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A THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION:

SEPTEMBER 1998
October 2, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

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

Present: Representatives Saxton, McCrery, Ewing, Hinchey, and
Maloney; Senator Sarbanes.

Staff Present: Christopher Frenze, Robert Keleher, Colleen Healy,
Darryl Evans, Joseph Cwiklinski, Howard Rosen, and Tami Ohler.

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, CHAIRMAN

Representative Saxton. Good morning. I am pleased to once
again welcome Commissioner Abraham before the Joint Economic
Committee (JEC).

The employment data reported this moming suggests a slowdown
in the economy may be underway. The meager 69,000 employment gain
in the closely watched payroll survey is the clearest signal so far that the
economy may be cooling off. Moreover, this weakness in payroll
employment survey is not confined to just one particular industry, but is
reflected in all sectors.

The slowdown in payroll employment growth is not a one-month
aberration but has been under way for several months. The recent
employment trends should be a concern to policy makers, but a review
of other data is needed to determine its implications for the economy.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics’s (BLS) price data continue to reflect
a current pattern of disinflation, with no real evidence of inflation. The
forward-looking market price indicators used by the Joint Economic
Committee-bond yields, commodity prices, and the dollar exchange
rate-continue to show that there is no sign of future inflation in the
pipeline.
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Let me just pause here for a minute, for those of who you are
interested in this point. I think this is very important. I have passed out
some briefing materials that you may want to take a look at. They are
a set of graphs and charts which indicate, as I have just said, that our
forward-looking indicators show no sign of inflation. This is a very
important issue.

Chart number one shows the gross domestic product implicit price
deflator, which is a very broad measure of inflation. And as you can see,
that indicates that prices continue to deflate, or disinflate, I should say.

On page number two, the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and all items
including food and energy, as well as the core CPI, continue to go down.
The Producer Price Indexes (PPI) on the next chart show exactly the
same sign.

And then we get over to the forward-looking indicators that we use.
Commodity prices continue to decline or at least are at an historic low.
The 30-year bond yield, as everyone knows from watching the news over
the past few days, continues to be extremely low, as well as other
forward-looking indicators.

So all in all, when it comes to our discussions that we have had over
the past two years, at least of forward-looking indicators, it continues to
show a picture of no inflation in the economy as a result of Fed policies,
and gives us some additional options.

. The price data have shown disinflation and a growing potential for
deflation over the past year, and this has led me to call in the past for the
Federal Reserve to cut interest rates. As a matter of fact, I started to
suggest that last winter. I do support the Fed, therefore, the Federal
Reserve decision to cut the federal funds rate last Tuesday.

Though the rate cut was long overdue, a review of its effects on
market price indicators would be needed before having a firm basis to
judge whether it went far enough. However, the sharp decline of the long
bond yield over the past several days since the rate cut suggests a further
rate reduction would be appropriate. Furthermore, the other market price
signals also show no signs of inflation expectations, as I have just said.

The FOMC, as a matter of fact, does not have to wait until its next
scheduled meeting on November 17 to act. An expeditious Federal
Reserve cut in the federal funds rate as well as the discount rate could
send an important signal to the U.S. and to the world. A Federal Reserve
reduction in the discount rate could be interpreted as signaling the
possibility of future easing of monetary policy.
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In conclusion, I think the Federal Reserve should immediately
consider a further reduction in interest rates. Over the last seven years the
Federal Reserve has done a splendid job in gradually squeezing inflation
out of our economic system and implementing a policy of price stability
through informal inflation targeting. This has sustained the long
economic expansion that has flooded the Treasury with revenue,
balancing the budget.

But a policy of price stability precludes both inflation and deflation.
At the moment, the growing potential of deflation appears to be more
serious than the resurgence of inflation. The prudent course would be a
careful easing of monetary policy in the months ahead.

Thank you very much.

And, Commissioner, we are anxious and look forward to hearing
your testimony this morning.

[The prepared statement of Representative Saxton and accompanying
briefing materials appear in the Submissions for the Record.]

STATEMENT OF KATHARINE G. ABRAHAM,

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

Ms. Abraham. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. As always,
we appreciate the opportunity to be here and talk in a little bit more detail
about the numbers that we have to report.

The unemployment rate was essentially unchanged in September at
4.6 percent, and as you noted, nonfarm payroll employment rose only
slightly. Over the past three months, payroll employment gains have
slowed markedly.

There is a complication in looking at recent months' numbers, in
that there was the big auto strike in the summer, but adjusting for the
direct effects of that strike and related plant shutdowns, payroll
employment rose by about 270,000 in July and about 160,000 in August.
The September increase was just 69,000.

The relatively weak September growth reflects an unusually small
increase in services and job losses in manufacturing and construction.
Manufacturing employment fell by 16,000 in September. Since its peak
in March, employment in manufacturing has declined by 152,000. The
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largest declines in September were in industrial machinery, which shed
8,000 jobs, and in electronic equipment, which lost 7,000 jobs. Together
these two trade-sensitive industries accounted for nearly 40 percent of the
total factory job loss since March.

In nondurable goods manufacturing, there was an increase of 15,000
jobs in food and kindred products, following losses totaling 20,000 in the
prior three months. Apparel employment, which has been trending
downward for several years now, showed little change in September
following a large loss in August. Textiles gained 3,000 jobs, an unusual
increase in an industry that has experienced slow but steady employment
losses for some time. '

Employment. in construction fell by 20,000 over the month.
Construction had added an average of 24,000 jobs per month over the
year ending in August. The over-the-month declines in construction
were widespread, but much of the loss occurred in heavy construction
rather than residential construction.

Services payrolls grew by 24,000 in September, an unusually small
increase. Prior to September, monthly gains during 1998 had averaged
112,000. Employment in help supply services, which is mainly
temporary help, fell by 44,000 in September, bringing that industry's
employment level back to where it had been in January.

Employment in computer services and in engineering and
management services rose by 10,000 and 6,000 respectively, comparable
to their gains in August. In contrast, from January to July those two
industries together had generated about 40,000 jobs per month, so we are
under that pace there.

Elsewhere in services, employment in amusements and recreation
increased by 23,000, the third month in a row of strong gains for that
industry. Health services gained 15,000 jobs, a bit above its pace of
growth in 1998 but below the average monthly gains realized during
1997. Employment increased in doctors' offices and hospitals. Declines
continued in home health care, which has lost 49,000 jobs over the past
year.

Finance, insurance and real estate gained 23,000 payroll jobs in
September after an unusually small increase the month before.
Employment in finance increased, largely in security brokerages, and real
estate employment also rose.



Employment in retail trade grew by 37,000, which is about in line
with its average pace for the year to date. The gains occurred largely in
general merchandise stores, food stores, and eating and drinking places.

The number of payroll jobs in transportation and public utilities rose
by 6,000. A strike in communications held down growth for this industry
in September. Workers affected by an airline strike, however, were on
payrolls for at least part of the reference pay period and thus were
counted as employed in the September survey, so that strike was not
having an impact on our data.

Government employment was flat, reflecting some relatively small
offsetting movements in its components.

Average hourly earnings for production or nonsupervisory workers
rose by 1 cent in September, following a six-cent gain in August. Over
the 12 months in September, hourly earnings were up by 4 percent. The
average work week was down 0.2 hours to 34.4 hours. Manufacturing
hours were unchanged, while factory overtime edged down by a tenth of
an hour.

Turning to data from the household survey, the number of
unemployed persons and the unemployment rate were little changed in
September. Both measures have been about the same since June. The
jobless rate has been at or below 5 percent since April of 1997. The
unemployment rates for the major worker groups were also essentially
unchanged in September.

The number of persons working part-time despite their preference
for full-time work, what we cali part-time for economic reasons,
continued to decline in September. That measure is down to 3.4 million,
which is about-a little over 560,000 below where it had been a year
earlier.

In sum, then, the pace of payroll job growth continued to slow in
September, reflecting declines in manufacturing and construction and
slow growth in services. The unemployment rate, at 4.6 percent, is little
changed over the month.

As always, we would be happy to talk more about these data or
other related matters.

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

Representative Saxton. Commissioner, thank you very much for
a very articulate presentation. I am concerned about the general
weakness or the seeming weakness of this month's payroll employment
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numbers that you have brought to us today. How widespread is this
throughout the various sectors of the economy? Is it confined to just a
few sectors or is it a decline or weakness that we are seeing?

Ms. Abraham. There certainly is a number of different things
going on. It is not a weakness in one sector that is driving this number.
Manufacturing employment has been declining for some months now.
That is continuing. The decline in construction employment this month
is new. Services employment has been weak for a couple of months.

We are not seeing strong growth in a number of the industries that
had been growing strongly up to this point, and we are seeing declines in
manufacturing and then this new decline in construction.

Representative Saxton. From your experience, would you say that
there is some economic reason for this, or is it a result of some kind of a
fluke, or is there some economic factor that we ought to be concerned
about?

Ms. Abraham. I think clearly a piece of what we are seeing,
particularly in manufacturing, has to do with what is going on in Asia.
If you look at the industries where we have seen the biggest declines, in
the manufacturing industries where we have seen the biggest turnaround
in the employment picture, it is industrial machinery, electrical
equipment which had been growing fairly robustly up through the spring,
through March, and since then have declined a good bit.

I think it is fairly easy to pin, you know, that specifically and
probably some of the rest of what is going on in manufacturing on the
Asian situation. As for the rest of what is going on, it is less easy to point
to a specific factor, but I would not characterize it as a fluke. There is no
anomaly in the data that is driving this.

Representative Saxton. Let me ask this: In your statement you
were very careful to mention the weakness that you perceived in
construction. We don't generally think of the construction employment
factors as being closely related to Asia or foreign trade generally. What
would you think may be causing this slowdown or the weakness in the
construction industry?

Ms. Abraham. [ don't know that I really have a specific
explanation for that. It is noteworthy in the sense that over the year
through August, construction employment had been growing so robustly.
There were some funny things back in the spring that we thought were
probably related to unusual seasonal movements rather than anything in
trends. That is not the case this month.
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Representative Saxton. That brings up a good point, and let me
ask you about this. I for one have been very careful at these monthly
meetings not to make too much of one month's numbers. Is this an
aberration of September numbers, or is there a pattern which is reflected
in September's data?

Ms. Abraham. I think you are still right not to make too much of
one month's number. What we are seeing in manufacturing is not just a
one-month thing. Manufacturing employment has been declining for
several months now. Construction, I would say is a little bit less
clear-cut, in that this is really the first month where we have seen a
decline in construction employment, and we will want to wait and see
what happens next month on that.

We have seen a couple of months now where growth in the services
industries seems to be weaker. More additional data always helps to
clarify what the picture is.

Representative Saxton. There is some trend here, there is a pattern
here to these last several months; is that not true?

Ms. Abraham. If you look just at the top side numbers,
employment growth was stronger in July, down in August, and then
down again this month. It is not just one month in a string of months that
are consistently strong. '

Repi esentative Saxton. Let me ask you what to most people is
probably an arcane question. [ would like to ask you about the diffusion
indices of employment change. For those who don't pay close attention
to this index, it is a measure of those sectors of the economy where
growth is taking place or where it is not taking place. And I noticed that
in the September numbers, that over half, 51 percent to be exact, in terms
of looking at this chart, 51 percent of the economy showed losses. Is that
a fair statement?

Ms. Abraham. The way that this index is put together is by
basically counting up the number of industries where you saw growth and
number of industries where you saw decline. I have to say this is not my
favorite measure so I don't usually look at it. What it does, it is
somewhat of an artifact of how you happened to define your industries,
though it is something that a lot of people look at and we do produce it.

Phil, you have got those figures, if you want to.

Mr. Rones. What we show over this year is a general decline in the
diffusion index, and that would indicate—
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Representative Saxton. Excuse me. [ am sorry, | am not an
economist, so would you try to say it so I can understand it?

Mr. Rones. [ was going there. The decline in this diffusion index
that you were talking about suggests that the ratio between industries that
are gaining jobs and industries that are losing jobs is tilting a little more
towards the losing jobs. Right now if you take the broader index which
has a whole range of different industries, you are right at the 50-50 point.
The September figure was 49 percent, which means there is an equal
number of industries gaining and losing jobs. Earlier in the year it was
closer to 60 percent, meaning that for every 60 industries that were
gaining jobs, there were 40 that were losing.

Representative Saxton. Would it be fair to use the word “flatness”
to describe that situation in the economy?

Mr. Rones. | would say that gains are less broad-based than they
were earlier in the year.

Representative Saxton. Thank you.
Commissioner, the BLS compiles a number of price indices and a

great deal of price information. [ wanted to ask you about some of these
indices and what they are showing.

First, is there any indication from the CPI that inflation is moving
upward in any meaningful way?
Ms. Abraham. No, there is no indication of that at this point.

Representative Saxton. Second, is there any indication from the
PPI, in data that you have, that inflation is moving upward in any
meaningful way?

Ms. Abraham. 1 know Ken has more complete information on the
PPI with him than [ do. If you wouldn't mind, I would let him take that
question.

Representative Saxton. Mr. Dalton.

Mr. Dalton. The finished goods component of the Producer Price
Index fell at an annual rate of 1.4 percent through August. That
compares to a decline of 1.2 percent in all of 1997. So those are actually
declines. I hesitate to add this, but if you look at recent behavior of the
core rate in the finished goods, which is finished goods excluding food
and energy, through the first eight months it has risen at an annual rate
of 1.2 percent and in '97 it was virtually flat. The reason I say I hesitate
to add that is that there is some particular specific circumstances that help
to explain that acceleration.



Representative Saxton. Thank you. Going on, is there any
indication from the GDP deflator that inflation is moving upward in any
meaningful way?

Ms. Abraham. That, as you know, is not a measure that we
produce. I do have your handy chart here that shows what that has been
doing, and the most recent data seem to show that that is down relative
to where it had been.

Representative Saxton. Thank you. And what do your import and
export price indices show?

Mr. Dalton. From August of last year to August of this year,
import prices declined 6.4 percent. That follows a 2.2 percent decline in
the 12 months ending in August '97.

Representative Saxton. Okay. Turning to commodity prices, by
some measures it appears that they are at their lowest levels in years.
What does your crude component of the PPI show?

Mr. Dalton. Through the first 8 months, the crude materials
component is declining at an annual rate of almost 20 percent, with the
various components being crude foodstuffs and feedstuffs down 12.1,
crude energy materials down 31.8, and crude nonfood materials less
energy down 12.4.

Representative Saxton. Thank you. Commissioner Abraham or
Mr. Dalton, it would be fair for any casual observer to conclude that there
is nothing in any of these indices that shows any significant danger of the
reemergence of inflation. Is that a fair statement?

Ms. Abraham. It would certainly be fair to say there is nothing in
these data that shows any signs of acceleration of inflation that has shown
up to date.

Representative Saxton. Thank you. I am going to pass the mike
over to my friend Mr. Hinchey here in just a minute, but I just want to
say that the reason I asked this series of questions about inflation is-
those of you who have followed the rationale that we have used here
relative to watching Fed policy, and frankly we have been fairly
supportive-that we have commended the Fed for targeting inflation and
for basing monetary policy basically on keeping inflation in check. And
obviously if their intention has been to do that, which I think it has, they
have been fairly successful.

And given the two things that we have talked about here this

morning, (A), the perceived weakness in the economy and, (B), the fact
that there is little or no evidence of emerging inflation, it would certainly
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be appropriate for the Fed, in my opinion, to cut interest rates further, as
I said in my opening statement. And I am hopeful that we will see
further cuts in the months ahead.

As a matter of fact, as I also said in my opening statement, the Fed
does not have to wait till November 17 to do so, which is the next FOMC
meeting. They can do so through their own standard procedures any time
they wish to, and I am hopeful that is what we will see.

Mr. Hinchey?

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE MAURICE D. HINCHEY
Representative Hinchey. Well, thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman. And thank you, Commissioner.

Ms. Abraham. Good morning.

Representative Hinchey. Mr. Dalton, Mr. Rones, as well. I very
much welcome you and we are happy to see you, as we always are.

I want to share some of the sentiments that were expressed by the
chairman a moment ago. I think that it is a bit gratuitous perhaps in this
particular context, but I think also the interest rates that the Fed has
adhered to now for over the last two years, at least, are much too high.
Interest rates are still at roughly about a nine year high. It is part of the
one-quarter percent drop that we saw just recently.

I think it is quite clear that interest rates not only can but must go
down, and that is increasingly clear in the context of the numbers that
you have provided us with this morning. While we see that the
unemployment rate according to your figures remains very low, in fact
it has been below 5 percent now since sometime around early last year,
I think, isn't it?

Ms. Abraham. Since April of last year.

Representative Hinchey. April of '97, below 5 percent, and it is
now at what, 4.6, isn't it? '

Ms. Abraham. Correct.

Representative Hinchey. It remains low. We have in essence a
condition virtually of full employment, although I think there are some
people out there who would like to work and may not have found jobs,
and certainly there are people working part-time who haven't been able
to-haven't been able to find full-time jobs.

But what is a little bit almost disturbing, I guess, about your
numbers is that while we have seen increasing growth in a number of
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areas, including even small growths in manufacturing, in the
manufacturing sector over the last year or so, and while we have seen
increases in average hourly employment over that period of time, over
the last couple of years, those circumstances now seem to be reversing
or in the process of being reversed.

Your numbers indicate that while hourly wages are up again, they
are up by only a tiny fraction as opposed to the average rate of increase
that we have enjoyed seeing over the last year or so, and also that growth
in certain areas of the economy has begun to reverse.

Say average hourly earnings for production or nonsupervisory
workers rose by one cent in September following a six cent gain in
August and the employment rate was essentially unchanged, as we have
indicated. You make the point that manufacturing employment fell by
16,000 in September since its peak in March. Employment in this
industry has declined by 152,000, which is the largest decline in
September-the largest decline in September, rather, were industrial
machinery which shed 8,000 jobs, and electronic equipment which lost-
7,000 jobs.

And then you go on to make the point that these areas of the
economy are trade-sensitive, and that seems to me to indicate the
confirmation of our belief that we are finally being impacted in palpable
ways by the global economic crisis in East Asia and then in Russia and
now expressing itself in Brazil. And indications are that we can continue
-we can expect to continue to see the effects of the global economic
downturn and the deflationary forces that are expressing themselves in
certain parts of the global economy.

All of that causing me to agree very, very strongly as usual with the
Chairman in saying that it is quite clear that the Fed is holding interest
rates much too high, and that they are threatening to allow conditions to
exist that are going to permit the economy to falter even more. And
unless we see some reduction, serious reductions in interest rates, then I
think we are in for some tough times over the course of the next several
quarters.

I know that you do not deign to interpret these numbers in any
particular way, perhaps least of all in the way that I am suggesting, but
you do make the point that we are seeing declines in these trade-sensitive
areas. Does that lead me to conclude that you also are observing that
conditions in the world economy are affecting our economy and causing
these declines to occur?
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Ms. Abraham. [ think it is clear, when you look at the
manufacturing data in particular, that we are seeing some impacts of
what is going on in Asia. I commented specifically on industrial
machinery and electrical equipment in my statement. Those industries
account for about 20 percent of manufacturing employment. They have
accounted for about 40 percent of the decline in manufacturing
employment since March.

There are industries that historically have exported a lot of their
output to the Asian economies and industries that are subject to import
competition from those economies. In the case of those two industries,
I think the impact is clear. There are other manufacturing industries as
well where there are indications that what is going on in Asia is having
an impact, so [ think you are drawing the correct conclusion.

Representative Hinchey. To what may we attribute the decline in
the construction industry, which seems to have fallen off quite
significantly in this latest period?

Ms. Abraham. The construction employment number is note-
worthy in that, generally speaking, construction employment had been on
an upward trend. There were a couple of months in the spring where it
was down but those, I think, were related to unusual weather and
different than expected seasonal patterns. This is a real decline. It is one
month. I don't know that we have any particular explanation to offer as
to what is going on this month.

Representative Hinchey. All right, Commissioner. I thank you.
Chairman, thank you.

Representative Saxton. Mrs. Maloney, would you like to ask some
questions at this point?

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE CAROLYN B. MALONEY
Representative Maloney. Welcome. That is good news. What
does that say, that no matter what happens in Asia or Russia, our
economy—

Ms. Abraham. No, I think clearly what is going on in Asia and
elsewhere in the world is having an adverse impact on our economy.

Representative Maloney. Okay. Commissioner Abraham, you
have stated several times over the last few months that the unemployment
rate is a lagging indicator, meaning that changes in the unemployment
rate follow changes in most macroeconomic variables, like changes in
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GDP growth and the CPI. Are any of the indicators for which you are
relating data this morning considered to be leading indicators, that is,
data which might suggest some changes in current trends? If so, I would
appreciate it if you would please describe them and share with us what
you might suggest about where the U.S. economy might be heading over
the next few months.

Ms. Abraham. Well, we in fact aren't in the business of doing
analyses of whether particular indicators are leading indicators or lagging
indicators. That is something that used to be done at the Bureau of
Economic Analysis and now is done by the Conference Board, so I can
describe the Conference Board's characterization of some of these
indicators and talk about what has been happening with them.

The unemployment rate is actually a little complicated in their
scheme. They characterize it as in fact a leading indicator at business
cycle peaks and a lagging indicator at business cycle troughs, so at this
point it would be, in their characterization, considered a leading
indicator. We have not seen much going on with that.

The Conference Board also has an index of leading indicators. They
include manufacturing hours and unemployment insurance claims among
those. Unemployment insurance claims are very low and remaining low.
Manufacturing hours, I guess, have tipped down slightly but not much.

