population or enroll­

me~t of the reported ilnits, :-vithin.a detailed structure 

of estimating cells bllsed on type and size of government. 

Ratios so derived are applied'to the entire population or 

enrollment of each cell, ai)d' the resulting individual, 

cell estimates are added to produce estimated State totals 

of datil. 

Local government estimates ,for ,months other than Octo­

ber are similarly developed by relating employ'ment and 

payroll amounts for reporting "nationa'! sample" units' to 

their population or enrollment. These initial fiiures 

are then mul tiplied by a factor based on final nationa'l 

figure's from the benchmark October survey last coinpl~ted. 

This adjustment reduces the sampling variation by main­
taining compa'rabili ty over time; 
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• 
Governmental pay rolls in the Nation--Fed­

eral, State, and local--were at a new monthly 
high of more than $1.5 billion in October 1950. 
This exceeds by 7 percent the last previous 
high, which was for January 1950. The number 
of public employees was at a record level for 
the post-war period, though slightly less than 
during World War II. 

National totals of public employment and 
pay rolls during the past decade are presented 
in figure 1 below and, by type of government, 
in tables 1 to 3. The October 1950 figures 
shown differ slightly from amounts which ap­
peared originally in the report Public Employ­
ment in October 1950, due to subsequent adjust­
ment of preliminary Federal Government amounts 
and the development of final state and local 
government data for that month. 

The principal purpose of this report, how­
ever, is to supplement National totals with 
State-by-State figures"as presented in tables 
4 to 10. 

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATED TO POPULATION 

Of every 1,000 persons in the United States, 
42 were publicly employed in October 1950. More 
than two-thirds of these worked for state and 

local governments, while the others were civi­
lian employees of the Federal Government. 

Aside from the District of Columbia, where 
public employees numbered nearly one-third of 
the population, the number of governmental work­
ers ranged from less than 30 per 1,000 inhabi­
tants in Arkansas, Kentucky, North Carolina,and 
West Virginia up to o-rer 50 per 1,CXX) in Califor­
nia, Colorado,Nevad~ North Dakot~South Dakota, 
Utah (the highest), Washington, and Wyoming. 

The relation of Federal employment to total 
population of the various States varies widely, 
depending on the location of large-scale Feder­
al establishments. State and local government 
employment bears a more uniform relation to 
population. Both Federal and State and local 
employment tend to be relatively highest forthe 
sparsely populated States. State and local em­
ployment is distinctly lover in proportion to 
population in the states of the South. 

Figures on the relation of public employment 
.to total population of the various States are 
presented in table 9 and charted in figure 2. 

TRENDS IN STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYMENT 

The number of State and local government 
employees was up 3.1 percent in October 1950 

FIG. 1- PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT IN OCTOBER I 1940-1950 
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s erving ~n a part-time basis even though they 
may receIve only a nominal amount of compensa­
tion f or their services. l 

Employment status.--Permanent full-time em­
ployees are thore having permanent or indefinite 
t enure and working the prescribed number of 
hours for a full-time week in their respective 
jurisdictions. Permanent part-time employees 
have permanent tenure but wor k less than the 
number of hours prescribed for a full-time week. 
Temporary employees ar,e seasonal, emergency, and 
other employees wi th terms of less than one year. 

Pay roll. --Pay rolls include salaries, wages, 
fees, and other compensation earned in the cal­
endar month by officials and other employees 
(amounts for semimonthly, biweekly, weekly, 0; 
other nonmonthlyperiods are adjusted to monthly 
equi valents) . 

Date of enumeration.--Data on number of em­
ployees are f or number of persons on the pay 
r oll in the pay period ending nearest the end 
of the month covered. 

SOURCE OF DATA 

Es timates of employment for State and local 
government s are derived from a sample mail can­
vass of governmental units. The sample of ap­
proximately 18,000 individual governments has 
been carefully selected to represent all types 
and sizes of the more than 150,000 governmental 
units in the United States. A sufficiently 
large and representative number of governments 
has been selected tQ provide usably accurate 
estimates of number' of public employees and 
amount of pay rolls for each major type of gov­
ernment in each of the 48 States. Information 
concerning the distrJ~~tion and composition of 
t he sample is shown in table 11 of this report. 

These St ate and local governments are sent 
mail questionnaires once each year. Each quar­
ter a ,smaller sample of governments, numbering 
approxlffiately 4,200, is canvassed to furnish 
the basis fortre quarterly estimates of 'National 
totals of government employment that are pub­
lished in addition to the annual State-by-State 
estimat es. To minimize possible bias from the 
incompl ete response that is inherent in the 
mail-canvass method of collecting data every 
effor t i s made to encourage response and'insure 
the boradest possible base for accurate esti­
mates. Follow-up letters and, in selected in­
stances, telephone calls and telegrams are em­
ployed t o achieve maximum reporting from the 
designated sample of governments. 

The reports of employment received are ex­
amined f or compl eteness and accuracy and are 
tabulated. Estimates of total public employment 
are made by applying to the population of units 
and classes for which estimates are desired 
r atios of employment characteristics to popula~ 
ti oD derived from data fer reporting governments. 

l rhe State and local government component of Bureau 
of Labor Statistics series of data on nonagricul tural e ..... 
ployment, though based on Census data, reflects modified 
treatment of such part- ti .. e and "nominal" e1llll10yees., 

Employment of special distri cts and school dis ­
t r icts whose area of ser vice cannot eas i l y be 
dssoc iat ed with specific populat i ons , is est i­
mated on the basis of averages per di strict 
computed from dat a f or r epor t ing di str ict s . 

I n cases of absence of current e~loyment 

reports among t he extremely large governmental 
employers, such as St ate governments and cities 
having populat i ons over 100,000, individual es­
t imat es are made on t he basis of reports of 
employment f or t hese governments f or prior 
periods. Usually these cases involve governments 
employing from 1 t o 3 percent of the estimated 
number of St ate and local government employees . 

