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ABSTRACT

     This paper provides a comprehensive overview of the economic conditions of rural Oklahoma.  Information provided includes population, employment, income, and retail sales.  Trends are examined for the state, including metropolitan and non-metropolitan portions, as well as for the four service districts of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service.
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND TRENDS IN RURAL OKLAHOMA  

I. INTRODUCTION

     According to the Oklahoma Water Resources board, Oklahoma has experienced the seventh driest year (January 2006 through November 2006) since 1921. Averaged statewide, the state’s rainfall totals are 9.75 inches below normal. The north central region of the state has suffered the driest conditions with rainfall at 57 percent of normal, which ranks as the 4th driest year since 1921.  Furthermore, Oklahoma set a record for the hottest first six months of a year from January through June, 2006. 
     In addition to (and because of) the hot, dry conditions in the state, wildfires burned over 600,000 acres across Oklahoma from December 2005 through April 2006. According to the Forest History Society (www.foresthistory.org), of Oklahoma’s 77 counties, 33 experienced wildfires with an estimated loss of more than $10 million. As of November 2006, four Oklahoma counties remain under a burn ban: Garfield, Grant, Osage and Pawnee—all in the north central region.  

     Obviously, these weather conditions have impacted Oklahoma cattle producers due to the lack of wheat pasture.  It was the poorest wheat crop in Oklahoma in 50 years (Sutherland, 2006). Moreover, very little hay will be available for winter (2006-2007) feeding of livestock.  Crop producers have also suffered loss due to the drought. The total loss to agriculture may be as much as $500 million, and this includes losses of wheat, corn, cotton, rye, soybean, sorghum, and peanuts (Sutherland, 2006.) 
     In order to help alleviate a portion of the loss, Oklahoma cattlemen received $6.5 million from the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  Oklahoma was the only state where all counties met the federal definition for assistance. The grant program covered the period March 7, 2006 – August 31, 2006, and was restricted to producers of livestock for food production. 
     Agriculture and petroleum are Oklahoma’s two largest industries.  When either agriculture or petroleum is impacted, the state’s economy is impacted.  This report is designed to provide an overview of economic and demographic conditions and trends in rural Oklahoma.  Specifically, this report will examine trends in population, employment, income, and retail sales.  

     This is the 11th edition of this report on economic trends in rural Oklahoma.  It was first published by the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service (OCES) in December of 1996 and has been updated each year since.  The report continues to examine the economic trends for the state as a whole and provide a comparison between metropolitan and non-metropolitan portions of Oklahoma. The definition of “metropolitan” used throughout this report is consistent with the definition released by the Office of Management and Budget for Oklahoma in June 2003.  In addition to 17 metropolitan counties, Oklahoma also has 17 micropolitan counties—a county with at least one major employment center with a population between 10,000 and 50,000.  Refer to Figure 1.  
     This report also examines the economic trends in the four service districts of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service.  These districts are basically the four quadrants of the state. Only data for the non-metropolitan counties in each of the four districts are reported.  Non-metropolitan includes both micropolitan counties and non-classified counties.  Detailed data for all counties by district are provided in the companion to this report, Appendixes Containing Detailed Data Tables for Economic Conditions and Trends in Rural Oklahoma, AE-07006. 
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II. STATE, METROPOLITAN, AND NON-METROPOLITAN

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND TRENDS

          The first section of this report examines the economic conditions and demographic trends in Oklahoma.  Conditions in the metropolitan counties of the state are compared to those in the remaining counties.  This type of comparison highlights the contrasts that exist between the "metro" and "rural" parts of the state.  A later section will examine economic trends in the four OCES districts, specifically the northeast, northwest, southeast, and southwest regions of the state.  

Population Trends

     In 1990, the population of the state of Oklahoma was 3,145,576 (Table 1 and Figure 2.)  Approximately 61 percent of the population lived in metropolitan counties, while 39 percent lived in non-metropolitan counties.  By 2000, the state's population had increased to 3,450,654--a 9.7 percent increase from 1990.  In 2000 over 62.5 percent of the population is shown to reside in metropolitan areas.  In 2005, the percentage is even larger at 63.3 percent.  Also in 2005, another 20.3 percent of the population lived in micropolitan counties.  This leaves just 16.3 percent of the population in the most rural, non-classified areas.  

     From 2000 to 2005, the state's population increased by an estimated 2.8 percent to 3,547,884.  For these five years, the trend was still for population to grow faster in metropolitan portions of the state than in non-metropolitan portions.  This is shown in Figure 3.  From 2000 to 2005 population in metropolitan counties increased by 4.2 percent and population non-metropolitan counties (both micropolitan and non-classified) increased by just 0.5 percent.  

Table 1
Population Statistics for State, Metropolitan, and Non-metropolitan Areas
1990, 2000, 2005
Total Population for All Ages
	Year
	State
	Metropolitan

Areas
	Nonmetropolitan

Areas

	1990

1990 % of State Total
	3,145,576

100.0%
	1,920,645

61.1%
	1,224,931

38.9%

	2000

2000 % of State Total
	3,450,654
100.0%
	2,157,030
62.5%
	1,293,627

37.5%

	2005

2005 % of State Total
	3,547,884

100%
	2,247,352

63.3%
	1,300,532

36.7%

	1990-2000 % Change
	9.7%
	12.3%
	5.6%

	2000-2005% Change
	2.8%
	4.2%
	0.5%


Population for Age 65 and Over

	Year
	State
	Metropolitan

Areas
	Nonmetropolitan 

Areas

	1990


	422,944

13.5%

Of state total
	217,917

11.4%

Of metro total
	205,037

16.7%

Of nonmetro total

	2000


	455,950

13.2%

Of state total
	251,085

11.6%

Of metro total
	204,865

15.8%

Of nonmetro total

	2005
	468,968
13.2%
Of state total
	266,414
11.8%
Of metro total
	202,554
15.6%
Of nonmetro total

	1990-2000 % Change
	7.8%
	15.2%
	-0.1%

	2000-2005 % Change
	2.9%
	6.1%
	-1.1%


Population for Ages Less than 15

	Year
	State
	Metropolitan

Areas
	Nonmetropolitan 

Areas

	1990


	706,685

22.5%

Of state total
	438,335

22.8%

Of metro total
	268,350

21.9%

Of nonmetro total

	2000


	732,907

21.2%

Of state total
	467,846

21.7%

Of metro total
	265,061

20.5%

Of nonmetro total

	2005
	705,029
19.9%
Of state total
	459,367
20.4%
Of metro total
	245,662
18.9%

Of nonmetro total

	1990-2000 % Change
	3.7%
	6.7%
	-1.2%

	2000-2005 % Change
	-3.8%
	-1.8%
	-7.3%


Source:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Metropolitan definitions were published by the Office of Management and Budget in June 2003. 
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     Table 1 also contains population data that is age specific.  In 1990, 13.5 percent of the state's population was aged 65 or over.  By 2000, the percentage had declined to 13.2.  This percentage remained constant at 13.2 percent for 2005.  Essentially, all of the population growth in the state, in terms of those aged 65 and over, has taken place in metropolitan areas.  The growth rate from 1990 to 2000 in metropolitan areas of those 65 and over was 15.2 percent, compared to –0.1 percent in the non-metropolitan counties.  Similarly, from 2000 to 2005, metropolitan areas showed an increase of 6.1 percent; and non-metropolitan areas decreased by -1.1 percent.
     The population for those under the age of 15 and under is also examined in Table 1.  For the state, the growth rate for this demographic group was 3.7 percent from 1990-2000.  For this time frame all the growth occurred, once again, in the metropolitan counties.  The non-metropolitan counties experienced negative growth of their youth population during the time span, decreasing by –1.2 percent from 1990-2000.  For 2000 to 2005, the non-metropolitan areas saw decline in this population of -7.3 percent.  Even metro Oklahoma saw this population decline by -1.8 percent from 2000 to 2005.   The overall effect was for the state’s total to decline by -3.8 percent for the 5 years. 

     The proportion of the state's population that is under 15 has also been declining since 1990.  In that year, 22.5 percent of the state's population was less than 15 years of age.  In 2000, 21.2 percent was less than 15.  By 2005, the fraction was down to 19.9 percent. This is a trend that holds true for both metro and non-metro portions of the state.  