Representative Maloney. Are you aware that there is a biil
currently before Congress? It was reported last week out of the
Government Information and Technology Committee, and what this bill
does is that it calls for the establishment of a Federal commission to
develop policy recommendations aimed at consolidating the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, the Bureau of the Census, and the Bureau of Economic
Analysis into one single federal statistical service within the next two
years. It is a bill that was authored by Congressman Hom from
California.

And what are your ideas or thoughts about consolidating these three
major statistical agencies? Do you believe that we need such a
consolidation, such a superagency? Has the idea been floated before?
What were some of the arguments made in favor and against such a
consolidation, and what procedures are now in place so that we don't
really duplicate data collection and reporting? And could you give the
committee members a general overview of this legislation, this idea, this
proposal?
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Ms. Abraham. As you might imagine, given that such a bill would
have a very direct effect on us, we are quite aware of it and have thought
quite a lot about it. I in fact gave a lecture that has now been printed as
a paper on this general subject, which I will be happy to share with
members of the committee. But let me try very briefly to give you my
thoughts about this legislation.

The legislation actually would do two things. It would, as you
know, create a commission to study consolidating three economic
statistics agencies. It also contains a second title, which is a bill that
originally had been put forward by the Administration and that would
allow the statistical agencies to share information with one another in
ways that are not currently possible. And I think that that part of the bill
is a very, very positive thing and something that would be enormously
helpful to the statistical agencies, and that I hope will end up being
passed in some form.

I personally am, from where I sit, not a fan of consolidating the
statistical agencies. There are procedures in place to make sure that what
we don't duplicate what other agencies are doing, and the main way that
that happens is through the budget process.

Representative Maloney. What negative do you see in
consolidation?

Ms. Abraham. The main negative that I see in consolidation is, I
don't see big arguments for it. I don't see what it would gain us, and I
fear that it would be enormously disruptive. So balancing something that
I don't see a need for against the disruption that I am sure would be
associated with trying to merge our organizational structures and so on,
I am not enthusiastic about it.

Representative Maloney. Thank you. My time is up.
Representative Saxton. Mr. Ewing.

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE THOMAS W. EWING
Representative Ewing. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
Commissioner, for being here today. When I looked at the statistics and
also the statement of the chairman, there was a comment that payroll
employment growth, while not as great this month as we might have
liked, had been on a downward trend; is that true?

Ms. Abraham. Well, payroll employment growth, after adjusting
for the effects of the big auto strike, was stronger in July than in August
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and stronger in August than in September, so the rate of increase has
been falling over the past three months.

Representative Ewing. Though it was stronger than it had been,
so the figures were up but the rate of increase was not?

Ms. Abraham. Employment was up but the increase in
employment has fallen in August and then again in September.

Representative Ewing. And it hasn't been possible to pinpoint that
it is happening in one industry or another industry, housing as compared
to a service or manufacturing?

Ms. Abraham. Taking a bit longer perspective, there are two
things going on. We are seeing now for some months declines in
manufacturing; this month a decline in construction. And then at the
same time industries in the service producing sector that had been strong
job growth generators have been weaker in the last month or two. So it
is the combination of those two things, declines in some industries and
less strong growth in a set of others.

Representative Ewing. Does your gathering of information include
such things as why an industry's growth might not be as strong, such as
reduction in foreign trade or orders overseas?

Ms. Abraham. Not directly. I work principally in the business of
producing the data. Others analyze it, obviously. I think in the case of
manufacturing employment, however, particularly in the case of a couple
of the big losers, it is clear that what is going on in Asia is having an
effect on employment here.

Representative Ewing. This could be considered, then, certainly
not a downturn but maybe a more leveling in the growth or in the
momentum of the growth of the economy, a leveling of that?

Ms. Abraham. I don't really-I don't want to get into—

Representative Ewing. You don't use those words—

Ms. Abraham. Project forward, I guess. That sort of-using those
words might convey an expectation about what is going to happen next.

Representative Ewing. Let me look back then. Have we had other
periods of time in the last four to six years where we have had similar
growth rates and growth in employment hasn't been quite as brisk and as
high as we might have expected?

Ms. Abraham. I would have to say that this month's number is
somewhat unusual viewed in that context. There were some months. In
March growth was not much different, but there were special
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circumstances there. We had a month of employment decline back in
January of '96 but that was, as you may recall, that big blizzard that had
a lot of impact on unemployment. You have to go back to, I would say,
July of 1995 before you have a number that is similar.

Representative Ewing. Was that just a one month type of situation
or was there a leveling period there?

Ms. Abraham. Well, in that case employment bounded back the
next month and continued to be very robust for an extended period after
that, partly why we are always saying keep looking at the data as it
comes in.

Representative Ewing. And so we will be anxiously looking at the
next month, but as we go into the winter months, doesn't that tend to be
a period of time when employment growth wouldn't be as great?

Ms. Abraham. Well, these data are all, as best we can, seasonally
adjusted, which means we try to take that kind of thing you would expect
every winter, say, out of the numbers and present something that is more
the underlying trend.

Representative Ewing. Do you feel that the median weekly
earnings for middle-income range is stagnated, or can you tell what is
happening in earning power?

Ms. Abraham. What we have got on that is quarterly numbers that
we have not actually put out yet for this quarter on the median weekly
earnings of wage and salary workers from our household survey. I am
just looking through to see if I can find those. We had seen some
increases in that, but I would rather get the actual numbers in front of me
rather than misciting what they are saying.

The way that [ would look at these is to take the numbers that are in
constant dollars, that is, trying to net out the effects of inflation so that
you are looking at something that is of constant purchasing power. In the
second quarter, median weekly earnings, representing the person right in
the middle of the distribution, was just a few dollars above where it had
been a year earlier, so it had gone up a bit but not a whole, whole lot.

Representative Ewing. It would be a small percentage increase,
then?

Ms. Abraham. Well, it would be under a 2 percent increase.

Representative Ewing. One final question: How much of cutbacks
in defense-related industries affected the manufacturing jobs in recent
years?
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Ms. Abraham. We have got some information that attempts to get
at that. I have not looked at it recently. Phil, do you have that on hand?

Mr. Rones. If we look at the data over the past year, what we call
defense-dependent industries, and these are industries that have at least
half of their output going into defense, we have an over-the-year change
of slightly less than 1 percent in employment, and that would compare to
an overall growth rate that is closer to 2.5 to 3 percent. So that would
indicate that those sectors are growing slower than the total employment
but they are still growing.

Representative Ewing. Thank you very much.
Ms. Abraham. Thank you.
Representative Saxton. Senator Sarbanes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF PAUL S. SARBANES

Senator Sarbanes. Thank you very much. It is a pleasure to
welcome you this morning. You may have-I was late coming in so if I
ask something you already covered, well, you can make short shrift of it.

In tracing your employment figures, have you been able to discern
any impact of what is happening overseas on the employment situation
in this country?

Ms. Abraham. Not so much on the unemployment side of the
picture. Unemployment has been holding fairly steady, but on the
employment side of the picture there is, I think, clear indication in the
manufacturing numbers of an adverse impact of what is getting on in
Asia on employment here.

Senator Sarbanes. And that would be export industries are not
growing? Is that essentially—

Ms. Abraham. It is really two things. The industries where this is
showing up most clearly are industrial machinery and electrical
equipment. Those are industries that historically have exported a good
share of their output to those Asian countries, but also industries that are
vulnerable to import competition from lower-priced Asian imports. So
it is both sides of the trade picture.

Senator Sarbanes. Of course, if this now extends into Latin
America, we could expect an even more severe impact since we have a
very heavy trade relationship there. Would you think that would be the
case?

Ms. Abraham. Well, we will certainly be monitoring the data
closely in the months ahead. We have been tending to focus to date on
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possible impacts of the Asian situation, but you are right that we ought
to be looking as well, going forward, at possible impacts of the Latin
American situation.

Senator Sarbanes. The steel people are very concerned because
they are being significantly undercut in price, although they have made
the industry highly competitive, and it seems clear to most of us that
significant dumping is taking place, and I gather the industry has now
filed an action in that regard. Have you seen an impact on employment
in the steel industry as yet?

Ms. Abraham. The industry we have is blast furnaces and basic
steel products. Employment in the industry was 235,000 back in March.
It was 231,000 in September. So there has been a decline of several
thousand in employment over that period.

Senator Sarbanes. I went through your statement very quickly. I
may have overlooked it, but I didn't see anything on the long-term
unemployed. If you have not addressed that, I would be interested in sort
of a quick review of the situation with respect to the long-term
unemployed.

Ms. Abraham. I will have to confess to you that in this month my
focus has been principally on the payroll employment numbers, since as
a general thing there was so little change in the numbers from the
household survey. But looking at those long-term unemployed over the
month, the number of people who were unemployed 15 weeks or over
was essentially unchanged. The number this month was almost identical
to last month's.

Senator Sarbanes. What is that number?

Ms. Abraham. There were 1,651,000 people who had been
unemployed for 15 weeks or more.

Senator Sarbanes. Now, has that number come down significantly
over the course of this period where we have had a fairly sustained period
of low unemployment?

Ms. Abraham. Yes, ithas. A yearago in September of 1997, there
were 2.1 million such people.

Senator Sarbanes. What is it now? 1.6?

Ms. Abraham. 1.65. So it has come down by nearly half a million.
Senator Sarbanes. About 25 percent.

Ms. Abraham. Yes.
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Senator Sarbanes. Okay. Now, could I address the unemployment
figures by race? In your broader statement on page -Table A-2, I guess,
is a relevant table. Employment status of the civilian population by race,
sex, age, and Hispanic origin?

Ms. Abraham. Correct.

Senator Sarbanes. I was intrigued by this figure on black
unemployment rate, overall unemployment rate. It dropped from 9.6 in
September of '97 to 9 in May of '98 to 8.2 in June, and then bounced back
up t0 9.7 in July, 9 in August, and 9.2 in September. What accounts for
that I thought rather sharp drop? Or to put it another way which would
express my concern, what accounts for the sharp rise from the lower level
back up?

Ms. Abraham. I would have to say in all honesty that most of what
accounts for those erratic month-to-month movements in the black
unemployment rate is probably survey sampling error. Given the size of
our survey and the number of black households where interviews are
conducted, the change in the unemployment rate for blacks has to be
eight-tenths of a percentage point before it is statistically significant,
which means that movements of that magnitude, even of that fairly large
magnitude are not statistically meaningful.

Senator Sarbanes. Well, is this table statistically meaningful?

Ms. Abraham. There is a lot of interest in the unemployment rate
for these different groups, but-

Senator Sarbanes. I understand if your margin of error is so broad,
what good does it—

Ms. Abraham. The margin of error is substantial. I think what that
indicates to me is that you need to be looking at these numbers averaged
over a longer period of time, and that month-to-month movements in the
figures generally are not meaningful.

Senator Sarbanes. Mr. Chairman, I see the red light on. IfI could
ask one more question, I would appreciate it.

How are you doing on your budget?
Ms. Abraham. We are waiting to hear.
Senator Sarbanes. Does it look pretty good?

Ms. Abraham. [ am happy to say that so far the House of
Representatives has been extremely supportive of the requests that we
have made. The Senate had proposed cutting our funding on the order of
$8 or $9 million. We are waiting to see what happens in the conference.
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That may not sound like a large reduction in our budget. The thing
about our activities is, as you know, that they are not scalable. If we
don't have money, then we have to cut out a discrete product. If we don't
get the funding we have requested, there is going to be an impact on
something that we are producing now, and I think everything that we are
producing now is important.

Senator Sarbanes. Are you getting enough money to modemnize
and upgrade your surveys and so forth and bring these things up to date?
I know we had a big focus on the CPI. I think you got extra money in
order to do that. How are you making out on that?

Ms. Abraham. Generally speaking, Members of Congress have
been quite positive about funding our work to improve the CPI.

Senator Sarbanes. Good.

Mr. Chairman, [ wasn't here to hear your opening statement. [ have
had a chance to look it over and I want to commend you for it. I think it
has obviously focused on a very important question, and I think your
bringing attention to the potential problem of the downturn is important,
and [ particularly welcome these briefing materials that you have
prepared that show the movements of bond yields and commodity prices
and producer prices and so forth and so on.

Obviously we have inflation~the Fed cut its rates a quarter of a
percent, but even if this notion that somehow they had been neutral,
simply by leaving the rate where it was over this period of time when
inflation has actually been dropping, the real rate has been going up quite
significantly and is really on a historical basis are quite high now. The
real interest rates are quite high, although the nominal rate is down. But
you even have a situation where the long-term rates are below the
short-term rates, as you point out in this last table in this collection of
briefing materials. [ welcome this work and thank you for it very much.

Representative Saxton. I thank you, Senator Sarbanes, for those
comments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF

REPRESENTATIVE JIM MCCRERY
Representative McCrery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry
[ missed Commissioner Abraham's testimony, but I am reading it, and
you seem to be bolstering the Chairman's remarks. And I have read his
opening statement, and I too would like to commend the chairman for his
opening statement.
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I agree entirely that the Fed underplayed its hand. I think they could
have done a lot more to strengthen financial markets, to "give more
confidence to the world markets by cutting the interest rates more than
they did. So join the chairman in calling for the Fed to, before their
next meeting, go ahead and cut interest rates another quarter percent.

But you seem to be-and I know you are not prone to comment on
the Fed policy, but you-certainly your testimony seems to bolster the
chairman's conclusions that we are not in a period of inflation by any
means, and in fact the employment figures could underscore the
conclusion that we may be in a period of deflation. Can you comment on
that?

Ms. Abraham. Well, what I can do is characterize the data, and
putting it in perhaps slightly different words with respect to the
employment picture, although unemployment remains very low, we have
seen a slowing in the rate of employment growth over the past three
months. Looking at the inflation data, there is no real indication in any
of the data that we produce of an acceleration of inflation.

Representative McCrery. When you say there has been a
slowdown, that is an underestimate, isn't it, when you look at the
September employment gain? Compared to previous months, it is a
rather dramatic slowdown?

Ms. Abraham. It is well below the average pace that we have been
seeing over the prior year. You have to go back a ways to see a number
that is comparably low in terms of over-the-month employment gain.

Representative McCrery. If you look back year to year, is it
normal for employment gains in September to be dramatically other than
employment gains in August?

Ms. Abraham. No, but I should explain that these numbers that we
are focusing on, the numbers that we always focus on are numbers that
are seasonally adjusted, which means we are trying to take out of the data
anything that always happens at a particular time of year.

Representative McCrery. So this would be a true reflection of
employment gain month to month. It would not be a seasonal thing. You
couldn't account for this by saying that there is some seasonal adjustment
that happens every year?

Ms. Abraham. No. Seasonal adjustment is part art and part
science, but there is no quirk in the data that we are aware of that would
lead us to explain this number that way.

Representative McCrery. Thank you.
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Representative Saxton. Thank you very much. I had not intended
to have another round of questioning. However, we can do that if you
would like. Mr. Hinchey has indicated he has a short question, or maybe
two, that he would like to ask. Why don't you proceed?

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

Madam Commissioner, over the last several months one of the
members of our minority staff, Robert Gibbs, has been studying the
distribution of unemployment. And while your report again indicates
that unemployment remains low, on average about 4 and a half percent
right now, nevertheless there are pockets of higher unemployment around
the country. And the overall statistics, the general statistics camouflage
the fact that we do have places where unemployment is in fact higher
than the national average, in some cases considerably so.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to enter this study
into the record, if I may.

Representative Saxton. Without objection.

[The study by Robert Gibbs, Joint Economic Committee minority staff,
appears in the Submissions for the Record.]

Representative Hinchey. The anaiysis suggests that based on data
for the first quarter of 1998, one of every five counties in the country has
an unemployment rate above 8 percent. And while these counties are
mostly rural, they are not exclusively so.

For example, out of the five boroughs of New York City, three of
those boroughs have unemployment rates consistently above 8 percent.
And these pockets of high unemployment are scattered around the
country. And they have also within them a high proportion of minorities
and less well-educated people.

I would like to ask you, Commissioner, has the Bureau performed
any analysis on the incidence of high employment during this recent
period of low national unemployment?

Ms. Abraham. Particularly focused on this geographic dimension
that you were talking about?

Representative Hinchey. Yes, precisely.

Ms. Abraham. No, unfortunately we have not. We, as you know,
our principal business is producing the statistics. And where we can we
also do analytic work, but that tends to be focused, given the limitations
of our resources, principally on what is going on at the national level, and
we just are not equipped to do a lot of analysis of these local area data.
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So we were quite interested in the report the staff member had prepared,
but we have not done nor do we really have plans to do our own
analysis.

Representative Hinchey. So you are not really in a position to do
any analysis of why these pockets of high unemployment continue to be
there?

Ms. Abraham. No. That really is not something that we have in
our plans to look at.

Representative Hinchey. I thank you very much for the
information.

Mr. Chairman, if I may just suggest that perhaps you would like to
consider helping us interpret some of these numbers. Maybe it might be
an idea to have some people come in and help us look through these
numbers and try to analyze why the circumstances are what they are,
with a view of looking forward in addition to having a clear picture of
what has been going on and what is going on at the moment.

Representative Saxton. Well, we certainly share your concern
about higher rates of unemployment, particularly in certain areas, and
that certainly is something that would deserve some extensive study. I
would be happy to look at that.

Representative Hinchey. Thank you.

Representative Saxton. Unless there are further questions—

Representative Maloney. May I just ask one?

Representative Saxton. Mrs. Maloney, very quickly.

Representative Maloney. What is the unemployment rate for New
York City?

Ms. Abraham. The most recent rate that we have for New York
City would be the rate for August, and I am not sure whether we have got
that here. Phil may be able to lay his hands on it. We will have to
provide that for the record.

[The response of Commissioner Abraham to Representative Maloney is
included in Commissioner Abraham’s prepared statement. It is entitled,
“Table 1: Civilian labor force and unemployment by state and
metropolitan area.”]

Representative Maloney. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Representative Saxton. Thank you, Mrs. Maloney.
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Ms. Abraham, thank you very much. Mr. Dalton, Mr. Rones, thank
you very much for being with us here today. We look forward to hearing
from you again in the future. We are discussing the possibility, given the
situation that appears to be developing, although we hope not, of the
possibility of having a hearing in November. That would be the 6th of
November, but we will get back to you on that.

So thank you for being with us. We appreciate very much your
patience. And could you just indicate whether or not you are moving
forward with a CPI study update that we discussed over the last year or
so?

Ms. Abraham. We had sent you some information that was an
update on our—

Representative Saxton. To update the study that you did, that is
correct.

Ms. Abraham. We have submitted that. We should perhaps- if
there is something that you are expecting from us that we have not given
you, we should talk, because it was my understanding we had given you
everything you were expecting.

Representative Saxton. If you have any further information on
that, if you could incorporate it into future hearings, that would be very
helpful.

Ms. Abraham. Okay.

Representative Saxton. We are also reminded that you may have
some numbers on the welfare-to-work issues, and perhaps next month we
can get into those as well. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF
REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, CHAIRMAN

I am pleased to welcome Commissioner Abraham before the Joint
Economic Committee this morning.

The employment data reported this morning suggest a slowdown in
the economy is underway. The meager 69,000 employment gain in the
closely watched payroll survey is the clearest signal so far that the
economy may be cooling off. Moreover, this weakness in payroll
employment is not confined to one particular industry, but is reflected in
all major sectors. The slowdown in payroll employment growth is not a
one-month aberration, but has been underway for several months. The
recent employment trend should be a concern to policy makers, but a
review of other data is needed to determine its implications for economic
policy.

The BLS price data continue to reflect a current pattern of
disinflation, with no real evidence of inflation. The forward-looking
market price indicators used by the JEC-bond yields, commodity prices,
and the dollar exchange rate-also continue to show that there is no sign
of future inflation in the pipeline. The price data have shown disinflation
and a growing potential for deflation over the past year, and this has led
me to call for a Federal Reserve cut in interest rates since last winter.

I support the Federal Reserve’s decision to cut the federal funds rate
last Tuesday. Though a rate cut was long overdue, a review of its effects
on market price indicators would be needed before having a firm basis to
judge whether it went far enough. However, the sharp decline of the long
bond yield in the days since the rate cut suggests that further rate
reduction would be appropriate. Furthermore, the other market price
signals also show no signs of increasing inflation expectations.

The FOMC does not have to wait until its next scheduled meeting
on November 17 to act. An expeditious Federal Reserve cut in the
federal funds rate as well as the discount rate could send an important
signal to the U.S. and the world. A Federal Reserve reduction in the

discount rate could be interpreted as signaling the possibility of future

easing of monetary policy.

In conclusion, I think the Federal Reserve should immediately
consider a further reduction in interest rates. Over the last seven years
the Federal Reserve has done a splendid job of gradually squeezing
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inflation out of our economic system and implementing a policy of price
stability through informal inflation targeting. This has sustained the long
economic expansion that flooded the Treasury with revenue, balancing
the budget. But a policy of price stability precluded both inflation and
deflation. At the moment, the growing potential of deflation appears to
be more serious than a resurgence of inflation. The prudent course would
be a careful easing of monetary policy in the months ahead.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF
KATHARINE G. ABRAHAM, COMMISSIONER
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

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

The unemployment rate was essentially unchanged in September at
4.6 percent, and nonfarm payroll employment rose slightly. Over the
past three months, payroll employment gains have slowed markedly.
After adjusting for the direct effects of the auto strike and related plant
shutdowns, payroll employment rose by about 270,000 in July and about
160,000 in August. The September increase was just 69,000. The
relatively weak September growth reflects an unusually small increase
in services and job losses in manufacturing and construction.

