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We examine “job recovery” by county in Pennsylvania since the Great Recession by comparing percent changes in
annualized job counts from a baseline of 2007.
Summary
We find by this measure that after a slow start, the economies of the Delaware (Philadelphia) and the Lehigh Valley
regions fully recovered the number of jobs they had in 2007, and ended 2016 with the most impressive gains and the
most impressive momentum. Also faring well are the counties in and around the Pennsylvania Dutch region, whose
economies appeared to “lag but follow” the Greater Philadelphia region. The smaller economies of the Northern Tier
and Southwest Corner (Washington and Greene counties) saw economic booms (largely driven by the Marcellus Shale)
that actually substantially exceeded the rates of job growth in the Delaware Valley, but unlike the Philadelphia region,
both areas lost momentum by 2016, with the previously gained growth since 2007 largely dissipating. While Allegheny
County (Pittsburgh) largely escaped heavy damage from the Great Recession, it struggled to gain traction and grew very
slowly, technically exceeding its 2007 benchmark as late as 2015. Unlike Philadelphia, its eventual gains were not
accompanied by similar growth in neighboring counties, most of which, with the exception of Butler, declined. Because
of this, the Pittsburgh region, as we define it here, had yet to recover the number of jobs it had as of 2007 by 2016. Out
of all the regions we examined, the Pennsylvania Wilds and Allegheny West (Indiana, Cambria, Somerset) appeared to
fare the worst, and were a long way from recovery as of 2016.
Approach
This analysis uses data from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, which relies on administrative records
from state unemployment insurance programs to count jobs and wages at the state and county level. QCEW is said to
cover 97% of jobs in the U.S., but excludes employment in a few industries and types organizations.
Importantly, nonemployer jobs (i.e. sole proprietors, independent contractors, and other self-employed persons) are not
included in the data, but most full and part-time jobs that involve a paycheck are.
Simple job counts are an admittedly crude way to assess the recovery or vitality of a local economy, and not the only
way to do so. Other commonly used metrics include the unemployment rate, the labor force participation rate, the rate
or number of “discouraged workers”, job turnover, real wage growth, working age population growth, industrial or
occupational mix, hours worked/part-time job rates, and the number and growth in “good jobs” (variously defined).
All of these measures matter. However, it seems hard to argue with the idea that steady losses of jobs, or stagnant job
numbers, are a bad thing for a county, while steady job growth is a good sign. Therefore, with this in mind, we were
curious to see the extent to which Pennsylvania counties had “recovered” their annualized job counts since 2007. All
percent changes here are from that baseline, rather than from “year-to-year”.
Even as late as 2016, at least by this measure, many counties in the Commonwealth had yet to recover the level of jobs
they had in 2007 by the end of 2016, although some were on their way.
Figure are presented by individual county, and by “regions” we defined for the analysis. The commentary that follows is
based on a series of maps and charts produced using Tableau visualization software. These visualizations, along with the
data that was used to produce them, are available here. Selected caveats to the analysis are discussed at the end of the
report.

Regional Definitions
To put trends in geographical context we grouped counties into eleven regions. We borrowed labels from other official
and informal regional definitions, but took liberties by adding or subtracting a county here or there. Our reasoning for
these tweaks was that, at least for the period examined, certain counties seemed to move or belong together. This
process was both an art and a science, and other defensible groupings are possible. While our narrative is organized
around these regions, results are still shown at the county level, and the reader can use construct their own definitions if
desired.

