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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION:

FEBRUARY 2000
Friday, March 3, 2000

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in Room 1334,
Longworth House Office Building, the Honorable Jim Saxton, Vice
Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Representative Saxton.

Staff Present: Chris Frenze, Robert Keleher, Darryl Evans,
Colleen J. Healy, Howard Rosen, Daphne Clones, and Michael Kapsa.

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, VICE CHAIRMAN

Representative Saxton. Today's Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
report reflects the strong condition of the United States economy.
Although employment growth was modest, the percentage of the
population employed, the employment-population ratio, remains at a
record level. The civilian unemployment rate is fluctuating around its
lowest levels since the early 1970s. .Although employment gains were
soft in February, in the context of the performance of recent months'
labor market conditions overall, they appear to remain very strong.

The employment data released today are consistent with other data
reflecting strong growth in the economy. Moreover, the expansion of the
economy has been accompanied without an increase in inflation. This is
good news. Both unemployment and inflation have declined together
during this expansion. Let me repeat that sentence. Both unemployment
and inflation have declined together during this expansion. This, again,
disproves one of the most mistaken assumptions in the postwar economic
policy — the notion of a trade-off between inflation and unemployment. -
In other words, a good economy does not mean there will be inflation.

In several previous hearings of the Committee, I have explored this
issue in great detail with Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan. We have
agreed that the Fed's policy of minimizing inflation through informal
inflation targeting has brought significant economic benefits. The Fed's
policy by bringing down inflation and interest rates has boosted the
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economy and reduced unemployment as well. Those who argued that this
disinflation policy would raise unemployment were proven wrong.

As I have said many times, the thrust of the Fed's monetary policy
has been extremely successful. Although Chairman Greenspan deserves
enormous credit for successfully implementing this policy, the substance
of the policy based on informal inflation targeting also is responsible for
its very positive effects. More focus on the substance of Fed policy
would provide a greater understanding of why this policy has worked so
well and permit some demystification of monetary policy in general.

However, in recent explanations of changes in monetary policy, the
~ Fed has moved in recent months to ‘a rationalization drawing from
concerns about economic growth, healthy labor markets, and the stock
market. On the other hand, our research suggests that a focus on
intermediate market price indicators, such as commodity prices, bond
yields, and the value of the dollar together, are better signals of potential
future inflation than other things. Iam concerned that the Fed statements
have led the markets to expect larger adjustments in monetary policy than
are justified by the leading price indicators. I would like to get into that
a little more during the question and answer session. In other words, a
policy of sustained Fed interest rate hikes would not be supported by the
data that is available at this time. '

Commissioner, welcome again. We look forward to your statement,
and thank you again for being here.

[The prepared statement of Representative Saxton appears in the
Submissions for the Record.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF KATHARINE G. ABRAHAM,

COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF LLABOR STATISTICS:
ACCOMPANIED BY KENNETH V. DALTON, ASSOCIATE
COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS;
AND PHILIP L. RONES, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF
CURRENT EMPLOYMENT ANALYSIS

Ms. Abraham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me just take a
couple of minutes to make a few comments about the labor market
situation and the information which we had released this moming. I
would be interested in addressing any questions you might have for us.

The unemployment rate, which was at 4.1 percent in February, was
little changed and has been below 4.2 percent since last October. A
nominal increase of 43,000 in payroll employment in February followed
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a large weather-related gain of 384,000 in January. The average monthly
gain for the two months, January and February, of 214,000 per month is
about in line with the monthly average for 1999, which was 226,000.

In the goods-producing sector of the economy, construction
employment fell by 26,000 in January. That decline followed an
exceptionally large increase of 116,000 in January after seasonal
adjustment, which reflected the unusually mild weather during the
January survey reference period.

Manufacturing employment edged up by 5,000 in February. The
Nation's factories have added 31,000 jobs over the past four months after
having shed in excess of 500,000 jobs from March of 1998 through
October of last year. Recent gains have been concentrated in durable
goods manufacturing. While there has been no net gain in employment
among nondurable goods manufacturers in recent months, the downward
trend in employment in nondurable goods manufacturing has abated
somewhat since last August or so. The factory work week and overtime
hours each rose by two-tenths of an hour in February to 41.9-and 4.8
hours respectively.

In mining, employment in oil and gas extraction continued to inch
up in February. That industry has added 9,000 jobs since August of last
year, undoubtedly reflecting the rise in oil prices that began early in 1999.

Job growth was sluggish throughout most of the service-producing
sector in February. Employment in transportation and public utilities
changed little over the month, and there were small job losses within
transportation in both trucking and air transportation. Employment in
public utilities continues to drift downwards.

Services employment showed essentially no growth in February
after seasonal adjustment. This follows a gain in January which was a bit
above the monthly average for the prior year. Some of the February
weakness reflected declines in industries that had posted large
weather-related increases in January. I am thinking in particular of
agricultural services and amusement and recreation services, but other
services industries that are less prone to unusual seasonal fluctuations
also were weak in February. Employment in business services was
essentially unchanged over the month. Its average growth per calendar
year 1999 had been just under 50,000 jobs a month. Health services
added only 6,000 jobs in February, about half its monthly average gain
for the prior year or so. One notable exception to the general pattern of
weak growth in the services industries was engineering and management
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services, which continued a strong growth trend in February, adding
15,000 jobs.

Employment in wholesale trade edged up in February at about half
the pace it had been rising in 1999. At the retail trade level, employment
was up by 33,000 in February, just under its average monthly gain for the
calendar year 1999.

Finance, insurance, and real estate added about 10,000 jobs
reversing a loss of 6,000 jobs in January.

Lastly with respect to the employment gains, Federal Govemment
employment rose by 20,000 in February. All of that gain was due to the
hiring of temporary workers getting ready to take the census.

Average weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on
private nonfarm payrolls edged down by a tenth of an hour over the
month. Average hourly earnings for that same group of workers rose by
four cents. Over the year average hourly earnings were up by 3.6 percent.

Turning to the data of our survey of households, as I already
mentioned the unemployment rate was essentially unchanged in February
at 4.1 percent and has been under 4.2 percent since last October. The
jobless rates for most of the major demographic groups that we look at
showed little change in February. The rate for teenagers did edge up to
14.1 percent, returning near to the level it had been at in December. The
labor force participation rate ticked up a percentage point over the month,
reaching a record high level of 67.6 percent, and as you commented in
your opening remarks, the employment-to-population ratio held at its
record high level of 64.8 percent.

In summary, then, the unemployment rate was little changed at 4.1
percent in February. And payroll employment rose marginally following
a large weather-related gain in January.

As always, we would be happy to address questions you might have
about the data. 4

[The prepared statement of Commissioner Abraham and the
accompanying press release appear in the Submissions for the Record.]

Representative Saxton. Commissioner, thank you very much. I
appreciate your thoughtful and concise statement, and for being here with
us today to bring us continuing good news. It is certainly encouraging
that the indications that we see by — I don't mean this in a funny way —
but by looking in the rear view mirror show that we have continued over
the past month to do quite well. If it were as easy to look ahead as it is
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to look at what we have accomplished, the policies of economic theory
would be a whole lot easier to deal with. Unfortunately, we don't have
that luxury, and so we try to look ahead as best we can, based on what we
know about history and what we know about our expectations.

But let me just begin by saying that many of these things that we try
to look ahead are difficult to do. But based on last quarter’s unbelievable
6.9 percent increase in GDP (gross domestic product), and these historic
unemployment numbers, which are as low as they have been in many
decades, one might expect that we can continue to see some fairly
significant economic growth just based on those several sets of facts.
Wouldn't you agree?

. Ms. Abraham. I am always reluctant for the reasons that you
indicated to try to project into the future. I am a lot more comfortable
talking about what we have seen.

Representative Saxton. You like your rear-view mirror like I do.
Ms. Abraham. That is, after all, the business we are in.

Representative Saxton. Iunderstand. Let me just say we are really
in an historic period of our economy. At the end of March, we should
celebrate. We will have been through nine years, 108 continuous months,
of positive economic growth. That is pretty neat. But if you look at it in
terms of the last two decades, it becomes even better news because we
experienced 92 months of positive economic growth during the 1980s,
and then we had a very mild downturn around the beginning of the new
decade, about nine months, and then we started this period of 108 months
of economic growth. So this is quite historic.

Can you just say to this — and this is a rear-view mirror question, but
I think it is very important — what happened to the rates of inflation
generally during the last 108 months of economic growth?

Ms. Abraham. 108 months takes us back to—

Representative Saxton. Takes us back to the end of the first
quarter of 1991.

Ms. Abraham. If we look at the data that I have readily at hand, in
1999, the rate of growth in consumer prices taking all items together was
2.7 percent. In 1991, it had been 3.1 percent. So taking the long view,
we are roughly in line with where we had been 8 years earlier. The rate
of growth of prices was slightly lower in 1997 and 1998 than it was in
1999. That reflects declines in energy prices during 1997 and 1998 that
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subsequently have been reversed. That is the most global measure that
the Bureau of Labor Statistics produces.

Representative Saxton. Certainly we can say that during this
period of economic growth, there has been no demonstrated increase in
rates of inflation.

Ms. Abraham. I think that is a fair statement. There has been no
apparent acceleration in the rate of growth of prices over that long period
of time looking at the consumer level.

Representative Saxton. If you note on that chart up to your left
and my right, we note that inflation and unemployment rates have
actually, as you correctly pointed out, fallen together during this penod
of time; is that correct?

[The chart entitled, “Inflation and the Unemployment Rate Fall Together
Since 1992,” appears in the Submissions for the Record.]

Ms. Abraham. Unemployment has gone down, and the rate of
growth of consumer prices has gone down. We are looking at this sort of
long period of time. It might be that rather than looking at the CPI-U
(core Consumer Price Index), which is what I was referring to and what
is graphed here, that you might instead want to take a look at the new CPI
(Consumer Price Index) research series that we have started producing.

What the CPI research series attempts to do as best we can is to
answer the question of how the CPI would have behaved had we been
using current methods to produce it back in the past. Our analysis of that
suggests that changes in methods that we have introduced have had a
slight depressing effect on the rate of growth of the Consumer Price
Index, maybe over that period-as much as half a percentage point. It is
not going to change the broad outlines of the picture.

Representative Saxton. So the chart does accurately reflect two—

Ms. Abraham. It accurately reflects what has happened to the
Consumer Price Index.

Representative Saxton. Namely that it has come down.

Ms. Abraham. Namely that it has come down. If you were to use
instead the CPI research series, which is more consistent over time, the
decline wouldn't have been quite as great.

Representative Saxton. But the concept is still the same.

Ms. Abraham. It would not change your qualitative assessment of _
what had happened.
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Representative Saxton. It also shows on that chart that
unemployment has fallen along with inflation; is that correct?

Ms. Abraham. Over that period unemployment has come down as
well.

Representative Saxton. During that time, to look at it another way,
the 1999 monthly average increase in job growth was about 234,000 jobs,
so we have been putting more people to work all of this time.

Ms. Abraham. I haven't performed exactly that calculation, but that
is in line with the number I have in my head.