Manufacturing employment fell by 16,000 in September. Since its
peak in March, employment in this industry has declined by 152,000.
The largest declines in September were in industrial machinery, which
shed 8,000 jobs, and in electronic equipment, which lost 7,000 jobs.
Together, these two trade-sensitive industries accounted for nearly 40
percent of the total factory job loss since March. In nondurable goods
manufacturing, there was an increase of 15,000 jobs in food and kindred
products, following losses totaling 20,000 in the prior 3 months. Apparel
employment, which has been trending downward for several years,
showed little change in September following a large loss in August.
Textiles gained 3,000 jobs, an unusual increase in an mdustry that has
experienced slow but steady employment losses.

Employment in the construction industry fell by 20,000. The
industry had added an average of 24,000 jobs per month over the year
ending in August. The over-the-month declines were widespread, but
much of the loss occurred in heavy construction.

Services payrolls grew by 24,000 in September, an unusually small
increase. Prior to September, monthly gains during 1998 had averaged
112,000. Employment in help supply services fell by 44,000 in
September and, at 2.8 million, was at the same level as in January.
Employment in computer services and in engineering and management
services rose by 10,000 and 6,000, respectively, comparable to their gains
in August. In contrast, from January to July, these industries together
had generated 40,000 jobs per month.

Elsewhere in services, employment in amusements and recreation
increased by 23,000, the third month in a row of strong gains for this
industry. Health services gained 15,000 jobs, a bit above its pace of
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growth in 1998 but below the average monthly gains realized during
1997. Employment increased in doctors’ offices and hospitals. Declines
continued in home health care, which has lost 49,000 jobs in the past
year.

Finance, insurance, and real estate gained 23,000 payroll jobs in
September, after an unusually small increase the month before.
Employment in finance increased by 8,000, largely in securities
brokerages, and real estate employment rose by 9,000.

Employment in retail trade grew by 37,000, about in line with its
average pace for 1998. The gains occurred largely in general
merchandise stores, food stores, and eating and drinking places.
Employment in miscellaneous retail trade establishments fell by 15,000
in September. In wholesale trade, payrolls grew by 14,000.

The number of payroll jobs in transportation and public utilities rose
by 6,000. A strike in communications held down growth for this industry
in September. Workers affected by an airline strike, however, were on
payrolls for at least part of the reference pay period and thus were
counted as employed in the September survey. Government employment
was flat, reflecting some relatively small, offsetting movements in its
components. Average hourly eamnings for production or
nonsupervisory workers rose by 1 cent in September, following a 6-cent
gain in August. Over the 12 months ending in September, hourly
earnings increased by 4.0 percent.

The average workweek was down 0.2 hour to 34.4 hours;
manufacturing hours were unchanged while factory overtime edged down
by 0.1 hour to 4.5 hours.

Turning to data from the household survey, the number of
unemployed persons, 6.3 million, and the unemployment rate, 4.6
percent, were little changed in September. Both measures have been
about the same since June. The jobless rate has been at or below §
percent since April 1997. The unemployment rates for the major worker
groups-adult men, adult women, teenagers, whites, blacks, and
Hispanics-all were essentially unchanged in September. The number of
persons working part time despite their preference for full-time work
continued to decline. At 3.4 million in September, that measure has
fallen 563,000 over the past year.

To summarize, the pace of payroll job growth continued to slow in
September, reflecting declines in manufacturing and construction and
slow growth in services. The unemployment rate, at 4.6 percent,
remained little changed.

My colleagues and I would be glad to answer your questions.



News

34

United-States
Department
of Labor

&

Bureau of Labor Statistics Washington, D.C. 20212
Internet address: http://stats.bls.gov/newsrels.htm
Technical information: USDL 98-407
Household dfta; (202) 606-6378
Transmission of material in this release is
Establishment data: 606-6555 embargoed until 8:30 A.M. (EDT),
Media contact: 606-5902 Friday, October 2, 1998. ~

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: SEPTEMBER 1998

Payroll employment rose slightly, and unemployment was virtually unchanged at 4.6 percent in
September, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor reported today. Nonfarm
payroll employment was up by only 69,000. The number of manufacturing and construction jobs
declined, and growth in the services industry was weak for the second month in a row.

Chart 1. Unemployment rate, seasonally Chart 2. Nontarm payroll employment, seasonally adjusted,
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Both the number of unemployed persons, 6.3 million, and the unemployment rate, 4.6 percent,
remained essentially unchanged in September. The jobless rate has been at or below 5 percent since April
1997. Among the major worker groups, the unemployment rates for adult men (3.8 percent), adult
women (4.0 percent), teenagers (15.4 percerit), whites (3.9 percent), blacks (9.2 percent), and Hispanics
(7.4 percent) showed little movement in September. (See tables A-1 and A-2.)

T e d the

o1 d ey Data

Total employment rose by 597,000 in September to 131.8 million, after seasonal adjustment. Over
the year, employment has risen by 2.3 million, after adjusting for changes in the composite estimation
procedure introduced with the January 1998 data. Over the month, the employment-population ratio—
the proportion of the population age 16 and older with jobs—increased by 0.3 percentage point to 64. 1

percent. (See table A-1.)



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

(Numbers in th ds)
Quarterly averages Monthly data Aug.-
Category 1998 19981 Sept.
n | m July | Aug. | Sept. | change
HOUSEHOLD DATA Labor force status -

Civilian labor fOrce........ovumerruesnrccend 137,351] 137.596] 137,296 137,415] 138,075 660
Employment........cecoceeerrecnrsarense.d 131,349] 131,333] 131,067 131,168 131,765 597
Unemploy 6,002 6,262 6,230 6,247 6,310 63

Not in 1abor force.......covemamaeicrannnnd 67,554] 67,887] 67.973] 68,064] 67.624 440

Unemployment rates

All worker 44 4.6 45 4.5‘ N 4. 0.1
Adult men... o 3.6 38 39 3.7 38 N
AGUIl WOMEN.....oromeresreneneseereensed 4.0 4.0 4.0] 4.1 4.0 -1
Te 14.0] 147 13.8 15.0 154 4
‘White. .~ 3.8 39 3.8 4.0 39 -1
Black. 8.7 9.3 9.7 9.0 9.2 2
Hispanic origin 6.9 74 7.2 75 7.4 -.1
ESTABLISHMENT DATA? Employment

Nonfarm employment..........ceeeseensed 125,516] p126,098 125,869| p126,178] p126,247 p&9

25,315| p25.203| 25,135] p25.255{ p25.219 p-36

5931 p5.977 5970 p5,991] p5971 p-20

Manuf: g 18,804 p18,655| 18,594 p18,693] p18,677 p-16
Service-prod 2 100,201{ p100,895| 100,734| p100,923| p101,028 p105
i 22,402| p22,553] 22.547| p22,537] p22.574 p37

37,347 p37,675| 37.614| p37.693| p37.717 p24

19,802| p19,886] 19.826] p19.915| p19.916 pl

Hours of work®

34.6 p345 34.6 p34.6 p34.4 p-0.2

g 417 pa17 a17|  par7t  poL7 po

4.6) p4.6 4.6 p4.6 paSs p--1

Indexes of aggregate weekly hours (1982=100)
Total Private.............oeerorrreee 144.6] _paso] | 1as2] pias3] piass]  p07
Eamings®
.Average hourly eamings,
. $12.73) ps12.83| $12.79 p$12.85| p$12.86| pS$0.01
.| 44046] paa3.17| 44253| pada.61| ped2.38] p-223
d data reflect new comp proced revised
* Inchudes other industries, not shown separately.
* Data relate to private prodt or pervisory

_p=preliminary.
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About 7.9 million persons (not seasonally adjusted) held more than one job in September. These
multiple jobholders comprised 6.0 percent of the total employed, the same as a year earlier. (See
table A-10.)

The civilian labor force increased by 660,000 in September to 138.1 million (seasonally adjusted).
Over the year, the labor force has grown by 1.9 million, after adjusting for the changes in the composite
estimation procedure. In September, the labor force participation rate edged up to 67.1 percent. (See
table A-1.) )

ersons Not in the [s) usehold S v Data

About 1.4 million persons (not seasonally adjusted) were marginally attached to the labor force in
September, little changed over the year. These were people who wanted and were available for work and
had looked for a job sometime in the prior 12 months but were not counted as unemployed because they
had not searched for work in the 4 weeks preceding the survey.

The number of discouraged workers—a subset of the marginally attached who were not currently
looking for work specifically because they belicved no jobs were available for them—was 317,000 in
September, about the same as a year earlier. (See table A-10.)

du a) ishment Su;

Nonfarm payroll employment, at 126.2 million, increased by only 69,000 in September, after seasonal
adjustment. After adjusting for the direct impact of recent strikes and related shutdowns in automobile-
related manufacturing (which affected about 150,000 jobs), the past 3 months show gains of about
270,000 in July, about 160,000 in August, and 69,000 in September. The September figure reflected an
unusually small increase in services and declines in manufacturing and construction. (See table B-1.)

Manufacturing employment decreased by 16,000 in September; since March, it has fallen by 152,000.
All of the loss in September was in durable goods (-29,000). The largest declines occurred in electronic
equipment (-7,000) and industrial machinery (-8,000); these two industries have accounted for nearly
two-fifths of all factory job losses since March. In nondurable goods, employment in food and kindred
products increased by 15,000 in September; weak summer hiring resulted in fewer layoffs than usual,
yielding a large employment gain after seasonal adjustment. Employment in textiles also grew (3,000),
although employment in the industry has been on a downward trend for many years.

Construction employment decreased by 20,000 in September, with losses occurring throughout the
industry. Despite this drop, construction has added 258,000 jobs over the year. Employment in mining
was unchanged for the second straight month, but the industry has lost 23,000 jobs over the last 12
months.

The services industry added only 24,000 jobs in September, well below its monthly average through
August of this year (112,000). Health services employment rose by 15,000, with gains in hospitals
(9,000) and doctors' offices (8,000). In contrast, home health care services continued to decline and has
lost 49,000 jobs over the year. Other industries that added workers in September were amusement and
recreation services (23,000) and social services (13,000). Employment also increased in computer and
data processing services (10,000) and in engineering and management services (6,000). In both
industries, however, the gains in both August and September were well below the average for the first 7
months of the year. The gains in various service industries were largely offset by the loss of 44,000 jobs
in help supply services, where employment returned to its January level.
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Finance, insurance, and real estate resumned its strong pace of job growth in September (23,000),
following an unusually small increase in August. Employment in real estate increased by 9,000 in
September, after decreasing by almost as much in August. Finance and insurance continued to grow,
adding 8,000 and 6,000 jobs, respectively. Within finance, there were continued gains in mortgage
brokerages, security brokerages, and other investment offices.

Employment in retail trade was up by 37,000 in September, following a decline in August. The
Jargest growth occurred in eating and drinking places (27,000). Wholesale trade employment increased
by 14,000 in September after only moderate growth in the prior 3 months.

Transportation and public utilities experienced only moderate growth in September (6,000) due to a
strike in communications. Employment in transportation increased by 9,000, with most of this growth
occurring in air transportation.

There was little change in government employment in September. Over the past 12 months, public-
sector employment has risen by 309,000, with over half of the increase taking place in local education.

Weekiy i t .
The average-workweek for production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls
decreased by 0.2 hour in September to 34.4 hours, seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing workweek

was unchanged at 41.7 hours. Factory overtime edged down over the month by 0.1 hour to 4.5 hours.
(See table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm
payrolls decreased by 0.5 percent to 144.6 (1982=100), seasonally adjusted. The manufacturing index
was virtually unchanged in September at 108.0. (Sec table B-5.)

Hourly and Weekly Eamings (Establist s D
" Average hourly eamnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls
edged up 1 cent in September to $12.86, seasonally adjusted. For the 3 months ending in September,
the increase in average hourly eamings (10 cents) was less than the increase in each of the prior four
quarters (13 cents). Average weekly eamings decreased by 0.5 percent over the month to $442.38.

Over the year, average hourly and weekly eamnings have risen by 4.0 and 3.4 percent, respectively.
(See table B-3.)

The Employment Situation for October 1998 is scheduled to be released on Friday, November 6, at
8:30 AM. (EST). .



differs from the unemployment estimate that would be obtained by
directly adj; the total or by the duration, reasons, or
more detailed age categories.

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

Reliability of the estimates

Statistics based on the household and establishment surveys are
subject to both sampling and nonsampling error. When a sample rather
tharn the entire population is surveyed, there is a chance that the sample
estimates may differ from the “true” population values they
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including the failure to sample a segment of the population, inability to
obtain information for all rcspmdems in the sample. inability or

unwillingn ctil atimely
basis, mistakes made by mpondcms and errors made in the collection
or processing of the data. N

For le, in the survey. for the most

recent 2 months are based on substantially incomplete returns; for this
reason, these estimates are labeled preliminary in the tables. It is only
after 1wo successive revisions to a monthly estimate, when nearly all
sample reports have been received. that the estimate is considered final.
Another major source of ling error in the i
survey is the inability to capture, on a timely basis, cmployment
generated by new firms. To correct for this systematic underestimation
of cmploymem growth (androther sources of error), a process known as
bias is included in the survey's estimating procedures,

The exact difference. or sampling error, varies depending on the
particular sample selected, and this variability is measured by the
standard eror of the estimate. There is about a 90-percent chance, or
level of confidence, that an estimate based on a sample will differ by no
more than 1.6 standard errors from the *‘true” population value because
of sampling error. BLS analyses are generally conducted at the 90-
percent level of confidence.

For. le, the hly change in tota)
employment from the household survey is on the ardes of plus or minus
376,000. Suppose the estimate of total employment increases by
100,000 from one month to the next. The 90-percent confidence
interval on the monthly change would range from -276,000 to 476,000
(100,000 +/- 376,000). These figures do not mean that the sample
results are off by these magnitudes, but rather that there is about a 90-
percent chance that the “true™ over-the-month change lies within this
interval. Since this range includes values of less than zero, we could not
say with confidence that employment had, in fact, increased. If,
however, thereported employment rise was half amillion, then all of the
values within the 90-percent confidence interval would be greater than
zero. In this case, it is likely (at least a 90-percent chance) that an
employment rise had, in fact, occurred. The 90-percent confidence

interva) for th

whereby a specified number of jobs is added to the monthly sample-
based change. The size of the monthly bias adjustment is based largely
on past relationships between the sampie-based estimates
of employment and the total counts of employment described below.

The sample-based from the survey are
ad,usted oncea yw (ona lagged bans) to universe counts of payroll

P Y

insurance program. The difference between the March sample-based
employment estimates and the March universe counts is known as a
benchmark revision, and serves as a rough proxy for total survey error.
The new benchmarks also incorporate changes in the classification of
industries. Over the past decade, the benchmark revision for total

employ has aged 0.2 percent, ranging from zero to
0.6 percent.
Additional statusﬁm and other information
More h are ined in Employ: and

Eamings, pubhshed each month by BLS. Itis available for $17.00 per
issue or $35.00 per year from the U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402. All orders must be prepaid by sending acheck
or money order payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or by

interval for the monthly change in unemployment is +/- 258,000, and charging to Mastercard or Visa.

for the monthly ch: inth rateitis 44- .21 agt Employ: and Earnings also provids of ti

point. error for the survey data published in this release. For
In general, ing many indivi or ind other 1abor ies, these 2pp

have lower standard errors (relative to the size of the estimate) than
&ma:swhxchmbasedonasmaﬂmmbexofobsavmons The
P of esti is also impr when the data are cumulated
over time such as for q 1y and annual ages. The |
adjustment process can also improve the stability of the monthly
estimates.

Thehouschold and establishment surveys are also affected by
error. efrrors can occur for many reasons,

in tables 1-B through 1-H of its “Explanatory Notes.” Measures of the
mhahnbryofthedauhwnfmmd)esubhshmmtmcyandthe
actual amounts of revision due to arep

in tables 2-B through 2-G of that publication.

Infornation in this release will be made available to sensory
impaired individuals upon request. Voice phone: 202-606-STAT;
TDD phone: 202-606-5897;, TDD message referral phone:
1-800-326-2577. "




Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major surveys, the
Current Populmon Survey (bonuhold survey) and the Current
E: survey survey). The household
mv:ypmwdesxhemfwmnunonﬂnhbwfm employment, and
unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked HOUSEHOLD
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job they hold. Hours and earnings data are {or-private businesses and
relate only to production workers in the goods-producing sector and
nonsupervisory workers in the service-producing sector.
Differences inemp The ptual
and methodological diff b the 1d and

DATA. It is a sample survey of about 50,000 1d: ducted
by the Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).
The lish survey provides the i on the

employment, hours, and eamings of workers on nonfarm payrols that
appears in the B able3, rharked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This
information is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperation
with State agencies. In June 1998, the sample included about 390,000
establishments employing about 48 million people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month relate 0 a particular
week or pay period. In the housebold survey, the reference week is
gmen!lyr.hecalendarweeklhncommlhe 12th day of the month. In
the survey, the period is the pay period
including the 12th, which may or may not correspord directly to the
calendar week. N

Coverage, definitions, and differences

estimates derived from the surveys. Among these are:

« The bousehold survey includes agricultural workers, the self-
employed. unpaid family workers. and privaie houschold workers among
theemployed. These groups are q from th survey.

* The household survey includes people on unpaid. leave among the
employed. The establishment survey does not.

« The household survey is limited to workers 16 years of age and older.
The establishment survey is not limited by nge

*The survey has no dupli of , because
individuals.are counted only once, even if they hold more than one job. In
the esiablishment survey, employees working 2t more than one job and
thus appearing on more than one payroll would be counted separately for
each appearance.

Other differences belween the two surveys are described in

s s “C. ing Emp} from and Payroll
Household mrv:y The sample is selected 10 reflect the entire Surveys,” "'h":h may be obtained from BLS upon request

civiian Based on resp toaseriesof  Seasonal adjustment

mmomonworkmd:obswthmwumachwm léywnnd Ovenheeo‘meofayw.!heslzeof!hemon slaborfomeand

over in a sample 1d is classified as employ p the level:

not in the labor force.

People are classified as employed if they did any work at all as paid
employees during the reference week; worked in their own business,
profession, or on their own farm; or worked wnhom pay at leust 15
hours inafamily b or farm. Pe:
if they were wmp«uﬂyabscnlﬁvmthur;ohsbem:seo{mms bad
weather, vacation, labor-management disputes, or personal reasons.

Pwplcmchssxﬁedumanploydxfmeymeanllof‘ following

duemmchseasonalcvemsaschmguinwaﬂu.redwedm
expanded production, harvests, major holidays, and the opening and
closing of schools. The effect of such seasonal variation can be very
large; seasonal fluctuations may account for as much as 95 percent of
the month-to-month changes in unemployment..
Because these seasonal events follow a more or less regular patiern
uch yw. their influence on statistical trends can be eliminated by

from month to month. These adjustments make

criteria: They had p s they were
available for work at that time; and they made specific efforts to find
employment sometime during the 4-week period ending with the
reference week. Persons laid off from ajob and expecting recall need
notbe looking for d toyed. Tt !
data detived from the household survey in no way depend upon the
cligibility for or receipt of unemployment insurance benefits.

