S. HrG. 108402

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: OCTOBER 2003

HEARING

BEFORE THE

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

ONE HUNDRED EIGHTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

NOVEMBER 7, 2003

Printed for the use of the Joint Economic Committee

&R

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
92-506 PDF WASHINGTON : 2004

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512-1800; DC area (202) 512-1800
Fax: (202) 512-2250 Mail: Stop SSOP, Washington, DC 20402-0001



JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

[Created pursuant to Sec. 5(a) of Public Law 304, 79th Congress]

SENATE

ROBERT F. BENNETT, Utah, Chairman
SaM BROWNBACK, Kansas

JEFF SESSIONS, Alabama

JOHN SUNUNU, New Hampshire
LAMAR ALEXANDER, Tennessee

SusaN COLLINS, Maine

JACK REED, Rhode Island

EpwarD M. KENNEDY, Massachusetts
PAUL S. SARBANES, Maryland

JEFF BINGAMAN, New Mexico

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
JIM SAXTON, New Jersey, Vice Chairman
PauL RyaN, Wisconsin

JENNIFER DUNN, Washington

PHIL ENGLISH, Pennsylvania

Apam H. PuTNaM, Florida

RON PAUL, Texas

PETE STARK, California

CAROLYN B. MALONEY, New York
MELVIN L. WaTT, North Carolina
BarON P. HiLL, Indiana

DonNALD B. MARRON, Executive Director and Chief Economist
WENDELL PRIMUS, Minority Staff Director

an



CONTENTS

OPENING STATEMENT OF MEMBERS

Senator Robert F. Bennett, Chairman ............cccoccceevniiiienncnniiinninneie e
Representative Pete Stark, Ranking Minority Member .........ccccovoiininiiiinns

WITNESS

Statement of Hon. Kathleen P. Utgoff, Commissioner, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Accompanied by Kenneth V. Dalton, Associate Commissioner,
Office of Prices and Living Conditions; and John M. Galvin, Associate
Commissioner, Employment and Unemployment Statistics ...........ccccoveieeinn.

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

Prepared statement of Senator Robert F. Bennett, Chairman ...........c.ccoceneie.
Prepared statement of Representative Jim Saxton, Vice Chairman ..................
Prepared Statement of Representative Pete Stark, Ranking Minority Member
Prepared Statement of Commissioner Kathleen P. Utgoff, together with Press
Release No. 03-675, entitled, “The Employment Situation: October 2003,”
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor ...
Re}gponseH(ifl' John M. Galvin, Associate Commissioner, to Representative
ArON Hill ooovriiieiicecee ettt et e

(1T}

29
30

35
60



THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION:
OCTOBER 2003

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2003

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT EcoNOMIC COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-628 of the Dirksen
Senate Office Building, the Honorable Robert Bennett, Chairman of
the Committee, presiding.

Senators present: Senators Bennett, Sessions, Reed and
Sarbanes.

Representatives present: Representatives Saxton, Ryan,
Putnam, Stark and Hill.

Staff present: Donald Marron, Ike Brannon, Jeff Wrase, Colleen
Healy, Melissa Barnson, Chris Frenze, Robert Keleher, Rebecca
Wilder, Wendell Primus, Chad Stone, Daphne Clones-Federing,
Nan Gibson, Josh Shakin, and Rachel Klastorin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman Bennett. The hearing will come to order. Good morn-
ing to all and welcome to today’s employment hearing.

Like virtually every other economic statistic reported in the past
month, the employment numbers released today are definitely good
news for the American worker.

No matter how you cut it, the economy is adding new jobs at a
rapid pace and will likely continue to do so for the foreseeable fu-
ture.

The official payroll statistics indicate that the U.S. economy cre-
ated 126,000 new jobs in the month of October, the third month in
a row that payroll employment rose. The revised numbers now in-
dicate that 125,000 jobs were added in September and that even
August, previously reported as negative, is now considered to have
been positive.

The unemployment rate declined to 6 percent. The household
survey reported that employment increased by an astounding
441,000 in September, and according to the household survey, our
economy has now essentially replaced all of the jobs lost during the
2001 recession, and the number of jobs is now at an all-time high.

Now I understand that we’re going to be talking about payroll
survey numbers. But I want to continue to examine the question
of the disparity between these two surveys.

As I have looked at it, I have found that, historically, they've
been very close together and the divergence began during our re-
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cent economic difficulty. And I would like to talk about why and
what might be done to reconcile these two conflicting messages.

I believe that today’s employment numbers, along with the steep
drop in new jobless claims and the large increases in productivity
and output, indicate quite clearly that the U.S. economy is return-
ing to a period of strong growth.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics reported yesterday that produc-
tifvity grew at an annual rate of 8.1 percent in the third quarter
of 2003.

Now some of my colleagues tend to gnash their teeth at the high
productivity growth of late, lamenting that firms are learning how
to do without workers. However, our experience over 30 years tells
us that periods of rapid increases in the productivity capacity of
our economy are almost always accompanied by low unemploy-
ment.

Increasing the standard of living and employment at the same
time requires healthy productivity growth.

Now 1t’s too easy for the party in power to take the blame when
the economy slows. And for that reason, it is all too tempting to
take all the credit when things turn around.

I'm sure there are some who will insist that today’s numbers are
a consequence of Arnold Schwarzeneggar’s having won in Cali-
fornia.

[Laughter.]

But in reality, the government holds little sway over the business
cycle, despite what some may think or desire.

Our economy floundered in the middle of the year 2000, in large
part, due to a hang-over from the high-tech boom, likely abetted by
a rise in interest rates. The stagnant economy was prolonged by
the 9/11 disaster, resultant uncertainties in the Middle East, high
energy prices, and various scandals in financial markets.

That our economy steadily expanded in the face of so many po-
tentially calamitous events in succession is a testament to the abil-
ity and dedication of the American worker, as well as to our eco-
nomic system.

This is not to say that government cannot spur the economy. I'm
one who believes that the Bush tax cut enacted in 2001 undoubt-
edly softened the blow of the events that befell the economy and
served to make the recession shallower than it otherwise would
have been, and that the tax cuts passed this year provided some
needed impetus at the right time.

Dr. Utgoff, it’s always a pleasure to have you visit us, but we es-
pecially enjoy it when you come bearing good news.

So we welcome you to the Joint Economic Committee and look
forward to hearing your testimony.

Mr. Stark, we’d appreciate hearing from you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Bennett appears in the
Submissions for the Record on page 29.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE PETE STARK,
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Representative Stark. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I find myself in the uncomfortable position of trying to make a
sow’s ear out of a silk purse this morning.



[Laughter.]

You are to be congratulated on the good news. We're not so far
from Halloween, so I watched George the Lesser hop out of an air-
plane in his pilot’s suit and say, “The war’s over.”

I now expect him to put on his pinstripe suit, get out of a lim-
ousine and say, “The Depression is over.”

We'll see if he’s any more accurate on the state of the economy
than he was on the war.

We did create some jobs in the last couple of months. And you
forgot to mention, I think, that the recalculation showed that even
perhaps September’s numbers were better than we had previously
thought. And without switching to the household numbers, it
looked good.

We're still facing a trillion dollars’ worth of debt. We still have
in San Jose, California, and in the Silicon Valley area, for instance,
300,1?00 highly skilled computer workers, programmers, out of
work.

Now, it’s one thing to say—“Great, fellas. You can go and get 20
hours a week at Wal-Mart.” Of course, without benefits and, if Sec-
retary Chao has her way, without union representation. But that’s
what’s happening.

The good jobs aren’t there.

High productivity—you’re saying, yes, they’re making stuff. But
they’re making it in Asia, and then they’re bringing it back here.

It isn’t so much that we're bringing the Indo-American workers
over from India. We're now shipping the whole nine yards, the com-
pany and the factory and the workers, back to India, importing the
stuff here, and our guys are out of work.

And the penultimate area is the South. It should be your terri-

tory.

The Republican owners of the textile mills have figured out that
shipping the textile jobs overseas is closing their plants.

And yes, it gives us cheap T-shirts at Wal-Mart. But it also gives
us pretty cheap jobs.

So we've got still about 9 million unemployed. We've got almost
5 million people who are employed less than full time and would
like to work full time. 45 million people without health insurance,
about 12 or 13 million of which are children.

Half of the people in America are earning less in the aggregate
than the top 1 percent are earning. And if, Mr. Chairman, interest
rates go up, which I think they’ll have to do to refinance the tril-
lion-dollar debt, then the housing market goes in the tank and
we’ve got real problems.

And 'm happy to accord credit for creating these jobs. It’s not
enough. It’s the worst job creation record since Herbert Hoover.
But to not recognize the dangers is what scares me, to not have an
exit plan. We've done that once in a different kind of war.

But to not recognize the danger of this swelling deficit and to
know that it could really destroy the lives of many people if the
real estate market, for instance, tanks, is what’s missing.

Credit where credit is due and, as I say, I hate to be the skunk
at the picnic, but I certainly would like us to be concerned about
the almost 15 million people, 14 million people, who are under- and
unemployed.



Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Representative Stark appears in the
Submissions for the Record on page 30.]

Chairman Bennett. I'm tempted to respond.

Representative Stark. Oh, ¢’mon.

Chairman Bennett. And I shall resist the temptation.

Representative Stark. C’'mon, ¢’'mon.

Chairman Bennett. We're here to hear Commissioner Utgoff.
We can have these debates back and forth, perhaps during the
question period, or maybe even another forum.

Commissioner, we appreciate you being here and look forward to
hearing what you have to say.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. KATHLEEN P. UTGOFF, Ph.D.
COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY KENNETH V.
DALTON, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF PRICES
AND LIVING CONDITIONS; AND JOHN M. GALVIN, ASSOCIATE
COMMISSIONER, EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT STA-
TISTICS

Commissioner Utgoff. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mem-
bers of the Committee. I appreciate this opportunity to comment on
the labor market data we released this morning.

Non-farm payroll employment rose by 126,000 in October, fol-
lowing increases in August and September that totaled 160,000,
after revision.

I would note that the payroll survey estimates for the prior 2
months are always subject to revision as we receive reports from
additional survey respondents. This increase in payroll employment
over the last 3 months contrasts with declines in the February-July
period that averaged 85,000 per month.

Several service industries added jobs in October. Manufacturing
employment continued to decline, although at a slower pace than
earlier in the year. The unemployment rate, at 6.0 percent, was es-
sentially unchanged over the month.

Professional and business services added 43,000 jobs in October,
with gains in many of its component industries. Employment in
temporary help services continued to rise and is up by 150,000
since April.

Employment in private educational services grew by 23,000 in
October. Job gains over the last 3 months have more than offset
declines that occurred in June and July.

Over the year, employment in private education expanded by
56,000. Health care and social assistance added 34,000 jobs, with
noteworthy gains in doctors’ offices and in child daycare services.

In the leisure and hospitality sector, employment in food services
and drinking places rose by 23,000. Job growth in food services has
picked up in recent months; since July, employment has increased
by 57,000. Within retail trade, food stores added 13,000 jobs in Oc-
tober. Employment in food stores was boosted by the hiring of addi-
tional workers in anticipation of strike.

Employment in construction was little changed over the month,
but the industry has added 147,000 jobs since its most recent
trough in February. In October, employment in credit intermedi-
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ation decreased by 10,000, reflecting the decline in mortgage refi-
nancing activity.

Manufacturing job losses continued in October. Declines in the
sector have moderated in recent months, particularly in durable
goods manufacturing. In October, both the factory work week and
overtime were unchanged.

After posting a small increase in September, employment in air
transportation fell in October. Since reaching its most recent peak
@nbMarch, 2001, the industry has lost more than 20 percent of its
jobs.

Average hourly earnings for production or non-supervisory work-
ers, at $15.46, were essentially unchanged in October. Over the
year, average hourly earnings rose by 2.4 percent.

Looking at some of the measures from our survey of households,
the October unemployment rate of 6.0 percent was about the same
as in September. The jobless rates for all the major worker groups
showed little change over the month. About 8.8 million persons
were unemployed, of whom 2.0 million had been without a job for
27 weeks or longer.

Emﬁ)loyment as measured by our household survey rose over the
month.

In summary, non-farm payroll employment rose by 126,000 in
October. Since July, employment is up by 286,000. The unemploy-
ment rate, at 6.0 percent in October, was about unchanged.

Thank you. My colleagues and I would be glad to answer any
questions that you have.

[The prepared statement of Commissioner Utgoff, together with
Press Release No. 03-675, appear in the Submissions for the Record
on page 35.]

Chairman Bennett. Thank you very much.

I do want to get into the question of the disparity between the
household survey and the payroll survey. And I want to make it
clear to everybody that these are not competing surveys from com-
peting think tanks.

This is not Brookings versus Heritage. This is not the Cato Insti-
tute versus the Citizens for Tax Justice, each one going out and
doing its own analysis.

They both come out of BLS. They’re both done by the organiza-
tion over which you preside. And I'm not challenging the validity
of either one, understanding the methodology. But 'm trying to
find out what can be done to change the methodology so that they
come into some kind of coordination between the two.

Because, as I said, historically, they’ve run pretty much together.
They started to diverge around the time of the economic difficulty
we've just gone through, and they tell very different stories.

So it’s to the interest of everybody that we try to understand why
they are diverging, see what can be done to not necessarily bring
them together, but to come up with some kind of understanding of
exactly what is going on.

If I could share with you an example that came out of Bob Wood-
ward’s book on Alan Greenspan, called “Maestro.” I'm not sure how
many people have read it.

But in that work, Woodward records how Chairman Greenspan
became convinced, looking at all of the data, that the way the Fed-
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eral Reserve Board was calculating productivity numbers was
wrong. And he said to the various economists and technicians at
the Fed—“Your productivity number has got to be wrong. Produc-
tivity has got to be going up.”

And they said, “No. Productivity is clearly going down. We are
measuring it in the way that it has always been measured and it
is going down.”

And in a phrase that I have heard the Chairman use often, he
said, “That violates the laws of mathematics. Productivity cannot
be going down and the equation that produces the other numbers
still work because we've got the final number out of the equation
and the other numbers connected to it dictate that productivity has
to be going up.”

And so, in an effort described in the book as an economist’s
version of the Manhattan Project, they went into their methodology
and discovered that the Chairman’s instincts were correct, that
their method of measuring productivity, however time-honored it
may have been, was wrong, and that the overall information with
respect to the economy did indeed dictate that productivity had to
have been going up in the period and they had to change their
ways of measuring it.

Now 1 tell you that because I think it might be instructive here
on this question of the payroll survey versus the household survey.

What are we missing? How can we account for the disparity?

Now I understand that the household survey picks up agricul-
tural jobs which the payroll survey misses. The household survey
picks up the unemployed, which the payroll survey misses. But the
gap is too big to be filled with those two numbers.

If there’s a statistical problem—that is, statistical noise in one or
the other of surveys, or both—we ought to do what we can to try
to fix that. We ought to do what we can to try to eliminate that
noise.

Some have suggested as they’'ve looked at this that the gap is
partly due to immigration. That is, the household survey picks up
illegal aliens who are in the country and working in situations
where they would not be on payrolls.

I think there may be some of that, but that number can’t be
large enough to explain the disparity in the surveys.

A very quick anecdote that I would share with you.

Flying back from Utah this last time, my seatmate on the air-
plane and I got into a conversation. She described her employment
situation. She was one of those software engineers that Congress-
man Stark has talked about who lost her job.

She was flying first-class to Washington on a platinum medallion
status, obviously very much involved. And I said, “What do you do
now?” And she said, “Well, now, after I lost my job working for a
large company, I got together with a few other software engineers.
We formed a small company. We've got a niche that we’re oper-
ating in. I'm earning more money now. I’'m busier now. I'm flying
to Washington every week on a lucrative consulting agreement
with the government and doing far better than I did before.”

But the firm that was formed that she’s involved with now does
not show up in the payroll survey in any way. And she would not
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say that she’s at Wal-Mart selling T-shirts. She’d say that this was
the greatest thing that ever happened to her.

I don’t know how many of those firms there are out there, little
firms that fly under the radar screen of the payroll survey.

And so, just quickly, could we have a discussion about what can
be dgne to try to reconcile the differences between these two sur-
veys?

And once again, I stress—these are not ideological surveys being
pushed by two different think tanks. These are both surveys care-
fully constructed and managed over time by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics which in previous eras did not diverge that much, and
now are diverging a great deal.

Can we discuss this? Have we got any ideas as to which one
comes the closest to telling us what’s really happening in the econ-
omy and what methodology might have to be changed in either or
both to bring them back to a range where you can explain the dif-
ferences between the two of them?

Commissioner Utgoff. Mr. Chairman, first I'd like to point out
that the payroll and the household series have behaved differently.

In the late 1990s, the payroll series grew faster than the house-
hold series. The BLS and the Census Bureau have undertaken a
thorough review of that period to try to explain the differences so
that it might shed some light on the current period.

It’s difficult to understand, but we really couldn’t explain a good
portion of those differences. Some of them were due to the factor
that you talked about, the immigration factor that was under-esti-
mated in a recovery period.

It may in fact be that in a slow labor market, immigration and
new jobs through immigration have been over-estimated.

But I can’t tell you that we can explain all the difference. As you
know, there are different surveys. They measure different things.
But when they're adjusted for that, they still show different pat-
terns since November and we really can’t explain a good deal of
that difference.

Chairman Bennett. Not to inject partisanship into this, but you
understand how the two surveys get used in political oratory, with
some saying that the one survey demonstrates that we’ve got a ter-
rible job market and the other survey demonstrates that we have
replaced all of the jobs that were lost in the recession.

That’s a fairly significant statistical gap that needs to be filled
in some way or another.

I'm glad to hear that you’re working on trying to deal with it and
I look forward to hearing the results of your efforts at some future
time.

Congressman Stark.

Representative Stark. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Commissioner Utgoff, thank you once again for being with us
and I guess thank you for brightening the Republicans’ day.

I did want to ask you just—

Chairman Bennett. Can we at least say that all Americans are
probably happy about this, including a few Democrats?

[Laughter.]

Representative Stark. Well, no. That’s the problem, Mr. Chair-
man.
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As 1 was going to say, at the beginning of the recession, in
March, 2001, correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Representative Stark. I believe there were 132V million peo-
ple employed.

Is that correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

(liiegresentative Stark. And how many people are employed
today”

Commissioner Utgoff. A little over 130 million.

Representative Stark. Two-and-one-half million fewer people
employed. And how many months of job growth at the level we had
last month would it take us to get back to the pre-recession em-
ployment level?

I've got an answer here. Let me make it quickly.

Commissioner Utgoff. OK. I know roughly, but your
answer——

Representative Stark. You tell me first.

Commissioner Utgoff. No, I don’t have that calculation.

{Laughter.]

Representative Stark. I've got 19 months. Is that about right?

Commissioner Utgoff. OK. That’s about right.

Representative Stark. So we've got a long time, Mr. Chairman,
to go before we get back to where we were.

Now, just a little bit off the subject, but not completely.

In my other life, I worry about something obscure called TANF.
And you keep some figures about unemployment among women
who maintain families. And again, what my numbers show is that
while we had 710,000 unemployed women who are maintaining
families back in November of 2001, we’re up now—and we even
went up in October over September—but up to 781,000.

That’s not a big change, but I think those are ballpark figures.

My question is, where we're requiring under TANF women to, or
TANF recipients, most of whom are women, to work 40 hours,
which is kind of an elusive number because there aren’t many 40-
hour jobs, a lot of 37, aren’t we putting pressure on the labor mar-
ket in an area where very fragile families—that’s my editorial de-
scription of women who are working to maintain families—isn’t
that putting pressure on their finding jobs by pushing the welfare
beneficiaries to work longer hours in the private market?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, as the economy improves, it is
likely that employment for all groups will improve, particularly for
groups that are having labor market problems.

