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CURRENT LABOR MARKET DEVELOPMENTS

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1971

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a.m., in room 1202,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Proxmire, Ribicoff, and Javits; and Representa-
tive Conable.

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F.
McHugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist; Lucy A.
Falcone, research economist; George D. Krumbhaar, Jr., minority
counsel; and Walter B. Laessig, economist for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman PROXMIRE. The committee will come to order.
Today we resume our monthly review of the employment and un-

employment situation. We have been holding these hearings since
last April, following the discontinuance of the regularly scheduled
press conference at which the press had been briefed by skilled tech-
nicians of the Labor Department.

I might say every comment we have heard from the press has been
to the effect that these hearings have served a very useful purpose,
in the absence of the regular briefings. We all hope that these briefings
will be resumed, but so far, the higher up officials have adamantly
refused.

,On top of this development we have recently learned that a major
reorganization is contemplated for the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
the agency responsible for the preparation of the statistics. The tech-
nician in charge of the press conference has been told that his office
will be split in two and he has been assigned to that portion which
will not be dealing with current labor market developments.

Obviously questions have been raised as to the connection of these
two developments. We must soon find the answer! Regardless of how
favorable the answers may be, the sad fact-and I know it to be a
fact-is that morale in the agency is extremely low. One must wonder
whether any improvement in eficiency from the reorganization can
outweigh the damage caused by the way in which the reorganization
is being handled.

Our first witness today is Stanley Ruttenberg, who has spent the
greater part of his working life dealing with employment and un-
employment problems. He was director of research in the AFL-CIO

(283)
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-from 1955 to 1962. He was with the Department of Labor from 1962
to 1969, serving as Assistant Secretary of Labor from 1966 to 1969.

Senator RIBICOFF. The only comment I would make, TIr. Chairman,
is that I would like to commend you for staying with this very tough
problem. Unemployment and inflation still remain high. Personally,
I believe that the President should be giv en every possible encourage-
ment to try to make his suggestions work. The President's statement
was general. I am interested to find out the specifics from Secretary
Connally this noon.

I am disturbed, however, at the reorganization of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. The press and the people of this country have an
absolute right to know the truth and know the facts upon which they
are being asked to act, and it is absolutely inexcusable to play politics
with something so important. It is important for us and absolutely
essential to have the figures and have them correct. Only this wlvay will
we be able to find where we are going and whether the President's
plans are actually working.

Chairman PROX iriiE. Thank you, Senator Ribicoff.
Mfr. Ruttenberg, I see you have a short statement. You may proceed

in your own fashion.

STATEMENT OF STANLEY H. RUTTENBERG, PRESIDENT, STANLEY
H. RUTTENBERG & ASSOCIATES, INC.

MIr. RUTrENBERG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I had not
seen the unemployment figures released this morning until arriving
here this morning. I have just had a brief opportunity to review them
in the last half hour. I would be interested in commenting on them
after I have gone through my statement, and interestingly enough,
also I had to do this statement before I heard President Nixon's state-
ment. last night. So, I will be glad to comment also on that.

But if I might just go on with the statement I have here, I obviously
appreciate very much the invitation to discuss with this committee tl;e
Nation's unemployment problem because, like so many others, I hrave
watched with no little dismay over these past 2 years the steady growth
in joblessness, accompanied by the steady increase in prices, capped
by the administration's totally inadequate response in the form of its
new economic policy designed to create "a new prosperity."

I do not intend to engage in a recital of the unemployment statistics,
in aggregate or disaggregate form, or to talk about the social impli-
cations of those data. Let me simply assure you that I am only too
well aware of the human tragedies that lie behind the numbers, and
to focus directly, in the short time available, on the basic problem
as I see it.

That problem, in my view, is essentially a matter of priorities. Our
No. 1 economic policy priority should be full employment-a job,
at a decent wage, for everyone who wants to work-which is, after
all, the basic commitment that is embodied in the Employment Act
of 1946.

I found lacking in President Nixon's statement last night any refer-
ence to what might happen to unemployment and I think it was a
serious gap, but I will comment more on that later.

I do not believe that we must be compelled to retreat from that ob-
jective by any trade-off over prices. but if there must be such a
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trade-off, then I think we should not be inclined to opt for higher
unemployment as readily as we have heretofore.

The present administration came into office promising to reduce the
rate of price increase without any increase in unemployment. It prom-
ised, in short, to avoid the necessity of the trade-off. And, in one sense,
it did. Nothing constructive happened on the price side, even though
unemployment rose steadily. There was no trade-off to be had; prices,
instead of easing, climbed far more rapidly than they had in the pre-
vious administration.

The failure of the present administration to succeed in this regard-
that is, to slow down the rate of increase in prices by deliberately in-
creasing unemployment-was not in any way due to lack of effort.
It tried, and it tried very hard, indeed. It brought economic growth to a
grinding halt. Even so, it was unable to slow the rate of price rise,
because the Philips' curve-which describes the relationship of price
inflation to unemployment rates-had shifted to the right. That is to
say, compared with previous periods, there is now more price inflation
associated with any given level of unemployment.

This development is the result of structural changes in the economy.
Those changes-which are embodied in the shift to services, to auto-
mation and increased use of costly technology, as well as to bigness
generally-have produced added cost rigidities. And, in an economy
such as ours, where prices in many sectors have never been particularly
responsive to shifts in demand, it is to be expected that these increased
rigidities in costs will r esult in increased rigidities in prices. Specifi-
cally, as corporations strive to maintain profit margins, prices will too
often not respond readily to the declines in demand that accompany
slowdowns of economic activity and increases in unemployment. The
response is likely to be more sluggish today than it was in the past.
Indeed, as we have seen during the current recession, prices may be
increased in the face of weak demand.

It follows from this that one route to improved price performance
would be through increased output; that is, higher levels of capacity
utilization, which will mean lower unit costs, and the ability to main-
tain and improve profit margins without raising prices. Thus, the
failure of the administration to comprehend the nature of the struc-
tural changes that have occurred-or to comprehend that more output
and more utilization and more employment can ease inflationary pres-
sures-led to reliance on remedies that actually aggravated the
situation.

Ultimately, the dilemma that confronted the administration was
that, in order to get the inflation under control, it needed substan-
tially more unemployment, and it needed that unemployment for a
longer period of time than was available, given the closeness of the
1972 election. It chose, instead, contrary to all of its previous pro-
nouncements, to impose a wage-price freeze and to enunciate its new
economic policy.

So far as domestic economic impact is concerned, there is little that
is new in that policy, and even less that is expansionary about it. If
one considers that the stimulative aspects of the program have been
purposely offset by planned reductions in Federal outlays, there is
just no basis for anticipating that any significant dent will be made
in the present level of joblessness.
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The imposition of some form of controls on prices can, of course,
ease the rate of inflation. But this will not create jobs. Increases in
employment can come only from increases in spending, and the more
rapidly productivity advances, the greater the increase in spending
that is required by all segments of the economy in order to achieve
any increase in employment.

At this juncture, one can only speculate as to the shape of the
equation, since we do not know what kinds of restraints will be placed
in phase II on increases in wages and salaries purchasing power, if
you will-while productivity can be expected to register above-average
growth in the months ahead.

There is, however, no need to speculate about the proposed invest-
ment tax credit. The net effect of such a measure is to increase cor-
porate profits and to decrease corporate taxes. This means an ultimate
shift in the tax burden away from corporations, with the consequent
adverse impact on the distribution of income shares so far as wage
and salary earners are concerned.

If such a proposal is of dubious value even under the best of circum-
stances, its purpose at a time when more than 25 percent of the
Nation's productive capacity, especially while growth in consumer
buying power is restrained through controls over wages and salaries,
the result can be the basis for yet another recession.

Clearly, then, the administration's new economic policy can be ex-
pected to do little about the Nation's problem of joblessness. To be
sure, much will be promised. But the hard reality is that any signifi-
cant increase in employment cannot be achieved without a significant
stimulus to the economy. And that is not in sight. Rather, the policy
thrust of the administration seems to be to secure some moderation of
price increases-through controls-in time for the 1972 election. Once
over that hurdle, the administration apparently would be inclined to
bury controls, and to have the economy return to the traditional method
of dealing with the twin problems of jobs and prices; that is, the
"trade-off."

In my opinion, this would be a tragic mistake. I think it is wrong
deliberately to use unemployment-and the unemployed-as the econ-
omy's price stabilizer, and that is just what is involved in acceptance
of the concept of a "trade-off." I would rather have some form of con-
trols and the accompanying restraints on prices and all forms of in-
come, if it meant a full employment economy. This, to me, is far more
humane than to condone the deprivation-and the severe restraint-
that goes with unemployment.

I hasten to add, however, that I find the administration's version
of controls, as manifested in the wage-price freeze, inequitable and
discriminatory. By the same token, the administration's actions repre-
sent a significant breakthrough, even if those actions are contrary to
every philosophical instinct of the administration. For the first time
in our history, controls have been imposed on an economy that is not on
a wartime footing.

Obviously, this represents a dramatic break with the past, and it
gives us, and particularly the Congress, the opportunity to explore
some new approaches to the operation of our economy, and particularly
to the problem no one has yet resolved: the achievement of full em-
ployment within a framework of reasonable price stability.
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If we are prepared to accept controls during wartime in order to
achieve price stability simultaneously with full utilization of resources,
why not in peacetime? Is there a significant distinction to be made be-
tween an economy that booms because of war and one that booms be-
cause of good economic policies? I think not. Moreover, we may well
discover that the existence of controls could serve, in due course, to
change the behavior of different sectors of the economy, thus easing the
normal inflationary pressures to be found at full employment. Thus,
the duration of such controls, in whole or in part, need not become a
permanent feature of our economy.

As I indicated at the outset, I firmly believe we have an obligation,
as a society, to make full employment a reality, and we ought to use
whatever talent and tools are available to us to achieve that objective.
For this reason, I would hope that the committee would begin now to
explore the methods by which controls could be periodically used-
fairly as well as effectively-in order to sustain a national commit-
ment to full employment. There is, in my view, no goal that is of any
greater urgency than a job, at a decent wage, for everyone who wants
to work.

As I indicated at the outset, I think we should be prepared, if it is
necessary, to accept more in the way of price increases to secure that
objective. But it may no longer be necessary, if we can only manage
to make imaginative use of the new opportunity that has now been
presented to us to restrain, through controls, the inflationary pressures
that periodically plague our economy and that have tended to make
us shy away from the goal which should have our highest priority;
namely, full employment.

Thank you.
Chairman PnoxzrnxE. Mr. Ruttenberg, thank you very, very much.

I think this is a most useful, straightforward expression, something
that I think must have been in the back of all of our minds. It is good
to have somebody with your ability state it so clearly and emphatically.
That is, we have relied, not only this administration but past admin-
istrations, too, for that matter, relied on unemployment as a way of
trying to combat inflation. It means that the poorest people in the
economy, those least able to defend themselves, are the fall guys. They
take the brunt of antiinflation policies and the cruelty of the Philips'
curve notion; that is, that there is a trade-off, that the only way you
can hold down prices is to permit unemployment to increase, I think
it has never been spelled out more clearly in my presence than you did
this morning.

I would like to ask you about that a little later but I cannot resist
frankly, in getting on to what, of course, is current, and something in
which we are all so deeply interested; that is, the President's announce-
ment last night of the phase II approach.

One of the things that troubled me very greatly about the Presi-
dent's announcement is that he does 'delegate, he hands over to these
two Boards a tremendous amount of power.

Now, frankly, I was part of the act, as we are all Members of Con-
gress, in giving it to the President but one witness told us we did not
give him the ball game, in control of prices and wages, we gave him
the whole ball park.
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The President in turn is handing this over to a Board that nobody
elected and I find in the papers this morning in the documentation of
how this is going to work that the legal powers of each Board will beexercised by the chairman of each Board. So, one man will havevirtually dictatorial authority over prices with no appeal. That was
spelled out very clearly last night to us by both the President and Mr.
Connally in a briefing.

In the same way one man will have virtually dictatorial power overwages, with no appeal.
Now, how would you feel about this? Do you think that this is rightor do you think that maybe Congress should get back into the act now?

We are going to have to act on renewing this authority the Presidenthas. He is going to send that legislation down next week. Do you notthink we should take a very careful look so that at the very least a
wage earner, union, businessman, would have some recourse under afirm and established law so that he could go into court and have somelegal basis for saying that action against him is arbitrary by these
two Boards?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, Mr. Chairman, on the issue of the Pay
Board, I am inclined to feel very strongly that the tripartite arrange-
ment of having 15 members, five labor, five business, and five fromthe general public, in a sense, does establish the kind of a structure
that ought to review the wage contracts that are negotiated and wage
decisions of employers, and be able on their own to determine what
the overall general policy would be within the very broad framework
of general price and wage and cost and income stability.

Whether or not the Congress ought to spell out in some detail someauthority under which such Boards or individuals should function I
am not so sure. I think it would be very difficult to try to spell themout in advance of a situation that exists when it is very difficult toknow what the situation is going to be.

Chairman PROXMERE. What I am getting at is this. Almost all
economists who testified said that a fundamental basis for a wage
increase would be productivity increases and many of them said you
also ought to take into account some element of the cost-of-living
increases. Now, without giving a precise figure, I agree it would be amistake for Congress to say a 5- or 6- or 4-percent increase in wages,
but to incorporate some productivity and cost-of-living principles
into the law, so that a union or a wage earner or an employer could
say that the Board has not acted in accordance with the rules of thegame set down by the Congress and they would have a basis then for
defending themselves against arbitrary action. This way, as I under-
stand it-I would be happy to be refuted if this is not the case-the
Chairman and Board, in effect, can say that one group can have a 10-
perceflt increase and another group cannot have any, and SecretaryConnallv last night said with respect to the existing contracts, if theBoard should say that an existing contract of a particular union
should be allowed to permit an 8-percent increase in wages or a 10-
percent increase in wages, then the Wage Board would just have to
take it out of somebody else.

Well, unless you have a settled law, it seems to me, you are just
asking for all kinds of mischief and all kinds of trouble and all kindsof complaints, legitimate complaints, on the part of the American
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people because there will not be a settled law under which they can
operate.

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Of course, Mr. Chairman, if the Congress were
to spell out some broad general principles such as those you have
indicated relating to productivity and to the cost of living, there are
other factors that are involved-certainly, the inequities that creep
into the structure, the level of wage in relation to standard of living
of many people, obviously, at the low-income level, so that you would
have to spell out a variety of specific proposals.

I do not react against that general notion but I think if such cri-
teria were spelled out by the Congress, they would have to be in very,
very broad general terms.

I do believe that a tripartite board of the kind that is being con-
temnplated here, if given the liberty to function freely, and I think
that is not clear from what the President has said, I think, in a sense,
if I read this morning's paper correctly, the Cost of Living Council
under Secretary Connally may very well have final deciding authority.

Chairman PROXIAIRE. I do not think that is the case in a particular
instance. Now, they do have a final authority in the sense, as I under-
stand it. that they can decide that the policies of the Wage Board
or Price Board are not achieving the goal that was set out and call for
new policies. But on a case-by-case basis, if United States Steel, for
example, is permitted by the Price Board to put into effect an 8-percent
price increase, there would be no appeal of that to the Cost of Living
Council. They could simply say after United States Steel and auto-
mobiles and others, after the decision has been made, from now on the
Board will just have to adopt more stringent policies. As I under-
stand, that is the way it was explained and I have not seen any
contradiction.

It seems very clear in the briefing papers that have been given that
this would be how it would operate.

AMr. Rui-rENBERG. You are right, and I did not mean to imply that
individual cases would be referred from the Pay Board to the Cost
of Living Council. The Cost of Living Council, as you did indicate,
and what I was trying to say. was that they would determine the
general overall policies, the guidelines and procedures under which
the Pay Board will operate. The Cost of Living Council's guidelines
will be sent down, either before or after decisions are made by the
Pay Board. One does not know, but frankly-I guess maybe you and
I may differ slightly on this, Senator-I believe that a tripartite ar-
rangement in which the public and real public members, individuals
that have no association with either the management or labor side, if
competent, well respected, to serve as public representatives, I really
think that such a five-man public board supported by five manage-
ment and five labor members can be adequately entrusted with pay
decisions in this economy.

I think if one looks at the stabilization board in the construction
industry, it is true that that board under the chairmanship of
Air. Dunlop has moderated the level of increases negotiated in the
construction industry.

Chairmnan PROXMIRE. Let me just say this: The personnel, their
attitude, their acceptance is immensely important. That all will be
done under Executive order. No participation by Congress at all. All
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-15 members of the Pay Board appointed by the President, period,
'anybody he wants. All seven members of the Price Commission
appointed by the President. No confirmation by the Senate.

Would it not seem wise to broaden this a little bit, at least bring
in the participation of the Congress to the extent of confirmation
proceedings?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. You and I would agree fully on that, Senator.
I think it would be a good idea to involve the Congress in the advice
'and consent of the appointment of people to such boards.

Chairman PROXAFIRE. After all, we confirm-the Senate confirms
second lieutenants, we confirm literally thousands of people, and this
Board will have far greater economic power in my view, than any
other person or agency in our Government. After all, the power to
determine whether people get a wage increase or do not get it, whether
prices go up or down, is an immense power, a power that was called
by Mr. Burns dictatorial.

Give me your views on the Price Commission authority here. How
would that-would you have a different view on that than you do on
the Wage Board?

Mr. RUTTENi3ERG. Well, again, I have not had-I have had the same
amount of time that everybody else has had to study and think about
what the President did in his announcement last night. I think a
seven-man board representing the general public, certainly, obviously,
the first thing that comes to my mind is that those people must be, as I
think the President did indicate, and I hope 'he carries it out, they
have to be well-respected Americans with no association with the
interest groups in the economy. That would be terribly important.

I just want to reserve for a while yet at least my own feeling about
whether or not that approach to the price situation is adequate or
sufficient. I think that it has some merit for support, but I am not
quite sure in my own mind, sir, yet.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Congressman Conable.
Representative CONABLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ruttenberg, I know you to be a man of fine reputation. It seems

to me, however, that your statement this morning is one of almost
unrelieved partisanship. I am interested, for instance, in some of the
statements you have here about tradeoffs. You say, for instance, that
prices are climbing more rapidly than in the previous administration.

Do you not feel that the course of action that has been taken has had
some depressing impact on the rate of price increase?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. The actions taken since August 15, yes.
Representative CONABLE. I am talking about before August 15. Do

you think that 4.2 percent rate over the past year is no improvement?
Mr. RUT-ENBERG. I think if one looks carefully at the rate of price

increases in 1968, 1969, and 1970, you will find that accelerating and
increasing rate of price increases in the Consumer Price Index as well
as in the Wholesale Price Index.

Now, if you select out the second quarter of 1971, and compare that
to previous periods, yes, you can say that the rate of price increase is
not as large, but I am not so sure that one ought to be selecting-
obviously, we ought not to be selecting 1 month as the President did
last night and judge and conclude from that that something wonderful
is happening. And I would like to comment on last month's Wholesale
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Price Index, but basically, I think I am willing to concede that statis-
tics speak for themselves, and I think it will indicate that selecting
certain months or certain periods the rate of price increase may be less,
but the years 1969 and 1970, show price increases significantly above
what they were in 1967 and 1968.

Representative CONABLE. I am interested-the only proposal that
you are inclined to be at all complimentary about is this tripartite
Board on Wages and a highly placed Democrat described it to me this
morning as a sellout to organized labor. I take it, you do not consider
that to be so.

Mir. RUIrrENBERG. I do not know why it would be considered a sellout
to organized labor. It is obvious-George Meany, the president of the
AFILCIO, has testified, in support of the tripartite arrangement. My
background is in the labor movement. Let us not misrepresent my own
personal point of view and background in the labor union before I
went into the Government in 1963. But I think any fairminded person
looking at the situation today would tend to conclude that public rep-
resentatives oln a tripartite board will be closer in point of view to that
of the business community than to that of the labor community. And
if that is the case, then this is not a partisan kind of approach to a,
tripartite board and I believe that to be the case.

Representative CONABLE. Let me ask you, sir, with your long ex-
perience before Congress-I know you have a good deal of experience
here-if we were to move to the confirmation of members of this
board, do you think they would be confirmed by the Senate before the
Stabilization Act was up for extension again?

2Mr. RUrTTENBERG. Well, I would hope that the caliber of the appoint-
ments by the administration would be such as to warrant full and
complete support rather quickly. And I think without any uifavor-
able connotations-I would say this as far as any President of the
United States is concerned, not just President Nixon, I think when con-
firmiation is involved. there is a far more careful process of selection
than if confirmation is not involved. The selections would tend to be
closer to what the President himself described he wanted as the type
of public representative on the Price Board.

Representative CONABLE. I am sure more care might be involved.
I am not sure in what direction that care might be extended. Possibly
a different type of person would be appointed. You are correct in that.

I would like to know, sir-you have been closely associated, of course,
as director of research in the AFL-CIO before vou served in the last
adlministration, and your views as a member, as a participating member
of the labor movement, have at some times worked against the free
trade view that has prevailed in the country over this same period of
time.

I wonder what your attitude is toward the import surcharge. I would
be interested in hearing your views on that.

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, as you know, Congressman Conable, you and
Senator Ribicoff, I have had the privilege of discussing interniational
trade with you iII your offices. I have not had that privilege with
Senator Proxmire yet.

I cannot give you a quick short answer to that question. I can say
this, that I think the 10-percent surcharge placed by the President on
August 15 on all imports did create the shocking effect that it was
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designed to create; namely, that in the United States we have a serious
import and balance-of-payments problem, and that something needs to
be done about it.

I would not have chosen to do it through the route of a 10-percent
surcharge. The surcharge, as you know, exempts those commodities
which are on the duty-free list, such as automobiles from Canada. It
exempts those items that are covered by quota restrictions, and in effect
it does not permit a full 10-percent surcharge on many items. Those
items, for example, whose duty in 1930 was not 10 percent above where
they are today, you cannot impose the full 10-percent surcharge. So
it was not an across-the-board kind of impact.

I would have chosen to see something different. But I do think that
it is a recognition on the part of this administration which up to now
they have failed to recognize, and in all due respect, the previous
Democratic administrations failed to recognize, that there is a growing
serious problem in terms of import competition.

Representative CONABLE. Do you view the surcharge as a temporary
expedient, or do you feel it is something which should be left on
indefinitely? Do you consider it a bargaining device? Do you con-
sider it an alternative at all, for instance, to the quantitative limi-
tations that were implicit in the Mills bill last year, quotas which
probably would have been considerably more permanent under any
circumstances than the import surcharge?

Mr. RnrrTENBERG. I think, Mr. Chairman, that the 10-percent sur-
charge was imposed by the President clearly as a bargaining tech-
nique. Secretary Connally has indicated that it obviously is of only
interim duration until such time as they work out problems on the
monetary front with other countries throughout the world and have
acceptance of the general principle of nonconvertibility of gold. All
of that relates to it. It is a temporary measure.

From my point of view, I think the actions taken by the President
were insufficient to handle the very serious and newly developing
problems that are occurring in the trade area. It is not the purpose
of this hearing to go into this problem, but I do want to say just very
quickly and very briefly, that what has been happening to the tre-
mendous outflow of American capital, investing overseas in subsid-
iaries of U.S. multinational corporations, has changed the complexion
of the international trade picture substantially. Until that issue is
faced up to and tackled, I think in order to preserve job opportunities
in the United States, quantitative restrictions are essential and would
be far more successful than would the continuation of the 10-percent
surcharge.

Representative CONABLE. That is all.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Senator Ribicoff.
Senator RRIBIcOFF. Mr. Ruttenberg, you have been involved in one

way or another with Government and labor as an economist. How
would you rate the batting averages of Presidential economic advisers
over the years?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. I agree, Senator Ribicoff, with an old friend of
mine who was a member of the Council of Economic Advisers during
President Truman's days; namely, Professor Blough, from the Uni-
versitv of Chicago and Columbia University, when he said that Presi-
dential economic advisers should be expendable. I think the Presi-
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dential advisers need to state their own personal opinion about the
economic condition, and as long as their personal opinions which they
state, reflect and are consistent with the administration, they are pro-
viding that administration with the advice it needs and wants, but at
the moment, he said, that my own personal opinion, said Mr. Blough,
differs from that of the President, it is my duty to resign.

Now, I think what has happened, without disparaging the position
of any of the economic advisers, past or present, is that I think they
tended to state the administration's positions, not their own personal
positions. They tended to reflect less of their own personal positions
and more of what the administration from a political point of view,
wanted and needed.

Senator RIBICOFF. In other words, generally these economists who
advise Presidents, and upon whom the public relies, are part of the
political process instead of being independent experts. They moderate
their personal opinions to reflect what the political necessities may be
at any given moment.

Mr. RUWrENBERG. That is what I was trying to say, and you said it
better in a short form.

Senator RIBICOFF. So, basically. it is very difficult for the Congress
or the people to get the best economic advice.

Now, what have been the batting averages of economists generally
in and out of Government on unemployment trends, on inflation, and
on our monetary system, as you would rate them?

Mr. RTrrENBERC. Well, I think the batting average from the stand-
point of economists outside of Government, not involved directly in
economic advice to the administration or to Presidents in the past, has
tended to be fairly good. I would say-I would give them a passing
average, a passing grade. They are a little above average. No one calls
the shots and the trends in the economy completely correctly at any one
point in time, and any one economist can point to those points in time
when he was correct, and his associates can point to the fact of, well,
at certain points you were not correct. But the other fellow says I
was correct at that point. So it is a very difficult game, and we are not
talking about an exact science, obviously.

Senator RIBICOFF. That is true, but there is an awful lot of obfusca-
tion by economists. They form an in-group and come out with a lot of
complicated theories, using language that very few people understand,
which all create a very confusing picture.

Going back, however, since you are a student of economics, and I
am not, during the past, say, 10 years, which economists in their writ-
ing and predictions have been proven to be correct?

Mr. RU'ITENBFIRG. You do not really want me to answer.
Senator RIBICOFF. Yes, I certainly do, because this becomes very

important. Here we are being asked to make decisions, and we have
to greatly rely on the so-called experts. Now, I think the country is en-
titled to know your opinion, as a man who has studied it, which econ-
omists have good enough batting averages to get into the world series
of this business?

Mr. RU'TENBERG. I think economists ought to be more modest in
their approach to their own predictions. I would say that the batting
average of-let us start now and go back-the batting average of the
economists associated with this administration, namely, George Shultz
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and Paul McCracken, has not been very good in terms of their public
pronouncements as to what was going to happen, for example, back
in 1969, to unemployment as they eased the economy to ease the pres-
sure on prices. They did not anticipate the price increases that oc-curred nor did they anticipate the rise in unemployment that resulted.
So, I could not give them a very high mark in terms of their batting
average.

Going back into the previous administration, I guess the economists
in the early part of the Kennedy administration, Walter Heller andhis associates, were confronted with a different kind of economy, one
that had high levels of unemployment when they came into office, and
their predictions for what was going to happen and the actions and
steps they took were bold ones. Whether one agreed with them or not,
they were bold. The tremendous tax decrease, personal income tax
cuts of February 1964, whether one agreed or disagreed with them,
did have a tremendous stimulating effect upon the economy. Substan-
tially greater stimulating effect on the economy than did the liber-alized depreciation of July 1962 or the tax investment credit of
October 1962. But then they-and they were predicting that impact-
I think they were wrong on what they thought would be the impact of
the investiemnt credit. They were right on what they thought would be
the impact of the personal income tax cut of 1964.

Then as one gets into the 1965-68 period, then I think the econo-
mists were, your words, obfuscating the problem and the problem ob-
viously wits the acceleration in the activities in Vietnam, the large
increase in military expenditures which either were not predicted in
advance or not disclosed.

Senator RIucoiv. Or hidden.
Mr. RUTTENBERG. Or not disclosed, and its resultant price increasesthat began to grow and no one can deny the fact that this inflationary

pressure started back in 1966, 1967. They did not anticipate that.
So, you know, as one goes back over the record, I do not know

whether it is-I would say it is average. A little above average maybe
but predicting is not a safe game for anybody to engage in.

Senator RIBIcOFF. Now, you talked about the trade-offs. You men-
tioned that no one has achieved a program of full employment. It is
easy to criticize but what would your program be for full employment?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, Senator Ribicoff, first of all, I want to re-
state the central thesis that I was trying to develop in that brief state-
ment of mine. I think that in terms of the economy we should opt
continuously for full employment, for maximum employment produc-
tion and purchasing power, for job opportunities for all those who are
willing and able to work. That ought to be our primary priority goal.

Senatoi RiIucoi'i% But how would you get that?
Mr. RUTTEN-BERe. All right. I would move certainly toward a very

substantial increase in the Government support and participation in
carrying on the many kinds of services and aids and construction that
needs to take place in this country, in the whole field of rapid transit,
of urban renewal, of education, of environmental control and pollution
abatement, the whole area of medical health and medical care and
medical facilities.

I think when the President points to the fact that he is going to
appoint another committee here to look at the problems of health and
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medical care in order to hold costs down, you are not going to hold
those costs down until one does, as you know only too well, Senator
Ribicoff, that we do something about increasing the supply of doctors
and increasing the availability of medical facilities across this country.
Too many people now cannot get medical care and those who get it
having to pay far too much for it.

I think there is much to be done in the field of Government expend-
itures and I would say I accept fully President Nixon's conversion to a
balanced budget at full employment and that that ought to be the fiscal
policy of the Federal Government. He is not practicing that now. As a
matter of fact, if one follows that concept fully, it can be demonstrated
that one ought to, at certain points in time, have a deficit in the full
employment budget in order to return ourselves to a level of economic
activity which is essential.

I am not unaware of the fact that the present budget is going to be
out of balance by some $23, $24, $25 billion but that does not say that
out of balance is the result of increased expenditures. It is, in the main
the result of decreased revenue resulting from a declining economy
and rising unemployment and falling production, and that kind of a
deficit is not helpful to an economy. It is not helpful.

The kind of activity we need is Government expenditures for the
kinds of economic and social programs that I have talked about. And I
think in addition to that that if we were really moving in that direction
we would ease the burden of the consumer and the worker in terms of
his savings rates-savings rates that are now in the neighborhood of
8, 81/4, 8% percent, would be declining and people would be more will-
ing to spend if they saw the economy moving forward.

The greatest fallacy with President Nixon's program here as he
announced it last night, to me, is that he really seemed to me to opt
for preserving the concept of controls rather than doing something
about jobs and unemployment. And that is a very strange position, it
seems to me, for the President to be in. It is kind of regrettable that
he did not even mention the fact of unemployment.

Senator RIBIcovr. Do you think he might have failed to mention
the problem of unemployment because of the uncertainty whether these
programs he announced will reduce unemployment?

Mr. RUTrENBERG. Senator Ribicoff, I agree fully with the implica-
tion of the remark you made. I think that well may be the case. I do
not see unemployment falling. I disagree with the President's an-
nounced program of tax reductions. I think, frankly, at this point in
time I would much sooner see Federal revenues used not to try to
stimulate through an increase of investment credit or accelerated de-
preciation on plant equipment but I would prefer to see Federal
revenues used for the social programs this country needs, not only
because we need those social programs but because they are also job-
creating mechanisms that are not involved currently in the kind of
Government expenditure levels that are taking place.

Senator RIBIcoFr. I have some more questions but I will ask those
later.

Chairman PROXMIpE. Mr. Ruttenberg, one of the purposes of these
hearings this morning is to get at the reorganization the administration
has proposed for the handling of economic statistics, and a number
of people are deeply concerned about this and charge that the re-
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organization may enable the administration to provide analysis of
these statistics that would favor their viewpoint, but would be a great
disservice to the public in understanding the meaning of unemploy-
ment if it increased or price statistics if they changed.

I understand you played a significant role when you were in the Gov-
ernment or perhaps later in the Gordon committee record, on the han-
dling of employment statistics. Would you state your function?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Yes. Senator Proxmire, before I went into the
Government-I went in in January 1963 as the economic adviser to the
Secretary of Labor, then Bill Wirtz, but before that, President Ken-
nedy appointed a committee in either late 1961 or early 1962 to look
at the problem of "Measurement of Employment and Unemployment
Statistics." The committee was made up of seven members, of which
Mr. Aaron Gordon was the chairman, and I was one of the seven
members on that committee. At that point, I was the director of re-
search for AFL-CIO. Other members of the committee-you have their
names, one of whom was Martin Gainsbrugh, National Industrial
Conference Board.

My responsibility in the committee, specific responsibility, was to
write the chapter in the report dealing with the release of unemploy-
ment statistics by the Federal Government.

Chairman PROxmIRE. Then let me ask you, do you have some thoughts
on elimination of the press conference wliclh used to be held in which
the press could question in public session the experts on these statistics?

Mr. RUTrENBERG. I most certainly do because when I came into
Government, the report of the Gordon committee was issued some
time in, I guess late August of 1962, maybe September 1962-Septem-
ber 2T. I joined the administration on the first of January 1963 in
the Department of Labor as the, economic adviser to the Secretarv.
One of the first things that Secretary Wirtz agreed to do upon my
arrival there, and he had aareed to do it reallv before I arrived, was
to eliminate-that is the wrong word-to change the concept of how
the press conference on releasing of unemployment data was to take
place. Up to that point, the press conference was conducted not by a
technician, a former technician, but by an individual who at that point
was a Deputy Assistant Secretary, Rwho had political involvemenlts
with the administration, interestingly enough. who had the same posi-
tion under Secretary Mitchell in the Eisenhower administration. But
when the change of administration came, Seymour Wolfbein began to
reflect in his press conferences the political position of the aclininis-
trationi. In addition, there was a prol)lein of dates for press conferences.
Should there be advance dates on when the press conferences should be
held, and should they be announced clearly, well in advance?

This came about because there wvere various changes in the release
of data. Data would get postponed in order to not interfere with cer-
tain activities, as the postponement in 1960 of the release of the Un-
employment data until after the November elections because they
would have been unfavorable to the administration then in power. So
that the whole concept starting the very first month that I became an
economic. adviser to the Secretary, the niotion of turning over the press
conference to the technicians to handle was inaugurated.

Chiairman PRoxi~riPE. Now, how about the ongoing reorganization?
Mr. RIr rENBERG. The current ongoing reorganization?
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Chairman PROX MIRE. Yes.
Mr. Ru'1rE.NBERG. In my judgment, I do not know the individual

who has been brought in to replace Mr. Peter Henle; namely, Dan
Rathbun. I have no way of knowing him except by his biography.
The person who xvill be selected to take the job in the-one of the two
jobs that Hal Goldstein had; namely, the new Office of Data Analysis,
Office of Current Employment Analysis-I do not know who that
person is going to be. I can only say that Mr. Rathbun has not been
involved in employment data as has Peter Henle.

Whoever they bring in to succeed Hal Goldstein will not have the
experience and knowledge and background in the data, and however
honest the approach may be on the part of the Department of Labor
to appoint-to make the reorganization and to appoint new people,
however honest, and I do believe it is a sincerely honest development
on their part, however honest it is, the whole concept at this point,
doing it at this point in time, when the press conference has been termi-
nated, creates the feeling that maybe there is to be some undue influ-
ence involved. Whether there will be influence or not involved in the
release of the data from this point on or in their interpretation, I do
not know. I think what you will have, however, is relatively inex-
perienced people handling the release of terribly important data.
People who have not in the past been involved with that data.

Chairman PROxMIRE. Would you classify these people as techni-
cians? Would you say that they could be identified as not political
partisans but as technicians in the sense that you have described before,
with respect to the press conference?

Mr. RUrrE=XBMG. I do not know-as I say, I do not know, Mr.
Rathbun. I cannot comment. I do not know. As far as I am concerned,
I have been in and around Washington for more than 30 years. I have
been directlv involved in one way or another outside of Government,
in Government, in the employment, unemployment statistics and the
collection of such data. I have never run across Mr. Rathbua in this
context.

Now, that does not mean that he is not an extremely excellent and
competent individual. All I am saying is that I think at this crucial
point in time, to replace the present people with new people, however
sincere and honest that is, is going to mean turning over the inter-
pretation and analysis of the data to people with less experience, and
I think that is wrong. Dead wrong.

Chairman PROxM RE. What can we do to protect the integrity of this
operation, or at least to make constructive criticism, so that we can be
sure that the interpretation is not political, is not partisan?

Mr. R1 BENBERGc. Well, I think what you have been doing. -Mr. Chair-
man, is one way. To hold these hearings on the day scheduled for the
release of the data and invite the Commissioner of Labor Statistics up
to appear and testify, is one way to bring pressure upon the administra-
tion to reinstitute the concept of a press conference conducted by the
technicians. You see, what the administration said does not make
sense. Thev said we are not really curtailing any activity. We are just
eliminating the press conference. These technicians shall be available
to answer their phones, and they can comment on the phone about the
interpretation of the data. Anybody can call these people if they want,
and I guess one of the reasons Geoffrey Moore holds himself in the
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Department of Labor close to 11 or 11:30 on the day of release is to beable to respond to such phone calls.
That is fine, but how many telephone calls can they take when thereis a press corps in Washington that is tremendously interested in thisdata that far outnumbers the amount of time that is available to talkto the proper people before they write their news story which has to bewritten by 12, 1, 2 o'clock at the very, very latest for all the news-

papers? So, I think pressure upon the administration to reestablish thepress conference would be of first order.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Now let me ask you this. This is shifting gearsagain. This is October. Congress would like to wind things up in thenext month or so if we possibly can. There will be great pressure notto get into anything complicated or involved. I have already heardfrom Senators who said let the President handle this phase II. Let usnot get into it. It will just be more grief. Let us just renew the law onthe books for another year and provide standby powers on interest anddividends, period, nothing else.Now, I am wondering if this is adeqnate. The President laid great

stress on the desirability of reducing some prices and yet the presentlaw does not give him the authority to reduce prices below the Mav1970 level. They cannot be reduced below that. Can we have an effectiveprogram of price restraint without this authority to achieve some pricereduction?
Mr. RUTTENBERG. I do not think so, Senator Proxmire, because spe~cifically I disagree with the President's comments last night aboutprofits and about the lack of need for any kind of control of profits inthe current period. He did go on to say in his speech that under certainlimited circumstances there might be some windfall profits and underthose situations the Price Board should be authorized and will berequired to review that situation to reduce prices, to bring about aprice reduction in those situations.
I think the fact that the authority does not exist to force the priceincrease below the level of, as you pointed out, May 1970, is a greatshortcoming in the whole program because if you are going to make itwork, if any program is going to work honestly and sincerely, thoseindustries that have very high productivity rates and, therefore, lowcosts of production, ought to be required to reduce prices while thoseindustries with low productivity and high labor costs might be verywell permitted to increase their prices.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think the administration has not looked muchbeyond what we did in May 1970, because a few months ago we modi-fied that law. As a matter of fact, it was my bill, I found out, after Idiscussed it previously, my bill in connection with the constructionproblem, and we provided that the control of prices in a particularsegment of the economy, prices can only be restrained if increases havebeen grossly disproportionate to the average.
Now, that is what the law says and it seems to me that the PriceBoard is going to be bound by that law and if they are taken to court,they have to be restrained by that particular law. Again, it seems tome, an effective phase II program should require a greater discretionfor the Boards than to bind them to a position where they cannotrestrain prices unless those prices are grossly disproportionate towhat has happened to average prices. WoIuld that not be your-

interpretation?
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Mr. RuTTENBERG. I would agree with that.
Chairman PROxmiLE. And does not this suggest, then, that we

should take a much more careful look than we have at the laws we
have on the books and before we take further action in this tremen-
dously important and very great power we are providing for the
President, the administration, we should be careful to see that it is
workable and that it is limited by what is necessary?

Mr. RUfTTENBERG. I agree that Congress needs to look very carefully
at the problem and I would hope they would also look more carefully
at the profit problem. I am concerned that there seems to be almost a
unanimity of opinion amongst my fellow economists who are de-
nouncing any kind of an excess profits tax. I do not quite understand
this, frankly; I really do not.

I think that because so many prominent economists have spoken
out against an excess profits tax, going all the way from Arthur Okun
and Gardner Ackley to representatives of this administration, al-
though I must say, I have got to give some of the economists in this
administration at least a good checkmark in terms of their saying
they are going to consider the problem. In considering the problem
of what to do about profits, they decided, I guess, in terms of what
the President said last night, only limited to those situations of
windfalls.

I think we need to give verv serious consideration to the profit pic-
ture and I just do not buy and accept the notion that when we have
an economy with 25 or 27 percent of our capacity lying idle and oper-
ating at only a utilization rate of 73, 74 percent, that any stimulation
to the economy from the profit side or from the tax investment side
is goiong to be very productive. I think on the profit picture that is
'one thing one ought to really keep in mind. I was looking at the
August 1971, newsletter from the First National City Bank of New
York and let me just give you two quotes from that letter in which
they report on the profits of 1,300 nonfinancial corporations. The first
'one is that "Virtually all the 22 percent decline in manufacturing
'earnings during the recession has been made up during the first two
quarters of the recovery."

Second quote: "The 11 percent"-this is not quite a quote because
I have summarized it but in effect the second one goes like this. In
the period from the second quarter of 1970, to the second quarter of
1971, profits increased by 11 percent. And then they go on to say:
"Only in four quarters in the past two decades have we shown a more
widespread advance in profits."

Now, we have not even begun to experience the recovery at least
that the administration is talking about. But vet in the second quarter
of this year, we discovered almost all of the profits that were lost during
the recession period and, second, that that profit recovery has been
larger than in any other except four quarters during the whole past
two decades. The past two decades, you know, is 80 quarters.

Representative CONABLE. Is it your position, then, that we have excess
profits now? Let me just go into a little history. You were an economic
adviser to the Labor Department in 1963. At that point were not profits
considerably higher, expressed as a proportion of the gross national
product, than they are right now? Then did not we have an unemploy-
ment rate of over 5 percent? Was not the administration recommend-
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ing at that point the institution of an investment tax credit which
would have major impact on profits?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. While I was economic adviser to the Secretary of
Labor in 1963, they were not taking my advice on what ought to be
done on investment tax credit and I was quite candid in my open
reaction against it. I was against it then. I testified before the Congress
in 1961-62 on behalf of the AFL-CIO.

Representative CONABLE. Were you advocating an excess profits tax
then?

Mr. RUTrTTNBERG. No; I was not advocating it then nor was anybody
else adoveating a wage-price freeze. I am saying that at this point in
time, as contrasted to 1963 or 1964. the economy is in a different con-
dition, moving in a different direction. In 1963, the thrust was already
downward in terms of unemployment and continuing downward to
lower than 4 percent by 1965. At this point in time the thrust of un-
employment is-I am not sure. I think it is at best stable and at worst
it is on its way up and I think the current monthly figures that are
being released today indicate that and I wish I had time to comment
on them. But what I am saying is that if you are asking for a wage-
price freeze, if you are talking about, as I hope we are talking about,
doing something on other forms of income, not just on a voluntary
basis on interest and dividends as the President ]proposes, but I hope
something else, then under those conditions it is also well to consider
what one should do about the profit situation. I am not talking about
holding profits to what they were during the recession period of 1969-
70. But I am talking about keeping in mind the fact that if we re-
covered the loss of profits in the recession of 1969-70 in the one quarter.
second quarter 1970-71, that we ought to be thinking about the impli-
cation of not placing an excess profits tax or about the implication of
not placing an excess profits tax or some form of profit control.

I am not wedded to an excess profits tax. I think Gardiner Means
came up with a very excellent idea the other day in terms of doing
something about profit margins. I think they ought to be considered.
Something ought to be considered but it ought to be part of a broad
package and that fits in with the central thesis I developed in my state-
ment which is that we ought to opt for full employment and if that
produces unstable prices, we ought to have across-the-board controls
and we ought to be willing to accept and admit that that is what is
necessary to avoid this trade-off between prices and unemployment..

Representative CONABLE. Well, let us come back to the issue of full
employment. You advise increased economic stimulus and you are talk-
ing in terms of Government spending and you say we should move to-
ward full employment balance. At that point would not that mean cut-
ting down on Government spending? Do we not have an anticipation
of a $11 billion full employment defcit next year, and are wve not look-
ing to an actual deficit of somewhere between $27 and $2S billion, and,.
therefore, do we not have a situation where actually we are going be-
yond what you are advocating? Despite this, you apparently feel we
should have more Government spending?

SMr. RUFTENBERG. Well, Congressman Conable, let us go back 15 or
20 minutes in this conversation and recall some of the things I did
say. I did say that we ought to have-I accept-I welcome President
Nixon into the camp of, as lie said himself in his own words, the
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Keynesian, balanced budget at full employment concept. I also went on
to say that there are points in time, and now is one of those points in
time, when we ought to be working toward a deficit at full employment
in the full employment budget because we are so far behind.

Representative CONABLE. That is in prospect; is it not?
Mr. RU=rENBERG. Yes. And second, you recall that I said that the

prospect for the presently anticipated deficit is not the product of in-
creased levels of Government expenditures as much as it is significantly
the product of declines in tax revenues resulting from the unfavorable
conditions of the general economy. And, therefore, a deficit created
by a decline in revenue is not as stimulative to the economy as would
a deficit created by increased expenditures dealing with the needs of
our economy.

Representative CONABLE. I do not see how you can avoid the impli-
cation that increased Government expenditures will add to a deficit
already very substantial and relating to the full employment budget
as well as

Mr. RUTTENBERG. I am convinced that the kind of deficit that is
being talked about now will not be stimulative enough of the economy
to bring about recovery. I am convinced, on the other hand, that if
Government expenditures were to be increased for many of the essen-
tial activities that we already talked about that it would stimulate the
economy toward full employment and it would recoup the revenue lost
that the Federal Government has suffered as a result of the recession
and that that is the key factor. We will eliminate the deficit at full
employment if we get to full employment, but we are not going to get
to full employment if this administration is more concerned with pre-
serving controls than with developing job opportunities for people.

Representative CONABLE. I am frank to say I am very much confused
about how we can have anything but increasing control if we are put-
ting increasing stimulus into the economy. We already have a full
employment deficit in prospect. You say, well, all right, but if you
just spend more, somehow that full employment deficit would evapo-
rate because it would be the right kind of stimulus. It is very confusing
to me. Of course, admittedly I am only a layman.

Mr. R.TJTENBERG. I would like to clarify your confusion if I might.
Congressman Conable.

Representative CONABLE. I would like to have you do that.
Mr. RUTTENBERG. What I am trying to say, what I have said in my

statement, is that we should be driving toward full employment and
we ought not to shy away from controls in the process. We ought to
have across-the-board controls if price stability is not going to flow
from any other means. We ought to have controls on profits, on rents,
on interest, on dividends, on all forms of income, including wages, and
we ought to have controls over prices. In the process of moving to full
employment, with the reduction in labor costs flowing from increased
productivity you will have a very potent force working on your side in
an anti-inflationary way. And second, I am convinced-this again, is
purely a personal opinion-I am convinced psychologically that if this
Government imposed across-the-board controls and we moved back to
full employment that that will begin to imprint itself upon the minds
of the key decisionmakers in the private economy so that we very well
may be able to eliminate controls and still move toward full employ-
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ment, and have restraints on the part of people because they have been
psychologically conditioned to changing their reaction to the economy
as a result of a temporary period of controls.

But I say this, that if it does not produce price stability by removing
the controls, I would be more for continuing the controls than I would
be for permitting unemployment to rise because with unemployment
rising, this country can only suffer.

Representative CONABLE. I only say, sir, I am not sure whether you
are talking economics or magic. To us it sounds quite remarkable to
me. I acknowledge my confusion may be based on ignorance. I regret
that. I do not fully understand what you are putting before us.

Chairman PROx1IRE. Before I yield to Senator Ribicoff, let me just
say that the reference to Gardiner Means' proposals with respect to
bow to handle profit margin, we have that statement with respect to
that from Mr. Means and that has been printed in the hearings en-
titled "The President's New Economic Program," part 4.

Senator Ribicoff.
Senator RMIcoFF. Mr. Ruttenberg, the President's family assistance

program would cost an additional $51/2 billion. In addition to its
objective of eliminating poverty, if we put that $51/2 billion into the
hands of the poorest segments of our population, what impact would
that $51/2 billion have upon the economy as a whole?

Mr. ROTTENBERG. I think it would have a very significant impact
and I think it was regrettable that the President announced on August
15, that he was asking for a postponement for a year of the welfare
reform program. But I gather there has been some change of heart
and there might even be a reversal of that position on the part of the
administration. At least I hope so. If not, I hope the Congress will
*do something about carrying on the reform program anyway, because
I agree with you, Senator Ribicoff, it would have very great impact
on the economy. We ought to move forward with it.

Senator RnIICOFF. Now, you discussed with Congressman Conable
*the problems of the multinational corporation. What would you sug-
gest in the following situation? In my home town of Hartford, Conn.,
the Royal Typewriter Co. has been in business some 60 years. It was
acquired by Litton Industries some years ago. Litton Industries now
plans to move the Royal Typewriter Co. to its Hull, England, facil-
ities. This means some 1.900 blue collar workers and possibly 900
white collar workers will have their jobs jeopardized. Many of these
blue collar and white collar workers are in their fifties. We have a
very, very high rate of unemployment throughout the State of
Connecticut.

How do you think a situation like that could be handled? What
restrictions, what controls, what provisions can Congress initiate to
stop this from happening?

Mr. RUTTTENBERG. Well, two things. I would-maybe three that I
would suggest, certainly.

One, if our tax laws provided for the taxation of income earned
by American subsidiaries overseas as soon as they earn that income
rather than waiting until it is repatriated, which it may or may not
be, then I think we would have one additional incentive to retain
operations in this country because they would be paying the same
taxes here immediately upon receipt of the income rather than having
:a tax deferral.
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Second, in transferring the operation of the production of the Royal
Typewriter from the subsidiary in Connecticut to England, it may
very well involve the transferring of the patent rights to the sub-
sidiary overseas to operate it. At the present time our tax laws specifi-
cally exclude the capital gain income derived from the transfer of the
patent to the subsidiary. I think that loophole needs to be closed in the
tax law.

Third, I do believe that we ought to have a general authority granted
to the President other than in the Trading With the Enemy Act to
regulate the outflow of American capital from this country and to
regulate the outflow of technology from this country. And by placing
some criteria upon that outflow in terms of having the President's re-
view before such capital outflows are permitted, to have him permitted
to look at the impact on jobs and employment in the United States as
the result of that capital outlay.

Let me just read to you-I just happen to have it in my pocket-a
report in the New York Times. It is a very tiny little story about a re-
lease in Tokyo by MITI, the Minister of Industry Trade, that handles
the trade and investment problems in the country, and in this little
study it says in effect that if the United States, and this is from the
study, if the United States had regulated overseas investments by these
multinational corporations since 1965 in the way, and listen to this,
"in the way Japan restricts its own firms directing their capital out-
lays into domestic channels, this would have increased U.S. exports
by $12.3 billion and reduced imports by $5 billion, producing a favor-
able balance of $17.2 billion annually," the study said.

Now, the only point in quoting the study is the fact that the United
States accepts the notion of the free flow of capital without any inter-
ference at all. Basically to me this is a fallacy. Japan has used it and
used it well to rebuild itself in this post-World War II era and there
is no reason why the United States should not also be using it.

Senator RIBICOFF. Did you say that was from the New York Times?
What date?

'Mr. RU-rENBERO. You know, Senator, it was one day last week. I
shall get the reference for you. I will even try to get you a copy of the
MITI study.

Senator RIBICOFF. As you know, I am concerned about the constant
repetition of the arguments of the so-called liberal economists, against
the investment tax credit. They always talk about the 25 percent of
unused plant capacity. But the fact remains that German and Japanese
plants are much more modern than American plants. Is that not true
generally?

Mr. RuTrENBERO. Well, I have not really seen a good comparison of'
the average lives of plants in this country and abroad. I think it was
true back before the 1950's, certainly after World War II, and those,
countries, Germany and Japan, have been able to rebuild much of their'
facilities because they were destroyed during the war and the United
States did not do it as rapidly.

But I think it is interesting to note that the average life of equip-
ment in the United States in 1962 was 7.4 years and the average age to-
day of the equipment is 6.8 years, and it is inconceivable to me that
Germany's or Japan's equipment could be much younger than 6.&
years. I do not know.
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Senator RIBICorr. My understanding is that in the steel industry
where Japan is outpacing the United States, their steel plants use much
more modern methods and equipment than the United States. If you
granted a substantial investment tax credit this year as requested by
the administration, would that not be an incentive, an impelling motive
for many American industries to buy new capital goods for their
plants?

Mr. RUTrNBEZER. Well. it would, it seems to me, if we were operating
at 85, 90 percent of capacity and we really needed replacement. In-
centives would help at that point, but I think we would do it anyway
without the incentives, but when we are operating at 70, 75 percent, that
incentive does not exist. Let me point out-

Senator RIBICOFF. This I do not follow. Why does it not exist? If a
mn~mufacturer has a plant operating at 75 percent of capacity with old
equipment and the per unit cost of the product he is manufacturing is
high, why would he not be willing to buy new equipment which would
reduce the unit cost of his product?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, I can only cite you various comments by
various leaders of American industry and American business who are
saying, in effect, they do not think the investment credit, if done at this
particular point in time, is going to have that impact on the economy.
The impact is going to occur at that point in time when they see the
demand for the product and demand for the production occurring. Un-
t il that happens the investment credit may have a minor impact, but it
will not have a significant impact. If one goes back and reviews what
happened after the enactment of the investment credit in 1962 and the
liberalized depreciation allowances that were also approved in July of
1962, you will find that unemployment fell much more rapidly in the
period before these investments took place, before these credits took
place. During the 18-month period of the credit to the end of 1963 un-
employment remained stationary and unemployment did not really
begin to move down again in the 1960's until after the February 1964
personal individual income tax reduction.

Senator RIBICOFr. So if the manufacturers are not going to buy
new equipment anyway, why be concerned with the investment tax
credit? If they are not going to buy, nothing is lost, but if it does
work and they do buy it, you give a shot in the arm to the capital
goods market.

Mr. RUTTENBERG. I think you give a shot in the arm to the capital
goods market but if one has the choice. as the Congress does, in how
to use tax revenues that are coming in, at this particular point in
time in the business cycle, I would opt for using those revenues in
other ways than through an investment credit.

Senator RIBICOtF. But the difference is this: Both the conservative
and the liberal points of view look at priorities on a unitary basis
without realizing there should be a combination. I would like to see
us spend more money for welfare, for social services, transportation,
pollution control, education, and health. But at the same time I am
willing to say: give our industries a break with an investment tax
credit. If you are willing to give them a shot in the arm, it should not
be one alternative or the other. You should do both. And why not
advocate both instead of being exclusionary?

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, one of the major reasons why I would be
exclusionary, if I can use that word at this point, as far as investment
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-credit is concerned, is that I think on a priority basis there is only
so much revenue that one is going to be willing to use and if you use
up $2, $3, $4, $5 billion through the combination of investment credit
and liberalized depreciation allowance, that is that much less revenue
available to do the welfare reform projects.

Senator RIBICOFF. My time is up, but what I do not understand is
if people are not going to buy the new machinery anyway then how
are you going to lose $3 to $50 billion in tax revenues because the
poople do not buy the equidpment and they do not get the investment
credit? I cannot really understand the arguments made by liberal
economists about this.

Chairman P]zox-.NiRme. Senator Javits.
Senator .TAVITS. Thank Vou very much, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry

I did not hear Mr. Ruttenberg. I lhave known him and respected him
for many years. But I tried to glance through his statement and I have
heard the discussion with Senator Ribicoff.

First, I would like to state that I agree with Senator Ribicoff. I am
deeply troubled by the fact that we cannot accommodate within the
full employment concept idea of modernization of the American in-
dustrial plant. It seems to me that our big problem in balance of
payments has been created precisely by that failure to modernize our-
selves while those whom we financed to rebuild after World War II
modernized much more realistically. And I do not believe the two
concepts are at all mutually exclusive.

I would be very happy if y ou wish to comment on that. I would like
to ask you one question and you might perhaps wrap it all up together.

A group of us have proposed a job development tax credit which
would be based strictly upon increase in employment and that also we
consider to be a desirable corrollarv to the tax credit relating to capital
goods. Could you give us your comments on my statement as to the
capital goods credit and also any thoughts you might have on the possi-
bility of cranking into it something which would be mainly attractive
to the service industries which employ about half our people, a job
increase or job development credit directly related to increased
employment?

Mr. R=EUENBERG. First, on your first point, Senator Javits, on the
investment credit, and the comments I made to Senator Ribicoff, I
must say I guess I differ in the approach which has been indicated and
which many other economists suppoit because I firmly believe that
plant and equipment expenditures will take place. Modernization will
occur when the economy is moving toward full employment regardless
of whether or not there is an investment credit. I believe that. I think
it can be demonstrated to be true.

On the other hand, I know there are those who say you have got to
have an investment credit if business is going to invest. I think corpo-
rations are in business to make a profit and when they see production
and demand picking up and capacity inadequate to meet it or costs too
high to meet competition, even if there is not an investment credit they
will engage in building new plants and equipment.

Secondly, on the job development tax you referred to, I guess-I
have not had time to really look carefully at the proposal. I know you
introduced it within the recent past. I saw reference to it. I have not
really looked at it carefully but I would make only this one comment.
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I hate to think that it takes an incentive to the corporation or to the
business, if I understand your credit, in order to stimulate employ-
ment. I would much prefer seeing if such an incentive is going to be
granted that it be granted to the worker and not to the individual
corporation. Why should the corporation, who is going to benefit and
profit from the labor of the individual receive an incentive to place a
person on its payroll? I can see both sides of the argument but I think
basically, I would think that that would be only, as I see it, a windfall
to the corporation because they are going to, if demand picks up, they
are going to hire the people anyway and if they hire the people any-
way, they do not need a windfall incentive to encourage them to do so.

Senator JAVITS. I have time for only one question. Would that not
also be a big benefit to the worker if he were hired by a corporation
which would otherwise not hire him except for the margrinal fact that
the tax benefits make up their mind?

Mr. RU'TrENBERG. What bothers me about both the investment credit
idea and this job development tax notion is that it all presumes that
it is an incentive that is going to create a job and ii I can put it crudely,
it "ain't" an incentive that is going to create a job. The jobs have to
be there in terms of a stimulative economy and I do not think that we
have an economy that is being stimulated to full employment today
by the policies of this administration.

SenatOr JAVITS. So that your argunment is really that no jobs will
be created except by a stimulative economyv and there is no such thing
as a marginal decision as to whether to hire or not hire.

Mr. RUTTENTBERG. 01, Senator, you know, it is not all-we used to
say black and white. It is not either one or the other. Obviously, there
are marginal situations that may very well be influenced by an incen-
tive kind of an arrangement but as I said to Senator Kibicoff, I really
believe that when Federal revenues are needed so badly and so vitally
now for so many kinds of social activities in the area of environmental
control and removal of urban blight and urban transit programs, rapid
transit, et cetera, that we ought not to be thinking that we should give
a high priority to these kinds of incentives.

Senator JAVITS. Well, with all respect we are talking about a maxi-
mum of a billion $800 million in the job development credit which may
produce 500,000 jobs. I am all for ail the other improvements you are
talking about. I do not see anything exclusive about it. But I greatly
appreciate your point of view.

Mr. RU~rENBERG. Thank you very much, Senator.
Representative CONABLE (presiding). Thank you, Mr. Ruttenberg,

for being here, for a very stimulating morning. I would like to call
Mr. Geoffrey Moore forward now. I regret the temporary absence of
the chairman. He had to go and vote and he will be back very shortly.
Do you have a statement, sir, or are you here primarily to answer
questions ?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I am here primarily to answer questions but we
do have a press release out this morning on the employment situation.

Representative CONABLE. We are most grateful for your coming here
this morning, sir. I realize there have been points of stress and strain
here on the issue you are here to talk about and I think probably the
chairman, were he here, would ask that you proceed and, of course,
he will be back before you finish.
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STATEMENT OF HON. GEOFFREY H. MOORE, COMMISSIONER, BU-

REAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOM-

PANIED BY BEN BURDETSKY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

Mr. MOORE. Thank you very much. I have brought with me this
morning Mr. Ben Burdetsky, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, because I know one of the topics that is of great public con-
cern and concern to the chairman, is the reorganization of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics that has been announced and discussed, and I would
like to say what I can about that.

Immediately after a story broke in the newspapers on September 29,
I issued a press release describing the plan for reorganization of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. In that release I indicated that the Office
of Management and Budget on July 15 had asked four departments of
the Federal Government-Labor, Commerce, Health, Education, and
Welfare, and Agriculture-to review the statistical operations going
on within their departments and to develop an organization plan along
certain specified guidelines within each department.

This request was published in the Statistical Reporter, a journal
published by the Office of Management and Budget, so it was public
knowledge. The Department of Labor began working to develop an
organizational structure for its statistical operations that followed the
guidelines specified by the Office of Management and Budget.

Since roughly 90 percent of the statistical work of the Department
of Labor is done by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, that primarily
involved us. We have developed a plan, which has been submitted to
the Office of Management and Budget, that will help improve the man-
agement of the Bureau's programs and help us meet the growing needs
for statistical data that are evident in virtually everything that you
hear about these days.

I want to say that no changes in the Bureau's statistical procedures
are contemplated nor will the high standards of objectivity and impar-
tiality in the Bureau's analysis of its data be affected in any way what-
soever. Although some changes in personnel will be required to fit the
new organization plan, all new appointments and promotions will be

based on the professional competence of the individual concerned and
will be approved personally by me.

Further, since there has been some speculation on this point, no
political appointees have been placed in the Bureau of Labor Statistics
in any position whatever. No one has suggested to me that that be done.
And no such appointments will be made as long as I am Commissioner.
I believe that the professional competence and integrity of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics staff must be maintained absolutely inviolate. More-
over, the public must have absolute confidence that it is being main-
tained. Unfounded public assertions as to what is happening in the
reorganization will not help at all and can have a very damaging effect
on public confidence.

Now, let me just review briefly what the nature of the plan is.
Chairman PROXMIRE (presiding). Before you do that, Mr. Com-

missioner, let me simply make a statement because you and I discussed
this and it was my understanding and your understanding that I
would make a statement in connection with what I had said before
when you came before us.
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We hope that you can give-we can have a thoroughgoing discussion
of recent employment, unemployment developments but in view of the
fact that there has been a great deal of publicity recently about re-
organization in your Bureau, I think you may wvant to discuss that
briefly at the start and I understand this is what you are doing. As
you know, Commissioner Moore, I expressed great concern when the
BLS conferences were canceled. This committee is vitally concerned
with both the quality and adequacy of economic information and has a
duty to involve itself in any measures that might work against the
fullest possible flow of accurate and unbiased information. Also, I
have already expressed anxiety at stories of staff shakeups in the
Bureau of Labor Statistics but I did not intend to imply that your
own integrity or that of your staff was in question.

Needless to say, this committee, in view of its basic responsibility
for overseeing all Government statistical programs, is the first to hear
of any reassignments of personnel in the statistical departments. I am
sure you can understand the basis for my concern. At the same time, I
respect you as the ranking statistical overseer and believe you should
have a fair and complete opportunity to explain the purpose of these
personnel changes to this committee and the Congress. I want to be
openminded about this matter.

With that in mind you can proceed with your statement and I
apologize for having to leave at the opening but we did have a rollcall
and I thought it was best to vote while Senator Javits was questioning
the previous witness. That is why I left.

You may proceed.
Mr. MOORE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that

statement.
The general plan of the organization in the BLS as we envision it

now is to establish two major offices. One, to handle what we call data
analvsis and the other to handle survey operations and data processing..

This structure was laid down in the Office of Management and Budg-
et guidelines for each of the four departments that I mentioned and we
are following that guideline. The new Office of Data Analysis will
have within it a number of program offices dealing with different sub-.
ject matter fields such as prices, wages, employment, productivity,
occupational health and accident statistics, and so on.

I have named a new head for that Office of Data Analysis. He is
Mr. Daniel Rathbun. He has been up until very recently the staff
director of the President's Commission on Federal Statistics. He is
an economist withl a Ph. D. from the University of California at Berke-
ley, who has had a number of positions of an academic nature and-
research nature in his career. I believe lie is a distinguished scholar
and man of judgment, a man whose managerial skill is needed within
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and that is why I have asked him to
head up this new office.

That is the only new appointment of an individual outside the
Bureau of Labor Statistics that I have made so far. There may be
others, but we have not made any decisions yet on other appointments
of individuals outside of the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

However, we have made a number of promotions and some transfers
within the Bureau, people that I thought were particularly coin-
petent and able to handle the jobs that we have in mind.
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In setting up the new Office of Statistical Operations and Process-
ing I have asked Mr. Thomas Gavett, who is now Assistant Commis-
sioner of the BLS in charge of wages and industrial relations, to
head up that Office. He also has had a distinguished carrer not only
within the Bureau but elsewhere. Ile has his Ph. D. in economics,
I might say, Mr. Chairman, from Wisconsin. The upshot of this is
that we will have two top economists in the important positions di-
rectly reporting to me in the Bureau.

One of the objectives of the reorganization is to reduce the number
of individuals reporting directly to the Commissioner. There have
been some 15 to 20 such individuals with direct reporting responsi-
bilities to me. I think you can recognize that is an inordinately large
number, and that it would be better management to reduce it. That is
one of the objectives of the reorganization.

Under the present scheme there will be four principal officers of the
Bureau in Washington reporting to me; including the heads of the
two offices I just mentioned. There will be also an Office of Publica-
tions with Mr. Herbert -Morton, who is now our Director of Publica-
tions, in charge, and an Office of Administrative Management with
Mr. Keuch, who is presently head of that Office.

We also have eight regional offices in different cities and they will
report directly to the Commissioner as well.

The substantive program offices dealing with prices and employment
and other matters will report to the new head of the Office of Data
Analysis.

Within this overall structure we are making some other changes. I
would like to mention one or two of those briefly. Most of these changes
we have had in mind and have been thinking about for some time.
They are not new to us, though they may be new to the public.

For one thing, and this is the one office that has created the most
attention in the press, we now have an Office of Manpower and Em-
ployment Statistics headed by Harold Goldstein. It has somewhat over
200 people in it, and is far larger than any other program office in the
Bureau. What I have thought about for many months is how to make
it more manageable in its size and at the same time preserve some-
thing of the analytical unity that is required in an office that deals
wvith an important subject.

The plan I conceived, and it was my plan, nobody else's, was to
divide that Office into two units, one that would deal with manpower
structure and trends-the more long run aspects of employment and
labor force behavior-and second, an Office of Current Employment
Analysis which would deal with the current situation, unemployment,
employment, and so on.

I have asked Harold Goldstein to take charge of the Office of AMan-
power Structure and Trends. I have not yet named a head of the new
Office for Current Employment Analysis.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, I may have misunderstood you. I
thought you said Mr. Goldstein would head the overall manpower
employment statistics.

Mr. MOORE. He presently does.
Chairman PROXMIRE. But now lie is being given one part of this.
Mr. MOORE. Under the reorganization he will be given the part deal-

ing with the manpower structure and trends and another individual
will be named to be head of the Current Employment Analysis Office.
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I would like to point out that Mr. Goldstein's analytical contribu-
tions on the subject of employment, unemployment and the labor force,
have been very largely in this structure and trends area. That is the
subject that he has written on. That is of very great interest to him.
To the public I think he has become known as the man in the BLS
who has presented the current employment statistics, and he certainly
has a very wide knowledge of them as well, but his chief intellectual
interest as I have observed it, is in this longer run field. It seemed to
me entirely appropriate, then, to ask him to head up that office, if we
were going to divide it up at all. And the reason for dividing it, as I
have indicated, is to get it to a more manageable operational size.