The civilian labor force is the sum of cmpluyedmd unemployed

persons. Those not classifs loyed arenoi in the

labor force. Thenawnplaymaumutbembermphyedun

P such as declines in economic activity or
increases in the participation of women in the labor force, easier to

* spot. For example, the large number of youth entering the labor force

each June is likely to obscure any other changes that have taken place
relative to May, making it difficult to determine if the level of
cconomic activity has risen or declined. However, because the effect
of students finishing school in previous years is known, the statistics
for the current year can be adjusted to allow for 2 comparable change.
Insofar as the ] adj is made ly, the adjusted
figure provides a more useful tool with which to analyze changes in

percent of the labor force. The labor force participation rate isthe  economic activity.

labor force as a percent of the p ion, and the  empl In both the houschold and establishment surveys, most seasonally

papulanmmouth:emplcyedasapuwoﬁhcwhm adjusted series are i the adjusted
blish rvey. The samp from  series for many major estimates, such as tota! payroll mploymmt.

p busi; suchasfactories, offices, and aswell in mm;wmmd:vunm mulemploymem.and

as Federal, State, andlocal gt entities. Empl £ are computed by aggregat dently adjusted

payrolls are those who received pay for any part of the pay series. For le, total is derived by

period, including persons on paid leave. Persons are counted in each

mmnnngd:ad;usledmuforfwmapugewwmpms this



40

HOUSEHOLD DATA o HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-1. Employment status of the civilian population by sex and age
(Numbers in thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted®
Employment status, sex, and age
% 1998 ?; f;?, wuz ‘1“; 1998 1998 1998

205,479 205,695 203,570 204899 205,085 205270 205479 205.699
138,379 137.903 136.49 137,364 137,447 137,298 137.415 138,075
564

67.3 67.0 67.0 £7.0 670 669 9 £7.1
132206 | 131864 | 129761 | 131483 | 131209 | ;o7 | 121368 | 131785
64.3 64.1 637 642 640 X 6.8 84.1
3818 3671 3422 3335 3343 3.441 1529 3518
128388 | 128193 | 126339 | 128m8 | 127867 | 127626 | 127640 | 128247
6173 €039 6.578 $910 6237 6230 6247 8310
X 45 44 49 43 45 45 45 a6
Not in labor torce 67.195 67100 | 67.786 (A 67.535 67633 67973 3,084 67.62¢
Men, 16 years and over -
Caviian poputation 97,966 s8.8%2 99,006 97.046 98591 96.691 98,785 $8.852 $9.006
Crvisan labor force ... 73,068 74540 | 73954 IR nn 73818 74027 73,695 74,165
e 74.6 754 74.7 747 74.8 748 749 745 749
Employed 69,890 5% T0.866 69,656 70,685 70570 70,605 70,441 7075
-pOpuiation ratic 7.4 723 71.6 7 "7 .5 s N2 ns
L aire 2.003 2088 3.5% 3098 3249 3422 3253 341
rate 43 40 42 48 42 44 46 44 46
Men, 20 years and over
90,889 91.003 90,068 90,622 90.700 90.802 w0839 | 9100
63823 69817 | 69,136 | 69524 63,545 €.79 420 | eome
768 76.7 76.8 788 787 769 785 767
67,454 67.416 | 6€6.29 67,190 66,950 67,040 .90 67.185
742 74.1 736 741 733 738 736 738
2528 2324 234 2,443 2424
84,908 6430 | eaos 64,886 84,617 64,645 64,457 84.761
2359 2,401 2538 2434 2508 2750 2589 2845
34 34 41 as a7 29 EX s

63839 63,949 63581 63.628 Qam 63910
59.9 59.9 599 598 598 s34 598 599
60,659 60,105 60768 60.840 60.482 60.727 61.014
572 572 57.0 56.8 57.0 2

3170 2951 3342 283 2508 299
so0 a5 4 47 4 %4 43

0.1 60.7 605 0.4 804 60.1 60.4 604
58,708 57,610 56,853 57253 57172 57.000 57288 5743
574 58.0 58.0 9 5.7 579 580
83 [ 828 5 147 ™ 819 m
55,903 56776 58.057 56.499 56.42¢ 56.207 56,488 56,68
2639 2449 2320 2427 2359 2426
4 41 43 39 a3 40 43 LYl

15,689 15702 15,420 15,609 15.851 15,690 15689 15.7202

9130 8027 78N B.188 8.%2 8,147 8213 B.42

51.1 510 523 530 51.9 524 538

7958 (Y] 8.580 7.010 7.008 .07 6981 7045

507 s a7 a9 453 “s “s a5

an 3t 213 256 262 254 267 =2

g 1577 asz7 6,367 6734 6828 67173 6715 L]

. 1181 1375 1189 120 1,156 1215 1120 1232 1297
rate 158 129 148 184 142 148 128 150 154

1 The poputation figures are not adiusted for seasona! variation; therstors, identical NOTE: Beginning in January 1998, data reflect NeW COMPOSAS SSUMELION DIOCILTNE
numbers 2p0BaT in the UNadjusted &nd seasonally adisiad cokumns. and revised poptation controts used in the housshold survey.
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-2. Employment status of the civilian population by race, sex, age, and Hispanic origin
{Numbers in thousands)
Not ssasonally adjusted Sessonafly sdjusted!
Hispanic origin
Segt. Aug. Sept. Sepr. May June July Ay Sept.
1997 1998 1958 1997 1999 1298 1998 1998 1598
171804 | 170280 | 171257 | 171387 | 171513 | 171655 | 171804
15599 | 14758 | 115309 | 115137 | negrs | nsars | nis7ve
67.3 67.4 673 672 87.0 67.2 87.4
11316 | 109904 | 111025 | 110535 | 11060 | 110708 | 111233
64.0 645 648 645 645 64.5 64.7
4284 4854 4284 4602 4,345 4.567 4543
a7 42 37 40 JET .0 39
59.542 59110 59,366 59,257 §9.403 $9.314 59.592
772 73 772 77.0 772 770 7.3
51.75%6 58,989 57518 57,302 57.4% 57, 57504
749 745 748 745 - 748 745 747
1785 2121 1850 f. 1988 1.967 1929 2.008
20 38 as 33 EE) 33 a4
‘Wormen, 20 years and over
Civifian labor force 9214 @16 49.348 43955 49,019 48,838 48.705 49,013 49310
e 603 59.4 60.0 600 598 596 0.3 $9.7 59.8
Employed 47,354 46,561 a7.682 47165 47416 .97 a7.087 47.287 ar492
-Doputation rano 58.0 571 58.0 578 57.8 57.5 574 576 518
1881 1902 1667 1790 1.603 1688 1818 1,726 1818
rae .38 39 4 37 33 35 33 as 33
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years
CAZBAN TABOC FOMCE —ererre oo crersecmscressem sttt | 6,347 68 6708 6,683 aa24 6994 8867 6.945 7074
e 51.9 815 536 548 558 562 5.1 558 565
Employed 5479 6,863 5878 5750 809 6.096 68,107 8.036 6.158
o “s 549 469 a0 4.1 485 40 43 492
858 818 a2 9 831 958 760 13 917
. rate 137 107 124 141 120 27 11 13 130
Men 7 14 141 144 140 7 L X ] 143 150
Women 127 (13 105 137 [ 126 [Y] 19 107
24,081 24418 24,458 24,08 24317 : 24331 24,418 24,458
15,708 16,128 15.996 15,691 15.756 16,013 18.059 15.907 15,982
€52 66.1 85.4 648 €5.8 €59 €5.1 &3
14220 14,863 14,552 14,100 14344 14,700 14.508 14478 14510
9.1 £0.1 595 8.9 590 £0.4 5 593 593
1487 1,468 1.04¢ 1511 1412 133 1.551 1431 1472
95 8.1 20 96 8.0 27 80 02
7.026 7058 7.024 6978 7.009 7088 1120 7.017 6975
739 724 72.0 728 722 3.0 n2 720 ns
6,484 6563 €.534 6.42¢ 6.5% 6599 8425 8,470 8.475
74 672 &9 Y] 674 7.9 X4 864 o83
542 57 430 554 473 489 65 547 <9
7.7 72 70 79 87 [ %] 12 74 12
7810 1912 7932 7.7%0 r.787 7.868 7821 7.894 T8
84.8 64.7 64.9 846 64.0 845 849 6456 64.7
1132 7267 1277 715 710 7258 1296 7296 27
592 595 59.4 592 s88 535 98 597 594
678 845 655 o5 o7 €09 [ 587 641
e 87 a2 83 84 [Q 77 79 78 [3]
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years
[ e ke — S — 870 1181 1040 860 1.080 1018 996 1.089
icipafion rue 36 43 <2 383 4 44 “s 408 4“3
Employed -3 843 742 21 &7 848 2 709 758
-population ric 25.0 8 302 258 a8 346 27 289 208
287 31 299 a2 283 214 291 287 332
. ate 307 270 27 27 294 202 286 288 n4
Men 330 288 305 36 02 204 X8 27 M1
‘Women 87 23 269 28 s 200 284 281 288
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HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSENOLD DATA
Table A-2. status of the civilian by race, sex, age, and Hispanic origin — Continued
{Nombers 0 housands) .
Not sessonally adjusted Sessonally sdjusted’
Hisparic onigin '
May Juns
1997 1998 1990 1997 1998 1968 1998 1998 1998
HISPANIC ORIGIN )
Cwviian 20464 2115 21224 20,464 20975 | 21.0% 21007 | 21139 | 2124
n abor 12064 14420 14487 13,861 14458 14,420 14200 wan 14484
7.3 682 ) 7.7 6.9 685 7.5 675 €82
Employed 12582 13349 12481 12007 12420 13328 12219 12203 13.413
saion fato =13 €31 s 28 6.3 634 @7 64 62
[ 107 1,007 1,054 o8 102 1022 1074 107
e 7.1 74 89 75 [ 78 72 75 74

'mmmmmmummwm both the white and black population groups. Baginnng n Jamary 1996, data et new
numbers aposar columns. «snmahon ProcadUres 2nd reVISed PODULENON CONOL wSed i the HOUIENOK)
wmmihmmmmwwdmmbm savey.
bacause dama for the *oiher r2ces* FOUD are not prasentsd and Hispanics are included in -

TmM.WmdmmWSy—:mmby ssted
Numbers N thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonaty adused’
Educational attainment
Sapt. My e
1867 1998 1998 1997 1998 1998 1908 1998 1598
29350 29204 2220 29.350 2953 20,084 2020 2204 292%
12583 12402 12,602 12,855 1269 12888 12548 12,450 12557
429 425 4.2 23 424 <9 432 28 ao
11883 n.ex 11848 1848 ne® 11,963 1.648 11567 1728
07 297 04 %3 - 08 0.3 06 00
w21 80 ™ 1.007 851 2 901 8 869
73 as 63 80 67 72 72 71 (Y

57483 5.7 57.589 57.483 57.708 57.446 51.374 51729 57.589
nss 37,305 37468 37.585 37496 37.096 219 n krpall

€8.9 646 €5.1 5.4 846 849 4.8 s
36.405 35,298 26,003 38,114 =0 =59 5.003
EDIOYTIN-DOPIION (A v e rrrrmeesssssmes e €33 622 [ 25 LX3 €2.0 22 22 620
1488 1407 1418 1582 1383 1494 1525 1483 1525
e w £ as a2 37 40 a1 40 a1

Less than a bachelor’'s d.wn‘
Cviian eors | sase are 42,015 2004 1820 <2 ape o
[eiersepw st ISAS— 31,108 3184 91,401 31.408 nzz BT 286 | Mnis2
Parcert ot 747 743 747 46 747 746 a7 738 745
Emptoyed 0429 %227 0278 o0 30437 2353 224 | 2967 | 320218
-poculation ratio 723 722 7”5 722 724 T2.4 ns ni 723
o0 o3 907 1019 m 89 950 s 7
) 32 28 29 a2 8] 29 20 28 0
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Table A-4. Selected employment indicators
{in Broxssands)
Not sessonafly adjusted Sessonaily adjusted
Catogory
Aug. Sept. May June July Aug. Sept.
1597 1598 1999 1597 1998 1996 1990 1990 199
CHARACTERISTIC . )
Tot! employed. 16 years 200 OVeY e | 120972 | 122206 | 131084 | 129781 | 13453 | 13209 | 131087 | wmises | 3ires
<2875 43338 2848 @4n 42539 42,837 283 43285
3,007 2230 3,067 2846 2805 32808 2658 2597 2870
7899 7.500 8,042 1476 7,648 7522 7.846 7832 8002
OCCUPATION
38558 39.572 37.060 .80 IR 29,011 38916 29,607
33,045 33,485 39.535 33.401 32.567 .500 38850 33.485
18081 17838 17746 17.749 17873 17.504 17727 17.961
14360 14,060 13859 14,853 14,509 uwnz 14079 12963
12,138 18,073 18302 822 18120 18145 17.868 18.047
4023 3483 3479~ 3.508 EX 3621
2315 2260 1829 1871 1,841 2018 2165 2213
1.466 1,368 1495 1395 1.470 1383 1345 1280
Q “ 51 @ 0 28 43
119.368 | 118974 [ 117303 | 119013 | 118654 | 118543 | 118678 | 89T
17.782 18268 18,100 18.004 18.497 18,364 18.257 18.415
10158 | 100708 9% | 1 100,157 | 100179 | 100419 { 100583
914 1,015 961 974 853 %00
100,670 9.518 8317 99.964 99,165 99.205 99.566 $9.663
8538 9.131 8,349 8.023 8,969 9.004 0.947 9.159
[ (] 7 100 9 =} as
PERSONS AT WORK PART TIME
Al industries:
Pan time for econamic 363 3508 ane 3 arr 2837 783 3489 3,363
1986 1.908 1721 2187 2104 2230 2372 1.989 1897
1,405 120t 1113 1485 1304 1246 1192 1175 1182
Part tine tor reasons. 18,097 15.851 17901 18,662 10,665 18584 18.648 18.857
v
3473 3739 360 3576 s 2.7 2182
1891 1,813 1819 2067 2024 2151 2251 1,900 1.1
1,363 1164 1072 1417 1315 1,199 1162 1,143 1112
Part time for 17,506 * 17201 18,057 18.019 7972 13.001 18,308

NOTE: Persons at work exchudes

SMOIoyaK! PrSONS who Wers absent from the jobs
during the entire reference week for ragsons cuch as vacation, @iness, or industrial m
dispute. Part tne for NONSCONOMIC MESONS EXChxies DErsONS who usually work Rl ting

mwlnummmm—kummum
bad weather, m

n January 1998. data reflect new composte

usad in the.
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Table A-S. adjustad
Number of
unemployec persons. Unemployment s’
Catmgory fnousnd)
May June oy

1997 1998 1998 1997 1998 1598 1998 1998 1998

(2 6310 49 43 45 45 a5 48

2.589 2845 a3 as a7 - 39 37 38

2426 2288 43 a9 41 40 41 40

12 1297 18.4 142 146 138 150 154

1.038 1.004 26 24 22 23 24 23

1070 884 a1 28 29 28 32 26

660 78 17 &9 &8 &8 78

4941 4963 47 42 4 44 4 a4

1.301 1305 55 a7 52 $3 sS4 53

745 710 20 17 17 17 19 18

1.457 1557 40 as s [~ 38 a7 39

&26 4y a“ - 43 4 a6 43

1286 140 78 €S €9 69 67 72

212 295 87 Y &5 70 55 75

4991 50 a5 a7 s a7 48

1485 1320 1516 Pl a7 49 48 53

Mining 2 24 18 34 13 39 a7 9 30
51 520 87 80 80 67 T4 90

an 835 a3 41 as 36 4 s 4

47 470 L3 a3 30 29 43 37 as

48 365 » 53 46 45 LY a8

747 3613 A5y 49 45 a7 43 47 48

284 269 38 a0 as 34 37 s

1855 1 1572 €2 ES) 57 58 58 58

3 21 188 30 20 21 20 27 23

1577 1827 1513 a8 as 47 a5 7 aa

26 24 20 25 22 23

16 16 189 90 79 [Y) 82 70 79

‘Wuamdmmmm cannot with s i
2 adusied i are ot avaizble mwnmlmmmammmm
mmmmmu“mnmmnmﬂ . o vsed

Table A-8. Durstion ot unempioyment

(Numbers in thousands)
Seasonally adjusted
Duration
Sept. May June A, Sept
1997 1968 1908 1908 1998 1908
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Lass than S weeks 2528 2500 2885 2404 284 2519 285 2875 8%
51014 weeks 1006 2.1%0 1798 2ns 1954 2084 1983 1980 1969
P YT SRR — . ¥ 151 158 2109 1062 18 1800 1867 1451
1510 26 woeks ” [ [ el o [ ] k] =0 b d
Y R —— G P s ] 1078 208 b [ 4 -1 ”e
e e P L T J— ®o 137 s 159 s 1" 13 135 3
0 wesks [ 20 Y] (Y] 9 [ (Y3 [
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 1000

[resy ey e S R——— “s “l o 38 403 @3 as Q0
$10 16 waeks 8 s 37 ns 23 ns | ne n2 s
15 WOOKS B0 OV <vrrrr e romsrssemremmrrirssismarmimissssses | FVO 245 82 ne 2 0 ns %2 22
151026 weeks. s "o ne 5.4 08 17 124 130 ny
By O — LY 193 12t % 133 124 120 132 18

NOTE: Gegnning in Jarvaary 1900, duta reRect new COMPORIs amlimeton
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Table A-7. Reason for unemployment
vumbers n thousands)
Not seasonetty adjusted ‘Seasonatly adjusted .
Reason
Sect. Aug. Sept Sept. twy Jore Sy Agg. Segx.
1997 1998 1998 1997 1990 1998 1998 1998 1998
2ns | 2sm a7 | 2m2 b o2m9 | 2s00 | amme | 2me
™= [ (] 786 841 968 973 [
182 1905 2114 1986 *| 1978 1,941 1874 1,963
1342 12 ) M [ ] (W] 4]
590 [ [43] ") (] ) ") [48]
798 s 253 7a8 786 bl 7 24
2187 227 2289 203 2,098 2002 212 2188
=] 360 493 s 3 @r
1000 1000 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1000 100.0
a“p <0 450 asp e e 453 60
e 122 104 124 130 s 156 187 19
n3 ns ne s 314 313 30.1 3
129 141 128 124 [ --123 129 e s
309 .8 1o 6 n7 =9 n2 38
78 82 71 [ .2 [ 75 [X] 77
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
500 05813 a1 parEonS Who COmpRd MMDORAYY KBS . 19 20 22 20 21 EX] 2 21
Job legvers 7 L] ) £ . -8 5 5
Resnmanms .7 18 X 15 5 15 18 18
4 . 4 a a 3 . a
T Not svaiteble. 8N4 revised pOpuAEion CONKrOLs LG 1N the ROUISHOR] SUrAy.
NOTE: Bagrnany in January 1900, Girta rpfiact npw COMDOSHS SSITIRLon DIOCedUNS:
Table A-8. Range of of tabor i
(Percarr)
Net sessonsity adjusted Seasonally adjusted
Measure
Sect Sept Sesz. My Joe Juy Aop.
1997 1998 1997 1998 1908 1908 1900
-1 Persons unempioyed 15 wasks or kngar, 23 & PErCVR of the civiien
taoor Sorce 15 1 1 15 11 12 12 12 12
U-2 Job losers arxt persons. iobs. a8 ofthe
‘covitgn tabor torce 19 20 18 20 21 21 21 21
U3 Toml - fores
(oficist a7 a5 44 a9 43 as 45 435 as
U-4 Toul i 3 k) .. Py
fabor — a2 Eh 4 L2 O (&) iy (&) () )
MYﬂM GICOUraged worers, pius 8l olher masginally
anached workers. 83 & peccant of $he civiian lebor lorce phus 8 marginally
LY 53 53 ) ) M 18] ) (9]
6 Tort ous o
part brna for aCONOIIC rERSONS, &S & Parcent of the chvilan tbor faroe ks
[*] 72 s M ™M [N (&) 3] [}
1 Not available. tooking for & job. mmmmummnm—m—ln
NOTE: Thas range of atemative messures of bor undeniRzation secieces e U1-U7 rarge -mmm-&umub-—nu-mm For tuther
utihshad in tabis A-7 of his release prior © 1504, Magnelly SECHE WOrKSrn e DErOng Mm”m_w . ntw

who curanty are nedher worting nor fooking (or work bt indicate hat ey went and are

.m—a;mmm”-mummmm
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Table A-9. Unempioyed persons by sex and age, seasonally adjusted
Number of
nempioyed persons Unempioyment rates’
Age and sex (in ousanas)
Sept. Sect. Sept. May June Seqt.
1997 1998 1998 1997 1958 1998 1998 1990 1998
6247 6310 49 43 45 a5 45 46
2417 2438 12 100 108 ~103 11 1o
1232 1297 164 142 146 138 150 154
557 611 19.3 15.8 182 152 17 17.9
678 145 132 123 129 138 138
1.185 1181 82 76 8.1 82 87 8.3
3853 aess 37 33 34 34 3 a4
3391 341 38 34 35 s 34 s
40 an 31 24 25 28 26 27
3253 3414 48 42 44 46 48 46
1301 1.403 120 10 108 1.4 1.4 121
769 17.2 160 153 5.9 158 177
311 365 188 179 210 173 186 207
357 401 16.1 148 18 146 142 157
37 634 2.1 8y 82 8.7 89 87
1.979 2,002 35 30 32 T 24 32 32
1729 1715 36 31 --33 34 33 32
241 30 24 25 29 25 3
289 50 a4 a7 «4 a7 as
116 1,036 104 90 103 9.1 107 98
155 123 139 k] 142 129
246 245 198 185 15.1 129 155 148
2 295 128 1.4 127 "Nz 13 19
548 508 73 69 80 7.7 86 79
1.874 1,886 40 3s a6 as 35 35
1.663 1.706 41 38 a8 36 8 37
75 32 24 26 28 28 23
1 Unempioyment a3 & perosrt of the civilian kabor force. 2nd revised POpLEEtion controls LSed in the housshold survey.
NOTE: Begnning in January 1996, da1a reflect new COMpasity GSLAMAtion procecures
Table A-10. Persons not in the labor force and muitiple j by sex, not i
{Numbers n thousaris)
Totat Men ‘Women
Category
: Sept. Sept. Sept. Sec.
1997 1998 1997 1596 19957 1990
NOT IN THE LABOR FORCE
Texal not m the Labor force 67.195 67.796 24878 25051 Q37 42744
i 4705 4753 1,883 1.951 2815 280
1363 137 67 634 €96 743
28 37 23 188 ns 129
1035 1.060 54 4485 581 64
ol 7838 7.908 4220 4156 618 arso
L1 60 60 59 60 LA
4438 4,402 61 2550 1827 18%
1601 1835 514 M 1.087 1,10t
8 310 8 =8 55 82
1528 1481 894 (-4 634 [~ ]
T Data refer 10 persons who have ssarched for work during the pnor 12 months and m&mmmm
'wars avaiiadie 1o take  job 0uring e raterence week. 4 Inckxies Persons who work pan tme on their prmary job and full trne on thedr
2 tnchudes thinks no wovk available. coud not find work, lacks schooling or traineng, sacondasy iob(s). not shown saperately.
wmmmummmmd . NOTE: 0 January 1998, Gals refiect AeW COMPOSES SSHMAtON PrOCACLIES
includes those who dxs ot actvely 100k for work in the prio 4 waeks for such and used n the household
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Tabie B-1. Employees on nonfarm payrolis by industry

(In thousands)
Nt seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
s S |ty | Mg f S | Sm f My | wme | uy | Mg | S
TOR ... ceeceerererrencaareereoesarcemensemens 123,688} 125,841] 125,991] 126,678| 123,280] 125,562] 125,751 125,869] 126,178] 126,247
TOLR! PHVALL ...ce.ceveererrmssns smenmassessessensnronens] 104,294] 107,040] 107,273] 106,870| 103,673] 105,734 | 105,838| 106,043| 106.263| 106,331

25.135) 25255| 25219

18,784| 18,563| 18795 18,773| 18686] 1805 18730 18,594 18,693
workers 13,012 12690 12926 12850 12915) 12971] 12943| 12746 12841

Primary metal industries ..

