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EMPLQYMENT-UNEMPLOYMENT

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1988

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JoinT Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-
628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Paul S. Sarbanes (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senator Sarbanes and Representative Wylie.

Also present: William Buechner, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SARBANES, CHAIRMAN

Senator SARBANES. The committee will come to order.

We are very pleased once again to welcome Janet Norwood and
her associates in their monthly appearance before the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee to discuss the employment and unemployment
figure for January.

Today’s hearing takes place in the context of the JEC’s annual
hearings on the economic outlook, in conjunction with the commit-
tee’s annual review and evaluation of the Economic Report of the
President, which we expect to receive in the latter part of this
month. Although this hearing is not formally a part of that series,
the Commissioner’s testimony comes at an opportune time, since it
gives us a snapshot of the state of the economy.

A number of forecasters, including several who testified before -
the committee in late January, expressed the concern that last
year’s volatility in the financial markets could slow the economy or
cause a recession this year.

Today’s employment and unemployment figures are our first
data on how the economy is doing in 1988, and I will now turn to
the Commissioner for her analysis of the January figures.

I will turn first, though, to Congressman Wylie, the ranking
member who is here with us this morning, for his statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WYLIE

Representative WyLIE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

It gives me great pleasure to welcome Commissioner Norwood
again this morning, especially when she is the bearer of good tid-
ings. I note from your prepared statement that the civilian unem-
ployment rate is unchanged, but household civilian employment
posted a gain of 385,000. The January job gain pushes the level of
total employment to 114.1 million, a new record. More Americans
are working today than ever before in history.

@
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In addition, the employment-population ratio, an important
measure of our economy’s ability to create enough jobs, also signals
economic strength. At 62.1 percent, the January employment-popu-
lation ratio hit a new high.

We are now entering the 63d month of continued economic ex-
}p;ansion. This is now the longest peacetime upswing in American

istory.

Over the course of this expansion, we have created 15 million
new jobs. Unlike in many previous upturns, this economic progress
has occurred without reigniting inflation. With continued economic
grovgg}é, we can look forward to millions of new Jjobs being created
in 1988,

Now, you are going to tell us the real story, and I hope my analy-
sis has been somewhat accurate.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And welcome, Commis-
sioner Norwood.

Senator SARBANES. Commissioner, we would be happy to hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSOCIATE COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT STATIS-
TICS; AND KENNETH V. DALTON, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER,
OFFICE OF PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Mrs. Norwoob. Thank you very much.

I have with me as usual Mr. Dalton and Mr. Plewes. We are
always very pleased to be here.

Unemployment was unchanged in January, as the overall jobless
rate held at 5.7 percent and the civilian rate at 5.8 percent. Where-
as the household survey showed continued employment strength,
the business survey, although positive, showed much smaller gains
than in recent months.

Employment in the household survey rose by 385,000, bringing
the gain over the last 4 months in line with the business survey.
With this increase, the proportion of the population at work is now
at a new high of 62.1 percent. ,

In the payroll survey, when Government is excluded, the in-
crease in jobs totaled 175,000. About 155,000 of this gain was in the
retail trade industry, as employers made fewer postholiday cut-
backs. It may be that in some areas where recruitment has been
difficult, retailers decided to retain more of their Christmas staff
after the holidays then they usually do.

In the services industry, which has been very strong during the
current expansion, job growth slowed. Business services—responsi-
ble for about 1 in every 8 new Jobs during the current economic
expansion—held steady, but jobs in health services rose by 35,000.
In finance, insurance and real estate, little over-the-month growth
occiurred, as retrenchment in the financial industry began to take
hold.

January gains in manufacturing were more limited than in
recent months, with the largest increases concentrated in export-
producing industries. Although several manufacturing industries,
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such as steel and autos, showed signs of weakness, other factories
making durable goods have been reporting higher orders and ship-
ments than previously and have had continued job gains.

Employment in the mining industry, which had been edging up
for most of last year, fell by about 15,000. Most of that decline was
in oil and gas extraction, where fewer rigs were in operation in
January than in December. .

The number of construction jobs fell by 50,000, reversing the gain
reported in December, and the jobless rate among construction
workers rose by 1.6 percentage points. These developments seem
consistent with such recent indicators as housing starts, real value
of construction put in place, building permits, and new house
sales—all of which headed downward in December.

In summary, unemployment was unchanged in January. Employ-
ment growth occurred, but its strength may have slowed somewhat
from the rate of previous months. The number of jobs in the serv-
ices industry leveled off, factory job gains were less widespread
than they have been in the last few montbhs, and employment de-
clined in construction and mining. Nevertheless, we must remem-
ber that the slowing of payroll employment gains that we have re-
ported today takes place against a backdrop of employment gains
that averaged nearly 400,000 per month during the last quarter of
last year. While some industries are clearly having difficulties, we
have in the past seen the numbers bounce back. We need another
month or two of data to determine whether the January numbers
will be sustained.

Mr. Chairman, I have included at the end of my prepared state-
ment a little discussion to remind the committee, call the attention
of the committee to our plans for changing the reference basis for
the Consumer Price Index and the Producer Price Index. This is
something that we do about once a decade or so. We had planned
to do this earlier, but had to postpone it because of budget prob-
lems, and we are pleased that we will be able to modernize the
presentation of the indexes beginning next month.

We would be glad to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Norwood, together with the Em-
ployment Situation press release, follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

It is as always a pleasure to appear before the
Committee to provide a few comments on the nation's
employment situation.

Unemployment was unchanged in January, as the overall
jobless rate held at 5.7 percent and the civilian rate at
5.8 percent. Whereas the household survey showed continued
employment strength, the business survey, although positive,

showed much smaller gains than in recent months.



Employment in the household survey rose by 385,000
after seasonal adjustment, bringing the gain over the last 4
months in line with the business survey. With this
increase, the proportion of the population at work is now at
a new high of 62.1 percent.

In the payroll survey, when Government is excluded, the
increase in jobs totaled 175,000. About 155,000 of this
gain was in the retail trade industry, as employers made
fewer post-holiday cutbacks. It may be that, in some areas
where recruitment has been difficult, retailers decided to
retain more of their Christmas staff after the holidays than
they usually do.

In the services industry, which has been very strong
. during the current expansion, job growth slowed. Business
services--responsible for about 1 in every 8 new jobs during
the current economic expansion--held steady, but jobs in
health services rose by 35,000. In finance, insurance and
real estate, little over-the-month growth occurred, as
retrenchment in the financial industry began to take hold.

January gains in manufacturing were. more limited than
in recent months, with the largest increases concentrated in
export-producing industries. Although several manufacturing
industries, such as steel.and autos, showed signs of
weakness, other factories making durable goods have been
reporting higher orders and shipments than previously and

have had continued job gains.



Employment in the mining industry, which had been
edging up for most of last year, fell by about 15,000. Most
of the decline was in oil and gas extraction, where fewer
rigs were in operation in January than in December.

The number of construction jobs fell by 50,000 (after
seasonal adjustment), reversing the gain reported in
December, and the jobless rate among construction workers
rose by 1.6 percentage points. These developments seem
consistent with such recent indicators as housing starts,
real value of construction put in place, building permits,
and new house sales -- all of which headed downward in
December.

In summary, unemployment was unchanged in January.
-Employment growth occurred, but its strength may have
slowed somewhat from the rate of previous months. The
number of jobs in the services industry leveled off, factory
job gains were less widespread than they have been in the
last few months, and employment declined in construction and
mining. Nevertheless, we must remember that the slowing of
payroll employment gains that we have reported today takes
Place against a backdrop of employment gains that averaged
nearly 400,000 per month during the last quarter of last
year. While some industries are clearly having
difficulties, we have in the past seen the numbers bounce
back. We need another month or two of data to determine

whether the January numbers will be sustained.



Prices

It has been our custom, Mr. Chairman to alert the
Committee to planned program changes. I want to call your
attention to our plans for changing the reference bases --
the years for which the indexes are set to equal 100 —- in
our price programs. The new bases have been established,
after reviey by OMB's Office of Federal Statistical Policy,
to carry out the Government's longstanding policy of
periodically updating index bases. It is important to note
that a change in the reference base has no effect on the
measured rate of inflation. Percent changes calculated on
the new bases will be the same as those calculated on the
old base (except for rounding).

The new reference base periods have been selected to
coincide with the periods to which the index weighting
structure refer. The base for the Consumer Price Index will
be changed from 1967=100 to 1982-84=100, effective with the
release of January 1988 data (on Pebruary 26). The new
reference base for.the Producer Price Index (to be released
on February 12) will be 1982=100..

These planned changes were announced a year ago in
order to provide time for all index users to adjust to the
new base. We expect, nonetheless, to be quite busy over the
next several months assisiing those who need help in
understanding the changes. As in the past, we will make

data available on former bases even after the change has



taken place, and will provide historical series on the new
base to those who wish them. 1In addition, when users, for
example, parties to contracts, request it, BLS will provide

conversion factors to assist them in using the new data.

My colleagues and I will now be happy to answer any

questions you may have.



Unemployment rates of all civilian workers by alternative seasonal adjustment methods

X-11 ARIMA method X-11 method

Month Unad~ Concurrent (official |Range

and justed|0fficial |(as first |Concurrent|Stable|Total|Residual method (cols.

year rate |procedure]computed) ](revised) before 1980)| 2-8)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7) (8) (9)

1987
January.eess| 7.3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.7 .l
Februarya.eeo{ 7.2 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 91
Marchescsess| 6.9 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.6 o1
6.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.3 .l
Mayseeeassss] 6.1 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.5 6.3 o2
Juneeeesecee| 6.3 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.1 .l
JulYeeosonss| 641 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 ol
August.ceces| 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 .l
Septembersee| 5.7 5.9 5.9 5.9 6.0 5.9 5.9 5.9 el
October.eese| 5.7 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.0 ol
Novembersese| 5.6 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 -
December....j 5.4 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 o1
1988

Januaryeeeeos| 6.3 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.6 5.8 2

SOURCE: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Bureau of Labor Statistics
February 1988
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(1) Unadjusted rate. Unemployment rate for sll civilian workers, not seasonally sdjusted.

(2) Officisl procedure (X~11 ARIMA method). The published sessonally adjusted rate for

all civilian workers. ch of the J major civilfan labor force componente--agricultural
employment, nonagricultural employment and unemployment--for 4 age-sex groups—-males and
females, ages 16-19 and 20 years and over--are seasonally adjusted independently using date
from January 1974 forward. The dats series for each of these 12 components are extended by

& year at each end of the original series using ARIMA (Aut ve, I d, Moving
Average) models chosen specifically for esch serfes. Each extended series is then seasonally
adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X~11 ARIMA progrem. The & teenage unemployment and
nonagricultural employment components are adjusted vith the additive ad Justment model,

vhile the other components are adjusted vith the multiplicative model. The uneaployment

rate is coap d by suaming the & 11y edjusted unemployment components and calculating
that total as a percent of the civilian labor force total derived by summing sll 12 seasonally
ad justed All the 11y adjusted series are revised at the end of each year.
Extrapolated factors for January-June are computed st the beginning of each year; extrapolated
factors for July-December are computed {n the middle of the year after the June data become
available. Each set of 6-month factors ars published in advance, in the January and July

issues, respectively, of Employment and Earnings.

(3) Concurrent (as first computed, X~-11 ARIMA uthodz. The official procedure for
computation of the rate for all civilian workers using the 12 components s followed

except that extrapolated factors are not used at all. Each component 1 easonally adjusted
vith the X-11 ARIMA program each month as the most recent data become aveilable. Rates for
each month of the current year are shown as first computed; they ars revised only once each
year, at the end of the year when data for the full year become available. For exanple,

the rate for January 1984 would be based, during 1984, on the ad justaent of data from

the period January 1974 through January 1984.

(4) Concurrent (revised, X-11 ARTMA wathod). The procedure used is identical to (3)
above, and the rate for the current month (the last month displayed) will always be the
same in the two columns. Rowever, all previous months are subject to revision each month
based on the seasonal adjustment of all the components with data through the current month.

(5) Stable (X=11 ARIMA @ethod). Each of the 12 eivilfan labor force components is extended
using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and then run through the X-11 part

of the progran using the stable option. This option assumes that seasonal patterns

are basically constant froa Year—to-year and computes finsl seasonal factor
unweighted averages of all the l=-irregular p for each month across
the entire span of the period adjusted. As in the officisl procedure, factors are
extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are Tevised at the end of éach year.
The procedure for computation of the rate from the seasonally adjusted components

is also identical to the officlal procedure.

(6) Total (X-11 ARIMA method). This is one slternative aggregation procedure, in
which total unemployment and civilian labor force levels are extended with ARIMA models
and directly adjusted with mltiplicative adjustment models in the X-11 part of the
progran. The rate is computed by taking seasonally adjusted total unesployment as a
percent of seasonally adjusted total civilian labor force. Factors are extrapolated
in 6-month fatervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(7) Residual (X-11 ARIMA method). This is another alternative aggregation method, 1o
which total civilfen employment and civilian lsbor force levels are extended using ARIMA

nodels and then directly adjusted with multiplicative ad justment models. The seasonally
adjusted unemployment level is derived by subtracting seasonally adjusted employment
fron seasonally adjusted labor force. The rate 1a then computed by taking the derived
unemployment level as & percent of the labor force level. Factors ars extrapolated in
6~month intervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(8) X-11 method (official method before 1980). The method for computation of the official
procedure 1is used except that the series are oot extended with ARIMA models and the factors
are projected in 12-month intervals. The standard X-11 prograa is used to perfora the
seasonal adjustaent.

Methods of Adjustment: The X-11 ARIMA method was developed at Statistics Canada by the
Seasonal Adjustnent snd Times Series Staff under the direction of Estels Bee Dagus. The
method is described in The X~11 ARIMA Seasonal Adjustment Method, by Estela Bee Dagum,
Statistics Canads Catalogue No. 12-564E, February 1980.

The standard X-11 method is described in X-11 Varisat of the Census Method IT Seasonal

Ad justment Progras, by Julius Shiskin, Allan Young and John Musgrave (Technical Paper
No. 15,.Buresu of the Census, 1967).
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THE EM?LOYMENT-SITUATION: JANUARY 1988

Unemployment was unchanged in January, and the growth in nonfarm
payroll jobs slowed, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department
of Labor reported today. The overall jobless rate was 5.7 percent and the
civilian worker rate was 5.8 percent. Both rates have shown little change
since last summer. :

Nonagricultural payroll employment, as measured by the monthly survey
of business establishments, increased marginally in January-~by 105,000--
while total civilian employment, as measured by the monthly survey: of
households, rose more markedly--385,000. Over the past year, employment
levels in the establishment and household surveys have advanced by 2.8 and
3.1 million, respectively. . . .

Unemployment ' (Household Survey Data’t

Both the number of unemployed persons in January--7.0 million--and the
civilian unemployment rate--5.8 percent--were unchanged from December,
after seasonal adjustment. Jobless rates for adult men and women (each at
5.1 percent), teenagers (16.0 percent), whites (5.0 percent), and blacks
(12.2 percent) also showed little or no change over the month. The
unemployment rate for Hispanics, * which tends to fluctuate more than those
of whites and blacks, edged down to 7.2 percent over _the month. (See
tables A-2 and A-3.) C . C

Ihe'éver&ge (mean) duéation'of unemployment, at 1l4.4 weeks, was little
changed in January, while median duration was up slightly to 6.4 weeks.
(See table A-7.) :

Civilian Employment and the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

. Total civilian employment rose by 385,000 in January to 114.]1 million, "
after seasonal adjustment, and the proportion of the population with jobs
) increased two-tenths of a percentage point to a high of 62.1 percent. Over
the past year, civilian employment has increased by 3.1 million.
Hispanics, who make up -about 7 percent of employed persons, accounted for
more than 20 percent of the over-the-year gain. (See tables A-2 and A-3.)

The civitian labor force expanded by 450,000 in January to a
‘seasonally‘adjusted level of 121.2 willion. The labor force has grown by



2.0 million over the

past year,

12

wi

th the

Industry Payroll Fmployment (Establishment Survey Data)

labor force participation rate
rising to a record 65.9 percent in Janqary. (See table a-2,)

Nonagricultural payroll employment edged up by 105,000 in January to a

seasonally adjusted level of
month-to-month gains had averaged nearly 400,000,

103.7

million. In:

(See table

B-1.)

the prior 3 months, the

Table A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonally adjusted

Quarterly Monthly data
averages
Category Dec.-
1987 1987 1988 Jan,
change
II1 IV Nov. Dec. Jan,
HOUSEHOLD DATA
Thousands of persons
Labor force 1/..v.e....| 121,786 122,316 122,349] 122,472 122,924 452
Total employment 1/..| 114,587 115,235 115,259 115,494| 115,878 384
Civilian labor force,.. 120,053} 120,568{ 120,594| 120,722 121,175 453
Civilian employment..| 112,854 113,486 113,504 113,744 114,129 385
Unemployment.eseecess 7,199 7,082 7,090 6,978 7,046
Not in labor force.....| 62,963 62,899 62,876| 62,898 62,647] -251
Discouraged workers.. 992 910 N.A, N.A. N.A.| N.A.
Percent of labor force
Unemployment rates:
All workers 1/.seeves 5.9]. 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 0
All civilian workers, 6.0 5.9 5.9 5.8 5.8 0
Adult meNesesesssns 5.2 5.0 5.0 4,9 5.1 0.2
Adult women...eeess 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 ~.1
Teenagersaicesaseshs 16.1 16.6 16.6 16.1 16,0 ~-.1
Whiteeeeeaeoeenanoes 5.1 5.0 5.1 4,9 5.0 .1l
BlacKesseaaasaonoas 12.5 12.2 12,2 12.2 12.2 0
Hispanic origin,.., 8.1 8.5 9.0 8.1 7.2 ~-.9
ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Thousands of jobs
Nonfarm employment.....[ 102,278 p103,288] 103,285[p103,596]p103,703 plo7
Goods~producing......| 24,884 p25,164[ 25,169| p25,258] p25,219 p-39
Service-producing,,.. 77,394 p78,124 78,116 p78,338 p78,484| plss
Hours of work
Average weekly hours:
Total privatec.esess. 34.8 p34.8 34.9 p34.7 p34.7 PO
Manufacturing..eeee.. 40.9 p4l.2 41,2 p4l.0 pal.l p0.1
Overtimeeeeseecenoss 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.9 p3.9 o0
i/ Includes the resident Armed Forces. N.A.=not available,

p=preliminary,
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In the service-producing sector, the usually robust services industry
grew-by only 30,000, whereas retail trade showed a large increase of
155,000, after seasonal adjustment. The developments in retail trade
reflect the fact that fewer workers ‘than normal lost their jobs in post-

_holiday cutbacks. Wholesale trade continued to grow in January, adding
20,000 jobs. Government employment fell by 65,000, returning to the

November level. Employment in finance, insurance, and .real estate has .

shown -1ittle change since October..

Manufacturing exhibited only moderate growth in January, adding 25,000
jobs. While durable goods industries. related to construction and auto
mapufacturing demonstrated weakness, machinery and electrical equipment
continued to -increase, Within nondurable industries, job gains in
printing and publishing and the volatile food industry were partly offset
by losées in textiles and apparel. Factory job gains had.averaged 60,000
per month in the second half of 'last year. Elsewhere in- the goods-producing
sector, ‘there was a seasonally adjusted drop of 15,000 in mining, most of

i1t in o1l and gas extraction, while construction employment, which had

shown strength in the October-to-December period, fell 50,000.

Weekly Hours (Establishment Survey Data)

The average workweek of production or nonsupervisory workers on

private nonagricultural payrolls was unchanged in January at 34.7 hours,
seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing workweek edged up by a tenth of an

hour to " 41.1 hours, and factory overtime (3.9 hours) remained very high.

(See table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory
workers on private nonagricultural payrolls rose by 0.2 percent to 122.2
(1977=100), seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing index, at 95.4, was
little changed .from December. (See table B-5.)

- Hourly and Weekly Earnings (Establishment Survey Data)

Both average hourly and weekly earnings rose by 0.4 percent in
January, seasonally adjusted. Prior to seasonal adjustment, average hourly
earnings rose by 6 cents to $9.18; average weekly earnings, however, fell

$2.50 to $315. 79, as a result of a seasonal decline in the workweek. (Sée

table. B=3,)

‘The Hourly Earnings Index (Establishment Survey Data)

. The Hourly Earnings Index (HEI) was 176.3 (1977-100) in January,
. seasonally adjusted, an increase of 0.5 percent from December. For the 12
months ended in January, the increase. was 2.9 percent. In dollars. of
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constant purchasing power, the HEI decreased 1.8 percent during the 12-
month period ending in December. The HEI excludes the effects of two types
of changes unrelated to underlying wage rate movements--fluctuations in
manufacturing overtime and interindustry employment shifts, (See table

B-4.)

The Employment Situation for February 1988 will be released on Friday,
March 4, at 8:30 A.M. (EST).
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Explanatory'the

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys,

that time; and they made speciﬁc efforts to find employment

the Current Population Survey (b hold survey) and the sometime during the prior 4 weeks. Persons laid off from their

_ Current Emp} I3 Survey blish survey). former jobs and awaiting recall and those expecting to report
The household survey provides the information on the labor  to a job within 30 days need not be looking for work to be
force, total empl and that in d as loyed . .
the A tables, marked HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample The labor force equals the sum of the number employed and
survey of about 59,500 h holds that is ducted by the  the number loyed. The loymen: rate’is the
Bureau of the Census with, most of the findi lyzed and  per ge of loyed people in the labor force (civilian

pubhshed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The establish survey provides the information on the
employment, hours, and earnings of “workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables, marked
ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information is collected
from payroll records by BLSin ion with State i
The sample includes over 290,000 establishments employing
over 38 million people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month are actually
collected for and relate to a particular week. In the household
survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is the calendar week that
contains the 12th' day of the month, which is called the survey
week. In the establishment survey, the reference week is the
pay period including the 12th, which may or may not corres-
pond directly 1o the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of technical
factors, including definitions, survey differences, seasonal ad-
j and the inevitabl
survey of a sample and a census of the entire population. Each
of these factors is explained below. :

.' Covenqb,-dsﬂnlllons, ‘and differences
betwsen surveys .
The sample louseholds in the h hold survey are

1 "

variance in results between a’

plus the resident Armed Forces). Table A-S presents a special
grouping of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-

ing definiti of loy and the labor force. The
definitions are provided in the table. The most restrictive

_definition yields U-1 and the most comprehensive yields U-7.

The overall unemployment rate is U-5a, while U-5b represents
the same measure with a civilian labor force base.

Unhke the h hold survey, the survey only
counts wage and salary employees whose names appear on the
payroll records of nonagricultural firms. As a resuit, there are
many differences between the two surveys, among which are
the followmg

— The household survey, although based on a smaller sample, reflects &
farger segment of the population; the establishment survey excludes agriculture,
the sclf-employed, unpaid family workers, privaie household workers, and
members of the resident Armed Forces;

— The houschold survey includes people on unpaid leave among the

_cmployed: the establishment survey does not;

-~ The houschold survey is limited 1o those 16 years of age and older: the
establishment survey is not limited by age;

— The survey has no ication of individuals, because each in-
dividual is counted only once; in the establishment survey, employees working ut

more than one job or otherwise appezring on more than one payroll would be

50 a3 to reflect-the entire civilian noninstitutional’ population
16 years of age and older. Each person in a household is
classified as employed, unemployed, or not in the labor force.
Those who hold more than one job are classified according to
the job at which they worked the most hours.

. People are classified as employed if they did any work at.all
as paid civilians; worked in their own bust orp or

counted for each

Other differences between the two surveys a}e described in
“‘Comparing Employ from R hold and
Payroll Surveys,” which may be obtained from the BLS upon

request.

e 1 adi "

on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or more in an enter-
prise operated by a member of their family, whether they were
- paid ‘or not. People are also counted as employed if they were

on unpaid leave because of illness, bad wanher. dlsputes be-

tween labor and orp ] reasons. b

of the Armed Forces stationed in the United States are also in-
. cluded in the employed total.

People are classiied as unemployed, regardless of their
eligibility for unemj ! benefits or public assi if
they meet all of the following criteria: They had no employ-
ment during the survey week; they were available for work.at

Over the course of a year, the size of the Nation's labor
force and the levels of emp} and unempl
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events as
changes in weather, reduced or expanded production, har-
vests, major holidays, and the opening and closing of schools.
For example, the labor force increases by a large number each
June, when schools close and many young people enter the job
market. The effect of such scasonal variation can be very
large; over the course of a year, for example, seasonality may
account for as much as 95 percent of the month-to-month
changes in unemployment.




Because these seasonal events follow a more or less regular
pattern each year, their influence on statistical trends can be
eliminated by adjusting the statistics from month to month.
These adjustments make nonseasonal developments, such as
declines in economic activity or increases in the participation
of women in the labor force, easier to spot. To return to the
school’s-out example, the large number of people entering the
labor force each June is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficult to deter-
mine if the level of economic activity has risen or declined.
However, because the effect of students finishing school in
previous years is known, the statistics for the current year can
be adjusted to allow for a comparable change. Insofar as the
seasonal adjustment is made correctly, the adjusted figure pro-
vides a more useful tool with which to analyze changes in
economic activity.

Measures of labor force, employment, and unemployment
contain components such as age and sex. Statistics for all
employees, production workers, average weekly hours, and
average hourly earnings include components based on the
employer’s industry. All these statistics can be seasonally ad-
justed either by adjusting the total or by adjusting each of the
components and combining them. The second procedure
usually yields more accurate information and is therefore
followed by BLS. For the lly adj d figure
for the labor force is the sum of eight seasonally adjusted
civilian employment components, plus the resident Arned
Forces lotal {not adjusted for seasonality), and four seasonally

dj the total for unemploy-
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from the results of a complete census. The chances are approx-
imately 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on the sample will
differ by no more than 1.6 times the standard error from the
results of a complete census. At approximately the 90-percent
level of confidence—the confidence limits used by BLS in its
analyses—the error for the monthly change in total employ-
ment is on the order of plus or minus 328,000; for total
unemployment it is 220,000; and, for the overall unemploy-
ment rate, it is 0.19 percentage point. These figures do not
mean that the sample results are off by these magnitudes but,
rather, that the chances are approximately 90 out of 100 that
the “‘true”” level or rate would not be expected to differ from
the estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced when the
data are cumulated for several months, such as quarterly or
annually. Also, as a general rule, the smaller the estimate, the
larger the sampling error. Therefore, relatively speaking, the
estimate of the size of the labor force is subject to less error
than is the estimate of the number unemployed. And, among
the unemployed, the sampling error for the jobless rate of

- adult men, for example, is much smaller than is the error for
the jobless rate of teenagers. Specifically, the error on monthly
change in the jobless rate for men is .26 percentage point; for
teenagers, it is 1.25 percentage points.

In the blist survey, for the 2 most current
momhs are based on incomplete returns; for this reason, these

are labeled preli y in the tables. When all the
returns in the sample have been received, the estimates are
revised. In other words, data for the month of September are

ment is the sum of the four y t and
the overall unemployment rate is derived by dividing the
resulting estimate of total unemployment by the estimate of
the labor force.

The numerical factors used to make the seasonal ad-

blished in p y form in October and November and
m final form in December. To remove errors that build up
over time, a comprehensive count of the employed is con-
ducted each year. The results of this survey are used to

establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counts of

justments are recalculated regularly. For the h
survey, the factors are calculated for the January-June period
and again for the July-December period. The January revision
is applied to data that have been published over the previous §
years. For the bli survey, up d factors for

I adj are calculated only once a year, along
with the introduction of new benchmarks which are discussed
at the end of the next section.

Sampling variability

Statistics based on the household and establishment surveys
are subject to sampling error, that is, the estimate of the
number of people employed and the other estimates drawn
from these surveys probably differ from the figures that would
be obtained froma complete census, even if the same question-
naires and procedures were used. In the household survey, the
amount of the differences can be expressed in terms of stand-
ard errors. The numerical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the sample, the results of the survey, and other
factors. However, the numerical value is always such that the
chances are approximately 68 out of 100 that an estimate based
on the sample will differ by no more than the standard error

I against which month-to-month changes can be
measured The new benchmarks also incorporate changes in
the classification of industries and allow for the formation of
new establishments.

Additional statistics and other information

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation’s employ-
ment situation, BLS regularly publishes a wide variety of data
in this news release. More comprehensive statistics are contain-
ed in Employment and Earnings, published each month by
BLS. It is available for $8.50 per issue or$22.00 per year from
the U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
20204. A check or money order made out to the Superinten-
dent of Documents must accompany all orders.

Employment and Earnings also provides approximations of
the standard errors for the household survey data published in
this release. For unemploymen: and other labor force
categories, the standard errors appear in tables B through J of
its “‘Explanatory Notes.” Measures of the reliability of the
data drawn from the establishment survey and the actual
amounts of revision due to benchmark adjustments are pro-
vided in tables M, O, P, and Q of that publication.
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-1. status of the Armed Forces in the United States, by sex * -
(Numbers in thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Sessonally sdjisted’
Employment status and ssx ) . o B
. . Jan. + Dec. Jan. ' . A Jan,
N N 19087 i 1987 1088 ‘l 1987 1987 1987 1087 1987 1888
i ] H
TOTAL ! '
unstitii 4 1 185370 | 185,571 ; 183.575 184,904 14p5,052 ' 185,225 185370 . 185,571
Labor force’ - 119,451 | 121,956 | 121,491 1&726 2, 7“ 122,128 1225“ 122472 1 122,924
cipati 2 €58 €5.5 €8.0 6.1 €62
115420 | 113,888 nz.mz | 14 e15 114,851 \15,259 115494 3 115878
623 814 e1.4 620 62.1 622 63| 824
1,750 1,749 1,748 1,743 1741 1,755 1750 1 1,749
113,679 132,139 | 111,014 { 112,872 | 113,210 | 113,504 | 113,744 | 114,129
2874 2,789 3174 i 3,184 3249 3172 a8 im
110,805 | 109,350 | 107,840 | 109,688 | 109.961 | 110,332 | 110,529 | 110,836
6526 703 7.964 7.001 man 7.000 6978 7.048
54 83 6.6 58 59 58 57 5.7
63414 | 64079 | 62840 63,198 | 62524 62,878 | 62898 | 62,647
H
1
88,924 | 89033 | 83020 « 28,683 | 88,756 | 88849 | 88924 . 89,03
67585 | 67,410 | 67,802, 67,776 | 67,547 | 68,019 | 68030+ 68243
780 75.7 768 76.4 766 76.6 785 76.8
83,854 | 63046 ! 63,153 ] 63,040 | 64,048 M 174 84245 | 64,396
na 708 nr! 721 722 722 | 723
1,589 1,588 1501 i 1,584 1,580 1,593 1589 1,588
61,458 | 61,562 ; 62,468 | 62581 ; 62658 | 62808
3Nt 4,364 4,445 3s27 3,800 3,845 3,785 3647 |
85 668! LX ] 57 571 58 5.6
'
96,448 | 06,538 | 05556 | 06221 96376 96,538
54391 | 54082 | 53,924 | 53,030 | 54,381} 54330 | 54,442 | 54,681
© 584 56.0 588 | 5680 56.3 564 564 586
§1,575 | 50842 | 49,609 | 50,666 | 50,003 | 51085 | 51249 ) 51482
i 538 52.7 527 529 53.0 .1
T Y S SU— 157 161 184 157 182 161 162 181 181
Civiign 48848 | 51,414 | 50681 | 49452 ) SO, 50,742 | 50923 | 51088 | 5131
L - 3,568:| 2816 3239 35151 3264 3278 3245 | 3193 3,
rate* . (1] 52 60 68 6.1 8.1 59 [
' The popuistion snd Amed Forces figures are not acusted for - Labor force as & percent of the poputation.

varistion: thersfors, identical numbers appear in the

mmwm

mmunm?mmnmm Asinec Forces).

asa Mﬁwmm
Wuummmwwmmm
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA

Table A-2. Employment status of the civilian populstion by sex and sgs
(Numbers in thousands)

Not sessonaily adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Employment status, sex, and age T e )
Jan, Dec. Jan. Jan. . Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan.
1987 1987 1988 1987 1987 1987 1987 1887 1988

ToraL . L
Civiian - i ’ 181,827 183,620 | 183,822 181,827 183,161 ! 183,211 . 183,470 183,820 183,822
Civitian labor torce 117,703 120,208 | 119,742 ; 118,878 | 118,963 | 120,387 ) 120,504 * 120,722 121,175
icipation rate 64.7 5.5 65.1 654 855 85.7 | 657 65.7 659
nploy 109,084 * 113,679 t 112,138 . 111,014 112,872 | 113,210 | 113,504 113,744 114,129
jon ratic 80.0 81.9 ¢ 1.0 81.1 818 ‘ 9, 61.9 621
| 8620, 6526 7.603 7.084 7,001 777 7,000 6.978 7,046
73" 54 63 6.7 59 80 59" 5.8 58

vl i t 76,132, 80002 | 80,120 79,132 | 79,740 70,807 | 79,885 80,002 80,120
Civilian labor force : 61,588 ' 62,075 : 82,031 61911 62085} 62211 | 62299 62248 62,440

rate 778 778 7741 782 79 780 78,0 778 779

. 57,200 . 59,035 | 58,357, 58.220 | 58,967 | 59,037 | 59,164 ; 59,185 50,267

ratio’ ! 7241 138 728 738 739 74.0 741 740 740

g | 2044 . 2921 20771 2287 ! 2345 2343 2207 2208 2323
Industries {

55248 . 56014 | 56,280, 55833 | 56622 | 56,604 | 56,8687 | 56,887 58,964

4297 ; 3040 3674°' 3691 318 | 231741 3135, 3,083 3154
U o ate 70, 49 59! oo 5.0 8.1 5.0 a9, 51

H
Women, 20 years and over : ; | X \
! .

Civiian . i } 88,150 | 69.010| 5,110 | 88,950 | sB7e5 | 68843 | 889231 83,010} 89.110
Civifian labor force ;. 489681 504024 50,317 | 49,167 | 49922 | 50,095 | 50,254 | 50,381, 50,558

- ) rats ' 8551 587 58.5 £5.8 56.2 564, 565! 588° 587
Employed 45070 7 48,148 | 47,833, 48,200 | 47,251 | 47480 | 47,834 | 47,750 47.977
ratic’ 21, 541 535 525, 532 534 i 536 536 538

\Or 520 578 539 828 800 838 , 843 48

© 47,107 | 47,391

L ! . 581

2340 | 2884 2877 2871 2815 | 2820 2611
X . 54 52 52 51

i
. { : .
14,545 | 14809 | 14,592 l 14,545 | 14,637 | 14,681 I 14,683 . 14,809 14,592
7.394

it

Chvilian labor force i nM4e 7,639 L 795 | 8081) 8041 813 8177

jon rate L 42y 523| 507! 843| 44| 581 548! 555 560

y 5823 8438' 81501 6504 6054| 6693 | 6708} 6809’ 6865

ratio? . 400 445 421 4“7 455 45.7 | 457 48.8 47.0

\gr W 1730 282 239 270 229 21 323

Industries ¢ 5882 83201 5977| 8242) 615! 423! 467 6535 652

L | 13287 1941 1,244 | 1 ’ 1 1388 | 1335 1304 1312

rate ! 18.5 ( 149 168 AIAS 10.4 17.2 | ALY 181 18.0

* The population figurss are not adiusted for ssssonsl veristion; * Civilan empioyment as & percent of the civilian noninstitutionat
thecefore, identical numbers appear in the and
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T-;b;-d. Employment status of the civillan population by racs, sex, 8ge, and Hispanic origin

HOUSEHOLD DATA

(Numbers in thousands}
Not ssasonally adjusted Sessonally adjusted’ N
Empicyment status, race, ssx, age, snd T —
m origin Jan. Dec. Jan. Jan, Sept. Oct, Nov. Oec. Jan,
. 1007 | 1087 1988 | 1987 - 1987 1987 1987 1987 1988
WHITE H
. 5 1
Civiian nonis 158,313 | 157,552 | 157,676 ! 156,313 | 157,242 | 157.342 ' 157,449 157852 157.676
Civitian labor lorce 101,662 | 103,443 § 103,120 | 102,669 | 103,357 | 103,669 103,731 - 103,007 104,252
i e 850 5.7 65.4 8.7 5.7 85.9 659 1 88.0 66.1
95028 | 98,630 [ 97311 06,749 | 98,060 | 98,317, 93402 ' DE7IS ' 99,044
ratio’ 0.8 628 61.7 619 824 825, 626, €27, €28
6,825 4,804 5,809 5920 5,288 5352 5239 i 5,128 5208
e (5] 48| * 58 58 5.1 5.2 i 51 . 50
lon, 20 yoors and over - .
Civilign tabor force ...... 53889 | 54,197 | 54,135 | 54,114 | 54213 | S4375] 54381 | 54368 | 54455
e " 73 8.0 778 788 782 784 783 782 783
. 50,478 |- 51,673 | 51,220 | 51.206 | 51,803 | 51864 | 51,960 ! 52048 | 52053
ratio* 733 748 736 745 747 748 749 749 748
" a3 | 2323 | 2014 2ms| 2410| 2519 212! 2322] 2402
L) 63 ©43 54 52 <4 48 44 43 4
Women, 20 years and over
Civilien labor torce 41535 | 42658} 42545 41,677 | 42300 | 42,370 | 42484 ;. 42568 | 42710
icipation rate 55.0 56.0 558 55.2 55.7 55.7 558 55.9 568.1
39331 | 43,004 | 40610 | 390613 | 40,409 | 40,538 | 40506 | 40,712 40,896
ratio’ 521 53.8 533 524 532 53.3 534 535 537
2204 1855),1935| 2084 1890 | 1841] 1858] 1857! 1813
rate 83 30| as 50 45 43 44 44 42
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years .
Civilan lsbor force 8237 6,587 6441 8878 6,836 8015 6888 8970 7.087
e ion rate 524 553 54.2 578 572 57.9 §7.7 588 50.6
5229 5761 5481 5,840 5,857 5915 5917 8021 6,005
ratio” 49 @aa| a8 4%.1 490 495 48 508 512
" 1,009 826 960 1,038 o9 1,000 969 948 992
L e 162 125 149 151 143 145 141 126 140
Men 184 15.0 163 161 159 153 4.8 149 144
Women 138 100 13.4 14.0 134 138 133 123 136
BLACK
Chllian 20,187 | 20,508 | 20539 | 20,187 | 20,426 | 20,453 | 20,482 20539
Civilan tabor force 12,558 | 13127 | 12967 1 12807 | 13,028 | 13,152 | 13183 | 13215 13.222
X rate 6.2 84.0 3.1 83.4 68 643 644 844 [ ¥
10,809 | 11,831 11417 | 10995 [ 11,421 ] 11,556 | 11,589 | 11,605 | 11,608
ratic! 538 56.7 55.6 54.5 55.9 585 568 566 L]
- 1,749 1496 1550 1812 1.607 1596 1,604 16101 18614
rate 139 14 120 141 123 121 22 122 122
Men, 20 years and over ‘ R
Civiign labor force - 591 8,026 6,029 5,988 6,032 8023' 6045! 6043  £115
i rats 739 741 740 749 7¢5 743! 748 743; 750
- 5187 5,430 5398 © 5261 5,421 54311 5430 5.430 5497
xtic’ 846 1] 682+ 65.8 1 7.0 670 . 6.9 668 75
744 sos| en| 1z i 811 se2 615, €13 618
e 126 0.9 1050 121 103 98 102 101 101
: - ! ' H
20 years and over : | .
Civilian lsbor force ... 5813 5969 ©  6.067 8177 6.207 8224 6244
. icipation rate 58.9 59.4 50.7 80.7 60.9 -81.0 61.1
Es . 5,195 | 5217, 5357 5485 8537 5,544 5,550
ratic’ s1.2.¢ 519 527 | 540 543 543 543
! T8 752 710 682 670 630 634
rate - 123 128 "7 1me 108 108 LR}
Both sexss, 16 1o 19 yesrs 3 . ]
Civilian tabor force % 734 880 749 850 929 %2 .4t 948 883
iC i rate 42 8 345 396 428 98 4.3 47 398
447 575 492 517 643 60 622 631, 581
POPULRLO * ratic” 208 25 27 241 26 220 36 21 258
- 287 285 257 333 26 322 N9 N7 302
ate kA B2 344 39.2 308 s 339 N4 80
Men .8 ELR) 52 385 ns s 322 35 .
‘Women 47 N2 ns 423 300 5.2 58 N4 349
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Table A-3. Employment status of the civilian poputation by racse, sex, age, and Hispsnic origin—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)

Not seasonalty adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Employment status, race, sex, 3¢, and
Hispanic origin

Jan. Dec. Jan, Jan, Sept. Oct. ] Nov. l Dec. Jan,
| .
!

