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EMPLOYMENT-UNEMPLOYMENT

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1982

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint EconomMmic Comx}amz,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2128,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry S. Reuss (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Reuss, Long, and Mitchell; and Senators
Mattingly and Sarbanes.

Also present: James K. Galbraith, executive director; Louis C.
Krauthoff II, assistant director; and Mary E. Eccles, Kent H.
Hughes, William Keyes, Paul B. Manchester, and Mark R. Poli-
cinski, professional staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE REUSS, CHAIRMAN

Representative REuss. Good morning. The Joint Economic Com-
mittee will be in session for its hearing on the January unemploy-
ment situation. '

Today’s figures provide a grim and puzzling picture of the Na-
tion’s job conditions. The unemployment rate fell from 8.8 percent
in December to 8.5 percent in January due to a drop in the size of
the labor force. Employment continued to decline and job losses
remain widespread. There is nothing to suggest that the severity of
this recession is abating.

These problems were not, as the President tried to suggest in his
state of the Union message, simply inherited from the previous ad-
ministration. The 1980 recession was ending when President
Reagan took office; employment was growing and unemployment
was gradually declining.

Just as an unfortunate choice of economic policies caused the
economy to slump in 1980, it is the policies of this administration,
especially its stubborn adherence to tight money and high interest
rates, that are to blame now.

There is no excuse to stand idly by waiting for the recession to go
away. It's not too late to influence the economic recovery; indeed,
the prompt adoption of an alternative program could save us from
the high unemployment rates, the high interest rates, and the high
deficits that otherwise lie ahead.

Such an alternative four-point program would include:

First, taxes. Tax cuts to provide additional economic stimulus
now when it's needed. Let us accelerate the 10 percent tax reduc-
tion schedule for next July and make it retroactive to today. Then

(1)
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to hold down future deficits and interest rates, defer the 10 percent
tax cuts scheduled for July 1, 1983 when, if the administration is
right, we will be in a period of noninflationary recovery. This first-
lady-forward, second-lady-back tax adjustment would bring to bear
stimulus when we need it and absence of stimulus when we don't
need stimulus.

Second, spending. Resist further spending cuts below the levels
enacted in fiscal year 1982 until the recovery is firmly established.
Steps should be taken to alleviate the hardship of the recession by
restoring cuts made last year in unemployment insurance. Pro-
grams to reduce excessive spending should be developed for the
out-years with the military budget not exempt.

Third, money. The Federal Reserve should not tighten monetary
policy any further in this recession year of 1982 if the administra-
tion story is to be believed. Unfortunately, the Federal Reserve has
decided to do just that, to tighten money, to lower its target beyond
the excruciating levels of last year which brought the recession
about. With livable levels of interest rates, the recovery can begin
and now sectors like autos, housing, small business, farming, and
capital investment can start to come back.

Fourth and last, an incomes policy. While these changes in mon-
etary and fiscal policy will be neutral with respect to inflation be-
cause the stimulus from speeding up the tax cut comes at a time of
enormous slack, nevertheless, an incomes policy is needed to assure
that inflation does not return and prevent us from sustaining a
steady growth and high employment in the years ahead.

And I close with the comment I express frequently. I urge the
President to turn his attention from hit squads, abortion, and
prayers in the schools to issues that are devastating our country,
like joblessness.

Senator Mattingly.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR MATTINGLY

Senator MATTINGLY. I have just a brief statement, Mr. Chairman.

I think that there will always be good and bad news in Washing-
ton, D.C., and sometimes the good news has a hard time getting
out, but I think the good news is that our Government has not
stood still nor has it stood idly by; that the facts don’t justify that
this country in the last year has just stood in concrete but, rather,
that Congress and the people of our country realize that they were
tired of cycled high inflation, high interest rates, high unemploy-
ment and the peaks and the valleys we have had for several dec-
ades in our country. What they really wanted was permanent re-
covery and the planning that we had been using for so many years
in our country had in fact not worked; that it had in fact given us
these ups and downs of these cycles.

I think now that we do have the first phase of our program in
place what we need to do is look forward to the second phase of the
program, and I think the second phase of the program will be
coming forth now in the budget, and I urge that the ideas that will
come forth not only from this committee but from other Members
of Congress be ones that will justify not negative cycnicism and
total negative outlooks from memibers of committees, but ones that
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show that we are trying to help the people of our country to make
a recovery and to put people back into jobs, permanent jobs in our
country, not Government jobs but private sector jobs.

And what will happen now—and I feel positive about it—is that
there will be a permanent improvement in people's lives and I
think that’s what we will see in some policies. In some policies you
see other things, but I think on the whole as I travel around the
country that what we see is people wanting to let there be a chance
for this new program, one that will restore permanence, and I
would hope as the figures come forth today, as the figures come
forth every month in Washington, that we would not either get
overelated or dejected by those figures but, rather, that we see
them as building blocks to go forth to improve the program we
have put in place. And I don’t mean by that tinkering with the tax
program but, rather, improving the overtaxed and overregulated
society that we have had that has been so beat up by big spending
here in Washington, D.C.

If you would like to propose just that we accelerate the tax cut
possibly to January 1, and not tinker with anything eise, I might
be happy with that, but otherwise I think everything can stay in
place. The American people want to give it a chance and I think
it’s time that we listen to them. Thank you.

Representative Reuss. Thank you, Senator Mattingly.

Representative Mitchell.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MITCHELL

Representative MrrcHeLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My full statement on the unemployment situation will come a
little later after we've reached 10 percent. The administration, of
course, has a target for unemployment; if we reach a certain point,
then you will psychologically break the backs of workers and they
will be willing to work for less than the minimum wage, or perhaps
even for slave wages. So when we reach the 10 percent figure, I
will make a more full statement.

Meanwhile, for those who are unemployed, I want to acknowl-
edge, with gratitude, some of the things the administration has
done. Some of them have been given 5 pounds of cheese to give
them sustenance while they stand in the unemployment line.
When the 5 pounds of cheese is gone I understand, through a vol-
untary effort, a number of our fine ladies throughout the country
will bake fudge and brownies and take those little goodies down to
those who are unemployed. We are not going to let them starve.

But let me make a more full statement once we reach the objec-
tive of the 10-percent figure desired by the administration.

Regresentative Reuss. Congressman Long, do you have a state-
ment?

Representative LoNnG. No, Mr. Chairman.

Representative REuss. Commissioner Norwood, we are always de-
lighted to have you and your associates here. Would you now pro-
ceed to give us the statistical result for January and your interpre-
tation of those statistics?
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STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSISTANT COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE AND TRENDS; AND
W. JOHN LAYNG, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Ms. Norwoob. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to intro-
duce Thomas Plewes, who is our Assistant Commissioner in charge
of unemployment statistics on my right; and John Layng, who is
our Associate Commissioner for Prices and Living Conditions.

I'm glad to be here this morning to try to provide you with a few
brief comments on the press release we released this morning on
the employment situation.

The statistics for January released by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics today show continued employment declines, a reduction in
the labor force, and a drop in the unemployment rate. Following
several months of very sharp increases in unemployment, which
say the Nation’s unemployment rate surged from 7.2 percent in
July to 8.8 percent in December, as revised, the overall jobless rate
was 8.5 percent in January. The drop in unemployment was accom-
panied by a decline in the labor force of 300,000. There was no cor-
responding pickup in employment. In fact, nonagricultural employ-
ment, as measured in both the household and establishment sur-
veys, fell by 235,000.

As in December, the employment loss was widespread through-
out the goods-producing sector. Substantial job losses occurred in
most durable goods industries in manufacturing, and in several
nondurable industries. Construction employment also declined. The
bad January weather during the survey week probably caused
much of the loss in construction jobs and may have contributed to
other job losses. '

Although the number of Government jobs was down over the
month, there was some increase in employment in the service pro-
ducing sector. Employers in retail trade did not reduce their pay-
rolls as much as they typically do in January because they had not
hired as many workers as usual in December for the Christmas
rush. Thus, after seasonal adjustment, employment in retail trade
rose about 175,000 over the month. Employment in the services in-
dustry, which is generally much less affected by recession than
other industries, failed to show growth for the second month in a
row,

These employment developments do not seem entirely consistent
with the drop in unemployment. The decline in the jobless rate for
adult men was substantial—from 7.9 percent to 7.5 percent—but
durable manufacturing industries, which have a high proportion of
male workers, showed considerable job losses in January. However,
the drop in the unemployment rate was associated with a sharp de-
cline in the number of men in the labor force. Their participation
rate was down half a percent point over the month. We do not
have sufficient information to determine whether the drop in labor
force activity resulted from discouragement caused by the reces-
sion, was merely a temporary phenomenon caused by January’s
bad weather, or resulted from other factors.
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The extremely bad weather conditions which prevailed during
the survey reference week in January, including some of the most
frigid temperatures ever experienced by the eastern two-thirds of
the United States, clearly had a major effect on the length of the
workweek in virtually all industries. Overall, the workweek de-
clined by eight-tenths of an hour, the largest over-the-month de-
cline ever recorded. In addition to an exceptionally large drop in
the construction workweek, the factory workweek declined 2.1
hours in January; declines were pervasive among both durable and
nondurable g industries. The most extreme effect was in the
textile and apparel industries where the average workweek was
down 7.5 and 5.2 hours, respectively. Some of the decline in factory
hours may be due to the continued impact of the recession, but evi-
dence suggests that the major impact in January in hours resulted
from weather conditions.

In summary, the January data are more difficult than usual to
interpret. As you know, in analyzing monthly labor market devel-
ogments, seasonally adjusted data are used so that purely seasonal
changes which usually occur in a particular month can be discount-
ed. January, for example, is a month in which we expect a substan-
tial increase in unemployment as employers in the service sector
pare down their payrolls after the holiday season, and the goods
producing sector, especially construction, is affected by winter
weather. This January—as expected—the number of unemployed
persons rose sharply, but the increase was somewhat less than the
typical January pattern. This may be due, at least in part, to the
already high unemployment levels in those industries which typi-
cally contribute to the January unemployment increase. As a
result, both the seasonally adjusted level of unemployment and the
jobless rate declined.

While it is not possible to disentangle the extent to which the
over-the-month changes were due to the business cycle or to the
weather, the widespread nature of the nonfarm employment de-
clines suggests that no real improvement in the labor market situa-
tion occurred in January.

Mr. Chairman, I have included at the end of my statement a
short review of the revisions that were made in the employment
situation data. I'd like to remind the committee that we have made
changes to take account of the population counts projected from
the 1980 census. This adjustment has raised the civilian labor force
total by about 2.3 million in 1981. However, unemployent rates are
essentially unaffected by this adjustment.

I might point out that there are some 30,000 series that are being
reﬁised and that this involves work on something like 3 million
cells.

I might also point out that this is an unbudgeted activity since
we can never have advance notice of the need for this and these
are the kinds of things that are necessary to maintain high quality
statistics that become increasingly difficult under the terms of the
continuing resolution under which we are operating.

I would also like to call your attention to a change that we are
making in the release in table A-2. Because of improved proce-
dures following the 1980 census, we have changed that table to in-
clude data for the black population now separated from the other
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races. We have revised this table to present that information and
for purposes of continuity we have included in table A-9 informa-
tion on black and other races, which was the way in which it used
to be presented. _

January figures also, of course, reflect changes in seasonal fac-
tors which we do every year at this time. The unemployment rate
remained fairly stable through the first half of 1981 and then rose
during the second half of the year. Those seasonal revisions really
confirmed in general the patterns that were originally published.

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

[The table attached to Ms. Norwood’s statement, together with
the press release referred to, follows:]

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY ALTERNATIVE SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT METHODS

X-11 ARIMA method X-llllgd R
" m n
Month and year U"ag‘tu;ted ) ) (fgrmel (coals.geZ—
Official Concurrent Stable Total Residual official 7
method)
(1) 2) 3) (4) (3) {6) 7 (8)
1981

January .. 8.2 14 74 14 14 15 74 0.1
February. 8.0 14 74 7.2 14 14 74 2
11 1.3 13 13 13 15 13 2

1.0 13 13 12 13 13 13 B

11 15 15 18 11 1.5 16 3

11 14 14 13 13 13 14 1

13 12 1.2 1.2 12 1.2 11 1

August ... 1.2 13 13 1.3 13 13 [ T
September.. 13 16 16 16 16 16 16 1
October ... 15 8.0 8.0 8.1 19 19 8.0 2
19 83 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.4 1

83 8.8 88 8.8 8.8 8.6 8.8 2

JANUAY .o 94 8.5 8.6 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.6 2

Explanation of column heads:

(1) Unadjusted rate.—Unemployment rate not seasonally adjusted.

(2) Official rate (X-11 ARIMA method).—The published seasonal adjusted rate. Each of the 3 major labor force components—agricultural
employment, nonagricultural emrloyment and unemployment—for 4 age-sex groups—males and females, ages 16-19 and 20 years and over—are
seasonally adjusted independently using data from January 1967 forward. The data series for each of these 12 components are extended by a g:ar
at each end of the original series using ARIMA (Auto-Regressive, Integrated, Moving Average) models chosen specifically for each series. Each
extended series is then seasonally adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X-11 ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemplonment and nonagricultural
employment components are adjusted with the additive adjustment model, while the other components are adjusted with the multiplicative model. A
prior adjustment for trend is applied to the extended series for adult male unemployment before seasonal adjustment. The unemployment rate is
computed by summing the 4 seasanally adjusted unemployment components and calculating that total as a percent of the civilian labor force total
derived by summing all 12 seasonally adjusted components. All the seasonally adjusted series are revised at the end of each year. Extrapolated
factors for January-June are computed at the beginning of each year; extrapolated factors for July-December are computed in the middle of the
earI after tthe éugae data become available. Each set of 6-month factors are published in advance, in the January and July issues, respectively, of

mployment and Earnings.

{3) Concurrent (X-11 ARIMA method).—The procedure for computation of the official rate using the 12 components is followed except that
extrapolated factors are not used at all. Each component is seasonally adjusted with the X-11 ARIMA program each month as the most recent data
become available. Rates for each month of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once each year, at the end of the

r when data for the full ;ear become available. For example, the rate for January 1980 would be based, during 1980, on’the adjustment of data
rom the period January 1967 through January 1980. .

(4) Stable (X-11 ARIMA method).—Each of the 12 tabor force components is extended using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and
then run through the X-11 part of the Program using the stable option. This option assumes that seasonal patterns are basically constant from
year-to-year and computes final seasonal factors as unweighted averages of al the seasonal-irregular companents for each month across the entire
span of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure, factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are revised at the end of each
year. The frocedure for computation of the rate from the seasonally adjusted components is also identical to the official rrocedure.

(5) Total (X-11 ARIMA method).—This is one altemative aggregation procedure, in which total unem(ﬁloyment and labor force levels are
extended with ARIMA models and directly adjusted with multipficative adjustment models in the X-11 part of the program. The rate is computed
taking seasonally adjusted total unemployment as a percent of seasonally adjusted total civilian fabor force. Factors are extrapolated in 6-mon
intervals and the serles revised at the end of each year. -

(6) Residual (X-11 ARIMA method).—This is another alternative aggregation method, in which total employment and civilian tabor force levels
are_extended using ARIMA models and then directly adjusted with multiplicative ad{‘uslmem models. The seasonally adjusted unemﬁ!oyment level is
derived by sublracting seasonally adjusted employment from seasonally adjusted labor force. The rate is then computed by taking the derived
unemployment level as a percent of the labor force level. Factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series revised at the end of each
year.
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EURSH ms‘*m {formes official method). — e procedure for computation of the official rate is used except that the series are no! exended
th ARINA models mmmmwmwmzmmmmmmx-umnsmmm«mmwmmm

Meﬁndsof ——meX-H mmmmcuwu Statisties Canada by the it and Times Series Staff under
the direction of Da[gummmhodsdes‘:w xnwmmmmm " by Estela Bee Dagum, Stalistics
Camwa'.ugxzm \2 S64E, February 1980 .

The standard X-11 method is described in "X-11 Variant of the Census Method Il Seassndi Adjustment Program.” by Jufius Shiskin, Alan Young

and lohn Musgrave (mhmca! Paper No. 19, Bureau of the Census, 1967).
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, February 1982,
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: JANUARY 1982

Employment in nonagricultural industries declined in January, and the number of persons
unemployed also declined, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor
reported today. The overall unemployment rate was 8.5 percent in January; between July and
December, it had risen steadily from 7.2 to 8.8 percent (as revised).

Total employment--as derived from the monthly survey of households—-was about unchanged in
January at 99.6 million, but there was a decrease in nonagricultural employment. Since July,
total employment was down by about 1.3 million. Nonfarm payroll employment--as derived from
the monthly survey of establishments--dropped by 235,000 in January. This series was down by
1.0 million since July.

Unemployment

The number of unemployed persons rose less than it usually does from December to January,
and, as a result, the seasonally adjusted level fell by 270,000 to 9.3 million. This was
200,000 above the November level and 1.5 million higher than last July. The January
unemployment decline coincided with a decrease in the labor force. The Nation’s unemployment
rate declined by 0.3 percentage point to 8.5 percent, after having risen a half point in
December; the jobless rate was still 1.3 percentage points higher than last July. (See table
A-1.) -

Most of the January decline in joblessness took place among adult men, who have been hit
particularly hard in the last few months. Thelr unemployment rate dropped 0.4 percentage point
to 7.5 percent, after rising 0.8 point in the prior month. Unemployment rates for adult women
(7.2 percent) and teenagers (21.7 percent) were little changed over the month, while rates for
white (7.5 percent) and black workers (16.8 percent) were down marginally. The rate for
Hispanics (12.0 percent) increased over the month. (See tables A-1 and A-2.) Unemployment among
all workers remained substantially higher than last summer.

A sizeable decline took place in January in the number of unemployed who were on layoff.
There also were reductions in the number of unemployed persons who left their last job and these
who had reentered the labor force. (See table A-7.)

This release incorporates the introduction. of 1980 census population data into the
estimation procedures used in the Current Population Survey as well as annual revisions in
seasonally adjusted unemployment and other labor force series. As a result, all previously
published data back to 1970 are subject to revision. The 1981 overall rates as originally
published and as revised, plus additional information on the revisions, appear on page 4, In
addition, table A-2 has been revised to include data for black workers (instead of black and
other workers) and Hispanics; table A-9 now presents data for black and other workers.
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Total employment was about unchanged
following a drop of wmore than
deciine {n nonagricultural ecployment.
1.3 miilfon.
not keep pace with normal population growth.

in

The civilian lador force decrcased by 300,000

for virtually all of this decline.
low—-1.1 mfllfon.

loyed.

Janvary at
haif a zillicn in Dececber.

(less
Accordingly, both the
the month. Nonetheless, two-fifths of all

{Sce table 4-6.)

$5.6 miiifon, sweasonally adjusted,

There was, however, a continued

Since July, the total mmber of jobholders has fallen by
The employment-population ratio continued to recede, as cmployzent in Januery did
{See table A-i.)}

in Janvary to 108.9 wmiilion. Men  accounted

On an over-the-year besis, labor force growth was unusually

Table A. Major indicators of labor sarket sctivity, sessonally adjuated

Quarterly averages

Monthiy data

i i 1
i H i
i i )
Category i i ] i Dec, =
11980 1981 i 1581 i Jas.
i H i i i i { change
. { IV i IIT v { Nov. | Dec. | Jan. |
HOUSEROLD DATA i
. i Thousands of persocus
Civilian labor forceseeceoee... vessss.0s1107,5231108,6671109,1561109,2721109,18411C8,8791 -305
Total employment . .} 99,4981100,6541100,0431100,172) 89,613} 99,581} =32
Uuemploymente.. o S.OZSx 8,0131 9,113y 9,100§ 9,571! 9,298! -273
Not in labor force.....-. o 61,1711 81,7461 S1,8344 61,724} 61,9821 62,456 47
Digcouraged WOrKerSaicsrrrrrooooss eeef  1,0631 31,0941 1,199) N.ALY N.ALj N.A.} H. A,
i 1 t | : H l
Percent of lsbor force
Unemployment ratea: i i i i i i
All workers..:.. 7.51 7.61 8.3} 8.3} 8.8 8.5§ -0.3
teressisaarerraerreed 6.3} 6.04 7.2 7.4 7.9 7.5 -0.4
sessssaanld 6.7 6.71 7.24 7.24 7.41 7.2¢ -0.2
18.2)  1%.11  21.i 0 2t.4p 2L.51 0 2l 7y 0.2
6.6 6.4} 7.34 7.44 7.7 7.54 -0.2
15.1) 15.84 17.01  16.8) 17.31  16.8 -0.5
Higpanic origin. 10. 114 9.8} 1.1 11.51 11,0} 12.0y 1.0
Full-time workerS..issssssssennssreni 7.3 7.04 8.1 8.1} 8.71 B.4j 0.3
i 1. 1 t | ! i
ESTABLISIMENT DATA i
H Thousands of jobs
Nonfarm payroil employmedt..coseessseosi 90,8201 9L ,938191,483p4 91, 52”9[ G96p130,859pi -237p
Gocds-producing industries.... t 25,5941 25,933125,399p! 25,418125,117pj24,761p1 -356p
Service-producing industries..i.a.vri 65,227§ 66,065!66,08&9! ee,xohxés,979pxee.osap; 119p
i { H
: I ]
H Hours of work
Average weekly hours: i i H i i t i
Total private nenfarm........ sl 35.31 35.1t  35.0pi 35.0%  36.9p1 3. 1p) -0.8p
Hanufacturiogeeeeeesssossss ...l 39,8 39.8; 39.3p1  38.31 39.0pr 36.9%1 -l.ip
Manufacturing overtimE.esecsecocasesl 2.9} 2.9 2.5pi 2.5§ 2.4p4 2.2p1 -0.20
- I i i H 1 H i

prprelis

NOTE:

nary.

1980-81 househcld data have

veen revised.

available,

N.A.=not

See note on page 4.
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Industry Payroll Employment

Total nonagricultural payroll employment declined by 235,000 in Jamary to 90.9 wmilliom,
seasonally adjusted. The payroll job count has fallen contimuously since September, with job
cutbacks totaling 1.2 million over this period. As in the earlier wonths, job losses were
widespread; over-the—month employment gains occurred in only about one-third of the 172
industries comprising the diffusion index of nonagricultural payroll employment. (See tables
B-1 and B-6.)

The largest over-the-month decline occurred in manufacturing, where employment fell by
215,000, Most of this drop took place in the durable goods sector, with reductions taking place
in every industry. There were particularly large cutbacks 1n transportation equipment,
wachinery, and fabricated metals. Since July, Jjob losses 1in durable goods have totaled
three-quarters of a million. Within nondurable goods, both the textile and apparel industries
registered sizeable declines, sustaining trends evident over the last several months.

Employment in construction continued to decline in January, but the over—-the-month drop of
140,000 was much greater than in recent months. Much of the Janmuary reduction can be attributed
to the extreme cold and severe winter storms which existed over the eastern two-thirds of the
country during the survey week, causing temporary halts in construction activities.

Anong the service—-producing industries, retail trade posted a substantial gain (175,000,
after seasonal adjustment) in January, as the normally expected reductions in sales staffs did
not take place due to the comparatively light pre—Christmas hiring. Employment in services was
about unchanged for the second month in a row. Government employment was down 35,000 over the
month.

Hours of Work

The average workweek of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonagricultural
payrolls dropped by a tecord eight-tenths of an hour to 34.1 hours in January, the result of
extremely severe weather conditions that reduced the length of the workweek in virtually every
industry. The effect of the weather, combined with an already weakened economy, placed total
private hours at an all-time low in January. The workweek in construction was down 3.6 hours
(not seasonally adjusted) 1in January. Manufacturing hours dropped 2.1 hours to 36.9 hours.
Factory overtime also declined, falling 0.2 hour to 2.2 hours. Hours reductions were especially
marked in the textile and apparel industries. {(See table B-2.)

Reflecting both the reduction in employment and the markedly shortened workweek, the index
of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls
was down by 2.7 percent in January to 103.9 (1977=100), while the factory index dropped sharply
to 86.6, a reduction of 6.5 percent. The decline in the overall index has been continuous since
July, with a drop of 5.0 percent during this period. The factory index fell by 13.8 percent
over the same time span. (See table B-5.) .

Hourly and Weekly Earnings

Average hourly earnings rose 0.8 percent in January, but average weekly earnings declined
1.5 percent (seasonally adjusted), because of the cutback in hours. Before adjustment for
seasonality, average hourly earnings were up 9 cents to $7.53 and have risen a half dollar over
the year. Weekly earnings, at $253.76, declined $8.13 over the month but were up $7.01 over the
year. (See table B-3.)

The Hourly Earnings Index

The Hourly Earnings Index (HEL) was 144,8 (1977=100) in January, seasonally adjusted, 1.0
percent higher than in December. For the 12 months ended in January, the increase (before
seasonal adjustment) was 8.2 percent. The HEI excludes the effects of two types of changes
unrelated to underlying wage rate movements——fluctuations in overtime fn manufacturing and
interindustry employment shifts. In dollars of constant purchasing power, the HEI decreased 0.6
percent during the 12-month period ended in December. (See table B~-4.)
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Revisfons fn the Hhugehold Survey Data

Introduction of 1980 census population controls. Effective with the release of data for
January 1982, population controls based on the 1980 Decennial Census are being introduced into
the egtimstion procedures used in the Current Population Survey (household asurvey). Data for
138] have been revised based on 1980 census population counts. This adjustment raised the 1381
annual average levels of the civilian nonfnstitutional population by 3.7 miilfon, the civilian
labor force by 2.3 willion, and tota: employment by Z.I =miilion over the 1970 census-based
figures., (Changes in unemploymenc levels were relatively small, and unemployment rates, both
overell and for tndividual groups, were not significantly affected.

Because the magnitude of the vevisiona affected the historical comparability and continuity
of labor force series, differences between 1970 and 1980 census-hased estimares for 1981 have
been wedged back to 1970, Table B presents 1981 annual average datz for sslected series on both
the 1970 and 1980 bages. A detailed discussion of the mcthodology used to adjust the {PS to
1980 cengus population controls and revised 1970-8l annual average estimates for major labor
torce series will appear in the February 1982 tasue of Euployment and Farufnge. Reviaed 1381
annual averages for more detalled series wili be published in the March 1982 fasue.

Revision of geagonally adjusted data. At the end of each calendar year, the BLS routinely
revises the seasonally adjusted labor force series derived from the Curremt Population Survey to
incorporate the experience of that year. As a result of the recalculation of seasonal factors,
seasonally adjusted data for the wmost recent 5 years are aubject to revisfon, This year,
hovever, as & resull of Lhe revisions to the 197081 estimates based on 1980 census pepulation
counts, seasonally adjusted series have been revised back to 1970,

The table below coctains the seasonally adjusted overall unemployment rates for the past 12
months as or{ginally published and as revised, Previouwly published rutes were altered by 0.1
percentage point in 7 months of the year, 0.2 percentege point in 1 month, and were unchanged in
the other & wmonths. The 1981 annual average rate (7.6 perceat), which, like all other anmual
averages, is calculated using unadjusted data, s of course not aftected by seasonal adjustment
revisions. Tadle C presents seasonally adjusted data for major worker groups coverfug the
period January 1981 through January 1982.

New seasonal adjustment factors to be used to calculate the overall uncmployment rate for
Jamuary-June 1982, a description of the current seasonal adjustment methodology, and revised
data for the entire 1970-8! revision pericd for some 365 serfes will also be published fn the
Pebruary 1982 issue of Employment and Barmings. Historfcal data (monthly and quarterliy) from
the time of the fonception of the various series may be obtained from the Bureau upon request.
{Contact John Stinson, 202-523-1944,)

Seasonally adjusted unemployment rates fn 1$81

Month As previously As
publisghed revised
JAOUATYe o o o o o o o o « o 7,4 7.4
Februaty « + + 2 « o v o+ 2+ 7.3 7.4
March, + o &+ 4 s ¢ s o o . o 7.3 7.3
MAPTile o v v e v e e e 0. . T3 7.3
MBYse ¢« o 0o v o s s o s o o o 1.8 7.5
JURE o o o o 4 b a e e s e s TW3 7.4
July + s v v 00 s s e 2 7.0 7.2
ASBUSE o « v v e a e ... . T2 7.3
Septezber. « « + 4 o o o o . 7.5 7.6
October. « « « . . . .. . .88 8.0
November + + « « « « + + + & Bib 8.3
December . . . « + . . . . . B.9 8.8
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Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major
surveys, the Current Population Survey (household
survey) and the Current Employment. Statistics Survey
(establishment survey). The household survey provides
the information on the labor force, total employment,
and unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked
HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample survey of about
60,000 households that is cond d by the Bureau of
the Census with most of the findings analyzed and
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The establishment survey provides the information on
the employment, hours, and earnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables,
marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information
is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperation
with State The le includes approximately
166,000 establishments: employing about 35 million
people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month are ac-
tually collected for and relate to a particular week. In
the household survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is
the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the
month, which is called the survey week. In the establish-
ment survey, the reference week is the pay period in-
cluding the 12th, which may or may not correspond
directly to the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of
technical factors, including definitions, survey dif-
ferences, seasonal adjustments, and the inevitable
variance in results between a survey of a sample and a
census of the entire population. Each of these factors is
explained below.

Coverage, definitlons and differences between surveys

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

People are classified as employed if they did any work
at all as paid civilians; worked in their own business or
profession or on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or
more in an enterprise operated by a member of their
family, whether they were paid-or not. People are also
counted as employed if they were on unpaid leave
because of illness, bad weather, disputes between labor
and management, or personal reasons.

People are classified as unemployed, regardless of
their eligibility for unemployment benefits or public
assistance, if they meet all of the following criteria:
They had no employment during the survey week; they
were available for work at that time; and they made
specific efforts to find employment sometime during the

" prior 4 weeks. Also included among the unemployed are
persons not looking for work because they were laid off

and waiting to be recalled and those expecting to report
to a job within 30 days.

The civilian labor force equals the sum of the number
employed and the number unemployed. The unemploy-
ment rate is the percentage of unemployed people in the
civilian labor force. Table A-4 presents a special group-
ing of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-
ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force.
The definitions are provided in the table. The most
restrictive definition yields U-1, and the most com-
prehensive yields U-7. The official unemployment rate
is U-5.

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

---The household survey, although based on a
smaller sample, reflects a larger segment of the popula-
tion; the establishment survey excludes agriculture, the
self-employed, unpaid family workers, and private
household workers;

----The household survey includes people on unpaid
leave among the employed; the establishment survey
does not;

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

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

Other differences between the two surveys are
described in *“Comparing Employment Estimates from
Household and Payroll Surveys,"” which may be obtain-
ed from the BLS upon request.

Seasonal adjustment .

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

Because these seasonal events follow a more or less
regular pattern each year, their influence on statistical
trends can be eliminated by adjusting the statistics from
month to month. These adjustments make nonseasonal
developments, such as declines in economic activity or



increases-in the participation of women in the labor
force, easier 10 spot. To return to the school’s-out ex-
ample, the large number of people entering the labor
force each June is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficult to
determine if the level of economic activity has risen or
declined. However, because the effect of siudents
finishing school in previous years is known, the siatistics
for the current year can be adjusted to allow for a com-
parahle change. Insofar as the scasonal adjustment is
madc correctly, the adjusted figure provides a more
useful tool with which to analyze changes in economic
activity.

Measures of civilian labor {orce, employment, and
unemployment contain components such as age and sex.
Statistics for all employees, production workers,
average weekly hours, and average hourly earnings in-
clude components based on the employer’s industry. All
these statistics can be seasonally adjusted either by ad-
justing the total or by adjusting each of the components
and combining them. The second procedure usually
yieids more accurate information and is therefore
foilowed by BLS. For example, the seasonally adjusted
figure for the civilian labor force is the sum of eight
seasonally adjusied employment components and four
seasonally adjusted unempioyment components; the
total for unemployment is the sum of the four
unempioyment compeonents; and the official unempioy-
ment rate is derived by dividing the resulting estimate of
totai unempioyment by the estimate of the civiiian iabor
fosce.

The numerical factors used to make the seasonal ad-
justments are recaiculated regularly. For the household
survey, the factors are calculated for the January-June
peried and again for the July-December period. The
January reviston is applied to data that have been
published over the previous § years. For the establish-
meni survey, updated factors v seasonal adjustinent
are calculated only once a year, along with the introduc-
tion of new benchmarks which are discussed at the end
of the next section.

Sampling variability

Siatistics based on the houschold and establishment
surveys are subject to sampling error, that is, the
estimate of the number of people employed and the
other estimates drawn from these surveys probably dif-
fer from the figures that would be obtained from a com-
plete census, even if the same questionnaires and pro-
cedures were used. In the household survey, the amount
of the differences can be expressed in terms of standard
errors. The numerical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the samnple, the results of the survey,
and other factors. However, the numerical value is
always such that the chances are 68 out of 100 that an
estimate based on the sample will differ by no more than
the standard error from the results of a complete census.
The chances are 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on
the sample will differ by no more than 1.6 times the
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standard crror from the results of a complete census. At
the 90-percent level of confidence.-the confidence limits
used by BLS in its analyses--the error for the monthly
change in total employment is on the order of plus or
minus 279,000: for total unemploymeni it is 194,000,
and, for the overall unemployment rate, it is 0.19
percentage peint. These figures do not mean that the
sample resuits are off by these magnitudes but, rather,
that the chances are 30 out of 100 that the ““truc’’ level
or rate would not be expected to differ from the
estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced
when the data are cumulated for several months, such
as quarterly or annually. Also, as a general rule,
the smaller the estimate, the larger the sampling
error. Therefore, relatively speaking, the estimate
of the size of the laboer force is subject to less
error than is the estimate of the number unemployed.
And, among the unemployed, the sampling error for the
jobless rate of adult men, for example, is much smalier
than is the error for the jobless rate of teenagers,
Specifically, the error on monthly change in the jobiess
rate for men is .24 percentage point; for teenagers, it is
1.06 percentage points.

In the establishment survey, estimates fot the 2 most
current months are based on incomplete returns; for this
reason, these estimates are labeled preliminary in the
tables. When all the returns in the sample have been
received, the estimates are revised. In other words, data
for the month of September are published in
preliminary form in Qctober and November and in final
form in December. To remove errors that build up over
time, a comprehensive count of the employed is con-
ducted each year. The results of this survey are used to
establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counts of
employment—against which month-to-month changes
can be measured. The new benchmarks also incorporate
changes in the classification of industries and atlow for
the formation of new establishments.

Additiona] statistics and other information

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation's
employment situation, BLS regularly publishes a wide
variety of data in this ncws release. More comprehensive
statistics are contained in Employment and Earnings,
published cach month by BLS. It is available for $3.75
per issuc or $31.00 per year from the U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20204, A theck or
money order made out to the Superintendent of
Documents must accompany all orders.

Employment and Earnings also provides approxima-
tions of the standard errors for the household survey
data published in this release. For unemployment and
other labor force categories, the standard errors appear
in tables B through J of its ‘‘Explanatory Notes”™
Measures of the reliability of the data drawn from the
establishment survey and the actual amounts of revision
due 1o benchmark adjustments are provided in tables
M, P. Q. and R of that publication.
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Table A-1. Employment status of the poputation by sex and age

HOUSEHOLD DATA

(Numbers In thousands)  *
Mot sesonely achmead Samsoclty scyestad

Jan. Dec. Jan- Jap. sept. | oct. sov. Dec. Jag.

1981 1981 1982 1981 1981 1581 1981 1981 1982

{171,220 [173,330 | 173,095 [171,229 172,758 | 172,966 |173,155 {173,330 [173.895

2,125 L 168 59 | 2,125 | 2,165 . 158 158 6a | 2.1
169,108 [171,166
106,885 [108,578
. §3.8
98,139 | 99.562
$7.3 57.4
2,908 | 2.870
95,232 | 96,691
8,746 | 9,013

. 8.3 9.9 7.4 7.6 6.0 8.5

62,218 { 62,592 | 63,321 | 63,181 | 62,099 [ 61,797 62.456

81,983 | 82,978 | 83.05¢ | 81,983 | 82,707 | 82,807 | 82,895 | 82,978 | 83,058

1,980 [ 1,975 | 1,958 | 1,983 1,976 1,978 1,980 1,975

80,999 | ©1,079 | 80,029 | 80,726 | BO.831 | 80,921 | 80,999 | 81,079

61,617 | 61,817 | 61,779 | 61,977 | 62,068 | 62.188 | 62,303 | 61,966

76.1 5. 77.2 76 76 76, 76. 76.4

56,272 | 55,300 |'57,323 | 57,871 | 57,266 | 57,051 | 56,725 | 56,629

67.8 66.6 69.9 69.5 69.2 68.8 68.5 £8.2

5.386 | 6,137 | 4,856 | s,506 | a,798 | 5,133 | s,578 | 5,338

a. 10.0 7. 7. 1. 8. 9.0 8.6

26,714 | 74,810 | 73,511 | 7¢,382 | 78,502 | 78,690 | 74,718 | Ta.810

1,69 | 1,690 | 1,660 | 1,713 1,707 1,689 | 1,698 1,690

73,020 | 73,120 | 71.850 | 72,670 | 72,795 | 72,921 | 73,020 { 73,120

57,305 | 57,226 | 56,803 | 57,262 | 57,355 [ 57,859 | 57,665 | 57,368

8.5 8.3 79.1 78.8 78.8 70,8 79.0 76.5

52,962 | 52,162 | 53,342 693 | 53,508 | 53,358 | 53,122 | 53,087

70.9 69.7 72.6 72.2 71.8 . 71.1 70.9

2,198 | 2,163 | 2,009 [ 2,383 | 2,813 | 2,382 | 2,31t | 2,390

50,768 | 49,998 | 50,933 [ 51,310 | 51,091 | 50,972 | 50,811 | 50.657

4,343 | 5,065 | 3,861} 3,569 | 3,851 4,105 | 6,503 | 4,322

7. 8.9 6.1 6.2 .6.7 7.1 7.9 1.

89,265 | 90,352 | 90,441 | 89,285 | 90,051 | 90.159 | 90,259 | 90,352 | 90,441

1M 185 184 171 182 181 188 18! 184

89,074 | 90,167 | 90,256 | 89.07a | 89,869 | 89,978 | 90,075 | 90,167 | 90,256

45,800 | 46,957 | 96,597 | 46,144 | 46,517 | 46,948 | u7,088 | 86.88% | 46,913

51.4 52.1 51.6 51.8 51.8 52, s2. $2. s2.

42,531 | 42,578 | a2,787 | 43,077 | 23,921 | 82,888 | 22,952

4.0 47.7 37.5 a7.8 ar.8 47.5 47,5

4,066 | 3,566 | 3,730 | 3,871 | 3,967 | 23,993 | 3,960

8.7 7.7 8.0 8. 8.8 8.5 8.

82,415 | 80,997 | 81,986 | 62,075 | 82,193 { 82.306 | 82,815

15 191 15 154 15 156 155

82,260 | 80,656 | 81,792 | 81,920 | 82,038 | 82,351 | 82,280

42,873 | %1,833 | 02,304 | 42,830 | 42,987 | w2,888 | 02,860

52.1 51.7 51. 52. 52.% 52.2 52.1

39,603 | 39,029 | 39,826 | 39,818 | 39,878 | 39,713 | 33,768

a9.1 48.2 4681 TN 28.5 88.3 48.2

[T 626 60 596 63 §72 6a

39,115 | 30,403 | 38,818 | 39,218 | 39,203 | 39,181 | 33,115

3,269 | 2,808 | 2,618 | 3,017 | 3,109 | 3,175 | 3,108

7.6 6.7 6.9 7.0 7.2 7.4 1.2

16,721 | 16,310 | 16,269 | 16,721 | 16,829 | 16,390 | 16,351 [ 16,310 | 16,269

226 315 318 3z 298 297 e 315 31

16,397 | 15,995 | 15,955 | 16,397 | 15,131 | 16,093 | 16,037 [ 15,995 | 15,955

e,544 | 8,182 [ 7,915 | 9,287 | 8,888 | 8,826 8,631 | 8,683

52.1 51.2 29.6 56.6 55.1 54.8 53.0 54.2

6,611 6,503 | 6,066 | 7,530 | 7,139 | 7,025 6,778 | 6,771

.7 39.9 37.3 45.0 03.5 82.9 R16 41,6

257 218 23t “10 367 369 326 373

6,558 | 6,209 | 5,835 | 7,120 | 6,772 { 6.656 6,052 | 6,398

1,730 1,679 1,849 | 1,757 | 1,789 | 1,801 1.853 1.872

20.3 20.5 23,4 18.9 19.7 20,4 21.5 2.7

* The poputation and Armed Forces ligures are not adjusted Jor ssasonal varlations;
tnerefore, Identical numbers appear in the unadjusied and sessonaly adjusted
cotumns.

1 Glvllian emplayment as a percent of the total itutic ion {k

NOTE: Effective with data for January 1982, population counts derived fram the 1960
Decennial Census are incorporated into the estimation procedures used in the Current
Population Survey. Dais for 1981 back to 1970 have been revised. in addition, new

Armed Forces).

seasonal
December 1981, A detailed discussion of (hese revisions will appeas in the February
1982 issue of Employment and Earnings.

factors have been calculated based on the experi

nce through
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Tabls A-2 Employment status of the papuiation by race, sex, 2ge, end Hispanic origin
MuTDers in Inousends

L Soseanal’y sljestnd
Enployment stz race. w45, 338, a8 —-
Nispanis arigin
Jua. Dec. Jam. aen. sept. | oct. e ec. a3,
583 190 Yeaz 1902 180 1981 et 1981 ez
wITE -

148,562 | 188,630 | 128,755 | ius, 002
95,269 | 95,935 [ 95,329 | 93,120
1

Clriiian AOMAMLITu1:0nA! PODULELION' . ..

188,976 | 388,735 [188,882 | 146,976
Civiitun tados torce 98,82

93,58 | se 910

4.6 e.0 €2 €, 4.3 6.9
26.535 | 27,956 | 25,378 57,933
6,959 | s.9%% | 8,086 7,163
7.5 7.3 3.5 X3 7.3
Mon, 20 yea78 and aver

Cowitiarei soos 101C9 . 50,918 £0,7%7
Pariicipaiion rste . .
5,780 37,890

3,318 .
X 6.6
13,871 36,70 36,290 38,698
£1.2 SN 8y 51.9
33,588 38,282 38,138 38,380
2.282 2,862 2139 2,319
6.8 6.8 5.9 4.

8ok 34105, 1818 jaary
180 La00r torce . RSN 7,555 7,082 2,180 T.878 7,812 7,822 7,688 7,688
Peticipationtaly . .. . IS $s2 $3.1 59, 30.2 39.6 57.4 51.8
Empioyes 6,187 5,532 .923 | .335| &,027 [ @336 083 | e.vke
1. 388 1,51 1,357 1,353 1 1,383 | v,a86 ;1,485 | 3,499
oy 20,8 19,6 n.2 1.1 9.0 1.0 29
10,0 3.7 7.8 n.s 17.9 9.4 29.2 29.8
14.0 1.0 5.5 15.8 s .2 . 8.2
BLACK

Cavilian noRINRLTUIIONE! POPIBTION" L] reeess 18,823 | 18,085 | 13,297 | 18,333 | 18,362 | 18,332 | 18,823
Covitlan tapos force 13,010 11,024 | 30,998 | 11,138 1 vv. 088 [ 19,207 | 11,226 | 11,188
Participetios 59.9 59.8 0.9 +1.0 1.0 £1.0 £0.7
Emotored, 9,227 Ly 9,018 1 9,313 | e | 9379 | 910
Unsmpioye 1,583 1,907 LE18 11,878 [ 1,288 | 1,987 | .88
Unemoloymant ate | .6 17,3 15.3 6.8 .3 7.3 6.8

Hen. 20 years arwé wver

Cimiinn ianor force 5,253 5,143 5,372 5.204
Banticipeton .y 1a.2 EX] n.3
Emoloved.. 8,322 8,550 4,508 5,020
Unempioyec ¥ 593 T67 L
mOIOYMERT RIS L . . s 7.7 1.8 .5 6.3
CTavitan isbor Torce 5,052 ., 917 5,019 %.08%
Penticipation rere 55.8 5.2 5.9 .2
4,300 4,212 €118 4,808
%72 $28 ¥ 675
1.3 12.3 w8 .3

Bom seass, 1818 yaas
Cronianiabor foece . . P 832 120 823
36.2 41,8 36.3
asse (323 L A
e i1 a3
20,8 42.3 [}
5.3 33.a 8.
386 as.i .7

9,183 9,519 9,808 9,152 s.888 9,559 $.556
B . . 5,830 8,301 3,918 3,979 5,94 4,078 6,151
Participsiion iy . o . 637 $3.0 2.9 3.3 63.0 43.9 o4

s.oee | s.030 | s.vee | 5,332 | 5,393 | s.e22 | s,
Unemptoved . ... 68 £71 161 7 s 32 708
Unempioymen « "3 " 2.0 0.8 9.8 10.7 1.8 1.0
o tion HGUTEs 878 AG! STIEINC 100 18R80NS! Yasilions; IRerelCre. denlice! NOTE: Detail for the aDOvS (8C8 And HIBDANICONQIA rouge wiii nOL BuM [0 10(KE
it Sooae: 7 od SALSARSE 8 S4EseTay SoR SRS EounS Secatss dava 1 - 1ok +6CH3. GHOUD M P A1 $93 DRRICA 410 UGN

1 DOIR the %hite and BIsCK DOPUIRIION QrOVDY.

NOTE: See note, tadie A1
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Table A-3. n Ind}
an
Mot veasemety
ot Semmenaty sdjereed
Cartagory
Jan. Jaz. Sept. oct. Dac. Jan.
1981 1982 1981 1981 1981 1982
cwllﬂ'ﬂc
Total emoiayed. 16 veer nd oes . 98,139 97,831 99,901 | 100,258 | 100,383 | 100,172 99.613 99,581
Marri men, mooime orement . 38,585 37,813 38,959 38,855 38,746 38,553 38, 382
Marcied women, spouss pressrt 23,799 23,738 23,806 23,626 23,87 23.820 23,691
Wormen who maintsie temities 3,860 5.081 0,883 5,015 5,085 5.089 5,064
White-colter worken 52,707 52,872 52,908 53,085 52,836
Profwsional snd tachnical 16875 17,021 16,598 16,803
Managen end scministreton, except fam. 11,567 11,091 11,533 11,091
Sabos workens . . 6,310 6,448 6,881 6.520
Ooricsi wockenn 18,358 18,312 19,336 18,823
Bluscollar worken . 30,085 29,150 31,266 30,202
Cratt and Kincred worken, 12,237 11,987 12,514 12,370
Operatives, excapt trensport 10, 8133 9,797 10,524 9,966
Teanaport equipment operatives 3,374 3,360 3,506 3,015
Nontarm & 4,062 4,006 4,722 3,453
Servics workers 12,978 13,419 13,391 13,709
2,369 2,391 2,783 2,817
MAJOR INDUSTRY AND CLASS
. OF WORKER
1,227 1,120 1,505 1,461 1,036 1,352 1377
1497 1,513 1,650 1,633 1681 02 167
184 5 284 256 32 180
87,983 81,775 69,005 89,376 89,238 88,991 88,759
16,136 15,718 15,998 15,078 15,397 15,585 15,578
- - 73,017 73,901 73,841 13,806 73,781
1,120 1,151 1,102 1,204 1,291 1,208
70,728 70,906 72,799 72,637 72.115 71,932
6,861 6,797 7,217 7,181 7.057 6,971
387 376 399 a2s 810 s10
91,467 90,245 91,322 90,878 91,380 91,323 90,125
7,308 72,730 74,387 73,798 73,886 73,915 72,803
268 4087 4,051 4,656 - 5,026 5,071
1,885 1.688 1,759 1,985 1.783
2,484 2,962 2,763 2,897 3.081 3,207
12,895 12,668 12,684 12,928 1 12,362 12, 25
! Excludes penons “with ¢ job but not ot work™ during the survey Deriod tor such ressons @ NOTE: See nots, table A-1.
vecation, Hines, or industris dieputes.
Table A<4. Rangs of unemployment measures based on varying definitions of unemployment and the labor force,
seasonally adjusted
(Percent)
Cuerterty sverage Wonthly dets
Sdosurn 1980 1981 1981 1982
v 1 I I v Wor . Dec. Jan.
U1 15 wewks or longer [ forcs. oo 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2
U2 Job tosers m & percent of the chvillen labor fores: 8.0 3.7 3.7 . 8 9.5 5 -9 4.8
us’ . 28 yoen wnd over e civon labor force 25 veanandover ... ... 5.3 | s.2 | 5.2 |53 |61 | 60| 6.5] 63
2 -
U4 Unampicyed full-time jobseskers s a parcent of the futlaime labor foree. .. .. ..vuenenie,innnas 7.3 7.1 7.1 7.0 8.1 8.1 8.7 6.4
US  Toml wmemplyyed o1 2 parcent of the civilian tabor force {officiel massure) ... .....ooiiiiaia 7.5 7.4 7.4 7.0 8.3 8.3 8.9 8.5
U4 Towl hll<ime jobesskers phus % purt-tims jobwsekers phus % total on pert time for economic
ressns s & Percent of the civilien lsbor force lew % of the pert-time lsbor force . ... ........ .. 9.5 9.8 9.3 9.4 |1w.8 107 113 | 100
U7 Tousl tull-time jobeswkars pha % part-time joteskers pha % ttal on pert time for
the civillen labor fores pha
“-ﬁuh‘dﬁmlﬁb-‘ AAAAAAAAA Cereeansertaetraratiarsane 12.5 10. 0 10.2 10.8 11.8 | N A ToAo

NA. = mat oveliaths.

NOTE: See note, table A-1.
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Table A-5. Major ploymant inds
—
Enampivyet perman Unemgbuy st to
O Doy}
Cuagary —
Jan. Jab. Jas. Sept. ot . sorv. Dec. Jan
1981 1982 198 1987 1981 1981 1581% 1982
CHARACTERIFTX
Teeat, 1€ veart ot over ! 8,022 7.4 7.6 8.6 8.3 8.8 a.3
3,460 6.0 8.2 6.7 7.1 7.9 1.5
2,800 ? 6.9 1.0 7.2 1.8 7.2
1,747 ] 19.7 20.a 2.4 1.5 2.7
L7 3.2 L] L ) S, 5.7 5.3
1,532 6.9 6.9 6.1 6.5 6.6 £.2
550 10.3 0.7 8.6 1c.2 1.8 10.0
8,811 1.2 7.3 7.7 LA 8.7 .8
1.837 9.1 1.4 9.9 0.2 9.2 9.4
- 3 8.% 9.1 2.9 0.3 10.0
2,157 2,30 LY a0 .. L]
LEAl 195 2.9 2.6 2.7 2
9% 307 2.7 2.8 3.0 H
2689 309 5.8 .9 5.0 L]
1,103 Lan - 5.8 6.0 $.0 13
2,583 N, 322 0.2 0.9 1.8 12.7 12
939 1,247 1.7 8.3 k] 3.3 .
1,878 1,809 1.8 2.8 Al 5.5 15
a2 Jey 2.7 8.0 . 1.9 "W
786 907 1.6 15. 6 1] 16.9 e
1,176 LPE1]) 9.0 9.3 ? e ?
ALY 210 5.0 8.2 2 .8 £
2.565 7,026 7.5 1.7
712 né 3.7 16.3
1,951 2,312 8.5 7.3
1,165 1,500 ... 7.7
78§ 071 [ 18 el
W 12 5.5 ‘8.2
1,%99 1,15 1.2 8.5
APLALY 1,507 5.8 6.9
180 790 q.8 2.7
195 266 1.5 1.0

! A ey Kat Uy N wABTOLOVE I6SS DANCRS T DI DG 0 SOINGITIC MO TR VRSTTY SR SYY WAETIOTHS SAg N mey e,
oo of Dotarutiety avedeth teir forth POGTL

? Unemoioyment e SOOLOSTN nChuties S5 sapIrerm warpiored gk, RN
kel NOTE. Sew nut. tabie &.1.

Tabie A8. Durstion of unempioyment

NUTDers W thousends!

Yok bisarnlly Seasenely spumed
L
wows ot
Jas. Jas. Sspt. ogt. Torv. bac. -
182 1581 193¢ 18 1901 1981 982
DURAT IO
LR B, o 3T 8,341 2,290 3,707 3,837
Bl B R X 131 2133 2320 2,608 2,016
Wewkindew L - 2,349 2,513 2,39 2,292 2.2
1510 7% euaks R e R 1,285 1,378 1,123 1,168 1,189
7 werhs d oo 120 1,208 1,268 1,02 1,183
A aen Sarstion, & vk e 13.8 13.9 " 13.6 2.8
mian durstion, & waeks. . . N . 7.8 6.8 7.4 6.8 6.7 1.2
130.¢ 1o, 0 100.0 168.0 183.8
s2.% 42.2 .. 1.3
8.2 8.5 1.7 2.8
29.4% 6.9 5.2 25.7
1.7 3.7 13.5 13.0
1.3 15,8 9.2 11,5 12,9

NOTF' See nole. 1804 &-1
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Table A-7. Reason for unemployment
(Numbers in thousands)
Mot soasenalty [ Sp—y
=
L]
’ Jan. Jan. Jan. Sept. oct. Dec. Jan.
1981 1982 1981 1981 1981 1981 1982
6.256 3,982 8826 8,573 2,905 5.383 | 5,205
2,576 1,305 1,852 1,631 1.826 2,082 1,860
3,682 2,677 2,970 2,982 3,075 3,301 3,345
860 923 921 976 316 923 FEH
2,181 2,051 2,058 2,178 2,339 2,248 2,079
926 1.015 977 1,002 996 1021 1,085

100.0 100.0
61.5 50.0 52.8 53.6 56.7
25.3 16.4 17.3 19.9 20.3
36.2 33.6 5.8 3.6 36.5
8.8 11.6 11.0 10.0 9.1
21.0 25.7 28.6 25.5 22.7
9.1 2.7 1.7 10.9 1.5
5.8 .7 8.1 8.5 4.9 .8
.8 -9 .8 .8 -8 -8
2.0 .9 .9 2.1 2.1 1.9
-9 -9 -9 .9 .9 1.0
NOTE: See note, table A1,
Tabls A-8. Unemployment by sex and age, seasonally adjusted
Number of
warnployed persocs Unewploymant reses
i thoumands)
Sax at age
Jan. Jan. Jao. Sspt. oct. sov. Dec. Jas.
1981 1982 1981 1981 1981 1581 1981 1982
8,022 9,298 8.0 8.3 8.8 8.5
3,679 4,033 ] 15.8 16.0 16.3 16.8
1,757 9.7 20.4 21.4 21.5 21.7
796 218 21.5 22. 21.9 21.9
948 1,098 18.5 20.90 20.5 5.2 21.3
1,922 2,161 12.3 12.7 1.0 13.5 1.5
4,355 5.282 5.8 5.7 6.0 6.5 6.3
3,836 4,649 5.8 6.2 6.5 6.9 6.7
15 624 3.8 3.8 3.8 a1 4.2
4,456 5,338 7.3 1.7 8.3 9.0 8.6
2,106 2,300 15.5 15.5 16.0 17.0 17.a 7.4
995 1,016 20.0 19.9 2041 21.8 22.3 22.1
463 833 22.5 2 21 22.7 22.6 23.0
530 581 8.3 18.7 19.3 21.0 22.2 218
1.1 1,288 1.9 1.1 13.8 1.5 18.8 14.9
2,364 3,055 w9 5.0 5.5 5.8 6.5 6.3
2,051 2,662 5.2 5.5 5.9 6.3 6.9 6.7
306 383 3.8 3.5 3.7 3.7 8.8 4.3
3,566 3,960 1.7 8.0 8.2 8.5 8. 8.4
1,573 1,733 3. 18.3 18.8 1.7 18 15.2
856 17.7 19.5 20.7 20.9 20 21.2
333 327 19.1 21.2 21.9 22.5 21 20.6
418 517 16.3 18.3 20.6 19.9 20. 210
an 877 10.9 1Mm.3 145 1.3 12, 1.9
1,99 2,228 5.8 6.0 6.1 6.6 6. 6.3
1,785 1,987 6.3 6.3 6.5 6.8 6-9 6.7
210 2 6 43 4.0 3.8 L7 L

NOTE: See nots, table A-1,
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Tabie A-9. Employment status of black and other workers

NUMOAa 17 1hougaass,

NGOt sonbbmaity acjusise Sarsonelly seiuates
Lmpiyment siatva T

Jas. Dec, Sas. Jas. Sept. oce . oy Dec. Jas.

190 1981 1982 1584 181 1963 1981 1981 1582
CHihan nmunsHTGHONaT PODUITION" 22,327 1 22,508 | 22,095 | 22,027 | 22,222 | 22.2e8 | 22,368 | 22,811 | 22,43
m 13,080 ) 33,660 | un, 59y | s, 528 [ 12,603 | 22,697 | 130757 | 330973 | viotos
4.5 61.0 30.0 €11 £1.3 st.s 1.5 61.5 5.9
1,608 1 33,608 ) vi,e83 [ 20,792 | 13,607 | 44,600 | 50,641 | visr0 ] 1ve22
2777 1 2,059 | 2,438 | 1,736 | 2.0%0! z0a6 | 2.0m8 | 2,183 ] 25072
132 1501 5.7 128 ia.8 5.2 15,2 15.7 1t

The paDUIINNA tigures are nat
AUMDA-Y a00RAr 17 Ihe ynadiusied ane seasonally BE;

NOTE Saa note. canie A1

Table A-10. Employment status of male Vietnam.era veterans and by age, not

Cretttan 1abor torce

Cromen "
noamsts . inermpiores
tutronal Paicent
T £
Velerar sisius Popuiaiion o Emptoyed o
203 age oo
dan. Jex. Jas. sas.
1903 1922 1981 ne
N . — . — i
VETERANS
6,85 B,680 1,996

7,325 T.26% 7.938
1,589 1,352 1,378
3,077 3,129 3,370

380 3Tveas 2,259 2,783 2,190
45 yoars a0 ovee 1,120 1,39 962
MONVETERANS
Ve, 772 17,738 | 35,852 | 36,734 | va,sue | 18,232 1,163 1,502 7.3 9.0
7.718 8,025 7,296 7,082 $,599 6,859 (31 82¢ 8. 1.0
5,185 5.747 8,913 5,976 9,592 5,062 325 31 6.6 7.6
3.877 3,966 3.689 3,7 3,393 3,578 190 268 5.2 7.0

i

the Atmed FOICes Datween
«P0 nave navar saived i the

63 50 (0w 3 10 38 yeers O age. 1ne geoup that
of ine Vietnamara vateisn Dopulation
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Table A-11.  Employment status of the noninstitutional populstion for the ten largest States

{Nurmbors i thousanes|

Not sessonatty sdjurisd © Sewsonslly edjusted
Seate snd amplaymemt status Jan. Dec. Jan. Jan. Sept. oce. Nov. Dee. Jan.
1981 1981 1982 1981 1981 1981 1981 1981 1982
Catiforia
Civilian nomnstitutionsl posulation” 17,874 18,171 18,218 17,874 18,087 | 18,118 18,145 | 18,171 18,218
‘Covian tabor tores . 11,713 11,884 11,907 1,725 11,758 | 11,861 11,871 11,851 | 1t,916
Employed 10,783 10,863 10,709 10,872 10,289 | 10,902 10,915 10,828 10,878
Unemplayed LERY 1,021 1,117 853 869 959 956 1,023 1,038
Unamgloyment rate 7.9 B.6 9.4 7.3 7.6 8.1 8.1 | 8.6 8.7
Flords
Civiian nomesttubonat population’ 8,028 8,061 7,765 7,955 7,980 8,005 8,028 8,061
Civiian Labor force - 4,569 4,511 5,335 4,568 4,616 4,634 4,627 4,596
Employed - 4,236 5,165 4,071 6,233 4,279 4,281 4,272 4,257
Unemployed 333 346 264 118 337 353 355 339
Unemplayment rate 7.3 7.7 6.1 7.3 7.3 7.6 1.7 7.4
Diinois
Civiian nomestirbtions! poput 8,486 8,525 8,538 8,484 8,512 8,518 8,525 8,538
Civiian labor force . .. 5,508 5,504 5,518 5,541 5,591 5,586 5,484 5,556
Employed . 4,961 5,022 4,960 5,051 5,118 5,113 5,000 5,053
Unempioyed 567 48 558 490 473 7 484 501
Unemployment rate . . 9.9 a9 10.1 8.8 8.5 8.5 5.8 9.0
Massachusetts :
Civifian noninstitutional poputation 4,461 4,470 4,415 4,448 4,651 4,457 4,461 4,470
Coilion labor foree . 3,039 2,992 2,906 2,964 3,029 3,048 3,029 3,005
Empioved 2,831 2,758 2,753 2,769 2,806 2,835 2,805 2,797
Unemoloyed o 238 153 195 223 213
Unemplayment rate 6.9 8.0 5.3 6.6 7.4 1.0 7.4 6.9
Mchigen
Clvvlunnmmmuumlwwlnum . 6,776 6,784 6,772 6,774 6,776 6,776 6,776 6,784
Crtap b e . 4,261 6,227 4,262 4,304 4,331 4,303 4,269 4,286
Employ 3,647 3,550 3,716 3,791 3,780 3,752 3,632 3,645
rerctor . 614 677 548 513 551 551 637 639
emtanment s . 14,4 16.0 12.8 11.9 12,7 12.8 14.9 14.9
New Jorsey
Givian nomnshtutional population' 5,612 5,665 5,676 5,612 5,650 5,655 5,661 5,665 5,676
Civilian labor ferce 3,583 3,520 3,564 3,598 3,530 3,568 3,554 3,519 3,579
Emplayed .. 3,29 3,269 3,214 3,326 3,249 3,313 3,288 3,269 3,268
Unemptoyed 287 259 151 272 241 255 266 270 335
Unemplovment ate . 8.0 7.3 9.8 7.6 6.8 7.1 7.5 7.7 9.4
Now York
Cuvihan nomunstitutonal population’ 13,357 13,460 13,463 13,357 13,415 13,426 13,434 13,440 13,463
Cuwiian tabor force 3,011 7,932 7,980 7,999 8,006 8,004 7,946 7,976 7,963
Emplaved 7,341 7,321 7,300 7,386 7,443 7,436 7,363 7,325 7,340
Unemployed . 870 612 681 6 563 568 803 651 623
Unemplayment rate .. R4 1.7 8.5 7.7 7.0 7.1 7.6 8.2 7.8
Ohio
Oummnwnmmulwlleilm' 8,003 8,020 8,031 8,003 8,016 8,017 8,019 8,020 8,031
‘Comtlan baboe for 4,955 5,072 5,032 5,062 5,032 5,044 5,084 5,103 5,120
Empioved .. 4,433 4,473 4,636 4,566 4,514 4510 4,506 4,478 4,570
Unemployed 522 600 598 476 518 534 578 625 550
Unemployment rate . 10,5 11.8 1.9 9.4 10.3 10.6 1.4 12.2 10.7
veneyhvani
Cuvilian nonwnstitutional poputation' 9,075 9,115 9,129 9,075 9,102 9,108 9,112 9,115 9,129
Crutian tabox foree 5,422 5,637 5,423 5,469 5,461 5,479 5,477 5,667 5,469
e 4,925 4,930 4,781 5,003 4,998 5,000 4,982 4,942 4,859
Unemploys 497 507 642 466 463 479 495 525 610
emmtayment e+ 9.2 5.3 1.8 8.5 8.5 8.7 9.0 9.6 11.2
Toxs
Govitan noounsiitutional papulation' 10,409 10,701 10,740 10,409 10,620 10,648 10,675 10,701 10,740
Cuvthan 3bor fouce e 6,929 7,127 7,163 6,938 7,123 7,133 7,178 7,163 T .
Emptoyed S| oeas3e 6,802 6,737 6,567 6,714 6,759 6,788 6,798 6,770
Uncmoloved LR 396 324 426 371 389 374 390 165 401
Unemployment raie v 5.7 4.6 5.9 5.3 5.5 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.6

© The populstion figures are not adstted for seasansl variations: therfors, identical numban  NOTE: See note, table A-1.
wopear in the unacuctad and the sessonaly achusted cotumns. .
Thess are the official Burseu of Labor Statistics’ sstimater used in the sdministrstion of
Federal fund eiocation programs.
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Tabls 8-1. Employess on nonagricultural payrolls by industry

n

ESTABLISHMENT DATA

Nok sboraly sdjurind Seasenally stimates
mevry
lea. sos. o Jun. Sest. €. sav. Dec. Jes.
1381 1981 1581 7 isas 7 1587 [ 19 19 9 10 ?
VOB 83,908 37,293 91,918 89.78v)91, 00| 92,033 |er, 83 91,522 | 91,098 | 55,855
Goode-groducing ... ... ... .ei..s 25,118 28,681 25,138 25.295|25,037 | 25,938 [is.6e2 (25,338 [25.157 | 24,760
Mining . 1.0 1170 tied[ 05| 1,083 toves ) ouosez || el ram
Constroction . 309950 woaks| aovust doem| acae0| w272 | ei2s9 {229 | s,ren ] w02
ecturing .. .. 22,078 20,322 ra.83s| 19,5s9|23,375 ) 26,396 [26,73% [26.017 | 19,730 | 19,537
Production morkérs 13,975) 33,988 13,60t 13,295(13,0853 | 16,281 [ie.030 [13.797 [ 13,592 | 120306
abie goode . . 12,373 11,383%( 13,799 12,008 [ 12,300 D2, 95 Jov,es2 (v 727 | v1lses
BroducHon workesy ...l 8,305 &,953[ 7,953 8,008 | 0,265 | 2,267 [ e,002 | 7,280 | 1,772
Lumber and wood products sre.s| o107 s18.2 1 133 452 65 e18 606
Futniture and fhxturas . . . at9.8|  ATs. 72,2 . (12 .80 .78 s s
Stone, clay, and giass product 03%.9)  ear.2| w103 854 35 e s (T3] 600
Brimary matai products 1,136.2( 1,687.8{ 1,680, 8! .07 3,135 |, 008 | 9,090 [ v 061 | 1,088
Fatricated metel products . 1,530.9) 1,579 | 5.60e | 1,535 | 1588 | 1,508 | ha9e
Machinevy, e1Cest Hectsic ... NER 8] 2,807 2,5%1 2,50 2,%22 2,390 2,088
Electric and slectronic equismant 2,118, 0 2,102, 3 1,118 2,382 2,159 L, 08 2,988 2,017
Tranaporiation equipment 1,85%.9 1,786.9) 1,889 1,899 | 1,990 ;78| 16| L7
INSIrUMents and reiates DIoduCs . .. 732.3! 717, 73 727 7 718 7 M
Misceiianeous manulacuuing 338.9 $5.2] 433 &8 7 .15 (319 208
Nonaurette goods . 8,003 8,123 8,019 2.0v0 | 8,188 (@, 126 (8,035 s,023| 7,839
Proguction worxers s, 19 E 1L 5,797 S,218 [ 5,762 | 5,718 | 5,852 | 3.3%s
FOOG &G kG e products 1,639.2(1,857. 5| 1,896 1,665 1,675 .676 T.66% LIP3}
Tobacco manufaciures. . . 8.9 1. " kAl 10 70 (3] T
Toxtiie miii progucis 5 az s 8 (13 (12 L35 52) (30 198
ADD28T And OLnes Loxilie (vOOuCts 1,259.5)1,273.9 1,208 1,203 | uase [ 250 o233 1,206
Paper and allied producis - 133 1 491 s88 02 irs
Printing and publithing . . . 1,289 1.0 1,02 1,202 1,300 1.302
Chemicats anc atied product 1,188 [ 1,092 11,108 | 3108 5.102 [ 3.097
POHOIBUM &3 COM DIOGUCTS .. ..., 211 2 210 210 09 203
Rubber &nd misc. pisstics products 130 760 Te8 73) 122 ne
Leathar ana leather products 2269 239 26 b2 240 223 218
Serviceproduaing . ... . .. ... el s0.852) se.932( 65,777 sS.va2fes,unn | 85,103 s, 170 68,108 [45,875 | 66,08
Transporation and pudIK uiilities S.083 5,183 9,139 5,337 5,328 | 5,188 | S5.%e8 | 5. 5,109, 5,108
Whoiessie snd ratail trads 20.508| 21,188 29,803 20,728)20,29 | 20,872 po.9re (20,838 |20,725 | 20,403
Wholesate trade S.zre) s, a39f s 353 s.30a| s,305 ) S.3%¢ |s,260 | 5,383 1 5,337 S.33%
Betefitrede . . ... 15,090 18, 7eu( 16,050) s, w2yf1s,d2v ] 13,502 15,956 (13,3735 [ 45,338 | 13,582
Finance, insuisnce, snd rasi seiate S, 235 5388 5,353 5.327 5 8 5,360 5.360 5,355 | 5,367 3,359
Services 17,972 18,833 18,756 46,509[18,900 | 4a,vre na.78e |1e.e33 [12,.808 | 18,002
Qorernment Yo 218 16,157 16,029 15,983)18,222 115,995 (15,938 (13,926 [19,939 [ 13,358
Fodersl puremment 2,733 729 2,706| 2,795 | 2,765 12,753 [2.7%8 | 2,738 | 2.1
State wrndt tocat gorerITnY - 13,83 13,028 13,178k id.e28 Fas, a0 ha07s deaaza [ia e [aaiien

4 weliminary.
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Table B-2. Avarage weekly hours of p or Y [ by Industry
Not seesonsily acjusted Sessonally adjustsd
tndustry
Jsa. sov. bec.pl Jan. Jan. sept.| Dct. sor. Dec. @ Jaz.p
1981 1981 1981 1982 | 1981 1981 1981 1981 1981 | 1982
5.4 1 sz} a7 | as. 35.0 | 3s.0] 3a.s | 380
se.3 | se.n [ o2 (2 2) 2 2 [ [H1]
IT.¢ 37.0 3.8 [34) 2 [t 2 (ed} (3]
Manutscturing . . 39.9 | 39.6 | s9.9 | 3s.8 | w0.1 39.3 | 39.5] 19.3{ 9.0 6.9
Overtime hours 2.4 2.6 2.8 2.2 3.0 2.7 2. 2.5 2. 2.2
Durable w04 60.0 a0.% 3.8 40.6 39.7 9.7 39.3 3n.s
Overtime hours 2.9 2.5 -6 2.0 . 2.6 2.0 2. EN
Lumber and wood products . 10.8 | 3.6 | 303 | 339 37.3 37.5 .6
38,1 38,1 | 18.8 ] 2.5 175 37.7 2.8
40,3 | 0.5 | s0.2 { 2709 40,1 40.0 18.0
s 39.7 | 396 | 380 %0.6 39.7 1.0
20,6 [ 60.0 | 0.5 | 37.8 39.5 39.6 7.9
w1.2 | 0.9 | &1.6{ J9.1 20.3 vo.6 39.0
wo.t [ 39.8 | eo.e) 37,6 3%.6 39.3 37.6
w0.9 | ao.e | etal 372 39.9 00,3 .5
instruments and retated products 40,0 [ 80,8 [ w0.5 38,0 20.5 80.3 38.0
Misceltansous manufaciuring . 38.6 9.5 1 391 36.5 388 39.0 36.7
Nondurable good: 39.2 [ 9.1 s9.3 | 3500 38.9 8.8 361
Overtime hours 2.9 2.8 7 2.4 2.8 2.7 2.8
Food and kindred products . $0.0 [ 3.9 | w0. 8.7 39.2 19.6 39.0
Tobacco manufactures. 38.6 | 8.8 [ 8.1 35. (2) 12} 2
Textile milt products 39.9 | 9.2 | 39.0 | 0.6 38.9 8.8 30.7
puml-ndommmunpmaum 35.2] 3%.8 1 5.5 29.2 35.2 35.6 29.9
Paper and allied produc: 82,7 2.3 [ 8271 0.9 e3.1 38 a0.8
Printing napubllshlng 170 37.3 8.0 [ 16.1 37.1 36.9 6.
Ghemicats and al m-aproduch ate | w17} e2.0) a0.s 22,1 a1.3 20,8
Petrolaum and coal product 42.6 | &30 s2.7| 839 43.3 %23 85.2
Rubber and misc. plastics p!oducll . 61,01 39.9 | 83.0 1.3 39.6 39.6 7.2
Leather and leather products 36.5 1 36,6 | 36.8 | 39.8 6.1 36.7 5.1
Transportstion and public utliities 3909 | 3903 ] 39.2( 6.5 @ @ @ @ @ 2
Wholesate and retall trade . ....................... 37| 39| 322 3ti0| 2.2 32, 39| 32.0) 39| 31.s
Wholesals trade. 8.5 | 3.6 37| s7.7] 386 b5 | 3e.s| 3s.e| 38| 7.9
Retall trade 29.5 ) 29.8 | J0.2| 28.9| 30. 301 29.9 | 29.3| 29. 2.5
Flnance, Insurance, andresiestste ................ 36.9 36.2 36.1 36, [ei} [t 2 (23] @ 2y
Bervices .......... e e 3251 32,5 2.8 320 32.7| 326 25| 32,6 32, 2.3

3 pvoducllon woﬂun in mlnlnq -nu m.lnuflcluﬂnﬂ. 10 conetruction

utliities wholm!c and cof n u

finance, Inuuum. lnd

and public  smal rel

Thesa groups account for approximately four-fiftha of the total -mploym on privats = pratiminary.

nonagticuttural payrolls.

