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The May Review

Our lead article this month assesses
the sources and quality of internation-
al statistics on hours worked. As with
any effort at international comparison,
much work has to be done to standard-
ize concepts, measures, and sources as
much as possible for the comparisons
to be meaningful. As the author Susan
E. Fleck notes, “Measuring and com-
paring how many hours people spend
at work across countries is not an exact
science, despite recent improvements
in methodology and data coverage.”
But, in an era of ever-increasing global
markets and trade, it is an invaluable
exercise to undertake. The article de-
scribes and contrasts data for 13 de-
veloped economies as far back as 1980.
It particularly emphasizes differences
in hours-worked data collected from
surveys of businesses and households
and those gathered from administra-
tive sources.

2008 was not a good year overall
for employment trends in the U.S. la-
bor market. As Katherine Klemmer
discusses in her article, job openings
and hires both declined in 2008. This
downward trend, coupled with an up-
ward trend in layoffs and discharges,
should not be surprising in light of the
rise in unemployment and decline in
employment that have characterized
the recession which began at the end
of 2007. The author summarizes de-
velopments in openings and hires for
the nation as a whole, for regions, and
by industry.

'The Bureau’s Business Employment
Dynamics (BED) program has become
an increasingly watched data source for
quarterly insight on the U.S. economy.
'Three BLS economists—Akbar Sade-
ghi, James R. Spletzer, and David M.
Talan—present new time series from
the BED program of annual gross job

2 Monthly Labor Review « May 2009

gains and gross job losses. Their article
provides a detailed explanation of how
these new series have been created and
the unique value added by their avail-
ability. They present comparisons of
the new series with the quarterly BED
statistics and with similar statistics
from the U.S. Census Bureau.

There has been a great deal of re-
search and discussion about how work-
place injuries and illnesses are measured
and whether the current program con-
ducted by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, which collects and tabulates em-
ployer reports, is fully accurate. Nicole
Nestoriak and Brooks Pierce describe a
recent study that compared case records
from the BLS program with informa-
tion from Workers’ Compensation
claims databases. They present some
additional findings by analyzing a sub-
set of the data used in the recent study.
Their goal is to extend the aggregate
results reported by the other authors in
order to shed light on the types of cases
the BLS survey may undercount.

BLS news releases

Among the various methods of data
dissemination, the news release for-
mat has been used by BLS for a very
long time. The national office of BLS
routinely publishes about 170 or so
news releases per year, with many
others issued by the regional offices.
Some are produced monthly, some
quarterly, some annually, and some
irregularly. Releases typically contain
data published for the first time. They
include descriptive and analytical text
about the figures, technical informa-
tion about data sources, methods, and
so on, and tables containing data at
detailed levels, cross-tabulated by dif-
ferent variables.

It has been quite some time since
the Bureau assessed how it uses the

news release format and how effective
the format is. Starting in the summer
of 2008, BLS began such as assess-
ment. It elicited feedback from in-
terested parties in a number of ways:
conducting focus groups with jour-
nalists, requesting comments from the
BLS Data Users Advisory Commit-
tee, setting up an evaluation by BLS
cognitive psychologists who assist the
agency evaluating the clarity of some
of its public communications, and
having internal reviews conducted by
the Bureau’s program and publica-
tions offices.

As a result of this review process,
BLS has decided to produce news
releases that focus with greater clar-
ity on the most important analytical
points and succinctly provide recent
and historical context relevant to each
analytical story. Starting in the summer
of 2009, BLS will begin to introduce
these changes to the news releases that
contain data designated as Principal
Federal Economic Indicators (PFEIs).
'The monthly Employment Situation
and Consumer Price Index releases are
two examples of such news releases.
'The formats of the text sections of the
news releases also will become more
standardized. There will be no change
in the data published, only in the tex-
tual discussion of the data.

In the future, BLS intends to expand
the review process to include its other
(non-PFEI) news releases and, as a re-
sult, may implement similar changes to
those releases. Timelines for that phase
of the news release review process have
not yet been established.

Information on the news release re-
view process can be found on the BLS
Web site at www.bls.gov/bls/chang-
es_to_text_sections_of nrs.htm.This
page will be updated as more infor-
mation about the process becomes

available. 0
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International comparisons of hours
worked: an assessment of the statistics

A study of 13 countries reveals that measures of hours worked

based on administrative sources are relatively low while measures
based on establishment and labor force surveys are relatively high;

thus, although ever improving, these measures cannot yet be taken
at face value and are useful only for broad comparisons

ublic commentators, the press, and

governments are interested in the

hours people work. Work hours un-
derpin productivity measures. The number
of hours individuals work stimulates debate
on the quality of life in an international
context: do some societies live to work
while others work to live? The differences
in hours worked between countries fuels dis-
cussion of economic growth, employment,
and unemployment. Any comparative meas-
ure between countries, however, depends on
a standardization of concepts, sources, and
methods. Measuring and comparing how
many hours people spend at work across
countries is not an exact science, despite
recent improvements in methodology and
data coverage.

The recommendation from the Inter-
national Labor Organization (ILO) is to
use actual hours worked, including annual
hours actually worked, as the basis for in-
ternational comparisons. The recommen-
dation to include annual hours actually
worked was part of an updated ILO resolu-
tion regarding the measurement of working
time that was adopted at the International
Conference of Labor Statisticians held in
the fall of 2008. Background research on
working time and hours worked carried out
by international statistical organizations

and national statistical agencies to prepare for
the conference has contributed to a rich debate
on hours worked.

'This article benefits from the recent exchange
of ideas leading up to the 2008 Conference and
looks at two data sets on hours worked. The
better known of the two is the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) data set on average annual hours ac-
tually worked, for all employed persons, for 30
countries, published in the annual OECD Em-
ployment Outlook." The second data set is the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) underlying
hours and employment data in the annual re-
port, “Gross Domestic Product per Employed
Person,” which presents an international com-
parison of gross domestic product (GDP) per
hour worked for 13 countries. The OECD data
set provides an explicit measure of average an-
nual hours worked, while the BLS data set pub-
lishes total employment and hours, from which
a series for average annual hours worked can be
derived. Both hours-worked data series comple-
ment output and productivity data published by
the respective organizations.

Whereas data users tend to look at the
number of average hours worked per year
when making comparisons between countries,
both BLS and OECD caution that such com-
parisons are prone to error and that the data
series best describe changes over time. This
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article provides some context and explanations for the
data user on why these comparisons are fraught with dif-
ficulty. It considers how concepts, sources, and methods
used to construct hours-worked data series affect analy-
ses of data levels and trends. The differences between the
BLS and OECD data sets discussed here highlight a major
theme of the article, namely, that the estimate of aver-
age annual hours actually worked per employed person is
just that—an estimate—and it may vary with the sources
and methods used. Nonetheless, trends are similar. Finally,
the article explains why small differences in hours worked
between countries have little meaning, whereas large dif-
ferences are more likely to be meaningful.

The countries studied are the United States, Canada,
Japan, South Korea, and nine European countries: Bel-
gium, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Both BLS
and OECD data sets depend on a variety of data sources
and concepts used to measure and estimate hours worked.
The 13 countries considered here represent a wide vari-
ety of developed economies. Additional data used in this
article come from special studies by the OECD and the
ILO, as well as from studies by researchers and national
statistical agencies. When time series are used, data begin
with 1980 where available. For both data sets, pre-1991
data for Germany are estimated.

'The analysis begins with an explanation of various con-
cepts and sources underpinning hours worked and of their
uses and limitations in preparing data series on average an-
nual hours actually worked. This explanation establishes the
framework for discussing methods of estimation of average
annual hours actually worked and for describing the BLS
and OECD data sets, including breaks in series. The levels
and trends for each country are compared with the use of a
rank von Neumann test, to show how trends can be similar,
although levels differ. With this background, the historic
trends in the two data series are compared over a quarter-
century whenever data are available. Furthermore, changes
in the labor market that influence hours worked, such as
an expansion of part-time and women’s employment, also
will be examined. A short overview of changes in laws and
norms helps put the trends in context. Comparisons are
made between sources for the same country and between
countries using similar methodologies. Comparisons be-
tween Japan and the United States and between Norway
and Sweden highlight discrepancies in levels due to dif-
ferences in sources and methods. The comparisons are in-
tended to provide the data user with a better understanding
of the interplay among concepts, sources, and methods and
how they affect the comparisons.
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There are a number of explanatory factors underlying
the differences in hours worked across countries, such as
institutional, legal, and policy differences. Only institu-
tional and legal factors specific to the regulation of normal
hours of work will be addressed in this article; the other
factors are beyond the scope of the analysis. Furthermore,
with the recent passage of the revised ILO resolution on
working time, the concepts underlying hours worked have
expanded to provide more detail. This study was prepared
before the 2008 ILO resolution on working time was fi-
nalized and took effect; thus, the concepts presented are
based on the original ILO resolution.

Hours of work: concepts and sources

Concepts.  Resolutions passed by the tripartite meeting
of the International Conference of Labor Statisticians
establish recommendations for countries to develop data
with enough similarities to be suitable for international
comparisons. The October 1962 ILO “Resolution con-
cerning statistics of hours of work” provides guidance on
concepts and measurement relating to hours of work and
on a basic framework for collecting and analyzing data on
hours. The resolution establishes three concepts of hours
of work: “normal hours of work,” “hours actually worked,”
and “hours paid.” Another concept often used in data col-
lection is “usual hours of work.” Note that “hours worked”
refers to measured, or actual, hours, whereas “hours of
work” refers to scheduled, or planned, hours.

The box on page 5 lists the components of working
time, based on the 1962 resolution. Items 1 through 6
comprise one or more of the hours concepts mentioned in
this article. Items 7 and 8 are generally accepted as hours
not at work.

Normal hours of work are the maximum number of hours
worked beyond which an employer must pay an overtime
premium. This concept is partially addressed in item 1 in
the box. Normal hours may be fixed by legislation or es-
tablished by collective-bargaining agreements, depending
on the country, industry, and occupation. The vast majority
of countries in the world have a normal workweek of 40 or
more hours. In the United States, the normal workweek
is 40 hours. In Europe, the normal workweek is usually
less than 40 hours and ranges widely by industry or oc-
cupation both within and between countries. For example,
earlier this decade, the normal workweek was 29 hours
tor Volkswagen production workers in Germany, but now
it is 33 hours; in France, the normal workweek has been
35 hours for almost all employees for the past 10 years;
and in the Netherlands, the normal workweek can be as



1. Hours actually worked during normal periods of
work.

2. Time worked in addition to hours worked dur-
ing normal periods of work and generally paid at higher
rates than normal rates (overtime).

3. Time spent at the workplace on work such as
preparation of the workplace, repairs and maintenance,
preparation and cleaning of tools, and preparation of
receipts, timesheets, and reports.

4. Time spent at the workplace waiting or standing
by for such reasons as lack of work, breakdown of ma-

Components of working time

chinery, and accidents, or time spent at the workplace
during which no work is done, but for which payment is
made under a guaranteed employment contract.

5. Time corresponding to short rest periods at the
workplace, including tea and coffee breaks.

6. Hours paid for, but not worked, such as paid an-

nual leave, paid public holidays, and paid sick leave.
7. Meal breaks.

8. Time spent on travel from home to work and from
work to home.

many as 60 hours for some workers for short periods.’
Some people call normal hours of work “hypothetical,” in
that they measure the idea/ work schedule, not the observ-
able work schedule. On a practical level, employers often
arrange work schedules to keep employees’ hours at or
below the normal-hour threshold, in order to avoid pay-
ing overtime wage rates. Data sources for normal hours
of work are derived from the aforementioned legislation
and collective-bargaining agreements and cover predomi-
nantly employees.

'The concept of hours actually worked encompasses all
hours spent working, including overtime hours and exclud-
ing absences; these are items 1 through 5 in the box.*The
concept excludes items 6 through 8—that is, hours paid
but not worked, such as paid leave, paid public holidays,
and paid sick leave, as well as meal breaks and commut-
ing time. As part-time work has become more prevalent,
workers’” hours are less than the normal workweek, but
are still counted in item 1. Although not explicitly stated
in the resolution, hours actually worked are commonly
counted as both paid and unpaid hours at work. Data on
hours actually worked are collected from household-based
surveys, such as labor force surveys and time-use surveys;
establishment surveys report data using other hours con-
cepts, which can be adjusted to an actual-hours concept.
Hours actually worked usually are reported on a person
basis (but can be adjusted to a jobs basis), account for the
total hours individuals work on all jobs in a given refer-
ence period, and generally include both persons working

part time and persons working full time. Yearly estimates
usually are calculated to reflect a full-year worker (that is,
someone who works throughout the year).

'The hours paid concept is described in the 1962 resolution,
but is not identified as a concept amenable to international
comparison. Hours paid generally include items 1 through
5 in the accompanying box and exclude unpaid overtime.
Hours paid also include item 6: holidays, vacation, and sick
leave. Depending on the terms of the employment contract,
items 7 and 8—meal breaks and commuting time—also
may be included in the hours-paid concept. Wide varia-
tions across countries persist regarding how workers are
paid for holidays and nonwork time, particularly sick leave.
These differences are the primary reason that international
comparisons of hours paid are not made.

Usual hours of work are not addressed in the 1962 ILO
resolution on hours, but are included in the 2008 resolu-
tion. Usual hours of work are hours that are typical of a
certain length of time, such as a day, a week, or a month.’
The concept encompasses the same components as hours
actually worked, but refers only to regularly scheduled
hours. Data on usual hours of work commonly refer to
the usual work schedule during a week or month and are
most commonly collected from household surveys. Some
establishment surveys collect data on contractual hours,
which are usual hours of work expected to be fulfilled un-
der individual employment agreements. These contractual
hours are analogous to normal hours under collective-bar-
gaining agreements.®
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Sources of hours data. A number of sources are used to
capture the hours concepts described in the previous sec-
tion. For each hours concept, certain sources of data are
preferred over others because they provide a better meas-
ure of the concept. In the context of creating a comparable
international measure of average annual hours worked,
each source has its benefits and drawbacks. The chief is-
sues to address in determining the best concept and source
of hours to use in estimating average annual hours worked
are (1) how well the data collected capture the concept of
hours actually worked and (2) what additional data sourc-
es have to be used to create the annual estimate, because
of either measurement issues or coverage issues. The main
concern is whether the source covers detailed industries,
all types of workers, and the total economy.

1. Administrative data sources. Data on normal hours of
work are available through administrative data sources.
'The primary purpose of such data often is to manage
programs, not to collect statistics. Administrative data are
collected by social programs, ministries, or local, regional,
and national governments. In addition to covering legisla-
tion or collective-bargaining agreements on normal hours,
administrative data may cover the use of public services
(such as registering in employment offices or being paid
sick leave), labor code enforcement, or tax collection. Ad-
ministrative data also provide information on hours 7ot
worked, particularly in countries where paid leave is cen-
trally administered, such as Sweden and Norway.

The advantage of an administrative source for data on
normal hours is its potentially wide population coverage
in those countries with large numbers of employees work-
ing under collective-bargaining agreements. European
countries have high rates of union coverage and, in some
cases, have passed legislation that extends the benefits
agreed upon in collective-bargaining contracts to work-
ers who are not union members.” These countries collect
large amounts of data in administrative databases because
they have active social programs and wide-ranging labor
regulations. Still, administrative data from collective-bar-
gaining agreements, though a common source of data on
normal hours for different occupations, industries, and re-
gions, are not the only source: establishment surveys, such
as those conducted in France, also may provide informa-
tion on normal hours of work.

Of course, there are limitations on administrative data
as a source of information on hours. First, the wide range
of administrative data on job or labor conditions that
provides information on normal hours may exclude some
workers, such as part-time workers, workers not covered
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by collective-bargaining agreements, and the self-em-
ployed. For example, in France, small and medium-sized
businesses together account for one-fourth of employees,
but those employees are not subject to the general limita-
tion of a normal 1,600-hour work year. Thus, if normal
hours were to be the basis of an annual measure of hours
actually worked for all employed, the additional hours
worked by employees in small and medium-sized busi-
nesses would be excluded.® Also, administrative data are
collected by job and not by person, so additional informa-
tion would be required to account for multiple jobholders
if hours worked were to be estimated by person.

Because of limitations on concepts and data sources
of normal hours, estimates of annual hours worked based
on these sources are likely to be undercounted. Normal
hours do not provide a total-economy measure of hours
worked without adjustments that expand coverage to
all employed persons and all industries. The nature of
the data sources—collective-bargaining agreements and
other sources of regulated normal hours—guarantees
that overtime hours worked are not counted. Thus, es-
timates of hours actually worked will be biased down-
wards. As an example, some countries covered in the BLS
and OECD data sets base their measure of average annual
hours worked on normal hours and deduct all paid annual
leave and allowable sick leave. This estimation technique
undercounts hours.

2. Survey-based data. Survey-based data have an ad-
vantage over administrative data covering normal hours
of work, in that surveys provide reports of hours actually
worked by individuals and count persons employed or jobs.
Data are reported from either individuals or businesses on
their actual labor market behavior, not on their expected
behavior. Labor force surveys collect data on weekly or
daily actual or usual hours worked (or both). Establish-
ment surveys generally collect either weekly or monthly
hours data on an hours-paid concept. Advantages and
limitations exist with the data provided by each of these
types of surveys.

a. Household surveys. Data on actual or usual hours
worked are collected from household surveys such as labor
force surveys and time-use surveys, the latter being more
irregular and with a smaller sample size. Data on hours
actually worked and usual hours of work are reported on
an employed-person basis and account for the total hours
individuals, including both full- and part-time workers,
work on all jobs in the reference period.

'The two major advantages of labor force survey data



are the ability to report hours actually worked, including
paid and unpaid overtime, and the broad coverage of the
employed. The concept of hours actually worked captures
the variability and irregularity of the number of hours a
person works and does not work in a given week or other
period, and it can account for shortened workweeks, over-
time hours, holidays, sick leave, and vacation. Of course,
the concept of usual hours of work also captures paid and
unpaid overtime, as long as the overtime hours are a regu-
lar part of the work schedule. The problem is that usual
hours of work do not fluctuate as much as hours actually
worked and do not capture that variability, because they
exclude irregular hours not worked, irregular overtime,
and short-time work (temporary reductions in the regular
workweek). Regarding coverage of the employed, the na-
ture of a labor force survey is to reach into all households
with all types of workers. Thus, labor force surveys provide
coverage of the self-employed and unpaid family workers,
both of whom are excluded in data on normal hours of
work.

There are a couple of limitations, however, to using labor
force survey data for comparisons of hours worked. First,
data collection that is not ongoing (that is, discontinuous
data collection) can affect the accuracy of data on both
hours actually worked and hours not worked. Because of
this problem, European Union member countries recently
have moved toward ongoing data collection; hence, their
estimates of average annual hours actually worked are
based on 52 weeks of the year. But most other developed
countries collect data on a discontinuous, albeit regular,
basis. By its nature, discontinuous data collection, such as
one week a month or one week a quarter, does not account
for unexpected irregularities in hours worked and hours
not worked—for example, hours not worked on holidays,
in bad weather, or because of school closings. Adjustments
are made to account for hours not worked, but these ad-
justments themselves are variable across countries, within
a country, and across years, as well as by region or even oc-
cupation and industry. It is likely that, as labor force sur-
veys in the European Union and elsewhere expand cover-
age to all months of the year and all weeks of a month, and
as questions and data collection on hours actually worked
and hours not worked become more precise, some of these
inconsistencies will diminish.

A second common concern regarding labor force surveys
is the issue of reliability. Labor force surveys depend on
respondent recall and proxy responses; accordingly, survey
respondents often do not reliably report their own hours
worked and hours not worked, because they are relying on
faulty memory, and neither do proxy respondents report

such hours reliably, because they lack information about
the intended respondent. In essence, in a labor force survey
hours actually worked are not observed, but are reporzed,
and people can forget the hours they actually worked.

Nonetheless, past concerns over respondent error in
labor force surveys seem to be less of a problem than
previously thought.” The advent of time-use surveys has
led to research that sheds light on comparisons between
short-term recall of hours worked and longer term recall
used in household surveys. For example, comparisons be-
tween the 1998 Canadian Labor Force Survey and Time
Use Survey found that, overall, average numbers of hours
worked are similar between the two surveys.’ One U.S.
study showed that time-use survey responses accurately
reflect hours worked when the data are collected in or
near the reference period, but that hours are reported at a
level 5 percent lower when data are collected during later
weeks." Concerns remain over proxy responses.

Finally, a more theoretical concern regarding the use of
hours data from labor force surveys in productivity com-
parisons is the need to convert the data from a national
economy concept to a domestic economy concept consist-
ent with national accounts measures.!? In small countries,
such as Belgium, where residents cross national borders
to work, employment data from the household, or labor
force, survey may not be a corresponding measure of those
employed in a country’s production of output, thus affect-
ing the corresponding hours measure.

b. Establishment surveys. Data on hours paid are col-
lected from establishment surveys. The purpose of such
surveys is to collect data on hours, earnings, number of
employees, compensation, and other labor characteristics
of firms and their workers. Establishment surveys have at
least three advantages. First, the data are deemed reliable,
because they are extracted from payroll information and
are considered more precise than data based on individual
recall.’® Second, industry coverage and classification also
are deemed reliable. This is because establishment survey
data often are collected at a detailed industry level, gener-
ally complement national accounts output data, and thus
also complement industry productivity analysis. Finally, in
some countries, such as the United States, establishment
survey sample frames are much larger and cover far more
workers than labor force surveys can cover.

The limitations on establishment survey data for hours
measures are at least fourfold. First, the concept of hours
paid typically does not report hours actually worked.
Rather, it includes hours paid and worked, such as the
regular workweek and paid overtime; and hours paid, but
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not worked, such as paid vacation, sick leave, and ma-
ternity leave. Second, both the practice and reporting of
the collection of data on hours paid differ widely across
countries, making comparisons difficult. In some coun-
tries, such as Norway, benefits for sick leave or maternity
leave are paid by a government or a union, so the hours-
paid data from establishment survey sources exclude these
benefits; in other countries, such as the United States, paid
sick leave is a benefit oftered by many employers, so it is
counted as hours paid. It is difficult to account for these
differences in creating comparative measures of hours
paid between countries. Third, survey coverage is limited
to employees, and only to certain types of employees. His-
torically, establishment survey data have been collected on
production workers and have excluded supervisory, tem-
porary, or part-time employees. Only in the recent past
have establishment surveys expanded their coverage to
include supervisory employees. Needless to say, data on
self-employed and unpaid family workers must be found
to complement establishment survey data on employees.
Fourth, in establishment surveys, industry coverage, al-
though complementary to data found in national accounts,
may not be representative of all industries. The focus of
data collection by establishment surveys always has been
the manufacturing sector, although countries have been
expanding coverage to include the service sector.

Without adjustment, hours-paid data from establish-
ment surveys do not provide a total-economy measure of
hours actually worked that covers all employed persons in
all industries. Depending on the adjustment, the estimate
may over- or underestimate hours actually worked: on the
one hand, hours-paid data that are not adjusted for paid
leave will overstate the estimate of hours actually worked;
on the other hand, hours-paid data that are adjusted to
the hours-worked concept by means of administrative or
legislative leave data may understate hours worked if the
adjustment assumes that employees take all leave that is
offered them.

These concepts and sources of hours worked are the
building blocks for the analysis in the next section, which
addresses issues related to constructing a series of average
annual hours actually worked and examines two data sets
from the BLS and the OECD.

Estimating and comparing hours actually worked

In recent years, statistical reporting and measurement
have focused on how to create comparable series of aver-
age annual hours actually worked. The reasons are two-
fold. First, if hours worked are to be used as a compara-
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tive quality-of-life indicator, they are best measured over
a year, to reflect vacation time and other absences from
work. Second, demand has grown for measures of annual
hours in order to estimate an economy’s total productivity.
Average annual hours actually worked per capita provides
a broad measure of labor utilization, broken down into
three components in a recent OECD study: the “intensive,”
or individual, component of average annual hours actually
worked per employed person, the “extensive,” or econo-
mywide, component of the employment-population ratio,
and a demographic factor.’* Unless otherwise stated, the
rest of this article considers instead the narrower, “inten-
sive,” measure of average annual hours actually worked per
employed person—that is, the hours of labor that workers
actually put in on the job.

In 2003, the 17th general report by the International
Conference of Labor Statisticians highlighted the need to
revise existing international recommendations on “hours
actually worked during short as well as longer reference
periods” and suggested that such measures “be broad-
ened to cover all persons in employment, including the
self-employed, by extending the content of each of the
defining categories of working time to include all work
situations, such as irregular, seasonal, work at home, and
unpaid work.”” Furthermore, the report suggests “the de-
velopment of an international definition of annual hours
of work that allows for alternative estimation procedures
that take into account variations in the type and range of
national statistics of working time.”"¢

This section looks at the methodologies used to prepare
measures of average annual hours actually worked per em-
ployed person and the data sets underlying the published
measures. The analysis begins with an overview of the
concepts and sources used in the BLS and OECD data sets,
tollowed by a comparison of differences in the estimates
of average annual hours actually worked per employed
person in each data set, for each of the 13 countries exam-
ined. A statistical test comparing trends between the two
data sets shows that the trends diverge for only 3 of the
13 countries examined: the United States, France, and the
Netherlands. The analysis undertaken supports the per-
spective of the statistical organizations that hours data are
best analyzed as trends and not as levels.

Data sources and country methodology. ~ As countries move
toward adopting a national accounts framework to meas-
ure labor input, or hours worked, concepts across countries
are becoming more consistent. It is the source of data and
the methodology used, rather than the concepts employed,
that are at the heart of the comparability issue.



As Gerard Ypma and Bart van Ark attest in their
2006 analysis of the OECD/Eurostat country survey on
employment and hours for national accounts, a country’s
data sources and data priorities determine the methodol-
ogy that the country uses to prepare an estimate of hours,
employment, and, eventually, average annual hours actually
worked per employed person. The direct method of estima-
tion is based on sources that capture hours actually worked,
whereas the component method is used to convert normal,
paid, or usual hours worked to an hours-actually-worked
concept.”

Exhibits 1 and 2 together provide a snapshot of the BLS
and OECD data sets through 2006, the concept of hours,
the sources of hours and employment, and—where infor-
mation was available—the adjustments to concepts made
for each data set.”® Ypma and van Ark’s analysis gives detail
where information is lacking. The general term “national
accounts concept of hours worked” refers to the 1993 Sys-
tem of National Accounts measure of labor inputs, which in
turn refers to the ILO resolution on hours actually worked."
Individual countries may adopt measures that include any
number of original sources and related concepts of hours
and employment, and, as necessary, may subsequently ad-
just them to expand coverage to all employed persons, to
convert measures of paid, normal, or usual hours to hours
actually worked, or to include industrial sectors that are
otherwise excluded from a survey.’

An important detail of the two tables is the unit of meas-
ure of hours. Whether that unit of measure—that is, the aver-
age annual hours actually worked—is applied per employed
person, per job, or on the basis of full-time equivalents—cre-
ates differences between levels of data. Because one person
can hold more than one job, the average hours worked per
employed person will be greater than the average hours
worked per job. The concept of full-time equivalent work-
ers consolidates hours worked by part-time workers into a
measure of hours that approximates the hours worked by
a full-time employed person working a normal workweek.
Average annual hours actually worked per full-time equiva-
lent worker will be greater than average annual hours actu-
ally worked per employed person. Average annual hours ac-
tually worked per employee are estimated when data for the
self-employed are not available or are difficult to integrate
into the calculations. Average annual hours actually worked
per employee are generally lower than those per employed
person, because the self-employed work longer hours than
employees. This comparison of two data sets highlights how
results differ, even for the same country, if a different source
of data or unit of measure is used. Eight of the 13 countries
have major differences in their data sources or methods.

BLS data set. In the face of continued interest in broad
measures of productivity based on hours worked, a 2007
BLS report began to publish international comparisons of
GDP per hour worked, as well as GDP per employed per-
son.”’ The underlying data on total hours and total employ-
ment are collected from national sources, where available.
'The report covers 16 countries, but data on hours worked
cover only 13 of the 16, all 13 of which are discussed in
this article. Efforts are being made to extend coverage to
Australia as well. Data for Germany have a break in 1991;
data for earlier years are estimates based on the former
West Germany’s hours and employment. Other breaks in
series include a 1997 break for Canada due to changes in
classification. The years covered for Japan and the Nether-
lands begin at 1996 and 1995, respectively.

Sources and concepts of data on hours are available in
detail only for some countries. The BLS report publishes
an aggregate, rather than average, measure of annual hours
worked. The underlying source data used to calculate av-
erage annual hours actually worked in the BLS data set
are most commonly total-hours-worked measures, avail-
able from national accounts, and total employment mea-
sures, usually estimated from national labor force surveys
or available from national accounts. Data series for three
countries—]Japan, South Korea, and Belgium—are published
as average hours worked. Japan and Belgium publish average
annual hours worked in the national accounts and OECD
productivity database, respectively.*? South Korea’s average
annual hours worked are calculated from average weekly
hours worked, based on the labor force survey. Four other
countries’ hours-worked data are derived partially from labor
torce surveys. For the United Kingdom, total hours are based
on labor force survey data whereas total employment comes
from national accounts. For the United States, Canada, and
the Netherlands, labor force surveys are the source of total
employment data, adjusted, where necessary, to account for
the Armed Forces. Total hours data for the United States and
Canada are based on establishment and labor force surveys.
The source of data for the remaining countries is total hours
worked and employment based on national accounts.

Of the countries included in the BLS series, the aver-
age hours worked are on an employed-person basis for
all but Japan, Norway, Spain, and the United Kingdom.
Data on hours worked for Japan refer to employees and
exclude the self-employed. Data for Norway are on a full-
time equivalent basis, and data for Spain and the United
Kingdom are on a jobs basis.

OECD data set. Once a year, the OECD Employment Outlook
publishes data on average annual hours actually worked per
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m BLS concepts, sources, and methods, 13 countries

Primary Other H Primary Other Methodology
Begi . . source of sources Oul’St source sources used to create Unit of
Country eginning| Breaksin | gataon | of dataon con;e.p ofdataon | ofdataon |average annual| measure
year seriés | total hours |total hours urse dmt ; total total hours actually
worked worked source data employment | empoyment worked
United States| 1950 None  |Establishment| Labor force | Hours paid, | Labor force | Data on Divide total Per
survey survey with survey  |Armed Forces | hours by total | employed
adjustment employment person
to hours
worked
Canada 1961 1997, Labor force |Establishment| National Labor force No more Divide total Per
NAICS survey survey accounts survey known hours by total | employed
sources employment person
Japan 1996 None National No more National | No informa- | No informa- |No information Per
accounts known accounts tion available | tion available available employee
sources
South Korea | 1980 None Labor force | No more Average | No informa- | No informa- |Average weekly Per
survey known  |hours worked,| tion available |tion available | hours x 52 employed
sources by week person
Belgium 1970 None Administra- | No more National No informa- | No informa- | No informa- Per
tive data known accounts tion available | tion available | tion available | employed
sources person
Denmark 1966 None National | Administra-| National National No more Divide total Per
accounts tive data accounts, accounts known hours by total | employed
based on sources employment person
normal hours
France 1970 None National No more National National No more Divide total Per
accounts known accounts accounts known hours by total | employed
sources sources employment person
Germany 1960 1991 National No more National National No more Divide total Per
accounts known accounts accounts known hours by total | employed
sources sources employment person
Netherlands 1995 None National No more Volume of | Labor force Data on Divide total Per
accounts known person-hours survey  |Armed Forces| hours by total | employed
sources worked employment person
Norway 1970 None National No more | Man-hours National No more Divide total | Full-time
accounts known accounts known man-hours equivalent
sources sources | worked by total
employment
Spain 1979 None National No more | No informa- National No more Divide total Per job
accounts known | tion available| accounts known hours by total
sources sources jobs
Sweden 1980 None National No more | No informa- National No more Divide total Per
accounts known | tion available| accounts known hours by total | employed
sources sources employment person
United
Kingdom 1971 None Labor force | No more | No informa- National No more Divide total Per job
survey known tion available accounts known hours by total
sources sources jobs

! The national accounts concept of hours worked is hours actually worked, unless otherwise noted.
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m OECD concepts, sources, and methods, 13 countries

Primary Other Primary Other Methodology
A . source of sources Hours source sources | usedtocreate | Unitof
Country |Beginning| Breaksin | "gataon |ofdataon | S°M€Pt | ofdataon | ofdataon |averageannual |measure
year series | total hours |total hours | Usedin , total total hours actually
worked worked |Sourcedata’l ool oument| empoyment|  worked
United States | 1950 None  |Establishment| Labor force | Hours paid, |Establishment| Labor force | (Total hours/ Per
survey survey | with adjust- survey survey total employed
ment to employment) x person
hours worked| multiple-
jobholder rate
Canada 1961 1997, Labor force |Establishment| National | No informa-| No informa-|Direct measure | Per job
NAICS survey survey accounts | tion available| tion available |of average actual
hours worked,
with
adjustments for
weeks not covered
and holidays
Japan 1970 None |Establishment| Labor force Hours  |Establishment| Labor force OECD Per job
survey survey worked survey survey estimates
South Korea | 1980 None National No other National National No more OECD Per
accounts known accounts accounts, known estimates employed
based on sources based on sources person
labor force labor force
survey survey
Belgium 1983 None Labor force |Administrativel Usual hours | No informa- | No informa- OECD Per
survey data worked tion available| tion available |  estimate, employed
accounting for | person
underreporting
of time not
worked and
public holidays
Denmark 1970 None National |Administrative) National National No more OECD Per
accounts data accounts accounts known estimates employed
sources person
France 1970 None  [Administrative| Establishment| National | No informa-| No informa- French Per
data and labor accounts, | tion available|tion available national employed
force surveys | based on accounts person
hours offered
Germany 1991 1991 data |Administrative| Labor force | National | No informa-| No informa- German Per
series begin data survey accounts, | tion available|tion available national employed
based on accounts person
normal hours
Netherlands | 1987  [2002,2003,| Labor force |Administrative| Usual hours | No informa- | No informa- OECD Per
OECD survey data worked tion available | tion available estimate, employed
estimates accounting for | person
underreporting
of time not
worked and
public holidays
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m Continued—OECD concepts, sources, and methods, 13 countries
Primary Other H Primary Other Methodology
Beginni . | source of sources ours source sources | used to create | Unit of
Country eginning | Breaksin | gataon | of dataon concept ofdataon | ofdataon |average annual| measure
year seriés | total hours |total hours used in ; total total hours actually
worked worked |source data employment| empoyment worked
Norway 1962 None  |Establishment| Labor force | National | No informa-| No informa- | Norwegian | Full-time
survey survey and accounts | tion available| tion available national equivalents
administrative accounts
data
Spain 1977 1987, Labor force |Establishment| Actual and | No informa-| No informa- Spanish Full-time
change in survey survey usual hours | tion available| tion available |  statistical equivalents
survey worked institute
Sweden 1950 1996, Labor force |Establishment| National | No informa-| No informa- Swedish Per
change in survey survey accounts | tion available| tion available|  national employed
data source accounts person
United
Kingdom 1970  |1984,1992,| Labor force | No more |Actual hours | Labor force | No more | Average hours Per
change in survey known worked survey known actually employed
data source; sources sources worked x 52 person
1994,
include
Northern
Ireland;
1995,
change in
method
! "The national accounts concept of hours worked is hours actually worked, unless otherwise noted.

employed person. The data are based on the OECD produc-
tivity database. Data on hours worked are converted, where
necessary and possible, to employed persons from jobs.
Some data for the Employment Outlook hours series are based
on sources that differ from the productivity database. The
OECD data set covers 30 countries and provides estimates of
average annual hours actually worked per employed person
(that is, all those employed, including the self-employed and
unpaid family workers) and per employee (that is, excluding
the self-employed and unpaid family workers).” The years
covered for Belgium and the Netherlands begin at 1983 and
1987, respectively.