Blast furnaces and basic seel products 2355 238 z28] 2313| (1 ) W m m )
Fabricated metal products - . 1480 1495| 1400 1477 1491] 1.4
i i 2175| 2201 2202 21| 2188| 2181

Rubber and misc. plastics products . .l 9971 1.006f 1,006 1,006} 1,007
Leather and leather products .. 88 <] 83 80

Serva ing 88309| 100,390} 100,271} 101,085 96.287] 100.261] 100,447 100823| 101,028

Transportation and public UBHLES ... 6476| 6541) 6559} 6822| 6435/ 6534 6,538 6572| 6.578

5 8177 4183] 4208] 4284] 4341 4191 41% 4238| 4,245

2200| 2342 @2 232 23 234

470 471

1680 1,708| 1709 1,718 1,718
185 192 9

1.947]  1151|  1.154) 1.160] 1,167
14 1 14 14

448 449
2338| 2,333
1484] 1483
852 850

1,432 1486| 1488 14
8s2 8s7| - es4

esa7| 6877 epes| 6856 6879] 6815 68211 6827] 6834] 6843
39s8| 4102| 4094 4.080] 3964] 4059 4.067] 4072 4080| 4.087
27291 27rs| 2rre]l 2778|2715 2756] 2754| 2785| 2754 2761

See foomotes at end of table.
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Tabie B-1. Employess on nontarm payrolis by industry — Continued

(In thousands)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adfusted
Indusiry
Aug. SeptL May Jung Aug.

1957 | 1998 | 1996P | 1998 | 1997 | 1998 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996P | 1998P
Retai rade 2126] 22682| 22530) 22621| 22.078f 22423] 2.448] 22547) 22537 2574
Building materials and garden suppies ......| 8438 1,014.1] 1.001.1f 96832 839, a72 75 o7 o719 979
General ise stores 2,6922] 2,734.0f 2745.1] 27566| 2726 2788) 2784] 27%0| 2781| 27
2387( 2482] 2457] 2454] 2456 24589
3508| 3542f 3538) 3,552] 3.553| 3.560
2321 2345 2351] 235 2385

1,053| 1.080] 1084 1086 1 1
1,900 1,908 1.108] 1911 1113] 1118
1,018 1.0s§] 1 1,083] 1,071 1,070
76411 74| 7726] 7781 7.766| 7,793

2508] 2818

7425) 7311 7333] 7370 7872 7385
8, 3,538| 9.547{ 3,565 3.572| 3.580
2027] 2044| 2062| 2042 2042 2041
1459] 1.463| 1459] 50| 1488] 1457
. 264/ 264 264
s76 811 616 624 628 629
| . 256 21 284 289 25 &7
Security and commadity brokers ........... 60s6| 660.8| e6s22| 6613 606 641 648 655 857 662
Holding and other investment offices .......| 2234f 2455| 2455| 2465 225 240 0 244 245 248
22631 2348 2347] 2341 2267] 2320 2328] 2337 2339] 2345

carmiers 1,538.5¢ 1.601.0| 1.601.7[ 15971 1540 1,578] 1,586] T.554| 1.595] 1,
Insurance agents, brokers, and sarvice ....| 7248( 745.4| 745.4| 7435 727 741 742 . 743 T44 746
REA @SIAIL ....vverecenmarmmrescssmsesmncascasaceresnssarns 1439] 1520] 1,515] 1486] 1424 1455] 1458] 1488| 1481 1470
Serviel&t2 36.495| 38052| 37.984| 37.858| 36383| 37,350f 37.494| 37614| 3768} 37717
services 729.1 7921] 786.4| 7603 700 706 713] 718| 719
Hmdtardmubdgmm .| 1.7928| 1821.5] 1914.9] 18260| 1745 1769 1773] 1781 1,785 1779
. 1,1435| 1,180] 1,190 1.186] 1,184] 1,184] 1,178
8112 B491| B5s6| B.S565| 8619] B8.588
847 ars 975| 980| 978 82
3,013] 3.156| 3189 3951 3.178] 3.138
2818| 2853 2B15| . 2B48| 2804
1448| 1578 1601 1622] 1.634] 1,644
1131 1158] 1,158| 1962} 1.168] 1.167
3 385 87 388 388
558 567 554 564/ 565 567
1593 1.862] 1870] 1694 1707 1730
9766| 98971 9905 9802| 9917} 9832
1,754] 1.808| 1813] 1817 1828 1.834
1757 1782 1781 1756 1755] 1758
3885| 3945| 39531 3960] 3998| 3975
718 684 683 673 [ 667
853 a7 980 984 986 889
2138 2195] 2200f 2208] 2208| 2210
2541 2827) 2857| 2632] 2845
572 §75 S8 583/ 585! 576
72| 748 747 748 752 760
90 o1 o 91 82 [:<d
22s0| 2288| 2270 2268
3048 S212| 3234 3289] 3284 3270
878 93 1 825 28| 824
1029| 1.067] 1052) 1,054 1,080

Feders) 2873 2688| 2695 2584] 2871 2882
s;:i‘li.ml’osﬂls.vh..._.__ 1,801} 1,8339] 1834.0| 18%49] 1827} 1810| 1813 18101 1816 1811

o/ L g3 Y o T SOR— 26290 27885| 27503| 27237| 2883} 2705| 2888| 2r07] M2 2717
1218] 11,888| 11814] 12413 12319] 12520| 12,507} 12509 1 12,573
67900 5536.8| 55343 7| eo41] 7058} 7045 7.078] 7AW} 7N

Other local QOVEIIMENT ......oocowrso e | 5:388.2] 5,7509| 5679.4| 54524| 8378] 5467 5482] 5431 5450

1 These series ars not published ssasonally adiusted because the 2 tneludes cther indussries, not shown separately.
seasonal component, which is smail relative 1 the end-Cycle and P = prefminary. -
wreguiar cannot be with sulficient precision.
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TmuAvmmmdmummm‘mmmmwm

Not saasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
ndusry Sept | Juy | Aug. | Sem. May | gme | suy .
1997 1998 | 1996P | 1998P | 1997 1998 1998 1998 | 1998P | 1998P
RL T 1 T ——— 7Y - 348 352 343 348 347 us 3486 348 34.4
Goods 419 | 4«09 | 413 | 405 413 411 4.0 | 4t 411 407
Mining 455 | 440 | 440 | 423 45.1 “5 | 438 448 | 438 422
C 401 40.1 40.1 374 391 386 38.4 392 391 38.0
A i 424 411 417 | 415 «9 | 18 | a18 417 a7 a7
QOvertime hours .......... 52 44 47 47 47 46 45 48 45 4.5
Durable goods ... 431 | M5 [ 422 | 418 | 427 | 424 | 423 | 422 | 423 | 423
Overtime hours 55 4.4 48 48 5.0 48 48 48 48 47
Lumber and wood products 415 412 | 418 | 405 49 | 412 | @13 492 414 408
Fumiture and fixwres ... 411 403 | 410 | 399 404 | 407 410 | 407 407 40.1
4“2 47 44.1 439 32 435 432 435 4386 43.0
453 43.1 437 438 45.0 “s 4“4a 438 4.0 43.8
452 439 “2 442 450 456 |-45.1 438 445 4.1
430 416 422 417 425 426 425 424 423 423
437 423 426 424 435 43.0 432 430 43 43.2
421 406 | 414 | 409 | 418 | 414 41.4 413 416 412
i i 443 41.0 427 429 440 433 27 426 426 43.7
Motor vehicles and eguipment ... 45 396 423 433 43 433 424 a7 421 43
Instruments and related products .. 421 408 | 411 405 | 420 | 414 | @13 43 414 408
i 408 39.2 399 384 403 40.0 40.0 400 401 400
406 | 410 | 419 48 | 410 | 409 41.0 409 40.8
43 45 47 43 44 44 44 43 43
418 | 420 | 427 492 | 418 | 4«17 420 416 418
383 393 378 382 393 390 408 396 375
404 | 412 | 413 415 | 413 4.1 410 41.0 40.8
3.0 375 371 373 374 374 374 s 37.5
Q0 43.1 438 438 Q25 435 435 433 432
38.1 385 386 386 384 382 384 385 a8
427 430 431 a3 43.1 a2 43.0 433 430
448 | 438 | 440 (2 4] @ (2 2)
411 414 | @13 417 421 420 421 415 | 413
369 385 383 384 373 378 e 383 384
Ser 332 335 327 azs 3.0 329 329 328 328
Transportation and public VlIties .....-....wwe.. 403 397 40.0 382 399 398 395 396 354 39.0
383 387 381 384 385 382 383 384 382
28 23 292 289 21 20 291 20 2.1
36.1 369 | 358 @ @ @ @ @ @
329 332 323 328 s2r 327 327 327 as
and manutachuring;

1 Daa relate w production workers in mining
jon workers jon; and

in
transportation and pubkc utlities; wholesale and retai! rade; finance,

nswance, and real estate; and servicas. These

groups account for

epproximately four-fifths of the total empioyees on private nonfarm

Yy workers in !Mmummpwﬁshod
seasonz! cornponent,

sted because the

seasonaly adu:
which is small relative to the trend-cycls and
be with

= prefimmary.
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Tabdie B-3. Average hourly and weskly of or y worksrs! en privats nontsrm payrolis by industry
Average hourly samings Average woekly eamings
industry Sept. July Asg. sem | Sept Sy Aug. Sept,
1997 1998 19989 19989 1987 1998 1998P 1998P
RL- 1T O —— $1240 $1266 $12.74 $1287 $431.52 | $440.57 | $44845 | $4s1.44
adjusted 1237 1279 1285 1288 428.00 442.53 4481 44238
Goods g 14.07 1433 1440 1443 589.53 588.10 50472 | 584A2
Mining 1626 16581 1650 185 739.83 73984 74380 71529
C i 16.30 18.63 16.74 1675 653.63 668.86 enzr 62645

13.23 1337 1345 1358 56085 549.51 56087 56274

1377 1384 14.04 594.78 571.46 se8.27 58687
1.18 120 12 45191 460.62 488.18 454 41
1080 1085 1.8 438.77 43927 44885 440.10
13.80 1361 1372 588.53 59432 60020 60231

18.49 1841 18.44 827.16 81 81312 815.05
1289 13.08 13.14 55083 53822 | S51.88 54784
1442 14.44 1447 620.10- 60397 615.14 61353

1688 1732 1748 778.35 692,08 739.56 749.03
1887 1781 1775 803.69 668.05 74490 768.58

1084 1083 1094 43491 42483 43212 431.04

1279 123 1288 51336 51827 | 5198 52037
11.80 178 185 48887 49088 43392 51027
2006 18.10 1815 7181 81184 75063 68789
10.96 1038 1042 42420 418.54 42788 42828

05034
134 1346 13.64 51783 51188 51821 5268.50
17.18 17.14 1732 72841 73401 737.02 74849

us 183 18 488.88 480.50 48076 40230
8.2

12213 172 12398 388.02 40272 408.04 404.17

Transportation anc public utiites ...............| 1508 1531 1536 1542 60892 607.81 81440 80446

trade 135 13.90 14.12 14.1% 519.55 53582 S48.44 57.50

Reta trade 845 an. ars 80 | 2s05 | 2ass | 28103 | 2sess

Finance, insurance. and real esiate .| 1348 | 1394 | 1410 | te0s | «@2ss | s923 | s029 | soas0

Services 1208 | 1257 | 1275 | 1298 | a0 | w1ess | 4330 | 41928
1 See foctnote 1, table B-2. correcied as folows: in June 1966, manutacturing, $19.44 and $581.79;
= preiminary. tabricassd metel products, $13.02 @t $554.85 in June, and $13.04 and

NOTE: Average hourty and weekly samings, respectively, have been  $554.20 in May.
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABUSHMENT DATA

Tuu.Ammmumcwwywnn‘wmmmw
induzstry, seasonally adjusted

Percent
Sew | May | June | duy | Awg. | sep | chwe
Induszy 1997 | 1008 | 1m08 | 1es8 | 19080 | 10080 M““,'“‘
Sept. 1998
$1273 | s1276 | $1278 | s1285 | 1286 ;
| ris) 7is| 1m| Na | .
14.27 14.28 14.31 14.39 1435 -3
18.77 16.73 16.88 17.08 16.89 -1.0
1646 | 1651| 1684 | 1687 | 1655 -7
1347 | 1347| 1342] 1358 1355 K
1278 1276 1271 1282 1284 2
1223 | 1226| 1230] 1235 1238 2
1531 1529 1533| 1s38| 1537 i
14.00 1388 14.07 1415 14.12 -2
s72| 873| 87| es| 88 5
14.8 14,07 14.10 14.15 14.11 = -3
1281 | 1287 1280] 9285} .13 s

. . 4 Derived by assuming that overtime hours are paid at
2 The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Eamars  te rate of Gme and one-half,
am_ctmmkas(cn-mummumm NA-nmmida

sefies.
3Crmmmﬁperwnﬁunuy19$|nm NOTE.Avmomunymbrnwm:mm
1988, the latest month available. June have been comrected
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA

TMMMofmmﬂoMyMsﬁMamﬁwymﬁn‘mmmmmme

{1982=100)
Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted
industry

Sepl. | July Aug. Sept. | Sept May June | July Aug. Sept.
1997 | 1008 | 1 1998° | 1997 | 1998 | 1998 | 1998 | 1998 | 1998P
R T — .| 1437 | 1475 | 14923 1451 | 1421 | 1449 | 1448 [ 1452 | 1453 144.8
Good: i 1186 | 1152 | 1182 1153 [ 1145 | 1153 | 1149 | 1142.} 1148 13,6
Mining 59.1 55.7 556 529 578 56.0 547 55.5 540 520
& : 1709 | 1795 | 1809 1658 | 1571 | 1605 | 160.5 | 1645 | 164.5 158.7

1112 | 1052 | 1087 108.5 | 1092 ] 1094 | 109.0 | 1072 | 1081 108.0

117 1108 [ 1128 | 1133 1127 | 1008 | 1119 1118
149.1 1439 | 1412 | 1438 | 143.7 | 1440 | 1447 1424
1341 1305 | 1286 | 134.0 | 1344 | 1343 | 1337 1311
120.0 119.0 | 1126 | 1147 | 1144 | 1152 | 1157 1141

173 1163 | 1179 | 1192 [-1184 | 1170 | 1176 178

Motor vehicles and equipment
{nstruments and relatad products

&

Transportaton and PUbEC ULHIES —.....cueewmrmn 1333 | 1315 1332 1320 1312 | 1315 1305 | 1914 1318 1303

trade 1267 | 1287 | 1304 1280 | 1264 | 1288 | 1279 | 1285 | 1287 1281
Retail rade .. 1463 | 1468 1424 | 1381 | 1411 | 1407 1418 ] w2 1417
Finance, insurance, and real estte ...........| 1286 | 1372 | 1401 1346 | 1233 | 1349 | 1348 | 1361 | 1361 1355
Services 1885 | 1987 | 2000 1935 | 1884 { 1937 | 194.5 | 1952 | 1852 194.2

1 See tootnote 1, table B-2. P = prefiminary.
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Table B-6. Diffusion indexes of change,
{Percent)

T | L re | | e [y [ e | oy | g | oo | oo | wr | oo

Private nonfarm payrolls, 356 industries !

60.5 67.0 B84.5 588 633 638 61.7 615 604 64.0 61.7
60.0 548 556 478 556 548 59.0 58.0 858 545 58.8

614 | 598 | 636 | e0i | 545 | 611 | 81 | 600 | 643 | 624 | a0
587 596 | 569 | 568 590 | 551 | Ps32 | Pago

61.4 59.4 531 552 532 507 0.9 .1 58.0 566 546
628 64.0 63.8 635 6489 842 61.5 638 642 67.0 €6.6
63 656 66.2 639 612 60.1 659 674 8.1 708 78

698 | €87 | 712} 702 | €98 | 698 | 702 | 887 | 674 | €67 | 654
601 | 501 ] 573 | sa0 | 601 | 576 | 604 | s97 | 803 [ 611 | 832
654 | 647 | 657 | e62 | 650 | e64 | 60 | 662 | 676 | 669 | €63
670 | 653 | 649 | 656 | 673 | 880 | e73 | 708 | 723 | 733 | 728
708 | 694 | 635 | Peas | Psa1

716 e 71.8 721 718 718 721 70.1 635 6656 65.0

667 | 645 | es6 | e85 | 673 | €77 | €4 | e80 | 6995 | 691 | e
676 | 632 | 701 | s | 698 | n2| 72| 7211 ]| 70| 728 | 723

543 | 500 | s68 | 514 522 | 504 | 4895 | s65| 52| 61 | 608

67 837 804 576 587 619 568 543 554 608 8.0

468 | 450 | 475 464 | 483 | 514 | s00| 836 | 519 | 576 | 547
493 | 563 | 540 | 554 | 504 | 475 | se2 | s79 | €25 | 647 | €55
s00 | s07 | 464 | 432 | 388 | P378 | Paas

s29 | 612 | e26 | 4| 572 | 55| me | sms| w7 | s2
464 | 428 | 403 | 414 | 424 | 40| 40| 85| 42| a32
453 | 484 | 479 | 482 | 485 | s11 | s04 | s29| s28| s2

444

ss8 | 522 | 392 | Paos | Paas

588 608 €08 608 633 54 60.1 572 58.5 504 496
42 460 478 410 417 385 88 363 885 399 “48
475 453 453 504 496 504 486 511 55.0 54.0 518
p22.5 p:4.7 8.5 518 578 586 586 604 604 594 583
1.8 1.1

1 Based on seasonally adjusted data for 1-, 3-, and &-month spans NOTE: mmmmwmmmn

the span.

and unadjusted data for the 12-month span. Data are centered within increasing plus one-half of the i
where

P = prefiminary.

