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This book is dedicated to the memory of Dr. E. Earl Wright.
Among his man 'Y contributions as director of the W. E. Upjohn In-
stitute, Earl encouraged and guided the preparation of this volume,
enriching the process, and hopefully the product, with bis unique
blend of warmth and wisdom. Fondly remembered arid universally
respected, he will be sorely missed.
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Author's Note

The detailed hardship data for 1924 through 1980 which are analyzed in the text are

available upon request. These include alternative tabulations or 1979 which Lise the popilla-,
tion estimdtes from the 1970 Census'and the population est aces from the 1980 Censtis,

respectively, to vieight the Current Population Survey data. Fhedatter estimates are used in

'most circumstances. When the 1970 Census-based estimates are utdized because of greater

convenience or appropriateness, an asterisk notes this use in the text. The hardship data for

1981, which were 'only available after this volume was compkted, are analyzed in separate

publications and can also be provided upon request.
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PREFACE

How many really suffer as a result of labor market problems? This is one of the most critical
yet contentious social policy questions. In many ways, our social statistics exaggerate the
degree of hardship. Unemployment does not have the same dire consequences today as it did
in the 1930s when most of the unemployed were primary bre-adwinners; when incre and
earnings were usually much'closer to the marEin'of sub;istence, and when there was no safety
net for those failing inthe labor market. Increasing affluence, the rise of multiple earner
families, the growing pre ominance of secondary earners among the unemployed, and im-
proved social welfare prot ns, have unquestionably mitigated the welfare consequences of
joblessness. Earnings and incoryi data also overstate the 'dimensions of hardship. Among the
millions with hourly earnings at or below the minimum wage level, the overwhelming majori-.,
ty are from multiple-earner, relatively affluent families. Most of those counted by the poeerty
statistics are elderly, handicapped or have family responsibilities which keep them out of the'
labor force, sO the poverty statistics are by no means an accurate indicator of labor market
pathologies.

Yet th e are alsd many wayds our social statistics underestirnate the degree of labor-market-
related hardship. TI-le unemployment countsixclude the millions of fully employed,workers

iiinwhose wages are t o low that their families ai n in po/erty."Low wages and repeated or pro-
longed Unemployment freqnently interac . to undermine the capacity for self-support. Since
the number experiencing joblessness at some point during the year is several times the'
nu;nber unemployed in any month, those who suffer as a result of forced idleness can equal
or exceed dverage annual unemployment, even though only a minority of the jobless in any
month really; suffer. For every person Counted in the monthly unemployment tallies, there is

- another working part-time because of the inability to find full-time work, or else outside the
labor force but wanting a job. Finally, income transfers in our country have always focused
on the elderly, disabled and dependent, neglecting the needs of the working poor, so that the
dramatic eXPansion of cash and in-kind transfbrs does not necessarily mean that those failing,
it) the labor market are adequately protected.

,

1 Mountains of facts, figures and learned treatises have been marshalled to prove thaf the
truly needy arelfew and far between. An equally imposing volume of contradicting evidence
documehts uncounted and unmet basic needs. The result is c. - fusion. It is uncertain and bit-
terly disputed whether those stiffering seriously as a result labor market problems number
in the hundreds of thousands or the tens of millions, an., hence, whether high le'vels of
joblessness can be easily tolerated or must be countered e job creatiOan and' economic
stimulus, whether the safety net needs dismantling or strengthenS g, and whether the long-
term hardship trends justify a "laissez faire" response or demand fun.: amental restructuting
of labor markets and the income distribution system. There isonly on rea of agreement in
this debatethat the existing poverty, employment and earnings statistics e inadeqvte for
one of their primary applications, measuring the welfare consequences of labor market prob-
lems.

This book presents a set of new,measures developed to determine vaio really suffers a§ a
result of joblessness, low earnings and involuntary part-time emptoyment. Available employ-
ment, earnings and poverty data are structured.into an array of core indicators which .incor-
porate alternative need and workforce atmchment standards, which assess the severity of
probleins, as well as the numbers affected, which consider earnings from Both an individual

\
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and family perspective, as well as:considering earnings supplements including in-kind aid.
The.aggregate measures, in turn, are disaggregated to identify the relative hardship burdens
for different pdpulation segments and geographic areas.

)

These tneasures are, then, used to reassess long-term 'and cyclical labor market
developments, the cflanging status of minorities, the interrelationships between fmily pat-
terns and employment problems, the,effective'ness of income transfers for the working poor,
alternafrive macroeconomic policies and a host of other issues. The dual .aim.of these dpplica-
ttons is to demonstFate the utilitSr and reliability of tPie'new measures, while providing needed
perspective on'erripfoym5it problems and policies.

he aim wA not just to develop and gain acceptance for a new statistical indkator, but to
design a comprehensive systeNJ measuring and analyzing the welfare consequences bf
labor market problems. The hardship measures' w&re intended as a "third leg" in our social
sCkistics system, supplementing poverty and unemployment data and providing alternative
perspectives on the,major issues which have been analyzed uSing poverty and uperriploygrint
as proxies for labor market-related hardship. This ambitious undertaking was based on the
assumption that in order to fully address earlier critiques of hardship measures, to cope with
the inherently complex issues, to validate the internal conSistency of the data, and to
demonstrate their varied uses, it was necessary to provide detailed information a-nd com-

'preheylsive analysis. Tradeoffs were anticipated, though underestinaated. The chances for er-
ror and its discodtry, the difficulties of definitional refinement, tabulation anctsanalysis, as
well as the problems of comprehensible presentation, multiplied with each disaggregation
and application. In retrospect, the 'ambitiousness of the effort was naive, somrHt Faustian
and probably misplaced. I can only hope that in struggling through the mind-numbing
istatistics and terminology, or in weighing Oleg inevitable shortcomings anci mistakes,Oe
2.reader will give some credit for my having "dared' to fail greatly," as well as for my intellecttal
persistence, if not perspica4ty.

This work is a reflection of fifteen years of collaboration with Sar Levit,an. Dr. Levitan was
one of the first to recognize the need to integrate income and employment statistics. Ht- was
among the initial developers and advocate's of hardship measures. As Chairman of the Na-
tional Commission on Emi,loyment and Unemployment Statistics, he worked long and hard
,to gain consensus for the adoption of hardship indicators. Sar supervis cejland supported the
work on this volume, encouraging greater simplicity and succinctness. He should not Kr
blamed because I. ignored thls saie advice.

The Bureau of the Census tabulated the hardship measures upder contract frojn Dr.
Levitan's Center for Social Policy Studies at The George Washington University anaMDC,
Incorporated. The Census Bureau is not responsible for any definitional errors, and it does
not necessarily endorse nor approve the mesurement concepts. However, without the hard
work, expertise and good will Of its technicians,.this book would hot have been possible. Ih

particular, I would like to recognize the contributions of Gregpry Russell who helped refihc
and validate the.measures, as well as supervising their tabulation. ,..

This study,was made ossible by grants froin the glades Stewart Mott,dna lvfcCorinell

Clark and Ford- o . It' was only completed because 'Nancy Xiefer and. Catty
Gkisgow kept working to the last minute before entering the count's of the unemployed and
discouraged, and because Theron rememlierect what the blind men of Hindustan newt:
learned.

vi
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CHAPTER 1. MEASURING WHAT.MATT

The Consequences of Labor Market Problems

''The well-being, of -most individuals and families, is determined pri-
marilY bY succets in the.labor market. Since earnings account for
three-fourths of totalpersonal income, the unavailability or intermittency
of enployment, restricted I-tit-ars of weeklyNork, or low wages are a major
cause of economic hardship. 1/

A substantial share of work force participants eraunters such
problems. 'Dtiring 1980, for instance, 21.4 million workers aged 16 and over
experienced at least a week.of joblessness. Another 7.6 million worked
part-tiMe involuntarjly at least a week. There were an additional, 7.3
million'full-time and. 9.1 million voluntary part-time workers Who earned
less- than the minimum wage equivalent for the'cumulative hours they were
willing and able to work. Together, these groups with employment and
earnings problems accounted for nearly two-fifths of the 118.3 million who
participated in the 1980 work force.

Not all of these individuals suffered seriously as a result of their
oWn employment and earnings problems. Some were secondary earners in
affluent families or had other sources of income. Others had reduced, but
still adequate, earnings. But for all too many, the failures in the labor
market resulted in severe distress. Fifteen million work force partici-
pants resided in families,with earnings below the poverty level and 8.4
million in poor families. 4

A

Our present s tem of labor force concepts and statistics was de-
yeloped during Oe 1 30s because of, and in order to measure, the suffering
which resulted from the massive unemployment of the Great Depressign. In

the absehce of extensive 'income transfer programs, with the work force
composed primarily of breadwinners, and with a large share of the 1930s
yorking population concentrated near the margin of subsistence, unemploy-
ment.and hardship were synonymout. Buf the expansion of social welfare.
protections, the increasing affluence of the population, and the rise of
multiple earner families, subsequently reduced .the correspondence between
joblessness and deprivation.

While extensive information has been gathered for many years on the
hourly and weekly wages of American workers, these tarnings data tave
received far less attention than the Unemployment counts. It is usually
assumed that family heads and primary breadwinners can achieve subsistence
earnings ,if they can'find jobsi hence enployment has traditionally been
considered. the key factor affecting-well-being, Most of the low-wage
workers are new entrants to the labor force and secondary family earners.
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rty concepts and statistics were developed in the 1960s to measure

the dimensions of deprivation. The poverty definition and counts include
both persons with labor market-related problems and those unable to work

because of age, disability, family responsibilities or other barriers.
Poverty., is, thus, determined as much., or more, by the adequacy of transfers

4 and private pension; and the demography .of the population as by labor
market conditions.

Over the years, the unemployment, earnings and poverty statistics have
been disaggregated tn ever finer detail in order to identify those among
the unemployed who really suffer as a result of joblessness, those whose
iow earnings result in low income, and those whose poverty is caused
primarily by labor market problems or could be cured by labor market
interventions. But it is extremely difficult to piece together these
separate- items of detailed information in order to determine how many and
who really suffer as a result of labor market problems. In the absence of

simple and acvpted statistical indicators which link employment and

earnings data with measures of well-being, the unemployment and poverty
rates tend to predominate in public policy formulation, planning, resource
allocation and analys.is, as proxies for the hardship resulting from the
failings of or failures in the labor market. Unfortunately, these measures
do not serve these purposes well.

Unemployment does not always result in deprivation, nor does employ-

ment Auarantee well-being. Poverty is in many cases unrelated- to labor

marieet problems. Low wages are not usually associated with low'family in-

come.

Less than a fifth of the individuals who experienced unemployment

during 1980 lived in poor families. On the other hand, over a million
persons were employed full-year, full-time--the usual standard of success

in the labor market--yet they and their families still, lived in poverty.

Nearly half of the individuals with hourly earnings at or below
the minimum wage lived in families with incomes above $15,000,annually, and
nearly two-thirds were in families with incomes above $10,000 nnually.

Three-fifths of all poor persons 14.and over did not work at all

during 1980 because of illness or disability, school, housekeeping, retire-
ment, or other reasons 'unrelated to job availability.

Unemployment rates, wage data or aggregate poverty counts alone yield

a distorted picture of fluctuations and long-term trends in labor market-

related economic hardship.

The number and proportion of labor force pikicipaerft-wIth inade-
quate annual earnings fluctuate less from year to year than the nUMber and

proportion who experience.unemployment. Hardship is a chronic structural

problem, exacerbated by recessions -and-depressions, alleviated by re-

coveries, but far less cyclical than joblessness.

There has been very little improvement in the relative status of

blacks as judged by unemployment and poverty rates. In contrast, there has

been absolute and relative progress in alleviating labor market-related

hardship, largely because of improvements in edrnings rates.
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At the beginning of the 1960s, two-thirds of poor family heads_
worked, and a third worked full-time, full-year: Two decades Tater, less
than half worked at all, and only 16 percent full-time, full-year.- In
other words, a declisiing portion of economic hardship (as measured by the
poverty -counts) is labor market-related.

Policies designed to alleviate labor market-related hardship may be
misdirected to the extent they are based on poverty, unemployment, or wage
data alone.

,Where unemployMent rates are used to distribute employment and
'training resources, large metropolitan areas and particularly their suburbs
receive a far larger share than if hardship measures were used. The
,volatility of udemployment rates also leads to significant year-to-year
fluctuations in local funding, with adverse programmatic consequences, even
though the underlying structural problems to which interventions are
addressed remain relatively stable. On the other hand, the use of poverty
rates for allocation tends to,divert resources to areas whose problems may
not be labor market-related or amenable to sdch interventions.

Local or. national employment and training policies which target
resources to population subgroups based on their relativ,e unemployment
rather than hardship rates divert scare resources to solving temporary
problems with less serious consequences; conversely, targeting on the,basis
of poverty diverts resources to indi4Uuals.And areas whose problems Cannot
necessary be solved,by employment-oriented interventions.

Across-the-board increases in the Minimum wage have a modest
impact on alleviating poverty, and a substantial portion of the benefits
are realized by workers in affluent families. Wage data alone suggest only
the gains which are realized by minimuM wage increases, while hardship
measures capture the cliemplOymeht effects which may, in part, offset the
positive earnings impacts of minimum wage increases.

As these exampjes suggest, the currently available poverty, employment
and earnings statistics are inadequate for one of their primary applica-
tions--measuring the welfare consequences of labor market problems.
Without a conceptual and measurement framework which links income, em-
ployment and earnings information, and without accepted indicators de-,
veloped specifically fo measure labor market-related hardship, it is
difficult to determine who needs help most, why, or how it can best be
provided. Ais a result4 our understanding is frequently clouded and our
policies misdirected.

Because of these shortcomings, there is increaOng r=ecognition of the
need for a measure or set of measures which considers employment and earn-
ings problems in light of the economic hardship which results. A variety
of hardship indicators have, in fact, been developed from available labor
market and jncome statistics,. demonstrating the.conceptual promise of such
measures in providing a better understanding of secular and cyclical,
trends, income transfer and minimum wage issues, and the relative severity
of need for subareas and subgroups in the economy.
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However, this analytical work has also suggested the significant
definitional,,measurement and interpretative problems implicit in hardship

measures. There are normative issues,inherent in defining anytlabor market
status or income-based needs statistics, such as agreeihg on the severity
standards and deciding who will and will not be counted relative to these

standards. Because hardship measureS link Overty, earnings and employment

concepts, the issues inherent in each of thete separate measurement'systems

must be addressed. There are conceptual issues which are inherent in
seeking to link individual earnings with family or household well-being,
since family composition'and income other than earnings are affected, but
not determined, by labor market factors. There aee measurement issues and

uncertafnties which result from shortcomings in existing data bases. Then,

there are 'interpretative issues related to all of these definitional,
conceptual and measurement questions.

Because of these problems, no set of hardship meisures or applications

has gained wide acceptance. Yet taken together, previous work has provided

the foundation for an acceptable and extremely useful hardship measurement

.system. It is now possible to derive 4 set of composite measures that
strikes an apRropriate normative balance, which overcomeS many conceptual
problems and proyides the information for better understanding the un-
resolvable issues. The composite measures cannot escape the underlying
shortcomings in income and labor force statistics, but the needed improve-

ments and their implications can be clearly,ident'ffied.. Based on previous

work, it is als6 possible to dramatically expand the information yield and
improve the policy relevance of hardship measures so that they can be

p- institutionalized as a "third.leg" in our system of social welfare indi-
, cators; supplementing employment and earningS statistics arid the poverty

measures.

This volume reviews the evolution of hardship measures as well as the-

underlying normative, coeCeptual, measurement and interpretative issues.

It proposes a modified set of measures and suggests how these will overcome

many of the problems in previous hardship indicant's. The measures are.

calculated from existing labor market and income statistics covering 1974

through 1980. The hardship data are presented and analyzed in detail. The

policy implipations of the measures, the possible improvements; and the

remaining issues are, then, discussed.

The Evolution of Hardship Measures

A-Summary -of -Ea eller-Efforts _____

I.

The harcispip concept was first included in.a 1967 Report on Employment

and Unemployment in Urban Slums and Ghettos peepared by then Secretary of
labor W, Wiltard Wirtz. 2/ The,geasure, whlth was applied to data from a-

speCial iurvey often gietto areas in eight mdjor cities, included the
following:
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.1. All persons unemployed in the survey week;

2. Indivjduals employed- ori-a <part-time basis but seeking full-time
woek;

.' . 3, Family he'ads wiih full-rtie jobs earnlpg jtss than. $60 ws.ekTy
Ithe weekly_wege needed to lift-a family of four above the poverty thresh-

... old) and unrelated individuals under age 65.earning less than $56 weekly iri
-full-time jobs (the minimunrwage times 40 hours 'of weekly work);

.

,
-

4. Harr of al,l males age 20 through'64 who were'not in tfie labor
//- -forcean tstimate of the n ber who would be active jobseekers if more and

i
'better paying jobs were avalable; and

.

.

5-. H-alf the difference between the measured female and male adult'
popuiations--an adjustment for the undercount of males.

Another approach ,wis developed in the 1968 Manpower Repo of the
President using ,Current 'Population Survey annual work experiende data

'gathered each March covering the previous talendar 'year. 2j 'This measure
included all persons working full.-time, fulltyear but earniAg less' than

',$3.',000 annually, and all persohs unemployed 15 or more weeks during the
year.

In 1970, William Spring, Bennett Harrtson and Thomas Vietorisz de-
veloped an index for the Senate Subcommittee on,Employment, Manpower and
Poverty based on data collected by the Bureau of the Census for 60,poverty
areas in-51 large cities. Aj The index included the following: .

' 1: ,Persons uneOployeadin the survey week;

.8 2. Persons working part-time involuntarily for economic reasons
dUring: theSurvey'week;

,

3. Persons 'not in the labor force who wanted but mere not seeking
work because they did 'not think they could fiad employment (discouraged
workers); and

4: . Full-time workers paid less than $8P a week--the amount necessary
on an annualized basis to support an urban family of four at the poverty
leiel.

101973, Herman P. Miller developed a two-part index also utilizing
the same Cesus 'Employment Survey data for the 60 poverty areas. 5j The
"subemployment" measure iir/iFluded: A

1. Persons unemployed-in the survey week;
. .. -.

2. Persons working part-time involuntarily during the week;

3. Persons outside the'le,trabor force,'wantip jobs but discouraged by
the prospects; and .

.

.; /
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4. Famjly heads or unrelaeed 1ndividUal5 employed and earning less

than the prevailing minimum wage of $1.60 per hour or Wbrking'full-time but

with annualized weekly earnings below, the poverty levelofor their house-

,. holds.

The-Miller subemproyment count excluded persons 16 to 21 years of age

who were primarily students, a6 well-as persons 65 yedrs and over, on the

assumption that their labor force attachment vths minimal. The hardship

measure was, then, der.ived by screening from4the subemployed all indi-

viduals residing in families or households with above average incomes.

The Employment and Earnings Inadequacy Index was developed in 1974 by

Sar Levitan and Robert Taggart and was calculated from the-Current Popu-

latiom SUrvey data gathered each March covering current,labor market status

as well as the previous year's work experience,,y It was, like the.Miller

index, a two-part formulation, with a PsubemplOyineryt measure counting
persons with labor market problem& and an "Employment and.Earnings'in-

adequacy" (EEI) measure excluding those subemplAyed residing in families or
,4

hbuseholds with adequate ineomeS. The subempiOyment index included:

1. Persons unemploied during the suryey week;

2. Persons outside the Iaborforce in the survey week, wanting jobs

but discouraged by the proipects;
0

3. Persons Working part-titne involuntarily for economic -reasons

during the survey week; and

4. Family heads and unrelated individuals currently employed full-

time whose earnings in the previous 12 months were less than the poverty 4

threshold for their families or households.

PeHons age 16 to 21 whose major activity during the survey week was

schbol attendance, as well as persons 65 years, of age and over, were

eicluded from the subemployment count on the assumption that their labor

force attachment was limited. The EEI measure, then, screened out all

those individuals among the subemployed* who resided in families and

households with adequate incomes as judged relative to the medians for

metropolitan or nonmetropolftan areas for families and unreiated in-

In 1975, Thomas Vietorisz, Robert Mier and John Giblin proposed a

two-index approach With an "exclusion index" bounting persons witiv-in-

diviqui.4.1 labor JOarket problems and an "inadequacy index" assessing earnings

in llght of famiiy needs; 1/ The "exclusion indexurcounted:

1. 4rsons unemployed in the survey week;

2. 'Persons not in the labor force but desiring work;

3. Persons in the labor force fullt-time'but workpg less than 35

o rs in the survey week;

if
1,i
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4. Persons cjrently employed- but working less than 50 weeks in the
last year for economic reasons; and

"defin
Full,time, workers,earning less than an adequate.in&ome

by a rapge of annualized.wages.

'The "inadequacy index" was resiricted to individuals counted by the
exclusion index who were family heads or unrelated. individuals 'whose
incomes were below adequacy standards specified as a range of multiples of
the poverty level for each family r household. All heads or unrelated
individuals above these income levels were excluded.

Irwin Garfinkel and Robert H vegan in 1977 introduced.the concept of
"earnings capacity poverty," whid was closely related to the hardship
notion. 8/ "Earnings capacity" was efined as the annual income that would
be produced if the household head and spouse were employed_during all weeks
of potential work (excluding weeks.of illness, disability or unemployment)
at the earnings level 'sjof other workers matched acdording to age; schooling,
race, sex, region, work pattern and marital status. The darnings_capacity
poor were -defined as the percentage (arbitrarily set at the poverty rate)
lnwest in the earnings capatity distributiOn. 'Capacity utilization" com-
pared actual earnings- over tbe year to earnings capacity. Earnings ca-
pacity utilization, thus, sought to measure the work effort of families and
households while earnings capacity poverty identified the household heads
and spouses who would be the worst off even.if their work effort and
eai.nings were up. to potential.

In 1979; Robert,Stein 'of t e Bureau .of Labor Statistics proposed a
simple hardship measurejighat included all priThary earners in the labor
force more than half yedT whose i dividual earnings were below the poverty
line for their families or ouse olds, and whose total family or household,
income's were less than double poVerty line.

In its 1979 report, Counting the Labor Force, the National Commission
on Employment and Unemployment Statistics (NCEUS) developed (although it
did not recommend) a hardship index based on work experience and earnings
over the previous year. 1.01/ The measure included full-year, full-time
workers whose individual earnings alone were inadequate 'to lift their
households or families out of poverty, excluding those in faMilies or
households with a total income morethan double the poverty threshold. The
full-time, full-year labor force was/definedi as persons who were in the
labor force 40 weeks or more, plus those who did not work at all, sought
work at least 15 weeks, but left the labor force because of discouragement
over job prospects. Excluded.were persons who usually worked part-time
volumtarily.

Bruce Klein Ain 1980 ,soUght to link the GarfinkLel/Haveman earnings
capacity notion with the KArdship concept, assessing the portion of in-
dividuals in hardship who would have inadequate income if working and
earning up to ."capacity." 11/ The "subemployed" were defined as:

1. Persons who did not work during the year but spent at least 13
weeks or more looking for work and did not look in other weeks because they

.felt they could not find work;

Li
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.2. Unemployed workers who were lookimg for work or on layoff 14

weeks or more, worked at some time during'the year, and were in the labor

force 40 weeks or more;'

3. Persons who worked, 13 weeks oroore part-time during the year but

wanted full-time jobs; and

4. Individuals employed full$time for 40 weeks or more whose

earnings were beow the-poverty level for their families.

"Earnings capacity economic hardship" was determined by assigning
"potential" earnings to the subemOloyed and then oomparing their augmented

income (not including transfers) to an adequacy standard of 150 percent of

the poverty threshold for the familyor household. Potential earnings were

defined as 40 weeks of 40 hours weekly at the minimum wage for discouraged

workers; the number of weeks in the labor force times usual weekly earnings

for those unemployed during the year; actual earnings times the,ratio of 40

hours per week to usual Weekly hourk:for the involuntarily part-time

workers; and actual earnings for fyll-tmme workers in poverty. In other

words, the Klein measure sought to identify, those with ld.bor market-related
hardship who,could not earn an agequate income tf fully employed.

. -

The'Uhderlying'Issues
P '

There are subtle yet quite significant differences between the assump-

tions and approaches adopted in these varioUs subemployment, hardshlp,
earnings capacity and earnings adequacy measures. Each had shortcomings,

but it is possible to pick and choose the best features in order to develop

mali.7useful and acceptable measures:

1. Individual vs. famiiy persliectives. : Individuals^ with similar

work throe experience may have different family stotus, income needs and
supplements to their own earnings, so that their well-being will differ
despite'equal earnings. Should income adequacy and hardshig be judged in

terms of indtvidual needs or in tenths of family needs? Three different
approaches were,advanced to deal with this issue. The Wirtz, 1968 Manpower

Report, and Spring/Harrison/Vietorisz measures were focused on the in-

dividual--assuming that the labor market should provide a basic standard

whioh would lift a family of four out of poverty, whether or not an in-

dividual worker had these breadwinning responsibilities.

The Miller, Levitan/Taggart, the NCEUS, Stein and-Klein measures used

a two-step procedure to determine hardship: The first step defined the

.subemployed according to individual labor market problems; the second

screened out persons whose family or household incomes were adequate.
However, none of these measures clearly distinguished individual vs. family

problems because,the low earners, who constituteda significant portion of

the subemployed, were defined in terms of family or household income needs.

The Garfinkel/Haveman earnings capaOty poor were also defined from a

family or household earnings perspective.

16
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The Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin approach +derived two indices. designed
.specifically to separate individual earnings problems from aggregate family
earnings inadequacy, judging the first relative to wage standards applied
to all workers and the second reAtive. to income adequacy standards re-
fleETITIg each individual's family size and needs: ThiS is conceptually the
preferred approach.

2. Timeframes. A
'(
perspp employed and with adeqUate earnings in any

given survey week may experiehte a reduction in- hours, hourly earnings or
unemployment which -generates inadequate earnings mer a year. On the other
hand,,joblessness or reduced.hours of employment for a week or two'may-not
create undue hardship if earnings the remaining weeks are adequate. The
number who experience labor market prob4ems over a year.are several times
the number who experience them in any week, while only a small proportion
of those with problems in any week will have them recur for a signifigant'
duration. The time period "for assessing the adequacy of employmenty
earnings nd-income is, therefore, critical.

The Wirtz and Spring/Harrison/Vietorisz Ateasures were based on labor
force and earnings status in a single surveyweek. The Miller, Levitan/
Taggart and Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin measOres based some components bn survey
week status and-other Components on eXperience over the preyious_year. The
1968 Man0o0er Report, the NCEUS, Stein, Garfinkel/Haveman and 'Klein meas-

A ures all used 'the work, earnings and income experience over the previous /.

year. This latter approach ts conceptually liost appropriate for several
reasons: First hardship measures seek to identify individuals with,con-
tinuing structural problems, rather than those whoselabor market diffi-
culties are only short-term and do not have eribus consequences for
well-being. Second, it is possible to define some ftekly status variables
in terms of their duration where the necessary information ts gathered--for
example, including in a definition of hardship only the currently unem,
ployed with 15 or more weeks of_unemploymatl-but this is not poisible.for
most other earnings and employment status variables which are measured only
for the survey, week and annually. ,Family or household income data 'are
collected only on an annual basis. Third, the poverty counts, which assess
Ahe hardthip resulting from both. labor market ant non-labor market..prob-
4ms,.have an annuallocuS', It makes sense, theh, to use this same time-
frame in assessing the labor market-related hardship componentS.

,
3. Income and earnings standards. Assumiiiig an annual timeframe nd

separate consideration of individual problems.and family.needs, there arg
"several different standards which could be. and Piave, been.used ,to define-
hardship. The higher ,the earnings or income standards? the greater the
number of individuals and .proportion of _the. population Which will be
counted in hardship.'

The,individual earnings starmlards adopted'by the:Wirtz, 1968 Manpower
Report, Spring/Harrison/Vietorisz and Miller measures Were the weekly,
hourly or annual earnirTs needed to lift a family offour.out of poverty.
Miller and Wirtz also used the minimum wage as the earnings standard for
some components. Klein, NCEUS and Levitan/Taggart used the Roverty level'
or its multiple as a minimum earnings stand&d, thus weighing individual
earnings in light of family sire. ietorisz/Mer/Giblft used a parametric
approach, defining individOal -earnings adequa y under a range of-hourly
earnings standards.
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0 Several different famfly income standards were utilized. Miller and
Levitan/Taggart used the mean and median incomes of families and unrelated
individuals as the upper income screens, i.e., parameters which did not
consider family size in assessing whether income was more than adequate.
NCEUS and Stein used 200 percent of the poverty threshold for each par-
ticular family, while Klein used 150 percent. Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin emmetric

approach with a range of income standards adjusted for
-

aily size The other hardship measures used earnings and income stand-
ployed a 'Par/
fm
ards synonymously, i.e., low earners were defined in terms.of the poverty
threshold or the minimum wage, and there was no screening out based on
other sodrces and total leiels of family itTCOMtk.

..

Probably the Most defensible standards are the minimum wage for
individual earnings and the poverty level for family income. The para-
metric approach, which calculates hardship under a angeYof different
income and earnings standards, is complei if too many alterngives are
utilized, but a few multiples of the basic Standards can be extremely
helpful in suggesting the sensitivity of 'hardship counts ,to alternative*

'.. standards of need. It is inconsistent to use the minimum wage-6r family'
. poverty level as an adequacy'standard for indjvidual earnings but to use a
mid-level income (such as the median, mean, or 200-percent of poverty) as
the cutoff point for family inCome hardship. Consistent income and
earnings standards should be used rather than a low-level for screening in
individual earnings problems but a mid-level fu screening out families
judged to ha e adequate incomes.,

4. N nearned income. Given the gerlap between work and welfare,
--earnings alone may provide a less than adequate income but economic hard-

ship may be alleviated by income transfers or other nonearned income such
as private pensions or alimony. The Wirtz, 1968 Manpower Report, Spri.hg/
Narrisán/Vietoriszv Miller, and Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin indices were con-

. cerned only with. earnings. The Leiitan/Taggart, Stein and the NCEUS
. indices counted all income in assesOng adequacy, for the fampies .and

., .

households of the subemployed. The Garfinkel/Naveman and Klein measures'
l excluded transfer payments but counted other nonearned ihcome. ,

A

,

thre,e separate but related issues are involved; Wh ether the labor
market is providing minimal earnings for an individual. whether the,earn-
ings of family members are adequate to meet minimal family needs;'and, when
this is-not the eau,- whether nonearned income offsets earnings deficits.
Put_ ano er way, the fodus is, .respectively, what ah individual needs-or
shoOld r eive is a.minimum-from work; what.,he or she needs to earn in
light of Tami.ly status in order to be self-supporting; and whet is needed
in order to achieve minimal well-being,in light Of transfer payMents or
other income. No single measure can.address all of these questions.

\

5. Treatment of.secondarT earners. One of the 'reasons for intro-
ducing a hardship index is that the increase in 'multiple earner families

has reduced the hardship consequences of unemployment for any single family
member. let it is clearly more significant if ;he famyy member experi-
encing labor market problems is the primary breadwinner rather than another
member who contributes minimally to the family exchequer. Oany: of the
hardship measures, therefore, focused in some way on those assumed to be
primary breadwinners.. The Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin "exclusion index" meas-

t.
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uring indiqidual' earnings prdblems included all workers regardless of
family statdt; however, the "inadequacy" measure assessing well-beingjn-
cluded only family heads and unrelated individuals. The Stein measure was
restricted to primary earners. The Miller, Levitan/Taggart and Wirtz
indices, included only family heads or unrelated ijadividuals in the low
earners category of the subemployed and hardship measures, although making
no distinction on the basis of breadwinner status in the other component
categories. The Garfinkel/Haveman medsure of earnings capacity poverty
considered.both family heads and their spouses.

In contrast, the 1968 Manpower Report, Spring/Harrison/Vietorisz, the
NCEUS and Klein measures considered all potential earners and did not
exclude on the basis of breadwinner status. This is the most'consistent
and probably the most' reasonable approach. If the.family or household is
considered the appropriate unit for judging income heeds and adequacy, then
it is inconsistent to count a dollar of actual or potential earnings from
one family member differently from that of another. To exclude from the
hardship. counts those individuals in families with adequate earning4, or,/
incomes including the wages and salacies of secondary earners, but to fail n

to count secondary earners with problems who liv in families with below
adequate earnings,, is also inconststent. If' an inclusive -tefinition is
used which counts secon-Oary earners with problems but disagyregates by/
family status", then hardship-due to low earnings of the primary breadwinner

can be identified through disaggregation where this is appropriate.
,

Attaci-iment to the labor force. Earnings alone will rarely pro-
vide an adequate individual or family income when the weeks nd weekly
hours of work availability are limited. On the other h,and, earnings from
even a few additional weeks of wo'rke, or from part-time 3mployment by an
extra worker, can improve a family's well-being arid perhaps lift the faMily
out of poverty. Most of the hardship measures ,had at ieast some lo
earnings components restricted to persons working in full-time, rather tha
part-time, jobs. Those measures based on annual earnings, income and work
experience usually restricted attention to persons with significant labor
force attachment; variously defined; The k968 Manpower Report measure
included only low earners employed,50 weeks or -more and all other labor
force participants who expdrienged 15 or more weeks of unemployment. The
Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin low earnings category also required 50 weeks of
attachment. The NCEUS and Klein 'measures used a 40 week attachment re-
iquirement, while Stein required more than half-yeir participation. The
Levitan/Taggart measures restricted the low earners categorjes to currently
employed household heads who were assumed to be attached to the labor force
by dint of. theif current work" and btodwinning responsibilities. 'The

remaining indices, which were based only on employment status in the survey
week, 'implicitly required far less continuity of attachment tO the labor
force.

The degree of labor force attachment is also an issue in defining
,discouragement. Job search demonstrates availabili and desija for work,
and one might reasonably doubt the commipent Of n individu1 claiming to
want work but saying none is available with having lookèc. The dis-
couraged in the Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin index included all those outside the
labor forck claiming to want employment. Spring/Harrison/Vietorisz in-
cluded persons wanting work who listed inability to find work as eiper a'

19
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primary r secondary reason for not loolking. the Levitan/Taggart measures
restricted the discouraged to those wanting work, but not looking primarily
because they thought they could not. find e job or perceived personal

employment barriers (lack of skills or age), while the Miller index was
even more restrictive, excluding those who perceived personal employment
barriers. The NCEUS and Klein measures inclOed those whose main reason
for not working in the last year was the belief that no jobs. were avail-

..,
able, but added 4 further requirement of at least 15 weeks of job search in
the first case, and 13 in the second. Stein implicitly required 26 wpks
of work or unemployment, eith no subspecification for those individuals who
were discquraged some or all of.their wedics outside the labor force.

ttachment was also the basis for exclusiorkof groups assumed to have
alter tive income and activities. The Levitanriaggart and Miller indices
exClud persons over age 64 as well,as 16- to 21-year-old students.
Spring/ rrison/Vietorisz restricted attention to persons age 16 'to 65

years. These exclusions, justifiable om average, were unreasonable in many
individual cases where younger or older workers had primary breadwinning

responsibtlities.
i

There was no agreement, then, on the appropriate length of work force
, attachment, since the measures based on surve3., week status required,only

cine'week of participation while those,with an annual focus had requirements
ranging from 13 to 50 weeks. Each approach measured something funda-
mentally different and'reasonable argdments were'made for bloth restrictive
and inclusive standards. Clearly, then, it is necesSary to incorporate
alternative attachment standards within hardship measures. An inclusive 0

'approach, i.e.-, with minimal attachment requirements, can be disaggregated
to focus on those with longer ettachment,' and' is preferable to an ex-
clusionary approach defined by a strict attachment.sandard which, there-
fore,:;limits informaticin available on persons with real problems but

falling marginally short of the strict;standard. - As an example, the
inclusive approach is used_ in defining unemployment; the aefinition
encompasses persons seeking just one' hour of work a week as well as those

, . seeking 40-hour jobs, or those unemployed one week as well as.those,jobless
a year or more. Attachment is handled by disaggregating part-time and
full-time jobseekers and Wort-term or long-term unemployed.

.

. There are some'other reasonable principles which might be applied in
prder tO further simplify the attachment tssue:

First, groups of individuals should not be eicluded because, on

average, they have marginal attachment; inclusion or exclusion should be
,based, insofar as possible, on individual behavior, experience and needs,
treating all individuals by the same rules. In particular, 'there is'no

justification felr excluding all persons aged 65 years and over, or
students, except by the same criteria used for others.

Second, attachment standards should apply consistently. Mixing time-

frames so that some persons are included by survey week status but others
by annual experience violates this principle. So, too, does inclusion of
part-time workers whcr are unemployed but not part-time workers who receive
a subminimum hourly wage, or a low earner who works 35 hours weekly but not
one who works 34 hours more weeks which yield more'annual hours of work
availability.

20
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Third, while the-truly discourraged should be included in any hai-Oship
count, the definition should include a minimum job search requirement to
provide a tangible demonstration of job desire and availability and some
proof that the inability to find work is, in fact and not'just inrination,
a primary reason for nonparticipation.

7. ,Disaggregations and supplementary statistics. Counts of persons
with inadequate incone or earnings (are one dintensional indicators of need,
including persons ..4ith no earnings whatsoever et well as those fOly em-
ployed but with earnings a dollar short of meeting adequacy standards. The'N-
Miller, Levitangaggart and Klein measures all estimated, the average
incomes of persons excluded and included in the subemployed and hardship
counts, as'well as the percentages living in poverty. Combined with the
disaggregations by typology of labor market problems, these'data provided
same indication of the relative severity of different types of problems for
hndividuals included in the counts. Klein _intrOduced the deficit notion,
already used in the poverty data system, measuring the dollar shortfall of
income or earnings relative to the needs standards. s

Hardship may result from low earnings'despite full employment, as well
as from -part-time, intermittent, or no employment, and each of these work
experience patterns and' probles might be addressed by different,policy
measures. It is, therefore, fnecessary Xo isolate the typology o labor
market problems causing hardship. The JUbemployment measures were usually
derived by cumulating separate components defined according to.the typology
of labor force problem and these separate component totals were usually
presented. For instance, the .Levitan/Taggart-Employment and Earnings
Inadeqpacy count was composited of, *and disaggregated for, the unemployed,
discouraged workers, 't fully-employed "low earners, the intermittently
employed and persons emplayed.part-time involuntarily.

Same of the previous hardship measures were also disaggregated by
family status, race, age, s.ex and'other key.demographic variables. Geo--
graphic breakdowns were al-so:available in a few cases. The Millet, Wirtz
and Spring/Harrison/Vietorisk measures Were calculated sti-ictly for central
city poverty areas, while the NCEUS, Klein art Levitan/Taggart Naga-es
inclucled breakdowns fiqr metropolitan and nonmetr blitan areas.

41k.
While primary emphasis in previous hardship measurement efforts Mnt

to developing acceptableAkindicators and explaining their meaning rather
than utilizing Oe measurement system for analytical purposes, Levitan/
Taggart, NCEUS, and Klein examined cyclical, hardship patterns, as well as
racial differgitials over time. To better identify the bathes ind cures of
hardship; there was some experimentation with siMulations ifi the Garfinkel/
Ha\ieman And Kloin Measures, Wei estimated hardship after augmentation of
i.d4vidual earnings up io estimated "capacity." These measures also
ssessed variants with and without income transfers.

Some of the meaSures 'also dissaggregated according to different need
standards. The Vietorisz/Mier/Giblin mdesures4,used a parametric approach
in defining need and thus produced several score of alternative indices.
The NCEUS and Levitan/Taggart aeasures were calculated (but not published)
with a range cif assumptions about attachment and adequacy standards. The
hardship measures also, in some cases, calculated exclusion rates--i.e.,
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the proportion in any labor market problem category excluded because of.

'earnirigs or income above adequacy standards.
,

The appropriate degree and focus Of disaggregation and of derivative
measures is suggested not ohly by the preqous worrbn hardship, which was

basically exploratory in nature and focused on developing indicators rather

than data systems, but/ also by tie Approaches bsed in presenting and

analyzing labor force poverty.statistics. Both annual work experience

and poverty data are ,pub hed 'with breakdowns by age, marital' and family

status, number of family arnerst income levels arid s rces, education,

occupation, race apdilregion. The poVerty data calcvlate total and average

income 'deficits fb measure: the severity of poverty. The nnear-poor"

population is counted.using 125 .percent of the poverty, thresholds4 There

,are supplementary data which identify in&ome so rces,'measure poverty with

and without cakh transfers included, and, recen y, calculate the incidence

of poverty:before ande.after the receipt of '0-kind aid. The work ex-

periAce measures assess severity in terms of frequency and,duration of
joblesSness and the veeks of labor farce participation. In other words,

the Bureau of Labor Statistics' annual report on work experience, and its

monthly repart on employment and earnings, as well as the annual Burqau'of
the Census reports on.poverty and income; provide examples of the types of-

disaggregation which are possible.and have proven,useful.-'

The National Commission on EMployment and Unemployment- Statistics
argued for a comparable array of information organizing these data elements

from the hardship.perspective: 12/

A singfe indicator carinot give' individual attenpon to :

the . . . components of labor market related hardship . deal

with multiple classifications of labor force status during a
year,, or give separate attention to the individual's status a

to his oeher family's economic status.

The commission therefore recommends that the Bureau of L

Statistics prepare an annual report containing measures Of the

different 'types af labor market relatedeconomic hardship re=
sulting from low wages; uneMployment and-insufficient partici-

pation in the la6or force. these data, which refer to in-,

diyidaals, would be presented in conjunction with 'the family

relationship and the household. income status, of the 'in- (

diyidual . . .

4

The'purposa of theannual report would be to present en,
ployment problems in relation to the most basic economic problem:

inadequate income. The Bureau of the Census publishes statistics

On the poveqi population, with peripheral attention-to labor
force attachment. The perspective would be reversed -in the

recommended report from the Bureau of,Labor Statistics, which
would start with labor force status and labor market conditions
'and relate them to'poverty.

- 22.
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Consensus and Convergence
./'

There is1 then, consensus on some hardship measuracn't issues and
convergence on'others:

First, .the concepts and 'related indicators linking labor force and
income status should differentiate between individual earnings problems
disregarding family stdtus,,and family earnings shortfalls which consider
differing family size and composition.

:

.Secoild, hardship measures should also differentiate between family
earnings hortfalls and family income deficits, while it would be desirable
to further differentiate the income deficits before and after cash transfer.
payments as well as weighing the effects of.in-kind aid.

-Third, the measures should utilize an annual timeframe, drawing on
work experience rather than- current work status data, and annual rather
than weekly earnings.

Fourth, the minimum wage is, the only socially a§reed-upon standard for
judging the,idequacy of individual earnings, while tie poverty thresholds
are the most frequently used and publicly accepted standardt for judging
the.adequacy Of family income. Supplemental calculations assessing hard-
ship -relative to multiples of the miniTum wage and the poverty level cari
indicate the.sensitivity.of the measures to alternate-needs standards, can
Enrich analytical potential andc.;51;geduce debate about appropriate needs
standards.

'Fifth, since a dollar of earnings -by any family member has an equal
impact on family well-being, the earnings deficits resulting from the labor
Uarket problem affecting.all family Members should be treated consistently.
The distinction between "primary" and "secondary" earners should be handled
by disaggregatton not by exclusion. The seiierity of an individual's
problems _should be measured in terms of the dollar decrement which it
produces in the income or earnings of the Individual and family.

Sixth, 'various typologies of labor marlket experience whicn generate
earnings problems should-be identified since they result from substantially
different causes and require substaRtially different cures. Along with the
numbers affected by each type of problem, the resulting income and edrnings
shortfalls should also be estimated, since some types of problems usually
have more severe consequences than others,

r
.

Seventh, the adequacy of earnings and labor force experience should be
judged relative to an individbal's hours and Weeks of availability for
work. All work force participants should be incl 11 d if individual
earningsfill short of a minimum adequacy level for their houri of availa-
bility ind if this shortfall contributes to family ear ings and,income
deficits. Labor force attachment issues should be addressed by disaggre-
gating: theie more inclusive measures accordineto the degree of partici-
pation in the work force and the size of the individual earnings deficits.

, Eighth, the hardship concepts and indicators must have the potential
for disaggregation to consider family size and composition, age, race, sex,
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region, occupation, and education, i.e., paralleling the disaggregations of

poverty and work experience data. There.should be an annual presentation

and analysis of these disaggregated data supporting the composite hardship

indiCators.

The first step, then, is to -define a set of hardship measurement-
.

concepts. and related indicators that .meet these various requirements.

A Measurement and Assessment System

The Primary Indicators

The -proposed hardship, measurement and assessment system consists of

three sets of core indicators which measure the adequacy of individual

earnings, the adequacy of family eaTnings, and the adequacy of family

incomes in terms -of both the numbers who fall below minimum standards and

- the dollar shortfalls relative to these standards:

1. -.The Inadequate Individual Earnings (IIE) measure counts indi-

vidua)swho, because of low wages or limited employment, have earnings less

than 'what would have been provided by employment at the minimum wage (or

its multiple) during the annual hours of actual or discouraged labor force

participation. The Inadequate Individual Earnings Deficit (IIE Deficit) is

the difference between the earnings that would have beeh generated by

minimum wage employment for all hours of availability and actual annual

earnings of,persons in the HE.

2.. The Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE) measure counts work force

participants whose earnings, Alen added to those of other family members,

do not,provide a minimally adequate family income as judged by the poverty

standard (or its multiple) for the family. An unrelated individual is

considered a, family of one. The Inadequate Family Earnings Deficit (IFE

Deficit) is the difference between the earnings of all workers in the IFE

and the poverty levels (or multiples) for their families.

3. The Inadequate Family Income (IFI) measure counts work force par-

ticipants whose earnings and nonearned incomes, combined with those of

other family members, do not provide a minimally adequate family income aS

judged by the poverty standard (or its multiple). The Inadequate Family

Income Deficit (IFI Deficit) is- the difference between the incomes of,,

families in the IFI and the' poverty levels (or multiples) for these

families.

These indices are calculated using three sets of adequacy standards

arbitrartly defined as "severe," "intermediate" and "moderate" hardship.

The severe hardship standards are the minimum wage for,judging the adequacy

of individual earnings (IIE) and the poverty threshads for judging the

adequacy of family earnings and family incomes (the IFE and IFI). The

intermediate hardship standards compare earnings and incomes-to 125 percent

(!if the minimum wage equivalent for the individual and 125 percent of the

24
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poverty threshold for the family. The moderate handship standards use 150-
percent of the minimum wage equivalent and 1610 percent of the poverty level
to define individual and family hardship.

For-all those who worked'or sought work during the previous year, the
adequacy'of individual earnings is assessed relative to their total time in
the work force. Actual'.annual earnings are '. compared to an "individual
earnings standardderived by multiplying the hourly standard (the minimum
wage, 125 percent of the ffdnimum or 150, percent bf'the minimum, depending
on whether severe, intermediate or moderate hardship counts are' being
derived) times each person's weeks in the work force multiplied by the
hours they were seeking work'or working weekly. Since the legislated
minimum wage is changed irregularly, the dollar level equal to the real

taverage minimum wage for the 1967-1980 period' is used as the hourly
earnings standard for severe hardship.

The adequacy of family earnings and family income are assessed rela-
tive to 100, 125, and 150 percent,of the poverty standards for each family
with at' least one member in the work force. The poverty thresholds, of
course, vary with family size and farm or nonfarm residence.

Hardship is assessed for all persons participating in the work force
over the course of a year, as well as for the subsets of participants in
the work force 27 weeks or more, i.e., "half-year,." and those in the work
force "full-year," defined as 50 weeks or more.

In summary, the system calculates nine basic variants of the 11E, IFE,
IFI and their associated IIE, IFE and IFI Deficits: each-measure is
estimated using severe, intermediate, and moderate hardship standards
considering full-yeayhalf-year, and total work force participants.

Supplementary Measures

The hards,pip measurement system includes several supplementary measT;'
ures, as well as subclassifications and disaggregations of the primary
indicators:

,

First, all work force participants (whether in the labor force full,
year, half-year or less-than-half-year) are classified into mutually
exclusive categories based on their work experience patterns over their
weeks of participation in the previous year:

Employed full-time (35 hours or more weekly) weeks of
work force participation.

2. employed part-time some or all weeks for persons 'employed
throughout their period of participation. Subcategories include persons
involuntarily employed part-time at least one week and, the remainder
employed part-time voluntarily.

3. Intermittently employed, combining weeks of employment and weeks
of uneMployment. Subcategories include those "mostly unemployed", (two-

'clri 25
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thirds or more of their weeks in the work force), "mostly employed"

(worting two-thirds or more of their weeks of participation), and the
remainder with a "mixed" pattern.

4. Nonemployed during weeks of availability for work. Subcategories

include pertons "unemployed" throughout all weeks in the work force and
those searching for work at least four weeks but "discouraged" the re-
mainder of the year.

Second, incidencg rates are derived for the IIE. ,IFt, and IFI, by

dividing the number with inadequate indivjdual earnings, family earnings,
And family,incomes,' respectively, by the number in the work force. The IIE

index measures the probability thats a work force participant will have

earnings less,than the minimum wage Opr a multiple of the minimuma for the

_1)

tohours and weeks of w rk that individual is an activer discouraged work
force participant. Th IFE index measures the proportion of the Work force

whose ehrningt, comb: ed with those of other family members, would result
in some degree of hardship in the absence of other income sources. The IFI

index measures the incidence of hardship among work force participants
after nonearned income is added to family earnings.

Third, aggregate and average.IIE, IFE and IFI Deficits lre calculated
for individuals in different work force experience categories. The IIE
Deficits of persons VI any given work experience category are straight-
forwardly added and average0. Family earnings and income deficits are
allocated among family work force participants in propospon to their

shares of the combined individual "arnings deficits of family members.
Where the combined IIE DEfficits of family members are less than the
family's earnings or incom0 defici,t, the difference is distributed ac-
cording to family members' shares of family earnings if each received at
least minimally adequate individual earnings. This procedure for allo-
cating family deficits among members suggetts the relative impact of each
member's employment and earnings problem on family hardship. The distri-
bution of the total deficits among persons in each work experience category
are also calculated, suggesting the relative severity of different labor
force pathologies.

Fourth, all these measOes-/the IIE, IFE; and IFI counts, their in-
cidence rates and distributiops,'plus the IIE, IFE, and IFI Deficits,

average deficits and deficit disttibutions as calculated for individuals
based on their category of work force experience--are'further disaggregated
according to Age, r,ce, sex, family-size and number of earners, individual
family status, educational attainment, individual earnings, individual
earnings deficit-, family income, region and,area of residence, and occupa-

tion. These calculations parallel the standard disaggregations of the

poverty and mcirk experience data.

Interpretative 4ndices

Individual earnings may be inadequate because of low wages, periods of
nonemployment or less than desired hours of weekly employment. A perrn
with Inadequate Individual Earnings May be in-a faMily with adequate family



www.manaraa.com

19

earnings, as exemplified by the teenager in a family with a fully employed
and well-paid head. Likewise, a person with adequate individual earnings
may,reside in a family which, because of large size or ,few work force
participants, may have.Inadequate Family Earnings even though no members
have Inadequate Individual Earnings. Family income inadequaty, which is
assessed only for persons in the adjusted work force', results when family
earnings_are low and are not adequately supplemented by transfers and other
sources of nonearned incomb.

To help sort out, the causes, consequences and cures for hardship,
there are a range of interpretative indices in addition to the primary
indicators and supplementary measures. To better assess the underlying
l'abor market pathologies and the effectiveness of various labor market
interventions, the earnings and incomes of individuals in hardship are
augmented in several different ways to simulate certain "what if" On-
ditions. For instance, the IFE -and IFE Deficit are calculated after
augmenting the earnings. of 'all unemployed and involuntarily part-time
workers by providing minimum wage (or multiple) earnings for all hours of
idleness. Under a closely related augmentation scheme, these same in-
dividuals are ascribed "capacity employment" defined as their usual hourly
earnings rate for all hours of forced idleness. The impact of increased
hourly wages or earnings supplements is simulated by the "enh4nced earnings
augmentation" which raises the actual earnings of all workers 7n the IFE by
10 percent. The attainment of minimally "adequate employmene' for all work
force particiyants iniulated by augmenting each worker's/annual ea/ehings
up to the level e minimum wage multiplted by the annual hours, of
availability. for The impacts of more. pomprehensive solutions for
labor market proble pre simulated by an "enhanced capacity" augmentation
which first provid0 workers in the IEE their usual wage for any hours of
forced idleness, then increases, everyone's anhual earnings by 10 percent.