1887 1887 1968 1987 1987 1987 1987 1967 1988
HISPANIC ORIGIN l
Civilian noninstituti 12653 | 13,0821 13,115 ( 12653 | 12965 | 13003 | 13,043 | 13,082 | 13115
Civiltan labor force 8310 8685( 8758 | 63087 | 8581 8654 8763| 8772 €679
i rate 85.7 £6.4 8.8 LK 6862 68.8 67.2 67.1 er.7

7a57) 8oo2| Boso| 75%3| 7877| 78ss| 7o78| sose| sz

ratio? 58.1 a.2 61.3 50.5 60.8 61.0 61.2 616 '62,8
L 953 684 718 854 704 719 785 T4 842
L rate 1.5 79 8.2 10.2 82 83 8.0 8.1 7.2

'mmmlw«mnmndﬁmdfamwmﬂm population.
therefore, identical numbers appear in the unadiusted and seasonally NOTE: Detad for the above race and Hispanic-origin groups will not

? Civitan employment as & percent of the civilian noninstitutional and Hispanics are included in both the white and black popuat

Table A-4. Selected smployment indicators
(in thousands)

Not sexsonally sdjusted Seasonally adjusted

1887 1887 1988 1987 1887 1887 1887 1987 1988

100,084 { 113,879 | 132,939 | 111,004 | 112,872 | 113,210 | 113,504 | 113,744 | 114,920
39,621 | 40,707 | 40,000 | 40,047 | 40404 | 40556 | 40845 | 40,711 | 40404
27470 | 28,614 ( 20,105 27,713 | 28069 | 28099 | 28,175 | 28,249 | 28441

5,861 6.23% 6,174 5,858 8,151 6178 6,237 6227 6,168

MAJOR INDUSTRY AND CLASS OF WORKER

Agricutture:
Wage and sslary workers 1305 1403 13881 135 05| 1595 1509 | 1888

o 1
1392 1,415 1430 | 1,407 1,450 1,454
143 139 140 155 158 138

99,557 | 105,262 | 101,522 { 101,943 | 101,997 | 102,507
16492 | 16928 [ 17,033 | 17,118 | 17,084 | 17,197
83,085 | 84,354 | 84,489 | 84,825 | 84,933 [ 85310

1,245 1,100 1222 1208 1,200 1,147
81,620 | 83,254 [ B3,267 | 83,539 | 83,733 | 54,163

245 297 242 235 248 27
PERSONS AT WORK PART TIME'

Al inchrstries:
Part time for economic reasons ..

5168 | 5394} 5500 | 5261 5353 5534, 5282 5367

Slack work 2321 2683 | 24687 | 2213 | 2377 2408 | 2284 2,398
Could only find pant-time work .. 2517 | 2405 | 2721 2683 | 2655 2696 2638 2640
Volurtary part time 14,453 [ 1569t 14,908 | 14147 | 14415 | 14,488 5 14,523 | 14711 14571

4910 | 5191, 52111 4886| 5067 5241, 5004 5145
557 1 21331 2827 2279 20341 2198 2200 2911 2280

: . - 2482 | 27363 2831 2603] 2557 2597 2552 2568
Voluntary pest time 14,080 © 15238 | 14491 13706 © 13,987 ' 14011 14084 14222 14,096
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HOUSEHOLD DATA . ’ HOUSEHOLD DATA
-‘I’ﬂnﬁs.wdmmhﬁdm;umdemmm'wo.umm
{Percent) '

Messurs 1968 1987 1987 ____ 1988
IV 3 i, (L] v Nov, Dec. Jan.
U-1 Persons unempioyed 15 weeks or longer as a percent of the [ ; ; .
civilian tabor force : R IR R LA I . T R V]
. n : | I )
U-2 Job losers as a percent of the civiian labor force ‘ 33 | 32 i 30 I 28 ; 27 27 27 26
U3 Unempioyed persons 25 years and over &3 8 percent of the . .
Civikan labor force: 5.4 51 ; 48 46 45 45 as5 a5
U4 Unemployed il-time Jobssskers &5 & percen of the i ;
full-time civiian labor force 65 62 59 58 55 : 5% 54 5.4
H
U-Sa Total unempioysd ss  percent of the lsbor force, 1 ! '
including the resident Armed Forces - (-2 ] 65 62 59 58 ] 58 : 57 57
U-Sb Total unempioyed as a percent of the civiltan tabor force 68| 66| €3 60| 59 so! sa 58
. i R
U8 Total full-time jobseskers pkss 1/2 pant-time jobseekers plus - .
1/2 1otal on part tine tor CONOMIC reasons as a percent of . |
the civilian labor force less 1/2 of the pari-ime labor force ... .92 20 a5 8.2 8.1 8.2 ) 80 80
U7 Tuummmwzmmm N {
phus 1/2 total on part time for eCONOMIC reasons plus discouraged H i
workers &5 a percerd of the Civiian labor force phus .
mwm-shswzmmmmmw____,._._. 29 83 9.0 88 ° NA NA NA.
:

NA = not avaiable.

Table A-S. Selected adjusted

io1907 | 1967 | 1988 1587 1987

3847 67 | 58 59 57 58
3154. © 60 ! S0 (3] a9 54
3200, 66 ! 63y 8.1 58 59
2581 59 5.4 5.2 52 - 53
w2, 177 16.4 17.2 16.1 160
1495 42 a7 37 s a4 36
1239 47 ¢+ 42 ' a2 42 a3 42
98 88 89 [ 8.4 ‘89
5603 63 5 i 56 55 54 54
146¢ B9 84 ! 83 82 80 83
i 76 €68 , 68 68 66 66

wousTRY T : ! ’

- ' !

Noragricuftural private wage and salary workers®............ 5969 5096 5291 67 59 59 58 57 58
2388 1840 2034 83 70 70 6.5 6.4 A
Mining 134 7 63 141 74 83 7.0 8.0 77
C 787 (] 762" 125 1.8 1.2 106 106 12.2
hd 1467 1106 1209 68 56 57 53 sy 56
a9 [ 704 68 54 52 a8 4l 55
578 500 67 59 85 59 56 5.8
3580 3256 3257 60 53 54 55 53 53
22 89 n a7 4 44 45 a5 36
1679 1423 1438 74 64 65 68 62 (3
1610 154 1588 52 48 a7 48 48 49
565 529 a5 " d4 a3 34 32 30
210 196 27 na 86 106 1 109 ns
&3 & parcont of the civikan jsbor force. SCONOMIC raasons as a percert of potentally avadabie labor force hours

° Unempioyment
? wmwwnwmmmmmh




i HOUSEHOLD DATA
HOUSEHOLD DATA o
Tabie A-7, Duration of unempioyment
{Numbers in thousands)
Not sessonslly sdjusted Seasonally adjusted
Weseks of unemploymant
3 Dec. Jan. Jan. Sept. . Oct Nov. Oac. Jan.
W5 ey | ems e e | var  reer  tomr  vem
]
T
j
OURATION i !
3218 3220 3089
S0t than S wedks SE, Gow| 2307, 2489| voum| za9| 2om. toes 2em
ot 208 1085 1ety| 2187| 1904 | 1801| 1834 1701 1733
Rlroatrsking 1Rl 'eal “ooe| Toaal "B7l "Bas| “ow , esz 839
27 weaks and over 1183] es1| 07| 1ieel o87| es7| 935, eee 894
verage 8| 150| 142] 40| 40| 142 144
A (mean) duration, in weeks .. 144 146 12 1 . 2
Median durabon, i weeKs ... 68 63 82 70 58 62 61 60 8
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION :
o 1000 1000] 1000, 1000
T 1000 1000 1006} 1000 1004
! “ 418| 455 4s3| 454 462, 438
Less than 5 weeks by Mol oy 4l B4 o g oo B S I 4
S 1o 14 waeks si el a| a| mo| ea| os0| s zas
st 28] 128 te| 27| w0 ms; 27| 28l s
27 weeks and over w7 180| 19| 5| 0| 1ae| 62| 120 126
Table A-5. Reason for unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
T
Not sessonally edjusted Sessonatly adjusted
Reasons . f . i T
. Jan. . Dee Jan. | Jan. § Sept. Oct. | Nov. ! Dec. Jan.
. 1987 1067 | 1988 ' 1087 . 1687 | 1087 . 1987 1887 . 1988
o ! ! | 1 i i
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED ; ! | | ! .

Job losers ! o4es2; 36| 3770 3071 333| 338 3307 3200 3200
On layoft cossol Tooel 1272 1087 [ 80| ol 78 sse  ses
Other job losers | anzi 2207 | 24se | 28841 24| oM 24, 204 2320

Job leavers i es2. e8| 1133l o9’ Sat| oe0, 628 48 1082

| 20870 1738 : 1940| 2059 1908] 1845' 1974 1045 1997

Now entrants | “etei 727, 7so| 1oas! ss2| o14: @55 scs  ess

i i H i \
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION ; ; i ! :
i .

Tota) 1000 1 1000 | 1000: 1000| 1000 1000: 1000 1000 1000
Job losers | sa1l aen| aom| 4s7| 488! 477 488 457 452
On tayott Vomo; sae) 67l 138! 16| 133, 124 122 128
Job losers io3s1' 382 320! 38y’ 952 344 ae4 335 27

Job loavers 10 1317 W9 14 138 135 131 135 154

242 286 285 258 289 260 280 278 270
New entrants L1870 M4, 100 131 125] 129, 120 130 125
' : H i .
UNENPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE i ; : !
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE , . :
; ) ]
Job losers ! 27, 32 33 28 28 27 27 28
Job tesvers 8 7! K} 8 8 8 ) ] ]
18 18 17 18 15 18 16 6
New entrants s . . 9 7 8 7 3 7




HOUSEHOLD DATA

Table A-S. Unemployed persons by sex and age, ssasonally adjusted

HOUSEHOLD DATA

{in thousands)
Sex and age .
{- Jan Oec. Jan. Jan 1 oet Nov. Dec. Jan.
. 1987 1967 . 1988 1087° 1887 | 1987 | 1087 1967 1982
i
Total, 16 years and over ... 7.004 8978 7,048 87 59 60 + 58 58 58
16 10 24 yoars 3020 | 2547 2650 130 18 18 1.8 "2 18
T 1610 19 yesrs 1296 [ 1304 ) 1312 177 164 17.2 188 181 160
1810 17 years 870 €13 838 109 183 204 192 178 18.7
1810 19 yoars 738 -] 162 15.2 1“7 148 47 s
20 10 24 yoars . 1,633 1243 1347 107 94 es 89 ; 88 (A}
25 yoors and over 4942 4412} 430 52 48 48 45 | 45 - as
2510 54 years 4478 | 3939 | 3898 55 ap a8 a7 | a8 i 47
55 years and over - N 488 527 a3 33 31 34 ;32 35
MEN, 16 YOI BNU OVB0 e ssssssrssssnsninnss 4,449 3,788 3,047 &7 58 59 58 57 58
16 10 24 years 1623 1378 | 1458} 134 129 124 120 | 17 122
1610 19 years 758 722 185 173 174 172 172 184
1810 17 years 368 347 348 | 214 197 209 204 193 104
1810 19 years 404 367 360 | 1741 158 148 148 153 1“9
20 10 24 yoars 885 858 7683 108 03 9.2 82 87 9
25 ysars and over 2024 2390 230 52 LK 45 44 | 44 44
2510 54 yesrs 2520 | 2112| 2070| 58 a7 48 48 48 a5
55 ysars and over -] 282 351 a7 32 31 s a2 40
WOMSN, 18 YORIS RND OVN eoeoeeereerrererrrerererrrrssssrmssssnsransionne | 3515 3,183 | 3,200 68 61 6.1 8.0 59 59
16 to 24 yesrs 1408 | 1189 1203 127 15 ns 12 107 109
16 10 19 years 638 582 619 188 15.4 16.9 180 148 156
16 10 17 yeurs 302 268 200 1388 169 199 17.9 16.2 179
1810 19 years 334 321 329 | 152 144 146 w7 144 1
2010 24 years ...... - 768 587 10.5 9.4 85 0.6 84 82
25 yaars and over 2118 | 2022 2002 51 a7 47 47 47 46
25 t0 54 yoars wedy | 1827 55 a9 9 49 a9 49
55 years and over 170 206 175 23 35 3 32 33 28
' Unemployment as a percent of the civikan labor force.
Table A-10. Employment status of black and other workers ;
(Numbers in thousands) _
: T
| Not sessonatly sdjusted | Seasonatly adjusted’
Employment status : . i
. Jan. Dec. Jan. o e | Sept | Oct | Now Dec. Jan.
1987 © 1987 | 1988 | 1587 ;1987 | 1987 } 1987 1987 1988
N i 1
T ' i B .
Civikan norinsttuts 2 25515 ' 28068 | 26148 25515 ] 25919 | 25969 | 26021 26068 26,146
[o 7 TN R e——— {1 : 16,763 | 16,822 i 16341 ¢ 16584 | 16,755 16869 16053 16926
ici rate €29 i 3 836 64.0 i 64.0 64.5 | 848 84.7 4.7
14047 ' 15040 | 14828 | 14205 | 147787 14946 15017 15008 15078
. ratio’ 550! s17) ser] seo| stof S8l s 526 577
[ . 1984 17231 1784. 20460 1816 1.809:° 1852 1845  1.850
- ! 124 103 108 | 125 109 108 1.0 10.9 109
Not in isbor force ! 9473° 9305 9524 9174 9,328 9.214 9,152 215 8.220

mmmmmhmm

'monwmnlwwnd

mwmamh
adiusted columng.




HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-11. status of the and not adjusted

(Numbers in thousands}

Civiitan ate
Occupation
Jan. Jan, Jan, Jan, Jan. Jan,
1967 1988 1967 1988 1987 1988
Total, 16 years and over’ 109084 | 112,139 8,620 7,603 73 63
ial and spaciatty 27180 | 28503 . 708 &5 2 23
Execulive, administrative, and i 12826 | 13578 . 386 333 29 . 24
ional speci 14333 14925 a9 281 22 19
Technical, sajes, and ¥ support 34,387 35213 1723 1818 48 44
Technicians and reiated support 9,233 3.468 127 119 a8 33
Sales ) 13073 | 13280 751 749 54 53
Administrative support, including clerical 18081 18478 . 84S 748 45 as
Service : 14791 15138 1451 1,260 89 77
Private 962 8717 ] 51 84 55
Protective service 1912 21 89 62 45
Service, except privats housshoid and protective .. 12,347 1284 1,120 85 83
Pracision pvoducuon crafi, and repair 13278 ' 13,193 ° 1153 | 880 ’ 80 6.9
and repairers ¢ 4297 1 240} 183 52 41
4,826 643 564 120 105
4,060 270 23 | 63 54
17207 | 2202 | 1¢e8 | 120 104
7928 941 778 | 1.0 20
4644 517, 4“0 | 101 87
466 | 84| Mo | 155 144
858 259 |1 283 ; 202 30.1
j s 575 495 | 127 . s
: ol

Farming, forestry, and fishing 2722 2,888 a4 331 | .108 103

N Persons with no pravious work gxpenience and those whose last job was
in the Armed Forces are included in the unempioyed total,

Table A-12. Employment status of maje Vietnam-era veterans snd nonveterans by age, not seasonally ediisted
(Numbers in thousands)

Vateran status
and age ‘

VIETNAM-ERA VETERANS !

7885 7,267, 7207, 6834 6840 433 367 6.0 5.1

6054, 8047 5739 . 5685 5433 382 306 63 53
704 077 ) 750 861 704 116 46 19 8.1
2385 2720 2258 2563 2912 157 146 58 65
2895 2350 2731 22417 2817 109 114 40 42
Y1} 1220 . 1468 1,169 1,407 51 (2} 42 42
b
19996 18023 18801 18893 17,879 1,130 922 6.3 49
8,881 8271 8489 7717 . BOI9 554 480 67 56
3 6598 5684 6201 5344 5.942 340 259 6.0 a2
40 to 44 yearg 4,205 4,417 4,088 4,101 3,832 38 236 183 5e 45

NOTE: Mzle Vietnam-era veterans are men who served in the Armned maowuycmollmhmmnnm\doufymmw
Forces between August 5, 1964 and May 7, 1975. Nonveterans are men the bufk of the Vietnam-era veteran population.
who have never served in the Armed Forces: published data are timited to
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. HOUSEHOLD DATA -,
Tabie A-13. Employment status of the civilian population for sleven larpe States
{Nurmbers 1 thousands) ) .
: Not sessonally adjusted Sessonatly adjusted
State and employment status Jan, Dec. Jan. Jan. Sept. oct Nov. Dec. Jan
1987 1987 1988 1987 1987 1987 1887 1987 1988
Catfornis :
Civikan noninstituti jon - 20318 20751 20787 20318 20639 20678 20714 20751 20767
A 13862 13924 13403 13815 13784 13912 13950 13961
12436 13185 12145 12558 13,027 12984 13372 13221 13.267
L 915 77 80 B4 788 800 740 28 7
L e 69 a9 56 63 57 58 53 52 5.1 .
9,309 9,548 9,568 9309 9485 9507 es: 9.548 9,568
5,684 6,002 5917 5736 5.901 5.961 5958 5.9%0 5,993
5337 5705 5.622 5411 5.600 5666 5847 5681 5698
a2r F- 24 295 128 301 295 mn 309 295
$8 50 50 87 5.1 a9 52 52 4
8712 8.761 6764 i BN2 8750 ©  6.75¢ 8.757 8761 8,764
5608 5718 5741 5560 5833 5.857 5.764 5.751 5,795
5147 5320 5317 5237 5441 | 5463 5364 5325 5.407
451 96 424 2 382 . 3 400 a2 388
82 69 74 75 67 67 69 74 67
asm? 4596 45907 4577 4592 4593 4.504 459 4597
3,029 3.087 3,107 3.064 3074 311 3.083 3.088 3142
2,905 3,008 2,888 2,954 2992 3014 3,000 2998 3.036
124 62 118 10 82 97 84 % 108
L e 4 28 as 38 27 a1 27 29 da
6,806 6,962 6.966 6895 6.946 6.951 8956 6,962 6,966
4416 4491 4426 4468 4569 4520 4519 4529 2472
4,058 49 - 3954 4,130 4208 4187 4159 4137 4018
358 a2 472 a3 361 333 380 92 454
(X 83 107 16 79 74 80 (% 102
5960 < 6021 © 6024 5980 .- 6011 6015 8018 602 6,024
: 3828 3954 3965 . 2897 3033 | 3885 2,094 4,005 4,037
3854 ' 3813 1,786 3.748 3762 3825 © 3847 3,848 3,884
cars 142 178 143 171 160 RL AT 14 153
L fate 46 LX3 45 28 a3 40 az 29 as
How York »
Civiian 137377 13768 13768 13737 13763 13765 13766 13768 13,768
- 8.488 8526 8523 8.488 8.421 8476 8553 8512 8.524
7.963 81N 8,096 7.589 8.037 8,066 8112 8.927 8,120
823 355 a7 % 384 410 “n s 404
62 42 50 59 a6 48 52° as ca7
4772 4,848 4852 a2 4827 4834 4840 4848 4852
2,208 3.280 3,247 2.251 3292 -3324 3314 3 2291
3,039 3944 3.082 3093, 3157 3,188 3.181 314 3.435
: 168 136 166 158 135 136 133 17 156
! rate b 52 42 5.1 49 41 41 40 45 a7
Onio '
Civikan o 0128 sars 8181 8128 8,167 8an 8174 8.178 8.181
. 5200 5.259 5.258 5276 5.181 5215 5.263 5.264 5.330
arae 497 4883 849 4891 4.900 4945 4937 4983
52 az 375 a7 290 s a8 327 347
ate (%4 [X] 71 [ X] 56 60 60 62- 65
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Table A-13. Employment status of the civillan population for eleven large States—Continued

(Numbears in thousands)

HOUSEHOLD DATA

Not sessonally adjusted’ Seasonslly sdjusted’
State and employment status Jan. Dec. Jan. Jan, Sept. Oct. Nov. A Jan
1887 1887 1988 1987 1987 1887 1887 1987 1988

Pennsyivania
Chvilian noni i 9.266 9,307 9,300 9.268 9299 9303 9.305 9307 9,309
Givilian labor force . 5404 5,752 5728 5503 5,683 5734 5708 5780 5827
Employed . . 5459 sa72 | 5259 5365 . 5403 5,384 5.457 5497
359 283 ass | 3z 3t ETRN T 23 330
5.1 62 ; 6.0 58 i 58 | 55 56 57
\

. 1 i .

! 3 i ! i
. 1200 | 12080 | 11995 . 12008 | 12001 | 12064 | 12088 12,050
I 8269 8,182 8219 8,254 8,249 8351 | @288 8.255
bor708 7479 7444 7,559 | 7,582 7659 . 7648 7.505
L 799 ;  S61 ; 683 775 695 €57 | 632 | 640 660
\ rate 98 68 . 84 o4 | a4 ’ so| 83l 17 80

' These ere the official Bureau of Labor Statistics' estimates used in the -

|ﬂmmunabon of Federa! fund allocation

The population figures are not adjusted for uuonll variation; therefore,

appesr in the unadjusted and

the seasonally adjusted



ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Tabile B- ployees on fis by Ind .
{nthoyesnde) -
- Nl sessonally sljusted Seesenalty stpssd
ntustry
3an. | Wev. | Dec. o Jea. g Jan. | sepc. |oce. wor. Bec. o ez p
1907 1907 | 1997 1938 1987 1987 1987, | 1997 1987 5 jean
e siafr0a,134{104,3571 002,265 100, 910] 102,434 po2,9n3 o3, 2051103, 506( 103,700
L.} s2.s8al se,s77] me,s26] 83,073] 83,903} ws,306 | 83,793 | 86,072 06,322] se.a0e
L o2e,038) 25,374 28,393) 24,652] 24,708] 24,017 | 25,064 } 25,168 25,258 25,219
716 763 764 743 719 75¢ 764 ‘759 759 785
s12.6] ased 467! a3e.0 4ns) 439 ) 311 s ] a2
P
4,620] 5,206] s,0asi 4,656 5,034 4,988 | 5,053 s,074) s.122] s,072 -
v220,2§1,313.0]1,286. 4 |1, 2006 1,311 1,260 1,279 3,280| 1,202 1,299
16,8031 19,403 19,384 16,253 ose| 19,169 | 19,247 | 19,336 19,377 19,402
12,753] 13,264 13,248 as12a] 12,884) 13,072 {23,129 | 13,197 13,237] 13,240
a1,087| 11,401 ti, 402 e, 34 21,089 ra,2em 11,319 | 03,367 11,401 22,418
7,38 7,601 606 7.344) 7,370 7,404, 7,330 7,368 7,596| 7,304
740,y 740 730 754 185
332.0 520 26 s2¢ 333
s 588 590 sss
764 71 m 746
203 k13 208} 203
1,429 1,486 1,431] 1,858
2,053 2,074] 32,083] 2,09
1,096 1,087 2,128) 2,138
2,018 2,0161 2,016 2,008
7 833 31 a13
695 701 100 100
371 T v b
7.972] 7,906 7,901 7,969 7,97¢| 7,909
5,638 5,577 5,578 5,629 s,641( 3,658
SPa,s7e.871,689.6 [1,635.611,605.9 1,690 | 1,635 1 1,645] 1,648] 1,889
. 89, 7.8 38.0f . ST.4 s s 3% 36 33
Taxtlle mil products. . - A orisest rera] . 7s.s 733 736 738 ™ 7358
Appasel end Cther texilie prOCWC . 1,096.5(1,133.9 11,120, 1,17 | 1023 e ang 0
a0 sliled procucts A era.0| Cesran| Ces1.3 1 678 680 s [
f1,477.0]1,328.1 1,892, 1,308 | 1,518 1 1,5231 1,525| 1,30
1,011.5{1,039.3(1,043.8 1,031 | 1,098 | 1,081 | 1,067] 1,089
160.6) 163.¢] 164.2 168 167 167 187 163
799.0| s40.1] waso [ 233 80 e (1%
s8] 1553 1383 s 152 152 152 152 153
75,372 18,7604 79,164] 77,613] 76,203) 77,517 [77,009 [ 78,014
s,248] s.aew| s,s08l s,a17| s,3040 3,426.) 5,436 5,459
. 3,080 "3;250| 3,206 3,180| 3,009 3,183 3,198 | 3,218
2,208 2,23 2,230 2,237 2,n13] 2,233 | 2,238 | 2,241
- 5,868 s,851] s,rar] s.eis ) os.em | s,es
3,439 s.ar0l 3 3mel 3,431 § 3,448 | 3,456
© 3,400 2,381 2,355f 2,304 2,387 2,393
19,308 18,483
2,511.8 2,454
,007,0 ,982
’ 2,002,0 1,003
. 15.665.4(5,092.5 [6,008,4[5,795.8 6,047
6422 6.633] s.653] 6,613 6,480 6,820 | 6,650 | 6,657
. 3,222 d.2m 3,295| 3,235] 3,292 | 3,206 | 3,301
2,007| 2,067 2,079 | 2,082| 2,084 | 2,068 | 2,069
1,193 1,278 1,299 1,233 a2y | aame | a2y
23,200 | 24,403 24,232 23,670} 24,295 | 24,406 | 24,493
|a.n79.als,236.2 s,146.81 4,9300 5,132 | s,194 | s.198
-|6.705.7[7,016.0 7{7,088.1 7,023
16,927] 17,887 17,102 17,213 17,274) 17,207
1 2,956 2,987 2,977 1,97¢| 2,981
008 4,007 3,99 3,029 s, em| 3, 3 m
10.141) 40,504 | 10,497 10,206 | 10,098( 10,129 [10,230 10,258 | 10,301 10,298
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Tabis B.2. Aversge weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers' on private nonsgricultural payrolls by Industry

Mot ssssenally afjweted Bossensity sdjwernd
ety
Rov, fec. Jes, | Zas. Sept. | nee. wov. Dbec. Jdan,
1907 1977 o 1943 B 1987 ye87 1967 1987 1987 o 1988 b
",y 3.6 4L . 3.7 3.7
2 o) ) ) ) (53]
[£3] ) (23] (23] 2y o)
40.9 0.8 | 4.
E 3.4 4.0
41,4 41.0 41,9
3. 3,7 4,1
40, 39,4 40.4
40,2 3.y 40,
42,3 Al.9 42.6
42,4 43.4 43,7
42,7 43,2 48,3
41,6 40.8 42,0
42.0 At.6 42.8
41,0 40.4 41,1
42.3 41.3 42,5
a2.¢ 41,3 43.0
41,2 41,1 42.1
(2] (1) n
40,1 40.5
3.5 3.0
40,0 40.5
() 1
Al,6 AL,
37.0 37.4
43,4 43,7
37,9 34,0
42,2 41.7
(I 43,8
(2) )
(¢ )
Tranapertation and public stilties . .. 38,3 9.2 3.1 3.0 3%.3
Wholesale irade...........o.eiunn .1 3.3 30,3 0.3 38,4
0.3 9.0 19,3 1.0 29,6 2%.3
3.9 36.8 36.1 2) () (2) (&) (2) 2)
3.2 3.5 1.3 2.4 3.8 31.3 2.6 2.5 2.7

workers In and 1o workers In

" Data retate to production workers In mining and manufacturing; to construction P This series is not puiiished sesscnally adjusted since the seasonel component is*
ndior cannot

and public
utliitiss; wholessie and retsll trads; Inance, Insurance, end. el esisls; and services. e saparsied with sytficlent pracision,
Theas groupe sccount for approximetely P = prolicninary,

fourfifthe of the 1okl empioyess on privals
aonsgricultural peyrolla.
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Table B-3. Average hourty and weekly ings of p lon of Yy on private nonagricultursl
peyrolis by industry
Average heurty sornings Aversge woskly semings
nduory
Jau. Wov. Dec, Jae. Jas. Yov. Dec. 3
1987 | 1es7 { 1997 9 1sss Pl usez [ 187 | 1987 A 1ees @
so.1n 530616 s318.07 [s318.29 [s315.79
el1e 307,44 [ 3rs.20 [ 577 7.6
12,61 | s3m.08{ 327,40} 337,07 | 332,14
12.90 474,88 | 480.53| 44,40
416,611 421,34 413069
sa3.94 | a3l [TTRY
33631
30391
424,97

397.17
303.76

30¢.20

313,23| 309.26

362,69 375,04
363.57

551.04
308,48

381,71
371.96
555,41
309,44

175,07

$46,081 654,18
373,95} 382,02
6.12 | 225.29| 238.01] 234.85] 233.01
12.10 | 457.77| 477,06 475.30| 4e0.42
361.37| 373.04] 373,04} 373,76
6.23 | 172.35| 179,51 180.70[ 17601
8.93 | 312,18} 324.52] 339,49 324,16
s.80 | 269,51 | 283,08 283.40( 2086.00
1800 Sooinowe 1, table B3 0= protiminesy.
Table B4. Houtly Index for production or visory on private 1 payroils by Y
(I77e 100 - L
Mot ssssonally adjusted . Sassenalty sdpusind
. Porsent
ndusivy shange
B froms:
Nov, Jagp. Jes. | sept. | der. | wew. | Dac.
1987 1908y 1987|1987 | 1se7 1 aes7 198
176.7 2.0 [171.2 |rzeee [ 17ale | osae §arse
LN ) 94,7 A3.8 "7 9.0 .6
103.0 .2 ) “) ) «“ )
156.5 2.4 |1s2.a [1sec0 | 157 | orsels | 154.s
1778 2.3 |arace Jarear | areas |ozeee 17700
176.¢ 1.0 | trae | 1rene { 1ele [Ty | 17607
1%0.7 3.2 () ) %) ) )
139.0 161.0 | 162,68 2.2 [isa.e [162.7 | 1s2.2 | 162.3 | 16100
[LYR 1901 | 102t a0 [0} O] “w) (13} ) “)
178.4 195.9 | 1874 s.0 J17r.s fanz.s | oans.e | 1ms.2 | aasa K

+ See tootnom 1, teble B2 -
Crange % - 1.8 percent from Decamoer 1906 10 December 1907, Tha letest morkh Sveiatis.
ercent from November 1087 10 Oecember 1987. the iewst month svaiatle
adused snca e sas0ne! COMEONERE i sTA reldine 10

90-832 0 - 89 2

4 FONGCYCIe SO/ TTEGRAR COMPORENES SNO CONMOUENtY CAT"C: D& SEDRKIE0 &7 1.°
ot precscn. -

e
NA

promenary.
= 0 avaatie



30
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Table B-5. Indexes of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisery workers' on private nonagricultural

payrolls by industry

(977 =1000

goode

Lumber end wood prodicts
Fumnlture and fixtures ..
Stone, clay, and glass woducu .
Primary metal industries . .

Blast furnaces and basic steel products
Fabricated metal products
Machinery, except lectrical
Electrical and sisctronic oq:
Transportation equipment . ..

Printing and publishing .
Chemicals and allied products .
Patroieum and coal products
Ry

ber
Laather and lealher products

Services .

* See footnots 1, table B-2.

Table 8-6. Indexes of diffusion: Percent of in which

Tiwe .

“pen Your dom. Feb. M. Apr. Moy June July Avg. Bept. Oct. Nov. Dec.
O 4.1 § a1 | s | sz | oasa | s2.4 | se2 s3.2 1 5.7 | oseur
apen 56.8 | 38,6 | s8.4 | M6 | 5.7 | 8.6 | 54.6 65.4 | 71,9 | pe2.2
Over
3amonth dh.y [ As.7 | ae.e | a7.6 | as.é | aale | ossar | oss.e | sear | smee ! 0.3
a0 59.3 | 61,1 [ 61,6 | 61.4 | 67,3 | e6.2 | 75.1] 69,7 | 77.8 | pra.e | pen.s
Over
Smonth 47.6 | 430 As.6 | asa | 473 ] s30 | sea2 | sme !l srm i saLe
soan 62.7 | 8.9 87,6 | 7101 | 76,2 | TR.6 | pe.s | p73.2
Over :
12month 4601 [ 462§ as.Tf a7.s | oaecs | aes | st | a9 | s2.2 | ssar i sels
span 63.5 | 67.3 [ 689 | 7308 |p71.9 | p76.s

1 Number of emgicyesi. seaionally adiustad for 1, 3, and 8 month spens, on peyrotls of 185 NOTE: Figurss are the percent of industries with employment rising. (Half of the un.
e honagricuturalinduirie. Data or 1 12:month 5 are Uradjusied. changed components are counted &3 fising.) Data are centersd within the spens,
P = proiiminary.
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Senator SarBaNES. Thank you very much, Commissioner. I will
be very brief this morning. In fact, I have another hearing which 1
have to chair shortly.

The Commerce Department earlier this week issued its release
on the latest development in the Composite Index of Leading Indi-
cators, showing that they had decreased 0.2 percent in December,
according to preliminary estimates. The index had decreased in No-
vember, and also in October. So that makes 3 straight months of a
decrease in the Index of Leading Indicators.

Historically, has there been any correlation between a decline in
the leading indicators and a rise in the unemployment figure?

Mrs. Norwoob. There has been, but it is spotty. It depends really
on all of the other circumstances that have occurred. As you know,
the major contributors to the decline in the leading indicators were
building permits decline and the stock market decline.

The leading indicators also do bounce around a bit and are often
revised. We have a minus 0.1 for October, a minus 1.2 in Novem-
ber, and a minus 0.2 in December. The October number is really
quite borderline.

So, though it is not suggesting that the economy is going fast
ahead, it is also not suggesting that it is plunging downward.

Senator SARBANES. When there is a correlation, by how much of
a time period do the unemployment figures lag before they reflect
the decline in the leading indicators?

Mrs. Norwoob. There is a lag. If you like, we could go back in
time and take a look at that. I don’t have information on that here.
There are times when the unemployment rate has not followed the
leading indicators, but there are many times when it has, with
some lag. And that lag could be many months.

Senator SARBANES. Could be what?

Mrs. Norwoop. Many months.

Senator SARBaNES. Now, the service industries and retail trades
accounted for almost all of the growth in payroll employment in
your report this morning. Is that correct?

Mrs. Norwoon. Yes. That is right.

Senator SARBANES. Is that a seasonal development that we need
to discount, or does it reflect some underlying strong job growth in
retailing?

Mrs. Norwoob. All of the data for the month of January are, of
course, affected by strong seasonal movements. The data for retail
trade, I believe, are reasonably in line with what has happened in
the previous period. Buildup over the Christmas season this past
year was about in line with that which. occurred from 1985 onward,
but a little bit less than what occurred during the early 1980’s. So
there may be some exaggeration. However, I think that part of the
explanation may be that it is getting increasingly difficult for
many of our retailers to attract young people because there are
fewer of them. It may also be hard to attract people at relatively
low wages typically paid by the industry.

Senator SARBANES. Let me go back to the previous subject be-
cause I am curious.

How many months of a decline in the leading indicators would
have to occur before you expressed surprise that that decline was
not showing up in the unemployment figures?
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Mrs. Norwoop. I think I would not look only at the leading indi-
cators. My experience with the leading indicators is that they are
often revised and the numbers change fairly quickly.

What I would be concerned about is the elements that make up
the leading indicators. And in looking at those, I find that, for ex-
ample, the index in this month, in December, went down 0.2. There
was a negative for the average workweek. I really think the aver-
age workweek is at extraordinarily high levels, and whether it goes
down a tick or up a tick is not very important, so I would tend to
discount that.

The initial claims figures have changed. The unemployment in-
surance system is reporting now an increase in initial claims for
unemployment insurance, and that is something that clearly bears
watching. But we have seen that turn around, too.

New orders are up. The stock market we know about. The one
area that is really looking quite poor is housing. Building permits
are way down. That has had a big effect on the leading indicators,
not just this month, but also in October. And I would watch that.
g‘hat seems to have shown up, I think, in the construction num-

ers.

Senator SARBANES. And then it is later reflected in all the other
items that are involved in housing, is it not?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. In other words, your permits for new housing
- are down. That does not reflect the orders for everything that goes
into housing, which would follow on.

Mrs. Norwoop. That is right. Furniture, appliances, things of
that sort would be affected as well.