FACTORS AFFECTING ESTIMATES 

The estimates appearing in this report are 
affected by t he f ollowing fact "OI's: 

Quality of basic data.--In general, basic 
data reported by State and l ocal government of­
ficials ar~ accepted as substantially correct. 
Definitions of terms and t he scope of t he sur­
vey are described in the inst ructions accompany­
ing mail-canvass requests for data, In s ome 
cases va'rying interpretations by officials of 
the instructions and deficiencies in l ocal re­
cords of employment may make i t difficult f or 
officials t o render complete and comparable re­
ports f or their governments . These difficulties 
are overcome to a large extent by (1) careful 
definitions of terms and detailed instructions 
in difficult cases, (2) supplementary correspond­
ence with officials concerne~ and (3) i ntensive 
exami nation of data collected--verification of 
internal consistency and comparison with pre­
vious reports, other sources of data, and re­
lated financial reports. 

Nonresponse. --About 92 percent of the 18,000 
governments canvassed f or dat a f or October 1950 
furnished report s of employment. As l ong as 
some nonresponse exists, there is a possibility 
of a selectivity in the reporting governments 
that may introduce bias into the resulting es­
timates. While the possibility of such a bias 
is recognized in the est imates in' this report, 
no attempt has been made t o measure or adjust 
for the bias. The approach here has been to 
attempt t o reduce nonresponse to an insignificant 
factor by intensive efforts to obtain reports 
of employment from all governme~ts included in 
the designated sample. 

Sampling variation.--Since estimates of 
local government employme~ shown in this report 
are based on a sample, as described in the sec­
tion on sources of data, they may differ some­
what from figures that would be obtained if 
reports of employment were solicited and re­
ceived from all governments in existence. Em­
ployment data for the Federal Government and 
for State governments involve no sampling and 
are not subject, therefore, t o this type of 
variation. 

Tests of data shown in this report show 
that the chances were 2 out of 3 that National 
totals of employment and pay r olls estimated 
for cities, counties, other l ocal governments, 
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and "school districts only" '''ould differ respec­
tively from values obtainable from a complete 
census by 1 percent? or less. ~o. of states for which the 

Results of the tests of data for individual 
State areas may be summarized as follows. 

cht'Oces R re ~ out of :) that 
the <Hfference bet"""n esti-

Type of ~t8te-area data .....ted velUM and resul ts of 
The structure of each of tables 4} 5} and 6 

provides for 735 distinct items of data (exclu­
sive of National totals). Tests showed a sampl­
ing variation exceeding 15 percent for 3 items 
of "total employment" called f or by table 4} so 
these particular entries have been omitted, as 
have ala::> related "full-time employment" entries 
of table 5} and pay roll entries of table 6. 
The few other items in these tables found sub­
ject to a sampling variation of 10 to 15 per­
cent are marked with an asterisk (*) and should 
be used with particular caution. 

• COITqllete census would be: 

Less 
1 to 3 to 5% 

then :If.l 5%1 and 
1.#1 over 1 .' 

State-bY-State figures for: 
Total number of State and 
local employees ••••••••••• 8 3:1 5 22 

Number of State ftlIrt local 
",chool employees ••••.•••••• 12 2~ 7 34 

Number of state and 10co1 

nonschool employees ••.•••• 1 3:1 'I 48 
The accompanying tabulation shows} as t o 

certain key totals published in table 4, a dis­
tribution of States by percent of sampling var­
iation applicable to such totals. 

l rhe chances are 19 out of l!O that the difference will 

2The ch~nce~ Are 19 nut of ~ that the difference 
w111 not be ",are thlln twice this percentage. 

not be more then twice these percent8ge~. 

2New Hampshire and \\'yoming. 

3 Idaho, ~a1ne, Montanll, And ~yoming. 

4GeorglP, Mlllne, Mississippi, New lll!Jt1pshl re, North 
Dakota, South DIlkota, Vermont, Ilnd ltyoJlling. 

CENSUS BUREAU REPORTS ON GOVERNMENTS 

RECOMMENDED COMPLETE CITATION FOR THIS REPORT: 

U. S. Bureau of the Census, State Distribution of Public Employment in 1950 
(Government Employment: 1950, No.7), Washington, D. C., 
March 1951, 22 pp. tables. 

REPORTS IN THE SERIES "GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT: 1950": 

Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. Public Employment in [month] 1950-­
quarterly reports for January, April, July} and October, 
with National aggregates by type of government. 

No.5. State Employment in 1950--National and individual-8tate 
data on number of employees and pay rolls of State govern­
ments, by function (month of April). 

No.6. City Employment in 1950--National and size group totals 
of employees and pay rolls for all cities, and individual­
city figures for the larger cities (month of October). 

No.7. State Distribution of Public Employment in 1950--National 
and State-area totals for employees and pay rolls of all 
governments, by type of government (month of October). 

ilTHER CURRENT SERIES OF ANNUAL REPORTS ON GOVERNMENTS: * 
state Finances 
City Finances 
Governmental Finances in the United states 

*A processed listing "Census Bureau Publications on Governments" 
(available on request) describes each report in the various current 
series. 
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Of every 1,000 persons in the Uni ted Stat es , 
40 were publicly employed in October 1949. 
kore than two - thirds of these --28 per 1, 000 of 
;the population--worked for Stat e and l?cal gov­
ernments , while the other 12 were c~v~l~an em­
~loyees of the Federal Government . 
, Aside from the District of Columbia, where 
public employees numbered more than one - fourth 
of the population , the number of governmental 
workers ran~ed from less than 30 per 1,000 in ­
habi tants in Arkansas, Kentucky , Mississippi, 
~orth Carelina , and West Virginia up to over 
~ per 1,000 in Colorado , ~ontana , Nevada , New 
~exico, l;orth Da.1{ota, South Dakota, Utah (the 
highest), and "yoming . 

The distribution of Federal emplo~'T'Jent in 
relation to populati on varies depending on the 
~ocation of large-scale Federal establishments . 
~tate and local f,overnment employment bears a 
lnore uniform relation to population: There is 
a general tendency, however, for both Federal 
and State and local employment to be relatively 
highest for the sparse1y populated States . 
State and local employment is distinctly lower 
In proportion to population in the States of 
the SQuth. 