Representative Saxton. Something called the participation rate,
which is quite important, is currently at 67.5 percent, which is an all-time
high; is that right? The participation rate for anyone who may be
listening or may be here who isn't familiar with the term is the percentage
of U.S. citizens who are gainfully employed; is that correct?

Ms. Abraham. The participation rate is the share of the
working-age population who are either working or looking for work.
That is at an all-time high. The share that are employed is also at an
all-time high. So both of those are at all-time highs.

Representative Saxton. All-time high meaning great news.
Ms. Abraham. All-time high means a lot of people are working.

Representative Saxton. In terms of our economy, we know that we
have seen some increases — some monetary policy that we refer to as
tightening, which has resulted in increases in interest rates, and we have
had four increases of 25 basis points for some reasons, which I am sure
are clear to some and maybe not so clear to others. But as we look at
these increases in interest rates, and as I pointed out earlier, it is the
informal aim of Fed policy to target inflation, and the Fed has
successfully done so. But one of the worries that the Fed has talked
about as a basis upon which to justify these four increases; that is —
pressure to increase wages or cost of employment because of potential
labor shortages, since we seem to be down so low in terms of our rates of
. unemployment and, conversely, by the high rate of participation.

And I wonder if you would be able to talk about, for example,
hourly wages. Have hourly wages increased or decreased — the
percentage of increase or decrease, has it gone up, or is it falling in, say,
the last two or three years?

Ms. Abraham. The statistic that we have that looks at that relates
to the hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers derived
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from our payroll survey. That group accounts for about 80 percent of the
total payroll employment, so it doesn't cover quite everyone. As of
February, the year-over-year increase in hourly earnings was running at
about 3.6 percent. A year earlier, that is, the change from February 1998
to February 1999, the year-over-year change had been 3.7 percent; the
year earlier, 4.2; the year before that, 3.9. So the year-over-year change
in that average hourly earnings measure is actually just a bit below where
it had been two to three years earlier.

Representative Saxton. When I heard this conversation — and, of
course, I am not an economist so I have to interpret it from my business
background and so on — when I heard the discussions about increased
wage pressures, I came to the conclusion in my mind that the rate of
change was probably an increase, but you are telling me the percentage
of change over the last several years has actually been a decrease, is that
right, in wages?

Ms. Abraham. At this point the year-over-year rate of growth in
average hourly earnings is actually a bit below where it had been two to
three years ago.

Representative Saxton. So the trend is down?

Ms. Abraham. It is lower now than it had been two or three years
ago. There had been a long period of time beginning in 1992/1993 where
you were seeing an upward trend in the rate of growth of average hourly
earnings, but along about 1998, that stopped, and since then the rate of
growth has actually backed off a bit from where it had been.

Representative Saxton. I would say it has been a bit. It has been,
as a matter of fact, six-tenths of a percentage point over those three
years. Six-tenths of a percent is quite significant, I think, particularly in
light the trend still seems to be headed lower. Of course, we don't know
that. We don't have a front-view mirror, so we can't say that.

Ms. Abraham. Right. The year-over-year rate of growth is, as you -
say, down about six-tenths of a percentage point from where it had been
a couple years ago. That is up from the very, very, very low levels of
1992 and 1993, when it had been 2.7, 2.5 percent year-over-year change,
but down from a couple years ago.

Representative Saxton. I just want to say the assumption that I .
made that these percentages were increasing was an incorrect assumption
that I made when, in fact, over the last three years the trend in terms of
wage pressure has been decreasing, not increasing as I thought.
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Ms. Abraham. As captured by this measure.

Representative Saxton. Let me turn to another measure which you
have calculated — you do calculate unit labor costs in the economy; do
you not?

Ms. Abraham. We do indeed.

Representative Saxton. Can you describe what unit — what the
term "unit labor costs” means?

Ms. Abraham. The unit labor cost measure is derived by basically
taking a look at what is happening to a different and more comprehensive
measure of average hourly compensation, which tells you about the trend
in the costs of labor that employers are hiring, and comparing that to what
is happening to output per hour, the labor productivity in the economy,
which is equivalent to what is happening to the labor costs per unit of
output that is being produced.

Representative Saxton. In other words, the unit labor cost is a
measure of increases or decreases in cost per unit.

Ms. Abraham. The unit labor cost measure is a measure of the
labor costs associated with producing a unit of output.

Representative Saxton. Thank you. You said that a lot more
clearly than I did.

Now, over the same period that we discussed previously relative to
hourly wages, unit labor costs, according to your research, the percentage
has been a percentage of decrease; is it not?

Ms. Abraham. Right. It might help to go through the pieces.
Average hourly compensation, according to this broader measure, is
actually rising at a more rapid pace as of 1999 than it had been a couple
years earlier, but productivity is also rising more rapidly than it had a
couple of years earlier. I am looking at the numbers for the nonfarm
business sector. And the consequence of those two things netted together
is that unit labor costs are rising. They rose at 1.1 percent in 1999 as
compared to 2.1 percent in 1998, 2 percent in 1997, .7 percent in 1996.

Representative Saxton. Now I am confused. The figures that I
have here for 1998 appear to be that labor costs were rising by 3 percent
or a little bit more than 3 percent.

Ms. Abraham. I am not sure. We produced numbers for the
nonfarm business sector and for the business sector, and it may be that we
are looking at different ones.
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Representative Saxton. Nonfarm — yes, I am looking at the
nonfarm business sector unit labor costs.

Ms. Abraham. The nonfarm business sector unit labor cost figures
I have are 1.1 percent. This figure is the percent change between the
fourth quarter of 1998 and the fourth quarter of 1999. Iam sure that there
is just something different in the many numbers that come out of this that
you are looking at than I am looking at.

Representative Saxton. I'have a little graph here based on nonfarm
business sector unit labor costs that you produced that shows that in the
middle of 1998 the unit labor cost was roughly 3.25 percent or
thereabouts, and that at the beginning of the last quarter of 1999, the
nonfarm business sector unit labor costs appear to be, as you correctly
pointed out, about 1 percent. These are year-over-year measures I am
told.

Ms. Abraham. The fourth-quarter-to-fourth-quarter or year- over-
year. One figure for the change between the third quarter of 1997 and the
third quarter of 1998 is 3.3 percent, which appears to be similar to what
you have. )

Representative Saxton. It is year-over-year.
Ms. Abraham. Your number for 1999 is?

Representative Saxton. Looks like the beginning of the last quarter
through the third quarter of 1999 about 1 percent.

Ms. Abraham. The year-over-year change for 1999 that I have as
opposed to the fourth-quarter-to-fourth-quarter change is 1.8 percent, and
then for 1998 it was 2.4 percent.

Representative Saxton. All right. Our numbers are a little
different, but it would be fair to say that over that two-year period, the
trend in terms of nonfarm business sector unit labor costs, the trend has
been down,; is that correct?

Ms. Abraham. It would certainly be fair to say that over the last
few years, that number is a bit lower in the most recent year than it had
been in the prior two years, and roughly in line, given the variability in
these series, with what it had been the year before.

Representative Saxton. So that would certainly not support the
notion that unit labor costs are on the increase. Quite conversely, they
appear to be on the decrease. _

Ms. Abraham. Helped by more rapid growth in productivity in
recent years, the rate of growth in unit labor costs has been quite modest.



11

Representative Saxton. You have mentioned productivity. I think
that is important. I have some numbers here that you developed referred
to as nonfarm business sector output per hour. You just indicated that the
trend in terms of output or productivity is up; is that correct?

Ms. Abraham. Correct.

Representative Saxton. That means we are individually more
productive and more productive as a society probably because of changes
in technology?

Ms. Abraham. That likely has been a contnbutmg factor.

Representative Saxton. And, in fact, we look at the decade of the
1990s, the trend in productivity has been up during the entire decade,
hasn't it?

Ms. Abraham. Starting from 1993 and going forward, it has been
generally trending up since then.

Representative Saxton. So I guess one could say because we have
become more productive because of technology and other factors, that it
has helped our people be more productive, and therefore the unit cost has
come down.

Ms. Abraham. The more rapid the rate of growth in productivity
holding whatever increases there are in what people are being paid, the
less unit labor costs are going to go up.

Representative Saxton. This certainly mitigates against worries
about inflation, doesn't it?

Ms. Abraham. Increases in productivity, I think, are un-
ambiguously good news.

Representative Saxton. And unambiguously good news and in the
unambiguous notions that you include would be that which we call
inflation, right?

Ms. Abraham. It crosses over into things I am not wholly
comfortable discussing. :

Representative Saxton. I understand, but for purposes of my
discussion and my understanding of the economy, what 1 guess I have
been trying to say here is that wage pressures are not evident. Increases
in wages, pressures and worries, therefore, about inflation do not appear
to be evident. Unit costs, the rate of growth in unit costs, has come
down, and productivity has gone up, all leading one to conclude that
" because we are productive and because costs appear to be trending down,
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that there is no need, therefore, to worry about inflation based on labor
shortages. -

Do you want to respond?
Ms. Abraham. I was treating that as a statement.
Representative Saxton. Thank you.

As you have heard me say before, Commissioner, we on the Joint
Economic Committee (JEC) — and, I believe it is fair to say, many others
who watch the economy closely and try to look in our rear-view mirror
to learn lessons from history, and to look out the windshield to try to
figure out where we are going — we have looked at some long-term
market price indicators to try to look ahead. We have looked -at
commodity prices because we believe that what is happening relative to
commodity prices today probably has something to do with the statistics
that you will collect and evaluate tomorrow. We have looked at
long-term bond yields as well as commodity prices because certainly
trying to figure out what is going to happen down the road when
institutions and people invest, they try to invest at rates that will be
productive in years ahead, and we also look at the value of the dollar,
those three things: the value of the dollar; Treasury bond yields,
long-term bond yields; and commodity prices.

Now, I would like to talk about each of these just for a moment.
Commodity prices over the last five or six years have trended down, and
in 1999, they did burnp up slightly, but they have leveled off again. We
see fairly steep declines in commodity prices up until 1999, and then
there was an increase, but they are still far below, that is, commodity
prices, what they were five years ago, which is certainly encouraging
from trying to figure out what is going on with inflation. The 10-year
Treasury bond price has also had a little tick upward. In fact, it was quite
significant, and now it has trended down, but in spite of the fact it has
ticked upward, it is still far below what it was a decade ago. And the
value of the dollar weighed against other currencies is also in good shape.
So as we look at what may happen in terms of inflation down the road,
we see very little evidence that there is a lot to worry about here.

Do you have any statistics at all that you can reflect on that would
either confirm or disagree with the general statements that I just made
relative to these issues?

Ms. Abraham. I think the statistics that we have in terms of what
the recent history has looked like that are most relevant are statistics from
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our Producer Price Index (PPI) program on what has happened to crude
nonfood materials. Maybe you could just comment briefly on what those
have shown.

Mr. Dalton. As Katharine said, this is the crude materials
component of the Producer Price Index, and it is probably not the same
measure that you are referring to as an index of commodities. Iam not
sure which measure you are using. But in general it is true that if you
exclude energy, looking over the past several years, commodity prices
have declined, and in 1999 they did go up. So we can confirm roughly
what you said about the commodity prices.