Labor Force and Employment Trends

     Labor force data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) are located in Figure 4 and indicate that total employment in the state was 1,627,000 in 2005.  This represents an 11.9 percent increase from 1994.  In metropolitan areas, total employment was about 1,665,266 in 2005--an increase of 11.7 percent from 1995.  Employment in non-metro areas actually increased at a slightly faster rate of 13.0 percent.  (This is a new finding relative to last year’s report when non-metro employment increased at a slower rate than the state.) Total employment in non-metropolitan counties equaled 600,421 in 2005; therefore, 36.1 percent of the state's total employment was located in non-metro counties, which contain about 37 percent of the state's population.  
     Figure 5 presents unemployment rates, as calculated from BLS labor force data, for the state, metropolitan areas, and non-metropolitan areas.  In 2000, all three areas show unemployment rates that are historical lows, but the rates all turn upward for 2001, 2002, and 2003.  Rates started to move back downward for 2004 and 2005.  Historically, non-metropolitan areas tend to have the highest rates of unemployment in the state, and metropolitan areas tend to have the lowest rates of unemployment in the state.  All three areas consistently show the same cyclical pattern for their unemployment rates, but, interestingly, the gap between the areas has narrowed substantially in the last several years so that for 2005, all three geographic definitions had the same unemployment rate—4.4 percent. 

     Employment by industry data for 2001 and 2004 are shown in Table 2 and are based on the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) industry definitions.  Statewide, the largest employer in 2004 is “government and government enterprise” 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
employing 338,477.  In second place is “retail trade” with employment of 224,505, followed by “health care and social assistance” with employment of 188,799.  The fastest job growth from 2001 to 2004 occurred in educational services at 13.7 percent.   Mining (12.6 percent) and real estate rental and leasing (9.5 percent) also experienced growth in employment.  

Lack of disclosure at the sub-state level is a predominant problem because of the narrowly defined industry definitions.  (The smaller the industry, the easier it would be to identify an individual employer, thus disclosure is not required.)  Thus, a large number of sub-state entries in Table 2 are incomplete and this is indicated by bold italics.  Although data are somewhat incomplete for the non-metropolitan areas of the state, the largest employment sectors appear to be government, retail, and farming.  The fastest growing sectors appear to be forestry, fishing, and related activities, mining, and real estate.  

     At the state level there was a -15.5 percent decline in manufacturing jobs from 2001 to 2004.  Both the metro and non-metro areas appear to have shared in this decline.  Statewide, there were also large employment declines for information (-11.9 percent) and transportation and warehousing (-7.0 percent).  Like the state in general, the non-metropolitan portion of the state appears to have substantial employment declines for information (-16.1 percent) and manufacturing (-13.3 percent).  Transportation and warehousing does not appear to be a source of job loss for the non-metro areas.  

Table 2
Employment by Industry for State, Metropolitan, and Non-metropolitan Oklahoma, 2001-2004
	
	Oklahoma

(Number of Jobs)
	
	
	
	Metropolitan Areas

(Number of Jobs)
	
	
	
	Nonmetropolitan Areas

(Number of Jobs)

	
	2001
	2004
	% Change 2001-04
	
	2001
	2004
	% Change 2001-04
	
	2001
	2004
	% Change 2001-04
	

	Total employment
	2,024,718
	2,027,801
	0.2%
	
	1,347,765
	1,346,954
	-0.1%
	
	676,953
	680,847
	0.6%
	

	Accommodation and food services
	123,677
	127,906
	3.4%
	
	86,531
	89,373
	3.3%
	
	32,453
	33,589
	3.5%
	

	Administrative and waste services
	123,037
	123,828
	0.6%
	
	95,779
	93,680
	-2.2%
	
	21,533
	22,555
	4.7%
	

	Arts, entertainment, and recreation
	25,313
	26,865
	6.1%
	
	18,065
	19,235
	6.5%
	
	5,562
	6,232
	12.0%
	

	Construction
	112,007
	111,031
	-0.9%
	
	75,539
	74,492
	-1.4%
	
	32,122
	34,600
	7.7%
	

	Educational services
	22,646
	25,741
	13.7%
	
	17,662
	19,943
	12.9%
	
	2,919
	3,413
	16.9%
	

	Farm employment
	99,574
	94,583
	-5.0%
	
	26,736
	25,514
	-4.6%
	
	72,838
	69,069
	-5.2%
	

	Finance and insurance
	77,589
	81,418
	4.9%
	
	57,118
	59,745
	4.6%
	
	18,819
	20,748
	10.3%
	

	Forestry, fishing, related activities
	8,838
	8,545
	-3.3%
	
	1,425
	1,498
	5.1%
	
	969
	1,157
	19.4%
	

	Health care and social assistance
	178,687
	188,799
	5.7%
	
	119,041
	124,139
	4.3%
	
	33,666
	34,803
	3.4%
	

	Information
	40,890
	36,012
	-11.9%
	
	33,736
	29,660
	-12.1%
	
	6,184
	5,190
	-16.1%
	

	Management of companies and enterprises
	13,217
	13,292
	0.6%
	
	10,951
	11,123
	1.6%
	
	856
	787
	-8.1%
	

	Manufacturing
	176,517
	149,233
	-15.5%
	
	115,342
	97,151
	-15.8%
	
	54,275
	47,039
	-13.3%
	

	Mining
	57,404
	64,623
	12.6%
	
	29,605
	34,057
	15.0%
	
	21,531
	25,483
	18.4%
	

	Other services, except public admin
	118,581
	123,437
	4.1%
	
	76,882
	77,603
	0.9%
	
	39,686
	40,519
	2.1%
	

	Professional and technical services
	92,592
	96,291
	4.0%
	
	69,350
	69,619
	0.4%
	
	13,630
	15,230
	11.7%
	

	Real estate and rental and leasing
	59,016
	64,650
	9.5%
	
	45,776
	49,663
	8.5%
	
	12,364
	14,547
	17.7%
	

	Retail Trade
	225,663
	224,505
	-0.5%
	
	149,723
	148,182
	-1.0%
	
	75,498
	76,323
	1.1%
	

	Transportation and warehousing
	61,431
	57,139
	-7.0%
	
	43,274
	39,833
	-8.0%
	
	13,071
	13,609
	4.1%
	

	Utilities
	11,326
	10,964
	-3.2%
	
	7,020
	7,027
	0.1%
	
	2,813
	2,599
	-7.6%
	

	Wholesale trade
	61,653
	60,462
	-1.9%
	
	45,795
	44,669
	-2.5%
	
	14,309
	14,546
	1.7%
	

	Government/government enterprises
	335,060
	338,477
	1.0%
	
	206,972
	207,080
	0.1%
	
	128,088
	131,397
	2.6%
	


Note: Because disclosures are avoided in some industries, some of the totals above may be less than actual totals.  This is especially true for those shown in bold italic. The state totals and total employment values are considered accurate. 
Source: Regional Economic Information Service, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Total Personal Income and Per Capita Income

     According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), total personal income for the state was more $98.1 billion in 2004(Figure 6.)  That represented a 40.7 percent increase from 1997.  About 69.3 percent of the state’s total income accrued to the metropolitan counties, and total income in those counties equaled $68.0 billion in 2004—a 44.7 percent increase from 1997.  Less than one-third (30.7 percent) of the state’s total income was earned in rural portions of the state—amounting to $30.1 billion.  Income in the non-metropolitan counties has increased by about 32.6 percent since 1997.  

     Figure 7 illustrates that per capita income in the state has risen from $22,422 in 1997 to $30,532 in 2004.  With a 2004 per capita income of $23,223, the rural areas of Oklahoma have a PCI that is 76.1 percent of the state’s and 83.4 percent of the metro counties’.  The rural counties fared slightly better back in 1997, when PCI was 79.4 percent of the state average and 86.1 percent of the metro average.  The low PCI in rural Oklahoma has been the topic of much discussion for many years, but instead of improving, the non-metropolitan counties have actually lost ground since 1997.  

     Total personal income by major source is presented in Table 3 for the state of Oklahoma, metropolitan counties, and non-metropolitan counties for the years 1997 and 2004.  The largest source of personal income is wage and salary disbursements.  From 1997 to 2004 this source increased by 33.9 percent for the state.  Notice that adjustments for residence are negative in metropolitan counties and positive in rural counties.  The negative adjustment for residence in the metro counties means that workers earn income in these counties but take the money with them when they commute home to other counties.  Since two-thirds of the state’s jobs are in the metro counties, it makes sense that people are commuting to these counties to work.  Conversely, the adjustment for residence in non-metropolitan counties is expected to be positive as residents bring home their paychecks earned in the metro counties.  
     Transfer payments are also shown in Table 3.  Transfer payments were greater to metropolitan counties, and grew at a faster rate than in non-metropolitan counties.  In 1997, 56.8 percent of all transfer payments in the state went to the metropolitan counties.  That fraction increased slightly to 57.0 percent in 2004.  