_To better assest the interaction between family size and composition
and the family's earnings patterni and problems, a variant of the IFE is
calculated which considers only persons who also have Inadequate Individual
Earnings. The difference between this smaller total and the regular IFE
suggests.the number'whose family hardship results from large families and
limited work effort rather than ,the failure of family members to earn
minimum wages during their hours of availability.

Ta determine the marginal effect of solving thet problems of sig-
. nificant segments of the populaXion in hardship, the Iq and IFE Deficit

are calculated by augMenting the earnings of particular family member
subgroups.(such as heads, wives or other family members) and age subgroups,
and then determining how many families would remain with earnings below the
poverty level (or its multiple), as ell as the size of their deficit. The
augmentations include providing minimum wage and usual earnings for all
hours of forced idleness, and increasing earnings Op to the. individual
earnings standard for all hours of availability.

To better understand the effectiveness of cash and in-kind aid ip
alleviating the consequences of labor market problems, the IFI and 1FI
Deficit are calculated with cash transfers excluded from family income.
Differencing the' Net-of-Transfers IFI and the regular IFI suggests the
number of work force participants lifted out of poverty by cash transfer

2?
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Payments. An Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total is also calculated

indicating the proportion of person's with Inadequate Family Earnings who

are lifted out of hardship by other income sources, and an Earnings

Supplementation Rate-Nontransfers indicates the proportion of the IFE

escaping poverty (or its multiple) by the receipt of nontransfer earnings

supplements alone. Finally, the IFI and IFI Deficit are calculated after
adding the estimated value of food stamps to cash tncome; they are also
calculated after adding the estimated values of food stamps, housing

subsidies ahd school lunches:

Thus, the hardship measurement sysiem consists of an array of thirty

measures which are calculated separately for individuals in the labor force

full-yeaT, half-year, and at any point during the year, using, in each

case, the severe, intermediate, and moderate hardship standards (Table

1.1). For each of these nine variants of the data matrix, there are

disaggregations of the measures according to work experience patterns, and
then these complete data sets are further disaggregated by age, race, sex,
family status, occupation, family income, individual earnings and area of
residence of the work force participants.

Assumptions and Approaches,

All Atasures involve normative judgments "and assumptions translated
into a set of decision rules and definitions which are used in considering

the information gathered about the status and experience of each in-

dividual. The detailed definitions used in the calculation of the hardship

measures from the March Current Population Survey responses are presented

in Appendix A, but the general assumptions and approaches which are

implicit must first be understood.

Inclusiveness

The proposed set of hardship measures is inclusive rather than ex-
clusive, encompassing diverse labor market problems, work force attachment

levels, as well as family earnings and income patterns. The adequacy of

individual earnings is judged by the standard that each work force par-

ticipant should earn at least the minimum wage for the hours and weeks he

or she is willing and able to work, and that each family with work force

participants should be able to at least earn enough to escape poverty. All

earnings and earnings shortfalls are considered from an indiyidual as well

as family perspective, considering each individual's work experience and

his or her family needs.. The disaggregation of individuals in the hardship

counts according to work experience patterns and duration of work force

participation, and the disaggregations by family status and in-dividual

characteristics, are used to- identify the portion of hardship accounted,for

by persons with continuou.s work force attachment, primary) breadwinning

responsibilities or parti ular patterns of work experience which may be of

concern:.

28
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Table 1.1 HARDSHIP MEASURES

Primary IndicatOrs

1. IIE--Number of work force participants failiqg to earn the
minimum wage (or its multiple) for their annual hours in the work force.

2. IIE Deficit--Shortfall of individual annual earnings relative to
the minimum wage equivalent.

3. IFE--Number of work force participants in families with earnings
below ,the poverty level (or its multiple).,

4. IFE Deficit--Shortfall of family earnings relative to the poverty
level (or its multiple) ,for families with at least one work force par-
ticipant.

5. IFI--Number of work force participants in families with incomes
below the poverty level (or its multiple).

6. IFI Deficit--Poverty deficit for families With at least one work
force participant.

Supplementary Measures

7. IIE Incidence--Percent of work force with Inadequate Individual
Earnings.

8. IFE Incidence--Percent of work force with Inadequate Family
Earnings.

9. IFI Incidence--Percent of work ,force with Inadequate Family
Income.

10. IIE Average Deficit--IIE Deficit divided by lIE count.

IFE Average Deficit--IFE Deficit divcded by IFE count.

12. IFI Average Deficit--IFI Deficit divided,by IFI count.

Interpretative Indices

13. Full Employment IFE--IFE if every individual were employed at
minimum wage (or its multiple) for all hours of involuntary idleness.

14. Full Employment IFE Deficit--IFE Deficit if every individual were
employed at minimum wage (or its multiple) for all hours of involuntary
idleness.,

.1
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Table 1.1 (Continued)

15. Capacity Employment IFE--IFE if every-individual were employed at

his or her usteal hourly wage for all hours of involuntary idleness.

16. Capacity Employment IFE Deficit--IFE Dehcit if every individual

were employed at his or her usual 'hourly.wage for all hours of involuntary

idleness.

17. Enhanced Earnings IFE--IFE if annual earnings of all workers were

raised by 10 percent.

18. Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit--IFE Deficit if annual earnings,,

were raised by 10 percent.

19. Adequate Employment IFE--IFE if all persons earned at least the
minimum wage equivalent (or i..ts multiple) for all hours in the work force.

20. Adequate Employment IFE Deficit--IFE if all persons earned at

least the minimum wage equivalent (or its multiple) for all hours in the

work force.

21. Enhanded CapaciKiIFE--IFE if all persons were provided employ-

ment at the usUal wage for',all hours of forced id4eness, and earnings of

all persons were increased by 10 percent.

. 22. Enhanced Capacity IFE Defitit--IFE Deficit if Al persons were .

provided employment at the usual wage for all hours of forced idleness, and

earnings of all persons were then increased by 10 p cent.

23. Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total--Proportion of persons in IFE

who escape poverty asresult of nonearned income.

24. Earnings Supplementation Rate-Nontransfers--Proportion of persons
in IFE wilo escape poverty as a result of nontransfer earnings supplements.'

25. IFI Net-of-Transfers--Work force participants in families with
cash incomes, excluding transfers, which are below the poverty level (or

*

its multiple).

26. IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit--IFI Deficit when casb transfers are

subtracted from family income.

27. IFI Including Food Stamps--IFI .when estimated value of food

stamps is added to cash income.

28. IFI Deficit Including Food Stamps--IFI Deficit when estimated

value of food stamps is added to cash income.

29. IFI Including In-Kind Aid--IFI when estimated value of food

stamps, school lunches and housing subsidies are added to cash income.

30. IFI Including In-Kind Aid Deficit-1H Deficit when estimated

value of food stamps, school lunches and housing subsidies are added to

cash income.

t-,

30



www.manaraa.com

23

45 noted previously, this inclusive approach was adopted because the
exclusion rules used in previous measures to focus on breadwinners and in-
dividuals with a serious commitment to work, treated certain situations and
individuals inconsistently. For instance, the restriction of hardship
counts to "full-year" labo'r force participants using a 40-week attachment
:standard excluded an indivAdual unemployed 39 weeks but too ill to work the
remainder of the year despite the fact that this individual's labor market
'experience would have been just as much'a source of economic hardship as
that of a low earner unemployed for 8 weeks during the year. Likewise, the
restriction of previous hardship measures to primary earners and their
problems implicitly and incorrectly assumed that an extra dollar of
earnings to the primary earner would alleviate hardship while an extra
dollarlto a secondary earner v.auld not, or that problems of primary earners
could be cured more easily (which may or may not be true) or should have
_higher priority than those of others in the family.

By measuring hardship relative to individually derived standards based
on annual hours of work availability, by treating all earners equally in
considering family earnings and income adequacy, and by providing dis-
aggregatioriS to get At the issues usually handled by exclusion, these
anomalies were reduced. Inclusive measures can be disaggregated to the
exclusive measures but the inverse is not true. For instance, if 40 weeks
of participation were the standard for couriting hardship, data would not be
availablt to assess the problems of those with, say, 35 to 39 weeks of
participation. dearly, then, the information yield is enriched by the
inclusive,approach adopted in the proposed hardship measures.

Now Much Not Just How Many

Tha use of the earnings and income'deficit approach to supplement the
hardship counts provides an indicator of the severity of individual and
family problems. Previous hardship measures were usually one-dimensional--
once included, each individual counted the same as another regardless of
the degree of hardship, making- it necessary to exclude by definition all
those considered to have less serious problems, such as voluntary part-time
workers. They are included in the proposed measures if elrning less than
the minimum wage or 'Hying in families with inadequate earnings or income.
They might cOntribute only a small amount to the budget df their.families,
and the increment from raising their wages to the minimum might be small,
but this is revealed by the average earnings ant income deficits for such
workers. With such information and the weighting which'is implicit, there
is no reason for arbitrary exclusion.

There,is some inherent arbitrariness in allocating family earnings and
income shortfalls among family members. While the decision rule is com-
plex, the principle is not. To the extent that family members earn less
than the minimum wage equivalent for their hours in the work force, and
that these individual shortfalls cause the family earnings or income
deficits, these family;deficits can reasonably be distributed according to
the relative severity,of members' individual problems. If all members had
at least minimally adequate earnings, any remaining family deficit would
require greaterLearnings from all Jamily members in proportion to their
relative contribution to total famiJy earnings.

3 1
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The hardship counts can be straightforwardly disaggregated to focus on

the subsets of all work force participants who are available for work
full-year or half-year. However, assumptions are required in order° to

allocate family income and earnings shortfalls among family members where

some may be participating full-year or half-year but others less-than-

full-ye or less-than-half-year. Where the hardship measures are re-

stricte to full-year or half-year 'participants, the adopted approach
allocates the family deficit by.the same two-step procedure outlined above,
except that only the individual earnings deficits of the full-year or
half-year participants are considered in the first step. In other words,

to the extent the individual earnings problems of the full-year or WI-
year participants lead to a family's earningsf'or income shortfall, Attie

full-year or half-year participants are assigned this share of the family

shortfall. The relative contributions of all family earners are considered
in allocating any remaining family earnings or income deficit. This means

that the share of the family IFE and IFI Deficits allocated to full-year
and half-year participants under the full-year and half-year disaggrega-
tions of the hardship measures are not the same as the shares allocated to

them under the hardship calculations for the total work force.

Hardship Standards 4

The choice of the minimum wage to assess the adequacy of individual

earnings and the poverty evel to measure the adequacy of family earnings

and income are based on the fact that the minimum wage and the poverty

levels art unquestionably the most accepted and understood needs indi-
cators. Yet there are some implications which must be recognized and some

adaptations which must be made.

Because the. legislated minimum is adjusted sporrcally, sometimes
lagging behind the cost of living and.then suddenly catc ing up in a single

stept its use would produce irregular fluctuations in the individual

earnings adequacy measures reflecting the irregular changes in the law

rather than changes in well-being. In years when the legislated minimum

was eroded by inflation, the individual hardship count would go down even

though real purchasing power of low wage earners would probably be de-

clining.- Conversely, there would appear to be an increase in individual

hardship in years when the legislated minimum was raised because wage

adjustments would 4not be instantaneous. To avoid this anomaly, the pro-

posed hardship measurement system does not use the legislated minimum wage

as the basis for the individual earnings standard, but rather an average of

the real walUe of the legislated minimum, with adjustments *to maintain

purchasing power from year to year.

'Since an indexed-minimum rather than the legislated minimum wage is

used as the individual earnings standard, its acceptability depends on the

base level and the cost index which are used. The Minimum Wage Study Com-

mission suggested indexing the legislated minimum relative to nonfarm
earnings because of problems with the Consumer Price Index, particularly

the weight given to fluctuating housing mortgage interest costs. However,

the poverty level used to assess the adequacy'of family earnings and

incomes is an absolute_rather than relative standard, i.e., it is adjusted

. 32
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each year for the CPI. Thus,,the CPI index minus.housing interest costs is
used to calculate the minimum wage standard for each year, thereby over-
coming many .of the problems with the regular CPI, while achieving con-

,

sistern in. the use of absolute adequacy standards for both family and
individuar earnings.

There is no reason to assume that the real value of the legislated
minimum wage in any specific year is a better base than anothp, which is
why the adopted approach was to average the real value (adjusted for the
CPI minus housing. interest costs) of the legislated minimum wage.from 1967
through 1980 (using the minimum legi'slated for pre-1966 covered workers).
This relatively long period included minimum wage increases legislated in
1966, 1974, and 1977, as well as the erosion periods of 1969 through 1973
when the minimum was stable despite inflation, and 1980, when it rose but
not enough in light of unexpectedly high rates of inflation. The 1966 Fair
Labor Standards Act amendments completed most of the extensions in
coverage. 12/ In other words, the average for the 1967-1980 period
reasonably represents the real standard selected by society over the years.
when coverage was relatively comprehensive and stable, over periods of
minimum wage activism and neglect, as well as during economic growth and
recession and changing political cycles.

Another base pericid would yield different individual earnings stand-
r each 4ear. For instance, if the average fox the.1974-1980 period-

had bee used as the baseline rather than the average for the 1967-1980
period, th standard for each year would have been 1.2 percent lower.
Likewise, the e of the total CPI, rather.than the CPI minus housing
mortgage costs, would have yielded different,standards, particularly in
980 when interest rates rose so much faster than other CPI components.

Co.

Minimum wage standards

using 1961-1980 as base and
adjusting for CPI minus
mortgage interest costs

1974 $1.99
1975 2.16
1976 2.29
1977 2.44
1978 2.61
1979 2.87
1980 3.21-

Minimum wage standards
using 1974-1980 as base and
adjusting for CPI minus
mortgage interest costs

Minimum wage standard
using 1967-1980 as base
and adjusting for CPI

Legislated
minimum wage

$1.96 $1.98 $2.00
2.14 2.16 2.10
2.26 2,29 2.30
2.41 2.44 2.30
2.58 2.62 2.65
2.84 2.92 2.90 *
3.17 3.31 3.10

There is no adjustment for the student learners differential since it
is impossible to determine Aicp of the students in the labor force are
covered by' certificates. Likewise, there is no way to identify workers in
jobs not covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act. The disaggregations in
the hardship tallies permit adjustments where these are considered appro-
priate. For bistance, teenage students or agricultural. workers can be
subtracted from the totals.

The use of severe, intermediate and moderate hardship standards not
only accommodates varying judgments about what constitutes hardship, but it
alsb increases analytical potential. For.instance, one policy Tight reduce
the number in severe hardship more than another, but altek the intermediate
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hardship count by less. Likewise, some subgroups in the Work force may be

more concentrated above the severe hardship line but below the intermediate

hardship cutoff, while others are concentrated among those with severe

hardship. The different data sets can be used.like scissors to cut through

many critical issues concerning the relative severity of problems, hus
supplementing th4 dimension added by the deficit measures.

The severe, intermediate and moderate income and earnings standards°

are arbitrary. Rather than 100, 125 and 150 percent of the minimum wage

and poverty thresholds, any other multiples could have been used. The

choice was dictated largely by the conventions in previous hardship studies

and by value judgments based upon examination of the income and earnings

distributions in the population. rn 1979 the poverty threshold for a

nonfarm family of four was $7,412 and for,alunrelated individual, $3,800.

The minimum wage standard of $2.87 would have produced annual earnings of

$5,800 assuming 2,020 annual hours of employment.- -The median income for

households with four members was $22,576. For all unrelated individuals,

the median was $7,542, but, perhaps more appropHately, it was $13,321 for

unrelated individuals in the labor force full-year. The severe, inter-

mediate and Moderate income and earnings standards, thus, represented the

following percentages of the medians:

;

Family earnings and income
standards as percent of
median income of--

Th Nonfarm family of four
Unrelated individuals
Unrelated individuals in

labor foi-ce full-year

Individual earnings standards

for full-timefull-year.worker
as percent of median income of--

Nonfarm family of four
Unrelated individuals
Unrelated'individuals in

1 abor4force full-year

Severe

hardship
standards

(100 percent
of minimum
wage or
poverty

thresholdsY

. 33

.50

. 28

. 25

.77

. 44

Intermediate
hardship
standards

(125 percent
of minimum
wage or
poverty

thresholds)

. 41

.63,

.36

. 32

.96

.54

Moderate

hardship
standards

(150 percent
of minimum
wage or
poverty

thresholds)

. 49

.76

.43 .

.39

1.15

. 65

Obviously, minimum wage level earnings and multiples provide better

for the needs of unrelated individuals than for families, and for small

families than for large ones. In 1980, for instance, the Minimum Wage
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Commission estimated the hourly earning$4.needed for an individual full-time
worker to provide poverty level annual earnings for households of different
sizes:

Hourly wage equivalent for an individual worker employed
full-time and earning at OMB poverty level, 1980

amily members: 1 2 3 4 5 6-

Hourly wage -

required: $1.82 $2.41 $3.00 $3.8 $4.17 ..14.76

Conversely', the,poverty threshold is based on family size so that a
sole worker, in a large family must earn more than a sole wbrker with fewer
breadwinning responsibilities. The divergence between 'wtiat seciety con-
siders adequate earnings for an individual and theself-support needs of
families is the reason why there are separate measures and standards for
individual earnings adequacy and family earnings adequacy.

The minimum wage standards do not vary with rdsidene while the
poverty thresholds are lower in farm areas% The incOme needs of 'farm
residents were estimeted to be 25 percent less than those ,of nonfarm
residents when poverty, was first defined; the accepted differential was
reduced to 15 percent in the poverty counts covering the 1974-1980 period
for which the hardship' measure5 are calculated. ' The minimum wage is
uniform for the entire nation and, therefore, does not account at ell for
cost-of-living differentials. Thus, for rural compared to urban areas, the
IIE..measures will be relatively larger than-the IFE and IFI ,meawres
because of the cost adjustment in the poverty standard . but not in the
minimum wage standard.

It might make sehse to utilize cost-of-living adjustments for all
earnings and income standards. For instance, the BLS lower living stand-
ards which vary for metropolitan areas based on cost survey data, might be
utilized rather, than the poverty levels; This option would be impor ant if
the hardship measures were to be utilized in resource allocation (al hough
the poverty measures which do not utilize such adjustments are used
currently without much debate)-.

Typologies of.Work Ex'perience

4 The cate9orization of the work force accordi19 to their work experi-
ence pattern during their weeks of participation is critical in order to
understand the nature of the underlying labor market problems and hence the
appropriate solutions. This classification is relatively straightforward.
The work, experience ,categories include full-time employment during the
full-period of work force participation at one extreme, no employMent
whatsoever at the other extreme, with intermittent employment,and unemploy-
ment, as well a§ part-time employment falling between these extremes. The
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intermittently employed are subcategorized by the prOportion of their weeks

in the labor force they are employed and unemployed, just*as work ex-

perience measures subclatsify participints.according to we0s of jobless-

ness. The intermittently employed ihclude workers whose usual employment

is part-time voluntary, part-time -involuntary, full,-time, or a mixture.

The nonemployed and inteimittently employed may include individuals seeking

part-time work lor-some or all weeks not working. Workers, employed full-

period but with some weeks of part-time employrhent are subcategorized into

those who 'worked pant-time voluntarily and those who worked part-time

because full-time work was not available. The involuntarily part-time

employed indlude sonle who'worked full-time most of the period, whtle the

voluntarily part-time employed include individuals menting full-time work

some weeks'but restricted by reasons other than the lack nf fuil-ttme work%

The important point is that any individual can be classified in nneAand.

only one work experience pattern category.

Because the Cul-rent Popilation. Survey questions used in calculating

the ha'rdship measur6 are lilted, assumptions must be made about the hours

of work for indiviOals who mi full:time and voluntary part-time employ-

ment in okler to calculate the individual earnings standard. Where anlin-,

dividual works predominantly:part-time, ,40 hours of availability are

assumed during weeks thivindividual indicates he or she Wants more than 35

hours of employment. 'Where wqrk fs predominantly full-time, hours worked

when employed part-time are assumed to be 20 hours per week,

Finally, the nonemployed ere subcitegarized into those who are dis-

couraged vs. those unemployed. The disscouraged workers include persons who

did not work in the last year, who claimed that the inability to find work

was the primary reason, and who looked for a job at least a,month% This

job search requirement is used in order to weed nut individuals Ildho claimed

they wanted to work and could not-find jobs,.but might not have been really

eager for employment, or might not have known about avaiTable opportunities

because pf the absence of job search. A more rigorous job search require-

ment would alter some but not all of the hardship measures. For instance,

an individual with five weeiks of unemployment, couhted as discouraged

according to the above deffhitions, -would appear among the totally, un-,

employed in the hardship measures for the total work force even if two

months of job search were required to classify an individual as dis-

couraged; on the other hand, this :individual with five.weeks of unem-

ployment would be excluded from thefull-year tallies if a two-month search,

period were used in the discouraged worker classification. The deficits

and interpretative measures which augment earnings are also affected by the

stringency of the job search 'requirement, since those Counted_ as dis-

couraged are ascribed 50.weeks of work force participation in calculating

fndividual earnings standards and deficits, whereas they would only be

ascribed their weeks searchfng for work if included among the totally

unemployed. Theintermittently employed who were outside the labor force

for some weeks might also have been discouraged, but this cannot 'be

determined from the CR.S., questionnaire since inability to find work is not

included as one of the possible reasons'for nonparticipation unlesi it

occurs thrOughout the.year. Because earnings adequacy is judged relative

to,weeks in the labor farce 'for the intermittently employed, the in'ability

to estimate their weeks of discouragement leads to a slight understatement

of the number with Inadequate Individual Earnings. .
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"What If" Measures

. 'The Full Employment, Capacity Employment, Enhanced Earnings, Adequate
Employment and Enhanced Capacity IFE and IFE Deficit mnsures augment the
earnings of work force participants in different ways, and then determine
how many would remain with family earnings below the poverty level (Or its
multiple). The aim of these interpretative indices is to help in assessing
the impacts and implications of policy alternatives. For instance, the
Full agldyment IFE yields a general sense of the costs and consequences of
a large-scale:4p creation approach, while the Enhanced Earnings IFE yields
some notion of'what would occur if minimum wages were raised.' This does
not mean that guaranteeing minimum wage jobs or increasing the legislated 9.-
minimum would have these exact effects on hardship. For instance, if
minimum wage jobs were guaranteed, there is no doubt that most workers
fully employed at -tpan the minimum would leave their existing jo.bs for
the new,po ions. Many persons would be attracted from outside the labor
forc9,,-- Likewise, minimum increases would have disemployment effects as
well as attracting more:=V6rkers into the, labor force. The, augmented
measures, thus, provide indicators -of relative magnitudes and directions of
change associated with alternative,policies, but are hardly the last Word
on their relative impacts.

,

The augmented measures are disaggregated by the Same work .force
attachment, work experience pattern and demographic categories as are used
for the other hardship indicators. In the disaggregations for full-year,
and half-year workers, only the earnings of the full-year or half-year par-
ticipants are augmented in the prescribed Ways. The "what if" question
addressed by these Measures is "how many full-year or half-year partici-
pants would remain in families with earnings-below the poverty.level (or--
multiple) if the earnings of the full-year or half-year participants in the
family were augmented in*the prescribed ways?"

The work experience and demagraphic disaggregations for any of the
nine hardship severity/work force attachment combinations for the augmented
measures include persons in the disaggregated group who are ih families
with inadequate earnings after all work force participants with the re-
quired attachment have their earnings augmented._ For instance, in the Full
Employment IFE for the total work force, the earnings of the voluntary
part-time workers are not augmented because they have no hours of forced
idleness; nevertheless, the number of voluntary part-time workers in the
Full Employment IFE will be lower than in the regular IFE because some have
other family Members whose earnings are augmented, raising their families
out of poverty.

To shed light On secondari earner issiles the Full Employment,
Adequate Employment and Capacity Employmen't IFE measures are.also 'cal-
culated by augmenting only the earnings of spedfied subgroups while.
leaving constant the earnings of all other individuals in the work force..
The combined earnings of family members are, then, compared to ihe poverty
standard or rlultiple, and all family members in the work force,are included
tn the marginally augmented- tallies if they fall below the standards or
multiples. Becatise marginal augmentation invol,ves extensive computer time
gnd cost, it is only undertaken for the age/student status and family
relationship disaggregations. The disaggregations of the marginally aug-
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mented measuree'Yor age/student and family status subgroups tOunt all work

force participants in families which remain with inadequate earnings after

augmentation,of the earning s. of the specified age/student .or family status'

subgroups. In contrast; the age/student and famtly relationship disaggre-

.gations for the regularly augmented IFE measures include just the subgroup

members who remain in families with inadequate earnings after every family

member has their earnings augmented in the specified manner.

Valuing In-Kind Aid

The IFI Including Food Stamps and the IFI Ihcluding In-Kind Aid esti-

mate how many Work force participanls remain with a below:poverty living
standard after receipt of in-kind aid. These measures are derived from

responses to the supplemental questions on noncash benefits' which were

added to the March 1980 Current Population Survey,questionnaiTe and con-

tinued in March 1981. The valuation of food stamps is relatively straight-

forward, since food stamps are very similer to _cash income and since

individuals dre queried, concerning the dollar amount of food stamps

received. The IFI Including Food Stamps as income simply adds cash and

food stamps received for ach family with at least one ,work force par-

ticipant and compares,this with the poverty level (oe its multiRle).

The IFI Including'In-Kind Aid adds the estimated value of school

lunches and housing subsidies to food stamps and cash income. These

estimates are much more problematic because the CPS questions concerning

lunches and housing are not as specific, and a range of plausible assump-

tions yields quite different valuations. ly The CPS asks how rnany

children in the household received free or reduced price lunches. Ac-

cording to federal program statistics, about 9.9 million children from poor

and near-poor families received free meals, in 1979, at an average federal

subsidy of 93t per meal, while 1.7 million received reduced-price lunches,

at an average subsidy of '73t. Another 13 million received lanches at
prices modestly below cost because of the provision of federal Commodities.

It is assumed that families in the latter category will not perceiVe that

they are getting a free or reduced-price meal. This squares with the

aggregate counts from .the March 1980 in-kind questionnaire, where 11.3

million youth age 5 to 18 lived in household eporting that their children

usually received free or reduced price lunches .in 1979. The poverty

threshold in 1979 for an urban family of four was based on a $1.71 daily

feeding.cost for each family member. Since six out of seven ofsthe persons

receiving free or reduced price lunches got free lunches, and since tne

subsidy for the reduced price lunch exceeded the amount budgeted for each

poVerty meal, it is reaSonable to -assume that all families who reported

receipt of a free or reduced price meal, in fact, had their ,food needs

reduced by one-third per person- each day a lunch was received. Assuming

that leals were available for 182 school days, with a twenty percent

absentee, rate,, that the lunches reduced food costs of,each recipient by

one-third (i.6., covering one of three meals), and that food costs repre-
sented a third of the poverty level (which is the basis of the poverty

definition), then.each recipient in a family would have augmented family

cash income by .044 of its poverty threshold per hOusehold member (one-half

year times 80 percent attendance times one-third reduction in daily food
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costs times the one-third of a poverty income which presumably is allocated
for food). The estimated value of free ludches for a family of four with
two children receiving lunches was $164 in 1979, whereas the supply price
to the government was estimated to be $271. Though the subsidized lunch
might have supplied more calories and nutrients thah the poverty budgeted
diet, and certainly cost more to deliyer, it hardly eliminated the need for
breakfast and dinner for the student.

I

Valuation of housing benefits is.even more conjectural. If benefits
were valued at government su6Sidy cost and added to cash incomes, many of
the residents of subsidized housing would be considered nonpoor simply
because the units are more costly and presumably more adequate than the
alternatives which would have been secured in the absence of hou4in§
subsidies. Yet the income remaining after rent might still be less than
what is necessary, to purchase other needed goods and services. For
instance, a family of three with a cash income of $4800 living in a new
public housing unit might pay only $100 monthly in rent even though an
equivalent unsubsidized unit would rent for $500.monthly. The annual
subsidy would cost the government $4800 and the sum of cash and housing
valued at this subsidy would be-above the poverty threshOld for this
family. But can a family of three survive on $3600 net of housing costs?
Not if housing costs equal just a fourth of the poverty t 'reshold, with
three-fourths required for other needs, as the poverty *ndex assumes.
Therefore, the crude valuation procedure adopted in the hardship cal-
Culations caps the houving subsidy at the estimated housiiiig expenditure
share for unsubsidized low income families. In 1979, aqtording to the
annual housing survey, Occupants of subsidized units paid'a median of 24
percent of cash income for-gross rent (the public housihg formula, for
instance, allowed fot a rent of 30 percent of adjusted. income). Among all
households (subsidized and unsubsidized) with less than $3000 cash income,
the median percent of cash income going for gross rent waS in excess of 60
percent. For renter households with $3000 to $7000 ash incomes, the
median was 44 percent; for those with $7000 to $10,000, the median was 31
percent; and for the,$t0,000 to $15,000 income group, it was 24 percent.
Adjusting for the estimated proportions below the me ian who were in
subsidized units, the medians for each income class ar estimated to be
roughly 65, 50, 35 and 30 percent, respectively, for residents of un-
subsidized units with each level of family cash income. ubtracting the 24
percent of cash iqcome that is usually paid as rent i subsidized units
means that housing expenditures were reduced by approximately 40, 25, 10,
and 5 percent, respec,tively, of the cash incomes for nouseholds in the
different cash income classes. This is,admittedly, a very crude esti-.
mation procedure. For instance, large -and Small families with thel same
cash incomes are estimated to spend the'same 'proportions of income on
housing, which is unlikely. RegresSion analysis from tlhe annual housing
survey data could derive a predicted housing cost pet entage for each
household, and reft subsidy formulae could be used to redict subsidized
housing rents. Ho#ever, such detailed calculations were not justified for
the present purposes. Further, since two-thirds of the .3 million house-
holds in public and leased housing had no reported earn rs, only a small
proportion of all persons in hardship were affected by in kind housing aid,
and in most of the cases where the low-income families with work force
participants resided In subsidized units, the estimation procedures should
have yielded a reasonable "best guess" of the impacts of housing subsidies
on well-bein9. It is important.to stress, however, that he in-kind valua-
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tions for housing, like the valuations for school lunehes, are below the

subsidy costs. The principle whtch is applied in both cases is to de-

termine whether the cash income, which remains after the specific need is

met by in-kind aid, will provide for a poverty level "market basket" after

subtracting the price which this "market basket" assumes for each, element

provided in,kind.

A ComprehensivesSystem,

The thrust of this effort is not just to develop an acceptable hard-

ship indicator, but to design a comprehensive system of measurement and

analysis to supplement the poverv and labor force statistics systems, as

well as the massive body of analytical work covering labor market problems

and appropriate public policies which has been based on the poverty and

unemployment measures. In particular, the disaggregations and the inter-

pretative measures were designed to provide data usable with minimum

adaptation or manipulation to address a range of important theoretical and,

policy issues. For instance, previous hardship indkeators have suggested

that the number of persons -in hardship fllietuates less than .the number'

unemployed over the business cycle because those who already have struc-

tural problemS are the ones who suffer most in recessions, i.e.-,- their

hardship simply becomes more severe.. The proposed measures permit a much

better assessment of the shifting severity of need over the busines's cycle.

Because the labor force categories are mutually exclusive and descriptive

of all possible work experience patterns, recession or recovery-induced

shifts from one category to another can be'identified; for instance, shifts

from the mostly employed category to the mostly unemployed category as

economic conditions worsen. The comparison between the severe, inter-

mediate, and moderate adequaey counts enriches the analysis of the severity

issues. The family responses to changing economic conditions such as

increased labor force participation and earnings of added family members

can be assessed by analysis of the disaggregations: The augmented earnings

IFE measures provide varied perspectives on the*changes in the composition

and causes of hardship over the business cycle. The effectiveness of

income transfer programs in protecting against cyclical fluctuations can be

determined from relative movements in the IFI and the IFI Net-of-Transfers.

In other words, the tabulated data can be added, subtracted and multiplied

to address most analytical issu4s concerning the-hdrdship consequences of

macroeconomic changes. The tabulated. Aata are equally useful in assessing ,

seeulal trends, the problems of,minorities; the impacts of changing family

size, composition and work patterns, allocation and targeting issues,

transfer program impacts, as well as the potentials of policy tools, such

as minimum wage increases ,and full-employment job creation. Such appli-

cations are demonstrated in the -following analyses using the annual

hardship data calculated for the 1974-1980 period.

There are tradeoffs, however, ,in seeking to develop a .hardship

mOsurement system rather than. a single indicator, and in trying to

accommoda,te the criticisms of previous hardPiiriiii-aTures. The departures

from previous approaches overcome most of the criticisms but increase the

complexity. There are three primary sets of hardship measures rather than

one or two in other hardship systems, and these sets tnclude deficit meas7

A
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ures of hardship severity as well as body counts of those who fall belowspecified standards. Because the measurement system is inclusive, dis-
aggregation is necessary for acceptability in certain contexts, since the'
aggregated measures include some fndividuAls 'AO may have only minimal
attachment to the'work force and thus only a small potential contribution
to the well-being of their families. The use of severe, intermediate,.and
modetate income and ,earnings standards further complicates the picture.
Finally, the incorporation of interpretative indices as an integral part of
the measurement system increases potential understanding of causes and
interactions, but generates even more numbers for consideration.

The critical issue is whether the added complexity of the hardship
approach adds to understanding of the interface between work and well-
being, whether it leads to increased.attention to the structural employment
problems1;hich have the most severe consequences, and whether it provides
an imphved framework 'for asTessing policy alternatives. The subsequent
analysis seeks* to document the meaningfulness and reasonability of the
measures and their utility in Analysis of the causes and cures for the
critical labor market problems which. "undennine the well-being of our
nation's citizens.
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CHAPTER 2. 'HARDSHIP IN 1979

The Derivation and Dimensions of Hardship

The Basic Indicators

While the complete array of hardship statistics tabulated for a single
year is imposing, including over a half million numbers, and though the
unfamiliar terminology can bp unwieldy, the underlying notions are quite
simple. The' core indicators which serve as the building blocks of the
hardship measurement system are derived straightforwardly from available
wOrk experience, income and earnings statistics. They are designed to
address six basic questions:

Ml

.1 Ole

Inadequate Individual Earnings (IIE) - How many of the persons
who participate in the work forceduring the year are unable,to
earn at least the minimum wage multiplied by their total hours of
work availability? ,

IIE Def cit"- What additional earnings are needed to raise the
wages an salaries of these individuals with inadequate earnings
to the nimum wage level?

Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE) - How many work force partici
pants are in families whose total wages and salaries are below
the poVerty level?

*

IFE Deficit = Among work. force participants. with Inadequate
Family Earnings, what is the shortfall between family earnings
and.poverty threshholds?

Inadequate Family Income (IFI) - How many work force participants
have earnings and other family income below the poverty level?

IFI Deficit - HoW many dollars of added earnings or other income
are needed to .raise the families of work force participants in
the IFI out of poverty?

Based on the work experience, income, earnings and other information
collected in the Current Population Survey each March covering the preced-
ing calendar year, these questions can be answered for each year from 1974
through 1980. However, the derivation and dimensions of hardship are best
illustrated using 1979 as a baseline. This last year of,the 1970s was also
the last in which there was a reasonably healthy economy. The national
unemployment rate averaged 5.8 percent--0.4 percentage points below the
1970s average and 1.6 percentage points below the unemployment rate for
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1980 and 1981. The annual employment growth in 1979 Was a robust 2.5'per-

cent, equalling the employment growth rate averaged over the 1970s and in
contrast to a slight declihe in total employment during 1980 and 1981. The

real value of the legislated minimum wage which prevailed in 1979 very
nearly equalled the real value of the legislated minimum averaged over the

1967 to 1980 period. Tkbpoverty rate was 11.6 percent, just a shade below
the average for the 197Drt but significantly below the 13.0 percent rate in

1980. While the cost-of-,living (and the poverty-thresholds).rose by 13.3
percent in 1979, noticeably above the 7.4 percent annual increase of the
1970s, .inflation was more in line with the 11.0 percent annual increase

averaged in 1980 and 1981. In other words, 1979 was not the best of years

for our nation's economy, but it was generally characteristic of the 1970s

and a reasonable baseline for assessing the rather dramatic changes which

have occurred in the 1980s.

For this baseline year, the six primary severe hardship measures are

estimated as follows:

1. Inadequate Individual Earnings (IIE). During 4979, seven of

every ten persons age 16 or over worked or looked for work in the

civilian labor market (Chart 2.1). 'Among these 117.0 million
participants, one of every four, or 28.3 million, had annual
earnings Tess than the amount each would have earned if paid the

minimum wage for all hours they were willing and able to work
during the year. )/'

2. HE Deficit. To raise the earnings of these individuals up to
the minimum wage,equivalent for their hours of availability would
have required $52.0 billion in,additional earnings, which repre-
sented 4.0 percent of the nation's total wages and salaries. The

average worker in the IIE needed $1,839 more to achieve minimally

adequate individual earnings.

3. Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE). Not alV these individuals

suffered seriously as a result of- their earnings shortfalls;
while others, who earned at least the minimum wage equivalent,
nevertheless lacked the annual family earnings required to escape
poverty either because of theie own limited hours of work

availability, their large families, or the lack of supplementary

family earners. Two-thirds of the 28.3 million persons with
Inadequate Individual Earnings lived in families with combined

earnings above the poverty level, leaving only 9.1 million in
families unable to achieve minimal self-support by the work of

family members. On the other hand, there were 4.2 million work
force participants with adequate individual earnings relati've to
their hours of availability who-were in families with below-

poverty earnings. These 13.3 million work force participants
with Inadequate Family Earnings represented 11.4.percent of the

total work force.

4. IFE Deficit. Work force participants in the IFE needed an

additional $31.7 billion in wages and salaries to raise their
families' earnings to the poverty level. This IFE Deficit repre-

sented 2.4 percent of the nation's total wages and salaries and

4 4
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Chart 2.1. PERSONS IN SEVERE HARDSHIP, 1979
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averaged.$2,384 for each work force membei. with Inadequate Family

Earnings.

5. Inadequate Family Income (IFI). Of the 13.3 million in the.IFE,
2.8 million were in families lifted out of poverty by the receipt

of private pensiohs, alimony, interest and other nontransfer

income. Cash transfers such as welfa0 and social security,
raised an additional 3.4 million above the poverty threshold.
Thus, only half of the individuals with Inadequate Family

Earnings were in households with Inadequate Family Incomes. This

7.1 million in the IFI represented 6.0 percent of the work force
and two-fifths of the poor age*16 and over.

6. IFI Deficit. Transfers and other sources of income reduced the

$31.7 billion IFE Deficit by almost threet-fifths. The remaining

$12..8 billion IFI Deficit for-families with members in the work

force represented 66 percent of the nation's total poverty

deficit. To alleviate poverty among the working poor would have

required $1,818 in earnings supplements for each work force
participant.

Hardship and WorkTorce-Attachment

These measures of severe hardship count all-individuals participating
in the work force during 1979, including some working or looking for part-
time work totalling just a few hours of availability over the year, but

others in the labor force full-time, full-year. The incidence, nature and
consequences of employment and earnings problems vary with the annual hours
of availability. .

In order to understand these interrelationships, the basic hardship
indicators are cilculated for only those participants in the work force at
least half-year, i.e., 27 weeks or more, as well as for those participating
full-year, i.e., 50 weeks or more. The half-year hardship counts are a
subset of the. total hardship counts, while the full-year counts are a
sUbset of the half-year counts. Hardship incidence rates are calculated

for these subsets; in other words, the IIE incidence among full-year

workers equals persons in the work force for 50 weeks or more who have
earnings below the minimum wage level, divided by the total number of

full-year participants. The hardship deficits for full-year and half-year
participants focus on the, individual earnings shortfalls of these in-

dividuals and the share of the family earniligs and income shortfalls that
can be attributed,to their labor market problems.

Increased work force attachment reduces the probability of suffering
hardship (Chart 2.2). Among those participating less than half-year during
1979, the proportions with Inadequate Family Earnings and Inadequate Family
Income were more than four times those among full-year work force partici-
pants. Obviously, families with full-year participants had more hours of
potential employment and weret-therefore, more likely to have family earn-
ings above the poverty level. Yet the IIE incidence among less than half-
year participants was also greater than among full year participants, even
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Chart 2.2. INCIDENCE OF HARDSHIP BY WORK.FORCE ATTACHMENT, 1979

In worl force less
than half-year

In work force more
, than half-year but
less than full-year

In work force

full-year

In work force more
than half-year

Total in work
force during year

IFI Incidence IFE Inc.idence 1IE Incidence

15.2 28.9

18 0 15.9

I 6.8 17.0%

[4. 8.1. 19.5%

16 0 111.4

1F1 IFE
Incidence Incidence

1

24.2%

IIE

Incidence

47

34.2%.

,

49.2%



www.manaraa.com

40

though each individual's annual earnings were judged relative to his or her

weeks and weekly hours in the4Work force.

Although seven of every ten work force participants,in 1979 worked or

looked for work at least 50 weeks, only half of the persons with Inadequate
Individual Earnings were full-year participants (Chart 2.3). Among all

work force participants ,with Inadequate Family Earnings and Inadequate
Family Income, only three-fifths participated for half a year or more and
just two-fifths were full-year participants:

If two individuals averaged the same earnings*deficits each week in
the work force, the one with more weeks of attachment would have a larger
individual earnings deficit and ,would account for a larger share of the

total IIE Deficit. Thus, the work force participants with less than
half-year in the labor.force accounted for only a ninth of the total IIE
Deficit, even though therrepresented a third of persons in the IIE. Con-

versely, the half of persons in ,the total IIE who were in the work force

full-year accounted for three-fourths of the aggregate IIE Deficit. If the

family earnings and income deficits are allocated among all family work

force participants according to each participant's share of the combined
individual earnings deficits for all .family 'members where this total

exceeds the family's IFE and IFI Deficits, and the remainder of the
family's IFE and IFI Deficits, if any, according to each participant's

share of family earnings assuming all family workers achieved at least
minimally adequate individual earnings, the deficit attributed to each

individual represents the relative importance of, his or her earnings
problem in contributing to the family earnings or income shortfall._ Using

this procedure for allocating family deficits among family work force
participants, the full-year and half-year workers accounted for roughly the
same shares of.tfie 1979 IFE and IFI Deficits as they did of the IFE and IFI
counts. 2/ This is because the family deficits were less for families with
full-year workers; so that even though the average IIE breficit of full-year
workers was substantially larger than that of less-than-full-year workers,
the difference in their 'average IFE and IFI Deficits was less:

SEVERE HARDSHIP DEFICITS BY WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT

Deficit (millions)

Percent of
Total Deficit Average Deficit

IIE IFE IFI IIE IfE. IFI IIE IFE IFI

Total $51,998 $31,656 S12,824 100.2% 100.0% loom $1,839 $2,384 $1,818

Half-Year 46.,403 17,891 b,064 89.2 56.5 . 62.9 2,404 2,232 1,885

Full:Year 38,446 13,306 6,308 73.9 42.0 49.2 2,698 2345 2;036

Alternative Adequacy Stanidards

The attainment of minimum wage earrIngs for individuals and poverty-
level earnings for families is hardly a cause for rejoicing. For an urban
fmily of four, the lowest-level food menu of the Department of Agricul-
ture, dinner out at an inexpensive reStaurant once every two months,
minimally adequate rental housing, no' out-of-town trips, auto ownership by

4 8
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Chart 2.3., SEVERE HARDSW COUNTS BY WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT DURING 1979

(Numbers in Thfousands)

WORK FORCE.

!Total = 116,9.83

I Half-ye,ir = 98,733

Full-year = 83,979

INADEQUATE INDIVIDUAL EARNINGS

I Total lIE = 28,269 = 24.2% Total work force

IHalf-year IIE = 19,299 = 19.5% Half-year work force

-16.5% Total work'torce

I Full-year HE = 14,248 = 17.0% Full-year work force

12.2% Total work force

INADEQUATE FAMILY EARNINGS '

'Total IFE = 13,280 = 11.4% Totabwork force

4.

Half- a = 8,014 = 8.1% Hgif-year'work force
6.9% Total work'force

Full-year IFE = 5,675 = 6.8% FUll-yer work force
4.9% Total work force

INADEQUATE FAMILY INCOME

1Total IF1.= 7,052 = 6.0% Total work force--

Half-yean IF1 = 4,278 = 4.3% Half-year work force

3.7% Total'work force
,

Full-year IF1 = 3,098. = 3.7% Full-year work .orce
2.6% Total work force
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just half of families, a movie for the children once a month, no ciga-

rettes, and i six pack of beer three times a month for the family, would

have cost an estimated $12,585 in Autumn 1979. 1/ If one family member

worked full-time at the minimum wage in 1979, his or her $5,900 in earnings

would have provided for less than half of this Bur au of Labor Statistics-

defined lower living standard. If a second 'fami y member alio 'worked
half-time all year, the combined family earnings wou d be less than three-

fourths of the standard, and even full-time, full-ye r minimum wage earn-

ings by two family members would fall slightly short. Put another way, a

family of four with one fully employed full-time.wor, r, and one fully-

employed part-time worker, 6oth earning 150 percent of the minimum wage,

would just.exceed the BLS lower living standard, and a few weeks of

unemployment would drop the family below this modest level of sufficiency.
A family with income or earnings 150 percent above the poverty level would

also fall short. After cutting the three six packs of bger a month and the
once-a-month movie, there is little that could be labelled frivolous in the

market basket.which could be afforded by a family.,.with workers earning 150

-Orcent of the minimum wage or with earnings or income 150 percent above

the poverty level. Such workers and families may not be living in absolute

deprivation, but theY certainly cannot be considered more than marginally

self-sufficient.
.

The use of less severe earnings and income standards increases the

bardship counts and related deficits (Chart 2.4). Calculating the IIE Ily

comparing earnings to 125 percent, rather than 100 percent, of the minimum

wage for all hours of availability, raises.the IIE tally for all work force

participants by 45 percent; while comparing family earnings and incomes to

125 percent rather than 100 percent of the poverty'level r,aises the IFE by

30.percent and the IFI by nearly half. Under these "intermediate" hardsliip

standards, the IIE, IFE, and IFI Deficits are two-thirds, one-half, and

four-fifths above the Severe hardship deficits (Tab1e1.1.1)." There were

51.4 million work farce participants in 1979 who earned 4ess than $4.50 per

hour of availability, the m9derate hardship standard; while 21.6 million

'Thad family earnings less than 150 percent of the poverty level and 14.4

million had family incomes below this level. ;To provide all work force

participants with 150 percent of the minimum wage for their hours of avail-

ability would have requir $136.4 billion in additional earnings, repre-
1senting 10.5 percent of th nation's total wages and salaries. To provide .

earnings and income 150 pe cent-bf the poverty level for all families with

work force participants would, have required $69.7 and $37.2 billion,

respectively.

f' What Causes Hardship?

Mrket Pathologies

The unemployment raie is our nation's most carefully scrutinized and

widely quoted social indicator, to a large extent bec e of the presumed

association between joblessness and suffering. Each wee of forced idle-

ness reduces annual earnings and increases the chance ,that, over the
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Chart 2.4. HARDSHIP AMONG 1979 WORK FORCE PARTICIPANTS UNDER ALTERNATIVE
ADEQUACY STANDARDS

INADEQUATE
INOIVIDUAL
EARNINGS

INADEQUATE.
, EMILY
'EARNINGS

INADEQUATE
FAMILY
INCOME

(Numbers in Thousands)

TOTAL WORK FORCE . 116,983

IMMRATE HARDSHIP STANDARDS = 51,426 = 44.0% Work force

I LNTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP STANDARDS 40,961 35.0% Work force

I SEVERE HARDSHIP STANDARDS = 28,269 = 24.2% Work force

JMODERATE HARDSHIP STANDARDS 21%553. 18.4% Workforce

HNTERMEOIATE HARDSHIP STANDARDS = 17,190 = 14.7% Work force

--

1 SEVERE HARDSHIP STANDARDS = 13,280 = 11.4% Work force

IHOOERATE HARDSHIP STANOAROS . 14,354 = 12.3% Work. force

1 INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP STANDARDS-P 10,524 = 9.0% Work forCe

1 SEVERE HARDSHIP *STANDARDS = 7,055 = 6.0% Work force

Severe Hardship Standard:

Intermediate Hardship Standard:

Moderate Hardship Standard:

IIE earnings standard 100 percent of minimum
wage and IFE family earnings and IFI family
income standard 100 percent of poverty

100,-

IIE eamings standard 125 percent of minimum
wage and IFE family earnings and IFI family
income standard 125 percent of poverty

IIE earnings standard 150 percent of minimum
wage and IFE family earnings and IFI family
income standard 150 percent of poverty
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Table 2.1. HARDSHIP COUNTS AND DEFICITS UNDER ALTERNATIVE HARDSHIP

STANDARDS

Severe Intermediate Moderate
Hardship k , Hardship . Hardship
Standards Standards , -Standards

Persons in Hardship (000)

Inadequate Individual Ear'nings
Inadequate Family Earnings
Inadequate Family Income

Hardship Deficits (millions)

9

284269

13,280
7,055

$51,998
31,656
12,824

19,299

8,014
4,278'

$46,403
17,891

8,064

r4,248

5,675

3,098

$18,446
13,306
6,308

Inadequate Individual Earnings Deficit
Inadequate Family Earnings Deficit
Inadequate Family Income Deficit

Persons in Hardship (000)

Inadequate Individual Earnin9s
Inadequate Family Earnings'
Inadequate Family Income

Hardship.Deficits (millions)

Inadequate Individual Earnings Deficit
Inadeqaate Family Earnings Deficit
Idadequate Family Income DeficitW.

Persons in Hardship (000)

Inadequate Individuallarnings
Inadequate Family Earnings
Inadequate Family Income

Hardship Deficitsdimillinns)

Inadequate Individual Earnings Deficit
Inadequate Family Earnings Deficit
Inadequate Family Income Deficit

52

Total Work Force

40,961 51,426
17,190 21,553

10,524 14,354
. 1

$87,442 . , $136,402
48,556 - 69,668

. 23,015 37,173

Half-Year Work Force

29,212

11,128
6,804

$78,659
30,053
15,391

Full-Year Work Force

22,047
. 8,088

5,075

$65,053
22,665
12,077

4

28,130
14,699.

9,776

$123,804
46,195
26,227

29,442

10,981

7,383

$102,809.
35,456
20,808
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course of the year, earnings will be inadequate (Chart 2.5). Almost all ofthe 1979 work force participants who were unemployed or discouraged fortwo-thirds or more -of their weeks of participation had annual earnings
below the minimum wage level for their yearly hours of availability. Yet
among those unemployed less than a third of their weeks in the labor-force,
only a third had Inadequate Individual Earnings. Since this group -with
shorter duration unemployment represented three of every five work forceparticipants who experienced unemployment in 1979, only half of. all the
unemployedswere in the IIE. Moreover, among the unempl yed with Inadequate
Individual Earnings, only two in five resided in fam lies with combined
earnings below the poverty level, and only one in fo r resided in poor
families after the receipt.of transfers and other nonear ed income:

Experienced unemployment (000)

Unemployed with adequate individual earnings

Unemployed in IIE

18,468

-8 591

9,877

Unemployed with Inadequate Individual Earnings but
adequate family earnings

-6,169

Unemployed with adequate individual earnings but
Inadoquate Family Earnings +502

Uhemployed in IFE
4,210

Unemployed in IFE lifted out of poverty by nontransfe
income

-548

Unemployed in IFE lifted out of poverty by transfer
income

-1 044

Unemployed in IFI
2,618

Thus, only half of the unemployed were in the IIE, less than a fourth
in the IFE and only one in seven in the IFI. Conversely, over half of the
unemployed resided. in fqmilies with incomes above $15,000 annually, com-
pared owith just 6 percent of labor.force participants included in the FFE
countf-and virtually none of those included in the IFI count (Chart 2.6).
Without.questionf the 11E, the 1FE, and particularly the IFI rates, are
much better indicators of economic hardship than the unemployment rate.