* This series lu nc\ published sessonally adjusted since the sesasonat component is
rend-Cycte andior Iregular components and consequently cannot
and services.  be separated vllln -umclonl precision.



ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Tabie 8.3 Avsrage hourty anc weskly g3 o! p ton of P Y worksrs' on privats nonsgriculturs!
payroils by industry
Anrage hourty serings Average weskly sxmings
ey
Jan. Ja. sov. owc. o Jas.
1001 1) 1981 1984 1981 1882
Totat $7.00] 11 (5208, 7% (526 1,89 {8761, 83 [5291. 76
Seazonally sckated. €9 roay Ten 25| w0, 78] 290,68 295,05
W e PO 17 wew €25.97| gt 61| vee 27| aas.se
c«vml\mhn 15,32 182 375,25 | s3t.as| 818.03] Jae.ss
MERUARENG | o .93 wze|  a.25]  8.38 | 30a.e3| 326.73] s25.48[ 106.33
Duradte gosds .. ... FS O 2.23| e.rs| sl ses | 232,49 2e0.00] ass.s2| 230.36

268.3% | 273,36 285.58
236.12
ivs.e7
80,6}
237.20
172. 43
hus)
a3a.93
AL
i

Primary mete) proGucts .
Fabricated Mulwoducll -
Machinery, $xCeDt $HCtics!
Eieciric and diectioni eQuinment

230,88

280.95( 292.79| 2718.10

FOOS BN Rindwd roducts ... ... 10%.s3 0 310,71 303.02
Tobecco menutactures 3e7.65] 139, ss 325,03
Teatile mill products 225.01
Apparel .naomu mmwrocv:u 18195
Paper and sitiad * 316,09
mnnm-mwwm 1te. 80
Charmicais snd aiited products | 192,80
Petromum and cost products . 297,51
Hubber and misc. piesics o'odvcu 295.66
Leather and leather products S.ie| 5.28 | 477.38| 186.es | 187.10 161.31
Transportstion and putlic otititles .. ... . 1e.07| 1.vz | 267 80] 295075 | d9ai7al 2ev.42
Wholwaale &8 ULAL UM, ... o) s.8e s.08] e.te | rss.es| te2.3s] 133,20 rec.9s
‘Wholessie trede . 1.32 .81 281.62{ 301.87| 302.25| 299.96
Retatitrade .. ... B o T 5,30 152,84 t58.5a| 160,08} 157,22
Finance, iesmance, snd rastestats . .. ..., .. 610 S| 6.57 | 222,08 21S.66| 2)3.57( 23718
Services i o] %2 8a87] eets| 6.37 | 209.831 234787 214.79) 24732

* Sew loctnote 1, tabée 82 = provminary



ESTABLISHMENT DATA

24

Table B4. Hourly g8 Index lor p or on private by I Y
‘ Mot seesonsily sdjusted Seasonally sdjusted
Percent
Industry change
from:
Jap. Novw. Dec. Jea. Jao. Jan, Sept. Oct. Nov.
1981 138 1981 P| 19829 1981- 1981 1981 1981 i981
Jan.
1982
134.4 143.2 143.3 145.4 8. 133.8 141,35 141.9 143.2
93.6 92.7 92.5 LIy (2 92.8 92.1 92.0 92.4
182,10 | 1533 | 152.7 ] 15405 5. ) ) (4) “)
127.0 136.0 136.2 140.1 10. 127.6 132.9 134.3 135.4
136.9 146.5 147.3 148.7 8. 136.5 144,8 145.5 LA6. &
1341 144.7 144.9 145.5 8. 133.7 141.7 142.0 144.0
134.8 1a1.0 140.6 143.1 6. 133.7 141.2 140.5 141.5
133.9 142.6 141.8 144.0 7.6 11.2 140.3 140.9 143.2
132.9 142.4 142.2 144.7 8.8 132.0 135.8 140.7 142.6

See footnote I, table B-2.

Percent change wes -.6 from Decesber 1980 to December 1981, the latest month available.

the latest month avatlable.

Mining 1s not seasonally adjusted since the seasonal component 1e small relative to the trend-cycle and/or frregular
components snd consequently cannot be separated with sufficient prectelon.

1
2
3 Percent change vas ~.3 from November 1981 to December 1981,
4

N.A. @ not avallable.
» = preliafnary.

Table 8-5. indexes of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers' on private nonagricultural
payrolls by industry
{1977 = 100)

Lumber and wood products .
Furniture and fixtures. . .
Stone, clay, and glass products .
Primary metal prodh

Fabricated metal produc
Machinery, except electrical . .
Electric and slectronic squipment
Transportation squipment . .
Instruments and related products
Misceliansous manutacturing

Nondurable goods . .. ..
Food and kindred products .
CCO Manutactures .
Taxtile mill products .
Apparel and other textile products.
Paper and allied products .
Printing publishing .
Chemicals and allled products
Petroleum and coal products .
Rubber and misc. pfastics products .
Leather and leather products . ..

Wholesale trade
Retalitrade ...

Mot sessonally sdusted Seescnelly sdusted

Jan. | Wov. | oDec. | Jan. | Jan. | sest.| oct. { wov. | Dec. { Jas.

1901 | 1941 [ 1981 P w9820 1981 | 1981 | 1981 | 1981 [ 1981 P 1982 P
108.7] 101.1] 108.2] 108.6| 108.4| 108.0| 106.8{ 103.9
99.0| 87.0| 102.5| 100 1| 100.8] 99.3] 97.0| s0.3
te3.e| 133,01 130.1] 1390 1901 1e101] 1e35) 136.8
107.8] 82.9] 113.9) 105.2[ 109.8{ 111.0] r08.4| 98.3
95.3| 85.7{ 98.9| 98.5] 97.2] 9s.1| 92.6| 8b.s

13,2

105.3
108.8

12.2
107.4

1Ly
120.2

Bu.8f 77.4
N1 108.8
106.3{ 00.2
111-3] 103.2
131.8| 107.8
1| 101

1173 110.9

120.0] 1e.s

98.6| 96.9( 98.1

110.9| 111.3] 109.3] 106.3
108.2| 107.8§ 103.1{ 100.7
88_a| au.7| s2.4

113.0| 112.0] 110.9] 108.7

103.7[ 10001 37.9]
88.5 89.5 90.8 89.2
VI3[ 112,8) 112,71 N12.8] N12.2
105.0 105.5| 108.0( 104.7 102.7] 102.1
106.6; 108.0| 107.7[ 107.3} 106.2[ 105.8
M1.51 1148} 113.ef 111.8] 170.8 109.0
103.7| 106.6] 106.2 105.5] 104.5[ 104.5
17,3 118,31 1185 118.2) 1179} 117.9
M7.7] 119.6| 120.3] 120.8] 121.3] 119.7

* Sea footnote 1, table B-2.

P =preliminary.



25

ESTABLISKMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENY DATA
Tabie 8.8 indexes of diffusion. Percent of industrias in which smpioy t ]
SN O | cn s Ore 3 pan [ApS. g Goe 17 merm omn
s
L) rz.L T.e ret
66.0 9.4 1.8 10.%
s4.2 s%.1 10 $9.%
a1 69,7 4.8 67.1
80.5 4.3 3. 39.48
LEIY a7 54.4 SA.0
$.0 $5.7 3.8
3.2 3.9 $%.2
3.0 2.8 $3.0
aLB S0.4 482
49.4 1.7 LLIRY
%97 41,7 1.8

18.9 3e.
Avgose 64.8 431
Sepcemper. 64.0 st
feieber.. 1.
Noveabat 121
Becender e
i58i
s9.n neon LY 8.8
$3.8 61.3 s8. ’s.6
$2.y su.2 s1.2 7.1
. 59.3 6.3 [T
67,9 81,7 sl
sy 1.8 4360
$7.2 se.2 s2.0 4.9
. . 49.7 563 18.7
Septeabec. . 833 33.1 38.1p
Scroba:.. 0.2 351 Ta.dp
Sovewser. 1.9 1a.7p
Seceadec. 2975 1y
1982
e

Becenber.

. .
Nurber 01 6m0f0rem oM Il SOHSTIT DR DIvFONE 08 177 00.xete POnMY Cullitdl AOuHI 44
0 metimas,
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Teble C.; Employment status of the noninstitutional populstion by sex and age, seasonslly adjusted

{Mumtary in thousenta] B
198 1962
Jas. reb. | sar. | apc gar | Jume | Joir | asa. sept. | oct. sov. | pec. | Jam.
171,800 1171, 5811171, 770 1171,956 1972, 1721172, 385 {172,559 [172,758 {172,966 [173, 155 173,330{173.495
S| 21210 2,128| 2,128 2,127 2.131| 2,139 2.160] 2,%es| 2,3581 2,158 2,163 2,159
169, 280 | 169, 853 | 169, 641 169,829 170,042 170, 246 (170,399 |170,593 {470,809 [170, 996 J171. 166 [ 171,335
108,034 1108, 3641108, 777 {109,293 /108,838 {108,668 |108,818 [108, 495 |109,012 [109, 272 |109, 184 108,879
63. . 68. 65, 63.81 6. 63, 63. - - - 61.5
100, 406 100, 878 101,085 [100,830/ 100,864 [100,660 (100,256 [100,333 {100,172 | 99,613 99,561
58. s8. 58. 58, .51 se. 58. 58. 7.9 7.5|  51.a
3,383) 3.a70] 3.805) 3.3eel 3,302} 3.w0a| 3,358 3.378| 3.372) 3,209] 3.e1y
97.063| 97.%08| 97,680 97,082 97,522} 97,8356 | 96,500 | 96.965] 96.800 | 95.40a| 26,170
7.958; 7.899| e.2e8i 8,008f 7,828 7,978 | 8,236 8,669] 9.100) 9,571| 9.298
kX 7.3 7.3 . 7. .2 7. 7.6 8.0 6.3 [N ] 8.
61,181 61,089| 60,860 60,536 | 61,608 61,558 61,581 ] 62,099) 61,797 61,728 } 61.982| 62,856
73.511| 73,6071 73,710 73,817) 73,928 78,085] 78,168 | 75,268 | 78,382| 74,5021 74,610 79,738 ] 78,810
71,951| 72,037| 72,182[ 72,253 72,359| 72,272 72,559 | 72,670 73,020( 73,120
56,8161 57,028} 57,157} S7,479] $7,098| 57,172 57,250 | 57,262 57.665 57,368
79.0] 79.2] 19 79.6]  78.9f 78, 78.9| 78, 9. .
53,383] $3,618| 53,820 53,884 53,597 53,874 53,791 | 53,693 53,122| 53,087
72.51  12.7]  12.9]  72.9{ 72 72. 72.8) 2.2 710 70,9
2,3 2,352] 2.819] 2,390 2,379] 2,383| 2,822| 2,383 2.3 2.390
$1,03a] 51,266] 51,8011 51,498] 51,218( 51,4911 51,369 | 51,310 50.811] 50,657
3,433( 3.et0] 3,337| 3,595 3,497| 3.298| 3,859 | 3,569 4,583| "a,322
. 1 6.0 6.0 5.8 - 61 5. 5. 6.2 6.7 7.1 1.9 7.5
15,087} 15,135 15,008 14,985] 13,772] 15.265| 15,300 ) 15,309 [ 15,408| 15,380 15,462 | 15,355| 15,752
80,997| 81,107 @1,221| &1,338] 81,853 81,583 81,711 61,822 | 81,986[ 02,075 | 82,193 [ 82,306 82,815
80,056| 80,966 61,076 89,193] B, 308 81,5611 81,671 | 81,792| 61,920 82,038 | 62,151 82.260
42,152 42.332] 82,608 42,6821 82,666 | 82,300 42,031] 22,987 62,880 42,868
52,0/ 52, 52. 52, 52,1
39, 365| 39,536 39,737 39,810 39.76%
4851 «s. .6.8 ., 28.2
1 609 60 590 11
38,755( 38,927| 39,132 39,220 39,115
2,787] 2,796| 2,871 2,872 3,104
3 6.6 6.6 6. 6.7 6.6 6.9 7.0 7.2 7.8 7.2
39,023| 30,992| 38,924] 38,861 38,700 38,879 | 39,005 39,448 39,089| 39,051 39,263 39.392
Both semes. 1619 yeen *
Teast noriestitutionsl popisnion * 16,721] 16,686 16.579| 16,548| 16,510 16,829| 16,390) 16,351} 16,310
Civdian nonwstinuionsl poputation ', | 16,397] 16,363 16,270/ 16,249] 16,213| 16,169 [ 16,131 16,093 15,995
Givitian tabor force .. . 9,287 9,288 8,759 8,902 ( eo.888( 3,026 8,631
Purcern o civitian poputrtion. 56.6]  56.5 53.9 ss.1| 55.3 Su.8 55.0
..... S| 7,530 2,018 7,076 1,208{ 7,139] 7.025 6,778
35.0{ aa.8 22.8 83.8| 3.5 .9 31.6
o 18 384 373 167 369 326
7,120] 7,098 £,692 5,835 6,772| 6.656 6,852
1,757| 1,769 1,603 1,698 [ 1,709 1,801 1,053
0.9 9.1 19.2 19.0| 9.7 20.a 21.5
7,110 7,119 1,690 7,267 1,283 7,267 7,368

* The populstion end Asmus Forces figures are not adfust
saciations.

NOTE: Pre- 1962 drta hve been ravised.
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Representative REuss. Thank you. And I want to say again that
your analysis is invaluable.

Let us look at these figures in terms the average citizen perhaps
can best understand. We won’t talk in terms of seasonal adjust-
ment or in terms of discouraged workers or other rather difficult
concepts, but let’s just talk in terms of the number of men and
wome}? in the work force who were without a job in January, last
month.

That number, so-called unadjusted number, of the actual unem-
ployed was 10,183,000 human beings, was it not? .

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Representative REuss. And is it not a fact that you have to go
back to the depression in 1939 to find a comparable number of un-
employed? And when we do go back to 1939 you find that the
number of unemployed, figured on the same basis, was 9,480,000? Is
that not a fact?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, in 1939.

Representative REuss. So that the actual number of unemployed
men and women today is greater than the number of unemployed
in a severe depression year of 1939. It that not so?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Representative Reuss. Turning to the statistics which you and
your associates for many years have been giving us and which are
the only basis we have to try to make sensible decisions as to
where we should go, is it not correct that proposed budget cutbacks
in the Bureau of Labor Statistics as reported in the press—we will
know for sure next Monday whether they are what the press re-
ports them to be—the proposed cutbacks of 4 percent in the Bureau
of Labor Statistics’ budget will mean that you will have to begin
reductions in key programs that will delay and impair the quality
of the Consumer Price Index and the unemployment Statistics?

Ms. Norwoop. Yes. Mr. Chairman, under the continuing resolu-
tion under which we are operating we have already begun to im-
plement the 12 percent cut that the President proposed to the Con-
gress. We are putting that into effect.

Unfortunately, the Bureau of Labor Statistics got caught in the
overall aggregate decisions that were made because we had already
been reduced the full 12 percent. Then when the decision was made
by the Congress and the President to cut across-the-board another
4 percent, we were caught in that. I can assure you that we have
had discussions about that with Secretary Donovan and within the
administration because there is concern about the need to main-
tain the high quality of the data.

Representative REuss. I would just like to assure you that I'm
going to do my best to see that this country doesn’t conceal the fact
that the temperature is getting out of hand by breaking the ther-
mometer. To me, it’s absolutely unsupportable to cut back on the
statistics on jobs and prices at a time when we ought to be focusing
on them and on the consequences. Senator Mattingly.

Senator MaTTINGLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to know, does this mean that we don’t get your speech,
Congressman Mitchell, when it hits 10 percent?

Representative MitcHELL. No. I have reconsidered. I might give
it today. In fact, it might be today.
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Senator MATTINGLY. Well, I'm sorry I have to go out of town.

Representative MrrcHELL. I'm sorry also.

Senator MATTINGLY. Commissioner Norwood, one quick question.
In the past everybody has talked about how our education system
has deteriorated, especially in the three R’s. Just to ask a quick
question, 8.5 is smaller than 8.9 still?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, although the December rate was revised to
8.8 percent.

Senator MaTTINGLY. So the figures did go down. And I think that
sometimes—I say a lot of times we dwell—not you—but a lot of
pecple dwell upon bad news and there’s a certain amount of doma-
goguery on figures a lot of times, but I think that expecially with
the opponents of the Reagan economics. But I think really this can
be looked upon also as good news not only for optimists but good
news for everybody that things did not get worse but, rather, no
matter how they may be interpreted, whether status quo or what,
that things did not get worse, that as Congressman Reuss pointed
out—and I'm glad the chairman pointed this out about the figures
being equal to 1939—that we look and see where we had 43 years
of a bad economic posture or poor Government to get us in this
place. My feeling is that a sound program can turn this country
around—I think that’s what we have now and that we don’t want
to see the program tinkered with using short-term fixes when we
need to have long-term, permanent stability restored back in our
country. )

The comment that was made about how large the labor force was
in 1939 as compared to today does not really have a great deal to
do with the number of unemployed, does it?

Ms. Norwoop. I think that the point is that one can look at the
level of people who are unemployed or at the proportions of the
people who are unemployed, and obviously as the population gets
larger, the proportions may differ. I believe that the point that the
chairman was making was that there are two ways of looking at
data. One is before seasonal adjustment, which is what actually
happens. We seasonally adjust data because we want to take ac-
count of what we normally would expect to happen. If you expect
youngsters to leave school and be looking for jobs in July, you don’t
want to suddenly think there is a big policy problem.

That does not mean that we should overlook not seasonally ad-
Jjusted data. There are two ways of looking at it and my job, I think
1s to try to present to all of you in as objective a fashion as possible
all aspects of the data.

Senator MarrmingLy. If you looked at all the ﬁgures from the
great depression compax‘edy to the figures today, it’s ridiculous to
say that they are in fact the same. I mean, not just unemployment
figures but all figures.

Ms. Norwoob. Of course, the circumstances are very different. I
think it makes a lot more sense to look at this recession in com-
parision to previous recessions, particularly the one in 1980 and
g:e one in 1974-75, and there are some relationships we can see

ere.

The important thing about the current pericd is that the declines
in employment have been very sharply focused in durable manuy-
facturing industries.

93-760 O—82—3



30

Senator MATTINGLY. I want to thank you for coming today. I
thank you for bringing the good news and, like always, I guess it
depends upon the way you look at it, and I appreciate good news,
as I think the majority of the people in our country do. Thank you.

Representative ReEuss. Representative Mitchell.

Representative MrTcHELL. Thank you.

I'm not at all sure you brought good news for the 234,000 people
who showed up at the plants and were told there were no jobs, but
good news or bad news, it’s highly interpretative. I am never a de-
magog. I just won’t do that. I try to be constructive.

There’s an excellent book you ought to read by an author named
Ralph Ellis. The name of the book is “The Invisible Man.” It was
written some time ago, when blacks were invisible in America. You
just didn’t see them. I had the feeling that we’re becoming invisible
again until I heard some of your comments, and I looked at the un-
employment rate for blacks as of January 1982. It went down from
17.3 percent in December of last year to 16.8 percent in January.

Now how do we interpret this? Does this mean that there’s been
a sudden reversal of the antiaffirmative attitude that’s been perme-
ating this administration, that was evidenced in the Senate on the
busing vote, or does it mean that blacks have again become visible?
Does it mean that the private sector is now saying, “ We recognize
this problem,” and therefore, we have had this dramatic reduction
in the black unemployment rate, or does it mean that the unem-
ployment offices were closed in the urban centers because of the
loss of personnel and to weather? Which one would you opt for?

Ms. Norwoop. Mr. Mitchell, I would suggest the 16.8-percent
rate for blacks in January is roughly the same as that for October
and November and perhaps even for December, and that it is more
than two times the rate for whites.

The unemployment situation for our black population has not
improved for some time. It did not improve after the 1980 recession
and, although we have had a deterioration in the situation for
whites, we have continued to have high unemployment among the
black population.

Representative MrrcHeLL. That must be exceedingly good news
for those of my race. It's unchanged, maybe even a little worse. Did
the Senator leave? I'm sorry.

How many weeks is a typical worker now eligible for unemploy-
ment compensation?

Ms. Norwoob. I believe it’s 26. 'm not an authority on the un-
employment insurance system, but I think it’s 26 weeks, and there
is some supplementation in some States.

Representative MrrcHELL. Do you have any idea what proportion
of the unemployed have already exhausted their unemployment
benefits?

Ms. Norwoob. I'm not sure. The most recent figures for the eight
largest States where there is a large decline in employment appear
to be about what they have been in other recessions at this stage.
I'm n(i)t sure of the exact figures. We can try to get that for the
record.

Representative MrTcHELL. 1 would be interested in that because
the President, as you know, has requested some additional money
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for unemployment compensation benefits, $2.1 billion, and I'm
really curious as to whether that would be enough.

I indicated earlier that the plight of the unemployed is being
supplemented by the 5 pounds of cheese and the volunteer efforts
by the ladies auxiliary to the Kiwanis Club that makes cookies and
little things like that. I would need to know that figure to try to
find out whether the $2.1 billion that the President proposes to
handle the unemployment situation that he’s created will be suffi-
cient. If you could send me that, I would appreciate it.

Ms. Norwoob. I would be glad to.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record]:

FPersons exhausting State unemployment insurance benefits in 1981

JABOUATY ..o
FEDIUBTY ..ottt saeceeeeeseeeesseeee s s e oo s s s s
MBI ettt ettt
April .

May....... rt st seeeerteete it e e renees
UIIE ettt ss s et s e e ee et
July
AUGUSL ..o e ests st eese e et s e .
BOPBINBET ..ottt ettt seeese ettt s e
October ettt et
November......cocooceeeivinininn,

December ..........ccvecoennnn. .

Because many of these persons either got jobs or dropped out of the labor force in
subsequent months, it would not be appropriate to cumulate the monthly exhaus-
tion counts. Therefore, we are unable to estimate the proportion of the total unem-
ployed in any given month who are exhaustees.

Representative MrrcHELL. Thank you.

Representative Reuss. Congressman Long.

Representative LonG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Commissioner Norwood, you mentioned earlier that it might be
more appropriate to consider the ramifications of the unemploy-
ment situation now with respect to the recession of 1974-75 or
those immediately past rather than the big depression in the
1330’s. Can you give us some of your conclusions in a comparison of
that type and particularly do the job losses spread evenly, for ex-
ample, through the economy, or are some sectors weaker or strong-
er? Vghat type of comparison could you make that might be helpful
to us?

Ms. Norwoop. You will recall that the 1973-75 recession had
some lag in the rise of unemployment; therefore, the period for
comparison should begin with August 1974 when unemployment
really began to rise. What we find in that comparison is that the
declines in employment as well as the rise in unemployment is still
somewhat less than those in the 1974-75 period, and they are about
equal to or in some cases slightly more than the changes in the
1980 recession.

For example, there was a decline of about a million in the non-
agricultural payroll employment from July 1981 to January. In the
6-month period of the 1980 recession, there was a decline of a little
more than 700,000. In 1974-75 there was a decline of about
1,750,000.
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hR(?7presentative LonG. What type of conclusion do you draw from
that?

Ms. Norwoob. I believe that at this stage in the business cycle,
the unemployment increases and the employment declines are not
yet as severe as in the 1974-75 recession. The 1980 recession was a
very short one. It only lasted 6 months, but so far at least we have
not reached the kind of drops that we had in the 1974-75 recession.

Representative LoNG. How does the percentage of unemployed
blacks compare between those three periods? Do you have that in-
formation? '

Ms. Norwoob. Yes; I do. There has been a change in the unem-
ployment rate for the black population in the first 6 months of this
recession of 1.9 points. It was 2.4 points in the 1980 period and 4.3
in the 1974-75 period.

Representative LoNG. Translate those into overall percentages,
wogéd you please, of unemployment for blacks during the three pe-
riods. :

Ms. Norwoob. It's about a 15-percent change in the last 6
months as compared to roughly a little more than 40 percent in
1974-75.

Representative LoNGg. Meaning that it was much more acute
amongst blacks at that time than it is now?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir. Among whites too.

Representative LoNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Norwoop. May I just add that I think it's extremely impor-
tant to recognize that we started this recession from a much higher
unemployment rate?

Representative LoNG. Yes.

Ms. Norwoobp. And so we have a high-rate increase, but the in-
crease started from a higher rate.

Representative LoNG. Yes. This is alluding back to the point Con-
gressman Mitchell made or you made in response to him that it
continually had been high and had not really improved?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Representative LoNG. Thank you.

Representative REuss. Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Norwood, what was the survey week you just released on the
unemployment?

161\{11& Norwoob. It's the week including the 12th, the 10th to the
th.

Senator SARBANES. The 10th to the 16th of January?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Senator SARBANES. Now you say in your statement:

However, the drop in the unemployment rate was associated with a sharp decline

in the number of men in the labor force. Their participation rate was down half a
percentage point over the month.

That is the people who had opted out of being in the labor force;
is that what we are to understand?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Senator SARBANES. Does that figure correspond to the figure you
reported last month for that last quarter, when you had had the
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highﬁgt reported figure of nonparticipants in the labor force, as I
recall?

Ms. Norwoop. We had the highest reported number of people
who said they were looking for jobs, and therefore, were out of the
labor force, because they believed no jobs were available. Those
data are collected from a very small sample each month, and we
really only have reliable figures on a quarterly basis. That’s why 1
believe that one needs to be somewhat careful in interpreting these
data. It could be that men have left the labor force because they
are discouraged and feel that no jobs are available. It could also be
they left the labor force because the weather was very bad. It will
take us another couple months to be sure.

Senator SARBANES. Perhaps this question was asked earlier, but
if you had not had this sharp decline in the number of people in
the labor force, if they had been in the labor force at the levels of
%)22 previous month, what would the unemployment figure have

n?

Ms. Norwoon. It would have been higher. We'll calculate it. It
would probably have been about 8.8 or 8.9.

Senator SArBANES. So the drop reflected in the unemployment
rate figure is not a drop that comes from people finding jobs who
were unemployed, or more people being put to work, but comes
from the fact that the number of people looking for work dropped
because a significant number opted out of the labor force for the
month,; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. That'’s right. I think the troubling part of these
data is that there has continued to be a decline in employment and
that the decline was more than 200,000 in January among manu-
facturing industries. The payrolls have been reduced. That’s why I
said in my statement that I gzlieve that these data do not suggest a
real improvement in the labor market situation.

Senator SarBaNEs. In fact, if you assume that a lot of these
people have gone out of the labor market because they are just con-
vinced that there aren’t any jobs to be found—have good reason to
believe that despite the 24 pages of want ads—then if their attitude
changed and they all flooded back into the labor force, you could
anticipate the unemployment rate really going up very markedly.
To some extent, the degree of unemployment is being understated
because a significant number of people aren’t even in the labor
force and therefore are not counted to determine the unemploy-
ment rate?

Ms. Norwoob. That is, of course, possible, Senator Sarbanes. The
labor force data tend to jump a bit from one month to the next. If
you look at this over a period of time you see that we have had a
pretty steady rise in unemployment. December’s rise was particu-
larly steep. The January change may be a slight correction of that
or it may be some different phenomenon. .

Senator SArRBANES. I'm interested in your table on the Vietnam
veterans. You have a special table on that. That’s A-10.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SarBanEs. As I understand that—let me see if I under-
stand it. You don’t have one for nonveterans total 25 years and
older; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. That’s right.



34

Senator SARBANES. For comparison purposes, I have to go to the
second figure at the top. In any event, the unemployment rate
among Vietnam-era veterans which was running a little better in
January 1981 is now running worse; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Senator SARBANES. Is there any explanation for that? We've
spent a great deal of effort to try to provide job opportunities for
Vietnam-era veterans. There have been various programs and a
year ago they were apparently having some effect because at least
some of their rates seemed to be better than the nonveterans. But
now they seem to be exceeding the nonveterans in every respect.

Ms. Norwoobp. We are, of course, in a different stage of the busi-
ness cycle now than we were then. Also, I think it's important to
recognize that this is a rather small group and that it is very diffi-
cult to develop data that have very great accuracy about them.

Generally speaking, over a long period of time, the experience of
the veterans is pretty close to the experience of others of that age
group, but they do have a somewhat harder time I think getting a
job. I think that’s about all one can read from the data.

Senator SArRBANES. Thank you.

Representative REuss. Congressman Long.

Representative LonG. Commissioner Norwood, going back to the
comparison you were making between the two prior recessions and
this one, what is the geographic impact of this recession as com-
pared to the geographic impact of the prior two recessions?

Ms. Norwoob. The 1980 recession began with construction and
automobile manufacturing. This recession has begun with auto-
mobiles and the housing industry already depressed at the begin-
ning of the recession. It has focused even more sharply in durable
manufacturing and, therefore, in those areas of the country that
are affected by durable manufacturing. So we have the north cen-
tral part of the country affected because of machinery, steel, auto-
mobile manufacturing; and we have the northwest, which is the
large lumber area, affected by the housing industry. They are
worse off in terms of unemployment than other parts of the coun-
try. .
Representative LoNG. Then compared to the prior two recessions,
it’s not as evenly distributed as it was in the prior two recessions—
unemployment is not?

Ms. Norwoon. It is more concentrated.

Representative LoNa. It's more concentrated in the areas to
which you referred?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Representative LonG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Representative REuss. Congressman Mitchell.

Representative MrrcHELL. Just one last question. You were very
kind and explained that the drop in unemployment in January was
due to seasonal factors, yet at the same time you pointed out indi-
cations of further deterioration in the economy—big job losses in
construction and manufacturing. I think you said in nondurable
goods also, and declines in the hours worked and a real increase in
unemployment. Then you concluded by saying that the situation
did not improve.
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Do these factors which you cite suggest that we will see a contin-
ued increase in unemployment reaching the magical objective of 10
percent sought by the administration? }

Ms. Norwoob. Well, I'm not sure, Congressman Mitchell. All
that I can tell you is that the unemployment rate tends to lag for
at least a month or two. It tends to continue to go up even after
the whole economy has turned around.

Representative MrrcHeLL. Then we would expect an increase in
unemployment generally in the month of February?

Ms. Norwoob. I never expect anything. I'm most interested in
seeing what happens.

Representative MiTcHELL. Well, you're such a wonderful person.
I expect it because I think I know what the objective is. Thank you.

Representative Reuss. Commissioner Norwood, turning from jobs
to prices, in his State of the Union address last week the President
said, “We have brought inflation down faster than we thought we
could,” and Mr. David Stockman over the weekend on the televi-
sion expressed the same ‘look, ma, no hands; we did better than
we thought” joyously.

I have a little difficulty with this because the official forecast of
the administration, the most recent one last July, on the Consumer
Price Index was that it would rise in 1981 by 8.6 percent. Is it not a
fact that the actual increase on a fourth-quarter to fourth-quarter
basis was 9.6 percent?

Ms. Norwoob. The over-the-year rate of change in the Consumer
Price Index for all consumer prices as of December was 8.9 percent.
Over the last 3 months the seasonally adjusted annual rate has
been 5.3 percent. I think perhaps that’s what they were referring
to

Representative Reuss. Even 89 percent is a greater increase
than 8.6 percent as was predicted, was it not?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, it’s higher.

Representative REuss. Could this then be another case of what
Mr. Stockman so well stated in the Atlantic Monthly article in
which he said: “None of us really understands what’s going on with
all these numbers"?

Ms. Norwoob. I can’t speak for Mr. Stockman or anybody else in
the administration. I do think that there was a focus on the
changes over the last several months and there has been a slacken-
ing in the rate of inflation over the last several months.

Representative Reuss. Thank you. I have one additional ques-
tion, Commissioner Norwood, which is quite technical and has to
do with alternatives, X-1, X-2, X-3, X-4, and X-5 to the official
CPl. Rather than put this question to you, which has been pre-
pared by staff and which I don’t think I understand—I'm not even
sure I could read it—may I present this to you in writing and
would you be kind enough to answer it?

Ms. Norwoob. Certainly, if we can.

[Th;]following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:
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Response oF HoN. JANET L. Norwoop To WRITTEN QUESTION POSED BY
REPRESENTATIVE REUSS

Question. The administration has recently claimed credit for the drop in inflation,
as measured -by the official CPI, from 12.4 percent in 1980 to 8.9 percent in 1981
(measured on a December-to-December basis), an impressive drop of 3.5 percentage
points. However, you publish five alternative versions of the CPI. The drop in infla-
tion was much less than this with all of the other measures, and two of the alterna-
tive indices actually rose faster than in 1980:

Rate of increase (percent) 1981 change
Measure —————— it inflation

1980 1981 (percent)
Official CPi 124 8.9 ~35
Afternative X1 10.8 8.5 —25
Alternative X2 128 137 +09
Alternative X3 119 135 +16
Alternative X4 120 9.5 —25
Alternative X5 113 9.1 —22

Could you provide for the record an analysis of why the results differ so much?
What in your opinion is the best measure? Doesn’t the official CPI significantly
overstate the true drop in inflation last year?

Answer. Differences among rates of change in 1980 and 1981 in the official CPI
and the 5 experimental measures reflect, ultimately, differences in the definition of
each. Experimental indexes X-1, X-2, and X-3 are of the type referred to as “flow-
of-services” measures. They attempt to estimate the value of housing services con-
sumed by the homeowner and thus eliminate the investment aspects of owning a
home. The X-1 index attempts to measure changes in the rental value of owned
housing and uses the residential rent component of the CPIL. The sharp deceleration
in the rate of increase in the homeownership component of the official CPI, from an
increase of 16.5 percent in 1980 to 10.1 percent in 1981 (see table below), was due
mostly to smaller increases in house prices and mortgaging cost in 1981 than in
1980. These two elements, by definition, are not included in the X-1 experimental
measure whose homeownership component showed a much smaller deceleration—up
8.5 percent in 1981 compared with 9.1 percent in 1980.

HOMEOWNERSHIP COMPONENT

Rate of increase Change

Relative importance December 1980 (percent) Measure (percent) lggglm

1980 1981 (percent)
228 Official CPI 16.5 10.1 —b.4
14.5 Alternative X1 9.1 8.5 —0.6
11.4 Alternative X2 25.0 454 +204
10.0 Alternative X3 19.8 545 4347
100 Alternative X4 20.0 159 —41
8.7 Afternative X5 145 149 +04

The experimental measures X-2 and X-3 estimate changes in the value of hous-
ing services consumed by homeowners through the “user cost” approach to measur-
ing the “flow-of-services.” This method includes mortgaging costs and, as is the offi-
cial CP], is affected by changes in house prices and mortgage interest rates. Howev-
er, the user cost measures also include an element which adjusts for the fact that
appreciation in house values benefits the homeowner. Specifically, appreciation in
house values is counted in part as an offset to other homeownership expenses in the
user cost approach. The X-2 and X-3 measures actually rose more in 1981 than in
1982 largely because the slowdown in house price increases in 1981 resulted in a
smaller offset to other homeownership costs than in the previous year.

The experimental indexes X-4 and X-5 are referred to as “outlays” measures. In
a sense they attempt to estimate what consumers pay out each month for shelter
services. These measures include mortgaging costs. The X-4 index includes current
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mortgage interest rates and the increase in its homeownership component accord-
ingly decelerated noticably in 1981. A 15-year average of mortgaging costs is em-
ployed in X-5 and its homeownership component, being much less sensitive to cur-
rent interest rates, actually rose slightly more in 1981 than in 1980. It is important
to note that the homeownership components of all 5 experimental measures repre-
sent smaller shares of their respective index’s overall weight than does the home-
ownership component of the official CPI. In other words, changes in homeownership
costs have a smaller impact on the overall indexes in the experimental measures
than they do in the official CPI. Thus, the differences in rates of change observed
between 1980 and 1981 result both from differences in how shelter costs are estimat-
ed and from differences in relative weights assigned to homeowners’ shelter costs
among the 6 measures.

For the reasons set forth in my announcement that the approach to homeowner-
ship costs in the CPI would be changed to a rental equivalence measure, I believe
that currently the CPI-U-X1 represents the best estimate of the impact of changes
in the cost of shelter services. There clearly is considerable controversy about which
method of measuring homeownership costs is most appropriate for the CPL Some
believe that the official CPI overstated the rate of inflation when interest rates and
house prices were rising rapidly and understates the rate of inflation now that they
are rising more slowly. If one abstracts from the homeownership issue, however, it
is clear that slowdown in the rate of advance in prices was widespread in 1981; all
major categories of consumer spending, except medical care, rose less than they did
in 1980. The rate of increase in a special purpose index, which excludes homeowner-
ship costs all together, went from 11 percent in 1980 to 8.5 percent in 1981.

Re ?resentative REeuss. Are there any further questions from the
panel?

[No response.]

Representative MrrcHELL. If not, as always, we are most grateful,
Commissioner Norwood, Mr. Layng and Mr. Plewes. Thank you for
helping us and you may now step down and we’ll hear from Mr. Eli
Ginzberg, director of the Conservation of Human Resources at Co-
lumbia University and former Chairman of the National Commis-
sion for Employment Policy. We also expect to hear from Leon
Keyserling. Is he here? Mr. Keyserling, would you come up too and
take your place at the witness table? Mr. Keyserling, an old friend
of this committee, is president of the Conference on Economic Prog-
ress and former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers in
the Truman administration. :

Incidentally, both of you have submitted prepared statements for
which we are grateful, and they will, under the rule and without
objection, be received in full in the record, and we will now ask you
to proceed.

STATEMENT OF ELI GINZBERG, HEPBURN PROFESSOR EMERI-
TUS OF ECONOMICS AND DIRECTOR, CONSERVATION OF
HUMAN RESOURCES, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

Mr. GinzerG. I would like to begin if 1 may, Mr. Chairman, b
dividing my brief oral comments into first, how one should thin
about the current unemployment problem and, second, what one
can and cannot do about it.

In terms of thinking about the subject, I would differentiate the
present unemployment into three major sets of causes and I think
making distinctions is important. If one doesn’t see a subject right
one’s policy is not likely to be very good.

The first major cause of current unemployment is that we have
been pursuing an anti-inflationary policy which is connected with
these high interest rates, which in turn have put a real damper on
a substantial part of the goods-sector of the economy.
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The second part of the trouble lies in terms of the unemployment
that comes out of our “structural” troubles. We have people who
are not readily absorbable into the labor force and we have indus-
tries that are very badly affected by their national and internation-
al competitive position, like automobiles and automobile suppliers.
So you have whole areas in the Midwest that are in real serious
trouble. So that’s what I would call a structural difficulty.

Then I think we have, in addition to these two, the anti-inflation-
ary and the structural, cyclical unemployment which is the result
of the general weakening of the economy. We can keep on being in
recession I believe for quite a while, and that’s still another kind of
unemployment.

Now I'm impressed with the fact that practically no European or

other developed economy is able to run very tight these days,
which means that it’s not easy to get rid of the cyclical unemploy-
ment because to run the economy very tight means that you prob-
ably invite still more inflationary pressures. The only people who
are escaping that, as far as I can see, are Japan and Sweden. The
Germans’ latest report says that unemployment is almost 7.5 per-
cent, which is extraordinary for Germany.

Second, I don’t think that going for public service employment
now would make much sense, either the old-fashioned public works
nor soft public works, because by the time you got them going I
would hope the recession would be a little bit behind us.

The third thing I want to say is, that having watched the $80 bil-
lion of Federal funds that we expended in manpower since 1962
when be began with MDTA, I don’t think we gave the people who
were the most unemployable much help. We did very little for the
hard-to-employ out of those $80 billion because we did not have in
this country at any time over the two decades a serious skill train-
ing program in which we made sizable investments in the people
that needed help, with the possible single exception of the Job
Corps. That’s about the only exception.

We really used our manpower moneys mostly for income transfer
moneys and a little bit of training but not serious.

In terms of the tax programs that we used, both the employment
tax credit and the targeted tax credit, I think we have to say that
neither the Treasury nor the Department of Labor ever got very
enthusiastic about them. Such programs are very hard to put into
order and to run without giving sizable windfall profits. The evi-
dence suggests that we can do a little bit with tax credits targeted

on employment, but I don’t really have a great deal of enthusiasm

about the approach.

Finally, I have been studying the European efforts to help strick-
en areas, what the British call distressed areas and what the other
countries call high unemployment areas, and one of the things that
bothers me about their efforts has been that you can use up a lot of
national capital without being able to turn such areas around.

If an industry and a whole area is in serious economic trouble—
and I began my studies in south Wales in the coal mining area in
1939, so I have some direct experience as a researcher—it is very
hard to turn such a sector of the economy around, no matter how
much money you spend. You may make the people’s problems



39

worse if you don't help to get them out of there unless of course
the economic base can be turned around.

I go up to Martha's Vineyard in the summer. I have been wait-
ing for two generations for New Bedford and Fall River to turn
themselves around. They got into trouble in the late twenties and
they are still not out of that trouble. So that when you’re dealing
with geographically concentrated problems, I believe, for better or
worse, that one has to rely quite a lot on getting the people to
move, although occasionally you can get some new industry to
move in.

Now what to do about all of this?

No. 1, I do not believe that the Federal Government, powerful as
it is, has all the instruments at its control—there’s no single ap-
proach that will work. You're not going to be able to get cyclical
unemployment, high interest rate unemployment, and the structur-
al unemployment cured through one approach.

In the sixties, from 1965-69, when we had a booming econom
due to Vietnam and other reasons, we still had disturbingly hig|
black youth unemployment rates in this country. So you can have
i:;lbig booming economy and certain subgroups can still have trou-

es.

I think if we try to do what we've tried to do in the past—every
time we get into a recession try to push out new money fast—we
will have what is called a hiccough economy. We will get some
people back to work a little faster and then pretty soon we will run
into other problems or interest rate problems, and we will have to
stop the very expansionary policies that we have started.

I think that in an economy in which we have been having wage
and price increases year after year out of all relationship to our
productivity—although I don’t believe that the productivity figures
are as bad as they are reported, because we don't reflect the service
sector correctlg—l think that unless we can get some new under-
standings in the area of labor-management bargaining, we simply
will have perpetual inflationary pressures continuing on and there
will be nothing we can do on the monetary side or the tax side that
will help us very much.

I think that to cope better with cyclical unemployment we have
to try to strengthen the Ul system. I would not go beyond 39 weeks
without tying it into some kind of manpower training or mobility
allowances, because after 39 weeks—we once pai§ Ul for 65
weeks—1I think you contribute to the inertia on the part of people
to look for new jobs.

I don’t think any of our unemployment out there, not any sub-
stantial amount of it has anything to do with the loss of the work
ethic. I've never believed in that doctrine. I think it has to do with
a weak demand for labor. It's very soft. You can see it. I did not
hear Ms. Norwood'’s testimony, but I read the report and the reduc-
tion in the employment-population ratio and the increasing num-
bers of people who are not in the labor force makes it clear to me
that it's soft demand that’s at the back of rising unemployment.

I think that we have a serious long-term problem in this coun-
try—I come from New York—to ma%(e sure that the youngsters
coming out of school develop one way or another minimum employ-
ability skills. We do not have that at the moment. In New York
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City we still have quite a lot of jobs, but we import 600,000 people a
day because the local population is not able to handle those jobs
effectively.

With respect to the stricken areas of the Midwest, I would move
as follows: 1 would put some heat on defense contractors in connec-
tion with interstate clearances of the Job Service to open up some
of their new jobs for capable factory workers who are unemployed
who have a long history of good job performance and who need
help. One must help them to find new jobs.

I would consider a Federal loan program for communities which
indicate that they have some local planning capability and may be
able to interest some new industries to come in. They need some
help on borrowing to do that.

I think we should consider the more flexible use of UI funds to
include mobility allowances and maybe some retraining.

I am not enthusiastic from what I have yet seen about the enter-
prise zone program, but since it’s the only initiative that I’ve heard
the administration suggest so far about the inner cities, I don’t
want to prejudge it. But I don’t think that enterprise zones with
just the use of tax benefits are going to turn around the parts of
New York that I know need turning around.

I would like to remind everybody of a speech that a not very
radical chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, Arthur Burns,
made in 1975 at the University of Georgia. I had been talking with
Arthur for a year that one couldn’t follow an anti-inflationary
policy in this country unless one could be sure that in banking the
fires of inflation one didn't increase unemployment. So I said,
“Arthur, you've got to work that out. Qur Commission will help as
long as you make sure you don’t get people thrown out of work
with an anti-inflation program.” He made a speech in Georgia in
which he said he thought the Government should be the employer
of last resort and he put in that little twist at 10 percent below the
minimum wage. Mr. Meany didn’t like it. But in talking before the
Joint Economic Committee, I would like to remind you that Sena-
tor Humphrey got up in the Senate and said he thought that was a
major contribution to the thinking of the country, that with a
conservative Republican in the White House the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board saw the need for a new structure beyond
the marketplace to help care for people who could not find jobs.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ginzberg follows:]
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PrEPARED STATEMENT oF ELi GINZBERG

1. Nobody should pay particular attention to any single month's figures
absut unemployment. The trend is what counts and the trend appears to be
definitely upward. Greenspan, and many other forecasters, talk about the
unemployment rate going above 10 percent in the months ahead.

2. Ancther reason for nct paying undue attention to any one month's figures
is my restiveness about what our basic reporting systems Jeave out such as
activity in the “off the record economy™ which I suspect continues to grow
at a differentially rapid rate. [ alsc am uneasy aboul much of the litera-
ture on "productivity" because of weaknesses in the data collection because
of a failure to capture "quality” changes - i.e., in computers or in ser-
vices such as hospital care, efc.

3. The high and rising U.S. unemployment rate resulls from the compounding
of the following:

-_Anti-Inflationary Policy: Migh interest rates with their adverse
impact on autos, construction, and other areas dependent on consumer
credit. Roughly ! percent drop in infiation leads to 1 percent in-
crease in unemployment for 2 yeers., Not much of a policy.

--Structural difficulties offecting groups {(hard-to-employ minority
youth) and locations whose industrial base has been severely weakened

{autos and suppliers),
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--Cyclical - general weakening of the economy with bankruptcies, Tow
investment, etc. leéding to tighter cost controls resulting in dis- -
missals, layoffs and postponed hiring.

4. A review of U.S. employment policy, further informed by an assessment of
the employment policies of other large OECD countries, suggests:

--The preconditions for running the economy very tight, with corre-
spondingly low unemployment, no longer exist in mos; countries with
the possible exception of Japan and Sweden. The inflationary poten-
tial and balance of payments concerns age being given priority.

--Public sector job creation, public workg?or soft public works can't
be effectively implemented as a countef—cyc]ica] device. The do]]ars‘
go out and the jobs come on stream too slowly. The National Commis-
sion for Employment Policy repeatedly advised against resort to PSE
as a counter-cyclical measure. In my view counter-cyclical PSE real-
1y undermined the long term contribution of CETA to help the disad-
vantaged.

--Despite the expenditure of over $80 billions on Employment and Train-
ing programs since MDTA in 1962 relatively little was directed at
serious skill training for the hard-to-employ, training of 12 months
or so, with opportunities for remedial education included. Job
Corps, for those who stayed the course, had a good record.

--The various tax-based incentive programs to expand employment in
general or for targeted groups in particular, both in U.S, and
abroad, suggest some potential at sustainable costs, although some

firms will get windfalls for hiring persons whom they would have
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anyway. But this tax approach to job creation does not appear to
provide a major answer to substantial unemployment.

_-Furopean countries, particularly the United Kingdom, but to a lesser
extenl Sweden, Germany, France have entered upon targeted subsidies
to help out regions and industries that have been hard hit by struc-
tural changes. In my view, most of these cfforts have been costly to
the Treasury and have prolcnged the agony of the shifts of capital
and labor that must occur in an gpen economy if a country is not to
lose its competitive edge. They may hav; some potential if aimed to
speed necessary shifts in the economy.

5. findings and Recommendations:

--There is no one policy intervention that can be effective with re-
spect to all types of unemp loyment,

_.The most effective approach to restraining unemployment is to have
the economy run "taut® as it did for most of the years between 1963-
§3. Even then, mingrity youth unemployment was high because of the
gap in skills batween job ceekers and what employers needed.

_-Bacause of the inflationary potential in the economy trying to run it
eyaut" will lead to short booms followed by necessary cooling off
periods to contain the inflation thet brings unemployment in its
wake,

__-What this means is that the classic Keynesian response to spend one's
way out of a recession is not appropriate in inflation-prone econd-
mics.

--But if unemployment is to be partially contained while the inflation-
ary virus resulting from high deficits and wage-price spirals is
being drawn out of the system, we need new labor-management undertak-~
ings about wage settlements that will keep wage increases in some
reasonable balance w{th productivity gains. One of the few favorable
signs on the horizon is more realistic wage bargaining linked to more

appropriate pricing behavior.
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--As far as cyclical unemployment is concerned, major reliance should
be placed on extending UI but probably not beyond 39-weeks without
some training-mobility requirements attacped. Current unemployment
primarily reflects lack of demand.

--PSE should not be resorted to as a counte;-cyclical device.

--There is need for a stronger long-term federal policy aimed at help-
ing hard-to-employ young people to acquire the skills and competences
they require to become and remain employable. It is essential that
such efforts involve closer local linkages among schools, employers,
and labor. Only through human capital accumulation can the poor get
a job and also one that has promise of leading to a better one with
more income.

--There is no tested way for the federal governmentxto intervene di-
rectly to help "turn around" strickened areas and industries suffer-
ing from structural changes in the market; However, the federal
government should aim to improve its interstate Job Service clearance
system; provide retraining funds where indicated; encourage or insist
that government contractors hire a percentage of "dislocated" work-
ers, etc. Federal loan assistance to strickened communities that
have a plan for revitalization should be explored.

--Enterprise zones that rely solely on tax incentives are not likely to
assist those most in need of jobs. Such programs to have a chance of
succeeding must be linked to skill training programs.

6. The present no-win game of trying to get inflation down at the cost of
pushing unemployment up helps to explain why in 1975, Arthur F. Burns, the
then Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, recognized that a Tong-term
attack on inflation should be linked to positive employment policy. He
recommended (University of Georgia speech) that the federal government be-
come the employer of last resort, offering a job to anybody who wanted to
work at 10 percent below the minimum wage. Mr. Meany attacked the proposal

but Senator‘Humphrey spoke favorably of it.
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Representative Reuss. Thank you very much, Mr. Ginzberg. Are
you able to stay with us?

Mr. GinzBeRG. Yes; I can stay with you, definitely.

Representative Reuss. Fine. Then, Mr. Keyserling, we are de-
lighted to hear from you and then we will examine both of you.

STATEMENT OF LEON H. KEYSERLING,' PRESIDENT,
CONFERENCE ON ECONOMIC PROGRESS

Mr. KeyseruiNG. 'm very glad, Mr. Chairman, that my good
friend, Professor Ginzberg, had the opportunity to talk to Arthur
Burns for an hour—or was it a day?

Mr. GINZBERG. A year.

Mr. KeyserLING. I wish he had had the opportunity to talk to
him for 10 years, and I also wish I had the opportunity, from what
I just heard, to talk to my friend before he talked to Arthur Burns.

Now, I have been asked to talk about unemployment. I can't iso-
late it from other matters. I have never believed—certainly not
with the mass unemployment that we have now—that the unem-
ployed are to be explained mainly by their personal characteristics,
scrutinized or divided into segments. They are all basically people
and they are, for the predominant part, unemployed for the same
reason. The economy is operating miserably and has been operat-
ing miserably for a long time.

I suffer from the liability of having been around too long, and I
vividly remember before World War II we heard every explanation
of unemployment that we hear now. They were too old or too
young to work; they were too black; they didn’t run across the
street to get a job; they preferred unemployment relief; they need
to be trained and retrained. But then the Nation recognized that
people and jobs were needed; namely, when we got into World War
11, and they became employed.

It wasn’t because we were in a war; during the Vietnam war em-
ployment increased. It was because we recognized that people are
needed and the people who are too old to work and the women and
the blacks who had never had industrial opportunity before and
the trained and untrained—they marched into the factories and
they performed well and most of the people who were unemgloyed
need to be trained on the job anyway, and even if they didn't, you
can't train them until you know what jobs to train them for, until
the jobs are there.

The jobs are not there now. The economists, for the most part,
whether advising the Government or not advising the Government,
have fallen into the miasma of confusion of not distinguishing be-
tween how many people are unemployed and who gets selected for
unemployment. If they had analyzed the situation at the time
when the Titanic sank, they'd say that the men drowned and the
women and children were saved because the men had the special
characteristic of being men. They drowned because the boats sank
and there weren’t enough lifeboats to go around. The different
choice that would have been made under a different law of the sea
would have been that the women and children drowned and the

t Chairman, Counci! of Economic Advisers under President Truman.

99-700 O—82——4¢
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men were saved, but still the number of people who drowned was
because there weren’t enough lifeboats and they couldn’t train
themselves in a quicky course in learning how to swim the 300 icy
miles to New York Harbor.

And second, I do think there’s need, a vital need, for a perma-
nent, long-range, well-thought-out program of permament public
employment—for two reasons. First—and this is amplified on some
of my charts which I won’t burden you with now—the long-range
technological trends have such that for a long, long time the rate
of output per man employed or women employed—despite the tem-
porary aberrations in the form of productivity which I will come
to—rose immensely and consequently the technological displace-
ment of workers was immense.

I believe in the automobile industry, even before the automobile
industry got into its current troubles, it was employing several
hundred thousand fewer people to produce automobiles than it had
been and the size of the union grew because it had gone into aero-
space and other things. This applies to most of our basic industries.

The second and even more important reason why there is a need
for a long-range, thought-out program of public employment is that
there are many things the Nation needs that can be done only pub-
licly and will be done only publicly. I don’t even need to mention
them. They relate to the Department of Education which is now
being slashed and they rate to some types of housing and they
relate to many aspects of health services. They relate to the rescue
of the infrastructure of our cities which are decaying. They are all
well know. '

The only thing that’s standing in the way is not economic im-
peratives. The only thing that is standing in the way is that we
have erected into a cardinal principle of our national thinking that
much of what the Government does is bad as against anything that
anybody else does. We have denigrated the role of government.
Handing out tax benefits to private companies to improve cigarette
plants has become more valued than public investment in health
services or education, and we see that all around, both in thought
and in action, and we’ve got to get hold of this.

So I advocate a large-scale, long-range program of public employ-
ment, financed in the main by the Federal Government, in terms
of our national priorities allowing for what the States and local
gove(xl'nments can do alone and allowing for what Federal assistance
can do.

Now, having said this, what I said about unemployment also
means that the unemployment problem cannot be sensibly at-
tacked by talking just about unemployment. We've got to be talk-
ing about what’s wrong with the Nation’s policy and what causes
unemployment, what’s wrong with taxation, what’s wrong with the
money policy, what’s wrong with the housing program which is the
second or third most important factor in the whole economy,
what’s wrong with the policies of the Federal Reserve Board.

First, let me read a paragraph from my prepared statement, in
which I generally describe what's wrong. “National economic
policy is in an utter disarray. The Government is trying to stimu-
late the economy but the tax cuts toward that end are misdirected
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in their composition and, in any event, are being counteracted by
budget cuts which are straining the economy.”

Now to show the extent of the decline, which has nothing to do
with what the detailed public programs should be or the detailed
outlays, 40 years ago you couldn’t have marshaled a corporal’s
guar responsibly who would not have recognized that massive

udget cuts are restraining the economy and at a higher multiple
ratio than even the best tax cuts stimulate it, much less the worst
ones.

We have so declined in our national thinking that even Nobel
Prize winners tell us we need a looser monetary policy and a
tighter fiscal policy. What does that mean? Does it mean that we
need a tighter fiscal policy to hold back the economy at the same
time as looser monetary policy to push it up? Does it mean that we
can accomplish through monetary policy many of the specific
things which can be accomplished only through direct and well di-
rected public investment?

Even to the extent that fiscal policy is stimulating on net bal-
ance, it is being more than counterbalanced by Federal Reserve
policy designed to be repressive. In the view of the most optimistic
estimates of a turnaround, which are not yet supported by solid
evidence, the reported upturn is not hapgen'mg.

Now the next deal we get into—and I'm trying to be only quali-
tative, is the shortrun idea. One month, the top priority is unem-
E‘lo ent. The next month, it's inflation. The next month, it's the

eral deficit. It's always short range and now we witness the
monstrosity of one of the most distinguished and enlightened
former Chairmen of the Council of Economic Advisers advising this
body that we’'d better watch out because things may be pretty good
next year. Maybe there will only be 8 million unemployed. Maybe
we will be in an upturn, albeit of short duration, and everybody is
forecasting a short duration.

This is like a man out in the water and every time his head bobs
up the people on the wharf, instead of providing any real assist-
ance, shout, “Hurrah, he’s up again.” I don’t care much whether
the upturn comes in 3 months or 6 months or 9 months, and I don’t
know and none of the people who pretend to know know, and they
don’t know how big it will be. But I do know—and this is what
they all should know—is that whatever the upturn may be, it is
merely a part of a long-range problem that is universal, uniform,
has had the same causes, and needs the same remedies.

Since World War II, we've had eight recessions, eight periods of
stagnation, eight aborted upturns, each of which has left us at its

for the most part with more unemployment than at the
trough of the previous recession. We had more unemployment at
the peak of the upturn last year before the latest recession—more
unemployment than we had at the trough of an earlier few years
back. This is an appalling record for an American economy which
has as much resources, as much potential, as much skills, as much
strength, as much of everything, as it ever had; and, moreover, it’s
a bad policy and it’s caused a loss since 1953 in total national prod-
uct, measured in last year’s dollars, three times as great as our
total national product last year. Since 1958, we have had 80 million
years of unnecessary unemployment.
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What do we do to turn this around? The first item I have already
stated. We need to stop expounding that the Government is by defi-
nition to be pillared, denigrated, and stripped, that 50 States can
assume the more important national priority programs and that 50
of them will have less bureaucracy and less inefficiency and be
more responsive to the needs of the country and have the economic
means to do it that the Federal Government hasn’t got.

Second, we need billions of dollars of increase in public outlays
in support of a more efficient way of stimulating the economy. It’s
the only way of meeting many national priority needs. We are
many, many billions of dollars short and that needs to be corrected.

We need to distinguish between the value of tax reduction and
the value of public outlays. They are not indistinguishable. You
can’'t say, we'll do one or the other, and you certainly can’t say,
we’ll inconsistently reduce outlays to retard the economy and
reduce taxes to stimulate the economy. Further, tax reduction does
not have the same function as increased public outlays. The public
outlays should be determined first on the basis of needs for a fully
employed economy, and then the taxes should be varied to reduce
inflation or further stimulate the economy depending on the condi-
tion or the economy.

Determining the tax policy independent of the spending policy or
in conflict with the spending policy forgets what both are about
and forgets what fiscal policy means.

We need to have the Government exercise its necessary supervi-
sion of the Federal Reserve System which for 49 years, to my
knowledge—and increasingly during the past 10 years—has been
on a reckless, unconscionable, senseless binge of driving up infla-
tion by tripling the cost of money, of ruining some of our greatest
industries. It is claimed that the money policy is too expansionary,
when in fact in real terms in the last few years the money growth
rate has been negative, and it’s the real growth rate of the money
supply that needs to be related to the requirements for real eco-
nomic growth.

We need to reverse the trend in housing drastically. We are now
moving toward cutting out entirely publicly financed housing and
reducing aid to various types of private housing. We have let the
rate of construction fall from 2 million to 800,000 with no plan to
reverse it, but rather to do worse.

Finally, nothing is being put together. Not only is each program
wrong and damaging, but each program is inconsistent with the
other one. It’s a miracle to get programs that are all wrong and at
the same time get programs that are inconsistent. It’s better to be
consistent and right. We had that in World War II. We equally had
it the nearly 7 years I served President Truman when there was no
war half of the time. We had it during the first years of Walter
Heller in the Kennedy-Johnson administrations, before there was
any Vietnam war, and the principles are the same as for big busi-
ness. First, you have to have a set of specific targets. You can’t
even talk about reducing unemployment unless you know how
much and when. Is there any observed national policy now that
tells us how much unemployment is to be reduced and when? How
can we then know what to do with tax policy or money policy or
any of the others?
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Second, we need a tableau of the relationship between invest-
ment and consumption which has gone all wrong, and while we
continue to attempt to incite the economy to action by all kinds of
reckless bonanzas to stimulate investment, we are forgetting en-
tirely about the income distribution and the private consumption
and the public consumption, which is really public outlays. We are
cutti}?g both private and public consumption or letting them lan-
quish.

We tried that in 1964. It worked for a year and a half. We keep
trying it over and over again, more and more and worse and worse,
and the financial journals, which were the main huzzah raisers for
this policy a year and a half ago and others who were calling it the
most momentous achievement in the history of legislation—the fi-
nancial journals are shaking their heads and saying it hasn’t
worked.

The reason it hasn’'t worked is obvious. Nobody is going to invest
very much more when they are operating at 75 percent of capacity,
which is average for the American economy, and nobody is going to
invest very much more when the sales aren’t there and aren’t fore-
seeable. It is wrong to increase the net tax take either now or next
year when we are in a deep recession. It is essential to change the
composition, to have some change in the nature of the business tax
reductions and shift some of them to personal after-tax disposable
income, and to use some of it so that the Government does not pro-
gressively shrink in any proper definition of what the Federal Gov-
ernment should do. And we need to get the Federal Reserve Board
on the track by leaving it no longer the only functioning body in
the United States that is in fact responsible to nobody. Congress is
responsible to the President and vice versa, and the Supreme Court
can check both, and at least the Congress can check the Supreme
Court. Nobody is checking the Federal Reserve Board.

They need a different kind of membership, more representative.
They need more responsibility to the people. They need some con-
gressional standards as to interest rates and money supply and
some variations in credit as to relative priority needs, and the
same as to interest rates.

Mr. Chairman, this is about all I can say in a short time, but,
believe you me, it is very discouraging to observe what has been
going on in this great country for the past 10 years—this unravel-
ing deterioration in commonsense and in learning from experience
in national policies. Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Keyserling follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF LEON H. KEYSERLING

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Including my appearances before this Committee when I was on the Council of Economic
Advisers guring the Truman Administration and those since leaving the Government in
early 1953, I have come before this Committee in person 18 times, and in addition
prepared Invited Comments for the use of the Committee 13 times. As some privileges are
usually accorded to the old and outdated if not senile, I now petition you for a con-
tinuation of your patience and tolerance, despite the impolite and impolitie frankness
of the message I shall attempt to deliver which may be Jarring to some.

My heart goes out to this Committee for its almost eternal willingness to hear
what I have to say, which is more than some others have been willing to do. But I am
less than exuberant, and this applies far more to those in the Executive Branch and else-
where than to this Committee, about the lack of policy responsiveness to what I have had
to say. More important, lack of responsiveness to the uncontestable facts I .ha.ve set
forth concerning decades of actual experience and developments in the unequalled labora-
tory of the American economy in action. Under these circumstances, and influenced by
the commemoration during the past week of the 100th birthday of Franklin D. Roosevelt,

I shall draw upon what he said in his first inaugural and speak here today with the un-
pleasant frankness which our recent and current economic troubles seem to me to demand.
It may be that my setting forth the facts -about what has actually been happening, and
broadly speaking,vthe vindication of my analyses by unfolding events, have not made more
of a dent Jjust because the facts and charts which I have presented in the past have been
too‘ numerous and complex to facilitate distinction between the trees and the forest.

I shall therefore attempt today to hit the high points by being more qualitative tha.n'
quantitative, and to deal more with analyses and conclusions than with detailed facts.

" Yet I have lost none of my conviction that disregard of the facts and the lessons they teach
is the main reason why national economic policies, and those economists both inside and
outside the Government who have been so heavily implicated in the determination of thes_e
policies, have fallen so far short in terms of the generally poor results obtained. It
may seem.brash for me to point out that, during almost 6-1/2 years on the first Council
of Economic Advisers under the Employment Act of 1946, as Vice Chairman as well as Chair-
man, I hed as much influence upon the recommendations of the Council and the decision of
the. President as anyone since. And the results obtained, in terms of our econox;\ic per—
formance, were far better on balance than at any later time, despite domestic and inter- )

national difficulties greater than any since; and I say this not for any reasons of

* Chairman, Council of Eccnomic Advisers under President Truman. President, Conference
on Economic Progress.
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self-praise, but merely to "qualify" me for whet I have to say today.
I shall try to be responsive to the request of the Chairman of this Committee that

I "focus on policies for reducing unemployment” and upen "What can be done tc mitigate
the hardship of this recession and aveid a prelonged pericd of high uncmployment.” But
in asking for =y "essessment of current economic and employment policy,” the letter of
invitaticn te me reccgnizes fully that the entire range cf mgjor naticnal ceconcmic poli-
cies musty be evaiuated in discussing the unemployment problem.

In this perspective, I will now proceed %o highlight the essentials of =y testimeny.

mperative need for g long-range approach

I

irgt of all, the duration and fundwmental consistency of experience, since the
Employment Act of 1946 was approved and this Committee vas established, should turn us
at long last away from excessive stress upon the short-term and large neglect of the
long-term, in e nation and economy which were not bullt in a dey apd which cannot be
brought to fulfillment of its potentials and needs by locking only at how things seen
at the moment and torecasts of how they will .lcck for the balance cf this year. As I
have often said, there i3 wuch policy similarity between what led us into the
Great Depression of the 19305, what led  us ints the elght recessions which we have suf-
fered since the end ¢f World War 1I, the seven since the end of the Korecan war, and the
four during the past three national Administrations and the first year of the current one.
There Is much similarity in the Pundamental causes of the declines in each Iinstance, and
also in the reasons why, at least since around 1966, the policies subsequently designed

by way of “rescue’ havc fallen so far short of adeguate results.

g 0o

Because of the "rescue™ mistakes, most of the aborted recoveries at their peak have left
us with morc unuscd rescurces in terms ¢f workers and cother unused preduction facilities than
the peak of the previous recessicn; and the most recent so-called recovery just beforc

the current recession left us with more unused rescurces than at the trough of some of

the earlier recessions. We have thus been in & long-term retreat from the imperative
cbjectives of the Employment Act of 1946, not to speak of the completely violated Full
Employment and Balsnced Growth Act of 1978, and we have even managed to englneer some
difficulties which the 1946 Act did not even envisage. So today, I am startled by the
suggestions in some quarters Executive end Legislative, and among so-called conserva-

tive and so-called liberal, that we snhould take comfort in the fact that a so-called
recovery some time in 1982 may leave us with only 8 million unemployed, even though It
is-widely admitted that the so-called recovery will be of short duration. We have boxed
ourselves intc an astigmatic perspective.

I might point cut to this Committee that, in my first published study under the

eegis of the Conference ca Econcmic Progress in 195h, entitled Toward Full Employment

and Full Production, I forccast that, on the bagis of the short-renge and long-runge
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economic policies which I then saw in prospect, we would have just the kind of roller-
coaster economic performance and unacceptable net results which we have in fact expe-
rienced. And when I hear the usual forecast today about how much better we may be doing
by some time in this year, though not for long, I am reminded of the people standing

on & wharf, with a person struggling in the water and with his head bobbing up once again,
shouting "he's up again" instead of throwing an adequate life preserver or rowing out to
render effective help. This has been and still is an inexcusable performance for a great
nation which has the potentials and the power to do so much better. At times in the past
and during even the 1if§ of this Committee, we did so much bétter with greatly different
policies.

The top priority is to improve real economic growth,
and to achieve other objectives through this process

If asked to cite the towering central reason for our long-term default, I would
unhesitatingly cite our enduring unwillingness if not claimed inability to put first
ti:ings first instead of putting second things first. We have accorded top pr.iority to
reducing the deficits in the Federal Budget, or reducing inflation, or sloughing off
some of the most essential responsibilities of the Federal Government and attempting to
turn these over to those who cannot and should not be asked to perform them. Meanwhile,.
we have neglected to note, much less to attend to, the real and. ultimate source of all
of our wealth and strength and progress. This resides in how much and how consistently
we expand the real production of goods and services, what we do to expand our capabilities
further, and how much, through national policy influence upon income flows and resource
allocation, we facilitate the most needed ob;]ectives instead of neglecting them or actu-
ally militating against them. If we suffered the -Budget deficits we have suffered and
still are suffering, and if we experienced the great chronic rise in inflation which
we are still suffering despite some temporary reduction in the pace of price increases,
we would have been wonderfully well off, nonetheéless, if at the same time we were mov-
ing toward reasonably full employment, production, and purchasing power, and distributing
these benefits in a manner designed to maintain them, vindicating our great national pri-
orities, and doing social justice. That would have been a good bargain.

But to suffer the evils of a horrible chronic rise in deficits and inflation, by the

indefensible,
very process of thwarting all of these benefits, has been/ cruel, and unsound. We should
also have taken notice that some of the nations which are so far outdoing us, and causing us
so many competitive difficulties, have registered these successes Just by puttipg second
things second and first things first. And to cap the climax, the national policies which
have long attempted to put second things first and first things last have resulted in

chronic increases in the Federal deficit and in inflation which nobody would have deemed
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possible two decades ago. Further, cxperience so long and clear showld have taught us
that Budget balancesand very small deficits and reascnable price stability have been
achieved only In conseguence of rcascnebly fuil use of our resources und a revarding
rate of real economic growth.