Other changes within the BLS will, I think, help us in our func-
tions. The publication functions that are now somewhat scattered in
different offices will be consolidated into one office headed by Herbert
Morton, who is presently our Assistant Commissioner for Publica-
tions. Under the present organization he does not have complete re-
sponsibility for all the Bureau's publications, and I think it would be
effective for him to have that responsibility.

I have not mentioned Peter Henle, whose name has also been in the
press accounts about this subject. He is now Chief Economist of the
Bureau. Some months ago, I think it was either in May or June, he
asked me if he might have a leave of absence for a brief period, 6
months to a year, to undertake some studies on his own, independently
of the Bureau. I think very highly of Mr. Henle's analytical capacities
and his abilities, and I certainly tried to get him the leave of absence
that he wished.

In the meantime, the plan for reorganization of the BLS came up
through this directive from the Office of Management and Budget that
I mentioned earlier, and I had to consider how Mr. Henle's position
as Chief Economist would fit into the plan we were developing. I
concluded that I wanted a new individual to head up that office. The
upshot is that we have arranged for Mr. Henle to have a leave of
absence with pay to do the research that he himself wishes to do, and
to return to the Department of Labor in a suitable position when that
period of 6 months to a year is up.

I think that is all that I would like to say about the reorganization,
but if you have any questions I will be glad to answer them.

Chairman PROXMImE. Yes. Let me ask first about the Goldstein
situation. He was formerly, you say, head of the overall manpower
and employment? Is that what you called it?

Mr. MOORE. Manpower and Employment Statistics Office.
Chairman PROXMwIRE. Now you have divided it in two and you have

gaiven him half of it. Is that not a demotion?
Mr. MOORE. Well, he will have exactly the same title that he has now.
Chairman PROXMIRE. But he has half the clout.
Mr. MOORE. His office will have approximately half the number of

people. As I mentioned, it has more than 200 people reporting to him
)low.

Chairman PROXMIRE. To whom will he report?
Mr. MOORE. He will report to Mr. Rathbun, the new head of the

Office of Data Analysis. Mr. Rathbun reports to me.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And you have not selected the man who will

head the current employment office?
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Mr. MOORE. No, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Did Mr. Goldstein ask for his assignment in

the office he received?
Mr. MOORE. No, he did not ask for it. I think he recognized that it

had some sense when I mentioned it to him some time early in August,
but he did not ask for it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Did he indicate any interest in heading the
other office, Current Employment?

Mr. MooRE. Not directly; no, sir.
Chairman PROxarINE. Not directly. Did he do so indirectly?
Ml. MOORE. Well, he asked me if he might have the option of select-

ing the one or the other and I told him he did not have that option.
Chairman PROXMIRE. He did not have that option?
Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me ask you more general questions about

this operation. I take it, from your comments in your recent press con-
ferences, that you have absolutely no intention of resuming the press
conference. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. MOORE. Well, that was a decision of the Secretary in which I
concurred. I have not asked him recently how he feels about it, but
there is no plan at the moment to resume those conferences.

Chairman PROXNMIRE. Have you or the Secretary or anybody else in
the Department made any evaluation of the greater or lesser avail-
ability of information to the press since the suppression of press
conferences?

Mr. MoorE. Well, we have been aware of the number of telephone
calls that we get. It is in the neighborhood of 40 or so on each occasion.
There has been no difficulty that I have been aware of in handling that
number of calls. I read the press accounts of our statistical releases and,
as far as I can see, Senator, the quality of those accounts that appear
in the press-I also watch television occasionally and listen to the
radio-is about the same, if not a little bit better than it was before. I
believe personalities, as far as the Bureau of Labor Statistics is con-
cerned, have pretty much vanished from the news with respect to our
statistics. They have not vanished from the news as far as this reorga-
nization is concerned, but in the reports dealing with our statistics it
is the Bureau of Labor Statistics that is making the report and I think
that is a very desirable change.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, in view of the fact that the press seems
to want the conference, they seem to feel it fulfills a useful function,
they seem to benefit by being present when others ask questions and the
conference is more general, why is there not reconsideration for contin-
uing ? What do you lose by-what do you gain, I should say, by having
abandoned this conference?

Mr. MooRm. I think what we have gained, Senator, is an avoidance
of the risk that teclmical, professional people will be drawn into what
appear to be political controversies. I think it is very important that
the statistical operations of the Government, especially the BLS, for
which I am responsible, be kept out of those types of controversies.

Chairman PROX3TRE. It seems to me exactly the opposite. Would it
not be true because they are technical people, respected as technicians,
that the press-after all, there may be some abuse on the part of the
press but I would think that the press after all would question the
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technicians on the meaning of the technical data, on a technical anal-
ysis, and they would expect to get from them and I think we have
gotten from them under your supervision, and under your predeces-
sors, fairly objective, reasonably objective, nonpartisan-they have
made mistakes, I suppose, but nonpartisan responses. This is what is
at issue now. Can the press rely on this in view of the fact that the
technicians are not available for a general press conference?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I believe that is the kind of information the press
is still getting. They are getting it either over the telephone or coming
lround to the offices for a talk. They are simply not getting it in the

form of a public conference where they all get together at one time.
Chairman PROXMiRE. How would you envision press relations under

the new organization of BLS? Who at the technical level will prepare
the press release?

Mr. MOORE. Well, the same officers that prepare them now.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Who will clear the statement?
Mr. MOORE. I will clear the statement.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Will it differ in any way from present arrange-

ments?
Mr. MOORE. No, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. It will not.
Now, so far we have heard of the reorganization only of the BLS,

talking only of statistical information. Are there other statistical
programs in the Labor Department?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, there are other statistical programs. As I men-
tioned, I think before you came back, the BLS conducts about 90
percent of the statistical work of the Department, at least as measured
in dollars. The other 10 percent is conducted in different agencies
within the Department. The Manpower Administration does some
work, and so do other offices within the Department.

Those statistical operations are now being reviewed by the Depart-
ment to see whether they should be incorporated in this reorganiza-
tion or not. But no decision on that has yet been made.

Chairman PROXMIRE. In the past statistical releases, the content was
determined by professionals and not subject to substantial changes by
political appointees. The technicians knew that some headlines would
cause hackles to rise but the press release went forward without sig-
nificant interference from on high. Can we expect that kind of attitude
and that kind of result under the change?

Mr. MOORE. Absolutely. There are very few changes that I make or
approve in the press release after it is prepared by technicians and I
think, Senator, you will have to judge by results. If there is any slant-
ing of any press release or any other report by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, I would like to hear about it and I will do something about
it. But no one has brought that to my attention yet, and I am deter-
mined that they will not have the occasion to do it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, are the releases subject to clearance or
subject to modification, by the Assistant Secretary of Labor or by
other political appointees?

Mr. MOORE. They are subject to change by me, and I am a political
appointee. I have to review the releases and approve them. We do that
in the course of a meeting at which the technicians are present and
able to discuss and argue back and forth as to whether a word ought
to be changed or a phrase should be added or something of that sort.
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Chairman PRoxMIrE. Does anybody else see them or review them
besides you? Any other official? Does the Secretary of Labor have a
chance, for example?

Mr. MOORE. The Secretary of Labor sees them.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And he can suggest changes or he can deter-

mine changes. If he decides the release should be changed in a particu-
lar way, that is it; is it not? Technicians can speak out but he deter-
mines what will go into the release; is that right?

Ml. MOORE. I think you have to realize that the Bureau of Labor
Statistics is a part of the Department of Labor.

Chairman PRoxnMIRE. Well, I want to get the facts straight first. Is
that a correct assertion, that the Secretary of Labor will determine
what goes into these statistical releases?

Mr. MOORE. I believe, sir-
Chairman PROXMIRE. Final authority.
Mr. MOORE. I believe, sir, if I disagreed with anything that the Sec-

retary suggested, my decision on that would hold. So far that has not
happened.

Chairman PROXMIRE. You believe that is the case, but the Secretary
of Labor does have final authority over these releases; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I think in view of what I just said, I have the final
authority.

Chairman PROXMIRE. You have the final authority.
Mr. MOORE. On the releases of the BLS.
Chairman PROXMIRE. How does this differ from the way it was han-

dled in the past, if at all?
Mr. MOORE. Well, I am not too familiar with what happened before

I became Commissioner, but-perhaps Mr. Burdetsky could say some-
thing on that.

Mr. BURDETSKY. Senator, prior to Commissioner Moore's time, Com-
missioner Ross used to conduct the press conferences himself. Only
when he was not there did Harold Goldstein or Arnold Chase conduct
the press conferences.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand that, but with respect to the sta-
tistical releases, did the Secretary of Labor exercise the authority or
the man who occupied the position before Commissioner Moore?

Mr. BURDETSKY. To the best of my knowledge the Commissioner is
always the final word on releases.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Did he exercise that authority on what the
technicians determined?

Mr. BURDETsKY. He exercised that authority.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me ask one other question, Mr. Moore, to

try to clarify this situation in my mind. Frankly, I consider you an
excellent technician and I think you are generally considered that.
Would you object to a review of statistical releases by the Secretary or
one of his assistants?

Mrl. MOORE. I did not quite get your question.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Would you object to the Secretary of Labor

asking to review one of your releases, either the Secretary or one of his
other top assistants?

Mr. MOORE. No; I would not object to his asking to review it.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You would not object to it but you would as-

sume that you would have the final word. You would insist on it; is
that correct?
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Ml'. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And to date you have not been overruled in any

case; is that right?
Mr. MOORE. No, sir. That is right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. My time is up. Mr. Conable.
Representative CONABLE. I have no questions.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me ask you about some of the data that is

before us now. The unemployment rate was 6 percent in September,
virtually unchanged from the 6.1 percent in August. Employment in-
creased just slightly more than did the civilian labor force. Payroll
employment also increased, as the length of the average workweek
declined. The one-tenth of a percent change in the unemployment rate
is not, if I understand this correctly, a statistically significant change;
is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir. As we measure the statistical significance of
these changes, a change of one-tenth is not significant.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Looking at all the available data, would you
say the labor market conditions showed much change from August to
September?

Mr. MOORE. Well, yes; I would. I think there was an important
change in the volume of employment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Volume of what?
Mr. MOORE. Employment.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Employment?
Mr. MOORE. The number of people employed. That rose substantially.

In terms of the largest aggregate that we have, measuring the total
number of people at work, there was an increase of 325,000. The figure
has now reached a new high level that has never been achieved before.
There has also been a similar gain in the nonfarm payroll employment
which is a somewhat narrower concept in terms of industrial coverage.
The gain was approximately 300,000 in that measurement also, but
that was not a new high for that total.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, in view of the fact that this is seasonally
corrected and the seasonal correction if counted, I presume would be
changes you normally get in October or September, is it not fair to
conclude that if there is no significant change in unemployment that
the employment-unemployment picture has not changed either or am I
missing something?

Mr. MOORE. We~l, the fact that there was virtually no change in the
unemployment rate means that about the same percentage of the labor
force was employed as it was before; that is, about 94 percent. Never-
theless, I think that needs to be considered in relation to the increase in
the labor force itself.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Am I correct that the unemployment rate has
been at or near 6 percent ever since last November? That is almost a
year-11 months.

MI. MOORE. I do not remember the November figure but that is ap-
proximately right.

(The following additional information was later supplied for the
record:)

With the exception of June 1971, when the unemployment rate dipped to 5.6
percent, the jobless rate has fluctuated between 5.8 and 6.2 percent each month
since November 1970-that is, for a period of 10 months.
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Chairman PROXMIIRE. Now, when is the last time that the unemploy-
rlient r ate stayed essentially constant at such a high level for almost an.

entire year?
Mr. MOORE. I am sorry, sir. I just cannot answer that question. I will

Ie glad to supply an answer for the record. As you will notice, I did
n ot bring along any of the BLS technicians with me at this time.

(The information requested was later supplied as follows:)
The miost recent period during which the unemployment rate remained at 6

percent or higher for about a year was in 1961-from October 1960 to December
1901.

Chairman PROXMI3RE. I wish you had.
Mr. MOORE. But I will give you whatever information I can that I

have here and-
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me interrupt. Why did you not bring the

technicians with you?
Mr. MooRE. I thought, sir, in view of the fact that you wished to dis-

cuss this reorganization, it would be better for them to remain at their
jobs. I brought Mr. Burdetsky with me because he has been helping me
with the reorganization.

Chairman PROXMIIRE. Well, it is my fault for not making it clear,
then, that we would like to have the technicians come up when you do
come up. It would be most helpful to get this kind of information.

Caw you give us any estimate as to how long it has been since, either
you or Mr. Burdetsky, how long it has been since we had a period of
6 percent unemployment for virtually a year, every month?

Mr. MooRE. I would like to supply that for the record.' I cannot
answer the question directly.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Would you say, then, we are still in the early
stages of recovery or did something happen to interrupt the recovery?

Mr. MOORE. Well, as I guess I said the last time, Mr. Chairman, it is
not easy to define the early stages of recovery. One criterion is when
you have exceeded the previous peak level of either employment or
output or whatever aggregate of activity you want to examine, and we
have already done that.

Both aggregate output and total employment have reached new high
levels. The unemployment rate, as you have observed, has not declined
and one way of looking at this is to say that the labor force-force
total number of people either at work or seeking work-has continued
to increase about as much as employment has. So that unemployment
has not declined appreciably.

Chairman PROXMIRE. In that connection, the administration has ex-
pressed the hope that we all share that unemployment will be 5 percent
or below by next July and naturally we are all hoping that that can be
realized. Can you tell us by how much employment will have to grow to
reach that target taking into account the fact that the labor force will,-
of course, be coming out of the armed forces, perhaps out of the defense
plants, and that we can expect a substantial improvement in
productivity?

M r. MOORE. No, sir. And even if I had my technicians with me, I
would not like them to answer that question. That requires a forecast
and I would like the BLS to stay out-

I See response above, this page.
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Chairman PROXMIURE. No, no; I am not asking for a forecast. I am
not asking whether it will go to 5 percent or not or 4 percent or 6 per-
cent or whatever it will be. I am saying if we do achieve 5-percent
unemployment by mid-1972, how much growth of the economy would
that require to achieve that? I am not asking you to forecast whether
we will achieve it or not. How much will it require employment to
grow?

Mr. MOORE. Well, it requires a forecast of what is going to happen to
the labor force. I cannot answer that question without forecasting the
labor force.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It seems to me that this is a-an attempt at this
would be very useful to us in formulating our economic policy here on
the Hill. We ought to have some notion of what we have to do, how
much we have to increase employment. The President suggested his
program will increase it by 500,000 jobs. Many feel that is not nearly
enough.

Are you telling us, then, that we cannot rely on your office, we will
have to go to economists, et cetera, either in the Government or outside,
to give us this kind of information? Not on forecasting again but what
you have to do to achieve this level?

Mr. MOORE. Well, without forecasting I do not see any way to answer
your question because the simple answer is that if 94 percent of the
people in the labor force are now employed and you want to achieve
95 percent, you have to increase employment by that 1 percentage point
of the labor force. But how many people that will be depends on how
many people are in the labor force at the time your projection is to
come true.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you answer the question, if we give you
the assumptions, in other words, if we assume there will be an in-
crease in the labor force of 1 million in the next year. Assume that
there will be a half million people discharged from the military and
also from defense plants. Assume that there will be a 4-perceint in-
crease in productivity.

Given those assumptions, could you then tell us how much this would
require an increase in the labor force to achieve the 5-percent level of
unemployment? Frankly, I think that-

Mr. MOORE. I think we could.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think this would be most helpful to economic

policy to get that answer. You think you could?
Mr. MOORE. Yes.
(The information requested was later supplied as follows:)

If we assume, as you indicated, an increase of 1 million in the size of the
civilian labor force (seasonally adjusted) over the next 12 months, and an
unemployment rate of 5 percent at the end of that period, the rise in number of
employed workers from the September 1971 level of 79.5 million (seasonally
adjusted) would be 1.8 million or 2.3 percent. If we assume an increase of 1.5
million in the civilian labor force, the implied increase in employment would be
2.3 million, or 2.9 percent.

Chairman PrzOxMIRE. And then if you have any reaction of any kind
to the assumptions, we will be delighted to, of course, entertain that.
Do you want to comment?

Representative CONABLE. I think you are asking for a mathematical
computation up to the point where you ask for comment on the assump-
tions and the assumptions that Mr. Moore is not willing to make or
comment on them because that involves forecasting. Is that not correct?
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Mr. MoorsE. Yes, sir: I think that is right. The assumptions, of course,
are the crucial element in the pie and we can certainly have the answers
based on the assumptions worked out arithmetically.

Chairman PROXYIIRE. Is it not the case we have demographic figures
which are quite reliable that can show how many young people we will
bring into the labor force? Can that not be worked out statistically?

Mr. MOORE. In the past; yes.
Chairman PROX2IIRE. Cannot that be done reasonably on a projection

basis or not?
Mr. MOORE. Well, over a short period like a year, I think it is a very

hazardous operation. Over a 10-year period possibly not, although even
long run projections tend to catch up with you if you live long enough
to see how they come out.

Chairman ProxDnmm. Did I understand you to say a new division on
forecasting change has been set up? Long-term trends? How long
would the trends be? Would a year be too short?

Mr. MOORE. I think a year would probably be a little bit on the short
side. What we have done in the past, and I have not really contem-
plated any change in that, is to look at longer run trends, 10 or 15 years
in the past, and see how they would look if projected 10 or 15 years in
the future.

Chairman PRoxmiRE. I think that would be helpful and interesting
but unfortunately, neither the Congress nor the President makes policy
on a 10- or 15-year basis. We make it on the basis of a year or two and it
would be most helpful to us if you could give us the same kind of input
for a shorter period. That is the way we do it. I do not think there is
any prospect for a long, long time that Congress is going to do very
much about 10 or 15 years from now.

Mr. MOORE. Well, the trouble with forecasting, Mr. Chairman, as
you know, is that there is a risk of serious error and one reason for my
hesitancy about getting the Bureau of Labor Statistics into that kind
of operation is that people may believe, the public may believe, that
the errors in forecasts have some influence or cast some doubt on the
statistics themselves, which I think is our fundamental contribution.

There are lots of people making forecasts in this country. I do not
think there is any dearth of that going on. It is expanding almost at a
geometric rate, but no one is providing the objective data, the measure-
ments, of what is currently the situation and what it has been in the
recent past, as the Bureau of Labor Statistics is doing. I would like to
concentrate our operations on that fundamental task.

Chairman PRoxiwIRE. Let me ask you more quickly, was the absence
of as many strikes as usual a factor in the increase in payroll
employment?

Mr. MOORE. I have not heard that from our technicians when we dis-
cussed the figures yesterday.

Chairman PRoxDIirE. I should think they could determine that, as a
matter of fact, could they not?

Mr. MOORE. What is that?
Chairman PROXxIiRE. I should think they can determine that. The

President often has spoken of the fact that strikes were at a low level
in the last month or so.

Mr. MOORE. Yes. It could be a factor but I do not believe it is an
important factor.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, are there any special factors we should
be aware of in interpreting the September figures? Anything about the
survey data or seasonal adjustment or any other technical factors?

Mr. MOORE. No. I have not detected any problem with the seasonal
adjustment in the September data. The only thing that was a bit puz-
zling about the figures this month was the decline in the workweek;
two-tenth of an hour. That was a little unusual.

Chairman PROXMIRE. That runs counter to everything else. You had
an increase in employment. You had, if any change at all, a small drop
in unemployment. You would think under these circumstances the
workweek would be a little longer if anything, but it is not. It is
shorter.

Mr. MOORE. Yes. Of course, all of these statistics fluctuate from
month to month and this may simply be a short fluctuation, but it was
fairly widespread among different industries and I simply have been
unable to account for it.

One possibility, though it might not account for this particular
month, is that normally the workweek is increased initially in a re-
covery period as a way of increasing the input of labor quickly and
relatively easily. But once that has been accomplished and the number
of people employed begins to increase significantly, there is no longer
the same incentive to increase the workweek and very frequently it
tends to level off or even decline a bit. I do not know whether that
accounts for this month's decline.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The reason that surprises me, it is such a low
level, less than 38 hours a week is very low historically.

Mr. MOORE. There has been a downward trend in the work week-
and this may be another manifestation of the long run trend

Chairman PROXMIRE. There has been a lot of talk about the Whole-
sale Price Index-the President mentioned it last night-and how
encouraging that is and I must say it is a source of comfort for all of
us but I understand the Wholesale Price Index release states that
price changes for raw agricultural products and imported commodi-
ties accounted for 0.2 percentage point out of the 0.3 percentage point
decline in the all-commodities index. In other words, if raw agricul-
tural products, imported goods, are excluded the index would have
declined one-tenth of 1 percent.

Since neither of these categories is covered by the price freeze, it is
not fair to say that the maximum impact of the price freeze could be
a decline of one-tenth of a percent in the Wholesale Price Index?

Mr. MOORE. I would say what this means is the index, excluding
these noncovered commodities, agricultural products and imported
goods, remained virtually stable-actually declined a tenth of a per-
cent-but it is virtually stable in the first month of the wage-price
freeze.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I see. Well, then, that does confirm the Whole-
sale Price Index then remains stable as far as the covered commodities
are concerned.

Mr1 . MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. In which categories of the machinery a-nd

equipment components were declines reported in September? Machin-
ery and equipment?

Mr. MOORE. The question was in which categories did they decline?
Chairman PROXMIRE. Which categories; yes, sir.
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AIr. MOORE. I do not believe I have that information. Pardon me.
Maybe I do.

Chairman PROX3IiRE. Let me ask you this.
Mr. MooRE. I have an answer to that. Shall I go ahead?
Chairman PROXM1IRE. Fine. I beg your pardon. Go ahead.
AIr. MOORE. Well, there are some seven types of machinery and

equipment that we report separately on and there were declines in a

tenth of a percentage point in construction machinery, metal work-

ing machinery, general purpose machinery; declines of two-tenths of

a point in electrical machinery and miscellaneous machinery; no

changes in agricultural machinery; and an increase of a tenth of a

point in special industry machinery. An overall decline of a tenth of 1

percent in the whole category of machinery and equipment.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Mir. Commissioner, when the Secretary of

Labor and you gave a press conference on the latest Cost of Living

Index increase, you indicated that the Cost of Living Council has

asked your aid on wages but did not ask for help on price changes.

Do you have any idea why this was so?
Mr. MOORE. Well, I think the situation is this. The Cost of Living

Council has asked us to analyze the price statistics and we incorporated
in our release of yesterday on the WXholesale Price Index a section in

which we showed, as you just cited, what happened to prices when you

exclude those not covered by the freeze. Similarly, we will include in

the Consumer Price Index for September which is issued on October 22,

some analysis of what has happened to prices that are covered by the

freeze and prices that are not covered, and any other analysis that we

can make of that sort of the figures themselves. And likewise, we will

do something with hourly earnings. In fact, we did have a section on

average hourly earnings in today's release, on what has happened to

average hourly earnings in September, and we will have sections of

that sort in each of our releases.
In connection with the wage data, however, they have asked us, and

we have supplied, information on deferred wage changes that have

been agreed to but have not been put into effect or that have been

agreed to but are for some future period during 1972. We normally

make such tabulations anyway. We speeded up our work in response
to their request.

Chairman ProXMrIRE. Do you contemplate any special studies to

evaluate the success of the freeze covering wages or prices or rents or

interest rates?
Mr. MOORE. Only insofar as the kind of thing I just mentioned. We

will try to analyze the figures in relation to whether they are covered

or not or whether they are going up for some technical reason that is

implicit in the construction of the index itself, and that is about it.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I read the transcript of your news conference

on prices and you pointed out the difficulties in evaluating the freeze

effect because of the wav the CPI is measured from month to month. I

recognize those difficulties but looking at those prices for which you

have monthly quotations for actual prices paid, does this not give you a

pretty good idea of violations?
Mlr. 'MOORE. W;ell, we do intend to look at the prices that we collect

monthly. A very large portion of them are in the food area. In fact, all

of the food prices that go into the CPI are collected monthly and I
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think approximately half of the other commodities that are in the CPIare collected monthly. We will look at those in particular. But a largeportion
Chairman PROxumnE. I would think that would give you a prettygood answer on violations, how effective the freeze has been.
Mr. MOORE. Well, we are not particularly looking for violations butwe think it important to explain how the index is constructed in rela-tion to what people might expect it to do in connection with the freeze.Chairman PRoxMiRE. One of the most serious problems of unemploy -ment, of course, has been with black. And it has been a persistent pro-lem and a very sad and discouraging problem. I notice you say, and Iquote: "The jobless rate for white workers declined slightly from 5.6to 5.4 percent while the rate for Negro edged up"-that is your verb-"edged up from 9.8 to 10.5."
Is that not a dramatic spectacular increase? That is an increase of, in1 month, seven-tenths of a percent. Why do you say edged up?
Mr. MOORE. Well, the problem is that the sample size for Negroworkers, since they are a much smaller fraction of the work force thanthe white workers, produces a relatively large sampling error just dueto the size of the sample. So that we cannot be certain when a change ofa given magnitude occurs whether it is due to sampling error or notand consequently, we use words a little differently in that case.
Chairman PRoxMiRE. Well, looking at your table, "Negro and otherraces," in the second group of statistics, it goes up steadily from thefourth quarter of 1970 when it was 9.2 to September of 1971 when it is10.5. There is a little change. August was a little better than the preced-ing quarter but it is certainly going up at a fairly steady trend and itis a very high rate.
Mr. MOORE. If you will look at chart 14.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Incidentally, I want to compliment you on thattable you have. I think it is most helpful.
Mr. MOORE. Thank you.
Chairman PRoxMIRE. You are referring now to chart 14?
Mr. MOORE. Chart 14, the chart attached to the back of the release.

Chart 14 refers to Negro and other races unemployment rate. Chart 13next to it refers to the white workers' unemployment rate. I think thatgives you a pretty good picture of what has been happening over recentmonths in both cases.
I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we have reorganized this set ofcharts and one thing that we put into it, in view of your interest, waschart 1, the civilian labor force, which is shown separately.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Congressman Conable.
Representative CONABLE. Mr. Moore, I notice you show the civilianlabor force between August and September somewhat smaller thanusual resulting in the seasonally adjusted rise in the civilian labor forcelevel. As I recall, we had some problem of seasonal adjustments also inJune when the unemployment rate fell off quite sharply because ofadjustment factors and we were warned against considering that toosignificant because of adjustment problems.
At previous hearings before this committee we have discussed theissue of the extent to which jobless workers are leaving the labor forceout of hopelessness of finding a new job. I wonder if this seasonallyadjusted rise in the civilian labor force has anything to do with the



321

reversal of this other phenomenon. I am wondering, for instance, if
the direct and dramatic action of the President has given people more
hope about finding a job and, therefore, has resulted in some decline in
the number of people leaving the labor force because of conditions.
Wrould you care to comment on that?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I am afraid I do not have the information about
that. We issue figures on a quarterly basis on people who want a job but
are not looking for one for one reason or another, including the fact
that they do not think they can find one. I do not have those figures
with me today, and even if I did, it would not have any bearing on the
August to September change. So, I just cannot say whether or not that
is a factor. It might be.

Representative CONABLE. Your statistics show that the civilian labor
force increased by 11/2 percent over a year ago. Is this the average
growth of our population? Is there any indication from this number
that otherwise employable people are leaving the labor force?

Mr. MOORE. I thinky a 1/-million person increase in the labor force
is about the average rate.

Representative CONABLE. Well, that is more than 11/2 percent.
Mr. MooRE. Yes.
Representative CONABLE. I notice also from looking at this that we

have a higher rate of unemployment than we had a year ago among
veterans. Has there been a change, then, in the rate at which the Viet-
nam war veterans are entering the civilian labor force or does this just
reflect an increased number of people phased out of the armed services?

I am wondering, for instance, is it possible to generalize, are people
that more reluctant to hire veterans now because of the bad publicity
they have had over drugs in Vietnam and because of the problems of
morale in the military and-has there been any change in the rate at
which these men are entering the labor force?

Mr. MOORE. Well, the rate at which they are entering the labor force
depends on how many are leaving the armed services and that, of
course, has accelerated. Whether there has been any change in their
situation on account of reaction from employers, I just do not know.
As you can see from the table A-7 in the press release, this September
about 91.8 percent of the population of this age group-veterans-
were in the labor force and that is a small decline from a year ago when
it was 92.7 percent. In the meantime, the unemployment rate has risen
from 6 to 8.3 but there has been a very large increase also in employ-
ment. That is, there has been an increase from about 3.1 million to 3.5
mill ion in the number of veterans actually in jobs.

Representative CONABLE. You think, then, that probably the jump
in unemployment of veterans is the result of a sharply increased num-
ber of veterans moving into the work force; is that right?

Mr. MOORE. I would think that was a reasonable explanation; yes,
sir.

Representative CONABLE. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, I want to thank you, Mr. Moore. I do

want to say that I am still a little puzzled and disturbed about this
reorganization as it affects all Government statistics. You have to focus
on some aspects of it. It is a vast thing. I do hope the Congress will get
a chance to consider it. It is something that is very vast, very signifi-
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cant, affects four departments. Do you have any idea whether this is
subject to congressional review?

Mr. MOORE. No. I do not believe so. But I am not an authority on
that subject.

Chairman ProxiMRE. Well, at any rate, I think we should have
George Shultz up here before us to explain it because it affects many
departments, yours principally, but others, too, and in a very im-
por tant way.

Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me ask you this about Mr. Goldstein. We

have all been impressed by him and you, I am sure, have great regard
for him. He was head of this department. He was given the part of
it that refers to long-term trends, on a 10- or 15-year basis, and I
just do not see how this can play an important part or an immediate
part, at least, a significant part in economic policy.

You do not like to make forecasts. You do not like to construe
much out of whatever trends we develop. HIe was not given an option.
He did not have the choice. You say that. You told us he did not
have the choice to take the current statistical phase of this operation.
It looks to me like a demotion.

Mr. MOORE. Well, I would like to make this comment about that.
I do not think this area of our work is unimportant, either to us or
to the public.

Chairman PROX2MIRE. Well, I think it may well be important but
what do you use it for?

Mr. MooRE. Well, let me just say, one of the aspects of this work
on manpower structure and trends is to develop information on the
occupational outlook for different occupations. We publish reports on
that quarterly for different occupations, write articles about the pros-
pects over the long run in different occupations, and publish a volume
on this subject every other year.

Now, there is hardly any more widely used publication of the
Bureaui of Labor Statistics than on that subject. It is very widely
used throughout the country by guidance people in schools and by
young people looking for a career and deciding what they want to do.
Mr. Goldstein himself has had a very prominent role in developing
that program, a very great intellectual interest in it, and he will con-
tinue to be in charge of that. When I call the Office an Office of Man-
power Structure and Trends, it includes that. By structure what we
have in mind is how the labor force is organized, how it is classified,
how different parts of it behave in relation to other parts, and Mr.
Goldstein has had an interest in that, too. If it were not for that
interest, sir, I would not really be thinking of him in that connection
at all. But I know that is one of his major contributions to analysis
and he has written very widely on those subjects.

Chairman Piiox1%rirt. We appreciate that. You understand that after
all, Mr. Goldstein was very prominent and very popular and effective
at the press conferences. At the same time, nobody questioned his integ-
rity or his objectivity, nor his fairness, to my knowledge. Those press
conferences were canceled and then he moved to this other position
which looks like a demotion.

How about Mr. Henle? Will he be given the same job when he re-
turns after a year? He was chief economist. Will there be in this re-
or ganization a very similar job?
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Mr. MOORE. No. Well, similar in a sense. The Office of Data Analvsis
that we are creating is similar in many respects to the Office of Eco-
nomic and Social Research that Mr. Henle headed. He did not, how-
ever, have the line authority over the program offices that we are
establishing in this reorganization and that is one change. Since I have
appointed -Mr. Rathbun to that position it will not be open to Mr.
Henle when he returns.

Chairman PROXM'IRE. What position would be open under these
circumstances?

Mr. MooiE. Well, I cannot predict that, sir. It may not be in the
Bureau of Labor Statistics but the Department of Labor as a whole
has assured him that he will have an opportunity to take a suitable
position when he does return.

Chairman PROX-MIRE. Was this sabbatical entirely on his initiative?
Tr. MOORE. Well, the initial inquiry was his own. This happened, as

I said, in May or Tune. The reorganization began to be discussed
around the middle of July and it was then that I 'had to make a decision
whether I would ask Mr. Henle to head up this new office or not. I
decided that I would not.

Chairmlan PROX;3IIIRE. All right, sir. Thank you very much, Commis-
sioner Moore. It has been most useful and helpful. You have done your
usual responsive and capable job. We very much appreciate it.

The committee will stand in recess, subject to the call of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 12 -65 p.m., the committee was recessed. subject to

the call of the Chair.)
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New Senate Office Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of the
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Hugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist; Lucy A.
Falcone, research economist; George D. Kr-Lmbhaar, Jr., minority
counsel; and Walter B. Laessig, economist for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman PROXMIRE. The committee will come to order. This com-
mittee -was established under the terms of the Employment Act of
1946. This act represented and still represents the determination of
the Federal Government to achieve full and steady economic growth
without inflation. Thus, it is the central committee of the Congress
to oversee the broad range of economic policies necessary to achieve
the goals established under the act.

Of critical importance to the implementing of its duties is the avail-
ability of economic statistics which will adequately depict the course
of economic developments in such vital areas as employment and un-
employment, production and productivity, capital formation, and
international trade.

Moreover, it is extremely important that the integrity of the statis-
tics be beyond question. In the last month or so there have been wide-
spread fears expressed that certain actions and rumored actions taken
within the major statistical agencies point in the direction of managed
news.

As is well known, as chairman of this committee I was deeply dis-
turbed when the BLS discontinued its press briefings on employment,
unemployment, and the cost of living. To this day I have heard no
adequate explanation for this action by the administration, and I still
think the disocntinuance was politically motivated.

Mtfore recently, we heard that one of the chief technicians responsible
for these briefings had been downgraded in a reorganization of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

(325)
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The reason given for the reorganization was to improve efficiency.
The reorganization was undertaken by the Secretary of Labor under
a directive of Mir. George Shultz, Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

We. therefore, asked Mr. Shultz to appear here today to spell out
for this committee the rationale of the BLS reorganization and other
reorganizations which we understand are underway, the extent of
their coverage, their present status and how they may be expected to
improve the Federal statistical program.

I am disturbed, and I know the press is deeply disturbed and fear-
ful that the reorganizations may well mean less straightforward in-
formation in the future.

Air. Shultz was unable to appear, but he has directed his Chief
Statistician, AIr. Julius Shiskin, to appear and discuss with us these
and related questions.

Mr. Shiskin, we are very honored to have you here. You have a
justifiably very high reputation as a man of extraordinary ability and
unquestionable standing; and you may proceed in your own way.

I understand you have a statement. If you wish to abbreviate any
part of that statement, the entire statement will be printed in full
in the record.

STATEMENT OF JULIUS SHISKIN, CHIEF STATISTICIAN, OFFICE OF

MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, ACCOMPANIED BY MARIE D. WANN
AND ROBERT B. PEARL

Mr. S1I-1sKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am very
honored to be here and have this opportunity to explain our objec-
tives in the reorganization and to answer any questions you may have.

I have with me to my left Mr. Pearl, to my right Mrs. Wann,
colleagues of mine in the OMB who are prepared to help me answer
questions.

Before I come to my statement, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
a personal observation that concerns your committee.

W hen I first took this post, now almost 21/2 years ago, Raymond
Bowman, my predecessor, had not left. There was a period of about
1 month overlap between us; and during that month I took advan-
tage of his presence close by to consult him on what kind of steps I
should take to do my job, how to do it better, and so on; and one of
the things he advised me most strongly was to maintain the close
working relations he had with this committee.

Now, I took that advice and before long I got in touch with mem-
bers of your staff and we had a very fine discussion; and I have been
hoping that you would call on me so that we would have an oppor-
tunity to exchange views and so that I could build on the good work
of my predecessor.

I was waiting for this opportunity and so I am very glad the time
has come; I am very glad to be here.

Now, I would like to read my statement.
Mir. Chairman and members of the committee, I welcome this oppor-

tunity to appear before this committee to explain the purpose of the
statistical reorganization recently requested by the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget.
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This committee has long been a bulwark of support for improve-
ments in Federal statistics. We believe the statistical reorganization
currently underway will constitute an important step in this direction.
The reorganization, together with the increases in the budget for
statistics which the President recommended and Congress approved,
will facilitate many specific improvements underway or contemplated.

SOM1E HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Before assuming my present post of Chief of the Statistical Policy
Division in OMB, I was for many years a member of the staff of the
Bureau of the Census. My present senior staff have also spent much of
their careers in the various statistical agencies. Many of us have been
eagerly awaiting an opportunity to bring about an improved orga-
nization of our fragmented statistical activities. Some of us were en-
couraged by a staff report of the Hoover Commission of the early
1950's which recommended a basic reorganization of Federal statistical
activities. More recently we were similarly encouraged by the 1967
report of your Subcommittee on Economic Statistics which supported
greater coordination and integration of Government statistics.

In June 1969, when I became head of the Statistical Policy Division
in OMB, the then Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Robert Mayo,
gave me a simple and clear charter: Improve Federal statistics.

During the following year, Mr. May firmly supported measures to
strenothen the statistical system. The present Director and the Asso-
ciatcbirector of OMB have provided equally strong support. Not only
have the heads of OMB been aware of the need to improve statistics
required for economic and social policy formulations, but the statistical
profession has also been concerned.

Shortly after President Nixon's inauguration, the president of the
American Statistical Association suggested to him that he appoint a
commission of distinguished citizens to review Federal statistical activ-
ities and to make recommendations for their improvement. President
Nixon did appoint such a Commission and it has recently completed
its work.

It is now more than a year since we began intensive planning within
our office in OMB in reorganization of Federal statistical activities.
We have kept the President's -Commission fully informed of our think-
ing and decisions in this field.

The President's departmental reorganization plan proposed at the
beginning of this year gave us an opportunity for presenting staff sug-
gestions on statistical organization to OMB Director Shultz. The Pres-
ident's proposal, following the Ash Council recommendation, called
for concentrating the major statistical agencies of the Departments of
Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor in one principal subdivision of the
proposed Department of Economic Affairs. The plan we had prepared
earlier could readily be adjusted to the proposed departmental stiuc-
ture, and after some modifications a revised plan was made ready for
consideration within OMB in February 1971.

The decision to proceed with internal statistical reorganizations in
four major departments, as reflected in Director Shultz' letter of
July 15 to the Secretaries of Labor, Commerce, Agriculture, and HEW,
was based on a number of considerations.

60-174-72-pt. 2-4
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The growing importance of statistics in policy formulation and the
demands for greater speed and accuracy in data compilation made it
essential in our opinion to bring about promptly an improved type of
organizational structure capable of producing statistical information
consistent with the needs of our increasingly complex society.

Labor, Commerce, and Agriculture were selected for these reorga-
nization efforts because these Departments are responsible for the key
economic statistics of the Government and HEW was included be-
cause of its key role in social planning and its rapidly expanding
social statistics program.

RATIONALE OF REORGANIZATION PLAN

Let us turn now to a brief account of the reasons why the reor-
ganization took this particular form and what we expect to accom-
plish.

There has long been a debate in the statistical profession as to
whether it is preferable to have a centralized or a decentralized sys-
tem. There are advantages and disadvantages in either approach. It
is generally conceded that a centralized system has a comparative
advantage arising from economies of scale, but that a decentralized
system can be more sensitive and responsive to emerging data needs
for policymaking and other purposes.

Most major countries have a single, centralized statistical agency.
The only important exceptions are the United States and the United
Kingdom. Like the British, we have opposed excessive centralization
because we believe such a system would be inflexible and unresponsive
and would heighten legitimate public concerns about overconcentra-
tion of information in any one agency of Government.

On the other hand, both nations have become increasingly aware of
the defects of overproliferation of statistical operations. In consider-
ing these problems, we have developed similar although not identical
solutions, retaining the main advantages of a decentralized system
while removing principal deficiencies.

The principal strength of decentralization is that individual policy-
making departments and agencies have responsibility for determining
their own data needs and updating their requirements as circum-
stances change. This feature is retained in our reorganization plan.
The greatest weakness is that there are far too many agencies, some-
thing over 40 at the latest count, engaged in the actual collection and
tabulation of statistics. Close to two-thirds of all statistical work is
still carried out by the five largest agencies with the remaining one-
third widely scattered among 35 others.

This f ragmentation of statistical operations has resulted in a number
of serious problems. There are at present wide disparities in the quality
of the data produced by different agencies and in their statistical
standards. This is most often a consequence of the lack of adequately
trained statistical personnel such as survey and mathematical statis-
ticians and the lack of facilities, such as ready access to computers and
programers. This is especially true in the smaller agencies.

However, even in larger agencies, comparability of basic economic
statistics is often uncertain. For example, the sales and inventories
data, the employment, payrolls and earnings data, and the profits data
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are collected by different agencies, all using different report forms and
different statistical methods, for example, industry coding and editing.

Moreover, the way even the best statistical agencies are structured,
with large-scale, fixed programs of their own, a good deal of inflexi-
bility is built into the system. This accentuates the problems of meet-
ing new emerging data requirements without further fragmentation
of the system.

A great many favorable things can be said about our statistical pro-
grains. In their scope, accuracy, and timeliness they are the envy of
statisticians and policymakers the world over. In a country as large
as this, with a highly complex economy and society, it is noteworthy
that we are able to have statistical measures of major economic phe-
nomena, such as employment and unemployment, retail sales, manufac-
turers' sales and orders, within 20 working days after the end of the
month covered by the data.

It is nevertheless true that our statistical system has not kept up with
the ever-rising requirements for better data to serve as the basis for
economic and social policy formulation.

As Paul AMcCracken, the Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, recently observed: "We are trying to navigate a jet-age economy
with horse-and-buggy statistical instruments." We must correct the
deficiencies so that the statistical system will be fully responsive to the
informational needs of our present day economy and society. Further
increases in funds, a greater number of skilled technicians, better man-
agers and a major reorganization of our statistical system are all
required to achieve this goal. Thus, although reorganization by itself
would not settle all issues, it could at least provide a manageable struc-
ture within which solutions could be reached.

OMB GUIDELINES

Next I shall describe briefly the main principles of our reorganiza-
tion plan as they apply within existing departments.

Although the present plan can stand on its own, and is not depend-
ent upon further reorganization, it is also consistent with the larger
scale reorganization proposed for the Department of Economic Affairs
and the other new departments.

The OMB directive called for establishment of two principal statis-
tics units within each of the four departments affected: (1) a unified
data planning and analysis office, and (2) a centralized, service-ori-
ented data collection and processing center. The main purpose of this
two fold organization plan is to improve quality and reduce duplica-
tion in analytical activities, while gaining operational efficiency, tech-
nical validity and comparability through centralized data collection
and processing.

CENTERS OF DATA ANALYSIS

The unified data planning and analysis office would be responsible
for the planning, technical analysis, and issuance of the main general-
purpose statistics of the department as well as carrying out special
analytical assignments. Their main focus would be data of widespread
use for overall policy planning and informational purposes both in-
side and outside Government, as distinguished from information
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mostly useful in the conduct of specific programs and internal Govern-
ment management. This office would also produce the various kinds of
analytical statistical measures such as the national accounts, economic
models, productivity indexes, social and economic indicators, projec-
tions, and the like.

DATA COLLECTION AND PROCESSING CENTERS

The key expression in the description of the other main new struc-
ture is "service oriented." The data collection and processing centers
would have no programs of their own to carry out but would have
the staffing, capacity, and equipment to provide the necessary statistical
services for the programs decided upon and funded by the various in-
formational planning groups. They would be responsible for carrying
out not only the general-purpose statistics programs developed by the
planning and analysis office just described, but also for meeting the
informational needs of the substantive program agencies within their
departments and elsewhere in the Government.

The centers would provide the technical know-how across all statis-
tical programs which is now so often lacking, especially in the smaller
agencies, and would hopefully achieve the level of quality, consistency
of data and flexibility in meeting new requirements so difficult to ac-
complish under the present system. Greater concentration of collection
and processing activities would also facilitate effective coordination.
Together these should produce substantial efficiencies and relieve some
of the public reporting burden.

Altogether we have proposed centers of this kind in the Labor, Agri-
culture, and Commerce Departments, and perhaps three or four within
HEW because of its size and complexity. Separate centers may also be
established in other departments with large-scale statistical needs such
as the Justice Department and particularly law enforcement-Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration.

PROGRAM PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY REMAINS DECENTRALIZED

Planning of the scope and content of statistics intended primarily
for substantive program development and evaluation would remain
decentralized among the policymaking agencies of each department.
Although these agencies would obtain their own funding, in general
they would contract with the data collection and processing centers for
statistical services.

My office, the Division of -Statistical Policy of OMB, would continue
to monitor and coordinate the statistical work of Government and to
carry out the provisions of the Federal Reports Act and other legis-
lative mandates.

A good example of how we expect this overall system to work is the
present relationship between one of the more service-oriented data
collection units of the Bureau of the Census and a number of its outside
sponsors. This Census unit, the Demographic Surveys Division, has
responsibility for the design and conduct of all household sample sur-
veys within the Bureau. It has no program of its own but carries out
work under contract mostly for outside agencies and also for other
units of the Bureau of the Census.
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Among the important surveys covered by this arrangement are: the
current population survey which is the source of the monthly unem-
ployment statistics published by the BLS; the major health surveys
of the Government sponsored by the Public Health Service; a number
of complex, in-depth surveys of the aged and disabled for the Social
Security Administration; the soon to be instituted national consumer
expenditure survey which will provide the weights for the updated
Consumer Price Index; and many others.

I believe it would be generally agreed that these surveys are among
the best designed and most effective statistical operations in existence.
Also, the sponsoring agencies, relieved of the burden of technical
operations, are among the most respected and productive of our statis-
tical analytical staffs.

The flexibility of this type of arrangement can be illustrated by the
fact that the workload contracted to this census unit has steadily ex-
panded from about $3 million a year at the time it was created in
1960 to something over $15 million a year at present, not counting some
large special projects.

Moreover, the budget figures only begin to tell the story with regard
to the increased complexity of the work this service-oriented unit has
been willing and able to undertake.

STATUS OF REORGANIZATION

As matters now stand, the statistical reorganization is proceeding
expeditiously in the Commerce and Labor Departments. I expect that
the new structures will be operative by the target date of November 30
specified in the OMB directive.

Our role-that is, the role of my office-in reviewing departmental
plans as they develop is to determine whether they follow the OMB
guidelines and not with either the detailed organizational units or
staff assignments. Although the plans we have reviewed do appear to
be basically consistent with our guidelines, they do not go quite so far
as we would like at the outset. We expect, however, that further prog-
ress will be made once the core elements are in place. We will soon turn
our attention to HEW and Agriculture which have somewhat different
problems.

Once this plan is fully operative, it is our intention to begin re-
viewing statistical operations in other departments to assess which of
these could be more effectively carried out in the new statistical centers.

Emphasis will be given to statistics of importance for policymaking
which are now being inadequately developed, are of poor quality and
are not being issued in a timely manner. However, we do not intend to
shift every statistical activity into the centers. Highly specialized
activities, such as those closely related to medical research or work of
a highly experimental nature, are expected to remain in their present
locations.

LONGER TER31 PLANS

In your letter to Director Shultz announcing this hearing you ex-
pressed interest in knowing how the new organization would be inte-
grated into the proposed Department of Economic Affairs.

The organizational plan I have summarized today can be followed
advantageously within the present departmental structure.
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Moreover, as I indicated earlier, since the new statistical organiza-
tions will be essentially the same in all the departments involved, they
can be easily combined into a larger unit. We would probably want
them to integrate the separate planning and analytical offices created
under the present plan into one unit, and the separate data collection
and processing centers into another. For the data planning and anal-
ysis office, the internal structuring could proceed along lines of broad
subject matter areas or functional specialties, or some combination of
these.

For the data collection and processing centers in a consolidated de-
partment, we envisage two main and largely separate centers: one for
population consensuses and household surveys and the other for cen-
suses and surveys of business establishments and enterprises. A divi-
sion of this kind is contemplated in order to avoid diminishing
economies resulting from a single massive center, and also because the
statistical expertise, methodologies and materials are quite different in
these two categories of activities. In addition, there would be auxiliary
units for research and development and units to provide certain com-
mon services.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I should like to say that I am cautiously optimistic
that the new arrangements will accomplish some sorely needed im-
provements in statistics and will open the way for greater advances as
the full system develops. With the help and support of your committee
and the Congress to improve Federal statistics, we anticipate a statisti-
cal system which will be ever more responsive to the requirements of
government, business and labor groups as well as the public at large
for the information essential to arriving at intelligent decisions.

I would now be very glad to answer any questions that you may have.
Thank you.
Chairman PROx1LIIRE. Thank you, sir, for a comprehensive, very gen-

eral description.
I think you are sensitive of and aware of the criticism that this re-

organization has had both in the press and with members of Congress
and the understandable suspicions that it raises.

Let me go right to the heart of that first and then maybe some of the
questioning will be clearer and we can relate it to it.

You spoke at some length in your statement about the difficulty of
decentralization with the proliferation that develops, and duplication
and so forth, and the unfortunate necessity-unfortunate because you
have to pay another price when you bring some of these agencies to-
gether, and yet one of the actions taken was to split the Offie of Em-
ployment and Manpower Statistics, over which Mr. Goldstein had
jurisdiction, and with which he did such a fine job-that was split in
two; it was divided in two; and the current labor and market develop-
ment was taken away from him and given to somebody else and he was
given the long-term trends aspect of it, although he didn't have an
opportunity to express a preference, according to Commissioner
Moore.

How do you square that kind of action with the broad outlines that
you have given us here ?

Mir. SHI-sKI_ . Well, Mr. Chairman, I am very anxious to be re-
sponsive to your questions and I shall try to be. But as I pointed out
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in my statement, we set up very general guidelines and we don't try to
review the detailed boxes, the organizational units, in each of the de-
partment plans, and so we didn't review that change.

Chairman PROXMIIRE. Your office had nothing to do-neither you nor
Mr. Shultz had any voice in that decision?

Mir. SHISlKIN. No, sir. No, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Why wouldn't it have been a good idea to ques-

tion that in view of the fact that it divided a function which seemed
to have been performed very competently by one agency or subagency?

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, we have a division of responsibilities within the
executive branch, and my office set out to prepare guidelines for re-
organization; and we did it. And now we are anxious to see that the
agencies follow them.

Now, there are a great many kinds of questions that cannot be asked,
the kind you just raised, the question of appointment to position; we
feel that we shouldn't get into that level of detail. We have-our main
job-

Chairman PROXMIRE. I can understand-
Mr. SHIsKIN. So we avoid these kinds of details.
Chairman PROX3MIE. I can understand how you have to avoid much

of the detail in personnel appointments and so forth. But something of
this kind which was so clearly controversial, and there were such ques-
tions raised by the press, and by the Congress, by members of this
committee and others, it would seem to me this is something that would
deserve the attention of your agency as a coordinator, and the agency
which has the responsibility for determining whether or not the guide-
lines are being lived up to.

Mr. SHISKIN. Well
Chairman PROxMIIRE. You say that neither you nor Mr. Shultz took

part in this decision or felt that it was within your jurisdiction ?
Mr. SHISXIN. Well, I certainly don't feel it is within my jurisdiction;

and I really can't speak for Mr. Shultz on this point.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You are up here, as I understand it, Mr. Shis-

kin, to speak for Mr. Shultz.
Mr. SiIsiN. Right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And you say you can't speak for him on this

particular thing.
Mr. SHIsKIN. I can speak for him on statistical reorganization, but

on this particular thing which is something that our office did not con-
trol. I cannot speak for him, but I can speak for myself.

Chairman PROXMIRE. That statistic, unemployment statistic, is so
vital and so important.

Mr. SHISKIN. We follow those very closely.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Politically it is of importance; economically

it is of very great importance. Our policies are based on-to a great
extent-those statistics and this reorganization has challenged the
previous interpretation, changed it dramatically from a man who had
the top responsibility and then demoted him.

Mr. SmisKIN. Well, I don't have anything to say on that; I wouldn't
say that he has been demoted or not.

Chairman PROXM1nIRE. Well, Commissioner Moore's testimony indi-
cated that Mr. Goldstein had been over the entire agency before; the
agency was cut in two; he was given one-half of the old agency he was
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not given a choice. It would be hard to interpret that treatment in my
view as anything except a demotion. I don't think Commissioner Moore
challenged that. I can't remember, in the testimony it seems to me he
accepted that as a fact.

Mr. SsIii.N. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me tell you what our expe-
rience was.

Chairman PROXMIRE. As I understand it, Moore gave your directive
as the reason for what he did.

Mr. SmisKIN. He gave our directive as the reason for doing the
reorganization?

Chairman PROXMIRE. That is correct.
Mr. SnisKiN. I see.
Well let me explain what our experience was with the Bureau of

Labor Statistics and Commerce. The experience thus far has been quite
similar.

We sent out the directive on reorganization on July 15 and we asked
them for an early report of the general outline they had in mind; and
we got something back from both Labor and Commerce; and we gave
them some immediate reactions, and then later, sometime later, we had
a meeting, first with BLS and then later with Commerce.

At the meeting with Labor, they spelled out the BLS reorganization
plan. At that time they had not yet taken into account the second part
of our program which was to bring in statistical activities that are now
under different parts of the departments, into the BLS. They had not
done it yet, but they are doing it now. They showed us an overall re-
organization plan. There were boxes on an organization chart without
any names associated with them; and we went over them and, by and
large, we concluded that they did follow our guidelines and that is as
far as we went. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PROXMIRE. You think it makes sense to divide this office
that Mr. Goldstein previously headed-the Office of Employment and
Manpower Statistics-into two parts, that fitted into your guidelines?

Mr. SsIiIN. Mr. Chairman, I wouldn't comment on any detailed
box in any of the charts.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I mean disregarding personnel, you still
wouldn't comment.

Mr. SIIIsiiN. Not at that level of detail, because each Administrator
has to have some latitude in setting up the organization he wants. What
we want to be sure of is that they separate collection activities, on the
one hand, within the Department, and analysis, on the other hand;
and we are satisfied that the organization that had been set up with
these two major units follows those guidelines. And that is as far as
we went.

Chairman PROXMIR E. You see, you put us in a dilemma. The Bureau
of Labor Statistics did what they did because of your guidelines.
your proposals; and you say that you are not responsible for what
happened?

Mr. SmIsKuN. Not at that level of detail, no. We didn't try to
control it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, let me move, then, into another area.
AIr. SHISKIN. OK.
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Chairman PRox-miRE. You might have seen in a recent editorial in
the New York Times which was dated October 23. It is a brief edi-
torial; I will read it and ask you to comment. It says:

The politicizing of the Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics seems to be gain-
ing headway, despite fervent White House denials that anyone topside wants
to tamper with the Bureau's reputation for scholarly detachment.

Comes now an announcement that the BLS will discontinue for all of the
1972 Presidential year the quarterly reports it has been issuing on unemploy-
ment in poverty neighborhoods. The latest such report, covering the third
quarter of this year, shows a disturbing increase in joblessness among blacks,
especially young blacks, while the white unemployment rate declined appreciably.

Undoubtedly, a continuation of this disparity in the immediate preelection
period would be politically embarrassing to the administration, especially since
much criticism of the Nixon record revolves around its "Southern strategy."
One obvious way to disarm the critics is to make sure that no statistical measur-
ing rod is available to indicate whether the job picture is getting better or
worse for poor Negroes.

The official explanation for the planned suspension of the job reports on
low-income areas is the necessity for switching from 1960 to 1970 census data
as the basis for calculation. But why the old base cannot be used until the com-
puters are fully reprogramed is not made clear. The unfortunate reality is that
the slum neighborhoods of a decade ago remain the slum neighborhoods of
today. Not much has changed, least of all the misery of the people.

W17ould you comment on that because
Mr. SHISRIN. Yes; I would be very glad to do that.
Chairman PRoxminnE (continuing). It seems very strong and a

plausible editorial. What is your comment?
Mr. SimisKIN. Yes; I 'am very glad to have that opportunity.
As you know, I am sure, Air. Chairman, our office works with the

various agencies to set general standards and general principles; and
we were working with the agencies involved on this problem.

Now, in view of the 1970 census, an overhaul of the CPS, the survey
instrument through which a great many Government data are col-
lected, including employment data and these poverty data, had to
take place.

Now, the overhaul of the CPS, so that it reflects the 1970 census
data, will start later this year and not be finished until next year.

Now, more than 1 year ago, Mir. Chairman, more than a year ago,
the technical people involved decided it would not be worthwhile
during this interim period to continue this quarterly survey. It would
have, cost somewhere between $50,000 and $100,000. This decision was
made, let me emphasize, more than a year ago by the technical people
involved, including two participants in my office.

Chairman PROX-MIRE. How can you justify that kind of decision
unless you argue that the statistics are just inaccurate and deceptive
and untrue.?

Mr. SHIsKIN. We]
Chairman PROXMNiiE,. It seemed to me as longr as you have a con-

sistent base and continue to base it on 1960 census data. unless you
are prepared for the 1970 data, in other words gro on for another year
or so, that at least you can get the notion of whether this unemploy-
ment among the blacks in the inner citv is increasing or not increasing?

Mr. SHISKIN. I don't want to say now whether that was a good
decision or not. You see, maybe it was a poor decision; I am neutral
on that at this point.
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However, I want to emphasize in response to comment on the edi-
torial that this decision was made more than a year ago, entirely by
technical people including two of the distinguished statisticians in
my office, Margaret Martin and Gertrude McNally. That is where the
matter rests.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Did the two statisticians under your juris-
diction have the authority to make a decision at this point ?

Mr. SIISKIN. At this level they can; yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. A final definitive decision?
Mr. SiSKIN. Yes; at that level.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I would think you would have the responsi-

bility of determining whether it was a good decision or not?
Mr. SmISKIN. Well, the way that works is that when the members

of my staff bring to me certain matters they feel require my attention.
Now, these two people I mentioned are extremely intelligent, sensi-
ble, mature workers, and their judgment was, with the collaboration
of the BLS and Census people, the Census collects the data through
the CPS, they decided that it wouldn't be worth the money.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, I think all of us have a lot of respect
for $50,000 or $100,000; it is a lot of money. But at the same time,
statistics of this kind are so vital for policy especially when you must
be aware of the very, very high level of unemployment among blacks
and especially teenage blacks, and especially teenage blacks living in
these inner city areas; and to discontinue that under these circum-
stances before you had the 1970 figures available for analysis, it just
seems to me to be an appalling decision. I can understand why statis-
ticians can make a decision like that but it would seem to me a better
governmental responsibility if in view of the policy factors at stake
here, in view of the importance of enabling Congress and the Pres-
ident to be aware of what the trend was, if that would he overruled
and said, "Well, we know the 1960 data are not as good as we would
like it to be, but at least it tells us whether unemployment is going
up and roughly by how much."

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, the raw data on black unemployed are avail-
able in the monthly release on unemployment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; the raw data.
Mr. SHISxKIN. It is not by poverty area.
Chairman PROXMIIRE. That is what we need. At any rate, it is your

contention that these decisions were made by these statisticians?
Mr. SHIS:KIN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Would you continue to have a policy decision

of this great importance made under these circumstances, not reviewed
by you and not reviewed by Mr. Shultz?

Mr. SimISm[N. I believe there are very few such decisions that are not
reviewed by me.

Now, for example, I can tell you now that we made a decision con-
cerning poverty areas last Friday; and I not only reviewed it but I
sent out the letter to the Director of the Census. We established a new
definition of poverty areas, poverty areas will henceforth be defined in
terms of the ratio of people, families, in poverty in those areas.

Chairman PROXx1IRE. This makes our statistical comparisons invalid.
Will -we be able to make comparisons with improvement or
deterioration ?
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AIr. SHISKIN. Well, we have looked at some of them and we don't
think the new areas will be substantially different from the old.

Mr. Chairman, there are people who are much better qualified than
I to discuss this subject of poverty. I could either prepare for you a
written statement or I could bring in Miss Martin to talk to you and
the staff about it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I wish you would; and, furthermore, I wish
you would do what you could. I realize there is cost involved but do
what you could to try to provide a body of data so we can go back on
the new definition, if necessary, to see what the trend is, see whether or
not there is an improvement, deterioration or change of any kind. That
kind of information is very essential.

Mr. SHISKIN. We are very sensitive in that area.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think that has been done in the past on

changing definitions. They have tried to project backward the data so
we have a basis for acting.

Mr. SmsliuN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I want to emphasize there were no
political motives in that decision, no political people involved at all.

Chairman PRox3iiim. Let me get into another area.
Again, you may feel you are not qualified here; I hope you can give

us a comment.
I would like to quote first briefly from the Gordon Committee Report

on Measuring Employment and Unemployment.
The report recommended, and I quote:
The need to publish the information in a nonpolitical context cannot be over-

emphasized. By and large, this has been the case-the collection and reporting
of the basic data have always been in the hands of technical experts. Neverthe-
less, a sharper line should be drawn between the release of the statistics and
their accompanying explanation and analysis, on the one hand, and the more
general type of pollcy-oriented comment which is the function of officials re-
sponsible for policymaking, on the other.

Now, I am not convinced that the release of statistics and technical
analysis is being separated from the policy-oriented comment as a re-
sult of cancellation of the BLS press conference. If anything, the sepa-
ration between the statistics and the policy-oriented comment has been
blurred when the Secretary of Labor makes the only live appearance
before TV cameras and radio microphones. His interpretation of the
unemployment rate, since it is most easily accessible, receives the most
publicity, and not the technical comment of the BLS staff.

This is a change. Mr. Gordon, as you know, feels very strongly
about this. He testified before this committee and he indicated he
felt this was wrong; this was a complete violation of what his com-
mittee found.

Now, how, in your view, is the Gordon committee's recommenda-
tion being served by cancellation of the technician's press conference?

Mr. SmsIiN. Mir. Chairman, this is an area where I do feel I am
an expert and I have a strong view on it and am very anxious to
present it to you.

Chairman PROX31IRE. Very good.
Air. SIisKIN-. As you may know that for 7 or 8 years my job at

the Bureau of the Census was to run Business Conditions Digests,
BCD, as it is known. Now, BCD also has some very important series;
namely, the leading indicators. Because of the fact I edited BCD,
and ran it, I received a great many telephone calls from the press.
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F urthermore, the leading indicators in the early 1960's, and later
on, increasingly so, got a great deal of attention from high policy
officials. The question arose in the Department of Commerce, Mr.
Chairman, as to whether we shouldn't have press conferences similar
to the BLS press conferences, to release the leading indicators and
other sensitive series like unit labor costs. I strongly opposed it, Mr.
Chairman, and I opposed it on the basis of my experience over several
years at that time in running BCD. And I will explain the reasons.

It is essential, we would all agree, that to have constructive debate
on economic policy, figures have to be above reproach. Now, the ques-
tion is, How do you issue statistics in such a way that is completely
neutral and objective ?

'Well, I think what you need to do, to issue figures in that way, is
to follow guidelines of this kind: First of all, the figures have to be
released promptly; you have to get them out immediately so that
there can't be a suspicion that people are camouflaging the figures,
that they are holding them for political motives. So you have to get
them out at once.

We instituted immediately-now it already had started at the time
I came into my present office-a very vigorous program to speed up
statistics. That was our first project, and we have been quite successful.

Approximately 30 percent of the principal economic indicators now
come out faster than they did when I assumed my post.

If you look at the other series, approximately 70 percent come out
faster. So w-e speeded up statistics. 'We don't want anybody to hold
the figures more than 2 days after compilation. Most governmental
agencies get the figures out in 1 day. I think that is an accomplish-
ment, and it serves to improve the credibility of figures. Point one.

Secondly, we thought it was very important to publish in advance
the publication dates for the different series. So if you will look at-
any month-the release from our office. the Statistical Reporter, vou
will find in there a schedule of release dates for the principal 120
indicators, for the month ahead.

We have made a tally on how that has worked over the past 2 years,
and our tally shows that in 75 percent of the cases we have met the
target dates; in 13 percent we have missed them by being too late: and
in 12 percent we have missed them by being too early. Our instructions
are if the agency gets the figures ready early, they should get them out.
So they are following instructions when they issue figures early. Now
we publish advance schedules and I think that is a step toward im-
proving credibility.

Next we think it is important to separate the release of data from
the policy oriented commentaries. Now, that is a very difficult thing
to do because as you must realize the President's appointed officials are
very anxious to comment on the figures once they get them. Neverthe-
less, and this took quite a lot of doing, we have instituted a rule which
is universally followed in all the agencies, that the written press re-
lease must come out at least 1 hour before any policy commentary;
that is, no commentary, no policy oriented commentary is made until
1 hour after the written press release is put on the press table. I think
all the reporters now understand that; all the reporters now under-
stand, I believe, that the release of the data, the basic work, is sep-
arated from the policy oriented commentary. It is separated physically
and in time.
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Another question is, How should the figures be released? 'Well, I
think the best way to release them is in written form. If a man releases
them in a written form he has an opportunity to weigh his thoughts,
to get advice from others, so that it is a careful, creditable, professional
job.

On the other hand, when he exposes himself to an audience only a
few hours after the data have become available, he can get involved in
various kinds of controversies, differences in interpretation which can
reflect on the quality of the basic statistics themselves.

Chairman PR1OX.rIRiE. Let me interrupt at this point. This press con-
ference isn't anything new; it has been tried and well established
there are not differing opinions among economists generally. This has
been in operation, as you know, for many, many, many years under
many different administrations, Republican and Democratic. I don't
know of any criticism of the quality or honesty or capability or pro-
fessionalism of the interpretation, no criticism by economists, by Con-
gress or from the public generally; and this is such a controversial
area that it seems to me that in the event there had been a politicizing
or impetuous mistakes made, those would have been called very
promptly to the attention of the public and the Congress.

We haven't had that. We have had a long and successful record and
the Gordon committee went into this in great detail and they came to
the conclusion that his should continue to be handled the way it has
been by dispassionate, objective, qualified experts who would give as
objective an interpretation as they could.

Mr. SHISKIN. Mr. Chairman; I followed this very carefully for
many, many years.

Chairman PROX-IIriE. Can you give me-can you document-
Mr. 1SmSKIN. Yes; I will.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you document the criticism of this?
Mr. SHISKIN. Yes; you know, the BLS press conferences of recent

years were not the only press conferences. One of the issues that led
to the Gordon Commission recommendation were the press confer-
ences that were previously held by the Labor Department, and that is
why they made that criticism.

Chairman PROX3MIRE. Say that again; I am sorry.
Mr. SrnISKIN. In early years before the Gordon committee was ap-

pointed there were also press conferences.
Chairman PROX31IRE. Yes.
Mr. SHISKIN. Now, the reason that the Gordon committee got into

that was because of the dissatisfaction with those press conferences.
The press conferences in those periods were being held by people who
were not civil servants; and so they made the point that this kind of a
press conference was unsatisfactory.

Chairman PROXMrIRE. We are talking about different things.
I am talking about the press conferences which Mr. Goldstein held.
Mr. SHISKIN. I know what you are talking about; I understand.

You are talking about the later ones.
Chairman PROXium&. Yes.
Mr. SHISKIN. But now, I followed those closely-the activities of

the Gordon committee-and I worked with, I talked to them many
times. They did not recommend, the committee did not recommend
that press conferences be held.
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Now, Mr. Gordon may have given that to you as his personal
opinion.

Chairman PROXMIIRE. It seems to me the Gordon committee made
their recommendations before the press conferences were stopped;
didn't they, well before, yes?