Compared with the BLS data set, the OECD data set
provides slightly more metadata, because the organization
collects and processes a questionnaire on national accounts
from national statistical agencies of member countries. The
hours concept used with the OECD data set is consistent
with national accounts for 7 of the 13 countries in the data
set. (See exhibit 2.) The countries for which data sources
are derived not solely from national accounts include the
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United States, Japan, Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain, and
the United Kingdom. For the United States, both hours and
employment are taken from the BLS major sector productiv-
ity measures. Data for Japan are measured primarily by an
establishment survey and are OECD estimates. Estimates of
average annual hours actually worked for Belgium and the
Netherlands are developed from the European Union labor
force survey, using usual hours of work and adjusting for
hours not worked. Data for Spain are based on hours actu-
ally worked, as well as usual hours of work for those deemed
not at work in the labor force survey. The data for the United
Kingdom are based completely on the labor force survey, but
are compatible with national accounts concepts.

More information on the OECD data set is available
from Ypma and van Ark’s analysis of 2004 hours-worked
data based on the OECD/European Union national ac-
counts questionnaire.** South Korea and the United King-
dom are the only two countries for which the dara source
is solely the labor force survey. The United States, Canada,
and Japan are categorized as using primarily survey (both



labor force and establishment) data and not administra-
tive data. The third category is split between the countries
that use survey data more than administrative data—such
as Norway, Spain, and Sweden—and those which use pri-
marily administrative data, supplemented by labor force and
establishment survey data—such as Denmark, France, and
Germany. For Belgium and the Netherlands, OECD pre-
pares an estimate of average hours actually worked based
on the labor force survey.

Comparison across BLS and OECD data sets. 'The next section
compares the data on average annual hours actually worked
per employed person between the BLS and OECD data
sets.” In preparation for that analysis, note that differences
in data arise because of differences in sources, concepts,
coverage, and units of measure. For Denmark, France for
1990-2002, Germany for 1991 onward, Norway, and Swe-
den, data sources in each data set are the same. For Canada,
Japan, South Korea, Denmark, and the Netherlands, aver-
age hours are higher in the BLS data set than in the OECD
data set. For France in earlier years, and for Belgium and
Spain, the OECD estimates are higher than the BLS esti-
mates. For the United States, Germany in earlier years, and
the United Kingdom, average annual hours worked are not
consistently higher or lower in either data set.

The differences between the data sets for the United
States and Japan are difficult to pinpoint, given that cover-
age, sources, and methodology differ between data sets for
both countries. Differences in units of measure affect the
different levels among the data sets for Canada, Spain, and
the United Kingdom. For Belgium, South Korea, and the
Netherlands, the contrast between the BLS and OECD data
sets for each country is due to the source of the data: admin-
istrative or survey based; the administrative-data adjustment
for time not worked aftects comparisons for two of the three
countries, and the use of normal hours affects the third.

The country-by-country comparison to be presented
highlights how data sources, measurement methods, and
units of measure matter. The differences can be catego-
rized as follows:

* Administrative sources reporting normal hours of
work result in lower estimates of average annual
hours actually worked than do data from surveys.

* Among surveys, data that are primarily from establish-
ment surveys using usual hours or paid hours worked
produce lower estimates than do data that are primarily
from labor force surveys; data from labor force surveys
may overstate hours reported, due to proxy reporting.

* Adjustments to exclude hours not worked may over-

estimate time not worked and lower estimates of
hours worked.

e Units of measurement can affect the levels of hours
worked that are reported.

1. More similar than different: Denmark, France, Germany,
Norway, and Sweden. 'The Nordic countries covered, as
well as Germany, and France for some years, use the same
data source in both the BLS and OECD data sets and differ
only slightly or not at all across years. For Denmark, average
annual hours actually worked for both data sets are from the
country’s national accounts and run parallel to each other.
In 1980, average annual hours per employed person were
about 1,650 for both data sets; by 2006, they had fallen to
1,577 (OECD) and 1,608 (BLS). (See chart 1, top panel.)
'The 30-hour difference between data sources is likely due
to differences in rounding or method of calculation.

For France, the source for both data sets is the French
national accounts. From 1980 to 1989, differences are not
large, averaging about 2 to 4 days a year for any given year.
(See chart 1, middle panel.) The two data sets yield identi-
cal results for 1990-2002 and diverge only minimally for
2003-06. The BLS methodology of linking data from dif-
ferent sources with similar concepts for the period before
1990 creates slight differences between the two data sets.

For Germany, both data sets use that country’s national
accounts from 1991 forward. The data sources are identi-
cal, and so are the series on average annual hours actually
worked. Hours worked in 2006 were among the lowest that
year of all the countries studied. The 1,436 average annual
hours worked is the equivalent of working 36-hour weeks
only 9 months of the year. (See chart 1, bottom panel.)

For both Norway and Sweden, national accounts data
were used to prepare estimates of hours worked for both data
sets. Nonetheless, the sources of the two countries’data—ad-
ministrative sources and the labor force survey—create the
appearance that there are large differences in the Norwegian
and Swedish labor markets when hours measures are com-
pared. In Norway, hours worked were listed as 1,580 in 1980
and had fallen to 1,400 by 2006. (See chart 2, top panel.) In
Sweden, hours worked were near 1,500 in 1980 and 1981;
peaked in 1999; returned to 1,580, an increase equivalent to
2 weeks of work, by 2002; and mostly held steady since then,
coming in at 1,583 in 2006. (See chart 2, bottom panel.)
'This difference between Sweden and Norway will be exam-
ined more carefully in the next section.

2. United States and Japan: countervailing differences. 'The
data sets differ for the United States and Japan. The dif-

ferences, however, are so varied that it is difficult to pin-
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Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, Denmark, France, and Germany,

1980-2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
1,700 1,700
Denmark
1,650 —1,650
1,600 — 1,600
BLS
1,550 —1,550
OECD
1,500 — 1,500
1,450 —1,450
1,400 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1’400
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
1,900 1,900
1,850 ] France 1,850
1,800 — 1,800
1,750 |- OECD {1,750
1,700 - ~ —11,700
1,650 -11,650
1,600 — 1,600
1,550 | BLS {1,550
1,500 — 1,500
1,450 — 1,450
]’400 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1’400
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
1,800 1,800
1,750 |- Gemany 41,750
1,700 - OECD {1,700
1,650 - BLS 1,650
1,600 + —-1,600
1,550 —1,550
1,500 —{1,500
1,450 —1,450
1,400 L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 111,400
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

14 Monthly Labor Review - May 2009




Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, Norway and Sweden, 1980-2006

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

' For Norway, BLS and OECD data are identical for every year except 1989 and 1999, for which they differ by 1 hour. For Sweden, BLS and OECD
data are identical.

Hours Hours
worked worked
1,600 1,600

Norway
1,550 — — 1,550
1
1500 | BLS, OECD {1,500
1,450 |- -{1,450
1,400 |- -{1,400
1,350 -11,350
1,300 L | | | | | | | | | | | | 1 11,300

1,650

1,500

1,450

Hours Hours
worked worked
1,700 1,700

Sweden
1,650 BLS, OECD’ —
1,600 -1 1,600
1,550 - 1,550
1,500 ~ -
1,450 _
1,400 L1 | | | | | | | | | | | | L 11,400
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point how they might produce differences in time trends.
U.S. estimates of hours are produced by the BLS Division
of Major Sector Productivity and are based on hours-
paid data from an establishment survey on production
workers, adjusted to an hours-worked measure by means
of the labor cost index and further adjusted to account
for industries and categories of workers not otherwise in-
cluded, as well as self-employed and unpaid family work-
ers, based on the U.S. Current Population Survey.?® The
estimates cover the total economy. The OECD uses aggre-
gate employment data based on the same methodology
to create a data series of average annual hours actually
worked and then adjusts from a jobs to an employed-
person basis. The BLS, by contrast, uses employment data
from the national labor force survey, adjusted to include
military employment. The differences between the levels
of hours published in the OECD and BLS data sets reflect
the historically different trends in U.S. employment as
measured by establishment and labor force surveys. The
overall difference between the two data sets lies in the
source of employment data and the underlying differ-
ences between the two surveys.?’

In the case of Japan, the OECD series on average hours
actually worked is estimated from Japan’s establishment
survey for employees and includes labor force survey data
on the self-employed. The BLS data set is based on the
national accounts data for employees from 1997 onward.
Using the categories of differences outlined earlier, labor
force survey data are expected to produce higher rates
than national accounts data based on administrative or
establishment survey data. But for Japan, the OECD hours
series based on the labor force survey is lower, on aver-
age, than the BLS hours series based on national accounts.
Further complicating matters is the fact that hours for all
the employed would be expected to be lower than hours
for employees, given the nature of self-employment.
However, that expectation is not borne out in the case of
the two data sets on Japan: the employee data from the
national accounts trend Aigher than the OECD data on all
employed persons from the labor force. Only in the case
of units of measure does the direction of the difference
hold. Data on hours worked are on a per-job basis for the
OECD and a per-person basis for BLS. This is the only one
of three differences that explains why hours-worked data
are higher for the BLS data set. Chart 3 shows the average
annual hours actually worked by all employed persons, for
the United States and Japan.

3. Canada, Spain, and the United Kingdom.: units of meas-
ure matter. In these three countries, the unit of measure,
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among other things, drives the differences between the
data sets. For Canada, the BLS data series is based on a
measure of hours per employed person, whereas the OECD
data series is based on a measure of hours per job. All
other things being equal, average hours actually worked
per employed person are higher than average hours actu-
ally worked per job. Also for Canada, the two data sets
use the same source for hours-worked data, but different
sources for employment data. The source of OECD data is
the Canadian national accounts, which combine establish-
ment and labor force survey data; by contrast, the source
of BLS data is an employment series for employed persons
from the labor force survey. The BLS figure is higher for
all years, partly because of the difference in sources and
partly because the unit of measurement is employed per-
sons rather than jobs.

For Spain, the BLS hours series draws from national
accounts data based partially on the country’s labor force
survey and reported on a per-job basis. The OECD data
set uses a data series estimated by the national statistical
institute, is based on actual and usual hours from the la-
bor force survey, and adopts a full-time-equivalent unit of
measure. These differences create two nearly parallel data
series, with the BLS series, on the per-job basis, at a lower
level than the OECD series. Together, the source and the
unit of measure for Spain explain why the BLS data set
shows lower levels than the OECD data set.

For the United Kingdom, the BLS and OECD data sets
each use that country’s labor force survey data on hours ac-
tually worked. The source of data on average hours worked
per person is the same, but the source of data on employ-
ment differs. The BLS data source for employment is a na-
tional accounts data series of aggregate jobs that combines
data from both establishment and labor force surveys. The
employment source for the OECD data series is solely the
labor force survey, measured on an employed-person basis.
Without more detailed information on the national ac-
counts methodology, it is difficult to determine the extent
to which the establishment survey data may affect the
hours-worked measure. The unit of measure does explain
the difference in the two trends: the trend is lower for the
BLS series, which is based on jobs, than it is for the OECD
series, which is based on employed persons. Chart 4 shows
the average annual hours actually worked by all employed
persons, for Canada, Spain, and the United Kingdom.

4. Belgium, South Korea, and the Netherlands: normal hours
and time not worked. The inclusion of normal hours based
on administrative data to estimate time worked and to ad-
just for time not worked also drives differences between



Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, United States and Japan, 1980-2006

Hours Hours
worked worked
1,900 1,900

United States BLS
1,880 —1,880
1,860 | OECD 1,860
1,840 —1,840
1,820 + —1,820
1,800 —1,800
1,780 - —1,780
1,760 —1,760
1,740 1,740

| | | | | | | | | | | | | |
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

Hours Hours
worked worked
2,200 2,200

Japan
2,100 - —12,100
OECD
2,000 - —2,000
1,900 - —1,900
BLS
1,800 - -11,800
1,700 - —1,700
1,600 L1 | | | | | | | | | | | | 111600

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
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Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, Canada, Spain, and United Kingdom,

1980-2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
1,840 1,840
Canada BLS
1,820 — 1,820
1,800 + — 1,800
1,780 + — 1,780
1,760 — — 1,760
1,740 - 1,740
1,720 - OFCD +41,720
1,700 — 1,700
1,680 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1[680
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
2,200 2,200
Spain
2,000 |- —2,000
OECD
1,800 + —1,800
L _\ 4/\_ 1,600
BLS
1,400 + —1,400
1,200 —1,200
1,000 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1,000
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
Hours Hours
worked worked
1,850 1,850
United Kingdom OECD
1,800 + —1,800
1,750 —1,750
1,700 + —1,700
BLS
1,650 + —1,650
1,600 + —1,600
1’550 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1,550
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
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data sets. The BLS and OECD data sets show different
time trends for Belgium, South Korea, and the Nether-
lands. Upon analysis, the BLS data series based on normal
hours present a lower trend in hours worked, as in the
case of Belgium. For South Korea and the Netherlands,
the OECD adjustments to time not worked, using normal
or administrative data, create an hours-worked series that
averages 1% to 3 weeks less than the BLS series for both
countries (except South Korea in earlier years).

For Belgium, BLS uses the average-hours-worked series
from the OECD productivity database, which differs from
the OECD data set based on the Employment Outlook.
'These data for Belgium are based on administrative data,
according to Ypma and van Ark.” The OECD data set, by
contrast, uses the labor force survey to create an estimate
of hours worked. The tendency of administrative data to
produce lower estimates, by undercounting overtime and
overestimating leave time taken, explains the lower num-
bers in the BLS data set for Belgium’s hours relative to the
numbers in the OECD data.

In the case of South Korea, the OECD and BLS data se-
ries both use the labor force survey as their primary source
of data. On the one hand, the OECD estimates for South
Korea are based on that nation’s labor force survey and in-
clude an adjustment downward to aggregate hours worked
in the year, in order to account for time not worked, before
dividing by employment. On the other hand, the BLS es-
timates for South Korea are based on published data on
average weekly hours worked for persons at work. The av-
erage is multiplied by 52 to create a yearly average, and no
adjustments are made for time not worked. The OECD’s
additional adjustment for time not worked contributes to
a lower estimate of average annual hours actually worked
compared with the BLS estimate, even though the OECD
unit of measure takes account of all those who are em-
ployed, as opposed to the BLS employee measure.

For the Netherlands, aggregate hours data for the BLS
data set are based on the Dutch national accounts hours-
worked data series and employment is from the labor
force survey, adjusted to include the Armed Forces. The
OECD data set’s estimate of average annual hours actu-
ally worked is based on the labor force survey’s figure for
usual hours of work and includes adjustments to time not
worked. The different sources provide different data series.
For 2006, OECD reports 1,391 average annual hours ac-
tually worked—about 2% person-weeks less than the BLS
series figure. One would expect that labor force survey
data would produce a higher average-hours-worked se-
ries. However, if OECD’s adjustments to time not worked
overestimate the hours not worked, then the number of

hours worked will be underestimated. This would explain
the fact that data from the BLS hours-worked series yield
higher numbers than do data from the OECD series based
on the labor force survey. Chart 5 shows the average an-
nual hours actually worked by all employed persons, for
Belgium, South Korea, and the Netherlands.

Both the BLS and the OECD suggest that the data
user compare the trends over time between countries.
A rank von Neumann test comparing the differences in
level data between the BLS and OECD data sets for each
country determined that the trends are similar for 10
of the 13 countries examined in this article. That is, the
only 3 countries that show a significant probability of
having experienced a random degree of change between
data sets over time were the United States, France, and
the Netherlands. Thus, for these 3 countries, there is a
variability in the rankings which implies that the two
sets of data are not drawn from the same population,
which in this case would be represented by the data
source. The test results for the other countries show that
the rankings of the differences between the levels are not
different from each other, indicating that the associated
data sets exhibit “trendlike” features. This statistical test
provides evidence that, for the majority of the countries
examined, the comparison made of trends over time is
consistent and useful, even when different sources or
methods are used.

Comparison of hours worked and working time

'The concept of hours worked, as addressed in this article,
is a purely quantitative measure of the number of hours an
individual spends at work. Working time, by contrast, is a
broader concept that encompasses quality-of-worklife issues,
including the scheduling of hours of work, such as overtime,
split-shifts, and “just-in-time” flexible work schedules; night
work and weekend work; and part-time work.

A cross-country comparison of hours worked for the
13 countries examined in this article, using the OECD
data set, reflects a number of institutional changes in both
working time and hours worked. Historically, the United
States pioneered reductions in working time well in ad-
vance of other industrial nations, although Western Eu-
rope caught up by the 1980s.* Since then, a number of
changes in the structure of the labor market have contrib-
uted further to a reduction in working time. First, normal
hours of work have declined in many developed countries
because of changes in laws and collective-bargaining
agreements. Second, women have increasingly joined the
labor force and work, on average, fewer hours than men.
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Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, Belgium, South Korea, and the
Netherlands, 1980-2006
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Finally, part-time hours worked in the growing service
sector mitigate the overtime work pattern in the relatively
smaller manufacturing sector. Each of these labor market
conditions merits discussion.

A 2004 OECD report on working time analyzes the
broader measure of labor utilization—average annual
hours actually worked per capita—showing that these
hours have barely declined over the past three decades,
even as average annual hours actually worked per employed
person fell significantly.*® The large decline in average an-
nual hours worked per worker was offset by increases in
both the employment rate (or employment-population
ratio) and the share of the population that is of working
age. The employment rate has risen as more women join
the workforce and as older workers stay in their jobs rath-
er than retire. Both women and older workers are more
likely to work fewer hours in a full-time job or become
part of the growing ranks of part-time workers.

A 10-year snapshot with available data of the employ-
ment-population ratio, part-time employment rate, and
women’s labor force participation rate reflects, to a lesser
degree, the 30-year trend just described. (See table 1.) In 9
of the 13 countries examined, there were small increases in
the employment-population ratio. (Japan and South Korea
saw a small decline and Spain experienced a large increase.)
'The part-time employment rate grew from a low point in
South Korea and Spain; it fell in the United States and
Sweden, and it remained steady in Canada, Japan, France,
Norway, and the United Kingdom. The part-time employ-
ment rate rose in the remaining countries. Dutch policy
and legislation provide strong incentives for part-time em-

ployment, which are reflected in the fact that more than
a third of workers are employed part time in the Nether-
lands. The women’s labor force participation rate inched
up in all of the countries studied, except for Japan, where it
tell, and the Netherlands and Spain, where it rose dramati-
cally. Nearly a tenth of women in the latter two countries
joined the labor force over the 10 years examined.

In both the OECD and BLS data series, 1980-2006
trends in average annual hours actually worked per em-
ployed person broadly reflect the institutional norms and
laws relating to working time in each of the 13 countries
discussed. This section next addresses some of the sig-
nificant institutional and legislative changes that have oc-
curred in the past 26 years in these countries.*!

Countries with high working time. Of the countries ex-
amined, the United States, Canada, Japan, South Korea—
and the United Kingdom and Italy until recently—share
some or all of the following characteristics in their labor
market institutions and laws:

* a normal workweek of 40 hours or more

* no limit on maximum hours of work allowed per
week

* vacation time subject to tenure in job

* wage or leave penalties for absence from work

* limited or no legal entitlement to vacation time.

'The United States and Japan impose no legal limit on the
maximum number of hours worked per week. Regarding
paid time off, business practice in the United States varies

Three important international labor market indicators, 1996 and 2006

Employment- Part-time Women'’s labor
population ratio employment rate force participation rate
Country

1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 2006
United States 63.2 63.1 14.7 133 59.3 594
Canada 59.1 63.6 19.4 18.5 57.3 62.1
Japan 60.9 57.5 21.8 24.5 493 47.9
South Korea 59.4 58.9 4.7 9.7 48.9 50.6
Belgium 45.1 48.8 14.9 19.3 44.0 45.9
Denmark 60.3 62.8 16.9 18.1 58.4 60.8
France 49.1 51.2 14.2 133 48.6 511
Germany 52.0 52.2 15.2 21.9 47.4 51.2
Netherlands 56.2 62.5 29.7 355 49.5 57.8
Norway 60.2 62.6 21.2 21.1 57.2 60.3
Spain 38.9 523 7.6 1.1 37.2 47.0
Sweden 57.6 60.4 14.8 13.4 59.4 60.8
United Kingdom 57.3 60.1 236 234 53.8 56.7
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South Korea’s long hours worked

South Koreans work longer hours per week than
workers in many other OECD countries, despite na-
tional legislation that phased in the 40-hour work-
week by 2004. The 2007 South Korean labor force
survey reports that nearly 60 percent of all employed
persons who were at work when the survey was taken
actually worked 45 hours or more a week, whereas less
than 30 percent worked a 36- to 44-hour workweek.
Less than 15 percent of part-time employed persons
who were at work when the survey was taken worked
35 or fewer hours a week.

widely, with some businesses granting leave only after a
year’s tenure, others increasing the number of leave days
with job tenure, and about a fourth providing no paid
leave at all. Japanese and South Korean labor laws differ
from business practice. Businesses are supposed to pay for
overtime and to promote leave for employees. In practice,
however, workers usually take vacation hours when sick,
because sick leave is often unpaid. In some cases, employ-
ers penalize workers” absences by deducting or not pro-
viding bonus pay or vacation time.** Canada, the United
Kingdom, South Korea, and Japan require statutory paid
vacation time for full-time employees, while there is no
requirement in U.S. law to provide vacation time, either
paid or unpaid. Of the six countries with high working
time, only the United Kingdom and Italy require employ-
ers to pay part-time or temporary employees for their an-
nual leave. The European countries are set apart by the
fact that they recently adopted the European Union’s
mandates on working-time restrictions.*

Between 1988 and 1997, Japanese laws reduced normal
hours of work from 48 to 40 hours per week; between 1997
and 2004, South Korea followed suit. (See box, this page.)
There have been few changes in labor laws in the remain-
ing four countries during the past 25 years. In the 1990s,
the United Kingdom and Italy complied with the Euro-
pean Union regulations to limit working hours in 2002 and

2003, respectively.

Countries with low working time. Conditions in Belgium,
Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, and
Sweden differ from those of the high-working-time coun-
tries just described. The aforementioned recent changes
to labor laws in the United Kingdom and Italy now place
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these two countries in the low-working-time category.
‘These countries share some or all of the following charac-
teristics in their labor market institutions and laws:

* a legal or collectively bargained workweek of less
than 40 hours

* a limit on the maximum number of hours worked
during the week and a limit on the maximum num-
ber of overtime hours worked during the year

* statutory paid vacation time of a minimum of 4
weeks per year for full-time workers and prorated
for part-time employees

* near-universal entitlement to statutory vacation
time

* broad coverage of collective-bargaining agreements
that provide even more generous leave entitlements
than those written into law.

Revised laws regarding normal hours of work have been
implemented throughout Europe as a result of the Euro-
pean Union Directive on Working Time, which was first
introduced in 1993 and most recently revised in 2003.%*
These laws (1) limit the hours that employees can work
overtime throughout the year and (2) establish vacation
rights of 4 weeks per year for full-time employees, with
prorated vacations for part-time employees.

Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden have
a high share of workers covered by collective-bargaining
agreements; these countries saw reductions in the work-
week as a result of changes in those agreements in the late
1980s.The Netherlands passed national legislation in 2000
that allowed employees to choose the number of hours
they want to work. The legislation led to a further growth
in part-time employment, which had begun to grow in the
1980s.% The trend toward reductions in working time was
complemented by the implementation of the European
Union Working Time Directive in member countries. The
last two of the major European countries to ratify changes
in labor laws to comply with the directive were the United
Kingdom in 2002 and Italy in 2003.

The case of France is unique, because the reduction in
the normal workweek was initiated by laws, not collec-
tive-bargaining agreements. A series of laws was passed
beginning in the 1990s to reduce the number of hours in
the normal workweek, with the primary purpose of de-
creasing high unemployment. The changes began with the
Robien law in 1996, followed by the Aubry laws in 1998
and 2002, eftectively reducing the normal workweek from
39 hours to 35 hours.

The trend toward reductions in hours shows signs of



Germany’s “minijobs”

Germany’s “minijobs” escape measurement. A
growing number of people work in such jobs, also
called “one-euro jobs”—positions that have a limit on
the hours that can be worked and that offer wages
on which earnings are not subject to income taxes
and employer taxes are reduced. The program was
intended to create jobs for the unemployed, but em-
ployed workers have taken on minijobs as second jobs
because of the tax advantage. In 2004, minijobs ac-
counted for about 12 percent of employment, and 37
percent of minijobs went to people who had another
job. Minijobs are excluded from the administrative
framework of tax collection, so data on the hours
worked at them and the number of jobs they generate
are excluded from hours-worked statistics (personal
communication, Dr. Ulrich Walwei, Bundesagentur
fir Arbeit/Institute for Employment Research, Ger-
many, April 2006).

reversing in some countries. French legislation in 2003—
specifically, the Fillon law—excluded small businesses
from the normal maximum workweek limit of 35 hours,
and further revisions in 2007 were intended to provide
greater flexibility in scheduling hours for businesses. In
Germany, since 2003 a number of collective-bargaining
agreements, among them the trend-setting Volkswagen
and IGMetall agreements, have seen an increase in the
length of the regular workweek (which remains under 40
hours) in exchange for job security. The trend of raising the
ceiling on normal hours continues today in contract bar-
gaining, especially in Germany. However, hours-worked
statistics do not necessarily reflect this or any other trend.
(See box, this page.)

Numerous studies of industrial relations in both the
countries with high working time and those with low work-
ing time provide detailed information on the institutions,
labor markets, and demographics that reinforce the quar-
ter-century trends seen in the OECD and BLS data series on
average annual hours actually worked per employed person.
Among the findings are high, but declining, hours worked
in Asian countries; little change in hours worked in Anglo-
phone countries, where a large share of workers continues
to work more than normal hours; and falling hours worked
in European countries, because of a reduction in normal
and contractual hours and rising part-time employment.*

Comparison of Japanese and U.S. hours worked

Pinpointing whether one country’s average hours actually
worked are more or less than another’s for a given year or
period is not a precise science. The next two sections look
at the data series for two countries whose labor market
conditions do not seem to be reflected in their data: Japan
and Sweden. Japans hours-worked series in both the BLS
and OECD data sets show that the average hours actually
worked by Japanese workers are on a par with those worked
by U.S. workers, defying the many references to that coun-
try’s “long-hours culture” that have become commonplace.
On the other end of the spectrum, Sweden’s hours worked
trended upward during the 25-year period studied, quite
unlike the trend in the other 12 countries and, in particular,
quite unlike its neighbor Norway, which has similar labor
practices. An analysis of the data sources used to construct
the various time series, together with a look at alterna-
tive sources, provides a further window of understanding
into the challenges of international comparisons of data
on hours worked. The estimates for Japan and Sweden are
compared with those for the United States and Norway,
respectively, and with alternative data sources.

The OECD data series for Japan shows that, for 2006,
annual average hours actually worked were 1,784, a figure
that is 35 hours less than the U.S. estimate of 1,804. (See
chart 6; data before 1996 are not available for the BLS data
set.) Over a quarter century, Japan's annual average hours
actually worked declined by 42 eight-hour workdays and
the U.S. average fell by less than 2 eight-hour workdays. Is
it possible that U.S. workers now work longer hours than
their Japanese counterparts? Further, how does one ex-
plain the common practice of employees working unpaid
overtime in Japan despite recent regulations restricting
overtime hours?®’ Finally, what about the culture of long
work hours as exemplified by official recognition of the oc-
cupational hazard of death from overwork, a phenomenon
the Japanese call karoshi?®®

Some researchers think that the data for Japan under-
count unpaid overtime and long hours of work. Evidence on
the incidence of overtime work in Japan, shown repeatedly
in many special surveys on labor conditions, together with a
historical comparison help interpret Japan’s data series. The
incidence and degree of usual overtime in Japan from 1997
through 2007 are given in table 2, which compares ranges
of hours worked by persons who worked at least two-thirds
of the year; these workers represent approximately 80 per-
cent of employed persons.*” In all 3 years shown, 87 percent
or more of these year-round employed persons worked
at least a 35-hour week. However, from 1997, the year in
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Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, the United States and Japan,
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which legislation was passed to reduce the normal work-
week from 44 to 40 hours, the share of persons who usually
worked 43 or more hours per week shifted slightly upward,
from 57 percent in 1997 to 61 percent in 2002. The per-
centage fell to 59 percent in 2007. Over the year, a number
of employees do not take vacation time, even though they
are entitled to it. According to one 2005 study, workers
take less than half their vacation for the year, accumulating
an average of 18 untaken vacation days.*

Further evidence of the undercount of hours in the
OECD data set is found in Takeshi Mizunoya’s research.
Mizunoya uses both labor force and establishment surveys
to determine the degree to which difterent survey sources
for Japanese data matter. His critique of the OECD annual-
hours-worked data series for underreporting hours worked
in Japan stems from the type of survey that the OECD uses.
Rather than using the establishment survey, as the OECD
does, Mizunoya uses the labor force survey for 3 years dur-
ing the 1990s to account for unpaid overtime, developing
an estimate of employees’ average annual hours actually
worked.* Chart 7 compares Mizunoya’s estimates with the
OECD annual-hours-worked data series. The Mizunoya
estimates are greater than the OECD data for each of the
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years studied—1990, 1995, and 1999—increasing from a
240-hour to a 270-hour difference over the decade, or the
equivalent of at least 6 weeks more a year. Because, on aver-
age, the self-employed work more hours than employees,
the Mizunoya estimate, based on employees, does not fully
compensate for the greater number of hours worked by the
self-employed.

'This example from Japan leaves the lesson that under-
standing labor markets is key to deciphering the differ-
ences in data sources and explaining how those differ-
ences affect comparisons.

Swedish and Norwegian hours worked

'The BLS and OECD data sets for Sweden and Norway are
identical, each using the data prepared by that country’s
national accounts. However, the data series for Sweden
shows that average annual hours actually worked in 2006
were the highest among countries with low working time
and were about 175 hours more than those of Sweden’s
Nordic neighbor Norway. Twenty-five years ago, Sweden’s
hours were lower than Norway’s, but average annual hours

actually worked in 2006 were reported to be 1,583 for




Percent distribution of weekly hours worked by year-round employed persons, Japan, 1997, 2002,

and 2007
Weekly hours worked 1997 2002 2007

All year-round employed persons 53,873,000 50,576,100 51,715,100
Less than 15 9 1.0 1.2
15-21 1.9 24 2.9
22-34 6.0 7.1 8.1
35-42 34.1 29.0 29.0
43-45 15.0 12.5 12.2
46-48 15.4 14.5 13.1
49-59 15.9 19.5 18.9
60 or more 10.6 141 14.6

Nore: Year-round employed persons are those who work more than 200
days per year.

Source: Employment Status Survey, Statistics Bureau, Management and
Coordination Agency, Government of Japan.

Sweden and 1,407 for Norway. (See chart 8.) Until the
1990s, hours fell in both countries, but Sweden’s hours
worked rose throughout the decade and remain the high-
est among countries with low hours worked. By contrast,
Norway’s hours worked show a continuously declining
trend. Is it possible that Swedes work 5 weeks more per
year, on average, than Norwegians? This seems unlikely,
for a number of reasons. First, both countries have labor
laws that provide generous statutory paid leave of 5 weeks
ayear—1 more week than that mandated by the European
Union Working Time Directive—and full- and part-time
workers are eligible for this leave. Second, Sweden has
11 national holidays compared with Norway’s 9. Finally,
many employees in both countries are covered by collec-
tive-bargaining agreements and work less than a 40-hour
workweek.

The similarities in labor conditions belie the fact that
the two countries’ economies experienced different levels
of prosperity in the 1990s. Norway’s oil wealth cushioned it
from the austerity that the Swedish economy had to turn to
in the 1990s. Sweden experienced a strong economic down-
turn and increasing unemployment, and saw its generous
social policies curbed throughout the decade.** The increase
in the country’s hours worked in the 1990s is counterintui-
tive: a weak economy generally contributes to a decline in
hours worked, both individually and across the economy.
'The decline in hours worked as of 2000 can be explained
by a number of changes, including continued reductions in
normal hours of work through collective-bargaining agree-
ments in the private sector® and adverse effects of the ex-
pansion of an already generous sick leave policy, leading to
a daily rate of absence from work of 20 percent.* In light of
these developments, Sweden’s average annual hours actu-
ally worked appear suspiciously high.

'The Swedish national accounts’ primary source of data on
employment and hours worked is the country’s labor force

survey. The Norwegian national accounts data, by contrast,
are based on normal hours of work reported by administra-
tive data sources. Administrative data used by Norway lead
to the lowest estimates of hours actually worked, whereas
labor force surveys, such as those used by Sweden’s national
accounts, produce the highest estimates. These differences
in underlying data sources make it difficult to compare the
two countries’ data series. It is probable that hours actually
worked in each country lie somewhere in between the two
series’ values, but it is highly unlikely that Swedish people
work 4 to 5 more weeks a year than Norwegians do.

Using data from similar sources and creating a simple
methodology of comparison shrinks the differences be-
tween the two countries’hours-worked figures considerably.
and increases their levels as well. Harmonized labor force
survey data on hours actually worked per week for Norway
and Sweden are available for 2006. Because the two coun-
tries” labor force surveys are continuous, one can estimate
average annual hours actually worked by multiplying the
average of hours actually worked per week by 52. The labor
force survey reports higher hours overall for both countries
and diminishes the difference between them. As the fol-
lowing tabulation shows, the difference between Norway’s
and Sweden’s average annual hours actually worked declines
from 4% weeks to 1% weeks when comparable data sources
and methodologies are used:

Awerage annual hours
actually worked per employed person, 2006

Country National accounts European Union
labor force survey

Norway 1,407 1,817

Sweden 1,583 1,872

These examples highlight how differences in concepts and
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(& \FTa Ml Average annual hours actually worked per employed person or per employee,' Japan, 1990, 1995,
and 1999, oecp and Mizunoya data series
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sources can affect estimates of average annual hours ac-
tually worked. Despite the problems that are inherent in
making comparisons of levels of annual hours worked per
person, broad trends are often reliable, reflecting real labor
conditions in a country.

Data sources matter

The preceding comparisons between Japan and the Unit-
ed States, on the one hand, and Sweden and Norway, on
the other, are complemented by two studies: one by the
French researchers Mireille Bruyére and Odile Chagny,
and the other by the OECD. Both analyses used usual-
hours-worked data from labor force surveys to create
estimates of average annual hours actually worked and
made adjustments with other data sources to account for
hours not worked. Both analyses found that, in general,
labor force surveys produce usual-hours-worked esti-
mates that are greater than those based on normal hours
worked, but lower than estimates based on hours actual
worked.
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Bruyere and Chagny’s labor force survey estimates from
the 1990s showed higher average hours worked for the
same year, compared with the OECD estimates described
in earlier sections, which are based on hours paid and nor-
mal hours for the United States, Japan, France, Germany,
and the Netherlands.*” However, the authors’ estimate of
average hours worked for the United Kingdom was lower
than that prepared for the OECD database, which is based
on hours actually worked from the labor force survey.
An OECD special study that used data for 2002 and a
decomposition method produced results similar to those
of Bruyere and Chagny.* Using usual hours worked and
adjusting for hours not worked, the OECD special study
produced estimates for France and Germany that were
higher, compared with values from the normal-hours-of-
work source of the regular OECD data set. The Dutch data
for both OECD publications should be the same as well,
but differed inexplicably. The U.K. estimate based on the
decomposition method and using normal hours as well as
survey sources was lower than the estimate based on the
actual-hours-worked estimate.



Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, Sweden and Norway, 1980-2006
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THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED IN THIS ARTICLE confirms
that biases are inherent in data sources used to measure
hours worked. Data series of average annual hours actu-
ally worked based on normal and contractual hours con-
cepts from administrative sources yield low measures of
hours worked, whereas series based on establishment and
labor force surveys provide relatively higher measures. The
highest levels of hours worked are estimated directly from
labor force surveys.

'The OECD and BLS data series on average annual hours
actually worked per employed person reflect broad trends
in labor markets. The likelihood that hours worked in Ja-
pan are higher than reported, but still falling, is a reason-
able conclusion, based on the differences in data sources
and changes in legislation in that country. The OECD data
series showing that U.S. workers work more hours per year,
on average, than their European counterparts appears to
be slightly inflated because of differences in sources and
methods, but the difference is nonetheless real. Flat trends
in hours worked in Anglophone countries reflect those
countries’ work regulations.

The cases of Japan and Sweden highlight how meas-

ures of hours worked cannot be taken at face value. It is
unlikely that Japanese workers work fewer hours per year
than their U.S. counterparts when a majority of them
have a longer workweek and take fewer days of vacation.
‘That Swedish workers work considerably more hours than
Norway’s workers also seems doubtful.

'The cross-country comparisons of hours worked for both
employees and those who are employed, using the same
method for different countries and different methods for
the same country, also provide a valuable lesson. These com-
parisons show that concepts, sources, and methods matter
in building comparable hours-worked data series across
countries. Because both survey-based data on hours actually
worked and direct estimation produce high hours-worked
estimates, and normal and contractual hours worked from
administrative data produce low hours-worked estimates, it
is important that any data series be transparent in describ-
ing sources and methods used in preparing estimates.

The international comparison of hours-worked data,
like most international comparisons, is subject to the con-
straint that national statistics are developed primarily to
serve a national purpose. Thus, the best source of hours
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available for one country may not be for another. The
English-speaking and Asian OECD countries selected for
study here recently have made improvements in survey-
based data to measure overtime and long work hours more
accurately. For example, in 1997, the redesigned Canadian
labor force survey expanded and revised its questions on
hours worked.*” Also, some European countries recently
revised their labor force surveys to get improved cover-
age of hours nof worked. For example, Sweden introduced
questions to expand information on absences from work
in its 2005 labor force survey,* and in March 2002 France
revised its labor force questionnaire for the European
Union, adding and clarifying questions on average and
contractual hours, reasons for days off, and the reference
period for usual hours worked.*

Notes

Improvements in data collection lead to revisions in
estimation methods. Statistics Norway is studying the use
of the now-continuous labor force survey for actual hours,
rather than normal hours, of work—partly because an-
nual average hours based on labor force survey data are
nearly 12 percent higher than hours-worked figures based
on administrative data using the normal-hours-of-work
concept.”® Improvements in the collection and measure-
ment of data on hours in a number of the OECD countries
should lead to improved harmonization of data among
these countries in the future. In the meantime, data on
average annual hours actually worked remain useful for
broad comparisons, but consumers of these data should
take heed: small differences between countries may tell a
misleading story. O
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IELICV R B Average annual hours actually worked, all employed persons, 13 countries, 1980-2006

United States Canada Japan South Korea Belgium Denmark France
Year

OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS

1980........ 1,819 1,824 1,802 1,807 2,121 - 2,876 2,803 - 1,690 1,646 1,659 1,842 1,828
1981........] 1,809 1,807 1,801 1,807 2,106 - 2,892 2,787 - 1,667 1,617 1,632 1,808 1,790
1982........ 1,806 1,795 1,784 1,787 2,104 - 2,905 2,907 - 1,653 1,627 1,642 1,765 1,736
1983........] 1,825 1,804 1,780 1,784 2,095 - 2,923 2,881 1,768 1,659 1,622 1,638 1,758 1,731
1984........ 1,843 1,820 1,782 1,788 2,108 - 2,919 2,865 1,793 1,630 1,615 1,633 1,746 1,720
1985........| 1,841 1,825 1,790 1,802 2,093 - 2,894 2,865 1,799 1,635 1,601 1,619 1,731 1,707
1986........ 1,833 1,806 1,789 1,799 2,097 - 2,923 2,803 1,779 1,624 1,603 1,622 1,720 1,703
1987.......| 1,838 1,809 1,797 1,809 2,096 - 2,892 2,881 1,763 1,635 1,568 1,587 1,716 1,702
1988........ 1,842 1,823 1,807 1,828 2,092 - 2,846 2,902 1,750 1,630 1,549 1,569 1,718 1,707
1989........| 1,855 1,837 1,801 1,822 2,070 - 2,742 2,834 1,741 1,612 1,532 1,552 1,699 1,688
1990........ 1,836 1,818 1,788 1,804 2,031 - 2,688 2,798 1,754 1,601 1,518 1,539 1,702 1,702
1991.......] 1,823 1,810 1,767 1,780 1,998 - 2,672 2,777 1,715 1,590 1,513 1,534 1,694 1,694
1992........ 1,826 1,802 1,759 1,779 1,965 - 2,650 2,730 1,693 1,594 1,532 1,554 1,695 1,695
1993.......] 1,835 1,819 1,763 1,805 1,905 - 2,667 2,740 1,646 1,552 1,531 1,555 1,682 1,682
1994........ 1,842 1,836 1,780 1,821 1,898 - 2,651 2,725 1,646 1,551 1,494 1,548 1,675 1,675
1995....... 1,849 1,855 1,775 1,810 1,884 - 2,658 2,730 1,674 1,549 1,499 1,541 1,651 1,651
1996........ 1,840 1,852 1,784 1,826 1,892 1,924 2,648 2,720 1,646 1,547 1,495 1,531 1,655 1,655
1997.......] 1,850 1,865 1,767 1,809 1,865 1,894 2,592 2,673 1,660 1,566 1,512 1,544 1,649 1,649
1998........ 1,852 1,879 1,767 1,804 1,842 1,872 2,496 2,605 1,672 1,555 1,528 1,559 1,637 1,637
1999.......] 1,853 1,887 1,769 1,807 1,810 1,851 2,502 2,621 1,581 1,545 1,539 1,568 1,630 1,630
2000........ 1,841 1,864 1,768 1,802 1,821 1,865 2,520 2,631 1,554 1,545 1,554 1,581 1,591 1,591
2001.......[ 1,819 1,841 1,762 1,793 1,809 1,846 2,506 2,621 1,577 1,547 1,562 1,586 1,578 1,578
2002........ 1,814 1,822 1,744 1,775 1,798 1,832 2,465 2,590 1,579 1,548 1,556 1,578 1,536 1,536
2003.......| 1,806 1,795 1,734 1,761 1,799 1,832 2,434 2,553 1,575 1,542 1,552 1,576 1,530 1,531
2004........ 1,809 1,797 1,752 1,779 1,787 1,836 2,394 2,532 1,549 1,522 1,558 1,582 1,555 1,558
2005....... 1,804 1,793 1,738 1,769 1,775 1,823 2,354 2,501 1,565 1,534 1,574 1,597 1,559 1,550
2006........ 1,804 1,792 1,738 1,766 1,784 1,832 2,305 2,491 1,571 1,534 1,577 1,608 1,564 1,548
Germany' Netherlands Norway Spain Sweden United Kingdom

OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS OECD BLS

1,751 | 1,698 - - 1,580 | 1,580 | 2,003 1,753 | 1,517 | 1,517 | 1,773 | 1,793

1,729 1,683 - - 1,570 | 1,570 1,968 1,727 1,508 1,508 1,715 1,747

1,718 1,681 - - 1,559 | 1,559 1,946 1,727 1,523 1,523 1,730 1,743

1,705 1,679 - - 1,553 | 1,553 1,912 1,696 1,532 1,532 1,717 1,717

1,694 1,672 - - 1,548 | 1,548 1,865 1,660 1,534 1,534 1,733 1,726

1,671 1,645 - - 1,542 | 1,542 1,855 1,643 1,538 1,538 1,766 1,735

1,652 1,638 - - 1,538 | 1,538 1,847 1,643 1,536 1,536 1,768 1,726

1,629 1,631 1,540 - 1,511 1,511 1,838 1,595 1,546 1,546 1,758 1,720

1,624 1,629 1,509 - 1,513 | 1,513 1,835 1,600 1,566 1,566 1,798 1,732

1,601 1,605 1,497 - 1,511 1,510 1,822 1,608 1,565 1,565 1,786 1,745

1,578 1,567 1,504 - 1,503 | 1,503 1,824 1,608 1,561 1,561 1,771 1,745

1,548 1,548 1,471 - 1,500 | 1,500 1,833 1,600 1,548 1,548 1,767 1,726

1,566 1,566 1,447 - 1,510 | 1,510 1,825 1,596 1,565 1,565 1,732 1,701

1,550 1,550 1,419 - 1,507 | 1,507 1,816 1,587 1,582 1,582 1,726 1,701

1,547 1,547 1,411 - 1,505 | 1,505 1,816 1,584 1,621 1,621 1,740 1,692

1,534 1,534 1,391 1,516 1,488 | 1,488 1,815 1,592 1,626 1,626 1,743 1,715

1,518 1,518 1,421 1,524 1,483 | 1,483 1,811 1,592 1,635 1,635 1,742 1,715

1,509 1,509 1,414 1,513 1,478 | 1,478 1,813 1,602 1,639 1,639 1,740 1,715

1,503 1,503 1,400 1,497 1,476 | 1,476 1,834 1,614 1,638 1,638 1,734 1,711

1,492 1,492 1,381 1,492 1,473 | 1,474 1,817 1,629 1,647 1,647 1,723 1,702

1,473 1,473 1,372 1,490 1,455 | 1,455 1,815 1,653 1,625 1,625 1,711 1,686

1,458 1,458 1,372 1,490 1,429 | 1,429 1,817 1,649 1,603 1,603 1,714 1,689

1,445 1,445 1,348 1,472 1,414 | 1,414 1,798 1,647 1,580 1,580 1,696 1,673

1,439 1,439 1,363 1,463 1,399 | 1,399 1,800 1,632 1,562 1,562 1,677 1,665

1,442 1,442 1,362 1,460 1,417 | 1,417 1,799 1,618 1,585 1,585 1,672 1,658

1,437 1,437 1,375 1,448 1,421 1,421 1,769 1,599 1,588 1,588 1,676 1,661

1,436 1,436 1,391 1,457 1,407 | 1,407 1,764 1,594 1,583 1,583 1,669 1,656

' Data prior to 1991 are for West Germany.
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Job openings and hires

decline in 2008

Downward trends in job openings, hires, and quits

were geographically widespread and affected almost

every industry

2008. The number of job openings, a stock

measure referenced to the last day of the
month, dropped from 4.4 million, seasonally
adjusted, in December 2007 to 3.2 million in
December 2008 after trending down steadily
over the year. Hires, which is a measure of
worker flows, also trended down steadily over
the year. Hires dropped from 5.1 million, sea-
sonally adjusted, in December 2007 to a low
of 4.2 million in November 2008 and then in-
creased to 4.5 million in December 2008. Job
openings and hires also declined in 2007.

The total separations level which was 5.0
million, seasonally adjusted, in December
2007, fluctuated over the course of the year
reaching a high of 5.2 million in April 2008
and returned to 5.0 million in December 2008.
The level of layoffs and discharges increased
from 1.8 million in December 2007 to 2.4
million in December 2008 and the level of
quits dropped from 2.9 million in December
2007 to 2.1 million in December 2008.

In December 2008, the National Bureau of
Economic Research announced that the cur-
rent recession had begun in December 2007.?
'The downward trend in job openings, hires,
and quits, and the upward trend in layofts and
discharges are consistent with recessionary
trends in other economic statistics. Recession-
ary trends are evident in increasing unemploy-
ment and declining employment levels. For
example, the unemployment rate, 4.9 percent
in December 2007, climbed to 7.2 by of De-
cember 2008.> Also, since December 2007,

Job openings and hires declined during

- May 2009

nonfarm employment dropped from 138 mil-
lion to 135 million for the month of December
2008, a net employment loss of approximately
3 million over the course of 2008.* Chart 1
shows JOLTS total private job openings com-
pared to CES total private employment levels
since December 2000. The job openings lev-
eled off and began to fall prior to December
2007 when employment levels began to fall.
The Job Openings and Labor Turnover
Survey program (JOLTS) measures job open-
ings, hires, and separations on a monthly basis
by industry and geographic region. The JOLTS
statistics gauge labor demand by collecting
data monthly from a sample of approximately
16,000 nonfarm business establishments and
is aligned monthly with the BLS Current Em-
ployment Statistics (CES) program. Published
JOLTS data are available from December 2000
forward. In 2008, JOLTS added seasonally-ad-
justed arts, entertainment, and recreation series
for all data types and seasonally-adjusted lay-
offs and discharges for the Total Nonfarm, To-
tal Private, and Government industries. Also,
the entire JOLTS data series was retabulated on
the basis of new methodology concurrent with
the release of the January 2009 preliminary es-
timates.” Unless otherwise noted, JOLTS data
used in this report are seasonally adjusted.

National level trends: job openings

The job openings rate at the national level
experienced a downward trend for 2008 and
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reached a low in December 2008 of 2.3 percent. Fewer job
openings mean fewer opportunities for job-seekers to find
employment. An economic expansion is characterized by
a rising number of job openings and falling unemploy-
ment while an economic contraction is characterized by
rising unemployment and a falling number of job open-
ings. Chart 2 illustrates the inverse relationship between
job openings and unemployment.® As the economy began
to weaken prior to the beginning of the current recession,
unemployment climbed while job openings dropped.

The ratio between unemployment and job openings is
an indication of how the number of unemployed persons
per job opening changes over time. The ratio increased
from mid-2006 where it hovered around 1.5 unemployed
persons per job opening to a ratio of approximately 3.5
unemployed persons per job opening in December 2008.
(See chart 3.)

National level trends: hires

Hires are defined as the total number of additions to the
payroll occurring at any time during the reference month.
In November 2008, hires reached a series low of 4.2

million. The series declined from a high of 5.0 million
in February 2008 to 4.2 million in November 2008 and
then increased in December 2008 to 4.5 million hires. The
downward trend that concluded in November 2008 began
in mid-2006. The annual hires rate dropped to a series low
of 41.2 percent in 2008. (See table 1.)

When comparing hires to total separations, it is indica-
tive of an economic contraction when total separations
exceed hires. For 11 consecutive months, from Febru-
ary 2008 through December 2008, separations exceeded
hires. Prior to that point, hires exceeded separations in 49
of the 53 months from September 2003 through January
2008. None of the four exceptions occurred in consecutive
months. (See chart 4.)

National level trends: total separations

Total separations is defined as the total number of termi-
nations of employment occurring at any time during the
reference month and includes quits, layoffs and discharg-
es, and other separations such as retirements. In 2008,
monthly total separations peaked in April at 5.2 million,
dropped to 4.8 million in July, and then trended upward
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JoLTs job openings rate and cps unemployment rate, seasonally adjusted, December 2000-
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IEICR  Annual hires rates™ and levels?

Rates (percent) Levels (in thousands)
Industry and region
2007 | 2008 Change Percent 2007 2008 Change | Percent
change change
Total 46.1 41.2 -49 -10.6 63,381 56,496 -6,885 -10.9
Industry
Total private 51.0 46.1 -49 -9.6 58,833 52,807 -6,026 -10.2
Natural resources and mining ..........c.c........ 47.9 49.4 1.5 3.1 347 382 35 10.1
Construction 63.1 64.0 9 1.4 4,811 4,618 -193 -4.0
Manufacturing 333 27.2 -6.1 -18.3 4,617 3,651 -966 -20.9
Durable goods 30.5 24.6 -5.9 -19.3 2,687 2,089 -598 -22.3
Nondurable goods........eceesnnnes 38.1 315 -6.6 -17.3 1,930 1,561 -369 -19.1
Trade, transportation, and utilities ............ 49.6 440 -56 -11.3 13,215 11,602 -1,613 -12.2
Wholesale trade 36.8 31.7 -5.1 -13.9 2,212 1,892 -320 -14.5
Retail trade 58.8 513 -75 -12.8 9,121 7,876 -1,245 -13.6
Transportation, warehousing, and
utilities 36.9 36.2 -7 -1.9 1,881 1,833 -48 -26
Information 324 27.2 -52 -16.0 983 814 -169 -17.2
Financial activities 38.0 325 -55 -14.5 3,158 2,649 -509 -16.1
Finance and insurance.........rence. 34.1 283 -58 -17.0 2,089 1,704 -385 -18.4
Real estate and rental and leasing . 493 44.4 -49 -99 1,070 945 -125 -11.7
Professional and business services 64.0 56.9 -71 -11.1 11,475 10,112 -1,363 -11.9
Education and health services. ... 35.1 34.8 -3 -9 6,438 6,553 115 1.8
Educational services.... 30.9 30.9 .0 .0 910 939 29 3.2
Health care and social assistance 359 355 -4 -1.1 5,529 5,616 87 1.6
Leisure and hospitality ......occcueeeeenn. 834 74.0 -94 -11.3 11,194 9,965 -1,229 -11.0
Arts, entertainment, and recreation...... 83.2 74.8 -84 -10.1 1,639 1,473 -166 -10.1
Accommodations and food services..... 834 739 -95 -11.4 9,554 8,492 -1,062 -11.1
Other services 473 445 -28 -59 2,600 2,462 -138 -53
Government 20.5 16.4 -4.1 -20.0 4,549 3,688 -861 -18.9
Federal 309 12.1 -18.8 -60.8 844 335 -509 -60.3
State and local 19.0 17.0 -2.0 -10.5 3,705 3,351 -354 -9.6
Region 3
Northeast 39.0 36.0 -3.0 -7.7 10,010 9,237 -773 -77
South 49.0 421 -6.9 -14.1 24,360 20,846 -3,514 -14.4
Midwest 45.4 40.7 -4.7 -10.4 14,239 12,690 -1,549 -10.9
West 47.8 44.6 -3.2 -6.7 14,774 13,721 -1,053 -71
' The annual hires rate is the number of hires during the entire yearasa  Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont; South: Ala-
percent of annual average employment. bama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
2 The annual hires level is the total number of hires during the entire  Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia; Midwest: lllinois, Indiana, lowa,
year. Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, and Wisconsin; West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
3The States (including the District of Columbia) that comprise the regions ~ Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington,
are: Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New and Wyoming.

to 5.0 million in December.

The annual total separations rate reached a series low
of 43.3 percent in 2008. The annual total separations rate
is the sum of total separations levels for the 12 months of
the year divided by the annual average employment level
multiplied by 100. This annual rate has declined for the
last three years. However, while annual total separations
rates have decreased over the past three years, the relative
proportion of annual layofts and discharges within total

separations has increased. Layoffs and discharges rose
from 34 percent of total separations in 2006 (prior to
the current economic downturn) to 41 percent of total
separations in 2008. The quits rate dropped from a high
of 58 percent of total separations in 2006 to 52 percent
of total separations in 2008, while the other separations
rate slipped from 8 percent of total separations in 2006
to 7 percent of total separations in 2008. (See tables 2-5.)
Note the difference between the composition of total
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LEL B Annual total separations rates ' and levels 2
Rates (percent) Levels (in thousands)
Industry and region P A p A
ercen ercen
2007 2008 Change change 2007 2008 Change change
Total 45.1 433 -1.8 -4.0 62,104 59,343 -2,761 -44
Industry
Total private. 50.1 48.7 -14 -28 57,860 55,808 -2,052 -35
Natural resources and MiNiNg .....cooc.coveeeernereene 43.0 432 2 5 31 334 23 7.4
Construction 65.2 727 7.5 11.5 4,971 5,242 271 5.5
Manufacturing 35.1 333 -1.8 -5.1 4,871 4,475 -396 -8.1
Durable goods 32.7 31.8 -9 -28 2,880 2,695 -185 -6.4
Nondurable goods 39.2 35.9 -33 -84 1,988 1,780 -208 -10.5
Trade, transportation, and utilities ... 48.4 473 -1.1 -23 12,889 12,488 -401 -3.1
Wholesale trade 353 35.1 -2 -6 2,126 2,093 -33 -1.6
Retail trade 57.5 549 -2.6 -45 8,928 8,424 -504 -5.6
Transportation, warehousing, and
utilities 36.0 389 29 8.1 1,835 1,970 135 74
Information 329 29.9 -3.0 -9.1 999 897 -102 -10.2
Financial activities 39.3 35.2 -41 -10.4 3,259 2,870 -389 -11.9
Finance and insurance 35.6 30.9 -4.7 -13.2 2,181 1,856 -325 -14.9
Real estate and rental and leasing.. 49.7 47.6 -2.1 -42 1,078 1,013 -65 -6.0
Professional and business services... 62.3 60.9 -1.4 -2.2 11,183 10,823 -360 -3.2
Education and health services ... 323 32.1 -2 -6 5,911 6,055 144 24
Educational services.........uwuuu.. 28.9 28.3 - .6 -21 850 858 8 9
Health care and social assistance 329 329 .0 .0 5,060 5,199 139 2.7
Leisure and hospitality ...........cccceeeeee 81.5 75.5 -6.0 -74 10,938 10,158 -780 -71
Arts, entertainment, and recreation .. 81.3 76.6 -4.7 -58 1,601 1,509 -92 -57
Accommodations and food services........... 81.5 753 -6.2 -76 9,341 8,648 -693 -74
Other services 46.0 44.6 -14 -3.0 2,529 2,467 -62 -25
Government 19.1 15.7 -34 -17.8 4,242 3,534 -708 -16.7
Federal 30.2 11.6 -18.6 -61.6 825 322 -503 -61.0
State and local 17.6 16.3 -13 -74 3,420 3,210 -210 -6.1
Region 3
Northeast 371 38.0 9 24 9,530 9,742 212 2.2
South 48.0 442 -3.8 -79 23,852 21,891 -1,961 -8.2
Midwest 442 41.8 -24 -54 13,862 13,024 -838 -6.0
West 48.1 47.8 -3 - .6 14,857 14,686 =171 -1.2
' The annual total separations rate is the number of total separations  tions during the entire year.
during the entire year as a percent of annual average employment.
3 See footnote 3, Table 1.
2The annual total separations level is the total number of total separa-

separations in 2006, prior to the economic downturn, and
the composition of total separations in 2008, subsequent
to the economic downturn, as shown in chart 5.

With the exception of 2007, the JOLTS total separa-
tions series has trended closely with CES employment
annually, increasing and decreasing in a procyclical
manner in conjunction with increases and decreases in
employment levels.® Total separations are procyclical
with employment in most instances because quits are
also procyclical. In 2007, however, the quits component
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of total separations decreased while total employment
continued to increase and the layoffs and discharges
component of total separations increased.

Quits. Quits are voluntary separations by employees, ex-
cluding retirements. During 2008, quits steadily declined
from a high of 2.9 million in January to a low of 2.1 mil-
lion in December. The downward trend in quits can be
explained by worker behavior during an economic slow-
down. Individuals are less willing to quit their current job



1L Ml Annual quits rates ™ and levels?

Rates (percent) Levels (in thousands)
Industry and region o . o .
ercen ercen
2007 2008 Change change 2007 2008 Change change
Total 255 226 -29 -11.4 35,103 31,004 —4,099 -11.7
Industry
Total private 28.7 25.6 -3.1 -10.8 33,095 29,344 -3,751 -11.3
Natural resources and mining................. 253 24.2 -1.1 -43 183 187 4 2.2
Construction 249 23.1 -1.8 -7.2 1,903 1,664 -239 -12.6
Manufacturing 18.1 14.4 -37 -20.4 2,512 1,929 -583 -23.2
Durable goods 16.2 12.6 -36 -22.2 1,423 1,072 -351 -24.7
Nondurable goods. . 21.5 17.3 -4.2 -19.5 1,088 855 -233 -21.4
Trade, transportation, and utilities ........ 28.7 25.9 -28 -9.38 7,652 6,824 -828 -10.8
Wholesale trade.......cowvereemnrrvensreesnseeinnns 19.5 16.8 -27 -13.8 1,170 999 -171 -14.6
Retail trade 358 31.7 -4.1 -11.5 5,553 4,861 -692 -12.5
Transportation, warehousing, and
utilities 18.2 19.1 9 49 927 965 38 4.1
Information 19.2 15.5 -37 -19.3 581 465 -116 -20.0
Financial activities 22.8 18.8 -4.0 -17.5 1,896 1,528 -368 -194
Finance and insurance... . 22.8 17.4 -54 -23.7 1,400 1,047 -353 -25.2
Real estate and rental and leasing...... 23.1 22.6 -5 -22 500 481 -19 -3.38
Professional and business services........ 32.3 28.9 -34 -10.5 5,797 5,145 -652 -11.2
Education and health services 204 18.7 -1.7 -83 3,732 3,531 -201 -54
Educational services 14.1 12.7 -14 -99 414 386 -28 -6.8
Health care and social assistance.......... 216 19.9 -1.7 -79 3,315 3,148 -167 -5.0
Leisure and hospitality 55.4 49.7 -5.7 -10.3 7,443 6,685 -758 -10.2
Arts, entertainment, and recreation... 321 28.9 -32 -10.0 632 570 -62 -9.8
Accommodations and food services . 59.4 53.2 -6.2 -10.4 6,810 6,115 -695 -10.2
Other services. 255 25.1 -4 -1.6 1,400 1,387 -13 -9
Government 9.0 74 -1.6 -17.8 2,008 1,661 -347 -17.3
Federal 10.5 3.8 -6.7 -63.8 287 105 -182 -63.4
State and local. 8.8 7.9 -9 -10.2 1,722 1,555 -167 -9.7
Region 3
Northeast 18.3 18.0 -3 -1.6 4,708 4,616 -92 -20
South 29.1 25.0 -4.1 -14.1 14,478 12,393 —-2,085 -14.4
Midwest 24.1 21.8 -23 -9.5 7,552 6,800 -752 -10.0
West 27.1 234 -37 -13.7 8,366 7,191 -1,175 -14.0

' The annual quits rate is the number of quits during the entire year as a
percent of annual average employment.

2 The annual quits level is the total number of quits during the entire
year.

3 See footnote 3, Table 1.

if they believe it will be difficult to find a new job. They
are also less willing to relocate for new jobs.” In 2008, this
downward trend in quits could be tied to the collapse of
the housing market, high gas prices in the first half of the
year, and economic uncertainty in general."’

In December 2008, the Consumer Confidence In-
dex™, a leading indicator, reached a historic low of
38.6,!! down from 90.6 in December 2007. Over time,
the JOLTS quits rate series has trended closely with the
Consumer Confidence Index.’ If consumers are not
confident in the economy, they are less likely to quit

their jobs. (See chart 6.)

Layoffs and Discharges. Layofts and discharges are invol-
untary separations initiated by the employer. While there
was some fluctuation in the month-to-month levels dur-
ing 2008, layofts and discharges have trended up over the
year. In January 2008, there were 1.8 million layoffs and
discharges. By December 2008, the number of layofts and
discharges rose to 2.4 million.

Because unemployment insurance claims are usually
filed after job loss, they trend closely with the layoffs and
discharges series. Similar to the upward trend in layoffs
and discharges, unemployment insurance claims rose over
the course of 2008." Chart 7 shows that both series reflect
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IELI M Annual layoffs and discharges rates ' and levels?
Rates (percent) Levels (in thousands)
Industry and region
2007 2008 | Change | Pereemt | 5007 | 2008 Change | Percent
change change
Total 16.4 17.8 1.4 8.5 22,539 24,370 1,831 8.1
Industry
Total private 18.4 20.2 1.8 9.8 21,176 23,146 1,970 9.3
Natural resources and MiNiNg .........coeeeceeeneeees 126 15.1 2.5 19.8 91 117 26 28.6
Construction 37.3 46.4 9.1 244 2,848 3,347 499 17.5
Manufacturing 14.1 16.5 24 17.0 1,963 2,217 254 12.9
Durable goods 13.7 16.7 3.0 219 1,205 1,413 208 17.3
Nondurable goods 14.9 16.2 1.3 8.7 757 801 44 5.8
Trade, transportation, and utilities ................ 13.6 16.3 2.7 19.9 821 973 152 18.5
Retail trade 17.7 18.9 1.2 6.8 2,753 2,907 154 5.6
Transportation, warehousing, and
utilities 13.9 16.0 2.1 15.1 707 811 104 14.7
Information 10.4 12.2 1.8 173 315 365 50 15.9
Financial activities 13.3 13.5 2 1.5 1,107 1,100 -7 -6
Finance and insurance 9.9 10.6 7 7.1 605 640 35 5.8
Real estate and rental and leasing .... 23.1 21.6 -1.5 -6.5 500 461 -39 -7.8
Professional and business services... 26.4 28.7 2.3 8.7 4,744 5,110 366 7.7
Education and health services.... 9.5 11.0 1.5 15.8 1,737 2,069 332 19.1
Educational services........ocu.. 13.2 14.0 .8 6.1 387 426 39 10.1
Health care and social assistance .. 8.8 10.4 1.6 18.2 1,350 1,644 294 21.8
Leisure and hospitality ......c..ccceeeceunen. 236 234 -2 -8 3,174 3,152 -22 -7
Arts, entertainment, and recreation. 46.2 45.6 -6 -1.3 910 898 -12 -1.3
Accommodations and food services 19.7 19.6 -1 -5 2,262 2,256 -6 -3
Other services 16.6 17.7 1.1 6.6 914 977 63 6.9
Government 6.1 5.5 -.6 -9.8 1,364 1,227 -137 -10.0
Federal 8.2 3.9 -43 -52.4 225 109 -116 -51.6
State and local 5.8 5.6 -2 -34 1,137 1,114 -23 -20
Region?
Northeast 15.6 16.9 1.3 8.3 3,996 4,326 330 8.3
South 15.9 16.5 .6 3.8 7,909 8,162 253 3.2
Midwest 16.8 17.0 2 1.2 5,276 5,302 26 5
West 173 214 4.1 23.7 5,357 6,582 1,225 229
'The annual layoffs and discharges rate is the number of layoffs and dis-  discharges during the entire year.
charges during the entire year as a percent of annual average employment.
2The annual layoffs and discharges level is the total number of layoffs and * See footnote 3, Table 1.

increases beginning well before the start of the recession.

Other Separations. Other separations includes separa-
tions due to retirement, transfer to other locations of the
same firm, death, and disability. Other separations, not
seasonally adjusted, declined from 334,000 in December
2007 to 289,000 in December 2008. The annual other
separations rate also reached a low in 2008 of 2.9 percent
of annual average employment. This decline in other sepa-
rations may represent a tendency to forestall retirement
during a recession.
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Regional trends: job openings

Just as job openings at the national level experienced a
downward trend in 2008, the job openings rates for all
four regions also experienced downward movements in
2008. The Midwest regional job openings rate reached a
low of 1.9 percent in December 2008.

Using Local Area Unemployment Statistics unemploy-
ment data, ratios for the number of unemployed persons
per job opening were computed by region.™ The highest
ratio is currently in the Midwest where the number of



LM Annual other separations rates' and levels?

Rates (percent) Levels (in thousands)
Industry and region
2007 2008 Change Zﬁ;‘:;: 2007 2008 Change Zﬁ;‘:;:
Total 3.2 29 -03 -94 4,463 3,969 -494 -11.1
Industry
Total private 3.1 29 2 -6.5 3,591 3,319 =272 -7.6
Natural resources and mining 4.8 3.6 -1.2 -25.0 35 28 -7 -20.0
Construction 29 3.2 3 10.3 220 233 13 59
Manufacturing 2.8 25 3 -10.7 393 332 -61 -15.5
Durable goods 2.9 25 4 -13.8 252 209 -43 -17.1
Nondurable goods ..........ceemneeees 2.8 2.5 3 -10.7 142 124 -18 -12.7
Trade, transportation, and utilities.......... 3.6 37 1 2.8 956 974 18 1.9
Wholesale trade 2.2 2.0 2 -9.1 134 120 -14 -10.4
Retail trade 4.0 43 3 7.5 623 658 35 5.6
Transportation, warehousing, and
utilities 3.9 39 .0 0 201 196 -5 -25
Information 33 23 -1.0 -30.3 100 68 -32 -32.0
Financial activities 3.1 3.0 N -3.2 257 245 -12 -4.7
Finance and insurance . 2.8 29 N 3.6 174 172 -2 -1
Real estate and rental and leasing....... 37 3.4 3 -8.1 80 73 -7 -8.8
Professional and business services.......... 3.6 3.2 4 -11.1 644 568 -76 -11.8
Education and health services 2.4 2.4 .0 .0 444 454 10 2.3
Educational services..........ccoccuu..e. 1.7 1.6 Nl -59 50 48 -2 -4.0
Health care and social assistance 2.6 2.6 .0 .0 395 406 11 2.8
Leisure and hospitality 24 24 .0 0 324 322 -2 -6
Arts, entertainment, and recreation.... 3.0 2.1 9 -30.0 59 42 -17 -28.8
Accommodations and food services .. 23 24 Nl 43 267 278 1 4.1
Other services 3.9 1.8 -2.1 -53.8 217 102 -115 -53.0
Government 3.9 29 -1.0 -25.6 872 647 -225 -25.8
Federal 1.4 4.0 -74 -64.9 312 110 -202 -64.7
State and local 2.9 2.7 -2 -6.9 559 538 =21 -3.8
Region?®
Northeast 32 3.1 N -3.1 821 799 -22 -27
South 3.0 2.7 3 -10.0 1,475 1,342 -133 -9.0
Midwest 33 29 4 -12.1 1,034 919 -115 -11.1
West 3.7 3.0 7 -18.9 1,132 9209 -223 -19.7
' The annual other separations rate is the number of other separations  tions during the entire year.
during the entire year as a percent of annual average employment.
3 See footnote 3, Table 1.
2The annual other separations level is the total number of other separa-

unemployed per job opening is approaching 4 to 1. All
four regions show a similar trend of an increasing ratio

beginning in mid-2007.
Regional trends: hires

Similar to the trend at the national level, hires have trended
downward at the regional level in 2008. All four regions
have dropped to series low hires rates, seasonally adjusted.
In 2008, after peaking at a hires rate of 4.2 percent in
April, the West region reached a series low of 3.4 percent
in October. The Northeast and Midwest both experienced

slight increases in hires rate in June 2008 at 3.2 and 3.6
percent, respectively, but then the hires rates fell to 2.6
percent in the Northeast and 3.0 percent in the Midwest
by November 2008. The South region showed a steady
decline in hires to a low of 3.2 percent in November 2008
and then increased to 3.4 percent in December.

Regional trends: total separations

Total separations increased in the Northeast and West
regions and decreased in the Midwest and South regions.
From December 2007 to December 2008, separations in-
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2008
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Jouts quits and the Conference Board Consumer Confidence Index™, seasonally adjusted, December
2000-December 2008
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creased in the Northeast from 2.8 percent to 3.2 percent
and in the West from 3.9 percent to 4.0 percent. During
the same time period, total separations in the South de-
creased from 3.8 percent to 3.7 percent and in the Mid-
west from 3.6 percent to 3.5 percent.