That is their best situation, is to have an improved labor market.

Representative Stark. OK. I guess I wish you'd said, if the
economy improves.

But how many jobs—and I know this is an area in which you
would still call this experimental or tentative data. But is it not
correct that whether or not the JOLTS program has been deter-
mined to be accurate and technically correct, that we had fewer
jobs open at the end of August—I think 3 million is the number—
and that prior to that, we had something like 3% million jobs?

Can you give me a little estimate? How many jobs are out there
that are open, and has that gone up or down?
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Commissioner Utgoff. Yes, Mr. Galvin will answer that. He
has the figures.

Representative Stark. OK.

Mr. Galvin. Our JOLTS survey showed about 3 million vacan-
cies in our latest data point, August, 2003. That’s down from about
3.2 million a year earlier.

This is a very short series. We've only been putting it together
since December 2000.

Representative Stark. I'll give you the disclaimer. I know that
this is a very new and tentative figure that you're keeping and I
didn’t mean to—but it’s interesting, and mostly interesting not so
much in the change from 3.0 to 3.3, where, if youre learning,
there’s a learning experience on how to get this.

But the fact that somehow, we've got 9 to 10 million people that
were trying to cram into those 3 million jobs. And that to me is
like trying to pour a quart of milk into an eight-ounce cup.

Something doesn’t fit. If we've got 3 million vacancies out there
and 9 million people, not to count the unemployed, the part-time
employed, we've got a shortage of jobs.

Is that right? Does that make sense?

Mr. Galvin. Well, again, we don’t have much experience with
the relationship between these levels of openings and the relation-
ship of the employment levels.

Representative Stark. But if that’s right, then we’re short 6
million jobs somewhere, roughly.

Right? We've got roughly 10 million people looking, or 9.8, and
you've got roughly 3 million openings, as I look at it—this is hypo-
thetical, but doesn’t that say that we’ve got about three times as
many people unemployed as we have jobs available, if your figures
are right?

Mr. Galvin. That’s the relative size of the numbers. There will
always be some search unemployment, people, when they leave
jobs, will take some time to find other jobs.

Representative Stark. There’s entropy in the system. I under-
stand that.

But I just wanted to get some order of magnitude here. So that
a couple hundred-thousand jobs doesn’t make a real big dent in
that discrepancy of somewhere around 6 million jobs.

And that, Mr. Chairman, is what I was alluding to in my opening
remarks, is that there doesn’t seem to be a program, other than tax
cuts, to deal with the 6 million people, or, if poetic license, 5. But
a big number of people who are looking for work for whom open-
ings don’t exist.

Thank you.

Chairman Bennett. Thank you.

Mr. Ryan.

Representative Ryan. Thank you.

Commissioner, I wanted to go back to the difference between the
two surveys because that, too, is very fascinating to me. A couple
of questions.

Since the household survey counts the self-employed and the
payroll survey seems not to do that, is the payroll survey missing
a significant development in the labor markets? Question number
one.
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Question number two: compared with the results of all the other
indicators we’'ve been getting over the past week—and we’ve gotten
quite a few, and most of them are pretty good—which employment
survey, in your opinion, has been more consistent with other eco-
nomic indicators as they interact with those?

Commissioner Utgoff. The question about self-employment, we
know from the household survey, we know how many people are
self-employed, and you can correct for that in comparing the house-
hold and payroll series.

Self-employment has been up about a half-million, a little more
than half-a-million over the last year. And that accounts for much
of the difference over the last year.

But the difference since November 2001 has been greater than
that when the economy started at the trough of the recession. It’s
more difficult to explain the difference since then.

Representative Ryan. Would self-employment be the largest
piece of the puzzle, so to speak, to explain this anomaly, this huge
divergence between these two indicators, or these two measure-
ments?

Commissioner Utgoff. In the last year, that’s been the most
discrepancy.

Representative Ryan. OK. What about a trend? Or looking at
the other indicators, which one seems to be a little more consistent
with the other indicators?

And do you see a trend emerging now that we have September
and October data, which seem to be moving very much in the same
direction, building momentum? Do you see a trend emerging?

Commissioner Utgoff. The BLS measures current conditions.

Representative Ryan. I know.

Commissioner Utgoff. We don’t really predict what future con-
ditions will be.

Representative Ryan. And you're not willing to take note of
something that looks to be like a trend?

Commissioner Utgoff. There have been 3 months of job in-
creases.

Representative Ryan. OK. Manufacturing—that’s the other
quick question, while I still have some time.

Now the big knock that you hear rhetorically between the payroll
survey and the household survey is it’s really people losing their
jobs in manufacturing and going over to the service sector.

I think that pretty much describes what some people are saying.

Is there evidence of that?, number one. Number two: are the
manufacturing sector employment losses unique to this country, or
is it indicative of a worldwide trend that’s occurring in many coun-
tries around the world where factory employment and manufac-
turing employment is down, perhaps due to productivity?

So is it a unique trend to America or is it a worldwide trend?
And is the claim valid that the difference between these two sur-
veys indicates that people working in higher-paying manufacturing
jobs are losing those jobs and going to service jobs? Whether they're
higher- or lower-paying, we don’t know.

But is there a lot of validity to that claim?



11

Commissioner Utgoff. No, that wouldn’t be correct because the
payroll survey picks up people in both the manufacturing and in
the service industries.

So that a shift would not affect the total numbers.

Representative Ryan. That’s helpful. Thank you.

What about worldwide versus America trends?

Commissioner Utgoff. A decline in manufacturing employment
has been widespread throughout the developed countries.

Representative Ryan. So the decline is worldwide. Is that pret-
ty much a productivity story?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes, the decline in manufacturing em-
ployment for many developed countries is a productivity story.

Representative Ryan. OK. I think that’s all I have.

Chairman Bennett. Senator Reed.

Senator Reed. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Commissioner. How does the current level of non-
farm payroll employment compare to the level at the start of the
recession in March, 2001?

Commissioner Utgoff. It’s roughly 2.4 million jobs.

Senator Reed. Less, today.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Reed. And we've been now about 31 months in declin-
ing jobs.

So today’s news is good news. But the question I think we all
have is, is it sufficient to begin replacing simply the jobs that we've
lost over these last 31 months? Just as importantly, are we poten-
?allx} generating new jobs because of new entrants into the labor

orce?

I think Secretary Snow talked about 200,000 jobs a month, which
is a revision downward of his previous suggestion. We grew about
124,000 jobs this month.

Commissioner Utgoff. 126,000.

Senator Reed. 126,000. So we’re falling short of enough jobs to
begin to basically fill the gap.

Is that correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Reed. So it’s good news. But in context, we've got such
a long way to go to rebuild employment, that we’re not over the
hump yet by any stretch of the imagination, even by Secretary
Snow’s calculations.

Is that accurate?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, Secretary Snow’s calculations
would be that about 200,000 jobs a month is more than is needed
to reduce the unemployment rate. You need about 125,000 to about
150,000 jobs a month to reduce the unemployment rate.

Senator Reed. And we had 126,000 new jobs, so there’s a slight
reduction this month. This month.

Could you comment on the participation rates, the trends, be-
cause information that I have suggests that there is a growing
number of people not participating in the labor force, therefore, not
being counted as unemployed technically, but certainly not with
employment.

Can you comment on that?
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Commissioner Utgoff. Well, participation rates have declined
about 1 percent since the peak of the cycle.

Participation rates tend to weaken during a recession and then
tend to strengthen during the recovery period.

Senator Reed. But as these participation rates strengthen, and
correct me, then you have more people looking for jobs. And essen-
tially, that could be a break on the unemployment rate going down.

Am I correct, as more people enter the force?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, when the economy is at a level
state, an increase in the participation rate will tend to put upward
pressure on the unemployment rate.

But the relationship is if jobs are growing faster than the labor
force is growing, then the unemployment rate will still decline.

And what you see in practice is that during periods of recovery,
employment increases faster than the labor force. And the reverse
in a recession.

And during the late 1990s, for instance, there was a strong in-
(cirease in the participation rate and the unemployment rate went

own

Senator Reed. Do you anticipate that happening in the months
ahead? Do you have any sense of that?

Commissioner Utgoff. No.

Senator Reed. And that’s because you haven’t sampled it or be-
cause the data is unclear, or you don’t do it?

Commissioner Utgoff. The BLS does not make projections.

Senator Reed. Well, again, I think this is good news today. But
the struggle is not over. We have a long way to go to replace 2%
million jobs that were lost in the last 31 months.

And there are still some variables, one of which is the participa-
tion rate, which is unclear yet. You look backwards, but you don’t
look forward.

And so, again, I think we should take some comfort from the
numbers, but not satisfaction that the job is done.

I guess the other question I would raise in terms of—what would
the unemployment rate be if the participation rate had stayed the
same rather than changed?

Would we have had higher unemployment numbers?

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s unclear because the people who
participate in the labor force, you have to ask how many of them
become unemployed and how many of them go straight into em-
ployment.

So you really can’t say what the unemployment rate would be if
the participation rate stayed the same.

Senator Reed. And the final question, the reports of significant
productivity increases, which raises perhaps in my mind—it might
not be accurate in terms of the statistics or the models—sometimes
it’s the result of a replacement of workers by machines, computers,
et cetera.

If productivity grows dramatically, does that take the pressure
off hiring? Does that mean that companies, because of mechaniza-
tion, computerization, new techniques, that they can still have im-
pressive gains in their bottom line without hiring more people?

Commissioner Utgoff. In the short run, productivity can put
downward pressure on jobs.
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But in the long run, productivity increases are what’s needed for
economic growth and for employment growth.

So it’s a question of whether we're talking about the short-run
or the long term.

Senator Reed. How would you define the short run?

Commissioner Utgoff. In the matter of years.

Senator Reed. Years.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Reed. So that there is the possibility, unclear yet, that
because of the significant productivity increases, which might be
driven by capital investment rather than employment, that that
could be another downward pressure on employment.

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s correct.

Senator Reed. Thank you very much, Commissioner. Thank
you.

Chairman Bennett. Mr. Putnam.

Representative Putnam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to follow up on the productivity line. To what degree do
we attribute the gains in productivity to structural changes in the
economy like the continued advances in information technology, the
continued automation of manufacturing?

And to what degree are they more temporal than structural in
that people are fearful of their jobs so that there is some angst and
therefore, this emotional productivity that is derived that is not
sustainable, to what degree are the productivity gains structural
versus temporal?

Commissioner Utgoff. I can’t answer that question. I have no
data to answer that question.

Representative Putnam. We don’t know, then, we don’t have
a good sense then of what is driving these productivity gains.

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, there have been strong increases
in output and it has been suggested that this was due to a heavy
investment in IT technology in the late 1990s.

Representative Putnam. The IT technology has been some-
thing that you and Mr. Greenspan and others have attributed tre-
mendous productivity gains to for a number of years now.

Do you have a sense of how long we can ride that wave? How
long will the IT improvements continue to fuel the productivity?

Is that a long-term structural increase in productivity that will
be with us for some time, or are we on the backside of the IT pro-
ductivity curve and we need to find the next big thing?

Commissioner Utgoff. I really can’t answer that question. But
I would note that business investment has been up.

Representative Putnam. OK. What’s the regional nature—is
there a regional nature to the employment numbers?

And if you would elaborate on who’s winning and who’s losing?
And is there a regional nature to the productivity?

Commissioner Utgoff. We don’t have regional measures on pro-
ductivity. But the changes in employment have been widespread
throughout the country.

Mr. Galvin. T'll search for that.

[Pause.]



14

Representative Putnam. While youre doing that, give me
%{),mensense of the historical unemployment average since World

ar IL,

What is the average unemployment rate in this country in the
post-war economy?

Commissioner Utgoff. Can I get back to you on that?

Representative Putnam. I'm striking out here. Give me this
sense.

There used to be a number that was considered an unemploy-
ment rate that was largely considered full employment.

Has that number shifted over the last several decades?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, for a while unemployment rates in
the area of 5 percent were considered what you would call the nat-
ural rate of unemployment.

The experience in the late 1990s has called that into question.

Representative Putnam. But up until the mid-1990s, that was
largely considered the natural number.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

}?epresentative Putnam. And the unemployment today is
what?

Commissioner Utgoff. 6 percent.

Representative Putnam. 6 percent.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Representative Putnam. So a percent over what, until re-
cently, may have been considered the standard natural unemploy-
ment rate in the country.

Commissioner Utgoff. Right.

Representative Putnam. Thank you. Have you had any luck,
Mr. Galvin?

Mr. Galvin. Well, I've got the unemployment rate with me back
to 1956. I don’t have averages over that period.

You asked for the long-term unemployment average back to
World War II.

Representative Putnam. Well, the 1950s will do. You're still
way beyond my time, so——

[Laughter.]

Mr. Galvin. 1950s, it was in the 4.2 percent vicinity in 1956.

Representative Putnam. OK. And let me go back to the Com-
missioner, if I may, just for a final question.

Does your household survey, and this is something that the
Chairman and Mr. Ryan have gotten into extensively. Do you feel
that it adequately captures independent contractors and the self-
employed and the budding small businesses?

Is it really an adequate model to capture those folks?

Commissioner Utgoff. It does capture those categories of work-
ers.

Representative Putnam. OK. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Bennett. Mr. Hill.

Representative Hill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,
Commissioner, for being here.

I want to get into some of the ways of how you conduct your
household survey.



15

Can you kind of explain how you do it? Do you contract it out?
Do you do it in-house?

Commissioner Utgoff. The Census Bureau.conducts a survey of
households under contract to BLS.

Representative Hill. What kind of questions are you asking?

Commissioner Utgoff. There are a number of questions on the
survey.

Did you search for work in the last 4 weeks? If not, do you want
a job? And it just goes through many categories of labor force sta-
tus.

Representative Hill. And what’s the sample?

Commissioner Utgoff. The sample is about 60,000 households
a month.

Representative Hill. OK. I want to get into what—by the way,
Mr. Chairman, I am encouraged by this data here. I'm one Demo-
crat who hopes that this economy is going to be recovering.

I'm from Indiana. And we've lost a lot of jobs in my District. And
in particular, we've lost a lot of manufacturing jobs.

In your survey, as Congressman Ryan was talking about earlier,
we have had a loss in this last month of manufacturing jobs.

And the question I have for you, do we know what kind of jobs
these are, these manufacturing jobs, that have been lost and we
are continuing to lose?

Commissioner Utgoff. The manufacturing losses have been
throughout subsectors of the manufacturing industry. They have
been, for part of this last 2 years, concentrated in durable goods,
and in other things like textiles.

Representative Hill. OK. The reason why I ask you about how
you conduct your survey, do you ask questions as to what kind of
manufacturing job a person had that they lost?

Commissioner Utgoff. The payroll survey, the other survey,
goes to employers. And they are classified under a system that tells
you what industries they are in so that you can group them and
describe them.

So we don’t ask the people what industries they’re in. We ask the
employers. '

Representative Hill. OK. What I'm trying to get at, Commis-
sioner, is I'm trying to determine whether or not these manufac-
turing jobs are going to come back.

Is there any way when you’re asking your questions, can you de-
termine whether or not there is the possibility—what I'm trying to
get at, are these permanently lost jobs or are they jobs that some
day we can regain?

Do you have any idea when you're asking your questions?

Commissioner Utgoff. The BLS doesn’t project activities in the
future. But I can say that since the 1950s, and even before that,
manufacturing’s share of employment has declined fairly steadily.

Representative Hill. And you said earlier that this is not
unique just to the United States, that this is worldwide.

Commissioner Utgoff. In most developed countries.

Representative Hill. How about non-developed countries?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, in some non-developed countries,
manufacturing has increased.

Representative Hill. Could you cite some of those countries?
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Commissioner Utgoff. We don’t produce information on manu-
facturing or any other jobs in developing countries.

Representative Hill. OK.

Senator Sarbanes. China, obviously, one would think. Just the
man in the street would say China, wouldn’t he?

Representative Hill. Yes, they would.

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, the conventional wisdom and the
anecdotal evidence seems to be that China has had a very large in-
crease in manufacturing jobs.

Senator Sarbanes. Right.

Commissioner Utgoff. But again, we don’t measure those.

Representative Hill. Commissioner, what I'm trying to get a
feel for is these jobs in manufacturing that are being reported lost
every month, I'm trying to get a feel for whether or not they are
ever going to be coming back. Or are they lost forever?

And what I take it, and in your data that you collect, you can’t
make that determination.

Commissioner Utgoff. No, our data is for current and previous
periods.

The long-term trend has been that manufacturing as a share of
employment has gone down.

Representative Hill. OK. Congressman Ryan was also talking
about the shift from manufacturing jobs into the service sector,
that people who have lost their manufacturing job that are now in
the service sector.

Do we have any idea what difference in wages that person is ex-
perience? Is it a decrease in wages? An increase in wages?

Do you ask that question in your surveys?

Mr. Galvin. We do not track on a current basis employees from
one job to another job. We could get you information after the hear-
ing about average salary levels in the service sector versus the
manufacturing sector.

Representative Hill. OK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Response of Mr. John Galvin to Representative Hill appears in
the Submissions for the Record on page 60.]

Chairman Bennett. Senator Sessions.

Senator Sessions. Mr. Chairman, I'll pass.

Chairman Bennett. All right.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator Sarbanes. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner, welcome. It’s nice to see you again.

I want to take just a moment to address the subject you were ad-
dressing with Congressman Putnam on the concept of NAIRU, the
Nonaccelerating Inflation Rate of Unemployment.

A number of people don’t accept that concept, including Alan
Greenspan, who has testified about that at some length.

And the figure has been all over the lot, depending on who’s in-
voking it, and for what purpose. But it’s very clear that in the re-
cent past, we experienced 4 percent unemployment without an in-
flation problem. And that led everyone to sort of revise their views.
And of course, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve spoke at great
length about the marked increase in productivity.
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The Humphrey-Hawkins bill had a 4-percent unemployment
rate. So it was premised on the view that we could get down to that
rate before we encountered an inflation problem.

Everyone said, oh, it can’t be done, and then of course, we did
it.

And I just want to put that into the history bank, as it were, be-
cause the recent past, at least, and earlier times, going back some
number of years, have had unemployment down in the 4-percent
range without an inflation problem.

So if one adopts this concept, and I'm not arguing for adopting
it, I just want to address it—the non-accelerating inflation rate of
unemployment—that would suggest that we could go down to 4
percent and not get an inflation problem.

I just want to add that for the record.

Now I want to address this morning the long-term unemploy-
ment situation, which is an issue I'm quite interested in because
it directly relates to whether we should extend unemployment ben-
efits again, as we have done in previous economic down-turns, and
whether the increase in jobs we see this month is adequate to, in
effect, put that problem on the shelf.

My own strongly held view is that it is not, and I want to try
to walk through this problem with you.

We define the long-term unemployed as those unemployed for
more than 26 weeks and continuing to look for work.

Is that right? ‘

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s right.

Senator Sarbanes. How many such individuals were there in
October?

Commissioner Utgoff. It was about 23 percent of the unem-
ployed, 2 million persons.

Senator Sarbanes. 2 million.

Commissioner Utgoff. A little more than 2 million.

Senator Sarbanes. How many long-term unemployed workers
were there a year ago?

Commissioner Utgoff. 1.7 million.

Senator Sarbanes. So we’ve gone from 1.7 to 2 million unem-
ployed.

hIn ?January of 2001, how many long-term unemployed were
there?

Commissioner Utgoff. 660,000.

Senator Sarbanes. So since January of 2001, we've gone from
660,000 long-term unemployed—people out of work for more than
26 weeks and looking for work—and we’re now at 2 million.

Is that correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

fSenator Sarbanes. So the number has tripled over that period
of time.

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s correct.