51-881 98-3

wmmmwmmmswm
g arg e
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED . NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Table 1. Civilian labor force and by state and area
(Numbers in thousands)
! Unempioyed
Civilian labor force
Number Percent of labor force
State and area
July August July August July August
1997 1998 1997 193980 1997 1998 1997 19989 1997 1998 1997 19989
%05 1185 87.0 58 42 54 4y
25 30 23 68 46 54 44
124 181 136 37 28 28 29
40 0 26 84 54 55 a6
22 38 22 S5 a2
.7 52 44 7.0 68 72 62
28 23 55 45 51 48
55 53 47 49 32 11 28
02 144 101 53 38 53 a8
75 51 47 31 47 a2
25 33 23 28 30 a7 27
7.3 193 1“7 (34 &0 45
58 67 |- - 49 52 41 a9 a5
1039 1084 1098 53 45 50 48
a8 44 41 9.7 81 76 &7
a8 a“ a2 27 30 29
109 19 105 36 28 a4 29
u2 254 277 | 33 u1 369 284
4.5 68.0 600 59 51 55 48
49 48 “ 38 34 35 31
a8 43 56 48 53 a4
17 19 18 49 41 48 ar
ne 129 108 45 a8 43 as
an a2 28 93 &7 76
10057 | 9595 9351 [ [3] (3} 57
=, 284 | 10 120 100 99
74 65 67 2.0 84 75 78
5.7 ] 499 | 123 128 100 109
8 nazy 008 7% 70 70 85
120 100 | 138 140 ! 18
27 201 197 | 121 16 92
03 49 @2 45 “
“p 478 47 37 at 34 as
80 80 54 88 63 a1 78
5.0 1047 *s 81 67 77 [+4
»7 W4 83 57 51 53 47
129 121 15 72 €9 85 [33
504 579 .7 a8 45 s
ny a8 2 38
9 34 33 34 34
48 a9 45 49 42 48 41
72 84 75 48 a7 43 EY )
78 75 71 &1 52 52 48
83 93 79 41 34 b 33
284 28 21 102 108 a5 (Y]
128 143 "z 64 $1 58 47
7.7 78
z72 203 222 | 144 182 130 133
41 39 18 51 48 40
76 57 6z | 123 128 8 104
®as 755 b as 2
48 53 29 2 20 at
9.1 101 40 a7 9
0.7 37 27 28 28 27
43 47 w0 as at 3
22 24 41 a3 9 49
31 as 40 E g 4
a7 41 48 63 45 &3
2] )5 ) 55 40 49 as
107 129 24 [ 49 58 45
32 29 49 29 as 28
241 308 212 £8 40 &1 as
" 143 98 57 40 51 a8
71 as 3] 57 44 £ FY
82 [ 5] 48 b 5 30 22
8 (L] 48 8 54 a9
185 158 183 41 41 4 EY)
28 31 a1 a7 39 47 4
189 134 123 4z 53 a7 42
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Tabte 1. Civilian labor force and unempicyment by state and mstropolitan arsa~—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)
.
Chviiian labor force
Number Percent of Labor force
Sate and area
July August July Avgust July August
1997 1998 1997 19968 1997 1996 1997 19969 1997 1998 1997 19989
DMIICE Of COREBDD .| 2084 | 2728 | 2804 208.1 29 204 209 224 (Y] a9 (3} a8
2578 | 26567 | 2366 | 26279 o84 us 2.9 80 a7 a2 s 12
L — 70908 | 74100 71888 | 7| 3% | 20 | 306 07 20 48 49 48
D8YI0r2 BOIC e 10D 1938 1987 121 72 65 70 60 as 34 a7 a1
e e SR —— T 1 72 e | s 20 n .2 0 7 45 4 44
Myers 7 1734 1993 m3 £9 58 a8 54 a4 32 24 1
Fort Piexce-Pon St Lucie 7 1288 wa| ss 137 "y 143 us | ns i 1 "8
Forl Waon Beacn ns “s 0 38 28 28 28 22 22 29 Yl 27
L J—— 015 1049 1029 1044 10 28 20 28 0 27 27 24
a1 sera [ S0 =09 197 i 188 108 18 2 14 30
LAOLANG- WIRE HIVON oo | 11T 2015 w70 | 2008 167 158 188 153 &5 79 . 76
TREALSPEN BEY o] 2078 | 20| 2078 | 2129 21 [ [¥] - 88 44 42 a2 a1
[ ————— ¥~ LN ER Y- X BT TR R T =8 as 722 7 72 a5 €9 a3
S — | 8B @s =3 “s 54 54 62 a7 [ 61 73 64
[ y— 944 972 9.0 $6.2 43 45 41 40 s 47 a3 42
Ortando &9 Lo 02 | o2 m7 s 290 260 28 a2 as 20
Panarma Cay ... -4 [ 673 02 a7 32 3 43 54 a8 49 &
Pemaccta .| 2 .8 mz my 70 70 et a8 el 40 36 a7
PUNE GO e irsrsesraen | ASA 487 434 483 13 18 17 14 i9 as 38 F3
8 2081 248 2680 | 287 74 73 74 a7 29 28 a8 23
e N ——— "V 189 1423 1445 . a7 4.3 44 a2 a2 a0 a
Tamoe-51 Peseraturg-Clearwater 10088 | 11zs | e | s 03 ”7 290 %0 as 32 M 30
Boca Ruon ) 2y | aes | so24 ne n7 39 N2 0 a7 72 'Y
Georgis 39088 | 29972 | amar| aso1] s s 10,1 1649 50 4 @ a2
[ e 2SS Rt 4 s Y sy 41 a7 3 50 10 [T . .
USRS ———— S Y nr 714 735 28 22 24 22 as 0 EY] 29
ACUHD oo eereeme | 2008 | 29078 | 20725 | 20088 (3] ns e “s 40 ar a7 3
200.1 268 | 2083 | 2008 *s ne 134 109 70 (Y] as 83
L e S Y ] 1213 128 18 [ €2 [ 3 58 80 a9 &1
D T —— T T 1542 1523 1538 74 78 78 79 Xt a0 49 a1
JUUSHSHOUURS RO - <Y 1325 ms s 72 60 62 L34 53 43 Y “
rowai S————————— "% ez | smMs s0s as E2) 02 %4 70 (X (1] «
Honokly s =X 0| ar 2 20 0 24 a7 53 1Y a2
\dahe 0| eo0| sno| o 202 a0 n %0 oy @2 a9 a4
Boige Caty . n 296 | 38| 223 19 78 74 75 37 34 38 34
Pocateto »3 0t %0 X} 21 27 22 i ss 43 .88 “
"ok ..... | 62172 | 62809 { S37M7 | G173 s | 24 48 “ a8 “
: 00 [ 07 ns fr . 20 1.7 24 23 2 21
2.1 [ ”n2 0.7 2t 30 27 24 33 a2 29 28
CHcage .. awrr | s | wzma| aims| v 1m0 | T 1087 43 a2 a a0
e 1. 1852 7 64 53 63 (Y] 34 28 24 EY]
Decans FY) (3] 21 579 a3 4 4 2 73 52 12 88
L ———— Y1 834 £21 26 27 Y 26 28 s2 58 50 83
PociePen | 7 184 s | 1m0 73 4 77 ©0 40 FYe a 33
g TSRO S | 1%0] 1978 1949 "y na 83 72 59 57 a2 37
[ JRR—— R - | 1072 124 103 a ©0 7 38 “a ar a s
ndiens 3832 [ e | anes| oy | ny Qs 107.3 ™y EY) 27 2 28
> @ %2 584 73 14 13 17 18 24 23 28 24
%4 957 941 a1 . 30 20 12 17 22 23
1030 1574 1503 | 1ms [ a8 ] 13 &1 0 a EY )
For Wayre m 285( waz| 22 a4 74 79 58 u 20 28 2
208 | ;2| 3044 004 127 20 128 25 4 1. 41 a2
ss | mso| smr| ewd ne 08 n e 28 24 a7 1
Kohomo 820 [ 12 523 17 22 2] 11 34 %) a8 21
Lalayons o4 n7 "y [ 20 14 22 18 13 18 28 18
Muce 0s 604 0.3 (3] as 24 28 22 a0 a8 ar
B dena oo 18| M| 188 a“ 22 - 0 2 u 22
Torse Havse ns Y 703 @l a“ 22 @ 28 23 Y ar
- 15004 | 15003 | 15723 | r57me “o »3 @ ns 0 22 28 29
Coder Ragids 1083 0es | tors 1088 23 1.7 24 18 £ 18 22 18
Das Moines ma| m7| 3| 2348 58 4 (] A7 22 18 23 19
Oubucue —f a9 “ae 490 ®2 18 12 . 13 0 3 13 28
- towa City 28 as Qs 03 14 18 17 18 28 23 27 23
Sioux Cy "3 @ “1 ©4 22 .7 20 18 13 28 1 s
“: “s a8 as ) 19 24 0 as i E] EY]
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED - NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

Tut.mmmmmumwmmw;nmmunm—wmu

(Numbers in thousands)
Unempioyed
Civilian labor force
Nurmbes Peroent of labor force
Stats and area
July August July Avgust July Augst
1997 1998 1997 19980 1997 1998 1997 19889 1997 1998 1997 19887
14200 @2 510 478 438 s s s a4
540 22 24 21 23 42 45 a1 42
912 e a3 42 a8 42 38 47 40
84 o2 [+ es i |’ 2 13
19848 | 1087 L-S] 25 T84 54 a2 a7 a0
2608 6.4 51 88 £2 25 19 27 20
570.3 E-* ] 184 209 182 45 ar 28
512 EY 21 28 22 4 81 ]
1578 1381 1283 1304 84 (3] 82
61.1 a4 0 a7 74 &3 a2
183 156 162 |- 1S5 [ 3] 56 52
35 a0 4 as 4 34 s
1845 96 104 92 107 84 58 81 58
831 64 53 53 57 .1 87 59 81
78 50 S 46 43 70 70 a8 a1
€332 7 342 E o 47 6t 53 56 S5
1982 138 nr 148 125 Al 9.4 123 64
671 202 20 43 43 34
510 16 12 17 12 33 24 as 23
28 23 25 19 54 4 a8 a7
[ETR] az 24 e 24 24 1.8 26 19
28230 | 1482 1335 1291 1283 51 a7 49 45
13345 788 788 ™ n7 57 87 55
87 40 38 37 pY) 88 81 a2 24
a2 28 EE] u 45 8 48 43
32087 1348 1054 1302 24 49 2 pLl 29
81.7 22 27 19 34 27 13 23
18573 “s 499 as s a7 s U
1307 67 51 (] 42 50 a7 32
28 3 28 54 .1 53 38
s 103 ae 104 88 52 a2 52 | - 44
1680 a7 58 70 st 40 kL] 43 L8]
0.7 5 50 87 4 78 [ LY} ES)
411 19 15 19 13 43 ar as 12
120 02 120 8.1 42 42 a2
2139 83 92 73 32 3 ar 29
%01 2us 1848 1643 a9 48 a7 a2
2940 o5 94 [ 56 2 12 23 19
848 35 34 50 42 AS 40
22835 | 1213 1038 61.0 ni 48 38 Y]
27 1 104 72 23 82 51
79 2s 211 184 188 2 35 ] 28
14 28 12 27 “ 18 a1 4
208 101 Y 78 a7 43 a8 “ 29
207 78 "7 L] [Y) 61 28 23
(13 123 72 70 42 & s 34
anaz2 n? 1.3 ™I 490 30 21 28 4
1273 57 a4 38 a8 34 a4 1
17103 05 29 n1 28 24 1.7 24 15
14 1.0 13 [1] 20 14 19 12
1 30 0 9 33 24 EE ) 20
12812 7 689 e ns &1 82 (.23 58
78 [+ s 68 48 s 54 41
51.1 19 18 18 14 a7 3s a5 as
5 .13 17 ar as L) 23 k) 7
2978 | 1288 ms | s 25 a3 “ a2 a2
12 13 13 13 15 18 17 17
801 10 32 38 39 as 49 A5 49
9994 at 50 »8 a8 42 a8 7
2.1 19 22 43 29 P 48
13850 as L2 517 60s 48 49 43 a4
1684 80 45 86 53 30 £ Y 32
128 02 24 207 198 80 L34 as 4t
09 33 0 0 28 47 L3 44 8
ns 19 18 17 1.8 49 a“ 45 Lt
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Tabile 1. Civillan iabor force and by staie and
(Numbers in thousands)
Unemployed
Civiiian tabor force
Number Percant of labor foree
Sats and area
July August July August July August
1997 1988 1997 19962 1997 1998 1997 19989 1997 1998 1997 19989
\
Nebraska 222 9490 9131 970 87 20 ans 192 29 24 24 21,
Uncon e | 1620 1480 1020 s a7 24 28 7 20 15\
L N6 408.3 »10 “004 ns 7 100 78 29 21 26
L ——— ) w7y | esss | sme ne a ne s a4 48 40 2]
Ll — 6733 7108 s s s X4 48 48 4.9 43
Ao 1742 1780 737 ma (%] [ 59 as as 3e ks
Now 6645 [ 650.8 €09 102 "us 192 133 29 22 a9 20
e 1012 w01 992 27 27 20 26 20 28 20
[t O 1} 1048 1043 1044 29 21 o 22 27 20 29 21
Aochase e 1266 1287 1247 as 0 2. 20 30 23 28 ..
LAy (e ————— Y- N R T R RV TR ETTY 225 283 2 196.0 a8 53 49 47
Attansc-Cape May ... | 1918 191.0 1 1984 183 us 13 128 70 76 60 as
BOITPRIEEE e 60 679.6 . 6748 31 e d o no 57 51 5 a8
D it an R — 29 802 ns5 .7 244 ne n2 207 a4 83 T4 73
[ 643.0 [~ 3] 392 8475 288 239 E-8 42 40 a E23
MONTOUI-OCHBD ..o stanasasrarernreemnes 8474 540 sns 70 21 23 49 a8 44 42
L —— . T~ 1.029.9 10208 S48 59 48 58 83 51 a8
Tronton esemresireess| 1708 163 1686 155 a8 24 79 13 Est 50 a7 Py
JE—— (0 ) 7.3 L a0 . 45 sS4 a4 123 10 a2
O MBEICO oo cseeorsssnrreremassossnsnns s s3s 44 es 578 483 548 [T &9 a4
s M| 3 s 170 198 182 "7 a7 53 as 83
[ o — 8.1 0s 87 0s (8] 48 52 a8 71 78
BUED FO oo s ssesrressessamrassessssessrtrosos| 3 %0 ™7 nr 29 28— a7 ar ar as as e
L i T ———————— YT N T X 89409 | &840 %79 581 4539 (1] 58 62 51
- y 0.7 481 483 "7 13 179 152 4 32 38 33
1267 1264 1287 1239 50 47 42 '] 34 L X4 33
Lo ol S — 5003 e st 002 0. ne 23 58 7 5 50
ly s ma Hes 1207 49 aa 48 s 40 30 a7 29
Eenien s @4 “r S0 “s 23 17 18 1 39 L) 41
Giers - SR s “s [ o 3 24 0 49 s 48 s
Jamesown ... 00 0.1 682 603 £ 2 38 31 sS4 47 £S) .8
ovenrrd i R ————— . V- 3] 14310 | 14239 | 14250 839 471 81.1 481 43 n 43 34
Ll e ——————— YT 3 WY T PV YTy ol %73 M9 2579 89 73 &4 a7
NOW YORCRY oo | 34313 | 24047 13534 me ma 388 93 (5] 23 73
Newburgh evsrssrsmmmnrsnme] 1033 1778 ne 1754 s 62 77 $9 .7 as 43 u
L —— 9 sras 5059 737 M8 E-1 ] 4 208 41 45 3 as
Syracuse rse 085 3703 M81 67 s 153 133 a4 37 a1 a8
. 1478 489 1488 72 £ 67 58 49 7 48 s
4| 38735 9292 1540 157 1401 7 s s s 35
1137 ms ms 1005 29 30 29 26 27 286 26
] T480 281 2 4 E3 ] a2 a8
"s 1149 183 ms 33 4 (3} a7 45 43 4 42
49.0 407 30 20 22 59 45 4 48
6330 82 s010 21 173 08 18 2 27 28 1
5.8 39 833 s s s 53 54 83 80
1018 72 1.7 ms 100 43 (13 42 53 25 ar 24
45.7 48.7 434 468 14 1.8 18 13 12 3 2 31
@y L34 6181 8181 124 1m7 123 10 20 1.9 20 1.9
5.9 748 87 a8 50 52 44 17 73 [ ad
130 100.7 ms 088 80 43 48 42 43 39 40 kL]
352 »es k12 1 .2 74 78 73 23 21 2% 2t
587 587 81 11 10 11 o8 20 17 19 17
1088 1080 1038 1051 13 12 15 14 1.7 12 14 13
3 850 2 13 ir " 40 24 FYs 21
Ohle 5707 | so70 | &7ES 30819 232 s w4 2301 " 47 40 3
Akyon R — %80 s 63 mr 143 128 132 23 s 18 33
2083 1.0 2080 2109 26 73 8.4 2 42 s 43 EE )
[ ririnat T — =4 a7es et 784 281 %2 n9 s 29 2
Sy 1107 | 11628 | 1IN | nises “s as 4“4 a8 43 | o at 4
COMITOUE crsssssesmmrnrs e conrenemsscsarmsssrsssmsss 228 8448 438 n2 8 s a2 28 23 28 23
gl 4800 4208 @2 4834 L] a7 182 173 40 (33 s 36
1720 1787 739 1788 s 84 s ar u 12
Ume no s ne ne 49 24 £ S 4 3 82 4 [l 44
o ————— = o5 54 48 1.7 a7 53 85 .2
57.9 48 579 [ 31 58 13 w7 54 28 87
Toledo nz ma nry mnr % 1 129 180 2 7.5 44 47
‘208 002 s -2948 4 00 154 153 e 100 53 2

See foomnotes &t end of table.
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Tabte 1. Civilian labor force and unemployment by state and metropolitan ares—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)
.
Civitian tabor force:
Number Percent of labor force
State and area
July August Suly August July August
1997 1998 1997 19989 1997 1998 1997 1998° 1997 1998 1997 19887
1821 €87 708 0.4 65 41 43 a8 39
a8 10 10 09 09 a3 13 Ey
04 21 17 19 1.7 52 a2 a7 43
5303 172 9 18 171 32 48 az 32
s 129 121 129 123 u 29 a2 30
17064 57 92 1) 23 55 [3) 51 52
160.1 a3 80 80 [3 54 50 51 50
£86 86 57 8.1 58 77 a4
1.038.8 as “r @8 53 42 42 4 a3
[ as a4 as 55 50 49 50
60478 | 3320 | 288 | 3047 |"772587 54 ar 50 a2
209.1 170 149 1568 138 54 48 50 a“
a8 22 22 29 56 50 49 45
1411 (s 76 77 64 59 53 54 45
2594 128 106 1.8 28 36 29 33 27
108.1 &3 a8 7.3 77 [t a8 58
250.1 78 73 7.9 67 32 29 2 27
1337 188 1228 1088 53 a7 49 43
11583 807 57 @3 51 4 48 42
1087 9.0 92 7.8 7.8 a8 49 @0 42
nes us 192 218 189 77 60 88 53
5 a4 28 28 21 59 48 50 37
22 18 19 18 as 27 28 24
245 31 27 &1 53 53 48
1960 ar 76 77 (1] 44 as 39 s
258 207 249 21 51 4 “ a“
s12.1 22 24 200 15 58 51 43
19552 3] 89 889 73 50 a4 45 az
114 101 "o 75 43 a7 42 28
2804 7.7 67 75 53 28 24 27 19
819 41 33 ar 27 84 52 se 43
49098 181 1685 159 141 33 12 28
1038 S 28 20 21 10 27 28 20
%7 a0 25 28 20 64 53 56 43
“wra 109 105 121 92 27 10 23
.1 12 a9 12 08 24 19 25 18
1048 18 14 7 12 18 13 18 12
27994 | 1688 1223 1490 nrz 62 44 55 a2
278 ns 87 "z ar 38 52 as
851 49 24 4 59 49 54 as
574 27 21 26 20 49 a8 .7 as
237 143 108 120 28 &1 45 52 41
18 148 121 134 121 43 s 29 35
s482 20 287 214 48 38 80 39
6495 240 81 20 185 as 28 28
102212 | 5628 | s 58 53 54 50
613 27 24 24 a4 19 a0 a8
134 48 48 43 42 42 a9 49
4 214 196 207 33 29 28
153 s 139 24 7.7 77 74
1072 a8 74 a1 69 77 .
1285 n7 181 155 143 138 122 124
699 17 14 1.6 20 23 19
me 153 128 138 85 75 77 73
19018 747 &7 40 35 18 24
300.1 380 34 M0 ne no ns 105
1 37 40 41 ar a4
e 9.1 104 (] 71 82 LY
2105 | 133 914 o s4 45 so 4
187 a4 54 80 56 a8 52 4
79 70 67 " 98 o7 91
1084 as a1 78 80 75 75 76
1268 63 56 49 S 44 40 a7
15 180 29 anr 184 170 172 175
27 69 78 62 5.8 58
31 28 18 59 54 35 51
747 18 25 328 48 42 Py 19
28 a2 24 83 &7 51
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LABOR FORCE DATA LABOR FORCE DATA
NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED . NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Table 1. Civilian labor force and unemployment by state and metropolitan arsa—Continued
(Numbers in thousands)
Unempiloyed
Civilian k2bor force
Number Percent of tabor force
State and area
July August July August July August
1997 1998 1997 19989 1997 1998 1997 19989 1997 1998 1997 1998
578 sas 572 583 43 3 42 42 75 73 73 72
022 0.1 0e 58 52 prs 47 84 L] 51
4“0 450 a8 4“8 24 23 22 21 85 51 £0 a8
1015 1028 03| o8 58 (31 s1 a7 5S 49 0 48
682 675 653 %8 s s 28 13 54 83 a8 50
1.051.4 10070 | 10595 | 1,099 ns B4 E 1) ns 30 s 34 38
151.6 1583 1581 1609 39 45 43 47 28 28 28 29
a7 nez| essf 701 195 a9 23 248 28 34 a3 as
e8| 348 114 108 ns is 32 18 27
73 1003 73| 1008 23 EXT R3] 23 s 20
34636 | 2e288 | 34534 | 36087 | 1444 122 1359 124 a2 2 19 n
e 761 15 11 18 13 20 14 22 18
589 587 49 39 35 7 a8 (34 82 84
101.0 104.9 07| 1038 a7 33 0 a7 12 39 n
715 { 7380 7608 8 87 a8 52 a8 50 EY ]
s008 | s283] s009] 528 174 fres 18 1“9 as 28 a8 28
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Pockets of High Unemployment in a
Low Unemployment Economy

Robert Gibbs'
L Introduction

The U.S. unemployment rate stood at 4.5 percent in June, 1998, one of its lowest points in 28
years. The decline in the national rate since 1992, coupled with reports of scattered labor
shortages in occupations ranging from computer programmers to sales clerks, has dampened
debate about workforce preparation and local mismatches between worker skills and job
requirements. Implicit in the current complacency about unemployment is the assumption that a
low national rate translates into low rates across the country.

In fact, the national rate masks considerable variation in local unemployment rates. Wheeler and
Sioux counties in Nebraska experienced a 1.0 percent rate in the first quarter of 1998, while the
rate in Luna county, New Mexico, topped 35 percent. Almost 100 counties nationwide had rates
below 2 percent and roughly one-third were below 4 percent, a reflection of extremely tight labor
markets for workers in those areas.

At the other end of the spectrum, some 320 counties in the first quarter of 1998 had rates above
10 percent. That means that 1 in every 10 U.S. counties was experiencing severe unemployment
at a time when the national unemployment situation was being watched suspiciously for signs of
an overheating economy. If the net is cast just slightly more widely to include counties with
unemployment rates above 8 percent, the number of counties jumps to 617, or about 1 in 5U.S.
counties. These counties all had 1st quarter-1998 rates above the peak national unemployment
rate following the 1990-91 recession, and so comprise an “unrecovered” group.? Most of these
high unemployment counties are experiencing unemployment rates at least twice as high as the
current national average.

But does it matter that a certain number of counties lie at the upper end of the unemployment rate
distribution? Are these counties really important to the national economy? Although many
counties with unemployment rates above 8 percent (henceforth called “high unemployment

! Visiting regional economist at the Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress,
Minority Office. .

2 This threshold is based on the national 1990-91 recession high of 7.6 percent. Because
the quarterly county employment statistics provided by BLS are not seasonally adjusted,
however, using 7.6 as a threshold would probably overstate the number of counties above the
threshold. On average, unadjusted 1st-Quarter national unemployment rates are .4 percentage
points higher than the seasonally adjusted rates.

1



62

Table 1. US. County Unemployment Rates, 1993-Q1

Unemployment rate Number of counties  Percent of counties
2 percent or lower 97 31
2.1 - 4 percent 904 28.8
4.1 - 6 percent 955 304
6.1 - 8 percent 567 18.1
8.1 - 10 percent 297 9.5
10.1 - 15 percent 238 7.6
Higher than 15 percent 82 2.6

3140 100.0
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counties”™) have small populations, a sizable number are major population centers, such as 4 of
the 5 New York boroughs.® Collectively, high unemployment counties had a population of 30
million and a workforce of over 13 million in 1997, about 11 percent of the national total. These
counties are therefore not merely small, isolated pockets impervious to economic prosperity, but
include some of the great employment centers of the United States. Nor are these counties found
in only a few regions: 43 states have at least 1 county with high unemployment. In 8 states, more
than 20 percent of the workforce resides in high unemployment counties. In West Virginia and
New York, more than a third live in high unemployment areas.’