Low hourly earnings and limited hours of employment, rather than
unemployment, were the most frequent.causes of hardship. Two-thirds of the
28.3 million work force participants with Inadequate Individual Earnings,
and a similar proportion of the 13.3 million with Inadequate Family
Earnings, suffered no weeks of unemployment during the year. There were
6.4' million low-paid- workers who were employed full-time during their
participation in the labor force but did not earn the minimum wage equiva-

,-/
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c 4,

Chart 2.5. SEVERE HARDSHIP INCIDENCE RATES AMONG INDIVIDUALS WITH

DIFFERING PATTERNS OF WORK EXPERIENCE DURING 1979*

All Work Force Participants

IIE IfE

1

Total
.

11.3 124.1%

::::::(

Emplo ed Full-Time All Weeks in Work Force

1
4.5 1 gg%

Employed All Weeks in WOrk Force, Some or All Weeks

t1 17 9 135.1%

Employed All Weeks in Work Force, Some Or-All Weeks

1 17.4 1 32.6%

Employed All Weeks in Work Force, Some or All Weeks

19.7

Intermittently Employed

1
118 8

Mostly Employed (Unemployed Less Than 1/3 of Weeks)

1
113.6

4.

33.4%

Mixed (Unemployed 1/3_- 2/3 of Weeks)

28.1

Part-Time

Voluntary Part-Time

Involuntary Part-Time

144.6%

147.8%

Mostly Unemplo ed Unemployed 2/3 or More of Weeks but Some Erploymert

2 95.0%4 4

Inadequate Individual Earnings

a

Inadequate Family Earnings

1

---169.0%

Unemploywd or Discouraged All Weeks in Work Force

146.8

Full-year Work Force Participants

Total

1
16.7 116.91

lo ed Full-Time All Weeks in Work Force

2.5 7.4%

Employed All Weeks in Work Force, Some or All Weeks Part-Tine

1 112.4 128.6%

Employed All Weeks in Work Force, Some or All Weeks Voluntiry Part-Time

1 -112.2 127.5%

Employed All.Weeks in Work Force, Some or All Weeki

13.0 32.4%

Intermittently Employed

Involuntary Part-Time

117.2 (43.1%

Mostly Enployed (Unemployed Less Than 1/3 of Weeks)

126.7%

Mixed Unem lo ed 1/3 - 2/3,of Weeks)

27.3

Mostly Unemployed (Unemployed 2/3 or More Weeks but Some Employment)

64.6%

Unemployed or Oiscouraged All Weeks in Work Force

LE- - .-%

41.1-

1 54.2

194.3%

133.9X

100.0.
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Chart 2.6. DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYED ANQ WORK FORCE MEMBERS IN HARDSHIP
BY FAMILY INCOME*
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lent for their hours of availability. Likewise, over a fifth of persons
--with Inadequate Family Earnings, and a fourth of those with Inadequate

Family Incomes, had full-time jobs during all their weeks in the labor
force. Thirty-five percent of part-time workers employed all weeks in the
labor force did not earn the equivalent of the minimum wage for their hours
of availability, and they accounted for over two-fifths of the IIE. Part-
ttme workers also accounted for 46 percent of the IFE and 38 'Percent of the
IFI.

Work experience pattern distribution
of persons in severe

hardship counts for total work force

Work
force IIE IFE IFI

Employed full-time, alT weeks 55.0% 22.7% 22.0% 24.8%

Employed part-time voludlarily
some or all weeks 23.1 .31.1 35.6 26.6

Employed part-time involuntarily
some or all weeks 6.1 11.3 10.7 11.6

Unemployed one-third or fewer of
weeks in work force 9.4 13.0 11.3 13.3

Unemployed one-third to two-thirds
of, weeks in work fOrce _3-3 9.5 8.3 8.9-

Unemployed over two-thirds of weeks
in work force but with some
employment 1.4 , 5.4 5.1 6.0

Not employed 1.7 7.0 7.0 8.9

Total 100.0 100.0 190.0 100.0

Another perspective is provided by the hardship deficit measures. The
average hardship deficits for part-time workers were much lower than those
for fully-employed, full-time workers:

Average-deficits Average deficits
total. work force full-year work force

IIE IFE .IFI IFE IFI

Not employed $1,974 $4,176 $2,591 $5,960 $5,069 $3,253
Intermittently employed 2,157 2,314 1,747 2,720 2,411 1,956
Part-time involuntary 1,830 2,506 1,954 2,825 2,409 2,120
Part-time voluntary 1,060 2,159 1,553 1,648 1,940 1,670
Fmployed full-time 2 480 2 196 1 840 3 309 2 334 2,176

Total $1,839 $2,384 $1,118 $2,698 $2,145 $2,036
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In the aggregate, persons in the severe hardship IIE were $52.0
billion short of the minimum wage equivalent for their annual hours in the
work force. Those who were employed full-time their weeks in the
dork force accounted for 31 percent of this d icit, while those who were
employed part-time some or all weeks and experienced no unemployment
accounted for 29 percent. Thus, individuals unemployed some or all weeks
accounted for only two-fifths of the IIE Deficit. The individuals in the
IFE with full-time employment all weeks in the work force accounted for a
fifth of the $31.7 billion IFE Deficit and workers employed some weeks
part-time and experiencing n unemployment accounted for over two-fifths.
In other words, the low earnings of part-time workers in hardship were a
major factor in the economic hardship faced by thefr families.

Employed full-time all weeks
Employed part-time voluntarily
Employed part-time involuntarily

Unemployed one-third or fewer
of weeks in work force

Unemployed one-thihd to two-
thirds of weeks in work force

Unemployed more than two-thirds
of-WaTSbut with some empToyment

Not employed

Total

Share of severe hardship deficits
for total work force

by work experience pattern
,

IIE Deficit IFE Deficit IFI Deficit

30.6%

17.9

11.2

10.5

11.4

10.9

7.5

1 20.3%
32.3

11.2

8.9

7.9

25.1%
22.7

12.4

10.9

8.5

7.J._

12.3
7.7

12.5

100.0 100.0 100.0

The 'relative importance of unemployment, invOluntary part-time work,
and low wages received for full-time or voluntary part-time work, varied
with'the hardship and work force attachment standards. Part-time workers
with no unemployment accounted fbr 31 percent of ill work force partici-
pants with Inadequate Individual Earnings in 1979, but only 26 percent of
the full-year IIE (Table 2.2). Conversely, full-time workers with-no
unemployment accounted for 23 percent of the total IIE but 29 percent of
the full-year 11E. The explanation for this difference is that a lesser
proportion of full-year participants were part-time workers (29 percent vs.
21 percent), while the LIE incidence among full-year part-time workersOs
less than among all part-time workers (29 percent vs. 35 percent).

Fully-employed, full-time workers with no unemployment repr'sented a
larger share of the hardship cowits and deficits when the income and
eahnings standards were less stringent. They accounted for 23 percent of
the 1979 severe hardship IIE for the total wohk force but 34 percent of the
moderate hardship 11E; their shares of the severe and moderate hardship IFE
counts were 22 and 28 percent,. respectively. Conversely, the unemployed
accounted for 35 percent .of the severe hardship IIE for the total work
force but only 26 percent of the moderate hardship IIE, while representing

5 8
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Table 2.2. SHARE OF HARDSHIP BY WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN*

Inadenate Individual Earnings

Severe Hardship Standard-

TOTAI,

Employed
fyll.Time

Employed
Part-Time

Total Work force 100.0 22.7 42.5
Half-Year Work Force 100.0 24.7 39.5
Fu-Year Work Forcell

lntermfdiite Hardship Standard-
100.0 28.6 35.7

Total Work force 100.0 29.1 42.1
Moderate Hardship Standard-

Total Work Force 100.0 34.0 40.4

IIE Deficit

Severe Hardship Standard-
Total Work Force 100.0 30.8 29.3
Half-Year Work Force 100.0 32.3 28.4
Full-Year Work Force 100.0 35.2 25.9

Intermediate Hardship Standard-
Total Work Force 100.0 33.1 30.1

Moderate Hardship Standard-
Total Work Force 100.0 365 30e0

Inadequate Family Earnings

Severe Hardship Standard-.
Total Work Eorce 100.0 22.0 46.4
Half-Year Work Force 100.0 21.6 42.6
Full-Year Work Force . 100.0 V4.8 38.7

Intermediate Hardship Standard-
, Total Work Force 100.0 25.2 44.6
Moderate Hardship Standard-

Total Work Force 100.0 28.4 42.5

1FE Deficit

Severe Hardship Standard -
I00-.0 -1 26.3 43.6Totil W-ik FOrce ,

Half-Year Work Force 100.0 21.8 37.5

Full-Year Work Force 100.0 24.8 33.9

Intermediate Hardship Standard-
Total Work Force 100.0 22.2 42.7

Moderate Hardship Standard-
Total Work force 100.0, 24.4 41.6

(Employed (Employed Inter -

Part-Time Pirt-Time mittently (Mostly (Mcntly Hot

Voluntarily) lnvoluntarllyl (mployed Employed) (plied) Unemplord) Employed

29.4
26.2

'

(32.1)

(31.2)

(11.4)
(10.1)
(9.5)

(10.0)

(9.2)

27.8
33.6

33.3

23.9

21.7

(13.0) (9.5)

(15.2) (11.3)

(13.4) (11.9)

(12.6) (7.5)

(12.3) (6.4)

(5.3)

(7.0)

(8.0)

(3.8)

(3.0)

6.9
2.2

2.4

4.8

3.8

(17.9) 11.3 32.5
8S.71

7.4

(17.6) 10.8 34.1 11.8 5.2

(16.0) 10.0 33.5 (9.3 11.8 (12.4 5.4

(19.0) (11.1) 31.3 (12.0) (10.8) (9,6) 5.5

(19.4) (10.6) 29.2 (12.6) (9.7) (7.0) 2.9

MI32.5
29.1 (9.6

(34.1) (10.4)

(32.3) (10.2)

\e

24.6
32.7
33.2

24.4

24.b

IN1
11.3) 23.9

Ira
33.9

(24711 34.2

(31.5) (11.2) 25.0

(30.5). (11.1) 25.4

0

14.2
11.9

(18.0)

(12.6)

'(17.961

(9.9

(10.2)

(11.1)

(11.0
(12.6

(7.9)

(7.5)

9.7

7.0
2.3
3.3

4.4) 5.9

(3.9) 5.1

(7.1) 12.2

(10.8
1111i

6.8
(12.0 7.1

(8.3) (6.5) 10.2

(8.3) (3.9Y 8:7

/
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32 percent of severe hardship IFE but only 29 percent of the moderate
hardship IFE.

Allevirting Hardship By Solving Labor Market Problems

The relative importance 'of different labor force pathologies is
suggested by the ch nges in the hardship counts and deficits which occur
when earnings are au nted in various ways. Suppose, for instance, that
all labor force par icipants experiencing unemployment or involuntary
part-time employment eee ascribed minimum wages for all hours of forced
idlenessv The combination of these augmented earnings with the wages and
salaries of other family members would, in many cases, lift family earnings
above the hardship threshhold. The Full Employment IFE--calculated just
like the -regular IFE but after augmenting the earnings of the unemployed
and involuntary part-time workers--was a fourth below the regular IFE in
11979, as was the Full Employment IFE Deficit (Table 2.3).

If the unemployed and trivoluntary part-time workers in the IFE were
ascribed the same wage as they averaged during their hours of employment--
or up to the earnings capacity they demonstrated in the labor market--the
Capacity Employment IFE would have been just a sixth below the regular IFE
and the Capacit? Employment IFE Deficit a fifth below the regular IFE Defi-
cit. Because the impact of augmentation was less when unemployed and
involuntary part-time workers were ascribed their usual wage, rather than
the minimum wage, for their hours of idleness, it is clear that many in the
IFE experiencing forced idleness also received low wages wben they_warked_

Eliminating Inadequate Individual Earnings would not eliminate
Inadequate Family Earnings. If all persons in boa-the IIE and IFE counts
were ascribed the minimum wage equivalent for all hours of availability,
and their then adequate individuaf earnings were added to those of other
family members, this \Adequate Employment IFE would have been 36 percent
below the regular IFE in 1979, but would still have included 8.5 million
persons. While the regular IFE Deficit would have been reduced by two-
fifths, an Adequate Employment IFE Deficit of $18.8 billion would have
remained. r/

If the annual earnings of the persons in the IFE were enhanced by 10
percent, whether through increased hours of employment or raised hourly
wages, the Enhanced Earnings IFE would have been only a tenth below the
regular IFE. Even if the unemployed and involuntary part-time workers were
first provided -employment for all hours of idleness, with wages at their
usual hourly rate, and then the earnings of all persons in the I-FE were
enhanced by 10 percent; this Enhanced-Capacity IFE would still have been 55
percept of the regular IFE, and 7.4 mfllion work force participants would
have'remained in families with earnings below the poverty level.

The family earnings shortfalls of half-year and full-year, as opposed
to total, work force participants were much more clearly the result of
labor market problems rather than limited work force availability, as
suggested by the greater impacts of earnings augmentation for half-year and
full-year workers. For instance, if full-year participants with Inade-

6u
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Table 2.3. REDUCTIONS IN INADEQUATE FAMILY EARNINGS RESULTING FROM AUGMENTED INDIVIDUAL EARNINGS

Hardship

Severe Hardship Standards Intermediate Hardship Standards Moderate Hardship Standards

Total

'Work Force
Half-Year
Work Force

Full-Year
Wori Force

Total

Work Force
Haif-Year
Work Force

Full-Year
Work Force

Total

Work Force
Half-Year
Work Force

Full-Year
Work Force

1FE
1

13,280 8,014 5,675 17,190 11,128 8,088 21,553 14,699 10,981
Full Employment 1FE 2 10,078 5,434 3,667 12,802 7,647 5,393 15,660 9,991 7,318
Adequate Employment !FE, 8,513 3,959 2,408 10,006 5,110 3,235 11,275 . 6,079 4,018
Capacity Employment IfE' 11,093 6,193 4,278 14,610 9,022 6,397 18,480 - 12,232, 9,014
Enhanced Earnings 1FE: 11,998 7,000 4,935 15,422 9,728 7,010 19,078 12,663 9,323
Enhanced Capacity !FED 7,379 3,122 1,882 8,623 4,054 2.550 9,602 4,827 3,316

Hardship Deficiis

1FE Deficit
1

Full Employment !FE Deficit
2

31,656
22,115

17,891

10,957
13,306

8,142
48,556
33,203

30,053
18,447

22,665
14,111

69,668
46,871

46,195
28,572

35,456

2121::::Adequate Employment 1FE Deficit, 18,769 7,261 4,766 26,570 11,628 7,990 34,926 16,574
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 25,451 13,503 10,231 39,600 23,505 18,213 57,747 37,559 29,908
Enhanced Earnings 1FE Deficit4 29,231 16,597 12,854 44,605 27,671 21,640 63,820 42,306 33,590
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit5 16,690 5,631 3,578 23,373 8,972 5,955 30,471 12,769 8,750

Percent Reduction in Regular IFE

Full Employment IFE
1

2
-24 -32 -35 -26 -31 -32 -27 -32 -33

Adequate Employment !FE, -36 -51 -58 -42 -54 -60 -48 -59 -63
Capacity Employment IFE'

4
-16 -23 -24 -15 -19 .41 -14 -17 -18

Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit -10 -13 -13 -10 -12 -11 -14 -15
Enhanced Capacity IFE5 -45 -61 -67 -50 -64

_-13

-69 -56 -67 -07

Percent Reduction in Regular
1FE Deficit ,

-30 -39 -39 -32 -39 -38 -33 -38 -36Full Employment IFE Deficit 1

Adequate Employment IFE Deficit3 -41 -59 -64 -45 -61 -65 -50 -64 -66
Capacity Employment IFE Defic4t - -20 -25 -23 -18 -22 -20 -17 -19 -16
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit -08 -07 -03 -08 -08 -05 -08 ' -08 -05
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit5 -47 -69 -73 -52 -70 -74 -56 -72 -75

,

1
In calculating the Full Eaployment IFE and Deficit, earnIngs are augmented by providing all unemployed and involuntarily part-Com employed persons
141 the IFE the minimum wage (Or 125 and 150 percent of the mtnimum wage fur tntermedtate and moderate hardship standards) for all hours of forced

idleness.

2
In calculdling the Adequate Enploynmnt IFE and Deficit, earnings are augmmnted for all perpns in the IFE with Inadiguate Insdividual Earnings. Their

earnings are raised to the individual adequacy standard, i.e., the minimum wage or its multiple times their hours of availability

3
In calculating the Capacity Enplojment (FE and Deficit, the unenoloyed and Involuntary part-time workers in the IF6/are providd their usual
wage (when wnrking) for all hnuri of forced idleoos.

4
In calculating the Enhanced Earnings IFE and Deficit. OM earnings of each per:on in the IFE are augmented by 10 percent.

to calculating the Enhanced Capacity IFE and Deficit, wormploivd and involNoarj patt-thm workPr: in the If( are frs t
Dr ,,,;, ti,, usual waqe

(when worklo,j) for all hour: Of forced Id1Pnesl. then their capaZity leyel eAruln1-.. dS MPH AS the earning: of all Other pu P.. lo the 1FE, 4re

raised by 10 percent.
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quate Family Earnings in 1979 were provided the minimum wage equivalent for
all hours of availability, or their actual earnings if higher than this
level, the regular full-year IFE Would have been reduced by three-fifths-.
The Enhanced Capacity IFE for full-year participants was only a,.thrd of
the regular IFE for full-year participants.

Full Employment augmentation had a greater effect on reducing moderate
and intermediate hardship than severe hardship; while Capacity Employment
augmentation had a lesser effect. Multiples of the minimum wage exceeded
the usual earnings of the unemployed, so that when their earnings were
augmented by providing 125 or 150 percent of the minimum for each hour of
unemployment or involuntary part-time work, this represented a substan-
tially greater increment than when usual earnings were ascribed for all
idle hours. Adequate Employment augmentation had a greater effect- in
reducing moderate than severe hardship beceuse persons with Inadequate
Individual Earnings represented a larger share of the moderate hardship IFt
than the severe hardship IFE (69 percent of persons in the severe hardship
IFE for the total work force had Inadequate Individual Earnings compared to
83 percent of the persons in the moderate hardship IFE).

Breadwinners and Breadwinnihg Responsibilities

By definitiqn, Inadequate Individual Earnings bay result only from low
hourly earnings, unemployment, involuntary part-time employment, or some
combination. Inadequate Family Earnings often results from these id-
dividual labor market problems, but can be compounded_by limAted wark_farce_
'participation of family members as well as by tiarge families. Among the
13:3 million total work force participants-with Inadequate Family Earnings,
andthe 5.7 mil1ton in the- fu11-y4e-IFE, 4.2 million and 1.2 million,
respectively, had adequate individual earnings. On the other _hand;
individual earnings problems were not -always, or not even usually, as7
sociated with family earnings problems. Among the 28.7 million total work
force participants and 14.2 million full-year work force participants with
Inadequate Individual Earnings in 1979, only 9.1 and 4.5 million, respec-
tively, were in families with be w-poverty earnqigs.

Overail, the IFE incidence 2,as higher among unrelated individuals and
workers who were members of two-person families than among those living in
families with three to five members. The IFE incidence was also sig-
nificant among families with six or more members:

IFE rate for total
work force by family size

One member 20.5%
Two members 12.0
Three members 8.0

*Four-five members 7.8
Six or more members 13.9
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However, controlling for the number of work force participants, hard-
ship increased with family size. Reflecting the higher IIE rates among
part-time and secondary earners, the work force participants from larger
families with more than one earner were most likely to have Inadequate
Individual. Earnings (Table 2.4). Workers with Inadequate Individual

Earnings were more likely to have Inadequate Family Earnings if their
families were larger. The more family members to support, the greater were .

the chances that a person with adequate individual earnings would never-
theless have below-poverty family earnings.

Conversely, the likelihood of Inadequate ,Family Earnings was _much
lower when there were more breadwinners in the family anakwhen these bread-
winners had greater labor force attachment. Families with four to five-
members had the following probabilities of having annual earnings below the
pwerty level:

. Three or more full-year work force participants
Three or.more half-year work force participants
Three or more in work force during year

Two full-year work force participants
Two half=year work force participants
Two-in work force during year

Probability of below-poverty
family earnings

1.6%

2.0

3.0

5:5
6.2

8.6

One full-year wark force participant
One half-year woek force participant

One in work-force durffig year

Supplements to Family Earnings

12.3

14.6

20.5 A.

The economic hardship which would have resulted from Inadequate Family
Earnings was significantly .mitigated by transfer payments and other non-

earned income. Nearly half of all 1979 wo force participants with family

earnings below the poverty level had at le st minimally adequate family
incomes. Nontransfer earnings supplements a counted for 45 percent of

those rising out of poverty,owhile the additionNo transfers accounted for

the remaindee. The IFE Deficit_of $31.7 billion or 1979 was reduced to
$24.0 billion by, nontransfer income, and reduced f ther to $12.8 billion

(or the IFI Deficit) by cash transfers. This $ 1.2 billion deficit .

reduction caused by transfers was not the amount of transfers received by
the families of workers in the IFrTsince the benefits they received may

have' exceeded the IFE Deficit in many cases. Revertheless, the deficit

reduction provides an important indicatar of the degree to which labor
market-related hardship was alleviated by transfers and other income.

The "Earnings Supplementation Rate".--i.e., the'probability that a

worker with Inadequate Family Earnings will have adequate family income
because of transfers and other nonearned income--wai, understandably, much

63
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Table 2.4. INCIDENCE OF HARDSHIP BY FAMILY SIZE AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS IN TOTAL WORK FORCE*

Percent with
Inadequate

Individual Earnings

Percent with
Inadequate

Individual Earnings

Who had Inadequate
Family Earnings

Percent with
adequate

individual earnings
who had Inadequate

Family Earnings

Percent with
Inadequate

Family Earnings

One person in work force
1 in family

20.5
Ti7

76.8

3775'
7.8

377
23.6
TES.

2 in family .21.3 83.1 10.8 28.5
3 in family 21.4 88.0 7.6 26.4
4-5 in family 14.6 87.4 7.8 20.5
6 or more in family 21.2. 6.8 20.9 41.5

Two per$ons in work force 21.8 3.3 2.0 7.0
2 in family 19.2 37
3 in family 21.4 17.9 1.2 5.1
4-5 in family 23.5 26.7 2.3 8.6
6 or more.in family 33.2 46.9 9.3 24.8

% Three.or more persons in
work force 32.0 8.9 1.0 3.9

3 in family 777f
4-5 in family 31.2 7.0 0.8 3.0
6 or more in family 37.7 14.0 2.1 7.4

4.

6 4



www.manaraa.com

56

lower when he or she had.a more severe labor market problem or more mouths

to feed, and, therefore, a greater deficit to make'up by earnings supple-

ments. The Earnings Supplementation Rate for the total work force was 46.9

percent, with a 21.3 percent reduction in the IFE due to nontransfer income

(Chart 2.7). Among voluntary_ part-time workers--Who had lower average IFF

Deficits--the Earnings Supplementation Rate was 60.4 percent, compared to

onlyt32.8 percent for persons in the IFE who had no employment during their

weeks in the work force. Those in. the IFE with adequate individual

earnings or an individual earnings deficit of less than $250 had a 57.8

percent chance of rising out of poverty as a result of earnings -supple-

ments, compared to a 31.7 percent Earnings Supplementation Rate among IFE
.workers.with individual earnings deficits of $4,000 or more. Families with

more members were less likely to be lifted out of the IFE, reflecting their

larger family earnings deficits. As the number of family earners in-

creased, so did the likelihood of earnings supplementation, again because
the extra earnings brought the families closer to the poverty threshold.

Because most cash transfers are income targeted and are reduced as .

earnings increase, the proportions of 1979 work force participants who were
moved out of intermediate and moderate hardship by the receipt of transfers
were lower than the proportion moved out of severe hardship, even though,

the numbers affected were nearly the same. The percentage reduction in the

severe hardship IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit which resulted from cash

benefit§ exceeded the percentage reductions in either the intermediate and

moderate IFI Net-of-Transfer Deficits, 'even tholigh the dollar reductions
were much smaller simply because there were more persons and hence more
recipients in moderate and intermediate, compared to severe, hardship.

Again, the deficit represented only the difference between income°net,of
transfer and the poverty level; the trans ers received y persons it e

out of hardship by their receipt may have exceeded this deficit reduction
to the degree the cash benefit§ raised incomes above the-poverty, levet
Since most of the persons in severe hardship who received transfers

remained below the moderate hardship standards most of the transfers

received by the poor in the Work force were included in the deficit
reductions measured using moderate hardship standards:

Severe Intermediate

hardship hardship
standards standards

Moderate

hardship
standards

IFI Net-of-Transfers (000)

minus IFI

10,457

7,055

14,145

-10 524

18,205
-14 354

Transfer effect - 3,402 - 3,621 - 3,851

Percentage transfer effect -26% -21%

IFI Net-of-Transfers
Deficit (millions) $24,006 $37,970 $55,982

minus IFI Deficit ,12 825 -23,015 -37,173
Transfer effect 1--11,181 -14,945 -18,809

Percentagetransfer effect -47% -39% -34%

6 5
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Chart 2.7. PERCENT OF PERSONS IN SEVERE HARDSHIP IFE BUT NOT IN IFI BECAUSE
OF EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTS*

Work Experience 'Patterns

40.4Employed Full-Time

Involuntary Part-Time*

Voluntary Part -Timm

Mostly Employed

I

113.1 142.7

131.0

132.9

Mixed Employment

Mostly Enemployed

Not Employed

222.9 It2.1

9.2 1,1.2

Its 1 )2.11

ILE Deficit

SO.- 249

250 - 499

500 - 999

1,000 - 1,499

1,500 - 1,999

2,000 - 2,499

2,500 - 2,999

3,000 - 3,999

t

19d Itt .

1$ 0 It$ I

0.9 Itt

u f 1 43

119.1 1 43

IL4 141.3

33.2

4,000 1-224 )31.2

One Person In Work Force

One Nsiber

Two Members

Three Members

Pour or Five Members

Six or More Members

Two Persons in Work Force

Two Members

Three Members

Four or Five Members

Six or More Members

Three Persons in Work.Force

Three Members

Four or,Five Members

Six or More Members

3.

2I 2

60.2

141 4

31.3

33 2

h.

1.4.9

22.

1321

1 i1 1

1

Percent {TE Lifted Out of
Poverty By Non-Transfer
Income Supplements to
Earnings

1 41 11

/
1

1

Percent IFE Lifted Ouc of
Poverty By Transfer and
Non-Transfer Income Supple-
ments to Earnings
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The IFI c6nsiders -Only cash transfers, but in-kind aid such as subsi-

dized housing and free school lunches may reduce cash needs, while food
stamps may &ctually be used as currency in some communities. Adding the

value of food stamps received by a family to its cash income in 1979 re-

duces the number of work force participants with Inadequate Family Income

by half a million and the IFI Deficit from $12.8 to $10.9 billion. Valuing

school lunches at the poverty budget expenditure for each_meal, and sub-
sidized housing at the estimated percentage reduction in housing expendi-

ture which resulted from subsidies, and adding these amounts to cash and

food stamp income for recipient families, reduces the IFI and its Deficit

even more... Where there were 7.1 million persons in the severe hardship IFI

considerinsr-only cash income, and 6.5 million counting the value of food
shmps as intome, the number drops to 6.2 million when subsidized housing
and school lunches are counted as income, reducing the IFI Deficit to $10.4

billion. As in the case of cash transfers, the percentage reductions in

hardship counts and deficits- resulting from in-kinthaid are greater for the

severe hardship measures than the intermediate or moderate hardship

ffeasures, even though the absolute reductions in the deficits are far less:

IFI Net Of Cash Transfers (000)
minus IFI Including Food Stamps

Cash and food stamps transfer effect
Percentage cash and food stamps

transfer effect

IFI Deficit Net of Cash
Transfers (millions)

minus IFI Deficit Including Food Stamps
Cash and food stamps transfer effect
Percentage cash and food stamps

transfer effect

IFI Net of Cash Transfers (000)
minus IFI Including Food Stamps,

School Lunches and Housing
Cash and in-kind transfer effect
Percentage cash and in-kind

transfer effect

IEI Deficit Net of Cash
Transfers (millions)
minus IFI Deficit Including Food Stamps,

School Lunches and Housing

Cash and in-kind transfer effect
Percentage cash.and in-kind

transfer effect

67

Sev re Intermediate Moderate

hardship hardship hardship
.standards standards standards

10,457 14,145 18,205

- 6 522 -10 189 -14 103

3,935 3,956 4,102

$24,006

-10 909

$37,970

-20 599

$55,982

-34 429

13,097 17,371 21,553

-55% -46% -39%

10,457 14,145 18,205

- 6 241 - 9909 -13,858
--L21 TIT

-40% -30% -24%

$24,006 $37,970 $55,982

-10 379 -19 646 -33 093

13,627 18,324 22,889

-57% -48% -41%
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The Burdens of Hardship

Hardship is concentrated among women, minorities, Younger and older
work force participants, persons with limited education, workers in blue
collar and service jobs, residents of nonmetropOlitan% particularly rural,
areas as well as large central cities. As a general rule, the concen-
tration of hardship among these subgroups and areas is even greater than
the concentration of joblessness, sq that the relative severity of the
problems of the less advantaged is greater from the hardship perspective.

Sex and Family Status

Only 16.0 percent of females in re work force during 1979 experienced
unemployment, very near the 15.4 'Percent incidence- among males. Yet
because of lower wages, one of every three female participants had earnings
below the minimum wage equivalent for their hours of availability, compared
to just one of every six males. One reason was that the males were more
likely to be full-year participants -(81 percent vs. 61 percent for fe-
males), and the IIE among full-year workers tends to be lower than among
part-year workers. Yet 23 percent of the women in the work force full-year
had earnings below the minimum wage equivalent compared to just 13 percent
of male full-year participants:

Female In .

proportion
Male Female --to male-

Severe hardship--total work force
/

Unemployment incidence a 15.5% 16:1% 104%
IIE incidence

.. 17.5 32.4 186
IFE incidence , 9.7 13.4 137 s.

IFI incidence 5.2 7.1 135
IIE Average Deficit $2,219 $1,585 71
IFE Average Deficit 2,405 '2,365 98
IFI Average Deficit 1,922 -1,723 89

,

Severe hardship--full-year work force
Unemployment incidence. - 13.7% 12.9%. . 94%
IIE incidence 13.0 23.2
IFE incidence 6.1 7.7 12
IFI incidence 3.6 3.8' 106
IIE Average Deficit $2,992 $2,441 82
IFE Average Deficit 2,520 2,130 85
IFI Aver ge Deficit 2,238 1,750 , 78

Females with Inadequate Individual Earnings were.less likely than
males to live in .fami4ies with Inadequate Tamily Earnings, while among
individuals with Inadequate Family Earnings, females were more likely than
males to escape poverty through the receipt of nonearned income:

.N1
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Proportion of persons with
Inadequate Individual
Earnings whawere fn
families with Inadequate
Family Earnings

Proportion of force

participants i families
with Inadequate Family
Earnings whose families

exited frem poverty as a
result of nonearned income

60

Total work force

Males Females

Full-year work force

, Males Females

37.1% 29.1% 37.9% 26.2%

46.6 47.2 41.7 50.2

As a result', the sex differentials in IFE and IFI incidence were less
than the differential in IIE incidence. Females accounted for three-fifths
of the IIE, but only half of the IFE and IFI:

'Work force

UnemployTent,
PersonS with Inadequate Individual Earnings
Persims with Inadequate Family Earnings

Persons with Inadequate Family Income

Fonale share

Total

work force
Full-year

work force

44.7% 37.9%

45.6 36.6
59.8 52.2
52,5 43.5

52.3 39.7

The labor market problems of women are often downplayed becauSe
females are more likely than males to live in families with other earners,

_Nearly a fourth of all male participants in 1979 were-family heads whose'
wives were either not present or not in the worVfaAe compared to only 12

V percent of females in the work force who were family heads (Table 2.5).
Yet comparing hardship among males and females with similar breadwinning
status, women were clearly worse off, increasingly so if.they were parents
orprimary earners: \,

69
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Table 2.5. DISTRIBUTION OF MALES AND FEMALES IN THE WORK FORCE AND IN SEVERE HARDSHIP BY FAMILY
4". RELATIONSHIP

Male 100.0% 100.0% 15.5% 100.0% 17.5%

No Wife in Work Force 23.9 15.2 9.8 14.0

Male Family Householder,
Wif in Work Force 41.2 29.8 11.2 21.1 8.9, 17.5 4.1 20.0 2.5

Mali'Other 20.6 35.3 26.4 49.9 42:3 22.9 10.8 19.2 4.8

Male Unrelated Individual 14.4 19.6 20.9, .15:6 18.9 25.4 17.1 31.9 11.4

Male Family Householder,

Female 100.0%

Female Family Householder 11.5

Wife 55.3

.Female Other'

Female Unrelated Individual 14.8

Share Share Incidence Share -Incidence
Work Force Unemployment Unemploynent IIE IIE

100.0%

11.5

45.6

25.1

14.7

16.1%

20.4

13.2

21.9

15.9

100.0%

10.6

50.7

27.2

11.5

Share
IFE

'100.0%

9.7 34.2

321.4%

29.8

29.6

47.7

25.2

100.0%

28.9

27.0

16.7

27.4

Incidence

IFE

9,7%

13.8

13.4%

33.4

6.5

12.0

24.6

'Share Incidence
IFI IF1

100.0% 5.2%

28.8 6.2

100.0%

36.0

22.3

13.1

28.7

7.1%

22.0

2.8

5.0

.13.6

iu
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sp") -

4 Female' Female Female Female
divided by divided by divided by divided by

male 'frmle male male
unemployment IIE IFE IFJ

Family heads, no
husbands or wives
in work force

incidence
.

208

incidence

307

incidence.

242

incidence

355 '

Male family heads with
'wives in work force

vs., working wives 118 333 -159 112

Other family members 83 113 111 104

Unrelated individuals 36 133 144 119

The hardship deficits suggest that the lOor market Problems of women
have serious consequences for themselves add their,families. Females
account for half of the severe hardship deficits forilthe total work force
despite the lower average deficits of women:

Female deficit share

Total Full-year
work force work force

IIE Deficit 51.6 47.1
IFE Deficit 52.1 39.1
IFI Deficit 49.6 33.9

The Problems of Minorities.

Minorities bear a disproportionate share of hardship burdens. Blacks,
who rePresented 10 perOent of the total work force in 1979, and 16 percent
ofthose experiencing unemployment, accounted for 15 percent of the severe
hardsh0 IIE, 22,percedt Of the IFE, and 28 percent of the IFI (Table 2.6).
The' black' shares ofthe .severe hardship deficits were 15, 26, and 30
'percent,, res'OecttVely',While, the black shares of moderate hardship were
somewkat lower, the majority of black work force participants had in-
dividual earnings below the moderate-hardship standard, or 150 percent of
the minimum wage for thetr hours of availability.

The chances of experiencing unemplOSIment during the year were 65
percent higher for blacks-than whites.; and the chances of having individual
earniogs below the miniMum Age equivalent were 151 percent higher (Table
2.7). But only a third of the whites with Inadequate Individual Earnings
were in families with Lnadequate Family Earnings, compared tO almost
two-thirds of the blacks in the IIE. Thus, the LFE incidence among black
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Table 2.6. WHITE, BLACK AND HISPANIC SHARES OF HARDSHIP AND HARDSHIP DEFICITS, 1979
,

Whites
Severe--Total
Half-Year
Full-Year

1ntermediate--Totil
Moderate--Total

Blacks
Severe--Total
Half-Year
Full-Year

Intermediate--Total
Moderate--Total

Hispanics

Severe--Total
Half-Year
Full-Year

A Intermediate-Total
Moderate--Total

Work
Force

87.8%
8841

88.1

87.8
87.8

9.9
9.7

9.8

9.9
9.9

5.0
5.1

5.0

5.0

5.0

Unemployed

82.1%
83.5
82.5
82.7
82.1

15.6

14.5

15.3

15.6
15.6

7.1

7.1

7#4

7.1

7.1

Prhominantly 1

Unemployed

74.9%

76.8
76.2
74.9

74.9

22.7
21.3
21.6
22.7
22.7

7.7
8.0
8.4

7.7

7.7

Individuals
With

Inadequate
Earnings

83.4%
83.6
82.9
84.2

84.9

14.5

14.4

15.0

13.6

12.9

6.1

6.3
6.6
6.4*

6.3

IIE

Defiseit

83.0%
83.3
83.2

83.3
83.7

4

44r.9

14.6 -

14.8
14.5

14.1

6.1

6.1

6.2
6.4

6.6

Individuals

With
Inadequate
Family

Earnings

76.1%
76.2
75.1 .

76.9
77.7

21.5
. 21.7
22.8
20.6
19.7

7.2

-k. , 7.8
8.0
7.6
8.0

IFE

Deficit

72.1%

72.9
72.6

72.9

73.6

25.7
25.2

25.4

24.8
24.0

7.3
8.4

8.7

7.8
8.0

Individuals

With
Inadequate

Family
Incode

69.5%
71.0
70.4

71.4

73.2

27.5

16.4

27.0
25.7
23.9

9.7

10.2

10.3

10.0

10.0

IFI

Deficit

67.4%
70.9

71.1
67.7
68.7

29.7

26.6
26.5
29.4
28.4

9.7

10.7
10.6

10.3

10.6

1

Individuals unemployed over one-third of their weeks in the work force.

..,

73 i, 74
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Table
1

2.7. INCIDENCE AND SEVERITY OF LABOR MARKET PROBLEMS AND HARDSHIP AMONG WHITES, BLACKS AND

iy HISPANICS

4

. UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP INDICATORS

Inadequate Inadequate Inadequate

Predominantly Individual Average Family Average Family Average

Unemployed Unemployedl Earnings IIE Deficit Earnings 1FE Deficit Income IFI Deficit

Earnings

Supplementation
Rate

IFE-IFI

PerSOns

with Inadequate
Individual and
Family Earnings
as Proportion

of 1IE

Whites
Severe-Total 14.7% 5.4% 22.9% $1,836 9.8% $2,265 4.8% $1,770 51.4% 32.1%

Half-Year 14.2 4.5 18.5 2,405 7.0 2,147 3.5 1,891 50.1 28.8

Full-Year 12.6 4.1 15.9 2,716 5.7 2,278 2.9 2,065 48.7 28.2

Intermediate--Total 14.7 5.4 33.5 2,116 12.8 2,684 7.3 2,079 43.1 30.4

Moderate-Total 14.7 5.4 42.3 2,620 16.2 3,070 10.2 2,438 37.2 31.4

Blacks
Severe-Total 24.2 14.3 34.6 1,885 24.1 2,836 16.4 1,963 32.0 64.1

Half-Year 22.0 11.2 28.4 2,444 17.9 2,570 11.6 1,904 35.3 57.4

Full-Year 20.8 10.8 25.7 2,638 15.7 2,600 10.1 2,002 35.7 55.9

Intermediate--Total 24.2 14.3 47.9 2,279 29.9 2,294 22.8 2,507 23.9 59.4

Moderate--Total 24.2 14.3 56.2 2,884 35.9 3;928 29.1 3,066 19.1 60.3

,formit

Hispanics
Severe--Total 22.0 9.7 28.5 1,860 16.0 2,447 11.5 1,856 28.4 50.7

Half-Year 21.1 8.2 24.4 2,322 12.4 2,418 8.7 1,972 29.7 46.4

Full-Year 19.6 8.2 22.0 2,570 10.8 2,541 7.5 2,135 30.0 45.0

Intermediate-Tota1 22.0 9.7 43.8 2,143 21.8 2,987 17.3 2,319 20.3 '
46.6

Moderate--Total 22.0 9.7 53.9 2780 28.8 3,274 23.9 2,744 17.0 50.2

UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP INDICATORS
FOR BLACKS AND HI5PANICS

DIVIDED BY INDICATORS FOR WHITES

Blacks Divided by Whites

Severe--Tote 165% 265% 151% 103% 246% 125% 342% 111% 62% 200 :

Half-Year 155 249 154 102 256 120 331 101 70 2001

Full-Year 165 251 162 97 275 114 348 97 73 1981 .

Intermediate-Total 165 265 140 108 234 126 312 121 55 195

Mbderate-Total 165 265 133 110 222 128 285 126 51 192

Hispanics Divided by Whites
Severe--Total 150 180 124 101 163 108 240 105' 55 158

Half-Year 149 182 132 87 177 ,113 249 104 , 59 161

Full-Year 156 182 138 95 189 '112 259 103 62 160

Intermediate--Total 150 180 131 101 170 108 217 112 47 153

Moderate--Total ISO 180 177 106 178 .107 234 114 46 160

1 Individaals unemployed over one-third of their weeks in the work force.
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work force participants was 246 percent the incidence among whites.
FurtHermore, half of the whites with Inadequate Family Earnings were lifted
out.of poverty-by other'family income, compared to less than a third of
blacks. As a result, black workers were nearly three and a half times as
.likely as whites to'have Inadequate Family Income.

Hispanics (self-identified according to origin and including both
whites and blacks) were better off than blacks in 1979, but lagged far
behind whites:

Hispanic Hispanic
incidence inciden4

divided by divided by
white black .

incidence incidence

Unemployment incidence 150% 91%
Likelihood predominantly unemployed 180 68
IIE incidence 124 82
IFE incidence 163 66
IFI incidence 240 70

While Hispanics with Inadequate Individual Earnings were less likely
than blacks to have Inadequate Family Earnings (51 percent of Hispanics in
the severe hardship IIE were also in the IFE compared tb 64 percent of
blacks), those with Inadequate Family Earnings were more likely to have
Inadequate Family Income (the Hispanic IFI was 72 percent of the.IFE com-
pared to 68 percent for blacks) largely because they were less protected by
transfers. Nonearned income raised 10 percent of the Hispanic IFE out of
poverty, and cash transfers 19 percent, compared to Earnings Supplementa-
tion Rates of 8 percent, and 24 percent, respectively, for blacks in the
IFE.

Age and Hardship

The 1979 IIE incidence among work force participants age 65 and over
was twice that among workers age 25 to 44 (Chart 2.8). Many older workers
remained in the work fdrce because of economic necessity, but those with
low family earnings were likely to have other sources of income, par-
ticularly transfers, so that while their IFE rate was over five times that
among 25- to 44-year-olds, their IFI rate was actually lower.

The IIE incidence among teenagirs was three and a ha)f times that
among prime age workers. But the younger work force participants With
Inadequate Individual Earnings were more likely than prime age workers in
,the IIE to reside in families with other earners and other income sources

, which lifted theM out of hardship (Table 2.8). This was particularly true
of,students, who represented three-fifths of all teenage work force par-
ticipantsandafifth ofparticipantsage2Othrough24.1/Where 35

7.?
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Chart 2.8. SEVERE HARDSHIP INCIDENCE RATES BY AGE

or

16-19
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16-19
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20-24
Student

20-24
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Student

25-44

45-64

IFI

Incidence
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iIE

Incidence

7.3 1 13.2

112.0 117.5

5.7

18.1 11.6

15.71 8.4 1 16.9%

1 4 2 9,2 .17.5%

29.1%

40.7-i-

I

IIE IFE

65+ j 5 3.*-- I 35.7 I 45.1%

16-19

Student

Total Work Fo ce

1 6.81 10.9

55.1%

1 55.2%

16-19
Non 1

Student

20-24

Student

20-24
Non

Student

25-44 5.5

7.41 11.5
I 50.2%

5.0 115.9

45-64

64+

12.2%

1=12.15.6 14.1%

22.3%

W3.4 131.51

IF1

Incidence

35.6%

1

I

IFE ;

Incidence

IIE

Incidence

Full-Year Work Force

78

40.3%

63.0% ,

a

v



www.manaraa.com

.

-

Table 2.8 iNCIDENCE OF SEVERE HARDSHIP BY AGE FOR FULL-YEAR AND TOTAL WORK FORCE PARTICIPANTS*

Total

IIE

Rate
Percent Ilf

in IFE
Percent not
IIE in IFE

IFE

Rate

Earnings
Supplementation

Rate

Earnings
Supplementation

Rate -

Nontransfers ,

Earnings

Supplementation
Rate - Transfers

t IFI

Incidence

16-19 ,59.4% 19.2% 9.2% 15.2% 37.9% 15.6% 22.3% 9.2%16-19 Student 63.0 14.9 ,- 10.4 13.2 45.2 19.5 A 25.7 7.320-24 30.8 29.41 5.2 12.7 37,0 19.3 17.7 8.020-24*Student 40.7 26.9 11.8 18.0 57.7 42.1 15.6 7.625-44 16.9 34.7 3.0 8.4 32.1 12.4 19.7 5.745-64 17.5 37.1 3.3 9.2 54.8 28.1 36.7 4.265+ 35.7 68.7 32.0 45.1 88.2 38.0 50.2 5.3

Full-Year

16-19 55.2% 16.9% 3.4% 10.9% 37.7% 14.1% ,. 33.6% 6.8%16-19 Student 64.1 11.8 5.7 9.6 41.8 20.0 21.9 5.620-24 23.5 25.5 1.7 7.3 38.8 15.9 22.9 4.420-24 Student 40.3 29.2 7.0 15.9 68.7 51.3 17.4 , 5.025-44 12.2 35.2 1.3 5.5
,

32.2 10.4 21.8 3.745-64 14.1 33.4 1.0 , 5.6 49.5 24.7 24.8 2.865+ 35.6 61.5 14.9 31.5 89.2 36.5 52.7 3.4

7.9
8
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percent of all prime age (25-44) work force participants with Inadequate
Individual Earnings,arso had Inadequate Family Earnings, only 15 percent of
teenage students'in the IIE, and 27 percent of 20-24 year-old students,
resided in families with below-poverty earnings.

These hardship paiterns reflect underlying age-related work partici-
pation and family pdtferns. Four-fifths of prime age work force par-
ticipants in 1979 were ill, th4 labor force year-round and 55 perceht were
employed full-time, full-year (Table 2.9). In contrast, only 55 percent of
workers age 65 and Older'were full-year participants, and less than one in
seven worked full-year. Only a third df teenage work force participants in
1979 participated full-year' &id just 6 percent were employed full-time,
full-year. Teenagers represented a quarter of the total work force but
only a ninth oNhe,fu11-time, full-year work force.

Younger and older persons in hardship were'more likely than prime.age
individuals to have been in the work force less than full-year and to have
exptrienced unemployment or part-time employment. For instance, although
hallotof those with Inadequate Individual Earnings were under age 25 or over
age 64, younger and older full-yeae' participants.accounted for only a fifth
of the total IIE, while those wOrkting full-time,'full-year accounted for
only 4 percent.

Because younger'and older Work force participants had fewer hours of
availability, their average hardSbiv deficits Were lower than those of
prime age workers. (Table 2;10). 'Moreover, the younger and older workers
with Inadequate Family Earnings -weremore likely than prime age,partici-
pants in the IFE to have had fheir hardship mitigated by nonearned and
particularly transfer income, 4s SUggelted by their Earnings Supplementa-
tion Rates: y/

Perdent iIFE
'1 ifted opt ,of

poverty by all

nonearned.income

Percent in IFE

lifted out of
poverty by

transfer income

16-19 37:5 22.3
20-24 37.0" 17.7 .
25-44 32.1 19.7
45-64 54.8 26.7
65+ 88.2 50.0

As a eesult, younger and older workers represented a smaller share of
hardship deficits than of hardship coUnts. Prime age participants ac-
counted for 31 percent of the IIE but 35 percent'of the IIE Deficit) 33
'percent of the IFE but 37 percent bf the IFE Deficit, and 42 percent of.the
IFI but 48 percent of the IFI Deficit.

81
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Table 2.9. AGE, WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT, WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERNS AND
HARDSHIP, 1979*

Shares of All Work Force Participants

Less Than
Less Than Full-Year * Full-Year
Full-Year Work Force Work Force Less Than
Work Force Employed Employed Full-Year Full.'rear-No

Full-Year Employed Part-Time a Part-fime .Uerk Force Work Force
Work Force Full-Time Some or r Some or Unemployed Unemployed
Employed Ouring Weeks All Weeks in All Weeks in At Least At Least

Total full-Time in Work Force Work Force Work Force One Week One Week
,

,

16-19 Nonstuilent 4 5 .6 5 2 1.t 6 .916-19 Student 5.4 -- .7 0 .8 2.7 J 820-24 Nonstudent 12.8 4 7
1 2 2.1 1.5 2 2 1.220-24 Student 2.2 .1 .5 .4 .8 .1 .3

25-44 44.5 24.3 3.0 6.3 4.3 4.5 2.145-64 27.0 16.5 1.9 3.7 2.4 1.8 .765+ 3.7 .9 .4 1.0 1.2 .1 .1Total 100.0 47.2 8 0 15.1 14.1 9.7 6.0

Shares of IIE for All Work Force Participants

16-19 Nonstudent 10.3 .6 .8 1.6 2.8 2.0 2.616-19 Student 14.1 .1 1.5 2.1 6.4 .9 -3.020-24 Nonstudent 15.5 1.9 1.3 2.0 2.6 4.3 3.420-24 Studeilt 3.7 .1 .6 .6 1.4 .3 .725-44 31.2 5.5 2 3 5.4 6.0 7.0 ' 5.045-64 19.6 5.3 1 4 4.5 3.6 3.1 1.765+ 5.4 .& 5 1.8 1.7 .4 .3Total
,

100.0 T17 7-5 -18.0 e Trc -076 T677

- Shares of IFE for All Work Force Participants

16-19 Nons'tudent 7.0 .2 .7 .7 2.2 1.3 1.916-,19 Student 6.3 -- .9 f, .6 3.2 .3 f 1.320-24 NOnstudent 13.3 1 0 1 7 .1 5 2.8 2.8 3.520-24 Student 3. -- 6 .7 1.5 , .2 .625-44 33. 4.8 3.6 4.5 6.5 7.7 6.045-64 22.1 3.8 2 7 4.3 6.3 '2.9 2.0,65+ 14.6 8 1.2 4.0 7.5 .5Total 100 0 10.6 ITT lb.6 frg \ T34 Trg

Shares of IFI for All Work FID5ce Participants

16-19 Nonstudegt 9.1 .3 1.1 .7 2.8 1.5 2.716-19 Student 6.5 -- .8 .7 3.2 1.420-24 Nonstudenf 17.3 1.2 2.6 ' 2.0 3.6 3.4 4.520-24 Student _, 2.8 .1 .5 1,3 1.2 1 .6 .-25-44 42.2 7 6.8 4.6 5.6 7.6 9.2 8.145-64 18.8 t. 4.4 1.9 3.5 4.2 2.7 2.065+ 3.3 .4 .1 .7 1.6 .2 .2.Total 100.0 13.3 11.6 ITT -2172 TT75 T373

"-y
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Table 2.10. SHARES AND.SEVERITY OF SEVERE HARDSHIR IN 1979, BY AGE*

Total Work Fork

IIE

Average
Defie4t

Share
IIE

t Share

IIE

Deficit

41fE ' Share .

. Average SHare IFE

Deficit IFE Deficit

IFI

Average
Deficit

Share
IN

16 $1,202 24.4% 15.9% $2,284 13.3% 12.8% $1,562 15.6%
16- Went 914 14.1 7.0 2,140 6.3 5P7 1,351 6.5

20-2 . 1,688 19.3 17.6 2,186 16.9 15.5 1,636 26.1

20-24 StUdent, 1,011- 3.8 2.1 1,966 3.6 2.9 1,211 2.