AMr. SHIIS:IN. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I remember that sequence
Chairman PROXMIIRE. Since then the chairman of the committee,

Professor Gordon, has testified with very, very great vehemence that
the thought of abandoning the press conferences was a mistake.

Mr. SHIESKIN. I found it out when I read about his testimony here.
But that recommendation was not explicitly made in the report.

Chairman PROXNEIRnE. Let me go back.
Mr. SnsIKIN. That is his personal point of view.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me go back to something else you said.
Mr. SIHISKIN. May I just take a minute and just mention the fact

there were also press conferences held in the Department of Commerce
on and off. It was on the basis of our recommendations that they were
discontinued in 1969.

Chairman PROX-MIRE. Well, now, you made quite a point of the argu-
ment there had been a separation in time of the release of the statistics,
on the one hand, and then the commentary by policy officials on the
other. On February 5, and again on March 5, Secretary Hodgson put
out a press release on unemployment at the exact time as the statistics
were put on the press table. There was just no lapse of time at all. It
was simultaneous. So this criteria that vou gave us right here as being
a great improvement is not being followed at all.

Mr. SisrIs=N. Mr. Chairman, we have been issuing an advanced
schedule of release dates now for almost 2 years. Each one of them
lists 120 series. Now, let us see, 120 series, let's just say for 2 years,
this is 1,200 a year, 2,400 in 2 years. The policy-orientea commentary
should follow by no less than 1 hour. We have had two lapses. I think
that is a very good record.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Not only are statistics very important but
they are a matter of policymaking, especially to affect legislation on
the floor. As a matter of fact, statistics of this kind can make a differ-
ence between whether a President is successful or unsuccessful in the
interpretation of them, in acceptance of them.

Mr. SIrisKIN. And this has not happened since this occasion; and
I don't think it will happen again because we watch them very care-
fully. W1,Thenever we have any kind of a lapse, we follow up. We follow
up on these release dates, and we want to know why they are missed.
And we managed to control that very well; but we couldn't do it
perfectly. My feeling, considering the fact that there is so much turn-
over in Government people who are involved in these things, is that
we halve a very, very good record on that.

Chairman PxoxmriiE. We have the same experience with the GNP,
another statistic of great importance and controversy.

Assistant Secretary Passer makes his comments simultaneous with
the release.

Mir. SiimsKIN. No, Mr. Chairman, I beg to differ. I know Mr. Passer
very well; I follow that like a hawk. If I may say so he never makes a
statement until 1 hour after a release.

Chairman PROXMIRE. There is a difference between you and our
very competent staff and you may be right and they may be right.
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Mr. SHISKIN. I know they are very competent, and I know Mr. Hlar-
old Passer very well.

Chairman PRox3iiRE. The fact that you know him very well-
TIr. SHISKIN. I follow him; there have been meetings in his office;

there have been pressures on him to violate this rule and he won't do
it. If you look at the press releases you will see they are dated dif-
ferent hours. Passer may sometimes get his release on a press table
earlier than release time, but such cases are embargoed and that may
be where the difference in interpretation arises. We watch that very,
ve].y carefully.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Blackburn, go ahead.
Representative BLACKBURN. Thank you.
Mr. Shiskin, when I came in here earlier I thought I heard the

chairman ask you why didn't we continue receiving the dispassionate,
objective type of statistics we have received in the past. Is there any-
thing to say that your work in the future is going to be anything
but dispassionate and objective?

Mr. SmisKIN. No, I don't think there is.
Representative BLACKBURN. Do you think your work in the future

would be of higher quality than in the past?
AIr. SmswIN. We do and it is getting to be of higher quality .
Representative BLACKBURN. And these changes that you have dis-

cussed in your testimony, which I was able to read just before I left,
are primarily organizational changes to make your operation more
efficient and actually more accurate; is that true?

Mr. SHINSI.. And more responsive.
Representative BLACKBURN. AMore responsive to changes that take

place; that is, more immediately responsive to changes that take place
in the economy?

AIr. SISTISKIN. Right.
Representative BLACKBURN. So it is your professional judgment

that these changes will achieve that goal?
Mr. Si-iISKIN. I am cautiously optimistic to that effect.
Representative BLACKBURN. Now, in your statement, you refer to

"the wide disparity in quality of data produced by different agencies
and in their statistical standards."

Mr. SI-nsEiN. Yes.
Representative BLACKBURN. You further state that:
This is most often a consequence of the lack of adequately trained statistical

personnel such as survey and mathematical statisticians and the lack of facilities,
such as the ready access to computers and programers.

Do you suggest these lacks are especially characteristic of the smaller
agencies? Hoow does the data compiled and produced by the big agen-
cies compare from agency to agency in general? That is one question.

sAnd, second: How would the lack of adequately trained personnel
in certain areas be cured by the consolidation which the Office of Man-
agement and Budget has prepared and proposed?

And, final question: Will the Government's statistical services be
able, under the reorganization, to operate with fewer personnel?

Mr. SHISKIN. Now, the first question is how does the quality of the
larger agencies compare. Well, by and large, I think the quality of all
larger agencies is very, very good.
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Now, the Bureau of the Census has taken a great deal of leadership,
you may know, on development of various types of measures of error,
sampling error, and survey methodology. They have been in the fore-
front in those fields, but the BLS is close behind, in some ways, just
as good. The National Center for Health Statistics is very good. The
National Center for Educational Statistics, and the Social Security
Administration are very good. So all of these big agencies do very well.

I worked for a very big agency, the Bureau of the Census and I
was very familiar with these techniques. So when I came into this
job 2 years ago I invited representatives of three of the smaller sta-
tistical agencies for a discussion of what they were doing and in each
case we spent about 31/2 hours reviewing their programs. And I was
absolutely appalled at what I heard.

Now, in coming to another part of your question, not a single one
of these smaller agencies had a mathematical statistician. The mathe-
matical statisticians design the samples; they develop measures of
error. Not a single one of these agencies had such an employee. All
of these big a-gencies do.

Representative BLACKBURN. This was just a lack of professionalism?
Mr. SHISKIN. Yes. A lack of technical personnel. What happens

in a smaller agency, when they need to get a statistical job done is
that they take whatever persoimel happen to be available. Sometimes
they are not trained professionally at all. So in terms of their tech-
nical personnel, the situation is by and large appalling.

Also we discovered they couldn't get quick access to computers or
programers. The data were coming out-some of the monthly data
were coming out-9 months after the data period. So you wonder
what the data are for, what good can they do when they come out
that late?

So, having taken a look at these three smaller agencies, I realized
this was a can of worms. This was three out of 35; and I felt some-
thing needed to be done. OK.

Now, would you mind repeating your next question? I sort of
lost it.

Representative BLACKBURN. How would the lack of adequately
trained personnel in certain areas be cured by the consolidation?

Mr. Si-iisiiN. Yes. At the Bureau of the Census, for example, the
organization with which I am very familiar, there is a highly skilled
central staff consisting of mathematical statisticians and survey an-
alysts. They also had a psychologist who looked at the questions to
see if they were appropriate from his point of view. This highly
skilled body was available to the whole vast organization so that
every survey had to get through that group. So you could take this
highly skilled group with their scarce skills, and apply it to a great
many different fields.

When I had this sort of a shocking episode, I asked Mrs. Wann,
who is sitting beside me, who is a mathematical statistician

Chairman PROXMImE. May I just interrupt for a minute; it is a
rollcall. I can get back, because the Senate is closer, in about 4 or
5 minutes; and Mr. Blackburn will continue the questions and I will
be back because I am very anxious to pursue the questioning.

Mr. SHISKIN. So I asked Mrs. Wann to phone them and offer to
help, but it turned out they didn't want help. So I think you can take
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the scarce, highly skilled talent of the kind I have just described in
the central organization and apply it much more broadly than you can
at the present time.

Representative BLACKBURN. Then you will be making available to
the smaller agencies a quality of professional advice which is not
presently available to them?

Mr. SHISKIN. Yes, sir; that is our intention.
Representative BLACKBURN. And so would you feel that this would

make it possible for smaller agencies to develop a better trained staff
within their present operations?

Mr. SrnsKIN. Well, what we would like to do is to transfer the
statistical operations to the large agencies, to the large centers; that
is part of our plan.

Once we get these centers set up, then we will start looking at the
smaller operations and transfer the statistical collection and process-
ing on a contract basis to the large centers. We won't transfer the
responsibility for the program or the program planning; but we will
transfer the statistical work; that will be done on a service contract.
That is our thinking.

Representative BLACKBURN. Here, again, in the initial gathering
of data and programing plan, the smaller agencies will still have
available the expertise that we discussed earlier?

Mr. SHISKIN. The agencies will be responsible for planning, deter-
mining the kinds and needs they have to carry out their programs.
They kow better than anybody else what kind of information they
need. But once that is determined they will then turn over to a statis-
tical center the collection and processing and editing of the material.

Representative BLACKBURN. Now, this final question in this phase
of my questioning, will the Government statistical services be able,
under the reorganization, to operate with fewer personnel?

Mr. SHISKIN. They certainly should be. Now, we think there is
duplication in personnel of certain kinds. For example, every agency
has to apply industry codes, has to assign industry codes to any kind
of data that come out by industry. For example, a survey which
covers manufacturing, retail and wholesale codes; for each return in-
dustry codes have to be assigned.

Well, you have separate coding now, you see. For example, the
Federal Trade Commission collects data on profits; they code the
companies. The Bureau of the Census collects data on production,
sales, orders, and inventories. They code their company forms, and
so on and so on.

Now, bureaucracies being what they are, I won't make any com-
mitments for them, but they certainly should be able to operate with
fewer personnel. That is our intention; it is one of our objectives.

Representative BLACKBURN. Well, am I correct in surmising from
your testimony and statements I have read in various publications in
recent weeks that in a society as dynamic, as changing, as evolving as
ours is, the very gathering of statistics and the analysis of such sta-
tistics has to be an evolving And changing proposition?

Mr. SHISKIN. Yes. New surveys are often required; you have to find
new ways of obtaining different kinds of information. Again, I would
say that I cannot discuss the details of this program, but you know
there is a great deal of criticism of our crime statistics and we are
searching for new, more effective ways of collecting them.
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Last year the LEAA sponsored two victimization surveys. Instead
of depending upon reported crimes, they went out to selected samples,
both of people and of business establishments and asked them a series
of questions which would enable them to determine whether crimes of
different types had been committed. So this is an entirely new ap-
proach, you see, to getting crime statistics.

Similarly, there is recent work in education-there have been devel-
oped new kinds of tests to determine how people learn; so you put it
very well; you have to adapt the methods to the problems of the day.
I can assure you, sir, that is going on; and I think these new centers
will facilitate more effective research in these directions.

Representative BLACKBURN. Actually, if either the Congress or the
administration were to insist that you doctrinize your methods and
your approaches to such an extent that you were not flexible, that you
could not make changes in methods and techniques over a period of
time, the results of your data would become increasingly erroneous;
isn't that correct?

Mr. SHISKIN. They would be obsolete; yes. They would be dealing
with problems of yesterday, not with problems of today.

Representative BLACKBuRN. So these changes that you have pro-
posed and are discussing here today are a recognition of the adapta-
bility that is necessary in a changing society?

Mr. SHISxIN. Yes, sir; yes, sir; exactly.
Representative BLAcyBuRN. Well, I keep hearing the phrase that

these changes are an effort to inject politics into statistics from your
agency. Now, is there being inserted a political czar in the agency as an
arm of the White House to give direction to your method of securing
data or your method of interpreting data?

Mr. SHISKIN. Sir, I wish the chairman were here and I hope he will
allow me to repeat what I am going to say.

I have been in the statistical service almost 30 years. I am a civil
servant. With the aid of my staff I developed this plan. I recom-
mended it to Director Shultz. We started this over a year ago. I
worked with his Associate Director Arnold Weber over a year, and
we finally got the plan into shape. The Director approved it and we
sent it out.

I have been a civil servant over 30 years. Everyone who works for me
is a civil servant. Now, with only very rare exceptions the Commis-
sioner of Labor Statistics in Labor and perhaps a few in Commerce,
every employee of the statistical service is a civil servant.

Now, I just don't see any-
Representative BLACKBuRN. As I interpret your remarks here, it is

not contemplated that an office will be created for the injection of
Presidential opinions into analysis of your data; is that a fair
statement?

Mr. SHISKIN. No, sir. I can tell you that while we have no responsi-
bility for appointments, and we didn't try to supervise the detailed
organizational charts, I very carefully checked to determine there were
no noncivil service jobs established. If you look at the Bureau of Labor
Statistics' charts, you will find there is only one Presidential appointee
and that is the Commissioner of Labor Statistics himself. The new
heads of the offices will be civil servants, just as I am.
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Representative BLACKBURN. Well, I appreciate your making that
point as clear as you have because I think that is important and I think
it is something the public should be made more aware of than they
have been as of today; that is, the personnel who will be on the firing
lines and making the decisions as to how to analyze the data that are
being processed are civil servants and they will not find our staffs
being loaded up with new personnel, political appointees.

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, now, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has between
1,500 and 2,000 employees and the Bureau of the Census has, I guess,
over 3,000 permanent employees, and they are all civil servants, with
the few exceptions I mentioned. The data are collected by them, edited
by them, mostfy by machine, I might say. They are reviewed by them.
Each step is carried along by civil servants.

Representative BLACKBURN. These machines aren't Republican or
Democratic?

Mr. SHISKIN. Neutral.
Representative BLACKBURN. Mr. Shiskin, I have to go back over to

the floor. I am expecting a vote myself very shortly on a rule that is
going to be rather controversial, and I want to be there when the vote
starts. I will ask for the benefit of the chairman that you continue to
make yourself available. I would suggest if you were more comfortable
moving around that you feel free to get up and move around, and I am
sure the chairman will be back very shortly.

Mr. SHISKIN. Thank you very much.
(Recess.)

Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Shiskin, my staff has just checked with
the Commerce Department newsroom and I understand today at 12:30
an advanced BCD containing leading indicators was released exactly,
precisely, at the same time as Assistant Secretary Passer's comment.

Mr. SmsKIN. Was there an embargo on his comment? Do you have
a copy of that?

Chairman PROXMIRE. No embargo, I understand.
Mr. SHISKIN. Well, then, he violated the rules and we will check

up on it. To the best of my knowledge that is the first time he violated
the rules. I will check. To the best of my knowledge, when he has put
his press release on the table in less than an hour before the data were
released, it has always been embargoed.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I regret Mr. Blackburn has left because I
would like to point out that he talked about whether or not the data
would be as dispassionately and professionally gathered and secured
and published and so forth as in the past; and there is no question
about that. What I am talking about is the interpretation of that data
and I wonder how he would feel, for example, if Senator Harris, who
is a candidate and is elected President of the United States and should
appoint me as Assistant Secretary or Secretary of Labor and Proxmire
should make the interpretation, the only interpretation available.

I think I am as qualified as Mr. Hodgson but I think that the Re-
publicans would be rather concerned about that, the only interpreta-
tion of the unemployment statistics available before the press and
before the television should come in that event from a political ap-
pointee-Mr. Hodgson would be now, is now, and I might be under
President Harris' administration.
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Mr. SHISKIN. Mr. Chairman, my responsibility, and I take it very,
very seriously, is to maintain the credibility of the figures that are
issued; and I am going to talk about interpretation in a minute.

Now, I watch credibility zealously and I have set up all these rules
with support from my superiors; and now I think it is correct to say
that during the past year or two, since we have had these rules in effect,
there have been no attacks on the figures themselves. Now that is quite
unusual. I remember in the past when people said that the figures
themselves had been manipulated and fudged, as the saying goes, but
I can't remember a single attack in the last 2 years on the credibility
of the figures themselves. That is quite an accomplishment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, you had better be prepared for attacks
from here on in. I would agree with you there hasn't been in the past.
Now that we have dropped the press conference and made this re-
organization, which is certainly subject to considerable interpretation,
misinterpretation or critical interpretation, now that we have dropped
the statistics on unemployment in the poverty areas, I think that there
is going to be a growing suspicion of where does the power of the
administration stop in this respect.

The next thing they are going to do, if they can't find a way to
interpret away adverse statistics which are vital in an election, is to
tamper with the statistics, at least that would be the general feeling
on the art of too many people.

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, that may happen, Mr. Chairman, but I am very
proud of the fact that it hasn't happened during the past 2 years.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It hasn't happened in the past because you
have had people like Mr. Goldstein; and heaven knows whether he is
a Democrat or Republican or Independent, but nonpartisan people
are making these interpretations.

Mr. SHISKIN. We will see; but, you know, the Department of
Commerce doesn't have any press conferences to release data and
there are no criticisms of the basic data. The GNP, the balance of
payments, the leading indicators all come out of the Department of
Commerce; they are not attacked. They are attacked in other ways.
People are not satisfied with their quality, but that is quite another
matter. The statistics put out by other agencies, social statistics, are
becoming very important, too. By and large, the statistics themselves-
I don't see attacks on them.

Now, in terms of the interpretation, sir, I am interested in what
the figures mean; I follow them very closely and I find no shortage of
interpretation.

For one thing, I usually want written press releases'and I usually
get them in my office. When I arrive at my office there is the Wash-
ington Post with Hobart Rowan. I get the morning Times, and then
the Wall Street Journal comes out later and there are equally prom-
inent analysts. Many of these people have Ph. D.'s in economics; I
have dealt with them; they are very good and they provide very good
interpretations of the figures. Then you bring in people, and I am
following your hearings very carefully. Milton Friedman comes, and
Jim Tobin comes, and Paul Samuelson and so on, and they provide
interpretations. Then every day at least one bank letter reaches my
desk. I can't read all the interpretations. So we have a plethora of
interpretations.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; but we are not talking about that kind of
interpretation of the figures. The kind of interpretation of the figures
given by these eminent economists that you mentioned, it seems to me,
are likely to take the figures and then spend almost all of their em-
phasis on what should be done, what policies they imply and so forth.
The kind of testimony that we want, the kind that is essential, the kind
that should be subject to public cross-examination is the nature of that
particular figure in its immediate significance in terms of whether it is
statistically significant, in terms of what has gone on in the months
before, in terms of whether or not there are some developments of
which the department may well be aware that would tend to make the
latest statistics temporary or perhaps some other development that
would mean that they understate the increase or decrease in unemploy-
ment; this kind of thing is not so much a matter of Ph. D.'s in eco-
nomics who have big national reputations making economic proposals
based on the statistics as much as it is of taking that particular statistic
and giving us all that lies behind it in a dispassionate way.

I just think the Secretary of Labor, any Secretary of Labor, whether
he is Secretary Hodgson or Secretary Proxmire or anybody else who is
a political appointee and has to serve the administration and wants to
do it loyally and wants to put the best light on the administration, just
is not going to give you the kind of interpretation that a man like
Goldstein would.

Mr. 'SHiBsIN. Let me go back and say only that the written press
release is also there, where everything is spelled out. What is avoided
by dropping the press conferences is a controversial atmosphere which
can reflect on the basic statistics themselves.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, you get a controversial atmosphere when
the Secretary gives his interpretation.

In any event, I understand that the Census Bureau conducted a sur-
vey earlier this month on the cost of living, the principal emphasis of
the survey being the new economic program; that is, the wage-price
freeze.

Mr. SHISKIN. Right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Could you please tell us the results of that

survey?
Mr. S11SKIN. Well, I don't know the detailed results. I know the

tables are out and they have been made available to the public. Now,
yesterday, I asked a representative of the COLC to send me a copy of
the tables. I don't have it here, but anybody can get a copy of those
tables. And I would like to also say that partly through our office, and
partly through COLC, the second phase of that survey was
discontinued.

There were supposed to have been two rounds, you know, but the
survey was discontinued in part because it did not appear appropriate
to phase 2.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The second part of what?
Mr. SHISKIN. The survey which the COLC sponsored was sup-

posed to have two rounds, one immediately after the wage-price
freeze started when the people first knew there was a wage and price
freeze. They were asked questions about whether they knew about it
and whether they thought it was fair, and so on; it was supposed to
be done in two phases. They did one phase.
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The second phase was dropped, so that is the status of that. If you
would like, I can be sure that you and the staff get sets of the tables.
I did not have them this morning when I left my office.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The final question on the survey has become
somewhat controversial. It asked, 'Does the interviewee belong to a
labor union?" Was this question an essential part of the survey and
does the Census Bureau make it a practice to question about union
membership?

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, that question has been asked many times in
different surveys. Now, I wouldn't guarantee this: My memory may
not be quite right on this, but I believe that was even such a question
in one census. It is not unique to that survey.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Was this an effort by the administration to
determine union support or opposition to the wage-price freeze?

Mr. SrISKIN. I don't know. I really can't answer that. I don't know
enough about that survey. We get 200 survey forms a month, I did
pay a little more attention to this one than most of them. I might say
that this is the only survey of this kind that our office has approved
under the Federal Reports Act. We have had numerous other such
proposals that were disapproved.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Following the release of a Census Bureau
report in May which showed that poverty had increased in 1970 for
the first time in 10 years; it was quite an issue.

Mr. SHISKIN. I remember that quite well.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And was made quite an issue by various Sen-

ators and Congressmen. I have been told following that report that a
memorandum was circulated instructing agencies such as Census and
BLS to eliminate the word "poverty" from their press releases and
substitute instead "low income. '

Has poverty been eliminated yet? And will you please comment on
the memorandum.

Mr. SHISxiN. I don't know about the memorandum; it certainly
didn't come from me. However, I can tell you this, that our office
operates through interagency committees.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you tell me whether the word "poverty"
has been eliminated?

Mr. SMSKIN. Not officially. Some of the agencies are using the
words "low income."

Chairman PROXMIRE. You say not officially?
Mr. SMSKIN. We have not instructed them to eliminate it.
Chairman PROXMIRE. But some of the agencies are using the words

"low income" not "poverty"?
Mr. SHISKIN. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So some of the agencies got instructions

somewhere?
Mr. SHISKIN. I would like to explain the background. I am very

familiar with that program, too. Our agency, as I say, operates through
interagency committees. We bring in the Census and BLS, the Council
of Economic Advisers, the OEO, and we discuss various problems.

Now, in the previous administration there was a great deal of inter-
est in the problem of poverty. The President had a war on poverty so
a eeat deal of attention was paid to this subject. They had to have
a definition of poverty. So they came up with a very crude, simple
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definition: Any family with an income less than $3,000 was a poor
family; that is, a family of four or its equivalent. Then they tried to
develop a more sophisticated measure of poverty. Sometime later a
method was developed, under the leadership of the Social Security
Administration; that is, a more sophisticated definition.

I am chairman of the committee, and we have been holding meetings
of this committee during the past few years. We have the following
objectives in mind: One thing we want to try to develop is a better
measure of what takes place at the lower incomes than you can get by
having a poverty line-so that we know something about not only how
many people are under this line but we know how many of them are
much under, a little under, a little above. So then we get sort of an
income distribution, so that is actually imderway. We have a committee
actively at work on it.

'Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me interrupt, 'Mr. Shiskin.
I don't understand why substituting the words "low income" for

"poverty" has any significance at all, except politically.
Mr. SHISKIN. Let me come to that. Let me explain what our program

is.
Chairman PROXMIRE. All right.
Mr. SHISKIN. Now, as part of this attempt on my part-I have the

leadership in this-so that we can be sure that the figures are credible
is to develop a neutral terminology. I think that the statistical profes-
sion, Government statisticians, should as part of this effort toward neu-
trality and objectivity should always be seeking neutral expressions.

Now, on my instructions our committee is reexamining these terms
to see if we can be sure that we have neutral terms to describe the
statistics that we are putting out; and that is underway. But no de-
cisions have as yet been reached.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Without reaching a decision, it seems to me
that makes it somewhat worse. Without reaching a decision these
agencies have gone ahead somehow on the basis of some kind of inter-
pretation, not from you-I think you represent a very high degree of
professional competence and objectivity and nonpolitical affiliation-
but they have gone ahead on the basis of some instructions and changed
"poverty" to "low income."

Mr. SHISE.N. Yes.
'Chairman PRoxMnE. The fact you have not ordered it and it is be-

yond your guidelines makes it so much worse.
Mr. SHisKiN. They consulted us and we said it was OK, but we were

reviewing with a view to getting primarily-let me emphasize pri-
marily-we were trying to get better measures of what goes on in
these lower income groups; but also we were trying to develop a more
neutral terminology.

'Chairman PROxMIRE. Why was it all right for them to change it
before you made a decision? It seems to me a decision ought to be made
at a reasonably high policy level. That is a pretty significant change.

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, sir, they have so many reports coming up, you
know; you could fill up the room with the output of a few days.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I am sure you could, but this is one of the im-
portant ones.

Mr. SMIS}N. Well, I told them so far as we were concerned they
could change the term or keep it; and they have done both until we
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finish this review. Then we would assure that this would be part of our
statistical standard work and we would set out some standards.

'Chairman PROXMIRE. You spoke, and I was very appreciative, very
much, about your attitude toward this committee; and I do appreciate
that. Let me ask you some specific questions about it.

Did you ever make an eifort to tell this committee or the staff mem-
bers of this committee, the staff director, Mr. Stark, in advance about
such major moves as the transfer of statistical functions from SEC to
FTC and Commerce?

Mr. SnIsSKIN. I didn't and I regret I haven't done it. I wish I had.
I didn't think of it; it is my fault.

Chairman PROXMIRE. We would appreciate it in the future.
Mr. SHISKIN. I will do that in the future. On the other hand, I want

to remind you, and I think John Stark will certify to this, that shortl
after I assumed this office I phoned him and arranged to have lunch
and I invited his cooperation, and so on, but on these particular occa-
sions I regretfully say I did not tell him.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; I understand that is true.
Mr. SHisniN. I shall do so in the future.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Have you ever specifically asked us for any

opinions on your various major proposals for collection of statistics?
Mr. SHIS1KIN. Well, regretfully I have not. My communication with

this committee has been inadequate. I am sorry; I wish I had been
more effective in this respect. I wish you had called me earlier. I wish
that John Stark had followed up on my invitation with an invitation
to me. I think I would like to improve our relations and I hope we
will be communicating much better from now on than we have in the
past year.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand the SEC is being phased out in
the plant and equipment survey?

Mr. SHISKIN. Yes, sir; they are.
Chairman PROXMIRE. With all responsibilities being given to Com-

merce?
Mr. SHISEIN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Will this responsibility reside in the Office of

Business Economics or with the Census Bureau?
Mr. SnISKIN. Well, we have transferred it formally, or are in the

process-I don't know where those letters are-from SEC to the Office
of Business Economics. Now, the Commerce Department is recon-
sidering that responsibility in the light of its overall reorganization
plan and there is a very good chance they will, once the transfer is
completed, transfer it to the Census Bureau.

Chairman PROXMIm. Would you agree to that?
Mr. SHISKIN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. What is the justification for it?
Mr. SHISKIN. Well, the Census Bureau collects a great amount of

data on manufacturers. They collect the Census of Manufacturers
to begin with; they have a monthly survey on sales orders and in-
ventory. In the Census of Manufacturers they have not only estab-
lishments' data-

Chairman PROXMIRE. You are saying the Census Bureau has all that?
Mr. SHIsKIN. The Census Bureau. They collect such data in the

Census of Manufacturers, you see, and in the Annual Survey of Man-
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ufacturers. The census is once every 5 years, the annual survey every
year. Both collect data on plant and equipment expenditures, so it
seems to me this survey could be most effectively carried out as part of
this complex and not as a separate operation.

When you stepped out of the room I believe I explained the prob-
lems that had arisen because different agencies assigned different codes
for companies in different establishments. If you put them under the
same office and the same sampling frame, this wouldn't happen. So I
would encourage that transfer.

Chairman PROXMIRE. As you know, there is considerable discussion
of how to handle corporate profit in the phase II period. Almost all
economists who testified before this committee did not think an excess
profits tax was the answer.

Now, one theme which ran through the testimony was that profits
are low in historical perspective. But some people questioned the statis-
tics. I understand that there was a whopping downward revision in
the figures for the last few years as a result of new benchmarks from
the Internal Revenue Service?

Mr. SHISKIN. Correct.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Could we be sure that the new numbers are

realistic?
Mr. SHISKIN. Can you be sure? No, sir. I can only tell you what

we are doing.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Was there any reason that the benchmark

figures were reported especially low, say, to take advantage of tax law
changes?

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, when we learned about this, and we knew about
it well before the time the figures came out-the OBE people told
us-we promptly set up a small task force of people from the various
agencies that know about financial statistics-FTC, the Federal Re-
serve and the ROBE, and perhaps one other agency. I am not chairman
of that committee; one of my staff is. But the last report I had is they
don't know why there was that big difference. They have not been
able to figure it out. At this point they can't say why, but we haven't
given you-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Are these profit figures comparable now? Can
we get profit figures and go back in the economic indicators?

Mr. SHisKIN. Are they comparable?
Chairman PROXMIRE. Are they comparable? In other words, are

we comparing the same things in light of this change?
Mr. SHisxIN. Well, you would know.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I say there was a whopping downward re-

vision 'and you said that was absolutely correct and, therefore, we
compare the profits for 1971 and the profits for 1961-are we compar-
ing comparable profits?

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, the same benchmarks were used by the OBE
people in whom I have great confidence; I think they made them
comparable. I believe they are, but, again, I have not reviewed that
particular set of statistical adjustments.

Chairman PROXMTRE. I understand a major series-the FTC-SEC
Quarterly Financial Report-is of critical significance in developing
current profit data for manufacturing. Largely as a result of your
Office's efforts, the SEC is being phased out of this program?
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Mr. SHiISKIN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Why is that being done?
Mr. SHIsKIN. Well, again, I went into this a little while ago but

I will be very glad to do it again. My experience-
Chairman PROXMIRE. You mean you went through it while I was

out of the room?
Mr. SnisKiN. I would like to explain this particular one, though.

I did; I explained this general point.
The small agencies don't have statistical expertise. They don't have

the statisticians; they don't have survey statisticians and don't have
ready access to computers. Now, when I talked to the people from SEC,
as I did several times, I found that they are just terribly understaffed
and therefore were doing a very inadequate job on that survey.

Now, they have a great advantage in having access to certain data
and have interest in it, but the statisticians in SEC are organization-
ally at the bottom of the totem pole and couldn't do an adequate job
on those figures; no criticism of the staff is intended. I thought to do
an effective job on those figures the survey had to be transferred out.
And I did so.

Chairman PROXMIRE. You referred in your statement-I think this
was what you were going to do-the President is appointing a Com-
mission on Federal Statistics?

Mr. SrisKIN. Yes, sir; I did.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And their staff director is Mr. Daniel Rathbun,

now head of the Office of Data Analysis in BLS?
Mr. SuisxN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You said they completed their findings?
Mr. SHISKIN. They have.
Chairman PROXMIRE. The implication was that the reorganization

that has been undertaken already is as a result, at least in part, of the
findings of this committee; is that correct?

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, that is not correct. My understanding, based on
conversations with members of the Commission, that their findings
will not-the major thrust, the major findings-deal with the reorga-
nization. They told us that some months ago; they told us that before
we went ahead with this plan.

Chairman PROXMIRE. So that the reorganization is not related to
that report at all?

Mr. SHISKIN. Not that I know of, Senator.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Why was the report's publication delayed?

Why can't we get it?
Mr. SHIsKIN. The Commission report? Well, I am not responsible

for the Commission, sir-the Commission is an independent body-but
I happen to know about that and I will sort of unofficially tell you.
Well, they finished their work on October 26 2 that was the date-I am
sorry-September 26. By law they were required to finish by that day.
They couldn't carry on beyond 1 year and they finished.

Now, they turned their report over to the printer and they are run-
ning into familiar printing troubles.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Turned it over to whom?
Mr. SHiSiIN. The printer; turned it over to printing and they are

running into familiar printing troubles. The next step, once they
know for sure it is coming out, they will have to present it to the
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President, either transmit it to the President or present it to him;
the Chairman may present it to him personally.

Now, we are all very hopeful that the President will agree to do
it in person; and my office is helping to arrange an appointment, but
there is no appointment at this moment. But I think that the report
will come out within the next, let's say, 30 to 60 days.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I was hoping it would come out at least that
soon.

As you know, if it is really important, and I think it is very im-
portant, the White House could have-we have reports printed that
are more voluminous than that, I am sure, overnight in the Congress-
hearings and so on and other matters.

Mr. SHISKIN. Well, the Commission is an independent body and
they made quite a point of it; we made quite a point of it when it was
set up. They operate independently and do not consult us on printing,
at least not my Office. They went ahead and made their own arrange-
ments and that is the situation.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Shiskin, the OMB directive of last July
on statistical reorganization states, and I quote:

Planning and analytical functions for general purpose statistics should be
centralized in the Office of Data Analysis, and collection and processing of sta-
tistical data should be centralized in a service-oriented data collection and
processing center.

Now, I take this to mean that data collection will be done by one
group and data analysis by another, After thinking this over, I am
doubtful that this is a good idea. Could we explore how this could
work out in terms of the Consumer Price Index?

It seems to me anybody analyzing last month's CPI will have to be
very familiar with how the data were collected. You would have to
know, for example, what data are collected every month and what
data are collected less frequently. You would have to know, (1) what
data are collected less frequently than every month and (2) the total
in every monthly increase; '(3) what specific items go into the collect-
ing center, which items have seasonal price fluctuations, how large are
these seasonal fluctuations.

Who is going to know all these things unless it is someone who is
thoroughly familiar with the data collection process, such as the person
who supervises collection. It seems to me that collection, processing,
and analysis ought to be -more closely coordinated than your directive
seems to contemplate.

Mr. SHIsKIN.I think they will be closely coordinated and there is
absolutely no reason why the people who analyze the results of a sur-
vey shouldn't know all the details you just described. As a matter of
fact, I happen to be very familiar with this process, not in the case of
the CPI but, let me talk about housing starts. I know all about that
and I worked with the people who collect those data for many years.
I was not involved in collecting the data in housing starts, Mr. Chair-
man, but I knew a great deal about how it was done. I knew about
their seasonal variations, and I knew about samples and I knew what
the people who did the collecting knew. Those people knew very little
about the series. What they did know was what the schedules were,
where they were supposed to get the data, what the time schedule was,
and so on. Once the data come in they go to machines and machines
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edit them and process them and a machine run is produced. It is their
job to keep on top of those procedures.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I was not thinking that the analysis would
necessarily come from somebody who had actually gone out and col-
lected it and was operating a machine, but what I mean was the people
who were responsible for supervising this and putting together and
evaluating, at least evaluating what should be done and determining
the methods of how it is done and so forth, might also be in a good
position, at least in the same agency, be in a good position to provide
the analysis.

Mr. SHISKIiN. Mr. Chairman, I was in a similar situation in the
Bureau of the Census when I put out BCD. I had to know a lot of the
series; I was not responsible for the collection, but it was easy for me
to learn about it.

Further, let me repeat the example I read from my statement.
Probably the best survey in the United States is the unemployment
survey-certainly it is one of the best.

Now, there you have a separation of collection and analysis. The
collection is conducted by the Bureau of the Census on the basis of
specifications prepared by the BLS, and the BLS people-the people
you have been mentioning this afternoon-are the ones who do the
analysis. I think that works extremely well. In fact, it is the model
on which we base this whole idea. The model provided by having the
CPS collection function in one place and the analysis in another is
what we want to go on all through the Government. And so we have
the unemployment case where the BLS analyzes the data, the Census
collects it under their instructions. We have the Public Health Sur-
veys. We have similar arrangements in the cases of various surveys of
SSA, on the aged and disabled; and now we are instituting this year
exactly the same arrangement for the consumers expenditures survey.
So the unemployment survey method was a model for the consumers
expenditures survey. That was the first major decision we made on
changes in organizations, and it follows the model for this whole
reorganization.

Sir, this method works- extremely well, and here is a living example
of it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, in your statement you cite the Census
Bureau as an example of the type data collection you have in mind?

Mr. SmsKIN. It works beautifully.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Are relations between the Census Bureau and

the statistical agencies for which it performs service functions really
so totally and completely satisfactory as you make it sound? Is the
Commerce Department adept, for example, totally satisfied with the
way census has handled revision of retail sales?

Mr. SHISKIN. Sir, I would assure you that they are not totally satis-
fied. However, I would like to tell you about an incident when we
transferred, under our authority under the Federal Reports Act-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Of course, what I am getting at perhaps
totally is the wrong term.

Mr. SHISKIN. They are dissatisfied and I am glad they are dis-
satisfied; they want better work and so do I. But Iwould like to say
this: When we were trying to convince the BLS on a voluntary basis
to make a contract wit the census to conduct the consumers expendi-
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tures survey and-John, you -and I did have a consultation at the
Cosmos Club at your initiative

Chairman PROXMIRE. Where did you have that conference?
Mr. SHnISxIN. At the Cosmos Club, and I paid for his lunch.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I am relieved.
Mr. SHISKIN. OK.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You had 'an ethics question there for a minute.
Mr. SHISKIN. Right. [Laughter.]
You know we were trying to convince the BLS to do this and they

were very reluctant to do it; they wanted to do the survey collection
themselves. Later on. I think the Commissioner certainly, and I read
in one of the articles recently that Joel Popkin and his assistant,
Janet Norwood, at least thought it was a good idea, a reasonable idea.
But at that time I was trying to convince Moore. So I arranged for
lunch with Mr. Moore 'and myself and I brought in Ida Merriam, who
is Assistant Commissioner of the Social Security Administration-
she is in charge of data collection there-and she has contracts with
the Census Bureau to collect data for them. And you know she had
complaints 'about what census did for them; but what she told Mr.,
Moore that day is that the service she got from census, although it
was not completely, totally satisfactory at all, was much better than
what she got from her own organization.

Chairman PROXMIRE. There is one other question I would like to
ask you now, and it will be the final question.

In announcing the Bureau of Labor Statistics reorganization, Com-
missioner Moore said that the changes were being made "to improve
the management of the Bureau's programs and to help meet the grow-
ing needs for statistical data."

What additional statistical programs will the Bureau be equipped
to undertake as a result of the reorganization? Are any specific new
programs presently contemplated?

Mr. SHIsKIN. Yes, sir; they are.
Chairman PROXMIRE. What?
Mr. SHISKIN. These are being contemplated; that is what I want

to emphasize.
Chairman PROXMIRE. The way you emphasize that it sounds as if

nothing else is going to be done except contemplated.
Mr. SHISKIN. Well, let me tell you. We first have to get the Secre-

tary of Labor to approve the budget. Then we have to get the Director
of OMB to approve the budget. Then we have to get the appropriate
congressional committee to approve the President's recommendation.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The reason you have difficulty is that these
will require an increase in the budget?

Mr. SHISKIN. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. There is nothing in the reorganization then

that will enable you to go farther with the resources you now have at
your disposal? You could have done much more with more money,
without changing this system?

Mr. SHISKiN. Well, I think the new organization will be more
efficient, and I think we will be able to do more; but I think that will
take a little time before it shakes down.

Chairman PROXMIRE. But, you see, my question was-Commissioner
Moore seemed to indicate, or did indicate that the reason, the prin-
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cipal reason for your reorganizing was to enable you to get into
other areas-

Mr. SHISKIN. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE (continuing). Presumably with the same re-

sources, otherwise the reorganization by itself does not indicate, is no
indication, any real efficiency that you have gotten.

Mr. SHIsxiN. Well, to make it more responsive, to make the service
orientation more responsive. As part of this they are going to be shift-
ing part of the work now being done in other parts of the Labor
Department into the BLS. That is now going on; and they are now
considering it and we will be looking at their proposal shortly in
terms of our guidelines. But by November 30 they are supposed to
have for us a list of the items that they will transfer from other
parts of the Labor Department, such afs the Manpower Administra-
tion to the BLS.

Second, once that is done, our office will be taking a look at all
the other agencies, 35 small agencies, with a view to transferring
functions, statistical operations, not the planning of the programs
but the statistical collection and the processing from these 35 small
agencies to these centers.

The BLS can be expected to get some of that work, so that even
if there were no new statistical programs, and many are in the mill
and some I am sure you would be very much interested in when you
have the time to learn about these new programs, to improve statistics.
But even without them I think the BLS and the other services process-
ing centers, can look forward in the near future to substantial in-
creases in their workload.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, Mr. Shiskin, I want to thank you very,
very much. You have been most patient and responsive. And, as I say,
I have great admiration and respect for your professional ability. I
am delighted you came up.

There are a number of issues on which I disagree with the admin-
istration, as you can tell by the questioning, but you have done a fine
job and we are very grateful.

Mr. SHISKIN. Mr. Chairman, I hope you give me an opportunity to
appear again, and I can assure you even if I have to pay for his lunch
again, I will make sure John Stark knows better what I am going to
do than he did in recent months.

Chairman PROXMIRE. John Stark said he isn't sure you will pick up
the check. I must say, if you didn't pick up the check l hope the Joint
Economic Committee will pick up the check.

Mr. SHisKIN. The Joint Economic Committee cannot pay for lunch
at the Cosmos Club.

Chairman PROXMIRE. All right..
The committee will stand adjourned.
Mr. SHISKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You bet.
(Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon-

vene subject to the call of the Chair.)
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OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman PROXMIRE. The meeting will come to order.
Once more we have the pleasure of hearing from Geoffrey Moore,

Commissioner of Labor Statistics, who will discuss with us this
morning recent labor market developments, with special, reference to
employment and unemployment during October.

Mr. Moore is accompanied by three experts, two of whom are here
for the first time in their capacity as heads of offices recently formed
in the reorganization of the Bureau: Daniel Rathbun and Hyman
Kaitz. Joel Popkin has appeared before the committee previously to
discuss price developments. I hope he will advise us again today on
this subject, because frankly, I am puzzled about what we have in
the release and what appeared in three of the greatest newspapers in
America this moring. They did not seem to reflect the facts.

As we all know, we are fast approaching the end of phase I of the
administration's new economic program. This program has a dual
objective of returning the economy to full employment with relative
price stability. So far, there is little evidence that even a dent has been
made in the excessively high level of unemployment. There is evidence
that the price increases have been brought under some control.

I was particularly interested in yesterday's announcement that
wholesale prices did not increase significantly in October. We shall
be anxious to hear from you experts whether this is clear evidence that
the price freeze is working.

The unemployment situation does not, it seems clear to me, show
signs of improvement from the excessively high level of joblessness
which has persisted for the past year. I hope you will be able to find
some ray of hope for all of us in this, your most recent, report.

Mr. Moore, you may proceed in your own fashion. By the way, let
me take this opportunity to thank you for your promptness in inform-

(357)



358

ing me of Mr. Kaitz' appointment to his new position. Your letter
with respect to the appointment was highly laudatory of Mr. Kaitz.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEOFFREY H. MOORE, COMMISSIONER, BU-
REAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOM-
PANIED BY DANIEL RATHBUN, OFFICE OF DATA ANALYSIS;
HYMAN KAITZ, OFFICE OF CURRENT EMPLOYMENT ANALYSIS;
AND JOEL POPKIN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR PRICES AND
LIVING CONDITIONS

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The release on employ-
ment came out this morning; and 1 think, Mr. Chairman, if you would
permit us to put that in the record-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes, without objection, following your oral
remarks, we will put the press release on the unemployment situation
and also the press release which came out yesterday on wholesale
prices in the record.

Mr. MOORE. Very good, sir.
Let me summarize just very quickly some of the highlights in the

employment situation release.
The unemployment rate in October is 5.8 percent compared with

6 in September, 6.1 August, and 5.8 in July. So the figure is back to
the July level.

The total number of employed persons increased in October by
320,000, seasonally adjusted, to a new high level of 79.8 million persons
employed.

The figures on nonfarm payroll employment, which are obtained
from the reports of employers, was unchanged in October, but this
was partly due to an increase in the number of workers on strike,
particularly in the coal mines, and on the docks.

Without that, there would have been an increase of something a little
less than 100,000 in the nonfarm payroll employment figure.

The average workweek rebounded in October after a drop in Sept-
ember. The jobless rates for white workers was 5.3 percent in October,
little changed from the September rate and from the October rate a
year ago. For blacks, the rate was 10.7 percent in October, not very
different from the September rate of 10.5, but up from the 9.3 of
October a year ago.

The number of persons unemployed for relatively long periods that
is 15 weeks or longer, was unchanged over the month, but substanti-
ally above year ago levels. The number of people unemployed for
shorter periods typically is reduced sooner than those unempolyed for
longer periods. There has not been much reduction in that. There has
been a fluctuation around the level, but at least there has not been any
increase.

There has been a significant, I think, increase in the employment
of adult men. It has risen at a rapid pace since early this year, and I
think that is an encouraging factor.

Related to that is the fact that in October the unemployment rate
for veterans of the Vietnam era was down to 7.0 percent, from 8.3
percent in September, and this is the lowest rate since October 1970.

As 1 mentioned earlier, the average workweek has recovered from
the September decline and is now at 37.1 hours, which is the highest
level for the whole private nonfarm economy since August 1970.



359

Finally, average hourly earnings, which are reported in this employ-
ment release, were $3.48 in October, essentially unchanged from the
September figure, but up about 6.1 percent from a year ago. This is
slightly higher, that is the over-the-year increase is slightly higher
than the increase in the Consumer Price Index. The latest figures we
have for that are for September, and they showed an increase from a
year ago of 4.2 percent.

Those as 1 see them are the highlights of this release, Mr. Chairman,
and 1 am ready to try to answer any questions you might have.

(The press releases referred to in Mr. Moore's statement follow:)

[Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Press Release No. 71-594, Nov. 5, 1971]

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: OCTOBER 1971

Total employment continued to rise in October, and unemployment edged down,
the U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau Statistics reported today. The unemploy-
ment rate was 5.8 percent in October compared with 6.0 percent in September.

The total number of employed persons increased by 320,000 (seasonally ad-
justed) in October to a record level of 79.8 million.

Nonagricultural payroll employment was unchanged in October, as employment
gains in several industries were offset by a net increase on workers on strike
(90,000). (Workers on strike are not counted as employed in the nonagricultural
payroll series, because they are not on employer payrolls. In the total employment
series from the household survey, strikers are counted as employed-with a job
but not at work.) The average workweek rebounded in October after a drop in
September.

UNEMPLOYMENT

The number of unemployed persons totaled 4.6 million in October, 270,000
fewer than in September. Unemployment usually decreases between September
and October, but the decline this year was somewhat greater than usual, and,
after seasonal adjustment, unemployment was down by 135,000. The decline
stemmed largely from a reduction in the number of unemployed workers who had
lost their jobs and was essentially confined to adult men. The overall jobless rate
also declined slightly-from 6.0 percent in September to 5.8 percent in October.

The unemployment rate for all adult men edged down from 4.5 percent in Sep-
tember to 4.3 percent in October. The rate for married men also declined, from 3.3
to 3.0 percent reaching its lowest level in a year. The unemployment rates for
adult women 65.5 percent) and teenagers (17.0 percent) were virtually unchanged
from their September levels.

The jobless rate for white workers was 5.3 percent in October, little changed
from September and from October a year ago. The rate for Negroes was 10.7 per-
cent this October, also little changed from September (10.5 percent) but up from
9.3 percent in October 1970.

Among occupation groups, the unemployment rate for blue-collar workers
declined substantially over the month, from 8.0 to 7.2 percent, following increases
in the previous 2 months. The reduction in blue-collar joblessness was most evident
among craftsmen and foremen, whose rate dropped sharply-from 5.8 to 4.7
percent. Jobless rates among most other major occupational groups showed little
change in October.

Among industry groups, the jobless rate moved down for workers in manufac-
turing industries-from 7.0 to 6.3 percent. For workers in transportation and
public utilities, on the other hand, the jobless rate rose to 4.4 percent in October,
up from 3.6 percent in September and 3.1 percent in August. This rise in part
reflected the secondary effects of strikes among dock workers and coal miners.
The unemployment rate for construction workers, at 10.3 percent in October, has
remained essentially unchanged since June but was down from a year ago.

60-174 0-72-pt. 2-6
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TABLE A.-HIGHLIGHTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED)

3d 2d Ist 4thOctober September quarter quarter quarter quarterSelected categories 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Millions of persons
Civilian labor force -84.8 84.6 84.2 83.7 83.6 83. 4

Total employment -79.8 79. 5 79.2 78. 7 78.6 78.6Unemployment -4.9 5.1 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9

Percent of labor force
Umemployment rates:

Atlworkers .......... 5,8 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.9 5.9Adult men - 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.3Adultwomen - .-..- 5.5 5.6 5. 7 5.8 5.7 5. 5Teenagers-17.0 17.1 16.8 16.8 17.4 17.5White -------------- 5.3 5. 4 5. 5 5.5 5. 5 5. 4Negro and other races- 10. 7 10. 5 10.1 9.9 9. 5 9.2Married men - --- --------- 3.0 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2Full-time workers - 5.4 5. 7 5. 5 5. 5 5.5 5. 5State insured - 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.4

Millions of persons
Nonfarm payroll employment-. 70.9 70.9 70.6 70.7 70.4 70.1

Goods-producing industries 22. 4 22.5 22.4 22.5 22. 5 22.6Service-producing industries 48.5 48.4 48.3 48.1 47.9 47. 5

Hours of work
Average weekly hours:

Total private nonfarm - 37.1 36.7 36.8 37.0 37.0 36.9Monufacturing -- .... 39.7 39.6 39.8 39.9 39.8 39. 5Manufacturing overtime -2.9 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.8 2. 7

Note: Payroll employment and hours figures for latest 2 months are preliminary.
Sources: Tables A-l, A-3, B-I, B-2.

For workers covered by State unemployment insurance programs, the Octoberjobless rate of 4.5 percent was essentially unchanged from its September level(4.4 percent).
The number of persons unemployed for 15 weeks or longer, at 1.2 million (sea-sonally adjusted), was unchanged over the month but was substantially aboveyear-ago levels. The average duration of unemployment, at 12.2 weeks in October(seasonally adjusted), has remained close to 12 weeks since May and was nearly4 weeks above a year ago.
The number of workers on part time for economic reasons (those who wantfull-time work but have been able to find only a part-time job or had their work-week reduced because of economic factors affecting their jobs) rose to 2.5 million(seasonally adjusted) in October. This returned the series to the average level ofJuly and August, after a decline in September.

LABOR FORCE AND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

Total employment increased more than seasonally between September and Oc-tober, and, after seasonal adjustment, was up by by 320,000 to 79.8 million. Theover-the-month increase in employment was spread fairly evenly among themajor age-sex groups.
Since 1st October, total employment has risen by 1.1 million, with half of theincrease being registered by men 20 years and over. Employment of adult men hasrisen at a rapid pace since early this year, after showing no growth during 1970.The number of persons in the civilian labor force totaled 84.8 million in Octo-ber (seasonally adjusted). Since last October, the civilian labor force has expandedby 1.5 million, with nearly half of the increase being accounted for by adult men,many of whom have entered the job market after being discharged from theArmed Forces.

VIETNAM ERA VETERANS

The job situation for Vietnam veterans 20 to 29 years old was better in October1971 than it had been all year, despite the fact that discharges in this age group
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from military service have continued at the rate of about 50,000 a month. The
number of employed veterans in this age group reached 3.6 million, and both the
number unemployed and their unemployment rate dropped substantially over
the month. (Data are not seasonally adjusted; see table A-7.)

A total of 270,000 veterans ages 20-29 were unemployed in October, 50,000
fewer than in September. October was the first time in nearly a year that their
unemployment was below the 300,000 mark. The veterans' unemployment rate
of 7.0 percent in October was down sharply from the 8.3 percent rate posted in
September and was the lowest rate since October 1970. Moreover, the veterans'
rate this October was not essentially different from the jobless rate for non-
veterans in the same age group. At 6.6 percent, the rate for nonveterans was the
same as it had been both a month and a year earlier.

INDUSTRY PAYROLL EMPLOYMENT

Total nonagricultural payroll employment was about unchanged in October on
a seasonally adjusted basis, following an increase of almost 400,000 in September.
Employment would have risen by about 85,000 except for the net effect of in-
creased strike activity-especially among coal miners and longshoremen. The
October level was 250,000 below the alltime peak reached in March 1970. Over the
month, employment rose by 60,000 in the service-producing industries, but
this was offset by a decline in the goods-producing industries.

Manufacturing employment was virtually unchanged in October on a sea-
sonally adjusted basis, following a large gain between August and September
(160,000). Factory employment, at 18.6 million in October, was 1.6 million below
the alltime high reached in July 1969. Most manufacturing industries showed
little over-the-month change, although there were increases of about 10,000 each
in primary metals and transportation equipment and a decline of 15,000 in food
products. The increase in primary metals was its second in a row, following 3
months of sharp declines.

In contrast construction, employment edged up for the second consecutive
month, after declining for 4 straight months. The increase brought employment
in this industry to within 25,000 of its year-ago level. A 95,000 decline in mining
employment was due to a strike among bituminous coal workers.

The over-the-month employment gain in the service-producing industries was
dominated by pickups in State and local government* (40,000) and services
(30,000). These increases more than offset a 25,000 decline in transportation and
public utilities, which was largely the result of a strike among longshoremen.
Employment in the service-producing sector has increased steadily during 1971,
although the rate of growth has been below long-term trends.

HOURS OF WORK

The average workweek for all rank-and-file workers on private nonagricultural
payrolls more than recovered from its September decline, increasing by 0.4 hour
to 37.1 hours (seasonally adjusted) in October. With the exception of June 1971,
this was the highest level for the private nonfarm workweek since August 1970.

The largest over-the-month rise among the major industries took place in
contract construction-2.1 hours, seasonally adjusted. The October increase
followed a sharp drop in September (1.4 hours) that was attributable in part to
unusually bad weather conditions.

In manufacturing, the workweek averaged 39.7 hours, seasonally adjusted,
up 0.1 hour from September. Increases in hours took place in most of the durable
goods industries, where workweeks rebounded from sizeable declines in the pre-
vious month. After rising to the 40.0-hour mark during the past summer, average
hours in manufacturing are now hear the lower levels that prevailed earlier in
the year.

Factory overtime edged up 0.1 hour in October to 2.9 hours, seasonally adjusted.
Overtime hours have ranged narrowly between 2.8 and 3.0 hours throughout 1971.

EARNINGS

Average hourly earnings of production and nonsupervisory workers on private
nonfarm payrolls, at $3.48 in October, were essentially unchanged over the month.
Compared with a year ago, average hourly earnings were up 20 cents or 6.1 percent.

Average weekly earnings of rank-and-file workers were also essentially stable
over the month at $129.11. Contract construction and finance, insurance, and
real estate were the only industries that posted over-the-month increases. Com-
pared with October 1970, average weekly earnings were up by $8.08 or 6.7 percent.
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During the latest 12-month period for which the Consumer Price Index is avail-
able-September 1970 to September 1971-consumer prices rose 4.2 percent.

(This release presents and analyzes statistics from two major surveys. Data on
labor force, total employment, and unemployment are derived from the sample sur-
vey of households conducted and tabulated by the Bureau of the Census for the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Statistics on payroll employment, hours, and earnings
are collected by State agencies from payroll records of employers and are tabulated
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. A description of the two surveys appears in the
BLS publication Employment and Earnings.)

TABLE A-1-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION BY SEX AND AGE

[In thousandsj

Seasonally adjusted

Sep- Sep-
October tember October October tember August July JuneEmployment status, age, and sex 1971 1971 1970 19,1 1971 1971 1971 1971

TOTAL
Total labor force - 87, 352 86, 884 86, 255 87, 500 87, 347 87, 087 86,626 85, 948
Civilian labor force -84,635 84, 135 83, 175 84,783 84,598 84, 312 83,829 83,132Employed ---------------- 80,065 79, 295 78, 916 79, 845 79, 525 79, 197 78, 941 78, 443

Agriculture- - 3,470 3,444 3,394 3,369 3,356 3,415 3,367 3,294Nonagricultural industries--------76, 595 75, 851 75, 522 76, 476 76, 169 75, 782 75, 574 75, 149
n part time for economic
reasons -2,246 2,220 2,173 2,507 2,260 2,469 2,450 2,176

Usually work full time - 1,080 1,126 1,253 1,161 1, 056 1,173 1,134 990
Usually work part time- 1,166 1,094 920 1,346 1,204 1,296 1,316 1 186

Unemployed- 4,570 4,840 4,259 4,938 5,073 5,115 4,888 4,689

MEN, 20 YEARS AND OVER

Civilian labor force -48, 003 48, 065 47, 309 48,176 48,194 48, 074 47, 956 47, 789
Employed -46,247 46, 236 45, 673 46,104 46,004 45, 903 45,888 45, 765

Agriculture -2,531 2,484 2,500 2,474 2,426 2,472 2,458 2,426
Nonagricultural industries -43, 717 43,752 43, 173 43,630 43, 578 43, 431 43, 430 43, 339

Unemployed- 1,755 1,829 1,636 2,072 2,190 2,171 2,068 2,024

WOMEN, 20 YEARS AND OVER

Civilian labor force -29,540 29 077 28 940 29,108 28,995 28, 859 28, 525 28,306
Employed -27,886 27, 256 27,449 27,515 27,376 27, 172 26, 897 26, 818Agriculture-------------- 595 592 580 521 S51 543 516 510

Nonagricultural industries -27,291 26,664 26,869 26,994 26,825 26,629 26, 381 26, 308
Unemployed -1,654 1,821 1,491 1,593 1,619 1,687 1,628 1,568

BOTH SEXES, 16 TO 19 YEARS

Civilian labor force- 7,093 6,993 6,927 7,449 7,409 7,379 7,348 6,957Employed---------------_5,932 5, 803 S, 794 6,226 6, 145 6,122 6,156 5,860
Agriculture -344 3868 314 374 379 400 393 358
Nonagricultural industries -5,588 5,435 5,480 5,852 5,766 5,722 5,763 5, 502Unemployed -1,161 1,190 1,133 1,273 1,264 1, 257 1,192 1, 097
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TABLE A-2.-FULL- AND PART-TIME STATUS OF THE CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, BY SEX AND AGE

[Numbers in thousands]

Seasonally adjusted

Sep-
Full- and part-time employ- October October October tember August July June October
ment status, sex, and age 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

FULL TIME

Total, 16 yearn and over:
Civilian labor force ----- 71,685 70,756 72, 534 72,419 72, 233 72,0606 71, 309 71, 560

Employed - 68,299 67,609 68,614 68,320 68, 243 68,161 67,7564 67,914
Unempoyed ------- 3,386 3, 146 3,920 4,099 3,990 3,845 3,745 3,646
Unemployment rate - 4. 7 4.4 5.4 5.7 5. 5 5.3 5. 3 5.1

Men, 20 years and over:
Civilianelabor force-..... 45,479 44,923 45,750 45,790 45,697 45,738 45,479 45,172

Employed - i- ---- 43,892 43,448 43,804 43,773 43,669 43,819 43,598 43,361
Unemployed ------------ 1, 586 1,476 1,946 2,017 2,028 1,919 15881 1,811
Unemployment rate - 3.5 3.3 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.0

Women, 20 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 22,99-22668 22,759 22,810 22,620 22,1 22278 22481

Employed -------- 21,679 21,495 21,507 21,454 21,339 21,049 21,023 21,324
Unemployed ------- 1,270 1,173 1,252 1,356 1,281 1,266 1,255 '1, 157
U nemployment rate---- 5. 5 5. 2 5. 5 5.9 5. 7 5.7 5.6 5. 1

PART TIME

Total, 16 years and over:
Civilian labor force----- 12,950 12, 420 12, 166 12,346 12, 222 11,960 12,012 11,665

Employed - -- - 11,766 11,306 11,140 11,326 11,089 10,924 11,095 10,701
Unmployed ------- 1,184 1,113 1,026 1,020 1,:133 1,036 917 964

Unemployment rate 9.1 9.0 8.4 3 9.3 .7 7.6

Note: Persons on part-time schedules for economic reasons are included in the full-time employed category; unem-
ployed persons are allocated by whether seeking full- or part-time work.
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TABLE A-3.-MAJOR UNEMPLOYMENT INDICATORS (PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER)

Thousands of persons Seasonally adjusted rates of unemployment
employed

Sep-
October October October tember Au ust Julv June October

Selected categories 1971 1970 1971 1971 f971 197 1971 1970

Total (all civilian workers).- 4, 570 4, 259 5.8 6.0 6.1 5.8 5.6 5.5
Men, 20 years and over-... 1,755 1,636 4.3 4. 5 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.1
Women, 2Oyearsand over 1,654 1,491 5.5 5.6 5.8 5.7 5.5 5.0
Both sexes, 16 to 19years. 1,161 1,133 17.0 17.1 17.0 16.2 15.8 17.0
White --- - 3,674 3,506 5.3 5.4 5.6 5.3 5.2 5.2
N egro end other races --- 895 753 10.7 10. 5 9.8 10. 1 9.4 9.3

Married men -968 978 3.0 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.1 3. 0
Full-time workers -3,386 3,146 5.4 5.7 5. 5 5.3 5.3 5. 1
Part-time workers -1,184 1,113 8.4 8.3 9.3 8.7 7.6 8.3
Unemployed 15 weeks and

over'- 1,104 676 1.5 1.5 1. 5 1.6 1.4 .9
State insured- 1,724 1,728 4.5 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.4 4. 5
Labor force time lost a 6. 5 6.3 6. 5 6.3 5.6 6.1

OCCUPATION 4

White-collar workers - 1,383 1,213 3.4 3.3 3. 5 3.6 3. 1 3.0
Professional and technical.. 316 208 2.9 2.6 3. 1 2.8 2. 1 1.9
Managers officials and

proprleiors . 150 125 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.7 1.4
Clerical workers -709 669 4.6 4.7 4.8 5.0 4.6 4.3
Sales workers -208 210 3.9 3.9 4.5 4.7 3.9 4.0

Blue-collarworkers -1,842 1,874 7.2 8.0 7.6 7.1 7.0 7.3Craftsmen and foremen....- 426 365 4.7 5.8 5. 5 5.3 3.9 4. 0
Operatives -989 1,122 8.0 8.4 8.3 8.30 8.1 8. 5
Nonfarm laborers 427 387 10.9 11.6 10.5 9.1 11.2 11.2

Service workers 673 580 6.1 6. 5 6.6 6.6 6.2 5. 7
Farm workers 54 79 2.0 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.2 2. 9

INDUSTRY'

Nonagricultural private wage
and salary workers 5____-- 3,374 3,303 6.0 6.2 6.2 6.1 6.0 6.0

Construction 301 324 10.3 10.0 10.2 9.6 10.4 11.7
Manufacturing -1, 199 1,320 6.3 7.0 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.7

Durable goods 727 834 6.7 7.1 6.8 6.5 6.9 7.3
Nondurable goods 472 486 5.8 6.8 7.0 6.7 6.0 5.8

Transportation and public
utilities 166 133 4.4 3.6 3.1 3. 0 3.3 3.5

Wholesale and retail trade 865 769 6. 1 6.2 6.2 6.4 6.5 5.8
Finance and service in-

dustries 824 741 4.8 5.1 5.4 5.4 4.7 4. 5
Government wage and salary

workers 403 293 3.3 2.9 3. 1 2.9 2.5 2. 5
Agricultural wage and salary

workers 75 87 7.1 8.8 9.4 8.3 5.7 8.4

1 Unemployment rate calculated as a percent of civilian labor force.
a Insured unemployment under State programs-unemployment rate calculated as a percent of average covered em-

ployment.
a Man-hours lost by the unemployed and personson part time for economic reasons as a percent of potentially available

abor force man-hours.
* Unemployment by occupation includes all experienced unemployed persons, whereas that by industry covers only

unemployed wage and salary workers.
5 Includes mining, not shown separately.
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TABLE A-4.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER BY DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT

[In thousandsl

Seasonally adjusted

Octo- Octo- Octo- Sep. Octo-
ber ber ber tember August July June ber

Duration of unemployment 1971 1970 1971 1917 1971 1971 1971 1970

Less than S weeks -2,084 2,254 2,194 2,344 2,372 2,112 2,040 2,373
S to 14 weeks -1, 382 1, 329 1 549 1, 589 1, 535 1 532 1 574 1,490
15 weeks and over -1,104 676 1,231 1,239 1,305 1,311 1,173 754

15 to 26 weeks -578 446 641 672 752 747 609 496
27 weeks and over -526 230 590 567 553 564 564 258

Average (mean) duration, in weeks - 12.1 8.4 12.2 12.0 11.5 11.6 12.7 8. 5

TABLE A-5.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS, BY REASON FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

[Numbers in thousands]

Seasonally adjusted

Reason for unemploy- October October October Septem- August July June October
ment 1971 1970 1971 ber 1971 1971 197 1971 1970

NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED

Lost last job -1,875 1,866 2,219 2,372 2,449 2,258 2,339 2,208
Left last job -575 629 539 571 568 518 479 590
Reentered labor force - 1,504 1,254 1,456 1, 547 1,507 1, 544 1,338 1,214
Never worked before -616 510 668 607 644 548 540 553

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

Total unemployed -100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Lost last job -- - 41. 0 43.8 45.5 46. 5 47.4 46.4 49.8 48.4
Left last job- 12.6 14.8 11.0 11.2 11.0 10.6 10.1 12.9
Reentered labor force 32.9 29.4 29.8 30.4 29.2 31.7 28. 5 26.6
Never worked before 13.5 12.0 13.7 11.9 12. S 11.3 11.5 12. 1

UNEMPLOYED AS A PER-
CENT OF THE CIVILIAN
LABOR FORCE.

Lostlastjob -22 2.2 2.6 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.7
Leftlastiob -. 7 .8 .6 .7 .6 .6 .6 .7
Reentered labor force -1. 8 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.5
Never worked before .7 * .6 .8 .7 .8 .7 .6 .7



TABLE 6-A.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS BY AGE AND SEX

Percent
looking for

Thousands of persons full-time Seasonally adjusted unemployment rates
work ,October October October October September August July June October

Age aod sex 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Total, 16 years and over
16 to 19 years ,

16 and 17 years-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
18 and 19 years-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

20 to 24 years
25 years and over

25 to 54 years.
55 years and over.

Males, 16 years and over :-- :::::-- :::::::::::::::::::
16 to 19 years.
16 to 17 years.
18 and 19 years -------------------------------------
20 to 24 years.
25 years and over
25 to 54 years .-- -
55 years and over

Females, 16 years and over.
16 to 19 years.

16 to 17 years ------ -- - - - - - -- - - - - - -
18 and 19 years.