Relative contributions of the components of total
separations varied by region. Layofts and discharges in
the West showed the highest annual percentage of total
separations of the four census regions at 44.8 percent in
2008.The South showed the lowest contribution of layoffs
and discharges to total separations at 37.3 percent. Quits
were high in the South at 56.6 percent of that region’s
total separations. The Northeast showed the lowest con-
tribution of quits to total separations of the four Census
regions at 47.4 percent. Other separations were highest in
the Northeast as a percentage of that region’s total sepa-
rations at 8.2 percent while the South again shows the
lowest contribution at 6.1 percent.

Industry trends in 2008

The overall pattern of declining job openings, declining
hires, increasing layoffs and discharges, and declining
quits and other separations was consistent across most

industries. For the majority of industries job openings
declined from December 2007 to December 2008. The
tollowing industries reached series lows during 2008 for
their job openings rates, seasonally adjusted: construction
in December 2008; professional and business services in
November 2008; and accommodation and food services
in November 2008.

Hires rates also declined in the majority of industries
over 2008. The following industries dropped to series low
seasonally-adjusted hires rates during 2008: manufactur-
ing in November 2008; retail trade in November 2008;
professional and business services in September 2008; arts,
entertainment, and recreation in November 2008; and ac-
commodation and food services in December 2008.

Typically, average monthly hires exceed average
monthly job openings. This is true in 2008 at the total
nonfarm level. However, there are several industries in
which average monthly job openings exceeded average
monthly hires in 2008 indicating areas where, in spite of
the current recession, demand for some types of labor may
be greater than the supply. These industries include infor-
mation; finance and insurance; and health care and social
assistance. (See chart 8.)

Total separations rates at the industry level showed a

Monthly hires and job openings rates, annual averages, 2008
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mix of increases and decreases over the year: construction;
manufacturing; trade, transportation, and utilities; and
professional and business services experienced increasing
seasonally-adjusted total separations numbers over the
course of 2008. The remaining industries experienced sea-
sonally-adjusted declines in total separations during 2008,
with the exception of education and health services, which
remained unchanged. Series lows occurred in the follow-
ing seasonally-adjusted separations series: arts, entertain-
ment, and recreation; and government. In the remaining
separations series, which are not seasonally adjusted, total
separations increased from December 2007 to December
2008 with the following exceptions: finance and insur-
ance; educational services; and Federal Government.

Industry level layoffs and discharges, which are not sea-
sonally adjusted, have increased over the year in almost all
industries with the exceptions of finance and insurance;
Federal Government; and State and local government
which showed declines. In December 2008, wholesale
trade reached a series high for layofts and discharges at 2.4
percent of total employment, not seasonally adjusted. In a
number of cases, layoffs and discharges remained stable
until after the summer months when the climb in layofts
and discharges began.

Quits have declined in all of the seasonally adjusted
industry series from over the year with most industries
dropping to series low quit rates. For the not seasonally
adjusted series, Federal Government quits dropped to a
series low rate of 0.1 percent of total employment in No-
vember 2008.

Other separations, which are not seasonally adjusted,
were fairly stable over 2008, trending downward only
slightly in most industries. Notably, mining and logging
showed a 0.3 percent decline from December 2007 to
December 2008 in other separations as did wholesale
trade. Real estate and rental and leasing on the other hand
showed an increase in other separations of 0.4 percent of
total employment.

Leisure and Hospitality. Leisure and hospitality showed
large changes over the course of 2008 in job openings,
hires, and total separations. The job openings rate, season-
ally adjusted, declined steadily over the year from 4.1 per-
cent in December 2007 to 2.3 percent in December 2008,
a series low. Hires, seasonally adjusted, declined from a
high of 6.9 percent in February 2008 to a low of 5.3 per-
cent in November 2008. In May, the hires rate increased to
6.7 percent but then resumed the downward trend. Total
separations in the leisure and hospitality industry showed

a downward trend from a high of 6.9 percent in February
2008 to a low of 5.7 percent in December 2008.

In arts, entertainment, and recreation, job openings
dropped slightly by 0.3 percent while hires declined by
1.1 percent, seasonally adjusted, from December 2007 to
December 2008. Quits reached a series low of 1.5 percent
in December 2008, seasonally adjusted. Accommodation
and food services showed a downward trend for 2008
in job openings. Job openings, seasonally adjusted, went
from 4.4 percent in December 2007 to 2.4 percent in
December 2008. Hires for accommodation and food ser-
vices, seasonally adjusted, trended downward over 2008.
From December 2007 to December 2008, total separa-
tions dropped from 6.8 percent to 5.7 percent, seasonally
adjusted.

Durable Goods Manufacturing.  'The durable goods man-
ufacturing industry experienced declining job openings
and hires, and increasing total separations. An analysis of
the annual data provides another look at the impact of the
recession on the durable goods industry.

On an annual basis, the share of layoffs and discharges
as a percent of total separations showed a larger increase in
durable goods manufacturing from 2007 to 2008 than any
other industry. The contribution of layoffs and discharges
went from 41.8 percent in 2007 to 52.4 percent in 2008,
an increase of 10.6 points. Quits also declined from 49.4
percent contribution to total separations in 2007 to 39.8
percent in 2008, a decrease of 9.6 points. This represents
a larger decline in quits as a portion of total separations

than any other industry as well.

Construction. 'The construction industry experienced a
drop in job openings rate from 1.8 percent in Decem-
ber 2007 to a low of 0.9 percent in December 2008 while
hires experienced an increase from 5.0 percent in Decem-
ber 2007 to 5.3 percent in December 2008, seasonally
adjusted. Total separations, seasonally adjusted, were up
from 5.4 percent to 6.6 percent for the same time period.
'The layoffs and discharges rate, not seasonally adjusted,
experienced a large increase from 3.8 percent in Decem-
ber 2007 to 5.8 percent in December 2008. The increase
in layofts and discharges in the construction industry can
be explained by the severe problems in the financial and
housing markets during the recession. According to CES
employment figures, national construction employment
went from 7.5 million employees in December 2007 to
6.8 million employees in December 2008, seasonally ad-
justed.
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Conclusion

The current recession continued to impact labor market
demand in 2008; job openings and hires declined and
layoffs and discharges increased while quits decreased at
the national level. For all four Census regions, job open-

NOTES

ings declined as did hires. Total separations increased
in the Northeast and remained relatively unchanged in
the remaining regions. At the industry level, declining
job openings, declining hires, increasing layofts and dis-
charges, and declining quits and other separations were
measured across most industries. a
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Business employment dynamics:

annual tabulations

The Business Employment Dynamics program releases quarterly

gross job gain and gross job loss statistics, and this year it is
releasing annual statistics for the first time; the annual data
show over-the-year growth and decline of employment

at the establishment level

usiness Employment Dynamics (BED)

data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor

Statistics are quarterly statistics that
quantify levels of gross job gains and gross job
losses in the United States. Gross job gains
are defined as the sum of all employment
gains at expanding and opening establish-
ments. Gross job losses are defined as the sum
of all employment losses at contracting and
closing establishments. In the second quarter
of 2008, on a seasonally adjusted basis, 1.8
million establishments expanded or opened,
creating 7.3 million jobs, and 2.0 million es-
tablishments contracted or closed, eliminat-
ing 7.8 million jobs. The difference between
the 7.3 million gross job gains and the 7.8
million gross job losses is a net employment
loss of 0.5 million jobs (seasonally adjusted).
'The gross job gain and gross job loss statistics,
which are substantially larger numbers than
the net employment change, illustrate how
dynamic the U.S. labor market is from quarter
to quarter.

Since their initial release in 2003, BED sta-
tistics have become an important component
of the Nation’s statistical infrastructure. BED
data are routinely cited by policymakers, re-
searchers, and the business community, as well
as the popular press. One request that BLS
has heard consistently from users is for the
production of annual gross job gain and loss
statistics, which would enable a comparison
of BED statistics with gross job gain and loss
statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau and

from other countries. The statistics that the
BED program historically has produced can-
not be compared with statistics from other
statistical agencies, because the BED statistics
are quarterly and other gross job gain and loss
statistics are annual; four quarters of gross job
gains and losses cannot be summed to cre-
ate an annual measure of gross job gains and
losses.

This article presents a new BED time series
of annual gross job gain and gross job loss
statistics. The article begins with a detailed
documentation of how BLS has created an-
nual BED statistics, and it discusses the value
added by annual statistics notwithstanding
the availability of quarterly statistics. The
heart of the article is a comparison of the
annual BED statistics with the quarterly BED
statistics and a comparison of the annual BED
statistics with similar statistics from the U.S.
Census Bureau.

Business Employment Dynamics

An overview of quarterly BED data. 'The BED
program’s quarterly measures of gross job
gains and gross job losses are constructed
from Quarterly Census of Employment and
Wages (QCEW) microdata. These microdata
represent quarterly contribution reports sub-
mitted to the States by employers. QCEW
data are a comprehensive and accurate source
of information on employment and wages,
and they provide a near census (98 percent

Monthly Labor Review « May 2009 45



Annual BED Data

complete) of employees on nonfarm payrolls.! The QCEW
is the sampling frame for BLS establishment-based sur-
veys and is the employment benchmark for the Current
Employment Statistics survey and other BLS establish-
ment-based surveys. In the second quarter of 2008, QCEW
statistics show an employment level of 136.6 million jobs
in 9.1 million establishments in the U.S. economy. BLS
publishes employment and wage data from the QCEW ap-
proximately 7 months after the end of each quarter.

All employers subject to State unemployment insurance
laws must submit quarterly contribution reports to the
State employment security agencies. These reports detail
the establishments’ level of employment by month and
their wages by quarter. BED quarterly gross job gain and
gross job loss statistics are tabulated by linking establish-
ment-level microdata from the QCEW across quarters and
then classifying establishments as expanding, opening,
contracting, closing, or not changing their employment
level. Following establishments across time using micro-
data is a complex and challenging exercise. BLS has devel-
oped a multistep process to link business-establishment
microdata over time. This linkage process consists of two
distinct administrative matches based on unique estab-
lishment identifiers maintained by the States, a probabil-
ity-based weighted match, and an analyst review match.

'The basic product of the BED program is statistics mea-
suring quarterly gross job gains and gross job losses. BLS
publishes quarterly BED data approximately 8 months af-
ter the end of the quarter.? Seasonally adjusted quarterly
gross job gain and gross job loss statistics are plotted in
chart 1. (The BED time series starts in the third quarter of
1992.) The 2001 recession is immediately evident in the
chart. Both gross job gains and the gross job losses were
climbing at relatively constant rates between 1992 and
1999, and then in 2001 gross job gains dropped substan-
tially and gross job losses climbed dramatically. This shows
that the net employment losses during the 2001 recession
are the result of both falling gross job gains (a slowdown
in the jobs created by establishment expansions and open-
ings) and rising gross job losses (an increase in the jobs
lost from establishment contractions and closings).

Reasons for creating annual BED statistics. There are three
main reasons that annual measures of gross job gains and
gross job losses should be produced despite the availabil-
ity of quarterly measures. The first is to enhance people’s
understanding of labor market dynamics. Many estab-
lishments are seasonal and exhibit consistent patterns of
growth and decline during the four quarters of the year.
'These seasonal expansions and contractions are short-term
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changes that reverse themselves in other quarters during
the year. The seasonal variations in establishment-level
employment are accounted for in the quarterly gross job
gain and gross job loss statistics. However, gross job gains
and gross job losses measured on an annual basis—the
first quarter of each year, for example—are not affected
by any seasonal employment variation that occurs during
the year. As such, the annual statistics are arguably bet-
ter measures of over-the-year growth and decline at the
establishment level.

The second reason to produce annual statistics is related
to the internal structure of the BED program. The BED
program publishes statistics on establishment births and
establishment deaths, and the definitions of births and
deaths differ from the definitions of openings and clos-
ings that underlie the statistics that have been published
thus far.’> Businesses are allowed to and often do report
zero employment to the State unemployment insurance
systems for several quarters after they have effectively
closed. This undoubtedly occurs when a business owner
temporarily shuts down the business but anticipates start-
ing it up again when economic conditions improve. By
reporting zero employment and wages on the quarterly
contributions form, the business owner can keep his or
her unemployment insurance account active in prepara-
tion for reopening the business. As a result, in any given
quarter one observes many businesses closing, but which
of these businesses will start up again and which will die
cannot be determined for several more quarters. The BED
definition of establishment death requires four consecu-
tive quarters of no positive employment, and implement-
ing this definition requires longitudinally linking five
consecutive quarters of cross-sectional QCEW microdata.
An output derived from this five-quarter linkage is annual
gross job gain and gross job loss statistics.

The third reason for creating annual BED statistics is to
satisfy demands from users of BED data. As stated previ-
ously, users want annual BED data in order to compare the
BED gross job gain and gross job loss statistics from BLS
with similar statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau and
from statistical agencies in other countries.

The method of constructing annual BED statistics. Creat-
ing annual BED statistics from quarterly cross-sectional
QCEW microdata is difficult. The difficulty arises from
trying to follow establishments through mergers, restruc-
turings, and other ownership and administrative changes.
It is important to do this correctly because the quality of
longitudinal statistics hinges upon the ability to accurately
follow establishments across time. Failure to follow an es-
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tablishment through mergers or other corporate restruc-
turings would break a continuous longitudinal linkage
and result in a spurious establishment closing and a con-
comitant spurious establishment opening. Annual BED
gross job gain and gross job loss statistics must accurately
measure the growth and decline of establishment-level
employment rather than be distorted because of missed
linkages due to changes in establishment identifiers in the
administrative source data.

BLS has thoroughly researched the best way to create an-
nual BED statistics from quarterly QCEW microdata and
has determined that information from all quarters within
the year needs to be used when creating an annual link.*
BLS’ research has shown that the annual gross job gain
and gross job loss statistics would be biased upward by
almost 10 percent if quarterly linkage information from
within the year were not taken into account. This upward
bias would result from establishments that go through
mergers or other corporate restructurings and are incor-
rectly classified as establishments that have opened and/or
closed during the year. It took a long time to develop the
longitudinal-linkage algorithm that underlies the BED
annual statistics, but the increases in data quality resulting

from the complex new algorithm have made the effort
worthwhile.

Annual tabulations

Basic results. 'Table 1 presents quarterly and annual tabu-
lations of BED statistics. The statistics in table 1 are not
seasonally adjusted. In the first quarter of 2007 there were
111,994,015 private-sector jobs, and in the first quarter
of 2008 there were 112,130,509 private-sector jobs. The
annual net employment change of approximately 136,000
jobs is the sum of the four seasonally unadjusted quarterly
changes during the year: an increase of 2,932,000 jobs
between the first and second quarters of 2007, a decline
of 738,000 jobs between the second and third quarters,
an increase of 323,000 jobs between the third and fourth
quarters, and a decline of 2,380,000 jobs between the
fourth quarter of 2007 and the first quarter of 2008. ('The
statistics do not add precisely because of rounding.) These
quarterly and annual net employment changes are listed
in the final column of table 1.

The annual net employment change of 136,000 jobs in
table 1 is the difference between the annual gross job gains
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LEL AP Quarterly and annual gross job gains and gross job losses, first quarter 2007 through first quarter 2008,
not seasonally adjusted
(in thousands)
Employment Gross job gains Gross job losses Net
Timespan employment
L. . Gains Gains Losses Losses cpha:ge
Beglnr;lng E“d':'g Total from from Total from from
quarter quarter expansions| openings contractions| closings
Quarterly:
2007:Q1 -2007:Q2 111,994 114,926 9,164 7,533 1,631 6,232 5,002 1,230 2,932
2007:Q2 - 2007:Q3.. 114,926 114,188 6,620 5,330 1,290 7,358 6,137 1,221 -738
2007:Q3 - 2007:Q4.. 114,188 114,511 7,648 6,321 1,327 7,325 6,077 1,248 323
2007:Q4 - 2008:Q1 114,511 112,131 6,485 4,984 1,501 8,865 7,108 1,757 -2,380
Quarterly average 7,479 6,042 1,437 7,445 6,081 1,364
Annual:
2007:Q1 - 2008:Q1 ..couvevrrercerrunnne 111,994 112,131 12,706 8,705 4,001 12,570 8,721 3,849 136
Norte: Statistics may not add up precisely because of rounding.

and the annual gross job losses. Looking at the bottom
row of table 1, one can see that between the first quarter
of 2007 and the first quarter of 2008, employment in ex-
panding establishments grew by 8.7 million jobs and em-
ployment in opening establishments grew by 4.0 million
jobs. The number of annual gross job gains was 12.7 mil-
lion. Employment in contracting establishments declined
by 8.7 million jobs, and closing establishments accounted
for a loss of 3.8 million jobs. The level of annual gross job
losses was 12.6 million jobs. The difference between the
12.7 million jobs gained and 12.6 million jobs lost is the
net employment change of 136,000 jobs.

The annual gross job gain and loss statistics in table 1
are higher in magnitude than the quarterly gross job gain
and loss statistics from any quarter within the year. The
quarterly gross job gains, on a non-seasonally adjusted
basis, range from 6.5 million to 9.2 million during the
first quarter 2007 to first quarter 2008 period. The average
level of quarterly gross job gains is 7.5 million jobs, which
is substantially less than the annual gross job gains of 12.7
million jobs. Similarly, the average number of quarterly
gross job losses is 7.4 million, which is less than the an-
nual gross job losses of 12.6 million jobs.

'The difference between the annual and the average quar-
terly gross job gains is more prominent in the statistics on
opening establishments than in the statistics on expand-
ing establishments. When gross job gains are measured
on an average quarterly basis, 81 percent of gross job
gains are found to be due to expanding establishments
(6,042/7,479 in table 1), whereas, when measured on an
annual basis, 69 percent of gross job gains are found to be
due to expanding establishments (8,705/12,706 in table
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1). Similar computations show that 82 percent of quarter-
ly gross job losses are due to contracting establishments,
whereas 69 percent of annual gross job losses are due to
contracting establishments. This greater importance of
expansions and contractions in the quarterly statistics
relative to the annual statistics is attributable to the transi-
tory and seasonal nature of quarterly establishment-level
employment changes that often reverse themselves during
other quarters of the year.

The transitory nature of quarterly establishment-level
employment changes is also the reason that the sum of
four quarterly gross job gains or losses does not equal an-
nual gross job gains or losses. The sum of the four quar-
terly gross job gain statistics in table 1 is approximately 30
million, yet this statistic has no clear interpretation.’ The
new BED annual gross job gain and gross job loss statistics
make clear that it is not appropriate to use the sum of the
four quarterly gross job flows statistics as an annual gross
job flows statistic.

Chart 2 compares the time series of quarterly and annual
BED gross job gain and gross job loss statistics. In this
chart, the quarterly statistics are seasonally adjusted but
the annual statistics are not. The quarterly statistics are
identical to those in chart 1 (bearing in mind that charts
1 and 2 have different scales on their vertical axes). The
annual statistics in chart 2 were tabulated by linking busi-
ness establishments from the first quarter of the reference
year to the first quarter of the previous year.

Consistent with the statistics in table 1, the annual gross
job gains and losses in chart 2 are higher in magnitude
than the quarterly gross job gains and losses. The mag-
nitude of the annual gross job gains is 1.7 times greater,
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on average, than the magnitude of the quarterly gross job
gains. Similarly, the magnitude of the annual gross job
losses is 1.7 times greater, on average, than the magnitude
of the quarterly gross job losses. Recall that the differ-
ence between gross job gains and gross job losses is net
employment change. The fact that the gap between the
annual gross job gains and losses in chart 2 is often larger
than the gap between the quarterly gross job gains and
losses should not be of concern, because annual first quar-
ter-to-first quarter net employment growth is the sum of
four quarters of net employment growth during the year.
It is important to note the ways in which the quarter-
ly and the annual gross job gains and losses in chart 2
relate to the business cycle. During the 2001 recession,
the difference between the quarterly gross job gain series
and quarterly gross job loss series reaches its peak in the
third quarter of the year. In this quarter, quarterly gross
job losses are estimated to be 8.8 million and quarterly
gross job gains are estimated to be 7.6 million, with a
quarterly net employment decline of 1.2 million jobs. The
annual first quarter-to-first quarter series shows the dif-
terence between gross job gains and losses peaking in the
first quarter of 2002. In the first quarter of 2002, the an-
nual gross job losses measure 16.4 million and the annual
gross job gains measure 13.6 million, with an annual net
employment decline of 2.8 million jobs. This difference

in timing should not be surprising: annual gross job gain
and gross job loss statistics measure activity that occurred
during the previous year.

The annual first quarter-to first quarter gross job gains
at expanding and opening establishments and the annual
first quarter-to first quarter gross job losses at contract-
ing and closing establishments are presented in chart
3. When gross job gains and losses are measured annu-
ally, expanding establishments account for approximately
two-thirds of jobs gained and contracting establishments
account for approximately two-thirds of jobs lost. Both
expansions and contractions, as well as openings and clos-
ings, behave about as one would expect throughout the
business cycle. The net employment change attributable to
expansions and contractions is positive in the 1990s, turns
negative in the early 2000s, and becomes positive again in
the mid-2000s. The net employment change attributable
to openings and closings shows the same pattern, yet the
magnitude of changes in net employment is greater over-
all in the expanding and contracting establishments than
in the opening and closing establishments.

Annual statistics based on other quarters. 'The annual BED
statistics presented in table 1 and charts 2-3 are based on
comparisons of establishment-level employment from the
first quarter of one year to the first quarter of the follow-
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ing year. It is possible to calculate annual gross job gains
and gross job losses for all quarters of the year. Chart 4
presents statistics that measure annual gross job gains
and losses from first quarter to first quarter, from second
quarter to second quarter, from third quarter to third
quarter, and from fourth quarter to fourth quarter. These
annual statistics in chart 4 are not seasonally adjusted. The
long-term pattern of the annual gross job gains and losses,
computed for every quarter within the year, appears simi-
lar to the pattern of the quarterly statistics in chart 1. The
2001 recession is particularly evident in the annual statis-
tics: the annual gross job gains exceed the annual gross job
losses for all quarters prior to 2001, and then during 2001
the gross job gains fall and the gross job losses rise.

The statistics in chart 4 are not seasonally adjusted, and
a careful look reveals some seasonal properties in the an-
nual gross job gains and losses when they are tabulated
for every quarter of the year. Looking at the 1990s, where
the seasonal pattern is quite evident in chart 4, one can
see that the annual first quarter-to first quarter gross job
gains are somewhat less than the annual gross job gains
tabulated for second quarter-to-second quarter, third
quarter-to-third quarter, and fourth quarter-to-fourth
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quarter. Similarly, the annual first quarter-to first quarter
gross job losses are somewhat less than the annual gross
job losses tabulated for the other three quarters of the year.
This seasonal pattern is much more evident in chart 5,
which is the same as chart 4 except that it covers only re-
tail trade, which is a very seasonal industry. In retail trade,
annual gross job gains and gross job losses are low when
computed first quarter-to-first quarter and are high when
computed fourth quarter-to-fourth quarter. The resulting
annual net employment change for retail trade, computed
as the difference between the annual gross job gains and
annual gross job losses, exhibits no seasonal pattern.
Annual gross job gains and losses, when tabulated for
every quarter of the year, show a well-defined seasonal
pattern in charts 4 and 5. The key to understanding this
seasonal pattern begins with noting that the annual gross
job gain series and gross job loss series for retail trade in
chart 5 have the same seasonal pattern—both are low in
the first quarter and both are high in the fourth quarter.
This is different from the pattern of the non-seasonally
adjusted quarterly gross job gains and gross job losses for
retail trade, in which the quarterly gross job gains jump in
the fourth quarter as establishments hire for the holiday



Annual gross job gains and losses; first quarter-to-first quarter, second-to-second, third-to-third,
and fourth-to-fourth; third quarter 1993 through second quarter 2008; not seasonally adjusted
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Annual gross job gains and losses in retail trade; first quarter-to-first quarter, second-to-second,
third-to-third, and fourth-to-fourth; first quarter 1993 through second quarter 2008;
not seasonally adjusted
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recessions, one running March 2001-November 2001 and the other beginning in December 2007. An endpoint for the more recent
recession has yet to be designated.
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season and then the quarterly gross job losses jump in the
first quarter as the temporary holiday employees leave the
retail establishments.

The source of the seasonality in chart 5 can be best ex-
plained with a simple example. Assume a simple economy
with three establishments in the retail trade industry. All
three of these establishments have 10 employees in the
first, second, and third quarters, and all three establish-
ments want to have 15 employees in the fourth quarter.
If the first establishment manages to have 15 employees
in the fourth quarter of every year, the annual gross job
gains and gross job losses for this establishment will be
zero whether they are measured from first quarter to first
quarter, second quarter to second quarter, third to third, or
fourth to fourth. Now assume that the second establish-
ment has 14 employees in the fourth quarter of one year
and 16 employees in the fourth quarter of the following
year. The annual gross job gain for this establishment will
be two employees when comparing employment from the
fourth quarter of one year with the fourth quarter of the
next year. To complete the example, assume that the third
establishment has 16 employees in the fourth quarter of
one year and 14 employees in the fourth quarter of the
following year. The annual gross job loss for this estab-
lishment will be two employees when comparing employ-
ment from the fourth quarter of one year with the fourth
quarter of the next.

In this simple example, industry employment is always
45 employees in the fourth quarter, but a seasonal spike
occurs in the annual fourth quarter-to-fourth quarter
gross job gains and gross job losses. Such a seasonal spike
originates from establishment-level variation in the num-
ber of additional workers each establishment hires during
its seasonal peak in employment. This illustration shows
that one should expect annual gross job gain and gross job
loss data to exhibit seasonal spikes when they are tabu-
lated for every quarter of the year.

Comparisons with other annual series

'This section of the paper compares the BED annual gross
job gain and loss statistics with the U.S. Census Bureau’s
Business Dynamics Statistics (BDS) data.® The Census
Bureau released the first BDS data in December 2008.7 The
BDS program uses concepts and definitions that are similar
to those of the BED program, as one can see by reading the
technical documentation for the new BDS data: “The BDS
data measure the net change in employment at the estab-
lishment level. These changes come about in one of four
ways. A net increase in employment can come from either
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opening establishments or expanding establishments. A
net decrease in employment can come from either closing
establishments or contracting establishments. Gross job
gains include the sum of all jobs added at either opening
or expanding establishments. Gross job losses include the
sum of all jobs lost in either closing or contracting estab-
lishments. The net change in employment is the difference
between gross job gains and gross job losses.”

To compare the BED annual gross job gain and loss sta-
tistics with the Census Bureau’s BDS data, this article uses
the first quarter-to-first quarter BED data since the BDS
data are tabulated as first quarter-to-first quarter compar-
isons. The BDS data are available for the years 1977-2005,
whereas the BED annual data are available for the years
1994-2008. Charts 6 and 7 cover the 1994-2005 period,
during which the two series overlap.’

Chart 6 shows gross job gains and gross job losses for the
BED and BDS series. One can immediately see that every
year, the BDS annual gross job gains and gross job losses
are greater in magnitude than those of the BED program.
In the 1994-99 period, the BDS gross job gains are 15
percent higher than the BED gains, and the BDS gross job
losses are 20 percent higher than the BED losses. In the
2002-05 period, the BDS gross job gains are 36 percent
higher than those of the BED program, and the BDS gross
job losses are 27 percent higher than those of the BED
program.

There are three plausible explanations for these differ-
ences in magnitude. First, the level of employment in the
BDS data is consistently higher than the level of employ-
ment in the BED data, so it would be expected for the BDS
statistics to fluctuate by larger numbers of jobs than do
the BED statistics.” The BDS data show approximately 5
percent greater employment in the average year, and the
magnitudes of the gross job gains and losses in the BDS
statistics are 15 to 36 percent higher than they are in the
BED statistics. As such, differences in employment levels
can explain only some of the differences in magnitude ob-
served in chart 6.

A second explanation for the higher levels of gross job
gains and gross job losses in the BDS statistics relative to
the BED statistics might be the failure to properly link
data. As noted previously, analysis of the BED statistics
has shown that gross job gain and loss data that do not
take account of linkage information within the year lead
to levels of gross job gains and losses that are about 10
percent higher. However, this hypothesis of missing links
suggests that almost all of the difference between the BDS
and the BED statistics should be in the openings and clos-
ings data, with only a small difference in the expansions
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BLS BED and Census BDS annual first quarter-to-first quarter series, 1994-2005, not seasonally adjusted
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and contractions data. As will be shown later, this is not
the case.

A third possible explanation for the difference in mag-
nitudes is fundamental differences in the underlying
source data. It could be that the QCEW microdata used to
create the BED statistics have less year-to-year establish-
ment-level employment variation than do the underlying
cross-sectional microdata used to create the BDS statistics.
Other than linking the BED and BDS microdata and com-
paring employment changes for matched establishments,
there does not appear to be any simple way to evaluate the
validity of the hypothesis of differences in the underlying
source data.

Several other facts about the BED and BDS data in chart 6
are also apparent in the graphs. Looking at the time series,
one can see that both the BED and the BDS data show a
dramatic temporary increase in gross job losses in the first
quarter 2001 to first quarter 2002 period. However, only
the BED data show a decrease in gross job gains in the first
quarter 2001 to first quarter 2002 period. This difference
is important. Much of our knowledge of the labor market
dynamics during the 2001 recession comes from quarterly
BED data—the net employment decline during the 2001
recession is characterized by rising gross job losses and
falling gross job gains. The annual first quarter-to-first
quarter BED data show the same labor market dynamics
as the quarterly BED data, albeit with an annual rather
than quarterly reference period that makes it difficult to
interpret short-run employment changes. (The 2001 re-
cession was only 8 months in duration, as dated by the
National Bureau of Economic Research.) However, trying
to understand the 2001 recession using only the BDS data
would miss the employment losses attributable to falling
gross job gains.

NOTES

Chart 7 explores the components of the BED and BDS gross
job gain and gross job loss data. The first graph shows the
employment gains from expansions and openings, and the
second graph shows the employment losses from contrac-
tions and closings.!! One can see that the BDS data on gross
job gains from expansions and on gross job gains from open-
ings are greater in magnitude than the corresponding BED
data. One can also see that the BDS data on gross job losses
from contractions and on gross job losses from closings are
greater in magnitude than the corresponding BED data.

'The most interesting difference between the BED and the
BDS data in chart 7 is evident in the 2002 values for jobs
gained from openings and jobs lost from closings. The BDS
statistics for both have an upward blip in trend in this year.
The number of jobs created from establishment openings
according to the BDS statistics is 6.8 million in 2001, 8.0
million in 2002, and 6.7 million in 2003. The equivalent BED
numbers are 5.0 million in 2001, 5.0 million in 2002, and
4.6 million in 2003. One possibility is that this difference in
trend results from the processing of the 2002 quinquennial
Economic Census.

QUARTERLY BUSINESS EMPLOYMENT DYNAMICS STA-
TISTICS were initially released in 2003, and the BED pro-
gram has expanded ever since. The program released industry
statistics in 2004, size-class statistics in 2005, State statistics
in 2007, size-of-employment-change statistics in 2008, birth
and death statistics in 2009, and annual statistics in 2009.
Annual statistics respond to needs of BED customers, and
they also enhance people’s understanding of labor market
dynamics. This article has described how annual BED statis-
tics are created, how they compare with quarterly BED sta-
tistics, and how they compare with the U.S. Census Bureau’s
BDS statistics. ]

! This endnote summarizes the data sources and flows underlying the QCEW
data. All employers subject to State unemployment insurance laws are required
to submit quarterly contribution reports detailing their level of employment
by month and wages by quarter to the State employment security agencies.
The raw data require substantial editing and review. In addition, BLS directs
the States to conduct two supplemental surveys that are necessary to yield ac-
curate data at the local level. The first is the Annual Refiling Survey, for which
the States contact nearly 2 million businesses each year to obtain or update
business names, addresses, industry codes, and related contact information. The
second survey is the Multiple Worksite Report, which collects employment and
wage information for each establishment in multiunit firms within the State.
The Multiple Worksite Report covers about 110,000 businesses (1.4 percent
of all firms, 16 percent of all establishments, and 39 percent of employment)
each quarter, allowing for the matching of employment and wage data with

the correct county and industry. After the raw data are augmented by the data
from the Annual Refiling Survey and Multiple Worksite Report and are then
thoroughly edited by the State Labor Market Information staff, the States sub-
mit these data and other business identification information to BLS as part of
the QCEW program.

2 For more detail on the construction of the BED data, see James R. Spletzer,
R. Jason Faberman, Akbar Sadeghi, David M. Talan, and Richard L. Clayton,
“Business employment dynamics: new data on gross job gains and losses,”
Monthly Labor Review, April 2004, pp. 29-42.

3 For more detail on the definitions of establishment births and establishment

deaths, see Akbar Sadeghi, “The births and deaths of business establishments
in the United States,” Monthly Labor Review, December 2008, pp. 3-18. BED
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birth and death statistics are available at the BED website at www.bls.gov/bdm
(visited May 21, 2009).

#Three research papers document this finding. First, see Joshua C. Pinkston
and James R. Spletzer, “Annual Measures of Job Creation and Job Destruction
Created from Quarterly Microdata,” American Statistical Association 2002 Pro-
ceedings of the Section on Business and Economic Statistics, pp. 3311-16. Second,
see Joshua C. Pinkston and James R. Spletzer, “Annual measures of gross job
gains and gross job losses,” Monthly Labor Review, November 2004, pp. 3-13.
And third, see Sadeghi, “The births and deaths of business establishments.”

* For a more complete discussion of the differences between an annual statis-
tic and the sum of four quarterly statistics, see Pinkston and Spletzer, “Annual
measures of gross job gains and gross job losses.”

¢ The authors acknowledge and appreciate the comments of Ron Jarmin and
Javier Miranda of the U.S. Census Bureau, who reviewed a prepublication draft
of this article.

7'The press release from the U.S. Census Bureau announcing the BDS data se-
ries can be found at www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/rel /archives/

employment_occupations/013012.html (visited April 2,2009).

§ This quote is from www.ces.census.gov/index.php/bds/bds_overview#_
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Concepts_and_Methodology (visited April 2, 2009). Note that the BDS
program uses the terms “gross job gains” and “gross job losses” in its technical
documentation, yet it uses the terms “job creation” and “job destruction” in its
downloadable database. This article uses the terms “gross job gains” and “gross

8ross Job g g
job losses” when comparing BED data with BDS data.

?The two series have strengths and weaknesses relative to each other. Users
who want data that are more current will need to use the BED data, whereas
users who want a time series dating back to the 1970s will need to use the BDS
data.

10 In the BDS database, the level of employment for the second quarter of 1998
is 106.6 million jobs. This is 4.4 million higher than the BED level of employ-
ment for the second quarter of 1998 (as published in Pinkston and Spletzer,
“Annual measures of gross job gains and gross job losses”). The BDS level of
employment is consistently higher than the BED level, and the difference grows
over the 1998-2002 period; the difference is 6.4 million in the first quarter of
2002.