TOTAL PUBLIC EMPLOYII'ENT AND PAY ROLLS 

Public employees --Federal , State, and local 
--numbered 6,203 thousand in October 1949 . 
This. figure was sUDstantially the same as that 
for April 1949 but was 3 percent more than the 
October 1948 level. Public pay rolls wpre at a 
record level of $1 ,406 million for October 1949, 
2 percent higher than the April 1949 total and 
6 percent higher than for October 1948. 

National totals of public employment and 
pay rolls , by type of government, are presented 
in tables 1 to 3 for various months since 
October 1940. The October 1949 figures shown 
there are slightly revised from amounts which 
appeared originally in the report, Public Em­
ployment in October 1949. The present publi ­
cation provides final State and local govern­
ment data for that month . The principal pur­
pose of the present report, however, is to 
supplement summary national totals by supplying 
State-bY-State figures on riumber of public 
employees and amounts of governmental pay rolls. 

TRENDS IN STATE AND .LOCAL EMPLOYMENT 

The number of State and local government 
employees was up 4.8 percent in October 1949 from 

Fig. 1--PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT IN OCTOBER: 1940-1949 
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by a type of survey in which the governmental unit it­
self is the unit for reporting and collection of data. 
Hence, differinG uses of employment data demand both the 
~abor-force tT~e of employment survey and the individ­
Hal-<;overnmem; rep01'tinb of employment information. 

lJecause of differences in source of information and 
method of collection, the data shown here, which are 
based on reports from governments, will differ from the 
~ata obtained by household interview. Also, since some 
of the persons workinp, for a government either hold 
I1nother job or move between ~overnmental and nongovern­
mental jobs durint.: the survey period, the e~timates 

l5iven here may var:r from the estimates based on house­
hold interviews. The latter are designed to provide un­
~uplicated totals of persons eoployed durint.: a given pe­
riod, since each individual is counted in only one job. 

For those who may wish to use governmental pay roll 
data published in the Census Bureau's series of govern­

. j!lental et~ployment reports in conjunction with expendi­
ture and othor financial data in the Bureau's govermnen­
tal finances reports, certain differences in concept and 
coverage between the two areas of subject matter should 
be pointed out . 

I,s defined below, government employment as reported 
lJ,l tr.e Census Bureau includes employment of enterprises­
eorunercinl and proprietary activities of governments--as 
v."ll as " general government" employment. Enterprise fi­
hanees are distinguished and excluded from "general gov­
p.rnment" finances in the lJureau' s reporting of govern­
~ental revenue and expenditure and are reported sepa­
~'ately. Enterprises account for a significant propor­
tion of the pay rolls of city governments (mare than one­
fourth of the nonschool pay rolls of cities ha~ing popu­
lations over 25,OUO) and special-district governments. 
~nterprises are not s~6~ificant, however, for States, 
counties, townships, or school districts. 

Until 1946, the Census Bureau 's coverage of govern­
tnent employment was limited to nonschool employment. In 
~pril 1946 the series was broadened to include school 
t1ata. In ma/d.llg any comparison with financial data, the 
coverage of the employment statistics used should be 
checked to determine whether or not data are for total 
employment or for nonschool employment only. 

Pay roll data published by the Bureau of the Census 
/ire monthly amounts, and can be related only by approxi­
bation to annual amounts for fiscal years shovm in re­
ports on the finances of governments. 

other differences in coverage and concepts as between 
the Census Bureau's reports ·of governmental employment 
~nd ~overnmental finances are relatively ~inor . However, 
an using data from the two series together, careful note 
'should be taken of the definitions and nomenclature 
applying to each. 

DEFINITIONS 

Er.1ployee.-As defined f or the purpose of the Census 
~ureau's quarterly survey of public employment, the term 
public employee includes all paid officials and employees 
of Federal, State, and local governmental units-includ­
ing special-purpose authorities and districts--except 
school board members. Employees of contractors, other 
persons serving governmental units on a contract basis, 
~nmates of institutions receiving pay for their work,and 
persons on work relief are not considered public employees. 
~he term, however, does include fee officials aDd· per­
sons serving on a part-time basis even though they may 
receive only a nominal amount of compensation for their 
services. 1 

Employment status.-Permanent full-time employees 
are those having permanent or indefinite tenure and work­
ing the prescribed number of hours for a full-time week 

.. in their re:Jpective jurisdictions. Permanent part-time 
employees have permanent tenure but work less than the 

1The State and local government component of Bureau 
of Labor Statistics series of data en nonagricultural em­
ployment, though based on Census data, reflects modified 
treatment of such part-time and "nominal" employees. 

number of hours prescribed for a full-time week . l'em­
porary employees are seasonal, emergency, and other em­
p~oyees with terms of less than one year. 

p"d.y rollo-Pay rolls include salaries, wages, fees, 
and other cOlnpensation earned in the calendar ~ by 
officials and other employees, (amounts for semimonthly, 
biweekly, weekly, or other nUlllnonthly periods are ad­
justed to mont~ eguivulents) . 

ua"t"e- "f enumeratioli~~Data on number of err.ployees a1'6 
for number of persons on the pay r.oll in the pay period 
end~ng nearest the end of the month covered. 

s ouaCE at' DATA 

Estimates of employment f or State and local govern­
ments are derived from a sample mail canvass of govern .. 
mental units. The sample of approximately 18, 000 indi .. 
vidual governments has beel! carefully selected to repre­
sent all types and sizes of the more than 150,000 govern • 
mental units in the United States . A sufficiently large 
and representative number of ~overnments has been sele~ 
ted to provide usably accurate estimates of number at 
public employees and amount of ~y rolls for each major 
type of government in each cf the 48 State&. Informa .. 
tion concerning the distribution and composition of the 
sample is shown in table 11 of this report. 