20 to 24 years - -- -
25 years and over

25 to 54 years --
55 years and over

4,570 4,259
1, 161 1, 133

561 532
599 601

1,008 925
2,401 2,201
2,016 1,798

385 403
2,391 2,238

635 602
333 300
302 302
549 536

1,207 1, 100
975 852
231 247

2,179 2,021
526 530
229 232
297 298
459 390

1, 195 1, 101
1,041 946

154 156

74.1
45.6
22.3
67.4
80.4
85.2
86.6
78.2
78.0
43.9
20.7
69.5
83.2
93.5
95.8
84.4
69.8
47.5
24.5
65.3
76.9
76.7
78.0
68.2

5.8
17.0
20.5
14.6
9.3
4.0
4.3
2.9
5.3

17.0
21.1
14.0
10.1
3. 5
3.7
2.9
6.6

17.0
19.8
15.4
8.4
4.9
5.4
2.9

6.0
17. 1
18.6
16.0
9.6
4.1
4.4
3. 1
5. 5

16.4
19.1
14.5
10.5

3.6
3.8
3.0
6.8

17.8
17.9
17.7
8.6
4.9
5.3
3.4

6. 1
17.0
19.7
15.0
10. 1

4.1
4.3
3. 5
5. 5

17. 3
19. 5
15.4
10. 5

3.6
3. 6
3.3
7.0

16. 7
19.9
14.6
9.5
5.1
5. 5
3.8

5.8
16.2
18. 3
14.9
9.7
4.0
4.2
3. 1
5.2

15.5
18.5
13.5
10.1

3.4
3. 5
3. 1
6.9

17.1
8. 1

16. 5
9.1
5.0
5.5
3.3

5.6
15.8
18.1
13.9
9.9
3.8
3.9
3.4
5.1

15.7
17. 7
13. 7
9. 7
3.3
3.4
3.3
6.5

15.9
18.7
14.1
10. 1
4. 5
5.0
3.6

5. 5
17.0
19.7
15.1
9. 1
3.7
3.9
3.0
5.1

17.0
19.8
14.9
10.6
3.2
3.3
3.0
6.3

16.9
19.5
15.3
7.4
4.6
5.0
3.0
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TABLE A-7.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29
YEARS OLD

INumbers in thousands; data not seasonally adjustedi

War veterans Nonveterans

October September October October September October
Employment status 1971 1971 1970 1971 1971 1970

Civilian noninstitutional population. --- 4,252 4,206 3,633 9,515 9,:476 9,033
Civilian labor force -- ---- - 3 ,876 3,863 3 312 8, 159 8,163 7 792

Percent of population-------91. 2 ~ 1.8 b1. 2 85.7 86. 1 6. 3
Employed ---------- 3,606 3,541 3, 104 7,621 7,621 7,272
Unemployed -- -- 270 322 208 538 542 520
Unemployment rate------ 7.0 8.3 6.3 6.6 6.6 6.7

Not in labor force - 376 343 321 1,356 1,313 1,241

'War veterans are defined by the dates of their service in the U.S. Armed Forces. War veterans 20 to 29 years old are
all veterans of the Vietnam era (service at any time after Aug. 4, 1,964), and they account for about 85 percent of the
Vietnam era veterans of all ages. About 600,000 post-Korean-peacetime veterans 0 to 29 years old are not included in
this table.



TABLE B-I. EMPLOYEES ON NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

(In thousands)

Seasonally adjusted

Change from Change
October September August October September August October September August September1971 ' 1971' 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 ' 1971 1 1971 1971

Industry

Total- 71,432 71,234 70,542 70,604 198 828 70,901 70,907 70,529 -6
Goods producing -22,749 22,926 22,785 22,906 -177 -157 22,411 22,477 22,285 -66

Contract construction .,,, 522 621 625 622 -99 -100 521 614 609 -93Lunn nwodpodc3s445 3,465 3,509 3,471 -20 -26 3,259 3,244 3,219 15Manufacturing-18,782 18,840 18,651 18, 813 -58 -31 18, 631 18,619 18,457 12Production workers-13,-- - - -- ; 13671 13,744 13.524 13,550 -73 121 13, 515 13,525 13, 371 -10
blemproduction w- -10,667 10,655 10,485 10,634 12 33 10, 622 10, 598 10,485 24Productionworkers---------------------------------- i7,699 7,697 7,6514 7. 548 2 151 7,649 7,636 7,534 13Ordinance and accessories-188.7 189.9 189.9 221.9 -1.2 -33.2 189 190 191 -1Lumber and wood products -ne ------------ _------5598. 1 600. 7 602.3 569.5 -2.6 28.6 593 590 583 3Furniture and fixtures ------------------ 476. 1 468. 1 459. 1 459. 3 7. 8 16. 8 470 465 456 5Stone, dcay, and glass products-641.4 644. 5 643.8 636.8 -3.1 4.6 635 633 627 2Primary metal industries-1,171.1 1,176.3 1,164.1 1,260. 5 -5.2 -89.4 1,193 1, 182 1,156 11 0Mabrcainery exepta eledctria---------------- 1, 345.6 1,352.0 1,332.4 1,333.6 -6.4 12.0 1,338 1,344 1,331 -rical ----------------------------- 1,780.0 1,785.5 1,767. 6 1,874.6 -5.5 -94. 5 1 796 1,791 1,775 5~~~~~~~~~~~1,80. 1,85. 17676 18746 -. 5 945 1796 1,71 177Electrcal eqipmen---------------- 1,794.9 1, 803. 5 1, 777.2 1, 863.4 -8.6 -68.5 1,788 1,791 1,772 - 3Transortaion euipmnt ---------------- 1,803.7 1,770.8 1,694.6 1,531.7 32.9 272.0 1,774 1,765 1,754 9Instrmentsand rlatedproducts------------- 434.2 434.9 432.4 446.1 -.7 -11.9 435 435 430 0

Nodubegoods-rng---------------- 432.7 428.4 421.4 437.0 4. 3 -4.3 411 412 410 -1INondratl - ----------------------------- 8,115 8,185 8,166 8,179 -70 -64 8,009 8,021 7,972 -12Production workers -------------------- 5,972 6,647 6.010 6,002 -75 -30 5,866 5,889 5, 837 -23Fond and kindred producers --------------- 1, 823.7 1,887.7 1,882. 8 1,836.6 -64.0 -12.9 1, 747 1, 763 1,748 -16Tobacco ma nufacturers ----------------- 90. 5 84.2 77.7 91.6 -3.7 -11. 1 69 72 70 -3Testile mill products------------------- 963.4 963. 5 964. 7 965.5 -. 1 -2. 1 961 959 959 2Apparel and other textile products- ---- 1,375. 5 1,371.5 1,366.1 1, 368.3 4.0 7.2 1,362 1,358 1,351 4Paper and allied products---------- 697.5 694.6 688.1 694.6 -7.1 -7. 1 689 692 681 -3Printingand publishing- ---------- 1,085.8 1,081. 1 1.080.6 1,014.7 4. 7 -18.9 1,084 1.082 1,080 2Chemicals and allied products- ------- 1,002.3 1,008.4 1,015.4 1,040.2 -6.1 -37.9 1, 005 1,007 1,004 -2Petroleum and coal products--------- 190.3 192.0 193.2 190.0 -1.7 .3 189 190 188 -1Rubber and plastic products, nec- ----- 598.4 596.3 584.5 572. 5 2. 1 25.9 595 592 582 3Leather and leather products- ------ 307. 5 305.2 313.2 314.7 2.3 -7.2 308 306 309 2
Service-producing--------------------- 48,683 48,308 47,757 47,698 375 985 48,490 48,430 48,244 60

Transportation and public utilities ---------------- 4, 444 4, 505 4,486 4,531 -61 -87 4,431 4,456 4,428 -25Wholesale and retail trade -------------------- 15, 328 15, 235 15, 151 15,002 93 326 15, 271 15,266 15,223 5Wholesale trsde----------------------- 3,906 3,976 3,886 3,856 30 50 3, 883 3,861 3, 844 22Retail trade------------------------- 11,422 11,359 11,265 11, 146 63 276 11,388 11,405 11,379 -17



Finance, insurance, and real estate - 3,818 3,827 3,865 3,699 -9 119 3,826 3,819 3,804
Services----------------------------- 12,042 12,010 11,994 11,745 32 297 12,018 11,986 11,946 32
Government--------------------------- 13,051 12,731 12,261 12,721 320 330 12,944 12,903 12,843 41

Federal --- 2,661 2,666 2,690 2,643 -5 18 2,677 2,674 2,650 3
State and local -- 10,390 10,065 9, 571 10,078 325 312 10,267 10,229 10,193 38

1 Preliminary. -
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TABLE B-2.-AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS OF PRODUCTION DR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS ' ON PRIVATE NONAGRI-
CULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

Change from- Seasonally adjusted

Change
from

Octo- Sep- Octo- Sep- Octo- Octo- Sep- Sep-
ber tember August ber tember ber ber tember Au St tember

Industry 1971' 1971' 1971 1970 1971 1970 19712 1971' 1971 1971

Total private -37.1 37.0 37.4 36.9 0.1 0.2 37.1 36.7 36.9 0.4
Mining - 43.0 41.9 42.3 43.0 1.1 0 42.7 41.7 42.0 1.0
Contract construction - 38.4 36.9 38.3 37.6 1.5 8 37.8 35.7 37.1 2.1
Manufacturing ------- 39.9 39.9 39.8 39.6 0 .3 39.7 39.6 39.8 I
Overtime hours- 3.0 3.1 3.0 2.9 -01 .1 2.9 2.8 2.9 I1
Durable goods -40.4 40.1 40.0 40.1 3 3 40.2 39.8 40.0 4
Overtime hours -2.9 3.0 2.8 2.8 -. I .1 2.7 2.7 2.8 0

Ordnance and acces-
sories -41.4 41.6 41.7 40.2 -.2 1.2 41.4 41.4 41.9 0

Lumber and wood prod-
ucts----------41.0 40.4 40.5 39.6 .6 1.4 40.7 40.1 40.2 .6

Furniture and fixtures - 40.3 40.0 40.4 39.9 3 4 39.6 39.4 39.9 2
Stone, clay, and glass

products- 42.3 41.9 42.3 41.3 .4 1.0 42.0 41.4 41.8 .6
PrImary metal industries 39.7 39.7 38.8 39.5 0 .2 40.1 39.7 38.8 .4
Fabricated metal prod-

ucts -40.4 40.0 40.3 40.4 .4 0 40.2 39.4 40.2 .8
Machinery, except elec-

trical -40.8 40.8 40.3 40.4 0 .4 40.8 40.7 40.8 .I
Electrical equipment - 40.4 40.0 40.0 39.9 .4 .5 40. 2 39.6 40.0 .6
Transportation equip-

ment -40.2 39.5 39.3 40.4 .7 -. 2 39.7 38.9 39.9 .8
Instruments and related

products -40.0 40.0 39.6 40.0 0 0 39.8 39.7 39.8 .IMiscellaneous manufac-
turing - 39.4 39.0 39.2 38.7 .4 .7 39.0 38.8 39. 2 .2

Nondurable goods - 39.3 39.5 39.5 39.0 -. 2 .3 39. 2 39.1 39.3 1
Overtime hours -3.1 3.3 3.2 3.0 -.2 .1 2.9 3.0 3.1 -. I

Food and kindred prod-
ucts----------40.1 41. 1 40.7 40.6 -1.0 -.5 40.0 40.7 40.5 -7

Tobacco manufactures-- 36.5 37.7 37.4 39.4 -1.2 -2.9 35.2 36.5 37.1 -1.3
Textile mill products 41.2 40.5 40.8 39.8 .7 1.4 41.0 40.3 40.7 .7
Apparel and other tex-

tileproducts -35.6 35.5 36.0 34.9 .1 .7 35.7 35.4 35.7 3
Poper and allied prod-

ucts -- 42.1 42.2 42.5 41.9 -. I .2 41.8 41.9 42.4 -. 1
Printing and publishing 37.5 37.7 37.7 37.5 - 2 0 37.4 37.4 37.5 0
Chemicals and allied

products -41. 2 42. 2 41.3 41.3 -1. 0 -. 1 41. 2 42.2 41.5 -1. 0
Petroleum and coal

pronducts- 41.8 42.7 42.6 43.3 -. 9 -1.5 41.6 42.8 43.4 -1.2
Rubher and plastics

products, n.e.c - 40.8 40.6 40.3 39.9 .2 .9 40.5 40.1 40.1 .4
Leather and leather

products -37.7 37.0 37.6 36.8 .7 .9 37.9 37.4 37.6 .5
Transportation and public

utilities -40.8 40.9 40.7 40.4 -.1 .4 40.6 40.7 40.5 -. 1
Wholesale and retail trade.... 35.0 35.2 36.0 35.0 -. 2 0 35.2 35.1 35.1 .1

Wholesale trade -39.8 39.7 39.9 39.9 .1 -.1 39.8 39.7 39.7 .1
Retail trade -33.5 33.8 34.7 33.5 -.3 0 33.8 33.7 33.6 .1

Finance, insurance and real
estate -37.2 36.9 37.3 36.8 .3 .4 37.1 37.0 37.3 .1

Seryices -34.2 34.2 34.7 34.2 0 0 34.3 34.3 34.3 0

I Oats relate to production workers in mining and manufacturing- to construction workers in contract construction, and
to nonsupervisory workers in transportation and public utilities, wholesale and retail trade; finance, insurance, and realI
estate, and services. These groups account for approximately 4/~ths of the total employment on private nonagricultural
payrolls.

,Preliminary.



TABLE 6-%-AVERAGE HOURLY AND WEEKLY EARNINGS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS 1 ON PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS. BY INDUSTRY 

Average hourly earnings Average weekly earnings 

Change from- Change fmm- 

Industry 

- -- 

S e p  Sew Sep  S e p  
October tember August October tember October October tember August October tember October 

1971 2 1971 2 1971 1970 1971 1970 19712 1971 2 1971 1970 1971 1970 

1 See footnote 1, table 6-2. 2 Preliminary. 
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CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT-HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATES.-HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
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UNEMPLOYMENT-HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
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[Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Press Release No. 71-590, Nov. 4, 1971]

WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES: OCTOBER 1971

The Wholesale Price Index of All Commodities declined one-tenth of one
percent (0.1 percent) between September and October, the U.S. Department of
Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics announced today.

* Industrial commodities showed no change.
* Prices of farm products and processed foods and feeds also held steady on

average, with a rise for farm products offsetting a decline for processed
foods and feeds.

* Consumer finished goods, an index closely comparable to the commodity
component of the Consumer Price Index, increased 0.2 percent.

* Of the 15 major commodity groups measured by the Wholesale Price Index,
8 declined between September and October, 5 showed no change and 2
increased.

In October, the All Commodities index was 114.4 (1967= 100), 3.1 percent above
a year earlier.

SEASONALLY ADJUSTED CHANGES

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the Wholesale Price Index increased 0.1 percent
in October.

* Industrial commodities were down 0.3 percent.
* Farm products and processed foods and feeds rose 1.4 percent.
* Consumer finished goods were up 0.6 percent on an adjusted basis, prin-

cipally becaus of higher prices for food.
The October increase in the seasonally adjusted all-commodities index of 0.1

percent followed a decline of 0.4 percent in September. In this two-month period
the WPI declined on average 0.2 percent per month. This compares with an
average monthly rise of 0.4 percent during the six months from March through
August, the period immediately preceding the stabilization action. The decrease
over the 2-month period in the industrial commodities index averaged 0.2 percent
per month in contrast to an average monthly rise of 0.5 percent in the March-
August period. The index for consumer finished goods declined on average 0.1
percent in the September-October period compared with an average monthly
increase of 0.3 percent in the six months preceding the freeze.

PRICE CHANGES FOR MATERIALS AND FINISHED GOODS (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED)

Among consumer finished goods, foods (seasonally adjusted), advanced 2.1
percent, offsetting the preceding month's decrease, chiefly reflecting price in-
creases for fresh vegetables and fruits, dairy products and meats; foods were 3.3
percent higher than a year earlier. Consumer nonfood finished goods were down
0.3 percent over the month. Within this grouping nondurable finished goods
declined 0.1 percent, largely as a result of lower gasoline prices. Consumer dura-
bles also dropped (by 0.5 percent) for the most part because passenger car prices
did not increase by as much as usual for this time of year.

Lower seasonally adjusted prices for passenger cars as well as motor trucks were
the predominant influence in the drop of 0.4 percent for producer finished goods.
Processed (intermediate) materials, supplies and components (excluding foods and
feeds) were down 0.2 percent. On the other hand crude materials for further proc-
essing (excluding foods, feeds and fibers) rose 0.3 percent.

PRICE CHANGES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS, NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

The only major increase among industrial commodities in October was for
passenger cars and motor trucks which usually rise in October. In September
prices included in the index were entirely for old-model year vehicles on which
rebates were offered in order to reduce inventories. However, in October prices
used in the index were for new-model year vehicles on which as usual there were
no rebates.

Prices of most other industrial commodities either moved lower or remained
unchanged in October. The most important decline both percentage-wise and in
terms of influence on the overall index was for lumber and wood products. The
decrease was much steeper than that in September which had followed an 8-month
period of almost continually rising prices. Softwood plywood and lumber showed
the largest declines. Weakness also affected the fuels as prices dropped for gasoline,
residual fuel and electric power. Decreases for nonferrous metals, iron and steel
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scrap, steel mill products and some fabricated metal products brought the metals
index down. Chemicals and allied products were lower in price chiefly because of
declines for inedible fats and oils and fertilizer materials. Textiles-most notably,
manmade fiber products-declined after showing considerable strength through
the end of the summer. There were widespread decreases among rubber and plastic
products. Nonmetallic mineral products registered the first decline since September
1968 chiefly because of price weakness for gypsum products.

Substantial increases for fresh and dried vegetables and hogs caused most of the
rise in the farm products index; fresh fruit and raw cotton also were up in price, but
eggs, live poultry, cattle, grains and oilseeds declined. The processed foods and
feeds index dropped chiefly as a result of lower prices for manufactured animal
feeds, processed poultry, fats and oils, sugar and confectionary and canned vege-
tables and juices; dairy products, meats and flavoring syrups were higher.

IMPACT OF WAGE-PRICE-RENT STABILIZATION ACTION

The 0.1 percent decline in the All Commodities Index between September and
October is largely attributable to commodities subject to the provisions of the
President's stabilization action. There was a net upward movement in October for
raw agricultural, products which are uncontrolled and imported items to which
special regulations apply. Excluding these raw agricultural products and imports,
the WPI shows a decline of 0.1 percent. The index for industrial commodities
which was unchanged in October, reflects declines in controlled commodities which
offset increases for some imported industrial commodities and domestic passenger
cars and trucks. Domestic cars increased 1.6 percent over the month, a less than
seasonal rise.

TABLE 1.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR MAJOR COMMODITY GROUPS (UNADJUSTED, UNLESS OTHERWISE
INDICATED)

Indexes (1967=100 unless otherwise noted) Percentchange to October from-

October Septem- July October I month 3 months
Commodity groups 1971 ber 1971 1971 1971 ago ago I year ago

All commodities -114.4 114.5 114.6 111.0 -0.1 -0.2 3.1
All commodities (1957-59=100) - 121.4 121.5 121.6 117.8.
Farm products, and processed foods and

feeds -113.0 113.0 115.0 110.3 0 -1.7 2.4
Farm products -111.3 110.5 113.4 107.8 .7 -1.9 3.2
Processed foodsandfeeds -114.1 114.6 106.0 111.8 -.4 -1.6 2.1

Industrial commodities -115.0 115.0 114.5 111.3 0 .4 3.3
Textile products and apparel - 109.6 109.7 109.2 107.3 -. I .4 2.1
Hides, skins, leather, and related

products------------- 114.7 114.7 114.2 110.4 0 .4 3.9
Fuels and related products and

power -114.8 115.3 114.4 108.7 -.4 .3 5.6
Chemicals and allied products- 104.2 104.3 104.4 103.0 -. 1 -. 2 1.2
Rubber and plastic products - 109.5 109.7 109.7 109.5 -.2 -.2 0
Lumberand wood products - 131.8 134.3 130.6 113.1 -1.9 .9 16.5
Pulp, paperand allied products --- 110.6 110.6 110.5 108.9 0 .1 1.6
Metals and metal products -121.0 121.1 119.4 117.7 -.1 1.3 2.8
Machinery and equipment -116.0 116.0 115.7 112.7 0 .3 2.9
Furniture and household durables ... 110.2 110.2 100.0 108.0 0 .2 2.0
Nonmetalliemineral products 124.1 124.2 123.3 114.2 -.1 .6 8.7
Transportation equipment (Decem-

ber 1968=100) -110.7 109.6 110.3 108.2 1.0 .4 2.3
Miscellaneous products -113.0 113.0 112.8 111.6 0 .2 1.3

Seasonally adjusted:
Farm products -113.8 110.9 111.0 2.6 2.5 .
Processed foodsand feeds 114.6 114.0 114.5 -. 5 . .
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TABLE 2.-CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS MONTH IN INDEXES FOR WPI GROUPINGS UNADJUSTED AND
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

Farm products, Consumer Consumer
All Industrial and processed finished Consumer goods exclud-

commodities commodities foods and feeds goods, total foods ing foods

Sea- Sea- Sea- Sea- Sea-
sonally sonally sonally sonlly sonally

Unad- ad. Unad- Ad- Unad- ad- Unad- ad- Unad- ad- Unad- ad-
Month and year justed justed justed justed justed justed justed justed justed justed justed justed

October1970 ----- 0 .2 .8 .5 -2.0 -.7 -.3 .2 -2.5 -.6 1.3 .7
November 1970.-. -.1 -.1 0 .1 -. 4 -. 4 .4 .1 .6 -.1 .2 .3
December1970... .1 0 .4 .3 -.5 -.5 0 .1 -.9 -.7 .5 .5
January 1971 - .7 .4 .4 .3 1.3 .2 .7 .5 1.2 .3 .5 .6
Februaryl971 .- 9 .8 .3 .1 2.6 2.5 .6 .6 1.4 1.7 .1 0
March1971 -- 2 .2 .3 .3 -. 2 0 .1 .2 .6 .9 -.2 -.1
April1971 -------- 3 .5 .4 .5 -.1 .5 -.1 .3 -.1 .8 -.1 0
Mray1971 .------- .4 .3 .4 .4 .9 -.2 .6 .4 1.0 0 .4 .4
June 1971- .4 .4 .2 .3 1.0 .4 .4 .1 .7 0 .1 0
July1971 -- 3 .2 .5 .7 -.3 -1.0 -.1 -.5 -.7 -1.6 .4 .5
August 1971 - 3 .7 .5 .5 -.3 1.4 .3 1.1 .4 2.2 .1 .2
September 1971 -.3 -.4 -. I -.1 -1.4 -1. 7 -. 5 -. 9 -1. 0 -Z -. 2 -I
October 1971 -- 1 .1 0 -. 3 0 1.4 .2 .6 .1 2.1 .3 -. 3

TABLE 3.-PERCENT CHANGES IN WPI AND COMPONENTS (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED COMPOUND RATES FOR 3
MONTHS AND 6 MONTHS; UNADJUSTED FOR 12 MONTHS)

Farm products and proc-
All commodities Industrial commodities essed foods and feeds

From 3 From 6 From 12 From 3 From 6 From 12 From 3 From 6 From 12
months months months months months months months months months

Month and year ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago

October 1970 ----------- 2.8 2.6 3.4 3.8 4.1 3.9 0 -1.8 1.5
November 1970 -2.1 2.5 2.6 3.4 3.3 3.6 -1.1 .4 -.1
December 1970 ----------- .6 2.2 2.3 3.8 3.4 3.6 -6.6 -.4 -1.2
January 1971 - 1.2 2.0 2.3 2.9 3.3 3.6 -3.2 -1.6 -1.5
February 1971 -4.6 3.4 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.5 8.9 3.8 .7
March 1971 -- 5.4 3.0 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.6 11.3 2.0 .4
April 1971 --- - - 6.0 3.6 3.1 3.7 3.3 3.7 12.9 4.5 1.3
May 1971 ---------- 3.9 4.3 3.4 5.0 4.0 3.6 1.4 5.1 2.8
Juye 1971 4.7 5.0 3.6 5.3 4.1 3.7 3.2 7.2 3.3
July 1971 --------... 3.5 4.7 3.3 6.1 4.9 4.1 -3.1 4.6 1.4
August 1971 ----------- 5.3 4.6 4.0 6.5 5.7 4.4 3.2 2.3 3.1
September1971 ..- 2.1 3.4 3.2 4.7 5.0 4.2 -5.5 -1.2 .4
Octoberl971 .......- 1.7 2.6 3.1 .7 3.4 3.3 4.3 .5 2.4

Consumer finished goods, Consumer goods excluding
total Consumer foods foods

From 3 From 6 From 12 From 3 From 6 From 12 From 3 From 6 From 12
months months months months months months months months month

ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago

October 1970 -- 3.0 1.5 2.3 -2.5 -3.3 .5 5.7 4.4 3. 6
November1970 -2.9 2.0 1.7 -1.4 -1.1 -1.1 5.7 4.1 3.6
December 1970 - 1.5 2.2 1.5 -5.5 -1.9 -2.4 6.4 5.1 4.0
January 1971 -------- 2.9 2.9 1.6 -2.1 -2.3 -. 7 6.0 5.8 4.2
February 1971 -5.2 4.1 2.2 5.1 1.8 -1.0 4.8 5.3 4.1
March 1971 -5.5 3.5 2.2 12.0 2.8 -.4 2.2 4.3 3.8
Aonil 1971 -4.4 3.7 2.6 14.3 5.8 1.1 -.4 2.8 3.6
May 1971 ---- - 3.3 4.2 3.1 6.9 6.0 2.4 1.1 2.9 3.5
June1971 -2.9 4.2 3.2 3.2 7.5 2.6 1.5 1.8 3.4
July 1971 ---------- -.4 2.0 2.4 -6.4 3.4 .5 3.3 1.5 3.6
August 1971 - .- 245 2.9 3.5 2.1 4.4 3.1 2.5 1.8 3.5
September 1971 -- 1.4 .7 2.1 -6.1 -1.6 .6 2.2 1.8 3.1
October1971 -3.2 1.4 2.5 9.1 1.0 3.3 -.7 1.3 2.0

Note on relative importance. As of December 1970. industrial commodities account for 73.664 percent of the all commodi-
ties index; farm products and processed foods and feeds 26.336 percent Consumer foods account for 38.251 percentof the
total consumer finished goods index and consumer goods excluding foods 60.749. Consumer finished goods have a weight
of 33.487 in the all commodities index.
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TABLE 4.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR SPECIAL GROUPINGS, UNADJUSTED AND SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

Percent change to
Indexes (1967=100) October 1971 from:

October September October 1 month I year
Commodity groups 1971 1971 1970 ago ago

Consumer finished goods:
Not seasonally adjusted -112.9 112.7 110.1 0.2 2.5
Seasonally adjusted-113.2 112.5 - - .6
Foods:

Not seasonally adjusted -115.0 114.9 111.3 .1 3.3
Seasonally adjusted -116.3 113.9 - - 2.1

Finished goods, ex. foods:
Not seasonally adjusted -111.6 111.3 109.4 .3 2.0
Seasonally a'djusted - 111.3 111.6 -. 3
Nondurable:

Not seasonally adjusted - 111.7 111.9 109.2 -.2 2.3
Seasonally adjusted -111.7 111.8 --. 1

Durable:
Not seasonally adjusted -111.3 110.4 109.7 .8 1.5
Seasonally adjusted -110.6 111.2 - - -.5

Intermediate materials, supplies and components
ex. selected items: I

Not seasonally adjusted - 115.7 115.9 111.0 -.2 4.2
Seasonally adjusted -115.9 116.1 -- -. 2

Crude materials for further processing, ex. selected
Items: a

Not seasonally adjusted -122.9 123.0 120.6 -. 1 1.9
Seasonally adjusted -- 123.6 123.2 - - .3

Producer finished goods:
Notseasonallyadjusted - 117.1 116.9 113.8 .2 2.9
Seasonally adjusted ------ -- 117.0 117.5 ------------ -. 4 ......

Manufactured goods, total:
Not seasonally adjusted -114.5 114.7 111.2 -.2 3.0
Seasonally adjusted -114.6 114.8 --. 2 .
Durable:

Notseasonallyadjusted------------------ 118.3 118.3 113.6 0 4.1
Seasonally adjusted -118.3 118.8 --. 4

ExcludEs intermediate materials for food manufacturing and manufactured animal feeds.
a Excludes crude foodstuffs and feedstuffs, plant and animal fibers, oilseeds, and leaf tobacco.

TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, OCTOBER 1971

11967=100 UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED]

Indexes
Percent change to

1971 October 1971 from-

Sep- 1970 1 month I year
Grouping October tember October ago ago

Farm products -111.3 110.3 107.8 0.7 3.2
Fresh and dried fruits and vegetables -115.8 103.6 100.8 11.8 14.9
Grains- - 88.3 89.0 104.1 -. 8 -15.2
Livestock -120.9 119.1 110.6 1.5 9.3
Live poultry -93.5 102.8 93.4 -9. 0 .1
Plant and animal fibers -96.3 95.2 88.9 1.2 8.3
Fluid milk -119.2 119.2 115.3 0 3.4
Eggs -92.4 107.8 104.6 -14.3 -11. 7
Hay, hayseeds, and oilseeds -107.9 108.9 106.6 -. 9 1.2
Otherfarm products -115.4 115.6 117.6 -.2 -1.9

Processed foods and feeds - 114.1 114.6 111.8 -.4 2.1
Cereal and bakery products -111.3 111.3 109.9 0 1.3
Meats, poultry, and fish -116.9 117.5 110.9 -. 5 5.4
Dairy products -116.4 115.4 112.0 .9 3.9
Processed fruits and vegetables -115.3 115.7 111. 1 -. 3 3.8
Sugar and confectionery -lI 7 119.8 It& 6 -. 9 .1
Beverages and beverage materials -116.4 116.0 114.5 .3 1.7
Animal fats and oils -132.1 136.5 141.2 -3.2 -6.4
Crude vegetable oils -128.9 135.6 131.1 -4.9 -1.7
Refined vegetable oils -127.9 133.6 123.9 -4.3 3.2
Vegetable oil end products -122.8 123.3 115.2 -. 4 6.6
Miscellaneous processedfoods -112.7 113.0 114.2 .3 -1.3
Manufactured animal feeds -98.7 101.3 104.2 -2.6 -5. 3

Textile products and apparel -109.6 109.7 107.3 -. 1 2.1
Cotton products -112.2 112.2 106.0 0 5.8
Wool products - 92.4 92.5 97.7 -.1 5.4
Manmade fiber textile products -102.5 103.1 99.1 -. 6 3.4
Apparel -113.8 113.8 112.3 0 1.3
Textile houaefurnishings -104. 1 104. 1 104.9 0 -. 8
Miacellaneous textile products -120.8 119.8 106. 5 .8 13.4
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TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODIY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, OCTOBER 1971-Continued

Indexes
Percent change to

1971 October 1971 from-

Sep- 1970 1 month I year
Grouping October tember October ago ago

Hides, skins, leather, and related products -114.7 114.7 110.4 0 3.9
Hides and skins -117. 2 117. 7 103.2 -.4 13. 6
Leather -113.4 113. 4 107.1 0 5. 9
Foodwear -117.1 117.1 113.8 0 2.9
Other leather and related products -109. 0 109.0 106. 8 0 2.1

Fuels and related products and power -114. 8 115.3 108. 7 -. 4 5.6
Coal -182.9 182 9 175. 2 0 4.4
Coke - 150.5 150. 5 145.9 0 3. 2
Gas fuels -------- 108. 8 108l 4 107.0 .4 1.7
Electric power -116.3 116.4 107.2 -.1 8. 5
Crude petroleum -113.2 113.2 104.8 0 8.0
Petroleum products, refined -106.3 107.3 101.6 -. 9 4. 6

Chemicals and allied products -104.2 104.3 103.0 -. I 1. 2
Industrial chemicals -- 102.4 102.4 101.5 0 .9
Prepared paint -115. 9 115. 9 112.7 0 2. 8
Paint materials - 99.7 99.7 100.1 0 -. 4
Drugs and pharmaceuticals- 102 6 102.6 101.2 0 1.4
Fats and oils, inedible 129. 0 132.9 144.4 -2 9 -10. 7
Agricultural chemicals and chemical products- 90.4 91.0 89.5 -. 7 1. 0
Plastic resins and materials -89.9 89.5 91.3 .4 -1. 5
Other chemicals and allied products -112.5 112.4 109.3 .1 2. 9

Rubber and plastic products -109. 5 109.7 109. 5 -.2 0
Rubber and rubber products -113.3 113.7 112.8 -. 4 .4

Crude rubber -99.0 99.3 99.6 -. 3 -.6
Tires and tubes -110. 8 110.8 112 0 0 -1. I
Miscellaneous rubber products -119.2 119.8 117.0 -.5 1.9

Plastic construction products (December 1969 equals 100) 94.6 94.7 95. 5 -. I 9
Unsupported plastic film and sheeting (December 1970

equals 100 -100.0 100.0- 0
Laminated plastic sheets, high pressure (December 1970

equals 1) -98. 2 98.6 -- -.4
Lumber and wood products -131.8 134.3 113.1 -1.9 16.5

Lumber -142.7 146.8 113.8 -2.8 25.4
Millwork -123.7 123.7 114.3 0 8.2
Plywood -116.2 119.1 108.0 -2.4 7.6
Otherwood products -118.8 118.9 117. 1 - 1 1. 5

Pulp,paperand allied products- 110.6 110.6 108.9 0 1.6
Pulp, paper, and products, excluding building paper and

board -110.9 110.8 109.2 .1 1.6
Woodpulp -111. 5 111. 5 111.8 0 -.3
Wastepaper -117.2 114.5 111.1 2.4 5.5
Paper -114. 7 114.7 111.9 0 5. 5
Paperboard -102.9 102.8 102.3 .1 .6
Converted paperand paperboard products -110.1 110.2 108.7 -.1 1. 3

Building paperand board -104.6 104.5 100.9 .1 3.7
Metals and metal products -121.0 121.1 117.7 -.1 2.8

Ironandsteel --------------------------- 125.5 125.6 117.4 -.1 6.9
Nonferrous metals -116.3 116.5 122.0 -.2 -4.7
Metal containers -124.2 124.2 115.9 0 7.2
Hardware - -------------------------------- 117. 7 117.7 112.8 0 4.3
Plumbingfixtures and brass fittings -118.3 118.3 113.1 0 4.6
Heating equipment -116.3 116.7 112.8 -.3 3. 1
Fabricated structural metal products -120.3 120.3 114.1 0 5.4
Miscellaneous metal products --- 119.7 119.9 117.2 -.2 2.1

Machinery and equipment -116.0 116.0 112.7 0 2.9
Agricultural machinery and equipment- - 117.5 117.5 114.0 0 3. 1
Construction machinery and equipment -121.8 121.8 117.7 0 3.5
Metalworkingmachineryandequipment -118.1 118.0 114.6 .1 3. 1
General purpose machinery and equipment -120.2 120.2 115.9 0 3.7
Specialindustrymachineryandequipment -122.0 121.7 117.4 .2 3.9
Electrical machinery and equipment -109.6 109.7 107.6 -.1 1.9
Miscellaneous machinery -117.8 117.8 113.9 0 3.4

Furniture and household durables -110.2 110.2 108. 0 0 2. 0
Household furniture -115.6 115.6 112.1 0 3. 1
Commercialfurniture -118.2 118.2 115.8 0 2.1
Floor coverings -97.6 97.6 99.6 0 -1.8
Household appliances -107.5 107.6 105.9 -. 1 1. 5
Home electronic equipment -93.8 93.8 93.7 0 .
Other household durablegoods -121.9 122.1 116.9 -.2 4. 3
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TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, OCTOBER 1971-Continued

Indexes
Percent change to

1971 October 1971 from-

Sep- 1970 1 month I year
Grouping October tember October ago ago

Nonmetalic mineral products -- - 124.1 124.2 114.2 -.1 8.7
Flatglass - -124.3 124.3 116.4 0 6.8
Concrete ingredients - -124.1 124.1 115.9 0 7.1
Concrete products - -122.6 122.6 113.7 0 7. 8
Structural clay products excluding refractories - - 114.9 114.9 110.7 0 3.8
Ref ractories----------------------- 127. 1 126.9 119.7 .2 6.2
Asphaltroofing - -131.2 131.2 102.3 0 28.3
Gypsum products -- - 113.6 114.5 97.1 -.8 17.0
Glass containers- 131. 5 131. 5 119.6 0 9. 9
Other nonmetallic minerals - -125.7 125.7 114.6 0 9.7

Transportation equipment (December 1968 equals 100) -- 110.7 109.6 108.2 1.0 2. 3
Motor vehicles and equipment - -115.2 113.8 112.5 1.2 2.4
Railroad equipment - - 122.5 122.5 116.0 0 5.6

Miscellaneous products - - -113.0 113.0 111.6 0 1.3
Toys, sporting goods, small arms, ammunition - - 112.6 112.6 110.6 0 1.8
Tobaco products - -116.8 116.8 117.0 0 -.2
Notions - -111.7 111.7 109.0 0 2.5
Photographic equipment and supplies - -106.3 106.3 105. 5 0 .8
Other miscellaneous products - -112.9 112.9 109.9 0 2.7
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Yesterday the Wholesale Price Index came
out, and in the first paragraph of the Wholesale Price Index it says:

The Wholesale Price Index of all commodities declined one-tenth of 1 percent
between September and October, the U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau of
Labor Statistics announced today.

Then the next paragraph says:
On a seasonally adjusted basis, the Wholesale Price Index increased 0.1 percent

in October.

Now, in the experience that I have had, Mr. Moore, which is nothing
compared to the experience you have had, but it is considerable, I
have assumed that when figures are given, the critical figure, the figure
that should be accepted for comparison purposes, is the seasonally
adjusted figure, not the raw figure. The raw figure may be very useful
for many purposes. But the reason we go through the painful and dif-
ficult process of seasonally adjusting these figures is so we can make
them comparable, is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I am very much in favor and have been for many
years, Mr. Chairman, of seasonally adjusted data. But in the case of
prices, this is a relatively new process, at least as far as these aggregate
measures are concerned. In fact, I think I am responsible for institut-
ing this practice of adjusting the aggregate figures on prices and
publishing-

Chairman PROXMIRE. For how long have we had seasonal adjust-
ment of wholesale prices?

Mr. POPKIN. Since June 1970, I believe, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. We have had them for more than a year.
Mr. POPKIN. That is the first time we started to report them in a

press release. There were seasonal factors that had been calculated
and were available on request from the Bureau, and farm products,
and processed foods, and feeds, traditionally reported seasonally
adjusted because the seasonal was very large there, but I believe it
was in connection with the Wholesale Price Index for May or June of
1970 we began to report the figures both unadjusted and seasonally
adjusted as well.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, I take it that the Bureau of Labor
Statistics would not publish a seasonally adjusted figure if they did
not have confidence that that was accurate and was reliable?

Mr. MOORE. Oh, no; we would have confidence in the figure,
although there are always possiblities of errors in seasonal adjustment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand that. This is why, what hap-
pened, of course, is that the three major newspapers in this area-three
of the major newspapers, I do not have the Washington Daily News,
but the Washington Post, the Washington Star, and the New York
Times in unison said the same thing. The headline, front page head-
line, in the Washington Post this morning, "Wholesale Prices Drop
for Second Month."

The headline in the Star, "Wholesale Prices Drop for Second
Month."

The headline in the New York Times, "October Wholesale Prices
Off Slightly for Second Month."

It seems to me all those headlines are wrong. Certainly if the un-
employed figure seasonally adjusted had gone down and the raw figure
had gone up, every newspaper account would say that the unemploy-
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ment had gone down, and they would be correct in saying so. Are these
headlines not wrong?

Mr. MOORE. I would not say they are wrong, sir. Actually, as we
measure the Wholesale Price Index without seasonal adjustment-

Chairman PROXMIRE. First, let me find out if I was correct. When
you report the unemployment figures, you rely on seasonal adjustment
as the determinative figure, as the figure that should be used for com-
parison purposes; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. That is the way that we report. But we also report un-
employment unadjusted.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand. The raw figure went one way,
or if the raw figure went one way and seasonally adjusted went the
other, the figure that would be useful for public understanding would
be seasonally adjusted figure, is that right, on unemployment?

Mr. MOORE. On the unemployment rate, I would say that is the
more useful figure, yes, sir. I think, and let me explain my position on
this: As I say, the seasonal adjustment of aggregate price indexes, like
the total Wholesale Price Index or the Consumer Price Index, is a
relatively new experience as far as the Bureau of Labor Statistics is
concerned, and I think as far as the public is concerned. Many people
are inclined to argue, well, I do not pay seasonally adjusted prices, I
want to know what the real prices are. So we report the real prices, but
we also make a seasonal adjustment of those prices because I think that
is one of the best ways to measure and compare the rate of inflation.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I could not agree with you more. And you say
you have had this figure for some time, but you have only published it
for a year and a half, since June of 1970, but you have had the figure
before that?

Mr. MOORE. Well, not very much before that in my memory, but I
am relying on my memory. I remember when I came to the Bureau as
Commissioner, this was one of the practices that I wanted to have
instituted-namely, to publish seasonally adjusted rates of change in
price indexes-and we have done that.

Chairman PROXMIRE. In view of the fact that the raw figures show a
drop in wholesale prices of a tenth of a percent, the seasonally adjusted
figures show an increase of a tenth of a percent, there probably was not
a significant change. The story should be that the wholesale prices
remained stable, which is good news, but it seems to me that is the
most accurate way to report it, is that right?

Mr. MOORE. Well, broadly speaking, I would agree. There was
certainly not much change either way, except in case of industrial
commodities. There is a little bit of difference there. There the raw
figures showed no change. After seasonal adjustment, they showed
three-tenths of 1 percent decline. In other words, the usual seasonal
change in industrial commodity prices between September and October
is up about three-tenths of a percent. That is what was eliminated to
get the seasonally adjusted change.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, you indicated that unemployment was
now at 5.8 percent, down from 6 percent, a drop of two-tenths of 1
percent How would you characterize this? Significant, not significant,
marginally significant? How would you characterize it, particularly in
view of the history that you gave us that it was at the same level as
July?
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Mr. MOORE. Well, my own views on the matter of measuring
statistical significance are that it is somewhat useful to make such
calculations, but the fact that some problems of measurement and
some areas of measurement are ignored, make it a little less useful than
many people might think.

For example, as I mentioned before, there are possible errors in
seasonal adjustment. We revise those seasonal factors once a year and
usually that changes the number by a tenth or two-tenths of a per-
centage point. Those errors, seasonal adjustment errors, are ignored in
the usual measure of statistical significance. But you cannot ignore
them in fact because they are present. But in terms of the customary
measure of statistical significance that we use, the two-tenths decline
in the rate, I guess we would characterize as being marginally signifi-
cant.

Perhaps Mr. Kaitz would like to elaborate on that a bit.
Mr. KAITZ. I think that is the best way to characterize it, without

going into lengthy detail.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Pull your microphone a little closer.
Mr. KAITZ. I think the best way to characterize this change is in

terms of marginal significance. I agree with Commissioner Moore, I
think it may be a little bit less than that in fact.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It appears that the unemployment rate has
been fairly stable, after all, it was 6.1, 5.8, it was 6, it was 5.8, so it
appears to be moving within a rather narrow range and to remain
hovering around 6 percent for a long time now, almost a year.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. It appears, then, we have made very little

progress in reducing unemployment, and the figure today, call it
marginally encouraging at any rate, it does not indicate any break-
through below the 5.8 level which, as you say, is the level that it was
at in July.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. One of the most troubling aspects of this is

the fact that black unemployment, you say, is at 10.7 percent. Now,
this is more than twice as high as white unemployment, which is 5.3
percent. This is, it seems to me, about the highest relationship, about
the worst relationship that I can recall in some time; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. That ratio has been below 2 for about 20 months,
and this is the first time in that-

Chairman PROXMIRE. This is the first time in that period that it
has gotten that high?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Is there any explanation of why it did rise?

It rose by 0.2 of a percent, while overall unemployment went down.
Is there any explanation why it is so high, remaining so high, the
relationship to white unemployment?

Mr. MOORE. I have not heard of any. Perhaps Mr. Kaitz has heard
about the matter, but I have not heard this myself.

Mr. KAITZ. In terms of the over-the-month movement for both
white and blacks, we do not have any clear evidence of any particular
change, so that I would say that the situation from last month is
essentially unchanged.
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Now, arithmetically the ratio of black employment rate to white
unemployment rate may have gone slightly above 2 this month, but
actually it has been very close to that in several preceding months.
Last month, for example, I think it was just a little bit below that. So
I do not think that we have any hard information on any change from
last month to this month with respect to the white-black comparison.

Chairman PROXMIRE. One of our complaints about recent changes
in statistical organization gathering is the fact that the unemployment
figures with relationship to the unemployment in the inner city areas,
black unemployment inner city areas, is no longer being gathered,
because, as I understand it, you are waiting for the 1970 figures to
become available. It seems to me that right now is the time when
this would be highly useful to us on a policy basis. We see black unem-
ployment rising. We see the ratio is bad, deteriorating, continuing to
be very bad.

We do not have this basic statistic which we have had before, and
which has been discontinued. I wonder how we can justify discon-
tinuance of a statistic which is this vital to policymaking purposes,
simply to await a new census figure, however inadequate and unsatis-
factory the precise figure may be, at least it would give us some notion
of the trends in the inner city areas, and help us arrive at wiser policies.

Mr. MOORE. I would like to address myself to that briefly, Mr.
Chairman.

Let me make clear to begin with that our data on urban poverty
neighborhood employment is a quarterly series, and it has been that
since 1967. We published the third quarter figure in a release on
October 19, and we will publish the fourth quarter figure for 1971 as
soon as we have it available. So it is not being discontinued as of now.
We were projecting in saying in the last release that it would be dis-
continued beginning with the first quarter of 1972.

Again, the discontinuance is temporary. We expect to resume the
publication as soon as we can put the figures on a proper basis.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Is that usually done? Do you usually dis-
continue figures at the end of a period of, a 10-year period while you
wait for the new census figures?

Mr. MOORE. Well, this particular series has not been in existence
for 10 years. It started in 1967, but the basis for the classification of
neighborhoods, as to whether they are poverty neighborhoods or not
was the 1960 census. We feel, first of all, that since the 1970 census
has been taken, we should begin using that information on poverty
neighborhoods as soon as it is available.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I would wholeheartedly agree with that. But
absent that, we will not be able to gather that information for some
time-what is it-a year or so before that will become available.
That means we have a period all during 1972 when this vital statistic
will not be available on any basis.

Mr. MOORE. Let me try to explain why that decision was reached.
It was reached by a technical staff, both of the BLS and the Census
Bureau and the Office of Management and Budget. They consulted
one another over a considerable period and arrived at this decision
as to how to meet the problem of redefining the poverty areas, ac-
cording to the 1970 census information.

Now, as I understand it, and perhaps Mr. Kaitz can elaborate, the
reason why it is going to take a year approximately to accomplish
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this transition, basically is that the survey from which we get the urban
poverty neighborhood data is the same survey that we get the na-
tional employment and unemployment figures, the ones we reported
on this morning.

Now, that national survey really has to be converted, and this is
standard practice every 10 years, to the most recent census findings.

The beginning of that process is going to start in December. That
is, at that time the Census Bureau will begin using information from
the 1970 census to develop a national sample for the unemployment
and employment statistics. That process of converting to 1970 census
information is spread out over a little more than a year in order that
the national data will have a continuity to them and there will not be
any abrupt change in the meaning of the figures. So it is done gradually.
It is phased in gradually, and it takes 16 months to do that, and it
took approximately 16 months to do that when it was done in 1960.
Well, because of that phasing-in process which takes more than a
year, and because the urban poverty neighborhood data came out of
that same identical survey, the technicians have just found it im-
possible or impracticable to develop the urban poverty data any sooner
than early 1973.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand they cannot develop it sooner,
but they could develop it on the old basis, could they not?

Mr. MOORE. Let me answer that question. Why should we not
use the old basis? I think the chief reason is that the sample of house-
holds that is used in the national survey, based on the old 1960
criterion for selecting households is gradually becoming smaller and
will be becoming smaller all during this year, 1972. And by around
March of 1972, that part of the sample based on the 1960 information
will only be about half as large as the total sample, or as the present
sample. So if we continue to base the poverty neighborhood statistics
on those figures, just extending the old definitions, the sample size is
going to diminish.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand that; but it would seem to be a
safeguard of misinterpretation by simply stating that the sample size
is smaller, therefore, the figures are somewhat less reliable. This
decision was made by technicians?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir; that was made by the technical staffs of the
three agencies.

Chairman. PROXMIRE. What agency, what technicians made the
decision?

Mr. MOORE. The Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Census Bureau,
and the Office of Management and Budget.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Do you not think this is such an important
policy matter of such significance that it should not have been made by
technicians strictly on a technical basis?

Mr. MOORE. Well, it was in their hands.
Chairman PROXMIRE. It was testified to before this committee that

because of the cost, the cost would be $50,000 to $100,000 to gather
the statistics, this was a consideration.

Mr. MOORE. Let me just say what I know about it. I had a recom-
mendation in August from Mr. Goldstein, who is one of the techni-
cians involved in this process under consideration, recommending
that this temporary discontinuance of the figures was the only feasible
alternative that they could see.



390

Now, I considered that recommendation and I inquired of him a
little bit further about it, but at that point I concluded that they were
right and we had to go along with their decision.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Then you made the decision?
Mr. MOORE. Well, I concurred.
Chairman PROXMIRE. At least you could have overruled their

position?
Mr. MOORE. What is that?
Chairman PROXMIRE. And you chose not to do that. You could

have overruled their decision and you decided not to do so?
Mr. MOORE. They did not give me any alternative.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So they did make the decision and you did

not disagree?
Mr. MOORE. I did not disagree because I did not see any alternative

either.
Chairman PROXMIRE. This does raise a very fundamental point

about how decisions of this kind affecting statistics that have great
policy significance should be made, whether they should be made on
a technical level. Of course, I recognize that technicians want a big
enough sample to justify their own feelings, and so forth, but in
view of the policy questions involved here and the dependence of
Congress and the President on this kind of statistic, I question whether
it was wise to abandon it before you had something to replace it with?

Mr. MOORE. There was another consideration, sir, if I may inter-
rupt a moment. That is that the definitions of these areas based on
1960 information, and that was the opinion of the technicians as
well, has simply become more and more out of date, and many of
these areas that were designated 10 or more years ago are simply not
of the same character as they were then.

Urban renewal has changed many of these areas into other types of
areas and many of them have now expensive housing projects being
built within them. So that the definitions were simply getting more and
more out of date, and the technicians recognized this as a factor in
their decision.

Chairman PROXMERE. The October unemployment report notes, as
I said, that black unemployment is at 10.7 percent. I understand, I
have been told, I do not know whether this is correct, perhaps you can
correct it if it is not, that this is the highest level in almost 8 years,
that is since November 1963. This I think is a very significant fact.
Why is this point not made in your release, that unemployment forblacks is the highest level in 8 years?

Mr. MOORE. We do have a chart in the press release attached to it;it is chart 14.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me say first, is that correct, is it correct

that unemployment is the highest since November 1963 for blacks?
Mr. MOORE. Do you have that information?
Mr. KAITz. Yes; I do.
Mr. MOORE. That is correct.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me say if the unemployment was the

highest for all, the whole labor force for the 8 years, would that not be
stated, would that not be a significant fact to note, and if that is true,
why should it not be stated for this very important component of thelabor force, especially in view of the fact that the overall report shows
unemployment going down slightly.
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Mr. MOORE. Well, I just do not have a good answer. We did not
say it, but maybe we should have.

Mr. Chairman, one of the advantages of presenting the chart
information in the back of the release is to enable people to get all of
these figures on a given month in historical perspective. They can
compare them with any month of any year and go back about 8 or so
years in these charts.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I think that is very, very useful, and I
highly commend you on it. But I doubt if many reporters, certainly
not many Members of Congress, are going to spend their time going
through that. Reporters are very busy, and they have got many other
things to do, and they have to report the stories in a hurry in most
cases. And as you jnow, we are all busily involved up here. Unless
something like that is highlighted, it is very hard for most people who
will use this to dig it out, it is in the charts, and the chart is most
useful.

We have been concerned about the performance of the economy
under the freeze, and I have had the very distinct impression from both
the census study and the witnesses who have appeared before this
committee, and as you know, we have had extensive hearings on the
new economic program, that the freeze had been working very well,
and then the Consumer Price Index came out, and it indicated that in
October-I beg your pardon, in September, reported in October
that consumer prices went up 0.2 percent, and an annual rate of 2.4
percent.

Furthermore, that the frozen prices, those that were covered by
the freeze, went up 0.4 percent, or an annual rate of 4.8 percent.
This was very shocking to me, and I secured some examples including
processed fruits and vegetables, gasoline prices, and so forth, that
have gone up very sharply during the month of September. Now,
this would suggest that the freeze is not working, and I have been so
concerned about that statistic that I have tried to be in touch with
Mr. Popkin to find out what is the explanation for it. In the course
of this, I find that the Department price figure is not really a September
price figure, entirely-well, it is kind of a moving average, it includes
what is happening during the quarter, it is something else that even
goes back for more than a quarter. We always thought, I always
thought, and many others did, that when you said what happened
to prices during September, you knew what happened to prices
during September.

What is the explanation for this situation where we are told on the
best statistic we can get, the Consumer Price Index, that during the
period of the freeze, that those prices that were frozen actually in-
creased at an annual rate of 4.8 percent, which is about the kind of
inflation we had with no freeze.

Mr. MOORE. Well, let me try an explanation, Mr. Chairman, and
Mr. Popkin can join in.

First of all, the September price index, the index itself does represent
September prices in very large part.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you give a proportion? You say in very
large part. Would you say in about 90 percent?

Mr. MOORE. Approximately that. Somewhere in that neighborhood.
The problem is with the change from August to September or Septem-
ber to October or another month; that is, does the August to September
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change represent what actually changed between August and Septem-
ber? And there is the problem. Because many of the prices, and
particularly of services, that are collected for the CPI are collected
only once every 3 months, and in the case of rents, only once every
6 months.

So if you take rents, for example, when we go to an apartment
house, let us say, in September, to get the September rent, which is
what will get into the index, we will not have visited that particular
apartment for the past 6 months. So the change in the rent that gets
into the August to September change could be a change that occurred
in July or May or any of the earlier 6 months. We cannot be sure in
any given month that the change for those prices, the rents, anrd
most of the other services, represents the change that actually occurred
between August and September.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I can see how you can have an extraordinary
situation like that, but if 90 percent of your prices actually reflect
that month, if, for example, you had gasoline prices going up as they
did, I understand, 0.7 of a percent in that one month, or annual rate
of 8.4 percent, and prices were frozen for gasoline, and for everything
else, the freeze is not working.

Mr. MOORE. They were frozen after August 15. But in some cities
we price gasoline every 3 months. You look at the September price

Chairman PROXMIRE. Every 3 months you price it?
Mr. MOORE. Yes. If you look at the September price, we get that

priee, but the change could have occurred between June and July or
between July and August.

Chairman PROXMIRE. When and how will we be able lo measure
whether or not the freeze is working effectively? This is becoming
quite a big and controversial issue. The Justice Department, I under-
stand, with 13 days left in the freeze, has brought exactly one prose-
cution for price violation. That was against the Atlanta Falcons for
having increased the price of football tickets. When you consider the
millions of transactions in this country, when you consider the fact
that you now have evidence that prices have gone up rather sharply,
considering the fact that we had a freeze on, it seems appalling that
there is only one prosecution.

Now, maybe I am greatly misinterpreting these statistics; but if we
cannot get satisfaction from the CPI, on what has happened to prices,
where can we get it?

Mr. MOORE. That is why we made and we put it into our release
an analysis of the prices for which we did actually have information on
changes that occurred between August and September.

I do not have the figures in front of me, but Mr. Popkin does, and
perhaps he can recite what they show.

Mr. POPKIN. Where we were able, for the five largest cities in the
Nation where most pricing is done monthly, to determine that the
price was collected after August 15-which is another dimension of the
problem, the price in August might have been collected before the
15th or after the 15th-but where we were able to make a determina-
tion that the price in August was collected after the 15th of the month,
we compared it with the price collected in September. And that
analysis, which covers 3,885 prices in the five largest cities, shows that
fewer than 8 percent of the prices increased, 87 percent showed no
change, and almost 6 percent decreased.
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So we were able to do that.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me just pause a minute there. Frankly,

I am shocked that 8 percent of the prices showed an increase. Would
that not indicate that in view of the millions of commodities that there
have been tens of thousands of violations of the law, only one of which
was prosecuted by the Justice Department? Or were these price in-
creases permissible for some reason?

Mr. POPKIN. You cannot conclude that those 8 percent that in-
creased were violations, because some prices can rise if they remain
below their May 25, 1970, level. Some prices can rise for seasonal
reasons. There are factors of this sort that can enter, and that is
why it is difficult using this index to make a comparison with any
number of violations that might have occurred nationwide.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I notice in looking at the five cities, that
Chicago's increase was 2.4; Detroit 2.4; that is annual rate; Los
Angeles, Long Beach, 4.8 percent; New York 6.0 percent; Philadelphia
10.8 percent.

Mr. POPKIN. These axe annual rate figures.
Chairman PROXMIRE. That is right. In 1 month in Philadelphia,

there was an increase of 0.9 of a percent annualized over 10 percent.
Mr. POPK1N. Yes sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Would that not suggest that in Philadelphia

there is a problem, whether or not the freeze was being observed?
Mr. POPK1N. I do not want to say that it does not reflect that.

The only
Chairman PROXMIRE. Not reflecting anything else, that is a huge

increase under any circumstances.
Mr. POPKIN. I want to point out some of the things that could

enter there. For example, of that increase, housing increased 2.1
percent at a monthly rate. Now, as I recall, there was some property
tax increase there, some changes in mortgage interest rates, those
were things not subject to the freeze. Apparel went up 3.7 percent
during the month. Seasonal price increases were allowed for certain
types of commodities, and September is a period, as you know, when
the fall apparel reaches the market.

Chairman PROXMIRE. These may be complete explanations, but-
Mr. POPKIN. I am not saying they are complete.
Chairman PROXMIRE. The only point I am trying to get at is, is

there any way that the Congress can or that the public can determine
whether or not the freeze was in fact observed or whether there were
many violations?

It seems to me the American people deserve some kind of reassurance
on this score, and you would be by far the best authorities, the most
accurate, most competent to give us an answer.

Mr. POPKIN. I think that you can draw certain inferences that some
things may be-the index may give some clues as to certain areas,
but the price freeze does, after all, apply to millions of prices in stores
across the country. For that reason alone, the sampling question, we
cannot be certain that we can do a perfect job with our index.

There are other problems that really relate to the fact that you do
not have the ceiling prices with which to make the comparison. We
do not price every day of the month. Somebody may have raised their
price on the 25th of July, between two CPI pricing dates.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand. What I am getting at is this.
The freeze is almost over. There is no point arguing about that. We
only have a few more days before it is over. Then we go into phase II.
During phase II we are going to have some kind of limitation on prices,
perhaps for some time, perhaps for a year, at least for many months.
It seems to me it would be most helpful to the Congress and to the
public if your agency would be able to give us whatever you can give
us, interpretation of your statistics, to indicate the degree to which
there is evidence that the phase II is working or is not working. Prices
are going up more than the guidelines set by the Price Commission
or are not going up. I know that is not your immediate job, of course,
but-

Mr. POPKIN. It was my job,-
Chairman PROXMIRE. It seems to me this is one of the most useful

functions you can perform now; and if you cannot perform it yourself,
if you can suggest to us some way in which this can be determined, I
would be very grateful, because it is one thing to rely on the admin-
istration, which I think is trying its best to combat this, but of course it
has political reasons for making it look good and making it look as if it
is significant. It is something else to rely on the most competent,
dispassionate professional experts, as you gentlemen are, to give us
your views, and to be able to do so as freely as you can.

Mr. MOORE. May I just make-
Chairman PROXMIRE. I hope you will work on that and let us know

what you can give us, because with all respect for the Secretary of
Labor, who is a very fine and able man-he does represent the Nixon
administration-he is loyal to him-he wants to make it look as if it
is going to work. But I think we want, and the American people are
entitled, to the facts.

Mr. MOORE. Well, the tabulation that Mr. Popkin mentioned with
the 8-percent showing increases was an effort that we made especially
for this purpose, and I think it is significant. That is, a large proportion
of the prices selected for the CPI where we had actual August to
September changes recorded, showed either no change, or a decline,
and 8 percent showed an increase.

Now, Mr. Chairman, one thing I would be very happy to have your
support on is this. We have been thinking that the problem of inter-
preting the CPI in connection with a stabilization program is com-
plicated and difficult. Part of the complication is this pricing every 3
months or every 6 months. We would like to get rid of that. If we had
the funds to do it, we would do it. We have developed a plan to put the
entire CPI, with the possible exception of rents, but possibly including
information on them too-on a strict monthly basis so the change
recorded between any month and the next would represent what
happened during that month as nearly as we could determine it. That
does cost more because, you know, we have to go back to the same

Chairman PROXMIRE. How much more would that cost?
Mr. MOORE. I think we have made an estimate of approximately

$1 million per year.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Per year?
Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. That would be an excellent investment. I can

think of few investments that would be better. It would be very, very
important to us for us to have that kind of information in connection
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with the phase II and for many, many other reasons. So, I will certainly
do my best to persist on that.

Mr. MOORE. All right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me get back to unemployment data which

you are releasing this morning. Your press release notes that the
year-to-year gain in the civilian labor force was 1.5 million. The
Vietnam labor force-is up 600,000. Does this not suggest a rather poor
performance-increase-for the non-Vietnam labor force, considering
it was supposed to be-we are supposed to be in a recovery period?
Does it not suggest that hidden unemployment has increased sub-
stantially over the past year? People who should be coming into the
work force, in view of the demographic figures, they should be
increasing?

Mr. MOORE. Well, there are a lot of factors that influence the
behavior of the labor force, and many of them we do not know any-
thing about. We do have information on so-called discouraged workers,
that is a person who is not in the labor force, but wants a job in some
sense or other, but is not actively seeking one. Now, those figures,
over the past year, and we only have them quarterly, have shown
some increase. I do not remember them exactly, but that increase is
by no means sufficient to explain the slowing down or slight slowing
down in the rate of increase in the labor force. I do not have any other
explanation.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It would seem that there are substantial
numbers of discouraged workers, people who just throw in the towel
and cannot get a job.

Mr. MOORE. Well, in the best of times, there are substantial numbers
of people who have not been able to find a job, and have given up
looking. There has been some increase over the past year, but as I say,
it is relatively small compared to the increase in the civilian labor
force, or even the slowing down in that rate-

Chairman PROXMIRE. If you want-
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Kaitz, do you have anything to add?
Mr. AITZ. No, I do not have anything on this score. This phenom-

enon is under study by us, and we hope to be able to clarify it, cer-
tainly for ourselves and for others, but at the moment I do not think
we have anything particularly on this, except that I think that this
slowdown is very much in line with the behavior of the labor force
during past periods of high unemployment.

I think there are similar patterns. That is about it.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I read the text of your press release, and I

did not find any reference-maybe there is one, but I missed it, if
there is one-to the level of seasonally adjusted unemployment in
October. You refer to the 4.6 million persons unemployed, but that
does not take into account seasonal influences. Would it not be worthy
of mention that after allowance for seasonal influence, the level of
unemployment was still in the range of 5 million, where it has been
for the past year?

Mr. MOORE. I do not see any reference to that in the text either.
The figures are in the table, but I do not see any reference in the text.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Anyway, is it not correct that seasonally
adjusted it means that unemployment is still in that very depressing
range of 5 million?
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Mr. MOORE. The figure we report is 4,938,000 for October.
Chairman PROXMIRE. What do we say about a figure like that in

relationship to economic recovery? Can you really call this recovery,
when now for very close to a year, what is it, 11 months? And the staff
tells me for 12 months now, we have had unemployment at this
disturbingly high rate, around 5 million, and close to 6 percent.

Mr. MOORE. I would still call it a recovery, sir, because of what
has been happening to employment and to output and to a number of
other measures of economic activity.

Chairman PROXMIRE. This is the dilemma we face now. I was
going to say yesterday the newspapers reported that October was the
best car month in the history of this country. One million cars pro-
duced for the first time, in a long time, perhaps ever. And employment
did not increase at all. They were able to produce more because they
were more productive, and they worked the workers a little longer.
So whatever is happening to other statistics, the fact is that we still
have a persistent level o depression or recession, however you want
to define it, with respect to unemployment, still at close to a 6-percent
level, close to 5 million people out of work.

Mr. MOORE. Well, there has not been much recovery in the goods-
producing industries in general, and our figures show that. The
service industries have continued to rise, though at somewhat slower
rates than they were rising several years ago, but I would say that is
about the best way to characterize the situation.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, with respect to productivity, and you
mentioned that, your latest release on productivity notes that rise in
productivity in the private nonfarm sector slackened sharply. Is this
what you would expect in the recovery phase of the cycle?

Mr. MOORE. Well, what I would expect in the recovery phase is a
higher rate than is sort of the normal or average rate of increase in
productivity. I think in the initial quarters of this year, that is what
we had. In the third quarter, which is the latest one that we have
reported, there was a sliding back in the rate of increase. Part of that
I am persuaded was due to a change in the mix, that is, the steel
industry in particular was relatively weak in the third quarter, and
the relatively high rates of productivity in that industry-with that
being weak-got less weight in the aggregate. So that tended to hold
down the third quarter.

Chairman PROXMIRE. But even if you leave that out of account,
you are not getting the kind of productivity in the economy as a whole,
are you, that you would expect in a recovery period? What should we
normally expect in the way of productivity gains? Should we not
expect about 4 percent?

Mr. MOORE. For the third quarter, looking at the private economy
as a whole, it was a little bit more than 4 percent, as I remember the
figures. I do not have it in front of me

Chairman PROXMIRE. Year-to-year gain is only about 2.4 percent,
I understand, which is substantially lower.

Mr. MOORE. In the third quarter I believe it was at a 4.3-percent
rate.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The household survey for October shows a
large increase for employment, that is about 320,000 seasonally
adjusted. The payroll data shows no change. The release explains
that workers on strike account for about 90,000 of this difference. Do
you have any explanation for the remainder of the discrepancy?
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Mr. MOORE. Well, there are a large number of differences between
the household report on employment and the payroll report on unem-
ployment. Self-employed people are counted in the household survey,
and they are not in the payroll reports. Unpaid family workers, like-
wise, and private household workers, and people who are absent
without pay either because they are on strike or on vacation. So that
there are a number of categories of people who are counted in one but
not in the other.

Now, making the best adjustment we can for those differences in the
concept, there is still some discrepancy between the two figures. But it
is very much smaller when you make those adjustments than before,
at least in this particular month. And they show approximately the
same change from September-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Would you say household survey is more
reliable than payroll data, or vice versa?

Mr. MOORE. I would find that very difficult to answer. The payroll
figures have the advantage of being actual counts of numbers of
people on pa yr oils. They are sent in by employers to us.

Chairman PROXMIRE. They show no increase?
Mr. MOORE. They show a very small increase after you allow for

the strike. Over the past year, there is a substantial difference between
the household series and the establishment or payroll series, amounting
to around 500,000-person difference over a 12-month period. We really
do not have an explanation for that, and for the life of me I cannot
say for sure which is the more reliable measurement of employment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, I am very concerned about another
element here which indicates very little progress. That is the job
vacancy rate. For September it is 0.5 of a percent. These statistics are
not seasonally adjusted, so I imagine month-to-month comparisons
can be misleading. The September number of 0.5 of a percent compares
with 0.6 percent in September a year ago. In the intervening year, the
job vacancy rate went down to 0.4 of a percent and then back up to
0.5 of a percent. Now, the job vacancy rate, as I understand it, of
course, moves in the opposite direction from the unemployment rate,
so that the job vacancy rate should rise as we get closer to the full
employment.

The latest month available is below what it was a year ago. So that
does not indicate that as far as the job vacancy rate is concerned we
are making any significant kind of recovery.

Would you say that the pattern over the past year compares to what
you would expect in a recovery period?

Mr. MOORE. Well, the vacancy rates that we have available now
are for manufacturing only, not for all the other industries that have
vacancies.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Even still, do you expect the job vacancy
rate to rise in a period of recovery?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir; I certainly would. And in manufacturing,
the employment situation has not improved appreciably over the
past year either.

Chairman PROXMIRE. What plans do you have to extend this
beyond manufacturing, since, as you say, it is inadequate now, only
applies to manufacturing?

