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The July Review

This issue leads off with William F.
Snyders, Jon Weinhagen, and Amy
Popick’s account of price changes at
the producers’ level in 2001. Most
simply put, pricing was tight for
producers last year; at the finished
goods level, the Producer Price Index
fell 1.6 percent overall, mostly in the
energy sector. As they trace prices
changes back through the intermediate
and crude materials stages, not only
did the index declines become bigger,
they spread to food and the “core”
indexes as well.

The rest of the articles are on one
aspect or another of consumer
expenditure studies. Geoffrey D.
Paulin and Yoon G. Lee compare the
way single parents—both male and
female—spend their money. Single
female parents spend often
substantially larger shares of their
budget on items like food and clothing,
while single fathers spend larger share
on things that are more discretionary.
Much of these differences reflect
somewhat higher incomes for the
single men.

Paulin and Abby L. Duly do a similar
comparison of the spending patterns
of pre-retired (working and 55 to 64
years old) and retired (no labor income
and 65 to 74 years old) persons. Again,
one of the big differences across
groups is in income. Not very
surprisingly, the pre-retired had higher
total incomes, in general because they
had substantial average labor
earnings. On the expenditure side,
conclusions about the role of
retirement in expenditure plans were
more difficult to draw, in part because
of the degree of similarity of pre- and
post-retirement patterns that was
apparent when variables such as
income and demography had been
accounted for.

Injuries in eating and
drinking places

Approximately 304,000 nonfatal oc-
cupational injuries and illnesses
occurred in the eating and drinking
places industry in 1999, down from
about 397,000 in 1992. Most ofthe on-
the-job injuries and illnesses that occur
in eating and drinking places tend to be
relatively minor. In 1999, about a third
involved lost work time, compared with
almost half of injuries and illnesses for
all private industry workers.

However, there were 147 fatal occ-
upational injuries at eating and drinking
places in 1999. Homicides were the
leading cause of worker fatalities in the
eating and drinking places industry:
almost two-thirds of fatalities were
homicides in 1999. More information is
available in “Occupational Hazards in
Eating and Drinking Places,” by Timothy
Webster, Compensation and Working
Conditions.

Average compensation
$23.15 an hour

In March 2002, employer costs for
employee compensation for civilian
workers in the United States averaged
$23.15 per hour worked. Wages and
salaries, which averaged $16.76,
accounted for 72.4 percent ofthese costs,
while benefits, which averaged $6.39,
accounted for the remaining 27.6 percent.

Legally required benefits were $1.80
per hour on average, representing the
largest nonwage employer cost.
Employer costs for insurance benefits
were $1.61 per hour, paid leave benefits
were $1.59 per hour, and retirement and
savings benefits were 80 cents per hour.

For additional information see
“Employer Costs for Employee
Compensation, March 2002,” news release
USDL 02-346. Publication of this news

release will change to a quarterly basis
beginning with June 2002 data.

Women’s earning and
educaton

Earnings for female full-time wage and
salary workers vary considerably by
educational level. In 2001, those with
less than a high school diploma had
median earnings of $314 per week. This
compares with $784 per week for those
with a college degree. Women who
graduated high school but did not
attend college earned $441 a week at the
median, while those with some college
or an associate degree earned $525.

New productivity series

Labor productivity—defined as output
per hour—increased 3.0 percent from 1999
to 2000 in wholesale trade. This rise was
below the 4 percent annual increase for
the 1995-2000 period, but exceeded the 2.7-
percent annual growth of 1990-95.
These figures are from a new
productivity series for the wholesale trade
industry introduced this month. In
addition, there are now productivity series
for durable-goods wholesale trade and
nondurable-goods wholesale trade, and
for all three-digit SIC (Standard Industrial
Classification) industries in wholesale
trade. Unit labor costs series are also now
available for each ofthese industries.
The wholesale trade sector includes
establishments involved in selling
merchandise to retailers; to industrial,
commercial, institutional, farm, con-
struction contractors, or professional
business users; or acting as brokers in
purchases or sales of merchandise
between businesses. See “BLS Releases
New Series on Productivity and Costs in
Wholesale Trade Industries, 1990-2000”
news release USDL 02-347. O
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Producer price highlights

during 2001

The decline ofthe PPIfor finished goods in 2001
was the largest in 15years; pricesfor natural gas
and crude petroleum fell back to 1999 levels

e Producer Price Index (pp1) for Finished
Goods declined 1.6 percent in 2001, the
largest calendar year decrease since a 2.3-
percentdrop in 1986. This index rose 3.6 percent
in 2000, and 2.9 percent in 1999. Finished goods
are commodities that are ready for sale to the fi-
nal-demand user, either an individual consumer
or a business firm. The majority ofthe 2001 de-
cline in finished goods prices can be traced to a
17.1 -percent drop in finished energy prices. Ex-
cluding energy, the index for finished goods ad-
vanced 1.2 percent in 2001. Following a 1.7-per-
cent gain in the prior year, the index for finished
consumer foods rose 1.8 percent in 2001. Prices
for finished goods less foods and energy—a cat-
egory that includes both consumer goods and
capital equipment—increased 0.9 percent in 2001,
following a 1.3-percent advance throughout the
previous 12 months.

Prices for commodities at the overall crude
and intermediate stages of processing also ex-
perienced declines for the 2001 calendar year.
The ppi for intermediate materials, supplies,
and components fell 4 percent in 2001, after
posting a 4.1-percent gain in 2000. Intermedi-
ate goods in the ppi reflect material inputs to
the manufacturing process, as well as various
supplies consumed in the production process.
Prices for crude materials for furthering pro-
cessing dropped 32.5 percent, following a 35.5-
percentjump in the prior calendar year. Crude
goods are unprocessed goods that are prima-

rily outputs from mining industries and agri-
cultural production.

Throughout 2001, energy prices turned down
at both the crude and intermediate stages of pro-
cessing. The index for intermediate foods and
feeds rose at a much slower rate in 2001 than it
did in 2000. Prices for crude foodstuffs and
feedstuffs turned down, after falling a year ear-
lier. Excluding foods and energy, the indexes for
intermediate goods and crude materials posted
declines. (Seetable 1.)

Energy goods

Falling prices for both natural gas and petroleum-
based commodities pushed energy prices down
in 2001 at all three stages of processing. The
crude energy index dropped 52.9 percent, com-
pared with an 85.6-percent jump in 2000. This
decrease was primarily the result of declining
prices for natural gas and crude petroleum. Prices
for energy goods at the intermediate stage of
processing fell 16.9 percent, subsequentto a 19-
percent gain a year earlier. The indexes for jet
fuels, diesel fuel, and industrial and commercial
natural gas registered declines in 2001, after ris-
ing in the prior year. At the final stage of pro-
cessing, the index for finished energy goods de-
creased 17.1 percent, following a 16.6-percent
advance in 2000. Falling prices were observed
for gasoline, residential natural gas, liquefied pe-
troleum gas, and home heating oil. (See table 2.)
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Producer Prices, 2001

Table L apnual percent changes for major categories of the Producer Price Index by stage of processing, 1992-2001
Index 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
1.6 0.2 1.7 2.3 2.8 -1.2 0.0 2.9 3.6 -1.6
16 2.4 11 19 34 -.8 1 8 17 18
-.3 —4.1 35 11 11.7 -6.4 -11.7 181 16.6 -17.1
2.0 4 1.6 2.6 .6 0 25 9 1.3 9
Intermediate materials, supplies,
and components 1.0 1.0 4.4 3.3 7 -.8 -3.3 3.7 4.1 -4.0
Foods and feeds... -.5 55 —4.5 10.3 21 -1.7 -7.3 -4.2 3.6 3
Energy........... 7 —4.2 2.9 11 11.2 -7.0 -12.1 19.6 19.0 -16.9
Other .ot 1.2 1.6 5.2 32 -.9 3 -1.6 19 16 -1.6
Crude materials for further processing......... 3.3 1 -5 55 14.7 -11.3 -16.7 15.3 355 -32.5
Foodstuffs and feedstuffs............ 3.0 7.2 -9.4 12.9 -1.0 -4.0 -11.0 -1 7.4 -7.6
Energy....cccoeevcciiinnnne 2.3 -12.3 -1 3.7 51.2 -23.1 -23.8 36.9 85.6 -52.9
Other i 5.7 10.7 17.3 -4.2 -5.5 0 -16.0 14.0 -5.5 -9.9
Table 2. Annual percent changes in Producer Price Indexes for selected energy items, 1996-2001
Index 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Finished energy goods ..., 11.7 -6.4 -11.7 181 16.6 -17.1
Gasoline.......ccccooeeeeee. 271 -15.0 -33.1 74.8 17.2 -33.1
Residential natural gas.. 11.2 24 -2.4 9 41.8 -22.1
Liquefied petroleum gas. 71.4 -29.3 -32.6 87.0 49.3 -55.3
Home heating o il............ 25.0 -21.7 -36.1 89.4 37.0 -42.9
Residential electric power. .6 -2 -2.5 -5 3.2 3.6
Intermediate energy goods. 11.2 -7.0 -12.1 19.6 19.0 -16.9
Jgt FUBIS e 26.1 -22.3 -35.8 90.9 42.6 -44.3
Diesel fuels......ccccoinviiiiiiiiccic e 26.2 -22.5 -33.8 86.4 39.8 -44.7
Industrial natural gas. 22.3 31 -9.7 74 91.9 -36.7
Commercial natural gas.. 16.8 9 -4.7 41 56.0 -24.3
Natural gas to electric utilities. 6.1 9.3 -24.3 15.6 83.1 -39.9
Residuaifuel.........ccoveeirciiinnncce 32.8 -7.6 -39.8 91.1 29.8 -29.1
Industrial electric POWET .........coceveiieiieririeree e 0 5 -1.3 -1 4.9 3.2
Commercial electric power -1 0 -1.8 .6 4.4 4.4
Crude energy materials 51.2 -23.1 -23.8 36.9 85.6 -52.9
Natural gas............. 92.0 -27.9 -17.8 7.9 192.6 -65.6
Crude petroleum... 35.8 -28.3 -48.6 172.0 11.0 -42.4
€08l -1.1 4.9 -1.2 -9.3 0 10.1

Naturalgas. The last 5years have shown volatile price move-
ments within the natural gas market, especially looking at the
years 2000 and 2001. Prices were relatively lower and more
stable in 1998 compared with 1997. Throughout the 1998-99
winter heating season, the natural gas index fell, but at a smaller
magnitude compared with the previous season. Mild winter
weather caused less demand for consumption, and therefore
resulted in higher storage levels. By the winter of 1999-2000,
weather conditions continued to be much warmer than ex-
pected; therefore, prices remained low.

Natural gas prices began to rise considerably in 2000 when
the combination of decreasing supplies, high crude oil prices,
and weather-related demand pushed natural gas prices to new
heights. Demand for natural gas rose as consumers began
switching from higher-priced crude oil to lower-priced natural
gas. During the spring and early summer of 2000, supplies
began to tighten, causing the price of natural gas to climb
throughout the rest of the year.

After surging 192.6 percent in 2000, the ppi for natural gas
decreased 65.6 percent for the 2001 calendar year. Prices be-
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gan to drop significantly in February and March as milder
temperatures moved into the high consumption regions, caus-
ing storage levels to rebound. Mild temperatures continued
through October, which allowed prices to continue to decline.
In November, the natural gas index shot up 56.4 percent as a
result of colder weather. By the end ofthe year, mild weather
pushed gas storage stocks to record levels, which helped
push prices down again.1

For the 12 months ended in December 2001, industrial and
commercial natural gas prices declined 36.7 and 24.3 percent
respectively, falling to their lowest levels since May 2000. A
sharp decrease in spot natural gas prices pulled gas prices
substantially lower from their record highs in January 2001,
when the conjunction of falling supplies, rising crude oil
prices, and higher weather-related demand helped push natu-
ral gas prices to unprecedented heights. After an 83.1-per-
centjump in 2000, the index for natural gas to electric utilities
fell 39.9 percent in2001. The index for residential natural gas
decreased 22.1 percent in 2001, following a 41.8-percent gain
in 2000. After January 2001—the peak ofresidential natural



gas prices—this index declined sharply as a result of increased
production levels and record supply numbers. In December
2001, residential natural gas prices were at their lowest point
since May 2000.

The liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) index decreased 55.3
percent in 2001, after an increase 0f49.3 percent in2000. Prices
fell with the help of mild weather throughout the summer and
fall of 2001. Over the last 6 years, liquefied petroleum gas
prices have experienced a period of volatility. In 1996, prices
increased as a cold winter season created higher demand and
a large drop in inventories. By the start of 1997, however,
prices began to fall and continued in a downward trend until
the end of 1998. This period was marked by decreasing de-
mand due to warmer-than-normal temperatures, restored in-
ventories, higher production levels, and strong imports in the
LPG market. Lower prices in the crude petroleum and natural
gas markets also helped lower the LPG index for 1997 and
1998. From January 1999 until February 2001, LPG prices ral-
lied with rising prices for crude oil and natural gas.

Petroleum-based products.  Prices for crude petroleum
dropped 42.4 percent in 2001, following an 11-percent gain in
2000 and a 172-percent surge in 1999. In March of 1999, both
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) and
major non-OPEC member countries announced an agreement
to reduce oil production, in order to bolster lackluster prices
from previous years. Throughout 1999, oil prices increased
dramatically, which ultimately resulted in OPECreceiving in-
ternational pressure to raise their output. In March of 2000,
OPEC decided to raise output by 1.7 million barrels per day.2
Consequently, production from OPEC members increased
throughout the year 2000. However, prices continued to climb
as worldwide economic growth generated demand that out-
paced the increased supply. By 2001, the combination of im-
proved oil supplies and lower demand due to the economic
recession in the United States helped bring prices down from
their previous year’s level.

Looking further down the pipeline for petroleum-based
products, the index forjet fuels fell 44.3 percent in 2001, after
advancing 42.6 percent a year earlier. From the spring of 1999
through the summer of 2000, jet fuel prices rose due to the
large increase in crude oil prices during the same period. After
peaking in September 2000, prices finally leveled offwith the
increase in inventories and began falling in the early part of
2001 as aresult of declining oil prices. Starting in April, vola-
tile supply levels created a price roller coaster for jet fuels
causing the index to jump up in May, fall in July, and rebound
in early September. Following the events surrounding the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, prices once again
dropped due to falling demand.

The PPI for gasoline declined 33.1 percent, following a 17.2-
percent increase in 2000. Prices were relatively stable up until

April, when gasoline shortages caused a significant rise in
prices. Refineries then greatly advanced production, pulling
prices down considerably during the late spring. In response
to lower prices, refineries once again adjusted and set pro-
duction levels lower. These production cuts, combined with a
late summer surge in demand, put upward pressure on gaso-
line prices. Demand, however, declined due to the events of
September 11th and the end of the driving season. Further-
more, OPEC's inability to reduce global output resulted in an
excess supply ofoil inthe world market, causing a substantial
drop in gasoline prices.

In 2001, prices for diesel fuel decreased 44.7 percent, com-
pared with a 39.8-percent rise in the previous year. For the
first quarter of 2001, prices declined as distillate supplies in-
creased. By April, distillate production began to taper off
because refineries shifted more of their resources to gasoline
production. Hence, prices climbed inthe spring. Prices were
then pulled back down in the summer as a result of oversup-
ply. Due to the slowing ofthe U.S. economy, prices collapsed
more rapidly inthe last quarter 0f2001.

The downward trend in the natural gas market helped lower
residual fuel prices. The index for residual fuel fell 29.1 per-
cent, following a 29.8-percent gain in 2000. Also adding to the
downward price pressure were the events of September 11th,
the contracting economy, the drop in oil prices, and unsea-
sonably warm temperatures.

Home heating oil prices decreased 42.9 percent in 2001,
compared with a 37-percent rise in the prior year. The supply
of distillates remained quite low throughout the summer of
2000, and consequently put upward pressure on home heat-
ing oil prices. Supplies then rebounded in the beginning of
October and continued through March 02001, pulling down
prices for this period. In April and May, the rising tide of
gasoline prices carried other petroleum-based products along
with it, including home heating oil. Prices then dropped in the
summer months as supplies once again began to climb. The
months of August and September saw a brief rebound in the
home heating oil index resulting from increased demand. Like
other petroleum-based commodities, prices then collapsed
following the events of September 11th.

Electric power. The PPI for residential electricity increased
3.6 percent in 2001, after rising 3.2 percent in the previous
year. Subsequent to price increases in 2000, the indexes for
commercial electric power and industrial electric power ad-
vanced 4.4 percent and 3.2 percent, respectively. Residential
electricity prices continued to increase through the first half
0f 2001 due to the ongoing crisis in California. Contrary to
predictions, the crisis in California failed to widen in the sum-
mer 02001 as lower fuel costs, cooler summer temperatures,
and increased conservation within the State prevented the
crisis from escalating further. However, the higher prices
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brought on by the crisis did not subside much by the end of
the year. Electricity prices as a whole continued to be high
due to the rate increases in California and the Pacific North-
west. Drought conditions in the Pacific Northwest lowered
reservoirs, putting a strain on the hydroelectric power indus-
try found in that region.

Foods and related products

The producer price index for finished consumer foods ad-
vanced 1.8 percent in2001, following a 1.7-percent increase in
the previous year. Leading this gain, prices for fresh fruits
and melons rose 24 percent during 2001. The indexes for dairy
products, soft drinks, processed fruits and vegetables, and
pork also rose, contributing to the overall increase. By con-
trast, prices for eggs for fresh use, beef and veal, and finfish
and shellfish turned down in 2001, partially offsetting the rise
in finished consumer food prices. (See table 3.)

Prices for intermediate foods and feeds rose 0.3 percent in
2001, after increasing 3.6 percent in 2000. Most ofthis decel-
eration can be traced to the index for prepared animal feeds
that fell 3.6 percent in 2001, following an 8.3-percent gain in
the preceding year. The index for beefand veal also fell in the
current year, after posting an increase in 2000, while prices for
fluid milk products and flour rose at a slower pace in 2001 than
they did in the year before. Partly offsetting the intermediate
foods and feeds deceleration, crude vegetable oils; refined
sugar; and natural, processed, and imitation cheese prices
turned up in 2001, after falling in the prior year. The index for

10379
e arrerreaaes was e aesneeeaerariieias

Index 1996 1997

Finished consumer foods.................... 3.4 -0.8
Fresh fruits and melons.... 37.2 -8.2
Dairy products........... 2.4 47
Soft drinks..... 1 -1.0
POrK.oooieecic e 21.9 13.6
Fresh and dry vegetables. 24.3 21.6
Bakery products............ 3.6 11
Processed poultry 2.6 -6.3
Unprocessed and packaged fish...... 51 4.7
Beef and veal.......ccooeeeecnnennnn, 7.4 5.4
Eggs for fresh us 15.0 15.6
Intermediate foods and feeds... 21 -1.7
Crude vegetable oils.......... -9.3 13.9
Refined sugar............ 4.2 45
Confectionery materials. 2.2 -15.8
Flour..coooovieeieeciiecieee 9.0 8.2
Prepared animal feeds...................... 5.4 3.1
Crude foodstuffs and feedstuffs.......... -1.0 .0
Slaughter cattle............cccccceeeee -2.5 2.0
Slaughter hogs...... 23.2 -21.7
Soybeans .......... -3.7 18
Wheat.... -19.3 11.3
Corn....... -21.0 2.2
Fluid milK....oooeeiiiciiee, 11 2.8
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confectionery materials escalated at a faster rate in 2001 than
in the year before.

Following a 7.4-percent increase in 2000, the index for crude
foodstuffs and feedstuffs posted a 7.6-percent decline in 2001.
Contributing most significantly to this deceleration, the index
for slaughter cattle fell 15.1 percent in 2001, after advancing
9.1 percent in the previous year. Prices for slaughter hogs and
soybeans also posted declines in the current year, after in-
creasing in 2000. Fluid milk, wheat, and com prices moved
upward at a slower rate in 2001 than they did in 2000. Alterna-
tively, the indexes for fresh and dry vegetables and for fresh
fruits and melons turned up in 2001.

Fruits and melons. Prices for fresh fruits and melons turned
up 24 percent in 2001, following a 1.3-percent drop in the pre-
vious year. Underlying this increase, the index for strawber-
ries shot up 95.7 percent in 2001, after rising 25 percent in
2000. The index for citrus fruits turned up as aresult of price
increases for navel oranges, lemons, and grapefruits. Price
increases in 2001 were also registered for red delicious apples
and pears. On the other hand, prices for Mclntosh and Granny
Smith apples turned down in 2001.

Grains. Com prices rose 2.8 percent in 2001, after increasing
7.8 percent in the preceding year. The index for com exhibited
a spike in July, rising 16.2 percent as a result of decreased
supplies due to abnormally hot weather. In addition, elevated
com prices for 2001 were the result of increased foreign con-
sumption ofU.S. com due to diminished production from for-

Annual percent changes in Producer Price Indexes for selected food items, 1996-2001

1998 1999 2000 2001
01 0.8 17 1.8
-19.0 8.2 -1.3 24.0
10.7 -11.1 3.2 2.3
19 33 3.6 3.0
-27.3 29.8 5.0 4.7
8.8 4.4 -23.7 9.7
1.0 16 2.7 21
3.8 -3.7 11 14
-3.4 8.8 .6 -7.8
-2.7 10.8 8.2 -4.5
-6.2 -27.4 46.3 -27.5
-7.3 -4.2 3.6 3
2.7 -37.5 -16.5 159
.6 -2.2 -9.6 6.3
-1.0 17 7 151
-5.6 -7.5 7.9 4.1
-20.4 -2.7 8.3 -3.6
-11.0 -1 7.4 -7.6
-12.0 194 91 -15.1
-76.8 266.9 14.9 -24.9
-21.3 -17.5 9.9 -12.5
-15.0 -13.9 13.9 1.7
-22.5 -12.4 7.8 2.8
25.6 -31.3 7.0 3.0
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eign suppliers. Following July’s upsurge, com prices deceler-
ated through October 2001.

The index for wheat posted a 1.7-percent gain for the 12
months ended December 2001, following a 13.9-percent in-
crease in 2000. Prices fluctuated throughout 2001; however,
the yearly increase can be attributed mostly to a 9.4-percent
rise in May. Wheat supplies, which were at their lowest level
since 1988 due to adverse weather conditions, caused prices
to increase.3 Due to planting flexibility allowed for under
current Government programs, wheat crops were substituted
by other crops that yielded higher returns.

Soybean prices fell 12.5 percent over the past 12 months,
compared with a 9.9-percent advance in 2000. In addition to
declines in January, February, and April, the soybean index
posted price decreases for the last 4 months 0f2001. Most of
this annual decline can be attributed to record supplies that
exceeded 3 billion bushels in 2001.4 Soybean production in-
creased, “in part because the soybean loan rate has supported
expected returns and because per-acre costs of fertilizer and
energy inputs are lower than those of com,” according to the
USDA.5

Lower prices for soybeans led to depressed prices for pre-
pared animal feeds in 2001. The index for prepared animal
feeds fell 3.6 percent in 2001, following an 8.3-percent gain in
the prior year. U.S. feed grain production increased 4 percent
in 2001 from the year before, contributing to the fall in pre-
pared animal feed prices.6

Meats. The ppi for slaughter livestock fell 16.7 percent in
2001, after moving up 9.8 percent in the previous year. Driv-
ing this downturn, prices for slaughter cattle dropped 15.1
percent over the 12 months ended December 2001, compared
with a 9.1 -percent advance in 2000. This significant decrease
resulted from the record numbers of cattle remaining in feed
lots without bids from packing houses. Decreased demand,
both foreign and domestic, could not meet the overwhelming
supply of slaughter cattle in 2001. Due to reduced travel and
dining in the United States throughout the fall, domestic de-
mand for slaughter cattle waned. Japan, which makes up ap-
proximately 50 percent of foreign beef exports, had reduced
demand for slaughter cattle since the detection of mad cow
disease (bovine spongiform encephalopathy), which had
raised concern about the safety of beef products.
Transmission of weakened slaughter cattle prices led to
declines in beefand veal prices over 2001. The ppi for beef
and veal dropped 4.5 percent in 2001, following an 8.2-percent
gain in the preceding year. Excess supply due to increased
slaughter numbers and weights put downward pressure on
beef and veal prices. In addition, the weakened economy in
the second half of 2001 reduced demand by the restaurant
and hotel industry for beefproducts. Similar to the slaughter

cattle market, foreign demand dropped in 2001 due to anxiety
about mad cow disease and hoof-and-mouth disease in Japan
and Europe.

Slaughter hog prices also exhibited a significant drop, fall-
ing 24.9 percent in 2001, after advancing 14.9 percent in 2000.
This decline, like that of slaughter cattle prices, can be traced
to reduced demand from the restaurant and hotel industry
throughout the second half of 2001. Increased supplies as
well as record weights of existing hogs also applied down-
ward pressure on slaughter hog prices. In spite of declining
slaughter hog prices, the index for pork rose in 2001, although
at a slower rate than it did in the prior year.

Dairyproducts. Posting monthly price increases from March
through September, fluid milk prices moved up 3 percent in
2001, compared with a 7-percent gain in the previous year.
Most of this price increase can be traced to diminished sup-
plies as a result of inclement weather in top milk-producing
States. Bad winter weather makes dairy cattle less productive
and increases the cases of mastitis (inflammation of the ud-
der) among cattle, which also hinders their ability to produce
milk. Winter weather conditions can also stop milk from arriv-
ing at the processor before it spoils. Excessive heat in sum-
mer months, especially in California, also caused stress to
dairy cattle, decreasing the milk-per-cow ratio. In addition to
weather problems, the tight supplies of top forage, such as
high-quality alfalfa hay, added to the overall reduction of fluid
milk supplies. The high prices ofreplacement cattle also left
many dairy farms operating below capacity.

At later stages of processing, dairy product prices rose 2.3
percent over the 12 months ended December 2001. The in-
crease in fluid milk prices, as well as energy problems in Cali-
fornia, the top milk-producing State, led to decreased sup-
plies of dairy products. The rolling blackouts and high en-
ergy prices in California cut milk processing times and spoiled
some milk in refrigeration. Increased demand for cheese; ice
cream; butter; and dry, condensed and evaporated milk prod-
ucts also contributed to the rise in dairy product prices in
2001

Finished goods other than foods
and energy

The ppi for finished goods other than foods and energy—the
core index—rose 0.9 percent in 2001, after increasing 1.3 per-
cent in the previous year. Capital equipment prices showed
no change, following a 1.2-percent gain in 2000. The index for
finished consumer goods other than foods and energy in-
creased 1.5 percent in 2001, after rising 1.4 percent a year
earlier.
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Within capital equipment, the index for civilian aircraft
moved up at a slower pace in 2001 than it did in the previous
year. Prices for light motor trucks, metal-cutting machine tools,
truck trailers, and construction machinery and equipment
turned down, after increasing in 2000. The indexes for elec-
tronic computers and passenger cars fell more than they did
in the prior year. By contrast, prices for x-ray and
electromedical equipment, and for office and store machines
and equipment advanced in 2001, after declining ayear earlier.
The communications and related equipment index fell less than
it did in the previous year. Prices for pumps, compressors,
and equipment, and agricultural machinery and equipment
advanced at a faster rate than in 2000.

The index for finished consumer goods other than foods
and energy moved up 1.5 percent in 2001, after advancing 1.4
percent a year earlier. Rising prices for cigarettes, alcoholic
beverages, book publishing, newspaper circulation, house-
hold furniture, sanitary papers and health products, pet food,
and periodical circulation outweighed falling prices for light
motor trucks, passenger cars, men’s and boy’s apparel,
women’s apparel, and floor coverings. (See table 4.)

Civilian aircraft. The index for civilian aircraft increased 3.8
percent in 2001, following a 6.7-percent gain in 2000. Prices
for civilian aircraft rose throughout the majority 0f2001; how-
ever, price increases slowed toward the end of the year, and
the index declined in September and November (the index had
not fallen since August 1999). The slower rate of increase for
civilian aircraft prices in the latter months of 2001 resulted
from declining sales, as civilian aircraft shipments fell to 3,483
in 2001, down from 3,780 in 2000.7 Within civilian aircraft,
sales for general aviation aircraft and helicopters decreased,
and sales for transport aircraft advanced.

Motor vehicles. Prices for motor vehicles declined signifi-
cantly in 2001, as prices fell for both light trucks and passen-

ger cars; however, prices for heavy trucks rose. A 3.7-percent
fall in the October passenger car index represented the largest
monthly decline in the index since a 5.2-percent decrease in
October 1972. Manufacturer incentives, including 0 percent
financing, were primarily responsible for driving down light
truck and passenger car prices, helping to boost U.S. automo-
bile sales to their second highest level on record.8 Light truck
sales finished 2 percent higher in 2001 than in the prior year.

Electronic computers. Prices for electronic computers
dropped 29.9 percent in 2001, after showing a 14.2-percent
decline in the previous year. Prices fell sharply for personal
computers and workstations (31.6 percent); mid-range gen-
eral purpose computers (34.5 percent); large-scale general
purpose computers (31.2 percent); and portable computers
(31.5 percent). Manufacturers of electronic computers ben-
efited from declining input costs in 2001, as MOS memory
prices dropped 40.7 percent, MOS microprocessor prices fell
38.7 percent, and prices for computer storage devices de-
creased 12.9 percent.

Tobacco products and alcohol. The index for tobacco prod-
ucts rose 12.6 percent in 2001, following a 2.3-percent gain in
2000. The majority ofthe increase intobacco prices was due
to a 14.1-percent jump in the index for cigarettes, which fol-
lowed a 1.9-percent gain in 2000. In January and May, to-
bacco manufacturers instituted two 14-cent-per-pack price
increases to offset losses from a $206 billion legal settlement
with 46 U.S. States, causing the index to rise significantly in
these 2 months.9 Tobacco producers also raised prices in
anticipation of a 5-cent-per-pack increase in the Federal ex-
cise tax on cigarettes that went into effect January 2002. Alco-
hol prices advanced 2.6 percent in 2001, following a 4.2-per-
centrise in 2000. Accounting for the majority ofthis gain, the
index for malt beverages increased at a 3.3-percent rate, after
rising at a4.4-percent rate in 2000. Advancing prices for grains

| Annual percent changes in Producer Price Indexes for selected finished goods other than foods and energy,

1996-2001
Index 1996
Finished goods other than foods and energy........ 0.6
Finished consumer goods less foods and energy .. .8
CiIgaretteS. ...ueeeeeee et e 3.3
Alcoholic beverages. 3.8
BOOKS.....ccoeeiiinnnn 3.2
NEWSPAPEIS......ccovevrieeeriic i 4.2
Sanitary papers and health products... -2.6
Men’s and boys’ apparel.................... 11

Passengercars................ -.8
Light trucks..........

Capital equipment.. 4
Civilian aircraft.. 3.2
Computers.........c.ccce.ee. 22.3
Construction machinery..........c.c.ccoceeuee. 1.8
Communication and related equipment. 1.5
Heavy truCKS......ccooiiireee s 4.5
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
0.0 25 0.9 13 0.9
3 4.2 1.2 1.4 1.5
10.0 49.4 9.6 1.9 14.1
-5 1.5 6 4.2 2.6
33 4.1 18 3.4 3.4
1 11 1.4 4.3 3.2
-2.0 -.6 - 10 2.7 1.6
2 6 -.3 2 17
-2.6 5 1.2 -7 1.6
-3.6 1.0 3 1.8 -3.3
-.6 0 3 12 0
5 5 21 6.7 3.8
216 26.6 19.7 14.2 29.9
1.9 1.7 1.4 9 -1
8 - 11 1.9 13 -7
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in 2001 may have contributed to the rise in the malt beverage
index. The indexes for wine and brandy and for distilled spir-
its also increased in 2001.

Newspaper circulation and book publishing. In 2001, the
index for newspaper circulation rose 3.2 percent, after increas-
ing 4.3 percent a year earlier. Price increases were observed
for subscriptions and sales of both daily and weekly publica-
tions. The book publishing index advanced 3.4 percent, fol-
lowing a similar increase in 2000. Prices moved up for the
publication of text books; technical, scientific, and profes-
sional books; general books; pamphlets; and religious books;
however, prices fell for the publication of general reference
books.

Intermediate industrial materials

The PPI for intermediate materials other than foods and en-
ergy decelerated, falling 1.6 percent in 2001, following a 1.6-
percent gain in the previous year. Prices also turned down for
nondurable manufacturing materials and durable manufactur-
ing materials. The index for construction materials showed no
change after inching up in 2000. (See table 5.)

Nondurable manufacturing materials. Prices for nondurable
manufacturing materials dropped 5.5 percent in 2001, follow-

Table 5.
foods and energy, 1996-2001

Index 1996 1997

Intermediate goods other than foods and

ENEIGY et ieeitee ettt -0.9 0.3
Nondurable manufacturing materials.................. -3.3 3
Basic organic chemicals . 3.6 -1.7
Nitrogenates........c..cccccuvne. . 5.9 -13.5
Plastic resins and materials..........c.ccccoverircnens 4.2 -2.8
WOOAPUIP. .t -33.0 41
Paperboard.. -19.0 5.8
-14.2 3.8

Durable manufacturing materials...........c.cccccocve.. -1.4 0

Steel mill products................ . -1.4 5

Aluminum mill shapes........ -7.9 6.8
Copper and brass mill shapes.. -10.6 -6.5
Cement......ccccuvvninenecnnn. 5.0 35
Plywood.......ccccccveviinnne -1.3 -1.1
Building paper and board.. -5.8 -2.0
Construction materials....... 1.& 12
Plastic construction products.. -1.1 -2.0
Nonferrous wire and cable... . -3.1 -2.2
Hardwood lumber........... . 16 7.4
Softwood lumber. . 19.6 -3.8
MIIIWOTK. ..t 35 1.0
GYPSUM PrOAUCES....eveceeveeee e 6.6 71
Crude nonfood materials less energy.. -5.5 0
Raw cotton.............. -13.0 -11.2
Nonferrous metal ores... -16.8 -18.0
Wastepaper................ . -1.3 116
Iron and Steel SCrap.......ccceeevreeerersieeseeeenens -11.1 145
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ing a4.1-percent increase in 2000. Not since 1951, when the
index closed down 6.1 percent, has the nondurable manufac-
turing materials index fallen at such a steep rate over a calen-
dar year. Much of the 2001 deceleration was the result of a
downturn in prices for basic organic chemicals. The indexes
for nitrogenates, plastic resins and materials, paperboard,
woodpulp, and paper also decreased in 2001, after advancing
inthe prior year. By contrast, prices for fats and oils (inedible)
turned up in 2001, after falling a year earlier. Prices for phos-
phates declined less than they did in 2000.

Prices for basic organic chemicals moved down 11.6 per-
cent in 2001, after rising 5.8 percent a year earlier. The index
for primary basic organic chemicals decreased 29.5 percent,
following a 13.4-percent gain in 2000. Intermediate basic or-
ganic chemical prices fell at a faster rate than they did in the
previous year. Petroleum is a major input to primary basic
organic chemicals, which include aromatics (not made in a
refinery), liquefied refinery gases, and other basic organic
chemicals, making primary basic organic chemical prices es-
pecially sensitive to changes in the petroleum market. In 2001,
a 42.4-percent drop in crude petroleum prices coupled with
weak demand put downward pressure on basic organic chemi-
cal prices.

Price decreases were widespread within the pulp and pa-
per products industry in 2001. Woodpulp prices plummeted
24.3 percent, falling each month of the year with the excep-

Annual percent changes in Producer Price Indexes for selected intermediate and crude materials other than

1998 1999 2000 2001
-1.6 19 16 -1.6
-5.3 4.0 41 -5.5
-6.4 6.9 5.8 -11.6
-19.0 2.2 44.9 -25.5
-13.4 15.9 2.2 -9.8
-12.5 121 14.8 -24.3
-8.0 13.0 10.6 -7.0
-4.1 2.8 41 -3.1
-5.5 24 2 -4.0
-6.5 -2.4 -.6 -6.1
-8.5 4.2 4.7 -2.9
-11.5 8.6 3.8 -9.5
52 16 -9 1.0
4.9 -2 -6.2 -1.9
-1.3 10.3 -9.3 -3.0
1 22 1 0
-2.2 5.6 16 -2.7
-4.6 3 4.6 -4.0
-1.2 35 2.4 -5.0
-10.1 101 -14.5 -2.4
2 2.4 5 17
7.3 231 -27.1 4
-16.0 14.0 -5.5 -9.9
-8.0 -20.8 30.2 -46.7
-10.0 6.6 4.4 -11.2
-28.9 110.5 -18.5 -30.2
-39.9 40.0 -28.8 -5.6
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tions of November and December. Weak demand, resulting
from a slow domestic economy, in conjunction with high sup-
plies of woodpulp drove down prices. Paper prices turned
down 3.1 percentin 2001, following a 4.1-percent increase in
the previous year. The paper index rose in the first 4 months
02001 in spite offalling prices for woodpulp, a major input to
paper, but then showed eight consecutive decreases—more
closely reflecting the decline in price for woodpulp. Within
paper, the indexes for newsprint, writing and printing papers,
and packaging and industrial converting paper all decreased
in 2001. The index for paperboard moved down 7 percent in
2001, after rising 10.6 percent in the previous year, as prices
fell for the first 11 months in 2001. Price changes for woodpulp,
paper, and paperboard are closely related because woodpulp
is a major input for both paper and paperboard. (See chart 1.)

Prices for plastic resins and materials declined in 2001, fall-
ing 9.8 percent. Both the indexes for thermoplastic resins and
thermosetting resins decreased, after advancing a year earlier.
Falling prices for crude petroleum and the economic down-
turn were the most likely causes of declining prices for plastic
resins and materials.

Durable manufacturing materials. The index for durable

manufacturing materials fell 4 percent in 2001, after increasing
0.2 percent inthe prior year. Prices for aluminum mill shapes,

Chart 1 Paper-related indexes

cold rolled sheet and strip, primary aluminum (except extru-
sion billet), copper and brass mill shapes, and hardwood lum-
ber turned down, after rising in 2000. The indexes for hot
rolled sheets and strip and hot rolled bars, plates, and struc-
tural shapes declined at a faster pace in 2001 than inthe previ-
ous year. On the other hand, prices for building paper and
board, plywood, and semi-finished steel mill products fell less
in 2001 than they did a year earlier. The index for cement
advanced, after moving down in 2000.

Prices for steel mill products declined substantially in 2001
as the indexes for cold rolled sheet and strip; hot rolled sheet
and strip; hot rolled bars, plates, and structural shapes; and
semi-finished steel mill products fell 9.5, 8.2,4.3, and 0.2 per-
cent, respectively. Steel producers faced fierce import compe-
tition throughout 2001, causing the steel mill product index to
decline 11 months out ofthe year. Domestic steel manufactur-
ers complained of unfair foreign competition, prompting the
Bush Administration to request the International Trade Com-
mission to investigate whether restrictions on steel imports
were needed.

The index for aluminum dropped 14.5 percent in 2001, reg-
istering 8 monthly price declines during the year, after moving
up 3.3 percent in 2000. The American Metal Market reported
that primary aluminum production levels declined to a 33-year
low in 2001, reflecting extremely weak demand conditions. In
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addition, high producer inventories contributed to falling alu-
minum prices in 2001. Prices for aluminum mill shapes fell 2.9
percent in 2001, following a4.7-percent increase in the previ-
ous year. Decreasing aluminum prices may have been par-
tially responsible for the fall in the index for aluminum mill
shapes.

In 2001, the index for building paper and board fell 3.0 per-
cent, following a 9.3-percent drop a year earlier. Accounting
for the majority of the decline in building paper and board
prices, the hardboard, particleboard, and fiberboard product
index moved down 3.3 percent. The index for plywood de-
creased 1.9 percent in 2001, after declining 6.2 percent in the
previous year. Falling prices for softwood plywood were pri-
marily responsible for the drop in plywood prices. Manufac-
turers of softwood plywood benefited from lower prices for
softwood lumber, which decreased 2.4 percent in 2001. Al-
though the index for plywood finished down for the year,
prices exhibited a high degree of volatility, resulting from un-
certainty surrounding the March 31,2002, termination ofthe
Canada-U.S. Softwood Lumber Agreement. D Under the agree-
ment, Canada was entitled to unlimited access to the U.S.
market without threat of trade action.

Materials and Components for Construction. The PPI for
materials and components for construction showed no change
in 2001, after edging up 0.1 percent in the prior year. Falling
prices for plastic construction products, nonferrous wire and
cable, hardwood lumber, softwood lumber, fabricated struc-
tural metal products, plywood, and wiring devices offset ris-
ing prices for millwork, asphalt felts and coatings, switchgear
and switchboard equipment, air conditioning and refrigera-
tion equipment, and metal valves (except fluid power).

From December 2000 to December 2001, prices for plastic
construction products fell 2.7 percent. Manufacturers were
able to lower output prices as input costs declined. Prices for
plastic resins and materials fell substantially in 2001 due to
weak demand resulting from a slow economy and plummeting
prices for crude petroleum.

Prices for nonferrous wire and cable declined 4 percent in
2001, following a4.6-percent increase in 2000. Within nonfer-
rous wire and cable, price declines for electric wire and cable,
telephone and telegraph wire and cable, control and signal
wire and cable, building wire and cable, apparatus wire and
cordage, power wire and cable, copper and copper alloy wire
and cable, aluminum wire and cable (bare), and fiber optic
cable outweighed price increases for magnet wire and for
appliance and flexible cord sets. Manufacturers of nonfer-
rous wire and cable may have been able to pass decreasing
costs forward through the chain of production as prices for
copper base scrap, nonferrous metal ores, and primary non-
ferrous metals (except precious) all declined in 2001. Over
the same time period, prices for fabricated structural metal

products declined 0.4 percent, after increasing 0.3 percent in
2000.

The index for lumber decreased 3.2 percent in 2001, after
falling 9.6 percent in the previous year. Prices for hardwood
lumber moved down 5 percent, following a 2.4-percent increase
in 2000. Afterrising 10 percent in May and falling 5.9 percent
in July, the index for softwood lumber decreased 2.4 percent in
2001. As mentioned in the previous section, uncertainty sur-
rounding the end ofthe Canadian-U.S softwood lumber agree-
ment resulted in larger than normal price swings for softwood
lumber. Canadian producers, fearing retroactive tariffs on U.S.
exports, limited their supplies to U.S. markets, and U.S. buyers
held off purchasing in anticipation of a surge in Canadian
imports.

Basic industrial materials

Prices for basic industrial materials dropped 9.9 percent in
2001, following a 5.5-percent decline in the preceding year.
Contributing most significantly to this overall deceleration,
the index for raw cotton plunged 46.7 percent, after advancing
30.2 percent in 2000. Prices for nonferrous metal ores, copper
base scrap, and leaftobacco turned down in 2001, while prices
for wastepaper, aluminum base scrap, and pulpwood fell at a
faster rate in 2001 than they did in the prior year. By contrast,
the index for iron and steel scrap fell 5.6 percent in 2001, com-
pared with a 28.8-percent drop in 2000. Prices for softwood
logs, bolts, and timber also fell at a slower pace in 2001 than
they did in the previous year. The index for hardwood logs,
bolts, and timber turned up in 2001. (See table 5.)

Raw cotton prices dropped considerably in 2001, register-
ing declining monthly prices from January through October.
Supplies of raw cotton increased approximately 17 percent in
2001 from the year before due to larger planting areas and
increased yield. Despite the drought in the southwestern
States, other areas of the Cotton Belt experienced decreased
abandonment levels and increased harvested areas. Cotton
exports rose in 2001; however, overall demand declined as a
result of decreased U.S. cotton mill consumption. Increases
in cotton textile and apparel imports, as well as the general
slowdown of the U.S. economy, weakened the demand for
cotton from the spinning and from the textile and apparel in-
dustries. The gain in supplies and reduction in demand has
increased ending stocks to their highest level since 1986.1

Prices for nonferrous metal ores fell 11.2 percent in 2001,
turning down from a 4.4-percent gain in 2000. The index for
nonferrous scrap decreased 14.7 percent, following a 6.4-per-
cent drop a year earlier. Prices for both nonferrous ores and
scrap declined as a result of weak demand from the automo-
tive, construction, and aerospace industries. This diminished
consumption, which primarily affected the copper and alumi-
num sectors, had been sliding since 1999. However, with the
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downturn ofthe U.S. economy and the effects ofthe terrorist
attacks on September 11th, demand softened even further than
had been expected. The high inventories that remained from
2000 magnified the effects ofthe waning demand for nonfer-
rous metals in 2001.

After dropping 18.5 percent in 2000, the ppi for wastepaper
decreased 30.2 percent over the 12 months ended December
2001. The index registered declining prices for the first 6
months of 2001 due to weakened demand. Decreased over-
seas shipments and the weakening U.S. economy softened
demand for wastepaper, while large stocks leftover from 2000
forced consumers ofwastepaper to reduce orders. During the
second halfof2001, prices rose minimally as demand began to
increase.

Iron and steel scrap prices declined at a slower rate in 2001
than inthe prior year. The iron and steel scrap market experi-
enced another year of falling prices due to continued weak
demand from the steel industry. This diminished demand was
most significant in the automobile and appliances sectors that
felt the effects ofthe weakening U.S. economy. Areduction in
scrap exports from Eastern Europe—especially Russia,
Ukraine, and Romania—helped to increase foreign demand
for U.S. steel scrap, and kept prices from falling further in
2001

Selected service industries

A majority of the service industries tracked in the pr1 exhib-
ited advancing prices in 2001. Rising prices were registered
by the following indexes: property and casualty insurance;
grocery stores; offices and clinics of doctors of medicine;
general medical and surgical hospitals; new car dealers; skilled
and intermediate care facilities; real estate agents and manag-
ers; legal services; drug stores and proprietary stores; opera-
tors and lessors of non-residential buildings; United States
Postal Service; engineering design, analysis, and consulting
services; air transportation (scheduled); and home healthcare
services. Alternatively, prices declined for security brokers,
dealers, and investment bankers; telephone communications
(except radiotelephone); travel agencies; truck rental and leas-
ing (without drivers); camera and photographic supply stores;
catalog and mail order houses; optical goods stores; and
trucking (except local) during 2001. (See table 6.)

The index for property and casualty insurance moved up
3.7 percent over the 12 months ended December 2001 due
partially to rising prices for private passenger automobile in-
surance and homeowner’s insurance. Private passenger au-
tomobile insurance advanced 5.9 percent in 2001, with signifi-
cant increases in California and Florida. In Florida, cases of
automobile insurance fraud are currently being investigated
as causes for rising premiums. Prices for homeowner’s insur-
ance rose 5.1 percent in 2001, with large gains in California,

Florida, and Texas. The gain in prices resulted from an in-
crease in claims surrounding mold problems that arise in warm
climates after water damage.

Prices for health services climbed upward in 2001, rising
3.1 percent over the 12 months. Contributing most signifi-
cantly to this price increase was the index for offices and
clinics ofdoctors ofmedicine, which rose 2.8 percent in 2001.
Medicare increased payments to physicians by approximately
4.5 percent in 2001, allowing doctors to increase prices.2 The
Medicare increase affected not only direct Medicare payments
to physicians, but also the payments by private payers and
State Medicaid agencies that adjust contracts according to
Medicare rates. This increase in the payment rate, along with
a change in the Medicare payment system, caused prices for
physician’s offices to advance in 2001. The index for general
medical and surgical hospitals rose 2.7 percent in 2001 due to
increased labor, pharmaceutical and supply expenses, and in-
creased liability insurance costs. The weakening economy
also decreased investment returns used to subsidize hospital
operating losses. Similarly to physician offices, prices for
skilled and intermediate care facilities and home healthcare
services rose partly as a result of increased Medicare pay-
ments in 2001.

The grocery store index rose 5.6 percent in 2001. Margin
increases were influenced by rising produce, bakery, dairy,
and health and beauty care margins. On the other hand, the
index for convenience food stores dropped due to falling mar-
gins for convenience food/gasoline stores.

From December 2000 to December 2001, prices for real es-
tate agents and managers rose 1.6 percent. Leading this price
increase, prices for real estate brokerage (residential sales)
advanced 4.1 percent in 2001, due partly to an increase in the
median price ofexisting homes—to $147,500 in 2001, up from
$139,000 in 2000.18 This index also registered a decline in
prices between the third and fourth quarters 0f2001, mirroring
the trend of median housing prices in those quarters. The
index for operators and lessors of nonresidential buildings
also moved up in 2001, posting a 1.3-percent gain.

Prices for the United States Postal Service advanced 7.5
percent from December 2000 to December 2001. The indexes
for first class mail, periodicals (second class mail), standard
class Amail (third class mail), and standard class B mail (fourth
class mail) moved up in 2001 as the United States Postal Ser-
vice implemented rate increases in January and July. Postal
rates were raised to offset large projected losses for 2001.
Even after the January rate increase, the Postal Service pro-
jected losses ofup to $2.4 billion for the year 2001, leading to
the July rate hike.}4

The index for security brokers, dealers, and investment
bankers dropped 13.2 percent in 2001. Falling share prices in
the stock market translated into lower fees for security bro-
kers and dealers in 2001 as the S&P 500 index declined 14.4
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Percent change in Producer Price Indexes for the net output of selected service industries, 1996-20G 1

Industry

Distribution:
Railroads, line-haul operating
Local trucking without storage..
Trucking, except local.....
Local trucking with storage....
Courier services, except by air.......
Farm product warehousing and storage....
Refrigerated warehousing and storage
General warehousing and storage..
United States Postal Service
Deep sea foreign transportation of freight
Deep sea domestic transportation of freight...
Freight transportation on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence

Water transportation o
Marine cargo handling...........
Tugging and towing services....
Air courier services
Airports, flying fields, and airport services..
Crude petroleum pipelines.........

Refined petroleum pipelines.....
Freight transportation arrangement.
Grocery StOres........ccooevveerueeeennn.
Meat and fish (seafood) markets
Fruit and vegetable market.............
Candy, nut, and confectionery stores
Retail bakeries
Miscellaneous food stores....
New cardealers....................
Drug stores and proprietary stores.
Liquor stores......
Sporting goods stores
Book stores.............
Stationery stores
Jewelry stores
Hobby, toy, and game shops.............
Camera and photographic supply stores.
Gift, novelty, and souvenir shops.....
Luggage and leather goods stores....
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods stores
Catalog and mail-order houses..........cccccoueunee.
Automatic merchandising machine operators
Fuel dealers...
Florists...........
Optical goods stores
Miscellaneous retail StOres, N.€.C........c.cccevvrieiniiiiiiiiiiiiseene

Communications:
Wireless telecommunications
Telephone communications, except radiotelephone.
Radio broadcasting
Cable and other pay television ServiCes..........cccuovereriierennnn,

Real estate:
Operators and lessors of nonresidential buildings
Real estate agents and managers

Professional, scientific, and technical:
Advertising agencies
Legal SErviCes......ccocvvenvveneenennenn
Engineering design, analysis, and consulting services.
Architectural design, analysis, and consulting services
Accounting, auditing, and bookkeeping services

Healthcare:
Offices and clinics of doctors of medicine
Skilled and intermediate care facilities
General medical and surgical hospitals..
Psychiatric hospitals.........ccccoevenne
Specialty hospitals, except psychiatric..
Medical laboratories
Home healthcare services
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1996-97

1997-98

2.6
4.4
13

2.3

1998-99 1999-2000
01 18
11 4.2
3.4 6.3

5 14
34 4.4
5.3 16
12 17
2.6 3.0
2.2 0

22.9 12.8
12 4.8
-1 -1
81 9.8
15 2.6
29 41
51 8.3
3.9 5.8
-1.7 6.1
3 1.0
-2.8 4.5
—_ 4.7
6.9

52

5.0

—_ 1.0

“ 10.0
1.0

— -6.1
-3.0 -1.7
7.7 4.9
3.3 5.7
5.7 13
15 4.6
2.8 4.0
2.9 3.9
31 31
4.9 25
35 3.3
21 16
4.0 6.3
18 3.7

9 -.6
2.7 2.6
-.8 4.6
4.0 1.0
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2000-01

-1.2
-4.0
-2.3

13
16

25
4.2

12

2.8
5.4
2.7
2.2
31
23
3.2
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Producer Prices, 2001

Table 6. Continued—Percent change in Producer Price Indexes for the net output of selected service industries,

1996-2001
SC
code Industry 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01
Other:
4512 Air transportation, scheduled..............cccoviveniniiiiiciicne 9 25 6.7 18.6 2.0
4522 Air transportation, nonscheduled -1.6 2.6 2.0 81 11
4724 Travel agencies 15 -2.3 3 14.6 -7.8
6211 Security brokers, dealers, and investment bank companies..... - - - - -13.2
6311 Life INSUrANCE CAITIEIS....iiiiiiiieee ettt et e e - - -.3 -6 1.4
6331 Property and casualty insurance - - 11 11 3.7
7011 Hotels and motels.........ccccccvovieene 41 4.2 2.8 5.7 .8
7349 Building cleaning and maintenance services, n.e.c. 14 11 2.6 3.9 3.7
7361 Employment agencies 1.0 2.9 2.2 2.4 1.8
7363 Help supply services... 18 2.2 18 12 0
7372 Prepackaged software............... - 9 -2.4 2.4 -2.6
7513 Truck rental and leasing, without drivers 5 -.9 3 4.5 -4.2
7514 Passenger car rental, without drivers 13.7 ~1.0 3.8 2.8 -1.0

Note: Calculations are based on a 12-month change from December to December of indicated years. Dashes indicate index was not used in estimation,
n.e.c. = not elsewhere classified.

Chart 2. S&P500

Closing points Closing points

1- 1350
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4-Dec-00 2-Jan-01 1-Feb-01 1-Mar-01 2-Apr-01 1-May-01 1-Jun-01 2-Jul-01 1-Aug-01 4-Sep-01 1-Oct-01 1-Nov-01 3-Dec-01

percent during the same period. (See chart2.) Securitybro- Notes
ker fees are often based on a percentage of stock prices; thus,
decreasing share prices lead to lower commissions for secu- ) } )

. 2 0n the Internet at http://abcnews.go.com/sections/business/DailyNews/
“ty brokers. | opec000328.html

10n the Internet at http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/aer/txt/tab0607.htm
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3“U.S. Corn & Wheat Acreage Decline, While Soybean & Cotton
Rise "Agricultural Outlook, (USDA Economic Research Service, August
2001).

4 “Abundant Field Crop Supplies Expected in 2001/02,” Agricultural
Outlook, (USDA Economic Research Service, June-July 2001).

5 Ibid.

6 Feed Situation and Outlook Yearbook, (USDA Economic Research
Service, April 2001).

7 “2001 Year-End Review and Forecast,” Aerospace Industries Asso-
ciation.

8 “2001 auto sales were second highest ever,” Milwaukee Journal Sen-
tinel, January 4, 2002.

9 On the Internet at http://www.money.cnn.com/2001/04/25/news/
philipmorris/index.htm

10 On the Internet at http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/~eicb/softwood/
Archive/background-e.pdf

1 Cotton and Wool Situation and Outlook Yearbook 2001, (USDA Eco-
nomic Research Service).

2 Federal Register, November 2000.

B National Association of Realtors, “2001 A New Record, December
Existing Home Sales Strong - NAR Reports,” January 25, 2002.

U “Postal Mess,” May 15, 2001, on the Internet at http://
www.cbsnews.com/stories/2001/05/15/national/main291449.shtml
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Expenditures of single parents:
how does gender figure Iin?

Regression analysis indicates that, for the most part,
expenditure patterns are the samefor bothfamilies
headed by a single father andfamilies headed

by a single mother; among the few differencesfound
were effects due to income, marital status, and age

ver the last few decades, the proportion
of traditional two-parent families has
been declining. In 1980, married couples
headed 81 percent of all family households with
their own children under 18. By 1999, the figure
had fallen to 72 percent.1 The change was due
mostly to the growth in the number of single-par-
ent households. For example, in 1980, the married-
couple households just described numbered
slightly under 25 million. In 1999, the figure was
slightly over 25 million, a small change.2 By con-
trast, households headed by a single parent grew
fromjustunder 6.1 millionin 1980to nearly 7.8 mil-
lionin 1999.3 In total, single-parent families with
their own children under 18 accounted for 20 per-
centoffamily households in 1980 and 28 percentin
19994
One explanation for the increase in single-par-
ent families is the high divorce rate in the Nation
today. Between 1980 and 1999, the number ofdi-
vorced persons doubled, from 9.9 million to 19.7
million.5 Divorce undoubtedly has contributed
to the increasing number of single fathers in the
United States. In 1980, approximately 616,000 fam-
ily households with their own children under the
age of 18 included a father, but no mother. By
1999, the figure had risen to 1,706,000, an increase
of 177 percent.6 Similarly, over the same period,
single-mother households grew from 5.4 million
to 6.6 million, an increase of 21 percent.7 Put an-
other way, single fathers accounted for 2 percent
offamily households with their own children un-
der 18in 1980 and 5 percent in 1999. Single moth-
ers accounted for 18 percent ofthese households
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in 1980 and 23 percentin 1999.8

Child rearing is difficult even when two par-
ents are present. Yet, single mothers and single
fathers face the same tasks that married parents
do (for example, making sure that children are
clean, clothed, and fed; helping with homework;
preparing children for school; earning enough
money to pay bills; disciplining children; and
comforting them when they are upset), but with
fewer resources: not only is there no other adult to
share in the time spent with children, but in 1998
single parents received less than half the income
(%$24,530) that husband-and-wife families reported
($59,653).9 According to Douglas B. Downey,
ample literature supports the claim that children
from single-parent families are outperformed in the
classroom by their counterparts from two-parent
families. D Downey reports that a leading explana-
tion for this phenomenon is the lower economic
status of families headed by a single mother, com-
pared with the economic status oftwo-parent fami-
lies.1L However, he finds that, despite higher levels
of education and income for single fathers com-
pared with single mothers,22 children in single-fa-
ther families do no better in school than those from
single-mother families.13

Because an increasing proportion of children
in the United States reside with one parent only,
and because the economic status of single-par-
ent families remains relatively low, research on
the economic status of these families is impor-
tant, regardless of the gender of the parent. For
example, profiling the basic economic situation
of families in which parents are raising children



without a spouse can provide useful information for public
policymakers. Furthermore, understanding the income
sources, expenditure levels, budget shares, and characteris-
tics of single-parent families is useful for those who provide
financial, economic, or other counseling to families headed by
single parents. Moreover, given that the proliferation of single-
father households in the past decade was even more dramatic
than that of single-mother households, and in view ofthe fact
that single-father families grew more rapidly than either two-
parent or single-mother families in the 1980s, it is important for
family researchers to appreciate the heterogeneity among
single-parent families. 4 That is, it is useful to ascertain whether
there are important differences between consumption levels and
budget shares by single mothers and single fathers for vari-
ous categories of consumption.

Literature review

Expenditure patterns ofsingle-parentfamilies. There is a vast
literature examining single-parent families from different per-
spectives. Using the 1984-85 Consumer Expenditure Survey,
Mark Lino examined the allocation of expenditures of single-
parent households.5 His findings show that these households
spent 35 percent (the largest share) oftheir total expenditures on
housing, 20 percent on transportation, and 13 percent on food at
home. He also found that single-parent households spent 5 per-
cent of their total expenditures on entertainment, 3 percent on
health care, and 2 percent on education. In another work, Lino
analyzed the expenditures of single-parent families by marital
status and found that the total expenditures of single-parent
families maintained by a widowed parent reached $22,071, those
headed by a divorced or separated parent summed to $16,426,
and those maintained by a never-married parent amounted to
$7,741.36 In addition, he found that the shares oftotal expendi-
tures for all categories compared in the study were similar for the
divorced or separated families and the widowed families, but
were substantially different for the categories of housing, trans-
portation, and food for never-married parents.I/

In yet another article, Lino reported on factors influencing
the housing, transportation, food, and clothing expenditures
of single-parent households, also using data from the 1984-85
Consumer Expenditure Survey.B He found that household
size, automobile ownership (for transportation), and the gen-
der, age, race, education, and employment status of the single
parent were significant factors affecting expenditures. Not
surprisingly, he also found that the larger the family size, the
greater were the expenditures on transportation and food. The
following other significant socioeconomic characteristics of
single-parent households were revealed in Lino’s study: (1)
households headed by women spent 148 percent more on
clothing than did households headed by men, all else held
constant; (2) the higher the educational level of the single
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parent, the greater were the expenditures on housing, all else
held constant; and (3) whether a single-parent household re-
sided in an urban or a rural area had no significant effect on
expenditures for housing, transportation, food, or clothing.
Although Lino found that homeownership had no significant
effect on housing expenditures for single-parent households,
he also found that those who owned an automobile had trans-
portation expenditures higher than did those who did not own
an automobile, all else held constant.

Avyear later, using the 1987 Consumer Expenditure Survey,
Lino examined child-rearing expenses in single-parent fami-
lies. 9 In the database, 91 percent of single-parent households
are headed by awoman. The findings indicate that child-rear-
ing expenses increase with the age ofthe child and with family
income. Lino also found that single-parent households spent
slightly more per child than did married-couple households in
the same income group. Estimated total expenditures for the
younger child in a two-child, single-parent household ranged
from $3,800 to $5,650 per year for households in the lower
income group and from $7,830 to $10,030 per year for house-
holds in the higher income group.d For both income groups,
the largest proportion of child-related expenditures was allo-
cated to housing, while the second-largest proportion was
allocated to transportation. This was also the case within each
income group, regardless of the age ofthe child. The smallest
share was allocated to health care in each group. The other
categories Lino considered were food; clothing; and educa-
tion, child care, and other expenditures, but no clear patterns
emerged for these expenditures.2L

Comparisons ofsingle- and two-parentfamilies. Sally E.
Horton and Jeanne L. Hafstrom compared differences in con-
sumption expenditures between families headed by a single
mother (that is, families maintained by a woman withouta hus-
band present) and two-parent families, using the 1972-73 Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey.2 The authors modeled total ex-
penditures and expenditures on six consumption categories
(total food, food at home, shelter, household expenses, cloth-
ing and cleaning, and recreation and reading) as functions of
current and permanent income.2 The major focus ofthe study
was to examine whether families headed by a single mother
would change their expenditures on selected items by the
same percentage as two-parent families, given the same per-
centage increase in income for each type of family. The major
finding was that only the two families’ expenditures for shelter
differed significantly. That is, the authors estimated that mar-
ried couples would increase their expenditures for shelter by a
larger percentage (0.60 percent), given a 1-percent increase in
(current) income, than would single mothers (0.26 percent).
However, the authors also found that, for each of the two
types of family, a 1-percent increase in current income was
associated with a 1-percent increase in expenditures for recre-
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ation and reading.24 Lino’s study, which included single-par-
ent families maintained by fathers and used data from the more
recent 1984-85 Consumer Expenditure Survey,5 found that
families maintained by single fathers did not have different
expenditure patterns for housing, transportation, or food, all
else held equal, than did families maintained by single moth-
ers. However, Lino did find a significant gender difference in
expenditures for clothing. (Families headed by single mothers
spent more.)

Using the 1984-86 Consumer Expenditure Survey, Maureen
Boyle compared the spending patterns and income of single
parents and married parents.® Married parents, on average,
had more than twice as many vehicles as single parents had,
and they also had a higher rate of homeownership. Single par-
ents spent less than married parents for major expenditure cat-
egories (food, housing, transportation, and apparel), even
when “per capita” expenditures were compared. However, on
a per capita basis, single parents spent more than married par-
ents on some items, such as utilities, fuels, and public services
($545, compared with $519); babysitting and day care ($142,
compared with $106), and clothing for boys aged 2 to 15 years
($43, compared with $33). Single parents also spent less on
food away from home, entertainment, personal care, reading,
personal insurance, and pensions than did married parents.
However, single parents spent more on miscellaneous expend-
itures, which included legal fees, than did married parents. The
expenditures for education, tobacco and smoking supplies,
and cash contributions were not significantly different be-
tween single and married parents. Similarly, single parents ap-
peared to spend more per capita ($68) than did married parents
($6) on public transportation, but the difference was not statisti-
cally significant.

Mohamed Abdel-Ghany and F. N. Schwenk also examined
differences in consumption patterns of single-parent and two-
parent families for six major expenditure categories.ZZ The ma-
jor hypothesis of their study was similar to that of Horton and
Hafstrom: the consumption patterns ofsingle- and two-parent
families differ as regards major expenditure categories. How-
ever, Abdel-Ghany and Schwenk analyzed more recent data,
obtained from the 1989 Consumer Expenditure Survey. They
compared the influence of permanent income, family size, geo-
graphical region, race, gender, age, and education ofthe head
of the family on the major expenditure categories. Using the
Chow test for equality of the entire set of single-parent and
two-parent regression coefficients, they found that the five
expenditure categories of total food, food at home, household
expenses, apparel, and recreation and reading had a signifi-
cant F-statistic. This means that the consumption patterns of
the two groups with regard to those five categories were sig-
nificantly different. (Only expenditures for shelter were found
to be essentially the same.) This finding contrasts with Horton
and Hafstrom’s that only expenditures for shelter differed sig-

nificantly between the two groups. The discrepancy may lie in
the fact that Horton and Hafstrom compared one specific de-
terminant ofexpenditures (income), whereas Abdel-Ghany and
Schwenk compared models as a whole, through the Chow test.

In sum, several studies have analyzed the expenditures of
single-parent families, and a number of studies have compared
differences in consumption expenditures between families
headed by single mothers and two-parent families. Yet, de-
spite the fact that single parenting has become commonplace,
only limited scholarly attention has been paid to the expendi-
ture patterns of single fathers compared with those of single
mothers. Nevertheless, the gender of single parents may play
acritical role in a family’s expenditure patterns. Understanding
the differential expenditures between the two sexes is impor-
tant, especially given the increasing number of single-father
households. Indeed, one study suggests that using the char-
acteristics of female-headed single-parent families to repre-
sent all single-parent families is no longer possible, consider-
ing the rapid increase in the number of single-father families
during the past two decades.B

The analysis in this article

By comparing levels of expenditures and budget shares of
single-mother and single-father households, this article exam-
ines whether there are differences in household consumption
patterns based on the gender of the parent. If there are, such
differences may translate into differences in economic well-
being in single-mother and single-father households, particu-
larly for children in those households.

One reason for the aforementioned lack of attention to gen-
der-related differences is the absence of separate data on
single-mother and single-father households. This article uses
data from a nationwide survey to compare major expenditures
for the two kinds of household. The data for the survey are
collected from national probability samples of households in
theU.S. population.® Selected for study are 221 single-father
and 1,660 single-mother families.

The data. The data used in this article are from the Interview
component of the Consumer Expenditure Survey. The Inter-
view component is a panel survey designed to collect expend-
iture information from families over five consecutive quarters.
During each interview, the respondent is asked to recall the
family’s last 3 months’expenditures for most items listed in the
survey. The first interview is used for bounding purposes—
that is, to make sure that the expenditures subsequently re-
ported actually took place during the reference period. (For
example, a family that purchased a refrigerator during the 3
months prior to the first interview should report the purchase
during the first interview. If the respondent for that same fam-
ily then reports purchasing a refrigerator in the second inter-
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view, the interviewer can make sure that the respondent is not
referring to the same refrigerator reported in the first inter-
view.) The Interview component of the Consumer Expendi-
ture Survey is designed primarily to collect accurate informa-
tion on recurring (for example, rent or insurance) and “big
ticket” (for instance, automobiles or major appliances) expend-
itures, because outlays for such items tend to be remembered
for long periods. As it turns out, the Interview component
actually covers up to 95 percent of all expenditures. (The
Interview component is also the source of Consumer Expend-
iture Survey data used in the works described in the previous
section.)

The sample that is examined in this article consists of single
parents, interviewed in 1998 or 1999, who live with their own
children only. That is, no other relatives or unrelated persons
live with these individuals, so that no one (other than, per-
haps, their children) shares in or otherwise directly affects
their expenditure decisions. The parents are also between the
ages of 25 and 49, and their oldest child isunder 18years. The
parents’ age range of 25 to 49 years is used for both a theo-
retical and an empirical reason. The theoretical reason is to
narrow the focus to parents who are old enough to have es-
tablished themselves economically. That is, they are not fi-
nancially dependent on someone else strictly because oftheir
age, and they are legally old enough to obtain substantial
employment, to own or rent a home, to purchase, rent, or lease
avehicle, and to have been “ofage” for at least a few years. In
addition, although they may have children preparing for col-
lege or other events, the parents themselves are probably not
expecting major events in their own careers, such as imminent
retirement, nor are they experiencing age-related health prob-
lems that may have a great impact on their spending patterns.
The empirical reason is that the sample for men is extremely
small below age 25: during the 2 years covered in the survey,
only 11 single fathers under age 25 participated. By compari-
son, during the same period, there were 13 single fathers be-
tween the ages of 25 and 27 alone. The children’s age was
selected to ensure that the children would be financially de-
pendent on their parents.

Demographic analysis. Table 1 shows the demographic
composition of single parents in the sample selected for study.
The vast majority is female; in fact, women outnumber men in
the sample by more than 7 to 1 Obviously, women are repre-
sented in the single-parent category at a much higher rate
than they are in the general population, and males are under-
represented. But this is only one of many differences across
gender.

Despite the deliberate selection of men and women in the
same age range (25 to 49 years old), men are still 4 years older
than women, on average. They also have fewer children (1.4)
than women have (1.8), and about twice as many vehicles (2.1,
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compared with 0.9). It is interesting to note that although both
men and women own about one automobile, on average, men
have many more “other” vehicles—primarily recreational ve-
hicles (such as boats, campers, and motorcycles), but also
trucks and vans. In addition, men are more likely than women
to own at least one vehicle (91 percent, compared with 72
percent).

The circumstances of single parenthood also differ dramati-
cally by gender. Three-fourths of all single fathers have be-
come single due to divorce, compared with abit more than half
(54 percent) of single mothers. The death ofa spouse is equally
likely for both groups (6 percent) and could be a function of
age, given that both groups presumably have similar mortality
rates under age 50. Single mothers are twice as likely as single
fathers never to have been married, but still, a substantial pro-
portion ofthe fathers—nearly 1in 5—has never been married.

Race and ethnicity play an interesting role in this analysis.
Of all interviews conducted in 1998-99, 11.2 percent involve
families whose reference person is black, and 8.5 percent report
Hispanic ethnicity.3l However, in the distribution by gender
among single parents, blacks are overrepresented (30.7 percent
ofwomen and 13.1 percent—only a slight overrepresentation—
of men). In contrast, Hispanic men are underrepresented (5.4
percent), although Hispanic women also are overrepresented
(13.7 percent).

Single fathers are much more likely than single mothers to
own their homes. In fact, the numbers are almost exactly oppo-
site with regard to owning and renting: nearly two-thirds of
single fathers (64 percent) own their homes, while nearly two-
thirds of single mothers (63 percent) rent their homes. Like
income, homeownership is an important measure of economic
well-being. For example, because owners can build equity in
their property, they have greater access to loans in case of
emergency or even planned-for events, such as their children’s
education.

Income. Income is an important measure of the ability of
parents to provide basic goods and services for their children.
Table 2 shows that there are large differences in income be-
tween single fathers and single mothers, at least for complete
reporters.2

The income distribution by gender is quite different for
single mothers and single fathers. Men are underrepresented
in the two lowest quintiles, with slightly more than one-fourth
of single fathers reporting incomes placing them there. By
contrast, five-eighths of single mothers are found in that part
of the distribution. Single fathers also are about 3 times as
likely (47 percent) to appear in the highest two quintiles than
are single mothers (15 percent).

Similarly, single fathers report almost twice as much in-
come ($44,634) as do single mothers ($23,188). Also, while
single fathers report more income from employment (wages
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Dem*° 9raphic characteristics of single parents, Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey, 19913.99

Variable

Number of consumer units (sample Size)........ccccceeveeuenen.
Characteristics of consumer units:
Age of reference person..........ccceeeeiviinecicnnnns
Average number per consumer unit:

Children underage 18
Earners...
Vehicles..
Automobiles...
Other vehiclesl.

Rooms other than bedrooms
Bedrooms....
Bathrooms an
Percent distribution:
Marital status of reference person:
Divorced

Age of oldest child:
Under 6years......ccccoecveereenene
B 10 11 YEAIS..iiiciiiiieeiie ettt
12 to 17 years...

Housing relation:
Homeowner

With mortgage....
Without mortgage..

Race of reference person:
BlaCK. ...

Ethnic origin of reference person:
HISPANIC......oiiiiiii

Education of reference person:
Less than high school graduate
High school graduate....................
Attended college (did not graduate)?2 ..
College graduate

Number of earners:
No earners...
One earner...
Two or more earners

Earner composition:
Reference person only
Reference person and at least one child
Child(ren) ONlY......ccccoeieriieee e
NO BAIMEIS...eiiiiiciet e e

Occupation of reference person
Wage and salary earners....

Manager or professional..

Laborer/operator.
Self-employed.....

Notworking
Taking care of home or family
Retired, unemployed, and other not working...

Region of residence:
Northeast
Midwest..
South..

Degree of urbanization:
RUFAL.ccciiiiiii

At least one vehicle owned............ccoccoeeiiiincnnnnn

11ncludes truck or van; motorized, trailer-type, or attachable camper; motor-
cycle, motor scooter, or moped; boat, with or without motor; trailer (other than
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Single parents

/-statistic
(absolute
Men Women value)
221 1,660
39.7 35.3 10.60
24 2.8 9.77
14 1.8 9.77
12 1.0 5.80
21 9 10.78
9 .8 2.59
12 2 9.59
3.2 2.8 433
27 2.6 161
16 15 2.68
75.1 54.3
6.3 6.4
18.6 39.3
7.7 16.2
33.9 34.9
58.4 48.9
63.8 37.2
52.5 28.6
11.3 8.6
36.2 62.9
131 30.7
5.4 13.7
10.0 16.5
29.0 34.8
32.6 334
28.5 15.2
18 14.9
82.4 74.6
15.8 10.5
81.9 73.6
15.8 104
5 1.0
18 149
85.5 80.6
321 211
17.2 333
7.2 16.7
29.0 9.5
12.2 34
23 16.0
5 10.9
1.8 51
20.8 145
24.0 25.7
24.9 345
30.3 254
8.6 6.4
91.4 721

camper type); private plane; and other vehicles.
2Includes those who earned an associate-of-arts (AA) degree.



and salaries or self-employment) and savings and investment
(interest, dividend, rental, and other property income), single
mothers report much more income from assistance sources
(for example, unemployment, workers’ compensation, public
assistance, alimony, and child support). Whereas, on average,
about 1 percent of single fathers’ total income comes from
assistance sources, nearly 18 percent of single mothers’ total
income comes from these sources.

There are several factors that may explain these differ-
ences. First, as shown in table 1, although the average num-
ber ofearners is similar for single fathers (1.2) and single moth-
ers (1.0), the likelihood of having at least one earner is quite
different: less than 2 percent of consumer units headed by
single fathers have no earner, compared with 15 percent of
consumer units headed by single mothers.3 Also, families
headed by single fathers are more likely to have multiple
earners (16 percent) than are families headed by single moth-
ers (11 percent).

Second, single fathers have a higher level of educational
attainment than single mothers. About 61 percent of single
fathers have at least attended college, compared with about
49 percent of single mothers. Similarly, 1in 6 single mothers

has not graduated high school, compared with 1in 10 single
fathers. Lower levels of education may also explain lower in-
comes for single mothers.

Expenditure patterns.  Given differences in income, it is not
surprising that single fathers spend more each quarter on many
items, such as shelter and utilities, than do single mothers.
Even so, the two genders spend about the same on a large
number of items.