These State and local governments are sent mail ques­
tionnaires once each year. Each quarter a smaller sample 
of governments, numbering approximately 4,200, is can .. 
vassed t o furnish the basis for the quarterly estimate~ 

of national totals of government employment that are pub­
lished inadditian to the annual State-by-State estirratea 
To minimize possible bias from the lllcomplete responsQ 
that is inherent in the mail-<!anvass method of collectinll 
data, every effort is made to encourage response and in .. 
sure the broadest possible base for accurate estimates, 
Follow-up l etters and, in selected instances, telephon~ 
calls and telegrams are employed to achieve maxi~tm re­
porting from the deSignated sample of governments. 

The reports of employment received are examined for 
completeness and accuracy and are tabulated. EstimateS 
of total public employment are made by applying to the 
population of units and classes for which estimates ar~ 
desired ratios of employment characteristics to popula~ 
tion derived from data for reporting governments. Em­
ployment of special dist~icts and school districtsj 
whose area of service cannot easily be associated wit~ 
specific populations, is estimated on the basis of aver~ 
ages per district computed from data for reporting dis~ 
tricts. 

In cases of absence of current employment reports 
among the extremely large governmental employers, suc~ 

as State governments and cities having populations over 
100 , 000 , individual estimates are made on the basis of 
reports of employment for these governments for prior 
periods. Usually these cases involve governments employ­
ing from 1 to 3 percent of the estimated number of Stat~ 
and local government employees. 

FACTOns AFFECTING ESTIMATES 

The estimates appearing in this report are affecte~ 
by the following factors: 

Quality of basic data.-In general,basic data report­
ed by State and local government officials are accepteq 
as substantially correct. Definitions of terms and the 
scope of the survey are described in the instruction~ 

accompanying mail-canvass requests for data. In somq 
casell varying interpretations byafficl.a1s of the instr1lc­
tions and deficiencies in local records of employment may 
make it difficult for officials to render complete an4 
comparable reports for their governments. These ditfi~ 
culties are overcome to a large extent by (1) careful 
definitions of terms and detailed instructions in diffi­
cult cases, (2) supplementary correspondence with offi. 
cials concerned, and (5) intensive examination of dat~ 
collected--verification of internal consistency and com.. 
parison with previous reports, other sources of dataj 
and related financial reports. 
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Nonresponse.--About 91 percent of the 18,000 govern­
ments canvassed for da t a for October 1949 furnished re­
pcrts of employment. As long as sane nonresponse exists, 
there is a possibility of a selectivity in the reporting 
governments that may introduce bias into the resulting 
estimates. While the possibility of such a bias is rec­
ognized in the estimates in this report, no attempt has 
been made to me"sure or adjust for the bjas. The approach 
here has been to attempt to reduce nonresponse to an in­
significant factor by intensive efforts to obtain re­
ports of employment from all governments included in the 
designated sample. 

sampling variation.--Since estimates of local govern­
ment employment shown in this report are based on a sam­
ple, as described in the section on sources of data, 
they may differ somewhat from figures that would be ob­
tained if reports of employment were solicited and re­
ceived from all governments in existence. 

The extent of variation arising from the use of the 
sampling technique for the Census Bureau's estimates of 
government employment can be measured. Extensive sta­
tistical tests are conducted each year to determine such 
variation. However, tests relating to October 1949 est­
imates have not yet been completed. Consequently, the 
results of tests relating to corresponding estimates for 
October 1948 are set forth below to show the extent of 
sampling variation found applicable to earlier data 
which were of the same type and constructed in the same 
manner 8S da ta published in this report. 

No sampling is involved in the collection of Federal 
and State government employment data, so these statis­
tics are not sub ject t o this type of variation. As to 
local governments, the rate of response from the sample 
governments canvassed in October 1949 was as great in 
total and for most of the groups for which estimates are 
made as the response rate in October 1948. Thus it is 
believed that tests for sampling variation of October 
1949 data will, when made, generally show results equal 
t o those shown below for October 1948 data. 

Tests of October 1948 data for total figures corre­
sponding to those published in this report showed samp­
·ling variation to be 8S follows: chances were 2 out of 3 
that national totals of employment and pay rolls esti­
mated for cities, counties, 0ther local governments. and 
"school districts only" would differ respectively from 
values obtainable from a complete census by 1 percent2 
or less. 

For the October 1948 survey of government emplo~nt, 
the results of tests of sampling variation may be sum­
marized as follows: 

2The chances are 19 out of 20 that the difference 
will not be more than twice this percentage. 

No. of States lor which the 
chances are 2 out of 3 that 
the difference between ~_ 
mated values and results of 

Type of data in report a complete census would be: 
for October 1948 

Less 1 to 5 to 5% 
than 3% s% and 
U(l) (1) (1) over (1) 

State-bY-State figures for: 
Total number of state and 
local employees •••••••••• 8 32 6 22 

Number of State and local 
school employees ••••••••• 16 20 10 :12 

Number of State and local 
nonschool employees •••••• 1 34 6 47 

Total state and local 
October pay roll ••••••••• 18 26 4 -

State and local October 
school pay roll •••••••••• 18 18 8 154 

State and local October 
non school pay roll .•••••• 11 33 2 52 

lThe chances are 19 out of 20 that the difference 
will not be more than twice these percentages. 2New 
Hampshire and Vermont. 3North Dakota and Wyoming. 
4Georgia, ~aine, Mississippi, New Hampshire, North Dako­
ta, South Dakota, and Vermont. I5Kansas, Maine, Mon-
tana, South Dakota. 6Georgia and Vermont. 