Now, it is not clear why the housing market has been contract-
ing. It may be in part some of the changes in the tax legislation
which make the purchases of some houses for investment purposes
somewhat less remunerative. Over the year, employment in con-
struction has changed very little.

Now, in other parts of the economy, we are beginning to see
some improvement in export-related industries and export-related
activities.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you very much.

Congressman Wylie.

Representative WyLie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This really is pretty good news for January, is it not, which is
usually a fairly slow month employmentwise, after Christmas, et
cetera? Is that a fair statement? '

Mrs. Norwoob. Some of the data are certainly quite good; yes.

Representative WyLIE. I need to get a little provincial here and
have to get this question in. I see from table A-13 in your Employ-
ment Situation press release that the civilian labor force in Ohio
has increased by 150,000 in 4 months, just since September, on a
seasonally adjusted basis. Qur unemployment rate, if my figures
are cgrrect, would be below 5 percent if that inflow had not oc-
curred.

My question is: Do you have evidence that there is migration
back to the upper Midwest from Texas, Louisiana, and other States
experiencing economic difficulties? Why has our labor force gained
by 150,000 during that 4-month period; do you know?
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Mrs. Norwoop. There has clearly been an increase in employ-
ment in the region that Ohio is located in and the region surround-
ing it, clearly not so much as in the West, where employment and
the labor force have increased a great deal.

Representative WyLie. But our unemployment figure or rate
would be better if we hadn’t had 150,000 people, apparently an in-
crease in persons seeking employment during that period, obvious-
ly.
Mrs. Norwoob. That is true, of course. The unemployment rate
‘is dependent on the number of people in the labor force who are
looking for jobs. One of the reasons that the labor force increases is
partly just because the people are there, and as population in-
creases the labor force increases.

But another reason is that as people begin to feel that there may
be jobs available, they go out looking for them. So that is a good
thing.

Representative WyLiE. Our population in Ohio is actually declin-
ing, except in the 15th Congressional District which I represent in
the central Ohio area.

Senator SArRBaNES. Which shows that quality congressional rep-
resentation can attract population.

Representative WyLiE. It’s OK for you to say that, Mr. Chairman.

1 would like to get back to the statement you made about the
construction industry. Being on the House Banking Committee, we
have jurisdiction over housing legislation. But your figures do show
some weaknesses in construction employment, perhaps in response
to higher mortgage rates last year. At least that is what the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders attributed it to in Dallas last
week when I was there.

~ Now, this week, we see that there has been a decline in the
prime rate and a slight decline in mortgage rates. If that is sus-
tained or continued, might not we expect some future gains in con-
struction employment? What is the relationship between mortgage
int%rest rates and weakness or strength in the construction indus-
try?

Mrs. Norwoob. If interest rates were to stay down, clearly that
would have an effect of increasing activity in construction. The
real question is, first, whether they will go down sufficiently; and
then, second, whether they will stay down.

Most forecasters are expecting an easing of interest rates
through the end of next year and then a beginning of an increase.
So it is a question of what people see down the line. I think a lot of
that will depend, by the way, upon our success in export markets,
because to the extent there is greater pressure on the dollar, there
will be more of a need to increase interest rates to attract foreign
investment. :

We seem to be doing fairly well on that score right now, soitisa
question of whether that continues. So it is not just, I think, a ques-
tion of the easing at the moment.

Representative WyLIE. You spoke about foreign investment. The
U.S. civilian unemployment rate is now 5.8 percent. How does this
compare with European nations such as France, Germany, the
United Kingdom, and Italy?
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Mrs. NorwooD. It compares quite favorably with most of the
other countries. We are lower than most of the countries that we
develop comparisons for, except for Sweden and Japan. For exam-
ple, we have a lower unemployment rate now than Canada,
France, Germany, the United Kingdom, and probably lower than
Italy, though there are some problems in calculating the Italian
unemployment rate.

Representative WyLIE. Is the gain in export trade related to the
gain in manufacturing employment?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes. Yes, clearly.

I think the increase over the last 6 months in employment in
manufacturing is clearly related to the pickup in our trade.

Representative WyLIE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you very much, Congressman Wylie.

Do you have those national comparisons for unemployment? Do
they embrace any of the Pacific Rim countries, other than Japan?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, they do not.

What we do is get data to adjust their unemployment rates to
our concepts, and it is extraordinarily difficult to get that informa-
tion.

Senator SARBANES. So for Korea or Taiwan, these countries that
are running very large surpluses, you don’t have any figures on
their unemployment rates?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, we do not.

Obviously, they publish them, but they are not generally compa-
rable to ours in concept.

Senator SARBANES. As published, they are extremely low, is that
correct, for those countries?

Mrs. Norwoonb. I believe so.

Senator SArRBANES. Well, thank you very much, Commissioner.

Representative WYLIE. I have just one final question. I know you
want to go.

W!)lat is your prediction as to continued economic growth in
19887

Mrs. Norwoob. Like everyone else, I hope it will be very good.

Representative WyLIE. You hope it will be very good.

All right. Thank you very much.

Senator SARBANES. The committee is adjourned.

Thank you, Commissioner.

[Whereupon, ‘at 9:58 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint EcoNnomic COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-
628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Paul S. Sarbanes (chair-
man of the committee) presiding. )

Present: Senators Sarbanes, Proxmire, Roth, and D’Amato; and
Representative Solarz.

Also present: Judith Davison, executive director; and William
Buechner, Jim Klumpner, Lee Price, and Chris Frenze, profession-
al staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SARBANES, CHAIRMAN

Senator SARBANES. The committee will come to order.

I apologize for being detained. I have just renewed my conviction
that we need to improve the Nation’s physical infrastructure, par-
ticularly the transportation network. :

I am very pleased once again to welcome Commissioner Janet
Norwood from the Bureau of Labor Statistics before the committee
this morning to discuss the employment and unemployment figures
for February.

Before you start, Commissioner Norwood, I just want to look at
the economy from the perspective of two other data series that are
issued periodically by the Bureau of Labor Statistics—real earnings
and productivity. Perhaps later in the hearing you might have a
chance to take a look at those.

As I understand the latest data series, last year, while the econo-
my created almost 3 million new jobs and the unemployment rate
declined, there was apparently a downward trend in the average
worker’s earnings after adjustment for inflation. Earnings appear
to have been a full percentage point lower in January of this year
than they were in January of the previous year, and 2 percent
lower than back in 1980.

The productivity figures for the economy were also a matter of
concern. During the fourth quarter, nonfarm productivity rose by
only 0.3 of a percent and for the year as a whole by 0.9 of a per-
cent. The only good news has been in the manufacturing sector,
but even there improvement in 1987 was still only half of the gain
registered in 1983 and 1984.

Looking at these two series it seems that what kept the overall
inflation rate from accelerating in the 1980’s was not an increase
in productivity but rather the low-wage gains received by workers,

(35)
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at least if you put them together. Perhaps later after we've com-
pleted review of the unemployment figures we might get into this
subject.

That concludes my statement. I'm now prepared to turn to the
Commissioner but I think some of my colleagues may have state-
ments. Senator Roth.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROTH

Senator RotH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome, Mrs. Norwood, Mr. Dalton, and Mr. Bregger. We look
forward to your testimony and indeed, as I understand it, today’s
employment record is going to be good news for the American
worker.

As I understand it, the unemployment has dropped 0.1 of a point
to a level of 5.7 percent, which I think is the lowest unemployment
since 1979.

The closely watched payroll survey posts a huge increase of over
a half million new jobs. My understanding is that this 1-month in-
crease is one of the largest on record in the history of our country.

Now, according to the household survey, 280,000 new jobs were
created in February which pushes the total household employment
to a level of 114.4 million, a new high. More Americans are em-
ployed now than ever before. The creation of new opportunities for
all Americans has pushed the employment-population ratio to a
record level of 62.2 percent. It’s particularly good news that the
rise in the employment-population ratio is also reflected among
adult women workers.

In the course of this expansion over 15 million new jobs have
been created and despite the mythology, most of these jobs have
been in middle- and high-paying occupations. Moreover, not only
has the quality of these new jobs been good but we have created
about seven times the number of jobs as all the other major indus-
trial nations combined.

The ability of the United States to escape from malaise and stag-
flation has also led to continued gains in median family income.
Over the course of the expansion real income has risen by 10.7 per-
cent. So that means a real sustained increase in American living
standards.

For the 6th year of the longest peacetime upswing in U.S. histo-
ry, while we've made much progress, we cannot be complacent. We
must avoid mistakes of the past. We must never forget that the key
test of economic policy is the ability to create jobs and to increase
income.

So I'm pleased to have you here today, Mrs. Norwood, and look
forward to your testimony.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SArRBANES. Thank you, Senator Roth.

Does anyone else have an opening statement? Senator I)’Amato.

Senator D’AMATo. Mr. Chairman, thank you. In the interest of
time, I have another committee meeting, I'd like to submit my
written opening statement for the record as if read in its entirety
and I certainly welcome Mrs. Norwood to the committee. It's
always a privilege to hear her and I'd like to get some of those



good words of wisdom on the record and listen to them for the few
minutes that ’'m permitted to be here.

Senator SARBANES. Very good. Your written opening statement
will be included in full in the record.

[The written opening statement follows:]
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WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR D'AMATO

MR. CHAIRMAN, | WOULD LIKE TO WELCOME TO THE JOINT
ECONOMIC COMMITTEE THIS MORNING DR. JAMET NORWOOD.
COMMISSIONER NORWOOD, | AM MOST INTERESTED IN YOUR
CBSERVATIOMS ON FEBRUARY'S EMPLOYMENT FIGURES.

AS WE ALL KNOW, LAST MONTH YOU REPORTED TO THIS
COMMITTEE EMPLOYMENT FIGURES FOR JANUARY THAT WERE AT THEIR
LOWEST SINCE THE END OF 1979. YOU REPORTED THAT THE TOTAL
CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT ROSE A HEALTHY 385,808 TO A TOTAL OF
114,71 MILLION IMN JANUARY, A MEW RECORD HIGH. THE
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE REMAINED UNCHANGED AT A RELATIVELY LOW 5.8
PERCENT.

YOUR REPORT SHOWS CONTINUED STREMGTH [N OUR ECONOMY
THROUGH EXPANSION AND CREATION OF NEW JOBS. THESE FIGURES
EXCEEDED THE EXPECTATIONS OF MOST ECCNOMIC FORECASTERS.

FOR THE MONTH OF FEBRUARY, THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
DECREASED BY 8.1 OF A PERCENT TO 5.7 PERCENT, THE NUMBER OF
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INDIVIDUALS EMPLOYED , AS SHOWN BY BUSINESS PAYROLLS.
INCRFASED BY APPROXIMATELY 530,068.

IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK, THE UNEMPLOYMEMT RATE FOR THE
MONTH GF FEBRUARY DECREASED FROM 4.7 PERCENT TO 3.9 PERCEMNT.
OVERALL, THESE FIGURES PAINT A VERY BRIGHT EMPLOYMEMT PICTURE
IN OUR MATION.

JANUARY MARKED THE SIXTH CONSECUTIVE MONTH OF EMPLOYMENT
INCREASES IM THE MAMUFACTURING SECTOR. THE CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY, ON THE OTHER HAMD, HAS SHOKM SIGNS OF WEAKMESS IN
THE WAKE OF HIGHER INTEREST RATES LAST FALL. | AM HOPEFUL
THAT THE RECENT TREMD TOVIARD LOWER INTEREST RATES WILL BOOST
CONSTRUCTIOM IN THE COMING MONTHS.

| LOOK FORWARD TO DR, NORWOOD'S TESTIMONY THIS MORNING
AND HOPE THAT IT WILL CONTAIN EMCOURAGING EMPLOYMENT

INFGRMAT ION FOR THE MONTH OF FEBRUARY.

THAMK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN.
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Senator SARBANES. Senator Proxmire.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PROXMIRE

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me simply say that I concur in the obser-
vations of the chairman that we’re unhappy about the level of real
income. The circumstances of rising employment and diminishing
unemployment, they should go up and it has not.

I'm also very concerned about the fact that minorities are doing
much worse. I see that at a time when we have diminishing unem-
ployment and rising jobs the unemployment for blacks is higher
than it has been in the third quarter or the fourth quarter in De-
cember and January and it was a big increase, an increase from
12.2 to 12.6 percent unemployment. Hispanic has also gone up. It
was down in January but it’s back up in February and that was an
increase of 1.1 percent, a sharp increase. So it looks like, as you
were telling us in our informal discussion, the Kerner report of a
divided country in which whites are doing well but blacks are not
and other minorities are not seems to be persisting.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you very much.

Commissioner, we are prepared to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY KENNETH V. DALTON, ASSOCIATE COMMIS-
SIONER, OFFICE OF PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS; AND
JOHN E. BREGGER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
CURRENT EMPLOYMENT ANALYSIS

Mrs. Norwoob. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, we are, as always, very pleased to be here.

Employment rose strongly in February as the business survey re-
versed the weakness in January and the household survey contin-
ued to show growth. The overall jobless rate was 5.6 percent in
February and the civilian worker rate 5.7 percent. Both rates were
below the rates of last fall and nine-tenths of a point below a year

0.

Nonfarm payroll employment rose by 530,000 in February, fol-
lowing a much smaller increase in January. Over the 2 months,
the number of payroll jobs grew by an average of 350,000, about
the same as the monthly gains in the last quarter of 1987. Over the
year, the business survey posted a 3.1 million job increase, and
total employment, as measured by the household survey, showed a
similar gain.

The service industry’s weak performance in January was re-
versed in February, as the number of jobs in the industry rose by a
very large 200,000. The fast growing business and health services
industries together accounted for more than half of this advance.
Retail trade employment rose in both January and February as
post;lChristmas cutbacks this year have been much smaller than
usual.

Finance, insurance, and real estate was the only service-produc-
ing industry that did not show an employment gain in February.
The number of jobs in the finance industry itself declined by about
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10,000, following several months of slowed job gains. This probably
resulted from the employment retrenchment following last Octo-
ber’s financial market upheavals.

In the goods-producing sector, construction employment rose by
about 105,000, after seasonal adjustment. The number of jobs in
this industry had actually declined in January, and growth had
been quite weak for much of last year. In manufacturing, where
employment had advanced substantially during the second half of
1987, the number of jobs edged up in February. This makes 2
months of very modest factory employment growth.

Civilian employment in the household survey rose by about
280,000 in February after seasonal adjustment, and the proportion
of the population employed reached a new high of 62.2 percent.

Jobless rates have fallen sharply over the past year. At 5.7 per-
cent in February, the civilian worker rate was down almost a full
percentage point, to its lowest level since July 1979. The rate for
adult men declined sharply over the year—from 5.8 to 4.9 per-
cent—while the rate for women dropped from 5.8 to 5.2 percent
and that for teenagers moved from 17.9 to 15.4 percent.

Rates for whites, blacks, and Hispanics were down substantially
over the year; for all three, the early 1988 jobless rates were at or
near the lows recorded in 1979. The rates for minority groups are
still quite high; for example, the jobless rate for blacks remains
more than twice the rate for whites. Over the last year, however,
more than the usual number of blacks and Hispanics entered the
labor force, and they obtained 1 in every 3 of the new jobs. Even so,
the proportion of blacks with jobs at 56 percent is still much lower
than that of whites which is 63 percent.

In summary, employment advanced strongly in February. Very
substantial job growth occurred in the service-producing sector,
while factory job increases moderated. The drop in unemployment
evident in 1987 has been sustained in early 1988.

My colleagues and I will be happy to try to answer any questions
you may have.

[The table attached to Mrs. Norwood’s statement, together with
the Employment Situation press release, follows:]



Unemployment rates of all civilian workera by alternative seasonal adjustment methods

X=11 ARIMA method X-11 method
Month Unad=- Concurrent B (official [Range
and Justed|Official |(as first |Coiicurfent|Stabie|Total |Residual nethod (cols.
year rate |procedure|computed) |(fayiged) | . before 1980)| 2-8)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7) (8) (9)
1987
Februaryeeo.| 7.2 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 | 6.6 6.6 6.7 .l
Marchesesess| 649 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.6 ol
Aprilececece] 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.3 ol
Hay-........ 6.1 6.3 6.3 6.3 643 6.3 6.5 6.3 o2
Junesceecssss| 6.3 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.1 ol
JulYeeeeseos| 6.1 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 ol
AuguSteessss| 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 ol
Septembersess| 5.7 5.9 5.9 5.9 6.0 5.9 5.9 5.9 o1
Octobereeses| 5.7 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.0 ol
Novembersess| 5.6 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 -
Decemberecss| 5.4 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 ol
1988
Januaryeessss| 6.3 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.6 5.8 2
Februarysese| 6.2 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6 5.8 o2
SOURCE: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Bureau of Labor Statistics

March 1988
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(1) Unadjusted rate. Uneaployment rate for all civilisn vorkers, not seasonally adjusted.

(2) 0fficial procedure (X-11 ARIMA method). The published seasonally adjusted rate for

all civilian vorkers. Each of the Y major civilian labor force components--agricultural
employment, nonagricultural employment and uneaployment——for & age-sex groups—males and
females, ages 16-19 and 20 years and over——are seasonally adjusted independently using data
from January 1974 forvard. The data series for each of these 12 comp s are ded by

a year at esch end of the original series using ARIMA (Auto-Regressive, Integrated, Moving
Average) models chosen specifically for each series. Each extended series is then seasonally
adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X-11 ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemployment and
nonagricultural employmsent coaponeats are sdjusted with the additive adjustment wodel,

while the other components are adjusted vith the wultiplicative model. The unemployment

rate is computed by suaning the 4 1lly adjusted ployment comp s and calculating
that total as a percent of the civilian labor force total derived by suaming sll 12 seasonally
adjusted components. All the seasonally adjusted series are revised at the end of each year.
Extrapolated factors for J y-June are computed st the beginning of each year; extrapolated
factors for July-Deceaber are computed in the middle of the year after the June data become
available. Each set of 6-month factors are published in advance, in the January and July

issues, respectively, of Employment and Earnings.

(3) Concurrent (as first computed, X-11 ARIMA method). The official procedure for
computation of the rate for all civilian workers using the 12 components {s folloved

except that extrapolated factors are not used at all. Each component is seasonally adjusted
with the X-11 ARIMA program each month as the most recent data become available. Rates for
each month of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once each
year, at the end of the year when data for the full year become available. For exaaple,

the rate for January 1984 would be based, during 1984, on the adjustnent of data froa

the period January 1974 through January 1984.

(4) Concurrent (revised, X-11 ARIMA method). The procedure used is identical to (3)
above, and the rate for the current month (the last month displayed) will always be the
sape in the two columms. However, all previous months are subject to revision each month
based on the seasonal adjustment of all the components with data through the current month.

(5) Stable (X-11 ARIMA pethod). Each of the 12 civilian labor force components is extended
using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and then run through the X-11 part

of the program using the stable option. This option assumes that seasonal patterns

are basically constant from year-to-year and comp final 1 factors as

unweighted averages of all the seasonal-irregular components for each month across

the entire span of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure, factors are
extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are revised st the end of each year.

The procedure for computation of the rate froa the 11y adjusted D s

1s also identical to the official procedure.

(6) Total (X-11 ARIMA method). This is one alternative aggregation procedure, in
which total unemployment and civilian labor force levels are extended with ARIMA nmodels
and directly adjusted with multiplicative ad justment models in the X-11 part of the
progran. The rate is computed by taking seasonally adjusted total unemployment as a
percent of seasonally adjusted total civilian labor force. Factors are extrapolated
in 6-month intervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(7) Residual (X-11 ARIMA method). This 1s snother alternative aggregstion method, in
which total civilian eaployment and civilian labor force levels are extended using ARIMA
models and then directly adjusted with multiplicative ad justment models. The seasonally
adjusted unemployment level is derived by subtracting seasonally adjusted employment
from sessonally adjusted labor force. The rate is then computed by taking the derived
unemploynent level as a percent of the labor force level. Factors are extrapolated in
6-month intervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(8) X-11 method (official method before 1980). The method for computation of the official
procedure is used except that the series sre not extended with ARIMA models and the factors
are projected in 12-month intervals. The standard X-11 prograa is used to perforu the
seasonal adjustaent.

Methods of Adjustment: The X-11 ARIMA method was developed at Statisticc Canada by the
Seasonal Adjustzent snd Times Series Staff under the direction of Estela Bee Dagum. The
method 1is describded in The X-11 ARIMA S 1 Adjustoent Method, by Estels Bee Dagun,
Statistics Canada Catalogue No. 12-564E, February 1980.

The standard X-11 method is described in X-11 Variant of the Census Method II Seasonal
Adjustment Program, by Julius Shiskin, Allan Young and John Musgrave (Technical Paper
No. 15, Bureau of the Census, 1967).
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: FEBRUARY 1988

Employment growth was quite strong in February, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics of the U, S, Department of Labor reported today. The overall
jobless rate was 5.6 percent, and the civilian worker rate was 5.7 percent.
Both have edged down in recent months--by three-tenths of a percentage
point since last October.

Nonagricultural payroll employment, as measured by the survey of
business establishments, surged by 530,000 in February, following a
relatively small increase in the prior month. Total civilian employment,
as measured by the household survey, rose by nearly 300,000 over the month.

Unemployment (Household Survey Data)

The number of persons unemployed 1in February, at 6.9 million,
seasonally adjusted, was about the same as in January. The civilian worker
unemployment rate, at 5.7 percent, also sghowed 1little over-the~month
change. However, it has edged down by three-tenths since last October and
was nearly a full percentage point lower than a year ago. ’

Jobless rates for adult men (4.9 percent), adult women (5.2 percent),

teenagers (15.4 percent), whites (4.8 percent), and blacks (}2.6 percent)

+ showed little change in February. After dipping in January, the Hispanic

unemployment rate (8.3 percent) returned to the levels that generally
prevailed in the latter half of last year. (See tables A-2 and A-~3.)

The median duration of unemployment--6.4 weeks--was unchanged from
January and was slightly lower than a year earlier. The number and
proportion of the total unemployed who had lost their last jobs declined-
markedly over the past year. (See tables A-7 and A-8.)

Civilian Employment and the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

Total civilian employment rose by 280,000 in February to 114.4
million, seasonally adjusted, with almost the entire gain taking place
among adult men. The proportion of the population with jobs was at a
record 62.2 percent. Recent employment growth has been particularly strong
in executive, administrative, and managerial occupations. Over the past
year, employment in these occupations has accounted for more than a third
of the 3 million growth in total civilian employment. (See tables A-2 and
A-11.) .
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a level of 121.4 million in Pebruary,
force participation rate edging up to
the labor force has grown by 2.0
the increase occurring among adult

Table A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonally adjusted

Quarterly Monthly data
averages
Category Jon.~
1987 1987 1988 Feb.
change
IIL AI Iv Dec. Jan. Feb,
HOUSEHOLD DATA
Th ds of persons
Labor force 1/seveess.s| 121,786] 122,316 122,672} 122,924] 123,084 160
Total employment 1/..{ 114,587| 115,235 115,494 115,878] 116,145 267
Civilian labor force...| 120,053| 120,568| 120,722| 121,175] 121,348 173
Civilian employment..| 112,854] 113,486 113,744| 114,129} 114,409 280
Unemploymentesscsosse|, 7,199 7,082 6,978 7,046 6,938 -108
Not in labor force.....| 62,963| 62,899 62,898| 62,647| 62,621 =26
Discouraged workers.. 992 910 N.A. N.A. N.A.} N.A.
Percent of labor force
Unemployment rates:
All workers 1/.ceeees 5.9 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.6 =0.1
All civilian workers. 6.0 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7 -.1
Adult meNeesessssss 5.2 5.0 4.9 5.1 4.9 -.2
Adult women.esseoes 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.2 o1
Teenagerseecosssses 16.1 16.6 16.1 16.0 15.4 -6
. 5.1 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.8 =-.2
. 12.5 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.6 o4
Hispanic origin.... 8.1 8.5 8.1 7.2 8.3|. 1.1
ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Th ds of jobs
Nonfarm employment.....| 102,278] 103,293 103,612[pl03,786[p104,317] p531
Goods~producingeescse 24,884 25,164| 25,259] p25,204| p25,332| pl28
Service-producing.... 77,394| 78,129| 78,353 p78,582| p78,985] p403
Hours of work -
Average weekly hours:
Total privatececeecsse 34.8 34.8 34.6 p34.7 p34.9] p0.2
Manufacturingseceeose 40.9 41.2 41.0 p4l.l p40.9| p-.2
Overtimeseeececesess 3.7 3.9 3.8 p3.9 p3.8| p-.l
1/ Includes the resident Armed Forces. N.A.=not available.

p=preliminary.
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—
Industry Payroll Employment (Establishment Survey Data)

Total nonagricultural payroll employment rose by 530,000 in February,
seasonally adjusted, to a level of 104.3 millfon. This large gain, which
followed a much smaller 1increase in January (175,000), occurred mostly in
the service-producing sector. While construction also advanced,
manufacturing was little changed. (See table B-1.)

Within the service-producing sector, employment in the services
industry increased sharply (200,000), following a modest rise in January.
Job gains were widespread, with health and business services rising by
60,000 and 55,000, respectively. Other industries with increases were
retail trade, which rose by 110,000 after seasonal adjustment, and
wholesale trade. Employment {in finance, insurance, and real estate was
little changed over the month, although the finance component declined by
10,000; this drop represents the first tangible impact on business payrolls
of the October stock market crash.

In the goods-producing sector, construction jobs rose by 105,000 after
seasonal adjustment, following a substantial decline in January. After
showing large gains in the second half of 1987, manufacturing jobs were up
only slightly for the second month in a row. Changes among the component
industries were all quite small. Since last June, manufacturing payrolls
have added 400,000 jobs. Mining was about unchanged in February.

Weekly Hours (Establishment Survey Data)

The average workweek for all production or nonsupervisory workers on
private nonagricultural payrolls increased 0.2 hour 1n February to 34.9
hours, seasonally adjusted. By contrast, the manufacturing workweek
declined 0.2 hour to 40.9 hours, and factory overtime edged down 0.1 hour
to 3.8 hours; both measures, however, were still relatively high by
historical standards. (See table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory
workers on private nonagricultural payrolls rose by 0.7 percent to 123,2
(1977=100), seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing index slipped to 95.3,
reflecting the decline in the factory workweek. (See table B-5.)

Hourly and Weekly Earnings (Establishment Survey Data)

Average hourly earnings of private production or nonsupervisory
workers edged down by 0.2 percent in February, seasonally adjusted, while
average weekly earnings rose 0.4 percent due to the increase in the
workweek. Prior to seasonal adjustment, average hourly earnings inched
down 1 cent to $9.17, and average weekly earnings rose 58 cents to $316.37.
(See table B-3.)
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The Hourly Earnings Index (Establishment Survey Data)

The Hourly Earnings Index (HEI) was 176.5 (1977=100) in February,
seasonally adjusted, virtually unchanged from January. For the 12 months
ended in February, the increase was 2.7 percent. In dollars of constant
purchasing power, the HEI decreased 1.0 percent during the 12-month period
ending in January., The HEI excludes the effects of two types of changes
unrelated to underlying wage rate movements=--fluctuations in manufacturing
overtime and interindustry employment shifts. (See table B-4,)

The Employment Situation for March 1988 will be released on Friday,
April 1, at 8:30 A.M. (EST).



Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys,
the Current Popul Survey (h hold survey) and the
Current Employment Statistics Survey (establishment survey).
The household survey provides the information on the labor
force, total employ , and loyment that appears in
the A tables, marked HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample
survey of about 59,500 h holds that is conducted by the
Bureau of the Census with most of the findings analyzed and
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The bli survey provides the information on the
employment, hours, and earnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables, marked
ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information is collected
from payroll records by BLS in ion with State
The sample includes over 290,000 establishments employing
over 38 million people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month are actually
collected for and relate to a particular week. In the household
survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is the calendar week that
contains the 12th day of the month, which is called the survey
week. In the bli survey, the e week is the
pay period including the 12th, which may or may not corres-
pond directly 10 the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of technical
fac(ors. including definitions, survey differences, seasonal ad-

and the inevitable variance in results between a
survey of a sample and a census of the entire population. Each
of these factors is explained below.

Coverage, definitions, and differences
between surveys

The sample households in the household survey are selected
0 as to reflect the entire civilian noninstitutional population
16 years of age and older. Each person in a household is
classified as employed, unemployed, or not in the labor force.
Those who hold more than one job are classified according to
the job at which they worked the most hours.

People are classified as employed if lhey did any work atall
as paid civilians; worked in their own busi orp or

that time; and they made specific efforts to find employment
sometime during the prior 4 weeks. Persons laid off from their
former jobs and awaiting recall and those expecting to report
10 a job within 30 days need not be looking for work to be
counted as unemployed.

The labor force equals the sum of the number employed and
the number loyed. The I rate is the
percentage of unemployed people in the labor force (civilian
plus the resident Armed Forces). Table A-S presents a special
grouping of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-
ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force. The
definitions are provided in the table. The most restrictive
definition yields U-1 and the most comprehensive yields U-7.
The overall unemployment rate is U-5a, while U-5b represents
the same measure with a civilian labor force base.

Unlike the household survey, the establishment survey only
counts wage and salary employees whose names appear on the
payroll records of nonagricultural firms. As a result, there are
many differences between the two surveys, among which are
the following:

— The household survey, lllholl]h baud on a smaller sample, reflects a
larger segment of the survey excludes agri
the self-employed, unpaid mmly workers, private houschold workers, and
members of the resident Armed Forces;

— The houschold survey includes people on unpaid leave among the
employed; the establishment survey does not;

— The household survey is limited 10 those 16 years of age and older; the
establishment survey is not limited by age:

-- The household survey has no duplication of individuals, because each in-
dividual is counted only once: in the establishment survey, employees working at
more than one job or otherwise appearing on more than one payroll would be
counted separately for each appesrance.

Other differences between ‘the two surveys are described in
“‘Comparing Employment Estimates from Household and
Payroll Surveys,” which may be obtained from the BLS upon
request.

on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or more in an enter-
prise operated by a member of their family, whether they were
paid or not. People are also counted as employed if they were
on unpaid leave because of illness, bad weather, disputes be-
tween labor and management, or personal reasons. Members
of the Armed Forces stationed in the United States are also in-
cluded in the employed total.

People are classified as unemployed, regardless of their
eligibility for unemployment benefits or public assistance, if
they meet all of the following criteria: They had no employ-
ment during the survey week; they were available for work at

Over the course of a year, the size of the Nation's labor
force and the levels of employ and l
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events as
changes in weather, reduced or expanded production, har-
vests, major holidays, and the opening and closing of schools.
For example, the labor force increases by a large number each
June, when schools close and many young people enter the job
market. The effect of such seasonal variation can be very
large; over the course of a year, for-example, seasonality may
account for as much as 95 percent of the month-to-month
changes in unemployment.
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Because these seasonal events follow a more or less regular
pattern each year, their influence on statistical trends can be
eliminated by adjusting the statistics from month to month.
These adjustments make nonseasonal developments, such as
declines in economic activity or increases in the participation
of women in the labor force, easier 1o spot. To return to the
school’s-out example, the large number of people entering the
labor force each June is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficuit to deter-
mine if the level of economic activity has risen or declined.
However, because the effect of students finishing schoo! in
previous years is known, the statistics for the current year can
be adjusted to allow for a comparable change. Insofar as the
seasonal adjustment is made correctly, the adjusted figure pro-
vides a more useful tool with which to analyze changes in
economic activity.

Measures of labor force, employment, and unemployment
contain components such as age and sex. Statistics for all
employees, production workers, average weekly hours, and
average hourly earnings include components based on the
employer’s industry. All these statistics can be seasonally ad-
justed either by adjusting the total or by adjusting each of the
components and combining them. The second procedure
usually vields more accurate information and is therefore
followed by BLS. For example, the seasonally adjusted figure
for the labor force is the sum of eight seasonally adjusted
civilian employment components, plus the.resident Armed
Forces total (not adjusted for lity), and four Iy
adjusted unemployment components; the total for unemploy-
ment is the sum of the four foyment cc s and

from the results of a complete census. The chances are approx-
imately 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on the sample will
differ by no more than 1.6 times the standard error from the
results of a census. At approxi ly the 90-percent
level of confidence—the confidence limits used by BLS in its
analyses—the error for the monthly change in total employ-
ment is on the order of plus or minus 328,000; for total
unemployment it is 220,000; and, for the overall unemploy-
ment rate, it is 0.19 percentage point. These figures do not
mean that the sample results are off by these magnitudes but,
rather, that the chances are approximately 90 out of 100 that
the *‘true” level or rate would not be expected to differ from
the estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced when the
data are cumulated for several months, such as quarterly or
annually. Also, as a general rule, the smaller the estimate, the
larger the sampling error. Therefore, relatively speaking, the
estimate of the size of the labor force is subject to less error
than is the estimate of the number unemployed. And, among
the unemployed, the sampling error for the jobless rate of
adult men, for example, is much smaller than is the error for
the jobless rate of teenagers. Specifically, the error on monthly
change in the jobless rate for men is .26 percentage point; for
teenagers, it is 1.25 percentage points.

In the establishment survey, estimates for the 2 most current
months are based on incomplete returns; for this reason, these
estimates are labeled preliminary in the tables. When all the
returns in the sample have been received, the estimates are
revised. In other words, data for the month of September are

the overall unemployment rate is derived by dividing the
resulting estimate of total unemployment by the estimate of
the labor force.

The numerical factors used 10 make the scasonal ad-
justments are recalculated regularly. For the household
survey, the factors are calculated for the January-June period
and again for the July-December period. The January revision
is applied to data that have been pubtished over the previous §
vears. For the survey, updated factors for
seasonal adjustment are calculated only once a year, along
with the introduction of new benchmarks which are discussed
at the end of the next section.

Sampling variability

Statistics based on the household and establishment surveys
are subject 10 sampling error, that is, the estimate of the
number of people emploved and the other estimates drawn
from these surveys probably differ from the figures that would
be obtained from a complete census, even if the same guestion-
naires and procedures were used. In the household survey, the
amount of the differences can be expressed in terms of stand-
ard errors. The numerical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the sample, the resulis of the survey, and other
factors. However, the numerical value is always such that the
chances are approximately 68 out of 100 that an estimate based
on the sample wifl differ by no more than the standard error

published in preliminary form in October and November and
in final form in December. To remove errors that build up
over time, a comprehensive count of the employed is con-
ducted each year. The results of this survey are used to
establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counts of
employment—against which month-to-month changes can be
measured. The new benchmarks also incorporate changes in
the classification of industries and allow for the formation of
new establishments.

Additions) statistics and other information

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation’s employ-
ment situation, BI S regularly publishes a wide variety of data
in this news release. More comprehensive statistics are contain-
ed in Employment and Earnings, published each month-by
Bi s, It is available for $8.50 per issue or $22.00 per year from
the U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
20204. A check or money order made out to the Superinten-
dent of Documents must accompany all orders.

Employment and Earnings also provides approximations of
the standard errors for the household survey data published in
this release. For unemployment and other labor force
categories, the standard errors appear in tables B through J of
its **Explanatory Notes.”" Measures of the reliability of the
data drawn from the establishment survey and the actual
amounts of revision due to benchmark adjustments are pro-
vided in tables M, O, P, and Q of that publication.
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Table A-1. Employment status of the popuiation, Including Armed Forces in the United States, by sex
{Numbers in thousands)

Mot seasonaily adjusted . Seasonslly sdjusted’
Employment status and sex ) } : 1
Feb. Jan, Feb. , Feb. . Oct. Nov. : Dec. Jan. Feb.
1987 1988 1988 | 1887 1987 1887 1087 1888 1968
]
TOTAL i
instituti 3 183,738 | 185,571 | 185705 | 183,738 - 185,052 | 185,225 185,370 | 185,571 | 185,705
Labor force? 119,707 | 121,491 | 121,678 120 070 I ‘22,128 122,349 | 122,472 | 122,924 | 120,084
rate’ 65.2 655 65.5 8.1 66.1 88.2 8.3
Total ¢! 111,204 [ 113,880 | 114,196 113084 | 114, 95‘ 115,255 | 115494 | 115,878 | 118,145
ion ratio* 60.5 614 61.5 81.5 a2.1 622 823 624 628

1,740 1,749 1,736 1740 | 1,741 1,755 1,750 1749 | 1,738
109,464 | 112,139 | 112,460 | 111,344 | 113210 | 113,504 | 113,744 { 114,120 | 114,409
3,

110,332 | 110,520 { 110,838 | 111,182
. 8,978 7,048 2
58 57 57 58

88,049 | 88,924 | 89033 | 89,009

57 56 56 54
Women, 18 years and over g *
institurtie 96,606 | 95, 639 | 98295 | 66376 | 06446 | 06538 | 96,608
Labor force’ 54,185 [ 53,315 \ 54,181 | 54,330 | 54442 | 54,681 | 54,740
tion rate’ 56.1 557 56.3 56.4 564 566 587
—_— Total d 50,044 | 49, 503 50, 903 51085 | 51,249 | 51482 | 51,509
- 527 53.0 531 533 533
Resident Armed Forces ... 159 156 H 101 1682 161 181 150
Civilian 49,128 | 50681 | 50,785 | 49,647 | 50,742 ) 50823 } 51,088 | 51,321 | 51350
L 3,527 3,239 3250 3512. 3278 3,245 3,183 3.200 3,291
[ rate® | 67 6.0 60| 86! 6.1 80 59 59 s9
‘mmhonamkm.aFmﬁouvumml adjusted for > Labor force as a percent of the noninstitutional poputation.
seasona) ; thersfore, identical numbers appesr in the unadiusted ‘Yowmmmmnapmmwmmmm
wuuonmymudwhnm Unempicyment as a percent of the labor force {inciuding the resident

! Includes members of the Armed Forces stationed in the United Armed Forces).
States.
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-2. Employment siztus of the civillan population by sex snd age
(Numbers in thousands)
Not ssesonally acjusted Sessonally adjusted’
Employment status, sex, and sge
Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1987 1988 1068 1907 1087 1987 1987 1983 1983
TOTAL
Chvilan 181,996 | 153,022 | 183,960 | 181,990 | 183311 | 183,470 | 183,620 | 163,822 | 183,969
Civillen lsbor force 117,967 | 119,742 | 119,942 | 118,230 | 120,387 | 120,504 | 120,722 | 121,175 | 121,348
ion rate 4.8 65.1 3.2 65.5 5.7 85.7 85.7 5. 880
100,484 | 112,139 | 112,460 | 131,344 { 113,210 | 113,504 | 113,744 ] 114,120 | 114,400
catio” 0.1 61.0 61.9 612 81.8 1.9 819 621 622
! 8508 7.803 7.482 7880 177 7,080 es78 7,048 6,038
! rate 72 L2 6.2 L] 80 50 58 50 57
Men, 20 years and over
Clvilian 79218 | 80,120 | 80203 | 76216 | 79.807 | 79,885 | 00,002 | 60,120 | 80203
Civilian labor force 01,548 | 62,031 61,030 | 62,211 62248 | 62440 62,606
e 7 774 778 8.2 78.0 78.0 77.8 779 782
57356 | 58,357 | 50,626 | 58,324 | 59,037 | 59,164 | 59,185 | 50,287 | 50,625
ratic? 724 728 73 7368 740 74.1 740 740 743
\gr 2,081 2,077 2,027 2317 2,343 2207 2,208 230 2280
industries 55,208 58,500 | 58,007 | 58604 | 56,887 | 58,887 | 58964 | 57344
! 4,192 3.674 3578 3,800 3174 3,135 3,083 3,154 07
! rate as 59 58 58 51 5.0 49 51 49
Woeen, 20 years and over -
88,237 | 89,110 | £9,178 | 88237 | 25043 | 88923} 69,010 | 69,110 89,178
Civillan labor force 49,148 | 50317 | 50407 | 49,343 | 50,095 | 50,254 | 50,361 558 840
55.7 568.5 56.5 559 56.4 56.5 566 56.7 588
48232 | 47033 | 47714 | 48,485 | 47,450 | 47834 | 47,750 | 47977 43,008
atio? 52.4 535 5.5 52.7 534 5368 538 538 538
\gr 535 539 552 834 €38 (3 643 848 654
industries 97 | 47,004 | 47,182 | 45851 | 46,844 | 46,908 | 47,107 | 47,331 | 47,381
L 2018 2684 2 2,858 2615 2,820 2611 2,581 2,838
rate 59 53 53 58 5.2 52 51 6.2
Both sexes, 18 to 19 years
Civilian 14548 | 14,502 | 14568 | 14,540 | 14681 | 14,663 | 14,000 | 14,502 | 14,588
Civilan lebor force 727 7.384 7331 7.857 6,001 8,041 a3 8,177 6,011
ion rate 50.0 50.7 50.2 54.7 551 548 555 56.0 54.0
5,875 8,150 6,120 6,535 8,60 6,708 8,000 6,085 6770
catio* 40.4 421 420 449 487 487 488 470 485
Agri 168 173 181 274 a7 239 274 <) 22
Industries 5,707 59077 5939 6.261 8422 8,487 6,542 6,488
L 1396 1,244 1211 1422 1388 1335 1,304 1312 1,232
! e 19.2 188 185 179 172 188 181 160 154

' The population figures
therefore, identical numbers appear in the

ae not sdiusted for seesonsl verigtion;

and

adpsied colunns.