11 The BDS program’s technical documentation focuses on the terms openings
and closings, whereas the downloadable BDS database uses the terms “entries”
and “exits” as well as births and deaths. This article uses the terms openings and
closings.
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Comparing Workers’ Compensation claims
with establishments’ responses to the SOII

Comparing elements of the Workers’ Compensation database
with data from the Survey of Occupational Injuries and Illnesses
is a useful way to determine which types of injuries and illnesses

the SOII is most Zi,%ely to undercount

he Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Sur-

vey of Occupational Injuries and

Illnesses (SOII) collects and tabu-
lates employer reports on work-related in-
juries and illnesses. SOII estimates are the
primary source of information on nonfatal
work-related injuries and illnesses in the
United States.

Recent work comparing SOII micro-
data with other administrative sources of
work-related injury and illness data, in
particular Workers’ Compensation (WC)
claims databases, concludes that the SOII
substantially undercounts cases. This ar-
ticle focuses on the paper “Capture-Re-
capture Estimates of Nonfatal Workplace
Injuries and Illnesses” by Leslie I. Boden
and Al Ozonoff, which compares SOII
case records with WC microdata for sev-
eral States. Their findings indicate that the
SOII detects between 50 percent and 75
percent of cases in the States studied.

The present article describes the
Boden-Ozonoff study and reports some
additional findings that were obtained
by analyzing a subset of the data that the
Boden-Ozonoft paper used. This new
research extends the aggregate results re-
ported by Boden and Ozonof in order to
determine which types of cases the SOII
is most likely to undercount. In particular,

the present article focuses on differences in
the SOII capture rate by establishment type, by
time of case filing, and by type of injury.

Methods

The basic method underlying the Boden-
Ozonoft study involves comparing the SOII list
of injury and illness cases with an analogous
list, covering the same workforce, from the
Workers’ Compensation administrative system
to determine to what extent the lists overlap.
Cases in the WC claims microdata that are
not found in the SOII sample are considered
missed by the SOII and form the basis of the
estimated SOII undercount.

Although this method is logically straight-
forward, it is difficult to carry out. Because
any given injury is processed independently
and represented differently in the two sys-
tems, it is not always possible to definitively
link the case’s representation in the SOII with
its representation in the WC data. Further, it
is often difficult to determine whether or not
a reported WC injury or illness case occurred
in an establishment that was within the SOII
sample. Finally, in comparing the SOIl and WC
data it is critical to exclude cases outside the
scope of one or the other of the data sources;
otherwise a simple difference in scope will be
misinterpreted as underreporting.? It is some-
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times challenging, however, to determine whether or not
a given case is in scope for WC or the SOII.

Data sources

This section describes the data sources for the article and
describes in particular the aspects of the data relevant to
the matching exercise.

The SOII is an annual establishment survey that most
recently sampled approximately 176,000 establishments
in private industry. Because the SOII is a survey, it does not
give a complete listing of the experiences of every private-
sector establishment. Rather, sampled establishments in
effect represent the greater universe of establishments.
Sampling is a valid approach for producing estimates, but
the fact that the SOII is based on a sample rather than
a census does make the matching exercise in Boden and
Ozonoft’s paper more challenging.

SOII respondents are directed to report from on-site
injury logs maintained as part of the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration’s record-keeping require-
ments. The record-keeping rules dictate that records be
maintained at an establishment’s physical location; ac-
cordingly, BLS samples data at the establishment level
rather than at the firm level.’ Firms with multiple sites
or establishments may have some, none, or all of their es-
tablishments sampled in any given year. Data for a given
survey year are reported to BLS in the first half of the year
tollowing the survey year.

For more serious injury or illness cases—those involv-
ing at least 1 day away from work beyond the date of
injury or onset of illness—the SOII collects detailed infor-
mation describing the incident and the affected employee.
'The SOII program refers to these cases as “days away from
work” cases. The information that is collected includes the
nature and source of the injury or illness, the part of the
body affected, and the date of the onset of the injury or ill-
ness, as well as the employee’s name, date of birth, sex, and
race. These data, as well as information on the employer,
are used to help identify cases for the purposes of match-
ing SOII records with WC administrative records.

'The Boden-Ozonoft group obtained permission from
several States to match WC claims microdata with SOII
microdata. Because the SOII data are confidential, all data
analysis was carried out at BLS. And because WC data in-
clude confidential information, there were some data to
which BLS did not have access. However, BLS did obtain
permission from one State, Wisconsin, to further analyze
its 1998-2001 WC data. Boden and Ozonoft also made

their intermediate data sets available to BLS, which made
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this article’s detailed analysis possible.

Workers’ Compensation systems differ from State to
State, but on the whole they have similar features. Most
States mandate coverage of nearly all private-sector work-
ers. WC typically covers almost all medical expenses aris-
ing from a work-related injury or illness, it recompenses
portions of lost earnings due to temporary injuries or ill-
nesses if the duration of the injury or illness exceeds a
minimum waiting period, and it provides partial or total
disability payments in the event of permanent injury or
illness. Temporary injury and illness cases in Wisconsin
from 1998 to 2001 were compensable under WC if they
satisfied a 3-day waiting period. An employee generally
has 2 years to report a workplace injury to his or her em-
ployer, although most injuries are reported much earlier.
Some traumatic injuries (vision loss, total loss of a hand or
arm, permanent brain injury, etc.) and some occupational
diseases (carpal tunnel syndrome, hearing loss, etc.) have
no time limit for filing a claim.

Under the WC system, cases may be claimed by workers
but disputed by the employer.* An employer may believe
a given injury is not work related, or the employer may
dispute the degree of disability. In such cases the em-
ployee may request that the State office of WC resolve the
dispute via a hearing before an administrative law judge.
Negotiated settlements are possible. The WC data that this
article uses include some contested cases and negotiated
settlements, but they are not identified separately from
the other cases. The Wisconsin WC system reported on
average about 50,000 lost-time claims per year over the
2000-06 period. Of these, about 18 percent (an annual
average of about 9,200 claims) were marked as denials,
as injuries or illnesses that that did not require days away
from work, or as noncompensable cases. About 13.6 per-
cent (6,800) of claims were litigated annually.®

The Boden-Ozonoff study imposes scope restrictions
on each data source; the intent is for every data source to
refer to the same sets of at-risk private-sector employees.
As an example, mining and railroad sector data are ex-
cluded because the SOII program does not collect those
data through its normal survey instrument. (Rather, it
relies on administrative files from the Mine Safety and
Health Administration and the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration.) As another example, injury and illness cases
in the SOII involving fewer than 3 days away from work
are excluded, as such cases do not meet the Wisconsin
WC system waiting period requirements.® Perhaps the
most important scope restriction calls for the discarding
of WC cases that arose in establishments which are not
in the SOII sample. To do so accurately requires that one



identify the establishments from the SOII sample in the
WC data, which may be difficult—especially in the case of
multiestablishment firms as described earlier. In general
one expects such scope restrictions to cause some degree
of error beyond the margin of error that would normally
be expected. Some of the numerical results in this article
are consequently subject to some additional error because
of issues of scope caused by data limitations in the Boden-
Ozonoft study.

In the end, there are 4 years of SOII and WC injury and
illness case data available. These data comprise approxi-
mately 217,000 distinct cases.” The SOII and WC case lists
overlap substantially, but not completely: the SOII list cov-
ers about 70 percent of all observed SOII and WC cases,
and the WC list covers about 81 percent. In other words,
the Boden-Ozonoft study suggests that the SOII estimates
undercount observed cases by about 30 percent.®

Single-establishment and multiestablishment
firms

Whereas the SOII data come from establishments chosen
for the sample, the WC data tend to reflect reporting by
firms. Consequently, the WC data are not detailed enough
to allow one to consistently determine where within firms
injuries and illnesses have occurred. The issue is a problem
when a firm has multiple establishments of which only
some are sampled by the SOIL Is an injury case apparently
missed by the SOII truly a missed case, or rather is it an in-
jury that occurred at an establishment not in the sample? In
this circumstance there is some ambiguity about whether
to treat the case as one that was misreported to the SOIL
The Boden-Ozonoft study recognizes this issue and
makes a statistical adjustment in the instances in which it
arises. Nevertheless, because the issue is an important one,
it makes sense to show separate results for single-estab-

lishment and multiestablishment firms. The data, when
organized in this way, show that the SOII appears to miss
more cases in multiestablishment firms. This may be due
to an intrinsic difference between single-establishment
and multiestablishment firms, or it may result from the
method used for matching.

Table 1 presents statistics by establishment status. Of
the cases in either the Wisconsin WC data or the SOII
data, roughly 56 percent are in single-establishment firms
and 36 percent are in multiestablishment firms. The re-
maining 8 percent are of unknown status because there is
not enough information available to label them as either
single-establishment or multiestablishment firms.’

Table 1 shows that the SOII capture rates are higher
when only single-establishment firms are considered:
according to the calculations, the SOII captures 77.5
percent of the estimated cases in this subset of the data.
The SOITs rate of capture of injuries and illnesses in mul-
tiunit establishments is 62.2 percent. In establishments
of unknown status, the capture rate is 52.8 percent. The
data for establishments of unknown status appear to be-
have—both here and in other tabulations—more like the
multiestablishment than the single-establishment data.

One possible explanation for the differences in capture
rates across establishment types is that the single-estab-
lishment firms actually do not report their behavior in
the same way that establishments in multiestablishment
firms do. Note, however, that the WC capture rate is simi-
lar across the establishment types. Thus, there appears to
be some particular reporting or measurement effect that
differs by establishment status within the SOII but not
within the WC administrative system.

Another possibility is that the single-establishment
firm subset of the data yields more accurate estimates be-
cause the method used to adjust the multiestablishment
results introduces error. For the single-establishment firm

IEICR M Capture propensities by status of establishments, 1998-2001

Single-establishment firms

Establishments within
firms of unknown status

Establishments within
multiestablishment firms

Total number of cases 121,567
Percent of cases captured by the SOl 77.5
Percent of cases captured by Workers'.. 79.7

Compensation

77,967 17,798
62.2 52.8
83.3 84.0

Note: The“percent captured” rows show the percentage of observed cases captured by the Survey of Occupational Injuries and Ilinesses and by Work-
ers’ Compensation. Data are calculated using Workers’ Compensation cases from single-establishment firms in Wisconsin.

Monthly Labor Review « May 2009 59



Workplace Injuries and llinesses

subset of the data, it is rarer to encounter ambiguity con-
cerning whether or not a given WC claim case occurred
in an establishment sampled by the SOIIL Distinguishing
between these two possibilities is an important topic for
turther study.

'The remainder of this article focuses on cases involving
single-establishment firms. Although these cases do not
represent the full spectrum of cases, using only data from
single-establishment firms allows one to avoid situations
in which one does not know whether an observed WC case
is within the SOII sample or not. Restricting the sample in
this manner is akin to restricting the scope of the two data
sources in the hope that each data source refers to the
same set of workers and injury and illness cases.

Soll capture propensity by time of wc filing

The timing of the collection of injury and illness data is
another characteristic that differs between WC and the
SOII, and it may explain part of the undercount. The SOII
collects data in the first 6 months of the year following
the year of incidence and only contains cases that are rec-
ognized as valid, work-related cases of injuries or illnesses
that occurred during or just after the survey year. Cases
that are not recognized prior to data collection obviously
are not included in the SOII counts. The WC administra-
tive data, however, cover cases that were recorded up to 2
years following the date of incidence.

The extract of the Wisconsin WC data used in this ar-
ticle does not include a list of cases’ filing dates. However,
the WC system assigns case identifiers sequentially, and
the case identifier embeds the year of the filing. From the
case identifier one can therefore generate a year and an
imputed month of filing for cases in the WC system.'® Out
of the 121,567 cases in single-establishment firms that the
SOII captured, 96,884 cases are also in the WC system and
are used in this analysis. The remaining 24,683 are in the

SOII records but not the WC records, and they therefore
will be dropped from the remainder of this analysis as,
by definition, there is no time-of-WC-filing information
available for these cases.

Table 2 shows case counts and the “SOII capture pro-
pensity” as functions of the year of the WC filing. SOII’s
“capture propensity” is defined here as the percent of WC
cases that appear in the SOII. A case with a date of injury
in 1998 and a WC system identifier indicating a filing in
2000 would be included in the row “2 years after close of
survey year.” Note that about 12.8 percent of cases are filed
in the year following the survey year. We refer to these as
“l-year-after” data for simplicity. A little over 1 percent of
cases are filed with a greater lag. The final column shows
the SOII capture propensity.

Two broad facts are clear in these data. First, there are
a substantial number of cases filed under the WC program
after the close of the SOII survey year. Second, the SOII
capture propensity is much lower for these particular cas-
es. Together these facts suggest that the WC data include
many cases that are not known to SOII respondents, or
have not been deemed work related, at the time of the
survey response.

Aside from the year of filing, another known fact is
the order in which cases are entered into the WC system.
Cases in the 1-year-after data occur disproportionately
early in the filing sequence. About half of these cases ap-
pear to have been filed early in the calendar year following
the SOII survey year. For that half, the SOII capture rate is
fairly high, approximately 60-65 percent. For the other
half of the 1-year-after data, the SOII capture rate is ap-
proximately one-third. Thus, the 1-year-after capture rate
of 48.0 in table 2 masks variation within the year.

One reasonable conclusion to make is that about half
of the 1-year-after filings are either: 1. delayed WC filings
from workers in establishments that replied to the SOII
with accurate responses, 2. injury and illness cases that

LI A SOIl capture propensity by year of WC filing, 1998-2001

Year of WC case filing Number of cases Distribution SOIll capture propensity
Same year as SUIVEY YEar .......owcemmecsascrssncnees 83,256 86.0 76.1
1 year after close of survey year ........cceerueennn. 12,406 12.8 48.0
2 years after close of survey year-. 917 9 19.2
3 years after close of survey year ... 203 2 49

Norte: Data are calculated using Workers’ Compensation cases from single-establishment firms in Wisconsin.
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occurred late in the year and were known to SOII respon-
dents at the time they responded, or 3. a combination of 1
and 2. The remaining half of the 1-year-after filings may
reflect continuing or late-developing lost-workday cases
attributed to past injuries. There also exist other possibili-
ties, such as reconciled disputes that enter the books late.
While the SOII program would obviously like to collect
information on all workplace injuries and illnesses oc-
curring in the survey year, the completeness of the data
needs to be weighed against the timeliness in generating
statistics.

Other indicators of low soll capture propensity

The results in the previous section indicate that some WC
injury and illness cases are reported well after the close of
the survey year, and this raises the question of whether or
not these cases are identifiably different in the WC system.
In other words, are they recognized by the WC system as
distinct from the cases reported within the survey year?
'The WC system maintains a variety of fields used to aid in
administration. Some of these fields have data that cor-
relate with the data that are reported late, and this correla-
tion may help in understanding some of the difficulties in
matching administrative data from the WC system with
survey data from the SOIL

To understand WC system data, it helps to understand
WC filing requirements. If an injury or illness results in
days away from work beyond Wisconsin’s 3-day waiting
period, the employer or its insurer must file a first report of
injury within 7 days of onset. The first report contains ba-
sic information on the employee and the injury or illness.
'The employer or its insurer must also file a supplementary
report within 30 days of onset. This supplementary report

either indicates the amount and type of WC payments to
the employee—including whether the payments are for
temporary total or temporary partial disability—or oth-
erwise must indicate a claim denial or investigation. Ad-
ditional supplementary reports must be filed as payments
are changed—for example, because of a change in status
from temporary to permanent disability—or stopped,
usually by the employee’s return to work. The WC data
system generates a status flag on the basis of the initial
supplementary report, which typically captures payment
information soon after the onset of the injury or illness.
As shown in table 3, there are clear differences in the SOII
capture propensity across status flag values.

The WC data system maintains information on days
of Total Temporary Disability (TTD), information that is
based on the cumulative supplementary report filings for a
given claim. A day of temporary total disability is roughly
analogous to a lost workday in the SOIL Although the
data are restricted to lost-workday cases in this analysis,
many of the claims have a TTD-day value of zero in the
WC system.'!

In an analysis conducted for this article, it was found
that cases reported late tend to have a disproportionately
high number of atypical status flag values and a dispro-
portionately high number of cases with zero TTD days
recorded. It was also found that SOII capture propensity
tends to vary by WC status flag and by the incidence of
zero TTD days recorded, even among WC cases reported
prior to the close of the survey year.

Table 3 shows some of the relevant statistics. The table
displays SOII capture rates, the prevalence of zero-TTD-
day cases, median case durations, and WC filing lags, all by
WC status flag. The average WC filing lag is based on the
imputed month of filing, as discussed previously. “Case

IE1 M SOll capture propensity and other case characteristics, by Workers’ Compensation status flag, 1998-2001

SOll capture P t with Median case A filing |
WC status flag - ercent with zero duration verage iling fag Number of cases
propensity TTD days (in days) (in months)

Total 71.8 11.8 10 2.1 96,884
Award 20.2 89.8 0 7.8 1,787
Electronic 67.5 9.5 10 1.7 15,986
Final 74.2 10.1 10 1.9 78,145
Under Investigation ... 0 0 142 3.0 7
Not final 374 38.1 4 11.6 12
No lost time 44.2 32.1 3 6.3 833
NOt reqUIred ......vveneeereeeesesessessesenes 13.0 100.0 0 19.8 97

Norte: Data are calculated using Workers’ Compensation cases from single-establishment firms in Wisconsin.
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duration” refers to the number of days away from work
due to the injury or illness in question.'

About 97 percent of WC cases have a status flag of “elec-
tronic” or “final.” Cases marked as “final” have WC payment
information included in the initial supplementary filing.
A case marked as final is likely to be a rather typical case
that has been provisionally recognized by the employer.
Cases marked as “electronic” are those filed electronically;
unfortunately, there is little else that this status flag reveals
about cases. Cases marked as “final” or “electronic” are not
expected to be especially unusual as a group. These cases
are on average reported relatively promptly to the office
that handles WC claims, and they have typical durations.

Of the remaining 3 percent of WC cases, the major-
ity have the “award” status. Cases marked as “award” are
those for which a formal order has been written providing
compensation for the claim. Cases with award status are
typically disputed cases adjudicated in the claimant’s favor
or settled by the claimant and the employer’s insurer. The
SOII only captures 20 percent of the cases with an “award”
status code. When a case is disputed, the final determina-
tion of whether the injury or illness is work related can oc-
cur long after the year of injury and can result in a lump-
sum payment without distinguishing the number of TTD
days involved. This reasoning is consistent with the fact
that about 90 percent of award-status cases have zero TTD
days recorded. The cases with zero TTD days were likely
not perceived as recordable cases by the SOII respondents
at the time of the survey. The status code “no lost time”
indicates the case was initially coded as having no lost
workdays. Consequently, a case coded as “no lost time” can
be one that did not involve days away from work prior
to the initial supplementary report but did involve lost
workdays afterward. The category of no lost time is small,
and cases in the category tend to have low SOII capture
rates, shorter durations than average, and some lag in re-
porting.

One of the main points of table 3 is that in the WC sys-
tem, both the type of injury or illness case and the length
of time between the onset of the injury or illness and the
filing date of the case are related to the likelihood of the
case being reported to the SOII. Certain cases or case types
are less likely to be captured by the SOIL The SOII prob-
ably misses some cases that it should have captured, but
because of difficulty in determining which cases are in and
out of scope, some of the cases that the SOII is found to
“miss” actually could be cases that are outside its scope.
In order to provide more clarity, the next section of the
article documents the types of injury and illness cases that
are more likely to be reported to the SOIIL.
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Better detection of some injuries and illnesses
than others

Both the SOII and WC databases contain information on
the broad type of injury or illness relevant to each case.
'This information is referred to as the “nature” of the case,
and it identifies the principal physical characteristics of
the injury or illness. It is easy to imagine that some case
types are easier to identify in general, or are easier to iden-
tify specifically as work related, or are more likely to be
perceived as severe and therefore presumably more likely
to be reported in the SOII or in WC claims.

Table 4 shows the most common nature-of-injury-or-
illness codes in the WC administrative data, ranked in de-
scending order by the SOII capture propensity.' Like table
3, table 4 also reports the percent of cases with zero TTD
days reported, median case durations, and the average WC
filing lag.

Categories within the nature-of-injury-or-illness col-
umn that cover problems one could reasonably view as
severe, easily identifiable, or having a sudden onset tend
to be better captured by the SOIL For example, the capture
propensities for amputation cases and severance cases are
both about 90 percent. At least according to these data,
the vast majority of amputations are reported in the SOII.
Cases involving concussions, fractures, punctures and the
like also tend to have relatively high SOII capture rates.

Case types such as lacerations, contusions, and strains,
in which one might expect somewhat greater heterogene-
ity of severity or ease of identification, tend to show aver-
age SOII capture rates. Given that these kinds of injuries
are quite common, documenting sources of heterogeneity
within this subset of cases is expected to be an important
element of future research.

Injuries that become apparent or worsen over time such
as inflammation or carpal tunnel are reported in the SOII
much less frequently than the average injury or illness.
These case types also tend to show longer-than-average
lags between the onset of the injury or illness and the WC
filing. Presumably, some of these cases develop too late for
inclusion in the SOIIs collection of data; alternatively, the
cases may be reported less often to the SOII because of
greater difficulty in determining whether or not they are
work related.

Note that the SOII appears to capture virtually zero of
the hearing loss cases. These cases tend to have long re-
porting lags and are overwhelmingly reported as having
zero TTD days. SOII respondents may not believe these
injuries and illnesses to be recordable by the Occupational

Safety and Health Administration, or they may simply



LGB SOl capture propensity and other case characteristics, by nature of injury or illness, 1998-2001

Nature of injury or illness SOll capture Per::i:ltl :::Z:SGS M:ﬂ:':?i::'se Average filing lag
propensity TTD days (days away (in months) Number of cases
from work)

Total 71.8 11.8 10 2.1 96,884
Amputation 90.6 13.7 11 1.6 858
Severance 90.0 6.6 13 1.1 122
Dislocation 88.4 5.6 12 1.4 414
Foreign body 87.5 7.4 5 1.4 410
Multiple physical injuries ... 84.4 10.1 14 1.7 2,080
Fracture 82.8 8.9 18 1.2 6,846
Burn 82.5 5.6 6 9 1,322
Infection 823 21.7 7 1.7 143
Puncture 82.0 6.9 6 9 676
Concussion 81.9 2.7 7 9 149
Hernia 79.5 33 16 2.7 2,481
Crushing 79.0 12.2 12 1.2 1,243
Dermatitis 76.4 40.5 10 33 304
Sprain 75.2 8.0 8 1.3 4,937
Laceration 75.2 10.8 9 1.6 5,285
Contusion 733 8.2 8 15 5,773
Strain 70.9 1.9 9 1.9 45,296
Other specific injuries 69.1 10.6 10 2.5 10,941
Respiratory disorders 60.3 19.6 6 3.0 147
Rupture 58.5 12.7 25 6.4 461
Carpal tunnel syndrome........cccoeeeeneenene 58.4 9.3 24 46 2,649
Inflammation 57.3 13.2 12 2.5 1,266
Other cumulative injuries ...t 51.1 244 9 4.1 1,620
Loss of hearing 74 94.1 0 10.4 714
Hearing loss (traumatic) .......coveveeeeeereens 0 100.0 0 11.4 167

Norte: Data are calculated using Workers' Compensation cases from single-establishment firms in Wisconsin.

not know they exist at the time of report. Additionally,
these may be cases for which employees have stronger in-
centives to file a WC claim, as hearing aids are not covered
by most health insurance plans.

'The general patterns in table 4 suggest that the SOII does
a very good job of capturing certain classes of cases, but
they also suggest that the SOII fails to capture a noticeable
fraction of cases—a quarter or more—within certain fre-
quently occurring case types such as strains and sprains. It
is possible that differences in circumstances among simi-
lar injuries and illnesses within these categories influence
measurability. If such an underlying heterogeneity exists,
identifying it would be a useful step toward understand-

ing the root causes of the estimated SOII undercount.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS ARTICLE IS TO SHOW some of
the dimensions of the estimated SOII undercount. The
patterns of variation of the SOII capture rate shown in
tables 1-4 suggest various possible explanations for the

undercount. It may be that certain types of cases are in-
herently difficult to identify as work related, especially in a
timely manner. Further, there may be some yet-unknown
differences in scope between WC and the SOIL As an ex-
ample, some of the WC cases with zero reported TTD days
may be cases with no lost worktime, cases which by design
should not appear in the SOII as days-away-from-work
cases. Finally, a precise matching of cases from these two
different databases may require data that are better suited
for matching than those currently available. That is, some
of the estimated undercount may be due to outstanding
methodological issues that are difficult to resolve absent
finer data. Clearly, there are various hypotheses that have
been proposed with the aim of explaining the discrepan-
cies between the WC and SOII databases. These hypoth-
eses will need to be scrutinized and tested further in order
to achieve a full understanding of the differences between
the ways in which the WC and SOII systems measure
workplace injuries and illnesses. O
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NOTES

! Leslie I. Boden and Al Ozonoff, “Capture-Recapture Estimates of Non-
fatal Workplace Injuries and Illnesses,” Annals of Epidemiology, June 2008, pp.
500-06. See also John Ruser, “Examining evidence on whether BLS undercounts
workplace injuries and illnesses,” Monthly Labor Review, August 2008, pp.
20-32.

2 Boden and Ozonoft are aware of such difficulties in comparing the oI
and WC data and take great effort to account for them in their calculations.
When making the less straightforward calculations in their study, they often
purposefully err on the side of producing a smaller estimate of the SOII under-
count. Of course, the SOII and WC data were not designed in anticipation of
comparing them, and one should therefore expect some data-related problems
to remain.

3 To construct the SOl sampling frame, BLS takes all units within scope for
the SOII from a universe of establishments that report on unemployment insur-
ance. BLS then makes some improvements to this sampling frame on the basis
of historical collection experience. The intent is to construct a frame of physical
establishment locations; however, in some cases firms are Statewide reporters,
in which case they file only one report in each State in which they operate, and
the report covers all their establishments in the State. Firms sometimes also
have other ways of filing one report that covers multiple establishments (and
therefore multiple physical locations).

* For evidence on incentives to report injuries to the WC program, see Jeft
Biddle and Karen Roberts, “Claiming Behavior in Workers’ Compensation,”
The Journal of Risk and Insurance, December 2003, pp. 759-80.

5 See www.dwd.state.wi.us/wc/WC_Basic_Facts.htm#wc_Claim_and_
Indemnity_Information (visited May 1,2009).

¢ There are also situations in which the SOII, to ease respondent burden,
collects data for only a subset of the cases occurring in a reporting establish-
ment. Other times—though rarely—not all establishments of a given firm are
actually able to provide data on all their cases of injuries and illnesses; this of-
ten occurs because the boundaries of establishments can be unclear. In such a
situation, some sampled units are permitted to provide data that cover more or
fewer employees than are officially in the establishment. When, for any of the
aforementioned reasons, the SOII does not have data on all the cases in a given
establishment, weighting adjustments enable the SOII to statistically account for
all cases. However, these situations require further scope adjustments for the
purposes of matching SOII data to WC data. The Boden-Ozonoff study makes
scope adjustments for establishments from which the SOIL to ease respondent
burden, collects data for only a subset of injury and illness cases. It is not able to
make scope adjustments when sampled units are permitted to provide data that
cover more or fewer employees than are officially in the establishment.

7 All case totals in this article are weighted totals that are calculated using
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sol sampling weights.

8 The Boden-Ozonoff study imputes that approximately 24,000 cases are
missed by both the WC and SOII systems, and the authors report that the soI
undercount is larger than that of the WC program. The statistics presented here
do not include imputations for cases missed by both surveillance systems.

? An establishment is identified as part of a multiestablishment firm if there
are multiple establishments within the same unemployment insurance report-
ing number during the survey year. This method of identification oversimplifies
because firms can encompass business lines across more than one unemploy-
ment insurance reporting number. The establishments of unknown status have
unemployment insurance reporting numbers that exist in the sampling frame
at the time the sample is drawn, but not during the survey year. These establish-
ments either merged with other establishments, went out of business, or were
otherwise redefined in the sampling frame at some point between the date of
the drawing of the sample and the survey year.

10This is done by assuming a constant rate of filing over the course of the
year. That is, a claim with an assigned claim number in the bottom fourth of the
distribution of numbers is imputed to have been filed in the first quarter. The
imputed-month-of-filing data are not error free, but they do correlate well with
the date-of-injury-or-illness data recorded in the BLS system for matched cases.
The imputation is therefore believed to be useful.

1 There are a number of scenarios that can lead to a claim being marked
as having zero TTD days in the WC administrative data. As one example, the
employer can continue regular salary payments to an employee whose injury
or illness has caused days away from work, such that no compensation for lost
earnings is due to the employee. As another example, the insurer can errone-
ously make WC payments (which would initiate a claim in the system) though
the waiting period has not been satisfied. Another possibility is for compromise
settlements to be recorded as having no compensable TTD days due. One cannot
determine the reason that a given case has been designated as a zero-TTD case,
but the scenarios noted here suggest that these cases are probably more difficult
to capture in the SOII Cases that truly involve no lost workdays, such as cases of
an immediate permanent disability upon injury, are presumably excluded from
these data.

12'The number of days away from work is reported consistently to the SOII
For cases that are in the WC database but not in the SOII database, the number
of days away from work is imputed using TTD days.

13 The nature-of-injury-or-illness codes used in the Wisconsin WC system
differ from the codes used by BLS in its publications. Therefore, cases identi-
fied as, for example, punctures in table 4 would not necessarily be identified as
punctures under the BLS categorization.



The Economics of Sustainable Devel-
opment. By Sisay Asefa, editor, Ka-
lamazoo, MI, WE. Upjohn Institute
tor Employment Research, 2005, 191
pp., $40/cloth, $15/paperback.

Most of us are fairly certain that sus-
tainable development is important.
Trouble is, we are not quite sure what
the term means. This and many other
related issues are taken up in Zhe Eco-
nomics of Sustainable Development, ed-
ited by Sisay Asefa, professor of eco-
nomics at Western Michigan Univer-
sity. This volume assembles six papers
presented during the annual Werner
Sichel Economics Lecture-Seminar
Series at Western Michigan Univer-
sity within an international devel-
opment context, emphasizing topics
such as poverty, agriculture, inequal-
ity, population growth, and property
rights.

The introduction provides an ex-
tensive summary and brief synthesis
of the papers that follow. In the first
paper, Malcom Gillis tells us that al-
though there is no universal agree-
ment on what is meant by sustain-
able development, the weight of the
knowledge suggests that sustainable
development has to do with discover-
ing a path for growth that maximizes
net benefits for society after taking
into account the costs of environ-
mental degradation. This definition is
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indeed consistent with those found in
environmental economics textbooks.
The second and third papers deal
with two issues that are critical for the
developing world: avoiding humani-
tarian disasters and securing greater
agricultural production through pro-
ductivity gains. Next we learn from
David Lam about how falling mor-
tality rates brought on a world popu-
lation explosion during the 1950s
and 1960s, and how declining fertil-
ity rates brought it to an end. Since
the 1970s and continuing to the pres-
ent, parents are having fewer children
and investing more in schooling and
health care, a cause for optimism.

In the fifth paper, Daniel Brom-
ley offers a philosophical discussion
of the connection between property
rights and environmental sustainabil-
ity. The final paper by Scott Swinton
examines whether poor farmers are
forced to overuse natural resources in
order to survive in the short-run. He
finds that the poor are not necessar-
ily bad stewards of natural resources,
but face capacity constraints not en-
countered by farmers in richer coun-
tries. He theorizes that poor farmers
would respond to the proper mix of
incentives that promote sustainable
resource usage, including clearly de-
fined and durable property rights,
support from local institutions, and
an eflicient transportation and com-

munication system.

Clearly, the volume deals with quite
a diverse set of topics. Some readers
may have difhiculty finding common-
alities between the six very different
essays. More attention to an intro-
ductory synthesis would have been
helpful in this regard. One theme that
they do have in common is the notion
of capacity building: What institu-
tions, policies, and capabilities lead to
the path of sustainable development
in the developing world?

A minor discomfort with this vol-
ume has to do with the title: 7he
Economics of Sustainable Development
suggests to the reader that what fol-
lows is a survey of the economics of
sustainability, which is not the case.
A better title would have been Essays
in Sustainable Development, suggest-
ing a more loose collection of papers
around a general theme.

In general, The Economics of Sustain-
able Development offers valuable at-
tention to specific issues that may be
of interest to a variety of scholars in
interested in economic development
and sustainability.

—David A. Penn

Director and Associate Professor of
Economics

Middle Tennessee State University
Murfreesboro, TN



Credit and debit card
rewards

From their origin in the 1980s to to-
day, payment card rewards programs
in the United States have become
more and more widespread. In addi-
tion, the types of rewards offered for
using payment cards have become
more diverse, and consumers’ return
on each dollar spent has been increas-
ing. 'The word “rewards” implies that
the programs are beneficial; nonethe-
less, one must ask, as economist Fu-
miko Hayashi does in a recent paper,
“Do U.S. Consumers Really Benefit
from Payment Card Rewards?” (Eco-
nomic Review, Federal Reserve Bank
of Kansas City, first quarter 2009).

There are two main payment struc-
tures for card transactions. In one, the
card issuer bills the cardholder; pock-
ets the “merchant fee,” which averages
1.88 percent of the transaction; and
sends the rest of the money to a “mer-
chantacquirer.”The merchant acquirer
takes a smaller cut of the money and
sends the remainder of the value of
the purchase to the merchant. Debit
cards that require consumers to in-
put a PIN generally charge lower fees
than other types of cards. The other
type of payment structure is similar
to the first but skips the step of the
merchant acquirer.

'The value of rewards for credit card
users is typically around 1 percent of
purchases. It is difficult to pinpoint
a source of the money that funds
rewards programs, but there is evi-
dence suggesting that more generous
card rewards lead to greater fees for
merchants. If businesses pass on mer-
chant fees to consumers in the form
of higher prices, then in fact payment
cards are not beneficial to consumers
as a whole (because merchant fees are
generally a larger percentage of the
transaction than are rewards).

Even if more lavish rewards effect
higher merchant fees and the elevated
merchant fees lead to higher consum-
er prices, it is likely that some type of
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rewards structure for payment cards
would still be beneficial to society. This
is because cash and check transactions
also cost money to process. The most
efficient card programs likely would
include transaction-based fees for
cardholders in addition to rewards.
'The size of the transaction would help
determine whether the cardholder
pays a fee or receives an award for
the transaction. Rewards only maxi-
mize efficiency when the benefit to
the merchant for conducting the card
transaction is superior to the cost of
the transaction to the payment ser-
vice providers. Hayashi acknowledges
that more data are needed to make
a strong case, but she concludes that
available evidence and models indi-
cate that payment card rewards pro-
grams currently are too generous and
are therefore inefficient.

Regional effects of the most
recent recession

What are the likely long-term eco-
nomic effects of the most recent
recession on the Nation’s regions?
In “How the Crash Will Reshape
America” (Atlantic Monthly, March
2009), University of Toronto business
professor and urban theorist Richard
Florida offers some interesting and
well-reasoned speculations in answer
to that question. Professor Florida
analyzes economic and demographic
trends in the major regions of the
United States and argues that in the
long run, geographic location is still
of primary importance to economic
growth. For various reasons, which the
author attempts to explain, some ar-
eas will be hit harder by the recession
that began in 2007 than others. In ad-
dition, some areas are likely to recover
more quickly than others—some will
even be strengthened—while others
might never fully recover.