The Delaware Valley represents the five county metropolitan region led by Philadelphia city/county’s urban core, and
includes Delaware, Chester, Montgomery, and Bucks. Nearby are the Lehigh Valley counties of Lehigh and
Northampton, home of Allentown and Bethlehem PA. We included both in a single region for this report.
After Philadelphia, the next largest city in Pennsylvania is Pittsburgh, located in Allegheny County. Official definitions of
the Pittsburgh metropolitan region commonly include Westmoreland, Washington, Fayette, Beaver, Butler, and
Armstrong Counties. More expansive definitions include Indiana, Greene, and Lawrence. For this analysis, we add
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Lawrence (home of New Castle PA) but separate out Washington and Greene into a sub-region we call the Southwest
Corner. The latter is anchored by Washington PA. We also assign Indiana, along with Somerset and Cambria (home of
Johnstown PA), to a sub-region we call West Allegheny.
Next is the Great Lake region, anchored by Erie PA in Erie County, and including Mercer and Crawford counties.
The Pennsylvania Wilds comprises the largest region in land area, and the most sparsely populated. In fact most (97%+)
of the land in these counties is classified as rural by the Census, and large portions of the population live in very small
towns or rural areas as opposed to urbanized areas (towns and small cities over 50K+). The Allegheny National Forest
and several state forests are located in this expanse.
Our Northern Tier region includes five counties typically included under this label, plus Lycoming County, home of
Williamsport PA.
The Allegheny East region includes Bedford (Bedford PA), Blair (Altoona PA), and Centre (State College PA, the home of
Penn State). Following the mountains leads to the Susquehanna Valley region, to which we add Schuylkill County.
Towns of note here include Lewisburg, Bloomsburg, Sunbury, and Pottsville PA.
The Northeast Poconos region is anchored by the relatively urbanized counties of Lackawanna and Luzerne. The former
is the home of Scranton PA, which is part of a relatively urbanized area that includes Wilkes-Barre in the latter. Next
comes Monroe County, home of East Stroudsburg PA, and the relatively rural Wayne and Pike counties on the New
York/New Jersey border.
Finally, the Pennsylvania Dutch region includes by Dauphin County, home of the state capitol Harrisburg PA. The region
also contains the towns and small cities of Gettysburg, York, Chambersburg, Reading, Lebanon, and Lancaster PA.
The distribution of Pennsylvania’s population is more complex than what James Carville’s famous quote implies, but it is
true that the Pittsburgh and Philadelphia regions are the main population centers.
The map below shows the relative population of each county by the last decennial census. The largest bubble here is
Philadelphia, at over 1.5M residents, followed by Pittsburgh’s Allegheny County at 1.2M. Together these counties
comprised 22% of the Commonwealth’s population of 12.7M in 2010. The remaining bubbles are proportionately
smaller based on population size. Color indicates the percentage of the county population that lives in a Census defined
urbanized area (city, town, or congeries of towns) of 50,000 residents or more, with dark blue indicating a 100%
urbanized population, and dark green indicating that 100% of the population either live in smaller towns or rural areas.1
By this government classification, all of the Delaware and Lehigh Valley regions are urbanized, along with large areas of
the Pennsylvania Dutch region. Most, but not as many of the residents in the Pittsburgh region live in urbanized areas as
well. Erie, Luzerne, and Lackawanna counties are also relatively urbanized. For the rest of the counties, most residents
either live rurally or in smaller towns.

1

The official definition of an “urbanized area” is a settlement or group of closely linked settlements with at least 50,000 people and
a population density or 500 persons per square mile. It is a loose fitting, imperfect label, and encompasses territories from urban
cores to nearby (but linked) small cities and towns.
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The regions also come in different sizes. The largest region by 2010 population was the Delaware/Lehigh Valley,
followed by the Pennsylvania Dutch and Pittsburgh regions. The smallest “traditional region” is the Pennsylvania Wilds,
followed by the three sub-regions of Allegheny West, the Northern Tier, and Southwest Corner.
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Regional Recovery from Recession
Based on the regions above, the trends below show the percent difference in job counts from each region’s 2007
baseline. All regions fall into the pit of the recession in 2009, but both the Northern Tier and Southwest corner regions
quickly recovered and surged thereafter, until faltering in 2016. The Delaware and Lehigh Valley region, led by
Philadelphia and representing the largest number of jobs out of all regions, recovered slowly at first, but steadily built
momentum such that as of 2016, it was still driving in the right direction. The Pennsylvania Dutch region followed a
similar but lagged path. While Pittsburgh’s Allegheny County did recover, the region around it (as defined here) was not
able to regain the number of jobs it hand in 2007 by 2016. The Allegheny East region fared worse than the Pittsburgh
region, but looked to be on track to recover its baseline by 2017. The Northeast Poconos fared worse still, but does
appear to be slowly zeroing in on recovery. The same cannot be said for the Great Lakes counties, which faltered in
2016. The Susquehanna region trailed the Great Lakes region for much the study period, but at least bumped up in
2016. The Pennsylvania Wilds and Allegheny West regions never recovered and were still losing ground as of 2016.
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County Recovery from the Recession
The maps below display Pennsylvania by county, and shows the percent change in annualized job counts against a 2007
baseline. This is shown in green for counties that exceeded the baseline for any given year, and red for those that fell
below it. Yellow indicates zero or very little change from baseline, or a return to it. The data here is job based, not
person based, and locates jobs by workplace, not residence of worker.2
Few counties saw anything but modest negative declines from 2007 to 2008, and a few even saw modest growth. This
includes the Southwest Corner counties and Fayette in the west of the state, and Monroe and Chester in the east.
Neither Allegheny or Philadelphia counties saw discernible growth over 2007 and growth in their regions, where
present, seemed anemic. Three areas of the state seemed to fare worse: a group five rural counties in the Pennsylvania
Wilds, led by Cameron County, six rural counties across the Northern Tier and Northern Poconos regions, and five
counties in the Susquehanna and Allegheny East regions, led by Snyder and Juniata. Outside of Fulton, the remaining
counties in the Allegheny West, Allegheny East and Pennsylvania Dutch regions seemed to be relatively stable compared
to 2007. The same can be said for all three counties of the Great Lakes region and for the core three counties of the
Northeast Poconos region.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 - 2008