! Cwvilsn employment 29 a percent of the civiian noninstitutional
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Table A-3. Employment status of the civiian poputation by race, sax, age, and Hispenic origin

(Numbers in thousands)

HOUSEHOLD DATA

Not seasonaily adiusted Sessonelly adjusted’
Employment status, racs, sex, 808, and
Hispanic origin Feb.  Jan | Feb. | Feb. | Oct | Nov. | Dec. | Jan | Feb.
1987 1988 1983 1007 1907 1907 1987 1988 1988
WHITE
; 158,431 | 157,678 | 157,773 | 156,431 | 157,342 | 157,449 | 157,552 | 157,678 | 157,773
‘Civilan tabor force 101,809 | 103,120 | 103,398 | 102,825 | 103,689 | 103,733 | 103,007 | 104,252 | 104,530
ipation rate 5.t 65.4 55 5.7 es.9 5.9 88.0 8.1 883
95377 | 87311 | 07819 | 97.001 | 96,317 98,452 | 58,770 | 00,044 | 99474
ratio® 01.0 8.7 820 820 825 [ ] 827 a8 63.0
1 6,432 5,809 5579 5,824 5,352 5239 5128 5200 5,058
[l rate &3 58 54 57 5.2 51 49 50 48
Men, 20 years and over
Civilian Jabor force 53840 | 54,135| 54,268 | 54,121 ] 54,375 | 54,381 | 54,388 | 54,455 | 54,650
i ion rate 789 e e 785 784 783 782 78.3 705
50,540 1 51,220 | 51,551 51,388 | 51,884 | 51,969 | 52048 | 52,053 | 52389
ratic® 733 736 740 74.5 748 749 749 748 75.2
1 3,300 2814 an? 2,758 25Mm 2,412 2322 2,402 2,260
L rate 8.1 54 5.0 5.1 48 a4 43 44 41
Women, 20 years and over
Civilian iabor force 41,639 | 42545 | 42,748 | 41,780 | 42379 | 42464 | 42569 | 42710 42915
icipation rate 55.1 558 58.1 553 55.7 558 55.9 56.1 58.3
; 39576 | 40810 | 40,780 | 39,755 | 40,538 | 40,606 | 40,712 | 40,896 | 40,885
ratio® 52.3 533 53.5 528 533 5.4 53.5 5.7 53.8
L 2062 | 19835| 1969| 2025 1841 16858 | 1857 1813| 1830
L rate 50 45 48 48 43 44 44 42 a5
Both sexes, 16 to 19 yesrs
Civikan labor force 6330 | 6441 8381 6924 6915 6836| 6970 7087| 6965
i rate 53.2 54.2 53.7 58.1 57.9 57.7 58.6 59.6 58.6
5,281 5481 5,488 5,880 5915 587 6,021 6,095 6,100
ratio’ 44.2 481 482 49.4 495 496 508 512 513
! 1070 960 893 1,044 1,000 969 949 802 885
L rate 189 149 140 159 14.5 144 18 140 124
Men 189 16.3 148 180 151 148 14.9 144 122
Women 148 134 13.2 14.% 13.8 13.3 123 138 127
BLACK
Civilian itut 20218 | 20,539 | 20,569 | 20.218 | 20453 | 204821 20508 | 20,539 | 20,589
Civilian labor force 12,606 ( 12,067 | 12965 12894 [ 13,152 13,183 ( 13.215| 13222 | 13,168
4 rate 628 63.1 63.0 83.8 843 844 844 844 640
10872 | 13417 | 11,288 11,086 [ 11,556 | 11,589 | 11,805 11,608 | 11,504
ratio” 53.8 55.6 54.9 548 56.5 586 56.6 585 559
L 1824 155 | 1678 1808 1508| 1604 | 1610 1814 188
Une rate 144 120 129 140 1241 122 122 122 126
Men, 20 years and aver
Civiian labor force 5.827 6,020 6,004 5998 6,023 6,045 6,043 8,118 s.168
icioation rate 740 740 747 749 743 745 743 750 758
5,188 5398 5,352 5,289 5431 5,430 5,430 5497 5472
ratio’ es 868.2 65.6 66.0 67.0 889 688 7.5 67.t
L i 631 742 713 582 815 &13 618 694
L rate 128 105 122 1.9 9.8 102 10.1 10. 13
Women, 20 years and over
Civitian labor 5891 6389 | 6134| 6005] 6177 6207) 6224 68244 6139
ic 59.5 60.6 59.7 59.7 60.7 60.9 81.0 61.1 59.9
5218 5,528 5,482 5.249 5,495 5,537 5544 | 5550 i 5495
ratio’ 51.9 54.1 53.4 52.2 54.0 543 543 543 83.7
L m 681 852 7568 682 670 680 ; 694 | 836
L rate 129 10.7 10.7 1268 1.0 108 109, 111, 104
Both sexes, 18 to 19 years .
Civilian Labor force 778 749 757 952 0411 948 863 870
icipation rate 382 us 348 41.8 438 433 ; 437 398 400
488 | 482 473 554 630 | 31 56 537
ratio’ 271 27 218 258 2901 286 294 258 247
L 280 ! 257 284 339 322 . 319 n7 302 333
L rate 72 344 75, 280 338 339 334 350 38.3
Men 383 352 49 e 325 322 335 353 420
Women 382 <Y 325 38.0 382 358 334 9 7

See footnotes at and of table.
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Table A-3. Employment status of the civillan population by race, sex, age, end Hispsnic origin—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)
Mot seasonally edjusted Sessonally adjusted’
Empicyment status, race, sex, age, and T
Hispanic origin Feo. | dsn | Feb | Feb. | Oct | Nov. | Dec | sen | Feb.
1987 1968 1988 1987 1967 1967 1967 1988 1988
HISPANIC ORIGIN
Civilian insti 12,802 13,115 | 13,153 | 12,682 | 13,003 | 13,043 | 13,082 | 3,118 13,15
Chvilian labor force 0,320 8,758 8,005 8,423 8,654 8,763 8,772 9:!73 9:0|7
ate 78‘5‘2 ‘%6‘3 & 66.4 686 87.2 LA 8.7 886
K X 8, 7,614 7935 7078 8,058 8,238 8268
A ratic” 58.7 61.3 615 0 8.0 812 618 820 629
884 718 820 809 719 785 714 642 749
L rate 108 8.2 92 96 83 20 81 72 83
' The popuam ﬂu:u e not w for sessonal variation; poputation.
theretore, numbers appesr in the unadiusted and seasonally NOTE: Detail for the sbove race and Hispanic-origin groups will not
ﬂm' eourm ) sum 1o totals because data for the “other races™ group are not prasented
Civiiian employment as a percent of the civiian noninstitutional and Hispanics ars included in both the whits and biack poputation groups.

Table A-4. Selected empicyment indicators
(in thousands)

Not seasonally adjusted Sensonslly adjusted

‘w7 1888 1988 1987 1087 1987 1967 1983 1968

112,139 | 112,460 | 111,344 | 113,210 | 113,504 | 113,744 [ 114,320 | 114,409
40,000 | 300681 30,058 | 40,556 | 40,845| 40,711 | 40,404 | 40475
28,185 | 280,477 | 27,837 | 28,090 | 28,175 | 28240 | 28441 | 28,707

6174 6157 | 5925| e178| 6237 | 6227 6,168 3.‘57

1,368 1,407 1,640 1,705 1,595 1,599 1,688 1,677
1,325 1,274 1,440 1,430 1,407 1450 1,454 1,414
85 kel 132 140 156 156 138 114

101,085 | 101,341 | 98,772 | 101,522 | 101,943 | 10,997 | 102,507 | 102,683
17214 | 17270 | 16553 | 17,033 | 17,118 17,084 | 17,107 | 16,048
83851 | B4071 | 83,210 84,480 | 84,825} 84,933 | 85310 85735

1071 1,087 1,213 1222 1,208 1,200 1,147 1,170
82,780 | 62,984 | 82006 | 83267 | 83530 | 83,733 | 84,183 ,
8060 | 8,146| 8166 8274 | 8222 8280| 8,150 | 8312
228 213 254 242 235 248 237 228

5,304 5377 5768 | 5353 5534{ 5262 50967 6,568
2,683 2,681 2,501 2317 2408 | 2284 | 2398 | 2478
2405| 2390 27737 2655 2696} 2638 28407 2598
14,908 | 15448 | 14110 | 14,488 | 14523 | 147130 14571 14572
i
5,181 sn7 5,458 5087 | 5241' 5004 5, 145" 5254
2,527 2504 | 2315 2196 2209 2111 2260 2327
2363 2202| 2882° 2567! 2587 2552 2568 2457
14,491 ' 15055 } N3,635 ¢ 14,011 ! 14064 ' 14222 14008 14123
' : .

Excludes persons “with & job but not &t work” during the survey
period for such rexsons g3 vacation, Bness, or industrial dispute.
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TMMW«WMMMMMMWMMWW.W“M”
{Percent)

Measure
i
v :
U-1 Pmmnployodwmovlorwulwwndn .
civilian iabor force 19 18 17 16 1.5 15 14 14
U-2 Job iosers as a percent of the civilian iabor force 33 32 30 28 27 27 26 28

u-3 Unempioyed persons 25 years and over as a percent of the
civilian tabor lorce

54 5.1 48 48 45 45 45 45

U4 Unempioyed full-tima jobseekers as a percent of the
full-time civikian labor force es 82 59 56 55 54

U-5a Touwunmevmmm,
inciuding the resident Armed Forces

5.4 53

L1 85 62 59 58 57 57 58
U-5b Total unemployed as a percent of the civilian tabor forcs .....

U-6 Total full-time jobseekers plus 1/2 part-time jobseekers plus
1/2 total on part time for CONOMIC reasons as a percent of
the civilian labor force less 1/2 of the part-time labor force .....

U-7 Tota! full-time jobseekers pius 1/2 part-time jobsoskers
phuwzmonunﬁmformmicmmw
workers as a percent of the civiian labor force phus
discouraged workers less 1/2 of the part-tme labor force .

[£] 66 3 80 59 58 58 57

9.2 9.0 85 82 81 8.0 8.0 8.0

10.2 99 9.3 8.0 88 NA. NA. NA

N.A. = not gvailable.

Tabis A-6. Selected adjusted

Number of
persons
{in thousands)

1907 | 1988 | 1988 | 1567 | 1oy | tea7 | ey | jeee | iete

CHARACTERISTIC
Total, 16 years and over 7.888 7,048 6033 &8 80 59 58 58 57
3,847 3,707 68 58 58 57 58 58
3,154 o 5.8 5.1 5.0 49 51 49
3,200 320 es 6.1 690 59 59 59
2.581 2835 58 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.2
1312 1232 179 172 186 181 180 154
1495 1,428 4.1 37 as 34 38 34
1,239 1226 48 42 42 43 42 41
608 587 96 89 o5 84 a9 83
Fufi-time workers 6397 | 5603 5549 62 5.6 55 54 54 53
Part-time workers 1477 1,484 1.379| 88 83 62 , 80 ; a3 7.9
Labor torce time lost’ - - - 15 ee 68 68 | 68 66

5,175 6.8 59 58 57 . 58 5.7
1992, 80 70 65 64 Al 89
881 130 83 70 . a0 7.7 78
700, 117 1.2 10.8 106 122 10
12281 68 57 53 5.1 56 56
783 67 , 52 48 48 55 59
483 89 85 58 56 58 53
3182 59 54 55 53 5.3 5.1
2381 4.1 44 45 48 36 36
1,478 72 65 68 6.2 8.1 6.4

191 10 108 11 10.9 1.5 102

' Unemployment as a percent of the civilian tabor force. - BCONOMC “~130NS as & percent of potentally avadable labor force hours.
’Awml-hanbnbymembndwmonmm R
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Tabile A-7. Duration of unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
Not sessonally sdjusted Seasonally adjusted
Weeks of unemployment
Feb. Jan, Feb. Feb. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1887 1988 1988 1987 19687 1987 1987 1988 1988
OURATION
Leoss than 5 woeks 3,218 3,305 2873 3343 3223 3,218 3,229 3,088 3,084
S 10 14 weeks 2957| 2307 | 2602] 244a| 2003 2020| 1968| 2283 2145
15 wecks and over 2320{ 1811} 107| 2129] 1801| 1834| 1799{ 1733| 1740
15 to 26 weeks 1,168 904 o7 1,004 844 889 892 839 844
27 weeks and over 1,163 807 90 1,125 57 ®s 899 894 889
Average (mean) durstion, in woeks ... 147 138 143 148 14,1 140 142 144 144
Median duration, in weeks ... 74 82 71 87 82 8 8.0 64 64
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
T 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less then 5 weeks are “us 397 42.2 453 454 46 443
510 14 woeks 348 S5 348 29 254 87 282 39 308
15 wooks and over 274 28 255 29 253 50 256 245 250
15 10 26 weeks 137 11.9 134 127 1.9 127 128 1.8 121
27 woeks and over 137 1.9 124 142 134 13.2 129 128 129
Table A-8. Resson for unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally edjusted
Reasons
Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1987 1988 1088 1967 1987 1967 1587 1988 1988
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Job fosers. 4,469 3,770 3,739 3,835 3,388 3,307 3.200 3.209 3207
On layoft 1335 1272 1,181 1,001 a4 878 58 688 884
Other job losers 3,134 2498 2,558 2,834 2,444 2,420 2344 2320 2323
Job teavers 1,058 1,133 988 1,033 960 928 [ and 1,082 261
2,058 1,940 1,974 2,038 1,845 1,974 1,045 107 1,851
New entrants 018 759 782 1,007 914 ass 909 884
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Job losers 526 496 50.0 485 4.7 468 457 452 459
On layoft 15.7 167 158 127 133 124 122 125 127
Cther job losers. 389 329 342 358 344 344 N5 327 N3
Job leavers 124 149 13.2 139 13.5 13.1 13.5 153 13.8
242 255 8.4 258 280 20 278 270 28
New entrants. 108 10.0 104 127 129 121 130 125 124
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
CIVILIAN LABOR
Job losers 38 32 kA 32 28 27 27 26 28
leavers 8 9 8 9 8 8 8 8 8
17 16 16 17 15 16 181 1.6 18
New entrants 8 8 7 8 8 7 8| 7 7
|} »
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Table A-8. Unempioyed persons by sex and age, sessonally adjusted

43831 4418 5.1 48 45 45 45 45
3,096 | 23926 55 48 47 48 47 47
527 @ 31 a1 34 3.2 3s 33

783 | &7 109 02 02 87 99 90
2070| 2005] 54 | 48 | 46 | 48 | 45 | 45
305 34 31 s 32 40 34
Women, 16 ysars and over .... | 3512 3,200 32 66 81 60 59 59 59
16 to 24 ysars o 1371 1,203 1192 124 "ns 1.2 10.7 100 108
168 1o 19 years 654 619 596 179 169 160 148 1568 151
18 t0 17 years 307 290 285 19.0 199 179 18.2 179 130
18 to 19 years 348 k> 3301 15.7 148 147 4.1 14.1 131
20 to 24 years n7 584 508 89 a5 88 8.4 82 84
25 years and over 2,132 2.002 2026 51 47 47 47 48 47
25 to 54 years 1.965 1828 1831 55 49 49 49 49 49
55 years and over 183 175 194 27 a Az a3 28 kAl
* Unamployment as a percent of the civiian labor force.
Table A-10. Employment status of black and other workers
(Numbers in thousands)
Not seasonasily adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Empioyment status
Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb, Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb,
< 1087 1883 1988 1987 18087 1987 1987 1088 1988
Civilian Ensti | 25567 | 26,146 26,106 ( 25507 | 25969 . 26,021 | 26,068 26,148, 26,196
Civilian tabor force i 16,158 1 16622 | 16544 | 16381 | 16,758 | 16,869 | 16,853 { 169826 18779
ipation rate 63.2 638 63.2 8.4 645 64.8 4.7 ] 4.7 : 8.9
14,087 « 14,820 [ 14,641 14320} 14,948 | 15017 | 150081 15076 ' 14,884
ratio® 55.1 " 58.7 55.9 58.0 576 57.7 5781 577 56.8
[ 2070 1794 | 1904| 2061{ 1,809 1852 1845| 1.850! 1895
v rate 128 108 "5 126 10.8 110! 1091 108 1na
Not in tabor torce 0409, 9,524 9,652 9,188 82141 8182: 8215, 9220 o7
' The popuistion figwres are not adiusted for seasonal variation; ? Chiian employment as a percent of the civiian noninsiitutional
thersfore, identical numbers sppear in the | and
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Table A-11. status of the employed and not adjusted
(Numbers in thousands)
« Chvillan rats
[ ¢ -
Feb. = Feb. Fab. Feb. Feb. Feb.
| e | 1988 . 1987 1988 ¢ 1987 1882
‘ f : :
Total, 16 years and over | 100484 | 112460 | 8803 | 7482 ¢ 72 | a2
and speciatty 27248 | 2p621 604 ses ., 25 20
Executiv and 12,725 13,759 380 348 28 25
‘specialty 14,523 14,862 34 2238 2.2 1.8
Technical, sales, support 34,519 35,209 1,880 1,502 46 41
Tachnicians nnd related support 3183 3,381 135 113 4.9 32
Sales 13081 | 13378 754 648 5.4 a8
Administrative support, including clerical 18,175 18,453 i)l m 42 39
Service " 14835 | 15170 1373 1311 85 80
anata 0n7 885 n 87 72 7.0
1875 1,897 20 85 46 43
Service, an:em private and 12,044 12,388 1,213 1,158 A} 88
Precision production, craft, and repair 13,232 13373 1,135 993 79 (]
iCS and repairers 4,477 4,558 218 197 46 41
C trades 4,790 4,728 58 572 120 108
Other precision production, craft, and repair 3065 4,088 284 229 82 52
Operators, fabricators, and laborers 16,803 17,237 2318 1877 121 103
Maching operators, and i 7,653 7.914 960 758 1.9 87
Trensportaton and material moving 4,596 4,696 515 451 109 (X}
Hanalm. equipment cleaners, helpars, and laborers ... 4,554 4, 327 844 el 15.8 143
laborers 561 28 254 25 F18)
ommrﬂm,waummm and lsborers .. 3994 :Im 609 515 132 116
Farming, forestry, and fishing 2,828 2,849 333 299 108 05
' Persons with no previous work experiance and those whose last job was
in the Armed Forces are included in the unampioyed total.
T-bhA-u.Employmomma_ao'mathmm-mw by sge, not sdjusted
(Numbers in thousands)
T
| Clvillan labor force
t Civillan
noninstitutional .
Vetsran status I population Unemploysd
snd sge Totsl Employed
. Number Percent of
lahot

7243 6809 6881

7804, 78770 7.189 380 !
8275 6033 l soes' 5724 seso| san| 38| ) 84 | sy
1,007 781 43! 732 883 T [ 80
Yol 2l a5 | 22| 2s2| 208!

1421 1] 53 | 63

2487 2823 2319, 2760| 2275 2683 1041 108, 4a 33

1,529 1 m 1,203 1,518 1,149 1,448 { 54 5 n 45 47
S

19078 20071 18053 | 188731 16968 17905 1087 968 60 51

9001 8293' B5H: 7743 B0Z S50 502 68 59

sea7! s707 6223 5384 se0r 328 32 57 52

4433 4053 4121 38 3977 214 1a4 53 s

NOTE: Male Vistnam-era veterans are men who served in the Armed those 30 to 44 years of age, the group that most closely comesponds o
Forces between August 5, 19umdMny7 1975. Noaveterans are men the bulk of the Vietnam-era veteran population.
who have never served in the Armed Forces; published data are limited to
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Table A-13. Employment status of the civiilan population for eleven iarge Statss

HOUSEHOLD DATA

{Numbers in thousanis)
) Not sezsonally adjusted’ x Seasonally adjusted’
State and employment status | Fio. | dn | Fen | Fen Oet. Nov. . dan. Feb.
., 1887 | 1988 1908 | 1987 | 1987 1987 1987 1988 1968
i
20350 | 20787 ' 20824 . 20359 20678 . 20714 20751 . 20787 20824
13535 | 13924 | 13875 | 13593 . 13784 : 13912 13950 13981 14032
12628 | 13045 | 13184 | 12745 | 12984 ' 13172 13221 13267 | 13279
1 907 780 812 848 | 740 7294 714 753
\ rate 67 58 58 62 58 531 52 | 5.1 54
I
i i
9,331 9.568 9,588 9301 | 9507 9527 © o5 | oses | g
5,721 5917 5.050 5775 | 5961 | 5958 5900 \ 5993 | 6013
5421 5822 5,661 5453 5666 | 5647 | 5681 | 5698 | 5605
\ 300 25 280 322 2051 ) 300 ) 205 318
h Tate 52 50 50 58 4 52 | 52 | 48 53
| !
tinots i |
[
Chvilian noninsti 8717 8,764 8,767 8717 8,754 8757 | 876 8764 | 8787
Civilian labor force 5.587 5.741 5739 5884 . 5857 5764 | 5751 6,795 5,839
5121 5317 5,270 5248 | 5463 53684 | 5325 | 5407 5401
i 488 424 . 469 | 438 |  3%4 400 | 428 388 438
h rate 83 741 82 ; 17 6.7 69 | 74 67 75
Massachusetts . i ! : f
i | ; ,
Civilian i 4579 4507 | 4598 | 4579 | 4503 4584 | 4596 i 4597 | 4508
Civiian labor force 3011 3107 { 3301 | 2058 | 3111 3003 © 3088 | 3142 3,147
2893 2980 | 2985 | 2950 , 3014 3000 , 2998 | 23038 | 3,041
L 118 18 1118 108 | 97 84 %0 108 108
L rate X3 38 | 38 35 ; 31 27 | 29 34 3.4
: i ! |
e r ; ?
6903 | 696 ; 6072 6,903 6.951 6956 | 6962 | 6968 | 6972
4430 | 4428 | 4489 4,488 4.520 4519 | 4520 | 4472 | 4530
4038 3954 . 4071 4113 1 4187 . 4159 1 4137 | 4018 | 4149
L 393 472 | 3gs ars | 333 | a0 | a2 | 454 38t
¢ rate as 0.7 ¢ 89 84 | 74 | 80 | 87 ' 102 84
; i | i
i . . i
! : [ 1 : :
5985 | 6024 i 6027 | 5985 6015 | 6018 6021 i 6024 8027
3910 ¢ 3965 . 3970 3,931 9985 | 3894 4005 | 4037 | 399t
3722 | 3786 3810 3767 , 3825 | 3847 | 3848 . 3884 3,856
1880 178 ! 161 1840 160 147 1 157 - 183 135
48 | 45 40 | a2 40 | 37 a9 | a8 34
| ; ' i . !
| ! . | | . i
Civilian noni 13,741 ‘ 13768 . 13769 + 19741 ' 13,765 ! 13768 . 13768 | 13768 | 13780
Civiian labor force 8376 8529 8426 84S 8476 i 855 8512 . BS54 | 8505
7911 | 809 80S4 - 8020 - 8068 ' 6112+ 8127 | 8120 | &2
\ i aee . az7 372 : 425 40 | 4 385 . 404 333
L rate : 58 | 50 ' 44 50 48 52 45 47 9
North Carolina i E : !
dian coninstiut ’ i 4779 ' 4gS2 4858 4770 . 4834 . 480 46 4852 | 4888
Civikian labor force .. 3230« 3247 3,284 3,250 3324 ¢ 3314 3,291 3,291 3,300
3058 ; 3082 3148 3005 3188 3181 - 3144 3,135 ;2180
;1801 168+ 138 163 138 133 147 156 | 120
[ rate . 58 - 5.1 42 50 41 40 45 | 47 38
,
onlo ' , ,
8134 | 8181 8,184 8,134 8171 8174 8178 8,181 8184
521% - 5258 5279 ' 5295 5215 5263 5.264 5330 ' 5385
| 473 . 4883 4.904 4850 4.900 4,945 4937 4983 5013
h an a75 374 45 315 318 327 347 342
. rate ' 9.1 7.4 74 84 80 60 62 85 64

See foctnotes at end of table.
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Teble A-13. wmmmmmmmwm
(Numbers in thousands)
Not seesonally adjusted’ Seasonally sdjusted”
State and employment status Feb. Jan, Feb. Fob. oct Nov. Dec. Jan. | Feb.
1987 1968 1988 1987 1887 1087 1987 1988 | 1988
Pennsytvania
Civilan noni 8273 9,309 9312 921 9,303 9,305 0.307 9,309 9,312
Chvilian tabor JOMSe e 5431 5728 5.853 5,564 5,734 5,709 5,750 5827 5,786
5,082 5372 5318 5,253 5409 5304 5,457 5497 5486
L 349 258 334 m 33 s 323 330 300
! ate 84 82 5.9 58 58 55 56 57 5.2
Texss
Civian 12,001 12,050 12,053 12,00% 12,041 12,044 12,048 12,050 12,053
.| 8,136 8,182 8210 8,231 8,249 8,351 8,208 8,255 8,308
7,308 7.479 7,492 7.509 7.592 7,650 7,648 7,505 7.610
L 750 683 718 728 57 692 640 650 €98
L rate 92 84 (&4 88 80 83 7.7 8.0 84

sdministration of Federal tund socstion programs.
1 The populstion figures are not adissted for seasonal variation; thersfors,
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Table 8-1. Employses on nonagricuiturs] payrolls by industry

ESTABLISHMENT DATA

{tn thoysance)
Mot sassemelty etjuniod Socoonatty sdiussed
dmery
—— T :
[ Y Jen. o rev. g nec. ec. . laa. p vas. p
19¢7 1987 1981 198 1997 1987 1907 1938 1998
Totsd .. ceeveenee] 99,792)104,3731102, 348 102,924] 101, 150] 102,903 103,208 121109, 7
Totaipevote ........... ceeeenee ]l 02,507] 00,008 ( 85, 110] es.032] ea.21s] 03,795 fee,072 (a6 0] weaai
Qondaprodosing ............... 24,0721 25,193} 24,430 24,743) 23,084 | 25,160 [ 25,299 25,204
. 1) 161 Te3 19 764 759 758
Oil and gas extraction . e @ e . o ‘
ComIructon ............... e a0 s2ef s.oan] 8,083 | s.e74f saxil s.0s
General buliding contraciors (RTINS LIFAERI S PRTY O] BT B DL T DT TR SIS 1) BT
19,053 19,251 I RT) 19,247 19,302 19,400
12,801 13,024) txnez| vz.e0e] 13,02 1,341 130282
19,129 1,0 19,179] 11,31 11,403 11,408
7,500 1,308 7,530 1597 7,390
14v.4] 72008 733 741 s
S14.9] 833.7 i
s81.3 i
Ten.e .
1008
1,455.1[1.447.4
2,009.512,096.9
2,011,801,
2,934.012,804.0
45,01 #16.0
101.4| Y01.4
e
1,02 T.em
S.4e0; 8
crrrraereaia ! 9,572.8
‘Yobecco manufi DO B L8
Taxiite mi products. [ETIORORIeN 110,
ADporel snd GLher 19X148 PROGUCTS . ... ... jrotest
Puoer an0 atlied produc .y
Printing snd
Chemicals snd alkied
Petroleum snd cosl products e
Rubber and mIScH£necus plaslics producs . . ... 043.0| sz,
LaaIDor 800 WLHOF DIOBUCIS ...\ ocvverrs 1339 1s1.2
75,7201 79,10 76,407] 77,919 [ 78,014 70,988
s.a53l s.s10) S.eae0 3,431] s.398] sas6 ] 5,48 s.497
2.0e51 3.3721 d,198| 3.202] a.eer ovee 3218 3,187
2,307) 2,238 2,338 2,39 23w 2,138 | 2340 2.240
3,831 | 3,481
3,444 3,436
2,307 { 2,398
19, 140] 19,403 1,239
2,3m 2,434 2,348
Food stores . . 2. 1,037
Autorroiive geal 2.0 3,0080.2] 1,979 2,037
k2 £ Y it
s s.477

34,314
S.243.2
7,088

17,338

20
3,163.7
7.013.1

17,238

7,128.6

17,592
.

1,250

2
3,978
10,258

24,812
s.27
7,083

12,271
2,901
3,998

10,290

24,847
s.216
7,087

17,253
2,902
3,99

1,277

17,321
2
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Table 8-2. Amw-ﬂymdm«www'w privats nonagricuitural payrolls by industry

Mot sensonelly sdjusted Sossonelly sdpueted

ren,
1300

[
1997

* Data reiate to production workers In mining and Menvtacturing: o conesruction * This series la ot published seescnatly adiusted Sinoe 1he sesscnal component i
workers in nd o workens in and public roguter

ctitties; wholesals and recalt trade; finence, ineurance, and res! estziv; and services.  be separaied with sulficient precision.

These groups account or eproximately foor-fifthe of the tota) eOIoYees on private 0« profiminasy.

nonsgricuttural peyrolts.

90-832 0 - 89 - 3
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Teble B-3. Average hourly and weekly of or Y workers® on private nonagriculturat
peyroils by industry
Asurage huwty sornings Average waskly sarnings
Industry
reb. | oec. | san. | van. [ren. [ nec. | sean
1987 1987 1303 P 1738 P 1987 19387 s A 1
9.92 $9.13 $9.19 $9.17 [$307.74|5314.64[3218.79 $316.37
.80 .11 .. 9.12 309,93 ) 335,210 217,16 e, 29

12.56] 12.50] 1

seereeeend azust| az.oe|

9.8¢] 10.08f 1

10.39] 10.63
e w4
7.58 7.79

10,15 t0.33

troe| o208

13.59) 1403
9.3 10.24

10.48
(3

2.67f 12.¢0

2.92{ 12,74

401.47] 421,34

450.71
3at.3e
319.3e
435,93
s37.03
625,74
a7,

s
ar7.86
a22.10
366.20
596.31
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Senator SArBaNEs. Well, Commissioner, we thank you very much
for your testimony.

I want to address the issue I mentioned in my opening state-
ment. I think the relevant release is the one that you put out on
Friday, February 26, of real earnings in January 1988.

Could we go back to table 3 of that release? I'm trying to under-
stand what it shows us at the bottom, where it shows average
weekly earnings and does it then by years, 1983 through 1987. 1
take it these are earnings adjusted for inflation, is that right?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, they are in constant dollars.

Senator SARBANES. And what it shows is that the average weekly
earnings has been dropping. Is that correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. That's correct, in real terms.

Senator SARBANES. In other words, people are, in effect, earning
less in real terms than they were in the previous years?

Mrs. Norwoob. On average, over the past year.

Senator SARBANES. Pardon.

Mrs. NorwooD. Yes, on average, over the past year.

Senator SARBANES. What is the historical lesson on this phe-
nomenon? Is this an unusual development in the post-World War II
period, for example?

Mrs. Norwoob. The series tends to move in cycles. Obviously it’s
affected by recessions. But generally, during the 1970’s, there were
very large increases, particularly in the unionized sector and in
manufacturing.

We now have had a considerable restructuring of industry. We
" also have had a change in the demographic composition of the pop-
ulation. Minorities are an increasing proportion of the work force,
but the really big difference I think is the age cohort effect. We
have a lot of baby boom generation young people who are now pro-
gressing through the labor market, and so there is a much larger
supply of people, a little over 25, who are vying for jobs.

On the structural side, one of the interesting points is that while
it is true that the growth of jobs has been in the service-producing
sector where average earnings have tended to be somewhat lower,
our employment cost index shows that over the past year the rate
of increase of compensation—that is fringe benefits and earnings,
wages and salaries—is going up in the services industry at a rate of
close to 5 percent whereas in manufacturing the increase now is
only about 3 percent. So there is the beginning of this turnaround
in the wage structure that I think is quite important for the future.
19]83;1t you're quite right that real earnings have declined since

Senator SARBANES. This is a matter of some concern. We’ve fo-
cused on it a little bit, and I'm handing you a chart—which is this
chart [indicating}—and I want to make sure I understand what the
report encompasses.

This is real earnings of nonsupervisory workers, showing the per-
cent change from the 1980 level. As I understand the figures, real
earnings in every year except one have been lower by these per-
centage amounts than they were in 1980. Do I understand your re-
lease correctly? In other words, in 1987, real earnings were 2 per-
cent less than they were in 1980. The only year in which real earn-
ings went up over 1980, so that people were actually better off than
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in 1980, was in 1984, when it went up 0.2 of a point. Am I reading
the figures correctly?

Mrs. Norwoob. I believe so. I'd like to look at them more specifi-
cally. That’s the general trend. The general trend has been that
earnings have not completely kept up with inflation. I prefer to use
the employment cost index and to include compensation rather
than the average earnings that are in that release. That series
shows a general upward trend since 1980, even after adjustment for
inflation.

Senator SARBANES. But the inflation figures, at least for some of
these years, have not been high.

Mrs. Norwoob. There has been inflation but it has not been as
high as we had in 1979 and 1980.

Senator SArBANES. Which means that the earnings have really
been held down at very low levels.

Mrs. Norwoob. Of course we had 2 years of very steep recession.

Senator SARBANES. Well, that’s here [indicating]. What accounts
for the.decline in real earnings in a nonrecession period, which
would be these 3 years out here? -

Mrs. Norwoon. Well, as I've indicated, I think that there are
probably three major factors. One is the age cohort effect. The
second is the restructuring of industry effect, and the third is the
problem that we are seeing in the unemployment data for the
black population, although they have improved considerably over
this past year.

Senator SARBANES. We had that latter problem, at least, in earli-
er periods. Let me ask this question. Has there been a period in the
series of years in the postwar period when we've had a comparable
experience in terms of a decline in real earnings?

Mrs. Norwoob. I don’t know.

. Senator SARBANES. I have 7 years here and in 6 of the 7 years,
using 1980 as the base year, there was a decline in real earnings.

Mrs. Norwoob. In the late 1970’s, there were very large wage in-
creases that were partly the effect of cost-of-living adjustment
clauses in many major collective bargaining contracts which helped
;10 protect against the very large rates of inflation that we were

aving.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you very much, Commissioner.

Senator Roth.

Senator RotH. Isn’t it accurate that in 1980 real median family
income decreased by over $1,600?

Mrs. Norwoop. I don’t have those data with me. I'll take your
word for it. ;

Senator RoTH. Then let me ask you this. In the course of this
recent expansion, is it accurate that real median family income has
grown by 10.7 percent?

Mrs. Norwoob. Again, I'd have to look at the data, but I would
expect that during an expansionary period there would be at least
some increase in family income. Now one of the reasons for the in-
crease in family income is because so many more members of the
family are working. So we would expect that.

Senator Rotn. That’s right. '

Mrs. Norwoop. Per capita, income has been going up. In fact,
there’s been a lot of work done and a lot more I believe needs to be
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done on the whole question of the changes in income over the last
20 years. There are some puzzles there that I think we really don’t
quite understand. There seems to have been very little shift in
family income. Now we’ve had a lot of changes in family structure.
We have a lot more women maintaining families. We have many
teenagers who went into the work force at lower wages. But I think
that deserves a good deal of further study.

Senator RotH. Mrs. Norwood, there’s been a lot of talk about the
new jobs being low-paid jobs. I notice that there was an article in
the Washington Post on February 7 which I would ask be included
as part of the record. This article points out “Now the Good News:
The Middle Class Lives.” This story, which is based on a critique of
a Joint Economic Committee study, says that, “Fortunately, howev-
er, the generalizations that the stories seem to point to are wrong.
For the economy as a whole, the average worker’s pay has gradual-
ly increased and the share of the work force but low earnings
gradually declined.”

Are you familiar with this article?