25-44 2,049 31.2 34-.7 2,685 33.0 37.2 2,063 42.

45-64 I 2,456 19.6 26.2 2,244 22.1 20,8 1,814 8.8
65+ 1,886 5.4 ..5.6 2,244 13.8 1,196 3.3

Full-Year Work Force

2,252 14.5 12.1 2,594 7.2 7.9 1,662 8.2

16-19 St'udent 1,979 6.1, 4.4 2,246 2.3 2.2 1,231 2.4

20-24 2,422 18.4 '16.5 . 2,100 14.3 . 12.8 1,751 16.0

20-24 Student 1,722 1.3 1,794 2.0, 1.5 1,213 1.2

25-44 2,770 35.4 36.3 2,616, 39.8 44.2 2,250 49.4
45-64 3,085 .25.7 21.7 2,262 25.6 24.7 2,037 23.7

65+ 2,645 3.0 4.3 1,865 -1.3 1.0 1,245 2.6

Share
IFI

Deficit

13.4%
4.8
18.0

1.9

47.8
18.7
2.1

6.7

.5

3.7

.7

5 .4 ,

23.6
1.6

1. 84



www.manaraa.com

71

The Payoffs of Education

Limited education increases the likelihood of inadequate earnings and
income. Over a third-of high school dropouts in the 1979 work force had.
Inadequate Individual Earnings, and one in eight had Inadequate Family
Income--incdence rates that were, respectively, 3.7 and 5.5 times those of
college vaduates (Chart 2.9). In comparison, the incidence of unemploy-
ment among dropouts was only 2.6 times the incidence among college
graduates. Thus, dropouts accounted for 21 percent of the grk force, and
29 percent of the unemployed, but 46 percent of the IIE count, 'and 43
percent of both the IFE and IFI counts (Table 2.11).

The less educated were far less likely to achieve stable, full-time
employment during their weeks in the work force, and this, in part, ex-
plained the large differentials in hardship incidence rates. During 1979,
only two of five dropouts were in the work force full-year and employed
full-time, all weeks, compared to half of high school graduates with no
further education and nearly two-thirds of college graduates (Table 2.12),...
Not only did 22 percent of dropouts experience some weeks of jobles'sness,
but 9 percent experienced some weeks of involuntary part-time employment
(or three times the incidence of involuntary part-time work among par-
ticipants with some post-secondary education).

Yet-whatever their pattern of work force experience, persons with less
education were more likely to suffer individual and family hardship (Table
2.13). For instance, among the less than full-year participants with some
Igeeks of unemployment, the IIE rate for dropouts was half again that of
college graduates, the IFE rate was double, and the IFI rate was triple.
The college educated with Inadequate Individual Earningi were less likely
to reside in families with inadequate earnings, while those in families
with inadequate earnings were more likely to have other sources of income
lifting them out of poverty:

Percent Percent
IIE in IFE IFE not in In

High school dropouts 44.6% 43.4%
High school graduates 28.7 46.9
1-3 years post-secondary education 30.4 50.2
College degree 32.4 56.2

Good Jobs, Bad Jobs

. Not surprisingly, hardship was concentrated among workers in those
occupations with low average wages and higher unemployment. The IFE rate
among individuals employed primarfly as,, laborers was three times the rate
among those employed primarily in tecihnical, professional or managerial
jobs (Chart 2.10). Service workers were over four times more likely to
have inadequate Family Income than professional, technical, and managerial
workers:

40
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Chart 2.9. SEVERE HARDSHIT) INCIDENCE MTES OF TOTAL WORK.FORCE BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND STATUS

High School
Students

Post-Secondary
Students

High School
Dropouts

High School
Graduates,'
No Further
Education

,

High School
Graduates,
1-3 Years

Higher Education

Four Years
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or More

IFI

Incidence IFE

Incidence

8.8 15 3

IIE

Incidence
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7 1 I 16.9
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ii 4.7 1 8.9
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Table 2,11. DISTRIBUTION OF WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYED AND HARDSHIP BY EDUCATIONAL STATUS

High School Student
Post-Secondary Student
High School Dropout
High School Graduate,

No Further Education
1-3 Years of Higher
Education

4 Years or More of
- Higher Education
Total

High hv. tudent
Post- copdar Student
High Sch Iropout
High Schbol Graduate,

No Further Education
1-3 Years of Higher
Education

4 Years.or,flore of
Higher Education

Total

4

Total Work Force

Work
Force

4.3%
4.0

Experienced
Unemployment

.

'6.0%

47

IIE

11.8%

7.,0

IFE IFI

5.9% 8.4%
6.0 4.7

IIE

Deficit

6.2%
3.8

IFE

Deficit

5.7%
5.3

IFI

Deficit

5.1%
3.5

20.9 28.8 30.2 39.9 42.7 34.1 42.6 44.8
\

38.1 38.4 33.8 30.2 30.2, 36.4 28.9 30.6

15:8 13.0 10.7 10.7 110.0 11.4 / 10.5 , 10.2

16.9 9.0 ,6.6 7.4 6.1 8.1 7.0 5.9
100.0

,

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
i

100.0

Full-Year Work Force

1.3% 2.5% 5.3% 2.4% 2.6% 4.1% . 2.5% 1.8%
1.4 2.0 3.3 2.8 1.6 2.2 2.2 1.1

20.2 31.1 33.8 43.5 45.8 35.8 . 46.3 47.2

40.8 41.8 38.5 33.2 32.9 37.7 31.1 33.0

17:1 13-.8 11.7 10.6 10.5 11.7 10:7 10.3

19.1 8.9 7.3 7.4 6.6 8.5 7.1 6.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 2.12. WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN AND WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND STATUS*

,..

Employed full-time full-year 1.3 3.3 38.3 50.6

Employed full-time less than
full-year 10.6 23.2 8.5 7.1

Employed part-time voluntarily
some weeks, in work force full-year 14:8 16.1 11.5 11.6

Employed part-time voluntarily- ,

some weeks, in work force less
than full-year 42.7 32.6 10.9 8.7

Employed part-time involuntarily
some weeks, in work force full-year r .6 1.0 5.4 4.1

Employed part-time involuntarily
some weeks, in work force less
pan fulltyear 8.3 . 5.0 3.8 2.1

Unemployed some Weeks, in work
force full-year 5.6. 4.9 14.3 10.6

Unemployed some weeks, in work
force less than ful.1 ar 16.1 14.0 7.3- 5.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

89

5-4.6 65.3

6.4 6.8

12:3 8.9

9.5 7.5

2.8 2.1

Ir

1.5 1.0

8.5 5.1

4.4 3.4

100.0 100.0
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-Table 2.13. 'SEVERE HAROSi-IIP INCIDENCE BY EDUCATIONALSTOUS AND WORK FORCE EXPERIENCE PATTERN*

IIE Incidence

SiV
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o
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w4,07V0
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=
U
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X
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U77WV

1- CU=I- a0 .0
4.) M

'g'E
c,

'
a4,a7V
M
L
Ca

a
01a-
7;

Total

Employed full-time,
full-year

Employed full-time,
less than full-Year

Employed part-time,
some weeks; in work
force full-year

Employed part-time,
some weeks; in work
force less than -

full-year

Unemployed some weeks;-
in work force full-
year

Unemployed some weeks;
in work force less
than half-year

90

65.6 40.8 34.6' 21.3 16.2 9.4

51.5 15.3 14.8 - 7.4 5.3 3.1

60.1 :30.2 30:6... 21.9 10.2 9.8

61.6 40.2 37.1 25.8 20.6 16.1

59.9 42.0 46.6 38.7 33.4 24.1

84.4 60.3 53.1 41.9 35.4 30.1

85.3 70.6 76.9 63.8 52.0 41.2

IFE Incidence IFI Incidence

15.3 13.4 21.5 8.9 7.6 4.9 8.8

15.4 3.4 6.5 2.2 1.6 1.0 2.7

16.2 11.6 22.6 15.1 15.3 8.0 9.4

9.7 12.7 22.6 9.8 8.0 7.7 6.3

14.9 19.7 40.4 21.3 ..20.4 17.7 8.1

18.8 22.4 26.1 14.9 13.8 12.6 10.9

20.0 24.9 45.5 25.8 26.9 22.5 12.2

.

2.4 0.6

5.4 1 . 8.5 '6.5 4.5

3.5.

8.1

8.7

2.5

9.7 4.5 3.8 29

18.2 8.8 9.0 5.7

17.1 8.3 7.6 6.3

33.4 17'.5 14.5 10.2

91
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Chart 2.10. SEVERE HARDSHIP INCIDENCE RATES IN 1979 BY OCCUPATION OF
LONGEST JOB

White
. Collar

Professional,
Technical and
Managerial

Sales 4.4 1 10.8 129.4%
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,,..

(

Earnings
Percent
IIE IFE

. Supple-
/: IIE mentation IFI

incidence in IFE ..incidence Rate incidence

White collar
Blue collar
Service

16.7%
19.1

27.0%
34.3 ,

31.8

.7.3%

10.2
20.2

55.8%
43.1
46.1

3.2%
5.8

10.9

v,..-

As a result of these disparate hardship rates; white collar workers
accounted for half of the work force but only a fourth of the severe

%-'411-e)

hardship IFI d IFI Deficit, and a third of the IFE and IFE-Deficit.
Conversely, serv' workers represented a seventh of the work force but a
fourth of the eIFE, IFI and associated deficits (Table 2.14).

Major differences in the work experience patterns by occupation were
reflected in the hardship patterns (Table 2.15). Less than three-fifths of
laborers and service workers.were full-year work force participants during
1979 compared to over four-fifths of profes,s4onal, technical and managerial
workers. Likewise, less than half of laborers and service workers with
Inadequate Individual Earnings were full-year work force partIcipants
compared to three-fifths of professional, technical, and'managerial workers
in the IIE. Blue collar workers in the IFE and IIE Were more likely than
other workers to have experienced some unemployment during the previous
year. Over half of service workers in the IIE and IFE were part-timers
employed all weeks in the work force.

The Geography of Hardship
moo-

Hardship was concentrated in central cities and nonmetropolitan areas.
Central city workers, who represented 28 percent of the work force, ac-
counted for a similar proportion of the IIE-and IIE Deficit, but 32 percent
of the IFE and 35 percent.of the IFE Deficit, as well as 35 percent of the
IFI and 37 percent of the IFI Deficit (Table 2.16). The suburban areas
surrounding these 'central citie accounted for 41 percent of the labor
force but only 35 percent of tKe unemployed, 34-vercent of the IIE, 31
percent of the IFE and 27 percent of the IFI. Suburban work force par-
ticipants with Inadequate Individual Earnings were much less likely than
their central city counterparts to have. Inadequate Family Earnings (26
percent vs. 39 percent). In addition, 52 percent of the suburbanites in
the IFE were lifted out of poverty by nonearned income compared to only 42
percent of central city residents with Inadequate Family Earnings (Table
2.17).

Nonmetropolitan areas accounted for 31 percent of the labor force but
39 percent of the IIE, 38 percent of the IFE, and 37 percent of the IFI.
While the incidence of unemployment was roughly the same.as in metropolitan
areas, the rates of family earnings and income inadequacy were two-fifths
higher. Hardship was,particularly acute in farm areas. Over two-fifths
of workers residing in farm areas had Inadequate Individual Earnings, while
the IFE incidence Was half again that of metropolitan areas.
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Table 2.14. DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYED AND HARDSHIP COUNTS AND DEFICITS, BY
OCCUPATION

Work
force Unemployed

Predominantly

unemployed IIE

IIE

,Deficit IFE

IFE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Deficit

White collar 49.3% 29.5% 22.9% 34.2% 33.6% 32.0% #9.6%

Professional, ,technical

and managerial

,
,

25.0- 11.3

\4,..,..

7.6 10.5 14.6 12.3 12.2 10.8 11.8

Sales 6.1 4.2 3.8 7.4 6.1 5.9 5.3 ",4.5 3.9
Clerical 18.3 14.1 11.6 16.2 12.9 13.8 12.1 11.4 9.6

Blue collar 31.8 42.4 34.1 25.2 25.0 28.7 27.3 30..8 29.9

Craftsmen and foremen 12.3 13.5 10.2 5.9 7.1 84 7.5 8.9 8.8
Operatives 14.2 19.8 14.6 11.6 10.9 12.8 11.8 13.4 12.4
Laborers 5.3 9.2 9.4 7.7 7.0 7.8 8.0 8.5 8.7
Farm workers 2.8 1.9 2.3 6.7 11.8 , 6.3 6.4 7,3 8.1

1

Service workers 14.5 15.4 14.2( 27.0 22.2 26.0
,

24.6 26.4 04.1

No work 4. 4 12.7 28.8 13.6 19.2 13.3 18.5 16.2 20.7 .

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0,100.0
..2".
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Table 2:15. WORK EXPtRIENCE PATTERN FOR TOTAL WORK FORCE BY OCCUPATION OF LONGEST JOB

Work Force

Percnt in
Work Force
full-Year Total

Share of Total Work force in Each Occupation
by fmployment Pattern

Employed
Full-Tine

Employed
Part-Time

Voluntarily

Employed
Part-Time

Involuntarily
Mostly
Employed Mixed

Mostly
Unemployed

White Collar 75.7 100.0 63.8 23.0 3.8 6.4 2.1 0.8
Professional/Technical/
Managerial 82.0 100.0 73.1 16.9 2.9 5.1 1.4 0.5

Sales 68.0 100.0 45.5 . 37.6 6.0 6.9 2.6 1.3
Clerical 69.7 100.0 57.3 26.4 4.2 8.1 3.0 1.1

Blue Collar 76.2 100.0 53.6 17.1 8.3 14.1 5.0 1.8
Craft and Kindred 83.6 100.0 61.8 14.1 7.0 12.0 3.9 1.3
Operatives 75.5 100.0 52.8 16.3 9.1 15.3 1.7
Laborers 60.6 100.0 37.0 26.5 9.2 16.0 8.0 3.3
Farm Workers 70.8 100.0 44.4 30.2 14.6 5.4 3.3 2.0

Service Workers 56.2 100.0 37.5 37.4 8.5 10.5 4.1 2.1

11E

White Collar , 52.4 100.0 26.0 38.0 10.0 12.5 8.9 4.7
ProfessionaliTechnical1,
Managerial 60.7 100.0 37.7 31.8 8.8 10.5 6.8 4.4

Sales 48:1 100.0 18.3 47.8 11.0 11.4 7.1 4.4
Clertcal 48.9 100.0 21.8 37.5 10.3 14.3 11.2 4.9

Blue Collar 57.6 100.0 22.7 22.1 12.5 17.9 15.8 9.0
Craft and Kindred 69.7 100.0 26.9 18.5 10.7 17.1 16.7 10.1
Operatives 58.3 100.0 24.4 19.1 13.5 18.8 15.7 8.6
Laborers 47.1 100.0 16.9 29.5 12.3 17.1 15.4 8.7
Farm Workers 69.7 100.0 39.3 30.9 14.8 6.3 5.2 3.4

Service Workers 45.0 100.0 20.4 39.1 14.1 13.9 7.8 4.6

IkE
White Collar 100.0 24.9 45.2 7.8 11.0 6.6 4.4
Professional/Technical/ ,

Managerial 44.8 100.0 32.1 43.8 6.4 10.6 4.1 3.1
Sales 43.9 100.0 19.1 51.2 9.9 8.9 6.5 4.4
Clerical 360' 100.0 21..0 43.8 8.3 12.3 8.9 5.7

Blue Collar 48.1 100.0 23.3 27.2 13.4 14.1 14.0 8.0
t and Kindred 54.8 100.0 24.1 26.8,, 11.1 15.0 14.6 8.3

Op ratives 46.6 106.1) 25.3 24.5 -- 14.8 15.0 13.1 7.1
Laborers 43.6 100.6 19.1 , .11.6 14.8 9.2
Farm Workers

Service Workers
64.3
40.8

100.0
100.0

35.8
19.6 43.4

15.7

---13.0
6.7

12.6

4.9

7.1

3.3

4.4
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Table 2.16., DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION, WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP BY REGION AND
METROPOLITAN AREA

Population
Work
Force

Experienced
Unemployment

Predominantly
Unemployed IIE

IIE

Deficit IFE

IFE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Deficit

Iniide SMSA 67.8% 69.0% 68,.9% 68.0% 61.5% 56.7% 61.7% 62.7% 62.2% 62.9%
SMSA 1 Million or 'More 38.4 39.4 1177 39.5 32.3 29.7 32.8 T1-77 TITC 1176
Central City (14.4) (14.2) (16.2) (18.8) (13.0) (13.0) (16.6) (18.7) (18.7) 118.9)
Balance (24.0) (25.2) (22.6) (20.7) (19.3)* (16.7) (16.3) (16.0) (14.)

SMSA Less Than 1 Million 29.4 29.6 30.2 28.5 29.2 27.0 28.9 28.1 e"28 6 29.0
Central City (13.4) (13.6) (15.1) (15.2) (14.1) (12.8) (15.6) (15.9) (16.7) (18.0)
Balance' (16.0) (16.0) (15.1) (13.4) (15.1) (14.3) (13.3) (12.1) (11.9) (11.0)

Outside SMSA 32.2 31.0 31.1 32.0 38.5 43.3 38.2 37.3 37.8 37.1
Farm Ti7i) TE-g) TI75) MT) WI) TI75) TSX) TT75) TTED 117i)

New England 5.4% 5.9% 5.5% 5.1%- 5.6% 5.0% 4.9% 4.7% 4.2% 3.6%

Mid tlantic 16.4 . 15.7 15.8 18.8 14.0 13.8 13.6 14.6 12.6 12.6

Eas th Central 18.5 18.6 20.2 20.0 17.6 17.3 15.3 16.2 14.3 14.9

West h Central 7.5 8.1 6.9 5.5 9.f 10.2 8.3 7.5 7.5 . 6.7

South lantic 16.4 16.0 15.2 15.8 17.1 17.1 18.5 17.8 19.1 18.8
East South Central 6.4 6.0 6.1 6.4 7.2 7.2 8.1 8.4 8.5 9.5
West South Central 10.4 10.1 9.0 9.0 11.2 11.3 12.5 12:5 14.3 . 15.5

Mountain 5.0 5.1 5.1 4.2- 5.6 5.9 5.2 4.8 5.4 5.5
Pacific 14.0 14.4 16.1 15.1 12.7 12.2 13.6 13.4 14.7 13.0
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Table 2.17. INCIDENCE AND SEVERITY OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP IN 1979 BY REGION AND METROPOLITAN AREA*

Inside SmS4
SMSA I Million or More

Central City
Balance

SAtIA le Than 1 Millid0
Central City
tglance

Outside SMSA
Farm

Mem England
Middle Atlantic

fast Korth Ccntral
West Morth Central
Soutg Atlantic
fast South Atlantic
West South Atlantic

HOwntain
Pacific

Percent
Unemployed

15 7%
IS 4

17.4
14 6

16 0
17 4

14 9

IS 7

7.1

14 7%

IS 8

17 0

13 3

14 8

16 0
14 0

15.6
17 5

tprcent
Predominantly
unemployed

6 3%
6 3

6.4

5 2

i 2
7.1

. 5 3

6 8
2.6

7 6

6 8
4 3
6.3
6.7
5 7
5.2
6.7

II

intIdenGe

21 4%
19 7
22,0
18 4

23 1
25 0

22 4
7r8
41.9

'22 81

71.3

227
270
258
288
267
262
212

Ifl
inclience

10 I%
1 4
130
7.3 r,

11 1

13 0

4 4
13 9

15.2

4.4%
4.8
9 2
11 5
13 0
15.2

14 1

II 5

10 6

Percent 11E
im IF

31 ri
11 2
40 4
24 6

31,4
36 1
27 1

N74

27.7%
30 7
29 2
30 0
35 6
36 9
37 0
30 0
31 6

Percent wIth
, adequate
yndividual
earnings
In IFE

4 3%
4 0
5.3
3 4

4.7
5 4

4.1
5 4
4 5

3.91
4.1
1 4
4

5.2
6 S
5.7
4 9
5.0

1E1

Incidence

5 4%
S 1

7.4
3 5

5.8
7 4

4,5
7.3

7

4 3.1

4,6
4

5 6
7 1

8 4

6

6 5
5

Earrings
%uppleuntation
Atte . Total

46 5%
45.7

40 2
51.3
47.4

43.2
52.3
47.7
47.7

54 48
51 0
50 6
51 11.

45 2
44 6
39 0
43 9
44.4

farnIn9s
5,441,ntation

Ute-
hontrarorfen

22 63
22 7

17.8
27.7

22 8
14.3

27 0
18 7

22 5

25 21
14.5

21 8
25 7

21 5
16.0

17.8
24 1
22 4

I I f Average

Deficit

11.691

1.689
1,831

1.594
1,701

1.671
1.737

2.074
3,344

$1.646
1.823
1.801
2.054
1,83,
1.837

1,877
1,952
1,778

IlE Average
['elm

52.425
2.515
2.673
2.356
2,121
2.439
2.185
2,121
2.040

12,252
2.551
2.517

2.157
2,285
2,477
2,407
2,251
2,157

Ill Average
Deficit

11.852
1,839
1.833
1.847
1.644

1.985

1.700
1.778
2,127

SIMS
1.811

1.1117

1.617

1.797
2.024
1.978
1.841

1.615
OD
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Hardship was concentrated in the South. The South Atlantic region
(Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North and
South Carolina, Virgirlia and West Virginia) accounted for a sixth of the
labor force, the unemployed and the predominantly unemployed, but nearly a

fifth of the IFE and the IFI. The East South Central area.(Alabama,

Kentucky, Misissippi and Tennessee) accounted for 6 percent of the labor
force and.the unemployed, but 7 percent of the 11E, 8 percent of th'e IFE
and 9 percent of the IFI. Finally, the West South Central area (Arkansas,

Louisiana, Oklahoma and Texas), with 10 percent of the work force, con-
tained 11 percent of the ;1E, 13 percent of the IFE and 14 percent of the

IFI. Ig contrast, the New England (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont), Middle Atlantic (New Jersey, New York
and Pennsylvania), and East North Central (Illinois, Indizna, Michigan,

Ohio and Wisconsin) areas together contained 40 percent of the labor force
and 42 percent of persons experiencing unemployment, but only 37 percent of
the 11E, 34 percent of the IFE'and 31 percent of the IFI. The West North

Central (Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebrasks, North anct South

Dakota) and Mountain (Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New

Mexico, Utah and Wyoming) areas had hardship shares roughly proportional to
their labor force shares; while the hardship shares of the Pacific states
(Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon and Washington) were slightly lower

, than their labor force and unemployment shares.

The explanations are varied. The New England, Middle Atlantic, and
East North Central areas all had below average IIE rates in 1979. For

these three areas, the proportions of individuals with inadequate earnings
who were in families with inadequ4te earnings we're below the 32.2 percent
average for the nation, while the Earnings. Supplementation Rates for

individuals in the IFE were above the 46.9 percent national average and
transfers lifted larger proportions of workers in the IFE above the poverty
threshold than We 25.5 percentsaveraged nationwide.

41,

9

f
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Notes

1. Unless 'otherwise indicated, the 1979 data used in this chapter are the
1979 estimates adjusted for 1980 Census weights. The choice of 1970
or 1980 Census weights makes very little or no difference when in-
cidence' rates are involved but is usually more of a factor ino the
levels and distributions of hardship. The 1979 data adjusted for the
1980 Census were not available until most of this 'chapter and its
charts and tables had been 'completed, so that adjustments were made
oniy in ch'arts and tables where the 1980-weighted figures differed
noticeably from.the 1970-weighted figures. The use of 1970 weights is
noted by an asterisk.

2. In allocating the family IFE and IFI Deficits among family work force
participants when the total work force is considere4, the IIE Deficits
of all family members are first summed, and if this exceeds the IFE
and IFI Deficits for the family, the IFE and IFI Deficits aire allo-
cated according to shares of the combined ,IIE Deficits. If the
combined IIE Deficits of all family.meMbers are less than the IFE
and/or IFI Deficits, the difference is allocated'according to shares
of family earnings which would be contributed by each member if those
with IIE had minimally adequate earnings.. In the case of the full-
year and half-year hardship deficits, the IIE Deficits of only the
full-year or half-year participating members are first summed, and the
allooations then proceed as indicated above. The IFE pr IFI Deficits
for the total work force, minus the IFE or IFI Deficits for the
full-year or half-year work force, Ao not equal the IFE or IF1
Deficits allocated to the less than full-year or less than'half-year
workers in the total work force deficit allocations.

3. "Family Budgets," ilonthly'Labor Review, August 1980, pp. 29-30.

4. In determining the adequacy of'family income and earnigs, college
stbdents were counted as members of their regular familiesunless they
had a permanent, independent residence. ),

A
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CHAPTER 3. HARDSHIP TRENDS OVER THE 1974-1980 'PERIOD

Seven Lean Years

, An Overview

311M.

_Is hardship increasinig or decreasing? Are the differentials in,hardship incidence narrowing\lor widening? Have changes in the composition
of the work force exacerbated hardship? Has the safety net for the workingpoor been substantially improved? These and other important questionsabout labor market developments and related hardship trends can be tenta-tively addressed using , the hardship data tabulated for the 1974-1980period.

Thesp seven years may be remembered fondly, but bnly in contrast to
the depression- conditions of the 1980s. Unemployment reached and remained
at' levels which, had previously been considered untenable. The annuali' unemployment rate averaged 6.8 percent from 1974 through 1980, 'compared tothe 4.7 percent average for 1947 through 1973. The 1974-1980 period
witnessed slowed pcoductivity growth and minim41 improvements in rea.1wages. Output per hour increased only 7 percent between 1974 and 1980,half the increth 'over the, preceding six years. The purchasing power of
average hourly earnings in private nonfarm employment, which had risen by
16 percent between 1964 and 1973, fell by 5 percent between 074 and 1980.
Likewise, progress slowed in the War-on Poverty. The poverty rate dropped
from 14.2 percent of the population in 1967 to 11.2 percent in 1973, butthen rose to 13.0 percent in 1980,, largely as a result of the slack labormarket conditions.

High unemqloyment, slowed productivity growth, and increased' povertywere, in part, the result of changes in the composition of the working
population. Teenagers (16-19) accounted fort 7.2 percent of the work forcein 1947, but 8.8 percent in 1980; and,the 16- to 24-year-old share rosefrom 19.7 to 23.5 percent. However, by the late 1970s, these trends
reversing, as the teenage share dropped from 9.7 percent between 1974 and
1980, while the 16- to 24-year-old share dropped from 24.1 to 23..5 percent.

her compositional shifts during the 1974-1980 period were more consistent
wi h secular trends. From 1947 to 1973, the female share of the laborforce had increased from 28.1 to 38.9 percent. By 1980, it had reached42.7 percent. Married males with a spouse present declined from 52.3
percent bf the work force jn 1947 to 44.8 percent in 1973, then furtherdeclined to 37.9 percent in 1980. .White colla&workers had inkreiSed froM
43.4 percent bf the experienced labor force in 1960 to447:8 per*nt in1973, Aid their share cdntinued to increase to 52.2 percent in 1980. Thepercent of the labor force whoswere high school graduates rose from 53.8"N percent in 1962 to 67.7 percent in 1973, and continued rising to 76.2

t,
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percent in 1980; the proportion with a college cigree increased from 11.0

to 14.1,percent, and then 18.2 percent. . The long-term Population shifts to

suburban areas, and to the Southern and Western states, accelerated between

1974 and 1980. 1.1

Slowing Progress

With high unemployment,
composition of the work force,

labor market-related hardship.

, National Commission on Employ
included persons in the work force 40 weeks or more, plus those discouraged

but seeking work at least 15 weeks, whose individual earnings were less

than double the poverty level for their families) declined from 11.2

percent in 1967 to 7.9 percent in 1973, but then rose to 8.3 percent in

1979. The Levitan/Taggart Employment andlEarnings Inadequacy Index (which

includep those currently unemployed, discouraged, or working part-time as

well ae those working full-time but earning less*than a poverty income over

the previous year, minus all those in families with above average incomes)

'remained constant between 1968 and4974, but then rose from 10.5,percent In

1974 to 11.8percent in 1979. 21 4119
J

The hardship measures proposed in this volume reveal a similar

picture. Over the 1974-1980 period, for which these measures were tabu-

lated, there was a significant decline in the incidence of Inadequate

Individual Earnings, a lesser decline ih the incidence of Inadequate Family

,
Earnings, but'no improvement in the incidenceof Inadequate Family Income.

This is suggested by comparisons between the low uneMployment years, 1974

and 1979, and, the high unemployment years, 1975 and 1980. 3J The severe

hardship.IIE rate dropped by 1.6 percentage points between 1974 and 1979,

Nand 1.4 percentage points between 1975 and 1980. The IFE rate fell by 0.2

;percentage points in the first period and 0.4 percentage points in the

second. The IFI rate rose by'0.5 percentage points between 1975 and 1980:

lowed real wage gains, and shifts in the

there was very limited progress'in reducing.'

The hardship measure defined by the

ent and Unemployment Statistics,' (which

Changes in severe hardship in
for total work force

1979-

dence

1980-

1974 1979 1974 19 1980 1975

IIE 25.8% 24.2% -1.6% 29.1% 27.7% -1.4%

IFE 11.6 11.4 -0.2 13.2 12.8 70.4

IFI 6.1 6.0 -0.1 6.9 2 +0.3

Put another way, the number of persons with Inadequate Family Income

increased,both relative to the number with Inadequate Family Earnings and
the number with Inadequate Individual Earnings, while the IFE rose in

relation to the IIE:
1 ,
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Relative changes in IIE, IFE and IFI
severe hardship counts

.

1979- 1980-Ratios . 1974 1979 1974 1975 198e 1975

IFI IFE 52.8% 53.1% +0.3% 52.7% 56.0% +3.3%
IFI IIE 23.7 25:0 +1.3, 23.9 25.8 +1.9IFE 4 IIE 44.9 47.0 +2/1 45.4 46.1 +0.7

Similarly, the average IIE and IFE Deficits, measured in 1980 dollars,
declined between 1974 witft4979, as well as between.1975 and 1980,-but the, average IFI Deficit rosei.TRe IFI Deficit, thus, increased relative to the
total,IFE and IIE Defictts, whil0 the IFE Deficit increased relative to theIIE Deficit:

4

0,Changes in severe hardship deficits

Average deficits ($1980)

1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

IIE $2126 $2087 -$39 $2326 $2157 -$169IFE 2742 2706 - 36 2771'. 2713 - 58IFI 2030 2063 + 33 2013 2062 + 49

./-
Tot4 deficits ($1980 An millions)

IJE $56,862 $59,018 $2156 $70,568 $70,648 $ 80
IFE / 32,919 35,929 3010 38,160 41,000 2840
IFI 12,889 14,556 1667 14,603 17,452 2849

Total deficit ratios

IFI a IFE 39.2% 40.5% +1.3% 38.3% 42.6% t4.3%IFI t HE' 22.7 , 24.7 +2.0 20.7 . 24.7 +4.0IFE a IIE p 57.9 ,p0.9 +3.0 54.1 ' 58.0 +3.9

The improvements in the IIE and IFE between 1974 and 1979, as well as
between 1975 and 1980, reflected the reductions in unemployment over these4

same,periods (Table 3.1). Yet the numbers in hardship increased relative
both to the numbers experieving unemployment ahd the numbers predominantly
unemployed (i"11, more than one-third of their weeks in the work force).
There was an increase in the IFE and IFI rates 'among persons experiencing
unemployment, but declines in all three hardship incidence rates amogi
those who were employed full-time or part-time all weeks in the work fora!:
The proportion of persons with Inadequate' Individual Earnings who were in
families with Inadequate Family Earnings increased slightly. Morecritiáally, however,, the' proportion of those with Inadequate Family
tarnings lifted out of-poverty by earnings supplements declined, totally as

k
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Table 3.1. LONG-TERM SHIFTS IN KEY SEVERE HARDSHIP AND UNEMPLOYMENT INDICATORS

IIE

IFE

IFI

Experienced
Unemployment

Predominantly
Unemployed 7.5 6.4 -1.1 10.4 8.7 -1.7

IIE i Experienced
,

Si

Unemployment 1.44 1.53 +0.09 1.44 1.53 +0.09 .

'IFE i Experienced
.

unemployment 0.65 -0.7? +0.07 0.65 0.77 +0.12
lh

IFI 4 Experienced
,

Lnemployment 0.34 0.38 +0.04 0.34 0.4e +0.06

IIE 4 Predominantly
A

Unemployed 3.46 3.77 +0.31 2.77 3.16 +0.39

1979- 1980-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

25.8% 24.2% -1.6% 29.1% 27.7% -1.4%

11.6 114 -0.2 13.2 12.8 -0.4

6.1 6.0 -0.1 6.9 7.2 +0.3 )

17.9 15.8 -2.1 20.2 18.1 -2.1

IFE 4 Predominantly
Unempfoyed 1.55 1.77 4022 1.26 '1.46 +0.20

IFI i Predominantly
Unemployed

Percent Unemployed
in IIE

Percent Unemployed

in IFE

Percent Unemployed
in IFI

Unemployed As
Percent IIE

Unemployed .ts
ercent ICE

0.82 0.94 +0.12 0.66 9.82 +0.12

54.2 03.5 -0.7 59.9 59.6 ' -0.3
,

21.9 22.8 +0.9 25.6 26.6 +1.0

13.7 14.2 +0.5 14.4 17.4 +3.0

37.6 34.9 -2.7 41.6 39.0 4.6

. .

33.8 31.7 -2.1 39.3 37.6 -1,7

, Unemployed As
Percent IF: 39.9 4.7.1 -2.8, _it.8 .43.9. +2.1

Percent of Persons
Employed All Weeks
But in IIE 19.6 18.7 -0.9 21.2 20.6 -0.6

Percent of Persons
j Empfoyed All Weeks

But in IFI 9.3. 9.2 -0.1 10.0 9.7 :0.3

Percent of Persons'

Employed All Weeks

But in IFE 4.5 4.5 Ou 5.1 4.9 -0.2

Percent IIE in IFE 9.31 1 10.32 +0.01 0.34 0.35 49.01

Earnings 5upplemen-
tation Rate-Total 47.1 46.9 -0.2 47.3 14.0 -3.3

Earnings Supplemen-
tation Rate-
Nontransfers 18.3 21.3 +3?0 1622,* 49.5 +3.3

. ,

Earnings 5upplemen-
tation Rate-Transfers 28.8 25.6 -3.2 31.1 24.5 . -6.6

10e
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a result of the declintng impacts of transfers in alleviating severehardship. If transfers ihad the same proportional impacts in 1979 as in1974, and in 1980 as in 197.5, the IFI would have declined by more than theIFE, since the impacts of earnings supplements other than transfersincreased'significantly.

The patterns of change in intermediate and mode'ratç hardship weresomewhat more complex. The 1974-1979 an4 1975-1980 dec es in the severehardship II. were not matched by
gtderate hardship IIE rates:

improvements

1979-

in the intermediate and

1980- 1980-1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

Severe Hardship

!It 25.8% 24.2% -1.6% 29.1% 27.7: -1 4%1FE 11.6 11.4 -0.2 13.2 12.e -0 4 * 1 21FI
6 1 6.0 -0.1 6.9 7 2 +0 3 *1.1

Intemedlate Hardship

IIE 35.3 35.0 -0.3 38.4 37. -0.5 *2.5IFE
14.9 14.7 -0.2 16.8 16 4 -0.4 i 41.5IFI 92 9.0 -0.2 10.3 10.4 +0.1 +1.2

Moderate Har'dship

IIE 44.3 440 -0.3 46.6 47.0 40.7 +3.0IFE
18.5 '18.4 -0.1 20.9 20.5 -0.4 .2.0IFI
12.8 12.3 -0.5 14.3 14.1 -0.3 +1 3

ConsequentIy, the moderate hardship- IIE increased from 1.72 times theSevere hardship IIE in 1974 to 1.82 times the 1IE in 1979 (Table 3.2). 'Theratiotf the modecate and severe hardship IFEs stayed the same from 1974 to1979, but the ratio of the moderate and the severe hardship IFIs declined'from 2.08 to 2.04.

Changes in Work Force Attachment and Work Experiencl Patterns

. Over the 1974-1980 period, the average work force attachment of allparticipants increased. In 1974, 70.2 percent of the total work forceparticipated fifty weeks or.more compared to 71.8 percent in 1979. Theproportion of ttfe total work force with at leastshalf a year of partici-pation rose from 83.0 to 84.4. Since increased weeks in the work force'reduce the likelihood of experiencing hardship, this trend toward increasedattachment had a posaiVe impact, pn hardship rates. Weighting hardshipincidence among full-year and lesr than full-year participants in 1979 bytheir 1974 shares of the total work force, and the 1980 rates by their 1975st.iares, 4nd comparing these weighted rates to actual hardship incidence forthe total work force in 1979 and 1980, respectvely, suggests that increasedattachment was associated with a 0.3 to 0.4 percentage point reduction inthe IIE rate and with lesser effects on the IFE and tEl rates:
-
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Table 3.2. CHANGE IN RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EVERE, INTERMEDIATE AND MODERATE

HARDSHIP FOR TOTAL WORK FORCE

1979-

1974 1979 1974

IIE

Intermediate Severe ' 136.7% 144:9% 8.2%

moderate Seyere

Interrediate-Severe

171.6

36.6

35.0

163.8

250.5

63.8

86.7

128.5

159.3

28.5

30.9

152.8

218.9

52.8

66.1

150.fb

208.3

.5b.6

57.7

181.8

297.5

81.8

181.9

44.9

37.0

168.2

262.3

68.2

94.2

129.4

162.3

29.4

32.9

153.4

220.1

53.4

66.7

149.2

203.5.

49.2

54.3

179.5

289.8

79.5

109.5r

10.3

8.3,

2.0

4.4

11.7

4.4

7.5

1.9

, 3.0

0.9

2.0

0.6

1.2

O6

0.6

-1.4

-4.8

-1.4

-3.4

-2.3

-7.7

-2.3

-61 .2

U

Severe

moderate-Intermediate
Seiere

IIE Deficit

Intermediate 4 Severe

Moderate Severe

Interrediate-Sev'ere
Severe

moderate-Intermediate

Severe

IFE

Irten-ediate Severe

Moderate Severe

Internediate-Severe
Severe

moderate-Inierrediate

Severe

.4FE DefIcit

Interrediate Severe

Moderate Severe

Interrediate-Severe
Se:ere

erate-Intermedlate
Se/ee

..terediate Severe

mocerate Severe

Intermediate-Severe
Severe

Moderate-Intermediate
Severe

IFI DefIcit

Intermediate Severe

Moderate t Severe

Intermedfate-Severe
Severe

Moderate-1nterrediate
It Severe

.

6

1975 1980

1980-

1975

132.0% 136.8% 4.8%

160.5 170.8 10.3
Je

/ m-

32.0 i6.8 4,8

28.4 34.0 5.6 ,

159.4 163.9 4.5

236.7 249.1 12.4

59.4 63.9 4.5

77.3 85.2 7.9

127.2 128.8 1.6

158.7 150.11 1.8

27.2 28.8 1.6

31.5 31.7 0.2'

151.9 152.2, 0.3

216.6 217.4 . 0.;

51.9 52.2 03

64.7 66.7 3.

148.3 145.0 -3.3

206.2 197.3 -8.9

48.3 45.0 -3.3

57.9 52.4 -6.5

181.5 176.6 -4.9

297.1 282.2 -14.9

81.5 76.6 -4.9

115.5 105.6 -9.9

)'
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1979 actual severgAardship rate fpr total

IIE IFE IFI

work'force ( 24.2% 11.4% 6.0%

1979 if had 1974 proportion full-year

participants 24.6 11.6 6.2.

1974-1979 improvement from increased 4
, attachment

0.4 0.2 0.2

1980-actual %evere hardship rates for total
work force

27.7, 12.8 7.2

1980 if had 1975 proportion full-Year
participants

28.0 13.0 7.3

1975-1980 improvement from increased
attachment

0.3 0.2 0.1

1980 if had 1974 propution full-year
participants

28.7 13.4 7.5

19741980 improvement from increased'
attachm&it

1:0 0.6 0.3

1 The inadence of Inadequate Individual Earnings fell among bothfbll-year and less than full-year participants, but more so among thelatter than the former (Table 3.3). In contrast, the IFE rate improved
more for full-year participants. There was also a decline in the ratio ofthe average hardship deficits of full=year participants compared to thosefor the total work force. As a result, the full-year IFE and IFI Deficits
declined relative to the total IFE and IFI Deficits despite the relativegrowth of the full-year work force.

There were two significant and offsetting changes in work experiencepatterns over the two comparison periods. First, the incidence andseverity of unemployment declined. The proportion of the, population
experiencing unemployment was 2.1 percentage points lower in 1979 than in1974, and 2.? percentage points lower in 1980 than 1975 (Table 3.4). Since

\hardship is more prevalent amqng the unemployed than the employed, the un-
employment incidence declines should have lowered hardship rates. Weight-ing the 1979 hardship rates amot work force participants experiencingunemployment and those not experiencing unemployment by their 1974 sharesof the total"work force suggests that the reduction in unemployment shouldhave contributed a 0.7. to 0.8 percentage point improvement in the severe
hardship,IIE for the total work force; a 0.2 to 0.3 percentage pointimprovement in the IFE rate, and a-0.2 to 0.4 percentage point improvementi
in the IFI rate:
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Table 3.3. RELATIVE CHANGES pi SEVERE HARDSHIP FOR FULL-YEAR, HALF-YEAR
AND TOTAL WORK FORCE

..oric Force R.itjo

1974 1979
1979-

1974 1975 1980
1980-

1975

70.2%

83.0
71.8%
84.4

1.6%

1.4

72.7%
84.3

73.9;
85.4

1.2%

1.1

FullYear t Total
, Half-Year f Total

IIE Incidence

Total 25.8 24.2 -1.6 29.1 27 7 -1.4
Half-Year 20.8 19.5 -1.3 23 9 23.0 -0.9
Full-year 18.0 17.0 -1&0 21.3 20.5 -0 8

IIE Ratio

Full-Year t Total 49.0 50 4 1 4 5.3 54.7 1.4

Half-Year f Total 66.7 68.3 1.6 69 4 71.0 1.6

IIE Deficit Rdt10

Fu11-Year t Total 73.2 73.9 0.7 76.3 76.4 0.1

Half-Year t Total 88.4 89.2 0.8 89.8 90.4 0 6

IIE Ayeracie Deficit Ratio

Full-Year t Total 1.49 1.47 -0.02 1.43 1.40 -0.03

Half-Year Total 1.33 1.31 -0.02 1.29 1.27 -0.02

1FE Incidence

Total 11.6 11.4 -0.2 13.2 12.8 -0.4
Half-Year 8.4 8.1 -0.3 10.1 9.7 -0.4

F411-Year 7.1 6.8 -0.3 8.9 8.3 -0.6

IFE Ratio

Full-Year 1 Total 43.0 42.7 -0.3 48.8 48.1 -0.6

Half-Year t Total 60.1 60.3 +0.2 64.5 64.6 +0.1

IFE Deficit Ratio

Full-Year i Total 43.0 42.0 -1.0 50.1 48.7 -1.4

Half-Year i Total 58.8 56.5 -1.3 64.4 62.8 -1.6

IFE Aderacie Deficit Ratio

Full-Year Total 1.00 0.98 -0.02 1.03 1.01 -0.02

Half-Year Total 0.98 0.94 -0.04 1.00 0.97 -0.03

IF1 Incidence

Total 6.1 6.0 -0.1 6.9 7.2 +0.3

Half-Year 4.4 4.3 -0.1 5.2 5.4 +0.2

Full-Year 3.8 3.7 -0.1 4.6 4.8 , +0.2

IFI Ratio

Full-Year i Total 43.7 43.9 +0.2 48.1 '49 8 +1.7

Half-Year i Total 59.7 60.6 +0.9 63.1 65.0 +1.9

IFI Deficit Ratio

Full-Year i Total 50.0 49.2 -0.8 54.9 ,54.4 -0.5

Half-Year i Total 65.3 62.9 -2.4 69.2 67.5 -1.7

IFI Alierage Deficit Ratio

\

Full-Year t Total 1.15 1.12 -0.03 1.15 1.09 -0.06

Half-Year t Total 1.09 1.04 -0.05 1.10 1.04 -0.06



www.manaraa.com

9.!

Table 3.4. CHANGES IN WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERNS 00 WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT,
. 1974-1980

1.

4

Less.Than Full-Year Participants

0
197,-

1974 1979 1974

29.8% 28.2% -1.7%

--Unernployed Some Weeks 7.5%,',/ 6.1 -1.4

Not Employed
-ed/)

1.7 1.4 --0.3
Mostly Unemployed 0.4- 0.3 -0.1
Mixed . 1,4 1.1 -0.3
Mostly Employed 4.0

.
3. -0.7

Employed All Weeks 22.3 22.1 -0.2

'Rärt-Time, Involuntary 1.7 2.6 +0.9
Pfirt- Time. Voluntary. , 10.7 11.5 +0.8
Full-Time ' 9.8 8.0 +1.8

FulT-Year Participants 70.2 71.8 +1.6
et,

Unemp1oyedto4 Weeks 19.4 9.7 -0/'

Not'Employed 0.4 . 0.3-4 -0:1
Mostly Unemp yed' 1.1 1.0 -0.11
Mixed- 2.5 2.2, -0.3
Mostly Employ 6.4 6.1 -0.3

Employed All Weeks 59.8 62.1 +2.3

.Pari-Tirrie Involuntary 2.1 .3:6 +1.5
Part-Time Voluntary 7.9 11.5 +3.6
Full-Time 49.8 47.0 -2.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

1w)

1980-,

1975 198U 1975

27.3% 16.1% -1.2%

7.2 6.3 -0.9 ,

2.2 1.6 -0.6 *

0.5 0.5 -0.6
1.3 1.3 0

3.2 2.9 -0.3

1L1 19.8 -0.3

4 42.5 -i-q'.1

9 9 10.2 +0.3
7 9 7.2 -0.7

73.9 +1.2

13.1 11.8 -1.3

0.9 0.6 -0.3
- 2.0 1.7 -0.3 i

3.6 3.1 -0.5
6.t 6.5 -0.1

59.6 62.1 +2.5

3.5 4.0 +0.5
9.4 10.9 +1.5

46.7 47.2 +0.5

100.0 100.0 100.0
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1979 if
had 1974

proportion

1979 unemployed
actual and employed

1974-1979
improvement

associated
with declining
unemployment

1980 if
had 1975
proportion

1980 unemployed
actual and employed

IIE 24.2% 24.9% 0.7% 27.7% 28.5%

IFE 11.4 114 0. 12.8 ' 13.1

IFI 6.0 6.4 0.4 7.2 7.4

1975-1980
improvement

associated
wit declining
unemQymen t

0.8

OA

The proportion ef the unemp)oyed who did not.work at all or were out
of work over one-third of-their weeks in the work force declined from 41.8
percent in 1974 to 40.6 percent in 1979, or from 51.8 percent in 1975 to
48.3 percent in' 1980. Since the short-duration wemployed had lower
hardship rates, this shift within tne unemployed should have been a further

positive factor. .

.

.

TheerCent of the labor force employed part-time some or all w4eks in

the work force and experiencing no weeks of unemployment, rose froni 22.5

rcent in 1974 to 29.2 percent in 1979, or from 25.2 to 27.5 percent
b 1975 and 1980. The 1979 severe hardship IIE-incidence among
part-t me workers was 35.1 percent compared to 19.7 percent among all other

work orce participants; the IFE rates were 13.7 and 8.6 percent, respec-
tive y; while the IFI rates were 7.9 and 5.2 percent, respectivelyi Thus,

the increase in part-time work contributed to increased hardship:

1974-1979
increase in

1979 if hardship
had 1974 associated with

proportion increase in
1979 part-time part-time

actual workers work

1975-1980
increase in

1980 if hardship
had 1975 associated with

proportion increase in
1980 part-time part-time

actual workers work

IIE 24.2% 23.2% 1.0% 27.7% 27.2% 6.5%

IFE 11.4 9.8 1.6 12.8 11.3 1.5

IFI 6.0 5.9 0.1 7.2 7.1 0.1

But the incidence of hardship also changed within the various attach-

ment and work experience pattern subgroups (Table 3.5). The severe

hardship IIE iatidence increased among both full-year and total work force
paqicipants who experienced unemployment, includfhg those met employed at
all; mostly unemployed, those mixing employment and unemployment, and even

those mostly employed. Because the share of the unemp1oyed who were mostly
employed increased, the IIE rate among the unemployed as a whole fell

despite th rising incidence in each subgroup. In. 1979, 53.5 percent of

persons ex rienting unemployment had Inadequate Individual Earnings com-

pared to 2 percent in 1974. From 1975 to 1980, the severe hardship IIE
rate fell rom 59.9 to 59.6. percent.

110

p.
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Table 3.5. SHIFTS IN 1ARDSHIP INCIDENCE RATES AMONG WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN AND ATTACHMENT SUBGROUPS

Total Full-Year

1979- 1980- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975

11E rate

0--Not employed 97.9% 99.4% +1.5% 9E3.3% 99.6 +1.3 100.0% 100.0% 0 100.0%Mostly unemployed 94.3 95.1 +0.8 93.9 95.3 +1.4 94.3 945 +0.2 93.7Mixed 69.1 69.1 0 67.8 70.9 +3.1 63.0 64.8 +1.8 63.4
Mostly employed 344 33.5 -0.6 35.2 36.7 +1.5 24.2 26.9 +2.7 27.1Part-time involuntary 53.0 44.6 -8.4 48.6 47.8 -0.8 40.8 32.3 -8.5 36.5
Part-time voluntary 38.1 32.6 -5.5m 39.7 36.4 -3.3 37.0 27.5 -9.5 35.6Employed full-time 11.7 10.0 -1.7 11.8 11.3 -0.5 8.7 7.4 -0.7 8.7

1FE rate

Not employed ' 45.6 46.8 +1.2 47.4 51.7 +4.3 62.2 54.4 ' -7.8

5473.1
Mostly unemployed 44.1 42.4 -1.7 42.5 47.4 14.9 44.9 41.0 -3.9Mixed 25.4 28.1 +2.7 28.2 29.6 +1.4 23.6 27.2 +3.6 27.4Mostly employed 12.6 - 13.7 +1.1 13.2 14.4 +1.2 8.4 9.5 +1.1 9.9
Part-time involuntary 22.3 19.8 -2.5 20. 20.2 +0.2 16.5 13.0 -3.5 14.7Part-time Noluntary 20.1 17-3 -2.6 204 19.2 -1.0 16.5 12.2 -4.3 16.2Employed full-time 5.1, 4.5 -0..6 4 4.8

,

-0.6 "'-",219 2.5 -0.4 3.0

IF! rate
1'

Not employed 30.0 31.6 +1.6 27.6 38.4 +10.8 34.7 37.7 +3.0 29.2Moitly unemployed 26.9 26.3 -0.6 22.6 30.7 +8.1 26.4 25.0 -1.4 22.pMixed 15.5 16.0 ,+1.5 14.4 17.6 +3.2 13.5 14.6 +1.1 . 12.9Mostly employed 7.8 8.6 +0.8 8.1 9.3 +1.2 5.2 5.7 +0.5 5.6Part-time involuntary 13.6 .11.4 -2.2 12.3 12.1 -0.2 10.4 8.1 -2.3 9.3Part-time voluntary ' 7.7 6.9 -0.8 8.4 7.8 -0.6 5.6 4.6 -1.0 6.5Employed full-time 2.9 2.7
1 -0.2 3.1 2.8 -0.3 1.8 1.7 -0.1 1.9

1980-

1980 1975

100.0% 0

' 95.1 +1.4
67.1 +3.7

30.1 +3.0
37.9 +1.4

31.6 -4.0

8.5 -0.2

+3.1

6,41 +5.4
27.5 +0.1

10.9 +1.0
15.4 +O4'
14.0 -2.2
2.7 -0.3

43.8 +14.6
31.4 +9.4
15.4 +2.5

5.9 +0.3
9.5 +0.2
5.6 -0.9
1.9 o

112
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In contrast, vie severe hardship IIE incidence fell among participants
enployed part-time some or all weeks in the work force, as well as among
thosg eiployed full-time all weeks of participation. Because part-time
wor*rs increased relative to full-time workers, the improvement in IIE
fncidence for those enployed all weeks of participation was slight,
declining 0.9 percentage points between 1974 and 1979.