The staggering costs of lovw average real economic pgrowth

To illustrate this point further, I must depert for 2 moment from oy promise not
to use facts and charts, and damonstrate once egein pow much we have lost through this
gross misplacement of emphasis and effort. From 1953 through first quarter ‘1981, as oy
Chart ]} shows, measured in first quarter 1981 dollars ve have forfeited almost 9.8
trillion dollars worth of total naticnal preductien, or considerably more than three times

in the same dollars.
our annual GNP now / This is conservatively messured by comparing the actual GNP results
of our 3.3 percent average annual ratc of real economic growth with Lhe average annual reel
growth rete of about 4.5 percent which most economists up until recently held to be an
attoinable and necessary rate of growth without excessive strain and without national
policies as strong and comprehensive as those ve used during wartime. Correspondingly,
as the same Chart 1 shows, ve have suffered more than 38 million years of unemployment
in excess of vhat we vould have suffered if we had maintaincd reesonsbly full employment,
which we did in scme significant years vithout var, at an average unemployment rate of
(see later Chart 2}.

about 3 percent/ And the amount of employment forfelture I depict takes into account
only full-time unemployment as officially recorded, and ignores the very luarge amount of
2ull-time equivalent of part-time unemployment and the concealed unemployment or dropouts
due to lack of job cpportunity. And =/:{f,'hm't. 1 runs only from the beginning of 1953 through
the first guarter of 1981, But if ve udded on the period from then until now, the record
vould be much worse. Wc arc now, st an ennual GNP rate, In current dollars, running more
then & trillion dollars short of where we would have been nov if we had grown properly
since the start of 1953. Even aftcer writing off the loss in capebilities due Lo many
stagnations mnd recessions, we arc aow at least 300 billion dollars ghort of e full-economy
GNP. This would yield about 75 billion more Federal revenues without tax in

¢
And the unemployment rate now of about 9 percent would be lifted tc between 10 and 11
percent by taking proper account of part-time and concealed usemployment.

The entire performance has progressively worsened, Wwith some undulations to be sure,
and 80 have the national policies intended to deal with it. During 1966-1969, a8 =y
Chart 2 shows, the average annual ratc of real economic growth vas only 3.2 percent, com-
pared with 5.8 percent during 1947-1953; during 1977 -second quarter 1981, it was only
3.0 percent; during 1979-second quarter 1981, it was cnly 1.2 percent; and now we are in
ancther recession vhich could turn out to be the worst retreet since the Great Depression.
The_errcnegus contrivement of lgw growih

But, a3 I have said, sttention to this towering central problem rexzeins miniscuie
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and misdirected, related to its importance. I now cif:e a'January 30, 1982 lead' edi-
torial in the Washington Post, important partly because of the influence-of this great
newspaper, but mostly because it reflects the general thinking among policymakers, lead-
ing economists, financial analysts, and others. The editorial recommends a continuation
of the slow-go policy. It_ urges, for the years ahead, national policies pointed toward
an average annuel real growth rate "somewhere around 2 percent a year . . . At 2 percent,
unemployment would go down very slowly, if at all. That's not very inviting. But there's
one thing to be said for it: it's better than the actual record of the past three years."”

The editorial supports this dreadful approach on the ground that this is the vay
to fight inflation, despite the fact that neither abysmally low rates of real growth
nor the new recessions into which they lead have aggravated the chronically rising in-
flation. Thus, the most recent drop in the inflation rate to 9-10 percent is not at all
conclusive and not very comforting auyway. Moreover, the unavoidable implication of
‘the editorial, like that of a majority of leading economists, is Just this: When the
inflation is converted into an unsatisfactory ;a.nd aborted recovery, the inflationary rate
will augment again until we have enotheihrnzc:ssion in short order. More and more of the
same is awful to contemplate and accept./ nZne of the other great nations in the world are
so dreary and defeatist as we are in our own appraisal of the long-term prospects of .
wayward policies which we continue to espouse. I must refuse to join the uncertain,
often wrong, and not assuring forecasts of just where we will be six months from
now or at the end of the year and on into 1983. I think I know, and everyone ought to
know, vhat is continuing to happen to us over the longer run, and how little we are
doing sbout it. The short-run is part of the long-run; they are not separable.

I am not treating extensively the subject of v.ery low productivity and how to im-
prove it, although it is of extreme importance. This is because I am convinced that the
prime factor in the collapse of productivity has been deficient use of available re-
sources, and that the mein highway -toward its improvement is the achievement of much higher
use of the labor force and other production resources (see my later Chart 17).

The only sound way to reduce the Federal deficit

Coming next to the subject of the Federal deficit. Perhaps it is too much to ask
that most of the national policymekers and leading economists of today get back to where
they were 50 or even 20 years ago, when they recognized at long last that balancing the
Federal Budget is less important than balancing the national economy, that Budget policy
should always be the servant rather than the master of needed national economic policy.
It may be toc much to ask that they stop indicting the Government for the amount of
money it borrows without comprehending the reasons why, or that they recognize that the

Federal Budget even today would not be much out of balance if productive capital invest-
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ments were separatcd from out-of-pocket expenditures, or thet they value the economic

and human benefits of Federal cutlays which otber instrumentelities could not attempt in
nearly adequatc measure. But it is pot too much to ask these national policymakers,
leading cconomists, and others to recognize that there would be no Federal deficit, even
at currcnt levels of expenditure end taxation, Lif the economy had been running and were
kept running at ressonebly full use of ils resources, and that the blood of adeguate
Federal revenues cannot be squeezed from the turnip of u deliberately stunted economy.

On this last point, my Cherts 2 end 3 ere highly indicative. Hational policymakers shcuid
take more notice of the increasing numbers of economists who make the point that ther

has been no meaningful correlastion betveen the size of the Federal deficit and the amcunt
of inflation, both of which for other reascns have grown unconscionably and unnecessarily
during recent years. And to indict the Federal Budget solely because of the deficits

is just as irrational as It would be to judge the private eaterprise sector by the amount
of debts it contracts. Instead, we should start to act upen the proposition that the
rise in private debts--see oy Chart i--15 much more dengercus than the rise in the
national debt, and caused substantially by the pennyvise and pound-foolish management

of the Federal Budget.

Ty is also desirable to make mention of some of the other oft-repeated miscon-
ceptions sbout the Federal deficit. It is saigd that the Federal Government, by borrov-
ing so much money, leaves inadequate funds available for private investment. Even if the
increase in pubiic borrowing necessitated a decrcase in private porrowing, the real gues-
tion--not raised by the policymakers--is whether the increase in the first, viewing the
nationel interest, ls of more or less value than avoiding some decrease in the second.
The automatic essumption that an additional increment of private borrowing is more de-
sirable than an additionel increment of private borrowing is another lurid illustration
of the dencgration of the role of Government. DBut this 1s really begide the point. For
the amount of money evaileble for all purposes is not a finite resource like cil and
many other thinge. . The amount of money avallable 1s malnly a ¢unction of netional mone-
tary pelicy. If the amount of monsy borrowed by the Federal Government really leaves
too little borr '-'t:;i money eveilsble for private investment and other purposes, it is only
because the Federal Bescrve repeatedly hes decided, in its own faulty and improper judg-
ment, to counteract and negatc cfforts of the Federul Government to stimulete the economy,
by using monetary policy in thc cpposite direction. Availability of meney and credit
should be adequate to serve both private and public needs.

The destructive policics of the “Fed

This brings me to some discussicn of the Federal Reserve Board and i{ts monstrous

poilcies, in some degree since 1953, and with accumulating speed and force during recent
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years and now. The degree of the Board's asserted and actualized independence has vio-
lated the American principle that a function as impertant as the management of money
should be subject, not only to the -watchful eye of an informed public, but also to con-
sid.erable.control by the elected representatives of the people--the Congress and the
President. The Board has failed to observe that more than trebling the cost of money,
which is so widely used, is inflationary per se; has contributed as much as any one
factor to credit crunches and the roller-coaster economie performance of stagnations
and recessions; has just sbout wrecked some of our biggest industries like autos and
housing; has done nothing to stop the longest and greatest c-hronic inflation we have ever
suffered; and has imposed additional interest costs upon the Federal Government which by
now are ebout as large as the total Federal deficit and several times as large as some
of the most important Budget programs which are being crippled or discarded on the ground
that the Budget cannot afford to undertake them. My Charts 5,6,7, and 8 relate to this
phase of the problem, and the situation today is much worse than when these Charts were
prepared.

The almost universal hoopla about some reductions in some interest rates, though
not in all, a few months ago was as misplaced, Just as the shouting about the man strug- °
gling in the water which I have already mentioned. In April 1980 I published, also undér
the aegis of the Conference on Economic Progress, perhaps the n;ost comprehensive examina-
tion of the Federal Reserve in terms of its economic and social effecté, entitled Money,

Credit, and Interest Rates: Their Gross Mismanegement by the Federal Reserve System. This

covered a period of about thirty years. When I wrote the study, the prime rate was well
above 20 percent. But by the time it reached the public and the Congress, the "Fed",
alarmed by the recession which it had helped to bring about and the confusion caused by
the imposition of credit controls and their removal a few weeks later, helped to get the
prime rate down very considerably, and 1ikewise‘as to some other interest rates. So I
issued a press release :ihen my study reached the public, pointing out that in terms of
impact upon the economy the lowered rates were still so high as to be about as damaging
as the higher rates had been, and I forecast that it would only be a short time until
the Fed"put the rates up again. It was only & short time until the prime rate was again
above 20 percent. Still later, it and other interest rates came down again, but only

a tiny part of the needed distance.

The press on February 2 informed us that the interest rates which had gone down
agaln are now going up again. The significant difference is only that some of the
earlier increases came when the economy was beginning to revive, while they are coming
now vhen the economy is in a deep and growing recession. The newest news is that on

February 1 two.major U.S. banks, Citibank and Crocker, raised their prime rates from
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15-3/4 percent to 16-1/2 percent, while other short-term rates clizbed end credit tight-
ened. More of this Is expcctcd by other banks shortly. Alse on February 1, interest
costs to the Federal (overnzent, es messured by weekly Tre&'suz:y piil euections, rose Lo
the highest levels sincc October 5, 1981. The average yield on short-term Treasury bills
also moved upward. Scveral major benks raised their broker loan rates to 16 percent.

Mr. Volcker, who really runs the "Fed"”, remains as steadfast and sdamant es a steel wall
designed to block all vehicles sceking to move the economy forwvard.

It is not entirely comforting that 80 many worthy Members of the Congress, and even
the President at times in words alonc, are protesting vigorously sgeinst Mr. Volcker and
his works, the fact remains that almost ncbody seems willing to screv courage to the sticking
point by taking arm against the sea of trcubles which stem from the Federal Reserve,

The erruneous fiscal poliey

It is not yet sufficiently recognized, as it vas scme years back, that fiscal policy
is ever more important than moretary policy. Hational fiscal pelicy, nov es in recent
yeers, is running & race with monetary policy @ devermine which can te worse ln terms
of reeson and experience, We take measures, though sorely deficient ones, to stimulate
the economy by tbe use of fiscal polley, while the "Fed" is hitched on the opposite side
of the cart tc pull in the oppusite direction. Leading economists, including scme Neobel
Prize winners, urge thet the monetary policy should be loosened and the fiscel policy
tightened up further, and in the wrong ways at that. They do nct recognize that the
cconcmy desperately needs net stimulation from all national economic policies for ree-
sons which I have elresdy stated. It hus become hard to say which is worse, the tex
or the spending side of neticnal fiscal polley.

Errors in the tax side cf national pelicy

The tax actions are founded upon the belief that tax reduction as a way of 1life
will stimulate the economy cncugh te counteract the depressive effects of immensc cuts
in Federal spending for domestic purposes. The evil is compounded, because it i5 a0l

recognized that tax cuts for the recipients to use as they please will not stimulate the

&

economy nearly as much, nor mcet public needs nearly as well, as selected and well chosen
public investment. And most of the competent atudies heve found that, per dollar spent,
public outlays increase production much more and reduce unemployment much more than tax
reduction,

Even the financial journals are ncw cxpressing amazement that the 1981 “supply-side”
tux reductions to stimulate investment, and thereby to stimulate production and employ-
ment und improve productivity, are not working. They are not working for exactly the

same reasons that prompted by criticisms of the 1964 asd later tax reductions, vefore
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this Committee and elsewhere—-that it has not been lack of investment funds, but rather -
lack of purchases of products, that has been holding back investment. The 1981 tax cuts
favored investors excessively as against consumers, and also reduced availability of
Federal funds to aid consumption directly and indirectly. These imbalances, as I then
insisted, were present in the much-heralded tax cuts of 1964. And as early as 1966, the
rate of real economic growth began to decline seriously, and we were headed straight for
& recession but for the vast expansion of Vietnam spending which was not properly and
promptly met by tax increases. Yet, instead of heeding this lesson, national policies
continue with one tax reduction after another, each tending to become more excessively
skewed in favor of investors, and the tax reductions of 1981, hailed at the start as a
tremendous achievement, have already turned out to be totally wrong even in terms of
their avowed objectives. I need not recall to the attention of this Committee the con-
tent of the 1981 tax cuts, but my Chart 9 indicates the distortions and imbalances in the
1971 tax cuts--we all know the consequences which in the main have followed it and other
similar endeavors. And my Chart 10 traces the recurrent imbalances between investment on

the one hand, and private &3 public consumption on the other.
Errors in the outlays side of the Federal Budget

The snowballing trend in national policies toward cuts in Federal Budget outlays is
wrong because these cuts do more to slow down the economy and increase unemployment than
tax cuts could do 1:n the opposite direction even if the latter were correctly devised to
place the major accent upon increasing consumer and public purchases rather than upon
increasing business investment funds. The cuts in spending are undesirable because, even
if the defense Bﬁdget requires as large increases as are now in process (on which I can
_pass no Judgment)}, there is room for more domestic public spending in an economy where
we are now and for long will remain so woefully sh;:rt of full use of our resources. The
cuts are unworkable, from the viewpoint of balancing the Budget, because the Budget does
not move toward balance by economic slowdown and tremendous unemployment. The cuts are
indefensible from the valid objective of improving efficiency within the Government, for
the removal of inefficiency is an entirely separate question from which national programs
are needed, and because many of the programs being cut are more essential to economic
strength and human well-being than many of the activities in other sectors of the econonmy
which the tax cuts are designed, though ineffectually, to stimulate. And these cuts in
national domestic spending, at least relative to the size of the economy, have been going
forward in the main since the early 1960s, and in the main with unfavorable eocnomic and
social results,

Federal responsibilities are not met by sloughing them off

The main reason advanced for these cuts is the most spurious of all. It is that,

by concept or ideology, and not by reason or experience, private spending is almost alvays
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more desirable than pudlic spending, and thet aimest any ‘assumption of responsibilities
by the States and localities is more desiradble tkean the retention of responsibility by
the Federal Government. We all desire to attain the basic contours of the American econ-
omy, with the accent upon private initiative and action, in a combination of responsible
free enterprise and responsible free Government. We all desire the States and localities
to do what they can. But we have now gotten to the stage where we regerd private spend-
ing to bulld more cigarette plants more ‘desirable then public spending to provide more
health services, private spending to preduce more gadgets more desirable than public
spending to aid educatlon or housiang or the restoraticn of the farm population and the
revitaiization of our cities, private spending te buy lwcuricus housing and meals more
desireble than public aid to house our pcople or feed the mainutritioned. Instead of
making the Federal Government more responsible and useful, we are sloughing off its
responsibilities and making it less useful. Instead of helping the States and locall-
ties to help themselves, we are making their conditicn more impossible by shoving upon
then responsibilities which they eannot fulfill.

The most poignaent example in this respect is the proposal to shift dozens of
Federal prograzs to the fifty States. As to most of these programs, we need more accent
upon a well thought cut, concerted, consistent, and speedy national response, guided by
common analysis of causes and eppropriute remedies. The American people’s spirits would
be best liftcd and their cooperation best evoked by a sense of national unity rather
+han by divisicn, and by an elected Chief Executive and Congress who assume responsibili-
ties instead of attempting to cast them off. The so-called "Hew Federalism", despite
its gaudy new name, is &5 old as the hills and dtscredited by all relevant experience.
This 45 not a partisan matter. It was used by Hoover andlagain by Jimmy Carter. The
drive for returning national rcsponsibilities to the States is not a gemuine plea as
to the location of responsibility, but rather a powerful and selfish drive for the aban-
donment of responsibility. Leaving it te the States would leave & large part of the job
undone, in terms of rescurces, cxperience, and climate. The claim that the States are
closer to the people and would therefore respend better to their needs is simply untrue.
Alloving for the faults common to all human cfforts, the Congress and the President arc
watched more by the people, more ausceptible to the pecple’s control in the long runm,
more responsible to the people's needs at almcst all times, and leas subject to frus-
tration of good intent by powverful privatc interests than are the State legislatures.

And now we learn from & front-page story in the Washington Post on February 2 that
the new Budget President Reagan will send to the Congress next week calls for deegr new
cuts in Medicare, fcood stemps, subsidized housing, welfare, aid to education, and many

cther of the basic Federal social programs. It Is alsc reported that the nev Budget
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calls for wiping out the Economic Development Administration, dealing with a public
works program. The new Budget contemplates cuts in the future costs of ‘retirement
benefits for Federal, civilian, and military employees and deep further cuts in the
Medicare program for the elderly and disabled. The Post reports that the 1983 Budget
would keep Federal aid to state and local governments at about the same level as in

1974 in terms of purchasing power, that being also about the same level as this year.
These cuts, if enacted by the Congress, would dramatically shrink a wide range of Federal
programs before they were turned over entirely to the States under Reagan's proposed
"New Federalism" program.

There would be termination of all commitments under the Government's subsidized
housing program, a 2 billion dollar cut in Medicaid, a 1.2 billion cut in Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children, a 2.4 billion cut in the food stamp program, and a 1.4
billion dollar cut in Federal aid for elementary, secondary, and vocational education,

a cut of 23 percent as part of an ove;'a.'l.l cut in aid to education coming to about one-
third. The cut would be 500 million in the Federal civil service retirement program,

2.2 billion in other Government retirement programs, and 2 billion in the railroad re-
tirement fund. There would be a cut of 600 million dollars or 16 percent in Federal aid
for urban mass transportation, already in distress. On the big entitlement programs,

the President will propose total reductions of 11.8 billion for fiscal 1983, rising
quickly to 16.5 billion in 198k, and 33 billion in 1983. Viewed at large, this is the
most devastating series of proposals, in both economic and social terms, and in its
impact upon empl;ayment and unemployment, that we have witnessed since goodness knows when.

Need for much more Federal public action to .create jobs

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, as' I have already said, I welcome and
appreciate fully, and believe that I am responding fully, to the invitation of the Chair-
man asking me to testify on policies for reducing unemployment., But the main part of
this problem is not in measures pointed solely or even mainly to direct action with re-
gard to the unemployed. The vitally important elements in such an effort relate to the
policies which I have discussed, and which determine what is happening to the economy
at large. In this connection, widespread assertions to the contrary are based upon the
false assumption that the unemployed are mainly responsible for their plight, and that
gomething needs to be done directly to get them to be different and to change their ways.
This is not the case.

Vividly do I and some of the rest of us recall that, before World War II,' the massive
unemployment was attributed to the preference of the unemployed for relief or welfare or

unemployment insurance, to not looking at the want ads, to not wanting to walk across
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the street to take & Job, to being insufficiently educated or inadequately trained.

Some of this exists, and nceds direct attention. But vhen World War II came along,
without any compulsory menpower prograz, the women marched into the factories, the
blecks who hed never hed industrial opportunity reccived it, a large part of the farm
population marched inte the factories, and they all performed remarxably well. Thne main
place for training is on the Job, and we do not know what to train people for vhen we

do not know what jobs will be copening up for them when they are trained,

The so-called characteristics of the unemployed determine who is selected for un-
explcyment when unemployment ig terribly high for other reasons; the amount of unemploy-
zent is not determined largely by thesc characteristics. And even if it were, changing
these characteristics would not help them much if the jobs are not created. We have had
a plethore of unsuccessful “manpower” training based upon fallure to admit this. A good
enalogy, es I have often sald, was the sinking of the Titanic. Those gullty of the com-
mon error would say that the men drowsed and the women saved because the men had dfffer-
cnt chargeteristics from the women and children, with the lavw of the ses requiring that
the women and children be saved first. But the number of peopie who drowned, as dis-
tinguished from the method of selection as to who drowned, wes determined by the fact
that the boat sank and there were not enough lifeboats to go around, A different law
of the sea might have saved the men and drowned the women and children, but would not
have affected one iota the number of people who drowned.

This does not mean that ve do not need menpover and training progx;m und other
forms of direct attention to the unemployed. But it does mean that these must be allied
with and made supplementary to policles directed toward the health of the entire economy,
and not policies in the opposite direction. I‘\u‘thér, we should change the nature of
the direct employment of people with the aid of Federal funds, even if administered by
the States and localities. "Made-work"” and temporary work does not fill the bili. For
what then happens to the people first put on the rolis and then cest off after a year
or two?! The pature of the new technology end autcmation {see zy Charts 1l and 12}, and
the fundemental needs of the economy and the pecple, require a large increase in perme-
pent public empicyment. This needs to be matched with & long-range pregran for the
appropriate distribution of empicyment cpportunity, not just in accord with the need for
Jobs, but even more important with the priority needs for selected types of goods and
services and how best they can De met.

Hore construction is being ruined, at immense costs

Housing is a perfect example of what I have Just sgaid. Quite apart from its social
significance, home construction is the second or first more izportant industry in terms

of its direct and indirect cffect upon total GNP and exmployment. We have alreedy suffered

93-700 O—82——5
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a calamitous decline in housing starts, accompanied by the slashing and prospective
ebandonment of some Government programs essential to a full housing prograiu concentrating
upon those who most need more and better housing. I simply cannot comprehend the dearth
of attention to this whole problem. My Charts 13,14,15, and 16 illuminate this phase
of the discussion. .

ﬁe need a targeted and quantified set of national goals
to _guide consistent and adequate national policies

This brings me to my final point. The Federal Government, as the most important
single instrument for economic recovery and progress and social justice, must develop a
long~range and integrated set of goals and purposes as a guide to all re;evant policies
and programs. In much Congz;essional testimony, writings, and speeches during three and

a half decades, I have called this an American Economics Performance Budget or a Full

Prosperity Budget. The egregiously ignored Humphrey-Havkins Act of 1978 calls this a
progran for Full Employment and Balanced Growth. We need long-range quantitative and
time-tabled goals for employment and unemployment, for without these we cannot adjust
policies to where we need to go. We need long-range goals, with time schedules, for
increases in real GNP. We need to make sure that our top national priorities are in-
cluded in these goals. We need to use the Federal Budget as the main single instrument
toward these achievements, and we must recognize that this is the only way to reduce the
Federal deficit and then remove it. We need to strike a new balance between the use of
taxation and the use of public outlays. 'We need a realistic appraisal of the respective
responsibilities. of Federal, State, and local governments, and of public and private
actions.

In the final analysis, all of these things and the resource allocations essential
to their attainment depend upon the flow and distribution of income, as the Chairmen of
this Committee has so well emphasized. All major Federal programs and policies affect
the distribution of income--and practically all .do--must be adjusted ‘_co a composition
which promotes full real growth and brings unemployment down to levels consistent with
reasonably full employment.

We need to recognize that a well-performing economy in these respects is the best
and only way to increase productivity and reduce inflation toward price stability.

Charts 2, already cited, and 17 are illustrative of this.

Toward a meaningful national incomes policy

A national incomes policy is essential toward these ends, and this may well include
some compacts among industry, labor and the Government. But the so-called income poli- |
cies that we have had or talked about are nothing like this. Nor 1s the widely advo-

cated TIP proposal. These turn out to be nothing more than efforts to increase the
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imbalances betveen investment in the meens of production end copsumption by both in-
dividuals and government. This error hes been besed upon the false theory that consump—
tion has been growing too fast relative to investment, and that the infistion has been
due primarily to excessive vage-rule increases. In fact, the reel incomes of most vage
enrners who are two-thirds of all consumption, which in turn is more than 60 percent of
all GHP, are lover than they were u decade ago. My Chart 10, elresdy cited, illustrates
how many times, and even from f‘ou.rth quarter 1980 to second quarter 1981, investment in
pirnt and eguipment has incremsed so much faster in real termy than uitimate demand in
the form of total private consumption plus total public outlays, und how relative income
flovs have been so supportive of these imbalances. And the study of real experience in
the great laboratory of the American economy would demonstrate that exactly these sume
imbaiances led to the Great Depression and to the recessions since then.

Briefly stated, my specific recommendations, implicit in what I have siready said,
are as follows:

Specific recommendations

(1) In view of current conditions and outlook for the econory, and for longer term
reascns toth economic end sceiel, the President’s 1983 Budget should, in many respects,
be stopped dead in its tracks. The domestic outlays side of the Federal Budget should
be increased by many billions of dollars, regerdless of the outeome with respect te cut-
lays for naticnel defense. A specific "model" Federal Budget, directed toward these
ends, now requiring some modificsticn, is set forth in previcus testimcny before this
Committee and in ry September 1979 published study under the aegis of the Conference cn

Economic Progress, "Liverel” and "Conservative" National Economic Pclicies and Their

Conseguences, 1919-1979, especially the Chert on page 102.

b3

{2) The nct stimulative impact of tax policy should nct be rcduced vhile we are in
& severe recessicn. This is not the time for a net increase in Federal taxes. But the
structure of the 1981 tax action should be considerably revised, with & shift away from
80 large a part of the tax reductions designed to stlmulate investment and toward in-
creases in the personal tax reductions on a progressive basis. There is nothing in the
foreseeable economic situatlon to Justify cuts or abandonment in }983 of the 1981 per-
sonal tax cuts.

{3) Other Pederal programs should be adopted to incremse the purchasing power of
consumers, especiully the poor und others of low incomes. Measures toward this end
include further {mprovements in the minimum vage and in other types of ald to the poor
and others of low income. Proposals such as those to appear in the President's 1983
Budget, such as to abandon the food stamp plan, and to do so much damage to other

programs cited ubove, are economically injurious and socially inequitable. All of the
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programs recommended in this testimony would help to enlarge consumption and improve the.
long-range balance between consumption and investment.

(4) The wrong and futile attempt to balance the Federal Budget at the expense of
the economy and the people should be put in limbo. . The goal to balance the Budget,
or even to run a surplus, should be geared to the time when the economy is close to
full resource use.

{5) The monetary policies of the Federal Reserve should be drastically revised through
Congressional legislation. This should include the requirement for real growth in the
money supply needed to support the desired rate of real economic growth. This rate is
now between 6 and T percent and should be between 4 and 5 percent when the economy has
been restored. Interest rates should be systematically reduced, with time schedules to
guide this. Interest rates and credit availability should be adjusted selectively to
relative national priority needs. The general policies of the "Fed" should be made more
answerable to the Congress and the President. A detailed program regarding the "Fed"
is set forth in the published study of the Conference on Economic Progress, April 1980,
entitled Money, Credit, and Interest Rates: Their Gross Mismanagement by the Federal

Reserve System,

(6) An immediate and strong program should be legislated greatly to increase home

construction, with concentration upon homes for low and lower middle income groups and
for the reduction of substandard housing. The declared purpose of the Administration
to abandonment of publicly assisted low rent housing and toward great reduction of the
FHA programs to énlarge privately developed home construction should be thwarted by
legislation. )

(T-) The proéressive abandonment of direct Fedéral employment programs should be
reversed, with a strong and new'accent upon permanent jobs which provide needed goods
and services otherwise unavailsble in anywhere near adequate amounts. Several worthy
bills not before the Congress, to revive Federal aid to public employment (in place of
CETA, etc) should be revised to take account of these recommendations. Otherwise, while
useful, they may fall as far short of attempts to date.

(8) Based upon all relevant experience, the effort to reduce inflation and move
toward price stability should be baséd primarily upon the measures recommended herein
to get the economy in much better shape (see again Chart 2). Other anti-inflation mea-
sures are needed. They are listed in the 1978 Humphrey-Hawkins Act, and they are not
yet being used.

(9) Following upon the submission of the President's 1983 Budget Message .and Economic
Report, I respectfully recommend that the Joint Economic Committee teke the leadership

in developing & long-range and consistent set of integrated goals and policies along the



multiple-lines alrcady discussed. For this, there ig po better guide than that set

forth in the thus far ignored iull Employment and Balanced Growth sct of 1978.

Act reaelly restates and mekes more specific the intent of the largely abandoned Emplioy-
ment Act of 1946, Tne 1978 Act is based upon successful approaches, not only during
World War II, but alsc during the Trumen Administration even before the Xorean war, und
by the Kennedy-Jchnson Administrations even before the Vietnam war became large.

Agein, I thank the Committee for thie edditional opportunity to be heard, and hope

that what I have gaid is frank, pertinent, end useful,
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COST OF DEPARTURES FROM FULL ECONOMY, 1953-1Q 1981V
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CHART 2

REAL ECONOMIC GROWTH RATES, EMPLOYMENT 8 UNEMPLOYMENT, INFLATION,
AND FEDERAL BUDGET CONDITIONS, DURING VARIOUS PERIODS, 1947-1380+~
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CALENDAR 1947-1981 AND FISCAL 1948-1981

G.N.P. DEFICIENCIESV AND BUDGET DEFICI
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RISING CONSUMER CREDIT AND DEBT
IN RATIO TO DISPOSABLE INCOME, 1972-1Q ‘81
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~ INCREASES IN AVERAGE INTEREST RATES,
AND EXCESS INTEREST COSTS DUE TO THESE
INCREASES, 1952-1Q ‘81V
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" CHART 5
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THE SOARING INTEREST RATES, 1953-1Q 1981%
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CHART 7

RISING RATIO OF TOTALY INTEREST COSTS
1 - AND EXCESS? INTEREST COSTS TO G.N.P.,

1952-1Q ‘81%
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EXCESS INTEREST
COSTSIN THE
FEDERAL BUDSET

Annusi Average 1981

Miltions of Current Dotlars

BUDGET OUTLAYS
FOR EDUCATION

EXCESS INTEREST COSTS IN THE FEDERAL
BUDGET 1965-1981 CONTRASTED WITH OTHER
COSTS FOR SELECTED BUDGET PROGRAMS ¥

BUDGET OUTLAYS
FOR HEALTH SERVICES
AND RESEARCH

Annual Average 18822/
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CHART 9

ALLOCATION OF 1971 TAX CUTS?
BETWEEN INVESTMENT AND CONSUMPTlON

{Billions of Dollars )

Estimoted Allocation . Estimated Allocation

Total Tax To Investment To Consumption Total Tax To Investment To Consumption
Cuts Cuts
10.1

Repeal Auto
and Truck
Excise Tax3/

Vpr 10947, as reported by the House-Senate C C i and Asset Depreciation Ronge (ADR) System promulgated by the Treusury Department.
g/l\IIoc«'mor\ to investment based on portion of cuts for those with income over $15,000, ‘which they would save; i to
locati [ and ion bosed on busi or i use of ve
&/ Tax Meml by Domestic International Sales Corporations (DISCs).
¥ Treasury reguluhom as modified by H.R. 10847 as reported by the conference commitiee. 5

Note:Components may not add exactly to totals, owing to rounding. - i
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COMPARATIVE GROWTH RATES, 1970-2Q 81V
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RATIO OF VOLUME OF EMPLOYMENT
TO PHYSICALVOLUME OF PRODUCTION

(1953 Ratio of Employment to Production =100 )
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IMPACT OF TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRESS
ON EMPLOYMENT TRENDS, 1953-1978,
AND PROJECTED THROUGH 1983
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ROLE OF NEW RESIDENTIAL
AND COMMERCIAL STRUCTURES -

IN THE NATIONAL ECONOMY, 1953-1981 .

{Canstruction as P ge of Major E ic Agg , in current dollars}
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Source: Dept. of Commerce, Buresu of Economic Anatysis
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CHART 15

HOUSING STARTS, INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION
AND GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, 1947-1ST Q 1981
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CHART 16

NEW HOMES BUILT AT VARIOUS PRICE RANGES AND COSTS,

AND FAMILY INCOMES RELATED TO THESE COSTS, 1977
ASSUMING 30 YEAR AMORTIZATION
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CHART 17

IMPACT OF ECONOMIC GROWTH
UPON PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH 1947-1Q2 19811/
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Representative Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Keyserling.

When did you first come to Washington?

Mr. KEYSERLING. 1933. I have been before this committee 28
times and 13 times have submitted invited comments.

Representative Reuss. It might be instructive if we looked to-
gether and with Dr. Ginzberg at the unemployment figures over
the year since the time that you arrived here and the present days
because, this being FDR centennial year, we are in a nice exercise
of looking back; and I have before me the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics svixzxz;employmexfxt figures over the years since they were first kept
in 1929.

In 1929—that was the year President Hoover took office—the un-
employed were 1.5 million. The President kept talking about the
abolition of poverty, and the next year, in 1930, unemployment had
risen to 4.3 million. The President kept saying that prosperity is
around the corner, and the next year, in 1931, unemployment had
risen to 8 million. By 1932, the unemployment rate was 12 million
and by 1933—that was the year that FDR took office—it had risen
to 12,830,000,

Then the New Deal started and unemployment started going
down. In 1934, it went down by more than a million, to 11.3 mil-
lion. In 1935, it again went down to 10.6 million. In 1937, there was
further progress and unemployment went down to 7.7 million. And
then, if I read history right, a congressional coalition of Republi-
cans and socalled “Boll Weevil” Democrats repealed much of the
New Deal stimulus and at the same time the Federal Reserve went
on a bender of money tightening and interest rate raising, and the
unemployment rate then went up almost 3 million and by 1938 it
was 10,390,000. It then started going down again to 9.4 million in
1939, 8.1 million in 1940, and then, with the war on or about to be
on, it went in 1941 to 5.5 million, and then in successive years it
went down to 2.6 million, to 1 million, to 675,000, less than a mil-
lion by 1944, and thereafter, for 25 years, unemployment hovered
with just a couple exceptions in the 1, 2, or 3 million range in 2
years. In 1958 and 1961 it got a little above 4 million. Then in 1970,
it got out of that range and, just reading off the figures for the
1970’s, starting in 1971, it was 4.9 million, then 4.8 million, then 4.3
million, 5 million, 7.8 million, 7.2 million, 6.8 million, 6 million. By
1979, it was down to 5.9 million. In 1980, 7.4 million, and in 1981,
up to 8 million; and today, as you know from the report of unem-
ployment adjusted, it is 10,183,000 and adjusted it's 9,298,000.

1 would ask a couple questions. Let’s take the 1937-38 experience
when a Republican—*“Boll Weevil” coalition on the fiscal side and
a reactionary Federal Reserve on the monetary side was able to up
the unemployment in 1 year from 7.7 to 10.3 million. Take the cur-
rent situation where before the President’s program went into
effect in early August the unemployment figures—these were for
last July—were 7.8 million. Today, as I said, they are in the 10 mil-
lion range.

Isn’t this a case of history repeating itself and isn’t there an un-
canny correspondence in the upreach of the unemployment figures
and the same coalition on the fiscal side and the same reaction on
the monetary side?
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Mr. KEyserLING. First, let me say that my charts give the abso-
lute figures.

Second, everything that has happened is so largely inconsistent
that I cannot accept the alibi—contrary to your admonition—I
can'’t follow the alibi by so many policymakers and economists that
we can’t learn from all of the past because it’s all irrelevant be-
cause we live in a new and complex world.

We live in the same world. Taking periods that are relevant:
First, from 1922 to 1929, we had an amazingly stable price level,
one of the most stable we ever had, except for falling farm prices.
So whatever caused the great collapse, it was not inflation.

Second, the great collapse, according to a great book by John
Kenneth Galbraith and another by Paul Douglas, was caused be-
cause, even with a stable price level, productivity went up greatly
and the income was not shared. Farm income fell. Workers’ wages
did not increase enough. Profits soared and investment got all the
way out of line with consumption. That was the scenery, and the
crash in the stock market would not have ignited it if the rotten
number hadn’t been there. So these are things we might have
learned, but we have repeated the same errors again and again.

The New Deal came along. In 1937 there was a sharp downturn,
as you said. Incidentally, fiscal policy was even more important
than monetary policy because there was a great cut in public
spending which at its peak reached about $6 billion, a great cut in
public spending, under the pressure of some people in the Congress
and also some people in the administration, including the then Sec-
retary of the Treasury. This cut brought on the 1937-1939 trouble.

More important, since we've heard everywhere, always that we
can’t thrive and can’t use the direct employment of the people by
the Government because Roosevelt failed and didn’t succeed until
the war, I had occasion to study that again, and with all the flaws
and starting from an infinitely more difficult base, the percentage
reduction in unemployment from the 1933 level, whether we stop
at 1937 or go on to 1939, far surpassed anything we have done
since. : :

In other words, with a much smaller problem, much more re-
sources, we have failed miserably measured even against what was
done then, hardly through the direct employment of people by the
Government. So we can learn from that. Many other things were
done, also, to help the private sector directly.

Coming on later, we have to unwrap ourselves of the doctrine
that the way to stop inflation is to increase unemployment. The
Federal Reserve is more committed to that than ever. The National
Governmeént policy really is also, and we have never, in all econom-
ics, had a more apparent demonstration, with some undulations,
than more unemployment, more idle plants, stimulate inflation.

The argument that inflation has come down to 9 or 10 percent in
the last few months, indicating that this anti-recovery policy re-
duces inflation, is really ridiculous. A few months is not long
enough to be very meaningful. It isn’t consistent with the long
term record and, furthermore, where have we gotten when we
regard it as a great thing when we have 8-percent unemployment
and 8- to 10-percent inflation, when the 8- to 10-percent inflation
comes on top of years of double digit inflation, so that 8- to 10-per-
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cent inflation now is infinitely harder on everybody than 15-per-
cent inflation was 8 years ago? That’s perfectly obvious. So we can
use that experience.

The reason—this gets to productivity also. Books are written
about why productivity has fallen and why inflation has been
caused. But these books do not relate to what all experience teach-
es. The main reason for the productivity decline is plants operating
at 75 percent capacity instead of 92 percent. When they are operat-
ing at 75 percent of capacity, they only have 8 to 10-percent of the
workers. Things would be much worse if more were fired. But
when you divide 92 into 75 you get a low productivity figure.

Just a year ago, when for a very short time the economy rallied
and grew at a real annual rate of about 9 percent, it was unbeliev-
able that in about 3 months the productivity shot up to a gain of 5
or 6 percent at an annual rate and as soon as the economy col-
lapsed again the productivity went down to zero again, and for the
same reason. That's a main reason for the inflation, because the
lower productivity means higher per unit cost, and also because the
lower output means that in an administered price system they try
to gain more per unit to compensate for the lower volume of busi-
ness. We have learned nothing from that.

So you take the whole experience the chairman referred to, and
the lesson is plain. The mistakes have been the same. The results
have been the same. The penalties have been smaller than in the
Great Depression for a variety of reasons, especially because of the
stabilizers that were built into the economy long, long ago and that
are now reducing the size of the decline.

Representative Reuss. Do I gather, Mr. Keyserling, that it is
your view that the great crash of 1929 and the long depression
which shortly thereafter occurred were, in large part, due to the
maldistribution of income and too little after-tax income being left
in the pockets of the great mass of people and too much in the
pockets of the affluent few at the top who neither spent it or in-
vested it, and as a result, the productivity of which our economy is
capable of producing simply wasn’t taken off the market?

Mr. KevserLiNG. No question about it, plus the fact that too
little tax revenues were left in the hands of government to do what
the government needed to do. In fact, it was mainly what you say,
but this isn’t just Leon Keyserling’s view. This is the view of Ken
Galbraith. It was the view of Paul Douglas. It’s the view, 1 think,
by now of most economists, and it's important because, in smaller
measure, it's exactly the same kind of thing that is——

Representative Reuss. Wasn’t it also the view of a number of
very conservative and enlightened bankers, at least after the event,
like Frank Vanderlip?

Mr. KEYSERLING. Kfter the event, no question about it.

Representative Reuss. One final question before I turn to Mr.
Ginzberg. In the light of the policy which the Government of the
United States is currently pursuing with respect to the distribution
of income, the vast tax cuts for corporations, for people in the top 5
or 10 percent of income receivers, the cutting down of programs
generally which were an aid to the poor and to the middle class—

ere I'm thinking of clean air and clean water and so on—and in
view of the results of monetary policy which means that the trans-
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fer from debtors to creditors is in the range of scores of billions a
year, are we now, in your judgment, working toward a replay of
the disastrous events which befell us 50 years ago?

Mr. ‘KEYSERLING. I'm not prepared to say whether we will have
something as bad as that. But I think we could, because I think we
are skating on thin ice in a fragile economy. I wouldn’t be willing
to predict that, but I don’t need to because we haven’t had that
since World War II and yet we have sunk from a first class to a
second class power. We have seen ourselves outdone by many. We

- have inflicted upon our own people tremendous losses of goods and
services and, more important, of social purposes that they need. So
it’s bad enough.

What I would be prepared to predict, the way we are going
now—and if I were asked to write a program for disaster instead of
for progress, I couldn’t write a better one than is now being writ-
ten. I think the way we are going now we will, over the next 5
years, not average more than 2 percent real average increase in
GNP, which always means the selling out of those who need and
not too much damage to those who have, with progressive danger
of a more serious situation even than that.

Representative REuss. Mr. Ginzberg, I have a number of ques-
tions to ask you, but before I do, did you wish to make a comment?

Mr. GinzBeRrG. I would like to comment. I wrote a book in 1939
called, “The Illusion of Economic Stability.” I would not go quite as
far as Mr. Keyserling did to say that it was maldistribution of
income, although I mentioned that. We had a speculative boom
with the bankers giving the stock market all kinds of foolish sup-
port in the latter 1920’s. We had an outrageous foreign policy of
lending to Cuba, to Eastern Europe and to Latin America. And I
would argue that, one can have a very serious credit inflation
going on without the price level showing it, in fact the price level
should have gone down but for this inflationary speculative boom.
So I would put no small amount of the blame for the trouble we got
into on speculation and credit inflation. :

Second, I think it’s inevitable in a dynamic capitalistic economy
that when you get an automobile industry, which was the domi-
nant industry of the 1920’s, and housing that boomed with it and
the relocation of populations, such a boom could not be maintained
in the absence of new major industries coming in. We have always
had a start-stop economy to some extent in response to major tech-
nological-structural changes.

The parallel in more recent times would be something I have not
heard here about the fact that the U.S. is no longer in the position
to control its own economy to the extent that it used to be able to
do so. We live now in an increasingly open economy. The Japanese,
the Germans, the French, the South Asians and so on know how to
produce much of the stuff that we do with the same technology at
lower wages. So there are tremendous problems that the
U.S.economy faces.

It’s made clear by the current problems in the Midwest. I do not
believe for a moment that any kind of fiscal and monetary policies
alone are the answer to the kinds of relocation, competitive disad-
vantages, and the employment consequences that the area faces.
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So I think that while there are analogies between then and now
and I do believe the 1937 drop was just as you put it, Mr. Chair-
man, a sudden tightening up on the spending of the Federal Gov-
ernment, the 1930’s left much to be desired. I did a study on the
long-term unemployed in 1939 in New York City and Mr. Roose-
velt’s policies, I have to say for the record, while relatively much
better than Mr. Hoover’s, were only relatively much better. By the
end of the 1930’s, there was no real solution by the New Deal for
the problems facing the country. We got rescued by the war. My
first job in Washington—I showed up 5 days after Pearl Harbor—
was in the Executive Office of the President at which time we must
have had 10 or 11 million unemployed. I suggested we start to get
women, educated women, registered because we would need them.
People thought I was out of my mind because we were just over-
loaded with the unemployed. Most observers did not expect them to
be absorbed, but I expected that they would be and quickly.

Representative REuss. How right Winnie the Welder proved you
were in the years right after that. '

Mr. GinzBERG. Yes. So that forecast turned out right. Mr. Key-
serling didn’t, but I would like to really ask the fundamental ques-
tions as to what are the potentials and limits of governmental
policy to affect the economy? He mentioned Mr. Galbraith. Mr.
Galbraith and I, I think, were the only two people who opposed the
tax cut of 1964, for different reasons.

Mr. KEYSERLING. I did.

Mr, GinzBerG. Then we've got three of us. Galbraith opposed it
because he didn’t think one ought to diminish the area of public
spending. I was frightened, frankly, of teaching the Congress bad
tricks. I thought we live in a political democracy and I thought we
would only teach Congress how to reduce taxes and when the time
came to raise taxes Congress would not follow and we would get
ourselves into inflationary troubles. I regret to say, that’s been the
record of successive Congresses through Republican and Democrat-
ic administrations, and that is another way of saying that a Con-
gress can only move one step ahead of the public and I think we
really did something that was foolish in 1964.

I think our present situation is very difficult because I think the
public doesn’t understand what is and is not doable. I cannot un-
derstand the present administration’s economic policies, but I come
out of a pre-Keynesian period, and it's very complicated for me to
believe that taxes and tax incentives—I don’t care how much you
lower them—they don’t seem to me to be that significant a stimu-
lus. I remember Walter Hoadley of the Bank of America coming in
and talking to our Commission in 1975. He said that there are a lot
of projects that business was not moving from the back burner to
the middle burner to the front burner because of uncertainties. I
think uncertainty is real, not make-believe, and I don’t think
there’s any way in the world, not even if Mr. Keyserling controlled
the Federal Reserve and the tax-writing powers, that we can ignore
the expectations, the attitudes, not only of our own bankers and
businessmen but of the entire world’s bankers and businessmen. So
I think we are working now in a much narrower decision frame
with much less scope to do things.
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Surely in the short run—and I agree with Mr. Keyserling that
there’s a denigration of Government going on which leaves me very
uneasy. But I have been involved in the expenditure of our $80 bil-
lion in the Federal Goverment’s money for manpower. It was not
wasted, but its productivity was not high. It turned out to be an
income transfer program primarily.

I believe that we need to do more on that front, not less. I don’t
agree with him when he says that all you have to do is run the
economy very taut to make sure that everybody has a job because
we don’t know how to do that. That’s my trouble. Of course, I could
run the economy taut if I knew how to keep on doing it, but I don’t
think in this kind of world we are able to do so. I don’t believe that
there is any combination of instruments at the disposal of the Fed-
eral Reserve, which has admittedly been making many errors.

If I may, I would like to talk to your four points.

Representative Reuss. Yes, I would be delighted, but let me just
extract a little more from your historically backward view and
from what you perceived in 1939 when you wrote that remarkable
book about what had happened.

You just testified that certainly maldistribution of income, as Dr.
Keyserling has said and as I have suggested, was an important
factor in the depression that visited us in the 1980’s. You, of
course, said that wasn’t all and that another important factor was
the great growth of speculative credit which manifested itself by
{mge loans to gamble in the stock market and a series of foreign
oans.

Well, isn’t that contributory condition, in large part, present
today? While there isn’t speculative credit in any alarming amount
at work in the stock market—some wish that it were—there is and
has been speculative credit at work in alarming amounts in my
view in commodity speculation, witness Bunker Hunt and his bil-
lion dollar extraction of credit to try to corner the silver market, in
the merger mania of today which immobilizes huge amounts of
credit which might go into machine tools and useful capital invest-
ment; and finally, in another 1929 revisited, in bum loans to poor-
risk countries from Poland to Zaire.

Isn’t that another striking parallel to the conditions of 50 years
ago which should at least be remembered by future policymakers?

Mr. GINzBERG. I could not agree more with you, Mr. Chairman.
In the writing I do I always have at least a sentence or two to say
that there is no guarantee that the international economic and fi-
nancial underpinnings of this expanded world economy may not be
in jeopardy. I simply am not sufficiently at home in international
finance to have an independent judgment about that, but I contin-
ue to be worried. And I introduce statements about things starting
to collapse, because I have enough general unease about the situa-
tion.

Representative Reuss. Thank you. I now turn to the subject that
you mentioned, and I do want to ask you, and perhaps Mr. Keyser-
ling, about the proposal I made in my opening statement which
generally is designed to be a short-term, realizable program for
what is left of this Congress, the 97th Congress, and what is left of
this fiscal year that runs—both of them—until next October. And
I, for one, am not ready to write off either one of them.
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Mr. Ginzberg, in your most helpful statement and recommenda-
tions, you said the following—and I'm going to quote from you—
“The most effective approach to restraining unemployment is to
have the economy run taut as it did for most of the years between
1963 and 1969,” and then you add:

But if unemployment is to be partially contained while the inflationa virus re-
sulting from high deficits and wage-price spirals is being drawn out of ]tze system,

we need new labor management undertakings about wage settlements that would
keep wage increases in some reasonable balance with productivity gains.

I take it that that, in this imperfect world, is your suggestion for
a sensible, if not perfect, program for the present. Is that a fair
statement?

Mr. GINzBERG. Yes, that is. I tried several years ago—I spend my
summers in Martha’s Vineyard, and there were three presidents of
the American Economic Association who are my neighbors up
there. When Mr. Carter was President, I tried to get the three of
them to join me to recommend to Carter that we go for an incomes
policy at that time because I thought the inflation was moving dis-
turbingly fast. I got one of the three but the other two wouldn’t
sign. So I didn’t bother to send the letter. They were very opposed.

1 think we are in a continuing dilemma unless we get some
better understandings of what to do, and I would agree with Mr.
Keyserling that it’s not only the wage part of the story but it's also
how we set prices. I agree with him on that. So that although I
know that our recent history with wage and price controls leaves
lots to be desired—lots to be desired—I think one does need to get
some understanding between the large unions and the large em-
ployers so that one can run the economy tighter.

In the absence of some kind of prearrangement about what's
going to happen on the wage side and on the price side, 1 don’t
think one can rigk it, given an open economy, because I think our
economy will get unraveled. So that’s definitely one of the positions
where I'm in close sympathy with you.

Representative REuss. Could I just put the whole question to you,
because as I say, I subscribe wholeheartedly to the recommenda-
tions that you just made to us. Indeed, I thought you were working
the same side of the street with my recommendations, which are
four in number, restricted to this fiscal year and this Congress and
what conceivably can be done while we work on the longer-term
structural forms which both of you agree are so necessary.

My program, in essence, is a new four freedoms: that 1982 be
free from further restrictions on tax restrictions; be free from fur-
ther restrictions on expenditures over those which have been made;
be free from further restrictions in monetary tightness—the Feder-
al Reserve has squeezed the money supply to a pip-squeak last year
and now they want to lower their targets, and I believe that's
unwise—and finally, freedom from cost-push inflation while we
work our way out of the high unemployment and recession by some
sort of an incomes policy.

That’s the modest program which I put forth and I welcome your
comments on it.

Mr. Ginzeerc. I would put before you, Mr. Chairman, the fact
that even if you could persuade your colleagues to go with you, a
very critical point is how would such a program be interpreted by
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people on the outside who have a large amount of decisionmaking
leverage on investment, on sending dollars out of the country and
taking other critical actions.

My sense is at the moment—and I agree with what Mr. Keyser-
ling said earlier also, that it is very hard, in the absence of a stra-
tegic understanding or agreement about how to fashion any kind of
policy, short run or long.

Now the President offered a policy and a lot of people thought it
was going to work. All one had to do was lower taxes and especial-
ly lower the taxes on the people paying the most, which of course
they liked, and everything was going to fall into place.

Well, it’s clearly not working. I never believed it had a chance to
work. I don’t believe it has a chance to work. But that leaves us at
the moment with no effective dialog, much less consensus.

Now I would say that I understand that the Congress can only
act in very short time frames and I believe I'm correct to say that
you may not be around at some later sessions. Didn’t you indicate
that you're going to retire from Congress?

Representative REuss. Yes.

Mr. GinzBerG. That’s what I thought. For the record, I would
like to say that I am one who regrets that very much. But that is a
constant problem in this country and that is that we really haven’t
got a longer range set of policies to deal with what I believe are
serious longer range questions.

Representative Reuss. Could I interrupt you to say that I com-
pletely agree with you. In presenting this short-range program,
what can be done in the next few months set of policies, I mean
that to be taken only in the context of a longer range program
which should be started right now. We should start acting on that
longer range program which includes the structural reforms you
talked about, the recognition that America is increasingly a
member of the world group unit and all the other things.

So we should do that, but, quite frankly, I don’t think we are
going to be able to solve that one by next September.

Mr. GINZBERG. Let me say that I have the most trouble probably
with No. 1 and less with spending money and the incomes policy.
The reason I have less ease about No. 1 is I think we are now in
such a mess with the whole tax proposals that I think we gave
away so much money and got so little for it in terms of stimulation
that I think your proposal—while in some kind of a theoretical
way I could say there’s nothing wrong with it and I could even sup-
port it and there’s something right with it—I would say any fur-
ther movement to reduce taxes which in the short run would sug-
gest—would suggest, I don’t say would result—in still further defi-
cits could be interpreted out there to lead to still more unraveling.

So I'm really not at this point in time anxious to do anything to
reduce taxes. I may be willing not to raise them at the moment,
but I sure don’t want to see the Congress reduce them further,
with a $100 billion plus deficit staring us in the face for 1983.

That’s another way of saying I don’t think that the tax reduc-
tions that are left, because we gave most of them away, will have a
significant effect of and by themselves. I think one could have a
tax program that would make bad worse, and I would like to avoid
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that, but I don’t have any confidence that fooling around with low-
ering taxes would help us at this time.

I'm fairly comfortable with the rest of the proposals. I ought to
add for the record that I am not a macroeconomist who specializes
in the short run. 'm really a long-range fellow interested primarily
in employment, but I think I have some feelings for the depth of
our problems and the structural issues that underlie them, and a
skepticism about all instruments in the hands of the Federal Gov-
ernment, all instruments that are usable in the short run.

1 think your No. 2 on the Ul is critically important. I think we’ve
just got to make sure that in a State like Michigan, with its high
unemployment rate, that the triggers work. The fact that they
went off is incomprehensible.

I spent a good part of 35 years in and around the Pentagon and I
would say that w?xile I don’t downgrade the Russian threat, I would
say that surely some stretchout of the very large budgetary figures
for the Pentagon would probably help, not harm. One way to be
sure that the Pentagon is even more inefficient in the use of dol-
lars is to give them lots to spend quickly. That’s been my experi-
ence. If you give the Pentagon more money, but avoid forcing it to
spend it quickly, it will spend it better. If you just overload them
with money, their productivity rates will be very low. So I would be
in favor of some stretchout.

Representative REuss. You brought in, as I suppose one has to,
the element of psychology into your discussion. How do you ac-
count for the following curious phenomenon today: If the polls are
to be believed and if one’s conversations are to be credited, the
working people of this country, or many of them, are saying, “The
Reagan program is killing us. It's a miserable aid-the-rich, hurt-
the-workingman program, and I'm about to lose my job, but it
should be given a chance and we are quite confident it will work
out in the sweet by-and-by.” Meanwhile, the rich folks, the afflu-
ent, are saying, “Ch, it’s a marvelous program. We love it. It's just
what we needed,” but in their actions they are liquidating the
stock market; they are liquidating the bond market; &ey are liqui-
dating the Nation’s capital investment program and, following
Andy Mellon's advice, they are liquidating labor and liquidating
farmers at a very rapid rate.

How do you account for this rather strange way in which we are
all behaving?

Mr. Ginzeera. I don’t think it's so strange. I would put it this
way. I think Mr. Reagan’s election, which was not b{ that many
votes, was a sign of widespread dissatisfaction with the preceding
years, and that had to do with how the public perceived Mr.
Carter, as well as his policies and the results of his policies. That's
another way of saying that Americans were unable to believe that
they had to live with high inflation and Mr. Reagan told them they
didn’t have to live with such high inflation and he would do some-
thing about it, and that was the dominant view at the time.

I was at Camp David with Mr. Carter and I tried to persuade
him at the time when he was up there that his inflation problem
was worse than his unemployment problem, and that he should
pay attention to the inflation at that time—that was 1979, if I re-
member correctly—rather than the question of further stimulation.
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I thought we had real nets under the poor at that time and I
thought that was a better way to move.

The bulk of the American employed public was not improving
itself through the whole of the 1970’s. There was no gain in real
wages throughout the whole of the 1970’s. There were gains in real
income of families, but not of individual workers. So the American
public, in terms of a large number of blue-collar workers, felt the
preceding administration had not delivered. They wanted to give
the new man a chance.

They are by no means satisfied with what they see happening,
but they figure that he’s entitled to a chance. I suppose they figure
that in November they will make another appraisal.

I don’t think the rich people ever believed in the new economics,
but how can you turn your back on a kind of windfall that Mr.
Reagan offered them? I don’t think they ever believed him. I mean,
the smart bankers I talked to in New York were always skeptical
about this whole affair. They had the most serious questions about
it, but they also didn’t like the old regime. They knew that the new
administration was going to be “more probusiness.” However, now
when they see this policy beginning to work out—they are pretty
smart and they have pretty good staffs—and they do exactly what
Mr. Keyserling said, they look at 72 percent capacity and say, “No
use putting up a new plant or doing anything now.”

So I think each group, given its own history and response, is
acting the way I would expect them to act.

Now I think the really interesting psychological question is, what
will the economy look like as we go into the November elections?
And since [ believe this is an economy that nobody really under-
stands in the short run, it could go either way. I think we could
still be at over 10 percent unemployment—it wouldn’t surprise
me—and the inflation probably will be coming down a little bit,
but if we are over 10 percent unemployment, it is not something
that the administration will be happy about. Conceivably, unem-
ployment would begin to move downward a little bit earlier. I don’t
pretend to be a shortrun forecaster, but I am impressed with the
volatility of the American public.

I think one of the really unfortunate things that happened with
the last President and I believe is beginning to happen now is the
difficulties that Presidents have to talk in an educational way to
the public and make it clear what they are after. Although Mr.
Reagan talks easily, I'm not sure that what he’s saying could be
called educational in the sense of helping to define our issues cor-
rectly and to point to solutions. For instance I really don’t think
that unemployment has much to do with people who have lost
their work ethic and I don’t believe that the market is going to do
all the wonderful things that it is supposed to do.

I believe our international competitive situation has a lot to do
with our vulnerable state. I believe that the way we are moving or
not moving on research and development is connected with our
troubles. I think we underestimate our opponents.

These and other lessons need to be discussed and the public edu-
cated. Unless the President is able to do so the environment is not
created in which Congress and the President and the Federal Re-
serve can find resolutions.
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I think we are in a very serious position because I think it's
going to take 1 or 2 years before there will be an understanding on
the part of the big, unwashed American public as to what our op-
tions really are and what we have to do.

Representative Reuss. Thank you.

Did you want to add anything to that? '

Mr. KEYserLING. I would like to subtract a little bit from it.

In the first place, I think it is a gross distortion by those who sa
that the maldistribution of income which had so much to do witK
the depression is irrelevant now. They talk about what happened
on the stock market or talk about how much money we put over-
seas. These were by-products of an excessive rate of savings as
against the amount of investment, which in turn flowed from the
maldistribution of income.

Even allowing for the fact that people were buying on margin, it
still was true that most of the buying in terms of amount was by
the people who benefited by the maldistribution of income. It
wasn’t the other people who were buying so much stocks. And as
for the people who sent money overseas, they sent it overseas be-
cause it couldn’t be used at home. I pointed out that the same
thing would happen to our balance of payments due to the 1964 tax
reduction and so forth, and it did.

Second, I can't stand to hear the edgeneral diminution of the
extent to which unemployment was reduced during the New Deal
1933-39. I already said that unemployment was reduced percent-
age-wise more than at any other subsequent times. And what about
the New Deal reforms? America was permanently transformed.
These reforms explain the difference in the standard of living of
the people, the hopes of the people, the legitimate expectancies of
the people, even today. They are absolutely incomparable if I com-
pared living standards in all their forms before and after these re-
forms. So I say they should not be deprecated. They should be built
on instead of sloughed off.

Now I come to other aspects of the same problem. Where do we
get when we say that we J):xf’t have much confidence in the instru-
mentality of Government and that we have learned there is not
really much that can be gained from fiscal and monetary policy.
Where do we get from there? .

This tremendous problem, short range and long range, which we
are now confronted with must be, in- whole or in part, because we
don’t have much confidence in Government. I don’t think anybody
today should add—by the strength of his distinguished and accept-
ed intelligence and record—should add to the proposition that not
much can be accomplished by Government or not much by fiscal
and monetary policy.

Why don’t we face up to the fact that we have lost out because
we have had the wrong policies? A part of the reason for this is not
to deprecate experience.

Let me say something about the value of long experience, and |
necessarily was quite c%ose to it, as opposed to being on this vaca-
tion island talking to other economists. You know, I was on “Wall
Street Week” a year ago, and when I got through saying that we
could learn from what we did in the fifties, they said what is very
commonplace now, “Oh, but it was a different world. What prob-
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lems did you have compared with the Japanese sending in their
automobiles and the Germans sending in their cameras?”’ I said,
“Do you think that these problems compare to what the Germans
or the Japanese did in the forties? Were those less difficult to
handle or required less resources or less management or less effort
than the problem of the automobiles?”’

Every problem that we have now was greater in the period short-
ly after World War II. We have no problem comparable to the de-
mobilization following that war. Within 1 year after World War II,
the spending for defense was cut from $100 to $12 billion. Most
economists predicted $8 million after the war, and it didn’t happen
because of policy, not because of accident. We have had no recent
problem with Western Europe, which is talked about so much, com-
parable to then, when they were decimated by war and threatened
by communism. We have recently had no inflationary pressure
comparable to the postwar cashing in of World War bonds, which
euphemistically were sold to finance a war which was paid for out
of current product. And there were no product facilities to pay off
bonds which had been used for making war. The labor and man-
agement problems of the fifties were as serious as later on. We had
nationwide strikes.

We had the same problems during 1947-53 as now, but there was
a net surplus in the Federal budget for 7 years, despite the Korean
War. There was an average rate of unemployment of 4 percent, re-
duced to 2.9 percent by 1953; an average rate of inflation of 3 per-
cent, reduced to 0.8 percent by 1953. National priorities were
served and Government was not denigrated. We had a President
who said, “I'm the only one who represents all the people, and my
function as the head of the Government is to act for them.”

From 1953 forward, there wasn’t a change in the difficulty of the
problems. There wasn't a change in anything except the nature of
the policies and the philosophy. Arthur Burns came in as my suc-
cessor, and he said, 0.8 percent inflation is too high and 2.9 percent
unemployment is dangerously low. So there were profound changes
in both fiscal and monetary policies and the unemployment rate
went up from 2.9 to 7.6 in 8 years. The inflation rate multiplied 2%
times. Everything that’s happened since then, with slight undula-
tions, resulfs from the continued application of the change of phi-
losophy through the Federal Reserve Board itself, through the Fed-
eral budget, through the idea that 2.9 percent unemployment was
an inflationary threat even when inflation was only 0.8 percent;
therefore, it must be inflationary to have 6-percent unemployment
when inflation is 10 percent; therefore, let’s get the unemployment
up to 8 or 9 or 10 percent and we’ll stop the inflation. And what we
got most of the time was double-digit inflation. :

And it’s up to this Congress—I'm not speaking of the chairman
here because ’'m in agreement with all of his short-range propos-
als. I'm in agreement with them except to recognize, as he does,
that if he got all of them and did not move now on the longer
range things, we would still be largely where we are now. And as I
heard him, he talked more about, if I'm correct, a stop on increas-
ing taxes rather than about a further decrease in taxes. I didn’t
think that the chairman was plugging for a further decrease in
taxes, on net long-range. In the past, at times, we have met all the
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problems successfully in the vast laboratory of the American econo-
my in action, the biggest economy, the greatest economy, in peace
and at war. At other times, we've had recession and inflation.
We've got to learn something from the experience. But instead of
learning something from all the experience, we say that we no
longer have much confidence in the instrumentality of Govern-
ment. We say that we no longer have confidence in fiscal and mon-
etary policy. Although practically all national economic policy is
fiscal or monetary, because almost all Government economic policy
either spends money or directs the flow of money. So if we adhere
to fiscal and monetary policy, where do we go from there? That po-
sition is entirely defeatist and hopeless. We need to correct fiscal
and monetary policy.

Representative Reuss. Mr. Ginzberg and Mr. Keyserling, we en-
croached on you a good deal and we are well into the lunch hour. I
want to thank you on behalf of the committee for a memorable
contribution on the part of each of you in our deliberations.

The committee now stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]

Leon H. KevserLING,
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1982.
Hon. HeEnry S. Reuss,
Chairman, Joint Economic Committee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear HeEnrY: When [ testified on February 5 before the Joint Economic Commit-
tee, I did not answer fully your four-point program. I did state that | agree in gener-
8l with the program, and now add these comments:

(1} Taxes. 1 agree that the full 10 percent tax rate reduction scheduled for July 1,
1982 be made retroactive to January 1 of this year. However, I believe that consider-
ation of deferral of the 10 percent tax cut scheduled for July 1, 1983 be postponed
until we are closer to the situation then and see how we stand. My best guess now is
tl;rat we will then be so far short of full recovery that this tax cut should remain in
effect.

{2) Spending. 1 agree entirely with your proposal to resist further cuts in spending
below the levels enacted in fiscal 1982 until the recovery is firmly established, and
to restore cuts made last year in unemployment insurance programs. As to develop-
ing programs for reducing spending in the out-years, I can see the need for changes
in the composition but think that total Federal outlays are now much too low and
scheduled to remain much toc low, for reasons too elaborate to state herein but
fully contained in my testimony. This conclusion is based upon the requirements for
restoration of full employment and full production, plus the portion of these re-
quirements which cannot be met except by a higher level of properly apportioned
Federal outlays,

(3 I further agree that the Federal Reserve Board should not tighten monetary
policy any further this year. But further, as developed in my testimony, I believe
that monetary policy is far too tight and interest rates far too high and that the
Congress should require basic changes in the policies of the Federal Reserve.

(4) I am strongly in favor of an incomes policy, which should not be limited to the
price and wage problem but in addition should relate to the determination of the
size and direction of all Federal programs which importantly affect the flow of
income, that being so essential to the attainment of a full and equitable economy.

Thank you also for your very kind letter relating to my recent testimony.

With kindest regards and best wishes,

Very sincerely yours,
Leon H. Kevseruing.



EMPLOYMENT-UNEMPLOYMENT

FRIDAY, MARCH 5, 1982.

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint EconomMic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2128,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry S. Reuss (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Reuss.

Also present: James K. Galbraith, executive director; and Mary
E. Eccles, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE REUSS, CHAIRMAN

Representative REuss. Good morning. The Joint Economic Com-
mittee will be in order for its monthly hearing on unemployment.

Today’s figures, 8.8 percent unemployment, up 0.3 of a percent-
age point since last month, show that this recession hasn’t abated.

What lies ahead? As the recession drags on and as one prediction
of recovery after another goes by the boards, the tone of economic
discussion has changed. It used to be that the question asked was,
When will things get better? Now the question has become, How
much worse are things going to be?

Yesterday, the President confidently predicted that there would
be no depression. How does he know? What evidence, what single
sign of hope does Mr. Reagan offer?

According to the most recent data, industrial production is down
3 percent; auto sales, 15.9 percent; factory orders, 1.2 percent; and
capacity utilization, 2.6 percent. Even the leading indicators whose
apparent upturn last month caused such joy have now been revised
into a decline, and now unemployment is up to 8.8 percent.

The president continues to oﬂ{? no alternative to his failed pro-
gram. There are alternatives. One offered unanimously by the
Democrats on this Joint Economic Committee would change tax,
expenditure, and monetary policy to get the economy moving
again. We asked Data Resources, Inc., to put our program and the
administration’s program through the computer and the results
are clear. The Democratic Joint Economic Committee program
would produce lower interest rates, lower deficits, and lower unem-
ployment, far below the levels of the President’s program. QOur pro-
gram would put nearly 2 million people back to work in the private
sector within the next few months, building homes, automobiles,
appliances, furniture, and all the other products necessary to a
prosperous America.

o
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What is the President waiting for?
[A comparison of the two programs referred to follows:)

COMPARISON OF FORECASTS OF RESULTS OF REAGAN PROGRAM AND JEC DEMOCRATIC PROGRAM,
PREPARED BY DATA RESOURCES, INC.

1982 1983 1984

Real GNP growth (percent):

Reagan ! -07 43 40

Democratic 2 R 14 39
Unemployment (percent):

Reagan 9.4 8.7 18

Democratic : 9.2 13 6.3
Deficit (fiscal year, billions of dollars):

Reagan 108.1 100.1 93.7

Democratic 1017 653 387
Housing starts (miflions of units):

Reagan 1.2 1.6 17

Democratic 14 2.2 2.1
Auto sales (mitlions of units):

Reagan 89 10.0 10.6

Democratic 9.7 115 124
3-month Treasury bill rate (percent):

Reagan 118 120 114

Democratic 8.8 99 17
Consumer Price Index (percent change):

Reagan 14 13 11

Democratic 14 8.0 8.0
Prime interest rate (percent):

Reagan 15.2 15.5 146

Demaocratic 129 129 1L1

1 Data Resources, Inc., analysis of Reagan policies, Feb. 10, 1982.
2 Data Resources, Inc., Feb. 22, 1982, simulation run of forecasting model.

Representative REuss. Commissioner Norwood, we are delighted
to have you with us this morning with your data. Would you now
proceed and introduce your two associates?

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSISTANT COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE AND TRENDS; AND
W. JOHN LAYNG, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Ms. Norwoob. I’d like to introduce on my left, John Layng, who
is our Associate Commissioner for Prices and Living Conditions;
and Tom Plewes on my right, who is our Assistant Commissioner
for Employment Structure and Trends.

I am very glad to have this opportunity this morning to offer the
Joint Economic Committee a few comments to supplement the
press release we issued.

The overall unemployment rate rose to 8.8 percent in February,
the same as in December. Hours of work recovered from the effects
of January’s unusually bad weather, and there was little over-the-
month change in employment.

Nonfarm payroll jobs have decreased 200,000 since December.
Employment in manufacturing, down more than a million since
last summer, continued to decline in February, although at a
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slower rate than in earlier months. Declines occurred in a number
of specific manufacturing industries, particularly machinery, pri-
mary and fabricated metals, and rubber and plastics. Employment
in construction rose in February after seasonal adjustment, but the
over-the-month change was distorted by the severe January weath-
er. Since December, nearly 50,000 jobs have been lost in the con-
struction industry.

Jobs in the service producing sector rose by 70,000 in February,
as employment in retail trade and in the services industry in-
creased, while Government employment declined. The service pro-
ducing sector is usually less affected by recession than the goods
producing sector. Since the recession began last summer, the pace
of growth in the service sector has slowed considerably. This slow-
down includes an actual decline in Government jobs; employment
in Government rose in all previous recessions.

Hours, as measured by the payroll survey, returned to their De-
cember level following a dramatic decline in January. Because the
January movement was so affected by the terrible weather condi-
tions, it is difficult to know whether any real improvement took
place in February. The aggregate hours index did not fully return
to its December level and was 2.7 percent below the July high. The
index for the goods producing sector, which has borne the brunt of
the recession, was 7.8 percent below last July and 1.4 percent below
the December level.

The number of jobless persons in February was 9.6 million, and
the overall jobless rate rose to 8.8 percent. The unemployment rate
for adult men was 7.6 percent in February, about the same as in
January, but up 1.8 percentage points since last July. The Febru-
?g%rsrate for adult women rose to 7.6 percent, its highest point since

As we have discussed many times in these hearings, black work-
ers continue to face serious problems in the labor market. Compris-
ing 10 percent of the labor force, they constitute 20 percent of the
unemployed. Since July, the black jobless rate has risen from 14.9
to 17.3 percent. Over the same period, the unemployment rate for
whites rose from 6.3 to 7.7 percent.

The total number of persons working part time for economic rea-
sons reached a new record of 5.6 million in February. The number
of long-term jobless has also begun to increase.

In summary, the unemployment rate rose in February, returning
to the December level. While there was no over-the-month change
in overall employment, job declines continued to occur in a number
of individual manufacturing industries.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues and I will now be glad to try to
answer any questions you may have.