2

Job losses in a county will impact in-commuters from other counties. We do not attempt to estimate or measure such
effects here.
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Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2009

The year 2009 saw the pit of the Great Recession, and its end technically, at least according to the National Bureau of
Economic Research.3 Over 2009, almost every county fell or remained below the number of jobs it had in 2007, but
certain counties suffered more than others did.
The Pennsylvania Wilds lost large numbers of jobs (relatively to its 2007 benchmark) in almost every county but Warren
and Forest, the smallest Pennsylvania county by population. McKeon, Elk, and Cameron counties took the worst of it.
The next most impacted regions appeared to be the Susquehanna and Great Lakes regions, along with large swathes of
the Pennsylvania Dutch region. Across these regions Fulton, Snyder, Adams, Crawford, Mercer, Lawrence, Juniata,
Northumberland, and Schuylkill all fell more than 5% under their 2007 benchmarks by 2009, with the small and rural
Fulton County falling to 19% under.
Allegheny and Philadelphia counties also sank, albeit modestly, and relatively speaking, both the Delaware Valley/Lehigh
Valley and Pittsburgh regions fared better than much of the state. For these regions, the counties that did not fare as
well included Lawrence and Bucks.
Scranton and most of the counties of the Northeast Poconos region also fared reasonably well, although this area did
not fare as well as the Pittsburgh or Delaware/Lehigh Valley regions. The Allegheny West region, and much of the
Allegheny East region up until Mifflin/Snyder Counties seemed to be in a similar boat, with modest job losses. The
Pennsylvania Dutch region was somewhere between, in that five of its counties were 5% below their 2007 baselines.
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See http://money.cnn.com/2010/09/20/news/economy/recession_over/index.htm
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Greene County in the Southwest Corner, and Montour County were the only counties to see growth over 2007 this year.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 - 2010

By 2010, the Great Recession was technically receding, although unemployment remained high for large swathes of the
country.
By the end of the year Philadelphia County appeared to rebound a bit, and neared it 2007 benchmark, but other
counties in the Delaware and Lehigh Valley still seemed to be slowly sinking or stuck, with the exception of
Northampton. In the Pittsburgh region, Allegheny, Armstrong, and Westmoreland counties appeared unmoved, while
Beaver declined. Butler, on the other hand, nearly recovered. This result was likely driven by the relocation of
Westinghouse’s headquarters from Monroeville PA (in Allegheny County) to Cranberry PA, an even which will drive
growth in Butler for several years.4
In the Southwest Corner, Washington County also nearly recovered, and Greene County continued to grow. Matters
also improved in the Northern Tier, led by Bradford County. Growth in both of these regions is just beginning, and
driven the Marcellus Shale gas play.
The Pennsylvania Wilds region continued to struggle this year, as did the area from Mifflin to Schuylkill (excepting
Montour) in the Susquehanna region. The rest of the Allegheny East seemed to be mixed bag, the Allegheny West
seems unchanged, and the Great Lakes region improved slightly.