Mrs. Norwoob. I believe I have read it.

[The article referred to follows:]



67

Now- the Good Newé:The Middle Class Lives

Low-Wage Service Jobs Haven't Really Tiken Qver

By Masvin H Kosters and Murray N. Ross

T HE NOTION that America is losing

its middieclass jobs has been so

widely poputarized that it is rapidly
becoming conventional wisdom. Stories fre-
quently appear in national newspapers and
magazines with headlines like "The Disap-
pearing Middle Class” or "A Low-Wage Ex-
plosion,” while locat news stories tell of the
family breadwinner who lost his factory job
and now finds himself responding to “help
wanted” signs in (ast-food restaurants.

The stories about individual workers ace
unfortunately true. Many workers have lost
what they regarded as stable jobs and have
experienced considerable distress when
they were unabie to find jobs that paid com-
parable wages. Fortunately, however, the
Reneralizations that the stoties seem to
point to are wrong. For the econamy as a
while, the average worker's pay has grad-
ually increased and the share of the work
force with low earnings has gradually de-
clined.

Why has the view that jobs have increas-
ingly stipped from middie-class to law-wage
status become so papular? One reason is the
intuitive appeal of explanations linked to the
growth of jobs in services. Average hourly
wages in services are, in fact, considerably
fower than average wages in manufactur-
ing. Moreaver, the huge rise in employ-
ment—over 50 percent during the past 20
years—is almost entircly accounted for by
jobs outside manufacturing. And it is also
true that average wages, after adjusting for
inflation, stopped growing after 1972
whereas real wage growth had averaged
more than 2 percent a year over the '50s
and "60s.

Putting these facts together it's easy to
conclude that the fast growth in service jobs
has caused average real wages to stagnate
and the share of workers with low wages to
expand at the expense of the middle clss.
Easy, but wrong. .

he slowdown in wage growth since

l the early '70s is associated with low-

. er productivity gains dating from the

same period—a legitimate area of concern.

But our caleulations show that virtually

none of that slowdown is linked to the shift

to services that has been going on for 40
years.

Moreover, part of the stagnation in
wages is more apparent than real For ex-
ample, much recent growth In compensa-
tion kas come in the form of better “fringe”
benefits such as health and pension plans.
Counting non-wage benefits would jack up
real wage growth by a substantial seven-
tenths of 2 percent a year. Overcounting in-
flation (specifically costs in the
Consumer Price Index) also makes real

wage gains scem smaller than they actually

were.

Cagrecting for these factors still leads to
the conclusion that overall wage increases
have slowed down considerably. But that
slowdown has not come (rom an increase in
poorly paid jobs as alleged in such widely
publicized studies as that released by the
Joint Economic Committee in December
1986.

That study, entitled “The Great Amer-
\can Job Machine: The Proliferation of Low
Wage Employment in"the U.S. Economy,”
assigned wage and salary workers to higst;,

ies ba:

medium- and k s

ese com, changes, howev-
er, the distribution of earnings for the work
force a3y a whole has remained essentially

unchanged.
Proponents of the view that job quality
has very seriously deteriorated have argued
that various policies should be considered to
counter these adverse trends. Policies sug-
ges(eq mdndz increased public works
spending, raising the federal minimum
wage, enacting p!zm(hsinl legislation and
imposing protectionist trade barriers. The
case for such policies, however, receives no
:;;!wgn from careful analysis of trends in

on their annual earnings in 1973, 1979 and
1984, adjusted for inflation. The central
conclusion of the study is that the share of
employment in the “low-wage” category in-

ispropartionately

and 1984, compared with the change be-
tween 1973 and 1979. According to the au-
thars, “nearly three fifths of the net new
employment generated between 1979 and
1984 was low-wage, compared with less
than one fifth during the preceding period.”
[See chart.}

Our re-examination of data from the
same basic source (the Currenf Population
Survey) ponts to radically different conclu-
sions. Instead of a substantial increase, our
analysis shows a decline in the share of new
jobs with low annual earnings. The share of
new jobs that paid less than 50 percent of
median eamings declined from 24 percent
between 1973 and 1979 to 13 percent be-
tween 1979 and 1986.

It is also important to note that most of
the workers with low annual earnings
worked only part-time or part of the year—
92.5 percent in 1985. In other words, the
main reason for low anaual earnings is not
low wages but low working hours.

The middle group of jobs did have pro-
portionately smaller gains than in the ear-
lier period but only because the share of
higher paying jobs increased substantially.

A substantial part of the difference in our
resuits comes (rom updating our analysis
from 1984 to 1986 (and also using a better
mflation measure), But adjusting for these
technical differences does not affect our
central (inding: The share of jobs with low

earnings has generally been declining since
1967,

\ he changing skills and work experi-
ence of the labor force, lly the

of earnings.

Marvin Kosters is director of economic
palicy studies and Murray Ross is a
research associate at the American
Enterprise Institute.
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massive influx of young, entry-level
workers during the past 20 years, have
changed earnings distributions for some
broad groups of workers. Earnings relation-
ships have adjusted to accommodate the
changing mix of workers as jobs were tai-
lared to their aualifications and onate, De-
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Senator RoTH. Is it a fair statement to say that the low-wage
service jobs really haven’t taken over, that the jobs being created
are in the average or above average?

Mrs. Norwoop. There have been a number of articles on this
issue and there have been several studies. In fact, there is a review
of the literature on this subject in the Federal Reserve Bank of
Boston’s most recent bulletin that pulls all of these studies togeth-
er.

There is considerable disagreement about what is happening out
there. The research results depend upon how the work is done, par-
ticularly which years are picked out for the analysis. If you focus
on the recovery period, you get one answer. If you focus on a period
that includes a very steep recession, you may get another answer.
That’s one issue.

Another issue is the measure that is used for deflation. We did
have, as you know, some problems with the measurement of home
ownership in the Consumer Price Index in the 1970’s. The work
that has been done by Kosters and Ross suggests that when they
account for many of these issues that there has been very little
shift in the composition jobs. That is, that they conclude that there
has not been an increase in the low-wage jobs. So you're quite right
about that.

But I think the interesting thing about their study is that they
conclude that there has been no shift in the distribution of levels in
real terms of income over that period. That’s the issue that I was
describing before that I think needs a lot more work.

Senator RotH. What have been the fastest growing occupations
in this expansion?

Mrs. Norwoop. They have clearly been occupations which re-
quire education and training. They have been in the service-pro-
ducing industries. Probably one of the fastest growing has been
business services. Something like one in eight new jobs has been in
business services. Many of those jobs are fairly high-paying jobs.

We also have had a big increase in eating and drinking places
and those jobs are not very good jobs if we look at them in terms of
pay. They often hire young people, who are gaining experience. 1
think they are beginning now to move toward using more retirees.

Senator RoTH. We have a vote. I'll just ask one more question,
Mr. Chairman, at this stage.

Mrs. Norwoop. But you’re quite right that the managers and
professionals have been the fastest growing.

Senator Rorn. The U.S. civilian unemployment rate is 5.7 per-
cent. How does that compare to the European industrial nations
such as France, Germany, and the United Kingdom?

Mrs. Norwoobp. It’s considerably lower. We have done much
better. The rate for Canada is about 8 percent; for France, it’s 10.6;
Germany has a rate of 7 percent; and the UK. has a measured
rate of about 9 percent. Only Sweden, of the countries that we com-
pare and adjust to our concept, has a lower unemployment rate.

Senator RorH. On that point, how many jobs have been created
since 1974 and how does this compare with Western Europe?

Mrs. Norwoob. Since 1974, we can calculate that for you. I can
tell you the one calculation that I have already made is that there
were more than 15 million jobs created since the end of the reces-
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sion in November 1982, and Mr. Bregger is going to be calculating
the change since 1974.

Mr. BREGGER. It’s roughly 25.5 million, on average, between 1974
and 19817.

Senator RothH. And how does that compare with Western
Europe?

Mrs. Norwoon. Well, Western Europe is having a great deal of
difficulty. They are creating very few, if any, jobs. They have very
high rates of youth unemployment and they have done somewhat
better than we have in productivity increases, in part because they
have not employed many of their young people. But their job cre-
ation experience has been very poor.

Senator RorH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Senator Roth.

We're going to go vote and I'll let Congressman Solarz chair. Let
me just ask two quick followup questions to the ones Senator Roth
put.

Are the unemployment rate figures that you're giving us for the
European countries comparable figures?

Mrs. Norwoop. Yes. They've been adjusted to U.S. concepts, to
the extent possible. But I should point out that that’s using avail-
able data. Many of them—for example, the British use a registra-
tion system and we adjust it with an annual household survey.

Senator SARBANES. And I take it the unemployment rates in the
Pacific Rim countries are much lower, are they not?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, generally.

Senator SARBANES. In fact, lower than ours?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Well, we have not adjusted all of them to U.S.
concepts but the rates of unemployment in many of the Pacific
Rim countries seem to be lower than ours.

Senator SARBANES. Which only underscores that that may be
:‘vhgre we need- to look in terms of the economic competition we’re

acing.

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, I'd be a little careful about that. If we were
to include discouraged workers in our definition and include them
in the Japanese definition, we would have unemployment rates
more comparable to the Japanese.

Senator SARBANES. The other point I'd make, since you singled
Sweden out as the exception to the European rule, is again to un-
derscore the symposium which the JEC and the Congressional Re-
search Service held about a week ago on the Swedish economy. Its
purpose was partly to recognize the Year of New Sweden in the
United States and the first Swedish settlement 350 years ago. But
we spent a very instructive morning looking at Sweden’s approach.
to this situation, and ’m sure those papers when they’re published
will be I think of great interest to people.

Mrs. Norwoob. It was a very stimulating morning:

Senator SARBANES. Congressman Solarz.

Representative SoLarz [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Mrs. Norwood, as the unemployment rate has gone down, has
there been a commensurate decline in the poverty rate in the coun-
try, in the number of people who are considered below the proverty
level, both absolutely and as a percentage of the population?
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Mr. BrReGGER. I think the proportion of people in poverty is
down. The most recent figures we have would be for 1986, the
annual income figures. We wouldn’t have anything for 1987 yet. So
I don’t know what the current situation is.

Mrs. Norwoob. They have gone up, though, since the 1970’s.

Representative SoLarz. As of 1986, generally speaking, does the
poverty rate parallel the unemployment rate?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Well, not entirely. And that’s partly because of
the concept of unemployment. People have to have been looking for
work in order to be counted as unemployed with our definitions.
It's an activity definition. A lot of people in poverty are not looking
for work. So unemployment is not a very complete indication of the
extent of economic hardship.

Representative SoLarz. Well, do you know what the poverty rate
was as of 1986?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, I don’t. We can check that.

Representative SoLarz. Could you give me a chart going back to
1977 indicating for each year that the figures were available what
the unemployment rate was and what the poverty rate was?

Mrs. Norwoob. Sure. I might also raise some questions about the
definition of poverty. It is a definition that was established many
years ago and was I think rather innovative and quite brilliant, but
it is basically three times food expenditures and OMB has never
been able to improve it.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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Representative SoLARz. I read somewhere recently that while the
number of jobs in our export industries have declined, our actual
exports are up. The explanation that was offered was that this was
due to technological improvements which enabled manufacturers
who export their goods to produce more and sell more with less
labor. Therefore, the decline in jobs in export industries was not
really because of the balance-of-trade deficit but rather because of
the advance of technologies.

Is that more or less accurate? Do you have any figures on that?

Mrs. Norwoobn. We don’t have specific figures overall on the use
of technology. Certainly that is part of what has been happening,
but it’s not the whole story.

Representative SoLarz. Well, is it in fact true that our actual ex-
ports have gone up while at the same time the number of jobs in
these industries has declined?

Mrs. Norwoop. We clearly have increased productivity in our
manufacturing sector during the recovery period and I would guess
probably especially in the manufacture of exports. Output has been
fairly strong and employment, while growing, has been less strong
than the output growth.

Representative SoLarz. Do you make any calculations or is it
possible to make any calculations as to how many jobs this trade
deficit costs us?

Mrs. Norwoon. No, we have not made any calculations and I
don’t know of any reliable way to do that. We are importing be-
cause those products are cheaper for us. If we were to produce
them, changes that would be needed in the structure of our indus-
tries are things that we really cannot calculate. BLS many years
ago attempted to do that work, but have stopped doing it about 10
years ago because it is not possible to come up with very effective
statistically accurate work. I think policy officials do some of that
and that’s fine, but we can’t stand behind the specific numbers.

Representative SoLarz. We are considering, in the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee, legislation to increase the minimum
wage, which was last raised in 1981 to $3.35. Since then, as a result
of inflation, it has declined in value by 25 percent.

The proposal we have before us would increase the minimum
wage by 50 cents next year to $3.85; by 40 cents I think the year
after to $4.25; and by another 40 cents in 1991 to $4.65.

Are you in a position to give us any estimate as to the impact
which such increases would have on the unemployment situation?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, I can’t give you any estimates. I can tell you
that there has been a great deal of research in this area. Econo-
mists in general believe that there is a disemployment effect. Most-
of the work that I have seen—and we have reviewed the litera-
ture—suggests that the disemployment effect is only mostly with
teenagers. The models suggest that a 10-percent increase in the
minimum wage leads to about a 1-percent decline in teenage em-
ployment.

We have just received some data for 1987 on who the minimum
wage workers are. A large proportion of them are young. Of those
who are 25 years and over, a very large proportion of them are
people with very little education, as we would expect.
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Representative SoLarz. When you say that most economists
think that it does create some disemployment effect, does that——

Mrs. Norwoob. They believe it. I used that word very carefully.

Representative SoLarz. Well, it stands to reason that if you in-
crease the minimum wage there will be some employers who decide
it’s not in their interest to continue paying people if they have to
pay them more. But does that figure take into account the extra
earnings of the minimum wage workers who presumably are kept
on. The great majority of whom presumably therefore have more to
spend and presumably, because they have more to spend, generate
greater demand which in turn creates greater need for employ-
ment throughout the economy, or at least those sectors where their
purchases are made? To what extent does that increased purchas-
ing power generate a degree or amount of employment which
equals or perhaps exceeds the loss of employment due to the actual
increase in the minimum wage?

Mrs. Norwoob. Most of the studies have attempted to take ac-
count of that econometrically. I don’t know how successfully.

Representative SoLarz. What you're saying is that, on balance,
they feel there’s a net loss in jobs but they can’t prove it?

Mrs. Norwoop. What I'm saying is that there has been a lot of
work and it’s not very conclusive. I wouldn’t characterize it as you
have.

Representative SoLarz. OK. I was trying to paraphrase what you
were saying. But if in fact it is inconclusive, then presumably if
there’s ever a time to raise the minimum wage, this would be a
good time. Unemployment is at a low, at least in terms of the last
decade or close to the last decade, and where real earnings have
declined.

Mrs. Norwoob. I leave that judgment to you.

Representative SoLarz. Well, would you suggest a better time
from an economic point of view?

Mrs. Norwoob. I still leave that judgment to you, sir.

Representative SoLarz. But I'm relying on you, Mrs. Norwood.

Mrs. Norwoob. We rely on each other. :

Representative SoLarz. You indicated that there had been enor-
mous job generation here in the United States in the last several
years, whereas the number of new jobs created in Western Europe
was more or less flat.

Mrs. Norwoob. Very few.

Representative SoLarz. What accounts for that? What was it
about our economy that generated these 15 million new jobs,
wge‘;'eas the Europeans you say didn’t generate a net increase in
jobs?

Mrs. Norwoob. Very little, if you add them together.

Well, there are a number of reasons. We have had an expansion-
ary policy, although we have a problem with our deficit. Job
growth is a normal reaction to an expansionary policy. That’s one
thing that has helped. Clearly the buildup in defense has had an
effect on jobs.

There is also a greater flexibility in the American labor market
than there is in the European labor market and I think that stands
us in very good stead. There is much more movement. At any one
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time people are losing jobs and finding new ones. They’re voluntar-
ily leaving jobs.

In Europe, there is a rigidity in the labor market which makes it
very difficult for workers to move or for employers to add to or
reduce their payrolls. It takes a very long time either to get new
jobs and especially for employers to let people go.

Representative SoLarz. Well, I think my time has expired and I
yield to my good friend from Wisconsin, Senator Proxmire.

Senator PRoXMIRE. I want to follow up on what the distinguished
Represenative from New York was talking about.

In the first place, when I came in he was talking about the ef-
fects of the minimum wage and I think he has a very, very signifi-
cant point. I argued last year that it was time to increase the mini-
mum wage, we should increase, that our historical experience has
been very good with it. At the time when we first instituted the
minimum wage in the 1930’s we had a high level of unemployment.
It never has been as high as it was the year that we introduced the
‘minimum _wage. It has declined. So there is an effect on effective
demand. The people who get the minimum wage are the lowest
paid workers obviously, by definition, and they spend because they
have to spend what they get. They spend it on all kinds of things.
There’s a rapid turnover of money. So it seems to me that the ar-
gument that the employers make that unemployment will increase
if the minimum wage is increased hasn’t been borne out in the
first place by the experience with the minimum wage from its in-
stitution, and then I tried to chart the increases in the minimum
wage, and I found in the years when the real minimum wage was
the highest the economy grew the most and aggregate demand was
the best and so forth.

The joy of this is that it’s outside the other stimulation that you
referred to in the economy, which is running a deficit, living
beyond our means in that sense. So I think there’s a pretty strong
case to be made for increasing the minimum wage from the stand-
point of increasing, not adversely affecting, unemployment.

How about that?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, there are clearly some areas of the coun-
try, like the Northeast, where workers cannot be found to work at
the minimum wage and so employers are voluntarily raising wage
rates.

Senator Proxmire. They're saying McDonald’s is paying $6 an
hour or $7 an hour now.

Mrs. Norwoobn. And we have fewer young people coming into the
labor force as well.

Senator ProxMIRE. But what is your view of the effects on unem-
ployment and inflation of an increase in the minimum wage this
year? What would that do?

Mrs. Norwoon. I don’t have one.

Senator PRoXMIRE. You don’t have a view?

Mrs. Norwoob. No.

Senator ProxMire. Do your experts have a view on it?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, we don’t.

Senator PROXMIRE. Does your husband, does he have a view?
He'd better not, huh? [Laughter.]
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Now let me get to the other issue and that is living beyond our
means. I think that Congressman Solarz has made an excellent
point about that.

I guess you mentioned it yourself. You said one of the reasons
why we’ve had a lower level of unemployment and more growth
than ?the European countries is because of our fiscal policy, is that
right?

Mrs. Norwoop. Yes. Our defense buildup has created jobs and
that costs money.

Senator ProxMire. Now that’s part of it and I think all of us
have concentrated on that and talked about it and debated it, but
we’ve paid very little attention to the increase in household debt
and the diminution of household savings and the increase in busi-
ness debt, and that’s very considerable. I understand between 1963
and 1980, the ratio of total net borrowings by domestic nonfinan-
cial sector to the GNP was about 1.4 to 1. By 1985, the ratio had
risen to 1.7 to 1. The latest figures available for the third quarter
of 1987 showed debt to GNP ratio increasing at 1.8 to 1. I under-
stand that business debt, which was in 1955, for instance, $2.85 for
every dollar of earnings, is now $9 for every dollar of earnings,
which it seems to me means we have a very vulnerable economy
now.

Come the next recession, aren’t there likely to be very serious in-
solvency problems when you have that high a level of debt both in
the business and in the household sector?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, we clearly would be happier with a larger
savings rate. I don’t think there’s any doubt about that. And I'm
not as familiar as you with the debt issues of the business sector.

Senator PROXMIRE. Isn’t it exactly the lower savings rate and the
higher spending rate that has pushed the economy ahead and has
given us this rate of growth and the diminution in unemployment?

Mrs. Norwoob. Particularly in recent months it has been a con-
sumer-led expansion.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Now the budget compromise calls for $46 bil-
lion in deficit reduction in fiscal 1989. That would normally have a
restrictive effect on the economy. We had a big decrease this past
year and it should have a restrictive effect on the economy. It
didn’t seem to have, net at least. It would seem that this would
tend to increase unemployment.

Now there are some economists, notably the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, Alan Greenspan, who's testified in the last
few days, who suggested that a deficit reduction would not be re-
strictive at this time because the effects of reduced Federal spend-
ing would be more than offset by the effects of the resulting reduc-
tion in real interest rates.

Do you think that the $46 billion deficit cut called for in fiscal
1989 will be good or bad for the economy in terms of growth?

Mrs. Norwoob. I really don’t know, Senator. We certainly have a
serious deficit problem. I have not read Mr. Greenspan’s testimony
and so 'm not sure what he was saying. I have a great deal of re-
spect for Alan Greenspan as an economist, but I really can’t com-
ment on that.

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, that’s a very, very important decision
we have to make. It's a policy decision along with the minimum
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wage that Congress is going to have to make. We want the best
advice we can get and all of us have great respect and admiration
for your skill and your judgment. So maybe as time goes on you
can think about letting us know.

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, I hope that one of the reasons that we get
along well, Senator, is because I try to restrict my comments to
things that I know something about.

Senator ProxMire. Well, that doesn’t bother us in the Congress
at all. [Laughter.]

During the 1960’s and 1970’s, economists gradually raised their
estimates of the full employment-unemployment rate from about 4
percent to about 6 percent—that is the noninflationary rate of un-
employment. Recently, the CBO, I understand, reduced its estimate
of the full-employment rate to 5.7 percent. Today you're telling us
that we may be falling below that rate.

They suggest that the American economy is currently at full em-
ployment. What’s your estimate of the full employment-unemploy-
ment rate?

We had a very interesting discussion informally before the hear-
ing began with Congressman Solarz but we didn’t put that on the
record and I'd like to hear what your judgment is.

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, I think there are really two ways to look at
the full employment-unemployment rate, as the Congressman was
suggesting. One is to look at a noninflationary unemployment
rate—how far can you go without heating up the economy to the
extent that inflation begins to take off? That’s one approach.

Economists who have studied that—and that was a very big issue
at the meetings of the American Economic Association last Christ.
mas and there must have been at least 40 sessions on it, and every-
one had a different answer. But they seemed to range somewhere
around 5 to 7 percent, depending upon the attitudes of the people.
Some, of course, were still arguing for 4 percent, but that was
really the minority.

Senator ProxMIRe. That suggests we're close to the level now.
You were telling me earlier and telling Congressman Solarz that
you thought that the effect of the price of oil—energy prices, and
other elements like that were probably more important than the
unemployment rate as far as inflation is concerned.

Mrs. Norwoop. What I was saying was that in our inflationary
experience of the late 1970’s it was clear that oil was tremendously
important and it could be again. There is concern about the
upward push from the price of imports. We don’t have any real
signs of runaway inflation at this point. There are a few signs I be-
lieve. Perhaps Mr. Dalton would like to comment on trends in the
PPI and the CPL

Mr. DarroN. I think the PPI for intermediate goods has been
rising rather steadily for the past 7, 8, or 9 months, after a fairly
sustained period of very small increases and I think that’s some-
thing that bears watching.

Senator ProxMIRE. Let me get back to the principal message you
have for us today. It seems to me that the 530,000 increase in pay-
roll employment in February seems almost too large to believe.
Over the past year, both the household and payroll surveys have
shown employment increases of 3 million. That makes the Febru-



1

ary gain a little more believable. But the two surveys often get out
of line for a period of time and then come back together with a
figure like the February employment gain.

The February increase still seems to be at odds with all the other
economic indicators. The fact that almost all the 128,000 new
goods-producing jobs were in construction with little growth in
manufacturing also seems at odds with other indicators which indi-
cate that construction is not doing very well.

What’s your explanation for the 530,000 increase in payroll em-
ployment? Is that consistent, in your view, with other economic in-
dicators?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, let me say first that these are data for Feb-
ruary. All the other data are for January. That’s the first point.

Second, I would agree with you that 530,000 is a great deal in a
single month; that is why in my statement we averaged the 2
months together. That gives you an average increase over the 2
months of 350,000, and I believe that that’s pretty consistent with
what we have been seeing.

Senator PROXMIRE. Are there seasonal factors here, unusual
weather, for instance?

Mrs. Norwoobp. In January. Not in February. February is a
month with a very slight seasonal component. The change from
January to February may be slightly exaggerated, but if you aver-
age the increase since December, you get 350,000. That’s not unlike
the household survey, which is close to 300,000. So I think that we
are seeing considerable job growth.

What we have had is a lot of discussion about a slowdown in the
economy. You will recall that last month we cautioned that a
single month of lower growth figures in the job market does not
necessarily establish a trend and I think that’s correct—it did not.
So I would agree with you that 530,000 is a great deal from Janu-
ary to February, but I think that 350,000 on average is quite a real-
istic number.

Senator ProxmIirRe. Well, the part that really concerns me is the
housing starts were falling throughout last year, real construction
spending was down 3 percent in January, 1 percent in the last
year. How could the construction industry add more than 100,000
jobs in February on that basis unless it was a weather deal?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, partly because it had lost jobs in January.
It had been somewhat weak and that may have been somewhat
weather related. Employment in the construction industry has only
increased by something like 100,000 or 120,000 over the year. So
construction has been weak.

Senator PRoOXMIRE. My time is up.

Representative SoLarz. Feel free to continue if you like. I have
some questions also.

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, you go ahead and then I'll come back.

Representative SoLARz. Let me pick up where the Senator left
off. What, in your view, has been primarily responsible for the de-
cline in housing starts?

Mrs. Norwoop. I don’t know. There are those who believe that
the stock market crash had some effect on consumers’ view about
what debt they should undertake. There are those who believe that
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interest rates had an important effect on it. I just really don’t
know.

Representative SoLARz. Permit me, Mrs. Norwood, to come back
to the minimum wage question for a moment.

For how far back has the Bureau of Labor Statistics been keep-
ing the kind of figures that you give us each month?

Mrs. Norwoon. We have some series, like the Producer Price
Index, which goes back a hundred years.

Representative SoLarz. On employment?

Mrs. Norwoop. The employment-unemployment data go back to
the 1940’s.

Representative SoLarz. If it’s difficult to predict what impact an
increase in the minimum wage will have in the future, perhaps we
can see what impact it has had in the past on unemployment rates.

Would it be possible for you to provide us, in an expeditious fash-
ion so this Member at least could make some use of it when we
mark up this legislation in the next week or so in the House, what
the unemployment figures have been for the year immediately pre-
ceding and the year in which previous increases in the minimum
wage took place. Then, the unemployment rate for the following
year, both overall and in whatever relevant sectors of the employ-
ment pool you think it would be useful to look at?

Senator ProxMire. If the Congressman would yield, he’s onto a
very, very important element here. I tried to do that and didn’t
have anything like the expert and official information you can give
us when I did it, but I found it was very positive in favor of in-
creasing the minimum wage, but I think it would be very helpful
to have it official.

Mrs. Norwoob. I think it should be understood that there’s no
way to develop a causal relationship.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics some years ago—Tom Gavett at
the Bureau—did a study of the minimum wage and I think that
might be useful to provide to you. That was done a long time ago,
but it was a very good study.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. Why can’t you just bring it up to date and
give the Congressman what he asked for?

Mrs. Norwoop. We'll see what we can do. We can give you an
unemployment rate and a minimum wage. All I'm saying to you is
that I don’t know that there is a causal relationship.

Representative SoLarz. Well, I take your point. Nevertheless, it
would be interesting——

Mrs. Norwoob. If you would like those two numbers, we can cer-
tainly put them together.

Representative SoLaRrz. As well as the report which you said you
had.

I suppose it would be useful to look at the unemployment rate
preceding the increase in the minimum wage, the year in which it
was increased, and what it was the following year.

Mrs. Norwoobp. We'll see what we can put together.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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Changes ip the Federal sinimus wage end the unesployment rate, 1938-37

Federal Unesployment rate
. ainisus wvage 1/ {Annusl averages)
ear
All
Amount Effective| civilisn Teenagers
(Per hour) date workers
1938, 0cceannns $0.25 Oct. 24 19.0 N.A.
1939.00nennnnss .30 Oct. 24 17.2 N.A.
1940....0.000000 - - 14.6 N.A.
-- - 9.9 N.A.
- - 4.7 R.A.
- - 1.9 N.A.
- - 1.2 N.A.
1945..c0vveenss 40 Oct. 24 1.9 N.A.
1946.0000uns -- - 3.9 N.A.
-- -~ 3.9 . HiA.
-- - 3.8 9.2
-- -- 5.9 13.4
.75 Jan. 25 5.3 12.2
-- - 3.3 8.2
- -- 3.0 B.5
. - - 2.9 7.6
1954* .. ... -- -- 5.5 12.6
1955...... -- -- ALk 11.0
1.00 Msr. 1 4.1 11.1
- -- 4.3 11.6
-- -- 6.8 15.9
- -- $.5 14.6
-- - 5.5 14.7
1.15 Sept. 3 6.7 16.8
- -- 5.5 14.7
1963...... 1.25 Sept. 3 5.7 17.2
1964...... - -- 5.2 16.2
1965. - -- 4.5 14.8
1966. -- - 3.8 12.8
1967. 1.40 Feb. 1 3.8 12.9
1968.. 1.60 Feb. 1 3.6 12.7
1969....c0vvens - - 3.5 12.2
1970%.......... - -- 4.9 15.3
19710 c00ennn - - 5.9 16.9
1972..0cciinnn - -- 5.6 16.2
-- - 4.9 14.5
2.00 May 1 5.6 16.0
2.10 Jan. 1 8.5 19.9
2.30 Jan. 1 7.7 19.0
- el 7.1 17.8
2.65 Jan. 1 6.1 16.4
1979....00unees 2.90 Jan. 1 5.8 16.1
1980+*. 3.10 Jan. 1 7.1 17.8
198+, 3.35 Jao. 1 7.6 19.6
1982%, -- - 9.7 23.2
1983.. PR - - 9.6 22.4
1984. YR - - 7.5 18.9
1985. cevnes -- - 7.2 18.6
1986. PR - - 7.0 18.3
1987...0.0000nee - - 6.2 16.9

* = postwar recession years.

R.A.= not available.

1/ This s the principal minimus vage that applied to most
vorkers. For workers brought under coverage of the aininmus
in 1961, 1966, and 1974, lower initial minimuws were
established. These were graduaslly rafsed to the principal
ainimum wvage.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics
Barzh 1988
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Representative SoLarz. To the extent that economists have stud-
ied this, over what period of time do they estimate the impact on
employment is felt? In other words, if you raise the minimum
wage, is the impact felt that year or one year later or does it keep
working its way through the economy indefinitely?

Mrs. Norwoobn. Well, it’s very difficult to tell. What economists
have done is to develop econometric models and use data for many,
many years to evaluate them, and we have done a survey of the
literature which we could provide to you.

Representative SoLarz. Well, I would appreciate that.

Also picking up on Senator Proxmire’s inquiries about a full em-
ployment economy, what seems to be the conventional wisdom or
what is your own view about the impact on inflation of, say, each
incremental 1-percent decline in the unemployment rate below the
level of a full-employment economy?

In other words, let’s say you assume a full-employment economy
is 5 percent. What is the impact on inflation if you get unemploy-
ment down to 4 percent? Is there some correlation or formula for
every l-percent decline in unemployment below full employment
inflation goes up 1 percent or 5 percent or 10 percent?

Mrs. Norwoob. I think that it’s generally believed that the old
Phillips curve relationship no longer holds and I believe that——

Representative SoL.arz. What is that?

Mrs. Norwoob. That was that you could draw a curve and as the
unemployment rate went one way the price curve would go the
other way. But that generally no longer holds and I think that the
chart on real earnings is one exhibit that perhaps shows that.

The real discussion today is, if we get to full employment in some
areas, the labor market tightens—will that raise wages? And if
that raises wages, will that increase inflation?

Now we don’t have any evidence yet either of runaway inflation
or of very large increases in wages. Unit labor costs are still declin-
ing in manufacturing.

Representative SoLARrz. But let me try to draw you out a little bit
on this. It may be that it’s impossible to make these calculations
and nobody has bothered to do it, but from the point of view of pol-
icymakers, it strikes me that this is critically important informa-
tion. It’s one thing to say that further declines in unemployment
could increase inflation in the abstract. It’s quite another to know
by how much it will increase inflation because there is a tradeoff.
There are millions of people who are looking for work who can’t
find it. We might be willing to permit a 1-percent increase in infla-
tion if you could provide jobs for 2 million Americans that don’t
now have jobs. But we might decide if there’s going to be a 10 or 20
percent increase in inflation that that’s too high a price to pay. So
I think we need some sense of the tradeoffs here in terms of
making a judgment about the acceptability of current levels of un-
employment even if one assumes that they’re pretty much brush-
ing up against a full-employment economy. Because it’s clearly
true you could create more jobs, but if that drives up inflation, we
need to know by how much.

You say there are no meaningful calculations along these lines?
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Mrs. Norwoob. I'm sure that there may be some and we will try
to review the literature for you, but I can tell you there isn’t any
agreement, and I can’t say here it is.

Representative SoLARz. Mrs. Norwood, does your Bureau—I don'’t
mean this facetiously but it's actually a genuine question—do you
and your people sort of simply collect different opinions, or do you
attempt to make judgments of your own on these matters? In other
words, if there are 10 different views of economists on this, do you
try to sort through it and say this makes sense to us and this
doesr;’t, or do you just merely assemble the panoply of perspec-
tives?

Mrs. Norwoop. If it's an area in which we are expert and we
have the indepth research to back it up, we certainly can distin-
guish. But, you should understand that we have a very small ana-
lytical staff. It has been cut considerably in the last 10 or 15 years.
So it’s very hard for us to keep up with all the things that every-
one assumes we're expert on.

Representative SorLarz. Well, I may be going to the wrong ad-
dress and I don’t want to belabor you for not doing things which
you don’t have the resources to do. Are you the right address for a
Member of Congress to ask a question concerning the impact of re-
ductions in unemployment below the level of full employment on
inflation or does one go somewhere else for that?

Mrs. Norwoon. We would not be able to provide much help and,
frankly, I'm not sure that the very many people, even those who
have studied it with great care, could provide a lot of help. I was
quite surprised at that issue at the Economic Association’s meet-
ings.

Representative SoLAarRz. Well, is that due to the intellectual bank-
ruptcy of the profession or is it due to the fact that we’'ve reached
the point beyond which human knowledge can take us?

Mrs. Norwoob. I think it’s because somehow we approach things
nowadays assuming that there is certain truth—that there is truth,
and that we can find it just by looking for it. And often it is really
a matter of judgment and when judgment is concerned, we believe
that if it’s judgment all by itself, that that’s something that we at
least at BLS should stay out of.

Representative SorLarz. Now I've heard it said that while there’s
been a very significant number of new jobs created since 1980—I
think you said 15 million——

Mrs. NorwooD. Yes.

Representative SoLARZ [continuing]. That many of these jobs are
low-wage jobs and that we have simultaneously lost, particularly in
the manufacturing sector, much better paid jobs. So you have lots
and lots of people who still work but who are working for much
less in lowly paid service-industry jobs than they were in higher
paid manufacturing jobs. Is that true? If so, how many people fall
into this category?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, as I indicated earlier, there has been a lot
of work in that subject. Barry Bluestone and Bennett Harrison did
some work in which they concluded that there had been a large
growth in low-paying jobs. Marvin Kosters and Murray Ross did
some work in which they concluded that if anything, there was a
very slight increase toward higher level jobs.
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I believe that Bluestone made a very great contribution in rais-
ing the issue. As I have indicated publicly and in writing, I do not
believe that he had the full answer. I think that Kosters has moved
the debate forward further and what he has concluded is that there
may be some differences in the experiences of men and women and
also that overall there has been very little change in the distribu-
tion of earnings.

I think that the earnings distribution issue is as important as the
issue of the good jobs-bad jobs.

Representative SoLarz. Well, that would seem to me to be, if
you're right, a kind of decisive refutation of the thesis. Obviously,
at any given point in the economy there are always going to be
some people who lose higher paid jobs and end up with lower paid
jobs. That’s inevitable. But if the overall distribution of jobs in
paying different levels remains the same, then I don’t see how you
could intellectually sustain the proposition that over a period of
time that the increase in jobs has come about through an increase
in poorly paid jobs taking the place of an increase in highly paid
jobs. The argument falls of its own weight, unless I'm missing
something here.

Mrs. Norwoob. ] believe that——

fReg}resentative SoLarz. That’s what you just said, right, in
effect’

Mrs. Norwoop. What I am saying is that I have not yet been
convinced by any evidence that I have seen that there has been a
big shift toward low-wage jobs. That’s correct.

We now have 14.7 million people who are working part time be-
cause they want to work part time—what we call the voluntary
part time. When you put them in with all the others, obviously
there is an effect on average earnings. So some people look at full-
time year-round earnings and they get a slightly different answer.
It’s not something that you can just say open and shut, here it is.

Representative Sorarz. Well, how do you deal with—maybe it’s
anecdotal evidence and probably more than that—with presumably
these—there have been, I gather, hundreds of thousands of people
who have lost jobs in the automobile industry, the steel industry,
these relatively high-paid manufacturing jobs, and I have the im-
pression that of these people many of them couldn’t find other jobs
and others were obligated to take jobs that did pay a lot less.

That is the fact, isn’t it, that there have been many people in
that category?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Representative SoLarz. And that’s a real human tragedy, no
question, for them.

. l1\’Irs. Norwoop. It's a human tragedy any time anyone loses a
job.

Representative SoLArz.. What’s compensating for that? If the dis-
tribution of jobs in terms of the amount of money you earn in dif-
ferent jobs has remained more or less the same, where are the
higher paying jobs being generated?

Mrs. Norwoop. Many of them are in some of the services indus-
tries that are growing very fast, like banking, the credit industry,
business services, computer services, which are high-paying jobs.
We have lost manufacturing industry jobs at the very high-paying
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end, like steel and autos, but we've also lost jobs at the very lowest
paying end, like apparel and textiles.

So we're losing both at the top and the bottom and we’re gaining
both at the top and at the bottom. The debate seems to be which is
predominant. People overuse the data, in a sense.

Representative SoLarz. Now for the kind of person who has a
high-paying manufacturing job in automobiles and steel, as a prac-
tical matter, if they lose their job, is there any real possibility that
they can find another job paying more or less the same amount of
money?

Mrs. Norwoop. Some of them have found jobs. In some cases,
those wages in the new jobs were high, but in other cases the
wages in the new jobs were not as high and they may have needed
retraining in order to get the jobs that pay as much. That’s one of
the real problems that we need to address.