The structure of table 4, relating to total employ­
ment of various categories on a State-by-State basis 
provides altogether for the showing, besides National 
totals, of 735 distinct items of data. Tests of amounts 
similarly derived for October 1948 showed that 5 of 
these items of data were subject to sampling variation 
exceeding 15 percent.. Corresponding 1949 estimates are 
therefore omitted from table 4, as are also related 
"permanent full-time" employment figures from table 5. 
Only one item necessitated omission on'this score in 
tab): 6 relating to pay roll data. The 1948 tests re­
vealed 8 items of the nature presented in tables 4 and 5 
and 3 items of the nature present.ed in table 6 which had 
a relating sampling variation of 10 to 15 percent. Cor­
responding items of 1949 data in tables 4, 5, and 6 are 
marked with an asterisk (*). Figures so indicated should 
be used with caution. For individual State estimates not 
so marked in this report, 1948 tests of corresponding 
data indicated a sampling variation of less than 10 per­
cent--and in most cases of less than 3 percent. 
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State and local goveTIlment enployment reached 
a new high of practically 4 million in October 
1948, as compared with the prewar total of 3.4 
million in October 1941. Monthly pay rolls of 
State and local governments doubled in the same 
7-year period, to r ea ch ~795 million in October 
1948 . When Federal Government amounts are added, 
total public pay rolls of $1,329 million are 
i ndicated for the month--also a new high. How­
ever, the total volume of publi c employment in 
Octobe r 1948 was mat erially below the wartime 
peak reached in 1945, when Federal civilian em­
pl oyment approached twi ce its present scale. 

i' ational totals of publi c employment and 
p"-y rolls, by t ype of governme-r.t , ar" pre) ~ :nted 
in tab l e s 1 to 3 f or various months since Octo­
ber 1940. The October 1948 fi gures shown there 
are sl1ght1,y revised from amo un ts whi ch a ppeared , 
origi nally in the r eport, Publ ic Emul o~ent in 
Octo')er 1948. 'The pr esent publi cat ion provides 
f i nal State and l ocal governm ent data for that 
"'"nth . The pri nci pal purpose of the pr e sent 

' li cat i on, however, is t o s upplement summary 
!, c!t i "nal totals by supplyinF. State-by-State 

figures on number of public employees and a­
mounts of governmental pay r olls. 

TRENDS IN STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYMENT 

The number of State and local government 
employees was up 4.7 percent in October 1948 
from the previous year's October level. Some 
increase in total State and local goveTIlment 
employment occurred during the 12-month period 
in all but 5 States. As indicated by table 4, 
a rise of over 10 percent is estimated in 3 
States--Louisiana, Massachusetts,and Tennessee. 

Employment of State governments rose 5.9 
percent during th e 12 months ending in October 
1948, while persons on local pay rolls increased 
4.2 percent in number. Some increase in the 
volume of local gpvernment empl oyment in October 
is estimate d for all but 7 S tat ~ s . 

These trends are sL'lnma rized in t he following 
distribution of th e States a ccordine to thees­
timated percent of change in number of State and 
local government employees between October 1947 
and October 1948: 

Fig. 1- PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT I N OCTOBER: 1940-1948 
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In cases of absence of current employment reports 
among the extremely large governmental employers, such 
as State governments and cities having populations over 
100,000, individual estimates are made on the basis of 
reports of employment for these governments for prior 
periods. Usually these cases involve governments employ­
ing from 1 to 3 percent of the estimated number of State 
and local government employees. 

FACTORS AFFECTllIG ESTll!ATES 

The est~tes appearing in this report are affected 
by the following factors: 

quality of basic data.--In ~eral,basic data report­
ed by State and local government officials are accepted 
as substantially correct. Definitions of terms and the 
scope of . the survey are described in the instructions 
accompanying mail-canvass requests for data. In some 
cases varying interpretations by officials of the instruc­
tions and deficiencies in local records of employment 
may make it difficult for officials to render complete 
and comparable reports for their governments. These dif­
ficulties are overcome to a large extent by (1) careful 
definitions of terms and detailed instructions in diffi­
cult cases, (2) supplementary correspondence with offi­
cials concerned, and (5) intensive examination of data 
collected--verification of internal consistency and com­
parison with previous reports, other sources of data, 
and related financial reports. 

Nonresponse.--About 91 percent of the 16,000 govern­
ments canvassed for data for October 1946 furnished re­
ports of employment. As long as some nonresponse exists , 
there is a possibility of ~ selectivity in the reporting 
governments that may introduce bias into the resulting 
estimates. While the possibility of such a bias is rec­
ognized in the estimates in this report, no attempt has 
been made to measure or adjust for the bias. The approach 
here has been to attempt to reduce nonresponse to an in­
significant factor by intensive efforts to obtain reports 
of employment from all governments included in the des­
ignated sample. The 91 percent response attained for 
this October 1946 inquiry exceeds that for any previous 
Census eurvey of public employment. 

Sampling variation. ----Since estimates of local govern­
ment employment shown in this report are based on a sam­
ple, as described in the section on sources of data,they 
may differ somewhat from figures that' would be obtained 
if reports of employment were solicited arid received from 
all governments in existence. 

The extent of variation arising from the use of the 
sampling technique for the Census Bureau's estimates of 
government employment can be measured. Extensive statis­
tical tests are conducted each year to determine such 
variation. However, tests relating to October 1946 esti­
mates have not yet been completed. Consequently, the 
results of tests relating to corresponding estimates for 
October 1947 are set forth below to show the extent of 
sampling variation found applicable to earlier data which 
were of the same type and constructed in the same manner 
as data published i~ this report. 

No sampling is involved in the collection of Federal 
and State gove rnment employment data,so these statistics 

. are not subject to this type of variation. As to local 
governments, the rate of response from the sample govern­
ments canvassed in October 1946 was greater in total and 

greater for most of the groups for which estimates are 
made than the response rate in October 1947. Thus it· is 
believed that tests for sampling variation of October 
1946 data will, .hen made, generally show results equal 
to or 'better than those shown below for October 1947 data. 

For the October 1947 arvey of government employment, 
the results of tests of sampling variation may be sum­
marized as follows: 

me C1r data In report 
tor Oc taber 19-47 

State-bT-Btate Clgures tor: 
TOtal DlDber or State and local 

eI!l>107ee8 •••••••••••.••.•••••.•.•..•. .••. 
Number or State and local school 

elQ:ployee s •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NUmber or State and Icc a1 nonschool 

employees •.. 0 •••••• 0 •••••• 0° •••••••••••••• 

No. oC States COT whIch the 
chances are 2 out or 3 that 
tbe dlrtereoce between e&tl-
1I'I8.ced values and results ot 
a complete census would be: 

Less 1 to 
than 3J; 

1%1./ 1./ 

13 

11 

22 

21 

31 

3 to 
5% 
l.I 

10 

6% 
and 

.over .JJ 

IJThe chances are 19 out or 20 that the dirCerence ... Ul not be more than 
twICe t.bese percentages. 