Mr. MOORE. Well, we are now collecting in some States, it is a
State-Federal cooperative program-data on vacancies in other
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industries besides manufacturing. The sample that we are collecting
is not sufficiently large or spread over the country to provide a na-
tional statistic yet, but we do want to develop that, and I hope that
within the course of the next year or so we will be getting that on a
fully comprehensive basis.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Good. I read yesterday in the Wall Street
Journal, with mixed feelings, that the Lockheed Co. is having trouble
finding skilled labor for its Palmdale plant, after all the moaning and
groaning about if we did not provide this guarantee for Lockheed, we
are going to have so much unemployment. We have the guarantee,
and they cannot find people to go to work for them in Palmdale,
despite the high level of unemployment among aerospace workers, as
reported in California, in particular.

Is there any way you can explain that? I read the article. Perhaps if
you have not had it called to your attention, it might be difficult for
you to comment.

Mr. MOORE. I did not actually see that article, and I would find it
difficult to comment. Of course, in any situation, the workers may not
be near where the jobs are, and that may be the problem in that case,
that it is difficult to find workers in that immediate vicinity. But I am
not sure specifically.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, they certainly ought to be near where
the jobs are in California if we can believe what we read. What informa-
tion do we have on employment among scientists, engineers, and
skilled aerospace workers? Do we have any breakdowns that reflect
that?

Mr. MOORE. The only one that is published in this release is for the
professional, technical, and managerial group, as a whole, and there the
seasonally adjusted unemployment rate in October was 2.9 percent,
which for that group is a relatively high rate of unemployment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. But one of the great concerns has been ex-
pressed, and expressed very emphatically by Members of the Congress,
with respect to our funding various weapons programs and funding
various commercial aircraft operations, is the very heavy unemploy-
ment-we just do not have the facts. We do not know what it is. We
do not have the details. You have a broad category that includes this,
but there is no way we can tell what the situation is, and it would seem
to me it would be very useful for us if we could have some breakdown,
especially by area, so we would know what numbers of people in these

killd categories are looking for work.
.MOORE. I guess we just do not have that information.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I would hope that you could get that. It
would be very, very useful to have it.

Maybe you can tell us next month what it would cost, what it
would take to gather that kind of information, because certainly
Congress is making many decisions appropriating a great deal of
money on the notion that there is very heavy unemployment in these
areas, and we ought to know what we are doing.

Mr. MOORE. I will be glad to make a report on that to you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I asked Mr. Shiskin, chief economist of
OMB, about the status of the report on the President's Commission
on Federal Statistics. It seems to me he gave two reasons for its
nonappearance today. One was that there was some delay in printing.
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The other seemed to be there was some difficulty in getting an appoint-
ment with the President.

In your view, are these the reasons?
Mr. RATHBUN. No. The Commission completed its work on the

26th of September. The report went to printing at that time. We
thought we were going to get it by the 18th of October. We have
experienced a number of days, and we now have a reasonably firm
promise from GPO that we will get it on the 19th of October.

Chairman PROXMIRE. 19th of what?
Mr. RATHBUN. 19th of November. It has been delayed in the

printing process.
Chairman PROXMIRE. When do you think the report will be

available? Do you think it will be available on the 19th of November?
Mr. RATHBUN. That is my best estimate.
Chairman PROXMIRE. We in Congress are having increasing doubts

about Federal statistical programs. As you know, questions have
been raised by the press, by Members of Congress, by this committee.
We are especially concerned about a credibility gap developing about
the quality and free flow of economic information. Does the Com-
mission report address itself to this question?

Mr. RATEBUN. The Commission addressed all the deficiencies
it could think of in the Federal statistical system. You are asking
did it-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Did it address itself to the free flow of
information, to the availability of quality information, promptly
to the press and to the Congress, availability of experts to respond
to question?

Mr. RATHBUN. Yes. This was a factor in all their deliberations,
and the recommendations they make are designed to promote the
free flow of information. I would like to discuss

Chairman PROXMIRE. I am sure of that, but does it address itself
specifically to problems that have been raised by some of us with
respect to reorganization and so forth?

Mr. RATHBUN. In part. Throughout the course of the year, the
Commission met, there were people who raised questions about these
problems, and the Commission considered them.

Chairman PROXMIRE. And it will make recommendations, report
on it in part when the report is available on November 19?

Mr. RATHBUN. That is right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Moore, can you tell me what informa-

tion the Bureau of Labor Statistics has concerning unemployment
among Spanish Americans; that is, Mexican Americans, Puerto
Ricans, and others of Latin descent?

Mr. MOORE. 1 guess 1 will have to rely on Mr. Kaitz for that
information.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Does the regular monthly data contain any
information which enables you to isolate any unemployment problems
of that group?

Mr. KAITZ. No, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Has the Bureau done any special studies?
Mr. KAITZ. We have at various times;
Chairman PROXMIRE. How recently?
Mr. KAITZ. 1 think the most recent one, perhaps, would be for the

year 1968.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. 1968?
Mr. KAITZ. 1968 or 1969, 1 am not sure. We had several special

studies in a limited number of areas. For example, the New York City
area, which permits identification of the labor force and demographic
characteristics of Spanish-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Do you plan to do a study in the near future?
Mr. KAITZ. Not to my knowledge.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Is that not a rather long time for this very

substantial group which obviously is a minority group and does suffer
presumably greater unemployment? We have these regular statistics
on black; they have been very helpful to us. We do not have enough of
those. But we appear to have practically nothing on the Spanish-
speaking people, Puerto Ricans, who are very-who have a very, very
tough language problem.

Mr. MOORE. As far as regular monthly or quarterly reporting, the
problem is the familiar one of sampling. The national sample that we
used to collect these employment and unemployment figures is, 1
believe, not large enough to give accurate information broken down
that way. But I agree that it is an important problem, and that every
so often additional information should be provided. But 1 doubt that
it is worth doing every month, or even every quarter.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, but this is 3 years now; there is no
plan to do it again. it sounds as if you can do it about once every 5
years.

Mr. MOORE. There will be some information becoming available
soon from the Census Bureau on the situation in August 1970. it
followed the regular census-it is called census employment survey,
and it covered a great many areas where blacks, Spanish Americans,
and others live. Those reports will be becoming available very shortly.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Would it show unemployment as of what?
1970?

Mr. MOORE. August 1970.
Chairman PROXMIRE. That becomes historical, but it is not as useful

as it could be in making policy. I would think once a year as a begin-
ning might be a good goal to shoot at if we could do it without
excessive cost.

Mr. MOORE. Well, there would be a possibility, I would think, of
getting additional information once a year from the current popula-
tion survey. We will look into that. Mr. Kaitz, do you have anything
on that?

Mr. KAITZ. We have a proposal under discussion among the various
agencies concerning the expansion of the March household sample,
perhaps to twice its normal level so that it would permit showing
detailed information for some groups like Spanish-speaking people,
which cannot now be done for the present sample size. In other words,
the proposal was to increase the sample from perhaps 50,000 to 100,000
households for the month of March. The sample in the month of
March is used not only to collect normal information for the labor
force status of people in the preceding month, but it also collects
information on the income received by families and individuals during
the preceding calendar year.

So that I think it gives quite good information with regard to the
economic status of various groups during the preceding year.
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Now, if this sample could be doubled, I think we could get some
rather good tabulations for Spanish-speaking groups, for example.

There are other special factors that can be considered in this expan-
sion of the sample, such as to have a disproportionate expansion of the
sample in those areas of the country where Spanish-

Chairman PROXMIRE. To answer one of my previous questions,
would that sample show with respect to aerospace workers, for ex-
ample, would it give us a breakdown by State so we could get more
data on, say, aerospace workers in California or in Georgiat

Mr. KAITZ. If the sample were properly designed for that purpose,
it could do this. Across the country, as a whole, of course, it would
not be too good to identify groups whose numbers are relatively small
relative to the entire labor force. But if it were concentrated in certain
areas, we could get good results. Until now, I think we largely have to
rely for area data and type of skills of unemployed people on the
information which comes from the unemployment insurance program,
collected through the local employment offices.

This is the only kind of information we really have on that kind of
detailed basis at the present time.

We do have a survey which is gradually building up at the present
time to collect information on occupational employment by industry,
and it will be a national survey It will have a considerable amount of
occupational detail on a regular basis, perhaps once a year. This is
something that is in the process of development now. The survey is
operating at, 1 think, a rather modest level.

Chairman PROXMIRE. That might answer the problem on the yearly
information on Spanish-speaking people's employment problems.

Mr. KAITZ. No; it would not. It has no demographic information
in it. It is an establishment survey, where we get the information
from the payroll records of employers. They furnish us with the
occupational breakdown of the employment on their payrolls, but
there is no provision to give us the demographic or personal charac-
teristics of the people on their payroll. We would have to get that, 1
think, preferably, through a household survey.

Mr. MOORE. That would answer, though, your question concerning
scientific and technical personnel, and it is designed to do that.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I just have one other question, before I
yield to Congressman Blackburn.

Now that the "cult of personality" has been eliminated, do you still
think you should not restore the press conference on employment
and prices?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I have about the same view as 1 had all along.
on that subject, Mr. Chairman. So 1 have not altered my view. We
do hope, and 1 hope the gentlemen of the press hear me, to establish
good relations with the press. We want to do that. We try to answer
their questions as honesty and as reliably and as promptly as we can,
and that is about the size of it. But at the moment there are no plans
to restore the press conferences as they used to be run.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, you could do it to the better satisfac-
tion of the press, obviously, if you had a press conference, because
that is what they want. 1 have not heard a single member of the press
say to forget it, or say it is not worthwhile. They universally are
enthusiastic about it, and enjoyed it, and benefited from it, give out
better information, and 1 have a hunch-of course, this is not related
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to your employment press conference-but if you had a press confer-
ence, maybe you did, on that wholesale price release, 1 would think
if you had a press conference with the kind of sharp reporters we
have here, that they would not have made, as 1 think they did, the
disastrous mistakes in the New York Times, Washington Post, and
Washington Star, which all reported the wrong thing on the wholesale
prices today.

Mr. Blackburn.
Representative BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to

make this observation. I think a lot of people who looked forward to
these press conferences did so with some sadistic glee that they would
indicate a lack of success of the administration's economic policies.
Maybe some joy has gone out of it for some people, perhaps present
and nonpresent, in that the indicators are proving to be more favorable
than they were some time in the past.

As I recall, when we first had one of our meetings here, after you
had discontinued the regular press conference, I posed the question
then as to whether or not an economist or an expert in economic
matters could not use the published figures put out by your depart-
ment and analyze those figures on his own, if he were truly an expert,
without the need for further information by verbal dialog; is that still
true?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I would say substantially so. There are a great
many experts in this country, as you know, who know the employment
and unemployment data very thoroughly indeed, and analyze them
every month, just as we do.

However, there are technical questions relating to, say, a given
month's figure that they may not know the answer to, but there the
telephone is available, and they can call us up and we will give them
an answer.

Representative BLACKBURN. Then it remains just as true today as
it was some months ago that anyone who is really interested and has
some expertise in the matter can use your published statements, com-
bined with telephone information, and get all the information that is
needed for a dispassionate and accurate appraisal of our economic
status, is that true?

Mr. MOORE. I believe so.
Representative BLACKBURN. Your release states that the rate of

unemployment for married men declined from 3.3 percent in Septem-
ber to 3 percent in October, which is the lowest unemployment rate
for married men is one of our more important economic indicators;
and, if so, is this drop not a very encouraging sign? Would you care to
make an observation on that?

Mr. MOORE. Well, being a married man myself, sir, I perhaps have
a biased view of that, but it is true that many, many families depend
on the earnings of the male member of the household. In some cases,
they depend on the female members of the household as well. So that
the rate for married men is very important, and I think this 3-percent
rate for October, which is the lowest in a year, is an important result.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Would the Congressman yield on that?
Representative BLACKBURN. I would be happy to yield.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You would not observe that if more men got

married, we would have less unemployment, would you?
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Representative BLACKBURN. I would make the observation, having
been nonmarried and married, that the stimulus for employment is
far greater for a married man, particularly those with children. I can
attest to that. Now, this morning's papers carried a report that
McGraw-Hill Publications has predicted a 7-percent increase in
capital spending in 1972. I will quote it:

The planned increase for 1972, the chief economist from McGraw-Hill said,
is significantly higher than what was estimated last fall. It now appears that
capital investment will be a more positive factor in economic planning next year
than it was this year.

Now, the question I have is this: Is there a direct relationship
between increased capital spending and increased employment?

Mr. MOORE. Well, looking over the history of the past, I would
say there is. That is, in most economic expansions, there has been
both a growth in employment and a rise in capital investment, and
to a very large extent, from an economic standpoint, I think one
helps to generate the other. The production of the capital goods
employs people in that part of the production process, and usually
along with the capital investment there are other stimulating factors
that stimulate employment as well. So the two normally have gone
very closely together.

Representative BLACKBURN. Do you not feel that there is some
significance in the planned increase in capital investment to the extent
that it would indicate there would be a move toward greater produc-
tivity? Does increased capital investment not generally result or is
the purpose of it not to improve productivity?

Mr. MOORE. I think that is by and large the result, that the impor-
tant factor in improving productivity is the growth of capital invest-
ment; yes, sir.

Representative BLACKBURN. So to the extent that Government
policies are encouraging increases in capital investment, we hope,
we have reasons to expect it will improve productivity.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Representative BLACKBURN. Now, of the nine items on which

unemployment rates are published, seven went down during the past
month, and only two went up. Does this represent to you a significant
factor in analyzing the October unemployment figure?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I am not sure just what nine items you refer
to. We publish a large number of unemployment rates.

Representative BLACKBURN. It is in your report issued today.
Second item, percent of labor force, unemployment rates, you have
nine categories, and seven of them showed a decrease. Do you not feel
that is an encouraging sign that the economy is beginning to move
again, which is one of our phrases?

Mr. MOORE. Well, it is hard for me to answer that, sir. The figures
that are in that section of the table were picked out as being important
categories, in which many people were interested and wanted to know
what the figures were, it is, I would say, more encouraging to have
most of them going down than it would be to have most of them
going up.

Representative BLACKBURN. I would certainly agree with you. If
you will let me make one other observation here. The figures published
in the Economic Report of the President and the Economic Indicator
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of the Joint Economic Committee show that active duty military
personnel strength has declined by 750,000 since the President took
office. If one subtracts this figure from the number of unemployed in
October 1971, you can reach the interesting conclusion that but for
this reduction in military strength, the unemployment rate would
be less than 5 percent. That is, 4.9 percent. Of course additional, un-
employment can be traced to the cutting back of military contracts
and other activities, such as the SST in the civilian sector, a process
which would lower this 4.9 percent figure still further.

Would you comment on this?
Mr. MOORE. I am not sure I can follow the arithmetic in the first

part of your statement. But I would say this, that upon the release of
veterans from the armed services, by far the largest number of them,
percentagewise, do go into the labor force. The labor force participation
rate is around 91 percent. So that adds to the supply of labor that is
available.

Now, a large fraction, and this month it was 93 percent of those that
are in the labor force, got employment. Just what the effect of adding
that number to the civilian labor force is on the unemployment rate,
I think, is a little more complicated than the arithmetic that was
indicated in that statement.

I have myself not made that kind of calculation. I guess that is
about all I would care to say on that without thinking about it
further.

Representative BLACKBURN. What you are saying, in effect, is that
my figures are an oversimplification.

Mr. MOORE. I guess that is the way to put it.
Representative BLAcKBURN. Thank you, sir.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are expecting a vote shortly in the

House, and so I will get back to earning my keep after being up till
3 o'clock this morning.

Thank you, gentlemen.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You were earning your keep here.
Thank you very, very much, Mr. Moore, and gentlemen, for an

excellent, responsive job.
We appreciate your coming up and appreciate your press release,

and also your excellent responses.
The committee will stand adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the committee was adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.)
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:35 a.m., in room S-407,
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McHugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist; George
D. Krumbhaar, Jr., minority counsel; and Walter B. Laessig and
Leslie J. Bander, economists for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman PROXMIRE. The committee will come to order.
We once again welcome to the committee the Commissioner of the

Bureau of Labor Statistics and members of his staff to this monthly
review of employment-unemployment developments. This is the ninth
consecutive time BLS technicians have appeared before this committee
to discuss labor market conditions since the regular open press con-
ference was discontinued.

Whatever progress we are making toward combating inflation in
the President's program, we certainty are not making anything like
that kind of progress with respect to unemployment or economic
growth. I think this is the most discouraging aspect of all, Mr. Com-
missioner, in your press release here this morning. We are three and a
half months into the new economic program. There should be a real
bite after that period in increased demand and decreased unemploy-
ment. This seems to me to be the most discouraging report, in a sense,
that I have seen. We have an increase in unemployment from 5.8 to
6 percent.

You say the bulk of the overall rise in joblessness stemmed from
job loss, not from new people coming into the work force. You say
furthermore that the November increase in unemployment occurred
almost entirely among full-time workers, whose jobless rate rose from
5.4 to 5.8. As I understand it, the unemployment rate for white workers
is close to the highest since May of 1970; the number of workers on
part time for economic reasons-that is, those who want full-time
work but can't find it, can only find a part-time job or have had their
workweek reduced because of economic factors. That is at a 10-year
high.

(405)
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In addition, we have the unemployment rate for veterans which rose
frvm 7 percent to 8.2 percent, an especially cruel statistic. The veter-
ans' rate in November exceeded the rate for nonveterans in their age
group.

Then we have an appalling 'figure. Maybe this has occurred a few
times when there have been strikes, but we have the figure that the
average hourly earnings in production and nonsupervisory workers
was $3.47 in November, which was a decline from October, and that
the weekly earnings dropped 74 cents a week on the average-money
earnings, not allowing for inflation, but actual money earnings.

I think when we put all those factors together, this is a most disturb-
ing picture in terms of providing the kind of jobs we need, the kind
of economic growth we need. I would like to have your response,
Mr. Commissioner, to see if you can disabuse us of this kind of inter-
pretation of your release.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEOFFREY H. MOORE, COMMISSIONER, BU-
REAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOM-
PANIED BY JOEL POPKIN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR
PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS; AND HYMAN KAITZ, CHIEF,
OFFICE OF CURRENT EMPLOYMENT ANALYSIS

Mr. MooRE. I do not think the picture is entirely one of gloom,
but I will try to give you as accurate a picture as I can, as the releases
tried to do themselves.

I would, if you have no objection, like to have the employment
release and the wholesale price release put in the record.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; without objection, the press releases,
including the employment release and the wholesale price release, will
be put in the record at this point.

(The releases referred to follow:)

[Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Press Release No. 71-643, Dec. 3, 1971]

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: NOVEMBER 1971

Unemployment moved up in November but employment continued to gain and
reached 80 million for the first time, the U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau of
Labor Statistics reported today. Total employment has risen substantially since
the summer. The unemployment rate was 6.0 percent in November, compared with
5.8 percent in October. The overall jobless rate has fluctuated close to the 6-
percent mark since last November.

Nonagricultural payroll employment rose slightly in November, as employment
in most major industry divisions edged up from their October levels.

UNEMPLOYMENT

The number of unemployed persons totaled 4.8 million in November. After
allowance for the usual seasonal changes, unemployment was up 210,000 between
October and November, with virtually all of the increase occurring among young
adults. The bulk of the overall rise in joblessness stemmed from job loss (rather
than from the entry or re-entry of jobseekers into the labor force),.

The overall jobless rate was 6.0 percent in November, compared with 5.8 per-
cent in October and 6.0 percent in September. Although unemployment rates for
a few major labor force groups changed over the month, the jobless situation for
most workers was not significantly different in November from the patterns that
have generally prevailed during 1971.
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Unemployment rates for all adult men (4.4 percent) and teenagers (17.0 per-
cent) showed little or no change from their October levels. The adult male rate
continued within the relatively narrow 4.2-4.5 percent range in evidence since
the beginning of the year. The teenage jobless rate stood at the 17-percent mark
for the fourth consecutive month and has shown no clear trend since rising
sharply in late summer and early fall of 1970. For married men, however, the
jobless rate (3.4 percent) was up significantly over the month, following a drop in
October. Their rate has also shown no marked change during the course of the
year.

The unemployment rate for adult women rose from 5.5 to 5.8 percent over the
month but was little different from the levels that hame prevailed throughout
1971. The October-to-November rise primarily reflected increased joblessness
among 20-24 year-olds.

TABLE A.-HIGHLIGHTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED)

3d 2d Ist 4th
November October quarter quarter quarter quarter

Selected categories 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Millions of persons

Civilian labor torce - 85.2 84.8 84.2 83.7 83.6 83.4

Total employment - 80.0 79.8 79.2 78.7 78.6 78.6
Unemployment -5.2 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9

Percent of labor force

Unemployment rates:
All workers -6.0 5.8 6.0 6.0 5.9 5.9
Adult men -4.4 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.3
Adultwomen -5.8 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.5
Teenagers -17.0 17.0 16.8 16.8 17.4 17.5
White- ---------------------------- 55 5.4
Negro and other races -9.3 10.7 10.1 9.9 9.5 9. 2
Married men -3.4 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Full-time workers ----- 5.8 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
State insured -4.2 4.5 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.4

Millions of persons

Nonfarm payroll employment -70.9 70.8 70.6 70.7 70.4 70.1

Goods-producing industries -22.4 22.4 22.4 22.5 22.5 22.6
Service-producing industries -48.5 48.5 48.3 48.1 47.9 47.5

Hours of work

Average weekly hours:
Total private nonfarm -37.2 37.1 36.8 37.0 37.0 36.9

Manufacturing -40.1 39.8 39.8 39.9 39.8 39.5
Manufacturing overtime -2.9 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.7

Note: Payroll employment and hours figures for latest 2 months are preliminary.

Source: Tables A-l, A-3, B-l, B-2.

The November increase in unemployment occurred almost entirely among
full-time workers, whose rate rose from 5.4 percent in October to 5.8 percent
in November. The jobless rate for part-time workers was essentially unchanged
over the month.

White workers accounted for all of the November increase in joblessness.
Their unemployment rate, which had edged down between August and October,
rose from 5.3 to 5.7 percent in November, a return to the levels prevailing
during much of 1971. The jobless rate for Negroes, on the other hand, dropped
over the month-from 10.7 percent to 9.3 percent-after drifting upward since
the beginning of the year.

Among the major industries, the jobless rate for manufacturing workers
moved up in November following a decline in October. At 6.8 percent, the jobless
rate for factory workers has shown little change thus far in 1971. The unemploy-
ment rate for workers in wholesale and retail trade also rose over the month,
after inching downward since May. In contrast, the jobless rate for workers
in construction dropped from 10.3 to 8.9 percent in November; this rate had

60-174 0-72-pt. 2-9
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hovered around the 10-percent mark in recent months, following a decline from
even higher levels earlier in the year. With the exception of a small increase
in the rate for white-collar workers, unemployment rates for most major occu-
pational groups showed little change over the month.

For workers covered by State unemployment insurance programs, the jobless
rate moved down from 4.5 to 4.2 percent in November (seasonally adjusted).
The decline returned the State insured rate to the August level, after small
increases in the intervening months.

The increase in joblessness in November resulted in a rise in the number of
workers unemployed less than 5 weeks, which, in turn, was partly responsible
for lowering the average duration of unemployment to 11.7 weeks, seasonally
adjusted. Since May, the average duration of unemployment has fluctuated
narrowly around 12 weeks, some 3 weeks above year-ago levels.

The number of workers on part time for economic reasons (those who want
full-time work but have been able to find only a part-time job or have had their
workweek reduced because of economic factors affecting their jobs) rose from2.5 to 2.6 million (seasonally adjusted) in November. This series had hovered
around the 2.5-million mark since last December, but the November increase
brought the number of such workers to a 10-year high.

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

The Nation's civilian labor force rose by 390,000 in November, seasonally
adjusted, to an alltime high of 85.2 million. The over-the-month increase, con-fined largely to adult women and teenagers, continued the rapid expansion of
the civilian labor force in evidence since late summer.

Total employment has also risen substantially since the summer. The increase
in recent months has been concentrated among adult women.

VIETNAM ERA VETERANS

After dropping substantially in October, unemployment among Vietnam Era
veterans 20 to 29 years old returned to the level that had prevailed throughout
the third quarter of 1971. A total of 320,000 war veterans were unemployed inNovember, 50,000 more than in October, while the number employed held steady
at 3.6 million. (Data are not seasonally adjusted; see table A-7.) Compared
with November 1970, unemployment was little changed, but employment in-
creased by 500,000; the number of 20-29 year-old Vietnam Era veterans in the
population rose 590,000 over the year.

The unemployment rate for veterans rose from 7.0 to 8.2 percent over the
month. The veterans' rate in November exceeded the rate for nonveterans inthis age group, as was the case in most months of 1971. For nonveterans, both
the level (570,000) and rate of unemployment (7.0 percent) in November were
essentially unchanged from October.

INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENTS

Nonagricultural payroll employment rose 80,000, seasonally adjusted, in No-
vember, following a month of little change. The Nlovember increase brought the
number of payroll jobs to within 235,000 of the alltime high set in March 1970.
Small over-the-month employment gains were posted in both the goods- and
service-producing sectors.

Employment in manufacturing increased by 40,000, seasonally adjusted, be-
tween October and November. At 18.6 million, factory employment was up by135,000 from the recent low reached this past August but was still 1.7 million
below the alltime high of July 1969. Half of the over-the-month increase tookplace in the food processing industry, where employment rose 20,000, following
a decline of similar magnitude in the previous month. There were no substantial
employment changes in the other manufacturing industries.

In contract construction, employment rose for the third month in a row,
Increasing by 10,000 (seasonally adjusted) in November. After declining during
the spring and summer, construction employment has returned to the levels oflate 1970, although remaining well below the record highs reached in late 1969
and early 1970. Mining employment was unchanged at its low October level,
due to the continuation of the bituminous coal strike (which was settled after
the survey week).
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Employment in the service-producing industries rose by 40,000 in November,
as increases in finance, insurance, and real estate (20,000), service (40,000),
and State and local government (30,000) more than offset a decline in whole-
sale and retail trade (50,000). Employment in transportation and in Federal
government remained virtually unchanged in November.

HOURS OF WORK

The average workweek for all rank-and-file workers on private non-agricul-
tural payrolls edged up 0.1 hour, seasonally adjusted, in November to 37.2 hours.
This small rise in seasonally adjusted hours resulted from the shift of the
Veterans Day holiday-which in previous years had usually occurred during
the November survey week-to the fourth Monday of October. As a result of
this change in the holiday schedule, the typical decline in hours did not take
place this year.

In manufacturing, the workweek moved up by 0.3 hour in November to 40.1
hours (seasonally adjusted), with gains being posted in most industries. This
increase also largely resulted from the effect of the shift in Veterans Day.

The largest over-the-month increase in hours occurred in contract construc-
tion (1.5 hours, seasonally adjusted) and may be attributable to exceptionally
good weather in the survey week as well as to the effect of the Veterans Day
shift. The workweek in transportation and public utilities, trade, and services
all edged up 0.1 hour in November.

Factory overtime hours edged down 0.1 hour in November to 2.9 hours. The
contraction in overtime was centered in the nondurable goods industries. Over-
time hours in manufacturing have continued in the 2.8 to 3.0 hours range since
the beginning of the year.

EARNINGS

Average hourly earnings of production and nonsupervisory workers on private
nonagricultural payrolls were $3.47 in November, a decline of 2 cents from
October. Compared with a year ago, hourly earnings have risen 18 cents or
5.5 percent.

As a result of the drop in hourly earnings, average weekly earnings in Novem-
ber were down 74 cents over the month to $128.74. Gains in weekly earnings in
manufacturing and services were more than offset by declines in mining, con-
tract construction, and finance, insurance, and real estate. Compared with
November 1970, average weekly earnings were up by $7.67 or 6.3 percent. Dur-
ing the latest 12 month period for Which the Consumer Price Index is available-
October 1970 to October 1971-consumer prices rose by 3.8 percent.
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TABLE A-1.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE NONINSTITUTIONAL POPLUATION BY SEX AND AGE

[in thousands!

Seasonally adjusted

Employmentst atus, age, Novem- October Novem- Novem- October Septem- August July
and sex ber 1971 1971 ber 1970 ber 1971 1971 ber 1971 1971 1971

Total
Total labor force -87,715 87, 352
Civilian labor force - 85, 019 84,635

Employed -80,204 80,065
Agriculture -3,262 3, 470
Nonagricultural indus-

tries -76,942 76,595
On part time for eco-

nomic reasons - 2, 311 2,246
Usually work full

time.. 1,120 1, 080
Usually work part

time -1,191 1,166
Unemployed -4,815 4, 570

Men, 20 years and over

Civilian labor force - 48, 013 48, 003
Employed---------------- 46, 090 46,247

Agriculture- 2,440 2, 531
Nonagricultural indus-

tries -43, 650 43, 717
Unemployed-- -- 1, 923 1, 755

Women, 20 years and over
Civilian labor force - 29, 762 29, 540

Employed - 28,114 27, 886
Agriculture -529 595
Nonagricultural indus-

tries -27, 584 27, 291
Unemployed -1, 648 1,654

Both sexes, 16 to 19 years
Civilian labor force- 7,244 7,093

Employed---------------- 6,000 5,932
Agriculture -293 344
Nonagricultural indus-

tries -5, 707 5, 588
Unemployed -1,244 1,161

86,386 87, 868 87, 500 87, 347 87, 087 86, 626
83 347 85, 172 84 783 84, 598 84,312 83,829
78 741 80, 022 79,845 79, 525 79, 197 78, 941
3, 226 3, 393 3, 369 3, 356 3, 415 3, 367

75, 515 76, 629 76, 476 76, 169 75, 782 75, 574

2,353 2,616 2,507 2,260 2,469 2, 450

1,250 1,250 1,161 1,056 1,173 1,134

1 103 1,366 1,346 1,204 1,296 1,316
4,607 5,150 4,938 5,073 5,115 4 888

47,335 48,238 48,176 48,194 48,074 47,956
45 520 46,101 46,104 46, 004 45 903 45 888
2,418 2,495 2,474 2, 246 2 472 2,458

43, 102 43,606 43, 630 43, 578 43, 431 43, 430
1,815 2,137 2,072 2,190 2,171 2,068

29 057 29,276 29,108 28,995 28,859 28,525
27,500 27, 568 27, 515 27, 376 27,172 26, 897

523 525 521 551 543 516

26,977 27, 043 26, 994 26,825 26, 629 26,381
1,557 1,708 1,593 1,619 1,687 1,628

6,955 7,658 7,499 7, 409 7,379
5,720 6,353 6,226 6,145 6,122

285 373 374 379 400

5, 435 5, 980 5,852 5,722 5,722
1,235 1,305 1,273 1,264 1,257

7, 348
6,156

393

5, 763
1,192

TABLE A-2.-FULL- AND PART-TIME STATUS OF THE CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE BY SEX AND AGE

[Numbers in thousands]

Seasonally adjusted
Full- and part-time
employment status, sex, Novem- Novem- Novem- October Septem- August July Novem-
and age ber 1971 ber 1970 ber 1971 1971 ber 1971 1971 1971 her 1970

FULL TIME

Total, 16 years and over:
Civilian laborforce - 71,969 70,724 73,100 72,534 72,419 72,232 72,006 71,815

Employed -68,395 67, 302 68, 896 68, 614 68,320 68,242 68, 161 67, 789
Unemployed ------- 3, 575 3,422 4,204 3,920 4,099 3,990 3, 845 4, 026
Unemployment rate - 5.0 4.8 5.8 5.4 5.7 5.5 5.3 5.6

Men, 20 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 45,606 44,951 45,939 45, 750 45, 790 45,697 45,738 45,268

Employed - 43,865 43, 315 43, 953 43. 804 43, 773 43,669 43 819 43, 402
Unemployed-------- 1, 740 1,635 1,986 1,946 2,017 2, 028 1,919 1, 866
Unemployment rate- 3.8 3.6 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1

women, 20 years and over:
Civilian labor force -. 23, 106 22,603 23, 015 22, 759 22, 810 22, 620 22, 315 22, 514

Employed -------- 21, 859 21,390 21, 643 21, 507 21,454 21, 339 21, 049 21, 178
UnEmployed - 1,247 1,214 1,372 1,252 1,356 1,281 1,266 1,336
Unemployment rate - 5.4 5.4 6.0 5.5 5.9 5.7 5.7 5.9

PART TIME
Total, 16 years and over:

Civilian labor force -- --- 13,049 12,624 12,128 12, 166 12,346 12,222 11,960 11,736
Employed -11,810 11,439 11,089 11,140 11,326 11,089 10,924 10,746
Unemployed -1, 240 1,185 1, 039 1,026 1, 020 1,133 1, 036 990
Unemployment rate 9.5 9.4 8.6 8.4 8.3 9.3 8.7 8.4

Note: Persons on part-time scedules for economic reasons are oncluded in the full-time employed category; unem-
ployed persons are allocated by whether seeking full- or part-time work.
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TABLE A-3.-MAJOR UN EMPLOYMENT INDICATORS

[Persons 16 years and overl

Thousands of
persons Seasonally adjusted rates of unemployment

unemployed

Nov. Nov. Nov. Oct. Sept. Aug. July Nov
Selected categories 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Total (all civilian workers) -4,815 4,607 6.0 5.8 6.0 6.1 5.8 5.9

Men, 20 years and over -1,923 1,815 4.4 4.3 4. 5 4.5 4.3 4. 2
Women, 20 years and over -1,648 1,557 5.8 5.5 5.6 5.8 5.7 5.6
Both sexes. 16 to 19 years -1,244 1, 235 17.0 17.0 17. 1 17.0 16.2 17. 6

White -------------------- 3,982 3,818 5.7 5.3 5.4 5.6 5. 3 5. 5
Negro and other races-832 788 9.3 10.7 10. 5 9.8 10.1 9. 0
Married men -1,189 1,140 3.4 3.0 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.2
Full-time workers -3, 575 3,422 5.8 5.4 5.7 5. 5 5.3 5. 6
Part-time workers -1,240 1,185 8.6 8.4 8.3 9.3 8. 7 8.4
Unemployed l5 weeks and over I-1,------- 058 720 1.5 1.5 1. 5 1. 5 1.6 1.1I
State insured 52 weeks........r .... .1,828 2,004 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.6
Labor force time lost' -- - 6. 5 6.5 6.3 6.5 6.3 6.4

OCCUPATION4

White-collarworkers -1,378 1,370 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.6

Professional and technical -310 253 3.2 2.9 2.6 3.1 2.8 2. 6
Managers,officials,and proprietors -169 140 2.0 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.8 1. 7
Clerical workers-------------- 696 734 4.8 4.6 4. 6 4.8 5.0 5. 0
Sales workers -203 242 4.0 3.9 3.9 4. 5 4.7 4. 9

Blue-collar workers -2,009 2,011 7. 5 7.2 8. 0 7.6 7.1 7. 4

Craftsmen and foremen -434 431 4.5 4.7 5.8 5.5 5.3 4. 5
Operatives -1,074 1,177 8.4 8.0 8.4 8.3 8.0 8.8
Nonfarm laborers -501 403 11. 5 10.9 11.6 10.5 9.1 10.1

Service workers---------------- 733 602 6.6 6. 1 6. 5 6.6 6.6 S. 0
Farmworkers -- 99 77 3.4 2.0 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.7

INDUSTRY4

Nonagricultural private wage and salary
workers s------------------3,620 3, 558 6.2 6.0 6.2 6.2 6. 1 6.2

Construction -352 336 8.9 10.3 10 0 10.2 9.6 9.1
Manufacturing -1,284 1,450 6.8 6.3 7.0 6.9 6.6 7.3

Durable goods -765 935 7.1 6.7 7.1 6.8 6. 5 8.2
Nondurable goods -519 515 6.3 5.8 6.8 7.0 6.7 6.1

Transportation and public utilities -192 161 4.4 4.4 3.6 3.1 3.0 3.6
Wholesale and retail trade -950 826 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.4 6.1
Finance and service industries -829 778 5.2 4.8 5.1 5.4 5.4 5.1

Government wage and salary workers -398 326 3.4 3.3 2.9 3.1 2.9 2.8
Agricultural wage and salary workers -111 102 9.3 7.1 8.8 9.4 8.3 8.8

I Unemployment rate calculated as a percent of civilian labor force.
a Insured unemployment under State programs-unemployment rate calculated as a percent of average covered em-

P Man-hourslost by the unemployed and personson part time foreconomic reasons as a percent of potentially available
labor force man-hours.

4 Unemployment by occupation includes all experienced unemployed persons, whereas that by industry covers only
unemployed wage and salary workers.

a Includes mining, not shown separately.

TABLE A-4.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER BY DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT

[in thousands

Seasonally adjusted

Nov. Nov. Nov. Oct. Sept Aug. JuV Nov.
Duration of unemployment 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 197. 197 1970

Less than 5 weeks -2, 244 2,284 2,292 2,194 2,344 2,372 2,112 2, 333
S to 14weeks-----------------1,513 1,603 1,659 1,549 1,589 1,535 1,532 1,758
iS weeks and over- -058 720 1 293 1,231 1,239 1,305 1, 311 880

15 to 26 weeks - ----- 564 437 726 641 672 752 747 555
27 weeks and over -494 283 567 590 567 553 564 325

Average (mean) duration, in weeks 11.5 9.1 11.7 12.2 12.0 11.5 11.6 9.3
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TABLE A-5.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS BY REASON FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

[Numbers in thousandsj

Seasonally adjusted

Nov. Nov. Nov. Oct. Sept. Aug. July Nov
Reason for unemployment 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Number of unemployed:
Lost last job 2,103 2, 082 2,409 2,219 2,372 2, 449 2,258 2,385
Left last lob -608 586 630 539 571 568 518 607
Reentered labor force 1, 509 1,398 1,507 1,456 1, 547 1,507 1, 544 1,397
Never worked before -595 541 668 668 607 644 548 607

Percent distribution:
Total unemployed -100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Lost last job -43.7 45.2 46.2 45. 5 46. 5 47.4 46.4 47.7
Left last lob -12.6 12.7 12.1 11.0 11. 2 11.0 10. 6 12. 1
Reentered labor force -31.3 30.3 29.9 29.8 30.4 29.2 31.7 28.0
Never worked before -12.4 11.7 12.8 13.7 11.9 12.5 11.3 12. 1

Unemployed as a percent of the civialin labor
force:

Lostlastjob -2.5 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.9
Leftlastiob- .7 .7 .7 .6 .7 .7 .6 .7
Reentered labor force ----------- 1.8 1.7 1.8 .17 1.8 1.8 1.8 1. 7
Never worked before- .7 .6 .8 .8 .7 .8 .7 .7

TABLE A-6.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS BY AGE AND SEX

Percent
looking

Thousands of for full-
persons time Seasonally adjusted unemployment rate

work,
Nov. Nov. Nov. Nov. Oct. Sept. Aug. July Nov.

Age and sex 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Total, 16 years and over -4,815 4,607 74.2 6.0 5.8 6.0 6.1 5.8 5.9

16 to 19 years ---------- 1,244 1,235 47.3 17.0 17.0 17.1 17.0 16.2 17.6i
16 and 17 years -590 566 22.9 18.4 20.5 18.6 19.7 18.3 18.6
18 and 19 years -654 669 69.3 15.7 14.6 16.0 15.0 14.9 16. 6

20 to 24 years -1,083 977 81.4 10.5 9.3 9.6 10.1 9.7 10.0
25 years and over -2,488 2,395 84.6 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.9

25to 54years -2,012 1,936 86.1 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.2
55 years and over -476 460 78.2 3.4 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.1 3.3

Males, 16 years and over -2,580 2,343 79.7 5.4 5.3 5. 5 5. 5 5.2 5. 2

16 to 19 years -657 619 48.2 16.4 17.0 16.4 17.3 15. 5 16. 5
16and 17 years - 325 300 24.6 18.0 21.1 19.1 19.5 18.5 17.7
18 and 19 years -332 320 71.1 14.7 14.0 14.5 15.4 13.5 15. 1

20 to 24 years -609 556 83.6 10.7 10.1 10. 5 10.5 10.1 10.4
25 yearsand over -1,314 1,259 93.7 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4

25 to 54 years -1,037 955 96.4 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.5 3. 5
55 years and over -276 305 83.7 3.2 2.9 3.0 3.3 3.1 3. 5

Females, 16 years and over -2,235 2,173 67.9 7.0 6.6 6.8 7.0 6.9 7.0

16 to 19 years. - 587 616 46. 2 17.8 17.0 17.8 16.7 17.1 19.0
16 and 17 years-------- 265 266 20.8 18.9 19.8 17.9 19.9 18.1 19.8
18and 19years -- 322 350 67.1 17.0 15.4 17.7 14.6 16.5 18.4

20to24years ---- 474 421 78.7 10.3 8.4 8.6 9.5 9.1 9.6
25 years and over -1,174 1,136 74.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.1 5.0 4. 8

25to54years -975 980 75.2 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.5 5. 5 5.4
55 years and over. -199 155 70.9 3.7 2.9 3.4 3.8 3.3 2.9
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TABLE A-7.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29 YEARS OLD

lNumbers in thousands; data not seasonally adjusted]

War veterans I Nonveterans

November October November November October November
Employment status 1971 1971 1970 1971 1971 1970

Civilian noninstitutional populationo... 4,293 4,252 3,702 9, 570 9, 515 9, 066
Civilian labor force- 3,937 3,876 3,401 8,170 8,159 7,819
Percent of population -1.7 91.2 91.9 85.4 85.7 86.2

Employed - 3,616 3,606 3,110 7,600 7,621 7,318
Unemployed -321 270 291 570 538 501
Unemployment rate- 8.2 7.0 8.6 7.0 6.6 6.4

Not in labor force -356 376 301 1,400 1, 356 1, 247

I War veterans are defined by the dates of their service in the U.S. Armed Forces. War veterans 20 to 29 years old are
all veterans of the Vietnam era (service at any time after Aug 4, 1964), and they account for about 85 percent of the Viet-
nam era veterans of all ages. About 600,000 post-Korean-peacetime veterans 20 to 29 years old are not included in this
table.



TABLE B-1.-EMPLOYEES ON NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

[in thousandsj

Change from Seasonally adjusted

Change from
November October September November October November November October September October

Industry 1971 1971 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971

Total -71,517 71,365 71,184 70,562 152 955 70,915 70,831 70,853 84

Goods-producing -22,589 22, 701 22,934 22,609 -112 -20 22,407 22,360 22,482 47

Mining -514 520 623 623 -6 -109 515 519 616 -4
Contract construction -3,390 3,477 3,471 3,383 -87 7 3,301 3,289 3,250 12
Manufacturing -18, 685 18, 704 18, 840 18, 603 -19 82 18,591 18,552 18,616 39

Production workers ---------- - 13, 608 13, 612 13, 738 13,374 -4 234 13,506 13,459 13, 515 47
Durable goods -10,607 10,601 10,657 10,485 6 122 10,566 10,555 10,597 11

Production workers -7,669 7,649 7, 695 7,425 20 244 7,623 7,600 7,630 23
Ordnance and accessories -186. 9 188.0 190.2 218. 2 -1. 1 -31.3 186 188 190 -2
Lumber and wood products -596.8 600. 6 601.5 560.9 -3.8 35.9 600 596 591 4
Furnitire and fixtures -477.0 473.6 468.3 458.3 3.4 18. 7 471 468 465 3 A
Stoneclay, and glass products -642.8 639.6 644.0 628.1 3.2 14.7 640 633 633 7 1
Primary metal industries -1,171. 5 1,165. 1 1,176.0 1, 239.0 6.4 -67. 5 1, 185 1, 186 1, 182 -1 v
Fabricated metal products- 1, 347.4 1, 349. 5 1,354.1 1, 315.7 -2. 1 31.7 1, 335 1, 341 1, 346 -6
Machinery, except electrical- 1, 779.2 1, 772.4 1,788.4 1, 851.6 6.8 -72.4 1, 797 1, 788 1 794 9
Electrical equipment------- 1,805. 1 1,799.9 1,803.2 1, 826.9 5.2 -21.8 1, 789 1, 793 1, 791 -4
Transportation equipment -1,736. 4 1,747.5 1,768. 7 1,513.2 -11. 1 223.2 1,718 1,718 1,758 0
Instruments and related products -435.3 435.4 434.8 442. 4 -.1 -7.1 434 436 435 -2
Miscellaneous manufacturing -428. 6 429.6 428.1 430.7 -1.0 -2.1 411 408 412 3
Nondurable goods- 8.078 8.103 8,183 8,118 -25 -40 8,025 7,997 8,019 28

Production workers ----------------- 5,939 5,963 6,043 5,949 -24 -10 5, 883 5, 859 5, 885 24
Food and kindred products -1, 767. 5 1, 802.3 1, 879. 3 1,786.8 -34.8 -19. 3 1. 747 1,726 1, 755 21
Tobacco manufactures -75.8 80.3 84.2 86.1 -4. 5 -10.3 70 69 72 1
Textile mill products --- 972.8 965. 4 964. 5 964.0 7.4 8. 8 969 963 960 6
Apparel and other textile products -1,384.4 1,379.3 1,374. 2 1,369.0 5.1 15.4 1,373 1,366 1,361 7
Paper and allied products -693.6 690.9 696.7 699. 5 2.7 -5.9 691 692 694 -1
Printing anddpublishing -1,086. 4 1,088.4 1,081.4 1, 105.0 -2.0 -18.6 1,082 1, 086 1, 082 -4
Chemical and allied products -1,002.3 1,004.1 1, 009 4 1,032.8 -1.8 -30. 5 1,006 1, 007 1.008 -1
Petroleum and coal products -189. 0 190. 5 191.9 189.2 -1. 5 -.2 189 190 190 -1
Rubber and plastics products, nec -599.2 597.8 595.9 571. 2 1. 4 28.0 594 594 591 0
Leather and leather products -306. 7 303.7 305. 5 314.7 3.0 -8. 0 304 403 306 0

Service-producing- 48,928 48,664 48, 250 47, 953 264 975 48, 508 48, 471 48, 37L 37

Transportation and public utilities -4, 458 4,445 4, 509 4, 520 3 -62 4, 445 4,442 4, 460 3
Wholesale and retail trade -15,469 15,321 15, 242 15,154 148 315 15,211 15,264 15. 273 -53

Wholesale trade -- ------- 3,897 3,899 3, 880 3, 858 -2 39 3.866 3, 876 3, 865 -10
Retail trade- -- --- 11,572 11,422 11,362 11,296 150 276 11 345 11, 388 11, 408 -43



Finance, insurance, and real estate - 3, 839 3,825 3,829 3,706 14 133 3,854 3,833 3,821 21
Services -------------------------- 12,037 12,032 11,986 11,738 5 299 12,049 12,008 11,962 41
Government ------------------------ 13,125 13, 031 12, 684 12, 835 94 290 12, 949 12,924 12, 855 25

Federal ------------------------ 2,663 2,659 2,666 2, 648 4 15 2,672 2, 675 2, 674 -3
State and local --------------------- 10,462 10, 372 10,018 10,187 90 275 10, 277 10,249 10,181 28

X Preliminary.

I-



TABLE B-2.-AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS ' ON PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

Change from Seasonally adjusted

Change fromNovember October September November October November November October September OctoberIodustry 1971' 19712 1971 1970 1970 1970 197102 197123 1971 1971

Total private - -- -- --------- 37.1 37.1 37.0 36.8 0.0 0.3 37.2 37.1 36.7 0.Mining . 42.7 42.9 42.1 42.7 -.2 42.7 42.6 41.9 I.Contract construction -38.1 38.3 36.9 36.2 -.2 1.9 39.2 37.7 35.7 5Manufacturing -40.2 40.0 39.8 39.7 2 5 40.1 39.8 39.5 3.Overtime hours- 3.0 3.1 3.1 2.8 - 2 2.9 3.0 2.8 -Durablegoods -40.8 40.5 40. 0 40.1 3 .7 40.7 40.3 39.7 .4Overtime hours -3.0 3.0 3.0 2.6 0 .4 2.9 2.8 2.7 .1Ordnance and accessories 41.6 41. 7 41.9 40.5 -. 1 1.1 41.5 41.7 41.7 -. 2Lumber and wood products 40.5 40.9 40.4 39.6 -. 4 .9 40. 7 40.6 40.1 . 1Furniture and fixtures- 40.3 40.3 40.0 39. 7 0 .6 39.9 39.6 39.4 .3Stone, clay,tand glass products 42.1 42.1 41.9 41. 1 0 1.0 42.1 41.8 41.4 .3Primary metalI indostries------- 39. 6 39. 7 39.5 39.4 -. 1 .2 39.8 40. 1 39.5 -. 3
Fabricated metal products 40.7 40.4 39.9 40.3 .3 .4 40.5 40.2 39.3 .3Machinery, except electrical 41.2 40.7 40.6 40.6 .5 .6 41.2 40.7 40.5 .5Electrical equipment -40.4 40.2 40. 0 40. 0 .2 .4 40.1 40.0 39.6 11
Transportation equipment 41.6 41.0 39.1 40.6 .6 1.0 41.0 40.5 38.5 .5Instruments and related products.---- 40.7 40.0 40.0 40.2 .7 .5 40.4 39.8 39.7 .6 ,Miscellaneous manufacturing ----- 39. 6 39.3 38.9 38.9 .3 .7 39.2 38.9 38. 7 .3 O

Nondurablegoods - .- 39.5 39.3 39.5 39.1 .2 .4 39.4 39.2 39.1 .2Overtime hours -3.0 3.2 3.4 2.9 -.2 .1 2.9 3.0 3.1 -.1Food and kindred products 40.0 40.0 40.9 40.6 0 -.6 39.9 39.9 40.5 0Tobacco manufacturers -35.3 36.8 37.8 38.5 -1.5 -3.2 35.2 35.5 36.6 -.3Textile mill products -41.3 41.0 40.6 40.0 .3 1.3 40.0 40.8 40.4 .2Apparel and other textile products-- 36.4 35.9 35.5 35.4 .5 1.0 36.3 36.0 35.4 .3Paper and allied products 42.4 42.3 42.2 41.8 .1 .6 42.3 42.0 41.9 ;3Printing and publishing -37.8 37.5 37.7 37.5 .3 .3 37.8 37.4 37.4 .4Chemicals and allied products 41.8 41.4 42. 1 41.5 .4 .3 41.6 41.4 42.1 .2Petroleum and coal products 42.1 42.4 42.8 43.1 -.3 -1.0 41.8 42.2 42.9 -4Rubber and plastics products, nec -- 40.6 40.6 40. 5 39. 7 0 .9 40.4 40.3 40.0 .1Leather and leather products 38.2 37.6 36.9 37.2 .6 1.0 38.1 37.8 37.3 .3Transportation and public utilities -40.8 40.7 40.8 40.5 .1 .3 40.6 40.5 40.6 .1Wholesale and retail trade -35.0 35.0 35.2 34.9 0 .1 35.3 35.2 35.1 .1Wholesale trade -- ------- - 40.0 39.9 39.7 39.7 .1 .3 40.1 39.9 39.7 .2
Retail trade -33.5 33.5 33.7 33.4 0 .1 33.8 33.8 33.6 .0Finance, insurance, and real estate 37.1 37. 1 36.9 36.8 0 .3 37.0 37.0 37.0 .0Services -34.2 34.1 34.1 34.2 .1 0 34.3 34.2 34.2 .1

IData related to production workers in mining and manufacturing: to construction workers in 2 Preliminary.
contract construction: and to nonsupervisory workers in transportation and public utilities; whole-
sale and retail trade; finance, insurance, and real estate; and services. These groups account for
approximately four-fifths of the total employment on private nonagricultural payrolls.



TABLE B-3.-AVERAGE HOURLY AND WEEKLY EARNINGS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS I ON PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

Average hourly earnings Average weekly earnings

Change from Change from

November October September November October November November October September November October November
Industry _ 1971'2 1971'2 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 2 197103 1971 1970 1971 1970

Total private-
Mining ------------
Contract construction
Manufacturing-

Durable Goods
Ordnance and accessories
Lumber and wood products.
Furniture and fixtures
Stone, clay, and glass products..
Fabricated metal products.
Primary metal industries .
Machinery, except electrical ---
Electrical equipment .
Transportation equipment
Instruments and related pro-
ducts
Miscellaneous manufacturing.-..

NONDURABLE GOODS
Food and kindred products.
Tobacco manufactures-
Textile mill products
Apparel and other textile prod-

ucts
Paper and allied products
Printing and publishing .
Chemicals and allied products.
Petroleum and coal products--
Rubber and plastic products,

nec .
Leather and leather products

Transportation and public utilities.
Wholesale and retail trade

Wholesale trade -
Retail trade .

Finance, insurance, and real estate.
Services --.---------------------.-----

$3. 47 $3.49 $3.49 $3.29 -$0.02 $0. 18 $128.74 $129.48 $129. 13 $121.07 -$0.74 $7. 67
3.92 3.91 4.15 3.97 .01 -.05 167. 38 167.74 174. 72 169.52 -. 36 -2.14
5.89 5.89 5.86 5.46 0 .43 224.41 225.59 216.23 197.65 -1.18 26.76
3.60 3.60 3.60 3.39 0 .21 144.72 144.00 143.28 134. 58 .72 10. 14
3.83 3.82 3.83 3.57 .01 .26 156.26 154.71 153.20 143.16 1.55 13.10
3.91 3.91 3.90 3.73 0 .18 162.66 163.05 163.41 151.07 -.39 11.59
3.19 3.20 3.21 3.05 -. 01 .14 129.20 130.88 129.68 120.78 -1.68 8.42
2.93 2.92 2.95 2.81 .01 .12 118.08 117.68 118.00 111.56 .40 6.52
3.72 3.73 3.75 3.50 -. 01 .22 156.61 157.03 157.13 143.85 -.42 12.75
3.76 3.77 3.77 3.254 -.01 .22 153.03 152.31 150.42 142.66 .72 10.37
4.37 4.35 4.35 3.98 .02 .39 173.06 172.70 171.83 156.81 .35 16.24
4.03 4.04 4.04 3.82 -.01 .21 166.04 164.43 164.02 155.09 1.61 10.95
3.51 3.52 3.52 3.34 -.01 .17 141.80 141.50 140.80 133.60 .30 8.20
4.46 4.45 4.42 4.01 .01 .45 185.54 182.45 172.82 162.81 3.09 22:73 -

3.53 3.56 3.57 3.42 -.03 .11 143.67 142.40 142.80 137.48 1.27 6.19
2.95 2.96 2.96 2.87 -. 01 .08 116.82 116.33 115.14 111.64 .49 5.18
3.29 3.29 3.31 3.15 0 .14 129.96 129.30 130.75 123.17 .66 6.79
3.39 3.38 3.38 3.24 .01 .15 135.60 135.20 138.24 131.54 .40 4.06
3.01 3.04 3.03 2.93 -.03 .08 106.25 111.87 114.53 112.81 -5.62 -6.56
2.60 2.59 2.58 2.52 .01 .08 107.38. 106.19 104.75 100.80 1.19 6.58

2.53 2.52 2.53 2.43 .01 .10 92.09 90.47 89.82 86.02 1.62 6.07
3.72 3.73 3.77 3.53 -.01 .19 157.73 157.78 159.08 147.55 -.05 10.18
4.26 4.26 4.28 4.02 0 .24 161.03 159.75 161.36 150.75 1.28 10.28
4.01 4.00 4.03 3.79 .01 .22 167.62 165.60 169.66 157.29 2.02 10.33
4.62 4.65 4.66 4.34 -.03 .28 194.50 197.16 199.45 187.05 -2.66 7.45

3.45 3.46 3.48 3.29 -.01 .16 140.07 140.48 140.94 130.61 -.41 9.46
2.62 2.63 2.62 2.51 -.01 .11 100.08 98.89 96.68 93.37 1.19 6.71
4.30 4.31 4.33 3.96 -.01 .34 175.44 175.42 176.66 160.38 .02 15.06
2.90 2.90 2.90 2.77 0 .13 101.50 101.50 102.08 96.67 0 4.83
3.72 3.71 3.72 3.52 .01 .20 148.80 148.03 147.68 139.74 .77 9.06
2.59 2.60 2.60 2.49 -.01 .10 86.77 87.10 87.62 83.17 -.33 3.60
3.29 3.31 3.30 3.15 -.02 .14 122.06 122.80 121.77 115.92 -.74 6.14
3.03 3.03 3.04 2.90 0 .13 103.63 103.32 103.66 99.18 .31 4.45

'See footnote 1, table 0-2. 
'Preliminary.

I See footnote 1, table B-2. X Preliminary.



418

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT-HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATES-HCUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY AtNJSYEO
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UNEMPLOYMENT-HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
SEASONALLY AW-USTED
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NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT AND HOURS-ESTABLISHMENT SURVEY
SEASONALLI AD-. TEU

21. TOTAL NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT

THO US
06000

SacoO

,sale

40000

,ssoac

22. EMIPLOYMIENT
SERVICE-PROOUCONC INOUSTRIES

S:NOS

7

CS000

s0000

4SOOO

401100

30000

- -196I .- iS 1669i4 1961 1966 1967 1999 1969 1970 1971

24 EMPLOYMIENT IN MANUFACTURINS

T 7nUSRA;o.

25. tlAN-HOURS
PRIVATE NONFAR6

MILLIONS
1900 - 1900

lice - 7900

I . I -1700

I

:'.. ! , I!' 1190I I II 17600

799 t@4 7966 7966 79617 96 7969 7170 1707

27. AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS
llANUFRCTUR I7NO

hOURS

HOURI
40.0

39.0

37.0 .

37 .0

26. AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS
PRIVATE NONFRM6

.. *l....1l .I - I ..

40.0

39.0

30.0

*7.2

r ^ r
1- .0 _- _ _ ___ ----- .0

7969 7966 1966 1967 1969 1969 1970 1971

28. AVERAGE OVERTIME HOURS
MIANUFACTURING

NOTE: Chart 25 and 2 relate to produclion or nonupervibory worker; char 27 and 28 re-e to producton wrkers. Data for thE 2 most

,-ett -o~th, -r preiminaty an Charts 27.20.



422

[Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Press Release No. 71-642, Dec. 3, 1971]

WHOLESALE 'PRICE INDEXES: NOVEMBER 1971

The Wholesale Price Index of All Commodities rose one-tenth of one percent
(0.1 percent) between October and November, the U.S. Department of Labor's
Bureau of Labor Statistics announced today.

Industrial commodities decreased 0.1 percent.
Prices of farm products and processed foods and feeds were up 0.5 percent.
Consumer finished goods, a selection of commodities closely comparable to

those in the commodity component of the Consumer Price Index, were up 0.2
percent.

Of the 15 major commodity groups measured 'by the Wholesale Price Index,
6 declined between October and November and 6 rose while 3 showed no
change.

In November, the All Commodities index was 114.5 (1967=100), 3.2 percent above
a year earlier.

SEASONALLY ADJUSTED CHANGES

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the Wholesale Price Index increased 0.1 per-
cent in November.

Industrial commodities showed no change.
Farm products and processed foods and feeds rose 0.3 percent.
Consumer finished goods were down 0.1 percent, principally because those

farm products and processed foods sold for retail distribution were lower
after seasonal adjustment.

The November increase in the seasonally adjusted all-commodities index of
0.1 percent followed a similar advance of 0.1 percent in October and a decline of
0.4 percent in September. In this three-month period which corresponds closely
to Phase I of the economic stabilization program, the WPI declined at a season-
ally adjusted annual rate of 0.8 percent. This compares with an annual rate of
increase of 4.6 percent during the six months from March through August, the
period immediately preceding the stabilization action. The industrial commodities
index declined at an annual rate of 1.3 percent in the 3 months ending in Novem-
ber in contrast to an annual rate of rise of 5.7 percent in the preceding 6 months.
Farm products and processed foods and feeds showed no change between August
and November but they increased at an annual rate of 2.3 percent in the six
months ending in August. The index for consumer finished goods declined at an
annual rate of 1.4 percent in the September-November period compared with an
annual rate of increase of 2.9 percent -in the six months preceding the freeze.

PRICE CHANGES FOR MATERIALS AND FINISHED GOODS (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED)

Among consumer finished goods, foods (seasonally adjusted) edged down 0.1
percent following an advance last month. Foods were 3.3 percent higher than a
year earlier. Consumer nonfood finished goods were up 0.1 percent over the
month. Within this grouping nondurable finished goods shoNved no change. Con-
sumer durables edged up 0.1 percent mostly because passenger car prices, which
usually decline in November, were unchanged.

Producer finished goods moved 0.2 percent lower on a seasonally adjusted basis
chiefly as a result of decreases for machinery and equipment. Processed (inter-
mediate) materials, supplies and components (excluding foods and feeds) were
down 0.1 percent. Crude materials for further processing (excluding foods, feeds
and fibers) decreased 0.2 percent.

PRICE CHANGES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS, NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

A 0.4 percent decline for the chemicals and allied products group made the
greatest contribution to the unadjusted 0.1 percent decrease in the industrial
index. Most of the decrease for the group was due to a sharply lower index for
methyl alcohol (methanol). The downward movement in the list price of this
chemical as used in the index brought it in line with actual transaction prices
that have been in effect since earlier in the year. Inedible fats and oils and
plastic resins and materials also showed price weakness. The index for metals
and metal products moved down for the second successive month mostly because
of falling prices for iron and steel scrap and nonferrous metals. Prices of lumber
and wood products continued their slide from their most recent high in August.
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Machinery and equipment declined for the second time this year chiefly as a
result of weakness for electric machinery and equipment. Price cuts for flat glass
and gypsum products brought the index for nonmetallic mineral products down
moderately. The fuels index moved lower because of reductions in electric power
rates and residual fuel quotations.

Renewed strength in prices of cotton and manmade fiber textile products
helped lift the average for textiles and apparel; jute woven goods also were up
but apparel was unchanged. Cattlehide quotations rose sharply. Prices of small
arms and ammunition.were raised.

Sharply higher prices for fresh and dried vegetables caused most of the rise
in the farm products index; in addition, cattle, oilseeds, fresh fruits, raw
cotton, lambs and turkeys were up in price. Hogs, eggs, nuts, fluid milk, chick-
ens, and grains were lower. The advance for processed foods and feeds chiefly
reflected increases for manufactured animal feeds, fresh and processed fish,
sugar and confectionery, cereal and bakery products, alcoholic beverages and
miscellaneous foods.

IMPACT OF WAGE-PRICE-RENT STABILIZATION ACTION

Practically all of the 0.1 percent advance in the All-Commodities WPI reflects
increases for domestically produced raw agricultural commodities which were
uncontrolled. Imported items had a very small downward effect. If raw agri-
cultural products and imports were excluded, the WPI would show no overall
change. The decline for industrial commodities is almost entirely the result of
decreases for controlled items. Prices used in the November WPI referred to
dates in the week ending November 13 or earlier, when provisions of Phase I
of the stabilization action were still in effect.

TABLE 1.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR MAJOR COMMODITY GROUPS-UNADJUSTED, UNLESS OTHERWISE
INDICATED

Indexes (1967=100 Percent change to
unless otherwise noted) November 1971 from-

Novem- October August Novem- 1 month 3 months 1 year
Commodity groups ber 1971 1971 1971 ber 1970 ago ago ago

All commodities -114.5 114.4 114.9 110.9 0.1 -0.3 3.2
All commodities (1957-59=100) - 121.5 121.4 121.9 117.7 -----------------
Farm products, and processed foods and

feeds ---------------- 113.6 113.0 114.6 109.9 .5 -.9 3.4
Farm products -112.2 111.3 113.2 107.0 8 -.9 4.9
Processed foods and feeds -114. 4 114.1 115.4 111.7 .3 -. 9 2.4

Industrial commodities -114.9 115.0 115.1 111.3 -.1 -.2 3.2
Textile products and apparel - 109.8 109.6 109.7 107.1 .2 .1 2.5
Hides, skins, leather, and related

products -115.1 114.7 114.4 110.9 .3 .6 3.8
Fuels and related products and

power -114.7 114.8 114.8 109.7 -.1 -.1 4.6
Chemicals and allied products - 103.8 104.2 104.3 103.3 -. 4 -. 5 .5
Rubber and plastic products - 109.5 109.5 109.8 109.1 0 -.3 .4
Lumber and wood products - 131.3 131.8 134.6 111.9 -.4 -2.5 17.3
Pulp, paperand allied products.---- 110.6 110.6 110.6 108.7 0 0 1.7
Metals and metal products -120.9 121.0 121. 1 116.8 -. 1 -. 2 3.5
Machinery and equipment -115.9 116.0 116.1 113.1 -. 1 -.2 2.5
Furniture and household durables.-- 110.2 110.2 110.2 108.4 0 0 1.7
Nonmetallic mineral products - 124.0 124.1 124.2 114.6 -.1 -.2 8.2
Transportation equipment (Decem-

ber1968=100) -110.8 110.7 110.5 108.5 .1 .3 2.1
Miscellaneous products -113.1 113.0 113.0 111.8 .1 .1 1.2

Seasonally adjusted:
Farm products -113.8 113.8 114.2 0 -.4
Processed foods and feeds 115.2 114.6 114.8 -. 5 .3 .