We did a survey which showed that there were a little over 5
million workers who were displaced from jobs because plants closed
down or shifts were eliminated. About two-thirds of them had
found jobs and more than half of those had found jobs at either the
same or higher pay. That’s the only information that we have on
that.

Representative SoLaArz. If my friend from Wisconsin, Senator
Proxmire, will permit me to ask one final question because I see
my time has expired, in your study which demonstrated a decline
in real earnings for nonsupervisory workers, is that decline in real
earnings related in any way to the tax rate or is this just in terms
of their salary?

Mrs. Norwoob. Those data and that chart that was done by the
committee staff are based upon average hourly earnings which
does not include any bonuses; it does not include lump-sum pay-
ments; and it does not include fringe benefits clauses.

Representative SorLARrRz. So after calculating in taxes, bonuses,
benefits, and the like, what would it then indicate? Are people in
fact worse off taking everything into account than they were back
in 1981 in nonsupervisory work?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, for that, one would need to use the employ-
ment cost index and we can supply that for the record.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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Senator ProxMirg. It would be helpful if when you did that that
you made an adjustment—that you would tell us perhaps depend-
ing on the level of earnings. For instance, the change in the Tax
Code that went into effect in 1987 would have a favorable effect on
people with incomes that are fairly high—$65,000 and higher.
People with incomes of less than $30,000, it is my understanding,
will pay as much or more than they paid before.

Mrs. Norwoob. I'm not aware of any way to do that with any
accuracy.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. All right. But if you're going to make an ad-
justment for these things, let us know also what you can’t make an
adjustment for.

Now I'd like to ask you about two things particularly. Recent fig-
ures suggest that there has been a strong growth in exports, but
manufacturing employment rose only 19,000 per month in January
and February, after growing more than 60,000 per month during
the second half of 1987. And average weekly hours in manufactur-
ing also declined in February.

What accounts for that recent weakness? 1 thought that the
manufacturing sector was speeding up. I'm startled and stunned by
that.

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, we’re talking about employment, not pro-
duction.

Senator PrRoxMIRrE. I understand that, but why wouldn’t that be
fairlg similar? Fewer people working wouldn’t produce more, would
they?

Mrs. Norwoobn. Not necessarily. I think that what we’re seeing
now is employers being much more careful about taking on addi-
tional work force. Labor costs are a very important part of their
total costs and they have been working very hard to keep those
costs down. We've been talking about that to some extent this
morning.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. But certainly if there’s a growth in manufac-
turing production, there should be a somewhat similar growth in
jobs, isn’t that right?

Mrs. Norwoob. Unless labor productivity improves considerably,
antlil as we have been seeing manufacturing has done reasonably
well.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Has it improved enough to make that differ-
ence between 60,000 increased jobs per month compared to 19,000?
That’s a tremendous change.

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, remember, too, Senator, we were coming
from a very low level. Manufacturing employment was going down
for many months. When we began adding jobs, I expected that we
would add more at the beginning. This is only 2 months, in any
case. The growth is very moderate here and you're right, it has
been much more vigorous before, but that’s not unusual. It is not
declining. That’s the important thing.

Senator Proxmige. I asked you for some figures on the jobs in-
creases since 1980, 1980 through 1987, by small business and big
business and I got some very, very interesting responses. During
that period there was an increase in jobs of 9.5 million. All of that
increase were in firms that employed 500 or fewer people. As a
matter of fact, firms that employed more than 500 people have had
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an actual reduction of 600,000 in the number of people that they
(lagé%loyed in 1987 compared to the number that they employed in

Furthermore, the biggest increase were in firms that employed
50 and fewer people. More than 50 percent of that increase in jobs
were in those relatively very small businesses. It seems to me that
this has some implications for economic policy, particularly with
respect to concentration, takeover, mergers, and so forth. When
you have firms moving in and taking over small businesses, there
may be a diminution in the availability of jobs, is that right?

Mrs. Norwoop. Anything is possible, obviously. Those data are
rather interesting. They are, of course, based on business establish-
ments, not firms. So that a company, for example, might have sev-
eral small plants or small stores—each establishment is not neces-
sarily a business. But I think you're quite right that the trend——

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, I want to make sure that I understand
that. Are you saying then that every McDonald’s shop would be a
separate establishment and be computed in the small business part
of this thing?

Mrs. Norwoob. In theory, yes.

Senator Proxmire. Well, that’s not very helpful then. What I
wanted to know was how the small firms—is there any data you
can give me on that?

Mrs. Norwoob. Not by company.

Senator ProxMIRE. Why isn’t that kept?

Mrs. Norwoop. Because our list is based upon establishments. As
a matter of fact, the fiscal 1989 budget submission for the Bureau
of Labor Statistics includes a proposal to undertake an effort to try
to improve that list to get at that. But our list is an establishment-
based list and I believe that we told that to your staff.

Senator PRoxMIRE. Well, I wish I had known that. I made an ab-
solutely wrong conclusion. I made the argument that it was small -
business, and I'm wrong about that. Big business may have many
small establishments under one roof and you may include McDon-
ald’s, you may include that fellow in Arkansas who's worth $2 bil-
lion and he’s one of the biggest retail operations in the country—
all those operations would be considered small business I take it, is
that right?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator PROXMIRE. Or small establishments?

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s right.

Senator ProxMirE. All right. Well, I'll be plugging away for an
increase in your budget. That’s the only one I'm for.

During the past 5 years, U.S. manufacturing industries have
made substantial gains in productivity, as you've pointed out. Did
these gains occur primarily because manufacturers closed factories
with low productivity or did it occur primarily because of a wide-
spread rise in productivity in existing factories?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, I believe that we have made our basic
plant structure much more efficient than it had been in the recent
past. For that reason, by the way, I think that we need to be very
careful in how we look at the figures on capacity utilization.

hI don’t know whether Mr. Mark has something else to add to
that.
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Mr. MARK. There may be some evidence to support the conclu-
sion that we have had an improvement in productivity in manufac-
turing reflecting a reduction in the marginal firms. Output growth
in this recovery in manufacturing has been consistent with the
output growth in previous recoveries, but the employment growth
has been substantially less. This indicates that the larger produc-
tivity gains are more associated with employment declines this
time than they have been previously. This, in turn suggests that
more efficient firms may be remaining and that changes are taking
place in a restructuring of manufacturing.

Senator ProxMire. For the record, will you give me the docu-
mentation and details on that?

Mr. MARK. Yes.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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Chart 1. Manufacturing productivity, output, hours, and employment in the
current recovery and average recovery in the post-war period.
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Table 1. Changes in productivity and related measures 20 quarters after
the trough of postwar recessions.
(Percent change at compound annual rate)

Trough quarter Productivity Output Hours  Employment

Manufacturing:

1969 vl ...l 3.8 10.7 6.6 6.1
1954 IX cecescncvsee 2.4 4.1 1.7 1.5
1958 11l............ 3.2 8.2 4.9 3.9
1961 T..ceeoensonene 4.6 8.8 4.0 3.0
1970 1vl.........ll 4.2 8.1 3.8 2.9
1975 Teeseeseranosoe 2.4 5.3 2.9 2.5
1980 1Irl........... 3.1 5.6 2.5 2.1
Average cycle..sese. 2.8 6.5 3.6 3.1
1982 IV..eevvcocnnns 4.6 6.9 2.2 1.3

lpata show percent change trough to peak; recovery lasted fewer than 20
quarters.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
March 1988
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Senator Proxmire. Two other quick questions. One, was the one-
tenth decline in the-unemployment rate statistically significant?

Mrs. Norwoob. No.

Senator PROXMIRE. It was not? )

Mrs. Norwoob. But it was down two-tenths since November.

Senator ProxMIRE. So the decline that we had from January to
February was not, but the decline from December to February
was?

Mrs. Norwoob: From November to February.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. The other question is, the unemployment rate
for teenagers fell six-tenths of a percent in February. Is this an un-
usually large 1-month change and, if so, what was going on in the
economy to explain the improved job situation for teenagers?

Mrs. Norwoob. The teenage rate has to change almost 1.3 per-
centage points in order to be statistically significant. So we would
say nothing much is happening.

Senator ProxMIRE. Very good.

Representative SoLarz. Let me ask one final question if I might.

You suggested I gather that this impressive record of job cre-
ation—15 million jobs in the last several years—is due largely to
our fiscal policy. Am I correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. No. I said that the buildup in defense and the
expansionary policy that we had, together with the flexibility of
our economy, probably distinguished us from the Europeans. I be-
lieve that was the question you asked.

Representative Sorarz. But the bottom line there, from a macro-
economic point of view, the flexibility of the economy is a constant
in comparison to Europe. What changed in the last several years
was that we ran enormous deficits.

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, it’s one of the things, yes.

Representative SoLarz. OK. From your point of view, if you look
at it in macroeconomic terms, supposing instead of having a very
large tax cut in 1981 we had kept taxes where they were but had
run deficits of exactly the same magnitude we’ve had for the last
several years where the deficit was due to substantial increases in
domestic spending or infrastructure, education, health, housing,
and the like.

Would the macroeconomic impact on job creation have been
more or less the same?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, I can’t give you an answer to that offhand.
One would have to go through the whole input-output framework
to find out where the jobs were, what the demand was and so on.
So I really don’t know the answer to that.

Representative SoLarz. Well, obviously, there might have been a
change in the composition of the jobs that were created, but would
most economists then say that if we had run exactly the same defi-
cits we've run from 1981 through 1987 but had not reduced taxes
and had produced those deficits through an increase exclusively in
spending with a large increase in domestic spending, would the
overall number of jobs created have been more or less the same?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Well, what I'm saying is that I can’t tell you be-
cause I don’t know, for example, whether it takes the same amount
of people to construct an airplane as it does to construct a bridge.
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And in addition, of course, there are the tax consumer spending
issues.

Representative SoLarRz. Well, when I served on the House Budget
Committee, I remember very clearly the hearings we had with Sec-
retary Weinberger who attempted to justify the defense buildup,
among other things, on the grounds that it had a positive impact
on the economy. The point was made that while it did result in a
net creation of jobs, that you could create even more jobs through
comparable increases in domestic spending. So if the justification
for it was job creation, you can get more jobs otherwise. Now in
fairness to him, he wasn’t justifying it on economic grounds, but on
strategic, military grounds.

But isn’t the conventional wisdom that you generate more jobs
for the buck in domestic spending than you do in military spend-
ing? .

Mrs. Norwoob. I don’t know. I just don’t know.

Representative SoLaRz. Do you have any more questions, Senator
Proxmire?

Senator PROXMIRE. No.

Representative SoLARrz. I think I was deputized by the chairman
in his absence to serve as temporary acting chairman of the Joint
Economic Committee. I was stunned by this meteoric rise to this
position of power on this prestigious panel, but all good things
must come to an end.

So let me thank you very much for coming. We do appreciate
getting the monthly benefit of your wisdom and your associates
also.

Mrs. Norwoob. Thank you.

Representative SoLArz. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-
628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Paul S. Sarbanes (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Sarbanes and Proxmire.

Also present: Judith Davison, executive director; and William
Buechner, Jim Klumpner, Bob McCauley, David Podoff, Dan Mel-
nick, and Chris Frenze, professional staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SARBANES, CHAIRMAN

Senator SARBANES. The committee will come to order.

This ‘morning the Joint Economic Committee is pleased once
again to welcome as our witness Janet Norwood, the Commissioner
of Labor Statistics, and her colleagues, Mr. Plewes and Mr. Dalton,
to receive testimony on the employment and unemployment situa-
tion for March.

In addition, Commissioner, I may raise with you some questions
relating to the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ statistical programs in
the course of the questioning period. First, I'd like to make these
observations.

Throughout the years, the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the
Joint Economic Committee have worked closely together in an
effort to ensure the integrity of, and strengthen, the U.S. statistical
base. Both the public and the private sector depend on government
data to provide the foundation for economic policy decisions as well
as a wide range of business decisions.

Last year, the Office of Management and Budget proposed to
truncate the questionnaire for the 1990 census and to reduce the
sample size. In the opinion of many, this would have had a serious
adverse effect on the quality of the census data, particularly some
of the data used for BLS programs. This matter was explored by
the committee at length at an August hearing.

Earlier this week, OMB responded to concerns about the pro-
posed census cuts by announcing that it had agreed to abide by
Census Bureau recommendations to restore several important
housing questions to the short form and to retain questions on the
cost of utilities and fuels. OMB also agreed to a household sample
size that will be large enough, it is believed, to produce reliable
datlzil for the Nation as a whole and for State and local areas as
well.
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I might note that 30 Members of the Congress, Senators and Con-
gressmen, both Democrats and Republicans, wrote to President
Reagan about 2 weeks ago urging that the census questionnaire re-
flect the best professional judgment of the Census Bureau and that
it not be determined by an OMB decision that did not reflect a pro-
fessional judgment as to what was necessary in order to do a
proper and complete 1990 census.

This decision to ensure the integrity of the 1990 census, made
only a few days ago, is a welcome one. In the short run, it will pro-
vide us with the fundamental statistics needed for the final decade
of this century. For the longer run, it will help assure that the tra-
ditional high quality of Federal statistical programs is maintained.

The committee will now turn to Commissioner Norwood for her
analysis of the labor market statistics for March.

Senator Proxmire, do you have any opening statement?

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PROXMIRE

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Yes. I just wanted to point out a few develop-
ments here that concern me.

Certainly the overall figure of 5.5 percent unemployment in
March is very encouraging primarily because it continues a steady
trend in the right direction, of course, of diminishing unemploy-
ment.

However, it’s interesting that you note right away in your state-
ment that the household survey showed a seasonally adjusted de-
cline both in the labor force and in employment and you point out
at the end of your statement that factory jobs showed no increase,
closing out a relatively weak first quarter for the industry.

That concerns me because of the fact that the impression that I
think we're getting is that unemployment is improving. Then we
look at the black unemployment for January, February, and March
and find that it has increased from 12.2 percent to 12.8 percent.
Hispanic unemployment has increased a full percent, from 7.2 to
8.2. We find that hours of work in March dropped both in manufac-
turing and overall. It didn’t drop much but it dropped some.

I notice that discouraged workers, you give us a report now on
the first quarter of the year—the discouraged workers rose by
115,000. That’s better than a 10-percent increase in discouraged
workers, which is remarkable in view of the fact that the unem-
ployment situation seems to have improved.

The workweek for all production nonsupervisory workers on pri-
vate nonagricultural payrolls decreased, fell, by 0.2 hours in
March. And in dollars of constant purchasing power your statis-
tics—not in your statement but back in the documentation you
gave us—shows in dollars of constant purchasing power that real
earnings decreased 1.1 percent ending in February. That puzzles
me because here we have a situation in which unemployment went
down by a full percentage point and under those circumstances you
would think that wages would rise, but they didn’t rise. They fell
and they fell by 1 percentage point in spite of the fact we had fall-
ing unemployment.

Then there’s one other point that interested me, and that is that
the diffusion index has been steadily falling. In November it was
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71.9; December, 63.2; January, 60; and now it’s down in March to
55.7. That usually is an indication of diminished demand for labor
and rising unemployment.

All of this, of course, is going against what you report to us as a
falling level of unemployment over the year.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. Before you begin, Mrs. Norwood, Senator
Roth has requested that his opening statement be placed in the
record. Without objection, so ordered.

[The written opening statement follows:]

WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROTH

"This morning the Labor Department brings more good news for
American workers. The longest peacetime economic expansion in U.S.
history pushed the civilian unemployment rate down to a level of 5.6
percent in March. This is egual to its lowest level set in May of 1979,
and it hasn't been lower than the current level since 1974.

"In addition, more than a quarter of a million new jobs were
created in March, according to the survey of business payrolls. This
shows that the economy continues to expand, increasing employment and
income for all Americans.

"roday's employment report is no April Fools prank for American
workers. Instead, the joke is on those who have, over the last five
years, continually predicted economic disastex. As I've said before,
while the critics have been glooming and dooming, employment has been
booming."

Senator SARBANES. Commissioner, we would be happy to hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSOCIATE COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT STATIS-
TICS; AND KENNETH V. DALTON, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER,
OFFICE OF PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Mrs. Norwoob. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

As always, we are very pleased to be here.

The overall unemployment rate was 5.5 percent in March, and
the civilian rate was 5.6 percent. Both rates have edged down since
the beginning of this year and are nearly a full percentage point
below the level of a year ago.

Payroll employment, as measured by the BLS business survey,
rose by 260,000 from February to March, whereas the household
survey showed a seasonally adjusted decline both in the labor force
and in employment. As you know, such divergences in the short
term have occurred before. Over the long run, however, the two
surveys generally show similar trends. On balance, over-the-month
movements in the household survey tend to be more erratic than in
the business survey. Short-term movements thus frequently can be
better judged with data from the business survey.

The 260,000 growth in the business survey from February to
March was somewhat smaller than the average monthly gains
since last fall. Most of the job increase was concentrated in services
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and construction. The services industry rose by 85,000 to close out
a strong first quarter. Construction added 80,000 jobs from Febru-
ary to March, with most of the improvement occurring in special
trades, like masonry, roofing, and electrical contracting.

No overall job growth took place in the Nation’s factories. In-
creases did occur in machinery and printing and publishing, but
these were offset by small declines in 11 of the other industries for
which data are published in our release. Indeed, March follows 2
months of slow growth in factory employment, in sharp contrast to
the rather strong performance of the second half of 1987.

In March, 5.6 percent of the civilian labor force was unemployed,
compared with 5.7 percent in February. Although the 0.1 percent-
age point change is not statistically significant by itself, this con-
tinues the downward drift in the jobless rate that has been occur-
ring over much of the past year. Indeed, the rate is now back to the
lowest level reached in 1979.

This successful experience is clearly related to our record of
strong job growth. Another contributing factor has been the re-
duced rate of labor force expansion. As we have often discussed,
the dramatic surge of women’s labor force participation took place
in the 1960’s and the 1970’s. Although women are continuing to
enter the labor force in large numbers, the rate of their increase
has slowed. In addition, the birth rate decline in the 1960’s and
early 1970°s has resulted in fewer young people reaching labor
force age in the 1980’s. Over the past year, the labor force has in-
creased by less than 2 million.

Our quarterly data on discouraged workers—those not in the
labor force who want work but are not looking for jobs because
they think none are available—show 1 million persons in that
status. This number rose a bit in the first quarter after having de-
clined during 1987. Even with this year’s first quarter’s data, how-
ever, a modest reduction in labor market discouragement over the
year remains.

In conclusion, payroll employment continued to grow in March,
and the recent declines in unemployment were sustained. Employ-
ment in services continued to increase, and construction showed
very strong job growth. However, factory jobs showed no increase,
closing out a relatively weak first quarter for the industry.

My colleagues and I would be happy to try to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

[The table attached to Mrs. Norwood’s statement, together with
the Employment Situation press release, follows:]



Unemployment rates of all civilian workers by alternative seasonal adjustwent methods

X=11 ARIMA method X=11 method

Month Unad~- Concurrent (official Range

and justed|{Official [(as first |Concurrent Stable|Total |Residual method (cols.

year rate |procedure]|computed) |(revised) before 1980)| 2-8)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) 7) (8) 9

1987
Marcheeeossel 6.9 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.6 .1
Aprilececess| 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.3 .1l
Mayesesesess| 6ol 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.5 6.3 .2
June.eeesess| 643 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.1 ol
JulYeseseose| 6.1 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 el
August.ceoes| 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 o1
Septembereee| 5.7 5.9 5.9 5.9 6.0 5.9 5.9 5.9 «1
Octobercesses| 5.7 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.0 ol
Novembereess| 5.6 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 -
Decembersseco| 5.4 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 ol
1988

Januaryeeese| 6.3 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.6 5.8 o2
Februaryeoee| 6.2 5.7 S.7 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6 5.8 o2
March.cesees| 5.9 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.5 5.6 o2

SOURCE:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Bureau of Labor Statistics

April 1988
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(1) Unsdjusted rate. Unemploysent rate for sll civilian workers, not seasonally adjusted.

(2) Offictal procedure (X~11 ARIMA method). The published seasonslly adjusted rate for

a1l civiifian vorkers. Each of the 3 sajor civilian labor force components--agricultural
employment, nonagricultural employsent and unemploymeat-—for & age-sex groups--males and
fenales, ages 16-19 and 20 years and over--are 1ly adjusted indepeadently uung dnt-
frow January 1974 forwvard. The data series for each of these 12 p s are

a year at each eod of the original ser: sing ARIMA (Auto-Regressive, Integrated, Moving
Average) models chosen specifically for esach series. Each extended series {s then sessonslly
adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X=11 ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemployment and
nonagricultural employment components are adjusted vith the sdditive adjustment model,

vhile the other components sre sdjusted vith the multiplicative model. The uneaployment

rate {s computed by sumaing the 4 seasonslly adjusted loyment comp s and calculating
that totsl as a percent of the civilian labor force total derived by susming all 12 seasonslly
ad justed p 8. All the 11y adjusted series are revised at the end of each year.
Extrapolated factors for Janusry-June are computed at the beginning of esch year; extrapolated
factors for July-D ber are computed in the middle of the year after the June dats becoms
available. Each set of 6-month factors are published in ad » 1o the J 'y and July

issues, respectively, of Employwent and Earunings.

(3) Concurrent (as first computed, X~11 ARIMA method). The officisl procedure for
cosputation of the rate for all civilian workers using the 12 components is followed

except that extrapolated factors are not used at all. Zach P is 1ly adjusted
with the X~11 ARIMA progras each month as the most recent data becomse available. Rates for
each month of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once sach
year, at the end of the year vhen data for the full year become available. For example,

the rate for January 1984 would be based, during 1984, on the Adjuntunt of data from

the period January 1974 through January 1984.

(4) Concurrent (revised, X-11 ARIMA method). The procedure used is identicsl to (3)
above, and the rate for the current month (the last month displayed) will alvays be the
sane {n the two columns. Hovever, all previous sonths are subject to revision each month
based on the seasonal adjustment of all the couponents with dats through the current month.

(5) Stable (X=11 ARIMA method). Each of the 12 civilian labor force components is extended
using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and then run through the X-11 part

of the progran using the stable option. This option assumes thet seasonal patterns

are basically constant from year—to-year and conmp final 1 factors as

unweighted aversges of all the seasonsl-irregular coaponents for each month across

the entire span of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure, factors are
extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are revised at the end of each year.

The procedure for computation of the rate from the sessonally adjusted components

1s also identical to the officilal procedure.

(6) Totsl (X~11 ARTMA method). This is one alternative aggregation procedure, in
wvhich total unemploymeat and civilian labor force levels are extended with ARIMA models
snd directly adjusted vwith sultiplicative adjustaent sodels in the X~11 part of the
prograa. The rate {s computed by taking seasonally adjusted total unesployment ss a
percent of seasonally adjusted totsl civilian labor force. Factors are extrapolsted
in 6-month {ntervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(7) Residual (X=-11 ARIMA method). This is snother alternative aggregstion method, in
wvhich total civilisn easployment and civilian labor force levels are extended using ARIMA
wodels snd then directly adjusted vith sultiplicative sdjustment models. The seasonally
adjusted unemployment level 1s derived by subtracting seasonally adjusted employment
from seasonally adjusted labor force. The rate is then computed by taking the derived
unemnployaent level as & percent of the labor force level. Pactors are extrapolated in
6-month intervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(8) X-11 method (official method defore 1980). The method for computation of the official
procedure is used except that the series are not extended with ARIMA models and the factors
ars projected in 12-wonth {ntervals. The standard X-11 program is used to perform the
sesasonal adjustment.

Methods of Adjustaent: The X~11 ARIMA method was developed st Statistics Canada by the
essonal Adjustment and Times Series Staff under the direction of Estela Bee Dagum. The
method is described in The X-11 ARIMA Sessonal Adjustoent Method, by Estela Bes Dagum,
Statistics Canada Catslogue MNo. 12-564E, February 1980.

The standard X-11 sethod is describded in X-11 Variant of the Census Method II Sessonal

Adjustaent Progres, by Julius Shiskin, Allan Young and John Musgrave (Technical Paper
0. 13, Bureau of the Census, 1967).




99

United States
Department 4))
b of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics Washington, D.C. 20212

Technical information: (202) 523-1371 USDL 88-156

523-1944
. 523-1959 TRANSMISSION OF MATERIAL IN THIS
Media Contact: 523-1913 RELEASE IS EMBARGOED UNTIL

8:30 A.M. (EST), FRIDAY,
APRIL 1, 1988

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: MARCH 1988

Nonagricultural payroll employment continued to rise in March, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor reported today.
The overall jobless rate was 5.5 percent, and the civillan worker rate was
5.6 percent; each has declined four~tenths of a percentage point in the
last 5 months and nearly a point over the past year.

Payroll employment, as measured by the monthly survey of business
establishments, rose by 260,000 in March, seasonally adjusted, about in
Iine with the average gains over the past year. On the other hand, total
civilian employment, as estimated through the survey of households, showed
a drop of 300,000, returning to the January level.

Unemployment (Household Survey Data)

The number of unemployed persons, at 6.8 million in March, seasonally
adjusted, and the civilian wcrker unemployment rate, at 5.6 percent, were
little changed from February. Both measures, however, have been drifting
down in recent months. Compared with a year ago, the level of unemployment
has fallen by a million, and the civilian worker unemployment rate has
declined nearly a full percentage point. More than two-thirds of the
over-the-year improvement in total unemployment was attributable to a drop
in the number of unemployed persons who had lost their last jobs. (See
tables A~2 and A-8.)

The unemployment rate for adult women fell four-tenths of a percentage
point to 4.8 percent in March, the only significant decline among the major
demographic groups. Jobless rates for adult men (4.9 percent), whites
(4.7 percent), blacks (12.8 percent), and Hispanics (8.2 percent) showed
little or no change, while the rate for teenagers (16.5 percent) rose.
(See table A-3.)

Civilian Employment and the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

Total civilian employment showed a decline of 300,000 in March,
returning to the January level of 114.1 million, seasonally adjusted. The
March movement followed gains averaging 300,000 per month from September to
February. The percentage of the total civilian population that was
working--the enployment—population ratio-~slipped to 62.0 percent, slightly

- below recent r:cord highs. (See table A-2.) .



100

After seasonal adjustment, the civilian labor force declined by
450,000 in March to 120.9 million. Accordingly, the labor force
participation rate fell 0.3 percentage point to 65.7 percent. The March
labor force was 1.6 million higher than a year earlier. (See table A-2.)

Table A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonally adjusted

Quarterly Monthly data
averages
Category Feb.~
1987 1988 1988 Mar.
l ' change
v 1 Jan. Feb. Mar.

HOUSEHOLD DATA
Thousands of persons
Labor force 1/..se.c...| 122,316] 122,882] 122,924) 123,084 122,639 =445
Total employment 1/..| 115,235| 115,954 115,878| 116,145| 115,839] ~306
Civilian labor force...| 120,568] 121,142| 121,175 121,348 120,903 =445
Civilian employment..| 113,486]| 114,214] 114,129| 114,409| 114,103 -306
Unemployment.cseoeses 7,082 6,928 7,046 6,938 6,801| =137
Not in labor force..... 62,899 62,825 62,647 62,621 63,208 587
-Discouraged workers.. 910 1,027 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Percent of labor force

Unemployment rates:

All workers 1/..eee.. 5.8 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.5 =0.1
All civilian workers. 5.9 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6 -1

. Adult meNecvoosessns 5.0 5.0] . 5.1 4.9 4.9 0
Adult women..eseses 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.2 4.8 -4
TeenagerSececacsasns 16.6 16.0 16.0 15.4 16.5 1.1
Whit€eoesoesasonnne 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.7 -.1
Blackesoossss .cos 12.2 12.5 12.2 12.6 12.8 .2
Hispanic origin.... 8.5 7.9 7.2 8.3 8.2 -.1

ESTABLISHMENT DATA
R Thousands of jobs

Nonfarm employment.....| 103,293]/p104,259] 103,827|pl04,344|pl104,606| p262
Goods-producingesesss 25,164 p25,324 25,205] p25,342( p25,426 pB4
Service-producing.... 78,129 p78,935| 78,622| p79,002| p79,180| pl78

Hours of work

Average weekly hours:

Total private.eeecees 34.8 p34.7 34.8 p34.8 p34.6]| p—0.2
Manufacturingee.eeee. 41.2 p4l.0 41.2 p4l.0 p40.9( p-.1
Overtimeseceeevesenns 3.9 - p3.8 3.9 p3.7 p3.7 p0
l/ Includes the resident Armed Forces. N.A.=not available.

p=preliminary.
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Discouraged Workers (Household Survey Data)

The number of discouraged workers—--persons who want to work but do not
look for jobs because they believe that they cannot find any--rose
slightly, by about 115,000, to 1.0 million in the first quarter of 1988.
Over the previous 4 quarters, the number of discouraged workers had
declined by a total of 230,000. Men accounted for most of the first
quarter rise. (See table A-14.)

Industry Payroll Employment (Establishment Survey Data)

Total nonagricultural payroll employment rose by 260,000 in March to a
seasonally adjusted level of 104.6 million. The largest over-the-month
gains occurred in the services and construction industries. Manufacturing
employment was unchanged. (See table B-1.)

The services industry, with widespread employment gains totaling
85,000, again led the over-the-month growth in the service-producing
sector. Wholesale trade, which has grown steadily since July, added 15,000
jobs in March, almost entirely in its durable goods component. Retail
trade; which had added a quarter of a million jobs on a seasonally adjusted
basis during the first 2 months of this year, showed no further employment
growth in March. In finance, insurance, and real estate, a rise in real
estate payrolls (10,000) was partially offset by the second straight
monthly decline in finance (5,000).

In the goods—producing sector, construction posted a second strong
over~the-month gain (80,000). Since September, employment in that industry
has risen by 270,000. Manufacturing employment, which has slowed in recent
months following strong growth in the second half of 1987, was unchanged
in March. Job gains in machinery and printing and publishing were offset
by small declines in other manufacturing industries.

Weekly Hours (Establishment Survey Data)

The average workweek for all production or nonsupervisory workers on
private nonagricultural payrolls decreased 0.2 hour in March to 34.6 hours,
seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing workweek edged down 0.1 hour to
40.9. This is the same level as a year earlier but slightly below the
historically high 1levels of 1last fall. Factory overtime was unchanged in
March at 3.7 hours. (See table B-2.)

The 1index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory
workers on private nonagricultural payrolls declined by 0.4 percent to
122.9 (1977=100), seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing index, at 95.3,
was little changed from February. (See table B-5.)
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Hourly and Weekly Earnings (Establishment Survey Data)

Average hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on
private nonagricultural payrolls rose by 0.7 percent in March, seasonally
adjusted, while average weekly earnings were virtually unchanged. Prior to
seasonal adjustment, average hourly earnings edged up 2 cents to $9.20,
while average weekly earnings decreased 23 cents, reflecting a small
decline in the workweek. (See table B-3.)

The Hourly Earnings Index (Establish Survey Data)

The Hourly Earnings Index (HEI) was 177.1 (1977=100) in March,
seasonally adjusted, an increase of 0.4 percent from February. For the 12
months ended in March, the increase was 2.9 percent. In dollars of
constant purchasing power, the HEI decreased 1.1 percent during the 12~
month period ending in February. The HEI excludes the effects of two types
of changes unrelated to underlying wage rate movements~—~fluctuations in
manufacturing overtime and interindustry employment shifts. (See table B-
4.) : .

The Employment Situation for April 1988 will be released on Friday,
May 6, at 8:30 A.M. (EDT).
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Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys,
the Current Population Survey (household survey) and the
Current i Survey survey).
The household survey provides the information on the labor
force, total and ! that appears in
the A tables, marked HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample

that time; and they made specific efforts to find employment
sometime during the prior 4 weeks. Persons laid off from their
former jobs and awaiting recall and those expecting to report
1o a job within 30 days need not be looking for work to be
counted as unemployed.

The labor force equals the sum of the number employed and

survey of about 59,500 households that is conducted by the the number loyed. The rate is the
Bureau of the Census with most of the findings analyzed and of ! people in the labor force (civilian
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). plus the resident Armed Forces). Table A-5 presents a special

The survey provi the i on the grouping of seven of based on vary-

employment, hours, and carnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolis that appears in the B tables, marked

ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force. The
definitions are provided in the table. The most restrictive

ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This i is

from payroll records by BLS in cooperation with State agencies.
The sample includes over 290.000 establishments employmg
over 38 million people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month are actually
collected for and relate to a particular week. In the household
survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is the calendar week that
contains the 12th day of the month, which is calied the survey
week. In the bli survey, the week is the
pay period including the 12th, which may or may not corres-
pond directly 1o the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of technical
factors, i ding definiti survey diffe ad-
j and the inevitabl in results between a
survey of a sample and a census of the entire population. Each
of these factors is explained below.

Coverage, definitions, and differences
between surveys

The sample households in the houschold survey are selected
$0 as to reflect the entire civilian noninstitutional population
16 years of age and older. Each person in a household is
classified as employed, unemployed, or not in the labor force.
Those who hold more than one job are classified according to
the job at which they worked the most hours.

People are classified as employed if they did any work atall

finition yields U-1 and the most comprehensive yields U-7.
The overall unemployment rate is U-5a, while U-5b represents
the same measure with a civilian labor force base.

Unlike the h hold survey, the survey only
counts wage and salary employees whose names appear on the
payroll records of nonagricultural firms. As a result, there are
many differences between the two surveys, among which are
the following:

— The household survey. although based on a smaller sample, reflects &
targer segment of the populstion: the establishment survey excludes agricukture,
the self-employed, unpaid family workers, private houschold workers, and
members of the resident Armed Forces;

— The houschold survey includes peopie on unpaid leave among the
employed: the establishment survey does not;

— The household survey is limited to those 16 years of age and older; the
establishment survey is not limited by age;

— The household survey has no duplication of individuals, because each in-
dividual is counted only once: in the establishment survey, empioyees working at
more than one job or otherwise appearing on more than one payroll would be
counted scparately for cach appearance.

Other differences betwcen the two surveys are descnbcd in
“‘Comparing from H hold and
Payroll Surveys,” which may be obtained from the BLS upon

request.

as paid civilians; worked in their own business or p or
on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or more in an enter-

prise operated by a member of their family, whether they were

paid or not. People are also counted as employed if they were
on unpaid leave because of illness, bad weather, dlsputes be-
tween labor and or | reasons.

of the Armed Forces stationed in the United States are also in-
cluded in the employed total.

People are ified as dless of their
cligibility for unemployment benefits or public assistance, if
they meet all of the fcllowing criteria: They had no employ-
ment during the surve: week; they were available for work at

Over the course of a year, the size of the Nation’s labor
force and the levels of employ and 1
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events as
changes in weather, reduced or expanded production, har-
vests, major holidays, and the opening and closing of schools.
For example, the labor force increases by a large number each
June, when schools close and many young people enter the job
market. The effect of such seasonal variation can be very
large; over the course of a year, for example, seasonality may
account for as much as 95 percent of the month-to-month
changes in unemployment.
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Because these seasonal events follow a more or less regular

patiern each year, their influence on statistical trends can be

i by adjusting the from month to month.
These adj make such as
declines in economic activity or increases in the participation
of women in the labor force, casier to spot. To return 10 the
school's-out example, the large number of people entering the
labor force each June is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficult to deter-
mine if the level of economic activity has risen or declined.
However, because the effect of students finishing school in
previous years is known, the statistics for the current year can
be adjusted to allow for a comparable change. Insofar as the
seasonal adjustment is made correctly, the adjusted figure pro-
vides a more useful tool with which to analyze changes in
economic activity.

Measures of labor force, emp , and Y
contain components such as age and sex. Statistics for all
employees, production workers, average weekly hours, and
average hourly earnings include components based on the
employer's industry. All these statistics can be seasonally ad-
justed either by adjusting the total or by adjusting each of the
components and combining them. The second procedure

from the results of a complete census. The chances are approx-
imately 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on the sample will
differ by no more than 1.6 times the slandard error from the
results of a census. At the 90-percent
level of confidence—the confidence limits used by BLS in its
analyses—the error for the monthly change in total employ-
ment is on the order of plus or minus 328,000; for total
unemployment it is 220,000; and, for the overall unemploy-
ment rate, it is 0.19 percentage point. These figures do not
mean that the sample results are off by these magnitudes but,
rather, that the chances are approximately 90 out of 100 that
the *‘true’* level or rate would not be expected to differ from
the estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced when the
data are cumulated for several months, such as quarterly or
annually. Also, as a general rule, the smnller the estimate, the
larger the ing error. Th 3 king, the
estimate of the size of the labor force is subject to less error
than is the estimate of the number unemployed. And, among
the unemployed, the sampling error for the jobless rate of
adult men, for example, is much smaller than is the error for
the jobless rate of teenagers. Specifically, the error on monthly
change in the jobless rate for men is .26 percentage point; for

usually yields more accurate information and is theref
followed by BLS. For le, the dj figure
for the labor force is the sum of eight seasonally adjusted
civilian employment. components, plus the resident Armed
Forces total (not ad d for y), and four

dj )| the total for y
ment is the sum of the four and

itis 1.25 p ge points.
In the establishment survey, estimates for the 2 most current
momhs are based on incomplete returns; for this reason, these
are labeled prelil y in_the tables. When all the
returns in the sample have been recelvcd the estimates are
revised. In olh:r words, data for the month of September are

the ovemll unemployment rate is derived by dividing the
{ of total by the estimate of
the Iabor force,

blished in p: inary form in October and November and
in fina) form in December. To remove errors that build up
over time, a P ive count of the emp is con-
ducted each year. The results of this survey are used to

The numerical faciors used to make the ad-

blish new bench ks—comprehensive counts of

justments are recalculated regularly. For the h hold
survey, the factors are calculated for the January-June period
and again for the July-December period. The January revision

against which month-to-month changes can be
measured. The new benchmarks also incorporate changes in
the classification of industries and allow for the formation of

is applied to data that have been published over the previous §
years. Fcr lhe establishment survey, updated factors for

are cal only once a year. along
with the i of new b ks which are d

at the enid of the next section.