Senator Sarbanes. OK. Now, what percentage of the total un-
employed who are looking for work are long-term unemployed
workers?

In other words, if we take the unemployed workers, people look-
ing for work, what percentage of that are long-term unemployed?

Commissioner Utgoff. 23 percent.
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Senator Sarbanes. 23 percent. What was that percentage a
year ago?

Commissioner Utgoff. 20.5 percent.

Senator Sarbanes. So it’s gone from 20.5 percent to 23 percent
since last year.

Is that correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s correct.

Sengtor Sarbanes. Now, historically, that’s a pretty high figure,
isn't it?

Commissioner Utgoff. Relatively, yes.

Senator Sarbanes. And it’s been fairly high over most of this
year, hasn’t it?

What'’s the figure roughly been over the course of this year?

Commissioner Utgoff. It’s been in the low 20s, 22 to 23.

Senator Sarbanes. I've been informed that the last time the fig-
ure of long-term unemployed was this high for such a continuous
period—in other words, 21-, 22-, 23-percent—was 20 years ago, in
1983.

Would that be correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Sarbanes. Now what’s the median duration of unem-
ployment for all unemployed workers?

Commissioner Utgoff. 10.3 weeks.

Senator Sarbanes. The median duration of unemployment for
all unemployéd workers?

Commissioner Utgoff. Is 10.3 weeks.

Senator Sarbanes. You're giving me the median or the aver-
age?

Commissioner Utgoff. I was giving you the median. The aver-
age is 19.1 weeks.

Senator Sarbanes. OK. 19.1 weeks. And how long has it been
above 19 weeks, the average?

Commissioner Utgoff. Since April.

Senator Sarbanes. And am I correct that we have to go back
about 20 years to find comparable figures in terms of the average
duration of unemployed, for all unemployed workers?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Sarbanes. Would you take issue with me if I was to
say that the issue of the long-term unemployed is as serious now
as it has been in 20 years?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes. The percent of the unemployed who
are out of work for 27 weeks or longer has increased and is ap-
proximately the way it was in the early 1980s.

Senator Sarbanes. Mr. Chairman, I've gone through this step
by step because I think it’s very important to understand these fig-
ures.

I still remain very seriously concerned about the condition of the
long-term unemployed. I think we picked up some jobs and I'm
pleased to see that.

The rate has dropped a tenth of a point.

Have you seen any sign that people are coming back into the
labor market? We have this phenomenon, apparently, that when
unemployment goes up, people drop out of the labor market.
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But when they think that employment is picking up again, they
come back into the labor market. As a consequence, the unemploy-
ment rate may in fact go up or not go down markedly, even though
we're picking up jobs because more people are coming back in look-
ing for jobs.

Do you see any signs of that phenomenon?

Commissioner Utgoff. The participation rate tends to weaken
in a recession and then to strengthen in a recovery.

Senator Sarbanes. Right.

Commissioner Utgoff. An increase in the participation rate
might put pressure on the unemployment rate.

But what you can see over the long term, as an economy recov-
ers, that employment increases faster than the labor force. So you
see increasing participation with a declining unemployment rate.

Senator Sarbanes. Right.

Commissioner Utgoff. As we saw in the late 1990s, where the
~ participation rate increased, but the unemployment rate went
down as well.

Senator Sarbanes. Yes. Do you see increases in the participa-
tion rate taking place yet?

Commissioner Utgoff. No, we do not see any increases in the
participation rate.

Senator Sarbanes. Do you anticipate that there would be in-
creases in the participation rate on the basis of past history?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes. I would say that in a recovery pe-
riod, participation rates tend to increase.

Senator Sarbanes. So that the job production you will need in
order to bring down the unemployment rate would be greater in
order to encompass or accommodate an increase in the participa-
tion rate.

Would that be correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Sarbanes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Bennett. Thank you.

Senator Sarbanes. Obviously, as we discuss extending the un-
employment insurance issue, I'll be referring back to these figures.

Chairman Bennett. I understand that and I think it’s a useful
exercise to go through because this recovery, while it looks very
strong in some of the macro numbers, still has some problems con-
nected with it in the areas that you are describing.

Commissioner Utgoff, to continue to flog the same horse because
I want to have as accurate numbers as possible, is it possible that
the productivity rate is overstated, because if the payroll survey is
too low—and we're talking about the gap again—but if the payroll
survey is too low, that would artificially change the equation and
suggest that the productivity number is too high.

Commissioner Utgoff. That’s correct, if the payroll survey were
incorrect.

Chairman Bennett. So if we start to get increased jobs, even
though the productivity number is higher than the GDP number,
wouldn’t that suggest that there has to be some mathematical ad-
justment to the payroll number?

I'm back to the Greenspanesque example of these are all of the
parts of the equation. And typically, you say if productivity is high-
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er than GDP, you're going to lose jobs. And GDP has to be higher
than productivity in order to create new jobs.

But if we’re in a situation where the productivity number is
higher than the GDP number, and we’re still creating jobs, doesn’t
that say that the payroll number has to be adjusted?

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, it would also depend on the hours.

But in general, you need more GDP growth than productivity
growth to create jobs.

Chairman Bennett. Yes. But I'm saying, we've had this last
quarter where the GDP number was 7.2. We've got a productivity
number of 8.1, which would suggest a loss of jobs. And yet, for the
last 3 months, we’ve had an increase in jobs.

Commissioner Utgoff. But that’s for——

Chairman Bennett. A very short period of time. I understand.

Commissioner Utgoff. The quarter that’s covered is before the
job growth began.

This is for the third quarter.

Chairman Bennett. Yes. But the increase in jobs was in Au-
gust, September and October. And that’s the third quarter.

Don’t I have that right?

[Pause.]

It’s July, August, and September. OK. Well, the July increase
was the smallest increase we have. So, OK.

So we have August and September. So all right. So you’re saying,
third quarter, August and September, you've still got to get Octo-
ger’s numbers. And the GDP numbers, you do have October’s num-

ers.

Commissioner Utgoff. No. I'm saying that there was not a com-
plete overlap between the 3 months where employment increased
and the quarter from which productivity and GDP were measured.

Chairman Bennett. So there’s 1-month difference.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Chairman Bennett. Yes, OK.

Senator Sarbanes. On-the-job numbers or on the productivity
and GDP growth numbers?

Commissioner Utgoff. The job numbers are more current than
the GDP and productivity numbers.

Senator Sarbanes. OK. Thank you.

Chairman Bennett. Yes, all right. Jobs fell in July, grew in Au-
gust, September and October.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Chairman Bennett. OK. And August, September and October
are the third quarter.

But you're saying the GDP numbers are lagging? Help me under-
stand this. I thought I had it and then——

Commissioner Utgoff. July, August and September are the
third quarter.

Chairman Bennett. OK. Sure. Sorry about that. All right.

Let’s talk about the manufacturing sector. You said that unem-
ployment—pardon me—employment in manufacturing has been
going down historically now for half a century or so.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Chairman Bennett. Not only in the United States but through-
out the developed world.
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Commissioner Utgoff. It hasn’t been going down consistently.
But what I said was that manufacturing, as a share of total em-
ployment, has been going down steadily since the 1940s or 1950s.

Chairman Bennett. OK. But output has been going up.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes, over that period.

Chairman Bennett. So the long-term trend is that employment
as a share of the economy has been going down while output has
been going up.

I think that’s important to note because the employment has not
been going down because the jobs have been exported. The employ-
ment has been going down in the long-term trend because produc-
tivity has been going up.

And whether it’s robots or computers or simply better manage-
ment, just-in-time inventories, things of that kind, we’ve been con-
tinually as a society squeezing costs out of manufacturing and see-
ing the output go up with fewer and fewer workers.

And of course, long term, that’s a trend we want to encourage.

When I discuss this sometimes with student groups, I say, if you
look at history, at one point in our country, when Thomas Jefferson
was President, agriculture was almost the entire economic activity
of the country, with manufacturing being a very small percentage.

Agriculture has continued to shrink in terms of the amount of
employment in agriculture, and yet, our output in agriculture has
gone up very dramatically as we become more and more efficient
in the way we farm.

And agriculture now as a percentage of jobs is a relatively small
part of the economy. But agriculture, as part of GDP, continues to
be a very significant factor.

And I think it’s a sign of the growth and maturity of an economy
that the same thing that happened to agriculture is now happening
to manufacturing. And it’s becoming a smaller percentage of the
economy, but the overall output continues to go up as we become
more and more efficient.

And when people say, yes, but service jobs are flipping ham-
burgers at McDonald’s, service jobs are writing software for Micro-
soft at six figures a year.

And that is part of the reason why the manufacturing sector con-
tinues to go through the changes that it does.

Do you have any reaction to that?

Commissioner Utgoff. I think your analogy between farming
and manufacturing is a fair one.

Chairman Bennett. Thank you.

Mr. Ryan.

Senator Sarbanes. Do you have any figures, Commissioner,
that verify how much of the loss in manufacturing jobs is because
of the increase in productivity and how much of it is because man-
ufacturing jobs have moved overseas and the products that we used
to produce here are now being produced over there and imported
into the country?

Do you have any analysis on that?

Commissioner Utgoff. No, we don’t have any such analysis.

Senator Sarbanes. So we don’t know how much is from—at
least you don’t know how much is from one cause as opposed to the
other cause.
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Commissioner Utgoff. No.

Chairman Bennett. Mr. Ryan.

Representative Ryan. I was very interested in the last dialog
that the Chairman just had. I want to just go down the same path,
if I could.

Third-quarter growth, July through September, gave us 7.2 per-
cent economic growth. The productivity numbers are from when,
exactly?

Commissioner Utgoff. Same time.

Representative Ryan. Same time, right?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Representative Ryan. OK. So the rule of thumb is you have to
outpace the growth in productivity with GDP to get jobs back in
the economy.

That’s pretty much a general rule of thumb.

Is it not the case at the beginning of an economic expansion that
productivity is typically over-estimated because firms are expand-
ing and they’re working more hours. The denominator and the pro-
ductivity formula is usually under-valued because that’s not being
caught up in the payroll survey or in the other surveys?

Isn’t it the case that, in the beginning of an expansion, you don’t
capture all of the additional jobs or the additional hours worked?
And so, you actually over-estimate productivity in some cases.

Therefore, the required level of economic growth that is needed
to get jobs back into the economy may indeed have to be lower than
what we currently expect.

Is that not typically a trend?

Commissioner Utgoff. We have no evidence about any con-
sistent problem in estimation.

Representative Ryan. OK. Let me ask it this way, then.

When we're measuring productivity, we do output divided by
workers and the hours that they work.

Correct?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Representative Ryan. OK. And when we're seeing that jobs are
increasing, when we have economic growth at a level that appears
to be lower than the level of productivity, that begs a few ques-
tions, does it not, as to whether or not the required level of eco-
nonr}ic growth to get jobs back into this economy is sufficient or
not?

So doesn’t it beg some questions about what really is the produc-
tivity number in this economy, given that the first numbers on pro-
ductivity are so high that you would think that we have to grow
even faster than we are to add jobs. But when we're actually add-
ing, according to the payroll survey, 126,000 jobs to this economy
in this last month, it raises a question about whether in fact, pro-
ductivity growth may not be as high.

I hope that productivity growth is high because that’s very good
for the long-term standard of living for this country. It's good for
wages. It’s good for our standard of living in so many ways.

But my basic question is, is the Greenspan theory playing itself
out here that our productivity numbers may not be as high, given
that we are really producing some jobs now at these rates?
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Commissioner Utgoff. The productivity numbers when we pub-
lish them at first are the best job that we can do with available
information.

I’m not aware of any consistent revisions that would indicate the
pattern that you're talking about.

Representative Ryan. OK. And do you not see any unique be-
havior in these statistics that suggests that? Not a trend, but do
you see anything different?

Mr. Galvin.

Mr. Galvin. Our numbers show from the productivity program,
non-farm business output rose 8.8 percent in the third quarter,
which is slightly higher than what GDP rose in the third quarter.

Representative Ryan. I know it’s not an apples-to-apples kind
of a thing. But it seems that, with the kind of growth rate that
we’re getting in GDP, and the productivity gains—ideally, we want
high GDP and high productivity, which will get us really good jobs,
and a very much higher standard of living.

And it seems that that is exactly what’s occurring right now.
Would that be an accurate statement?

Commissioner Utgoff. Both the economy and the productivity
numbers are growing.

Representative Ryan. All right. Well, I won’t go down this road
any more, but I'd like to talk with you another time about getting
deeper into these statistics to see what the productivity story is, in
fact, and the link between GDP and productivity and what is that
magic intersection of the numbers to produce jobs in this economy?

Commissioner Utgoff. We be happy to answer your questions.

Representative Ryan. Right. Thanks.

Chairman Bennett. Mr. Putnam.

Representative Putnam. Pass, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Bennett. Senator Sessions.

Senator Sessions. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and
it is great to be here.

Certainly, productivity I've always thought was good. And we
definitely believe that increased jobs is good. So when you have
them both, that’s better than the alternative, I think, Mr. Ryan, for
sure.

I was looking at the Reuters article about first-time unemploy-
ment claims, which I think is pretty stunning to me, looking at the
numbers.

They report that initial claims—that is, somebody who’s lost
their job and made their first claim for unemployment—fell in the
week of November 1st, 43,000 to 348,000, which results in, it seems
to me, about a 12-percent decline in first-time claims for unemploy-
ment.

Have you discussed that earlier today?

Commissioner Utgoff. No, I haven’t.

Senator Sessions. Of course, that pays off, does it not, in the
weeks and months to come.

In other words, if a person making those unemployment claims,
they may be on unemployment for months before they get another
job.
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But if you have a net kind of drop, what would you share with
us about that? How do you see those numbers and the importance
of them?

Commissioner Utgoff. To smooth out the series because it has
vlariation in it, you look at the 4-week moving average of the
claims.

That tends to be a leading indicator of the unemployment rate.

Senator Sessions. This is a pretty hard number, is it not? In
the surveys, people can complain about it. But do you have con-
fidence in the accuracy of these reported claims for unemployment
compensation, that seems to me to be a hard number that’s not
much dispute about.

Commissioner Utgoff. Well, the BLS does not collect those
numbers.

Senator Sessions. But they come from states.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Sessions. Who maintain the unemployment compensa-
tion payments.

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes.

Senator Sessions. Well, it seems to me that those numbers are
based on actual checks being paid by the states and ought to be
accurate, and I've heard little dispute about it.

I think that’s good news.

And I won’t beat the dead horse about the good news of produc-
tivity and job increases. That means, it seems to me, at least it
means that something good is happening if you can sustain a 7-per-
cent or more productivity increase and also a nice job increase at
the same time.

Jobs are critical to us, Mr. Chairman, and there are a lot of
things that impact that. We think about them. If we allow energy
prices to continue to soar—we have an energy bill right now that
will allow some things to happen—I think we could contain the cost
of energy increasing productivity.

We have some efforts to reduce litigation costs on American in-
dustl;gy that’s at least double or more than that of the rest of the
world.

We've got environmental costs that we hold very dear. But if
we’re passing laws or regulations that impose environmental costs
that are not producing benefits for the environment, then that is
a burden on our productivity that makes us more difficult to com-
pete in manufacturing around the world.

Fair trade is important. I think we’ve not always been effective
in insisting on fairness in trade.

I'm concerned about immigration. Illegal immigrants are here by
the millions and they take jobs. And the numbers I saw in the
paper today, there were 2.3 million, I believe, immigrants in 2001
and half of those were reported to be illegal.

I don’t know if those numbers are correct or if they're being con-
firmed. But that does take jobs out there.

And of course, the tax burden on private industry is significant.

I am really intensely interested in the job question. I think
Americans need to be able to have a decent job and we need to en-
sure that we take policies that protect that. The unemployment
rate is not extraordinarily high by the worst of times.
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Six percent—I guess it’'s dropped down to six now. That’s still too
high. So we’re concerned about it.

And Mr. Chairman, you've been doing an excellent job with these
hearings. I'm so sorry I was tied up in this Medicare conference
this morning. I'm trying to get some information on that bill, that
I could not be with you.

b We appreciate your leadership and your insight into these num-
ers.

I thank you again and yield my time back.

Chairman Bennett. Thank you. I'm going to turn to Senator
Sarbanes again. But I've just come across some information that I
think would answer a question that the Senator has raised.

This is a report that appeared in The Wall Street Journal on the
20th of October of this year.

“Factory Employment Is Falling Worldwide”, is the headline.
Study of 20 big economies finds 22 million jobs lost. Even China
shows decline.

This is very interesting. Quoting from the article, it says:

Contrary to conventional U.S. beliefs, research found that Amer-
ican manufacturing workers weren’t the biggest losers. The U.S.
lost about 2 million manufacturing jobs in the 1995 to 2002 period,
an 11-percent drop.

Brazil had a 20 percent decline. Japan’s factory workforce shed
16 percent of its jobs, while China’s was down 15 percent.

The Director of Global Economic Research at Alliance, Joseph
Carson, says that the reasons for the declines are similar across
the globe. Gains in technology and competitive pressure have
forced factories to become more efficient, allowing them to boost
output with far fewer workers.

Indeed, even as manufacturing employment declined, said Mr.
Carson, global industrial output rose more than 30 percent.

And here is the chart that shows the countries that lost the most
and the countries that gained the most. I am interested that the
country that gained the most manufacturing employment in the pe-
riod of 1995 to 2002 was Spain, with 24 percent increase, followed
by Canada, with 22 percent increase.

Then the Philippines with 6.9, Taiwan, 4.7, Mexico, 1.1 percent,
Malaysia, 1 percent, the Netherlands, 0.9, Australia, 0.3.

India is the median at zero.

And then the losses start: Italy, France—France lost 1.9, Ger-
many, 5.6, Sweden, 6.9, the United States, 11.3, South Korea, 11.6,
Russia, 11.7, the United Kingdom, 12.4, China, 15.3, Japan, 16.1,
and Brazil, 19.9.

This is a very interesting survey that perhaps challenges conven-
tional wisdom in both parties and in the media at large.

And I will be happy to share the hard copy with Senator Sar-
banes or anyone else who is interested.

Senator Sessions. Mr. Chairman, on that point, it sounds
counter-intuitive, but if we develop new technology so that 90 peo-
ple can do what 100 did the previous year, I'll ask your wisdom on
this. It appears what happens is that those 10 people don’t do noth-
ing. They do something productive. Whereas before, if you could do
it with 90, then they really weren’t productive because the work
could be done for less people.
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And that tends to produce growth in the economy, it appears. I've
never quite understood it, but it surprises me how we continue to
down-size our work force all over America and it’s more productive.
But the net result is our unemployment rates are not exceedingly
high by historical terms.

Chairman Bennett. Well, Senator Sarbanes has pointed out
that the historical number is kind of in the eye of the beholder and
it has historically been all over the place.

Senator Sessions. Well, on the percentage basis of 6
percent——

Chairman Bennett. I was taught in college that 6-percent un-
employment was full employment. And we’ve demonstrated that
that is not true.

I think your point, Senator Sessions, about the people who lose
their jobs don’t do nothing, they go off to some place else, is very
clear.

And I go back to my analogy about what happened in agriculture
and what’s happening in manufacturing.

Senator Sessions. That wrestles with those numbers in manu-
facturing. And then it transfers work to the service sector, which
is sometimes bad for people, that the payment may not be as good
as it had been. And that certainly has occurred.

And some things develop well for them. They do exceptionally
well.

Chairman Bennett. I should, in the spirit of full disclosure,
point out that there are those who dispute the numbers I've just
quoted.

Particularly, and understandably, Jerry Jasinowski, President of
the National Association of Manufacturers, says these numbers are
not right. There are other economists that support them.

But I find it an interesting study that should be part of this con-
versation.

Senator Sarbanes, did you have a second round?