According to table 3, single mothers spend a little bit less,
on average, each quarter for food at home ($847) than do single
fathers ($883).34 However, this difference is not statistically
significant. Similarly, for most apparel and services, both types
of family spend about the same, on average. The lone excep-
tion is that single mothers spend significantly more ($44) for
children’s apparel than do single fathers. Expenditures for
babysitting and day care are also similar by gender, and so are
expenditures for public transportation, despite the fact that
single mothers are less likely to have avehicle than are single
fathers, as noted earlier.

Levels of expenditure are not the only important measure of
spending patterns: expenditure shares—the portion of the

Income sources of single parents, Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey, 1998-99

Single parents f-statlstic
Variable (absolute
Men Women value)
Number of consumer units (complete income reporters only)......c.ccoevveviciniennen. 177 1,347
Income distribution (percent in each quintile):
Quintile 1 7.3 31.3
QUINTIE 2 1ot 18.1 31.6
QUINLIE 3 .o 271 21.7
Quintile 4 ... 29.9 12.1
QUINLIE 5 .o 175 3.3
Income before taxes.........cocioiiicicii e $44,634 $23,188 7.36
Wages and salaries... 37,796 17,835 7.98
Self-employment 6,135 965 2.38
Interest, dividend, rental, and other property iNCOMEe........cccccevvvrverieneseene. 203 115 80
Unemployment, workers’ compensation, and veterans’ benefits....................... 104 164 1.06
Public assistance, supplemental security income, and food stamps . 87 1,499 14.86
Regular contributions for support (such as alimony and child support).............. 55 1,702 15.93
Other iNCOME....iiiieiiiiece e 254 908 4.67
Share of total income before taxes (complete reporters only, percent)................. 100.0 100.0
Wages and SAlArieS......cccuuviiieiesieiieee st 84.7 76.9
Self-employment 13.7 4.2
Interest, dividend, rental, and other property income 5 5
Unemployment, workers’ compensation, and veterans’ benefits............cccoeue. 2 7
Public assistance, supplemental security income, and food stamps. . 2 6.5
Regular contributions for support (such as alimony and child support).............. 1 7.3
OtheriNCoOMe........coooiiiii 6 3.9
Percent reporting:1
Wages and Salaries. .........ccooveireveeinieeese e 91.0 82.4
Self-employment...........ccocooviiiiiciien, 13.6 5.2
Interest, dividend, rental, and other property income.... 28.2 7.9
Unemployment, workers’ compensation, and veterans’ benefits..... 6.8 3.9
Public assistance, supplemental security income, and food stamps. . 45 29.5
Regular contributions for support (such as alimony and child support).............. 5.1 33.7
OtheriNCOME.......cciiiiicccc 6.2 113
1 Numbers add to more than 100 percent, because some families report more than one source of income.
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Expenditures of Single Parents

Average quarterly expenditures of single parents, C

Variable

Average quarterly OUtIay............cocoiiiiiciiiii
Food at home (less trips)

Shelter and ULlitieS (IESS TrHPS).cveivreririiieiee e

ApPPArel aNd SEIVICES ..ottt
Adults’ apparel (for members 16 years and older).....
Children’s apparel (for members 15 years and younger)..
FOOIWEA ...ttt
Other apparel and services.

Transportation (less trips).......
New-car or -truck purchases...
Used-car or -truck purchases.. .
Other VehiCle PUICNASES. ........ccuciiiiiicicie e

Gasoline and MOLOF Oil.....cuiiiiieie i
Other vehicle expenses (licenses, insurance, rentals, etc.)...

Public transportation (local, less trips).

Health care.......cccccovniiieiieiiinic,
Health insurance....
Medical services....
Prescription drugs.. .
MedIiCal SUPPIES ..ottt et

Entertainment and recreation...........cc.cccveviiiiiiiiicici
Local entertainment....................
Food away from home (less trips)..
Fees and admissions (less trips)......
Pets, toys, and playground equipment................
Other entertainment equipment and services (les:
REAAING......iiiiieiicce e
Trips and travel

Miscellaneous child-related eXpenditures...........coveviiieieniininece e
Personal-care products and services... .
Babysitting and day Care............ccccooeiiiiiiiiii i

Personal insurance and PENSIONS........c.cciiiiiiciieirie e
Life and other insurance
Pensions and SoCial SECUTILY........ociiieieiierire e

All ORI OULIAYS ...t
AICONOI (JESS TFIPS) ..uviveieietiiriit ettt et

Housing upkeep.....
Domestic services........
Other household expenses............
Household furnishings and equipmMent..........ccoceieiiiiiieiie s

EQUCALION. ... e e e
Tobacco and SMOoKING SUPPHES.........cceiiiiiiiiici e
Cash contributions (including alimony and child SUPPOrt).........ccccoveiiiicinins
MiISCEllANEOUS OULIAYS ..ottt

' No data reported.

average dollar allocated to a particular expenditure category—
also are important. One of the most famous applications in
economics is known today as Engel$ law. In 1857, Prussian
economist Ernst Engel found that as income increases, the
share of income allocated to food decreases. The implication
of this finding is straightforward: essentially, there are some
goods and services that all persons must consume to survive,
but the quantity needed is limited; therefore, as income in-
creases, less and less of it needs to be allocated to these items,
and more of it is available for spending on other items. Thus,
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onsumer Expenditure Interview Survey, 1998-99

Single parents f-statlstlc
(absolute
Men Women value)
$9,435 $6,074 7.18
883 847 111
2,725 2,059 3.88
295 315 74
109 103 .39
85 129 3.93
40 38 44
61 45 1.34
1,558 766 3.39
206 104 2.94
668 219 1.95
50 O
221 155 5.23
400 272 3.47
13 17 1.02
350 227 2.90
238 108 3.58
85 86 .06
19 22 .62
8 n 1.19
1,096 599 4.72
858 474 4.85
361 185 6.50
96 51 3.80
55 57 .15
322 161 2.35
24 21 1.18
238 125 1.87
191 226 112
53 65 2.16
138 161 73
920 415 8.35
70 39 3.47
850 377 7.96
1,417 620 3.44
0 23 6.10
283 248 .64
n 27 3.64
22 17 1.45
249 204 .85
98 7 .63
97 53 3.72
568 52 2.53
281 167 151

families that allocate larger portions of their income to basic
items like food have less to spend on “electives” such as
entertainment. With Engel’s law in mind, shares analysis may
give a more meaningful description offamily expenditure pat-
terns than can levels alone.

For example, as noted, families headed by single mothers
spend less for food at home than do those headed by single
fathers, although the difference is not statistically significant.
However, the share of total outlays is greater for the single-
mother families by nearly 5 percentage points.® (See table 4.)



Similarly, spending for children’s apparel by families headed
by single mothers exceeds spending by families headed by
single fathers by about 52 percent; however, the share of total
expenditures allocated to children’s apparel in single-mother
families is double (2 percent) the share spent in single-father
families (1 percent). And again, despite similar levels allocated
to babysitting and day care, families headed by single mothers
allocate nearly double the share (2.7 percent) that families
headed by single fathers allocate (1.5 percent). Finally, total
spending for shelter and utilities by single fathers accounts
for less than 3 of every 10 dollars spent, whereas shelter and
utilities accounts for 3 of every 9 dollars spent (that is, one-
third of total expenditures) by single mothers.

For goods and services that are more “discretionary” in
nature, such as recreation, the reverse obtains: shares are
closer, but expenditures by women are much smaller. For ex-
ample, single fathers allocate 9 percent of their total expendi-
tures to food away from home, compared with 8 percent by
single mothers. However, single mothers actually spend about
one-half ($185) ofthe amount that single fathers spend on this
item ($361) each quarter. And the same holds true for fees and
admissions: both groups allocate about 1 percent of their total
expenditures to these items, but the households headed by
women again spend about half ($51) of what those headed by
men spend ($96).

Methodology: regression analysis

So far, several differences in expenditure patterns have been
observed for single-father and single-mother families. But at
the same time, several demographic differences have been
observed. Perhaps more important, large differences in income
and total spending are evident. Therefore, it is impossible to
say how much ofthe difference in expenditure patterns is due
to the difference in gender ofthe single parent and how much
is due to other socioeconomic phenomena.

To help understand these relationships, regression analy-
sis is often used. In regression analysis, comparisons can be
made under “ceteris paribus” assumptions—that is, all char-
acteristics are held equal except the one under study. In this
article, then, regression analysis may help to uncover how
single fathers and single mothers might allocate their expendi-
tures, given the same total income, age, family size, and other
factors.

In what follows, several items are selected for regression
analysis. Some (for example, food at home; shelter and utili-
ties; and apparel and services) are chosen because they repre-
sent basic goods and services that any family or individual
needs to meet the essentials ofexistence. Others (for instance,
transportation; and babysitting and day care), while not nec-
essary for the preservation of life, are still goods and services
that most families with children would find difficult to forego.®
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Table 4. Expenditure shares of single parents,
Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey,
1998-99

[In percent]

Single parents

Variable
Men Women
Average quarterly outlay..............cooeveueinnen 100.0 100.0
Food at home (less trips) 9.4 139
Shelter and utilities (less trips)........c.c.e.... 28.9 33.9
Apparel and ServiCes........covvereririeieeneens 31 5.2
Adults’ apparel (for members 16 years
and older).......ocooeoininiinicii 12 17
Children’s apparel (for members
15 years and younger)..........cccoeuenee. 9 21
Footwear...........cccceevirenne 4 .6
Other apparel and services. .6 7
Transportation (less trips).... 16.5 12.6
New-car or -truck purchases.. 2.2 17
Used-car or -truck purchases . 71 3.6
Other vehicle purchases....................... 5 )
Gasoline and motor 0 il........c..ccccceeeene 2.3 2.6
Other vehicle expenses (licenses,
insurance, rentals, etc.).......cccecennen. 4.2 4.5
Public transportation (local, less trips) .. 1 3
Health care..... 3.7 3.7
Health insurance... 25 1.8
Medical services... 9 1.4
Prescription drugs. . 2 4
Medical SUpplies.......ccoveeverirveiienieniene 1 2
Entertainment and recreation..................... 11.6 9.9
Local entertainment................ . 91 7.8
Food away from home (less trips)...... 3.8 3.0
Fees and admissions (less trips)....... 1.0 .8
Pets, toys, and playground
qUIPMENL....ccviiiiiiiiieise s .6 9
Other entertainment equipment and
services (IeSs trips).....ccocvvvvviviens 34 2.7
Reading......c.cccvvrriiiieiiine e 3 3
Tripsand travel...........cocoiiiiiiiiins 25 21
Miscellaneous child-related expenditures ... 2.0 3.7
Personal-care products and services .... .6 11
Babysitting and day care..... 15 27
Personal insurance and pensions... . 9.8 6.8
Life and other insurance............cc.co...... 7 .6
Pensions and Social Security............... 9.0 6.2
All other outlays........cccoveviiinienieenicieces 15.0 10.2
Alcohol (Iess trips)......cccvviiviciiinienns 1.0 4
Housing UPKEEeP.....ccccevviriiiicieiieene 3.0 4.1
Domestic services........ . 1 4
Other household expenses............... 2 3
Household furnishings and
equipment 2.6 3.4
Education 1.0 1.3
Tobacco and smoking supplies............. 1.0 9
Cash contributions (including alimony
and child support).........c.ccceeeieciiiienne, 6.0
Miscellaneous outlays..........c.cccceeeviiienns 3.0 2.7

1No data reported.

The remaining items (food away from home; fees and admis-
sions; pets, toys, and playground equipment; and trips and
travel) may not be necessary to sustain life or the basic daily
functioning ofthe family, but they represent activities that are
important for other reasons. For example, families may occa-
sionally consume food away from home for reasons of conven-
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ience. This category includes all food purchased at restau-
rants or carryouts, regardless ofwhere it is consumed. Asingle
parent who works long hours might find it more convenient,
then, to purchase a pizza from a local establishment, rather
than coming home and cooking (and thus delaying the
children’s meal even longer). Moreover, the availability offood
away from home may allow the parent time to earn extra in-
come to help purchase other goods and services for the fam-
ily. Similarly, the other items tested are, arguably, important for
a child’s physical or mental and emotional development. For
instance, a child may learn responsibility by caring for a pet,
may obtain social skills by sharing games and toys with oth-
ers, and may get exercise from using playground equipment.
Finally, taking trips and traveling may be a means ofrelaxation
for adults, but can be opportunities for children to learn about
the world outside their neighborhoods.

In this analysis, one expenditure category that could easily
be defined as “basic” has been purposely omitted: health care.
The reason for this omission is that the results of such an
analysis are not easily interpreted. In the Consumer Expendi-
ture Survey, it is information on total out-of-pocket expendi-
tures that is collected for health care items, rather than infor-
mation on the actual amount of health care that is consumed.
That is, if a child in an “insured” family receives the same
inoculations and other treatments as a child in an “uninsured”
family, the actual amount of health care consumed is the same.
However, the insured family might report no expenditures for
health care—other than, possibly, an insurance premium—
while the uninsured family would report the amount paid to

Table 5.
1998-99

Variable

Average quarterly QULIAY..........coviriiiiiiii et
Food at NOME (IESS tFHPS)...eetiriiiieiee ettt

Shelter and utilities (less trips)
Homeowners

Apparel and services:

Adults’ apparel (for members 16 years and older)........ccccocevvevieenenieiiniennens
Children’s apparel (for members 15 years and yOUNQGEr)........coceevereeneereennens

Transportation (I€SS trPS)...c.uei it

Entertainment and recreation:
Local entertainment:

Food away from home (IESS triPS).....ccuriririeiieine et

Fees and admissions (less trips)..
Pets, toys, and playground equipme

THPS ANA EFAVEL.....eiiieie e e et

Miscellaneous child-related eXpenditures. .........ccceeivveieiieiinecic e
Babysitting and day CATe .........coiveiiiiieieri e

1The chi-square test is invalid when 100 percent of at least one group
reports the expenditure in question.

2The chi-square statistic is statistically significant at the 99-percent
confidence level. Note that chi-square values between 3.84 and 6.63 are

the health care professional administering the services. Fur-
thermore, differences in other kinds of health care expendi-
tures may not be clearly ascribable. For example, two families
may have identical health insurance policies, but one policy
may be employer sponsored and the other may not. Therefore,
the health care expenditure for the employer-assisted family
will be lower than that for the unassisted family. In addition,
some facts about the policy are not clear. For instance, infor-
mation on the number of persons covered by the policy is
collected in the survey, but information on the identity ofeach
person covered is not. Thus, if one person in a single-parent
family is covered by health insurance, it is not clear whether it
is the parent or a child who is covered. Even if two or more
persons are covered by different policies, it is possible that
the policies all cover the same person. Because of these is-
sues, a thorough examination of health care expenditures is
beyond the scope of this article.

In what follows, two types of regression analysis are per-
formed. The method ofordinary least squares is used to ana-
lyze all ofthe selected expenditure categories. That way, the
basic relationships mentioned earlier (such as the relationship
of expenditure to income) can be examined. The method of
ordinary least squares works well enough for expenditures
that are universally purchased, such as food at home or shel-
ter and utilities. However, for other items, far less than 100
percent of families report the expenditure. (See table 5.) This
can be for several reasons. For example, some items, such as
clothing, are reasonably durable, and it may be that the family
did not need to purchase those items during the previous 3

Percent of single parents reporting selected expenditure categories, Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey,

Single parents

Men Women Chl-square
100.0 100.0 0)
100.0 99.6 0
100.0 100.0 @)
100.0 99.4 0)

54.3 58.0 1.07

50.2 67.9 27.05

96.4 89.9 .72

91.4 817 212.95

66.5 47.8 27.41

43.4 44.0 .02

36.7 25.2 213.01

20.4 29.9 B.72

significant at the 95-percent confidence level. By coincidence, for this set
of data, all chi-square statistics are significant either at the 99-percent level
or not at all.
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months. Other items, such as fees and admissions or food
away from home, may be infrequently purchased due to the
tastes and preferences of the family itself or because the
family’sincome may be too low (temporarily or permanently)
to afford those items on any but the rarest occasions. What-
ever the reason, for several items, logistic regression, or “logit”
is used to predict the probability of their purchase. The logit
results are then used to weight the ordinary-least-squares re-
sults so that a more accurate picture of the family’s spending
patterns develops. Ifthe aim is truly to measure the expected
outcome for the average family, one needs to take into account
the fact that the average family has a less-than-100-percent
chance of purchasing several items, as well as the possibility
that probability is influenced by demographics, just as the
level ofexpenditure (once a decision is made to purchase some-
thing) may be so influenced. The resulting process is essen-
tially a modified version ofthe Cragg model. (See Appendix A for
more information on the methodology.) The expenditure category
of shelter and utilities offers a special case. Homeowners are
expected, a priori, to have different expenditures than renters
have for shelter and utilities, even if the dwelling is the same
size and at the same location. However, each group is expected
to have some expenditure for this item. In this case, logit analy-
sis is also used to predict the probability of renting the home.
Then the method of ordinary least squares is employed in
separate models for owners and renters, and the results are
analyzed, comparing single mothers who own with single fa-
thers who own and, similarly, single mothers who rent with
single fathers who rent.

In addition, ordinaiy-least-squares regressions can be affected
by problems such as heteroscedasticity, a condition in which the
error produced in the regression is not random for the dependent
variable, so that the observed values will not vary consistently
around the regression line. One case in which heteroscedasticity
appears is when the dependent variable is not normally distrib-
uted. However, ifthe underlying distribution is known, it is pos-
sible to convert the variable to something that is—or at least that
approaches being—normally distributed. For example, ifthe data
are lognormally distributed, then regressing the logarithm ofthe
dependent variable on various characteristics should result in
unbiased ordinary-least-squares estimators.3 In the analysis to
be presented here, a program was run to find the appropriate
Box-Cox transformation ofthe data. The results showed that in
all cases, the fourth root was an appropriate transformation of
the data. (That is, before any regression was carried out, the
square root of the square root of each dependent data point was
obtained; then, that fourth root was subsequently used in the
regression.)

The Box-Cox transformation is also used for total quarterly
outlays, which are employed as a proxy for permanent income
in this study. “Permanent” income is used in the regressions
instead of current (that is, annual pretax) income because, ac-

cording to the “permanent-income hypothesis,” expenditures
are usually made with expectations of future earnings in
mind.3 In the present situation, the distinction is particularly
interesting, because, as shown in table 2, the sources of in-
come acquired by the two groups under study are quite dif-
ferent and may lead to very different expectations of future
income. Other factors, such as homeownership, might also
influence expectations in different ways, even if current in-
comes (and sources) are identical. (See the earlier section, “De-
mographic analysis,” for some examples.) According to the
permanent-income hypothesis, total outlays reflect rational de-
cisions based on levels of wealth (rather than income alone)
that are available to the consumer unit; therefore, such out-
lays serve as a better indicator of the consumer unit’s tastes
and preferences for particular goods and services than does
income.

Most of the logit regressions contain identical independent
variables, most of which are binary. These variables are used
to estimate the relationship between the probability of pur-
chasing a given item and various characteristics, including the
age ofthe reference person® (35 to 44 years or 45 to 49 years);
the reference person’s marital status (widowed or never mar-
ried); the number of children ofthe reference person (two chil-
dren or three or more children); the age of the oldest child
(under 6 years or 12 to 17 years); homeownership (homeowner
with mortgage, homeowner without mortgage, or omitted from
the regression for which the probability of renting is estimated);
race ofthe reference person (black); ethnic origin ofthe refer-
ence person (Hispanic); educational attainment of the refer-
ence person (less than high school graduate, attended col-
lege, or college graduate); number and composition ofearners
(one child or children only earn, or reference person and at
least one child earn); occupational status of the reference per-
son (self-employed, taking care of home or family and so not
working, or not working for some other reason); region of resi-
dence (Northeast, Midwest, or West); degree of urbanization
of residence (family lives in a rural area); and gender of the
reference person (male). (For an explanation of omitted cat-
egories in the preceding list, see “Control group,” later in this
section.) There is one continuous variable, as noted earlier:
the fourth root of total outlays, used as a proxy for permanent
income. Also included is an interaction term created by multi-
plying the binary variable “male” by the permanent-income
proxy. This interaction term allows the probability of purchase
ofan item to change with income at a different rate for men and
women. Ifthe coefficient ofthe interaction term is statistically
significant, then there is a difference in the income effect for
single fathers compared with single mothers.

The same variables also are used in the ordinary-least-squares
regressions. However, a few other variables are added. Some of
these variables are model specific. For example, in the transpor-
tation model, a binary variable is added indicating that the con-
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sumer unit owns no vehicles. Obviously, this would affect trans-
portation expenditures by cutting costs, for example, for gaso-
line and driver’s licenses, and possibly raising costs for public
transportation, automobile rentals, and other, similar expenses.
However, it is not clear a priori whether owning no vehicles would
directly affect other expenditures. Similarly, in the model for shel-
ter and utilities for homeowners, a binary variable is included
indicating that the family owns its home with no mortgage. The
shelter and utilities model also has variables that account for the
size ofthe dwelling (total number of rooms and total number of
bathrooms or halfbaths). Both expenditures for mortgages and
expenditures for rents are expected to increase with the number
and size ofthe rooms, as are expenditures for utilities, because,
presumably, more fuel and electricity are required to manage a
larger dwelling. (There is more ofa need for temperature control,
more space to vacuum, etc.). Some variables are excluded from
specific models. For example, the binary variable for “renter” is
removed from all shelter and utility ordinary-least-squares re-
gressions, because, by definition, the value of that variable
would be 0 for all families in the homeowner model and 1for all
familiesin the renter model. Similarly, the variable for homeowners
with mortgage is excluded from both shelter and utilities regres-
sions, as is the variable for homeowners with no mortgage from
the renters-only model. Also, as it turns out, all families who
reported trips and travel had a working reference person. There-
fore, the binaiy variable indicating that only children work in the
family is excluded from the associated regression. Finally, two
sets of interaction terms are added to each of the models: male
and marital status (widowers or bachelors); and male and age
(men 35 to 44 years old or men 45 to 49 years old).

The selection of these variables was based on a combination
ofintuition and empiricism. First, variables were selected for gen-
eral control ofvariance. For example, a priori, one can assume
that characteristics such as the age of the reference person af-
fect the tastes and preferences ofthe family decisionmaker. (This
is because, presumably, the reference person is the family
decisionmaker as far as expenditures are concerned.) And simi-
larly, the location of the consumer unit (for example, the geo-
graphical region ofthe residence and the degree ofurbanization
ofthe surrounding area) may affect prices or the availability of
goods and services, in which case they will also affect the prob-
ability of purchasing an item, as well as expenditure levels. At
first, all binary variables were interacted with “male” to test
whether any ofthem mightbe differently related to the expendi-
tures of single fathers compared with single mothers (for ex-
ample, to test whether single fathers in the Northeast spend
money differently from single mothers in the Northeast). How-
ever, the coefficients for the interaction terms were rarely statis-
tically significant, so, to reduce potential problems from
multicollinearity or overspecification, these variables were
dropped from the models. In the logit models, only the binaiy
variable “male” and the male-income interaction term were re-
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tained (the former to control for “general” differences by gen-
der, the latter, as noted, to test whether single fathers and
single mothers respond differently to changes in permanent
income). In the ordinary-least-squares model, the interactions
for marital status, age, and number of children were retained
because these variables had at least one statistically signifi-
cant coefficient in several models. That is, in one model, only
age 35 to 44 might have a statistically significant coefficient,
and in another model, only age 45 and older might, but clearly,
in either case age was an important factor.

Control group.  As noted earlier, in order to make compari-
sons, it is important for “ceteris paribus” to hold; that is, “all
other things” mustbe “held equal.” Therefore, a control group is
defined for the purposes of analysis. In this article, the control
group consists of single mothers who are between 25 and 35
years old; are divorced; rent their homes; are neither black nor
Hispanic; are high school graduates; are the sole earner in their
consumer unit; work for a wage or salary; live in the urban South;
own at least one vehicle; have average permanent income; and
have an only child between 6 and 11years old. These families are
compared with single fathers with the same characteristics. In
both cases, as regards shelter and utilities, renters are assumed
to five in a dwelling containing five rooms (including bedrooms)
and one bathroom, while owners are assumed to have a mort-
gage and live in a home with six rooms and two bathrooms ifthe
household is headed by a woman and seven rooms and two
bathrooms if the household is headed by a man.

Note that single fathers have a much larger permanent in-
come, on average ($9,435), than single mothers have ($6,074)
and that, for owners, the number of rooms differs by gender.
This actually violates the ceterisparibus condition, in that it is
not clear how much ofthe differences that are observed are due
purely to gender and how much are due to differences in perma-
nent income or the size ofthe dwelling. Indeed, these differences
may be due to some of the underlying characteristics discussed
earlier. (Forexample, on average, single fathers have higher lev-
els of education than single mothers have, but perhaps those
with identical education have the same permanent income.)
Nonetheless, the results ofthe analysis are found with the use of
these differences so that the “typical” family headed by a single
father can be compared with the “typical” family headed by a
single mother. Even though there may actually be no family with
exactly the characteristics of the “typical” family, many may at
least be close. (For the reader who is interested in pure ceteris
paribus comparisons, such results are presented in tables B -1
and B-2 of Appendix B.)

Analysis of results

Probability ofpurchase. In examining the probability that a
certain item will be purchased, one readily finds that there is
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little difference between single fathers, on the one hand, and
single mothers, on the other, with respect to the goods studied
in this article. Some purchases may appear to be substantially
different; for example, single fathers are predicted to be fairly
likely to purchase fees and admissions (62-percent probability
ofdoing so), while single mothers are predicted to have nearly
even odds of purchase (53 percent). (See table 6.) Still, despite
the 9-point difference in these probabilities, neither the binary
variable “male” nor the interaction with permanent income has
a statistically significant coefficient.4 In other words, there is
no “underlying” difference between single fathers and single
mothers that causes a change in the probability of their pur-
chasing an item, nor does a change in income affect their like-
lihoods of purchasing the item in any different way. In fact, in
only one case examined is the difference in probability ofpur-
chase based on any statistically significant coefficients: for
apparel and services for children, the male-permanent income
interaction variable is statistically significant at the 95-percent
confidence level. The results of the analysis show that single
mothers are much more likely (63 percent) to have purchased
apparel and services for children in the 3 months prior to the
survey than are single fathers (48 percent).

Another set of logit results warrants analysis: probability of
homeownership. As mentioned earlier, homeownership has
implications for the economic well-being ofthe consumer unit.
The regression results predict the probability ofbeing a renter.

Several factors influence this probability for single parents.
For example, the older the reference person is, the less likely
the family is to rent.4 This is probably because older parents
have had the time to save for a downpayment on a home, to
obtain (and maintain) secure employment, and other factors.
They may also earn more income than their younger counter-
parts, but this condition is controlled for in the regression

Probabilities of purchase

Single parents

Variable

Men Women
Permanent income (quarterly outlays)..... $9,435 $6,074

Probability of purchase (percent):
Apparel and services (adults).............. 47.1 55.9
Apparel and services (children)............ 47.6 '63.2
Transportation (I€Ss trips)......c.ccceevnnene 98.8 99.0
Food away from home (less trips)........ 98.3 95.2
Fees and admissions (less trips)......... 62.5 52.8
Pets, toys, and playground equipment.. 46.5 50.3
Tripsand travel........ccveiviiiiieenicneens 37.1 31.0
Babysitting and day care...........c......... 28.3 36.2

1 Male-income interaction coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-
percent confidence level.
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analysis. By contrast, having a large family substantially in-
creases the probability of renting. For single fathers, the odds
rise from about even (51 percent) for those with small families
to probable (61 percent) for those with large families; for single
mothers, the probability rises from 2 out of 3 (67 percent) for
those with small families to 3 out of 4 (75 percent) for those
with large families. These results are calculated for families
that are identical to the control group, but that have at least
three children. This is again probably a “savings” effect, al-
though the data do not include information on how long the
existing family structure has prevailed. Still, the presence of
two (or more) additional children presumably adds to a family’s
expenditures, but not to its income.

Marital status also plays an important role. Single-parent wid-
ows and widowers are less likely to rent than divorcees, but
those who have never been married are more likely to rent. This
may be because in the first case, when there was a spouse present,
the family decided to purchase a home. In the event ofthe death
ofthe spouse, the family would presumably still live in the home
(or purchase another, rather than permanently renting). How-
ever, those who were never married would not have had the
potential for receiving extra income, for example, to help improve
the chances that their request for a loan would be approved.

Education is also related to homeownership. For instance,
college graduates are much less likely than others to rent their
homes, and although the coefficient for those who did not
graduate from college is not statistically significant, the coef-
ficient for those who did not graduate from high school is
large (about one-half the size of the three-or-more children
coefficient, which has already been shown to have a profound
effect on the probability of renting), and the coefficient for
those who have had some college is fairly small, indicating
little difference in the probability of renting (even if it were
statistically significant). Assuming that the income of a hypo-
thetical college graduate is the same as that ofa nongraduate,
it may be that the college graduate is more aware than the
nongraduate is of issues such as tax benefits and the accumu-
lation of assets that accrues to homeowners.

In addition, there is strong evidence pointing toward under-
lying differences between single fathers and single mothers in
respect of the decision to own a home. Both the binary vari-
able “male” and the male-permanent income interaction have
statistically significant coefficients, albeit of opposite sign.
The coefficient on “male” is negative, indicating that something
inherent in single fathers makes them less likely to rent than
single mothers. However, the male-income interaction effect
is positive. When summed with the permanent-income “main
effect” (that is, the coefficient on permanent income before
any interaction has been performed), the income effect for men
is found to be negative, but not statistically significantly differ-
ent from zero, according to a chi-square test. This means that
while there is a strong (negative) income effect for women
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regarding the probability ofrenting, the income effect for men
may be negligible. To phrase it more simply, the data suggest
that the probability of renting declines for single mothers as
their income increases, and while the probability of renting
also declines with income for single fathers, it does so at a
lesser rate; in fact, for single fathers, the choice to own a home
may be independent of their level of income. Put yet another
way, because the coefficient of “male” is negative and signifi-
cant, single fathers with low levels ofincome will have a lower
probability of renting than will single mothers with the same
income. However, because single mothers have a stronger
(negative) income effect, eventually they will have a lower
probability of renting than will single fathers with similar in-
comes. Given this finding, it is not surprising that ifthe “typi-
cal” single father and single mother are compared (that is, the
fathers have higher permanent income ($9,435 versus $6,074,
quarterly), but the other characteristics are held to be the same),
the mothers have a much greater probability of renting, as
noted earlier (67 percent, compared with 51 percent). However,
it turns out that the probability functions cross at the level of
permanent income associated with “typical” single-father
families. That is, for single mothers with the same permanent
income as “typical” single fathers ($9,435), the probability of

Chart 1

renting is, coincidentally, identical across the two genders.
Nevertheless, if the men are compared with the women by
reducing the men’s family income so that it is equal to the
women’s family income ($6,074), then the men are still sub-
stantially less likely (55 percent) to rent than the women (67
percent). (See Appendix B, table B-3.) The two probability
functions are shown in chart 1

Ordinary-least-squares results.  Unlike the logit results, in
which only one expenditure examined (apparel and services
for children) was found to have a statistically significant dif-
ference for single fathers and single mothers, several items
exhibit such differences when the predicted expenditures are
examined.2 One-third ofthe expenditure categories examined
with the logit regression (food at home; apparel and services
for adults; and pets, toys, and playground equipment) show
statistically significant differences across genders in both the
intercept and the income effect. For food away from home, the
coefficient “male,” but not the male-income interaction coeffi-
cient, is statistically significant. Further, when the separate
housing regressions are examined, it turns out that expendi-
tures for shelter and utilities do not differ by gender for own-
ers, but do differ for renters. In each of these cases, including

Predicted probability of renting, by income, single fathers and single mothers

Permanent income (quarterly data)
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shelter and utilities for renters, the income effect is smaller for | Predicted expenditures, marginal propensities to

men than for women. consume (mpc’s), and elasticities of “typical”
Despite the smaller income effect, single fathers are pre- single parents

dicted to spend more than single mothers for all expenditures

with a statistically significant difference in the income effect, Variable Men Women

except for rent. (The resulting expenditure for shelter and utili-

ties is substantially smaller for single fathers, who are pre-

. . Permanent INCOME (1) ...ocvevveveieveeeveeereeeinees $9,435 $6,074
dicted to spend more than two-thirds—69 percent—as much @

Food at home:

as single mothers for that item.) Probability, Prcent (P ) .....oo...ooevevveerrreerens 100.0 100.0
P e 0 0

. . . R0 T 23826 23649
Marginal propensity to consume (MPC) and elasticity. Two RIS 2 T .0237 .0405
important measures of tastes and preferences are the mar- MPC =P E(Y) +PE' (V) srveeoreeererreirrreennn. 024 041
ginal propensity to consume (mpc) and the income elasticity Elasticity = MPC X (I/E (Y)).crrvreeerrrereennnn 27 38

of a particular good or service. The mpc describes how ex-  Apparel and services (adults):
penditures would change if a consumer unit’s permanent in- P s 222805 4.09E-05

: . ‘s : E (Y ) ttereeeeereneteneeseesesees e seeeetenes e e esenenes 12514 12413
come were to increase by 1_do||ar, elastlmt.y describes hc_)w R0 PO 0216 .0500
expenditures v_vould change ifa consumer unit’s permanentin-  ypcopr (W +pe (V) oo 02 045
come were to increase by 1percents These quantities can be Elasticity = MPC X (VE (Y)) oo 20 66
more enlightening when one examines observed or predicted  apparel and services (children):
expenditure patterns, rather than actual levels of expenditures. Probability, percent (P).........ccoocoovuiinenns 27.6 %3.2
: L - P 9.80E-06 3.25E-05
The actual expenditure for a given item may differ by gender s101 sou
R . . E(Y)....
because of differences in income or other factors, as noted. E('Y)) .......................................................... .0073 .0120
Indeed, even the predicted expenditure for the item may differ MPC = P'E(V) + PE'(V) wooorooereeresesrsren 004 011
by gender because of differences in income, at least in the Elasticity = MPC X(//E(V))-evveeerrrrrrrrereennes 42 69
tables examined here, for reasons described earlier. (However,  Transportation (less trips):

H H H i i H Probability, percent (P)......cccocvviiinnne 98.8 99.0
t_he predicted expe_ndltures, given true ceteris parlbus_condl b T 70E06 L 27E.06
tions, are shown in Appendix B.) But the mpc and income $1.602 788
elasticity measure how important a good is to consumers by 1873 1437
showing how much more they would purchase if given the MPC= P E(Y) + P E'(Y) wrreeeererrersneenneens 188 143
means to do so. ElastiCity = MPC X(//E( Y v.vvvvvvvvvrvereernnnnns 111 110

In the case of unlvers_a_ll_y p_urch_ased _goods (that is, fqod at g away from home (less trips):
home and shelter and utilities in this article), the calculation of Probability, Percent (P ) .........cccoueeeeeereeeees 98.3 95.2
the mpc and income elasticity is straightforward. However, for Pl 4.358-06 1.488-05
goods and services that are less frequently purchased, the prob-  £{y)rrere T e 810
ability of p.u.rchase must be t.aken into account in calculating MPC = P* E(Y) + PE* (V) oo 057 057
these qyantltle_s._ (See Appendix A for details in both cases.) The Elasticity = MPC X(/E (V). 44 6l
reason is that it |s_reasonab_le to assume thgt whether anexpend-  pees and admissions (less tips):
iture takes place is a function of income, just as how much the Probability, PErcent (P) ...........ocewvveernernens 62.5 52.8
; . . . P 2.05E-05 4.78E-05
purchase isforisa function of income. Therefore, the expected
. . E(Y).... $389 $216
expenditure for a member ofthe control group is equal to the " (Y ) e 0202 0246
actual expenditure (if a purchase is made), weighted by the  ypc=pE(Y) + PE(Y) v o021 023
probability of incurring the expenditure. Accordingly, the  cigicity = MPC X(/E(VO) 50 6
tables showing mpc and elasticity calculations also show the  pgs toys, and playground equipment
predicted probability of purchase (which equals 100 percent (less trips):
in th funi I dit Probability, percent (P ).....cccccoverieenvrnenne. 46.5 50.3
in the case of universal expenditures). P e 1.17E-05 2.64E-05
_ For most expenditures with statistic_ally significant_ income L0 2 T 14524 128405
differences by genderY the m pc’sare fa|r|y Sma", ranging from E (Y ) e .0033 .0388
0.4 cent per additional dollar (for apparel and services for chil- MPC=P' E(V) +PE" (V) woovvvveerrs .008 .030
dren, purchased by single fathers) to 4.5 cents per additional Elasticity = MPC x (//E(V)). 14 45
dollar (for apparel and services for adults, purchased by single ~ Trips and travel:

. . R Probability, percent (P)......ccccoovveivninnnene 37.1 31.0
mothers). (See table 7.) The exception is shelter and utilities " " 0T 178E-05  3.88E-05
for renters, for which, for single fathers, the mpc is 4.6 cents
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Expenditures of Single Parents

Table 7. Continued—Predicted expenditures, marginal
propensities to consume (mpc’s), and elasticities
of “typical” single parents

Variable Men Women
E(Y)... $933 $619
E'(Y). 0979 .0903
MPC=PE(Y) + PP(V) oo .053 .052
Elasticity = MPC X (I1E (Y )).ceveervererrieneens 54 51

Babysitting and day care:

Probability, percent (P)......ccccccovvrerennne. 28.3 36.2
P e 1.16E-05 3.91 E-05
E (Y ) teetieereieerieereeeseeeeteestee e eenesvaesaee e eneanes $273 $365
E (Y ) tereerrreeireeesteeeiieesreesaeeeneesabeennesnraeenns .0110 .0465
MPC =P E(Y) + PE'(Y) ooreeeereeeeereererens .006 031
Elasticity - MPC X (I/E (Y))eoererereerinnnns .22 .52

Shelter and utilities (owners, with

mortgage):3
Probability, percent (P).......cccccovvvininennns 100.0 100.0
P s 0 0
[0 2 J TS $2,589 $2,258
' .1513 .2005
151 .201
.55 54
Shelter and utilities (renters):3

Probability, percent (P)......cccoceveviennnnnn. 100.0 100.0
P ... 0 0
E(Y). 121,248 161,807
E LY ) tteitie it ettt sttt .0458 .2394
MPC - P'E(Y) + PE'(Y) worreeeereeseresrnean 046 239
Elasticity - MPC X (I/E (Y ))eerveererrerreninens .35 .80

1Binary variable used to calculate this value tor men is statistically signifi-
cant at the 95-percent confidence level.

2Men’s income effect used to calculate this value is statistically signifi-
cantly different from the women's income effect at the 95-percent confidence

level.

3mpc’s and elasticities for homeowners are calculated assuming that single
fathers have seven rooms and two bathrooms or half baths and that single
mothers have six rooms and two bathrooms or half baths. For renters, both
types of parents are assumed to have six rooms and one bathroom or half
bath.

Note: Values are calculated from detailed regression coefficients, with
results rounded for presentation.

per additional dollar. For single mothers, the mpc is 23.9 cents
per additional dollar. In this example, the gap between the
elasticities of single mothers and single fathers is also large:
single fathers have an elasticity of 0.35, compared with 0.80
for single mothers. When single mothers are assumed to have
the same level of permanent income as single fathers, the
estimated elasticity for those ofthe mothers who rent actually
increases slightly, to 0.82. For homeowners, the parameter
estimate of income for single fathers is not significantly dif-
ferent from that for single mothers. For both genders, the
estimated income elasticity is in the middle 0.50’s. This sug-
gests that both single fathers and single mothers who own

homes are more similar to each other with respect to housing
decisions than they are to renters of the same gender. (That
is, single fathers who are homeowners are different from single
fathers who are renters, and single mothers who are home-
owners are different from single mothers who are renters.) At
the same time, single-parent renters differ substantially by
gender in their expenditures.

The expenditure category with the largest income elasticity
is transportation. For both single fathers and single mothers,
the elasticity is about 1.1. This may at first be surprising, be-
cause other categories, such as trips and travel, with which
one might associate high elasticities a priori have elasticities
less than unity. In the terminology of economists, transporta-
tion is a “luxury” good, while trips and travel constitute a
“necessity” good.# However, one must recall that the elastic-
ity measured in this article is total elasticity; that is, it is not
just the elasticity for persons who purchase the good, but
rather, it is the elasticity for all consumers, whether they pur-
chase or not, weighted by their probability of purchase. So as
income rises, the increase affects purchases both indirectly
(through a consumer unit’s probability of purchase) and di-
rectly (through affordability for those who do purchase). Note
that for both single fathers and single mothers, the mpc for
trips and travel for purchasers only is estimated to be about
double (10 cents for men and 9 cents for women) what it is for
the overall group (about 5 cents each). Thus, for purchasers,
the income elasticity for trips and travel would be about double
what it is for the overall group, making it larger than unity (that
is, a “luxury good”) for both single mothers and single fathers.

Finally, one should not confuse the significance of the dif-
ference of the income effect with the significance of the in-
come effect in general. Ifthere is no significant difference in
the income effect, it just means that there is no evidence to
support the hypothesis that single fathers and single mothers
have different mpc’s, given the same level of income. How-
ever, it does not mean that the income effect is nonexistent for
the good in question. To use a specific example, transporta-
tion shows no difference in the income effect across gender
when either probabilities or expenditures are predicted. How-
ever, the mpc— 19 cents for single fathers and 14 cents for
single mothers—is significantly different from O cents. That s,
given extra income, expenditures for transportation will in-
crease for both genders, but not by a very different amount,
ceteris paribus.

This article has examined expenditure patterns for
single parents. To aid in the analysis presented, demographics
were compared first, followed by expenditure levels and ex-
penditure shares. Although many differences in the expend-
itures of single fathers and single mothers were found, they
could be due to differences in demographic characteristics—
especially income. To obtain more precise comparisons, two
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forms of regression analysis were performed: logistic (logit)
regression, to estimate the probability of reporting certain
items, and ordinary-least-squares regression, to estimate the
marginal propensity to consume, income elasticity, and similar
relationships of expenditure to various characteristics.

The logit regressions showed that, although some of the
characteristics that were examined definitely account for dif-
ferences within gender groups, there were not many differ-
ences across gender for single parents. That is, characteristics
such as family size affect the probabilities of purchasing vari-
ous goods and services equally for both families headed by
single fathers and families headed by single mothers. How-
ever, some differences were found in the ordinary-least-
squares analysis. For example, the income effect was frequently
significantly different by gender, but the effects of marital sta-
tus and age were also different in some models. In using ordi-
nary-least-squares results to calculate some factors of inter-
est, such as marginal propensities to consume and income
elasticities, it was noted that some ofthe differences that were
found may again be due to differences in income assumed to
hold for the “typical” male-headed and female-headed single-
parent family. However, table B-2 of Appendix B shows that
even if single mothers are assumed to have the same income
as single fathers, they would not substantially change the
proportion of total income allocated to most goods and serv-
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“food at home on trips” may sound self-contradictory, but in the Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey the “at home” designation refers to the type of
business from which the food was purchased; that is, it distinguishes pur-
chases at restaurants and carryouts from purchases at supermarkets or
similar establishments. Expenditures for “shelter and utilities on trips”
refer to hotel or motel payments or payments for vacation homes. The
other “on trips” expenditure categories are straightforward.

3P In the standard bis publications of Consumer Expenditure Survey

data, certain items, such as mortgage principal payments, are not in-
cluded as expenditures. This is due to a technical definition whereby
principal payments are considered an investment in housing rather than
a payment for the consumption of housing services. (According to
Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1996-97 [pp. 250-51], “Mortgage prin-
cipal repayments are payments of loans and are shown in Other finan-
cial information.”) In contrast, the mortgage interest payment is con-
sidered an expenditure, because it is the price one pays for the ability to
“invest” in the housing. Similarly, when vehicles are purchased, it is the
total price of the vehicle, less its trade-in value, that is recorded in the
survey results, rather than the amount of monthly payments made. In
the standard published tables, this makes sense, because, on average,
those who purchase a vehicle during the reference period will have a
large expenditure recorded, while those who already own a car, but make
payments on it, will have only the interest payments reported. There-
fore, on average, recent purchasers’ expenditures for new cars will bal-
ance out with payments made by those currently financing vehicles.
However, in examining individual families, a large expenditure is shown
for any family that purchases a new automobile, and a small expenditure
is shown for any that make payments each month. In this study, the
actual amount that leaves the family’s hands, including payments for
mortgages and regular payments for vehicles, is analyzed. Only “true”
payments for assets or liabilities (such as investments in stocks and
bonds) are omitted from the analysis. Technically, this is called a “total
outlays” approach; however, for convenience, the terms “outlays” and
“expenditures” will be used interchangeably throughout the article.

P Even a parent who does not leave home frequently may still
occasionally have to hire a babysitter or day-care provider for an emer-
gency or to enable him- or herself to hold a job.

3 Sometimes, authors use a “double log” specification, in which case
the dependent variable and a selected independent variable (frequently
income in expenditure studies) are converted to logarithmic form be-
fore the regression is carried out. For example, Horton and Hafstrom
use such a form. The “double log” specification has a dual advantage: in
addition to reducing heteroscedasticity, it allows the coefficient on the
transformed independent variable to be interpreted as a measure of
elasticity. In other words, if the natural logarithm of expenditure X is
regressed on the natural logarithm of income, and the income coeffi-
cient is 2.0, then, if the coefficient is statistically significant, the ana-
lyst can validly infer that a 1-percent increase in income is associated
with a 2-percent increase in X.

B See Milton Friedman, A Theory of the Consumption Function
(Princeton, nj, Princeton University Press, 1957).

P The reference person is the first person identified when the re-
spondent is asked who is responsible for owning or renting the home. In
this article, the reference person is assumed to be the parent in all cases.

4 See additional table, “Expenditure logit results,” on the Internet at
http://www.bls.gov/cex/csxart.htm

4 See additional table, “Housing tenure logit parameter estimates,”
on the Internet at http://www.bls.gov/cex/csxart.htm

&L See additional table, “Ordinary-least-squares results,” on the
Internet at http://www.bls.gov/cex/csxart.htm

B Horton and Hafstrom’s findings in “Income Elasticities for Se-
lected Consumption Categories” are examples of income elasticities.
Their finding that a 1-percent increase in income yields a 0.59-percent
increase in expenditures for shelter for married couples can be more
simply stated by saying that, for married couples, the income elasticity
for shelter is 0.59. Similarly, Horton and Hafstrom find that the income
elasticity for single mothers is 0.25.

%4 Goods with an income elasticity of exactly unity are known as
“unitary elastic.” (For example, Horton and Hafstrom found income
elasticities for recreation and reading to be unitary elastic.) Goods with
elasticities greater than unity are “luxuries,” because the increase in
spending is disproportionately large compared with the increase in in-
come. Goods with positive elasticities less than unity are “necessities,”
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because the increase in expenditure is disproportionately small. All goods
with positive elasticities are considered “normal” goods, because their
expenditures increase with income. There are some goods for which the
income elasticity is negative—the so-called inferior goods, because their
expenditure actually decreases as income increases. An example is used

Appendix A: Methods of analysis

Box-Cox transformations. Expenditure data are not often normally
distributed, a situation that can cause bias in regression results.1
However, expenditure data can be transformed so that they are
approximately normally distributed. One method that has been used
is the Box-Cox transformation.2Perhaps the most frequently cited
version is

Y* = (YX- 1)/A,
where

Y* is the transformed version of the variable, Y denotes
expenditures for a specific good or service (for example, food at
home or apparel),

and

A is a parameter used to normalize the data.

This version of the equation is most useful in demonstrating two
special cases for the value of X. That is, if X is unity, then no
transformation of the independent variable is necessary. (The net
result is that Y* equals 7 -1, and subtracting a constant from each
observation of 7 will not affect the distribution.) In contrast, if X
approaches zero, then 7* is approximately equal to the natural
logarithm of 7.

Although this specification is useful for deriving the value of 7*
when X approaches zero, it does not yield an intuitive interpretation
when X takes on any other value.3However, in their original article,4
Box and Cox point out that the equation can be simplified to

y* = Yk

This leads to a simple interpretation of both X and the equation as
awhole. In the text of the current study, X is found to be Vv* in-
dicating that the transformed variable is then simply the fourth
rootof 7.

The obvious question raised is how the value of X is found.
Conventionally, this is done by trial and error. Several values for
X are used, and whichever yields the model with the lowest mean
square error is the selected value. However, the method is
extremely time consuming and is seen to be nearly impossible
when one takes into account the fact that two variables
(expenditures and permanent income) are being transformed over
several models. In the text, X is estimated through a maximum-
likelihood procedure used by Scott and Rope in their study of
Consumer Expenditure Survey data.5

Regression techniques. Some expenditures, such as food at home
or shelter and utilities, are reported by virtually all participants in
the Consumer Expenditure Survey. For these items, the choice of
regression technique is straightforward: ordinary least squares.
However, many expenditures are not universal and may not be
made because of tastes and preferences (for example, tobacco and
smoking supplies) or because the item is a durable good (for example,

goods: because most consumers prefer new products to used products (for
example, automobiles, clothing, and furniture), but used goods usually
have lower prices than new goods, it can be assumed that used goods will be
purchased disproportionately by lower income consumers, compared with
new goods. Thus, as income increases, fewer used goods are purchased.

vehicles). In the study set out in the text, four such variables are
examined. Three (food away from home, entertainment, and out-of-
town trips) are probably examples of the first situation (tastes and
preferences dissuade some consumers from purchasing the item),
while the fourth (apparel) may be an example of the second situation
(perhaps the consumer had sufficient amounts of apparel during the
previous quarter or did not need services such as drycleaning or
repair). These kinds of expenditures require special treatment.

One setofmodels designed to handle such situations is called the
“double-hurdle” set. The models get their name because the
consumer must first decide whether to purchase the item and, if so,
then determine how much to purchase. In these models, the hurdles
appear in two stages: stage one models the probability of purchase,
stage two the level of purchase for those who buy the good. Results
ofthe two stages are used together to predict the expenditure for a
given consumer.

One popular form of double-hurdle model is the Tobit model,
in which the hurdles are estimated with the same independent
variables. The stages are estimated in such a way that a set of
parameters is produced that can then be utilized to estimate the
person’s probability of purchasing a given item (using the cumulative
density function, as with the probit technique) and marginal
propensity to consume (as with ordinary least squares). The
predicted expenditure is equivalent to the predicted expenditure for
those who purchase the item, weighted by the probability of
purchasing it.6 However, a major drawback of Tobit is the
restrictions it places on the results of the analysis. First, because
one particular set of independent variables is used, the model is
useful only when the exact same set of variables predicts both the
probability of purchasing an item and the level of expenditure on
the item. This is not always the case. For example, the probability
of purchasing health insurance may depend on the size of one’s
family. However, if a particular policy charges one premium for
“family” coverage, regardless of the number of members in the
family, the Tobit model has aweakness in predicting expenditures
for that policy. Furthermore, the Tobit model assumes that the
“direction” of each variable is the same for the probability and
for the level of consumption, which may not be true. For instance,
an article describing wine consumption by U.S. men found that
men who had at least a high school education were more likely to
drink wine than men with lower levels of education; however,
the article also found that men with at least a high school
education drank less wine than those with lower levels of
education.7

Other models also have been proposed to handle the “double-
hurdle” situation. The models used in this article are based on a
type described by John G. Cragg.8 In Cragg’s method, the
probability of purchase is estimated separately from the level of
expenditures. Cragg’s approach has many advantages over the Tobit
method. The ability to separate the probability-of-purchase and
level-of-expenditure equations allows differences in variables and
signs across the two stages of the analysis, providing Cragg’s
approach with a “considerable interpretational advantage” over
the Tobit model.9 In addition, not only does “Tobit...force zero
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observations to represent corner solutions,” but it also “presumes
that the same set of variables and parameter estimates determine
both the discrete probability of a nonzero outcome and the level
of positive expenditures.”10

Although Cragg’s models use probit to predict probabilities of
purchase, he notes that logit can be used instead.ll Many standard
econometrics textbooks point out that logit produces probability
estimates that are nearly identical to probit estimates. However,
logit results are much easier to use and interpret. The equation for
predicting the probability of purchase (P) of an item is

P = exp(a + pX)/[l + exp(a + (IT)],

where

is the intercept of the logit equation,

is a vector of parameter estimates,

and
X is avector of independent variables.

This formula can be entered into a standard spreadsheet to estimate
probabilities of purchase for different consumers. Furthermore, the
equation is easily differentiated to find the marginal relationship of
probability to a particular variable. (For example, ifincome rises by
$1, by how much does the probability of purchase change?) With
probit, an equation must be estimated and the results looked up in a
statistical table to find out the overall probability of an event’s
occurring, as well as the marginal effect on probability due to
changing avariable.

In the version of the Cragg model used in the text of this article,
the probability of purchasing an item is estimated as suggested with
alogistic regression. Separately, the method ofordinary least squares
is used to estimate expenditures for those who purchase the item.12
To get the final results, the predicted probability of purchase
obtained from the first stage is multiplied by the predicted
expenditure for those who purchase the item. This calculation
essentially produces an average predicted expenditure, weighted by
the probability of purchase. To illustrate the intuition behind
obtaining such aweighted-average predicted expenditure, suppose
that a large sample of consumers is selected randomly. Suppose
further that 25 percent of the participants purchased a particular
item that sold for $100. Then the average expenditure for all
consumers is $25, or 25 percent multiplied by $100. If a smaller
sample is randomly selected from this large group, the expected
value ofthe average ofthat smaller sample is also $25. The reason is
thatif a large number of random samples were pulled from the total
sample, and each time the samples were pulled the average
expenditure was recorded, then the “grand average” (that is, the
average of the averages) is expected to be $25.

In estimating the marginal propensity to consume and the
elasticity in Cragg models, the logit results are taken into account,
because income is assumed to influence expenditures both directly
(through the level of expenditure) and indirectly (by changing the
probability of purchase). (The mathematical details behind this
statement are provided in the next two subsections of this appendix.)

As a final point, there are some expenditures for which Tobit
may be appropriate, in that the technique assumes that, given
enough time, all consumers will eventually purchase the given item.
For example, less than 100 percent of all consumer units report
expenditures for apparel and services every quarter, but it is
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reasonable to assume that, given enough time, 100 percent of
consumer units will eventually purchase those items. However,
Tobit still suffers the weaknesses described earlier, and for
convenience as well, the Cragg model is used for all variables analyzed
in this article.13

Marginalpropensity to consume (MPC). The marginal propensity
to consume (mpc) is defined as the change in expenditure, given a
unitchange in income. In this case, permanent income is the relevant
variable for change.

In the ordinary-least-squares-only regressions described in the
text (for food at home, shelter and utilities, and transportation), the
equations have the form

E(Y/M)=a+ bP'4+ cX,
where

E(X'4) is the predicted (or expected) value of the dependent
variable,

a is the intercept,

b is a parameter estimate,

| denotes total outlays (the proxy for permanent income),
and

cX represents all other independent variables, multiplied by their
regression coefficients.

In this case, the mpc is calculated by finding the change in the
predicted expenditure, given a $1 increase in permanent income, or
dE(Y)/dI. Although the model is specified to calculate E(Y 14), the
desired result is easily obtained. To simplify the arithmetic, it is
easiest to convert £ (TV4) toii(7):

E(Y) =E iXy = (a+ bP'4+ cX}4

dE(Y)/dI = 4(a + bP'4+ cX)\(\MIA)bP V4] = [b{a + bP'4+ cXf]!P'4
= (b/P¥ XE iry

= b[E(T)/r\V4.

This result has an interesting property in that the mpc is a function
ofthe expected budget share (that is, the specific outlay E(Y), divided
by the total outlays I).

The Cragg-based models have a more complicated specification,
but they are nevertheless solvable for the mpc. Note that the mpc is
still defined and represented mathematically in the same way;
however, the initial formulation is more complicated. The desired
result is actually

Ep(Y) =P x [E(H/]4

where P is the probability of observing an expenditure.
To find dEp(Y)/dl, the product rule of calculus is used. That is,

dEp(Y)/di= P' [E(Y)] + P [E" (7)].
Now, recall that
P=exp(a+ p/UW+ 8*)/[l +exp(a + p/U4+ 5A)]),

where 8X is a vector of all independent variables except income,
each multiplied by their parameter estimates.
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Therefore, to find P ', the quotient rule is used. Thus,
P' =(f"g- fg')tg2

where
f = exp(a+ p/IA+ 8X),

1+ exp(a+ p/+ 8X),

«
1

and
f =9"=[(%xp)/3 xexp(a + p/Ia+ 8Y).

Because f7 and g' are equal in this case, the foregoing equation
simplifies algebraically to

P =1[l:"(g-f)]/cf-
and because g equals f + 1, the equation reduces even further to

P =[f (f+1- f)\/g2=f /g2

Now, with the much simplified result, it can be shown that

P' = {[(A x p)//34 x exp(a+ PTA+8J0}/[1 + exp(a+ pild+ 5X)]2.
Again, by substitution, this reduces to

P x {{QA x fS)/P4/[1 + exp(a + p/IA+ 8X)]}.

Therefore,

mpc = p x {[(y4 x p)/34/[I + exp(a+ p/IA+ 5Y)]} ii(T)+Pyb
x [E(T)/7]134

Because the terms P and E(Y) are common to both pieces of the
complicated right-hand side of this equation, the MPC can be simplified
mathematically by factoring these terms out and multiplying them by

Notes to Appendix A

1 Stuart Scott and Daniel J. Rope, “Distributions and Trans-
formations for Family Expenditures,” 1993 Proceedings of the Section
on Social Statistics (Washington, DG American Statistical Association,
1993), pp. 741-46.

2G. E. P. Box and D. R. Cox, “An Analysis of Transformations,”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, 1964, pp. 211-43,
esp. p. 214.

3Even if X is unity, it is hard to imagine why Y is transformed to 7 - 1.
4 Box and Cox, “Analysis,” p. 214.
3 Scott and Rope, “Distributions and Transformations.”

6 See John McDonald and Robert A. Moffitt, “The Uses of Tobit
Analysis,” Review of Economics and Statistics, May 1980, pp. 318-
21, esp. p. 318.

7J. R. Blaylock and W. N. Blisard, “Wine consumption by US men,”
Applied Economics, May 1993, pp. 645-51, esp. p. 649.

8 John G Cragg, “Some Statistical Models for Limited Dependent
Variables with Application to the Demand for Durable Goods,”
Econometrica, September 1971, pp. 829-44.

the sum ofthe remaining pieces. However, the formula is left the way it
is for the moment, to illustrate an intuitive point: the mpc is derived
from the predicted value of the expenditure for those who actually
purchase, weighted by the probability of purchasing. Note that the
second term on the right-hand side (P * b\E{Y)U]yA, is the same mpc as
was found before, except that it is weighted by the probability of
purchase. The remaining term on the right-hand side is a result of the
fact that the predicted expenditure is affected indirectly because one’s
probability of purchasing something changes as a result ofa change in
income.

E lasticities. Income elasticity (or more properly in this case,
permanent-income elasticity) is the percent change in expenditure
for a specific good (such as food athome), given a 1-percent increase
in (permanent) income. For example, for single fathers, the income
elasticity for food at home is estimated to be 0.28, meaning that for
every 1l-percent increase in permanent income, these men are
predicted to increase their food-at-home expenditures by more than
one-quarter of 1 percent.
The equation for calculating the elasticity n\ is

r|=mpc XI/E(Y).

In the case of the ordinary-least-squares-only regressions, the
elasticity is constant and equal to the parameter estimate for
permanent income. To show this mathematically, recall that the mpc
in this case is a function of the predicted expenditure share; that is,
mpc = b\E(Y)/1]V4. Thus, multiplying the mpc by I/E(Y) yields
b[E(Y)/iym, or b[I/E(Y)]VA So while the MPC is a function of the
expected budget share, elasticity is a function of the inverse of the
budget share. Hence, as the budget share increases, so does the mpc,
but elasticity declines.

For the Cragg-based models, the full formula is much more
complicated, due to the complexity of the mpc equation. However,
once the value of the mpc is obtained, multiplying that value by the
inverse of the predicted expenditure share still yields the estimate
of elasticity.

9 Mohamed Abdel-Ghany and J. Lew Silver, “Economic and
Demographic Determinants of Canadian Households’ Use of and
Spending on Alcohol,” Family and Consumer Sciences Research
Journal, September 1998, pp. 62-90, esp. p. 65.

10 Deanna L. Sharpe, Mohamed Abdel-Ghany, Hye-Yeon Kim, and
Gong-Soog Hong, “Alcohol Consumption Decisions in Korea,” Journal
of Family and Economic Issues, Spring 2001, pp. 7-24, esp. p. 14.

11 See Cragg, “Some Statistical Models,” footnotes 5 (p. 830) and 6
(p. 832).

2 To reduce heteroscedasticity, the ordinary-least-squares models
used in this study actually predict the fourth root of the expenditure
for those individuals with positive expenditures.

1B Experiments run with the data presented in the text confirm that
Tobit does not yield consistently plausible results for apparel and
services. To test how Tobit and Cragg results compare in the present
situation, expenditures for both apparel for adults and apparel for
children were regressed on various characteristics, using a Tobit model.
The first problem in doing so is that, as described earlier, the variables
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differ in the first and second stages of the Cragg model. That is, several
interaction terms for single fathers are included in the second stage
that are not included in the first stage. To make the models consistent,
these extra variables were excluded from the Tobit model. (In the
second stages of the Cragg models, only two variables were found to be
statistically significant: the variable denoting single fathers with two
children was significant in both models, and the variable denoting
single fathers aged 45 to 49 years was significant only for expenditures
for children’s apparel.) When the results of the Tobit model are used
to predict the probability of purchase, however, they are not consistent
with the results produced by the Cragg model, nor do they resemble
values expected from the data themselves. For example, the actual
percentage of single mothers in the sample who reported expenditures
for adult apparel and services is 58 percent, and for children’s apparel,
the percentage is about 68 percent. (See table 5.) However, for each of
these items, the Tobit model predicts virtual certainty of purchase
(greater than 99 percent) in each case. This prediction is not consistent
with the Cragg model’s first-stage results, which are far more similar to
the observed data. (Single mothers with average permanent income
are predicted to have a 56-percent probability of purchasing apparel
for adults and a 63-percent chance of purchasing children’s apparel,
according to the Cragg model.) When the results of the first and
second stages of the Cragg models are compared, it is found that
several variables change signs. However, only one sign-changing
parameter estimate is statistically significant at the 95-percent
confidence level in both stages: the intercept. In the first stage of the
Cragg model, it is negative, whereas in the second, it is positive. The
effect of the intercept in the first stage, then, is to lower the predicted
probability of purchase in these models. However, in the second stage,
the intercept acts as a “starting point” for expenditures. (In effect, it
can be interpreted as saying, “Even if the control group has no
permanent income, it is still predicted to spend at least this much on

Appendix B: Ceteris Paribus results

The tables in this appendix show how single mothers compare with
single fathers, assuming the same permanent income and dwelling
size. Itis interesting to note that adding the extra permanentincome
to female-headed families— an increase of more than 55 percent—
has a noticeable effect on those families’ expected probabilities and
levels of spending for most goods and services, but does little to
change their expected marginal propensities to consume or their
income elasticities.
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apparel and services for children or adults.”) As mentioned earlier, one
of the weaknesses of Tobit is that the parameter cannot change signs
across stages. Because the Tobit-derived intercept is “large” and
positive, this forces the predicted probability of purchase to be
extremely high for both types of apparel. In fact, even if a family’s
permanent income is zero, the predicted probability of purchasing
apparel for children is nearly 96 percent! For single fathers (again,
even those with zero permanent income), the predicted probability is
slightly higher, at 98 percent. Similar results are observed for apparel
for children: single mothers with zero permanent income have a
predicted probability of purchase of 83 percent, and single fathers
with zero permanent income have a predicted probability greater than
99 percent. In each case, when realistic permanent incomes are
assumed, the predicted probability of purchase is greater than 99
percent. Given that the probability of purchase in these cases is strongly
“upwardly biased,” the probability-weighted estimates of both the
marginal propensity to consume and permanent-income elasticity will
undoubtedly also be biased. (The direction is impossible to know
without any other measure by which to compare the intercepts. For
example, if it is assumed that the probability intercept in Tobit is
biased upward, it may be that the level-of-expenditure intercept is
biased downward, because both events are measured in one parameter.
Which effect dominates presumably determines in what direction the
two parameters are also biased.) Hence, it is not surprising to find that
the results for marginal propensities to consume and income elasticities
obtained from the Tobit analyses in this experiment are, for the most
part, not consistent with those obtained from the Cragg model. At any
rate, this again demonstrates a weakness of Tobit—that is, that both
events (probability and level of expenditure) are analyzed with the use
of one set of parameter estimates. Thus, this article uses the Cragg
model and leaves further examination of the Tobit model for future
research.

Table B-l. Expenditures of single parents on selected
categories
Variable Men Women
Permanent income (quarterly outlays, dollars)..... $9,435 $9,435

Apparel and services (adults)..............coceevniennene 47.1 67.0

Apparel and services (children)1. 47.6 71.8
Transportation (less trips)......... 98.8 99.3
Food away from home (less trips). 98.3 98.0
Fees and admissions (less trips)... 62.5 65.8
Pets, toys, and playground equipment 46.5 57.7
Trips and travel 37.1 42.9
Babysitting and day care.... 28.3 47.8

1Male-income interaction coefficient is statistically significant at the
95-percent confidence level.



I Ordinary least squares results, single parents Table B-2. Continuation—Ordinary least squares
results, single parents

Variable Men Women Variable Men Women
Permanent income (/).........ovvereeeresneeserssessessnens $9,435  $9,435 MPC - P E(Y) + PE" (V) oiieeriicineicsiseeiceirenscens .053 .067
Food at home: Elasticity = MPC X (//E(V)).ccovrueveeirieineenicenens 54 .69
100‘8 100.8 Babysitting and day care:

Probability, percent (P) 28.3 47.8
£(vy2.... $826 $772 P’ ... 1.16E-05 3.03E-05
p (VO... .0237 0332 E(Y) $273 $515
MPC - P* E(Y) + PE' (Y ) everrereevreeresseerienseesienns 024 033 E'IY) 0110 0434
Elasticity = MPC X I/E (Y ) vrereereeererireeienesiesenees .27 41 MPC - P" E(Y) + PE" (V) coeeeeerree e .006 .036

Apparel and services (adults): Elasticity = MPC X (//E(V)).ceueeeieeiereenieneeeens .22 .67
Probability, percent (P) 47.1 67.0 Shelter and utilities
P' .. 2.22E-05 2.64E-05 (owners, with mortgage):3
E(VT'2. $514 $574 Probability, percent (P).. 100.0 100.0
F(V)... .0216 .0459 p 0 0
MPC- P’ E(Y) +PE' (V).... 022 .046 EtY) $2,589 $2,880
. £(Y) 1513 .1730
Elasticity = MPC x (IIE(Y)) ... .40 .75
, ) MPC-P'E(Y) +PF(Y) 151 173
Apparel and services (children): B
Probability, percent (P) 47.6 71.8 Elasticity = MPC X (ITE(Y)).oeorrrerrrerererereeesenenens .55 .57
P 9.80E-06 2.03E-05 Shelter and utilities (renters):3
$101 $133 Probability, percent (P).. 100.0 100.0
F (VO..... .0073 .0111 P 0 0
MPC - P* E(Y) + PE' (Y ) eoorrooeeeervessssessssesssesseeon .004 011 EIW"2 $1,248 $2,585
Elasticity - MPC X (HE(Y)) everueeereeeereeeereeeeenennnns 42 .76 .0458 2251
Transportation (less trips): .046 .225
Probability, percent (P) 98.8 99.3 i = 35 82
o 1.70E-06 6.44E-07 Elasticity = MPC X (I/E(Y) ) ceeevrreerireeieesieeneneeeenes
$1,602 $1,280 1Binary variable used to calculate this value for men Is statistically signifi-
1873 1486 cant at the 95-percent confidence level.

2 Men’s income effect used to calculate this value is statistically signifi-
MPC- P'£(VO + PE' VO .... 188 148 cantly different from the women'’s income effect at the 95-percent confidence
Elasticity = MPC X (/E(Y))vovververieeeeeereneennns 111 1.09 level.

Q) 3 mpclsand elasticities for homeowners are calculated assuming that single

Food away from home (less trips): fathers have seven rooms and two bathrooms or half baths and that single
Probability, percent (P).......cccovvveiviiiniieneaenn. 98.3 98.0 A

p' 4.35E-06 4.50E-06 mothers have six rooms and two bathrooms or half baths. For renters, both

' ' types of parents are assumed to have five rooms and one bathroom or half

E(Y) . $1,217 $731 bath. For single mothers who are homeowners, the estimated expenditure

F (V) .0523 .0440 E(Y) increases to $2,943 when they are assumed to have seven rooms, and

057 046 the mpc increases slightly, to 0.176. The elasticity estimate is unaffected by

w“ 60 this “total” ceteris paribus assumption, falling to 0.56.

Note: Values are calculated from detailed regression coefficients, with
Fees and admissions (less trips): results rounded.

Probability, percent (P).... 62.5 65.8
P 2.05E-05 3.10E-05 Table B-3. Housing tenure, single parents
$389 $295
.0202 .0223
MPC - P'E(Y) + P E'(Y) v 021 024 Variable Men Women
Elasticity = MPC X (HHE (Y)) ereerieereenreereninneeneens .50 76
Pets, toys, and playground
equipment (less trips):
46.5 57.7

Probability of renting calculated by raising average

1178-05 185E-05 permanent income of single mothers to match

$524 $526 that of single fathers
.0033 .0339 Permanent income (quarterly outlays, dollars)...... $9,435 $9,435
MPC=P'E(VO + PF \0 008 029 Probability of outcome (renter, percent)............... 50.7 50.7

EIaSticity = MPC X (FE(Y)) weoeerrrreemresesneseesesenes 14 53 Probability of _renting caICL_llated by lowering average
permanent income of single fathers to match

Trips and travel: that of single mothers

Pfobability, percent (P) 871 42:9 Permanent income (quarterly outlays, dollars)...... 6,074 6,074
P 1.78E-05 3.20E-05 -~
Probability of outcome (renter, percent).............. 55.2 66.7
E(Y) $933 $917
.0979 .0872
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Planning ahead: consumer
expenditure patterns in retirement

The graying ’ofthe population creates

a need to examine the role

that retirementplays on expenditure decisions
ofvarious demographic groups ofretirees

he fastest growing segment of the U. S.
population is composed ofthose aged 65
and older. The Bureau of the Census re-
ported that in 1994,1 in 8 Americans was in this
age group, but projects that the ratio may be as
high as 1in 5 by 2050. Furthermore, with in-
creases in life expectancy, today’s adults will live
an average of 17 additional years after reaching
age 65.1
As this demographic pattern shifts, an in-
creasing demand for research and data on the
older population—specifically, on retired per-
sons and their roles on consumers—is con-
stantly in evidence: “baby boomers,”
“privatization of Social Security,” “Medicare,”
and tips on financial planning are common top-
ics ofthe daily printand video media. The sheer
growth in numbers suggests that the spending
patterns of this older population will also play
an increasingly important role in the future
economy, an assumption supported by recent
trends in expenditure levels. A study ofreal (that
is, inflation-adjusted) expenditures from 1984 to
1997 finds that “spending by older consumers
has risen from 12.6 percent to 14.6 percent ofall
consumer spending.”2
In addition to the concerns these issues may
raise for policymakers, especially those involved
with providing adequate care and protection for
older consumers, the decision to retire has major
implications for individuals and families. Under-
standing differences in spending patterns for
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preretired and retired consumers can help work-
ers plan for the future.

Taken together, these items suggest that a
study of expenditure patterns of retirees is war-
ranted. Differences in expenditure patterns for
preretirees and retirees are expected for many rea-
sons. For example, income presumably will de-
cline upon retirement. Given the relationship of
income to expenditures, it is important to see how
income differs—in level as well as in sources of
receipt. Also, other demographic characteristics
presumably play an important role in expenditure
decisions, both before and after retirement.
Therefore, examining the role these characteris-
tics play is also important. In looking at spend-
ing patterns for families who are near retirement
and comparing them with the patterns of those
individuals who have actually exited from the
workforce, this article provides valuable informa-
tion about the impact of retirement on consumer
spending.

Several issues are addressed here. First, back-
ground describing related research is presented.
Second, data from the U.S. Consumer Expendi-
ture Survey, which provide the basis for the
analysis, are described. Third, demographic char-
acteristics of “preretired” and “retired” consum-
ers in this sample are presented and compared.
Fourth, income and expenditure patterns are de-
scribed for these groups. Finally, regression
analysis is used to explore differences in expen-
diture patterns given that demographics and in-
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come levels are different for preretired and retired consumers.
(Logit and ordinary least squares results for the two groups
are presented in a detailed appendix.)

Related research

Many previous studies related to the population aged 65 and
older can be divided into two groups: those that focus on
age, and those that focus on retirement. Both groups are
important, and both have contributed to the analyses pre-
sented here.

Expenditure patterns by age. Rose Rubin and Kenneth Koelin
examine how elderly households spend on necessities, com-
pared with nonelderly households.3 Using data from the 1980-
81 and 1989-90 Consumer Expenditure Survey, they examine
expenditures for housing, food at home, and healthcare, as
well as income, demographics, and receipt of cash assistance
(afdc or SSI). The methodology used to examine the relation-
ship between their variables of interest is based on the life
cycle theory of consumption, with total expenditures acting
as a proxy for permanent income. Rubin and Koelin’s results
indicate that, in general, older consumers spend a higher pro-
portion oftheir budget on housing and healthcare than do the
nonelderly, and that the receipt of financial assistance does
play a role in the spending decisions of both age groups.

In a study of age groups within the older population,
Mohammed Abdel-Ghany and Deanna Sharpe use Tobit analy-
sis to determine whether tastes and preferences differ for those
aged 65 to 74 and those aged 75 and older.4 Using indepen-
dent variables such as total expenditures (once again as a
surrogate for permanent income), region ofresidence, educa-
tion of reference person,5 household size, race, and family
type, the authors find differences between the “young-old”
and “old-old” (as they term the groups) across all major cat-
egories of expense. Furthermore, the effect of the socioeco-
nomic variables on spending patterns differed between the
two age groups, and among spending categories.