..Y'l181ne. New HampshIre, North Dakota, and Vermont. 
-3/ItanS8S. Halne. Nebraska. North Dakota. south DakOta, and WYCll.lng. 
4JGeorgla. HaIne, MIssiSSiPpI, New Hampsh1re, North Dakota. SouthD8.kota, 

UtM, and Vermont. 

Tests of October 1947 data for other figures corre­
sponding to those published in this report showed sampling 
variation to be as follows: chances were 2 out of 5 that 
national totals of employment estimated for cities,coun­
ties, other local governments, and "school districts 
only" would differ respectively from values obtainable 
from a complete census by 1 percent3 0r less. 

The structure of table 5, relating to total employ­
ment of various categories on a State-by-State basis, 
provides altogether for the showing, besides national 
totals, of 735 distinct items of data. Tests of amounts 
similarly derived for October IIM7 showed thBt 4 of .these 
items of data were subject to sampling variation exceed­
ing 15 percent. Corresponding 1946 estimates are there­
i fore omitted from table 5, as are also related "pe rma­
nent full-time employment" figures from table 6 and pay 
roll figures from table 7. The 1947 tests r evealed 15 
items of the nature presented in table 5 which had a 
relative sampling variation of 10 to 15 percent (i.e., 
the chances were 2 out of 5 that such estimates were 
within this range of true valuesj. Corresponding items 
of 1946 data in tables 5, 6, and 7 are marked with an 
asterisk (*). Figures so indicated should be used with 
caution. For individual-State estimates not so marked 
in this report, 1947 tests of corresponding data indi­
cated a sampling variation of less than 10 percent-and 
in most cases of less than 5 percent. 

SThe chances are 19 out of 20 that the difference 
will not be more than twice this percentage. 
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'October 1946 market\ a return to state and looal 

government predominance> ,in the field of pUblic em­
ployrJont. For the first time since April 1942 non­
lederal publio pay rolls exceeded those of the Na­
'tional Government. Inortlases in number of state and 
looal government employees have been assoniated 'with 
8 SUbstantial reduotion in number- of Federal employ~ 

. ees so that in Ootober three-fifths of' all publiC 
ecrployees were 1n State' and l~oal jurisdictions; 

. whereas from Janl1ary 1944 up' until JanUal;'l' ·1946.... the 
lederal Gov~rnment had acoovnted f~r more th~ half 
or all public employees.· 

Current and historical information on p~blic em­
ployment by level of government is shown in table 1 
or thiB report and ,in the chart below. . 

EUPLOYEE CHANGES 

Ther" were 6.0' million pUblio employees in 
October 1946.. Federc.l Goverrullent employees inside 
11M outllide of the o(lntinental united States numbered 
2.4 mIllion and aooounted for 41 peroent of the 
total. Ernpl c yees engaged in publio education n\lmbered 
nearly 1.5 N11liol1, or 24; peroent, and the ren,ll1ning 
n.l million, or 35 rerocnt I were in .State and looal 
eOTernmpnt nonDo~ool tunct1ons. 

There was a deOl'mlse of 67{) thou~lIlnd publ1c orj~ __ 
ployeea during the yeur from Ootober 1945 to ootober 
lQ46. This 10 percent deorease in publio employment 
was the result 'ot a large.re"duotion in Federal em­
ployment whioh more than otfset lnol'eaoes in ,the nnn­
ber 'or state and looal em!'loylles: The docrease in 
the redorlll oivilian 1'oroo fron October 1946 to 00-
tober lQ46 amounted to 1.1 million, or 30 percent. , 

On the non-federal levels ot government during' 
the Ili~ months prior to 'Ootober 1946, there Viere 
boreases ot 4 p,eroent in the number ot school ,ODl­

p~oyeen nnd in the number ot nonoohool employees. 
The 4 'peroent inorease in tot(ll sohool employmentre-

~
leott'd Wlinly'an 18 percent r1ae in the number paid 

a )' State govornments-.. :ror the IlltlSt part, employees 
inet~tutionn of hig~8r o~uontion. Public eduon­

t1 Ill'lployeea on att.te pay rolls numbered 2£:5 tl'ou­
Ian in Ootobe:r; 34 thoul'll.lnd more thun in AP~ll 1946. 
All other 8ohool employees totaled l.n million in 
Ootob~r, having inorehsed 2l thou8and, or a peroent 
linee April. . " ... ,.~. 

The 2..1 million nonsohool employees in", state 
and looal government in Ootober numbered 78 thousand 
more than nonschool employees m April. state Il;overn­
mont.s aMounted for 45 thousnml ot the inorease j, 
oity nonschool emrloyees. inbreased 3 percent over 
the same period o~ time to bring their count to 955 
thousond; !lni cbunty nonschool employees inere~seil·6 
peroent to'36l thousand. 
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u " PUBLIC EMPLOnlENT IN OCTOPER 1946 

SCOPf: 1)1" !'I)B GO\'EllhWT 1'1'PLQrr:lIT SURVFX' , 
.. For the 1'.irlltJ'Ionth of each qUllrter-JanuI\r.Y', April, Julj'; 

and Ootober oJ: e",cll ;)-ear-the l\Il'eau. oJ: the Cen~1I ooUeots 
datn ob the CI'lployment of St,l'tfil anti 1:oc,ll1 I.lovemnen's in the 
United St'ates by- II direct· mail cant3ss addre!l~ed to a,spientii'­
io~lly selo~tcd sm1ple or r,oYernmentnl units. Correspondin~ 
inl'ol.11\lltton J:or the l''edc.r.u. GoV(ll'lUlIent is obtained from reports 
01' the ;\11'8311 1)£ ~bor(gtati:Jtics and id brought ~gether with 
state ~nd looal Bovernment data in quar~~y- pUblicattons con~ 
!leming total. public Il!Iployt'lent and tre dsin public IIIIplO)lWlt. 