Representative Saxton. May I ask you, the figures that I have show
the commodity prices excluding energy did go up during the first half of
1999, but then they leveled out. Is that what you show?

Mr. Dalton. No. For all of 1999, we show this component, which
is crude nonfood materials less energy, going up 13.6 percent.

Ms. Abraham. But you don't have month-by-month data at hand?

Mr. Dalton. Idon't, but I do have the year-over-year for January,
and that is 16.9 percent. Iam not sure that you can say that it is trailing
off.

Ms. Abraham. Ithink we need to get the month-by-month numbers
and provide them for the record.

[Response of Commissioner Abraham to Representative Saxton regarding
commodity prices; chart entitled, “PPI Crude nonfood material less
energy” appears in the Submissions for the Record.]

Representative Saxton. You mentioned energy. May I just pursue
this for a moment? When we talk about the broadest measure of inflation
related to CPI, we include both food and energy prices in the broadest
measure; is that correct?

Ms. Abraham. Right.
Representative Saxton. So when we consider inflation that may be

in the economy today and include energy, it shows that energy has
pushed prices upward significantly. Would that be true?

Ms. Abraham. That is correct. Over the past year as a whole
energy prices have risen quite rapidly, and they have pushed our topside
measures that include energy up.

. Representative Saxton. My constituents can verify that,
particularly those who heat with oil.

63-667 00 -2
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Ms. Abraham. Right.

Representative Saxton. The price of oil climbed from probably
under 80 cents to two dollars this winter, primarily, I suppose, because
of supply and demand. Is that a fair statement?

Ms. Abraham. It seems likely to be what was going on.

Representative Saxton. If one were to worry then about the cost
of production going up because energy prices have increased
significantly, one would have a valid concern.

Ms. Abraham. Right.

Representative Saxton. On the other hand, once again you and I
are looking in the rear-view mirror at what happened in the past, and we
have to therefore to try to project what is going to happen in the
economy, we can't just do that. We have to look ahead at what may
happen in the future, and if the cost of energy increased because of
supply and demand, then it might be useful to try to figure out what is
going to happen to supply and demand in the future relative to what our
economic policies might be as a reaction to that. True?

Ms. Abraham. Mm-hmm.

Representative Saxton. I noticed in the newspaper this morning on
that subject there is an article that says, three oil ministers agree to boost
output. Oil ministers from Saudi Arabia, Venezuela and Mexico said
yesterday that they plan to boost world oil supplies after a scheduled cut
in production expires later this month. I am not certainly an expert in
knowing what that means except that my understanding of the law of
supply and demand says when the supply increases, the price does not
increase, conversely it decreases, and therefore one might expect that the
spike that we have seen in energy prices may be coming to an end. Can
you react to that?

Ms. Abraham. I can't forecast what is likely to happen to energy
prices. Ican say that if you look over the last year, the most inclusive
measure that we have of consumer prices, the Consumer Price Index,
inclusive of food and energy, went up 2.7 percent. Excluding food and
energy from the calculation, and therefore removing the effects of the big
increase in energy prices, the increase in that measure was just 1.9
percent.

Representative Saxton. I am sorry, I didn't quite get that.

Ms. Abraham. The overall CPI went up 2.7 percent over the last
year. The CPI, excluding food and energy, went up by 1.9 percent, so it
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is repeating what we talked about earlier, clearly the case that the run-up
in energy prices has been a significant factor in the overall rate of growth.

Representative Saxton. Sure. We all agree that one of the causes
is that the oil-producing states decided to limit production, therefore
decreasing supply, and the price shot up. Now what I am saying is that
if this newspaper article which is — I will have to call the Secretary of
Energy Bill Richardson because he is quoted here, but it looks like he is
doing a good job. Iknow he has been on the circuit. We now read here
in the opening paragraph, ministers from Saudi Arabia, Venezuela and
Mexico said they are going to increase the supply. That is good news,
good news for the economy, and we can expect that perhaps the other
element in our economy which has been worrisome over the last several
months, energy prices, may be expected to stop the increase.

Now, I just have one other question, and I know that this is a
futuristic question as opposed to evaluation of what has happened in the
economy. We know that the Fed has indicated a bias toward future
interest rate increases apparently because of their worries about inflation.
Now, you and I have talked, or I have talked and you have helped me a
great deal to understand these issues, but while we were talking about
labor costs, I think we both agree that over the last couple of years in
terms of unit labor costs as well as increases in wage — rates of increase
or decrease in wages, that those pressures seem to be either dissipated or
in the process of — we can anticipate that they will be dissipated, and I am
just curious if you have any thoughts as to why the Fed continues to have
a bias toward more interest rate increases.

Ms. Abraham. No, I don't.
Representative Saxton. Ithought that might be your answer.

Well, it is a question that I have. I am not sure that I am worried
significantly about increases in rates of costs of living. Iknow that the
Fed apparently has anticipated, I guess it is fair to say, several more
increases, but based on our studies at the Joint Economic Committee, we
come to a slightly different conclusion. And again, I want to go back and
just say I have complimented over and over again in this forum and in
other places the performance of the Fed under Chairman Greenspan's
leadership. Iam just trying to understand what it is that they see that are
not evident in your statistics and not evident in the indicators of future
inflation that we look at.

So, Commissioner, I don't think I have any further questions at this
point. I want to thank you for being with us today. I am sure that had
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Congress been in session for the last two days, we would have had

several other Members here to ask questions as well. Thank you for

being with us, and we will look forward to seeing you again in the future.
Ms. Abraham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Whereupon, at 10:17 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF
REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, VICE CHAIRMAN
I am pleased to welcome Commissioner Abraham and her
colleagues to this hearing on the monthly employment situation.

Today's report reflects the strong condition of the U.S. economy.
Although employment growth was modest, the percentage of the
population employed - the employment- population ratio - remains at a
record level. The civilian unemployment rate is fluctuating around its
lowest levels since the Nixon Administration. Although employment
gains were soft in February, in the context of the performance of recent
months labor market conditions overall appear to remain quite strong.

The employment data released today are consistent with other data
reflecting strong growth in the economy. Moreover, the expansion of the
economy has been accompanied without an increase in inflation. Both
unemployment and inflation have declined together during this
expansion. This again disproves one of the most mistaken assumptions
in postwar economic policy, the notion of a tradeoff between inflation
and unemployment.

In several previous hearings of the Committee, I have explored this
issue in some detail with Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan. We have
agreed that the Fed's policy of minimizing inflation through informal
inflation targeting has brought significant economic benefits. The Fed's
policy, by bringing down inflation and interest rates, has boosted the
economy and reduced unemployment as well. Those who argued that this
disinflation policy would raise unemployment were proven wrong.

As I have said many times, the thrust of the Fed's monetary policy
has been extremely successful. Although Chairman Greenspan deserves
enormous credit for successfully implementing this policy, the substance
of this policy based in informal inflation targeting also is responsible for
its very positive effects. More focus on the substance of Fed policy would
provide a greater understanding of why this policy has worked so well
and. permit some demystification of monetary policy in general.

However, in recent explanations of changes in monetary policy, the
Fed has moved in recent months to a rationalization drawing from
concerns about economic growth, healthy labor markets, and the stock
market. On the other hand, our research suggests that a focus on
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intermediate market price indicators such as commodity prices, bond
yields, and the value of the dollar together are better signals of potential
future inflation. I am concerned that Fed statements have led the markets
to expect larger adjustments in monetary policy than are justified by the
leading price indicators. In other words, a policy of sustained Fed interest
rate hikes would not be supported by the price data available at this time.
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Inflation and the Unemployment Rate
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Advance copies of this statement are made available to the
press under lock-up conditions with the explicit
understanding that the data are’embargoed until 8:30 a.m.
Eastern Standard Time.

Statement of

Katharine G. Abraham
Commissioner
Bureau of Labor Statistics

before the
Joint Economic Committee
UNITED STATES CONGRESS

Friday, March 3, 2000

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on.the labor market data released this morning.

The unempioyment rate, at 4.1 percent in February,
changed little over the month and has been below 4.2'percent
since last October. A nominal increase of 43,000 in payroll
employment in February followed a large weather-related gain
of 384,000 in January. The average monthly gain for the 2
months (514,000) is about in line with the monthly average
for 1999 (226,000).

In the goods-producing sector of the economy,

construction employment decreased by 26,000 in February.
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This decline followed an exceptionally large increase of
116,000 in January (after seasonal adjustment), which
reflected unusually mild weather during the survey reference
period fof that month. In 1999, the industry added 220,000
jobs, or an average of 18,000 jobs per mpnth.

Manufacturing employment edged up by.5,000 in February.
The nation's factories have added 31,000 jobs over the past
4 months, after Shedding 527,000 jobs from Mafch 1998
through October 1999. Recent gains have been concentrated
among durable goods manufacturers, notably in the electrical
equipment, auto, industrial machinery, and fabricated metals
ipdustries.' While there has been no net job gain among the
producers of nondurable goods in recent months, the downward
trend in employment in nondurable goods manufacturing has
abated somewhat since last August. The factory workweek and
overtime hours each rose by 0.2 hour in February, to 41.9
and 4.8 hours, respectively.

Iﬁ mining, employment in oil and gas extraction
continued to inch up in February. The industry has added
9,000 jobs since August 1999. These gains undoubtedly
reflect the rise in o0il prices that began.earlybin 1999.

Job growth was sluggish throughout most of the service-
producing sector in February. Employment in transportation
and public utilities changed little for the second month in
a row. In transportation, there were small job losses in
both trucking and air transportation in February, and

employment in public utilities continued to drift downward.
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Services employment showed essentially no growth in
February, after seasonal adjustment. This follows a gain of
142,000 jobs'in &anuary, which was slightly above the
average monthly growth'for the industry in i999 (121,000).
Some of the February weakness reflected declines in
industries that héd posted large weather-related increases
in January, such as agricultural services and amusement and
recreation services, but other services industries less
‘prone to unusual seasonal fluctuations also were weak in
February. Employment in business services was essentially
unchanged over the month, compared with its average growth
in 1999 of just under 50,000 jobs per month, and health
services added only 6,000 jobs, about half of its average
monthly gain. Several other services industries, including
social services and legal services, also exhibited weakness
over the month. One notable exception was engineering and
management services, which continued a strong growth trend,
adding 15,000 jobs.

Employment in wholesale trade edged up by 8,000 in‘
February, about half of its qfowth trend in 1999. At the .
retail trade level,.employment'was up by 33,000 over, the
month, slightly un&er its average monthly gain for 1999.
February job increases among depaitment stores (after
seasonal adjustment) andlfurniture stores more than offset a
small decline in eating and drinking places.

Finance, insurance, and real estate added 10,000 jobs,

reversing a loss of 6,000 in January. Within finance, an



employment increase in security brokerages was lgfgely
offset by small losses in a variety of other finance
industries. Federal government employment rose by 20,000 iq
February, with all of the gain due to the hiring of
temporary workers for the upcoming Census.