     Transfer payments are typically thought of as “welfare payments.”  Actually, only a small portion of transfer payments consists of what most people consider welfare.  Table 4 presents transfer payments by category.  For the state of Oklahoma, income maintenance benefits, which include food stamps, family assistance, and Supplemental Security Income, only accounted for about 10.4 percent of all transfer payments in 2004.  For metropolitan Oklahoma, the fraction was 10.7 percent, and for non-metropolitan Oklahoma it was 10.0 percent.  
     Medical Payments is the largest category of transfer payments for the state, and for non-metro areas.  Retirement and disability insurance is the largest category for metro areas and second largest for the state and non-metro areas.  The fastest growing category for all areas from 1997 to 2004 is unemployment insurance payments.  In 2004, transfer payments composed 16.9 percent of the state’s total personal income, compared to 13.9 percent for metro areas and 23.7 percent for non-metro areas.  
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Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System

Table 3

Total Personal Income by Major Source







    Oklahoma


             Metropolitan Areas


  Nonmetropolitan Areas


                                                     (Thousands of Dollars)                            (Thousands of Dollars)                           (Thousands of Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change

1997-2004
	
	1997
	2004
	% Change

1997-2004
	
	1997
	2004
	% Change

1997-2004

	 Earnings by place of work
	51,018,401
	73,134,429
	43.3%
	
	36,984,954
	54,279,768
	46.8%
	
	14,033,447
	18,854,661
	34.4%

	      Wage & salary disburs. 
	35,342,906
	47,319,851
	33.9%
	
	25,839,346
	34,938,856
	35.2%
	
	9,503,560
	12,380,995
	30.3%

	      Supplements to wages/sal.
	8,028,051
	12,951,014
	61.3%
	
	5,809,390
	9,389,482
	61.6%
	
	2,218,661
	3,561,532
	60.5%

	      Proprietors' income
	7,647,444
	12,863,564
	68.2%
	
	5,336,218
	9,951,430
	86.5%
	
	2,311,226
	2,912,134
	26.0%

	            Farm proprietors' 
	490,912
	689,476
	40.4%
	
	24,167
	79,194
	227.7%
	
	466,708
	610,282
	30.8%

	            Nonfarm proprietors' 
	7,156,532
	12,174,088
	70.1%
	
	5,312,051
	9,872,236
	85.8%
	
	1,844,481
	2,301,852
	24.8%

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	 less: Contrib.for social insur.
	5,604,689
	7,801,679
	39.2%
	
	4,029,467
	5,703,180
	41.5%
	
	1,575,222
	2,098,499
	33.2%

	 plus: Adjustment for residence
	839,656
	1,113,238
	32.6%
	
	-166,535
	-312,098
	87.4%
	
	1,006,191
	1,425,336
	41.7%

	 plus: Dividends, interest, rent
	12,369,460
	15,038,663
	21.6%
	
	7,896,410
	10,223,207
	29.5%
	
	4,473,050
	4,815,456
	7.7%

	 plus: Transfers
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	
	6,303,314
	9,471,949
	50.3%
	
	4,794,296
	7,138,784
	48.9%

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Total Personal Income
	69,720,438
	98,095,384
	40.7%
	
	46,988,676
	67,959,646
	44.6%
	
	22,731,762
	30,135,738
	32.6%


Source: Regional Economic Information Service, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Table 4

Transfer Payments


	
	Oklahoma

(Thousands of Dollars)
	
	
	
	Metropolitan Areas

(Thousands of Dollars)
	
	
	
	Nonmetropolitan Areas

(Thousands of Dollars)
	
	
	

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change 1997-04
	
	1997
	2004
	% Change 1997-04
	
	1997
	2004
	% Change 1997-04
	

	 Ret. & disab. insurance benefit payments
	4,871,320
	6,408,453
	31.6%
	
	2,754,262
	3,728,673
	35.4%
	
	2,117,058
	2,679,780
	26.6%
	

	 Medical payments
	3,879,844
	6,443,957
	66.1%
	
	2,184,210
	3,487,646
	59.7%
	
	1,695,634
	2,956,311
	74.3%
	

	 Income maintenance benefit payments
	1,083,592
	1,727,597
	59.4%
	
	618,020
	1,014,757
	64.2%
	
	465,572
	712,840
	53.1%
	

	 Unemployment insurance benefit payments
	103,580
	245,877
	137.4%
	
	62,777
	162,836
	159.4%
	
	40,717
	83,013
	103.9%
	

	 Veterans benefit payments
	530,889
	831,072
	56.5%
	
	303,257
	486,694
	60.5%
	
	227,632
	344,378
	51.3%
	

	 Fed educ. & trng. asst. pay. (excl. vets) 
	174,689
	228,811
	31.0%
	
	100,874
	134,371
	33.2%
	
	73,815
	93,999
	27.3%
	

	 Other payments to individuals 
	12,285
	22,447
	82.7%
	
	6,556
	14,205
	116.7%
	
	5,157
	7,758
	50.4%
	

	 Payments to nonprofit institutions
	304,870
	490,828
	61.0%
	
	188,803
	309,345
	63.8%
	
	116,067
	181,483
	56.4%
	

	 Business payments to individuals 
	136,541
	211,691
	55.0%
	
	84,555
	133,422
	57.8%
	
	51,986
	78,269
	50.6%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total transfer payments ($000)
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	
	6,303,314
	9,471,949
	50.3%
	
	4,794,296
	7,138,784
	48.9%
	



Source: Regional Economic Information Service, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Note: Disclosures are avoided if the value is less than $50,000. Because of this, some of the totals above may be less than actual totals.  This is especially true for those shown in bold italic. The state totals and total transfer values are considered accurate. 
Trends in Retail Sales

     Figure 8 shows sales subject to sales tax, or retail sales, for fiscal years 1995-2005 for the state of Oklahoma, as well as for metro versus non-metro portions of the state.  This information is available from the online database ORIGINS (http://origins.ou.edu) and is calculated using data from the Oklahoma Tax Commission.  For the state, sales subject to sales tax increased from $23.2 billion in FY 1995 to $31.0 billion in FY 2001—an increase of 33.6 percent.  Sales dropped for FY 2002 ($30.9 billion) and again for FY 2003 ($30.8 billion).  FY 2004, however, shows an increase in retail sales to $32.3 billion—an amount greater than the sales reported for the previous peak in 2001.  Retail sales continued to increase for FY 2005 when they reached $33.5 billion.  For FY 2005, the volume of retail sales in metro areas totaled $24.3 billion, or 72.5 percent of the state total.  The remaining 27.5 percent—or $9.2 billion—took place in non-metro areas of the state.  From FY 1995 to FY 2005, retail sales increased by 45.5 percent in metro Oklahoma and by 39.4 percent in rural Oklahoma.

     In FY 1995, per capita retail sales (average retail dollars spent per person) averaged $7,114 for the state, $8,261 for metro areas, and $5,264 for non-metro areas.  In FY 2005, per capita retail sales totaled $9,441 for the state, $10,822 for metro areas, and $7,055 for non-metro areas.  The widening gap between retail sales in metro areas and retail sales in non-metro areas has a tremendous implication for rural communities.  For many small communities, sales tax collections on retail sales (often groceries) represent a large source of municipal income.  Loss of funding means reduced provision of services, which gives local residents further reason to move toward the metropolitan areas.  It is something of a vicious cycle for these troubled towns.  
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Source: ORIGINS Database, http://origins.ou.edu 

III. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND TRENDS OF THE FOUR OKLAHOMA COOPRATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE DISTRICTS

    This section of the report examines the economic conditions and trends in the four service districts of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service (OCES).  This allows local community groups to gain a better understanding of economic situations in their regions.  A map of the four OCES district boundaries is provided in Figure 9.  The boundaries divide the state almost along the major interstates, and thus clearly denote four quadrants: Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest.  Only data for the non-metropolitan counties in each of the four districts are reported in district totals.  “Metropolitan” definitions are consistent with those released by the Office of Management and Budget in June 2003.
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Population Trends

     See Table 5a for total population trends for the state and the OCES service districts.  For example, from 1990 to 2000, the state’s population increased by 9.7 percent.  Of the four districts, the Northeast grew the fastest and even outpaced the state’s growth with a growth rate of 11.0 percent.  Next is the Southeast district, which grew at a rate of 7.0 percent.  The Northwest district grew at a much slower rate of 1.1 percent, while the Southwest district actually declined for the decade with a decline of -0.9 percent.  