Senator Sarbanes. Mr. Chairman, before Senator Sessions
leaves, I ought to just note that these people who he said lost their
jobs and then went off and did other things, one of the other things
they do is they become part of the long-term unemployed.

So it all depends on the context of your economy.

In January of 2001, we had 660,000 people, long-term unem-
ployed, out of work for 27 weeks or more.

Now we have 2 million. We had 1.7 million a year ago. So that’s
one of the places they go to, regrettably, I might say.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to draw out of the Commissioner
a few more figures before we close out here this morning.

How many people are working part-time for economic reasons?

As I understand, we have 8.8 million unemployed. Is that correct,
what you would categorize as unemployed?

Commissioner Utgoff. Yes, 8.8 million people are characterized
as unemployed.

Senator Sarbanes. All right. Now, how about those working
part-time for economic reasons? How many of them are there?

Commissioner Utgoff. 4.8 million.
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Senator Sarbanes. 4.8 million. And do you have any estimate
on how many have dropped out of the labor force, or what’s a rea-
sonable number that might flow back into the labor force?

Commissioner Utgoff. We do not predict how many people
would come back into the labor force.

Sg)nator Sarbanes. Well, what’s the participation rate right
now?

Commissioner Utgoff. It’s 66.1 percent.

Senator Sarbanes. And what was it 2 or 3 years ago?

Commissioner Utgoff. It’s declined a percentage point since the
peak, March of 2001.

Senator Sarbanes. And a percentage point translates into how
many people?

Commissioner Utgoff. Today about 1.5 million.

Senator Sarbanes. 1.5 million. You calculate a different unem-
ployment figure, as I recall, factoring in all of the various groups
that are left out of the standard unemployment figure.

I know that part-time for economic reasons is one of those. Is
there another category, other categories?

Commissioner Utgoff. There’s another category of discouraged
workers.

Senator Sarbanes. How many of those are there?

Commissioner Utgoff. 239,000.

Senator Sarbanes. What's the unemployment rate when you
take in all categories into account?

Commissioner Utgoff. You mean all the categories that you
talked about? :

We have discouraged plus marginally attached workers. Then
you have the unemployed for part-time.

Senator Sarbanes. Right. If you factor all of that in, what do
you get as the unemployment rate?

Commissioner Utgoff. This is not seasonally adjusted, but it
was 9.5 percent.

Senator Sarbanes. 9.5 percent. Has it been running above 10
percent this year, or is that generally where it’s been?

Commissioner Utgoff. In the last 3 months, it’s not been above
10 percent.

Senator Sarbanes. It’s not been above 10 percent.

Commissioner Utgoff. No.

Senator Sarbanes. OK. Thank you very much.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to put one other question. A number
of years ago, we worked hard, a number of us in the Congress, to
get the BLS new quarters there down at the railroad station.

My question is, has that worked out OK? Are you appropriately
situated in terms of your physical environment?

And second, is the budget you're getting from the OMB and the
Congress adequate to your challenges? Or do you feel that you're
really in any significant way constrained, fiscally constrained in
terms of carrying out your responsibilities?

Commissioner Utgoff. First, the Postal Square building is a
beautiful building and we’re very happy to be there.

As you know, the BLS was scattered throughout town before
that. it’s much better to have everybody in the same building and
the building is a very nice building.
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Senator Sarbanes. OK. Good. It’s close to the Congress, too.

Whether that’s a plus or minus, I don’t know.

[Laughter.]

Commissioner Utgoff. We walk up here.

[Laughter.]

Senator Sarbanes. And what about your budget?

Commissioner Utgoff. Our budget has been adequate. We have
not had any significant decreases in our budget.

Senator Sarbanes. Do you have enough resources to do what -
you have to do?

Commissioner Utgoff. All of us could do more things with more
resources. But we are funded to do the research and data collection
that we have done in the past.

Senator Sarbanes. All right. There aren’t any upgrades and re-
visions in indices or other measuring tools used by the BLS that
you think need to be really addressed that would require some sort
of plus-up in your resources in order to get that done?

We're always confronted with updating the various series that
you use. Where are you on that front?

Commissioner Utgoff. In every one of our surveys and on our
reports, we always see things that we could do to make them bet-
ter, and we have had some new initiatives funded in recent years.
'(Ii‘hat’s adequate to keep us doing the work that we have been

oing.

Senator Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Bennett. Thank you very much. We appreciate your
patience as we wrestle with these issues here on the Committee.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:05 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT, CHAIRMAN

Good morning and welcome to today’s employment hearing. Like virtually every
other economic statistic reported in the past month, the employment numbers re-
leased today are definitely good news for the American worker. No matter how you
cut it, the economy is adding new jobs at a rapid pace and will likely continue to
do so for the foreseeable future.

The official payroll statistics indicate that the U.S. economy created 126,000 new
jobs in the month of October, the third month in it row that payroll employment
rose. The revised numbers now indicate that 125,000 jobs were added in September.
The unemployment rate declined to six percent. :

The household survey reported that employment increased by an astounding
441,000 in September. According to the household survey, our economy has now es-
sentially replaced all of the jobs lost during the 2001 recession and the number of
jobs is now at an all-time high.

I believe that today’s employment numbers, along with the steep drop in new job-
less claims and the large increases in productivity and output, indicate quite clearly
that the U.S. economy is returning to a period of strong growth.

For instance, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reported yesterday that productivity
grew at an annual rate of 8.1 percent in the third quarter of 2003. Some of my col-
leagues tend to gnash their teeth at the high productivity growth of late, lamenting
that firms are learning how to do without workers. However, our experience in the
last 30 years tells us that periods of rapid increases in the productive capacity of
our economy are almost always accompanied by low unemployment. Increasing our
standard of living and employment at the same time requires healthy productivity
growth.

Today’s data remind us again of the ongeing divergence between total employ-
ment as measured by the two surveys conducted by the BLS. While the payroll sur-
vey reports a decline of roughly 750,000 payroll jobs since the end of the recession
in November 2001, the household survey still reports nearly one-and-a-half million
newly employed workers since then. I encourage the BLS to continue researching
this discrepancy and welcome any additional information you might provide us on
this topic. .

It is too easy for the party in power to take the blame when the economy slows,
and for that reason it is all too tempting to try to take all the credit when things
turn around. In reality, government holds little sway over the business cycle, de-
spite what some may think or desire. Our economy floundered in the middle of the
year 2000 in large part due to a hangover from the high-tech boom, likely abetted
by a rise in interest rates. The stagnant economy was prolonged by the 9/11 disaster
and the resultant uncertainties in the Middle East, high energy prices, and the var-
ious scandals in the financial markets. That our economy steadily expanded in the
face of so many potentially calamitous events in succession is a testament to the
ability and dedication of the American worker as well as to our economic system.

-That is not to say that government cannot spur the economy. The Bush tax cuts
enacted in 2001 undoubtedly softened the blow of the events that befell the economy
and served to make the recession shallower than it otherwise would have been, and
the tax cuts passed this year provided some needed impetus at the right time.

Dr. Utgoff, it is always a pleasure having you visit us, but we especially enjoy
it when you come bearing such good news. Welcome to the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, and we look forward to hearing your testimony.

(29)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON,
Vice CHAIRMAN

It is a pleasure to join in welcoming Commissioner Utgoff once again before the
Joint Economic Committee.

Today’s employment report is good news for American workers. Payroll employ-
ment increased 126,000 in October, while the September increase was revised up-
ward to 125,000. October marks the third consecutive increase in payroll employ-
ment after accounting for the revised increase in August. The household measure
of employment increased by 441,000 in October, while the unemployment rate
slipped one-tenth of a percentage point to 6.0 percent. The improvement in the em-
ployment data reported today reflects the progress made in emerging from the eco-
nomic slowdown of recent years.

The economic weakness that began with the bursting of the stock market and
technology bubbles early in 2000, followed by recession, terrorist attacks, and wars,
now appears to be over. Although the economy has shown great resilience in recent
years, the unusual combination of shocks, and the investment-led nature of the eco-
nomic slowdown, made the timing of the recent economic acceleration highly uncer-
tain.

Consecutive declines in business investment had undermined economic growth
since the fourth quarter of 2000. However, data from recent quarters show that in-
vestment and economic growth is on the rebound. The provision of tax relief in 2003,
including the boosting of write-offs for investment, is widely credited for the recent
strength of the economy. The 7.2 percent growth of GDP in the third quarter of 2003
indicates that this policy of tax relief has worked as intended. Recent increases in
both ISM indexes, durable goods orders, and construction show that the economic
expansion is broadly based.

has been noted previously, the best prospect for job growth is created by a
strong economic expansion. As the economy continues to grow as predicted by the
Blue Chip Consensus forecast, it is reasonable to expect sizable employment gains
into the future. Several quarters of healthy economic growth through next year, as
the Consensus forecast suggests, should bring sustained and significant growth in
employment and opportunity for American workers.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE PETE STARK,
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Thank you Chairman Bennett for holding this hearing. I would like to welcome
Commissioner Utgoff and thank her for testifying here today.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ October employment situation continued to paint
a disappointing labor market picture. The unemployment rate was essentially un-
changed at 6.0 percent. And by any meaningful measure, the jobless recovery drags
on. When we need a few hundred thousand jobs a month, only 126,000 payroll jobs
were added in October. Nearly 9 million Americans remain unemployed—with over
2 million out of work for 6 months or more.

This level of job creation, while better than expected, is probably not strong
enough to keep up with the growing labor force, let alone erase the enormous jobs
deficit any time soon. With this rate of job growth, it will still take another 19
months to climb out of the jobs hole we're in. The Democratic staff of the JEC has
estimated that, because the labor force is growing, somewhem between 135,000 and
170,000 jobs per month need to be added to payrolls just to keep the unemployment
rate from rising—that’s only to maintain the status quo, not reduce unemployment.

Treasury Secretary John Snow recently predicted that about 2 million payroll
jobs, or roughly 200,000 jobs per month, would be created over the next 12 months.
This represents a substantial scaling back of expectations from what the Adminis-
tration was predicting earlier this year, and it implicitly concedes that President
I1_3Iush’s record on job creation is going to be the worst of any President since Herbert

oover.

In October, President Bush tied his father’s dubious record as payroll jobs failed
to return to their pre-recession level 31 months after the recession began (Chart 1).
In fact, this is the only administration since Hoover’s with a decline in total payroll
jobs (Chart 2). We are in a deep hole in terms of job creation, and one that is far
worse than in past business cycles (Chart 3). President Bush is presiding over the
most persistent jobs slump since the 1930s, and he will smash—by a wide margin—
};‘hehmodern (post World War II) record for job creation futility currently held by his
ather.
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Indeed, if Secretary Snow’s estimate of 200,000 jobs per month proves to be on
;:)arggt,othe non-farm payroll deficit of 2.4 million jobs will not be erased until Octo-
er 2004.
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Chart 1: An Historic Job Slump
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Chart 2: Bush Economic Record
Only Administration in 70 Years with Decline in
Total Payroll Jobs
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Chart 3: Decline in Total Nonfarm Payrolls in
the Current and Previous Cycles
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN P. UTGOFF, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I appreciate this opportunity to
comment on the labor market data we released this morning.

Non-farm payroll employment rose by 126,000 in October, following increases in
August and September that totaled 160,000, after revision. I would note that the
payroll survey estimates for the prior 2 months are always subject to revision as
we receive reports from additional survey respondents. The increase in payroll em-
ployment over the last 3 months contrasts with declines in the February-July period
that averaged 85,000 per month. Several service industries added jobs in October.
Manufacturing employment continued to decline, although at slower pace than ear-
lier in the year. The unemployment rate, at 6.0 percent, was essentially unchanged
over the month.

Professional and business services added 43,000 jobs in October, with gains in
many of its component industries. Employment in temporary help services contin-
ued to rise and is up by 150,000 since April.

Employment in private educational services grew by 23,000 in October. Job gains
over the last 3 months have more than offset declines that occurred in June and
July. Over the year, employment in private education expanded by 56,000. Health
care and social assistance added 34,000 jobs, with noteworthy gains in doctors, of-
fices and in child day care services.

In the leisure and hospitality sector, employment in food services and drinking
places rose by 23,000. Job growth in food services has picked up in recent months;
since July, employment has increased by 57,000. Within retail trade, food stores
added 13,000 jobs in October. Employment in food stores was boosted by the hiring
of additional workers in anticipation of strikes.

Employment in construction was little changed over the month, but the industry
has added 147,000 jobs since its most recent trough in February. In October, em-
ployment in credit intermediation decreased by 10,000, reflecting the decline in
mortgage refinancing activity.

Manufacturing job losses continued in October (-24,000). Declines in the sector
have moderated in recent months, particularly in durable goods manufacturing. In
October, both the factory workweek and overtime were unchanged.

After posting a small increase in September, employment in air transportation fell
in October. Since reaching its most recent peak in March 2001, the industry has
lost more than 20 percent of its jobs.

Average hourly earnings for production or non-supervisory workers, at $15.46,
were essentially unchanged in October. Over the year, average hourly earnings rose
by 2.4 percent.

Looking at some of the measures from our survey of households, the October un-
employment rate of 6.0 percent was about the same as in September. The jobless
rates for all the major worker groups showed little change over the month. About
8.8 million persons were unemployed, of whom 2.0 million had been without a job
for 27 weeks or longer. Employment as measured by our household survey rose over
the month.

In summary, non-farm payroll employment rose by 126,000 in October. Since July,
employment is up by 286,000. The unemployment rate, at 6.0 percent in October,
was about unchanged.

My colleagues and I would be glad to answer any questions you might have.
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: OCTOBER 2003

Employment rose in October, and the unemployment rate, at 6.0 percent, was essentially unchanged, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor reported today. Nonfarm payroll employment
rose by 126,000 in October, following a similar increase (as revised) in September. Job gains occurredin
several service industries in October. Manufacturing employment continued to decline, but the rate of job
foss has moderated in recent months.

Chart 1. Unemployment rate, seasonally adjusted, Chant 2. Nonfarm payroll employment, seasonally adjusted,
Percant November 2000 - October 2003 Miflont. Novernber 2000 - October 2003
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The unemployment rate, 6.0 p , and the number of ployed persons, 8.8 million, were essen-

tially unchanged in October. Unemployment rates for the major worker groups—adult men (5.6 percent),
adult women (5.2 percent), teenagers (17.1 percent), whites (5.1 percent), blacks (11.5 percent), and
Hispanics or Latinos (7.2 percent)—also were little changed. The unemployment rate for Asians was

6.1 percent, not seasonally adjusted. (See tables A-1, A-2, and A-3.)

In October, 2.0 million unemployed persons had been looking for work for 27 weeks or longer, about
the sarne Jevel as in September. They repr d 23.0 percent of the total unemployed. (See table A-9.)

Total Employment and the Labor Eorce (Household ey Data

Total employment increased by 441,000 in October to 138.0 million, seasonally adjusted. The employ-
ment-population ratio edged up to 62.2 percent. The civilian labor force was little changed at 146.8 million,
while the labor force participation rate remained at 66.1 percent. (See table A-1.) ‘
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Table A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonally adjusted

{Numbers in thousands)
Quarterly averages Monthly data Sept.-
Category 2003 2003 Oct.
n [ m Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | change
) HOUSEHOLD DATA . Labor force status
Civilian labor force 146,685| 146,539] 146,530{" 146,545] 146,793} 248
Employment.......cocceiiieiviniiinienearenniins 137,638| 137,559 137,625 137,573 138,014 441
Unemployment 9,047 8,980 8,905 8,973 8,779 -194
Not in labor force..........coceiviiiinnniiann 74,090 74,974 74,977 75,234 75,246 12
Unemployment rates
Al workers 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.0 -0.1
Adult men 59 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.6 -1
AU WOMEN..c.oeeeecneiriiirecansinieniies 5.1 52 52 53 52 1
Teenagers. 18.6 __I 7.5 16.6 17.5 17.1 -4
White 54 54 54 53 S.t -2
Black or African American ........occoooeens 1.2 1.1 10.9 11.2 115 3
Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. 8.0 7.8 7.8 7.5 7.2 -3
ESTABLISHMENT DATA Employment
Nonfarm employment.................ul RPN 129,984 p129,911| 129,881} pl130,006) pl130,132 pl26
Goods-producing ' 22,093 p21,984; 21,9821 p21,969} p21,952 p-17
CONSIIUCHON . vvv v verserncanennnreenins 6,782 p6,823 6,825 p6,841 p6,847 pé
Manufacturing:......ooovveeeieiniennenann 14,744] " p14,596 14,592} pl14,564] pl4,540 p-24
Service-providing ' 107,891 p107,927} 107,899| p108,037] pl08,180 pld3
Retail trade 14981} pl4,973 14,9751 p14,985] p15,015 p30
Professional and business services....... 15,999] p16,080 16,054} p16,124] pl6,167 p43
Education and health services............ 16,498| p16,532 16,541 pl16,569} p16,625 p36
Leisure and hospitality..........cceeeenins ©12,036] p12,053} 12,051} 'pl2,058] pi2,081 p23
GOVETIINENL.....ocveveecienensreserernenees 21,4950 p21,468] 21,470 p21,478] p21,488 _plo
* Hours of work * '
Total Private. . .ecreenrerierenseiaiai e s 337 p337 337 p33.7 p338 p0.1
Manufacturing. 40.2 p40.3 40.2 p40.5 p40.5 po
Overtime 4.0 p4.l 4.1 pd.2 pé.2 p.0
Indexes of aggregate weekly hours (2002=100) :
Total PRVBE. oo orsrseereesoeneon]___ 987 po86|  987] po87] po91] - pos
) Eamings 2
Average hourly earnings, total private.... $15.34] pS15.44f S1545] p$15.45] pS1546 p30.01
Average weekly carnings, total private.......... 517.07] p519.93 520.67} p520.67| pS522.55 pl.88

' Includes other industries, not shown separately.
? Data relate to private production or nonsupervisory workers.

p=preliminary.
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Persons Not in the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

In October, 1.6 million persons were marginally attached to the labor force, 170,000 more than a year
earlier. (Dataare not seasonally adjusted.) These individuals wanted and were available to work and had
looked for a job sometime in the prior 12 months. They were not counted as unemployed, however,
because they did not actively search for work in the 4 weeks preceding the survey. Of the 1.6 million,
462,000 were discouraged workers-—persons who were not currently looking for work specifically because
they believed no jobs were available for them. The number of discouraged workers was up by 103,000
from October 2002, (See table A-13.)

Industry Payroll Employment (Establishment Survey Data)

Total nonfarm payroll employment rose by 126,000 in October to 130.1 million, seasonally adjusted.
This followed increases totaling 160,000 in August and September (as revised). During the February-July
period, payroll employment had decreased by an average of 85,000 per month. (See table B-1.)

Professional and business services added 43,000 jobs in October, following an increase of 70,000 in
September. Professional and technical services contributed over half of the job gain (24,000) in October,
with its management and technical consulting services component adding 7,000 jobs. Within administrative
and support services, employment in temporary help services continued to trend up in October. Since April,
temporary help has added 150,000 jobs.

Employment in health care and social assistance rose by 34,000 over the month and by 255,000 over the
year. In October, ambulatory health care services added 18,000 jobs, with about half the gain in offices of
physicians. Social assistance added 8,000 jobs in October, largely in child day care services. Employment
in private educational services grew by 23,000, seasonally adjusted. Job gains over the last 3 months have
more than offset declines that occurred in June and July. Over the year, employment in private education
grew by 56,000.

Within retail rrade, employment in food stores rose by 13,000 in October, reflecting the hiring of addi-
tional workers in anticipation of strikes. Since April 2000, however, employment in food stores has trended
down.