Average weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory
workers on private nonfarm payrolls edged down by 0.1 hour
over the month to 34.5 hours. Average hourly earnings of
private production or nonsupervisory workers rose by 4 cents
to $13.53; Over the year, average hourly earnings rose by
3.6 percent.

Moving on to the data from our survey of households, as
I mentioned earlier, the unemployment rate was essentially
unchanged in February at 4.1 percent, and it has remained
under 4.2 percent since October 1999. The jobless rates for
adult men, adult women, whites, blacks, and Hispanics showed
little change in February. The rate for teenagers edged up
to 14.1 percent, returning to near its December 1999 level.

The labor force participation rate ticked up a tenth of
a percentage point over the month to a record high level of
67.6 percent, and the employment-population ratio held at a
record high 64.8 percent. The number of persons who held
more than one job totaled 7.7 million (not seasonally
adjusted) in February. These multiple jobholders made up
5.8 percent of the total employed, down slightly from 6.1

percent a year earlier. -



Among persons not in the labor force, there were about
1.3 million individuals (not seasonally adjusted) who were
classified as "marginally attached” to the labor market in
February, about the same as a year ago. These are persons
who want and are available to work and looked for employment
at some point in the past year, but are not &urrently
searching for a job. The number of diécoﬁraqed workers, a
subset of this group who have stopped looking for work
because they believe theii search would be poiqtless, was
262,000 in February (not seasonally adjuéted), also about
the same aé the year-ago level.

In summary, the unemployment rate was little changed at
4.1 percent in February, and payroll emﬁloyment rose
marginally, following a large weather-related gaip in

January.

My colleagues and I now would be qlad to answer your

questions.
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: FEBRUARY 2000

The unemployment rate was little changed in February at 4.1 p the B of Labor Statisti
of the U'S. Department of Labor reported today. Payroll employment edged up by 43,000 following a
large increase in January (384,000). Average hourly eamings increased by 4 cents over the month and
by 3.6 percent over the year.
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Unemployment (Household Survey Data)

Both the number of unemployed persons (5.8 million) and the unemployment rate (4.1 percent) were
about unchanged in February. m)obhsmehubwnbelow42petmtfot5consecuuvemmths

Among the major worker groups, the unemployment rate for g dto 14.1p in
February, about the same level as in December. Unemploymrmofwndxﬂtm(!dpamt) adult
women (3.5 percent), whites (3.6 percent), blacks (7.8 p ), and Hispanics (5.7 p ) were little
changed over the month. (See tables A-1 and A-2.) .

Thenumbaofpmomm!heavdunhborfacewulbomundmpdnul2uulhoanebtuuy.
following a substantial rise in January. The labor force participation rate was 67.6 percent, a record
high. Total employment was about unchanged in February, at 135.4 million (seasonally adjusted). The
anpbymmhnmmo—&emmofdumﬂmmwmdouumm—mmmd
at a record high 64.8 percent. (SeelabhA—l)
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Table A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonaily adjusted
(Numbers in thousands)
Quarterly averages Moathly data Jan.-
Category 1999 1999 | 20004 Feb.
m | v Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | change
HOUSEHOLD DATA Labor force status
Civilian 1abor force.....couccvurncrerernd 139,394 139,8801 140,108} 140,910f 141,165 255
Employ 133,526} 134,153} 134,420] 135,221] 135362 141
Unemp 5,868 5,727 5.688 5,689 5,804 115
Not in labor force.... 68,650 68,780 68,724] 67.872| 67,742 -130
Unemployment rates
Al WOTKETS..evvecvsensnnssnsnsserens 4.2 4.1 a1 a9 4.1 0.1
Adult men..... 35 34 33 33 3.4 B
3.8 3.6 3.6 3.7 35 -2
T 13.8] 13.8 13.8 12.6] 14.1 15
WHRILL....covcenrrieeresanreesssesisnsaneass 37 3.5 35 34 3.6 2
Black 8.2 8.1 7.9 8.2 78 -4
Hispanic onigin.........ceccorevrenseaneened 6.4 6.1 5.9 5.6 5.7 .1
ESTABLISHMENT DATA Employment
pl 128936] 129,606] 129,898] p130,282} p130,325 p43
Goods-producing? 25,194] 25.246] 25,283| p25.419] p25.400 p-19
Construction... 6,270 6,359 6393 p6,509] p6.483 p-26
Manufacturing.... 18,398 18359 18,361] p18,382| pi8387 pS
Service-producing? 103,743| 104,360 104,615] p104,863] p104,925 p62
Retail trade. 22.884] 22922] 22973 p23,008| p23.041 p33
39.172| 39,548} 39,657| p39,799| p39,805 6
20,194] 20274f 20,315] p20,368] p20.381 pl3
Hours of work®
345 34.5 345]  paae] p3as]| pol
a8 417 a6l pa7|  pa19) p2
4.7 4.6 4.6| p4.6| p48 p2
Indexes of aggregate weekly hours (1982=100)
Tota] PAVALE...ccoovvrrecnrssamsssersnees 148.3]  149.1]  1494] p150s] praos]  pos6
Eamings®
si331]  s13.41] s13.44] psi3a9| ps1353| ps0.04
458.64] 462.65| 463.68] ps66.75] pe66.79 p.04

t Beginning in January 2000, houschold data reflect revised population controls used in the

Current Population Survey.

2 Includes other industries, not shown scparately.
3 Data relate to privale production or nonsupervisory workers.

p=preliminary.
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Abom7.7mﬂliwpums(namﬂyldjusted)beldmdnnmejobm&btwy. These

muttiple jobholders represented 5.8 percent of the total employed, down from 6.1 percent in February -
1999. (Sec table A-10.)

Mnnmbuofpasmswbommgimuyamdwdmmchbmfm'inkbnmymbdm
million (not seasonally adjusted). These people wanted and were available to work and had looked for a
jobsomeﬁmeind)epiotnmommTheymnoteounmdasunemployedbecansedwyhadn«aaively
searched for work in the 4 weeks preceding the survey. The ber of di d workers was

262,000 in February, about the same as a year eartier. Dimnigedworkm.a;bwofthemarginauy
attached, were not currently looking for work specifically because they believed no jobs were available
for them. (Sec table A-10.)

This followed a large increase in January that was due in part to bly mild winter weather across
most of the country during the survey reference period. The average job gain for the first 2 months of
this year was 214,000, about in line with the average monthly increase for 1999. (See table B-1.)

hmegood&wodndngm.mu:immnploymwudownby%,mmFebrun-yfollowing
a8 substantial gain (116,000) in January. It is likely that unusually warm weather in the January survey
mfmpaiodlllowedemploymtodehywmewinwihyoﬂ‘s.1'helarge.stemploymemdeclimin
Fehummmdhdnmm-miﬁwhﬂnmiamhﬂmwhrgeimin
January—heavy ion and the s Y, and roofing trades.

Mmufwmringemploymuv{uupbyimnin&bmuymdhuinausedbvy3l.0wsince October.
Factory employment had declined by 527,000 from March 1998 through October 1999. In February, the
largest manufacturing employment gains were in electrical equipment (8,000), motor vehicles (6,000),
and industrial machinery (6,000). In contrast, food products lost 10,000 jobs.

In mining, employment continued to edge up in oil and gas extraction. Since August, the oil and
gas industry has added 9,000 jobs.

hmmmmm.mplwmtmmmmwmwumtﬁumﬂn
in February, following a rise of 142,000 in January. In 1999, monthly job gains in services averaged
121,000. Employment in business services was essentially unchanged over the month; the average
monthly job gain in the industry in 1999 was 47,000. Health services added 6,000 jobs in February,
only about half its average growth. Employment declined in agricultural services and amusement and
Wmmm—wmmﬁnmmwwwwuwpbpmmmm.
hoonmmgjqbgmwﬂwonﬁnnedhengineaingmdmmgcmtmioes. ’

Over the month, job growth in retail trade (33,000) was about in line with its average for the prior
12 months. The largest employment gains in the industry were in department stores, where seasonal
layoffs in February were smaller than usual, and in furniture stores. Wholk le trade employ edged
up by 8,000 over the month, about half its average monthly gain.

Finance, insurance, and real estate added lg.al)jobsinFebmny.‘mmmgnlossofé,Mjobsin
January. Whhinfmme,themlyindumywnddjcbshhhwywubanitymdwmmdixym-
-a@.c(anM).euninninginmmm o
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Employment in transportation and public utilities changed little for thc second consecutive month.
In transportation, job losses occurred in trucking and air p Employ in public utilities -

declined, but communications continued to add jobs.

Within the federal government, an additional 20,000 temporary workers were hired in February for
the decennial census.

Weekly Hours (Establishment Survey Data)

The average workweek for production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payroils
edged down by 0.1 hour in February to 34.5 hours, seasonally adjusted. In manufacturing, both the
average workweek and overtime hours rose by 0.2 hour to 41.9 hours and 4.8 hours, respectively.
(See table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm
payrolls decreased by 0.4 percent to 149.9 (1982=100), seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing index
increased 0.4 percent to 106.7. (See table B-5.)

Hourl 1 Weekly Eamings (Establist s D
Average hourly eamings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls rose
by 4 cents in February to $13.53, Ily adjusted. This followed a gain of 5 cents (as revised) in
- January. Over the month, average weekly earnings were ially unchanged at $466.79, Ily
adjusted. Over the year, average hourly earnings rose by 3.6 p , and average weekly
increased by 3.3 percent. (See table B-3.)

The Employment Situation for March 2000 is scheduled to be released on Friday, April 7, at
8:30 A.M. (EDT).

March 1999 National Benchmarks
In accordance with standard practice, BLS will release nonfarm payroll employment

benchmark revisions with the May data on June 2, 2000. The March 1999 benchmark
level has been finalized and will result in an upward revision of 258,000 to total nonfarm
employment for the March 1999 refé month, an adj of 0.2p

Also concurrent with the release of March 1999 benchmark revisions on June 2, BLS
will begin implementation of a new probability-based sample design for the payroll survey.
Estimates for the wholesale trade major industry division only will incorporate the new
sample design with this release. Further information is available on the Internet
(http://stats.bls.gov/ceshome.htm) or by calling (202) 691-6555.




Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys, the

survey
mcypl'uvldsth:mfcmmnonm:hbufmcmﬂoymmd
unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked HOUSEHOLD
DATA. 1t is a sample survey of sbout 50,000 bouseholds conducted
bylheUSCmsBmfw!heBmoﬂmSmm(Bls)
The survey provides the i ion on the
employment, bours, and eamings of workers on nonfarm payroils that
appears in the B tables, marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This

nonfarm payrolls are those who received pay for any part of the
reference pay period, including persons on paid keave. Persons are
counted in cach job they bold, Hors and eamings data are for private
businesses and relate oaly to production vatmmmepods-

producing sector and pervisory workers in the servi
sector. .
Differences in empk The P
) diff b the and

and dol,

emmmdmvedﬁmthemv:yx Among these are:

information is collected from payroil records by BLS in coop
with State agencies. In June 1999, the sample included about 390,000
establishments employing about 48 million people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month relate to a particular
week or pay period. In the b id survey, the refe

«Theh the self-

yi

These groups are from the survey.
. * The bousehold survey includes people oo unpaid leave among the
week is The i survey does not.

generally the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the month.
In the establishment survey, the reference period is the pay period
including the 12th, which may or may not correspond directly to the
calendar week.