4

See http://www.post-gazette.com/local/north/2012/06/14/Westinghouse-s-move-to-Cranberry-iscomplete/stories/201206140346
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Meanwhile, the Northeast Poconos appeared to be tipping in the wrong direction, including Luzerne and Lackawanna,
and the Pennsylvania Dutch region seemed mostly stuck at 5% below benchmark, save for Adams, which sunk a little
further.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 - 2011

By 2011, employment began to go in different directions for different parts of the state. The biggest gains in jobs were
achieved by the Northern Tier and Southwest Corner regions. Both are mainly shale boom related, although by now a
modest uptick in coal employment is in play.5
Philadelphia actually achieved recovery in 2011, as did Northampton. Delaware, Chester and Lehigh counties all
improved, but Montgomery and Bucks are still struggling. The Pittsburgh region mostly drove slowly forward this year.
Allegheny inched forward again, and ended the year a percentage point away from recovery. Butler continued to see
growth, likely still driven by the Westinghouse relocation. Fayette, Armstrong, and Beaver also notched improvements,
but Lawrence ticked down a percentage point. The Great Lakes region was still “in the orange” but saw gains across the
board.
The Pennsylvania Wilds counties did a little better as group this year, but most were still under 2007 levels, including
Forest and Warren Counties. Clarion in particular slid to a low point this year, and this was likely led by the 2010 closure
of a glass container plant, a major private employer for this mostly rural county.6
5

See for example, “Mining and Employment Trends Across Pennsylvania”, Chris Briem, Pittsburgh Economic Quarterly, University
Center for Social and Urban Research, March 2017. Link: https://www.smore.com/ku6dw
6
http://www.post-gazette.com/business/businessnews/2010/06/13/For-Clarion-plant-s-closing-an-economic-emotionalloss/stories/201006130211
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In the Allegheny West, Indiana, Cambria, and Somerset were essentially unchanged from 2010. In the Pennsylvania
Dutch and Allegheny East regions, it was still a mixed bag with both gainers and losers. Adams, Fulton, and Juniata
counties were still in unfavorable territory. Job counts in the Northeast Poconos also either stagnated or ticked down
for every county save Luzerne and Carbon. The Susquehanna region saw gains in Union, Montour, and Columbia, but
Snyder ticked down. Northumberland seemed unchanged, but remained deep red.
Indiana, Carbon, Centre, were still stable (yellow) three years since the recession began. While those three never fell,
newly yellow counties here that recovered or nearly recovered their 2007 job levels included Venango, Lebanon, and
Northampton in the Lehigh Valley. However, Fulton, Adams, Snyder, and Cameron have fallen and appear to be
struggling to get back up. The small rural Pike also joined “the deep red club” in 2011.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2012

2012 was a better year for much of the state. The most noticeable change was the continuing burst of job growth in the
Northern Tier and Southwest Corner. By now the Pittsburgh region appeared to be on the mend; Allegheny County
effectively recovered the ground it lost since 2007, Butler kept growing, and Beaver and Westmoreland saw some
modest traction. Fayette and Armstrong declined, however, and Lawrence seemed to be stuck at 7% under its 2007
benchmark.
The Delaware/Lehigh Valley region fared better: Philadelphia and Delaware counties recovered, Northampton moved
forward, and Chester, Montgomery, and Lehigh all notched gains. Only Bucks moved the wrong way.
This year every Pennsylvania Dutch country notched small gains (some undiscernible when rounded to the nearest
percent) with the exception of small and rural Perry County.
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The Pennsylvania Wilds region seemed to be a wash. The very small (in population) counties of Cameron and Forest
slipped significantly, as did Venango, but the rest either held steady or notched small gains. Clarion did not slip, but nor
did it gain traction, and remained 8% below its 2007 benchmark.
In the Allegheny West, Indiana grew over its 2007 benchmark, but Cambria and Somerset counties notched losses. The
Great Lakes region was largely unchanged: neither in the red nor zeroing in on recovery.
The counties of the Allegheny East region either inched forward (Bedford, Fulton, Mifflin) or held steady this year (Blair,
Centre, Juniata), with only rural Huntington slipping. In the Susquehanna Valley region, Snyder, Northumberland, and
Schuylkill were still in the red, although only Northumberland slipped further. Columbia was unchanged, the small
county of Union inched forward, and Montour once again notched a significant gain.
Finally, in the Northeast Poconos, Luzerne inched forward, Monroe inched back, and Lackawanna was unchanged. Rural
Wayne slipped again, while Pike was still deep red.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2013