By definition, unemployment is the loss of unrecoverable human resources. The portion ofa
worker’s life spent unemployed cannot be regained and the idle skills and abilities are lost
permanently. Unemployment represents a double jeopardy for the economy, because it not only
involves the loss of productive capacity, but it also requires the increased disbursement of public
funds to those unemployed. National effects aside, high unemployment counties face depressed
demand for local private goods and services, additional demands on public services, and possibly
increased social pathology. Furthermore, few of them are likely to realize the goal of providing
self-sustaining work to all who need it, as embodied in current welfare reform policy. For these
places, a low national unemployment rate is an irrelevant statistic that says little about the
experiences of local residents.

This paper explores the possibilities for improving conditions in high unemployment counties by
identifying local and regional characteristics that affect the unemployment rate. The character of
high unemployment counties is diverse in terms of location, population, and economic base. But
they also share a number of important characteristics, many of which are sensitive to direct or
indirect public policy. In brief, high unemployment counties generally have higher levels of the
following attributes than other counties: employment in agriculture and retail trade, state
unionization rates, share of residents who belong to a racial or ethnic minority, share of adults
without a high school diploma, average AFDC payments prior to 1996 welfare reform
legislation, remoteness from cities, physical amenities, and location in the West. These same
counties have lower levels of manufacturing and wholesale trade employment, lower
employment growth, smaller shares of college graduates, smaller urban populations, and are less
likely to be located in the South, once other attributes have been controlled for.

It is important to keep in mind that for most of the 617 counties under discussion, unusually high
rates are persistent, indicative of a much larger problem of long-term economic and social stress.
Temporarily high unemployment resulting from a plant closing, for instance, affects a significant
number of counties each year, and most U.S. counties are subject to this type of event at some
time or another. For the majority of high unemployment counties, however, such short-term

3 Manhattan’s unemployment rate in the first quarter of 1998 was 7.5 percent.

“ The eight states and the percentage of workers living in high unemployment counties
are as follows: West Virginia (36.4), New York (35.3), Alaska (27.9), Montana (26.1), New
Mexico (25.8), Idaho (23.5), Mississippi (23.4), and Oregon (22.5).

2
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events are an additional stress, and most likely a reflection of underlying conditions, such as
overreliance on a declining industry. Thus, this analysis of unemployment can be read more
generally as an analysis of long-term economic distress. The bad news, then, is that there are
few, if any, quick fixes to persistent local problems. The good news is that the geographic
stability of these problems provides an identifiable, stationary target for long-term interventions.

1L What Causes Geographical Variation in Unemployment Rates?

To understand why some counties have very high unemployment levels, it is helpful to
understand why unemployment occurs in the first place, and how local unemployment rates are
only partly related to national economic trends. In the simplest of economic models,
unemployment occurs when the supply of workers exceeds the demand for those workers (the
number of jobs available), and it persists until wages fall enough to restore supply and demand
equilibrium. At the national level, this insufficient demand for workers, which can be traced
back to a weak demand for goods and services, drives the changes in unemployment rates
observed during economic downturns. Contrarily, periods of economic expansion are
characterized by rising labor demand brought on by growth in the national quantity of goods and
services purchased.

But sustained economic expansion alone can never drive the unemployment rate to zero.
Inevitably, there is a structural mismatch between the requirements of vacant jobs and the skills
of available workers in a particular location, due to shifts in product demand and production
technology. Furthermore, even if overall skills and job requirements in the economy were equal,
frictional unemployment would occur because individual workers and employers need time to
find the most productive match.

Each of these types of unemployment--demand-deficient, structural, and frictional-- has a

geographic dimension that helps to explain unemployment differences across local labor markets.

Local unemployment rates may react very differently to a national economic slowdown or
expansion based on their particular mix of industries, with some areas leading a national trend,
and others lagging. As noted in the introduction, the industry mix will accordingly affect the
persistence of unemployment. Moreover, at any point in time, demand-deficient unemployment
will persist where wage rates are higher than the long-run sustainable level, given the
productivity of the workforce.

1t is likely, however, that much of the geographic variation in unemployment can be attributed
either to rigidities in the local economic and demographic structure, or to the frictional forces
that prevent instantaneous matching of workers and firms, and that are also affected by local
characteristics. Structural mismatch will be more severe where the local industry mix is
changing rapidly, or where changes in an industry’s product demand leads to sudden job creation
or loss.
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In addition, some areas have populations that have suffered historically from chronic
unemployment, weak labor force attachment, and/or limited job skills. In standard economic
models, migration eliminates such structural unemployment in the long-nm. But these models
typically fail to consider the costs of gathering information about job opportunities in other
places, the complex labor supply decisions of dual-earner households, and the psychic costs of
leaving local kinship and friendship networks, all of which diminish the likelihood of
employment-equalizing migration.

Frictional unemployment is a function of job turnover, the difficulty and method of job search,
and the ability to hold out for the best possible offer. These, in turn, depend on the skills and
education required by the job, or held by the worker. In areas with a large proportion of high-
skill jobs/workers, relatively low tumover and brief periods between jobs pushes down the
frictional component of unemployment.

III.  How Large is the Problem of High Unemployment Areas?

The seriousness of locally high unemployment can be described by considering its magnitude
and geographical distribution. That is, how many people and areas are affected by locally high
unemployment, and how widespread is the phenomenon?

The 617 high unemployment counties combined had a labor force of 13.4 million people, about
11 percent of the national total in the first quarter of 1998. Some 1.5 million workers in these
counties were unemployed, representing 29 percent of total unemployment in the United States.
High unemployment counties can have large or small populations: 35 counties have populations
of more than 100,000, and 184 counties, about a third, have populations of fewer than 20,000.
The 25 largest high unemployment counties are shown in Table 2. At the top of the list are 3 of
the 5 New York City boroughs, the only counties with populations exceeding one million.
Scattered throughout are central counties of large urban areas, mostly along the East Coast or
California. Small and medium-size high unemployment counties are distributed relatively
evenly across the nation.

High unemployment counties are found in all 4 Census regions of the country. The largest
number are in the South, with 281 counties, but the largest proportions of high unemployment
counties within a region are the West (35 percent) and the Northeast (24 percent), while they are
relatively sparse in the Midwest (12 percent) (table 3). The uneven regional distribution is
particularly apparent when examined across the 9 Census divisions. Among these, the Pacific
division has the highest percentage of high unemployment counties—55 percent, or 91 of 164
counties. At the other extreme, the Great Plains states have just 33 high unemployment counties,
5 percent of their total, and New England has 9 high unemployment counties, 13 percent of all
counties in the census division.

51-881 98-4
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Table 2. Twenty-five largest High Unemployment Counties

County Population | Unemployment
(1997 Est.) Rate

1. Kings, NY 2,240,384 10.5
2. Queens, NY 1,975,676 8.1
3. Broox, NY 1,187,984 111
4. Fresno, CA 754,396 16.8
5. ElPaso, TX 701,576 10.1
6. Baltimore (city), MD 657,256 9.1
7. Kem, CA 628,605 142
8. Hudson, NJ 551,451 8.1
9. San Joaquin, CA 542,504 12.8

10. District of Columbia 528,964 9
11. Hidalgo, TX 510,922 192
12. Stanislaus, CA 421,818 14.5
13. Richmond, NY 402,372 8.1
14. Monterey, CA 361,907 172
15. Tulare, CA 353,175 183
16. Cameron, TX 320,801 12.8
17. Santa Cruz, CA 240,488 104
18. Atlantic, NJ ¢ 236,569 8.7
19. Yakima, WA 218,318 13.1
20. Barnstable, MA 205,128 85
21. Merced, CA 196,123 19.7
22. Butte, CA 194,160 102
1 23. webb, TX 183,219 9.7
24. St. Lucie, FL 179,559 - 82
25. Dona Ana, NM 168,470 99
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Table 3. Regional distribution of High Unemployment Counties (HUCs)

Region/Division No. of HUCs | Pet. of all HUCs | Pct. of totalin
region
Northeast 52 8 24
Midwest 127 21 12
South 281 46 20
West 157 25 35
Total 617 100 20
New England 9 1 13
Middle Atlantic 43 7 .29
East North Central 106 17 18
West North Central 93 15 26
South Atlantic 82 13 17
East South Central 94 15 2
West South Central 33 5 5
Mountain 66 11 24
Pacific 91 15 55
Total 617 100 20
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Although found in all regions, high unemployment counties are nonetheless notable for their
marked geographic clustering, as the map in Figure 1 illustrates. In the West, for instance, large
portions of the Pacific Northwest, the Central Valley of California, and the Colorado Plateau are
high unemployment areas. The South’s high unemployment counties lie primarily in the Rio
Grande Valley, the lower Mississippi Valley, especially in the Delta region, and the Appalachian
Highlands. Unemployment in the Northeast and Midwest is clustered in the northem tier
counties of Minnesota, Michigan, New York, and Maine. Note, too, that high unemployment is
unusual in the broad central section of the country, and relatively infrequent along the Atlantic
coast.

The fact that these clusters are geographically well-defined suggests strongly that regional
characteristics are key determinants of differences in unemployment rates. High unemployment
counties are a fairly stable group--the counties they comprise tend to experience high
unemployment over an extended period. The next section examines in more detail the
persistence of unemployment in these 617 counties.

IV.  How Persistent are High Unemployment Rates?

One line of thinking on unemployment is that there will always be a group of counties with high
unemployment, but because local economies are dynamic in the long-run, the distribution of
unemployment across the nation will change over time as local characteristics change. Economic
hardship, in other words, gets spread around, much as many households move into and out of

poverty.

But in fact, the economies of places with distressed labor markets are not particularly dynamic.
One way to see this is to compare the high-unemployment counties’ rates with average
unemployment rates over a number of years. Unfortunately, this comparison is not
straightforward, because the variation of county rates around the average can be expected to
differ during years of economic expansion and contraction. If for example, the threshold for high
unemployment is 8 percent when the U.S. average is 5 percent, what would the relevant
threshold be if the national average of county unemployment is 8 percent? Merely holding the
difference between the average and the threshold constant (at 3 percentage points) could be
inappropriate if the variance of rates around the 8 percent average changes.

One solution is to convert county unemployment rates into standardized rates that measure how
many standard deviations a given unemployment rate is from the average. A threshold of 0.6
standard deviations above the mean is used to be consistent with the 8 percent high
unemployment threshold in 1998. By this measure, most of the counties classified as “high
unemployment” in 1998 were high unemployment counties as far back as 1979. During the
1980's, an average of 58 percent of the current high unemployment counties fell above the
standardized threshold in a given year; in the early 1990's, two-thirds of more of these counties
did so. Furthermore, two-thirds of the 617 high unemployment counties in 1998 were above the

5
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high-unemployment threshold in a majority of the 19 years available for this study, and 135 (22
percent) of these were high unemployment counties every year since 1979.

V. Characteristics Associated with High Unemployment Counties

Geographic variation in the three types of unemployment discussed above arise from the
economic, demographic, and natural resource characteristics of local areas. Although they are
not linked in a one-to-one correspondence, the theoretical types are useful for describing
expected relationships between local attributes and unemployment rates. In this section, these
relationships are outlined and preliminary evidence of their presence is marshaled. The key local
factors to be considered can be grouped into market-related, locational, demographic, and human
capital characteristics.

Market-related characteristics

The most obvious association between unemployment and other attributes of the local area is the
ability of the economy to generate a sufficient number of new jobs to match the labor supply.
Where employment growth is high, unemployment should be lower unless there is an unusually
strong influx of migrants. Labor supply growth could indeed outstrip growth in demand for a
number of reasons. High wages, for example, have consistently been found in the social science
literature to attract working-age migrants into a region. Their impact on job growth is less clear.
If local wages are not reflected in a commensurate level of productivity, job growth (and
therefore labor demand) will suffer.

Even where wages are not especially high, migrants may be attracted to non-economic aspects of
the local area, such as its climate and topography. Many migrants are willing to accept a lower
wage and a greater uncertainty of employment in exchange for an enhanced quality of life, thus
raising supply relative to demand. The attraction of physical amenities has increased relative to
economic incentives for interregional migrants during the 1990's, suggesting that the association
between amenities and unemployment may have increased as well (Cromartie and Nord, 1996).°

County unemployment rates necessarily reflect patterns of growth and decline among local
industries. Counties where employment is concentrated in “old” industries, or industries with
rapidly changing labor requirements may experience high unemployment. In addition, there is
evidence that a diversified economy, particularly one based on services, cushions workers against
cyclical downturns and allows quicker transitions to new jobs. A comparison of major industry
distributions by unemployment rate, however, reveals that although high unemployment counties

® Physical amenities are measured later in this report as a standardized index that
combines attributes related to climate, elevation, topography, and proximity to water. The
amenity index is scaled to a normal distribution with mean equal to zero and a unit variance.

6
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2

have slightly higher employment shares in agriculture, mining, and government, there are no
sharp differences in the mix of industries between high unemployment counties and all other
counties (table 4).

For nonmetropolitan counties, an alternative measure of industry-specific influence in the local
economy exists that uses income as well as employment share. A comparison of county types by
industry “dependence” developed at the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research
Service (ERS) shows that high unemployment counties are more likely to be dependent on the
employment and income derived from government services and mining than counties with lower
unemployment rates. This is not surprising. Government-generated income and employment
tends to dominate only when basic industrial activity is weak, or other kinds of economic stress
such as low income exist. Mining-dependent counties face chronic sharp boom-and-bust cycles.
At any given time, a substantial number of these counties will exhibit the effects of depressed
world demand for their particular mineral.

Nonmetropolitan counties with high unemployment are much less likely, however, to be farm-
dependent, a finding seemingly at odds with the lack of impact shown by simple employment
share above. The fact that the economic typology is not applied to metropolitan counties, where
farming-related unemployment rates are higher, may explain the apparent discrepancy. This
relationship will be discussed in more detail below.

Locational

One of the most striking features of high unemployment counties is their strongly
nonmetropolitan character. Just 9 percent of the counties lie in metro areas, compared with 30
percent of non-high unemployment counties (table 5). The 56 metropolitan high unemployment
counties are evenly spread among the Northeast, the South, and the West; only 2 are found in the
Midwest. High unemployment counties are particularly unusual among counties in metropolitan
areas of one million people or more (3 percent, or 11 out of 311 counties), but their incidence
rises among smaller metropolitan counties (table 6). For nonmetropolitan counties, the highest
incidence of high unemployment counties is among counties with urban populations of less than
20,000 that are not adjacent to a metropolitan area. Adjacency to a metropolitan area appears to
matter, in part because adjacent nonmetro counties are more diversified economically, and in
part because their commuting links with urban centers increase workers’ abilities to search for
new jobs.

Human capital

The probability of being unemployed rises sharply for lower levels of education. Adults without
a high school diploma face unemployment rates more than four times as high as college
graduates. Many of the least-educated adults are in insecure, low-quality jobs, leading to higher
rates of tunover and greater vulnerability to occupational and industrial change. Areas where a
large proportion of adults have low educational attainment often have trouble attracting
prospective employers, or for that matter, keeping those whose main motivation for staying is the
low local wage level. For these reasons, both structural and frictional unemployment tends to be
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Table 4. Industry mix of HUCs and non-HUCs

Industry HUCs | non-HUCs
(percent of total employment)
Agri., Forestry, Fishing 2.1 16
Mining 15 12
Construction 52 56
Manufacturing 13.5 13.7
Trans., Comm., a1 39
Utlities
Wholesale Trade 24 33
Retail Trade 162 16.1
FIRE al . 48
Services 213 223
Government 17.8 16.1
Total 100.0 100.0
County Typology
| (nonmetro only) # % # b/ M
Farm-dependent 90 17 a6 |27
Mining-dependent . | 56 10 o1 . |s
Manufscturing-dep | 125. |23 390 |22
Services-dependent |67 |12 256 |15
Government-dep 90 17 165 |9
Nonspecialized w2 m |z
| Total s45 |00 [1738 [100
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Tabie 5. Urbanicity of High Unemployment Counties

Metropolitan Status

No. of HUCs

Pct of all HUCs

Pct of all counties
in statas

Metro
Nonmetro
Total

56
561
617

91
100

20

Rural-urban Continuum

Large core metro

Medium metro '

Small metro

High urban, adjacent

High urban, nonadjacent

Low urban, adjacent

Low urban, nonacljaomt

No urban, adjacent

No urban, nonadjacent
Total )

BB B e o

119
183

149
© 617

<1

19
30
10

100

11
16

19
28
24
28
20
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Table 6. Metro status by region, High Unemployment Counties

Statas Northeast Midwest South West Total
Metro # 18 2 19 17 56
% 32 4 34 30 100
# 34 125 2 140 561
Nonmetro
% 6 22 47 25 100 -
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elevated in counties with lower average education levels. Average years of schooling in high
unemployment counties is 10.6 years vs. 10.9 years in other counties.®

A more telling comparison between high unemployment counties and other counties is the share
of adults at very high and very low levels of educational attainment. For instance, 13 percent of
all counties have a high proportion of college graduates (15 percent or more of the adult
population) but less than 3 percent of high unemployment counties do. Similarly while 1in 5
counties nationally have a high proportion of high school dropouts (20 percent or more), the rate
for high unemployment counties is greater than 1 in 3.

Demographics

Worker demographics also vary greatly from place to place. These often operate at the
individual level, but affect aggregate unemployment as well. Worker characteristics that affect
entry and exit from the labor force, such as age, are associated especially closely with geographic
differences in frictional unemployment. Very young workers (teenagers and young adults) move
into and out of jobs with greater frequency than older workers because they are less likely to
assume the financial responsibility of maintaining a household, and because they are still in the
job-sampling phase of their work lives. Hence counties with a greater share of young workers in
the labor force should see higher unemployment rates. A similar argument could once be made
for women’s labor force participation, but their employment dynamics have changed
dramatically since the 1970's.

The legacy of institutionalized discrimination and separation that marks the landscape in many
parts of the United States is evident in the strong association between high unemployment rates
and the geographic concentration of racial and ethnic minorities. Blacks, Hispanics, and/or
American Indians make up a significant share of the population (at least 25 percent) in 31 percent
(192) of high unemployment counties, compared with 19 percent of all other counties (table 7).
Similarly, 32 percent of all counties with significant minority populations are also high
unemployment counties. The strongest association is for American Indians - 57 percent of
counties where they form a significant presence experience high unemployment.

In some cases, however, the persistent association of racial or ethnic minorities with specific
types of work creates a specious connection between minority presence and unemployment. A
clear example of this can be found in the West, where Hispanics are disproportionately employed
in agriculture, and where agriculture often depends heavily on seasonal labor. Of the region’s
446 counties, 45 percent of the 60 counties with a large proportion of Hispanics are high
unemployment counties, compared with 34 percent of other western counties. But of the 425
western counties where agriculture employs less than a tenth of the workforce, there is no

¢ The average educational attainment in low-unemplofmem counties is 11.5 years.
8
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Table 7. Racial and Ethnicity Characteristics in HUCs and non-HUCs

County type No. of Petof all Petof Petoflow { HUCs as

HUCs HUCs non-HUCs | unempl. petof all

counties counties
Black 118 19 11 7 29
Hispanic 50 4 3 33
Native American | 26 4 1 <] 57
All minrities 192 31 16 10 32
Al HUCs 617 100 — — 19
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difference in the incidence of high unemployment between counties with a large Hispanic
population and those without.’

VI.  Relative Importance of County Characteristics

Although unemployment rates are the outcome of many factors working simultaneously, some of
these factors can be expected to play a large role in explaining geographical difference in
unemployment, while others will have a more marginal influence. Furthermore, many of these
factors are difficult to disentangle. Rural counties, for example, tend to have fewer college
graduates, and both rurality and lower education levels are likely to be associated with higher
unemployment rates. In some cases, seemingly important factors may derive most of their
explanatory power from their linkage with other factors—rurality’s apparent effect on
unemployment may work mostly through education and industrial structure. To separate and
compare the marginal contribution of each variable, the characteristics are included together in a
series of regression analyses of county unemployment rates.

The findings reported here are based on two models of unemployment. First, local
characteristics are related to simple county unemployment rates, which allows a quantifiable
relationship to be established between specific rates and each characteristic. Next, these same
characteristics are related to each county’s presence in, or absence from, the high unemployment
group. The first analysis, then, uses local attributes to help explain a county’s unemployment
rate and the second uses them to “predict” whether a county falls into the high unemployment
category.

All of the characteristics discussed so far are considered simultaneously in the analysis. A few
additional variables that have been found to influence unemployment rates in other studies are
also included. These are the average union membership rate for the state and the state’s average
AFDC payments in 1995. High unionization rates have historically been associated with slower
economic growth and more rigid local wage scales. Both of these conditions are expected to
increase unemployment. It has also been hypothesized that high AFDC payments might increase
frictional unemployment by raising the lowest wage rate that job seekers are willing to accept
(known as the “reservation wage™).

Finally, two measures of the surrounding local labor market area have been added to capture
nearby effects -- the unemployment rate and the average earnings per job for all counties in the
commuting zone other than the county of interest. In many small counties, where out-

7 Among the 384 western counties in which agricultural constitutes less than 5 percent of
total employment, Hispanic counties are /ess likely to be high unemployment counties (26%)
than are non-Hispanic counties (31%).
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commuting is common, the job market in adjoining counties may be of equal or greater
significance to local residents.

How well do local characteristics explain county unemployment rates?

As shown in table 8, local characteristics explain a little more than half the variation in
unemployment rates across counties.’ In the discussion that follows, the impacts of individual
characteristics on the unemployment rates of all counties in the United States are described. A
partial estimate of the contribution each type of characteristic makes toward explaining
geographical variation is also provided.”