Studies based on retirement status. Because this study com-
pares retired households with those that have members near-
ing retirement, previous studies based on work status are dis-
cussed in more detail. Among the studies reviewed here, an
article by Nancy E. Schwenk is unique in its focus on the
levels and sources of income ofretirees, using multiple gov-
ernment surveys as sources.6 Schwenk provides some dis-
cussion of expenditures, specifically the fact that the alloca-
tion of total spending for retirement, pensions, and Social
Security is significantly less for households in which the ref-
erence person has “reached retirement age (65 years or older)”
than for those in which the reference person is aged 45 to 54.
In terms of demographics, she notes that the majority of con-
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sumers aged 65 years and older own their home, and that “of
those who are homeowners, most owned their home free and
clear (81 percent).” Finally, Schwenk finds that in 1991, in-
come from dividends, interest, and rent provided about 20
percent ofretirees’ total income.7

An earlier article by Frankie N. Schwenk uses data from the
1987 Consumer Expenditure Survey to examine whether there
are differences between those who opt for “early retirement”
and those who continue to work beyond the age of 65.8 In
this study, F. Schwenk specifically compares the two groups
in terms of family characteristics, asset levels, income, and
expenditures. Using Probit analysis, the author finds that
age, spouse’s employment status, education, housing tenure,
household size, marital status, and gender are significant fac-
tors in predicting the likelihood ofbeing retired. Other com-
parisons show that “average dividend and interest [income]
amounts were higher for retired than for working families,”
and that “health was the only category of expenditures for
which households with a retired reference person spent more
than those with an employed person.”9

In a May 1990 article, Thomas Moehrle uses the Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey to compare the average annual
expenditures of elderly working and nonworking consumer
units across low, medium, and high income groups. 1
Moehrle finds that (1) “Nonworking elderly households
spend more on food prepared at home than do working eld-
erly households, regardless of income level,” and (2) “Re-
gardless of income level, nonworking elderly households
spend more on health care than do working elderly house-
holds.”22 Note that Moehrle analyzes one age group, those
with a reference person aged 62 to 74, and that the working
status of the consumer unit is based solely on that of the
reference person, regardless of whether any other members
are working or not. Also, he does not specifically limit the
nonworking households to those whose reference person is
retired (for example, “nonworking” can mean the reference
person is disabled, taking care ofthe home or family, or going
to school). However, he finds that “79 percent [of the non-
working consumer units studied] had reference persons who
classified themselves as retired.” B

Rose Rubin and Michael Nieswiadomy compare demo-
graphic characteristics, income, and expenditures of retirees
and nonretirees aged 50 or older from the 1986 and 1987 Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey.}4 Their sample consists of com-
plete income reporters only, with the retirement status based
on that of the respondent.5 Rubin and Nieswiadomy also
divide their sample into three household types: single men,
single women, and husband-wife couple households. Using
Tobit regression analysis, they find “that the retired have a
higher marginal propensity to spend (than the nonretired) for
food, alcohol, housefumishings, apparel, transportation, gas
and motor oil, other vehicles, public transportation, health
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care, entertainment, and cash gifts.”6 Also noteworthy is
their conclusion that for both the retired and nonretired
households, healthcare expenditures increase with educa-
tional attainment.

About the sample

This article uses data from the 1998 and 1999 Consumer Ex-
penditure Interview Surveys. The Interview Survey is a rotat-
ing panel survey designed to collect information on major
items ofexpense, household characteristics, and income. The
questionnaire is administered to sample consumer units once
per quarter for five consecutive quarters. The main goal of
the initial household interview is to collect inventory informa-
tion to be used for bounding purposes, that is, to ensure that
expenditures reported in subsequent interviews took place
during the appropriate reference period (in most cases, this
will be the 3-month period prior to the interview date). While
it isprimarily designed to collect large (vehicles or appliances,
for example) and recurring (such as, rent or utilities) expendi-
tures that can be easily recalled on a quarterly basis, the Inter-
view Survey captures up to 95 percent of all expenditures.T7

In order to examine the effect of retirement on consumer
spending patterns, the sample is divided into two groups: a
preretired group and aretired group. Ultimately, it would be
most useful to have data for the same family over some pe-
riod of time to observe their expenditures both before and
after retirement and compare them directly. Unfortunately, as
discussed, the survey is not designed to follow families for
extended time periods. Even using multiple years of data, it
would be difficult to find families who are “working” in at
least one quarter and then “retired” for the remaining
quarter(s) of their participation. The results described here,
then, must be interpreted cautiously, bearing this in mind.
Nevertheless, the sample has been selected in such a way as
to make these comparisons as appropriately as possible, given
the data constraints.

To this end, a preretired consumer unit is defined as one
whose reference person is aged 55 to 64, and is earning at
least one type of labor income (that is, wage and salary in-
come or self-employment income). This age group is chosen
because, for many, it is the last stage of their working lives.
Although some may choose to retire prior to reaching age 65,
this study excludes any consumer unit from the “preretired”
category in which there is a retired person (including a
spouse). In contrast, a “retired” consumer unit is defined as
one whose reference person is aged 65 to 74 and who is re-
tired; that is, when asked about the occupation for which they
received the most income, they report that they are not work-
ing due to retirement. Additionally, there are no earners in the
“retired” households. Excluded from both groups (preretired
and retired) are families in which the spouse (if present) is not

working either due to illness or disability, or due to unemploy-
ment. This omission is made because a consumer unit with a
disabled member may have some vastly different spending
patterns than an otherwise similar household, such as medi-
cal expenses. Furthermore, inthe case of illness or disability,
the decision not to work is not necessarily a voluntary one,
but rather is the result of circumstances that make work im-
possible.B8 Similarly, an unemployed person presumably would
like to work, and may eventually do so; therefore, these fami-
lies may not display the same consumer expenditure patterns
as those in which the spouse is not working for voluntary
reasons (such as retirement or taking care of the home or
family).20 The age groups are chosen to compare those on the
verge of retirement with those consumer units who have re-
cently retired, allowing these analyses to focus on the effect
of retirement as a single discrete event. Furthermore, previ-
ous research has shown that there are significant differences
between those aged 65 to 74 and those aged 75 and older in
terms of household characteristics, income, and expendi-
tures.D Therefore, the consumer units whose reference per-
son is aged 75 or older are removed from the retired sample in
order to eliminate this age effect.2L

To facilitate the analysis, the sample for this study is lim-
ited in scope. First, the sample is limited to three types of
households: single men, single women, and husband-and-
wife couples. These groups are selected in order to reduce
the effect of family size on expenditure patterns. Additionally,
the effects of other family member characteristics on expendi-
tures are eliminated. For example, preretired families with chil-
dren may be spending differently than those without chil-
dren, because they may be expecting to send the children to
college soon. Retired families with children may be supported
by these children.22 In either case, expenditures would be
different from those who have children of different age, future
plans, and so forth.2 Even so, families with children are pre-
sumably the exception, rather than the rule for these families,
especially those who are retired.

The separation of single men and single women is done in
order to examine the effect of gender-related differences on
spending patterns. For example, interms of income, the life-
time earnings of men and women are expected to be quite
different, especially given the generation being examined. Also,
marital status is affected by differences in life expectancy (that
is, there are more widowed single women than there are male
widowers, as shown in table 1). These factors presumably
will have an influence on spending patterns.

The type of household is determined by two pieces of
information: the number of family members and the marital
status ofthe reference person. For husband-and-wife couples,
the values for these variables are obvious: that is, there are
two persons in the consumer unit (one of which, by defini-
tion, must be the reference person) and the marital status of
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| Demographics of preretirees and retirees, by composition of consumer unit, Consumer Expenditure Interview
survey, tyys-yy

Single men Single women Married couples
Characteristic i i . . . .
Preretired Retired t-value' Preretired Retired t-value’ Preretired Retired t-value’
Number of consumer units...........ccco..... 260 222 - 547 725 - 1,325 1,220 -
Age of reference person..........cceeuee. 59 70 41.976 59 70 73.192 59 70 99.809
Average number of:
Rooms:
Renter..... 4.0 3.0 4.590 4.4 3.9 3.396 4.8 4.6 795
Homeowner... 5.8 5.9 .650 5.7 5.8 .823 6.9 6.4 7.494
Bathrooms (including halfbaths):
ReNter....cccviiiiiiiiee i 11 11 102 13 12 1.458 14 16 2.307
HOMEOWNET ...t 1.7 17 113 18 1.7 1.261 2.2 2.0 5.020
VERICIES ..ot 19 19 272 12 1.2 1.961 2.7 2.3 6.384
Automobiles 13 12 2.397 11 11 2.053 16 14 6.501
Other vehicles .6 7 .859 1 1 1.159 11 9 3.419
Percent
Housing tenure:
Homeowner:
With mortgage........cccoevvveiiiieenne 31.9 7.7 - 40.0 11.5 - 51.6 16.6 -
With no mortgage 29.6 64.0 - 35.8 68.3 — 41.0 78.2 —
Renter 38.5 28.4 - 24.1 20.3 - 7.4 5.3 -
Occupation of reference person:
Working for wage or salary.... 91.1 0 - 9.1 0 - 85.6 0 -
Self-employed 8.9 0 - 59 0 - 14.4 0
Retired 0 100.0 - 0 100.0 0 100.0 -
...... 35 6.3 - 4.6 4.0 - 100.0 100.0 -
Widowed.. 119 43.2 - 27.4 71.7 - 0 0 -
Divorced.. 56.2 329 - 53.0 17.2 - 0 0 -
Separated..... 7.7 3.6 - 31 7 - 0 0 -
Single (never married)........c.ccocvvennenene 20.8 14.0 119 6.3 — 0 0 -
Race/ethnicity of reference person:
Black.......... 12.7 135 - 13.2 7.6 - 53 4.3 -
Hispanic..... 4.6 3.2 = 2.2 15 - 3.0 18 -
White and other 82.7 83.3 - 84.6 90.9 91.7 93.9 -
Education of reference person:
Did not graduate high school. 10.8 30.6 - 113 20.0 - 9.2 18.8 -
High school graduate 30.8 275 “ 29.6 38.6 33.0 33.0 —

Some college
(including A.A. degree).......cccccceue. 23.5 16.2 ~ 33.6 24.7 26.9 22.3
College graduate (B.A. degree,

and so forth) 22.3 153 - 14.6 10.9 - 16.2 17.9 -
Graduate/professional degree............ 12.7 10.4 - 10.8 5.9 - 14.7 81 -
Degree urbanization:
Rural.... 6.9 9.5 - 10.8 11.6 - 13.2 13.9 -
Urban... 93.1 90.5 - 89.2 88.4 - 86.8 86.1 -
Region of residence:
Northeast 18.8 23.0 - 132 20.3 - 18.2 20.6
Midwest.. 17.3 28.8 - 24.5 23.2 . 29.9 253 -
South... 39.2 221 - 39.3 36.3 - 334 335 -
West.... 24.6 26.1 - 23.0 20.3 - 18.6 20.6 -
Income distribution:
1st quintile.... 10.2 36.4 - 17.1 50.2 - 4.1 9.2 -
2nd quintile 204 35.8 - 331 35.0 - 6.4 46.0 -
3rd quintile. 27.3 139 - 26.3 121 - 16.6 28.6 -
4th quintile. 26.9 81 - 16.7 2.2 - 26.9 12.4 -
5th quintile 153 5.8 - 6.8 5 46.2 3.8
1Absolute values are displayed.
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Expenditures in Retirement

the reference person ismarried. For single-member consumer
units, however, there are a variety of possible values for the
marital status variable. A single man or woman may be wid-
owed, divorced, separated, never married, or in a small num-
ber of cases, married. Even though a “married single person”
seems oxymoronic, some plausible explanations exist. Con-
sidering that the household type is determined at the time of
the interview, a married person whose spouse is living else-
where (perhaps on a long-term work assignment, such as a
military tour of duty) may be counted as a single person con-
sumer unit. It could also be that some of these “married
singles” are actually separated, though perhaps not legally
so. In that case, the respondent may identify himselfor her-
selfas married, rather than separated. Either way, the spend-
ing patterns of a married person living alone for an extended
period are assumed to mirror the spending patterns ofa “true”
single person more closely than those of a married couple.

The sample also includes only those consumer units that
report ownership of at least one automobile, so that expendi-
tures will be more comparable. The most obvious effect of
automobile ownership is on transportation expenditures. Pre-
sumably, some retirees choose to sell or give away their auto-
mobiles due to a lack of need for personal transportation (for
example, they are no longer going out to work every day).
Maintaining an automobile can add many dollars of expendi-
ture to the household budget. Not only are there costs for
gasoline, motor oil, and the occasional repair, but automobile
insurance may be expensive, and may increase as the driver
grows older. Age-related health reasons may also play a part
in this decision. Whatever the reason, lack of automobile
ownership presumably limits mobility, and thus may affect
other expenditures, such as those for food away from home,
entertainment, and vacation and travel.

The above qualifications result in the following sample
sizes: 260 preretired single men and 222 retired single men;
547 preretired single women and 725 retired single women;
and 1,325 preretired couples and 1,220 retired couples. Note
that these data are not weighted to reflect the population.

First, this article compares demographics, income, and quar-
terly expenditures of preretired and retired consumer units,
within each household type examined (that is, single person
or married couple). Some ofthe results ofthese comparisons
may be expected based on the parameters set for each group.
For example, the lower income levels reported for retirees are
not surprising given that no one is earning labor income in
those households. Thus, an important question is how retire-
ment itselfaffects expenditure patterns: that is, whether tastes
and preferences change in retirement, even ifincomes are held
constant. To this end, regression analysis is performed (us-
ing ordinary least squares and amodified Cragg method where
necessary) to examine differences in marginal propensity to

consume and income elasticity. These analyses help to es-
tablish whether or not differences in expenditure patterns are
related to retirement, per se, or to an income effect associated
with retirement.

Demographics

As previously noted, some of the household characteristics
are determined by the sample selection criteria. For example,
the average age of the reference person is constrained to be
within the allowed ranges for the preretired group (55 to 64)
and retired group (65 to 74). Across the three household
types studied, the average age for preretired reference per-
sons is 59 years, and that for retired reference persons is 70
years. (Seetable 1.) Additionally, because automobile owner-
ship is a condition of the sample selection process, the aver-
age number of vehicles is greater than one in each case.
However, some findings are not so predictable. For ex-
ample, contrary to the popular notion that “everyone” moves
to Florida (or at least the “Sunbelt”) upon retirement, single
preretirees are more likely to be located in the South than
single retirees. This difference is most pronounced for single
men: 39 percent ofpreretirees live inthe South, compared with
22 percent ofretirees. For single women, the difference is less
pronounced: 39 percent of preretirees live in the South, com-
pared with 36 percent ofretirees. However, for married couples,
almost no difference exists; about one-third ofmarried couples
studied live in the South both before and after retirement.

Single men. Single retired men are more likely to be
homeowners (72 percent) than are single preretired men (62
percent). The difference is even more pronounced if the ho-
meowner holds no mortgage against his property: 64 percent
of single male retirees own their homes outright, compared
with only 30 percent of the preretired. Regardless of work
status, more than 90 percent of single men live in urban areas.
Additionally, despite the large plurality of preretired single
men in the South (39 percent), after retirement, single men
have the most even distribution of the study sample. Ironi-
cally, the South has the lowest percentage ofretired men—22
percent. It is the Midwest that claims the highest percentage
ofsingle retired men (29 percent).

There is little difference between single male retirees and
single male preretirees in terms of race or ethnicity. More
than 80 percent of both groups have reference persons who
are white (or other race, including Asian, Pacific Islander, and
others), and the least represented race for both groups is
Hispanic (3 percent ofretired and 5 percent of preretired single
men).

For single retired men, the distributions among levels of
education and among income quintiles follow the same nega-
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tive slope. For example, the largest percentage of single re-
tired men (31 percent) has attained the least education, that is,
they did not graduate from high school. Similarly, the largest
proportion of single male retirees are also in the lowest in-
come quintile (36 percent). Furthermore, the highest category
of educational attainment (graduate or professional degree)
accounts for the smallest proportion of single retired men (10
percent), and the highest income quintile contains the small-
est proportion of single retired men (6 percent). Given the
expected correlation between income and education, this pat-
tern is not surprising. The correlation also appears to hold for
single preretired men, although the ordering of categories is
reversed: single preretired men are more likely to have at least
a high school degree than are single retired men, and they are
also more likely to be in one ofthe top three quintiles than are
single retired men. This may reflect a generational effect, as
educational opportunities have become more available and
more socially and economically valuable for each successive
generation.

Single women. The housing tenure and degree of urbaniza-
tion for single women follow the same patterns as those de-
scribed for single men, that is, retirees are more likely to be
homeowners without a mortgage than are preretirees, and re-
gardless of work status the majority of the sample resides in
urban rather than rural areas. However, unlike single men, a
higher percentage of single women, both retired and working,
live in the South (36 percent of single retired women and 39
percent of single preretired women) compared with other re-
gions. It is also interesting to note that the largest difference
in the proportion of retired and preretired single female resi-
dents is in the Northeast. Only 13 percent of (or about one in
eight) single female preretirees live in this region, compared
with 20 percent of (or one in five) single female retirees.

In terms ofrace, again, white and other is the predominant
group for both single female retirees (91 percent) and single
female preretirees (85 percent). There is, however, a notable
difference in the proportion of single female retirees who are
black (8 percent) and single female preretirees who are black
(13 percent). Roughly 2 percent of both groups of single
women are Hispanic.

Unlike single retired men, the largest percentage of single
retired women have completed high school (39 percent), com-
pared with other levels of education, but only 6 percent have
obtained a graduate or professional degree. Again, those in
the preretired group are more likely than retirees to have at
least attended college. While the income distribution for single
retired women is similar to that of single retired men, the dis-
parity between the lowest and highest quintiles is much greater
for single women. In fact, halfofall single retired women fall
into the lowest quintile, and less than 1 percent fall into the
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highest quintile. More single preretired women are in the
second income quintile (33 percent) than are in any other
quintile, and a much higher percentage of preretirees (7 per-
cent) than retirees fall into the highest income quintile.

Husband-and-wife couples. Once again, homeownership is
more likely in the retired sample than inthe preretired sample
ofmarried couples. Furthermore, there is a lower percentage
ofrenters in the married couple sample (5 percent of retirees
and 7 percent ofthe preretired households) than in the singles
samples. Roughly one-third of husband-and-wife consumer
units live in the South, regardless of work status, and the
Midwest is the only region in which the proportion of retired
married couples (25 percent) is smaller than that ofpreretired
married couples (30 percent).

There is little difference between retired married couples
and preretired married couples in the percentage of reference
persons who are white or other races, which is once again the
most represented category in the sample.

Approximately one-third of the reference persons in both
retired and preretired husband/wife consumer units are high
school graduates. The largest differences between the two
groups are found at the lowest and highest levels of educa-
tional attainment. While 19 percent of the retirees in this
sample did not graduate from high school, the same is true for
only 9 percent ofthe preretired married couples. Atthe other
end ofthe scale, only 8 percent ofreference persons in retired
couples have earned a graduate or professional degree, com-
pared with 15 percent of preretired couples.

The comparison of income distribution among retired and
preretired married couples is different from that ofsingle men
and that of single women. First, the highest percentage of
married retirees (46 percent) fall into the second quintile, not
the first quintile as is the case for single male and single fe-
male retirees. In fact, only 9 percent ofretired husbhand-and-
wife households are in the lowest quintile. For the preretired
married couples, the income distribution is more concentrated,
that is, only 4 percent ofthe sample are in the lowest quintile
and 46 percent are in the highest income quintile.

Income

Before discussing the comparative results, it is important to
provide a more detailed definition of some of the income
sources examined in this study. For example, with income as
with demographics, there are some results that are determined
by the sample selection criteria. Specifically, no retired house-
holds have labor income, including wages and salaries and
self-employment income. For this reason, a new income cat-
egory is created in order to make the total income for retirees
and preretirees more comparable (income before taxes, which
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is commonly used as a measure oftotal income, includes labor
income). The components of comparable income are those
income sources that are available to both retired and preretired
consumer units: that is, comparable income includes interest
and property income, unemployment insurance and workers’
compensation, public assistance, and several other sources,
but it excludes wages and salaries, self-employment income,
or income from Social Security, and private and government
retirement. It should be noted that more than 20 percent of
preretirees in all three household types report some retire-
ment income, which could be explained by early retirement.
(See table 2.) Specifically, some persons may choose to retire
from a career before age 65, but continue to earn some labor
income from another job; in this event, they are classified as

preretired in this study.24 Even so, retirement income is not
included in the comparable measure, because it may be a
supplemental source for the preretired, but it is the main (or
perhaps sole) source of income for retirees, and thus it is not
comparable. Another important consideration regarding the
income analysis is that the figures presented are for average
annual income per consumer unit. To ensure more meaningful
comparisons, only incomes from complete income reporters
are shown.

Single men. Not surprisingly, single male retirees have sig-
nificantly lower total incomes ($24,738) than do preretired
single men ($42,033). Approximately 77 percent of the
preretirees’ income is from wages and salaries ($32,196), while

Percent reporting and average annual income, preretirees and retirees, by composition of consumer unit,
consumer Expenditure Interview Survey, 1998-99 (complete income reporters only)

Single men
Category
Preretired Retired t-value'
Percent reporting income source:

Income before taxes 100.0 100.0
Wages and salaries..... . 89.4 0
Self-employmentincome................. 14.8 0
Social Security, private,

and government retirement.......... 25.9 98.3
Interest, dividends, rental income,
and other property income........... 37.5 35.3

Unemployment,

workers’ compensation,

and veterans’ benefits............... 5.6 35
Public assistance,

supplemental security income,

and food stamps.......ccccoeviereenane. 5 6.4
Regular contributions for support

(including child support

and alimony)......ccocoveenninieenee 5 0

Otherincome..... . 3.2 17

Comparable income2..............ccccceeeins 42.6 41.6
Annual means:

Income before taXesS......cceeeervrenenns $42,033 $24,738 5.137
Wages and salaries..... . 32,196 0 14.929
Self-employment income3.............. 0 3.833
Social Security, private,

and government retirement.......... 3,482 17,815 10.722
Interest, dividends, rental income,

and other property income........... 1,321 5,813 3.127
Unemployment,

workers’ compensation,

and veterans’ benefits................ 392 172 .817
Public assistance,

supplemental security income,

and food StampsS.....ccccoeeeveninnens 2 106 2.027
Regular contributions for support

(including child support

and alimony).......ccccoovioiiiiiiicins 5 0 1.000
Otherincome..... . 1,894 832 .929

Comparable income2............cccoeeeeenee. 3,614 6,923 1.662

' Absolute values are displayed.

Singlewomen Married couples

Preretired Retired t-value' Preretired Retired t-valuel

100.0 100.0 - 99.9 100.0 -
92.7 0 - 94.1 0 —
6.1 0 - 19.9 0 -
22.8 99.3 251 100.0 -
31.2 27.4 - 32.3 36.9 -
3.8 3 - 31 2.7 -

12 52 .8 17

2.8 21 2 3
2 2 - 16 8 —
36.4 34.3 - 36.0 39.8 -
$30,443 $15,690 10.919 $74,816 $27,570 15.669
25,376 0 21.736 59,068 o 30.893
0 3.453 0 4.232
2,177 13,758 24.149 4,533 25,038 33.288
840 1,678 2.164 1,939 2,285 .878
106 37 1.574 62 80 .607
14 60 2.243 44 94 0.888
425 156 1.553 57 51 .093
0 1 .948 40 21 1.157
1,386 1,932 1.285 2,142 2,532 .961

2Income before taxes less wages and salaries; self-employment income; and Social Security, private and government retirement income.

3Mean incomes from this source are less than $1
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retirement income ($17,815) contributes 72 percent ofthe retir-
ees’ income. However, when considering only comparable
income sources, the relationship between preretired and re-
tired single men reverses. From those sources that are avail-
able to both groups, retirees earn more ($6,923) than do
preretirees ($3,614). Yet, the percentage of single men report-
ing these sources of comparable income is similar for the re-
tired sample (42 percent) and the preretired sample (43 per-
cent). Nevertheless, this “reversal of fortune” can be at least
partially explained by the higher income earned by retired single
men from dividends, interest, rental and other property—
$5,813 compared with $1,321 earned by preretired single men.
In fact, the average member of the single-male-retiree group
earns more income from this source than does any other de-
mographic group in the study. Interestingly, there is no great
difference in the percent reporting this source of income (35
percent of single retired men and 37 percent ofpreretired single
men). Presumably, the retirees have had their investments
longer and are thus enjoying the time value of money. In
addition, retirees may have different types of investments than
preretirees based on their needs and goals: income generat-
ing investments versus growth funds, for example. Finally,
retired single men are much more likely to receive public assis-
tance, which includes supplemental security income and food
stamps (6 percent report income from this source), than are
preretired single men (less than 1 percent receive this type of
income).

Single women. As with single male households, total income
before taxes is significantly higher for the preretired single
women ($30,443) than for the single retired women ($ 15,690),
but comparable income is higher, albeit less so, for retirees:
$1,932 compared with $1,386. Also, a higher percentage of
retired single women report income from public assistance (5
percent) than do preretired single women (1 percent). Single
women in both groups derive a higher proportion of their
income from one primary source than do single men. In the
case of female retirees, 88 percent oftheir income comes from
retirement sources, while 83 percent of preretirees’ earnings
come from wages and salaries. In addition, single women,
regardless of work status, are the only household type of
which more than 1percent ofthe sample reports income from
alimony and child support.

Husband-and-wife couples. Income before taxes is $74,816
for preretired married couples and $27,570 for retired married
couples. Wages and salaries account for 79 percent of the
preretirees’ income, while 91 percent ofretirees’ income comes
from retirement sources. The figures for comparable income
show the same inverse relationship as those in the single
households discussed above. Married couples, however,
differ from the singles in that the difference between the re-

tired and preretired couples’ income from interest and divi-
dends is not significant. Another difference is that where the
percent reporting income from public assistance is substan-
tially higher for retirees in the single samples, 2 percent of
retired couples and 1percent of preretired couples report this
source of income.

Outlays

As with the analysis ofincome, there are some important meth-
odological distinctions that should be discussed before the
comparison of outlays is presented. First and foremost is the
decision to use an outlays approach, which differs from the
average annual expenditures shown in the standard Bureau
of Labor Statistics publications ofthe Consumer Expenditure
Survey data. Specifically, inthese publications, certain items
ofexpense are excluded, such as mortgage principal which is
listed as a reduction of liabilities, not an expenditure. The
housing expenditures do include the mortgage interest paid
by the consumer unit. The same is true for vehicle payments
made during the reference period on financed vehicles (only
the interest is included as an expenditure). However, ifa ve-
hicle is purchased during the reference period, the total price
(less any trade-in value) is recorded as an expenditure. As a
result of this approach, the mean vehicle expenditure value
will approximate the average annual payments made by those
who finance their vehicles because, presumably, there will be
a relatively small number of actual vehicle purchases during
any one quarter, and these will balance out vehicle payments
for those individuals who are still making them. However, this
method is not suitable when regression analysis involving
outlays is employed, as it is in this study. The reason is that
those consumer units that happened to purchase during the
interview period will have a huge expenditure imputed to them,
even if they financed the automobile. Those who are still
making payments on their automobile will have their expendi-
tures artificially deflated, because the principal payments will
not be counted as expenditures. Therefore, in this study, the
actual amounts paid out by consumer units are examined, in-
cluding regular mortgage and vehicle principal payments.
Although, technically, this may be called an “outlays ap-
proach,” in this text, the terms “outlay” and “expenditure” are
used interchangeably for convenience.

For these analyses, it is particularly important to include
mortgage principal payments in the comparison of housing
expenditures. As previously noted in the demographics sec-
tion, the majority of retirees in all three household types are
homeowners without mortgages, while a higher proportion of
preretirees are still making payments on their homes. There-
fore, in order to allow for an accurate comparison ofhousing
expenditures in pre- and post-retirement families, the “true”
housing payment must be examined. In addition, the outlay
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for housing in this study is comprised of shelter (mortgage
principal and interest, rental payments, property taxes, and
maintenance and repair) and utilities. Presumably, some rent-
ers may have utility costs included in their regular rental pay-
ment. Therefore, utilities are included so that homeowners
and renters have comparable housing expenses.

In addition to housing, some other spending categories
have been modified from their standard publication formats to
better fit this study. For instance, marketers and advertisers
often promote the notion that travel is a popular pastime for
retired persons. Presumably this is because of the free time
that retirees would have spent working, and perhaps because
they now have fewer familial and financial obligations (for
example, any children they have are grown, and any home
mortgage is likely to be paid off). In order to capture these
vacation and trip outlays, a new category is created, which
includes such items as housing expenses for a vacation prop-
erty, and food, alcoholic beverages, lodging and transporta-
tion on trips.

Also, it is important to note that expenditures for pensions
and Social Security (that is, payroll deductions and other de-
posits to government, railroad, or private retirement plans) are
excluded from this analysis. This omission allows for a more
comparable measure of total outlays, as these expenditures
are negligible for post-retirement households. The reason is
that for preretirees, these “expenditures” are actually a form
of “savings,” which are then a source of “dissavings” for
retirees. That is, rather than contributing to a pension fund, a
retiree is more likely to “draw it down.” In other words, the
same pension plans to which a family contributes prior to
retirement will likely be the main source of income for that
family after retirement. In addition, no other forms ofsavings
are included as “expenditures” in this analysis.% Therefore,
for the same reason that retirement sources are omitted from
“comparable” income (as previously discussed), contributions
to pension plans are omitted as a category of expenditure.
Finally, note that the analyses presented here use average
quarterly outlays per consumer unit.

In general, the results indicate that the preretired and re-
tired households do spend differently, across all family types
examined. (See table 3.) Forthe majority ofspending catego-
ries within each household type (single male, single female,
and married couple), the differences are statistically signifi-
cant. In fact, the following categories are significant for all
three groups: total quarterly outlays, food away from home,
shelter and utilities, total transportation, private transporta-
tion, apparel and services, total healthcare, health insurance,
prescription drugs, education, alcoholic beverages, tobacco,
and life and other insurance. Many of these differences are
easily intuited: for instance, one expects significant differ-
ences in total outlays due to the significant differences in
total income (as measured by income before taxes). Also,

given the homeownership rates and mortgage status com-
parisons, it is not surprising that preretired consumer units
spend more than retirees on shelter and utilities. Additionally,
private transportation (expenses for the consumer unit’s
owned vehicles) is significantly higher for preretired singles
and couples than for retirees. Even though the sample has
been restricted to those households who own at least one
vehicle, retirees may have paid off their vehicles, and may
have lower maintenance and gasoline expenditures due to
less use ofthe vehicle than preretirees, who may be driving to
work every weekday.

Single men. Preretired single men spend more overall
($6,804)—and for most categories of interest—than do single
male retirees ($5,050 total quarterly outlays). The only excep-
tions are healthcare, for which retirees spend almost twice as
much ($560) as the preretired households spend ($293), and
cash contributions, for which retired men spend $649 com-
pared with $268 spent by preretirees. Within the category of
healthcare, outlays are higher by retirees for each compo-
nent, but are only significantly so for insurance and prescrip-
tion drugs.

Interestingly, expenditures for food at home are not sig-
nificantly different for retired and preretired single men,
but preretirees spend significantly more for food away from
home ($372) than retired single men spend ($224). Con-
comitantly, retired single men (73 percent) report food-
away-from-home purchases less frequently than preretirees
(90 percent). Thus, even the average expenditure for re-
tired single men who purchase food away from home is
substantially smaller ($305) than the average expenditure
for similar preretired single men ($415).2% The most obvi-
ous explanation is, once again, the difference in income for
these groups. But perhaps this is a mobility issue, as retir-
ees are older and may have health-related barriers to going
out. This would seem to be supported by their signifi-
cantly smaller outlays for vacations and trips, contrary to
the proposed notion of increased leisure and travel after
retirement. Furthermore, retirees spend significantly less
on entertainment items and services ($178) than do
preretirees ($311)—entertainment expenditures also include
some items related to mobility, such as tickets to sporting
and cultural events (theater, concerts, and so forth).

Outlays for apparel and services are also significantly
lower in the post-retirement single male households: $123
compared with $208 spent by preretirees. Presumably, at
least part of the preretired male’s purchases will be for
work clothing, a cost no longer applicable to the retirees.
Also, deductions for employer-sponsored plans may ac-
count for some of the relatively higher outlays for life in-
surance by the preretired sample—$94 compared with $40
spent by retired single men.
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Quarterly outlays anci t-values, preretirees and retirees, by composition of consumer unit,
Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey, 1998-99

Single men
Item

Preretired Retired t-value’
Total quarterly outlays...........cccoceevens $6,804 $5,050 2.941
Food athome.......cccoviiiiiiciicne 580 536 1.139
Food away from home...........cccccennene 372 224 4.249
Shelter and utilities........ccccocvvvvieenns 2,250 1,286 7.795
Transportation...........c.cceveevincecnnnns 1,145 643 2.666
Private transportation... 1,135 639 2.640
Public transportation.........c..ccc....... 9 4 1.241
Vacation/trips........ccooeveevoeieneieenens 387 212 2.219
Apparel and Services.........cocoviveens 208 123 2.973
Healthcare........ccoeevvveiceeeiiece e 293 560 3.214
Health insurance. 149 271 5.337
Medical services.... 100 201 1.340
Prescription drugs. . 33 58 2.284
Medical supplies........cccoevvevinnnnens 12 31 1.140
Entertainment............cococvviviiiiincnnn 311 178 3.910
All other outlays.....cccooovveiiiiccicns 940 1,050 255
Housing while attending school2 .... - E 1.409
Personal care 33 30 .845
Reading..... 36 28 1.661
Education............ 123 6 2.453
Alcoholic beverages.. 86 46 3.347
Tobacco .... o1 58 2.622
Cash contibutions...... 268 649 .948
Life and other insurance..... 94 40 3.649
Miscellaneous expenditures3......... 244 222 .253

Singlewomen

Married couples

Preretired Retired t-valuel Preretired Retired t-valuel
$6,222 $4,911 3.941 $10,482 $7,705 8.471
513 559 2.384 %61 880 3.448
182 110 6.357 449 245 5.770
2,283 1,496 6.730 3,082 1,831 10.592
809 530 3.916 1,700 1,131 4.478
802 528 3.855 1,685 1,130 4.373
7 2 2.565 15 2 5.682
271 211 1.485 623 577 791
297 217 2.613 428 231 9.195
333 542 6.986 617 970 8.453
132 294 11.340 293 542 14.735
123 127 77 206 204 .046
6l 101 4.537 89 187 8.626
17 21 765 30 37 1.033
238 196 2.325 572 435 1.146
917 721 .976 1331 947 2.915
- - 1.635 25 1 2.881
70 65 874 98 84 4.169
45 43 514 67 55 4.074
108 17 2.239 155 17 3.742
37 20 3.156 90 51 6.394
49 30 3.424 83 39 7.795
365 328 .220 428 484 514
79 36 3.266 201 120 5.517
209 224 0.221 275 153 2.110

1Absolute values are displayed.

2Mean outlays for this category are less than $1.

3 Includes legal fees; accounting fees; miscellaneous fees, parimutuel
losses; funeral expenses; cemetery lots, vaults, maintenance fees; safe

Single women. The comparisons of outlays by pre- and
post-retirement women are similar to those of men de-
scribed above. Preretired single women spend significantly
more than retired women on food away from home, shelter
and utilities, transportation (both private and public), ap-
parel and services, entertainment, education, alcoholic
beverages, tobacco, and life and other insurance. Retir-
ees, on the other hand, generally have higher outlays for
healthcare.

Unlike in the analysis of single men, however, single
female retirees spend significantly more than their preretired
counterparts for food at home—$559 versus $513, and they
spend less for cash contributions (although this differ-
ence is not statistically significant). Also notable is the
lack of significance in the difference between vacation
spending by female retirees ($211) and that spent by fe-
male preretirees ($271).
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deposit box rental; checking accounts, other bank service charges; finance
charges excluding mortgage and vehicle; credit card memberships;
miscellaneous personal services; occupational expenses; expenses for
other property; interest paid, home equity line of credit (other property);

Husband-and-wife couples. The analysis of outlays by
married couples yields some interesting results that are
different than the previous discussions of single men and
women. For example, the difference in entertainment spend-
ing is not significant, with preretired couples spending $572
and retired couples spending $435. There are also a few
categories ofoutlays for which the differences are signifi-
cant in the couples sample, but are not so in the singles
samples, namely, all other outlays and its components—
housing while attending school, personal care, reading,
and miscellaneous expenditures. It is also interesting to
note that like the single female results, spending by mar-
ried retirees for food at home is significantly different from
that spent by preretired consumer units. However, in the
case of married couples, preretirees spend more ($961) than
do retirees ($880), the opposite as is seen in the single
female comparison.
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1 Percent reporting expenditures that are analyzed using regression analysis

Single men
Outlay category

Preretired Retired
Food athome. ... 99.2 100.0
Food away from home........ 89.6 73.4
Shelter and utilities (owners). 100.0 100.0
Shelter and utilities (renters). . 100.0 100.0
Apparel and services............. . 815 68.5
Healthcare less insurancel . 49.6 60.4
Transportation............cccoeeieiicnnnne 98.9 98.7
Entertainment...........ccocceeciiiiiens 89.6 73.9
Out-of-town trips........ccoceoviiiecnnn. 40.8 324

Note: These figures are calculated from the full sample. Therefore,
the values for percent reporting may differ slightly from those
observations actually used in the regression. Missing values for some
independent variables cause a few observations to be removed from
the regressions, as described in the main text.

1 Percent reporting positive values only. Those reporting net
reimbursements—that is, negative values—and those reporting no

Regression analysis and results

Thus far, the results presented have examined differences
between the preretired and retired groups in general ways.
For example, retirees may spend differently on certain goods
or services than might preretirees. But how much of this ef-
fect is due to the lifestyle differences (such as additional free
time) that accompany retirement, and how much is due to
other differences, such as lower income or other factors? To
help discern the effect that retirement has, regression analy-
sis is useful.

In this study, two types of regressions are performed: lo-
gistic regressions, or “logits,” and ordinary least squares (oLs)
regressions.Z Each has a different purpose. The logits are
used to ascertain the probability that an event (such as a
particular expenditure) will occur, given characteristics ofthe
consumer unit. The logits are only necessary for expendi-
tures that are not universally made. The oLs regressions de-
scribe how expenditure levels are related to certain character-
istics. (For example, most expenditures are expected to in-
crease with income, but by how much?) Table 4 shows the
percent reporting expenditures that are used for regression
analysis, and table 5 shows the number of observations used
for ordinary least squares regressions.

The expenditures selected for study are either those that
are basic goods and services (food at home, shelter and utili-
ties, apparel and services, healthcare less insurance, and
transportation) or items that might be expected a priori to
differ with retirement (food away from home, entertainment,
and out-of-town trips) due to the increased availability of lei-
sure time. All categories are examined using ors. Ofthe basic
goods, only apparel and services requires a logit analysis.
However, the “leisure” expenditures all require logit analysis.
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Singlewomen Married couples

Preretired Retired Preretired Retired
99.8 99.9 99.9 99.9
80.1 731 89.4 80.7
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
100.0 100.0 99.0 100.0
86.3 77.0 88.3 79.5
731 75.0 80.1 84.8
99.8 97.7 99.6 99.5
88.1 84.7 95.3 90.8
41.7 36.4 55.6 48.0

iexpenditure are treated as “nonexpenditures.” Reimbursements are rare,
however. The largest percentage occurs for retired single males, and accounts
for 3.6 percent of the group. Reimbursements are reported for 1.5 percent of
preretired single males, and 1.4 percent of preretired married couples. For all
others, reimbursements account for percentages greater than 0.9 but less
than 1.0 percent.

Healthcare is the one basic expenditure group that requires
special consideration. Only the “out-of-pocket” expenditures
for actual medical goods and services are examined, because
the quality of health insurance coverage can differ so much
for these groups. Presumably, all the retirees in our sample are
eligible for Medicare coverage. This is not true of the
preretirees. Thus, the utility of comparing probability of cov-
erage is limited. However, even if one only examines expendi-
tures for actual drugs, medical supplies, and services, the re-
sults are still unclear: ifthe expenditures for “noninsurance”
healthcare are higher for retirees, is this due to health reasons,
or to less adequate coverage? The analysis in this study shall
not attempt to answer these questions; even so, because
healthcare is an important factor in maintaining quality oflife,
the results are reported for those who may find its inclusion
useful (such as those who only want to see the “bottom
line”—that is, the expected difference in spending associated
with retirement, whatever the reason may be).

The independent variables for each ofthe regression mod-
els are similar. For the logistic regressions, the independent
variables used describe occupation of the reference person
(retired or preretired, self-employed); marital status for singles
(divorced, separated, or never married); race (black) and
ethnicity (Hispanic) of the reference person; educational at-
tainment ofthe reference person (high school graduate, some
college, college graduate, attended graduate school); degree
of urbanization for the consumer unit (that is, urban or rural
location); region of residence of the consumer unit; housing
tenure (home owned without mortgage or renter); and total
outlays that are used as a proxy for “permanent” income.
(Also, an interaction term is included to see ifthe relationship
of expenditure to “permanent” income differs in retirement.)
This study uses “permanent” instead of “current” (that is,



1 Number of observations for ordinary least
squares regressions

Outlay Single Single Married

category men women couples
Foodathome........ccooevvvveevevecieccee 480 1,270 2,542
Food away from home....... 396 968 2,168
Shelter and utilities (owners).... 317 985 2,354
Shelter and utilities (renters).... 160 279 153
Apparel and services............ 364 1,030 2,139
Healthcare, less insurance 263 944 2,096
Transportation.... 476 1,254 2,532
Entertainment..... 397 1,096 2,370
Out-0f-town tripsS.....ccocevviiiiiciees 161 467 1,206

Note: The married couple regressions are missing one observation due
to one negative observation for permanent income; presumably, this couple
had a relatively large reimbursement for healthcare that overwhelmed their
other expenditures in the quarter in which it was received.

annual) income because, according to the “permanent income
hypothesis,” expenditures are often made with expectations
of future earnings in mind.8 In this study, it is particularly
important to use “permanent income” as opposed to “current
income,” because table 2 shows current income is vastly dif-
ferent for the preretired and retired groups. This is because
the retiree by definition has ceased working, and so he or she
must live off of savings and other assets that have been accu-
mulated. Any income received will presumably be based on
these assets (such as interest or dividends), or will be from
some source related to previous labor (such as Social Security
or pension income). Even so, these income sources by them-
selves may not be enough to sustain a comfortable living situ-
ation for most consumers (retired or otherwise), and would be
an unrealistic measure ofthe consumer unit’s actual economic
status.® Expenditures reflect rational decisions based on lev-
els of wealth (rather than income alone) that are available to
the consumer unit, and therefore serve as a better indicator of
the consumer unit’s tastes and preferences for particular goods
and services. (Additionally, by using “permanent income”
instead of “current income,” there is no need to distinguish
“complete” and “incomplete” reporters, as virtually all respon-
dents provide some information on outlays.)

The purpose of regressions, as noted earlier, is to allow
“ceteris paribus” comparisons. That is, given that two con-
sumer units are identical except for the issue in question (in
this case, retirement), how does this issue influence the ex-
pected outcome for the affected consumer? To aid compari-
sons, a control group is selected, and its characteristics are
used with the regression coefficients to predict the outcomes
for each consumer unit (that is, preretired or retired). In this
study, the control group consists of consumer units who are:
currently working for a wage or salary; widowed (if single);
neither black nor Hispanic; lacking a high school degree; liv-
ing in an urban area of the South; and homeowners with a
mortgage. Inafew ofthe oLs regressions, additional controls
are applied. Forexample, itis assumed that single homeowners
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live in a dwelling with six rooms (including bedrooms) and two
bathrooms (including halfbaths), compared to four rooms and
one bathroom for single renters. For couples, owners are as-
sumed to have seven rooms and two bathrooms, while renters
are assumed to have five rooms and one bathroom. It is also
assumed for all consumer units that they own one automobile
and no other vehicles. These characteristics play roles in
different models; for example, outlays for shelter and utilities
will obviously vary with the size of the dwelling; transporta-
tion outlays will depend on number of vehicles owned (auto-
mobile or otherwise). Some other outlays, such as entertain-
ment, may also depend on numbers of vehicles. One enter-
tainment expenditure category specifically accounts for ex-
penditures on vehicles like boats or motorcycles. In some
cases, the consumer unit owns these vehicles (such as a boat)
specifically for recreational purposes; in other cases, having
access to certain vehicles (such as motorcycles) may make
access to certain areas a greater possibility, and the opportu-
nity may drive the expenditure.

Also, before performing the regressions, all expenditure
values (including permanent income) were transformed by tak-
ing their natural log. This was done to minimize
heteroscedasticity, which can be a problem in regression mod-
els. However, it has a convenient side-effect in that the mar-
ginal propensities to consume (vpc) and income elasticities
have special properties: For all the basic goods (except ap-
parel and services), the mpc becomes proportional to the ex-
pected budget share for the item under study; the elasticities
simply equal the coefficient on natural log of permanent in-
come. (For more information, see the appendix.)

Before examining the results, two caveats are in order: First,
for the “ceteris paribus” analysis, note that average total out-
lays are used as the “control” amount, and that the average
for preretired consumers is the operative value. This may not
seem realistic, since the tables clearly show that outlays de-
cline with retirement. There are several reasons for this: Even
if tastes and preferences do not change in retirement, retirees
are more likely to have paid offtheir mortgage, which would
substantially reduce outlays. Additionally, as noted earlier,
because the Consumer Expenditure Survey is not longitudi-
nal, it is impossible to obtain a large sample whereby the act of
retirement may be observed, let alone one where several years
(or at least time periods) of expenditures both prior to and after
retirement may be observed. Given the method used to define
the sample, then, it could be that some selection bias is intro-
duced into the data; that is, perhaps a substantial amount of
the “preretirees” are consumers who plan to continue to work
during retirement, though not necessarily at their original ca-
reerjob. These consumers may have different characteristics
(including tastes) than those who retire completely, and thus
they “select” themselves out of the retiree sample. However,
assuming this problem is minimal, the issue still remains that
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expenditures decline in retirement for those in the sample. The
“ceteris paribus” results are concerned with the effect of the
retirement decision itself, so in this discussion there is no
problem. (Seetables 6 and 7.) However, some readers may be
interested in learning how expenditures differ in reality as a
total result of retirement and its concomitant decisions that
result in lower total outlays. For that purpose, tables are in-
cluded in Appendix A that show the “total effect” of retire-
ment. (That is, most characteristics, such as region of resi-
dence, are held constant, but permanent income is allowed to
decrease.)

Second, one other factor cannot be separated out from the
retirement decision: by definition, the retirees in this sample
are older than the preretirees. Therefore, some of the retire-
ment effect may be increased or decreased by an age effect.
(This may be especially true for an expenditure such as
healthcare less insurance.)

Finally, the number of observations differs from the full
sample size in a few cases. This is generally due to missing
data; for example, occasionally a consumer unit does not pro-
vide information on number of rooms or bathrooms in the
household, and those records are deleted from the regres-
sion. Also, in the case of healthcare less insurance, the ex-
penditure can be reported as negative because of reimburse-
ments made by insurance companies. |If a consumer unit
made an expenditure for healthcare in one quarter and re-
ceived reimbursement in a subsequent quarter, the healthcare
expenditure during the “reimbursement” quarter will appear
as a negative value. Although on average the reimburse-
ments and the expenditures will cancel each other out, in the

Predicted probabilities, “ceteris paribus”

[In percent]

Probability of purchase
Ceteris paribus criteria

Preretired Retired
Single men:
Food away from home..........ccccoe.ee. 94.6 93.0
Apparel and Services.........ccoueene 60.6 70.3
Healthcare........ccoeoveiiiiicnicic, 39.8 71.6
Entertainment..........cccccoovviiininnnn 90.7 88.2
Out-of-town tripS.....ccccevvveiiiiiicins 33.2 29.6
Single women:
Food away from home..................... 81.4 83.6
Apparel and services..........couenene 82.0 74.1
Healthcare.................. 84.2 87.8
Entertainment...........ccocooeevnnnenne 92.8 90.2
Out-0f-town tripS....cccocovereriiie 33.8 2715
Married couples:
Food away from home............c....... 92.7 86.9
Apparel and services. 90.5 85.6
Healthcare...... 89.1 93.4
Entertainment..... . 96.7 93.8
OUut-Of-tOWN triPS..ccovvieieiieieciiecie 45.4 46.6

1 Significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
| Dash indicates result not significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
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regression results they can be problematic.3 Fortunately,
these occurrences are infrequent.

Table 5 shows the total number of observations used in
the OLS regressions.3 For apparel and services and the “lei-
sure” regressions, observations are less than the total sample
size because only those who had positive outlays are included
in the OLS stage, as explained in the appendix.

Single men. In the case of single men, retirement status ap-
pears to play an indirect role in expenditure patterns. Although
mpcs and elasticities appear to differ in several ofthe “basic”
goods cases, none of these is associated with a statistically
significant retirement effect, either for retirement in general or
for the interaction of retirement and income, except for trans-
portation. In this case, the predicted expenditure is signifi-
cantly related both to the “event” of retirement and to a change
in the income/expenditure relationship. Outlays are predicted
to drop significantly both in economic and statistical terms.
(The difference is $265 per quarter.) The MPC declines sub-
stantially—from less than $0.18 to more than $0.09. The de-
crease in elasticity indicates that this good falls from “luxury”
status for preretirees to “necessity” status for retirees. This
may indicate that before retirement, single men, if given more
income, will buy vehicles more frequently or more expensive
vehicles than they would upon retirement. Again, retirees
may also have less need to drive (therefore, they pay less for
gasoline and other travel expenditures), as they do not have
to go to work every day. (Note that single women and married
couples also experience declines in predicted expenditures for
transportation in retirement, although in those cases the dif-
ference is not statistically significant.)
As for the “leisure” goods tested,
two show a difference related to the
probability of purchase. In the first
case, food away from home, the over-
all difference in predicted probability
is not meaningful—falling from less
6 - than 95 percent for preretirees to 93
) ] percent for retirees; the bottom line is
- - most single men are predicted to pur-
i chase food away from home at least
once every few months in retirement.
Nor is the effect on MPC meaningful;
) ) itremains under $0.02 regardless ofre-
- - tirement status. However, for out-of-
town trips, the results are more inter-

. . esting. The probability of purchase
- - declines 3 percentage points, due
) both to the retirement effect and a dif-

ference inthe income/probability rela-

tionship after retirement. The pre-

dicted expenditure for actual buyers

Significance indicator

income



1 Elasticities, and so forth under “ceteris paribus”

[Probabilities in percent]

Single men Singlewomen Married couples
Ceteris paribus criteria
Preretired Retired Preretired Retired Preretired Retired

Variables:

Permanent inCome.........cooceeverneeeneninnns $6,804 $6,804 $6,222 $6,222 $10,482 $10,482

LOG iNCOME.ciiieciieiieceee e 8.825266 8.825266 8.735847 8.735847 9.257415 9.257415
Owners:

Rooms/bedrooms 6 6 6 6 7 7

Bathrooms/halfbaths 2 2 2 2 2 2
Renters:

Rooms/bedrooms 4 4 4 4 5 5

Bathrooms/halfbaths.... 1 1 1 1 1 1
Food at home:

Probability of purchase........ccccceevuenee. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) $536 $503 $470 ‘w546 $897 $878

Marginal propensity to consume .014 .024 .019 .034 .020 .022

Elasticity .18 .32 .26 .39 .24 27
Food away from home:

Probability of purchase..........ccccccccevnnennn. 94.6 '93.0 81.4 83.6 92.7 86.9

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) $193 $162 $169 $119 $305 126252

Marginal propensity to consume... . .013 .015 .017 .012 .022 .014

ElaStiCity...cccovveririeciisere e .45 .65 .64 .63 .76 .57
Shelter and utilities (owners):

Probability of purchase........cc.ccccocvvenne 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Predicted expenditure (buyers only)..... $2,509 $2,005 $2,185 $1,947 $3,090 $2,972

Marginal propensity to consume.. . 216 137 .246 .206 .166 .148

ElaStiCity...ccoueieerieeie e .59 46 .70 .66 .56 .52
Shelter and utilities (renters):

Probability of purchase...........ccccocvvinee 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) $1,523 $1,769 $2,088 $1,923 $1,992 $1,570

Marginal propensity to consume.. . .096 147 .240 .248 .103 .068

ElastiCity....coviriiiieine e 43 .57 71 .80 .54 45
Apparel and services:

Probability of purchase.............ccccccvees 60.6 70.3 82.0 74.1 90.5 85.6

Predicted expenditure (buyers only)..... $111 $99 $142 299 $253 12183

Marginal propensity to consume........... .012 .013 .024 .013 .024 .015

ElastiCity....cocovvveiiiiiiiiicneciecse .73 .92 1.08 .83 1.00 .83
Healthcare (less insurance):

Probability of purchase... 39.8 71.6 84.2 87.8 89.1 93.4

Predicted expenditure (buyers only $226 $370 $158 12218 $228 $336

Marginal propensity to consume.. . .012 .045 .014 .033 .016 .020

ElaStiCIty . .ooeeeeieeeiieere e .35 .82 .55 .95 72 61
Transportation:

Probability of purchase..........cccocvvueene. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Predicted expenditure (buyers only)..... $1,018 12753 $476 $373 $1,197 $889

Marginal propensity to consume........... 175 .094 .052 .043 110 .083

ElastiCity...ccooeoiiiieiiiiccie v 117 .85 .68 71 .96 .98
Entertainment:

Probability of purchase.......c.c.ccccccvvnnne 90.7 88.2 92.8 90.2 96.7 93.8

Predicted expenditure (buyers only)..... $188 $155 $139 $134 $284 $236

Marginal propensity to consume........... 021 .014 .015 .015 .026 021

ElastiCity....coooveeiieiieicc e .76 .63 .67 .69 .95 91
Out-of-town trips:

Probability of purchase . 33.2 29.6 33.8 275 45.4 46.6

Predicted expenditure (buyers only)..... $98 $96 $157 12155 $435 $530

Marginal propensity to consume........... .012 .006 .012 .012 .030 .047

ElaStiCity....ccoveeieeerieirieeee e .82 43 48 49 73 .92

1 Retirement coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
2 Coefficient for retired income term is statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
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does not differ much, but the MPC is cut in half—from $0,012
to $0,0086, as is the income elasticity— from 0.82 to 0.43.2

Single women. The probabilities of purchase are not signifi-
cantly affected by retirement for single women, according to
the logit results. However, in several cases, retirement is di-
rectly and indirectly related to differences in expenditures for
those who purchase. Food at home, healthcare (less insur-
ance), and out-of-town trips all exhibit such differences, and
apparel and services exhibits an indirect difference (that is,
the income coefficient is statistically significant, but not the
retirement variable itself). For food athome, a sizable increase
in expenditures is predicted—about $76 per quarter. Although
not statistically significant, food away from home also shows
a decline in predicted expenditure for single female retirees
($50). Itis interesting to note that the table in the appendix, in
which retirees are assumed to have lower permanent incomes
than preretirees, shows that the situation reverses. Although
food-at-home expenditures are predicted to rise (by $28), the
difference is less than the predicted decrease in food-away-
from-home expenditures ($65).

An interesting difference occurs for apparel and services
for this group. After retirement, the MPC for this item is cut in
half. As aresult, the elasticity falls substantially as well. Be-
fore retirement, apparel and services are treated as “luxury”
goods for single women; afterward, they become “necessity”
goods, although they still have a higher elasticity than most
of the other expenditure items. It is also interesting to note
that although preretired single women are predicted to spend
more ($142) than preretired single men ($111) each quarter,
male and female retirees have the same predicted expenditure
($99) for apparel and services. This is also roughly true when
incomes are assumed to decline for retirees—both single male
and female retirees are predicted to spend about $80 on ap-
parel and services. (See appendix.)

Married couples. As with singles, married couples appear
to have some substantial differences either in probability
of purchase or level of purchase, but not many are statisti-
cally significant. The only two expenditures that show
significant differences are food away from home and ap-
parel and services. Both show decreases in the predicted
expenditure due to the direct retirement effect and changes
in the income effect. The apparent difference in probabil-
ity for food away from home is the largest of the three
groups studied, falling nearly 13 percentage points. Simi-
larly, the expenditure for those who report purchases falls
by $85 per quarter. Nevertheless, the difference in MPC is
not even noticed when rounded to the full cent (that is,
$0.02 before and after retirement). The elasticity declines
somewhat, from 0.76 to 0.62, but still remains in the moder-
ately high level of inelastic expenditures.

Apparel and services, though, show a pattern very similar
to single women. Although all groups show declines in pre-
dicted expenditures, probably because of less need for work
attire or uniforms as noted before, apparel and services fall
from unitary elasticity for preretired couples to inelasticity
(0.83) for retirees. The MPC is also substantially reduced (from
$0,024 to $0,015). Predicted expenditures fall by $70 for this

group.

This study has analyzed expenditure patterns by preretirees
and retirees t0 help understand how expenditure patterns
differ upon retirement for single men, single women, and mar-
ried couples. Many differences have been found. Some of
these are undoubtedly due to differences that are to be ex-
pected upon retirement. For example, retirees have lower in-
comes than preretirees, and therefore would naturally be ex-
pected to spend less on many items. However, preretirees are
found to have different demographic characteristics than re-
tirees, even when examining carefully selected groups (single
men, single women, and married couples with no children).
Again, some ofthese are expected; age is by definition greater
for retirees than preretirees, and retirees are more likely to own
their home outright (that is, the mortgage is paid off) than are
preretirees. Others are not necessarily predictable apriori,
such as differences in proportions of each group that are lo-
cated in various regions ofthe country. Nevertheless, each of
these characteristics could have an effect on expenditure pat-
terns. To control for these differences, and to attempt to as-
certain whether income differences are solely responsible for
expenditure differences or whether tastes and preferences dif-
fer in retirement, regression analyses are performed.

From the regression results, it is difficult to draw general
conclusions about the role of retirement in expenditure deci-
sions. For example, the results for single men showed few
statistically significant differences in probability ofreporting
expenditures or in the predicted outlay for items. However,
more were significant for single women and married couples.
Nevertheless, some interesting findings are presented. For
example, in each group studied, both the probability of pur-
chase and predicted expenditure for food away from home are
lower for retirees than preretirees. Because these results are
calculated assuming income is equal for the pre- and post-
retirees, it may indicate that the “utilitarian” purpose of food
away from home outweighs the “recreational” purpose of food
away from home. That is, the preretirees may be purchasing
more food away from home more frequently because they do
not have the same amount of leisure time as the retirees. How-
ever, given the lack of statistical significance of many of the
parameters used to compute these results, this interpretation
should be viewed with caution.

Retirement is a major event in a working person’s life,
accompanied by many lifestyle changes, such as a reduc-
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tion in labor income and an increase in leisure time. This
article documents some of the potential consequences of
these changes. These issues are particularly important
today with the “graying” ofthe population; it is only a few
years until the “baby boomers” reach retirement age. This
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analysis should be useful not only to professionals and
policymakers who study the effects of changing demo-
graphics on the economy at large, but also to retirement
planners and counselors, as well as to those who plan to
retire soon themselves. m|
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Therefore, although it is possible that some of these families purchase
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24 Recall that the definition of retirement in this study is based on the
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pal, may be considered an “investment” in some cases, most
homeowners do not own their home solely for investment purposes, as
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home provides. Similarly, some consumers may own life insurance
policies that pay annuities at some point; however, the policy is not
merely a savings vehicle; it is primarily a purchase of protection of
one’s estate in case of unexpected events.

% Calculated by dividing the average expenditure for the whole group
($372 for preretirees, and $224 for retirees) by the percent reporting,
shown in table 6 (89.6 percent for preretirees, and 73.4 percent for
retirees).

Z7 See the Technical Notes section for a detailed explanation of the
regression methodology, including the model specifications.
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2D There are also empirical reasons for using “permanent” income in
this case. Respondents do not always provide information on “cur-
rent” income, and even those who do may not provide a full account-
ing of all income from all sources. Furthermore, data regarding assets
and liabilities are only collected on a limited basis in the Interview
survey. However, the primary goal of the Interview Survey is to
collect expenditures.

D One possible solution is to use four complete quarters for each
consumer unit, rather than treat each quarter independently as is done
in this article. However, even this solution does not provide a bal-
anced treatment of medical expenditures and reimbursements. For
example, a reimbursement reported in the second interview (the first
interview during which these data are collected) will have no matching
expenditure because that expense would have been incurred by the
consumer unit prior to its participation in the survey. Likewise, a
medical expenditure reported in the fifth and final interview may very
well be reimbursed afterward, when the consumer unit is no longer a
survey participant. There is no way to capture these prior expenses
or future reimbursements.

3l Because the logit models share the same specification, and because
they predict the probability of an expenditure occurring, nearly all of
them have the same number of observations as the sample size for the
group under study. The exception is the set of healthcare less insur-
ance models. The logit models have fewer observations than the
sample for the group under study in this case, because the negative

A ppendix A: Results of regression analysis

In tables 6 and 7, resultswere shown assuming “ceteris paribus.” That
is, all characteristics (including permanent income) except retirement
were assumed to be constant for the groups compared and the results
were computed on that basis. In reality, permanent income declines
substantially in retirement. For the reader’s convenience, the following

healthcare outlays are omitted from the sample before running the
regression. (For single men, the total is 470 observations; for single
women, it is 1,260 observations; and for married couples, it is 2,515
observations.)

2 At first glance, the predicted value for out-of-town trips may appear
low, but there are at least two reasons for this. First, out-of-town trips
are defined in the survey either as trips that last at least overnight for
recreation purposes, or “day trips” in which the participant travels at
least 75 miles from home. Therefore, they may be short in duration
and not costly. Second, this phenomenon may be due to the economet-
rics underlying the model. The specification may be inaccurate due to
omitted variables, improper transformation of the dependent or inde-
pendent variables, or other reasons. However, the standard errors of
the relative coefficients are wide enough to encompass an extremely
large range of predicted values. This is because, as noted, E(InY) is the
predicted value resulting from the regression, and exp[E(InY)] is the
predicted value for the expenditure. A very small deviation in E(InY)
can lead to a very large difference in exp[E(InY)]. For example, as
shown in the table, the current predicted value for preretirees is $98.
This is based on E(InY) of approximately 4.58. However, if E(InY)
increases by 1 to 5.58, exp[E(InY)] increases to $265. Even at the 90-
percent confidence level, an estimate of 5.58 is plausible; if all relevant
parameters are evaluated at the lowest level in the 90-percent confi-
dence interval, E(InY) is approximately -3.88; if all are evaluated at the
highest level in the 90-percent confidence interval, E(InY) is approxi-
mately 12.99. The same reasoning applies to travel expenditures for
single women. Applying the confidence intervals to their parameters
yields an estimated range from 0.51 to 9.59 for E(InY).

tables show the “full effect” ofretirement as estimated from the regres-
sions discussed in the text. Only characteristics that are not explicitly
related to retirement (such as whether one lives in an urban or rural area)
are held constant. However, permanentincome is evaluated at its mean
for retirees in the following calculations. (See tablesA-1 andA-2.)

1 Probabilities of pijrchasing selected goods and services for preretired and retired consumers, allowing full

retirement effect, 1998-99

[In percent]
Probability of purchase Significance indicator
Consumertype
Pre-retired Retired Retirement Income
Single men:
Food away from home......... 94.6 89.3 1 -
Apparel and services . 60.6 57.3 - -
Healthcare (less insurance). 39.8 63.6 - -
Entertainment.........cc........... 90.7 83.2 _ _
Out-of-town tripS.....cccceeeene 33.2 23.7 - -
Single women:
Food away from home......... 81.4 79.9 - —
Apparel and services.......... 82.0 68.6 - -
Healthcare (less insurance). 84.2 86.1 - -
Entertainment.........cc.ccooeeee 92.8 87.6 - -
Out-of-town trips.....c.coeeee. 33.8 23.2 - -
Couples:
Food away from home......... 92.7 80.1 - -
Apparel and services.......... 90.5 77.9 - -
Healthcare (less insurance). 89.1 89.7 - -
Entertainment..........cc..u..... 96.7 89.3 - _
Out-of-town tripS.....ccceevenes 45.4 34.9 - -

1Significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
Dash indicates result not significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
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Predicted outcomes given full retirement effect

Variables

Variables:
Permanent income
Log income

Owners:

Rooms/bedrooms........cccccovvvvininiens
Bathrooms/halfbaths............cccccceee

Rooms/bedrooms....
Bathrooms/halfbaths

Food at home:
Probability of purchase (percent).....
Predicted expenditure..........cc.ccocenee
Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaStiCity....ccoviieiieeiecreee e

Food away from home:
Probability of purchase (percent).....

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) .

Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaStiCItY..cccooeeeeieeieeeeeeeeeec e

Shelter and utilities (owners):
Probability of purchase (percent).....
Predicted expenditure...... .
Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaSHCItY...ceooeeieceieeceee e

Shelter and utilities (renters):
Probability of purchase (percent).....
Predicted expenditure .
Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaStiCIty...cooeeeeeiie e

Apparel and services:
Probability of purchase (percent).....

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) .

Marginal propensity to consume.......
Elasticity

Healthcare less insurance:
Probability of purchase (percent).....

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) .

Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaStiCity..c.cooeeieeierieeeeeeeeee

Transportation:
Probability of purchase (percent).....
Predicted expenditure .
Marginal propensity to consume.......
EIaSHCItY...c.cveeieeeiiiiecesieeec

Entertainment:
Probability of purchase (percent).....

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) .

Marginal propensity to consume.......
Elasticity

Out-of-town trips:
Probability of purchase (percent).....

Predicted expenditure (buyers only) .

Marginal propensity to consume.......
ElaStiCity......ccovveiieiiiiecccce,

Single men
Preretired Retired
$6,804 $5,050
8.825266 8.527144
6 6
2 2
4 4
1 1
100.0 100.0
$536 $457
0.014 0.029
0.18 0.32
94.6 289.3
$193 $136
0.013 0.018
0.45 0.68
100.0 100.0
$2,509 $1,746
0.216 0.161
0.59 0.46
100.0 100.0
$1,523 $1,494
0.096 0.167
0.43 0.57
60.6 57.3
$111 $79
0.012 0.014
0.73 0.89
39.8 63.6
$226 $292
0.012 0.046
0.35 0.79
100.0 100.0
$1,018 '2$584
0.175 0.098
117 0.85
90.7 83.2
$188 $132
0.021 0.017
0.76 0.65
33.2 1223.7
$98 $77
0.012 0.005
0.82 0.35

Singlewomen

Preretired

$6,222
8.735847

N o

100.0
$470
0.019
0.26

81.4
$169
0.017
0.64

100.0
$2,185
0.246
0.70

100.0
$2,088
0.240
0.71

82.0
$142
0.024
1.08

84.2
$158
0.014
0.55

100.0
$476
0.052
0.68

92.8
$139
0.015
0.67

33.8
$157
0.012
0.48

Retired

$4,911
8.499233

NN

100.0
$498
0.040

0.39

79.9
$104
0.013
0.63

100.0
$1,666
0.223
0.66

100.0
$1,591
0.260
0.80

68.6
2381
0.013
0.81

86.1
12$172
0.033
0.94

100.0
$316
0.046
0.71

87.6
$115
0.016
0.69

23.2
12$120
0.010
0.42

Couples
Preretired Retired
$10,482 $7,705
9.257415 8.949625
7 7
2 2
5 5
1 1
100.0 100.0
$897 $809
0.020 0.028
0.24 0.27
92.7 80.1
$305 12$220
0.022 0.018
0.76 0.62
100.0 100.0
$3,090 $2,531
0.166 0.171
0.56 0.52
100.0 100.0
$1,992 $1,365
0.103 0.081
0.54 0.45
90.5 77.9
$253 12$146
0.024 0.016
1.00 0.86
89.1 89.7
$228 $284
0.016 0.023
0.72 0.64
100.0 100.0
$1,197 $659
0.110 0.083
0.96 0.98
96.7 89.3
$284 $182
0.026 0.022
0.95 0.95
45.4 34.9
$435 $373
0.030 0.037
0.73 0.76

1 Coefficient for retired income term is statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence level; retirement coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-

percent confidence level.

2 Retirement coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence level.
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Expenditures in Retirement

A ppendix B. Regression techniques

Some expenditures, such as food athome, or shelter and utilities, are
reported by virtually all participants in the Consumer Expenditure
Survey. For these items, the choice ofregression technique is straight-
forward: Ordinary least squares (OLS) suits them well. However,
many expenditures are not universal. These purchases may not be
made because of tastes and preferences (for example, tobacco and
smoking supplies) or because of durability of the item (for example,
vehicle purchases). In this study, four such variables are examined.
Three (food away from home, entertainment, and out-of-town trips)
are probably examples of the first situation (tastes and preferences
dissuade some consumers from purchase) while the fourth may be an
example of the second situation (perhaps the consumer had suffi-
cient amounts of apparel during the last quarter, and did not need
services, such as dry cleaning or repair). These kinds of expenditures
require special treatment in their analysis.

One setofmodels designed to handle these situations is called the
“double hurdle” set of models. The set gets its name because the
consumer must first decide whether to purchase the item, and then
how much to purchase. In these models, the hurdles are modeled in
two stages: stage one models the probability of purchase; and stage
two models the level of purchase for those who buy the good. Re-
sults of the two stages are used together to predict the expenditure
for agiven consumer.

One popular form of double hurdle model is the Tobit model. In
this model, the “hurdles” are estimated with the same independent
variables. The stages are estimated in such a way that one set of
parameter estimates is produced, and these parameters can be used
to estimate probability of purchase (using the cumulative density
function, as with probit) and the marginal propensity to consume (as
with o1s). The predicted expenditure is equivalent to the predicted
expenditure for those who purchase weighted by the probability of
purchase.l However, a major drawback of Tobit is the restrictions it
makes on the results. First, because one setofindependent variables
is used, the model is only useful when the exact same set ofvariables
predicts both the probability of purchase and the level of expendi-
ture. This is not always the case. For example, the probability of
purchasing health insurance may depend on the size ofone’s family.
However, if a particular policy charges one premium for “family”
coverage, regardless of the number of members of the family, the
Tobitmodel has aweakness in predicting expenditures for that policy.
Furthermore, the Tobit model assumes that the “direction” of each
variable is the same for the probability and for the level of consump-
tion. This may not be true. For example, an article describing wine
consumption by U.S. men finds that those who have at least a high
school education are more likely to drink wine than men who have
lower levels of education; however, they also find that men with at
least a high school education drink less wine than those who have
lower levels of education.2

Other models have been proposed, however, to handle the “double
hurdle” situation. The models used in this study are based on atype
described by John G Cragg.3 In Cragg’s method, the probability of
purchase is estimated separately from the level of expenditures.
Cragg’s approach has many advantages over the Tobit. The ability to
separate the probability of purchase and level of expenditure equa-
tions allows differences in variables and signs across the two stages
of the analysis, providing Cragg’s approach with a “considerable
interpretational advantage” over the Tobit model, according to
Mohamed Abdel-Ghany and J. Few Silver.4 Additionally, “Tobit...
forces zero observations to represent comer solutions,” according to
other researchers, who go on to discuss a weakness in Tobit already

July 2002

addressed— namely, that it “presumes that the same set of variables
and parameter estimates determine both the discrete probability ofa
nonzero outcome and the level of positive expenditures....”5

Although Cragg’s models use probit to predict the probability of
purchase, he notes that logit can be used instead.6 Many standard
econometric textbooks point out that logit, when applied, produces
probability estimates that are nearly identical to probit estimates.
However, logit is much easier to use and interpret. The equation for
predicting probability of purchase (P) is:

P = exp(a+ bX)/[1+ exp(a + bX)\
where

a is the intercept of the logit equation
b is a vector of parameter estimates

A is avector of independent variables.

The formula can be entered into a standard spreadsheet to estimate
probabilities of purchase for different consumers. Furthermore, the
equation is easily differentiated to find the marginal relationship of
probability to a particular variable. (For example, ifincome rises by
$1, how much does the probability ofpurchase change?) With probit,
an equation must be estimated, and the results must be looked up in
a statistical table to find out the overall probability of an event
occuring, as well as the marginal effect on probability from changing
avariable.

In the version ofthe Cragg model used in this paper, the probabil-
ity of purchase is estimated as suggested with a logistic regression.
Separately, OLS is used to estimate expenditures for those who pur-
chase the item.7 To get the final results, the predicted probability of
purchase obtained from the first stage is multiplied by the predicted
expenditure for those who purchase. This essentially produces an
average predicted expenditure, weighted by the probability of pur-
chase. To illustrate the intuition behind obtaining this weighted aver-
age predicted expenditure, suppose that a large sample of consumers
is selected randomly. Suppose that 25 percent of the participants
purchased a particular item. Suppose that this item sold for $100.
The average expenditure for all consumers is then $25, or 25 percent
multiplied by $100. Ifa smaller sample is randomly selected from
this large group, the expected value of the average of that smaller
sample is also $25. This is because if a large number of random
samples were pulled from the total sample, and each time the average
expenditure was recorded, then the “grand average” (thatis, the aver-
age of the averages) is expected to be $25.

When estimating the marginal propensity to consume and elastic-
ity for the Cragg models, the logit results are taken into account. This
is because income is assumed to influence expenditures both directly
(through level ofexpenditure) and indirectly (by changing the prob-
ability of purchase). The mathematical details are provided in the
following sections (“Marginal Propensity to Consume (MPC)” and
“Elasticities.”)

As afinal point, there are some expenditures for which Tobit may
be appropriate, in that this technique assumes that, given enough
time, all consumers will eventually purchase the given item. For
example, less than 100 percent ofall consumer units report expendi-
tures for apparel and services every quarter, but given enough time, it
is reasonable to assume that 100 percent will eventually purchase
some. However, Tobit still suffers the weaknesses described earlier,
and for convenience, the Cragg model is used for all variables ana-
lyzed in this study. Further examination of the Tobit model will be
left for future research.
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Marginal Propensity to Consume (MPC). The marginal propensity
to consume (MPC) is defined as the change in expenditure given a
unit change in income. In this case, “permanent income” is the rel-
evant variable for change.

The “OLS only” regressions described in the text (for food at
home; shelter and utilities; and transportation) have the following
specification:

E(InY) = a + binl+ cX

where

E(InY) is the predicted (or “expected”) value of the
dependent variable

a is the intercept

b is a parameter estimate

Iniis the natural log of permanent income

cX represents all other independent variables multiplied
by their regression coefficients.

In this case, the mpc is calculated by finding the change in the pre-
dicted expenditure given a $1 increase in permanent income, or
8E(Y)/81. Although the model is specified to calculate E(InY), the
desired result is easily obtained:

8E(InY)ldl= d(a+ binl+cX)/dl
L/[E(Y)]* dE(Y)I81= b*(I/f) = b/l
dE(Y)/81= b*[E(Y)/T\

This result has an interesting property in that the mpc is propor-
tional to the budget share (that is, specific outlay divided by total
outlays), with the proportion equal to the parameter estimate for Inl.

This still leaves one question: Ifthe model predicts E(InY), what
is E(Y)? This also is easily solved, in that:

E(Y)=exp[E(InY)\

Using this formulation, one need only select agroup of interest, use
the regression results to determine E(InY), and then follow the proce-
dures indicated. In this study, the “group of interest” is the control
group described in the text.

The Cragg-based models have a more complicated specification,
but it is nevertheless solvable to yield the mpc. The mpc is still
defined the same way and is still represented the same way math-
ematically; that is,

MPC=8E(Y)/8I.

However, the initial formulation is more complicated. The desired
result is actually

E(Y)=P*exp[E(InY)]
where P is the probability of observing an expenditure.

To find dE(Y)I 81, the product rule of calculus is used. That is:
8E(Y)/ 81=P exp[E(InY)\ + Pexp \E{InY)]

Recall that:
P =exp(a +pinl+ AX)I[\ + exp(a + J3Inl+ AX)])
where

AXisavectorofall independent variables except income,
each multiplied by their parameter estimates.

Therefore, to find P the quotient rule is used:

P = (fg-fg)l'g2

where

/= exp(a + filnl+ AX)
g=1+exp(a+pinl+ AX)

f ’=g’= (fill)exp(a + pinl+ AX)

Because/ 'and g ’are equal in this case, this simplifies algebraically
to:

and, because g equals (f+ 1), this reduces even further to:
P =[f(f+i-J)Vg2=fVgz
Now, with the much simplified result, it can be shown that:
P ’= [(pll)exp(a+pinl+ AX)]/[1+ exp(a+pinl+ AX)]2
Again, by substitution, this reduces to:
P*{[PA]/[\+exp(a +pinl+AX)]}.
Therefore,

MPC = P*{[p/I\/[I + exp(a+pinl+ AX)]}*exp[E(InY)]
+ Pexp [E(InY)];

exp [E(InY)] = exp[E(InY)] *E (InY);

exp[E(InY)]=E(Y);

E *(InY) = SE(InY)/cl = VE(Y)*cE(Y)/el
= 1/E(Y) *[b *E(Y)/1] = b/I;

Alternatively, because E(InY) equals a + bInl + cX,

E (InY) = cE(InY)/dl = d(a + bInl+ ¢cX)/dI= b*(l/1) = b/l;
MPC = P*{\PTJ/[1 + expia + pinl+ AX)[\*E{Y) + P*[E(Y)*(b/1)];
or
MPC = P*E(Y)*{[p/1J/[l + exp(a + pinl+ AX)]} +
P*b[E(Y)/I]

Because the terms P and E(Y) are common to both pieces of the
complicated right-hand side of this equation, mathematically, the
mpc can be simplified by factoring these terms out, and multiplying
them by the sum of the remaining pieces. However, the formula is
left in this form for the moment, to illustrate an intuitive point: Note
that the mpc is derived from the predicted value of the expenditure
for those who purchase as weighted by the probability of purchase.
Note that the second term on the right-hand side, that is, P*b[E (Y)/I],
is the same mpc as was found before, except that it is weighted by the
probability of purchase. The remaining term is a result of the fact
that the predicted expenditure is affected indirectly because prob-
ability ofpurchase changes as aresult ofincome change.