This year brought the first signs of trouble to boomtown, as almost every Northern Tier county retreated save for
Susquehanna. On the other hand, the gains the Southwest Corner made since the recession seem locked in for another
year.
In the Pittsburgh region, Allegheny County was still growing, but slowly, and still had about as many jobs as it did in
2007, despite the loss of Westinghouse facility to Butler. Lawrence, Westmoreland and Armstrong were unchanged, but
nor did they appear to be on track to recover. Nor did Fayette and Beaver, which slip again.
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In nearby Allegheny West, Indiana’s recovery dissipated, and Cambria and Somerset saw significant declines into deep
orange territory (-7% below baseline). The Great Lakes, although still without traction, held steady.
On the other side of the state, Philadelphia grew only slightly, but the rest of the counties in the Delaware/Lehigh Valley
were coming along save Bucks, which seemed stuck at 7% less than 2007 levels. Most of the Commonwealth’s job
growth now emanated from this region.
The Pennsylvania Dutch region was also doing well, with five counties notching 1% gains, and Adams moving from 8 to
4% under its 2007 benchmark. Only Lebanon appeared to slip a point.
The Pennsylvania Wilds region slid backwards as a whole. Nine counties here saw declines this year, with most falling by
more than three percentage points further away from their 2007 benchmarks. Clarion was still 8% below baseline, and
only Warren inched forward.
The Allegheny East region is a mixed bag at the county level, but as whole seemed to be in better shape. The lightly
populated counties of Huntington and (once again) Fulton slipped, as did Bedford County. Centre, Mifflin, and Juniata,
notched significant gains, while Blair held steady.
In the Susquehanna region, Schuylkill was unchanged at 5% under benchmark, while Snyder was still 10% under the
same. Montour again surged, this time to 26% of its 2007 benchmark, and Union is neared recovery. Only Columbia
actually slipped.
In the Northeast Poconos, the core counties of Luzerne and Lackawanna both gained some ground, with Luzerne 1%
away from its 2007 benchmark. While Pike moved out of the red column, both Monroe and Wayne counties passed into
it.
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Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2014

In 2014, the Northern Tier no longer grew as one. The largest county here, Lycoming, notched up a point, while
Bradford, Wyoming, and Sullivan grew a little faster. Tioga and Susquehanna saw significant declines. In the Southwest
Corner, Greene County also ticked down, but the much larger Washington County kept growing.
In the Pittsburgh region, Allegheny County remained stuck in neutral, as did Westmoreland, Fayette and Butler. The
number of jobs in Beaver and Armstrong counties both ticked down. Only Lawrence actually seemed to gain traction.
The counties of the Allegheny West also seemed to be in neutral, except for Cambria, which ticked down again. All three
of the Great Lakes counties managed modest gains this year.
About half of the Pennsylvania Wild counties notched 1% gains this year, with the rest declining by the same or not
moving at all. In 2014, the area was still in unfavorable shape compared to 2007.
It continued to get sunnier in Philadelphia, and every county in the Delaware Valley/Lehigh Region grew, including
Bucks. By 2014, five out of seven of these counties had either equaled or surpassed the number of jobs they started
with in 2007.
In Pennsylvania Dutch country, trends were also positive, even for Adams County, now only three points under its
baseline. Only Dauphin inched down a bit.
The Allegheny East region did not grow, but held steady, with movement limited to a bump up for Fulton and another
slip for Huntington. The Susquehanna region did a little better, with the needle moving in the right direction for Snyder,
Union, and Columbia. On the other hand, Montour appeared to fall to earth, while Northumberland and Schuylkill seem
unmoved by the growth of their neighbors.
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In the Northeast Poconos Luzerne and Lackawanna continued to close in on recovery. Carbon, having never really fell
under its 2007 benchmark by a significant degree, surpassed the number of jobs it had in 2007 for the first time this
year. Monroe deteriorated further into the orange zone, however.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2015