Market-related characteristics

A number of the market-related local characteristics are strong predictors of
unemployment rates, particularly employment growth in the previous year and the state’s
union membership rate. Nationally, the unemployment rate in a county with employment
which grew one standard deviation above the mean (about 4 percent) was 0.4 percentage points
lower than a county with average growth. A 10-percentage-point higher unionization rate
translates into a 1 percentage point higher unemployment rate. For example, if a county in a
state with a 10 percent union membership rate has 6 percent unemployment, an otherwise
identical county in a state with a 20 percent union membership rate could expect to have 7
percent unemployment.

At the national level, earnings per job in the county is not a significant predictor of
unemployment, although earnings in the entire commuting zone is significant, indicating that
commuting tends to even out unemployment across counties within the local area. The earnings
effect is relatively small, however -- a difference of $5,000 in average eamings per job yields a
0.2 percentage-point lower unemployment rate. In other words, to reduce unemployment in a
county by a percentage point (say, from 8 to 7 percent), average eamings per job would have to
fall $25,000, more than the earnings difference between the richest and the poorest counties in
the nation in 1996.

® The remaining variation is due to several causes, including the inevitable omission of
other factors that may influence unemployment rates, which is many cases are unquantifiable or
difficult to measure. Additionally, the factors that are included in the model are subject to
measurement error, which always reduces the explanatory power of those factors.

® Technically, the absolute impact described in this paper is measured by the regression
coefficient associated with each independent variable. Since variables are measured in different
units, however, and/or have different variances, direct comparisons using the regression
coefficients can be misleading. We therefore use a standardized estimate (the regression
coefficient divided by its standard deviation) as a broad, though still imperfect, measure of
relative importance.
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Table 8. Relationship between Local Characteristics and Unemployment Rates

Characteristic Significant? (Direction)} Standardized effect of additional uniton
Market-related
Emlomeﬂt growth, 1996-97 Yes(-) -0.12
Eamings per job, 1996 No
State unionization rate Yes (+) 0.18
Average state AFDC payment Yes (+) 0.06
Percent employed in:
Agriculture Yes (+) 0.03
Mmufacmring Yes (1) -0.04
Mining No
Govemnment No
Wholesale Trade Yes(-) -0.10
Retail Trade Yes (+) 0.11
Transport., Commun., and Utilities No
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate No
Construction No
Commuting shed’s Unemployment Yes(+) 042
Commuting shed’s Eamings per job Yes () 0.07
Locational
Midwest (compared with Northeast) No
South - Yes (-) -0.08
West Yes (+) 0.09
Small, remote (compared with large Yes (+) 0.15
Amenity index P Yes (+) 0.07
Demographic
Percent black Yes (+) 0.13
Percent Hispanic Yes (+) 0.09
Percent ages 16-19 No
Human capital
Percent with college degree Yes () .13
L Percent with less than high school Yes (1) 027
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Key industries affecting unemployment include agriculture and retail trade (greater
employment boosts unemployment), and manufacturing and wholesale trade (greater
employment decreases unemployment).'® In addition to the seasonal effects of agriculture and
retail trade, the workforce in these industries tends to have lower average education levels and
lower occupational status for a given level of education. Retail trade tends to employ younger
workers who have higher-than-average turnover rates.

The unemployment rate in the rest of the commuting zone was added to control for external
factors that may nonetheless affect workers in the county. As one would expect, a county’s
unemployment rate correlates reasonably well with unemployment rates elsewhere in the
commuting zone, each percentage point increase in the rest of the zone raising the county’s rate
by half a percentage point.

Locational characteristics

Overall, the locational factors discussed earlier continue to affect local unemployment rates even
after controlling for confounding influences. Rural and western locations are associated with
higher unemployment, as are high-amenity locations. The South continues to exert a negative
influence on unemployment rates, although its effect is dampened after controlling for
demographic factors and union membership rates. The effects of being a small remote county
are particularly notable, increasing unemployment by more than 1 percentage point relative to the
core counties of large metropolitan areas.

Demographic characteristics

The proportion of the population that is black or Hispanic is strongly, positively associated with
unemployment rates. Controlling for all other factors, a county in which one-third of the
population is black will have an unemployment rate 1-percentage point higher than a county with
no black residents. The impact of the proportion of Hispanic residents is slightly smaller. The
proportion of the population that is 16-19 years old, the teenage cohort, appears to have no effect
on geographic differences in unemployment. This may be because there is relatively little
variation in the proportion of the population composed of teenagers.

Human capital characteristics

The educational composition of the adult population emerges as one of the key determinants of
differences in local unemployment rates. A one-standard-deviation increase in college

'* The lack of seasonal adjustment in the unemployment data may play a role in the
prominence of some industries. Agriculture’s impact is likely io be greater during the first
quarter of the calendar year, when labor demand is lowest. Likewise, retail employment
typically falls following the December holidays. However, the impact of both agriculture and
retail employment is significant (although smaller) even in models of average annual
unemployment.
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completion rates (about 6 percentage points) shaves nearly half a pacentage point off the county
unemployment rate. A similar increase in the proportion with less than a high school diploma
would raise the rate by over half a point.

The relative importance of local characteristics varies by region

Stephen Marston (1985) first observed that conclusions about the relationship between
unemployment rates and local characteristics are unlikely to hold in all places. That is, not only
do characteristics vary from region to region, but the fundamental relationship between
characteristics such as employment growth and unemployment rates can vary as well due to a
variety of structural forces."" Thus, otherwise well-targeted policies designed to alter a single
risk factor (say, education levels) may have much greater impacts on unemployment in some
regions than others.

A separate analysis of each of the four Census regions confirms that the structure of
unemployment is quite different from place to place (table 9). In the Northeast, the size of the
college-educated population is a dominating influence on unemployment rates. The size of the
manufacturing and trade sectors are also of much greater importance. Surprisingly unimportant
are several characteristics that are key at the national level--commuting zone effects, employment
growth, demographic characteristics, and the proportion of adults who do not have a high school
diploma.

Another case of regional differences is the role of agriculture, which is sensitive to its production
context. In the Midwest, greater agricultural employment is strongly associated with lower
unemployment rates, the reverse of both the national results and of those in the West. The
discrepancy in the findings for agriculture is largely explained by regional differences in the
kinds of crops grown and in the way that agricultural production is integrated into the local
economy. In the West, counties with substantial agricultural employment are often metropolitan.
These counties rely on labor-intensive production, typically requiring large numbers of migrant
or seasonal wo.kers who are officially unemployed part of the year. Great Plains agriculture is
relatively capital intensive, employing far less seasonal labor, and generating very low rates of
unemployment. -

Also more important in the Midwest is the role of natural amenities —- again, contrary to the
West, where amenity differences are of no significance. Meanwhile, the West is different from
the Northeast in that college completion is insignificant, but having a higher proportion of the
adult population without a high school diploma is very much related to higher unemployment.

** A good example of this is the relative openness of the local economy. Local
employment growth may have a greater impact on the unemployment rate if there are structural
barriers to in-migration. Another example is the strength of internal transactional relationships
between establishments in the area. Where these relationships are strong, factor productivity
(including labor) is likely to be higher due to agglomeration forces, and a higher wage level is
sustainable without depressing labor demand and raising unemployment.
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Table 9. Regional divergeace from the national model

Characteristic Northeast Midwest South Wesnt
Market-related
Employment growth, 1996-97 NS
Eamings per job, 1996
State uniconization rate NS NS
Avenge stste AFDC payment NS NS NS L
Percent employed in:
Agriculture NS (-) NS L
Manufacturing L (+)
Mining Sign. ()
Government
Wholesale Trade L
Retzil Trade
Transport., Commun., and Utilities
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate
Construction Sign. (+)
C ing shed’s Unemployment Rate s s
C shed’s E: pet job NS
Locational )
Small, remote (compared with large urban) * L
Amenity index ) : NS NS
Demographic
Percent black NS NS
Percent Hispanic NS NS
Percent ages 16-19 -
Human capital
Percent with college degree L NS
Percent with less than high school NS S

NS=Not significant at .05 level; L=Standardized estimate > by at least .1; S=Standardized estimate < by at least .1;
Sign.=Now significant at .05 level; ( ) indicates change of sign.
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Perhaps most intriguing, greater manufacturing employment is associated with higher
unemployment rates in the West, possibly due to the specific type of manufacturing occurring
there, or perhaps a result of the lingering effects of the severe 1990-91 recession in California,
and Boeing’s recent woes in Washington State.

The South most closely mirrors the United States as a whole in the relative importance of local
characteristics. Its chief differences are in the effect of local earnings and employment growth,
both having somewhat greater influence on the region’s unemployment rates than is the case
nationally.

VIL. Characteristics that Distinguish High Unemployment Counties

As expected, most of the local attributes that figure prominently in determining county
unemployment rates in general are also key in predicting high unemployment counties (table 9).
The salient differences between the two models are that agricultural employment, manufacturing
employment, and location in the South no longer significantly affect a county’s chances of being
classified as “high unemployment”. The apparent contradiction between models suggests that
these attributes may be important in predicting unemployment rates within categories (i.e., “high-
unemployment” or “other”), but not between categories.

Other characteristics do appear to make a difference between categories. A Midwestem location
now decreases the likelihood of being a high unemployment county, and higher proportions of
young adults increase that likelihood.

VIII. Summary and Policy Implications

High unemployment, defined as a rate exceeding 8 percent, afflicted some 617 counties
containing over 13 million workers during the first quarter of 1998. Although these high
unemployment counties are found in every region of the nation, they tend to be grouped into
geographic clusters. Despite their wide distribution across the country, they often share a number
of economic, demographic, and locational features that distinguish them from the more
prosperous areas of the United States. .

High unemployment counties overall have higher levels of the following attributes than other
counties: employment in agriculture and retail trade, state unionization rates, share of residents
who belong to a racial or ethnic minority; share of adults without a high school diploma, average
AFDC payments prior to 1996 welfare reform legislation, remoteness from cities, physical
amenities, and location in the West. These same counties have lower levels of manufacturing
and wholesale trade employment, lower employment growth, smaller shares of college graduates,
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smaller urban populations, and are less likely to be located in the South, once other attributes
have been controlled for.

Two-thirds of counties with high unemployment have suffered from insufficient labor demand
for most of the last two decades, with unemployment rates well above the national average. This
stability in relative unemployment rates is not surprising because many of the most important
characteristics associated with high unemployment change very slowly over time. For example,
the racial and ethnic mix of the local population may change rapidly in urban areas, but in rural
areas, where high unemployment counties are concentrated, such changes are gradual if apparent
atall. Likewise the education mix of the workforce responds primarily to changing skill
requirements. But most of the recent industrial change occurring in high unemployment
counties, as in most other places, is from manufacturing to services, which changes the skills
requirements of local employers in unpredictable ways, depending on the particular types of
services where employment growth is concentrated.

The relationship between particular local characteristics and the unemployment rate can
strengthen or weaken over time as well, and be a potential source of movement into and out of
high-unemployment status. A good example is the changing effect of women's labor force
participation. In the 1970's, women were more likely to be unemployed than men due to their
more frequent entry and exit from the workforce, as well as to the nature of jobs deemed to be
“woman’s work.” The gender gap in unemployment had all but disappeared by the 1990's, and
the share of the labor force composed of women is no longer an important source of geographic
variation in unemployment (although this share still varies considerably from place to place).

Regressions of unemployment rates on data from each year of the 1990's confirm that these
relationships do change. Over the course of the decade, counties with large proportions of
minorities became more likely to have high unemployment, as did agricultural counties. Other
associations with unemployment are weaker now than was true a decade ago, including the links
between unemployment and the proportion of local workers engaged in manufacturing, retail
trade, and government; state union membership rates, and the proportion of the working-age
population who are teenagers.

What does this mean for policy interventions? First, these findings help explain why the
neoclassical solution of redistributing labor from areas of low demand to areas of high demand
through migration is simplistic. First regions where high unemployment has persisted for twenty
years (and often many more) obviously retain their populations for other reasons. Kinship and
friendship networks are often important parts of individual and family survival strategies in these
places. Workers with very low human capital, limited proficiency in English, or other severe
barriers to employment may see little reason to incur the enormous economic and social costs of
breaking these sustaining ties and moving to a low-unemployment area. Remember, too, that
many individual attributes found disproportionately in high-unemployment counties are *“risk
factors” for unemployment regardless of residence. Blacks and those with less than a high
school diploma, for instance, suffer unemployment rates higher than the local average in Atlanta
just as they do in Sunflower County, Mississippi. Long distance migration exposes them to new
and unknown labor market risk while curtailing their previous support network.
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Even for workers without employment barriers or other labor market disadvantages, community
and family ties, and the attachment to place, may be strong enough to prevent them from seeking
higher education or better employment opportunities elsewhere. Perhaps the question ultimately
becomes whether the current geographic distribution of jobs should be taken as a given, whether
the current mapping of employment across the landscape should always be given primacy over
the non-job-related preferences of the Nation’s citizens. If not, then local and regional economic
development policies assume an equal role with workforce development policies as a means of
combating persistent and severe spatial inequities.

What then? One must distinguish policies focused on changing local attributes from policies
designed to change the relationship between unemployment and the attribute. The effect of
women’s labor force participation is a case of the latter; policies that removed barriers to working
women, such as child care tax credits and stronger Federal enforcement of anti-bias and sexual
harassn.ent laws reduced turnover and encouraged job ladder promotion, which in turn played a
role in weakening the link between gender and unemployment. Most policies related to
demographic associations with unemployment would necessarily be of this nature. For example,
as national standardized test scores reveal, counties with large minority populations would
benefit from a variety of policies intended to promote the quality of education and training for
disadvantaged groups.

Other policies would need to be developed to change the local characteristic itself if local
unemployment rates are to be reduced. In most cases this requires a commitment to long-term,
comprehensive (not piecemeal) economic development that is rarely possible if carried out by
local stakeholders alone. A recent series of reports based on the Rural Manufacturing Survey,
designed by the Economic Research Service (USDA), concludes that technological change
requiring a more highty-skilled workforce is as evident in rural areas as in cities. Perhaps more
establishments, including those in high unemployment counties, could be encouraged to adopt
these advanced production technologies and management practices if the proper investment
incentives were more widely available, or if these incentives were better targeted to areas with
high unemployment. Such incentives would also attack persistent unemployment from several
angles because they would help alter the industry mix as well as the education and skill mix of
the area.

Policies designed to raise local educational attainment without simultaneously creating high-skill
work would prove less effective, but may still be useful in communities where intercounty
commuting is a feasible alternative to local employment. At least one previous study has
demonstrated that college graduates from disadvantaged areas will often retum because of social
and family ties, even when job prospects are inferior to those of other destinations (Gibbs, 1998).
Although they may not work in their county of residence, they create income for local
consumption, and are unlikely to experience the job instability of their less-educated peers.
Hence raising “locally-grown” college graduates can be a good investment for non-remote
counties afflicted with persistently high unemployment.

One of the messages emerging from the analysis is that Federal anti-unemployment policies may
well be limited in what they can achieve. Few such policies could be applied across high
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unemployment areas with uniform results. Recall, for example, that the association between
agricultural employment and unemployment was negative in the Midwest, but strongly positive
in the West. Thus a policy that attempted to ameliorate unemployment by encouraging the
transfer of workers from farming to other jobs would have no impact in the former region, but
may make a real difference in the latter. Likewise tax incentives aimed at promoting advanced
production technologies in rural manufacturing establishments would both encourage
manufacturing and the presence of college graduates. Yet northeastern counties would find this
strategy far more compelling than those in the West as a way of reducing unemployment. Thus it
should be considered carefully whether a proposed policy is more sensibly implemented at a
state, or even local, level rather than nationally.

Another potential problem with “one-size-fits-all” policies is that not all high unemployment
counties exhibit most of the local attributes associated with high unemployment. For example,
239 high unemployment counties have adult educational attainment levels above the average for
all counties. The 617 high unemployment counties also include 302 that are not in remote,
sparsely settled areas and 353 with below-.verage shares of Black and Hispanic residents.
Diversity of conditions should not be a stumbling block to creating local unemployment
solutions, but again, a call to consider the proper source of public intervention (federal, state,
local), and to target assistance according to local needs rather than a broad-brush approach.
Note, too, that while many of these counties a number of the critical ingredients for high
unemployment, nearly all of them possess at least major risk factor. To illustrate, if educational
attainment levels, presence of racial/ethnic minorities, employment growth, and
urbanization/remoteness are considered simultaneously, only 22 of the 617 are atypical high
unemployment counties in a// of these attributes.

It must be acknowledged that effective and sensible remedies may not exist in all cases. Clearly
a policy to reduce the physical amenities of a county for the sake of reducing unemployment
would encounter stiff opposition. Neither would it improve the welfare of workers in the long run
to enact policies to discourage unionization efforts. Even where remedies do exist, the ability to
change a characteristic or its association with unemployment may be limited by deeply-
embedded historical or economic realities. Counties with large proportions of Blacks and
Hispanics have legacies of underinvestment in human and physical capital, and of low-paying,
unstable jobs, which affect their attractiveness for prospective new employers as well as their
ability to generate new entrepreneurial activity internally. Without a fundamental shift in the
mix of jobs, policies aimed at equality in hiring and promotion can only work at the margins of
unemployment reduction.

Finally policies designed to reduce unemployment without considering other measures of
workers’ well being create more problems than they solve. Local economic development
initiatives aimed at attracting any industry, for instance, may well increase employment. Yet if
average new job quality is iow, areas that pursue this stralegy aiso increase the risks associated
with a high-turnover labor force and employers who view the county as a convenient source for
cheap labor, at least until a better location can be found. For some counties, this may be the only
feasible approach, but it should always be a last resort.
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The preferable anti-unemployment strategy, from both a local and a national prospective, is
really very much an economic growth strategy as well. Such a strategy should proceed along
two broad lines: aggressive human capital investments in school quality, college enroliment, and
job training; and concurrent assistance and encouragement of advanced technology employers,
who demand a higher-skill workforce and are less exposed to the threat of competition from
cheaper labor elsewhere. Recall that eamings and unemployment were found in this analysis to
be very weakly associated. A county need not fear being saddled with a “high-wage/high-
unemployment” labor mix if high wages flow from a well-prepared workforce engaged in
advanced production processes. On the contrary, as the global economy becomes increasingly
integrated, high wages and employment levels are likely to form a necessary partnership to
ensure local prosperity in the next century.
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High Unemployment Counties in the U.S.
Rates greater than 8 percent in1998-1Q shown in gray
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Twenty-five Largest High Unemployment Counties

Ranked by 1997 Population
County Population | Unemployment

(1997 Est.) Rate
1. Kings, NY 2,240,384 10.5
2. Queens, NY 1,975,676 8.1 -
3. Bronx, NY 1,187,984 CIL
4. Fresno, CA 754,396 16.8
5. ElPaso, TX 701,576 10.1
6. Baltimore (city), MD 657,256 9.1
7. Kem, CA . 628,605 142°
8. Hudson, NJ ’ 551,451 81
9. San Joaquin, CA 542,504 12.8
10. District of Columbia 528,964 9
11. Hidalgo, TX 510,922 192
12. Stanislaus, CA 421,818 145
13. Richmond, NY 402,372 8.1
14. Monterey, CA 361,907 172
15. Tulare, CA 353,175 18.3
16. Cameron, TX ' 320,801 12.8
17. Santa Cruz, CA - ’ 240,488 104
18. Atlantic, NJ - 236,569 8.7
19. Yakima, WA 218318 13.1
20. Barnstable, MA 205,128 8.5
21. Merced, CA 196,123 19.7
22. Butte, CA 194,160 102
23. Webb, TX 183,219 97
24. St. Lucie, FL 179,559 82
25. Dona Ana, NM 168,470 99
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Characteristics of Low and High Unemployment Counties
Based on unemployment rates for the st quarter of 1998

Important Low N High . Very High
) (= 8%) 8 %) ©10 %)
County Group
Characteristic
Total number 2525 I 617 I 320
(percent with ch

Employment Loss, 1996-97 . 35 45 47
High Eamnings (>30K per job) v 23 13 13
“Large” Black Pop (>25%) * 11 19 - 21
“Large” Hispanic Pop (>25%)." . ‘ 8 12 "
“Large” Indian Pop (>25%) ] 4 4
“Large” Minority Pop (>25%) * 16 31 36
“Large” College Pop (>20%) » 15 3 2
“Large” Dropout Pop (>40%) . 16 36 A
Northeast 7 8 4
Midwest 30 32 33
South * 52 34 29
West hd 11 25 33
Metro . 31 9 '8
Nonmetro ] * 69 91 92
Characteristics of nonmetro

Farming-depend: - 27 16 16

Services-dependent 15 12 12

Nonspecialized 21 2! 18

Manufecturing-dep 22 22 18

Govt.-dependent * 9 16 21

Mining-dependent * 5 10 10
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Relationship Between County Characteristics and Unemployment Rates

employment growth, 1996-97,

local earnings per job

state’s unionization rate

average state AF\QC pa);meilt (1995)

employment share in agriculture

employment share in nﬁmufacturing ’

employment share in whd;lésale trade
employment share in retail trade i
percent Black

percent Hispanic

share of adults with college degree
share of adults without a HS diploma

the value of the amenity index

the South
the West

a small, remote county

lowers the unemployment rate by 0.41 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.24 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.64 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.22 percentage points
raises the unempl:ymem rate by 0.12 percentage points
lowers the unemployment rate by 0.13 percentage points
lowers the gnemployment rate by 0.36 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.39 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.47 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.30 percentage points
Iowe}rs the unemployment rate by 0.46 percentage points
raises the unemployment rate by 0.95 percentage points

raises the unemployment rate by 0.23 percentage points

lowers the unemployment rate by 0.27 percentage points compared
with residence in the North

raises the unemployment rate by 0.33 percentage points compared
with residence in the North °

raises the unemployment rate by 0.51 percentage points compared
with residence in a large city.
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