[The table attached to Ms. Norwood’s statement, together with
the press release referred to, follows:]
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY ALTERNATIVE SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT METHODS

X-11 ARIMA method X}l'éd a
i me nge
Month and year U"ag]{’:m (former (cols.gz-
Officiat Concurrent Stable Total Residual official 7
method)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) {7 (8

8.0 14 74 7.2 14 74 14 0.2
17 13 13 13 73 15 13 2
70 13 13 12 13 13 13 1
11 15 1.5 18 11 15 16 3
1.7 74 74 13 13 13 14 1
13 1.2 12 12 7.2 1.2 71 1

1.2 73 73 13 13 13 13
13 16 16 15 16 16 1.6 1
15 8.0 8.0 81 79 19 8.0 2
19 83 8.3 84 8.3 8.3 84 1
8.3 88 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.6 8.8 2

1982

January ... 94 8.5 8.6 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.6 2
February... 9.6 8.8 8.7 8.6 8.8 89 97 3

Explanation of column heads:

(1) Unadjusted rate.—Unemployment rate not seasonally adjusted.

(2) Official rate (X-11 ARIMA method).—The published adjusted rate. Each of the 3 major labor force components—agricultural employment,
nona%ricultural employment and unemployment—for 4 age-sex groups—males and females, ages 16-19 and 20 years and over—are seasonal
adjusted independently using data from January 1967 forward. The data series for each of these 12 components are extended by a year at ea
end of the original Series using ARIMA (Auto-Regressive, Integrated, Moving Average) models chosen specifically for each series. Each extended
series is then seasonally adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X-11 ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemployment and nonagricultural employment
components are adgusted with the additive adjustment model, while the other components are ad&usted with the multipficative model. A  prior
adjustment for trend is applied to the extended series for adult male unemployment before seasonal adjustment. The unemployment rate is computed
by summing the 4 seasonally adjusted unemployment components and calculating that total as a percent of the civilian labor force total derived
summmﬁ all 12 seasonally adjusted components. All the seasonally adjusted series are revised at the end of each year. Extrapolated factors for
January-June are computed at the beginning of each year; extragl)lated factors for July-December are computed in the middle of the year after the
él;ne_ ta become available. Each set of 6-month factors are published in advance, in the January and July issues, respectively, of Employment and

mings.

(3) Concurrent (X-11 ARIMA method).—The procedure for computation of the official rate using the 12 components is followed except that
extrapolated factors are not used at all. Each component is seasonally adjusted with the X-11 ARIMA program each month as the most recent data
become available. Rates for each month of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once each year, the rate for January
1980 would be based, during 1980, on the adjustment of data from the period January 1967 through January 1980.

(4) Stable (X-11 ARIMA method).—Each of the 12 tabor force components is extended using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and
then run through the X-~11 part of the program using the stable opticn. This option assumes that seasonal patterns are basically constant from
year-to-year and computes final seasonal factors as the entire span of all the seasonalimegular components for each month across the entire Span
of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure, factors are exirapolated in &-month intervals and the series are revised at the end of each year.
The procedure for computation of ate from the seasonally adjusted components is also identical to the official procedure.

(5) Total (X-11 ARIMA method).—This is one altenative aggregation procedure, in which total unemployment and labor force levels are
extended with ARIMA models and directly adjusted with multiplicative adjustment models in the X-11 part of the program. The rate is computed
taking seasonally adjusted total unemployment as a percent of seasonally adjusted total chvilian labor force. Factors are extrapolated in 6-mon
intervals and the series revised at the end of each year.

(6) Residual (X-11 ARIMA method).—This is another altenative aggregation method, in which total employment and civilian Labor force levels
are_extended using ARIMA models and then directly adjusted with multiplicative adaaustment models. The seasonally adjusted unemﬁoyment level is
derived by sublracting seasonally adjusted employment from seasonally adjusted fabor force. The rate is then computed by taking the derived
unemployment level as a percent of the labor force level. Factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series revised at the end of each
year.

{7) X-11 method (former official method).—The procedure for computation of the official rate is used except that the series are not extended
with ARIMA models and the factors are projected in 12-month intervals. The standard X-11 program is used to perform the seasonal adjustment.

Methods of adjustment —The X~11 ARIMA method was developed at Statistics Canada by the Seasonal Mﬁtment and Times Series Staff under
the direction of tstela Bee Dagum. The method is described in “The X-11 ARIMA Seasonal Adjustment Method,” by Estela Bee Dagum, Statistics
Canada Catalogue No. 12-564t, February 1980.

The standard X-11 method is described in “X-11 Variant of the Census Method Il Seasonal Adjustment Program,” by Julius Shiskin, Alan Young
and John Musgrave (Technical Paper No. 15, Bureau of the Census, 1967).

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, February 1982.
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Contact: Debbie Sprinkle {202) 523-1371 USDL 82-89
Carol Leon 523-1944 TRANSMISSION OF MATERIAL IN THIS RELEASE IS
Kathryn Hoyle {202} 523-1913 EMBARGOED UNTIL 9:00 A.M. (EST), FRIDAY,
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Advance coples of this release sre made available to the press with
the explicit understanding that, prtor tc 9 a.z. Eastern time: (i)
Wire services will not move over their wires copy based on information
in this release, (2) electronic media will not feed such {nformatfon to
cezber stations, and (3} representatives of news organizations will not
contact aayone outside the Burcau of labor Statistics tc ask guestions
or solicit comments about {nformation in this release.

‘THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATICN: FEBRUARY 1982

Unezployzent rose in February and employment renmined near January levels, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics of the U.S. bDepartsent of Labor reported today. The Nation’s jobless rate
returned to the Deceaber level ot 8.8 perceat atter declining to 8.3 percent in January.

Total employment--as derived from the monthly survey of households--was 99.6 wtllion in
February, about the same as in the prior 2 months. Nonfarm payroll employment--as derfved from
the monthly survey of cstablishments--—was 90.9 zillicn, alsc about unchanged from Jareary but
down somewhat from the December level. Stnce the pre-recess peak of last July, the two
employment serics have declined by 1.3 millionm and 950,000, respectively.

zployment

The auaber of uneszployed persons in February, at 9.6 million, was up 280,000 over the month,
after declining by a simtlar magnftude tn January. The jobless total was !.4 million above the
1981 level. Fehruary’s jobless rate was B.8 pevcenr, equaling the Deceader figure and up
from last July's low of 7.2 percent.

Atult woaen accounted for most of the February increase in unemployment. An over-the-month
rise of 0.6 percentage polnt brought their jobless rate to 7.6 percenl, the same as that for
adult men. Both white and black women shared in (be unemploysentl {ncrease. Overall
unemployzent rates for white and blackewcrkers returned co their Decembder levels of 7.7 and 17.3
percent, tespectively. Therc was also increased joblessness among white-collar and part-time
workers. Unemployment rates for most cther worker ps, tncludtag adult men, teenagers (22.3
perceat), Wispanics {12.6 percent), blue-collar worke 12.5 percent), and workers in the
construcrion (18,1 percent) and rmanufacturing industries {10.6 perceat) showed little or mo
change. (See tables A-1, A-2, and A-5.)

The February rise in unemployment reflected an tncrease in the numter of persons who left
théir iast job aod those who returned to the labor force atter a period of adbsence. The mumber
of workers on layoff ell for the secoad consecutlve moath but remained halt a cillion above the
Juiy level. ({(See table A-7.) wWorkers who have been unempioyed for 3 months ar more increased ia
nunber in February, and the average (mean) duration of joblessness lengthened to 4.1 weeks.
(See table A-6.)

The number of persons working part time fur economic reasons {sonetimes reterred o as the
“partially unempioyed”) rose by ncarly half a million over the month to & record 5.6 millioa.
Nearly all of the iacrease was attriburable to persans who usvally work full time. {See tabdle
A3 .



Total Employment and the Labor Force

Total employment was
declining by 1.3 million
adult men and teenagers.
employed) continued to

at the 99.6 million
between July and December.
The employment-population ratio (the percentage
edge down and in February was 57.3 percent; the percentage has declined
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level fo?

the third ‘consecutive month, after

Virtually all of this drop took place among

of the population

1.2 percentage points since last July to its lowest level in 4-1/2 years.

The civilian labor force returned to the December level of 109.2 million and was up by only

1.3 million over the year.

Industry Payroll Employment

Adult women comprised the bulk of this gain.

(See table A-l.)

Total nonagricultural payroll employment was about unchanged in February at 90.9 milliom,
seasonally adjusted, following &4 months of decline. Employment losses continued to occur in

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

{ Quarterly averages | Monthly data |
1 i {
1 i |
Category { i | | | Jao. =
11980 | 1981 11981 | 1982 i Feb.
| 1 i i | 1 | change
j_Iv__f IIx | IV | Dec. | Jan, § Feb. |
HOUSEHOLD DATA |
| Thousands of persons
Civilian 1abor fOrCEessessesseessesssss]|107,5231108,6671109,1561109,1841108,8791109,165] 286
Total employment .1 99,498/100,654]100,043] 99,613] 99,581 99,5901 9
Unemployment.... .l 8,025 8,013} 19,1131 9,571 9,298( 9,575| 277
Not in labor force... .1 61,171] 61,746( 61,834) 61,982] 62,4561 62,3241 -132
Discouraged WOTKETSeeeseserssasonaas| 1,0631 11,0845 11,1991 N.A.) N.A.| N.A. N.A.
I | | | ] | ]
|
! Percent of labor force
Unemployment rates: | i | 1 | 'I 1
All WOrKerBesessssssonossasansssnonnl 7.51 7.4] 8.3| 8.81 8.51 8.8| 0.3
Adult men.. . cennanl 6.3) 6.0] 7.24 7.91 7.51 7.61 0.1
Adult women ol 6.7t 6.71 7.2) 7.41 7.21 7.61 0.4
Teenagers. . .l 18.21 19.11  2l.11  21.5]  21.71  22.34 0.6
White... ol 6.6 6.4 7.31 7.71 7.51 7.7 0.2
Blackesaesasen .l 15.1) 15.8¢ 17.04 17.3]  16.8] 17.3} 0.5
Hispanic origin. ceol 10.1} 9.8) 11.14 11.0]| 12.04 12.61 0.6
Full-time workers...cecsssossacescacsl 7.31 7.0t 8.1 8.7| 8.4 8.5| 0.1
) | 1 | 1 i !
ESTABLISHMENT DATA |
1 Thousands of jobs
Nonfarm payroll employment...e.-.......| 90,8201 91,938| 91,489 91,113{90,839p|90,936pI 97p
Goods-producing industries.. .| 25,594} 25,933| 25,3951 25,104}24,764p|24,789p) 25p
Service-producing industries........| 65,227| 66,005| 66,0941 66,009|66,075p(66,147p| 72p
| 1 | 1 | | |
|
| Hours of work
Average weekly hours: | | ] 1 ] ] ]
Total private nonfarm. eal 35.3]| 35.14 35.0§ 34.91 34.2p1 34.9p) 0.7p
Manufacturing.eeeecense .l 39.81 39.8| 39.31  39.01 37.3pI 39.lpl 1.8p
Manufacturing overtime..sesssesesvsel 2.9] 2.9 2.51 2.4 2.3p1 2.3pl Op

p=preliminary.

{
N.A.=not available.
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many indusiries, however, as over=the-month job gains were registered in less than half of the
172 {ndustries comprising Lhe BLS diffusion index of nonagricultural payroli employment. (See
tables B-1 and B-6.)

Manufacturing e=ployment tell by about 45,000 in February; this contrasts with declinea of
more then 200,000 in each of the previous & months. The February drop vas evenly divided
between the durable and nonducable goods industries. Among durables, small declines continued
the employment downtrend in most industries, tncluding machinery, primary metals, and febricated
metals, while employment rose slightly in transportation eéquigment. Transportation equipcent
Jobu had dropped by 185,000 between September and January. In nondurable goods, the largest
decrease occurred in rubber and plastfcs,

Elgewhere in the goods-producing sector, censtruction employment, which had been severely
depressed in .Junuary because of especially bad weather conditions, reose by about 80,000 in
February, .This increase, however, was not large eaough to erase the Jasuvary decline, and
corscruction exzployment was down by ahout 45,000 over the Z-—month period. Mining Jobs edged
down for the gsecond month in a row.

In the service-producing sector, retail trade rose in February by about 60,000, follewing an
even larger increase in the previous month; however, Lhese advances may be related to lighter
than usual pre-Christzas hirfag, and hence the post=Christmas reduction in jobs was less than
seagonally expected. Since Octuber, employment 1in retai! trade was up by a modest 25,000,
After pausing In January, the services industry jJob count resumed i{ts upward vourse, riging by
about 55,000 {n February, Employzment tn government--which his been losing jobs over the past
year-~jecreased by about 40,000 sver the month, with reductions occurring at both the Federal
and the State and local levels.

Hours ot Work

The average workweek of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonagricultural
payroils rose by seven—tenths of an hour in February, following a weather-rclated decline of the
same zagaitude {n January. The manufacturing vorkweek, at 39.1 hours, was up 0.1 hour over the
2Z-month pertod, as & 1.8-hour February increase slightly exceeded the January drop. Factory
overtime held steady in February at 2.3 hours. ({See table B-2.)

Refiecting principally the over-the—month incresse in the length of the workwcek, the index
of aggrepate weekly hours of production or rongupervigory workers on private nonfarm payrolis
rose by 2.3 percent {n February to 106.5 (1977100}, while the manufacturing fadex was up by 4.8
percent., Bgth indexes remafned below thelr Deceaber levels. {(See tabie B-5.) Since July, the
overall tndex has dropped by 2.7 percent and the factory fadex has fallen by 9.1 percent.

Hourly and Weekly Karaings

Average hourly esrnings edged up 0.1 percent in February, while aversge weekly earnings rose
2.2 percent, sessonally adjusted. Betore ad justment for seswonality, average hourly earnings
were down 1 cent in February to 57.54, 48 ceate above the year-eariier level. Averasge weekly
earnings, at $260.88, rose $5.69 over the month and $13.78 over the year. {Sece table B-3.)

The Hourly Earnings Index

The Hourly Earnings Index (HE!) was 145.1 (1$77=100) in February, seasonally adjusted, 0.}
percent higher than ia January, For the 12 months ended in February, the increase {before
seasonal adjustment) waw 7.5 percent. The HEI excludes the effects of two types of changes
unrelated to underiying wage rate movements——fluctuatfons fin overtime fn manufacturing and
interindustry employment shifts. In dollars of constaut purchasing power, the HEI increased C.

percent during the 12-month period eaded fn Junuary. (See table B-4.,)
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Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major
surveys, the Current Population Survey (household
survey) and the Current Employment Statistics Survey
(establishment survey). The household survey provides
the information on the labor force, total employment,
and unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked
HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample survey of about
60,000 h holds that is cc d by the Bureay of
the Census with most of the findings analyzed and
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The establishment survey provides the information on
the employment, hours, and earnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables,
marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information
is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperation
with State The sample includes approxi 1
166,000 establishments: employing about 35 million
people,

For both surveys, the data for a given month are ac-
tually collected for and relate to a particular week. In
the household survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is
the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the
month, which is called the survey week. In the establish-
ment survey, the reference week is the pay period in-
cluding the 12th, which may or may not correspond
directly to the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of
technical factors, including definitions, survey dif-
ferences, seasonal adjustments, and the inevitable
variance in results between a survey of a sample and a
census of the entire population. Each of these factors is
explained below.

Coverage, definitions and differences between surveys

The sample households in the household survey are
selected 5o as to reflect the entire civilian noninstitu-
tional population 16 years of age and older. Each per-
son in a household is classified as employed,
unemployed, or not in the labor force. Those who hold
more than one job are classified according to the job at
which they worked the most hours.

People are classified as employed if they did any work
at all as paid civilians; worked in their own business or
profession or on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or
more in an enterprise operated by a member of their
family, whether they were paid or not. People are also
counted as employed if they were on unpaid leave
because of illness, bad weather, disputes between labor
and management, or personal reasons.

People are classified as unemployed, regardless of
their eligibility for unemployment benefits or public
assistance, if they meet all of the following criteria:
They had no employment during the survey week; they
were available for work at that time; and they made
specific efforts to find employment sometime during the
prior 4 weeks. Also i among the loyed are
persons not looking for work because they were laid off

and waiting 1o be recalled and those expecting to report
to a job within 30 days.

The civilian labor force equals the sum of the number
employed and the b ployed. The 1ploy
ment rate is the percentage of unemployed people in the
civilian labor force. Table A-4 presents a special group-
ing of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-
ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force.
The definitions are provided in the table. The most
restrictive definition yields U-1, and the most com-
prehensive yields U-7. The official unemployment rate
is U-5.

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

----The household survey, although based on a
smaller sample, reflects a larger segment of the popula-
tion; the establishment survey excludes agriculture, the
self-employed, unpaid family workers, and private
household workers;

----The household survey includes people on unpaid
leave among the employed; the establishment survey
does not;

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

----The household survey has no duplication of in-
dividuals, because each individual is counted only once;
in the blish survey, employees working at more
than one job or otherwise appearing on more than one
payroll would be counted separately for each
appearance.

Other differences between the two surveys are
described in *‘Comparing Employment Estimates from
Household and Payroll Surveys,”” which may be obtain-
ed from the BLS upon request. :

Seasonal adjustment . .

Over a course of a year, the size of the Nation’s labor
force and the levels of employment and unemployment
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events
as changes in weather, reduced or expanded production,
harvests, major holidays, and the opening and closing
of schools. For example, the labor force increases bya
large number each June, when schools close and many
young people enter the job market. The effect of such
seasonal variation can be very large; over the course of a
year, for ! lity may for as much
as 95 percent of the month-to-month changes in
unemployment. i -

Because these seasonal events follow a more or less
regular pattern each year, their influence on statistical
trends can be eliminated by adjusting the statistics from
month to month. These adjustments make nonseasonal
devel such as declines in ic activity or
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increases in the participation of women in the labor
force, casier to spot. To return to the school’s-out ex-
ample, the large number of people entering the labor
force cach June is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken placc since May, making it difficult 1o
determine if the level of economic activity has risen or
declined. However, because the effect of students
finishing school in previous years is known, the statistics
for the current year can be adjusted to allow for a com-
parable change. Insofar as the seasonal adjustment is
made correctly, the adjusted figure provides a more
useful tool with which to analyze changes in economic
Activity.

Measures of civilian laber force, employment, and
unempioyment contain components such as age and sex.
Statistics for all employeces, production workers,
average weekly hours, and average hourly earnings in-
clude components based on the cmployer's industry. All
these statistics can be seasonally adjusted either by ad-
justing the total ar by adjusting each of the components
and combining them. The second procedure usually
yields more accurate information and is therefore
foliowed by BLS. For example, the scasonally adjusted
figure for the civilian labor force is the sum of eight
seasonally adjusied employment components and four
seasonally adjusted unemployment components; the
total for unemployment is the sum of the four
unemployment components; and the official unemploy-
ment rate is derived by dividing the resulting estimate of
total unemployment by the estimate of the civilian labor
force.

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

Sampiing variability

Statistics based on the household and establishment
surveys are subject to sampling error, that 1s, the
estimate of the number of people employed and the
other estimates drawn from these surveys probably dif-
fer from the figures that would be obtained from a com-
plete census, even if the same questionnaires and pro-
cedures were used. In the household survey, the amount
of the differences can be expressed in terms of standard
errors. The numcrical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the sample, the results of the survey,
and other factors. However, the numerical value is
always such that the chances are 68 out of 100 that an
estimate based on the sample will differ by no more than
the standard error from the resuits of a complete census.
The chances are 90 out of 100 that an estimaic based on
the sample will differ by no more than 1.6 times the

standard error from the results of a complete census. AL
the 90-percent level of confidence--the confidence limits
used by BLS in its analyses--the error for the monthly
change in total employment is on the order of plus or
minus 279,000; for total unemployment it is 194,000;
and, for the overall unemployment rate, it is 0.19
percentage point. These figures do not mean that the
sample results are off by these magnitudes but, rather,
that the chances are 90 out of 100 that the “true” level
or rate would not be expected to differ from the
estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced
when the data are cummulated for several months, such
as quarterly or annually. Also, as a general rule,
the smaller the estimatc, the larger the sampling
error. Therefore, relatively speaking, the estimate
of the size of the labor force is subject to less
error than is the estimate of the aumber uncmployed.
And, among the unemployed, the sampling error for the
jobless rate of aduit men, for example, is much smalier
than is the error fur the jobless rate of teenagers
Specifically, the error on monthly change in the jobless
rate for men is .24 percentage point; for teenagers, it is
1.06 percentage points.

in the establishmeni survey, estimates {or the 2 most
current months are bascd on incompleie returns; for this
reason, these estimates are labeled preliminary in the
tables. When all the returns in the sample have been
received, the estimates are revised. In other words, data
for thc month of September are published in
preliminary form in October and November and in final
form in December. To 1emove errors that build up over
time, a comprehensive count of the employed is con
ducted cach year. The results of this survey are used to
establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counis of
employment —against which month-tc-month changes
can he measured. The new benchmarks also incorporate
changes in the classification of industries and allow for
the formation of new establishments.

Additional statistics and other information

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation's
cmployment situation, BLS regularly publishes a wide
varicty of data in this news release. More comprehensive
statistics are contained in Employment und Earnings,
published each month by BLS. It is available for $3.78
per issue or $31.00 per year from the U.S. Government

cinting Office, Washington, D.C. 20204, A theck or
money order made out to the Superiniendeni of
Documents must accompany all orders.

Empioyment and Earnings also provides approxima-
tions of the standard errors for the houschold survey
data published in this release. For unemployment and
other labor force categories, the standard criors appear
in tables B through J of its “Explanatory Notes.”
Measures of the reliability of the dawa drawn from the
establishment survey and the actual amounts of revisicn
due 10 benchmark adjusiments are provided in 1abies
M, P, Q, and R of thai publication.
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Table A-1. Employment status of the population by sex and age

{Numbers in thousands)

HOUSEHOLD DATA

Not seasonally sdjmrted Samonalty sdipmtad
mployment, .
£ i Feb. Jan, Feb. Peb. oce. Xov. Dec. Jan. reb.
1961 1982 1982 1981 1981 1981 1981 1982 1982
TOTAL
Tout nonimstitutions! populstion’ 171,400 {173,695 [ 173,657 (171,400 | 172,966 | 173,155 | 173,330 { 173,095 | 173,657
2,121 2,159 2,168 | 2,41 2,158 1 2,158 | 2,168 | 2,159 2,168
169,283 1171,335 | 171,489 | 169,280 | 170,809 | 170,996 {171,166 | 171,335 | 171,589
107,015 1108,218 [ 108,324 1108,034 [ 105,012 | 109,272 {109,184 | 108,879 | 109,165
63.0 63.2 §3.8 63.8 63.9 63.8 63.5 63.7
97.831 | 97,946 100,069 | 100,383 [ 100,172 | 99,613 | 99,531 | 99,590
56.4 56.04 58.5 . . 57.4 57.3
2,883 2.853 3,386 | 3,378 | 3,372 3,209 | 3.4n 3313
94,948 | 95,093 | 96,723 96,965 | 96.800 | 96,808 | 95,170 | 96.217
10.183 | 10,378 | 7,965 | 8,659 ] 9,100 9.571 | 9.298 9.575
9.4 9.6 7.4 8.0 8.3 . 8.5 8.8
63,321 | e3,165 | 61,206 | 61,797 | 61.72¢ | 61,982 | 62.456 | 62,320
Man, 16 yusrs and over
83,054 | 83,129 | 82,062 [ 82,807 | 82,895 | 82,978 | 83.054 | 83,129
1.975 1,983 1,950 1,976 1,974 1,960 1,975 1,983
81,079 | 831,146 | 80,112 | 20,831} 80,921 | 80,999 | 81,079 [ 81,146
61,497 1 61,453 | 61,750 1 62,064 | 62,185 | 62,303 | 61.966 | 62,342
75.8 75.7 17.1 76. . 76.9 76.0 76.
55,300 | 55,269 | 57,331 | 57,266 | 57,051 | 56,725 | 56.629 | 56.658
66.6 56.5 69.9 69.2 68.8 68,4 68.2 68.2
6,117 6,184 4,819 | 4,798 | 5,133 5,578 | 5.338 5,384
10.0 10.1 7.2 7.7 8.3 9.0 8.6 8.7
Mens, 20 yoors and over
73,607 | 74.810 | 74,906 | 73,607 | 79,502 | 74,610 | 78.718 | 79,810 | T4.906
1,657 1,690 1,697 1,657 1,707 1,689 1,694 1.690 | 1,697
c‘nlwnwmmmm-'wwunt’n‘ . 71,954 | 73,120 09 | 71,9511 72,795 | 72.921 | 73,020 | 730120 | 73.209
Chvilian labor forcs . . . 56,533 | 57,226 56,816 | 57,355 { 57,459 | 57.665 | 57,368 | 57,148
Participation s, 78.6 78.3 79.0 78.8 78, 79.0 78.5 78.5
Emoloyed . ... 52,505 | 52,162 53,383 | 53,506 | 53,354 | §3,122 | 53,067 | 53,097
Employment population ra 71.3 £9.7 72.5 7.8 71.5 .3 70.9 7.9
Agricuttuce. ... 2,136 2.163 2,389 | 2,413 | 2,382 2,311 2,390 2,386
Nonegricuttursl indurt 50,369 | 49.998 51,034 { 51,091 | 50,972 | 50,811 | 50,657 | 50,711
Unemployed. ... 4,083 5,065 3,433 3,351 6,105 | 4,583 | "a,322| w350
Unemploymant rate 7.1 8.9 6.0 6.7 7.1 7.9 1.5 7.6
Womaen, 16 years snd over
90,441 | 90,528 | 89,338 | 93,159 | 90,259 { 90,352 | s0,4u1 ] 90.528
184 185 170 181 184 185 184 185
Cw-hmnuumﬂmwmllwwlnlon' . 90,256 | 90,343 | 89,167 | 89,978 | 90,075 | 90,167 | 90.256 | 90,343
Civilisn labor forea . ... 46,005 | 46,597 | 46,871 ) 46,286 | 86,998 | 87,088 | 86,881 | 46,913 | 47,123
Participation rat. 51.6 51. 51.9 51.9 52. 52.3 52.0 52.0 52.
Emploved ....... 42,464 [ 842,531 | 42,677 | 42,738 [ 93,077 | 43,121 | 82,888 | 62,952 | 62,932
Employment population rati 475 47.0 47,1 47.8 47.8 47.8 a7.5 47,5 a7.8
Unemoloved. . ... . 3,542 3,066 | w154 506 [ 3,871 3.967 3.993 1 3,960 4,191
Unemployment rete 1.7 8.7 6.9 7.7 8.2 8.4 8.5 6.4 8.9
Woman, 20 yesrs and over
------ 81,107 | 82,435 | 82,523 | 81,107 | 82,074 | 82,193 | 82,306 | 82,415 | 82,523
140 158 156 1 158 155 156 185 156
80,966 | 82,260 [ 82,367 | 80,966 | 81,920 | 82,038 | 82,151 | 82,260 | 82,367
Civilian labor forca . . . 92,073 1 42,873 | 43,140 } 49,974 | 42,831 | 92,987 | 42,888 | 42,868 | 83,031
Particioation rete. 52.0 52.1 52,4 51.8 52. 52.4 52.2 52.1 52.2
. 39,249 | 39,603 | 39.788 | 39.211 | 39,818 | 39,878 | 39,743 | 39.768 | 39,704
48,4 ag.1 48.2 48.3 8.5 8.5 48.3 28,2 48.2
467 489 476 616 596 635 572 649 628
38,782 | 39,1151 39,312 | 38,595 | 39,238 | 39,243 [ 39,181 | 39,115 | 39,116
2,825 | 3,269 | 3,352 2,763 | 3,047 3,109 3.175 | 3,108 3,286
6.7 7.6 7.8 6.6 7.0 7.2 7.8 7.2 7.6
Both sexse. 1610 yaens
1md»wmunmkulvcwmm 16,269 | 16,228 | 16,686 | 16,390 | 16,351 | 16,310 | 16,269 | 16.228
36 316 323 297 3 315 31 116
15.955 | 15,913 | 16,363 | 15,093 | 16,037 | 15,995 | 15,955 | 15,913
7.915 | 7.856 9,204 | 8,826 8,826 68,631 8,643 8,686
49.6 494 56.5 54.8 55.0 54.0 56.2 5.6
6,066 [ 5.937 | 7,475 | 7,025 6,940 | 6,778 | 6.771 6,708
31.3 36.6 qa.8 62.9 42.0 41.6 a1.6 41.6
- - 2 208 181 369 155 326 m 359
Nonagrieuttural industriss 5,835 | 5,729 7,098 | 6,656 6,585 | 6,852 | 6,398 6,389
Unemploved. . 1,747 1,849 1,918 1,769 | 1,801 1,886 1,853 1,872 1,938
Unemsioyment ro 20.8 23.4 24,9 19.1 20.4 21.4 21.5 21.7 22-3

! The population and Armed Forcm figurss ars not adjusted for seasonal veriationa; therwfors,

identicsl numben appesr in the unadjusted end semonally sdjusted columns.

Forom).

* Civilisn wnployment & » percent of the total noninetitstionsl populstion lincluding Armed
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Tabie A-2. Empioyment siatus of the population by race, sex, age. and Hispanic origin

INumDers i thoyands)

ot saasnaetly ot rme

Employmant status, 13¢e, 182, age, #nd — —
Hisponn Dngin
fes. Jas. ven. ten. ozt “ov. onc. Jan. Feb.
1581 1382 1982 1981 1981 1901 1981 1982 1987
WHITE
i3 RGN ASHULONS! BORUY 1e7,132 [188.882 [138,855 187,132 [138.562 [158,633 1 188,755 | 128,852 |1ag, 855
Caviiian 1800 Lo . . 93,699 | 99.42¢ | 92,616 | 93,552 ] 95,365 [ 95,535 | 95,329 5,120 | 95,333
Parucipation - §3.7 $).8 6.5 (18] er.2 ea.3 601 €3.9 §3.0
Expiored 86,902 | 66,378 | s6,852 | 38,388 | 38,738 28,010 | £7,955 | £7,390
Unempioyed e, 797 8,006 8,128 | 6,108 6.631 7.319 7,165 | T.3e
Gnemoiovinent raie 7.3 8.8 8.6 6.8 1.0 7.7 7.5 1.7
Men, 20 yours ano over i
Cavitian 12001 toree . 80,101 | $0.637 | so.e92 | s0,daw | 50,811 | 50,881 | 50,968 ' 50,757 | 50,812
Participeiion faie 79.2 7e.8 78.8 7.6 79.3 .3 9.9 18,9 9.0
Lmpioyed 48,832 | 96,608 | 36,62¢ | 37,533 : 37,790 ) 37,689 | 87,589 | 07,810 | e7.430
unemptoyed . 1240 4,933 a,088 | 2,701 3,020 3.232 3,059 | 3,337 3,332
mployment 1ate 6.5 2.0 .0 EX $.9 6.8 6.9 6.6 6.7
Wamen. 20 yesrs and over
Crtian tabot foree . . 36,007 | 2679 35,978 | 36,78z, 36,632 | 36,733
Participalion tdie St.6 $1.5 $1.2 $1.2 s1.8 $1.6
Employes 33,985 | 3,282 33,933 | 33,517 | 35,513 | 3¢,368
unempioyea 2,1 2.502 2,039 2,235 | 2319 | 2,365
unsmpioymenteae 5.8 6.8 $.1 6.1 6.3 6.8
Both seres. 1816 yasis
4 1300t force T.522 1,082 &,990 8,230 7,812 7,822 38 |
Parucipaon sate 5%.9 $3.4 52.8 60.3 29.2 5e.6 57,6
€ moioyes 6,088 5,531 | 5,407 | 6.816 5,827 6,336 ; 6,191}
Unempioved . . Va8 1,518 1,53) i,818 1,385 1,986 1,255
Unempioymant rate 18.9 2.8 22.1 17.2 Vi.? 19,0 19.0
M 23.0 2.7 23.8 18.0 17.9 1.6 20.2
w 6.5 8.9 0.4 6.3 1.8 18.3 1.7
BLACK
. aninsttunoRa! PODUR0N" 18,076 | 18.423 | 18,350 | 18,678 | 18,333 | t1e.262 | 18,392 | 16,423 | 16.450
1an labor force ve.7s9 | 1,026 | 14,036 | v0,950 | vi,ve8 | 14,207 1 §3,226 | 31,388 | 11,298
Panic:oation tare 55.6 59.8 59.6 €0.6 €1.9 51.0 61.0  60.7 60,7
Emoloyed 9, 167 9117 $,060 | 5.350 9,312 9,321 9,279 | Po6,263
Unsmployed 1,622 1,907 1,577 1,681 1,875 1,880 1507 1,939
Unemoiovrment 1aie 15,1 7.2 17.9 16 16.8 6.8 17.3 16.8 17
Men. 20 yesrs ond orer B
Cuolian 1avor loree 5,288 5,298 | 5,187 5,276 5,273 s.309 | 5,288 5,299
Participalon rale 7.9 Ts.1 o 707 Te-6 %8 7a.) Te.%
tmpioyed 5,322 1 s,393 | s.53 v.v00 s.e51 6,432 . s 028 4,450
uaemp:o: §31 933 616 178 e18 877 . 20 FIts
; 1.7 17,7 12,0 6.7 5.5 6.5 15.3 15.9
‘Women. 20 yesrs and over
1300 to 3,923 9,052 1 5,009 | e, 839 5,078 1 s.075 | s.08! 5,088
<D, 55.4 $5.8 55.% 8.9 56.8 56.2 56,2 55.8
Emvioyes 4,266 5,380 | 3,308 3.285 8,85 [ e,360 ', 806 5.330
unempioyeo 636 672 71 853 593 218 €18 733
Unemptoym - 12.9 3.1 .2 13-2 3.6 5.1 12.3 s
Boih seadd, 1818 yoais
Crvrisanianor foece . . 162 720 739 665 571 856 82 823
Pancioation 33.2 3. 32,7 1.7 38.2 7.8 37,3 363
Empioyes 857 316 209 $3e s 875 a7 Rga
tramgioyeo 365 368 3N FET 387 375 358 319
Unemgioyment 49.0 w22 [T 38.3 “5.8 [T %2.2 512
Men 93.3 39.4 5.2 0.2 el 91,9 3%.6 36.3
wWomen 36.4 5.1 83.2 38.8 9.5 85,6 5. 6.7
MISPANKS ORIGIN H
10N POGUISHON 9,138 5,390 [ 9,331 9,188 9. 88¢ 9,519 | 5,800 5.3%4
n ianor force . 5,931 5.915 | 5,933 6,019 6,151 6,095 | 6,05 £.08%
Parucipation rate 3.5 2.9 63.08 5.6 Ba.a 8.8 8.8 8.9
- 5,174 5,149 S.166 | 5,332 s, 888 5.426 5,330 5.258
doiiandind 730 187 190 787 7¢8 569 ; 123 787
Unempioymens rate 12.8 13.0 1.3 1.7 1.5 .0 12.0] 2.6

' ThE DODuiIAInn frjurés are AOL 3G L5183 107 36330NE! vanatons. here!
NUMBArS Anpear 1 e UNAAIAIAG 810 1€230NATTY SCIUSIRS COIUMNS

for the wbove 1308 A3 THSDINIC-OF

3 2ng DIaCk POPUIENON £ OVDY

£ the” OthAr FACOS” QIOUD Are i DI6BET

4 GroUDS W) AO1 UM 10
S ang rsDamcs dre nCiucead
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Table A-3. Sel nploy i
0n thousands}
Not sscratty
. Samsonally edjusted
Catagory
Feb. Feb. Peb. ost. Hov. Dec. Jaa. Fet.
1981 1982 1981 1981 1381 1981 1982 1982
CHARACTERISTIC
98,401 97,945 100,069 100,343 100,172 99,613 99,581 99,590
38,425 37,758 38,944 38,746 38,553 38,342 38,234 8, 255
ouse pre 23,940 23,846 23,824 23,874 23,820 23,691 23,788 23,727
Women who maintsin famities . 4,932 5,163 4,926 $.065 5. 049 S.064 5.107 5,158
‘OCCUPATION

White-coltar woekers . . . . 52,874 52,986 52,739 53,199 53,086 53,084 52,836 52,841
Professionsl snd technicat 16,541 16,877 16,185 16,681 16,657 16,774 16,803 16,612
Maragars and administrators, excest tarm 1,607 1,202 1,629 11.616 11,461 1,428 11,091 1,253
Seies workens | 6,276 6,426 6,397 5,400 6,418 5,450 6,520 6. 544
Cierical workers | 18,450 18, 340 18,528 18,502 18,550 18,436 18,423 18,432

Blue-coltar warkery | 30,004 29,142 31,193 30,953 30,683 30,344 30,203 30,309
Craft and kindred workers. 12,263 12,031 12,688 12,846 12,41 12,446 12,370 12,454
Operatives, except transport , 10,402 9,756 10,618 10,410 10,220 10,169 9,966 9.955
Trensport equipment operstives . © 3,317 3,433 3,446 3,580 3,438 3,368 3415 3,503
Nontarm labarers . 3,962 3.922 4,445 4,517 4,614 4,361 4,459 8,397

« 13,210 13,473 13,347 13.525 13,670 13,639 13.709 13,612
2,313 2,345 2.728 2,770 2,802 2,660 2,817 2,787
MAJOR INDUSTRY AND CLASS
OF WORKER

Agricutture:

Yage and salary worken. 1,131 1,161 1,389 1,502 1,436 1,352 1,377 1,426
Seit-employed workers 1,482 1,456 1637 1,631 1,601 1,602 1,674 1.596
Uneaid family workers . 199 235 306 261 321 228 380 359
Nonagricultural industries:
Wagr and satary workers . 88,150 87,700 89,104 89,460 89,238 88,991 88,759 88,586
16,117 15,760 15,875 15,491 15,397 15.585 15,578 15,527
72,073 71,940 73,229 73,969 73,841 73,406 73,183 73,059
1,140 1,113 1,190 1,162 1,208 1,291 1,248 1,161
70,933 70.827 72,039 72,807 72,637 72,115 71,932 71,898
Sett-emplayed workers 7,045 7,027 7,080 7,152 7,141 7,057 6,971 7,055
Unpaid famity workers 3us 356 384 451 425 410 410 408
PERSONS AT WORK'

Nonagricultursl industries 91,683 91,248 91,287 91,384 91,323 90,922 90,125 90,892
Full-time schadules . 74,155 72,736 74,482 73,886 73,915 73,360 72,803 73,028
Pert time for economic reasons 4,021 5,289 4,227 5,009 - 5,026 5.288 5,071 5.563

Unually woek full time . . 1,678 2,232 1,650 2,006 1,945 2,121 1,783 2,193
Ususlly work part time. 2,383 3,057 2,577 3,003 3,001 3,167 3,287 3,370
Part time for noneconomic 13,507 13,223 12,578 12,489 12,382 12,274 12,251 12, 300

' Excludes persoms “with # job but not a1 work ™ during the murvey period for much ressons =
vacation, ilines, or industrisl disputes.
Table A-4. Range of unemployment measures based on varying detinitions of unemployment and the labor force,
seasonally adjusted
{Percent)

Querterty sveragm Monthly data

Messures 1980 1981 1981 1982

Ut Persons unemployed 15 weeks or bonger ax » percant of the civilian Labor force

2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.5

U2 Job lossrs as & percent of the civillan stor forca . . . . 3.0 3.7 .7 3.8 4.5 4.9 4.4 4.7

U3 Unemployed persom 25 years end over 23 & percent of the civi

fabae force 25 years sngower, .. . ... 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.3 6.1 6.5 6.3 6.0

U4 Unemoloyed tull-time jobasekers as & percent of the full-time labor force. .

U Toul unemoloysd a1 s parcent of the cirilien tebos force lotficisl messirs)

U

&

Total full-time jobseekers plus % part.time jobserkrs phus % totat on pert time for economic
e330NS 21 2 pevcent af the civilian labor force lets % of the part-time labor force . ..., .. .. .. 9.5 9.4 9.3 9.8 {10.8 [11.3 | 11.0 | 1.3

%

Total tull-time jobseekers plus % part-time obseskers pius % total on pars time for
#CoNOMic raasons plus discouraged workers et s percent of the civillen lebor fores plus
discouraged workers less % of the part time sbor forcs. . .

13.5 10.4 10.2 10.8 1.8 H. AL H.A. B.A.

NA. = ot avitable.
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Table 4.5, Major y adjusted
Nwmiser ot
womaoyet parce Uyt ot
[rpesaes
Comgory -
feo. feb, ra5. ozt. [ duc. Jas, rer.
1381 1582 1983 1981 1981 1981 1982 1982
THARACTIRISTIC
Totn 16 vemn eng ourr J.. 8.0 8.2 5.8 8.5 8.8
Men. 20 sees ans ovee 6.0 6.7 7.1 7.9 7.6 7.6
Women 20 yeant 455 ore 6.6 7.0 7.z 7.8 7.2 7.8
B0t mem. 181 voen 9. 2.9 210 21,5 1.7 2.3
Murrad mes, ooum trevent 2,120 4.y 5.8 5.2 5.7 5.3 5.3
0102 o, S Gt 1775 .. 6.1 6.8 6.6 6.2 7.0
Woreen ho meaisin femiie 583 4.8 10.¢ 1.8 1€.5 10.8 i9.2
S time worten 7,297 3.8 7.7 8.1 8.7 6.8 8.5
Port e wvkes 1,641 G0 9.5 10.2 9.2 3.4 10.3
La00r force tame ot -- .- 8.2 9.1 3.5 10.1 0.0 §.8
OCCUPATION
Where o merrey 2,083 FRTTY 1 $.2 2.5 3.2
Protrocral snd techace . a2 526 .5 2.7 1. 2.9
Maragars an irare 7 oo, s1006 T 29 366 2.8 .0 30 .7
3o worsen 24 320 3.9 5.9 a.9 a5
Cloral warron 1,065 1,325 6.0 6.9 6.2 [
s cofter marien 3.539 3,928 1.9 1.8 12.7 12,9
Croht 076 2 inGre0 wornen 973 1,148 8.3 8.5 $.3 3.0
Opw rtives. uoect vanoon 1,062 1,813 12.8 w1 5.5 5.
Trarapert ecuprent Gonalim 328 400 A0 0.6 0.5 10,2
Sontaorn iadorens 779 961 1.6 16.9 16.9 16.9
Servcs aorten v, 272 e 3.3 9.7 9.6 8.2
Fam et e 1% 1 6.2 8.2 6.9 6.9
INDUETAY? -
Wormpattuce privin wags i iy waren! 8.010 7,240 7.6 8.1 [} S.i 8.8 5.9
Constraion T2 528 V3.7 1.6 1.8 18,1 16.7 184
Marutectunng 1,991 2.30% 8.5 2.6 % 1.0 9.3 i5.6
O atas goocs 1.212 1,551 8.7 8.6 9.5 L3N] 1n.0 M.
Nordwe stve s 781 85 8.3 8.6 9.3 9.6 9.% 9.5
THOrs10n ot ouae ki a3 339 5.8 .8 5.5 6.0 6.8 8.9
W Clensie and otas mase 1,508 1,818 7.7 8.9 8.6 . 6.5 8.7 9.0
Frmarce 192 serven s 1,933 1,663 5.9 6.2 6.1 6.4 5.9 6.5
Gomerrmers wccrmn 118 835 w3 .t 5.2 5.0 2.8 5.2
AP €S wage 100 wary worten 197 210 1".e 13,4 1w | 13l 6.2 i2.8
| AR Mo KT by e wamesevsn et fwvany on S e S ScOROTIG S B e exmtry comen Gr¥Y uemokore sags S0 Ly earag
el Ot GOtENtusty svaabit O Torey hown. * inchation menag. not e uoe rady,
Uremplermen By S0ODEDGA AN 1 eaTnCES UNEMOIOYSS panare, shervm Pt By
Tabla A-6. Duration of unemployment
Numbers m tRRIsandy)
oot cumuratly Sesvanaly et
epermd
Wowks 0i wns moimy men) -
fer. Feb. fen. oce. fov, dec. Jeo. Pen.
4581 1982 1983 1984 1981 1981 1982 1982
OURATION
Lom 010 § wsey 3,089 3,581 3,267 3.787 3,852 4,017 3,852 3,783
30014 wts 2,951 1,782 2,17% 2,686 2,882 3,018 3,068 3,082
e o v 2,57% 1,015 2,322 2,292 2,368 2,312 2,399 2,728
5078 ves 1. 287 1620 1,972 1,166 1,225 1,189 1,210 1,885
22 amats net o 1, 307 1,337 1,2% 1,126 1,138 1,183 1,130 5.278
Avtras (men] G tion, < wmats 15,3 Ta.d tey 1.6 13,4 12.8 3.5 1oy
s Ourtion, v ety 8.2 E) 7.9 6.8 6.9 6.7 2.2 7.3
PEACENT DIETRIBUTION
Tout unemctoves 100.0 180.0 195.0 100.0 100,98 166.8 160.0 i00.0
Lom #0n § womes 5.9 TN 0 2.7 82.) 2.6 L) 1%.8
$30 14 wans. FI 36.% 29.9 0.9 3y 32.0 32.9 319
15 s ot ver 29.9 29.1 29.1 6.4 2s.0 25.2 25.7 28.3
153 78 ety 18,7 6,2 1.8 12.8 3.8 12.6 13.0 151
77 owts ant omee . 15,2 12.9 5.7 3.0 12,5 12.6 12.8 1.8

$9-7100 O—82——38
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Table A-7. Reason for unemployment

(Numbers in thousands)

Not ammonelly
Semonaly atpmeed
Ramon
Feb. Feb. Peb. oct. vov. Dec. Jaa. feb.
1981 1962 1981 198t 1981 1981 1982 1982
NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED
Lost last job. 4,835 6,132 4,050 4,573 4,905 5,343 5,205 5,153
On levott. 1,781 2,344 1,312 1,631 1,826 2,042 1. 860 1,740
Othr job lomen. 3,050 3,708 2,738 2,932 3,079 3,301 3,385 3,813
Uatttast job 882 931 911 976 916 923 8315 964
Reantered fabor forca. 2,041 2,300 2,020 2,178 2,339 2,264 2.019 2,277
Soeking fiest job . . . 856 1,015 943 1,002 996 1,021 1.055 1,100
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
50.2 59.1 S1.1 52.4 53.6 56. 1 54.3
20.7 22.6 16.6 18.7 19.9 21,8 16.3
35.5° 36.5 34.6 33.7 3.6 Ju.e 35.9
10.2 9.0 1.5 1.2 10.0 9.7 10.2
23.7 22.2 25.5 25.0 25.5 23.5 26.0
9.9 9.8 1.9 1.s 10.9 0.7 1.6
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
4.6 5.7 3.7 4.2 4.5 4.9 4.8 4.7
.8 .9 .8 .9 -8 -8 .8 .9
1.9 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.1 2. 1.9 2.1
.8 .9 -9 .9 .9 .5 1.0 1.0
Table A-8. Unemployment by sex and age, seasonally adjusted
- Number of
Uneploymant retss
{in thounande)
Sax and upe
Feb. Feb. Feb. oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1981 1582 1981 1981 1981 1981 1982 1982
7.965 9,575 7.4 8.0 8.3 8.8 8.5 8.8
18 to 24 yeons. 4,209 14.6 15,4 16.0 16.3 16.4 17.0
e Wy 1.938 19.1 20,4 21,4 21.5 21.7 22.3
161017 yeans. 792 21.3 21,5 22.6 21.9 21.9 22.7
1810 19 vaans., 1,149 1.7 20.0 20.5 21.2 213 22-0
2,27 1.9 2.7 13.0 13.5 13.5 14.1
5.401 5.2 5.7 6.0 6.5 6.3 6.8
4,756 5.6 6.2 6.5 6.9 6.7 6.8
630 1.5 3.8 3.8 4.1 2.2 'R}
Men, 18 yaers snd ovar. 5,380 7.2 1.7 8.3 9.0 8.6 8.7
Bw2yan.... 2,357 15.5 16.0 17.0 17.48 17.4 17.8
1860 10 veers. . 1,033 20.0 293 21.8 22.3 221 22.5
101017 yours.. 429 22,4 210 22.7 22,6 23.0 23.0
606 1.5 19.3 21.0 22.2 21,8 22.1
1,324 12.9 13.8 18,4 14.8 1.9 5.4
3,07t 4.9 5.5 5.8 6.5 6.3 6.3
2,675 5.2 5.9 6.3 6.9 6.7 6.7
n 3.3 3.7 3.7 6. 4.3 4.2
3.506 4,191 7.7 8.2 8.u 8.5 8.4 8.9
i.591 1,852 13.5 14.8 14.7 14.9 15.2 16.%
783 18-2 20.7 20.9 20.5 21.2 22.1
355 363 20.3 21.9 22.5 2141 20.6 22.5
429 545 6.8 20.6 19.9 20.0 21,3 2129
808 9u7 0.9 1n.s 1.3 12.0 1.9 12.7
1,949 2,330 5.5 6.1 6.4 6.0 6.3 [
1,726 2,081 6.0 6.5 6.8 6.9 6.7 7.0
223 253 3.9 8.0 3.8 3.7 6.1 4.3
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Tabie 4-3. Employment status of biack and other workers

(NUmbers (0 1w angs)

Not tessonaily sdpsied Seesonalty sdyusted
Empioyment s1ptuy - o tTT I S -1
reb. Jas. Feb. reb. ect. sorw, Sec. Jaa. Zeb.
1981 1982 1532 1981 1581 1983 1981 1982 1982
Cotian NONRASHIHORH DODuiaIEN" 22.v8 | 22,853 | 22,633 | 22,088 | 22,206 | 22,305 22,0100 22,893 | 2283w
Ceniran tatwor loree V6| va.ser | 13,708 | 13,876 13,897 | 12,7571 12,773] 33,788 ! 13,657
Partreipaan rate co.t 59.% 60.6 #6.8!  oi.6 81.5 1 61,5 §0.9 81,2
Employed 31,455 11,3853 11,858 Il.i‘)'li P60 11,660 [ 11,610 11,812 11,653
Unempioyrs 1,617 2,138 2,25e VTi9 g 20861 2,096 2,%e3: 2072 2,303
Unemoioyment rare 1he 15.7 1.9 22l s 15,24 157 15,1 5.9
| ]
THe DOUIALON I1QUIAS e NOL ADIUNEO 101 MNISONAI
Aumbers ANDEY N INe UNAMuNIed 340 $2230721ly aC utted Columns
Tabla A-10. Employment status ot male Vi a and by age, not djusted

Civitian 1a30r torce

Cintean Unemployes
fostny
fulsonai
vetesan starn oowation et &
ana oge
Fed. Feb. rebd. rebd. reb. rab.
1381 %82 1981 1582 198 1982
VE'!""S—
8,488 8,663 7,583 7,483 T.067
7,323 7,236 1,006 6,529 $,270
z 1,571 1,32¢ 1,854 1,293 1,043
W to 4 years 3,850 3,088 3,27 3,003 2,899
3510 13 yerrs 2,304 2,8 2,225 2,12 2,528
2048313372000 3, 102 1,924 987 958 1,192
NONVETENANS
251535 v0ais 16,855 17,632 15,9210 16,894 W,769 15,372 1,352 1.52% 1.2 $.0
7028 years 2138 | a5y | 1,257 | 7lsse | elees | ei7en m ast | els | 1z
M0 Jyears S5.24) 5,786 8,802 5,515 4, 008 5,085 3138 230 6.8 1.8
YoM vears 3.467a 3,592 3,682 3,783 3,882 3,543 290 238 5.4 6.3
NOTL Vi#inam 613 +&lvidms a1e ma.e3 who served in ihe Armed Forces beiween Aimed Forces vublivhed data are iirnied 10 those 2510 35 vesrs uf age 1be Qrouw 1hat

AUgusi 5 1364 200 May 7 1975 NOAvelaing Jre mains who Rave never sarved n the MOSY Cloveiy CONAINONEY 10 the Duix OF Ihe Visingm era valerdn MonuIalon
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Table A-11. statos of the noninsti ion for the ten largest States
(Numbers in thoussnds]
. Not sessonally adsurted * Sessanstiy sajuetnd
Suate s0d empioyment sistus Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. oce. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1981 1982 1982 1981 1931 1981 1981 1982 1982
Calitornia .
Civiban nommsutunions! poputation' . ....... | 17,900 18,218 18,242 17,900 18,118 18,145 18,171 15,218 18,242
Civsuan tabor force ... 11,675 11,907 11,946 11,730 11,861 11,871 11,851 11,916 12,004
Emploved 10,738 10,789 10,801 10,868 10,902 10,915 10,828 10,878 10,935
Unemolojed 917 1,117 1,145 862 959 936 1,023 1,038 1,069
Unemplovment rate 8.0 9.4 9.5 7.3 8.1 8.1 8.6 8.7 8.9
Forids
Cavilian noninstitutionat poputation’ 7,788 8,061 8,083 7,788 7,980 4,005 8,028 8,061 8,083
Coilian tabor tores 4,405 4,511 4,558 4,821 4,616 4,634 4,627 4,596 4,575
Emploved ... 6,127 4,168 4,234 4,133 4,279 4,281 w272 4,257 4,243
Unemeloved . 278 346 322 288 337 353 355 139 332
Unemplayment rate 6.3 1.7 7.1 6.5 7.3 7.8 7.7 7.6 7.3
Wlinois °
oninstithiuonat population ! 8,487 8,518 8,541 8,518 8,522 8,525 8,538 8,541
1an Labor force 5,478 5,518 5,551 5,586 5,565 5,486 5,554 5,621
Emploved ... 4,996 4,960 4,990 5,113 5,064 5,000 5,053 5,079
Unemplaved . W82 558 sht 473 501 484 501 542
Unemploymen R4 10.1 10.1 8.5 9.0 8.8 9.0 9.6
Massachusetty
Civtian nonstiutional popalaton®, ....... .4 4,419 4,470 4,474 4,419 4,453 4,657 4,661 4,470 4,474
Cohian labor force ... .. .. e | 2,929 2,992 2,960 2,936 3,029 3,048 3,029 1,005 2,968
Emoloved L 2,746 2,756 2,716 2,770 2,806 2,835 2,805 2,797 2,237
Unemploved 184 238 247 166 221 213 224 208 231
Unemployment rate 6.3 8.0 8.3 5.7 7.8 7.0 7.4 6.9 7.8
Michigan
thlnnmlmlllunmlwwhum ....... L e 6,784 6,784 6,772 6,776 6,776 6,776 6,784 6,784
Couan babor for X 103 4,227 4,240 4,215 4,131 4,303 4,269 4,284 4,266
Emploved 3,593 3,550 3,556 3,665 3,780 3,752 3,632 3,645 3,634
Unemploved .. 600 677 684 550 551 551 637 $19 632
Unemoloyment rate 16.3 16.0 16.1 13,0 12.7 12.8 14.9 16,9 1.8 .
New Javiay
Crvibant nomnsitutions) populstion’ ... .....| 5,616 5,676 5,680 5,616 5,655 5,661 5,665 5,676 5,680
Crvilan tabor fores 1,537 3,564 3,506 3,572 3,568 3,554 3,519 3,579 3,562
Emptoyed .. 3.265 3,214 3,180 3,312 3,313 3,288 3,249 3,264 3,226
Unemployed . - 272 351 327 260 255 266 270 135 316
Unemploymentesie . ... . .. . 7.7 9.2 5.3 7.3 7.1 7.5 7.7 9.4 8.9
N York
Crvihan nonwnstitotional populatien' . ... | 11,343 13,463 13,469 13,363 13,426 13,434 13,440 13,463 13,469
Crurhan labor torce PR A.n83 7,980 8,016 8,089 8,004 7,946 7,976 7,969 8,043
Employed . . 7,415 7,300 7,314 7,468 7,436 7,343 7,325 7,345 7,364
Unemydoyes N S 669 681 722 625 | . 568 © 603 651 624 679
Unemploymentrate . . .. .. .. 8.3 A5 9.0 7.7 7.t 7.6 8.2 7.8 8.4
Ohic
Cavihan nonumstitunonal vopulaon® . 8,004 R,031 8,031 8,004 8,017 8,019 8,020 8,011 8,031
Cavshan abor torce . PRTPTI 4,922 5,032 4,967 5,020 5,044 5,084 5,103 5,120 5,066
Emploved . . ....... .. 4,423 4,434 4,361 4,854 4,510 4,506 4,478 4,570 4,493
Unemploved [T 494 598 606 466 534 s78 | . 615 550 573
Unemployment tare .. . . 10.1 1.9 12.2 9.3 10.6 11.4 12.2 10.7 11.3
Pannsytvanis
 Ronmsitutional population 9,078 9,129 9,131 9,078 9,108 9,112 9,115 9,129 9,131
Cowian laber fance ... . 5,380 5,423 5,448 5,443 5,679 5,677 5,467 5,469 5,511
Emploved W,918 4,781 4,850 5,012 5,000 4,982 4,942 4,859 4,945
Unemploved . . 462 642 598 43 479 495 525 610 566
Unempioymentrate .. A6 11.8 1.0 7.9 8.7 9.0 9.6 11.2 10.3
Texas
Contsn momstitutsonal poputaon ' 10,435 10,740 10,765 10,435 10,648 10,675 10,701 10,740 10,765
Covtran labor fonce . ﬁ,911 7,163 7,223 6,945 7,133 7,178 7,163 7,171 7,245
Employed Lo ,596 6,737 6,803 6,629 6,759 6,788 6.798 6,770 6,834
Uomwmioyri 327 w26 421 316 374 390 365 401 411
Unemployment rate 6.7 5.9 5.8 L6 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.6 5.7

! The population figures are nat sdjusted for sessonal varistions: thersfors, identicsl numben
wpes in h

* These ore the offciel Bureeu of Lubor Strtistc’ estimates uisd in the adminiarstion of
Foderal fund allocation programs.
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ai payrolis by industry

D on

On thousandsi

ESTABLISHMENT DATA

Tota!
Goods producing
Mining
Construction

Manutactunng . .
Producian workers

Durable goods .
ProTUTHion woIAETS

¢ £00 wOOD DIOQUETS
Furniture and fatures

Sione, clay. and gass producis
Primary metai producis
Fabrnicated metal procucts
Macmnery, e:cec- clectrcat
Eiecing and electionic 8aus
1ans00r1ation aqunpment
instiuments 3nd refated 220ucts .
Mis T s .

Nonduraoie goods
Preguction workers

Food and iindred p:oduus

ADpaiel and GINer 1€4LIB BIOBLTIS
Papes anc alied products
Printing and publisning
Chemicals and atlied ot
Felroieum ang coat producis
RuDDEs and misc piasics products.
L 121 and leather producls

Servik e producing

Tranaportat:on 1@ pudiic yilittes

‘Whoi e and (elaii lrade
Wholseale tradg
a3l trade

Finence, inurence, snd rest estate
Services
Gorgrnment

Federai govemmant
State end ine ol govemment

Not seasonaily adjusied

|
S T

Sssscnally sdiusted

2,2
tL,0%0

an,

5,168
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Table B-2. Average weekly hours of p or sory on private Q! [ by Industry
Not ssasonally adjusted Sessonally adjusted
Indkestry
Feb. Dec. Jan. ol Feb. pl Feb. oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. p Feb. p
1981 1981 1982 1982 | 1981 1981 1981 1981 1982 | 1982
Total prtvet® . . e 35.0 35.2 33.8 4.6 35.2 35.0 35.0 34.9 34.2 34.9
Mining . s2.8) aa7| sz.8j 432 2) (£33 2) 2) @) 2)
Construction 3s.0{ 37.0] 332! 353 ) ) @) @) ) (2)
Manutacturing . 39. 39.9 4 37.1 36.9| 39.8f  39.5] 393t 39.0f 32.3) 9.t
Ovonlmehours 2. 2.6 . 3 2.8 .7 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.3
Durable goods .. 39. 40.4 7. 19.3) ao0.1 39.9( 39,7 39.3] 37,9 9.
Overtime hours 2. 6 2.1 2 . 2.6 4 2.4 2.2 2.2
tumber and wood products 38.5 38.1 33.8 37.6 39.1 37.6 37.5 37.6 38.2
Furniture and fixtures . 38.3 | 38.9 | 32.6| 7.4 86| 381 3.7 37.7 31.6
Stone, clay, -ndglluproducls 39.6 40.1 37.3 38.9 40.6 40.0 40.0 39.5 39.9
Primary metal products . 40.7 39.6 38.4 39.1 40.7 9.8 39.7 39.2 39.1
Fabricated metal products . 40.0 40.6 37.8 9.1 40.2 40.0 39.6 319.2 9.3
Machinery, except electrical ., . 40.8 41.9% 39.1 40.4 40.8 40.7 40.6 40.3 40.4
Electric and elactionic equipment . 39.6 [ 40.3| 381 39.4| 39.6| 39.91 39.3| 39.2 39.4
Transportation equipment . 40.1 4b.4 38.5 39.9 40.5 40.5 40.21 39.4 40.3
Instruments and related products s0.5( 40.7{ 38.s| 39.8] 40.5| 404 40.3] 3909 39.8
Miscellaneous manufacturing . 38.4 3%.1 36.4 38.1 38.6 3%.0 3%.0 38.4 38.3
Nondurable goods 8.9 39.2 | 36.2 38.2{ 39.2| 3%.0{ 38.8] 38.6 8.5
Overtime hours 2. 2.6 2.4 4 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.5
Food and kindred products . .. 39.3| 40,4 38.7| 38.9] 39.9| 39.5]| 9.6 39.8[ 39.0] 39.3
Tobacco manufactures. 38.5 | 381 36.1 8.3 (2) (2) 2) 2) (2) (2)
Textite mli products . 39.9 8.6 31.1 37.5 40.0 39.3 38.8 7.8 31.2 37.%
Apparel and other textile products . 35,30 35,51 30.2 .6 3s5.6] 357 5.6 3s.1 30.91 348
Paper and allied products. 42.2 42.7 41.2 41.9 62.4 42.4 41,9 41.8 41.1 42,1
Printing and publishing . 36.9 7.9 6.3 37.0 37.3 37.1 36.9 37.2 36.6 37.4
Chemicals and allied products - 4.5 41.8 40.8 41.2 41.6 41.5 41.3 41.3 40.8 41.3
Petroleum and coal products . 42.5% 42.6 43.1 . 62,8 43.8 42.1 42.3 42.6 44.3 43.7
Rubber and misc. plastics products 40.2 40.1 37.8 39.3 40.3 40.0 39.6 39.4 7.7 39.4
= Leather and leather products.. .. . 36.7 36.4 33,5 4.6 37.0 36.8 36.7 36.1 33.8 34.8
Transportation and public utilitles ................. 95| 39.3 | 3s.s|  39.4 @) ) (2) (&N 2) 2)
Wholessieandretalltrade . ....................... 31.7 32.2 3.1 31.5 32.2 3t. 32.0 3t.9 1.5 1.9
- Wholesale trade . 38.3 8.7 37.9 38.1 8.6 38.5 38.6 38.4 8.1 8.4
Retailtrade.... . 29.6{ 30.3| 28.9| 29.4] 0.2 29.9]| 29.9| 29.9| 25| 29.9
Financs, insurance, andreslestats ................ 36.4 36.2 36.2 36.3 (2) (2) 23 (2) ) (2)
Services .. 32.6 32.6 3za 32.4 32.8 32.% 32,6 32.7 2.3 32.6
' Data valll. to wwmlon 'Mm in mlnlﬂq and mﬂlﬂmm (nl:onﬂmcﬁul * This series is not pubiished sessonally adjusted since the seasonal component is
work

and public  smail relative to the trend-Cycle andror ireguiar components and consaquently cannat
preciaion.

utilities; -molaulo and mnn m finance, lnsaum. lnd rea) esiate; and services. b separstad with sufficient

These groups account for approximately four-tiftns of the total
aonagricutturat payrolls.

an private 3
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Table B-3. Average hourly and weeily ings of p or pervisory on private nonagricultural
payrolla by Industry
Average howty seminge Average wassty gprmings
raagtry —
Feb. Dec. Sen. Tev. o Ten. Sec. dan. o Tes. o
1981 isai 1987 1982 1981 1981 1982 1482

Total petvsts .. ... . sr.o8] sr.es| sross| sr.se ledarivels2sa24|e23s 0] 6200, 80
Seasonaily adusied . 7.04 183 7.3% 7052 | 2a7.en) 26c.01) 236,84 262049
L 9.86( 10.43 10.¢7 10,12 | «22.01| ahh.Z7) 458.4A| 463,30
Canstruction iacea) aaais] walss| araer | 3ealas| sreio3f 3sdias] 2es.20
Mmutactundng ... o e 7,78 8.2¢ 2.4 8.13% 108,181 328.87| V7. 01| 174.A2
Dursbie goods ERETY aoai 5.50 8.9 353.92] 338,33 dam.rr
Lumbe: and w0od p/OJUCLS . . 6.81 138 7.8t 273.18| 269 aa| 278,82
Furniture and tixtores ... ... s.74 6.26 5.17 237.88| 204.98{ 219.7%
Stens, ciay, and giass praducts 1.89 2,70 8.57 363.26| 32651 337028
Prmary metal products .. 16.58 Tt 438,16 436.45| 436,38
Fabsicaled metst products 1.9t 5.53 861 JadLei] 323009 13ees
Macninery, 81001 €16C1iCaH ) S.28 3.24 3a1.80l 360,11 37330
£18CLIIC 400 SIOCITONIC SQUIDMANT ... ..o b s 7.43 2.00 8.0 319.48] 306.80] 316.38
T1an3DOMatioN OquIpment ., $.93 10.69| 10.72 saz 31| a11,37] &27.73
Instruments and related products 7.70 7.9a 7.8% 318.68| 305.69| lis.co
Wisceiisnaous manulactunng . .. 5.83 8.32 Au33 232.42| 238.63[ 24117
Nondutabls goods 6.58 7.68 7082 292.0¢f 278.02| 209.17
£000 80 KinGred DIOOUCHS ... oLt 7.2 7.82 1.1 310.68] 302.63| 300.7¢
Tobacco manutaciures 356 2.2 $.39 239.09| 329.59[ 359.8a
Toxtiia mill products 5.33% 5.76 5.78 720.79| 179.181 216,78
ApDSr el and OItr #x1iie PIOBUELS . ... ... 497 5,49 s.19 179.28( 155,741 179,37
Paper and arliea products s.28 9.06 8.9 182.38) 373.27] 316,26
Printing and pubhsmng .. ... 7.36 8.39 8.80 322.18) 3r11.82] 3i8.20
Chermicais anc altied prOCuUCts . . 5.80 267 9.64 397,95k 39¢.54f 197,99
Petroisum and cosi OGUCTS . . . 1.3} 12,03f 17.18 493.31) Sts.e3| Sia.74
Rubber and misc. pIASNCS DrOduCTy 2.0 1.62 7.61 | 283,00 795.35) 288.04| 2199.37
Leains: and loatner products “.88 5.21 5.2 119,10 187,10 174,54 1mr.as
Transportation and pubiic utsiites ... .. 5.4% io.13| io.17 | 373.28] 1es.re| 3er.e2] s00.70
Wholesate and IS BAE. ...l s.ee s.01 [ g1y | ores o3l asasat isi.83] 193,73
Whotesals trade [T 7.83 7.94 7.95 | 282.83| 323.02] 300.83| 02.9¢
fatslitrads 20 5.2 s 08 $.60 | is1.92| i6i.20f i57.22] i38.8
Finance, inaurance, and eel 818 ... ... .. o., 6.21 5.4 6.80 s.82 | 226.04| 233.83] 278.92] 2003
Services ... $.27 6.6% [ e.rn §o20a.40] 2i7.02] 29732 2is.er

* Sew loutmAe 1. ladie B2
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Table B4. Hourly E gs tndex for p or visory on private by industry
(1577 = 100
. Not seasonsily scjusted Sessonally acjurted
Percent Percent
tncustry change changs
trom: rom:
Peb. Dec. Jan. Feb. Feb. Feb. Oce. Nov. Dec. Jan. eb. Jao.
1981 | 1981 | 1982 B 1962 of 1981- | 1981 | 1381 | 1981 | tssr | 1982 of 1982 o 1983
Feb. Feb.
1982 1382
143.6 | 145.7 | 145.5 7.5 1 135.0 | 1a1.9 ] 1a3.2| 1e3.5 145.0 | 14s.1 0.1
92.7 | ¢3.7 | N.A. 2y | 928 | 92.0| s2.sf 92.3| "s3l0| w.a. 3)
153.2 [ 15509 | 1564 s.2 (4) “) 4) 4) +) ) (4)
136.3 140.0 135.4 7.0 128.0 134.3 135.4 136.2 140.7 136.9 -2.6
147.5 149.3 149,5 8.6 137.5 145.5 146,46 147.0 148.8 149.3 .3
145.1 145.9 146.5 7.9 135.4 142.0 144.0 144 & 145.5 146.2 .5
135.6 La1,1 143.3 143.3 5.7 135.0 140.5 141.5 141.9 142.2 142.7 .3
136.2 lll.i- 144.7 145.0 6.5 135.0 140.9 143.2 141.8 144.0 143.7 -2
134,2 142.4 144.5 145.0 8.1 133.2 140.7 142.6 142.7 143.5 144.0 .3
1 See footnote 1, tahle B-2.
2 Percent change vas .2 from January 1981 to Janusry 1982, the latest month avatlable.
3 Percent change was .B from December 1981 to January 1982, the latest month available.
4

Mining {8 not seasonally adjusted since
components and consequently caanot be se
nor avatlable

p=preliminary

Table B-5. indexes of aggregate weekly hours

the seasanal component
parated with sufficfent

{s small relative to the
prectsion.

trend-cycle and/or irregular

ofp or visory on private g
payrolls by industry
1977 =100
Not sessonaily adjusted Seascnally adueted
Industry
Feb. | Dec. an. | Feb. | Feb. | Occ. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Fen
1981 | 1981 | 1982 1982p| 1961 | 1981 | 1981 | 1981 | 1ss2p| 1982 p
105.07 108.8| 101.3} 103.5| 107.9] 108.4] 108.0{ 106.9| 104.1| 106.5
97.3| 98.8| 87.6| s91.6| 100.9] 100.8] 99.3] 9s.8| 90.8] 95.4
126.25 142.7) 133.9] 133.4f 128.6| 140.1| 141.1{ 143.0] 137.4} 136.
9é.11 107.21 83.1f 87.7]| 109.1] 109.8] 111.0] 108.4] 98.6] 105.8
96.81 95.1| 86.3 97.2] 95.1] 92.4] 87.2| 91.4
goods......... 97.1] 94.2 8s.9 96.9| 94.1| 90.8/ 86.2] 89.9
Lumber and wood product 87.9| 78.5{ 67.0 82.70 79.6[ 77.8/ 70.4| 78.9
Furniture and fixtures. . . 97.8| 98,4} 80.4 98.41 95,1 936 80.1| s0.6
86.7 85,9 7s.4 90.0] 88.2] &4.9] 79.9| s3.4
93,9 83.1 79.1 89.0| 86.4| 02.3] 78.9( 79.8
94,90 92.0| s83.8 94.3| 91.3| es.0l 83.8| 6.5
110.0| 110.0] 101.7 111,31 109.1| 106.1] 100.7| 103.7
105.7 104.7| 98.1 107.8] 103.11 100.5} 97.5| to1.
85.8( 82.6( 74.6 84.7| 82.a| 76.4| 74.2( 78.3
LIL.4] 111.6 | 104.6 112.0} 110.4¢ 1090/ 104.4| 107.4
87.7] 90.8[ £0.4 92.2) 92.2| 90.2] B84.0] 86.4
Nondurablegoods . ...... 96.4| 96.3| s6.8 97.8] 96.4] 9a.8] 88.6| o3.6
Food and kindred products . 94.0( 9a.5| 90.9 97.8
Tobacco manutactures . 87.1] 102.0( 95.4 98.1
Textile mill products . . 90.9| sa.8| 6.5 88.7
1 anc other taxtile products . . . 92.9 91.7 75.8 95.2
Paper and allled products . . .. | 983 97,9 934 99,2
Printing and publishing ... .| 107.3] 112.3] 108.6 109.3
Ghemicals and allled products ] 100,50 99.6( 96.2 101.0
" Petroleum and cos! products . . 98.1 95.3 91.6 97.6
Rubber and misc, plastics products L 99.sf 97.2( so.s 100.1
Leather and leather products . .| s8.0f B8S.0] 76.2 s0.8
109.1f 114.3( 109.0 112.7
104,11 104.7| 100.6 104.0( 104.7{ 103.2] 102.4) 104.3
103.01 1315} 103.3f 103.7} 106.8] 107.7| 107.3 106.5| 105.7] 107.3
. 109.21 111.9( 108.0] 108.5| 111,21 111.6f 111.8] 110.8] 109.3] 110.2
e 100.7f 111.3 | 101.5| 101.9] 103.2| 106.2| 105.5{ 104.9] 104.3| 106.2
Finance, insursnce, and restestats .. .. ... e coecreeee | 11641 11708 217.0) 126.9) 117.4| 118.5) 118.2] 118.2] 118.0] 117.8
Services . ..... s e 116.1) 120.2 116.6| t10.7| 118.2] 120.1 t20.8] 121.2] 119.6] 120.8
* 8ee footnote 1, table B2,
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Tabie B-6. indexas of ditfusion: Percent of industries in which employmant' increased
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Representative REuss. Thank you, Commissioner Norwood.