The changes in the severe, hardship IFE and IFI rates among 6e various
work experience and work force attachment subgrOups were similar, but in
these cases, the increased hardship incidence among the unemployed sub-
groups,was not offset by the reduced predominance of unemployment among the
intermittently enployed. The IFE rate among wol.k force participants
experiencing unemployment rose from 21.9 in 1974 to 22.8 percent in 1979,
and from 25.6 to 26.6 percent between 1975 and 1980. The IFI rate among
the unemployed rose from 13.7 to 14.2 percent in the first period and from
14.4 to 17,4 1percent in the second. Even though the IIE incidence among
the unemployed had declined over both periods, the proportion of the un-
eMployed with Inadequate Individual Earnings who also had Inadequate Family
Earnings increased. In addition, the IFI incidence among the unemployed
increased dramatically between 1975, and 1980, primarily as a result of
declining transfers:

Percent of Percent of
unemalcved unemployed Earninqs Supple- Earnings Supple-

mentation Rate-
Percept. of

witn ina,dequate

Individual were also a-or; Jre-ployed

mentatidn Pate
1 Transfers amorg with Inadequate

unemployed

, Earninqs
'

1974 54.2
1379 53.5
1979-1974 =07

1975 59 9
1980

14-80-1173
59.6
70--S

in IE unerpined in IFE FamiltIncome

35.4 37.6 26.4 13 7

37.5 37.8 24 8 14.2
-47-27 443 2

38 6 43 9 31.7 14,4
40 8 34 6 ,,,. 23.6 17 4
+2.2 -9 3 -8.1 -4-.3.0

).

The balance of these changes in work force attachment, work experience
pttterns, and hardship incidence among work attachment/experience subgroups
Ctal be assessed by weighting the 1979 incidence rates for each subgroup
(i.e., disaggregating the total work force into full-year participants not
employed, mostly unemployed, mixing enployment and unemployment, mostly
employed, employed part-time involuntarily, employed part-time voluntarily
and those employed full-time, plus less than full-year participants in
these same work experience categories) by their 1974 shares of the total,
work force. Comparison of the weighted with the actual 1979 hardship
rates, then, suggests the effect of chang.ing attachment/experience
patterns, while comparison with the.actual 1974 hardship rates suggests the
effect of incidence rate changes for the subgroups. The same comparisons
can be made between.1975 and 1980. Declining IIE incidence within the
various work experience/attachment subcategories was responsible for all of
the 1974-1979 drop in the severe hardship IIE rate and a third of the
1975-1980 drop. The IFE incidence declines within the various work experi-
ence/attachment subcategories were responsible for the slight improvement
in the ovirall severe hardship IFE, but slighe.increases in incidence from
1975 to 1980 offset the effects of favorable \work experience/attachment
shifts over this period. The increases in'IFI incidence within the various
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work experience/attachment subcategories were responsible for ihe rise oi
the severe hardship IFI,,which otherwise would have declined because of the
favorable work experience/attachment changes:

IIE

Actual 1979 IIE rate 24.17 gtuAl 1980 IIE rate 27.67
Weighted rate 23.86 Welhted rate 28.65
Effect,of changing
distribution

Effect of changing

distributiob
1974-1979 +0.31 1975-1980 \ -0:98

Actual 1974 LIE rate 25.83 Actual 1975 ItE rate -19.05
Effect of changing Effect of changing

incidence 1974-1979 -1.97 incidence 1975-1980 -0:40 4

.IFE

Actual 1*9 IFE rate 11.35 Actual 1980 IFE rate 12.77
Weighted rate 11.24 Weighted rate 13.35
Effect 9f changing
distribution

Effect of changing
diWibution

1974-197 # +0.11 1975-1980 -0.58

Actual 1974 IFE rate 11.59 Actual 1975 IFE rate 13.18
Effect of changing Effect of changing
incidence 1974-109 -0.35 incidence 1975-1980 +0.17

IFI

Actual 1979 IFI rate
Weighted rate

6.03
6.12

Actual /980 IFI rate
Weighted rate 77 :

Effect of changing
7%.

Effect of changing
distribution dfstribution
1974-1979 ./ -0.09 1975-1980 -0.46

Actual 1974 IFI rate 6.13 Actual 1980 IFI rate 6.94
Effect of changing Effect of changing
incidence 1974-1979 -0.01 incidence 1975-1980 -0.65

Long-Term Shifts in the Composition
and Distribution of Hardship

Changes in the demographic, geographic and occupational distributions
of the work force were generally favorable over the 1974-1980 period and
should have reduced hardship incidence. The favorable factors incnded the
agtlig of the post-war babies into ttie prime 4orking yehrs and the exit of
older workers, the increased educational attainment of the woek.force, and

114
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increased employment in occupations characterized by lower hardship rate's.
The shift of population to areas characterized by lower wages and lower
transfers was a marginally negative factor, but was balanced by a relative
improvement in hardship incidence in the previously worst off areas as well
as the suburbanization of metropolitan area populations.

4

Aging Postwar Babies and Exiting Oldsters

The proportion of the work force who were individuals'in their "prime"
working and earning years increased noticeably over the late 1970s:

16-19

(Student)

204
(Student)

25-44

45-64

'65+

Share of total work force

1979-

1974 1979 1974 1976

11.0% 10.0% -1. % 10.6%
(5.8)(6.3) (5.4) (-0.9)

15.0 15.2 +0.2 15.0

(2.4) (2.3) (-0.1) (2.3)

40.2 44.5 +4.3 41.2

29.7 '26.6 -3.1 29.2

4.1 3.7 -0.4 4.0

1980

1980-

1975

1980-

1974

9.3%
(5.3)

-1.3%
(-0.5)

-1.7%
(-1.0)

15.3 +0.3 +0.3
(2.2) (-0.1) (-0.2)

45.5 / +4.3 +5.3

26.4 -2.8 -3.3

3.6 ' -0.4 -0.5

Weighting the 1979 severe hardship rate for each age group (and

tounting younger students and nonstudents separately) by its 1974 work
force share, suggests that the IIE and IRE rates were reduced noticeably by
these changes in age composition. Since older workers have low IFI

incidence despite high IFE incidence, their declining share offsets the IFI
improvement expected from increased numbers of prime age workers:

IIE IFE IFI

incidence incidence incidence

/1

Incidence in 1979 if had 1974 age

distribution

Actual 1979 incidence

, Changes in hardship incidence rates
associated with age shifts
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24.73%

24.17

-0.56

11.59% . 6.01%

11.354°k 6.07

-0.24 - +0.02
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Yet the incidence of her ship among the different age groups also .

changed with the changes in work force'shares, combining to alter.the age
comp9sition of persons in hardsiiip.

First, the participation rates of 16- to 19-year=olds, and of persons
45 and over, declined, while rising significantly among prime age workers
(Table 3.6). This reduced the proportion of the younger and older segments
of the work force who were marginal participants likely to be in hardship,
thus reducing the relative hardship rates for these age groups.

Second, full-year work force participation rose more among 16- to
24-year-olds than Nmang 25- to 44-year-olds, while full-year participation
declined among older workers. This reduced the relative hardship incidence
among younger participants, but increased the relative incidence among
older participants.

Thirg, the incidence of unemployment declined more among younger and
older workers than among those of prime age, which should have reduced the
disparity in hardship incidence.

Fourth, the incidence of Inadequte Individual Earnings declined among
unemployed teenagers, while rising more for prime age workers than clther
age groups.

Fifth, the probability of Inadequate Family Earnings among persons
with Inadequate Individual -Eairnings rose noticeably among prime age
workers, with lesser increases or actual declines for younger and older
participants in the HE.

i

Sixth, the Earnings Supplementation Rate declineesubstantially among
prime age workers in the IFE, while increa ing* among younger, and older
workers, with most of this the reflection o more rapidly expanding norlr

.

transfer supplements received by the flmilies of younger and dicier partici-
pants in the IFE, as well as a less severe decline in transfer supplements
for older participants.

The end result of these various factors was a substantial change in
the relative incidence of Inadeiivate Family Earnings and Lncome among the
different age groups. The IFE ates 'declined for 16- to 19-year-olds and
for work force participants age 45 and over, while increasing for prime age
work force participants. The JIFI rate rose by 0.9 percentage points for
prime age workers between 197fl and 1980, while declining 2.3 percentage
poihts for teenage work foiç4 participants and 1.0 percentage points for
participants age 65 and ove

The teenager and older-workerdshares of hardship declined substan-.
tially as a result of their reduced work force shares and their falling
hardship rates:
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Ta'P1e3.6. CHANGES IN WORK FORCE PARTICIPATION, UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP BY AGE

16-19

Proportion In Work Force

1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

70.4% 69.7% -.7% 67.5% 87.0% - 5%

16-19 Student 62.5 61.4 -1.1 58.7 59.1 + 4

20-24 86 2 8 8 +.6 84.6 86.9 +2.3
20-24 Student 81.5 7 .5 -4.0 76 3 76.6 + 3

25-44 80.1 8 +3.4 80.7 84.8 +4.1
45-64 71.5 70.6\_ 9 70.6 70.8
65 + 19.9 17.7 -2'72 19.1 17.1 -2.0

'

IIE

1974 1979 1974
1979-

1975 1980 1975

1980-

74-
)6-19 / '61 3% 59.47 -1.7% 69 3% .67.2% -2.1%
16-19 Student 64 4 63.0 -1.4 72.5 70.0 -2 3

20-24 13.9 30.9 -1.0 37.7 37.2 - 5

49.320-24 Student 40.7 40 6r - .1
/

,48.3 -1.0
25444 17.9 17.0 20.2 20.4

0. .2
45-64 18 6 17.6 -1.Q 20.8 19.4 .1.4
65 + .4 35.7 -2.7 41.6 38.0 -3.6

IXi Unemployment

,

11E Incidence Among Those Experiencing

1979- 1980-
1974 1979 . 1974,--_ 1975 1980 1975

16-19 79.4% 78.3% -1.1% 85.3% 84.51., ,8%
16-19 Student 80.5 83.9 +.4 88.6 86.7 -1.9

20-24 55.3 59.0 -.3 63.6 64.# +.7,

20-24 Student 63 1 63 2 t.1 74.5 73. -1.2
25-44 43.0 C 44.4 +1.4 48 9 50 9 +1 1

45-64 46.2 ( 47.2 +1.0 52 6 52 0 - 6
65 + 69.3 74.5 +5.2 . 76.3 72.3 -4.0

e

1974

16-19 31 1

16-19 Student 42 2

2024 35 1

20-24 Studea 51 0
25-44 33 3

45-64 51 9

65 0. 84 1
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EJrninq. Suormontation Pdte-T8ta1

1979- 1988
1919 1974 1915 1980 1975

77 8. 33 B. 38.4 4+2.6
4.2 +7 0 37 7 44 6 +6 9
36 9 +1 8 35.4 36 1 +1.5

57 7 +6 7

4318

49 7 2 7
3?.2 .1.1 8 30 4 -1 6

55 2 +3 3 53 2 54 1 9

RR 2 +7.5 85 0 86 5 +1 5

4.

1974

Share of Work Force Participants
Experiencing Unemployment

1979-
1979 1974 1975 1980

1980-

1975

Proportion in Work Force Full-Year

1979-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980

1980-

1975
31.6%

26.8
29 2
24.4

15.9

10.7

8.3

1974

26.5% -5.1%

21.2 -5.6
25.5 -3 7
17.5 -6 9

14 9 -1.0
9 1 -1.6
5.8 -2 5

1979-
1979 1974

32.5% 29.5%

26.6 24.3

32.5 28.8
26.9 21.0

18.6 17.5
13.0 10.6
10.0 5.6

1FE

Ili

1975 1980

-3.0

-2.3
-3.7
-5.9
-1.1

-2 4

-4.4

1980-
1975

30.4%

20.5
59.2

22.6
78.2

81 5
57.7

NA

32.3%

21.5
63.2
27.2

78.9

81.8
55.1

mg'

+1.9%
+1.0
+4 0

+4.6
+ .7

+ 3

-2.6

1979-

NA

33.4%

22 1

63.3
27.7

79.8

83.6
58.3

.1F1

NM

34 9%

24.5
64.9

31.1

81.0

83 1

55 2

NW

+1.5%

+2.4
+1.6

+3.4

+1.2

- .5

-3.1

1980-

NM
15 77

14.6

11.9
16 5

8.4

9.5
46.5

1974

*15.37 - .4 18.4% 17.7z
13.3 -1 3 16.0 15.3
12.8 + 9 14 5 14.8
18.0 1.51 19.4 19.6
8.5 . .1 9.9 10.0
9.2 -.3 10.5 ,10.1

45.1 -1,4 48 4 45.9

Proportion of 11E In IFE

1979-
1979 1974 1975 1980

-.7%.
-.7

+.3

+.1
+.1
-.4

-2.5

.
1980- ,

1975

9.8% 9.5% - .3% 12.2% 10.9%
8.4 7.3 -1.1 10.0 8.5
7.7 8.1 .4 9.4 10.0
8.1 8.1 0 10.3 9.8
5.6 5.8 + .2 6.1 7.0
4.5 4.1 - .4 4.9 4.7
7.1 5.3 -1.8 ).2 6.2

ProportionNot in IIE But In 1FE

1979-
1974 , 1979 1974 1975 1980

-2.3%
-1.5

.6

+ .9

- .2

-1.0

1980-

1975

19.3%
16.9

26.8
21.6
32.9

36.9
70.6

1174

24.9
26 1

20.6

21 3
21 sy

29 5
51 /

19.4% + .1%
15.0 -1.9

29.5 - .3

27.0 + .4

34.9 +2.0
36.8 - .1

68.7 -1.9

EarnInT. '.upplencntation

1979-

11/4

22.44 -2.5i
25 Fl - 5

1/ 7., -2,9

15.5 -5 8
11 1 . -2 1

26 6 -2.9
50 1 -1.7

22.1% 21.9%
18.0 17.3
29.1 31.9

24.8 27.7
36.1 37.4
39.4 38.9
71.6 ' 73.2

Rate.frde.f r.,

197; 1980

-

- .7

+2.8
+1.9
+1.3

- .5

+1.6

19W-
1975

0
. 3

-5 8

:.]
-5 .1

-5.1

10.0% 9.3% -.7% 10.01. 9.3%
10.4 10.5 '+.1 10.8 10.6 P
5.0 5.3 47.1 5.7 4.7
13.0 11.8 -1.2 14.2 12.0
3.1 3.1 i 0 3.2 3.0

3.2 3.4 +.2 3.0 3.2

31.5 32.1 +.6 - 31.8 29.1

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Nontransfr

1979-
11/4 19/i 1914 19/5 1980

M 0 15 4', +2.4: 10.1' 14 7t
15 9 19.4 +7 5 10 9 18.1
14 5 19 2 +4.7. 11.9 19 2
21 / 42 1 +12.5 26 0 35.8)0'

IP'', 12.5 .1,0 10 5 12.7'4
. 4 )8 h +6.4 20 6 26.8
:1 ') 18.1 5 1 32.6 39.2

%

-.7%

-.2

-1.0

-2.2

- 2

42
-2.7

1980-

1975

+c14.6t

+ '1.2

+7.3
0.8

. +1.7

+6.2

+6.6:

23.7% 23.71
26 Fl 26 5
23%5 17.7

21 0 13.9
27.5 18.2

32.6 27.3
52 4 47 3

118



www.manaraa.com

101
1

?.

Shares of severe harAship for total work force

1979- 1980-
. 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 197516-19

IIE 26..1% 24.5% =1.6% 25.3% 22.5% -2.8%
IIE Deficit I 17.0 16.1 -0.9 16.8 .14.8 , -2.0

IFE 14.9 13.4 -1.5 . 14.8 12.9 -1.9
IFE Deficit 14.3 12.8 ' -1.5 130 11.8 -2.1

IFI / 17.5 15. -1.8 18.6 14.1 -4.5
IFI Deficit 14.8 13.5 -1.3 15.5 11.8 -3.7

45 and over
IIE 27.4 24..8 -2.6 26.6 23.5 -3.1IIE Deficit 35.7 33:2 -2.5 33.9 27.9 -6.0

IFE 40.5 36.2 -4.31: ' 37.8 33.8 -4.0
IFE Deficit 38.2 34.1 -4.1' 35.7 31.3 -4.4

,

IFI 26.7 21.5 -5.2 24:9 20.3 , -4.6
IFI Deficit 23.8 20.3 -3.5 19.3 17.9 -1.4

The corollary is that employment pro lems of teenage and older worl4ers
have become less costly to solve ttheir alleviation would' also have
less effect on-aggregate hardship. If all 45- to 64-year-olds with In-
adequate Individual Earnings in 1974 had, instead, received the minimum

,wage equivalent foe their hours and weeks in the work force, the total HEwould have been 13.1 percent lower (Table 3.7). Similar augmentation ofthis age subgroup's earnings in 1979 would have reduced the total IFE by
only 10.8 percent. Likewise, the provision of minimum wage earnings.for
all hours of joblessness or involuntary part-time idleness among 45- to

'64-year-olds would have 'reduced the. IFE by 0.7 percentage points more in
1974 than in 1979.

Increasidg Hump Resource Endow nts

The educational attainment of the work force improved dramatically
over the 1974-1980 period. In 1974, 33.6 percent of total participants did'not have a high school degree, outnumbering the 32.4 percent with some
post-secondary education. ,By 1980, the situation was reversed. Dropoutsand high school students represented only,,24.1 percent of the work force
and were far-outnumbered by those with some pOst-secondary education, who
represented 37.0 perceit:

119
0.4
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A

Table 3.7. PERCENTAGE REDUCTION iN THEJOTAL IFE RESULTING FROM AUGMENTATION
OF THE EARNINGS OF 'SEPARATE AGE SUBGROUPS ONLY

Reduction in IFE resulting from, .

Full Employment augmentation i

,
1979- 1980-

197'4 197 1974 105 1980 1975

, .

16-19 ;, 3.91% 3.22% -0.69% 4.58% 3.79% -0.79%

20-24 4.70 4.77 +9.07 6.58 6.28. -0.30

25-44 7.59 - 8.53 +0.94 9.81 11.10 +1.29

45-64 6.97 6.04 -0.93 8.73 7.09 -1.64-

65+ 2.71 2.29 -0.42 2.68 2.08 -0.60

\\

Reduction in rFE resulting from,
Adequate employment augmentation'

4.89 4.04 -0.85 5.64 4.50 -1.14

20-24 6.30 6.45 +0.15 7,.77 8.52 +0.75

25744 12.79 . 12.81 +1.02 13.54 17.24 +3.70

45-64 13.14 10.84 -4.40 13.75 11.88 -1.87

65* 4.64 .3.48 -1.16 4.26 dt 3.31 .k-0.95

Reduction in IFE resulting from,

CaPacity Employment augmentation'

16-19* 2.31 2.05 -0.26 3.29 2.63 -0.66'-

20-24 4.05 3.13 -0.92 5.08 5,34 +0.26'

25-44 6.57 7.06 +0.49 9.20 10.30 +1.10

45-64 4.78 3.84. -0.94 6.09 5.12 -0.97

65+ 0.97 0.964 -0.01 : 0.96 0.60 -0.36

1 Full Employment augmentation--All unemployed and involuntarily part-,time 4

employed in the IFE who are in the specific age cohort are ascribed the,

minimum wage for all hours of forced idleness, and the effect onsthe total

IFE is calculated. .

2Adequate Employment augmentation--All persons in the specific age cohort

who a in the IFE who have Inadequate Individual Earnings are augmented
to a mally adequate level and the effect on the total IFE is calculated.

3
Cap city Employment augmentation--All unemployed and invoTuntaOly part-time

wor ers in the IFE are ascribed their usual wage for their hours of forced

idl ness, and the effect of this augmentation on the'total IFE is calculated.

12u
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Share of total work force

1974 1979
1979-

1974 1975 1980
1980-

1975

1980-

1974

High school sttAdent 4.9% 4.3% -0.6% 4.5% 4.1% -0.4% -0'.8%

Post-secondary student 4.3 4.0 -0.3 4.1 4.0 -0.1 -0.3.

High school dropout 28.7 20.9 -7.8 24.8 20.0 -4.8 -8.7

High school graduate
t only 37.3 38.1 +0.8 37.5 38.8 +1.3 +1.5

Post-secondary 1-3
years 14.0 15.8 +1.8 14.0 16.0 +2:0 +2.0

College graduate 14.1 16.9 +2.8 15.0 17.0 +2.0 +2.9

Since hardship incidence declines with increased education, the edu-
cational'upgrading of the work force was a favorable development. Weight-ing the 1979 hardship levels for each of the six educational categories by
its 1914 share of the total work force, and comparing the weighted hardship
rates'with the 1979 actuals, suggests that a 2.6 percentage point declinein the IIE rate, 1.5 percentage points in the IFE rate and 0.9 percentage
points in the IFI rate, might have been expected as a result of improved
education, if all else remained the same. All else clearly did not staythe same, since theVecrements exceeded the 1.7, 0.2 and 0.1 percentage
point drops in the ree hardship rates, but the educational shifts were
clearly a highly favorable factor:

IIE rate if 1979 incidence rates among
education groups but 1974 shares 26.66%

Actual 1979 IIE incidence

Reduction in IIE associated with
educational improvement

IFE rate if 1979 incidence rates among
educational groups but 1974 shares

24.17

. -2.59

12.82

Actual 1979 IFE incidence 11.35

Reduction in IFE incidence associated

with educational improvement -1.47

IFI rate if 1979 incidence rates among
educational groups but 1979 shares 6.91

Actual 1979 IFI incidence 6.03

Reduction in IFI incidence associated
with educational improvement -0.86
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Hardship incidence declined more, or rose less, for persons who had
completed some post-secondary education than for high school dropouts or
high school graduates with no further education (Table 3.8). For instance,
the gap between the severe hardship IIE rates for dropouts and college
graduates increased 3.8'percentage points between 1974 and 1980; the IFE
gap increased by 2.8 percentage points, and the IFI gap by 2.9 percentage
points. Interestingly, the differential between the IFE and IFI rates of
dropouts and high school graduates with no further education did not in-
crease between 1974 and 1979 or between 1975 and 1980, even though the

differentials in unemployment and IIE rates widened over both periods.

The relative decline iff hardship incidence among completers of post-

secondary education offset, to some degree, their increasing work force
share. Yet Oe persons in hardship in 1979 and 1980 had significantly more
education than the persons in hardship in 1974 and 191,5. Persons with some

post-secondary educatlon accounted for a 3.8 percentYge point larger share
of the severe handOlp IIE in 1980 than in 1974, while their IFE and IFI
shares rose .3.5 and 3.3 percentage points, respectively (Table 3.9).

The Impacts of Occupational Upgrading

Hardship is most prevalent among farm workers, laborers and service
workers; it,is least prevalent among white collar workers. The share of
the total work force in the high incidence occupations declined by 1.4
percentage points between 1974 and 1979, while the white collar share
increased by 3.1 percentage points (Table 3.10). Weighting the 1979 hard-
ship and unemployment incidence rates in each of the nine occupational_
subclassifications (professional and 'managerial, sales, clerical, craft and
kindred workers, operatives, laborers, farm and service workers, plus those
not employed during the year) by their 1974 work force shares suggests that
the occupational shifts were a positive factor in reducing both unemploy-
ment and hardship:

4.1k
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Table 3.8. HARDSHIP AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES AND DIFFERENTIALS BY EDUCATION
LEVEL

Percent Experiencing Uneciplootent IIE Incidence

1974 1979

High School Student 28.4% 21.9%

Post-Secondary Student 23.9 18.7

High Schoo) Dropout 22.0 22.0

High Ichdol Graduate,
ho Further Education 17.5 15.9

1-3 Years Post-Secondary

Education 13.7 13.0

:allege Faur Years or
4ore 9.7 8.5

Alin School Oroodut-
nigh Scnool Graduate 4.5 6.1

High School Dropout-
1-3 Years Post- A
Secondary Education 8.3 9.0

High School Oropout-
College ,

12.3 13.5

High School Graduate-
1-3 YearS Post-
Secondary Education 3.8

High School Graduate-

Colrege 7.8

1-3 Years Post -Secondary -

College 4.0 4.51

1974 1979

High School Student 15.9% 15:4%

Post-Secondary Student 15.4 17.1

High School Dropout 21.1 21.6

High School Graduate,

go Further Education 8.1 9.0

13 Years Post-Secondary
Education 7.3 7.6 .

College Four Years or
More 4.5 5.0

High School Oropout-
High School Graduate 13.0 12.6

High School Dropout-,

1-3 Years Post-
Secondary Education 13.8 14.0

High School Dropout-

College 16.6 16;6

High School Graduate-
1-3 Years Post-

Secondary Education 0.8 1.4

High School Graduate-
College 3.6 4.0

1-3 Years Post-Secondary-
College 2.8 2.6

1979- 1980- 1979- 1980-
1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

-6.5i 28.4% 27.1% -1.3% 68.7; 65.5% -3.11 76.1% 74.0% -2.1i

-5.2 25.3 20.5 -4.8 41.6 42.7 +1.1 51.2 49.1 -2.1

0 25.9 25.2 -0.4 34.2 34.9 +0.6 38.7 39.5 +0.8

-1.6 20.1 18.7 -1.4 21.9 21.4 -O.5 25.3 25.7 +0.4

-0.7. 16.7 13.9 -2.8 , 16.7 16.3 -0.4 19.8 18.6 -1.2

-1.2 10.5 9.0 -1.5 9.2 9.4 +0.2 11.0 10.6 -0.4

+1.6 5.8 6.8 +1.0 12.4 13.5 +1.1 13.4 13.8 +0.4

+0.7 9.2 11.6 .2.4 17.6 18.6 +1.0 1149 20.9 +2.0

+1.2 15.4 16.5 +1.1 25.1 25.5 +0.4 27.7 28.9 +1.2

/ r
-0.9 3.4 4.8 +1.4 5.2 5.1 -0.1 5.5 7.1 +1..6

-0.4 9.6 9.7 +0.1 12.7 12.0 -0.7 14.3 15.1 +0.8

+1.5 6.2 4.9 -1.3 1,5 6.9 -0.6 6.6 8.0 .0.8

IFE Incidence If! Incidence

1979- 1980- 1979- 1980-
1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

-0.5% 17.91 17.6% -0.3% 9.71 8.9% -0.8% 11.3% 10.7% -0.6%

+ 7 17.3 18.4 +1.1 7.2 7.1 -0.1 9.1 8.8 -0.3

00.5 24.0 24.5 +0.5 11.7 12.3 +0.6 13.1 14.8 +1.7

+0.9 9.9 10.8 +0.9 4.2 4.8

,

+0.6 4.2 '5.9 +1.7

t
,

+0.3 8.8' p.s -0.3 3,5 3.8 +0.3 4.2 4.3 03.1
,

03.5 5.2 5.1 -0.1 15 2.2 +0.4 2.4 2.4

4 ,

-0.4 14.1 13.7 -0.4 7.5 7.5 0 8.9 8.9 0

+0.2 15.2 16.0 +0.8 8.2 8.5 +0.3 8.9 10.5 +1.6

0 18.8 19.4 +0.6 9.9 10,1 +0.2 10.7 12.8 +2.1

+0.6 1.1 2.3 +1.2 0.7 1.0 +0.3 0 1.6 +1.6

+0.4 4.7 5.7 +1.0 2.4 2.6 +0;2 1.8 3.5 +1.7

-0.2 3.6, 3.4 -0.2 0.7 1.6
A,

+0.9 1.8 1.9 +0.1
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. Table 3.9. INCREASED EDUCATIONAL ATTAIWMENT AMONG TOTAL WORK FORCE
PARTICIPANTS IN SEVERE HARDSHIP

IIE Share

1974 1979

1979-

1974 1975 1980

1980-

1975

1980-

1974

High School Student 13.2% 11.8% -1.4% 11.8% 11.1% -0.7% -2.1%

Post-Secondary Student 6.9 7.0 +0.1 7.3 7.1 -0.2 +0.2

High School Dropout 34.6 30.2 -4.4 33.0 28.6 -4.4 -6.0

, 4igh School Graduate,
'40 Furtner Education 31.7 33.8 +2.1 32.7 36.0 +3.3 +4.3

1-3 Years Post:
Secondary Education 8.6 10.7 +2.1 9.5 10.7 .+1.2 +2.1

College Graduate 5.6 6.6 +1.6 5.7 6.5 +0.8 +1.5

IFE Share

1979- 1980- 1986-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

114/School Student 6.8% 5.9% -0.9% 6.1% 5.7% -0.4% -1.1%

Post-Secondary Student 5.9 6:0 +0.1 5.5 5.8 +0.3 -0.1

High School Dropout 47.5t 39.9 -7.6 45.1 38.4 -6.7 -9.1

High School Graduate,
No Further Education 26.2 30.2 +4.0 28.1 32.7 +4.6 +6.5

1-3 Years Post-
Secondary Education 8.3 10.7 +2.4 9.3 10.6 +1.3 +2.3

College Graduate _5.5 7.4 +1.9 5.9 6.8 +0.9 +1.3

IFI Share

1979- 1980- 1980-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

High School Student 7.8% 6.4% -1.4% 7.3% 6.2% -1.1% -1.6%

Post-Secondary Studentw.- 5.0 4.7 -0.3 5.4 4.9 -0.5 -0.1

High School Dropout 49.7 42.7 -7.0 46.9 41.3 -5.6 -8.4

High School Graduate,
No rurther Education 25.6 30.2 +4.6 26.6 32.3 +5.7 +6.7 *

1-3 Years Post-
Secondary 4:lucation 7.6 10.0 +2.4 8.5 9.5' +1.0 +1.9

College Graduate 4.3 6.1 +1.8 5.2 5.8 +0.6 +1.5

i I
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Table 3.10. OCCUPATIONAL SHIFTS AND CHANGING WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT OVER 1974-1979 PERIOD

4
Share Total
Work Force

Percent Total
Work Force in

Each Occupation
Participating
Full-Year

Share Full-Year
Work Force

1979- 1979- 1979-

1974 1979 1974 1974 .1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

White Collar 46.2% 49.3% +3.1% 74.9% 75.6% +0.5% 49.3% 51.9% +2.6%

a.

Professional, Technical,

Managerial and
Administrative 22.6 24.9 +2.3 82.6 81.8 -0.8 26.6 28.5 +1.9

Sales 6.2 6.1 -0.1 66.6 68.0 +1.4 5.9 5.8 -0.1 --.
C...)
....4

Clerica) 17.4 18.3 +0.9 67.9 69.6 +1.7 16.8 17.7 +1.9

Blue Collar 33.6 31:7 -1.9 74.3 76.0 +1.7 35:5 33.6 -1.9
,

Craft and Kindred 12.7 12.2 -0.5 83.3 83.5 +0.2 14.4 14.2 -0.2

Operatives 15.8 14.2 -1.7 72.4 75.4 +3.0 16.3 14.9 -1.4

Laborers 5.7 5.3 -0.4 60.1 ?OA +0.4 4.9 4.5 -0.4

If.
Farm Workers 3.6 2.7 -0.9 68.4 70.4 +2.0 3.5 2.7 -0.8

Service Workers 14.6 14.5 -0.1 54.0 56.1 +2.1 11.2 11.3 +0.1

No Employment 2.1 1.8 -0.3 17.8 17.8 0 0.5 0.5 0_ if

125 .126
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1979 total unemployment incidence if 1974 occupational
distribution but 1979 uneMployment rates in each
occupation

1979 unemployment incidence,

Reduction in unemployment incidence between 1974 and 1979
related to occupational shift

1979 IIE if 1974 occupational distriblition but 1979 IIE
rates for each occupation

1979 IIE incidence

Reduction in IIE incidence between 1974 and 1979 related to
occupational shift

1979 IFE if 1974 occupational distribution but 1979 IFE
rates for each occupation

1979 IFE incidence

\

s

Reduction in IFE incidence between 1974 and 1979 related to
occupational shift

1979 IFI if 1974 occupational distribution but 1979 IFI
rates for each occupation

1979 IFI incidence

Reduction in IFI incidence between 1974 and 1979 related to
occupational shift

16.54%
15.79

- 0.75

25.08
24.17

- 0.91 ,

11.87
11.35

- 0.52

6.36

6.03

-0.33

For the high incidence occupations, increases in work force attachment
reduced the severe hardship rates. For instance, the proportionlof farm
workers who participated, full-year rose by 2.0 percentage points between
1974 and 1979, and the proportion of service workers'participating full-
year rose by 2.1 percentage points, compared to an increase of only 0.5
percentage points among white collar workers. Reflecting this change, the
IFE rate among farm workers declined 9.5 percentage points, and that among
service workers fell 2.9 percentage points, while the IFE 'incidence re-
mained almost stable for white collar workers (Table 3.11). While the
variance in unemployment incidence rates within the nine broad occupational
categories declined slightly, the variance in hardship rates declined
substantially:

i
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Table 3.11. INCIDENCE OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP IN 1974 AND 1979 BY
OCCUPATION

TOTAL WORK FORCE

Unemployrent
Incidence

IIE

Incidence
IFE

Incidence
Irl

Inclience

1979 1979- 1970-J
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 13"

White Collar 10.7% 9.4% -1.3% 16.9% 16.7% -0.2% .1.0% 2.7' 3 3t .3

Professional. Technical
Managerial and
Administrative ! 2 7.1 -0.1 10.2 10 2 0 4.8 5.6 .0 8 2.0 26 *0 6

Sales 12 8 10.8 -2.0 29.9 29 5 -0.4 10.3 10.9 .0.6 3 7 4 4 41 7

Clerical 14.5 12.1 -2.4 20.9 21.3 40.4 7.1 8.6 +1 5 3 3 2 8 *0.5

Blue Collar 23.9 21 1 -2.8 20.2 19.3 -0.9 10.3 10.3 0 5.7

Craft and Kindred 18.8 17.3 -1.5 20.5 11.6 .1.1 7.1 7.5 +0.4 3 8 1.3 *9 5

Operatives 25.8 22.0 -3.8 23.0 19.9 -3.1 10.3 10.3 0 5 7 5.7 0

Laborers 29.6 27.3 -2.3 32.8 35.3 .2.5 17.2 16.6 -0.6 9 7

Farm Workers 9.4 11.0 41 6 63.9 54.4 -9.5 31.8 25.8 -6.0 19.7 15.8 -3 3

Service Employment 17.2 16.8 -0.4 47.8 44.9 -2.9 21.2 20.4 -0 3 11 2 11.''

No Employment 100.0 100.0 0 97.9 99.4 +1.5 45.6 46.8 .1 2 : 30.0 31 6 6

FoLL-YEAR wORK FORCE

White Collar 8.0 7.4 -0.6 11.5 11:6 +0.1 3.5 4.0 .0.5 1.5 1.8 *0.3

Professional. Technical
Managerial and
Administrative 5 8 5.7 -0.1 7.6 7 6 0 2.8 3.1 .0.3 1.4 1 6 0.2

Sales 9.4 '8.6 -0.8 20.9 20.8 -0.1 6.0 7.0 1.0 1.9 2.7 1 S

Clerical 11.1 9.7 -1.4 14.4 15.0 .0.6 3.7 4.4 .1.7 1 5 1 S 2

Blue Collar 23.6 21.2 -2.5 14.9 14.6 -0.3 6.3 6.5 0.2 3 7 ?

Craft and Kindred 18.7 16.9 -1.8 8.5 9.7 '1.2 4.2 4.9 .0.7 2.5 3.2 0 A

Operatives 25.7 22.0 -3.7 17.0 15.4 -1,6 6.2 6.4 +0.2 3.6 3,6 0

Laborers 30.8 31.2 .1.4 27.2 27.5 0.3 12.4 11.8 -0.6 7!1 7.5 .0.4

Farm Workers 7.6 10.1 .2.5 63.1 57.4 -5.7 28.8 23 2 -5 C 17 3 14.4 -2.9

Service Workers 15.5 16.6 +1.1 38.5 36.1 -2.4 16.2 14.8 -I 4 .s 7.8 -0.7

No Employment 100.0 100.0 0 100.0 100.0 0 62.2 54.4 .7.K 1

-9
34.7 37.7, 43,0
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Variance between nine occupational subclassifications In

Unemployment
incidence

hardship and unemployment Incidence

IIE IFE

incidence incidence
IFI

incidence

Gft . 1979- 1979- 1979- 1979-

1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

Total work force

Standard 4eviation 7.7% 6.7% -1.0% 18.4% 15.7% -2.7% 9.1% 7.0% -2.1% 5.9% 4.6% -1.3%

Coefficient of variation
(standard deviation t
mean) 45.6 42.9 -2.7 61.7 55.4 -6.3 66.6 53.1 -13.5 80.3 63.7 -16.6

Full-year work force

Standard deviation 9.0 8.4 -0.6 18 5 16.5 -2.0 8.9 8.3 -0.6 5.4 5.2 -0 4

Coefficient of variation
(standard deviation
mean) 57.5 55.8 -1.7 75.2 70 0 -5.2 88 6 72.1 -6.5 98.4 82.1 -16.3

The Changing Geography of Hardship

iiire were'significant shifts in the geographic.%distribution of the
work force ver the 1974-1980 period. The share residing in the New

Midd East North Central and East South Central statesEngland, Atlantic,
\pclined, while the share in the South Atlantic, West South Central,
untain and Pacific states increased:

\

New England
Middle Atlantic

East North Central
West North Central

South Atlantic
East South Central

West South Central
Mountain

Pacific

Total work force share

1974 1980 1980-1974

6.1% 5.7% -0.4%

16.6 15.6 72.0

19.8 18.5 -0.7
7.9 7.0 0

15.3 16.2 +0.8
6.4 6.1 -0.3

9.6 10.4 +0.8
4.5 5.1. +0.6

13.8 14.4 +0.6

On balance, the regions where hardship was more prevalent grew faster.
Weighting the 1979 severe hardship rates for each region by its 1974 work
force share suggests that the work force redistribution was a modestly
negative,factor:
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Total IIE rate if 1979 incidence in each region
but 1974 share

Actual 1979 I1E incidence
24.08%
24.17

1974-1979 increment in total IIE rate associated
with shift to high incidence regions +0.09

-Total IFE rate if 1979 ihcidence in each region
but 1974 share

Actual 1979 IIE incidence

197411979 increment in total IFE rate associated
wiih shift to high incidence *ions +0.07

Total IFI rate if 1979 incidence in each region
but 1974 share 5.98

Actual 1979 IFI incidence 6.03

11.28 /

11.35

1974-1979 increment in total IFI rate associated
with shift to high incidence regions +0.05

But the -fast growth regions also experienced relative declines in
hardship incidence. In.the South Atlantic, West South Central, Mountain
and Pacific statess, the IIE, IFE and IFI r7ates all declined over both the
1974-1979 and 1975-1980 periods (Table 3.12). These improvements reduced
the regional disparity in hardship rates. Even though the standard devia-
tion in unemployment incidence for the nine regions, expressed as a per-
ce tage of the mean, actually rose between 1974 and 1980, the variance in

ional hardship rates declined. It should be noted, however, that the
impacts of the 1980 recession'mere concentrated in a few regions and
increased the vaeiation in hardship over 1975 levels:

Coefficients of variation for unemployment
and hardship rates of nine'regions.

1979- 1980- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

rhcidence unem-
ployment 10.4% 8.8% -1.6i

,

10.3%
'

11.1% +0.8% +0.7%
Incidence pre-

dominantly un-
employed 17.4 16.3 '-1.1 21.4 20.7 -0.7 43.3

IIE incidence 16.6 11.0 -4.4 10.4 12.9 +2.5 -3.7IFE incidence 25.5 18.3 -7.2 18.0 18.6 +0.6 -6.9IFI incidence 37.8 25.9 -11.9 28.1 28.8 +0.7 -9.0

4

The distributiOn of the population between metropolitan and nonmetro-
politan areas remained fairly stable, but central cities lost ground,
'particularly those in large SMSAs, as the suburbs grew:
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TV 3.12.- TRENDS IN REGIONAL SEVERE HARDSHIP INCIDENCE
1

I IFEIE

1979- 1980- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1974 1979

*New England 22.4% 22.9% «0.5% 30.0% 23.9% -6.1% +1.5% 8.7% 9.4%

Middle Atlantic 20.4. 21.4 +1.0 25.0 24.5 -0.5 +4.1 8.4 9.8

East North Central 23.0 2218 -0.2 27.1 27.7 +0.6 +4.7 8.7 -9.3

West North Central 29.9 27.0 -2.9 31.6 31.7 «0.1 +1.8 12.8 11.6

South Atlantic 27.9 25.9 -2.0 30.8 29.5 -1.3 +1.6 13.2 13.1

East South Central 33.2 28.9 -4.3 34.4 34.4 0 .+1.2 16.9 15.3

West South Central 31.8 26.7 -5.1 33.0 29.7 -3:3 -2.1 16.0 14.0

Mountain 28.8 26.7 -2.1 31.2 27.8 -3.4 -1.0 12.6 11.5

Pacific 24.7 21.4 -3.3 26.7 24.0 -2.7 -0.7 12.4 10.7

C.

1:77:-

+6.7%.

+1.4

«0.6

-1.2

-0.1

-1.6

-2:0

-1.1

-1.7

1980- 1980-
1975 1980 1975 1974

12.0% 10.6% -1.4% +1.9%

10.1 10.7 «0.6 +2.3

11.0 11.5 «0.5 -+2.8

12.6 13.3 «0.7 «0.5

15.3 14.3 -1.0 +2.1

17.2 18.2 +1.0 +1.3

16.5 14.8 -1.7 -1.2

14.9 13.5 -1.4 +0.9

13.5 11.5 -2.0 -0.9

New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont
North Atlantic: New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania
East North Central: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan. Ohio, Wisconsin
West North Central: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota. Missouri, Nebraska, North and South Dakota
South Atlantic: Delaware, Oistrict of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North and South Carolina, VirlIoia, West Virginia
East South Central: Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee
West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas
Mountain: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New.Maxico, Utah, Wyoming
Pacific: Alaska. California, Hawaii, Oregon, WaMington

13i

tEl

1

1979- 1980- 1980=
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

1
3.8% 4.3% 01.5% 5.5% 5.1% -0.4% +1.3

4.0 .... 4.8 «0.8 4.8 5.2 «0.4 +1.2

4.3 4.6 «0.4 5.2 6.3 +1.1 +2.0

5.8 5.6 -0.2 6.0 7.0 +1.0 +1.2

7.8 7.2 -0.6 9.1 8.6 -0.5 +0.8

10.3 8.6 -1.7 10.0 11.6 +1.6 +1.3

10.1 8.5 -1.6 9.7 9.1 -0.6 -1:9

6.6 6.4 -0.2 8.5 7.8 -0.7 +2,2

5.9 5.9 0 6.8 6.2 -0.6 +0.3

( 132 "
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Share of total work force

1979- 1980- 1980-1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

: Inside SMSA 68.9% 69.0% +0.1% 68.8% 68.6% -0.2% -0.3%Outside SMSA 31.1 31.0 -0.1 31.2 31.4 +0.2 +0.3

SMSA central city 29.1 27.8 -1.3 28.7 27.3 -1.4 -1.8SMSA balance 39.7 41.2 +1.5 40.1 41.2 +1.1 +1.5

SMSAV million
or More 39.4 39.4 . 0 39.3 39.4 +0.1 0SMSA less than
1 million 29 29.6 +0.1 29.5 29.2 -0.3 -0.3

SMSA 1 million or
more

Central city 15.4 14.2 -1.2 14.8 14.1 -0.7 -1.3Balance 23.9 25.2 +1.3 24.5 25.3 +0.8 +1.4

SMSA less than
1 million

Central city 13.7 13.6 -0.1 13.9 13.2 -0.7 -0.5Balance 15.8 16.0 +0.2 15.6 15.9 +0.3 +0.1

.This suburbanization should have .alleviated hardship somewhat, assuggested by weighting the 1979 hardship. incidence in central cities inlarger and smaller metropolitan areas, suburbs in larger and smallermetropolitan areas, and nonmetropolitan areas, by the 1974 shares of thetotal work force residing in each type of area:'

4

Total IIE rate if 1979 incidence for each
type of area but 1974 distribution

Actual 1979 IIE incidence 24.21%
24.17

IIE incidence reduction associated with
suburban shift

-0.04

Total IFE rite if 1979 incidence for each
type of area but 1974 distribution

Actual 1979 IFE incidence

IFE incidence reduction associated With
-suburban shift

Total IFI rate if 1979 incidence for each
type of area but 1974 distribution

Actual 1979 IFI incidence

11.41
11.35

6.11

6.03

IFI incidence reduction associated with
suburban shift

-0:08



www.manaraa.com

( 114

i
p' The hardship picture improved more in nonmetropolitan than metro-

olitan areas. Between 1974 and 1979, the IFE and IFI rates in metro-

politan areas both rose by 0.3 percentage points, compared to dropT of 1.3'
and 0.9 percentage points, respectively, in nonmetropolitan areas (Table
3.13). Larger metropolitan areas improved relative to those with under one

million population. This occurred despite a relative deterioration of
conditions in the large SMSA central cities, where the IFI rate increased
by 1.4 percentage points between.1974 and 1979, compared to an increase of
only 0.2 percentage points in the'surrounding suburbs.

There was a narrowing of the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan and central
city/suburban differentials in hardship incidence. Considering five

discrete types of areas (central cities and suburban areas in SMSAs with
over 1 million population, central cities and suburban areas in smaller

SMSAs, and nonmetropolitan areas), the standard deviation in hardship
incfdence, expressed as the proportion of the mean for the five areas,
declined even though the variance in unemployment incidence increased:

Coefficients of variation in hardship and
unemployment rates of large and small

SMSA central cities, large and small SMSA suburbs
and nonmetropolitan Wrea inazlence'rates

1979- ,da 1980- 1980-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

Incidence unem-
ployment 9.2% 10.5% +1.3% 7.9% 9.3% +1.4% +0.1%

Incidence pre-
dominantly un-
employed 14.6 20.5 +3.9 11.5 16.7 +5.2 +2.1

IIE incidence 19.2 17.9 -1.1 17.1 18.0 +0.9 -1.2

IFE incidence 29.4 25.5 -3.9 27.6 29.0 +1.4 -0.4

IFI incidence 33.4 33.1 -0.3 31.0 32.1 +1.1 -1.3

A

The Changing_ Status of Minorities--A Detailed Assessment'

Slow Gains Fy Blacks

The well-being of black workers and their families impi.co:led substan-

tially over the 1960s and early 1970s, both in absolute and relative terms.
According to the hardship measure developed by the National Commission on
Employment and Unemployment Statistics, the incidence of hardship among
Aonwhftes fell from 3.9 times than that\among whites in 1967; to 3.0 times

the white rate in 1979, despite the fact that there was no relative im-
provement in nonwhite unemployment rates (Table 3.14). The.incidence of
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Table 3.13. LONGER-TERM SHIFTS IN SEVERE HARDSHIP INCIDENCE FOR TOTAL
WORK FORCE IN METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS

IIE Incidence

1979- 1980- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974

Inside SMSA 22.7% 21.5% -1.2% 25.8% 24.6% -1.2% +1.9%
SMSA Over 1 Million 20.9 19.8 -1.1 24.2 22.5 -1.7 +1.6
Central City 22.8 22.2 -0.6 25.6 25.2 -0.4 +2.4
Balake 19.7 18.4 -1.3 23.3 21.1 -1.2 +0.4

SMSA Less T4an 1 Million 25.0 23.9 -1.1 28.2 27.3 -0.9 +2.3
Central City 25.5 25.0 -0.5 29.3 28.0 -1.3 +2.5
Balance 24.6 23.0 -1.6 27.2 26.7 -0.5 ,+2.1

Outside SMSA 32.7 30.0 -2.7 36.0 34.5 -1.5 vc1-1.8

IFE Incidence

Inside SMSA
.

9.9 10.2 +0.3 11.3 11.0 -0.3 +1.1
SMSA Ove'r 1 Million 9.3 9.5 +0.2 10.8 9.9 -0.9 +0.6

Central City 12.8 13.3 +0.5 14.3 14.1 -0.2 +1.3
Balance 7.0 7.3 +0.3 8.7 7.6,006-1.1 +0.6

SMSA Less Than 1 Million 10.7 11.1 +0.4 11.9 12.441*'+0.5 +1.7
Central City 12.7 13.0 +0.3 14.4 14.9 +0.5 +2.2
Balance 8.9 9.4 +0.5 9.8 10.3 +0.5 +1.4

Outside SMSA 15.3 14.0 -1.3 17.3 14.0 -3.3 -1.3

IFI Incidence

Lnside SMSA 5.1 5.4 +0.3 5.8 6.2 +0.4 +1.1
SMSA Over 1 Million 4.7 5.1 +0.4 5.5 5.7 +0.2 +0.4

Central City 6.6 8.0 +1.4 7.4 8.6 +1.2 +2.0
Balance 3.4 3.6 +0.2 4.3 4.1 -0.2 +0.7

SMSA Less Than 1 Million 5.8 5.8 0 6.3 6.9 +0.6 +1.1
Central City 7.2 7.4 +0.4 7.8 9.0 +1.2 +1.8
Balance 4.5 4.5 0 5.0 5.2 +0.2 +0.7

Outside SMSA 8.3 7.4 -0.9 9.4 9.2 -0.2 +0.9
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Table 3.14. CHANGES IN THE RELATIVE INCIDENCroF UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP AMONG WHITES AND NONWHITES
BASED ON PREVIOUS SySTEMS OF HARDSHIP MEASUREMENT

Nonwhite White Ratio Unemployment Nonwhite White Ratio
Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment Rate Hardship Hardship Hardship

Rate Rate RatIks Differential Incidence Incidence Rates

NCEUS Measure'

1967 7.4% 3.4% 2.2

1971 9.9 5.4 1.8

1979 11.3 5.1 2.2

Employment and Earnings

Inadequacy Index2

1968 6.7 3.2 2.1

1972 10.0 5.0 2.0

1978 11.9 5.2 2.3

4.0%
4.5

6.2

34.0%
26.2
20.7

3. 27.2

5. 25.2 .

6.7 26.0

Differential 8etween
Whites and Nonwhites

8.7% 3.9 25.3%
8.2 3.2 18.0

6.8 3.0 13.9

8.4 3.2 18.8

10.0 2.5 15.2

10.1 2.6 15.9

IPersons in work force 40 weeks or more, no more than half weeks voluntary part-time, if discouraged, then looked for a job at least
15 weeks; earned less than poverty level for family; family income less than twice poverty level.

2Currently unemployed, discouraged, employed full-time but earned less than poverty income in previous years or employed involuntarily
part-time; family earned less than nedian income in previous year.

-

,
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inadequate employment and earnings among nonwhites, as' measured by the
Levitan/Taggart hardship index, fell from 3.2 times the incidence among
Whites in 1968 to 2.6 times the incidence in 1972, even though the nonwhite
unemployment rate increased from 2.1 to 2.3 times that of whites. Yet,
most of this improvement was realized in the late 1960s and early 1970s.
According to the Levitan/Taggart indicator, nonwhites actually lost ground
between 1971 and 1979:

The hardship measures as defined in this volume confirm that there was
very modest relative improvement in the well-being of black workers and
their families over the last half of the 1970s (Table 3.15). The incidence
of Inadequate Individual Earnings among black workers declined slightly
from 1.55 to 1.53 times the incidence among whites, while the black IFE
incidence fell from 260 to 2.49 times the rate among whites, and the black
IFI incidence from 3.60 to 3.46 times the white IFI rate. Though limited,
these gains occurred in spite of a deterioration in relative unemployment,
as the annual unemployment rate of blacks increased from 2.08 to 2.39 times
the rate for whites.