Elasticities. Income elasticity (or more properly in this case, perma-
nent income elasticity) is the percent change in expenditure for a
specific good (such as food at home) given a 1-percent increase in
(permanent) income. For example, for retired single males, the in-
come elasticity for food athome is estimated to be 0.32, meaning that
for every 1-percent increase in permanent income, these men are
predicted to increase food-at-home expenditures by about one-third
of 1 percent.
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The equation for calculating elasticity (4) is:
Y=MPC*I/E(Y)

In the case ofthe “o1s only” regressions, the elasticity in this case is
constant, and equal to the parameter estimate for permanent income.
To show this mathematically, recall that MPC in this case is propor-
tional to the predicted expenditure share; thatis, M PC equals b[E(Y)I
I\. Itiseasy to see that multiplying mpc by I/E(Y) yields b, which is
the parameter estimate for log of income, as stated.

For the Cragg-based models, the full formulais much more com-
plicated, due to the complexity ofthe MPC equation. However, once
the value ofthe MPC is obtained, multiplying this value by the inverse
ofthe predicted expenditure share still yields the elasticity estimate.
Recall that partofthe mpc equation involved the probability-weighted
expenditure share. The elasticity will also be similar to the “OLS
only” results in that, if the formula is specified, it contains the prob-
ability-weighted income coefficient. That is,

MPC*[I/E(Y)] = P*{p/[1+ exp(a+ filnl+ AY)]} + P*b

The second term on the right-hand side, P*b, is the probability-
weighted coefficientjust mentioned.

Footnotes to A ppendix B

1 See John McDonald and Robert A. Moffitt, “The Uses of Tobit Analy-
sis,” The Review of Economics and Statistics, May 1980, pp. 318-21,
especially p. 318.

2 J.R. Blaylock and W.N. Blisard, “Wine consumption by us men,”
Applied Economics, May 1993, pp. 645-51, especially p. 649.

3John G. Cragg, “Some Statistical Models for Limited Dependent
Varibles with Application to the Demand for Durable Goods,”
Econometrica, September 1971, pp. 829-44.

4 Mohamed Abdel-Ghany and J. Lew Silver, “Economic and Demo-
graphic Determinants of Canadian Households’ Use of and Spending on
Alcohol,” Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, September
1998, pp. 62-90, especially p. 65.

5Deanna L. Sharpe, Mohamed Abdel-Ghany, Hye-Yeon Kim, and Gong-
Soog Hong, “Alcohol Consumption Decisions in Korea,” Journal of
Family and Economic Issues, Spring 2001, pp. 7-24, especially, p. 14.

6 See footnotes 5 (p. 830) and 6 (p. 832).

7 To reduce heteroscedasticity, the ols model actually predicts the natu-
ral log of the expenditure for those with positive expenditures. Coinci-
dentally, Cragg shows this as one of the possible specifications for the
second stage model. (See Cragg, p. 831, eq. 10.)
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Contingent “new
economy” jobs?

Are “new economy” jobs more likely to
involve contingent or alternative
employment relationships? Before that
question can be answered, “new
economy” jobs need to be identified.
David Neumark and Deborah Reed, in
“Employment Relationships in the New
Economy” (xnser Working Paper 8910),
show that this is no easy task.

Neumark, ofMichigan State University
and NBER, and Reed, ofthe Public Policy
Institute of California, operationalized the
concept of “new economy” workers in
three ways for their analysis. One way is
to look at workers inhigh-tech industries;
for this, they used a classification from an
article by Daniel Hecker that appeared in
this Review a few years back (see “High-
technology employment: a broader view,”
June 1999). A second way is to define
“new economy” workers as those who
reside in high-tech cities—the authors
based this classification on a recent
Brookings Institution study. The third
approach used by Neumark and Reed is
to look at workers in the fastest-growing
industries.

After defining “new economy” jobs in
these three different ways, Neumark and
Reed compared the nature ofsuchjobs to
other jobs using the Contingent and
Alternative Employment Arrangement
Supplements of the Current Population
Survey. These Supplements are from
surveys conducted in February of 1995,
1997,1999, and2001.

The results obtained by Neumark and
Reed depend on the definition of “new
economy” workers. With the first
definition, employment in high-tech
industries, the authors did not find greater
use of nontraditional employment
relationships. Based on the second
definition, residence in high-tech cities,
there is evidence that contingent and
alternative employment relationships are
more common inthe new economy. Finally
with the third definition, jobs in the
fastest-growing industries, “new
economy” workers are much more likely

to have contingent or alternative
employment relationships, with much of
the difference driven by employment in
construction and personnel supply
services; it may be that employment in
these two particular industries is
inherently contingent or alternative.

Neumark and Reed do emphasize the
“provisional nature” oftheir conclusions.
They indicate that their paper may do more
to raise questions and stimulate research
than to supply definitive answers.

Pollution and
discrimination

Although less so than in the past,
occupations are still segregated by sex.
In a recent paper, Claudia Goldin of
Harvard University develops a
“pollution” theory of discrimination in
an attempt to explain such segregation
(“APollution Theory of Discrimination:
Male and Female Differences in
Occupations and Earnings,” NBER
Working Paper 8985).

In Goldin’s model, discrimination is
treated as “the consequence of a desire
by men to maintain their occupational
status or prestige, distinct from the desire
to maintain their earnings.” The notion is
that the prestige of an occupation can be
“polluted” by entry into the occupation
of a person whose qualifications are
judged based on the average ofthe group
that the individual belongs to, rather than
on individual merits.

Therefore, men in an all-male
occupation might exhibit hostility towards
permitting a woman to enter their
occupation, even if a particular woman
meets the entry qualifications. Her entry
could be perceived inthe wider society as
a signal that the occupation has been
altered. A key aspect of this model is
informational asymmetry—in the model,
women know what their own levels of
qualifications are, and so do their
employers, but only their average or
median level is widely known.

Goldin notes that a “mechanism that
increases information, such as the

credentialization of occupations, will
foster integration.” In addition, the
visibility of successful women “may
help shatter old stereotypes and in-
crease knowledge about the true
distribution of female attributes.”

California’s minimum
wage workers

There werejust over a million workers in
California who in 2000 were earning
somewhere between that year’s State
minimum wage of$5.75 and the new State
minimum wage of $6.25 enacted in 2001
according to a report, Minimum Wages:
The Economic Impact of the 2001
CaliforniaMinimum Wage Increase, from
the California Department of Industrial
Relations.

The author, Jeffrey G Woods, describes
thetypical minimumwage worker: “She isa
teenage, foreign-bom Hispanic without
U.S. citizenship. Havingneverbeenmarried,
she has no more than a high school
education. She is less likely to be amember
ofalaborunionandhertotal family income is
lessthan $20,000 per year.”

Retirement and well-
being

The raw correlation between retirement
status and subjective well-being is
generally negative. Correlation is not
causation, however, as a recent nber
Working Paper, “Is Retirement
Depressing? Labor Force Inactivity and
Psychological Well-Being in Later Life,”
by Kerwin Kofi Charles, reminds us. In
the case of retirement and well-being,
Charles attempts to account for the fact
that the two are simultaneously
determined. “In particular, people with
idiosyncratically lowwell-being, or people
facing transitory shocks which adversely
affectwell-being might disproportionately
select into retirement.” Once such factors
are taken into account, Charles finds that
retired men tend to report lower scores on
measures of depression and loneliness.
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Cost-of-living, price indexes

At What Price? Conceptualizing and
Measuring Cost-of-Living and Price
Indexes. By the National Research
Council. Washington, oc, National
Academy Press, 2002,332 pp., $49.95/
hardcover.

At What Price? Conceptualizing and
Measuring Cost-of-Living andPrice In-
dexes is the product of an 11-member
panel convened by the Committee of
National Statistics (cns) and sponsored
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (8Ls).
BLs requested the panel to analyze the
development of a cost-of-living index
(coLly and evaluate the proper use of
consumer price indexes for Federal pro-
grams such as Social Security, food
stamps, and Federal Government wages.

Discussion ofthe covi dates back to
1961 when the Stigler Committee of The
National Bureau of Economic Research
summarized the differences between a
consumer price index (cpiy based on a
cost-of-goods index (cocly and an in-
dex that measures the cost of living. The
Stigler Committee recommended that BLs
conduct long-term research to improve
the cpi by transforming it into a better
approximation of a cori. In 1995, the
Senate Finance Committee appointed the
Boskin Commission to evaluate biases
in the cpi. The Senate reasoned that
upward bias caused overcompensation
to Social Security recipients. The Boskin
Commission determined that the cri
overstates inflation by 11 percentage
points per year and recommended that
BLs change the cpi methodology from a
coal, or fixed market basket framework,
to acoLL

The cns panel promotes the coul,
similar to the previous commissioned
reports, but it diverges from the Boskin
Commission conclusions by highlight-
ing the relevance ofthe coci. Katharine
Abraham, former Commissioner of the
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Bureau of Labor Statistics, supported the
production of both indexes. “An index
that is good for one purpose will not al-
ways be good for another ... Each pur-
pose leads to a somewhat different con-
ceptual framework.” The panel concurs
with the former commissioner by recog-
nizing the importance ofthe coci as an
indicator of the level of prices, and the
coLl as a measure of the change in the
cost of living.

Specifically, the panel defines coul
as a measurement of “the percentage
change in expenditures a household
would have to make in order to hold con-
stant some specified standard of living.”
According to economic theory, when
prices change, consumers generally shift
their purchases toward goods with rela-
tively lower prices. For example, ifthe
price of beef increases relative to
chicken, consumers will tend to pur-
chase more chicken relative to beef.
Therefore, an advantage of the coui
compared to the coacl is how it accounts
for substitution between items, while
maintaining an equivalent standard of
living between two time periods. The
coacl is markedly different from the coLi
because it does not account for substi-
tution that may occur between items.

At What Price? contains 18 recom-
mendations from the panel. These range
from the development of a conditional
coLl to conducting research on issues
like quality change and data collection.
The panel supports a conditional coLi
where private goods and services are
accounted for, but environmental factors
are held constant. Accounting for
nonmarket prices presents numerous
conceptual problems such as measuring
price in changes to the environment,
quality of life, and public goods. The
panel uses temperature as an example.
When it is extremely hot or cold, people
tend to spend more money on heat or air
conditioning. If the price for heat and
air conditioning remains constant

throughout the shift in temperatures,
then the price index should not move re-
gardless of the change in consumption.

The panel recognizes that BLs cur-
rently evaluates what percent of a price
change is caused by quality and what
percent is caused by ‘real’ price change.
BLs is currently investigating a hedoni-
cally adjusted price change, where sta-
tistical regressions are applied to mon-
etary values based on changes in prod-
uct characteristics. The panel is cau-
tious about completely integrating
hedonics into the entire cpi market bas-
ket and recommends further research.

Another area of research recom-
mended by the panel is the exploration
ofnew methods of data collection. Cur-
rently, the Consumer Expenditure Sur-
vey accounts for the level of expendi-
tures across items. Given the high de-
gree of aggregation, BLs is unable to
measure living costs for specific com-
modities or demographic groups. One
means of disaggregating, or collecting
household level expenditures, is with
handheld computers and scanners. In
addition to new survey techniques, the
panel recommends researching the fea-
sibility of integrating expenditure
weights from the personal consumption
expenditure (pce) survey prepared by
the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

BLs initiated the production of the
Chained Consumer Price Index (c-cpi-
u) in August of 2002; this new index is
based on acovi framework. Successful
implementation, however, may depend
on understanding the methodology be-
hind the coLi and cocl, and specific uses
for each index. At What Price? serves
as a good resource for business analysts
and economists to social science re-
searchers and policymakers.

—Joshua Klick

Division of Consumer Prices
and Price Indexes,
Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Notes on Current Labor Statistics

This section ofthe Review presents the prin-
cipal statistical series collected and calcu-
lated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics:
series on labor force; employment; unem-
ployment; labor compensation; consumer,
producer, and international prices; produc-
tivity; international comparisons; and injury
and illness statistics. In the notes that follow,
the data in each group of tables are briefly
described; key definitions are given; notes
on the data are set forth; and sources ofaddi-
tional information are cited.

General notes
The following notes apply to several tables
in this section:

Seasonal adjustment. Certain monthly
and quarterly data are adjusted to eliminate
the effect on the data of such factors as cli-
matic conditions, industry production sched-
ules, opening and closing of schools, holi-
day buying periods, and vacation practices,
which might prevent short-term evaluation
of the statistical series. Tables containing
data that have been adjusted are identified as
“seasonally adjusted.” (All other data are not
seasonally adjusted.) Seasonal effects are es-
timated on the basis of past experience.
When new seasonal factors are computed
each year, revisions may affect seasonally
adjusted data for several preceding years.

Seasonally adjusted data appear in tables
1-14,16-17,43, and 47. Seasonally adjusted
labor force data in tables 1 and 4-9 were re-
vised in the February 2002 issue of the Re-
view. Seasonally adjusted establishment sur-
vey data shown in tables 1,12-14 and 16-17
were revised in the July 2002 Review and
reflect the experience through March 2002. A
briefexplanation ofthe seasonal adjustment
methodology appears in “Notes on the data.”

Revisions in the productivity data in table
49 are usually introduced in the September
issue. Seasonally adjusted indexes and per-
cent changes from month-to-month and
quarter-to-quarter are published for numer-
ous Consumer and Producer Price Index se-
ries. However, seasonally adjusted indexes
are not published for the U.S. average All-
Items CPI. Only seasonally adjusted percent
changes are available for this series.

Adjustments for price changes. Some
data— such as the “real” earnings shown in
table 14— are adjusted to eliminate the ef-
fect of changes in price. These adjustments
are made by dividing current-dollar values
by the Consumer Price Index or the appro-
priate component of the index, then multi-
plying by 100. For example, given a current
hourly wage rate of $3 and a current price
index number of 150, where 1982 = 100, the

hourly rate expressed in 1982 dollars is $2
($3/150 x 100 = $2). The $2 (or any other
resulting values) are described as “real,”
“constant,” or “1982” dollars.

Sources of information

Data that supplement the tables in this sec-
tion are published by the Bureau in a variety
of sources. Definitions of each series and
notes on the data are contained in later sec-
tions of these Notes describing each set of
data. For detailed descriptions of each data
series, see BLSHandbook ofMethods, Bul-
letin 2490. Users also may wish to consult
Major Programs ofthe Bureau ofLabor Sta-
tistics, Report 919. News releases provide
the latest statistical information published by
the Bureau; the major recurring releases are
published according to the schedule appear-
ing on the back cover of this issue.

More information about labor force, em-
ployment, and unemployment data and the
household and establishment surveys under-
lying the data are available in the Bureau’s
monthly publication, Employmentand Earn-
ings. Historical unadjusted and seasonally
adjusted data from the household survey are
available on the Internet:

http://www.bls.gov/cps/
Historically comparable unadjusted and sea-
sonally adjusted data from the establishment
survey also are available on the Internet:

http://www.bls.gov/ces/
Additional information on labor force data
for areas below the national level are pro-
vided in the BLS annual report, Geographic
Profile ofEmployment and Unemployment.

For a comprehensive discussion of the
Employment Cost Index, see Employment
CostlIndexesand Levels, 1975-95, BLS Bul-
letin 2466. The most recent data from the
Employee Benefits Survey appear in the fol-
lowing Bureau of Labor Statistics bulletins:
Employee Benefits in Medium and Large
Firms; Employee Benefits in Small Private
Establishments; and Employee Benefits in
State and Local Governments.

More detailed data on consumer and pro-
ducer prices are published in the monthly
periodicals, The CPl Detailed Report and
Producer Price Indexes. For an overview of
the 1998 revision ofthe CPI, see the Decem-
ber 1996 issue ofthe Monthly Labor Review.
Additional data on international prices ap-
pear in monthly news releases.

Listings of industries for which produc-
tivity indexes are available may be found on
the Internet:

http://www.bls.gov/Ipc/

For additional information on interna-

tional comparisons data, see International
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Comparisons of Unemployment, BLS Bulle-
tin 1979.

Detailed data on the occupational injury
and illness series are published in Occupa-
tional Injuries and Illnesses in the United
States, by Industry, a BLS annual bulletin.

Finally, the Monthly Labor Review car-
ries analytical articles on annual and longer
term developments in labor force, employ-
ment, and unemployment; employee com-
pensation and collective bargaining; prices;
productivity; international comparisons; and
injury and illness data.

Symbols
n.e.c. = notelsewhere classified,
n.e.s. = notelsewhere specified.
p = preliminary. To increase the time-

liness of some series, preliminary
figures are issued based on repre-
sentative but incomplete returns,
revised. Generally, this revision
reflects the availability of later
data, but also may reflect other ad-
justments.

Comparative Indicators
(Tables 1-3)

Comparative indicators tables provide an
overview and comparison of major bis sta-
tistical series. Consequently, although many
ofthe included series are available monthly,
all measures in these comparative tables are
presented quarterly and annually.

Labor market indicators include em-
ployment measures from two major surveys
and information on rates of change in com-
pensation provided by the Employment Cost
Index (ECI) program. The labor force partici-
pation rate, the employment-to-population
ratio, and unemployment rates for major de-
mographic groups based on the Current
Population (“household”) Survey are pre-
sented, while measures of employment and
average weekly hours by major industry sec-
tor are given using nonfarm payroll data. The
Employment Cost Index (compensation), by
major sector and by bargaining status, is cho-
sen from a variety of b1s compensation and
wage measures because it provides a com-
prehensive measure of employer costs for
hiring labor, not just outlays for wages, and
itis not affected by employment shiftsamong
occupations and industries.

Dataon changes in compensation, prices,
and productivity are presented in table 2.
Measures of rates of change of compensa-
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tion and wages from the Employment Cost
Index program are provided for all civil-
ian nonfarm workers (excluding Federal
and household workers) and for all private
nonfarm workers. Measures of changes in
consumer prices for all urban consumers;
producer prices by stage of processing;
overall prices by stage of processing; and
overall export and importprice indexes are
given. Measures of productivity (output per
hour of all persons) are provided for major
sectors.

Alternative measures of wage and com-
pensation rates of change, which reflect the
overall trend in labor costs, are summarized
in table 3. Differences in concepts and scope,
related to the specific purposes of the series,
contribute to the variation in changes among
the individual measures.

Notes on the data

Definitions of each series and notes on the
data are contained in later sections of these
notes describing each set of data.

Employment and
Unemployment Data

(Tables 1; 4-24)
Household survey data

Description of the series

Employment data in this section are ob-
tained from the Current Population Survey,
a program of personal interviews conducted
monthly by the Bureau of the Census for the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. The sample con-
sists of about 60,000 households selected to
represent the U.S. population 16 years ofage
and older. Households are interviewed on a
rotating basis, so that three-fourths of the
sample is the same for any 2 consecutive
months.

Definitions

Employed persons include (1) all those who
worked for pay any time during the week
which includes the 12th day of the month or
who worked unpaid for 15 hours or more in
a family-operated enterprise and (2) those
who were temporarily absent from their regu-
lar jobs because of illness, vacation, indus-
trial dispute, or similar reasons. A person
working at more than onejob is counted only
in the job at which he or she worked the
greatest number of hours.

Unemployed persons are those who did
not work during the survey week, but were
available for work except for temporary ill-
ness and had looked for jobs within the pre-
ceding 4 weeks. Persons who did not look

for work because they were on layoff are
also counted among the unemployed. The
unemployment rate represents the num-
ber unemployed as a percent of the civilian
labor force.

The civilian labor force consists of all
employed or unemployed persons in the
civilian noninstitutional population. Persons
not in the labor force are those not classified
as employed or unemployed. This group
includes discouraged workers, defined as
persons who want and are available for ajob
and who have looked for work sometime in
the past 12 months (or since the end of their
last job if they held one within the past 12
months), but are not currently looking,
because they believe there are no jobs
available or there are none for which they
would qualify. The civilian noninstitu-
tional population comprises all persons 16
years of age and older who are not inmates
of penal or mental institutions, sanitariums,
or homes for the aged, infirm, or needy. The
civilian labor force participation rate is the
proportion of the civilian noninstitutional
population that is in the labor force. The
employment-population ratio is employ-
ment as a percent of the civilian nonin-
stitutional population.

Notes on the data

From time to time, and especially after a
decennial census, adjustments are made in
the Current Population Survey figures to
correct for estimating errors during the
intercensal years. These adjustments affect
the comparability of historical data. A de-
scription of these adjustments and their ef-
fect on the various data series appears in the
Explanatory Notes of Employment and
Earnings.

Labor force data in tables 1 and 4-9 are
seasonally adjusted. Since January 1980,
national labor force data have been season-
ally adjusted with a procedure called X -11
arima which was developed at Statistics
Canada as an extension of the standard X-
11 method previously used by bls. A de-
tailed description of the procedure appears
in the X -1l arima Seasonal Adjustment
Method, by Estela Bee Dagum (Statistics
Canada, Catalogue No. 12-564E, January
1983).

At the beginning of each calendar year,
historical seasonally adjusted data usually
are revised, and projected seasonal adjust-
ment factors are calculated for use during
the January-June period. The historical sea-
sonally adjusted data usually are revised for
only the most recent 5 years. In July, new
seasonal adjustment factors, which incorpo-
rate the experience through June, are pro-
duced for the July-December period, butno
revisions are made in the historical data.

For additional information on na-
tional household survey data, contact the
Division of Labor Force Statistics: (202)
691-6378.

Establishment survey data

Description of the series

Employment, hours, and earnings data
in this section are compiled from payroll
records reported monthly on avoluntary ba-
sis to the Bureau of Labor Statistics and its
cooperating State agencies by about 300,000
establishments representing all industries
except agriculture. Industries are classified
in accordance with the 1987 Standard In-
dustrial Classification (SIC)Manual. In most
industries, the sampling probabilities are
based on the size ofthe establishment; most
large establishments are therefore in the
sample. (An establishment is not necessar-
ily a firm; it may be a branch plant, for ex-
ample, or warehouse.) Self-employed per-
sons and others not on a regular civilian
payroll are outside the scope of the sur-
vey because they are excluded from estab-
lishment records. This largely accounts for
the difference in employment figures be-
tween the household and establishment
surveys.

Definitions

An establishmentis an economic unitwhich
produces goods or services (such as a fac-
tory or store) at a single location and is en-
gaged in one type of economic activity.

Employed persons are all persons who
received pay (including holiday and sick
pay) for any part of the payroll period in-
cluding the 12th day of the month. Per-
sons holding more than one job (about 5
percent of all persons in the labor force)
are counted in each establishment which
reports them.

Production workers in manufacturing
include working supervisors and nonsuper-
visory workers closely associated with pro-
duction operations. Those workers men-
tioned in tables 11-16 include production
workers in manufacturing and mining; con-
struction workers in construction; and
nonsupervisory workers in the following in-
dustries: transportation and public utilities;
wholesale and retail trade; finance, insur-
ance, and real estate; and services. These
groups account for about four-fifths of the
total employment on private nonagricul-
tural payrolls.

Earnings are the payments production
or nonsupervisory workers receive during
the survey period, including premium pay
for overtime or late-shift work but exclud-
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Current Labor Statistics

ing irregular bonuses and other special
payments. Real earnings are earnings
adjusted to reflect the effects of changes in
consumer prices. The deflator for this series
is derived from the Consumer Price Index
for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W).

Hours represent the average weekly
hours ofproduction or nonsupervisory work-
ers for which pay was received, and are dif-
ferent from standard or scheduled hours.
Overtime hours represent the portion ofav-
erage weekly hours which was in excess of
regular hours and for which overtime premi-
ums were paid.

The Diffusion Index represents the
percent of industries in which employment
was rising over the indicated period, plus
one-half of the industries with unchanged
employment; 50 percent indicates an equal
balance between industries with increasing
and decreasing employment. In line with Bu-
reau practice, data for the 1-, 3-, and 6-month
spans are seasonally adjusted, while those
for the 12-month span are unadjusted. Data
are centered within the span. Table 17 pro-
vides an index on private nonfarm employ-
ment based on 356 industries, and a manu-
facturing index based on 139 industries.
These indexes are useful for measuring the
dispersion of economic gains or losses and
are also economic indicators.

Notes on the data

Establishment survey data are annually ad-
justed to comprehensive counts of employ-
ment (called “benchmarks”). The latest ad-
justment, which incorporated March 2001
benchmarks, was made with the release of
May 2002 data, published in the July issue
of the Review. Coincident with the bench-
mark adjustment, historical seasonally ad-
justed data were revised to reflect updated
seasonal factors. Unadjusted data from April
2000 forward and seasonally adjusted data
from January 1997 forward were revised
with the release of the May 2002 data.

In addition to the routine benchmark re-
visions and updated seasonal factors intro-
duced with the release of the May 2002 data,
the first estimates for the transportation and
public utilities; retail trade; and finance, in-
surance, and real estate industries were pub-
lished from a new probability-based sample
design. These industries are the third group
to convert to a probability-based sample
under a 4-year phase-in plan of a sample
redesign project. The completion of the
phase-in for the redesign, in June 2003 for
the services industry, will coincide with the
conversion of national establishment survey
series from industry coding based on the
1987 Standard Industrial Classification (SICO)
system to the North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS). For additional
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information, see the the June 2002 issue of
Employmentand Earnings.

Revisions in State data (table 11) occurred
with the publication of January 2002 data.

Beginning in June 1996, the BLSuses the
X-12-arimamethodology to seasonally ad-
just establishment survey data. This proce-
dure, developed by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, controls for the effect of varying sur-
vey intervals (also known as the 4- versus
5-week effect), thereby providing improved
measurement o fover-the-month changes and
underlying economic trends. Revisions of
data, usually for the most recent 5-year pe-
riod, are made once a year coincident with
the benchmark revisions.

In the establishment survey, estimates
for the most recent 2 months are based on
incomplete returns and are published as pre-
liminary in the tables (12-17 in the Review).
When all returns have been received, the es-
timates are revised and published as “final”
(prior to any benchmark revisions) in the
third month of their appearance. Thus, De-
cember data are published as preliminary in
January and February and as final in March.
For the same reasons, quarterly establish-
ment data (table 1) are preliminary for the
first 2 months of publication and final in the
third month. Thus, fourth-quarter data are
published as preliminary in January and
February and as final in March.

For additional information on estab-
lishment survey data, contact the Division
of Current Employment Statistics: (202)
691-6555.

Unemployment data by
State

Description of the series

Data presented in this section are obtained
from the Focal Area Unemployment Statis-
tics (LAUS) program, which is conducted in
cooperation with State employment secu-
rity agencies.

Monthly estimates of the labor force,
employment, and unemployment for States
and sub-State areas are a key indicator of lo-
cal economic conditions, and form the basis
for determining the eligibility of an area for
benefits under Federal economic assistance
programs such as the Job Training Partner-
ship Act. Seasonally adjusted unemployment
rates are presented in table 10. Insofar as
possible, the concepts and definitions under-
lying these data are those used in the national
estimates obtained from the cps.

Notes on the data

Data refer to State of residence. Monthly data
for all States and the District of Columbia are
derived using standardized procedures
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established by bIs. Once ayear, estimates are
revised to new population controls, usually
with publication of January estimates, and
benchmarked to annual average CPSlevels.

For additional information on data in
this series, call (202) 691-6392 (table 10) or
(202) 691-6559 (table 11).

Covered employment and
wage data (ES-202)

Description of the series

Employment, wage, and establishment data
in this section are derived from the quar-
terly tax reports submitted to State em-
ployment security agencies by private and
State and local government employers sub-
ject to State unemployment insurance (ui)
laws and from Federal, agencies subject to
the Unemployment Compensation for
Federal Employees (ucfe) program. Each
quarter, State agencies edit and process the
data and send the information to the Bu-
reau of Fabor Statistics.

The Covered Employment and W ages
data, also referred as ES-202 data, are
the most complete enumeration of em-
ployment and wage information by in-
dustry at the national, State, metropoli-
tan area, and county levels. They have
broad economic significance in evaluat-
ing labor market trends and major in-
dustry developments.

Definitions

In general, es-202 monthly employment
data represent the number of covered
workers who worked during, or received
pay for, the pay period that included the
12th day of the month. Covered private
industry employment includes most cor-
porate officials, executives, supervisory
personnel, professionals, clerical workers,
wage earners, piece workers, and part-time
workers. It excludes proprietors, the un-
incorporated self-employed, unpaid fam-
ily members, and certain farm and domes-
tic workers. Certain types of nonprofit
employers, such as religious organizations,
are given a choice ofcoverage or exclusion
in a number of States. Workers in these
organizations are, therefore, reported to a
limited degree.

Persons on paid sick leave, paid holi-
day, paid vacation, and the like, are in-
cluded. Persons on the payroll of more
than one firm during the period are
counted by each ui-subject employer if
they meet the employment definition
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noted earlier. The employment count ex-
cludes workers who earned no wages
during the entire applicable pay period
because of work stoppages, temporary
layoffs, illness, or unpaid vacations.

Federal employment data are based
on reports of monthly employment and
quarterly wages submitted each quarter to
State agencies for all Federal installations
with employees covered by the Unem-
ployment Compensation for Federal
Employees (ucfe) program, except for
certain national security agencies,
which are omitted for security reasons.
Employment for all Federal agencies for
any given month is based on the number
of persons who worked during or received
pay for the pay period that included the
12th of the month.

An establishment is an economic unit,
such as afarm, mine, factory, or store, that
produces goods or provides services. It is
typically at a single physical location and
engaged in one, or predominantly one, type
ofeconomic activity for which asingle in-
dustrial classification may be applied. Oc-
casionally, a single physical location en-
compasses two or more distinct and sig-
nificant activities. Each activity should be
reported as a separate establishment if
separate records are kept and the various
activities are classified under different four-
digit sic codes.

Most employers have only one estab-
lishment; thus, the establishment is the
predominant reporting unit or statistical
entity for reporting employment and wages
data. Most employers, including State and
local governments who operate more than
one establishment in a State, file a Mul-
tiple Worksite Report each quarter, in ad-
dition to their quarterly ui report. The
Multiple Worksite Report is used to col-
lect separate employment and wage data
for each of the employer’s establishments,
which are not detailed on the ui report.
Some very small multi-establishment em-
ployers do not file a Multiple Worksite
Report. When the total employment in an
employer’s secondary establishments (all
establishments other than the largest) is
10 or fewer, the employer generally will
file aconsolidated report for all establish-
ments. Also, some employers either can-
not or will not report at the establishment
level and thus aggregate establishments into
one consolidated unit, or possibly several
units, though not at the establishment level.

For the Federal Government, the re-
porting unit is the installation: a single
location at which a department, agency, or
other government body has civilian em-

ployees. Federal agencies follow slightly
different criteria than do private employ-
ers when breaking down their reports by
installation. They are permitted to combine as
asingle statewide unit: 1) all installations with
10 or fewer workers, and 2) all installations
that have acombined total in the State offewer
than 50 workers. Also, when there are fewer
than 25 workers in all secondary installations
in a State, the secondary installations may be
combined and reported with the major instal-
lation. Last, ifa Federal agency has fewer than
five employees in a State, the agency head-
quarters office (regional office, district of-
fice) serving each State may consolidate the
employment and wages data for that State
with the data reported to the State in which
the headquarters is located. As a result of
these reporting rules, the number of report-
ing units is always larger than the number of
employers (or government agencies) but
smaller than the number of actual establish-
ments (or installations).

Data reported for the first quarter are tabu-
lated into Size categories ranging from
worksites of very small size to those with
1,000 employees or more. The size category
is determined by the establishment’s March
employment level. It is important to note
that each establishment ofa multi-establish-
ment firm is tabulated separately into the
appropriate size category. The total employ-
ment level of the reporting multi-establish-
ment firm is not used in the size tabulation.

Covered employers in most States report
total wages paid during the calendar quarter,
regardless of when the services were per-
formed. A few State laws, however, specify
that wages be reported for, or based on the
period during which services are performed
rather than the period during which compen-
sation is paid. Under most State laws or regu-
lations, wages include bonuses, stock options,
the cash value ofmeals and lodging, tips and
other gratuities, and, in some States, employer
contributions to certain deferred compensa-
tion plans such as 401(k) plans.

Covered employer contributions for old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
(oasdi), health insurance, unemployment in-
surance, workers’ compensation, and private
pension and welfare funds are not reported
as wages. Employee contributions for the
same purposes, however, as well as money
withheld for income taxes, union dues, and
so forth, are reported even though they are
deducted from the worker’s gross pay.

Wages of covered Federal workers rep-
resent the gross amount ofall payrolls for all
pay periods ending within the quarter. This
includes cash allowances, the cash equiva-
lent of any type of remuneration, severance

pay, withholding taxes, and retirement de-
ductions. Federal employee remuneration
generally covers the same types of services
as for workers in private industry.

Average annual wages per employee for
any given industry are computed by dividing
total annual wages by annual average employ-
ment. A further division by 52 yields average
weekly wages per employee. Annual pay data
only approximate annual earnings because an
individual may not be employed by the same
employer all year or may work for more than
one employer at a time.

Average weekly or annual pay is af-
fected by the ratio of full-time to part-time
workers as well as the number ofindividuals
in high-paying and low-paying occupations.
When average pay levels between States and
industries are compared, these factors should
be taken into consideration. For example, in-
dustries characterized by high proportions
ofpart-time workers will show average wage
levels appreciably less than the weekly pay
levels ofregular full-time employees in these
industries. The opposite effect characterizes
industries with low proportions of part-time
workers, or industries that typically sched-
ule heavy weekend and overtime work. Aver-
age wage dataalso may be influenced by work
stoppages, labor turnover rates, retroactive
payments, seasonal factors, bonus payments,
and so on.

Notes on the data

To insure the highest possible quality o f data,
State employment security agencies verify
with employers and update, if necessary, the
industry, location, and ownership classifica-
tion of all establishments on a 3-year cycle.
Changes in establishment classification codes
resulting from the verification process are in-
troduced with the data reported for the first
quarter of the year. Changes resulting from
improved employer reporting also are intro-
duced in the first quarter. For these reasons,
some data, especially at more detailed geo-
graphic levels, may not be strictly compa-
rable with earlier years.

The 1999 county data used to calculate
the 1999-2000 changes were adjusted for
changes in industry and county classification
to make them comparable to data for 2000.
As a result, the adjusted 1999 data differ to
some extent from the data available on the
Internet at:

http://www.bls.gov/cew/home.htm.

County definitions are assigned accord-
ing to Federal Information Processing Stan-
dards Publications as issued by the National
Institute o f Standards and Technology. Areas
shown as counties include those designated
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as independent cities in some jurisdictions
and, in Alaska, those areas designated by the
Census Bureau where counties have not been
created. County data also are presented for
the New England States for comparative pur-
poses, even though townships are the more
common designation used in New England
(and New Jersey).

For additional information on the cov-
ered employment and wage data, contact the
Division of Administrative Statistics and La-
bor Turnover at (202) 691-6567.

Compensation and
Wage Data

(Tables 1-3; 25-31)

Compensation and wage data are gathered
by the Bureau from business establishments,
State and local governments, labor unions,
collective bargaining agreements on file with
the Bureau, and secondary sources.

Employment Cost Index

Description of the series

The Employment Cost Index (ECI) is a quar-
terly measure of the rate of change in com-
pensation per hour worked and includes
wages, salaries, and employer costs of em-
ployee benefits. It uses a fixed market
basket o flabor— similar in concept to the Con-
sumer Price Index’s fixed market basket of
goods and services—-to measure change over
time in employer costs of employing labor.

Statistical series on total compensation
costs, on wages and salaries, and on benefit
costs are available for private nonfarm work-
ers excluding proprietors, the self-employed,
and household workers. The total compensa-
tion costs and wages and salaries series are
also available for State and local government
workers and for the civilian nonfarm economy,
which consists of private industry and State
and local governmentworkers combined. Fed-
eral workers are excluded.

The Employment Cost Index probability
sample consists of about 4,400 private non-
farm establishments providing about 23,000
occupational observationsand 1,000 State and
local government establishments providing
6,000 occupational observations selected to
represent total employment in each sector. On
average, each reporting unitprovides wage and
compensation information on five well-speci-
fied occupations. Data are collected each quar-
ter for the pay period including the 12th day
of March, June, September, and December.
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Beginning with June 1986 data, fixed em-
ployment weights from the 1980 Census of
Population are used each quarter to
calculate the civilian and private indexes and
the index for State and local governments.
(Prior to June 1986, the employment
weights are from the 1970 Census of Popu-
lation.) These fixed weights, also used to
derive all of the industry and occupation
series indexes, ensure that changes in these
indexes reflect only changes in compensa-
tion, not employment shifts among indus-
tries or occupations with different levels of
wages and compensation. For the bargaining
status, region, and metropolitan/non-metro-
politan area series, however, employment
data by industry and occupation are not
available from the census. Instead, the 1980
employment weights are reallocated within
these series each quarter based on the cur-
rentsample. Therefore, these indexes are not
strictly comparable to those for the aggre-
gate, industry, and occupation series.

Definitions

Total compensation costs include wages,
salaries, and the employer’s costs for em-
ployee benefits.

Wages and salaries consist of earnings
before payroll deductions, including produc-
tion bonuses, incentive earnings, commis-
sions, and cost-of-living adjustments.

Benefits include the cost to employers
for paid leave, supplemental pay (includ-
ing nonproduction bonuses), insurance, retire-
ment and savings plans, and legally required
benefits (such as Social Security, workers’com-
pensation, and unemployment insurance).

Excluded from wages and salaries and em-
ployee benefits are such items as payment-in-
kind, free room and board, and tips.

Notes on the data

The Employment Cost Index for changes in
wages and salaries in the private nonfarm
economy was published beginning in 1975.
Changes in total compensation cost— wages
and salaries and benefits combined— were
published beginning in 1980. The series of
changes in wages and salaries and for total
compensation in the State and local govern-
ment sector and in the civilian nonfarm
economy (excluding Federal employees) were
published beginning in 1981. Historical in-
dexes (June 1981=100) are available on the
Internet:
http://www.bls.gov/ect/

For additional information on the
Employment Cost Index, contact the Office
of Compensation Levels and Trends: (202)
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691-6199.

Employee Benefits Survey

Description of the series

Employee benefits data are obtained from
the Employee Benefits Survey, an annual
survey of the incidence and provisions of
selected benefits provided by employers.
The survey collects data from a sample of
approximately 9,000 private sector and
State and local government establishments.
The data are presented as a percentage of em-
ployees who participate in a certain benefit, or
as an average benefit provision (for example,
the average number ofpaid holidays provided
to employees per year). Selected data from the
survey are presented in table 25 for medium
and large private establishments and in table
26 for small private establishments and State
and local government.

The survey covers paid leave benefits
such as holidays and vacations, and personal,
funeral, jury duty, military, family, and sick
leave; short-term disability, long-term dis-
ability, and life insurance; medical, dental,
and vision care plans; defined benefit and
defined contribution plans; flexible benefits
plans; reimbursement accounts; and unpaid
family leave.

Also, data are tabulated on the inci-
dence of several other benefits, such as
severance pay, child-care assistance, well-
ness programs, and employee assistance
programs.

Definitions

Employer-provided benefits are benefits
that are financed either wholly or partly by
the employer. They may be sponsored by a
union or other third party, as long as there is
some employer financing. However, some
benefits that are fully paid for by the em-
ployee also are included. For example, long-
term care insurance and postretirement life
insurance paid entirely by the employee are
included because the guarantee of insurabil-
ity and availability at group premium rates
are considered a benefit.

Participants are workers who are covered
by abenefit, whether or not they use that benefit.
If the benefit plan is financed wholly by
employers and requires employees to complete
aminimum length ofservice for eligibility, the
workers are considered participants whether or
not they have met the requirement. Ifworkers
are required to contribute towards the costof
a plan, they are considered participants only
if they elect the plan and agree to make the
required contributions.

Defined benefit pension plans use pre-
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determined formulas to calculate a retirement
benefit (if any), and obligate the employer to
provide those benefits. Benefits are generally
based on salary, years of service, or both.

Defined contribution plans generally
specify the level of employer and employee
contributions to a plan, but not the formula
for determining eventual benefits. Instead,
individual accounts are set up for partici-
pants, and benefits are based on amounts
credited to these accounts.

Tax-deferred savings plans are a type of
defined contribution plan that allow par-
ticipants to contribute a portion of their sal-
ary to an employer-sponsored plan and defer
income taxes until withdrawal.

Flexible benefit plans allow employees
to choose among several benefits, such as
life insurance, medical care, and vacation
days, and among several levels of coverage
within a given benefit.

Notes on the data

Surveys of employees in medium and large
establishments conducted over the 1979-86
period included establishments that
employed at least 50, 100, or 250 workers,
depending on the industry (most service
industries were excluded). The survey
conducted in 1987 covered only State and
local governments with 50 or more
employees. The surveys conducted in 1988
and 1989 included medium and large
establishments with 100 workers or more in
private industries. All surveys conducted
over the 1979-89 period excluded
establishments in Alaska and Hawaii, as well
as part-time employees.

Beginning in 1990, surveys of State and
local governments and small private
establishments were conducted in even-
numbered years, and surveys of medium and
large establishments were conducted in odd-
numbered years. The small establishment
survey includes all private nonfarm
establishments with fewer than 100 workers,
while the State and local government survey
includes all governments, regardless of the
number of workers. All three surveys include
lull- and part-time workers, and workers in all
50 States and the District of Columbia.

For additional information on the
Employee Benefits Survey, contact the Of-
fice of Compensation Levels and Trends on
the Internet: http://www.bls.gov/ebs/

Work stoppages

Description of the series

(involving 1,000 workers or more) occurring
during the month (or year), the number of
workers involved, and the amount of work
time lost because of stoppage. These data are
presented in table 27.

Data are largely from a variety of pub-
lished sources and cover only establishments
directly involved in a stoppage. They do
not measure the indirect or secondary effect
of stoppages on other establishments whose
employees are idle owing to material short-
ages or lack of service.

Definitions

Number of stoppages: The number of
strikes and lockouts involving 1,000 work-
ersor more and lasting a full shift or longer.

Workers involved: The number of
workers directly involved in the stoppage.

Number of days idle: The aggregate
number of workdays lost by workers in-
volved in the stoppages.

Days of idleness as a percent of estimated
working time: Aggregate workdays lost as a
percent of the aggregate number of standard
workdays in the period multiplied by total
employment in the period.

Notes on the data

This series is not comparable with the one
terminated in 1981 that covered strikes in-
volving six workers or more.

For additional information on work
stoppages data, contact the Office of Com-
pensation and Working Conditions: (202)
691-6282, or the Internet:

http ::ivww.bls.gov/cba/

Price Data

(Tables 2; 32712)

Price data are gathered by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics from retail and pri-
mary markets in the United States. Price in-
dexes are given in relation to a base period—
1982 = 100 for many Producer Price Indexes,
1982-84 = 100 for many Consumer Price In-
dexes (unless otherwise noted), and 1990 =
100 for International Price Indexes.

Consumer Price indexes
Description of the series

The Consumer Price Index (CPl) is a mea-
sure ofthe average change in the prices paid
by urban consumers for a fixed market bas-
ket of goods and services. The cpi is calcu-

whose primary source of income is derived
from the employment of wage earners and
clerical workers, and the other consisting of
all urban households. The wage earner index
(CPI-W) is a continuation of the historic in-
dex that was introduced well over a half-
century ago for use in wage negotiations. As
new uses were developed for the cpi in re-
cent years, the need for a broader and more
representative index became apparent. The
all-urban consumer index (CPI-U), introduced
in 1978, is representative of the 1993-95
buying habits of about 87 percent of the
noninstitutional population of the United
States at that time, compared with 32 per-
cent represented in the cpi-w. In addition to
wage earners and clerical workers, the cpi-u
covers professional, managerial, and techni-
cal workers, the self-employed, short-term
workers, the unemployed, retirees, and oth-
ers not in the labor force.

The CPl is based on prices of food, cloth-
ing, shelter, fuel, drugs, transportation fares,
doctors’ and dentists’ fees, and other goods
and services that people buy for day-to-day
living. The quantity and quality of these
items are kept essentially unchanged between
major revisions so that only price changes
will be measured. All taxes directly associ-
ated with the purchase and use of items are
included in the index.

Data collected from more than 23,000 re-
tail establishments and 5,800 housing units
in 87 urban areas across the country are used
to develop the “U.S. city average.” Separate
estimates for 14 major urban centers are pre-
sented in table 33. The areas listed are as
indicated in footnote 1 to the table. The area
indexes measure only the average change in
prices for each area since the base period, and
do not indicate differences in the level of
prices among cities.

Notes on the data

In January 1983, the Bureau changed the
way in which homeownership costs are
meaured for the cpi-u. A rental equivalence
method replaced the asset-price approach
to homeownership costs for that series. In
January 1985, the same change was made in
the CPI\W. The central purpose ofthe change
was to separate shelter costs from the in-
vestment component of home-ownership so
that the index would reflect only the cost of
shelter services provided by owner-occu-
pied homes. An updated CPI-U and cpi-w
were introduced with release ofthe January
1987 and January 1998 data.

For additional information on con-
sumer prices, contact the Division of Con-

Data on work stoppages measure the num-  lated monthly for two population groups, sumer Prices and Price Indexes: (202)
ber and duration of major strikes or lockouts one consisting only of urban households 691-7000.
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Producer Price Indexes

Description of the series

Producer Price Indexes (PPl) measure av-
erage changes in prices received by domestic
producers of commodities in all stages of
processing. The sample used for calculating
these indexes currently contains about 3,200
commodities and about 80,000 quotations
per month, selected to represent the move-
ment of prices of all commodities produced
in the manufacturing; agriculture, forestry,
and fishing; mining; and gas and electricity
and public utilities sectors. The stage-of-
processing structure of ppi organizes
products by class of buyer and degree of
fabrication (that is, finished goods, inter-
mediate goods, and crude materials). The
traditional commodity structure of ppi or-
ganizes products by similarity of end use
or material composition. The industry and
product structure of ppi organizes data in
accordance with the Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) and the product code
extension of the sic developed by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

To the extent possible, prices used in
calculating Producer Price Indexes apply
to the first significant commercial transac-
tion in the United States from the produc-
tion or central marketing point. Price data
are generally collected monthly, primarily
by mail questionnaire. Most prices are ob-
tained directly from producing companies
on avoluntary and confidential basis. Prices
generally are reported for the Tuesday of
the week containing the 13th day of the
month.

Since January 1992, price changes for the
various commodities have been averaged
together with implicit quantity weights
representing their importance in the total net
selling value of all commodities as of 1987.
The detailed data are aggregated to obtain
indexes for stage-of-processing groupings,
commodity groupings, durability-of-product
groupings, and anumber ofspecial composite
groups. All Producer Price Index data are
subject to revision 4 months after original
publication.

For additional information on pro-
ducer prices, contact the Division of In-
dustrial Prices and Price Indexes: (202)
691-7705.

International Price Indexes

Description of the series

The International Price Program produces
monthly and quarterly export and import
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price indexes for nonmilitary goods and ser-
vices traded between the United States and
the rest of the world. The export price index
provides a measure of price change for all
products sold by U.S. residents to foreign
buyers. (“Residents” is defined as in the na-
tional income accounts; it includes corpora-
tions, businesses, and individuals, but does
not require the organizations to be U.S.
owned nor the individuals to have U.S. citi-
zenship.) The import price index provides a
measure ofprice change for goods purchased
from other countries by U.S. residents.

The product universe for both the import
and export indexes includes raw materials,
agricultural products, semifinished manufac-
tures, and finished manufactures, including
both capital and consumer goods. Price data
for these items are collected primarily by mail
questionnaire. In nearly all cases, the data are
collected directly from the exporter or im-
porter, although in a few cases, prices are
obtained from other sources.

To the extent possible, the data gathered
refer to prices at the U.S. border for exports
and at either the foreign border or the U.S.
border for imports. For nearly all products,
the prices refer to transactions completed dur-
ing the first week of the month. Survey re-
spondents are asked to indicate all discounts,
allowances, and rebates applicable to the re-
ported prices, so that the price used in the
calculation ofthe indexes is the actual price for
which the product was bought or sold.

In addition to general indexes ofprices for
U.S. exports and imports, indexes are also
published for detailed product categories of
exports and imports. These categories are
defined according to the five-digit level of
detail for the Bureau of Economic Analysis
End-use Classification, the three-digit level
for the Standard Industrial Classification
(SITO), and the four-digit level ofdetail for the
Harmonized System. Aggregate import
indexes by coun-try or region of origin are
also available.

bls publishes indexes for selected catego-
ries of internationally traded services, calcu-
lated on an international basis and on a bal-
ance-of-payments basis.

Notes on the data

The export and import price indexes are
weighted indexes ofthe Laspeyres type. The
trade weights currently used to compute both
indexes relate to 2000.

Because aprice index depends on the same
items being priced from period to period, itis
necessary to recognize when a product’s
specifications or terms of transaction have
been modified. For this reason, the Bureau’s
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questionnaire requests detailed descriptions of
the physical and functional characteristics of
the products being priced, as well as informa-
tion on the number of units bought or sold,
discounts, credit terms, packaging, class of
buyer or seller, and so forth. When there are
changes in either the specificationsortermsof
transaction of a product, the dollar value of
each change is deleted from the total price
change to obtain the “pure” change. Once this
value is determined, a linking procedure isem-
ployed which allows for the continued repric-
ing ofthe item.

For additional information on inter-
national prices, contact the Division of Inter-
national Prices: (202) 691-7155.

Productivity Data

(Tables 2; 43-46)

Business sector and major
sectors

Description of the series

The productivity measures relate real output
to real input. As such, they encompass afam-
ily of measures which include single-factor
input measures, such as output per hour, out-
put per unit of labor input, or output per
unit of capital input, as well as measures of
multifactor productivity (output per unit of
combined labor and capital inputs). The Bu-
reau indexes show the change in output rela-
tive to changes in the various inputs. The
measures cover the business, nonfarm busi-
ness, manufacturing, and nonfinancial corpo-
rate sectors.

Corresponding indexes ofhourly compen-
sation, unit labor costs, unit nonlabor pay-
ments, and prices are also provided.

Definitions

Output per hour of all persons (labor pro-
ductivity) is the quantity of goods and ser-
vices produced per hour oflabor input. Out-
put per unit of capital services (capital
productivity) is the quantity of goods and
services produced per unit of capital ser-
vices input. Multifactor productivity is the
quantity of goods and services produced per
combined inputs. For private business and pri-
vate nonfarm business, inputs include labor
and capital units. For manufacturing, inputs
include labor, capital, energy, non-energy ma-
terials, and purchased business ser-vices.
Compensation per hour is total com-
pensation divided by hours at work. Total
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compensation equals the wages and salaries
ofemployees plus employers’ contributions
for social insurance and private benefit plans,
plus an estimate of these payments for the
self-employed (except for nonfinancial cor-
porations in which there are no self-em-
ployed). Real compensation per hour is
compensation per hour deflated by the
change in the Consumer Price Index for All
Urban Consumers.

Unit labor costs are the labor compen-
sation costs expended in the production ofa
unit of output and are derived by dividing
compensation by output. Unit nonlabor
payments include profits, depreciation,
interest, and indirect taxes per unit of out-
put. They are computed by subtracting com-
pensation of all persons from current-dollar
value of output and dividing by output.

Unit nonlabor costs contain all the
components of unit nonlabor payments
except unit profits.

Unit profits include corporate profits
with inventory valuation and capital con-
sumption adjustments per unit of output.

Hours of all persons are the total
hours at work of payroll workers, self-
employed persons, and unpaid family
workers.

Labor inputs are hours of all persons
adjusted for the effects of changes in the
education and experience ofthe labor force.

Capital services are the flow of ser-
vices from the capital stock used in pro-
duction. It is developed from measures of
the net stock of physical assets—equip-
ment, structures, land, and inventories—
weighted by rental prices for each type of
asset.

Combined units of labor and capital
inputs are derived by combining changes
in labor and capital input with weights
which represent each component’s share
of total cost. Combined units of labor,
capital, energy, materials, and purchased
business services are similarly derived by
combining changes in each input with
weights that represent each input’s share
of total costs. The indexes for each input
and for combined units are based on
changing weights which are averages of the
shares in the current and preceding year
(the Tornquist index-number formula).

Notes on the data

Business sector output is an annually-
weighted index constructed by excluding
from real gross domestic product (gdp) the
following outputs: general government,
nonprofit institutions, paid employees of
private households, and the rental value

of owner-occupied dwellings. Nonfarm
business also excludes farming. Private
business and private nonfarm business
further exclude government enterprises.
The measures are supplied by the U.S. De-
partment of Commerce’s Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis. Annual estimates of manu-
facturing sectoral output are produced by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Quarterly
manufacturing output indexes from the
Federal Reserve Board are adjusted to these
annual output measures by the bls. Com-
pensation data are developed from data of
the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Hours data
are developed from data of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

The productivity and associated cost
measures in tables 43-46 describe the re-
lationship between output in real terms
and the labor and capital inputs involved
in its production. They show the changes
from period to period in the amount of
goods and services produced per unit of
input.

Although these measures relate output
to hours and capital services, they do not
measure the contributions of labor, capi-
tal, or any other specific factor of produc-
tion. Rather, they reflect the joint effect
of many influences, including changes in
technology; shifts in the composition of
the labor force; capital investment; level
of output; changes in the utilization of
capacity, energy, material, and research
and development; the organization of pro-
duction; managerial skill; and characteris-
tics and efforts of the work force.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION On this
productivity series, contact the Division
of Productivity Research: (202) 691 —
5606.

Industry productivity
measures

Description of the series

The BLS industry productivity data
supplement the measures for the business
economy and major sectors with annual
measures of labor productivity for selected
industries at the three- and four-digit levels
of the Standard Industrial Classification
system. In addition to labor productivity,
the industry data also include annual
measures of compensation and unit labor
costs for three-digit industries and
measures of multifactor productivity for
three-digit manufacturing industries and
railroad transportation. The industry

measures differ in methodology and data
sources from the productivity measures
for the major sectors because the industry
measures are developed independently of
the National Income and Product Accounts
framework used for the major sector
measures.

Definitions

Output per hour is derived by dividing
an index of industry output by an index of
labor input. For most industries, output
indexes are derived from data on the value
of industry output adjusted for price
change. For the remaining industries, out-
put indexes are derived from data on the
physical quantity of production.

The labor input series consist of the
hours of all employees (production workers
and nonproduction workers), the hours ofall
persons (paid employees, partners, propri-
etors, and unpaid family workers), or the
number of employees, depending upon the
industry.

Unit labor costs represent the labor
compensation costs per unit of output
produced, and are derived by dividing an
index of labor compensation by an index
ofoutput. Labor compensation includes
payroll as well as supplemental pay-
ments, including both legally required ex-
penditures and payments for voluntary
programs.

Multifactor productivity is derived
by dividing an index of industry output
by an index of the combined inputs con-
sumed in producing that output. Com-
bined inputs include capital, labor, and
intermediate purchases. The measure of
capital input used represents the flow of
services from the capital stock used in
production. Itis developed from measures
of the net stock of physical assets—
equipment, structures, land, and invento-
ries. The measure of intermediate pur-
chases is a combination of purchased ma-
terials, services, fuels, and electricity.

Notes on the data

The industry measures are compiled from
data produced by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics and the Bureau of the Census,with
additional data supplied by other govern-
ment agencies, trade associations, and
other sources.

For most industries, the productivity
indexes refer to the output per hour of all
employees. For some trade and services
industries, indexes of output per hour of
all persons (including self-employed) are
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constructed. For some transportation in-
dustries, only indexes of output per em-
ployee are prepared.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on this
series, contact the Division of Industry
Productivity Studies: (202) 691-5618.

International
Comparisons

(Tables 47-49)

Labor force and
unemployment

Description of the series

Tables 47 and 48 present comparative meas-
ures ofthe labor force, employment, and un-
employment— approximating U.S. con-
cepts— for the United States, Canada, Aus-
tralia, Japan, and several European countries.
The unemployment statistics (and, to a
lesser extent, employment statistics) pub-
lished by other industrial countries are not,
in most cases, comparable to U.S. unemploy-
ment statistics. Therefore, the Bureau ad-
justs the figures for selected countries, where
necessary, for all known major definitional
differences. Although precise comparability
may not be achieved, these adjusted figures
provide a better basis for international com-
parisons than the figures regularly published
by each country. For further information on
adjustments and comparability issues, see
Constance Sorrentino, “International unem-
ployment rates: how comparable are they?”
Monthly Labor Review, June 2000, pp. 3-20.

Definitions

For the principal U.S. definitions ofthe labor
force, employment, and unemployment, see
the Notes section on Employment and Unem-
ployment Data: Household survey data.

Notes on the data

The adjusted statistics have been adapted to
the age at which compulsory schooling ends
in each country, rather than to the U.S. stan-
dard of 16 years ofage and older. Therefore,
the adjusted statistics relate to the popula-
tion aged 16 and older in France, Sweden, and
the United Kingdom; 15 and older in Austra-
lia, Japan, Germany, Italy from 1993 onward,
and the Netherlands; and 14 and older in Italy
prior to 1993. An exception to this rule is
that the Canadian statistics for 1976 onward
are adjusted to cover ages 16 and older,

whereas the age at which compulsory school-
ing ends remains at 15. The institutional
population is included in the denominator of
the labor force participation rates and em-
ployment-population ratios for Japan and
Germany; itis excluded for the United States
and the other countries.

In the U.S. labor force survey, persons on
layoff who are awaiting recall to their jobs
are classified as unemployed. European and
Japanese layoff practices are quite different
in nature from those in the United States;
therefore, strict application of the U.S. defi-
nition has not been made on this point. For
further information, see Monthly Labor Re-
view, December 1981, pp. 8-11.

The figures for one or more recent years
for France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
and the United Kingdom are calculated using
adjustment factors based on labor force sur-
veys for earlier years and are considered pre-
liminary. The recent-year measures for these
countries, therefore, are subject to revision
whenever data from more current labor force
surveys become available.

There are breaks in the data series for the
United States (1990,1994,1997,1998,1999,
2000), Canada (1976) France (1992), Ger-
many (1991), Italy (1991, 1993), the Neth-
erlands (1988), and Sweden (1987).

For the United States, the break in series
reflects a major redesign of the labor force
survey questionnaire and collection method-
ology introduced in January 1994. Revised
population estimates based on the 1990 cen-
sus, adjusted for the estimated undercount,
also were incorporated. In 1996, previously
published data for the 1990-93 period were
revised to reflect the 1990 census-based
population controls, adjusted for the un-
dercount. In 1997, revised population con-
trols were introduced into the household sur-
vey. Therefore, the data are not strictly
conparable with prior years. In 1998, new
composite estimation procedures and minor
revisions in population controls were intro-
duced into the household survey. Therefore,
the data are not strictly comparable with data
for 1997 and earlier years. See the Notes sec-
tion on Employment and Unemployment
Data of this Review.

bls recently introduced a new adjusted
series for Canada. Beginning with the data
for 1976, Canadian data are adjusted to more
closely approximate U.S. concepts. Adjust-
ments are made to the unemployed and labor
force to exclude: (1) 15-year-olds; (2) pas-
sive jobseekers (persons only reading news-
paper ads as their method ofjob search); (3)
persons waiting to start a new job who did
not seek work in the past 4 weeks; and (4)
persons unavailable for work due to personal
or family responsibilities. An adjustment is
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made to include full-tine students looking for
full-time work. The impact of the adjust-
ments was to lower the annual average unem-
ployment rate by 0.1-0.4 percentage point
in the 1980s and 0.4-1.0 percentage point in
the 1990s.

For France, the 1992 break reflects the
substitution ofstandardized European Union
Statistical Office (eurostat) unemployment
statistics for the unemployment data esti-
mated according to the International Labor
Office (ilo) definition and published in the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (oecd) annual yearbook and
quarterly update. This change was made be-
cause the eurostat data are more up-to-date
than the OECD figures. Also, since 1992, the
eurostat definitions are closer to the U.S.
definitions than they were in prior years. The
impact of this revision was to lower the un-
employment rate by 0.1 percentage point in
1992 and 1993, by 0.4 percentage point in
1994, and 0.5 percentage point in 1995.

For Germany, the data for 1991 onward
refer to unified Germany. Data prior to 1991
relate to the former West Germany. The im-
pact of including the former East Germany
was to increase the unemployment rate from
4.3 to 5.6 percent in 1991.

For Italy, the 1991 break reflects a revi-
sion in the method ofweighting sample data.
The impact was to increase the unemploy-
ment rate by approximately 0.3 percentage
point, from 6.6 to 6.9 percent in 1991.

In October 1992, the survey methodol-
ogy was revised and the definition of unem-
ployment was changed to include only those
who were actively looking for ajob within
the 30 days preceding the survey and who
were available for work. In addition, the
lower age limit for the labor force was raised
from 14 to 15 years. (Prior to these changes,
bls adjusted Italy’s published unemploy-
ment rate downward by excluding from the
unemployed those persons who had not
actively sought work in the past 30 days.)
The break in the series also reflects the incor-
poration of the 1991 population census re-
sults. The impact of these changes was to
raise Italy’s adjusted unemployment rate by
approximately 1.2 percentage points, from
8.3 to 9.5 percent in fourth-quarter 1992.
These changes did not affect employment
significantly, except in 1993. Estimates by
the Italian Statistical Office indicate that em-
ployment declined by about 3 percent in
1993, rather than the nearly 4 percent indi-
cated by the data shown in table 44. This
difference is attributable mainly to the incor-
poration ofthe 1991 population benchmarks
in the 1993 data. Data for earlier years have
not been adjusted to incorporate the 1991
census results.
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For the Netherlands, a new survey ques-
tionnaire was introduced in 1992 thatallowed
for a closer application of ILO guidelines.
Eurostat has revised the Dutch series back
to 1988 based on the 1992 changes. The 1988
revised unemployment rate is 7.6 percent;
the previous estimate for the same year was
9.3 percent.

There have been two breaks in series in
the Swedish labor force survey, in 1987 and
1993. Adjustments have been made for the
1993 break back to 1987. In 1987, a new
questionnaire was introduced. Questions
regarding current availability were added
and the period of active workseeking was
reduced from 60 days to 4 weeks. These
changes lowered Sweden’s 1987 unem-
ployment rate by 0.4 percentage point,
from 2.3 to 1.9 percent. In 1993, the mea-
surement period for the labor force sur-
vey was changed to represent all 52 weeks
of the year rather than one week each
month and a new adjustment for popula-
tion totals was introduced. The impact
was to raise the unemployment rate by
approximately 0.5 percentage point, from
7.6 to 8.1 percent. Statistics Sweden re-
vised its labor force survey data for 1987—
92 to take into account the break in 1993.
The adjustment raised the Swedish unem-
ployment rate by 0.2 percentage point in
1987 and gradually rose to 0.5 percentage
point in 1992.

Beginning with 1987, bls has adjusted the
Swedish data to classify students who also
sought work as unemployed. The impact of
this change was to increase the adjusted un-
employment rate by 0.1 percentage point in
1987 and by 1.8 percentage points in 1994,
when unemployment was higher. In 1998,
the adjusted unemployment rate had risen
from 6.5 to 8.4 percentdue to the adjustment
to include students.

The net effect of the 1987 and 1993
changes and the bls adjustment for stu-
dents seeking work lowered Sweden’s
1987 unemployment rate from 2.3 to 2.2
percent.

FORADDITIONAL INFORMATION On this se-
ries, contact the Division of Foreign Labor
Statistics: (202) 691-5654.

Manufacturing productivity
and labor costs

Description of the series

Table 49 presents comparative indexes of
manufacturing labor productivity (output per
hour), output, total hours, compensation per
hour, and unit labor costs for the United
States, Canada, Japan, and nine European

countries. These measures are trend compari-
sons— that is, series that measure changes
over time— rather than level comparisons.
There are greater technical problems in com-
paring the levels of manufacturing output
among countries.

BLS constructs the comparative indexes
from three basic aggregate measures— output,
total labor hours, and total compensation.
The hours and compensation measures refer
to all employed persons (wage and salary
earners plus self-employed persons and un-
paid family workers) in the United States,
Canada, Japan, France, Germany, Norway,
and Sweden, and to all employees (wage and
salary earners) in the other countries.

Definitions

Output, in general, refers to value added
in manufacturing from the national ac-
counts of each country. However, the
output series for Japan prior to 1970 is
an index of industrial production, and the
national accounts measures for the United
Kingdom are essentially identical to their
indexes of industrial production.

The 1977-97 output data for the
United States are the gross product origi-
nating (value added) measures prepared
by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of
the U.S. DepartmentofCommerce. Com-
parable manufacturing output data cur-
rently are not available prior to 1977.

U.S. gross product originating is a chain-
type annual-weighted series. (For more in-
formation on the U.S. measure, see Robert
E. Yuskavage, “Improved Estimates of
Gross Product by Industry, 1959-94,”
Survey of Current Business, August 1996,
pp. 133-55.) The Japanese value added
series is based upon one set of fixed price
weights for the years 1970 through 1997.
Output series for the other foreign econo-
mies also employ fixed price weights, but
the weights are updated periodically (for
example, every 5 or 10 years).

To preserve the comparability ofthe U.S.
measures with those for other economies, bls
uses gross product originating in manufac-
turing for the United States for these com-
parative measures. The gross product origi-
nating series differs from the manufacturing
output series that bls publishes in its news
releases on quarterly measures of U.S. pro-
ductivity and costs (and that underlies the
measures that appear in tables 43 and 45 in
this section). The quarterly measures are on
a “sectoral output” basis, rather than a value-
added basis. Sectoral output is gross output
less intrasector transactions.

Total labor hours refers to hours worked

in all countries. The measures are developed
from statistics of manufacturing employment
and average hours. The series used for France
(from 1970 forward), Norway, and Sweden
are official series published with the national
accounts. Where official total hours series are
not available, the measures are developed by
blsusing employment figures published with
the national accounts, or other comprehen-
sive employment series, and estimates ofan-
nual hours worked. For Germany, bls uses
estimates ofaverage hours worked developed
by a research institute connected to the Min-
istry of Labor for use with the national ac-
counts employment figures. For the other
countries, bls constructs its own estimates
ofaverage hours.

Denmark has not published estimates of
average hours for 1994—97; therefore, the bls
measure of labor input for Denmark ends in
1993.

Total compensation (labor cost) includes
all payments in cash or in-kind made directly
to employees plus employer expenditures for
legally required insurance programs and con-
tractual and private benefit plans. The mea-
sures are from the national accounts of each
country, except those for Belgium, which are
developed by bls using statistics on employ-
ment, average hours, and hourly compensa-
tion. For Canada, France, and Sweden, com-
pensation is increased to account for other sig-
nificant taxes on payroll or employment. For
the United Kingdom, compensation is reduced
between 1967 and 1991 to account for em-
ployment-related subsidies. Self-employed
workers are included in the all-employed-per-
sons measures by assuming that their hourly
compensation is equal to the average for wage
and salary employees.

Notes on the data

In general, the measures relate to total manu-
facturing as defined by the International Stan-
dard Industrial Classification. However, the
measures for France (for all years) and Italy
(beginning 1970) refer to mining and manu-
facturing less energy-related products, and
the measures for Denmark include mining and
exclude manufacturing handicrafts from 1960
to 1966.

The measures for recent years may be
based on current indicators of manufacturing
output (such as industrial production in-
dexes), employment, average hours, and
hourly compensation until national accounts
and other statistics used for the long-term
measures become available.

Foradditional information on this se-
ries, contact the Division of Foreign Labor
Statistics: (202) 691-5654.
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Current Labor Statistics

Occupational Injury
and lllness Data

(Tables 50-51)

Survey of Occupational
Injuries and llinesses

Description of the series

The Survey of Occupational Injuries and IllI-
nesses collects data from employers about their
workers’ job-related nonfatal injuries and ill-
nesses. The information that employers pro-
vide is based on records that they maintain un-
der the Occupational Safety and Health Actof
1970. Self-employed individuals, farms with
fewer than 11 employees, employers regulated
by other Federal safety and health laws, and
Federal, State, and local government agencies
are excluded from the survey.

The survey is a Federal-State coopera-
tive program with an independent sample
selected for each participating State. A strati-
fied random sample with a Neyman alloca-
tion is selected to represent all private in-
dustries in the State. The survey is stratified
by Standard Industrial Classification and
size of employment.

Definitions

Under the Occupational Safety and Health
Act, employers maintain records of nonfatal
work-related injuries and illnesses that in-
volve one or more of the following: loss of
consciousness, restriction ofwork or motion,
transfer to another job, or medical treatment
other than first aid.

Occupational injury is any injury such as
a cut, fracture, sprain, or amputation that re-
sults from a work-related event or a single, in-
stantaneous exposure in the work environment.

Occupational illness is an abnormal con-
dition or disorder, other than one resulting from
an occupational injury, caused by exposure to
factors associated with employment. It in-
cludes acute and chronic illnesses or disease
which may be caused by inhalation, absorp-
tion, ingestion, or direct contact.

Lost workday injuries and illnesses are
cases that involve days away from work, or
days of restricted work activity, or both.

Lost workdays include the number of
workdays (consecutive or not) on which
the employee was either away from work
or at work in some restricted capacity, or
both, because of an occupational injury or
illness, bls measures of the number and
incidence rate of lost workdays were dis-

continued beginning with the 1993 sur-
vey. The number of days away from
work or days of restricted work activity
does not include the day of injury or
onset of illness or any days on which
the employee would not have worked,
such as a Federal holiday, even though
able to work.

Incidence rates are computed as the
number of injuries and/or illnesses or
lost work days per 100 full-time work-
ers.

Notes on the data

The definitions of occupational injuries and
illnesses are from Recordkeeping Guidelines
for Occupational Injuriesand Illnesses (U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, September 1986).

Estimates are made for industries and em-
ploymentsize classes for total recordable cases,
lost workday cases, days away from work
cases, and nonfatal cases without lost work-
days. These data also are shown separately for
injuries. lliness dataare available for seven cat-
egories: occupational skin diseases or disorders,
dust diseases of the lungs, respiratory condi-
tions due to toxic agents, poisoning (systemic
effects oftoxic agents), disorders due to physi-
cal agents (other than toxic materials), disor-
ders associated with repeated trauma, and all
other occupational illnesses.

The survey continues to measure the num-
ber of new work-related illness cases which
are recognized, diagnosed, and reported during
the year. Some conditions, for example, long-
term latent illnesses caused by exposure to
carcinogens, often are difficult to relate to the
workplace and are not adequately recognized
and reported. These long-term latent ilinesses
are believed to be understated in the survey’s
illness measure. In contrast, the overwhelming
majority of the reported new illnesses are
those which are easier to directly relate to
workplace activity (for example, contact der-
matitis and carpal tunnel syndrome).

Most of the estimates are in the form of
incidence rates, defined as the number ofinju-
ries and illnesses per 100 equivalent full-time
workers. For this purpose, 200,000 employee
hours represent 100 employee years (2,000
hours per employee). Full detail on the avail-
able measures is presented in the annual bulle-
tin, Occupational Injuries and Illnesses:
Counts, Rates, and Characteristics.

Comparable data for more than 40 States
and territories are available from the bls O f-
fice of Safety, Health and Working Condi-
tions. Many of these States publish data on
State and local governmentemployees in ad-
dition to private industry data.

Mining and railroad data are furnished to
bls by the Mine Safety and Health Adminis-
tration and the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion. Data from these organizations are in-
cluded in both the national and State data
published annually.

With the 1992 survey, bls began publish-
ing details on serious, nonfatal incidents re-
sulting in days away from work. Included are
some major characteristics ofthe injured and
ill workers, such as occupation, age, gender,
race, and length of service, as well as the cir-
cumstances oftheir injuries and illnesses (na-
ture of the disabling condition, part of body
affected, event and exposure, and the source
directly producing the condition). In general,
these data are available nationwide for de-
tailed industries and for individual States at
more aggregated industry levels.

For additional information on occu-
pational injuries and illnesses, contact the Of-
fice of Occupational Safety, Health and Work-
ing Conditions at (202) 691-6180, or access
the Internet at:

http://www.bls.gov/iip/

Census of Fatal
Occupational Injuries

The Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries
compiles a complete roster of fatal job-re-
lated injuries, including detailed data about
the fatally injured workers and the fatal
events. The program collects and cross
checks fatality information from multiple
sources, including death certificates, State
and Federal workers’ compensation reports,
Occupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion and Mine Safety and Health Adminis-
tration records, medical examiner and au-
topsy reports, media accounts, State motor
vehicle fatality records, and follow-up ques-
tionnaires to employers.

In addition to private wage and salary
workers, the self-employed, family members,
and Federal, State, and local government
workers are covered by the program. To be
included in the fatality census, the decedent
must have been employed (that is working
for pay, compensation, or profit) at the time
ofthe event, engaged in a legal work activity,
or present at the site of the incident as a re-
quirement of his or her job.

Definition

A fatal work injury is any intentional or un-
intentional wound or damage to the body re-
sulting in death from acute exposure to energy,
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such as heat or electricity, or kinetic energy
from a crash, or from the absence of such es-
sentials as heat or oxygen caused by a specific
event or incident or series of events within a
single workday or shift. Fatalities that occur
during a person’s commute to or from work
are excluded from the census, aswell as work-
related illnesses, which can be difficult
to identify due to long latency periods.

Notes on the data

Twenty-eight data elements are collected,
coded, and tabulated in the fatality program,
including information about the fatally in-
jured worker, the fatal incident, and the ma-
chinery or equipment involved. Summary
worker demographic data and event charac-
teristics are included in a national news re-
lease that is available about 8 months after

the end ofthe reference year. The Census of
Fatal Occupational Injuries was initiated in
1992 as a joint Federal-State effort. Most
States issue summary information at the time
of the national news release.

For additional information on the
Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries con-
tact the bls Office of Safety, Health, and
Working Conditions at (202) 691-6175, or
the Internet at: http://www.bls.gov/iip/

LABSTAT available via World Wide Web

L abstat, the Bureau of Labor Statistics public database, provides current and historical

data for many BLS surveys as well as numerous news releases.
labstat Public Access has introduced a new production Internet service over the World

Wide Web.

bls and regional offices programs are described using hypertext pages.

Access to labstat data and news releases is provided by a link to the bls gopher server.

The url is:

http://www.bls.gov/blshome.html

Ifyou have questions or comments regarding the labstat system on the Internet, address
e-mail to: labstat.helpdesk@ bls.gov
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Current Labor Statistics: Comparative Indicators

1 Labor market indicators

Selected indicators

Employment data

Employment status of the civilian noninstitutionalized
population (household survey):1
Labor force participation rate.............c.coevvriniiiniininiiiniinees
Employment-population ratio.
UNemPplOYMENt FALE.........ccuvveeiireeiieeeiieee e
Men
16 to 24 years.............
25 years and OVEr..........ccccccveueiiieciiiiciiiee s
Women
16 to 24 years....
25 years and over.