     The state’s population increased 2.8 percent from 2000 to 2005.  The Northeast and Southeast districts showed positive growth for the 5 years.  The two western districts both showed negative growth for the 5 years. 

     In 1990, 38.9 percent of the population lived in non-metropolitan portions of the state.  Statewide, 11.9 percent of the state’s population lived in the Northeast district, 12.3 percent lived in the Southeast district, 7.5 percent lived in Southwest district, and 7.2 percent lived in the Northwest district.  In 2000, 37.5 percent of the state’s population lived in non-metropolitan counties.  Of that 37.5 percent, the largest portion (12.04 percent) lived in the Northeast, while 12.02 percent lived in the Southeast, 6.7 percent lived in the Southwest, and 6.7 percent lived in the Northwest.  In 2005, 36.7 percent of the state’s population lived in non-metropolitan counties.  Of that amount, 6.4 percent lived in the Northwest, 12.0 percent lived in the Northeast, 6.4 percent lived in the Southwest, and 11.9 percent lived in the Southeast.  

Table 5a
Population Statistics for State and Four OCES Districts - 1990, 2000, and 2005
Total Population
	Year
	State
	Northeast District
	Northwest District
	Southeast District
	Southwest District

	1990

% of State Total
	3,145,576

100%
	374,544
11.9%
	228,611
7.2%
	387,517
12.3%
	234,259
7.5%

	2000

% of State Total
	3,450,654
100%
	415,625

12.0%
	231,067

6.7%
	414,776

12.0%
	232,156

6.7%

	2005
% of State Total
	3,547,884
100%
	424,390

12.0%
	227,480

6.4%
	422,529

11.9%
	226,133

6.4%

	1990-2000 % Change
	9.7%
	11.0%
	1.1%
	7.0%
	-0.9%

	2000-2005 % Change
	2.8%
	2.1%
	-1.6%
	1.9%
	-2.6%


Note: Metropolitan Counties within the district's boundaries have been excluded.  Metropolitan definitions were published by the Office of Management and Budget in June 2003. 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
Table 5b
Population Statistics by Age for State and Four OCES Districts - 1990, 2000, and 2005
Population for Age 65 and Over

	Year
	State
	Northeast District
	Northwest District
	Southeast District
	Southwest District

	1990


	422,954
13.5%
Of state total
	58,836
15.7%
Of district total
	38,901
17.0%
Of district total
	66,039
17.0%

Of district total
	41,261
17.6%
Of district total

	2000


	455,950

13.2%
Of state total
	62,520
15.0%

Of district total
	37,843
16.4%
Of district total
	65,968
15.9%
Of district total
	38,534
16.6% 

Of district total

	2005


	468,968
13.2%
Of state total
	64,050
15.1%
Of district total
	36,690
16.1%
Of district total
	65,398
15.5%
Of district total
	36,416
16.1%
Of district total

	1990-2000 % Change
	7.8%
	6.3%
	-2.7%
	-0.1%
	-6.6%

	2000-2005 % Change
	2.9%
	2.5%
	-3.1%
	-0.9%
	-5.5%


Population for Ages Less than 15

	Year
	State
	Northeast District
	Northwest District
	Southeast District
	Southwest District

	1990
	706,685

22.5%

Of state total
	79,612

21.3%

Of district total
	51,296

22.4%

Of district total
	84,504

21.8%

Of district total
	52,938

22.6%

Of district total

	2000
	732,907

21.2%

Of state total
	83,698

21.1%

Of district total
	47,415

20.5%

Of district total
	85,934

20.7%

Of district total
	48,014

20.7%

Of district total

	2005


	705,029
19.9%
Of state total
	77,900
18.4%
Of district total
	43,559
19.1
Of district total
	80,693
19.1
Of district total
	43,510
19.2
Of district total

	1990-2000 % Change
	3.7%
	5.1%
	-7.6%
	1.7%
	-9.3%

	2000-2005% Change
	-3.8%
	-6.9%
	-8.1%
	-6.1%
	-9.4%


Note: Metropolitan Counties within the district's boundaries have been excluded.  Metropolitan definitions were published by the Office of Management and Budget in June 2003. 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
     Table 5b also examines the population in the four OCES districts based on age distribution.  For example, Table 5b shows that, statewide, the population for those 65 and over increased by 7.8 percent from 1990 to 2000; yet, the Northwest district was the only district to show substantial growth for this component of the population.  The growth occurred primarily in the metropolitan counties.  From 2000 to 2005, statewide growth in the over 65 population equaled about 2.9 percent.  The Northeast district posted some growth, while the other districts declined for the three years.  The decline was most significant in the Southwest.

     For the component of the population under age 15, statewide growth equaled 3.7 percent from 1990 to 2000.  Both the Northeast and the Southeast experienced positive growth for the decade.  From 2000 to 2005, the state’s population under the age of 15 literally declined by –3.8 percent.  All four quadrants of the state declined over the four years.    Even the metropolitan counties experienced a decline in this demographic group.  

     Table 5b also shows the proportion of the age groups living in each district.  For example, in 1990, 15.7 percent of the Northeast District’s population was aged 65 and over.  Of the four districts, that was the smallest proportion of this age group in 1990.  From 1990 to 2000, all districts saw their percentage of 65 and over population decline.  For 2005, the state showed a constant percentage of this demographic group (compared to 2005.)  The Northeast District shown a very small increase in this percentage, but the remaining 3 districts experienced a decline in the percentage of those aged 65 and over.
     In general, there is a decline in the portion of the 65 and over population living in non-metropolitan Oklahoma.  In 1990, 48.5 percent of the state’s population of those aged 65 and over lived in non-metropolitan Oklahoma.  By 2000 the percentage had fallen to 44.9 percent.  In 2005 the percentage fell further to 43.2 percent.  
     For the component of the population under age 15, the Southeast has the largest absolute population for all years shown.  All four districts, and the state, show a decline in the percentage of population that is in this age group from 1990 to 2000 and from 2000 to 2005. All four districts, as well as the state, also show a decline in actual numbers for this population group from 2000 to 2005.
     Figures 10 and 11 are maps showing the percent growth in population for each county in Oklahoma from 1990 to 2000 and from 2000 to 2005, respectively.  During both time periods, a great deal of the growth in the population for Oklahoma occurred in the eastern half of the state.

     Figures 12 and 13 show population growth from 1990 to 2000 in Oklahoma for residents aged 65 and over and for residents under the age of 15.  From 1990 to 2000, the older population grew significantly in 20 counties, 11 of which were metropolitan counties.  With respect to the younger population, 25 counties saw substantial growth, 10 of which were metropolitan counties.  In both cases, most of the growth occurred in central or northeast Oklahoma.  The following counties exhibited substantial growth in both populations: Logan, Oklahoma, Cleveland, McClain, Creek, Tulsa, Mayes, Rogers, Wagoner, McIntosh, Love, Sequoyah, Cherokee, and Delaware.  Of the 30 counties that experienced substantial loss of the under 15 population from 1990 to 2000, 19 also experienced substantial loss of the 65 and over population.  The counties with major population losses tend to be located in the western part of the state.


[image: image10.emf]ADAIR

ALFALFA

ATOKA

BECKHAM

BLAINE

BRYAN

CANADIAN

CARTER

CHEROKEE

CHOCTAW

CLEVELAND

COMANCHE

COTTON

CRAIG

CUSTER

DELAWARE

DEWEY

ELLIS

GARFIELD

GRADY

GRANT

GREER

HARMON

HARPER

JACKSON

JEFFERSON

KAY

KIOWA

LATIMER

LOVE

MAYES

MURRAY

MUSKOGEE

NOBLE

NOWATA

OKLAHOMA

OKMULGEE

OSAGE

OTTAWA

PAWNEE

PAYNE

PUSHMATAHA

ROGER MILLS

ROGERS

SEQUOYAH

STEPHENS

TILLMAN

TULSA

WAGONER

WASHITA

WOODS

WOODWARD

WASHINGTON

SHALL

MAR-

MAJOR

KINGFISHER

BEAVER TEXAS

LOGAN

CREEK

LINCOLN

OKFUSKEE

McINTOSH

CADDO

MCCLAIN

GARVIN

SEMINOLE POTTA

-

WATOMIE

HUGHES

PITTSBURG

HASKELL

LE FLORE

COAL

JOHNSTON

PONTOTOC

MCCURTAIN

CIMARRON

Figure 10. Percentage Population Growth 1990-2000
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Figure 11. Percentage Population Growth 2000-2005
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Figure 12. Percentage Population Growth, 
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Figure 13. Percentage Population Growth, 

Under Age 15, 1990-2000
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Figure 14. Percentage Population Growth, 
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Figure 15. Percentage Population Growth, 
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     Although 1980 to 1990 maps are not pictured, the following counties experienced substantial gains in both populations from 1980 to 1990 and from 1990 to 2000: Cleveland, McClain, Rogers, Cherokee, and Delaware.  The following rural counties experienced major losses in both populations from 1980 to 1990 and from 1990 to 2000: Greer, Woods, Alfalfa, Grant, Roger Mills, Harmon, Tillman, and Jefferson. 