Within the leisure and hospitality sector, food services and drinking places added 23,000 jobs in
October, following a gain of 20,000 in September. Restaurant employment has increased by 113,000
over the year,

Employment in construction was little changed in October. Since February, the industry has added
147,000 jobs. In the financial sector, employment in credit intermediation, which includes mortgage bank-
ing, fell by 10,000, reflecting the decline in mortgage refinancing activity.

Manufacturing employment decreased by 24,000 in October, with small losses distributed throughout
most of the sector. Factory job losses in September and October averaged 26,000, wetl below the 53,000
average for the prior 12 months.

After a small increase in September, employment in air transportation was down over the month. Since
reaching its most recent peak in March 2001, the industry has lost 138,000 jobs.
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Weekly Hours (Establishment Survey Data)

The average workweek for production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls increased
by 0.1 hour over the month to 33.8 hours, seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing workweek and manu-
facturing overtime were unchanged from September, at 40 5 hours and 4.2 hours, respecnvely (See
table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on pﬁvate nonfarm pay-
rolls rose by 0.4 percent to 99.1 in October (2002=100). The manufacturing mdex fell by 0.2 percent over
the month to 94.3. (See table B-5.)

Hourly and Weekly Earnings (Establishment Survey Data)

Average hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls increased
by 1 cent over the month to $15.46, seasonally adjusted. Average weekly earnings rose by 0.4 percent in
October to $522.55. Over the year, both average hourly and weekly eamings increased by 2.4 percent.
(Sec table B-3.)

The Employment Situation for November 2003 is scheduled to be released on Friday, December 5, at
8:30 A.M. (EST).

Change in Seasonal Adjustment Procedures for the Household Survey

Effective with the release of December 2003 estimates in January 2004, BLS will convert to the
use of concurrent seasonal adjustment to produce seasonally adjusted Current Population Survey
(CPS) labor force estimates. Concurrent seasonal adjustment uses all available monthly estimates,
including those for the current month, in developing seasonal factors. Currently, seasonal factors for
the CPS data are projected twice a year. With the introduction of concurrent seasonal adjustment,
BLS will no longer publish seasonal factors for CPS data. BLS introduced the use of concurrent
seasonal adjustment for the nonfarm payroll data in June 2003 with the release of data for May
2003.

Benchmark Revisions to the Payroll Survey

BLS will publish nonfarm payroll data revised to the March 2003 benchmark on February 6,
2004, with the release of data for January 2004. Previously, the revised data were published in June
of each year; earlier receipt and tabulation of the benchmark source data now make it feasible to ac-
celerate the publication date to February.
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Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys, the
Current Population Survey (houschold survey) and the Current
¥ survey bli survey). The house-
hold survey provides the information on the labor force, employ-
ment, and unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked
HOUSEHOLD DATA. Itis a sample sutvey of about 60,000 house-
holds conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau for the Bureau of Labor
Stazistics {BLS).

The establishment survey provides the information on the
employment, hours, and earnings of workers on nonfarm payrolls that
appears in the B tables, marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This
information is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperation
with State agencies. The sample includes about 160,000 b

Empl

Establishment survey. The sample estabiishments are drawn
from private nonfarm businesses such as factories, offices, and stores,
as well as Federal, State, and local government entities. Employees on
nonfarm payrolls are those who received pay for any part of the refer-
ence pay period, including persons on paid leave. Persons are counted
in cach job they hold. Hours and earnings data are for private busi-
nesses and relate only to production workers in the goods-producing
sector and nonsupervisory workers in the service-providing sector.
Industries are classified on the basis of their principal activity in
accordance with the 2002 version of the North American Industry
Classification System.

Differences in employ i The concept-

and government agencies covering approximately 400,000 individual
worksites. The active sample includes about one-third of ali nonfarm
payroll workers. The sample is drawn from a sampling frame of
ployment i 1ax

For both surveys, the data for a given month relate to a particular
week or pay period. In the household survey, the reference week is
generally the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the month. In
the establishment survey, the reference period is the pay period in-
cluding the 12¢h, which may or may not correspond directly to the
calendar week.

Coverage, definitions, and differences
between surveys

Household :urvey The sample is selected to reflect the entire
civilian i ! population. Based on to a series of
questions on work and job search acn\mes, each person 16 years and
overin asample h hold is ct d as employed, ployed, or
not in the labor force.

People are classified as employed if they did any work at ail as
paid employees during the reference week; worked in their own busi-
ness, profession, or on their own farm; or worked without pay at Jeast
15 hours in a family business or farm. People are also counted as
employed if they were temporarily absent from their jobs because of
illness, bad weather, vacation, labor-management disputes, or personal
reasons.

People are classified as unemployed if they mestall of the following

ual and hodol { differences between the household and
establishment surveys result in important distinctions in the employ-
ment estimates derived from the surveys. Among these are:

» The household survey includes agricultural workers, the selfiem-
ployed, unpaid family workers, and private household workers among
the employed. These groups are excluded from the establishment survey.

= The houschold survey includes people on unpaid leave among the
employed. The establishment survey does not.

* Thehousehold survey islimited to workers 16 vears of age and older.
The establishment survey is not limited by age.

+* The household survey has no duplication of individuals, because
individuals are counted only once, even if they hold more than one job.
In the establishment survey, employees working at more than one job
and thus eppearing on more than one payroli would be counted sepa-
rately for each appearance.

Seasonal adjustment
Over the course of a year, the size of the nation's labor force and the
levels of employment and unemployment undergo sharp fluctuations
duetosuch events aschanges in weather, reduced or expanded
production, harvests, major holidays, and the opening and closing of
schools. The effect of such scasonal variation can be very large; sea-
sonal fluctuations may account for as much as 95 percent of the month-

h changes in p
Because these seasonal cvents follow amore or less regular pattemn
cach year, their infl on | trends can be climinated by

criteria: They had ploy duringthe refe week; they were
avaitable for work at that time; and they made specific 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
not be locking for work to be counted as unemployed. The unemploy-
ment data derived from the houschold 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 unemployed
persons. Those not classified as employed or ployed are not

in the labor force. The unemployment rate is the number unemployed

djusting the 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, casier to
spot. For example, the targe number of youth entering the labor force
each June is Jikely to obscure any other changes that have taken place
relative 10 May, making it difficult 10 determine if the level of eco-
nomic 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 fi-
gure provides a more useful tool with which to analyze changes in

as a percent of the labor force. The labor force pa rate is
the labor force as a percent of the population, and the empl

population ratio is the employed as a percent of the population.

ic activity.
1n both the houschold and establishment surveys, most season-
ally adjusted series are independently adjusted. However, the ad-



justed series for many major estimates. such as total payroll employ-
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The household and establishment surveys are also affected by

ment, employment in most sup total employr and

ling error. N ling errors can occur for many reasons,
the failure to sample a segment of the population, inability to

unemployment are computed by aggregating ind dently adjusted
component series, For example, total unemployment is derived 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 total or by combining the duration, reasons,
ormore detailed age categories.

The numerical factars used to make the scasonal ad;ustmems forthe

household survey are recalculated twice a year; the factors are cal--

culated for the January-June period and again for the July-December
period. Forthe establishment survey, aconcurrent seasonal adjustment
methodology is used in which new seasonal factors are calculated each
month for the three most recent monthly estimates, using alt relevant
data, up to and including the data for the current month. In both suz-
veys, revisions to historical data are made once a vear.

Refiabllity of the estimates

Statistics based on the household and establishment surveys are
subject to both sampling and nonsampling error. When a sample rather
than the entire population is surveyed, there is a chance that the sample
estimates may differ from the “true” popuiation values they represent.
The exact difference, or error, varies d on the
particular sample selected, and this variability is measured by the
standard error of the estimate. There is about 8 90-percent chance, or
level of confidence, that an estimate based on a sarnple wilt differ by no
more than 1.6 standard errors from the “true™ population value because
of sampling error. BLS analyses are generally conducted 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 290,000. Suppose the estimate of total employment increases
by 100,000 from one month to the next. The 90-percent confidence
interval on the monthly change would range from -190,000 to 390,000
(100,000 +/- 290,000). These figures do not mean that the sample
results are off by these magnitudes, but rather that there is about 3
90-percent chance that the “true™ over-the-month change lies within
this intepval. Since this range includes values of less than zero, we
could not say with confid; that employ had, in fact, i d.
If. however, the reported 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. At an unemployment
vate of around 4 percent, the 90-percent confidence interval for the
monthly change in unemployment is about +/- 270,000, and for the
monthly change in the unemployment rate it is about +/- .19 percentage
point.

In general, estimates involving many individuals or establishments
have lower standard errors (relative to the size of the estimatc) than
emmales which arc based on 2 small number of observations. The

of esti is also improved when the data are cumulated
ovcr time such ss for quarterly and annual averages. The seasonal
adjustment process can also improve the subility of the monthly
estimates.

obuin 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 the data.

For example, in the establishment survey, estimates for the most
tecent 2 months are based on substantially incomplete returns; for this
reason, these estimates are fabeled preliminary in the tables. Itis only
after two successive revisions to a monthly estimate, when nearly al
semple reports have been received, that the estimate is considered finat.

Another major source of ling error in the
survey is the inability to capture, on n timely basis, employment
generated by new firms. To correct for this systematic underestimation
of empioyment growth, an dure with two comp
isused toaccount for business births. Thcﬁrs!compon:musesbusmess
deaths to impute employment for business births. This is incorporated
into the sample-based link relative estimate procedure by simply not
reflecting sample units going out of business, but imputing to them the
same trend as the other firms in the sample. The second component is

an ARIMA i model designedt the residual netbirth/
death employ not d for by the imp The historicat
time series used © acax: and :m the ARIMA model was derived from

icro-level database, and reflects

the actual msndual net of births and deaths over the pasx five years,

The ple-based from the survey are
adjusted once a year (on a lagged basis) to universe counts of payroll
employment obtained from administrative records of the unemploy-
ment insurance 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. The new benchmarks also incorporate changes in the classifi-
cation of lndusmcs Over the past decade, the benchmark revision for
total ploy has d 0.3 percent, ranging from
zero to 0.7 percent.

Additional statistics and other information

More comprehensive statistics are contained in Emplayment and
Earnings, published each month by BLS. Tt is available for §27.00 per
issue or $53.00 per year from the U.S. Government Printing Office,
‘Washington, DC 20402. Aliorders must be prepaid by sending acheck
or money order payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or by
charging to Mastercard or Visa.

Employment and Earnings also provides measures of sampling ervor
for the houschold and establishment survey data published in this
release. For unemployment and other labor force categories, these
measures appear in tables 1-B through 1-D of its “Explanatory Notes.”
For the establishment survey data, the sampling error measures and the
actual size of duetob dj appear in tables
2-B through 2-F of Employment and Earnings.

Information in this release will be made available to sensory im-
paired individuals upon request. Voice phone: 202-691-5200; TDD
message referral phone: 1-800-877-8339.
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-1. Employmant status of the civilian population by sex and age
(Numbers in thousands)
. Not seasonally adjusted Ssasonally adjusted *
Employment status, sex, and age §
. Oct. Sept. Oct. oct. Jure Juty Avg. Sept. Oct
2002 2003 2003 2002 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
TOTAL
Civii institionat pagutation 218340 | 220773 | 222039 | 218340 | 21014 | 221252 | 21507 | 21079 | 222039
148,787 | 5303 | 147086 | 146540 | 146530 | 148,545 | 46753
£5.1 686 6.6 682 682 8.1 68,1
138819 | tassss | 107738 | 137478 | 1anmps | 137573 | 1380w
824 627 €23 821 82.1 £20 §2.2
Y 8,189 8405 9358 9.062 8205 8973 8779
58 55" 58 84 62 [X] 6.1 6.0
Not in labor force 73018 75812 78252 | T29M7 73918 TATIZ Ta977 75234 | 15.248
Persons who curently want 8 b ...... . 4192 4837 4581 4542 ] 4921 4840 4,837 4841
Men, 16 years and over
Civitan on Poplation 104965 | 108744 | wearo | wwesas | sosss2 | 106478 | tossye | 10874 | 106878
Civillan 1ab0f 012 ... a4 18,216 78392 nmr 78372 78,182 78,160 78,485 8431
Particigation rats .. T40 733 733 4.0 737 734 733 735 T34
Emgloyes 73513 nns 73979 | 73181 7307t TIO43. | 7395 73478 73,569
sation rato 70.0 69.1 69.2 L34 67 888 34 §8.3 888
4128 4500 4413 4578 5301 5339 4965 8010 4863
rate [X1 58 58 59 LX) 6.8 64 . 62
Not in tabor force 27344 28528 28487 | 21258 27990 8293 8,443 28.2%9 BM7
Men, 20 years and over
96,850 s8696 | om0 95,196 [ 8. 98368 | 98808
73,95 4773 74955 | 73883 74,692 74581 74381 74,908 74,850
763 759 75.8 763 76.4 758 75.7 78.0 758
70.372 70923 T 69,921 70,130 70,193 70,203 70610 | 70865
3 720 714 714 73 718 718
1579 3% 3815 3562 4552 4388 4357 4295 4195
rate 4, 5.1 . 54 6.1 59 58 8.7 56
Mol in labor forca 22910 2784 22741 X1 23504 BN 2381 23662 | - 23837

67.95¢ 87867 88724 68,370 X
59 594 59.7 59.9 596 585 532
84,018 84,640 €383 64,687 84.435 64,430 84,088
3 58.1 584 8.1 58.7
3938 3758 3828 4057 3023 3.540 3.962
.4 5.8 55 57 59 sy 58
Not in labor force 45078 47,084 45,765 43.889 45028 - 45,419 48,533 4B.OTS

Women, 20 years and over

o 108,503 108509 | 106724 | 106839 | tomws? | 07.080 | 107.197
Civlian labor force 64,084 8975 | 65148 | easie | ecxn 66564 | 4904
Spalion Fate 607 608 819 §0.7 X3 3 5
Emplayed 60.947 66688 | 61783 | 462 sta70 | 61120 | o9
opuiaion %o 57.8 575 57.5 574
L 3437 3308 3395 3387 3361 343 2384
L 49 2 52 52 3 52
Not in tabor force 41425 4153 | 578 | 42020 | 42926 | a2526 | 42294
Both sexss, 16 to 19 years

Civilian nori 18,971 w18 | 153 [ 1sere w008 | 18508 16,118 18331 [ 18,145

Civilien e force 7208 s 6810 7535 72% 7040 713 T.08 X
Paricipaton rate 488 4; 72 o] “3 3 Q3 435
Employed [ 5815 £701 6400 5858 5.823 5952 5842 5830
slabon ragio 390 3 3.3 40.4 384 2 2 38.1

053 1,109 1,138 1401 1347 1187 12463 1

! rats 14.5 143 151 0. 184 188 . RIAl
Not n labor force 8.835 9,363 9335 843 2839 8.989 8577 2048 9,115

% The population figures are not adiusted for seasonat vasiaton: therefore, identicat NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflact revissd poputasion controls used in the
nwmbers appear in the unadjusies and seasonally acjusied comnNS. household sutvey,
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEROLD DATA
Table A-2. Employment status of the civillan population by raca, sex, and age
(Numbers in thousands}
. Not seasonally adjustad Ssasonaily sdjusted
Employment status, race, sex, and age o | Set ot ot e ey ™ st | om
2002 2003 2009 2002 2003 2003 2008 2003 2003
WHITE 2
Civiian onal poputaion 180,08 | 18159 | s81am | 120306 | tBsise | 181341 | 181592 | 101696 | 181871
CHTBN 12DOF JOFCE . mor e rrmnm e eemrrneemeee | 120,354 | 120088 | 120668 | 120479 | 120283 | 120623 | 120869 | 120307 | 120722
: i rate 658 68,1 683 683 €67 5.5 €6.5 £8.2 &84
Employed . 114601 | 514003 | 114996 [ 114284 | 114203 | 114048 | 114141 | 11353 | 114587
utation ratia 636 28 834 .0 629 62.9 827 €3.0
[ 3.673 5.99¢ 5672 8,184 5678 858 6528 €373 6155
rats 47 50 47 5.1 $s 55 S4 33 54
O i 1ABOF BCH e oo oo rmrenerires] 53943 1 81508 | 61200 1 0828 60,303 =¥ 214 0843 | 6139 | 6n149
Men, 20 years and over
Civikian labor forca . B— 62240 | 6250 62714 | 62243 Q2.447 62,528 82,512 62438 | 62695
icipation te 766 6.2 183 788 763 78.4 783 782 8.3
Employed %578 | %I 29905 | 50,248 59,084 55,167 .10 59,407 5,684
popuaton ratio 734 28 730 730 722 72.3 722 724 728
2684 2759 2719 2997 3354 3358 3342 3,088 3031
43 a4 4 48 54 54 53 a9 4,
Wornen, 20 yeats and ovaer
e 52,04 s1621 5220 51,909 52.400 52948 52133 51,909 szns
rew 6 8.0 600 €. ] 9 0.5
Employss 9822 | 4952 50093 | 49,601 50,104 9087 49883 | a5t 45 un
Aaton Tt : 576 569 515 573 |- 517 574 573
[ 2.192 238 219 2,308 2397 2219 2285 2388 use
1 ‘rate 42 48 4 44 “ 44 “ 48 44
Both uxn. 16to 19 yaars
L e SR ARRSS—— I 5636 5867 6328 6.0 5952 5,990 $.902 5,852
a5 “o a5 502 a2 s 02 Yo 58
Empioyed 5,293 788 4.908 5,443 5038 5010 6,098 5008 5024
: 420 n2 9.4 43 402 400 0.7 285 40.0
a1 [ 781 850 933 242 901 255 @y -
[ rate 124 150 134 129 8.5 158 150 152 1“2

BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ?
. .