Coverage, definitions, and differences
between surveys

Bom&ddmrwy The sample is selected ¢o reflect the entire
civilian ] population. Based on to a series of
quanommwtmdpbmmwmuchm Isywund
over in a sample is classified as employ

not in the Labor force.

mmmﬁduwummmmmﬂum
employees during the reference week; worked in their own business,
profession, or on their own farm; or worked without pay at least 15
hours in & family business or farm. Peopic are also counted as
employed if they were temporarily absent from their jobs because of
illness, bad weather, vacztion, labor- disputes, or
reasons.

People are classified asunemployed if they meet all of the following
criteria: They had no during the ref week; they
were available for work at that time; and they made speific efforts to
find employment sometime during the 4-week period ending with the
reference week. Persons laid off from a job and expecting recall need
oot be looking for work to be counted as unemployed. The
unemployment data derived from the household survey in no way
depend upon the eligibility for or receipt of unemployment insurance
benefits.

The civilian labor force is the sum of employed and unentployed
persons. Mmdnﬁﬁcduunpbyedamempbydmmh

the labor force. The d rate is the number
& percent of the Labor force. Thelaborfwnpauapmmmuuthg
labor force as a percent of the and the s
population ratio is the employed a3 a percent of the population.

Establishment survey. The sample establishments are drawn
from private nonfs such as {1 offices, and stores,
a3 well as Federal, State, and local go entities. Emple on

= The household survey is limited to workers 16 years of age and older.
The establishment survey is oot Limited by age.

*The survey has oo ication of i because

ivi ed oaly evenif they th job. In
the establishment survey, employees working at moce than ooc job and
lhnmmmthnomp-ymntoddbemwﬂu
each appearance.

Olhud:ﬂumsbawea:thewommndumbuln
“C E from and Payroll
Snrveys. vhchmybeounmdﬁmBLSuponm
Seasonal

Over the course of s year, the size of the nation's labor force and
the levels of empl: and undergo sharp
fluctuations due to such seasonal events as changes in weather,
reduced or expanded production, harvests, major holidays, and the
opening and closing of schools. The effect of such seasonal variation
can be very large; seasonal fluctustions 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
[ h year, theirinft i be elimi
by adjusting the statistics from month to moath. These adjustments
make nonscasonal developments, such as declines in economic
activity or increases in the participation of women in the labor force,
easier to spot. For example, the large number of youth entering the
labor force each June is likely to obscure any other changes that have
taken place relative to May, making it difficult to determine if the
level of economic activity has risen or declined. However, because
Ihe:ﬁeaofnndumﬁmxnm;molmmomymutmwn,the
statistics for the current year can be adj for
change. Insofar as the ] adj is made 1y, the
adjusted figure provides a more useful tool with which to anatyze
changes in economic activity.

In both the household and surveys, most
adjusted series are independently adjusted. However, the adjusted
series for many major estimates, such a3 total payroll employment,

Pl in most major industry divisions, tota] employmers, and
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The hotd and surveys are also affected by

p are d by agg
component series. For example, total unemployment is dcnved by
summing the adjusted series for four major age-sex components; this
differs from the unemployment estimate that would be obtained by
directly adjusting the tocal or by combining the duration, reasons, or
more detailed age categories.

‘The numerical factors used to make the seasonal adjustments are
recalculated twice a year. For the household survey, the factors are
calculated for the January-June period and again for the July-December
period. For the establishment survey, updated factors for scasonal
adjustment are calculated for the May-October period and introduced
along with new benchmarks, and again for the November-April period.
In both surveys, revisions to historical data are made once a year.

Reliability of the estimates
Statistics based on the household and establishrient surveys are

g ervor. errors can occur for many reasons,
mcludmg th: failure to sample a segment of the population, inability
to obtain information for all respondents in the sample, inability or
unwillingness of respondents to provide correct information on a
timely basis, mistakes made by respondents, and errors made in the
collection or processing of dw data.

For le, in the survey, for the most
recent 2 months zre based on substantially incomplete returns; for this
reason, these estimates are labeled preliminary in the tables. It is only
after two successive revisions to a monthly estimate, when nearly all
sample reports have been received, that the estimate is considered final.

Another major source of ling error in the i
survey is the inability to capture, on a timely basu employmenl

y new firms. T for this
ofemploymunyomh(andodummofmr).apmcesskmwn

h

subject to both and error. When a sampl
than the entire population is surveyed, there is a chance that the sample
estimates may differ from the “true” population values they represent.
The cxact difference, or sampling error, varies depending on the
particular sample selected, and this variability is mcasured by the
standard error of the estimate. There is about a 90-percent chance, or
level of confidence, that an estimate based on a sample will differ by
o more than 1.6 standard errors from the “true” population value

as bias is included in the survey’s estimating procedures,
whereby a specified number of jobs is added to the monthly sample-
based change. The size of the monthly bias adjustment is based largely
on past relationships between the sample-based estimates
of employment and the total counts of employment described below.
The sample-based from the survey are
adjusted once a year (on a lagged basis) to universe counts of payroll |

because of sampling ezror. BLS anal are 1} d at
the 90-percent level of confidence.

For example, the confidence interval for the monthly change in total
employment from the houschold survey is on the order of plus or minus

program. The difference between the March sample-based
employment estimates and the March. universe counts.is known as a
benchmark revision, and serves as a rough proxy for total survey error.
MWbmmhllsmmpaucdnns:smmechmﬁmnonof

376,000. S the of total employ by Over the past decade, the benchmark revision for total
100,000 from one month to the next. The 90-percent nonfarm has averaged 0.3 percent, ranging from zero to
interval on the monthly change would range from -276,000 to 476,000 0.7 percent.

(100,000 +/- 376,000). These figures do not mean that the sample wmm“mm

results are off by these magnitudes, but rather that there is about a 90- More are din and

percent chance that the “true” over-the-month change lies within this
interval. Since this range includes values of less than zero, we could
not say with confidence that employment had, in fact, increased. If,
however, the replmed employment rise was half a million, then all of
the values within the 90-percent confidence interval would be greater
than zero. In this case, it is likely (at least a 90-percent chance) that
an employment rise had, in fact, occurred. The 90-percent confidence
interval for the monthly change in unemployment is +/- 258,000, and
for the monthly change in_ the unemployment rate it is +/- .21
percentage point.

&nnblgx,pblishadmhmomhbyal,s. Itis available forSI&(l)pet
issue or $40.00 per year from the U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402. All orders must be prepaid by sending a
check or money order payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or
by chngmg to Mastercard or Visa.

p and E¢ also pi of
sampling ervor. for the houschold survey data published in this
reicase. For unemployment and other labor force categories, these
measures appear in tables 1-B through 1-H of its “Explanatory Notes.”
Measures of the reliability of the data drawn from the

In general, ing many i ot
have lower standard errors (relative to the size of the estimate) than
esumamswhlchmbasedonasuullmlmhaofobsefvmons The
: of is also improved when the dats are cumulated

ovuumsuchuforqumerlylndannual ages. The }

survey and the actual amounts of revision due to bench--

mark adjustments are provided in tables 2-B through 2-G of that
publication.

lnformmmmﬂm:dmewmbem-vnhhumsmsory

mpmupmeeucmllwlmwovelhenﬁlityoﬁhemomh]y
estimates.

upon request.  Voice phone: 203-691-5200;
TDD message refermal phone:  1-800-877-8339.
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Tabde A-1. emmduu—nu-uh—-s-
(Odumbiery in Sowsands)
Employment stalus, sex, and age
Feb. Jan. Fab. Fab. Ot Now, Duc. Jan Fab.
d 2000 2000 i 1990 e 1999 2000 2000
TOTAL
200573 | 2072 | 20080 | 00473 | 20040 208782
force 122 | een | wates | 1901 | meer | 13esm | teatos | o0 | tenes
s "y .t <3 <0 8.0 2.1 o5 <8
Espioyed 13169 | e | oaaese | a0 | o 134,60 1562
o [0 Q9 X 7] 642 643 844 “s “a
) 2894 20% 2973 2208 329 3310 32710 13N 3408
120740 | 038 | 0m | 2000 | 0702 | o7ee | e | 13180 | tanese
[ ) [ s LX) 187 8.73% s s.089 5408
a7 43 a4 4 LX) 41 4 40 a
ot I b fowe asn 15 an | om | ams o @re oA o
CEversly want O 4 48 4 44 4 .29 .7 4252 a3

Men, 16 yoars and over

Chvtan w1 are | wooes | 1nire | 1o02ee | son2es | so03m
‘Civiien labor foroe nmw | reaun a2 | 74800 | 7e7m | raso | 7304 | THaMe
743 742 78.0 748 748 747 78.1 753
Empioyed o0 | 708 N | nas | nm| nw | nse | no
o 08 708 ny ne e ny 22 22
Er D un Y 2008 am
a9 a8 4 40 40 kL) 4t
Men, 20 years and over
Civilan 1w | 2w | o | s | nee | sises | 2
force @7es | e | a7 | i | 30 | e | ose | ns7 | nad
185 a8 78 9 .8 7658 ns 7.0 72
Employes wrw | vw | o | 027 | om | ww | aw am
EMOIOYIOOE-DOPUIMION LR .......c.ere s coeerememomsessnnons| 2 734 737 T4 il 74.0 749 745 748
Agricunes 1953 2054 2231 2282 2227 2303 2308
" s w7 | e | e | e | s | s | eson | s | wm
2016 FX 2880 1 235 2332 332 208
o a0 w a7 as FH] 3 a3 2
Womnen, 18 yeers and over
w7503 | roese | toas7r | wrsey | toades | 10ses7 | wonses | 1msis [ 1oesm
Tosce s | o | e wn? | estoe | e | eews | e
2.9 0 ©2 ©0 ©.0 0.0 ©5 w04
Empioyed 0 | @ | asa | = 1 | e | ee | cw | ew
o 2 575 7.7 $74 7.5 575 578 79 579
2908 28 27 un 270 2008 70 23
e 48 9 a2 44 42 42 49 42 49
' Women, 20 years and over
wzes wases | ee7es | 004 | w0573 | tonms | to0sme
force 08 | 6148 | s | esen | eoms | o | 61 | o5 | s
0.8 6.1 2 0.7 ©.7 ©.7 0.7 o 812
Emgloyed a0 o3 | serer | 5o | sesw | sesma | mreo | sum
[ Y] nr Y3 04 as [ as s a0
Agtodeee ™ ™ 04 -] 00 ™ m o (4]
7452 s | waw | s e | s | anss
230 -1 2308 230 2158 2214 218 2297 s
e 0 as as 2 as s ar as