When judged in terms of intermediate and moderate, rather than severe,
hardship, the absolute and relative gains of blacks were more substantial.
For instance, the gap between the intermediate hardship IFE ratef for
blacks and whites narrowed by 2.1 percentage points between 1974 and 1979,
even though the gap in their severe hardship IFE rates narrowed by only 0.8
'percentage points:

Black - white
incidence

Black 'white

incidence

1979- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

IIE incidence

Severe 13.5% 12.1% -1.4% 1.55 1.53 -0.02
Intermediate 14.9 13.9 -1.0 1.44 1'41 -0.03
Moderate 15.5 14.3 -1.2 1.36- 1.34 -0.02

IFE incidence

Severe 15.8 14..6 -0.8 Z.60 2.49 -0.11
Intermediate 19.5 17.4 -2.1 2.51 2.35 -0.16
Moderate 22.5 20.0 -2.5 2.40 2.23 -0:17

IFI incidence

Severe 12.5 41.8 -0.7 3.60 3.46 -0.14
Intermediate 17.5 15.8 -1.7 3.36 3.16 -0.20
Moderate 21.7 19.2 3.07 2.88 -0.19

As a result, the intermediate hardship IFE declined for blacks rela-
tive to their severe hardship IFE; while for whites, inttrmediate hardship
increased relative to severe hardship. Likewise, the ratio of the inter-

13'7
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Table 3.15. ABSOLUTE AND RELATIVE CHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP INCIDENCE FOR BLACKS, HISPANICS

AND WHITES

Average Annual Unemployment IIE

1979- 1980- 1979- 1980r

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

Incidence Rates

Whites 5.0% 5.1% +0.1% 7.8% 6.3% -1.5% 24.4% 22.9% -1.5% 27.6% 26.2% -1.4%

Blacks 10.4 12.2 +1.8 14.7 14.1 -0.6 37.9 35.0 -2.9 41.5 39.8 -1.7

Hispanics 8.1 8.3 +0.2 12.2 10.1 -2.1 32.3 29.3 -3.0 34.5 33.7 -0.8

Incidence Ratio

2.08 2.39 +0.31 1.88 2.23 +0.35 1.55 1.53 -0.02 1.50 1.52 +0.02Blacks t Whites
1 Hispanics Whites 1.62 1.63 +0.01 1.56 1.60 +0.04 1.32 1.28 -0.04 1.25 1.29 +0.04

Blacks t Hispanics 1.28 1.47 +0.19 1.20 1.40 +0.20 1.17 1.19 +0.20 1.20 1.18 -0.02

Differential In
Incidence Rates

Blacks - Whites 6.4 7.1 +0.7 6.9 7.8 +0.9 13.5 12.1 -1.4 13.9 13.6 -0.3

Hispanics - Whites 3.1 3.2 +0.1 4.4 3.7 -0.7 7.9 6.4 -1.5 6.9 7.5 +0.6

Blacks - Hispanics 2.3 3.9 +1.6 2.5 4.0 +1.5 5.6 5.7 +0.1 7.0. 6.1 -0.9

IFE IFI

Incidence Rates

Whites 9.9 9.8 -0.1 11.6 11.2 -0.4 4.8 4.8 0 5.7 5.8 +OA
Blacks 25.7 24.4 -1.3 26.5 26.3 -0.2 17.3 16.6 -0.7 17.3 18.7 +1.4

Hispanics 18.0 16.3 -1.7 20.8 18.4 -1.1 13...1 11.6 -1.5 15.4 13.6 -1.8

Incidence Ratio

Blacks t Whites 2.60 2.49 -0.11 2.28 2.35 +0.07 3.60 3.46 -0.14 3.04 3.25 +0.21

Hispanics + Whites 1.82 1.66 +0.16 1.79 1.67 -0.12 2.73 2.42 -0.31 2.70 2.34 -0.36

Blacks Hispanics 1.43 1.50 +0.07 1.27 1.41 +0.14 1.32 1.43 +0.11 1.12 1.38 +0.26

Differential In
Incidence Rates

Blacks - Whites 15.8 14.0 -1.2 14.9 15.1 +0.2 12.5 11%8 -0.7 11.6 13.9 +1.3
Hispanics - Whites 8.1 6.5 -1.6 9.2 7.5 -1.7 8.3 6.8 -1.5 9.7 7.8 -1.9
Blacks - Hispanics 7.7 8.1 +0.4 5.7 7.6 +1.9 4.2 5.0 +0.8 1.9 5.1 +3.2
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mediate and severe hardship 1FI rates declined more for blacks than whites.
Thus, the modest relative improvements in severe hardship between 1974 and1979 were not accomplished by simply moving a few additionaT-black workers
above minimum wage earnings levels or family incomes and earnings modestlyabove poverty levels. A more realistic interpretation is that the gains ofthose slightly above the severe hardship level created a vacuum which mayhave pulled up those below:

1979-
1974 '1979 1974IIE incidence

Whites

Intermediate t severe 1.38 1.46 +.08Moderate t severe 1.75 1.85 +.10

Blacks

Intermediate severe 1.29 1.36 +.07Moderate t severe 1.54 1.62 +.08

IFE incidence

Whites

Intermediate' t severe 1.29 1.31
MOderate t severe 1.62 1.66 +.04

Blacks

Intermediate t severe 1.26 1.24 -.02
Moderate t severe 1.50 1.49 -.01

IFI incidence

Whites

Intermediate t severe 1.54 1.53 -.01Moderate t severe 2.19 2.14 -.05

Blacks

Intermediate t severe, 1.44 1.39 -.95
Moderate t severe 1.87 1.77 -.10

Contributing Factors'

Several factors contributed to the modest gains of blacks, offsettingthe deterioration in their relative unemployment status. The participationrates among blacks age 16 and over declined by 1.3 percentage pointsbetween 1974 and 1979, while increasing 1.5 percentage points for whites.

139
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To the extent tha't the marginal entrants and leavers were those most likely

to be in hardship, the at-risk group increased among whites while declining

among blacks. Increased attachment of black workers was a positive factor

to the extent the chances of inadequate earnings are lower among those par-

ticipating more weeks. The proportion of blacks in the work force fifty

weeks or more rose by 3.3 percentage points compared to a 1.4 percentage

point increase &along whites (Table 3.16). Likewise, part-time workers more

often suffer hardship than full-time workers; and the percent of the total

black work force employed full-time during all weeks of participation

declined by only 3.4 percentage points, while dropping 4.8 percentage

points for whites between 1974 and 1979. The full-time, full-year share of

the total black work force declined by 0.5 percentage points compared to a

3.0 percentage point drop among whites.

The earnings of black workers improved, as suggested by the fact that

the IIE incidence among persons with no weeks of joblessness declined more

for blacks than whites (Table 3.17). In contrast, the ILE incidence among

workers with some unemployment rose among blacks while falling among

whites. The share of the work force experiencing unemployment dropped 2.3

percentage points for blacks, or slightly more than the 2.1 Orcent decline

among whites, but the share of the
thirds or more of their weeks in the
than whites:

unemployed who were jobless for two-
work force increased more for blacks

IIE incidence

1979-

1974 1979 1974

Blacks
Employed full-time 16.1% 13.8% -2.3%

Employed part-time 53.1 41.8 -7.3

Experienced unemployment 68.8 70.3 , +1.5

Whites
Employed full-time 11.2 9.6 -1.6

Employed part-time 39.4 34.5 -4.9

Experienced unemployment 51.5 50.2 -1.3

The balance of all these changes is suggested by weighting the 1979

IIE rates for full-year and less than full-year participants with each of

the seven different work experience patterns by the share of the 1974 total

work force in each category, as well as by weighting the 1974 rates by the

1979 patterns. All else remaining the same, the IIE incidence changes

between 1974 and 1979 would have reduced the gap between black and white

IIE rates by 0.5 percentage points, while the work experience/attachment

shifts would have also reduced the differential roughly the same amount.

In other words, these two factors contributed about equally to the relative

improvement for blacks:

1 41J



www.manaraa.com

Table 3.16. CHANGES IN LABOR FORCE ATTACHMENT AND WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERNS FOR WHITES, BLACKS

a

AND HISPANICS 1974-1979

PERCENT TOTAL WORK FORCE

Blacks Whites Hispanics
4

1979- 1979- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

TOTAL

Employed Full-Time 52.6% 49.2% -3.4% 60.4% 55.6% -4.8% 58.4% 52.3% -6.1%

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 13.5 18.7 +5.2 19.2 23.6 +4.4 12.5 18.3 +6.8

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 7.1 7.6 +0.5 3.5 6.0 +2.5 4.6 7.1 +2.5

Mostly Employed 11.6 10.1 -1.5 10.3 9.3 -1.0 13.1 12.5 -0.6

Mixed 6.4 6.2 -0.2 3.6 3.0 -0.6 5.5 5.5 0

Mostly Unemployed 3.2 3.4 +0.2 1.4 1.1 -0.3 2.5 2.0 -0.5

.Not Employed 5.7 5.0 -0.7 1.7 1.3 -0.4 3.4 2.4 -1.0

Total

FULL-YEAR

100.0 100.0 0 100.0 100.0 0 ({00.0 100.0400

Employed Full-Time 42.8 41.4 -1.4 50.6 47.6 -3.0 46.3 43.1 -3.4

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 5.9 9.9 +4.0 8.1 11.8 +3.7 5.3 9.1 +3.8

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 3.6 4.1 +0.5 2.0 3.5 +1.5 2.5 4.3 +1.8

1,
Mostly Employed 7.5 7.1 -0.4 6.4 6.0 -0.4 8.6 8.2 -0.4

Mixed 4:0 4.1 +0.1 2.3 2.0 -0.3 3.6 4.0 +0.4

Mostly Unemployed 2.3 2.7 +0.4 1.0 0.9 -0.1 2.0 1.6 -0.4

Not Employed 0.9 0.9 0 0.3 0.2 -0.1 0.5 0.5 0

Total 66.9 70.2 +3.3 70.6 72.0 +1.4 68.8 70.8 +2.0
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Table 3.17. CtiANGES IN THE INCIDENCE OF INADEQUATE INDIVIDUAL EARNINGS BY RACE, LABOR FORCE
ATTACHMENT AND WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN, 1974-1979

IIE INCIDENCE

Blacks Whites Hispanics

1979- 1979- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

TOTAL WORK FORCE

Employed Full-Time 16.1% 13.8% -2.3% 11.2% 9.6% -1.6 16.8% 14.0% -2.8%

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 45.6 34.3 -11.3 37.6 32.6 -5. 41.9 30.9 -11.0

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 67.4 60.4 -7.0 49.4 42.2 -7.2 53.8 38.0 -15.8

Mostly Employed 42.3 43.6 +1.3 33.0 32.2 -0.8 34.5 44.6 +10.1

Mixed 76.1 75.9 -0.2 67.8 67.6 -0.2 80.6 69.5 -10.6

Mostly Unemployed 95.8 96.2 +0.4 93.8 94.6 +0.8 99.3 92.6 -6.7

Not Employed 99.3 99.7 +0.4 97.4 99.3 +1.9 100.0 99.8 -0.2

FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

Employed Full-Time 12.1 10.0 -2.1 8.3 7.1 -1.2 12.4 11.7 -0.7

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 41.9 30.3 -11.6 36.7 27.3 -9.4 42.4 24.8 -17.6

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 61.8 48.9 -12.9 36.2 29.9 -6.3 39.2 28.7 -10.5

Mostly Employed 33.1 38.0 +4.9 22.9 25.3 +2.4 29.0 38.3 +9.3

Mixed 69.8 72.9 +3.1 61.7 63.2 +1.5 76.7 63.7 -13.0

Mostly Unemployed 94.5 95.3 -0.8 94.1 94.0 -0.1 99.2 90.5 -8.7

Not Employed 1 100.0 100.0 0 100.0 100.0 0 100.0 100.0 0

14 2
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1979 ILE rate if each work experience/

attachment category had 1979 IIE

Whites Blacks Blacks-whites

incidence but 1974 share 23.25% 35.80% 12.55%
Actual 1979 IIE incidence 22.95 35.05 12.10

Reduction in IIE rate associated with
changing work force patterns -0.30 -0.75 -0.45

1979 IIE rate if each work experience/

attachment category had 1974 IIE
incidence but 1979 share 24.77 37.39 12.62

Actual 1979 IIE incidence 22.95 35.05 12.10

Reduction in IIE rate associated with
declining incidence in each work
experience/attachment category -1.82 -2.34 -0.52

Not only di the IIE incidence decline more for blacks than for whites
between 1974 andj 1979, the percent of workers with Inadequate Individual
Earnings who wer in families with Inadequate Family Earnings increased
more.for whites tfrian for blacks:

1974
1979

1979-1974

Percent IIE in LFE

Whites Blacks

27.6%
28.7

+1.1

51 9%
t

52.6
+0.7

1975 30.7 52.5
, 1980 31.5 53.6

1980-1975 +0.8 +1.1
1980-1974 +3.9 +1.7

The increased incidence of family earnings inadequacy among persons
with Inadequate Individual Earnings occurred despite a declining number of
dependents per worker in the families of warkers in the IIE. The changes
in these dependency rates were about the same for blacks as for whites:
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1974
1979

Other family members per worker
in families of persons in IIE

Whites Blacks

1:04
0.92

1.34
/ 1.27

21979-1974 -0.12 -0.07

1975 100 1.31

1980 0.88 1.16

1980-1975 -0.1Z -0.15

1980-1974 -0.16 -0.18

,

The proportion of the blacks with adequate individual earnings who had
Inadequate Family Earnings declined slightly between 1974 and 1979, and

significantly between 1974 and 1980. In both cases, these declines were.

more than those experienced by whites:

Pe-rcent not in IIE who were in IFE

Whites Blacks

1974 4.70% 9.67%

1979 4.21 9.14

1979-1974 -0.49 -0.53

1975 4.36 8.12

1980 3.91 8.35

1980-1975 -0.45 +0,23

1980-1974. -0.79 ---1.32

The ratio of the IFE to the IIE changed very little, with roughly

equal shifts among black and white workers:

.

1974

1979

IFE divided by IIE

Whites Blacks
4

.41

.43

. . .68

4' .70

1979-1974 +.02 +.02

1975 .42 .64

1980 .43 .66

1980-1975 +71 +77
1980-1974 +.02 -.02
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The IFE rates for black workers who experienced unemployment, as well
as thoie employed full-time or part-time all weeks in the work force, all
improved relative to those of whites. Only among the short-term unemployed
were the changes more favorable for whites than blacks (Table 3418):

IFE incidence

1974 1979

19 79-

1974
Blacks

Employed full-time 11.0% 9.3% -1.7%
Employed part-time : 42.8 36.0 -6.8
Experience unemployment 44.2 42.4 -1.8

Whites

Employed full-time 4.5 4.0 -0.5
Employed part-time 18.1 16.2 -1.9
Experienced unemployment 18.3 19.0 +0.7

On balance, the work experience pattern shifts were more favorable for
,whites than blacks between 1974 and 1979, adding 0.5 percentage points to
the black-white IFE differential. Di contrast, the IFE incidence rate
declines for each work experience category were more favorable for blacks
than whites, reducing the differential by 1.5 percentage points:

IFE if 1974 IFE rates among work

'Whites Blacks Blacks-whites

experience groups but 1979 share 10.75 26.95 16.20
Actual 1974 IFE incidence 9.94 25.67 15.73

Increase in IFE rate between 1974

and 1979 associated with changes
in work experience patterns +0,81 +1.28 +0.47

IFE if 1979 IFE rates among work

experence groups but 1974 share 9.41. 23.61 14.20
Actual if 1974 IFE incidence 9.94 25.67 15.73

Decline in IFE rate between 1974 and
1979 associated with changes in
IFE incidence within each work
experience c'ategory -0.53 -2.06 -1.53

The Earnings Supplementation Rate, i.e., the percent of the IFE lifted
out of poverty by the receipt of cash transfers and other nonearned income,
declined for both blacks and whites over the 1974-1980 period, but more so
for blacks than whites. The impact of nontransfer income supplements
increased less for blacks than for whites, but the ijQçt of cash transfers
declined less for the black working poor than or whites (Table 3.19).

14i



www.manaraa.com

Table 3.18. CHANGES IN THE INCIDENCE OF INADEQUNT FAMILY EARNINGS' BY RACE, LABOR FORCE
ATTACHMENT AND WORK EXPERIENCE PATTEIRN, 1974-1979

TOTAL

IFE INCIDENCE

Blacks Whites Hispanics

1974 1979

1979-

1974 '1974 1979

1979-

1974 1974 1979

1979-

1974

Employed Full-Time 11.0% 9.3% -1.7% 4.5% 4.0% -0.5% 10.1% 9.6% -0.5%

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 42.4 34.2 -8.2 18.3 16.0 -2.3 -26.0 20.0 -6.0

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 43.6 40.7 -2.9 17.0 16.9 -0.1 28.6 22.4 -6.2

Mostly Employed 23.7 28.1 +4.4 11.0 11.8 +0.8 18.3 18.8 +0.5

Mixed 43.0 39.6 -3.4 21.8 25.4 +3.6 39.9 30.4 -9.5

Mostly Unemployed 56.9 56.3 -0.6 40.8 37.8 -3.0 47.3 43.2 -3.9

Not Employed 66.2 63.5 -2.7 37.9 39,.3 +1.4 53.1 48.9 -4.2

FULL-YEAR

Employed Full-Time 6.5 5.8 -0.6 2.6 2.2 -0.4 6.2 6.2 0

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 35.5 23.8 -11.7 15.0 11.1 -9.9 21.6 11.9 -9.7

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 36.1 30.5 -5.6 12.1 10.7 -1.4 21.4 18.8 -2.6

Mostly Employed 17.1 20.7 +3.6 7.2 8.0 +0.8 e, 13.0 14.2 +1.2

Mixed 37.7 37.3 -0.4 20.9 24.7 +3.8 35.5 29.0 -6.5

Mostly Unemployed 53.4 01:8 +0.4 42.7 36.6 -6.1 49.4 41.7 -7.7

Not Employed 76.2 61.8 -14.4 58.3 50.5 -7.8 65.6 65.1 -0.5

1 4 6
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Table 3.19. CHANGE IN EAR.NINGS SUPPLEMENTATION RATES BY WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN FOR BLACKS

Total Earnings

Supplementation Rata
EirniA19 5mPigementation

Rata - Nontransfers
Earningslupplementation

Nate- Transfers

Change la
Total Earnings

Supplementation Ilata

Change In Earnings
Supplementation

Rate - Rantransfers

Change in Earnings
Supplementatiam

Sate - Transfers

1980- MO- 1979- MK- MO- 1910:1974 1975 1971 1980 1974 1975 In, Mg 1974 1975 1979 1940 1174 1975 1974 1974 1175 1974 1974 1975 1974

Employed Tull-Time

45.1% 43.95 42.51 41.71 20.1% 11.8% 22.1% 22.71 25.01 24.11 . .02 -3.4% -2.2% -4.21 2.1% +2.11 +LIS -5.4% -5.1% -5.02
khltes
Slacks 33.2 36.1 32.2 30.8 . 6.8 8.2 8.2 6.4 U. . 24.0 2 -1.0 4.3 -2.4 +1.4 -1.8 -0.4 -2.4 -3.5 -2.0

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily

'I.",
..

Mites 66.1 62.3 64.3 62.7 30.9 28.3 34.9 34.3 35.2 34.0 29.4f 28.4 -1.8 +0.4 -3,4 +4.0 +6.0 +3.4 -54 -5.6 -6.11Slacks 43.2 42.1 42.6 41.4 1.1 7.1 12.4 10.4 33.3 35.0 30.2 30.0 -0.6 -0.7 -1.8 +2.5 *3.3 40.5 -3.1 -5.0 -3.3

Employed Aart-Time
lnrbluntarily

47.5 42.8 37.4 45.7 19.1 14.2 19.1 19.6 28.4 28.6 27.5 26.1 -0.1 +2.1 -1.8 40.8 +5.4 +0.5 -0.1 -3.5 -2.3
laxites

Slacks 25.5 26.9 30.1 25.0 2.1 LS 5.2 5.8 23.4 26.1 24.1 19.2 .4.6 -3.1 -0.5 43.1 +3.0 43.7 +1.5 4.1 -4.2

Experienced Some
themplelmmnt

41.3 48.0 42.1 31.0 13.3 12.6 15.8 13.5 28.0 35.4 27.1 25.5 1.6 -9 0 -2.3 +2.5 +0.8 40.2 -OA 4 1 -2.5Slacks 28.1 32.5 25.6 24.0 4.7 3.2 6:4 4.7 24.2 29.3 11.2 11.3 -3.3 4.5 -4,5 41.7 41.5 0 -5.0 -10.0 -CS
TOTAL

Mites 51.7 51.2 51.5 48.4 22.0 113 25.2 23.2 29.7 31.1 26.3 25.2 -0.2 -2.8 -3.3 +3.2 43 1 1.2 -3.4 4.7 -4.5Slack! 32.7 34.8 31.8 29.1 6.0 5.0 8.1 6.4. 26.7 2E8 23.7 22.7 -OA -5.7 -3.6 42.1 41.4 40.4 -3.0 -7.1 -4.0

8
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Among persons enployed full-time and voluntarily part-time, the declines in
overall Earnings Supplementation Rates between 1974 and 1980, but par-
ticularly in transfer supplementation, were relatively greater for whites
than blacks. On the other hand, earnings supplements for unemployed
blacks, and particularly transfer supplements, declined more than for the
white unemployed.

Significant Improvements for Hispanics

Hardship declined substantially for Hispanic workers, much more than
for white workers, .even though unemployment rate differentials did not
narrow. In 1974, the Hispanic average annual unemployment rate was 1.62
times that of whites and remained 1.63 times as high in 1979. Neverthe-
less, the Hispanic IIE incidence declined from 1.32 to 1.28 times that of
whites, while family earnings and income inadequacy declined even more.
The Hispanic/white IFE incidence ratio dropped from 1.82 to 1.66, while the
IFI incidence ratio fell from 2.73 to 2.42. The absolute differences also
declined:

Changes in Hispanic-white severe hardship
incidence differentials

1979-1974 1980-1975 1980-1974

IIE incidence -1.5% +0.6% -0.4%
IFE incidence -1.6 -1.7 -0,6
IFI incidence -1.5 -1.9 -0.5

The reductions in severe hardship among Hispanics were apparently
achieved by the movement of many individuals and families only slightly
above the severe hardship adequacy standards. In contrast to the patterns
for blacks, severe hardship gains of Hispanics were not matched or exceeded
by declines in moderate and intermediate hardship. The intermediate
hardship IIE incidence among Hispanic workers actually rose by 1.0 per-
centage points between 1974 and 1979 despite a decline of 3.0 percentage
points in the severe hardship rate. While the differential in severe
hardship IIE rates for Hispanics and whites declined by 1.5 percentage
,points, the differential in intermediate hardship rates rose by 1.2 per-,
centage points. Likewise, the Hispanic-white severe hardship IFI dif-
ferential fell by 1.5 percentage points, but the intermediate hardship
differential declined by only 1.1 percentage points:
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Hispanics Whites

1979- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

IIE incidence

32.3% 29.3% -3.0 24.4% 22.9% -1.55evere
Intermediate 43.9 44.9 +1.0 - 33.8 33.6 -0.2
Moderate 55.0 55.2 +0.2 42.8 42.5 -0.3

IIE ratio

Intermediate t Severe 1.36 1.54 +0.18 1.36 1.46 +0.12
Moderate + Severe 1.70 1.89 +0.19 1.75 1.85 +0.10

IFE incidence

Severe 18.0 16.1 -2.7 9.9 9.8 -0.1
Intermediate 24.0 26.2 -1.8 12.9 12.9 0
Moderate 30.4 29.3 -1.1 16.1 16.3 +0.2

IFE ratiqr

Intermediate 1 Severe 1.33 1.36 +0.03 1.29 1.31 +0.02
Moderate Severe 1.69 1.80 +0.11 1.63 1.66 +0.03

IFI incidence

Severe 13.1 11.6 -1.5 4.8 4.8 0
Intermediate 18.9 17.7 -1.2 7.4 7.3 -0.1
Moderate 26.1 24.4 -1.7 10.5 10.2 -0.3

IFI ratio

1 44 I:32 0.07 1.54 1.53 -0.01intermediate Severe
Moderate ' Severe 1.99 2.10 0.11 2.19 2.14 -0.05

,

The declining hardship experienced by Hispanic workers was not the
result of relative improvements in their work experience patterns. Between
104 and 1980, the Hispanic labor force particiAtion rate increased 2.3.
percentage points compared to the 1.5 percentage point increase for whites;
thus, more high risk, marginal'work force participants were added to the
Hispanic work force. While the, proportion of all Hispanic workers who
participated full-year rose by 1.9 percentage points compared to 1.4
percentage points for whites, the proportion employed full-time, full-year
declined by 3.4 percentage points compared to the 3.0 percentage point
decline,for whites. Part-time work increased significantly. In 1974, 12.5
percent of the total Hispanic' work force was emploYed part-time voluntarily
all_weeks of participation. By 1979, this share had risen to 18.3 percent,
a 6.8 percentage point increase among Hispanics, compared to the 4.4 per-
centage point increase among whites. Weighting the 1974 IIE rates for each
work experience pattexik\ category by its 1979 share suggests that these
shifting work patterns'Imre associated with a 0.2 percentage point decline
in the Hispanic/white IIE differential. On the other hand, the declining
incidence rates within various work experience categories were associated
with a 0.9 percentage point reduction in the differential:

15u
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IIE rate if had 1974 HaE.incidence
for each work experience category

Hispanics Whites
' Hispanics-

whites

1

but 1979 share 32.85% 25.19% 7.66%

*Actual 1974 IIE incidence 32.32 24c44 7.88

Increment in IIE incidence associated
with 1974-1979 changes in work )

experience patterns +0.53 +0.75 -0.22

IIE incidence if had 1979 IIE rates
for each category but 1974 share 20.19 27.44 7.25

Actual 1979 IIE incidence 22.95 29.26 6.31

Decrement in IIE associated wfth
incidence changes with work
experience categories

t-

-2.76 -1.82 -0.94

.
The absolute and relative declines in family earnings inadequacy among

Hispanic workers were even greater than the individual earnings improve-
ments, largely because of favorable changes in family work force parti-

cipation. For Hispanic families with at least one individual in the IIE,

the number of other family members per work force participant declined from
1.59 to 1.28 between 1974 and 1980 compared to the decline from 1.04 to
0.88 for whites:

Other family members per worker in families
of persons in IIE

Whites Hispanics

1974 1.04 1.59

1979 0.92 1.42

1979-1974 -0.12 -0.17

1975 1.00 1.50

1980 0.88 1.28

1980-1975 -0:12 -0.22

1980-1974 -0.16 -0.31

Thus, the percent of persons with Inadequate Individual Earnings who
also had Inadequate Family Earnings declined more (or increased less) for
Hispanics than for whites:

15i
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1974
1979

Percent IIE in IFE

Whites Hispanics

27.6%
28.7

39.8%
36.6

1979-1974 +1.1 -3.2

1975 30.7 42.7
1980 31.5 41.4

1980-1975 +0.8 -1.3
1980-1974 +3.9 +0.6 _1

The narrowing f the Hispanic-white IFI differential resulted not onlyfrom the relative i vements in the IFE, but also from relative increases
in Earnings Supplementatio Rate of.Hispanics. Between 1974 to 1979, the
proportion f the 1FE raised u of.poverty by nontransfer earnings supple-ments incre sed by 3.6 percentage points for Hispanics compared to 3.2
percentage points for whites; while the proportion lifted out of poverty bythe addition of transfers declined 3.4 percentage points for whites butonly 2.0 percentage points among Hfspanics:

1974

1979

-1979974-

1975

1980 ,

1980-1975
1980-1974

Earnings Supplerentation
Pate-Total

Earnings Supplementation

Pate-Nontransfers'
Earnings Supplementation

Rate-Transfers
Hispanics 4hites Hispanics Whites Hispanics Whites
27.2%
28 8

51.7%
51.5_
-0.2

51.2
48.4
727
-3.3

:95%-

+3.6

6.1

8.7

4:27
-12.8

;25.02%
21.3%
19.3

29.7%
26.374.176

25.8
27.9
TET
+0.7

+3.2

19.3

23.2
Trg
+1.2

-2.0

19.7
19.2

:076-

-2.1

-3.4

31.9
25.2
7677
-4.5

The Interrelationship of Changing Family
Patterns and Labor Market Trends

The Hardship Consequences of Shifting Family Patterns

With declining family size, the aging of the post-war babies, and
increased work force participation of wives and other family members, thenumber of dependents per breadwinner declined significantly. There were2.01 persons in the civilian population for each work force participant in
1974 but only 1.90 in 1979. The number of dependents per work force par-
ticipant in families with at least one worker declined from .0.79 to 0.66:
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Breadwinners and breadwinning responsibilities

1979- 1980- 1980-

_21)1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975. 1974

Participation rate of persons
age 16 and over 68.9% 70.1% +1.2% 68.8% 69,8% +1.6% +0.9%

Percent 16 and over in work
force full-year 48.4% 50.3% +1.9% 49.5% 51.6% +2.1% +3.0%

Civilian population per Person
in work force 2.01 1.90 -0.11 2.01 1.90 -0.11 -0.11

Number persons in families
with a work force participant
per work force participant 1.79 1.66 -0.13 1.78 1.66 -0.12 -0.13

Civilian Populatiort per full-
year work force participant 2.87 2.65 -0.22 2.77 2.57 -0.02 -0.30

Number persons in fam)1/es
with a meqber in work force
full-year per full-year
work force partIolpant 2.55 2.32 -0.23 2.45 2.25 -0.20 -0.30

Persons in families with a
member in IIE total with

IIE 2.09 1.98 -0.11 2.05 193 -0.12 -0.08

There was_a rather dramatic decline in average family size. In 1974,

12.0 percent of the civilian population age 16 and over lived in-families

with six or more members, while 12.5 percent were in single person fam-

ilies. By 1979, the proportion in large families had declined to 9.3

percent, while the proportion in one-person units had risen to 15.6 per-

cent:

Distribution of civilian

population age 16 and over

Family members 1974 1979 1979-1974

One 12.5% 15.6% +3.1%

Two 26.9 27.3 +0.4

Three 18.8 18.9 +0.1

Four or five 29.8 29.0 -0.8

Six or more 12.0 9.3 -2.7

The participation rates for persons age 16 and over living in two-

person families; as well as for those living in families with six or more

members actually declined, but increased for unrelated individuals and

adults in families with three to five members:
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Family members

Participation rate for persons
16 and over by family size

1974 1979 1979-1974

One 62.0% 65.6% +3.6%
Two 61.9 60.9 -1.0
Three 73.5 76.3 +2.8
Four or five 74.0 77.1 +3.1
Six or more 71.6 70.7 -0.9

The proportion of the work force who were responsible only for their
own support rose from 11.2 percent in 1974 to 14.6 percent in 1979. On the
other hand, the proportion who were the sole breadwinners in families with
two or more members declined from 18.5 to 15.8 percent. Put another way,
79.2 percent of the workers living in families with two or more members in
1974 were in multiple worker fargilies 'compared to 81.4 percent in 1979:

1

Share of total wo rk f rce oy number of
work force particioant s. and family size

1974 1979

Family size

One
oarticipant

Two

participants
Three or more

oart,cipants

One

oarticIpant
TwO

participants
Three or more

participants

11.23 -- 14 55 --One member
Two members 7.41 16 80 7.07 16.58

10-93-- S. Ub 3 bB 117,65---- 5 57-Thretr-ineratsers-- .08-

Four or (pee members 5.66 13.35 13 04 4 45 13 63 13.37
Six or more members 1.34 3.33 7.76 0.79 1.98 6.62
total
e

29.72 44.4r 25-.86 30.43 43.59

Reduced family size and increased earners helped to alleviate family
earnings and income inadequacy. _Weighting the.1979 hardship rates in each
of the 15 family size/number of eamers categories in the text table above
by the 1974 work force share in each of these categories suggests the
magnitude of these effects:
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rIE incidence if had 1979 HE rates for each earners/
family size category but 1974 share

Actual 1979 IIE incidence

Improvement associated with changes in family size

and earners

IFE incidence if had 1979 IFE rates for each earners/
family size category but 1974 share

Actual 1979 IFE incidence

Improvement associated with changes in family size

and earners

IFI incidence if had 1979 IIE rates for each earners/

family size category but 1974 share
Actual 1979 IFI incidence

Improvement associated with changes in family size
and earners

24.31%
24.17

-0.14

11.74

11.35

-0.39

6.33
6.03

-0.30

Changes in the sex and family relationship patterns of the work force
increased hardship probabilities. Unrelated individuals, who have high IFE

and IFI rates, increased from 11.3 to 14.9 percent of the work force
between 1974 and 1980 (Table 3.20). Male family heads with no wives in the
labor market or no wives present declined from 17.0 to 13.0 percent over
this period, while the female share of the work force rose by 2.0 per-
centage points and the fema-1-family head share by D.7percentage points.
Since males, and particularly male family heads, are less likely to face
labor market-related hardship, their decliming work force shares offset the
positive effects of smaller families and increased breadwinners. Weighting

the 1979 severe hardship rate for each of the nine sex/family relationship
subgroups (male family heads with and without wives in the work force and
without wives present, female family heads, wives, male and female others,
plus male and female unrelated individuals) by its 1974 work force share
yields weighted hardship rates below the actual 1979 levels:

15



www.manaraa.com

Table 3.20. CHANGES IN THE SEX AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS OF THE WORK FORCE

Share of Total Work Force

1974 1979
1979-

1974 1975 1980

1980-

1975

1980-

1974

Male Family Head 39.5% 35.9% -3.6% 39.2% 35.6% -3.6% -3.9%

Wife in Work Force (22.5) (22.7) (+0.2) (22.5) (22.6) (+0.1) (+0.1)
Wife Not in Work force (15.9) (12.1) (-3.8) (15.7) (11.7) (-4.0) (-4.2)
Wife Not Present ( 1.1) ( 1.2) (+0.1) ( 1.0) ( 1.3) (+0.3) (+0.2)

Male Unrelated Individual 5.9 7.9 +2.0 6.1 8.1 +2.0 +2.2
Other Male 12.1 11.5 -1.4 11.8 31.8 0 -0.3
Total Male 57.4 55.3 -2.1 57.1 55.2 -1.9 -2.2

Female Family Head 4.4 5.1 .+0.7 4.4 5.3 +0.9 +0.9
Wife 24.4 24.6 +0.2 24.4 24.5 +0.1 +0.1
Female Unrelated Individual 5.4 6.6 +1.2 5.8 6.8 +1.0 +1.4
Other Female 8.5 8.3 -0.2 8.3 8.2 -0.1 -0.3
Total Female 42.7 44.7 +2.0 42.9 44.8 +1.9 +2.1

156

/



www.manaraa.com

136

IIE rate if had 1979 HE incidence for each sex/family
relationship category but 1974 share

Actual 1979 HE incidence

IIE rate increment associated with changing sex/
family relationship patterns

IFE'rate if had 1979 IFE incidence for each sex/family
relationship category but 1974 share

Actual 1979 IFE incidence

IFE rate increment associated with changing sex/
family relationship patterns

IFI rate if had 4979 IFI incidence for each sex/family

relationship category but 1974 share
Actual 1979 IFI incidence

IFI rate increment associated with changing sex/
family relationship patterns

4

23.87%
24.17

+0.30

11.04

11.35

+0.31

5.74
6.03

+0.29

Shifting the Burdens

The incidence of hardship declined among families with three or more
workers, as well as among single-person families with a worker (Table
3.21). Hardship incidence increaSed in families with three or more members
-but-only-one person in -the work---force.

Fortuitously, an increased percentage of the large families had
multiple earners and the multiple earners increased their 'work ,force
attachment. For instance, the percent of workers living in families with
four or more members and having at least two full-year participants rose
from 52.5 percent of workers in such famqies in 1974 to 56.6 percent in
1980 (Table 3.22). In other words, more of the "secondary" earners had
come to share "primary" breadwinning responsibilities with the family head.

The incidence of hardship declined modestly among all male family
heads in the work force, and actually increased for those whose wives did
not participate, but the hardship rates dropped significantly among female
family heads, as well as among male and female unrelated individuals (Table
3.23). The IIE incidence among female workers dropped significantly,
compared to very modest improvements for males. However, this produced no
relative improvement in women's chances of attaining adequate family
earnings or income because an increasing proportion of females in the work
force were family heads or unrelated individuals, both characterized by
high IFE and IFI rates.

The changing hardship rates for the various sex/relationship subgroups
reflected quite disparate labor market developments. Work force aktachment
increased significantly among females. It rose among wives and "secondary"
family earners. All else being equal, this should have reductd the rela-
tive incidence of hardship among these groups:
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Table 3.21. HARDSHIP INCIDENCE IN 1974 AND 1979 BY FAMILY SIZE AND NUMBER OF EARNERS

IIE Incidence

One in Work Force Two in Work Force
Three or More
in Work Force

1979- 1979- 1979-

1974 1979 1974 1974 109 1974 1974 1979 1974

One Member 25.1% 21.8% -3.3%
Two Members 22.1 21.3 -0.i 21.4 19.2 -2.2

Three Members 20.1 .21.4 +1.3 24.7 21.4 -3.3 29.5 27.3 -2.2

Pour or Five Members 12.2 14.6 +2.4 25:0 23.5 -1.5 33.0 .31.2 -1.8

Six or More Members 17.3 21.2 +3.9 33.0 33.2 +0.2 39.2 37.7 -1.5

IFE Incidence

One Member 23.9 20.5 -3.4 .

Two Members 27.6 28.5 +0.9 5.2 5.0 -0.2 -

Three Members 23.1 26.4 +3.3 5.8 5.1 -0.7 2.8 2.1 -0.7

Four or Five Members '15.8 20.5 +4.7 7.3 8.6 +1.3 3.8 3.0 -0.8

Six or More Members 32.6 41.5 +8.9 21.1 24.8 +3.7 9.8 . 7.4 -2.4

IF, Incidence

One Member 14.3 . 12.4 -1.

Two Members 8.1 8.8 +0.7 1.9 2.1 +0.2

Three Members 11.2 12.6 +1,4 2.6 2.3 -0.3 0.7 . 0.7 ,0

Four or Five Members 10.7 14.6 +3.9 4.4 5.5 +1.1 2.0 1.5 -0.5

Six or More Members 20.6 32.4 +11.8 15.5 17.9 +2.4 6.6 3.8 -2.8

- I 5
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Table 3.22. INCREASING WORK FORCE ATTACHMENT AND ADDED BREADWINNERS

Share of total work force participants by family size,
number of earners and duration of participation

One Member

1974

At Least One Of Family
Work Force Participants
Participating Half-Year

At Least One Of Family At Least Two Family
Work Force Participants Work Force Participants
Participatina Full-Year Particlating Half-Year

At Least Two Family
Work Force Participants
Participating Full-Year

88.9% 77.7% -- __
Two Members 87.1 74.5 60.4% 51.8%
Three Members 83.0 70.6 64.7 54.5
Four dr Five Members 80.3 68.1 63.5 52.5
Six or More Members 74.6 60.5 64.6 51.4

1979

One'Member 88.2 74.6 --
Two Members
Three Members

87.8
84.3

76.0
71.7

61.5
68 3

53.3
57.9

Four or Five Members 81.4 69.0 68.0 56.6
Six or More Members 74.7 61.8 66.7 54.6

1979-1974

One Member -0.7 -3.1
Two Members
Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six-or-More-Members

+0.7
+1.q
+1.1

+0.1

+1.5
+1.1
+0.9

+3.6
+4.5
+2A

+1.5
+3.4
+4.1
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Table 3.23. HARDSHIP RATES IN 1974 AND 1979 FOR SEX/FAMILY RELATIONSHIP SUBGROUPS

IIE Incidence IFE Incidence IFI Incidence .

1979- 1980- 1979- 1980- 1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975. 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

Male Family Heads 9.7% 9.3% -0.41 11 9%
./

11.6" :0.3% 7 9% 7.7% -0 2% 9.6% 8.9% -0.7% 4.0% 3.9% -0.1% 4.8% 4.8% 0%

Wife in Work Force
(Male Householder) .9 9.0 -0.9 12.3 11.2 -1.1 4.7 4.1 -0.6 6.0 5.1 -0.9 2.7 2.5 -0.2 3.3 3.1 -0.2

Without Wife In /9Work Force 9.0 9.1 +0.1 11 0 11.3 *0.3 12.1 13.9 +1.8 14.5 15.5 +1.0 5.8 6.1 +0.3 6.8 7.6 +0.8

Male Unrelated Individuals 21.7 18.8 -2 9 24,7 21.2 -3.5 21.2 17.2 -4.0 22.2 17.7 -4.5 13.6 11.4 -2.2 14.1 12.2 -1.9

Other Males 42.9 42.5 -0.5 50.3 49.5 -0.8 11.7 10 9 -0.8 13.3 13.3 0 5.3 5.2 -0 1 6.3 6 4 +0.1

TOTAL MALES 17.9 17.5 -0.4 21.2 20.8 -0.4 10.1 9.7 -0.4 11 7 11.1 -0.6 5.3 5.2 -0.1 6.1' 6.2 +0.1

Female Family Heads 34.7 30.0 -4.7 37.1 34.9
y"

-2.2 38.7 33.7 -5 0 37.7 35.1 -2.6 24.1 22.3 -1.8 23.6 12.3 -1.3

Wives 33.2 29.6 -3 6 35.3 32.2 -3.1 6.9 6.5 -0.4 8.1 7.5 -0.6 3.0 2.8 -0.2 3.6 3.4 -0.2

Female Unrelated Individudls 29.0 25.2 -3.8 31 8 28.8 -3.0 26.9 24.6 -2.3 30.0 26.1 -3 9 15.1 13 6 -1.5 17.4 15.2 -2.2

Other Ffnolm 51.6 47.8 -3 8 58.5 -54 6 -3.9 11.9 12.1 +0.2 13.3 14.1 +0.8 5.8 5.1 -0.7 6.4 6.7 +0.3

TOTAL FEMALFS 36 5 32 4 -4.1 39.5 16 1 -3 4 13.7 -0.4 15.1 14.8 -0.3 7.3 7.1 -0.2 8 1 8.3 +0.2

160
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Percent participnts
in work force

at least half-year

Percent participants
in work force

full-year.

1979- 1979-
1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

Male family heads 95.9% 95.9% 0% 88.9% 89.4% +0.5%
Male unrelated

individuals 89.0 91.3 +1.3 76.1 78.4 +1.3
Other males 67.0 68.5 . +1.5 51.5 53.8 +2.3
Total males 89.1 89.6 +0,5 79.7 80.4 +0.7

.'

Female family heads 82.4 84.3 +1.9 68.3 71.4 t3.1
Wives 76.2 79.3 +3.1 57.5 61.1 +3.6
Female unrelated A

individuals 86.5 87.9 +3.1 73.0 72.8 -0.2
Other females 59.5 61.9 +2.4 41.9 45.3 +3.4
Total females 74.7 78.0 +3.3 57.4 61.0 +3.6

,

The incidence of unemployment declined significantly for wives and
other family members, and since hdrdship is more prevalent among the unem-
ployed than among those working all weeks of participation, this was also a
positive development for these subgroups:

Percent experienced'uneployment

(
1979- 1980-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

Male family heads 12.6% 10.7% -1.9% 15.4% 13.5.% -1.9%
Male heads with
wife in labor
force (13.8) (11.2) (-2.6) (16.5) .(14.0) (-1.5)

Male unrelated
individuals 22.5 21.0 -1.5 25.7 "22.4 -2.3

Other males 29.9 26.9 -3.0 32.3 31.2 -1.1
Total males 17.3 15.5 -1.8 20.0 18.5 -1.5

FemalL family heads 22.1 20.5 -1.6 23.6 -.22.4 -1.2
Wives 16.0 13.3- -2.7 18.0 14.6 -3.4
Female unrelated .

individuals 16.5 15,9 -0.6 18.4 16.9 -1.5
Other females 26.1 22.0 -4.1 27.6 24.2 -3.4
Total females 18.7 16.1 --727-6 20.5 17.6 -2.9

These changing unemployment probabilities, combined with ihe changes
in the sex/family relationship of the work force, altered the composition
of the unemployed, increasing the proportion of the jobless who had primary
breadwinning responsibility. Male family heads with no wife in the work
force, family heads, wives with no husband in the work force, and
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unrelated individuals accounted for 32.8 percent of workers experiencing
unemployment in 1974 but 36.7 percent of those experiencing unemployment in
1979:

Share of persons experiencing unemployment

1974 1979 1979-1974

Male family head 27.9 24.3 -3.6
With wife in work force (17.3) (16.1) (-1.2)
Withourvftfe9n work force (10.6) (8.2) (-2.4)

,Female familje;head 5.4 6.6 +1.2
Wives 21.8 20.8 -1.0
Other family members 32.6 31.1 -1.7
Unrelated individuals -. 12.3. 17.2

,,. +4.9

As a result, the family earnings and income inadequacy associated with
unemployment increased despite a decline in the IIE incidence among the
unemployed:

Hardship incidence among persons who

experienced unemployment

1974 1979 1979-1974
t

1-1-C incixtencen 5472% 53. 5% . %7
IFE incidence 21.9 22.8 +0.9

,IFI incidence -13.7 14.2-

The Changing Composition of the Hardship Popul

These shifts' in work force composition ... changes in hardship
incidence altered the sex/family relatie s ip nd family size/earner dis-
tribution of ehe hardship population..-- Work force participants in fami ies
with six or more members accounted for 16.4 percent of the IFE in 4 bu
only 11.8 percent in 1979 (Table 3.24). Workers supporting only emselves
increased from 23.2 percent of th IFE in 1974 to 26.4 percent 1979,

11while participants from fami
es

ith three or more breadwinners declined
from 12.1 percent to 9.0 perc Female family heads accounted for an in-
creasing share of the hardship population (Table 3.25). Comrsely, male
family heads, wives and other family earners constituted a declining share.
While the female IIE share declined, the female IFE and 1FI shares in-
creased.

As a result, the employment and earnings problems of male family heads
decreased in relative importance. This is true even when attention is
restricted to farile're with two or more members (i.e., excluding the
growing number of,lunrelated individuals). Male family heads in multiple
member families a4ounted for 36.1 percent of the 1974 IFE Deficits of such

163
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Table 3.24. CHANGES IN THE FAMILY SIZE/EARNERS COMPOSITION OF SEVERE HARDSHIP

One in Work Force

One Member
Two Members
Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six or More Members

Two in Work Force

Two Members
Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six or More Members

Three or More in
Work Force

Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six or More Members

One in Work Force

One Member
Two Members
Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six or More Members

Two in Work Force

Two Members
Three Members
Four-or-F1ve Members
Six or More Members

Three or More in
Work Force

Three Members
Four or Five Members
Six or More Members

IIE SHARE IFE SHARE IFI SHARE

1979- 1980- 1979- 1980- 1979- 4 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975. 1980 1975 1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

24.0% 26.0% +2.0% 24.9% 26 6% +1.7% 60,4% 63.7% +3.3% 59 3% 61 2% +1.9% 59.1% 63.1% +4.0% 58.2% 60.9%, +2.1Z
,

10.9 13.1 +3.2 11.6 13.4 +1.8 23.2 26.4' +3.2 23.5 25.2 +1.7 26.3 30.0 +3.7 26.9 28.4 +1.5
6.3 6.3 0 6.4 6.4 0 17.6 17.9 +0.3 16.2 16.6 +0.4 9.8 10.4 +0.6 9.1 10.3 +1.2
3.2 3.2 0 3.0 3.3 +0.3 8.1 8.4 +0.3 7.6 8.4 +0.8 7.5 7.6 +0.1 7.0 7.8 +0.8
2.7 2.7 0 2.8 2.9 °+0.1

'0.7
7.7 8.1 +0.4 8.1 8.4 +0.3 9.9 10.9 +1.0 9.6 10.4 +0.6

0.9 0.7 -0.2 1.1 -0.4 3.8 2.9 -0.9 3.9 2.6 -1.3 5.6 4.3 -1.3 5.5 3.9 -1.6

41.6 39.5 -2 1 40.3 39.7 -0.6 27.5 27.3 -0.2 28.7 27.6 -1.1 27 8 28.5 +0 7 28 0 27.7 -0.3

13.9 13.3 -0.6 13.7 13.5 - -0.2 7.6 7.3 -0.3 7.4 7.5 ,+0.1 5.1 5.7 +0.6 5.3 5.4 +0.1
10.4 10.2 -0.2 10.0 10.4 +0.4 5.5 5.1 -0.4 5.9 5.9 0 4.7 4.3 -0.4 4.8 5.0 +0.2
12.9 13.3 +0.4 12.5 13.3 +0.8 8.4 10.4 +2.0 9.4 10.3 +0.7 9.5 12.4 +2.9 10.3 12.1 +1.8
4.3 2.8 -1.5 4.0 2.6 -1.4 6.1 4.5 -1.6 6.0 3.9 -2.1 8.4 6.1 -1.3 7.6 5.3 -2.3

34.4 34.5 +0.1 34.9 33.6 -1.3 12.1 9.0 -3.1 12.0 113 -0.7 13.1 8.4 -4.7 13.8 11.4
,

.p2.4

5.8 6.3 +0.5 5.8 6.2 +0.4 1.2 1.0 -0.2 1.2 0.9 -0.1 0.6 0.6 0 1.0 0.6. -0.4
16.8 17.8 +1.0 17.2 17.7 +0.5 4.3 3.6 -0.7 4.5 5.0 +0.5 4.2 3.5 -0.7 4.8 4.7 -0.1
11.8 10.4 -1.4 11.9 9.7 -2.2 6.5 4.4 -2.1 6.2 5.4 -0.8 8.3 4.3 -4.0 8.0 6.1 -1.9

IIE DEFICIT SHARE
, IFE DEFICIT SHARE IFI DEFICIT SHARE

27.9% 29.2% +1.3% 28 6% 29 9% +1 3% 75.6% 77.3% +1 7% 74.3% 76.0% +1.7% 72.2% 75.0% +2.8% 70.9% 73.4% +2.5%

12.8 14.8 +2.0 13.8 15.3 +1.5 19.9 22.1 +2.2 20.7 21.6 +0.9 23.4 27.4 +4.0 25.8 26.3 +0.5
7.1 6.9 -0.2 7.0 6.8 -0.2 19.6 20.7 +1.1 18.3 19.3 +1.0 9.9 11.4 +1.5 8.6 10.6 +2.0
3.5 3.6 +0.1 3.3 3.5 +0.2 11.6 11.8 +0.2 10.8 11.8 +1.0 9.4 9.2 -0.2 8.4 , 9.7 +1.3
3.3 3.1 -0.2 3.2 3.5 +0.3 14.6 15,2 +0.6 14.5 16.1 +1.6 16.5 18.0 +2.5 15.8 17.6 +1.8
1.2 0.8 -0.4 1.3 0.8 -0.5 9.9 7.5 -2.4 9.9 7.3 -2.6 13.0 9.0 74.0 12.3 9.2 -3.1

-

42-1 _ 40.1__ -Lit_ 40 8 A0_5, -0,3 189---18-7 -0-2- 19.7- 18,9----4+ 21.0 21-.-0-0- +I -5- 2i.1-- --OA

16.3 15.0 -1.3 15.4 15.1 -0.3 3.4 3.4 0 3.2 3.4 +0.2 2.7 2.8 +0.1 2 8 2.6 -0.2
10.5 10.0 -0.5 10.0 10:1 +0.1 3.0 2.7 -0.3 2.9 3.2 40.3 3.0 ,, 2.2 -0.8 2.6 3.0 +0.4
11.7 12.7 -+1.0 11.8 12:9 --1-1.-1---6.0- 7.6 f1:6 7.-3" ELI- -411.-8 I:0- +1-.8 if 8.1 9.9 +.1:ii-7:2-
3.6 2.6 -1.0 3.7 2.5 -0.8 6.5 5.0 -1.5 6.3 4.2 -2.1 8.2 7.0 -1.2 , 8.0 5.5 \-2.5

30.1 30.5 +0.4 30.6 29.6 -1.6 5.4 4.0 -1.4 6.0 5.1 -0.9 6.8 4.0 -2.8 7.6 5.5 -2.1

5.9 6.0 +0.1 5.9 6.0 +0.1 0.3 0.3 , 0 0.4 0.3 -0.1 0.3 0.3 0- 0.3 0.2 -0.1
13.9 15.1 +1.2 14.9 14.9 0 1.7 1.5 -0.2 2.0 .2.0 0 1.7 1.4 -0.3 2.5 1.8 -0.7
10.1 9.3 -0.8 9.8 8.7 -1.1 3.4. 2.2 -1.2 3.6 2.8 -0.R 4.8 2.4 %22.4 4.8 3.5 -1.3

v6.1



www.manaraa.com

Table 3.25. LHANGES IN THE SEX/FAMILY RELATIONSHIP COMPOS'ITION OF SEVERE HARDSHIP

IIE SHARE IFE SNAPE

1979- It 1980- 19/9. 1910

'

197 1 1379, 1971 175991980 1)75 1974 197 1974 1975 19a0 19/5_ 1974 1979

Mdle Flmliy Head, 14 9'. 13 at -0 91 16 1% 14.91 -1 2t 26 9X 24 51 -2 4% 28 6% 24 91 -3 71 25 9Z 23 2X

Wive, in No,k For.. 8 7 8 5 :0 2' 9 5 9.2 -0 ) 9 1 8.3 -0 8 10 2 9 1 -1 1 9.9 9 5Wives Not In Work Force 5.6 4 5 -I 1 5 9 4 8 -1 1 16,7 14 8 -1 9 17 3 14 2 -3 1 15.0 12 2Wives Not Present k 0.7 0.8 +0 1 0 7 1.0 +0 3 1 2
.