Employment, nonfarm (payroll data), in thousands:1
Total
Private sector.
Goods-producling.
Manufacturing
Service-producing.

Average hours:
Private sector.
Manufacturing
Overtime,

Employment Cost Index2

Percent change inthe ECI, compensation:
All workers (excluding farm, household and Federal workers).
Private industry WOTKErS..........ccceeiiviiniiiniiinciiec i

Goods-producing3

Service-producing3.
State and local government Workers..............cccoeviiniininninns

Workers by bargaining status (private industry):
Union.
Nonunion.

’ Quarterly data seasonally adjusted.

2000

67.2
64.5
4.0
3.9
9.7
2.8
4.1
8.9
3.2

131,720
111,018
25,649
18,473
106,051

34.5
41.6
4.6

41
4.4

4.4

4.4
3.0

4.0
44

2001

66.9
63.8
4.8
4.8
11.4
3.6
4.7
9.7
3.7

131,922
110,989
24,949
17,695
106,978

34.2
40.7
3.9

41
4.2

3.8

4.3
4.2

4.2
4.1

67.3
64.6
4.0
3.9

2.8
4.2
9.5
31

130,995
110,461
25,701
18,502
105,293

34.5
41.8
4.8

13
15

16
1.4

13
15

2000
] 1]
67.3 67.0
64.6 64.3
4.0 41
3.9 3.9
9.7 9.8
2.8 2.8
41 4.2
9.0 8.5
3.2 3.3
131,819 131,876
110,860 111,219
25,690 25,681
18,510 18,494
106,129 106,195
34.4 34.4
41.8 41.5
4.7 45
1.0 1.0
1.2 9
12 9
12 1.0
3 13
10 12
12 1.0

67.1
64.4
4.0
4.0
9.6
2.9
4.0
8.4
3.0

132,185
111,551
25,626
18,400
106,559

34.3
41.1
4.4

NN B NN

2 Annual changes are December-to-December changes. Quarterly changes are calculated using the last month of each quarter.

3 Goods-producing industries include mining, construction, and manufacturing. Service-producing Industries include all other private sector industries.

Digitized for l_JﬁASM{pnthly Labor Review July 2002

https://fraser.stlouisfed.org
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

67.2
64.4
4.2
4.2
10.6
31
41
8.7
3.3

132,559
111,687
25,493
18,196
106,941

34.3
41.0
41

13
1.4

13
14

2001

66.9
63.9
4.5
4.6
11.2
34
4.3
9.2
3.4

132,193
111,332
25,136
17,872
107,057

34.2
40.8
3.9

1.0

1.0

11
1.0

66.8
63.6
4.8
4.9
11.5
3.7
4.8
10.0
3.7

131,943
110,939
24,786
17,538
107,157

34.1
40.7
3.9

66.9
63.1
5.6
5.7
12.7
4.4
5.5
10.6
4.4

131,130
110,035
24,375
17,174
106,755

34.1
40.5
3.8

oo ®» o

2002

66.5
62.8
5.6

12.9
4.5
55

11.0

130,759
109,594
24,049
16,883
106,711

34.2
40.8
4.0

1.0
11

12
11

11
11



2. Annual and quarterly percent changes in compensation, prices, and productivity

2000 2001 2002
Selected measures 2000 2001
| ] 1] \% Il 1l v 1
Compensation datal2
Employment Cost Index—compensation (wages,
salaries, benefits):
Civilian nonfarm..........cccooeiieiciic s 4.1 4.1 1.3 1.0 1.0 0.7 13 0.9 1.2 0.8 1.0
Private nonfarm . 4.4 4.2 15 12 9 7 14 1.0 9 8 11
Employment Cost Index—wages and salaries:
3.8 3.7 11 1.0 11 6 11 9 1.0 7 9
Private nonfarm 3.9 3.8 1.2 1.0 1.0 6 1,2 1.0 .8 8 9
Price datal
Consumer Price Index (All Urban Consumers): All ltems...... 1.6 3.4 17 7 .8 2 1.3 1.0 2 -.9 7
Producer Price Index:
Finished good: 35 -1.8 15 1.8 6 4 9 .8 -.3 -3.2 11
4.3 -2.4 1.9 13 .8 1 12 1.0 -.3 -4.3 15
Capital eqUIPMENt.........cooiiiiii s 12 1.0 1 1 -7.2 11 -1 -7.1 -1 1 2.9
Intermediate materials, supplies, and components............... 4.0 -2 1.8 14 1.0 -3 2 6 -1.0 -3.6 .9
Crude material 311 -8.8 9.0 -6.0 21 9.4 -3.5 -6.6 -12.0 -12.2 8.0
Productivity data3
Output per hour of all persons:
Business sector 3.0 11 3 6.7 4 21 -1.5 -2 1.8 7.6 8.3
Nonfarm business sector. 2.9 11 2 6.0 6 17 -1.5 -1 21 7.3 8.6
Nonfinancial coroorations4. 21 1.0 5.3 3 2.6 -7 -2.6 2.3 3.2 10.8 5.1
1 Annual changes are December-to-December changes. Quarterly changes are centchanges reflect annual rates of change in quarterly indexes.
calculated using the last month of each quarter. Compensation and price data are not The data are seasonally adjusted.
seasonally adjusted, and the price data are not compounded. 4 Output per hour of all employees.

2 Excludes Federal and private household workers.

3 Annual rates of change are computed by comparing annual averages. Quarterly per-

3. Alternative measures of wage and compensation changes

Quarterly average Four quarters ending
Components 2001 2002 2001 2002
| I n \% | ] 1] v |
Average hourly compensation:1
All persons, business sector. 3.1 0.5 0.9 1.4 3.8 4.5 3.9 2.0 1.5 1.6
All persons, nonfarm busiNeSS SECIOr..........ccccevevieiieneriicniereens 2.8 1 1.0 1.5 3.6 4.2 3.6 1.8 1.4 1.6
Employment Cost Index— compensation:
Civilian nonfarm2 1.3 9 1.2 8 1.0 a1 3.9 a1 41 3.9
Private NONfarM..........cccoovriiiciicce e 1.4 1.0 9 .8 11 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.2 3.9
Union 7 11 1.0 14 11 3.4 35 3.4 4.2 4.7
Nonunion 15 1.0 9 7 11 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.8
State and local government 9 .6 21 .6 6 3.3 3.6 4.4 4.2 3.9
Employment Cost Index—wages and salaries:
Civilian NONfarM2...........cccoiiiiiiiiic e 11 9 1.0 7 9 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.5
Private nonfarm 12 1.0 .8 .8 9 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.8 35
Union 6 11 1.0 1.6 7 3.6 3.8 3.6 4.4 4.4
Nonunion 12 9 .8 7 1.0 3.9 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.4
State and local governments, N 5 1.9 5 5 35 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.4

1 Seasonally adjusted. “"Quarterly average" is percent change from a quarter ago, at an annual rate.

2 Excludes Federal and household workers.
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

4. Employment status of the population, by sex, age, race, and Hispanic origin, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Annual average

Employment status

2000
TOTAL
Civilian noninstitutional

populationl 209,699
Civilian labor force 140,863
Participation rat 67.2
135,208

Employment-pop-
64.5
Unemployed............c...... 5,665
Unemployment rate.... 4.0
Not in the labor force... 68,836

Men, 20 years and over
Civilian noninstitutional
populationl. . 92,580

Civilian labor force 70,930
Participation rat 76.6
Employed 68,580
Employment-pop-
74.1
Agriculture................... 2,252
Nonagricultural
industries. 66,328
Unemployed.. 2,350
Unemployment rate.... 33
Women, 20 years and over
Civilian noninstitutional
101,078
Civilian labor force... 61,565
60.9
Employed 59,352
Employment-pop-
58.7
Agriculture................... 818
Nonagricultural
industries.................. 58,535
Unemployed 2,212
Unemployment rate.... 3.6
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years
Civilian noninstitutional
populationd..............ccooorveev. 16,042
Civilian labor force.............. 8,369
52.2
Employed........cccoouinene 7,276
Employment-pop-
45.4
Agriculture.. 235
Nonagricultural
Industries. . 7,041
Unemployed.. 1,093
Unemployment rate.... 131
W hite
Civilian noninstitutional
populationd. 174,428
Civilian labor force 117,574
Participation rate......... 67.4
113,475
Employment-pop-
65.1
Unemployed.........ccoc.... 4,099
Unemployment rate.... 35
Black
Civilian noninstitutional
25,218
Civilian labor force............. 16,603
65.8
15,334
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio: 60.8
Unemployed 1,269
Unemployment rate. 7.6

See footnotes at end of table.
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2001 May
211,864 211,525
141,815 141,445

66.9 66.9
135,073 135,235
63.8 63.9
6,742 6,210
48 4.4

70,050 70,080

93,659 93,541

71,590 71,468

76.4 76.3
68,587 68,698
73.2 73.4
2,102 2,168
66,485 66,530
3,003 2,770
42 39
102,060 101,938
62,148 62,068
60.9 60.9
59,596 59,716
58.4 58.6
82 816
58,779 58,900
2,551 2,352
4.1 3.8
16,146 16,046
8,077 7,909
50.0 49.3
6,889 6,821
42.7 425
225 209
6,664 6,612
1,187 1,088
14.7 13.8
175,888 175,653
118,144 117,714
67.2 67.0
113,220 113,185
64.4 64.4
4,923 45541
4.2 39
25,559 25,501
16,719 16,644
65.4 65.3
15270 15311
59.7 60.0
1,450 1,333
8.7 8.0
July 2002

June

211,725
141,468

66.8
135,003

63.8
6,465
4.6
70,257

93,616
71,429

76.3
68,535

73.2
2,057

66,478
2,894

102,023
61,961
60.7
59,555

58.4
772

58,783
2,406
3.9

16,086
8,078
50.2
6,913

43.0

175,789
117,854

67.0
113,037

64.4
4,728
4.0

25,533
16,739

65.6
15,330

60.0
1,409
8.4

2001

July Aug.
211,921 212,135
141,651 141,380
66.8 66.6
135,106 134,408
63.8 63.4
6,545 6,972
4.6 4.9
70,270 70,755
93,708 93,810
71,500 71,523
76.3 76.2
68,610 68,388
73.2 72.9
2,035 2,129
66,575 66,259
2,890 3,135
4.0 4.4
102,067 102,165
62,103 62,142
60.8 60.8
59,640 59,526
58.4 58.3
784 781
58,856 58,745
2,463 2,616
4.0 4.2
16,145 16,161
8,048 7,715
49.8 471.7
6,856 6,494
425 40.2
236 216
6,620 6,278
1,192 1,221
14.8 15.8
175,924 176,069
117,986 117,813
67.1 66.9
113,237 112,703
64.3 64.0
4,810 5,073
41 43
25,565 25,604
16,685 16,720
65.3 65.3
15,337 15,210
60.0 59.4
1,348 1,510
81 9.0

Sept

212,357
142,068

66.9
135,004

63.6
7,064
5.0
70,289

93,917
71,805

76.5
68,696

83.1
2,138

66,558
3,109

102,277
62,222
60.8
59,463

58.1
823

58,640
2,759
44

16,163
8,041
49.7
6,845

42.3

176,220
118,274

67.1
113,147

64.2
5,127
4.3

25,644
16,827

65.6
15,339

59.8
1,488
8.8

Oct.

212,581
142,280

66.9
134,615

63.3
7,665
5.4
70,301

94,015
71,940

76.5
68,486

72.8
2,132

66,354
3,454
4.8

102,371
62,269
60.8
59,302

57.9
842

58,460
2,967
3.8

16,195
8,071
49.8
6,827

422
229

6,598
1,244
15.4

176,372
118,506

67.2
112,878

64.0
5,628
4.7

25,686
16,748

65.2
15,144

59.0
1,604
9.6

Nov.

212,767
142,279

66.9
134,253

63.1
8,026
5.6
70,488

94,077
71,935

76.5
68,204

725
2,082

66,122
3,731
5.2

102,438
62,321
60.8
59,288

57.9
852

58,436
3,303
4.9

16,252
8,023
49.4
6,761

41.6
220

6,541
1,262
157

176,500
118,566

67.2
112,652

63.8
5,914
5.0

25,720
16,687

64.9
15,040

58.5
1,647
9.9

Dec.

212,927
141,390

66.8
134,055

63.0
8,259
58
70,613

94,161
71,988

76.5
68,276

725
2,141

66,135
3,712

102,492
62,481
61.0
59,205

57.8
859

58,346
3,276
5.2

16,275
7,845
48.2
6,574

40.4
246

6,328
1,271
16.2

176,607
118,403

67.0
112,388

63.6
6,015
51

25,752
16,833

65.4
15,122

58.7
1711
10.2

Jan.

213,089
141,390

66.4
133,468

62.6
7,922
5.6
71,699

94,228
71,534

75.9
67,818

72.0
2,207

65,611
3,716

102,550
62,056
60.5
59,102

57.6
824

58,277
2,954
4.8

16,310
7,800
47.8
6,548

40.1
241

6,307
1,252
16.1

176,713
117,759

66.6
111,876

63.3
5,883
5.0

25,785
16,769

65.0
15,119

58.6
1,650
9.8

Feb.

213,306
142,211

66.7
134,319

63.0
7,891
55
70,995

94,262
71,718

76.1
68,157

72.3
2,185

65,973
3,560
5.0

102,651
62,703
61.1
59,588

58.0
829

58,759
3,116
5.0

16,293
7,790
47.8
6,575

40.4

6,342
1,215
15.6

176,783
118,472

67.0
112,632

63.7
5,840
4.9

25,813
16,747

64.9
15,131

58.6
1,616
9.6

2002
Mar.

213,334
142,005

66.6
133,894

62.8
8,111
5.7
71,329

94,315
71,723

76.0
68,013

721
2,084

65,929
3,710
5.2

102,728
62,320
60.7
59,227

57.7
804

58,423
3,093
5.0

16,292
7,962
48.9
6,655

176,866
118,159

66.8
112,286

63.3
5,873
5.0

25,839
16,758

64.9
14,969

57.9
1,789
10.7

Apr.

213,492
142,570

66.8
133,976

62.8
8,594
6.0
70,922

94,414
72,098

76.4
68,193

722
2,213

65,980
3,905
5.4

102,847
62,724
61.0
59,333

57.7
732

58,602
3,391
5.4

16,231

7,748
47.7
6,450

39.7

6,240
1,298
16.8

176,972
118,661

67.1
112,426

63.5
6,236
53

25,868
16,941

65.5
15,045

58.2
1,896
11.2

May

213,658
142,769

66.8
134,417

62.9
8,351
5.8
70,889

94,479
72,428

76.7
68,647

72.7
2,125

66,522
3,781
5.2

102,936
62,597
60.8
59,337

57.6
760

58,577
3,260
5.2

16,243
7,744
47.7
6,434

39.6
213

6,221
1,310
16.9

177,087
118,742

67.1
112,563

53.6
6,179
5.2

25,898
16,887

65.2
15,168

58.6
1,718
10.2



4. Continued—Employment status of the population, by sex, age, race, and Hispanic origin, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[Numbers in thousands]

Annual average 2001 2002
Employment status

2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
Hispanic origin
Civilian noninstitutional
22,393 23,122 23021 23090 23,157 23,222 23,288 23351 23,417 23,478 23542 23,604 23,664 23,732 23,797
15,368 15,751 15656 15602 15753 15,788 15811 15956 15932 16,013 15988 16,011 15908 16,156 16,085
68.6 68.1 68.0 67.6 68.0 68.0 67.9 68.3 68.0 68.2 67.9 67.8 67.2 68.1 67.6

14,492 14,714 14,684 14,574 14,776 14,771 14,785 14,824 14,751 14,753 14,700 14,867 14,743 14,877 14,963
Employment-pop-

64.7 63.6 63.8 63.1 63.8 63.6 63.5 63.5 63.0 62.8 62.4 63.0 62.3 62.7 62.9

876 1,037 972 1,028 977 1,017 1,026 1,132 1,181 1,260 1,288 1,143 1,165 1,279 1,122

UnemDlovment rate.... 57 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2 6.4 6.5 71 7.4 7.9 81 71 7.3 7.9 7.0

1 The population figures are not seasonally adjusted. NOTE: Detail for the above race and Hlispanic-orlgin groups will not sum to totals
2 Civilian employment as a percent of the civilian noninstitutional population. becausedata for the “other races™ groups are not presented and Hispanles are included in

both the white and black population groups.

5. Selected employment indicators, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[In thousands]
Annual average 2001 2002
2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May

Selected categories

Characteristic
Employed, 16 years and over.. 135,208 135,073 135,235 135,003 145,106 134,408 135004 134,615 134,253 134,055 133,468 134,319 133,894 133,976 134,417
Men.. 72,293 72,080 72,131 72,012 72,093 71,705 72,177 71,871 71,570 71,577 71,114 71,457 71,299 71,397 71,894
Women... 62,915 62,992 63,104 62,991 63,013 62,703 62,827 62,744 62,683 62,478 62,354 62,862 62,595 62,579 62,524

Married men, spouse
present.

43,368 43,243 43,633 43,357 43,264 43,143 43,099 42,983 42,861 42,772 42,823 43,275 43,317 43,167 43,548

Married women, spouse

present. 33,708 33,613 33,692 33,466 33,571 33,685 33,604 33,227 33,330 33,209 33,174 33,703 33,552 33,446 33,371
Women who maintain
families........cccooeveiivciiniin. 8,387 8,364 8,335 2,513 1,558 8,328 8,274 8,256 8,331 8,458 8,396 8,417 8,320 8,266 8,397
Class of worker
Agriculture:
Wage and salary workers..... 2,034 1,884 1,957 1,803 1,798 1,852 1,882 1,898 1,865 1,879 1,917 1,930 1,825 1,896 1,911
Self-employed workers. 1,233 1,233 1,208 1,193 ‘152 1,239 1,278 1,290 1,276 1,313 1,311 1,293 1,264 1,216 1,156
Unpaid family workers.. 38 27 34 32 23 29 24 26 12 27 49 21 29 34 4

Nonagricultural industries:
Wage and salary workers..... 123,128 123,235 123,530 123,069 123,204 122,685 123,186 122,710 122,507 122,196 122,145 122,770 122545 122,366 123,071
Government.........ccceeviene 19,053 19,127 19,068 18,934 18,999 19,150 19,290 19,223 19,172 19,183 19,047 19,286 19,218 19,347 19,811
104,076 104,108 10,442 104,135 104,205 103,535 103,896 103,487 103,335 103,013 103,098 103,485 103,327 103,019 103,260
890 803 795 760 790 814 804 867 790 736 725 709 677 791 775
103,305 103,667 103,375 103,415 102,721 103,092 102,620 102,545 102,277 102,373 102,775 102,650 102,228 102,485
8,674 8,594 8,540 8,720 8,568 8,503 8,556 8,505 8,507 8,524 8,213 8,257 8,200 8,234 8,305
101 101 111 102 98 111 101 95 v 92 97 86 89 103 105

Private households.

Self-employed workers.
Unpaid family workers.

Persons at work part timel
All industries:
Part time for economic
FEASONS. . vveoeeeveerereeeeeeees 3,190 3,672 3,388 3,649 3,571 3,389 4,148 4,329 4,206 4,267 3,973 4,228 3,997 4,151 3,996
Slack work or business
1,927 2,355 2,205 2,276 2,174 2,115 2,796 2,983 2,796 2,809 2,549 2,755 2,721 2,690 2,626
Could only find part-time
944 1,007 921 1,008 1,011 952 1,064 1,108 1121 1,161 1,089 1,120 1,021 1,131 1,064
Part time for noneconomic
reasons.........
Nonagricultural industrie:
Part time for economic
FeASONS......cooiviieiieieeriiaens 3,045 3,529 3,231 3,556 3,425 3,246 4,015 4,222 4,017 4,119 3,781 3,998 3,848 4,009 3,818
Slack work or business

18,722 18,707 18,634 18,482 18,812 19,011 18,798 18,644 18,587 18,540 18,201 18,395 18,530 18,793 18,887

1,835 2,266 2,101 2,215 2,111 2,025 2,704 2,898 2,679 2,717 2,448 2,615 2,605 2,587 2,515

Could only find part-time
924 989 899 990 993 927 1,045 1,082 1,096 1,138 1,068 1,089 1,001 1,122 1,033

Part time for noneconomic
reasons.

18,165 18.177 18,097 18,066 18,283 18,485 18,232 18,065 18,007 17,960 17,717 17,886 18,004 18,274 16,350
1 Excludes persons "with a job but not at work" during the survey period for such reasons as vacation, lliness, or Industrial disputes.
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

O Selected unemployment indicators, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[Unemployment rates]
Annual average 2001 2002
Selected categories
2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May

Characteristic

Total, 16 years and OVer........cccveirueenens 4.0 4.8 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.9 5.0 5.4 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.5 5.7 6.0 5.8
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years. 131 14.7 13.8 14.4 14.8 15.8 149 154 15.7 16.2 16.1 15.6 16.4 16.8 16.9
Men, 20 years and over... 33 4.2 3.9 4.1 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.8 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.2
Women, 20 years and OVer..........ccccc.c.... 3.6 4.1 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.8 4.9 5.2 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.4 5.2
White, total . 3.5 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.7 5.0 5.1 5.0 4.9 5.0 53 5.3

Both sexes, 16 to 19 years.. 114 12.7 12.0 12.7 13.2 13.8 127 23.1 13.5 137 14.2 14.0 14.5 14.0 148
Men, 16 to 19 years 123 138 13.3 14.3 13.8 15.1 13.6 14.7 15.8 14.6 13.7 154 16.3 15.4 15.4
Women, 16 to 19 years 10.4 11.4 10.7 11.0 12.6 12.4 1.7 115 111 12.8 146 12.6 12.7 12.5 14.2

Men, 20 years and over. 2.8 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.8 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.8

Women, 20 years and over................ 31 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.5 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.5

Black, total 7.6 8.7 8.0 8.4 8.1 9.0 8.8 9.6 9.9 10.2 9.8 9.6 10.7 11.2 10.2

Both sexes, 16 to 19 years 24.7 29.0 25.7 28.0 26.6 30.1 28.5 30.2 321 334 30.7 27.9 31.0 35.4 30.2
Men, 16 to 19 years.... 26.4 30.5 30.0 30.5 28.1 31.4 30.8 31.2 31.6 32.0 32.1 30.0 36.9 37.3 36.8
Women, 16 to 19 years. 23.0 275 21.5 25.7 25.2 28.7 26.1 29.1 32.6 34.8 29.0 25.6 44.7 33.5 22.3

Men, 20 years and over.... 7.0 8.0 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.8 7.8 8.2 8.7 91 8.9 8.7 10.1 9.3 8.6

Women, 20 years and ovel 6.3 7.0 6.4 6.7 6.2 7.0 7.7 8.5 8.4 8.7 8.4 8.5 9.0 10.2 9.5

Hispanic origin, total...........ccccocoeicnins 5.7 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2 6.4 6.5 71 7.4 7.9 8.1 71 7.3 7.9 7.0
Married men, spouse present.............. 2.0 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.8 31 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.9 3.6
Married women, spouse present........ 2.7 31 2.9 3.0 29 3.1 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9
5.9 6.6 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.8 71 6.8 8.0 8.0 8.9 8.0 7.3 8.6 81
Full-time workers. 3.9 4.7 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.8 5.0 5.4 5.6 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 6.2 5.9
Part-time workers 4.8 51 4.8 5.2 51 5.4 4.6 5.5 5.6 5.6 5.2 4.8 5.2 5.2 5.6
Industry
Nonagricultural wage and salary
4.1 51 4.3 4.8 4.8 51 5.0 5.4 5.7 5.8 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.3 6.0
3.9 4.7 4.9 4.9 3.3 4.8 4.2 5.9 3.8 5.9 8.7 6.4 6.4 5.6 4.3
Construction 6.4 7.3 5.7 5.4 4.9 6.0 5.9 6.3 8.0 9.5 13.9 12.3 119 9.9 7.5
Manufacturin: 3.6 5.2 4.7 4.9 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.6 6.1 6.6 71 7.0 7.3 7.0 6.6
3.4 5.3 4.8 4.9 5.4 5.9 5.6 6.0 6.6 7.2 7.8 7.6 7.5 7.3 6.3
4.0 51 4.5 4.8 5.7 5.3 5.3 51 5.3 5.7 6.1 6.1 6.9 6.6 7.0
Transportation and public utilities. 31 41 3.3 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.9 5.4 5.4 5.7 7.0 6.3 5.7 5.9 5.3
Wholesale and retail trade 5.0 5.6 51 5.6 5.2 5.4 5.7 5.8 6.0 6.3 71 7.2 7.2 7.0 6.8
Finance, insurance, and real estate...... 2.3 2.8 21 2.4 31 2.8 29 2.9 3.6 2.8 2.4 3.0 3.0 31 3.6
Service: 3.8 4.6 4.0 4.6 4.6 51 4.8 5.2 53 4.9 5.9 5.7 5.5 5.3 5.4
21 2.2 18 2.6 2.8 2.7 2.2 21 21 21 2.4 25 2.3 21 2.4
Agricultural wage and salary workers....... 7.5 9.7 6.1 7.2 7.8 7.5 55 7.3 104 13.2 15.2 14.0 16.8 8.0 6.6
Educational attainmentl

Less than a high school diploma.. 6.4 7.3 5.8 6.3 6.4 6.6 71 7.1 7.9 9.0 10.1 9.7 9.4 8.6 7.4

High school graduates, no colleg 3.5 4.2 3.6 3.7 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.3 4.8 4.8 6.2 6.0 5.9 55 51

Some college, less than a bachelor’s

degree . 2.7 3.3 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.5

College graduates. 1.7 2.3 19 2.3 2.4 2.7 25 25 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.7

1 Data refer to persons 25 years and over.

7. Duration of unemployment, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Weeks of Annual average 2001 2002
unemployment 2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.  Apr. May
Less than 5 weeks. . 2,543 2833 2,714 2,809 2,647 2,955 2,807 3,084 3,090 3,024 2,978 2828 3,078 2,793 2876

5 to 14 weeks 1,803 2,163 2,021 2,098 2,170 2,152 2,366 2,522 2,573 2,724 2,586 2,515 2,411 2,818 2,531
15 weeks and over. 1,309 1,746 1,503 1,571 1,630 1,798 1,907 2,042 2,317 2,410 2,546 2,561 2,688 2,854 2,952
15 to 26 weeks... . 665 949 862 843 948 980 1,084 1,136 1,207 1,295 1,418 1,383 1,355 1,360 1,316
27 weeks and over...........ccoceeeeen. 644 787 641 728 682 818 823 906 1,110 1,115 1,127 1,178 1,333 1,494 1,636
Mean duration, inweeks.................. 12.6 13.2 124 129 12.7 13.2 133 13.0 14.4 145 14.6 15.0 15.4 16.6 17.1
Median duration, in weeks.............. 59 6.8 6.4 6.3 6.7 6.6 73 7.4 7.6 8.2 8.8 8.1 8.1 8.9 9.8
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8. Unemployed persons by reason for unemployment, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Reason for Annual average

unemployment 2000 2001 May  June
2,492 3,428 3132 3,249

842 1,044 1,055 990

1,650 2,379 2,077 2,259

775 832 818 807

1,957 2,029 1,827 1921

431 453 467 470

Percent of unemployed

44.1 50.8 50.2 50.4
14.9 15.6 16.9 15.4
29.2 35.3 33.3 35.0
13.7 12.3 131 12,5
346 30.1 29.3 29.8
7.6 6.7 7.5 7.3
Percent of civilian
labor force
1.8 24 2.2 2.3
6 6 6 6
1.4 1.4 1.3 14
New entrants. 3 3 3 3

1 Includes persons who completed temporary jobs.

9. Unemployment rates by sex and age, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Civilian workers]

Annual average
Sex and age

2000 2001 May June

Total, 16 years and ove 4.0 4.8 4.4 4.6
16 to 24 years 9.3 10.6 10.0 10.4
16 to 19 years.. 13.1 14.7 13.8 14.4
15.4 17.1 158 16.5

11.5 13.2 12.5 13.0

7.1 8.3 7.9 8.2

25 years and ove . 3.0 3,7 3.4 3.5
25 t0 54 years......cooeviiieens 31 3.8 3.5 3.6

2.6 3.0 2.6 2.8

Men, 16 years and over................. 3.9 4.8 4.5 4.7
9.7 1i.4 11.0 11.6

14.0 15.9 154 15.8

16.8 18.8 17.9 185

12.2 14.1 13.9 14.2

7.3 8.9 8.7 9.3

25 years and over. 2.8 3.6 3.3 3.4
25 to 54 years . 2.9 3.7 3.4 35

55 years and over................. 2.7 3.3 2.9 3.0
Women, 16 years and over............ 4.1 4.7 4.3 4.4
16 t0 24 YEArS....cvvvereeiiiae 8.9 9.7 8.8 9.2
12.1 13.4 121 13.0

14.0 15.3 13.8 14.4

10.8 12.2 11.0 11.8

7.0 7.5 7.0 7.0

25 years and OVer..........cocoeeene 3.2 3.7 3.4 35
3.3 3.8 3.6 3.7

55 years and over................ 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.6
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July

3,294
1,020
2,274
791
1,948
442

50.9
15.8
35.1
12.2
30.1

6.8

23
6
1.4
3

2001
Aug. Sept.
3,438 3,595
1,071 1,114
2,367 2481
877 819
2,162 2,102
488 466
49.4 51.5
15.4 16.0
34.0 35.5
12.6 11.7
31.0 30.1
7.0 6.7
2.4 25
6 6
15 15
3 3

2001
July  Aug.
4.6 4.9
10.2 11.3
14.8 15.8
19.0 18.6
12.4 14.4
7.7 8.9
35 3.8
3.7 3.9
2.9 31
4.7 51
10.7 12.3
15.6 17.4
19.1 21.9
13.4 15.0
8.1 9.5
3.6 3.8
3.6 3.9
3.1 33
4.6 4.8
9.7 10.3
14.0 14.1
18.8 15.4
11.3 13.7
73 8.2
35 338
3.7 3.9
2.6 2.8

Sept.

133

Oct.

4,297
1,288
3,009
880
2,113
466

55.4
16.6
38.8
113
27.2

6.0

3.0

15
.3

Oct.

5.4
115
15.4
17.4
14.2

9.3

4.4
3.4

55
12.4
17.2
20.3
15.1

4.2
4.3

5.3
105
13.6
145
13.3

42
4.4

3.2

Nov.

4,501
1,157
3,344
848
2,197
497

56.0
14.4
416
105
27.3

Nov.

5.6
11.7
15.7
175
14.8

9.5

4.4

4.6

35

5.9
13.0
17.7
20.4
16.2
10.5

4.5

4.6

4.1

5.4
10.3
13.7
14.5
13.3
8.3
4.4
47

2.8
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Dec.

4,492
1,107
3,385
908
2,361
495

54.4
134
41.0
11.0
28.6

3.2
6
17
.3

Dec.

5.8
1.9
16.2
18.8
148

9.6

4.7
4.0

5.8
128
17.2
20.0
15.6
10.5
4.5
4.5
4.2

5.8
11.0
15.1
17.6
14.0
8.7
46
438

3.7

Jan.

4,354
1,124
3,231
879
2,191
479

55.1
14.2
40.9
111
27.7

31

15
3

Jan.

5.6
1.9
16.1
17.0
15.2

4.4
4.7
3.5

5.8
125
16.3
17.6
15.1
10.6

4.5

4.7

3.8

5.4
113
15.8
16.4
15.2

8.7

4.3

4.6

3.0

Feb.

4,326
1,106
3,220
877
2,268
485

54.4
13.9
40.5
11.0
285

3.0
.6
16
3

Feb.

5.5
11.6
15.6
16.5
14.7

4.5
4.6
3.8

5.6
12.4
16.8
19.6
15.4
10.2

4.4

4.5

55
10.7
14.3
13.6
13.9

8.7

4.6

3.5

2002
Mar. Apr.
4,370 4,525
1,066 1,095
3,204 3,430
862 1,017
2,471 2,450
557 519
52.3 53.2
13.1 12.9
39.3 40.3
10.6 12.0
30.3 28.8
6.8 6.1
3.0 3.2
6 7
17 17
4 4
2002
Mar. Apr.
5.7 6.0
12,5 12.3
16.4 16.8
16.5 19.4
15.1 15.1
10.3 10.0
45 4.9
4.7 5.0
35 4.0
5.9 6.1
13.7 13.0
18.5 18.1
20.8 19.6
16.7 17.2
1.1 10.3
45 4.8
4.7 4.9
3.6 4.3
5.5 6.0
11.2 11.6
14.3 15.4
15.3 19.2
13.4 12.9
9.4 9.6
4.4 5.0
4.6 5.1
3.4 3.7
July 2002

May

4,598
1,091
3,506
902
2,433
499

54.5
129
41.6
10.7
28.9

5.9

3.2
.6
17
3

May

5.8
11.6
16.9
20.7
14.8

4.8
5.0
4.2

5.9
125
18.6

79



Current Labor Statistics:

Labor Force Data

10. Unemployment rates by State, seasonally adjusted

Apr. Mar. Apr.
State

2001 2002p 2002p

Alabama 5.0 6.0 5.6
Alaska... 6.3 6.3 6.6
4.2 5.9 5.7

ArKaNSas........ccoceiniercieciene s 5.0 53 53
California 5.0 6.5 6.5
Colorado 3.2 5.6 53
2.9 3.5 3.8

3.5 3.8 4.2

6.2 6.7 6.4

Florida 4.3 5.4 5.3
3.8 4.6 4.6

Hawaii..... 4.5 4.6 4.3
Idaho. 4.9 55 5.2
lllinois. 5.2 6.1 6.4
3.9 4.9 51

3.3 3.4 3.6

Kansas 4.2 4.4 4.5
Kentucky 5.2 53 5.3
Louisiana 5.8 5.6 5.8
3.9 4.1 4.0

3.9 53 5.4

3.3 4.3 4.7

4.9 6.0 6.1

3.7 4.4 4.3

51 6.6 7.1

p= preliminary

11. Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by State, seasonally adjusted

[In thousands]

State

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona...
Arkansas .
California.......c.ccoc....

Colorado...
Connecticu
Delaware...........c......
District of Columbia.
Florida........cccccovvunnnne

Maryland..........ccc.....
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota.
Mississippi

p= preliminary.

Apr. Mar.
2001 2002p APpr. 2002
1,919.2 1,899.9 1,899.1
288.3 291.7 290.6
2,273.8 2,243.4 2,243.4
1,160.0 1,155.7 1,152.8
14,720.7 14,6720  14,667.7
2,241.4 2,190.1 2,195.6
1,685.8 1,673.3 1,673.6
421.5 416.6 414.6
649.5 649.2 651.6
7,200.4 7,178.8 7,191.6
3,987.9 3,867.7 3,880.2
555.9 549.0 544.8
569.9 568.3 569.8
6,032.4 5,922.3 5,916.3
2,947.3 2,910.5 2,902.6
1,472.1 1,461.3 1,461.4
1,352.8 1,362.1 1,358.1
1,815.8 1,823.0 1,823.6
1,928.0 1,923.3 1,930.4
608.8 609.0 609.9
2,464.0 2,456.5 2,454.2
3,350.6 3,395.6 3,299.2
4,602.7 4,562.6 4,554.4
2,689.8 2,659.9 2,655.7
1,134.4 1,133.1 1,131.4

Apr. Mar.
State

2001 2002p

Missouri 4.6 5.2

4.6 46

31 36

4.8 58

3.3 41

40 56

47 61

4.5 59

51 66

30 31

41 58

3.4 4.2

58 79

4.6 5.6

47 42

52 60

32 32

43 5.7

4.5 58

Utah....coooieccs 41 54

3.4 3.9

30 4.2

60 68

51 5.9

45 57

Wyoming 3.9 3.9

s Apr. Mar.

ate 2001 2002p
Missouri. 2,747.6 2,691.1
Montana. 392.3 393.2
Nebraska..........ccocoviviniiiniiciniiinnns 908.8 911.8
1,056.2 1,066.3
New Hampshire...........cccoceovennn 628.1 626.5
New Jersey.. 4,026.8 4,014.6
New Mexico. 756.6 763.0
8,645.6 8.541.3
3,897.9 3.882.3
North Dakota...........cccccovurerierienns 331.0 330.5
Ohio 5,581.5 5,5634.9
Oklahoma. 1,510.7 1,518.6
Oregon.. 1,605.9 1,575.7
Pennsylvania.. 5,713.8 5,650.8
Rhode Island.. 479.7 480.3
South Carolina.........cccccocoeviicninnns 1,834.4 1,827.1
South Dakota 379.2 375.4
Tennessee... 2,715.4 2,717.2
TeXAS..ciirieiiieieiniei s 9,550.5 9,455.7
Utah 1,083.6 1,072.4
Vermont........cccoveieveniinieninenns 299.5 296.1
Virginia. 3,537.0 3,497.4
Washington. 1,714.2 2,651.6
West Virginia. 737.6 736.7
Wisconsin.... . 2,834.0 2,816.6
WYOMING ..ot 244.4 248.9

NOTE: Some data in this table may differ from data published elsewhere because of the continual updating of the data base.
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July 2002

Apr.
2002p

5.2
4.6
39
5.5
40

5.6
6.0
61
6.9

36

5R
4.4
75
5.4
46

s8
34
53
6.2
54

39
4.6
72
60
54
4.4

Apr.
2002

2,693.1
394.5
911.0

1,068.6
627.4

4,010.7
760.9
8,534.5
3,877.2
329.6

5,520.9
1,520.6
1,576.6
5,645.1

483.3

1,828.6

378.1
2,707.5
9,458.7
1,069.2

295.6
3,494.8
2,648.3

734.2
2,821.8

247.2



12. Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by industry, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[In thousands]

Annual average 2001 2002

Industry

2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr.p  Mayp

131,739 131,922 132,229 132,108 132,045 131,966 131,819 131,414 131,087 130,890 130,871 130,706 130,701 130,680 130,702
111,079 110,989 111,375 111,204 111,074 110,968 110,776 110,349 109,987 109,768 109,734 109,544 109,505 109,495 109,496

25,709 24,944 25,147 25,012 24,907 24,776 24,675 24,511 24,353 24,261 24,130 24,041 23,975 23,905 23,870

PRIVATE SECTOR

GOODS-PRODUCING

Mining". 543 565 566 567 570 571 571 566 566 565 568 564 560 564 558
Metal mining. 41 36 37 35 35 35 35 34 34 33 33 32 32 32 32
Qil and gas extraction. 311 338 340 341 342 343 343 340 340 339 342 339 336 339 334
Nonmetallic minerals,
except fuels..........ccccviininnene 114 111 111 111 112 111 111 110 110 111 111 111 111 112 112
Construction... I 6,698 6,685 6,714 6,697 6,680 6,679 6,674 6,643 6,629 6,634 6,615 6,597 6,593 6,541 6,541
General building contractors..... 1,528 1,462 1,465 1,462 1,457 1,461 1,462 1,456 1,454 1,459 1,459 1,458 1,462 1,452 1,454
Heavy construction, except
building. 901 922 921 921 925 925 924 922 925 924 919 914 908 901 908

Special trades contractors. 4,269 4,300 4,328 4,314 4,298 4,293 4,288 4,265 4,250 4,251 4,237 4,225 4,223 4,188 4,179
18,469 17,695 17,867 17,748 17,657 17,526 17,430 17,302 17,158 17,062 16,947 16,880 16,822 16,800 16,758
12,628 11,933 12,065 11,971 11,901 11,797 11,719 11,620 11,513 11,437 11,362 11,305 11,264 11,250 11,245
10,636 10,769 10,684 10,606 10,516 10,445 10,343 10,237 10,166 10,070 10,023 9,976 9,976 9,963
7,591 7,126 7,230 7,162 7,101 6,026 6,971 6,889 6,809 6,753 6,690 6,653 6,625 6,620 6,619

Manufacturing........
Production worker:

Durable goods
Production worker:

Lumber and wood products.... 832 786 788 788 786 783 784 T 772 770 771 771 769 767 770
Furniture and fixtures.............. 558 519 529 524 519 513 507 500 495 494 492 491 491 497 494
Stone, clay, and glass
products.... 579 571 574 572 569 568 566 564 561 558 555 551 550 551 549
Primary metal industries. . 698 656 666 660 665 649 643 637 625 617 607 601 596 598 597
Fabricated metal products...... 1,537 1,483 1,493 1,482 1,478 1,471 1,465 1,455 1,438 1,437 1,427 1,425 1,422 1,425 1,428
Industrial machinery and
equipment. 2,120 2,010 2,049 2,025 2,003 1,976 1,957 1,935 1,909 1,887 1,868 1,855 1,846 1,842 1,826
Computer and office
equipment.. . 361 343 353 347 341 336 331 328 325 322 317 315 315 313 308
Electronic and other electrical
equipment........cveeveenvercien 1,719 1,631 1,672 1642 1,611 1,586 1,565 1,542 1,520 1,499 1,478 1,459 1,445 1,443 1,437
Electronic components and
ACCESSONES......cucveuiieinns 682 661 684 667 652 635 628 616 605 595 582 571 566 566 567
Transportation equipment....... 1,849 1,760 1,771 1,765 1,763 1,760 1,750 1,729 1,720 1,709 1,680 1,682 1,674 1,671 1,675
Motor vehicles and
equipment...... 1,013 947 952 948 950 945 937 921 921 920 902 913 915 912 914
Aircraft and parts. 465 461 464 464 464 463 463 458 452 449 437 427 419 416 416
Instruments and related
Products........c.cccveieiiieicnnns 852 830 845 844 842 837 832 829 825 822 818 816 813 811 807
Miscellaneous manufacturing
industries..........cccocoeicinnene 394 380 382 382 380 373 376 375 372 373 374 372 370 371 372

7,331 7,059 7,098 7,064 7,051 5,010 6,985 6,959 6,921 6,896 6,877 6,857 6,846 6,824 6,808
5,038 4,808 4,835 4,809 4,800 4,771 4,748 4,731 4,704 4,684 4,672 4,652 4,639 4,630 4,626

Nondurable goods....
Production worker:

Food and kindred products..... 1,684 1,691 1,691 1,691 1,689 1,685 1,690 1,690 1,690 1,685 1,686 1,686 1,685 1,689 1,687
Tobacco products. 34 34 34 34 34 35 34 34 34 34 34 33 34 33 34
Textile mill products. 528 478 485 478 475 469 464 459 451 448 444 441 440 436 434
Apparel and other textile

products. 633 566 575 566 566 555 551 546 537 537 536 531 527 523 520
Paper and allied product: . 657 834 636 635 632 630 628 627 626 624 622 621 620 615 612
Printing and publishing............ 1,547 1,490 1,503 1,494 1,487 1,480 1,471 1,463 1,453 1,444 1,437 1,428 1,419 1,413 1,407
Chemicals and allied products. 1,038 1,022 1,022 1,021 1,024 1,022 1,019 1,018 1,015 1,012 1,008 1,011 1,010 1,008 1,006
Petroleum and coal products... 127 126 125 126 126 126 126 127 127 126 126 126 126 125 125
Rubber and miscellaneous

plastics products.................... 1,011 958 964 959 959 950 945 939 932 930 928 924 929 927 928
Leather and leather products.. 71 60 61 60 59 58 57 56 56 56 56 56 56 55 55

SERVICE-PRODUCING 106,050 106,978 107,082 107,096 107,138 107,190 107,144 106,903 106,734 106,629 106,741 106,665 106,726 106,775 106,832

Transportation and public
utilities ...
Transportation

7,019 7,065 7,131 7,121 7,110 7,088 7,044 6,974 6,907 6,856 6,850 6,837 6,814 6,799 6,793
4,529 4,497 4,546 4,540 4,535 4,522 4,487 4,427 4,367 4,332 4,343 4,341 4,330 4,330 4,328

Railroad transportation 236 234 235 234 233 233 232 232 232 233 235 234 233 230 228
Local and interurban

passenger transit. 476 480 480 a77 484 480 477 478 480 481 481 479 478 476 475
Trucking and warehousing 1,856 1,848 1,856 1,855 1,850 1,845 1,841 1,831 1,831 1,827 1,824 1,826 1,819 1,830 1,827
Water transportation. 196 192 192 195 196 194 192 193 189 188 188 187 186 190 193
Transportation by air. - 1,281 1,266 1,295 1,291 1,288 1,291 1,268 1,236 1,187 1,159 1,171 1,171 1,172 1,162 1,165
Pipelines, except natural gas.. 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Transportation services......... 471 462 473 473 469 463 462 442 433 429 429 429 427 427 425

Communications and public
utilities.......oovviniiiiiis 2,490 2,570 2,585 2,581 2,575 2,566 2,557 2,547 2,540 2,524 2,507 2,496 2,484 2,469 2,465
Communications............c.eeu.. 1,639 1,716 1,732 1,726 1,721 1,714 1,706 1,696 1,689 1,679 1,660 1,652 1,643 1,628 1,626

Electric, gas, and sanitary
851 852 853 855 854 852 851 851 851 845 847 844 841 841 839

7,024 6,776 6,794 6,781 6,773 6,762 6,747 6,728 6,693 6,702 6,702 6,689 6,681 6,678 6,681
23,307 23,522 23,566 23,581 23,577 23,553 23,509 23,470 23,449 23,318 23,396 23,331 23,332 23,345 23,327

Wholesale trade

Retail trade......
Building materials and garden

1,016 1,044 1,041 1,054 1,047 1,049 1,051 1,052 1,049 1,050 1,049 1,048 1,053 1,061 1,068
General merchandise stores.... 2,837 2,897 2,916 2,917 2,911 2,901 2,902 2,888 2,877 2,853 2,856 2,892 2,901 2,915 2,897
Department stores. 2,491 2,559 2,577 2,579 2,574 2,566 2,567 2,552 2,540 2,520 2,520 2,550 2,560 2,575 2,560

See footnotes at end of table.
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

12. Continued—Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by industry, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[In thousands]

Annual average 2001 2002
Industry
2000 2001 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr.p
Food stores.. 3,521 3,541 3,453 3,448 3,439 3,432 3,438 3,442 3,448 3,430 3,421 3,402 3,392 3,392

Automotive dealers and
service stations.
New and used car dealers.

2,412 2,425 2,421 2,425 2,426 2,438 2,434 2,426 2,434 2,438 2,436 2,430 2,426 2,429
1,114 1121 1,118 1,120 1,119 1,123 1,123 1,123 1,126 1131 1,133 1,134 1,131 1,129

Apparel and accessory stores... 1,193 1,189 1,199 1,195 1,191 1,196 1,188 1,177 1,173 1,163 1,187 1,172 1,175 1,170
Furniture and home furnishings

SEOFES....ocviiciicicce e 1,134 1,141 1,135 1,135 1,131 1,137 1,141 1,136 1,156 1,156 1,138 1,143 1,143 1,141
Eating and drinking places....... 8,114 8,256 8,270 8,277 8,304 8,272 8,234 8,239 8,224 8,190 8,238 8,161 8,154 8,152

Miscellaneous retail
establishments

3,080 317 3,131 3,130 3,128 3,128 3,121 3,110 3,086 3,038 3,069 3,083 3,088 3,085

Finance, insurance, and
real estate...........ccoceccvinnnenns 7,560 7,712 7,719 7,719 7,718 7,728 7,739 7,743 7,751 7,748 7,748 7,745 7,740 7,743
3,710 3,800 3,807 3,812 3,803 3,809 3,813 3,812 3,821 3,818 3,819 3,812 3,809 3,813
2,029 2,053 2,052 2,059 2,056 2,059 2,061 2,061 2,068 2,070 2,070 2,072 2,074 2,075
1,430 1,434 1,433 1,437 1,434 1,435 1,437 1,439 1,442 1,444 1,450 1,446 1,447 1,446
253 256 255 256 255 256 258 257 260 261 262 263 264 264
681 720 713 720 724 728 733 740 747 752 755 754 753 756

Depository institutions.
Commercial banks...
Savings institutions

Nondepository Institutions.

Security and commodity
brokers.........cccoevvniiicinniin 748 769 785 77 765 763 758 750 745 734 729 726 722 723

Holding and other investment

251 257 257 256 258 259 261 261 261 262 259 260 260 259

INSUrancCe..........ccocoeeeivciiiicieennns 2,346 2,369 2,367 2,369 2,369 2,371 2,375 2,379 2,377 2,372 2,372 2,376 2,375 2,374

Insurance carriers...........coeuu. 1,589 1,595 1,596 1,596 1,597 1,599 1,598 1,600 1,597 1,594 1,594 1,593 1,591 1,989
Insurance agents, brokers,

757 773 771 773 772 772 77 779 780 778 778 783 784 785

Real estate...........cccceeencunnnnee 1,504 1,544 1,545 1,538 1,546 1,548 1,551 1,552 1,553 1,558 1,557 1,557 1,556 1,556

SErVICeSL. ..o, 40,460 40,970 41,018 40,990 40,989 41,061 41,062 40,923 40,834 40,883 10,908 40,901 40,963 41,025

832 849 848 850 852 854 857 859 860 865 865 868 872 857

Hotels and other lodging places 1,914 1,870 1,889 1,876 1,874 1,866 1,852 1,814 1,810 1,805 1,811 1,811 1,811 1,796

Personal services...........cc..co..... 1,251 1,269 1,267 1271 1,272 1,273 1,274 1,272 1,266 1,284 1,290 1,282 1,289 1,286

Business services. 9,858 9,572 9,646 9,590 9,528 9,537 9,522 9,393 9,277 9,265 9,231 9,207 9,237 9,312

Services to building: 994 1,016 1,021 1,020 1,016 1,018 1,020 1,022 1,025 1,025 1,022 1,018 121 1,027

Personnel supply services
Help supply services...
Computer and data

3,887 3,446 3,519 3,457 3,400 3,412 3,383 3,249 3,126 3,107 3,080 3,070 3,107 3,175
3,487 3,084 3,146 3,092 3,041 3,050 3,029 2,906 2,799 2,782 2,761 2,758 2,795 2,857

processing services.............. 2,095 2,225 2,232 2,237 2,237 2,230 2,233 2,232 2,221 2,219 2,213 2,208 2,198 2,190
Auto repair services
and parking. 1,248 1,257 1,262 1,259 1,265 1,262 1,261 1,253 1,259 1,259 1,262 1,262 1,260 1,261
Miscellaneous repair services.... 366 374 374 373 372 374 375 375 375 376 376 379 377 377
Motion pictures. 594 583 578 588 585 583 580 575 577 574 581 574 572 574
Amusement and recreation
SEIVICES.....civiiiiiiiieiieris 1,728 1,721 1,747 1,724 1,722 1,714 1,700 1,702 1,685 1,680 1,699 1,649 1,635 1,611
Health services...........cccoeeviunns 10,197 10,381 10,333 10,365 10,393 10,424 10,452 10,476 10,502 10,530 10,551 10,575 10,602 10,611
Offices and clinics of medical
AOCHONS......coveveieeciec s 1,924 2,002 1,995 2,003 2,006 2,012 2,016 3,018 2,025 2,029 2,033 3,041 2,046 2,044
Nursing and personal care
facilities. 1,795 1,847 1,837 1,845 1,848 1,852 1,858 1,862 1,866 1871 1,876 1,875 1,879 1,883
Hospitals. 3,990 4,096 4,072 4,087 4,101 4,117 4,129 4,141 4,153 4,164 4,174 4,134 4,193 4,199

Home health care services.....
Legal services
Educational services.

643 636 633 635 634 637 639 639 640 641 643 642 643 643
1,010 1,037 1,036 1,035 1,038 1,041 1,046 1,047 1,049 1,051 1,053 1,054 1,056 1,059
2,325 2,433 2,450 2,434 2,439 2,449 2,452 2,454 2,458 2,463 2,473 2,485 2,489 2,501

Social services...... 2,903 307 3,036 3,054 3,076 3,094 3,097 3,110 3,121 3,135 3,149 3,155 3,162 3,167
Child day care services. 712 716 713 719 723 727 722 721 721 723 723 722 723 925
Residential care 806 864 857 863 868 873 878 884 888 891 896 899 902 903

Museums and botanical and
zoological gardens.... 106 110 110 111 111 111 111 110 109 110 110 109 109 109

Membership organizations.

2,475 2,468 2,466 2,471 2,464 2,473 2,479 2,474 2,473 2,473 2,471 2,471 2,470 2,477
Engineering and management

SEIVICES....cviviiieerieeiiieeains 3,419 3,593 3,582 3,595 3,604 3,612 3,610 3,616 3,620 3,621 3,624 3,629 3,631 3,636
Engineering and architectural

SEIVICES. ..o 1,017 1,053 1,054 1,056 1,057 1,058 1,057 1,056 1,051 1,048 1,047 1,044 1,044 1,041
Management and public

relations.........cccoovviieeennns 1,090 1,166 1,160 1,165 1,166 1171 1,175 1,178 1,182 1,184 1,192 1,193 1,191 1,202

20,681 20,933 20,854 20,904 20,971 20,998 21,043 21,065 21,100 21,122 21,137 21,162 21,196 21,185
2,777 2,616 2,612 2,617 2,622 2,624 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,616 2,615 2,609 2,608 2,611

Federal, except Postal
1,917 1,767 1,755 1,769 1,770 1,771 1,774 1,778 1,776 1,776 1,776 1,777 1,782 1,784
4,785 4,885 4,866 4,884 4,912 4,910 4,938 4,925 4,925 4,932 4,935 4,937 4,940 4,942
2,032 2,096 2,081 2,096 2,120 2,116 2,140 2,118 2,121 2,124 2,127 2,130 2,133 2,135
2,753 2,789 2,785 2,788 2,792 2,794 2,798 2,807 2,804 2,808 2,808 2,807 2,807 2,807
13,119 13432 13,376 13,376 13,403 13,437 13464 13483 13,518 13,559 13575 13593 13,617 13,645
7,440 7,646 7,607 7,621 7,644 7,668 7,679 7,693 7,710 7,723 7,732 7,746 7,767 7,754
5,679 5,786 5,769 5,782 5,793 5,796 5,804 5,825 5,849 5,852 5,861 5,871 5,878 5,879

1 Includes other industries not shown separately.

p= preliminary.
Note: See "Notes on the data" for a description of the most recent benchmark revision.
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Mayp
3,397

2,434
1,133
1,169

1,146
8,130

3,086

7,732
3,813
2,075
1,446

264

723

261
2,369
1,583

786
1,550
41,093
856
1,789
1,279
9,330
1,023
3,198
2,888

2,190

1,262
375
578

1,621
10,626

2,050

1,886
4,207
644
1,066
2,518
3,164
722
901

108
2,480

3,649
1,042

1,209

21,206
2,600

1,777
4,945
2,141
2,804
13,661
7,770
5,891



13. Average weekly hours of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls, by industry, monthly
data seasonally adjusted

Industry

PRIVATE SECTOR

GOODS-PRODUCING

MINING

MANUFACTURING
Overtime hours.

Overtime hours
Lumber and wood products.
Furniture and fixtures
Stone, clay, and glass products
Primary metal industries.

Blast furnaces and basic steel

product:

Industrial machinery and equipment...

Electronic and other electrical

equipment.

Transportation equipment
Motor vehicles and equipment...
Instruments and related products

Miscellaneous manufacturing.............

Nondurable goods......
Overtime hours
Food and kindred products.
Textile mill products.
Apparel and other textile products.
Paper and allied products.

Printing and publishing
Chemicals and allied product:

Rubber and miscellaneous

plastics products.

Leather and leather products.............

SERVICE-PRODUCING

TRANSPORTATION AND

PUBLIC UTILITIES

WHOLESALE TRADE

RETAIL TRADE....

p= preliminary.

Annual average

2000

34.5
41.0
43.1

41.6
4.6

42.1

4.7
41.0
40.0
43.1
44.9

46.0
42.6

42.2

411
43.4
44.4
41.3
39.0

40.8

a4
41.7
412
37.8
425

38.3
42.5

41.4
37.5

32.8

38.6
38.5

28.9

2001

34.2
40.4
435

40.7
3.9

41.0

3.9
40.6
39.0
43.6
43.6

44.6
41.4

40.6

39.4
41.9
42.7
40.9
37.9

40.3

4.0
41.1
39.9
37.3
41.6

38.1
42.3

40.7
36.3

32.7

38.2

38.2

May

34.2

43.8

40.8
3.9

41.1

3.9
40.6
38.7
43.8
435

445
415

40.8

39.2
42.3
43.2
41.0
37.9

40.3

3.9
41.1
40.2
37.7
41.6

38.1
42.4

40.6
36.1

32.7

38.2
38.3
28.8

June

34.2
40.4
435

40.7
3.9

41.0

3.9
40.5
38.5
43.9
43.7

44.8
41.3

40.5

39.3
42.0
42.9
40.9
38.3

40.3

4.0
41.1
40.1
37.4
41.7

38.0
42.2

40.7
36.3

32.7

38.2
38.2
28.8

July

34.2
40.4
43.4

40.8
3.9

411

3.9
40.9
39.7
43.8
43.8

44.6
415

40.6

39.1
42.1
42.9
40.8
38.2

40.3

4.0
40.9
39.7
37.4
41.8

38.3
42.5

40.7
36.0

32.7

38.1
38.2

28.8

NOTE: See "Notes on the data" for a description of the most recent benchmark revision.

Digitized for FRASER
https://fraser.stlouisfed.org

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Aug.

34.1

41.0

3.9
40.8
39.7
43.7
43.6

44.6
41.4

39.1
42.2
43.6
40.6
38.1

40.2

4.1
41.1
39.8
37.1
41.3

38.0
42.2

40.6
36.3

32.7

38.1
38.3

28.8

2001
Sept. Oct.
34.1 34.0
40.3 401
43.6  43.0
406 405
3.9 3.8
409 407
3.8 3.7
412 30.7
30.1 38.6
439 436
437 434
453 445
412 411
40.3 402
39.1 39.0
415 415
424 424
41.1 40.7
377 373
402 401
41 4.0
41.0 412
39.8 39.4
36.9 36.6
417 414
38.0 37.9
42.1 42.0
40.8 405
36.4 362
327 326
37.9 38.0
38.3 38.0
28.8 288

Nov.

34.1
40.2
43.5

40.4
3.8

40.6

3.7
40.7
38.8
43.6
43.0

43.9
41.0

39.9

39.0
41.6
425
40.6
37.4

40.1

3.9
41.0
39.3
36.9
41.3

37.8
41.9

40.7
36.6

32.6

38.9
38.2

28.8

Dec.

34.1
40.2
43.8

40.8
3.8

40.9

3.8
41.0
39.2
43.4
43.7

44.4
41.3
40.1
39.4
41.9
43.2

40.6
38.0

40.1
40.9
40.0

36.9
41.3

37.8
41.9

40.8
36.9

32.7

38.2
38.3

28.9

Jan.

34.1
40.3
43.0

40.6
3.9

41.0

3.9
40.5
40.1
43.8
43.6

44.5
41.3
40.1
38.7
42.7
44.3

40.5
38.2

40.0

41.0
40.2
36.7
41.1

37.3
41.9

40.5
37.0

32.7

38.1
38.2
28.9

Feb.

34.2
40.4
43.4

40.7
3.9

41.1

3.9
40.9
40.3
44.1
43.8

448
41.6

40.1

38.9
42.3
43.7
40.4
38.4

40.2

3.9
41.0
40.9
36.7
41.5

37.4
41.9

40.9
37.2

327

38.2
38.3

29.0

2002
Mar.

34.2
40.5
43.3

41.0

41.3

4.1
41.1
40.6
43.6
44.4

45.5
41.7

40.5

39.4
42.4
43.9
40.6
38.8

40.4

4.2
41.4
41.4
37.4
41.5

375
42.0

411
37.3

32.8

38.2
38.4

29.1

Monthly Labor Review

Apr.p Mayp
342 342
404 403
424 430
40.9 409
4.2 4.2
414 413
41 41
408  40.8
408 404
438 434
443 441
451 456
416 419
40.6 407
395 394
426 423
444 442
404 404
388 388
40.3 404
4.3 4.3
412 412
415 414
371 37.0
416 419
37.2 375
418 423
416  41.2
375 367
327 328
383 384
383 383
29.0 291

July 2002
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

14. Average hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls, by industry,

seasonally adjusted

Industry

PRIVATE SECTOR (in current dollars).

Goods-producing

MiNING....ciiiiiii e
Construction.

Manufacturing..

Excluding overtime.

Service-producing

Transportation and public utilities.......
Wholesale trade............cccooevvniicniennnns
Retail trade.........ccococoviiiiiniciniiinn
Finance, insurance, and real estate....
Services

PRIVATE SECTOR (in constant (1982)

dollars)

$13.75

15.40

17.24
17.88
14.38
13.62

13.24

16.22
15.20

9.46
15.07
13.91

7.86

p= preliminary. Dash indicates data not available.

Annual average
2000

2001

$14.32
15.92

17.56
18.34
14.83
14.15

13.85

16.79
15.86

9.77
15.80
14.67

8.00

May

$14.24
15.85

17.49
18.23
14.78
14.09

13.76

16.71
15.75

9.69
15.71
14.56

7.93

June

$14.29
15.89

17.62
18.30
14.81
14.13

13.82

16.77
15.89

9.75
15.78
14.61

7.94

July

$14.33
15.92

17.63
18.29
14.86
14.19

13.86

16.81
15.87

9.77
15.85
14.68

7.99

Note: See "Notes on the data” for a description of the most recent benchmark revision.
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2001
Aug. Sept.
$14.38 $14.43
1599  16.02
17.62  17.62
18.37  18.39
1491 14.95
14.22  14.28
13.91  13.97
1681  16.87
15.88  15.99

9.79 9.81
15.88 1593
1476  14.83

8.02 8.01

Oct.

$14.46
16.05

17,70
18.40
14.99
14.31

14.00

16.96
15.97

9.84
15.97
14.88

8.06

Nov.

$14.52
16.11

17.68
18.47
15.03
14.36

14.06

17.03
15.98

9.90
16.00
14.94

8.10

Dec.

$14.56
16.18

17.51
18.60
15.08
14.39

14.10

17.09
16.07

9.89
16.00
14.98

8.14

Jan.

$14.59
16.24

17.69
18.65
15.13
14.42

14.11

17.13
16.10

9.90
16.06
15.01

8.14

Feb.

$14.62
16.28

17.66
18.68
15.17
14.46

14.14

17.16
16.19

9.92
16.08
15.04

8.14

2002
Mar.

$14.65
16.29

17.72
18.74
15.19
14.45

14.18

17.26
16.23

9.95
16.14
15.08

8.13

Apr.p
$14.68
16.32

17.63
18.83
15.19
14.43

14.21

17.26
16.11

9.97
16.18
15.13

8.10

Mayp

$14.70
16.35

17.87
18.77
15.27
14.53

14.24

17.31
16.12

9.99
16.17
15.16

8.12



15. Average hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls, by industry

Industry

PRIVATE SECTOR....cooiiiiiicicccce

MINING

CONSTRUCTION. ..ot
MANUFACTURING......coooiiiiiiii

Durable goods.......c.cccoooiiiiii,
Lumber and wood products
Furniture and fixtures
Stone, clay, and glass products.
Primary metal industries.

Blast furnaces and basic steel
products.
Fabricated metal products.

Industrial machinery and equipment...
Electronic and other electrical
equipment.
Transportation equipment.
Motor vehicles and equipment.
Instruments and related products.......

Nondurable goods........c.ccccocevvvevicvicnnns
Food and kindred products..................

Textile mill products....
Apparel and other textile products,
Paper and allied products....................

Printing and publishing
Chemicals and allied products.
Petroleum and coal products...............
Rubber and miscellaneous

plastics pProducts..........ccoeeeecrvecrieeeecns
Leather and leather products.............

TRANSPORTATION AND
PUBLIC UTILITIES ..o

WHOLESALE TRADE......c.coiiiiiirns

RETAIL TRADE ...

FINANCE, INSURANCE,
AND REAL ESTATE...ccoovieiiviiiiernns

SERVICES

0= preliminary.

$13.76

17.22

17.88

14.37

14.82
11.94
11.74
14.53
16.41

19.82
13.87

15.55

13.79
18.46
18.80
14.41
11.63
13.68
12.51
21.34
11.16

9.29
16.25

14.40
18.15
21.99
12.85
10.17
16.21

15.22

9.46

15.14

13.93

Annual average
2000

2001

$14.32

17.56

18.34

14.83

15.28
12.26
12.24
15.00
16.92

20.41
14.25

15.89

14.51
19.06
19.40
14.81
12.16
14.16
12.89
21.50
11.35

9.43
16.87

14.82
18.61
22.08
13.39
10.31
16.79

15.86

9.77

15,80

14.67

May
$14.21
17.42
18.18
14.75

15.19
12.16
12.13
15.01
16.78

20.26
14.22

15.76

14.36
18.88
19.23
14.67
12.11

14.06
12.85
22.39
11.30

9.36
16.72
14.76
18.52
21.81

13.29
10.24
16.65
15.71

9.67

15.72

14.52

June

$14.20

17.53

18.22

14.79

15.24
12.19
12.19
15.11
16.93

20.39
14.25

15.79

14.49
18.96
19.31
14.74
12.07

14.11
12.89
22.59
11.32

9.42
16.89
14.75

18.55
21.77

13.29

10.27

16.69

15.81

9.70

15.68

14.45

July
$14.26
17.61
18.33
14.84

15.26
12.32
12.27
15.10
17.07

20.48
14.26

15.88

14.56
18.85
19.09
14.91
12.12

14.21
12.95
22.97
11.37

9.38
16.98

14.84
18.68
22.01

13.37
10.24
16L.81
15.92

9.70

15.82

14.52

Note: See "Notes on the data” for a description of the most recent benchmark revision.
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2001

Aug. Sept.
$14.26 $14.50
17.47 1761
18.44 1851
14.89 1501
15.38  15.49
1237 1244
12.33 1239
15.16  15.21
17.02  17.23
20.62  20.90
14.34  14.42
1593  16.01
14.70  14.82
19.13  19.36
1943  19.73
14.93  15.00
1223 12.38
14.16  14.30
12.89 1297
20.97 2071
11.39  11.40
9.41 9.54
16.87  17.11
14.88  15.01
18.54  18.85
2219 2224
13.43  13.50
10.33  10.24
16.78 1691
15.80  16.08
9.71 9.86
1577  15.96
1452 14.85

Oct.

$14.49

17.72

18.57

14.97

15.46
12.37
12.42
15.09
17.08

20.52
14.33

16.07

14.78
19.41
19.83
14.97
12.24

14.26
12.89
20.71
11.34

9.44
17.14

14.93
18.74
22.23

13.53

10.24

16.98

15.95

9.87

15.91

14.87

Nov.

$14.54

17.61

18.54

15.07

15.55
12.40
12.45
15.13
17.24

20.66
14.42

16.16

14.88
19.54
19.96
14.98
12.35
14.36
13.10
21.46
11.40

9.49
17.19

14.91
18.83
22.38

13.57

10.20

17.05

15.96

9.91

15.97

14.99

Monthly Labor Review

Dec.

$14.62

17.58

18.69

15.17

15.66
12.42
12.56
15.10
17.19

20.53
14.56

16.23

14.97
19.71
20.19
15.09
12.39
14.45
13.17
31.37
11.53

9.60
17.26

15.04
18.88
22.19
13.69
10.29
17.11

16.21

9.89

16.14

15.15

Jan.

$14.65

17.89

18.56

15.15

15.61
12.38
12.61
15.12
17.15

20.53
14.57

16.31

14.86
19.57
19.99
15.09
12.46

14.47
13.14
21.21
11.66

9.72
17.19

15.01
18.87
22.10

13.71

10.31

17.18

16.11

9.96

16.07

15.14

Feb.

$14.67

17.76

18.62

15.16

15.63
12.39
12.59
15.17
17.15

20.63
14.51

16.33

14.90
19.69
20.05
15.10
12.42

14.47
13.08
21.71
11.64

9.77
17.17
15.06
18.95
22.45

13.65
10.35

17.18
16.21

9.95

16.13

15.17

2002

Mar.

$14.67
17.73  17.70
18.66  18.70
15.16  15.20
15.63  15.66
1235 1233
1257 1254
15.12  15.35
17.20  17.25
20.66  20.69
1460  14.66
1631  16.30
1493  14.87
19.65  19.68
20,09 20.22
1512 1511
1239  12.36
14.46 1453
13.10  13.18
22.47 22.80
11.65 11.65
982  9.93
17.25  17.33
1512 1511
18.93  19.01
2239 22.39
1361  13.68
10.40  10.39
17.24  17.31
16.13  16.11
9.98  10.00
16.17  16.23
1516  15.16

July 2002

Apr.p Mayp

$14.69 $14.67

17.74
18.67
15.23

15.68
12.43
12.59
15.43
17.36

20.81
14.64

16.35

14.91
19.65
20.17
15.11
12.37

14.55
13.25
23.09
11.73

9.93
17.51
15.05
18.96
22.02

13.69
10.43

17.24
16.08

9.98

16.26

15.12
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

16. Average weekly earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on private nonfarm payrolls, by industry

Industry
2000
PRIVATE SECTOR
Current dollars. - $474.38
Seasonally adjusted. -
Constant (1982) dollars........... 272.16
MINING ..o 743.04
CONSTRUCTION. ..o 702.68
MANUFACTURING
Current dollars. 598.21
Constant (1982) dollars. 343.21
Durable goods..........ccccccovvriirinnne 623.92
Lumber and wood products.....  489.13
Furniture and fixtures. 469.20
Stone, clay, and glass
626.24
737.26
Blast furnaces and basic
steel products.. 911.72
Fabricated metal products. 590.86
Industrial machinery and
equipment...........occceeecens 656.21
Electronic and other electrical
equipment. 567.18
Transportation equipment. 800.73
Motor vehicles and
equipment.........cccoceucnicns 834.28
Instruments and related
Products.........cccooeveieciiininns 595.96
Miscellaneous manufacturing....  453.57
Nondurable goods 558.55
Food and kindred products. 521.25
Tobacco products... 877.90
Textile mill products. 459.79
Apparel and other textile
351.54
Paper and allied products. 690.63
Printing and publishing............. 551.52

Chemicals and allied products.. ~ 771.38
Petroleum and coal products.... 932.80
Rubber and miscellaneous

plastics products.............. ... 531.99
Leather and leather products....  381.75

TRANSPORTATION AND

PUBLIC UTILITIES.......ccoceveunnne 626.09
WHOLESALE TRADE.................... 585.20
RETAIL TRADE........cooiiiiiiininn 273.39

FINANCE, INSURANCE,
AND REAL ESTATE..

SERVICES.......ccoiiiiieciiieicen 454.86
p= preliminary.

Note: See "Notes on the data" for a description of the most recent benchmark revision. Dash indicates data not available.

Annual average

2001

$489.74

273.45
763.86

720.76

603.58
337.01

626.48

497.76
477.36

654.00
737.71

910.29
589.95

645.13

571.69
798.61

828.38

605.73
460.86

570.65
529.78
851.40
452.87

351.74
701.79

564.64
787.20
945.02

544.97
374.25
641.38
605.85

282.35

570.38

479.71

May

$484.56
487.01
269.20

768.22
730.84
600.33
333.52

624.31

497.34
463.37

664.94
729.93

899.54
588.71

643.01

560.04
806.18

842.27

600.00
458.97

563.81
523.00
870.97
454.26

355.68
690.54

556.45
783.40
911.66
539.57
370.69
634.37

HEHHHHH

277.53

559.63

471.90

July 2002

June

$488.48
488.72
271.08

767.81

730.62

603.43
334.87

626.36
498.57
471.75

670.88
741.53

919.59
589.85

639.50

569.46
802.01

841.92

599.92
463.49

568.63
529.78
923.93
457.33

356.08
702.62

557.55
782.81
933.93
543.56
377.94
640.90

603.94

283.24

567.62

473.96

2001
July

$494.82
490.09
275,82

769.56
740.53
599.54
334.19

619.56
502.66
483.44

668.93
739.13

919.55
581.81

639.96

559.10
767.20

782.69

UUHIIlIttte
459.35

569.82
529.66
914.21
444.57

348.94
708.07

563.92
790.16
953.03
534.80
361.47
650.55

612.92

288.09

579.01

480.61

Aug.

$491.97
490.36
274.23

761.69
741.29
609.00
338.46

633.66
509.64
494.43

676.14
740.37

919.65
595.11

638.79

576.24
816.85

860.75

604.67
468.41

572.06
536.22
832,51
456.74

349.11
695.04

568.42
780.53
954.17
543.92
379.11
644.35

605.14

285.47

567.72

477.71

Sept.

$498.80
492.06
276.50
774.84

738.55

616.91
341.97

639.74
517.50
491.88

685.97
763.29

959.31
598.43

646.80

583.91
811.18

846.42

618.00
467.96

582.01
546.04
836.68
458.28

350.12
722.04

577.89
797.36
954.10
556.20
376.83
645.96
620.69

284.95

585.73

487.08

Oct.

$492.66
491.64
27431

772.59
737.23
607.78
338.41

632.31
507.17
481.90

666.98
739.56

906.98
591.83

646.01

580.85
809.40

844.76

607.78
457.78

574.68
538.80
834.61
445.66

344.56
714.74

568.83
787.08
926.99
549.32
372.74
645.24

606.10

282.28

569.58

483.28

Nov.

$494.36
495.13
275.72

.764.27
72491
613.35
342.08

636.00
507.16
485.55

662.69
748.22

915.24
596.99

648.02

587.76
818.73

856.28

611.18
461.89

580.14

544.96
862.69
450.30

351.13
718.54

572.54
793.74
939.96
553.66
376.38
646.20
611.27

282.44

573.32

487.18

Dec.

$502.93
496.50
281.91
771.76
719.57
625.00

350.34

651.46
507.98
501.14

649.30
763.24

909.48
614.43

667.49

603.29
841.62

660.45
627.33

289.78

592.34

498.44

Jan.

$492.24
497.52
275.46

754.96
714.56
612.06
342,51

636.89
493.96
504.40

645.62
746.03

907.43
600.28

657.29

573.60
827.81

871.56

612.65
469.74

575.91
533.48
854.76
465.23

350.89
709.95

555.37
790.65
932.78
555.26
378.38
647.69
608.96

279.88

575.31

487.51

Feb.

$497.31
500.00
277.36
761.90

716.87

610.95
340.74

637.70

495.60
501.08

646.24
746.03

915.97
597.81

658.10

576.63
825.01

868.17

611.55
473.20

574.46
523.20
881.43
471.41

357.58
705.69

558.73
790.22
938.41
556.92
380.88
751.12

615.98

284.57

582.29

493.03

2002
Mar.

$497.31
501.03
275.82

757.07
716.54
620.04
343.89

645.52

503.88
509.09

645.62
758.52

933.83
607.36

663.82

588.24
835.13

883.96

616.90
483.21

581.29
533.17
912.28
483.48

368.25
713.43

568.51
793.17
920.23
559.37
386.88
655.12
614.55

286.43

580.50

492.70

Apr.p

$497.99
502.06
274.53
750.48.
723.69
620.16
341.87

646.76
504.30

Mayp

$500,25
502.74
275.77
766.37
728.13
622.91
343.39

649.15
510.87

506 31/50 504 43/50

667.73
762.45

937.26
606.92

660.15

581.42
844.27

907.88

607.42
479.57

582.65
533.79
932.52
485.81

369.40
717.46

560.58
794.62
900.23
564.98
388.59
657.78

615.40

287.00

581.03

491.18

675.83
767.31

951.02
611.95

665.45

582.98
842.99

905.63

607.42
479.96

586.37

543.25
962.85
486.80

369.40
728.42

660.29

615.86

289.42

577.63

489.89
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17. Diffusion indexes of employment change, seasonally adjusted

[In percent]

Timespan and year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr.