Both sexss, 18 1o 19 years

Civiflan 0,447 wie 550 win 18307 i
m 7508 s 0.30¢ s

- @ 29 2.1 £2.1 23

L= TS ——— LY 4 410 arse T 1202 1223 72
@0 as “s ol “ “s 8.9

Agricutase 184 ol 1 m 0 =
a1 [ [ 0 s 7008

1,150 A , 1198 1.8 7 1960

“se 18 s "s ms o 128

7 The prputation Agaes 30 nst adjwsed lor semecnsl vasiglion; thasion, idamicsd WOTE: Sapinning & Josyary 2000, oo cfect Mwised Dopuishion compcls uesd » e
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Table A-2. Employment status of the civilian population by race, sex, #ge, and Hispanic origin

(Numbers # housands)

. . Not sessonafly adjustsd B Sessonally adjusted'
Employment status, race, sax, age, and
Hispanic origin

Fob. dan. Feb. Fab. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Fab.
1900 2000 2000 1900 1909 1990 1999 2000 2000

173812 173,886 172491 173,585 173,700 173,821 173812 173,886
116,758 117,154 116,455 116,654 118,703 17.008 1n.ne 117,82
677

67.2 674 675 872 87.2 67.3 618
12,10 112,578 112017 112,548 1261 12,951 13,704 113,64
645 647 649 648 648 650 5.4 65.3
45968 4578 443 4108 4,082 4057 40m 4,187
39 A9 38 as as 3s 34 s

768 7. ) 77.0 ) 77.0 7.3 778
srree | s7.927 57700 | 50,003 58067 | 58221 saa87 | s

142 744 749 747 747 748 2
2,000 2118 1962 1.7 1,894 100 1603 1758
as 5 aa 29 28 20 28 29
50,327 50418 49,855 50,011 50,404 50,335
60.5 0.0 1 80.5 004
4613 42040 | 43.0% aade | cps? | an2
584 508 8.1 582 8.7 506
1,714 1518 1625 1528 1547 1,544
LY EX) 20 3 a

Both sexse, 16 1 19 yesrs

L R — 6.6 6o 7.0 7044 7128 7.108 EAL] 7,099
s2.1 5268 559 56.1 56.0 55.9 56.0 558
5.820 5800 8218 6,302 ez71 8244 €360 621
57 58 92 s 492 9.0 50.0 @8
814 e 3 842 057 864 7R 653
123 2 120 "8 120 122 108 128
“7 155 126 "ne 128 133 124 144
07 w07 e n? n2 109 9.1 104

e | ase 164z | tes0e | w53 | ee2 | ems
o 080 8 68.0 68.0 @9 054 9
15,033 15,164 14,824 15,124 15,187 15204 15.254 154N
.4 «s 0.7 0.9 6.7
135 1378 1,308 1365 1321 1309 1368 1318
83 ‘o2 a3 80 79 82 78
1285 7388 7937 1281 7211 2213 7,306 7440
127 73 7 7268 727 742
.00 &m e0e2 &n7 6767 a8 6910
a7 s s L] 1.7 s 62 69
57 564 418 510 507 547 52
02 79 87 17 70 70 74 LAl
a1z s, 8305 0280 ans 8344
.8 65.9 3 LX) 683 64
75402 T1.745 7.757 7,708 .75 7.805
81.0 819 619 6.4 615 -2
0 507 s<a 534 00 %
70 [N (1] ar 72 [ 1]

0 1001 oS8 w08 900 (3]
n2 3 s 73 s 372 w04
[ o 720 06z 063 ™= 701 738
257 22 2.1 27 287 28 283 208
194 0 04 2683 248 20 243
24 250 a 21 08 284 2.3 p -1 243
25 2ne n2 »3 no 278 240 n»3
w3 250 261 259 230 29 28

See fooictss a2 end of table.
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Table A-2. Employment status of the civilian poputalion by racs, sax, 8ge, snd Hispenic arigin — Continued
Otumbders in Pousance}
Not seesorally acjusted Seasonally adjusted®
Employment status, race, sex, 896, and
Hispanic origin
Feb. Jon Fob. Feb. Oct. o, Dec. Jan, Feb.
1560 2000 2000 1999 1990 1960 1900 2000 2000
HISPANIC ORGIN -
Civlien nms 206 2108 nws | 2 21,047 22,008 2,087 2.x8
Civilan tabor foroe 14,008 181 15197 1520 14800 14887 14,984 15281 15200
X @7 a7 8.0 8.7 67.8 .1 =02 a0
Eployed 12,60 14200 14287 12538 13579 13979 14,008 1% e
popuistion ralo ©s s o4 64 7 o s X
1048 [ L3 [ 30 908 3 o8 ]
12 a2 (Y] as as [X] 59 56 87
'mmm-nn—au-—-mmw because dats K $he “olher (0" UL 88 ot Hreesnted and Hispanics are ncluded
numbers agpear boh whits and biack populstion groups.  Beginning i Janusry 2000, deca refiect
mmunu—uumm-n—um used i the how vey.
Table A-3. Employwment status of the civillan population 25 yesrs and over by
Numbers » ousands)
Mot seasonslly austed Seasonally adjusted®
Fab. Jan Feb. Fab, O, Now. Dec. dan. Feb.
1000 2000 2000 1999 1009 1909 1900 2000 2000
Lass than & high schoot diplome
[ 53] 27005 nae 2112 28240 298 27.908 27378
forcs na 12013 1.6 12219 12201 12152 11,058 11,005 "nom
Pescert of @4 < 25 a5 02 430 Q3 @3 ar
Enployed 10887 1,081 10829 nay 1,600 1547 1.243 1,108 1257
o 88 208 %8 ©3 ©4 ©2 ny »7 ay
100 81 3 01 %00 788 ns ™™ e
[ 79 70 4 [ as 80 68 80
High achool graduaies, no college®
i 57082 s7.708 8740 s7.082 57273 st 57.500 e s7471
Civiian labxs force 37063 747 400 a2 37,000 X3l 7382 E X% £
Percent of poprdation 6.0 C 5.1 8.3 807 €52 649 5. Y
Employed nso 28,100 »nsx2 s B4 38,445 »om 38,305 WM
o a4 s 625 €30 LX) 1 -13 28 02
4% 1518 14711 1312 1208 1220 1201 un 1300
- 40 40 £ s 5 a3 EH] F13 33 1s

Less than » bachelor's degres?
.
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Table A-4. Selected employment Indicators
Gn Sousands)
Not sessonsfly adjustsd Sessonally adfusted
Category
Fod. Jan. Feb. Feb. Oct. . Now. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1060 2000 2000 1969 1909 1999 1999 2000 2000
CHRARACTERISTIC
Total employed, 16 ymars and over 1318 | 137 | 13:ese | 133020 | 133000 | a0 | 12w | 1as22v | 135062
#pouse prasent 4787 43,044 41187 43,077 43208 4273 43283 4051 41535
spouse present 0002 34,004 1843 33,13 33521 33,638 782 34,008 D
Lo LR T O ——— 8,105 an 8228 LAl 8.3%8 a.528 83rs 8,362 8220

17828 18,007 18,340 18,478 18.209 18279
3,000 3,000 3365 3407 3387 3574 6%
1749 1.800 1938 2,049 2000 2,024 2025
1190 1378 1267 1216 21 1320 1344

n Q L3 41 $

122,348 120,067 121,654 121,963 a8 122,023 123,168
19,688 18783 18817 10,902 18,950 19.013 19,394
102837 109,083 103,467 103,810 103,772

944 L oo

861 il 852
101,600 101,329 101,808 102,019 w59 102,858 102,756
8833 8002

2555 8,733 X 8.2 L& ]

n 108 101 108 » o« 74
3208 3425 e 274 1,320 3219 3139
197 1088 1528 1.930 1981 1.893 1.807
1027 LS5 1025 1.012 1,023

B 203 1,032 5
19.849 18.677 18.799 18,651 18.618 18,889 19.031

1% o 2,963 3108 3,157 3,088 2985
1,874 1.900 1807 1,015 1.843 1,801 1,708
1,015 1.101 964 1.013 1013 ol
19.290 18,004 180249 18,089 10,081 18.347 13,408

NOTE: employed but worked only 1 10 34 howrs during the relarance wask ik mesons such as holideys,
duing the sntire relerence week (o reasons such as vacation, Mness, or dustrial - Wness, and bad weathwr. Begining i January 2000, data reliect revised population
dispate. Pan time for AONECONOMIC reasons exchuies PTONS who usualy work full tme: controts used in the household survey.
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Tadle A-S.
Number of
unemployed persons Unemployment rates*
Catagory (n thousands) -
Feb. Jan. Feb Feb. O Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1990 2000 2000 1999 199 1969 1999 2000 2000
CHARACTERISTIC
Totad, 18 years and over awe S.889 S804 44 41 41 LX) 40 4
den, 20 yoars andd over 25 2332 2429 a s 33 33 a3 34
20 yoars ard over 23% 2297 2an as 38 a6 7 s
Both sexes. 16 10 19 years 1,194 1.080 1197 142 138 140 138 126 "
Murigd men, SO resent 1089 M 28 24 22 EA) 22 20 21
women, epouse present ... | o0 s 297 28 25 25 25 28 28
‘Women who maintein tamBies ..o | se2 554 5% [£3 L1 a0 62 62 (8]
Full-time workers 459 4554 4595 43 40 a9 39 W EE
Part-time workers. 120 L2 1t 4 47 49 49 48 9
OCCUPATION
T8 e Lol 1.9 18 1.8 17 18 16
Technical, saies, and 1587 1382 1528 s as s £ a4 37
Pracizion production, G‘. and repas 81 E [ ol 43 40 aa 0 az 42
Operaton, L7 1198 1188 8 [ 62 81 61 61
Faming. forestry, and m e e 28 78 58 &7 58 a7 57
INDUSTRY
Noragneuthuesl privats wags and SEIe1y workers ........ gy} 4578 4539 e 42 a2 a 2 a2
Goods-producing INdusiries ... 1334 1002 1265 a7 as a2 aa PE] .
Mining © " 20 71 50 as ay 28 40
534 494 Se2 T4 67 57 a8 (2] 15
700 654 a2 a 37 a7 36 32 k2]
420 344 b d EE as a7 a8 28 0
340 m ns 43 40 37 s s as
130 3413 3274 42 41 4.1 40 43 a1
2¢ 284 249 n £l 33 10 ar a2z
1443 1427 1467 52 49 53 52 5.1 53
L N I T R —— 1 201 20 24 23 23 21 25 29
Services 1438 1501 138 41 40 a9 38 42 3z
COVOTEDINE WOKBIE e et sersni| 4 o 26 21 20 2 21 22
AGICURLNE] WagR BT SRIRTY WOOKMS e 29 108 140 w08 17 8s 71 50 as
'w--mdnuﬂumm wh sufficien precieion.
2 unemployment data sarvice ocapations ae not svaieble mmhm—ymmmmmmmh
mummmhmmnnmum ‘herssshold survey.
Tadle A-8. Duration of unsmployment
(Numders in thousancs)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally sdjusted
Duration
Feb. Jan. Fab. Feb. oo Now. Owc. Jon. Feb.
1999 2000 2000 1999 1900 1999 1900 2000 2000
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Lasa than S wesks 27 2,085 2517 2585 2543 2801 20820 2,447 2.0
510 14 weeks 1865 2313 1825 181 1,700 1,004 1,754 1004
15 wesks and over 168 1,414 1400 159 1434 1400 1388 1an 27
13 10 26 weeks 864 Ld m 54 ne 728 - o7 (e
27 wesks ed over ol SOR— 88 ™8 L] ns ns 678 L] 708 L
Average (mean) dursation, in weeks 138 125 125 7 122 130 128 122 s
Macien durstion, in T4 8.4 66 a9 L E) 62 89 8.7 [ 3}
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
0.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000
Leas than 3 wesks »no a7 404 Q27 “o S 4S9 453
$10 14 waeks. %3 28 7 3ns N3 ns 27 25
1S weeks and over 36 28 2s a4 208 243 243 22
13 10 26 wesks 132 105 124 128 124 126 122 0 nzy
27 WOBKS B OB s e e smers 124 \[A) 10 130 123 17 122 127 - 103