     Figures 14 and 15 show 2000-2005 county growth rates for the 65 and over population and the under 15 population, respectively.  Twelve counties show greater than 5 percent growth for the 65 and over population, and they are predominantly in the northeast quadrant of the state.  Only three counties showed any positive growth at all in the under age 15 population: Oklahoma, Marshall, and Texas Counties.  
Employment Trends

     Unemployment rates and employment figures as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) are shown in Table 6 for the non-metropolitan counties of the four OCES service districts and as well as for the state, metropolitan, and non-metropolitan areas.  The greatest growth in rural employment from 2000 to 2005 occurred in the Southeast district at 10.1 percent.  This is greater than the growth that occurred in metropolitan areas (2.1 percent).  Employment in the Southwest district increased by 5.1 percent, and employment in the Northeast district increased by 5.2 percent from 2000 to 2005.  The weakest employment growth was in the Northwest district at 1.4 percent.  The average growth in employment for the state was about 3.5 percent from 2000 to 2005.  Employment in non-metropolitan Oklahoma increased by 6.0 percent during the same time frame.  

     In 2000, the state unemployment rate was a low 3.1 percent.  By 2003, the state unemployment rate had increased to 5.7 percent, but for 2005, the rate has dropped back down to 4.4 percent.  In general, metropolitan areas tend to report lower rates of unemployment compared to the state average, and non-metropolitan areas tend to report higher unemployment rates.  This has historically been true, but the narrowing of this gap over the last few years is very interesting.  In fact, all three regions reported an unemployment rate of 4.4 percent for 2005.  This is likely due to the loss of some jobs in the metro areas—primarily the Tulsa Metropolitan Area—during the recent recession.  Of the four districts, the Southeast district tends to have the highest rates of unemployment—4.8 percent in 2005, but is followed closely by the Northeast at 4.6 percent.  Of the four OCES districts, the Northwest district reported the lowest unemployment rates for 2000 (3.0 percent), but the Northwest and the Southwest districts tied for the lowest rate in 2005 (4.0 percent).  Figure 16 illustrates the unemployment rates for the four OCES districts and for metropolitan areas of Oklahoma from 1995 to 2005.
     Table 7 provides information on employment by industry for the non-metropolitan counties of the four OCES service districts in 2001 and 2004.  Industry definitions are based on NAICS definitions.  Beginning with the Northeast district, the top three industries that provided the greatest number of jobs in 2004 were government and government enterprises, retail trade, and farming respectively.  In the Northwest district, the top three industries that provided the most jobs in 2004 were government and government enterprises, farming, and retail trade.  The three major employers in the Southeast district in 2004 were government and government enterprises, retail trade, and farming, respectively.  Finally, in the Southwest district the three top employers in 2004 were government and government enterprises, farming, and retail trade, respectively.  

Total Personal Income and Per Capita Income

     Table 8 presents income data as provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis for the years 1997 and 2004.  Total personal income in the non-metropolitan areas of the state increased from $22.7 billion in 1997 to $30.1 billion in 2004—an increase of 32.6 percent.  In the metro counties of the state, personal income increased by 44.6 percent, from $44.7 billion to $68.0 billion.  Personal income statewide increased from $69.7 billion in 1997 to $98.1 billion in 2004, an increase of 40.7 percent.

     Among the four OCES districts, the area with the greatest personal income in 2004 was the Northeast district; however, the Southeast district experienced the greatest growth from 1997-2004 as personal income increased from $6.7 billion to $9.3 billion (38.2 percent growth).  The Northwest experienced the slowest income growth across the state, growing by 22.7 percent from 1997-2004.  During that time, income grew from $4.8 billion to $5.8 billion.  

     Table 8 also shows per capita income information.  Per capita income levels tend to be higher in metropolitan areas than in non-metropolitan areas.  In metropolitan Oklahoma, per capita income was $22,422 in 1997 and $30,532 in 2004.  For non-metropolitan Oklahoma, per capita income was $17,797 in 1997 and $23,223 in 2004.  State averages fall in between with per capita income of $20,671 in 1997 and $27,840 in 2004.  Figure 17 illustrates per capita income for the four OCES service districts and for metropolitan areas in Oklahoma.  

     The Northwest district has the highest per capita income levels of the four districts.   Even so, in 1997, the Northwest district lagged the state by $104 per capita.  In 2004, the deficit for the Northwest district was $2,312.   Of the four districts, the Southeast has traditionally had the lowest per capita income.  In 1997, its per capita income was $16,493, which lagged the state average by $4,178.  By 2004, the gap had widened to $5,719.  The Northeast district lagged the state by $3,005 in 1997 and by $4,788 in 2004.  Similarly losing ground, the Southwest district lagged the state by $3,110 in 1997 and by $4,579 in 2004.  

Table 6
Employment and Unemployment Rate for State, Metropolitan, Non-metropolitan,

and the Four OCES Districts, 2000-2005
	
	Employment
	Unemployment Rate

	Area
	2000
(Jobs)
	2005
(Jobs)
	% Change

2000-05
	2000
	2005

	Northeast District
	183,428
	192,881
	5.2%
	3.5%
	4.6%

	Northwest District
	108,923
	110,456
	1.4%
	3.0%
	4.0%

	Southeast District
	174,556
	192,270
	10.1%
	3.9%
	4.8%

	Southwest District
	99,692
	104,814
	5.1%
	3.2%
	4.0%

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Non-metropolitan
	566,599
	600,421
	6.0%
	3.5%
	4.4%

	Metropolitan
	1,042,924
	1,064,845
	2.1%
	2.9%
	4.4%

	State
	1,609,523
	1,665,266
	3.5%
	3.1%
	4.4%


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Note: District totals exclude metropolitan counties within it borders.  
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Table 7

Employment by Industry for State and Four OCES Districts1, 2001 & 2004
	
	Oklahoma
(Number of Jobs)
	Northeast District2
(Number of Jobs)
	Northwest District2
(Number of Jobs)

	
	2001
	2004
	% 

Change
	2001
	2004
	%

 Change
	2001
	2004
	% Change

	Accommodation and food services
	123,677
	127,906
	3.4%
	12,132
	12,322
	1.6%
	5,658
	4,996
	-11.7%

	Administrative and waste services
	123,037
	123,828
	0.6%
	7,291
	8,319
	14.1%
	4,129
	2,277
	-44.9%

	Arts, entertainment, and recreation
	25,313
	26,865
	6.1%
	2,445
	2,699
	10.4%
	1,146
	1,188
	3.7%

	Construction
	112,007
	111,031
	-0.9%
	9,270
	11,874
	28.1%
	6,439
	5,911
	-8.2%

	Educational services
	22,646
	25,741
	13.7%
	514
	725
	41.1%
	305
	449
	47.2%

	Farm employment
	99,574
	94,583
	-5.0%
	17,848
	16,849
	-5.6%
	17,737
	16,585
	-6.5%

	Finance and insurance
	77,589
	81,418
	4.9%
	5,157
	5,650
	9.6%
	4,386
	4,703
	7.2%

	Forestry, fishing, and related 
	8,838
	8,545
	-3.3%
	0
	174
	---
	513
	546
	6.4%

	Government/government enterprises
	335,060
	338,477
	1.0%
	45,780
	47,127
	2.9%
	20,834
	20,278
	-2.7%

	Health care and social assistance
	178,687
	188,799
	5.7%
	5,953
	8,475
	42.4%
	9,581
	9,058
	-5.5%

	Information
	40,890
	36,012
	-11.9%
	1,855
	1,514
	-18.4%
	1,257
	1,249
	-0.6%

	Mgmt of companies and enterprises
	13,217
	13,292
	0.6%
	341
	269
	-21.1%
	179
	282
	57.5%

	Manufacturing
	176,517
	149,233
	-15.5%
	19,454
	15,147
	-22.1%
	7,326
	7,879
	7.5%

	Mining
	57,404
	64,623
	12.6%
	1,581
	5,476
	246.4%
	7,256
	5,904
	-18.6%

	Other services, except public admin
	118,581
	123,437
	4.1%
	12,837
	12,901
	0.5%
	7,147
	7,459
	4.4%

	Professional and technical services
	92,592
	96,291
	4.0%
	5,720
	5,221
	-8.7%
	1,567
	4,752
	203.3%

	Real estate and rental and leasing
	59,016
	64,650
	9.5%
	4,295
	4,973
	15.8%
	2,543
	2,896
	13.9%

	Retail Trade
	225,663
	224,505
	-0.5%
	24,018
	25,043
	4.3%
	14,535
	14,845
	2.1%

	Transportation and warehousing
	61,431
	57,139
	-7.0%
	1,435
	2,263
	57.7%
	3,549
	3,429
	-3.4%

	Utilities
	11,326
	10,964
	-3.2%
	432
	814
	88.4%
	475
	481
	1.3%

	Wholesale trade
	61,653
	60,462
	-1.9%
	4,033
	3,944
	-2.2%
	3,626
	3,601
	-0.7%

	Total Full & Part time Empl.
	2,024,718
	2,027,801
	0.2%
	208,536
	208,529
	0.0%
	138,916
	138,917
	0.0%


Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System

1 Metropolitan counties within the district’s boundaries have been excluded.  
2 Due to a lack of disclosure in some sectors, some of the totals shown are less than actual amounts.  These are denoted in bold italics.  