May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov Dec.

Private nonfarm payrolls, 356 industries

Over 1-month span:

1998 62.4 57.5 59.1
1999 55.3 58.6 53.6
2000, 55.9 57.5 57.9
2001 49.4 45.7 50.3
2002 473 414 497
Over 3-month span:
1998 65.3 66.3 65.3
1999 59.2 57.6 59.5

60.4 61.4 59.4
45.5 46.1 40.8
40.1 43.2 43.9

70.4 67.4 65.0
59.8 59.8 58.2
63.5 60.6 62.6
52.0 50.6 48.6
37.8

Over 12-month span:

1998, 69.7 67.6 67.4
1999 61.2 60.2 58.2
2000 62.5 63.0 61.8
2001 49.6 47.7 45.0
2002

Over 1-month span:

1998 i 57.0 52.6 52.2
1999 474 412 42.6
2000 44.9 52.2 49.3
2001. . 34.9 26.8 38.2
2002. 35.3 37.9 40.4

Over 3-month span:

1998. . 59.2 57.0 54.8
1999 39.3 39.3 39.7
2000 48.2 48.9 48.9
2001 i 21.3 21.3 18.4
2002 i 24.6 30.1 37.9

Over 6-month span:

1998 60.7 54.4 49.3
36.4 36.0 37.5
47.6 45.2 44.5
20.2 16.9 14.0
2002, 20.2 26.1

Over 12-month span:
1998.
1999.
2000.
2001.
2002

54.8 52.2 51.8
38.5 34.6 32.4
49.3 44.1 41.2
13.6 13.6 14.7

Dash indicates data not available.

NOTE: Figures are the percent of industries with employment
increasing plus one-half of the industries with unchanged
employment, where 50 percent indicates an equal balance
between industries with inceasing and decreasing employment.

60.2
58.4
51.2
42.4
49.7

65.9
55.2
53.2
43.4
43.9

62.5
60.3
63.7
45.3

66.0
60.8
59.5
43.1

57.5 56.8 54.6 59.1 57.2 53.0 57.9 56.8
55.5 57.8 57.1 54.8 57.1 57.2 60.4 58.1
50.1 55.8 57.8 51.4 52.4 52.4 53.2 52.7
47.3 43.2 44.5 425 42.4 40.5 39.3 441
50.6 - - - - — - -

62.7 58.2 58.9 59.1 59.8 57.9 57.1 58.8
60.2 57.2 59.4 59.2 59.7 58.9 61.2 60.7
52.4 55.5 56.6 56.2 51.2 51.0 53.2 51.6
37.8 43.2 39.3 38.0 35.3 33.7 36.3 38.9

63.6 60.5 59.2 58.6 57.5 60.2 59.2 58.4
56.7 59.2 61.8 60.8 62.7 61.8 61.2 62.8
61.5 55.5 56.1 58.6 52.4 48.7 45.7 46.5
44.1 38.5 37.1 35.6 34.3 331 34.1 35.6

64.0 62.7 61.9 62.0 60.8 59.4 60.8 58.9
60.8 61.6 62.2 61.3 63.8 62.2 59.7 60.5
58.4 56.8 55.7 56.5 47.7 45.2 445 42.9
40.5 39.8 38.4 36.8 34.4 34.3 32.9 -

Manufacturing payrolls, 139 industries

52.9
46,0
46.0
29.0
47.1

51.8
40.1
44.5
23.5
39.7

40.1
40.4
50.0
16.2

46.7
36.0
36.8
154

44.9 47.4 38.2 52.9 44.9 38.6 42.3 415
46.3 43.4 50.0 42.6 46.0 45.6 51.5 49.3
49.3 50.7 57.4 36.8 39.0 42.3 47.1 40.8
28.3 30.5 34.9 25.7 316 313 25.0 30.9
46.7 -

48.2 38.2 41.9 43.0 43.0 38.2 32.7 40.4
41.2 43.8 44.1 46.3 42.3 44.1 47.8 45.2
46.7 52.2 46.0 38.6 29.0 34.2 39.0 36.0
19.9 23.2 17.3 191 16.2 18.0 18.4 18.0

45.2 39.0 39.0 38.2 34.6 41.2 35.7 33.1
37.5 43.0 43.0 44.5 48.2 43.0 445 47.4
41.9 36.0 36.0 35.3 32.4 26.1 213 21.7
16.5 147 14.7 11.8 14.0 13.2 17.6 16.5

40.4 38.2 38.2 375 36.4 34.6 35.7 34.2
37.9 44.5 40.1 40.4 44.5 445 43.4 44.5
35.3 35.3 33.8 28.7 22.1 19.1 17.6 14.0
121 11.8 11.0 11.0 12.9 13.6 13.6 -

Data for the 2 most recent months shown in each span are
preliminary. See the "Definitions" in this section. See "Notes on
the data” for a description of the most recent benchmark
revision.
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18. Establishment size and employment covered under IlI, private ownership, by major industry division, first quarter 2000

Industry, establishments, and
employment

Total, all industries2

Establishments, first quarter ............
Employment, March ...

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing
Establishments, first quarter
Employment, March

Mining —

Establishments, first quarter ............
Employment, March ...

Construction
Establishments, first quarter
Employment, March

Manufacturing

Establishments, first quarter ............
Employment, March ...............

Transportation and public utilities
Establishments, first quarter
Employment, March

Wholesale trade

Establishments, first quarter ...........
Employment, March ...

Retail trade
Establishments, first quarter
Employment, March

Finance, insurance, and real estate

Establishments, first quarter ............
Employment, March ..................

Services
Establishments, first quarter
Employment, March

Total

...... 7,531,330
..... 108,195,174

200,289
1,702,493

...... 27,284
..... 524,514

747,563
6,310,456

...... 405,838
..... 18,433,795

315,413
6,678,516

...... 664,094
..... 6,947,770

1,458,626
22,807,395

...... 671,294
..... 7,379,831

2,890,313
37,110,557

Fewer than
5 workers'

4,413,181
6,831,146

123,880
179,158

14,102
22,082

477,549
703,310

147,029
251,154

174,645
272,380

400,335
621,924

623,529
1,154,942

438,402
714,292

1,879,338
2,772,133

1 Includes establishments that reported no workers in March 2000.

2 Includes data for nonclassifiable establishments, not shown separately.
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5to 9
workers

1,302,488

8,615,974

37,646
248,989

4,323
28,959

126,844
831,405

67,385
453,397

49,173
325,334

110,091
729,753

329,260
2,204,569

114,349
751,197

451,715
2,967,673

10 to 19
workers

850,411
11,471,927

22,736
302,599

3,728
51,183

76,253
1,024,819

61,150
842,691

36,475
498,572

77,321
1,046,983

235,941
3,190,042

62,141
826,817

271,168
3,643,823

NOTE:

Size of establishments

20 to 49
workers

590,662
17,878,154

11,179
326,510

3,202
97,241

46,543
1,389,870

61,487
1,922,360

30,720
945,800

52,153
1,565,359

179,053
5,437,335

35,549
1,065,116

169,867
5,102,854

50 to 99
workers

206,415
14,212,796

2,875
196,681

1,023
69,762

13,242
898,785

30,568
2,144,676

12,952
895,012

15,187
1,035,060

57,988
3,943,391

11,618
797,168

60,864
4,225,937

100 to 249
workers

119,172
17,895,603

1,473
216,628

591
89,714

5,748
846,893

24,264
3,739,308

7,913
1,190,459

7,019
1,035,170

26,380
3,880,016

6,025
912,396

39,727
5,980,102

250 to 499
workers

31,311
10,658,780

370
126,181

214
74,836

1,053
347,400

8,646
2,977,743

2,127
726,615

1,478
496,350

4,982
1,659,975

1,799
621,570

10,640
3,627,319

Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

500 to 999
workers

11,713
7,965,372

106
69,476

76
52,916

272
182,357

3,598
2,446,323

892
618,630

414
274,988

1,169
764,056

898
615,246

4,286
2,939,641

1,000 or
more
workers

5,977
12,665,422

24
36,271

25
37,821

59
85,617

1,711
3,656,143

516
1,205,714

96
142,183

324
573,069

513
1,076,029

2,708
5,851,075
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19. Annual data: establishments, employment, and wages covered under Ul and UCFE by ownership

Year

1991 .
1992 .
1993.
1994.
1995 .
1996 .
1997 .
1998
1999 .
2000 .

1991 .
1992.
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

1991
1992
1993
1994
1995 s
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

1991

1993
1994

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Average
establishments

6,382,523
6,532,608
6,679,934
6,826,677
7,040,677
7,189,-1"8
7,369,473
7,634,018
7,820,860
7,879,116

6,336,151
6,485,473
6,632,221
6,778,300
6,990,594
7,137,644
7,317,363
7,586,767
7,771,198
7,828,861

6,162,684
6,308,719
6,454,381
6,596,158
6,803,454
6,946,858
7,121,182
7,381,518
7,560,567
7,622,274

58,499
58,801
59,185
60,686
60,763
62,146
65,352
67,347
70,538
65,096

114,936
117,923
118,626
121,425
126,342
128,640
130,829
137,902
140,093
141,491

46,372
47,136
47,714
48,377
50,083
51,524
52,110
47,252
49,661
50,256

NOTE: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

Average Average annual Average
annual Tot(ianl a?;l?:;rnges wages weekly
employment per employee wage
Total covered (Ul and UCFE)
106,884,831 $2,626,972,030 $24,578 $473
107,413,728 2,781,676,477 25,897 498
109,422,571 2,884,472,282 26,361 507
112,611,287 3,033,676,678 26,939 518
115,487,841 3,215,921,236 27,846 536
117,963,132 3,414,514,808 28,946 557
121,044,432 3,674,031,718 30,353 584
124,183,549 3,967,072,423 31,945 614
127,042,282 4,235,579,204 33,340 641
129,877,063 4,587,708,584 35,323 679
Ul covered
103,755,832 $2,524,937,018 $24,335 $468
104,288,324 2,672,081,827 25,622 493
106,351,431 2,771,023,411 26,055 501
109,588,189 2,918,684,128 26,633 512
112,539,795 3,102,353,355 27,567 530
115,081,246 3,298,045,286 28,658 551
118,233,942 3,553,933,885 30,058 578
121,400,660 3,845,494,089 31,676 609
124,255,714 4,112,169,533 33,094 636
127,005,574 4,454,966,824 35,077 675
Private industry covered
89,007,096 $2,152,021,705 $24,178 $465
89,349,803 2,282,598,431 25,547 491
91,202,971 2,365,301,493 25,934 499
94,146,344 2,494,458,555 26,496 510
96,894,844 2,658,927,216 27,441 528
99,268,446 2,837,334,217 28,582 550
102,175,161 3,071,807,287 30,064 578
105,082,368 3,337,621,699 31,762 611
107,619,457 3,5677,738,557 33,244 639
110,015,333 3,887,626,769 35,337 680
State government covered
4,005,321 $108,672,127 $27,132 $522
4,044,914 112,405,340 27,789 534
4,088,075 117,095,062 28,643 551
4,162,944 122,879,977 29,518 568
4,201,836 128,143,491 30,497 586
4,191,726 131,605,800 31,397 604
4,214,451 137,057,432 32,521 625
4,240,779 142,512,445 33,605 646
4,296,673 149,011,194 34,681 667
4,370,160 158,618,365 36,296 698
Local government covered
10,742,558 $264,215,610 $24,595 $473
10,892,697 277,045,557 25,434 489
11,059,500 288,594,697 26,095 502
11,278,080 301,315,857 26,717 514
11,442,238 315,252,346 27,552 530
11,621,074 329,105,269 28,320 545
11,844,330 345,069,166 29,134 560
12,077,513 365,359,945 30,251 582
12,339,584 385,419,781 31,234 601
12,620,081 408,721,690 32,387 623
Federal Government covered (UCFE)
3,128,999 $102,035,012 $32,609 $627
3,125,404 109,594,650 35,066 674
3,071,140 113,448,871 36,940 710
3,023,098 114,992,550 38,038 731
2,948,046 113,567,881 38,523 741
2,881,887 116,469,523 40,414 77
2,810,489 120,097,833 42,732 822
2,782,888 121,578,334 43,688 840
2,786,567 123,409,672 44,287 852
2,871,489 132,741,760 46,228 889
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Labor Force Data

20. Annual data: establishments, employment, and wages covered under Ul and UCFE, by State

State

Average
establishments

1999-
2000 2000
change
Total United States .......cccccvveeievcirieenercnes 7,879,116 58,256
Alabama. ..o 112,328 454
Alaska 18,820 32
Arizona 115,171 2,589
ATKANSAS ..o 72,240 406
California 1,026,568 -33,271
Colorado ......ccccieiiiiieic 148,479 6,278
Connecticut. 107,787 1,696
Delaware 24,751 584
District of Columbia......cccceovvvviveiereiiecieeeen 28,409 1,474
|2 [ X o - USRS 444,731 9,134
(=Yoo T PSRN 225,040 6,628
Hawaii 34,027 1,564
Idaho 45,399 1,128
llinois 322,324 2,721
5o 17 U - S 152,846 -1,089
lowa 97,091 2,479
Kansas 80,477 1,036
Kentucky 107,740 2,403
Louisiana 118,216 1,549
Maine 44,865 956
Maryland 146,559 1,117
Massachusett: 187,391 344
Michigan 260,885 2,244
Minnesota 155,711 4,932
Mississippi 63,970 229
Missouri 163,080 2,303
Montana.... 38,349 1,585
Nebraska 51,838 4
Nevada 48,126 194
New Hampshire 45,924 494
New Jersey 270,384 -15,337
New Mexico 47,987 693
New York 529,103 4,797
North Carolina 222,234 7,270
North Dakota 23,297 240
Ohio 280,988 1,073
Oklahoma 89,298 1,368
OGO ettt 109,050 -1,296
Pennsylvania 315,284 13,267
Rhode Island 33,327 621
South Carolina. 109,370 -1,993
South Dakota ... 27,145 437
Tennessee 125,247 -51
Texas 489,795 8,425
(U 66,144 2,282
Vermont .......occoeevvincicncncinenes 23,870 805
Virginia 192,745 3,212
Washington 221,150 9,010
West Virginia 46,830 21
Wisconsin 145,871 977
Wyoming 20,861 238
Puerto Rico... 52,371 202
Virgin Islands 3,255 32

NOTE: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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Average annual
employment

2000

129,877,063

1,877,963
275,607
2,220,712
1,130,891
14,867,006

2,186,656
1,674,728
406,350
637,292
7,060,986

3,883,005
553,185
563,193

5,940,772

2,936,634

1,443,394
1,313,742
1,762,949
1,869,219

590,818

2,405,510
3,275,135
4,585,211
2,608,543
1,137,304

2,677,110
379,094
882,918

1,017,902
606,543

3,877,572
717,243
8,471,416
3,862,782
309,223

5,513,217
1,452,166
1,608,069
5,558,076

467,602

1,820,138

364,119
2,667,230
9,289,286
1,044,143

296,462
3,427,954
2,706,462

686,622
2,736,054

230,857

1,026,175
42,349

1999-
2000
change

2,834,781

6,911
6,674
70,174
17,750
472,932

81,404
22,363
4,210
21,588
216,337

88,250
15,440
20,785
90,253
29,778

12,412
14,945
31,482
21,317
17,005

58,631
83,493
82,445
57,751
-1,880

31,687

85,195
16,339
178,874
58,413
3,263

62,090
29,357
32,067
98,602
10,766

27,993
8,334
40,186
272,645
26,519

8,473
100,832
62,732
6,014
44,603
5,892

23,785
1,411

Total annual wages
(in thousands)

2000

$4,587,708,584

54,538,027
9,685,341
72,417,033
29,761,939
612,318,313

81,273,035
76,176,856
14,845,185
33,753,742
215,780,400

132,853,189
16,942,944
15,600,825

226,012,936
91,086,141

40,312,331
38,571,763
50,774,667
52,131,235
16,344,365

87,548,876
145,184,150
169,702,272

92,377,120

28,665,889

84,020,093

9,202,211
24,449,709
32,853,744
21,069,920

169,355,641
19,722,105
384,241,451
120,007,446
7,632,602

179,218,763
39,191,626
52,703,467

189,058,210
15,250,760

51,289,516
9,030,727
81,495,110
324,579,638
30,518,822

8,571,976
120,567,926
100,381,521

18,461,154
83,980,263
6,195,607

19,306,364
1,173,955

1999-
2000
change

$352,129,380

1,970,401
532,709
6,772,271
1,520,062
71,430,084

9,292,033
5,650,414
707,255
2,423,907
17,731,492

10,161,751
921,218
1,474,196
13,664,320
3,800,930

1,743,623
2,164,568
2,669,580
1,838,194

916,386

6,606,334
16,396,342
8,726,750
6,959,859
879,567

4,745,993

567,364
1,370,028
2,392,271
2,067,493

13,725,235
1,311,285
34,472,229
7,922,007
365,713

8,080,924
2,464,854
4,049,166
10,557,733
1,011,495

2,664,765
574,920
4,055,765
27,952,132
2,131,853

624,326
10,689,950
5,904,038
752,890
4,294,806
425,897

709,126
104,996

Average wi
wage

2000

$679

558
676
627
506
792

715
875
703
1,019
588

658
589
533
732
596

537
565
554
536
532

700
852
712

485

604
467
533
621
668

840
529
872
597
475

625
519
630
654
627

542
477
588
672
562

556
676
713
517

516

362
533

eekly

1999-
2000
change

$38

18
22
40
18
69

57
54
27
40
32

36
16
32
34
19

19
26
20
13
15

37
76
24
37
16

28
20
21
21
50

51
24
61
30
18

21

36
25
28

20
20
21
39
26

25
41
26
17
21
23

31
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21. Annual data: Employment and average annual pay for all workers
covered under Ul and UCFE in the 316 largest U.S. counties

County’

2000
United States4 .. 129,877,063
Jefferson, A L 384,662
Madison, AL 154,356
Mobile, AL.. 169,469
Montgomery, 131,988
Tuscaloosa, AL 76,499
Anchorage, AK 129,700
Maricopa, AZ ... 1,544,971
Pima, AZ.... 328,426
Pulaski, AR 243,157
Sebastian, AR 75,197
Washington, AR 80,045
Alameda, CA ... 696,242
Contra Costa, CA 336,691
Fresno, CA 322,759
Kern, CA ... 238,250
Los Angeles, CA. 4,098,154
Marin, CA ... 111,645
Monterey, CA 164,646
Orange, CA 1,394,414
Placer, CA . 107,182
Riverside, CA ... 469,467
Sacramento, CA. 573,942
San Bernardino, CA 528,437
San Diego, CA ... 1,195,116
San Francisco, CA. 609,138
San Joaquin, CA. 201,070
San Luis Obispo, CA 94,883
San Mateo, CA ... 378,494
Santa Barbara, CA 176,901
Santa Clara, CA 1,030,633
Santa Cruz, CA 101,833
Solano, CA ... 117,217
Sonoma, CA. 190,946
Stanislaus, CA. 160,948
Tulare, CA . 132,986
Ventura, CA 287,611
Yolo, CA ... 84,565
Adams, CO 144,806
Arapahoe, CO 284,236
Boulder, CO .. 179,719
Denver, CO ... 469,137
El Paso, CO 237,739
Jefferson, CO 210,519
Larimer, CO .. 119,155
Fairfield, C T 427,557
Hartford, C T .. 501,562
New Haven, CT 367,343
New London, CT. 123,039
New Castle, D E 281,920
Washington, DC . 637,292
Alachua, FL .. 117,658
Brevard, FL 181,314
Broward, FL 644,192
Collier, FL 103,264
Duval, FL 434,219
Escambia, 125,666
Hillsborough, F L . 588,792
Lee, FL ... 162,304
Leon, FL . . 141,978
Manatee, FL .....cccccoimmnns (5)
Marion, FL 83,319
Miami-Dade, FL 980,394
Orange, F L 611,469
Palm Beach, 481,395
Pinellas, FL 436,390
Polk, FL ..... 183,222
Sarasota, FL. (5)
Seminole, FL 139,610
Volusia, FL. 141,652
Bibb, GA ... 88,790
Chatham, G A 122,785
Clayton, G A 116,368
Cobb, GA... 301,183

See footnotes at end of table.

Employment

Percent
change,
1999-20002

2.2

Ranked by
percent
change,

1999-20003

256
186
291
285
244
164

7
272
228

169

119
64

32
235
120

25
142

(5)
189
135

70
33

109
(5)
207
308

214
296
215

Average annual pay

Percent
2000 change,
1999-20002

35,323 5.9
34,026 3.9
35,837 5.0
28,623 2.4
28,894 3.2
29,064 25
36,659 27
35,110 7.8
29,194 3.5
30,799 3.8
27,011 4.8
26,408 3.8
45,091 9.8
42,318 3.7
26,162 4.8
28,572 5.7
39,651 4.9
42,600 8.5
29,962 51
39,247 4.8
33,386 53
29,136 4.7
37,732 7.2
29,901 3.8
37,535 81
57,532 12.0
29,237 4.7
28,096 6.2
67,051 30.4
32,566 8.2
76,213 24.7
35,819 15.5
31,670 8.4
35,715 11.3
28,201 4.4
23,750 4.6
37,069 9.1
33,438 3.3
33,428 4.8
46,254 7.8
45,564 13.9
44,343 11.6
33,039 7.7
36,195 5.2
32,394 7.9
61,156 8.5
43,656 6.2
38,355 5.4
36,757 3.8
40,491 4.5
52,964 4.1
26,155 3.9
32,101 7.2
33,234 6.5
29,962 6.9
32,777 4.6
26,709 4.5
31,707 4.8
28,148 6.4
29,249 4.1

(€) (5>
24,953 33
33,333 3.9
31,123 4.6
35,233 7.3
31,263 5.4
27,881 3.5

(5) (5)
30,835 6.9
25,079 5.5
29,299 3.2
29,650 1.9
36,774 6.7
38,792 5.4
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

21. Continued—Annual data: Employment and average annual pay for
all workers covered under Ul and UCFE in the 316 largest U.S.

counties

Employment Average annual pay

Countyl Percent R?:;EZ"[?V Percent

2000 change, change, 2000 change,

1999-20002 g0 0 0a 1999-20002

Dekalb, G A . 310,659 -6 297 38,614 4.9
Fulton, GA .. 754,368 2.7 103 47,060 8.5
Gwinnett, GA. 281,654 4.1 34 39,051 6.0
Muscogee, GA.. 98,315 -1 292 27,744 3.7
Richmond, G A 106,260 -6 298 28,592 3.6
407,935 2.6 110 31,874 2.8
177,741 6.5 8 34,460 10.0
Champaign, IL 90,429 2.8 96 29,183 4.2
Cook, IL ... 2,687,795 13 216 42,898 5.8
Du Page, IL. 582,352 1.7 190 42,570 3.6
Kane, IL 193,410 2.9 91 32,173 1
Lake,IL . 310,689 31 81 42,620 6.7
McHenry, IL 87,258 1.9 170 32,007 2.0
McLean, IL 84,324 .6 258 34,254 41
Madison, IL . 94,550 4 273 28,974 2.9
Peoria, IL .... 102,801 1 287 31,387 1.6
Rock Island, IL 80,273 .8 245 33,525 4.5
St. Clair, 1L .o 89,963 2.2 143 26,878 2.6
Sangamon, IL 144,286 4.4 26 34,764 1.7
Will, IL ......... 142,355 3.5 55 32,313 21
Winnebago, IL 143,760 5 265 31,499 2.0
Allen, IN ... 189,425 3 281 32,279 3.0
Elkhart, IN 122,468 .6 259 30,339 23
Hamilton, | 77,452 3.0 88 37,931 7.9
Lake,IN ... 199,421 -.6 299 31,564 4.0
Marlon, IN 605,903 16 194 36,473 3.2
St. Joseph, IN 129,558 5 266 29,657 35
Tippecanoe, IN . 77,377 11 232 31,083 4.0
Vanderburgh, IN 109,904 7 251 29,569 3.2
Linn, 1A 121,968 21 155 34,097 4.9
Polk, 1A 263,940 13 217 33,666 25
Scott, A 87,113 -4 295 29,067 3.9
Johnson, KS . 287,797 2.8 97 37,247 6.7
Sedgwick, KS 249,846 .0 289 32,696 2.9
Shawnee, KS 100,223 2.4 130 29,375 3.2
Wyandotte, KS. 79,746 1.8 177 34,592 2.9
Fayette, KY ... 172,031 1.8 178 30,713 3.8
Jefferson, K'Y 439,103 1.4 208 33,334 3.9
Caddo, LA.. 119,449 3 282 28,767 3.2
Calcasieu, LA 83,976 1 288 28,226 9
East Baton Rouge, L 246,434 2.7 104 29,257 1.6
Jefferson, LA 214,680 -7 302 28,051 21
Lafayette, LA 114,059 2.3 136 29,911 55
Orleans, LA 263,551 1.9 171 31,694 1.3
Cumberland, . 166,757 3.7 45 30,752 11
Anne Arundel, MD . 194,018 5.3 14 35,461 7.3
Baltimore, M D 358,117 1.2 222 34,119 4.7
Frederick, M D 77,323 4.9 22 30,847 59
Howard, MD .. 128,678 3.2 71 37,897 51
Montgomery, M D 447,314 5.0 20 43,708 5.8
Prince Georges, MD . 303,262 3.3 65 37,060 6.9
Baltimore City, MD. 386,411 8 246 38,579 4.5
Barnstable, M A 88,589 3.7 46 29,726 .0
Bristol, MA . 221,539 13 218 30,785 4.6
Essex, MA . 305,382 25 121 39,154 8.8
Hampden, MA . 204,303 19 172 32,220 4.8
Middlesex, MA ..........c...... 846,931 31 82 52,091 11.8
Norfolk, MA ... 325,018 2.4 131 43,368 104
Plymouth, M A 166,482 1.3 219 33,931 6.3
Suffolk, M A ... 608,285 3.3 66 56,699 11.6
Worcester, MA. 321,131 25 122 37,657 10.8
Genesee, M |. 165,297 -1.4 313 36,324 14
Ingham, M 1.... 174,315 2.0 165 34,963 5.6
Kalamazoo, M. 118,342 -1 293 32,675 2.3
Kent, MI ..... 347,707 1.6 195 33,996 2.6
Macomb, M 337,504 3 283 40,904 3.5
Oakland, MI .. 768,629 1.0 236 44,500 4.2
Ottawa, Ml . 118,711 1.8 179 31,947 3.5
Saginaw, M 95,474 -.8 304 34,672 25
195,624 5 267 40,182 53
866,282 1.2 223 42,440 3.5
108,989 3.8 40 33,928 4.5
153,364 2.6 111 34,362 4.7
Hennepin, MN 874,693 2.1 156 43,816 71
Olmsted, MN. 82,670 3.9 39 36,104 31

See footnotes at end of table.
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21. Continued—Annual data: Employment and average annual pay for
all workers covered under Ul and UCFE in the 316 largest U.S.

counties

Countyl

Ramsey, MN ...
St. Louis, M N ..

Stearns, M N
Harrison, M S
Hinds, MS .
Boone, MO
Clay, MO ...
Greene, MO .
Jackson, MO
St. Charles, MO .
St. Louis, MO ..

St. Louis City, MO.

Douglas, NE ...
Lancaster, NE.
Clark, NV
Washoe, NV ...
Hillsborough, NH
Rockingham, NH
Atlantic, NJ .....
Bergen, NJ...
Burlington, N J.
Camden, NJ....

Essex, NJ .
Gloucester,
Hudson, N J
Mercer, NJ
Middlesex, N J.
Monmouth, NJ
Morris, NJ
Ocean, NJ
Passaic, NJ.
Somerset, NJ.

Union, N J
Bernalillo, NM
Albany, NY ...
Bronx, NY ...
Broome, N Y
Dutchess, NY.

Kings, NY
Monroe, NY
Nassau, N'Y

New York, NY ...cccoovveninnn
Niagara, NY
Oneida, NY .
Onondaga, NY
Orange, NY.
Queens, NY
Richmond, N
Rockland, NY .
Suffolk, NY ..
Westchester, NY

Buncombe, NC .
Catawba, NC .
Cumberland, NC
Durham, NC
Forsyth, NC

Gaston, NC.
Guilford, NC
Mecklenburg, NC.
New Hanover, NC
Wake, NC

Cass, ND .
Butler, O H
Cuyahoga, O H
Franklin, OH ..
Hamilton, O H .
Lake, OH .
Lorain, OH
Lucas, OH...
Mahoning, OH
Montgomery, OH .

Stark, OH ...
Summit, O H

See footnotes at end of table.

2000

332,929
94,926

76,292
89,745
136,949
75,785
84,159
142,508
393,761
95,799
646,858
250,878

330,128
146,433
697,575
189,102
193,796
129,494
140,141
448,513
180,165
199,768

363,942

86,667
238,388
210,031
392,427
233,285
275,499
129,093
177,364
173,571

237,176
307,705
230,962
212,982

99,613
109,949
459,828
441,916
399,602
598,538

2,382,175
78,186
110,684
252,476
119,571
480,676
88,245
106,361
578,401
405,440

106,036
101,321
109,858
167,191
181,619

77,176
279,889
514,223

87,019
383,705

81,823
126,189
817,572
701,913
566,965
102,320
105,988
238,450
112,531
303,352

175,535
266,001

Employment

Percent
change,
1999-20002

16
14

31
4
-1.2
2.8
.0
2.4
4
3.2
.8

S NP N NN
MO WU NOON

.k
ENEN)

Ranked by
percent
change,

1999-20003

196
209

83
274
309

98
290
132
275

72
247
276

173
237
137
242
198

74
286
211
253
199
220
174
212
138
139

269
113
225

92
181
314
262

41
277

68

146
114
243
147
249
202
140
263
300
278

191
279

Average annual pay

2000

39,069
28,903

27,584
25,442
30,578
27,361
32,207
26,971
36,056
29,515
38,145
38,612

32,356
28,511
32,131
32,748
39,212
35,823
31,068
46,306
37,597
35,130

44,653
32,055
47,427
44,658
46,487
39,695
60,487
30,447
37,759
54,781

45,282
30,184
35,795
32,850
29,658
36,065
31,489
30,760
35,423
40,023

72,572
31,112
27,300
32,499
29,357
34,986
32,149
37,264
37,862
47,066

27,652
28,210
26,112
49,359
34,011
28,335
32,216
40,538
28,560
35,377

27,801
31,502
36,520
34,970
37,598
30,735
32,013
32,255
25,966
34,532

28,505
32,735

Percent
change,
1999-20002

5.8
4.6

4.2
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

21. Continued—Annual data: Employment and average annual pay for
all workers covered under Ul and UCFE in the 316 largest U.S.

counties
Employment Average annual pay
Countyl Percent Ranked by Percent
2000 change, (;:):;cnegr;t 2000 change,

1999-20002 o0 1999-20002
Trumbull, OH 94,382 -1.3 311 32,785 1.0
Oklahoma, O K 414,239 2.9 93 29,216 4.6
Tulsa, OK.... 340,671 25 125 31,157 3.7
Clackamas, OR 133,065 22 148 32,482 4.0
Lane, OR 139,710 11 233 27,877 35
Marlon, OR ... 127,558 2.0 166 28,116 2.9
Multnomah, OR 453,274 21 158 36,796 6.2
Washington, OR .. 224,033 4.3 27 44,459 134
Allegheny, PA ... 711,068 1.2 226 36,727 2.5
Berks, PA. 168,068 1.8 182 32,007 3.3
Bucks, PA 244,317 25 126 34,059 3.4
Chester, PA 216,777 25 127 43,762 6.9
Cumberland, PA 123,998 -1.3 312 32,811 3.2
Dauphin, PA .. 172,465 21 159 33,680 2.2
Delaware, PA. 212,540 1.0 238 36,828 5.5
Erie, PA ... 131,700 2.5 128 28,368 18
Lackawanna, P A 98,383 -7 303 27,663 75
Lancaster, P A 218,280 1.8 183 30,809 4.6
Lehigh, PA .. 171,175 2.0 167 35,274 25
Luzerne, PA 143,066 2.2 149 27,855 2.7
Montgomery, PA .. 481,011 2.3 141 43,810 6.5
Northampton, PA. 87,846 3.0 89 30,767 31
Philadelphia, P A .. 668,793 15 203 39,700 4.5
Westmoreland, PA 134,436 1.0 239 27,992 1.3
York, PA 167,757 2.2 150 30,926 33
Providence, RI .. 290,809 17 192 33,410 4.0
Charleston, SC . 182,793 13 221 27,680 4.8
Greenville, SC .. 233,062 2.6 115 31,281 4.0
Horry, SC. 99,124 1.7 193 22,883 5.4
Lexington, 81,341 2.0 168 27,505 3.5
Richland, SC .. 207,508 .6 264 29,627 41
Spartanburg, SC 119,791 5 270 30,596 3.4
Minnehaha, SD . 105,837 3.2 75 28,212 3.7
Davidson, TN . 434,901 15 204 34,863 5.4
Hamilton, TN 188,161 18 184 30,574 4.0
Knox, TN .. 202,688 3.4 60 30,090 4.1
Rutherford, TN 76,993 2.5 129 31,132 3.6
Shelby, TN .. 500,255 1.0 240 34,357 25
Bell, TX . 87,850 21 160 25,193 4.1
Bexar, T X. 648,942 2.2 151 29,923 5.2
Brazoria, T X 75,417 2.8 100 34,367 3.3
Cameron, T X . 109,115 5.4 u 21,553 2.6
Collin, TX. 167,956 5.9 10 40,509 5.8
Dallas, T X 1,567,626 4.2 30 44,381 7.7
Denton, TX . 119,722 3.7 47 29,298 4.0
El Paso, TX. 251,557 15 205 25,069 3.2
Fort Bend, TX 87,763 2.4 133 35,801 51
Galveston, T X 86,844 -1.0 306 29,518 4.0
Harris, TX ... 1,840,442 2.8 101 41,869 7.7
Hidalgo, T X . 163,443 7.1 5 21,671 2.7
Jefferson, TX 120,815 11 234 31,277 .8
Lubbock, TX 115,422 19 175 26,297 6.3
Me Lennan, TX 98,076 1.0 241 27,034 21
Montgomery, T X 76,865 5.0 21 32,119 9.7
Nueces, T X 142,309 .8 250 28,187 4.7
Potter, TX . 75,572 7 254 26,552 2.8
Smith, T X .. 83,353 2.8 102 29,509 3.6
Tarrant, TX 703,025 35 56 35,438 5.0
Travis, T X .... 538,193 5.1 17 41,332 7.0
Williamson, T X 76,588 9.5 2 50,415 -4.5
Davis, UT..... 84,640 3.2 76 27,711 7.2
Salt Lake, UT 531,240 2.6 116 32,192 5.0
Utah, UT ... 142,369 4.5 24 27,891 5.0
Weber, UT 86,404 4 280 26,644 25
Chittenden, VT 95,343 51 18 34,288 4.2
Arlington, VA ... 157,906 4.1 37 52,846 71
Chesterfield, VA. 107,932 21 161 31,880 3.5
Fairfax, VA ...... 537,647 6.7 7 51,576 10.3
Henrico, VA . 165,617 2.4 134 36,138 5.8
Loudoun, VA ... 87,265 119 1 54,141 3.6
Prince William, 78,209 4.3 28 28,986 55
Alexandria, VA ... 91,818 51 19 42,101 6.1
Chesapeake, VA 81,294 21 162 26,069 4.2
Newport News, VA 93,607 1.8 185 30,261 5.4
Norfolk, VA .. 145,197 3 284 32,179 4.9

See footnotes at end of table.
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21. Continued—Annual data: Employment and average annual pay for
all workers covered under Ul and UCFE in the 316 largest U.S.

counties
Employment Average annual pay
Countyl Percent Ranekr(e::nl:y Percent
2000 change, fhange 2000 change,
1999-20002 1999-20003 1999-20002
Richmond, VA 166,923 1.4 213 38,635 51
Roanoke City, 75,894 3.0 90 29,487 4.6
Virginia Beach, VA .. 165,610 3.6 53 25,414 4.4
Clark, WA ... 113,910 15 206 32,163 6.0
King, WA. 1,162,290 2.7 106 47,459 3.0
Pierce, WA. 241,654 4.2 31 29,854 4.2
Snohomish, W A 209,557 -1.2 310 35,091 3.6
Spokane, WA .... 188,843 2.9 94 29,760 7.9
Thurston, W A 84,277 1.6 200 31,745 6.9
Yakima, W A 94,233 19 176 23,237 3.7
Kanawha, W V 112,920 7 255 30,156 31
Brown, WI 142,359 21 163 31,538 2.9
Dane, W l....cocooviiinniinnnne 274,353 2.6 117 32,817 5.5
Milwaukee, W 1. 528,837 5 271 34,744 3.1
Outagamie, W I. 94,364 2.9 95 30,769 4.4
Racine, WI . 79,160 -9 305 32,536 -6
Waukesha, WI . 222,877 1.2 227 35,767 5.2
Winnebago, W | 90,256 2.2 152 33,622 2.7
San Juan, PR 327,187 3.8 42 21,312 3.5
1 Includes areas not officially designated as 4 Totals for the United States do not include

counties. See Notes on Current Labor data for Puerto Rico.

Statistics.
5 Data are not available for release.
2 Percent changes were computed from

annual employment and pay data adjusted for Note: Data pertain to workers covered by

noneconomic county reclassifications. See Unemployment Insurance un and

Notes on Current Labor Statistics. Unemployment Compensation for Federal

Employees (UCFE) programs. The 315 U.S.

3 Rankings for percent change in counties comprise 70.8 percent of the total
employment are based on the 314 counties that covered workers in the United States

are comparable over the year.

22. Annual data: Employment status of the population
[Numbers in thousands]
Employment status 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Civilian noninstitutional population 192,805 194,838 196,814 198,584 200,591 203,133 205,220 207,753 209,699 211,864
Civilian labor force 128,105 129,200 131,056 132,304 133,943 136,297 137,673 139,368 140,863 141,815
Labor force participation rate............... 66.4 66.3 66.6 66.6 66.8 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.2 66.9
Employed 118,492 120,259 123,060 124,900 126,708 129,558 131,463 133,488 135,208 135,073
Employment-population ratio. 61.5 61.7 62.5 62.9 63.2 63.8 64.1 64.3 64.5 63.8
Agriculture 3,247 3,115 3,409 3,440 3,443 3,399 3,378 3,281 3,305 3,144
115,245 117,144 119,651 121,460 123,264 126,159 128,085 130,207 131,903 131,929

9,613 8,940 7,996 7,404 7,236 6,739 6,210 5,880 5,655 6,742

Unemployment rate 7.5 6.9 6.1 5.6 5.4 4.9 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.8

Not in the labor force... 64,700 65,638 65,758 66,280 66,647 66,837 67,547 68,385 68,836 70,050
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Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

23. Annual data: Employment levels by industry

[In thousands]
Industry

Total employment..........ccoevininiiniiniinien
Private sector
Goods-producing.

Construction.
Manufacturing.

Service-producing
Transportation and public utilities........
Wholesale trade.
Retail trade

Finance, insurance, and real estate....
SEIVICES. ..ottt

Government.
Federal
State
Local

1992

108,601
89,956
23,231

635
4,492
18,104

85,370
5,718
5,997

19,356
6,602

29,052

18,645
2,969
4,408

11,267

1993 1994
110,713 114,163
91,872 95,036
23,352 23,908
610 601
4,668 4,986
18,075 18,321
87,361 90,256
5,811 5,984
5,981 6,162
19,773 20,507
6,757 6,896
30,197 31,579
18,841 19,128
2,915 2,870
4,488 4,576
11,438 11,682

1995

117,191
97,885
24,265

581
5,160
18,524

92,925
6,132
6,378

21,187
6,806

33,117

19,305
2,822
4,635

11,849

NOTE: See "Notes on the data” for a description of the most recent benchmark revision.

1996

119,608
100,189
24,493
580
5,418
18,495

95,115
6,253
6,482

21,597
6,911

34,454

19,419
2,757
4,606

12,056

1997

122,690
103,133
24,962
596
5,691
18,675

97,727
6,408
6,648

21,966
7,109

36,040

19,657
2,699
4,582

12,276

1998

125,865
106,042
25,414
590
6,020
18,805

100,451
6,611
6,800

22,295
7,389
37,533

19,823
2,686
4,612

12,525

1999

128,916
108,709
25,507
539
6,415
18,552

103,409
6,834
6,911

22,848
7,555
39,055

20,206
2,669
4,709

12,829

24. Annual data: Average hours and earnings of production or nonsupervisory workers on nonfarm

payrolls, by industry
Industry

Private sector:
Average weekly hours

Average hourly earnings (in dollars).................
Average weekly earnings (in dollars)................

Mining:
Average weekly hours
Average hourly earnings (in dollars]

Average weekly earnings (in dollars)..............

Construction:
Average weekly hour:

1992 1993
34.4 34.5
10.57 10.83

Average hourly earnings (in dollars)
Average weekly earnings (in dollars).

Manufacturing:
Average weekly hours,

Average hourly earnings (in dollars)..
Average weekly earnings (in dollars).

Transportation and public utilities:
Average weekly hour:

Average hourly earnings (in dollars)..
Average weekly earnings (in dollars).

Wholesale trade:

Average weekly hours..........cccceviiiiiiinnn

Average hourly earnings (in dollars)..
Average weekly earnings (in dollars).

Retail trade:

Average weekly hour:

Average hourly earnings (in dollars)............cccccccee.

Average weekly earnings (in dollars)..............

Finance, insurance, and real estate:

Average weekly hours
Average hourly earnings (in dollars;

Average weekly earnings (in dollars)..............

Services:
Average weekly hours.
Average hourly earnings (in dollars;

Average weekly earnings (in dollars)..............
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363.61 373.64

43.9 44.3
14.54 14.60
638.31 646.78

38.0 38.5
14.15 14.38
537.70 553.63

41.0 41.4
11.46 11.74
469.86 486.04

38.3 39.3
13.43 1355
514.37 532.52

38.2 38.2
11.39 11.74
435.10 448.47

28.8 28.8
7.12 7.29
205.06 209.95

35.8 35.8
10.82 11.35
387.36 406.33

32.5 325
10.54 10.78
342.55 350.35

July 2002

1994

34.7
11.12
385.86

44.8
14.88
666.62

38.9
14.73
573.00

42.0
12.07
506.94

39.7
13.78
547.07

38.4
12.06
463.10

28.9
7.49
216.46

35.8
11.83
423.51

325
11.04
358.80

1995

345
11.43
394.34

44.7
15.30
683.91

38.9
15.09
587.00

41.6
12.37
514.59

39.4
14.13
556.72

38.3
12.43
476.07

28.8
7.69
221.47

35.9
12.32
442.29

32.4
11.39
369.04

1996

34.4
11.82
406.61

45.3
15.62
707.59

39.0
15.47
603.33

41.6
12.77
531.23

39.6
14.45
572.22

38.3
12.87
492.92

28.8
7.99
230.11

35.9
12.80
459.52

32.4
11.79
382.00

1997

34.6
12.28
424.89

45.4
16.15
733.21

39.0
16.04
625.56

42.0
13.17
553.14

39.7
14.92
592.32

38.4
13.45
516.48

28.9
8.33
240.74

36.1
13.34
481.57

32.6
12.28
400.33

1998

34.6
12.78
442.19

43.9
16.91
742.35

38.9
16.61
646.13

41.7
13.49
562.53

39.5
15.31
604.75

38.3
14.07
538.88

29.0
8.74
253.46

36.4
14.07
512.15

32.6
12.84
418.58

1999

34.5
13.24
456.78

43.2
17.05
736.56

39.1
17.19
672.13

41.7
13.90
579.63

38.7
15.69
607.20

38.3
14.58
558.80

29.0
9.09
263.61

36.2
14.62
529.24

32.6
13.37
435.86

2000

131,759
111,079
25,709
543
6,698
18,469

106,050
7,019
7,024

23,307
7,560
40,460

20,681
2,777
4,785

13,119

2000

34.5
13.75
474.38

43.1
17.24
743.04

39.3
17.88
702.68

41.6
14.38
598.21

38.6
16.22
626.09

38.5
15.20
585.20

28.9
9.46
273.39

36.3
15.07
547.04

32.7
1391
454.86

2001

132,213
111,341
25,122
563
6,861
17,698

107,092
7,070
7,014

23,488
7,624
41,024

20,873
2,616
4,880

13,377

2001

34.2
14.33
490.09

43.4
17.65
766.01

39.2
18.33
718.54

40.7
14.84
603.99

38.1
16.89
643.51

38.2
15.80
603.56

28.8
9.82
282.82

36.3
15.83
574.63

32.7
14.61
477.75



25. Employment Cost Index, compensation,1by occupation and industry group

[June 1989 = 100]

Series

o
Civilian workers

Workers, by occupational group:

White-collar workers.
Professional specialty and technical............ccccccocciiiinncns

Workers, by industry division:
GOOAS-PrOAUCTNG. ...ccveeieiire ettt
Manufacturing
Service-producing
Services
Health services.....
Hospital.

Educational services,

Public administration3....
Nonmanufacturing

Private industry workers

Excluding sales occupation

Workers, by occupational group:
White-collar workers,
Excluding sales occupations.
Professional specialty and technical occupations...........
Executive, adminitrative, and managerial occupations..
Sales occupation
Administrative support occupations, including clerical...
Blue-collar WOrkers...........ccoouoveriiiiiniiniiciicisieccees
Precision production, craft, and repair occupations.
Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors..
Transportation and material moving occupations...........
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers....

Service occupation:

4
Production and nonsupervisory occupations .................

Workers, by industry division:
Goods-producing...
Excluding sales occupations...........ccccceviviiiiniciiinns
White-collar occupation
Excluding sales occupations............ccccccoeveeveveiiieinnnns
Blue-collar occupation:
Construction
Manufacturing
White-collar occupations.
Excluding sales occupations.............ccueveveviririnirineenns
Blue-collar occupation:
Durables

Nondurables

Service-producing
Excluding sales occupations...........ccccoucveciiiciiiciiiciinns
White-collar occupation
Excluding sales 0ccupations...........ccccccevvmrecnececnnns
Blue-collar occupation:
Service occupations
Transportation and public utilities.
Transportation.
Public utilities
Communication:
Electric, gas, and sanitary services.
Wholesale and retail trade
Excluding sales occupations............cccoeviviiciiiciiicinns
Wholesale trade
Excluding sales occupations............ccccceiciiiciiiciiicinnns
Retail trade..................
General merchandise stores............cccocoeeeicnicieen

Food stores

See footnotes at end of table.
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Mar.

146.5

148.4
146.7
150.5
148.6
142.7
146.0

144.9
146.0
147.1
148.0
145.9
146.3
146.5
145.7
146.6

146.8
146.5

149.3
149.4
148.4
1511
148.9
149.0
142.6
142.3
144.0
1375
146.4

143.9

1453

144.8
144.2
148.1
146.5
142.8
140.8
146.0
148.2
146.2
144.4
146.5
144.9

147.4
147.7
149.3
150.3
141.8
143.6
143.9
140.4
148.6
148.4
148.9
145.6
146.4
150.0
149.6
143.2
139.7
140.1

2000
June  Sept.
148.0 1495
149.9 1515
1483 150.0
1519  153.7
1501  151.8
1441 1456
1471 1485
146.6  148.0
1475 1487
1484  150.1
149.3  151.2
1475  149.0
147.7 1495
146.8  149.7
1461  146.9
148.0  149.6
1485  149.9
1482 1498
1511 152.6
1513 1529
150.7  152.2
1527  154.4
150.3 1512
150.6  152.3
1441 1455
1441 1458
145.0  146.0
138.6  139.9
1481 1494
1454  146.6
146.9  148.4
146.6  147.9
1459  147.2
1501  151.3
1484 1496
1444 1458
1432 1451
1475 1487
150.2  151.4
1482 1493
1456  146.7
1483 1494
146.0 1475
1491  150.6
149.4 1511
151.0 1526
1521 153.9
1431 1445
1451  146.3
1457 147.4
1418 1428
150.9 1535
150.9  153.9
151.0  152.9
147.3 1483
1481  149.6
151.8 1521
1511 152.7
1448  146.2
141.0 1422
1425 1434

Dec.

150.6

152.5
151.3
154.6
152.8
146.5
150.0

148.8
149.3
1511
152.4
150.7
151.3
150.6
148.3
150.7

150.9
150.9

153.6
154.1
153.7
155.3
151.4
153.4
146.4
146.7
146.8
1411
150.4

148.1

149.5

148.8
148.2
151.9
150.5
146.8
146.7
149.3
151.5
149.7
147.8
150.1
147.7

151.7
152.2
153.7
155.1
145.3
147.9
148.3
143.9
154.1
154.7
153.4
149.4
150.6
154.4
154.9
146.6
144.4
1445

Mar.

152.5

154.4
153.2
156.6
155.3
148.2
152.0

150.7
151.3
153.0
154.3
152.5
153.2
151.7
150.6
152.6

153.0
153.0

155.7
156.5
156.3
157.3
152.3
156.1
148.2
148.7
148.3
142.6
152.2

150.0

151.4

150.7
150.1
154.5
153.0
148.2
148.2
151.3
154.2
152.2
149.1
151.8
150.4

153.8
154.6
155.8
157.5
147.7
149.6
150.5
145.4
157.3
158.3
156.0
151.0
152.6
155.1
156.9
148.7
147.3
146.1

2001
June  Sept.
1538  155.6
156.0  157.7
1543  156.7
1586  159.6
156.8  158.8
149.3  151.1
153.3  155.0
1522 153.3
1526 1533
1554  156.4
1554  158.1
1546  156.7
1556  158.2
1522  156.1
1519  153.8
1540  156.0
1545  155.9
154.4  156.0
157.4  158.7
158.1 159.6
1575  159.2
159.4  160.2
1545  155.0
157.7  159.5
149.3  151.0
149.7  151.8
149.1 150.4
1439 1456
1534  154.9
151.3  152.6
1527  154.3
152.1 153.1
1515 1525
1565  156.8
1550  155.3
149.3  150.8
150.3  151.7
152.6  152.2
156.0  156.0
1540  153.8
150.0  151.3
153.1 154.0
1516  152.0
155.3  156.9
156.0  157.8
157.4  159.0
159.1 160.9
1487  150.9
150.8  152.2
152.4 1535
146.9 1482
159.8  160.7
161.1 162.8
158.1 158.1
152.6  153.7
153.9 1554
157.8  158.6
1585  160.0
149.7  150.9
149.4  149.7
1482 149.7

Monthly Labor Review

Dec.

156.8

158.9
157.5
161.2
160.0
152.0
156.9

154.4
154.6
157.6
159.0
158.3
160.0
156.6
155.2
157.2

157.2
160.9

160.1
160.9
160.3
161.8
156.7
160.8
151.9
152.5
151.5
146.3
156.5

154.8

155.5

154.4
153.7
158.1
156.5
151.9
153.0
154.6
156.9
154.5
152.7
155.3
153.2

158.2
159.0
160.3
162.2
151.0
154.2
1555
151.1
161.5
163.4
159.1
155.5

159.5
160.6
153.2
150.9
151.7

2002

Mar.

158.4

160.5
158.5
163.7
162.0
153.7
158.4

156.3
156.6
159.1
160.2
160.5
162.3
157.1
156.5
158.7

158.9
159.0

161.9
162.8
161.5
164.4
157.7
162.8
153.6
153.7
153.6
148.7
158.7

156.4

157.1

156.2
155.5
160.1
158.4
153.6
154.1
156.6
159.1
156.7
154.6
156.9
156.0

159.9
160.9
162.1
164.1
153.2
155.9
157.3
152.5
163.9
166.0
161.3
156.5

161.9
162.3
1535
152.4
152.9

Percent change

3 12
months months
ended ended
Mar. 2002
1.0 3.9
1.0 4.0
6 35
16 45
1.3 4.3
11 3.7
1.0 4.2
1.2 3.7
13 35
1.0 4.0
8 3.8
1.4 5.2
1.4 5.9
3 3.6
8 3.9
1.0 4.0
11 3.9
11 3.9
11 4.0
1.2 4.0
7 33
1.6 4.5
.6 35
1.2 4.3
11 3.6
8 3.4
1.4 3.6
16 4.3
1.4 4.3
1.0 4.3
1.0 3.8
1.2 3.6
12 3.6
13 3.6
1.2 35
11 3.6
7 4.0
1.3 3.5
1.4 3.2
13 3.0
1.2 3.7
1.0 3.4
1.8 3.7
11 4.0
12 4.1
11 4.0
1.2 4.2
1.2 3.7
11 4.2
1.2 4.5
9 4.9
15 4.2
16 4.9
1.4 3.4
.6 3.6
15 4.4
11 3.4
2 3.2
1.0 35
.8 4.7
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Current Labor Statistics: Compensation & Industrial Relations

25. Continued—Employment Cost Index, compensation,1by occupation and industry group
[June 1989 = 100]

2000 2001 2002 Percent change
3 12
Series months months
Mar.  June Sept. Dec. Mar. June Sept. Dec. Mar. ended ended
Mar. 2002
Finance, insurance, and real estate 152.0 153.1 155.2 155.7 157.9 159.5 160.9 161,3 165.2 2.4 4.6
Excluding sales occupations. 154.2 155.5 157.4 158.4 161.2 163.1 164.7 165.0 169.8 2.9 5.3
Banking, savings and loan, and other credit agencies. 162.7 164.2 165.8 166.5 170.8 172.7 175.4 174.5 182.1 4.5 6.6
Insurance... 149.9 151.3 154.8 155.2 157.6 159.3 159.9 161.3 164.0 1.7 4.1
Service 149.4 151.2 152.9 154.1 156.5 157.8 160.0 161.0 162.6 1.0 3.9
154.2 156.3 157.5 158.4 160.5 163.0 165.2 166.2 166.3 1 36
Health Services...........coovviiiienicee e 145.8 1475 149.0 150.6 152.7 154.7 156.8 158.4 160.6 1.4 5.2
Hospital 145.8 1475 149.2 151.1 153.5 155.9 158.4 160.3 162.8 1.6 6.1
Educational service: 154.0 154.9 158.8 159.9 162.3 162.6 166.4 167.6 168.5 5 3.8
Colleges and universitie 154.6 155.5 158.6 159.2 162.2 162.6 166.2 167.5 168.1 4 3.6
Nonmanufacturing 146.7 148.4 150.0 151.1 153.1 154.7 156.3 157.6 159.3 11 4.0
White-collar worker 149.2 151.0 152.6 153.7 155.8 157.5 159.0 160.5 162.2 11 4.1
Excluding sales occupations. 150.2 152.0 153.8 155.1 157.5 159.1 160.9 162.3 164.2 12 4.3
Blue-collar occupation 140.6 142.3 143.9 144.8 146.9 148.1 150.2 150.6 152.2 11 3.6
Service occupations 143.5 145.1 146.3 147.8 149.5 150.7 152.1 154.1 155.9 1.2 4.3
State and local government workers 145.5 145.9 147.8 148.9 150.3 151.2 154.3 155.2 156.1 .6 3.9
Workers, by occupational group:

White-collar worker: 144.9 145.3 147.3 148.3 149.5 150.4 153.7 154.4 155.2 5 3.8
Professional specialty and technical 144.1 144.5 146.6 147.4 148.4 149.2 152.8 153.2 153.6 3 3.5
Executive, administrative, and managerial 147.0 147.2 149.2 150.7 152.4 153.7 156.4 157.6 159.5 1.2 4.7

145.9 146.5 148.3 149.4 150.7 151.6 154.2 155.6 156.9 .8 4.1
143.7 144.2 145.9 147.2 148.6 149.0 151.5 153.2 154.0 5 3.6

Workers, by industry division:

Services 145.2 145.5 148.0 148.9 149.9 150.6 154.4 154.9 155.5 4 3.7
Services excluding schools5 1452 1458  147.6 1488 1501  151.9 1545 1561  157.9 12 5.2
Health ServiCes.........coiviiiiiiiiiiiiiccscececees 147.3 147.9 150.0 151.6 152.1 154.4 157.1 158.5 160.4 11 5.5
Hospitals. 147.9 148.4 150.7 152.0 152.2 154.7 157.4 159.1 160.7 1.0 5.6
Educational services. 145.0 145.2 147.9 148.7 149.6 150.1 154.1 154.5 154.8 2 3.5

Schools 1453 145.5 148.2 149.0 149.9 150.5 154.4 154.8 155.1 2 3.5
Elementary and secondary. 1445 144.7 147.3 148.1 148.5 149.0 152.8 153.1 153.4 2 3.3
Colleges and universities 147.4 147.6 150.5 151.7 153.7 154.3 153.8 159.6 160.0 3 4.1
Public administration .. 1457 1461 1469 1483  150.6  151.9 151.9 1552  156.5 8 3.9
1 Cost (cents per hour worked) measured in the Employment Cost Index consists of 3 Consists of legislative, judicial, administrative, and regulatory activities.
wages, salaries, and employer cost of employee benefits. 4 This series has the same industry and occupational coverage as the Hourly
2 Consists of private industry workers (excluding farm and household workers) and Earnings index, which was discontinued in January 1989.
State and local government (excluding Federal Government) workers. 5 includes, for example, library, social, and health services.
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26. Employment Cost Index, wages and salaries, by occupation and industry group

[June 1989 = 100]

Series

Civilian WOrKersL........cccccoviieriiiicisereeese e

Workers, by occupational group:
White-collar workers.
Professional specialty and technical
Executive, adminitrative, and managerial
Administrative support, including clerical.
Blue-collar workers
Service occupations

Workers, by industry division:
G0o0dsS-producCing.........ccccueieiniiiniiiciiiiineciec s
Manufacturing
Service-produCing........ccuieiiiiinic i
Services
Health services.
Hospital

Educational services,

Public administration .
Nonmanufacturing

Private industry workers

Excluding sales 0CCUpations.............ccvcuveirieinienessieninnns

Workers, by occupational group:
White-collar workers
Excluding sales occupations
Professional specialty and technical occupations.
Executive, adminitrative, and managerial occupations..
Sales occupations.
Administrative support occupations, including clerical...
Blue-collar workers.
Precision production, craft, and repair occupations.
Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors...
Transportation and material moving occupations.
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers....

Service occupations
Production and nonsupervisory occupations3..................
Workers, by industry division:

Goods-producing
Excluding sales occupations............c.ccoceevieiniiincinncnne.

Excluding sales occupations...............ccccccooecivecniecnnne.

Construction
Manufacturing
White-collar occupations.
Excluding sales occupations.

Durables..........cccevvviierenn.

Service-producing
Excluding sales occupations............ccoeeeeennrcnneens

Excluding sales occupations............ccccucveeiiiciiicinieinnns

Transportation and public utilities.
Transportation
Public utilitie:

Communications...

Wholesale and retail trade
Excluding sales occupations...........cccccevviiiinicininns
Wholesale trade.............
Excluding sales occupations............ccccceceviicicicincne.

General merchandise store:
Food stores.

See footnotes at end of table.
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Mar.

144.0

146.2
144.9
148.6
145.5
139.2
143.0

1413
142.9
145.0
146.6
143.8
142.6
1453

1425
144.2

143.9
1435

146.6
146.7
145.1
149.2
146.7
146.0
139.1
138.9
140.7
134.1
141.8

141.0

142.1

141.3
140.5
145.0
143.2
139.0
136.0
142.9
145.8
143.7
140.8
143.0
142.7

145.0
145.3
146.9
147.8
139.1
1411
1385
134.9
143.2
143.4
143.0
143.8
145.2
147.4
147.9
142.1
137.8
136.7

2000
June  Sept.
1454  147.0
1476  149.2
146.4  148.3
149.9 1516
146.9 1485
1406  142.0
144.0 1457
143.0 1443
1444 1457
146.3  148.0
147.9 1499
1453  146.7
1438 1456
1456  148.9
142.9  144.6
1455  147.2
1454  146.8
145.1 146.5
1483  149.7
1485  149.9
147.3  148.6
150.7  152.3
147.9  149.0
1475 1491
1405 1419
140.6 1420
1416 1429
1352 1365
1436  145.0
1425 1435
1437  145.0
143.0 1443
142.1 143.4
146.8  147.9
1449  146.0
1405  142.0
1380  139.4
144.4 1457
147.7 1487
1456  146.6
142.0 1434
1447  146.1
1439 1450
146.5  147.9
146.9  148.3
1485  150.0
1496  151.2
1403 1416
1425 1435
140.0 1413
136.2 1374
1449 1464
1450  146.7
1447 1459
1455  146.4
146.8  148.2
149.4 1496
149.7 1513
1435  144.8
1385  139.7
139.5  140.2

Dec.

147.9

150.2
149.6
152.4
149.6
142.9
147.1

145.3
146.5
148.9
151.0
148.3
147.3
149.6

146.1
148.1

147.7
147.6

150.6
1511
150.2
153.0
148.7
150.1
142.8
142.8
143.7
137.6
146.2

144.9

146.0

145.2
144.6
148.7
147.2
143.1
140.7
146.5
149.2
1475
144.6
147.3
145.4

148.9
149.4
150.9
152.3
142.2
144.8
142.3
138.6
1471
147.4
146.6
147.4
149.0
151.6
153.2
145.2
142.2
141.6

Mar.

149.5

151.7
1511
154.0
151.6
1447
148.6

147.0
148.5
150.5
152.6
149.8
148.8
150.5

147.6
149.7

149.4
149.5

152.3
153.0
152.1
154.7
149.2
152.3
144.6
144.6
145.6
139.5
148.0

146.4

147.7

147.0
146.3
150.5
148.9
144.7
142.1
148.5
151.1
149.9
146.4
149.0
147.5

150.5
151.3
152.5
154.3
1443
146.1
143.7
139.8
148.7
149.2
148.1
148.4
150.7
151.6
154.9
146.9
143.8
143.3

2001
June  Sept.
150.8  152.3
1531 1545
152.- 1542
155.8  156.7
152,7 1546
146.0  147.6
149.7 1512
1476 1495
150.0  150.7
1517  153.4
153.6  156.2
151.8  153.7
151.2 15.5
151.0  154.6
1487 1503
149.7  152.6
150.9  152.1
150.8 1522
153.8  154.8
154.4  155.7
1532  154.8
156.5  157.2
1515  151.2
153.6  155.3
1459 1475
145.7 1477
146.9  148.1
1407 1421
1498 151.0
1475 1487
149.0  150.3
1486 1495
147.8 1487
152.3  152.6
1505  150.8
1461 1474
143.9 1451
150.0  150.7
1527 1528
1505 1505
1478 1491
1505 1515
149.0 1493
1519  153.2
1526  154.2
154.0  155.2
155.6  157.2
1453 1475
1472 148.4
1457 146.7
141.6  142.6
151.0  152.0
151.8  153.3
149.9  150.4
1501  150.6
1519  153.1
1545 1541
156.5  157.4
147.8 1488
1455 1457
1445 1457

Dec.

153.4

155.6
155.1
158.1
155.7
148.5
153.0

150.5
151.7
154.5
157.1
155.5
155.5
155.1

151.6
153.8

153.3
153.3

156.1
156.9
155.9
158.6
152.6
156.5
148.3
148,4
149.0
142.8
152.4

150.6

1515

150.5
149.7
153.6
151.7
148.4
146.3
151.7
153.3
151.0
150.3
151.7
153.9

151.9
156.1
157.2
158.2
148.1
149.4
149.2
145.7
153.6
155.2
151.7
152.1

154.8
157.9
150.7
146.5
146.7

2002

Mar.

154.8

157.0
155.6
160.7
157.3
149.7
154.2

151.8
153.1
155.9
158.1
157.3
157.2
155.3

152.5
155.0

154.7
154.9

157.7
158.6
156.7
161.3
153.6
158.2
149.6
149.2
150.5
144.8
154.2

152.0

152.7

151.7
150.9
155.0
152.9
149.6
147.0
153.1
154.9
152.3
151.7
153.9
151.9

156.1
157.2
158.2
160.4
149.4
151.6
150.5
147.4
154.3
155.3
153.0
153.0

157.2
159.4
150.9
147.9
148.0

Percent change
3 12
months months
ended ended

Mar. 2002

0.9 35
9 35
3 3.0
1.6 4.4
1.0 3.8
8 35

8 3.8
9 33
9 31
9 3.6
.6 3.6
1.2 5.0
11 5.6
1 3.2
.6 33
.8 35
9 35
1.0 3.6
1.0 35
11 3.7
5 3.0
1.7 4.3
7 2.9
11 3.9
9 * 35
5 3.2
1.0 3.4
14 3.8
12 4.2
9 3.8

8 3.4
.8 3.2
8 31
9 3.0
8 2.7
.8 3.4
5 3.4
9 31
1.0 25
9 21
9 3.6
9 3.3
11 3.0
1.0 3.7
11 3.9
11 3.7
11 4.0
9 35
9 3.8
9 4.7
12 5.4
5 3.8
1 4.1
9 3.3
6 31
16 3.7
2.9

1 2.7
1.0 2.9
9 3.3
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Current Labor Statistics: Compensation & Industrial Relations

26. Continued—Employment Cost Index, wages and salaries, by occupation and industry group

[June 1989 = 100]

Series

Finance, insurance, and real estate............c.ccoeeeeeevvevveenne
Excluding sales 0ccupations............ccoceouevencnieeinnenens
Banking, savings and loan, and other credit agencies.
Insurance
SEIVICES. ..ottt

Health services
Hospital.

Educational services
Colleges and universities

NoNMaNUfaCtUNiNG........ccoiiiiiiiie e
White-collar workers.
Excluding sales occupations.............ccoovvviniiniinnns
Blue-collar occupations
Service occupation:

State and local government workers...

Workers, by occupational group:
White-collar worker:
Professional specialty and technical..........cccccovieiciins
Executive, administrative, and managerial...............c........

Workers, by industry division:
Service:

Services excluding SChoOIS4............cccccoveiiiiiiiiciiiciics
Health services
Hospital.
Educational services,
Schools

Elementary and secondary.
Colleges and universities...

Public administration .....

Mar.

148.7
150.2
162.0
145.5
147.4
152.0
143.5
141.8
148.9
148.9

143.9
146.5
147.4
137.4
140.9

144.3

144.1
144.3
144.9
142.4
1415

144.6

1443
1453
145.3
1445
144.7
144.5
144.9

142.5

2000
June  Sept.
1495 1517
151.5  153.3
163.3  165.0
146.6  150.7
149.1 150.6
154.1 155.3
1453  146.6
143.3 1449
1496 1534
1494 1525
1455  146.9
1482 149.6
149.1 150.7
138.9 1403
1424 1434
1447 1472
1445 1471
1447 1474
145.1 147.3
143.0  145.0
142.1 143.9
1449 1479
1448  146.7
1457 1477
1456 1477
1448  148.0
1449 1481
1446  147.9
1456 1483
1429 1446

1 Consists of private industry workers (excluding farm and household workers) and
State and local government (excluding Federal Government) workers.

2 Consists of legislative, judicial, administrative, and regulatory activities.

27. Employment Cost Index, benefits, private industry workers by occupation and industry group

[June 1989 = 100]

Series

Workers, by occupational group:

Workers, by industry division:

NonmManUfaCturing.........cccceiviiiiiiiicc e

Digitized forF&%Eﬁ\Aonthly Labor Review July 2002
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Mar.

153.8

156.3
150.0

152.3
154.0
152.3
154.0

2000
June  Sept.
155.7 1575
1585  160.4
151.6  153.1
1542 1557
156.0  157.9
153.9  154.9
156.1  158.1

Dec.

151.7
154.1
165.7
150.8
151.8
156.0
148.1
146.8
154.3
152.9

147.9
150.6
151.9
140.9
144.7

148.3

148.0
148.2
148.8
146.2
145.1

148.7

147.9
149.3
149.2
148.7
148.9
148.5
149.5

146.1

Dec.

158.6

161.5
154.1

156.2
159.4
154.8
159.7

Mar.

153.9
156.6
169.4
152.4
153.8
158.2
149.8
148.5
155.4
154.1

149.5
152.3
153.9
142.8
146.0

150.2

149.0
149.1
150.1
147.0
146.0

149.5

149.1
149.9
149.5
1495
149.7
149.0
151.4

147.6

Mar.

161.5

165.2
155.7

158.5
162.6
157.1
162.9

2001
June  Sept.
1546  155.8
157.6  159.1
170.8  173.2
153.3  153.6
155.0  157.1
160.8  162.8
151.8  153.6
151.0  153.3
1561  159.6
155.0  158.4
1509  152.2
153.8  155.0
1553  156.9
1439 1458
1471 1482
151.2 1543
1498  152.7
149.8  153.0
1515  153.9
1476  149.8
1465  149.1
150.2  153.7
150.7  153.2
1519  154.2
151.8  154.2
150.0  153.6
150.2  153.8
1495 1528
151.8  156.5
148.7  150.3

2001
June  Sept.
163.2  165.2
167.4  169.5
156.7  158.3
159.6  160.8
1646  167.1
157.9 1585
164.9  167.4

Dec.

156.0
159.1
171.7
155.0
158.2
163.7
155.4
155.4
160.5
159.6

153.5
156.4
158.3
146.4
150.1

155.2

153.3
153.4
155.1
150.9
150.8

154.2

154.9
155.8
155.7
154.0
154.1
153.1
156.7

151.6

Dec.

166.7

171.2
159.2

162.6
168.4
160.4
168.6

2002

Mar.

160.3
164.5
181.2
157.1
159.5
164.0
157.3
157.1
161.2
159.9

155.0
158.0
160.1
147.5
151.4

156.1

153.9
153.6
156.6
151.9
151.6

154.6

156.7
157.8
157.7
154.2
154.3
153.4
156.8

152.5

4 Includes, for example, library, social, and health services.

2002

Mar.

169.3

1735
162.2

165.8
170.7
163.7
1711

Percent change

3 12
months months
ended ended
Mar. 2002
2.8 4.2
3.4 5.0
5.5 7.0
1.4 31
8 3.7
2 3.7
12 5.0
11 5.8
4 3.7
2 3.8
1.0 3.7
1.0 3.7
11 4.0
8 3.3
9 3.7
5 3.4
4 3.3
1 3.0
1.0 4.3
7 3.3
5 3.8
3 3.4
12 5.1
13 5.3
1.3 5.5
1 31
1 31
2 3.0
1 3.6
6 3.3

Percent change

3 This series has the same industry and occupational coverage as the Hourly
Earnings index, which was discontinued in January 1989.

3 12
months months
ended ended
Mar. 2002
16 4.8
13 5.0
1.9 4.2
2.0 4.6
14 5.0
21 4.2
14 5.0



28. Employment Cost Index, private nonfarm workers by bargaining status, region, and area size

[June 1989 = 100]

Series

COMPENSATION
Workers, by bargaining status1

Union
Goods-producing.
Service-producing
Manufacturing
Nonmanufacturing

Nonunion
Goods-producing................
Service-producing
Manufacturing............cc.cc....
Nonmanufacturing

Workers, by regionl

Northeast.
South
Midwest (formerly North Central)

Workers, by area sizel

Metropolitan areas

WAGES AND SALARIES
Workers, by bargaining status1

Union
Goods-producing
Service-producing
Manufacturing

Nonunion
Goods-producing
Service-producing
Manufacturing.
Nonmanufacturing

Workers, by regionl

Northeast.
South
Midwest (formerly North Central)

Workers, by area sizel

Metropolitan areas
Other areas

1 The indexes are calculated differently from those for the occupation and industry groups.

Mar.

143.0
143.3
1425
1445
141.7

147.4
145.4
148.0
146.5
147.4

146.3
145.0
148.9
147.0

146.9
146.0

137.2
137.2
137.6
138.8
136.4

145.1
142.9
145.8
144.4
145.0

142.3
143.0
1453
144.7

144.1
142.2

2000
June  Sept.
1444 1461
1448  146.8
1439 1452
1454 1471
143.4 1450
149.1 150.6
1472 148.4
149.6  151.2
1482 149.2
149.1 150.7
1476  149.3
146.7 1476
150.7  152.2
1488  150.8
148.6  150.1
147.7 1488
1385  140.0
1384  140.2
138.9  140.1
139.7 1414
137.8 1392
146.7 1481
1447 14538
147.3 1487
146.1 147.2
146.6  148.0
1437 1453
1446 1453
147.1 148.6
146.3 1482
1457 1471
1437 1447

Technical Note, "Estimation procedures for the Employment Cost Index,” May 1982.
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Dec.

146.9
147.3
146.4
147.4
146.2

151.6
149.3
152.3
149.9
151.8

150.3
148.6
153.3
151.8

151.0
150.3

141.2
141.3
1415
142.6
140.4

149.0
146.8
149.6
148.0
148.9

146.0
146.3
149.6
149.2

148.0
146.0

Mar.

147.9
147.9
147.6
147.9
147.3

153.8
151.6
154.4
152.4
153.9

151.6
151.1
154.8
154.3

153.1
152.1

142.1
142.4
142.2
143.9
1411

150.8
148.8
151.4
150.1
150.7

147.3
148.3
150.9
151.3

149.8
147.4

2001
June Sept.
149.5 1510
149.3  150.6
1495  151.2
1488  149.9
149.4 1511
155.3  156.7
153.1 154.0
1559  157.5
153.7  154.4
1554  157.0
153.7 1552
152.3 1535
156.0 157.4
156.0  157.6
1546  156.0
153.7 1548
1437 1451
1442 1453
1437 1454
1455  146.7
1427 1443
152.2  153.4
150.3 1511
152.7 1541
1516  152.2
152.0  153.3
1492 150.6
149.3 1502
152.3  153.6
1525 1543
151.2 1524
1488  149.7

Dec.

153.1
151.6
154.2
151.4
153.5

157.8
155.3
158.6
155.5
158.2

156.3
154.6
158.6
159.4

157.4
155.6

147.4
146.3
148.9
148.0
147.1

154.4
152.1
155.1
153.1
154.4

151.7
151.2
154.7
156.0

153.7
150.5

2002

Mar.