=17 25,784 25,825 »nnr 25,564 25,702 25.742 25,784 25825
18.873 15816 18,582 15,682 18717 16540 18.579 18,724 18,572
644 642 64, 49

. - X 649 . 4 844 . 64.2
15,111 14,855 14,777 15,027 14,748 14,897 14,769 14.853 14,658
58 51.6 572 58.4 7.8 $1.2 574 578 36.8
1562 1,784 1816 1,856 1971 1842 1,810 1874 1913
0.4 10.6 109 89 11.8 e 108 112 11.5
9.043 9,188 9233 9.03¢ 8547 9.162 9.183 9,080 9254
7.438 239 7391 7413 7447 3% 7, 7454 7.359
7.7 715 722 25 743 713 122 712
8,749 6,848 8852 6,682 8,504 6578 0620 6533
664 [0 LX) 843 641 9 641 6.7
51 ™ ™ B4 748 a4 778
93 102 99 .9 "3 102 104 12 105
8,390 8443 8450 8.3%0 £.500 8.432 4510 8,445 2,428

s44 & 48 644 65.3 4.7 £5.2 846
7,708 1882 78X 7.676 1875 7514 7,884 1678 1.58)
9.4 58 53 .9 500 L4 589 7 519
b 820 5 Lr] a9 L] r87 845
[ 8] 8.0 9 85 [ 24 9.7 97 a1 100

Both sexes, 160 19 ysars

Chv 1abor foves B4S T4 150 879 m h2ad 725 8 788
M9 R4 3 E Lk n3 n3 304 LX) 22
Employed £54 528 485 €89 487 493 507 558 493
Sation ratio 210 20 204 ne 196 27 212 n2 208
19 249 261 210 302 an 218 Fial 292
ns 324 M 239 ny %0 3.0 2L a2

presentsd for ol
more Than oNne FICa QrOup are not Inchuded.  Pricr 1o 2003, persons who reported more revised popuiation controls usad by the housenaid survey.
than one race were includad in the group they identified a5 T main race.
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HOUSEMOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Tabls AJ. Employment status of the Hispanic or Latine population by sex and age
(Numbers in thouaands)
Not seasonalty adjusted Ssasonatly adjusted !
mployment 3
E 1303, sex, and age 0 | st | On | oa | mee | sy | Aw | St | Oa
2002 203 2003 2002 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
HISPANIC OR LATINO ETHNICITY
. popuaton %272 | 208 | 2oy | 2212 | wase | ;s | o2n0 708 | 27913
Chvlan labor force .. B 119 | 18231 18,94 18,040 18,858 18,750 1829 1885 | 18918
icipation rate €9.0 (124 679 687 88 619 8.0 678 67.8
Emgloyed 6742 | 17303 s | a6 Xl 17208 | 1370 | 17448 | 17348
poputation ratio 837 8.0 831 £33 822 423 627 627 829
[ 1378 1317 1397 1422 1566 1.5 1,680 141 1,389
ate 7.6 7.9 7.4 78 84 8.2 78 75 72
Not i tabor foroe (X0 8977 8988 8223 8538 a7 sarz 348 8998
Maen, 20 years and aver
force 10,152 10,853 10887 2y 2 W (2 2 2y
spation rate 840 840 8.7 2y 2 2 2 2 )
Employed 9488 10.282 10239 L] 2 {2 2 2 2)
-population rato 75 794 89 ) 2 @ 2 ? )
Y7y 591 a2 7y 2 (2 2 2 2y
e 86 54 ) 7) 2 It 2 2 13
‘Women, 20 years snd over
Civilian labor S0rce ... e . 69 7,108 1470 ) 2 2 2 2 14
2 595 §7.7 80 2y 2 {2 2 2 4
Employed 6432 8520 52 2) 1 2 2 2 2y
population rata 551 829 |° s 23 2 (2 2 2 2)
517 583 ] 2) 2 (2 2 2 3
e 74 a3 76 2) 2 {2 2 2 %)
Both sexss, 16 to 19 years
Chviian 350r ores .... SE— 1018 8710 [ ) 2 2 2 2 2y
oot 408 uo 58 2y 2 (¢ ? 2 )
Employed 025 132 5% 2) 2 (2 2 4 )
poputaton fato 29 26 %3 2y 2 (2 H 2 3]
[ 193 13 181 2 )} 2 { 1 2 2 1 }
e 199 158 (124 2y H {2 2 2 2)

wthnicily is ideniitied a3 Hizpanic or Latino may be of any racs.
in January 2003, data reflect ervised popuiation controls used in the househoid

1 The population figures ars not adjusted for saasonst variaton, thersiors, identical NOTE: Persons whoss athni
numbers Zppass in the unadjusiad and seasonatly adjusted cotumns. Beganing

Table A-4. Employment status of the civilian population 25 years and over by educational attalnment

{Numbers In thousands)
Not ssasonally adjusted Seascnalty adjusted
Educations! attainment ot Sept. -3 0L dune Sy s, Sept. Oct.
2002 200 2003 2002 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
Less than a high school diploma
Civilian tabor force 12.344 12638 12551 12484 12,498 12537 12,839 12,576 124692
y rate 444 40 “2 449 “s 455 455 4“8 457
Emcioyed 11,358 11638 15 1nars 11,288 11,448 1453 11,488 11,582
papulation rato 49 44 515 409 404 415 413 08 &7
828 "t 1,036 1.088 1211 109 1185 1.088 1,130
o 80 79 83 a7 27 87 9.4 35 85
High school graduatss, no college !
Civikian b forca 2,052 38,044 37947 31968 s 37847 84 38.068 7882
rate 64.2 83.7 §17 64.0 84.1 840 A 637 635
38381 38,200 /o712 36,090 3’78 38,788 35,883 34,033 35758
popudation ratio 6813 $0.6 0.5 60.9 £0.3 60.5 60.4 60.3 60.0
1691 12838 1878 1878 2199 206 2031 203 209
4 a4 “ 49 58 54 54 £
Sormne collage or assoclate degres
Caviitan labor force 3424 34,023 .90 NLM4 328 34,310 .258 138
rato TS 729 727 72.8 732 T22 724 nr 7.9
Empicysd 3278 R 22481 32.209 12,848 12594 nm 32304 noo3
" 703 63.5 &4 694 60.8 Y] 89.0 692 825
1482 1599 1,533 1588 1881 1y 1,585 163 1827
LY a“ a7 as a7 ] $0 a7 48 48
Bachslor's degres and higher 3
Civitlan labor force 39670 39,857 4064 8522 39,948 39814 40,012 32813 40,811
rate 78.6 w7 78.2 TS 78.3 75 775 6 78.2
Employed 37.838 32,552 39431 7458 3874 38387 38,152 38,537 39374
laton ratic 783 751 759 78.4 759 75.1 39 751 133
102 1305 1203 1165 1224 106 1,260 1278 107
s 29 33 30 0 a a al 32 £

! Inchkudes high schoot Giploma or squivaient. NOTE: Begitming In Janusry 2003, data rafiect ravised population conrols used In e
2 Incutes parsons with bacheior's, mastar's, professional, and doctors! degrees. vy, )



45

HOUSEMOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table AS. Empioysd persons by class of worker and parttime status

(i thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally sdjustad
Category
Ot Sept. Oct. Oct. June Sy Aug. Sent. Oct.
2002 2003 2003 2002 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
CLASS OF WORKER

2434 255 2483 2213 249 248 2382 24N
1578 1346 1394 1228 1218 1384 M3 1498
%00 098 1,040 1,005 946 Y '3 940

1 7 th (34) (] M (] (M
536237 | 130080 | 1aesar |.aas3sr | vasazoe | orasas | s | sasa0e
125580 | 128371 | 125348 | 128034 | 125727 | 125681 | 125754 | 126147
19.722 19,622 19701 19,631 19,691 19739 | 19853

X 19,882 . 3 .
105,658 106510 105,704 105;275 106,135 105,940 103,867 100324
58

il } {
105074 105,753 104,947 105441 105240 105,060 105.212 108.813

9545 9574 9,080 9?50 9, 9,538 2394 R484

(i 115 ') ) t t'y (] [A]
3,965 4,455 439¢ 4343 4459 4849 4,449 4578 4538
2710 2878 278 2,888 3453 dn2 3017 3,203 2989

1.084 1338 1218 1433 1257 1304 1,188 1,365 1,398
19,441 19,296 19.504 18,625 19,548 19,027 19,564 18.993 18870

4388 4297 4,274 4,350 4588 4,380 4847 AT
2828 27 2.857 3074 3079 298 3,148 2,525
1399 12 1237 1278 1,179 1367 1374

1325
18024 13.265 18,47 19,184 18,610 19,142 18.819 15,808

¥ Dats not avalable. NOTE: Ostail for the ssasonally aciusied data £hown in this table wil not necessarty
7w-ummmummmmmmmwm 86 1o lotals because of the independent sessonsl adiustment of the various eries.
e entra reference week for ressons such ss vacation, dness, or indusirial dispute. Part Industries reflect the introduction of the 2002 Census industy dassification systam
time for RONBCONCIC MEASONS exchades Persons who ususly work Al time it worked dertved from the 2002 North Amweican industry Clasaication Systam iato the Current
only 110 34 hours during the refersnce week for reasons such a3 hofidsys, Bness. and Population Survey. mmmmmmmwm
bad weatner, used in the household surey.
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Tabis A-6. Salected smployment Indicators

(in thousands)
Not ssasonally adjusted Seasonally adjustad
Characteristic
Sept. o ogt, | e July Aug. Sept. Oct,
2003 2003 2002 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
™M 138619 138,968 137,738 137478 137,628 137,673 138,014
5615 8701 8, 5855 san 952 5842 5,830
2. 2148 2,247 2291 2,289 2254 2,206
3513 4,045 3,568 3, 3! 3,
132,148 132,018 130,589 131,68) 131,855 131,673 13.TR 132,184
13,294 13438 13, 13473 13.37% 1339 13.385 13,444
418,022 | 119479 | WT271 | ne4ns | 198288 | 118434 | 118319 | nar0
97,422 7,703 87387 7.213 97,188 §7.078
30419 30518 30,323 30410 30,437 30,313 30.281 30,
304 4,858 742 34,843 U3 U819
oM 220 31.812 32,029 NI azo 31,804 107
- 1, 2,m 430 21,087 21074 21,249 2124 21,581

am 28% 3230 2943 2850 2,992 2,
1073 1072 1,142 1089 1089 1,162 1,069 1,007
1,718 B 2,080 1,850 1757 1812 1,801 1,801
0623 M4 6.9 70130 70,183 70810 70,685
7,015 08’ 6978 7.012 6,947 7.029 7,040
909 64.000 62938 63,118 6225 8 83,673
52 52,443 $1.873 51,981 51,90 51,977 52,480 52,154
18,787 18,780 16,363 184 N 18.587 18,048 16,645
18,988 NS 18,804 13,870 18,724 18,757 13034 18,835
15,707 18747 1 16623 18,553 16.632 18,581 10,874
11,449 11,637 11,065 14,157 11.259 11,351 11380 11.520
84,016 64,640 63837 64,887 84, 64,430 84, 64,446
2823 2,883 3,188 281 2873 2,960 2978 2926
1108 1116 1.204 1,203 1200 1,199 1385 1,109
K 1,747 1.984 1718 1,781 1.7 1783
81,193 61777 60,685 61,753 61,482 81,470 61,120 61519
5.280 8377 8328 846 5416 ¢ X AD!
54913 55,400 54,332 55.035 65,106 54,793 55118
44,972 45260 44967 45,398 4 44518 &
134 13,737 13,754 13742 13726 13,724 1818 13637
15,956 16027 16.201 19,188 18019 16,088 15904
15,364 15,495 15,012 15465 15478 15,399 15313 15434
.41 10338 9, 9,900 9.818 9. 1] 10,081
e - . 44,528 44,509 45,008 44245 “m 44,739 44,620 “sn “.674
Married women, spouse presant | 4618 34,608 35,245 84‘!22 M.500 34.812 34,855 34,562 sslm
Women wha mainiain famdies . 8807 8.308 8404 th (&) (&3] (&) 4] M
Fulkime workers 113570 113,568 113828 113,458 112,904 113,316 112954 113,206 113,602
Pari-tme workars 3 2238 24183 um 2,835 4890 24,458 2480 22419 245
1 Data not avaiable. NOTE: DetaR for the sasscnaly adjusted data shown in this tabie will ot neceasarly
2 Empioysd Ail-ime workers ars persons who ususly work 38 hours or mare per #40 (o totals bacause of the indepandent sessonsl sdjustment of the various sarias.
Beginning in January 2003, data refiect revised population controls used in B housshold

wah,
3 Emplayed part-ime workers ars persons who usually work less than 35 howrs per survey.
week, :
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Table A-7. Selected adjusted
Humber of
unemploysd Unemployment rates *
Characteristic * {inthousands)
Oct. Sept. Oct ot B i July Aug. Sept. O,
2002 2000 2003 2002 2003 2003 003 200 2003
AT RETUT ¥ YT SR ———————— Y 8405 a9 817 58 B4 6.9 6.1 8.0
1135 1243 1,200 159 193 124 166 L 1T
453 542 582 16.2 s 187 w4 209
674 837 “3 7.9 17.0 159 161 "o
1,260 718 75M 53 57 58 5.5 5 4
1502 1538 1491 10 w07 103 103 109 100
5768 8.1 8120 a7 53 5.0 80 49 49
4542 5217 8,212 49 53 51 sS4 5t L5
1.85% 2042 048 58 65 [ 3] 83 3 63
1787 1768 14854 49 54 52 50 s 50
1298 1400 1374 40 0 40 41 a2 41
23 889 39 48 a3 at 29 E)
4575 500 488 69 88 86 64 4 62
€13 75 668 180 20.4 03 159 00 18.7
7 32 m 172 2ns na 07 ns 23
an 0 29 152 177 1958 153 73 W8
3962 4295 4195 5. (3] 39 58 57 36
813 o84 839 104 ny "y 108 "y 10.7
3153 337 3388 4“8 55 52 5. 50 50
2598 2878 2918 49 L5 83 52 53
1023 1187 1.168 E2 ) 6y 64 65 1] LX)
968 67 057 a9 58 52 52 49 48
08 748 792 &1 a2 a4 44 43 45
459 0 467 40 55 4“8 (X 42 a9
529 386z s 5.7 58 87 58 58 57
52 528 144 185 “16.0 184 153 15.4
216 2% 303 152 9.5 8.9 187 163 25
302 85 us 13 180 *“s 16.6 °"? 12.0
3308 344 3304 52 52 52 82 53 52
689 2 €51 8 85 a9 98 07 22
2514 2740 274 4 a7 47 48 4 o
47 2339 2354 .8 50 49 47 50 50
838 a7s 880 57 62 EX ) 56 &0 L5
821 800 m 48 52 8.2 48 48 53
590 [l s8¢ s 37 37 8 42 s
344 m I 5 R R 42 45 a8 34
1830 1718 1,760 36 44 k21 38 a7 k2]
1,342 1427 366 38 s 39 38 40 ar
706 s i il 17 a7 20 B4 23 a4
1069 TA%4 7367 59 (3] 83 82 . 82 (3]
1308 1512 1413 5.2 59 85 53 58 5S

¥ Unemployment a3 8 Dercent of the civlian tabor forca.
T Not saasonatly adisied.

3 Full-time workers are nemployed persons who have £xpressed 3 desire to work ful
Rihtime i

ima {35 houwrs or mone per waek) of s on layolt from

4 Panime workers are unemployed PErSONS who hirve expressed & desire 1o work

part Gme (less (xan 35 PoUTS pat week) or 08 on ayodl from part-time jobs.
NOTE: Detak shown In 28 tsble wi ot necatsanly add (0 tolals because ! the
seasonel adiustment of the varous series. Beginning in January 2003, dasta

Indepandent
eflect revisad poputalion controls used In the hovsehald survey.
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Table A. Unemployed persons by reason for unemploymant
(Numbers tn thousands) .
Not seasonally adjusted Saasonally adjusted
Reason i . 5
Oct Sept. Oct. ot June Juty Aug. Sept. Oct.
2002 2003 2003 2002 2003 003 2003 2003 2003
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Job la3ers 8nC persons who comploted temporary jobs . 4,151 4,500 4319 4828 5,010 4,951 4.942 $014 .
On tomparary tayoff ........ - 735 8 7% 1,008 1.198 1188 1.080 1,108 1.097
418 2737 3580 3729 asn 3,758 3,862 3,908
24 2958 am [ W] ) [ (h h
753 781 787 ') ) ) [0 ) h
835 =3 233 %2 782 27 783
229 2404 2443 2288 2,687 2.52% 2.540 2.408 2,544
432 637 575 a4 a8 70 628 00 €58
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
Tokal - 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 1200 t00.0
Job losers snd persons who complated temporary jcbs 534 533 529 8.4 542 554 558 559 553
On tempoeary layoll . 95 9.0 2.0 128 1730 134 121 24 123
440 “3 438 438 413 420 434 45 430
1.5 10.6 102 9.9 9.7 8.9 88 94 1)
238 285 299 79 28.1 283 286 89 235
New sntrants. L8 75 70 58 170 75 74 7.8 73
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
Job loters and persons who comtpietad lemporary jobs ... 29 3 k] 13 A4 4 34 34 34
Job leavers 8 5 .5 8 '] 5 5 6 5
16 .6 17 18 18 1 7 14 17
New sntants B 3 4 k) 3 4 s 4 5 4
* Data not avatable. household sutvey.
NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflact revisd popULALion conrols used in the
Tabie A9, Unemployad persons by duration of unamployment
{Numbars in thousands}
Not seasonally adjusted Sessonally adjusted
Duration
o Sept. Oat. Oct. June Ay Aug. Sept. Oct.
2002 2003 2003 2002 2003 2003 003 2003 2003
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Lass than S weeks. 2813 2882 2518 2797 3,009 271% 2,727 218 73
510 14 weeks . 228 2514 - 2,348 2515 2938 2,699 - 2505 2,783 2517
15 waeks and over ...... wmn| 2870 3240 3243 3099 3872 3592 s 1526 3463
1510 26 woeks. 12 1.268 1354 1374 1,536 1.633 1837 1421 1,444
27 weaka 3nd OVET ...ovvienern e 1558 1973 1,890 1.72¢ 2,038 1959 1938 2102 2020
Average (mean) duration, in weeka 180 w5 196 178 198 19.3 19.0 197 189
Mecian duration, in weeks ;. o6 102 103 (X3 123 100 9.8 104 103
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
1000 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000
17 a8 ns 38 303 207 203 ant
4 208 287 29 e 299 292 08 4
39 384 297 368 3.8 98 ©2 w0 385
164 150 188 183 8.4 181 184 187 165
206 4 2. 208 214 a7 218 n2 20

NOTE: Beginning In January 2003, d-(luﬂ-au.\dud poputation controls used in the. household survey.

P
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Table A-10. and ioyed persons by not adjusied
{Nombens s houssds)
Employed Unemployed um":ﬁ:{"“"’
Occupaton
o o ot o ot o
2002 2003 2002 2003 2002 2003
Total, 16 years and over 1 137,551 138,619 7,789 8,169 53 58
! - and related AT ,200 13719 1,484 28 2%
Maragement. business, and inancial operations OCCUPATORS ... 18,875 19,568 614 a0 30
f ional and related i 21,785 28,632 m 849 27 9
X 22,080 21,872 1488 1.700 83 7.2
34,099 35446 2,085 2005 56 54
15921 16,010 1 1,001 60 58
18078 1 1.072 895 53 49
14,198 14,952 998 1,075 66 8.7
1,189 1,281 94 15 75 84
8252 8.387 738 651 82 72
4777 5, 163 309 33 55
18,655 18,149 1,248 1321 67 88
10,109 972 719 €383 88 68
Transportation and material MOVE OCCURSHONS .. e cussrmm cormsrne| 8422 638 88 70
1 Parsons with no pravious wark axperience and persons whata tast job was in he Aed  system devad from the 2000 Standand Occupstonal Classificavon systam inko e Current
Forces wre included in 0w unemployed Ktal. . Bagioning In Jenuary 2003, dota reflect revised populstion contols used
NOTE: Gons retect b & o0 of the 2002 n ok
Table A-11. Unemployed persons by Industry, not seasonally adjusted
Numbder of
unemployed Unempioyment
persons - rates
industry {in thousands)
oct oct oa. Oct
2002 2003 2002 2003
Total, 16 years and over t ... 7,769 8,160 53 56
ral private wage and salary workers. 6,458 X 57 59
36 3 84 58
Ci 620 651 77 74
1,048 1,044 58 80
Ourable goods [ 683 59 63
380 6.0 54
Wholesals and retai irade 1212 1,189 61 57
and utiities 260 47 48
211 182 60 54
Financlat aciivitles 31 303 s 3
1,014 75 L3
517 839 30 6
833 s 33
mn k(3 45 6.t
97 138 88 [ X
e 500 25 24
s 338 26 a