NOTE: Beginning in Janusry 2000, duta reflect ravieed poprdation controls used in the
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Tabie A-7. Rsason for unemploymant
(Numbers in thousands}
Not seasonally adjusted . Seasonally acfusted
Reason
Fab. Jan. Feb. Fab. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan Feb.
1999 2000 2000 1999 1999 1900 1999 2000 2000
aist @ 3,020 am 2518 240 2401 2417 2616
1,159 1168 1134 834 002 851 795 7 [
1993 1837 1,295 1887 1716 1642 1,806 1738 1778
1,900 1228 128 [ ) ") (4] (W) ")
™m ste ) 3] ) [0 ) )
785 821 s 778 750
2982 2,082 2,087 2,000 1,968 1938 2,008 2,08 1975
7 498 s a5 3 ES] 87
480 a5 as “9 a7 4as 20 as a6
177 126 102 1 139 148 119 120 e
204 209 04 308 208 286 281 208 310
"ne 122 125 124 s 143 144 128 12
n2 2o n2 s o n7 338 s9 44
71 5.4 57 82 [X] 85 79 (X3 67
23 22 22 20 18 7 19
k3 E) L] 5 . L] 5
18 185 15 15 14 15 14
3 2 3 4 3 E] 3
1 Not avaiisble. househokd survey.
NOTE: Baginning in January 2000, data reflect revised poputation controls used in the
Table A-8. Range of of tabor
(Percert)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
Measure
Feb. Jan Feb. Feab. Oct. Nov, Osc. Jan. Feb.
1909 2000 2000 1099 1990 1900 1999 2000 2000
U-1 Parsons unempioyed 15 weeks or IONQer, &3 & percent of the civiien
fabor force 12 0 1.0 1 10 1.0 10 10 9
U-2 Job (088rs 8nd pcsons who completed tmporary jobs, 83 & percent of the
ivilian lebor toroe 23 22 22 20 18 .. .7 18 .9
U3 Total unempioyed, as 8 percent of the civiltan tebor force
a7 45 4 4 a“ 4 a 40 a
[T 23 2 parcent of the civiian
\abor force phes workers Y a8 .8 M (&3} (&} [} M (&1
U5 Tatal unemployed, phus discouraged workers, phu afl other marginally
sttached workers, &3 & percent of the-civilian lsbor force phus et marginally
86 53 53 ) (43} M (U} M M
pus s total employed
pan time for a3 8 percent of the foroe phus
o1 marginally attached workers o2 72 76 M (&3} (A4} ) (&3] )
1 Not avalable.
NOTE: This




37

- HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-9. Unempioyed persons by sex and age, seasonslly acjusied
Number of
unemgioyed persons Unemployment rates'
Age and sex (n thousands)
Fetr. Jan. Feb. Feb. Oa Nov. Dec. Jan Feab.
. 1999 2000 2000 1999 1990 1999. 1999 2000 2000
6,108 s 5,804 a4 41 4 I3} a0
2119 2207 102 100 100 o8 93
1,194 1,000 1197 1“2 128 "o ns 126
528 <2 158 159 185 s o
54 Ed 653 130 124 123 2.1 14
1.088 1059 101 27 77 7.7 74 7.4
3830 3,520 33 0 a0 1 0
ax0 089 2997 4 an au 30 13 30
94 848 29 27 28 27 28 10
2,048 a2 43 4.1 40 40 bX] 41
1197 1,150 1236 103 104 102 0.6 - 97 103
613 61 149 "2 s 152 o 155
274 248 312 8o 158 189 77 3 173
381 ) %7 19 132 ne s 0z 19
537 4 78 82 75 78 12 73
2,010 1.800 1881 az 29 28 28 28 29
1714 1.552 1574 22 a0 29 28 29 29
20 ] 29 28 26 25 25 28
2878 2743 2683 4 a2 42 41 42
1,085 1032 10.0 96 98 89 8.9
546 “7 505 134 134 130 122 "
252 219 2 155 183 18 15 1z
293 213 26 120 e 108 105 (1]
519 sz 528 79 12 78 70 76
1.820 1778 1659 34 2 s 32 32
1,622 1597 1424 as a2 33 32 33
217 s 28 28 26 29 n
1 Unsmployment 23 8 percen: of the civiliarn tabor Sorce. household survey.
NOTE: Baginning in January 2000, dats refiect revised poputation controts used in he
Table A-10. Persons not in the tabor torcs and muttiple jobhoiders by sex, not sessonally adjusted
(Numbers in thousands) .
Total Sen Women
Category
1990 2000 199% 2000 1999 2000
NOT IN THE LABOR FORCE
Totat ot i the Ba0r (Gr0s .... 83,871 63,723 25.562 852 43,100 43200
Porsons who Curently War & job —.......—. 4709 4 1878 1743 2825 2608
work and 0 work now' 1z 1213 £ 77 2] es?
Reason not cutently looking:
Discouragement over job prospects?. mn 282 170 159 100 100
J 1,008 1011 22 an 86 S04
8,044 s 264 4037 37800 608
[X] s8 [X] 57 6.1 59
4,396 427 2551 2485 1,845 1802
1763 1.002 578 an 1187 1434
e 20 It 191 102 109
1563 1547 L] 900 (] [~

‘which FeRscn for NOnperticeEtion was not determined.
“ PErsons who work pan e on Iew prtasy ob and full tme on thesr

‘secondary job(s).

not shown

0 the household survey.

separately. N
in Janury 2000, data reflect revieed population Cortrots vaed
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Tabile 5-1. Empioysss on nontarm payrolls by indusiry
(in thousands)

Not seasonally acjusted Seasonally acjusted

1990 | 1990 | 2000P | 2000 | 1990 | 1999

g
G

Dec.
1999 1999
128.782| 127,730} 129,332] 129.580| 126,808| 130,262
100,320 108,589

108.096| 107,678| 109,095 ¥ 1 100,914] 100,944
24.787| 25.329| 25198 25257| 25.263] 25.419] 25400
520 553 527 529 5%
478 50 48 49 48 48 48
792 [.d a2 82 82 80 Wl
201.9 308, 2% 208 b4 292 - od
101.2] 100 109 108 108] 108 100
6238 6314] 6300 633 650 6483

13962] 1428] 1.445] 1,650 1475] 1475
755.4/ 869 88t 870 902 o
34232 3945 4008] 4009 41%2] 4124

-
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2297
2870
656
89
[
2420
2522
072
1222
)
20357 20872 20282] 20,688 202397| 20269| 20315 20.368] 20381
2612] 2713] 2843 2,668
Federal, except Postal Serdice .............. .| 18240| 1,7827{ 1,7802] 1.8096] 1834] 1.780| +.780] 1.780] t800f 1819
4765| 4814 4827] 4g70] a12| 47| 47| 477 ATX
20671 19078| 20m2]  1941] 1980] 1987] 108 1967| r0&2
Other SIS QOVMMONA ——.c.cecorsmce 27070} 2.7388) 2743 2747.7] 2720| 2782 2782] 2781] 2700| 2768
12895| 13.181] 12908] 13.187] 12.67] 12872 12,940 12.975| 12,985
15200] 7888 75270] 70012] Tam] 7a30s| 78| 7381] 70%e8| 7363
Other 1ocal QOVermment ......... £.3679| 5491.9| s.4802| 54884 8587 557 s607| 5812
7 Thess serias are not published because the 2 inchudes other industries, not shown separataly.
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ruqudemamm’mmmmnm

Not sessonally ackesied acfustéd
Indusiry Foo. | Ooc. | dan. | Fen. | Fab. | oct | Mov. | Dec. | den | .Fen.
: 1999 | 1999 | 20000 | 20000 | 1990 | 1990 | 1999 | 1999 | 20000 | 20000
243 | 346 | 344 | 342 | 348 | 345 | 345 | 345 | 48 [ us
Goods w0s | 45 | 408 | 409 [ 0| a1 | @3 | w08 | @2 | 44
Mining 27 | 444 | 404 | @3 | 430 | 4e1 | 42 | mu2 | 450 | w8
c 380 | 387 | 333 | 386 | 202 | 391 | 400 | 389 | 34 | %99
3| as | ws | as | e8| e | @7 | 6| @z | @9
a8 | a8 | 48
e | @3 | o4
] a| o
w09 | a1 | o
w00 | w2 | 43
as | a7 | as
w4 | ms | wms
455 | 452 | 457
a9 | 22 | es
@2 | @5 | <
a2 | @3 | «s
@3 | as |
s | 452 | a5y
as | w2 | a2
309 | 4 | 25
9 | «09 | a0
a5 | aa | a8
e | s | a2
as | a0 | «3
a2 | w9 | a8
574 | w6 | m1s
o2 | o2 | as
=2 | w3 | 2
Ql | €0 | w2
@ @) @
@3 | as | as
%8 | ws | 380
%o | mo0 | w8
sas | .s | ses
ss | ;6 | sss
21 | 22 | 21
@ @ @