You say that the total number of persons working part time for
economic reasons reached a new record of 5.6 million in February.
By economic reasons, you mean they couldn’t get full-time work
though they wanted it? '

Ms. Norwoob. That’s correct.

Representative Reuss. Can you give us the series of part-time
workt;rs——when you say a new record, what do you mean; since
when?

Ms. Norwoobp. The data are on table A-3 of our press release.
The part time for economic reasons group rose almost 500,000 over
the month. By record level, I mean that the February level of 5.6
million is the highest registered since we began tabulating these
data many years ago.

Representative REuss. When?

Ms. Norwoob. Since 1955, Mr. Plewes informs me.

Representative Reuss. Isn’t it likely, then, that there are more
people today working part time against their will who simply can’t
get a full-time job than at any time in the history of the republic?

Ms. Norwoob. Certainly since the mid-1950’s. I don’t know what
happened before that, but that’s a very long time, Mr. Chairman.

Representative Reuss. That is a startling and tragic figure. The
next thing to being unemployed is to be partially employed. Who
are these 5.6 million human beings; men, women, black, white,
brown, new entrants, young, old?

Ms. Norwoop. They are generally people who have a harder
time in the labor market and, therefore, are affected more by reces-
sion conditions. There tends to be a high proportion of women
among them and also minority groups. We can provide some fur-
ther information on that for the record.

Representative Reuss. That would be appreciated.

What kind of occupations tend to be part time? That is to say, I
wouldn’t think that a blue collar job such as a machinist in a fac-
tory would be part time. I wouldn’t think that an executive in an
office would be part time. Who is part time, involuntary part time?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, I'm glad you added the last point because I
think that makes a difference. If we look at part-time work in gen-
eral, obviously a great deal of it is in the service sector, though
some of it occurs in the goods-producing sector as well.

Part time for economic reasons tends to permeate the entire
economy in a period of recession and I would expect that any of the
industries that are working at reduced hours would have at least
some of their workers affected.

We would be glad to try to put together a paragraph analyzing
those data for the record for you.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]

Compared to their overall employment levels, women, teenagers, and blacks were
all disproportionately represented among those at work part time for economic rea-
sons. About half of this group was female, and about one-tenth were teenagers. In
terms of occupational distribution, the group was fairly widespread; 41 percent in
blue-collar jobs, 32 percent in white<ollar, and 27 percent in service jobs. Service

and blue-collar workers—particularly operatives and laborers—were over represent-
ed when compared to their share of overall employment. :
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In terms of industry, 4 of every 5 persons involuntary at work part time were em-
ployed in service industries, retail trade, or manufacturing, However, such part-time
work was disproportionately located in the construction industry as well as retail
trade. Among the manufacturing industries, apparel, textile mill products, printing
and publishing, and food processing showed the highest absolute numbers of invol-
untary part-timers, although the lumber and furniture industries had a large
number of involuntary part-timers relative to the overall job count for these two
industries. The workweeks of some, but not all, of the industries with high levels of
involuntary part-time workers were shortened considerably since February 1981.

Representative REuss. This is a new concept, and since there are
more of these unhappy part-time, involuntary unemployed than at
any time in the past 27 years, surely, we want to know as much
about it as we can. So we appreciate that.

You give as the overall unemployment rate for blacks as 17.3
percent, another disgracefully high figure. How does this break
down as between various areas, particularly the metropolitan areas
of the country? I'm thinking of metropolitan areas with large con-
centrations of minorities, for instance. Do you have that data on a
metropolitan basis?

Ms. Norwoob. We do not have data on the subgroups of some of
the population by individual metropolitan area every month. Many
of those data are available with a greater time lag. I can tell you
that the unemployment rates for blacks are high, both for men and
for women. The black teenage rate, as you know, has always been
extremely high and it is over 40 percent, but unemployment is a
problem for all parts of the black population.

Representative Reuss. You say you don’t have it yet for individu-
:lnnfl,etropolitan areas. Do you have it for metropolitan areas gener-

y?

Mr. PLewEs. Mr. Chairman, we don’t have that yet on an individ-
ual metropolitan basis. That is available once a year and we are
compiling that now based on last year’s annual averages. However,
on a monthly basis, we do get a metropolitan-nonmetropolitan
break and I don’t have those figures with me, but we would be
pleased to put them in the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES IN METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS BY RACE, SEX, AND AGE,
FEBRUARY 1982 (NOT SEASONALLY ADJUSTED)

Tota) United  Metropolitan  Noametropoli-
States areas

tan sreas

Total:

Both sexes, 16 years and over 96 9.3 103

Males, 20 years and over ... 8.9 88 8.6

Females, 20 years and over............ 18 15 85

Both sexes, 16-19 years o . 244 244 244
White:

Both sexes, 16 years and over s 85. 8.2 45

Males, 20 years and over 80 186 89

FEMales, 20 YEAIS 300 OVEL......coceecceccnresnenssssinseresssmscsmensssssssssssssoces ot 5.8 6.4 17

Both sexes, 16-19 years..... 221 217 229
Biack:

Both sexes, 16 years and over ... 179 176 180

Males, 20 years and over ... 177 176 180

Females, 20 years 300 QVEN......o.wreccocrccsinnssnsssssers ot 14.2 136 16.2

Soth sexes, 16-19 years 447 451 434
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Representative REuss. If the unemployment rate should average
8.9 percent this year, and it’s approximately that now—8.9 percent
is the figure that both the administration and the Congressional
Budget Office are projecting—how many people could be expected
to have at least one spell of unemployment during 1982?

Ms. Norwoob. About three times that amount, because people
tend to become unemployed and then either leave the labor force
or become employed and then, sometimes later on in the year, have
another spell of unemployment. So that the number of people who
have suffered some spell of unemployment during the year is far
great}elr than the number who are unemployed in any particular
month.

Representative Reuss. Thus, you would expect something like 30
million Americans to experience unemployment this year; is that
correct?

Ms. Norwoop. In 1980, the latest year for which work expendi-
ture data are available, the number of persons experiencing unem-
ployment sometime during the course of the year was 21 million.
In 1982, if unemployment were to average 8.9 percent for the year,
fy'e could expect a larger number, perhaps as many as 25 to 30 mil-
ion. -

. Rgpresentative Reuss. And that’s out of a labor force of 100 mil-
ion?

Ms. Norwoob. The labor force was 109 million in February. In
1980, the labor force averaged 107 million, but 118 million persons
worked or looked for work over the course of the year.

Representative REuss. In addition to the 80 million that can be
expected to be unemployed at least once in 1982, how many mil-
lions in addition to that 30 million would you expect to experience
involuntary part-time unemployment? Three times the 5 million
that you now have?

Ms. Norwoop. There are about 5.5 million this month and I do
not have offhand a figure on that over the year, but we can look at
that and submit it for the record. I'm sure it would be larger.

Representative REuss. Would it not be like a factor of three, 15
million?

Ms. Norwoop. I really don’t know. Perhaps less, but I'm not
sure.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

The number of persons working part time for economic reasons over the course of
a year runs a little more than three times the number at work in that situation in

an average month. In 1980, the number at work less than 35 hours for economic
reasons was 4.1 million; over the course of the year it averaged 13 million.

Representative REuss. The unemployment rate in the construc-
tion sector is still a horrible 18 percent or worse, and housing sales,
as we indicated, got even worse in January. In a business cycle,
isn’t the housing sector frequently the first to recover?

Ms. Norwoob. I'm not sure. I did note that for the month of Jan-
uary and for December that housing permits were beginning to in-
crease. Obviously, the situation in construction is very much affect-
ed by the problems on the financial markets.

Representative REuss. The program of the Democratic members
of the Joint Economic Committee, which I mentioned before, would
bring interest rates down very fast and very sharply. The prime
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rate, for example, which is currently 16.5 percent, would come
down this year, so says Data Resources, under the Democrats’ pro-
gram, to 12.9 percent and it would stay there or go lower in the
next 3 years through 1984.

If by some miracle that Democratic program were adopted,
wouldn’t housing quite rapidly expand in response to the lower in-
terest rates? While I gave the prime rate figure, long-term rates
would show a similar happy decline under our program which in-
cludes controlling and diminution of the deficit as well as a some-
what restrictive monetary policy which would ensue from budg-
etary responsibility.

My question again was, wouldn’t that emphasis of the Democrats
on lower interest rates produce happiness in the housing industry
and isn’t such happiness a traditionally good augury of getting out
of a recession or depression or whatever we have?

Ms. Norwoop. I'm sure that the construction industry would be
happy to see mortgage interest rates decline. As we all know, the
industries that have been hardest hit during this recession have
been those who do rely upon long-term financing, and the long-
term financing costs are an extremely important element in the
planning and in the operation of those industries.

Representative Reuss. This morning’s hearing is on unemploy-
ment rather than inflation, but, of course, the cost-of-living figures
are very much in your mind, too, and, not surprisingly, with a
weakened OPEC cartel and with a beneficient harvest, the Con-
sumer Price Index has been going agreeably downward.

Looking at the cost-of-living indexes, have price increases tended
to slow markedly in industries hardest hit by unemployment—
autos, construction, steel?

Ms. Norwoob. The price of houses has been dropping and the de-
cline in house prices has clearly had an effect on the deceleration
of the Consumer Price Index.

Representative REuss. Here we're talking largely about nonnew
houses, used houses. I mean, that’s about all there are now.

Ms. Norwoob. Houses in general.

Representative REuss. Apart from housing, what can you say—
has the devastating unemployment achieved that which the perpe-
trators of the unemployed have bragged about; namely, markedly
lower prices?

Ms. Norwoob. It's very hard to pinpoint the relationship of the
price change in a specific industry or a specific commodity to the
changes in employment in those industries. It's quite clear that last

ear housing had an important effect in the Consumer Price Index.

e do have relatively low rates of price increase in things like
lumber and wood procf'ucts and in some of the other products which
go into the manufacture of durable goods.

Representative Reuss. We are aware, Commissioner Norwood,
from your previous testimony, that the Bureau of Labor Statistics
has for some w~eks now been carrying out the belt tightening, the
guggei cuts dictated by the administration’s tightening of the

udget.

How long has this process been going on and can you comment
on the results as of now in terms of the efficiency with which you
perform your statistical function?
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Ms. Norwoop. I'm sure, Mr. Chairman, that you would expect
me to point out that we are an extremely efficient agency, and I
will do that.

Representative REuss. And I would agree.

Ms. Norwoop. However, we have had considerable difficulties in
implementing the budget cuts. We have taken in the Bureau of
Labor Statistics this year a 12-percent reduction from the budget
that was submitted both by President Carter and by President
Reagan, a budget which we considered to be exceedingly tight.

In eliminating the expenditures, we have actually eliminated
and in some cases reduced drastically some 19 separate programs
that the Bureau of Labor Statistics is responsible for. In addition,
we have postponed the redesigns and the revisions of some pro-
grams which we feel are essential and are normally begun at about
this time of the decade. After the 1980 census it is necessary to
revise the Current Population Survey, the market basket of the
CPL and the Employment Cost Index, and so on.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, the programs that we have tried to
retain are what I consider to be the basic core of data for which the
Bureau of Labor Statistics is responsible. I'm pleased that the
President saw fit to propose a program supplemental for the
Bureau of Labor Statistics when he sent forward the fiscal 1983
budget. That is a supplemental for a little more than $5 million
which would not restore the 12 percent cut which we have already
put in place but, rather, would restore the additional across-the-
board cut of 4 percent that was agreed to between the Congress
and the President in an aggregate decision.

So far as I understand, there seems to be general agreement,
both among Republicans and Democrats, that the Bureau should
not be cut further than the 12 percent level; but I will feel a great
deal happier when the supplemental request is acted upon.

Representative REuss. You spoke of 19 of your programs which
have been cut; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. That's right.

K presentative REuss. And those cuts range from total to par-
tial?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Representative Reuss. Can you give us the 19 programs and tell
us right now the amount of the cut? And if the name of the pro-
gram is not sufficiently indicative of what it does, spell it out a
little bit so we can have it for the record?

Ms. Norwoob. I would be glad to. The programs range across the
entire sphere of activity of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In the
price area, we have cut the Consumer Price Index data collection
by eliminating some of the special collection we did for the CPI for
Wage Earners. We will in the future use, as we did before 1978, the
same set of prices for the Wage Earner and the All Urban Index.
So in the future, the difference between the two indexes will be
only in the weights.

We are eliminating the family budget program. We are stretch-
ing out the revision of the Producer Price program.

Representative REuss. May I interrupt?

Ms. Norwoop. Yes.
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Re%resentative Reuss. You're eliminating the family budget pro-
gram?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Representative REuss. Will you tell us what that is or was?

Ms. Norwoop. The BLS family budget program is a_ program
which purports to measure a moderate but adequate budget for a
family with a husband working, nonworking wife, and two chil-
dren. There is also an upper and lower budget. We have tried for
many years to improve that program and to put it on a sounder
foundation as well as to collect prices for it. That requires money
and, in my judgment, the current status of that program is weak.
One of the rules that I tried to use in determining the basic cuts
was to cut those things which were of weaker quality than our
other programs. Since there seemed to be no possibility of getting
additional funds for data collection for that program, it was added
to the list.

Representative REuss. In reducing the weaker programs, has
that lightened the load?

Ms. Norwoop. It's one of the criteria, but obviously we have
tried to maintain a basic set of economic intelligence that I believe
the country needs. We have cut a great deal in the wage and indus-
trial relations program. We have cut out five industry wage sur-
veys. We have reduced the series on strikes and workdays lost due
to strikes enormously. We have cut out our analysis of the collec-
tive bargaining files. We have eliminated the union directory. We
have eliminated the labor turnover program. We have postponed
the redesign of the current population survey. We have eliminated
the May supplement to the Current Population Survey which pro-
vides information on hours of work and multiple job holders. We
have eliminated the construction labor materials requirements
survey entirely. We have reduced the work on economic projec-
tions. The Occupational Outlook Handbook will have a number of
the occupations eliminated and we will be reducing the level of
effort of work in that area.

We have also taken rather stringent action to reduce our over-
head. We have an extremely low overhead in BLS; in fact I think
too low; and we have reduced much of our information activity. We
have reduced the number of publications we have. We are now
charging for everything that we can charge for. We have taken a
wh&l(? set of steps which will eliminate programs that can be elimi-
nated.

Now let me say that one of the problems is that many of the pro-
grams that we have are either a part of the basic core of economic
intelligence necessary to measure employment, unemployment,
prices, wages, productivity, and economic growth; or they are pro-
grams which are required by law. And so we don’t have a great
deal of leeway. That’s why I'm pleased to be able to report to you
that Secretary Donovan agreed with me that 12 percent was the
limit that we could go. He, Mr. Stockman, and the President
agreed that the administration should propose a supplemental to
replace the additional cut beyond that 12 percent, and I hope that
the Congress will act quickly on that because our appropriation
runs out April 1.
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Representative Reuss. On some of the programs that you're
forced to discontinue, such as the Bureau of Labor Statistics family
budget program that you described, isn’t it necessary to have those
figures for certain Federal programs? I'm thinking of the targeted
Jjobs program which is still in effect where, if I'm not mistaken, one
doesn’t become eligible unless one has a relationship with that
lower family budget.

Ms. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, we have proposed data which
could be used to replace that in the CETA programs and the bills
which are being considered to extend the job training will make
provision for that. We have several concerns about the family
budget program. One is that it is not a reproducible series. It is a
normative budget and we are not sure that we, in the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, are competent to set norms for the country.

In addition, we have not collected prices for that program for
some 10 years. It’s just been extended by the Consumer Price Index
and we are very concerned about that.

I think that it is unfortunate that we need to cut many of the
programs that are on this list but I also believe that statistical
agencies, like any other part of the Government, have to make
their contributions. I believe that the message I would like to leave
with you is that we have made our contribution in this 12-percent
cut. I feel very strongly that if we go beyond that we will seriously
injure the basic core of economic intelligence that the country
needs and, as I said, I'm pleased that both Republicans and Demo-
crats seem to agree with that. '

Representative Reuss. Well, I think the Joint Economic Commit-
tee generally agrees with that philosophy. Of course, we want to
get rid of waste, fraud, and abuse, and we applaud your charging
for your publications wherever possible and your cutting down on
dispensable information services; but I certainly can assure you
that we are going to do our best to see that you aren’t cut below
the point where you can do the vital job that you have to do, for a
Nation that lets its statistical services atrophy walks in darkness,
and unless we want to emulate Albania, it seems to me we should
start right now seeing that the Bureau of Labor Statistics is not
allowed to die.

With that happy thought, thank you. ,

Ms. Norwoob. I would certainly support that. Thank you.

Representative REuss. The committee will now stand in adjourn-
ment. .

[Whereupon, ‘at 10:35 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11 a.m., in room 2128,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Parren J. Mitchell (member
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Mitchell; and Senators Kennedy and
Sarbanes.

Also present: James K. Galbraith, executive director; and Nat
Thomas and Mary E. Eccles, professional staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MITCHELL, PRESIDING

Representative MrrcHELL. Good morning. The hearing will now
come to order.

Today's report on unemployment plainly shows that the reces-
sion is deepening.

The overall unemployment rate reached 9 percent, the same
level we had at the bottom of the 1974-75 recession. The unemploy-
ment rates for blacks shot up to a shocking 18 percent, well over
twice the rates for whites. Job losses continued in a broad range of
indti(stries, and a total of 9.9 million men and women were out of
work.

Once again, at this week's news conference, President Reagan de-
fended his economic program as fair and compassionate. But what
is fair, or compassionate, about policies that have cost millions of
people their jobs, driven low-income families back under the pover-
ty line, when they have shredded the social safety nets in order to
cut taxes for wealthy businesses and individuals?

Are the American people better off today than they were before
the President took office? Each month that the Reagan recession
drags on, more Americans will have to answer “No.” If unemploy-
ment remains at current levels, 30 million people—nearly 30 per-
<1:3x81§ of our labor force—will have at least one spell of joblessness in

As for the high interest rates that caused the recession and stand
in the way of the economy’s recovery, the President states flatly:
“There is nothing that Government can do.” Can the President
really mean, or expect us to believe, that the problem of high inter-
est ri':t&sd ;md the tight money policies of the Federal Reserve are
unrelated?

(125)
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It’s time this administration, instead of stubbornly insisting that
its economic program will work, gave some serious thought to the
social consequences if conditions fail to improve. To growing num-
bers of desperate people—and I mean really desperate people—it is
already clear that the Reagan program will not provide jobs or the
opportunity to earn a decent living. In fact, they are worse off than
ever before.

It does no good to dismiss the threat of violence in our poor com-
munities and inner city areas, or to assume that such problems can
be solved by calling out the National Guard. It is not too late to
turn to an alternative program, that ends the recession, restores
growth and jobs, and truly warrants the confidence of the Ameri-
can public. ’

I hope that the administration will heed the messages that are
being sent. People are desperate. They’re fed up and unwilling to
take any more.

I will turn to Senator Sarbanes for his opening statement first.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SARBANES

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, the economic news this morning
is distressing. At no time since prior to World War II has the un-
employment rate been higher than the 9-percent rate reported to
us this morning. Only once in the postwar period has it reached
this figure. At no time in the entire postwar period—in other
words, nearly 40 years—has the unemployment rate exceeded the 9
percent with which we are confronted this morning. Almost 10 mil-
lion Americans are out of work, looking for a job, cannot find work.

The Secretary of the Treasury was quoted on the radio this
morning as having said last night, in giving reassurance to the
American people, that he is confident the unemployment rate
would not exceed 10 percent. Every time it reaches the next figure,
the administration backs.off 1 percent. That’s cold comfort to the
American people. I agree with you that it is a pressing necessity
for the administration to adopt a midcourse correction in its eco-
nomic policy. '

The Nation is being driven deeper and deeper into a recession
with all of the consequences that flow from that. The time is here
to p11(1t the American people back to work, not to throw them out of
work.

_Representative MrrcHELL. Thank you, Senator Sarbanes.

Before I recognize Senator Kennedy, Senator Paula Hawkins
asked that her statement be submitted for the record and, without
objection, it is submitted for the record. '

[The opening statement of Hon. Paula Hawkins follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HAWEKINS

The continuing reports of rising unemployment prompt me to ask: Does the
Bureau of Labor Statistics contemplate including estimates of the “underground” or
unrecorded economy in official employment statistics? If this were done, might not
actual employment be considerably higher than officially reported?

Our current understanding of the unrecorded economy suggests that estimates of
employment and the size of the labor force are downward biased. Illegal employ-
ment is not counted, nor is unemployment on secondary jobs fully recorded. For ex-
ample, compensation may be paid in cash, or services may be exchanged in a barter
transaction leaving almost no trace.
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Estimates of the size of the unrecorded economy vary. Using macroeconomic esti-
mating techniques, different research economists suggest a range in the size of the
unrecorded economy, in 1981, of from 14 percent of gross national product to 27 per-
cent of gross national product. These are truly astounding figures. Even assuming
the unrecorded economy is 10 percent of gross national product, or approximately
$290 billion in 1981, the amount is phenomenal. .

Why does it exist? Why is it so high? Obviously, a main reason is that taxes are
too high and they are driving people out of “official” and into “unofficial” employ-
ment. If taxes were reduced significantly, we might bring more people back into the
recorded economy and the Treasury would not suffer much of a revenue decrease. 1
would like to see some work done on this issue by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Representative MiTcHELL. Senator Kennedy.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR KENNEDY

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. More families are
more desperate now with less hope for the future than at any time
since the Great Depression. Major industries are in crisis, millions
of individual lives are in crisis, and there is more suffering ahead,
longer unemployment lines and fewer support services for those
who depend on them. Interest rates stay up, deficits grow, confi-
dence in this administration’s capacity for leadership and compas-
gion and caring diminishes day by day and week by week.

The President offers no compromise on the budget or on tax cuts,
no meaningful solution to the problems of unemployment, and no
hope to the 9.5 million unemployed Americans.

Across the Nation citizens are looking over their shoulders and
wondering who’s next for the unemployment line. Thank you, Con-
gressman Mitchell.

Representative MitcHELL. Thank you very much, Senator.

I welcomed you informally, Commissioner Norwood. I welcome
you again more formally. I'm always sorry that such a fine public
servant as you must constantly come before us bringing us general-
ly bad news. We would like to receive your statement now and
then we’ll ask questions. Following that, we expect to hear from
Mr. Fletcher L. Byrom, the chairman of the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development. Commissioner Norwood, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSISTANT COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE AND TRENDS; AND
W. JOHN LAYNG, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Ms. Norwoop. Thank you very much. Congressman Mitchell and
members of the committee, I'm very glad to have this opportunity
to comment on the data released this morning by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

The labor market continued to deteriorate in March. Factory
jobs declined further. Hours of work were reduced. The unemploy-
ment rate rose to 9 percent, and the number of jobless persons
reached 9.9 million.

The increase in unemployment over the month occurred entirely
among those who had lost their last job; the number of persons
who left jobs voluntarily or entered the labor force to search for
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work declined. There was also an increase in the proportion of
workers who had been without jobs for 3 months or longer.

As you know, we regularly publish a range of unemployment
rates based on varying definitions of unemployment. All of these
rates increased in March. The rate for job losers alone (U-2) rose
from 4.7 to 5.1 percent.- The rate for full-time jobseekers (U-4) rose
from 8.5 to 8.9 percent. The rate including discouraged workers (U-
7), which is compiled on a quarterly basis, rose to 12.5 percent in -
the first quarter of this year.

The number of unemployed persons has risen by 2 million from
July to March. Adult men have accounted for more than 60 per-
cent of this increase. At 7.9 percent in March, their jobless rate re-
turned to the postwar high of last December. The rate for adult
women also rose to 7.9 percent in March, but this rate is still below
the 8.5 percent recorded during the 1974-75 recession.

Black workers continue to experience extremely high unemploy-
ment. The jobless rate for these workers, which had hovered
around 17 percent for the last half year, reached 18 percent in
March. The unemployment rate for white workers—at 7.9 per-
cent—was less than that for blacks, and the rate for persons of His-
panic origin was 12.7 percent.

Moreover, blacks accounted for two-thirds of the 300,000 increase
in the number of discouraged workers since the recession began.
These data, which are compiled on a quarterly basis, show that
during the first 3 months of this year, a record total of 1.3 million
people were not seeking work because they believed no jobs were
available.

The seriousness of the employment situation for black workers is
demonstrated by the fact that blacks comprise 10 percent of the
population, but they constitute 20 percent of the unemployment
and nearly 40 percent of the discouraged.

Although employment, as measured in the business survey, in-
creased from February to March, the increase was considerably
less than is usually the case at this time of the year. As a result, on
a seasonally adjusted basis, payroll jobs dropped by 220,000 in
March. In manufacturing, the job drop in March was 130,000,
}).ringing the total decline in factory jobs since last July to 1.2 mil-
ion.

Small job declines in March occurred in most of the individual
manufacturing industries included in this morning’s release, but
the employment declines were largest in metals, machinery, and
electronics among the durable industries and in textiles, apparel,
and food processing in the nondurable industries. The widespread
nature of these employment declines was signaled by the BLS dif-
fusion index. Less than a third of the 172 industries included in the
diffusion index registered employment increases in March.

In addition to declines on payroll employment, weekly working
hours also were cut back in March. The comprehensive index of ag-
gregate weekly hours of factory production workers, which reflects
changes in hours as well as in employment, declined sharply from
February to March. Since July, the drop in this index has totaled
10 percent.

In summary, the labor market continued to deteriorate in
March. The unemployment rate reached 9 percent, matching the
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highest rate achieved during the 1974-75 recession. The drop in

payroll jobs since last summer when the current recession began
(1.2 milfion) was less than the decline in the 1974-75 period (2.1
million). Nevertheless, several important industries—steel, auto-
mobiles, textiles, and leather—had fewer jobs in March than at the
bottom of the recession in 1975.

Congressman Mitchell, I have with me on my right Mr. Thomas
Plewes, who is Assistant Commissioner for labor force work in the
Bureau of Labor Statistics; and Mr. John Layng, who is our Asso-
ciate Commissioner for Prices and Living Conditions. Together, we
will try to answer any questions you may have.

[The table attached to Mr. Norwood’s statement, together with
the press release referred to, follows:]

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY ALTERNATIVE SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT METHODS

X-11 ARIMA methed X-11
Month and year [L%; ?ﬁ!ﬂg Raur;ge
e O SO Sude  Tel Restd  offwa =5
method)
4] {2 (3} 4 {5} {6} n {8}
1981
MBI 77 13 13 13 13 15 13 02
10 TSSO 10 13 13 1.2 13 13 13 81
May 11 15 15 18 17 15 18 0.3
June 77 14 14 13 13 13 14 0l
oy 73 7.2 12 1.2 1.2 1.2 11 01
Augast 72 13 13 13 13 13 13 e
September 13 16 78 15 18 16 16 01
OO0 ... 75 80 80 81 18 18 B0 02
NOVEMDET oo 79 83 83 84 83 83 84 0l
DOOBITIIRT .ot e 83 88 B3 88 88 86 88 02
1982
January 84 85 86 8.5 85 87 8.6 0.2
February 9.6 88 87 86 88 89 8.7 0.3
March 95 80 9.0 89 9.0 83 9.0 0.4

ExpLaNATION oF CoLUMN HEAaDs

(1) Unadjusted rate —Unemployment rate not seasonally adjusted.

(2) Official rate (X-11 ARIMA method. —The published seasonally adjusted rate.
Each of the 3 major labor force components—agricultural employment, nonagricul-
tural employment and unemployment—for 4 afe-sex groups—males and females,
ages 16-19 and 20 years and over—are seasonally adjusted independent using data
from January 1967 forward. The data series for each of these 12 components are
extended by tzdyear at each end of the criginal series using ARIMA (Auto- es-
sive, Integrated, Moving Average) models chesen specifically for each series. Each
extended series is then seasonally adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X-i1
ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemployment and nonagricultural employment
components are adjusted with the additive adjustment model, while the other com-
ponents are adjusted with the multiplicative model. A prior adjustment for trend is
applied to the extended series for adult male unemployment before seagonal adjust-
ment. The unemployment rate iz computed by summing the 4 seasonallg' adjusted
unemployment components and calculating that total as a percent of the civilian
labor force total derived by summing all 12 seasonally adjusted components. All the
seasonally adjusted series are revised at the end of each year. Extrapolated factors
for January-June are computed at the beginning of each year; extrapolated factors
for July-December are computed in the middle of the year after the June data
become available, Each set of 6-month factors are published in advance, in the Janu-
ary and July issues, respectively, of Employment and Earnings.
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(3) Concurrent (X-11 ARIMA method).—The procedure for computation of the offi-
cial rate using the 12 components is followed except that extrapolated factors are
not used at all. Each component is seasonally adjusted with the X-11 ARIMA pro-
gram each month as the most recent data become available. Rates for each month
of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once each
year, at the end of the year when data for the full year become available. For exam-
ple, the rate for January 1980 would be based, during 1980, on the adjustment of
data from the period January 1967 through January 1980.

(4) Stable (X-11 ARIMA method).—Each of the 12 labor force components is ex-
tended using ARIMA as in the official procedure and then run through the X-11
part of the program using the stable option. This option assumes that seasonable
patterns are basically constant from year-to-year and computes final seasonal fac-
tors as unweighted averages of all the seasonal-irregular components for each
month across the entire span of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure,
factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are revised at the end
of each year. The procedure for computation of the rate from the seasonally adjust-
ed components is also identical to the official procedure.

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

(6) Residual (X-11) ARIMA method).—This is another alternative aggregation
method, in which total employment and civilian labor force levels are extended
using ARIMA models and then directly adjusted with multiplicative adjustment
models. The seasonally adjusted unemployment level is derived by subtracting sea-
sonally adjusted unemployment from seasonally adjusted labor force. The rate is
then computed by taking the derived unemployment level as a percent of the labor
force level. Factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series revised at
the end of each year.

(7) X-11 method (former official method).—The procedure for computation of the
official rate is used except that the series are not extended with ARIMA models and
the factors are projected in 12-month intervals. The standard X-11 program is used
to perform the seasonal adjustment.

Methods of Adjutment.—The X-11 ARIMA method was developed at Statistics
Canada by the Seasonal Adjustment and Times Series Staff under the direction of
Estela Bee Dagum. The method is described in “The X-11 ARIMA Seasonal Adjust-
ment Method,” by Estela Bee Dagum, Statistics Canada Catalogue No. 12-564E,
February 1980.

The standard X-11 method is described in “X-11 Variant of the Census Method II
Seasonal Adjustment Program,” by Julius Shiskin, Alan Young and John Musgrave
(Technical Paper No. 15, Bureau of the Census, 1967).

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, April 1982.
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The number of persons in nonagricultural industries working less than 35 hours for economic
reasons rose by 150,000 in March to a high of 5.7 million. This represented an increase of 1.7
willion from last June’s 1981 low. Most of the over-the-month increase took place among persons
working part time because they couldn’t find full-time Jjobs. (See table A-3,)

Total Employment and the Labor Force

Total employment was little changed for the third consecutive month and, at 99.5 million in
March, was 1.4 million below last July’s level. The percentage of the population employed--the
employment-population ratio--continued to recede, as employment failed to keep pace with
population growth. The March ratio was 57.2 percent, 1.6 percentage points below its May 1981
pre-recession peak. .

The civilian labor force edged up to 109.3 million in March. The labor force grew by only
1.1 wmillion over the year; adult women accounted for most of this relatively small gain. (See
table A-1.)

Tﬂ)le A. Major indicators of labor market activity, seasonally adjusted

| Quarterly averages | Monthly data ]
| | |
1 { i
Category i | | | Feb. =
l 1981 11982 | 1982 | Mar.
| | | i | ] | change
1 I i IV | I |_Jan. | Feb, | Mar. |
HOUSEHOLD DATA |
I__ Thousands of persons
Civilian labor force. eseeecee...{108,1071109,1561109,130{108,8791109,165{109, 346] 181
Total employment.... 1100,1251100,043; 99,554] 99,5814 99,5901 99,492) -98
Unemployment... | 7,9821 9,113) 9,576} 9,298 9,575| 9,854 279
Not in labor force | 61,172| 61,834| 62,367 62,456 62,324] 62,321] -3
Discouraged workers.... eeesrae] 1,0931 1,199} 1,339} N.A.| N.A.} N.A.)| N.A.
| 1 | | 1 ! I
|
i Percent of labor force
Unemployment rates: | | ] | | i ]
7.4 8.3) 8.8§ 8.5 8.8| 9.04 0.2
6.0| 7.2 7.70 7.5} 7.61 7.91 0.3
| 6.6 7.21 7.6} 7.2) 7.61 7.91 0.3
boo19.) 21,1y 21,91 21.7) 22,31 21.9) -0.4
| 6.5 7.3 7.71 7.51 7.71 7.9 0.2
BlacKeeenans I l4.6p 17.0) 17,44 16.8/ 17.3; " 18,04 0.7
Hispanic origin i 11.01  -ll1.1] 12.4) 12,0 12.6] 12,74 0.1
Full-time workers... veracaneneel 7.1) 8.1} 8.6| 8.4] 8.51  8.9; 0.4
I
|

BSTABLISHMENT DATA
| Thousands of jobs
Nonfarm payroll employmentessssesssesss| 91,232 91,489190,914p| 90,879{91,040p]90,822p| -218p
Goods-producing industries.. <) 25,6701 25,395(24,767p| 24,801124,841p124,660p| ~181p
Service-producing industries........| 65,562 66,094166,146p| 66,078166;199p166,162p} -37p
1 | | i ! ! !

| Hours of work

Average weekly hours: ] ] 1 i ] i ]
Total private N0nfarmeceneceeenssnas| 35.3} 35.01 34.7p| 34.2 35.0p] -34.8p} -0.2p
Manufacturingeseeseess o} 39.9| 39.31 38.6p| 37.31 39.5p1 39.0pI -0.5p
Manufacturing overtime.eessessceesss} 2.9 2.5 2.3p} 2.3} 2.4p| 2.3pj -0.1p
i t i | { |

{
p=preliminary. N.A.=not available.
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Discouraged Workers

The number of discouraged workers {persons who report that they want to work but are not
looking for jobs because they believe they could not find eny) rose by 140,000 in the firet
quarter of 1982 to 1.3 million, the highest level recorded gince the geries began in 1967. The
increase was particularly sharp among bdlacks, who historically have accounted for a
disproportionately large number of the discouraged; in the first quarter, they coaprised nearly
40 percent of the total, Four~fifths of a}l discouraged workers were not seeking work bhecause
of job-market factors. {See table A-il.)

Industry Payroll Employment

Faploywent oo oconagricultural payrolls declined by 220,000 in March to 90.8 milliom,
seasonally adjusted. Since last September, employment reductions have totaled {.2 miilion, with
more than 1.1 miliion in manufacturing alone. March employment declines were particularly
widespread, a8 gains occurred in fewer than g third of the 172 industries comprising the BLS
diffusion index of private nonagricultural payroll employment. (Sec tables B-1 and B-6.}

The largest over~the-month decrease Look place {n manufacturiog, where employment fell by
130,000. Almost 30,000 of this drop was among nonproduction workers, Within the durable goods
sector, the industries suffering the heaviest loasses were primary and fabricated metels,
machinery, and electrical equipment. In nondurable goods, employment {n textiles and apparel
continued to drop, and there wae also a decline in food processing jobs. Comstruction
employment in March was off by 45,000; job losses have totaled 300,000 aince Laat April.

gaployzent ia the service-producing sector was little charged, as none of the industry
groups which make up that sector experienced particularly strong movements. There has been
ergent{ally ao job growth in the aervice-producing sector since last fall.

Hours of Work

The average workweek of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonagricultural
payrolis fell two-teoths of an hour im March to 34.8 hours, seasonally adjustad. The average
workweek was one-half hour below {te year-earifer level. Average hours in wmanufacturing were
down one half hour from February, and overtime was reduced by 0.1 hour. Reflecting the declines
in both hours and employment, the index of aggregate weekly hours of production or
nonsupervisory workers on private nonagricultural payrolls declined by 0.9 percent to 106.1
{1977=100). The manufacturing index declined by 1.7 percent to 90.6 and was down by 10 percent
from last July, {(See tables B-2 and B-5.}

Hourly and Weekiy Earnings

Average hourly earnings rose 0.5 percent {n March, while average weekly earnings were
virtually wunchanged, after seasonal adjustment. Before adjustment for seasonality, avarage
hourly earnings rose one cent to $7.55, 45 cents above 4 year earlfer. Weekly earnings were up
35 cents over the month and $12,07 over the past year.

The Hourly Earniogs Index

The Hourly Earnings Index (HEI) was 145,8 (i$77-100) {n March, seasonally adjusted, 0.5
percent higher than in February. For the 12 months ended in March, the facrease {before
seasonal adjustment) was 7.4 percent. The HEI excludes the effects of rtwo types of changes
unrelated to underlying wage rate wmovements--fluctuations in =manufacturing overtime end
iaterinduatry employment ehifts. In dollars of comstant purchasimg power, the HEl facreased 0.2
petcent during the 12-month perfod ended i{n Fehruary. {(See table B-4.)
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Exp_lanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major
surveys, the Current Population Survey (h hold
survey) and the Current Employment. Statistics Survey
(establishment survey). The household survey provides
the information on the labor force, total employment,
and unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked
HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample survey of about
60,000 h holds that is d d by the Bureau of
the Census with most of the findings analyzed and
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The establishment survey provides the information on
the employment, hours, and earnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables,
marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information
is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperauon
with State The sample includes approxi
166,000 establishments: employing about 35 nulllon
people,

For both surveys, the data for a given month are ac-
tually collected for and relate to a particular week. In
the household survey, unless otherwise indicated, it is
the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the
month, which is called the survey week. In the establish-
ment survey, the reference week is the pay period in-
cluding the 12th, which may or may not correspond
directly to the calendar week.

- The data in this release are affected by a number of

hnical factors, including definitions, survey dif-
ferences, seasonal adjustments, and the inevitable
variance in results between a survey of a sample and a
census of the entire population. Each of these factors is
explained below.

Coverage, definitions and differences between surveys

The sample h holds in the h hold survey are
selected so as to reflect the entire civilian noninstitu-
tional population 16 years of age and older. Each per-
son in a household is classified as employed,
unemployed, or not in the labor force. Those who hold
more than one job are classified according to the job at
which they worked the most hours.

People are classified as employed if they did any work
at all as paid civilians; worked in their own business or
profession or on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or
more in an enterprise operated by a member of their
family, whether they were paid or not. People are also
counted as employed if they were on unpaid leave
because of illness, bad weather, disputes between labor
and management, or personal reasons.

People are classified as unemployed, regardless of
their eligibility for unemployment benefits or public
assistance, if they meet all of the following criteria:
They had no employment during the survey week; they
were available for work at that time; and they made
specific efforts to find employment sometime during the
prior 4 weeks. Also included among the loyed are
persons not looking for work because they were laid off

and waiting to be recalled and those expecting to report
to a job within 30 days.

The cmlum labor force equals the sum of the number
ployed and the b loyed. The /
ment rate is the percentage of unemployed people i m the
civilian labor force. Table A-4 presents a special group-
ing of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-
ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force.
The definitions are provided in the table. The most
restrictive definition yields U-1, and the most com-
prehensive yields U-7. The official unemployment rate

is U-5.

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

---The household survey, although based on a
smaller sample, reflects a larger segment of the popula-
tion; the blist survey agriculture, the
self-employed, unpaid family workers, and private
household workers; .

----The household survey includes people on unpaid
leave among the employed; the establishment survey
does not;

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

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

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

Seasonal adjustment

Over a course of a year, the size of the Natlcn s labor
force and the levels of employment and unemployment
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events
as changes in weather, reduced or expanded production,
harvests, major holidays, and the opening and closing
of schools. For example, the labor force increases by a
large number each June, when schools close and many
young people enter the job market. The effect of such
seasonal variation can be very large; over the course of a

year, for 3! lity may for as much
as 95 percent of the month-to-month changes in
unemployment.

Because these seasonal events follow a more or less
regular pattern each year, their influence on statistical
trends can be eliminated by adjusting the statistics from
month to month. These adjustments make nonseasonal

devel , such as declines in economic activity or
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increases in the participation of women in the labor
force, casier to spot. To return to the school’s-out ex-
ample, the large number of people entering the labor
force each june is likely to obscure any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficuit to
determine if the level of economic activity has risen or
declined. However, because the effect of students
{inishing school in previous years is known, the statistics
for the current year can be adjusted to aliow for a com-
parable change. Insofar as the seasonal adjusiment is
made correcily, the adjusted figure provides a more
useful ool with which to analyze changes in economic
activity.

Measures of civilian labor force, employment, and
unemployment consain components such as age and sex.
Statistics for all employees, production workers,
average weekly hours, and average hourly earnings in-
clude components based on the employer's industry. All
these statistics can be seasonally adjusted either by ad-
justing the total or by adjusting each of the componenis
and combining them. The second procedure usually
yields more accurate information and is therefore
foliowed by BLS. For examplie. the seasonaily adjusted
figure for the civiiian iabor force is the sum of eight
seasonally adjusied employment componenis and four
scasonally adjusted uncmployment components; ithe
total for unemployment is the sum of the four
unemploymen: components; and the official unemploy-
ment rate is derived by dividing the resulting estimate of
total unemployment by the estimaie of the civilian labor
force.

The numerical factors used 1o make the seasonal ad-
justmenis are recalculated regularly. For the houschold
survey, the {actors are calculated for the January june
period and again for the Jjuly-December period. The
lanuary revision is applied to data that have been
published over the previous S years. For the establish-
ment survey, updated factors for seasonal adjustment
are calculated only once a year, along with the miroduc-
tion of new benchmarks which are discussed at the end
of the next section.

Sampling variabilily

Statistics based on the househoid and establishment
surveys are subject to sampling error, that is, the
estimaie of the number of people employed and the
other estimates drawn from these surveys probabily dif-
fer from the figures that would be obtained from a com-
plete census, even if the same questionnaires and pro-
cedures were used. In the household survey, the amount
of the differences can be expressed in terms of sitandard
errors, The numerical value of @ standard errot depends
upon the size of the sample, the resulis of the survey,
and other factors. However, the numerical value is
ajways such that the chances are 68 out of 100 that an
estimaie based on the sample will differ by no more than
the standard error from the results of a complete census.
The chances 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on
the sample will differ by no more than 1.6 times the

standard error {rom the results of a complete census. At
the 90-percent level of confidence--the confidence limits
used by BLS in its analyses--the ertor for the monthly
change in total employment is on the order of plus or
minus 279,000: for total unemployment it is 194,000:
and, for the overall unemployment rate, it is 0.19
perceniage point. These figures do not mean that the
sample resulis are off by these magnitudes but, rather,
that the chances are 90 out of 100 that the "‘true’” level
or rate would not be expected 1o differ from the
estimates by more than these amounts.

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced
when the data are cumulaied for several months, such
as quarterly or annually. Also, as a general rule,
the smaller the estimate, the larger the sampling
error. Therefore, relatively speaking, the estimate
of the size of the labor force is subject to fess
ercor than is the estimaie of the number unemployed.
And, among the uncmployed, the sampling error for the
jobless rate of adult men, for example, is much smalier
than is the error for the jobless rate of teenagers.
Specifically, the error on monthly change in the jobless
rate for men is .24 percentage point; for tzenagers, it is
1.06 percentage points. .

In the establishment survey, estimates for the 2 most
current months ace based on incomplete returns; for this
reason. these estimates are labeied preliminary in the
1abies. When ail the returns in the sample have been
received, the estimates are revised. In other words, data
for the month of Scpiember are published in
preliminary form in October and November and in final
form in December. To remove errors that build up over
iime, a comprehensive count of the employed is con-
ducted cach ycar. The results of this survey are used to
establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counts of
employmeni—against which month-to-month changes
can be measured. The new henchmarks also incorporate
changes in the classification of industries and aliow for
the formation of new establishments.

Additionatl statistics and other information

In order to provide a broad view of the Nation's
employment situation, BLS regularly publishes 2 wide
variety of data in this news release. More comprehensive
statistics are coniained in Employment and Earnings,
published cach month by BLS. It is available for $3.75
per issue or $31.00 per year from the U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20204. A Eheck or
money order made out o the Superintendent of
Daocuments must accompany all orders.

Employment and Earnings also provides approxima-
tions of the standard errors for the houschold survey
data published in this relcase. For unemployment and
other labor force categories, the siandard errors appear
in tables B through J of iis “Explanatory Notes.”
Measures of the reliability of the data drawn from the
establishment survey and the actual amouns of revision
due to benchmark adjustments are provided in tables
M, P, Q, and R of that publication
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Table A-1. status of the by sex and age
{Numbers In thousands)
Not svesenelty scummed Samaomelly acfustad
——— far. r3b. i, sac. 13w, oaz. Jae. Fab. Bar.
1931 1982 1982 1331 1931 1331 1382 1982 1902
171,531 { 173,557 173,943 1 172,581 | 973,955] 173,330 { 173,495 173,657} 173,343
2,168 2,175 2,158 2,168 2,159 2,158 2,315
171,389 [ 171,667 $70,396 [ 171,156 | 171,335 171,089
138,323 103,761 108,379 | 103,155
63. 83.4 £3.5 63,
97,946 | 98,074 99,501 99,59
55.4 56.5 57,8 52.3
2,353 2,564 - 3.911 3,373
95,293 | 95,507 96,173 | 96,217
10,378{ 10,290 9.298 | 9,575
9.6 9.5 3.3 3.3 8.3 8.5 8.8
63,165] 62,936 | &:,009) 1,720 61,982 | 62,056 s62.32¢
83,129 83,218 82,187} 82,895 62,978 83,358 83,129| 83,218
1,983 1,387 1,350 1,973 1.93) 1,375 1,387
81,186 | 81,231 so.193] e3,321| 83,999 | e1,079 81,23t
51,353 61,733 | 61,936| s2.168| 62,303 61,966 §2,082
15.7 6.2 7.2 76.8 76.9 76,8 7.1
ss5.269| 55,5331 53,531 57,951 56,725| 56,629 56,372
65.5 6.7 7.3 3.8 598 68.2 67.9
s.18¢{ 6,206 | 4,375] 5,133| s.578 5,338 5,610
9.t 10.1 7. 8.3 9.0 8.6 3.2
74,906 73,7100 7Ta.590| 7. 718 | 7e.810 7,906 | 75,015
1,897 1,573 1,509 1,698 1,690 1,697 1,728
73,209 12,037| 12,321 73,0221 73,920 73.209{ 73,2087
57,328 57,023] S7,359| 37,855 | 7,389 | S7.m03| 57,554
78.3 79.2 74, 78.5 78.5 8.3
52,221 53,6181 53,358 53,087 | 53,397 53,008
69. 12.7 .5 70.9 70.9 0.7
2,169 2,352 2,382 2,350 | 2,386 2,317
33,352 53,266 | 50,972 50,657 | 53,711| 50,629
5,108 3,813 4,105 4,322 8,351 4,543
8.9 6.0 7.3 7.5 7. 7.9
39,528 | 33,825) B33 | 32,259 93,352 | 90,8m1| 99.528{ s0.525
185 188 173 188 185 18 185 13
33,3331 33,337 39,260 99,975 90,167 90.256| 93.343{ 90,437
6,371 47,023§ 45,453) 47,380 us.881) 46,9131 a7.123| w728
51.9 52.0 52.) 52.3 32.9 52. 52.2 5.3
42,577 32,939 | w2,875] w3121 32,888 | w2,952| w2,932| e3.022
37.1 N 82,9 0.8 47.5 a7.5 47.4 47.5
4,193 3,089 {3,583 3.967( 3.993| 3,960| 4,191 8,233
8.9 8.7 1.7 [ X} 8. 6.4 8.9 3.2
81,2201 82,523 82,600 | a1,22v) 82,193 32,305 | s2,015] 82,523| 82,890
us 155 162 n 15! 15 15 156 16
81,076 | 62,367 82,478| 81,976( 82,238 | 82,151 | 82,260 62,367 8z.u78
w2,234 [ 93,1831 33,355 42,152 42,987 2,888 [ 42,868 | 3,031 3,233
52.4 52.6 52.3 52.9 52. 52.1 52. 52.8
39,788 32,040 39,365( 33,378 33,713 39,76 33.7ww| 39,837
39.2 8.4 8.5 48.5 48.3 as.2 40,2 8.2
176 525 61 53 572 649 628 63
39,312 39,485 | 38.755| 39,263 39,101 39,0s| 33.116] 239,172
3.352) 3,368 | 2,797 3,009 3,175 | T3tow 3,206  3.035
7.8 2.7 5.6 1.2 7.8 7.2 7.6 7.9
16,228 15,183 15,269 | 15,228
116 285 316 315
15,913 ) 15,902 15,955 15,913
7,955 | 7,822 8,603 | 8,586
59.4 .2 54,2 546
5,937 6,003 $,771] 5,788
35.6 7.3 416 81,6
233 238 E1E) 359
5,7231 5,798| 7,082 6,398 5,389
1,918 1,777 1,760 1,386 1,872 1,933
23,8 22.7 19.2 2.9 21.7 22-1

! The papulstion end Acmed Forcm figures ars 6ot adiemad for seasonel veriethws. tharetors,
idwrtical runbers appesr in the unadjusted and emonely sdpuwd coumn.

? Civkiey emcioyment a o parment of e Wtal moskcathutionsl poguletion (inchudig Armed

Forcm),
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Table A-2. ploy status of the popuiation by race, sex, age. and Hispanic ongin
Numbe thousands)
o sosearaly aliums Sesmmalhy mbrestn
Empioyment ststus, (8ce. 901, 0ge #nd — —— y— - — m— - —_—
Mispenc ofgin
Sac _1 ron. e, src. 3 t ren. tac.
1954 1382 1382 1381 is 1382 1982
-/ T wilE I T - i e R R |° - -
Crvian rrensiiotona! posutston’ 187,335 yaa,v22 [ 187,335 | 1e8,530 [ 188,755 | 38,832 | 183,855 | 119,002
ivittan tatxr force 93,236 95,191 | 23,756 [ 95,535 | 95,329 | 95,120 | 93.33) | 95.598
Panicipanon ielé 039 $3.8 53,3 £v.3 I} 639  6%.9 63,3
£m; 87,13 37,288 | 38,853 | 83,298 | 89,010 | 81958 A7,930 1 37.33¢
Unomployed . s.e81 8,013 { 6.19) 7337 n.nel raesl riame 7,552
Usemployment cate 5.3 6. [ 7.3 12 7.5] .7 IR}
Men, 20 pears anc over :
Cavuran iabor foice so,36s | 53,592 | 53,337 | 33,595 | s9,081 ] sa,sew | 50,753, 53,882 53,33}
Sarticipation rate 195 75,8 79.1 79.7 3.3 9.3 78.9 79,0 79.3
. 37,235 | 6,628 | 48,830 | 47,8131 7,839 37,889 | 7,420 07,351
- ENEH 0008 | 2,690 3,232 3893 3.7 1,592
unempioyment e 6.2 2.t 5.2 s.e 6.5 [ | T.e
Woman, 20 yesrs ang sver
Crouin iapor torce 38,308 | 3s.98e | 37,298 | 36,108 36,723 )e,sul In,m8) | 37,238
31.6 51,9 52.1 51.3 51 517 5.8
35,305 | 33,381 | 33,715 | 2v.2e1 39,827 1 19,73
10898 [ 2,523 | 2,532 | 2.0%% 2,433 | 2,560
5.3 6.3 5.7 5.7 6.6 5.9
Both sasss. 1818 yeann | _
Caviian abor torce 5,990 | 3,988 | 8,15 7,882 7,557
Padticipation raie 52.5 s2.5 2.7 $9.90 §7.2
Employed 5,307 s.56d $.278 6,133 | $,133
Unemployec - 1.933 1,335 1,387 1529 1,337
Unamploymens @t 3.2 1.3 2.9 13.3
Men 25.8 22.3 18] 20.4 | 23.2
Women 20.1 1.y 157 9.y 17.4
BLACK |
6,135 18,350 | 18,382 | 19,138 18,050 | 19,380
ihan ona1 poguIAtion . . . .
© nhan omt 104t s 1,805 | 19,098 | 35,085 [ 13,938 11,205 | 11,237
Participation 13ts $0.2 59.8 $0.0 €0.7° 6.7
Empiored 3,231 9,383 [ 9,062 9,205 | 9,197
unampioyss e | 19m 2,022 L9 | 2,00
Unampinyment (ate 5.1 1.3 2.2 173 Wi 12 | 19.0
Mea, 20 yeers ono over
Ciniian iabos tores 5,138 l s,zre | 5,296 | 5,193 5,38 s,za-l 5,299 | 5,288
Particspation rate Jacs | ey ™.2 4.6 7.3 | 7e.3 e | 8.1
€mpioyed 4,502 7 3,331 | 33791 w560 aasz | owaal wese ) ey
Unempioyed [ 335 813 £30 817 860 e3s | "
Unampiymant (a1 Va2 Vil 17.3 .5 163 1.0 5.9
Wornen, 20 resry and over f |
Cavitian iabos 100 | w383 s,0te [ 5,060 | e,969 5,005 1 5,08t | 068 5,999
Pariicipatian fats 55.8 55.8 55,7 3.2 Se.21  55.8 | 9.1
Emy | wo2er | oa,08 | 29| e2m « 360 1 s.e0 3,330 2,07
unampioyeo It 7 766 §? ns 673 133 | 85
Unempioyment 13,3 .z | (L] "t 'J.;l 8.5 5.8
S5t nazes. 1419 yuers | | |
Covitan inbus 1orce 735 | [1} 823 | 839
Sanicioation (ate 32.7 370 | 36,3, 1.
s ag? ane 153
5 | 355 | 339 | 338
[T 32,2 Al 6.0
.2 356 38.3 w85
3.2 5.1 | 6.7 i LS
WISPARIC CRIGIN | | i | :
< Ag1-tuang! poouIAtION 2,333 (TSR WP Y] 3,558 | 2,519 | 9.0 | st | s.2s?
n labor ‘rce 5,121 5,958 | s.9m 5,151 1 8,095 ] 6,05 £,985 ¢ 6,023
833 63.8 $3.9 638 e 6.8 9.9 6.8
scnd L 5,166 | 5.156 s,aes | soes | 5,30l 5258l 5,260
835 190 757 813 738 §69 ! ns Te7 ! %8
| 8.8 el 2T 0.5 | wres ) ovnad a2el wzed t27
i A

o0 tor 3#a30n8i veudions. INarcicre. identcat

NGTE Odlan tor the adove
Dacause aaia fn the <
10 DOIN the white ang

£8 2nC FIADANICV iGN FOUDE ®°

tion §rouds

Q1oun ar8 nOt pARENIES ANT i3RI 28

um 10 totus

1ooed
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Table A-3. n
0n thousands} :
Not ssmocally
wdpad
Catagory R
1ac. ac. #ar. Yor. D2z, Jan. Pab. Hac.
1981 1382 1981 1981 1961 1332 1382 1982
CHARACTERISTIC
Terat amployed, 16 yesns and ower 99,354 93,071 123,435 132,112 93,613 99,581 99,599 99,392

Married men, Gouse present 38,758 39,036 33,553 8,332 38.23% 38,255 38,181

Marrind woman, spouse present 23,071 23,920 23,322 23,691 23,748 23,727 23,900

Women who maintain femilies . 4,928 3,962 5,349 5,064 5,107 5,158 5,093

OCCUPATION
Whitw collar workers . . . 53,052 52,660 53,186 53,083 52,335 52,891
15,332 16,219 16,557 16,778 16,803 16,612
1,368 1,725 11,861 1,823 1,391 11,253
6,518 6,372 6,418 6,850 6,323 5,508
13,173 18,584 18,553 13,836 18,423 18,832
29,885 30,683 30,383 30,223 30,309
12,185 12,411 12,446 12,370 12,354
3,702 10,220 13,169 ‘9,966 9.955
3,332 3,438 3,368 3,315 3,503
4,225 4,51 5,361 4,351 4,397
13,559 13,570 +3,639 13,799 13,612
2,416 2,892 2,660 2,017 2,787
MAJOR INDUSTRY AND CLASS
OF WORKER

Agpicutture: .
Wage and salary workery . 1,214 1,236 1,331 1,436 3,352 1.377 1,426 1,816
Seitemployed workers, 1,503 1,508 1,638 1,541 1,602 1,578 1,596 1,688
Unoaid famity workers . 237 219 299 321 228 380 359 277

Nonsgricultural industries:

88,974 87,951 89,592 33,238 88,991 28,759 88,586 88,526

18,202 15,771 15,930 15,397 15,585 15,578 15,527 15,492

72,772 72,180 73,662 73,001 73,405 73,181 73,059 73,031

1,184 1,167 1,242 1,208 1,291 1,248 1,161 1,225

71,588 71,013 72,422 72,637 72,115 71,932 71,898 71,809

Self-employed workers . 7,027 7.083 7,065 7,381 7,057 6,371 7,055 7,126
Unpaid farmity workers . 109 413 H 825 a1 K10 408 434

PERSONS AT WORK' :

Nongricultural industries. 92,505 91,537 91,405 91,323 90,922 90,125 90, 892 90,548
Full-time schadules 74,610 72,794 73,915 73,363 72,803 73,028 72,689
Past time fov sconomic remom 6,110 5,476 5,026 5,288 5,071 5,563 5,717

Ursually work full time 1,652 2,226 1,945 2,121 1,783 2,193 2,217
Usuatly work pert time 2,458 3.250 3,281 3,187 3,287 3,170 3,480
Part tima for nonecanomic reasons . 13,781 13,267 12,382 12,278 12,251 12,300 12,183

* Excludes persons “with & job but not st work” during the surwy period for auh reesone N
vacation, illness, or industriet disputes.

Table A-4. Range of unemployment measures based on varying definitions of unemployment and the iabor force,
seasonally adjusted

(Percent)
Cuarterty evoragea Monthly deta
Massures 1981 1982 1982
L 4 324 17 4 Jan. | Peb. | mar.

U1 Persons unamployed 15 wasks or longer sa 8 percant of the civilian isbor forcs. . . . .. ... ... ........ 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.5 2.2 2.5 2.7

U2 Job losers a1 a percent of the civillen labor force

3.7 L7 3.8 L3%-1 4.3

U3 Unemployad persons 25 yeers and over

3 percent of tha civilian lsbor force 75 vears and over

U4 Unemployed ful-tims jobssekers as ¢ percent of the fuls-time fabor force.

UL Toml unemployed e & percemt of the civilien tabor force {oHicish masmire) .. .. .............. 7.4

U6 Total fuli-time jobseekers plus % part-time jobseekers pius % total on part time for economic
reasons a5 » percent of the civitian abor forcu lest % of the part-time tabor force

9.4 9.3 9.8 | 10.8 | 1.8 {10 | 10w | 18

U7 Total full-tiw jobssekers plus % oart:time jobssekers plis % totat on part time for
o 2 f the civillan Isbor force plus

................................... .4 F12.2 | to.s 118 [12.5 [ eone | woal | wmeal

discouraged warkers fess % of the part.time {abor forcs.

N.A. = 6ot evaitatie.
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Tabie A-5. Major ¥ ity adjusted
e ot
: vyl pu— Unamngar gt ppt
2 e .
Cregery -
sar. [ 2. #av. s0s. Ja. ran. sar.
1333 1982 10 1387 1984 1882 1982 1087
9,854 2 8.3 5.8 [N 3.3
2,508 (%) 1.0 ne 7.6 7.9
3,318 68 1.2 7.8 .4 7.3
1,818 | 9.2 2108 2.5 12.3 FE ]
2,207 [N} $.2 5.7 5.3 5.5
1,424 5.9 (93 5.8 7.0 7.1
s37 9.6 10,8 0.5 10.2 10,8
3,3%% 7.1 [N} 6.7 5.5 (8]
1,508 5.1 0.2 9.2 0.8 10.8
.- 8.2 3.% L] b0 0.0
2,433 1,656 3.3 w5 a2 (R} (o}
wi 2.1 2.9 1.1 3.2
386 e 2.5 2.7 21 3.0
m 207 [ ’ 5 [N 5.4
L 1,380 5.7 5.2 6.3 $.7 5.9
3,883 L5 13.3 V.1 12.5 12,5 2.9
2 7.1 9.3 9.0 8.8 5.1
1,064 n.r .5 158 5.0 5.3
193 9.1 .5 19.2 0.3 10,8
1,012 1.2 .9 1649 17.9 1.9
3,933 8.2 .6 $.2 5.8 10.2
155 5.2 .- 6.9 %9 5.0
s TAY?
Koyt § ws w3 0 wiary wrree PRI 5.93% 7,518 s (8 9.1 8.8 k]
Conowurion . 73 928 | 187 1.8 18.1 187 1
1,898 2,839 [N X 1.9 0.2 ]
1,307 1,809 a0 0.5 1. 1.0 3
m 996 8.3 5.3 3.6 9.5 3
351 2 5.1 8.5 6.0 5.4 9
1,506 2,183 1.4 b6 5.9 8.7 °
1.1 1,185 5.6 [ X 5.9
765 11 s 5.2 5.0 |- 4.8 2
192 230 | 2.t [N} .8 16.2 0
' S Sort by the GnerEtored wed SIS an Gunl Tme Ter e TEICOS & 8 2T Wy covens i UereS WU IR IR SOtan
cant of memetiedy ovdatis Whor Seres RourL T b aninirg, ANt e MO Sy .
T Loyt by cODeten Wi & SPenced SArpiere! s, whirm i by
Tabis A-8. Duration of unemploymant
umbens n ToURITT
Wot mmaandy [
"
Wity
2ac. s aac. ror. [ITN Tas. a5, far.
1281 1902 1581 1581 1381 1982 1982 1982
2,087 3,085 5,237 3,382
2,835 3311 2,008 2,382
2,617 1 2,269 2,368
L3 1,951 1,057 1,119
1328 1876 1,212 1,008
151 5.4 3.9 1.t
a3 L3 7.1 5.9
120.0 1339 133,35 132.0
361 1.8 "2 a2.3
[ 2.8 333 3.7
343 28.% 26.0
19.3 1. 1.y
Vel 5.2 2.5
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Table A-7. Reason for unemployment

{Numbers In thousands}

Mot mmmcsally
LT )
Rageon
lac. Sar, Harg. ¥or. b2z, Jan. Fa2b. Harc.,
1981 <1982 1981 193 1381 1932 1382 1982
8,382 5,285 3,989 4,305 5,205 5,622 .
1,620 2,238 1,323 1,326 1,360 1,828
2,822 1,008 2,566 3,319 3,385 3,79
859 880 s 3kl 835 (13
2,068 2,242 2,069 2,333 2,319 2,289
905 952 988 996 1,055 1,083
190.0 100.0 1030 10.0 100.0 120%.0 100.0
53.7 60.8 53.6 56.1 56.7 58.3 57.%
19.6 21.8 3.9 21.% 22.3 18.3 18.7
-38.1 39.0 33.6 30.5 36.5 35.9 8.7
1.8 8. 1.0 9.7 9.1 10.2 9.3
25.0 2.9 25.5 23.5 22.7 28.0 22.9
10.9 9.3 1.9 10.7 n.5 1.8 10.7
3.1 5.8 3.7 .5 L) .7 5.0
] Bl -8 -8 -8 -9
1.9 2.1 1.9 2.1 L 1.3 2.1
.8 .9 -9 -3 1.0 1.0
Table A-8. Unemployment by sex and age, seasonally adjusted
Number of
wmsmgloyed perom Unemploymant rete
O thawsends)
Son mnd age
Jas. Peb. dar.
1982 1982 1962
8.5 8.8 9.0
16.8 17.0 16.9
21.7 22.3 21.9
2t.9 22.7 22.27
21.3 22.0 21.3
13.5 a1 18.2
6.3 6.9 6.8
6.7 6.8 7.3
4.2 a3 8.6
8.6 8.7 9.0
17.8 7.8 18.8
22.1 22.5 23.5
23.0 23.0 28.3
21.4 22.1 22,9
14.9 15.% 15.7
6.3 6.3 6.6
6.7 6.7 7.1
4.3 4.2 4.0
8.4 8.9 9.0
15.2 16.1 15.2
21.2 22.1 201
20.6 22.5 20.8
Tt 21.9 19.6
n.e 12.7 12.6
5.3 6.5 7.0
6.7 3.0 1.5
4.1 4.3 4.
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Yabls A4. Employment status of bisck and other workers '
(Nymbery In
Mot sosnenelly piparied Gatnanaily caprsres
Eanpiwymind slrhm
tou. dur. ez, Jss. 2z,
1997 173y 1982

Civikian maningiilutionst papuisiion

12,113 22,683 22,538 22,118 22,288 22,011 22,493 32,83 23,338

Gratian tatos force T aeas | e 13,081 | 13,586 [ 13,757 | 3,973 | 13,708 | 33,889 | 33,033
Pencipaton e . $0.7 48 0.4 1. 61.5 | st . 61.2 413
Empicyed 31,619 | 1.8 11,303 1 0,782 1 in661 | 610 | 11,632 1 vr,es3 | 1e,ses
Unempoves . ........... . 1,822 | 2,258 | 2277 | seee | 2,306 | 2,060 1 2,072 | 2j20e | 20286
U oloymabe tdle ... . RS I W .8 1.7 0. 15.2 15.7 1.1 15,2 .4
* Trs poputstion lguras 318 N0t ACHUINC JOF SEASONS! ¥AIIE1IONS. {NeTStone, KIeNNICE!
manDe b $0DBA i iTe wRadiuEiSd 400 SssOnaily sfluLied Columns
Tabie A-10. Empioyment atatus of maie Vi and by age, not
Civilion Latvos leres
Cheitian Unaangapre
‘moninet-
Srianal Tatei Emgeoyen
Versren statie perteiion - —
*nd 2ge Pu—
sar. Rac. sar. dac. sac. LT LY LT 22z, faz.
1881 9z 1991 1982 10 1 e 198t 1962
YETEMANS
Tots!, 28 years ang over 2,035 | 3,563 | s.08s | a0 2,535 | 7,838 509 7 [N}
2510 W rewrs s . 1,316 | 2,218 | 1,098 | 4,900 6,561 | 6,225 an 84 .9
Mioyems . . 1,588 | 4,302 | s.ee1 | v,200( 3,266 | 3,008 138 208 e
BioMyeais . ... . J.a2t | 3,089 | 38 | oz, | 3031 | 2.6ee 208 278 [ 204
35103 years 2,7 | 2,058 | 2,202 | 2,796 | 2,188 | 2,813 1 203 7.3
40ymara ana ovar 088 | a2 | ov006 | t227 378 | 1,218 32 3] [%}
HOMYETERANS
Toiei. 2510 3% reais 18,935 14,000 15,981 15,892 1,870 (8] 87
Mo vess . 1,18 7,290 | 7,588 s 79 7.9 0.3
W10 I yasrs 5,322 5,378 | 5,567 S, 188 22 5.7 2.4
B0 Wreas 3,878 3.6%6 | 3,799 1,550 209 3.1 e
NOTE: Viatnam aes veit-2ae 218 MEe3 whC 9e-vad 1 Ihe Armed Forces Detween Armad b orcen. SuDISARE G819 #48 LMi100 10 1ROSE 73 10 TP YSETE OF 00, TR QrouD 1Nt
AUQUEt 3. 1964 ang My 7. 1978 NOMvEteans 508 Males WO Rave nevE: served In the mOg! tiosely Conetponds 10 the DUl of the Yatnemers vienen pooulstion

99-700 0O—82—10
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Table A-11. Persons not In labor force by reason, sex, and racs, quarterly averages
tn
Mot
L] Samcoealty edjeeted
st
Pamon, ewx, el rem
1981 1982 1981 1982
I 1 I Ir IIr (44 I
TOTAL
Total notinlabor foroe .. ... iov iy PRRREEERER RN 62,101 63,131 61,172 61,002 61,786 61,838 62,367
55,853 56,636 35,235 55,555 56,079 " 56,053 56,095
7,950 7,973 6,308 6,637 6,356 6.522 6,323
8,166 4,166 8,256 8,352 s, 320 »,020
28,502 28,330 28,762 28,330 28,535 29,103
11,539 11,520 11,731 11,929 12,180 12,105
3,657 4,361 a2, 168 .12 8,535 4,505
5,285 5.927 5,727 5,568 6,019 6,162
1,859 1,575 1,562 1,518 1.569 1,681
852 802 708 832 175
1,266 1,287 1,300 1,176 1.37% 1, 3487
1,151 1,093 1,083 1,098 1,199 1,339
852 B389 T8 301 BBl 1,078
299 kil 325 293 316 268
1,118 L7 1,096 1. 1,086 1,061
L}
18,935 19,616 18,299 18,325 18,738 18,733 19,122
15,810 17,315 16,336 16,5808 16,352 16,862 16,837
2,138 2,302 1,987 1,861 1,831 2,000 2,09
961 1,060 313 775 125 187 901
L11) 38 372 329 i) 418 319
398 586 75 .3 ie3 835 516
n 338 387 383 399 365 360
43,156 43,518 2,872 42,677 3,012 33,101 43, 235
39,32[) 38,909 38,965 39,127 39,191 39,259
4,198 3,980 3,866 '3.!36 4,019 4,067
866 761 787 193 782 740
(34 430 397 385 818 856
1,329 1,107 1,30 1,176 1,374 1,387
863 218 530 m 168 823
662 784 753 1 581 100
Whin
Totnl Aot in ooy BOME . . ... e seen e st arara e e iaeaney 53,385 58,230 32,50 52,820 53,106 53, 200 53,623
48,813 49,605 48,259 3,370 38,332 48,852 49,065
4,624 4,333 4,133 w116 4,818
1,357 1,116 1,057 90 1,177
583 564 523 508 513
969 859 983 963 1,006
939 748 708 T8 868
a1 950 863 1,015 850
8,756 8.901 8,601 3,553 8,599 8,768
7,082 7,029 6,859 .27 7,108 6,888
1,714 1,87t 1,665 1,558 1,589 1,836
School sttendence 565 569 us? 487 451 413
11 hesith, disebility . 255 213 256 203 234 277
Horma responelbitities. 383 . 3£9 132 312 3u8 61
Theak cannot get  job 397 969 387 351 368 St
Other remors . . 1 93 F3%] PPN 192 ‘o
¢ o market tactor incluce “could not 7d b~ tnd “Thlnxs ac Jab sveiiable ™ ~uther Sresonal neniices.”