! Pyraone wih i ot

NOTE: Incustries refect

Pogutston Suvey. Begianie i Jaruary 2003, data vl rvised posudeton coniyos used

L of the 2002 Censax Y
dertved hom ihe 2002 North Amercan incusry Classificaton Systam inlo the Cunent
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Tabla A-12. of labor ¢
Porcant)
Not saasonaily sdjusted Seasonally adjusted
Mzasure
O ] Sept | Ot Ot | dune | sy | ms | st | o
2002 § 2003 | 2003 | 2002 | 200 | 2000 | 203 | 2000 | 2009
U-1 Persons unamployed 15 weeks 0f Ionger. &3 @ porcent of ihe cvilan labor force ... 20 2 = 1 24 25 24 24 24
112 Job losers neorary jobs, vitan labor
force 29 31 29 a3 s 34 3¢ 34 k)
U3 Total » o viltom labor force (offical
oo} 53 58 1] 52 84 82 81 (3} [
U4 Tots! unemployed phus cracourasged warkers, a3 # pescent cf Uhe civiken labor orce phus
ary 56 80 s M Py ") N " &3]
Nrmm«m discouraged workers, phus i ot mesgioally
uawummmmmum
63 [ 1 | () Mttt
8 Total unampioyed. phss al marginally szached workers, phss Iotal smploysd
a1 time for economic reRIcng, 34 ® HErcan! of 0he chvikan tabor force pius
2 marginaty sktached workers 90 28 (2] (&) M (4] Q] (4] &)
1 Oata not avatabte. port e for eConGMic reasons are ose who want end are avadstie for £8-8me work bul
NOTE: Marginally atached 30 parsoms who Curendy we nelther working nor  heve had 10 setle for & pert-ime achedule. For e inormation, se “BLS Ivrocices new
whmummuwmnnmu.amaMuWh Wge of sRemsive uempioyment measires,” in the Oclober 1995 inave of the Adonthly
work someteng in the recen workers, a subsst of the marginaly af Labr Review. Beginning in January 2003, data refiect raviaed population controls ussd in the.
Pave given 8 jobe felated raa300 for not currenty looking for & job. Peraons employed oy
Table A-13. Persons not in the labor force and multiple jobhelders by sex, not seasanaly adjustsd
(Numbers in thousende)
Tota) Men - Women
Catsgory
o, o Ot o o Oct.
2002 2003 2002 2003 2002 2003
NOT 8 THE LABOR FORCE
Total not in the fabor torce 73019 5,252 7 28487 45675 45,765
o job 82 4581 1,298 2.088 2208 2475
Searched for wark work now ¢ 1418 1588 08 o8 say
Reason not currenty ocking:
i 2 29 462 208 > 153 20
R other than 3 1,087 1128 %02 S14 855 a0
MULTIPLE JORHOLDERS
Jobh ‘ 132 7518 w2 am 387 3738
o oo 53 54 81 51 56 58
mmumm.mnmmum~ ..... S 289 3849 2.2 2203 1810 1,648
Pvimuy sacondary i 1738 1840 so1 78 1232 1281
¥ mum E . ns 183 32 100
Hours vaey o peary 6 S900n3ay Job <o e 1374 1,554 74 (34 525 "
1 Data refar to parscne who heve searched for work during the pror 12 monthe #d  rea30n for Ronperticipation wes Aot dstarmined.,
wars pralatle b s ob &g e rence week. 'mmmmmmwmmmmummm
tnchides hinks 10 work avakadle, could not ind work, Isdy schodiing of ¥aining,  secandary Jae). not shown searsisly.
mploye tinka 190 yourq o Gid. and oer ypes of Gacriminebon. NOTE: whmmwmmmmmhw

Incluoes $hess who did not actively 10K for work in the prior & weeks for such
ressons &3 chidcare and Fanaportation problams, &3 well a3 2 small number for which
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Tabls 81, Employses on nonfarm payrolis by Industry sector and sefectsd industry detall

ESTABLISHMENT DATA

{in thousands)
Not seasonally adjustad
’ Chas
Industry o Awa Oct. od. June Oct. fmﬂrge
2002 | o 2003° | 20037 | 2002 | 2003 2003° | Sepi. 2003-
Qct. 2003

129,633 {130,249 § 131,071 | 130,408 | 120,903 | 120,846 | 129,881 } 130,008 | 130,132 128
£ 109,463 | 109,314 | 108,998 | 109,292 | 108,884 | 108,427 | 108.388 | 108.411 | 108,528 | 108,644 16
n892| 22392] 22282] 22217 22435( 22,061| 22.001] 219882 21.969| 21952 -7
583 ;7 573 517 L1rd 563 568 565 584 565 1
70.5 8.9 688 3.2 86.7 887 540 636 85 64.1 K]
5126 5105 S5083| S084| 5057 502.81 5021 501.1 500.1 500.5 B 3
1212 126.4 125.7 1265 115 128.7| 1253 1250 1255 1260 £l
21341 14 21.3] 217 2007| 2088 2096 209.1 2074 22078 4
mining 739 T30 T4 s 7.6 732 73.7 T2.8 T4 718 B
Suppon activilias for mning 1780 1700| 1693} 1702 1745 183.2 157.2 167.07 187.2 162.0 -2
& & 7,002| .7.058{ 6720| 6800| 6.804| 6.825| 6,841] 6847 8
[~ ion of bulidings 16585 16565 15880 160971 16067 | 16109 16203 | 16215 12
Heavy and civit anginescing construction .. gas4| oe708] 9181 9053| 9108 9139 @158 2.3 3.0
Specialty trade contracions 44370 ] 44227 | 4.214.2 | 4.284.1} 4,268.3 | 4,300.3 [ 43053 | 43123 170
14,827 14582( 15,143 | 14,892} 14,8311 14.552] 14.564] 14,540 -24
10262f 10227| 10685] 10.299] 10257 10229} 10198} 10.176 22
9.017) 9.008] 9400] 0081] 9034] 9.018) 9000 B.9%0 -10
6.180| 8,172] 6474 8.221 6,188 6,182 6.161{" 6.149 -12
547.7| S547.0] 5542 541.0{ 5408 538.2| sS4 3427 16
s086] s062| 51611 5050f 5011 S0t4l 4981 4367 14
4743 459.8| 5044 4820| 4735 4755 4718 4690 -29
14649 | 1.470.0} 1.532.0 | 1,478, [ 1.470.7 | 1.469.2 | 1.484.4 | 14882 18
inery . 11621 | 19610 1.218.6 | 11758 | 117191 11640 | 1,186.8 | 1.165.¢ 1.5
Computer and electronic products . 138151 1.379.1 ] 14830 v407.7| 13981 1,3925 ] 1,385.0 | 13763 £8
Computer and periphera) aquipment 2213 24 2202] 2184 2420} 2285 223 218 28] 282 23
& squipment 1888 1896] 1838 189.1 8.5 1733) 719 1709 1700 169.3 -7
i 5327 4801 4728] 4699( $13.8| 4859 4808| 4795] 4r42] 4701 4.1
Elecironic 26| 430.8] 4207 42851 444 4209 4200 4200} 4200] 4288 -2
Blecuics! equipment and applisnces .. 48B.8| 462.6f 462C| 4598{ 4804 467.7| 4859 4621 461.1 4803 -8
i i it 18150 | 1,773.8| 17727} 47697 | 1.815.5 [ 1,774.3 ) 1,760.2 | 1,767.8 | 1.780.4 | 1,769.1 0
Funiture and retated procucts ... | 5988 5749) 5742) S76. 59691 5749 5742 5727 5738 5748 1.0
8711 6686] 6537| €383 6766] 6730 6704} 6879 588 -1.3
56829] S5610) 55787 5743 5611 5597 8574 5364 5350 -4
4090] 4,082} 4055F 4211 4078| 4.089 4047| 4007 4027 -10
1.558.6 | 1,560.4 § 1,841.3 | 1,520.0 | 1,517.8] 1.520.9 | 1.821.7 | 1.524.8 [ 1.52¢.9 -7
199.7 1988 1968 2034 1948] 1944 194. 1944 1945 B
260.2| 259.0| 254.0( 2875 2704 %47 2%9.8( 2577 2548 29
1789 1783 1787 1954 084 184.2 178.4 1798 1788 0
20050 2085} 288.0] 3487 307.0f 2012 299.0| 2953| 2848 -1
432 429 428 48.6 433 435 439 4230 425 -5
32837 5269] “5245| 5458 5308} 5273 5204 5250| 5239 -1
891.4| e37.2| 6366| 7T013] 8843 6322 690.0| 6370 0842 2.8
194 117.8| 1185 18.7 1184 1180 1189 1160 1588 -5
916.5] 008.2| s06.0] 8254 g1851 917.7 o148} 9121 09.3 -28
8329] 831 8293] 83107 #807] 8323 8203} 8201 8213 1.8
107,241 | 107,967 | 108,854 | 107,873 ] 107,842 | 107,845 § 107.899 { 108,037 | 108.180 143
e5.922} 86.716) 87.075) 86429| B8358| 88,387 Be420| 88359 ssER 133
25200 25200| 25.380) 25.439| 25238| 25211 25217| 25241 25.269 28
5571.7] 5,554.0 | 5,584.6 | 5.818.9 | 5,570.6 | 5,560.1 | 5,650.0 | 5,548.8 | 3,547.5 -1.2
2.0488] 20206 | 20406 | 2900.8 | 2.047.5 | 2,540.4 | 2,834.5] 26300 | 29024 15
gooas 20197 ] 2.006.5] 2004.5 | 2.002.2 | 2010.1 | 2,004.1] 2.001.4 ] 1,997.7 | 19964 1,930 2.4
Elctronic markets and agents ond brokers .|  619.9| 618.4[ 610} 621.8] 618.0; 6190 8183) €17.8] .8 12 -3

See footnotas at end of table.
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Table B-1, Employees on nonfarm payrolis by Industry sector and salectsd Industry detsibContinusd

(in thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
Industry o, . | Sept | Ot | Oct | Jume | Ju v | oo | Chaos
2002 %3 2003° | 20037 | 2002 2003 | 2003 mﬁl’ 20037 Seg%&
Oct. 2003

14,9081 115,083.2 115,025.2 {14.964.2 |14.956.0 [14.575.1 |14,984.9 }15,0152 303

18987 | 1,860.4 [ 1.888.8 [ 1,877.9 1.883.2] 1.880.5 | 1.684.3 | 1.884.0 £
12552 | 1,255.3 | 1.254.9 | 1.248.0 ] 1.249.0] 1.248.1 | 1,250.1 | 1,250.2 A
538, 548.1 5468 5465 543.9| S416| 5428| 5432 4
5132) 5224| 524 5229| 5198 516.8( S99 5208 s

1,209.7 ] 121441 1,984.2 | 1,194.2 | 1,188.5] 1.203.3{ 1,210.8 | 1.2158 50
27905 2,809.7 § 28525 | 2.8128( 2,801.7 | 2,798.0} 2.791.9 | 2.804.9 130
9658 9734 s49.2 967.9| 9658| 9650| 98831 9729 38
907.1 8014} 9038 90887 9040| 9071 035§ 901.0 25
1257.3§ 1,2787 } 1.307.4 | 1.272.5{ 1,277.6 | 1.278.9 | 1,278.4 | 1,283$ 51

Sporing gocos, hobby, bock,and music o

6433 6553 6420 o403 640.6 6408] 8412 &

Gen-ml merchandise $torss 288511 2.809.1 | 2,821.5| 2,838.0 | 2,857.7 | 2.863.8 | 2.867.8 8

stores. 1,723.9 | 1,696.6 | 1,680.9 | 16903 | 1,703.6 [ 1,705.8 { 1,706.3 7

store rataders. 9648 939.3) 9382 ©M448| 96087 D41.8) U25[ 0410 9420) 27 7

Nonstora retailers ..... . 4534 4304} 4349( 4405] 4431 448! 4425| a406| 4388; 4377 -8
ang i 4212871 40834) 41487 41616 | 41948 | 41139 4,103.7 | €.101.2 | 4,158 ] 4,114.3
A i 5680.5] S505.5; S074| S020f 5563 510.0| 5024 5000 502.5! 497.4
Rail it 217 2148| 2166F 2161
Water 50.0 498 48.6 482
Truck transportation .. 13240 1.331.0| 1,329.9 | 13320

Trlru)llﬂd ground passenger ransportation 372.2| 2037} 3830] 3708) 3651 34541 2474 348.3| 3557 3540
45| 301 386 338 404 387 395 389 8.9 .23
285 373 338 30.4 6.2 299 235 30.0 299 30.2

1.2 57| 5240) 5258 S281 52327 s202f s s22.7| s227

55747 3518] S528] 8554 587.5 5608] 56087 8518 55731 8553

5241 51231 51527 S21.2] 5193 S106] 513.0] S5114| S137] S48 9

5898 593.8| 59097 590.3] 6006 589.5| 6896 5908 ER] 591.4 3
3388 3283| 3.252| 3250 3392 3.288( 3278| 3267 3265| 3257

Pubkstung indusiies, except intemet .| 98401 D420{ 838.0| 937.5| 56427 0451 S41.41 94151 9307] 9378
Motion picturs #0d sound reconding Indmm 387.97 37w8) 3823 23s597| 3947| 37LF{ 77| 367.2] 3603 36VS
intamat .

excopt
Intarnet publuhmg and broadcasting ... . .
1,132 S 1,427, l 1,126.7 | 11243} 11209
4321 4308 42977 4288j 4286
451 451 4553 - 457 48.0

7.972F 7,981 7.980| 7889] 7.880 -9
592&3 58286 { 56244 | 59351 568235 -116

1SPs, saarch portals, and deta mwno
Other informaton services ..

Credit inarmediation and refated activites.....| 2.705.1 | 2.802.0] 27818 | 2.771.7 } 2.114.0 2ms 27804 | 27808 | 27915 | 27818 7

Dtmbfya-dllmwmn' 17685 1.771.5 | 1,772.4 | 17728 1,774.4 16
aking ! 8 11,3023 | 1,304.1 | 1,304.8 | 1,303.2{ 1,303.8 4

sw»m.mmmywmm investments .} 78511 008! 7e9.v| .8025| 7ee8| 7957] 796s| 7949| 7093] 8008 15
relatad actvi

Jnsyrance carriers and - 22207 { 2237.7 ] 22327 | 2.234.8{ 22222 | 2,238.9( 22381} 2,237.1 | 2,240.4 | 22384 20
Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicies .. 85.10 86 8Ly 205 B5.1 821 824 816 B19 807 -1.2
Reat estate and rental and tsasing .. 20289 | 20093 | 2,063.01 2,057.6 | 2.031.1 } 2,048.8 ] 2,052.7 ] 2055.2 | 2.053.7 | 2.056.0 23
Real sstata nf 1,354.9 | 1,399.7 | 1,378.7 | 1.378.8 | 1,354.4 | 1,385.2} 1,358.9 ] 1,371.5{ 1,3735| 1.375.5 29

Rantal and In:!nn services . 646.31 6608 6542| 6485] 5489 63421 63481 65421 650.2| 6501 -1
Lassors of nonfinancial intangible IM! 77 28 304 306 28 %2 282 235 300 34 4
Professionsl and businass sarvices 18,197 16,235 16,265| 16.353| 16.038] t6.006] 16,083{ 16084 | 16,124 16,167 43
Professionat and technical services’ 6,637.0 | 8.840.5 | 6,621.7 | 6.671.8 | £,736.3 { 8,674.6 | 6.661.6 | 6.657.3 | 5,696.1 | 6.719.8 235
Legal ssrvices L85 1127.3 | 1121.7 | 1,125.2] $.122.8 | 11219 [ 1,125.1 | 1,1282 31
Accounting and bookkeeping services 790.7] 7988| a2y 8480 B847.9] 8543 s53.8| 8839 a3
Architectural and enginesring services 1.252.6 | 1.250.7] 12513 | 1.236.0 | 1.240.9{ 1.238.1 | 1.247.1 | 12468 -5

or systenys and reisted
C:"w mty oo 1,327.6 | 1.137.5 | 11534 | 11420 | 1,1308{ 1,125.4 | 1,134.8 | 1,140.1 53

Managemsnt and technicat consuft
sarvices..... i TAI2| T7S22( 7340 731.8] 7350 7361 T420] 7409 89

Soa footnotes at end of table,
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Table B-1. Empioyess on nonfarm payrolis by Industry sector and selectad industry detali-Continued

(In thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted . Seasonaly adjusted
Industry oct. . 1 Sept | Oct | Oct | sune | | sent | oo | e
2002 ;wfl 2003° | 2003% | 2002 { 2003 ZJ:! ;ﬁl 20%%’ 2003 Sep(r?mm}
0Oct. 2003

Professional and business sesvices-Condmsd
o  evice d

1.709.8 | 1.698.8 | 1.697.5| 1,695.3} 1,703.9 | 1,690.8 | 1,698.5| 1,650.8 | 1.891.1] 1.6892 1.9
7.789.8{ 7.895.5§ 7,046.0{ 78863 [ 7.594.0 | 2.639.8{ 7,7025¢ 7.708.1 | 7.737.2§ 7.7582" 218

TATI9} 75737 § 76257 | 7,660.8 | 7,2792} 7.32).0 § 7.250.3 | 7,3892 228

3.406.1 [ 2,480.4 | 35617} 96055 | 22608 | 33183 3.3748 | 3,3737 287

2,204.7 | 2,322.7 | 2.387.7 ] 2405.1 | 2,1928 1 2.207.9 { 22266 | 2.236.6 16.9

7S1.5] 743.0) 745.8) 7570 1484 747,81 T450| 7504 2

ings . 1,842.9§ 1,687.1 | 1.664.9 | 1,647.3} 1,606.7 | 1.601.8 | 1,609.8} 1.813.5 4.8

. Waste managemerd and remedialion serices 3178t s 3203F 3185] 48| 3168 322f 3189 -1.8
Education and health services ... o] 10,471{ 16,78 16475| 16,803 16,315 15,503| 164871 16,541 56
sarvices 28304 | 2,3681.3 | 2,650.0 | 2,000.8 | 2,631.3 | 2.689.7 | 2,675.7 | 2,690.8 225

Hagithh Care and $00ia) BSAITRACE oovevcomeverrrn §13,640.5 113,816.8 |13.824.7 {13,900.6 {13,633.3 113,813.2 {13,810.0 |13,840.8 338
469201 477741 47016 | 47017 17.7

20090 § 2,0502{ 20527 | 20568 82

41221 4147 41297 4127 £

6379 709.0 .t 113 20

4179.0 ] 4,227.0] 42288} 42352 27

27511127807 | 2.787.2 1 2,769.7 50

15808 | 15896 | 1.586.0 | 15838 | vsena | Tssas| 22

20052 | 2,018.1 | 2.0%4.4 | 2,024.21 2,030.5| 2,0368 B84

7282| r22.7| 7293 7324 7334 7382 5.8

12032) 12039 12051| 12,051} 12.058] 12,081 23

1,790.1 | 1.758.4 1 1,763.8 | 1.750.8 | 1.765.2 ] 7724 77

3809| 346 34741 MUTI} 284 3575 34

11121 1098 1100 1093 108.9 109.5 &

1,3180 | 1,302.1 | 1,3064 | 1,302.7 | 1.302.2| 1.305.0 a7
10,241.8 {10,280.4 {10,286.9 [10,200.8 110,293.0 {10,307 3 148
14,7891 | 1.789.1 § 1,778.8] 1.769.7 | 1.751.0 | 1.7424 -8.6
84525[ 8511.3) 65083 | 8,521.7 | 8,542.0 | 85654 234

§343| 5323] 536 5318 5313 530 0

1,2304 [ 12188 1,2195| 122231 12200} 12184 -19
12375 12250 | 12248} 1.223.8| 1.2188 | 12212 24
28753 | 2.870.5 | 28721 | 2872.7 | 2,873.8 | 26735 -3
215441 21478] 21.458] 21,470] 21,478] 21488 10

2781 2,749 2,747 2,743 2,765 2,740 -28

1,947.5] 1,828.2{ 1,828.9| 1.629.5| 1,952.4 ] 1.5284 «24.0

8338 €214 817y 8158 8126f 8114 -1.2

X 4904 | 4925] 4920 4028] 4944 4,951 7
State QOVEMMENt SAUCAUON wrovcrercisrsessroms 3! 1,997.7{ 2167.5| 23365 | 22030 | 2174.3] 2.1755 | 2.1866 ) 2199.8 | 2.207.2 T4