1.4 +0 2 1.0 1 6 +0 6 1 0 1.5

Male Unrelited Indivi 4.9 6 2 +1 3 5 2 6 2 +I 0 10 7 12.0 +1.3 10 3 11.3 +1 0 13.1 15 0

Other Males 20.1 20 2 +0 1 20.4 20 4 0 12.2 11.0 -1 2 11 9 11 8 -0 I, 10 5 9.5

Totil Males 39.9 40 2 +0.3 41 7 41 5 -0.2 49 8 47 5 -2 3
lo,

50 7 4a 0 -2 7 49.5 47 7

Female Family Heads 5.9 '1.3 +0,4 5 7 6.7 +1 0 14 6 15 2 +0 6 12 7 14 6 +1.9 17 2 18.9

Wives 31.3 30 2 -1 1 29 6 28.5 -1 1 14.5 14 1 -0.4 15 0 14 4 -0 6 12 1 ll 6

Female Unrelated/Individuals 6 0 6 9 +0.9 6 3 7.1 '40 8 12.4 14 4 +2 0 13 2 13 9 +0 7 13.2 15 0

Other Females 16.9 16 4 =0 5 16 7 16.1 -0 6 8.7 8 8 .+0 1 8 4 9.0 +0 6 8.1 7 0

Total Fema1e 60 1 59 8 -0 3 58 3 58 5 +0.2 50 2 52 5 +2 3 49.3 52.0 +2 7 50 5 52 3

IIE DEFICIT SHARE IFE DEFICIT SHARE

M4le Fam,ly wPads 24 1% 21 71 -2.4" 24 2: 23 0% -1 21 28 94 26 2% -2 7: 31.2% 27 4% -3 8X 33 5% 29 0:

Wives in Work Force 14 4 13 6 -0 8 14 8 14 9 +0 1 6 8 6.2 -0 6 7,6 7.2 . -0 4 9 6 9 4Wives Not in :4ork Force 8 8 6.9 -1 9 8.5 6 7 -1 8 20 9 18 6 -2 3 22 6 18 6 -4 0 22.8 1/ 9Wives Not Pre:ent 1.0 1.1 +0.1 0 9 1 4 0 5 1.2 1 4 +0.2 1.0 1 7 +0 7 1 1 1.7

Male Unrelated Indtilduals 6 8 8.2 +1 4 6 9 8 1 *1 2 9.1 10 3 +1 2 9.2 10 1 +0 9 12.5 14 6

Other Male: 18 3 18 6 0.3 18 6, 19 1 +0.5 11.3 11.5 +0 2 12.6 11 0 -0.8 7 7 6 8

Total Miles 49 3 48.4 -0.7 49.7 50 3 +0.5 49 3 d7 9 : -1 4 53 0 49.3 .4 7 52.6 50 4

Female Family Heads 5.7 5.7 0 5 3 ,6 8 +1 5 21,2 21.0 -0 2 18.2 20.8 +2 6 23 6 24 5

Wives 28.0 28 1 +0.1 26 8 25 2 -1.6 10.3 10 2 -0 1 9 8 9 9 +0.1 6 4 6 6

Female Unrelated Individuals 6 0 6 6 +0 6 6 9 7.1 +0.2 16(.8 11 9 +1+1 ....105 11.5 0 10 9 12,8

Othrr FemAle 11 1 11 2 +0 A 11 2 10 5 -0 6. 9.1 9 0 -0 9 7.5 8.5 +1 0 5 5 5.7

Total Females 50.7 51 6 +0 9 50 3 49.7 -0 6 50 7 52.1 +1 4 47 0 50.7 +3.7 47.4 49.6
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IFI SHARE

1979- MU-
1971 1975 1980 1915

-2 7% 27 0: 23 9.t -3 11

-0 1 10 8 9 9 -0.9
+0 2 15 4 12 4 -3 0
+0.5 0.7 1.7 +1 0

+1.9 12 5 13.9 +1 4

-1 0 10 R 10 2 -0 5_
-1'8 50 2 48 0 -2 2

+1 7 15 I 18 3 +3 2

-0 5 12 7 11.6 -1 1

+1 8 14.5 14 5 0

-1 1

+1.8 49 8 52 0 +2 2

IFI DEFICIT SHARE

-4.5% 33.1X 29.8% -3.3t

-0 2 10 5 9 9 -1.6
-4.9 21 8 18.1 -3 7
+0 6 0.8 1.7 +0 9

+2 1 12.3 13.8 +1 5

-0 9 8 4 7.9 -0.5

-2.2 53.7 51 5 -2.2

+0.9 20.2 24.1 +3.9

+0.2 7.0 6.3 -0.7

+1.8 13,6 12.4 -1 2

+0 2 5 5 5 6 +0.1

+2.2 46.3 '48 5 +2 2
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, families but only 33.6 percent of their 1979 IFE Deficits. There was a
decline of 4.4 percentage points in their IFE Deficit share between 1975
and 1980:

ze

Share of severe hardship deficits for

families with two or more members

1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

IIE Deficit share
Male family heads 27.7% 25.4% -2.3% 28.0% 27.2% -0.8
Female family heads 6.5 6.6 +0.1 6.2 8.0 +1.8
Wives 32.1 33.0 +0.9 31.1 19.7 -0.4
Other 33.7 34.9 +1.2 34.6 35.1 +0.5

IFE Deficit share

Male family heads 36.1 33.6 -2.5 39.4 35.0 -4.4
Female family heads 26.4 27.0 +0.6 22.9 26.6 +3.7
Wives 12.9 13.1 +0.2 12.3 12.6 +0.3
Other 24.6 26.3 +1.7 25.4 25.9 +0.5

IFI Deficit share

43.7 39.9 -3.8 44.6 40.4 -4.2Male family heads
1 Female family heads 30.8 33.8 +3.0 27.2 32.7 +5.5
Wives 8.3 9.1 +0.8 9.5 8.6 -0.9
Other 17.2 17.2 0 18.7 18.3 -0.4

If all unrelated individuals with Inadequate Individual Earnings and
with Inadequate Family Earnings had their earnings augmented to the
adequacy level (i.e., the minimum wage standard multiplied by their annual
hours of availability for work), two-fifths of unrelated individuals in the
IFE would have had augmented earnings above the poverty level, and the
aggregate IFE would have been reduced by 9.3 percent in 1974. Augmenation
of their earnings to the adequacy level in 1979 would have reduced the IFE
by 10.1 percent. In contrast, augmentation of the earnings of male family
heads to the adequacy level would have reduced the IFE count by 14.7
percent in 1974, but only 12.4 percent in 1979:
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Male family heads
Female family hea
Wives
Other males

Other fem es

Male unr ated
i viduals

Female unrelated

individuals I

145

Nyt

Percent reduction in IFE if earnings
of subgroup members in IFE

were increased to minimally adequate level

1974 1979

1979-

1974 1975 1980
1980-
1975

14.71 12.40 -2.31 15.77 14.45 -1.32
3.56 3.51 -0.05 3.73 4.67 +0.94
7.39 6.02 -1.37 8.15 6.95 -1.20
.5.35 3.99 -1.36 6.15 6.34 +0.19
3.46 2.98 -0.48 3.30 3.89 +0.59

4.66 5.45 +0.79 5.20 5.74 +0.54

3.96 4.68 +0.72 4.87 5.43 +0.56

1 e'ci,
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Notes

1. Employment and Training Report of the President, 1981 l.lashington:

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1981), pp. 105-307; and Money Income

and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the United States:

1980, Current Population Report P-60, No. 27 (Washington: U.S.

Government Printing Office, 1982).

2. Unpublished tabulations from the Naitional Commission_on Employment and
Unemployment Statistics.

3. To determine the multi-year trends over the 1974-1980 period, it is

necessary to sort out the influence of cyclical patterns. Macro-

economic conditions in 1980, when a recession was just taking hold,
differed from those in 1974, the last year of a slow recovery from the
1970-71 recession, so that 1974-1980 comparisons reflect both cyclical

and secular effects. The. 1979 calendar year, when unemployment
averaged 5.8 percent, is more comparable with 1974, when the rate was

5.6 percent. Likewise, 1980 and 1975 were both recession ygoars,

although the earlier decline was more severe, with an 8.5 perCent
unemployment rate compared to the 7.1 percent rate in 1979. By

comparing 1974 with 1979 hardship levels and patterns, and 1975 with
1980, it is possible, in at least a general way, to separate changes
which reflected multi-year trends, from those which reflected business
cycles. The 1979 data used in this chapter are normally derived based
on 1980 Census weights. An asterisk notes where 1970 Census weights
are used.
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CHAPTER 4. HARDSHIP OVER THE BUSINESS CYCLE

Hardship Persists in Good Times and Bad

The Cyclicality of Hardship

Hardship rises'and falls with the business cycle. When the unemploy-
ment rate goes up, more individuals experience weeks without earnings, the
duration of unemployment increases and more of-the unemployed encounter
recurrent bouts of joblessness. This obviously increases the incidence of
Inadequate Individual Earnings., Because of the reduced contributions.pf
primary as well as secondary family work force participants, more families
experience earnings below the poverty level. Countercyclical income
transfers, particularly unemployment.insurance, rescue some but not all of
these recession victims from severe hardship, so that the number with
Inadequate Family Income rises along with the .IFE.

In general, however, the cyclicality of hardship is less extreme than
the cyclicality of unemployment. During recessions, the number with
Inadequate Individual Earnings rises more than the number of unemployed but
the IFE count increases by substantially less, while the IFI increment is.
smaller still. The percentage fluctuations in hardship are less than the
percentage fluctuations in joblessness.

There were two periods of rising unemployment within the 1974-1980
period for which the hardship measures were calculated. The ,national
unemployment rate rose from 5.6 percent in 1974 to 8.5 percent in 1975,
declining subsequently through 1979. It then rose from.5.8 percent in 1979
to 7.1 percent in 1980. The number of annual average unemployed rose by 54
percent in the 1974-1975 recession, and by 25 percent in the '1979-1980
recession (Table 4.1).

The severe hardship IIE count rose by 3.6 million during thei first
recession and 4.5 million during the second, compared to increasesiof 2.8and 1.5 million, respectively, in average annual unemployment, and 2.6 and
2.9 million, respectively, in the number of work force participants ex-
periencing unemployment during the year. But the IFE counts rose only 1.8million in each of the two recessions, while the IFI counts Increased by
only 0.9 and 1.4 million;"iespectively.

The plots of hardship and unemployment incidence rates and levels fo'r
1974 through 1980 illustrate the similarity in unemployment and IIE
changes, but the lesser cyclicality of the IFE, and the even more dampened
cyclicality of the IFI (Chart 4.1). --Likewise, the constant dollar IIE
Deficit was much more cyclically sensitive than the IFE Deficit, while the
IFI Deficit was relatively stable (Chart 4.2).

1 7 u
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Table 4;1. CHANGES IN SEVERE HARDSHIP AND UNEMPLOYMENT DURING THE 1970s DOWNTURNS

1974 1975
Increase
1974-1975

Percentage

Increase
1974-1975 1979 1980

Increase
1979-1980

Percentag

Increase
1979-1980

Average Annual Unemployed 5,076 7,830 2,754 54% 5,963 7,448 1,485 25%

Average Annual Long-Term Unemployed
(15 Weeks or More) 937 2,483 1,546 165 1,202 1,829 627 52

Persons Experiencing Unemployment
During Year 18,537 21,105 2,568 14 18,468 21,410 2,942 16

Persons Unemployed More Than One-
Third of Weeks in Work Force 7,740 10,941 3,201 41 7,492 10,348 2,856 38

IIE 26,756 30,345 3,589 13 28,269 32,747 4,478 16

IFE 12,008 13,768 1,760 15 13,280 15,111 1,831 14

IFI 6,346 7,252 906 14 7,055 8,465 1,410 20

IIE Deficit (1980 $) 56,862 70,568 13,706 24 59,018 7(1,648 11,630 20

IFE Deficit (1980 $) 32,929 38,160 5,241 16 35,930 41,000 5,070 14

IFI Deficit (1980 $) 12,889 14,603 1,714 13 14,556 17,452 2,896 20

IIE Average Deficit (1980 $) 2,126 2,326 200 9 2,08.7 2,157 70 3

IFE Average Deficit (1980 $) 2,742 2,771 29 1 2,706 2,713 7 0

IFI Average Deficit (1980 $) 2,030 2,013 -17 -1 2,063 2,062 -1 9

17
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Chart 4.1. SEVE6 HARDSHIP AND UNEMPLOYMENT LEVELS AND INCIDENCE, 1974-1980*
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Chart-4.2. SEVERE HARDSHIP DEFICITS IN CONSTANT (1980) DOLLARS, 1974-1980
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Hardship and unemployment were highly correlated (Table 4.2). The
coefficient of correlation between the average annual unemployment and HE
rates was a high o.9a, and the correlation with the IFE rate was 0.94. The
relationship between the IFI and unemploympit rates was less exact, with a
correlation coefficient of 0.78 In fact, the constant dollar average IFI
Deficit was negatively related to unemployment, declining during re-
cessions.

The standard deviation in-the number of average annual unemployed over
the 1974-1980 period was slightly higher than the standard deviation in the
IFE total and half again the IFI standard deviation (Table 4.3). Propor-
tionately, however, the fluctuations in unemployment.were much greater than
the fluctuations in hardship. The standard deviation in average annual
unemployment represented 15 percent of its mean, while the standard
deviations in the severe hardship IIE, IFE and IFI counts represented 7, 7
dnd 9 percent of their respective means. Put another way, if resources or
concern were allocated in proportion to the levels of need, the cyclical
fluctuations in resources and concern would have been much less if the
nation focused on the yearly IFE and tEl tallies rather than the annual
unemployment counts.

Severe hardship fluctuated relatively more than moderate or inter-
mediate hardship (Table 4.4). The intermediate and moderate IIE increased
when unemployment rose, but the increments in the severe hardship com-
ponents accounted for all of these increases. The differential between the
intermediate and severe hardship IIE totals, and the modera.te minus inter-
mediate IIE counts, were negatively correlated win the annual average
unemployed. In other words, the intermediate and moderate IIE counts
declined modestly relative to the severe hardship counts during recessions
(Table 4.5). The intermediate and moderate hardship IFI counts, on'the
other hand, were somewhat more cyclical than the severe hardship IFI
counts. Apparently the victims of recession were lifted out of poverty by
countercyclical transfers and other income, but were not lifted above the
intermediate or moderate hardship adequacy standards.

How Rising Unemployment Causes Hardship

The business cycle impacts are reflected in the changing work ex-
perience patterns of persons in the lIE, IFE and IFI. When unemployment
rises in a recession, many of the victims are those who were in hardship
even in good times. As an example, the IIE cohort employed full-time
during all weeks in the work force dropped by half a million between 1974
and 1975, as the fully-employed suffered bouts of joblessness (Table 4.6).
By the same token, the incidence of hardship increased among those who
experienced unemployment. Three-fifths of the 1975 and 1980 unemployed had
Inadequate Individual Earnings compared to 54 and 53 percent, respectively,
of the individuals who experienced unemployment during 1974 and 1979:

174
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Table 4.2. CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRIX FOR 1974-1980*

Average Percentage IIE IFE IFI

Annual Percentage Predominantly IIE IFE IFI Average Average Average

Unemployment
Rate

Unemployed
During Year

Unemployed
Diking Year

IIE

Incidence

IFE

Inc)dence
IFI

Incidence
Deficit
(1980 $)

Deficit
(1980 $)

Deficit
(1980 S)

Deficit
(1980 S) D180q1(1 1{19184)1)

Average Angual Unemployment
Rate . 1.00 .85 .96 .92 .94 .78 .92 .69 .34 .92 .65

Percent Unemployed During 4

Year .85 1.00 .96 .91 .87 .69 .76 .45 .14 .92 .89

Percent Predominantly
Unemployed During Year .96 .96 1.00 .96 .95 .79 .88 .61 .27 .94 .78 -.37

11E Incidence .92 .91 .96 1.00 .97 .82 .91 .66 .33 .87 .64 -.38

IFE Incidence .94 .87 .95 .97 1.00 .92 .96 .ao .52 .83 .60 -.20

IFt Incidence, .78 .69 .79 .82 .92 1.00 .89 .92 .78 .57 .37 .01

IIE Deficit (1980 S) .92 .76 as .91 .96 .89 1.00 .88 .61 .79 .43 -.18

IFE Deficit (1980 S) .69 .45 .61 .66 .80 .92 .88 1.00 .91 .43 .10 .16

IFI Deficit (1980 S) 34 .14 .27 .33 .52 .78 .61 .91 1.00 .05 -.19 .46

IIE Average Deficit
(1980 S) .92 .92 .94 .87 .83 .57 .79 .43 .05 1.00 .83 -.39

IFE Avcrav Deficit
(1980 S) .65 .89 .78 .64 .60 .37 .43 .10 -.19 .83 1.00

--
-.28

IFI Average Deficit
(1980 S) -.34 -.30 =.37 -.38 -.20 .01 -.18 .16 .46 -.39 -.28 1.00

175
-c,

l



www.manaraa.com

153

Table 4.3. STATISTICAL 0EASURES OF THE VARIABILITY AND INTERRELATEDNESS
OF UNEMPCOYMENT AND HARDSHIP OVER THE 1974-1980 PERIOD*

Average annual unemployment rate

Average annual unemployed (000)

Percent experiencing unemployment

Persons experiencing unemployment

Percent predominantly unemployed

Mean
1

Standard
1

deviation

Coefficient
1

of variation
4

6.8

6,644

17.8

19,532

8.3

1.0

982

1.6

1,498

1.5

15.8

14.8

9.2

7.7

15.8

Persons predominantly
unemployed (000) 9,063 1,487 16.4

IIE incidence 26.8 1.7 6.5

IIE (000) 29,471 2,001 6.8

IFE incidence 12.2 0.7 5.8

IFE (000) 13,388 948 7.1

IFI incidence 6.5) 0.4 6.6

IFI (000) 7,137 649 9.1

IIE Deficit (Millions 1980 $) 64,346 6,256 9.7

IFE Deficit (Millions 1980 $) 36,508 2,594 7.1

IFI Deficit (Millions"1980 $) 14,429 1,431 9.9

IIE Average Deficit (1980 $) 2,181
)

103 4.7

IFE Average Deficit (1980 $) 2,727 28 1.0

IFI Average Deficit (1980'$) 2,021 36 1.8

1

The "standard deviation" is a measure of the absolute variability of a

statistic (i.e., two-thirds of the riumbers are predicted to be within + one
standard deviation of the mean); the "coefficient of variation," whichis
the standardAeviation divided by the mean, is a measure of ihe proportionate
variability of a statistic (i.e., the variability of numbers with different
scales'can be compared since the coefficients of variation are all in the
same percentage terms); and the "correlation coefficient" is a measure of the
proportionate changes in one statistic which occiirs with equal proportionate
changes in another statistic (i.e., it is close to +1.0 when the statistics
change the same proportionate amounts and it is cloie to 0 if the changes
are not related).

177
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Table 4.4. FLUCTUATIONS IN SEVERE, INTERMEDIATE AND MODERATE HARDSHIP IN
RELATIONSHIP TO AVERAGE ANNUAL UNEMPLOYMENT OVER 1974-1980

PERIOD,*

Mean (000)

Standard
Deviation (000)

Coefficient of
Variation

Correlation qith
Average Annual

Unervloyment

Mean (000)

Standard
Deviation (000)

Coefficient of
Variation

Correlation With
Average Annual

I.Inemplorent

Mean (000)

Sta. ndard

Deviation 4(000)

Coefficient of

0
,Variktion

Correlation With
Average Annual

Une-cloyment

IIE

*I

Intermediate
Minus

Mod&ate
Minus

Severe Intermediate Severe Moderate Intermediate

29,471 40,256 10,784 50,062 9,806

2,001 2,406 1,106 3,001 862
oh

6.8 6.0 10.3 6.0 8.8

.86 .68 -.10 .50 -.12

JFE

Intermediate Moderate
Minus Minus

Severe Intermediate Severe . Moderate Intermediate

13,388 17,186 3,799 21,407 4,220

948 1,217 281 1,536 330

7.1 7.1 7.4 - 7.2 7.8

.

.82 .79 .66 .79 .78

IFI

. Intermediate Moderate
MinUs Minus

Severe Intermediate Severe Moderate InterMediate

7,137 10,568 3,433 14,560 3,992
.... '

649 838 206 1,099 292

9.1 7.9 -.6.0 7.6 7.3

.68 ' .71 .72 .78 .91
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Table 4.5. RELATIVE LEVELS OF SEVERE, INTERMEDIATE AND MODERATE HARDSHIP, 1974-1980*

IIE IIE DEFICIT !FE IFE DEFICIT IFI IFI DEFICIT

Intermediate Moderate Intermediate Moderate Intermediate Moderate Ihtermediate Moderate Intermediate Moderate Intermediate Moderate
4 Severe 4 Severe 4 Severe 4 Severe 4 Severe 4 Severe Severe 4 Severe 4 Severe Severe t Severe 4 Severe

.1974 137 172 164 251 128 159 153 219 151 203 182 297

1975 132 160 159 237 127 159 152 217 148 206 182 297

1976 134 166 160 240 129 161 152 In] 148 207, 182 298
..

1978 139 176 167 259 128 159 153 219 146 200 180 292/
181 2951977 134 164 162 244 128 158 152 217 151 , 207

a
1979 445 182 168 262 129 162 153 220 149 203 179 289

1980 137 171 164 249 129 161 152 217 145 197 177 282

lsJ
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Table 4.6. CHANGES IN WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERNS OF TOTAL WORK FORCE AND PERSONS IN HARDSHIP, 1974c1975
AND 1979-1980

Work Force

Year-to-Year
Change

in Work Force Work Force Shares

Year-to-Year
Change in Work
Force Shares

1974- 1979- 1974- 1979-
1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980 1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980

Not Employed 2,129 3,202 1,990 2,597 +1,073 +607 2.1% 3.1% 1.7% 2.2% +1.0% +0.5%

Mostly Unemployed 1,616 2,568 1,607 2,568 +952 +961 1.6 2.5 1.4 2.2 +0.9 +0.8

Mixed 3,995 5,171 3,898 5,183 +1,176 +1,288 3.9 5.0 3.3 4.4 +1.1- +1.1

Mostly Employed 10,797 10,164 10,976 11,063 -633 +87 10.4 9.7 9.4 9.3 -0.7 -0.1

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 3,986 6,160 7,172 7,644 +2,174 +472 3.8 5.9 6.1 6.5 +2.1 +0.4

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 19,325 20,162 26,985 24,948 +837 -2,037 18.5 19.3 23.1 21.1 +0.8 -1.0

Employed Full-Time 61 753 57,016 64,359 64,347 -4,737 -12 59.6 54.6 55.0 54.4 -5.0 -0.6

Total 103,601 104,442 116,983 118,348 +841 +1,365 100.0 100.0 100:0 100.0 , 0 0
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Table 4.6. (Continued)

I1E

Year-to-Year
Change
in IIE IIE Shares

Year-to-Year
Change

in IIE Shares

1974- 1979- 1974- 1979-
1974 1975 1979 1930 1975 1980 1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980

Not Employed 2,084 3,146 1,979 2,536 +1,062 +607 7.8% 10.4% 7.0% 7.9% +2.6% +0.9%

Mostly Unemployed 1,524 2,410 1,529 2,447 +886 +918 5.7 7.9 5.4 7.5 +2.2 +2.1

Mixed 2,760 3,508 2,691 3,673 +748 +982 10.3 11.6 9.5 11.2 +1.3 +1.7

Mostly Employed 3,687 3,573 3,679 4,057 -114 +378 13.8 11.8 13.0 12.4 / -2.0 -0.6

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 2,113 2,994 3,196 3,656 +881 +465 7.9 9.6 11.3 11.2 +2.0 -0.1

Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 7,368 7,996 8,788 9,070 +628 +282 27.5 26.4 31.1 27.7 -0.9 -3.4

Employed Full-Time 7 220 6 717 6 408 7,258 --503 +850 27.0 22.1 . 22.7 22.2 -4.9 -0.5

Total 26,756 30,345 28,269 32,747 +3,589 +4,478 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 o

1s3
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Table 4.6. (Continued)

IFE

Year-to-Year
Change
in IFE IFE Shares

Year-to-Year
Chahge

in IFE Shares

1974- 1979- 1974- 1979-
1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980 1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980

Not Employed 972 1,517 931 1,343 +545 +412 10.1% 11.0% 7.0% 8.9% +0.9% +1.9%

Mostly Unemployed 713 1,090 681 1,217 +377 +536 5.9 7.9 5.1 8.1 +2.0 +3.0

Mixed 1,015 1,457 1,096 1,533 +442 T437 8.5 10.6 8.3 10.1 +2.1 +1.8

Mostly Employed- 1;358 1,341 1,502 1,593 -17 +91 11.3 9.7 11.3 10.5 -1.6 -0.8

Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 888 1,233 1,419 1,546 +345 +127 7.4 9.0 10.7 10.2 +1.6 -0.5

Employed Part-Time 1--.

.Ln
Voluntarily 3,883 4072 4,732 4,783 +189 +51 32.3 29.6 35.6 31.7 -2.7 -3.9 Co

Employed Full-Time 3 179 3 060 2 919 3 095 -114 +176 26.5 22.2 22.0 20.5 -4.3 -1.5

Total 12,008 13,768 13,280 15,111 +1,760 +1,831 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 0

18G
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Table 4.6. (Continued)

IFI

Year-to-fear
Change
in IFI IFI Shares

Year-to-Year
Change

in IFI Shares

1974- 1979-
1974- 1979-1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980 1974 1975 1979 1980 1975 1980

Not Employed 638 885. 629 996 +247 +367 10.1% 12.2% 8.9% 11.8% +2.1% +2.9%
Mostly Unemployed 435 579 423 789 +144 +366 6.9 8.0 6.0 9,3 +1.1 +3.3
Mixed 618 745 625 911 +127 +286 9.7 10.3 8.9 10)8 +0.6 +1.9
Mostly'Employed 842 820 941 1,025 -22 +81 13.3 11.3 13.3 12.1 -2.0 -2.2.
Employed Part-Time

Involuntarily 541 756 815 925 +215 +110 8.5 10.4 11.6 10.9 +1.9 -0.7

Employed Part-Time ;

Voluntarily 1,480 1,687, 1,875 1,951 +207 +76 .23.3 23.3 26:6 23.0 0 -3.6
Emplued Full-Time 1 793 1 780 1 7;18 1.869 -13 +121 28.7 24.5 24.8 22.1 -3.8 -2.7
Total 6,346 7,252 7,055 8,465 +906 +1,410 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 0

7.
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Percent with
unemployment who
had Inadequate

Individual Earnings

Percent with
unemployment who
had Inadequate

Family Earnings

Percent with
unemployment who
had Inadequate
Family Income

1974 54.2 21.9 13.7
1975 59.9 25.6 14.4
1976 59.7 24.6 14.3
1977 , 59.3 23.4 14.7
1978 56.7 24.6 15.6
1979 53.3 22.7 14.1
1979R 53.5 f 22.8 14.2
1980 NJ59.6 26.6 17.4

The result is that the proport f the hardship counts who had
experienced unemployment during the previous year and who were jobless for
more than one-third of their week in\the work force both rose during
recessions (Chart 4.3).

There were significant cyclical changes in work force attachment which
were reflected in the full-year and less-than-full-year hardship zounts.
Over the 1974-1980 period, full-year participants averaged 72 percent of
the work force, rising from 70 percent in 1974 to 14 percent in 1980.
Among those experiencing unemployment, and among the IIE, IFE and IFI
counts, 61, 52, 45, and 46 percent, respectively, were full-year partici-
pants on average over the entire period. But the fluctuations around those
means varied significantly (Chart 4.4). From 1974 to 1975, the number of
full-year work force participants rose by 3.1 million while the less than
full-year participants declined by 2.3 million. From 1979 to 1980 (using
1980 Census weights in both cases), the full-year work force grew by 3.5
million while the less than half-year work force declined-by 2.1 million.
Apparently, more participants stayed in the work f(57.711111-year to bolster
family earnings in the face of adversity, while many of those with limited
attachment were discouraged and did not participate in the work force.
Reflecting these patterns,.the full-year participant components of the IIE,
the IFE, and the IFI rose dramatically in recession years while the less
than full-year participants in hardship rose much.more modestly.

Transfers helped to mitigate the impacts of recession, but the effects
were much greater in the 1974-1975 recession than in the 1979-1980 re-
cession. From 1974 to 1975, 47 percent of those added to the IFI Net-of-
Transfers were raised out of poverty by cash benefits compared to just 18
percent of those added to the IFI Net-of-Transfers between 1979 and 1980.
The total reductiog of the Net-of-Transfers IFI was 37 percent in 1975 but
only 30 percent in"1980:

.t
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Chart 4.3. T(g CHANGING WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN AND DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS IN HARDSHIP, 1974-1980
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Chart 4.4. YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGES IN FULL-YEAR AND LESS THAN FULL-YEAR PARTICIPATION IN WORK FORCE AND'
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Chart 4.4. SContinued)
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(1)
*(3).

Percent .

(4)

IFI

(6)

Percent v

IFI difference Deficit (5) difference
Excluding (2) (1) - (2) Excluding IFI (41_ - (5)
Transfers IFI -(1) Transfers Deficit (4)

1974 9,806 6,346 -35 15,562 7,713 -50
1975 14531 7,252 -37 20,060 9,538 ' -52
1976 11,059 7,033 -36 20,250 9,573 -53

, 1977 11,038 6,998 -37 21,380 10,357'. -52
1978 10,418 7,012 -33 21,500 11,027 :49
1979 10,177 6,853 -33 23,378 12,499 -47
1979R 10,457 7,055. -33 24,006 12,825 -47
1980 12,158 8,465 -30 31',723 17,452 -45

tThe Victims of Recesston

TrIA v*ctims orecession 'include prime age varkers, males and more
skillet workers who rarely suffer hardship in good time's. The political
responsiveness to recessionary cycles of unemployment in contrast to the
the benign neglecX of perOstent structural problems is exelained by these
compositional shifts, as the politically leveraged segmentsonly begin to
suffer during severe recessions.

The Impacts on Prime Age Workers

In both the'1974-1975 and 1979-1980 recessions, the proportionate
increases in unepployment and individual earnings inadequacy were greater
among 25-to-44-year-old workers than among older or younger participants
(Table 4.7). Inadequate Family Earnings also rose most substantially athong
25-to-44-ygar-olds, although 20-to-24-year-olds were also adversely
affected. In the 1974-1975 recession, the IFE rise among prime age workers
was mitigated by increased transfer payments; 27.5 percent of the 25-to-
44-year-olds with Inadequate Family Earnihgs were lifted out of poverty by
the receipt of transfers in 1975, up from 21.1 percent in 1974. This was
not true jn the 1979-1980 recestion, where the percent of 25-to-44-year-
olds in the IfE 'Who were lifted out of poverty by the receip.t of transfers
actually fell from 19.7 to 18.2 pertent between. 1979 and 1980.. As a
result, the prime age workprs' share of the IFI rose much more in the

,second period (Table 4.8).

Some of thg recession's impacts on younger and older workers were
"disguised" by their withdrawal from the work force (and hence,from the
hardship tallies) in the face of adversity. The percentage Rpirk increases
in hardship rates during recessions were.greater amonyteenagers"than prime
age Workers, and if the netsreduction in the number of work force partici-
pants were added to ,the measured increases in hardship counts, then the
estimated Impacts on older and younger workers were substantial.
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Table 4.7. ABSOLUTE AND PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN WORK FORCE FARTICIPATION,
, UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP DURING THE 1974-1975AND 1979-1980

RECESSIONS, BY AGE OF WORKERS
.

Change 1974-975

1000)

Work Force

y
16-19 -339
16-19 Student -400
.20-24 +145
20-24 Student -66
25-44 +1;376
45,64 -274

(%)

-:3.0

-6.2
+1.6

-2.7
+3.3

t
-0.9

65+'...4 -66 -1.6

(1

Expertenced Unemployment

16-19 -9 -0.2
16-19 Student -121 -7.4
20-24. +452 +9.7
20-24 Student +43 +7.2
25-44 +1,376 +20.7
45-64 +685 +20.8
65+ +66 +19.0

IIE

16-19 +9.7
16-19 Student +249 +6.0
20-24 +959 +19.3
20-24 Student +177 +17.7

/25-44 +1,236 +16.6 s
45-64 +604 C +10.5

,65+ +109 +6.8

IFE

16-19 +244 +13.6
16-19 Student +30 +3.2
20-24 +418 +22.5
20-24 Student +59 +14.6
25-44 +747 +21.3
45-64 +306 +10,5
65+ +46

IFI .

s

+2.4

16219 '+234 +21.0
16-19 Student +62 +11.3
20-24 +266 +22.1
20-24 Student +48 +24.2

, 25-44 +299 +12.8
45-64 +107 .+7.6
65+ 0 0

Change 1979-1980

(000)

-693

(%)

-5.9
-96 -1.5

+264 +1.5.

-64 -2.4
+1,740 +3.3

-109 -0.3

.

-54 -1.3

+150 +4.9
+168 +12.5
+664 +14.7
+77 +16:7

+1;627 +20.9
+500 +17.7

-9 -3.8.

+637 +6.3
+376 +9.5

+1,221 +22.2-
+171 +16.0

+2,132 +24.1
+610 +11.1
+77 +5.0

+162

+112
+408
+29
+963

+9.1'

+13.3
+18.0

.2

+21.4
+292 +9.2.

+6 +0.3

+89 +8.0
+68 +14.8

. -1-j71 +25.9
+52 +25.1

+751
+164 +12.7
+34 +15.0
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Tab1e.4.8. CHANGES IN THE DISTRIBUTIO ND'INCIDENCE OF WORK FORCE ARTICIPATION, UNEMPLOYMENT AND
HARDSHIP DURING THE 1974-1975 AND 1979-1980 RECESSIONS BY AGE OF WORKERS

SHARE INCIDENCE ,

Change '. Change Change Change .
1974 1975 1974-1975 1979 1980 1979-S80 1974 1975 1974-1975 1979 . 1980 1979-1980

Werk Force
16-19 111.0% 10.6% -0.4% 10.0% 9.3% -0.7% 70.1% 67.3% -2.4% 69.6% 66.9% , -2.7%
20-44 55.2 56.2 +1.0 59.7 60.8 +1.1 80.6 81.5 +0.9 84.5/ 84.6 +0.1

i

A

45+

inperenced
Unemployment

33.8 33.2

.

O.6 30.3 3o.cr. .
-0.3 54.4 53.3 -1.1 51.9 51.5 -0.4

16-19 19.4 17.0 -2.4 16.7 15.1 -1.6 31.6 32.5 +0.9 '26.5 29.5 +3.0

, 20-44 60.9 62.2 +1.3 66.7 68.3 +2.5 19.7 22.3 , +2.6 17.6 20.3 +2.7

45+ 1q.7 20.7 +1.0 16.6 '16.6 , 0 10.4 12.7 w +3.1 8.7 10.0 +2.3

IIE

----16-19 26.1 25.3
oz

-0.8 24.5 22.5
1

-2.0
,

61.3 69.3 +8.0 59.4 67.2 +3.0
20-44 46.5 48.2 +1.7 50.7 54.1 +3.4 21.7 24.9 +3.2 20.5 24.6 . +2.7
45+ 27.4 26.6 -1.2 24.8 23.5 -1.3 21.0 23.3 +2.3- 19.7 21.7 , +1.3

IFE
.

16-19 14,A9 14e8 , -0.1 13.4 12.9 -0.5 15.7 . 18.4 +2.7 1.3 17.7 +2.4
20-44 4476 47.3 +2.7 50.4 53.3 4 +2.9 9.4 11.1 +1.7 9.6 11.2 +1.6
45+. 40.5 37.8 -2.7 36.2 33.8 =2.4 13.9 15.1 +1.2 13.6 14.4 +0.8

IFI

---16-19 17.5 18.6 . +0.9 1517 14.1 -1.6 9.8 12,2

..

.1.4 9.5 40.9
.

+1.4
20-44 55.8 56.5 +0.7 62.8 65.6 +2.8 6.2 7.0 +0.8 6.3 7.7 +1.4
45+ 26.7 25.9 -0.8 21.5 20.3 -1.2 4%9 522 +0.3 4.3 4.8 +0.5

r .

4
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Cyclical Patterns for Sex and Family Relationship Subgroupl

%les were disproportionately affected by recessions. They repre-
sented 56 percent of those experiencing 'unemployment during 1974, liut 65
percent of the 1974-1975 increment in unemployment. By 1979, the 'male
share among the unemployed had fallen to 54 peftent, but males.were even
more adversely affected by the recesstons, acCounting for 69 percent of the
1979-1980 rise in unemployment. The male shares of the unemplpyed and of
those unemployed over one-third of their weeks in the work foi-ce rose by
1.0 'and 4.2 percentage points, respectively,from 1974 to 1975, and by 2..0
.and 4.0 percentage points, respectively, from 1979 to 1980, while the
Jemale shares declined by the same amounts (Table 4.9).

Males were relatively likely ,to suffer hardship during re-
'Cessions, and the male sharesnAhe IIE, IFE and IFI all rose from 1974 to
1975 and from 1979 to 1980. However, the shifts were less pronounced in
the hardship s,hares than in the unemployment shares. For instance, where
the malt share .of persons experiencring unemployment rose by 2.0 percentage
points etween 1979 and 1980, the male. share of the I4.) rose by 1.3 per-
centage p9ints, th ir share of the IFE by only .0.5 percentage points, and
their.IFI share by drly 0.3 percentage points.,

The .explanation is apparent when jthe male and female totals are
disaggregated by family relationship. Ttfe percentage of the work force who
were wives did not change in response to recessions, and the wives' shares
of the unemployed and the IIE counts actually declined. Yet their sharesp
of the IFE(and the IFI rose. In other words, hardship among families with
wives in the wqrk force reflected the problems of both the wives and their
working husbands. Wives more frequently .had husbands who worked and the
husbands, on average, accounted for a larger share of earnings than vice
versa,. Thus, the individual problems of male heads were reflected more in
e taljies for females than the problems of female earners were reflected

0 in the male tallies.

Other males'and females, who usually represented secondarT or tertiary
family earners, withdrew from the work force in the face:of ecorfomic
adversity. Their shires of the unemployed, thus', declined:- HOwever, their
shices of.the seveg harydship IFI count rose slightly because the pro-
ponlion of the IFE who were Tiftu, out of poverty, by nonearned income
declined during recessions, particulirly so in the 1979-1980 recession when
their share of the IFE declined by 0.6 percentage points, while their share
of the IFI rose by 1.3 percentage points.

Unrelated individuals, both male and female, were particularly
affected by the 1974-1975 recessiOn,rbut less so in the 1979-1980 Iziecline.
Their share of the severe hardship IFI count rose by 0.7 percentage points
between 1974' efd 1975, but dropped by 1.6 percentage points between 1979
and 1980. The changes in the IEE shares were +0.4 and -0.2 percentage
points, respectively.

193
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4.
Table 4.9. SEX AND FAMI.1FLT RELATIONSHIP DISTRIBUTION OF WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYED

AND WORKERS SUFFERING HARDSHIP DURING 1974-1975 AND 1979-1980

DOWNTURNS
4'

\t, Percentage Point Percentage Point

Change Change
1979-1980

-atal "ale

1974 1975 1974-1975 1979 1980

F. rCe 57.4% 57.1% -0.3 '55.3% 55.2%

.e olayeu. 55.5 56.6 +1.0 54.4 56.4

=rcea'lln.lrtly oloyed 50.5 54.7 +4.2 '50.5 54,5

39.9 41.7 +1.8 40.2 41.5'

:F= 49.8 50.7 +0.9 47.5 48.0

: ! 49.5 50.2 +0.7 47.7 48.0

Male Far112._a .

,Til-TO"---:e ,/ 39,5 39.2 -0.3 , 35.9 35.6

Ae,plo,ed 7 27.9 29.9 +2.0 24.3 26.7

Predormantl, nemployed 20.8 25.1 .+4.3 13.0 21.8

!IE 14.9 16.1 . +1.2 11.8 14.9

IFE 26.9 28.6 +1.7 24.5 24.9

Ir:

male Faril, Head-Wife in

25.9 27.0 .4.1.1 23.2. 4 23.9

Aork Force
Wo-k 22.5 22.5 0 22.6 22.7

unemo1o%.ad 17.3 18.3 +1.0 16.1 17.5

prero+Irantly Unemployed 11.9 15.2 * +1.3 0.3 13.9

ATE 8.7 9.5 +0.8 8.5 9.2

:rE ' 9.1 10.2 +1.1 8.3 9.1

Irl 9.9 10.8 +0.9 9.5 9.9

Maie Farily Head-Wife Hot
in Ikark rorce

17.0 16.7 -0.3 12.1 11.7york For,.

Jnerp1o,2a 10.6 11..6 +1.0 8.2 9.2

Predomirartly Unemployed 8.9 10.0 +1.1 6.8 7.8

IIE .-, 6.i 6.6 +0.5 5.2 5.8 '

!FE ' 17.9 18.3 +0.4 16.2 15.8

IFI 16.0 16.1 +0.1 13./ 14.1

'

male Unrelate! Individual

.

,

,

, ork rorce
nerployed

5.9
7.4

6.1
7.8

+0.2
+0.4 '

7.9

10.5

8.1 ,

10.1(

Precorinantiv Unemployed 6.7 7.1 +0.4 9.2 9.8

IIE 4.9 5.2' +0.3 6.2 6.2

:FE 10.7 10.3 -0.4 12,0 11.3

IFI 13./ 12.5 -0.6 15.0 13.9

Other Male

'.4577177e 12.1 11.8 -073 11.5 11.4

Uneroloved 20.2 18.9 -1.3 19.5 19.6

Predominantly Unemployed 23.0 22.4 -0.6 23.3 23.0

IIE 20.1 20.4 +0.3 20.2 20.4

IFE 12.? 11.9 -0.3 11.8 11.0

IFI 10:8 +0.3 9.5 10.2

2 u u

-0.1
+2.0
+4.0

+1.3
+0.5
+0.3

-0.3
+2.4

+3.8
+1.1

+0.4
+0.7

+0.1
+1.4

+2.6
+0.7
+0.7
+0.4

-0.4

+1.0
+1.0
+0.6

-0.4
+0.4

(
+0.2
-0.4

+0.6
0

-0.7 '

-1.1

-0.1

+0.1

-0.3 ,

+0.2

-0.8,
+0.7

II



www.manaraa.com

C.

169

Table 4.9. . (6ontinued)

tx'

,10

Total Female

1974 1975

Percentage Point
Change

1974-1975 1979 1980

Percentage Point
Change

1979-1980

Work Fc-ce
1 42.7% 42.9% +0.2 44.7% 44,8i +0.1

'iner.p1:.ed 44.5 43.4 -1.1 45.6 43.6 -2.0
Preduwntly ne loyed 49.5 45.3 p4.2 49.5 45.5 -4.0
IIE 60.1 58.3 -1.7 59.8 58.5 -1.3
:Fr 50.2 49.3 -0.9 52.5 52.0 -0.5

remale Famil. Head

50.5 49.8 -0.7 52.3 52.0 -0.3

'...1..k Force 4,4 4.4 0 5.1 5.3 +0.2
Lner oloyed * 5.4 5.2 -0.3 6.6. 6.6 0
Pred:elndntly Unemployed 6.7 6.2 -0.5 8.4 8.0 -0.4
I:E . 5.9 5.7 -0.2 6.3 6.7 +0.4
IFE 14.6 13.7 -0.9 15.2 14.6 ' -0.6
!Fr

wife

17.2 15.1 -2.1 18.9 . 18.3 -0.6

%ork Force 24.4 24.4 0 24.6 24.5 -0.1
Une-ployed 21.8 21.6 -0.2 20.8 19.7 -0.9
Precominantly Unemployed 23.9 22.2 -1.7 22.0. 20.0 -2.0
I:E

, A31.8 29.6 -1.7 30.2 23.5 -1.7irE
14.5 15.0 +0.5 14.! .14.4 +0.3

Ir: 12.1 12.7 +0.6 11.6 '' 11.6 0

Female Unrelated Individual
Wocic rorce 5.4 1.8 +0.4 6.6 6.8 +0.2Unemployed 5.3 +0.4 6.7 6.4 -0.3Predormantly Unemployed 4.6 4.7 +0.1 5.4 5.2 -0.2
I:E 6.0 6.3 +0.3 6.9 7.1 +0.2
IFE 12.4 13.2 +0.8 13.9 14.4 A +0.5IFI 13.2 14.5 +1.3 15.0 14.5 -0.5

OtOr Femals
,)rk rorce,

p'o/ed
8.5

12.4
8.3

11.3
-0.2

-1.1
8.3
11.5

8.2
10.9

-0.1
-0.6

:recc Inant, .nemployed 14.3 12.2 -2.1 13.8 1.2.3 -1.5
16.9 ,16.7 -0.2 16.4 16.1 -0.3

:rE 8.7 8.4 -0.3 8.8 9.0 +0.2
IF: 8.1 7.6 -0.5 7.0 ' 7.6 +0.6

*
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Education is Less of a Protection in Recessions

'In good times and bad, education provides protection from hardship.
HoweVer, the increments in the hardship couqs which_Lesult from recessions
include-a larger share of the better educated. In 1-974,,for instance, high

school dropouts represented 32.0 percent of persons experiencing unemploy-
pent, 34.6 percent of the IIE, 47.5 percent of the IFE, and 49.7 percent of
the IFI. In contrast, dropouts accounted for only. 30.0, 20.7, 28.6 and
27.3 percent, respectively, of, the 1974-1975 increases in these unemploy-
ment and hardship measures (Table 4.10). Thus, the dropout share 'of the
severe hardship IIE, IFE and IFI counts fell, respectively, by 1.6, 2.4 and
2.8 percentage points between 1974 and 1975. The pattern was similar in
the, 1979-1980 recession, with the IIE,- IFE and IFL shares of dropouts
falling by t.6, 1.5.and 1.4 percentage points, respectively.

bne reason was that the less educated withdrew from the work force in
the fate of economic adversity. During the 1974-1975 recession, the 'number
of dropouts in the work force declined by 1.1 million, or more than double
the average annual decline over the 1974-1979 period. Between 1979 and
1980s 0.8 million withdrew from the work force. The number of work force
participants with some college education increased by 1.9 million in the
first period, only slightly below the 1974-1979 trend increase of 2.0
million per year. p

The ,better educated were f4b less ,affected, both jn absolute and
relative terms, by the 1979-1980 recession. than by the 1974-1975 recession.
The percent increases in the IIE, IFE and IFI counts for college graduates
were 33, 2.5 and 5.1 times the percent increases for dropouts in the
1974-1975 recession, but 1.5, 0.4 and 0.9 times the increases for dropouts
in the 1979-1980 recession. The hardship share of persons with just a.high
school education rose by more in the second recession than the first, and
for dropouts the Share declined,by less. Students were much more likely to
withdraw from the work force in the earlier recession, so that the declines
in their hardship shares were noticeably greater between 1974 and 1975 than
between 1979 and 1980.

Race and Recessions

Minorities accounted for a larger share of persons with continuing
structural employment problems than of persons with only cyclical employ-
ment problks. The number of white workers experiencing unemployment rose
by 14.0 percent between 1974 and 1975, and the number who were unemployed
for.more than one-third of their.eeeks in the work force rose 44.5 percent,
compared to increases of 11.8 arid 28.9 percent, respectively, among black
workers (Table 4.11). The severe hardship IFE count increased 17.7 percent
for whites, compared to only 5.2 percent for blacks. These patterns
prevailed despite the fact that white work force participation declined
more in response to the recessions than did black participation. The white,
work'' force grew 2.2 million annually between 1974 and 1979, but onIfy

547,000 between 1974 and 1975, and 847,000 between 1979 and 1980. In

contrast, the black work force growth of 190,000 and 278,000, respectively
in the two recession periods, was much closer to the trend line of 279,000
annual growth.

21)2
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-Table 4.10'. CHANGES IN WORK FORCE PARTICIPATION, UNEMPLOYMENT AND SEVegi HARDSHIP IN THE 1974-1975
AND 1979-1980 RECESSIONS, BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMEkT. 6

,

444

.

-

.....

.

8.

N

a

.-.

,

.

.,

%

.

.,,

Work Force

1

r

I
humhnr

I.

ShaTe

197 .!169g
(000) (%)

-402- .01:

- 93 '-2.1

-1108 -4.1

+569 +1.5

+783 +5 `.7

+1092 +7.5

-112 -7.7

+ 37 +3.5
. .

+771 +13.0
.

. .

+1103 +16.-3
.

+544 +28,7

4225 415.8
, -

AverAge Annual

.1974-1979 Change

(000),
4 0 1979-1980

(000) (%)

.../

-11 -160 -3.2-^

+19 . + 87 +1.9

-504 -775 -3.2

+1183 +1391 +3.1

: f946 +348 +1.8

+1018 +461 +2.3
....-

,.

-69 +219 +19.7

.-38 +102 +11.7

-124 +738 +13.9
....... r

+64 +1516 +21.4

+iO3 +217 +9.0

___ _ -50 +151 +9.0

';'-t

1974
(%)

41.9

4.3

28.7

37.3

14.0

14.1

7.8

5.2

32.0

36,5

10.2

7.7

..1975

,37:5

:

e

.

.11.5

,

,4

k

(%) 40

ii ,

,

4.4
.

4.1

24.8

14.0

15.0

' 6.4

5.2

S1.8

37.3e

7.8

19741=5
(Percentage

Points).
1

- .5

- .2
:

-3.9
,

+ .2

0

+ .91

7

-1.4

-0

- .2

+ .8

+1.3
.

+ .1

4

1979 1980
(t) ,(%)

4.3 4.1
,

.
.

4.0 4.0

oe'4
20.9 . .20.9

38:1 / 38.8

15.8 . 16.0

16.9 17.0

6.0 6.2
)

4.7 4.5r

288$Vf 28.3

38.4'
,i.

740.2

13.0
.

12.3

.9.0 8.5

Change
1975 -1980
(Percentage
. Points)

. . ,

- /.2

/. ..