  The values for total full and part time employment do not have missing data.
Table 7 (continued)
Employment by Industry for State and Four OCES Districts1, 2001 & 2004
	
	Oklahoma
(Number of Jobs)
	Southeast District2
(Number of Jobs)
	Southwest District2
(Number of Jobs)

	
	2001
	2004
	% 

Change
	2001
	2004
	%

 Change
	2001
	2004
	% Change

	Accommodation and food services
	123,677
	127,906
	3.4%
	9,900
	10,027
	1.3%
	4,763
	6,244
	31.1%

	Administrative and waste services
	123,037
	123,828
	0.6%
	8,609
	9,694
	12.6%
	1,504
	2,265
	50.6%

	Arts, entertainment, and recreation
	25,313
	26,865
	6.1%
	1,374
	1,608
	17.0%
	597
	737
	23.5%

	Construction
	112,007
	111,031
	-0.9%
	10,920
	11,322
	3.7%
	5,493
	5,493
	0.0%

	Educational services
	22,646
	25,741
	13.7%
	1,401
	1,520
	8.5%
	699
	719
	2.9%

	Farm employment
	99,574
	94,583
	-5.0%
	21,986
	21,157
	-3.8%
	15,267
	14,478
	-5.2%

	Finance and insurance
	77,589
	81,418
	4.9%
	5,592
	6,335
	13.3%
	3,684
	4,060
	10.2%

	Forestry, fishing, and related 
	8,838
	8,545
	-3.3%
	174
	296
	70.1%
	282
	141
	-50.0%

	Government/government enterprises
	335,060
	338,477
	1.0%
	37,983
	40,544
	6.7%
	23,491
	23,448
	-0.2%

	Health care and social assistance
	178,687
	188,799
	5.7%
	13,580
	14,121
	4.0%
	4,552
	3,149
	-30.8%

	Information
	40,890
	36,012
	-11.9%
	2,105
	1,690
	-19.7%
	967
	737
	-23.8%

	Mgmt of companies and enterprises
	13,217
	13,292
	0.6%
	206
	103
	-50.0%
	130
	133
	2.3%

	Manufacturing
	176,517
	149,233
	-15.5%
	20,261
	17,408
	-14.1%
	7,234
	6,605
	-8.7%

	Mining
	57,404
	64,623
	12.6%
	7,059
	7,692
	9.0%
	5,635
	6,411
	13.8%

	Other services, except public admin
	118,581
	123,437
	4.1%
	12,429
	12,851
	3.4%
	7,273
	7,308
	0.5%

	Professional and technical services
	92,592
	96,291
	4.0%
	4,624
	3,714
	-19.7%
	1,719
	1,543
	-10.2%

	Real estate and rental and leasing
	59,016
	64,650
	9.5%
	3,362
	4,215
	25.4%
	2,164
	2,463
	13.8%

	Retail Trade
	225,663
	224,505
	-0.5%
	22,514
	22,229
	-1.3%
	14,431
	14,206
	-1.6%

	Transportation and warehousing
	61,431
	57,139
	-7.0%
	5,269
	5,067
	-3.8%
	2,818
	2,850
	1.1%

	Utilities
	11,326
	10,964
	-3.2%
	1,141
	934
	-18.1%
	765
	370
	-51.6%

	Wholesale trade
	61,653
	60,462
	-1.9%
	4,845
	4,519
	-6.7%
	1,805
	2,482
	37.5%

	Total Full and Part Time Empl.
	2,024,718
	2,027,801
	0.2%
	210,865
	213,323
	1.2%
	118,636
	120,078
	1.2%


Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System

1 Metropolitan counties within the district’s boundaries have been excluded.  
2 Due to a lack of disclosure in some sectors, some of the totals shown are less than actual amounts.  These are denoted in bold italics.  

  The values for total full and part time employment do not have missing data.
Table 8

Total Personal and Per Capita Income for State, Metropolitan, Non-metropolitan,

And the Four OCES Districts1 - 1997-2004
	Area
	Total Personal Income

(Thousands of $)
	% Change 1997-2004
	Per Capita Income

          (Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	
	1997
	2004

	NE District
	7,148,428
	9,752,668
	36.4%
	17,666
	23,052

	NW District
	4,753,933
	5,831,528
	22.7%
	20,567
	25,528

	SE District
	6,729,717
	9,297,424
	38.2%
	16,493
	22,121

	SW District
	4,099,684
	5,254,118
	28.2%
	17,561
	23,261

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Nonmetro
	22,731,762
	30,135,738
	32.6%
	17,797
	23,223

	Metro 
	46,988,676
	67,959,646
	44.6%
	22,422
	30,532

	State
	69,720,438
	98,095,384
	40.7%
	20,671
	27,840


1 District totals exclude metropolitan counties within its boundaries.
Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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     Table 9 provides data showing total personal income by major source for the state and the non-metropolitan counties of the four OCES service districts for the years 1997 and 2004.   Beginning with the Northeast district, total personal income increased from 1997 to 2004 by 36.4 percent.  This compares to 40.7 percent for the state.  Note that growth for adjustment for residence is positive for the district (36.6 percent).  The growth in the adjustment for residence indicates that more income is earned by people who work outside of the district, but who bring their paycheck home.  A major source of income growth for the district, for the time shown, is supplements to wages and salaries (60.0 percent).  This compares to a 61.3 percent growth rate for supplemental income experienced by the state overall.  For the state, the major source of income growth was proprietors’ income (68.2 percent).  
     Transfer receipts increased by 57.8 percent for the Northeast district over the time shown.  Transfer payments include “welfare payments” or income maintenance benefits, but they also include a variety of other payments by the government.  Table 10 shows a breakdown of the various categories of transfer payments received in the state and in the non-metropolitan counties of the four OCES districts.  For the Northeast district the largest category of transfers is medical payments, followed by retirement and disability insurance.  The fastest growing category of transfers from 1997 to 2004 is unemployment insurance benefits (142.7 percent), followed by medical payments (90.0 percent).  In dollars, the largest increase was for medical payments with an increase of $447.6 million.
     In the Northwest district, total personal income increased by 22.7 percent, compared to 40.7 percent for the state.  Adjustments for residence declined significantly going from positive to negative meaning that people are working in the district but living outside of the district (and taking their income home with them.)  Major sources of income growth in the district from 1997 to 2004 include supplements to wages and salaries (49.3 percent) and transfer receipts (39.0 percent).  Retirement and disability insurance benefits are the largest source of transfer payments in the district, followed closely by medical payments.  The category of transfers with the greatest percentage growth for the time shown is income maintenance benefits (97.4 percent,) 
     Total personal income increased by 38.2 percent in the Southeast district from 1997 to 2004, compared to 40.7 percent for the state.  Major sources of income growth include supplements to wages and salaries (71.1 percent), transfer receipts (50.9 percent), and adjustment for residence (50.6 percent.)  The largest category of transfer payments for the Southeast district is medical payments, followed by retirement and disability insurance.  The fastest growing category of transfer payments from 1997 to 2004 is unemployment insurance benefits (82.6 percent,) but the category with the greatest increase in terms of dollars is medical payments, increasing by $430.8 million.
     In the Southwest district, total personal income increased by 28.2 percent from 1997 to 2004.  The major sources of growth were supplements to wages and salaries (58.3 percent), adjustment for residence (45.4 percent), and transfer receipts (40.2 percent).  The largest category of transfers is medical payments, followed by retirement and disability insurance.  The fastest growing category of transfer payments for the years shown is unemployment insurance benefits, which increased by 93.2 percent, but the category with the greatest increase in terms of dollars is medical payments, increasing by $208.0 million.  