i Fersonm facton indude “empicven TNt 100 voung or okt “aXs tOucstion or rening.” wa 4 tinchwiet Emall TDEE 67 e e 1E2VING 107 WOrs CACTUM €7 ROMe eior DL
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Teabie A-12. Employemnent status of the noninetitstiona! populstion to¢ the ten targest Stetes

1M + 2 Sansoras}

ot gty etpamad Tkitialy st
T $a sy e o= uar. Ted. “ar. “ar. Vov. Sec. dan. Few,
[RXH [RIT] 13a2 [LIN 1oy 1any 1992 [R13]
Cabtarnn

Covin o ngrersu1vieone® PGS . 17,923 18,242 18,209 LA, 1&S 18,171 18,213 ix, 342 18,765
Cortan inte barce L 1vesey 11,048 1a.a00 VL. AS 11,816 12,008 11,898
Cmprrres i - in, 22 10,201 10,913 10,820 10,078 10,938 i0,88%
. 1 1o 2 1,021 1,008 1,089 1130
7.8 sS4 1.7 Al 8.8 n.? L) "4
7,011 2,00 107 e 8,005 8,028 8,041 A,0A% ®,i07
a2 4,580 &, 598 410 4,638 a,027 4,508 4,37y 4,394
&,127 4,234 4,293 4,102 4,20 4,272 4,297 8,243 a_ 187
322 193 208 382 35 119 bELs s0:
(3% 7 LI L] 1. Ly LY 1 9.9
8,485 LIRTRY . sat ", 822 m.328 LIRS L] A, %41 8,544
APk 14,941 5,438 3,369 ATELL) 5,554 5,821 3,998
5,006 i 4 368 S.964 1,000 8,093 5,018 3,088
sy sel 563 581 4 501 sa2 342
LS} 10,1 10,7 +.0 t.3 2.0 a ...
4,88 $,42% a8 4, a8 s,410 4,478
2.8 1,028 308n 3,029 1,008 2,987
7.7% 2,13 2.m3% 2,895 2,791 2,740
227 Lio i 224 20 RAR ]
1.4 LR i.n 7.4 8.9 7.
[EET] A, 784 6,734 6,071 6,178 L1 6, 1 TS ., 788
4,208 4, 740 a,2%1 4,244 4,38 P IY) o, 284 4,248 4,200
3,893 1,856 1,827 1,122 3152 3,632 3,488 3,698 3,397
553 ren 123 s22 $5t 637 819 632 s12
i3y 151 110 12.3 128 ) a8 14,8 161
s.820 s nra S 6A3 5,620 5,640 3,655 s.67 s,888
3,307 3,508 3, 8% 1,484 3,35 3,919 3,574 3,624
1,288 2,180 3289 333 V28R 3,149 30248 3,088
it m 100 288 tin 333 39
x5 3.3 a2 [} Ty 11 LS 5.5
11,3489 13,449 11,878 (RIS L1] 13,434 3,440 i3,48) 13,480 13,478
1,832 ! 8,038 8, 08m 0,084 7,946 7.%16 7.96% 3,043 s, 0
1,34 T3 1,388 1,395 7,343 12y 7,388 7,384 T.e12
L1 122 592 Ao 401 [R3] 824 475 639
¥ 5 2.0 L) LI s ..2 7.8 LR} 8.2
3,005 LIS B 2, n,00% A, 020 A,031 8,031 3,033
3,039 4,967 1,014 s,in7 3,108 5,120 3,066 3.080
TS 4,361 L3 181 1,418 4,403 4,480
a7t LLLY LT 438 829 373 600
LI 12.? t7.3 R.3® 1.2 11 AL
. §.040 3,13 $.,13¢ e, 080 LISRR) 4,12% $.131 $,134
Condion tater wer s.a78 INTE 5,399 (WYL s.462 $.311 3,418
tmetoves s.0e2 4,750 &, 827 3.082 4,942 &, 968 4,868
42 9z s71 106 52 3¢ I
P 1.0 104 1. 3.8 10.) 101
Chorgm moriaie 0t toDRon 10,765 19,751 15,480 10,100 10,740 10,763 10,791
[REpre 7,371 7,288 7,008 3163 1oy 7245 7,338
o e 4,00 6,A78 6,658 §,798 5,170 5,038 6,901
ematovee ” s21 213 152 363 a1 a1t a3s
e m0ioymen: ] 5.0 5.1 3.0 3.1 5.8 s [

! The popdstien fgm a3 Aot Stk for WA ewware Perviers. damies ssmier
v in

S Thme av e oMcis Bumms of Lator Sacsis’ wtmswe ved o T sdmveinrioen o
Fatrs \nd diaescian prograre.
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Table B-1. on pay by Y
n
Mot seasonally adjusted Seancnslly sdjusted
Industry
Mar. Jan. Pab. Mar. Mar. Fov. Dec. Jaa. Feb. Mar.
1981 1982 19862 A 1932 A 1981 1981 198 1982 19829 1982°
90,720] 89,799| 89,964| 90,255) 91,347] 91,522 [91,113 | 90,879 | 91,040 90,822
25,292] 24,332| 24,261| 24,280 25,705( 25,418 125,104 24,801 | 24,841 24,660
1,084 1,1491 1,246] 1,048) 11,0980 1,172 0 1,175 | 1,166] 1,186] 1,163
4,048 3,721 3,708 3,780 4,416 4,229 | 4,193 | 4,085| 4,168} 4,122
nutacturing . . . 20,160| 19,462] 19,410]| 19,352 20,191 20,017 |19,736 | 19,550 19,507 19,375
Production workers 14,049 13,276| 13,250| 13,215] 14,074] 13,797 |13,514 |13,342 13,321) 13,237
Durable goods .. .. 12,1201 11,589 11,5391 11,511 12,099{ 12,932 (11,714 11,596 | 11,562 11,488
Production workers 8,345 7,763 7,734 7.7 4,325 8,083 7,868 7,758 7,745 7,691
Lumber and wood products 692 634 615 620
Furniture and fixtures . . . 457 410 488 451
Stone, clay, and glass products 651 534 607 599
Primary metal products . 1,141 1,090 1,042 1,017
Fabricated meta! products 1,548 1,501 1,481
Machinery, except slectrical . 2,522 2,455 2,418
Electric and sisctronic equipment 2,119 2,093 2,075
Tranaportation eq Ipm.m baiaen 1,783 1,706 1,722
Inatruments nd products 71% 711 704
Miscellaneous mnnuhctuvlnq 413 408 398
Nondurable goods . . 8,085 7,954 7,890
Production workers 5,714 5,504 5,546
Foodundklndmpmomn #3(1,613.3]11,614.3 1,676 1,663 1,667
Tobacco manufactures. . 3 72,2 68,7 70 71 68
Textlle mill products . 795.! 794.7 823 785 780
Apparel and other textile products . 1,207,3 1,251 1,210 1,192
Paper and allied product 670.8 68 67 667
Pllmlnglndwbtllhlng . N 300 9)1,304.1 1,302 1,301 1,302
ind all Mpfoc .f1.,106.8|1,088.051,087.3 1,104 1,093 1,090
Pﬂlollumlnd coal products . 207.0 199.0 197.3 210 203 201
Aubber and misc. plastice products . 737.2 720.4 715.3 733 718 713
Leather and isather products . . . 230.4 218.% 210.7 209.6 231 230 222 zi0
Service-producing . [ERRET RPN deerrreeiaa €5,620; 65,467| 63,703 65,973) 63,842 66,204 [66,009 |66,078] 66,199| 66,162
Transportstion and public utllitles ............. . 3,093 5,063] 3,045 3.047| 3,139] 5,147 | 5,122 | 5,124 5,101| 5,088
Wholssaleandretalitrede . .............. s 20,290| 20,682| 20,529 20,602| 20,635] 20,838 |20,735 |20,849 | 20,925 20,904
5,294 5,283 5,2808| 5,31¢ 5,363 5,336 5,3 5,320 5,309
15,388 15,246/ 15,314] 15,319 15,475 [15,399 15,528 | 15,605 15,595
5,263 3,329 5,326 3,348 5,293 5,355 5,366 5,361 5,364 5,373
13,287 1s,506) 18,691 18,804} 18,371| 16,838 [18,856 (18,845 | 16,918 18,898
16,4931 15,387 16,112| 16,181] 16,204 15,926 [15,930 {15,899 15,891 15,899
Federal 2,769 2,717 2,11 2,724 2,781 2,748 2,741 2,742 2,737 2,732
State and local govemment 13,724] 13,170] 13,391],13,457] 13,423 | 13,178 (13,189 [13,157 | 13,154 13,167

= preliminary.
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payrolis by | Y

Xt sassonstly adiusted Sessoraly scqueted
R [
Nar. daw. feb. Mat, . %ov. Sac. Jaa. Teb. .
1881 1182 10829 19827 idat 1381 1e81 1992 19827 1982 ®
Tetstomate. . . s 1.2 3.9 36.7 36,7 35.3 35.8 369 34.2 oo | .
BIAG. ... 42.3 | e2.8 as | a9 32} [£3) It 5} (23] (23 2y
Conatruaction ... ....... .o s1.2 3.2 3.6 367 £} [$3] () (3] i) 23]
Immnmuq 19.9 3.t .2 9.1 33.8 3%.3 38.¢ 7.3 9. [ ¥s.0
Overnime ours ... ... .8 2.2 2. B * 2.3 2.4 2.3 2. 2.2
Duurabie gooss . .. ... s0.8 31.7 35.6 | 383 39.7 | 293 1.3 39.6 [ 3%
Overtime hours ... 1.0 20 1 2 2. 2.4 2.2 1.2 3.1
Lumber £00 w00 DOGUCTA 33.7 31,3 2 315 7.6
Furnituro 2na tXtuies . .. .. 3.3 3. 1”.2 37.7 1.7
0 glase products . 3.4 39.1 P a0.0 348
N . 3805 | 391 39.3 | Iz
3. 39,5 | e 39.6 39.2
ninary, 394 a0.6 | 403 40.6 | 0.3
Elciric £10 S1eCtONIC equipmant 381 19,8 | 9.1 39.3 ¢ 39.2
Transportation squiprent . 38.4 40,6 | a0.e a0 304
lnltlvmm.muul.oplcd\.:n 8.6 60.0 | s0.4 40.3 39,9
neouUS MANUIATIUTAG .. 3.7 3.5 381 1.0 1.4
Nondurablegoods ... 36.2 38.6 | 8.4 39.2 w. 8.4
Overnme nours .. .. 7.4 2.3 2.4 2.8 2.7 2.4
Food and indred products 8.8 3.7 39.3 38.7 35.6 39,8
vw.ccom-nunmufu 36.1 3.3 (2) t2) (23
Textiie mifi prouuc: 3.2 3.0 | w2 1.9 8.8 | 31.8
Agpare g orna: 1as Broducth | 0.0 35.3 35.5 382 5.6 38,1
[ ‘attisd products a3 Wit | ar? a4 si.s | alle
Printing ang publisning .. . 36.2 3.1 7.2 37.1 36.9 | 3122
Chemicats and altied products . sone | oenz | oacie | oaris o aroy o ans
Patroieum and coar . 43.1 42.% 2.1 43,8 42.3 4.6
3r.s | 4.0 | ss.o | 810 19,2 8.8
3.3 3.4 35.3 FENY 38,7 3o
Tranzportation and public utifties 3%.4 38.4 9.1 8.9 {7} [£3] {23 (23] (2)
Wioleesit 80 AL LIAS8 .. ..o s 1ils 3t 3i. 318 2.2 3.0 FIR) 3i.6 | 3¢
whomesletredd. . s 3.8 . 3.2 381 38 38,8 | 38.¢ | 2.0 .3
Metenvade ... .8 9.0 | 2908 39.4 5.2 9.9 9.9 . 30,0
Flnance, inaurance, and rasl sstste 6.4 38.2 36.3 38.2 (1) 23 (2) £33 3 (2
Barvicas . 2.8 . 32,8 32.4 32.8 3.4 2.7 2.8 2.0 32.6

mu uuu 10 prosuction wons in mining $1d manclectunieg, 19 construction
workery b and public.

and 10

ux-uu-_ m-u-o anc retais trace. finance,

ronsgrcutiurel payrolls

neurence. nd reat e3IETE; anG services.
Thess GTouDa #CCOUNE o AROFOXIMETely Touw fifths Of 1he OLA] SMECYEEN on CHTVETS
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Table B8.3. Average hourly and weekly of production or sory workers' on private nonagricultural
payrolis by Industry
Average hourty semmings Average weekly sxmings
Induatry
Mer. Jan. Feb. ol Mar. Mar., Jan. Feb. o Har, B
1981 1982 1982 1982 1981 1982 1982 1982
$7.10 $7.55| . $7.54 57.55 |$249.92(5255.95[$261.64|$261.99
7.09 7.52 7.52 7.56 250. 257.18} 263.20] 263.09
9.85 10.68 10.63 10.61 416.66( 457.10 463,47 465.78
10.44 11.56 11.27 11.27 388.37{ 383.79| 401.21| 413.51
Manufacturing ...l 1.80 8.41 8.33 8.37 | 311.22{ 312.01] 326.54] 327.27
Durablegoods .. ... PR 8.32 8.91 8.88 8.93 | 336.96| 335.91| 351.65| 352.74
Lumber and wood products . . 6.79 7.40 7.27 1.27 264.81] 249.38] 271.17f 270.44
Furniture and fixtures . 5.76 6.27 6.17 6.21 223.49; 202.52| 230.76] 231.01
Stone, clay, and glass pi . 7.94 8.73 8.65 8.69 322.36) 326.50( 338.22] 342.39
Primary matal products . . 10.52 11.23 11.20 i1.28 632.37{ 431,23] 442.40] 441,05
Fabricated metal products . . 8.01 8.55 8.57 8.63 325.21] 323.19) 338.52| 340.89
Machinery, except electrical . 8.62 9.21 9.22 9.24 355.14) 360,110 374,33 372.37
Electric and electronic equipment . 7.47 8.02 8.00 8.05 300.29) 205.56| 318.40{ 319.59
Transportation equipment . 10.08 10.72 10.76 10.83 414,29 411.65] 434.70) 437.5)
Instruments and related produci 7.23 7.94 7.96 7.96 293.54) 306.48] 318.40| 32i.58
Miscellaneous manufacturing .. 5.85 6.31 6.34 6.36 227.57| 231.58| 244.09] 246.13
Nondurablegoods ...................ouveus e 1.01 7.68 7.5% 7.57 | 274.09; 278.02} 291.43] 290.69
Food and kindred products . . 7.29 7.83 7.76 7.79 285.771 30).80] 308.07| 306.15
Tobacco manufactures . . B.61 9.15 9.52 9.69 320.29( 330.32| 64.62| 359.50
Textile milt products . . 5.36 5.76 5.77 5.77 214.94( 179,71 219.26| 217.53
Apparel and other textlte products . 4.94 5.20 5.14 5.15 176.85( 156.00| 181.44( 180.25
Paper and ailied products . .30 9.07 9.00 9.04 351.92{ 374.59] 378.90| 376.97
Printing and publishing . 8.02| 8.61 8.60 B.62 297.54| 311.68{ 319.06] 320.66
Chemicals and allied products B8.84 9.68 9.65 9.64 367,741 394.94) 397.58] 394.28
Petroleum and coa! products . 11.23 11.90 12.06 11.93 478,400 512,897 512.55| s502.25
Rubber and misc. plastics products . 7.07 71.62 7.59 7.60 287.75) 288.80; 303.60| 304.00
Leather and leathef products . ... . 4.90 5.18 5.21 5.22 180.32| 172.49) 184.43] 185.31
Transportation and public utilities .......................cc000ienon 9.42 10.15 10.16 10.14 371.15) 389.76] 397.26] 394.45
Wholes nd retall trade . 5.85] 6.17 6.15 6.15 186.62] 191.89] 193.73) 193.73
Wholssate trade 7.42] 7.95 7.93 7.96 285.67) 1300.51| 302.93| 303.28
Retalltrade . .. 5.20]| 5.44 5.42 5.42 154.96( 157.76| 159.89] 159.35
6.19 6.57 6.62 6.64 225.32( 237.83| 240.31| 240.37
6.29 6.79 6.80 6.80 205.05( 219.32| 221.00| 220.32

* See foatnote 1, tabie B-2.
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Table B4 Hourly Earnings index for production of parvisary workers' on privats nonagriculturs! payrolls by Industry
(¥ <100
Kt sassonaddy susmd Bosvenally mipsied
Porcant
ey chenge
romic
nar. Jaa., Peb. Aav. bec. Teb. . Tew,
1983 1122 1482 of (ALY} 1344 i981 | i%82 o 1%82-
Har.
- 1987
143,86 145.% 7.4 153.3% 1432 1e8.2 0.3
9.4 K. A {1 92.) 23,1 2.9 (¢ 3]
153,0 198.2 8.4 [£3] {%) (L3} {8)
130,58 138.8% 7.3 138.7 140.23 136.3 [$3)
149.2 1350.0 LI 181.0 i4§.0 145,13 b
148. 6 138.3 8.1 164.4 1438 1Y -4
133.4 1a3.8 5.4 1419 142.) 142.1 L3
rad.g is5.6 . isi. ia3.a .3
145.1 185.2 7.9 1827 ia3. b
t otnote i. b
} Pecrent change Voo frua Februscy i58i lo Februesy 382, the idiwe-t 1o
3 Percent ae January 9RZ to Tabruery 1982, (he le.vai aa
A Mislng 2ally adjustes siace the sese0nsl cosnonant fe anail ryiative Ltend=cycie andfor frrexular
COBPONETLs 8nS cossagadnily cannos be separated wirh sutfictent poectatan,
3 Tetcent change (s leeas theo .35 peicest
Noa avaitatie.
penreitninary.
Tabls B-5. Indexss of ag0regste woekiy hours of prod or visory on private §
payrolls by industry
{977 =R ——-
Sesonally albieted
et Wy
Secs Jea. Ted. Mar.
981 %82 19829 1182 ¢
Total private 108,09 108, 1071
Qootsproductng . 95.8] $8.%] %6.4
Minng ... 1iro2| iaE.s
Canstruction se. Y 10,3 10%.9
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA '_ ESTABLISHMENT DATA

Table B-6. Indexes of diffusion: Percent of industries in which employment’ increased ’

Year and month Over 1-moeth gpmn Over 3-month tpmn Over $-conth wen Ower 12-month spen
1979
January.. . 65.1 72.1 12.1 76.7
February. . 66.0 68.5 71.8 10.6
March.... . 64.2 65.7 70.1 69.5
. 56.1 65.7 64.8 67.2
. 60.5 62.8 59.6 $5.6
June..... . 62.5 63.7 5.4 58.1
July.eeaes . 57.0 55.5 56.7 55.8
Avgusc... . 53.2 50.0 51.5 55.2
Septeaber . 491 53.5 52.0 50.0
October.. 61.5 52.0 50.6 46,2
November. 49.8 53.5 51.2 38.1
Deceaber. 49.7 49,8 41,7 35.8
1980
Janusry.. 52.6 50.6 50.4 32.0
February. 53.2 46.8 33.4 32.6
March.... 49.¢ 38.7 30.8 3.7
34,6 30.8 26.7 32.3 -
32.8 27.0 26,2 3.6
e 3.4 25.9 28.2 31.8 .
6.9 35.5 35.2 314
Avgust... 64.8 56.9 5.1 32.6
September 64.0 7.2 61.0 4.9
october. . . 61.3 69.8 73.5 43.6
Hovember. . 63.4 64.8 72.7 55.8
December.... . 56,7 64.0 65.4 70.3
1981
Jaauary.... . 59.6 61.0 68.6 78.8
February. . 55.8 61.3 68.6 75.6
March.... . 52.3 64.2 67.2 73.3
69.8 68,9 70.3 64.2
62.5 66.9 67.7 54.1
S1.5 68.6 71.8 45.1
67.2 £0.2 52.9 37.8
August... 49.7 . 66.6 38.7 34.6p
September 59.3 39.2 35.8 35.8p
October........ 30.2 33.1 26.7
November.... 27.9 23.8 27.6p
Deceaber.... 29.9 23.0 23.8p
1982
January..... 30.5 26.5p
February.... 48.3p 29.9p
Marche...... 31.4p
April
May..
June.
Julyeeeennnnes
August......
5epLemBET. cvruinasesrnnen
Octoberse.....
Novenber.
December....

1 Number of employess, sessonally adjusted, on payrolis of 172 privats nonagriculturat indurtries,
© = prefiminary.

NOTE: F]guma ara the percant of industries with amployment rising. {(Hall of the un-
changed components are counted as rising.)
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Representative MitcHeELL. Thank you very much, Commissioner
Norwood.

Let me say before I raise any questions that I'm not at all shocked
by the drastic increase in black unemployment. I think you've got two
things working here: the general sickness of the American economy
as of this time, and the antiaffirmative action stance or posture that
has been assumed by this administration, which as has been articu-
lated by the Attorney General and many of the other persons closely
associated with the Reagan administration.

So I think you've got another factor working in addition to just
the economic factors. It depends upon which member of the admin-
istration speaks whether or not the picture is completely rosy,
partly rosy, or prospectively rosy. I'm always bewildered when 1
hear the spokespersons for the administration saying, “We're just
about to turn the corner. We will bottom out next month. There
will be a turnaround. Hold on a little longer. Have faith in us and
our program. We'll be all right.”

Can you tell me from the March unemployment figures—and
these are really unadorned figures, no problems with bad weather
or other kinds of forces. Can you tell me from these figures wheth-
er or not, in your opinion, the recession has bottomed out?

Ms. Norwoob. I can’t tell you whether the recession has bot-
tomed out from these figures. I can tell you that the employment
situation has deteriorated and that there are many, many worrying
factors about the latest figures.

Unemployment, as I am sure you know, Congressman, tends to
continue upward whether the recession is bottoming out or turn-
ing, and one needs to look at a lot of other data to determine that.

Representative MrrcHELL. All right., In light of the fact that
there’s been a decline in the index of leading indicators, the de-
pressing level of auto sales, plans for new cutbacks in auto produc-
tion, rising numbers of new unemployment claims and so on, add
infinitum—based upon those developments and your figures, can
you suggest how high the unemployment rate might go?

Ms. Norwoob. No. I'm very happy that I don’t have to forecast.
It’s a rather dangerous kind of thing to do. If one looks at past re-
cessions, even going back to 1954, there was approximately a 2- to
3-month lag in the unemployment rate, even when the recession
ended and the recovery occurred. So one can expect that the unem-
ployment rate, if it behaves as it has in the past, might continue
upward. i

Representative MircHELL. You don't like to forecast. I have no
objection to doing it. I did it in this chamber in one of these meet-
ings some several months ago, and I remember there were titters
and gaffaws and loud protects when I said that before this trend
that the administration has launched us on, before it ends, we'll
see 10 million people out of work. That was my forecasting as of
that time.

I will now indicate to you that I expect that we will see the un-
employment rate go even higher in the next few months, and I
think it’s going to be a long time before we see any turnaround in
the economy.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SArRBANES. Thank you, Congressman Mitchell.

Ms. Norwood, after hearing your statement I am even more
deeply distressed than I was upon hearing the 9-percent figure be-
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cause as I read your statement, not only do we have a situation in
which the 9-percent unemployment rate reported to us this morn-
ing is as high as it has been at any time since 1941, but other as-
pects of the unemployment situation separate and apart from the
figure are also apparently at their alltime worst.

Let me ask these questions. As I understand it, the number of
people who have stopped seeking work, who have dropped out of
the labor force and therefore aren’t counted in the unemployment
figure but obviously have done so because of the discouraging eco-
nomic climate is at an alltime high. Is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Senator SARBANES. And that’s 1.3 million people?

Ms. NorwooD. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. The 9-percent unemployment figure repre-
sents how many people seeking work and unable to find it—9.9
million; is that correct?

i Ms. NORWOOD Yes, on a seasonally adjusted basis, about 9.9 mil-
ion.

Senator SArRBANES. The 1.3 million of discouraged workers is in
addition to that; is that correct?

Ms. NORWOOD They are not counted in the 9.9.

Senator SARBANES. Second, as I understand it, for those work-
ing—those fortunate enough stlll to have Jobs—thelr weekly work-
ing hours have dropped, dropped sharply; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, sir.

Se)nator SarBanNEs. What is the average work week in hours
now?

Ms. Norwoob. The average for the total private economy is 34.8
and that’s down two-tenths of an hour from last month.

Senator SARBANES. What was that figure last July? The overall
unemployment rate last July was 7.2 percent, in July 1981. Today,
it’s 9 percent. What was the average work week in hours for those
who had jobs then?

Ms. Norwoobp. We'll find out in a moment. I don’t have it in my
head; 35.3 hours.

Senator SARBANES. So in addition to more and more people being
thrown out of work, those that are working are working less and
less. Would that be correct?

Ms. Norwoop. In general, yes. Of course, the people who are
working part time for economic reasons would have an effect on
that, and they are at a record high.

Senator SARBANES. The number of part-time workers is at a
record high?

Ms. Norwoop. The number of people who are working part time
but who want to work full time, that is, they’re working part time
for economic reasons.

Senator SARBANES. So the number of workers so discouraged that
they're not looking for work is at an alltime high; the number of
workers working part time for economic reasons but who would
like to work full time is at an alltime high; and the number of
workers out of a job is as high as it has been since 1941. Is that
correct?

Ms. NorwooD. Yes.
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Senator SareaNEs. Now on the diffusion index, would you ex-
plain that a little bit? I notice, in effect, that it reflects the wide-
spread nature of the unemployment. 1 wonder if you could elabo-
rate on that.

Ms. Norwoob. The diffusion index indicates the proportion of in-
dustries in which employment increased. The index counts half of
the industries whose employment was unchanged as increasing.
There is no weighting by size of establishments. The index is quite
useful in looking at business cycle developments. It includes 172 in-
dustries, most of which are manufacturing.

Senator SARBANES. And would you say that the turndown in the
economy has had as broad and pervasive an impact across the
boa_r(;id ?as in any recession that we've experienced in the postwar
period? :

Ms. Norwoob. It is very broad and pervasive. I don’t have the
data here, for example, on the diffusion index going back to 1874-
75. 1 have it through 1979 and the index certainly is lower than it
has been at any time since then.

Senator Sarsanes. Do you have the unemployment rate by
region or by State? _

Ms. Norwoob. I have the unemployment rates for the 10 largest
States which were released with the release this morning. For
other States, as you know, there is a month’s lag.

Senator SARBANES. Is that in the release?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes; it's in the release. It's table A-12.

Senator SarBaNES. I see. So the pertinent figure is the last
column, seasonally adjusted? Is that the State figure that relates to
the 9-percent national figure?

Ms. Norwoon. Yes. The State rates, of course, as you know, have
a somewhat larger variance associated with them.

Senator SARBANES. So, in other words, Michigan 16.1 percent;
Ohio, 11.8; Pennsylvania, 10.1; Illinois, 9.8; California, 9.4; those are
the pertinent figures?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SArBaNEs. And in all of those States their unemploy-
ment rate exceeds the national figure. So in 5 of our 10 largest
States, the unemployment rate in those States exceeds, in some in-
statzges, by very significant margins, the national unemployment
rate’ .

Ms. Norwoob. Generally so, yes.

Senator SArBANES. Are there any tables that we ought to refer to
that indicate what we might expect in subsequent months, any
tables you tend to look to as indicating where we might be going?

Ms. Norwoop. No. We, as you know, Senator Sarbanes, tend to
be retrospective in our analyses. There are a number of factors
that one needs to look at. For example, the increase in the labor
force has been relatively small. That is normal during a recession.
Nevertheless, there has been quite a slowdown in the number of
women entering the labor force. If that should pick up, we can
expect some changes in the unemployment rates. And many of the
things that you've already pointed out are also important.

Senator SARBANES. I have one other question, Ms. Norwood. I
continue to be worried about your own budget and your ability to
do your own job. I must say I'm very deeply concerned at any effort
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to cut off indirectly the head of the messenger who brings the bad
news. You're a professional and your organization is professional.
You reflect that in your testimony here, which sticks very much to
the facts, despite tlZe questions that may come from the panel; 1
don’t want to see us move into a situation where the basic data
that we need to think hard about these problems and formulate a
reasonable public policy is lost to us, so that we then try to make
public policy off of anecdote and illusion.

I'd like to ask about the status of the budget situation of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as you know,
Senator Sarbanes, is a part of the Department of Labor, and the
Department of Labor is one of those agencies that does not have a
budget passed by the Congress. We are operating, therefore, under
a continuing resolution which was extended this week. :

Unfortunately, from my point of view, that continuing resolution
was extended at a level, which includes, in addition to a 12-percent
program cut, an additional 4-percent cut which had been agreed to
in December. The administration has proposed a program supgle-
mental appropriation of $5.23 million for the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, which is presently before the Congress.

We had hoped that the supplemental request would be acted on
before this recess. We now hope very strongly that it will be acted
on as soon as the recess is over. We are in the process now, after
already having put into place a 12-percent cut in our budget and
reduced or eliminated some 19 programs, of trying to look at how
we would meet the budget restrictions, if we don’t get the supple-
mental, by taking furloughs. And I would hope that I could ar-
range that so I could still be here and not on furlough on the first
Friday of the month.

Senator SarBaNEs. Well, for those concerned with obtaining in-
formation, which includes not just the Members of the Congress
but others present here today, it seems to me that we ought to be
sensitive to what may be taking place; and that is, that the messen-
ger is going to be starved to the point where the messenger won't
be able to bring the message. :

Congressman Mitchell, I want to just close by noting that the
Secretary of Treasury in July 1981 said, “All I know is that our
economy is slowing lc-l):)wn, but it will turn up.again with its auto-
matic built-in effects by the end of the year.” That was July 12,
1981. On November 1, 1981, the Secretary of the Treasury said,
“The recession will probably now be more prolonged, still not a
deep recession, still on the shallow side, but definitely we’ll be pull-
ing out of it sometime in the spring of 1982.”

And, as I said in my opening statement, it was reported on the
radio this morning that he now says that while he expected the
figure to go to 9 percent, he certainly did not expect it to reach 10
percent.

That’s cold comfort for the American people and I think that the
President and the administration need to shift course. It's no com-
{)liment, as Herb Stein said at one point, for the captain of a ship

eaving New York Harbor with a destination of Miami who turns
the ship northward and sails in a northward direction to stick to
course. That’s only going to bring disaster.
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Representative MrrcHELL. Senator Kennedy.

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you, Congressman.

In your statement, Commissioner Norwood, you talk about the
industries of steel, automobiles, textiles, and leather had fewer jobs
in March than at the bottom of the recession in 1975. Where do
you put housing and building of homes?

Ms. Norwoobp. Well, that's pretty low too, but I was looking at
employment and——

Senator KENNEDY. Well, what about the employment in the hous-
ing area?

Ms. Norwoob. I don’t know about housing iself, but the overall
construction industry is perhaps 700,000 above the trough of 1975
and 400,000 -below the peak reached in early 1980. It's a very small
industry, as you know. ,

Senator KENNEDY. Well, there are still millions of Americans in-
volved in it and although I think any of us who travel the country
see that there’s a fair amount of construction going on in the major
urban areas, there’s a virtual standstill in terms of homebuilding.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator KEnNNEDY. All the statistics indicate that a number of
people in ‘small communities and towns that are involved in the
construction industry, in the building of homes, have joined the un-
employment lines as well.

If you take those major industries—the steel, automobile, textile,
leather, and other industries—they are the basic backbone of an in-
dustrial society. I just don’t see how this country can meet its re-
sponsibilities as an industrial society when you see the backbone of
it—steel and automobiles and these other industries—experiencing
dramatic and significant increases in workers who are unemployed.

What I would be interested in trying to probe, as my colleagues
have, is what indicators do you have that would presently show
that there will be some turnaround in either those industries that
are mentioned there or in other industries which are included in
your report? . .

Ms. Norwoop. I don’t think that there is anything that we can
look at that will tell us clearly. A lot of people look at leading indi-
cators. I find that those data are frequently revised month after
month and so it’s rather difficult to read very much into them.

I do think, as you have pointed out, that there is a real structur-
al problem in some of these very major industries. They have, of
course, gone down, a great deal in this recession, but they also did
not recover as much as we had hoped after the 1974-75 recession.
And so this has been going on for some time and it’s just gotten
much, much worse.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, from looking at the various factors that
you could look at, is there anything from the material which you
examine that would indicate that there’s going to be anything but
a hfur?ther deterioration in those particular industries and, if so,
what?

Ms. Norwoopn. I have no knowledge of anything which would
suggest what will happen one way or the other about the future. I
think the situation in March is a pervasive deterioration. That
doesn’t say anything much about April.
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Senator KENNEDY. Well, although you're not able to predict or
project, you have indicated from your response that the pervasive
indicators show a deterioration. I'm just asking you whether the in-
dicators that you have now show a continued deterioration or
whether you have other indicators that show that the deterioration
will not continue? _

Ms. Norwoob. The real problem, Senator Kennedy, is that the
employment situation data are the first data that are released each
month. We only have data for things like industrial production,
retail sales, durable orders, and so on for February. The February
data were all up in those series, but they were up because they
were a rebound from the very bad weather in January and, there-
fore, I believe, should not be read as suggesting that there has been
a great deal of improvement in February.

I think that if they show some substantial decline in March—and
they are not out yet so I don’t know—that that would be a very
worrying sign.

Senator KENNEDY. Those are the ones that we should watch for.
Well, there's been this past week a number of awards that were
glven—Oscar Awards. Perhaps there should have been one for cre-
ating the highest interest rates, highest deficits, highest unemploK
ment, and equal opportunity for men and women to be out of wor

Thank you, Congressman Mitchell.

Representative MrTrcHELL. Thank you, Senator.

My colleagues and Commissioner Norwood, one of the heroes in
my life was a little known attorney named Mr. Welch and I was
thinking about him as we went through this hearing this morning.

You recall that during the days of Joe McCarthy, who is unla-
mented in my mind, finally there came a confrontation with this
little known attorney—at least little known in halls of govern-
ment—Welch, and the attorney finally was goaded into saying, “At
long last, have you no sense of decency left?

And I'm afraid that I, as one member of this panel, and the 10
million people who are unemployed because of the Reagan policies,
are bemg goaded into asking of the administration, “At long last,
can’t you show some sense of compassmn for those of us whose
lives you're beginning to wreck?”’

Thank you for being here.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Congressman Mitchell, I'd like to take just
another minute or two of Ms. Norwood’s time because I want to un-
derscore again what I tried to develop in my previous questioning,
and that is how deep and pervasive the unemployment which has
taken place is and how deep and pervasive it is beyond the 9-per-
cent figure which in and of itself is at an alltime high in 40 years.

I was just looking, Ms. Norwood, at your table on veterans. I
think that's A-10. If I understand the table correctly, the unem-

ployment rate among veterans in March 1982 in the ages of 25 to
29, 30 to 34, 35 to 39, exceeds by significant margins—in one in-
stance, 17 percent as against 10.5 percent—the unemployment rate
among nonveterans.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. So that another group that is being very se-
verely impacted are the Vietnam-era veterans which many of us
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have been particularly concerned about in terms of their employ-
ment opportunities.

Second, as I understand it, the increase in the unemployment
over the month is entirely among those people who have lost their
jobs; in other words, people who had a job and lost it.

Ms. Norwoob. That’s correct.

Senator SARBANES. And finally, there’s been an increase in the
proportion of workers who now have been without jobs for ex-
tended periods, as I understand it, 3 months or longer.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Senator SArRBaNES. Well, I just reemphasize how severe this situ-
ation is and how these extra dimensions—discouraged workers,
particular segments of the labor force at alltime highs in their un-
employment rate, people who have lost their jobs, an alltime record
in people engaged in part-time work for economic reasons who
would like to be working full time but are working part time, a
drop in the average weekly working hours of those who have jobs,
a diffusion of the unemployment throughout the economy in such a
way that less than a third of the industries included in the diffu-
sion index have registered employment increases, the fact that 5 of
imr 10 largest States have unemployment rates above the national
evel.

Thank you for your testimony.

Ms. Norwoob. You're very welcome.

Representative MitcHELL. Commissioner Norwood, we thank you
and your colleagues for being with us this morning. We deeply ap-
preciate it.

Ms. Norwoop. Thank you very much, sir.

Representative MrrcHELL. Out next witness is Mr. Fletcher
Byrom, who is the chairman of the Committee for Economic Devel-
opment. We are delighted that you can take time to come here. We
know how difficult it is to take what amounts to a full day away
froxix business and we are most appreciative that you could be here
with us.

We have a copy of your prepared statement and we are fully pre-
pared to receive your testimony as of this time.

STATEMENT OF FLETCHER L. BYROM, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK W.
SCHIFF, VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF ECONOMIST

Mr. ByroM. Thank you very much, Congressman Mitchell.

It’s a great privilege to be once again before this committee.

As you know, the CED is 40 years old this year and I think
almost every year we have had the privilege of discussing the state
of the economy before this committee.

Since you have received my prepared statement, I would like, if I
may, with your permission, to put that in the record and rather
than repeat it, I would like to just quickly summarize it and then
respond to any questions that you may have.

Representative MrrcHELL. Without objection, your entire pre-
pared statement will be included in the record.

Mr. Byrom. Thank you very much sir.
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Our economy, interestingly enough, I think today has an excep-
tional opportunity to embark on a very sustained period of econom-
ic growth. This is fundamentallf' the heritage of the seventies
which was basically, now as we look back in history, a period of
liquidation of the capital base of this country and also of the public
infrastructure of the country, and to me, our situation is a little bit
like a seething volcano with demand that is just so great that if we
could eliminate the obstructions to the introduction of the opportu-
nities to exploit that potential we could in fact have a very, very
strong economy for much of the eighties at least.

Unfortunately, at this point, the progress in these directions is
being seriously impeded by the high level of interest rates and
that, in my opinion and that of the CED associates, is significantly
related to the enormous prospective budget deficits that we face.

What’s happening ‘is that high interest rates and the economic
slack that you have just been discussing are swamping the favora-
ble potential effects on investment which were introduced by the
recent policy changes, particularly including the major capital re-
covery allowances that were made last year. If you'd like later, I
could give you an example based on a model of an economic projec-
tion of one of our projects to give you an example of how these in-
terest rates impact on it.

I think there’s a growing appreciation that without further
major action the budget deficit is not only going to rise well above
the $100 billion mark in 1983, but is going to continue to increase
from that point forward. This just cannot be allowed to happen. We
need, I think, early and convincing action to reduce the magnitude
and change the direction of those deficits to levels that are consist-
ent with lower interest rates and sound economic recovery.

What I'd particularly want to stress here is the importance of re-
ducing the deficit in a way that- is consistent with key, long-term
goals. for the economy. Among the most important of these are:
first, a progressive year by year reduction in the inflation rate
until essential price stability is achieved. Second, achievement of a
healthy economic growth and the opportunities for high employ-
ment. Third, the redirection of public policies so that a significant-
}iv growing share of what I hope will be a growing real GNP will be

evoted to investment and savings. And forth—and this is most im-

~ portant and you and I have had discussions before at this commit-

tee and I know you will certainly be in sympathy with the fact that

I introduce this—and this is that we have to give adequate weight

in our policies to the concerns of those disadvantaged members of
our society who have the greatest need.

Now let me outline the kind of approach toward reducing the
deficit that I believe would adequately balance the various goals
I've cited. The total reduction in the projected deficit must be ade-
quate to make a major dent in the existing inflationary expecta-
tions and reduce the pressures on interest rates and financial mar-
kets sufficiently to allow for a major revival of the capital invest-
ment that I'm talking about.

I think it’s generally accepted that one of the great needs of this
Nation is to improve its competitive posture by recapitalization of
its industry and by rebuilding of its infrastructure which has so se-
riously deteriorated.
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Given the magnitude of the required cuts, there is no major seg-
ment of the budget that should be excluded from consideration.
More specifically, with more intensive scrutiny, significant savings
in defense spemﬁ.ng should be possible without weakening our basic
defense posture, and if you would like I would be willing to discuss
this to some degree—I'm not an expert in the field, but I have
some understand%.;g of what I believe.

An important part of the budgetary savings should come from
slowing down the indexed growth of entitlement programs, includ-
ing social security. Actually indexing of social security benefits at
less than 100 percent for a period of a few years might still be equi-
table in view of the fact that social security benefits actually ex-
ceeded the average wage increases in terms of the indexing effects
in past years.

ne way to accomplish what I'm talking about—and this I recog-
nize may be somewhat harsh, but I think we have to examine all
potentials. One way would be a 1l-year to 15-year moratorium on
cost-of-living adjustments to all entitlement programs. There are
budgetary savings——

Representative MitcHELL. Excuse me. I rarely do this, but did
you say 1 to 15 years?

Mr. ByroM. No, no, I'm sorry. One year to 15 months. If I said
that, I certainly didn’t mean to. One year to 15 months, and I rec-
ognize that this could be very harsh. I think it has to be looked at,
;hg(tixgh, because I think every aspect of the budget has to be exam-
ined.

There are probably budgetary savings in other programs that
would be possible, but I think—and here I'm sure you’ll be in sym-
pathy with this—that care must be taken that essential social
safety nets are preserved.

In various programs such as those concerned with longer term
investment and productive plant and equipment and very much so
in human resources, some budgetary cutbacks could actually be
counterproductive in terms of the long-range objectives that we're
looking for.

Even with a generous estimate of the savings that can be
achieved through the measures that I've recommended on the ex-
penditure side, it's clear, I believe, that a substantial contribution
will also have to come from the revenue side if the overall deficit is
to be brought down to manageable proportions.

In general, tax increases that fall on consumption, whether it be
personal or business, are to be preferred. I believe that at least a
significant part of our present problem is because of a consumption
bias to our public policy since 1966.

Some of these changes can be brought about by greater reliance
on user taxes, but I tgink serious consideration has to be given to
increasing various Federal excise taxes and I’m talking about taxes
on alcohol, cigarettes, gasoline, and so forth.

I think that there should be a review of the socalled safe harbor
leasing provisions, and I'd like to discuss that a little bit with you
if we have time. I happen to believe that the intent of the safe
harbor leasing program was very proper and wise. I think that
some of the thin%s that have happened under it maybe are not as
appropriate, and I think some modification could be possible.
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I think that the special oil tax allowances which were fundamen-

tally aimed at independent small producers to give them benefits
and take away some of the windfall profits tax impact on them as
small producers could be looked at. :
- Even if the probable yield that could be realized from these kind
of revenue measures proved to be substantial, I frankly find it hard
to envision that in conjunction with realistically achievable ex-
penditure cuts that there still will be enough‘to accomplish the de-
cisive reduction in the potential deficit that’s needed. -

. And just to put this in context, I'm thinking that we need to do
something on the order of $60 billion for fiscal 1983, something like
$100 billion for fiscal 1984, something like $150 billion for fiscal
1985. Here, I'm .using the Congressional Budget Office projections
of what the deficit will be rather than the administration because,
frankly, as an individual, I tend to believe those to be more credi-
ble than the ones that the administration has projected at this
point.

‘One way to accomplish this further then might be to eliminate
or defer tie provision for indexing personal income taxes in fiscal
year 1985. I suspect that that should be done. It’s interesting to me
that the fact that it’s there is an admission that we expect inflation
to still be a pervasive force in our society. I would hope that it
wouldn’t have any effect because there wouldn’t be any need fo
indexing, but I don’t believe that should be in there. ‘

Now whether that in itself will still be enough to take care of the
large reductions I'm talking about, it could be. And I must say that
I have some more sympathy possibly with the administration’s ob-
jectives in this than some people might have. It could be that we
must defer a part of or all of the income tax reduction in fiscal
1982 taking place in July—or I'm talking about the 1983 reduction.

The reason I'm not so happy about that is that I honestly believe
that we need to do everything we can to be sure that we reduce
expenditures as much as possible. I would hope that we would con-
tinue to move in the direction where the share of the GNP that is
taken in taxes would be reduced and I would hope that we would
move toward a number, rather than 24 percent of the GNP being
reflected by Government expenditures, that it would move in the
direction of 18 percent.

For that reason, it’s obvious that I, with some reluctance, suggest
that maybe what we have to do is reduce the planned tax reduc-
tions.

I think that the advantage of everything we're talking about, if
we could accomplish that, would be that we would end up with a
fiscal policy that would be sufficiently responsible that monetary
policy then could be used to do what it’s supposed to do, and that is
to provide the money supply necessary to take care of the potential
for real growth in the economy without inflationary impact.

One of the difficulties that we're in today is that in the absence
of responsible fiscal policy we have been forced to use mone
policy as our sole weapon against inflation. In my opinion, that’s
asking too much, and I believe that if we could move in the direc-
tion reasonably close to the kind of numbers I'm talking about we
-would end up with a monetary policy that would in fact support
the real growth that we need. _
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If those things happened, I frankly, as I said, feel that our econo-
my is like a seething volcano and I really have great hope for
where we could go if we can just get these interest rates down.

If T may, I'd just like to respond to any questions you may have,
sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Byrom follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF FLETCHER L. BYroM

My name is Fletcher L. Byrom. I am Chairman of the Koppers
Company and also of the Committee for Economic Development, an organization
which is composed of 200 leadi:;q business executives and educators. I
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss key economic
policy issues that confront our nation today.

CED was founded just forty years ago, at a time when there ware
widegpread fears that the end of World War II would bring a major economic
downturn. The founders of CED were convinced that there was nothing
inevitable about this. They believed -- correctly -- that with:proper
economic policies, both the U.S. and the world econonfy could experience
steady economic growth and high employment, based fundamentally on the
productive strengths of the private enterprise system. To achieve this
result, however, they argued it was essential that short-run fiscal,
monetary and other economic policies be systematically and steadily
geared to the nation'sg broad long-range economic goals. This emphasis
has been a central feature of CED's thinking ever since.

There are some definite parallels to that earlier situation
today, though I would certainly not want to drive the analogy too far,
Our economy currently has an exeeptional opportunity to embark on a
.sustained period of economic growth, based primarily on increased
private capital investment and restoration of the U.S. c;ampetitive
position. In the last several years, a growing national consensus has

finally emerged that inflation must be brought under firm control; that
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the progressive liquidation of the capital base of our nation's economic
system had to be halted; and that greater reliance needs to be placed on
competitive markat forces. Yet progress in thesa diractions is now being
sariously impedad by tha high level of interest rates that is significantly
related to the enormous prospective hQudget deficits and by the continuation
of economic slack in this high-interest rate environment. Thege conditions
are swamping the potential favcrable effects on investment of recent policy
changes, including particularly the major improvements in capital recovery
allowances instituted last year.

There is now growing appreciation that without major further action,
the budget deficit will not only riss wall above the hundrad billion dollar
mark in 1983 but will show successive yearly increases thereafter. This
must simply not be allowed %o happen -- and both the marketg and the public
need to xecei;re clear indications soon that it will not happen. It is
imperative that sarly and convincing action be taken to reduce the magnitude
and change the direction of these deficits to levels that are consistent
with lower interest rates and sound economic recovery. A downward trend
in these deficits must be clearly demonstrated and confidence built that
such a trend will be sustained. .

What I particularly want to stress here, however, is the importance
of approaching the task of reduci.ng.' the deficit in a way that is consistent
with key long~term goals for the economy. Let me comment briefly on four

of these goals that we regard as centrally important.
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First, there is need for a progressive, year-by-year reduction
in the inflation rate until essential price stability is achieved. The
recent sharp deceleration in the rise of ‘the Consumer Price Index is of
course very gratifying. It would be a mist;ake, however, if we were to
declare victory over inflation prematurely. As the chart attached to my
testimony shows, the overall inflation rate has dropped significantly in
all recent recessions, only to show a more pronounced rise in each recovery
phase. There are strong reasons for believing tixat we are now witnessing
more permanent progress toward bringing down the underlying inflation rate.
The trend in variocus recent labor agreements toward more emphasis on labor-
management cooperation to achieve greater productivity is particularly
encouraging in that connection. But adequate progress toward the goal of
reducing inflation cannot be taken for granted and fiscal and monetary
policies, in particular, must be conducted on the assumption that infla-
tionary risks remain great.

A second central policy aim is the achievement of healthy economic
growth and high employment. Given the continuing inflat.ji.onary threat,
some moderation in the rate of long-term economic growth from what other-
wise might have begn desirable is probably necessary. But demand restraint
must not become so severe that it blocks out necessary incentives for

1/
capital formation and productivity growth.

1/ See CED's 1980 policy statement, Fighting Inflation and Rebuilding a
Sound Economy, p.1l
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Third, public policies need to be redirected so that a signifi-
cantly greater share of the growing real Gross National Product will be
devoted to investment and saving. We need more investmaent not only in
new plant and equipment but also in more rapid technolegical progress
and innovation, in domestic energy producticn and conservation, in
improved skill training and education, and in public infrastructure,

Fourth, for reasons of both equity and humanity, national policy
can and should give adequate weight to the concerns of those disadvantaged
members of our scciety who have the greatast naed.

tet me now outline the kind of approach toward reducing the
daficit that, I believe, would adequately balance the varicus goals I
have cited. While the specifics of this approach are my own, they are
largely in line with positions that CED has supported in the past. On
the basis of an informal check with other CED trustees, I alsc believe
that they would have wide support within our organization.

1. The total reduction in the projected deficit must be adequate
to make a major dent in existing inflationary expectations and reduce
pressures on interast rates and financial markets su ficiently to allow
for a major revival of capital investment.

2. Given the magnitude of the required cuts, no major segment
of the budget should be excluded from consideraticon. Defensé spending
should be subjected to the same intensive scrutiny that has been applied
to non-defense programs. This should permit significant savings from

projected increases, at least by fiscal years 1984 and 19685, without any
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weakening in our basic defense posture. Better-honed strategies, plus
improved procurement and pre-purchase planning ought to enable us to get
more for our money. Such careful scrutiny of defense spending can
strengthen our defense posture, because a strong 'economy is in itself

a key ingredient of U.S. overall national security.

3. In the non~defense area, an important part of budgetary
savings should come from slowdowns in the indexed growth of entitlement
programs, including Social Security, which have been adjusted annually
on the basis of the Consumer Price Index or some roughly equivalent index
to take account of inflation. It would be neither realistic nor equitable
to concentrate the .principal burden of budget cuts on a narrower range of
social programs, particularly those that were already subjected to heavy
cuts last year. Indexed entitlement programs now constitute more than
one-third of the total federal budget and an even larger portion of the
non-defense budget. Adjustments to take account of inflation for these
programs have considerably exceeded the increase in average wages in the
past few years.

On grounds of equity, therefore, there is a strong case for
linking future increases in Social Security and other entitlement benefits
to average wage increases rather than the rise in consumer prices whenever
average wage incréases are less than the consumer price rise. CED's
Research and Policy Committee specifically endorsed such an approach with

1/
respect to Social Security in its statement on retirement policy. However,

1/ see CED policy statement, Reforming Retirement Policies, September 1981,
p.9
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while this rule would have produced important budgetary savings in the past
few years, it cannot be counted on to produce savings in the next few years.
Most current foraecasts suggest that the rise in average wages will aexceed
increases in the Consumer Price Index, in line with more normal past
patterns.

Hence, a number of other possibilities should be considered if
budgetary savings are to be achieved through a siowdown in the indexed
growth of entitlement programs. As we indicated in our statement on
retirement poligy last year, indexing of Social Security benefits at
less than 100 percent for a period of several years would be equitable
simply to correct in part for past increases in Social Security banefits
in axcess of average increases in wage rates.

One way to accomplish this purpose would be a one-year or fifteen
month moraterium on cost-of-living adjustments for all entitlement programs,
starting this July and extending until either July 1983 or the end of the
fiscal year in September 1983. According to the Congressional Budget
Office, this would yield annual budget savings of $18 billion by FY 1983
and $22 billion by FY 1985. About three-quarters of these savings would
come from Social Security. Another option would be to combine such a
one-year or fifteen-month moratorium for all entitlement programs with
allowing cost-of-living adjustments in subsequent years only for ¢pr
increases in excess of 3 percent. By 1985, this combination {assuming
4 one-year moratorium} would produce an annual saving of $38 billion. a

third option might ke to start this July with the practice of basing cost-
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of-living adjustments on the rise in the CPI less three percentage points,
yielding estimated savings of about $7 billion in FY 1983 and $24 billion
in FY l985.l/ In connection with all of these options, some exceptions to
the rule for less-than-full indexing may be desirable to aid persons in
the lowest income categories.

4. Budgetary savings in other programs are undoubtedly possible,
in part through greater management efficiency. Care must be taken, however
that essential social safety nets are in fact preserved. Moreover, in
various programs such as those concerned with longer-term investment in
productive plant and equipment and also in human resources, some budgetary
cutbacks would actually be counterproductive in terms of the longer-range
cbjectives I have outlined. I consider it particularly important, for
example, that adequate funds be allocated for training the hard-to-employ,
provided these programs are properly designed. Similarly, while I see
a need for tightening up on student loan programs at both the college
and graduate levels, I believe that overly drastic cuts in this area
would run counter to the national need for more adeguate investmént in
the kind of education and training that our workforce will need to be
able to meet the requirements of the coming decades.

5. Even with a generous estimate of the savings that can be
achieved through the measures I have recommended on the expenditure side
17_§EZii-hnother option: holding cost-of-living adjustments to 85 percent

of the rise in the CPI. Estimated savings: -about $3 billion a year in
FY 1983 and $9 billion in 1985.



167

of the budget, it is clear that a substantial contribution will also have
to come from the revenue side if the overall deficit is to be brought dcwn
tc manageable proportions.

6. A number of reasonable increases on the revenue side of the
hudget should be possible that would not interfere with achieving the long-
run goals I have cited. 1In general, tax increases that fall on consumption,
whether it be personal or business, are tc be preferred. Some of these
increases can be brought about by greater reliance on user taxes, as
proposed by the Administration. Also, seriocus consideration should be
given tc increasing various federal excise taxes on alcohol, cigarettes,
gasocline, and scme luxury items, starting in 1983. Nor d¢ I think cor-
porations should go untouched. Review of certain of the tax changes
affecting corporations that were enacted last year may be appropriate,
specifically including the so-called safe harbor leasing provision and
scme of the tax allowancaes on hydrocarbon extraction. At the same time,
it is vitally important that needed incentives for investment in new plant
and equipment be preserved, including especially provisions for adequate
capital reccvery allowances. The patent inadequacy ¢f these allowances
prior to last year, coupled with inflation and excessive regulatory burdens,
was a major factor in the effective decapitalization of a great deal of
our capital-intensive industry, particularly steel, non-ferrous metals,

railrcads, the airlines, and utilities.
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I am concerned about the potential adverse effects of the proposed
minimum corporate tax on investment incentives. For example, according to
a recent article by Emil Sunley, Director of Tax Analysis for Deloitte,
Haskins and Sells, about half of the revenue gain through imposition of
the minimum tax would derive from limitations on just one tax preference,

1/
namely the use of the investment tax credit. As Sunley goes on to explain,
Any minimum tax blunts the incentive effects of tax
preferences. Congress, by enacting a minimum tax, in effect

is saying that if a business engages only a little in

activities encouraged by tax subsidies, ...no minimum tax

is imposed. But if the business is good at these activities

and specializes in them, it will have to pay the minimum tax,

putting it at a competitive disadvantage.

7. Even if the probable yield that can be realized from the kind
of revenue measures I have cited should prove to be substantial, I find it
hard to envisage that it would, in conjunction with realistically achievable
expenditure cuts, be substantial enough to produce the decisive reduction
in the potential deficit that is needed. Hence, I believe that we must look
for additional revenues through deferral of the provision for indexing personal
income taxes beginning in FY 1985 and, possibly, elimination or postponement
of at least part of the personal income tax cut now scheduled for 1983. The
potential added revenues from either or both of these steps, or possible

2/
variants that have been proposed, could, of course, be very large.
1/ See Tax Notes, February 15, 1982.
2/ Shown below are estimated revenue effects of various alternative
possibilities for deferral of the indexation of personal income taxes
and of the scheduled reductions in these taxes. (Sources: Congressional

Budget Office, Reducing the Federal Deficit: Strategies and Options
(February 1982) and, for Item (e), Office of Senator Dole.)

Footnote .2, continued
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I would consider postponement of tax indexing ahead of any
decision to defer the 1983 personal tax reduction. To reach the cverall
goal for reducing the deficit, however, it may as a last resort also be
neceésary to defer or streotch cut at least part of the scheduled 1383
tax cut.

Footnote 2/ from p.% continued:

{a}) Full deferral or elimination of the scheduled 1C percent
personal income tax cut in 1983 and of the tax indexing now scheduled to
start in 1985, According to the Congressional Budget Office, these two
steps combined would, on an annual basis, cut the prospective deficit by
s9 willion in 1983, 337 billionm in 1984, $54 billien in 1985, and 376
billion in 1986. On a cumulative basis, the estimated revenue savings
would come to $46 billion in 1984, $100 billion by 1985, and $176 billien
by 1986.

(b} Deferring tax indexation but retaining the 1983 tax cut.
This would yield estimated annual savings of $12 billion in 1985, $30
piilion in 1986 and $5@ billion in 1987.

{(c) Eliminating or deferring the entire 1983 personal income
tax cut but retaining tax indexing. Annual savings: $9 billien in 1983,
$37 billion in 1984, $40 billion in 1985 and $44 billion in 1986. Cumula-
tive savings by 1985: $86 pillion.

(d) Reducing the 1983 tax cut te 5 percent. This would, by
itself, produce annual budget savings of $4 billion in 1383, $18 billien
in 1984, $20 billion in 19835 and $22 billion in 1986. Cumulative savings
by 1985: $42 billion.

{e) “"Stretching out" the scheduled 1383 tax cut, so that a 5
t cut would be scheduled for July 1, 1983 and another S percert
r July 1984. This would save s4 pillion in 1983 and $14 billion
4, but only $1 billien a year in 1985-87. Cumnulative savings by
1985: $19 billion.

(£} Eliminating the scheduled 1983 tax cut but starting tax
indexation in that year instead, as proposed by Senator Dole. Assuming
7 percent inflation in 1983, this would by 1985 produce about three-
fourcths of the accumulated saviags generated by reducing the 1983 tax
cut tc S percent.

(g} Making activation of tax indexaticn beginni
contingent on specified improvements in the budget situation.



170

CED strongly favors a longer-run objective of gradually reducing
the total share of GNP taken by taxes, in balance with the phased reduction
in qove;nment spending as a share of GNP. We have also taken the position,
however, that the nation must be prepared to finance any necessary increases
in defense spending on a noninflationary basis. In this sense, deferment
or stretch out of all or part of the 1983 tax cut and of the subsequent
income tax indexation ought to be seen as part of the price that has to be
paid for the projected sharp step-up in national security outlays.

If agreement on any package of budgetary trimming is to have its
desired effect on the financial markets, business and the public, several
conditions must be met. The first of these, to be quite blunt, is that
the proposed plan must be fully credible. On too many occasions spanning
several Administrations and Congresses, budget numbers promulgated by the
Executive Branch as well as the Congress have failed to meet that condition.
Yet given the amount of supplemental information now available and the
number of analysts with sharp pencils in financial houses, business firms,
universities and the press who follow these numbers, it now usually takes
only a relatively short time before any lack of credibility becomes
apparent to everybody. I very much hope, therefore, that any agreed
new program for deficit reduction will from the start be one that is
generally accepted as "adding up."

There must also be convincing indications that the proposed
reductions will, in fact, be carried out. Congress' recent failure to

pass a meaningful budget resolution and current talk of a possible
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breakdown of the entire budget prdcess are clearly very detrimental in
this connection.

: am not one of those who put the blame for all this on the budget
process as such. The present procedures represent a major advance over
the way things were done prior to the Budget Act of 1974, Wichout the
tools provided by that Act, the various participants in the current budget
debate would not be able tc discuss detailed budget projections for three

or more years ahead, argue about econcmic ass tions, or come up with

kel

rompt estimates of potential budget savings through alternative approaches.
Cynics might say this may not be all bad. 3But the fact is that the new
process has given Congress major new tocls for making more rational budget
decisions. The chief problem lies in facing up to the basic choices now
that they are being presented with greater clarity.

T do not think that new legislation is required this year to
improve the budget process. But if the business community is to have
continuing confidence that agreement on A deficit-reducing package wili
actually be carried out, it will be highly important that the Congress
passes the required legislation expeditiously and adheres to the ba ic
requirements and timetable of the budget procedure. We believe that
various other steps should also be taken to make that procedure more
effective, such as giving binding force to the first rescluticn, bringing
credit activities under cleser control, moving various activities now
classified as "off-budget” back into the budget, and subjecting not only

the spending side but also the revenue side of the budget t¢ closer
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scrutiny, particularly where it involves tax provisions that have the
same purpose as particular expenditure programs and should be examined
jointly with such programs. The most important immediate need, however,
is to reach an agreement on an adequate cutback in the budget deficit
that will be widely regarded as realistic.

With a credible program for progressively lowering the deficit
in coming years, there is a strong chance that interest rates will be
significantly reduced. Such a fiscal policy would provide assurance
that monetary policy could be directed at fostering rates of monetary
and credit expansion adequate to support noninflationary real growth in
the economy.

Cutting deficits and improving the fiscal-monetary mix of course
constitutes only part of what is needed to restore healthy noninflationary
growth and make our economy more productive as well as competitive. Another
part of the answer lies in removing inappropriate disincentives to the
effective working of the market mechanism and in positive measures to
increase productivity. The sharp slowdown in U.S. productivity growth
since 1973 has been profoundly disturbing, particularly when one considers
that our rate of productivity growth has lagged significantly behind those
recorded by many of our major competitors among the industrial countries.
CED is currently working on an in-depth study of hoy productivity might
be improved, as well as on a parallel study that examines a desirable
industrial strategy to make this country more competitive and allow it

to adapt effectively to the emerging needs of the 1980s.
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At the same time, we believe there is need for greatly increased
focus on the potentials for more extensive public-private coopexation in
a variety of areas. Just a few weeks ago, CED issued a new policy state-
ment on the copportunities which public-privata partnership poses for urban

/

communities, That statement examines in detail what has made for successful

ir

public-private cooperation in seven major cities -- Atlanta, Baltimore,
Chicage, Dallas, Minneapolis-;t. Paul, Pittsburgh, and Portland, Oregon --
and points te the elements of these successes that may be transferable to
other communities.

Our earlier 1573 statement Jobs for the Hard-to-Employ: New

Directions for a Public-Private Partnership similarly pointed to successful

instances of public-private cooperaticn in developing training and jcb

ot

programs for the disadvantaged. While that statement served as a catalys
for increased private sector involvement in these efforts, including the
creaticn of Private Industry Councils, we are by no means satisfied that
chese efforts are as vigorcus or effective as they could be. CED's
Program Committee expects shortly to issue a statement which spells out
the steps that we believe are needed to achieve more effective and
sustained business involvement in this area. Steps to enable smaller
businesses tc participate effectively in these programs will be an
important element of our recommendations since a high proportion of the
new entry-level jobs for the disadvantaged opens up in smaller businesses.

1/ See CED policy statement Public-Private Partnerships: An Oppertunity
for Urban Communities, February 1982.

99-100 O—82--—12
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I myself have taken a special interest in another area of needed
public-private partnership: namely, ways in which businessmen can help
to improve the caliber of our nation's high school graduates. The quality
of workers entering the labor force in the next few years will be of major
importance for the success of our efforts to revitalize the nation's
economy. There is a great deal that business can do, in cooperation with
local educational institutions, to assist in developing high school graduates
who are not only well-rounded academically but who also have the flexibility
and capacity for leadership needed to cope with the challenges of the
coming decades.

I want to make it verv clear that in emphasizing the potentials
for public-private partnership in a variety of fields, we are not suggesting
that the private sector can or should be expected to assume full responsi-
bility for meeting needs that will result from current cutbacks in federal
domestic programs. What we are saying is that with time and proper
preparation, public-private cooperation at the local level can accomplish
a great deal more than is generally realized. This can, in time, also
help lighten the burden on public sector budgets. We are also saying
that success in these efforts does not depend on money alone but requires
creative and energetic personal involvement by public and private local
leaders to work out mutual problems in a constructive fashion. The
President's new Task Force on Private Sector Initiatives which is
headed by my good friend, Bill Verity, is working hard on plans for

encouraging such involvement.

All of these efforts at public-private cooperation can contribute
to a national economic environment that is conducive to steady, non-
inflationary growth. But early and convincing action to restore the more
viable fiscal-monetary mix needed to achieve that goal should be everyone's

first order of priority today.
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Representative MiTcHELL. Thank you for your statement. I must
say it's rather astounding in certain portions. A reduction in the
deficit of the magnitude you suggest is exceedingly difficult for me
to even comprehend if we look at the present attitude of the Con-
gress and the present state of the economy. Maybe it's worth a
shot. I don’t know.

You stated that subjecting the defense budget to the same stand-
ards as nondefense expenditures should permit significant savings
from projected defense increases—that would be for fiscal years
1984 and 1985—without any weakening of our basic defense pos-
ture.

You join with a very fine member of the administration, Mr.
David Stockman, who suggested at one point that $20 billion in
waste exists in the military budget and could be eliminated with-
out harming our national posture at all.

In your opinion, what magnitude of savings do you think is possi-
ble in the defense area? You said you're not an expert and I would
receive your reply within that statement.

Mr. Byrom. Well, I base this, very frankly, on an experience—
and the last thing we need is a character coming before you who
says, “Now back in World War II”"—but I was with the Naval Ord-
nance Laboratory during the Second World War, and at the end of
the war, Ollie Burke, a name you well know, asked me to stay on
as chairman of a task force to try to determine what the research
and development policy for the Navy Department should be in
naval weapons. And we looked at the situation where, as is
common, the desires and the needs as expressed contemplated that

-we should maintain our arsenal in the most modern posture that it
could be at all times. And, at the same time, as you’ll recall, we
were just then moving out of subsonic status; we had just fissioned
the atom; we were starting to look at rocketry and that sort of
thing, and the problem was how do you also be prepared for what-
ever you're going to need 10 years out.

Frankly, our task force looked at it and decided that at that
point in time the economy of the United States couldn't afford to
be currently up to date in every respect and also be spending the
money that was needed to be prepared 10 years hence.

And we recommended that we take the modification that we
were working on for the particular marked weapons that we had
and complete that and put that into production and put that into
inventory, and recognize that if we had to go to war within a 10-
year period we would be going to war with those weapons.

I think one of the things that we aren’t doing, as I read the
papers—and I have to say that that’s my sole source of knowledge
on this—is that we’re not willing to recognize that the fundamen-
tal strength of the economy in the United States is a first priority
in order to have any kind of a defense posture. You cannot be pre-
pared to defend yourself if your industry has been allowed to go to

pot.

So that even though we would like to fulfill all the needs that we
foresee, we may not be able to do everything we want all at the
same time and we may have to make choices. And I'm sure that
every expressed need of every part of the services is a legitimate,
logical statement of their perceptions of the needs, but somewhere
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or other we have to prioritize those requirements and we have to
say we can afford so much and we're going to do the best we can
with this kind of money. Anything more than that is going to shat-
ter the nature of our economy. That’s what I had in mind.

Representative MircHeLL. Would this approach possibly yield the
$20 billion that Mr. Stockman alluded to?

Mr. ByroMm. I would certainly hope so. I had a number slightly
higher in mind.

Representative MircHELL. What number did you have in mind?

Mr. ByroM. Well, I was hoping that it would be something in the
order of $25 or $30 billion for fiscal 1983, which is now—you know,
you have to get at it pretty fast. That may not be possible.

Representative MitcHELL. Of course, we could achieve enormous
savings in the military if we would prevent the cost overruns. I un-
derstand right now that the Fedeal Bureau of Investigation is look-
ing at one branch of our service where cost overruns have been es-
timated up to 80 percent.

Mr. ByroM. Well, Congressman, I'm an engineer, and one of the
problems on anything of this sort—and it’s tough to do—is that you
have to freeze the design. It doesn’t matter whether I'm building a
blast furnace for somebody or a coke oven or somebody is trying to
build some new piece of weaponry. Unless you freeze the design at
some point, you can be certain the cost overruns will continue. And
the difficulty with scientists and engineers is that they always
want to be sure that they are completely up to date with where
they are, and I don’t blame them. This is what they're hired to do.

On the other hand, somebody has to say, gentlemen or ladies,
we're going to freeze it here.

Representative MiTrcHELL. A number of committees of the Con-
gress and individual Congresspersons are wrestling with this prob-
lem of indexing. I'm not at all sure that any clear discernible trend
has emerged, but let me try to look at the other side of the coin in
terms of one of your recommendations on indexing.

While social security clearly benefits families in all income
brackets—there’s no question about that—most of the elderly poor
receive social security payments which really is the main reason
why poverty is less prevalent among the aged as compared with
the nonaged households. Counting in the transfer payments, how-
ever, the incomes of large numbers of elderly households still re-
mains very, very close to the poverty line?

In your prepared statement you recommend a limit or some sort
of limit on the extent of indexing in entitlement programs, particu-
larly social security. When you made that statement, when you
prepared your background to make that statement, did you think
about any estimate of how much more poverty could be created if
we took that indexing approach.

Mr. ByroM. Yes. Maybe I didn’t say it in my oral statement—I
mean to—that there need to be, I would believe, some exceptions to
this indexing program for those who are most disadvantaged and
at the closest level of poverty.

In connection with all these options, some exception to the rule
for less than full indexing may be desirable to aid persons in the
lowest income categories. I just think it is a probability that you will
have to do that.
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Representative MiTcHELL. You and I are together, beyond any
reasonable doubt, on the issue of putting into effect and really im-
plementing some programs for the socially and economically disad-
vantaged in our country, particularly job training programs. We’ve
got a whole new manpower demand out there, much of which is
not being met because we don’t have trained people.

I'd like to ask you a couple questions in this area. In your pre-
pared statement, you stress the need for effective and adequately
funded education and training programs for the hard-to-employ.
There are a number of suggestions now being moved around on
Capitol Hill and in the White House, a number of pending propos-
als for revamping the CETA program to fit this sort of description.

Do you have some specific approaches in mind for this?

Mr. Byrom. Well, as I'm sure you will recall, the CED actually in
a 1978 statement called “Jobs for the Hard-to-Employ” recommend-
ed an increase in public-private partnerships, and we like to be-
lieve at least that that particular statement had something to do
with the establishment of the so-called PIC’s in the CETA program.

I come from a background of at least regional experience with
the NAB and with job training programs and so forth, and I've
always been convinced that you need something where, in effect,
you're training for a job that you know is there. There’s nothing
worse than to train somebody and give them the aspiration for em-
ployment and then not have a job out there.

I do not believe, in my opinion, that the PIC’s are working very
well in a number of places. There are a lot of places where they
aren’t working as well as they should.

Representative MitcHELL. What about in our city?

Mr. ByroM. Here in Washington?

Representative MircHELL. No, I'm talking about Baltimore.

Mr. Byrom. In Baltimore, I don’t know if it is working very well. I
think of New York. Some parts of New York are doing quite well. St.
Louis, Boston—and I'm not an expert on this. I sort of have an
8v§rview of it and I can’t honestly tell you how well Baltimore is

oing.