60-174 0-72-pt. 2-10



TABLE 2.-PERCENT CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS MONTH IN INDEXES FOR WPI GROUPINGS-UNADJUSTED AND SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

Farm products,
Industrial and processed foods Consumer finished Consumer goodsAll commodities commodities and feeds goods, total Consumer foods excluding foods

Month ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Seasonally Seasonnlly Seasonally Seasonally Seasonally
Month Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted

1971:
November- 0.1 -0.1 0 0.1 -0.4 -0.4 0.4 0.1 0.6 -0.1 0.2 0.3December 1 0.1 0 0.4 0.3 -0.5 -0.5 0 0.1 -0.9 -0. 7 0. 5 0.5
January- 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.3 1.3 0.2 0.7 0.5 1.2 0.3 0.5 0.6February- 0.9 0.8 0.3 0.1 2.6 2.5 0.6 0.6 1.4 1.7 0.1 0March - ----- 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 -0.2 0 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.9 -0.2 -. IApril- 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.5 -0. 1 0.5 -0. 1 0.3 -0.1 0.8 -0.1 0May- 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.9 -0.2 0.6 0.4 1.0 0 0.4 0.4June- 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.4 0.4 0. 1 0.7 0 0.1 0July- 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.7 -0.3 -1. 0 -0. 1 -0.5 -0.7 -1.6 0.4 0.5August- 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.5 -0.3 1.4 0.3 1. 1 0.4 2.2 1.0 0.2September -- 0.3 -0.4 -0.1 -0. 1 -1.4 -1.7 -0.5 -0.9 -1.0 -2.1 -0.2 -0.1October- -0. 0.1 0 -0.3 0 1.4 0.2 0.6 0.1 2. 1 0.3 -0.3November- 0.1 0.1 -0.1 0 0.5 0.3 0.2 -0.1 0.6 -0.1 0 0.1
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TABLE 3.-PERCENT CHANGES IN WPI AND COMPONENTS-SEASONALLY ADJUSTED COMPOUND RATES
FOR 3 MONTHS AND 6 MONTHS; UNADJUSTED FOR 12 MONTHS

Farm products and
processed foods and

All commodities Industrial comodities feeds

From From From
From3 From6 12 * From3 From6 12 From3 From 6 12
months months months months months months months months months

Month ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago

1970:
November ------------ 2.1 2.5 2.6 3.4 3.3 3.6 -Li 0.4 -0. 1
December - 6 2.2 2.3 3.8 3.4 3.6 -6.6 -.4 -1.2

1971:
January ------------- 1.2 2.0 2.3 2.9 3.3 3.6 -3.2 -1.6 -1. 5
February------ -- 4.6 3.4 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.5 8.9 3.8 .7
March-------------- 5.4 3.0 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.6 11.3 2.0 .4
April -------------- 6.0 3.6 3.1 3.7 3.3 3.7 12.9 4.5 1.3
May -------------- 3.9 4.3 3.4 5.0 4.0 3.6 1.4 5.1 2.8
June- -- 4.7 5.0 3.6 5.3 4.1 3.7 3.2 7.2 3.3
July--------------- 3.5 4.7 3.3 6.1 4.9 4.1 -3.1 4.6 1.4
August-5.3 4.6 4.0 6.5 5.7 4.4 3.2 2.3 3.1
Se tember..-.----------- 2.1 3.4 3.2 4.7 5.0 4.2 -5.5 -1.2 .4
Ocoe ------------ 1.7 2.6 3.1 .7 3.4 3.3 4.3 .5 2.4
November ------------ -.8 2.2 3.2 -1.3 2.5 3.2 0 1.6 3.4

Consumer finished Consumer oods
goods, total Consumer foods excludingfoods

From From From
From 3 From 6 12 From 3 From 6 12 From 3 From 6 12
months months months months months months months months months

ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago ago

1970:
November -2- .29 2.0 1.7 -1.4 -1.1 -1. 5.7 4.1 3.6
December ------------ 1.5 2.2 1.5 -5.5 -1.9 -2.4 6.4 5.1 4.0

1971:
January ------------- 2.9 2.9 1.6 -2.1 -2.3 -2.1 6.0 5.8 4.2
February------------- 5.2 4.1 2.2 5.1 1.8 -1. 0 4.8 5.3 4.1
March-------------- 5.5 3.5 2.2 12.0 2.8 -.4 2.2 4.3 3.8
April- - 4.4 3.7 2.6 14.3 5.8 1.1 -.4 2.8 3.6
May--------------- 3.3 4.2 3.1 6.8 6.0 2.4 1.1 2.9 3.5
June -2.9 4.2 3.2 3.2 7.5 2.6 1.5 1.8 3.4
July--------------- -.4 2.0 2.4 -6.4 3.4 .5 3.3 1.5 3.6
ASgust - 2.5 2.9 3.5 2.1 4.4 3.1 2.5 LB 3.5
September-------------1.4 .7 2.1 -6. 1 -1.6 .6 2.2 1.8 3. 1
October ------------- 3.2 1.4 2.5 9.1 1.0 3.3 -.7 1.3 2.0
November- -1.4 .5 24 -3 .9 3.3 -1.1 .7 1.8

Note of relative importance. As of December 1970, industrial commodities account for 73.664 percent of the all com-
modities index; farm products and processed foods and feeds 26.336 percent. Consumer foods account for 38.251 percent
of the total consumer finished goods index and consumer goods excluding foods 61.749. Consumer finished goods have a
weight of 33.487 in the all commodities index.
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TABLE 4.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR SPECIAL GROUPINGS-UNADJUSTED AND SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

Percent change to
November 1971

Indexes (1967=100) from-

November October November 1 month I year
1971 1971 1970 ago agoCommodity groups

Consumer finished goods:
Not seasonally adjusted --------------------- 113.1 112.9 110. 5 0. 2 2. 4Seasonally adjusted -113.1 113.2 -1--
Foods:

Not seasonally adjusted -115. 7 115. 0 112. 0 .6 3. 3Seasonally adjusted -116.2 116.3 -- -. 1Finished goods, excluding foods:
Not seasonally adjusted -111.6 111.6 109.6 0 1. 8Seasonally adjusted -111.4 111.3 .1Nondu ruble:

Not seasonally adjusted -111.7 111.7 10. 95 0 2.0
Seasonally adjusted -111.7 111. 7 0Douruble:
Not seasonally adjusted -111.3 111.3 109.9 0 1.3Seasonally adjusted -110.7 110.6 1- -

Intermediate materials, supplies and components exclud-
log selected items: '

Not seasonally adjusted-115.6 115. 7 111.0 -.1 4. 1Seasonally adjusted---------------- 115. 8 115.9------- - .1-----
Crude materialsfor further processing, excluding selected

items:2
Not seasonally adjusted ----------------------- 122.6 122.9 118.2 -. 2 3. 7Seasonally adjusted -123.3 123.6 -- -. 2Producer finished goods:
Not seasonally adjusted -117.0 117.1 114.2 -.1 2. 5
Seasonaily adjusted -116.8 117.0 -- -. 2Manufactured goods, total:
Not seasonally adjusted -114.5 114.5 111.2 0 3. 0Seasonally adjusted -114.6 114.6 - - 0
Durable:

Not seasonally adjusted -118.3 118.3 113. 6 0 4. 1Seasonally adjusted -118.4 118.3 -. 1

' Excludes intermediate materials for food manufacturing and manufactured animal feeds.
2 Excludes crude foodstuns and feedsturts, plant and animal fibers, oilseeds, and leaf tobacco.

TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, NOVEMBER 1971-1967=100
UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

Percent change to
Indexes November 1971 from

1971
November 1 month I yearGrouping November October 1970 ago ago

Farm products ----------------------------------- 112.2
Fresh and dried fruits and vegetables -127.1
Grains -87.8
Livestock --------------------------------- 121. 0
Live poultry --------------------------------- 92.3
Plant and animal fibers -97.3
Fluid milk -- ------------------------------ 118. 8
Eggs -88. 5
Hay, hay~eeds, and oilseeds -109.0
Other farm products - ------ -------------- .8

Processed foods and feeds - ---------------- 114. 4
Cereal and bakery products --- 111. 5
Meats, poultry, and fish- --- ------- 117.1
Dairy products- ------------------------ 116.3
Processed f ruits and vegetables -115.4
Sugar and confectionery -- 119.1
Beverages and beverage materials -116.6
Animal fats and oils - ------------------ 130.1
Crude vegetable oils - --------- 128.6
Refined vegetable oils -130.4
Vegetable oil end products -122.8
Miscellaneous processed foods -113.0
Manufactured animal feeds - ---- 100.3

Textile products and apparel - ----------------- 109.8
Cotton products ---------------------------- 112. 5
Wool products - ------------------------ 92.3
Manmade fibertextile products -- 103.2
Apparel - ------------------ 113.8
Textile housefurnishings - ----------- 104.2
Miscellaneous textile products -121.2

111.3 107.0 0.8 4.9
115.8 107.7 9.8 18.0
88.3 104.2 -.6 -15.7

120.9 101.2 .1 19.6
93.5 95.2 -1.3 -3.0
96.3 87.9 1.0 10.7

119.2 116.7 -.3 1.8
92.4 117.8 -4.2 -24.9

107.9 108.1 1.0 .8
115.4 121.4 -3. 1 -7.9
114.1 111.7 .3 2.4
111.3 110.6 .2 .8
116.9 108.8 .2 7.6
116.4 112.2 -.1 3.7
115.3 111.6 .1 3.4
118.7 118.1 .3 .8
116.4 114.7 .2 1.7
132. 1 148.9 -1.5 -12.6
128.9 141.2 - .2 -8.9
127.9 133.9 2.0 - 2.6
122.8 119.0 0 3.2
112.7 113.3 .3 -.03
98.7 105.6 1.6 -5.0

109.6 107.1 .2 2.5
112.2 106.2 .3 5.9
92.4 97.7 -.1 -5.5

102.5 98.0 .7 5.3
113.8 112.4 0 1.2
104.1 104.9 0 -. 8
120.8 106.4 .3 13.9
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TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, NOVEMBER 1971-1967=100
UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED-Continued

Percent change to
Indexes November 1971 from

1971

Grouping November C

Hides, skins, leather, and related products -115.1
Hides and skins -123.1
Leather -113.5
Footwear - 117. 1
Other leather and related products -109.1

Fuels and related products and power -114.7
Coal -182.9
Coke -150.5

Gas fuels -108.8
Electric power -116.2
Crude petroleum -113.2
Petroleum products, refined -106. 2

Chemicals and allied products -103.8
Industrial chemicals -101.7
Prepared paint - 115.9
Paint materials -99.7
Drugs and pharmaceuticals -102.4
Fats and oils, inedible -125.3
Agricultural chemicals and chemical products 90. 3
Plastic resins and materials -89.2
Other chemicals and allied products -112.5

Rubber and plastic products -109. 5
Rubber and rubber products -113.3

Crude rubber -98.5
Tires and tubes -110.8
Miscellaneous rubber products -119.2

Plastic construction products
(December 1969=100) -94.1

Unsupported plastic film and sheeting
(December 1970=100) - 100.1

Laminated plastic sheets, high pressure
(December 1970=100)- 98.0

Lumber and wood products 131. 3
Lumber -141.9
Millwork - -------- 123.7
Plywood - 115. 9
Other wood products -119.5

Pulp, paper, and allied products -110.6
Pulp, paper, and products, excluding building paper

and board -110. 9
Woodpulp -111.5
Wastepaper -117.2
Paper- 114.7
Paperboard -- 102.9
Converted paper and paperboard products 110.1

Building paper and board -104.7
Metals and metal products -120.9

Iron and steel ------- 125.3
Nonferrous metals -116.0
Metal containers -124.2
Hardware -117.7
Plumbing fixtures and brass fittings -118.3
Heating equipment -116.5
Fabricated structural metal products -120.3
Miscellaneous metal products -119.7

Machinery and equipment -115.9
Agricultural machinery and equipment 117.5
Construction machinery and equipment -122.0
Metalworking machinery and equipment -118. 2
General purpose machinery and equipment 120. 2
Special industry machinery and equipment -122.0
Electrical machinery and equipment -109. 3
Miscellaneous machinery -117.8

Furniture and household durables -110.2
Household furniture -115.4
Commercial furniture -118.2
Floor coverings -97.6
Household appliances -107.6
Home electronic equipment -93.4
Other household durable goods -122.0

November I month I year
October 1970 ago ago

114.7 110.9 .3 3.8
117.2 109.2 5.0 12.7
113.4 107.3 .1 5.8
117.1 113.8 0 2.9
109.0 106.9 .1 2.1
114.8 109.7 -.1 4.6
182.9 175.8 0 4.0
150.5 145.9 0 3.2
108.8 106.5 0 2.2
116.3 108.2 -.1 7.4
113.2 104.8 0 8.0
106.3 103.1 -.1 3.0
104.2 103.3 -.4 .5
102.4 101.5 -.7 .2
115.9 112.7 0 2.8
99.7 101.9 0 -2.2

102.6 101.6 -. 2 .8
129.0 151.5 -2.9 -17.3
90.4 89.5 -.1 .9
89.9 90.4 -.8 -1.3

112.5 109.4 0 2.8
109.5 109.1 0 .4
113.3 112.7 0 .5
99.0 99.5 -.5 -1.0

110.8 112.0 0 -1.1
119.2 116.8 0 2.1

94.6 94.7 -.5 -.6

100.0 -. 1 -

98.2 -- -. 2
131.8 111.9 -0.4 17.3
142.7 112.2 -.6 26.5
123.7 114.1 0 8.4
116.2 105.7 -.3 9.6
118.8 117.1 .6 2.0
110.6 108.7 0 1.7

110.9 108.9 0 1.8
111.5 111.8 0 .3
117.2 109.6 0 6.9
114.7 112.1 0 2.3
102.9 99.5 0 3.4
110.1 108.8 0 1.2
104.6 100.9 .1 3.8
121.0 116.8 -.1 3.5
125.5 116.5 -. 25 7.6
116.5 119.4 -. 3 -2. 8
124.2 115.8 0 7.3
117.7 114.5 0 2.8
118.3 112.6 0 5.1
116.3 112.8 .2 3.3
120.3 113.9 0 5.6
119.7 117.6 0 1.8
116.0 113.1 -.1 2.5
117.5 115.2 0 2.0
121.8 118.9 .2 2.6
118.1 114.7 .1 3.1
120.2 116.2 0 3.4
122.0 117.5 0 3.8
109.6 107.9 -.3 1.3
117.8 114.6 0 2.8
110.2 108.4 0 1.7
115.6 112.4 -.2 2.7
118.2 117.2 0 .9
97.6 99.5 0 -1.9

107.5 106.1 .1 1. 4
93.8 94.2 -.4 -.8

121.9 117.0 .1 4.3
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TABLE 5.-WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND SUBGROUPS, NOVEMBER 1971-1967=100
UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED-Continued

Percent change to
Indexes November 1971 from

1971
- November I month I year

Grouping November October 1970 ago ago

Nonmetallic mineral products -124.0 124.1 114.6 -. 1 8.2
Flat glass -123.1 124.3 116.4 -1. 0 5.8
Concrete ingredients -124.3 124.1 112.8 .2 10.2
Concrete products - 122. 6 122.6 113.9 0 7.6
Structural clay products excluding refractories 114.9 114.9 110.9 0 3.6
Refractories -127. 1 127. 1 126. 4 0 .6
Asphalt roofing -131.2 131.2 105.9 0 23.9
Gypsum products -112. 1 113.6 96. 0 -1.3 16.8
Glass containers -131.5 131.5 124.3 0 5. 8
Other nonmetallic minerals - 125.6 125. 7 115.0 1 9.2

Tranus rtation equipment (December 1968=100) 110.8 110.7 108. 5 1 2. 1
9ntor vehiclesand equipment -115.3 115.2 112.8 1 2.2
Railroad equipment -122.5 122.5 116.2 0 5.4

Miscellaneous products -113.1 113.0 111.8 .1 1. 2
Toys, sporting goods, small arms, ammunition 112.8 112.6 110. 4 .2 2.2
Tobacco products -116.8 116.8 117. 0 0 -.2
Notions -111. 7 111. 7 109. 0 0 2. 5
Photographic equipment and supplies -106.5 106.3 105.7 .2 .8
Other miscellaneous products -112.9 112.9 110.5 0 2.2
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Mr. MooRE. The unemployment rate did move up to 6.0 percent from
5.8 in October, up to the level it reached in September, which was 6.0
as well. Over the past year, it has been in the neighborhood of 5.8 to
6.1 or 6.2.

What has also happened, though, in recent months is that we have
had a substantial rise in employment, the number of people actually
with jobs. Since July, that number has increased by a little over a
million persons. I think that part of the picture is encouraging.

The unemployment rate for married men, which is a highly signifi-
cant rate, relatively stable over time, moved up to 3.4 percent in No-
vember, following a drop in October. The jobless rates for white
workers, as you indicated in your statement, rose to 5.7 percent from
5.3, but the jobless rate for Negroes dropped from 10.7 to 9.3 percent
in November.

For the large number of people that are covered by State unemploy-
ment insurance programs, really millions of workers, the jobless rate
moved down from October to November from 4.5 percent to 4.2 percent.

You already mentioned the unemployment rate for veterans, which
rose from 7.0 to 8.2 percent. Again, there has been some increase in
employment of veterans of the Vietnam war, but not this month. It
has remained roughly stable this month, at 3.6 million veterans in the
age group 20 to 29.

The average workweek for the private nonfarm part of the economy
rose to 37.2 hours, up a tenth of an hour. As we explain in the press
release, that is substantially the result of a shift in the Veterans Day
holiday to October rather than the usual November survey week.

You also mentioned the changes in average hourly earnings. Our
figures show a decline of 2 cents from October. The figures in the last
4 months, during the wage-price freeze period, show 'rough stability in
average hourly earnings. I have the figures here from August, where
they were $3.45; September, $3.49; October, $3.49; and now, Novem-
ber, $3.47. Within a small range, they are roughly stable.

I would like, if I might, to bring in one other point. Sometimes
questions are raised about the accuracy of the sample survey on which
we rely for these employment figures. We have been looking at the
reports from the Census Bureau on the census in April 1970, with
respect to employment and unemployment. While we have not com-
pleted our studies and the census figures themselves are still prelimi-
nary, there is one result that I think is quite encouraging in terms of
the accuracy of the employment survey. As you know, we depend for
the monthly data on a survey of some 50,000 households, and in April
1970, that survey gave an unemployment rate of 4.4 percent.

The preliminary census figure for April 1970, which is based on
something like 12.5 million households, all of whom replied either
by mail or, in a few cases, by personal interview, gave an unemploy-
ment rate of 4.3 percent. They were virtually identical, and I think it
is encouraging in the sense that the accuracy of the monthly survey
seems to be supported by this general result from the overall census.

With respect to wholesale prices, which we released also this morn-
ing for November, I think again, the general statement of rough sta-
bifity in the price index is in order. The all-commodity index rose a
tenth of a percent between October and November; the industrial com-
ponent declined a tenth of a percent. After seasonal adjustment, the
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total index increased a tenth of a percent and the industrials com-
ponent showed no change.

Now, the behavior of the Wholesale Price Index during the past 3
months is very different from what it was immediately before. In our
release, we make a comparison between the rate of change in the index
over the past 3 months as compared with its behavior in the preceding
6 months. For the total index, it turns out that there is a decline in
the Wholesale Price Index at an annual rate of eight-tenths of a per-
cent, seasonally adjusted, in the 3-month period of the wage-price
freeze, as compared with an annual rate of increase of 4A.6 percent in the
6 months that immediately preceded the President's program.

Another main point in the release is that if you exclude raw agri-
cultural products and imports, which are either not controlled at all
by the 'freeze or were subject to special regulations, the Wholesale
Price Index would have shown no change at all in November and the
Industrial Commodities Index would have declined.

I would like to mention, in addition, that we have some more recent
figures on commodity markets prices. We publish every week, and the
figures relate to Tuesday of each week, a set of figures on the prices
of 22 spot market commodities. We now have figures for three Tues-
days following the end of the phase I program, the price freeze. The
facts are that that index has remained virtually stable since the end
of the freeze, on the three Tuesdays, November '16, November 23, and
November 30, and at a level about 2 percent below the level just before
the freeze began which in our index was Tuesday, August 10.

So there again, from the few observations on what has happened
since phase II began, there is rough stability in this highly sensitive
price index.

I have one other subject I should like to 'report on, Mr. Chairman.
At last month's session of this committee, you asked me to provide
some information on sources of data on unemployment of scientists
and engineers. We have prepared a brief statement on that subject
which I would like to have placed in the record, if you will.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Without objection, that will be placed in the
record at this point.

(The statement referred to follows:)
SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON UNEMPLOYMENT OF SCIENTISTS AND ENGINEERS

1. The Current Population Survey (Census Bureau) which is the source of the
monthly national data on employment and unemployment has estimates of
employment and unemployment of engineers. These estimates are given in the
attached table for the 1967-71 period. The number of engineers employed has
remained roughly stable since 1967, at about 1.2 million. The number of unem-
ployed engineers rose to nearly 40,000 in the first quarter of 1971, but had dropped
back to around 30,000 by the third quarter. This represents an unemployment
rate of 2.6 percent. Because the unemployment numbers are relatively small,
their sampling error is relatively high. Similar information for engineers by
geographic areas, or for various individual scientific occupations is not available
from this source because they represent much smaller numbers with very large
sampling errors.2. Unemployment rates for engineers in June-July 1971 were estimated from
a survey conducted by the Engineers Joint Council for the National Science
Foundation. The survey was 'based on mailing lists of major engineering societies
(about 40 percent of all engineers) and the findings cannot be necessarily said to
represent the other 60 percent. The unemployment rate reported for this group
was 3 percent, which compares closely with the 2.9 percent reported for the Cur-
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rent Population Survey for the second quarter of 1971. Unemployment rates were
provided for engineers by age, field of engineering, function and degree level.
Unemployment rates were given for 14 labor market areas. More detailed informa-
tion will be published later. A copy of the first release (Science Resource Studies
Highlights, September 23, 1971, NSF 71-33) is attached.

3. A survey of unemployment among scientists was conducted by the National
Science Foundation in the spring of 1971, using the 1970 Register of Scientific and
Technical Personnel. About 300,000 scientists in the Register were surveyed with
an 85-percent response rate. The number responding covered about 50 percent of
all U.S. scientists. The initial results from this survey provided data on unem-
ployment of scientists by field of science, highest degree, and age. The overall
unemployment rate was 2.6 percent in spring 1971, compared with 1.5 percent in
spring 1970. Data were also published on unemployment rates of scientists in 14
local areas. The preliminary report of survey findings was published in NSF
Science Resources Studies: Highlights, July 1971, NSF 71-26. A copy is attached.

4. Another but more limited source of data on unemployment of engineers and
scientists is the National Register of Engineers centered in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, which was set up in November 1970 to provide specialized employment
assistance to unemployed professional-level engineers and scientists. The number
registered as of September 30, 1971, was 13,315 (the most recent compilation
available). Registrants are classified by the 50 States and the District of
Columbia.

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT OF ENGINEERS

INumbers in thousandsl

Employ- Unemploy- Unemploy- Employ- Unemploy- Unemploy-Year and quarter ment ment ment rate Year and quarter ment ment ment rate

1967: 1969-Continued
ist -1,160 7 0.6 3d -1,251 11 .92d- 1,180 6 .5 4th -1, 265 16 1.2
3d- 1,174 10 .8 1970:
4th -1,131 7 .6 st -1,217 23 1.81968: 2d -1,170 27 2.2
st -1,185 7 .6 3d -1,162 29 2.42d -1,183 11 .9 4th -1,183 29 2. 4
3d -1,196 6 .5 1971:
4th -1,208 9 .7 ist -1,170 29 3. 21969: 2d -1,150 34 2.91st---------- 1187 5 .4 3d -1,177 31 2.6
2d-1,176 7 6

Source: Current Population Survey

Mr. MOORE. Basically, the figures relate to one current source of
data, and only to engineering, employment of engineers; and they
are available quarterly from our Current Population Survey.

Chairman PROXMIRE. How do you define engineers, Mr. Commis-
sioner?

Mr. MooRE. Well, I honestly do not know.
Do you know, Mr. Kaitz? Is there any particular definition that

you are aware of ?
Mr. KArrz. Well, the definition of engineers in the Census House-

hold Survey is in accord with the occupational classification used by
the census throughout all its household information. Now, we can get
that information for you.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, if you would put that definition in the
record, it would be helpful.

Mr. MooRE. We will be very glad to do that.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:)
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Engineers-Occupational code and title

Aeronautical and astronautical engineers------------------------------- 006
Chemical engineers--------------------------------------------------- 010
Civil engineers------------------------------------------------------- 011
Electrical and electronic engineers------------------------------------- 012
Industrial engineers-------------------------------------------------- 013
Mechanical engineers------------------------------------------------- 014
Metallurgical and materials engineers---------------------------------- 015
Mining engineers -------------------------------------------------- 020
Petroleum engineers-------------------------------------------------- 021
Sales engineers------------------------------------------ 022
Engineers, not elsewhere classified------------------------------------- 023

Source: Page X of Alphabetical List of Industries and Occupations, 1970 Census of
Population. A more detailed listing is given on pages 0-59 to 0-63 of this report.

Mr. MOORE. What these figures show, and they are attached to this
statement, from the first quarter of 1967 through the third quarter of
1971, is rough stability in the level of employment at about 1.2 million,
but an increase in the number of unemployed engineers to around
40,000 in the first quarter of 1971, and since then, a decline back to
around 30,000 in the third quarter of 1971, which is the latest figure
we have. The statement goes on to report on a few other sources that
we have been able to discover for this type of information.

That concludes my observation, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I indicated in my opening remarks that I am

very disturbed about the employment outlook, and I am especially
disturbed because of the outlook for the future. We have not had any
improvement at all in 13 months and I think we have to go back a long,
long time before we find any economic recovery period in which we had
unemployment of this kind for this long. It would be hard to find a
recovery from any other recession period where unemployment hovered
around 6 percent for this long. But when we look to the future, it is
especially pessimistic. The most optimistic estimates I have seen is that
the GNP might grow at a rate of up to about a $100 billion in the
coming year; Henry Wallich just this morning estimated $85 billion.

But $100 billion seems to be a kind of optimistic effort. That would
be about a 9-percent increase in demand. I want you to check on my
assumptions here, whether they are realistic and whether they would
come out as I say with respect to unemployment. If we have that, and
if we have about 3-percent inflation, which we hope to achieve, that
would mean a real demand increase of about 6 percent. If we have a
productivity increase of 3 to 4 percent, which is expected in the coming
year, that leaves only about 2 to 3 percent for demand that would
create new jobs.

Now, the staff of this committee has estimated there will be about
a 1.7 million increase in the work force, just according to the demo-
graphic figures, likely, based on a study by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics. They also estimate that about 500,000 presently discouraged
workers are likely to come in during this coming period. They also
estimate that there will be an increase of about 200,000 in the Armed
Forces if that declines.

Now, this adds up to a situation where the result is that you will still
have, very possibly, unemployment at a 6 percent level at the end of
next year, even on the most optimistic kind of assumptions with respect
to economic activity.



436

Now, is this, in your view, Mr. Commissioner, on the basis of your
expert knowledge, is this an unrealistic analysis? Would you fault
that? Would you think it is likely that if we have the kind of growth
which the optimists say we can expect in the next year, we could
diminish unemployment much below 6 percent?

Mr. MOORE. Well, as you know, Mr. Chairman, I have steadfastly
refused to forecast what is going to happen to unemployment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I am not asking you to forecast. I have made
the forecast. Now you pick it apart.

Mr. MOORE. Well, that comes too close to making a forecast in my
case.

Chairman PROXMIRE. What is wrong with it?
Mr. MOORE. I cannot fault you on the arithmetic, though I have not

checked it thoroughly. But there are a number of questions, it seems
to me, on which reasonable men might differ, and I would not want
to say what my forecast is or what the forecast of the BLS is, because
we do not make them.
i The question of what is going to happen to the labor force, I think,
is an important question. We are not particularly adept, it seems to
me, at forecasting those movements. The question as to what is going
to happen to employment seems to me to be a problem also.

For example, I do not know that any one forecast, to my knowledge,
that we would have an increase of a little over a million workers in
the population employed between July and November of this year.
And that is a very big increase. If that rate of increase continued for
the rest of the year and into 1972, there would be a very different
outcome from your forecast. So I think that is about all the comment
I would care to venture on that subject.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, you see, again, I am discouraged, be-
cause this is the initial part of the President's new economic program
and as I say, it should have the greatest psychological effect. You
should begin both increased consumer demand, increased business
activity, increased employment. You have had 31/2 months of it and
it does not seem to be enough to reduce this very high level of
unemployment.

Now, you talked about hourly earnings having been stable for the
last 3 or 4 months. Is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. All right. During that period, we have had

an increase in the Consumer Price Index, is that correct? Not much,
but some increase.

Mr. MOORE. There has been some increase; yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. That means real income, adjusted for infla-

tion, has declined. Is that correct?
Mr. MOORE. Well, real hourly earnings.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Real income, too, putting it on a weekly basis?
Mr. MOORE. And in terms of weekly earnings
Chairman PROXMIRE. Has declined?
Mr. MOORE. It has declined.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I notice in the Indicators, it is not exceptional

to have 3 or 4 months of stability in the Wholesale Price Index.
In 1970, we had no freeze, we were all concerned about inflation, we had
a considerable inflation in the Consumer Price Index. Wholesale prices
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were 111.0 in September 1970, 111.0 in October, 110.9 in November, and
111.0 in December.

So the wholesale price index was stable a year ago for 4 months with
no freeze. While good news, and it would certainly be unfortunate if it
increased substantially under the circumstances, but the fact that it is
stable is not necessarily an indication that the Consumer Price Index
is going to perform similarly. Is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Well, there is no very tight relation between the Whole-
sale Price Index and the Consumer Price Index. For one thing, the
Wholesale Price Index covers only commodities, whereas the Con-
sumer Price Index includes services, and very importantly. But I do
think the stability in the Wholesale Price Index over the past 3
months-that is, during the period of the wage-price freeze-is un-
usual. And if you would not mind turning to the chart on the back of
the press release-

Chairman PROXMIRE. That is precisely what happened exactly a year
ago. We had the same stability for the 4 months of the last third of the
year, September through December; wholesale prices were 111.0
throughout that period. So it may be not common, but it is certainly
not-

Mr. MOORE. If you will turn to the chart at the back of the press
release, if you will look at the first one, the rate of change over a 3-
month span-that is, over the past 3 months-ending in November, is
minus 0.8 of a percent. Now, we have not had a negative figure of that
sort since 1967. If you look at the next page, which is for the industrials
component of the wholesale price index the rate of change over the
past 3 months is a negative 1.3 percent; glancing at that chart, I do not
see any figure like that going back until early 1963. So it is a relatively
unusual 3-month development, as far as I can see.

'Chairman PROXMIRE. All right.
Now, let me get back to the release itself. You say, and I would like

you to give a little more substance to this sentence, which seems rather
significant: "The bulk of the overall rise in joblessness"-the bulk of
unemployment-"stemmed from job loss, rather than from the entry
or reentry of job seekers into the labor force."

What is the significance of that?
Mr. MOORE. Well, each month, we classify the unemployed as to the

reason for the unemployment in the sense of did they lose their job,
did they leave a job-that is, quit-and look for another one? Did
they reenter the labor force? Or had they never worked before and
this is the first job that they are seeking?

The figures for that are given in table A-5 of the press release for
those four categories, and the change between October and November
shows an increase of approximately 200,000 in the number of persons
who were unemployed and got to that situation by losing their job.

Chairman PROXMIRE. In other words, these are the really tragic
people who were laid off, whose jobs were lost because they were just
jobs that disappeared?

Mr. MooRE. That is correct, they lost their jobs.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Demand fell in that particular industry and

they were laid off. This is not people looking for their first Job or
housewives who decide they would like to get a job when they were
not looking for them before.
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Mr. MOORE. No, those are shown in the other categories, and they
were relatively stable.

Chairman PROXMiRE. And there is an increase, reflecting the same
kind of stabilization, for unemployed married men; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, the unemployment rate for married men went to
3.4 percent. It was 3.0 in October, 3.3 in September.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Do you have any explanation that you can
give us of the reason for the sharp increase in unemployment for vet-
erans? That is an extraordinary percentage. It rose from 7.0 to 8.2.
That is perhaps the biggest increase in unemployment that we have
in this release, in any category that I have seen. To have that occur
in a single month is very startling.

Mr. MOORE. One thing you must recall is that these figures are not
adjusted for seasonal variations and I cannot say at this point, since
we have not seasonally adjusted them, what the seasonally adjusted
rate would be, but that is one possible source of fluctuation in those
numbers.

Representative BROWN. Excuse me, do you mean that the military,
that the veterans figures are not seasonally adjusted at all in the
statistics?

Mr. MOORE. No, sir; we have not carried out a seasonal adjustment
of those figures.

Chairman PRoxMIRE. Could you make an estimate, based on the
seasonal adjustment for the rest of the work force? Would it not be
fairly similar?

Mr. MOORE. Well, no. As a matter of fact, I have here a comparison
of the nonveteran part of the population, age 20 to 29, the same age
group, and it is quite evident that there are seasonal variations in
both groups, but they are quite different. So it does not look as though
you could tell much from the one as compared with the other.

But the figures do fluctuate from one month to another. The 8.2
percent for veterans puts the figure back to about where it was earlier
this summer, but it is still a good deal lower than it was in the spring
when it was in the neighborhood of 10 or 11 percent.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I have felt that the freeze worked pretty well,
and I approved the freeze, I supported it, I had called for it before
the President announced it. Can we conclude now that it is over, now
that it is history, now that we have these statistics available, can we
give a conclusion as to how well it worked? Are we in a position to say,
or will we have to wait until we get additional statistics.?

Mr. MooRs. Well, I would like to have the Consumer Price Index for
November and I do not have that figure yet. The principal figures that
we have are these wholesale price figures and the spot market com-
modity figures that I mentioned.

,Chairman PRoxMnIE. We need one more CPI index. That will be
forthcoming in a few days.

Mr. POPHIN. On the 22d of December, the November index will be
released.

Mr. MOORE. We will have it just before Christmas.
Chairman PROXMIRE. My time is up.
Mr. Brown.
Representative BROWN. I would like to go back to the veterans'

figures just for a minute. I do not have, or at least I have not found it
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-in the September raw figures for the number of people in service. I
-want to be sure I am extrapolating correctly. From the total labor
force, the civilian labor force, the difference would be the number of
men in service, would it not?

Mr. KAITZ. That is right. The total labor force includes men in the
Armed Forces.

Representative BROWN. OK. So I have that in November, there were
approximately 2,717,000 in the armed services, and in-I am sorry,
-that is October. In November, there were approximately 2,696,000 men
in the armed services. Now, I realize that is both men coming in and
going out, so I get at least 21,000 men released from the military serv-
ice during the month between October and November. I assume if you
had taken anybody into service during that time, the number of people
released has to exceed 21,000 by a rather substantial figure. Is that
correct?

Mr. MOORE. Yes; it is a net figure.
Representative BROWN. That is the way I am trying to get at the

number of people who have been released from the Armed Forces dur-
ing the last month. And, of course, we are in the process of phasing
down both the war in Vietnam and the general membership in the
military regardless of the war. What, then, if that figure is 21,000 or
substantially above 21.000, is the impact of that on men who are con-
sidered veterans with reference to their employment?

In other words, how long is a man a veteran unemployed? Suppose
he gets out of service, is out for 3 months, gets a job. How is he car-
ried in your statistics should he later be out of a job ? Is he carried as
an unemployed veteran, or is the guy who is out of service before
lie gets his job back, is he the unemployed veteran? Can you explain
that to me, please?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I will try to and maybe Mr. Kaitz can supplement
' what I have to say.

The veteran weho is discharged does not necessarily join the labor
force; that is, lie may go back to school or may do something else for
a few months. But he is characterized as employed if he is employed;
he is characterized as unemployed if he is seeking work and does not
have a job.

Representative BROWN. And further characterized as an unemployed
veteran if he does not have a job. He is not necessarily characterized
-as an employed veteran if he does have a job; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. No; he would be characterized as an employed veteran
if he has a job.

Representative BROWN. Oh, he would. You have statistics for em-
ployed veterans, do you?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir; they are all in table 7 of the press release, if
vou have not found that. What that shows is that between October and
November, there was an increase of the number of employed veterans,
very small, about 10,000 shown here in the table, from 3.606 million
to 3.616 million, a very small increase in the number of employed. A
much more substantial increase, from 270,000 to 321,000, in the number
unemployed. The number that were in the civilian labor force in those
'2 months increased by around 60,000. That, of course, partly reflected
-the discharge of veterans from the armed services.

Representative BROWN. You say partly. Partly or totally?

60-1T4-72-Pt. 2-11
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Mr. MOORE. Well, it is a net phenomenon in the sense that people
are joining the armed services, are being inducted and leaving them,
and some of them that leave do not immediately look for work or do
not join the labor force. So that this change in the labor force is not
necessarily all due to discharges.

Representative BROWN. Well, do I correctly assume that there were
31,000 people-I am sorry-roughly 61,000 people discharged from
the service or in excess of that amount, because of the numbers who
did not enter the work force, some were going back to college or not
seeking work, that there were in excess of 61,000 people who entered
the work force released from the armed services? Is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Well, they were released at some time, but not neces-
sarily in this month. You see, they may have been out of the armed
services before, but not in the labor force.

Representative BROWN. But just started looking for work?
Mr. MOORE. Right.
Representative BROWN. I see.
Mr. KAITZ. Sir, I wonder if I might add something here. The top

line in that table A-7 of the press release is the civilian noninstitutional
population. Under the war veterans' section. there is an increase from
October 1971 to November 1971 of 41,000. This is our estimate of the
net increase in the number of veterans in the civilian population. So
it does include the discharges during the month, from October to
November, men who have come out of the Armed Forces. And as a
matter of fact, that is all it should include. So this would really repre-
sent the addition of veterans, discharged veterans, during the month
from October to November.

Representative BROWN. You have 41,000 people out of service, is that
correct?

Mr. ICAITZ. That is right.
Representative BROWN. And another 20,000 people out of service

who, perhaps during the summer, were not looking for employment,
but now that the fall is on, have started looking for employment; is
that correct?

Mr. KAITZ. Yes; that is right.
Representative BROWN. OK. I am trying to figure out what that

situation is: 61,000 of your-41,000 additional people out of the service
who are looking for employment?

Mr. KAITZ. Yes.
Mr. MOORE. No; not who are looking for employment; 41,000 out of

the service entering or counted in the civilian population because they
are now in the civilian population; 61,000 more in the labor force, either
employed or unemployed.

Representative BROWN. So if 31,000 decided to go back to school,
that means that actually, all of a sudden, you have more than 20.000.
you have maybe 25,000 or 30,000 veterans looking for employment in
the fall? Is that right?

Mr. KAITZ. That is right. We cannot tell from the figures we have
what fraction of the newly discharged veterans are looking for work.

Representative BROWN. I have tried also to do some other extrap-
olating here on the annual figures. If I have added and subtracted
correctly, which is a pretty wild assumption to begin with, there is an
increase in unemployment over the past year of 208,000 people; is that
correct? Or 4.807 million to 4.815 million; is that correct?
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Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir; that is right.
Representative BROWN. And the increase-that is the increase in

unemployment, 208,000. The increase in employment is the difference
between 80,204,000 and 78,741,000, or 1,463,000.

AMr. -MOORE. That is correct.
Representative BROWN. Now, the trend lines in the back of the press

release, in terms of employment-look at the trend line for adult men,
for instance, No. 4, or the trend line over the last what looks like 6
months of total employment. Is that going up substantially sharper
than the trend line, say, over the last 10 years?

Mr. MOORE. I would certainly judge so from the chart; yes, sir.
Representative BROWN. So actually, our employment trend is in-

creasing more sharply in the last 6 to 9 months than has been the tradi-
tion or the experience for the last 8 or 9 years?

AMr. AMOORr,. Yes, sir.
Representative BROWN. You see, it remains for me to be the optimist

in this group, since it is my administration in the White House. I do
not know whether I would ask for a conclusion or just reach the con-
clusion myself, but the chairman suggested that there is a relationship
between phase I with reference to price and wage freezes and these
statistics. It occurs to me that the very prospect of freezing prices and
wages would likely also tend to freeze employment, would it not? In
other words, if you were operating a manufacturing business and your
price was frozen and your wage rate was frozen, unless you were abso-
lutely forced to, you are not likely to do a great deal of additional
hiring during that freeze period. You are likely to want to hold \our
costs down to a fairly stable figure, would you not?

AIr. MioorE. Well, nevertheless, there has been a substantial increase
in employment during that period. That was my point before. that
during the past 4 months, f rom July to November, the number of peo-
ple actually with jobs has increased by more than a million. Now, some-
body must have hired them.

Representative BROWN. Well, let me just make one other comment,
because my time is up.

It occurs to me that the part of the phase I program that was de-
signed to increase employment is the part that is still batting around
the Congress, and that is the tax reductions and the incentives for
additional investment in plant and equipment. I will have more to ask
about the investments. I want to ask you to do a little predicting, too,
about the impact of investment in plant and equipment. But those
things have not really had an impact on the economy yet because we
have not done it; the Congress has just not gotten around to doing its
part of trying to cure this problem. Actually, the wage-price freeze is
directed at statistics which I understand will not be out until Decem-
ber 22, but we have had some impact on those statistics already. That
is the statistics on the Consumer Price Index, wholesale prices, and th e
whole range of prices and wages.

My time is up, as I say.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Congressman Reuss.
Representative REUSs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Welcome, Mr. Commissioner.
Mr. Commissioner, there has been much talk in the press recently

about the alleged political nature of Government statistical services.
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For example, in a UPI story in the New York Times of October 19,
it is set forth that labor leaders and some Democrats have charged that
a recent reorganization of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, reshuffling
of personnel, and discontinuance of news briefings on monthly reports
on consumer prices and unemployment were ordered by the adminis-
tration for political reasons.

It goes on to quote an AFL-CIO spokesman, who says:
It is pretty obvious that the administration is afraid that the statistical truth

will hurt the campaign.

As I understand it, your position is that there is nothing to these
charges of political manipulation of governmental statistics?

Mr. MooRziE. Absolutely, that is my position.
Representative REvss. Let me ask you about the interesting but dis-

tressing figures which came out last lMay from the administration
through the Bureau of the Census, in which it turned out that for the
first time, there had actually been an increase in the number of Ameri-
cans below the poverty line, from 24.3 million in 1969 to 25.5 million
in 1970, an increase of more than a million in just 1 year. Is it not a
fact that following that unfortunate report, a meeting was held of the
governmental statistical people on last July 13, at which meeting, the
l)overtv index was, in effect, done away with so that no further reports
like that would have to be issued?

SMr. MOORE. Well, I do not recall such a meeting, though it may well
have occurred. And it is possible that I was present, but I do not recall
that, either.

Representative REUss. Yes. Well, is it not a fact that whether you
were present in person or through a representative or not, the poverty
index has now been abolished and something called a low income pro-
jection put in place of it?

Mr. -Moorv. Well, as I understand it, and the BLS is not really
responsible for the poverty level figure

Representative REUSS. No, but you go to these meetings that Mr.
Shultz lays on at the OMB to discuss statistical matters, do you not?

Mr. MOORE. Yes; I attend some of them or send someone.
Representative REUSs. Based on what you or the BLS know, I repeat

my question: Is it not a fact that following the damaging publication
of the May figures which showed that for the first time, the number of
poverty persons went up 'by more than a million from 1969 to 1970,
the poverty index formulation was abolished?

Mr. MOORE. The poverty level that is used in many of the Census
Bureau and other statistics is the same as it was. What was changed
and altered, and I supported the change, was what it was called.

It seemed to me, and it has seemed to me for a good long while,
long before this particular episode, that the condition of poverty as
people generally understand it refers to a long-run state, and an un-
fortunate state, of course. Now, what is used to measure this poverty
level is income in a single year, and the fact is that income fluctuates
from one year to another. Many people have a low income one year
and a higher income the next year. And it has seemed to me that
furthermore, some people with a low income have quite a lot of prop-
erty and are not poorly off in that sense.

So it seemed to me better to call the statistics what it is, namely, a
measure of the lowness of income rather than to attach to it the con-
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notation of poverty, because, as I understand that term, that means
something more than just what happened last year to an individual's
income. That was why I supported the shift in the terminology.

That does not mean that poverty has disappeared from the country
or that it is not a very serious problem. And it certainly does not mean
that I.am not concerned about that subject. I am, and I think it is a
very serious problem to be concerned with, and the statistics ought to
reveal whvlatever we can reveal about it. But I would like very much
to call a spade a spade and if we measure something in terms of this
year's income, let us call it income.

Representative RExSS. And in any event, the method of delineating
the poor, which had prevailed for many years prior to this year, now
has been changed.

Mr. MOORE. The terminology has been changed
Representative REuSS. The terminology has been changed, yes.
Mr. MIOORE. I am not aware of any change in the methodology.
Representative REUSS. Let me call your attention to a second inci-

dent involving the Bureau of Labor Statistics directly. In October,
your statistics showed for the third quarter a very sharp increase in
unemployment in poverty areas, particularly among Negroes. There
has now been an announcement put out that for the 1972 period-
which, of course, happens to be an election year-you are going to dis-
continue this series and are not going to report on joblessness in
poverty areas.

Mr. MOORE. I would like to explain that. We did put out such an
announcement, yes.

Representative REUSS. Now, maybe these labor leaders and Demo-
crats who are charging politics are over-sensitive and uncharitable.
But I would like to hear your explanation.

Mr. MOORE. Well, I would be glad to give it.
We did make such an announcement with the third quarter release

of the Urban Poverty Neighborhood Unemployment and Employment
figures. We will be putting out a fourth quarter figure for this year.
The reasons for our decision on that are rather complicated, but I
would like to try to explain them.

They were made, first of all, at a technical level in the Bulreau of
Labor Statistics, in the Census Bureau, and in the Office of Mfanage-
ment and Budget. The experts in the field of employment statistics
got together, and they got together for more than a year of meetings,
to discuss what should be done about these particular figures. Now. the
conclusion of that group was, and this occurred last summer, that we
would have to temporarily discontinue the publication of the quarterly
figures. The reasons were essentially two-fold.

One is that the definition of these neighborhoods-and there Were
100 of them around the country-depended on the 1960 census. That
was where the information came from to define what was a poverty
neighborhood and what was not. Over the past 10 or 11 years, quite a
lot of things have happened in many of these neighborhoods. For
example, one of them is right close by here, the southwest area in
Washington. There has been a substantial amount of rebuilding of that
area, with high rise apartments and so on, and a good many people
who, in my terminology, do not have a low income, live in that area
now and its character has changed.
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Well, those changes have occurred in other places across the country.
And it seemed since we were about to have the 1970 census available,
we should change the definition and update it by use of the 1970 census.
That was one reason for raising this question.

The second reason is that the source of the data for these figures on
unemployment in poverty neighborhoods is the current population sur-
vey, the same identical survey that we are talking about here this
morning, which gives the national figures. Now, that, too, depended, up
until just about now, on the 1960 census results. In framing the sam-
ple-that is, in deciding on how the sampling system should be set
ilp, with the availability of the 1970 census figures, it is clear that the
sampling frame should be updated.

Now. the process of doing that is a long drawn out one. It takes
something like 16 months-namely, t6 March of 1973, beginning this
month, December of 1971, to complete that process of shifting from a
1960 framework to a 1970 census framework.

The reason it takes that long is because we do not want to make any
change in the monthly national statistics that will make them not
comparable from one month to another. That is a very important
figure, as you know, and we want to be as careful as we can about any
changes that are made in the processing of it. So the process is under-
taken gradually. This was done in 1960 also, when the 1960 census
became available. And I think it is a very good practice.

Now, getting back to the urban poverty neighborhood problem, the
situation that that left us with was that during the early part of 1972,
most of the sample from which the data would be derived would be
based on the 1960 definitions of neighborhoods and the 1960 sampling
system. But about March of 1972-that is a few months from now-
roughly half of the sample from which these figures are derived would
disappear. It would no longer be in the system, it would be replaced by
the 1970 system that is gradually being phased in.

Well, the situation then was should we continue to publish these
urban poverty neighborhood statistics with a diminished sampling
reliability and quite sharply diminished reliability, or not, because of
this changeover? And the decision was made not to.

Representative REuss. Thank you. My time is up.
Chairman ProxMirE. Mr. Commissioner, as I understand it, we may

not be able to get satisfactory data even by December 22 on the effect
of the freeze on prices. I am told by my staff that because of the nature
of the Consumer Price Index, and you men are the experts on this,
that there are some delays that will take a little longer time and there
will be a considerable expert analysis involved to determine just what
did happen to prices during this period. In view of the unprecedented
nature of this freeze and the kind of economic period we had, I think
it would be most helpful if you could give us a study of what the freeze,
what actually happened to consumer prices during the freeze.

Could you do that?
Mr. MOORE. Well, we do expect on December 22, in releasing the

Consumer Price Index, to have an analysis of the changes in the prices
in it that pertain to October to November. We have made such an anal-
ysis every month since the freeze began.

Chairman PROXMIRE. What I am getting at, for example, is that the
rent figures, I understand, are not on a monthly basis. And there are
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other figures involved in this complex component which would not be
accurately reflected, even in the December figures-November figures
on December 22; is that correct?

Mr. MooRE. We will be making a special analysis, as we have each
month since the freeze began, of the figures that do pertain to Novem-
ber, including rent. So we will continue to do that and we will develop
that at that time.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, let me say just very briefly in response to
my good friend, Congressman Brown, that I thought, I understood,
and I know you may not want to respond to this, that the freeze itself
was supposed to stimulate the economy by providing greater consumer
confidence. As a matter of fact, Chairman McCracken said that about
half of the stimulus would come from the consumer who, once decisive
moves had been made against inflation in the form of a freeze, would
begin to spend more money because they would have more confidence.
Thev would not be so afraid of inflation.

Wl1e also have the fact that a surtax was placed on imports which
is supposed to benefit domestic industry and provide more jobs. We
also had a clear anticipation of repeal of the excise tax, with auto-
mobile manufacturers either, as in the case of American Motors, pro-
viding for a price cut reflecting it, or as in the case of others saying
that when Congress cut the taxes, that would be returned to them.
As a result, we had the biggest car sales in any month in American
historv in October. Over a million cars were sold.

Incidently, it is my understanding-perhaps you can correct me on
this-there was no increase in employment in the auto industry in that
month. No significant increase, in spite of the remarkable production
figures for that month. And this is the crux of the problem. You get
more production, but you get it from more productivity. People have
not been working full hours, so they work a little longer.

I would like to see if we can get a profile of the kind of unemploy-
ment situation we have now as compared with this past month and a
year ago. As I look at your table A-3 in the press release, I think it
is very helpful in giving us that. It seems that the main areas where
you have the increases in unemployment are in the following: First,
taking the occupations, we find a very substantial increase in pro-
fessional and technical workers, an increase from 253,000 unemployed
to 310,000, more than a 20-percent increase, a very large proportionate
increase, far larger than the rest of the work force. You also have a
large increase for managers, officials, and proprietors. That is an
extraordinary group to suffer from substantial unemployment on the
basis of past history, I understand.

There is also a very big increase from 602,000 in November of 1970,
to 753,000 unemployed in November of this year among service work-
ers. Will you give us a description of what the service workers in-
cludes?

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Kaitz, can you do that?
Mr. KAITZ. I am not certain that I can.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think this is a useful comparison, because

unemployment percentagewise was about the same and in absolute
figures was not very different. But in these categories, there were very
sharp increases in unemployment.

Mr. KVAITZ. Sir, we will have to furnish this.
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(The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:)

Service workers, ewoept private household
Occupational Title: Occupational

Cleaning service workers: Code
Chambermaids and maids, except private household_--------- 901
Cleaners and charwomen---------------------------------- 902
Janitor and sextons---------------------------------------- X (903)-

Food service workers:
B artenders ----------------------------------------------- 910
Busboys -------------------------------------------------- 911
Cooks, except private household---------------------------- 912
Dishwashers…-------------------------- ------------------- 913
Food counter and fountain workers------------------------- 914
Waiters ----------------------------------------- ___-- Y (915)'
Food service workers, n.e.c., except private household_------- 916

Health service workers:
Dental assistants------------------------------------------ 921
Health aides, except nursing-------------------------------- 922
H ealth trainees…-------------------------------------------- 923
Lay midwives- ---------------- ------------ 924
Nursing aides, orderlies, and attendants--------------------- 925
Practical nurses------------------------------------------- 926:

Personal service workers:
Airline stewardesses…--------------------------------------- 931
Attendants, recreation and amusement----------------------- 932
Attendants, personal service, n.e.c…-------------------------- 933:
Baggage porters and bellhops------------------------------- 934
Barbers -------------------------------------------------- 935
Boarding and lodging house keepers------------------------ 940
Bootblacks------------------------------------------------ 941
Child care workers, except private household---------------- 942
Elevator operators----------------------------------------- 94&
Hairdressers and cosmetologists---------------------------- 944
Personal service apprentices…-------------------------------- 945
Housekeepers, except private household---------------------- 950'
School monitors------------------------------------------- 952
Ushers, recreation and amusement-------------------------- 95.3
Welfare service aides-------------------------------------- 954

Protective service workers:
Crossing guards and bridge tenders------------------------- 960
Firemen, fire protection…------------------------------------ 961
Guards and watchmen------------------------------------- 962
Marshals and constables------------------------------------ 963
Policemen and detectives ------------------------------ 964
Sheriffs and bailiffs---------------------------------------- 965

Chairman PROXMIRE. Would service workers be people like barbers
and people who provide services of this kind-tailors, cleaning and
dyeing, that kind of thing?

Mr. MOORE. Yes; I believe they are largely in that category; yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Then there is a big increase in unemployment

in transportation and public utilities. Again, this is an indication of
the kind of policies that perhaps we are neglecting to adopt. A mass
transit program would be very helpful.

A big increase I am surprised to see is in the wholesale and retail
trade. And quite a big, substantial, sharp increase in the month be-
tween October and November, when I understand the statistics sug-
gest that the retail trade is very good. But unemployment is increasing
in that area.

And you have a large increase in finance and service industries, and
a big increase in unemployment in Government wage and salary
workers.
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Is this kind of a pattern-am I correct in interpreting your data this
-way? Does this not show a substantial increase for white-collar work-
ers, for people in the service trades, and so forth, the service area 9

Mr. MOORE. I would like to make two comments. One is you are
comparing 2 single months a year apart. And as you know, there are
samnpling errors and other reasons.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I think it is most helpful that you get the same
month; to wit, November each year; because at least you get the
seasonal things out.

Mr. Mooru!. I understand the reason, that is the reason we put the
two columns next to one another. But single-month figures are subject
to fluctuations and the smaller they are in terms of actual numbers,
the more fluctuation they are subject to because of sampling problems.

Secondly, you are only looking at the unemployment side. The em-
ployment side in some cases is rather different from the unemployment
side.

We have from the payroll survey, which is reported on table B-1
of the press release, the data on employment as termed in that survey.

All I am saying in general is that I would like to look at both sides
of the picture and in the case, for example, of wholesale and retail
trade, over the past year, while there has not been a very enormous
growth in employment, there has been an upward trend as compared
with a virtual flat trend in the preceding year, 1970.

Chairman PROXMIIRE. It is interesting to note that in spite of the
fact that we have a growing country, we have more people, of course,
who enter the work force-we are bound to have it with growing pop-
ulation-the goods-producing sector, a very massive part of our econ-
omy, involving some 22 million workers, is actually down in November
19 71 as compared to November 1970. Declined.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PRoXmIRE. It is unusual in a period of economic recovery;

is it not?
Mr. MOORE. Yes, that is certainly true. The weakness has been in the

manufacturing area, and in part, of course, that is due to the cutbacks
in defense.

Chairman PROXMIIRE. Mr. Moore, do you still stand by your opti-
mistic description of the economic situation we are in as still being a
recovery period?

Mr. MOORE. Oh, yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. In view of the fact that for 13 months now, we

have had 6 percent unemployment? In view of the fact that we have
this very discouraging figure up once again, unemployment up at 6
percent, you would still call this recovery ?

Mr. MooRE. Definitely. I would certainly call it a continuation of
the recovery.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you give me an example in the past when
we have had a recovery period when unemployment has been at the
level of 6 percent f or more than a year?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I can give you an example of a situation where
unemployment was at the rate of around 5 and a half percent for more
than a year.

Chairman PROXMiTRE. But this is unprecedented, that is this high?
Mr. MOORE. Well, the difference is around a half percent. That was in

1962 and 1963.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, yes, but just let me interrupt.
Mr. MOORE. Comparing these two periods, I think you have to take

into account that the character of the population has changed. There
are more women in the labor force, more teenagers in the labor force.
That has tended to lift the average level of unemployment. So a differ-
ence of half a percent is really not very much over that period.

Chairman PROXMIRE. But this is presumably in a period of recovery,
when you have had unemployment rising to a high level, sustained at
that level for more than a year, at 6 percent. And again, you cannot
cite a single example of where that has happened. It is true that in
1960 and 1961, we had unemployment that may have been above 6 per-
cent, but that was coming down from 7 percent to 6, then the next year
to less than 6. So this is an unprecedented period of stagnation.

Mr. MOORE. Between 1962 and 1963, there was rough stability at
around about a 5 and a half percent level. It had declined from the
higher levels of 1961.

But I would agree that in most recovery periods, beginning when-
ever they start, unemployment does tend to go down as employment
tends to go up.

Chairman PROXMIRE. And you would also agree that we have not had
this kind of precedent before, unemployment at 6 percent, for this long
a period, a period that you would characterize as recovery?

Mr. MOORE. Well, the 1961, 1962, and 1963 period was a period of
recovery.

Chairman PRox-rnIR. But you said it was 5.5 percent.
Mr. MOORE. And it was in the neighborhood of 5.5 percent.
Chairman PRoxirumE. My time is up.
Mr. Brown.
Representative BROWN. I think all this is pretty well explained on-

I do not remember the page in the press release-unemployment rates,
household surveys, seasonally adjusted. If you would turn to the page,
I would like to ask a couple of questions about that page.

Chairman PROXIINRE. Is that on the charts ?
Representative BROWN. Yes. I note in there if you take a piece of

paper and hold it even, say, for adult men at 5.4, in 1962 and well
into 1953-no, I am sorry, 4.4 percent-that is about where it has been
for adult men over the last year, hovering around that 4.4-percent
line. But if you put that across to the other side of the chart, it is
above 4.4 during all of 1962 and most of 1963. I do not know what
it averages in 1963, but I would say it averages perhaps above that,
because certainly at the end of 1963, it was to 4.4 again. Now, I do
not remember 1962 and 1963 being characterized as recession years.
If I recall correctly, the recession, that generally identified bv econo-
mists as the recession, was in the latter half of 1960 and the first half
of 1961. Is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. Yes; we have dated it in the organization I formerly
was associated with, the National Bureau of Economic Research. as
starting in May of 1960 and ending in February 1961. The period
since then was a recovery.

Representative BROWN. I look down at teenagers and that behavior
seems to be a little aberrational with relation to recessions, too. If
you put the line at the notch under 17.5-I do not know what those
distinctions are there-half a percent, I guess-you have figures in
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1963 and almost in 1964 above that line. And so on down through
the list.

Now, the 5.8- or 5.6-percent figure hung on through 1962 and 1963
as an average, it looks like, in all civilian workers.

To look at this hours and number of people employed, and so forth,
is it not true that when we get into a period of downturn, people do
not work longer, they work harder or more efficiently. The hours
people work drops because the employer would like to cut down the
number of hours worked. If you can do it on sraight time, it is a lot
more efficient to do it on straight time than it is on overtime in terms
of what you pay and what productivity you get from the worker.

Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Representative BROWN. What we have had here in terms of down-

turn, if I understand it, is that the average overtime hours, chart
No. 28 in the press release, has dropped rather sharply up through,
from 1969 up through 1970, and now it seems to be that the number
of overtime hours worked seems to be turning back up. Or it is hover-
ing back at 3 hours? So you get more production, in effect, with less
people and less hours. And the impact of that, of course, is produc-
tivity or, in effect, more profit on the unit of labor. If it is not profit,
then you can reduce prices if you want to reduce your profits. So, in
effect, this has the impact of lower prices.

Well, let me ask one other question. You said something about the
character of the work force, and I have looked on page 10 of this
"Economic Indicators of November 1971," and notice that in 1966,
the labor force participation rate unadjusted was 60.1. Is that a per-
centage of the total population of the country? Is that what that is?

Mr. MooR]i. I do not have a copy. That is "Economic Indicators,"
did you say ?

Representative BROWN-. It is a percentage of the noninstitutional
population, as I understand. But that percent has gone up in a period
of 5 years by 1 actual percent. Now, is this because you have more
people in the work force, a higher percentage of people in the work
force, out of the total population? In other words, we are getting
more teenagers, we are getting more women, we are getting more
older people into the population-I mean from the population who
are still employed or seeking work?

Mr. KAITZ. Sir, this is a little hard to determine from the overall
figures. These are the so-called labor force participation rates. And,
of course, if there are changing proportions of teenagers and women
and men in the population during this period of time, this change in
the mix of these groups could produce a change of this kind. We
would have to go back and do some work in order to identify this.

But to some extent, of course, this does indicate from one time to
another that increasing or decreasing proportions of certain groups
are either working or looking for work. In other words, labor force
participation has increased or decreased as a percent of the relevant
population.

Representative BROWN. OK, but this is on the whole population.
This is based on the whole population.

Mr. KI z. Sixteen years of age and over.
Representative BROWN. What I am suggesting is that I notice in the

summer, for instance, you have a high of 62.2 percent of the popula-
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tion looking for work. What I am suggesting is that we have a higher
percentage of the total number of Americans looking for work now
than we did in 1960 and 1961. Is that correct?

Mr. KAITZ. Yes; that is correct.
Representative BROWN. All right. Now, a 5-percent unemployment,

as a percentage of unemployed in the total population at this point, is
a significantly lower percentage, is it not, than a 6-percent unemploy-
ment ? Or a 5 percent then?

All I am saying is that 5 percent of those people in the work force
now, when you have a higher percentage of the total population in the
work force, may account for that half percent that you are talking
about here, where we level off during times when the economy is pick-
ing back up. We level off on our unemiiploymnent, even though the
economyv may be going uip. Do you follow my suggestion here?

Mr. MOORE. I think I understand what you mean. There has been
an increase in the percentage of the population in the labor force. As
a consequence, if you took unemployment relative to the population,
it would tend to-it would be lower now relative to the level then
than the unemployment rate is as we presently compute it. It is for
the reason that youi indicated.

The point I was making, though, is a somew hat different one. That
is that because women normally have higher unemployment rates year
in and year out than men, and teenagers likewise, any increase in the
proportion of women or teenagers in the labor force tends to increase
the average unemployment rate of the population. And it is that that
accounts for something like a half of 1 percent over possibly 10 to 15
years.

Representative BROWN. OK. So, in effect, we really have two phe-
nomena working, not just one here.

Mr. MOORE. Yes. Both.
Representative BROWN. In your press release, you indicate that the

jobless rate for construction workers dropped from 10.3 to 8.9 percent
in November. That is a very positive move, in my opinion. 'Can you
tell us what the probable reason for the drop was?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I am afraid I cannot. We do mention in the dis-
cussion of the workweek that there was exceptionally good weather
during the survey week, and that may have affected the number of
hours worked. But whether that affected the number of people unem-
ployed, I cannot say.

Representative BROWN. Well, you are talking about the length of
the workweek. I am talking about the employment of the number of
people.

Mr. MOORE. I do not know.
Representative BROwN. Alrell. obviously, the increase in housing

starts had something to do with it, I would assume.
Mr. MOORE. That has certainly been a strong factor in improving

the outlook in the construction area, yes, sir.
Representative BROWN. Well, now, what about the follow-on of that?Because as you add new housing starts, then you wind up having to

have additional furniture, additional appliances, and so forth. Are we
to anticipate that there will be a statistical change in some of those
other areas as a follow-on to the housing area?
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Mr. MOORE. Well, judging fronm past history, it seems to me that is
the reasonable expectation; that is in the past, movements in the hous-
ing starts have been followed by more construction activity; the houses
not only have to be started, they have to be financed. And they have
to have things put into them-furniture and the like-that go with
living.

So there is a process involved that the starting of a house maintains.
Representative BROWN. One final question. The joint Commerce

Department-Securities and Exchange Commission survey, regarding
business plans for spending on new plant and equipment predicts a
9-percent increase in the first half of 1972 over the comparable period
this year. Of course, spending for plant and equipmnent usually has
a powerful effect on the economy, because it stimulates borrowing(r for
construction and demand for both material and manpowver. Assutinil n
that the projected increase in capital spending takes place durino the
first half of 1972, what effects would you expect on our unemiployneiit
rate and when would you think that such effects would first be statis-
tically discernible? We are talking about a 9-percent increase.

Mr. MOORE. You are getting me in the same position as the chairman,
and I will not make a forecast.

Representative BROWN. Well, it is a game that many can play.
Mr. MOORE. I will not make a forecast on that subject.
Chairman PROXMIRE. If Congressman Brown would yield, next time,

why not bring a forecaster along?
Representative BROWN-. Thank you, 'Mr. Cha irman.
I am going to have to (lepart.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I am serious. Think about that. It would be

very helpful if Mr. Hodgson or someone else who could speak on what
he expects will happen could show up and it would make for much
more interesting responses. I do not mean to fault your professional
competence, which is very, very high, and I say that with all respect.

Congressman Reuss suggested that we have Jean Dixon come.
Mr. Reuss.
Representative REUSS. Mr. Commissioner, I think you have char-

acterized the general movement of the economy in the last year as one
of recovery.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Representative REUSS. What was the unemployment rate in Novem-

ber 1970 ?
Mr. MOORE. The unemployment rate seasonally adjusted was 5.9

percent in November 1970.
Representative REUSS. So actually, this year of recovery has actually

worsened unemployment. I am wondering if inadvertently, you may
not be adding to unemployment yourself ? You have characterized the
progression from 5.9 to 6 percent unemployment as recovery. People
are going to read that. Is that not going to cause people who are
presently not counted in the unemployed because they are "discour-
aged workers"-is not the tidings that we are having a recovery likely
to make them think, well, we are in a recovery period, I had better go
out and look for a job again, and thus remove their status from that
of discouraged worker to that of a member of the labor force, and
hence add to an already bad statistical situation?
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Mr. MOORE. Well, I doubt very much that anything that I say will
influence anyone to that extent. But when I say there has been an
economic recovery in the country since about a year ago, I do not mean
simply in terms of unemployment. There has been virtually no recovery
in unemployment.

Representative REUSS. Well, virtually. Virtually, it is worse, is it
not? A negative recovery.

Mr. MOORE. A tenth of a percentage point difference in a single
month does not strike me as being worth talking about. What I am
talking about is that in output, in employment, in income, and a great
many measures of the activity of the country, there has been a recovery
and a substantial one. So that employment is now, for the first time
in our history, above 80 million persons at work or with jobs; the
physical volume of gross national product is at a new record high level.
That is what I mean by an economic recovery. It is true, it has left
unemployment virtually unchanged.

Representative RE-uss. That is what worries me a little bit, not just
with regard to your observation, but with regard to Mr. Nixon's
philosophy generally. Of course, with a growing population, we should
have more employed and more output every year. That does not take
.anv genius. T would have thought that the point of the Employment
Act of 19461 was to keep unemployment low. And there we have been
slipping backward. Is this not true.? And should you not stop consoling
yourself by reciting the inevitable? Of course population and em-
ployment and output go up every year. It would be a catastrophe if
they did not. But that is no solace.

PHIr. MOORE. But those catastrophes have happened.
Representative -REUSS. And it was a catastrophe in 1958, was it not?

When did it happen?
Mr. MOORE. Well, in 1958 and 1961.
Representative REuss. But you do not think even despite a growing

population, an actual diminution in people employed is a catastrophe?
Mr. MOORnE. Well, I would say this: I would like to have a better

and more vigorous recovery than we have had. But I would not say
we have had none. And that is really simply my position.

Representative REUss. Let me turn to a note of cheer that you had
in your press release, and I quote from it, where you say: "The jobless
rate for Negroes, on the other hand, dropped over the month." Well,
is it not a fact that that seeming diminution of unemployment among
Negroes could well have been due to a sampling error?

'Mr. MOORE. Well, that is a possibility, but it is larger-that is, the
drop is larger than our sampling errors as we usually compute them.

Representative REiUss. How big a drop would you say could be
accounted for by a sampling error?

Mr. KAITZ. We would have to have at least eight-tenths of a percent
to exceed our sampling error criterion.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I-low big was that? I missed that.
Mr. KAITZ. Eight-tenths of 1 percent is the size of the sampling

error.
Representative REUSS. Do I understand you? Are you saying that

eight-tenths of 1 percent would be a possible statistical sampling error,
but that in changes of greater magnitude than that, the excess over
eight-tentliS of a percent could not be accounted for by a sampling
error? Is that what you are saying?
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Mr. MOORE. That is right, sir.
Representative REUSS. I would like to ask one additional question

on the wholesale price side. In the press release you say: "Renewed
strength in prices of cotton and manmade fiber textile products helped
lift the average for textiles and apparel."

Well, I am not going to quibble about the later tone, although
referring to inflationary disasters as renewed strength and helping to
lift may not be the way I should put it. But is it not a fact that these
commodities were the subject of President Nixon's textile agreements
with Japan and other countries? And do you not think, therefore,
that this renewed strength-that is, more inflation at increased prices-
is an in-house job?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I guess I am going to rely on Mr. Popkin to an-
swer that. But I agree, the language

Representative REUSS. Consumers, you know, they like cotton and
mamnade textile fibers and apparel, and they are disturbed when
there is renewed strength and when they help lift the average; they
do not like that.