Table 9

Total Personal Income by Major Source for the State and the Four OCES Districts1, 1997-2004
	
	Oklahoma
(Thousands of Dollars)
	Northeast District

(Thousands of Dollars)
	Northwest District

(Thousands of Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change

	 Earnings by place of work
	51,018,401
	73,134,429
	43.3%
	4,339,840
	5,906,393
	36.1%
	3,227,633
	4,004,832
	24.1%

	          Wage and salary disbursements
	35,342,906
	47,319,851
	33.9%
	3,058,123
	3,933,045
	28.6%
	2,106,191
	2,590,678
	23.0%

	           Proprietors' income
	7,647,444
	12,863,564
	68.2%
	569,513
	833,484
	46.4%
	641,946
	698,192
	8.8%

	           Supplements to wages and salaries
	8,028,051
	12,951,014
	61.3%
	712,204
	1,139,864
	60.0%
	479,496
	715,962
	49.3%

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	 plus: Adjustment for residence
	839,656
	1,113,238
	32.6%
	441,769
	603,589
	36.6%
	7,430
	-9,071
	-222.1%

	 plus: Dividends, interest, and rent 
	12,369,460
	15,038,663
	21.6%
	1,404,003
	1,600,233
	14.0%
	1,025,124
	1,106,230
	7.9%

	 plus: Personal current transfer receipts
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	1,463,908
	2,310,419
	57.8%
	835,701
	1,161,719
	39.0%

	 less: Contributions for gov't social insur
	5,604,689
	7,801,679
	39.2%
	501,092
	667,966
	33.3%
	341,955
	432,182
	26.4%

	Total Personal income 
	69,720,438
	98,095,384
	40.7%
	7,148,428
	9,752,668
	36.4%
	4,753,933
	5,831,528
	22.7%


	
	Oklahoma

(Thousands of Dollars)
	Southeast District

(Thousands of Dollars)
	Southwest District

(Thousands of Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change

	 Earnings by place of work
	51,018,401
	73,134,429
	43.3%
	4,018,395
	5,660,624
	40.9%
	2,447,579
	3,282,812
	34.1%

	          Wage and salary disbursements
	35,342,906
	47,319,851
	33.9%
	2,746,435
	3,750,698
	36.6%
	1,592,811
	2,106,574
	32.3%

	           Proprietors' income
	7,647,444
	12,863,564
	68.2%
	644,583
	836,732
	29.8%
	455,184
	543,726
	19.5%

	           Supplements to wages and salaries
	8,028,051
	12,951,014
	61.3%
	627,377
	1,073,194
	71.1%
	399,584
	632,512
	58.3%

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	 plus: Adjustment for residence
	839,656
	1,113,238
	32.6%
	405,624
	610,680
	50.6%
	151,368
	220,138
	45.4%

	 plus: Dividends, interest, and rent 
	12,369,460
	15,038,663
	21.6%
	1,186,516
	1,276,964
	7.6%
	857,407
	832,029
	-3.0%

	 plus: Personal current transfer receipts
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	1,584,894
	2,391,558
	50.9%
	909,793
	1,275,088
	40.2%

	 less: Contributions for gov't social insur
	5,604,689
	7,801,679
	39.2%
	465,712
	642,402
	37.9%
	266,463
	355,949
	33.6%

	Total Personal income 
	69,720,438
	98,095,384
	40.7%
	6,729,717
	9,297,424
	38.2%
	4,099,684
	5,254,118
	28.2%


1 District totals exclude metropolitan counties within its boundaries.  
Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis
Table 10

Transfer Payments1 for the State and the Four OCES Districts, 1997-2004
	
	Oklahoma
(Thousands of Dollars)
	Northeast

(Thousands of Dollars)
	Northwest

(Thousands of Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change

	Retirement & Disability
	4,871,320
	6,408,453
	31.6%
	650,000
	861,048
	32.5%
	410,089
	490,454
	19.6%

	Medical Payments
	3,879,844
	6,443,957
	66.1%
	497,121
	944,695
	90.0%
	300,405
	474,636
	58.0%

	Income Maintenance Benefits
	1,083,592
	1,727,597
	59.4%
	141,481
	227,259
	60.6%
	55,277
	94,836
	71.6%

	Unemployment Insurance
	103,580
	245,877
	137.4%
	11,709
	28,412
	142.7%
	6,091
	12,022
	97.4%

	Veterans Benefits
	530,889
	831,072
	56.5%
	77,310
	119,165
	54.1%
	23,170
	32,134
	38.7%

	Fed educ.& trng. asst.pymts, (excl vets)
	174,689
	228,811
	31.0%
	30,667
	41,741
	36.1%
	9,359
	10,994
	17.5%

	Other pymts to individuals
	12,285
	22,447
	82.7%
	2,243
	3,122
	39.2%
	595
	963
	61.8%

	Payments to non-profit institutions
	304,870
	490,828
	61.0%
	36,865
	59,371
	61.0%
	20,966
	31,627
	50.8%

	Business pymts to individuals
	136,541
	211,691
	55.0%
	16,512
	25,606
	55.1%
	9,389
	13,639
	45.3%

	Total Transfer Payments
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	1,463,908
	2,310,419
	57.8%
	835,701
	1,161,719
	39.0%


	
	Oklahoma
(Thousands of Dollars)
	Southeast
(Thousands of Dollars)
	Southwest
(Thousands of Dollars)

	
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change
	1997
	2004
	% Change

	Retirement & Disability
	4,871,320
	6,408,453
	31.6%
	663,858
	862,948
	30.0%
	393,111
	465,330
	18.4%

	Medical Payments
	3,879,844
	6,443,957
	66.1%
	559,005
	989,852
	77.1%
	339,103
	547,128
	61.3%

	Income Maintenance Benefits
	1,083,592
	1,727,597
	59.4%
	182,723
	266,425
	45.8%
	86,091
	124,320
	44.4%

	Unemployment Insurance
	103,580
	245,877
	137.4%
	16,035
	29,286
	82.6%
	6,882
	13,293
	93.2%

	Veterans Benefits
	530,889
	831,072
	56.5%
	84,737
	126,821
	49.7%
	42,415
	66,258
	56.2%

	Fed educ.& trng. asst.pymts, (excl vets)
	174,689
	228,811
	31.0%
	22,849
	29,033
	27.1%
	10,940
	12,231
	11.8%

	Other pymts to individuals
	12,285
	22,447
	82.7%
	1,764
	2,806
	59.1%
	555
	867
	56.2%

	Payments to non-profit institutions
	304,870
	490,828
	61.0%
	37,167
	58,869
	58.4%
	21,069
	31,616
	50.1%

	Business pymts to individuals
	136,541
	211,691
	55.0%
	16,649
	25,390
	52.5%
	9,436
	13,634
	44.5%

	Total Transfer Payments
	11,097,610
	16,610,733
	49.7%
	1,584,894
	2,391,558
	50.9%
	909,793
	1,275,088
	40.2%


    1 Disclosures are avoided if the value is less than $50,000. Because of this, some of the totals above may be less than actual totals.  This is true for those shown in bold    

     italic. The state totals and total transfer values are considered accurate.  

     Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis
Trends in Retail Trade

     Table 11 contains retail sales data for fiscal years 1995 and 2005, as available from the ORIGINS (http://origins.ou.edu) database.  In rural Oklahoma, the largest growth in retail sales from FY 1995 to 2005 was in the eastern half of the state.  Retail sales in the Northeast district increased from about $2.05 billion in 1995 to $2.96 billion in 2005—growth of about 44.3 percent.  Retail sales in the Southeast district increased from about $1.95 billion to $2.80 billion, an increase of 43.8 percent.  Retail sales in the Southwest district increased by 38.6 percent (from $1.14 billion to $1.58 billion,) while retail sales in the Northwest increased 27.6 percent from $1.44 billion to $1.84 billion.

     Across the state, retail sales increased from $23.23 billion in FY 1995 to $33.50 billion in FY 2005 for a growth rate of 44.2 percent.  Metropolitan retail sales increased a bit faster at a rate of 46.0 percent.  Total metro sales increased from $16.65 billion in FY 1995 to $24.32 billion in FY 2005.  Rural retail sales increased from $6.58 billion to $9.18 billion (an increase of 39.5 percent).  