Sampling varlability

Statistics based on the household and establishment surveys
are subject to sampling error, that is, the estimate of the
number of people employed and the other estimates drawn
from these surveys probably differ from the figures that would
be obtained from a complete census, even if the same question-
naires and procedures were used. In the household survey, the
amount of the differences can be expressed in terms of stand-
ard errors. The numerical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the sample, the results of the survey, and other
factors. However, the numerical value is always such that the
chances are approximately 68 out of 100 that an estimate based
on the sample wiil differ by no more than the standard error

new Wi

Additiona) and other Inf

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation's employ-
ment situation, BLS regularly pubhshes a wide variety of dnla
in this news release. More istics are contain
ed in £ and Earniy bli each month by
BLS. It is available for $8. SOper issue or$22.00 per year from
the U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
20204. A check or money order made out to the Superinten-
dent of Documents must accompany all orders.

Employment and Earnings also provides approximations of
the dard errors for the h: hold survey data published in
this release. For unemployment and other labor force
categorics, the standard errors appear in tables B through J of
its “E: y Notes.” M of the reliability of the
data drawn from the esiablishment survey and the actual
amounts of revision due to benchmark adjustments are pro-
vided in 1ables M, O, P, and Q of that publication.
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Table A-1. status of the Armed Forces In the United Statss, by sex
{Numbers in thousans)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Employment status and sex
Mar, Feb. Mar. Mar. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar,
1887 1888 1888 1987 1987 1987 1888 1988 1988
TOTAL
insti 4 183,815 | 185,705 | 185,847 | 183,815 { 185225 | 185,370 | 185,571 | 185,705 | 185,847
Labor force® 120,089 | 121,678 | 121,603 | 120,962 | 122,349 | 122,472 | 122,024 | 123,084 | 122,639
icipation rate’ 65.3 5.5 €55 658 66.1 68.1 66.2 683 £6.0
Tota} < 111,965 | 114,196 | 114,603 | 113,193 | 115259 | 115484 | 115,878 | 118,145 | 115,839
jon ratio* 60.9 61.5 1.7 615 822 623 624 825 623
Resident Armed Forces .... 1,736 1,738 1,736 1,736 1,755 1,750 1,749 1,738 1,738
Chvilan 110,229 | 112460 | 112,867 | 111,455 | 113,504 | 113,744 | 114,120 | 114,400 | 114,103
2,932 2.760 2,902 3,237 3172 3215 ¥ 3228 3,
industries 107,267 | 109,700 | 109,964 { 108,218 | 110,332 | 110,520 | 110,836 | 111,182 | 110,899
| 8,124 7.482 7,090 7790 7.090 6,978 7.048 i 6,801
! 8.8 8.1 5.8 6.4 2 5.7 5.7 56 5.5
Not in iabor force 63,826 | €4026 | 64,154 | 62933 | 62876 | 62698 | 62647 | 62,621 | 63208
Men, 16 years and over
89,168 | 88,186 | 88,849 | 88,924 ( 89,033 | 89,000 | 89,188
67,521 | 67,590 | 68,019 | 68,030 | 68243 343 | 63,148
7.7 76.6 78.8 765 76.6 787 76.4
63,385 | 63, 64,174 | 84,245 | 64396 | 64,638 | 64,332
71 nzs 722 722 723 725 721
1573 1575 1593 1,589 1,588 1,577 1,573
61812 | 61,688 | 62581 | 62,656 | ‘62,808 | 63,059 | 62759
4,136 4327 3,845 3,785 3,647 3,707 3816
6.1 84 . 56 58 54 58
96,679 | 95720 | 96376 | 06,448 | 06,530 | 96,606 | 96,679
54,173 | 53302 | 54330 | 54,442 | 54,6811 54,740 ; 54,4891
56.0 558 56.4 56.4 586 56.7 56.4
51218 | 49928 | 51,085 | 51,249 51482 | 51,509 | 51,507
530 522 53. 53.1 533 533 53.3
163 161 162 161 181 159 163
51,055 49767 | 50,923 | 51,088 | 51,321 | 51,350 | 51,344
2955 3484 3,245 3193 3.200 3,231 2965
55 85 60 59 58 59 55

' The popuiation and Armed Forces figures are not adjusted for
seasonal vanation; therefore, identical numbers appear in the unadjusted

and seasonally columns. as & percont of the tabor force (including the rasident
! includes members of the Armed Forces stationed in the United Asmed Forces).
States.
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Table A-2. Employment status of the civiltan poputation by sex and age
(Numbers in thousands)

Not seasonaily adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Employment status, sex, and age
Mar. Feb, Mar. Mar. Nov. Dec. Jan. Fab. Ma.
1087 1988 1988 1887 1887 1887 1988 1888 1988
TOTAL
Civikan " " 2 182,179 | 183,969 | 184,111 | 182,170 | 183,470 | 183,620 | 183,822 183,969 | 184,111
‘Civilan tabor force 118,353 | 119,042 | 119,957 | 119,248 [ 120504 | 120,722 | 121,175 | 121,348 | 120003
rate 0| 652| 52| ess 7 .7 ese| eso| es7
110,220 | 112,480 | 112,887 | 111,455 | 113,504 { 113,744 | 114,120 114,409 | 114,10
ratio® 80.5 81.1 61.3 1.2 81.9 61.9 62.1 622 620
1 8,124 7,482 7,000 7. 7,000 6978 7.048 6,008 6,001
i rate 69 82 59 e8s 59 58 58 587 56
Men, 20 years and over

Civilian ituti i 76,303 | 80203 | 80,260 [ 79,303 | 70,885 80,002 | 80,120 | 80,203 80,260
Civilian labor force 61693 | 62205 | 62238 | 61933 | 62289 | 62,248 | 62440 | 62696 | 62,497
ieipation rate 778 778 75 78.1 780 778 77.9 782 ne
§7,752 | 56,826 | 58807 | 58,380 { 59,164 | 59,185 | 59,287 | 59,625 58,407
ratio? 728 731 73.3 738 74.1 740 740 743 740
AQr 2,201 2,027 2,509 2,361 2297 2.208 2323 2,280 2,253
industries 55551 | 56.599 | 56,897 | 56019 | 56,887 | 50,887 | 58,964 | 57344 57,154
i 3.041 3578 3432 3.553 3,135 3,083 3,154 3om 3,089
. rate 64 58 55 5.7 50 9 54 [X IS

‘Women, 20 years and over

Civitian noninstituti 88321 89,178 | 89.261 | 88,321 | 88923 | 89,010 89,110 | 89,178 | 89261
Civitian labor force 49.374 | 50407 | 50476 | 49414 | 50,254 | 50,361 | 50558 [ 50,840 | 50542

ion rate 55.9 58.5 58.5 55.9 56.5 58.6 58.7 560 | 568
48531 | 47,714 | 48,051 | 46582 47,634 | 47,750 | 47.977 | 48,005 | 43,132

ratio 527 53.5 538 52.7 536 538 53.8 538 539

A\gr 530 552 575 802 838 643 848 654 58
industries 48,001 ( 47,162 | 47,476 | 45980 | 46998 | 47,107 | 47.331| 47.351) 47478

! 2843 289 2425 2,832 2820 261 2581 2835 2411

! rate 58 53 48 57 5.2 52 5.1 52 48

Both sexas, 16 to 19 yesrs

Civiiian s titurtie 14555 | 14,589 { 14,501 [ 14555 [ 14,663 | 14809 | 14,5921 14588 1450
Civikan labor force 7,287 7,33 7.243 7,899 8,041 8,113 8,177 aon 7,088
icipation rate 50.1 50.2 498 543 54.8 55.5 56.0 54.9 53.9

5,948 8,120 6,009 | 6433 6706 8809 | 6865 6779 | 6564

ratio’ 40.9 420 a2 448 457 466 47.0 485 450

\gr 202 181 218 274 239 274 3 2 T 208
industries 5,745 5,930 5781 6,219 8,487 6,535 6,542 8,486 6,280

L 1,341 121 1,234 1,408 1,335 1,304 1312 1,232 1301

! rate 104 185 170 178 L1 18.1 18.0 154 188
' The population figures are not adjusted for seasonal variation; * Civilian smployment &3 a percent of the civiien noninstttional

thersfore, identical numbers sppesr in the and i

adjustad columns,
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Tabdle A-3. Wmmwmmbymnx.mmwm
(Numbers in thousands)

Not sessonally adjusted Sessonally adjusted'
Employment status, race, sex, sge, and
Hispanic origin Ma. | Fob. | Mar | Ma | Nov. | Dec. | Jan | Feb. | Mar
1967 1988 1988 1987 1987 1987 1968 1988 1988
WHITE
Civilian noninstituti i 156561 | 157,773 | 157,868 | 156,561 | 157,449 | 157,552 | 157,676 | 157,773 | 157,888
Civilian tabor force 102,137 | 103,398 103,388 | 102,896 | 103,731 } 103,907 | 104,252 | 104,530 | 104,171
ipation rate 65.2 85.5 655 5.7 65.9 68.0 8.1 683 8.0
96,032 | 97819 | 96202 | 97074 96,492 | 96,779 | 99,044 | 99,474 | 99274
ratio? 61.3 620 822 82.0 628 62.7 628 8.0 629
! 6,105 5,579 5,185 5.762 5,239 5128 5,208 5,058 4897
L rate 6.0 54 50 56 51 49 50 48 47
Men, 20 years and Over
Civilian labor force 53936 | 54,268 | 54,307 | 54,007 | 54,381 | 54368 | 54455} 54850 | 54522
rate 78.2 779 79 784 783 78.2 783 785 782
50850 | 51,551 | 51723 | 51371 51969 52,053 | 52,389 | 52245
ratic? 737 744 742 745 749 748 748 752 75.0
L 3,086 27117 2,584 2,726 2412 2322 2402 2,260 am
fate 57 50 48 5.0 44 43 44 41 42
‘Women, 20 years and over
Civilian (abor force 41834 | 42748 | 42769 | 41877 | 42484 | 42589 | 42710 42915 | 42841
icipation rate 553 56.1 58.1 55.4 558 55.9 58.1 563 56.2
39,830 | 40,780 { 41,101 | 39890 | 40,606 | 40,712 ( 40,896 | 40985 41,183
ion ratio” 52.7 535 539 527 53.4 535 537 538 54.0
! - 1995 1,969 1,688 1,967 1,858 1887 1813 1830 1,658
! fate 48 48 e 47 44 4.4 42 45 39
Both sexes, 18 to 10 ysers -
Civilian tabor force 8,967 6,381 8,312 6,862 65868 8,970 7,087 6,085 6,807
icipation rate 5.3 537 53.1 575 57.7 58.8 508 58.8 57.2
5,343 5488 5378 5813 5917 8021 6,085 6,300 5845
ratio’ 448 482 452 4.7 498 508 512 513 49.1
1 1024 883 934 1,049 960 949 %2 888 962
1 rate 181 140 148 153 141 1368 140 124 141
Men 18.2 148 171 168 148 149 144 122 15.7
Women 139 13.2 123 137 133 123 138 127 124
BLACK
Civilian 20249 | 20,560 | 20,596 | 20,249 | 20482 | 20,508 | 20,539 | 20,560 | 20506
Civilian labor force 12687 | 12965 | 12932} 128531 13183 | 13215 | 13.222| 131881 13,008
rate T 63.0 6.5 4.4 844 64.4 84.0 636
10927 | 11288 11273 1072 11589 | 11,605 11,6081 11504 | 11,420
ratic?® 54.0 549 547 7 56.6 8 585 569 554
1,760 1678 1,658 1,761 1,604 1,610 1614 1,083 1.678
! ate 138 129 128 138 122 122 122 126 128
Men, 20 years and over
Civitan labor force 5,949 6,094 8,081 5995 6,045 8,043 8115 68,108 8,127
rate 742 747 744 748 745 743 750 758 750
5,228 5,352 560 5200 5,430 5,430 5497 5,472 5420
ratic® 653 €56 €57 66.1 .9 €715 871 684
73 742 712 €7 815 613 618 654 9
! rate 120 122 1.7 16 102 10.1 10.1 13 1.4
‘Women, 20 years and over
Civikian labor force 5971 6,114 8,112 5,994 6,207 6224 8,244 8131 8,136
ipation rate 583 597 | 596 595 0.9 61.0 611 509 50.9
5211 5,462 5,443 5230 5537 5,544 5.550 5,495 5,485
atic? 51.7 531 519 543 543 543 5.7
760 52 668 764 670 680 €94 638 [-14]
rate 127 t0.7 109 1227 108 109 "1 104 109
Both sexes, 18 to 19 years
Civiian labor force 768 757 740 as4 941 948 883 870 834
ipation rate 356 348 340 40.1 433 437 398 400 383
481 473 481 544 631 581 537 528
ratic” . 23 218 212 252 ®8 2.1 58 u7 242
287 284 78 320 319 nz 302 333 308
L rate 374 375 are 370 k<1 34 350 83 6.9
Men 368 429 402 381 22 338 351 420 330
Women 380 325 53 380 358 334 AL u7 350

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table A-2. wmummmwmmmmmm

(Numbers in thousands)
Not sessonally adjssted Sessonally sdjusted’
Employment status, race, sex, sge, and
spanic origin Mas. Feb. Mar. Mar. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb, Mar.
1987 1988 1988 1087 1987 1087 1968 1988 1988
HISPANIC ORIGIN
Chviian i 12,782 ) 13,153 ( 13,182 | 12732 13,043 | 13,082 | 13115] 13,159 13,192
Civiian tabor torce 8,328 8,905 8,728 9,385 8,763 8,772 8 9,017
rate 85.4 7.7 8.1 85.9 67.2 67.1 67.7 8.6 88.7
7.547 8,008 7.890 7,632 7,978 8,058 8,238 8,288 8,079
ratic 59.3 815 e 58.9 612 818 628 829 6.2
1 780 820 738 76 788 714 842 749 724
rats 8.4 8.2 84 8.1 9.0 81 72 83 82
' The mutbn ﬁuns ae not utumd seasonal population.
therefore, identical numbers appear in 3

mey
? Civilan employment as a percent of the civiian noninstitutional

Foups.
Table A-4. Selected employment Indicstors
{in thousands)
Category vor. | Feo | mu. Nov. | Oec. | Jan | Feb. | War
1987 1968 1988 1987 1087 1907 1083 1988 1008
112,867 | 111,455 | 113,504 | 113,744 | 194,128 | 114,400 114,103
40,157 | 40,054 | 40,845 | 40,711 | 40,404 | 40,475 40481
) 27,968 | 20,175 20240 | 28,441 | 28,707 | 28,805
6178 5,046 8,237 68227 6,168 8,157 8,160
1487 1,688 1,595 1,500 1,668 1677 1,848
1,309 1418 1,407 1,450 1,454 1414 1.423
126 152 155 1568 138 14 142
101514 | 99,863 { 101,043 | 101,907 | 102,507 | 102,883 102270
171951 18504 | 17,118 | 17,084 | 17,107 | 16,948 16,008
84319 | 83260 | 84, 84033 | 5310 | 85735 | 85371
1,000 1,227 1,206 1,200 1,147 1170 1178
83233 | 82042 | 83530 | 83,733 | 84,163 | s4ses 84,196
8,190 8,082 8222 8200 8,150 8312 8,308
281 2n 235 248 a7 248
5120 5459 5534 5282 5,367 5343
2520 2438 2,408 2284 2,398 2478 2,520
2347 2,707 | 2898 | 2638 2640 2535
15567 | 14201 | 14523 | 14711 | 14571 14572 | 14003
4932 5,180 5,241 5,004 5,148 5254 5,106
23N 2234 2200 211 2260 237 2325
2307 2612 2,597 2,552 2,508 2,487 2478
15131 | 13717 | 14,084 | 14222 | 14,008 | 14123 | 14,141
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Table A-5. Range of unempioyment messures based on varying definitions of unempicyment and the tabor force, seasonally adjusted

(Porcent)
Quarterly sverages i Monthly data
1
Measure 1997 1989 X
] L[} {[]] 12 ] Jan, Feb, Ma,
1 Persons unemployed 15 weeks o longer 83 a percent of the .
v civikian tabor force bl 181 17| 18] 15| 14| 14) 14} 14
U-2 Job losors a3 a percent of the civilian tabor force 32 | 30§ 28| 27 | 28| 26| 26| 28
Unemployed persons 25 years and over s a percent of the
ve civilian labor force 5.4 48 46 45 44 45 45 42
full-time ama of the
U4 U“W‘ Lime civilian wmm porcent 6.2 59 56 55 54 5.4 53 53
U-Sa T unempicyed a3 a percent of the lsbor force,
igm the ndd:v’n Armed Forces : 85 62 59 58 58 5.7 56 55
U-5b Total unempicyed as a percent of the civilian tabor force .. 66 63 6.0 5.9 57 58 57 56
U-8 Total full-time jobseekers pkzs 1/2 part-ime jobssskers plus
1/2 total on part time for 6CONOMIC reasons as a percent of
the civilian labor force Jess 1/2 of the pani-tme labor force 80 | a5 82 | 84 80 | 80 BO | 79
U-7 Tctal ull-time: pius 1/2 part-time jobsoekers
plus 1/2 total on part time . ph:" discouraged
workoers as & of the civiian labor force
discouraged worvers losa 172 of the part-time labor force .. 99 | 93 | 90| 88| 88 | NA | NA | NA
NA. = not avaitable.
Table A-8. Selected adjusted
Number of
Unemployment rates’
(in thousands)
Category
Mar. Feb. Mar, Mar, Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.
1987 1983 1988 1967 1087 1987 1988 1988 1968
6,938 £.801 85 59 58 58 57 568
3,707 3,818 es 58 57 58 58 57
3,071 3,089 57 50 49 51 49 49
323 2,988 (.1 80 59 5.9 59 55
2,835 2411 57 52 52 5.1 52 48
1232 1,301 178 188 16.1 16.0 154 185
1428 1,422 49 as 34 as 34 34
1228 1,185 45 42 43 42 41 40
557 497| 97 a5 s 89 L& 75
5,549 5,498 8.1 55 5.4 54 53 53
137 1,330 21 8.2 80 83 79 77
- - T4 68 a8 a8 (1] L1
5175 5,081 85 58 57 58 57 58
1982 1,880| a0 85 84 7.t 2] a5
68 83 8.5 70 80 77 78 79
700 ol 124 108 108 122 no 107
1220 1,183 87 53 51 5.8 56 52
763 683 86 48 48 5.5 59 52
483 AT 70 59 58 58 - 53 53
3,182 3,181 58 55 53 5.3 51 52
2 272 45 45 48 as 38 42
1,476 1,564 73 88 82 6.1 64 LY ]
1,470 1,345 49 48 48 4.8 45 42
L 485 35 34 32 3.0 28 28
m 203| 108 na 108 ns 10.2 1o

Unemployment as a percent of the civiian labor force.
* Aggregase hours lost by the unemployed and persons on pan tme

90-832 0 89 5

for

m ressons as & percent af potentially availeble labor force hours,
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Tabie A-7. Duration of unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
Not ssasonally adjusted Seasonaily adjusted
Waeeks of unemployment
Mar. Feb. Mar. Mar, Now, Dec. Jan. Feb, Mar,
h 1907 1968 1983 1987 1907 19087 1988 1968 1988
DURATION
Less than 5 weeks 3068 | 2673 2,750 3352y N8| a3z 3,089 30841 3,006
S to 14 wesks 2872} 2602 23321 241 202 1968 2283 2148 2101
15 wesks and over 2384 1907 | 1900 | 2055| 183 17| 1.733| 140 1722
15 t0 26 weeks 1,198 o 1,108 944 299 892 30 841 sa7
27 weeks and over 1,188 90 891 1,111 835 899 894 899 838
156 143 143 149 140 142 144 14.4 137
82 71 a0 [} [N 80 84 84 L1}
T¢ 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than 5 weeks aaze ».7 389 428 454 482 Qs 443 440
5 t0 14 woeks 320 us 328 048 27 82 39 208 28
15 weeks and over 23 25 »2 83 289 258 245 20 252
15 0 26 weeks 147 131 158 1221 127 128 "a 21 130
27 wesks and over 140 124 126 142 192 28 128 129 122
Table A-8. Resson for unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
Mot seascnally sdjusted Sessonaily adjusted
Ressone
1087 1063 1968 1987 1987 1987 1968 1088 1968
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Job losers 4227 | 3738 3508 am 3307 | 3.200 3200 3207 3,139
On leyoft 1,208 1181 1,08 1,003 ars 858 [ ol 800
Other job losers 3021 2558 2423 2708 | 2429 2344 2320 23 | . 2260
Job leavers 34 908 1.012 o 22e o 1,082 o€ 1078
2,107 197¢ 1,784 207 1974 1,948 1017 1851 1,758
New entrants 82 o0 052 8ss. 200 a8s 064 L1
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
Total 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0
Job losers 520 50.0 495 435 488 457 452 459 458
-On layoflt 148 158 183 128 124 122 125 127 131
Other job losers n2 U2 342 87 344 s az? 03 27
Job leavers 18 L1832 143 127 13 138 153 138 187
239 24 252 28 280 278 70 278 38
New entrants 108 104 AAR| 122 1221 130 128 124 129
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
FORCE
Job losers e 3 29 a2 27 a7 28 28 28
Job lsavers 8 8 k) 8 B E 9 8 k]
t8 18 15 17 18 18 18 16 15
Neow entrants 7 T T 2 7 E] a 7 R4
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Table A-8. Unempioyed persons by sex and age, seasonally adjusted

HOUSEHOLD DATA

Number of
Unemployment rtes’
(In thousands)
Sex and age
Mar, Feb. Mas. Mar. Nov. Dec. Jan Feb. Mar.
1907 1988 1988 1087 1987 1987 1983 1983 1988
7.m 6,938 6,901 6.5 539 58 58 5.7 56
2951 2,525 2,637 128 1me "2 18 Ha "7
1.408 1232 1301 178 108 161 160 15.4 185
685 580 568 | 199 19.2 178 187 174 178
741 855 732 16.2 148 147 145 139 158
1.545 1.293 1,338 | 102 89 es LA a7 9.1
4,838 4418 4,161 50 45 45 45 45 42
4339 3926 3,730 53 47 48 47 47 45
503 499 4“4 34 34 32 as 33 29
4,327 3,707 3818 (X 58 5.7 58 58 57
1.586 1333 1423 13.2 120 nz 122 13 1221
74 636 727 190 172 172 18.4 158 178
347 @5 3| 203 204 183 194 169 188
426 354 414 179 148 153 14.9 147 173
812 897 696 | 102 92 87 99 9.0 9.1
2,735 2390 2385 5.4 44 44 44 43 43
2413 2,005 2,009 53 48 46 45 45 45
s 05 299 38 as a2 40 34 34
3484 3,231 2,085 6.5 80 59 59 59 55
1,365 1192 1,214 124 "2 107 100 108 13
632 598 574 168 16.0 148 158 154 152
a1 205 255 196 179 - 162 179 180 186
s 301 e 143 147 141 149 131 142
™ 5968 840 | 101 86 84 82 84 9.9
2,703 2,026 1,778 50 a7 47 46 a7 4
1928 180 1.641 53 49 49 49 49 44 .
188 194 142 0 a2 33 28 kA 23
' Unempioyment &3 & percent of the civilien labor force.
Table A-10. Employment status of black snd other workers
(Numbers in thousands}
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted’
Employment stshue
Mar, Feb. Mar. - Mar. Now. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar,
1987 1968 1968 1967 1987 1067 1908 1968 1088
Civiian 25818 | 20,196 250187 26021 26,068 | 26,148 | 26,196 | 28.243
Civillan labor torcs ... 16218 | 18544 | 16580 | 16,434 | 16860 16853 | 18826 | 16779 | 18779
e e 833 832 631 84.2 648 84.7 64.7 84.9 0.9
14,997 | 14841 | 14804 | 14302 | 15017 | 15008 | 150761 14,8841 14,853
ratic? 55.4 559 559 582 57.7 57.8 577 568 588
[! 2,019 1,904 1,908 2042 1,852 1,845 1,850 1,695 1928
1 e 125 1.8 1.8 124 1.0 109 109 13 s
Not in tabor force 9,402 9,852 9,674 9,184 9,152 a5 9.220 8.417 404
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Table A-11. status of the and not acjusted
(Numbers in thousands)
Civiten rate
Occupation
1087 1968 1087 1008 1987 1968
Total. 16 years and over' 110220 | 112087 8124 7,000 89 59
" 28928 3 ! 23 18
13,860 49 284 28 20
15,088 9 100 19 12
35,440 1,730 1524 40 41
3,490 97 a3 29 23
13,576 764 728 55 81
18,378 20 ns 48 37
14,893 1,280 1,118 a0 70
0ss Lol 38 44 42
1,855 &7 75 a4 a9
12183 1179 1,008 a9 18
13,307 1,033 70 73 a8
4511 200 108 43 40
4758 592 546 1" 103
4038 - 242 238 &7 56
17218 217 1883 1ns 28
799 850 708 101 8
4673 459 440 02 a8
4810 851" 742 159 139
e 255 = 28 250
3929 5968 518 132 ne
amz 3% 2| o7 | as

! Persons with no pravious work experience and those whose last job was
in the Armed Forces are included in the unempioyed total.

Table A-12. Empioyment ststus of mals Vietnem-ers veterans and nonveterans by age, not seasonally adjusted

(Numbers in thousands)
Vetsran status
and age
Inbor
Mar. Mer.

L1907 | | 1987
7,208 7.m 8.802 6,098 408 s 88 52
8,071 8,722 5644 5391 a7 k<)) 88 58
1 T <] 643 L] L 22 "1
2832 2178 2488 2043 148 138 L33 82
2418 2820 2322 2708 L. 18 40 41
1237 1,548 1158 1,505 i “ 84 28
18,104 | 138921 17,082 | 17968 1,022 204 58 48
30 10 34 years 0,288 8,470 7823 8,024 485 448 58 63
35 10 39 years S S 5774 5420 5,088 us 288 a0 45
40 10 44 yeurs U SSN (R b~ . 4485 4,042 4149 3831 3978 n m 52 42

Male

Forces batween August 5, 1964 and May 7, 1975. Norvetsrans are men
served in the Asmed Forces: published data are limited G

the bulk of the Vietnam-era veteran populstion.

Vietnam-era veterans ar¢ men who served in the Armed those 30 10 44 years of age, the group thet most ciossly comesponds ©©
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Table A-13. Employment status of the civillan population for sleven large States
(Numbers in thousands)
Not sessonally adjusted’ Seasonally adjusted”
1987 1968 1988 1907 1987 1987 1988 1963 1983
Csitornia
Civilan 20399 208024 20,860 20399 N4 20,751 20,787 20,824 20,880
Civillan labor torce 13,597 13975 13958 13619 13912 13,950 13081 14,032 13,978
12738 13,184 13218 12199 13172 13221 13267 1221 1922
858 812 740 820 740 % 714 7% 704
! rate 83 58 53 60 53 52 8.1 sS4 50
Florida
Chvilian noni 9,354 9,588 9.600 9,354 9.827 9,548 2,568 8, 9.609
Civiiian labor force 5810 5.050 8,045 5,834 5058 5,090 5999 8,013 8,008
5.498 5,081 5758 5511 5847 5,691 5.000 5,006 ™M
312 200 27 -] amn 300 28 ats 205
L rate 54 5.0 a7 58 52 52 49 53 49
Winole
Civiian noni 8722 8,787 8,770 8722 8,757 0,781 784 8767 8770
o T R L OO —— 5,609 5,739 5677 5877 5,764 5,781 5795 5,839 5,749
5,155 5270 5237 5241 5364 5325 8407 8,401 5,330
! 454 459 440 434 400 428 38 438 4“9
[\ rate - 8.1 82 78 78 (5] 74 a7 75 73
Massachuseits
4,501 4, 4,509 4,581 4504 4,500 4507 4,508 4509
Clviiian tabor force ... 3,058 310 3,180 3,001 3,003 3,088 142 3,147 3,190
2821 3,088 3,000 2990 3,038 3,041 3096 -
136 1168 114 "7 |3 90 100 108 [
rate 45 8 s s a7 29 a4 34 29
m
Civilian 6,909 eo72 8077 6,000 8962 8908 8972 6977
Chvillan lebor torce 4,483 4,400 4440 4,502 4519 4529 4,472 4,530 4,488
4,088 407 4,084 4,141 4159 4137 4018 4,149 anr
! are 398 388 81 360 392 454 381 n
rate 84 a9 ae 8.0 8.0 a7 102 L2} 83
Now Jersey
Chvilen 5,009 8,027 6,029 5,089 6,018 8,021 6024 8.027 8,029
Civilan tabor torce o 3,085 3970 3976 3975 3,004 4,005 4,037 350 3,008
3,705 3810 3,220 3847 3848 3884 2888 p28
170 181 m 155 147 157 153 136 150
L e 43 40 44 kA a7 kI s 24 40
Now York .
Civilan 13,745 12,760 13,770 13.745 13,788 <| 13,768 13,768 13,780 13,770
Civiian labor force: — 8,437 0,420 8427 84712 8,553 0512 8,524 8,508 8,485
7,907 8,054 6,084 8,083 8,112 8127 8,120 82 8,142
449 arn .2 400 441 288 <] s
ram 53 44 43 48 82 45 a7 39 38
North Caroline _
4,708 4858 4504 4,700 4,840 4,848 48852 4853 4804
Civillan labor force 3219 3284 3,265 3247 3314 3201 k-4 3,300 3200
3,060 3,146 3,136 3,091 3181 3,144 3135 1% am
159 138 120 158 1 147 158 120 125
ate 49 42 40 48 40 a5 47 e k<1 ]
Onlo
Civilan 8,139 8,184 8188 8,139 8,174 8,178 8,181 8,184 8,188
Civilian labor force 5,161 5279 5295 5237 5,263 5204 5330 5355 53%
4,758 4,904 407 4808 4,045 37 400 5013 . 4958
L 408 4 416 30 318 27 347 32 an
¢ am 79 79 79 78 8.0 62 65 (2] 17 .
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Tabile A-13. Employment status of the civillan populetion for sleven large States—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)
Not sessonally adjusted' Semscrally aciusted”
State and employment status Mar, Feb. Mer, [ Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. [
1987 1988 1083 1987 1987 1987 1908 1908 1908
0.2 9312 9314 927 9,305 9.307 9,300 8312 0314
5450 5,653 s.817 5,564 5,700 5,780 5827 5788 6728
5,110 5319 5,304 5,243 5394 5457 5497 5408 5436
%0 Ed 314 321 315 az 3% 300 =
62 59 (3] [13 58 [34 82 (2]
Chvitan 12008 | 12053 | 12066 | 12008 | 12044 | 12048 | 12080 | 12069 | 12088
CIvEiRN BDOr HOFT8 .o ceereecnecrrssssssrrsrenrn] 6,008 8210 8,167 8,088 8351 8286 8258 6,308 8252
7,348 1452 748 7432 765 7,048 7.505 7810 7502
L 080 718 74 a2 640 020 (] (4]
L ate (X3 ar 83 [¥] 83 77 80 [ [L]

' These are the officiel Buresu of Labor Statistics’ estimates used in the identical numbers appesr in the unadisted snd the ssasonally adjusted
i cokamns.
* The popustion figures are not adjusted for sessonal varigtion; therefors,
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Table A-14. Persons not in the labor force by resson, sex, and race, Quarterly averages
(in thousande)
Not seasonally Seesonaily adjusted
adjusted
Reason, sax, and race
| 197 | 1068 1907 1968
1 1 1 1l (]} IV 1
64,087 62851 62,901 62,963 62,899 62,825
58,063 57,008 57,490 57,408 57414
8,012 6334 6,403 6,388 8414 6325
4329 4111 4,193 4,426 4,487 4,254
25217 28,182 25048 25513 25,289
18,708 15,072 16,250 18317 18,508 18,062
4,027 4,424 4.1 4713 4,507 4,604
5,845 5,780 5871 5,802 5462 5510
1,518 1,48 1,470 1,558 1389 1310
M heaith, disabiiity SR—— 804 800 848 914 847 o4 850
1225 1178 1231 1,325 1274 124 1,102
1217 1,099 1135 1,048 992 - 0o 1.027
805 738 782 694 <3 501 700
412 381 373 354 57 28 k24
1,130 1.053 1218 1114 1,132 1,004 194
Total not in tabor force 21188 21829 20,488 20,691 2081 20,845 20,858
Do not want a job now 19,114 19,602 18,459 Im 18,045 18,878 18,997
‘Want a job now 2,088 2028 1994 2082 2,084 1918 197
767 738 681 750 m 737 633 -
n 300 408 483 416 414 408
501 458 400 428 358 -482
422 4 458 421 400 aan
Total not in tabor force 42813 42458 42,365 42,220 42,152 42085 41970
Do not want & job now 38,849 38,840 38,524 38,423 38,545 38,530 38417
Want a job now 3,004 3618 3,708 3,800 3.738 3545 3539
Reason not looking: School attendance 790 702 87 720 T 653 o7
[ R —— 7 an 440 451 Ll a 444
1,228 1178 129t 1325 1274 1234 1,182
Think cannot get a job 718 811 608 619 581 552 568
Other ressons 707 620 782 [} s 670
White
Total not in jabor force 54,568 54,470 53,858 53827 5.7 53679 53455
Do not want a job now 50,280 50,304 40437 | 49284 49,530 49,584 49,538
‘Want & job now 4278 4,077 4,198 ‘4,344 4252 4,045 4,020
Reason not looking: School sttlendance 1,058 1.050 (1 1,083 1,082 L ™S
& heglith, digsbility 579 604 817 (.= 848 [oed 844
Home 912 a7 912 - 950 943 900 637
Think cannot et 8 Job — oo 843 756 m 714 643 620 67
Other reasons® S ————— 83 830 048 896 51 834 87
Biack
Total not in labor force s 7,613 7,967 7457 7328 7204 7.408
00 ot wert 8 job now s1s | 620 | soe2 | et | eoss | eoes | aocs
Want s job now 1,454 13¢5 1,402 1 1237 1210 1320
not looking: School SHendence ... | 414 423 48 315 333 341 3s1
health, dieability 200 180 225 193 168 165 195
Home 2% 08 Eil 313 275 304 310
Think cannot get 8 job 344 283 3 208 s 27 288
Other reasons’ ........ —— we 184 212 175 145 163 198

1 Job-market tackes include “could not find job™ and “thinks no job
renllate ”
* Personal tactors include “empiloyers think 100 young or oid,” “lacks
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Table B-1. on lis by Y
o
Lo ]
ndustry
i
ser. | 3en. | ves. wwr. | owov, nac.
1907 1988 1901 1] A er 1937 ¥ s ®
.{100,4621102,308 {102,951 101.3291 103,239 §02,612 p03,027 [104, 344 134,506
Total pivate ... vt #30182] ws, 06| usLa0e 84,1521 96,072 |98,341 {84,560 97,000 97,253
Goede-procucing . .. 26,2141 26,639 20,6627 26,871 20,709] 25,109 [23,289 1,203 23,32 23,426
718 143 750 722 759 736 M6 ey 1
4008 P oesear| aare <00 4 e a0 TRt
1
4,598 s.0330 s,074 ] 5,921 0 s,088¢ 5,930 3,284
119804 i 12 120 ! o303 1322, vlan
19,8971 19,252 ( 19,207 993) 19,336 l1o,302 {19,401 ) 19,416} 19,417
12,008 | 13,122] 13,160 12,9281 13,197 [13,241 13,200 13.277] 130272
11,337 11,3854 11,1761 11,367 111,403 {11,403 ] 1y 1,804
7,561 1,399 7,568, 7,597 | 7,58 |7 1,606
H
Lumber and wood products 70,8 738 730 751 783 748
Furniture end tixtures s32.1 s02
Slone, clay, and glass prod 563.1 see
Primary metatindustries .. 771 3
Blaal furnaces snd basic steel OroguCts . 205.2] 204.0 268
Fabriceled meta) products 1,447, 710,450 1,409
Machinery, excepl ehectrical . -12,028.1 2,007, (2,106,112, 122.8 | 2,018
Electrical and elecironic squipment . 2,002.612;12001 2.124.9| 2,009
Transporiation squipment ... 3,003.2 2,003.9 | 2,022
Motor vehicles and equipment sas a2y 054
Instruments and retated products . 101.0 703.2 .4
Misceltaneous manutactunng . 7.0 s e
N goods .. 7,819
Production workers . .58 5,528
Food and kindred products 1,607.9 [1,601.6 |1, 893 1,638 1,6es
se.e 2f  she 57 e
134.3) 132 728 738
11084 s, 103 1.1z
Paper and allied products . 77,8 | e77.2 00
Prinilng and publishing . 1.520.7 [1,530.01 1,522
Chemicats and allied products 1,041.6 1,041
Petroleum and coal products 163.2 | tez.8 17
Aubber and miscallaneous pIASICS Droducts sede | saeoe sa0
Lealher and teather Droducts ........... 152.3 | 1sa.e 182 153
1 H
Service-producing D 76,2485 27,748 | 2e,208 | 70,027 76,500 70,016 [70,35 79,180
Transportation end public stilities . . josears! $.333] s.as9 | s,em 5,522
Transooriation AR 3,068 3,183] 3,238 | 3.m 3.27¢
Communication and public ulifities . 2,210 2,221 2,241 | 2,200 2,246
Wnolesale trade 5,728 5,768 i os,e20
Ourable good: 3,300 3,397 i s
Nondurable goods. 2,345 2,369 I
Rotsiltrade .., 1,77 18,136 19,720 18,724
General merchandite storss 2,378.8 2,380 2,931 2.502
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Tabie B-3. Average hourly and weekly

payrolle by industry
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Senator SaArBaNES. Thank you very much, Commissioner.

To lead off, I wanted to pursue the discouraged worker data. You
submit that on a quarterly basis, as I understand it.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SArBANES. There are about a million persons in that
status?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. These are people so discouraged they are not
even looking for work, is that correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s right.

Senator SARBANES. And how does that compare historically, par-
ticularly at this point in a recovery?

Mrs. Norwoop. The level is rather high, and that’s because
during the 1981-82 recession discouragement rose considerably. It
has come down since then, but the level is still quite high by his-
torical standards.

Senator SARBANES. By what factor is it higher than historical
standards?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Maybe Mr. Plewes can answer that.

Mr. PLEwES. In previous times with a comparable unemployment
rate, it’s gotten down to the range of about 600,000 to 800,000. How-
ever, the population has grown considerably, so that even under
the same conditions you would naturally have more discouraged
workers now than in the past.

Mrs. Norwoob. I am glad we clarified that.

Senator SARBANES. So it’s quite significant, in other words, in
percentage terms?

Mr. PLEWES. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. Your explanation for it is simply that the
number rose so steeply in the 1981-82 recession that it just hasn’t
been able to work its way down 7 years later?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, I think that’s one important element. The
other element is that the discouraged are disproportionately made
up of blacks and females, particularly those with limited training
and who increasingly have difficulty in the labor market, particu-
larly with the restructuring of industry and of occupations that is
going on.