Mr. AMOORE. I might Say, Mr. Reuss, that in going over the text of
this, we changed the word "boost," which -was originally there, to
"lift" to tone it down a little.

Representative REUSS. Thank God for that.
Mr. MOORE. We did not do quite enough editing.
Do you have any comment, Mr. Popkin 2
Mr. Pol'KIN. No; I do not. Those kinds of negotiations are very

complicated and have specific provisions relating to each of the many
textile products, undoubtedly. So I really cannot comment on the
question.

Representative REuSS. I would have just one more question. Could
you furnish, Mr. Commissioner, for the record, the scenario your
BLS samplers use on the discouraged worker bit? What do they ask
X[r. Schultz when they ring the doorbell about, are you working,
are You discouraged? It seems to me very subjective and I would like
to know exactly what it is you ask if you could find that.

Mr. MfOOrzE. Yes; we will be glad to do that.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:)

Members of a household in the sample who are 1.6 years of age or older,
and who did not work in the reference week (week including the 12th of the
month) and who had not looked for work in the last 4 weeks are asked some
supplementary questions (questions 24C, 24D, and 24E). It should be noted
that answers to these questions are expressed in appropriate terms used by the
respondent. Neither the words "unemployment" or "discouraged" are in the
questionnaire itself.

24C. Does - want a regular job now, either full- or part-time?

AMtaybe it depends (Specify in notes) -- ------------- (Go to 24D)
No --------------------------------------------------- l (Skip to
Don't know- - f 24E)
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24D. What are the reasons - is not looking for work?

(Mark each reason mentioned)

Believes no work available in line of work or area -El.
Couldn't find any work --
Lacks nec. schooling, training, skills or experience - -
Employers think too young or too old -
Other pers. handicap in finding job - -
Can't arrange child care - -
Family responsibilities -
In school or other training - -
Ill health, physical disability -
Other (Specify in notes) --
Don't know - -

24E. Does - intend to look for work of any kind in the next 12 months?
Yes ----------------------------------- O
It depends (Specify in notes) -
No -
Don't know - a

(If entry in 24B, describe job in 23)

Chairman PROxmiRE. Also in this recovery, you have the data here
in the press release, that the number of workers on part-time for eco-
nomic reasons-I read this before but I would like to get your answer-
to this now-that is, those who want full-time work but have been able
to find only a part-time job or have had their workweek reduced be-
cause of economic factors affecting their jobs, this is at a 10-year high.
You have to go back 10 years to find a situation in which this many
people were only able to work parttime. IVrhat is the answer to that ?
Does that not seem to be characteristic of a period of recession or stag-
nation, rather than a period of recovery?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I do not have the full record here. I do have it for
persons who are on part-time for economic reasons but are in the non-
farm area. And the statement is factually correct; that is, it is at a
10-year high. But it has been in the neighborhood of the present figure;
namely, two and a half million, for roughly a year. So that while
this particular month stuck up above the rest of the year and there-
are no figures earlier than that going back 10 years at that level, it
is not a really entirely new development.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I only have a couple or more questions, but I
would like to get once again into your argument which seems to be-
your principal defense of your position that this is a recovery; that is,
that we have an all-time high level of employment. There seems to be
some question about that. You say in the press release: "The November
increase brought the number of payroll jobs to within 235,000 of the
all-time high set in March 1970." You do not say it is at an all-time
high, but you say it is close to it. Now, that is by one measure. That is-
total civilian employment as estimated by a household survey.

Mr. MOORE. No, sir, that is the payroll employment, I believe.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I beg your pardon. Let me start over again on

this.
What you say is that employment continued to gain and reached 80'

million for the first time.
Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So you say that is at an all-time high on the-

basis of your survey. However, the payroll data obtained from em-
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ployers indicates that employment is still below what it was 20 months
ago.

Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So that even though the country has been

growing and we have more people, it is below and substantially below
or significantly below, at least, the figure that it was in March of 1970.
Is that right?

Air. MOOREi. It is below March of 1970. That figure really refers to
the number of jobs that people on payrolls have. And of course, some
people are on more than one payroll. So they are counted more than
once in that total. In terms of the total number of jobs as we measure
it in this payroll series, that is not at an alltime high. The other figure
is.

Chairman PROXmIrE. That means there is less moonlighting now?
Mr. MOORE. It could mean that, but we do not have any monthlv

data on the number of people with more than one job. So I cannot
say whether that is the sole reason for it.

Chairman PROXNIIRE. Now, looking at this November compared to
last November, total employment is up 1.5 million. But payroll em-
ployment is up only 1 million. That is a difference of 500,000. Some
time ago you pointed out, there are some differences in the coverage,
but even so, is that not a very large discrepancy? How do you explain
that difference?

Mr. MOORE. I cannot explain it. There is that discrepancy and it has
been persisting for a year or so now. The rate of increase in the house-
hold employment has been greater than that in the payroll employ-
ment.

Chairman PROXmIRE. Which series should we believe?
Mr. MOORE. It is difficult to answer that question. Really, the only

measure of total employment that we have, where everybody, includ-
ing those on farms, is counted and counted only once is the household
survey. But that is based on a sample of 50,000 households; it is subject
to sampling fluctuations. The other figure which comes from employers
and is based on their payrolls, covers a great many more jobs in the
sense of the number of jobs that are reported to us specifically.

Chairman PROXMIRE. That is not a sample. That is an actual figure,
is that not correct?

'Mr. MOORE. No, that is a sample, also, but it is a very large sample.
Chairman PROXMIRE. How large a sample is it?
Mr. MOORE. Well, something like 160,000 establishments reported

each month.
Chairman PROXMIRE. And reported on how many jobs? Tens of mil-

lions of jobs, I take it. Is that correct?
Mr. MOORE. Well, just one moment.
Chairman PROXMIIRE. Compared to '50,000 in the sample.
Mr. KAITZ. I believe that is right, sir.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So you could say that the figure which shows

that employment is not as high as it was a year and a half ago-that is,
the payroll data-might be considered by some to be more accurate.
And tiat indicates that in spite of the fact that it is a growing country,
we may not have as many jobs now as we had then.

Mr. MOORE. That is certainly a possibility, yes, sir.

;0-174-72-pt. 2-12
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Chairman PROXmIRE. Now, I was glad to see your correction of what
seems to me to be kind of heartening figures on the extension of the
workweek. It seems that people were working longer hours and that
is good news. It is an element of recovery; they usually do in a re-
covery. But then you said this does not mean anything, because there
-was no Veterans' Day holiday this November as there had been in
previous Novembers. Adjusting for that, there was no increase in the
workweek, or about the same, or was there a slight decline?

Mr. KAITZ. I think normally, with the holiday in that week, we
Wouldl expect a slight decline. Now, since that decline did not take
place, we show-

Chairman PROXMTRE. So adjusting for it, you have the same figure
as in the previous month, is that right?

Arl. MOORE. Yes, I would say it just about accounts for the increase.
Chairman PROXMIRE. What effect did the absence of a normal holi-

day have on seasonal adjustment factors for employment and unem-
plovment data?

MIr. IKAITZ. With respect to employment, we do not know at this
time of any reason why we should have expected any difference in
the figures; in other words, any impact on the numbers.

Chlairmlan PROXIIriE. How about unemployment?
Mr.f MOORE. I do not believe we would have expected anything

different from unemployment, either, sir.
Chairman PROX-MIRE. It would have no effect?
Mr. MOORE. We have not yet detected any effect in any of the work

we have done.
Chairman PROXMIRE. All right, I have one last area that I had

mentioned.
I understand, Mr. Moore-in fact, I read your very interesting

letter to the New York Times of November 18, 1971, in which you
say: "The phrase 'politicizing' the Bureau of Labor Statistics has
been used recently in editorials, news columns, TV shows, speeches
in Congress and at cocktail parties. Is politics really at work in the
Bunreau or is political calumny at work?"

Now, I understand that the New York Times did not include your
full letter and I will be happy to include that in the record of this
proceeding and also in the Congressional Record.1

Mir. IAooPj. Thank you, sir.
Chairman ProxIRE. However, the copy that was delivered to me

had a deletion from what occurred in the New York Times and I
wonder if vou put it in or they put it in. What was deleted was "or is
political ca~lumny at work?"

Now, calumny is a pretty strong term. The dictionary says a false
statement maliciously or knowingly made to injure someone.

Are you indicating in your letter to the New York Times that you
have been injured by false statements maliciously made here in the
Congress? Is so, by whom? By this Senator?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I would like to explain that situation. When I
submitted this article to the New York Times, it had that sentence
in it. I asked them, after sending it to them, that it be deleted. And
I have a letter here in which that request was made, together with
somie other changes to be made in the text. For some reason, and I do

I The full text of the letter may be found on pp. 4:58-460.
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not know what the reason was, or if it was simply an oversight, they

did not delete that sentence. So that is the reason why it is not in the

full text of the statement that I have circulated to you and which I

would appreciate it if you would put in the record.
The reason I deleted it is that it seemed a bit out of character with

the question I was trying to get at and to answer. So I decided it was
better to have it out than to have it in.

Chairman PROXIrIRE. You initially put it in. Do you really feel that

you had been the victim of false statements maliciously made?
Mr. \MOORE. Well, I am sure there have been false statements. Natu-

rally. I do not know about the intent of anybody.
Clhairman PROXmiRE. Which false statements?
MIr. MOORE. Well, statements have been made that after a certain

date, for example, w-hen we underwent our reorganization, analysts

in the Bureau would be coloring their statements about the figures that

they are reporting on. Now, that has not happened; there was no
intention that it should happen. I was very much disturbed at reading
statements of that kind.

Chairman PRoXim&E. Who made that statement that the analysts
would be coloring their statements?

MIrV. IMooRi. Well. I will read you a sentence that Congressman
Moorhead made in the Congressional Record, September 29, 1971.
And I am quoting:

I note with outrage but little surprise the news today that the White House
is replacing Bureau of Labor Statistics personnel with political appointees whose
roll will be to try and fool the American public and to put a veneer of hope on
the poor showing on the President's fiscal policies. This substitution of news
charlatans for trained economists is another example of the emptiness of the
current administration's economic record.

Now. as I say, that has not happened and if it ever should happen,
I will not be the Commissioner of Labor Statistics. It is just not going
to happen under my administration.

Chairman PRox-MIRE. Was that the one incident, the one statement
to rwhich Vou wvere referring 9

\Mr. MOORE. Well. there -was another one that you made on the same

date and were quoted in the W\ashington Post.
Chiairmian PROXT1-iE. I do not -want Congressman Moorhead to get

all the attention here.
Mfr. MOORE. But it is a little different in its phrasing and I think

it does not exactly say what we are going to be doing in terms of

Chairiman PROXITRE. AWhat does it say?

Mr. M\[OORE. It says that after November 1, "when the Bureau of

Labor Statistics provides an analysis of the latest economic figures,
it will be what the adiministration wants the public to believe about

the figures, not what objective economic experts believe they signify.
Chairman PRox-uiiR&. Well, now, you know what that was based on,

Mr. Commissioner.
Mr[r. 2MOORE. Yes.
Chairlman PlmoxamInru. In view of what has happened to Mr. Gold-

stein, in viewv of the fact that this man did explain complex statistics
at the only news conference in which BLS experts appeared and at

the conference he very competently responded to reporters questions
and those answers did seem to embarrass the administration, and then
he wvas given a lesser job, apparently demoted, and the function that
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he performed in the past was not performed at all as far as the news
conferences are concerned, and a man was appointed to provide inter-
pretation of current data whose background was not familiar to
members of this professional staff, we came to that conclusion. I think
I wrote you subsequently, however, and I think I made that state-
ment publicly at the hearing, too, that there was no question in my
mind about your integrity or your competence or your intention to
do your best to see that the truth was given to us. Is that not correct?

Mr. MooREi. Yes, sir; and I appreciate that statement very much
indeed. And I might say, too, that the man who was appointed to
analyze the current employment data is sitting right here next to me.
Mr. Kaitz, and I respect his integrity and his ability in that field just
as much as I do Mr. Goldstein's.

Chairman PROXMI1RE. Well, I have been very impressed by Mr. Kaitz
in his appearances before this committee. I still feel that the very
competent and useful, helpful job that Mr. Goldstein did in givingo
his analysis to the press is a service that should be performed and in
my view, IMr. Goldstein performed it very well.

I think that these hearings that we have are helpful, but I think it
would be far better to have what you had before. We disagree on that.
I am not going to detain you on it. But I think if you and Mr. Kaitz
and Mr. Popkin and others were free to have a press conference
monthly to interpret this very technical and extremely important data,
the country would be far better served.

Reporters, after all. that is their job, to ask questions and to get at
the facts and the truth and you are in by far the best position of any-
one in our Government to give them the answers.

Mr. MOORE. Well, I should say that that question has not left our
minds. I would like to accommodate the press as best we can. We do
answer all the questions that we get from them by telephone or other
kinds of inquiries and as promptly as we can. So I think we are doing
a reasonably good job that way, though everything can be done better.
But we are not coloring our statements about the figures.

Chairman PROxMitR. All right, sir.
Well, thank you very much. I appreciate your appearance. As I say,

the full text of your letter-not the truncated text that was in the NAew
York Times-the full text will be printed in the transcript of the hear-
ing and I will put it in the Congressional Record.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you very much, sir.
(The letter follows :)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS,

Washington, D.C., November 19, 1971.

OBJECTIVITY IN TIHE BLS

In view of recent public concern over changes at the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
I thought you might be interested in a, copy of a statement that I sent to the
New York Times and which appeared in abridged form in the Times of Novem-
ber 18.

The phrase "politicizing the Bureau of Labor Statistics" has been used recently
in editorials, news columns, TV shows, speeches in the Congress, and cocktail
parties. Is politics really at work in the Bureau? The question is of vital concern
to the public and to policymakers, as well asto the staff of the BLS.

Since I direct the affairs of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the issue is of
particular concern to me. When I first became Commissioner of Labor Statistics
in March 1969, I set forth four goals for the BLS, and one of them was to main-
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tain a position of impartiality in the presentation and analysis of statistics. The
other three were to insure that our work was kept relevant to the economic and
social problems of the Nation, that the results were accurate, and that they were
presented in a timely manner. If the BLS in fact is being "politicized," one of my
goals is being dumped overboard.

I have another reason for concern. For nearly thirty years before coming to
BLS I was associated with the National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., in
New York City. This private organization is well known for its devotion to the
conduct of impartial studies of economic problems. At the NBER, the goal of
objectivity in economic analysis is at the forefront, and I believe it is basic to the
development of economics as a science. As exponents of that idea both the National
Bureau and the BLS stand out as landmark institutions.

Finally, as President of the American Statistical Association during 1968, just
before I became Commissioner, I developed and helped to promote the idea that
a comprehensive review of the Federal statistical system was needed, a proposal
that resulted in President Nixon's appointment last year of a Commission on
Federal Statistics. Clearly the purpose of this proposal was to improve the Federal
statistical system, not to destroy it.

With that background, it is evident that I did accept the job of Commis-
sioner in order to "politicize" the BLS, and I would regard it as a disaster if,
despite my efforts, it should happen. My belief is, however, that the BLS is
now in a stronger position than ever to maintain its objectivity, for two reasons.
One is that the recent public attention given to the subject and the outpouring
of support for the BLS as an institution whose objectivity must be maintained
would make it more difficult for anyone, from either side of the political fence,
to divert the Bureau from its path of strict objectivity. The second reason is
that the recent reorganization of BLS and the accompanying hubbub concern-
ing its motivation, has put all of us on our mettle. The top staff of the Bureau
is particularly aware that now is the time to demonstrate afresh our capacity
for objective analysis.

What is the evidence of "politicization"? Last April the news briefings that
the BLS had conducted twice a month with the release of employment and
consumer price figures were discontinued. This step was not taken to "politicize"
the release of information, but for precisely the opposite reason-to prevent that
from happening. The press briefings had personally involved the technical staff
of the Bureau in situations leading to political controversy. I recognize there
are differences of view regarding the usefulness of briefings for the release of
statistical data-and understandably the press has criticized the decision. But
the essential fact is that our written releases, which are available to everyone
and not just those who can attend briefings, still contain the factual infor-
ination and technical analysis they have always contained. Moreover, the staff
continues to be available to answer and amplify technical questions at any time.

Last July the Office of Management and Budget requested the Departments
of Labor. Commerce. Agriculture. and Health, Education, and Welfare each to
review their statistical organizations and to set up parallel structures following
certain broad guidelines. Since the BLS conducts about 90 percent of the statis-
tical work of the Labor Department, this request directly involved BLS. A new
organization plan was worked out, and went into effect October 18. Nearly all
the new members of the top staff have held important positions in the BLS for
years. Only one person from outside BLS has been appointed, and his profes-
sional qualifications are of the highest. Two positions remain to be filled. The
new duties and responsibilities given to the members of the top staff will in my
judgment in each case better fit their professional and managerial capacities and
the needs of the organization.

Although the reorganization has been cited as evidence of "politicization," the
fact is that no political appointments have been made. none have been suggested
to me. and none will be made as long as I am Comml issioner. All new appoint-
ments and promotions have been. and will continue to be. based on the profes-
sional and managerial competence of the individual concerned.

It is not easy, in a Washington agency, to dispel the notion that any changes
in personnel, in policy, or in procedures are politically motivated. Virtually
every move can be so interpreted with nl little imagination and political sus-
pieion. For example, the BLS recently announced that there would be a gap
during 1972 in our quarterly releases on the employment situation in low-income
areas. in order to shift from 1960 to 1970 Census definitions of such area. This
was immediately described in the press as a political move by the Administration
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to avoid reporting "bad news" during an election year. The fact is that the
decision originated with and was recommended by the technical staff of the
BLS and the Census Bureau.

If as a result of such episodes the Bureau should be inhibited from making.
technically justified decisions for fear they might be considered political, then
a real "politicization of the BLS" would have begun. A real deterioration in the
quality of its output would be the result.

Politics is not at work in the Bureau. We are fully mindful of the importance-
of an independent fact-finding agency in economic affairs, and we are dedicated
to the preservation of the Bureau's reputation for objectivity and reliability.

GEOFFREY H. MOORE,
Commissioner.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The committee will stand adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 1:20 p.m., the committee was adjourned, subject tc,

the call of the Chair.)



CURRENT LABOR MARKET DEVELOPMENTS

FRIDAY, JANUARY 7, 1972

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT ECONOMIC COm-NiMTrEE,

WWashington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11 a.m., in room 1202,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Proxmire and Percy; and Representative Black-
burn.

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F. Mc-
Hugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist; Jerry J.
Jasinowski, research economist; George D. Krumbhaar, Jr., minority
counsel; and Walter B. Laessig and Leslie J. Bander, economists for
the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT or CI-IAIRMIAN PROX1IIRE

Chairman PROXMIRE. The committee will come to order.
Our hearing this morning marks the 10th consecutive month in

which we have invited officials of the Bureau of Labor Statistics to
brief the committee on the employment and unemployment situation.
I want to say again, as I have before, that the committee finds these
occasions interesting and instructive. We are grateful for the fine
cooperation we have received from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Nonetheless, I continue to look forward to the day when these hearings
can be replaced by a resumption of the regular monthly press con-
ferences on the employment data which were canceled last April.

We are beginning a new year, a year in which we certainly all hope
to see unemployment begin to decline. I think it is most unfortunate
that the administration did not choose to celebrate the new year by
allowing the BLS to resume its regular press briefings. It is still not
too late to adopt a new year's resolution. Mr. Moore, we urge you to
give serious consideration to a resumption of the press conferences,
beginning next month.

This question of who does and who does not hold press conferences
has taken on added importance in the past month. I mean press con-
ferences on important economic data as it comes out. On December 17,.
Secretary IRomney held a special press conference to announce monthly
housing start figures. Obviously, Secretary Romney is not a tecmii-
cian; he is a major political figure, a prominent member of the ad-
ministration. This was a highly political press conference. He used the
occasion to call for the reelection of the incumbent President and to
speculate on whether the Vice President was or was not a political
asset. Not only that but he held this press conference at least 3 hours-

(461)
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before the scheduled release of these statistics, statistics which are not
even prepared in his department.

Mr. Moore, I realize you are not responsible for the actions of
Secretary Romney. Nonetheless, I felt I had to bring this up. The ad-
ministration can't have things both ways. They are trying to muzzle
the technicians but give the politicians free rein. The public is getting
not information but a propaganda barrage. Mr. Moore, I hope you
object to this as strongly as I do and I hope you will make your ob-
jections known within the administration.

This morning we will be discussing not only the monthly employ-
ment data for December but also the quarterly data for the fourth
.quarter and the annual data for the entire year 1971. Of course, we
have all known for some time that 1971 was a very bad year for em-
ployment. The unemployment rate for the year was the highest in 10
years. Worst of all, there were no clear signs of improvement as the
year progressed. Unemployment was 5.9 percent in the first quarter,
6 percent in the second, 6 in the third, 6 in the fourth. In other words,
-unemployment has remained virtually constant throughout the year.

I know that a single statistic, such as the unemployment rate, can-
not possibly give a full picture of the situation. I would like this morn-
ing to examine all the data for December and for the fourth quarter,
to see whether the total picture is one of any improvement in job
opportunities. In recent months there has been a rapid growth in total
civilian employment. This would have been very encouraging except
that the other principal employment series-nonfarm payroll employ-
ment-showed a contradictory trend of only very slow growth of em-
ployment.

One thing I might ask you, Mr. Moore, is what happens to each of
*these employment statistics-I should say estimates-in December,
whether they continued to show different trends and, if so, how this
should be interpreted.

Another aspect of the employment situation I would like to learn
more about is the data on what you call work experience of the popu-
lation. I saw a most interesting article in the December Monthly Labor
Review. This article, which summarizes 1970 data, reveals that 14.6 mil-
lion persons, or over 15 percent of all those who worked or looked for
work. were unemployed at some time in 1970. It also reveals that the
numiber of full-time, year-round workers declined by 800,000 in 1970,
the first significant decline since 1958. This is very important informa-
tion. I would like to find out this morning what your plans are for
collecting similar information for 1971. I want to be sure -that this
information becomes available as soon as possible and that people are
aware of the availabilitv of this important data.

Another area I think we should discuss today, even though it is
quite technical, is the way in which the population sample on which the
employment estimates are based will be changed to conform with the
19 70 eonsus. I understand this change will take place gradually over
a number of months. I want to know what impact, if any, this change
in the sample may have on the estimate of the unemployment rate.

Mr. Moo e, welcome to our 10th monthly session. You probably have
some opening remarks you would like to make; then we will proceed
to some of these questions.
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STATEMENT OF HON. GEOFFREY H. MOORE, COMMISSIONER, BU-
REAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOM-
PANIED BY JOEL POPKIN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR PRICES
AND LIVING CONDITIONS; AND HYMAN B. KAITZ, ACTING AS-
SISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR CURRENT EMPLOYMENT ANALYSIS

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As usual, I would like to have the employment press release inserted

in the record.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; without objection. It is a very helpful

release and will be inserted in full in the record at this point.
(The press release referred to above follows:)

[Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Press Release No. 72-10, Jan. 7, 19721'

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: DECEMBER 1971

The employment situation was essentially unchanged in December, the U.S..
Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics reported today.

The overall unemployment rate was 6.1 percent in December, not appreciably
different from the 6.0 percent in November. Jobless rates for most major groups-
in the labor force showed little or no change over the month and remained in,
line with the patterns that have generally prevailed during 1971.

Total employment was also little changed in December. Since the summer, how-
ever. total employment has risen substantially. (This month's release also in--
eludes a special review of employment and unemployment developments in 1971.)

UNEMPLOYMENT

The number of unemployed persons totaled 4.7 million in December. After
allowance for usual seasonal patterns, unemployment was virtually unchanged.
over the month.

Jobless rates for most major groups continued within the relatively narrow
ranges that have been in evidence through most of the year. Unemployment rates.
for all adult men (4.4 percent), married men (3.3 percent), adult women (5.8:
percent), and teenager (17.5 percent) were all essentially the same in December
as in November. Similarly, the jobless rates for both full-time workers (5.8.
percent) and for part-time workers (8.4 percent) were virtually unchanged over-
the month. For workers covered by State unemployment insurance programs. the
December unemployment rate of 4.1 percent also was little changed from-
November.

The jobless rate for Negroes, which had dropped from 10.7 to 9.3 percent
between October and November, rose over the month to 10.3 percent. The un--
employment rate for white workers, on the other hand, moved down to 5.4-
percent in December, after rising from 5.3 percent in October to 5.7 percent in.
November.

The unemployment situation for workers in most major occupation and industry
groups was ilttle changed in December. However, the jobless rate for construc-
tion workers rose from 8.9 percent in November to '11.2 percent in December,.
after dropping in November.

The average duration of unemployment, at 11.3 weeks in December (seasonally
adjusted), edged down for the second consecutive month. There was an increase-
in the number of persons unemployed less than 5 weeks and a drop in the number-
unemployed 5 weeks or more. Very long-term joblessness (persons unemployed'
27 weeks or longer) fell to 510,000 in December, its lowest level since April.

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

The civilian labor force In December, at 85.3 million seasonally adjusted,.
was virtually the same as in November. Total employment, at 80.1 million, was
also little changed over the month. Nonetheless, both civilian labor force and'
employment have risen substantially since the summer, with the bulk of the-
increases occurring among full-time workers, mostly adult females.
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The number of workers on part time for economic reasons (those who want
full-time work but have been able to find only a part-time job or have had their
'workweek reduced because of economic factors affecting their jobs) dropped
from 2.6 to 2.4 million in December, seasonally adjusted. The November level had
been a 10-year high.

TABLE A.-HIGHLIGHTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION

[Seasonally adjusted

1971-
Selected categories December November 4th quarter 3d quarter 2d quarter 1st quarter

Civilian labor force (millions of
persons) - 85.3 85. 2i 85.1 84.2 83.7 83. 6Total employment - 80.1 88,1 80.0 79.2 78.7 78.6Unempoyrment -5.3 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.0 5. 0Unemployment rates (percent of
labor force):

Al Iworkers -6.1 6.0 6.0 6. 0 6.0 5.9Adultmen -4.4 4.4 4.4 4 5 4.4 4.3Adultwomen -5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.7Teenagers -17.5 17.0 17.2 16.8 16.8 17.4White -5.4 5.7 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5Negro and other races -10.3 9.3 10. 1 10.1 9.9 9. 5Married men -3.3 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2Full-time workers -5.8 5.8 5.7 5.5 5.5 5. 5State insured -4.1 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.8Nonfarm payroll employment (millions
of persons) -71.1 71.0 71.0 70.6 70.7 70.4Goods-producing industries 22.4 22.4 22.4 22.4 22.5 22.5Service-producing industries 48.6 48.5 48.6 48.3 48.1 47.9Average weekly hours (hours of work):

Total private nonfarm -37.2 37.2 37.1 36.8 37.0 37.0Manufacturing -40.3 40.1 40.1 39.8 39.9 39.8Manufacturing overtime -3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.8

Note: Payroll employment and hours figures for latest 2 months are preliminary.
Sources: Tables A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2.

VIETNAM ERA VETERANS

The employment situation for Vietnam Era veterans 20 to 29 years old did not
change materially in December. Almost 3.7 million were employed and 325,000
were unemployed. (Data are not seasonally adjusted; see table A-7.) The un-
employment rate for veterans was 8.1 percent this December, not significantly
different from November. The number of unemployed veterans this December
was about the same as in December 1970, while employment was 500,000 higher.
Compared with a year ago, the number of Vietnam veterans aged 20 to 29 years
old in the population was up by nearly 600,000.

For nonveterans in the same age group, employment and unemployment were
also essentially unchanged over the month. Their unemployment rate, at 7.2 per-
cent in December, has been consistently below that of veterans.

INDUSTRY PAYROLL EMPLOYMENT

Total nonagricultural payroll employment was up 120,000 in December to 71.1
million, seasonally adjusted. The rise resulted almost entirely from the net return
to payrolls of striking workers in mining and transportation. In the other in-
dustries, job gains in trade, services, and government were offset by losses in
manufacturing and contract construction.

Manufacturing employment declined by 55,000, seasonally adjusted, between
November and December, returning to about the October level. The drop was
about evenly divided between the durable and nondurable goods sectors. In con-
tract construction, employment fell by 60,000, seasonally adjusted, in December.
Mlining employment increased by 100,000 due to the end of a strike among bi-
tuminous coal workers.

In the service-producing industries, employment rose by 135,000, seasonally
adjusted, in December. The largest over-the-month gains occurred in wholesale
and retail trade (55,000) and State and local government (40,000). Smaller em-
ployment gains were posted in the transportation and public utilities Industry
(25.000) and in services (also 25,000) ; the gain in the transportation Industry
resulted from the return to payrolls of striking longshore workers.
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HOURS OF WORK

The average workweek for all rank-and-file workers on nonagricultural pay-
Tolls rose in line with previous seasonal patterns between November and De-
cenmber. After seasonal adjustment, the average workweek was unchanged at
37.2 hours, its highest level since July 1970.

In manufacturing, the workweek moved up by 0.2 hour in December to 40.3
hours (seasonally adjusted), the highest level in 2 years. Increases occurred in
both the durable and nondurable goods sectors. Factory overtime, at 3.1 hours in
December, was not materially changed from November.

A particularly large increase in the workweek was posted in the mining in-
dustry (1.1 hours, seasonally adjusted). This was probably a reflection of
stepped-up activity following the conclusion of the coal strike. In the construc-
tion industry, on the other hand, the workweek declined 2.4 hours on a seasonally
adjusted basis between November and December.

EARNINGS

The average hourly earnings of production and nonsupervisory workers on
private nonagricultural payrolls were $3.50 in December, up 2 cents from Novem-
ber. Compared with a year ago, hourly earnings have risen 20 cents or 6.1
percent.Because of the increase in the actual workweek and the gain in hourly earn-
ings, average weekly earnings rose by $1.44 in December to $130.55. Weekly
earnings gains were posted in all major industries except construction. Com-
pared with December 1970, average weekly earnings were up by $8.12 or 6.6
percent. During the latest 12-month period for which the Consumer Price Index
is available-November 1970 to November 1971-consumer prices rose by 3.5
percent.

The Year in Review
The Nation's employment situation during 1971 was highlighted by a resump-

tion of employment growth late in the year and a leveling off in unemployment.
After peaking at a 9-year high at the close of 1970 (6.2 percent), the unemploy-
.ment rate hovered around 6 percent of the labor force throughout 1971. The
following sections describe developments in the employment situation during the
course of 1971, with special emphasis on quarterly movements.

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND TOTAL E.NrPLOYMIE\T

The civilian labor force continued to expand in 1971, although the rate of
gerowth was slower than in recent years. This slowdown was confined largely to
the first half of the year, as the labor force rose substantially over the last 2
quarters. The fourth quarter pickup was the biggest posted since the first quarter
of 1969. On an annual basis, the civilian labor force gain amounted to 1.4 million,
compared with a 2-million rise in each of the 2 previous years. The reduction in
the Armed Forces contributed substantially to the increases in the civilian labor
force in 1970 and 1971.

Total employment rose substantially in the second half of 1971, after showing
little growth through most of 1970 and the first half of 1971. Employment hit the
S0-million milestone in the last quarter, 780,000 above the third quarter level and
1.1 million above the pre-slowdown peak attained in the first quarter of 1970.

Because of the lack of growth in the early part of the year, total employment
for 1971 as a whole posted a modest gain of 490,000, compared with increases of
730.000 in 1970 and nearly 2 million in 1969. The 1971 gain was concentrated
a aong 20-24-year-olds, mostly young men returning to civilian life after leaving
the Armed Forces. Employment of men 25 years and over declined, while small
gains were posted for women 25 and over and for teenagers.

UNEMPLOYMENT

Despite the renewed expansion of employment in the second half of 1971,
unemployment fluctuated around 5 million the entire year. However, the steady
increases in unemployment that had characterized all of 1970 did not continue
In 1971, and the overall jobless rate was either 5.9 or 6.0 percent of the labor
force from the fourth quarter of 1970 through the fourth quarter of 1971. On an
annual basis, unemployment averaged 5.0 million in 1971, up 900,000 from 1970.
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The jobless rate averaged 5.9 percent in 1971, up from 4.9 percent in 1970 and3.5 percent in 1969.
There were few significant unemployment trends among the major groups inthe labor force during the course of the year, as jobless rates for all adult men.married men, adult women, and teenagers remained essentially unchanged. (See

table A). On an annual basis, 1971 jobless rates for all of these groups were upsubstantially from 1970 (table D).
The jobless rate for Negro workers continued to drift upward in the first halfof 1971, reaching 10 percent in the second quarter and remaining at that levelthrough the remainder of the year. In contrast, the rate for white workers stayedat 51/2 percent from the fourth quarter of 1970 on. The overall Negro-white joblessrate ratio, which had fallen to its lowest point in nearly two decades in late 1970and early 1971 (at 1.7 to 1), was 1.8 to 1 in the last 3 quarters of 1971. On anannual basis, the Negro jobless rate rose from 8.2 to 9.9 percent, while the whiterate moved from 4.5 to 5.4 percent. The ratio of Negro-to-white jobless rates, at1.8 to 1 in 1971, was unchanged from 1970; it was 2.1 to 1 in 1969.
Among workers in major industries, jobless rates for construction and manu-facturing workers, edged down during 1971 after rising especially sharply in1970. For construction workers, the jobless rate moved down from a high of 11.7

percent in the third quarter of 1970 to 10 percent in the last 2 quarters of 1971,as the strong pickup in new housing starts began to be felt. Unemployment among
manufacturing workers, after peaking at 7.2 percent in late 1970, declined to 6.7percent by the fourth quarter of 1971. In most other industries, unemployment
rates did not change materially during the course of 1971, although their annual
rates, as in manufacturing and construction, were at their highest levels since theearly 1960's.

Among blue- and white-collar workers, jobless rates were little changed during
the year, but both were up significantly from their 1970 averages. The rise in theannual average jobless rate for white-collar workers (from 2.8 to 3.5 percent)
was proportionately greater than that for blue-collar workers (from 6.2 to 7.4
percent), with the increase concentrated among professional and technical work-
ers. The 1971 jobless rate for professional workers, at 2.9 percent, was the highest
since occupational unemployment statistics were first collected in 1948.

Although the level and rate of overall unemployment were on a virtual plateau
during 1971, the average period of time workers remained unemployed continued
to lengthen during the year. The average (mean) duration of joblessness rosemarkedly during the 1969-71 period, from a low of 7.8 weeks in late 1969 to 11.7
weeks in the last 3 quarters of 1971. Duration of unemployment averaged 11.4weeks for 1971 as a whole, about 2½2 weeks longer than the mean duration in 1970.

The number of long-term unemployed-those who were jobless for 15 weeks ormore-averaged 1.2 million in 1971, 520,000 above the 1970 level and the highest
annual level since 1961. As a result, long-term unemployment represented 24
percent of total unemployment in 1971, up from 16 percent in the previous year.

VIETNAM ERA VETERANS

During 1971, some 900,000 men of all ages were discharged from the Armed
Forces, and at yearend the number of Vietnam Era veterans in the civilian popu-lation totaled 5.6 million. Approximately 80 percent of these men were in theirtwenties, and their relative youth and lack of recent labor force experience made
jobfinding a difficult task.

An average of 3.7 million veterans 20 to 29 years old were in the labor force in1971, 500,000 more than a year earlier. Employment averaged 3.3 million and
unemployment 325,000. Although the number of employed veterans was 400,000
greater than in 1970, the increase was not enough to offset the gain in their labor
force, and both the level and rate of unemployment rose over the year.

The unemployment rate for veterans in ages 20-29 averaged 8.8 percent in
1971, compared with 6.9 percent in 1970. Among the veterans in ages 20-24, therate averaged 12.2 percent and in ages 25-29, 5.7 percent-both up about one-
third over the year. By the fourth quarter of 1971, however, the veterans' un-employment rate began to show improvement; their rate at yearend was thesame as in fourth quarter 1970, in contrast to substantially higher rates in
earlier quarters of 1971 compared with those in 1970.
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INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENTS

Total nonagricultural payroll employment was essentially unchanged between
1970 and 1971, as moderate growth in the service sector during most of the
year offset continued job cutbacks in the goods-producing sector. The 1971 growth
in the service-producing sector continued to be led by State and local government
and the service industry.

The bulk of the decline in goods-producing employment wvas centered in the
manufacturing industries, where total employment was down 760,000 between
1970 and 1971. The durable goods industries were hardest hit, particularly in
primary metals, machinery, and electrical equipment. By the fourth quarter,
however, the declines in manufacturing employment appeared to have halted.

Contract construction employment remained relatively weak in 1971. However,
the contract construction employment picture began to improve near the end of
the year, as employment rose by 60,000 in the last quarter. On an annual average
basis, contract construction employment, at 3.3 million, was down 90,000 from
the 1970 average.

The average workweek for all production and nonsupervisory workers on
private nonfarm payrolls was little changed during 1971, apart from minor
monthly fluctuations. On an annual average basis, it edged down by 0.1 hour
from the 1970 average of 37.1 hours.

After decreasing throughout 1970, the average workweek of manufacturing
production workers also was essentially unchanged during most of 1971 but
moved up in the fourth quarter. On an annual average basis, manufacturing
hours were 0.1 hour above their 1970 level of 39.8 hours. Manufacturing over-
time hours generally remained in a narrow 2.8-3.0 hours range throughout the
year and, on an annual average basis, fell 0.1 hour from the 3.0 hour average
of 1970.

This release presents and analyzes statistics from two major surveys. Data on
labor force, total employment and unemployment are derived from the sample
survey of households conducted and tabulated by the Bureau of the Census for
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Statistics on payroll employment, hours, and
earnings are collected by State agencies from payroll records of employers and
are tabulated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. A description of the two surveys
appears in the BLS publication Employment and Earnings.

Starting with data for December 1971, a series of changes is being introduced
in the methods of sampling and estimation for the Current Population Survey
for the purpose of using newly-developed data from the 1970 Census of Popula-
tion and Housing to improve the sample design. The modification in estimation
methods, which corresponds to those used following the 1950 and 1960 censuses,
will have a negligible effect on the comparability of the data with previous
months. All of the changes to be made will be described in detail in the February
1972 issue of Employment and Earnings.

TABLE B.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION 16 YEARS AND OVER, ANNUAL
AVERAGES 1969-71

[1n thousands (excluding percentages)l

Change

Employment status 1971 1970 1969 1970-71 1969-70

Total labor force- 86, 929 85, 903 84, 239 1, 026 1,664

Armed Forces - 2, 817 3, 188 3, 506 -371 -318
Civilian labor force -84,113 82, 715 80, 733 1,398 1,982

Employed -79,120 78, 627 77, 902 493 725

Agriculture -3, 387 3, 462 3,606 -75 -144
Nonagricultural industries -75, 732 75,165 74, 296 567 869

Unemployed -4,993 4,088 2, 831 905 1, 257
Unemployment rate (percent) -5.9 4.9 3.5 1.0 1.4
Notin labor force -55,666 54,280 53,602 1,386 678
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FrABLE C.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS 16 YEARS ANDOVER, BY DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT, ANNUAL
AVERAGES, 1969-71

1971 1970 1969
Thousands Thousands ThousandsDuration of unemployment of persons Percent of persons Percent of persons Percent

Total - 4,993 100.0 4,088 100.0 2, 831 100.0
Leon than 5 weeks ---------- 2, 234 44. 7 2,137 52. 3 1, 629 57. 55 to 14 weeks- 1,578 31.6 1,289 31.5 827 29.215 weeks and over -1,181 23.7 662 16.2 375 13.3

15 to 26 weeks -665 13.3 427 10.4 242 8. 527 weeks and over -517 10.4 235 5.7 133 4. 7
Average(mean)duration - 114 8 8 -7.9

TABLE D.-MAJOR UNEMPLOYMENT INDICATORS, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1966-71

[Persons 16 years and over-in percentj

Selected categories 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967 1966

Total (all civilian workers) -5.9 4.9 3.5 3.6 3.8 3. 8Men, 20 years and over. 4.4 3.5 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.5Women, 20 years and over 5.7 4.8 3.7 3.8 4.2 3.8Both sexes, 16 to 19 years .16.9 15.3 12.2 12.7 12.9 12.7While.---- -------- --- ---- - 5.4 4. 5 3. 1 3.2 3.4 3.3Nonwhite.------------------ 9.9 8. 2 6.4 6.7 7.4 7. 3Married men.------------------ 3.2 2.6 1. 5 1. 6 1. 8 1.9Full-lime workers 5.5 4.5 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.4Part-time workers 8.7 7.6 6.2 6.5 6.9 6.2Unemployed 15 weeksand over 1.4 .8 .5 .5 .6 .7Laborforcetime lost -6.4 5.4 3.9 4.0 4.2 4. 2

OCCUPATION
White-collar workers - 3.5 2.8 2. 1 2.0 2.2 2.0Professional and technical . 2. 9 2. 0 1.3 1. 2 1.3 1.3Managers, officials, and proprietors 1.6 1.3 .9 1.0 .9 1. 0Clerical workers 4.8 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.9Sales workers -4.3 3.9 2.9 2.8 3.2 2. 8Blue-collar workers -7.4 6.2 3.9 4.1 4. 4 4.2Craftsmen and foreman -4.7 3.8 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.8Operatives - . 8.3 7.1 4.4 4. 5 5.0 4.4Nonfarm lahorers.-------------- 14. 8 9. 5 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.4Service workers 86.3 5.3 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.6Farmworkers - . 2.6 2.6 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.2

INDUSTRY
Private nonagricultural wage and salary workers.. 6.2 5.2 3. 5 3.6 3.9 3. 8Construction - 11 4 9.7 6.0 6.9 7.3 8. 1Manufacturing.---------------- 6.8 5. 6 3. 3 3.3 3. 7 3.2Durablegoods 7.0 5.7 3.- 0 3.0 3. 4 2.8Nondurable goods. 6.5 5.4 3.7 3.7 4.1 3.8.Transportation and public utilities - 3.8 3.2 2.2 2.0 2.4 2.1Wholesale and retail trade. 6.4 5.3 4.1 4.0 4. 2 4. 4Finance and service industries 5.1 4.2 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.5.Government workers2.9 2. 2 1. 9 1. 8 1. 8 1. 9Agricultural wage and salary workers - 7.9 7.5 6. 0 6.3 6. 9 6. 6
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TABLE E.-EMPLOYEES ON NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1969-71

[In thousands]

Change

Industry 1971 1 1970 1969 1970-72 1969-70

Total - 70, 689 70, 616 70, 284 73 332

Goods producing -22, 470 23, 336 24, 221 -886 -885.

Mining - 602 622 619 -20 3
Contract construction -3, 259 3, 345 3, 435 -86 -90
Manufacturing -18, 608 19, 369 20,167 -761 -798

Durable goods -10, 589 11,197 11, 895 -609 -697
Ordnance and accessories -193.2 242.1 316. 2 -48.9 -74. 1
Lumber and wood products- 50. 3 572. 5 606. 7 7. 8 -34.2
Furniture and fixtures -458.8 459.9 483.9 -1.1 -24. 0
Stone, clay, and glass products -628. 7 638.5 656.4 -9. 8 -17. 9
Primary metal industries -1, 224.7 1, 314.8 1, 360.8 -90.1 -46. 0
Fabricated metal products -1, 3 2.1 1, 379.9 1, 440.4 -47. 8 -60. 5
Machinery, except electrical - 1, 790.1 1, 976.9 2, 032.6 -186. 8 -55. 7
Electrical equipment - 1, 787.2 1, 922.9 2, 019.9 -135. 7 -97. 0
Transportation equipment -1, 751.3 1, 806.8 2, 060.5 -55. 5 -253. 7
Instruments and related products -432. 1 458.6 476.6 -26. 5 -18. 0
Miscellaneous manufacturing -410.7 425.7 441.0 -15.0 -15.3

Nondurable goods - 8, 019 8,171 8, 272 -152 -101
Food and kindred products -1, 752.6 1, 781.7 1, 790.8 -29.1 -9.1
Tobacco manufactures - 73.5 81.7 83.0 -8.2 -1. 3
Textile mill products -961.9 977.6 1, 002.5 -15. 7 -24. 9
Apparel -1,360.8 1,372.2 1,409.1 -11.4 -36.9
Papor and allied products- 687. 7 706. 5 711.1 -18. 8 -4. 6
Printing and publishing1 I, 087. 7 1.106. 8 1, 093.6 -19.1 13. 2
Chemicals and allied products -1, 014.7 1, 051. 3 1, 059.9 -36. 6 -8. 6
Petroleum and coal products -190. 0 190.4 182. 3 -.4 8. 1
Rubber -582.3 580.4 596.3 1.9 -15.9
Leather and leather products -307.9 322.2 343.2 -14. 3 -12. 0

Service producing --------------------------...... 48, 219 47, 280 46, 063 939 1,217

Transportation and public utilities - 4, 481 4, 504 4, 429 -23 75
Wholesale and retail trade . ...... 15, 175 14, 922 14, 639 253 283

Wholesale trade - 3, 855 3, 824 3, 733 31 91
Retail trade -11,320 11,098 10,906 222 192

Finance, insurance, and real estate -3, 799 3, 690 3, 564 109 126
Services -11,912 11,630 11,229 282 401
Government -12, 853 12, 535 12, 202 318 333

Federal -2, 665 2, 705 2, 758 -40 -53
State and local -. 10,188 9,830 9,444 358 386

a Preliminary.
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TABLE A-I.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION, BY SEX AND AGE

lIn thousands]

Seasonally adjusted

Septem-
Employmentstatus,age, December November December December November October ber August

and sex 1971 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971

TOTAL

Total labor force -87, 541
Civilian labor force - 84, 883

Employed -80, 188
Agriculture- 2,948
Nonagricultural

industries - 77, 240
On part time for

economic reasons 2,198
Usually work full

time -1, 045
Usually work

part time - 1,153
Unemployed -4, 695

MEN, 20 YEARS AND OVER

Civilian labor force - 47, 990
Employed -45, 907

Agriculture -2, 266
Nonagricultural

industries -43, 641
Unemployed -2, 083

WOMEN, 20 YEARS AND
OVER

Civilian labor force - 29, 628
Employed -28, 182

Agriculture -434
Nonagricultural

industries -27, 748
Unemployed -1, 445

BOTH SEXES, 16 TO 19
YEARS

Civilian labor force -7, 266
Employed -6, 099

Agriculture -248
Nonagricultural

industries -5, 851
Unemployed -1, 167

87, 715 86, 165 88, 007 87, 868 87, 500 87, 347
85, 019 83, 152 85, 349 85, 172 84, 783 84, 598
80, 204 78, 516 80,133 80, 022 79, 845 79, 525
3, 262 2,952 3, 413 3,393 3,369 3, 356

76, 942 75, 564 76, 720 76, 629 76, 476 76, 169

2,311 2,329 2,404 2,616 2,507 2,260

1,120 1,309 1,103 1,250 1,161 1,056

1,191 1,020 1, 301 1,366 1,346 1,204
4,815 4,636 5,216 5, 150 4,938 5,073

87, 087
84, 312
79, 197
3, 415

75, 782

2, 469

1, 173

1, 296
5, 115

48, 013 47, 301 48, 219 48, 238 48, 176 48, 194 48, 074
46, 090 45, 194 46, 078 46, 101 46, 104 46, 004 45, 903

2, 440 2, 286 2, 437 2, 495 2, 474 2,426 2, 472

43, 650 42, 907 43,641 43, 606 43, 630 43, 578 43, 431
1,923 2,108 2,141 2, 137 2, 072 2,190 2,171

29, 762 28, 928 29, 338 29, 276 29, 108 28, 995 28,859
28,114 27,529 27,628 27,568 27,515 27,376 27,172

529 419 557 525 521 551 543

27, 584 27,111 27, 071 27, 043 26, 994 26, 825 26, 629
1,648 1,399 1,710 1,708 1,593 1,619 1, 687

7,244 6,922 7,792 7,658 7,499
6, 000 5,793 6, 427 6, 353 6, 226

293 248 419 373 374

5,707 5,545 6, 008 5,980 5, 852
1.244 1,129 1,365 1,305 1,273

7, 409
6, 145

379

5, 766
1, 264

7, 379
6,122

400

5, 722
1, 257
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TABLE A-2.-FULL- AND PART-TIME STATUS OF THE CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, BY SEX AND AGE

[Numbers in thousands]

Seasonally adjusted

Full- and part-time employ- Decem- Decem- Decem- Novem- October Septem- August DOcein-
ment status, sex, and age ber 1971 ber 1970 ber 1971 ber 1971 1971 ber 1971 1971 her 1970

FULL TIME

Total, 16 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 72, 012 7,. 735 73, 296 73,100 72, 534 72, 419 72, 232 71, 937

Employed- 68, 362 67,153 69, 046 68, 896 68, 614 68, 320 63, 242 67, 805
Unemployed -3, 649 3, 583 4, 250 4, 204 3, 920 4, 099 3, 990 4,132

Unemployment rate 5. 1 5. 1 5.8 5. 8 5.4 5. 7 5. 5 5. 7

Men, 20 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 45, 582 44, 989 45, 895 45, 939 45, 750 45, 790 45, 697 45, 300

Employed- 43, 662 43, 058 43, 926 43, 953 43, 804 43, 773 43, 669 43, 318
Unemployed -1,920 1,932 1,969 1,986 1,946 2,017 2,028 1,982

Unemployment rate 4. 2 4.3 4. 3 4.3 4. 3 4. 4 4.4 4. 4

Women, 20 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 23, 107 22, 636 22, 978 23, 015 22, 759 22, 810 22, 020 22, 512

Employed- 2, 962 21, 488 21, 659 21, 643 21, 507 21, 454 21, 339 21,191
Unemployed -1,145 1,147 1, 319 1, 372 1, 252 1. 356 1, 281 1, 321

Unemployment rate 5.0 5. 1 5. 7 6. 0 5. 5 5.9 5. 7 4. 9

PART TIME

Total, 16 years and over:
Civilian labor force - 12, 871 12, 416 12. 076 12, 128 12, 166 12, 346 12, 222 11,640

Employed- 11,826 11,363 11,066 11,089 11,140 11,326 11,089 10,637
Unemployed -1,046 1,053 1,010 1,039 1,026 1,020 1,133 1,003

Unemployment rate 8. 1 8. 5 8.4 8. 6 8. 4 8. 3 9.3 8. 6

Note: Persons on part-time schedules for economic reasons are included in the full-time employed category; unem-
ployed persons are allocated by whether seeking full- or part-time work.

60-174-72-pt. 2-13
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TABLE A-3.-MAJOR UNEMPLOYMENT INDICATORS-PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER

Thousands of persons
unemployed Seasonally adjusted rates of unemployment

Decem- DEcem- Decom- Novem- October Septem- August Decem-
Selected categories ber 1971 ber 1970 ber 1971 ber 1971 1971 ber 1971 1971 ber 1970

Total (all civilian
workers) -4, 695 4, 636 6.1 6.0 5. 8 6.0 6.1 6. 2

Men, 20 years and over- 2,083 2, 108 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.6
Women, 20 years raid over --- 1, 445 1, 399 5.8 5.8 5. 5 5. 6 5. 8 5. 8Both sexes, 16 to 19 years.... 1,167 1,129 17.5 17.0 17. 0 17. 1 17. 0 17. 8

White. - 3,832 3,848 5. 4 5. 7 5. 3 5.4 5.6 5.6
Negro and other races 863 787 10. 3 9. 3 10. 7 10.5 9.8 9.5
Married men .-- --- 1, 281 1, 324 3.3 3.4 3. 0 3. 3 3. 2 3. 4
Full-time workers - 3,649 3, 533 5.8 5.8 5. 4 5. 7 5. 5 5. 7
Part-time workers 1, 046 1, 053 8.4 8.6 8.4 8.3 9.3 8. 6
Unermiployed 15 weeks and

over' .--- 1,104 951 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.3
State insured 2 -- ___ 2,108 2, 223 4. 1 4. 2 4. 5 4.4 4. 2 4. 2
Labor force time lost 3f .......... ............... 6. 4 6. 5 6. 5 6. 3 6. 5 6. 4

OCCUPATION 4

White-collar workers- 1,178 1,213 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.8
Professional and tech-

nical ---------------- 241 234 3.0 3.2 2.9 2.6 3.1 2.9
Managers, officials, and

proprietors .- .-.- 147 140 1.9 2.0 1.6 1.6 1. 4 1. 7
Clerical workers .--- 616 634 5.0 4. 8 4. 8 4. 7 A. 8 5. 3
Sales workers - . 173 205 4.1 4.0 3.9 3. 9 4. 5 5.1

Blue-collar workers. . 2, 202 2, 282 7. 5 7. 5 7. 2 8. 0 7. 6 7. 8
Craftsmen and foremen- 551 551 4. 7 6. 5 4. 7 5. 8 5. 5 5. 0
Operatives ------------ 1,121 1,255 8.3 8.4 8.0 8.4 8.3 9.0
Nonfarm laborers 527 475 11.8 11.5 10.9 11.6 10.5 11.0

Service workers. . 648 573 6.4 6.6 6.1 6.5 6.6 6. 2
Farm workers -------------- 95 114 2.8 3.4 2.0 2.9 2.8 3.3

INDUSTRY4

Nonagricultural private wage
and salary workers 5. ------ 3, 559 3, 656 6.4 6.2 6.0 6.2 6.2 6. 6

Constroction . 496 473 11.2 8.9 10 3 10.0 10.2 11.8
Manufacturing - - 1, 301 1, 501 6.9 6.8 6. 3 7.0 6.9 7. 6

Durable goods . 762 940 6.9 7.1 6.7 7.1 6.8 8. 0
Nondurable goods- 538 561 7. 0 6. 3 5. 8 6. 8 7. 0 7. 2

Transportation and pub-
lic utilities - --------- 187 186 4.2 4.4 4.4 3.6 3.1 4.1

Wholesale and retail
trade . 814 767 6.6 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.2 6. 7

Finance and service in-
dustries - .- . 730 716 4.9 5.2 4.8 5. 1 5.4 4. 9

Government wage and salary
workers . 367 317 3.2 3.4 3.3 2.9 3.1 3.0

Agricultural wage and salary
workers -- 103 138 7.7 9.3 7.1 8.8 9.4 9. 6

X Unemployment rate calculated as a percent of civilian labor force.
2Insured unemployment under State programs -usemploymelt rate calculated as a percent of average covered

employment.
3 Man-hours lost by the unemployed and persons on part time for economic reasons as a percent of potentially available

labor force man-hours.
4 Unemployment by occupation includes all experienced unemployed persons, whereas that by industry covers only

unemployment wage and salary workers.
5 Includes mining, not shown separately.
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TABLE A-4.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER BY DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT

[In thousands!

Seasonally adjusted

Decem- Decem- Decem- Novem- Octo- Septem- Au- Decem-
ber ber ber ber her ber gust her

Duration of unemployment 1971 1970 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970

Less than 5 weeks -2, 068 2, 083 2, 439 2, 292 2, 194 2, 344 2, 372 2, 456
to 14 weeks-1,----- --- ,524 1,601 1,535 1, 659 1, 549 1,1589 1, 535 1, 612

15 weeks and over ------ 1, 104 951 1, 259 1, 293 1, 231 1, 239 1, 335 1, 014
15 to 26 weeks -604 624 750 726 641 672 752 750
27 weeks and over - 499 328 509 567 590 567 553 334

Average (mean) duration, in
weeks -11.9 10.2 11.3 11.7 12.2 12.0 11.5 9.7

TABLE A-5.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS, BY REASON FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

JNumbers in thousands]

Seasonally adjusted

Reason for Decem- Decem- Decem- Novem- October Septem- August Decem-
unemployment ber 1971 her 1970 her 1971 bor 1971 1971 her 1971 1971 her 1970

Number of unemployed:
Lost last job -2, 322 2, 412 2, 442 2, 409 2, 219 2, 373 2, 449 2, 536
Left last job -55i 505 670 630 539 571 568 614
Reentered labor force ---- 1, 257 1, 269 1, 458 1, 507 1, 456 1, 547 1, 507 1, 472
Never worked before - 566 450 747 668 668 607 644 594

Percent distribution:
Total unemployed- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Lost last job -49.4 52.0 45.9 46.2 45. 5 46.5 47.4 48. 6
Left last job -11.7 10.9 12.6 12.1 11.0 11.2 11.0 11. 8
Reentered labor

force -26.8 27.4 27.4 28.9 29.8 30.4 29.2 28. 2
Never worked

before -12.1 9.7 14.0 12.8 13.7 11.9 12.5 11.4

Unemployed as a percent of
the civilian labor force:

Lostlast job -2.7 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.8 2.9 3.0
Left last job- .6 .6 .8 .7 .6 .7 .7 .7
Reentered labor force ---- 1. 5 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1. 8 1. 8
Never worked before ---- .7 .5 .9 .8 .8 .7 .8 .7
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TABLE A-6.-UNEMPLOYED PERSONS, BY AGE AND SEX

Percent
Thousands of looking

persons for Seasonally adjusted unemployment rates~~~~~ ~full-tim e
De- De- work De- No- Oc- Sep- Au- De-

cember comber Decem- cember vember tober tember gust cember
1971 1970 her 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970Age and sex

Total,816 years and over

16 to 19 years
16 and 17 years
19 and 19 years

20 to 24 years .
25 years and over

25 to 54 years .
55 years and over .

Males, 16 years and over .

16 to 19 years
16 and 17 years
18 and 19 years .

20 to 24 years
25 years and over

25 to 54 years
55 years and over

Females, 16 years and over

16 to 19 years
16 and 17 years .
18 and 19 years-

20 to 24 years-
25 years and over .

25 to 54 years-
55 years and over-

4,695 4,636 77.7 6.1 6.0 5.8 6. 0 6. 1 6. 2

1,167 1,129 50. 1 17.5 17.0 17.0 17.1 17.0 17.8
550 550 25.1 19.1 18.4 20.6 18.6 19.7 19. 8
617 579 72.4 16.5 15.7 14.6 16.0 15.0 16.5
987 927 83.0 10.2 10.5 9.3 9.6 10.1 10.2

2,541 2,580 88.4 4. 1 4. 0 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2
2,055 2,069 90.1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.4
-486 511 80.9 3.4 3.4 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.5

2,784 2,776 81.6 5.5 5.4 5.3 5.5 5.5 5.6

701 668 50.1 17.5 16.4 17.0 16.4 17.3 17.2
337 343 27.0 19.5 18.0 21. 1 19.1 19.5 20.0

- 364 325 71.4 15.8 14.7 14.0 14.5 15.4 15.0
- 611 510 82.8 10.7 10.7 10.1 10.5 10.5 10.9

-1,471 1,529 96.1 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3. 6 3.7
1,175 1,166 97.8 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.6

296 362 89.5 3.1 3.2 2.9 3.0 3.3 3.7

1,911 1,860 72.1 7.1 7.0 6.6 6. 8 7. 0 7. 1

466 462 50.2 17.6 17.8 17.0 17.8 16.7 18.6
213 208 21.6 18.4 18.9 19.8 17.9 19.9 19.4
253 254 73.9 17.3 17.0 15.4 17.7 14.6 18.2
376 347 83.0 9.7 10.3 8.4 8.6 9.5 9.

1,070 1,052 77.9 5. 1 4. 9 4. 9 4.9 5. 1 5. 1
880 992 79.9 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.5 5.7
190 149 67.9 3.8 3.7 2. 9 3.4 3. 3. 1

TABLE A-7.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29
YEARS OLD

(Numbers in thousands; data not seasonally adjusted]

War veterans I Nonveterans

December November December December November December
1971 1971 1970 1971 1971 1970Employment status

Civilian noninstitutional population--- 4, 334
Civilian labor force -3, 979
Not in labor force -355
Percent in labor force -91. 8
Employed -3, 656
Unemployed -323
Unemployment rate -8.1

4, 293 3,752 9,616 9,570 9,108
3, 92397 3, 4337 8, 270 8,170 7, 818

356 315 1, 346 1, 400 1, 288
91.7 91.6 86.0 85.4 85.9

3,616 3,130 7,678 7,600 7,252
321 307 592 570 566
8.2 8.9 7.2 7.0 7.2

I War veterans are defined by the dates of their service in the U.S. Armed Forces. War veterans 20 to 29 years old ore
all veterans of the Vietnam era (service at arny time after Aug. 4, 1964), anod they account for about 85 percent of theVietnam era veterans of all ages. About 550,000 post-Korean-peacetime veterans 20 to 29 yeara old are not included in
this t able.



TABLE B-I. EMPLOYEES ON NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

(in thousandsl
Change from Seasonally adjusted

Change
from

November December December November October November
1971 1970 1971 I 1971 1 1971 1971IFo December November October December

. Industry 1971 1 1971 1 1971 1970

& Total -71,966 71,579 71,379 71,151

Goods-producing -22,386 22,624 22,709 22,677

38 1
-

Sei

Mining - --------------------------- 620 520 522 621
Contract construction-3,190 3,408 3,478 3,233
Manufacturng-18,576------------------ 18,69 18,0 18,823

Produrin workers-13,496 13,608 13,616 13,617
Durable wods-10, 568 10,613 10,065 10,763

Pro uctl iood -7,616 7,661 7,650 7,721
Ordnance and accessories -18. 187.2 188.3 213. 2
Lumber and wood products -596.7 598.4 601.8 552.4
Furniture and fixtures -475.3 475.5 772.8 453.8
stone, clay, and glass products -627.7 638. 3 637.7 621. 5
Primary metal industries -, 167. , 168.0 1,165.4 1,252.2
Fabricated metal products -1345.5 1,351. 1 1, 349.2 2,345. 1
Machinery, except electrical- 1776.6 1,778.0 1,774.4 1,846.9
Electrical equipment -, 798.0 1,806.5 1,800.1 1,828.7
Transportation equipment -1,744.2 1,748.7 1,749.4 1,798. 0
Instruments and related produts - 436.3 436.9 436. 2 439.5
Miscellaneous manufacturing -412.3 424.4 429.6 412.0
Nondurable goods-------------------- 8,008 8,083 8, 104 8,060

Production workers -,880 5,947 5,966 5,896
Food and kindred products -1,724.6 1,769. 8 1,803.8 1,749.2

Tobacco manufactures-72.1 76.3 80.0 84.1
Textile mill products -979.1 973.8 965.5 963.2
Apparel and other textile products -1,347.5 1,380.0 1,379.0 1,359.0
Paper and allied-products ----------------------------- 695.5 693. 8 691.9 698.2
Printing and publishing -1,--------------- I091. 8 1,088.3 1,087. 4 9, 107.0
Chemicals and allied products -1000.9 1,003.2 1,004 7 1,028.7
Petroleum and coal products -19 0 189.97 1904 187.9
Rubber and plastics products, nec-598. 5 599.4 597.4 570.0
Leather and leather products -308.0 308.5 304.1 212.7

vice-producing-------------------------------------------- 49,580 48, 95 48,670 48, 474

Transportation and public utilities-4,463 4,448 4,455 4,454
Wholesale and retail trade ------------------ 16, 105 15, 535 15, 327 15, 706

Wholesale trade --------------- 3, 915 3,904 3,896 3,863
Retail trade ------ 12,190 11,631 11431 11, 843

Finance, insurance, and real estate -- 3,828 3,837 3,826 3,712
Services -------------------------- 11,986 12,008 12,020 11,717
Government ------------------------ 13, 198 13, 127 13,042 12, 885

Federal- -2 695 2,655 2,659 2,693
State and local ------------------------ ,----- - 1503 10,472 10,383 10, 192

387 815

-238 -291

100 -1
-218 -43
-120 -247
-112 -121
-45 -195
-45 -105

.5 -25.5
-1.7 44.3
-.2 21.5

-10.6 6.2
-. 7 -84.9

-5.6 .4
-1.4 -70.3
-8.5 -30.7
-4.5 -53.8
-.6 -3.2

-12.1 .3
-75 -52
-67 -16

-45.2 -24.6
-4.2 -12.0

5.3 15.9
-32.5 -11. 5

1.7 -2.7
3.5 -15.2

-2.3 -27. 8
. 3 2. 1

-.9 28.5
-.5 -4.7

625 1, 106
15 9

570 399
11 52

559 347
-9 116

-22 269
71 313
40 2
31 311

71,104

22,429

622
3,258

18,549
13,459
10, 542
7,583

186
605
471
633

1 714
,1333
1,784
1,786
1,720

435
415

8, 007
5,876
1,739

68
977

1, 349
692

1,084
1,005

193
594
306

48, 675
4, 459

15,330
3884

11,446
3847

12 046
12, 993
2,666

10,327

-

70,981 70 848 123

22,442 22,371 -13

521 521 101
3,318 3,290 -60

18,603 18,560 -54
13,506 13,462 -47
10,571 10,561 -29
7,614 7,600 -31

186 189 0
601 597 4
469 467 2
636 631 -3

1,181 1, 187 -7
1, 339 1,341 -6
1,796 1, 791 -12
1 790 1 793 -4
1,730 1,720 -10~

436 437 -1
407 408 8

8,032 7,999 -25
5 892 5, 862 -16
1,749 1,728 -10

71 69 -3
970 963 7

1,369 1, 365 -20
691 693 1

1, 084 1, 085 0
1,007 1,008 -2

190 189 3
595 594 -1
306 305 0

48, 539 48,477 136

4,435 4,442 2i
15,276 15,270 54
3,873 3,873 11

11,403 11,397 43
3,852 3,834 -5

12 020 11,996 26
12, 956 12, 935 37
2 669 2,675 -3

10 287 10,260 40

-



TABLE B-2.-AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS I ON PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSTRY

Change from- Seasonally adjusted

Change fromDecember November October December November December December November October NovemberIndustry 19719 19713 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 2 1971!' 1971 1971

Total private ,---------------------------------------------- 37.3
Mining -43.8
Contract construction -36.4
Manufacturing -40.7

Overtime hours - 3.2
Durable goods -41. 3

Overtime hours -3.2
Ordnance and accessories -42.3
Lumber and wood products -40.9
Furniture and fixtures -40.5
Stone, clay, and glass products -41.7
Primary metal industries -41. 4
Fabricated metal products -41.4
Machinery, except electrical -42.2
Electrical equipment -40.9
Transportation equipment -41.6
Instruments and related products -40.6
Miscellaneous manufacturing -39.5

Nondurable goods --------- 39.9
Overtime hours- 3. 1
Food and kindred products ------ 40.6
Tobacco manufactures -34.9
Textile mill products -41.7
Apparel and other textile products -36. 5
Paper and allied products -42.8
Printing and publishing -38.1
Chemicals and allied products -41.9
Petroleum and coal products -42. 5
Rubber and plastics products (not elsewhere classified) 41.0
Leather and leather products -38.4

Transportation and public utilities - 40.7
Wholesale and - -- ---------------------------------- 35.5

Wholesale trade -_ -- -- ---- ----- 40.4
Retail trade -------------------------- 34.1

Finance, insurance, and real estate -37. 1
Services -34. 1

37.1 37.0
42.5 42.8
38.0 38.2
40.2 40.0
3.1 3. 1

40.7 40.5
3.0 3.0

41.9 41.8
40.9 41.0
40.4 40.4
42.0 42. 1
39.9 39.7
40.6 40.3
41.1 40.8
40.4 40.1
41.2 41.0
40.5 40.1
39.6 39.3
39.6 39.4
3.1 3.2

40.3 40.1
35.7 36.0
41.4 41.0
36.3 35.9
42.5 42.3
37.7 37.6
41.5 41.5
42.0 42.6
40.9 40.6
38.4 37.7
40.6 40.5
35.0 35.0
39.9 39.8
33.5 33.5
37.0 37.0
34.0 34.1

37.1
43.0
37.4
39.9

2.8
40.5
2.7

41. 1
39.7
40.4
41.3
39.9
40.6
40.9
40.3
41.0
40.0
39.0
39. 3

2.8
40.7
39.7
40.1
35. 3
41.9
38.0
41.6
42.9
39.9
37.9
40.4
35.3
40.1
33.9
36.7
34.3

0.2
1.3

-1.6
.5
.1I
.6
.2
.4

0
.1

-.3
1. 5
.8

1. 1
.5
.4
.1I

-.1
.3

0
.3

-.8
.3
.2
.3
.4
.4
.5
.1

0.I
.5
.5
.6
.1
.1I

0.2
.8

-1.0
.8
.4
.8
1.5

1.2
1.2
.1
.4

1. 5
. .8
1.3
.6
.6
.6
.5
.6
.3

- 1
-4.8

1.6
1.2
.9
.1I
.3

-. 4
1. 1
.5
.3
.2
.3
.2
.4

-.2

37.2
43.6
36.7
40.3
3.1

40.8
3.0

41.9
40.9
39.6
41.7
41. 4
41.0
41.6
40.3
40.8
40.2
39.2
39.6
3.0

40. 3
34.6
41.2
36. 5
42. 3
37.6
41.7
42.9
40.7
37.6
40.6
35.3
40.1
33.9
37.1
34.1

37.2
42.5
39. 1
40.1
3.0

40.6
2.9

41.8
41.1
40.0
42.0
40.1
40.4
41. 1
40. 1
40.6
40.2
39.2
39. 5
3.0

40.2
35.6
41. 1
36.2
42. 4
37. 7
41.3
41.7
40.7
38.3
40.4
35.3
40.0
33.8
36.9
34.1

37.0
42.5
37.6
39.8
3.0

40.3
2.8

41.8
40.7
39.7
41.8
40.1
40. 1
40.8
39.9
40.5
39.9
38.9
39. 3
3.0

40.0
34.7
40. 8
36.0
42.0
37. 5
41.5
42.4
40.3
37.9
40.3
35.2
39.8
33.8
36.9
34. 2

0
1.1

-2.4
.2
.1I
.2
.1I
.1

-.2
-.4
-.3
1.3
.6
.5
.2 &
.2 -.*

0 Ob1.
0
.I

0
.1

-1. 0
.1I
.3

- I
-.1
.4

1. 2
0
-.7
.2

0
.I
.1I
.2

0

I Data relate to production workers in mining and manufacturing; to construction workers in mately $- of the totol employment on private nonagricultural payrolls.contract construction,' and to nonsopervisory workers in transportation and public utilities; wholesale 2 Preliminary.
and retail trade; finance, insurance, and real estate; and services. These groups account for approsi-



TABLE B-3.-AVERAGE HOURLY AND WEEKLY EARNINGS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS, ON PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS, BY INDUSRTY

Average hourly earnings Average weekly earnings

Change from- Change from-

December November October December November December December November October December November December
Industry 1971 2 1971 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 2 1971 2 1971 1970 1971 1970

Total private ------------------
Mining.
Contract construction
Manufacturing.