     From FY 2002 to FY 2003, state retail sales were down slightly—about 0.5 percent.  They had also fallen slightly from FY 2001 to FY 2002.  From FY 2003 to FY 2004, sales were back up statewide by 4.8 percent.  For FY 2005, all of the four districts are again reporting sales slightly higher than last year—about 3.7 percent increase for the state for the year.  

     Per capita retail sales dollars (average retail dollars spent per person) in non-metropolitan counties of the Northeast district went from $5,254 in FY 1995 to $6,970 in FY 2005.  This compares to an increase for the state of $7,114 to $9,441.  The gap between per capita retail sales for the state and non-metro counties in the Northeast district widened from $1,860 to $2,471 in the ten-year time span.

     Per capita retail sales in the Northwest district increased from $6,395 to $8,089, and the gap between the district and the state widened from $719 to $1,352.  In the Southeast district, per capita retail sales increased from $4,887 to $6,624.  The gap between the district and the state widened from $2,227 to $2,817.  Finally in the Southwest district, per capita retail sales increased from $4,837 to $6,979, and the gap between the state and the district increased from $2,277 to $2,462.  
     Note that all four non-metropolitan districts widened their per capita retail gap relative to the state over the decade indicated.  This is a telling indicator concerning the state of the economy in rural Oklahoma.  When comparing metro versus non-metro counties, income gaps are widening, retail sales gaps are widening, and population is shifting in favor of the metropolitan areas.  

Table 11
Total Retail Sales and Per Capita Retail Sales for State, Metropolitan, Non-metropolitan,

And the Four OCES Districts1 - Fiscal Years 1995 and 2005
	Area
	
	Total Retail Sales
	% Change 1995-2005
	
	Per Capita Retail Sales

          

	
	
	 FY 1995
	FY 2005
	
	
	    FY95
	FY05

	Northeast District
	
	$2,050,607,964
	$2,958,035,882
	44.3%
	
	$5,254
	$6,970

	Northwest District
	
	$1,442,067,687
	$1,840,191,457
	27.6%
	
	$6,395
	$8,089

	Southeast District
	
	$1,946,747,761
	$2,798,965,799
	43.8%
	
	$4,887
	$6,624

	Southwest District
	
	$1,138,675,017
	$1,578,128,599
	38.6%
	
	$4,837
	$6,979

	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	Non-metropolitan
	
	$6,578,098,429
	$9,175,321,737
	39.5%
	
	$5,264
	$7,055

	Metropolitan
State
	
	$16,653,345,074
	$24,320,614,246
	46.0%
	
	$8,261
	$10,822

	
	
	$23,231,443,503
	$33,495,935,983
	44.2%
	
	$7,114
	$9,441


                     1 District totals exclude metropolitan counties within its boundaries. 

         Source: ORIGINS (http://origins.ou.edu)

Summary

     The following highlights summarize the observations made in this paper concerning the variables of population, employment, income, and retail sales for the state of Oklahoma, metro versus non-metro regions of the state, and the four OCES service districts.

Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Oklahoma

· From 2000 to 2005, population in non-metropolitan counties of Oklahoma increased by 0.5%.  The metropolitan population increased by 4.2% from 2000 to 2005.  The state’s population increased by 2.8% for the 5 years indicated. 
· From 2000 to 2005, 34 counties lost population to some degree.  All of these counties, except one (Comanche), were non-metropolitan counties. 

· There appears to be a shift of the state's total population and the state's elderly population toward the metropolitan areas.  From 1990 to 2000, the state's non-metropolitan population of those aged 65 and over declined by -0.1%.  In metropolitan Oklahoma this population increased by 15.2% during the same time frame.  A similar pattern is seen for the 2000 to 2005 time frame.

· Two major employment growth industries for both metropolitan and non-metropolitan Oklahoma from 2001 to 2004 were mining (7,219 new jobs statewide) and educational services (3,095 new jobs.)  Manufacturing jobs were lost statewide—in both metro and non-metro areas. A total of 27,284 jobs were lost statewide.

· Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 2004 industry classifications show that the largest employer statewide is government and government enterprises followed by retail trade.  This holds true for both the metro and non-metro areas.
· Total personal income in non-metro Oklahoma in 2004 was 30.7% of the state total.

· In 2004, per capita income for non-metro Oklahoma was only 76.1% of the per capita income for metro Oklahoma and just 83.4% of the state's average.  In 1997, PCI in non-metro Oklahoma was 86.0% of the state average.  Rural Oklahoma is losing ground in terms of PCI.

· Metropolitan counties received 56.8% of the states total transfer payments in 1997.  That percentage increased (just barely) to 57.0% in 2004. 

· Non-metropolitan counties are more reliant on transfer payments to support total personal income than are metropolitan counties. 

· In 2005, per capita retail sales equaled $7,055 for non-metro Oklahoma, $9,441 for the state, and $10,822 for metro-Oklahoma.  Over the last 10 years, the gap between non-metro counties and the rest of the state has widened appreciably.  

The Four OCES Districts

· In the Northwest district, 10 counties lost population from 1990-2000.  Texas County had the greatest population growth during the decade—greater than 20% (the highest growth rate presented in Figure 10).  In terms of the older population (age 65 and over), 9 counties suffered major loss from 1990-2000.  In addition, 14 counties suffered substantial population loss of those under age 15 from 1990-2000.  Only Texas County experienced major population growth of young people from 1990-2000.

· In the Northeast district, 18 counties experienced substantial population growth from 1990-2000 (all counties except Washington, Okfuskee, and Muskogee).  No counties showed population decline.  From 2000-05, Rogers, Wagoner, and Delaware Counties showed very strong growth rates.  From 1990-2000, 2 counties experienced more than 20% growth in the older population (Rogers and Wagoner), and 2 counties experienced greater than 20% growth of the under 15 population from 1990-2000 (Rogers and Delaware.)
· In the Southwest district, 9 counties experienced major population loss in 1990-2000.  The metropolitan counties of Canadian, Cleveland, and McClain experienced population growth greater than 12%.  All of these 3, along with Grady and Oklahoma Counties show strong growth for 2000-2005.  Canadian, Cleveland, and McClain also experienced greater than 20% population growth among the older population during the same time period (1990-2000).  McClain, Cleveland, and Oklahoma Counties experienced greater than 5% population growth among those under age 15 from 1990-2000. 

· In the Southeast district from 1990-2000, 14 counties experienced growth greater than 4%.  Only Seminole County posted negative growth.  For 1990-2000 and 2000-05, Marshall County continues to be the fastest growing county in the district.  While total population has grown in this district, the growth has not been in terms of the older population.  Only 2 counties located in the Southeast district posted significant increases in the older population from 1990-2000.  Six counties posted substantial gain in the younger population from 1990-2000, while 3 counties lost significant population of this group.   

· Unemployment rates across the state in 2000 were low; however, the rates for the non-metropolitan OCES districts were all slightly higher than the state average of 3.1%.  All areas of the state saw unemployment rates increase for 2001, 2002, and 2003.  For 2004, unemployment rates dropped statewide. Rates dropped again for 2005. For 2005, the state, metro, and non-metro areas posted the same unemployment rate of 4.4%. 
· The largest employers in the OCES districts (non-metro counties only) for 2004:

· Northeast: government and retail. 

· Northwest: government and farms.

· Southeast:  government and retail.  

· Southwest: government and farms.  

· Total personal income in the non-metropolitan counties of the Northwest, Northeast, Southwest and Southeast districts in 2004 was 6%, 10%, 5%, and 9% of the state total, respectively.

· Per capita income in 2004 in the non-metropolitan counties of the OCES districts lagged the state by the following amounts per capita:

· Northeast: $4,788, and the lag increased by $1,783 from 1997 to 1994. 
· Northwest: $2,312, and the lag increased by $2,208 from 1997 to 1994. 
· Southeast: $5,719, and the lag increased by $1,541 from 1997 to 1994. 
· Southwest: $4,579, and the lag increased by $1,469 from 1997 to 1994. 
· In FY 2005, per capita retail sales in the non-metropolitan counties of the OCES districts equaled the following:

· Northeast: $6,970 and the gap between per capita sales in the NE versus per capita sales in the state increased by $611 over the last decade.
· Northwest: $8,089 and the gap between per capita sales in the NW versus per capita sales in the state increased by $633 over the last decade.
· Southeast: $6,624 and the gap between per capita sales in the SE versus per capita sales in the state increased by $590 over the last decade.
· Southwest: $6,979 and the gap between per capita sales in the SW versus per capita sales in the state increased by $185 over the last decade.
· State: $9,441
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Figure 1.  Metropolitan Counties of Oklahoma
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Figure 9. Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service Districts
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