Representative MiTcHELL. Then would you be in a position to
advise me as to what are the key ingredients that make this a suc-
cessful venture where it is a successful venture?

Mr. ByroM. I think I know a little bit about it. For example,
there is an interesting program in—I think it’s in Bedford Stuyve-
sant, but at least it's a disadvantaged area of New York, where
they're training diamond cutters. In St. Louis, a fellow by the
name of Lou Brock, the baseball player, has a program to train in-
stallers for cable television which is something where in an 8-week
program somebody who fundamentally has very few in the way of
employable skills can be trained to be a perfectly good cable televi-
sion installer, and that, as you know, is a burgeoning industry, de-
spite the state of the economy, and there are installers needed.

My feeling, to make a successful PIC, to be honest with you, is
that the leaders of the community have to decide that they want to
make it work.

Representative MitcHELL. The business community?

Mr. Byrom. Well, yes, the business community has the major re-
sponsibility to make it work, but I'm not trying to say that other
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segments of the local society shouldn’t be a part of the policymak-
ing. I'm not trying to say this is business’ responsibility. But unless
the leaders in business decide that this is something they want to
make go, it isn’t going to go. And I've said that in our CED meet-
ings and, as a matter of interest, we've just come out recently with
a statement called ‘“Public-Private Partnerships in the Revitaliza-
tion of Cities,” and we are having forums all around the country
and we're doing all we can to let people understand that locally
they can do something about their situation.

Representative MitcHELL. I just have two more questions. You're
right, there’s got to be a partnership and there’s got to be a com-
mitment on the part of the business sector, but there’s got to be a
commitment of some duration.

Mr. Byrom. Absolutely.

Representative MircHeLL. I think when the National Alliance for
Business [NAB] was formed, it came out of a very tumultuous situ-
ation that the Nation was confronting, and beyond any shadow of
doubt the initial efforts on the part of NAB’s worked. It got jobs for
people. But then just as soon as the tension in our cities subsided,
I've seen really the withdrawal of the business community from
this particular effort.

We're dealing with a problem that has been in effect for far too
long, for far too many decades, and I would just suggest that as
CED pursues its selling of this idea that you've got to sell along
with it the idea of a commitment period of almost a decade.

Mr. ByroM. Oh, sure.

hRepresentative MrrcHELL. It's not a one-shot thing, a 1- or 2-year
thing.

Mr. Byrom. Congressman, I forgot to introduce Frank Schiff, my
associate who's vice president and chief economist for the CED, and
he just mentioned to me that we’re about to come out with a pro-
gram statement in this area, if he might comment.

Representative MrrcHeLL. Yes, if you will, please.

Mr. Scuirr. Well, I think, as a matter of fact, one of the other
trustees of CED, Mr. Lindsay, has testified in this area to point out
some of the key elements that we think ought to be involved in a
new program. One of the most important things is not only—obvi-
ously, the business leaders have to be ready to lead in their local
communities, but the overall setup, the overall arrangement has to
be one that gives them a chance to really do something, to have an
important voice.

One of the reasons many of those private industry councils in the
past have not worked well enough is because they have been too
restricted. They have not really had independence and independent
staffs and so on.

Representative MrrcueLL. Too restricted by whom?

Mr. Scuirr. Well, I think by the local government units, councils.
The arrangement has not always been one in which there was
enough of an opportunity to do a really independent job working in
this area, and there are other ideas in terms of relation to the edu-
cation system, in terms of a series of other arrangements, better
performance standards and other standards that I think we will
suggest.
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Mr. ByroM. Let me address myself just for a minute—in Pitts-
burgh, for example—and I'm not in any way criticizing anybody—
but, as you know, we have a very complex political system. We
have 139 separate political entities in Greater Pittsburgh and we
have a set of county commissioners and we have a mayor and we
have a city council. And you get into a question such as we're talk-
ing about here—and this is a very political question in addition to
being a very significant humane problem.

I was talking to Congressman Coyne about this recently and we
agreed that there’s a lot we can do to just get better understanding
between the various sectors of our society in the community, such
as Baltimore or Pittsburgh, where we first understand that basical-
ly we're all in agreement as to what we’re trying to do, and then
try to figure out how to remove the differences we may have as to
how we implement our objectives.

Too often in our society I find we start off enunciating the dis-
agreements we have and we never get around to finding out that
we're all trying to accomplish the same thing.

Representative MircHELL. Yes, I agree with you, but there’s just
one other factor that you've got to take into account and that is—
and I'll say with reference to the minority community, I think in
most cities there’s a kind of skepticism. You know, you’ve come out
- time and time again saying we're going to do this. I know of one
businessmen’s group that said in one city we’re going to put up
housing. They never did do it. There was a commitment on NAB's
part. That dwindled away. Now there’s really a kind of skepticism
that has to be overcome and I'm not quite sure—you’re in a catch-
22 situation. You've got to produce something first before you over-
come the doubt and skepticism and you can’t produce without win-
ning the confidence of large segments of the community.

Mr. ByroMm. May I just take 2 or 3 minutes to express an experi-
ence I had?

Representative MITCHELL. Sure.

Mr. Byrom. Back in the early 1960’s, in fact 1960, I chaired in
Pittsburgh a sort of—we called it an ad hoc committee. It was
made up of a few white businessmen and some leading people in
the black community at that time, and we agreed that we really
had to sit down and start to understand the perspectives that each
of us held about various things. '

At any rate, because of that experience, I remember very vividly
that in 1960 you could stand outside the headquarters of any major
corporation in the United States at quitting time and there
wouldn’t be a black face come out of the building. And I can re-
member that you could go to a major department store in Pitts-
burgh and see neither black sales people nor black customers.

Bod Halbern in his book, “Business Civilization and Decline,”
points out that one of the tragedies is that the psychic gains be-
tween generations are not cumulative, and what were my aspira-
tions have become my children’s entitlements, and there’s no histo-
ry to show how much progress has been made.

The fact is that you know and I know that there has been fantas-
tic progress from a nothing situation in the early 1960’s to where
we are today, but if you are a black, undereducated teenager today,
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with no hope of employment, what I've just said doesn’t mean a
thing to you; and I understand exactly what you're saying.

Representative MITCHELL. Because the illustrations that you cite
were not the direct result of the sole and exclusive efforts of the
business community.

Mr. ByroM. No. :

Representative MITcHELL. What I was pointing to was in the past
there have been sole and exclusive commitments made by the busi-
ness community and they simply have either, No. 1, never materi-
alized or, No. 2, after the initial commitment the interest dwindled.
I wish you well. I think we need this kind of partnership.

I must say in all candor, despite my good relationship with you,
I'm not quite as sanguine as you are.

Mr. ByroM. Let me say that I'm not sanguine. I understand the
charge you're givini me and I think the CED understands this, and
I think that these kinds of questions have to be the responsibility
of all of us and we don’t have a lot of time to deal with them.
We've got to get going on them.

But we're doing some things in Pittsburgh, for example, with
what we call a partnership program with the public schools, where
some 14 schools have been, in effect, adopted by businesses in town,
and we've really done, I think, some very exciting things. The
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation is underwriting a program, on a
matching gift basis, to give support to some 10 different experi-
ments where coalitions of labor, business, government, the health
delivery system, and so forth, will work together to provide increas-
ing quality of delivery of health care at costs which are not run-
ning wild the way they are now.

I think that lyhappen—and 1 guess here is where you and 1
might come to some disagreement. My feeling is that the past
decade or two has tended to give some of us an opportunity to cop
out on our cbligations as human beings. We have tended to assume
that the Government would take care of responsibilities that were
fundamentally ours as individuals, and I happen to have a belief
that John Donne was right when he said, “Don’t say for whom the
bell tolls; it tolls for thee,” and I didn’t pick my parents; I didn’t
pick my country; I didn’t pick my race. I didn’t pick the time in
civilization that I'm living, and I think that those gifts, if you will,
impose on me an obligation to have a sensitivity toward the prob-
lems of my fellow man and we’ve got to do something about it. And
what we need to do is get more and more people to understand
that each of us as individuals has a responsibility toward the well-
being of our fellow man. :

Representative MrtcHELL. I just wish that you represented the
entire business community in that line of thinking, but keep sell-
ing it. You’re a fascinating witness and you've given us a great
deal of information. I really have a lot more questions to ask you,
but that’s not fair. I do want to submit some questions to you for
response. I'll just write you.

Mr. Byrom. Fine, I'd be happy to come down and talk with you
any time you would like.

presentative MrrcHELL. Thank you very, very much for taking
the time to be here.

Mr. ByroM. Thank you, Congressman.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE REUSS, CHAIRMAN

Representative REuss. Good morning. The Joint Economic Com-
mittee will be in order.

The April figures on unemployment are in and they’re terrible.
Today's 9.4-percent unemployment rate is the highest at any time
since the Great Depression, 10,300,000 men and women are out of
work, millions more are the victims of part-time unemployment,
and with the jobless rate of 9.4 percent that means that almost 1
out of 3 members of the labor force is going to find himself or her-
self out of a job some time this year.

All of this thanks to the economic policies of President Reagan
and his branch office over at the Federal Reserve.

The President’s answer to the unemployed was his budget com-
promise of yesterday in which I think compromise to the jobless
seems to be of further cuts in training, further cuts in job pro-
grams, further cuts in aid to the children, further cuts to education
and nutrition, and, instead, a program of school prayers presum-
ably prepared by the Reverend Falwell.

It's time somebody said it. Mr. Reagan’s policies aren’t just mis-
taken; they're wicked. Congress will have to step into the gap here.
With Congressman Udall, Congressman Miller, and others, we've
introduced a program to bring interest rates and deficits down to
levels that can sustain a recovery. Congress will have to force the
administration’s hand by attaching a rider containing additional
revenue-raising measures to the bill extending the debt ceiling
which the President in the nature of things has to sign. Then, in
fashioning the first budget resolution, the Congress must issue a di-
rective to the Federal Reserve to refrain from frustrating recovery
by further tightening monetary policy.

(183)
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These are set forth in the program presented by us yesterday
and are available at the press table. And, without objection, I will
provide a copy for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1982.
Hon. JAMES JONES,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget.

Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAr Jm aND DanNy: With the economy in such bad shape and the President
unwilling to make any concessions on taxes or military spending, the Committees
on the Budget and on Ways and Means must now assume responsibility for forging
an acceptable budget and tax program.

The elements of such a program are widely recognized. We must have a budget
which lowers the deficit dramatically from this day forward, until there is a reason-
able prospect of budget balance in a few years. We must protect vital social pro-
grams, including Social Security. We must allow for an increase in our military
forces. And we must dramatically improve the fairness of our tax system by undoing
many of the excessive tax bre: and loopholes for wealthy individuals and busi-
nesses which were enacted last year, as well as continuing to seek out and eliminate
excessive, wasteful, unfair and unnecessary tax preferences which have long been
on the books.

We expect the Budget Committee will meet this challenge, and produce a pro-
gram which provides for budget deficits dramatically lower than would occur under
current policy assumptions, while doing so more fairly and realistically than the
President has proposed in his Budget. At the same time, we expect the Ways and
Means Committee to produce a tax package which contributes constructively to re-
ducing the deficit, and which restores some of the progressivity to our tax code
which was lost last year in the enactment of Kemp-Roth and other excessive new
tax preferences. We offer our support to you in these efforts. -

The truth, however, is that these efforts alone are not enough. The purpose of
deficit reduction is to permit lower interest rates and so to foster a rapid recovery
from the present recession. Actions taken now to lower the deficit in years ahead
are definitely needed. But they will not lower interest rates now, and will not foster
economic recovery now, unless they are accompanied by an easing of monetary
policy now. And the Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board has said, clearly, em-
phatically and without reservation, that he refuses to change his monetary policies
unless Congress orders him to do so.

The Federal Reserve should therefore be instructed in the Budget Resolution to
adjust its monetary targets for 1982 in order to assure full recovery and lower inter-
est rates. This measure, taken in conjunction with steps toward fiscal responsibility
outlined above, would engender a rapid reduction in the deficit, from two sources:
lower interest payments on the national debt, and higher revenues from the more
rapid recovery of the economy which would then occur.

With monetary policy during 1982 we have a special problem. For 1981, the Feder-
al Reserve announced that it would try to achieve money growth of between 3 to 6
percent. Instead, it achieved only 2.2 percent money growth for the year. Then, in
February 1982, the Federal Reserve announced that the money growth target range
for 1982 had been set 2.5 to 5.5 percent from a base that was severely depressed by
the failure to attain even the bottom of the 1981 target range.

So far this year, the Federal Reserve has actually Ipermii:ted money growth of 8.9
percent at an annual rate, which is much more in line with the requirements for
economic recovery than the announced targets. But this rate of growth presents its
own problems.

If the Federal Reserve decides to stick with its M1 growth targets of 2.5 to 5.5
percent, the fact that money growth has exceeded the upper limit during the first
four months means that growth will have to be severely restricted between May and
December. For example, to hit a 4 percent money growth rate for 1982—the mid-
point of the range—would require less than 1 percent money growth for the rest of
this year, much less than the actual growth rate of last year. How could such mone-
tgry?stringency give us anything but even higher interest rates and continued reces-
sion?
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On the other hand, the Federal Reserve may decide to let the current rate of
money growth continue through the rest of the year. But if the Fed does this with-
out publicly revising upward its monetary target ceiling, it will make a mockery of
the requirements of the Humphrey-Hawking Act. Worse, it will add to the uncer-
tainty that currently prevails in the financial community. The result will be unnec-
essary upward pressure on interest rates as lenders demand higher uncertainty pre-
miums.

We propose that the 1983 Budget Resolution include instructions to the Federal
Reserve t0 announce new monetary growth targets for the year. One way to do this
would be for the Federal Reserve to announce a feasible six-month target beginning
July 1, 1982, rebased to the level of the money supply in the second quarter of 1982,
Such as action would clearly convey that the Federal Reserve intends only a once-
for-all correction, and not a sustained, potentially inflationary increase of the
money growth rate.

It would be nice if Congress could reach an agreement with the Federal Reserve
without the necessity for a formal congressional instruction. Unfortunately, it ap-
pears that this will not be possible. Just late last month, the House Banking Com-
mittee, by a vote of 26 to 14, called on the Federal Reserve to agree to link a loosen-
ing of its monetary targets to congressional action which reduces the deficit. Federal
Reserve Board Chairman Paul A. Volcker rejected the Banking Committee’s over-
ture the same day. Accordingly, the Federal Reserve has aligned itself with the in-
transigence of the Administration, and will have to be dealt with in the same way—
by formal instruction in the appropriate format.

The 1975 precedent, H. Con. Res. 133, establishes that an instruction embodied in
a Concurrent Resolution of Congress is binding on the Federal Reserve. Therefore, a
simple statement of policy in the Budget Resclution, effective when the President
signs the tax measure listed in (1) above, will suffice: “The Federal Reserve shall
ease its present 5.5 percent monetary growth ceiling, s0 as to permit full economic
recovery and lower interest rates.”

There i8 no need, in our view, {o put the Federal Reserve in a straitjacket of con-
gressionally imposed monetary targets or congressionally mandated technical proce-
dures. The Federal Reserve is quite capable of reading, understanding, and acting in
response to a general policy directive, and Congress iz quite capable of distinguish-
ing compliance from inaction.

In the case of the Administration, a sterner format is necessary. The President
has indicated he might veto tax legislation which incorporates significant deficit-
closing increases. Therefore, this measure must be adopted in a form which the
President would find extremely distasteful to veto. Only one such vehicle is availa-
ble: the debt ceiling increase, which, like the Budget Resolution, must be enacted
within the next few weeks. The Ways and Means Committee thus can attach needed
revenue legislation to the debt ceiling extender and report a conglomerate debt-and-
taxes bill to the Floor for prompt action. We need not decide at this time what steps
would be necessary in the event the President vetoes such a bill.

Prompt action by the Budget and Ways and Means Committees along the lines
suggested above provides the best remaining hope of preserving the budget process
from destruction and of avoiding a political stalemate which would make economic
recovery impossible and imperil the American economy. We are confident that an
appeal to the good sense and patriotism of Democrats and Republicans alike can
lead to the adoption of a budget on a bipartisan basis if we act now. Success cannot
be guaranteed, but the stalemate leaves us no choice but to act.

Sincerely,
Morgris K. UpaLy,
GEORGE MILLER,
Henry S. Reuss,
Members of Congress.

Representative Reuss. By seizing these opportunities Congress
can rise above the scapegoating, establish the basis for a sound re-
covery, and show the people that Congress has the power to set
things straight.

Commissioner Janet Norwood, accompanied by Mr. Plewes of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, is here, and we welcome you, as always,
Commissioner Norwood. Would you present the report for the
April unemployment figures?
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STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS J. PLEWES, ASSISTANT COMMISSION-
ER, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE AND TRENDS

Ms. Norwoob. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very glad to have
this opportunity this morning, together with Thomas Plewes who is
Assistant Commissioner for labor force and employment data, to
offer the Joint Economic Committee a few brief comments to sup-
plement our press release this morning.

Job-market conditions continued to deteriorate in April. Employ-
ment in construction reponded very weakly to the improved spring
weather, and factory jobs continued to decline. The unemployment
rate rose to 9.4 percent.

Unemployment, which generally drops substantially each year
from March to April, declined much less than usual this year—by
330,000. Businesses customarily increase staff as the spring weath-
er sets in, and large numbers of people usually resume job search
activity as opportunities for outdoor work increase. This April,
however, the continued impact of the recession dampended all of
these developments. As a result, after seasonal adjustment, the
number of unemployed workers increased by 450,000, and the job-
less rate rose. This April change in unemployment affected most
labor force groups, especially adult men and women. The jobless
rate for adult men was 8.2 percent in April, a post-World War II
high. The rate for adult women was 8.3 percent, close to the 8.5
percent high reached in May 1975. Jobless rates for black workers
continued at extremely high levels in April and the black force
participation rate dropped.

Since the recession began last summer, the overall unemploy-
ment rate has risen by more than 2 percentage points, from 7.2 to
9.4 percent. Over the same period, the number of unemployed
workers has risen by 2.5 million, with about 60 percent of this in-
crease occurring among adult men. In addition, the number of per-
sons working part time for economic reasons has increased by 1.5
million since July.

The employment-population ratio—that is, the proportion of the
population who are employed—was 57.1 percent in April; and this
represents a decline of nearly a point and a half since last July.

Employment in both the household and the business surveys in-
creased from March to April, but the change fell short of usual sea-
sonal expectation. As a result, after seasonal adjustment, employ-
ment declined in both surveys. The 200,000 decline in the payroll
survey was concentrated primarily in construction, retail trade,
and manufacturing.

Construction jobs were down by 85,000 over the month, after sea-
sonal adjustment. They have declined by nearly 400,000 over the
past year. During that period, the unemployment rate for construc-
tion workers has risen from 14.5 to 19.4 percent. Jobs in retail
trade declined by 70,000 in April, after seasonal adjustment; em-
ployment in this traditional growth industry has risen less than
100,000 since last July.

Employment in manufacturing is especially sensitive to recession
conditions and in April factory jobs continued the steady decline
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which began last July. The 80,000 over-the-month drop was quite
widespread. Job losses were especially large in the metals and ma-
chinery manufacturing, transportation equipment, and apparel in-
dustries. Total factox;y jobs were down by 1.3 million since July,
and the jobless rate for factory workers has increased from 7.3 to
11.3 percent.

In summary, the employment data for April released this morn-
ing show continued weakness in the economy. The unemployment
rate rose above 9 percent. The early spring pickup in construction
and retail trade jobs was much smaller than usual, and the
number of factory jobs continued to decline. Indeed, in several in-
dustries within the manufacturing sector, the number of payroll
employees was below the level reached at the trough of the 1975
recession.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Plewes and I would be glad now to try to
answer any questions you may have.

[The table attached to Ms. Norwood's statement, together with
the press release referred to, follows:]

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY ALTERNATIVE SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT METHODS
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(BUnadjusted rate—Unemployment rate not seasonaily adjusted.

2 Of!fwial rate (X-11 ARIMA method).—The published seasonally adjusted rate.
Each of the 3 major labor force components—agricultural employment, nonagricul-
tural employment and unemployment—for 4 age-sex groups—males and females,
ages 16-19 and 20 %'ears and over—are seasonally adjusted independently using data
from January 1967 forward. The data series for each of these 12 components are
extended by ;Jvear at each end of the original series usinF ARIMA (Auto- es-
sive, Integrated, Moving Average) models chosen specifically for each series. Each
extended series is then seasonally adjusted with the X-11 portion of the X-11
ARIMA program. The 4 teenage unemployment and nonagricultural employment
components are adjusted with the additive adjustment model, while the other com-
ponents are adjusted with the multiplicative model. A prior adjustment for trend is
applied to the extended series for adult male unemployment before seasonal adjust-
ment. The unemployment rate is computed by summing the 4 seasonally adjusted
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unemployment components and calculating that total as a percent of the civilian
labor force total derived by summing all 12 seasonally adjusted components. All the
seasonally adjusted series are revised at the end of each year. Extrapolated factors
for January-June are computed at the beginning of each year; extrapolated factors
for July-December are computed in the middle of the year after the June data
become available. Each set of 6-month factors are published in advance, in the Janu-
ary and July issues, respectively, of Employment and Earnings.

(3) Concurrent (X-11 ARIMA method).—The procedure for computation of the offi-
cial rate using the 12 components is followed except that extrapolated factors are
not used at all. Each component is followed adjusted with the X-11 ARIMA pro-
gram each month as the most recent data become available. Rates for each month
of the current year are shown as first computed; they are revised only once each
year, at the end of the year when data for the full year become available. For exam-
ple, the rate for January 1980 would be based, during 1980, on the adjustment of
data from the period January 1967 through January 1980.

(4) Stable (X-11 ARIMA method).—Each of the 12 labor force components is ex-
tended using ARIMA models as in the official procedure and then run through the
X-11 part of the program using the stable option. This option assumes that seasonal
patterns are basically constant from year-to-year and computes final seasonal fac-
tors as unweighted averages of all the seasonal-irregular components for each
month across the entire span of the period adjusted. As in the official procedure,
factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series are revised at the end
of each year. The procedure for computation of the rate from the seasonally adjust-
ed components is also identical to the official procedure.

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

(6) Residual (X-11 ARIMA method).—This is another alternative aggregation
method, in which total employment and civilian labor force levels are extended
using ARIMA models and then directly adjusted with multiplicative adjustment
models. The seasonablly adjusted unemployment level is derived by subtracting sea-
sonally adjusted employment from seasonally adjusted labor force. The rate is then
computed by taking the derived unemployment level as a percent of the labor force
level. Factors are extrapolated in 6-month intervals and the series revised at the
end of each year.

(7) X-11 method (former official method).—The procedure for computation of the
official rate is used except that the series are not extended with ARIMA models and
the factors are projected in 12-month intervals. The standard X-11 program is used
to perform the seasonal adjustment.

Methods of adjustment.—The X-11 ARIMA method was developed at Statistics
Canada by the Seasonal Adjustment and Times Series Staff under the direction of
Estela Bee Dagum. The method is described in “The X-11 ARIMA Seasonal Adjust-
ment Method,” by Estele Bee Dagum, Statistics Canada Catalogue No. 12-564E,
February 1980. )

The standard X-11 method is described in “X-11 Variant of the Census Method II
Seasonal Adjustment Program,” by Julius Shiskin, Alan Young and John Musgrave °
(Technical Paper No. 15, Bureau of the Census, 1967).

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, May 1982.
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: APRIL 1982

Unemployment increased {a April asd ecmployment declined after seasonal adjustment, the
Buresu of Labor Stetistice of the U.S. Departoent of Labor reported today. The Ration's
unemployment rate rose from 9.0 to 8.4 perceat, the highest recorded in the post-World War 11
€Ta.

Honfarm payroll employment--as derived from the monthly wurvey of establislments--declined
by 200,000. Total employment--as derived from the Donthly survey of households—-edged down for
the second congecutive month, Since their peaks last year, both employzent series have declined
by about 1.5 millicn.

Unemployment

Unemployment, which usually declines in April, fell less than scascnally and, after geasonal
ad justment was up by 450,000, The overall unemployment tate rose four-teaths of & point tc 9.4
percent. It had been 7.2 percent last July, the pre-recessfon series low.

The April rise io unemployment was widespread, se adule men (8.2 percent), adult women (8.3
percent), and teenagers {23.0 percent} experienced {acreases in their jobless rates, The rise
in unemployment was felt most heavily by workers in the constructics and durable goods
sanufacturing iodustries. The unemployment rate for blue-collar workers rose to a record 13.7
percent in April, up from 9.5 percent last July. In contrast, the rate for vhite-collar workers
was about unchanged over the month, at 4.9 percent; it has risen by about & percentage point
since July. {See tables A-! and A-5.)

Among race—ethnic groups, the jobless rate for white workers rose to 8.4 percent im April,
up from 6.3 percent last July. The unemployment rate for black workers was 18,4 perceat; it had
bees 14.3 percest im July. The rate for Hispanics, 12.5 percent, was 2-1/2 pointa above the
July level. (See tadle A-2.)

About three—fifthe of the over-the-month i{ncrease in joblessness was among job losers, who
accounted for 57 percent of the ucemployed. The medisn duration of unemployuent rose from 7.6
to 8.5 weeks, while the mean duration was little changed at 14.2 weeks., Increases occurtred io
the mumber of persons unesployed less thas 15 weeks and those out of work for 27 weekw ot
longer. (See tebles A-6 and A-7.)

Tozal ¥mployment aand the labor Force <

After measonal adjustment, total employment edged down in both March and April, with the
2-month declive totaling a quarter of a miilion workers. At 9’9.3 million, total employment has

99-700 O—82—-13
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dropped by 1.5 million from last July. While employment of adult women was little changed over
this period, that for adult men declined by 890,000, and teenage employment fell by 540,000.
The percentage of the population employed continued to trend downward; at 57.1 percent in April,
the employment-population ratio was 1.7 percentage points below its 1981 high.

The civilian labor force grew by 300,000 over the month to 109.6 million. Labor force
growth over the past year has been slow, about 900,000, reflecting reduced labor force
participation among adult men and teenagers, as well as a decline in the size of the teenage
population. While the participation rate for adult women did rise over the year, the increase
wag much smaller than in recent years. (See table A-1.)

Industry Payroll Employment

Total nonagricultural payroll employment declined by 200,000 in April, after adjustment for
seasonality, to 90.6 million. Job losses since last September have totaled 1.5 million, with 1.2
million occurring in manufacturing alone. Over—the-month employment curtailments were fairly

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

| Quarterly averages 1 Monthly data ]
| | |
| | |
Category ! 1 | .1 Mar. -
| 1981 11982 1982 | Apr.
i | | i | i | change
] I | _Iv i 1 } Feb. | Mar. | Apr. |
HOUSEHOLD DATA | .
| Thousands of persons
Civilian labor force. -1108,1071109,156/109,1301109,1651109,346(109, 648) 302
Total employment. «1100,1251100,043) 99,554) 99,590 99,492 99,340 -152
Unemployment... «1 7,982) 9,113) 9,576; 9,5751 9,854| 10,307| 453
Not in labor force -1 61,172] 61,834) 62,367, 62,324 62,321 62,197 -124
Discouraged WorkerS....seensessvessasl 11,0931 1,199] 1,339§ N.A.| N.A.| N.A.| N.A.
| ! I 1 ] 1
I .
| Percent of labor force
Unemployment rates: | I ] ] ] ] 1
All workers.. .l 7.4) 8.3] 8.81 8.8 9.01 * 9.4 0.4
Adult men. .l 6.0] 7.21 7.71 7.61 7.9¢ 8.21 0.3
Adult women. .} 6.6] 7.24 7.61 7.6( 7.9; 8.3| 0.4
Teenagers. ol 19.1] 21.1¢ 21.9} 22.3) 21.9] 23.01 1.1
White.... ol 6.51 7.31 7.71 770 7 791 8.4| 0.5
Blackasveeons ol 14.6| 17.0( 17.4) 17.34 18.04 18.4) 0.4
Hispanic origin.. ol 11.04 11.1) 12.4) 12.6] 12.7 12.5] -0.2
Full-time workers... [ | 7.1] 8.1§ 8.6} 8.5]| 8.9] 9.2 0.3

| 1 | | i L

ESTABLISHMENT DATA |
| Thousands of jobs

Nonfarm payroll employmentesssessssesso] 91,232 91,489]90,886p) 91,019190,760p)90,562p1| ~-198p

<1 25,6701 25,395(24,749p| 24,836)24,609p)24,435p| -174p

. Service-producing industries........| 65,562| 66,094166,137pt 66,183166,151p|66,127p| =24p
t | | | | i |

I Hours of work

Average weekly hours: . ] [ [ [ | I

Total private nonfarMecsssssssesosasl 35.3) 35.01 34.7pI 35.01 36‘.9p|_ 34.8p| =-0.1p
Manufacturinge.ess.. ool 39.9| 39.3] 38.6p) 39.50 39.0p1  39.1p| 0.1p
Manufacturing overtime..ececesscesseel 2.9 2.5 2.3p{ 2.4 2.3pI 2.4p| 0.lp

|
p=preliminary. N.A.=not available.
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wideapread, uas employmrot gains were registered o only two-fifthe of the 172 industries
comprising the BLS diffusfon fndex of private nonagriculcural payroll employment. {See tablesg
B-1 and 8-6.)

Joh cutbacks in coustructios and masufacturiog accounted for wmost of the over-the-month
decline. Comstruction employment waw down 85,000 in Aprii; over the past year, nearly i in 10
construccion jobe have been iost, Employment in manufacturing continued to decline in April,
though the over-the—wonth decrease of 80,000 was smaller than in most previous months of the
current downtura. Most of the reductics occurred withiao duradble goods {industries, where the
largest cutbacks took place in wachinery, primary and fabricated metals, and traasportation
equipment. In the nondurable goods sector, changes were generally small except for an  fincrease
in textile =mill products and a decresse in apparei. Elsevhere in the goods-producing sector,
jobs in zining continued the downward treand that hag totaled 25,000 sicce last Decezber.

Employment i{n the service-producing sector edged down for the second month in a row. An
increase of 65,000 in services was countered by declines of 65,000 {n retail trude and 25,0600 in
Rovernzent.

Rours of Work

The average workweek of production or nonsupervisory workers on private ponagricultural
payrclle wes 34.8 hours in April, down 0.1 hour over the month, Average hours in manufacturing
wore up 0O.1 hour, as an increase of 0.2 hour fn durable goods more than offset a small decline
in nondurables. Factory overtime hours were also up 0.) hour i{a April. {(See table B-2.)

The index of aggregate weekly hours of production or nonsupervisury workers on private
nonfarzs payrolls--2 comprehensive =measure of both employment and hours effects——dropped 0.4
percent in April to 105.7 (1977=100). The manufacturing tndex alsc declined 0.4 percear in
April to 89.9. Since last July, the factory {ndex has fallen }0.5 percent. {See table B-5.)

Average hourly carnings rosa 0.3 percent 1in April, while average weekly carnings were
virtually unchanged, after seasonal adjustment. Before adjustmant for seasonality, average
hourly earnings rose 2 cents to §7.56, 43 ceonte above a year earlfer. Weekly earnings were
iittle changed over the month but increased $10.60 over the past year. {See table 3-3.)

The Hourly Earnings Index

The Hourly Earnings Index {HEI) was 146.4 (1877=100} in April, seasonally adjusted, C.%
percent higher than in March. For the 12 monthe ended in April, the increase {before seasonal
ad justsent) was 7.1 percent. The HEI excludes the effccts of two types of changes unrelated to
underlying wage rate movements-—fluctustions {rn overtime In manufacturing and interindustry
employment shifta. Io dollare of constant purchasing power, the HEI increased OC.7 percent
durfng the i2-month period ended in March., (See table B-4.)
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Explanatory Note

This news release presents statistics from two major
surveys, the Current Population Survey (household
survey) and the Current Employment. Statistics Survey
(establishment survey). The household survey provides
the information on the labor force, total employment,
and unemployment that appears in the A tables, marked
HOUSEHOLD DATA. It is a sample survey of about
60,000 h holds that is cond d by the Bureau of
the Census with most of the findings analyzed and
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The establishment survey provides the information on
the employment, hours, and earnings of workers on
nonagricultural payrolls that appears in the B tables,
marked ESTABLISHMENT DATA. This information
is collected from payroll records by BLS in cooperation
with State agencies. The sample includes approximately
166,000 establishments:employing about 35 million
people.

For both surveys, the data for a given month are ac-
tually collected for and relate to a particular week. In

and waiting to be recalled and those expecting to report
to a job within 30 days.

The civilian labor force equals the sum of the number
employed and the b loyed. The ploy
ment rate is the percentage of unemployed people in the
civilian labor force. Table A-4 presents a special group-
ing of seven measures of unemployment based on vary-
ing definitions of unemployment and the labor force.
The definitions are provided in the table. The most
restrictive definition yields U-I, and the most com-
prehensive yields U-7. The official unemployment rate
is U-5.

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

-—~-The household survey, although based on a
smaller sample, reflects a larger segment of the popula-
tion; the establishment survey excludes agriculture, the

the household survey, unless otherwise ind d, it is
the calendar week that contains the 12th day of the
month, which is called the survey week. In the establish-
ment survey, the reference week is the pay period in-
cluding the 12th, which may or may not correspond
directly to the calendar week.

The data in this release are affected by a number of
technical factors, including definitions, survey dif-
ferences, seasonal adjustments, and the inevitable
variance in results between a survey of a sample and a
census of the entire population. Each of these factors is
explained below.

Coverage, definiti and diffq b surveys

The sample h holds in the h hold survey are
selected so as to reflect the entire civilian noninstitu-
tional population 16 years of age and older. Each per-
son in a household is classified as employed,
unemployed, or not in the labor force. Those who hold
more than one job are classified according to the job at
which they worked the most hours.

People are classified as employed if they did any work
at all as paid civilians; worked in their own business or
profession or on their own farm; or worked 15 hours or
more in an enterprise operated by a member of their
family, whether they were paid or not. People are also
counted as employed if they were on unpaid leave
because of illness, bad weather, disputes between labor
and management, or personal reasons.

People are classified as unemployed, regardless of
their eligibility for unemployment benefits or public
assistance, if they meet all of the following criteria:
They had no employment during the survey week; they
were available for work at that time; and they made
specific efforts to find employment’sometime during the
prior 4 weeks. Also included among the unemployed are
persons not looking for work because they were laid off

If-employed, unpaid family workers, and private
household workers; .

----The household survey includes people on unpaid
leave among the employed; the establishment $urvey
does not;

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

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

Other differences between the two surveys are
described in “Comparing Employment Estimates from
Household and Payrol} Surveys,”’ which may be obtain-
ed from the BLS upon request.

Seasonal adjustment .

Over a course, of a year, the size of the Nation’s labor
force and the levels of employment and unemployment
undergo sharp fluctuations due to such seasonal events
as changes in weather, reduced or expanded production,
harvests, major holidays, and the opening and closing
of schools. For example, the labor force increases by a
large number each fune, when schools close and many
young people enter the job market. The effect of such
seasonal variation can be very large; over the courseofa ~

year, for ! lity may for as much
as 95 percent of the month-to-month changes in
unemployment.

Because these seasonal events follow a more or less
regular pattern each year, their influence on statistical
trends can be eliminated by adjusting the statistics from
month to month. These adjustments make nonseasonal
develc such as decli in ec activity or
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increases in the participation of women in the labor
force, easier 10 spot. To return 1o the schooi’s-out ex-
ample, the large number of people entering the labor
force each June is likely to obscurc any other changes
that have taken place since May, making it difficult 10
determine if the level of economic activity has risen or
declined. However, because the effect of students
finishing school in previous years is known, the siatistics
for the current year can be adjusted to aliow for 2 com-
parable change. Insofar as the scasonai adjusiment is
made correctly, the adjusted figure provides a more
usefu! tool with which to analyze changes in cconomic
activity.

Measures of civilian labor force, employment, and
unemployment contain components such as age and sex.
Statistics for all employces, production workers,
average weekly hours, and average hourly ¢arnings in-
clude components based on the empioyer's industry. All
these statistics can be seasonally adjusted either by ad-
justing the total or by adjusting each of the componcats
and combining them. The second procedure usually
yields more accurate information and is therefore
foliowed by BLS. For exumple, the seasonally adjusted
figure for the civilian labor force is the sum of cight
seasonally adjusted employment components and four
seasonally adjusted unempioyment components; the
wotal for unemployment is the sum of the four
unemployment components; and the official unemploy-
ment rate is derived by dividing the resulting estimate of
tota} unemployment by the estimate of the civilian labor
force.

The numerical factors used to make the seasonal ad-
justments are recalculated regularly. For the household
survey, the factors are caiculated for the January-June
period and again for the July-December period. The
January revision is applied to data that have been
published over the previous 5 years. For the establish-
memt survey, updated factors for seasonal adjusiment
are calculated only once a year, aloag with the introduc-
tion of new henchmarks which are discussed at the end
of the next section.

Sampling variability

Statistics based on the household and establishment
surveys are subject to sampling crror, that is, the
estimate of the number of people employed and the
other estimates drawn from these surveys probably dif-
fer from the figures that would be obtained from a com-
plete census, even if the same questionnaires and pro-
cedures were used. In the houschold survey, the amount
of the differences can be expressed in terms of standard
errors. The numerical value of a standard error depends
upon the size of the sample, the results of the survey,
and other factors. However, the numerical value is
always such that the chances are 68 out of 100 that an
estimate based on the sample will differ by nc more than
the standard error from the results of a complete census.
The chances are 90 out of 100 that an estimate based on
the sampie wili differ by no more than 1.6 times the

standard error from the results of a complete census. At
the 90-percent level of confidence--the confidence limits
used by BLS in i1s analyses--the ervor for the monthiy
change in total employment is on the order of plus or
minus 279,000: for ol unemployment it is 194.000;
and, for the overaii unemployment rate, it is 0.19
percentage poini. These figures do not mean that the
sample resulis are ofi by these magnitudes but, rather,
that the chances are 90 out of 100 that the “'true” jevel
or rate wouid not be expected to differ from the
estimates by more than these amounts

Sampling errors for monthly surveys are reduced
when the data are cumulated for several months, such
as quarterly or annually. Also, as a general rule,
the smaller the estimate, the larger the sampling
ercor. Therefore, relatively speaking, the cstimate
of the size of the labor force is subject to less
ercor than is the estimate of the number unempioyed.
And, among the unemployed, the sampling error for the
jobless rate of adult men, for cxample, is much smaller
than is the error for the jobiess rate of teenagers.
Specificaily, the errer on monthiy change in the jobiess
raie for men is .24 perecntage point; for teenagers, it is
1.06 percentage points.

in the establishment survey, estimates for the'2 most
current months are based on incompiete returns; {or this
reason, these estimates are labeled preliminary in the
tables. When all the returns in the sample have been
received, the estimates are revised. in other words, data
for the month of September are published in
prefiminary form in October and November and in final
form in December. o remove errors that build up over
time, a comprehensive count of the employed is con-
ducted each year. The resuits of this survey are used to
establish new benchmarks—comprehensive counts of
employment — against which month-to-month changes
can be measured. The new benchmarks also incorporate
changes in the classification of industries and allow for
the formation of new establishments.

Additions! statistics and other information

in order to provide a broad view of the Nation's
employment situation, BLS regularly publishes a wide
variety of data in this news release. More comprehensive
statistics are contained in Employment and Earnings,
published each month by BLS. It is available for $3.75
per issue or 531.00 per year from the U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20204. A theck of
moncy order made out o the Superintendent of
Documents must accompany all orders.

Empioyment and Earnings also provides approxima-
tions of the standard errors for the household survey
data published in this release. For unemployment and
other labor force categories, the standard errors appear
in tables B through } of its “‘Explanatory Notes."
Measures of the reliability of the data drawn from the
establishment survey and the actual amounts of revision
due to benchmark adjustments are provided in tables
M, P, Q, and R of that publication.
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Table A-1. Empioymcm status of the population by sex and ags

HOUSEHOLD DATA

!ﬂlﬂmlnl'ﬂl
Eomphoyiaes, st s, d [ Sac. Aoc. apc. Dez. Jan. Peb. Eac. aor.
isai 1982 1982 1931 1381 1982 1982 1982 | 1982
VL7 (473,083 1 178,020 | 173,770 | 173,330 [ 373,095 [ 173,657 | 173,883 | 170,020
2,159 | 2,168 | 2,178 | 2,175
1710335 [ 1715489 | 171,667 | 171,808
198,873 | 109,165 | 109,335 | 1397603
sa.5 | e, 63.7] 63,9
99,581 | 99,530 | 99,032 99,343
5.0 | 5330 Tsea | ey
EFLAN] 3,373 3,349 3,309
96,170 | 96,217 | 967144 | 96,032
7,551 9.298 | 9.575 | 9lesw| 10,337
7.0 5.5 9.2 1. 5.8 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.
61,735 | 62,906 | 63,030 | 60,868 | 61,932 | 62,856 | 62,328 | 62,321 62,197
82,215 | 03,218 | 83,300 { 82,236 | 92,970 | 83,056 | 83,129 | e3,218
1,955 | 1,987 | “vea7| C1less| 10383 | 1,975 | 1.981| "1 esy
81,231 | 81,315 | 80,280 | 8.999 | 812079 | #17146 | e1]231
61,738 | 61,773 | 62,3921 62,303 | 51,966 | 62.002 | 62,082
6.0 76 1.3 76, 76.0 . 76.a
55,533 | 55,924 | 57,792 55,725 | 56,629 | s6.698 | 56,072
86 7.1 .3 o | s, 6.2  §1.9
6,206 | s.es0| w33 | s)s7e i 5,338 | s.iee | soaio
0.1 5. 6.9 3. 8.6 a7 9.0
75,915 4 3502t | m,er | 1ecraa | e.et0 | Te.308 75,005 | 15121
vaae i v729 [ alsrs | wisse | vieso | 1.e97 ] vir2s| 1i138
1.207 1 73,392 | 72002 | 130020 | 130020 | 930209 | 730207 | 73999
57,585 | 57,585 | 57,157 | 57,665 | 57,388 | S7,a08 | 57.354 | 57734
78.6 78.5 79.2 79.0 8.5 78. T18.5 8.7
52,918 | 52,736 | 53,020 | 53,122 53,007 | 53,087 | 53,908 | 52988
9.9 ~ 70.2 2.9 . 70.9 | “j0.9| T 30.7 0.5
298 | 2332 | 2309 20| 20350 | 2038 | 20337 20388
50,224 50,408 51,801 50,818 52,657 50,711 50,623 50,606
50671 w85t | 30337 | Talsus | ar3z2 | al3sy | Csses | alaes
3.0 8le 5.8 7.9 s 726 7.3 8.2
90.525 | 30,718 | 89,535 | 33,352 | s0.aw1 | 90,526 | 90,625 | 90,748
188 18, 178 18 18! 18 18 18
90.437 | 93,529 | 89,361 [ 20,167 | 30,256 | 90.383 [ 30,437 | 90,559
87.23 | 47,000 | 46,585 | %5881 1 35,913 | 67,123 | 870258 | 0700,
52,0 (  S2.0 |  s2.2{ %2 52,0 | 52, 52.3 s2.3
92,939 | 02,934 | 43,005 | 32,988 | 02,952 | 42,933 | #3.030 | w2083
47.4 47.3 88.1 47.5 17.5 87,8 87.5 7.3
8088 | w307 | 3,599 | 3,993 | 3,980 | w191 | 6,243 | acess
8.7 8.7 7.7 8.5 e 8.9 9.0 9.4
02,563 | 32,753 | 81,330 | 92,306 82523 | 82,650 | 82, 15
16, 162 ™ 154 16
82,370 | 82,591 | 81,193 | 82,151 62,387 | 02,055 | s2.05]
03,356 | 43,267 | 32,332 | u2.088 03,031 | w3243 | 63301
5206 | s2e | 5200 32.2 52.2| 4. S2.8
0,210 | 39,539 | 39,536 | 33,733 39,730 | 29897 | 39,735
a. | T ae 8.6 Vs.3 ag.2 | “asz | 4s.d
525 551 639 57 628 636 601
39,485 | 39,388 | 38,927 | 39,11 39,116 | 39,172 | 33,118
3366 | 3328 | T20796 | T3lars 286 | ales | T3lses
1.7 1.7 6. 7.4 7.6 7.9 8.3
Boch sme, 16-39 years
Tots noninstitutional populstion® 16,615 16, 136 16,310 16,269 16, 223 15,198 16, |‘6
‘Armed Forces’ 313 285 31 318 28
16,305 15,861 15995 | 13,955 | 15,313 | 15,505 15861
8,611 7,961 8,631 | 8,643 | 8,686 | 8,505 | a.516
52.8 50.2 5601 Su2 | se.s| 538 56.3
7,006 6,193 5,778 1 6,990 | 6,708 | 6,679 | 6,837
92.4 38.3 4.5 Y6 81,6 81.3 411
333 283 326 373 359 336 326
6.857 5,89 6,392 [ 6,398 | 6.389 [ 6,303 | 6,311
1,565 1,178 1,953 | aa72 | vje3e | aianr | 1lers
w2 | 27| 32 2005 ) 33 s3] hls 3.0

. The popuistion and Armed Forces figarm are not adjucted for masonsl veristiors: trytos,

idertica aumbers 1opes in the unadkated and sescnally sdjusted columns.
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n!nus of the popul by race, sax, ags, and Hispanic origin i
ot comammity efputt . ) Somonalty setperet
Smpicyment strtut, race, oAz, aga. emd b = -
ape. anc. \ps. Asz. Ses. Jas. tob. | Byr. v,
AL L 1382 1982 1981 192 1982 1982 1982 1582

..... oo 387,838 | 385,932 |1as, 208 a2, 529 | res rss { 1wy, 882 | 145,655 189, 132 | 148,283
P 98,0356 93,191 33,2352 25,199 29 s, 120 95,333 95,500 $6,01%
.0 63.8 63.3 3.3 . 8.0

28,615 47,088 | 87,509 | 89,080 33,00 27,990 87,936 21,808

5,081 8,01 T. 203 ¢ 118 7.3 7.3 7.5%2 2,024
6.2 e 2.1 (9 ) 1.7 7.5 1.7 7.8 8.4

&n.0 8.3

56,533 58,713 33,988 59,187 50,0812 40,903 3,126
8.9 7%.9 1.3 8.8 9.0 79.0 .
v, 109 8,070 a7, 009 1,88 37,830 | 87,381 t7,19)
1,828 2,608 3. 099 3.3 3.382 3.3%2 3.

1.5 5.2 t.? (8] 6.7 7.9 1.3

Civitian labor torcs . 37,218 | 31,068 | 36,298 37,109
PU\KXPI“N\““I - 2.4 "n. 3.9 2.0
33,718 38,696 s 35,839
2,382 1,089 2.9 2,8%)

va- b7 $. 5.7 s.v 7.

Both sazes, 1619 yeers
Participaiion et
Empicryed ...

16.2 0.2 0.3 1.2 9.0 19.6 20.0 19.2 0.8

16.5% 22.3 1.6 7.3 8.2 20.% 20.8 4 20.2 22.)

15.9 17n.e 19.¢ .6 5.7 i8.2 9.8 17.6 1%.2

Ciﬂwmmwwmtlm v e | V80932 18,488 18,911 18,137 18,392 18,833 18,859 18,400 14,511
Coviiian laboe torce - . 11,385 a2 | 11,226 | Ve, 80 | 33,285 | 11,217 | 13,370
Mmlonll!' . £.0 1.3 £1.0 80,7 60.7 0.7 £3.23
9,002 5,830 9.279 9.1 9,265 3,157 S,

2,022 1,438 1.987 1,07% 1,939 2,070 2.0%8

18.2 n.7 17.3 1%.¢ 11.2 18,3 8.8

™2 ™.2 7. %7 EATE S 7‘. TN T8

+,5%9 v, 379 [T 8,373 3,432 .,050 4,837 5,085
"9 e * (11 3

12.0 17.3 6.8 1721 V6.5 8.0 "w.0 ¥6. 9

35.1 8.3 $5.2 5.2 $6.2 5.8 56.1 s3.
4,358 5,28 1,281 4,368 3,906 .,310 e,307 4,272

133 s 3 n 196
V2.4 8.1 5.1 " Vi3 . 15,8 15.¢
120 s38 882 a2 s0) 839 741
32.2 3.4 3.1 363 1.3 a1 33.7
150 S0y 67 age a8 a3y 18
339 35 358 s 357 113 266
.5 9.2 2.2 w2 %2.3 8.0 ..
5.0 31.3 2.6 36.3 %0.7 08,3 41,3
w2 38,3 5.1 16,7 w2 83,1 a8

HISPANIC QMM

Cirikan norinaiftutionts poputstion .. - 9,03 | 4,297 ] s.a3s| 9.933] 9019 sone | s,292 [ 9,208
Crvittan tador torce RS 5,809 5,897 5,882 £,005 6,085 6,028 .91
Penticipation relé £8.0 3.9 $h.a w.o s, és.8 63.2
Emotoyed. s.332 | S 8,970 | 5,083 | 5,826 s.2e8 1 5,263 | 5.9
- REEEIREERE 237 137 721 $37 469 7 768 78
Unemployment cate . R ) .09 2.7 2.3 .1 M. 12.6 2.7 12.5
* Tre popuistion iguiss 114 AGL S3/UME0 Hr $423008) VENalions. therstore. weCai NOTE: Datanl ror the above rech AnG Hispanic-ong:n Grount wil Ay sum 10 ol
rumbers appesT in 18 unadivsted wwmmm Decaves ais 1or 1he “Othet (8CE3~ QIOLD &7 NCT HEIE™S 20 HlapaNGS L8 inciused

in Both 1he white and DECK SOpUIATIDN GIOUDS.
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Table A-L' Sélecied, seiployment indicators )
¢n chousends) - : . R S
. ot sy .
Smonnely wifusted
Cotgory .
tor. ter. aor. Dez, Jan. reb. | wez, ApT.
1231 1382 1981 1931 1982 1982 1992 1982
Total enloyed, 16 yees end ovr 100,335 98,858 | 100,878 99,613 99,501 99,590 99,492 99,39
Merried men, woiet premnt 33,075 38,026 39,186 38,302 38,230 38,255 38,181 38,182
20,091 23,950 23,979 23,69t 23,708 23,729 23,900 23,83t
5,005 5.120 5,061 5,068 5,107 5,158 5,095 5.095
53,209 52,855 52,763
17,086 16,178 16,655
1,616 "3
6,290 6,637
10,771 18, 155
31,685 30,415
12,825 12,511
10,691 9,860
3,083 3,397
4,686 3,638
13,68 13,526
2,026 2,710
1,382 1,560 1,352 1377 1,026 | 1,16 1,823
1,586 1,561 1,502 1,678 1,596 1,688 1,668
24 206 228 38 359 m 21
88,038 89,913 28,951 88,759 88,322
15,716 15,885 15,585 15,578
72,30 78,028 73,406 73,181
1,150 1,209 1,291 1208
7171 72,779 12115 71,932
1,228 7,150 7,057 6,971
a2y a0
91,179 50,538 91,098 90,922 90,125
73,873 71,973 79,259 13,350 72,803
3,882 5,326 8,200 5,288 - 5,071
1,552 2,163 1,593 2,121 1,783
2,292 3,163 2,607 3,167 | . 3,287
13,468 13,235 12,635 12,278 12,251 12,827
! Exctudm penons “with 4 Job but not it work™ during e murey parlod for auch ressors =
vacxzion, Kinem, o incustrial dlsute. .
Table A4. Range of unempioyment measures based on varying definitions of unempioyment and the labor force,
ssasonaily adjusted
(Porcent) .
Ouartasty sverages Moatty s
asrse - 1981 - [ 1982 S 1982 -
| x 1 1 reb. | mar. | ape.

U1 Persons unemployed 15 weska o konge 36 8 percant of the chlien lebor foros.

U2 Job lowsrs a8 & parcant of the eivilian Labor force.

.................... 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.5 .5 2.7 2.7
3.7 3.7 3.8 w5 ..y .7 5.1 5.0

U3 Unamployed parsors 25

52 | 52| s | e | es | s | sal 70

U4 Unamoloyed fulk-tie otesstars as o percens of e Rll-time lsbor fores. . .. .............. e 7.1 |71 7.0 8, 8.6 0.5 0.9 9.2

US Tow! enemptered o 2 parcont of the sivillen tbcr fores (officiel masars) .................... v | o1

U8 Total full<ime jobsaskers plus % part-tima jobmekers pius % total on purt time for sconomic
ransons % & Dercant of the Civilien labor force lem % of the pert-time lebor force

U7 Yotsl tlb-cime * parttime x | }

Xof

e 1000 (12,2 Lo [1e Jazs [ wns | woas | s,

NA = not svallable.
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Tavie A4, Major ity '
St of .
vemptopt gt Vempleym— —
= ommady .
Camyury L
L. dwc. 11 Jae. rab. 8ar. spt.
138 198y 1 1982 1982 1383 1383

! Apiivste o iuwt iy Yot OTIOYSS ot paruve = pert teme Sor erencemic -y

wornan.
own ot poTmetiay sve isthe by Teroe rewrs. ? iackaie mining, At Sewn e atgby.
! Unempisrmen by sonpwten nchutie s Sarienort SwTEIoRS pers, shwes Tt by
Teble A8, Durstion of unemploymant
INUmBarS ™ thoueanos)
oot mssanatty Semonat ant
ot
(YT Aor. Rer. ows. 2en. ran. (ITN bor.
1381 1982 1381 18 1982 1982 1982 1982
4,037 3,882 3,789 3,825 3,958
3008 1,068 3.952 3,072 3.308
2,107 2,372 2,359 2,728 2,858 3,08
1,308 1,189 (3L 1,835 1,60% 1,508
1,13 1,183 1,183 1,378 1,308 1,507
3.7 2.8 10,8 1.1 1.9 w2
7.8 6.7 EN 7.3 EN 8.5
183.0 0.9 192.0 198.9
.6 a3 9.6
n.s 2.9 3.8
are 25.7 2.8
138 13.9 151
3.8 12,9 1.4




198

HOUSEHOLD DATA HOUSEHOLD DATA
Table A-7. Reason for unemployment
(Numbers In thousands) -
Mot smmenlly
Sammally aljmd
L
Apc. Apr. Asr. Dec. Jan. Teb. aar. Apr.
1981 1982 1981 1931 1982 1982 1982 1982
4,026 6,003 3,958 5,383 5,205 5,622 5,906 B
1,308 1,960 1,303 2,082 1,862 1,828 1,986
2,722 b, 000 2,655 3,301 3,385 3,79 3,959
2806 838 903 323 835 885 937
1,853 2,138 2,00 2,208 2,079 2,289 2,365
336 980 988 Lo 1,055 1,088 1,08t
120.9 113.) 122.0 10.) 139.9
53.2 60.) 56.1 56. 57.4
1.2 15.7 21.4 20.3 18.7
5.3 80.6 s 36.5 38.7
10.7 8. 9.7 9.t 9.0
EiN ) 21.% 23,5 22.7 22.9
1.7 9.8 10.7 1.5 0.7
UNEMPLOYED AS A PERCENT OF THE
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
3.7 - 5.5 3.6 4.9 8.8 4.7 5.1 5.9
.7 -8 -8 .8 -B -9 .8 .9
1.7 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.2
.3 .9 .9 -9 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0
Table A-8. Unsmployment by sex and age, seasonally adjusted
L 2
wasmployed persons Umsmplaymens rews
m thanatndls)
Sax and agn
Apr. Lpr. Apr. Dz, Jaa. Peb. fsac. ApT.
1981 1982 1981 1331 1982 1982 1982 1982
Total, 16 years avd over . 7,899 10,307 S § 3.3 8.5 8.8 9.9
3,705 4,353 1.5 6.3 16.% 17.0 16.9
1,766 1,979 19.) 2.5 21.7 22.3 21.9
828 851 215 219 21.9 22.7 22.7
937 1,130 17.2 21.2 21.3 22.0 21.3
1,939 2,378 12,) 13.5 1.5 1.1 m.2
¥,213 5,962 5.1 .5 6.3 6.4 6.8
3,683 5,186 5.3 $.9 6.7 6.8 7.3
5)3 752 . 4 4.2 4.3 5.6
4,330 5,846 6.3 9.3 8.6 8.7 9.0
2,085 2,481 15.3 1.8 1.8 17.8 8.0y
983 1,100 19.3 22.3 2241 22.5 2.5
59 454 22.5 22.6 23.3 23.0 24.3
439 687 17.3 22.2 21.% 22.1 22.3
1,122 1,377 13.) 1.8 13.9 15.4 15.7
2,237 3,383 4.5 5.5 6.3 6.3 6.5
1.927 2,895 .3 6.9 6.7 6.7 7.1
. 461 3.2 3.4 5.3 8.2 8.8
3,539 3,481 1.7 8.5 .4 8.9 9.0
1,620 1,873 13.7 13.9 15.2 16.1 15.2
833 875 18.4 2.5 21,2 22.1 201
369 397 20.5 21.t 23.6 22.5 20.8
438 483 17.1 23.0 211 21.9 19.6
998 10.3 12.3 1.9 12.7 12.6
1,376 2,578 5.7 6.3 6.3 6.5 1.0
2,29 B.1 5.9 6.7 7.0 7.6
29 3.7 .7 .1 &.3 8.3
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Tebie A-9. Empioyment status of biack and other workers

INumDers in thovssnag

HOUSEHOLD DATA

ot sensenaiiy sdiwrivd Seasansity sdivaied
Loz, Sar, Lo, ez, 238, res. 2as. Apr.
1981 1982 19281 1921 1382 1382 1982 1ae2
22,132 | 22,533 22,932 | 2a.ev | 22,883 | 23,638 ] 22,538 | 27038
Crwiitan oor fowee 13,880 | 13,861 13,630 | 93,773 | i3, 708 | w3657 1 13,000 | v3, %68
Parrcivanon 80,8 v0.6 $1.7 51,5 $0.9 e1.2 51.3 80,3
Empsaved 11,733 | 1) 182 1,8 | oansaz boaesy | nsas | oareae
u . e | 2an 1,896 | 2,163 1 2,072, 2,200} 2,200 ]| 2022
unematoyma 12,3 1.7 3.2 15,7 1.0 159 8.6 5.9
H
" The Dopuiphon 1gutes 41 A0t ACusted 107 SRRS0N] O Ihereiore. vienlal
numbers 2pped wnpgpunied 2ng sea3onslly adiusied £olumng
Tabie A-10. Employment status of male Viat t and by age, not djusted
Chetlipn labor torce
Covsican Unemployed
nonineti - 5
ethonst 'oceni
Veieran status Sopulstion Yot Empiored _—
i tabex
. torce
aor. apec. Asc. toc. Aor. Asc. o, Aoz, AT Apr.
1901 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1983 1982 1981 1582
VETERANS .
g 8,501 8.675 8,81 1,410 112 180 129
s 7,325 1,198 $,812 | 280 329 [
2510 29years 1,523 12n 1,208 971 13 205
W10 M years 3,396 [ )03 3,095 | 2,829 133 269
3510 Myears 2,398 2,39 2,229 | 2,600 13 110
Sy ant o 1182 1.a81 358 1,22 3 85
NONVETERANS
ot 2510 39 yeay 12,012 17,999 | 15,128 (17,085 | 15,163 | 15,633 359 1,592 5.3
Bwmern T.788 | 8,181 e 2¢ | 5,783 | 6,900 533 758 9.9
20710 Myears 3,357 | s.867 | s e | s,e2e | w073 | 8,139 28 .30 1.6
23533 reas 3,887 8,041 603 | 3,0 3,51 1,568 182 220 (%]

VRINImAra veis

s are mates who ser

i the Aimeg Forces betwsen
964 300 Way 7. 1975 Nunvelarars sre cdies who Naed nevei 38veS in tha

mea Fordes pubhanec Sat2 b

ec 1o thoae 28 10 39 yoaes o age. the GrouD 1Y

ne vetnamena veteran

posutanon
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Table A-N. E status of the noninstituti ion for the ten largest States
{Numbert o proutands)
Mot seescnelly adjweted Sewsamaity sdpusted
S o s mploymant sistes Apr. Mat. Apr. Apr. Pee. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr.
1981 1982 1982 1981 1981 1982 1982 1982 1942
Culifornis
Cirilian nommbtutions] population” . | 7951 18,269 | 18,295 17,051 18,171 18,218 | 18,242 18,269 | 18,295
Civiion Labor toree 11,736 | 11,953 | 11,995 11,811 11,850 | 11,916 | 12,004 | 11,995 12,063
Empioved -+ 10,895 | 10,797 | 10,863 10,974 10,828 10,878 | 10,935 | 10/ass 10,943
Unerployed L 1,156 1,130 837 23 1,038 1,069 1,130 1,122
Unemgtoymant rate 7.2 a7 9.4 7.1 8.6 a7 8.9 9.4 9.3
Foride
Civihan nonwtutions! popudstion” . 7,435 8,107 8,111 7,835 8,028 8,061 2,083 8,107 8,131
Chilian tabor force ... “,410 4 59n & 644 4,412 4,627 4,596 4,575 4,594 4,645
6172 4,208 4,278 4,138 é.272 4,257 4,243 4,187 4,243
238 393 366 274 355 339 332 407 i02
5.4 A 7.9 6.2 7.7 7. 7.3 8.9 8.7
8,403 B, 544 8,548 8,493 8,525 6,538 8,541 8,544 8,548
5,550 5,831 5,572 5,610 5,484 5,556 5,621 5,595 5,631
5,096 4,966 5,009 5,130 5,000 5,053 5,079 5,048 5,043
454 565 563 sgo s | 501 542 547 588
2.2 10.2 10.1 8.6 8.8 9.0 9.6 9.8 10.5
Civiian nosinstitutions! pomutition . 4,827 4,478 i 482 6,427 £, 461 4,410 4,474 4,478 4,682
Covikian lator force 2,854 2,976 2,949 2,900 3,029 3,005 2,968 2,987 2,997
Emploved . 2,709 2,750 2,714 2,737 2,805 2,797 2,737 2,768 2,743
Unemptoved 145 227 238 163 224 208 231 219 254
Unempioyment rate 5.1 7.6 8.0 5.6 7.4 6.9 7.8 7.3 8.5
Michigum
Civiian neninstrutions! populstion ! 6,772 6,784 6,784 6,772 6,776 6,784 6,784 6,784 6,784
Civilan tabior fores 4,274 4,251 4,218 4,318 “.269 4,204 4,266 §,2689 4,265
Employed . 3,753 3,527 3,864 3,810 3,632 3,645 3,634 3,597 3,625
Unemployed s21 728 654 508 637 639 632 692 640
Unemployment rate 12.2 17.0 15.% 11.a 14.9 14,9 14.8 16.1 15.0
Mo Jorsey
Civsian noninstitutions] popultation' 5,625 5,685 5,690 5,625 5,665 5,676 5,680 5,685 5,690
Civifian labor forc . 3,574 1,590 3,594 3,837 3,519 3,579 3,542 3,624 3,655
3,304 3,259 3,273 3,151 3,249 3,264 3,228 1,308 3,320
270 331 s 286 270 315 316 319 315
7.5 9.2 8.9 7.9 7.7 9.4 8.9 8.8 9.2
Ciulian Aorwmtitutionsl poputation’ 13,476 [ 13,483 13,377 13,480 | 13,463 | 13,469 ) 13,476 13,483
Civiian Labor force .. 2,054 7,966 8,076 7,976 7.969 8,043 8,071 7,995
Empioyed . 7,366 7,347 7,404 7,325 7,345 7,364 7,812 7,367
Unemoloved ., 692 619 872 651 624 679 659 648
Unemeloyment rate 8.6 7.8 8.3 8.2 7.8 8.4 8.2 8.1
Ohio
Ciniion nomnstitutionat populaton® 8,006 8,033 8,034 8,006 8,020 8,031 8,03t 8,033 5,034
. 5,058 5,014 5,050 5,142 5,103 5,120 5,066 5,080 5,136
4,672 4,398 e 4,729 W,478 4,570 4,493 4,480 4,498
386 616 606 413 625 550 573 600 ‘618
7.6 12.3 12.0 8.0 12.2 10.7 11.3 1.8 12.4
Ciwkian pormstitutans] population® 9,134 9,137 9,084 9,115 9,131 9,134 9,137
Covikan Iobox toree 5,399 5,423 5,459 s, 487 5,511 5,415 35,485
Employed ... 4,827 4,867 5,085 4,942 §,948 4,866 4,89
Unempioved ... . $72 557 404 s25 566 549 589
Unemployment rate 10.6 10.3 7.4 9.6 10,3 10.1 10.7
Toxa
Crban novimttutional population’ ., . 10,486 [ 10,791 10,817 10,406 [ 10,701 10,760 | 10,765| 10,791 10,817
Cowitian labor torce . . 6,999 7,288 1,252 7,052 © 7,163 7,171 7,245 7,335 7,302
Emplayed 6,701 6,873 6,823 6,711 6,798 77 6,834 6,901 6,831
Unempiaved 299 413 029 341 365 401 | - Tany 434 an
Lnemployment rare 4.3 5.7 5.9 8.8 5.1 5.6 5.3 5.9 6.5

' The pooutstion figures sre not adjustad for smonsl variations; thersfore, identical numban

woswr in nd the i
° Them e the officisl Bures of Labor Sutistcs’ estimums usd In the sdministration N
Fadersl fund aflocetion programs. -
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Yabie B.1. on gricuiturai payrolis by industry
{tn Ihovrsanay -
Nk saapenaly achatad Secrona®y stveree
oty
Ted. s pr. ] ser. Dec. Jan.
1982 1982 9 1982 1e8 [LEN 1082
Tout 0,237 eas| 20,102 vo 450 fei asa |si 013 |30.878 |5i.0i5) 50,782
GoROOBUCHNG . oo o e 25.536) 23,238 2a,208) 20,102]|25,700 [ 23,008 26 000 [ 20 000§ 24609
MIRG e (YN IRNURYEY ERRIETYS B IS sse | 1,128 | orree | oronas| rirse
Construstion soaes] 3,200 aves) soass| sana ] aliss  alsas | s} e
Manutacturing . 26,253| 15,408 19,318] re,1e2f2e,222 (19,128 [19.5850 | 19,506 19,340
Producrion workars . verizr| i3ize3| vaivez| adiesrfa,isr Luaisaa qayosaz jaaiief 0s.ise
Durebiegoads ... s 2.0ve7) ve,sae) veaar| ayseefiz.zor [ar, 708 [ar,s96 [1r,389 | nr essy 21,393
Proguction wossers ear2] 72 yoeae| r.osea| asnz | ov,aes | s rss } or.ras| risst] 7.s9¢
Lumber 8730 wood o 636.9 689.3 815 (333 [35] 627
Furajtute and tistures a78.0 450 450 as2
nd glass pOCuC!S . 807 s00 397
Primary metai 0r0GuCts 1,082 1,013 ”s
Favncsted matai producis 1,501 1,a78] 1,480
Machinery, excont siectricai 1,433 1,408 2,379
1eCIONC BquIDmEnt 112900 2,003 7.0713| 2,076
. [N} 1,706 2| 1,700
1re,6 714 105 103
MIsCAIANE0US MBNUISTINnG a1 ace 100 196
Monduratie goods - RN 3,096 1,954 | 7,94 7,832 7,889
Progucton morkers .. 3,718 s.sae | ossrel soazrl sisuy
7000 &G Aindred products 1,830 862 [ 1,877 ws3] 0,837
Tobaceo manutaciures 8.2 31 10 49 1)
Textiie miti pioducia 8418 75 793 s 788
Aapumuumnmwm.-wumu 1.25%.2 1,210 | osase| oo
Paper 8nd sl:ed products . 690.% 3 613 6 867
Prnting and publishing .. . 1,280.4 1301 ] 1,303 t.306] QL3038
icals anc allied products 1,108.2 1,093 | 1,002] 1.0es] i 083
Petroleum and coat products Po0els 233 204 201 201
Rubber and misc D‘in-clomcucn Dol 718 1z 708 710
Laather andinatner products . NI 122 2ia i 212
Sarvics procucing 56,078 an 18
Transportation snd pibfic utiities 5,059 5,122 (IS 2}
Whowpteie end retai trede 20,8987 20,738 | 20,843 | 20,932
Wholzaste trade s.285] 5,333 | 8,336 | s.32t | soszef 5,303 5,300
Retet trade i3,432[13.333 13,398 [rs,328 [rs,e0d) ra,s567] is.820
Finance. Inswance, snd rsal sstats POCTTY IEEYETTY VAN BEVETTN I IS TR SR TS 1IN I PR LT AN P8 TE4 BN PR
18,6681 18,793 1z,990|te,40s 1a, keS| i,893 13.387| 13,952
1e,a81| 1n,008| 46,083 is,163]t6,:50 [18,93c |re,eee Jas ses) 1y sar) 03,882
2,023 2,012 YRR RN 7,742 [ 2,739 2,720 2,707
13,884 13,383 yaeartiyisoy Doy ime des, 087 fid.tée) 13,078l 23,068

= praiiminary,
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Table B-2 Average weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers' on private payrolls by Y
Not sesaonally adjusted Seesonatly adjusted
Incustry
Apr. Feb. Mar. Apr. Apr. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr.
1981 1982 1982 1982 A 1981 1931 1982 1982 1982 8 1982 %
35.2 34,7 3.7 34.6 35.4 34,9 34,2 5.0 34,9 34.8
43.6] 435 432 a3 (2) (2) ) () ) 2)
3690 3571 369 6.2 ) 2) @) 2) ) )
39.7 39.2 39.1 38.7 40.2 39.0 31.3 39.5 39.0 39.1
2.6 2.1 2.3 2.1 2.9 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.3 2.4
Durable ee 40.3 39,7 39.6 39.1 40.8 39.3 37.9 39.9 39.4 39.6
Overtime hours 2.7 2.2 2.2 2.0 3.0 2.4 .2.2 2.2 2.1 2.2
Lumber and wood products . 9.1 37.7 7.5 39.6 EIN 38.2 7.9 3g.0
Furniture and fixtures . . . . 38.2 37.6 37.1 38.8 32.6 37.6 37.4 317
Stone, cli and glasa products . 40.9 39.7 39.8 41.2 38.3 40.2 39.8 40.1
Primary metal products . . 41.2 38.9 38.4 41,2 38.4 39.6 38.8 8.4
Fabricated metal products. 0.2 39.5 38.9 40.9 7.9 39.6 39.3 9.6
Machinery, except slectrical 40.8 40,4 39,7 41.1 9.0 40.7 40,1 40,2
Eltclriclndaluclvonlcoqulpmem 39.8 39.6 39.1 40.2 8.1 39.8 39.4 39.5
Transportation equipment . ... 4.0 40.5 40,6 42.0 38.7 40.9 40.4 41,6
Inslvumenu-ndvemodpmducxs. 39,9 40.1 39.3 40,1 38.6 40.0 40.0 39.5
Mlmlllnmsmlnuhcmrlnq.. 38,6 38.7 38.3 38.9 36.9 38.7 38.5 38.6
Nondurable goods . 8.4 3s.o 39.3 36.4 38.9 38.5 38.4
Overtime hours . 2.4 2.3 2. 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.6
Food and kindred producta . 39.7 9.2 8.9 39.1 40.3 39.7
Tobacco manufactures 38.3 | 37,0 6.7 (2) (2) (2)
Textile mill products 38.1 37.7 3r.o 313 3z.1 7.6
Apparol.m‘)olnulunllopwducu . 35.2 35.1 345 30.7 5.4 34.8
Pnpeum.llllodpwdmu 42.0 a7 41.9 41,2 42,2 42.2
Pvlnungnnﬂnubllshlng 37.0 7.1 36.5 36.5 37.4 36.8
Chamiulsnndalllodwod 41,1 40.8 40.5 40.8 41.2 40,4
Petroleum ind coal products . 42,2 42.4 42.6 44,3 43,5 42.8
0 and misc. plastics products 39.9 39.7 39.4 7.8 40.0 39.7
Lellh"lﬂdlallhl!p’oduc(l,,.A 35.3 3s5.5 5.2 33.6 35.5 35.4
Transportation and public utilities . 39.2 1 389 39,0 () 2) (2) [¢3] )
32.1 3. 3.5 31,5 32.3 3t.9 l.e 3.9 31.8 31.8
38.% 38.2 s.2 3s8.1 38.6 8.4 38.0 38.5 38.3 3s.2
30.0 29.4 29.4 29.5 30.3 29.9 29.6 29.9 29.8 29.8
36.3 [ 36.2{ 6.2 3.1 2) ) 2 2 ) 2)
32.6 2.5 32.s 32,5 2.8 32.7 32.s 32.7 32,7 32.7

to construction
and pubilc
trade; finance, inaus nd rea) estate; and services.
approximately four-fifths of the totat employees on private

fate 1o production workers in mining and manutacturing;
0 workars in

n
utltities; wholesals and +
Thess groups account for
nonagricultural payrolls,

! This sertes is not published seasonail

ly adjusted since the seasonal component is

$mall relative 10 the trend.cycle andior iregutar components and consequently cannot

be separated with sufticient precision.
= prsliniinary,
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ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Table B.3. Aversgs hourly and weakly of or P y workars' on privats G
payrolls by industry
Avernge hewty eamings Aversgs wesk'y samings
— _
Apr. Tabd. M. Apr. e, Ten, LYY Apr.
1581 19827 19828 1982 o 1aey 1902 1982 isaz  ®
ot prvere s2.58] er.sa| s7.%0 [s230.98(s70t.95]s7a1.68]5261.38
Sessoretly siusred 2.8 13e risa | z52.76| z63.88] ze3.15) 263.0%
Bining . 5.76] 10.8%[ :0.84 522,92 as32s| ses, e[ h0.3y
Comgptruction ii.24 P1.30 154,870 102.70) 16,97 a0¢
Rarstactening . sl eoa| aan | sizesa| 3za.s3| 326003 32s.ce
Ourable goods N P . s.20] s.88| s.29 1z.0e| 388,38
Lumber any woos PIOCUS!S . . . o osoey| ra2s 1.2 272.93] 240.29
Furniture ang fixtures ... . . s s.18r e8| 820 233,12 230.02
3.1t .43 8. &% 343,81 346.28
1078 11.28] t1.es a3a1z| a3392
s - 8.65!  8.37 s40.89[ 137,83
Machinery, escapt slectecal ... . S s.67 921 Ir1.28| 1seies
Electng #nd atectronic 8quis . 7.50|  A.00 9.18) 315,32
Transportation eQuipment . . 10,14 0. 7% 437,40 876,88
mwummunuumwmoﬂwu. . 7.2 7.9 s.01 321,28 13,97
Miscaiianeous manyiactunng . . . 5.81 £33 6.3¢ 2e6.130 285012
Nondurabls goods .. . . .0k 7,88 TSt 290.89| 291,08
Foor and kindred DrOGuCts . . oo 730 1,78 365.37] 386.92
Tobaccomanutaciures . . e 8,907 9.3 ¥53.34| 324.80
Textile mull products N . S| sa3e| saTey 217,51) 114,60
Applu!ando!h.ll.!'lveptod\ll"l R 5,98 318 ey, et| 179,08
Papor and allied products . . £.37 3,00 382.8%
Printing and Gublishing . B 2,00} 31648
Cramicais and aifred products . 9,68 396.59
Petroieum and coal rogucts . . e 11,40 12.27 S0N. &4 $30.37
Pubber 800 misc. DHSIICE DIORKIS - B 1.15 1.5% 288,36 300.¢62
Loather and eather prochucts - 4.93 $.24 178,896 (LR
Tramtsortstion and public utiifttes . . G ess w,w! 52 297,81
Wholesals end retsii trece . s.80 o .a| s.17 | 1Emies 155,38
Wholssale trace . R 1,87 7.95 H 287.88 103,66
Retati trade EEE .22 s, 5.43 156,60 160,78
Finance, meuiance, snd isatesststs .. ... . bosa2e s.ez| s.80 a.sa | 225.06 235,78
6.30) e.751 &.77 (218 811981 120,68
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fron February 1982 to Mareh

1982,

the latest month avallable.

ESTABLISHMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA
Table B-4. Hourly Eamings Index for or p Y workers' on private ils by industry
1977 = 100)
Not ssasonally sdjustad Sessonally adjusted
Percont Percant
industry change change
from: " from:
Apr. Feb, Mar. Apr. Apr. Apr. Dec. Jan. Feb, r. Apr. Mar.
1981 1982 1982 pf 1982 pf 1981 - 1981 1981 1982 1982 1982 pf 1982p/ 1982-
Apr. Apr.
1982 1982
145.7 145.7 146.4 '7.] 136.7 143.5 145.1 165.3 145.7 146.4 0.4
93.4 93,6 N.A, (2) 93.1 92.3 93.1 92.9 93.5 N, A, (1)
155.9 155,8 156.8 7.6 &) {4} (8) {4) (4 (4) (4)
136.7 136.9 136.5 6.9 129.0 136.2 140.8 138.2 138.3 137.8 -.3
149.3 149.8 150.7 7.8 139.9 147.0 149.0 149.1 149.8 150.8 .7
146.8 146.3 146.8 7.1 137.3 44,4 145.8 146.5 147.2 147.1 -1
143,86 143.7 144.5 5.5 136.4 141.9 142.3 143.0 143,2 144.0 .5
145.2 144.8 145.5% 7.1 135.4 141.8 1434 143.9 144.9 144.9 (5)
145.0 144.7 145.4 1.7 134.8 162.7 143.6 144.0 146.2 165.1 -1
2 trom March £981 to March 1982, the latest month available.
3 Percent chaage was .5

Mining {s
~omponents and canse.

©  Percent change s less than .05 percent
tLoi = aet avallable
© arelinfnary

Table 8-5. indexes of aggregate weekly hours of production or non:

payrolls by industry

not seasomally adjusted since the seasonal con
quently cannoc be separated with saf

ponent

{s snall relative to the
fletent preciston.

trend-cycle and/or frregular

supervisory workers' on private nonagricultural

(1977 = 100}
Mot seasonally sdjusted Ssasonally adjusted
Industry
Apr. Feb. Mar, o Apr. P Apr. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. ol Apr.
1961 [ 1982 [1982 7] 1982 P 1981 | 1981 | 1982 | 1982 | 1982 7| 19a2 P
107.51 104.0 § 104.2 [ 104.2 | 108.9 | 106.9| 105.3| 107.0| 106.1| 105.7
100.71 92.5| 92.6| 91.4{ 102.8| 96.8| 90.9] 96.4| 94.6( 93.4
Mining . 110.8 1 135.1 ¢ 1355 | 132.4 | 112.0 143.0| 137.2| 139.0| 138.3| 234.0
Construction .. 110.41 89.6| 94.81 96.3( 115.8 | 108.4| 99.1) 107.9] 106.4] 101.6
Manutactusing 98.4 | 91.1 99.91 92.4 92.2| 90.3] 89.9
Durablegoods . . ... ..
~~~~~~ 99.51 90.0 100.7 | 90.8 90.6 88,7 8B.4
l;um?evlndwoodproducﬂ. 91.0( 7605 94.5| 77,5 79.7| 78.6| 79.6
urniture and fixtures. 98.9| 91.8 100,51 93.6 90.8( 89.3{ 90.6
Stane, clay, and glass products 93.6] 78.3 94.8 | 84,9 83,7 B82.0| 82.2
Primary metal products . 96.4 | BO.1 95.7 | 82.3 80.3[ 77.6| 75.3
Fabricated metal products . 96.5| 86,7 98.2 | 8s.0 87.0| 85.5{ 8s5.5
Machinery, except electrical 110.4 105.3 110.5 | 106.1 104.1] 100.7 | 99.1
Electric and electronic equipment 107.3| 102.3 108.4 [ 100.5 102.0f 100.1( 100.6
Transportation equipment ... . . . 90.8| 78,4 93.3] 76.4 79.5 78,61 794
Instruments and related products. 110.6( 107.8 110.9 | 109.0 107.5) 107.2( 105.1
Miscellaneous manutacturing 90.3| 85.3 92,0 s0.2 87.9] 86.6{ 85.6
Nondurable .
96.81 92.7 98.7( 94.8 94,50 92.6| 92.2
:::0'"0“"4"“9’“““' 93.4| 93.3 100.5| 97.8 99.7| 97.7| 96.5
T ﬁfcom.""“w'”' 86.51 95.1 96.5] 93,3 97.6( 93.8{ 90.1
extite mill products . 89.91 81.3 90,71 82.6 81.1] 77.9( 78.9
Apparel and other textile products 93.8| 89.7 94.1 9.4 90.5 88.3 86.5
P n;""‘;lll":ld"c“ . . 99.1) 947 99.9] 95.8 95.6| 94.0f 948
rinting and publishing . 108.0( 108.8 108.5( 109.1 109.7] 109.1| 108.1
Chemicals and allied products 101.8| 96. 101.2| s98.8 97.3( 95.5| 94.7
Petroleum and coal products . 103.7( 87.9 105.31 96.4 93.0| 92.8] 92.3
Rubber and misc. plastics products . 101.3[ 9503 102.2] o94.8 94.9i 92.8| 94,3
Leather and leather products ... 88.0| 77.7 88.5) 84.6 78.4| 78.6] 78.6
Sarvice-producing . TrTTTITTrrmesseeeneta e 1EL.3] 110.3 112.3 1 12,4 101.7] 112.9) t12.4| 112.5%
Transportation and public utilities ....................... . 104.5| 101.8 105,41 103.2| 102.0| 103.4] 102.3| 102.9
Wholesaie and retall trade . 105.7| 104.0 107.2( 106.5( 105.9{ 107.6| 106.3| 106.5
"R."“’""mlm';’“" 1107} 108.5 11,4 110.8| 108.9( 110.3| 109.3) 108.9
102.3 105.6 ] 106.9| 104.7| 106.5| 106.0( 105.5
17.1 117.8 118.2 118.0] 117.7] 118.0] 117.4
119.0 119,34 121.2| 120.4 t21.2| 121, 121.6

" See footnote 1, table B2,
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ESTABLISMMENT DATA ESTABLISHMENT DATA

Yatis 8-8. Indexes of diffusion: Percent of industiies in which smployment' incisassd
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Representative Reuss. Thank you, Commissioner Norwood.

The picture you paint is bleak and unrelieved, is it not? Is there
any glad news there at all for anybody, whites, blacks, old, young,
male, female, full time, part time? I don’t see any.

Ms. Norwoob. The developments in employment and unemploy-
ment are clearly weaker in many cases than would be usual for the
spring period, and in manufacturing, which is especially sensitive
to changes in the economy, there seems to be continued decline.

Representative REuss. Last year the President and all his men
and women were saying that the enactment of the President’s
budget and tax program would bring in an immediate new wave of
prosperity as a result of the wonders of supply-side economics.

I'm going to read you the unemployment figures from last July
on and ask you if they are the actual ones. In July, unemployment
was 7.2; August, 7.3; September, 7.6; October, 8.0; November, 8.3;
December, 8.8; January 1982, 8.5; February, 8.8; March, 9.0; and
April, 9.4. Are those substantially accurate? My point is, they’ve
gone up unremittingly and remorselessly every month since the
Reagan program was put in place. Is that not s0?

Ms. Norwoob. They have risen.

Representative Reuss. The President, Commissioner, has de-
scribed the seasonal adjustment techniques used by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics as a funny way of counting. This month you do
note in your report that the adjusted figures show a substantial in-
crease in unemployment even though the actual number of unem-
ployed persons fell by 330,000. You explained that the reason for
this divergence is that unemployment typically falls at this time of
year and that the March-April drop this time was subpar.

Do you think there’s anything funny or misleading about the
procedures of the Bureau of Labor Statistics?

Ms. Norwoob. I'm sure, Mr. Chairman, that you are quite aware
that we are very proud of our professionalism at BLS.

Representative Reuss. I want to take this opportunity to pay my
respects to the objectivity and competence of the Bureau. I'm dis-
tressed that the Bureau faces troubles next week because they
haven’t yet been given the modest $6 million budget supplement—
moneys found elsewhere in the Department so it doesn’t entail any
new overall spending—that was requested. I hope that the Con-
gress will in its supplemental next week be able to see that your
operation continues. I'm going to do my best to bring that about.

If we can do that by the end of next week in the supplemental,
do you think it would be possible for you to forestall RIF notices
and other morale breakers that I hope really aren’t going to be
necessary?

Ms. Norwoobp. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your comments and I
would appreciate rather prompt action by Congress on the adminis-
tration proposal for a supplemental appropriation for the Bureau.

We are increasingly concerned about the approach of May 15,
when we are going to have to make some very hard decisions about
furloughs. The entire Bureau of Labor Statistics—and others in the
Department are affected by the threat of furlough—some 9,000 em-
ployees in all. We will look at this with great care and if the Con-
gress can assure us that it will act very rapidly, we will try to wait
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for congressional action for a few days. But we are in a very pre-
carious situation, particularly once May 15 comes along.

Representative Reuss. Well, I hope that we will do the right
thing next week and I hope you have a little luck in whatever in-
ternal paperwork is needed to keep the ship floating.

On this matter of adjusted-unadjusted figures, it is a fact, is it
not, that using the unadjusted figures, that the President places
such great store in, actually shows in many manufacturing indus-
tries that on an unadjusted basis there were drops in employment;
things got worse on an unadjusted basis; is that not so0?

Ms. Norwoop. In manufacturing in the month of April, employ-
ment declined both before and after seasonal adjustment. As you
know, Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes data
both before seasonal adjustment and after seasonal adjustment,
and we do that because those data in both cases have value.

If we are examining the overall trends in the economy, seasonal
adjustment is a statistical tool that helps to remove or filter out
movements in time series that are due to seasonal events like
weather, major holidays, reduced or expanded industrial produc-
tion and the opening and closing of schools. And it is therefore im-
portant to look at these data on a seasonally adjusted basis.

At the same time, it is important in any individual month to
look at the number of people who are actually on payrolls, and who
are actually unemployed. In the month of June, for example, we
normally have a large number of young people who come onto the
labor market out of school. We seasonally adjust the numbers be-
cause every June we expect them and so if they appear in the labor
force looking for jobs we are not surprised. The unemployment
rates and the number of unemployed when seasonally adjusted are
smoother. We would not want to infer a sudden deterioration in
the economy from these.

On the other hand, it's extremely important for policymakers to
know that students are seeking jobs because there may be some
need in the summer to do something about it.

So I think it is important to note both the seasonally adjusted
and the not-seasonally agjusted data. The interpretation of the two
sets of data have very different uses.

Regr%entative Reuss. In the latest blue chip forecast represent-
ing the views of the major forecasting services, 11 percent thought
that the recession would become a depression. By making the cuts
that have been made in unemployment insurance and other
income support programs, haven't we weakened the power of the
economy’s so-called automatic stabilizers and thus increased the
possibility of a depression?

Norwoop. I'm not sure about the overall developments in
programs that have been cut. I, therefore, can’t comment on that.
There are, of course, some economic support systems. We have
found that unemployment insurance and the earnings of other
family members frequently provide greater income for families of
people who suffer some spell of unemployment that is normally un-
derstood. That doesn’t mean that these are not serious problems.
We do not have data on those developments and on family income
for 1982 yet. The latest data are for the year 1980 and, of course,
there have been some significant changes since then.
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Representative REuss. Among the appalling figures you report
are an April unemployment rate for teenagers of 23 percent, and
for black teenagers 48.1 percent.

Our committee recently asked the U.S. Conference of Mayors to
report from the Nation’s leading cities their expectations for the
summer as a result of the very sharp cutbacks under Mr. Reagan’s
summer job programs, and the reports from a great majority of
those cities, of course, were very distressing—more crime in the
streets, more hopelessness, more helplessness, more civic tension.

Due to the recession, won’t summer jobs for young people in pri-
vate industry be especially scarce this summer?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, if the recession continues in the same way
that it is now, I would suppose so.

Representative REuss. Senator Kennedy.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR KENNEDY

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

I'd like to make a brief comment before getting into the ques-
tions. I'd like to welcome Ms. Norwood back and commend her for
what I thought was a very informative speech she made recently
up in New York at the Industrial Relations Society of New York,
which I think would be very instructive for many of the members
of this committee.

Today we have learned that unemployment has burst through
the 9-percent barrier to the highest level since 1941. Last month
Ronald Reagan’s breadline grew longer by 450,000 people. For the
first time since the depression, more than 10 million workers are
out of work 'in America, and the country is now harvesting the
bitter fruit of a failed and unfair economic policy that has brought
us record tax cuts for the wealthiest individuals and corporations
in this country, record budget cuts for the needy, the middle class,
record interest rates for business and homeowners, record budget
deficits for the Federal Government, and record unemployment for
working men and women.

Americans all across the country are losing their homes, their
hopes, their savings, and their pride. The President seems to be
pretending that he has not been in the White House for the past 15
months while the economy has been collapsing around him and
that the past administration is still to blame for the present hard-
ships his policies are producing.

Over these periods of months we have seen the administration
try to blame the highest rate of unemployment on the fact that
women are working and are part of our work force. He has tried to
blame the lack of jobs for Americans on the fact that there are il-
legal immigrants. And he has tried to blame unemployment on
other factors also, even by manipulating the statistics which reflect
the numbers of unemployed in our society.

What the American people know and what the President has yet
to face, is that the condition of our economy is the direct result of
the administration’s program that has failed. Millions of men and
women are out of a job today and they can't feed their children to-
night on the promise of a better tomorrow. The American people, I
believe, understand that the buck stops in the Oval Office and this
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country needs an economic policy that creates jobs and growth, not
a scheme that destroys the dreams of decent families, delivers pink
slip after pink slip after pink slip to millions of decent working
men and women.

[The speech referred to follows:]
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Unemployment today is at record levels.

This fact is, I am sure, not news to anyone here. The overall
unemployment statistic receives a great deal of attention. It
is the focal point for analysis of the state of the economy

and is used to measure the success of economic policy. It is

a "fact," engrained in the public consciousness and,. in a subtle
‘manner, affects the way in which the American people feel about
their own well-being and the well-being of their Nation.

The overall unemployment rate is an important statistic. But
to understand what is really happening, we need to look behind
it--to find out who is working and who is not, who has earnings
and who does not, and to learn what we can about the employment
and income of others in the-families with whom they live. We
need to examine the information that lies behind the overall
unemployment rate, and beneath the headlines of the daily -+
newspapers. ) 4

. Who are the unemployed? - . ) . -

The latest unemployment figures, for March 1982, show 9.9 million
unemployed and a jobless rate of.9.0 percent. About 45 percent
of the unemployed were adult men, 35 percent were adult women,
and the remainder--20 percent--were teenagers. :

Women, generally have higher rates of unemployment than men, in
"good times as well as bad. During a recession, however, unem-
ployment tends to rise in the cyclically sensitive goods-producing
industries, where a lot of men work, and their jobless rate shoots
up sharply. Thus, in March, adult men and women had the same

rate of unemployment--7.9 percent.

Teenagers experience much higher unemployment rates than adults--
21.9 percent in March. - They lack skills and experience and have
difficulty competing for jobs. They also change jobs more
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frequently than older workers do. Moreover, a large number of
them--nearly half of all unemployed teenagers--are full-time
students, which limits the hours that they have available for
work.

It should not surprise us, then, that unemployment rates for
older workers are lower than those for younger ones. Older
workers have more experience, education, and training. 1In
addition, they frequently have greater family responsibilities
and in many cases have a stronger attachment tc the labor force.
While it is true that the jobless rates for workers under

25 years of age are considerably higher than the rates .for
oldex workers, it is also true, of course, that joblessness
among older, mature workers can be langer lasting and have
more serious economic consequences than joblessness among
younger workers. : C

Black workers represent only about 10 ‘percent of the population,
but they account for 20 perceént of the unemployed. In March,
the jobless rate for black workers was 18.0 percent, a great
deal higher than the 7.9 percent for whites. Blacks also
represent a disproportionately high share of those too dis-
couraged to look for work and of those unemployed for long
pericds of time.

Hispanic unemployment rates fall between those of whites and
blacks. But, as with other groups in the populaticn, there is
a great variation among the various Hispanic groups. For
example, persons of Puerto Rican origin typically have had the
highest jobless rates of all Hispanics.

Turnover among the unemployed

P8ople tend to think of the 9.9 million who were unemployed in
March as essentially the same group of people who were jobless
in February. 1In fact, however, the jobless pool is constantly
changing. Of those unemployed in a given month, only about
one~-half will remain unemployed in the following month. About
one-quarter of the previous month's jobless group will have
found a job and another quarter will have decided to leave the
labor force. Among this latter group, some will have become
discouraged over the prospects for finding work, but many more
efiroll in scheol, devote full time to homemaking or engage in
other activity. -

This turnover among the jobless means that the total number of
individuals experiencing unemployment over the course of a year
i% considerably larger than the number of jobless in any single
month. Typically, the number experiencing some unemployment in
the course of a year is 2-1/2 to 3-1/2 times larger than the
average number of jobless in any single month. In 1980, when
the number of jobless averaged 7.6 million, for example, the
total number Qf persons experiencing some spell of unemployment

over the course of the entire year was 21.4 million.
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This means that most unemployed persons have relatively short
spells of joblessness. In March, for example, nearly 40 percent
of the unemployed -had been jobless for less than 5 weeks. :
Nevertheless, a small but significant number of persons experi-
ence long ‘spells of joblessness which stretch over many weeks--
or indeed, even months. 1In March, 1.3 million people had been
unemployed for 6 months or more, and another 1.6 million had
been out of work between 3 and 6 months. ) T

- Unemployment in families

In many ways-~both psychologically and economically-~the family
serves as an important support system for workers who are unem-
ployed. 1In addition to unemployment insurance, which for several
decades now has provided income to workers during periods of
_joblessness, the earnings of other employed family members help
to cushion economic distress caused by unemployment. :

As a result, the presence of unemployment is not always associated
with low family income. Of the 21.4 million people who experienced
unemployment during 1980, for example, 3 out of every 10 lived in
a family with an annual income under $10,000, 3 had family. incomes
between $10,000 and $20,000, and nearly 4 in every 10 lived in
families with incomes of $20,000 or more. When we look at those
at the low end of the income scale, however, we find that 17.5
percent of those with unemployment lived in families with incomes
that were actually below the official poverty level. The propor-
tion of those unemployed for long periods who lived in families
below the official poverty level was far greater. When Jjobless-
ness lasted 27 weeks or more, fully 30 percent lived in families
with income below the poverty level.

‘While these income statistics show that poverty does not always
accompany unemployment, we should not conclude from the data

that unemployment has little effect on family income. In 1980,
median family income of persons experiencing unemployment wWas
almost one-third lower than it was for those without unempdoyment
($16,646 compared to $24,472). Thus, the reduction in a family's
living standard and, indeed, in its well-being that is caused :
by unemployment can be very great even though the family mdy not
fall below the levels established as the official poverty ¥ine.

Family types - Despite the dramatic changes in living arrangements
of the past few decades, most Americans live in families and most
married-couple families have two or more earners. It is id these
situations that the traditionally strong link between unemployment
and poverty has been loosened.  The increased labor force partici-
pation of married women has brought about a decline in the:opropor-
tion of families who lose their only wage earner when the husband
loses his job. 1In fact, in 55 percent of the families with an

unemployed husband, some other family member had a job. Neverthe-~
less, husbands tend to earn considerably more than their wives,



and extended pericds of joblessness for a husband usually -esults
in a substantial reduction in family income. I 19380, the incoms
of families of husbands with some unemploymant during the year
w3s about 35 percent lower than income of f lies with a full
employed husband. The reduction in family income caused by
unemployment among wives was far less--about 25 percent.

w

‘The disturbing phencmenon is that unemployment tends to “run in
families." That .is, when one family member is jobless, there is
a greater likelihood that another person in the family may also
be unemployed. The unemployment rate of a wife or a husband
whose spouse is also unemployed runs about 3 times that for
persons with an emplqyed spouse. This is in large part due to
the fact that the education and general skills of people in the
same family tend to be at comparable levels. Thus, when one

has problems in the labor market, the cther tends also to have
difficulty. 1In 1981, for example, the unemployment rate for
women whose husbands were also unemployed was 17.6 percent. 1In
those families where the women without jobs had employed husbands,
however, the jobless rate for wives was only 5.3 percent. While
it is true that only a small number of families have both husband
and wife uneﬂoloyed——about 200,000--the situation in which they
find themselves is indeed a very unfortunate cne.

Families maintained by a woman--The most serious financial
distress caused by unemployment occurs in families maintained

by a woman who has no husband present. First, a much greater
proportion of such families experience unemplovment--15 percent
on average in 1981, compared with 9 percent of married-couple
families. Second, when there is urnemployment it is far less
likely that there will be another family member who is employed.
In fact, less than 20 percent of the unemployed women maintaining
families had some other member of the family who was working.

Currently, 1 out of every 6 families is maintained by a woman,
and 18 percent of all children live in such a family. Not only
have these families increased in number--from less than 5 million
in 1960 to nearly 10 million, today--but their marital status

has changed considerably. In 1960, about half of the women
maintaining families were widowed, now only 30 percent are in
that category; separated and divorced women comprise abcut half
of the group and never married women the remainder.

These women who maintain families on their cwn have a very diffi-
cult time in the labor market. Among those who worked or looked
for work, a little more than one-fifth experienced some spell

of unemployment during the course of 1980. The median family
income for these women was only $6,179. Indeed, more than half
of these women and their families were in poverty.

There are also a small number of families maintained by a man

without a wife. Joblessness for these men is lower than for

women maintaining familiee and the income of males maintaining
.
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families is higher than the family income of women in comparable ¢
situaticns. Similarly, in 1980 the poverty rate for men main-
taining families on their own who experienced‘'unemployment was
less than one-half that for women--24 percent compared with

56 percent for women. -

Persons who live by themselves outside of a family unit generally
depend entirely on their own earnings. Nearly 15 percent.of the
unemployed in-1981 did not live in a family group. According to
income data for 1980, about one-third of the unrelated individuals
who experienced some unemployment during the year were in poverty.

Conclusion

I hope that my remarks this morning have left you with a better
understanding of the widely different effects of unemployment.
There are those who believe that all of the unemployed are in
dire financial straits and others who dismiss the problems of
the unemployed, thinking that their burdens are relieved by
unemployment compensation and the earnings of other family
members. We have seen that neither of these situations is
totally correct; there is a wide range of circumstances among
the unemployed. While the statistics available from the BLS
provide some insight into these circumstances, it is clear
that no set of statistics can adequately portray the emotional
and psychological impact of unemployment. As professionals we
try to look at the data dispassionately, but we must also
remember that unemployment statistics represent real people
with real problems.

Senator KENNEDY. Ms. Norwood, I would like to question you on
some of the points that were raised in your speech that I think are
related to these recent statistics—and this is looking beyond just
the statistics themselves—about who is really losing their jobs, who
is most affected by this.

One of the many valuable points that you make in your state-
ment is that those in the middle and lower incomes are the ones
that are losing their jobs, have the greatest difficulty in sustaining
employment, and are the ones that are increasingly affected by the
adverse economic policies.

I'm wondering if you could develop that point for us briefly.

Ms. Norwoob. I think, Senator Kennedy, that the important
point is that when we look at averages or medians, we are seeing
the group that is able to cope combined with those who are not
able to cope. Sometimes the numbers in difficulty may be small.
There is, for example, a relatively small number of people who
have suffered long spells of unemployment, but those who have suf-
fered long spells of unemployment tend to live, obviously, in fami-
lies with much lower family income than others do. In addition,
unemployment tends to run in families so that the unemployment
rate for a wife whose husband is unemployed is perhaps three
times the rate of a wife who has a husband working.

The group that is in greatest difficulty with some spells of unem-
gloyment are the households maintained by women alone with no

usband present. A very large percent of those families are in real
poverty conditions.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, I think it’s important as we try to gain
a clearer picture of the economic condition of the country to under-
stand that the middle income people and the working poor in our
society are the ones who bear the very heaviest burden of the
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flawed and failed economic policies. And at the present time the
Senate Budget Committee has just adopted a budget which is going
to curtail, in a very significant and dramatic way, those support
programs that reach out to these individuals and are really life-
lines to them and their children and their parents.

The recommendations for cutbacks in social security, cutbacks in
the entitlement programs, cutbacks in education, cutbacks in
school lunch programs—what does it mean to the increasing
number of Americans who are losing their jobs? Their children’s
school lunch programs are being closed down. They find out that
the job opportunities for a young teenager are increasingly grim. I
think the statistics are particularly dramatic in terms of the jobless
rate among the teenagers, especially for those who live in the inner
cities. And they find out that opportunities for their children to
continue to get a decent education are curtailed.

It was the Republican members of the Budget Committee who,
without exception, supported the administration’s proposal for the
significant reductions in support programs. There is virtually no
request for an increase or no request to reduce the kind of tax in-
equities which exist in the current tax system. You come here and
tell us this morning, as you have the responsibility to do, about the
significant increase of joblessness in our society, some 450,000 more
Americans who are on the unemployment level. It seems to me
that this country, in an unfair and unequitable way, is asking a
particular group in our society to bear the harsh burden of a
flawed and failed economic policy. That’s wrong. That’s unfair. And
Americans are increasingly understanding it.

I know the chairman has reviewed some of these figures with
you, but I think it's important that this record be as complete as
possible. I see in my own State of Massachusetts the rather dra-
matic increase in unemployment from 7.3 percent in March 1982 to
8.5 percent. I know there are States that have higher unemploy-
ment, but that has to be one of the most significant percentage in-
creases in any of the States,

Ms. Norwoop. Yes.

Senator KENNEDY. We have an old industrial base and we are
able to see the structural difficulties which our State and many of
the Northeast States faced over a period of years reflected in un-
employment. We have progressed in recent years. That's why we
have been able to get unemployment as low as 7.3 percent. And it
was even lower in the early part of the year. Now we see this dan-
gerous trend again which is going to bring great hardship on tens,
and possibly hundreds, of thousands of people up in my State and
our region of the country.

Unemployment for blue collar workers, as I understood, has gone
from 9.5 percent in July 1981 to some 15.7 percent in April 1982,
And this is obviously a reflection of our industrial strength, of
whether we’re going to be an industrial power able to compete with
the industrial giants of the world as well as meet our own responsi-
bilities with regard to national security and defense. A

We see the increase in the rate of unemployment for blacks from
14.9 to 18.4, for Hispanics from 10 percent to 12.5, and then in the
construction industry it is from 17.9 in March 1982 to 19.4 in April
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1982. Did you break those figures in terms of commercial construc-
tion and home construction?

Ms. Norwoob. No, sir. The samples are too small for that.

Senator KENNEDY. Do you have any impression about the differ-
ence between the unemployment in each of those areas?

Mr. PLewes. Senator Kennedy, we don’t have it on the unem-
ployment side from the household survey; however, our establish-
ment survey does give us some indication of what’s going on in em-
ployment in the construction industry below the major level.

We found, for example, that as everybody recognizes, that for
some time homebuilding construction was well down but office con-
struction was holding up and highway construction was also. In
recent months, we found that the construction declines have been
fairly widespread among the various construction sectors.

Senator KENNEDY. The map I have of this country shows the un-
employment rates by State, for February 1982. I think there are
many people that believe that the harshest reactions in terms of
increasing unemployment is in the Northeast. It usually was for
many years. President Kennedy used to say:

When the unemployment and other economic indicators are adverse, the tide goes

out a little more rapidly in our part of the country, and when the country recovers
from a recession the tide comes in a little slower than in other parts of the country.

But in recent times we've done somewhat better than some of
our sister industrial States.

I think the figures that you bring to us today should be recog-
nized as reflecting the increased unemployment even in the Sun
Belt. And it was the Sun Belt which really led the way in putting
the President into office, and though the Reagan programs have
been known to favor this area, many of those Sun Belt States are
facing high unemployment.

. As I understand it, the statistics show that California goes from
7.1 percent since April 1981 to 9.4 percent last month. In Florida,
6.2 percent since April 1981 to 7.9 percent last month; in Texas, 4.8
percent since April 1981 to 5.9 percent last month. That’s almost a
half million more people who are unemployed in those major Sun
Belt States, just about a half million more than are unemployed
this year over a year ago. _

And I think the point is that even the States that are the most
favored in terms of the economic indicators—the ones that are gen-
erally recognized within the financial communities as States for
one reason or another having the greatest kind of growth poten-
tial—are also very adversely affected and impacted.

Could you tell us just generally about the growth of unemploy-
ment in some of those Sun Belt States? ~

Ms. Norwoob. As you quite rightly point out, Senator Kennedy,
what happened was that the recession began in some very sensi-
tive, interest rate sensitive industries—the automobile industry,"
the steel industry, and lumber and wood, for example, which are
related to the construction industry. Gradually, as the recession
has continued, the employment conditions have deteriorated in in-
dustries which feed into those industries and what we are seeing
now is some further spreading in areas, as you point out quite
rightly, in your own State of Massachusetts, and in some of the
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North Central and Northwestern parts of the country and Califor-
nia, and also down into the Southern States. There are even some
slight changes in the Southwest portion of the country.

Senator KENNEDY. Today’s figures really bring us into some un-
charted areas, at least in the postwar era we're talking about.
There’s a good deal of discussion whether we're in a recession or a
depression. I think those that work in the automobile industry
would say we're in a depression. Those that work in the housing
industry would say clearly we're in a depression. Those small farm-
ers in the Midwest would say that clearly we're in a depression.
The banks, the savings and loan banks, which have meant so much
to millions of Americans in being able to acquire a home, would
have to say that we're in a depression.

And the workers who work in those areas, in those industries,
those companies, are by and large the ones that are being adverse-
ly affected. The number of failures in small businesses has been
dramatic. I believe it's close to a 40-percent increase in bankrupt-
cies over a year ago. I don’t know whether you have those figures
and statistics here, but I believe that is correct.

We have seen, almost each time you've come here, another seg-
ment of our economy that I think you could define as moving from
a recession into a depression. I think we used to hear that the defi-
nition of a recession is when your neighbor loses his job and it’s a
depression when you lose one. But the fact is that there are not
many people in these industries that I've mentioned here that are
working. And I think the ones that are working are looking over
their shoulder for the next month’s pink slip with a sense of hope-
lessness and despair.

What's your rule of thumb? Are there going to be other sectors
that are going to be added to that list? Are we headed toward a
depression?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, I'm not sure about these definitions, Sena-
tor Kennedy. Since July, payroll employment has declined by 1.3
million and even the service-producing sector which tends in gener-
al to be rather insulated from a recession, has been extremely
weak, though it has increased by 186,000.

As you quite rightly point out, there is some spreading and as I
said in my statement industries like stone, clay, and glass, primary
metals, some miscellaneous manufacturing, tobacco, textile mill
products, apparel and other textile products and leather products
manufacturing have employment levels in April 1982 that are
below the low reached in 1975.

Senator KENNEDY. There are just one or two areas that I want to
review if it’s all right, Mr. Chairman.

With Senator Quayle, I am sponsoring a Jobs Training Act. Half
of the funds are targeted toward teenage unemployment. It also
provides for the retraining of older workers through the business
communities. There is a comparable, although not identical bill,
over in the House that’s made good progress. We were able to get
$3.8 billion for job training included in the budget. But the admin-
istration has opposed us along the way on the development of the
Jjobs training program. Effectively, we've got a unanimous vote, Re-
publican and Democrat alike, out of our subcommittee, and we're
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having difficulty getting the full committtee meeting because of the
administration’s reluctance and opposition.

But when I go back to my colleagues on the Human Resources
Committee, I want from you the latest in terms of information
about youth unemployment and what trendlines that you might be.
able to see. I know you're not in the business of predicting, but I
would be interested in whatever you can do to help us better un-
derstand this problem. You've given us the statistics and maybe
there’s something you’d like to elaborate on in terms of unemploy-
ment, and particularly youth unemployment and the trendlines.

Ms. Norwoob. There are several trends. Of course, the unem-
ployment rates for teenagers are high. For black teenagers, in par-
ticular, they are exceedingly high and have been high for a long
period of time. .

That which we think a little bit less about but which is equally
important is that the unemployment-population ratio for teenagers,
and black male teenagers in particular, has been declining for
some period of time. And the labor force participation rates for
teenagers which a year ago, for example, was 57 percent is now
down to 54.3 percent. So there has been a downward trend in labor
force participation.

We should also recognize, however, that the teenage population
which had been increasing rapidly for many years is now begin-
ning to decline because the postwar baby boom has grown up and
moved into the adult part of the labor force. - .

Senator KENNEDY. In the late 1970’s, 1977 to 1980, as I under-
stand it, there was a reduction in youth unemployment from 16.9
to about 13.9 in 1979. Have you drawn any conclusions as to what
accounted for that progress? Was that the expansion of the econo-
my or was it the results of youth training programs and the jobs
programs? »

Ms. Norwoob. It’s hard to draw any causal relationship. My ob-
servation particularly when we look at the minority population has
been that when the conditions in the economy improve their labor
force participation and their labor market experience tends to im-
prove as well. And in the 1960’s, for example, when the economy
was moving vigorously ahead, many of the groups which had diffi-
culty in the labor market were improving, and then in periods
when the economy was in retrenchment there was a great deal of
difficulty. But I do not know whether there is any direct relation-
ship between those programs. There may be; there may not be.

Senator KENNEDY. That is certainly something that we ought to
find out. The youth summer jobs program was a part of the safety
net that was commented on by the President. That program has
been significantly reduced and at the recommendations of the ad-
ministration; and yet you report to us increasing numbers of unem-
ployed youth and we're nearing summertime. 1t would appear to
me that we are going to be in for a long, hot summer, and some-
time or other we're going to have to make some rather important
and significant and dramatic changes in our economic program and
also in youth training and other aspects of this program if we're
%?ing to really meet our responsibilities to the young people of this

ation.
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Ms. Norwoob. Senator, generally, every year toward the end of
May, the Bureau of Labor Statistics issues a release looking at the
condition of teenagers and providing the labor force projections for
the summer months. We will have that information I believe for
the next hearing. :

Senator KENNEDY. I want to thank Ms. Norwood for her appear-
ance here today, Mr. Chairman. Each month, as we meet and see
these statistics grow, I can’t help but think in terms of human
beings and what the effect must be on these families all across this
Nation—and it’s all across this Nation, as we pointed out again
here today. I remember not many months ago the challenge that
was issued to the American people: Are you better off today than
you were 4 years ago? That was a challenge that was offered by the
President to the American people. That was during the course of
the campaign.

I daresay for 450,000 more people who are now unemployed and
for the millions who have been added to the jobless list as a direct
result of these economic programs which were adopted virtually
intact by the Congress—the administration’s programs—I daresay
that if that question was asked to millions of Americans today,
there would certainly be 450,000 of them this month that would
answer that question with a resounding “No.”

I want to thank the Chair and thank Ms. Norwood.

Representative Reuss. Thank you, Senator.

I have just one additional question, Ms. Norwoed. On unemploy-
ment insurance, I have the impression that in addition to these
tragic unemployment figures that the percentage of Americans
who are covered by unemployment insurance in this recession is
substantially lower than previous recessions.

What is that percentage and is what I've said true?

Ms. Norwoop. For the week of March 17, the percent of Ul cov-
ered employment was 4.7.

Representative Reuss. 4.7?

Ms. Norwoob. No, 4.7 percent. That's the Ul [insured unemploy-
ment] rate—the percent of covered workers who are unemployed.
That’s less, of course, than the overall unemployment rate, as we
would expect.

You're quite right. In recent months the proportion of the unem-
ployed covered by unemployment insurance in terms of those actu-
ally getting claims has been much lower than in past recessions.

Representative REuss. Can you give us some comparative fig-
ures? What percentage of present jobless workers in this terrible
recession we're in are covered by unemployment insurance and
what was the case in 1975?

Ms. Norwoop. Mr. Plewes, who always knows everything, tells
me that in 1975, as much as 69 percent of the unemployed were
covered and now 49 percent are covered.

Representative REuss. And that is another shocker. What propor-
tion of today’s——

Senator KenNEpy. Would the chairman yield? Why is that?
What accounts for that dramatic reduction?

Ms. Norwoobn. Well, there are, of course, several reasons. One is
that there has been some tightening over several years in the eligi-
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bility requirements for the unemployment benefits. So that’s one
reason.

Second, this recession has followed closely on the recession of
1980, so that some people may have used up benefits and not have
earned new eligibility. There are a number of reasons for that.

Senator KENNEDY. Can you give us some idea of the numbers
that are affected because of the administration’s reductions in un-
employment insurance?

Ms. Norwoop. No, sir; I cannot. As I'm sure you'’re aware, a
number of the eligibility requirements were tightened during the
Carter administration. There were further changes this year.

Senator KENNEDY. But you can’t quantify it?

Ms. Norwoob. No; I cannot.

Representative Reuss. I would just say, to a worker who's out of

_a job and out of unemployment insurance, it’s small comfort

whether his troubles are due to the Carter administration or the
Reagan administration. In either event, the 60-plus coverage of the
1975 rgcession has now shrunk to something like 40 percent; is that
not so?

Ms. Norwoob. I think it is, of course, important, Mr. Chairman,
as you well know, to remember that it is primarily the job losers—
the people who actually lost their job—who are eligible for unem-
ployment insurance and they represent about 57.4 percent of the
total unemployed.

The people who have left their last jobs and those who are either
new entrants to the labor force or reentrants to the labor force
tend to have no eligibility.

Representative REuss. Do you have the figures on the proportion
of the unemployed today that have exhausted: (a) their regular job-
less benefits; and (b) their extended unemployment benefits?

Ms. Norwoob. There is a time lag in the reporting of the exhaus-
tees. You understand that this UI system is not a statistical system
in the same sense that the BLS has statistics.

Representative REuss. How long is that lag?
bel}\lll_s.dNORWOOD. The latest data, I believe—they’re about a quarter

ind. :

Representative Reuss. Well, could we have it for January or
whenever the latest time is, recognizing there is a lag?

Ms. Norwoob. February, about 266,000 people were reported by
the State program to have exhausted their regular Ul benefits.

Representative REuss. And you say 260,000?

Ms. Norwoop. 266,000.

Representative REuss. How many had exhausted their extended
benefits? Do you have that figure?

Ms. Norwoop. In February, an additional 14,000 persons ex-
hausted their extended benefits. In March, preliminary data indi-
cate that exhaustions from regular Ul programs totaled 335,000,
and there were an additional 39,000 who exhausted extended bene-
fit payments.

Representative REuss. Thank you.

Under the rule and without objection, we have before us a very
perceptive paper on the effect of Mr. Reagan’s supply-side tax pro-
gram in contributing to recession and unemployment prepared by
Gardiner C. Means, a respected, venerable economist now residing
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in Virginia. Under the rule and without objection, that will be

placed in the record.
[The paper referred to follows:]

§8-700 O—82—15
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Why the Marginal Income Tax Cuts Are Intensifying Recession
Gardiner C. Means
This paper will show the three gross logical errors in the
Supply-Side argument justifying marginal income tax cuts, When these
errors are corrected, it is easy to show why the program is contribu-

ting substantially to high interest rates and declining production.

Part I will show the unreality of the Supply-Side argumeﬁt
by showing that it deals only with an economic world which has
long since disappeared under the impact of the Industrial and
Corporate Revolutions.

Part II will show the gross error in the Supply-Side assump-
tion that the direct effect of tax cuts financed by an equal
borrowing from the public would be neutral. Rather, under modern
conditions, theiplqiregt effect would work in the wrong direction,

_tending to raise interest rates and depress production and employment,

Part III will point to the great logical gap in the Supply-
Side argument that increased jncentives to save will increase in-
centives to produce and will show ‘that under modern conditions this
gap cannot be filled so that the incentive effects will also work
in the wrong direction.

Part I

The Unreality of the Supply-Side Theory

In February 1981, three Congressmen, headed by Congressman

Kemp, circulated a document to their colleagues entitled "The

-(1)

Classical Economic Case for Cutting Marginal Income Tax Rates.

This will be used as the basis for appraising the Supply-Side

(1) Circulated by Rep. Bob Michel - House Republican Leader,
Rep. Trent Lott- House Rep. whip, Rep. Jack Kemp, House
Republican Conference Committee.

No author given.
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Theory which was relied on to justify the huge marginal income
tax cut program.

Basically the Supply-Side argument starts with the proposition

thats

(1) A reduction in marginal income taxes will increase the
.Supply-side incentives to work more and to save more and
concludes that:

(2} The free market System will convert these supply-side
incentives into demand-side incentives to increase pro-
duction and employment,

Just how the free market system does the converting is far from
clear. Indeed it appears to be taken for granted.

Here in Part I the assumptions made in Kemp's document as to

working and saving and their implications for the behavior of the
free market system will be shown to be wholly inconsisteat with

the modern world,

The Basic Assumption on the Supply of l.abor

In the Kemp document, the discussion of "Tax Rates and the
Supply of Labor* starts off with the agsertion:

“Every individual faces the same choice between the iwo

uses of his or her time, It can be used to earn additional

income or for additional leisure®. {p. 21}
And in the discussion of the supply of labor there is no mention
of involuntary unemployment, This means that so far as the supply
of labor is concerned, Kemp assumes that any person who is unem-
ployed is idle btecuuse he or she prefers leisure to working and

the income from working. Thus Kemp appears to believe that the
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ten million persons now officially reported as seeking work and
unable to find it are choosing leisure in preference to working for
pay. He also implies that the quarter of the labor force that was
unemployed at the bottom of the Great Depression was made up of

persons who were avoiding work for pay because they preferred lei-

sure. This assumption is so contrary to experience that it would

be funny if it were not so cruel.

The Basic Assumption on the Supply of Saving

The discussion of "Tax Rates and the Supply of Saving" is
equally unreal but for a différent kind of reason. It starts off
with the statements

“There are two uses of incomé - consumption and saving.
Income can be used to buy goods today, or else invested
to obtain additional income in the future.” (p. 28)

This statement is appliéd to individuals but as a statement
of how an individual can “use® income, it is clearly wrong, There
are three things an individual can do with income, not two. Income
can be spent on goods, it can be invested or it can be held as
additions to money balances. And when one is concerned with the
problem of before-the-fact incentives and not the after-the-fact
equality of real saving and real investment this can be of vital
jmportance, If the xemp statement were true it would mean that each
person would haveto end each day and each month and each year with
exactly the same money holding as the person started with., For a
Theory of Incentives, the assumption that individuals have no choice
except to buy goods today or invest is as startling as the assump-

tion that they have to choose beiween work and leisure,
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The Economic World of Supply-Side Theory

These two flaws in the assurptions underlying the supply-side
analysis are important in themselves but they are even more im-
portant for the light they throw on the character of the free market
system which Supply-Side Theory assumes, There is one mathematical
model in which the supply-side assumptions could be realized. If
prices and wage rates were perfectly flexible and supply and demand
were continuously equated by price and wage adjustments, such ad-
Justments would continuously convert supply-side incentives into the
demand-side incentives neecded to clear cach market and prevent in-
voluntary unemployment of men and machines., This prico-wage flex-
ibjlity would also adjust the public’s desire to hold money balances
to the outstanding stock of money by reducing or raising the price
level, thereby changing the real buying power of the money in the
hands of the public to the necessary extent,

This Supply-Side world of course describes the <classical
model of perfect competition which would automatically maintain
full employment, But mathematically marginal income tax cuts could

not possibly correct recessions in such 2 world because there would

be no recessions to correct, If there were recessions, it would
mean that the free market was not working classically. Obviously
a Government policy to produce recovery in the real world would
have to take account of the differences between the classical model
and the modern world,

One might overlook these obviscus errors in assumption if
price and wage behavior in the modern world approximated the

Classical Model, But the modern free-market sysiem bears little
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relation to this classical model. One cannot discover how a mar-
ginal tax cut would affect the incentives to produce and employ
until the basic assumptions are altered to account for the great
discrepancy in practice between the results to be expected in the
classical world of Supply-Side theory and the modern world. These
differences are crucial for the ability of the free markt system
to convert changes in the supply-gide incentives to work and save
into the demand-side incentives to produce and employ. The failure
to take account of these differences leads to the fundamental flaw

in the supply-side theory of incentives.

The Practical Shift from Classical to liodern Markets

When Adam Smith delineated the free market system two
centuries ago, he was fully justified in analysing its behavior in
terms of a perfectly fléxible price system with due recognition
that this was an approximation with some lags in price adjus%ment
and some prices which behaved non-classically, But since Smith
wrote, the Industrial Revolution and the Corporate Revolution have
gradually altered the structure of the free market system., The
bulk of workers are no longer owners or apprentices in small enter-
prises such as "the butcher, the baker and the candle-stick maker™
but hired hands in huge corporations zud the Corporate Revolution
has greatly increased the separation between the process of saving
and the process of investing in the instruments of production., As
a result of this gradual structural change, the bulk of prices’
today behave in a non-classical fashion,

The mcst impdrtant structural change has come in the shift
in the free market system from one dominated by classically com-

petitive markets to one dominated by imperfect competition, In

Fooa. MmN -
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the first type of market there are so many competitors that no one
competitor has any significant effeet on price. This is the
clas§ical market in which the unseen hand of the market determines
current price and is still to be seen in the auction markets which
set the constantly changing prices of wheat and cotton. In the
second typé of market there are only a few competitors and price is
usually set by the visible hand of management in the light of its
costs and the actual or expected price behavior of a few competi-
tors, Such administered prices can be held constant for months at
a time as in the case of steel and farm implements.

Both types of competition will tend to minimize monopoly
profits, Alse selling at administered prices is an efficient way of
doing business. But the two types of market have quite different
effects on prices and production in a recession. Under Classical
Competition, when demand falls in a recession, the unseen hand
brings down the price in any given market with little if any effect
on preduction for that market. But under Administrative Competition,

the visible hand of management tends 1o divide the adjustrent to

reduced demand betiween price and production, curtailing produe-
tion and cutting price less than would be the case under Classical

Competition or even rajsing price perversely,

The Great Depression Experience

This basic diffcrence in market behavior is elearly visible
in the first three years of the Great Depressioﬁ. By 1929, the
gradual structural shift had progressed to such a point that only
half the items in the BLS Index of Wholesale Prices bechaved class-
ically while half behaved non-classically, Under these conditions,

the three years of decline in demand reduced real GNP by clese to
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30" percent and the GNP price deflator by 24 percent, but the level
of nonfclassically competitive prices at ﬁholesale declined, on
average, by only a third as much as the level of classically
competitive wholesale prices while the big drop in production during
the recession was in the administrativély competitive items.
Clearly, fifty years ago the Classical Model was no longer even a
crude approximation to the real economy of that day. Indeed, the
depth of the Great Depression can properly be described as the re-
sult of President Hoover's application of a Laissez-Faire policy
based on the Classical Model to an economy in which markets were
roughly divided between classical and non-classical behavior with
the prices in the non-classical markets providing reduction in
production instead of price reductions to a greater or less extent,
The Kemp analysis makes the same sort of damaging mistake in basing
its advocacy of marginal tax cuts on the Classical Model which no
longer approximates the real world and can no longer provide a
sound basis for appraising policy under the modern free market

system.

Part II

The Damaging Result of the Marginal Income Tax Program's

Direct Effect
The second major logical error in the Supply-Side Theory is
. its assumption that the Government's program of marginal income
tax cuts financed by extra borrowing from the public will have no
direct effect on production and employment, It is true that the

two sets of transactions would put money into the hands of the
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pudblic through the tax cuts and would take out exactly the same
amount through borrowing to finance the resulting deficit, Also
in the Supply-Side model of perfect flexibility, the free market
would adjust so that the effect of the double set of transactions
on total demand was ncutral, But the Kemp document assertion that
"Aggregate income and demand are unchanged by a change in the tax
rates® (p. 13) would not apply to the modern world.

This is easily seen by examining the two mechanisms which
would operate to make the assumption valid for the classical model,
Suppose that the Gevernment cut tax rates by 100 billion and
borrowed 100 billion from the public to finance the deficit, making
no change in the money stock. It would be mathematically possible
for this double set of transactions to be perfectly neutral if
each tax payer with extra after-tax income turmed around and loaned
this same amount to the government at the initial rate of interest.
But the first effect would almost certainly be a rise of interest
rates as the government sought to raise the extra 100 billion from
the public as a whole. This is because, to the extent that the
tax payers spent a part of their extra after-tax income on goods,
the Government would have to get others to save out of income to
an esqual extent and this would push up interest rates., But the
rise in the level of interest rates could be expected t6 curtail
production and employment unless some other adjusting mechanism
came intoc play.

In the unreal Supply-Side Mocdel there would be a second ad-
justing mechanism, When demand fell as a result of the rise in

the level of interest rates, prices would fall, increasing the
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real buying power of the fixed money stock. This is turn would
continue until real incomes were brought back to approximately the
initial level and interest rates were down again. Thus the Classical
Supply~-Side model would automatically tend to neutralize any direct
effect on real demand.

When we turn to the real world with its free-market system
dominated by administrative competition, the neutralizing effect
of price-level adjustments is no longer operative., If all prices
were frozen, it is easy to see that the net direct effect of a
100 billion shift would raise interest rates and reduce production
and employment with no price-level corrective., But the blocking of
the automatic corrective does not require a price freeze. The
gradual change in the free market structure has carried to a point
where a drop in general demand no longer brings a fall in the level
of prices, Indeed, in recent years, major declines in general de-
mand have been accompanied by a. price rise so that the direct
effect of the marginal income tax reduction can be expected to be a
rise of interest rates plus an even greater fall in general demand
than would occur with a frozen price structure.

The gross logical error in the Supply-Side theory in assuming
that a fall in price level could neutralize the direct effect of
a tax cut is alone sufficient to invalidate the theory and explain
why the financial community has not reacted as the Supply-Side
proponents have expected. Logically, in the modern economy with
its non-classical price behavior, the direct effect of the tax

cuts is in the wrong direction,
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Part III

The Big Logical Gap in the Supply-Side Theory

The basic structural change in the free market system has
also opened up a devastating logical gap between the Supply-Side
argument that a cut in marginal income taxes will stimulate the
incentive to save and the Supply-Side conclusion that the free mar-
ket system would somehow convert these Supply-Side incentives to
save into Demand-Side incentives to expand production and employ-
ment, Supply-Side Theory gives little if any attention to this in-
centive gap and seems to assume that it would be bridged by the
working of the free market system, Part II has already shown the
error of the assumption that in the modern world the direct effect
of the double swap will be neutral as far as production and employ-
ment is concerned. In this Part it will be shown that in a frece
market system dominated by Administrative Competition, there is no
logical bridge over this incentives gap and that the effect of
meascures to stimulate incentives to save would also work in the

wrong direction by contributing to recession.

The Source of the Logical Gap

There are three factors which, in combination, give rise to
the lcgical gép between incentives to save more and incentives to
produce more,

First, the Corporate Revolution has not only separated ownership
and centrol in the modern corporation to a large extent but it has
also greatly increased the separation between individuals who

actually make decisions to save more and those who mazke decicsions
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to produce more. The Gap problem arises partly because this
separation has become so important, If one were dealing with the
decisions of single decision makers who could both save and expand
production, there would be no “gap". For example, consider the
independent baker referred to by Kemp (P, 18), A marginal tax cut
could provide him with both an incentive to save more and an in-
centive to expand his production with no mechanism of adjustiment
involved. If all producers were as self contained, there would be
no gap. Thus the gap turns on the presence of the two groups,
savers and producers with their separate sets of incentives.

Second, the gap is solely between incentives to save and
incentives to produce, Tax cuts which involved incentives to gvend
more such as Excise tax cuts could be expected to stimulate pro-
duction by increasing sales and, as is well known, when firms are
producing at less than capacity, nothing stimulates increased pro-
duction more than increased sales or orders. The presence of a
gap is the great difference between the effect of marginal tax
cuts and flat rate tax cuts.

Third, the gap problem arises because of the fact that, as a

ratter of definition "an incentive to-save more out of a given

income" is also "an incentive to spend less out of that same in-
come”. This means that any action based on incentives to save
more out of a given income must also be action to spend less out of
that jnceme,

As has already been pointed out, this last is a problem that

could be solved if both interest rates and goods prices were all
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made in classically competitive markets. The real problem is

whether the gap between can be bridged under today's conditions,

The Incentive Effect of Expected Marginal Tax Cuts

The most revealing light on the logical gap is cast by con-
sidering the effect of incentives in the period between ithe passage
of the Eccncomic Recovery Tax Act in July 1681 and the time the first
marginal income tax cuts becawe effective in Octoher 1981, The
Supply-Side theory of incentives called for come stimulus to pro-
duction in this period simply frow the expectation of the tax cuts
to come. In this interim period the gap between incentives to save
more and those to produce more can be brought out clearly by con-
sidering first the incentives to produce and then Lhe incentives to
save,

Suppose that, in this interim period, the executives of a big
manufacturing corporation meet to decide whether t¢ expand produc-
tion because of the prospective incentives to individuals to save
more, Assume that the corporation is using only 80 percent of its
productive capacity, a typical condition at that tine, A4lse assume
that the Supply Siders have explained that the tax cuis will have
no direct effect ¢n the public'’s total demand fer gonds because
the Government will have to borrow as much buying power from the
public to finance the deficit as it reduces tax paymenis by the
public and that the eccnomic stimulus can be expected to com2 from
the extra incentives to save by individuals since any additicnal
income from additional saving will yield a higher after-tax income

and that the extra saving will bring down interest rates,
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What will the management team say to this? Undoubtedly

they will welcome a reduction in their personal income tax rates

and here the issue is not the reaction to Corporate tax changes,

Will they accept the incentives argument and decide to expand the

corporate production? A natural reaction would bes

1)

2)

3)

k)

5)

"We now have more than ample capacity to meet a consider-
able increase in sales and can wait until the extra
sales show up before we expand output or capacity,
even if interest rates fall significantly".

"If interest rates go down significantly we might hold
larger inventories though we have been keeping real in-
ventories low because of the recent declines in demand;"

“If the tax and deficit swap adds nothing to the total
buying power in the hands of the putlic and the Goverq—
ment persuades the public to save more, what is the
source of the extra demand for any increase in goods we
might make?*

"If interest rates are actually going down, should we
postpone any of our new construction until we can borrow
on better terms?" .

"And are we really sure that the actual financial swap
when it comes will not increase interest rates instead

of reducing them?"

It is easy to see the meeting adjourning after agreeing to "wait

and see",

And there seems to be nothing in this intermediate per-

iod to suggest that wanagement would increase its rate of produc-

tion or new construction because of the cut due to individuals in
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the new tax act.

Turning to the potential savers, would the expectation of
lower marginal tax rates stimulate net savings out of personal
income during this interim period? Until the tax cutis came into
effect, there would be no change in net incone vailable 16 be
saved due directly to the program. And so long as producers
adopted a "wait and see” policy thers would be no reason to expect
an increase in income out of which to save, Alsc, any incenptive to
save more would lead to less spending on goods,

In these circumstances, there would seem to be no reason to
expect that the prespect of lower marginal tax rates would tend %o
stimulate production and employment where decisions on production
and decisions on saving are made by the two different groups of
decision makers. There would not cven be a true gap between the two
gsets of decisions since neither set of incentives would call for

an increase in production.

The Incentive Effects With Marginal Tax Cuts in Operation

Once the actual income tax cut of 5 percent came into effect
on Qetober first. the gap between saving and producihg became very
real and its analysis much more complicated, The complications
arise partly because the increased incentives to save more are also
lincentives to spend less and partly because of the necessity of
taking account of the direci effect of the financial swap.

Pirst, consider the corporate policy makers. 1f they still
believed the Supply-Side theory that the financial swap would have
no net direct effect on their sales but that interest rates would

fall, would this alone induce them 40 expand their production?

.
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Or would they continue to say, "let us wait and see . We have
amplg unused capacity and until interest rates are down and sales
are up, there is no reason for us to expand capacity faster than
we had planned." And, if they suspected that Supply-Siders were
wrong and that the necessity of borrowing to finance the large
extra deficit would require Government to pay higher interest
rates in competition with the private sector than would otherwise
be the case, this would strengthen the decision to "wait and see®
or even to slow up plans aiready underway to expand capacity.
There would again seem to be nothing in the personal income tax
cuts to give corporate producers incentives to expand production
even if the direct effect were neutral.

Finally, the failure of the surge of increased demand to
materialize is easy to understand even if the Supply-Siders were
correct in assuming that the direct effect of the financial swap would
be neutral. When the potential savers put into effect their incen-
tives to save they would simultaneously be increasing their offering
of loanable funds to obtain the extra after-tax rate return and be
reducing their spending. It is difficult to see how any stimulus
to production from lower interest rates could overcome the decline
in sales that this would require., Indeed, the decline in sales
would be immediate while the stimulus to production from lower
interest rates would usually take time, farticularly when decisions
involved new plant. This would mean a real gap between incentives

to save and incentives to produce so that the incentive effect of
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the marginal income tax cuts alone would work in the wrong direc-
tion, reinforcing the depressing action of the direct effect,

unless, somehow, both could be offset by price level adjustments.

The Impotence of Price Adjustments to Bridge the Gap

It has already been shown that in the Supply-Side model of
Classical Competition, a rise of interest rates and fall in demand
due to a cut in marginal income tax rates could automatically be
corrected by a fall in price level. But in the modern economy,
the non-classical behavior of the majority of prices prevents the
automatic bridging of the gap through price adjustment. Even a
model which crudely approximated the modern economy would show why
such a classical correction would break down into greater recession
and greater inflation,

Such a model would have to take account of the new type of
inflation called Stagflation which first made its appearance after
1960, 1In substantial recessions before that time the price Jevel
had always gone down because (by weight) more prices dropped than
rose in a recession, As a result, it could be said that inflation
was "always and everywhere a result of teo much money chasing too
few goods." But since 1960 every substantial recession, including
the present one, has been accompanied by inflation, Instead of
inflation from too much money chasing tco few goods we have a new
kind of inflation with "tco little money chasing goods on well
stocked shelves.® This is not the place to discuss the cause and
cure of this new type of inflation but it would not be realistic to

leave it ocut of & modern model of the modern world. It is enough

99-700 O—82—18
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to point out that under today's conditions, more prices go up in
a recession than go down and therefor an adjustment mechanism which
relies on a fall in prices when demand falls cannot be effective.
This new type of inflation is not essential to an explanation
of why a price-level adjustment could not automatically bridge the
gap. It would be enough if a substantial body of prices behaved
non-classically. But it does simplify such an explanation. When
the structure of the free-market system has so changed from the
supply-side model that a general drop in demand produces both
recession and inflation at the same time, it should be obvious
that it cannot provide a mechanism to convert incentives to save
more into incentives to produce more, Rather it can be expected to
convert the drop in demand due to marginal income tax cuts not
only into lower real demand but also make it a contributor to

inflation along with any excessive monetary expansion.

Other Considerations

In the Kemp document much is made of the Laffer Curve and
the Kennedy tax cuts of 1964 as supporting the Supply-Side theory.

But neither appears to offer clear support for this claim,

The Logical Flaws in the Way the Laffer Curve is Used

There are two Laffer Curves. Both are concerned with the
relation between tax rates and tax revenue. One was introduced by

Jude Wanniski in his 1978 book - The Way the World Works (p. 97ff)

and shows the obvious facts that if the average income tax rate were

zero, there would be zero tax revenue; if the average tax rate were

100 percent, there would also presumably be no tax revenue and that
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betiween these exiremes there could be various combinations of
rates and revenues, It was used to justify the claim that between
the two extreme po;itions, there was a specific tax rate which
would yield the maximum revenue in a given income situation and
that therefore there was a point beyond which a higher tax rate would
discourage production,
We do not need to go into the implications of this simple
curve because other Supply-Siders soon rejccted this curve because

of its unreality, Mathematically, a curve representing marginal

jncome tax rates could never reach an average of 100 percent and

the Supply-Side problem was one of marginal rates.
48 -

The rejection of this first Laffer Curve was signalized by
Congressman Kemp in his book the following year, An American
Renaissance, where he says: "The Laffer Curve has nothing to do with
average tax rates but instead deals with marginal tax rates and
their effect on the activity of individuals, A marginal tax rate is
the added tax imposed on added earnings". {p. 45, Emphasis in original)

The discarding of the first Laffer Curve was accompanied by
the creation of a wholly new conception which was promoted under the
0ld name. It related marginal tax revenue te marginal tax rates
and here will be referred to as the Refined lLaffer Curve, It

points to the well-known and obvious fact that when mareinal tax

rates are 0 or 100 percent, there would be no marginal tax revenue

and that, under a given set of conditions the incentive to produce

must reach a maximum somewhere between, This means that excessive
tax rates can be self defeating as far as raisiag revenue is con~

cerned. But beyond this acceptable fact, the assumpiion that a
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simple two-factor curve can throw light on the effect of tax
changes on incentives to produce involves two major logical errors.

The first logical error arises from the confusion between
nominal and real values, Tax rates and Tax Revenues are given in
terms of nominal dollars while individuals tend to make their
income-producing decisions in real terms. A given point on a
Laffer Curve could represent a given money income at a given price
level that is taxed at a given marginal tax rate but it would also
represent an innumerable number of different combinations of pro-
duction and price level, This means that price level becomes an
essential factor in discussing the relation between marginal tax
rates and the amount people will choose to produce. But this ob-
viously cannot be done with a two-dimensional Laffer Curve.

The second logical error arises because of the Laffer Curve's
one-sided character which leaves entirely out of account the demand-
side incentives to produce or not to produce which arise from
changes in the Federal Deficit. For example, suppose that government
reduced its marginal income tax rates by $100 billion and financed
the resulting deficit through borrowing from the publiec, The ef-
fect of this would depend not only on the change in the supply-side
incentives of tax-payers but also on the changes in the demand-side.
incentives which are brought into play. No simple tiwo-factor
Laffer Curve can take into account the rise in the level of in-
terest rates which could be expected from financing the extra $100
billion of deficit, This means that the Laffer Curve would have to

explode into millions of curves in order to provide a realistic
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indication of the relatiocn betiween tax changes, price level changes
and production changes. This, like the confusion beiween nominal

and real, makes the simple Laffer curve useless in trying to throw
light on whether a cut in marginal income tax rates would stimulate

or depress production.

The Mis-Reading of the Kennedy Tax Cuts

Much is also made in the Kemp document {p. 97 ff) of the mar-
ginal income tax cuts to individuals which were included in the
Kennedy recovery program and amounted to around $9 billion in 1965,
By the end of that_year, nearly full employment had been achieved,
reducing unemployment from 6.7 percent in 1961 éo 4.1 percent,
There is a widespread tendency to give great credit for the pro-
gram's success to these marginal tax cuts. But it is easy to ex-
plain the actual recovery on three other major grounds, First,
at that time it was possible to expand the real stock of money by
11 percent in the five years of recovery without major inflation,
an option no longer available. Second, and more important, the
Kennedy Guide Posts called on Labor to limit wage incrcases io th
magnitude of the inercases in productivity with a corresponding
guide post on prices for managemwent., Labor abided by this guide
post to a remarkable extent until the latter part of 1965, In
the period from 1960 ‘o the end of 1965, the rise in the Govern-
mant index of total hourly compensations paid to workers exactly
kept pace with the rise in the index of productivity so that the

nominal labor cost per unit of output in the private eccnomy
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remained almost constant. But in the same period, prices measured
by the GNP deflator rose at a 1.4% rate a year or a total of 7.3 per-
cent, This means that the increase in ;eal wages fell by around
$20 billion below that needed to keep pace with productivity. 1In
effect this failure of real wages to keep pace with productivity
raised capital’s share of the combined labor-capital income from
16,5 percent in 1960 to 19.2 percent in the last quarter of 1965
and provided incentives to expand production and employment far
more than the 9 billion marginal income tax reductions to which
Supply-Siders attribute the recovery. This source of substantially
higher profit margins was brought to an end when Labor ceased to
abide by the unfair Labor Guidé Post and sought to catch up to the
dollar wage increases required to obtain its real share in the pro-
ductivity gains. Third, very large reductions in excise taxes were
made in 1965 which, as has already been shown, involve no bridge
between incentives to spend more and incentives to produce moré.
The stimulus to produce more coming from the real increase in the
money stock of 11 percent, the 20 billion of extra return to capital
and the increase in stimulating excise taxes are enough to account
for the Kennedy recovery up to the end of 1965 when increased
military expenditure added a new factor and labor rejected the
Kennedy Guide Posts as unfair. Given. these conditions, there
vwould seem to be nothing in this historical period to run counter
to the conclusion that marginal income tax cuts can be expected to
be depressing and raise interest rates. Indeed, interest rates

went up somewhat from mid-1964 to the end of 1965,
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The Basic Economic Conclusion

The basic conclusion of this analysis is that cuts in
marginal income tax rates which stimulate the incentives to save
are depressing under'present day conditions for three basic reasons,

Pirst, the Supply-Side theory which justifies marginal income
tax cuts as a stimulus to recovery could be accepted for an economy
in which all free markets operated Classically but does not apply
tc the modern economy in which the dulk of free markets operate under
conditions of Administrative Competition in which a few competitors
are in a position, each to set its prices in the light of its costs
and its expectation of how its few competitors will behave.

Second, where an cconomy is dominated by markets in which come-
petition is among a few competitors, a reduction in macrginal income
tax rates can be expected to have the direct effect of reducing
production and employment and raising interest rates, This is be-
cause, while a reduction in marginal tax rates will increcase the
after-tax income of individuals, the extra savings this will pro-
duce is certain t¢ be less than the extra savings that will be re-
quired to finance the resulting deficit and the Government's
effort to finance the whole deficit will raise interest rates as it
competes for private savings and ithis, in turm, will be depressing.

Third, and more important, the structural changes in the free
rarket system due to the Industirial and Corporate Revolutions
vhich make competition among a few competitors the dominant form of
free competitive market, have desiroyed the ability of the free

market to convert jincentives to save more into incentives to
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produce more. By definition, the economic phrase “incentives to
save more® also means "incentives to consume less®., Supply-Side
Theory which argues for marginal income tax cuts, assumes that the
free market system will automatically convert increased incentives
to consume less into incentives to produce more, But it leaves a
logical gap unbridged.h_?nere is no inducement for management to
expand production when real interest rates are high or rising and

orders and sales are falling.

”"

The conclusion of the present analysis is that, under modern
conditions, the free market system would automatically convert
marginal income tax cuts into recession Gombined with high interest
rates, How the free market produces simultaneous inflation and
recession is another matter.

Implications for Fiscal Policy

If the above conclusion is accepted, it has the following im-
plications for fiscal policy:

1) It was a great mistake to pass the bill éutting marginal
income tax rates by 5-10-10 percent as an aid to reccovery;

2) The 10-10 rate cuts should be repealed immediately;

3) the 5 percent cut now in operation should he repealed
so far as fiscal 1983 and future years are concarned;

4) These repeals would largely eliminate the huge deficits
planned from 1983 on;

5) The Supply-Side Theory should be relegated to the Museum

of Economic Oddities,
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Representative Rreuss. Commissioner Norwood, we are very
grateful for your being here today and explaining the sad news
that you have to bring. Thank you very much.

We now stand in adjournment.

[Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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