li)Qplol"'orit infomation coUet;lted in. ludes data on number 
I or emplo~'ees :l.'o:r each uovemnental. ¥nitJ, tI11p1oYJ1l8nt lI-i:ltulS of 

eMployees, amount of pIiy' roll :1'01' the!month, and diatr:l.but.i.on 
ot ""ployoee- end pay rolla by Govennejltal functlcn. 

q In addi t10n to 1 ta quarterly aurvey of pu.blio employment, 
the Ilureau oJ: the CenCUQ conducts a morthly oross-section sur­
'fcy or the Nation and pIlolil!hol! in it~ curront p-opulation re­
port!! bal!ic datn on the 18b~r forco, einploymoot, IUld unt.Jllp1o-., 
ment in the United statM. Ral!ic datRr for the1le repo:rts are 
obtained throonh direct personal interviews each month with a 

,~oienttfic811y selected sample ~f about 25~{X)O households 
throu[lhout the IIni. ted States. .,~. 
-" Data on OOlployment and un(!!1\ployraen including ;malysis of 
IIG~ Md sex distrib\.ltion, veteran stat s, class of worker, and 
othe~ "populat!.on t;vpe" cha:r&cteristio of the labor force­
are valuahte to f~veltll'\ental at;encies, bul!inees, and the gen­
eral public, 8S an index of the econo.nic status of the llation 
and for other important usee. HO'IIever, there exhh a need 
1'01;' other types of C'TtploY"lont data which d'annet be PJ'Ovided 

... eCQllooucal)'y OIlld preoisely by Ii survey directed. at 1~vid\lalIl' 
or households. The widOspread intel'Qst· .in public. anp10:nnent 

, as ruch !)xpres~es :itsel.( il1 n 'heavy'demand for emploY!1lept in­
fonnation for pnrtl.9ular_cove~ents,for typQs of govemnents, 
and for coremn'-tlts in epecific r,eographic areas •• These, typell 
of data, as 11011 "1ts"" data on governmental pay roU2i and fune­
tions of public enployees, can be eollected only by a type of, 
eurvey in ~ch the governmental unit itself ie, the. unit for 
reporting IUld collection of data. Hence, differlng usea of 

, IIIIIploymmt data denanll 'both j;ho labol'-foree ""ype of employ... 
~cnt survey and the individual-government ~eportinc'of employ-
ment ini'oIl!1ntion. • 

lJecausc of diUerences 'in eOUl'ce of intlnnatiOjl ond 'method 
o£ coUec.tiorllo' the data ~hol'lJl here, whioh are, balled. or. reporta 
frO'n Governments, will differ fro .. the d~ta obtained by- house-

~ hol~ interviC1f: Also,' $ince SO:1O ,It the personll(worldng for 
a t;pvem'lloot oither hold anotht1r joo or lI\ove be-tWeen covern-d. 
mont;u and nong,wemaental jobs during the survey period, the ~ 
e'sti'!1ates rriven here may 0 var;r from the o!ltimate8 ,Palled. on 
'household intervie'ils. Tho latter are designed to pro'.lidt! un­
duplicated totals oJ: pe~sons onploy-ed ~uring a 'gi~n period, 
since each inrliVl,dunl is countod in only one job. , 

DEBNITIOnS . ~ , 
• Flnnl'l>:>~ee.-A!I defined for the PlU'P0ge of·tha l!JUa DJ-
retlu I s quarterly surv,ey of publio emploYl'lllnt, the m publio 
fIlIployee incl des all paid official!! ;md Ol'Iployees ,Federal" 

. state, onrl 10~al r,overnmental unite-includinr, spec1 -purpose 
authorities and distriots--except schOOL board matbers. Em-. 
ployoe!! ot oontr30tors,·other perl!ons serving governmen~ 
units on a contraot bal!is, innatos of imltJ tutions reQeiving 
pay for their 'IIOrk, and PCirllOI'III on work relief are not conll1d­
ered public onployees. The tem, however, cdoee include fee 
officials Ilnd person/! /fEfrving on a.part-tilr>8 basis even though 
they may, receive oilly a nanlnlll 8IIIount 0:1.' cmP8llilation tor 
their eervices. 
. -Flnployment statua.-Pennanent rulJ.-tir.:e employee!! are those 
having pomanent or indefinite tenure and wolking the pre­
eoribed 'number of hO\lrll for II £ull-til'l8 week in their re­
spective j~risdictionat l'cmnncnt. part-t:l.lI1e employees have 
penaonent tenure but worl\ t!¥l(l thl'n the prescribed number of • 
hour:! for 0. t\l.1l-tiI1e 1I8ek. Temporary e'llployees are sellsonal, 
emergenoy, and other employeee with te11'le cP: . leI'S than fne 
year., ,. , 

f!I roll.-Pay rolla include lIalaries, ngal', fees, and 
other o(liilpfiiisation lIamed in the calenciar ~ by o1'£iai.alll 
and other C]illoyces. 
, .Al!te oLtm1l!ll~r!l~.-Data on nllmber 0:1' 8IlIployeell are tor 
number of -persons on the pay roll j n the pay period endinc 
nearest the end of the nonth covered. 

I!l'URCE (F D~TA • 
Estillntell of employment for &tate and local governmonta 

.. ~ deriv~11 from R llAlnp1email canvass of gOVIIXlJrlental ".tIte. 
~ .;7-

- I, 
,The lIampl,e of aPP1'o;u!IIntel:y . 1,9,000 indiV1.dUlll ,~nlII*1t.·. 
htls b..,en c&rei'Ullr selected to repl;Ol.Icnt all qpa- and ai ... 
of the more than 155,000 iovernmental unl.ta in, the United 
stat'el! •. A eul'fieiently arge ~d representati'Ye 1lUIIIber ot 
r,overnmenta has bOQn r.eleoted to p~de usably accurtte eat!­
l'Iattt of number 0:1.' .public employeElI5 and 8IIIQ\UIt tt pay roll. 
for ach lIlajor type-of f,<)'rennent in each of the 48 .state •• 
ne led information concerning tho clistrtbution and compoai­
tion ot the sample is ;sham in tables 7 and B ot'tlrl., report.' 