One year out from the election, the Northern Tier was on balance, stable. Lycoming held steady while Tioga and
Bradford inched forward, but Wyoming, Sullivan, and Susquehanna slipped back. In the Southwest Corner, Washington
was fixed, while Greene ticked down again.
In the Pittsburgh region, Allegheny, Washington, Westmoreland, and Fayette were still in neutral, while Butler inched up
again. However, Lawrence, Beaver and Armstrong deteriorated either significantly or to a significant degree.
The news was no better in Allegheny West, where both Cambria and Somerset deteriorated further, now joined by
Indiana, falling 4% in one year. The Great Lakes counties, at least, were largely unchanged.
Every county in the Pennsylvania Wilds declined again, with the exception of Jefferson and Elk counties.
Meanwhile, in and around Philadelphia and the Lehigh Valley, job growth took flight in every county. Philadelphia was
now over 2% of its 2007 benchmark (a small percentage, but over a large base) and Northampton, actually comparable
to Lackawanna in population, now had 9% more jobs than it started with in 2007.
Likewise, the Pennsylvania Dutch region grew (more slowly) on every front save Lebanon and Adams counties.
In the Allegheny East region, things looked static, with only Centre and Fulton County showing any appreciable growth,
and just one noticeable decline (Mifflin). Fulton finally left the red zone (temporarily).
In the Susquehanna region, Snyder and Union both made gains, but Montour, Northumberland, and Columbia ticked
down, while Schuylkill remained fixed.
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Finally, in the Northeast Poconos, Luzerne, Carbon, and Pike notched significant gains, while Monroe and Wayne fell.
Lackawanna, home of Scranton, was still stuck underwater at 5% below its 2007 benchmark.
Percent Change in Annualized Employment 2007 – 2016
It is an election year! For many political observers, Donald Trump’s victory in Pennsylvania came as a surprise. Take a
long look at the map. Had the information been available at the time, would you have been surprised?

In 2016 employment in the Northern Tier fell away, such that every county save Bradford (which also fell) was effectively
back to square one. In the Southwest Corner, Washington and Greene counties also declined. This is again surely shale
related, but employment in the coal-mining sector also dipped at this time.
In the Pittsburgh region, Allegheny County finally achieved a 1% increase over its 2007 baseline. The gains did not
appear to benefit its neighbors. Butler and Westmoreland held steady, but Lawrence, Beaver, Armstrong, and Fayette
all declined significantly. Things got worse in the Allegheny West region, with Cambria, Somerset, and now Indiana all in
deep red territory. The Great Lakes region was still orange rather than red, but all three counties ticked down by a
percentage point or more.
In 2016, seven counties in the Pennsylvania Wilds slipped again, led by significant drops for Venango and McKean. Only
Elk, Potter, Forest, and Clinton avoided further losses.
The news was not all bad. Crossing over to Philadelphia, the economies of the Delaware and Lehigh Valley were now in
full swing, with even Montgomery and Bucks zeroing in on recovery. Here at the end of the study period, not every
county in the Pennsylvania Dutch period had actually recovered, but all were moving in the right direction, with
Cumberland leading the way. At this point even Adams, once deep red, seemed on the verge of recovery.
Moving to the Allegheny East, Bedford and Blair seemed to be immovable objects, and Huntington was also unchanged.
Fulton slipped again, but Mifflin, Juniata, and especially Centre county registered growth.
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In the Susquehanna region, Northumberland and Montour grew a little, while Snyder and Union grew a little more.
Columbia and once again Schuylkill were basically unchanged.
For what it is worth, in the Northeast Poconos, every county saw a 1 or 2 percentage point gain. Luzerne ended the
period in recovery, but Lackawanna was still 4 points under its 2007 benchmark.
Paths In or Away from Recovery for Larger Counties
Here we group counties according to two factors: whether they appeared to be “significantly impacted” by the
recession, and whether or not they recovered. We define “significant impact” as a 5% or more decline from baseline
jobs for any year from 2008-2012. This is an arbitrary threshold but reasonable indicator of economic disruption.
Recovery is defined as regaining the number of jobs a county had in 2007. We limit our analysis to larger counties that
had at least 18,000 jobs in 2007. We present the results here without comment.
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Of these counties, York just brushed the recovery line in 2016, while for the same year Lycoming actually fell under its
2007 benchmark. The next two tables show actual job counts, shaded by baseline recovery, for larger and smaller
counties.
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Sullivan County shows a zero for 2010, however, this due to suppression in the QCEW program and can be ignored.
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Caveats
Annualized job counts are compelling in their simplicity as a measure of economic growth or decline, but the measure
does have blind spots.