154.8
153.4
156.0
153.4
155.0

159.6
157.2
160.3
157.6
159.9

158.3
156.2
161.1
160.4

159.1
157.5

148.4
147.2
150.0
149.0
148.1

155.9
153.5
156.7
154.7
155.9

153.5
152.5
157.1
156.4

155.1
151.7

Percent change

3 12
months months
ended ended
Mar. 2002
11 4.7
11 3.7
1.2 5.7
1.3 3.7
1.0 5.2
11 3.8
1.2 3.7
11 3.8
1.4 3.4
11 3.9
13 4.4
1.0 3.4
16 41
6 4.0
11 3.9
12 3.6
7 4.4
6 34
7 5.5
7 35
7 5.0
1.0 3.4
9 3.2
1.0 35
1.0 31
1.0 3.5
1.2 4.2
9 2.8
1.6 4.1
3 3.4
9 35
.8 2.9

For a detailed description of the index calculation, see the Monthly Labor Review
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Current Labor Statistics:

Compensation & Industrial Relations

29. Percent of full-time employees participating in employer-provided benefit plans, and in selected features within plans,

medium and large private establishments, selected years, 1980-97

Item 1980 1982 1984
Scope of survey (in 000's). 21,352 21,043 21,013
Number of employees (in 000’s)
With medical care..... 20,711 20,412 20,383
With life insurance. 20,498 20,201 20,172
With defined benefit plan...............coccooeiiiciennne 17,936 17,676 17,231
Time-off plans
Participants with:
Paid lunchtime 10 9 9
Average minutes per da; - 25 26
Paid rest time. 75 76 73
Average minutes per da . - 25 26
Paid funeral leave . - - -
Average days per occurrence. . - - -
Paid holiday: 99 99 99
Average days Per Year...........ccocvruneurieecnisniininenns 101 10.0 9.8
Paid personal leave 20 24 23
Average days Per Year...........cocoruneiecnisniininenns - 3.8 3.6
Paid vacations 100 99 99
Paid sick leavel 62 67 67
Unpaid maternity leave............cccocecenniniiiinicnien - - -
Unpaid paternity leave - - -
Unpaid family leave a ;
Insurance plans
Participants in medical care plans 97 97 97
Percent of participants with coverage for:
Home health care. - - 46
Extended care facilities.............c.cococcovvniniininnn 58 62 62
Physical eXam..........cccociiiiiiiiie 8
Percent of participants with employee
contribution required for:
Self coverage 26 27 36
Average monthly contribution. . - - $11.93
Family coverage. 46 51 58
Average montmy contribution _ . $35.93
Participants in life insurance plans.............cccccocevuee. 96 96 96
Percent of participants with:
Accidental death and dismemberment
insurance, 69 72 74
Survivor income benefits............ocooovvieiiiiciens - -
Retiree protection available...................ccooviinn. 64 64
Participants in long-term disability
insurance plan: 40 43 47
Participants in sickness and accident
insurance plans 54 51 51
Participants in short-term disability plans ................. ~ ~ R
Retirement plans
Participants in defined benefit pension plans........... 84 84 82
Percent of participants with:
Normal retirement prior to age 65. . 55 58 63
Early retirement available........... 98 97 97
Ad hoc pension increase In last 5 years. . - - 47
Terminal earnings formula. 53 52 54
Benefit coordinated with Social Security. 45 45 56

Participants in defined contribution plans................... - - -
Participants in plans with tax-deferred savings
arrangement

Other benefits

Employees eligible for:
Flexible benefits plans. - - -

Reimbursement accounts2...........ccceocveeeiccicceccnens « « -
Premium conversion plans.............ccccoveneienncnens
The definitions for paid sick leave and short-term disability (previously sickness and
accident insurance) were changed for the 1995 survey. Paid sick leave now includes only
plans that specify either a maximum number of days per year or unlimited days. Short-
terms disability now includes all insured, self-insured, and State-mandated plans available
on a per-disability basis, as well as the unfunded per-disability plans previously reported as
sick leave. Sickness and accident insurance, reported in years prior to this survey, Included
only insured, self-insured, and State-mandated plans providing per-disability bene-

July 2002

1986 1988 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997
21,303 31,059 32,428 31,163 28,728 33,374 38,409
20,238 27,953 29,834 25,865 23,519 25,546 29,340
20,451 28,574 30,482 29,293 26,175 29,078 33,495
16,190 19,567 20,430 18,386 16,015 17,417 19,202

10 1 10 8 9
27 29 26 30 29
72 72 71 67 68
26 26 26 28 26
88 85 84 80 83 80 81
3.2 3.2 33 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.7
99 % 97 92 91 89 89
10.0 9.4 9.2 102 9.4 9.1 9.3
25 24 22 21 21 22 20
3.7 3.3 31 3.3 31 3.3 3.5
100 98 97 % 97 % 95
70 69 68 67 65 58 56
- 33 37 37 60
- 16 18 26 53
i i ) . i 84 93
95 2 92 83 82 77 76
66 76 75 81 86 78 85
70 79 80 80 82 73 78
18 28 28 30 42 56 63
43 44 47 51 61 67 69
$12.80 $19.29 $25.31 $26.60 $31.55 $33.92 $39.14
63 64 66 69 76 78 80
$41.40 $60.07 $72.10 $96.97 $107.42 $118.33 $130.07
9% 92 94 94 91 87 87
72 78 7 71 76 77 74
10 8 7 6 5 7 6
59 49 42 44 i 37 33
48 42 45 40 a4 42 43
49 26 43 45 a4
i ) i ) i 53 55
76 63 63 59 56 52 50
64 59 62 55 52 52 52
98 % 97 %8 95 % 95
35 26 22 7 6 4 10
57 55 64 56 61 58 56
62 62 63 54 48 51 49
60 45 48 48 49 55 57
33 36 4 44 43 54 55
2 5 9 10 12 12 13
5 12 23 36 52 38 32
5 7

fits at less than full pay.

2 Prior to 1995, reimbursement accounts included premium conversion plans, which
specifically allow medical plan participants to pay required plan premiums with pretax
dollars. Also, reimbursement accounts that were part of flexible benefit plans were
tabulated separately.

Note: Dash indicates data not available.
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30. Percent of full-time employees participating In employer-provided benefit plans, and in selected features
within plans, small private establishments and State and local governments, 1987, 1990,1992, 1994, and 1996

Item
1990 1992
Scope of survey (in 000's)... 32,466 34,360
Number of employees (in 000’s):
With medical care 22,402 24,396
With life iNSUrance..........c.ccccoueucinniiinincicnisnisniens 20,778 21,990
With defined benefit plan............ccccocoerineinicnnnn. 6,493 7,559
Time-off plans
Participants with:
Paid IunCh time...........ccociiiiiceccccs 8 9
Average minutes Per day............oweeeeereeeeerreennens 37 37
Paid rest time. 48 49
Average minutes per day. 27 26
Paid funeral leave........... 47 50
Average days per occurrence. 29 3.0
Paid holiday: 84 82
Average days Per YearL...........ooo..coowwoimreeesmssnen 95 9.2
Paid personal leave 1 12
Average days PEr YEaT.........cowverrerereresssnsnseenes 2.8 2.6
Paid vacation: 88 88
Paid sick leave2 47 53
Unpaid leave. 17 18
Unpaid paternity leave 8 7
Unpaid family leave
Insurance plans
Participants in medical care plans.......... 69 71
Percent of participants with coverage f
Home health care, 79 80
83 84
Physical exam 26 28
Percent of participants with employee
contribution required for:
Self coverage 42 47
Average monthly contribution. $25.13 $36.51

Family COVErage. ........couuuiurenineininiieeeeeeeisrseenens 67 73

Average monthly contribution..............cccccccciienns $109.34 $150.54
Participants in life insurance plans............ccccocccviecne 64 64
Percent of participants with:
Accidental death and dismemberment
insurance. 78 76
1 1
Retiree protection available 19 25
Participants in long-term disability
insurance plans 19 23
Participants in sickness and accident
INSUrANCe PlaNS........c.cuiuiiriiirieice e 6 26
Participants in short-term disability plans 2................. . -
Retirement plans
Participants in defined benefit pension plans........... 20 22
Percent of participants with:
Normal retirement prior to age 65 54 50
Early retirement available......... 95 95
Ad hoc pension increase in last 5 years 7 4
Terminal earnings formula. 58 54
Benefit coordinated with Social Securit, 49 46
Participants in defined contribution plans.................. 31 33
Participants in plans with tax-deferred savings
AITANGEMENES......oooveeiveisse s 17 24
Other benefits
Employees eligible for:
Flexible benefits plans. 1 2
Reimbursement accounts 3. 8 14

Premium conversion plans

1 Methods used to calculate the average number of paid holidays were revised
in 1994 to count partial days more precisely. Average holidays for 1994 are
not comparable with those reported in 1990 and 1992.

2 The definitions for paid sick leave and short-term disability (previously
sickness and accident insurance) were changed for the 1996 survey. Paid sick
leave now includes only plans that specify either a maximum number of days
per year or unlimited days. Short-term disability now includes all insured, self-
insured, and State-mandated plans available on a per-disability basis, as well
as the unfunded per-disability plans previously reported as sick leave.

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Small private establishments

State and local governments

1994 1996 1987 1990 1992 1994
35,910 39,816 10,321 12,972 12,466 12,907
23,536 25,599 9,599 12,064 11,219 11,192
21,955 24,635 8,773 11,415 11,095 11,194

5,480 5,883 9,599 11,675 10,845 11,708
- - 17 1 10 .

- - 34 36 34 .

- - 58 56 53 .

- N 29 29 29 .
50 51 56 63 65 62
31 3.0 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7
82 80 81 74 75 73
7.5 7.6 10.9 13.6 14.2 115
13 14 38 39 38 38
2.6 3.0 2.7 2.9 2.9 3.0
88 86 72 67 67 66
50 50 97 95 95 94
- - 57 51 59 .

N . 30 33 a4 N
a7 48 93
66 64 93 93 2 87
- - 76 82 87 84
_ _ 78 79 84 81
36 36 47 55

52 52 35 38 43 47
$40.97 $42.63 $15.74 $25.53 $28.97 $30.20
76 75 7 65 72 71
$159.63 $181.53 $71.89 $117.59 $139.23 $149.70
61 62 85 88 89 87
79 77 67 67 74 64
2 1 1 1 1 2
20 13 55 45 46 46
20 22 31 27 28 30
26 , 14 21 22 21
29 i i . i

15 15 93 2 87 o1
- a7 92 89 92 92

. 92 2 88 89 87

- - 33 16 10 13

- 53 100 100 100 99

B 44 18 8 10 49
34 38 9 9 9 9
23 28 28 45 45 24
3 4 5 5 5 5
19 12 5 31 50 64

7

Sickness and accident insurance, reported in years prior to this survey,

included only insured, self-insured, and State-mandated plans providing per-
disability benefits at less than full pay.
3 Prior to 1996, reimbursement accounts included premium conversion plans,
which specifically allow medical plan participants to pay required plan
premiums with pretax dollars. Also, reimbursement accounts that were part of
flexible benefit plans were tabulated separately.

NOTE: Dash indicates data not available.
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Current Labor Statistics: Compensation & industrial Relations

31. Work stoppages involving 1,000 workers or more

Annual totals

Measure
2000

Number of stoppages:

Beginning in period..........cccccccoevennenes 39

In effect during period...........cccoevueunne 40
Workers involved:

Beginning in period (in thousands).... 394

In effect during period (in thousands). 397
Days idle:

Number (in thousands).............cccoecuu. 20,419

Percent of estimated workina timeLl... .06

2001

102

1,151
.00

May

22.1
23.4

201.6
.01

June

4.7
9.0

73.2
@

July

2.2
3.3

62.1
2

2001
Aug.  Sept.

3 2
4 3
538 3.0
6.9 41
715 55.7
@ @

Oct.

24.9
29.0

316.4
.01

Nov.

16

11.2
@

Dec.

6.0
6.0

55.0
9

Jan

1.0

21.0
,00

Feb

15
25

9.0
,00

2002p
Mar

2.9
29

43.5
,00

Apr

4.1
7.0

80.7
,00

May

51
9.2

138.2
.00

' Agricultural and government employees are included in the total employed and total working time; private household, forestry, and fishery employees are excluded. An explanation of

the measurement of idleness as a percentage of the total time worked is found in " Total economy’ measures of strike idleness,” Monthly Labor Review, October 1968, pp. 54—56.

2 Less than 0.005.
p= preliminary.
NOTE: Dash indicates data not available.
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32. Consumer Price Indexes for All Urban Consumers and for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers: US. city average,
by expenditure category and commodity or service group

[1982-84 = 100, unless otherwise indicated]
Series

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
FOR ALL URBAN CONSUMERS
All ltem
All items (1967 - 100)
Food and beverages.

Food at home.
Cereals and bakery products............c.ccccceuvueunins
Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs...........cccoevieiiinnn

Dairy and related productsl...........cccoceoeevrcienenns
Fruits and vegetable:
Nonalcoholic beverages and beverage
MALerialS.......ccoouiuiiiiiieieiiee e
Other foods at home...........ccocvvvvcniiiiiiicis
Sugar and sweet:

Fats and oils.
Other foods........ccociiicnieccscece e
Other miscellaneous foods1,2

Food away from homel

Other food away from homel12............ccccceeenen
Alcoholic beverages
Housing.
Shelter.
Rent of primary residence
Lodging away from home.

Owners’ equivalent rent of primary residence3....

Tenants’ and household insurancel,2
Fuels and utilities.
Fuels.

Fuel oil and other fuels............cccccocvereninns

Gas (piped) and electricity.
Household furnishings and operations.
Apparel
Men's and boys' apparel...
Women's and girls' apparel

Transportation.
Private transportation................cccocevevneniniennns

New and used motor vehicles2...............ccccc......
New vehicle:

Used cars and truckSL.........c.cccococevivinccninnns
Motor fuel

Gasoline (all types)
Motor vehicle parts and equipment...
Motor vehicle maintenance and repal
Public transportation................ccccceeveeriiieeeinenne
Medical care

Professional services.
Hospital and related services............cccococoeuvinnne.

Education and communication2................ceceeveenne
EAUCALIONZ........cocvirieicciiccesse s

Information and information processing1,2.

Telephone services1,2.
Information and information processing

other than teleDhone servicesla.................
Personal computers and peripheral

eqUIPMENtL2 ...t

Tobacco and smoking products................cceeeeeea.
Personal carel.........ccoocvninnincinninniscieses
Personal care products1

Personal care servicesl...........ccoooovecivicicicnnnns

See footnotes at end of table.
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Annual average

2000

172.2
515.8
168.4
167.8
167.9
188.3
1545
160.7
204.6

137.8
155.6
154.0
147.4
1722
1075
169.0
109.0
1747
169.6
1934
183.9
1175
198.7
103.7
137.9
12238
129.7
128.0
1282
129.6
129.7
1215
1306
1238
153.3
149.1
100.8
14238
155.8
129.3
1286
1015
177.3
209.6
260.8
2381
266.0
237.7
317.3
103.3
101.0
1025
1125
279.9
324.0

93.6

9258

98.5

25.9

411
2711
394.9
165.6
153.7
178.1

2001

1771
530.4
173.6
1731
1734
193.8
161.3
167.1
212.2

139.2
159.6
155.7
155.7
176.0
108.9
173.9
1134
179.3
176.4
200.6
1921
118.6
206.3
106.2
150.2
1354
129.3
142.4
129.1
127.3
125.7
119.3
129.2
123.0
154.3
150.0
101.3
1421
158.7
124.7
124.0
104.8
183.5
210.6
272.8
247.6
278.8
246.5
338.3
104.9
1015
105.2
1185
295.9
3411

93.3

92.3

99.3

21.3

29.5
282.6
425.2
170.5
155.1
184.3

May

177.7
532.2
172.9
1725
172.8
193.2
160.8
164.7
2131

138.1
159.6
155.8
154.7
176.4
108.8
1731
112.4
1785
1759
199.6
191.0
120.0
204.9
106.8
151.3
136.8
1319
143.8
128.9
129.8
129.1
1223
1306
124.4
159.2
155.3
101.4
1423
159.1
146.8
146.0
104.4
1825
209.3
271.4
246.6
277.3
245.8
335.1
105.0
101.6
104.0
116.4
290.7
335.0

92.9

91.8

98.7

21.7

30.4
281.3
418.7
169.5
153.2
184.1

June

178.0
533.3
1734
173.0
173.3
194.2
161.7
166.9
211.8

138.6
159.5
155.7
156.7
175.7
107.7
173.6
112.6
179.1
177.3
200.7
191.6
123.7
205.7
107.0
155.7
141.6
129.6
149.4
129.2
126.3
125.8
1175
127.3
1221
158.3
154.0
1011
1417
158.9
142.0
141.3
104.4
182.7
216.3
2725
248.1
278.3
246.5
336.6
104.8
101.3
104.4
116.9
293.9
336.2

93.1

921

99.0

21.4

29.8
281.2
421.0
170.0
154.6
184.1

2001
July

1775
531.6
174.0
1735
173.9
194.9
162.3
168.3
210.7

138.9
160.4
156.1
157.8
176.8
109.6
174.1
1138
179.7
177.6
201.4
192.3
124.0
206.3
106.6
154.8
140.5
123.8
148.6
129.2
122.6
1225
1116
1245
121.3
154.4
149.9
100.8
141.2
158.3
125.6
124.9
1051
1834
216.1
2731
2485
278.9
246.8
337.9
105.0
101.7
104.8
117.2
295.1
337.2

93.6

92.5

99.6

21.3

29.3
285.8
441.2
170.7
155.1
184.8

Aug.

1775
531.8
174.4
1739
174.2
195.9
162.4
168.9
208.8

140.0
161.0
156.1
158.5
177.6
109.5
174.7
114.3
180.0
178.0
202.4
193.1
1252
207.3
106.6
152.7
138.0
1221
146.0
129.1
1226
121.4
1121
126.3
121.9
1533
148.8
1005
140.3
158.0
121.9
121.2
104.9
184.0
213.7
274.4
249.1
280.5
247.7
3412
105.1
101.7
105.8
119.5
298.0
343.9

935

924

99.6

20.7

27.8
283.3
424.6
171.2
154.7
185.2

Sept.

178.3
534.0
174.6
1741
1743
195.1
162.4
169.4
2121

139.2
160.2
156.6
158.5
176.2
108.9
1751
1153
180.4
177.4
202.0
193.9
116.8
208.1
106.7
150.6
135.7
125.3
1431
129.4
126.8
123.7
120.3
129.3
122.9
155.5
151.2
100.2
140.2
157.3
1314
130.7
105.2
185.1
212.7
275.0
249.6
281.0
247.9
342.6
105.2
101.3
106.6
121.7
305.4
350.0

93.1

92.0

99.2

26.7
287.8
444.0
1719
155.5
185.5

Oct.

177.7
532.2
1753
1749
175.2
195.2
163.5
170.8
2135

139.9
160.9
156.4
159.5
177.0
108.9
175.6
1154
180.8
176.7
202.4
194.7
1145
209.0
106.9
144.6
129.1
121.5
135.9
129.0
129.5
1275
12211
1315
124.9
152.3
148.1
100.6
141.0
157.8
116.3
115.6
105.5
186.0
209.1
275.9
250.2
282.0
248.4
344.8
105.3
101.3
107.1
122.2
307.2
351.5

93.6

925

99.9

20.2

26.4
285.6
429.9
172.3
155.4
185.9

2002
Nov.  Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.  Apr. May
1774 1767 1771 1778 1788 1798 17938
531.3 52920 5306 5327 5355 538.6 5385
1752 1752 1762 1764 1766 1767 176.4
1746 1747 1758 1759 1761 1762 1758
1747 1747 1762 1760 1763 1764 1755
1949 1953 1967 1976 1970 1981 1982
1627 1620 1621 1618 1628 1625 1624
1712 1708 1699 1701 1694  168.7  169.0
2129 2144 2248 2233 2258 2234 2210
139.5 185 1395 1400 1401 1401 1380
160.3 1609 1613 1604  159.9 1615  160.0
1549 1561 1584 1585 1572 1596  157.9
155.6 1569 1583 1572 1564 1565 1559
177.6 1779 1774 1763 1759 1778 1761
1106 1085 1089 1080 1078 1080  108.9
1758 1760 1764 177.0 1771 1772 1776
1155 1155 1155 1158 1163 1169 1171
1812 180.9 1818 1826 1825 1829 1833
1769 1769 1776 1785 1791 1795  179.7
2029 2032 2045 2061 207.0 2075 2075
1955 1964 1970 1977 1982 1985  198.8
111.6 1080 1131 1193 1219 1221 1201
2101 2109 2116 2122 2128 2133 2137
1069 1063 1064 1068 1068 107.2  107.6
1435 1422 1415 1400 1402 1403 1415
1278 1262 1253 1237 1238 1238 1251
1183 1127 1129 1123 1128 1151 1144
1347 1335 1324 1306 1307 1306 1321
1201 1289 1287 1286 1287 1289 1289
1280 1237 1204 1235 1282 1288 1271
1274 1228 1208 1220 1252 1256 1243
1194 1148 1097 1153 1213 1222  229.4
1324 1285 1250 1272 1299 1989 1274
1237 1206 1171 1195 1235 1245 1245
1502 1485 1486 1484 1505 1537 15338
1461 1443 1444 1441 1463 1496 1495
101.3 1016 1010  100.1 99.6 99.3 99.1
142.6 1435 1427 1412 1407 1404 1398
1574 1572 1556 1539 1521 1528 1518
1045 9.1 97.9 982 1077 1214 1214
1038 954 97.2 97.6 1071 1208  120.8
1058 1058 1062 1061 1065 1068  106.8
1864 1864 1871 1880 1885 1890  189.9
2051 2048 2058 207.3 207.9 209.7 2113
2767 2773 279.6 2810 2820 2832 2841
2506 2516 252.6 253.7 2541 2548 2554
2830 2835 2862 287.7 2889 2902 2912
2488 2489 2506 2514 2519 2525 2529
3471 3483 3531 3564 359.4 3624 3645
1055 1053 1057 1059 1061 1065 1064
1014 1012 1021 1029 1029 1029 1031
1070 1069 107.2 107.3 1066 1062  106.6
1223 1220 1226 1232 1233 1233 1235
3047 2947 3030 3144 3142 3144 3156
3520 3522 353.2 3539 3541 3541 3546
933 934 934 931 92.0 91.2 91.9
922 923 922 92.0 90.8 900  90.7
99.6 99.6 1003 1003 991 98.2 99.3
20.0 19.8 19.4 19.0 18.8 18.6 185
258 253 246 238 231 229 230
2892 2864 287.2 2902 2885 2929 2915
4467 4317 4328 4493 4334 4614  449.0
1726 1726 1732 1737 1741 1744 1747
1554 1554 1552 1555 1551 1554 15438
186.8 1864 1863 1864  187.3 187.9 1883
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Current Labor Statistics:

Price Data

32. Continued—Consumer Price Indexes for All Urban Consumers and for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
average, by expenditure category and commodity or service group

[1982-84 = 100, unless otherwise indicated]
Annual average

Series

Miscellaneous personal services..................
Commodity and service group:
Commodities.
Food and beverages.
Commodities less food and beverages............
Nondurables less food and beverages.
Apparel
Nondurables less food, beverages,
and apparel
Durable
SEIVICES. ..ottt
Rent of shelter3
Transporatation services.
Other ServiCes........cocovvviicniieciceieeens
Special indexes:
All items less food.
All items less shelter.
All Items less medical care.
Commodities less food.
Nondurables less food.
Nondurables less food and apparel.
Nondurable:

Services less rent of shelter3.
Services less medical care services.

All Items less food and energy.
Commodities less food and energy.
Energy commodities.
Services less energy.

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR URBAN
WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS
All Item:
Al items (1967= 100).........rrveverrrrrrreierssnnenenes
Food and beverages.

Food at home.
Cereals and bakery products.
Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs.

Dairy and related productsl.
Fruits and vegetables.
Nonalcoholic beverages and beverage
material
Other foods at home...........coceveiviiniciiiiininnee
Sugar and sweets.
Fats and oils.
Other foods.
Other miscellaneous foods1,2.
Food away from homel
Other food away from homel12...........cccocueue.
Alcoholic beverages
Flousing.
Shelter.......oooiin
Rent of primary residence...

Lodqing away from home:
Owners’ equivalent rent of primary residence3
Tenants’ and household insurancel2............
Fuels and utilitie:
Fuels.
Fuel oil and other fuels.
Gas (piped) and electrici .
Household furnishings and operations............
Apparel
Men's and boys' apparel..
Women's and girls’ apparel.

Infants’ and toddlers’ apparell
Footwear.
Transportation.
Private transportation

New and used motor vehicles2.
See footnotes at end of table.
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2000 2001
252.2 263.1
149.2 150.7
168.4 1736
137.7 137.2
147.4 147.1
129.6 127.3
162.5 163.4
125.¢, 124.6
195.3 203.4
201.3 208.9
196.1 201.9
229.E 238.0
173.0 177.8
165.7 169.7
167.2 171.9
139.2 138.9
149.1 149.1
162.9 164.1
158.2 160.6
202.9 212.3
188.9 196.6
124.6 129.3
178.6 183.5
181.3 186.1
144.9 145.3
129.5 125.2
202.1 209.6
163.2 1735
486.2 516.8
163.8 173.0
163.4 1725
163.0 172.4
184.7 193.6
147.6 161.2
159.4 167.1
201.8 210.8
133.2 138.4
152.8 159.1
152.2 155.6
147.9 155.4
168.8 176.3
104.6 109.1
165.0 1738
105.1 113.6
168.8 178.8
160.0 1721
181.6 194.5
177.1 1915
122.2 118.4
175.7 187.6
101.6 106.4
128.7 149.5
113.0 134.2

91.7 129.2
120.4 141.5
124.7 125.8
130.1 126.1
131.2 125.8
121.3 117.3
130.3 130.9
126.2 1231
143.4 153.6
140.7 150.8
100.4 101.9

July 2002

May
261.C

152.9
1729
140.8
1535
129.8

1720
124.9
202.5
207.8
200.4
236.4

1786
1709
1726
142.4
155.1
172.0
163.6
211.4
195.7
140.1
182.9
1855
145.7
145.6
208.4

174.4
519.4
1723
171.9
171.8
192.9
160.6
164.7
2115

137.2
159.1
155.8
154.3
176.5
108.7
1731
1125
178.0
1717
1935
190.4
119.9
186.3
106.9
150.8
135.7
1315
142.9
125.7
1285
129.2
120.2
132.0
1245
159.2
156.6
102.0

June
261.8

152.1
1734
1394
151.3
126.3

170.4
1245
204.0
209.0
202.0
236.7

179.0
171.0
172.9
141.0
1531
170.6
162.7
2133
197.2
140.5
183.3
185.9
1449
1411
209.4

174.6
520.0
172.8
172.4
172.4
193.9
161.4
166.9
2105

137.8
159.1
1555
156.4
176.0
108.0
1735
112.8
178.4
173.0
194.4
191.0
123.2
187.0
107.2
155.2
140.5
129.2
1485
125.9
125.2
126.3
1156
128.6
122.1
157.9
155.1
101.7

July
263.2

150.4
174C
136.5
146.3
1226

164.5
124.2
204.5
209.7
202.6
237.7

178.2
170.0
172.3
138.2
148.3
165.2
160.3
2137
197.8
1324
183.6
186.2
1444
125.6
210.1

173.8
517.8
173.4
173.0
173.0
1945
162.1
168.3
209.5

138.0
160.0
156.0
157.4
177.2
109.9
174.0
114.0
179.2
1733
195.0
191.7
123.7
187.5
106.7
154.4
1395
1231
147.8
125.8
121.9
122.9
110.2
126.2
121.4
153.4
150.4
101.4

2001
Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.  Dec. Jan. Feb.
2655 2664  267.C  268C 2685 2704 2716
1496 1515 1505 1495 1479 1476 1481
1744 1746 1752 1752 1752 1762 1764
1354 1380 1361 1346 1323 1316 1321
1446 1496 1460 1426 1384 1379 1396
1226 1268 1295 1280 1237 1204 1236
1621 1675 1604 1562 1516 1526  153.6
1236 1234 1236 1242 1243 1236 1227
2052 2049 2047 2051 2053 2063 2073
2108 2103 2108 2113 2117 2130 2147
2027 2028 2034 2042 2045 2052 2065
2394 2406 2414 2419 2419 2429 2435
1782 1790 1782 1778 1770 1774 1782
169.7 1709 169.9 169.3 1682 1684  168.7
1723 1730 1724 1720 1713 1717 1724
1372 1397 1378 1364 1341 1335 1339
1469 1515 1481 1451 1409 1405 1422
1630 1680 1615 157.7 1534 1545 1554
1597 1623 1608 1591 1568 1570  158.0
2140 2139 2130 2133 2132 2139 2143
1984 1981 1978 1982 1983 1992  200.2
1294 1325 1221 1160 1114 1117  111.0
1841 1845 1851 1854 1852 1857 1865
1866 1871 1876 1831  187.8 1882  189.2
1438 1452 1456 1460 1447 1437 1442
1220  131.0 1169 1058 97.6 99.3 99.5
2112 2112 2117 2123 2126 2138 2151
1738 1748 1740 1737 1729 1732 1737
5176 5206 5183 5173 5150 5150 5175
1738 1740 1748 1745 1746 1757 1758
1734 1735 1743 1741 1741 1752 1753
1733 1734 1743 1737 1737 1753 1751
195.6 1948 1951 1947 1951 1967 1975
1620 1623 1632 1626 161.8 1620 161.6
168.9 1694 1708 1712 170.6  169.7  170.0
2080 2110 2122 2115 2128 2232 2222
139.3 1384 1392 1387 1377 1388 1395
160.5 1598 1604 1597 1605 161.0  160.1
1561 1562 1562 1547 1559 1585 1585
1580 1581 1591 1551 1565 1580  157.0
1779 1765 1773 1778 1783 1779 1768
109.7 1092 1095 1108 1090 1093 1085
1747 1750 1756 1758 1760 1764 1769
1144 1156 1157 1158 1158 1158  116.0
179.7 1801 1805 180.8 1805 1814 1821
1735 1732 1725 1728 1729 1734 1739
1959 1960 1966  197.2 197.7 1987  199.8
1924 1933 1940 1949 1957 1963  197.0
1244 1168 1148 1118 1088 1132 1194
1885 1892 1900 1909  191.7 1923  192.9
1068 1068 1070 1071 1063 1064  106.8
1522 1501 1440 1428 1415 140.8 139.4
1370 1347 1279 1267 1252 1242 1227
1215 1253 1214 1185 1127 1130 1124
1452 1422 1350 1337 1325 1314 1297
1257 1260 1255 1256 1254 1250 1249
121.6 1256 1283 1272 1230 1196 122.4
1216 1237 1273 1273 1227 1210 1222
1101 1183 1202 1180 1135 1085 1138
1283 1311 1335 1343 1303 1267 1284
1220 1230 1249 1242 1210 1177 1193
1525 1851 1514 1492 1474 1475 1471
1495 1523 1486 1464 1445 1446  144.2
1010 1007 1011 1017 1020 10131 100.3

US. city
2002
Mar Apr.
2728 2732
1494 1510
1766  176.7
1337  136.0
1436 1484
1282 1288
1573  164.7
1221 1219
2080  208.4
2156 2161
2073 207.9
2436 2438
1792  180.4
169.7  170.9
1733 1743
1356  137.8
1459 1504
158.7 1655
160.2 1627
2148 2151
200.8  201.2
1156 1222
1871 1875
189.8  190.3
1446 1451
108.6 1216
2159  216.3
1747 1758
5202  523.7
1761 1761
175.6 1755
1755 1753
197.0  197.9
162.7 1621
169.2  168.7
2249 2220
139.7 1394
159.6  161.0
1571 1534
1563 1562
1765  178.2
1083 1085
177.0 1771
116.8  117.4
1822 1828
1744 1748
2006  201.0
1975 19738
1222 1220
1933 1939
1069 1075
139.6 1396
1228 1227
1127 1147
1298 129.6
1249 1251
1269 1279
1252 1258
119.7 1209
1317 1317
1228 1244
1492 1527
1464  149.8
99.7 99.5!

May
274.2

150.5
176.4
135.4
147.4
127.1

164.1
121.7
208.8
216.1
208.9
2445

180.4
170.9
174.2
137.3
149.5
165.0
216.0
201.6
201.6
1229
187.4
190.2
144.4
121.6
216.6

175.8
523.6
175.7
175.1
174.4
198.2
162.1
168.7
219.1

137.3
159.7
157.6
155.7
176.7
109.5
1775
117.7
183.1
175.1
201.2

98.1
120.7
194.2
107.6
140.7
123.9
114.0
131.0
125.0
126.2
124.6
118.2
129.9
124.4
152.7
149.8

99.3



32. Continued—Consumer Price Indexes for All Urban Consumers and for Urban Wage Eamners and Clerical Workers:
average, by expenditure category and commaodity or service group

[1982-84 = 100, unless otherwise indicated]
Annual average
2000

Series

Used cars and trucksl............cccocevveiniciniennnnns

Gasoline (all types)
Motor vehicle parts and equipment.

Public transportation...............cccoeeecciccincinenns
Medical care
Medical care commodities.
Medical care services....
Professional services.
Hospital and related services

Recreation2
Video and audiol2....
Education and communication2................c.c........

Education2
Educational books and supplies.

Tuition, other school fees, and child care......

Information and information processing1,2....
Telephone servicesl2..........cocvcierninnae
Information and information processing

other than teleDhone servicesla..............
Personal computers and peripheral

equipment12...

Other goods and services.

Tobacco and smoking products................ccc.....

Personal carel
Personal care productsl...........cccoeeieiiiienns

Miscellaneous personal services....................
Commodity and service group:
ComMOItIES. ..o
Food and beverages
Commodities less food and beverages.............
Nondurables less food and beverages............
Apparel
Nondurables less food, beverages,

and apparel
Durable:

Service!

Transporatation SErViCeS............ooeeeerveernreenes
Other service:
Special indexes:

All items less food..
All items less shelte
All items less medical car
Commodities less food.
Nondurables less food..
Nondurables less food and apparel..................
Nondurable:

Services less rent of shelter3...........................
Services less medical care services.................
Energy.
All items less energy.
All items less food and energy.
Commodities less food and energy.
Energy commodities.
Services eSS €Nergy..........cccoeevieenieenieeniecnes

1 Not seasonally adjusted.
2 Indexes on a December 1997 = 100 base.
3 Indexes on a December 1982 = 100 base.
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143.9

157.1
129.5
128.8
100.9
178.8
203.4
259.9
233.6
265.9
239.6
313.2
102.4
100.7
102.7
112.8
283.3
318.2

94.6

9.1

98.7

26.8

40.5
276.5
395.2
165.5
154.2
178.6
251.9

149.8
167.7
139.0
149.1
128.3

165.3
125.8
191.6
180.5
192.9
2259

169.1
163.8
164.7
140.4
150.7
165.4
158.9
180.1
185.4
124.8
175.1
1771
145.4
129.7
198.7

2001

143.2

159.8
124.9
124.2
104.0
185.1
204.9
271.8
2427
278.5
248.7
333.8
103.6
100.9
105.3
118.7
299.9
334.7

94.5

93.8

99.4

221

291
289.5
426.1
170.3
155.7
184.9
262.8

151.4
173.0
138.7
149.0
126.1

166.3
125.3
199.6
187.3
199.1
233.7

173.6
167.6
169.1
140.2
150.8
166.7
161.4
188.5

193.1
128.7
179.8
181.7
146.1
1253
206.0

May
1434

160.2
147.4
146.7
103.6
184.1
2035
270.4
241.7
277.0
248.0
330.6
103.7
1011
1041
116.7
294.5
329.1

94.0

93.4

98.8

22.4

29.9
286.8
419.8
169.3
153.8
184.7
260.7

153.9
172.3
142.6
156.2
128.5

176.3
1255
198.7
186.3
197.6
232.2

1747
169.1
170.0
1441
157.6
175.9
164.8
187.8
1923
140.6
179.2
181.2
146.4
146.6
204.8

June
142.7

160.0
1421
1411
103.6
184.4
209.5
2715
2432
278.0
248.7
332.0
1035
100.7
104.5
117.2
298.2
330.3

943

93.6

99.2

222

29.4
287.9
421.6
169.9
1554
184.8
261.6

153.0
172.8
1411
153.6
125.2

1741
125.2
200.1
187.2
198.9
232.6

174.9
169.0
170.2
142.6
155.3
173.9
163.8
189.6
193.6
1403
1795
181.4
145.6
1415
205.7

2001
July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
1423 1414 1413 1421 1438 1447 1438 1423
159.3 1590 158.2 1587 1583 1581 1565 1548
1249 1220 1324 1162 1044 96.3 98.2 98.5
1242 1213 1317 1155  103.8 95.7 97.6 97.9
1043 1041 1044 1047 1050 1049 1053 1053
1850 1856 1867 1875 187.8 187.9 1886 1895
2095 2077 2070 2037 2004 2001 201.0 2025
2720 2734 2739 2749 2756 2762 2785 279.8
2436 2441 2446 2452 2456 2467 2476 2485
2785 2802 280.7 2817 2826 2830 2857 287.2
2490 2499 2501 2505 2509 251.0 252.8 253.6
3335 3370 3383 3405 3427 3436 3482 3514
1037 1039 1038 1038 1040 1038 1042 1045
1011 101.0  100.6  100.6  100.7 1005 1014 1022
1049 1058 1065 1071 1069 1069 1071  107.2
117.6 1196 1217 1223 1223 1221 1227 1233
299.3 3022 309.8 3117 3089 297.3 3052 3152
3313 337.3 3429 3444 3449 3452 3462  347.0
94.8 94.7 94.3 94.9 94.5 94.6 94.7 94.5
94.0 94.0 93.6 94.2 93.8 93.9 94.0 93.7
99.7 99.8 99.4 1001 99.7 99.9 1004  100.5
22.0 215 21.2 21.0 20.8 20.6 20.1 19.7
287 27.4 26.6 26.1 255 25.0 243 235
2938 2900 2955 2924 297.3 2933 2940 2983
4419 4256 4447 4309 4483 4329 4335  450.7
1706 1709 1714 1719 1723 1723 1727 1732
1559 1555 1561 1561 1561 1560 1559  156.3
1854 1859 1861 1865 1874 1871  187.0  187.1
263.2 2649 2656 2668 2675 268.0 269.8 2714
1512 1505 1525 1512 1501 1484  148.3 1486
1734 1738 1740 1748 1745 1746 1757 1758
1380 1369 1398 1374 1359 1334 1327 1331
1482 1465 1520 1474 1442 1394 1389 1407
1219 1216 1256 1283 1272 1230 1196 1224
167.3 1648 1714 1627 1582 1531 1542 1554
1248 1243 1241 1243 1248 1249 1241 1231
200.6 201.2 2011  201.0 2014 201.7 2025 2033
187.8 1887 1887  189.3 189.9 1904 1914 1925
1995 199.8 2001 2009 2023 2026 2034  204.7
2336 2351 2359 2368 2372 2373 2383 239.0
1739 1737 1749 1738 1734 1725 1727 1733
167.8 1675 168.8 167.6 1669 1657 1658  166.1
1694  169.3 1703  169.5 1691 1683 1685  169.0
139.6 1385 1413 1390 1376 1351 1345 13438
1501 1485 1538 1494 1464 1418 1418 1431
167.7 1654 1715 1635 1595 1547 1547  157.0
161.2 1605 1635 1615 159.7 157.3 1575 1585
189.9 1901 1899 1890  189.3  189.2  189.8  190.1
1942 1947 1946 1944 1948 1950 1957  196.5
1313 1286 1326 1212 1148 1100 1105 109.8
179.8 1801 1807 1813 1818 1815 1816 1825
1817 1819 1826 1832 1838 1835 1836 1844
1454 1446 1460 1463 1469 1456 1444 1448
1250 1221 1321 1167 1055 975 99.2 99.5
206.3 207.3 207.6 2083 209.0 2094 2104 2115

4 Indexes on a December 1988 = 100 base.
Dash indicates data not available.
Note: Index applied to a month as awhole, not to any specific date.
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US. city
2002
Mar. Apr.

1418 1415
153.0  152.6
1080 1217
1075  121.2
105.7  106.0
189.9 190.5
203.0 2045
280.9 2819
249.0 249.6
2884  289.6
254.0 2546
3543 3571
104.6 105.0
1021 102.2
106.5 106.0
1233 1233
3151 3153
3472 3472
93.3 92.6
92.6 91.7
99.3 98.4
19.5 19.3
228 225
2952 3017
4341 4627
1737 1739
156.0  156.2
188.0 1887
2725 2726
149.8 1517
1761 1761
1347 1375
1448 1505
1269 1279
1594 1681
1223 1221
203.9  204.2
1932 1937
205.6  206.2
238.8 2839
1743  175.7
1671 1685
1700 1711
1365 1391
1470 1525
160.7 168.7
1608  163.7
1905  190.7
1970 1974
1147 1216
182.9 1834
1849 1855
1450 1458
108.7 1219
2121 2126
July 2002

May

140.9
152.7
121.8
121.2
106.0
191.4
206.3
282.9
250.3
290.6
255.3
359.4
104.9
102.3
106.5
1235
316.3
347.7

93.3

925

99.4

19.2

22.7
299.1
450.1
174.0
155.4
189.1
273.6

151.2
175.7
136.8
149.3
126.2

167.2
122.0
205.8
193.9
7.1239.7
283.9

175.8
168.4
171.0
1385
1514
167.9
162.9
181.6
197.9
1222
183.3
1854
145.0
121.9
213.0
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Current Labor Statistics: Price Data

33. Consumer Price Index: US. city average and available local area data: all items

[1982-84 = 100, unless otherwise indicated]

Pricing All Urban Consumers Urban Wage Earners
sched- 2001 2002 2001 2002
ulel Dec Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr May Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
U.S. City QVETage....c.oiiviieiiiiisii s M 176.7 177.1 177.8 178.8 179.9 179.8 172.9 173.2 173.7 174.7 175.8 175.8
Region and area size2

Northeast urban.............ccoooiis M 184.2 184.9 186.1 187.0 187.8 187.7 181.0 181.4 182.3 183.1 184.2 184.1

Size A—More than 1,500,000........cc.ccccoeriveriieniniinrsiinnns M 185.4 186.2 187.8 188.6  189.3 189.2 181.1 181.6 182.8 183.6 1845 184.3

Size BIC—50,000 t0 1.500.0003...rrrrr oo M 103 1105 1105 111.2 1119 1120 1099 1104 1101 1108 1117 1117
Midwest urban4 M 1719 1721 1725 1736 1747 1748 1676 1677 1681 1691 1700

Size A—More than 1,500,000........ccccrvrimmrmnminnnnnniins M 173.8 174.1 174.7 176.0 177.3 177.2 168.7 168.8 169.4 170.6 172.2 172.0

Size B/C—50,000 to 1,500,0003 M 109.6  109.5 109.6 1102 1107 1108 109.2 109.2 109.2 1097 1102 1107

Size D— Nonmetropolitan (less than 50,000 M 165.5 166.2 166.6 167.1 168.1 168.2 163.3 163.9 164.3 164.8 166.0 166.1
South urban M 170.3 170.6 171.0 1721 1731 173.2 168.1 168.3 168.6 169.6 170.8 170.8

Size A—More than 1,500,000..........cccccoeveiinieinininnicieinns M 1717 1717 172.4 1733 172.4 1746 169.0 169.0 169.5 170.5 171.7 171.9

Size BIC—50,000 t0 1,500,0003 oo M 1089 109.2 109.3 110.0 1108 110.7 1085 108.6 108.7 109.3 1102 110.1

Size D— Nonmetropolitan (less than 50,000).................... M 167.7 168.6 168.6 169.9 1705 170.6 168.3 169.2 168.9 170.2 171.2 171.1
West urban . M 181.6 182.4 183.2 1840 1851 184.8 176.8 177.4 178.1 179.0 180.0 180.0

Size A—More than 1,500,000.........ccccccccviiniiiniiniiinnns M 111.6 111.9 185.4 186.2 187.2 187.5 176.9 177.7 178.6 179.5 180.5 181.0

Size B/C—50,000 to 1,500,0003 M 111.6 1119 1124 1128 1137 1125 1112 1114 1118 1122 1129 112.3
Size classes:

A5 M 161.1 161.6 1625 163.4 164.2 164.3 159.4 159.7 160.5 161.3 162.4 162.5

B/C3 M 109.7 109.9 1101 1107 1114 111.2 109.3 109.9 109.5 110.1 110.9 110.7

D M 169.8 1705 170.7 1715 1724 1724 168.5 169.7 169.3 170.2 171.3 1711

Selected local areas6

Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL=N-WI M 177.9 1779 178.7 179.8 180.9 181.4 1717 171.6 172.4 1735 174.8 175.3
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA. M 177.1 178.9 180.1 181.1 182.2 182.6 169.7 1715 172.8 173.8 174.8 175.4
New York, NY-Northern NJ-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PA.. M 187.3 188.5 189.9 1911 191.8 1914 182.8 183.5 184.7 185.6 186.6 186.4
Boston-Brockton-Nashua, MA-NH-ME-CT.......ccccoonvninnnns 1 - 192.9 194.7 194.8 - 1918 - 1932 — 1933
Cleveland-Akron, OH 1 - 171.4 - 173.7 - 173.0 - 162.8 - 164.1 — 1640
Dallas-Ft Worth, TX 1 - 170.6 - 172.1 - 172.9 - 170.0 171.4 172.5
Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV7.......cccccevcuivincn 1 - 110.9 - 111.9 - 112.8 - 110.5 - 111.4 - 112.4
Atlanta, GA 2 174.8 - 176.1 - 178.6 - 172,0 — 173.2 - 175.5 —
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, Ml 2 173.5 - 176.2 - 179.0 - 167.9 — 170.5 — 173.4 -
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX 2 157.1 - 156.6 - 158.8 - 155.2 - 154.3 - 156.8 -
Miami-Ft. Lauderdale, Fl 2 1731 - 175.0 - 175.0 - 170.5 - 172.3 - 172.5 —
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-DE-MD..... 2 179.9 - 182.0 183.1 179.2 — 1814 — 1823 j—
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA............cccocceeiieennnns 2 190.6 - 191.3 193.0 186.5 — 1868 — 18838 —
Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA..........c.cccooiiniiiiinns 2 186.1 187.6 - 188.8 - 181.1 - 182.5 - 183.6 -

1 Foods, fuels, and several other items priced every month in all areas; most other

goods and services priced as indicated:

M— Every month.

1— January, March, May, July, September, and November.

2—  February, April, June, August, October, and December.
2 Regions defined as the four Census regions.
3 Indexes on a December 1996 = 100 base.
4 The "North Central” region has been renamed the "Midwest" region by the Census
Bureau. It is composed of the same geographic entities.
5 Indexes on a December 1986 = 100 base.
6 In addition, the following metropolitan areas are published semiannually and appear in
tables 34 and 39 of the January and July issues of the CPI Detailed Report-. Anchorage,
AK; Cincinnati-Hamilton, OH-KY-IN; Denver-Boulder-Greeley, CO; Flonolulu, HI;
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MO-KS; Milwaukee-Racine,
Port-land-Salem, OR-WA;
Petersburg-Clearwater, FL.

WI;
St Louis,

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI; Pittsburgh, PA;
MO-IL; San Diego, CA; Tampa-St.

7 Indexes on a November 1996 = 100 base.
Dash indicates data not available.

NOTE: Local area CPI indexes are byproducts of the national CPI program. Each
local Index has a smaller sample size and is, therefore, subject to substantially
more sampling and other measurement error. As a result, local area indexes
show greater volatility than the national index, although their long-term trends are
similar. Therefore, the Bureau of Labor Statistics strongly urges users to consider
adopting the national average CPI for use in their escalator clauses. Index applies

to a month as a whole, not to any specific date.
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34. Annual data: Consumer Price Index, US. city average, all items and major groups

[1982-84 = 100]

Series

Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers:

All items:

Food and beverages:

Housing:

Apparel:

Transportation:

Medical care:

Other goods and services:

Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners
and Clerical Workers:
All items:

Percent change.

https://fraser.stlouisfed.org
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

1992

140.3

138.7

1.4

137.5
2.9

131.9

126.5

2.2

190.1
7.4

183.3
6.8

138.2
2.9

1993

1445
3.0

141.6
21

141.2

133.7

1.4

130.4
31

201.4
5.9

192.9
5.2

142.1
2.8

1994

148.2
2.6

144.9
2.3

144.8
2.5

133.4
-2

134.3
3.0

211.0

198.5
2.9

145.6

1995

152.4
2.8

148.9

148.5

2.6

132.0
-1.0

139.1
3.6

220.5

206.9
4.2

149.8
2.9

1996

156.9

153.7

3.2

152.8
2.9

131.7
-2

143.0

228.2

3.5

215.4
4.1

154.1
2.9

1997

160.5
2.3

157.7
2.6

156.8
2.6

132.9

1443

0.9

234.6
2.8

224.8

157.6
2.3

1998

163.0
16

161.1
2.2

160.4

133.0

141.6

-1.9

242.1
3.2

237.7
5.7

159.7
13

1999

166.6
2.2

164.6

163.9

2.2

131.3
-1.3

144.4
2.0

250.6

258.3
8.7

163.2
2.2

Monthly Labor Review

2000

172.2
168.4
2.3

169.6
35

129.6
-1.3

153.3
260.8
4.1

271.1
5.0

168.9
35

July 2002

2001

177.1
2.8

173.6
3.1

176.4
4.0

127.3
-1.8

154.3
0.7

272.8
4.6

282.6
4.2

1735
2.7
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Current Labor Statistics:

Price Data

Annual average

35.

[1982 = 100
Grouping

Finished goods.

Finished consumer good
Finished consumer foods.

Finshed consumer goods
excluding foods
Nondurable goods less food
Durable good:

Capital equipmen

Intermediate materials,
supplies, and components..................
Materials and components

for manufacturing...........ccccocooeiiiiiens
Materials for food manufacturing
Materials for nondurable manufacturing...
Materials for durable manufacturini
Components for manufacturing

Materials and components

Container:

Crude materials for further
ProOCESSING.....eovevereeieieaiereeereseeie e
Foodstuffs and feedstuffs.
Crude nonfood materials..

Special groupings:
Finished goods, excluding foods
Finished energy goods.

Finished consumer goods less energy......
Finished goods less food and energy........
Finished consumer goods less food

and energy.

Consumer nondurable goods less food
and ENErgy.....cccceenicinicisisisisisisieieisieis

Intermediate materials less foods

Intermediate goods less energy.
Intermediate materials less foods
anNd ENErgy......cccvvirieinieiniciiieiiieieesieeeieeens

Crude energy materials..........c.coccovvenireeenns

Crude nonfood materials less energy........

10 _ Monthly Labor Review
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2000 2001
138.0 140.7
138.2 141.5
137.2 141.3
138.4 141.4
138.7 142.8
133.9 133.9
138.8 139.7
129.2 128.7
128.1 127.4
119.2 1243
132.6 131.8
129.0 125.2
126.2 126.3
150.7 150.6
102.0 104.5
151.6 153.1
136.9 138.6
120.6 121.3
100.2 106.2
130.4 127.3
138.1 140.4

94.1 96.8
144.9 1475
147.4 150.8
148.0 150.0
154.0 156.9
169.8 175.1
130.1 130.5
111.7 115.9
101.7 104.1
135.0 135.1
136.6 136.4
122.1 122.8
111.7 112.2
145.2 130.6

July 2002

Producer Price Indexes, by stage of processing

May

1425
143.8
141.8

1445
147.3
133.8
139.7

131.2

128.6
124.6
134.2
126.9
126.4

151.6
108.1
153.9
139.0

130.9
110.3
140.4

142.6
104.1
147.7
151.6
150.0

156.9
175.4
132.1
114.9
107.6
136.1
1375
139.8

1153
130.9

June

142.1
143.3
141.9

143.7
146.5
133.2
139.6

131.4

128.3
125.7
133.4
126.5
126.4

151.7
110.2
154.1
138.8

122.8
109.7
127.4

142.0
102.7
147.6
150.9
149.9

156.7
1755
1323
116.3
109.7
135.9
137.2
123.1

114.8
130.6

July

140.7
1415
141.2

141.4
143.1
133.2
139.8

130.3

1275
126.1
131.9
125.3
126.2

151.0
106.8
153.6
138.8

116.1
109.6
116.3

140.5

97.0
1475
150.7
149.9

156.8
1755
131.0
117.1
106.3
135.3
136.5
109.0

114.3
129.4

2001

Aug.  Sept.
1411 1417
1420 1429
1426 1429
1416 1427
1435 1451
1330 1332
139.5  139.4
129.8  130.1
1269  126.6
1281 1275
1301 129.9
1246 1242
126.2  125.9
151.0  150.8
106.0  108.4
1532  153.0
138.7 1386
1134  108.0
108.9 1085
1124 103.8
1405 1413
97.8  100.1
147.7 1479
1511 1514
149.7  149.8
156.6  156.8
1753 175.6
1304  130.7
1194 1187
1056  107.9
1349 1347
1360 13538
104.2 93.1
1136  113.3
1284 1285

Oct.

139.6
139.9
141.8

139.0
139.2
134.4
139.8

127.6

125.9
126.1
128.7
1234
125.9

150.4

97.4
152.4
138.3

97.7
104.7
89.4

138.8

90.1
147.9
151.3
150.4

157.5
175.8
128.2
117.3

97.1

134.2

135.3

75.2
109.8
125.8

Nov.

139.7
138.4
140.5

137.3
136.8
1345
139.9

126.7

125.2
123.9
127.4
122.8
125.9

150.3

94.7
152.2
138.3

104.8
98.3
105.5

137.7

85.5
147.7
151.0
150.6

157.8
176.4
127.3
1155

94.3
133.7
134.9

96.5

104.8
1245

Dec.

137.2
136.8
140.4

135.1
134.0
133.9
139.7

125.4

124.7
1225
126.2
1225
126.0

149.0

89.3
152.2
138.1

94.8
96.4
90.2

136.1

80.7
147.6
150.9
150.4

158.0
176.4
126.0
1143

89.0
133.4
134.6

76.7

103.4
124.2

Jan.

137.4
137.2
1411

135.4
134.4
133.9
139.7

1255

1245
122.1
125.4
1225
126.3

150.2

90.0
152.6
138.2

98.9
99.6
95.0

136.3

81.3
147.7
1511
150.4

157.6
176.4
126.1
113.6

89.6
133.3
134.6

82.8

106.2
126.1

Feb.

137.7
1375
142.3

1354
1343
134.1
139.8

125.2

124.6
122.6
125.4
122.6
126.3

150.2

88.8
151.9
138.1

98.0
102.0
91.4

136.3

813
148.1
151.6
150.4

157.6
176.2
1259
113.6

88.4
133.3
134.6

76.9

108.5
128.1

2002
Mar.

138.7
138.9
143.4

136.9
136.7
133.6
139.5

126.1

125.1
122.9
126.5
1235
126.4

150.7

91.3
151.7
138.3

103.7
102.8
100.9

137.2

85.0
148.2
151.9
150.2

157.4
176.3
126.8
114.3

90.9
133.8
135.0

89.9

109.3
129.0

Apr.

139.0
139.4
139.2

139.2
140.0
133.7
139.4

127.6

125.7
122.0
128.4
123.7
126.3

1511

97.0
151.2
138.5

107.9
96.4
1135

138.7

89.3
147.3
150.6
150.5

158.0
176.4
128.4
1137

96.6
134.1
135.5
106.7

105.3
131.4

May

138.8
139.2
139.4

138.8
139.7
1331
139.2

127.2

125.7
121.4
128.3
124.2
126.4

151.3

95.2
1511
138.4

1105
98.4
116.5

138.4

88.9
147.2
150.5
150.2

157.7
177.4
128.0
113.0

94.9
134.1
1355
109.1

107.9
136.1



36. Producer Price Indexes for the net output of major industry groups

[December 1984 = 100, unless otherwise indicated)]
Annual average

SIC Industry

Total mining iNdUuStries. ...
10
12 Coal mining (12/85 = 100).........cccccovueurieuriennns
13
14 Mining and quarrying of nonmetallic
minerals, except fuels............coccoeveniiiinens

Total manufacturing industries.....
20 Food and kindred products.
21 Tobacco manufactures...
22 Textile mill product:
23 Apparel and other finished products
made from fabrics and similar materials.
24 Lumber and wood products,
except furniture.
25 Furniture and fixtures.
26 Paper and allied products

27 Printing, publishing, and allied industries.......
28 Chemicals and allied products.
29 Petroleum refining and related products........
30 Rubber and miscellaneous plastics products.
31 Leather and leather products..............cccccccue.
32 Stone, clay, glass, and concrete products.....
33 Primary metal Industries.
34 Fabricated metal products,

except machinery and transportation

equipment.........ccoevveveieieiee
35 Machinery, except electrical.............ccoocuvunne
36 Electrical and electronic machinery,

equipment, and supplies...........ccoccccoveviennnnns
37 TranSPOrtation...........cecoveeereeecenee e
38 Measuring and controlling instruments;

photographic, medical, and optical

goods; watches and clocks............cccccceeueee
39 Miscellaneous manufacturing industries

industries (12/85 = 100)........ccccuevrvereeennreens

Service industries;

42 Motor freight transportation

and warehousing (06/93 = 100)..........c.cceueu.
43 U.S. Postal Service (06/89 = 100).
44 Water transportation (12/92 = 100
45  Transportation by air (12/92 = 100).................
46 Pipelines, except natural gas (12/92 = 100)....
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2000

1135
7338
84.8

126.8

137.0

1335
128.5
345.8
116.7

1257

158.1
143.3
145.8

182.9
156.7
112.8
124.6
137.9
134.6
119.8

1,310.3

1175

108.3
136.8

2001

1143
70.8
91.3

1275

141.0

1346
132.8
386.1
116.9

1258

156.2
1451
146.2

188.7
158.4
105.3
125.9
1413
136.0
116.1

131.0

118.0

107.0
137.9

May

128.1
71.6
93.8

145.6

140.8

136.5
133.4
391.3
117.2

1259

160.1
145.2
147.0

188.5
160.1
122.8
126.5
142.7
136.0
116.7

131.2

118.1

107.2
137.4

June

112.2
71.2
89.6

1251

1413

135.8
133.7
391.7
117.2

125.8

161.6
1453
147.0

188.7
159.7
115.9
126.4
141.9
135.7
115.4

1311

1181

107.0
1371

127.2

1325

1231
1413
129.2
157.6
109.0

July

98.7
70.7
92.8
106.4

1415

134.4
134.0
3911
117.1

1259

158.4
145.4
146.5

188.8
157.8
1017
126.2
1421
136.0
116.1

1311

118.1

106.8
1375

123.2

132.6

123.2
145.4
1331
158.7
110.9

Aug.

98.9
69.8
92.0
107.0

141.4

134.6
134.6
391.0
116.8

1259

158.1
145.2
145.6

189.1
156.3
104.7
125.7
1423
136.0
115.6

1311

1179

106.4
137.4

127.4

132.7

1235
145.4
133.2
159.0
111.2

2001

Sept.  Oct.
908 783
717  69.8
92.1 92.9
959 791
1415 1418
1356  133.7
1345 1341
3911 3911
116.4 1165
1259 1259
157.3  154.6
1454 1455
1455 1451
189.4  189.7
156.6  155.7
1149  94.6
1256 1255
1415 1412
1364  136.6
1153  114.6
1311 131.0
117.9 1179
1065 106.4
137.3 1385
1275 1276
1328 1327
1238 1236
1454 1454
1339 1335
158.5 158.9
111.7 1118

Nov.

88.3
68.9
95.4
92.0

141.6

132.7
132.4
398.3
116.3

125.6

154.0
1455
144.6

190.2
155.4

86.3
125.6
140.9
136.9
114.2

131.1

117.9

106.5
138.3

127.8

132.6

123.4
145.4
130.2
156.8
112.0

Dec.

77.6
68.9
925
78.3

1415

131.6
131.7
398.2
116.1

1253

153.4
1455
1448

192.0
154.3

75.9
125.2
140.3
136.7
114.0

131.2

117.8

106.6
138.6

127.7

132.4

1231
145.4
129.7
157.1
112.0

Jan.

81.9
71.0
95.3
84.0

1425

1317
1315
391.7
116.3

125.2

154.0
145.6
144.1

192.0
154.0

7.7
1251
140.2
136.9
113.7

131.2

117.7

106.7
138.0

128.3

132.7

123.2
145.4
129.3
157.1
1111

Feb.

78.0
723
94.5
77.9

143.4

132.0
132.0
391.7
115.8

125.1

154.8
145.8
143.2

192.1
154.3

795
124.4
139.8
136.4
113.7

131.2

117.6

106.6
138.5

128.6

1334

123.4
145.4
128.9
157.1
111.3

Monthly Labor Review

2002
Mar.  Apr.
875  99.9
729 724
946 943
927 1121
1435 1429
1328 1338
1320 1316
3922  407.9
1158 1157
1252 1251
156.7  157.1
1457 1457
1429 1432
1921 1922
1551  156.0
89.2 1002
1246 12438
140.0 1405
1363 1365
1144 1147
1312 1314
117.7 1176
106.6  106.5
1379  137.7
1289 1281
1329 1331
1235 1238
1454 1454
1287 1276
156.8  160.2
1116 1113
June 2002

May

101.7
73.9
94.3

114.8

1435

133.6
131.0
408.0
1155

131.4

117.6
106.3
137.1
128.2

134.0

123.8
145.4
1315
156.4
111.3

111



Current Labor Statistics:

Price Data

37. Annual data: Producer Price Indexes, by stage of processing

[1982 = 100]
Index 1992
Finished goods
123.2
123.3
Energy 77.8
Other 134.2
Intermediate materials, supplies, and
components
Total 114.7
Foods............. 113.9
Energy. 84.3
122.0
Crude materials tor further processing
Total 100.4
Food 105.1
Energy. 78.8
Other 94.2
Monthly Labor Review July 2002
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1993

124.7
125.7

78.0
135.8

116.2
115.6

84.6
123.8

102.4
108.4
76.7
94.1

1994

125.5
126.8

77.0
137.1

118.5
118.5

83.0
127.1

101.8
106.5
72.1
97.0

1995

127.9
129.0

78.1
140.0

124.9
119.5

84.1
135.2

102.7
105.8

69.4
105.8

1996

131.3
133.6

83.2
142.0

125.7
125.3

89.8
134.0

113.8
121.5

85.0
105.7

1997

131 8
134.5
83.4
142.4

125.6
123.2

89.0
134.2

1111
112.2

87.3
103.5

1998

130.7
1343

75.1
143.7

123.0
123.2

80.8
1335

96.8
103.9
68.6
84.5

1999

1330
1351

78.8
146.1

123.2
120.8

84.3
133.1

98.2
98.7
78.5
91.1

2000

1380
1372

94.1
148.0

129.2
119.2
101.7
136.6

120.6
100.2
122.1
118.0

2001

1407
141.3

96.8
150.0

129.7
124.3
104.1
136 4

121.3
106.2
122.8
101.8



38. US. export price indexes by Standard International Trade Classification

[2000 = 100
sITC 2001 2002
Industry
Rev.3 May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
Food and live animals 101.2 1011 101.8 102.6 103.3 102.7 100.9 101.2 102.7 100.0 100.3 100.6 99.7
Meat and meat preparations... 106.2 106.1 105.7 106.4 107.8 107.8 99.2 97.8 93.1 91.3 93.2 92.0 91.6
Cereals and cereal preparations... 104.3 102.6 102.2 104.5 106.4 103.9 105.2 107.2 108.4 106.0 105.4 105.2 103.8
Vegetables, fruit, and nuts, prepared fresh or dry. 97.4 98.6 101.7 102.4 100.8 102.1 99.7 100.6 110.5 102.4 102.5 103.7 103.8
Crude materials, inedible, except fuels 93.3 92.6 92.4 91.1 89.5 87.1 86.3 87.1 87.1 86.9 87.7 89.7 90.9
Oilseeds and oleaginous fruits . 91.0 95.6 102.5 104.3 99.0 89.8 89.1 90.9 91.6 89.4 92.0 93.8 95.1
Cork and wood 93.1 92.8 93.4 92.9 90.2 89.7 88.7 88.0 88.1 87.6 87.2 87.3 87.4
Pulp and waste paper. 82.3 80.6 78.2 76.6 77.3 77.7 77.4 77.2 75.8 73.9 74.1 77.1 81.4
Textile fibers and their waste. 92.5 90.9 90.4 89.3 87.7 84.5 82.0 84.0 85.3 86.6 86.2 86.8 84.9
Metalliferous ores and metal scrap...........ccccococeeiicccnns 91.6 91.0 87.8 86.2 85.1 82.7 81.4 81.3 84.9 87.0 87.3 91.7 92.4
Mineral fuels, lubricants, and related products 106.8 103.2 96.7 97.5 103.3 93.4 88.3 82.4 87.1 84.3 89.8 99.7 95.4
Coal, coke, and briquettes . 106.6 106.9 106.8 107.9 108.8 108.9 108.9 108.8 109.5 109.7 110.8 111.4 111.4
Petroleum, petroleum products, and related materials...  106.1 101.8 93.7 95.2 103.6 88.4 80.9 74.6 80.1 76.5 83.6 95.8 90.2
Chemicals and related products, N.e.S.....couiiinciiinnnnns 96.9 96.2 94.9 94.1 93.8 93.8 93.6 92.8 92.2 92.3 93.2 94.7 95.0
Medicinal and pharmaceutical products 99.5 99.5 100.2 100.8 101.1 100.9 100.9 100.9 1011 100.8 100.5 100.3 100.2
Essential oils; polishing and cleaning preparations. 99.7 99.7 99.1 99.0 99.1 99.0 98.9 98.8 97.5 97.1 97.6 97.5 97.0
Plastics in primary forms 94.9 93.9 91.2 90.0 88.6 89.2 88.5 86.5 85.4 85.8 87.6 89.9 92.2
Plastics in nonprimary forms . 97.0 97.4 98.0 96.9 97.2 95.9 95.8 95.8 95.9 95.7 95.8 95.1 95.6
Chemical materials and products, N.e.S...........c.ccoveeneenae 98.9 99.1 98.7 98.7 99.0 98.6 98.7 97.6 98.1 97.6 98.0 975 97.4
Manufactured goods classified chiefly by materials..... 99.7 99.5 99.1 98.4 98.2 97.3 96.6 96.7 97.3 97.2 96.7 97.4 97.4
Rubber manufactures, N.e.S.........c.cccoevvvrieieeiinnnnns 99.8 99.8 100.5 101.0 101.0 100.6 100.5 100.9 100.4 100.4 100.8 101.1 101.6
Paper, paperboard, and articles of paper, pulp,
and paperboard ............................................................... 98.0 97.4 95.1 95.1 95.6 95.1 95.2 95.2 95.3 94.1 925 93.1 93.1
Nonmetallic mineral manufactures, n.e.s..........c.ccceeueun. 100.4 100.8 100.8 101.0 1011 101.1 101.4 102.1 101.7 101.4 102.1 101.9 102.0
Nonferrous metal 100.0 98.0 97.0 93.0 90.2 86.9 81.8 831 85.3 85.9 85.1 86.5 86.5
Machinery and transport equipment.. 100.4 100.3 100.2 100.0 100.0 99.7 99.7 99.6 99.3 99.3 99.5 99.5 99.3
Power generating machinery and equipment. - 102.3 102.3 102.4 102.8 103.0 103.1 104.1 104.0 104.6 104.4 104.6 104.6 104.6
Machinery specialized for particular industries................ 100.3 100.3 99.6 99.5 99.5 100.6 100.5 100.5 100.7 100.8 101.1 101.4 102.0
General industrial machines and parts, n.e.s.,
and machine parts. 101.3 101.3 101.8 101.8 101.9 101.8 101.9 101.7 102.1 102.0 102.2 102.2 102.3
Computer equipment and office machine: 96.9 95.9 95.6 94.8 94.8 94.6 94.2 92.9 92,5 92.9 93.1 92.5 91.7
Telecommunications and sound recording and
reproducing apparatus and equipmen 99.7 99.8 99.8 98.7 98.5 98.0 98.0 97.7 97.9 97.5 97.5 97.8 97.8
Electrical machinery and equipment. 98.7 98.3 97.8 97.7 97.6 95.9 95.9 95.9 94.8 94.6 94.7 94.8 94.6
Road vehicle: 100.2 100.2 100.3 100.2 100.2 100.3 100.2 100.3 100.1 100.2 100.3 100.3 1,004.0
Professional, scientific, and controlling
instruments and apparatus ..., 100.8 100.9 100.8 100.8 100.9 101.0 100.9 100.9 100.8 1011 101.2 1011 101.3
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Current Labor Statistics:

Price Data

39. US. import price indexes by Standard International Trade Classification

[2000 = 100y
SITC
Industry
Rev. 3

0 Food and live animal
o1 Meat and meat preparations...............ccoceueueveiniieiinnieinnns
03 Fish and crustaceans, mollusks, and other

aquatic invertebrates
05 Vegetables, fruit, and nuts, prepared fresh or dry.
07 Coffee, tea, cocoa, spices, and manufactures
thereof.

1 Beverages and tobacco
1 Beverage:

2 Crude materials, inedible, except fuels............c.cccc......
24 Cork and wood
25 Pulp and waste paper
28 Metalliferous ores and metal scrap.

29 Crude animal and vegetable materials, n.e..

3 Mineral fuels, lubricants, and related products
33 Petroleum, petroleum products, and related materials...
34 Gas, natural and manufactured..............c.ocevvveevevcnninnns

5 Chemicals and related products, n.e.s..........cccccevveunnnne
52 Inorganic chemical.

53 Dying, tanning, and coloring materials..............ccccccecvevue.
54 Medicinal and pharmaceutical products

55 Essential oils; polishing and cleaning preparation:

57 Plastics in primary forms.

58 Plastics in nonprimary forms............cccocovvenencscnnenne
59 Chemical materials and products, n.e.s.........ccccccooeeueueee

6 Manufactured goods classified chiefly by materials....
62 Rubber manufactures, n.e
64 Paper, paperboard, and articles of paper, pulp,

66 Nonmetallic mineral manufactures, n.e.s..........cccococvun.
68 Nonferrous metals
69 Manufactures of metals, N.€.S.......cccccoveiirieienieiiiees

7 Machinery and transport equipment..........cccccceviiiiniens
72
74 General industrial machines and parts, n.e.s.,

75 Computer equipment and office machines............c.......
76 Telecommunications and sound recording and

77

78 Road vehicle:

85 Footwear,

88 Photographic apparatus, equipment, and supplies,

and optical ooods. n.e

Digitized for I;&{‘}&SEMONNV Labor Review July 2002
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May

97.3
106.3

90.7
101.1

87.4

102.0
102.7

98.1
104.9
92.4
95.5
94.9

93.1
90.0
113.7

101.6
101.2
100.2

96.7

98.7
101.1
103.6
100.1

98.2
99.4

103.7
99.7
96.1

100.0

98.5
99.2

98.3
93.9

97.1
99.2
99.7

100.2

98.8

June

96.0
106.2

90.0
97.6

85.8

101.7
102.4

102.8
1221
87.1
93.9
92.9

90.4
89.3
97.4

100.5
100.1
98.1
96.7
98.4
102.1
102.4
99.9

98.0
99.0

102.7
99.4
95.3

100.1

98.5
99.1

98.2
93.6

97.2
98.8
99.8

100.1

98.5

July

95.1
109.3

87.0
98.4

81.2

101.7
102.4

96.4
108.2
83.5
94.4
80.8

94.4
84.4
82.8

99.3
99.4
95.6
99.0
98.1
102.1
100.7
99.1

96.8
98.8

101.7
99.3
91.0
99.3

98.2
98.5

98.0
92.1

97.3
98.9
99.7

100.1

97.9

2001
Aug.  Sept.
94.9 95.1
1089 1135
86.8 86.3
98.2 98.5
78.8 80.1
102.1 1-2.0
1024 1024
95.8 96.6
109.6  112.2
79.3 77.3
93.1 92.8
81.0 83.8
85.6 85.8
86.1 86.8
80.9 778
98.4 98.3
98.0 98.1
95.7 96.3
97.3 97.0
98.1 99.7
100.5 99.7
100.7 99.3
99.0 99.0
95.0 94.8
98.7 98.7
99.9 99.3
99.1 99.3
83.4 82.2
99.3 99.3
98.1 98.0
98.6 99.1
97.8 98.0
91.7 90.0
97.1 96.8
98.7 98.6
88.7  100.0
1005  100.4
97.9 98.2

Oct.

94.7
114.8

84.6
99.1

77.3

102.7
102.6

94.5
105.1
76.8
91.6
93.4

723
73.0
65.7

98.8
99.4
97.1
97.5

99.8
101.6
99.2

93.8
98.5

98.6
97.5
78.7
99.7

98.0
99.2

98.7
89.1

96.5
98.7
100.3

99.9

98.6

Nov.

95.1
118.0

82.8
101.5

77.2

102.6
102.6

91.3
97.5
78.0
89.8
93.1

65.0
63.0
75.9

97.8
98.9
96.8
97.3
99.7
99.8
101.1
98.6

92.4
97.8

97.6
97.2
737
99.5

97.9
99.0

98.1
89.0

96.4
98.6
100.2

99.9

98.5

Dec.

94.8
109.8

82.9
99.3

78.5

103.0
103.1

89.9
91.7
7.7
91.2
96.0

61.2
59.8
68.7

97.5
97.6
97.1
97.0
100.1
99.8
100.9
97.8

92.0
97.9

96.1
97.5
73.8
99.0

97.7
98.7

97.8
88.8

96.3
97.0
100.3

100.3

98.4

Jan.

95.8
105.5

82.3
106.8

77.5

102.9
103.2

90.1
92.6
78.1
91.4
92.2

64.0
62.6
70.8

97.7
97.0
97.8
97.1
100.1
98.6
100.8
96.1

92.4
97.3

95.0
97.2
76.4
99.0

97.4
98.5

98.1
88.6

95.7
96.9
1,001.0

99.3

97.7

Feb.

94.3
107.4

82.0
98.1

78.8

102.9
103.2

92.7
98.6
77.2
92.7
91.7

65.2
65.6
58.2

96.7
97.1
97.4
96.3
99.9
97.1
100.6
95.2

92.3
97.6

93.7
97.0
772
98.5

97.2
98.5

97.5
88.2

95.1
97.0
100.2

99.6

97.3

2002
Mar.

96.4
109.8

80.4
104.0

83.3

102.1
102.5

95.8
106.6
74.9
93.7
92.3

76.4
77.4
64.8

96.3
97.8
97.2
96.0
99.8
91.5
100.6
93.6

92.2
97.6

93.4
96.9
76.9
98.5

97.1
98.5

97.5
88.1

94.8
96.8
100.1

99.5

97.2

Apr.