Theile state nnd,.J:6cal govem:nente are sent mail quel5tion­
naires ·e.eh· quarter. To minimize b;!.alS re:nil,.t1ng fl'OllL the in-

• cOMplote reeponse that 15 inherent in the ",ail canvaSIl method 
of collecting dnt.a, flV0r.Y' ofi'Qrt is,l"aqe to encourage respon .. 
and insure the broadest· possible base for aCClJrate estimates. 
Follo.-up letters and, in selected instancos, ~elephone calls 
and tolellra"le, IlrtJ OOlployod to achi ove ina:ic1mum, l'Pport!ng .f1'Olll 
th~e6itlnnted :llU"1ple of Govemnents. \. 

The tepi)'rts 0:1.' omploymont receiVed nre c&l'ei'lUy examined 
l' cQl\pletenesll and acouracy IUld are tabulated.' Eeti!Jnate. ot 
'to'l<al publio 6nlllo~ont arc made by ppplying to the pOpulation 
0:1" uni ta IIIld clars.ses for lIhieh elYtlmates are d.aired l'iltid, ot 
anplayment charactor13ticll to 'population derived. fromt,data tor 

.reportinG governments. Employment o£ ~ecial dietr.Lcts and 
.school d:l,etricts, whoso a1'8a...of lIe~ce cannot .~all1ly be asea­
eiated wi tJ:J. speoitlc ,populat.ions, 115 estimated on the balli. 
of averaGe:! per Oistrlct oanputed fran data . for rapcrtina 
dJ,stl'.i.ctS. 

In.caaes ·o~ ab~eno~ af current employment reports ~ong 
the oxtremely lal'r,e goverrrnental flIIlployare, such &IS Stat. go ... -
ol'rlnents and ci ti 0:3 having :populations' ovor'lOO,OOO, ;ind:!Y.l.dual 
oStimr.tell ore m!Ule ,on the basis of report!! of elllPloJlllent for 
these governments [or nr:l.or periods. Usually theee casea in­
volve COVBl'I'IlIents anploying 'from 1 to :3 percent or the t9tal 
number of State and local government employees. 

. I1Er.rAHILITI OF ES'lT.IATFS r' 
, 'llle reliability of cetimat..ell awearing in thia repo~ i. 

a.t'fected by the follOldng' faotors; I ~ 
Errorl! in re}1ortipg.-AlthouCh <fefini tionll of tame' and 

the scope of the survey are descri bod in the instruction)!: ae­
comPBllYing~ canVOnS requests for data,i t ill knOlUl that in­
atructions a gi'l'en vnryin~ interpretations by pulill.c d'f1cia1a 
repor1:il.ng da tor their govemnents. lIt !lorne cases,. lac!<; at 
adequate rec rds and lack ot centralization .ot recordll wJL~e it 
extrOl'lely i'icult for officials to report conlpleta and ae­
cuxate data tor their gOVo~ents. Procedural IItePII haYe b-.n 
taken to alleviate these di£ficu1t;1.es Vll~en .po~8ible, and moat 
oJ: the important o'T(issiona in data, are ~rved and eorr!!ottd 
in the processing of reports of OMploymant. However, there 
are tnanylQjisoll in lIhich .:.t ilt impossible to do other thanllCCllpt 
reported "'ii.eurell l\II sub5tantially. correct. 

Failure to ;t'l'Iport.-ApproXil1!ately- 2,000 of the 191 000 gov­
erJII\ents canvassed for data for October 1946 i.Ued ,to render 
reporta of any kind. A certain 8lllount of such nonli'apcnse is 
unavoidable :l.n any mail. canvase survey. As lone a.'ouch non­
response exl.ots there is a po8s1.bi~ of a eelectivity in ,the 
reporting goveml1lonte that lI'.ay'introduce biall into the reSUl~ 
ing estimates. ';1rl.le the pollsi,bi;tity of such a biall 111 1'eqog­
ni;ed in the elltimatee in thie report, no attempt has oten 
made to moasure or adjust for the biae. 'rhe 'apprOAoh here bal 
been to II,ttempt to reduce nonresponBEI to an inllignificant fae­
tor by inten&ive ,efforts to obtain rel10rtll at emplo~ent 11'(8. 
all governments lincluded in the de$i{lll,ated lI&I1Iple. i'or tbt 
October 1946 :.urvay it ia estimdted that reports of IIIlPlo,ment 
1!81'8 received. from government. accounting for 93 percent ot 
the emplo)'1'lenf: ot all aOVI.II)'ll!lents in the deaignated IIUlple. 

Sanplinc variRtion.-Sil'lce elltimlltes of local gOYl1'lllent. 
employment ehom in this report are based on a IIUlple, all de­
scribed in, the scotion on e~rce!l of data, they ma;r dilftr 
lIomflllhat :1'rom figuroa that would be expected to be obtained it 
reportll oJ: e'IIploymont 'frtIre 150lic1ted and received, 'fl'OllL all 
Governments in o'x:ir;tence. By meanB of statistical testa, the 
extent of !\Uch variation ariaing fl'Qlll the usa of the aamplina 
teolln1.que hili! been detornined. for the eotimates pIlbl1.hed hera. 

No IlMlplinB'1I5 involved in tha colleotion of Fedenl; anr;l 
state govemment employment data, so the88 etatillt.i.ca are not 
subject to thi!l type of.' variatiOn.· .. 

As to local goYllnllente, the chanOtfll are 2 out of :3 that 
the national to tal IS elltimated for city, county, and IIchobl 
dilltl'ict .ployn'ent recpectively mll differ fl"Oll true yalu .. 
obtainable from a complete Censua h7 1 percent or 1 •• II.l The 

'The chancel!, are 19 out of 20 that the difterlllce 1r111 not 
lle 1II0~ than tld.ce ~p,!le percentalle •• 
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