ESTABUSHMENT DATA ESTABLISNMENT DATA
Table 8-3. Average hourty end weskly o o y workars! on privels peyvolls by industry
Average hourty eamings Average wesldy earmings
Industry Fab. Dec. Jan, Fab. Dec.
1990 1999 20000 | 20009 1990
LC T pa—— i XN N IRV AN YT N Y $400.08
adusted 1308 134 1349 1353 48368
Goods- 1448 15.00 15.04 15,04 2824
Mining 17.08 1743 1728 17.18 760.57
[ 16.86 7 175 (12 674.15
1“2 1419 14.98 03
1473 1“n 1470 634.08
1nes 168 184 e
11.46 1.4 1.44 .o
14.00 1397 1398 006.20
1619 1620 16.19 733.41
19.18 1920 017 081.38
1370 1368 1363 55552 | so1se
1538 1538 1598 68355
1870 17 1372 64450 | 580.08
187 18.84 18.62 7025 | sea2
1920 1907 19.07 7895 | 20
14.40 1437 14.43 5788 | 612.00
1"s? 158 158 w3 | 4.0
1341 13,40 139 82520 | 557.08
1229 1224 1221 42050 | 521.10
1797 18.16 18.14 75548
1084 1083 1083 45211 | 208
9.03 202 8.98 2265 | 3314 | 354
18.18 16.08 16.0t 71389 | eos2e
1411 1.1 1115 saa08 | s
e 782 17.04 ™ | TN | 448
2183 2165 214 94087 | 93095
1281 1258 1259 §29.17 | sa124
092 098 289 ss583 | snor | seszs
1298 12 RERT] 42500 | 4%034
1594 15.9¢ 159 612.10 | 61050
1491 1808 1458 574.04
925 (1] (X" nos | 28
Finance, ineurance, and real etate .................. 14.55 1475 1498 142 $33.05 551208
Services 1R 1300 1381 1% “en
' See footncte 1, table B-2. . P « prafiminary.
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ESTABUSHMENT DATA | ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Table B-4. Average hourty of y workars! on private nontarm payroits by
industry, sessonally adjusted
Percent
Fo. | Ot | Nov. | Dec | Jan | Feb. change
dustry 1999 1999 1999 1999 2000P { 2000P Jan. 2000-
Feb. 2000
$13.39 | $1340 | $13.44 | $1349 | $1353 03
787 7.88 7871 788 NA. [t<)]
14.97 14.99 15.03 15.10 15.16 K}
17.08 1693 17.01 17.02 17.09 4
1727 17.33 17.42 17.43 17.55 7
14.07 14.08 14.09 1415 14.20 4
1R 13.32 1335 13.42 13.44 A
12.89 12.90 1265 12.98 13.01 2
15.78 15.81 15.94 15.88 15.95 8
14.80 1481 14.88 14.98 14.92 -4
9.18 9.20 226 924 8.29 5
14.72 1“3 1475 14.89 14.85 -3
1355 1355 13.60 13.64 13.68 3
. 2000, the iatest month avaliabla.
The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Eamers Derived by assuming that hours are paid at
and Clerical Workars (CPH-W) is used to defiate this the rate of time and one-hall,

series. N.A. = not available.
3 Change was .1 percent from December 1999 %o P = prafiminary.
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ESTABUSHMENT DATA . ESTABLISHMENT DATA

Tmumuwmmdmumm‘ummmnm
(1982x100)

Not ssesonally acjusied Seasonally acjusted
Industry Fob | Osc. | Jan | Feo | Fab. | Ot | Nov. | Dec | san | Fen
1999 | 1999 | 2000P | 20000 | 1999 | 1999 | 1900 | te99 | 20000 | 2000
Tkl pvate .o | 1032 { 1508 | 1462 | 1460 | 1423 | 1488 | 1492 | 1494 | 1505 | 1499
Goods 102 | nss| 1ms | 1is Jaso| 1ar | nss | nas| nes | 1es
Mining 1| s09] 7| 41| s10| s06| s04| s08| ss5 | s10
[ 1506 | 1705 | 150.4 | 1589 |79 | 1732 | 1790 [ 1745] 1818 | 1008

68.0 647 T4 | N2 605 6.7
1498 1497 | 1485 | 1492 | 1494 | 1495 | 1513 1504
24 N0| WS 24 288

1618 1614 11818 | 1641 | 1644 | 1650 | 1658 1650
122 1.8 | 1349 13&3 1927 [ 1340 | 1347 138
128 118 1313 1338 | 1332 | 1MO0| 18 1338
198 1308 [ 1420 | 1431 | 1433 | 1447 | 1454 1450
1411 1363 | 1398 | 1408 | 139.7 | 1408 | 1409 1%38
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t&u Oiftusion indexss of changs,
{Percent)
Time apen | fw | v | nor [ ey [oame [ oy [ ap [som [0 [ v | 0w

Private nontarm peyrolls, 356 industries!

504 812

619
521

-4
°
2
o
g
E
8
N

s19 | sa0 | 558 | 548 | s29 | &1 | sas
sis| st0| st s12 | s19 | s77

g
444
g
8
8

633 (3] 831 643 643 622 846 642 08.2

er7 673 e 6.7 614 682 673 699 708 na
59.0
0.8

L 60.4
50 | 574 58 P81.0

g
£
4
4

54 6.9 68.7 €9 687
684 %7 73 na ns

615 | 610 | Psao | Pert

. 658 670 65.0 849
573 550 852 574

g
R
B
gess
g
g
g
g
g

6.0 69.9 a7 689
05 697 (7] 7ns3
508

3
g

[..X] €73 8.7
63 6.7 0S5 701 70.1
59.0 5.3 586

rolls, 139 q

488 410 558 514 471 565 488 550 0.7 540
536 581 522 532 511 554 536 a2 812 554
. 504 504 406 468.| 403 453 21 83 09 450
06 446 %3 453 572 38s 428 489 50.7 493
435 511 518 |- 498 532 525 550 507

480 482
578 5638 543 518
442

4
444
H

529 | 504 | 518 | 514 | 525 | 518
854 | 6121 615} 647 | 682 | 51
84| N3| N5 | B3| 7| 281
363 | 448 | 457 | Pe08 | Pa7

483 | 453 | 504 | 498 | 504 s19 | s50{ s43 | s07
540 | 540 | 554 | sa8 | 872 | s79 | se3 | s65 | ss4 | 72
40| 06| 356 | 08| %9 | 20| 2868 | 2608 | 255 | 203
2204 | 205 209 | 317 | P353 | P2




PPI Crude nonfood materials less energyX 4 . RUN DATE: 02/07/00 (NSAAR/SAAR=COMPOUND ANNUAL RATE OF CHG)
IND SEAS 12 M0 CH QTR CHO

SOP 1500 EX INDEX -1 MO CHG- =3 MONTH CHANGES- - = =6 MONTH CHANGES- -

DATE NSA  FACTRS SA NSA SA NSA SA NSAAR SAAR NSA  SA NSAAR SAAR NSA SAAR ’
1998.01 150.5 99.6 151.1 -1.3 -1.6 -2.9 =3.0 -11.1 -11.3 -3.5 -2.7 -6.4 ~-5.3 -3.9

1998.02 150.7 100.1 150.7 0.1 -0.3 -2.3 =-3.0 -9.0 -11.6 ~64.3 ~6.0 -1.4 -7.7 -5.2

1998.03 149.2 100.3  148.7 -1.0 -1.3 -2.2 ~-3.2 -8.4 -12.2 -4.6¢ -6.6 -8.5 -8.9 -6.5 -~11.6
1998.04 1647 .6 100.3 147.2 -1.1 -1.0 -1.9 -2.6 -7.5 '-9.9 -4.8 -5.5 -v.7 -10.6 ~5.6

1998.05 147.2 100.2 1646.9 =0.3 -0.2 -2.3 -2.5 =-9.0 -9.7 ~4.6 =5.5 *-3.% -10.6 =6.7

1998.06 146.6 100.3 146.1 -0.4¢ -0.5 -1.7 -1.7 -6.8 -6.8 -3.9 ~4.9 -7.5 -9.5 -6.9 -9.0
1998.07 1643.8 100.3  143.4 -1.9 -1.8 -2.6 -2.6 -9.9 -9.9 -4.5 -5.1 -7 -9.9 =7.6
1998.08 139.8 100.3 139.4 -2.8 -2.8 -5.0 -5.1 -18.6 -18.9 =7.2 -7.5 -1*X.9 -164.4 -11.2
1998.09 137.9 100.2 137.6 -1.¢ -1.3 -5.9 ~5.8 -21.7 -21.3 =7.6 -7.5 -5:..6 -16.64 -11.6 -16.8
1998.10 133.2 99.8 133.5 -3.4 -3.0 -7.¢ -6.9 -26.6 -24.9 -9.8 -9.3 --18.6 -17.7 -14.1
1998.11 130.2 99.5 130.9 -2.3 -1.9 -6.9 =-6.1 -264.8 -22.2 -11.5 -10.9 21.8 -20.6 -15.6
1998.12 128.1 99.4 128.9 -1.6 -1.5 =7.1 -6.3 -25.5 -23.¢0 -12.6 ~11.8 -23.6 -22.2 ~16.0 ~23.3
1999.01 128.8 99.5 129.4 0.5 0.9 -3.3 -3.1 -12.6 -11.7 -10.4 -9.8 -19.8 -18.6 -14.4
1999.02 130.9 100.0 130.9 1.6 1.2 0.5 0.0 2.2 0.0 -6.4 -6.1 -12.3 -11.8 -13.1
1999.03 129.9 100.2 129.6 -0.8 -1.0 1.4 0.5 5.7 2.2 -5.8 -5.8 -11.3 -11.3 -12.9 -3.3
1999.04 129.1 100.2 128.9 -0.6 -0.5 0.2 -0.¢ 0.9 -1.5 -3.1 -3.¢ -6.1 -6.8 -12.5
1999.05 131.4 100.2 131.1 1.8 1.7 0.6 0.2 1.5 0.6 0.9 0.2 1.9 0.3 -10.7
1999.06 132.2 100.3 131.8 0.6 0.5 1.8 1.7 7.3 7.0 3.2 2.2 6.5 4.6 -9.8 1.9
1999.07 1364.2 100.3 133.7 1.5 1.6 4.0 3.7 16.8 15.7 4.2 3.3 8.6 6.8 =-6.7
199y.08 136.8 100.46 136.2 1.9 1.9 4.1 3.9 17.5 16.5 4.5 6.0 9.2 8.3 -2.1
1999.09 139.1 100.3 138.7 1.7 1.8 5.2 5.2 22.6 22.6 7.1 7.0 16.7 14.5 0.9 18.3
1999.10 1642.5 99.8 142.8 2.6 3.0 6.2 6.8 27.1 30.1 10.¢ 10.8 21.8 22.7 7.0
1999.11 142.8 99.5 143.6 0.2 0.6 4.6 5.4 18.7 23.6 8.7 9.5 18.1 20.0 9.7
1999.12 1645.5 99.3 146.5 1.9 2.0 6.6 5.6 19.7 264.5 10.1 11.2 21.1 23.5 13.6 26.0
2000.01 150.6 99.6 151.2 3.5 3.2 5.7 5.9

26.7 25.7 12.2 13.1 25.9 27.9 16.9

XSEASONALLY ADJUSTED INDEXES FOR THIS SERIES ARE DERIVED FROM SEASONALLY ADJUSTED COMPONENTS. SEASONAL FACTORS FOR THIS SERIES
ARE TMPLICITLY DERIVED AND ARE NOT AVAILABLE IN ADVANCE SINCE THEY ARE PARTLY DETERMINED BY THE CURRENT UNADJUSTED VALU

COMPONENT SERIES. THE APPLICATION OF AN IMPLICIT FACTOR TO AN UNADJUSTED INDEX MAY NOT YIELD THE SEASONALLY ADJUSTED INDEX SHOHN
ON THIS TABLE SINCE BOTH THE UNADJUSTED INDEX AND THE IMPLICIT FACTOR HAVE BEEN ROUNDED.
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