97.0
110.1

80.1
104.9

88.5

102.0
102.3

96.3
108.1
734
95.0
90.5

87.1
86.8
86.0

97.3
98.5
95.6
96.6
98.9
91.4
101.8
945

92.6
97.9

92,5
96.9
79.2
98.2

97.2
98.6

97.6
88.2

94.8
97.0
100.2

99.0

97.2

May

96.4
105.4

80.0
108.1

83.8

102.7
102.4

96.8
105.2
735
95.6
103.8

89.0
89.1
84.3

98.0
98.7
95.6
96.7
99.1
96.8
1,002.0
94.3

92.3
98.1

91.9
97.0
79.7
98.2

97.0
98.8

97.4
88.0

945
97.1
100.0

99.1

97.2



40. U.S. export price indexes by end-use category
[2000 = 100;

2001 2002
Category
May June July Aug. Sept. Oct Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar Apr. May
ALL COMMODITIES 99.6 99.4 99.0 98.8 99.0 98.3 97.8 97.6 97.5 97.3 97.6 98.0 98.0
Foods, feeds, and beverage 99.8 100.4 101.7 102.6 102.6 101.2 99.7 100.6 102.0 98.9 99.7 100.3 100.4
Agricultural foods, feeds, and beverages................ 100.6 101.2 102.4 104.0 103.6 102.2 100.7 101.6 102.6 99.4 100.0 100.8 100.9
Nonagricultural (fish, beverages) food products..... 92.7 92.6 94.8 90.2 92.9 91.9 90.9 90.4 96.3 94.5 98.3 96.2 96.1
Industrial supplies and materials............cccccocoeeviiiniinnne 98.0 97.2 95.5 94.8 95.2 93.6 92.3 91.4 91.5 91.4 91.9 93.4 93.7
Agricultural industrial supplies and materials........... 102.1 99.3 98.5 97.2 96.8 93.8 92.1 93.3 92.3 92.9 93.6 93.6 93.0
Fuels and Iubricants...........ccccovecienecinceeeceee e 106.0 102.8 96.9 97.6 103.2 93.6 88.5 83.5 85.6 83.8 85.6 90.3 87.9
Nonagricultural supplies and materials,
excluding fuel and building materials...................... 96.5 96.1 94.9 94.0 93.8 93.4 92.8 92.3 92.3 92.2 92.6 94.0 94.7
Selected building materials............ccco..oovvervverrnennn. 96.3 97.0 97.0 96.8 95.5 95.1 94.4 94.1 944 94.4 94.2 94.3 94.1
100.4 100.3 100.2 100.0 100.0 99.7 99.7 99.4 99.1 99.2 99.4 99.5 99.2
Electric and electrical generating equipment........... 101.7 101.7 101.8 101.5 101.6 101.6 101.6 1015 102.1 102.0 102.1 101.8 101.8
99.4 99.1 98.9 98.6 98.6 98.2 98.1 97.7 97.2 97.3 97.5 97.6 97.3
100.5 100.4 100.5 100.5 100.4 100.5 100.4 100.5 100.7 100.8 100.9 100.7 100.9
Consumer goods, excluding automotive. 99.4 99.4 99.5 99.5 99.7 99.7 99.8 99.9 99.5 99.1 99.1 98.9 98.9
98.9 99.0 98.9 98.9 99.1 99.0 99.1 99.1 98.2 98.2 98.1 98.2 98.2
Durables, manufactured..........ccccceeviviiiiiiciniiinicinnns 99.9 100.0 100.2 100.2 100.4 100.6 100.5 100.5 100.6 99.9 99.7 99.3 99.2
Agricultural commOodities..........ccoveiieieiiiceeeiene 100.8 100.9 101.8 102.8 102.5 100.7 99.2 100.2 100.9 98.3 98.9 99.6 99.5
Nonagricultural commodities..........c.ccoceviiniiiiiicnns 99.5 99.3 98.8 98.5 98.6 98.1 97.7 97.3 97.2 97.2 97.5 97.8 97.8
41. U.S. import price indexes by end-use category
[2000= 100]
2001 2002
Category
May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
ALL COMMODITIES 98.0 97.6 96.1 96.0 95.9 93.7 92.3 91.4 91.6 91.6 92.8 94.3 94.4
Foods, feeds, and beverages 96.6 95.4 94.4 94.5 95.0 945 95.2 94.6 95.7 93.8 95.0 96.0 97.2
Agricultural foods, feeds, and beverages. 98.4 97.0 96.7 96.9 97.8 97.8 99.5 98.3 99.9 97.2 99.5 100.9 102.7
Nonagricultural (fish, beverages) food products..... 92.9 92.2 89.7 89.5 89.2 87.8 86.4 86.8 87.0 86.8 85.5 85.5 85.2
Industrial supplies and materials.. 96.5 95.5 91.4 91.0 91.0 84.3 79.9 77.6 79.1 79.8 84.9 90.3 90.9
Fuels and lubricant: 93.4 90.9 84.8 86.0 86.1 72.9 65.7 61.6 64.5 65.9 76.4 87.1 88.4
Petroleum and petroleum products 90.3 89.4 84.6 86.1 86.7 73.4 63.6 59.9 63.0 65.7 76.9 86.7 88.4
Paper and paper base StOCKS...........ccooeerrriirieennnns 102.2 100.0 98.0 95.1 93.9 93.1 92.3 90.7 90.0 88.8 88.0 87.0 86.4
Materials associated with nondurable
supplies and material 101.4 100.3 98.6 98.0 97.9 98.0 96.7 96.2 96.3 96.0 95.9 97.4 97.8
Selected building materials...........cccooevnniininniininn 100.1 1111 103.0 102.9 103.7 99.9 96.1 92.9 93.1 96.1 100.7 101.0 99.6
Unfinished metals associated with durable goods.. 94.2 93.6 91.4 87.4 87.1 85.1 82.1 82.1 83.2 83.8 83.8 86.2 86.6
Nonmetals associated with durable goods.............. 100.9 100.6 100.1 100.2 100.4 99.9 98.9 99.0 98.4 97.6 97.2 97.6 96.7
97.8 97.7 97.3 97.1 96.8 96.7 96.5 96.2 95.7 95.4 95.2 95.2 95.1
101.8 101.8 101.6 101.3 101.4 101.4 101.2 100.6 97.3 96.7 95.5 95.3 94.9
96.9 96.7 96.2 96.0 95.6 95.4 95.3 94.9 94.8 94.5 94.4 94.5 94.4
99.8 99.8 99.7 99.6 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.1 99.8 100.1 99.9 100.1 99.9
99.5 99.3 99.2 99.2 99.1 98.9 98.8 98.7 98.7 98.4 98.2 98.1 98.2
100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 99.6 99.6 99.6 99.7 99.8 99.7 99.2 99.1 99.1
Durables, manufactured 99.0 98.9 98.6 98.6 98.7 98.4 98.3 98.0 97.8 97.4 97.3 97.2 97.2
Nonmanufactured consumer goods...........cccccceunnen. 99.6 99.2 97.6 97.4 97.9 95.8 95.7 96.4 95.8 95.7 96.1 95.8 97.6
42. US. international price Indexes for selected categories of services
[2000 = 100;
2000 2001 2002
Category
Mar. June Sept. Dec. Mar. June Sept. Dec. Mar.
Air freight (inbound) 100.7 100.1 100.2 99.0 97.9 95.1 94.9 95.2 93.8
Air freight (outbound) 99.2 100.3 100.2 100.2 100.1 98.0 97.6 97.9 95.3
Air passenger fares (U.S. carriers)... 95.8 101.2 103.1 99.9 101.9 106.4 107.6 103.5 103.3
Air passenger fares (foreign carriers 97.1 102.1 103.2 97.6 100.7 103.8 110.2 100.8 99.4
Ocean liner freight (iNboUNd)...........cocoereerincirnrrererenene 96.6 101.3 1011 101.0 102.8 100.8 98.1 93.6 91.7
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Current Labor Statistics: Productivity Data

43. Indexes of productivity, hourly compensation, and unit costs, quarterly data seasonally adjusted

[1992 = 100]

Item 1999 2000 2001 2002
| I n v 1 Il L} v ] n v |
Business
Output per hour of all persons, 1127 1125 1136 1152 1153 1172 1173 1179 1175 117.9 1201 1225
Compensation per hour 1241 1243 1234 1270 1314 1324 1350 136.8 1375  137.8 1383  139.0
Real compensation per hour. 107.7 1071 1073 1078 1105 1105  111.7 1119 1118 1110 1111 1116 1122
Unit labor cost: 1102 1105 1104 1102 1140 1130 1151 1168  115.1 113.9
Unit nonlabor payment 1129 1132 1141 1153 1107 1141 1112 112.0 1136 1155  117.2  119.6
Implicit price deflator. 1112 1115 1118 1121 112.8 1134 1137 1158 1164 1159  116.0
Nonfarm business
Output per hour of all persons 112.1 1119 1129 1147 1147 1164 1166  117.1 116.7 1172 1193 1218
Compensation per hour . 1232 1234 1245 1263 1308 1315 1345 1353 136.7  137.2 1384
Real compensation per NoUr ... 1069 1063 1066  107.2 1102  109.8  111.1 111.2 110.1 1102 1107 1113
Unit labor cost: 109.9 “0.3 1103 1101 1130 1130 1152 1166 1150  113.6
Unit nonlabor payments...........ccccceeiiincieniiiicieeceiee 114.3 113.8 115.8 117.0 112.3 115.6 112.8 113.4 113.8 11U0 117.2 119.2 121.3
Implicit price deflator. 1115 1119 1123 1126 2234 1139 1143 1148 116.3 1168 1165 116.4
Nonfinancial corporations )
Output per hour of all employees...........c.ccocnnininens 114.3 1145 114.6 115.2 116.7 116.8 117.6 117.3 116.6 ) 118.2 121.3 122.8
Compensation per hour 1202 1204 1212 1227 1269 1278  130.4 247 1327 1336 1349
Real compensation per NoUr ... 1043 1038 1037 1041  106.7 1066  107.9 1082 1069 1065 107.0 107.8 1085
Total unit COStS.......cvrrrrreenn. 1042 1045 1054 1061  107.8 1089  110.4 1133 1137 1118 1116
Unit labor cost 1051 1052  105.7  106.5  108.7  109.4 1109 1122  112.6 1123 1102 109.9
Unit nonlabor costs. 1016 1026 1046 1051 1054  107.7  108.9 11 T 1156 1176 1162  116.0
Unit profits 137.1 1355  127.8 1265 1205 1204 1114  110.4 94.9 97.2 99.7  109.6  109.4
Unit nonlabor payment 1107 1110 1105 1106  109.3 1109 1095  108.3 iﬁl%‘ 1109 1131 1145 1143
Implicit price deflator 1069  107.1 1073  107.8 1089 2099 1105  110.9 1120 1125 1116 1114
Manufacturing

Output per hour of all PErSONS............ccoeceeerrieeeereenrnnees 128.0 1288  129.8 1321 1336 1349 1354 1359 1354 1354 1364  137.6  140.9
Compensation per hour. 1206 1209 1226 1242 1314 1293 1322 1315  132.0 1333 1343 1365
Real compensation per NOUF...............wrenneeeinnees 1037 1042 1049 1054 1105 1079 109.4 1080 107.4 1075  108.3  109.6
Unit labor costs.. 94.3 93.9 94.4 94.0 98.4 95.9 97.7 96.7 97.5 98.2 97.8 97.6 96.9
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44. Annual indexes of multifactor productivity and related measures, selected years

[1996 = 100, unless otherwise indicated)]

Item 1960 1970 1980 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Private business
Productivity:
45.6 63.0 75.8 90.2 91.3 94.8 95.4 96.6 97.3  100.0  102.0 104.8  104.8
110.4 1111 101.5 99.3 96.1 97.7 98.5  100.3 99.7 1000 1005 100.1 100.1
65.2 80.0 88.3 95.3 94.4 96.6 97.1 98.1 98.4  100.0 101.1 102.6  102.6
27.5 42.0 59.4 83.6 82.6 85.7 88.5 92.8 95.8  100.0 105.2 1106 1106
Inputs:
54.0 61.0 71.9 89.4 88.3 89.3 91.8 95.6 98.0 1000  103.7 106.4  106.4
249 37.8 58.6 84.2 86.0 87.7 89.8 92.6 96.0 1000  104.7 1104 1104
42.3 52.4 67.3 87.7 87.5 88.8 91.1 94.6 97.3  100.0 1040  107.7 107.7
413 56.7 74.7 90.8 95.0 97.0 96.8 96.3 97.6  100.0 1015  104.7 104.7
Private nonfarm business
Productivity:
48.7 64.9 77.3 90.3 91.4 94.8 95.3 96.5 97.5  100.0  101.7 1045 1045
120.1 118.3  105.7  100.0 96.6 97.9 98.8  100.3 99.9 1000  100.2 99.8 99.8
69.1 82.6 90.5 95.6 94.7 96.6 97.1 98.1 98.6  100.0 1009 1024  102.4
27.2 41.9 59.6 835 82.5 85.5 88.4 92.6 95.8  100.0 105.1 1106 1106
Inputs:
50.1 59.3 70.7 89.2 88.0 89.0 91.8 95.4 97.8 1000 103.8  106.6  106.6
22.6 355 56.4 83.5 85.4 87.3 89.5 92.3 959 1000  104.9 110.8 1108
39.3 50.7 65.9 87.3 87.1 88.4 91.0 94.4 97.2 100.0  104.2 108.0  108.0
40.5 54.8 73.1 90.3 94.7 96.8 96.5 96.3 97.6 1000 101.5 1047  104.7
Manufacturing (1992 = 100)
Productivity:
41.8 54.2 70.1 92.8 950 1000 1019 1050  109.0 1128  117.1 1243 1243
124.3 116.5 1009 1016 97.5 1000  101.1 104.0 1050 1045 1056 106.5  106.5
72.7 84.4 86.6 99.3 98.3 100.0 1004  102.6 1050  106.1 109.8 1132 1132
38.5 56.5 75.3 97.3 954 1000 1033 1087 1134 1169 1235 1307 1307
Inputs:
92.0 104.2 1075 104.8 1004  100.0 1014 1036 1040 1037 1055 105.2  105.2
30.9 485 74.7 95.8 97.9 100.0 1022 1045 108.0 1119  116.9 122.8 1228
51.3 85.4 92.5 99.9  100.1 100.0  103.7 1073 1095  107.0  103.9 109.2 109.2
38.2 44.8 75.0 92.5 93.6 1000 1057  111.3 1128 1204 1204 1272 127.2
28.2 48.8 73.7 92.5 92.1 100.0  103.0  105.1 110.0 1089  114.2 116.8  116.8
Combined units of all factor iNPULS...........ccc.eeerrreernees 52.9 67.0 87.0 98.0 970 1000 102.9 1060 1079 1102 1125 1155 1155
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Current Labor Statistics:

Productivity Data

45.  Annual indexes of productivity, hourly compensation, unit costs, and prices, selected years

[1992 = 100]
Item

Business
Output per hour of all persons.
Compensation per hour

Real compensation per hour............c.cccceunee

Unit labor costs.

Unit nonlabor payments.

1960

48.8
13.7
59.8
28.0
25.2

Implicit price deflator.

Nonfarm business

Output per hour of all persons
Compensation per hour.

Real compensation per hour...........cccccccveue

Unit labor cost

Unit nonlabor payments

27.0

51.9
143

................... 62.6

275
24.6
26.5

Implicit price deflator

Nonfinancial corporations

Output per hour of all employees
Compensation per hour......
Real compensation per hour.
Total unit cost:

Unit labor cost

55.4
156
68.1
26.8
28.1

Unit nonlabor costs.

23.3

Unit profit

50.2
30.2

Unit nonlabor payments

Implicit price deflator...........cccociviiiiiiininn

Manufacturing
Output per hour of all persons
Compensation per hour.

Real compensation per hour............ccccceeu.

Unit labor costs.

Unit nonlabor payments,

28.8

41.8
14.9

................ 65.0

35.6
26.8

Implicit price deflator.

30.2

Dash indicates data not available.
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1970

67.0
235
78.6
35.1
31.6
33.9

68.9
23.7
79.2
34.4
31.3
33.3

70.4
25.3
84.4
34.8
35.9
31.9
44.4
35.1
35.6

54.2
23.7
79.2
43.8
29.3
35.0

1980

80.4
54.2
89.2
67.4
61.5
65.2

82.0
54.6
89.8
66.5
60.5
64.3

81.1
56.4
92.9
68.4
69.6
65.1
68.8
66.0
68.4

70.1
55.6
91.4
79.3
80.2
79.9

1990

95.2
90.7
96.3
95.3
93.9
94.8

95.3
90.5
96.2
95.0
93.6
94.5

95.4
90.8
96.5
95.9
95.2
98.0
94.3
97.1
95.8

92.9
90.8
96.4
97.8
99.8
99.0

1993

100.5
102.5
100.0
101.9
102.5
102.2

100.5
102.2

99.7
101.7
103.0
102.2

100.7
102.0

99.6
101.0
101.3
100.2
113.2
103.5
102.1

101.9
102.7
100.2
100.8
100.9
100.9

1994

101.9
104.5

99.9
102.6
106.4
104.0

101.8
104.3

99.7
102.5
106.9
104.1

103.1
104.2

99.6
101.1
101.0
101.3
131.7
109.0
103.7

105.0
105.6
101.0
100.7
102.8
102.0

1995

102.6
106.7

99.6
104.1
109.4
106.0

102.8
106.6

99.4
103.7
110.4
106.1

104.2
106.2

99.0
102.0
101.9
102.2
139.0
1116
105.1

109.0
107.9
100.6

99.0
106.9
103.9

1996

105.4
110.1
100.1
104.5
1133
107.7

105.4
109.8

99.8
104.2
1135
107.6

107.5
109.0

99.0
101.2
101.4
100.6
152.2
113.8
105.5

112.8
109.4
99.4
96.9
109.9
104.8

1997

107.8
113.5
101.0
105.3
1171
109.7

107.5
1131
100.6
105.2
118.0
109.8

108.4
1103

98.1
1015
101.8
100.9
156.9
115.2
106.2

117.6
1115
99.1
94.8
110.0
104.1

1998

110.6
119.7
105.0
108.2
114.5
110.6

110.3
119.1
104.5
108.0
115.7
110.8

1117
116.0
101.7
103.3
103.8
102.2
141.7
112.3
106.6

1233
117.4
103.0

95.2
103.7
100.4

1999

1135
125.2
107.6
110.3
113.9
111.8

112.9
124.3
106.8
110.1
115.5
1121

1147
1211
104.1
105.1
105.6
103.5
131.7
110.7
107.3

129.7
122.1
104.9

94.1
104.9
100.7

2000

116.9
133.8
111.2
114.4
112.0
11135

116.2
133.0
110.6
114.4
1135
114.1

117.1
129.2
107.4
109.8
110.3
108.3
113.2
109.5
110.0

134.9
131.1
109.0

97.2
107.0
103.2

2001

118.2
137.7
111.4
116.5
1147
1158

1175
136.6
110.5
116.3
116.4
116.3

118.3
132.4
107.0
112.9
111.9
115.8
100.5
111.8
111.9

136.2
133.1
107.7

97.8



46. Annual indexes of output per hour for selected 3-digit SIC industries

[1987=100]

Industry SIC 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mining
COPPEF OFES .o 102 102.7 100.5 115.2 1181 126.0 117.2 116.5 118.9 118.3 110.0 122.6
Gold and silver ore 104 122.3 127.4 141.6 159.8 160.8 144.2 138.3 158.5 187.6 197.5 239.9
Bituminous coal and lignite mining. 122 118.7 122.4 133.0 141.2 148.1 155.9 168.0 176.6 188.0 194.9 207.0
Crude petroleum and natural gas.. 131 97.0 97.9 102.1 105.9 112.4 119.4 123.9 125.2 127.5 1345 1425
Crushed and broken Stone...........ccccoeceniiciincncinns 142 102.2 99.8 105.0 103.6 108.7 105.4 107.2 112.6 110.2 105.0 101.9
Manufacturing

Meat products. 201 97.1 99.6 104.6 104.3 101.2 102.3 97.4 102.5 102.3 101.8 102.9
Dairy products. 202 107.3 108.3 111.4 109.6 111.8 116.4 116.0 119.3 119.3 112.7 113.5
Preserved fruits and vegetables. . 203 95.6 99.2 100.5 106.8 107.6 109.1 109.2 110.7 117.8 120.4 123.5
Grain mill products. 204 105.4 104.9 107.8 109.2 108.4 115.4 108.0 118.2 126.2 129.3 127.5
Bakery product: 205 92.7 90.6 93.8 94.4 96.4 97.3 95.6 99.1 100.9 106.4 107.6
Sugar and confectionery products. . 206 103.2 102.0 99.8 104.5 106.2 108.3 113.7 116.7 123.0 127.0 130.5
Fats and oils 207 118.1 120.1 1141 112.6 111.8 120.3 110.1 120.2 137.3 154.4 151.4
Beverage: 208 117.0 120.0 127.1 126.4 130.1 133.5 135.0 135.5 136.4 129.7 128.6
Miscellaneous food and kindred products............... 209 99.2 101.7 101.5 105.2 100.9 102.9 109.1 104.0 112.4 113.9 116.3
211 113.2 107.6 111.6 106.5 126.6 142.9 147.2 147.2 152.2 137.7 139.1
221 103.1 111.2 110.3 117.8 122.1 134.0 137.3 131.2 136.2 139.3 140.2
222 111.3 116.2 126.2 131.7 1425 145.3 147.6 162.2 168.6 175.3 167.4
Narrow fabric mill: 224 96.5 99.6 112.9 111.4 120.1 118.9 126.3 110.8 117.7 124.9 117.1
Knitting mills. 225 107.5 114.0 119.3 127.9 1341 138.3 150.3 138.0 135.9 146.6 155.6
Textile finishing, except woo 226 83.4 79.9 78.6 79.3 81.2 78.5 79.2 94.3 93.7 94.4 97.2
Carpets and rugs..........ccccceeveecunieeenn 227 93.2 89.2 96.1 97.1 93.3 95.8 100.2 100.3 102.3 96.0 103.0
Yarn and thread mill 228 110.2 111.4 119.6 126.6 130.7 137.4 147.4 150.4 153.0 157.6 155.4
Miscellaneous textile goods. 229 109.2 104.6 106.5 110.4 118.5 123.7 1231 118.7 120.1 128.0 134.4
Men's and boys’ furnishings.... 232 102.1 108.4 109.1 108.4 1117 123.4 134.7 162.1 174.8 190.9 200.3
Women's and misses' outerwear. 233 104.1 104.3 109.4 121.8 127.4 135.5 141.6 149.9 151.9 173.9 189.9
Women's and children's undergarments. 234 102.1 113.7 117.4 1245 138.0 161.3 174.5 208.9 216.4 2947 352.3
Hats, caps, and millinery. . 235 89.2 91.1 93.6 87.2 7.7 84.3 82.2 87.1 98.7 99.3 106.1
Miscellaneous apparel and accessories.................. 238 90.6 91.8 91.3 94.0 105.5 116.8 1201 101.5 108.0 105.8 111.3
Miscellaneous fabricated textile products 239 99.9 100.7 107.5 108.5 107.8 109.2 105.6 119.2 117.3 128.8 132.5
Sawmills and planing mills............cccocovininiiinnn 242 99.8 102.6 108.1 101.9 103.3 110.2 115.6 116.9 118.7 125.4 124.4
Millwork, plywood, and structural members............ 243 98.0 98.0 99.9 97.0 94.5 92.7 92.4 89.1 91.3 89.2 91.4
244 111.2 113.1 109.4 100.1 100.9 106.1 106.7 106.2 106.5 103.9 104.6
Wood buildings and mobile homes..........cccccccovueeae. 245 103.1 103.0 103.1 103.8 98.3 97.0 96.7 100.3 99.2 100.3 94.6
Miscellaneous wood products. . 249 107.7 110.5 114.2 115.3 111.8 115.4 114.4 123.4 131.2 140.7 146.5
Household furniture 251 104.5 107.1 110.5 110.6 112.5 116.9 121.6 121.3 125.7 128.9 128.4
Office FUINITUIE......coueiicec s 252 95.0 94.1 102.5 103.2 100.5 101.1 106.4 118.3 1131 108.9 111.2
Public building and related furniture............ccccccc.... 253 119.8 120.2 140.6 161.0 157.4 173.3 181.5 214.9 207.6 222.4 202.0
Partitions and fixture: 254 95.6 93.0 102.7 107.4 98.9 101.2 97.5 1211 125.6 125.9 131.9
Miscellaneous furniture and fixtures...........ccccccceue. 259 103.5 102.1 99.5 103.6 104.7 110.0 113.2 110.7 121.9 119.1 110.5
Pulp mills 261 116.7 128.3 137.3 122.5 128.9 131.9 132.6 82.3 86.6 84.8 78.8
Paper mill 262 102.3 99.2 103.3 102.4 110.2 118.6 111.6 112.0 114.8 126.2 133.5
Paperboard mills............c.cc...... 263 100.6 101.4 104.4 108.4 114.9 119.5 118.0 126.7 127.8 134.9 135.3
Paperboard containers and boxes. 265 101.3 103.4 105.2 107.9 108.4 105.1 106.3 109.7 113.5 111.9 112.9
Miscellaneous converted paper products. . 267 101.4 105.3 105.5 107.9 110.6 113.3 113.6 1195 123.0 126.0 128.3
NEWSPAPEIS......ceieeeiicieiiici s 271 90.6 85.8 81.5 79.4 79.9 79.0 77.4 79.0 83.6 86.0 88.3
Periodicals. 272 93.9 89.5 92.9 89.5 81.9 87.8 89.1 100.1 112.2 111.2 109.9
Books................ 273 96.6 100.8 97.7 103.5 103.0 101.6 99.3 102.6 100.9 106.1 106.1
274 92.2 95.9 105.8 104.5 97.5 94.8 93.6 114.5 119.4 127.2 127.8
275 102.5 102.0 108.0 106.9 106.5 107.2 108.3 108.8 109.9 115.0 118.7
Manifold business forms............ccccccveviiiininisiiininnns 276 93.0 89.1 94.5 91.1 82.0 76.9 75.2 77.9 76.7 70.6 69.4
Greeting cards . 277 100.6 92.7 96.7 91.4 89.0 92.5 90.8 92.2 104.1 109.3 105.1
Blankbooks and bookbinding.. . 278 99.4 96.1 103.6 98.7 105.4 108.7 1145 114.2 116.5 123.8 126.2
Printing trade service: . 279 99.3 100.6 112.0 1153 111.0 116.7 126.2 123.3 126.7 121.5 119.6
281 106.8 109.7 109.7 105.6 102.3 109.3 110.1 116.8 145.8 148.5 141.3
Plastics materials and synthetics............cccecvennene 282 100.9 100.0 107.5 112.0 125.3 128.3 125.3 135.4 142.2 148.6 151.0
DIUQGS..coiieiiiec s 283 103.8 104.5 99.5 99.7 104.6 108.7 1125 112.4 104.3 105.6 106.2
Soaps, cleaners, and toilet goods . 284 103.8 105.3 104.4 108.7 111.2 118.6 120.9 126.4 122.7 114.8 124.8
Paints and allied products. . 285 106.3 104.3 102.9 108.8 116.7 118.0 125.6 126.4 126.8 122.7 124.6
Industrial organic chemicals...........ccccccvinininienn 286 101.4 95.8 94.6 92.2 99.9 98.6 99.0 1113 105.7 120.6 127.8
Agricultural chemicals 287 104.7 99.5 99.5 103.8 105.0 108.5 110.0 119.8 118.0 104.6 112.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Current Labor Statistics: Productivity Data

46. Continued - Annual indexes of output per hour for selected 3-digit SIC industries

[1987=100]
Industry SIC 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Miscellaneous chemical products...........c.cccoceveinens 289 97.3 96.1 101.8 107.1 105.7 107.8 110.1 120.3 120.8 123.3 125.6
Petroleum refining 291 109.2 106.6 111.3 120.1 123.8 132.3 142.0 149.2 155.8 170.2 180.2
Asphalt paving and roofing materials....................... 295 98.0 94.1 100.4 108.0 104.9 111.2 1131 1231 124.7 123.4 126.1
Miscellaneous petroleum and coal products... 299 94.8 90.6 101.5 104.2 96.3 87.4 87.1 96.5 98.5 86.5 82.9
Tires and inner tube 301 103.0 102.4 107.8 116.5 124.1 131.1 138.8 149.1 1441 142.1 145.9
Hose and belting and gaskets and packing. 305 96.1 92.4 97.8 99.7 102.7 104.6 107.4 1135 112.7 110.6 115.4
Fabricated rubber products, n.e.c.............. 306 109.0 109.9 115.2 1231 119.1 121.5 121.0 125.3 132.3 136.9 144.7
Miscellaneous plastics products, n.e.c 308 105.7 108.3 114.4 116.7 120.8 121.0 1247 129.9 133.8 140.9 145.4
Footwear, except rubber . 314 101.1 94.4 104.2 105.2 113.0 1171 126.1 121.4 110.9 132.6 146.2
Flat glass 321 84.5 83.6 92.7 97.7 97.6 99.6 101.5 107.6 114.0 129.4 140.4
Glass and glassware, pressed or blown................. 322 104.8 102.3 108.9 108.7 112.9 115.7 121.4 128.3 135.2 139.3 135.8
Products of purchased glass...........cccceveiniinieinnene 323 92.6 97.7 1015 106.2 105.9 106.1 122.0 125.1 122.0 130.2 137.2
Cement, hydraulic 324 112.4 108.3 115.1 119.9 125.6 124.3 128.7 133.1 1341 138.6 136.9
Structural clay products 325 1096  109.8 1114 1068 1140 1126 1196 1119 1148 1235 1248
Pottery and related products 326 98.7 95.9 99.5 100.3 108.5 109.4 119.4 124.2 127.4 122.0 121.2
Concrete, gypsum, and plaster products................. 327 102.3 101.2 102.5 104.6 101.5 104.5 107.3 107.6 112.8 1111 105.1
Miscellaneous nonmetalllc mineral products......... 329 95.4 94.0 104.3 104.5 106.3 107.8 110.4 114.7 114.9 113.3 116.1
Blast furnace and basic steel products.................... 331 109.7 107.8 117.0 133.6 142.4 142.6 147.5 155.0 151.0 155.6 160.1
Iron and steel foundries 332 106.1 104.5 107.2 112.1 113.0 112.7 116.2 120.8 1211 128.9 1321
Primary nonferrous metals..............cocoovinnineiiniennnns 333 102.3 110.7 101.9 107.9 105.3 111.0 110.8 112.0 118.9 117.7 111.9
Nonferrous rolling and drawing.. 335 92.7 91.0 96.0 98.3 101.2 99.2 104.0 111.3 115.7 121.4 118.0
Nonferrous foundries (castings). 336 104.0 103.6 103.6 108.5 1121 117.8 122.3 127.0 131.5 129.8 129.7
Miscellaneous primary metal products. 339 113.7 109.1 114.5 111.3 134.5 152.2 149.6 136.2 140.0 149.0 154.3
Metal cans and shipping containers.... . 341 117.6 122.9 127.8 132.3 140.9 144.2 155.2 160.3 163.8 157.9 159.5
Cutlery, handtools, and hardware.............cccccceunine 342 97.3 96.8 100.1 104.0 109.2 111.3 118.2 114.6 115.7 121.9 1254
Plumbing and heating, except electric..................... 343 102.6 102.0 98.4 102.0 109.1 109.2 118.6 127.3 130.5 125.7 132.2
Fabricated structural metal products. 344 98.8 100.0 103.9 104.8 107.7 105.8 106.5 1119 112.7 112.8 112.8
Metal forgings and stampings . 346 95.6 92.9 103.7 108.7 108.5 109.3 113.6 120.2 125.9 128.3 129.8
Metal services, n.e.c 347 104.7 99.4 111.6 120.6 123.0 127.7 128.4 124.4 127.3 126.1 135.7
Ordnance and acCesSOories, N.€.C.....c..ooenrieniiinincns 348 82.1 81.5 88.6 84.6 83.6 87.6 87.5 93.7 96.6 91.0 92.8
Miscellaneous fabricated metal products................ 349 97.5 97.4 101.1 102.0 103.2 106.6 108.3 107.7 1116 109.3 109.2
Engines and turbine: 351 106.5 105.8 103.3 109.2 122.3 122.7 136.6 136.9 146.1 1515 164.5
Farm and garden machinery..........ccccccevvnnicininn 352 116.5 112.9 113.9 118.6 125.0 134.7 137.2 141.2 148.5 128.6 139.6
Construction and related machinery 353 107.0 99.1 102.0 108.2 117.7 122.1 123.3 132.5 137.6 133.6 139.8
Metalworking machinery. 354 101.1 96.4 104.3 107.4 109.9 114.8 114.9 119.2 119.8 123.0 129.8
Special industry machinery.. 355 107.5 108.3 106.0 113.6 121.2 132.3 134.0 131.7 124.5 138.6 172.2
General industrial machiner 356 1015 101.6 101.6 104.8 106.7 109.0 109.4 110.0 111.2 113.1 118.7
Computer and office equipment.... 357 138.1 149.6 195.7 258.6 328.6 469.4 681.3 960.2 1356.6 1862.5 2172.0
Refrigeration and service machinery. . 358 103.6 100.7 104.9 108.6 110.7 112.7 114.7 115.0 121.4 124.0 122.3
Industrial machinery, n.e.C........cccocovrvrncnnncnnnnns 359 107.3 109.0 117.0 118.5 127.4 138.8 141.4 129.3 1275 135.8 141.8
Electric distribution equipment 361 106.3 106.5 119.6 122.2 131.8 143.0 143.9 142.8 1475 148.9 155.4
Electrical Industrial apparatus. . 362 107.7 107.1 117.1 132.9 134.9 150.8 154.3 164.2 162.3 158.3 157.0
Household appliances 363 105.8 106.5 115.0 123.4 131.4 127.3 127.4 142.9 150.2 149.5 162.4
Electric lighting and wiring equipment.................... 364 99.9 97.5 105.7 107.8 1134 113.7 116.9 121.8 129.2 132.4 134.8
Communications equipment...........ccccccoevveiiericrinnne 366 123.8 129.1 154.9 163.1 186.4 200.7 2295 275.4 284.5 371.9 448.8
Electronic components and accessories................. 367 133.4 154.7 189.3 217.9 274.0 401.5 515.0 613.4 768.6 1062.6  1440.1
Miscellaneous electrical equipment & supplies... 369 90.6 98.6 101.3 108.2 110.5 114.1 1231 128.3 1353 147.2 156.0
Motor vehicles and equipment 371 102.4 96.6 104.2 106.2 108.8 106.7 107.2 116.3 125.2 136.7 127.1
Aircraft and parts. 372 98.9 108.2 112.3 115.2 109.5 107.8 113.1 114.7 140.1 138.1 132.2
Ship and boat building and repairing 373 103.7 96.3 102.7 105.9 103.8 98.1 99.3 105.5 102.5 1131 121.6
Railroad equipment 374 1411 146.9 147.9 151.0 152.5 150.0 148.3 184.2 189.1 212.8 218.4
Motorcycles, bicycles, and parts..........c.cccccooeieninnn 375 93.8 99.8 108.4 130.9 125.1 120.3 125.5 120.4 127.7 122.4 119.4
Guided missiles, space vehicles, parts 376 116.5 110.5 110.5 119.4 114.9 116.9 125.1 133.6 138.9 156.1 113.3
Search and navigation equipment . 381 112.7 1189 122.1 129.1 1321 149.5 142.2 149.5 149.1 149.6 163.7
Measuring and controlling devices............cc.ccoeuevne 382 106.4 113.1 119.9 124.0 133.8 146.4 150.5 142.4 143.5 152.4 158.5
Medical instruments and supplies..........ccc.cccooceveens 384 116.9 118.7 1235 127.3 126.7 1315 139.8 147.4 158.6 160.4 167.0
Ophthalmic goods 385 121.2 125.1 144.5 157.8 160.6 167.2 188.2 196.3 199.0 235.2 250.2
Photographic equipment & supplies. 386 107.8 110.2 116.4 126.9 132.7 129.5 128.7 1215 128.0 160.6 169.4
Jewelry, silverware, and plated ware 391 99.3 95.8 96.7 96.7 99.5 100.2 102.6 114.2 1131 134.3 144.9
Musical Instrument: 393 97.1 96.9 96.0 95.6 88.7 86.9 78.8 82.9 81.4 97.1 105.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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46. Continued - Annual indexes of output per hour for selected 3-digit SIC industries

[1987=100]
Industry

Toys and sporting goods

Pens, pencils, office, and art supplies.....................

Costume jewelry and notions.

Miscellaneous manufactures..
Transportation

Railroad transportation..

Trucking, except locall
unitea states postal service m..........ccccccviieicncinns

Air transportation.....

utilities
Telephone communications............ccccccccecccncnnas
Radio and television broadcasting
Cable and other pay TV services.
Electric utilitie
Gas utilities,

Trade
Lumber and other building materials dealers.
Paint, glass, and wallpaper stores
Hardware store:
Retail nurseries, lawn and garden supply stores...
Department stores.

Variety StOres.........ccoovvviiiiiccicciccecceccecc s
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores.
Grocery stores
Meat and fish (seafood) markets.
Retail bakerie

New and used car dealers..........c..ccoccovvvnicinnininnnns
Auto and home supply Stores...........ccocvuveeicerniiinnns
Gasoline service stations
Men's and boy's wear stores
Women's clothing Stores..........ccoiiciiicicineins

Family clothing StOres.........ccccovvieiciienceceeees
Shoe store:
Furniture and homefurnishings stores
Household appliance stores
Radio, television, computer, and music stores.

Eating and drinking place:
Drug and proprietary Stores............ccocviniiinicnninnns
Liquor stores.

Used merchandise stores.
Miscellaneous shopping goods stores.

Nonstore retailers
Fuel dealers
Retail stores, n.e.c

Finance and services
Commercial banks.
Hotels and motel
Laundry, cleaning, and garment services
Photographic studios, portrait.
Beauty shop:

Barber shops.
Funeral services and crematories............ccccoovvevunn.
Automotive repair Shops...........cccccoviininiiiiiiccne
Motion picture theater:

Herers to output per employee.

SIC

394
395
396
399

4011

4213
431

4512,13,22(pts.)

481

483

484
491,3(pts.)
492,3(pts.)

521
523
525
526
531

533
539
541
542
546

551
553
554
561
562

565
566
571
572
573

581
591
592
593
594

596
598
599

602
701
721
722
723

724
726
753
783

1990

108.1
118.2
105 3
106.5

118.5

1111
104.0
92.9

1133
104.9

92 6
110.1
105.8

104.3
106.8
115.3
84.7
96.8

154.6
118.6
96.6
98.9
91.2

106.7
103.7
103.0
115.6
106.6

107.8
107.9
104.6
104.6
120.8

104.5
106.3
105.9
103.0
107.4

1111
84.6
1145

107.7
96.2
102.3
98.2
97.5

100.7

91.2
107.9
118.1

" Heters to output per tun-time equivalent employee year on tiscai Dasis.
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1991

109.7
116.8
106.7
109.2

127.8

116.9
103.7
92.5

1198
106.1
87 6
113.4
109.6

102.3
100.4
108.7

89.3
102.0

159.0
124.8
96.3
90.8
96.7

104.9
100.2
104.8
121.9
111.2

111.5
107.8
105.4
107.2
129.3

103.8
108.0
106.9
102.3
109.3

1125
85.3
104.0

110.1
99.3
99.9
92.1
95.8

94.9
89.9
100.1
118.2

1992

104.9
111.3
110 8
109.5

139.6

123.4
104.5
96.9

1277
108.3
88 5
115.2
1111

106.4
107.6
115.2
101.2
105.4

173.9
140.4
96.5
99.2
96.5

107.4
101.6
110.2
122.3
123.6

118.6
115.5
1139
116.1
139.3

103.4
107.6
109.6
115.7
107.9

126.5
84.3
1125

111.0
108.0
99.3
95.8
100.9

113.2
103.8
105.1
114.8

1993

114.2
111.6
1158
107.7

145.4

126.6
107.1
100.2

1855
106.7
858
241
121.8

111.4
114.2
113.9
107.1
110.4

191.9
164.3
96.0
97.7
86.5

108.6
100.8
115.9
1195
130.0

121.5
117.3
1133
118.7
153.8

103.8
109.6
101.8
116.7
111.7

132.2
91.9
118.1

118.5
106.5
99.9
101.8
97.0

121.9

98.7
105.7
113.8

1994

109.7
129.9
12Qn
106.1

150.3

129.5
106.6
105.7

142 2
1101
88 4
50.5
125.6

118.9
127.8
121.2
117.0
1135

197.9
164.8
95.4
95.7
85.3

109.7
105.3
1211
121.7
130.4

127.7
130.7
114.7
122.4
178.2

102.1
109.9
100.1
119.5
117.3

149.0
99.0
125.8

121.7
109.9
105.0
108.3
101.1

118.8
104.3
114.3
110.4

Monthly Labor Review

1995

113.6
135.2
148 7
108.1

156.2

125.4
106.5
108.6

109.6

80.8
137.1

117.8
130.9
115.6
117.4
116.1

212.4
167.4
93.9
94.4
83.0

108.1
109.1
127.2
121.4
139.9

141.8
139.2
117.4
139.6
198.1

102.0
1111
104.7
120.6
123.2

152.5
111.4
127.0

126.4
110.5
106.6
116.2
104.8

115.7
100.2
121.6
105.0

1996

119.9
144.1
142 ?
112.8

167.0

130.9
104.7
1111

105.8

116.8
145.9

121.6
133.5
119.5
136.4
123.8

240.4
167.7
92.1
86.4
75.9

109.1
108.2
126.1
129.8
154.2

146.9
151.9
123.6
142.2
206.6

100.6
113.9
113.8
132.6
1253

1735
1125
140.2

129.7
110.0
109.8
110.7
107.6

128.8

97.6
116.1
104.1

1997

125.7
127.5

109.4

169.8

132.4
108.3
111.6

101.7

150.0
158.6

121.8
134.8
119.0
127.5
129.1

260.1
170.4
91.7
90.8
67.6

108.8
108.1
126.1
136.3
157.3

150.2
148.4
124.2
155.2
216.8

101.6
119.8
109.9
140.3
129.4

186.8
109.1
147.8

133.0
108.2
109.0
114.1
108.5

150.4
101.9
117.2
103.4

n.e.c. = not elsewhere classified

1998 1999
131.6 126.6
132.5 123.4
108.5 114.9
173.3 182.5
129.9 131.6
109.8 110.9
108.4 109.1
104.5 108.4
159.6 162.0
144.4 147.2
134.2 143.0
163.5 165.1
137.9 147.6
133.7 150.4
135.8 146.0
271.2 315.0
185.9 199.6
92.2 95.3
95.7 97.4
68.1 83.1
108.7 111.6
113.1 115.5
133.9 141.7
145.2 154.5
176.0 190.2
153.1 155.9
145.0 152.9
127.3 1345
184.2 186.4
258.3 309.1
102.0 104.0
125.7 129.8
116.5 114.5
163.6 183.2
138.7 143.7
208.3 220.6
105.8 115.2
157.4 162.5
132.6 135.9
108.2 109.9
116.0 120.8
121.6 107.7
110.5 113.4
157.4 132.8
104.2 100.2
124.9 126.4
106.1 108.7
July 2002

2000

140.4
124.9

1159

195.8

131.2
113.6
110.7

109.9

169.6
160.6

144.2
170.1
145.7
154.5
160.4

330.9
224.3
96.1
110.0
88.4

112.5
119.3
139.0
165.0
205.7

160.4
160.2
1411
209.3
359.4

107.3
136.9
127.7
216.7
150.6

263.2
117.3
168.1

143.2
114.1
123.6
112.0
1145

129.9

93.9
128.5
112.3

121



Current Labor Statistics: International Comparison

47. Unemployment rates, approximating U.S. concepts, in nine countries, quarterly data
seasonally adjusted

Annual average 2000 2001
Countr
Y 2000 2001 | ] n \% | ] 1] v

United States...... 4.0 4.8 40 4.0 41 4.0 42 45 48 5.6
Canada................ 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.8

6.3 6.7 65 6.4 6.1 6.2 6.5 6.9 6.8 6.8

48 51 48 4.7 4.7 48 48 49 52 55
Francel 9.4 8.7 9.9 95 9.3 9.0 8.6 85 8.7 8.9
Germanyl........ 81 8.0 83 81 8.0 7.8 7.9 8.0 8.0 8.1
ttaly ... 107 9.6 112 10.9 105 10.1 10.0 9.7 9.5 9.3
Swedenl. 58 5.0 6.6 6.0 5.6 5.2 51 5.0 5.0 51
United KinndomL... 55 - 58 55 5.4 5.3 51 5.0 51 -

1Preliminary for 2001 for Japan, France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, See "Notes on the data" for information on breaks in series. For

and the United Kingdom. further qualifications and historical data, see Comparative Civilian
2 Quarterly rates are for the first month of the quarter. Labor Force Statistics, Ten Countries, 1959-2001 (Bureau of Labor
NOTE: Quarterly figures for France and Germany are calculated Statistics, Mar. 25, 2002), on the Internet at

by applying annual adjustment factors to current published data, http://www.bls.gov/fls/home.htm

and therefore should be viewed as less precise indicators of Monthly and quarterly unemployment rates, updated monthly, are

unemployment under U.S. concepts than the annual figures. also on ttlis si,e- Dash indicates data not available.
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48.  Annual data: Employment status of the working-age population, approximating U.S. concepts, 10 countries

[Numbers in thousands]

Employment status and country 1992
Civilian labor force
United States. 128,105
Canada 14,177
Australia 8,557
Japan 65,040
France... 24,570
GEIMANY ...ttt ettt 39,010
Italy. 22,910
Netherland 6,950
Sweden 4,520
United Kingdom 28,410
Participation ratel
United States. 66.4
Canada 65.9
Australia 63.9
Japan 63.4
France................... 55.9
Germany. 58.2
1 A 47.5
Netherland 57.8
Sweden.........ccooceniiininns 65.7
United Kingdom 63.1
Employed
United States...........ccoooveeiiennieienns 118,492
Canada 12,672
Australia 7,660
Japan 63,620
France 22,020
GOIMANY -.cov.oeooeeeeveeeeeeeeevee e 36,390
Italy 21,230
NELNEIIANTS. ... .o 6,560
Sweden 4,265
United Kingdom 25,530
Employment-population ratio2
United States. 61.5
Canada 58.9
Australia 57.2
Japan 62.0
50.1
54.2
TEALY .ot 44.0
54.5
Sweden 62.0
United Kinqgdom 56.7
Unemployed
United State: 9,613
[0 Vg T U £ F0 O OSSOSO 1,505
Australia 897
Japan 1,420
2,550
GEIMANY ....coiiviiciicici s 2,620
TEALY . .o 1,680
390
Sweden 255
United Kingdom 2,880
Unemployment rate
United States 7.5
Canada 10.6
Australia.................. 10.5
Japan 2.2
10.4
Germany. 6.7
TE@IY oo 7.3
5.6
Sweden.. 5.6
United KingdOM...........cccovoiiiiiniiiiiiinc s 10.1

1 Labor force as a percent of the working-age population.

2 Employment as a percent of the working-age population.

NOTE: See notes on the data for information on breaks in series.
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1993

129,200
14,308
8,613
65,470
24,640
39,100
22,570
7,100
4,443
28,430

66.3
65.5
63.5
63.3
55.8
57.7
47.9
58.6
64.5
62.8

120,259
12,770
7,699
63,810
21,740
35,990
20,270
6,630
4,028
25,450

61.7
58.5
56.8
61.7
49.2
53.2
43.0
54.7
58.5
56.2

8,940
1,539

914
1,660
2,900
3,110
2,300

470

415
2,980

6.9
10.8
10.6

118
8.0
10.2
6.6
9.3
10.5

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

131,056 132,304 133,943 136,297 137,673
14,400 14,517 14,669 14,958 15,237
8,771 8,995 9,115 9,204 9,339
65,780 65,990 66,450 67,200 67,240
24,780 24,830 25,090 25,210 25,520
39,070 38,980 39,140 39,420 39,750
22,450 22,460 22,570 22,680 22,960
7,190 7,260 7,370 7,530 7,690
4,418 4,460 4,459 4,418 4,402
28,440 28,560 28,720 28,910 29,040
66.6 66.6 66.8 67.1 67.1
65.2 64.9 64.7 65.0 65.4
63.9 64.6 64.6 64.3 64.3
63.1 62.9 63.0 63.2 62.8
55.8 55.6 55.8 55.7 56.1
57.4 57.1 57.1 57.3 57.7
47.3 47.1 47.1 47.2 47.6
59.0 59.2 59.8 60.8 61.7
63.7 64.1 64.0 63.3 62.8
62.7 62.7 62.8 62.9 62.9
123,060 124,900 126,708 129,558 131,463
13,027 13,271 13,380 13,705 14,068
7,942 8,256 8,364 8,444 8,618
63,860 63,890 64,200 64,900 64,450
21,720 21,910 21,960 22,090 22,510
35,760 35,780 35,640 35,510 36,060
19,940 19,820 19,920 19,990 20,210
6,670 6,760 6,900 7,130 7,380
3,992 4,056 4,019 3,973 4,034
25,720 26,070 26,380 26,880 27,210
62.5 62.9 63.2 63.8 64.1
59.0 59.4 59.1 59.7 60.4
57.8 59.2 59.3 59.0 59.3
61.3 60.9 60.9 61.0 60.2
48.9 49.0 48.8 48.8 495
52.6 52.4 52.0 51.6 52.3
42.0 415 41.6 41.6 41.9
54.7 55.1 56.0 57.5 59.2
57.6 58.3 57.7 56.9 57.6
56.7 57.2 57.6 58.5 58.9
7,996 7,404 7,236 6,739 6,210
1,373 1,246 1,289 1,252 1,169
829 739 751 760 721
1,920 2,100 2,250 2,300 2,790
3,060 2,920 3,130 3,120 3,020
3,320 3,200 3,510 3,910 3,690
2,510 2,640 2,650 2,690 2,750
520 500 470 400 310
426 404 440 445 368
2,720 2,490 2,340 2,030 1,830
6.1 5.6 5.4 4.9 4.5

9.5 8.6 8.8 8.4 7.7

9.4 8.2 8.2 8.3 7.7

29 3.2 3.4 3.4 41
123 118 125 12.4 118
8.5 8.2 9.0 9.9 9.3
11.2 118 11.7 11.9 12.0
7.2 6.9 6.4 5.3 4.0

9.6 9.1 9.9 101 8.4

9.6 8.7 81 7.0 6.3

1999

139,368
15,536
9,466
67,090
25,830
39,800
23,130
7,900
4,430
29,300

67.1
65.8
64.2
62.4
56.4
57.6
47.8
62.8
62.8
63.2

133,488
14,456
8,808
63,920
22,940
36,360
20,460
7,640
4,117
27,530

64.3
61.3
59.8
59.4
50.1
52.6
42.3
60.8
58.4
59.4

5,880
1,080

658
3,170
2,890
3,440
2,670

270

313
1,770

a7
11.2
8.6
115
3.4
71
6.0

2000

140,863
15,789
9,678
66,990
25,980
39,750
23,340
8,050
4,489
29,450

67.2
65.9
64.7
62.0
56.4
57.5
481
63.5
63.8
63.3

135,208
14,827
9,068
63,790
23,530
36,540
20,840
7,810
4,229
27,830

64.5
62.1
60.6
59.0
51.1
52.8
42.9
61.6
60.1
59.4

5,655
962
611

3,200

2,450

3,210

2,500
240
260

1,620

3.0
5.8
55

For further qualifications and historical data, see Comparative Civilian Labor Force
Statistics, Ten Countries, 1959-2001 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, Mar. 25,2002),

on the Internet at http://www.bls.gov/flss/home.htm
Dash indicates data are not available.
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2001

141,815
16,027
9,817
66,870

23,540

4.537

66.9
66.0

135,073
14,997
9,157
63,470

21,280

4,309

63.8
61.9
60.3
58.4

61.0

6,742
1,031

661
3,400

2,270

228

4.8
6.4
6.7

8.7

8.0
9.6
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Current Labor Statistics:

International Comparison

49. Annual indexes of manufacturing productivity and related measures, 12 countries

[1992 = 100]

Item and country

Output per hour

United State:

Canada

France.

Germany.

Italy.

Netherland:

Norway.

Sweden

United Kingdom

Output
United State:

Canada

Japan.
Belgium.

Denmark

France

Germany.............

Italy.

Netherland:

Norway.
Sweden
United Kingdom.

Total hours

United State:
Canada.
Japan

Belgium.

France

Germany.

Italy.

Netherland:

Norway.

United Kingdom.

Compensation per hour

Netherland:

Norway.

United Kingdom...........ccccoevieeennnns

Unit labor costs: National currency basis

Canada

Japan

Belgium.........cooeiiiiiiciiiiiii

Denmark.

France

Germany.
Italy.

Sweden.

United Kingdom...

Unit labor costs: U.S. dollar basis

United State:

Canada

Japan

Denmark.

France.

GErmany........cccoumeeiieiiiineesiesinies

Italy.

Netherland:

United Kingdom.

1960 1970

38.5 56.0

138 37.5
18.0 32.9
29.9 52.7
21.9 43.0
29.2 52.0
225 42.2
185 37.9
37,0 58.3
27.3 52.2
30.0 432
34.0 60.0
107 39.2
30.7 57.6
40.8 68.0
31.0 64.1
415 70.9
23.0 481
315 59.1
57.0 89.9
45.9 80.7
67.3 90.2
921 104.4
88.3 107.1
77.8 104.4
170.7 1747
136.5 129.0
141.2 148.9
1423 136.3
102.3 1138
170.5 156.1
154.1 1543
168.3 154.7
2246 2088
149 23.7
10.0 171
4.3 16.4
5.4 137
4.6 133
4.3 10.3
81 20.7
17 5.0
6.4 20.2
4.7 118
41 10.7
3.0 6.1
25.9 30.5
31.3 43.8
301 41.7
154 25.2
194 24.0
27.8 39.8
75 119
34.6 53.3
128 203
15.0 20.6
9.8 141
32.2 35.3
11.0 155
194 27.0
135 20.3
20.9 231
104 171
150 23.3
161 259
112 17.6
16.9 231
156 191

1980

75.8

60.4
78.2
91.3
88.7
85.3
84.4
76.8
103.6
90.7
87.2

1075
1146

95.6
119.7
1011
1332
1105
1193
1117
135.0
124.0
160.5

55.6
47.6
58.5
52.5
49.6
40.8
53.6
29.0
64.4
39.0
37.3
321

78.8
63.9
92.5
80.3
55.0
61.3
69.4
41.0
93.7
50.8
51.0
59.0

78.8
66.1
51.8
88.3
58.9
76.7
59.6
59.0
829
63.9
70.2
7.7

1989

105.5

107.1
120.2
102.7
102.3
104.7
105.8

99.3
107.6

99.7
107.1
119.0
122.4

86.6
82.6
84.0
85.9
87.7
86.0
83.2
77.4
88.6
87.2
79.4
73.8

90.5
88.6
94.9
88.7
88.1
93.5
87.9
84.8
91.4
922

85.6

90.5
90.4
87.1
723
726
776
73.0
76.1
75.8
82.9
76.8
79.4

1990
96.9

96.8

90.8

92.7
90.6
89.4
85.8
90.9
92.3
87.8
82.9

93.7
93.3

93.0
93.6
96.8
90.3
91.5
92.3
95.6
92.8
93.0

93.7
95.6
83.8
89.5
91.3
94.0
87.3
9.1

95.0
91.3
93.9

1991

98.3

102.0
100.7
101.7

99.8
102.3

100.4

98.3
104.1
100.0

100.4
103.9
1031
101.5
102.1
1031
104.1
103.6
100.9
100.8
109.0
106.6

95.6
95.0
96.4
97.3
95.9
96.2
915
94.2
95.3
97.5
95.5
93.8

97.6
99.5
97.4
98.1
96.3
99.3
93.1
98.2
95.6
100.0
100.0
100.1

97.6
104.9
91.7
92.3
90.8
931
87.5
97.5
89.9
95.7
96.3
100.1

1993

102.7
102.0
102.8
104.8
104.6
1031
106.4
106.1
103.8
1015

97.4
104.7

100.6

97.2
1011
102.3
100.1
102.4
104.5
104.3
1021
100.9

90.8
100.8

100.6
91.0
1154
9.1
93.2
95.7
98.6
81.6
96.6
88.3
67.8
85.7

1994

1111

101.4
109.3
100.3

102.4
104.6
106.7
1171
106.1

103.6
103.0
91.9
93.6

92.4
86.8
96.5
92.4
105.2

9.1

105.6
103.7
104.9
106.1

105.6
1117
1081
108.2
104.4
100.0
106.8

98.5
94.5
1015
97.9
93.0
97.3
101.9
1019
95.6
102.9
83.8
99.7

98.5
83.6
125.9
94.2
88.3
92.8
98.2
77.9
92.4
90.7
63.2
86.5

1995

1184
1185

98.9
104.2
114.7
104.9

95.3
107.2

109.0
128.4
107.8

104.0
106.4
89.1
92.0

91.5
84.9
96.4
91.5
106.8
105.3
102.7

107.9
106.0
108.3
109.2

108.5
117.6
1146
110.7
109.2
106.5
107.9

94.8
95.2
97.6
96.4
93.8
94.6
104.7
103.0
93.7
107.0
87.4
102.9

94.8
83.8
1317
105.2
1011
100.5
1142
77.9
102.7
105.0
71.3
92.0

1996

93.5

94.0
94.7
100.9
95.7
107.4
110.0

111.4
91.9
1055

93.5

109.6
98.4
105.0
99.0
1114
87.9

107.1
79.8
93.2

1997

1123
104.3
104.5

111.4
109.3
1129
1149

1131
1247
127.2
115.8
118.7
1194
1138

91.9
96.5
93.3
90.5
96.9
91.4
104.3
1119
94.7
1152
90.2
108.2

91.9
84.2
97.7
81.2
88.6
82.8
93.9
80.9
85.3
101.0
68.8
100.3

1998

117.7
147.6
110.8

105.2
1171
82.7
90.1

88.8
80.7
97.7
91.8
113.6
105.8
103.6

1174
1116
1158
116.6

1157
126.5
1256
120.6
126.1
124.4
1205

92.8
98.6
95.5
90.2
98.7
89.4
1051
1111
96.5
1217
89.2
1127

92.8
80.4
92.4
79.9
88.9
80.2
93.3
78.8
85.5
100.2

105.8

NOTE: Data tor Germany for years before 1991 are for the former West Germany. Data for 1991 onward are for unified Germany. Dash indicates data not available.
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1999

110.6
107.1
99.5

1221

1152
118.3

118.7
129.3
129.4
124.0
133.4
127.5
129.6

90.2
98.4
90.8
91.4
101.9
89.3
107.4
1114.0
96.6
1295
88.8
1161

90.2
80.0
101.2
77.6
88.0
76.8
91.3
77.3
821
1031

106.3

2000

130.7
117.0
1145
1211

125.7
1335
133.6
131.0
140.1
130.7
1347

915
100.6
85.4
90.8
100.2
89.1
104.3
1134
97.9
1345
86.9
1145

91.5
818
100.4
66.8
74.8
66.4
76.9
66.6
721
94.8

98.3



50. Occupational injury and illness rates by industry,1United States

Industry and type of case

1989 1
PRIVATE SECTORS
8.6
Lost workday case: 4.0
Lost workdays. 78.7
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing5
10.9
Lost workday case: 5.7
Lost workday: 100.9
Mining
85
Lost workday cases 4.8
Lost workdays 137.2
Construction
14.3
Lost workday case: 6.8
LOSt WOTKAAYS......ocveiviiciciiiciissi s 143.3
General building contractors:
13.9
Lost workday cases 6.5
Lost workday: 137.3
Heavy construction, except building:
13.8
LOSt WOrkday Cases............ccoivnvieniieniieniieiiescs s 6.5
LOSt WOTKAAYS.......ocoiuiiiicic e 147.1
Special trades contractors:
14.6
Lost workday case: 6.9
Lost workday: 144.9
Manufacturing
131
Lost workday case: 5.8
Lost workday 113.0
Durable goods:
Total cases 141
Lost workday case: 6.0
Lost workday: 116.5
Lumber and wood products:
Total cases 18.4
Lost workday cases 9.4
Lost workday: 1775
Furniture and fixtures:
Total cases 16.1
Lost workday cases............. 7.2
Lost workday: -
Stone, clay, and glass products:
Total cases 155
Lost workday case: 74
Lost workdays. 149.8
Primary metal industries:
Total cases 18.7
LOSt WOrkday CaSES.........ccciuiuiiiiiiiiiiciiiciricicicss s 81
Lost workday: 168.3
Fabricated metal products:
Total cases 185
Lost workday case 7.9
Lost workdays. 147.6
Industrial machinery and equipment:
Total cases 121
Lost workday cases............. 4.8
Lost workday: 86.8
Electronic and other electrical equipment:
Total cases 9.1
Lost workday cases............. 3.9
Lost workday: 715
Transportation equipment:
Total cases 17.7
Lost workday cases 6.8
Lost workday: 138.6
Instruments and related products:
Total cases 5.6
Lost workday cases 25
Lost workdays 55.4
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries:
Total cases 111
Lost workday cases. 51
Lost workdays. 97.6

See footnotes at end of table.
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1990

8.8
4.1
84.0

116
5.9
112.2

8.3

1195

14.2
6.7
147.9
13.4
6.4
137.6
13.8
144.6
14.7

6.9
153.1

13.2

120.7

14.2
6.0
1233

181
1725
16.9
7.8
15.4
160:5
19.0
180.2
18.7

155.7

12.0
4.7
88.9
9.1
79.4
17.8
153:7
59
57.8

113

1131

1991

8.4
3.9
86.5

10.8
5.4
108.3

7.4

129.6

13.0
6.1
148.1
12.0
132.0
12.8
160.1
135

6.3
151.3

12.7

1215

13.6
5.7
122.9

16.8
172.0

159

14.8
156;0
17.7
169.1
17.4

146.6

11.2
4.4
86.6
8.6
83.0
18.3
7.0
166.1
6.0
2.7
64.4
11.3

104.0

1992

8.9
3.9
93.8

116

126.9

7.3

204.7

131
5.8
161.9
12.2
142.7
121
165.8
13.8

6.1
168.3

125
54
124.6

13.4
55
126.7

16.3
165.8
14.8
128.4
13.6
152.2
175
71
1755
16.8

144.0

11
87.7
8.4
3.6
81.2
18.7
71
186.6
59
65.3
10.7

5.0
108.2

1993 4

122
55

115
51

111
51

12.8

14.6
6.5

138
6.3

17.0
7.3

16.2

8.3
3.5

185
71

5.6
25

10.0
4.6

19944 19954 19964 1997 4 19984 1999 4 2000 4

8.4 81 7.4 71 6.7 6.3 6.1
3.8 36 3.4 33 31 3.0 3.0
10.0 9.7 8.7 8.4 7.9 7.3 71
a7 43 3.9 a1 3.9 3.4 3.6
6.3 6.2 5.4 5.9 4.9 4.4 47
3.9 3.9 3.2 3.7 2.9 2.7 3.0
11.8 106 2.9 9.5 8.8 8.6 8.3
5.5 49 45 4.4 4.0 42 41
10.9 9.8 9.0 8.5 8.4 8.0 78
51 44 4.0 3.7 3.9 37 3.9
10.2 9.9 2.0 8.7 8.2 78 7.6
5.0 48 43 43 41 3.8 3.7
125 111 104 10.0 91 8.9 8.6
5.8 5.0 48 4.7 41 4.4 43
12.2 116 106 103 9.7 9.2 2.0
5.5 5.3 4.9 48 47 46 45

135 12.8 116 113 10.7 101 -

15.7 149 14.2 135 13.2 13.0 121
7.7 7.0 6.8 6.5 6.8 6.7 6.1

15.0 139 12.2 12.0 11.4 115 11.2
7.0 6.4 5.4 5.8 5.7 5.9 5.9

13.2 12.3 12.4 118 118 10.7 10.4
6.5 5.7 6.0 5.7 6.0 5.4 55

16.8 16.5 15.0 15.0 14.0 129 126
7.2 7.2 6.8 7.2 7.0 6.3 6.3

16.4 15.8 14.4 14.2 139 12.6 11.9

6.7 6.9 6.2 6.4 6.5 6.0 55
11.6 1.2 9.9 10.0 9.5 8.5 8.2
4.4 4.4 4.0 41 4.0 3.7 3.6
8.3 7.6 6.8 6.6 5.9 5.7 5.7
3.6 3.3 31 31 2.8 2.8 2.9

19.6 18.6 16.3 15.4 14.6 13.7 13.7

7.8 7.9 7.0 6.6 6.6 6.4 6.3
5.9 5.3 51 4.8 4.0 4.0 4.5
2.7 2.4 2.3 2.3 1.9 18 22
9.9 9.1 9.5 8.9 81 8.4 7.2
4.5 4.3 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.0 3.6
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Current Labor Statistics: Injury and lliness

50. Continued—Occupational injury and illness rates by industry,1United States

Industry and type of case

1989 1 1990 1991 1992 19934 19944 19954 1996 4 1997 4 19984 19994 2000 4
Nondurable goods:
TOtal CASES...cuiiiiicic 11.6 117 115 113 10.7 105 9.9 9.2 8.8 8.2 7.8 -
Lost workday case! 55 5.6 55 53 5.0 51 4.9 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.2 -
Lost workday: 107.8 116.9 119.7 121.8 - - - - - - -
Food and kindred products:
Total cases 185 20.0 195 18.8 17.6 171 16.3 15.0 145 13.6 12.7 12.4
Lost workday cases. 9.3 9.9 9.9 9.5 8.9 9.2 8.7 8.0 8.0 7.5 7.3 7.3
Lost workday: 174.7 202.6 207.2 211.9 - - - - - " - -
Tobacco products:
Total cases 8.7 7.7 6.4 6.0 5.8 53 5.6 6.7 59 6.4 55 6.2
Lost workday Cases..........cccccvuricnicicniniinis 3.4 3.2 2.8 2.4 23 2.4 2.6 2.8 2.7 3.4 22 31
Lost workday: 64.2 62.3 52.0 42.9 - - - - - - - -
Textile mill products:
Total case 10.3 9.6 10.1 9.9 9.7 8.7 8.2 7.8 6.7 7.4 6.4 6.0
LOSt WOTKAAY CASES........cvrvereiiessesseesersesseesssssssssse st s s s s seens 4.2 4.0 4.4 4.2 41 4.0 41 3.6 31 34 32 3.2
Lost workday: 81.4 85.1 88.3 87.1 - - - - - - - -
Apparel and other textile products:
Total cases 8.6 8.8 9.2 9.5 9.0 8.9 8.2 7.4 7.0 6.2 5.8 6.1
Lost workday cases. 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.9 3.6 3.3 31 2.6 2.8 3.0
Lost workdays 80.5 921 99.9 104.6 - - - - - “ - -
Paper and allied products:
Total cases 12.7 121 11.2 11.0 9.9 9.6 8.5 7.9 7.3 71 7.0 6.5
Lost workday cases 5.8 55 5.0 5.0 4.6 4.5 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.4
Lost workdays. 132.9 124.8 122.7 125.9 - - - - - - - -
Printing and publishing:
Total cases 6.9 6.9 6.7 7.3 6.9 6.7 6.4 6.0 5.7 5.4 5.0 51
Lost workday cases. 33 33 3.2 3.2 31 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.6
Lost workdays. 63.8 69.8 74.5 74.8 - - - - - - - -
Chemicals and allied products:
TOtAl CASES ottt 7.0 6.5 6.4 6.0 59 5.7 55 4.8 4.8 4.2 4.4 4.2
Lost workday cases. 3.2 31 31 28 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.4 23 21 23 22
Lost workdays. 63.4 61.6 62.4 64.2 - - - - - - - -
Petroleum and coal products:
Total cases 6.6 6.6 6.2 5.9 5.2 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.3 3.9 4.1 3.7
LOSt WOrKAAY CASES.....c.coveueriiiuiieeeriieie ettt 33 31 29 2.8 25 23 2.4 25 22 1.8 18 1.9
Lost workdays 68.1 773 68.2 71.2 - - - - - - - -
Rubber and miscellaneous plastics products:
Total cases 16.2 16.2 151 14.5 13.9 14.0 12.9 12.3 11.9 11.2 101 10.7
Lost workday case: 8.0 7.8 7.2 6.8 6.5 6.7 6.5 6.3 5.8 5.8 55 5.8
Lost workdays. 147.2 151.3 150.9 153.3 - - - - - - - -
Leather and leather products:
Total cases 13.6 121 125 121 121 12.0 11.4 10.7 10.6 9.8 10.3 9.0
Lost workday case: 6.5 5.9 5.9 5.4 55 53 4.8 45 4.3 4.5 5.0 4.3
Lost workdays. 130.4 152.3 140.8 128.5 - - - - - - - -
Transportation and public utilities
Total cases 9.2 9.6 9.3 9.1 9.5 9.3 9.1 8.7 82 7.3 7.3 -
Lost workday cases. 53 55 5.4 51 5.4 5.5 52 51 4.8 4.3 4.4 4.3
Lost workday: 1215 134.1 140.0 144.0 - - - - - - - -
Wholesale and retail trade
8.0 7.9 7.6 8.4 81 7.9 75 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.1 -
Lost workday cases. 3.6 35 3.4 35 3.4 34 3.2 29 3.0 2.8 2.7 -
Lost workday: 63.5 65.6 72.0 80.1 - - - - - - - -
Wholesale trade:
7.7 7.4 7.2 7.6 7.8 7.7 75 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.3 5.8
LOSt WOrKday CaSES........ccoeveueuiieeieeeieiieei et 4.0 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.4 32 33 33 -
Lost workday: 71.9 715 79.2 82.4 - - - - - - - -
Retail trade:
81 81 7.7 8.7 8.2 7.9 75 6.9 6.8 6.5 6.1 —
LOSt WOTKAAY CASES......cuvvvuiaieiieieseteesese st 3.4 34 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.0 2.8 2.9 2.7 25 -
Lost workdays............... 60.0 63.2 69.1 79.2 - - - - - - “ -
Finance, insurance, and real estate
2.0 2.4 2.4 2.9 2.9 27 2.6 24 2.2 7 18 1.9
Lost workday cases 9 11 11 12 1.2 11 1.0 9 9 5 .8 .8
Lost workdays. 17.6 27.3 241 32.9 - - - - - - - -
Services
55 6.0 6.2 71 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.0 5.6 5.2 4.9 4.9
Lost workday cases. 2.7 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.6 25 24 22 2.2
Lost workdays | 51.2 56.4 60.0 68.6 - - - - - - - -

1 Data for 1989 and subsequent years are based on the Standard Industrial Class-
ification Manual, 1987 Edition. For this reason, they are not strictly comparable with data
for the years 1985-88, which were based on the Standard Industrial Classification
Manual, 1972 Edition, 1977 Supplement.

2 Beginning with the 1992 survey, the annual survey measures only nonfatal injuries and
illnesses, while past surveys covered both fatal and nonfatal incidents. To better address
fatalities, a basic element of workplace safety, BLS implemented the Census of Fatal
Occupational Injuries.

3 The incidence rates represent the number of injuries and illnesses or lost workdays per

100 full-time workers and were calculated as (N/EH) X 200,000, where:

July 2002

N = number of injuries and illnesses or lost workdays;

EH = total hours worked by all employees during the calendar year; and

200,000 = base for 100 full-time equivalent workers {working 40 hours per week, 50
weeks per year).

4 Beginning with the 1993 survey, lost workday estimates will not be generated. As of
1992, BLS began generating percent distributions and the median number of days away
from work by industry and for groups of workers sustaining similar work disabilities.

6 Excludes farms with fewer than 11 employees since 1976.

Dash indicates data not available.
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51. Fatal occupational injuries by event or exposure, 1994-2000

Event or exposurel

Total

Transportation incidents
Highway incident...............ccooiiiiiii e
Collision between vehicles, mobile equipment...............c.cccc..c.

Moving in opposite directions, oNCOMING..........cccoeviiviinieninens

Jackknifed or overturned—no collision............cc.cccooeinninrinnne

OVEITUIMEB. ...ttt enenen
Aircraft.
Worker struck by a vehicle
Water vehicle iNCIdent..........ccccooviiociiiicccecc
Railway.

Assaults and Violent aCtS........ccccvoevvirceiiciicee
Homicides.
Shooting.........
Stabbing
Other, including bombing
Self-inflicted injuries

Contact with objects and equipment
Struck by object.
Struck by falling ODJECT. .......cucvieiiiesieiee e
Struck by flying object......
Caught in or compressed by equipment or objects.
Caught in running equipment or machinery.
Caught in or crushed in collapsing materials............c.ccccococoiieiinncnes

Falls
Fall to lower level
Fall from ladder.
Fall from roof..........cccccovvvniiiiennne
Fall from scaffold, staging
Fall on same level

Exposure to harmful substances or environments.......ccceeieunes
Contact with electric current
Contact with overhead power lines
Contact with temperature extreme:
Exposure to caustic, noxious, or allergenic substances................
Inhalation of substances
Oxygen defiCienCy.........ccooiiiiciiiiiiic i
Drowning, SUDMEersioN........cccciiiiiiiiiiiicc e

Fires and explosions

Other events or exposures3

1 Based on the 1992 blis Occupational injury and lliness
Classification Structures.

2 The BLS news release issued August 17, 2000, reported a
total of 6,023 fatal work injuries for calendar year 1999. Since
then, an additional 31 job-related fatalities were identified,
bringing the total job-related fatality count for 1999 to 6,054.

Fatalities
1994-98 19992 2000
Average Number Number Percent

6,280 6 054 5915 100
2,640 2,618 2,571 43
1,374 1,496 1,363 23
662 714 694 12
113 129 136 2
240 270 243 4
136 161 153 3
272 334 279 5
368 390 356 6
280 322 304 5
387 352 399 7
215 206 213 4
304 228 280 5
382 377 370 6
104 102 84 1
78 56 71 1
1,168 909 929 16
923 651 677 u
748 509 533 9
68 62 66 1
107 80 78 1
215 218 220 4
984 1,030 1,005 17
564 585 570 10
364 358 357 6
60 55 61 1
281 302 294 5
148 163 157 3
124 129 123 2
686 721 734 12
609 634 659 1
101 96 110 2
146 153 150 3
89 92 85 2
53 70 56 1
583 533 480 8
322 280 256 4
136 125 128 2

45 51 29 -
118 108 100 2
66 55 48 1

96 92 93 2
77 75 74 1
199 216 177 3

21 27 19 -

3 Includes the category "Bodily reaction and exertion."”

NOTE: Totals for major categories may include sub-
categories not shown separately. Percentages may not add to
totals because of rounding. Dash indicates less than 0.5
percent.
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Obtaining information from the Bureau of Labor Statistics

O ffice or topic

Bureau of Labor Statistics
Information services

Employment, hours, and earnings:

National

State and local
Labor force statistics:

National

Local
Ul-covered employment, wages
Occupational employment
Mass layoffs
Longitudinal data

Consumer price indexes
Producer price indexes)
Import and export price indexes
Consumer expenditures

National Compensation Survey:
Employee benefits
Employment cost trends
Occupational compensation

Occupational illnesses, injuries

Fatal occupational injuries

Collective bargaining

Labor
Industry
Multifactor

Employment
Occupation

Atlanta
Boston
Chicago
Dallas

Kansas City
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

Internet address

http://www.bls.gov/
http://www.bls.gov/opub/

Employmentand unemployment

http://www.bls.gov/ces/
http://www.bls.gov/sae/

http://www.bls.gov/cpshome.htm
http://www.bls.gov/lau/
http://www.bls.gov/cew/
http://www.bls.gov/oes/
http://www.bls.gov/lau/
http://www.bls.gov/nls/

Prices and living conditions

http://www.bls.gov/cpi/
http://www.bls.gov/ppi/
http://www.bls.gov/mxp/
http://www.bls.gov/cex/

Compensation and working conditions

http://www.bls.gov/ncs/
http://www.bls.gov/ebs/
http://www.bls.gov/ect/
http://www.bls.gov/ncs/
http://www.bls.gov/iif

http://www.bls.gov/iif/

http://www.bls.gov/cba/

Productivity

http://www.bls.gov/Ipc/
http://www.bls.gov/Ipc/
http://www.bls.gov/mip/

Projections

http://www.bls.gov/emp/
http://www.bls.gov/oco/

International

http://www.bls.gov/fls/
Regional centers

http://lwww.bls.gov/ro4/
http://www.bls.gov/ro I/
http://www.bls.gov/ro5/
http://lwww.bls.gov/ro6/
http://www.bls.gov/ro7/
http ://www.bls .gov/ro2/
http://www.bls.gov/ro3/
http://www.bls.gov/ro9/

E-mail

blsdata_staff@bls.gov

cesinfo@bls.gov
data_sa@bls.gov

cpsinfo@bls.gov
lausinfo@bls.gov
cewinfo@bls.gov
oesinfo@bls.gov
misinfo@bls.gov
nis_info@bls.gov

cpi_info@bls.gov
ppi-info@bls.gov
mxpinfo@bls.gov
cexinfo@bls.gov

ocltinfo@bls.gov
ocltinfo@bls.gov
ocltinfo@bls.gov
ocltinfo@bls.gov
oshstaff@bls.gov
cfoistaff@bls.gov
chainfo@bls.gov

dprweb@bls.gov
dipsweb@bls.gov
dprweb@bls.gov

oohinfo@bls.gov
ochinfo@bls.gov

flshelp@bls.gov

BLSinfoAtlanta@bls.gov
BLSinfoBoston@bls.gov
BLSinfoChicago@bls.gov
BLSinfoDallas@bls.gov
BLSinfoKansasCity@bls.gov
BLSinfoNY @bls.gov
BLSinfoPhiladelphia@bls.gov
BLSinfoSF@bls.gov

Other Federal statistical agencies

http://www.fedstats.gov/
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