7
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QCEW data are quarterly, and by using a yearly average, any seasonality or other quarter to quarter movement
is smoothed out. This masks, for example, the fact that some economies may be more or less stable quarter to
quarter due to seasonal effects than others, a situation invisible to an annualized job count.
Job counts, annualized or quarterly, reflect net job gains or losses from period to period, and do not take into
account who gains or loses the job. Technically, if a county begins the year with a 100 jobs, but ten workers lose
their job and ten people who were previously unemployed gain a job (whether the positions the other ten
workers lost, or ten entirely new positions) in the same period, the county will still end the year with 100 jobs.
The extent of job turnover or churn is not discernable from the measure.
Related to the above, the extent to which “good paying jobs with benefits” are replaced by minimum wage jobs,
or vice versa, is not assessed here. While that distinction is very important and deserves attention, we feel job
counts are still useful as a “first look” barometer of economic recovery.
Simple job counts do not indicate the extent to which all persons actively looking for work can find it. This is
measured by the unemployment rate. Two counties with the same number of jobs may still have different
unemployment rates, or labor participation rates and again, that distinction is important and worth examining.
The Local Area Unemployment Statistics program is probably the best means to assess unemployment rates at
the county level. The LAUS has something of an advantage over the QCEW in assessing county economic health,
in that it measures the employment of county residents, rather than jobs located in the county. However, the
program relies on sampling, and estimates for small counties are often unreliable or unavailable. Because of the
design of the program, which uses estimates of commuter patterns to estimate live-work patterns, LAUS
estimates are subject to multiple sources of error, along with methodological breaks in the data that make it less
useful for comparing estimates over longer spans of time.7
This analysis completely ignores the composition of each county’s industrial base and how they changed in the
aftermath of the recession. While this is traditionally included in any look at a regional economy, we opted to
ignore it for simplicity’s sake. We assume that any reduction in base industries will naturally be shortly
accompanied by a reduction in non-base industries, and any growth in the base will likewise spur growth in the
local supply chain along with businesses that serve the households of workers in those industries. However that
may be, the bottom line is that if a county loses 10% of its jobs, that’s certainly bad, and if it gains 10% back,
that’s probably better, if not necessarily equivalent, depending on the compensation and attractiveness of those
jobs.
Finally, the QCEW dataset does not account for the self-employed. Self-employment surged across the country
as laid off and young workers tried to make ends meet in lieu of full-time jobs. As noted by the CED in a recent
report, no sector of self-employment grew faster in PA in recent years than driving for a ridesharing service such
as Uber or Lyft.8 However, self-employment remains a small fraction of total employment in the
Commonwealth, and so we did not attempt to account for here, despite the fact that such work is likely more
important for some Pennsylvania counties than others.

See https://www.bls.gov/lau/
See http://heinz.cmu.edu/center-for-economic-development/visualizations-aesop/download.aspx?id=10807
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The Center for Economic Development is affiliated with the Heinz College of Information Systems and Public Policy at
Carnegie Mellon University. Established in 1968 and renamed in 1992 in honor of the late U.S. Senator from
Pennsylvania, Heinz College improves the ability of the public, private and nonprofit sectors to address important
problems and issues facing society.
The College is home to two internationally recognized graduate-level institutions at Carnegie Mellon University: the
School of Information Systems and Management and the School of Public Policy and Management. This unique
colocation combined with its expertise in analytics set Heinz College apart in the areas of cybersecurity, health care, the
future of work, smart cities, and arts & entertainment.
About AESOP
The Annual Economic and Social Observatory of Pennsylvania was conceived in recognition of the fact that the CED’s
research could and should extend beyond the Allegheny County line. AESOP explores the local economic experience of
the Commonwealth systematically by producing analysis and visualizations of economic and social indicators, patterns,
and trends on a county basis for all of Pennsylvania, including how county economies grew or grew apart. It is our hope
that AESOP will shed more and more even light on local economic outcomes; and increase our understanding of the
relationship between those outcomes and recent political winds. Finally, we hope AESOP will also provide a natural
platform for assessing how the Commonwealth’s counties fare moving forward.
To find out more about AESOP contact Greg Lagana at glagana@andrew.cmu.edu.
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