Senator SARBANES. Now the unemployment rate for men and
women has obviously fallen over the last year, since the overall
rate has fallen, but as I understand it, the rate has fallen more
substantially for adult men than adult women. Is that correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, the rate was much higher for adult men
during the recession, and in the recovery there has been more of a
reduction from that higher rate. That’s been an unusual situation.

Senator SARBANES. Well, let me take it a year ago. A year ago, I
think the rate was about the same, wasn’t it, for adult men and
adult women?

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s right.

Senator SARBANES. It was the same I think.

Mrs. Norwoop. Yes. And they are both about the same now, 4.9
for adult men and 4.8 for adult women.

Senator SARBANES. All right. Now for some reason I thought the
women’s figure was higher than that.
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2Mrs;11§onwoon. The rate for women came down this month from
5.2 to 4.8

Senator SARBANES. What do you attribute that to? That’s quite a
significant 1-month move, is it not?

Mrs. Norwoob. The women are doing better in the labor market.
As you know, the unemployment rate for women always used to be
much higher than the rate for men. That situation was reversed
during the recession and now the two rates seem to have come to-
gether. I don’t have any particular information on that, however.

Senator SARBANES. Now, is the slowdown in the increase in the
labor force attributable to demographics? Is that the cause?

Mrs. Norwoob. I think the overall slowdown in the rate of labor
force growth—that is over recent years—is clearly due to demo-
graphics. The slowdown in the labor force this particular month—
that is from February to March—is more probably merely a catch-
ing up of the survey because we had in January a very high rate of
labor force increase and the survey measure of labor force to move
in fits and starts.

Overall, however, we are seeing many fewer teenagers. That was
particularly true over the last couple of years. That’s beginning to
turn around, but not by very large numbers. And as you recall, in
the 1960’s in particular, when the baby boom generation begin en-
tering the labor force, we used to have upwards of 3 to 3.2 to 3.3
million people coming into the labor force each year. We had less
than 2 million this year.

Senator SARBANES. And that difference is demographics, that dif-
ference; is that correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. Between 3.2 and less than 2 million?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, that’s correct, because labor force participa-
tion is still quite high. It’s higher than it used to be. So it is the
demographics. There are just fewer youngsters and that, of course,
helps to keep the unemployment rate from rising because young-
sters always have a very much higher unemployment rate than
older people.

Senator SARBANES. Does the Bureau have any figures on how
much the GNP would have to grow in order to keep the unemploy-
ment rate constant?

Mrs. Norwoop. We have not done any work on that ourselves,
Senator. We are aware of the view that is ascribed to Arthur Okun
that there is a relationship and that the job creation really needs
to be quite high, but we have not done any work. We have nothing
specific to offer on that. That was 300,000 to 1 percent on the un-
employment rate.

Senator SARBANES. What was that figure again?

Mrs. Norwoop. That's the generally used figure, a 300,000 in-
crease in employment would reduce the unemployment rate—
or—

Mr. PLEwES. A 1-percent increase in GNP is needed to reduce un-
employment by 300,000. That is the historic formula.

Senator SARBANES. A 1-percent increase in the GNP.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SArRBaNES. That would provide 300,000 jobs or decrease
unemployment by 300,0007
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Mr. PLEwes. It would reduce unemployment by 300,000, all
things equal, sir.

Mrs. Norwoop. Anyhow, the specific formula was later revised.

Senator SARBANES. Let me point this out. In the last year the
economy grew——

Mrs. Norwoob. Three percent and one percent. That’s the ratio.

Senator SArBaNEs. Well, the economy grew between the last
quarter of 1986 and the last quarter of 1987 by 3.9 percent. Is that
correct?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. And during that time the unemployment rate
fell from 6.8 to 5.9 percent.

Mrs. Norwoob. There are those who say that if you really read
Okun he didn’t say exactly that—but in any case, it’s purported
that his “law” is that you need a 3-percent increase in the GNP to
reduce the unemployment rate by a point.

And I would argue—and the reason that I am a little rusty on
the exact figure is that I think conditions have changed a great
deal and I'm not sure that the relationships that he observed are at
all present today. Relationships have changed and our industry has
been restructured. Qur occupational distribution is different. Our
demographics are different. And I think that those relationships
really need to be looked at again.

Senator SARBANES. Well, it’s being suggested that GNP will grow
this year at about 2 percent.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SarBaNEs. Depending upon whose predictions you're
taking. In fact, the blue chip indicators are at 1.8 percent. The ad-
ministration is at 2.4 percent. But if one assumed about a 2-percent
growth, what would the implications of that be for the unemploy-
ment situation?

Mrs. Norwoon. I think the implications of that are that it would
be extraordinarily difficult to get the unemployment rate down and
it might be difficult to keep the unemployment rate from rising.

Senator SARBANES. At a 2-percent growth?

Mrs. NorwooOD. At a 2-percent growth.

Senator SarBaNEs. Well, I'll come back on my second round to
some other questions, but I'll turn now to Senator Proxmire.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. Mrs. Norwood, as I indicated, in the last two
lines of your statement you said that factory jobs showed no in-
crease and closed out a relatively weak first quarter for the indus-
try.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator ProxMirE. The fact that the manufacturing didn’t show
an increase after weak growth in January and February seems in-
consistent with the data that show a steadily declining rate of un-
employment and with other data indicating that exports are grow-
ing and that the trade deficit is declining and the value of the
dollar is still down.

Are these figures really inconsistent or is there some employ-
ment growth occurring in the export industry counterbalanced by a
dropoff in employment in domestic manufacturing?

Mrs. Norwoop. The numbers are entirely consistent, I believe,
with the other sets of data that we see. There was an increase, for
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example, in nonelectrical machinery, an increase of 10,000 jobs.
There was an increase in printing and publishing, which has been
doing extraordinarily well. We even had an increase in motor vehi-
cles and equipment as auto sales have begun to go up a bit.

I think that we are seeing that some industries, particularly
those related to housing, which did not do very well over the last
quarter, have not been hiring people. They have in fact been reduc-
ing their work force—after seasonal adjustment, of course.

Senator PROXMIRE. But construction is strong.

Mrs. Norwoob. Now. It often takes a little while for the effects
to work through the economy.

Senator ProxMire. Shouldn’t that be reflected in the March fig-
ures?

Mrs. Norwoob. No, not yet. I think that the April figures might
perhaps reflect that.

The other point that should be made is that our productivity in
manufacturing is holding up extraordinarily well and the fact that
we are not increasing the workers on company payrolls does not
necessarily mean that our production is being reduced.

And it may well be that we have entered a new phase and that
we need to be interpreting employment change a little bit differ-
ently. It may be that we have rationalized our industry more than
we had thought. It seems clear that employers are more cautious
about hiring people and keeping them on payrolls because they rec-
ognize that labor costs are quite high. So they are trying to find
ways to produce with a very lean company labor force.

Senator PROXMIRE. Senator Sarbanes and 1 have both touched on
the discouraged workers element. I still haven't gotten an explana-
tion—maybe there isn’t one—as to why it is that the number of
discouraged workers actually went up. It’s increased by 100,000
during the first quarter of 1988, which as I say is about a 10-per-
cent increase. These are people who have just given up hope. They
want work but they're not going to go out and look for it because
they figure they can’t find the jobs.

How can we explain that in a situation where unemployment is
falling?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Well, one explanation might be that many of
these people recognize that the kinds of jobs that are out there re-
quire training that they don’t have. Many of them may not be lo-
cated in the same geographic areas as the jobs are.

Also, we should recognize that data on discouragement are
rather weak in a sense because they rely on a state of mind. It is
not like asking something specific such as whether you have looked
for work. You either did or you didn’t. In the case of discourage-
ment, we ask people who are out of the labor force whether they
want a job and then why they didn’t look for a job, and that is not
very hard data. It’s rather soft. So we can’t be too sure about the
specific estimate. But I would say that this is a fairly high level.

Senator SARBANES. Would you yield for a moment?

Senator PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed.

Senator SARBANES. Isn’t it very unusual for the number of dis-
goura?ged workers to go up when the unemployment rate is going

own?
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Mrs. Norwoop. You usually do not see that happening. One
question, of course, is whether this change will be sustained. Those
numbers have jumped around a little and I'm not sure that over
the next quarter we will see the same thing. Do you have some-
thing to add, Mr. Plewes?

Mr. PLEwEs. I just do remind you that the number is down over
the year, but it’s gone up this quarter. We ought to take a look at
another quarter to find out if this is a permanent change.

Senator SARBANES. But you're surprised at that, aren’t you? The
number of discouraged workers going up, when the recovery has
continued and the unemployment rate has gone down, was a sur-
prising figure?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, of course.

Senator ProxMIre. The statistical breakdown you have under
household data shows that you ask a series of questions—ill health,
disability, home responsibilities, they cannot get a job, and so forth.
I think “they cannot get a job” is the factor that goes up most
sharply. It just focuses on that particular response, which indicates
that they think there’s no job available in the particular area in
which they’re qualified to work.

Mrs. Norwoon. Well, we don’t really know why people feel the
way they feel. There are people who say, “Well, I don’t think
there’s any job available at the salary that I would want to have,”
or “There isn’t a job available with the kind of hours of work that I
would want.” There are a whole lot of reasons for discouragement.

We really don’t have very much information on what makes
people come into or leave the labor force. A lot of this may be wage
related. A lot of it may be related to the kinds of jobs. And some of
it may just be plain discouragement.

Senator ProxMIRE. Then I'm concerned about table A of your
statistical data, a very helpful table, which shows a change be-
tween February and March for women, which is pretty spectacular.
In other words, the unemployment for women dropped from 5.2 to
4.8 percent. For men it remains exactly the same.

Is there any explanation for that?

Mrs. Norwoobp. Why should you be concerned?

Senator PROXMIRE. What’s that?

Mrs. Norwoop. Why should that be a concern?

Senator Proxmire. Well, it’s a situation in which there were
fewer men unemployed in February by quite a bit, 4.9 percent com-
pared to 5.2 percent, and then it's reversed in March with more
men unemployed than women. I wondered if there’s any explana-
tion for that. Is that because women are in the service industries
which have been stronger than other industries?

Mrs. Norwoopn. The decline in the number of unemployed
women was larger than the decline in their labor force last month.

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, if more women were in the labor force,
the}lll ?the unemployment rate shouldn’t have gone down, isn’t that
right?

Mrs. Norwoob. Pardon me.

Senator ProxMIRE. If more women were in the labor force, the
unemployment rate should not have gone down, isn’t that right?

Mrs. Norwoop. Yes. However, there were fewer women in the
labor force.
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Senator ProxMmire. Fewer women, OK.

Then I'm concerned about the second line after that where you
have black unemployment in January, 12.2 percent; black unem-
ployment in March, 12.8 percent. That’s a very big rise in 2
months.

Mrs. Norwoob. It’s not statistically significant.

Senator Proxmire. Well, it may not be, but it’s still some indica-
tion.

Mrs. Norwoob. It’s very high. There’s no question about it.

Senator ProxMIRE. Now you also have an increase in Hispanic
unel‘r?lployment from 7.2 to 8.2 percent. Is that statistically signifi-
cant?

[Mrs. Norwood shaking head.]

Senator ProxMIRE. One full percentage point is not statistically
significant?

Mrs. Norwoobn. No. The unemployment rate for Hispanics has
been in the 8.1 to 8.3 percentage range since last October.

Senator ProxMire. Except it was down in January to 7.2 percent.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes. That was an outlier pretty clearly.

Senator SARBANES. Could I ask a question?

Senator PROXMIRE. Yes. I yield to the chairman.

Senator SARBANES. At the time of the Kerner report in 1968, 20
years ago, the black unemployment rate was twice the white unem-
ployment rate. Those figures—this is 20 years ago now, just to give
some perspective on what unemployment rates were—was 6.7 per-
cent for blacks and others, 3.2 percent for whites.

Currently, the black unemployment rate is more than 2% times
the white rate, 12.6 percent versus 4.8 percent in February.

Have you identified any factors to explain why the employment
situation has deteriorated for blacks during the last 20 years?

Mrs. Norwoobn. Well, I believe that a lot of the discussion that
we've seen in the media over the last month or so on the anniver-
sary of the Kerner report has cited a number of problems. We have
been over them here before.

There are those who believe that some of the black population
which has had the advantage of decent schooling has done fairly
well in the labor market, and that there are others who have fallen
behind. And we may be seeing the truth of some of that I think.

It's quite clear that the labor market of today and of the future
is going to require more training and more education. Therefore,
we really have quite a formidable task on our hands to prepare
people to work who just do not have the kind of training for the
jobs that are available today.

We are seeing, interestingly, that there is quite a rapid increase
in the labor force and in employment of the Hispanic population.
Their unemployment rate is still much higher than for the white
population as a whole. Nevertheless, they had an increase over the
last year of 400,000 in their labor force and they had an increase of
almost 450,000 in employment.

The black population, which is much larger than the Hispanic
population, had an increase in the labor force of only half as much,
245,000, and had an increase in employment of about 350,000.

So the Hispanics over the last year seem in a way to have been
doing better than the blacks.
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Senator SArRBANES. To what extent does that reflect illegals who
are becoming legal under the new legislation?

Mrs. Norwoob. We don’t know, of course, but we do believe that
we have gotten a lot of those people who were undocumented in
the household survey because we have maintained confidentiality
of the data and we haven’t tried to distinguish among them. But
we can’t be sure, of course.

Senator SArRBaNES. Well, I must say I find that there is some-
thing wrong with this 20-year retrospective explanation.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes. That’s quite clear.

Senator SARBANES. We've gone from a 3.2-percent unemployment
rate for whites and a 6.7-percent rate for blacks 20 years ago to a
4.8 percent for whites and a 12.6 percent for blacks. We’ve had a
general deterioration in the level of unemployment. In other words,
we tend to lose perspective on that and on how much the unem-
ployment situation has deteriorated generally. Then there has been
an even sharper deterioration for the black population over two
decades, when supposedly we were making advances in terms of
equal opportunity and eliminating discrimination in the job
market. Yet we've had this worsening of their relative position.

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s correct.

Senator SARBANES. It’s your view that the reason is the change
in the nature of the job market and the nature of the skills that
are required?

Mrs. Norwoob. I don’t think that's the only reason. That’s one of
the reasons that makes the problem in the future even more seri-
ous for us I believe. It's certainly not the only cause.

We have had black youngsters who have grown up in poverty
who have had very little hope and very little training and we
expect them to become productive members of the labor force.

Senator SARBANES. But that was the case in 1968 and may have
been even more the case then.

Mrs. Norwoob. I think that there may be differences now in ex-
pectations on the part of the whole population, not just the black
population. There are a number of differences now.

Senator SARBANES. Commissioner, I want to be clear about the
figures for this month. Actually, employment dropped, is that cor-
rect, by 300,000 from last month?

Mrs. Norwoob. In the household survey. It rose in the business
survey.

Senator SARBANES. Is the explanation for the lower unemploy-
ment rate related to the decline in the labor force?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. So, in other words, the unemployment rate
went down not because jobs grew, but because the number of
people seeking jobs declined?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, that's one way of putting it. I would say
that the unemployment rate really didn’t go down because there
was only a tenth difference over the month. I think what we've
been seeing over the last year or last 6 or 7 months is a continuing
drifting downward of the unemployment rate bit by bit. And I
think that has been sustained this month.
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But as I said in my statement, I think that it is wise this month
to focus on the employment numbers in the business survey which
are showing an increase but a slower increase than we have had.

Senator SARBANES. Let me ask the questions on statistics that I
indicated earlier I was interested in raising.

First of all, the census forms have now been finally determined
for 1990, as I understand it.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. There has been a decision to allow the census
to include certain questions, particularly relating to housing and
some other matters, and also to have a larger long form survey in
terms of the size of the sample who will be questioned under the
long form.

What’s your view of the effect this decision will have on the
work at the BLS?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, first, let me say that I am very pleased
that OMB and Census have reached agreement and I also am
grateful to you for the efforts that you and others have made.

Some of the information that was in dispute were data that we
use for developing parts of the Consumer Price Index. We are par-
ticularly pleased that several elements of the housing data have
been retained and put back on the short form because that will im-
prove the validity of those data.

In addition, there are other questions that will be on the long
form and since there has been agreement that the sample for the
long form will be larger than OMB had at first mandated, I think
that’s a very important step forward.

We have to remember that the only reliable data that we have
for local areas come from the decennial census. There is no other
survey of any kind in the whole statistical system that is large
enough to produce reliable local area data. And if we begin to cut
back on the local area data in the census, then that means that for
the whole decade we are without it.

So I think it is terribly important that this agreement has been
reached and I look forward to being able to use the data.

Senator SARBANES. I understand that it's been more than two
decades since BLS substantially revised the questions in the cur-
rent population survey which is used in compiling the monthly un-
employment statistics and other BLS statistical series.

Do you see problems in the current design of the current popula-
tion survey?

Mrs. Norwoop. I believe that anything we do can be done better.
I also believe strongly that it is time for the current population
survey to be revisited. It is a survey which was designed, as you
know, originally in the early 1940’s for the kind of population and
household and family arrangements that we had then. We have
made some changes, but the last time the questionnaire was re-
viewed and changed substantially was in January 1967.

That’s a very long time ago. We have learned a lot since then.
There is a whole new approach to cognitive science and survey
design. We at BLS have just begun the establishment of a cognitive
laboratory to be able to examine more carefully the language, the
wording of questions, to see whether respondents really understand
what we're asking them, to see what the effects are if you ask a
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question before another battery of questions or after it, to see also
what the effects are if you structure a questionnaire completely or
if you relax that structure somewhat to permit a relationship to be
established between the interviewer and the respondent.

I believe there are other aspects of this, too, that are important.
What kind of training should we have for our data collectors and
ghat? kind of educational backgrounds do our best data collectors

ave?

What are we learning when we go back and recollect data? Is
that really a measure of error or is it bringing together a lot of
other elements of the process that occurs—the psychology that
occurs between the data collector and the respondent?

We have begun a long-range planning effort with the Census
Bureau. We have had a number of meetings and have developed
plans for the CPS of the future. We are beginning some of the re-
search. You will be hearing more about it because obviously we are
going to require budget increases in order to be able to do some of
this work, but we are getting underway whatever we can at this
point with existing resources.

I believe that the next redesign has to be a very basic redesign. It
is time for us to do this because we redesign the current population
survey after the data from the population census become available
and that would be somewhere in the early 1990’s. So this is a good
time to begin the research and the planning efforts.

We need to have more local data. We need to be sure that people
understand all of the questions that we are asking. We need to see
whether there are better ways for us to do this work.

Senator SARBANES. On January 20, OMB published for comment
a set of proposed guidelines for Federal statistical agencies that
would have to be followed in conducting statistical surveys and
other activities.

What effect would the OMB's proposed guidelines for statistical
agencies have on your work at the BLS?

Mrs. Norwoop. I'm not sure, Senator. The guidelines are not
really very clear. We have reviewed them with great care and we
have discussed them with others in the statistical system.

We find that many of the goals are very worthwhile, but many
wording changes would be required. There are also some things
that are misstated and are perhaps impossible to achieve.

If the guidelines were intended to be actual orders, we would I
think require an enormous increase in budget. If the guidelines are
intended to be just that, goals for the future, they might be quite
useful, with considerable changes in the wording.

Senator SARBANES. Were the guidelines formulated in consulta-
tion with the statistical agencies?

Mrs. Norwoop. No, they were not. They were issued for com-
ment and all of the statistical agencies are reviewing them, as well
as many members of the public who are interested in statistics.

We have requested a meeting at OMB to try to get a better un-
derstanding of OMB’s interpretation of the guidelines. I think they
need to be substantially rewritten.

Senator SARBANEs. I find it very difficult to understand how
OMB, which has no significant technical expertise in this area,
could undertake to formulate guidelines without engaging in a
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process of discussion and consultation with the various agencies in-
volved in conducting the surveys and other statistical activities.

Mrs. Norwoob. I think the response of OMB to that would be
that what they have tried to do is to pull together a series of docu-
ments that already existed. The problem is that in so doing they
have rewritten them and changed them perhaps in ways they did
not intend. We need to look at that with great care.

I do believe that the overall goals are probably sensible ones. It's
just a question of how they are written and what would be required
and whether it’s even possible to do some of the things that appear
to be specified in that document.

We also have not received consistent answers to our questions
from the OMB staff. So we think we need to have more informa-
tion.

Senator SARBANES. Well, I don’t quarrel with that conclusion and
I think the Congress probably shares that view as well in terms of
more information.

Senator Proxmire.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Commissioner Norwood, the average work-
week for all production nonsupervisory workers on private nonagri-
cultural payrolls decreased.

Mrs. NorwooD. Yes.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. It decreased by 0.2 hours in March and the
manufacturing workweek went down a little bit, 0.1 hours. Factory
overtime was unchanged.

All these are the kinds of developments that occur when unem-
ployment is rising or maybe is expected to rise in the future.
Maybe that’s the leading indicator. At any rate, it seems to contra-
dict again the good news. What’s your explanation?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, factory hours are clearly a leading indica-
tor, but a one-tenth drop in factory hours I think in 1 month at a
time when hours are quite high——

Senator PRoxMIRE. How about the overall drop throughout all of
our employment of 2 hours?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, I realize that, but it’s factory hours that are
the leading indicator, and a one-tenth drop at a time when the
hours are very high, I think we need to wait for another month or
two of data before we decide that this is a serious problem.

Senator PrRoOXMIRE. But what's your reaction to the fact that
overall throughout the country as a whole hours of work declined
by twice as much?

Mrs. Norwoob. They are still very high.

Senator Proxmire. Well, they’re high, but they’re going the
wrong way in terms of indication of demand for labor.

Isn’t it true that usually when unemployment is falling hours in-
crease? This time they went the other way.

Mr. PLEWES. To a certain extent, Senator, I think that something
is going on with hours that we don’t quite understand.

Over time, I believe employers have used hours as a substitute
for hiring more workers. They increased the hours of the people
onboard. To the extent that that has happened in the past and to
the extent that hours are coming down, some employment growth
coullg take place. Employers may be trading some hours for some
workers.
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In some industries that is perhaps what is happening. That’s why
— we focus mostly on factory hours where we do see a leading indica-
tor status there.

Senator ProxmiIrRe. All right. Then we have two elements here
that are going in a contrary direction. One is the discouraged work-
ers are up and, second, hours are down. And the third, which also
puzzles me very much, is the real hourly earnings have declined
and declined sharply. In dollars of constant purchasing power, the
hourly earning index decreased 1.1 percent during the past 12
months.

Why should that be in an economy that’s recovering and unem-
ployment falling? Why are hourly earnings going down?

Mrs. NorwooD. In part because inflation has decelerated and,
therefore, the——

Senator PROXMIRE. But this is in real terms.

Mrs. Norwoobp. The engine that pushes wages up has been re-
duced, the speed has been reduced in any case, so we're seeing
much less upward pressure on wages. I think a further element is
that the hourly earnings only reflects the situation for production
and nonsupervisory workers. The production worker group has
been affected by the restructuring of industry and by the shifts in
labor union status.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. Well, the latter part of your explanation I
can understand. The first part I cannot. It seems to me if inflation

— is rising, then real wages—which of course are corrected fully for
inflation—should be increasing.

Mrs. Norwoob. But there’s usually a lag. We often find that
when there is a high rate of inflation an increase in wages may
occur even after inflation begins to decelerate.

I think the important thing is that labor costs have been kept
fairly level. Our employment cost index does not show the declines
that the hourly earnings index does in real terms. It is moderate,
but it is going up at a rate that is close to the rate of inflation,
nlllaybe slightly down but not as negative as the other earnings data
show.

Senator PRoXMIRE. The fact is that real wages are going down at
a time when unemployment is also going down. It seems to me that
wouldn’t make any sense based on historical experience.

Mrs. Norwoob. One also needs to take account of compensation
other than wages and salaries, which are not included at all in the
hourly earnings index.

Senator PROXMIRE. What changes have there been in compensa-
1t)ion?there has been some discussion, but what changes have there

een’?

Mrs. Norwoob. The cost of many of those has been increasing.
Health insurance and pension plans. Those costs to the employers
are increasing and that’s in a sense a kind of payment to workers.

I'm not suggesting that that changes the picture enormously.

Senator PROXMIRE. Are you making that as an assertion or is
that a supposition?

Mrs. Norwoob. No. That’s true.

Senator PROXMIRE. Can you document that?

Mrs. Norwoop. Yes.

Senator Proxmire. OK.
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Now on diffusion of employment, that is the percentage of indus-
tries in which employment has increased, that’s an indication as I
understand it of the likelihood of employment increasing and un-
employment dropping in the future.

In November, we had a very good record of 71.9 percent diffu-
sion. That is, 71.9 percent of the factories work units in this coun-
try were increasing employment. In December, that went down to
63.2 percent; in January, down to 60 percent; and in March it’s
down to 55.7 percent. )

Is that an indication that we may be in some difficulty in the
future in unemployment?

Mrs. Norwoob. I think it’s an indication of slowing the employ-
ment growth. Tom Plewes probably has something more to say
about that.

Mr. PLEwks. Even at 55.7 percent, there are more industries that
are expanding than there are staying steady or going down. This
month I think we also saw a lot of very small employment changes
in the manufacturing sector, and that could turn around. So I
wouldn’t put too much on any one month. But I think the point
you make, Senator, is quite correct, that if it is in a downward
mode it is heavily affected by what’s going on in manufacturing
and manufacturing is indeed slowing from the fourth quarter. I
think that it’s apProaching the threshold where we start to worry
about it, and that’s at that 50 percent level that we’ve talked about
in the past.

Senator ProxMIRe. Now let me ask a provincial question. You
have very helpful charts showing unemployment changes between
March 1987 and March 1988 improved, of course, all over the coun-
try as we recovered.

However, there were two sections of the country that were par-
ticularly in trouble and they were both in trouble to about the
same extent. One was the West South Central. That is Arkansas,
Louisiana, Texas, and Oklahoma. Everybody knows they’re in trou-
ble. They’re in trouble because of not only the agricultural situa-
tion but primarily the energy situation—deep trouble.

But then the other that didn’t do very well are Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin. And we did about as badly as the
West South Central. We don’t have anything like the difficulties
they have on energy. We don’t produce any energy in this area. I
guess Illinois has a little.

What'’s the explanation for that? Why did the East North Cen-
tral do so poorly?

Mrs. Norwoon. Well, it’s basically the industry problem. There
still are some plants that are closing down. Some of the industries
located in Michigan, Illinois, and Ohio are not doing as well as
those in many other areas. They are trying their best to stay open
and to keep the labor force they have. They're certainly not adding
workers. In fact, they have been losing workers. And in some of
those places people have been leaving, and generally moving West.

Senator ProxMIRE. Now let me ask you a question that has been
put in a different form before but I think the latest unemployment
figures make it even more important.

The decline of the civilian unemployment rate to 5.6 percent
brings the rate to the lowest level achieved during the 1975-80 ex-
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pansion. That was in May 1979. That achievement, however, oc-
curred under very different circumstances. Job growth during the
current expansion was weaker than during the 1975-80 expansion.

During the 57 months of the earlier expansion, the economy cre-
ated 14 million jobs. That was during 57 months. Compared to
14,900,000 jobs during the 64 months of the current expansion.
Labor force growth has been much weaker during the current ex-
pansion—9.8 million compared to 13 million or about 3.2 million
fewer workers during this expansion. Had labor force growth con-
tinued at its earlier pace, the unemployment rate today would be
around 8 percent rather than 5.6 percent.

My question is this. The March unemployment rate of 5.6 per-
cent matched the lowest unemployment rate of 1979. How many
fewer new workers did the economy have to absorb during the cur-
rent expansion than during the 1975-80 expansion?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, I don’t have the specific answer to that.

However, we have had 64 months of recovery or expansion now
and you’re comparing this period to a period when there were a
number of different demographic issues. We've already discussed
here this morning the difference in the labor force, the fact that
the labor force is growing much more slowly.

Senator PROXMIRE. More women came into the work force in the
earlier period?

Mrs. Norwoob. Pardon me.

Senator PrOXMIRE. You said more women came into the work
force. That was the main explanation you gave.

Mrs. Norwoon. Well, in the 1960’s in particular, but I think
probably in the later 1970’s too, women’s entrance into the labor
force was greater and there were still more young people reaching
labor force age than today. Over the past year there has been rela-
tively little change in the number of young people entering the
labor force. If you look at our business survey, there are 15 to 16
million jobs that have been created in the 64 months of recovery.

One of the other reasons, of course, is that the 1981-82 recession
was steeper and sharper than the 1973-75 recession. So in the be-
ginning we recovered more quickly, but we had a much longer way
to go.
But we’ll be glad to look at that question.

Senator PROXMIRE. My time is up.

Senator SARBANES. Commissioner, the participation.of women in
the labor force has gone up really dramatically since 1948, and
there are lots of reasons for that which I think have received ex-
tended public discussion. But the labor force participation rate for
adult men has declined over that period and not by an insignificant
amount.

What'’s the explanation for that?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, I think we're seeing earlier retirements. I
believe that we may see earlier retirements for women eventually
as well when they have Social Security coverage and have built up
sufficient benefits. I think that’s the major reason.

Senator SARBANES. So your explanation for a decline in the par-
ticipation rates for adult men from about 90 percent in 1948 to less
than 80 percent today is early retirement?

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s a large part of it.
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Senator SARBANES. Let me ask you this question. Do you ever
have any nagging doubts about the validity of our survey tech-
niques and the figures they produce in terms of giving us a clear
picture of what’s happening out there in the economy?

Mr. Plewes earlier said to Senator Proxmire, when he was asking
about some of these hourly figures, “Well, things are going on out
there”’—I wrote it down—he said, “Things are going on out there
that we don’t understand.” I must say to you, particularly this
morning, on occasions I begin to wonder. We just talked about the
fact that over 20 years you haven’t made any major changes in the
current population survey. You've indicated this morning that you
feel a need to do that, and in a very fundamental way.

I guess the question is this: How much concern should we have
about how accurately we are finding out what’s happening in the
economy?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, the direct answer to your question is, of
course, I have concerns. I am constantly looking for ways to do
things better.

The set of data that we issued today, for example, where one
survey goes in one direction and the other goes in the other direc-
tion focuses a lot more attention on these surveys. If they were
both doing the same thing, we would probably be focusing atten-
tion on other issues.

As you know, we don’t just go out and count things. We have to
define the phenomenon that we measure and since social and eco-
nomic issues keep changing and society’s view of them changes,
those definitions may have to be revisited. In addition to that, the
way in which we live changes. Family relationships have changed.
We have a household survey which allows the respondent to pro-
vide information about the experience of other people in the house-
hold. Forty years ago, that was quite appropriate. Today, I think
we ought to be looking to see whether families are as closely knit
as they used to be and whether one person in that family can con-
tinue responding for the others in the family.

The problem is that if we should find in our review that we have
to change our procedures, then we really are talking about very
large expansions in budgets, which none of us are anxious to have.
Also, the statistical art keeps changing. Ten or fifteen year ago, we
talked about questionnaries but we didn’t really understand how
the sociologists and the anthropologists and the linguists and the
psychologists could help us in designing the right kind of question-
naire.

For example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has been asked by
the Department of Labor to do a special survey to try to find out
how much drug testing is being done of employees in business es-
tablishments. We put together a questionnaire and we tested it in a
laboratory setting to see whether people who were asked these
questions understood what we were asking. This was a new proce-
dure for us. What we used to do was to design a questionnaire and
then spend a lot of money going out into the field trying it out.

We now have learned that there is a step that we can take which
will make our field tests much more valuable and I think much
more cost effective. But that’s fairly new. I think if you look at the



134

literature you will find that 20 years ago there was very little work
of that kind.

Tom Plewes and I have been discussing these issues with an
OECD working party on employment statistics. We have begun dis-
cussions with representatives of the Western European countries
and others who are members of that working group to see what we
can learn from each other about questionnaire design and inter-
viewer techniques.

But these are fairly new issues. We have not had a redesign of
the current population survey for many years, really not a substan-
tial one since 1967. We are hard at work in BLS and have been for
some years in modernizing our business survey. I can tell you today
that that business survey is far better than it was 5 years ago or 10
years ago, but it’s not yet where I would like it to be.

Senator SARBANES. Let me ask this question just to probe be-
neath the surface.

As I understand it, in the employment figures, anyone who
works a few hours is counted as employed.

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s correct.

Senator SARBANES. So if someone works 3 to 4 hours a week that
person would show in the figures you're giving us as an employed
person.

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s correct.

Senator SARBANES. Has the number of people working less than
what's considered a normal week increased historically over the
last couple of decades?

Mrs. Norwoob. There has been an increase in part-time workers.
And as you know, we have two kinds of part-time workers. We
have 14.6 million who are working part time because that’s just ex-
actly what they wanted to do, and then we have another 5.3 mil-
lion who are working part time because they can’t find a full-time
job. Those are the ones that we need to be very concerned about.

The economy should provide part-time jobs for people who only
want to work part time. :

Senator SARBANES. But the number of both of those categories
has increased significantly, I take it, in recent years?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, that’s correct.

Senator SARBANES. I can see that if someone wants to work part
time, that's what he or she ought to be able to do. But at the same
time we continue to treat that person as employed full time when
we portray the overall figures. Isn’t that correct?

Mrs11 Norwoob. Yes; although we publish the figures separately,
as well.

Senator SARBANES. We talk about job creation, but the job cre-
ation doesn’t distinguish between a job created for 40 hours a week
or a job for 20 hours a week or a job for 5 hours a week.

Mrs. Norwoob. That’s true, but it is also true that during the
current expansion more than 90 percent of the jobs that have been
created have been full-time jobs.

Senator SARBANES. Now if the people who are working part time
but want to work full time were counted in the unemployment
rate, what would the rate be?

Mrs. Norwoop. Well, if we count them and the discouraged
workers, we would have a rate of about 8.8 percent.



Senator SARBANES. That's counting the discouraged and part-
time workers.

Mrs. Norwoob. And one-half of the part-time employed because
they’re working part of the time.

Senator SARBANES. Right. How does that figure compare histori-
cally?

Mrs. Norwoob. It’s lower than it has been certainly during the
early 1980’s.

Senator SARBANES. Of course, all the figures were up then. Let
me put the question this way. Is there normally the spread be-
tween the unemployment rate and the current figure or is this
spread larger than it ordinarily has been?

Mrs. Norwoob. It may be slightly higher because of the part
time for economic reasons being higher and the discouraged work-
ers being higher.

Generally, the direction is pretty much the same. One line fits on
top of the other. But we’ll look at that and we will do some chart-
ing and send it to you.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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Senator SARBANES. Senator Proxmire.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. I just have one other question.

What can you tell us about the number and ratio of the unem- -
ployed receiving unemployment benefits?

Mrs. Norwoob. Well, that’s close to 40 percent I believe.

Senator PRoXMIRE. What percent?

Mrs. Norwoop. If we look at the regular unemployment, the
total unemployment insured as a percentage of the total unem-
ployed in the current population survey, that’s 37.6 percent. So it
has gone up slightly. It was down as low as 25 percent a few
months ago.

Senator ProxmIre. Well, that’s awfully low it seems to me.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes, it has been.

Senator ProxMige. I realize it may be above what it was earlier
in the year, but even still it's a very, very low figure. Most people
assume—those of us who haven’t had much experience with unem-
ployment—that the people who are unemployed, after all, they
have unemployment compensation. That’s not the case. The great
majority do not have.

Mrs. Norwoob. That'’s right. I think there has been a consider-
able change in labor market behavior and, in part, in the demo-
graphics. In order to have unemployment insurance you have to
have worked and have a certain number of credits. Many people
have not had that work experience. All of the new entrants to the
labor force, for example.

Senator ProxMIrRe. How do you account for the fact that the first
figure you give us, on May 17, 1975, 67 percent of the unemployed
were covered—67.2 percent?

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes. Well, I think there have been some changes.

Senator PrROXMIRE. Now it’s down to 37 percent. So it’s only a
little better than a half.

Mrs. Norwoob. Let me say first that there are some differences
there that we really do not understand. As I have mentioned
before, I would like to see a little more attention being given to the
statistical aspects of the unemployment insurance data.

Nevertheless, there have been changes in the law. There are
changes in the way in which the States are administering the law.
I think there has been a tightening of the whole system. The re-
quirements to get unemployment insurance in some States have
been changed quite a bit to reduce the possibility of people getting
unemployment insurance unless they meet certain standards. In
the 1970’s, those standards were much looser. Some of that is State
action. Some of that is congressional action.

Senator PROXMIRE. At any rate, the fact is that better than three
out of five people who are out of work do not have unemployment
compensation.

Mrs. Norwoob. That'’s correct.

Senator ProxmiRe. Thank you.

Mrs. Norwoobn. And we also have, of course, two-earner families
so that the situation is not quite what it was many, many decades
ago. There is some cushioning. I don’t think that, however, is in
any sense a substitute and should not be considered a substitute for
unemployment insurance.
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Senator PrRoxMIRE. Of course, if we have a woman who has a de-
pendent family, it’s very cruel for them.

Mrs. Norwoob. Yes. Those 11 million women, one out of three of
them is in poverty, and that’s a very, very serious situation. Their
children may become discouraged workers when they grow up. I
don’t have statistical evidence of that, but I am concerned about it.

Senator PRoxMIRE. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. It seems to me this discussion has made clear
that while we have an overall figure that may look good, lots of
problems become apparent when you start probing beneath the
surface of it. We have- discouraged workers: We have part-time
workers. We have unemployed people who do not draw any unem-
ployment compensation. It’'s down from roughly two-thirds of those
unemployed drawing unemployment insurance whereas now it’s
about one-third, roughly speaking, which seems to me a drastic
shift.

So there may be things at work beneath the surface that we
don’t have a complete grasp of, or a feel for. We also have more
two-wage-earner families, but I've read some articles that say that
it doesn’t enable them to get ahead. It happens simply because
they want to stay even or keep from falling behind; in many in-
stances that is the motive force in the two-earner family. So it
doesn’t really give them a cushion or an extra advantage. They are
pressed into it, in part, simply to maintain an existing standard of
living. I don’t know whether you have studies on that.

Mrs. Norwoob. No, we don’t.

Senator SArBANES. Well, Commissioner, thank you very much
and we thank your colleagues for being with us.

The committee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 10:55 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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