Durable goods-
Ordnance and accessories
Lumber and wood products.
Furniture and fixtures --------
Stone, clay, and glass products
Primary metal industries :
Fabricated metal products.
Machinery, except electrical .
Electrical equipment
Transportation equipment
Instruments and related products
Miscellaneous manufacturing

Nondurable goods-
Food and kindred products
Tobacco manufactures-
Textile mill products
Apparel and other textile products
Paper and allied products.
Printing and publishing.
Chemicals and allied products
Petroleum and coal products
Rubber and plastics products, not elsewhere classified
Leather and leather products

Transportation and public utilities.
Wholesale and retail trade.

Wholesale trade .-------------.
Retail trade ------------------------

Finance, insurance, and real estate ------------
Services -----------------------------------

$3.50
4.29
5.91
3.69
3.94
3.98
3. 18
2.97
3.74
4.52
3.86
4.18
3.60
4.62
3.61
3.03
3.35
3.51
3.20
2.62
2. 55
3.76
4.34
4.05
4.70
3. 51
2.62
4.37
2.90
3.77
2.60
3.33
3.04

$3.48
3.91
5.89
3.60
3.83
3.88
3.20
2.92
3.72
4.37
3.77
4.04
3.51
4.44
3.56
2.96
3.29
3.39
3.09
2.59
2.52
3.73
4.27
3.99
4.64
3.45
2.61
4.32
2.90
3.73
2.60
3.31
3.04

$3.49
3.92
5.90
3.60
3.82
3.91
3.21
2.93
3.73
4.35
3.77
4.04
3.51
4.44
3.55
2.96
3.29
3.38
3.02
2.59
2. 52
3.73
4.27
4.00
4.65
3.46
2.63
4.31
2.91
3.72
2.60
3.31
3.03

$3.30
3.96
5.46
3.47
3.68
3.76
3.02
2.83
3.51
4.05
3.63
3.86
3.42
4.30
3.46
2.91
3.17
3.27
3.00
2.53
2.44
3.55
4.05
3.81
4.34
3.32
2.53
3.99
2.75
3.52
2.47
3.15
2.91

$0.02
.38
.02
.09
.11
.10

-.02
.05
.02
.15
.09
.14
.09
.18
.05
.07
.06
.12
.11
.03
.03
.03
.07
.06
.06
.06
.01
.05

0
.04

.02
0

$0.20 $130. 55 $129.11 $129.13 $122.43
.33 187.90 166. 18 167.78 170.28
.45 215. 12 223.82 225.38 204.20
.22 150.18 144.72 144.00 138.45
.26 162.72 155.88 154.71 149.04
.22 168.35 162. 57 163.44 154. 54
.16 130.06 130.88 131.61 119.89
.14 120.29 117.97 118.37 114.33
.23 155.96 156.24 157.03 144.96
.47 187. 13 174.36 172.70 161.60
.23 159.80 153.06 151.93 147.38
.32 176.40 166.04 164.83 157.87
.18 147.24 141.80 140.75 137.83
.32 192. 19 182.93 182.04 176.30
.15 146. 57 144. 18 142.36 138.40
.12 119.69 117.22 116.33 113.49
.18 133.67 130.28 129.63 124.58
.24 142.51 136.62 135.54 133.09
.20 111.68 110.31 108.72 119.10
.09 109.25 107.23 106.19 101.45
.11 93.08 91.48 90.47 86.13
21 160.93 158.53 157.78 148.75
29 165. 35 160.98 160.55 153.90
24 169. 70 165. 59 166.00 158. 50

:36 199.75 194.88 198.09 186.19
.19 143.91 141. 11 140.48 132. 47
09 100.61 100.22 99. 15 95.89

:38 177:86 175:39 174.56 161.20
.15 102.95 101.50 101.85 97.08
.25 152.31 148.83 146.06 141.15
.13 88.66 87.10 87.10 83.73
.18 123.54 122.47 122.47 115.61
.13 103.66 103.36 103.32 99.81

$1.44
21.72

-8.70
5.46
6.84
5.78
-.82
2.32
-.28
12.77
6.74

10.36
5.44
9.26
2.39
2.47
3.39
5.89
1.37
2.02
1.60
2.40
4.37
4.11
4.87
2.80
.39

2.47
1.45
3.48
1.56
1.07
.30

$8.12
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Mr. MooRE. If I may summarize it briefly, I think essentially the
employment situation in December was about the same as it was in
November. The unemployment rate was 6.1 percent. It was 6 percent
in November and the jobless rate for most of the major groups in the
labor force remained about the same over the month.

Employment was also little changed in December. The total civilian
employment figure from the labor force survey showed a small in-
crease and this continued an increase that has occurred since the
summer.

Overall during the last 5 or 6 months there has been a very sub-
stantial increase in employment. Since July the increase in employ-
ment has amounted to 1.2 million persons and that, by historical
standards, is a rapid rate of increase in employment. But December
by itself did not add much to that increase.

The unemployment rates, as I indicated, for most groups remained
about the same in December as in November. There was an increase
in the jobless rate for Negroes which went up to 10.7 percent from
9.3. I think the quarterly figures on the unemployment rates for
Negroes are more significant because they smooth out some of the
sampling fluctuations and over the year there has been an upward
creep in the unemployment rate.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Did you say 10.7? Wasn't it 10.3 for December?
Mr. MOORE. I am sorry; it was 10.3 in December. It had been 10.7 in

October. Yes; that is my mistake.
But over the quarter; that is, for the fourth quarter, the average

was 10.1 and that, as I say, has shown an upward trend during the
year.

Another result in this release is that the average duration of un-
employment, that is, the average number of weeks that persons who
are now unemployed have been unemployed, edged down to 11.3 weeks.
The highest value that has had in recent years has been 12.7 weeks
and that was reached in June; and there has been some shortening of
the duration of unemployment on the average since June.

We have figures for December on the employment and unemploy-
ment of Vietnam era veterans. The unemployment rate in December
was 8.1 percent, about the same as in November. Employment was also
very little different. Over the year the employment of veterans has
increased by about a half million and unemployment has remained at
about the same level.

Part of this, of course, is the increase in the number of veterans who
are in the civilian population as a result of the reduction in the Armed
Forces.

In terms of the payroll employment figures, which are developed on
an independent basis from the household employment data, the total
nonfarm payroll employment was up 120,000 in December. This repre-
sented largely an increase in the service industries employment which
rose 135,000, whereas in goods production, employment was about the
same, down just a very small number.

The average workweek showed for the total private, nonfarm
economy a level the same as in November but higher than it has been
since July 1970; and in manufacturing, which is a more sensitive in-
dicator, the workweek moved up to 40.3 hours which is the highest
level in 2 years.
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As you know, the workweek is a leading indicator; it tends to move
earlier than the number of people employed and I think this is a
favorable sign.

Another set of figures that we get from the payroll employment
statistics is on earnings and there, for December, the average hourly
earnings of production workers in private nonfarm payrolls was $3.50,
up by 2 cents from the November figure. Over the year there has been
an increase of 6.1 percent in hourly earnings.

Weekly earnings also showed some increase. They are affected by
the length of the workweek as well as by the hourly earnings and
over the year they are up by 6.6 percent. Both of those figures on the
hourly basis and on the weekly basis are substantially higher than the
rise in consumer prices which, according to the latest measurement
we have, November to November, showe an increase of 3.5 percent.

Well, that summarizes the monthly situation as it is shown in this
release.

We have also included in it a description of the year as a whole-
1971-and I don't think I will try to summarize that, Mr. Chairman,
but if you have any questions about it I would be glad to deal with
them.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner.
Mr. Commissioner, this looks to me like a pretty discouraging if

not bleak picture, that is, if you put it in the context of the general
aura of optimism about our economy. We have read that the private
economists estimate we are going to have a good year. The President
says a great year in 1972. We certainly have good figures for produc-
tion, for profits, for productivity-all those are improving and good.
I notice the new factory orders are continuing to improve. We seem
to be going along on the same old almost depression level of unem-
ployment and in this quarter it is really bad because it is increasing:
5.8 percent in October, 6 percent in November, 6.1 percent in Decem-
ber-certainly not getting any better. It has been hovering around a
very high 6-percent level for along, long time.

Then when we look in little more detail, total civilian employment
went up hardly at all in December. Payroll employment went up some
but this was due to the return of striking workers in mining and trans-
portation. Manufacturing employment actually went down, as you
pointed out. Hours per week rose and this is one encouraging sign, but
on balance it appears that the employment situation certainly is not
getting any better. It has been geting worse.

Have I overlooked any special factors or any significant elements in
the situation? Am I making an unreasonable interpretation here, do
you think?

Mr. MooRE. Well, I would think you do have to distinguish between
employment and unemployment and I don't think the employment
situation is getting any worse. The figures don't show much increase in
December, but they don't show any decrease either; and the hours of
work did increase and, of course, that is part of the employment pic-
ture: people not only work but they work a certain number of hours
and they get paid for the hours that they work.

So, on the employment side, I don't see any deterioration at all. I
see a small improvement, particularly on the hours.
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On the unemployment side, however, there has been no improvement
and one way to look at that, of course, is that the total number of people
in the labor force has increased just about in line with the number of
people employed so there has been no cut in the number of unemployed.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, you see, I look at the press release and
you point out that-looking at the whole year 1971-it is true that
there was an improvement in the latter half of the year as far as the
employment picture is concerned but in the whole year it was worse,
worse in 1971 than in 1969 and 1970; that is, there was a smaller in-
crease in jobs in 1971 than in 1970 and 1969 by a substantial margin;
isn't that correct?

Mr. MooRE. The number of people unemployed certainly did in-
crease during 1971.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, the amount of employment increased in
1971 but it increased less than it did in-I should say-let me read
what you have got here:

Employment hit the 80-million milestone In the last quarter, 780,000 above the
third-quarter level and 1.1 million above the preslowdown peak attained in the
first quarter of 1970.

Because of the lack of growth in the early part of the year, total employment
for 1971 as a whole posted a modest gain of 490,000, compared with Increases of
730,000 in 1970 and nearly 2 million in 1969.

So you point out that 1971, looked at as a whole, even in this one area
which you say is the more encouraging aspect of the employment pic-
ture, was less favorable for the year as a whole in 1971 than it was in
1970 and certainly than it was in 1969.

Mr. MOORE. Well, for the year as a whole, that is correct. The only
thing is that the second half of the year looks very different from the
first half.

Chairman PRoxMIRE. Yes.
Now, according to table A in the press release, total civilian employ-

ment rose 1.4 million from the first quarter to the fourth. However,
nonfarm payroll employment rose only 600,000, less than half as much.
Employment in the goods producing industries has actually fallen.

We have talked about this discrepancy before. It is a big discrep-
ancy; it is a great difference and these are both series which I would
think would be very reliable. They are both very large samples. The
employment data as I take it comes actually from the employment
records of the employers which is not really a sample as much as it is a
total picture or is that wrong?

Mr. MOORB No; it is still a sample but-
Chairman PROXMIRE. A very large sample.
Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. A sample of about how many-140,000?
Mr. MOORE. About 160,000 establishments report on their employ-

ment payrolls to us every month.
Chairman PROXMIRE. How many jobs does this represent, roughly?
Mr. MOORE. Roughly 30 million employees.
Chairman PRoxMiRE. Well, the report, then, for 30 million em-

ployees, and that report is more pessimistic, gives us a picture of a
less favorable expansion in jobs than the 50,000, much smaller sample
that you get by knocking on doors and trying to get that kind of a
sample reaction. The 30 million figure is the more pessimistic figure;
isn't that correct? It shows the lesser growth.
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Mr. MOORE. The payroll figure has been showing a smaller growth
over the last year than the household employment figure. There are
problems in comparing the two since they don't really represent the
same concept of employment. We call them both employment; they
are really not the same thing. The household employment figure is the
number of persons in the population who have jobs. The payroll figure
is really the total number of jobs at which people are employed; and
if a person has more than one job he is counted more than once in the
payroll figure. So that is one source of difference between the two sets
of numbers.

The only partial explanation I have been able to find for the dis-
crepancy, and it does not explain the whole of it, is in the construction
area. There the payroll figures which represent contract construction
have been showing a great deal of weakness this year, virtually no
increase at all. The construction figures on employment that we get
from the household figures have shown a fairly substantial increase
during the year.

Now, I think the reason is that the household construction employ-
ment figures include a lot of workers who work on small projects
that are not reported in the payroll figures themselves, particularly in
housing and, as you know, there has been a great boom in the housing
area.

So it has seemed to me that the payroll figures do not represent fully
the increase in construction employment. But that would not-

Chairman PROXMIRE. As you say, that would be a relatively modest
amount of the difference; it would not account for the difference by
any means.

Mr. MooRE. It would not account for all the difference; it would be
partial. I am just unaware of what the

Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me ask you-I don't want to ask you to
forecast; you have resisted that; but I ask you as an expert, a business
cycle expert, what is there in the picture now that could change this?
What is there that could get us off this rut of 6-percent unemployment,
of 5 million Americans looking for work? Can you see any change? I
am not asking you again to forecast but I am asking you what the pos-
sibility is. Increase in housing starts is one area. Most experts say that
is unlikely to increase. Increase in automobile production is another
area. Most experts say it is unlikely to be any better this coming year
than it was last year.

What are the areas where you think there is a possibility and, again,
I am not asking you to predict that these will develop but what
could change the situation and get us down to a lower level of
unemployment?

Mr. MOORE. Well, overall, a continuation of the increase in employ-
ment that we have had since July would do a great deal.

Now, as I indicated in my remarks, we have had an increase since
July of 1,200,000.

Chairman PROxMIRE. That has not done anything for us; it has not
provided any further, any real reduction in unemployment, No. 1; and,
No. 2, that employment is questioned because the bigger index does not
show that kind of an improvement. The index showing the payroll
employment does not show this kind of improvement, does it?

Mr. MOORE. Let me just conclude my point, if I may, on this matter.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. OK.
Mr. MOORE. That rate of increase over 5 months is equivalent to about

a 2.5-million increase in employment over a year, if it were continued
for a full year.

Now, I think a 2.5-million increase in employment, if we could
attain that, would clearly improve the unemployment situation be-
cause we are very unlikely to have anything like that increase in the
labor force. Last year's increase in the labor force was about 1.5
million.

So, simply a continuation of the recent, the last 5 months' rate of in-
crease in employment would accomplish a great deal.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Of course, there are a couple of discouraging
aspects-one I have mentioned-that the other index does not show
this. The other is that the December figure is not very encouraging.
The most recent month-

Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Chairman PROXMIRE (continuing). Does not show the continuation

at the rate that you have in the previous 4 months.
Mr. MOORE. That is true.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, in your very helpful section on the year

end review in the press release you say the year was highlighted by a
leveling off in unemployment.

That seems to me a rather strange way to put it, but, at any rate, the
dramatic fact about 1971 was that unemployment remained stuck at
6 percent the entire year.

Then you point out that the civilian labor force grew 1.4 million,
compared to 2 million in each of the 2 previous years. Employment,
however, grew less than 500,000. The labor force grew by 900,000 more
than did employment. Even so, the labor force grew by less than in the
2 previous years.

Does that mean a large number of discouraged workers stayed out
of the labor force?

Do you have any estimates of the discouraged workers for 1971?
Mr. MOORE. We do. I don't have them right at my fingertips. Do you

have them, Mr. Kaitz?
Mr. KArrz. No, I don't.
Mr. MooRE. We do have a survey that we report on quarterly, on

the number of workers that are counted as, in quotation marks, "dis-
couraged," that is, that they have been interested in obtaining work
but have felt that it is not obtainable for one reason or another and
have moved out of the labor force.

Now, while that has increased over the year, the increase is rela-
tively modest in terms of numbers of people. I don't, as I say, have
the figures here but that is my recollection.

Chairman PROXMIRE. If that has increased during a year of recovery
it indicates once again the great difficulty in reducing the unemploy-
ment figure because as the situation does improve, if it does, job op-
portunities open up, which we all hope they will continue to do at a
more rapid rate; then the discouraged workers come back into the
work force and you have that problem of trying to get down the un-
employment figure; isn't that correct?

Mr. MooRE.Yes; that contributes to it. But, as I say, I don't think
it contributes a great deal to it because the increase in the number of
people who are counted as discouraged workers has not been very large.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Congressman Blackburn.
Representative BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I do feel impelled to comment on your initial observations about

muzzling the statisticians and turning loose the politicians. I seldom
have been in the company of an unleashed politician equal to you, so
these hearings have been as political as any I have ever attended and
I don't think that we should accuse the administration of being any
less political or more political than this committee as it sometimes
conducts its own hearings.

Chairman PROXMIEE. Will the Congressman yield?
You see the point I was making was the housing statistics as re-

leased, like unemployment statistics being released, were not released
in the aura the administration says they intended to have statistics
released in. That is without a press conference, released by a press
release and telephone calls made to clarify them; they were released
instead by a statement of Secretary Romney, a political appointee.

I think it would be completely improper for me to release statistics,
if I should be appointed by a Democratic President to some office and
I think it would be improper for any Cabinet officer to do this. In fact,
the Department of Labor has taken a position that even their own
technicians can't have a press conference to release statistics. That was
my point.

Representative BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I can't imagine you be-
ing in any administration and being muzzled; I just can't imagine it.

Chairman PROXMIRE. When I say that I would not be the one to re-
lease statistics though

Representative BLACKBURN. Let me get to the business at hand.
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Blackburn, could I make a comment on this subject?
Representative BLACKBURN. Yes, sir.
Mr. MOORE. It is of very great concern to me as a statistician in

charge of part of the Government's statistical effort. One of the objec-
tives that the administration has had right from the start is to separate
the release of the statistics from any political or policy oriented dis-
cussion of them by the administration. In order to do that what has
been established over the past 3 years is what has come to be known as
the 1-hour rule, namely, that the statistical agency in charge of the
data would release its figures and no one would comment on them from
the policy point of view for at least 1 hour after the agency had re-
leased the numbers.

Now, that rule has, by and large, been followed very conscientiously.
It has been followed in the Labor Department and it has been followed
in the Commerce Department and in other departments. Occasionally
there have been slips and I believe the statement by Secretary Romney
was a slip.

Now, I have here a memorandum that George Shultz sent to every
member of the Cabinet on December 27 on this very point and if you
have no objection I would like to read this memorandum

Representative BLACKBURN. I would like to hear it.
Mr. MOORE. The title is "Safeguarding the Credibility of Economic

Statistics."
"Since the early days of this administration the credibility of Gov-

ernment statistics has been of great concern. One of the most important
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measures taken to safeguard the credibility of economic statistics was
a directive issued by the President on February 8, 1969, on the basis of
which the Office of Management and Budget issued guidelines to
speed up the release of statistics and arrange for the publication
of advanced schedules of release dates of the principal economic
indicators.

"In accordance with the President's directive, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has also instituted rules to separate the statistical
reports from the policy oriented commentary. For the latter purpose
we have introduced a 1-hour rule which provides for the 1 hour separa-
tion between issuance of data and release of related commentary. This
rule has been in effect for almost 2 years and has been overwhelmingly
successful, particularly in persuading the press that the two functions
are indeed separated.

"Although the rule has been observed in almost all cases, there have
been a small number of lapses, and the press has called attention to
them. I am sure"-this is Mr. Shultz' statement-"that all these
lapses have been inadvertent.

'In view of the importance of this issue, however, I should like to
ask you to bear the 1-hour rule in mind and to ask your subordinates to
observe it carefully in future releases of statistical information."

Representative BLAcKBuRN. I appreciate your calling that memo-
randum to our attention and I think that memorandum very clearly
reflects the intent of the administration.

I know Secretary Romney, and I consider him a very dear friend of
mine and I have a very high regard for him. Perhaps because of his
enthusiasm for housing starts, which is his department, his agency, and
something on which he has labored very diligently ever since his mov-
ing into the position of Secretary of HUD he is most anxious to show
that he is enjoying some success in creating housing for the American
citizen.

Mr. Commissioner, I think the chairman is overlooking the fact there
have been some rather substantial changes in our economic posture in
the past 2 months. For example, the revaluation of the dollar. This is
going to have an impact, without question, in our import-export bal-
ance-of-payments problems. Your figures certainly could not reflect
that; that is, the figures for the month of November and December
could not reflect that as yet, could they?

Mr. MooRE. No, sir; they certainly could not.
Representative BLACKBURN. Yet your figures do indicate that the

workweek is lengthening, and I believe you made the observation that
that is generally a prelude to more people being employed?

Mr. MooRE. Yes sir
Representative BLACKBURN. Is it safe to assume that most business-

men, as their business increases-manufacturing, whatever you have-
prefer to keep current workers working longer before adding new
workers? Is that generally a true statement?

Mr. MooRE. Yes. There are various reasons that businessmen have
for doing this, and that certainly is one of them, that they want to keep
their workers and give them additional time when they feel that the
demand for their products is rising, and that is their typical reaction.



489

Representative BLACKBURN. So it is normal for there to be a lag be-
tween increases in orders and additional employment. Can't we assume
that is what we are facing at the present time?

Mr. MOORE. Yes; additional employment in terms of numbers of
people on the payroll.

Representative BLACKBUiRN. As I recall, you commented, too, that
the number employed has increased. That certainly is nothing to be
discouraged about, is it, Mr. Commissioner?

Mr. MOORE. No, sir.
Representative BLACKBURN. And if the number of people employed

had not increased, then the unemployment picture would indeed be
bleak; would it not?

Mr. MooRE. I would say it would be very much bleaker than it is;
yes; sir.

Representative BLACKBURN. I believe the retail sales for the month
of December were at an alltime high. This certainly does not indicate
any great pessimism among the American buying public; does it?

Mr. MOORE. No; retail sales have moved up, I think, in a very sub-
stantial manner.

One point, if I may, about the employment situation and its relation
to unemployment: If employment had remained level, then it would
be far more discouraging for the unemployed because the chances of
getting a job within a reasonable period of time would be just that
much worse. When employment is increased, while it is unfortunate
to be unemployed, the chances of getting a job are a little brighter
than they are if employment is stagnant.

Representative BLACKBURN. Let me just ask one last general question.
I recall when the administration terminated the monthly press con-

ferences for the Department of Labor to issue it statistics. We had a
great furor, particularly on this committee, about that. Since the
termination of these press conferences, have you noted any great hard-
ship among economists, either in the academic community or in the
industrial or financial communities, as a result of the termination of
these press conferences?

Mr. MOORE. No, sir; I have not noticed any dearth of information
getting to the economic community. I think it gets to them just about
the same way as it did before.

Representative BLACKBURN. So aside from giving some public official
an excuse for additional hearings, the change in procedures amounted
to very little; didn't it ?

Mr. MOORE. The change in procedure, I think, has done this: I think
more attention is given to the written press release. We have aug-
mented the written press release with charts, and we put in an addi-
tional brief table. I think it is a better press release than it was before,
than it was a year ago. But basically, the same information is getting
to the public and just as quickly as it did before, if not a little quicker.

Representative BLACKBURN. So then the written document that you
submit now is a more complete document than it was at the time we
were depending on an oral press conference?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir; it is.
Representative BLACKBURN. So in that sense the present procedure

is an improvement over previous procedures; isn't that true?
Mr. MooRE. I think it is definitely an improved procedure; yes.
Representative BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Senator Percy.
Senator PERCY. Commissioner, I wonder if I could get a little back-

ground on how these figures are made up. Is the Bureau of the Census
still using the procedures of calling on about 15,000 families a quarter?

Mr. MOORE. Well, let me explain it a little more fully. The household
survey which yields the unemployment rate is conducted by the Bureau
of the Census for the BLS, and they interview about 50,000 households
every month.

Senator PERCY. They contact 50,000 every month?
Mr. MOORE. Every month. Now, the other part of our unemployment

release which gives the payroll figures are collected by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, and we report them directly.

Senator PERCY. I understand each person has to make about 15 calls
a day, so that after the first initial contact in person-and I assume
they make the first one on a sample in person-is it perfectly permis-
sible for them to contact the families by telephone after that?

Mr. MOORE. I will ask Mr. Kaitz to answer that.
Mr. KAITZ. Sir, a rather large proportion of the household are con-

tacted in subsequent visits by telephone. As you may know, when a
household gets into the sample, it stays in 4 months for a total of four
interviews, and then it leaves the sample for 8 months, and then comes
back for another 4 months the following year.

Now, after the initial contact-well in the initial contact, the house-
hold responding or respondents are asked whether they would respond
by telephone in subsequent visits, and if they agree to this procedure,
then telephone calls are used subsequently.

Senator PERCY. All right. Well, now, if they call up a family with a
father and a mother and an employable son-18 or 19-and the father
is working and has a steady job, do they ask the question: Is there any-
one else in the household who would like to work? How do they find
out whether the wife wants to work or doesn't work, or whether she is
holding a job or not holding a job? I am just wondering whether with
the rising interest that I see in women wanting to work, and all this
emphasis on day care centers, what happens to these figures as this
woman keeps reading about new opportunities and the boy is just be-
coming 18 now and does not need as much of her time, when they ask
her, "Do you or would you like a job?" "Well, yes, I could earn a little
extra pay; I wouldn't mind a job." "Have you done anything to get a
job?" "WTell. I did make an inquiry or two."

Is she listed as unemployed or not? She is not out beating the pave-
ment, but she said, "Yes, I would like to earn some extra money," and
yes, she had made an inquiry, maybe down at the corner store or maybe
someplace at the Fuller Brush office, but there wasn't anything avail-
able, and she is not aggressively pursuing it, but she would like a job
and said she would; is she listed as unemployed or not?

Mr. KAITZ. I think in general she would be, sir.
Senator PERCY. She would be.
What if she was asked, "How about your son; is he working?" "No."

"Has he worked ?" "Well, yes; he had a paper route." "Would he like
to work?" "Well, sure; he is going to college; he would like some extra
money." "Has he made an attempt to get a job ?" "Yes; he told me that
he had been down at the store and asked them down there recently if
they needed a delivery boy," or something like that-is he listed as
unemployed?
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Mr. KAITZ. Well, if he is
Senator PERCY. He has indicated he has worked; he is not now work-

ing; he would like a job and he has recently made inquiry about em-
ployment but he is not out beating the pavement 8 hours a day trying
to find a job, but he would like a job-would he be listed?

Mr. KAITZ. He would be listed as unemployed. The amount of effort
involved in looking for employment that is required by the survey, you
know, to classify one as unemployed is actually not very great. The
respondent must indicate that he or other memibers of the household
have done some looking for work during the past 4 weeks. Now, this
might be only looking through the want ads and nothing more than
that in order to find a job, or contacting friends or relatives.

Mr. MooRE. I might say, Mr. Percy, it is not a question of whether
they would like to work; they have to do something to seek work and
that is the crucial thing. But, as Mr. Kaitz says, they don't have to do
very much.

Senator PERCY. Well, I just raise this point because I have been a
little concerned as we look at these figures on whether or not the econ-
omy is strong or weak. So much depends on whether or not unemploy-
ment is 6 percent or 6.1 and, as Senator Proxmire says, this is a bleak
outlook.

In touring my State, I don't see a bleak economic outlook. In talking
with labor unions and in talking with management, I don't see pessi-
mism. You were down at the business council meeting recently; there
was not a lot of pessimism down there; there was a lot of optimism.

As I look at the press release, I look at the optimistic side. I don't
look at the hole in the doughnut. I look at the doughnut and I see em-
ployment in December over November was up 100,000 people. We have
record levels of employment now. We are absorbing into the market
a tremendous number of additional people; manufacturing is up-it
looks like 40.1 to to 40.3, I see more hours put in, manufacturing over-
time hours up, and I start to see now in December reflecting what I
heard across the country-the cash registers are ringing, people are
selling and people are buying. This pessimism and bleakness of the
future is not being reflected by the consumer today who is spending
a tremendous amount of money. Christmas sales were exceptionally
good; houses are being built all over the country and that is going to
mean home furnishings. I don't look on that as a bleak outlook.

I think we have to take into account if we are able to hold unemploy-
ment percentages stable even at the very time we are reducing the cost
of living as much as we are-the administration's short-term goal is
2.5 to 3 percent a year-and wholesale price performance is now
being better than at any time during the past 41/2 years. With the
rate of increase in consumer prices close to the target date already, I
think this is a very encouraging economic outlook, almost a dramatic
instance of a turnaround.

And, after all, holding the cost of living down means real income
to people. It means more expendable dollars for people on relief or
on fixed income; so I can't really be too pessimistic at all. In fact, I
am quite optimistic that trying to achieve fuller employment and get
down to a 5-percent figure on unemployment-can be done at the same
time we minimize price inflation-and at least we know the results
are coming home on fighting price inflation and we are at least holding
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the line on the unemployment figure. I just wonder whether these un-
employment figures are as valid as they might appear.

Now, are there any comments you would care to make on that long-winded filibuster? Are you pessimistic about what you see? You live
close to these figures, but when I consider that Pete Peterson and Don
Rumsfeld are both saying that 500,000 to 750,000 new jobs in the ex-port field alone are possible in the next 2 years-1972 and 1973-I think
it is time for us to be confident about the future and confidence in the
future builds employment today.

I know that as surely as I know any economic fact. We have got tostop this pessimistic talk and even the figures to me don't look pessi-
mistic.

Mr. MOORE. Well, as a statistician, Senator, I think I would make
only one comment and that is, when people ask me what single figure
out of all the employment and unemployment figures we produce, what
is the one single figure that you need to pay most attention to, to me it
is not the unemployment rate it is the employment number.

Now, the reason for that is not that I am a born optimist, which Iam, but the reason is that there is a good deal more objectivity to ananswer to the question "Are you employed?" than an answer to the
question "Are you unemployed?" or "Are you seeking work?" You
have exposed that, I think, by your questions about how we ask that
question.

Employment is a pretty firm statistic for that reason.
And, by and large, in terms of the business cycle history of thiscountry, when conditions have improved and prosperity has come

about, employment has improved. That is a fairly firm finding.
Now, it is also true that as conditions improve, and have improved

in the past, unemployment diminishes. So we should be looking for adiminution of unemployment.
But my point is in terms of any single number, the figure that I look

for and Took at and study most carefully is the employment statistic.
Senator PERCY. Right, and there are today employed 85.3 million

people in December.
Mr. MOORE. 80.1; the 85.3 is the labor force.
Senator PERCY. Yes; 80.1.
Mr. MOOREi Right.
Senator PERCY. Which is 100,000 more than the previous month?
Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Senator PERCY. My time is up, Mr. Chairman, and I will come backwith questions.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Commissioner, I think Senator Percy has

helped make this point very clear, that I tried to make earlier. He has
given it certainly a very useful dimension. There isn't any question
about the optimism of many statistics, of profits and production and
productivity and of the fact that if you go into the board rooms and if
you go to the business council they are optimistic, bubbling with
optimism.

The point is in spite of that, in spite of this, you have unemployment
just as bad now as it was a year ago and getting worse over the last 3
months.

Now, when you look at the statistics that you have in your second
chart, table D in the press release, you find that for men 20 years and
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over unemployment was about a third worse in 1971 than in 1970 or
about, yes, about a quarter worse. For married men it is about a third
worse; for full-time workers it is about a fifth worse; for unemployed
15 weeks and over, the long-term unemployed, it is nearly twice as bad.

Now, under these circumstances, these people may be optimistic and
I don't blame the people who have jobs and who are big stockholders
from being optimistic, but it-but the No. 1 economic problem of this
country today is not inflation; it is unemployment and if we would just
say if you talk about it you are being pessimistic and you are going to
hurt the economy, it seems to me you are really asking for a lack of
credibility among the American people.

If we are going to make the charge that there is anything about these
statistics that is deceptive or it does not tell us the truth, it seems to me
we ought to document that.

Have there been any changes at all in gathering these statistics? Isn't
it true that a year ago you had the same kind of a situation and 2 years
ago the same kind of situation where the interrogator would go to the
houses; they didn't determine what the effort was in finding a job;
they just wanted to find out whether they were looking for a job one
way or the other, looked at the want ads or something else. You haven't
changed that, have you?

Mr. MOORE. No, sir; we try to maintain those methods as comparable
as possible from one month to another.

Chairman PROXMIRE. And you wouldn't have honest figures if you
didn't do that, at least if we didn't know you were changing that?

Mr. MOORE. That's right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. So these figures are comparable and the com-

parable figures show unemployment is just as bad as it was a year ago
in spite of 14 months or so of theoretical recovery; and we have had
good recovery in many areas but not in the area of unemployment and
this is the one area the administration even refuses to set a goal for.
They have a goal for inflation. You don't have any goal for getting
unemployment down to 4.5 percent or 5 percent at the end of the year.

Mr. PERCY. Would the Senator yield on my time on that point, just
to interject a thought ?

My whole point was that when you have a condition changing as
rapidly as you have, of women desiring to work and wanting to move
into the labor force and assert their independence and have an inde-
pendent career, you are going to have more and more women answer-
ing the question, "Yes, I would like a job."

When you have rising prices and inflation which is putting a pinch
on every pocketbook, even though you have got a wage earner in the
family who may be earning $18,000 a year, the wife would still say,
"Yes, I would like a job and my son ought to be working; he would like
to get a job," and they would have to put down two out of three are
unemployed out of that family, but that is hardly a hardship family.

Then I think you have one other thing which was pointed out by
the paper this morning. I read a survey on how people on welfare were
reacting to getting jobs and someone was quoted as saying, "I don't
want one of those crummy $1.25 an hour jobs; I would sooner stay on
welfare than do that." You have now with the welfare rights move-
ment a feeling that it is demeaning to take work that isn't a desk job
or isn't a junior executive job, at least, and you have got more people
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turning jobs down. That is a phenomenon which is not reflected in
these statistics at all and I think, therefore, you have to look behind
these unemployment statistics and not just simply say that 6 percent
unemployment means disaster for the country.

It may be, in the older terms, somewhat less than that, and I would
like to keep looking at the number of people who are employed.

I also feel that just in the board rooms people aren't rejoicing only
because profits may be good or bad. I think every business executive I
know has a conscience about the people that he is employing and he
feels good when he is hiring and he feels badly when he is laying people
off.

I think the reason business is feeling pretty good today is that they
feel they can put the help wanted sign up pretty quickly. They are now
putting more overtime in and they are now turning that overtime into
new employees when they get confidence that there is now a new pla-
teau of business activity that they can achieve.

So, again, I can't put the term "bleak" on the present overall eco-
nomic picture and I am not shaken by one-tenth of 1 percent change in
the statistical figure based on a very, very small sample which may not
be exactly comparable as a lot of factors change as we go along.

Chairman PROxMIRE. What shakes me is the fact there is no improve-
ment. One-tenth of 1 percent, of course, is not statistically significant.
The fact is that month after month after month for 14 now we have
been at this 6-percent figure. You now argue that, No. 1, more
women are looking for work because of the Gloria Steinem move-
ment, because of the Women's Lib; maybe there is something to that.
I doubt if that is statistically significant; maybe it is. I doubt if the
Women's Lib, bra-burner kind of operation has made more women go
out looking for work and if it has we ought to have some kind of anal-
ysis indicating that more women are looking for work, rather than just
saying that because we have this attitude on the part of some women
and it has been publicized widely-this means that more women are
looking for work.

As far as the welfare attitude is concerned, we have heard this for
years and years, that the people on welfare want to be junior execu-
tives or senior executives; they don't want to get a job that is avail-
able. I doubt if that has changed much. I doubt if it has.

So far as inflation is concerned, people are looking for work now be-
cause inflation is hitting their pocketbook. Well, one of the claims the
administration is making is inflation has improved and indeed it has
improved somewhat. We have not gotten the same rate of increase in
the cost of living over the past 2 or 3 months that we had 4 or 5 months
anyway that we did in the first part of the year, so I doubt if any of
these would really indicate any basis for challenging the hard cruel
fact that unemployment remains dismal.

Let me ask you this, Commissioner Moore: Why did insured unem-
ployment, insured unemployment rise in 1971 from 3.8 in the first
quarter to 4.3 percent in the fourth quarter even though total unem-
ployment was fairly constant? Here again, this is a hard statistic.
This isn't a figure or a matter of rhetoric. The fact of the matter is that
insured unemployment went up very sharply from the first quarter to
the fourth quarter. How do you explain that?
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Mr. MOORE. Well, there is a moderately close relationship between
the insured unemployment rate and the total unemployment rate but
it isn't a perfect one.

If you look at the last three quarters, starting with the second quar-
ter, you see a 4.2 in the second quarter and a 4.2 in the third, and 4.3 in
the fourth, which is virtual stability; and if you go back to the fourth
quarter of 1970 you get a 4.4 percent.

Chairman PRoxMrIiu. That is when you had the General Motors
strike and its implications and so forth.

Mr. MOORE. Well, that had an effect there but it also had an effect on
the total rate; and at that time the total unemployment rate was 5.9, so
I would say apart from short-term fluctuations they have been follow-
ing pretty much the same course of stability.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Do you know how many persons have ex-
hausted their insurance benefits and yet remain unemployed?

Mr. MOORE. I don't have that figure. Do you have it?
Mr. KAITZ. No; we don't have that figure.
Mr. MOORE. We could make that available.' I just don't have it in my

notes.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I would appreciate that because when you have

this long period of unemployment with so many people unemployed
more than 15 weeks and so forth, I would think that figure would be
important.

Mr. KAITZ. Sir, if I may add something on that?
Chairman PRoxMIRE. Yes.
Mr. KAITZ. As you know, the unemployment insurance laws have

been modified recently and, for example, in 1971 a fair number of
States had extended benefit programs beyond the normal expiration
date for unemployment insurance; and starting this year, as a matter
of fact, we have the Magnuson bill in effect, which extends unemploy-
ment compensation for an additional 13 weeks beyond the point where
they would otherwise have been extended.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Right.
Mr. KAITZ. And in addition, the national program, so-called trigger

program, apparently will be effective beginning this month.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think all those should be very, very helpful;

that's right.
Mr. IITZ. Yes.
Mr. MOORE. We would be glad to supply information for that for the

record.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:)
Under the Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970

(P.L 91-373) 22 States have paid extended benefits at some time in 1971, because
their programs were triggered by their own unemployment levels. In addition,
under the provisions of this same law the national program will be triggered in
January 1972, automatically extendingbenefits in all States.

The recently enacted P.L. 92-224, the Emergency Compensation Program, will
extend benefits still further in 1972 in about 10-12 States which have unemploy-
ment rates above a specified level. In these States, two 13-week extensions of
benefits will take place, making it possible for unemployment insurance claim-
ants to receive 52 weeks of benefits.

The only figures available on exhaustions of benefits are the numbers of people
who exhausted their benefits at the end of each week. It is not known how many

a See response below, this page and page that follows.
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continued to be unemployed. The weekly averages under regular State unem-
ployment insurance programs, are as follows:

Weekl2y
average

1 9 6 8 --- ----- -- ----- --- ----- --- ---- ---- ----- --- ---- ---- ----- --- ----- _ 16,0

1970 __----____--_----_---_ --_____ --__ --__ --_______--____--_--__-_-_____-___ -_2260001970 IV quarter- - 30, 000
1971 I quarter------------------------------------------------------ 39 000
1971 II quarter- -43 0(0
1971 III quarter----------------------------------------------------- 45, 000
1971 IV (October and November) ------------------------------------ _39,000

Chairman PROXMIRE. Mr. Moore, as a business cycle expert, can you
recall any comparable period of recovery, recovery where unempfoy-
ment has stayed so high for so long?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I guess it depends on what you mean by stayed so
high.

At this level of 6 percent, roughly speaking
Chairman PROXMIRE. About a record for a recovery period for this

long?
Mr. MOORE. Yes. On the other hand,. I think if you compare unem-

ployment over long periods of time it is wise to take into account the
change in the composition of the labor force. In this case it means, be-
cause there are more women at work and seeking work, and more teen-
agers at work and seeking work, and they normally, even in good times,
experience higher unemployment rates than adult men, that that shift
in the composition of the labor force has tended to make a 6-percent
unemployment rate more nearly equivalent to a 5.5-percent unemploy-
ment rate 10 or 15 years ago.

If you look back, to get back to your question, if you look back to
1962 you again had a period of a good deal of stability in the unem-
ployment rate at about a 5.5-percent level.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Does this mean that if you get down below 5
percent unemployment that you have to be concerned about the infla-
tionary pressures?

Mr. MOORE. Well, I don't want to draw a conclusion as to where the
inflation rate starts to become serious as the unemployment is reduced.
I don't think there is a very tight relationship between the two in any
case.

Chairman PROXMIRE. The reason I ask that question, it appears to
me that Mr. Shultz and other persons in the administration want to
have it both ways. Mr. Shultz spoke yesterday at the National Press
Club and he made the argument that the budget would be in balance at
full employment. The only trouble is that full employment, as they
define it, at 4 percent and Mr. Connally says it is ridiculous to say we
can ever get unemployment in peace time down to 4 percent; he argues
it has never been done, never can be done in the future. I think he is
wrong about that but he is a very important economic spokesman for
the administration.

If they are going to settle for 5 percent, if that is full employment
figure, it means they are running a deficit even at full employment
according to the figure they hope to achieve of at least $15 billion, so it
would seem to me contradictory for them to say their budget is in bal-
ance at their full employment figure; and they have got a full employ-
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ment figure which is really not the budget balancing figure but far, far
above it.

I would like to ask you this: Seasonally adjusted unemployment was
5.2 million in November and December. That is the most recent figure.
Your table A in the press release shows that it was 5 million in the first
quarter of 1971. Is this rise statistically significant? Would you con-
sider this par for the course in a recovery period-a rise of 200,000 in
unemployment seasonally adjusted?

Mr. KAITZ. I think we could; yes. We could call this statistically
significant.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It would be statistically significant?
Mr. KAITZ. In the narrow terms in which you use it.
Mr. MOORE. In terms of the sampling error it is larger.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Larger, so it would be quite an aberration for

a recovery period that has 200,000 people more unemployed at the be-
ginning of the year than at the recovery end?

Mr. MOORE. Then you get back to the question of the level and in
terms of the argument I was making before about a shift in the com-
position, this is not an unusually high level if you allow for that shift
in the composition.

Chairman PROXMIRE. All right.
Take another statistic. I notice labor force time lost, table D in the

press release, averaged 6.4 percent in 1971 as compared with 5.4 per-
cent in 1970, and 3.9 percent in 1969, 4 percent in 1968 and 5.2 percent
in 1967 and 1968. So, it is at its peak over the last 5 years by far, a very
high level in 1971. There doesn't seem like a pattern for recovery in
1971 or am I not interpreting the data correctly?

Mr. MOORE. Well, my picture of an economic recovery includes both
an increase in employment and a reduction in unemployment. Usually
the reduction in unemployment comes later than the increase in em-
ployment and this time it seems to be doing about the same thing. It is
coming later.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand that during the coming year you
will be gradually changing the sample of household from which em-
ployment data are collected. Also, you will be changing the relative
weights which are placed on different groups in the population so as
to conform with the 1970 census, that is, for example, you will start
basing your estimates on the relative number of teenagers in the popu-
lation in 1970 rather than in 1960. Is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. We are making a shift or rather the Census Bureau is
making a shift toward using the 1970 census of population.

Chairman PROXMIRE. How will that transition be made?
Mr. MOORE. It is being done over a 16-month period.
Chairman PROXMIRE. How will you make that transition, just the

one-sixteenth each month, something of that kind?
Mr. MOORE. Well, roughly that is it, but perhaps Mr. Kaitz can

elaborate.
Mr. KAITZ. It is a little more complicated than that, sir, but I think

the item perhaps of principal interest is the fact that the new popula-
tion controls will be used in the numbers, in the single month, the
month of January. There will consequently be some discontinuity be-
tween the figures for December, which are based on the old population
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controls and the figures for January which will be based on the new
population controls.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand this is going to change the data,
change what the data tell us; and you have made some study, I under-
stand, as to how this will change, have the effect it will have on the
unemployment rate. Can you tell us what these studies show?

Mr. KAITZ. We will have an article coming out on that within a
month from now. We will, of course, have the January figures and
along with the January figures we will have an assessment of the im-
pact of the changes in these population controls.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Can you give us a preliminary estimate as to
what effect this might have? Would it tend to reduce the unemploy-
ment rate?

Mr. KAITZ. I think the effect on the unemployment rate itself will be
relatively small. The effects, of course, are greatest once we go to
specific-

Chairman PROXMIRE. Small in what direction-increase it or de-
crease it?

-Mr. KAITZ. I don't recall.
Chairman PROXMIRE. You don't recall?
Mr. KAITZ. I don't have those numbers with me. I wanted to have

some copies with me but I couldn't get them this morning.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I understand, Mr. Moore, that many Federal

employees are under pressure to retire early at less than full retirement
income. How would such a retiree be counted, if he were forced to
retire-unemployed or not in the labor force?

Mr. KAITZ. If a person retires and looks for work, he is counted as
unemployed.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, supposing he spent a whole lifetime-he
is a Federal employee-in a specialized job. He therefore is not looking
around, just hoping the Federal job would again be opened up.
Wouldn't that be a case of hidden unemployment?

Mr. KAITZ. If in reply to a question on the survey he says he did not
look for work in the last 4 weeks, then he is counted as being out of the
labor force.

Chairman PROXMIRE. OK.
Senator Percy.
Senator PERCy. Commissioner, I would like to put in the record the

fact that adult women, as a percentage of the total labor force, in-
creased in the last decade, 1961 from 30.7 percent to 34.2 percent in
1971. So that has increased a tremendous number. At the same time
the total number of women in the population has increased dramatical-
ly. The percentage of employed women has increased dramatically
as well. So their impact on how they answer the question of whether
they want to work is important. I think Senator Proxmire very fairly
has pointed out another possible problem here. There is, of course,
earlier retirement now. Many times people are retiring at age 55, not
just 65, when they really don't want to, but there is compulsory retire-
ment. I suppose if they were called up and asked "Would you want a
job and have you looked around for a job," even though they were
living on a pension and were retired, they might be inclined to say,
"Yes, I would like a job. In fact, I would like a part-time job," and
that would also add to that statistic. So I think we have to look very
carefully at those statistics.
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I would like to ask some questions that relate to whether or not we
have a-bleak outlook or whether we have an encouraging outlook.

In the press release would you interpret your statement that very
long-term joblessness is at its lowest level since April as an encour-
aging statement?

Mr. MOORE. Well, it certainly is encouraging for those who are un-
employed a very long time.

Senator PERCY. Overall, though, is its impact on the economy an
encouraging statement?

Mr. MOORE. Yes.
Senator PERCY. Both civilian labor force and employment have

risen substantially since the summer, with the bulk of the increases
occurring with full-time workers, mostly adult females. Is that an
encouraging or a discouraging statement?

Mr. MOORE. Well, personally, I find it encouraging.
Senator PERCY. I find it encouraging.
Then continuing right on, the number of workers on part-time for

economic reasons, that is who want full-time work but have been able
to find only a part-time job or have had their workweek reduced be-
cause of economic factors affecting their jobs, dropped from 2.6 million
to 2.4 million. Is that an encouraging or a discouraging indicator?

Mr. MOORE. Again, personally, I find that encouraging.
Senator PERCY. I find it very encouraging.
Now in the press release you indicate that during November and

December the average workweek for workers on nonagricultural pay-
rolls after seasonal adjustment was at its highest level since July 1970.
Is that an encouraging statement?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, I think that is encouraging.
Senator PERCY. I think that is very encouraging.
And in manufacturing, the average workweek, after seasonal ad-

justment, was at the highest level in 2 years. Isn't this an indication of
a quickening economic recovery?

Mr. MOORE. Yes, I believe so.
Senator PERCY. An encouraging sign.
So I concur with you. I think those are very encouraging trends.
Then would you classify the rise in unemployment rate that is re-

ported today as a statistically significant change? Isn't it true that the
reality of our unemployment situation is that the rate has really hov-
ered around the 6-percent level throughout 1971?

Mr. MOORE. I would rather stand with the statement that it has hov-
ered around 6 percent during the year and December is not very dif-
ferent from that.

Senator PERCY. Very well.
Can you tell us why unemployment dropped for white workers in

December, but was higher for Negro workers during the same time
period ?

Mr. MOORE. I don't think we have an explanation for that. The rate
for black workers is subject to much wider fluctuations from month to
month because the number of blacks that are in the sample is a very
small proportion and so the sampling error is much larger for that
group than it is for the white group, which is much larger. But I don't
have any particular explanation for this month's fluctuation.

Senator PERCY. Henry Ford issued a very statesmanlike statement
yesterday in which he indicated that he would favor a reemphasis and
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a shift in funds from just transportation highway funds to overall
transportation funds. I wrote him a note this morning and said that
was just typical of what I consider to be a statesmanlike position that
the automotive industry has taken through the years. It was the first
industry who came out for freer trade. Twenty years ago, the Detroit
Chamber of Commerce was the first in the history of the chambers ofcommerce that came out with a strong world trade policy.

On the other side I have admonished the automobile manufacturing
companies and their chiefs for a statement they made some time ago
that if they show car sales moving ahead, as they have been now, mil-
lion car sales months, they were going to increase overtime rather
than increase their rate of employment.

Now, with this stabilization and our exchange rates now estab-
lished-I don't want to see economic recession in Europe-certainly
there is no question but what the stimulus to American automobile
manufacturers has been very great indeed. If they do not add to over-
time but hire people, can't we expect to see a higher employment level
in the automotive field and certainly others as they reflect increased
retail sales ?

Mr. MooRE. I can't make a forecast on that, but I would say that the
workweek in the auto industry has increased, and there are limits as
to how much it pays to do that before adding more to the work force
inself; and when that point is reached they will begin to hire more
people.

Senator PERCY. Now, if the economic forecasts are accurate, and we
had a year ago a sharp difference of opinion between the economic fore-
casters in the public sector and in the private sector, with the $1,065
billion economic forecast-there was a sharp difference of opinion. But
now there seems to be a very general consensus that we are going to
have a real economic growth of 6 percent, that is, economic growth over
all of 9 percent minus 2.5- to 3-percent inflation, so there ought to be a
real growth at 6 percent. If such predictions come true, and they
are now almost universal-wouldn't that have an impact on
unemployment?

Mr. MooRE. Well, it will certainly have an impact on employment if
these forecasts that have been made come about; whether it will have
an impact on unemployment depends on what happens to the labor
force.

Senator PERCY. Yes.
Mr. MooRE. Now, if we had an extraordinary growth in the labor

force, the effect on unemployment would be very much smaller than if
we had a normal or a less than normal growth in the labor force.

What we find very difficult to predict, and I think this is true in
every one-

Senator PERCY. How many new workers do we expect?
Mr. MooRE (continuing). Is what the growth of the labor force

would be, and that is what makes the forecasts of unemployment very
uncertain.

Senator PERCY. Do you have a figure, Mr. Commissioner, as to how
many new workers we anticipate coming into the labor force this year,
1972 ?

Mr. MooRE. No; I do not have that.
Senator PERCY. Could we be furnished with that figure and relate

that against the anticipated employment level. Then if we could get a
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6-percent real growth this year-I think it might be interesting for us
to just take a look to see what would happen to the job force if the fore-
casts are accurate.

Mr. MooRE. Well, Senator, as you know, I have resisted the tempta-
tion, and it is a great one, to make forecasts; I don't believe the Bureau
of Labor Statistics should make short-term forecasts, but we do make
projections.

Senator PERCY. That is all I want.
Mr. MOORE. And I would be glad to furnish those projections to you

for the record.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:)
The size of the total labor force is projected at about 93 million in 1975. This

projection reflects expected population changes and assumes continuation of past
trends In the labor force participation rates of the several age groups of men
and women. This averages out to a net increase of about 1% million per, year
from the 1971 average level of 86.9 million. The size of the Armed Forces averaged
2.8 million during 1971. Current plans call for a reduction to about 2.4 million
during 1972. Thus, civilian labor force growth from 1971 to 1972 would exceed
total labor force growth by about 400,000.

Senator PERCY. Well, a staff member has just shown me the fore-
casts made by economists and they certainly-just in glancing at the
figures-coincide with my own view after now having had meetings
with businessmen and labor leaders in my State and in Denver, San
Francisco, Phoenix, and Los Angeles in the last month. I will be in
New York for two meetings this month to meet with labor and busi-
ness leaders. I have a very strong feeling that despite some of the con-
cern I have about these unemployment figures and I prefer to look at
the employment figures, I anticipate there are no concerns of bleak-
ness in the future. I would anticipate without any question we are
going to have a level of unemployment less than 6 percent, probably
between 5 and 6 by year's end, and that coincides, I think, with
every major economist in the country. So I have an optimistic outlook
and what I would hope we could do, Mr. Chairman, this year-an-
other member of this committee who is not here today-the ranking
minority member, Senator Javits, on the Senate side, I am sure would
want to comment on what I would hope, and the two of us have talked
about it many times-what we can really accomplish this year is an
increase in productivity.

We have now tried to build into legislation productivity factors and
incentives that have been little-known and, as I have discussed it with
business groups, I haven't found 2 percent of the sophisticated busi-
nessmen that even knew that built into the law now are methods for
improving the productive capacity of America and America's com-
petitive position in the world. That is where these new jobs are going
to come from in competing to fill the needs and hopes and aspirations
of 31/2 billion people in the world. It is our world markets we have
been concerned about and which have been slipping. As imports have
flooded the country and as exports have been dropping down you not
only have a balance of payments problem, you are also losing employ-
ment in this country as a result of it, so productivity and employment,
I think, are two factors that must be related and should receive a great
deal of emphasis this next year.
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For too long labor and business have looked at each other as antago-
nists. You have to go back to World War II when they sat on the same
side and said our job is to produce more, at higher quality and lower
cost and get it out faster; and for 25 years we have forgotten that. Our
merchandise has been shoddy, our workmanship poor, our productivity
lower, lower every single year, until there has been no increase for 21/2
years.

And as a result we are losing jobs and I think the greatest way to get
the unemployment figures down and employment figures up is to in-
crease our productivity. And we now have built into law-the first was
the Percy amendment which was adopted on the floor of the Senate
unanimously by a rollcall vote and was accepted by the House, where
pay is exempted from control by the Pay Board when it relates to
increase in productivity. We are not trying to hold wages down. How
do you stimulate an economy holding wages down? We want to get
wages up. But what we are going to do is hold prices down and if we
can hold the prices down through increased productivity, we cannot
only keep our standards of living rising and wages improving but also
we can increase our competitive position. And the Javits amendment,
which I felt was an extremely important amendment, as I was its
principal cosponsor, provides for productivity councils to be estab-
lished this year throughout the country where labor and -management
can work together to improve the competitive position of America.
And I think that is why Mr. Rumsfeld and Mr. Peterson make the
prediction that now with the new exchange rates, plus a new attitude,
we hope, here at home, that you can't demand more and keep giving
less and keep this country competitive and have unemployment figures
go down-that productivity is the key to success in the future and that
is why I think your appearance here is a wonderful chance to have us
once again focus on the problem and see how we look at it. I think in
the last remarks I have made that Senator Proxmire is an enthusiastic
supporter of everything we can do to improve the competitive position
of American enterprise and I think here there was no difference of
opinion one way or the other.

The House and Senate concurred and we now have built into legis-
lation, I think, the mechanism for dramatically improving this year
the competitive position of American enterprise.

Thank you, Mr. Commissioner, very much.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Now, I would just like to say in response to

what the distinguished Senator from Illinois has said, I was a junior
cosponsor of that Percy-Javits productivity amendment and I believe
in it wholeheartedly and I think it may help increase and will help
increase productivity soon and I think in a period of recovery we
should have a substantial productivity increase.

This is exactly the problem. If the economists are right, and we have
a 6-percent real growth in GNP and we have a 4-or 4.5-percent in-
crease in productivity, consider the consequences. What does an in-
crease in productivity mean? It means that the same number of people
can produce that much more without one additional job. Increased
productivity means that you are producing more with the same number
of workers, so if we get a 4- or 4.5-percent increase in productivity and
a 1.5- or 2-percent increase in the work force, with 6-percent growth
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you have no improvement in unemployment at all. None. Zero. That is
why unemployment is the No. 1 economic problem before our country.
This terrible situation in which we have 5 million people out of work,
and the administration talking optimistically about other phases of
the economy which they have a right to do, but not doing anything
substantially effective at least about reducing unemployment.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, could I make an observation on that?
Chairman PROXMIRE. Yes; I wish you would.
Mr. MOORE. I really don't think that is the way the economic system

works, if I may say so. That is, I think an improvement in productivity
does not really reduce employment; it tends to increase employment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I think so, too, but let me just interrupt to say
that the assumptions the economists are making on the 6-percent in-
crease in real ONP is based, as I understand it, very largely on an
increase in productivity.

Mr. MOORE. Well, but to say if we improve productivity more than
is implicit in their assumption and thereby don't get the increase in
employment, I think, is just twisting-

Chairman PROXMIRE. I know. I am for the increase in productivity.
I cosponsored the Percy-Javits amendment; I am for that. I think we
have to have that if we are to have an improvement in our standard of
living, but I say we need more than that. It is not enough. Does that
follow?

Mr. MOORE. I agree we need more than that but I don't think that is
an obstacle in any way to improvement in employment.

Chairman PROXMIRE. It is not an obstacle.
Mr. MOORE. Or reduction in unemployment.
Chairman PROXMIRE. To say we are going to get a 6-percent in-

crease in real growth, then you have to look at how it is possible.
You were very correct in your responses to Senator Percy, and you
say that may or may not mean a diminution in unemployment. It may
mean in all likelihood an increase in employment, but if you get an
improvement in productivity, which we anticipate, and if you also
get an increase in labor force, which you anticipate in a period of
recovery, you may not get a decrease in unemployment; is that right?

Mr. MOORE. That is the way the arithmetic works, but that is not
the way the economy works, and the reason for it is that an increase
in productivity can reduce costs and prices in such a way that demand
increases and you get a bigger rise in output than you otherwise would
have.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I would agree with that.
Mr. MOORE. And more jobs rather than fewer jobs.
Chairman PROXMIRE. I think you are right and Senator Percy is

right in pushing hard for productivity, but to think that is the way
you would get your 6 percent real growth which would be extraor-
dinary-we have had very few periods to get 6 percent growth;
we have had some and some better than that, but it would be a very
good year, probably a great year, and part of the way that you would
get that is through an increase in productivity, but to break it down on
whether or not you can solve your unemployment problem this year,
you cannot rely on 6-percent of real growth-to say that is your
answer-you cannot, even though we have a good year.
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Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I think an illustration, an old illus-
tration, is of the fellow showing someone a hole in the ground there
where a steamshovel was working, and he said, "You realize there
were 10 men down there with shovels last week and we now have re-
placed them with one steamshovel." And the other said, "Yes; but
how about the nine that are unemployed?"

He then said, "If that is the way you are going to create employ-
ment, why not put 100 people down there with teaspoons?" And I
think we can get across to labor unions, and I was so pleased that
their response was so strong in Illinois-and I talked to them about
productivity-that we are not putting people out of work if you
increase productivity. We are putting them to work because it will
create more jobs because it gives a better value to the customer to
buy the product, and we have unlimited markets available for the
product if we can simply get competitive with other economies that
have had greater productivity increases than we have.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Let me get into a couple of more questions be-
cause it is getting late.

The press release states that 900,000 men were discharged from the
Armed Forces in 1971. There has been an assumption by some mem-
bers of this committee and others, not by Senator Percy, this means
a 900,000 increase in the work force. However, other individuals were
entering the Armed Forces during the year. What was the net reduc-
tion in the Armed Forces in 1971?

Mr. MOORE. We have a reduction over the year of 371,000.
Chairman PROXMIRE. 371,000 out of 900,000?
Mr. MOORE. A net reduction. Of 900,000, not all were a net addi-

tion to the labor force. Some veterans returned to school; others did
not seek work for a variety of reasons.

Chairman PROXMIRE. What do you estimate to be the net increase
in the civilian labor force due to reduction of the armed services?

Mr. MOORE. The number of Vietnam veterans in the labor force,
which we have information on-

Chairman PROXMIRE. That is not the question because
Mr. MOORE. I realize it is not the question. I just don't have an

answer.
Chairman PROXMIRE. At any rate, would you say it would be a fair

statement that reduction in the Armed Forces could not possibly
account for more than 25 percent of the increase in the civilian labor
force, probably considerably less? Even without any reduction in
the Armed Forces, the labor force would have grown more than did
employment?

Mr. MOORE. If I may, I would like to put an answer to that in the
record, Senator.

Chairman PROXMIRE. All right.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:)
The net reduction in the Armed Forces between 1971 and 1972 was 371,000.

Since approximately 92 percent of Vietnam era veterans enter the civilian labor
force, the approximate net addition to the civilian labor force from the reduc-
tion in the Armed Forces would be 340,00. The total increase in the civilian
labor force was 1,400,000. Hence, the reduction in the Armed Forces accounted
for about one-fourth of the total increase.
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Chairman PROXMIRE. Incidentally, in relation to the question that
Senator Percy asked, which was a good point, have you figures show-
ing how much change must take place to make it statistically sig-
nificant? Take blacks-how big a change? You got a big change, you
said this month because the sample was small for blacks; it might not
be statistically significant?

Mr. MOORE. For a 1-month change the change would have to be in
excess of 0.8.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Point eight; that would be a very big change.
Can't something be done to reduce that statistical error? Couldn't you
improve the sample to reduce the error? After all, blacks constitute
what-11 percent of the population which means they should con-
stitute 5,500 of the 50,000 sample, which means that 5,500 is three
times the size of the typical Gallup sample, I understand.

Mr. MOORE. Well, they presumably have a larger standard error.
Chairman PROXMIRE. They wouldn't agree they would have a sam-

pling error as big as that, as big as 0.8?
Mr. MOORE. I don't know. I have not inquired, but it does depend

on the size of the group that is in the labor force and I don't know
whether any change in the sampling technique could be made.

Chairman PROXMIRE. I think it would be very helpful to get that
because we do take many policy positions in the Congress, based on
minority unemployment, and unemployment of this kind, and it would
be most helpful if we could have this more accurately.

Mr. MOORE. The best short-run position to take is to look at the
quarterly figures. They do include, of course, large numbers since
they are taken over 3 months and they are much more stable in their
behavior.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Finally, your tables showing annual averages
are quite striking.

Take table E in the press release, employees on nonfarm payrolls
increased 400,00 between 1969 and 1971. Would you say this was an
indication of recovery? Only 400,000 increase over a period of 3 years,
or take goods-producing establishment employment: 24.2 million in
1969; 23.3 million in 1970 and 22.5 million in 1971. Where is the
recovery ?

If you look at private nonfarm payrolls employment, leaving out
Government, the total is virtually unchanged over the last 2 years,
and I am not talking about goods producing now, but talking about
the whole private sector. The total is unchanged for the last 2 years
which seems to me to be a pretty miserable performance and in an
economy in which the population is growing, continuing to grow.

Mr. MOORE. May I call your attention to the charts that are attached
to the press release, on the very last page which shows the monthly
figures on the nonfarm payroll employment data.

Now, it is very difficult to say whether a recovery is or is not under-
way from annual averages. You need monthly or quarterly data to
do it; and in chart 21, for example, attached to the press release you
can see a pretty steady rise since the end of last year in the total non-
farm employment.

Looking at goods producing alone, chart 23, you see stability
roughly.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Wait a minute, chart 21?



506

Mr. MOORE. Chart 21 shows the total.
Chairman PROXMIRE. It seems to me the chart, as I look at it, looks

as if there is very little change from the end of 1969 to the end of
1971. It looks as if it is pretty flat. There is a dip but overall it is
pretty flat for that 2-year period.

Mr. MOORE. Well, as I read the chart, it began going down in the
early part of 1970, reached the bottom at the end of 1970, and has
been moving up more or less steadily ever since.

Chairman PROXMIRE. But at a very slow rate, slower than 1969,
1968, 1967 or 1965 or 1966 or 1964.

Mr. MOORE. That's right.
Chairman PROXMIRE. Hardly a picture of vigorous recovery.
Mr. MOORE. If you look at chart 25, which gives the total man-

hours in the private, nonfarm economy; that, too, I think, shows a
recovery since the end of last year-end of 1970. That takes into ac-
count the improvement in the workweek as well as in the number of
people employed.

Chairman PROXMIRE. Well, yes; these are all from the low point in
the General Motors strike. If you eliminate the fourth quarter, it is
not much; it is about the same. In fact, it is below the third quarter
of 1970.

Well, at any rate, I think that perhaps Senator Percy and I together
helped make a more balanced picture here. I think your responses
have been most professional and helpful, and we are very grateful to
you again, Commissioner Moore, for your appearance. Thank you
very much.

The committee will stand adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to re-

convene subject to the call of the Chair.)
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