Professor Florida begins with
New York City, by most measures the
world’s largest financial center and the
place where the financial crisis began.
He makes the important point that,

throughout modern history, “capital-
ist power centers” like New York have
remained remarkably stable. Amster-
dam was the leading financial center
in the world from the 17th century
to the early 19th century when it was
displaced by London. Although the
U.S. economy was larger than the
British economy by 1900, New York
did not surpass London to emerge as
the world’s largest financial center un-
til after World War II. Because these
centers tend to be densely populated
urban areas, with high concentrations
of educated professionals (financial
specialists, accountants, lawyers, and
so forth) from various industries, they
are very difficult to duplicate else-
where. As a result, these areas tend to
be more economically stable and thus
able to endure the effects of reces-
sions better than other areas, where
the economies are often more depen-
dent upon just a few industries.

Florida predicts that New York
will emerge from the most recent re-
cession economically stronger that it
was prior to the downturn. He argues
that the portion of the New York
economy represented by the financial
sector had grown too large during the
“recent bubble,” and that the shift in
jobs from the financial sector to other
services will strengthen the economy
in the long run. Moreover, the rest
of the country will continue to be
strongly influenced by the New York
economy, and New York will remain
the financial capital of the world for
some time to come.

The areas of the country that are
likely to suffer the worst effects of the
most recent recession are the older
manufacturing centers, such as the
Rust Belt. The U.S. manufacturing
sector has declined from about 30
percent of total nonfarm employment
in 1950 to about 10 percent currently.
Professor Florida argues that other
areas, such as the Sun Belt, will also
emerge weaker, in part because their
recent booms were driven by “real-
estate speculation, overdevelopment,
and fictitious housing wealth.” O
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Notes on Current Labor Statistics

This section of the Review presents the
principal statistical series collected and
calculated 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 of ad-
ditional 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, holiday
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 “season-
ally adjusted.” (All other data are not season-
ally adjusted.) Seasonal effects are estimated
on the basis of current and past experiences.
When new seasonal factors are computed
each year, revisions may affect seasonally
adjusted data for several preceding years.

Seasonally adjusted data appear in tables
1-14,17-21, 48, and 52. Seasonally adjusted
labor force data in tables 1 and 4-9 and sea-
sonally adjusted establishment survey data
shown in tables 1,12-14, and 17 are revised
in the March 2007 Review. A brief explana-
tion of the seasonal adjustment methodology
appears in “Notes on the data.”

Revisions in the productivity data in table
54 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
series. 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 effect
of changes in price. These adjustments are
made by dividing current-dollar values by
the Consumer Price Index or the appropriate
component of the index, then multiplying
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
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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 BLS Handbook of Methods, Bulletin
2490. Users also may wish to consult Major
Programs of the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Report 919. News releases provide the lat-
est 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,
employment, and unemployment data and
the household and establishment surveys
underlying the data are available in the
Bureau’s monthly publication, Employment
and Earnings. Historical unadjusted and
seasonally adjusted data from the household
survey are available on the Internet:

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

For a comprehensive discussion of the
Employment Cost Index, see Employment
Cost Indexes and 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 Establish-
ments; and Employee Benefits in State and Local
Governments.

More detailed data on consumer and
producer prices are published in the monthly
periodicals, 7he CPI Detailed Report and Pro-
ducer Price Indexes. For an overview of the
1998 revision of the CPI, see the December
1996 issue of the Monthly Labor Review. Ad-
ditional data on international prices appear
in monthly news releases.

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

www.bls.gov/lpc/

For additional information on inter-
national comparisons data, see Interna-
tional Comparisons of Unemployment, Bulletin

1979.

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

Finally, the Monthly Labor Review carries
analytical articles on annual and longer term
developments in labor force, employment,
and unemployment; employee compensation
and collective bargaining; prices; productiv-
ity; international comparisons; and injury
and illness data.

Symbols
n.e.c. = not elsewhere classified.
n.e.s. = not elsewhere specified.
p = preliminary. To increase
the timeliness of some series,
preliminary figures are issued
based on representative but
incomplete returns.
r = revised. Generally, this revision

reflects the availability of later
data, but also may reflect other
adjustments.

Comparative Indicators
(Tables 1-3)

Comparative indicators tables provide an
overview and comparison of major BLS sta-
tistical series. Consequently, although many
of the 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
compensation provided by the Employment
Cost Index (ECI) program. The labor force
participation rate, the employment-popula-
tion ratio, and unemployment rates for major
demographic 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
chosen from a variety of BLS compensation
and wage measures because it provides a
comprehensive measure of employer costs for
hiring labor, not just outlays for wages, and it
is not affected by employment shifts among
occupations and industries.

Data on changes in compensation, pric-
es, and productivity are presented in table 2.
Measures of rates of change of compensation
and wages from the Employment Cost Index



program are provided for all civilian nonfarm
workers (excluding Federal and household
workers) and for all private nonfarm workers.
Measures of changes in consumer prices for
allurban consumers; producer prices by stage
of processing; overall prices by stage of pro-
cessing; and overall export and import price
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; 4-29)

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
consists of about 60,000 households selected
to represent the U.S. population 16 years of
age 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 regular
jobs because of illness, vacation, industrial
dispute, or similar reasons. A person working
at more than one job 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 illness
and had looked for jobs within the preceding

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 number unemployed as a
percent of the civilian labor force.

The civilian labor force consists of all
employed or unemployed persons in the civil-
ian 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 a job 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 civil-
ian noninstitutional 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 partici-
pation rate is the proportion of the civilian
noninstitutional population that is in the
labor force. The employment-population
ratio is employment as a percent of the civil-
ian noninstitutional population.

Notes on the data

From time to time, and especially after a de-
cennial census, adjustments are made in the
Current Population Survey figures to correct
for estimating errors during the intercensal
years. These adjustments affect the compa-
rability of historical data. A description of
these adjustments and their effect on the
various data series appears in the Explana-
tory Notes of Employment and Earnings. For
a discussion of changes introduced in January
2003, see “Revisions to the Current Popula-
tion Survey Effective in January 2003 in
the February 2003 issue of Employment and
Earnings (available on the BLS Web site at
www.bls.gov/cps/rveps03.pdf).

Effective in January 2003, BLS began
using the X-12 ARIMA seasonal adjustment
program to seasonally adjust national labor
force data. This program replaced the X-11
ARIMA program which had been used since
January 1980. See “Revision of Seasonally
Adjusted Labor Force Series in 2003,” in
the February 2003 issue of Employment and
Earnings (available on the BLS Web site at
www.bls.gov/cps/cpsrs.pdf) for a discussion
of the introduction of the use of X-12 ARIMA
for seasonal adjustment of the labor force
data and the effects that it had on the data.

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 season-

ally adjusted data usually are revised for only
the most recent 5 years. In July, new seasonal
adjustment factors, which incorporate the
experience through June, are produced for
the July-December period, but no revisions
are made in the historical data.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on
national 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 a voluntary basis to
the Bureau of Labor Statistics and its co-
operating State agencies by about 160,000
businesses and government agencies, which
represent approximately 400,000 individual
worksites and represent all industries except
agriculture. The active CES sample covers
approximately one-third of all nonfarm
payroll workers. Industries are classified in
accordance with the 2002 North American
Industry Classification System. In most
industries, the sampling probabilities are
based on the size of the establishment; most
large establishments are therefore in the
sample. (An establishment is not necessarily
a firm; it may be a branch plant, for example,
or warechouse.) Self-employed persons and
others not on a regular civilian payroll are
outside the scope of the survey because they
are excluded from establishment records.
This largely accounts for the difference in
employment figures between the household
and establishment surveys.

Definitions

An establishment is an economic unit which
produces goods or services (such as a factory
or store) at a single location and is engaged
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 including
the 12th day of the month. Persons 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 the goods-produc-
ing industries cover employees, up through
the level of working supervisors, who engage
directly in the manufacture or construction of
the establishment’s product. In private ser-
vice-providing industries, data are collected
for nonsupervisory workers, which include
most employees except those in executive,
managerial, and supervisory positions. Those
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workers mentioned in tables 11-16 include
production workers in manufacturing and
natural resources and mining; construction
workers in construction; and nonsupervi-
sory workers in all private service-providing
industries. Production and nonsupervisory
workers account for about four-fifths of the
total employment on private nonagricultural
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-
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 of production or nonsupervisory
workers for which pay was received, and are
different from standard or scheduled hours.
Overtime hours represent the portion of
average weekly hours which was in excess
of regular hours and for which overtime
premiums 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
Bureau practice, data for the 1-, 3-, and 6-
month spans are seasonally adjusted, while
those for the 12-month span are unadjusted.
Table 17 provides an index on private non-
farm employment based on 278 industries,
and a manufacturing index based on 84
industries. These indexes are useful for mea-
suring the dispersion of economic gains or
losses and are also economic indicators.

Notes on the data

Establishment survey data are annually
adjusted to comprehensive counts of em-
ployment (called “benchmarks”). The March
2003 benchmark was introduced in February
2004 with the release of data for January
2004, published in the March 2004 issue of
the Review. With the release in June 2003,
CES completed a conversion from the Stan-
dard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to
the North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) and completed the transition
from its original quota sample design to a
probability-based sample design. The indus-
try-coding update included reconstruction
of historical estimates in order to preserve
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time series for data users. Normally 5 years
of seasonally adjusted data are revised with
each benchmark revision. However, with this
release, the entire new time series history for
all CES data series were re-seasonally adjusted
due to the NAICS conversion, which resulted
in the revision of all CES time series.

Also in June 2003, the CES program in-
troduced concurrent seasonal adjustment for
the national establishment data. Under this
methodology, the first preliminary estimates
for the current reference month and the
revised estimates for the 2 prior months will
be updated with concurrent factors with each
new release of data. Concurrent seasonal
adjustment incorporates all available data,
including first preliminary estimates for
the most current month, in the adjustment
process. For additional information on all of
the changes introduced in June 2003, see the
June 2003 issue of Employment and Earnings
and “Recent changes in the national Current
Employment Statistics survey,” Monthly La-
bor Review, June 2003, pp. 3-13.

Revisions in State data (table 11) oc-
curred with the publication of January 2003
data. For information on the revisions for
the State data, see the March and May 2003
issues of Employment and Earnings,and “Re-
cent changes in the State and Metropolitan
Area CES survey,” Monthly Labor Review,
June 2003, pp. 14-19.

Beginning in June 1996, the BLS uses
the X-12-ARIMA methodology to season-
ally adjust establishment survey data. This
procedure, developed by the Bureau of the
Census, controls for the effect of varying
survey intervals (also known as the 4- versus
5-week effect), thereby providing improved
measurement of over-the-month changes
and underlying economic trends. Revisions
of data, usually for the most recent 5-year
period, 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 (1217 in the Review).
When all returns have been received, the
estimates 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. Fourth-quarter data are pub-
lished as preliminary in January and February
and as final in March.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on

establishment survey data, contact the Di-
vision of Current Employment Statistics:

(202) 691-6555.

Unemployment data by State

Description of the series

Data presented in this section are obtained
from the Local Area Unemployment Statis-
tics (LAUS) program, which is conducted in
cooperation with State employment security
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 pos-
sible, the concepts and definitions underlying
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 Colum-
bia are derived using standardized procedures
established by BLS. Once a year, estimates are
revised to new population controls, usually
with publication of January estimates, and
benchmarked to annual average CPS levels.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on data
in this series, call (202) 691-6392 (table 10)
or (202) 691-6559 (table 11).

Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages

Description of the series

Employment, wage, and establishment data
in this section are derived from the quarterly
tax reports submitted to State employment
security agencies by private and State and
local government employers subject to State
unemployment insurance (u1) laws and from
Federal, agencies subject to the Unemploy-
ment Compensation for Federal Employees
(ucre) program. Each quarter, State agen-
cies edit and process the data and send the
information to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The Quarterly Census of Employment
and Wages (QCEW) data, also referred as ES-
202 data, are the most complete enumeration
of employment and wage information by
industry at the national, State, metropolitan
area, and county levels. They have broad
economic significance in evaluating labor



market trends and major industry develop-
ments.

Definitions

In general, the Quarterly Census of Employ-
ment and Wages 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 em-
ployment includes most corporate officials,
executives, supervisory personnel, profes-
sionals, clerical workers, wage earners, piece
workers, and part-time workers. It excludes
proprietors, the unincorporated self-em-
ployed, unpaid family members, and certain
farm and domestic workers. Certain types
of nonprofit employers, such as religious
organizations, are given a choice of coverage
or exclusion in a number of States. Workers
in these organizations are, therefore, reported
to a limited degree.

Persons on paid sick leave, paid holiday,
paid vacation, and the like, are included.
Persons on the payroll of more than one
firm during the period are counted by each
ul-subject employer if they meet the employ-
ment definition noted earlier. The employ-
ment count excludes 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 quar-
terly wages submitted each quarter to State
agencies for all Federal installations with
employees covered by the Unemployment
Compensation for Federal Employees (ucFE)
program, except for certain national security
agencies, which are omitted for security rea-
sons. 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 a farm, 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
of economic activity for which a single indus-
trial classification may be applied. Occasion-
ally, a single physical location encompasses
two or more distinct and significant activities.
Each activity should be reported as a separate
establishment if separate records are kept
and the various activities are classified under
different NAICS industries.

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 Multiple
Worksite Report each quarter, in addition
to their quarterly ur report. The Multiple
Worksite Report is used to collect separate
employment and wage data for each of the
employer’s establishments, which are not
detailed on the vt report. Some very small
multi-establishment employers 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 a consolidated report for all
establishments. Also, some employers either
cannot 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 report-
ing unit is the installation: a single location
at which a department, agency, or other gov-
ernment body has civilian employees. Federal
agencies follow slightly different criteria than
do private employers when breaking down
their reports by installation. They are permit-
ted to combine as a single statewide unit: 1)
all installations with 10 or fewer workers,
and 2) all installations that have a combined
total in the State of fewer 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 installation. Last, if a
Federal agency has fewer than five employees
in a State, the agency headquarters office
(regional office, district office) serving each
State may consolidate the employment and
wages data for that State with the data re-
ported to the State in which the headquarters
is located. As a result of these reporting rules,
the number of reporting units is always larger
than the number of employers (or govern-
ment agencies) but smaller than the number
of actual establishments (or installations).

Data reported for the first quarter are
tabulated 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 of a multi-establishment
firm is tabulated separately into the appropri-
ate size category. The total employment level
of the reporting multi-establishment 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 com-
pensation is paid. Under most State laws or
regulations, wages include bonuses, stock
options, the cash value of meals and lodging,
tips and other gratuities, and, in some States,
employer contributions to certain deferred
compensation plans such as 401(k) plans.

Covered employer contributions for
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
(oaspi), 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 of all payrolls for all
pay periods ending within the quarter. This
includes cash allowances, the cash equivalent
of any type of remuneration, severance pay,
withholding taxes, and retirement deduc-
tions. Federal employee remuneration gener-
ally covers the same types of services as for
workers in private industry.

Average annual wage per employee for
any given industry are computed by divid-
ing total annual wages by annual average
employment. 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 wage is af-
fected by the ratio of full-time to part-time
workers as well as the number of individuals
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,
industries characterized by high proportions
of part-time workers will show average wage
levels appreciably less than the weekly pay
levels of regular full-time employees in these
industries. The opposite effect characterizes
industries with low proportions of part-time
workers, or industries that typically schedule
heavy weekend and overtime work. Average
wage data also may be influenced by work
stoppages, labor turnover rates, retroactive
payments, seasonal factors, bonus payments,
and so on.

Notes on the data

Beginning with the release of data for 2001,
publications presenting data from the Cov-
ered Employment and Wages program have
switched to the 2002 version of the North
American Industry Classification System
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(NAICS) as the basis for the assignment and
tabulation of economic data by industry.
NAICS is the product of a cooperative ef-
fort on the part of the statistical agencies
of the United States, Canada, and Mexico.
Due to difference in NAICS and Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) structures,
industry data for 2001 is not compa-
rable to the SIC-based data for earlier years.

Effective January 2001, the program
began assigning Indian Tribal Councils and
related establishments to local government
ownership. This BLS action was in response to
a change in Federal law dealing with the way
Indian Tribes are treated under the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act. This law requires
federally recognized Indian Tribes to be treat-
ed similarly to State and local governments.
In the past, the Covered Employment and
Wage (CEW) program coded Indian Tribal
Councils and related establishments in the
private sector. As aresult of the new law, CEW
data reflects significant shifts in employment
and wages between the private sector and
local government from 2000 to 2001. Data
also reflect industry changes. Those accounts
previously assigned to civic and social organi-
zations were assigned to tribal governments.
There were no required industry changes for
related establishments owned by these Tribal
Councils. These tribal business establishments
continued to be coded according to the eco-
nomic activity of that entity.

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

County definitions are assigned according
to Federal Information Processing Standards
Publications as issued by the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology. Areas
shown as counties include those designated
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
purposes, even though townships are the
more common designation used in New
England (and New Jersey).

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) defines metropolitan areas for use
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in Federal statistical activities and updates
these definitions as needed. Data in this table
use metropolitan area criteria established
by OMB in definitions issued June 30, 1999
(OMB Bulletin No. 99-04). These definitions
reflect information obtained from the 1990
Decennial Census and the 1998 U.S. Census
Bureau population estimate. A complete list
of metropolitan area definitions is available
from the National Technical Information
Service (NTIS), Document Sales, 5205 Port
Royal Road, Springfield, Va. 22161, tele-
phone 1-800-553-6847.

OMB defines metropolitan areas in terms
of entire counties, except in the six New Eng-
land States where they are defined in terms of
cities and towns. New England data in this
table, however, are based on a county concept
defined by OMB as New England County
Metropolitan Areas (NECMA) because coun-
ty-level data are the most detailed available
from the Quarterly Census of Employment
and Wages. The NECMA is a county-based
alternative to the city- and town-based metro-
politan areas in New England. The NECMA for
aMetropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) include:
(1) the county containing the first-named city
in that MSA title (this county may include
the first-named cities of other MSA, and (2)
each additional county having at least half its
population in the MSA in which first-named
cities are in the county identified in step 1.
The NECMA is officially defined areas that
are meant to be used by statistical programs
that cannot use the regular metropolitan area
definitions in New England.

FoR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on the
covered employment and wage data, contact
the Division of Administrative Statistics and
Labor Turnover at (202) 691-6567.

Job Openings and Labor
Turnover Survey

Description of the series

Data for the Job Openings and Labor
Turnover Survey (JOLTS) are collected and
compiled from a sample of 16,000 business
establishments. Each month, data are col-
lected for total employment, job openings,
hires, quits, layoffs and discharges, and other
separations. The JOLTS program covers all
private nonfarm establishments such as fac-
tories, offices, and stores, as well as Federal,
State, and local government entities in the
50 States and the District of Columbia. The
JOLTS sample design is a random sample
drawn from a universe of more than eight
million establishments compiled as part of the
operations of the Quarterly Census of Em-

ployment and Wages, or QCEW, program. This
program includes all employers subject to
State unemployment insurance (UI) laws and
Federal agencies subject to Unemployment
Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE).

The sampling frame is stratified by own-
ership, region, industry sector, and size class.
Large firms fall into the sample with virtual
certainty. JOLTS total employment estimates
are controlled to the employment estimates
of the Current Employment Statistics (CES)
survey. A ratio of CES to JOLTS employment
is used to adjust the levels for all other JOLTS
data elements. Rates then are computed from
the adjusted levels.

The monthly JOLTS data series begin with
December 2000. Not seasonally adjusted
data on job openings, hires, total separa-
tions, quits, layoffs and discharges, and other
separations levels and rates are available for
the total nonfarm sector, 16 private industry
divisions and 2 government divisions based
on the North American Industry Classifica-
tion System (NAICS), and four geographic
regions. Seasonally adjusted data on job
openings, hires, total separations, and quits
levels and rates are available for the total
nonfarm sector, selected industry sectors, and
four geographic regions.

Definitions

Establishments submit job openings in-
for-mation for the last business day of the
reference month. A job opening requires
that (1) a specific position exists and there
is work available for that position; and (2)
work could start within 30 days regardless
of whether a suitable candidate is found;
and (3) the employer is actively recruiting
from outside the establishment to fill the
position. Included are full-time, part-time,
permanent, short-term, and seasonal open-
ings. Active recruiting means that the estab-
lishment is taking steps to fill a position by
advertising in newspapers or on the Internet,
posting help-wanted signs, accepting ap-
plications, or using other similar methods.

Jobs to be filled only by internal transfers,
promotions, demotions, or recall from layoffs
are excluded. Also excluded are jobs with
start dates more than 30 days in the future,
jobs for which employees have been hired but
have not yet reported for work, and jobs to be
filled by employees of temporary help agen-
cies, employee leasing companies, outside
contractors, or consultants. The job openings
rate is computed by dividing the number of
job openings by the sum of employment and
job openings, and multiplying that quotient
by 100.

Hires are the total number of additions



to the payroll occurring at any time during
the reference month, including both new and
rehired employees and full-time and part-
time, permanent, short-term and seasonal
employees, employees recalled to the location
after a layoft lasting more than 7 days, on-call
or intermittent employees who returned to
work after having been formally separated,
and transfers from other locations. The hires
count does not include transfers or promo-
tions within the reporting site, employees
returning from strike, employees of temporary
help agencies or employee leasing companies,
outside contractors, or consultants. The hires
rate is computed by dividing the number of
hires by employment, and multiplying that
quotient by 100.

Separations are the total number of
terminations of employment occurring at
any time during the reference month, and
are reported by type of separation—quits,
layofts and discharges, and other separations.
Quits are voluntary separations by employees
(except for retirements, which are reported
as other separations). Layoffs and discharges
are involuntary separations initiated by the
employer and include layoffs with no intent
to rehire, formal layofts lasting or expected
to last more than 7 days, discharges resulting
from mergers, downsizing, or closings, firings
or other discharges for cause, terminations
of permanent or short-term employees, and
terminations of seasonal employees. Other
separations include retirements, transfers to
other locations, deaths, and separations due to
disability. Separations do not include transfers
within the same location or employees on
strike.

The separations rate is computed by di-
viding the number of separations by employ-
ment, and multiplying that quotient by 100.
The quits, layoffs and discharges, and other
separations rates are computed similarly,
dividing the number by employment and
multiplying by 100.

Notes on the data

The JOLTS data series on job openings, hires,
and separations are relatively new. The full
sample is divided into panels, with one panel
enrolled each month. A full complement of
panels for the original data series based on the
1987 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
system was not completely enrolled in the
survey until January 2002. The supple-mental
panels of establishments needed to create NA-
ICS estimates were not completely enrolled
until May 2003. The data collected up until
those points are from less than a full sample.
Therefore, estimates from earlier months
should be used with caution, as fewer sampled

units were reporting data at that time.

In March 2002, BLS procedures for collect-
ing hires and separations data were revised to
address possible underreporting. As a result,
JOLTS hires and separations estimates for
months prior to March 2002 may not be
comparable with estimates for March 2002
and later.

The Federal Government reorganization
that involved transferring approximately
180,000 employees to the new Department
of Homeland Security is not reflected in
the JOLTS hires and separations estimates
for the Federal Government. The Office of
Personnel Management’s record shows these
transfers were completed in March 2003.The
inclusion of transfers in the JOLTS definitions
of hires and separations is intended to cover
ongoing movements of workers between
establishments. The Department of Home-
land Security reorganization was a massive
one-time event, and the inclusion of these
intergovernmental transfers would distort
the Federal Government time series.

Data users should note that seasonal
adjustment of the JOLTS series is conducted
with fewer data observations than is cus-
tomary. The historical data, therefore, may
be subject to larger than normal revisions.
Because the seasonal patterns in economic
data series typically emerge over time, the
standard use of moving averages as seasonal
filters to capture these effects requires longer
series than are currently available. As a result,
the stable seasonal filter option is used in the
seasonal adjustment of the JOLTS data. When
calculating seasonal factors, this filter takes
an average for each calendar month after
detrending the series. The stable seasonal
filter assumes that the seasonal factors are
fixed; a necessary assumption until sufficient
data are available. When the stable seasonal
filter is no longer needed, other program fea-
tures also may be introduced, such as outlier
adjustment and extended diagnostic testing.
Additionally, it is expected that more series,
such as layoffs and discharges and additional
industries, may be seasonally adjusted when
more data are available.

JOLTS hires and separations estimates
cannot be used to exactly explain net changes
in payroll employment. Some reasons why it
is problematic to compare changes in payroll
employment with JOLTS hires and separa-
tions, especially on a monthly basis, are: (1)
the reference period for payroll employment
is the pay period including the 12th of the
month, while the reference period for hires
and separations is the calendar month; and
(2) payroll employment can vary from month
to month simply because part-time and on-
call workers may not always work during

the pay period that includes the 12th of the
month. Additionally, research has found that
some reporters systematically underreport
separations relative to hires due to a num-
ber of factors, including the nature of their
payroll systems and practices. The shortfall
appears to be about 2 percent or less over a
12-month period.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on
the Job Openings and Labor Turnover
Survey, contact the Division of Administra-
tive Statistics and Labor Turnover at (202)
961-5870.

Compensation and
Wage Data
(Tables 1-3; 30-37)

The National Compensation Survey (NCS)
produces a variety of compensation data. These
include: The Employment Cost Index (ECI)
and NCS benefit measures of the incidence and
provisions of selected employee benefit plans.
Selected samples of these measures appear in
the following tables. NCS also compiles data on
occupational wages and the Employer Costs
for Employee Compensation (ECEC).

Employment Cost Index

Description of the series

The Employment Cost Index (ECI) is a
quarterly measure of the rate of change in
compensation per hour worked and includes
wages, salaries, and employer costs of em-
ployee benefits. It is a Laspeyres Index that
uses fixed employment weights to measure
change in labor costs free from the influence
of employment shifts among occupations
and industries.

The ECI provides data for the civilian
economy, which includes the total private
nonfarm economy excluding private house-
holds, and the public sector excluding the
Federal government. Data are collected each
quarter for the pay period including the
12th day of March, June, September, and
December.

Sample establishments are classified by
industry categories based on the 2002 North
American Classification System (NAICS).
Within a sample establishment, specific job
categories are selected and classified into
about 800 occupations according to the 2000
Standard Occupational Classification (SOC)
System. Individual occupations are com-
bined to represent one of ten intermediate
aggregations, such as professional and related
occupations, or one of five higher level aggre-
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gations, such as management, professional,
and related occupations.

Fixed employment weights are used
each quarter to calculate the most aggregate
series—civilian, private, and State and local
government. These fixed weights are also used
to derive all of the industry and occupational
series indexes. Beginning with the March
2006 estimates, 2002 fixed employment
weights from the Bureau’s Occupational
Employment Statistics survey were intro-
duced. From March 1995 to December 2005,
1990 employment counts were used. These
fixed weights ensure that changes in these
indexes reflect only changes in compensation,
not employment shifts among industries or
occupations with different levels of wages
and compensation. For the series based on
bargaining status, census region and division,
and metropolitan area status, fixed employ-
ment data are not available. The employment
weights are reallocated within these series
each quarter based on the current Ec1 sample.
The indexes for these series, consequently, are
not strictly comparable with those for aggre-
gate, occupational, and industry 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,
retirement and savings plans, and legally
required benefits (such as Social Security,
workers’ compensation, and unemployment
insurance).

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

Notes on the data

The ECI data in these tables reflect the
con-version to the 2002 North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) and
the 2000 Standard Occupational Classifica-
tion (SOC) system. The NAICS and SOC data
shown prior to 2006 are for informational
purposes only. ECI series based on NAICS
and SOC became the official BLS estimates
starting in March 2006.

The ECI for changes in wages and salaries
in the private nonfarm economy was pub-
lished beginning in 1975. Changes in total
compensation cost—wages and salaries and
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benefits combined—were published begin-
ning in 1980. The series of changes in wages
and salaries and for total compensation in
the State and local government sector and
in the civilian nonfarm economy (excluding
Federal employees) were published begin-
ning in 1981. Historical indexes (December
2005=100) are available on the Internet:
www.bls.gov/ect/

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on the
Employment Cost Index is available at www.
bls.gov/ncs/ect/home.htm or by telephone
at (202) 691-6199.

National Compensation Survey
Benefit Measures

Description of the series

NCS benefit measures of employee benefits
are published in two separate reports. The
annual summary provides data on the in-
cidence of (access to and participation in)
selected benefits and provisions of paid
holidays and vacations, life insurance plans,
and other selected benefit programs. Data on
percentages of establishments offering major
employee benefits, and on the employer and
employee shares of contributions to medical
care premiums also are presented. Selected
benefit data appear in the following tables. A
second publication, published later, contains
more detailed information about health and
retirement plans.

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 employ-
ee also are included. For example, long-term
care insurance paid entirely by the employee
are included because the guarantee of insur-
ability and availability at group premium
rates are considered a benefit.

Employees are considered as having ac-
cess to a benefit plan if it is available for their
use. For example, if an employee is permitted
to participate in a medical care plan offered
by the employer, but the employee declines to
do so, he or she is placed in the category with
those having access to medical care.

Employees in contributory plans are
considered as participating in an insurance
or retirement plan if they have paid required
contributions and fulfilled any applicable
service requirement. Employees in noncontr-
ibutory plans are counted as participating

regardless of whether they have fulfilled the
service requirements.

Defined benefit pension plans use pre-
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 par-
ticipants, and benefits are based on amounts
credited to these accounts.

Tax-deferred savings plans are a type of
defined contribution plan that allow partici-
pants to contribute a portion of their salary
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

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THE NCS
benefit measures is available at www.bls.

gov/ncs/ebs/home.htm or by telephone at
(202) 691-6199.

Work stoppages

Description of the series

Data on work stoppages measure the number
and duration of major strikes or lockouts
(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 37.

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-
ers or more and lasting a full shift or longer.

Workers involved: The number of work-
ers directly involved in the stoppage.

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

Days of idleness as a percent of esti-



mated 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.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on work
stop-pages data is available at www. bls.
gov/cba/home.htm or by telephone at (202)
691-6199.

Price Data
(Tables 2; 38—46)

Price data are gathered by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics from retail and pri-
mary markets in the United States. Price
indexes are given in relation to a base pe-
riod—December 2003 = 100 for many Pro-
ducer Price Indexes (unless otherwise noted),
1982-84 = 100 for many Consumer Price
Indexes (unless otherwise noted), and 1990
=100 for International Price Indexes.

Consumer Price Indexes
Description of the series

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure
of the average change in the prices paid by
urban consumers for a fixed market basket
of goods and services. The CPI is calculated
monthly for two population groups, one
consisting only of urban households 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 index that was
introduced well over a half-century ago for
use in wage negotiations. As new uses were
developed for the CPI in recent years, the need
for a broader and more representative index
became apparent. The all-urban consumer
index (CPI-U), introduced in 1978, is represen-
tative of the 1993-95 buying habits of about
87 percent of the noninstitutional population
of the United States at that time, compared
with 32 percent represented in the CPI-W. In
addition to wage earners and clerical workers,
the CPI-U covers professional, managerial, and
technical workers, the self-employed, short-
term workers, the unemployed, retirees, and
others not in the labor force.

The CPI s based on prices of food, clothing,
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 associated with the purchase and
use of items are included in the index.

Data collected from more than 23,000 retail
establishments and 5,800 housing units in 87
urban areas across the country are used to de-
velop the “U.S. city average.” Separate estimates
for 14 major urban centers are presented in table
39.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 homeown-
ership costs for that series. In January 1985,
the same change was made in the CPI-W. The
central purpose of the change was to separate
shelter costs from the investment component
of homeownership so that the index would
reflect only the cost of shelter services provided
by owner-occupied homes. An updated CPI-U
and CPI-W were introduced with release of the
January 1987 and January 1998 data.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, con-
tact the Division of Prices and Price Indexes:

(202) 691-7000.

Producer Price Indexes

Description of the series

Producer Price Indexes (PPI) measure ave-
rage 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-pro-
cessing structure of PPI organizes products by
class of buyer and degree of fabrication (that s,
finished goods, intermediate goods, and crude
materials). The traditional commodity struc-
ture of PPI organizes products by similarity of
end use or material composition. The industry
and product structure of PPI organizes data in
accordance with the 2002 North American
Industry Classification System and product
codes developed by the U.S. Census Bureau.

To the extent possible, prices used in
calculating Producer Price Indexes apply to
the first significant commercial transaction
in the United States from the production
or central marketing point. Price data are
generally collected monthly, primarily by
mail questionnaire. Most prices are obtained
directly from producing companies on a vol-
untary and confidential basis. Prices gener-
ally 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 rep-
resenting 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 a number of special composite groups. All
Producer Price Index data are subject to revi-
sion 4 months after original publication.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, con-
tact the Division of Industrial 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
price indexes for nonmilitary goods and
services 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 national income accounts; it includes
corporations, 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 of price 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 manu-
factures, and finished manufactures, includ-
ing 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 ex-
porter or importer, 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 during
the first week of the month. Survey respon-
dents are asked to indicate all discounts, allow-
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ances, and rebates applicable to the reported
prices, so that the price used in the calculation
of the indexes is the actual price for which the
product was bought or sold.

In addition to general indexes of prices
for U.S. exports and imports, indexes are also
published for detailed product categories of ex-
ports and imports. These categories are defined
according to the five-digit level of detail for the
Bureau of Economic Analysis End-use Clas-
sification, the three-digit level for the Standard
International Trade Classification (SITC), and
the four-digit level of detail for the Harmo-
nized System. Aggregate import indexes by
country or region of origin are also available.

BLS publishes indexes for selected cat-
egories of internationally traded services,
calculated on an international basis and on a
balance-of-payments basis.

Notes on the data

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

Because a price index depends on the same
items being priced from period to period, it
is necessary to recognize when a product’s
specifications or terms of transaction have
been modified. For this reason, the Bureau’s
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 specifications or terms
of 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
is employed which allows for the continued
repricing of the item.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, con-
tact the Division of International Prices:

(202) 691-7155.

Productivity Data

(Tables 2; 47-50)
Business and major sectors

Description of the series

The productivity measures relate real output
to real input. As such, they encompass a fam-
ily of measures which include single-factor
input measures, such as output per hour,
output per unit of labor input, or output per
unit of capital input, as well as measures of

76 Monthly Labor Review « Mayl 2009

multifactor productivity (output per unit
of combined labor and capital inputs). The
Bureau indexes show the change in output
relative to changes in the various inputs.
The measures cover the business, nonfarm
business, manufacturing, and nonfinancial
corporate sectors.

Corresponding indexes of hourly com-
pensation, unit labor costs, unit nonlabor
payments, and prices are also provided.

Definitions

Output per hour of all persons (labor
productivity) is the quantity of goods and
services produced per hour of labor input.
Output 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
private nonfarm business, inputs include
labor and capital units. For manufacturing,
inputs include labor, capital, energy, nonenergy
materials, and purchased business services.

Compensation per hour is total com-
pensation divided by hours at work. Total
compensation equals the wages and salaries
of employees plus employers’ contributions for
social insurance and private benefit plans, plus
an estimate of these payments for the self-em-
ployed (except for nonfinancial corporations
in which there are no self-employed). Real
compensation per hour is compensation per
hour deflated by the change in the Consumer
Price Index for All Urban Consumers.

Unitlabor costs are the labor compensa-
tion costs expended in the production of a
unit of output and are derived by dividing
compensation by output. Unit nonlabor
payments include profits, depreciation,
interest, and indirect taxes per unit of output.
They are computed by subtracting compensa-
tion of all persons from current-dollar value
of output and dividing by output.