State government, exciuding sducation 274471 27418 | 274401 27438 -4
toca 13,791 13,797 12.7€9) 13,797 28
Local sducation . ! 7.723.5 | 7.735.1 | 7,687.0 | 7.707.7 207
Local govemment, excluding eucation ... 6,030.0 | 6,226.4 | 6,085.5 | 6,039.1 | 6,087.7 | 6.083.5 | 6,067.2 6.081.9 | 6,081.7 | 6.089.5 78

lincludes other industries, not shown separately. P 2 prefiminary.
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Table B-2. Average weskly hours of production or nansuparvisory werkers' on privats nonfarm payrolis by Industry sector and
selected industry detafl
Nol seasonally adjusted Seasonafly adjusted
Industry ot | Ave. | sept | ocr | oct [ sne July 1 sept | o | e
2002 ;&3 2003P | 2003° | 2002 | 2003 2003 %3 2003% | 2003° | Sept. 2003-
Oct. 2003
340 B8 w7 338 37 s 337 By 38 0.1
40.1 403 40.2 397 398 398 33.8 399 399 0
441 a4.1 439 430 a7 432 437 437 438 -1
39.5 381 ne 8.2 84 383 388 334 384 0
40.2 40.8 40.7 403 403 40.1 402 405 405 Q
42 45 a4 2 40 41 4 42 42 o
406 412 4t 40.6 40.7 40.5 40.5 40.8 409 1
43 456 44 4.3 4.1 41 4.2 43 43 2
407 410 4.1 398 @3 407 40.4 40.4 407 3
426 427 423 419 422 416 421 418 420 1
416 425 424 424 420 417 419 422 424 2
405 409 409 408 405 405 405 40.7 40.8 1
40.5 411 408 405 40.9 40.3 40.7 411 409 -2
409 407 407 393 05 405 411 0.5 408 1
40.3 40.7 1.1 9.9 $1.0 40.4 408 406 40.8 2
409 @6 424 424 1.4 413 | 407 42,0 419 -1
394 386 391 387 389 388 391 392 394 -1
kLA X3 383 L3 88 384 2 383 w2 -1
397 40.3 401 399 ar 94 397 398 400 2
41 4.5 43 4.1 38 40 39 4.1 4.4 ]
87 401 337 384 39.4 35.0 393 394 39.4 a
38.1 335 338 334 9.0 385 82 388 388 -2
87 394 391 0.0 386 a7 387 »0 39.0 Q
40.1 410 406 389 39.1 388 399 408 405 -3
7 35.1 38.1 358 350 e M7 352 358 7
388 384 293 388 | 88 88 39.0 335 391 8
41.0 a“? 417 418 894 412 412 412 45 3
38.1 388 388 3858 38.1 280 380 38.2 385 3
439 449 455 435 441 439 444 “s 452 7
422 425 @0 425 422 421 423 422 2.0 -2
40.1 408 410 405 40.1 400 402 Q05 408 3
328 323 323 328 324 323 324 324 324 0
Trade, jon, and utiities 335 33¢ 337 338 338 334 84 3s 3386 3318 o
380 319 380 378 s s 318 s 80 2
a4 31.0 308 9 308 30.8 308 0.9 309 0
37 372 k1Al 369 366 369 36$ no kIA] A
Utiies ... 409 4038 415 410 410 40.9 409 0 413 8
366 385 36.2 382 365 364 364 363 36.2 8.2 0
Financial activities 353 354 352 352 385 58 355 355 354 354 0
Professional and business services 342 M4 338 338 34.2-] 341 M0 39 39 339 £°
Education and health services kr & Rr 28 s 328 128 325 327 ns 2s B}
Lefsure and hospltality . 2857 263 283 %5 259 258 253 254 285 258 1
3o iy nr 20 318 ay M7 nr 37 .0

1Dgta retate 1o production workers in natursl resources and mining and approximately four-ffths of he total empioyment on private nonfarm payrols.
jon workers in i P e prelimi

upsrvisory
workers i the servico-providing industries. These groups account for
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Table 8-3. Avong' houw and weekly samings of production or ronsupervisory workars' on peivate nonfarm payrolls by industry sector and

selected Industry detal

Average howty eamings Average weskly eamings

Industry oct Avg | Sept 0Oct ot . Sept, oct.

2002 2833 20029 2003° 2002 %3 2003° 2003

$15.12 $15.35 §18.48 $1548 $511.06 $521.90 $523.22 $520.67
15.10 15.45 1545 1548 510.38 520.67 520.87. 52.55
16.55 16.82 17.01 5.9 662.00 678.43 685.50 680.59

17.28 17.81 17.74 17.67 748.85 776.60 782.33 75T
18.7% 19.08 19.19 19.11 2147 75287 750.33 74338
15.45 15.76 15.87 15.79 625.73 633,55 847.50 64265
18.20 1647 16.61 16.52 859.34 668.68 $84.33 678.87
12.37 1276 1283 12.73 497.27 519.33 526.03 525.26
15.59 1581 15.84 15.60 659.48 873.51 675.09 872,57
17.93 18.10 18.25 18.22 758.44 752.96 775.63 77253
14.78 15.04 15.09 15.03 801.55 609.12 817.18 814.73
15.97 16.3% 16.43 16.38 645,18 662.13 875.27 €87.08
Computer and slectronic products 18.24 18.78 18.76 18.74 639.88 £36.30 682.13 £81.32
Elnctrical equipment and appliances 14.02 1443 14.49 1438 $62.20 581.53 589.74 $91.02
T 21437 21.30 2155 21.27 698.03 871.17 918.00 $01.85
Fumlture and reisted products ..........cecreern-rf 1274 1305 un 13.02 4N.76 514.17 519.18 500.08
i 17301 1326 124 138 506.09 505.2¢ 514.94 517.05
poods 14.27 1467 14.74 14.86 §72.23 582.40 594.02 587.87
Food 12.88 1278 12.88 ”’n 506.13 507.37 516.49 504,59
Beverages and tobacen products 17.62 17.60 17.33 17.70 695.99 688.18 684,54 £35.78
Toxthe mills ......... n.70 11.84 1208 12,03 488.83 482,08 475.95 47037
11.02 1147 1144 11.32 426,47 459,85 469.04 459,53
8.15 9.75 .77 270 arsr 33833 342,83 35047
11.01 11.73 170 11.93 426,08 455.12 449.28 468.85
Paper and paper products . 17.09 1746 17.54 17.55 71265 715.86 73142 731.84
Printing and related support scti 15.15 1537 15.50 1545 586.31 X 801.40 598.46
Patrolsum and coal products . 2346 23.01 2353 2275 1.022.88 1.010.14 1,056.50 1.080.63
i 18,00 18.6% 18.68 18.88 765.00 85.34 793.05 78458
1368 14.26 1429 1443 554.60 871.83 583.03 579.33
14.72 14.92 1508 1505 476.93 486.38 488.12 485,12
1413 14,32 14,43 14.36 4T3.36 485.45 486.29 482.50
17.05 17.32 1737 12.38 842,79 659,18 858.32 859.68
1178 1180 1720 11.88 361.65 37368 37231 382N
15.94 16.36 1638 16.38 586.59 808.06 608.59 607.70
2393 24.78 2511 25.02 £85.82 101350 1,024.49 103833
20.59 221 2143 2137 753.59 77497 5.7 77359

FW o U 16.48 17.30 17.29 17.29 531.74 612,42 808.61 608.81
Professional and business services ....... 16.83 17.04 1794 1714 577.84 581.08 579.33 57933
Education and heatth services ..... 1542 1878 1578 15.80 499.81 515.03 $1285 51350
Leisure and hospitalty ........... - B85 886 878 881 2.1 22178 222.13 22468
Other services 13.88 1381 1399 1383 44352 443,73 443,48 441,58

9 See footnote 1, table B-2.
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Table B-4. Average hourly sarnings of production or nonsupervisory workers' on private nonfarm payrolis by industry sector snd
selected Industry detall, seasonatly adjusted

Percent
Qct. Juna July 3 Sept. Oct. from:
Indusery 2002 2003 2003 558 2003 2003 | Sepl 2003
Oct. 2003
Total private:
Current dollars $15.10 $§15.38 §15.43 $1545 $15.45 $15.45 0.1
Constant (1982) dotlars * 8.26 830 832 8.30 828 1° NA )
o : 16.48 16.79 16.81 16.86 1891 1628 -2
Natural 2nd mining 17.21 17.80 17.62 17.69 771 17.74 2
= i 18.66 1896 18.96 18.99 19.04 19.04 L
i 15.45 1572 15.73 1578 15.84 1581 -2
Excluding overtime *.... 1468 14.98 14,98 15.02 15.06 15,03 -2
Durabte goods 16,19 1642 16.42 16.49 16.56 1851 -3
goods 14.29 1283 14.68 1470 un 14.71 0
Private servica-providing ... 72 15.00 15.06 15.06 15.05 15.07 Kl
Trade, and utiities 1413 434 | 1440 | 1439 1438 14.39 Kl
trade 17.00 17.34 17.36 17.40 17.40 1741 K|
Relok trade "Wy 11,92 11.96 1196 1188 11,94 -1
T and 1592 16.30 16.40 16.36 16.35 16.38 2
Uttides 23.96 24.62 umn 2495 24.81 25.08 8
"2049 2113 21.26 2132 2130 21.31 0
Finarctal activities ..... 16,51 747 17.33 17.33 17.31 17.33 A
Professional and business services ... 16.99 17.22 17.23 17.24 17.22 17.26 2
Education and health services ... 1542 1567 15.72 15.76 1877 15681 3
Leisure and hospi . 862 875 878 8.75 8.78 879 K}
Other servicas 13.88 1398 13.98 13.98 13.98 13.97 -1
! See footnots 1, table B-2. #Derived by assuming tat avertime houss are paid at the rate of
2The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wags Eamers and time and one-hail.
Clerical Workers (CPRW) is used 1o deflate this series. N.A. = not available.
$Changs was -0.2 parcent from Aug. 2003 to Sept. 2003, the P = prefiminary.

latest month available,
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Table B-5. Indexes of 2ggragate weekly hours of production ar nonsupervisory werkers' on private nonfarm payrolls by industry sector and

selected industry detsil

(20022100}
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonafy adjusted
Percent
Industry Oct .} Sept | ot | oct | osume | . | Seot | Oct  [shange from:
Soan | 505 | 6% | 200w | S0 | 2 s | 8 | o | sow Sept, zm'
- Oct. 2003

1005 89.5 954 99.7 887 983 93.7 887 99.1 0.4
99.0 88.9 983 235 883 85.6 860 98.1 658, -2
95 9.3 990 a7 967 5.4 982 955 96.0 5
107.9 11060 | 1049 98.7 99.1 83.9 99.9 99.6 93.5 -1
947 85.8 952 88.5 850 841 841 945 84.3 -2
944 853 95.0 98.4 948 938 938 84.1 94.2 1
1003 | 1004 | 1006 904 915 98.3 875 9re 988 12
987 98.0 86.3 98.6 957 2.8 94.9 837 937 k]
9.4 92.68 98 8.9 934 91.8 91.7 91.8 213 -2
4.3 94.9 952 28.9 947 943 4.2 843 946 3
933 94.6 918 98.2 95.0 936 94.3 5.1 945 -8
"7 933 932 972 953 94.6 954 934 230 -4
808 8t.8 520 97.3 937 91.9 916 81.2 813 1
- 8386 974 96.7 9.3 944 934 928 95.5 95.1 -4
Fumiture and related products 94.2 847 836 6.9 92¢ 923.0 932 | 938 934 -2
i 9.1 932 90 9.5 956 4.4 0.2 g2.8 92.3 -5
goods 999 954 96.6 955 98.7 95.% 84.2 544 844 846 2
Food manufacturing ... 1024 1022 | 1034 101 99.3 986 97.8 985 989 8.8 -1
Beverages and lobacco products 89.1 837 90.4 a8.0 1.2 8s.7 853 851 84.9 5.4 &
Textile mills 968 838 85.3 830 96.5 874 83.2 838 838 827 -13
i 98.4 924 95.9 855 98.8 9318 94.6 9.8 955 950 -5
958 783 71 789 94.8 782 774 78.2 6.0 76.8 1.1
1004 879 8.5 880 9.8 874 91,0 8.1 868.7 86.7 0
989 929 94.2 932 98.2 94.0 3.0 928 924 927 3
99.7 6.0 86,8 .1 98.7 865 95,8 955 95.4 958 4
1019 {1008 {1023 |1028 {100.0 996 8.8 9.5 99.3 | 100.6 13
Chemicals .... S04 9.2 89.0 975 |100.0 3.0 98.3 99.6 889 98.2 -7
Plastics and rubber products . 999 95.8 97.3 9 $9.4 96.1 9’5 9.7 963 871.0 7
Private service-providing 1002 §100.8 235 838 [100.1 995 99.2 99.5 89.6 99.8 2
Trade, ion, and utilties 89.7 99.2 98.6 9.t $9.6 99 a8 94.2 986 88.6 K
2] 913 975 988 97.3 7.4 §7.2 97.0 .2 2
100.7 83.0 95 99.7 989 g8.2 99.0 994 99.6 2
973 894 994 999 96.8 97.3 a1 9.0 98.2 2
9.4 987 [1002 |100.4 8.6 93.5 98.8 98.1 | 100.1 20
100.1 882 98.0 99.4 99.6 9.5 89.2 988 888 0
Financial actvities . 1020 {1004 | 1002 [100.3 {1013 |10t4 | 1014 1013 jto1.0 -3
Professional and business sarvices ... 1001 833 238 838 98.6 8.6 983 886 98.9 3
Educaton and health services ... 1002 ] 1014 1033 |1010 §1018 |1017 |1025 1020 |10286 6
Leisure and hospitality .. 107.3 937 285 {1006 98.8 281 98.6 9.9 994 5
Other services ............ 99.4 99.1 873 918 9.5 X ] 979 8.8 87y 9.7 0

1See footnote 1, table B-2.
P = pratiminary.

NOTE: The indaxes of aggregate waekly haurs are calculated by

dividing the current month's estimates of aggregate hours by the

correspanding 2002 annual sverage fevels. Aggregate hours estimaies
are the product of estimates of average weskly hours and production or
nensupervisory worker emplayment.
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTASLISHMENT DATA
Tabie B-8. indexes of aggragrate weekly payrolls of production or nonsupervisory workers' on private nonfarm payrails by industry sector and
selected industry detail
(2002%100)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
Percent
i S | 20 | A | 20k | S | dems | Mh | A% | A | 20 [henee i
- Oct. 2003
Totat peivate ... 1014 § 103.4 ] 103.0 | 1028 § 100.7 | 101.5 | 1045 | 1020 | 1020 | 1025 05
. duch 1022 { 10251 103.1 | 1020 994 99.0 984 9.1 995 892 -3
Natural and mining 1008 { 1017 } 1.2 1016 976 988 7.6 98.8 982 93.9 7
C 1054 | 1111 1088 § 1083 99.5 | 1015 [ 101.2] 1024 | 1024 | 1023 -1
100.4 76 94 983 935 |- 876 968 972 o798 ers -4
Durable goads 100.0 87.0 8.8 8.0 89.5 972 96.2 965 073 28] -2
goods 100.7 $8.8 | 1006 089 986 983 9758 880 8.1 98.3 2
Private service-praviding .. 10121 1032 | 1028 | 1032 | 1011 | 1024 | 1025 | 1029 { 1030 | 1032 2z
Trade, and utiities 1005 { 1014 | 1015 | 101.5 [ 1004 | 100.2 | 100.5 | 1008 { 1011 ] 1013 2
994 899 a7 93.8 9y 995 294 9.7 8.5 238 3
1003 1 1027 1019 ] 1014 | 1006 | 1010 | 1006 | 1015 | 1018 | 1019 A
1018 ) 1008 { 1030 ; 1033 | 100.8 | 100.0 | t0t.% | 1007 | 101.6 | $02.0 4
100.7 | 1029 | 1035 § 1048 | 1005 [ 1014 | 101.8 | 1029 | 1021 | 1047 T 25
1008 | 1050 | 1040} 1035 1007 | 1040 | 1046 | 1045 | 1041 | 1041 0
Financial activitles ...... 10131 1092 | 1074 1 107.2 | 1024 | 1075 ] 1087 { 108.7 | 1084 | 1083 «1
Professional and business services ..... 10181 1014 | 1012} 1018 | 1009 | 101.0 | 1010 | 1008 | 101.0 | 1045 5
Education and health services .. 103.0 § 1037 ] 105.4 | 107.3 | 1023 | 1048 | 105¢ 106.2 y 1057 | 1066 9
Lefsure and hospitality .... 1002 § 1084 | 1021 | 1012 | 10t.2 | 1009 | 1003 | 1006 | 1013 | 1020 2
Other services ... 1004 { 1005 89.2 98.9 [ 1005 | 1001 9.7 99.7 we 894 -2

1See footnote 1, table B-2.
Pa

1y
NOTE: The indexes of aggregate weeldy payrolis are caiculated by
dividing the curment month's estimatas of aggregate payrofls by the

carresponding 2002 annual average levels. Aggregate payrol) sstimatas
#re the product of estimates of average houtly semings, average weekly
hours, and production or nonsupervisrory worker employment.
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increasing plus one-half of the industres with unchanged employment,

whare 50 percent indicates an equal balance between indusiries with
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.S, Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Stafistics
2 Massachusetts Ave. N.E,
Washington, D.C. 20212

DEC 8 2

Honorable Baron Hill
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Hill:

At the November 7°" hearing of the Joint Economic Committee
on the Employment Situation, you asked if the Bureau of
Labor Statistics (BLS) has data on the change in earnings
for workers who lose a job in manufacturing and find
employment in other industries.

" The Bureau has a biennial survey that collects information
on the numpber and characteristics of displaced workers as a
supplement to the Current Population Survey. Displaced
workers are those who had lost or left jobs in .the prior
3 years because their plant or company closed, there was
insufficient work, or their job was abolished. For those
who were displaced, questions are asked about the
characteristics of the jobs lost, including the industry
and their earnings. The latest data collected in January
2002 show that 2.3 million people were displaced from full-~
time wage and salary jobs in manufacturing during the
period from 1899 through 2001 and that on those jobs their
median weekly earnings were $598. At the time of the
survey in January 2002, about half of the 2.3 million had
found full-time wage and salary jobs in manufacturing or
some other industry: the remaining half were ocut of the
labor force, unemployed, self employed, or working part
time. The median weekly earnings for those reemployed in
new full-time wage and salary jobs were only $529.

I also promised to provide information about average salary
levels in the service sector versus the manufacturing
sector. For these statistics, I will refer to the Current
Employment Statistics survey, which collects data from the
payroll records of employers. Average weekly earnings in
manufacturing were $645.86 in November 2003, the latest
ronth available. Average weekly earnings in private
service-providing were $490.10 and ranged from $226.27 in
leisure and hospitality to $772.77 in information. (See
table).
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Honorable Baron Hill--2

DEC 8 208
Buployment and sverage weekly earnings of production or nonsupervisory
workers in manufacturing and private service-providing industries
(Seasonally adjus ted, employment in thous ands)
Average weekly Nov. 2001-
eamings Nov. 2003
Industry Nov. 2003 emp. change
Manufacturing $645.86 -1,283°
Private service-providing 490,10 m
Trade, transportation, and utilities . 48384 451
Information 77277 272
Financial activities ’ 61131 127
Professional and business services 591.98 51
Education and health services 516.99 788
Leisure and hospitality 22627 124
Other services 4425 4
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistiés, Current Employ ment Statistics Survey

The table also shows employment growth since the end of the
recession in November 2001. Manufacturing employment
declined by 1.3 million during that time, Within private
service-providing, education and health services added the
most jobs, 788,000. Other gainers include financial
activities, professional and business services, .leisure and
hospitality, and other services. All of these industries
have average weekly earnings lower than the average weekly
earnings for manufacturing.

I hope this information is helpful to you. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely yours,

Jam Oz

JOHN M. GALVIN
Associate Commissioner for
Employment and Unemployment Statistics