Unit nonlabor costs contain all the com-
ponents 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 of the labor force.

Capital services are the flow of services
from the capital stock used in production. It
is developed from measures of the net stock
of physical assets—equipment, 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-weight-
ed index constructed by excluding from real
gross domestic product (GDP) the following
outputs: general government, nonprofit
institutions, paid employees of private house-
holds, and the rental value of owner-occupied
dwellings. Nonfarm business also excludes
farming. Private business and private non-
farm business further exclude government
enterprises. The measures are supplied by
the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau
of Economic Analysis. Annual estimates of
manufacturing sectoral output are produced
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Quar-
terly manufacturing output indexes from the
Federal Reserve Board are adjusted to these
annual output measures by the BLS. Compen-
sation 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 47-50 describe the rela-
tionship 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, capital,
or any other specific factor of production.
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 organi-
zation of production; managerial skill; and
characteristics 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 indexes mea-
sure the relationship between output and
inputs for selected industries and industry
groups, and thus reflect trends in industry ef-
ficiency over time. Industry measures include
labor productivity, multifactor productivity,
compensation, and unit labor costs.

'The industry measures differ in method-
ology and data sources from the productivity
measures for the major sectors because the
industry measures are developed indepen-
dently 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 indus-
try output adjusted for price change. For
the remaining industries, output indexes are
derived from data on the physical quantity
of production.

The labor input series is based on the
hours of all workers or, in the case of some
transportation industries, on the number of
employees. For most industries, the series
consists of the hours of all employees. For
some trade and services industries, the series
also includes the hours of partners, propri-
etors, and unpaid family workers.

Unitlabor costs represent the labor com-
pensation costs per unit of output produced,
and are derived by dividing an index of labor
compensation by an index of output. Labor
compensation includes payroll as well as
supplemental payments, including both
legally required expenditures and payments
for voluntary programs.

Multifactor productivity is derived by
dividing an index of industry output by an in-
dex of combined inputs consumed in produc-
ing that output. Combined inputs include
capital, labor, and intermediate purchases.
The measure of capital input represents the
flow of services from the capital stock used
in production. It is developed from measures
of the net stock of physical assets—equip-
ment, structures, land, and inventories. The
measure of intermediate purchases is a
combination of purchased materials, services,
fuels, and electricity.

Notes on the data

The industry measures are compiled from

data produced by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics and the Census Bureau, with additional
data supplied by other government agencies,
trade associations, and other sources.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on this
series, contact the Division of Industry Pro-
ductivity Studies: (202) 691-5618, or visit the
Web site at: www.bls.gov/lpc/home.htm

International Comparisons
(Tables 51-53)

Labor force and unemployment

Description of the series

Tables 51 and 52 present comparative
measures of the labor force, employment,
and unemployment approximating U.S.
concepts for the United States, Canada,
Australia, Japan, and six European countries.
The Bureau adjusts the figures for these
selected countries, for all known major
definitional differences, to the extent that
data to prepare adjustments are available.
Although precise comparability may not
be achieved, these adjusted figures provide
a better basis for international compari-
sons than the figures regularly published
by each country. For further information
on adjustments and comparability issues,
see Constance Sorrentino, “International
unemployment rates: how comparable are
they?” Monthly Labor Review, June 2000,
pp- 3—20, available on the Internet at www.
bls.gov/opub/mlr/2000/06/art1full.pdf.

Definitions

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

Notes on the data

Foreign country data are adjusted as closely
as possible to the U.S. definitions. Primary
areas of adjustment address conceptual dif-
ferences in upper age limits and defini-
tions of employment and unemployment,
provided that reliable data are available to
make these adjustments. Adjustments are
made where applicable to include employed
and unemployed persons above upper age
limits; some European countries do not
include persons older than age 64 in their
labor force measures, because a large portion
of this population has retired. Adjustments
are made to exclude active duty military
from employment figures, although a small

number of career military may be included
in some European countries. Adjustments
are made to exclude unpaid family workers
who worked fewer than 15 hours per week
from employment figures; U.S. concepts do
not include them in employment, whereas
most foreign countries include all unpaid
family workers regardless of the number
of hours worked. Adjustments are made
to include full-time students seeking work
and available for work as unemployed when
they are classified as not in the labor force.

Where possible, lower age limits are based
on the age at which compulsory schooling
ends in each country, rather than based on
the U.S. standard of 16. Lower age limits
have ranged between 13 and 16 over the years
covered; currently, the lower age limits are
either 15 or 16 in all 10 countries.

Some adjustments for comparability are
not made because data are unavailable for
adjustment purposes. For example, no adjust-
ments to unemployment are usually made for
deviations from U.S. concepts in the treatment
of persons waiting to start a new job or passive
job seekers. These conceptual differences have
little impact on the measures. Furthermore,
BLS studies have concluded that no adjust-
ments should be made for persons on layoff
who are counted as employed in some coun-
tries because of their strong job attachment as
evidenced by, for example, payment of salary
or the existence of a recall date. In the United
States, persons on layoft have weaker job at-
tachment and are classified as unemployed.

'The annual labor force measures are ob-
tained from monthly, quarterly, or continu-
ous household surveys and may be calculated
as averages of monthly or quarterly data.
Quarterly and monthly unemployment
rates are based on household surveys. For
some countries, they are calculated by ap-
plying annual adjustment factors to cur-
rent published data and, therefore, are less
precise indicators of unemployment under
U.S. concepts than the annual figures. The
labor force measures may have breaks in
series over time due to changes in surveys,
sources, or estimation methods. Breaks are
noted in data tables.

For up-to-date information on adjust-
ments and breaks in series, see the Technical
Notes of Comparative Civilian Labor Force
Statistics, 10 Countries, on the Internet at
www.bls.gov/fls/flscomparelf.htm, and the
Notes of Unemployment rates in 10 countries,
civilian labor force basis, approximating U.S.
concepts, seasonally adjusted, on the Internet
at www.bls.gov/fls/flsjec.pdf.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on
this series, contact the Division of Foreign
Labor Statistics: (202) 691-5654 or flshelp@
bls.gov.
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Current Labor Statistics

Manufacturing productivity
and labor costs

Description of the series

Table 53 presents comparative indexes
of manufacturing output per hour (labor
productivity),output, total hours,compensation
per hour, and unit labor costs for the United
States, Australia, Canada, Japan, the Republic
of Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, and 10 European
countries. These measures are trend compari-
sons—that is, series that measure changes over
time—rather than level comparisons. BLS does
not recommend using these series for level
comparisons because of technical problems.

BLS constructs the comparative indexes
from three basic aggregate measures—out-
put, total labor hours, and total compensa-
tion. The hours and compensation measures
refer to employees (wage and salary earners)
in Belgium and Taiwan. For all other econo-
mies, the measures refer to all employed
persons, including employees, self-employed
persons, and unpaid family workers.

The data for recent years are based on the
United Nations System of National Accounts
1993 (SNA 93). Manufacturing is generally de-
fined according to the International Standard
Industrial Classification (ISIC). However, the
measures for France include parts of mining
as well. For the United States and Canada,
manufacturing is defined according to the
North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS 97).

Definitions

Output. For most economies, the output
measures are real value added in manu-
facturing from national accounts. How-
ever, output for Japan prior to 1970 and
for the Netherlands prior to 1960 are
indexes of industrial production. The
manufacturing value added measures for the
United Kingdom are essentially identical
to their indexes of industrial production.

For United States, the output measure for
the manufacturing sector is a chain-weighted
index of real gross product originating (de-
flated value added) produced by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce. Most of the other
economies now also use chain-weighted as
opposed to fixed-year weights that are peri-
odically updated.

To preserve the comparability of the U.S.
measures with those of other economies,
BLS uses gross product originating in manu-
facturing for the United States. The gross
product originating series differs from the
manufacturing output series that BLS pub-
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lishes in its quarterly news releases on U.S.
productivity and costs (and that underlies the
measures that appear in tables 48 and 50 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 hours refer to hours worked in all
economies. The measures are developed from
statistics of manufacturing employment and
average hours. For most other economies, re-
cent years aggregate hours series are obtained
from national statistical offices, usually from
national accounts. However, for some econo-
mies and for earlier years, BLS calculates the
aggregate hours series using employment
figures published with the national accounts,
or other comprehensive employment series,
and data on average hours worked.

Hourly compensation is total compensa-
tion divided by total hours. Total compensa-
tion includes all payments in cash or in-kind
made directly to employees plus employer
expenditures for legally required insurance
programs and contractual and private benefit
plans. For Australia, Canada, France, Singa-
pore, and Sweden, compensation is increased
to account for important taxes on payroll
or employment. For the United Kingdom,
compensation is reduced between 1967 and
1991 to account for subsidies.

Labor productivity is defined as real
output per hour worked. Although the labor
productivity measure presented in this release
relates output to the hours worked of persons
employed in manufacturing, it does not measure
the specific contributions of labor as a single
factor of production. Rather, it reflects the joint
effects of many influences, including new tech-
nology, capital investment, capacity utilization,
energy use, and managerial skills, as well as the
skills and efforts of the workforce.

Unit labor costs are defined as the cost
of labor input required to produce one unit
of output. They are computed as compensa-
tion in nominal terms divided by real output.
Unit labor costs can also be computed by
dividing hourly compensation by output per
hour, that is, by labor productivity.

Notes on the data

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

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on
this series, go to http://www.bls.gov/news.
release/prod4.toc.htm or contact the Divi-

sion of International Labor Comparison at

(202) 691-5654.

Occupational Injury
and lliness Data

(Tables 54-55)

Survey of Occupational Injuries
and llinesses

Description of the series

The Survey of Occupational Injuries and
Illnesses collects data from employers about
their workers’ job-related nonfatal injuries
and illnesses. The information that employers
provide is based on records that they maintain
under the Occupational Safety and Health
Act 0f1970. 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 cooperative
program with an independent sample select-
ed for each participating State. A stratified
random sample with a Neyman allocation
is selected to represent all private industries
in the State. The survey is stratified by Stan-
dard 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 of work 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
results from a work-related event or a single,
instantaneous exposure in the work environ-
ment.

Occupational illness is an abnormal
condition or disorder, other than one result-
ing from an occupational injury, caused by
exposure to factors associated with employ-
ment. It includes acute and chronic illnesses
or disease which may be caused by inhalation,
absorption, 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 discontinued be-
ginning with the 1993 survey. 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 workers.

Notes on the data

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

Estimates are made for industries and em-
ployment size classes for total recordable cases,
lost workday cases, days away from work cases,
and nonfatal cases without lost workdays. These
data also are shown separately for injuries.
Illness data are available for seven categories:
occupational skin diseases or disorders, dust
diseases of the lungs, respiratory conditions
due to toxic agents, poisoning (systemic
effects of toxic agents), disorders due to
physical agents (other than toxic materials),
disorders associated with repeated trauma,
and all other occupational illnesses.

The survey continues to measure the
number of new work-related illness cases
which are recognized, diagnosed, and re-
ported during the year. Some conditions, for
example, long-term latent illnesses caused
by exposure to carcinogens, often are dif-
ficult to relate to the workplace and are not
adequately recognized and reported. These
long-term latent illnesses 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 dermatitis and carpal
tunnel syndrome).

Most of the estimates are in the form
of incidence rates, defined as the number
of injuries 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
available measures is presented in the annual
bulletin, Occupational Injuries and Illnesses:
Counts, Rates, and Characteristics.

Comparable data for more than 40 States
and territories are available from the BLS
Office of Safety, Health and Working Con-
ditions. Many of these States publish data
on State and local government employees in
addition to private industry data.

Mining and railroad data are furnished to
BLS by the Mine Safety and Health Admin-
istration and the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration. Data from these organizations are
included in both the national and State data
published annually.

With the 1992 survey, BLS began pub-
lishing details on serious, nonfatal incidents
resulting in days away from work. Included
are some major characteristics of the injured
and ill workers, such as occupation, age, gen-
der, race, and length of service, as well as the
circumstances of their injuries and illnesses
(nature 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 detailed industries and for individual
States at more aggregated industry levels.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION on oc-
cupational injuries and illnesses, contact the
Office of Occupational Safety, Health and
Working Conditions at (202) 691-6180, or

access the Internet at: www.bls. gov/iif/

Census of Fatal
Occupational Injuries

The Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries
compiles a complete roster of fatal job-relat-
ed 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 Administration and Mine Safety

and Health Administration records, medical
examiner and autopsy reports, media ac-
counts, State motor vehicle fatality records,
and follow-up questionnaires to employers.
In addition to private wage and salary
workers, the self-employed, family mem-
bers, and Federal, State, and local govern-
ment 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 of the event, engaged in a legal
work activity, or present at the site of the
incident as a requirement of his or her job.

Definition

A fatal work injury is any intentional or
unintentional wound or damage to the body
resulting in death from acute exposure to
energy, such as heat or electricity, or kinetic
energy from a crash, or from the absence of
such essentials 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,
as well 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
injured worker, the fatal incident, and the
machinery or equipment involved. Sum-
mary worker demographic data and event
characteristics are included in a national news
release that is available about 8 months after
the end of the reference year. The Census
of Fatal Occupational Injuries was initi-
ated 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
contact the BLS Office of Safety, Health,
and Working Conditions at (202) 691-
6175, or the Internet at: www.bls.gov/iif/
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Current Labor Statistics: Comparative Indicators

1. Labor market indicators

- 2007 2008 2009
Selected indicators 2007 2008
| 1l 1l v | 1l 1l v |
Employment data
Employment status of the civilian noninstitutional
population (household survey):1
Labor force participation rate............cccoevevireiieeicneinnns 66.0 66.0 65.9 66.6 66.0 65.9 65.7 66.6 65.9 65.7 65.4
Employment-population ratio 63.0 62.2 62.9 63.4 63.0 62.8 62.3 62.8 62.0 61.0 59.5
Unemployment rate... 4.6 5.8 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.9 5.4 6.0 6.9 8.1
4.7 6.1 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.9 51 5.6 6.5 7.5 8.8
16 10 24 YEArS.....coviiiiiieiiiieiiecieee 11.6 14.4 10.8 115 11.8 12.1 12.7 135 14.9 16.5 18.0
25 years and older. FRPTUTPRRN TR 3.6 4.8 3.6 35 3.6 3.7 3.9 4.2 5.1 6.0 7.4
WOMEBN ... 4.5 5.4 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.8 51 5.6 6.1 7.2
16 10 24 YEArS.....covviiiiieiiiieiiecieee 9.4 11.2 9.1 9.0 9.7 9.9 10.1 111 11.9 11.6 12.9
25 years and older...........ocooeoveeencnninns 3.6 4.4 35 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.1 4.5 5.2 6.2
Employment, nonfarm (payroll data), in thousands: !
Total noNfarm...... ..ot | 137,598 | 137,066 | 137,400 | 137,645 | 137,652 | 138,152 | 137,814 | 137,356 | 136,732 | 135,074 | 133,019
TOtAl PrIVALE.....eviiiiiiceeeie e 115,380 | 114,566 | 115,250 | 115,400 | 115,389 | 115,783 | 115,373 | 114,834 | 114,197 | 112,542 | 110,481
GOOAS-ProAUCING . ..ot e e e 22,233 | 21,419 | 22,392 | 22,289 | 22,009 | 22,043 | 21,800 | 21,507 | 21,247 | 20,532 | 19,537
Manufacturing 13,879 13,431 13,966 13,889 13,796 13,777 13,643 13,505 13,322 12,902 12,310
Service-providing.. 115,366 | 115,646 | 115,008 | 115,356 | 115,553 | 116,109 | 116,014 | 115,849 | 115,485 | 114,542 | 113,482
Average hours:
Total private 33.9 33.6 33.9 33.9 33.8 33.8 33.8 33.6 33.6 33.3 33.2
Manufacturing.. 41.2 40.8 41.2 41.3 41.3 41.2 41.2 40.9 40.5 39.9 39.3
OVEIIME. .. it et et 4.2 3.7 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.8 3.5 29 2.7
Employment Cost Index 23
Total compensation:
Civilian NONFAMM ™ ..o 3.3 26 9 8 1.0 6 8 7 8 3 4
Private nonfarm...............ooiii 3.0 2.4 8 9 .8 .6 9 7 .6 2 4
.5
G00dS-ProdUCING ...t 2.4 2.4 4 1.0 5 6 1.0 7 4 3 4
’ .5
Service-providing”............ccooiiiiii e 3.2 25 9 9 9 6 9 7 6 3 4
State and local government ... 4.1 3.0 1.0 6 1.8 7 5 5 1.7 3 6
Workers by bargaining status (private nonfarm):
Union. 2.0 2.8 -3 1.2 5 7 .8 .8 7 .6 1.0
Nonunion.. 3.2 2.4 1.0 9 8 .6 9 7 .6 2 3

B Quarterly data seasonally adjusted.

2 Annual changes are December-to-December changes. Quarterly changes
are calculated using the last month of each quarter.

® The Employment Cost Index data reflect the conversion to the 2002 North
American Classification System (NAICS) and the 2000 Standard Occupational
Classification (SOC) system. The NAICS and SOC data shown prior to 2006 are
for informational purposes only. Series based on NAICS and SsoC became the
official BLS estimates starting in March 2006.
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4 Excludes Federal and private household workers.

Goods-producing industries include mining, construction, and manufacturing. Service-

providing industries include all other private sector industries.

NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, household survey data reflect revised population
controls. Nonfarm data reflect the conversion to the 2002 version of the North

American Industry Classification System (NAICS), replacing

the Standard Industrial

Classification (SIC) system. NAICS-based data by industry are not comparable with siC

based data.



2. Annual and quarterly percent changes in compensation, prices, and productivity

2007 2008 2009
Selected measures 2007 | 2008
| 1} 1] v | 1} 1] v |
Compensation data" %2
Employment Cost Index—compensation:
Civilian nonfarm...... e 3.3 2.6 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.3 0.4
Private nonfarm....... . 3.0 2.4 .8 9 .8 .6 9 7 .6 2 4
Employment Cost Index—wages and salaries:
Civilian nonfarm..............cccciiii 3.4 27 11 7 1.0 7 .8 7 .8 3 4
Private nonfarm....... . 3.3 2.6 1.1 .8 9 .6 9 7 .6 3 4
Price data’
Consumer Price Index (All Urban Consumers): All ltems...... 2.8 3.8 1.8 1.5 A 7 1.7 25 0 -3.9 1.2
Producer Price Index:

Finished goods . 3.9 6.3 2.2 1.9 A 1.8 2.8 4.2 -1 -7.4 A
Finished consumer goods...........cccceuieeeeeieceneeiieieceees 4.5 7.4 2.8 25 2 1.9 3.4 5.2 -4 -9.9 A
Capital equipment 1.8 2.8 3 -1 -1 1.2 7 6 1.0 16 2

Intermediate materials, supplies, and components.... . 4.1 10.5 15 3.2 A 2.0 5.0 6.9 7 -13.0 -2.7

Crude material 12.1 21.5 5.7 3.8 -2.4 11.9 14.5 14.9 -15.6 -32.5 -6.9
Productivity data®
Output per hour of all persons:
Business sector............. . 1.6 2.7 -7 5.7 7.3 -1.1 2.2 4.7 2.3 -5 1.1

Nonfarm business Sector..............ccceceiiiiiiiiiiicciciee 1.4 2.8 -6 4.8 7.0 -5 2.6 4.7 22 -6 .8

Nonfinancial corporations5 .................................................... 7 - -.6 3.8 3.0 1.2 -4 8.5 6.4 -3.9 -

" Annual changes are December-to-December changes. Quarterly changes are only. Series based on NAICS and SOC became the official BLS estimates starting in

calculated using the last month of each quarter. Compensation and price data are not March 2006.
seasonally adjusted, and the price data are not compounded. 4 Annual rates of change are computed by comparing annual averages. Quarterly
2 Excludes Federal and private household workers. percent changes reflect annual rates of change in quarterly indexes. The data are
3The Employment Cost Index data reflect the conversion to the 2002 North American seasonally adjusted.
Classification System (NAICS) and the 2000 Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) 5 Output per hour of all employees.
system. The NAICS and SOC data shown prior to 2006 are for informational purposes
3. Alternative measures of wage and compensation changes
Quarterly change Four quarters ending—
Components 2008 2009 2008 2009
1 1] n v 1 1 1] n v 1
Average hourly compensation: !
All persons, business sector. 3.5 1.9 57 4.9 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.7 4.0 4.1
All persons, nonfarm business sector... 3.7 1.7 57 5.2 41 3.5 3.6 3.9 41 4.2

Employment Cost Index—compensation: 2

Civilian nonfarma ........................................................................... 8 7 8 3 4 3.3 3.1 29 2.6 2.1
Private nonfarm.... 9 7 .6 2 4 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.4 1.9
Union............ .8 8 7 6 1.0 3.1 2.7 2.9 2.8 3.0
Nonunion...........ccceeees 9 7 .6 2 3 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.4 1.8
State and local government.. 5 5 1.7 3 6 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.0 3.1

Employment Cost Index—wages and salaries: 2

Civilian nonfarma ........................................................................... 8 7 8 3 4 3.2 3.2 3.1 2.7 22
Private nonfarm.... 9 7 .6 .3 4 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.6 2.0
Union............ .8 1.1 7 7 6 2.6 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.1
Nonunion...........ccceeeee .9 7 .6 2 4 3.3 3.2 3.0 25 1.9
State and local government.. .6 5 1.8 .3 5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.1 3.0

Seasonally adjusted. "Quarterly average" is percent change from a Occupational Classification (SOC) system. The NAICS and SOC data shown

quarter ago, at an annual rate. prior to 2006 are for informational purposes only. Series based on NAICS
2 The Employment Cost Index data reflect the conversion to the 2002  and SOC became the official BLS estimates starting in March 2006.
North American Classification System (NAICS) and the 2000 Standard 3 Excludes Federal and private household workers.
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4. Employment status of the population, by sex, age, race, and Hispanic origin, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Annual average 2008 2009
Employment status
2007 2008 Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. | Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.
TOTAL
Civilian noninstitutional
Dopulation1 .| 231,867 | 233,788| 232,995| 233,198| 233,405| 233,627 | 233,864 | 234,107| 234,360 | 234,612| 234,828 | 235,035| 234,739 | 234,913| 235,086
Civilian labor force | 153,124| 154,287| 153,843 | 153,932| 154,510| 154,400| 154,506 | 154,823| 154,621 | 154,878| 154,620 | 154,447| 153,716 | 154,214 | 154,048
Participation rate 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.2 66.1 66.1 66.1 66.0 66.0 65.8 65.7 65.5 65.6 65.5
Employed 146,047| 145,362| 146,023 | 146,257 | 145,974 | 145,738| 145,596 | 145,273| 145,029 | 144,657 | 144,144 | 143,338| 142,099 | 141,748| 140,887
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio? 63.0 62.2 62.7 62.7 62.5 62.4 62.3 62.1 61.9 61.7 61.4 61.0 60.5 60.3 59.9
Unemployed 7,078 8,924 7,820 7,675 8,536 8,662 8,910 9,550 9,592| 10,221| 10,476, 11,108| 11,616, 12,467 13,161
Unemployment rate..... 4.6 5.8 51 5.0 55 5.6 5.8 6.2 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.2 7.6 8.1 8.5
Not in the labor force........ 78,743 79,501 79,152| 79,267| 78,895| 79,227 79,358| 79,284| 79,739| 79,734 80,208 80,588| 81,023| 80,699| 81,038
Men, 20 years and over
Civilian noninstitutional
population1 103,555| 104,453| 104,052| 104,152| 104,258 | 104,371| 104,490| 104,613| 104,741 | 104,869| 104,978 | 105,083| 104,902 | 104,999| 105,095
Civilian labor force 78,596 79,047 78,866| 78,820 78,913| 79,055 79,286| 79,308 79,392| 79,380, 79,335| 78,998| 78,585 78,687| 78,578
Participation rate 75.9 75.7 75.8 75.7 75.7 75.7 75.9 75.8 75.8 75.7 75.6 75.2 74.9 74.9 74.8
Employed 75,337 74,750 75,216| 75,147 74,992| 74,949 74,973| 74,737| 74,503| 74,292\ 74,045| 73,285| 72,613| 72,293| 71,655
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio? 72.8 71.6 72.3 72.2 719 718 718 714 711 70.8 70.5 69.7 69.2 68.9 68.2
Unemployed.. 3,259 4,297 3,650 3,673 3,921 4,106 4,313 4,572 4,889 5,088 5,290 5714 5,972 6,394 6,923
Unemployment rate..... 4.1 5.4 4.6 4.7 5.0 52 5.4 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.7 7.2 7.6 8.1 8.8
Not in the labor force.......| 24,959 25,406| 25,186| 25,332| 25,345| 25,315| 25,204| 25,305| 25349| 25489 25643| 26,085| 26,318 26,312| 26,516
Women, 20 years and over
Civilian noninstitutional
population1 111,330 112,260| 111,902| 111,990| 112,083 | 112,183| 112,290 112,401| 112,518 | 112,633| 112,731 | 112,825| 112,738 | 112,824| 112,908
Civilian labor force 67,516 68,382 68,174 68,118 68,367 68,421 68,273| 68,666 68,385 68,700) 68,753| 68,891| 68,584| 68,917| 68,977
Participation rate 60.6 60.9 60.9 60.8 61.0 61.0 60.8 61.1 60.8 61.0 61.0 61.1 60.8 61.1 61.1
Employed 64,799 65,039 65,079| 65,196, 65,114| 65,169 65,103| 65,003 65,008 64,975 64,902 64,860 64,298 64,271| 64,148
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio? 58.2 57.9 58.2 58.2 58.1 58.1 58.0 57.8 57.8 57.7 57.6 575 57.0 57.0 56.8
Unemployed.. 2,718 3,342 3,095 2,923 3,252 3,252 3,170 3,662 3,377 3,725 3,851 4,031 4,286 4,646 4,828
Unemployment rate..... 4.0 4.9 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.8 4.6 53 4.9 5.4 5.6 5.9 6.2 6.7 7.0
Not in the labor force.......| 43,814 43,878| 43,728| 43,872| 43,716| 43,762| 44,017| 43,736| 44,133| 43,933| 43,978| 43,935| 44,154| 43,907| 43,931
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years
Civilian noninstitutional
population1 16,982 17,075 17,041 17,056, 17,064| 17,073 17,084 17,092 17,101 17,110, 17,118| 17,126| 17,098 17,090 17,083
Civilian labor force 7,012 6,858 6,803 6,993 7,231 6,924 6,947 6,849 6,844 6,799 6,531 6,557 6,547 6,610 6,493
Participation rate 41.3 40.2 39.9 41.0 42.4 40.6 40.7 40.1 40.0 39.7 38.2 38.3 38.3 38.7 38.0
Employed 5,911 5,573 5,729 5,914 5,868 5,620 5,520 5,533 5,518 5,390 5,196 5,194 5,188 5,184 5,083
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio? 34.8 32.6 33.6 34.7 34.4 329 32.3 324 32.3 315 30.4 30.3 30.3 30.3 29.8
Unemployed.. 1,101 1,285 1,075 1,079 1,363 1,304 1,427 1,316 1,326 1,408 1,335 1,363 1,359 1,427 1,410
Unemployment rate..... 15.7 18.7 15.8 15.4 18.9 18.8 20.5 19.2 19.4 20.7 20.4 20.8 20.8 216 217
Not in the labor force.......| 9,970 10,218| 10,237| 10,063 9,834| 10,149| 10,137| 10,243| 10,257 10,311| 10,587 10,568| 10,551| 10,480| 10,590
White®
Civilian noninstitutional
population1 ...| 188,253| 189,540| 189,019 189,147| 189,281 | 189,428| 189,587 | 189,747| 189,916| 190,085| 190,221 | 190,351| 190,225| 190,331| 190,436
Civilian labor force | 124,935| 125,635| 125,208 | 125,198| 125,759| 125,712| 125,979 | 125,987 | 125,844 | 126,298 | 126,029 | 125,634| 125,312| 125,703| 125,599
Participation rate 66.4 66.3 66.2 66.2 66.4 66.4 66.4 66.4 66.3 66.4 66.3 66.0 65.9 66.0 66.0
Employed 119,792 119,126| 119,580| 119,644| 119,611 | 119,417| 119,432| 119,082| 118,964 | 118,722| 118,226 | 117,357 | 116,692 | 116,481| 115,693
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio? 63.6 62.8 63.3 63.3 63.2 63.0 63.0 62.8 62.6 62.5 62.2 61.7 61.3 61.2 60.8
Unemployed.. 5,143 6,509 5,628 5,554 6,148 6,295 6,547 6,904 6,880 7,577 7,803 8,277 8,621 9,222 9,906
Unemployment rate..... 4.1 5.2 4.5 4.4 4.9 5.0 5.2 55 55 6.0 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.3 7.9
Not in the labor force.......| 63,319 63,905 63,811 63,949 63,523| 63,716| 63,608 63,761| 64,072 63,787| 64,193| 64,718| 64,913| 64,628 64,837
Black or African American®
Civilian noninstitutional
population1 27,485 27,843 27,709\ 27,746| 27,780| 27,816| 27,854| 27,896| 27,939| 27,982 28,021| 28,059| 28,052| 28,085| 28,118
Civilian labor force 17,496 17,740 17,688| 17,755 17,737 17,708 17,744 17,949| 17,733| 17,768 17,708 17,796| 17,791| 17,703| 17,542
Participation rate 63.7 63.7 63.8 64.0 63.8 63.7 63.7 64.3 63.5 63.5 63.2 63.4 63.4 63.0 62.4
Employed 16,051 15,953| 16,090| 16,200, 16,009| 16,041| 15,989| 16,026 15,709| 15,762| 15,703| 15,674| 15546| 15336| 15,212
Employment-pop-
ulation ratio®............. 58.4 57.3 58.1 58.4 57.6 57.7 57.4 57.4 56.2 56.3 56.0 55.9 55.4 54.6 54.1
Unemployed................... 1,445 1,788 1,598 1,555 1,728 1,667 1,755 1,923 2,024 2,006 2,005 2,122 2,245 2,368 2,330
Unemployment rate..... 8.3 10.1 9.0 8.8 9.7 9.4 9.9 10.7 11.4 11.3 11.3 11.9 12.6 13.4 13.3
Not in the labor force.......| 9,989 10,103| 10,022 9,991 10,043| 10,109/ 10,111 9,947| 10,206| 10,214| 10,313| 10,263| 10,261| 10,382| 10,576

See footnotes at end of table.
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4. Continued—Employment status of the population, by sex, age, race, and Hispanic origin, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Annual average 2008 2009
2007 2008 Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. | Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.

Employment status

Hispanic or Latino

ethnicity
Civilian noninstitutional
populationl .| 381,383| 32,141 31,820| 31,911| 31,998| 32,087| 32,179| 32,273| 32,369| 32,465| 32,558| 32,649| 32,417| 32,501| 32,585
Civilian labor forc .| 21,602| 22,024 21,778| 21,920 22,125| 22,100 22,062| 22,201| 22,259 22,187| 22,074| 22,134| 21,931| 22,100| 22,175
Participation rate . 68.8 68.5 68.4 68.7 69.1 68.9 68.6 68.8 68.8 68.3 67.8 67.8 67.7 68.0 68.1
Employed 20,382 20,346| 20,251| 20,392| 20,565| 20,391| 20,396| 20,404, 20,506| 20,232| 20,168| 20,096| 19,800| 19,684| 19,640
Employment-pop-
ulation ratioz............ 64.9 63.3 63.6 63.9 64.3 63.5 63.4 63.2 63.4 62.3 61.9 61.6 61.1 60.6 60.3
Unemployed .. 1,220 1,678 1,527 1,528 1,560 1,709 1,665 1,797 1,752 1,955 1,906 2,038 2,132 2,416 2,536
Unemployment rate..... 5.6 7.6 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.7 75 8.1 7.9 8.8 8.6 9.2 9.7 10.9 11.4
Not in the labor force........... 9,781 10,116| 10,042| 9,990| 9,873| 9,987| 10,117| 10,072| 10,111| 100278| 10,484| 10,515| 10,486 10,401| 10,410
* The population figures are not seasonally adjusted. NOTE: Estimates for the above race groups (white and black or African American) do not
2 Civilian employment as a percent of the civilian noninstitutional population. sum to totals because data are not presented for all races. In addition, persons whose
2 Beginning in 2003, persons who selected this race group only; persons who ethnicity is identified as Hispanic or Latino may be of any race and, therefore, are classified
selected more than one race group are not included. Prior to 2003, persons who by ethnicity as well as by race. Beginning in January 2003, data reflect revised population
reported more than one race were included in the group they identified as the main controls used in the household survey.

race.

5. Selected employment indicators, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[In thousands]

Annual average 2008 2009

Selected categories
2007 | 2008 Mar. Apr. May June | July Aug. | Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.

Characteristic
Employed, 16 years and older..| 146,047 | 145,362 | 146,023 | 146,257 | 145,974 | 145,738 | 145,596 | 145,273 | 145,029 | 144,657 | 144,144 | 143,338 | 142,099 | 141,748 | 140,887
78,254| 77,486| 77,985 78,029| 77,932| 77,726| 77,683| 77,484| 77,249| 76,938| 76,577| 75847| 75,092| 74,777| 74,053
67,792| 67,876| 68,038| 68,228 68,042 68,012| 67,913| 67,789| 67,780| 67,720| 67,567| 67,491| 67,007| 66,970| 66,834

Married men, spouse

PreSeNt....cvoveveeeeeceeiias 46,314| 45,860 45,975| 45968| 45871| 45902| 46,093| 45804| 45,887| 45,787 45610| 45182| 44,712| 44,502| 44,470
Married women, spouse
Present........cceeeveeiiiiniinnns 35,832 35,869 35,825| 36,144 36,122| 36,189| 36,110 35,994| 35864| 35590| 35,649| 35,632 35375| 35563| 35,481
Persons at work part time!
All industries:
Part time for economic
FEASONS....uuivniiniiniiniiniinns 4,401 5,875 4,937 5,240 5,290 5,495 5,813 5,879 6,292 6,848 7,323 8,038 7,839 8,626 9,049
Slack work or business
conditions...........cocenne 2,877 4,169 3,349 3,580 3,658 3,905 4,220 4,240 4,418 4,953 5,399 6,020 5,766 6,443 6,857
Could only find part-time

work.. 1,210 1,389 1,364 1,325 1,305 1,359 1,300 1,412 1,514 1,514 1,585 1,617 1,667 1,764 1,839

Part time for noneconomic
reasons.........................| 19,756| 19,343| 19,402| 19,792| 19,396| 19,428 19,348| 19,690 19,275| 19,083| 18,886| 18,922| 18,864| 18,855| 18,833
Nonagricultural industries:
Part time for economic
FEASONS....uuivniiniiniiiiniinns 4,317 5,773 4,826 5,152 5,218 5,390 5,693 5,802 6,167 6,742 7,209 7,932 7,705 8,543 8,942
Slack work or business
conditions...........cccceene 2,827 4,097 3,276 3,637 3,599 3,839 4,160 4,171 4,279 4,889 5,304 5,938 5,660 6,390 6,773
Could only find part-time
WOIPK. e 1,199 1,380 1,354 1,328 1,297 1,340 1,287 1,385 1,541 1,499 1,579 1,619 1,658 1,760 1,850

Part time for noneconomic

[BASONS....covoovvel 19.419| 19,005 19,078| 19,436| 18,997| 19,036| 18,992| 19,269| 18,930| 18,808| 18,635 18,642 18567| 18,562| 18,493

1 Excludes persons "with a job but not at work" during the survey period for such reasons as vacation, iliness, or industrial disputes.

NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflect revised population controls used in the household survey.
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6. Selected unemployment indicators, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Unemployment rates)]

) Annual average 2008 2009
Selected categories
2007 2008 | Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept.| Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar.
Characteristic
Total, 16 years and older 4.6 5.8 51 5.0 55 5.6 5.8 6.2 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.2 7.6 8.1 8.5
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years. 15.7 18.7 15.8 15.4 18.9 18.8 20.5 19.2 19.4 20.7 20.4 20.8 20.8 216 21.7
Men, 20 years and older. 4.1 5.4 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.7 7.2 7.6 8.1 8.8
Women, 20 years and olde 4.0 4.9 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.8 4.6 5.3 4.9 5.4 5.6 5.9 6.2 6.7 7.0
White, total ............coooririrns 4.1 5.2 45 4.4 4.9 5.0 5.2 55 55 6.0 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.3 7.9
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years, 13.9 16.8 13.2 14.2 16.5 17.0 19.1 17.3 17.5 18.6 18.4 18.7 18.4 19.1 20.0
Men, 16 to 19 years. 15.7 19.1 14.6 15.2 18.1 18.7 224 19.5 19.7 22.6 214 214 21.8 22.2 23.3
Women, 16 to 19 years.. 12.1 14.4 11.8 13.1 14.8 15.3 15.6 15.0 15.2 14.4 15.3 16.0 14.8 16.0 16.7
Men, 20 years and older... 3.7 4.9 4.1 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.8 5.1 55 5.8 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.4 8.0
Women, 20 years and older.............. 3.6 4.4 4.1 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.7 4.2 4.9 5.1 5.5 5.8 6.1 6.5
Black or African American, total *........ 8.3 10.1 9.0 8.8 9.7 9.4 99| 107| 114 | 11.3| 113 | 11.9| 126 | 134 | 133
Both sexes, 16 to 19 years, 29.4 31.2 30.8 24.6 32.3 29.8 32.0 29.3 29.8 329 32.2 33.7 36.5 38.8 325
Men, 16 to 19 years. 33.8 35.9 38.6 27.8 39.9 354 37.7 29.8 329 37.2 42.0 35.2 44.0 45.6 41.2
Women, 16 to 19 years.. 25.3 26.8 24.7 22.0 25.2 24.4 26.8 28.9 26.7 27.8 23.2 32.2 29.8 32.1 25.2
Men, 20 years and older... 7.9 10.2 8.5 8.6 9.2 9.7 10.3 10.6 11.9 11.8 12.1 13.4 14.1 14.9 15.4
Women, 20 years and older.............. 6.7 8.1 7.6 7.6 8.2 75 75 9.1 9.3 8.9 9.0 8.9 9.2 9.9 9.9
Hispanic or Latino ethnicity................ 5.6 7.6 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.7 7.5 8.1 7.9 8.8 8.6 9.2 9.7 10.9 114
Married men, spouse present. 25 3.4 2.8 2.8 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.7 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.4 5.0 55 5.8
Married women, spouse present. 2.8 3.6 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.7 35 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.7 51 5.4
Full-time workers.. 4.6 5.8 5.0 5.0 55 5.6 5.8 6.3 6.3 6.8 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.6 9.2
Part-time workers. 4.9 55 53 5.0 55 5.4 5.6 5.7 5.9 5.7 5.8 5.9 5.9 5.8 5.9
Educational attainment’
Less than a high school diploma. 7.1 9.0 8.2 7.9 8.4 8.9 8.6 9.7 9.8 10.4 10.6 10.9 12.0 12.6 13.3
High school graduates, no college °. 4.4 5.7 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.8 6.3 6.5 6.9 7.7 8.0 8.3 9.0
Some college or associate degree... 3.6 4.6 3.9 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.6 5.0 5.1 5.3 55 5.6 6.2 7.0 7.2
Bachelor's degree and higher®................ 2.0 2.6 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.4 25 2.7 2.6 3.1 3.2 3.7 3.8 4.1 43
* Beginning in 2003, persons who selected this race group only; persons who
selected more than one race group are not included. Prior to 2003, persons who
reported more than one race were included in the group they identified as the main
race.
2 Data refer to persons 25 years and older.
7. Duration of unemployment, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[Numbers in thousands]
Weeks of Annual average 2008 2009
unemployment 2007 2008 Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar.
Less than 5 weeks 2,542 2,932 2,797 2,496 3,257 2,733 2,884 3,242 2,864 3,108 3,255 3,267 3,658 3,404 3,371
5 to 14 weeks. 2,232 2,804 2,549 2,529 2,478 3,012 2,853 2,874 3,083 3,055 3,141 3,398 3,519 3,969 4,041
15 weeks and over... 2,303 3,188 2,444 2,652 2,808 2,966 3,168 3,447 3,662 4,109 3,964 4,517 4,634 5,264 5,715
15 to 26 weeks 1,061 1,427 1,143 1,277 1,238 1,345 1,450 1,568 1,621 1,834 1,757 1,927 1,987 2,347 2,534
27 weeks and over 1,243 1,761 1,300 1,375 1,570 1,621 1,718 1,878 2,041 2,275 2,207 2,591 2,647 2,917 3,182
Mean duration, in weeks.. . 16.8 17.9 16.1 17.0 16.8 17.6 17.3 17.6 18.7 19.8 18.9 19.7 19.8 19.8 20.1
Median duration, in weeks............... 8.5 9.4 8.2 9.3 8.3 10.1 9.8 9.3 10.3 10.6 10.0 10.6 10.3 11.0 11.2

NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflect revised population controls used in the household survey.
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8. Unemployed persons by reason for unemployment, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Numbers in thousands]

Reason for Annual average 2008 2009
unemployment 2007 2008 Mar. Apr. May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. Nov. | Dec. | Jan. Feb. Mar.
Job losers™..........coooiinriinns 3,515 4,789 4,161| 4,043| 4,319 4,465 4,595 4,994| 5348 5811| 6,156 6,471 6,980 7,696 8,243
On temporary layoff.............. 976 1,176| 1,064| 1,103| 1,121 1,106| 1,041| 1,279| 1,396| 1,367| 1,413| 1,524| 1,441| 1,488 1,557
Not on temporary layoff. 2,539 3,614| 3,097| 2,939 3,197 3,358| 3,554| 3,715| 3,952| 4,443 4,744| 4,946| 5539 6,208 6,686
Job leavers 793 896 792 860 881 847 875 999 982 946 940| 1,007 917 820 887
Reentrants.... 2,142 2,472| 2,126 2,145| 2,522| 2,5562| 2,668 2,678 2,587| 2,650 2,655| 2,777| 2,751 2,834| 2,974
New entrants.... 627 766 695 625 832 761 818 829 822 825 760 829 780| 1,005 868
Percent of unemployed
Jobloserst.......cooiiiiiiiii 49.7 53.7 53.5 52.7 50.5 51.7 51.3 52.6 54.9 56.8 58.6 58.4 61.1 62.3 63.5
On temporary layoff 13.8 13.2 13.7 14.4 13.1 12.8 11.6 13.5 14.3 13.4 13.4 13.8 12.6 12.0 12.0
Not on temporary layoff 35.9 40.5 39.8 38.3 374 38.9 39.7 39.1 40.6 43.4 45.1 44.6 48.5 50.2 51.5
Job leavers.. 11.2 10.0 10.2 11.2 10.3 9.8 9.8 10.5 10.1 9.2 8.9 9.1 8.0 6.6 6.8
30.3 27.7 27.3 28.0 29.5 29.7 29.8 28.2 26.6 25.9 25.3 25.1 24.1 229 229
8.9 8.6 8.9 8.1 9.7 8.8 9.1 8.7 8.4 8.1 7.2 75 6.8 8.1 6.7
Percent of civilian
labor force
Job losers™... 2.3 3.1 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.2 35 3.8 4.0 4.2 45 5.0 5.4
Job leavers . 5 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 5 6
Reentrants . 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.6 17 17 17 17 17 17 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9
New entrants.. 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 7 6

 Includes persons who completed temporary jobs.

NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflect revised population controls used in the household survey.

9. Unemployment rates by sex and age, monthly data seasonally adjusted

[Civilian workers]

Annual average 2008 2009
Sex and age

2007 | 2008 | Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar.

4.6 5.8 5.1 5.0 5.5 5.6 5.8 6.2 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.2 7.6 8.1 8.5
10.5 12.8 11.4 11.0 13.1 12.9 135 133 134 13.8 13.9 14.7 14.8 15.5 16.3
15.7 18.7 15.8 15.4 18.9 18.8 20.5 19.2 19.4 20.7 20.4 20.8 20.8 21.6 217
17.5 221 18.7 20.2 215 23.2 249 22.2 217 23.1 241 241 214 229 23.7
145 16.8 14.2 13.4 17.6 15.9 17.6 17.4 17.8 18.4 18.3 19.1 20.2 21.0 20.9

8.2 10.2 9.4 9.0 10.3 10.2 10.4 10.7 10.8 10.6 11.1 12.1 12.1 12.9 14.0

Total, 16 years and older.
16 to 24 years
16 to 19 years....

16 to 17 years.

18 to 19 years.

20 to 24 years....

25 years and older... 3.6 4.6 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.5 5.0 5.0 53 5.6 6.0 6.4 6.9 7.2
25 to 54 years.... . 3.7 4.8 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.7 5.2 53 5.5 5.8 6.3 6.7 7.2 7.6

55 years and older.................. 3.1 3.8 3.4 3.1 33 3.4 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.6 4.8 4.9 5.2 5.6 6.2
Men, 16 years and older................, 4.7 6.1 5.2 5.2 5.7 5.9 6.2 6.4 6.8 7.2 7.4 7.9 8.3 8.8 9.5

11.6 14.4 125 12.1 14.1 14.1 15.3 14.6 14.8 16.5 16.1 16.9 17.1 17.6 19.3
17.6 21.2 17.8 17.0 20.8 20.8 235 211 21.4 24.7 24.0 233 24.4 249 25.7
19.4 25.2 224 225 23.7 26.1 29.3 245 23.2 27.3 28.8 27.0 26.5 26.5 28.2
16.5 19.0 15.2 14.5 19.8 17.5 20.1 19.0 20.4 217 21.2 215 22.8 24.7 24.6

8.9 11.4 10.3 10.0 11.1 11.2 11.7 11.7 11.9 12.9 12.9 14.2 14.1 14.6 16.7

16 to 24 years
16 to 19 years..
16 to 17 years..

18 to 19 years..

20 to 24 years

25 years and older. 3.6 4.8 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.5 4.8 51 5.5 5.6 59 6.4 6.9 7.5 79
25 to 54 years 3.7 5.0 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.7 5.0 53 5.8 5.8 6.1 6.7 7.3 79 8.3

55 years and olde| 3.2 3.9 3.3 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.8 4.3 4.5 4.7 51 51 53 6.0 6.3
Women, 16 years and older. . 4.5 5.4 5.0 4.8 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.9 5.5 5.9 6.1 6.4 6.7 7.3 75
16 to 24 years..... N 9.4 11.2 10.1 9.8 11.9 115 11.6 12.0 11.9 10.7 115 12.4 12.2 13.3 13.1

16 to 19 year
16 to 17 year:
1810 19 years..

20 to 24 years.. .
25 years and older. 3.6 4.4 4.1 3.9 4.1 42 42 4.9 4.4 5.1 5.2 5.4 5.8 6.2 6.5
25 to 54 years.. 3.8 46 42 4.1 4.4 45 4.4 5.1 46 5.2 5.4 5.7 6.0 6.4 6.7
55 years and older.. 3.0 3.7 3.4 2.8 2.8 3.4 43 45 3.9 43 43 43 5.4 53 5.8

! Data are not seasonally adjusted.

NOTE: Beginning in January 2003, data reflect revised population controls used in the household survey.
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10. Unemployment rates by State, seasonally adjusted

Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. Jan. Feb.
State 2008 | 2009° | 2009° State 2008 | 2009° | 2009
Alabama. 4.1 7.8 8.4| Missouri.... 55 8.1 8.3
Alaska 6.5 7.8 7.9| Montana.... 4.0 5.6 6.0
Arizona. 45 7.0 7.4| Nebraska. 3.0 4.3 4.3
Arkansas.. 4.8 6.4 6.4| Nevada . 5.5 9.4 10.0
California.......ooeeeeiiciii 6.2 10.1 10.6 | New Hampshire..........cccoevevinineeenninn 3.7 5.2 57
COl0rado......c.oeviiiiiiiiiiciee e 4.5 6.6 7.2 NEW JEISEY....oeviiieiiiieieiiieieeieeie e 4.7 7.3 8.2
Connecticut. 5.2 7.3 7.4| New Mexico.. 3.8 5.1 5.4
Delaware 4.0 6.7 7.3| New York.. 4.6 7.0 7.8
District of Columbia.. 6.1 9.2 9.9 North Carolina. 5.2 9.7 10.7
Florida. 5.2 8.8 9.6| North Dakota... 3.0 4.2 4.3
Georgia. 5.4 8.5 . 5.9 8.8 9.5
Hawaii 3.1 6.1 6.5| Oklahoma.. 3.2 5.0 55
Idaho. 3.9 6.5 6.7 | Oregon... 5.4 9.8 10.7
Illinois. 5.9 7.8 8.6| Pennsylvania. 4.8 7.0 7.5
Indiana.. 5.0 9.3 9.4| Rhode Island... 6.5 10.3 105
3.9 4.8 4.9| South Carolina. 5.7 10.3 10.9
4.0 5.8 2.7 4.4 4.6
Kentucky.. 5.6 8.8 55 8.6 9.0
Louisiana. 3.8 5.1 4.5 6.4 6.5
MAINE. ..o 4.9 7.7 3.3 4.6 5.1
3.7 6.2 6.8 Vermont.........ocoeeviiiiiiiiicii i 4.4 6.8 7.1
4.6 7.4 7.7| Virginia... 3.5 6.0 6.6
Michigan 7.4 11.6 12.0| Washington.. 4.7 7.8 8.3
Minnesota. 5.0 7.5 8.0| West Virginia 4.2 5.2 6.0
Mi ippi 5.9 8.7 9.1| Wisconsin 4.5 7.0 7.8
WYOMING....ooiiiiiiiiiiiic e 2.8 3.7 3.9
P = preliminary
11. Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by State, seasonally adjusted
Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. Jan. Feb.
State 2008 | 2009 | 2009° State 2008 | 2009 | 2009°
Alabama..........ccccccoeviinnnnnnnn| 2,166,519 | 2,146,896 | 2,145,502 | MiSSOUI..........coooiviiiiiiiiiiiie . 3,015,452| 3,010,154| 3,019,674
Alaska... 355,101 358,893 358,704 | Montana.... 505,044 503,529 501,843
Arizona. 3,085,076| 3,156,606 3,157,285| Nebraska.. 991,468 990,459 992,445
Arkansas.. 1,365,006 1,369,899| 1,377,064 1,349,138| 1,403,121| 1,403,105
California.. 18,241,516| 18,538,119 | 18,580,954 | New Hampshire.. 739,534 739,717 742,425
Colorado 2,721,376| 2,738,452| 2,731,554| New Jersey.. 4,483,931| 4,503,013 4,514,619
Connecticut. 1,865,639 1,889,549| 1,890,346 | New Mexico. 954,767 957,791 957,436
Delaware 441,211 439,918 440,145 | New York 9,612,699| 9,689,161| 9,756,388
District of Columbia.. 332,077 332,151 331,791 | North Carolina. 4,525,319| 4,550,518| 4,584,277
Florida.. 9,163,690| 9,267,985| 9,263,707 | North Dakota... 367,766 371,349 371,315
4,833,087| 4,814,641 4,811,586 5,964,848| 5,959,911| 5,993,089
649,807 648,894 650,254 | Oklahoma. 1,732,653 1,760,691| 1,757,714
751,005 752,620 752,227 Oregon...... 1,942,131| 1,989,651| 1,997,891
lllinois... .| 6,738,121| 6,601,591| 6,603,239 .| 6,349,244| 6,446,871| 6,459,235
Indiana........ccocooviviviinice e 3,226,342| 3,249,440| 3,241,553| Rhode Island..............c.ccccoveviinnnn 568,420 562,709 566,039
lowa.. 1,674,591 1,672,080| 1,668,976 South Carolina 2,126,910| 2,186,244| 2,189,322
Kansas. 1,487,658 1,508,667 | 1,511,388 South Dakota.. 443,880 445,137 447,025
Kentucky.. 2,029,409| 2,069,935| 2,080,623| Tennessee 3,035,123| 3,033,462| 3,051,531
Louisiana. 2,053,380| 2,090,968| 2,085,337 | Texas. 11,588,581 11,816,124 | 11,839,609
704,859 710,624 708,027 | Utah... 1,376,386 1,391,116| 1,389,134
Maryland 2,990,060| 2,978,371 2,969,663| Vermont. 354,704 357,112 358,111
Massachusetts 3,417,581 3,426,505| 3,427,365| Virginia.. 4,093,737| 4,146,570 4,160,683
Michigan.. 4,972,864 | 4,862,172 4,857,714| Washington.. 3,447,185| 3,524,564| 3,554,065
2,920,482| 2,941,072 2,951,001| West Virginia 808,069 798,534 794,137
[\ IPPI. o 1,307,396| 1,322,792| 1,326,532 | Wisconsin. 3,084,478 | 3,102,241| 3,122,806
Wyoming... 290,524 293,013 292,605

NOTE: Some data in this table may differ from data published elsewhere because of the continual updating of the database.

P = preliminary
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12. Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by industry, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[In thousands]

Annual average 2008 2009

Industry
2007 2008 Mar. Apr. May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. | Feb.” | Mar.P

TOTAL NONFARM
TOTAL PRIVATE

GOODS-PRODUCIN

137,598 | 137,066| 137,814 | 137,654 | 137,517 | 137,356 | 137,228 | 137,053 | 136,732| 136,352 | 135,755| 135,074 | 134,333 | 133,682 | 133,019
115,380| 114,566| 115,373 | 115,203 | 115,029 | 114,834 | 114,691 | 114,497 | 114,197 | 113,813 | 113,212 | 112,542 | 111,793 | 111,139 | 110,481

22,233| 21,419| 21,800| 21,679| 21,612 21,507 21,432| 21,351| 21,247| 21,063| 20,814| 20,532| 20,127| 19,842| 19,537

Natural resources and

mining... 724 774 756 756 763 770 77 787 794 794 793 789 781 772 754
Logging. 60.1 57.0 57.8 58.6 57.3 56.0 55.8 56.1 56.5 56.6 56.6 55.7 55.2 54.7 51.7
Mining.... 663.8 717.0 697.7 697.8 705.5 713.8 721.3 730.6 737.7 737.7 736.8 733.3 725.3 717.3 702.2

146.2 161.6 156.2 155.1 158.8 160.7 162.7 164.7 166.3 166.5 167.4 169.4 167.7 167.9 167.6
Mining, except oil and gas®....| ~ 223.4| 227.7| 2236 222.9| 226.3| 226.9| 227.6| 2300 2302 2305 230.7| 229.2| 227.9| 226.1| 2248
Coal mining . 77.2 80.6 77.9 78.1 79.2 79.6 795 81.7 825 83.1 84.3 84.5 84.9 84.6 84.6

Support activities for mining. 294.3 327.7 317.9 319.8 320.4 326.2 331.0 335.9 341.2 340.7 338.7 334.7 329.7 3233 309.8

7,630 7,215 7,401 7,337 7,293 7,232 7,201 7,177 7,131 7,066 6,939 6,841 6,706 6,599 6,473

1,774.2| 1659.3| 1,712.6| 1,693.8| 1,676.9| 1,660.6| 1,655.5| 1,647.5| 1,625.0| 1,609.9| 1,588.4| 1,572.9| 1,536.9| 1,509.7| 1,476.3

1,005.4 970.2 993.6 980.5 982.1 972.2 970.9 966.1 960.2 952.6 9425 933.2 926.6 920.5 910.1

4,850.2| 4,585.3| 4,694.5| 4,662.3| 4,633.6| 4,598.7| 4,574.6| 4,563.1| 4,545.4| 4,503.9| 4,408.5| 4,335.2| 4,242.2| 4,168.8| 4,086.2
13,879| 13,431| 13,643| 13,586| 13,556| 13,505| 13,454| 13,387| 13,322| 13,203| 13,082| 12,902| 12,640 12,471| 12,310

9,975 9,649 9,853 9,795 9,770 9,723 9,672 9,608 9,543 9,425 9,322 9,174 8,946 8,800 8,654
8,808 8,476 8,637 8,587 8,567 8,533 8,502 8,439 8,392 8,300 8,216 8,085 7,881 7,753 7,628
Production workers. 6,250| 5986 6,146 6,099| 6077| 6,040 6006| 5948 5898 5805 5741 5633| 5458 5348 5233

Wood products. | 515.3| 450.6| 479.8| 477.3| 468.3| 462.9| 458.4| 4519 446.4| 438.8| 429.8| 416.2| 403.9| 389.4| 389.2

Nonmetallic mineral products 500.5| 468.1| 479.4| 477.2| 473.0| 469.7| 466.4| 464.5| 460.2| 458.2| 450.1| 441.2| 434.3| 4245 4152

PHMArY MELaIS. ..., 455.8| 443.3| 450.9| 449.7| 447.9| 446.6| 444.8| 440.8| 441.1| 4386 429.8| 419.6| 409.3| 3955 387.0

Fabricated metal products. 1,562.8| 1,528.3| 1,557.5| 1,546.0| 1,544.8| 1,534.8| 1,528.4| 1,530.6| 1,519.4| 1,505.0| 1,486.3| 1,461.5| 1,425.3| 1,398.5| 1,370.8

Machinery 1,187.1| 1,185.6| 1,193.8| 1,193.1| 1,192.2| 1,190.8| 1,191.1| 1,187.5| 1,183.1| 1,179.3| 1,162.7| 1,150.2| 1,126.0| 1,100.6| 1,073.6

Computer and electronic

Oil and gas extraction.

Construction
Construction of buildings
Heavy and civil engineering.
Speciality trade contractor:

Manufacturing..

Production workers.
Durable goods

PrOAUCHS . os e 1,272.5| 1,247.6| 1,257.9| 1,255.7| 1,252.8| 1,248.5| 1,247.3| 1,248.3| 1,246.5| 1,239.8| 1,233.3| 1,223.7| 1,212.9| 1,198.6| 1,193.3
Computer and peripheral

eqUIPMENt....cvvviiiiiiieies 186.2 182.8 183.8 184.0 183.6 182.1 182.5 182.6 182.8 182.4 181.8 180.0 180.3 176.6 175.1
Communications equipment... 128.1 129.0 128.3 129.1 129.1 130.2 129.1 129.1 129.2 128.6 129.5 129.1 129.6 129.4 130.0

Semiconductors and
electronic components..
Electronic instruments....

447.5 432.4 439.2 437.0 434.4 431.2 431.9 432.3 431.0 428.4 423.2 417.4 410.5 403.8 400.6
443.2 441.6 443.6 442.9 443.1 442.4 441.8 442.6 442.5 440.2 438.8 437.5 433.8 431.6 430.8

Electrical equipment and
appliances
Transportation equipment.

429.4 424.9 427.4 428.5 428.5 428.3 428.4 425.5 422.6 421.3 417.5 412.0 406.1 400.3 391.3
1,711.9| 1,606.5| 1,653.8| 1,632.1| 1,636.6| 1,634.3| 1,625.7| 1,584.5| 1,572.6| 1,531.3| 1,532.5| 1,501.8| 1,423.5| 1,424.2| 1,398.3

Furniture and related

ProductS.........oeuvvieiiiiiiiiiinns 531.1 481.0 501.4 495.2 491.6 488.0 483.4 475.7 470.3 458.8 449.6 440.6 428.6 416.6 406.4
Miscellaneous manufacturing 641.7 630.8 635.2 632.5 631.4 629.0 627.9 630.1 629.4 628.5 624.2 618.4 611.0 604.5 602.4
Nondurable goods..........c......... 5,071 4,955 5,006 4,999 4,989 4,972 4,952 4,948 4,930 4,903 4,866 4,817 4,759 4,718 4,682

Production workers.
Food manufacturing....

3,725 3,663 3,707 3,696 3,693 3,683 3,666 3,660 3,645 3,620 3,581 3,541 3,488 3,452 3,421
1,484.1| 1,484.8| 1,485.7| 1,483.2| 1,483.1| 1,482.1| 1,478.1| 1,482.7| 1,484.3| 1,484.7| 1,489.0| 1,477.6| 1,470.7| 1,467.0| 1,464.2

Beverages and tobacco

products... 198.2 199.0 198.9 201.6 201.4 200.6 200.0 199.2 199.3 197.2 196.4 195.8 194.2 1915 192.8
Textile mills... 169.7 151.0 158.5 155.9 154.3 150.7 149.0 1495 1475 145.6 140.6 136.8 133.6 130.2 128.2
Textile product mills. 157.7 1475 151.0 150.1 149.1 147.1 146.2 145.2 1455 1445 1435 141.2 137.4 134.3 129.4
Apparel 214.6 198.4 203.8 202.5 200.8 200.0 199.5 200.4 197.3 192.8 187.1 1835 178.9 177.2 1748

33.8 33.6 33.2 33.6 33.6 34.2 33.0 34.5 34.3 33.9 32.6 326 32.4 31.8 31.6
458.2 445.8 449.9 450.6 449.8 448.2 447.1 444.7 441.9 439.7 437.1 433.4 427.3 422.0 418.6

Leather and allied products..
Paper and paper products....

Printing and related support

activities..........cooooeeiinnn | 622.1 594.1 607.4 605.6 601.2 594.8 591.5 591.5 587.6 582.3 574.1 567.0 558.1 550.0 542.1
Petroleum and coal products.... 1145 117.1 116.3 115.9 117.1 117.6 118.1 118.0 117.9 117.8 117.2 116.9 114.2 114.6 114.4
Chemicals. 860.9 849.8 854.0 854.1 854.2 852.8 850.0 847.3 844.3 843.4 842.6 837.1 832.7 829.7 825.8
Plastics and rubber products.. 757.2 734.2 747.3 745.5 744.3 743.4 739.3 734.7 729.7 721.1 705.9 694.9 679.7 669.5 659.7

SERVICE-PROVIDING................... 115,366 | 115,646| 116,014 | 115,975| 115,905| 115,849 | 115,796 | 115,702 | 115,485| 115,289 | 114,941 | 114,542 | 114,206 | 113,840 | 113,482
PRIVATE SERVICE-
PROVIDING.............ocins 93,147| 93,146 93,573| 93,524| 93,417| 93,327| 93,259| 93,146| 92,950| 92,750| 92,398 92,010 91,666| 91,297| 90,944

Trade, transportation,
and utilities
Wholesale trade

Durable goods
Nondurable goods

26,630| 26,385 26,629| 26,562| 26,503| 26,467| 26,425| 26,354| 26,257 26,157| 26,005| 25,843| 25,735| 25,614| 25,502
6,015.2| 5,963.7| 6,012.5| 5995.9| 5,989.3| 5,983.1| 5,966.9| 5954.3| 5947.2| 5920.1| 5,890.3| 5,850.7| 5,819.3| 5,778.9| 5,747.7
3,121.5| 3,060.7| 3,099.8| 3,087.2| 3,078.2| 3,071.7| 3,062.5| 3,052.4| 3,047.2| 3,026.1| 3,004.9| 2,978.6| 2,959.6| 2,928.3| 2,901.9
2,062.2| 2,053.0| 2,063.0| 2,060.9| 2,063.7| 2,061.5| 2,053.2| 2,049.0| 2,044.1| 2,040.5| 2,033.6| 2,025.1| 2,013.9| 2,009.2| 2,006.0

Electronic markets and
agents and brokers..............| 8315 850.1 849.7 847.8 847.4 849.9 851.2 852.9 855.9 853.5 851.8 847.0 845.8 841.4 839.8
Retail trade 15,520.0 | 15,356.3| 15,506.0 | 15,457.6 | 15,419.9 | 15,404.4 | 15,380.2 | 15,334.5 | 15,278.2 | 15,216.8 | 15,126.0 | 15,037.9 | 14,991.5 | 14,940.7 | 14,892.9

Motor vehicles and parts

1,908.3| 1,8445| 1,890.9| 1,885.1| 1,877.4| 1,866.2| 1,851.4| 1,832.6| 1,818.4| 1,792.7| 1,770.5| 1,745.6| 1,730.1| 1,716.4| 1,700.3
1,242.2| 1,186.0| 1,227.6| 1,220.9| 1,214.6| 1,204.7| 1,191.5| 1,176.2| 1,164.8| 1,141.7| 1,121.2| 1,099.9| 1,088.6| 1,078.8| 1,066.9

Automobile dealers.

Furniture and home
furnishings stores...........cc...... 574.6 542.8 550.4 549.5 547.6 546.5 545.8 542.3 538.4 532.4 522.6 514.2 508.3 500.0 497.7

Electronics and appliance
STOr€S...viciiicicecc e 549.4 549.6 552.9 554.5 555.0 552.9 553.0 551.0 547.1 545.1 541.5 538.6 535.5 536.4 526.2

See notes at end of table.

Monthly Labor Review - May 2009 87



Current Labor Statistics: Labor Force Data

12. Continued—Employment of workers on nonfarm payrolls by industry, monthly data seasonally adjusted
[In thousands]

Annual average 2008 2009

Industry
2007 2008 Mar. | Apr. May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb.” | Mar.P

Building material and garden
supply stores.
Food and beverage stores.

1,309.3| 1,253.1] 1,264.9| 1,254.5| 1,256.0| 1,252.2| 1,244.1| 1,245.9| 1,248.4]| 1,2459| 1,235.8| 1,227.8| 1,214.9( 1,206.4| 1,193.0
2,843.6 2,858.4| 2,874.7| 2,866.7| 2,864.0| 2,863.2| 2,863.4| 2,853.8| 2,846.5| 2,851.9| 2,843.5 2,835.1| 2,835.3| 2,827.1| 2,826.7

Health and personal care

993.1] 1,002.4| 1,007.7| 1,006.9 1,004.8| 1,003.6| 1,005.4 999.0 998.9 995.9 989.4 991.2 985.7 986.0 985.1

Gasoline stations. 861.5 843.4 854.2 848.5 838.1 845.8 843.0 840.9 834.8 836.1 836.9 834.4 833.0 832.2 831.3

Clothing and clothing
accessories stores .................. 1,500.0 1,484.2| 1,498.2| 1,495.0| 1,490.9| 1,487.2| 1,483.6 1,483.3| 1,478.5| 1,471.5| 1,462.2| 1,448.5| 1,445.0| 1,443.6| 1,437.4

Sporting goods, hobby,
book, and music stores
General merchandise stores1.
Department stores...
Miscellaneous store retailers
Nonstore retailers

656.3 646.7 653.8 646.2 649.2 646.9 642.2 645.8 641.6 641.2 633.1 624.3 620.8 613.8 611.4
3,020.6 3,047.1| 3,060.7| 3,052.9| 3,043.2] 3,052.0] 3,062.3| 3,058.2| 3,045.8| 3,025.5| 3,024.5 3,029.2| 3,040.7| 3,043.4| 3,057.2
1,591.5| 1,557.0 1,583.5| 1,576.4] 1,564.0( 1,561.8| 1,563.2| 1,554.4| 1,541.9| 1,523.9] 1,517.5| 1,521.2] 1,529.1] 1,533.7| 1,533.4

865.4 847.8 854.5 855.0 851.8 849.4 848.3 845.6 844.3 845.0 838.3 825.0 819.5 815.7 808.3

437.9 436.3 443.1 4428 441.9 438.5 437.7 436.1 435.5 433.6 427.7 424.0 422.7 419.7 418.3

Transportation and
warehousing...
Air transportation.

4,540.9| 4,505.0| 4,553.4| 4,551.7| 4,536.3| 4,521.1| 4,518.0| 4,506.0| 4,471.3| 4,456.9| 4,424.4| 4,389.9| 4,354.4| 4,324.0| 4,290.0

491.8 492.6 505.4 501.9 498.3 494.9 492.9 488.1 483.2 482.1 481.6 477.8 476.8 475.1 473.0
Rail transportation 233.7 229.5 2314 231.1 230.3 227.1 230.1 228.8 227.6 229.5 229.0 226.8 227.1 2253 224.9
Water transportation 65.5 65.2 66.0 66.2 65.8 66.1 66.4 64.9 64.5 63.9 62.6 60.3 59.7 60.5 59.8
Truck transportation................... 1,439.2| 1,391.1| 1,414.6| 1,410.4] 1,405.1| 1,393.1| 1,391.2| 1,390.3| 1,378.1| 1,370.3| 1,358.0| 1,340.8]| 1,323.3| 1,310.4| 1,295.5

Transit and ground passenger
transportation.
Pipeline transportation

412.1 418.1 420.0 423.0 418.8 421.9 420.8 422.7 414.4 413.8 411.7 410.1 408.1 406.6 405.0
39.9 42.0 40.8 40.9 41.7 423 42.7 425 43.1 433 43.2 433 43.1 43.0 42.8

Scenic and sightseeing
transportation......................... | 28.6 28.0 28.7 28.4 28.1 28.1 27.6 27.3 27.1 27.1 27.2 27.2 26.9 26.6 26.4

Support activities for
transportation.............ccocceenne 584.2 589.9 591.2 593.0 591.5 590.9 592.8 592.1 589.5 588.0 582.2 579.5 569.3 560.4 553.2
Couriers and messengers. 580.7 575.9 577.5 577.8 578.9 579.2 577.7 575.7 572.9 570.5 565.7 564.6 563.2 563.7 558.6
Warehousing and storage. 665.2 672.8 677.8 679.0 677.8 677.5 675.8 673.6 670.9 668.4 663.2 659.5 656.9 652.4 650.8
Utilities . 553.4 569.5 557.4 557.1 557.0 558.2 5569.7 559.3 560.5 562.8 564.0 564.6 569.3 570.0 570.9
Information. 3,032 2,997 3,023 3,017 3,013 3,006 2,995 2,990 2,986 2,982 2,965 2,940 2,924 2,917 2,907

Publishing industries, except
Internet.............ooooiiiinnens 901.2 882.6 893.3 893.2 890.4 886.8 882.9 879.4 876.6 872.6 863.6 857.8 846.3 834.8 827.2

Motion picture and sound
recording industries. 380.6 381.6 385.2 384.5 383.3 383.5 380.1 380.0 381.7 388.7 385.0 377.2 376.7 389.0 395.0
Broadcasting, except Internet. 325.2 315.9 319.0 317.3 317.7 315.7 315.9 313.8 313.0 312.9 313.1 308.1 306.5 302.3 299.7

Internet publishing and
broadcasting
Telecommunication:

1,030.6 1,021.4] 1,028.0f 1,025.5| 1,025.3| 1,025.5( 1,022.8| 1,023.1] 1,021.6] 1,014.5| 1,010.2| 1,004.0| 1,001.6( 1,000.3 996.4

ISPs, search portals, and
data processing
Other information services

267.8 261.6 263.4 263.2 263.3 261.8 260.5 259.8 259.6 258.9 2575 256.4 257.0 255.4 255.2
126.3 133.6 134.2 132.9 1325 132.2 133.0 133.6 133.6 134.1 135.1 136.5 135.7 134.9 133.7
8,301 8,146 8,204 8,190 8,1