0

.9

+ .7

+ .2

-$., .1

+ .2

- 2

- .5

+1:8

iii : 7

-.r.5

J

High School
. Student .

POst-Sebondary'
Student

High School
Dropout

High School
Graduate

. Post-Secondary
1 to 3 years

* College
'' Graduate

Unemployed
'High School
Student

Post2Secondary
Student
High Schooil.
Dropout
High School
fraduale

.
Post-SeccndSry

, 1 to.3.years
Colilege
Gradua
-J

201
1'

2U4

.0444.
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Table 4.10. (Continued)

1

Predominantly
Unemployed

Annual

%

1979-1980
(000) (%)

+194 +29.1

+129 +36.6

+784 +31,1

+1281 +32.1

+304 +40.3

+163 133.6

+309 4.3

+337 +17.0

1431 +9.7

+2242 +23.5

+482 +16.0

+277 +14.9

A

Share -

1974-1975
: (000) (%)

+48 +5.6

.

194 +50.9

1019 ,+36.8

1320 +50.4

+379 +53.2

+238 153.6

+71 +2.0

+375 +20.4

+742 +8.0

1443 +17.0

+583 +.25.3

+375 '+27.8

-Umber
Average
Change from
1974-1979R

Period
(000)

- 29

- 6

- 49

+ 18

g 9

+, .8

-39

+28

-14

+ 14

+14

+1 1

1974
(I)

10.5

4.9

_35.8

33.9

9.2

5.7

,

13.2

6.9

34.6

31.7

8.6

5.0

1975
(I)

7.9

5.3

34.6

36.0

10.0

6.2

tE-3
7.3

33.0

32.7

9.5

5.7

Change
1974-1975
(Percentage

Points)

-2,6
4

+4

-1.2

,+2.1

+ :8

+ .5

-1.4

+ .4

4,4-1.6

t

+1.0

+ .9

+ .7

(t)

8.9

4.7

33.7

36.2

10.1

6.5

11.8

7.0
.,

30.2

13,8

10.7

6.6

-

I.

1980
(%)

8.3

..

4.6

'32.0

38.6

10,2

6.3

11.1

7.1
.

28.4.

36.0

10.7

6.5

Change
1919 -1980
(PerceniAge

Points)

-

- .6

- .1

-1.7

+2.4

+ .1

- .2

- .7
.

,
+ .1

.
-1.6

+2.2

0

-.1

High School
Student

Post-Secondary
Student

High School
Dropout

High School
Graduate

Post-Secondary
1 to 3 ygars

College
Graduate

IIE .

-High School
Student

Podt-Secondary
Student

High School
Drópout

High Schopl
Graduate'

Post-Secondary
1 to 3 years

College
Graduate

,

2u(3
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Table 4.10. (.Continued)

g

IFE,
-MO School

Student
t'ost-Secondary
Stddent

High School/
Dropout -

High Sbhool
Graddate

Post-Secondary'
1 to, 3 years

College
Grdduate

o' ,'

'Number

1974-1975

tkverage Annual
Change from
1974-1979

Period
(000)(000) (A)

+32 +3.9

+67 +9.8

+504 +8.8

+724 +23.0

+287 +28.7

+147 +22.2
.

Share

1979 1980 1974 1975
(000) (%) (%) (%)

Change
1974-1975
(Percentage

Points)

S.

1979
(t)

(Change
1979%1980

1980 (Percentage
(%) Points)

- 7 +83 +9.6 6.8 6.1 - .7 5.9 5.7
.

+22 +76 +9.6 5.9 5.5 - .4 6.0 5.8
/

-82 10! +505 +9,5 47.5 45.1 72.4 39,9 38.4,

+174 +933 +23.2 26.2 2.1 +1,3 , 30.2 32..7

+83 +192. +13.6 8.3. 9.3 +1.0 10.7 . 10.6

+64
,

+41 +4.0 5.5 5.9 1 +.4 7.4 ',6.8
.

IFI T , ' if c.....

-ffigh Saoof -1-34 +6.8 -10 +75 +16.7 7.8 7.3 ' - .54 6.4 6.2Student
Podr-Secondary,'
Student , +77 +24.2 + 3 '+85/ +25,7 5.0 5.4 % + .4' 4.5 4.9High Schopl *

Graduate -1:

High Sch0b1
+305 +18.7 \101 +598

, '
Dropout +247 +7.2 -28 +489 +16.2 49.7 46.9 -2.8 42.7 41.3

+28.0 25.6 26.6 +1.0 30.2 3?.3Post-Secondhry
l'to 3 years +135 +28.1 +44 1.03 +14.7 7.6 8.5 + .9 10.0 '9.5College
Graduate +107 +39.6 +32 '16+60 +13.9 4.3 5.2 + .9 6.1 5.8

207 203

.2

-1.5

+2.5

- .6

- .2

+ .2

ty7
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Teble 4.11. IMPACTS OF 1974-1975' AND 1979-1980 RECESSIONS ON WHITES,
BLACKS AND HISPANICS

CHANGE IN LEVELS SHARES

'

'

1974-1975

Average
Annual

1974,1979

-(001-

2,216

1979

-0566)

847

1980 1974

-UT "TIT

0.8 88.5

1975

-UT

88.3

1975-1974

-UT-

-0.2

;GOO) (%)

547 0.6

SlaCi 190 1.8 279 278 2.4 9.9 10.0 +1.0
hispanic -123 -2.7 269 197 3.4 4.4 4.2 -0.2

Uneroloyed .

m'Ite , 2,171 14.0 -64 2,337 15.4 83.6 83.7 +0.1
61a.:k 326 11.8 21 472 16,4 15.0 14.7 -0.3
His:anic 44 4.0 41 82 6.2 6.0 5.5 -0.5

s

Prepownantly

Un'=rd
2,687 44.5 -86 2,319 41.3 ) 78.1 79.8 +1.7

Black 455- 28.9 25 441 25.9 '20.4 18.6 -1.8
hispanic 110 '21.4 13 125 21.6 16.6 15.7 -0.9 47

IIE

lhite 3,077 13.7 235 3,562 14'.1 83.8 84.0 +0.2
81ack 488 11.5 40 661 16.1 14.6 14.3 -0.3
Fispanic 57 3.9 51 328 19.1 5.5 5.0 -0.5

IIE Oeficit
--gMa-- 11,462 24.1 307

I
8.739 17.8 83.5 83.5 0

Block 2,431 29.6 113 2,306 26.3 14.4 15.1 +0.7
Hispanic '409 13.4 110 253 7.0 5.4 4.9 -0.5

!FE

ihite 1,618 17.7 199 1.443 14.3........._,?t.9 78.0 +2.1
Slack 137 5.2 41 303 10.6 22.0 20.2 -1.8
hispanic 101 12.4 28 179 18.7 6.8 6.7 -0.1

IFE OePicit
4,457 18.7 410 3.842 14.8 72.5 74.2 +1.7

Black 754 9.0 162 874 9.5 25.6 24.0 -1.6
uispanic 231 9.7 48 564 21.5 7.2 6.8 -0.4

IF!

.nite 835 19.0 99 1,060 69.4 72."1" +2.9
dlack 34 1.9 32 292 15S.0 28.1 25.0 -3.1(
Hispanic 85 14.3 - 18 145 21.3 9.4 9.4 0

1.338 15,2 197 2:115 21.6 68.4 69.6 +1.2 .
'--niii---

Black 312 '8.3 110 624 14.4 29.3 28.0 -1.3
dispanic 133 10.4 28 440 31.1 9.9 9.6 -0.3

2u;)

1979 1980 1980-1979

t' tT -TIT-

87.8 87.5 -0.3
10.0 10.1 +0.1
5.0 5.1 +0.1

82.1 81.8 -0.3
15.6 15.7 +0.1
7.1 6.5 -0.6

74.9 7;147 +1.8
22.7 .7 -2.0
7.7 6.8 -0.9

83.4 82.9 -0.5
14.4 ---14.5 +0.1
6.1 6.2 +0.1

83.0 81.7 -1.3
14.91 15.7 +0.8
6.1 5.5 -0.6

s
, 76.1 76.5 . +0.4

21.54% 20.9 -0.6
7.2 7.5 +0.3

72.1 72.6 +0.5
25.7 24.6 -1.1

7.3 7.8 +0.5

69.5 70.4 +0.9
27.5 26.4 -1.1
9.7 9.8 +0.1

67.4 68.3 +0.9
29.7 28.3 -1.4
.9.7 10.6 +0.9

/
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Blacks represented 15.0 percent of the unemployed in 1974-but only
12.8 percent of the.1974-1975 incremfint in unemployment. More strikingly,
blacks represented 22.0 percent of the 1974 severe hardship IFE count but
only 7.4 percent of the 1974-1975 increase!

..

Relative shares of structural and
cyclical hardship'and unemployment

by race

1974-1975 1979-1980
1974 Increment ' 1979 Increment

Whites
[ -.....

Unemployed 83.6% 84.5% 82.1% 79.4%
Predominantly unemployed 78.1 83.9 74.9 80.4
LIE 83.8 85.7 83.4 79.5
FIFE 4 75.9 91.9 76.1 78.8
IFI 69.4 92.2

.

69.5 75.2

Blacks

Unemployed 15.0 12.7 15:5 16.0
Predominantly unemployed 20.4 14.2 22.7 154
IIE 14,16 12.5 14.5 14.8
IFE 22:0 7.8 21.5 17.2
IFI 28.1 3.8 21.5. 20.7

4 Hispanics
2

\

Unemployed ' 6.0 1.7 7.1 2.8
--Predominantly unemployed 6.6- 3.4 , 7.7 4,4

IIE 5.5 1..6. 6.1 7.3-
IFE 6.8 4. 5.7 7.2 9.8 \
IFI 9.4 ir 9.4 - 9.7 10.1

gloks and Hispanics suffered more, both relatively and absolutely,
during the 1979-1980 downturn than durin)g the more severe 1974-1975 -re-
cession. Comparing the recession-induced increments in unemployment and
hardship, the-1979-1980 rises for blacks and Hispanics far exceeded those
in the 1974-1975 recession. In this earlier'recession, the increases in
hardship iokidence rates for Hispanics were substantially lower than those
of whites, while in the second recession they equalled or exceeded those of
whites. In part, this occurred because tfie Hispanic population withdrew
from the work force in very substantial numbers in the earlier recession (a
measured decline of 123,000s compared to the trend line growth of 269,000
for the 1974-1979 period) but this apparently did not occur in the second
recession.

The GeographiC Impacts of Recessions

_Both the 1974-1975 and 1979-1980 declines had disproportionately large
impacts on the East North Central states but limited effects on the Pacific

2.0



www.manaraa.com

- 176.

.

states (Table 4.12). In many other cases, however, the regions that' fared

comparatively well in the earlier recession were victims of the :latter

decline and vice versa. For instance, the New England states had in-
creasing shares of hardship in the first recessjon but declining shares in

the second, while the hardship shares of the East Southern Central states

declined from 1974 to 1975 but rose fr.11979 to 1980.

Surprisingly, the largest central ci ies within metropolitan areas had

declining shares of hardship in both recessions-(Table 4.13). The impacts

of the 1 -1980 recession were comparatively much more concentrated in

nonmetropo1in areas than ^were the impacts of the 1974-1975 recession.

F

a.

(

A.
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Table 4.12. CHANGES IN fiEGIONAL SHARES OF WORK FORCE,tNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP RESULTING FROM
RECESSIONS

Predominantly .

Work Force Unemployed Unemployed

1974- 1979- 1974- 1979- 1974- 1979-
1975 miso_ 1975 1980 1975 1980

New England -0.3 -0.2 +0.1 -0.7 +0.7 -0.7

Middle Atlantic -Q.1 -0.1 +1.1 --0.5 4,9.8 -4.2

East North
Central -0..4 -0.1 e. 0 +1.4 +0.9 +4.6

West North
Central -0.1 -0.2 0 +0.1' 70.7 +1.1

South Atlantic +0.2 +0.2 +0.7 +0.1 +2.1 -1:3

East South
Central 0 +0.1 -0.5 +0.6 41411.2 +0.7

I.

1
West South

Central +0.4 +0.3 +0.2 +0.2 -0.1 +1.1

Montain +0.1 0 +0.1 0 -0.5 0

Pacific -0.1 0 -1.8 -1.3 -3:2 -1.1

212

.11E

1974- 1979-
1975 1980

+0.8 4.7

+1.1 z.0.1

+0.5 +0.9

.-0.4 -0.1

-0.1 +0.1

-0.7 +0.4

-0.5 0

0 -0.4,

-0.6 -0.2

1FE 41F1

1974- 1979- (1974- 1979-
1975 1980 1975 1980

4,0.8 -0.1 +41 -0.1

0 +0.5 +0.4 +1.3

+1.4 +1.4 +0.9 +2.0

-1.1 4.1 -0.6 +0.3

+0.5 -0.4 +0.7 +6.3

-1.1 +0.5 -1.7 +1.3
.

.

-0.8 -0.4 -1.9 -1.0

+0.4 +0.2* +0:9 413.2

10.6 -0.6 +0.2 -1.6

.r
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Table 4.13. CHANGE IN METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN SHARE
HARDSHIP RESULTING FROM RECESSIONS --/

/ID

;

OF WORK FORCE, UNEMPLOYMENT AND,

YEAR-TO-YEAR PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE IN SHARES

Work Force .UnemPloyed

'Preaominantly
Unemployed IIE IFE IFI

1974- 1979- 1974 1979- 1974- 1979- 1974- 1979- 1974- 1979- 1974- 1979-
1975 1980 1975 1980 1975 1980 1975 1980 1975 1980 1975' .1980,

Inside SMSA -0.1 -0.4 -1.0 -2.1 -0:3 -1.5 +0.9 -0.6 +0.2 -2.7 ' 0. -2.6

SMSA More Than 1 Million -0.1 0 -1.5 -1.3 -1.2 -1.9 , +0.8 -0.2 +0.7 .:2.1 +1.0 -2.2

'Central City -0.6 -0.1 -1.Z -0.8 -1.9 -1.5 -0.5 -0.2 -1.0' -1.0 -0.7 -1.8
Balance +0.6 +0.1 +0.2 -0.4 +0.6 -0.4 +1.3 0 +1.7 4.2 +1'.6 -0.5

SMSA Less Than 1 Million 0 -0.4 +0,5 -018 +0.9 +0.4 0 -0.4 -0.1A...... -0.6 -0.9 -0.4
A

'Central City +0.2 -0.4 +0.9 ,-1.0 +0.7 .-0.5 +0.5 -0.7 +0.1 , -0.2 '-0.5 0
Balance -0.2 -0.1 -0.3 +0.2 +0.2 +0.7 -0.4 +0.1 -0.6 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4

Outside SMSA +0;1' +0.4 +1.0 '41.1 .4.3 ii.5 -0.9 .,. +0.6.
.

-0.2, +2.7
I

0 +2.6

4

V.
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Notes

e 1979-1980 comparisons in this chapter utilize the 1980 Censusweights for the 1979 survey resbonses. The time series presentations
for(the 1974-1980 period present the ;979 data vti/izing both.the 1970and 1980 Census weights. Cases where the 1970 Ce-nsus weights areutilized in calculations are noted by an asterisk.

There have been several chantges in the survey questigns which identifyHispanics, as well as in theCensus,survey techniques which affect theweights for CPS survey responses, The 1979-1980 data for Hispanicsare much more dependable than the J974-1975 data.
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- CHAPTER 5. APPLYING THE HARDSHIP MEASURES

Pol icy Options

A primary aim of economic and social policy is to alleviate the
economic hardship which results from'labor manket problems. The basict tools are macroeconomic policies to stimulate employment and reduce unem-
ployment, minimum wage changes to alter the payoff from emplOyment, trans-
fer programs to offset insufficient earnings, and targeted job creation and
training programs to help those in need who are at the end of the labor
queue.

The hardship measures provide a.useful perspective for assessing these
policy options. They demonstrate quite clearly that macroeconomic policies
are not likely to significantly alleviate labor market-related hardship,
that an array of employment and training interventions are needed to
supplement macroeconomic policies; that hardship -is not ,sp much an in-
dividual problem as a family problem, so that solutions to individual
earnings difficulties will not necessarily eliminate family earnings

> shortfalls; and that welfare and workfare must overlap if hardship is to be
eliminated for ihose in the work force and their dependents.

The Limitations of aciroeconomic Policies

Hardship declines when unemployment falls, and rises during re-
cessions; but it requires an enormous drop in the unemplOyment rate:to.
achieve a modest percentage decline in hardship. Hardship will 'continue at
significant levels under any foreseeable degree of recovery .from the:
current recession.

As noted previously, only half of those experiencing unemployment
during 1979 had Inadequate Individual Earnings, less than a fourth,were in.
families with Inadequate Family. Earnings, and only one in seven remained:
with Inadequate Family Incomes after the receipt of cash transfers and,
other earnings supplements. In addition, only a minority of persons in
hardship experienced any weeks of unemployment: the unemployed constituted
35 percent of the severe hardship IIE count in,1979, 42 percent of the IFE
and 37 percent of the IFI. Finally, many who suffered frcm unemployment
and hardship had such limited participation or large breadwinning.responsi-
bilities that they would not have escaped poverty even if they found jobs
which paid minimally adequate wages. Nearly three-fifths Of workers with
Inadequate Family Earnings whq, themselves, experienced at least a week,of
joblessness would have remained in the IFE even if,all workers were pro-
vided minimum wage employment for periods of forced idleness. Thus, any
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reduction in the aggregate number of unemployed yields,a proportionately

smaller direct reduction in the severe hardship counts. Indirect-impacts

are difficult to estimate. As unemployment falls, average wages tend to

rise faster, second jobs become readily available, involuntary part-time

amployment declines, and more second or third family members enter the work

force. Yet the percentage decline in hardship is less than the percentage

decline in unemployment'which occurs during recovery, and vice versa during

recessions. The standard Ideviation in the unemployment rate over the

1974-1980 period was 16 percent of the mean, while the coefficients of

variation in the severe hardship IIE, IFE and IFI rates were 7, 7 and 9

percent respectively.

While hardship is the result of limited hourly wages, as well as

%limited hours of employment, increases in the minimum wage--like reductions

....

in unemployment--h ve a muted effect on hardshipL Only a mi.nority of

workers who earn at or below the minimum hourly w4e tome from low-income

MI 1families.' The .n. um Wage Study Commission found that over two-fifths of

all low-wage workers in 1978 were from families with incomes above $15,000

and ,three-fifths had-family incomes over $10,000. 1/ Only 11 percent of

minimum wage workers lived in poor families, 17 percent in near poor

families, and less than a fourth in families with incomes less than 150

percent of the poverty threshold. Thus, the persons in hardship would

benefit from only a small portion of the wage bill generated by any in-

crease in the minimum wage. The Minimum Wage Study Commission concluded

that minimum wage increases were associated with higher unemployment among

minorities and teenagers and perhaps slightly higher unemployment among

disadvantaged adults. Disemployment, thus, would offset some of the

benefits, resulting from increased hourly wage levels, particularly af-

fecting those in the hardship counts. Moreover, many in hardship would...

remain there even if their hourly wages were increased. A ten percent

increase in wages for persons with Inadequate Family Earnings in 1979 would

have lowered the severe hardship,IFE by just a tenth in 1979.

On balance, however, hardship does decline when the legislated minimum

wage is raised, and increases when the real value of theminimum wage is

eroded by inflation. This is almost a tautology in the case of the IIE

count, since the severe hardship adequacy standard is the average real

value of the legislated minimum for the 1967-1980 period, adjusted for the

CPI less home ownership costs, so that workers earning the legislated
*

minimum wage will be counted in the TIE when the legislated minimum falls

below this adjusted average real value. But the IfE and IFI counts are

also affected, 'stnce when the real purchasing power of minimum mages falls,

lOw-wage workers are less likely to be able to raise their families above

the cost of living adjusted.poverty levels.

The plot of year-to-year changes in hardship and unemployment demon-

strates thesexelationships (Chart 5.1). While hardship generally rose and

fell in the same pattern as unemployment during the 1974-1980 period, there

was a noticeable increase in the severe hardship IIE between 1976 and 1977

despite declining unemployment. The IFE also rose, anl the IFI held

constant, even though falling unemployment should have resulted in de-

clines. In 1976 the legislated minimum and' the adjusted average real

minimum wage were equivalent, but because the legislated minimum was not

raised in 1977, it, fell below the adjusted real minimum standard. Put

2 1
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. Chart 5.1. YEAR-TO-YEAR dHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT AND HARDSHIP, 1974-1980
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another way, workers earning just .the legislated minimuOn 1976 for their
annual hours of availability run have had adequate individual earnings
according to the definitions used in the hardship. measures, but those
earning just the legislated minimum in 1977 would have fallen below the IIE
adequacy standard:

. Adjusted

-,-- Legislated
minimum wage

real value of
minimum wage

1967-1980

Legislated
minimum t
real minimum

1974 $2.00 $1.99 $1.01
1975 2.10 2.16 .97

1976 2.30 2.29 1.00
.1977 2.30 2.44 .94
197a t 2.65 2.61 1.02
1979 2.90 2.87 1.01
1980 3.10 3.21 .97

Since the hardship measures could only be calculated for the 1974-1980
period-, it is impossible to derive very precise statistical estimates of
the relationship between changes in aggregate unemploymegt, the legislated
minimum wage and hardship levels. However, there were,fairly significant
fluctuations in the_unemployment rate during these seven years, when it
rdnged from 5.6 to 8.5 percent, and the legislated minimum wage ranged from
94 to 102 percent of the average real minimum wage for the 1967-1980
period. Regression analysis suggests that the severe hardship, unemploy7
ment and legislated minimum wage levels were interrelated:

Equation 1: IIE incidence = a + b (annual average unemployment
rate) + c (100 X average real minimum wagel

legislated minimum wage '

r
2

= 0.90
a = 1.756

b = 1.25

c = 0.163

Interpretatton: An increase in the unemployment rate of 1.0 per-
centage points was associated with an increase in the severe hardship IIE
rate of 1.25 percentage points. An increase in the ratio of the adjusted
average real minimum wage to the legislated minimum wage from 100 percent
to 110 percent would have increased the IIE incidence by.1.63 percentage
points.
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Equation 2:

185

LIE incidence = a + b {annual average unemployment
rate) + c (100 X average real minimum wage%

<legislated minimum wage '
+ d (year = 1 in 1974 to 7 in 1980) .

r
2
= ,0.93

4 a = 0.672

b = 1.170
c = 0.185
d = -0.144 .

Interpretation: An increase in the unemployment rate of 1.0 per-
centage points was associated with an increase of 1.17 percentage points in
the severe hardship IIE rate. An increase in the adjusted average real
minimum wage from 100 percent to 110 percent of the legislated minimum wage
would have increased the IIE incidence by 1.85 percentage points. There
was a downward trend in the incidence of individual earnings inadequacy
which lowered the IIE rate for the total work force by an estimated 0.86
percentage points over the 1974-1980-period.

.

EquAtion 3: IFE incidence = a + b (annual average unemployment
rate) + c (100 X average real minimum wage%

legislated minimum wage '

.r
2

= 0.92
a = 2.857
b = 0.540
c = 0.056

InterpretatIon: An increase in the,unemployment.rate of 1.0 per-
centage points was associated with an increase in the severe hardship IFE
rate of,0.54 percentage points; thus, IFE incidence was less sensitive to
unemployment changes than was IIE incidence. An increase in the ratio of
the adjusted average real minimum wage, from 100 to 110 percent of.the
legislated minimum wage would have incrJased the IFE by 0.56 percentage
points; thus, the severe ,hardihip 1FE rate was less responsive to the
minimum wage level than was the IIE rate.

/7
Equation 4: IFE incidence = a b (annu-al average unemployment

rate) + c (100 X average real minimum wage)
legislated minimum wage

+ d (year = 1 in 1974 to 7 in 1980)

r
2

=.0. 9 2

a = 2.900
b = 0.540

c = 0.055
d = 0.007

Interpretation: While the IIE rate trended down ovek. the 1974-1980
period, there was no significant shift in the IFE rate. .
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Equation 5:- IFI incide>ite =

rate c (100 X

186'

a"-Fb (annual average unemployment
average real.minimum wage%

legislated minimum wage '

I.

r
2
= 0.634

a = 0.659 (
'b = 0.260
c = 0,.040

Interpretation: An increase in the unemployment rate of 1.0 per-
centage points was associated wtth an increase in the IFI incidence of 0..26
percentage points; thus, the severe hardship IFI rate was less sensitive to
unemployment changes than 'was the IFE rate. An increase in the ratio of
the adjusted average realminimum wage from 100 to 110 percent of,the
legislated minimum.wage would have increased the severe hardship IFI dkte
by 0.40 percentage points; thus, IFI incidence was less responsive to thg
minimum wage level changes than was the IFE rate.

Equation 6: IFI incidence = a b (annual average unemployment
rate) c (100 X average real minimum wage%

legislated minimum wage
4-`c (year = 1 in 1974 to 7 in 1980)

r2 =*730
a = 1.146

b = 0.300
c = 0.030
d = 0.065

Interpretation: There 'was apparently a u rd trend in'the severe
hardship IFI rate, adding 0.4 percentage points over the 1974-1980 pe;iod.
The addition of the trend variable increases the explanative power (r1 of
the.equation.

The hardship rates among 'full-year workers were slightly less re-
sponsive to unemployment changes and slightly more responsive to-aiiimum
wage changes (Table 5.1). The intermediate anda-aerate hardship IFE and
IFI rates for the total work forte.were slightly more responsive to
aggregate unemployment changes than the severe hardship IFE and IFI rates.

These equations can be used to predict hardship levels for 1981 based
*on the actual unemployment rate and the ratio of adjusteO average real
minimum wage to the legislated minimum wage. Estimates for 1982 can be
derived by using alternative inflation and unemployment assumptions:
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Table 5.1. HARDSHIP INCIDENCE CORRELATIONS OVER TIME WITH UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE MINIMUM WAGE LEVEL

g
(year = 1

(annual average (lop x average real minimum wage\ in 1974 to
r
2

a unemployment) 'legislated minimum wage 7 in 1980)

Full-year hardship +
full-year.work force

0

IIE 0.94 -9.55 +1.09 +.212 -.039,
IFE 0.95 -3.21 +0.63 +.066 -.021
IFI 0.77 -1.36 +0.30 +.033 -.050

( .

,

Full-year hardship +

. total w rk force
Ik,

,

IIE
,...

0.93' -8.04 +0.94 +.151 +.044
IFE 0.92 -3.05 +0.48 +.052 +.012
IFI / 0.70 -1.56 +0.24 +.027 +.052,

Ihtermediate hardship.

IIE 0.94 +17%0,
IFE 0.92 +5.5
IFI 0.78' +0.6

Moderate hardship'

1IE 0.75 +33.26
IFE 0.92 +7.51
IFI 0.82 +3.0

+1.05 +.120 +.053
+0.68 +.053* +.020
+0.37 +.062

+0.95 +.050 +459
+0.86 +.058 +.048
+0.57 +.063 -.002
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Severe hardship for
total work force

IIE
incidence

IFE

incidence
IFI

incidence

1980 actual 21.7% 12.8% 7.2%
1981,predicted on basis 'of unemployment

and inflation rites 28.3 13.1 7.4
1982 predicted on assumption of--

9% unemployment; 5.0% inflation .30.7 14.2 8.0
9% unemployment; 7.5% inflation 31.3 14.3 8.1
9.5% unemployment; 5.0% inflation' 31.3 14.4 8.2
9.5% unemployment; 7.5% inflation 31.9 14.6 8.3 ,

10% unemployment;"5.0% inflation 32.0 14.7 8.3
10% unemployment; 7.5% inflation P 32.4 14.9. 8.4

Recognizing the imprecision of forecasts based on only seven years of
-data, it is-clear that hardship is currently a major problem which will not
ease significantly under any foreseeable economic scenario. Even if un-
employment miraculously fell to 7.0 percent in 1982, with inflation a low
5.0 percent, the severe hardship-IFE rate woUld be 13.2 percent and the IFI

7.4 percent. The dramatic changes which have tAken place in transfer
progr s are.likely to raise the IFI above even these high levels. Thus,
even as ing heathy recovery, both the IFE and IFI rates would be as bad
or worse tha the highest rate in the 1974-1980 period.

What,if Employment Problems Were Solved

The limited relationship between macroeconomic changes ancIshardship is

not just because the benefits of higher wages and increased employment must

trickle down to those most ib need; it is also a reflection of the inherent
limitations of labor market remedies. Inadequate Family Earnihgs and
Inadequate Family Incomes are not jUst the result-of involuntary idleness
or low wages, but also result from restricted work force participation
relative to breadwinning responsibilities:

If the MINA1 earnings of all workers i the 1979 severe hardship
IFE were increased by ten percent, nine of ten would still have Inadequate
Family Earnings.

If all .persons in the severe hardship,IFE Who were involuntarily .

idle in 1979 were provided employment at their usual wage for all hours of
idleness, more than four of five would still have had Inadequate Family
Earnings, and three-fourths would have remained in the IFE if they were
provided minimum wage employment for all hours of forced idleness,

If every person in the severe hardship IFE were provided mini-
*Rielly adequate individual earnihgs, 64 percent would still have had Inade-
quate Family Earnings.
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Even if every worker in the IFE we're provided employment at their
usual wage-for all hours of idleness, and earnings were, then, increased by
10 percent, 56 percent would_have remained with Inadequate Family Earntngs.

The corollary is that transfers are essential if labor market-related
htrdship is to be eliminated. The IFE Deficit in 1979 was $31.7 billion.
Nantransfer earnings supplements reduced this by $7.7 billion, cash trans-
fers by $11.2, and in-kind aid by another $2.2 billion. If the earnings of
everyone in the IFE were raised et least to the minimal individual adequacy
level, the IFE Deficit would fiave still been $18.8 billion. Even Enhanced
*Capacity augmentation, providing the usual wage for all hours of forced
idleness, and then increasing the earnings of all individuals by ten per-
cent, Would have left a defjcit of $16.7 billion. In,other. words, if
nontransfer earnings supplements remained at the same level transfers
could bp reduced if earnings were augmented, but they would stil) be needed
to fill the substantial gaps remaining for the working poor.

Moreover, the need for transfers has modestly increased rather than
decreased over the 1974-1980 period, as suggested by the decline in the
impartance of labor market problems as a cause of labor market-related
hardship, and in the effectiveness of labor market cures in mitigating
hardship. For instance, the,Enhanced Capacity IFE was 53.9 percent of the
severe hardship IFE in 1974 but 55.6 percent in 1979:

e
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1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 197g 1980 1971

Full Employment IFE as
percent IFE1 75.2% 75.9% +0.7% 69.3% a 69.9% +0.6%

Full Employment 1FE
Deficit as percent
IFE Deficiti 70.2 69.9 -0.3 61.4 62.9 +1.5

Adequate Employment IFE
a's percent IFE2 61.2 64.1 +2.9 57.2 -57.9 +0.7

Adequate Employment IFE
Ceficit as percent
IFE Deficitz 57.9 59.3 +0-4. 51.8 53.0 +1.2

Capacity Employment IFE
as percent IFE3 82.1 83:5 +1.4 76.6 77.1. +0.5

Capacity Employment IFE
Oeficit as percent
IFE Deficit' 795 80.4 +0.9 71.6 730 +1.8

Enhanced Earnings IFE
as percent IFE4 90.8 90.3 -0.5 90.3 90.3.. 0 '

Enhanced Earnings IFE
Deficit as percent
!FE Deficit4 92.7 92.4 L0.3 92.8 92.7 -04

,
_

Enhanced CapacifycIFE
as percent IFE' 54,9 55.6 +1.7 49.7 50.7 +1.0

Enhanced Capacity IFE
Deficit as percent
IFE Deficit5 51.6 53.8 +2.2 45.6 46.9 +1.3

1
In calculating the Full Employment IFE,and Deficit, earnings are augmented
by providing ell unemployed and invgluntarily part-time employed persons in
the IFE the mini um wage for all hours of forced idleness'.

2
In calctlating e Adeqtate Employment IFE-and Deficit, earnings Are augmented
for all persons in the IFE with Inadequate Individual Earnings. Their earnings
are raised to the individual adequacy stanOrd, i.e., the minimdM-Wige or its
rultiple ti7es their hours of availability,

3
In'calculating the Capacity Employment IFE and Deficit, the unemployed and
involuntary part-time workers id the IFE are provided their usual wage (when
working) for all hours of forced ijileness.

4
In calculatinTtne Enhanced Earnings IFE and Deficit, tile earnings of each
person in.tne IFE are augmented by 10 percent.

5
In calculating the Enhanced Capacity IFE and Deficit, unemployed and in-
voluntary'part-time workers in the IFE are firSt provided their usual wage
(when working) for all hours of forced idleness, then their capacity level
earnings, as Nell as the earnings of all other persons in the IFE, are raised
by 10 percent.

Different Strokes

The five augmentation alternatives addrgss different labor market
,problems and-provide varying degrees of mitigation. For instance, the

.
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Enhanced Earnings IFE au,gmentatton simulates a 10 percent wage rate in-
crease, assuming nci changes in hours of work. The Capacity IFE augmen-
tationeliminates measured forced idleness while the Full Employment IFE
goes further in assuring that 'at least the minimum wage will be paid for
hours of forced idleness even if the individuals usually receive less than
the minimum. Adequate Employment augmentation affects low-wage, fully-
employed workers, as well as those with involuntary _idleness; while the
Enhanced Capacity IFE augmentation simulates the eliminStion of forced
idlenesS combined with a 10 percent increase in hourly earnings. In real
life, any augmentation of wages o'r hours of work would likely affect work
force participation, attachment and job choice, so that the au'gmentations
provide only very crude indicators of the effects of changes in the em-
ployment and earnings variables; nevertheless, they do help in indicating
who will benefit from alternative interventions and to what degree.,

.,

.

A worker may escape the IFE as a result of augmentation even if his or
her individual earnings are increased little or none, since another family
member's earnings Tay be significantly aUgmented. For instance, a teenager
with no employment in a family with a head working full-time, full-year,
but earning 10 percent below the poverty level, will exit the IFE yith
Enhanced Earnings augmentation even though the teenager's earnings would
remain zero. In general, however, _the impacts of augmentation on the IFE
levels for most segments, of the work force suggest the nature of their
employment problems and the potential solutions.

Enhanced Earnings augmentation, for instance, ha4 almost no impact on
the IFE count among persons-without any employment during.1979 and very
little on persons uneMPTOyed two-thirds or more of their weeks in the work
force (Table 5.2). The most significant impacts from this augmentation
were experienced by the full-year IFE who were mostly employed. In con=
trast, Full Employment augmentation reduced the IFE by two-fifths among
those who experienced some unemployment but only a sixth among those
employed all weeld in the work force.

.

Reflecting differences in work force problems and their severity, as
well as in faMily status, the pigmentation alternatives had'Auite different
impacts on significant segiffents aniOftg "workers with Inadequate Family
Earnings:

Females benefited less under all forMs of augmentation, and this
was particularly true for female family heads (Chart .5.2). Enhanced
Capacity 'augmentation reduced the IFE of female family heads by three.=
'tenths, while reducing the.number of'male family heads in the IFE by nearly
half. In contrast, augmentation significantly reduced the number of 4ives
in the IFE, since frequently both their own and their husbands' earnings
were affected by the augmentation.

The iMpacts of augmentation were less for work force participants
residing in larger families with fewer earners (Table 5.3). The IFE,reduc-
tion which-resulted from Capacity Earnings augmentation was only a little
greater when there weiii,more workers in a family; for instance, among
participantg from three-member families, 14 percent of those from families
with one participant,were lifted out of the IFE by Capacity Evnings aug-
mentation, 28 percent of those ro6 famiHes with two participants, but 24
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Table 5.2. IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE EARNINGS AUGMENTATION APPROACHE'S FOR WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN/WORK
FORCE ATTACHMENT SUBGROUPS OF THE IFE IN 19791

Fr
IFElIGOUCTION 1FE DEFICIT REDUCTION

Enhanced Capacity Full Adequate Enhanced Enhanced Capacity Full' Adequate Enhanced
Earnings Earnings Employment Employment Capacity Earnings Earnings Employment Employment Capacity

Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation

AVERAGE IFE
OEFICIT

Total Work Force
'.

Not Employed 2.0% 23.8% 38.8% 25.9% 29.1% -- 42.3% 55.7% 42.3% 45.2% $4.176Mostly Unemployed 4.3 61.7 58.3 61.5 67.8 4.6 71.0 71.2 74.9 78.8 3,314Mixed 8.0 53.0 5217 54.7 63.4 10.3 . 57.7 61.2 61.0 67.5 2.280Mostly Employed 15.0 25.3 27.8 40,0 51.9 13.2 24.5 24.5 45.2 55.7 1,884Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 9.7 -"I 19.2 26.1 44.0 51.9 8.0 20.8 1 29.2 45.0 51.0 2,506Employed Part-Time
Voluntarily 8.8 3.4 17.7 21.1 22,9 9.1 2.0 21.4 21.0 9.3 2,159Employed Full-Time 12.5 5.2 8.2 44.0 52.8 10.5 9.2 2.5 46.8 54.6 2,196

Full-Year Wor"k Force

Not Employed 1.6 72.4 68.8 73.4 75.5 -- 84:8 83., 84.8v 88.3 5,09Mostly Unemployed 5.6 69.7 68.1 72.5 76.8 -- 75.7 , 76.0 80.5 84.5 3,350Mixed 9.2 64.9 64.2 / 67.0 75.8 1.3 62.6 70.5 71.9 80.7 2,216Mostly Employed 18.8 36.1 38.7 / 5411 64.4 76.3 23.2 31.1 53.0 65.9 1.957Employed Part-Time
Involuntarily 10.9 22.9 39.7 72.0 77.3 37.5 18.5 314.0 72.0 79.6 2,409Employed Part-Time

-
Voluntarily 12.5

;.,
2.1 31.1 35.3 47.4 4.6 +8.0 39.9 40.0 51.4 1,940Employed Full-Time 17.9 3.0 5.9 67.7 77.6 5.5 +8.7 +6.5 71.3 80.8 2,334 '

1

In calculating the Full Employment 1FE and Deficit, earnings are augmented by providing all Unemployed
and involuntarily part-time employedpersons in the IFE the minimum wage for all hours of forced idleness.. In calculating the Adequate Emptoymen,r1FE and Deficie, earnings are,augmented for all persons in the IFE with Inadequate Individual Earnings,. Their earnings are raised to theAndividual adequacy slandard, i.e.,the minimum wage or its multiple times their houes of avallabllitY.

In calculating the Capacity Employment 1FE and Deficit, the unemployed andinvoluntary part-time workers in the IFE are.provIded their usual wage (when working) for all hours of forced Idleness. In calculating theEnhanced Earnings IFE and Deficit, the earnings of each person In the IFE are augmented by 10 percent. In calculating the Enhanced,Capacity IFE
and Deficit, unemployed and involuntary part-time workers in the IFE are firvt provided their usual wage (when working) for all hoursgpf forced
idlone:s, then their capacity level earnings, as well as the earnings of all other persons In the ICE, are raised by 10 percent.

.-
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Chart 5.2. IMPACTS OF EARNINGS AUdMENTATION ON SEX/FAMILY RELATIONSHIP
'SUBGROUPS

PERCENTAGE IFE REOUCTION

1000
5./
I

111.1 .416 dmn
'11.1 1.01116

441. 04114 0144 15.113

hosIe f.4.i 75.4 II SS

melt 113.0

3t.m.

41204 1MI6 1, St

504100 4110

68.81IMI Ifsule 8.1t

ft

away*
16.$

I la 11

1 1..8 .

Jno.

1127

.44.10.1 Inn

./.4/04 444/4 4

1041 Nile

'seal foals

Fas414 044

Iraol f0.1, 1044

0.,
LI
g- .La nal.

7.0 fSal
LI

1. F44'.

414.;111.1,,,

6,1,441.

"ter 740.1

-g'sill 41.

0 .04 Smell

.. gait
*.aa. Yawl.

-
.4 famla 440

a 10/11/-3.<
'4=

.1:
= < ar

110 VI.

1.0I

NI@

'.I.1 a401.

31 ft

I 1,12.st

AW.,0
lia 2

I 146 SI 1 w n

I 1 4o.st
i

. ,

I .

40. Follt .1144 k
It.. 4.0. f011, 64af 14 III

a-
1.-

1 .7 it 1

gIC 0Ca - l'zi.1
I Its.in

< C3
< y...w < i

a- - 4.411/ 0.11, 1.04:< /0
1...)< I

,0411. 40 I; waa

- 00 IS3 It I- sift 87 6C3 ..r. '1 C3 Z

-..
etas 841.1

..$ I

1 47.70 et g -

ltott 140
..

I

Ir.
..< ( I i I 41.61 000 /04142 g

I
10 al

O

-1 SOAP
La

g M
* ...,

%... Foo.
to i Iat..te salt 1 181 61 t.elated 4416 1 1 ty.es

...,m4 F.o. i Alt 22 3 4.4/6044 4.41. I.
I

1 I

1 PERCENTAGE REDUCTION IN
IFE DEFICIT

.t0

foul fmmle

16111

awls

1.040
11.6

: 1 21 at

I 117.11

F641111444 I ;17 3

1,./, 001, 1485 .420 II
0 re ;Is 51I

000. 4416

000 fatula

utral.tol Sail

to,n1a tat 175415

In et

n

rs

In it

lutal $41.

lout /0/.

0411, n0,4

me* /401, .04

wert

0044 NI.

Ci, 0401.

00.1044 4414

00.11W /Nee

I Inn

8 MV
f:nas

IX ft
1.21.n

Artra44
0. / t

hut Pals 1 --le Ps

74541. 1 .;34 ft

/916 aptly Haat
St

tt 20

o.;

, ;
0/444 /1441.

704100 We
12.01

4

1 ' 34.11

rose. twat ots4

elle g,

Ot44$41.

4.01ato4 fa.41.

40044
.f .2



www.manaraa.com

. Table 5.3. IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIIT EARNINGS AUGMENTATION-APPROACHES IN 1979 DEPENDING ON FAMILY SIZE
AND NUMBER OF EARNERS1

IFE REDUCTION
AVERAGE IFE
DEFICIT IFE DEFICIT REDUCTION

Enhanced Capacity Full Adequate Enhanced Enhanced Capacity Full Adequate Enhanced
Earnings ' Earnings Employment Employment Capacity Earnings Earnings , Employment Employment Capacity

Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation Augmentation--Augmentation Augmentation

?r

One'In Work Forcp 7.5% 12.8% 18.1% 27.3% 34.7% $2,891 6.6% 16.5%
-..

1 Member 8.4 15.8 26.3 38.4 44.9 2,000 1.1 18.8
2 Members . 6.3 12.6 MI 25.7 32.5 2,760 6.3 15.6
3 Members 6.8

e
14.3 13.5, 26.3 35.1 3,334 6.1 19.7

4-5 Members 7.9 5.7 3.2 ' 4.7, 14.1 4,452 6.0 15.3
6 or More Members 9.2 2.1 0.5 1.6 11.3 6,223 6.1 10.5

Two In Work Force Its 20.9 30.7 46.3 56.9 1 633 10.6 29.4

2 Members 9.6 21.2 38.8 57.9 63.1 1,110 10.1 24.9
3 Members 9.6 27.8 40.1 , 60.5 67.2 1,271 11.4 34.2
4-5 Members 14.3 20.3 26.5 41.3 55.2 1,744 10.9 31.5
6 or More Members 10.7 14.3 15.6 22.9 38.5 2,644 10.1 26.4

LO,
Three or More In , _

Work Force 18.7 28.8 46.9 65.3 75.6 1 059 14.3 32.5

set-3 Members 8.8 24.1 57.7 73.0 85.4 705 14.6 26.0
4,5 Members 23.6 27.3 44.9 66.2 73.7 1,001 12.3 29.0
6 or Mere Members 17.1 31.1 46.3 62.7 74.8 1,190 15.7 36.0

1
In calculating the Full Employment IFE and Deficit, earnings are augmented by providing all

unemployed and involuntarily part-time employed
persons in the IFE the minimwn wage for all hours of forced idleness. In calculating,the Adequate Employment IFE and Deficit, eamings are
augmented for all persons in the IFE with Inadequate Individual-Eirnings. Their earnfogs are raised to the individual adequacy standard, i.e.,the minimum wage or its multiple times their hours of availability. In calculating thd.CaPacity Employment IFE and Deficit, the unemployed andinvoluntary part-time workens in the IFE are provided their usual wage (when"Working) for all hours of forced idleness. In CalculatIng the
Enhanced Earnings IFE and Deficit, the earnings of each person In the IFE are augmented by 10 percent. In caltUlating the Enhance4 Capacity IFE
and Deficit, unemployed' and. inycauntary part-time workers in the IFE Are first provided their usual wage (when working) for allliours!of forced
idleness. then their. capacity level earnings, as well as the earnings of all other PFP:15711-in the IFE, are raised by 10 percent:

230

25.8%

33.2 45.1 50.4
26.4 33.9 39.3
28.2 37.8 43.5
19.2 27.2 36.5
12.11 17.5 25.7 1

-mot

-42.7 58.8 66.1

45.3 64.7 69.5
53.0 68.8 73.8
44.3 61.6 69.7
32.6 44.9 54.1 1--,

4=b

55.1 70.4 75.6

66.7 84.4 88.5
53.5 67.7 72.1

54.7 70.4 7.6

111
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mit

percent of those from families with three participants. The IFE reductions
resulting from Full Employment augmentation increased much moresignifi-
cantly with each additional family worker; there was a 14 percent reduction
for workers from three7member families with one work force participant, but
58 percent-among families with three participants. Obviously, the.scond
and third family earners were usually low paid when they worked compared to

'"unemployed first workers in families.

Prime age workers in the IFE were relatively more affected by
Capacity Earnings and Enhanced Earnings augmentation than Full Employment
and Adequate Employment augmentation, suggesting that their earnings rates
and totari were relatively higher so that minimum wage employment was not
the answer for their needs (Chart 5.3). The 45-to-64-year-olds in the IFE
benefited most by Adequate Employment augmentation and Enhanced Capacity
augmentation. Not unexpectedly, few teenagers were lifted out of poverty
by Capacity Earnings augmentation, while older workers experienced below
average reductions under all the different forms of augmentation.

All of the employment and earnings augmentations helped high
AChool graduates with no further education more than those with greater and
lesser education (Chart 5.4). Dropouts benefited relatively more from the
Capacity Earnings and Full Employment augmentations which simulated in-
creased hours of employment for periods of forced idleness. In contrast,
college graduates did relatively best under the Adequate Employment and
Enhanced Capacity augmentations, suggesting that_their problems were acre
frequently limited hours of availability or large family support responsi-
bilities. High school and pdst-secondary students--those with the fewest
hours of availability--benefited least from all of the Aygmentati ns.

4

'Blacks gained relatively more from the Capacity Earnings aii Full
'EMployment augmentations simulating reductions in .forced idleness (Chart
5.5). In contrast; 'whites experienced above average IFE reductions from
the Enhanced Earnings, Adequate Employment and Enhanced Capacity augmen-
tations which increased earnings for workers with low pay or limited hours

' or availability relative to support responsibilities. Hispanics benefited
more than whites or blacks from Enhanced Earnings augmentation, suggesting
that low wages relative to breadwinning responsibilities were a particu-
larly Serious problem for them.

BlueTcollar workers benefited relatively more from the Full
Employment anOK Capacity Earnings augmentations compensating for forced
idleness (Chart 5.6). White-collar workers, particularly professional,
Managerial, technical and administrative workers, benefited relatively more
from Enhanced Earnings augmentation. The problems of service workers were

-') least likely to be mitigated by any qi the labor market-oriented initi-
' atives. Farm workers- bendfited most from the Adequate Employment and

Enhanced Capacity augmentations since they were more likely to be under-
employed and with quite low wages.

Reflecting higher wage levels, the Enhanced Earnings and Capacity,
Employment augmentations hid greater impacts in metropolitan than non-
metropolitan areas. Likewise, reflecting more frequent-part-time employ-
ment, metropolitan areas benefited relatively more from the Adequate
Employment and Enhanced Capacity augmentations (Chart 5.7). Central cities
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Chart 5.3. IMPACTS OF EARNINGS AUGMENTATION ON AGE GROUPS
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r
Chart 5.4. IMPACTS OF EARNINGS AUGMENTATION ON 'EDUCATiONAL GROUPS
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Chat 5.5. IMPACTS-OF EARNINGS AUGMENTATION ON WHITES, BLACKS AND HISPANICS
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iChart-5.6. IMPACTS OF EARNINGS AUGMENTATION BY OCCUPATION OF PRIMARY EMPLOYMENT
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Chart 5.7. IMPACTS OF EARNINGS AUGMENTATION BY AREA OF RESIDENCE
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benefited more than the suburbs from the Full Employment and Cariacity
Earnifigs augmentations compensating for forced idleneu, while the suburbs
benefited more from the_Enhanced Earnings, Adequate aployment and Enhanced
Capacity augmentations which compensated for low earnings relative to
breadwihning vsponsibilities and which affected part-time workers
significantly.

The,Safety Net for the Working Poor

1

Since the alleviation of employment and, earnings problems will not,
alone, assure adequate family incomes because of limited family work force
participation relative to, support responsibilities, work and welfare must
inevitably overlap if hardship is to be eliminated among the working poor.
This overlap has increased over the years. In 1974, 28 percent of all
families reported no income other than earnings, while 11 percent reported
no earnings, leaving 61 percent who combined earnings with other income. V
By 1979, the proportion .with earnings supplements had increased to 74
percent, Agiong unrelated individuals, the proportion with earnings supple-
ments rose from 35 to 47 percent. The overlap increased among the poor, as
well as the nonpoor:

Unrelated
Families individuals

1974 1979 1974

No earnings 11% 13% 38%
Earnings only 28 13 21
Earnings supple-'

mented by
other income 61 74 35

1979

35%

18

47

Poor
families'

Poor

unrelated
individuals

1974 1979 1974 1979

38% 41% 65% 57%.

24 16 19 15

38 43 16 28

How well do these earnings supplemts protect tbose whose individual
-and, family earnings are inadequate? Are transfer benefits equitably
distributed Od, in particular, do they reward _individuals and families
exhibiting greater work effort? Oo'in-kind benefits fill the-9aps_ in the
cash transfer system? Bid the growth of social welfare expenditures over
the 1970s improve the safety net and perhaps even justify some retrenchment
at-the Dutset of the 1980s? The hardship measures provide some perspective
on these vital qUestions, and the answers in many cases contradict conven-
tional wisdoms.,.

238
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Poverty Has Not Been Eliminated

Cash transfers and other noneartied income significantly mitigate labor
market-related hardship. In 1979 and 1980, the IFE was reduced by a fifth
by nontransfer earnings supptements, such as pension benefits, alimony,
interest and dividends (Table 5.4). Cash transfers subtracted a third from
the number with family earnings and other nontransfer income below the
poverty level, reducing the IFI Net-of-Transftrs Deficit by 47 percentjn
1979 and.45 percent in 1980. Nevertheless, 7.0 million work force par-
ticipants slipped through the safety, net in 1979, and 8.5 million in 1980.
An additional $14.6 billion in transfers or other income would have been
required to eliminate cash income poverty among work force participants in
1979 and $17.5 billion in 190.

It Kat been argued, however, that in-kind aid makes up much, if not
All, of .this shortfall. In fiscal 1980, $8.7 billionyworth of food stamps
were provided to the needy, along with $1.8 billion in free or reduced
price school lunches far children from poor or near-poor families. Housing
;assistance subsidies totaled $5.4 billion. Federal contributions for

-' health care programs provided an estimated $16.2 billion in aid to the
poor. 3/ With a poverty deficit of just $17.5 billion fpr poor households

4 with work force participants, and a total poverty deficit of $29.7 billion
for all poor households, these in-kind aid programs were of obvious im-
portance. Yet the evidence suggests that these benefits did not eliminate

) hardship.

While the exact impact of in-kind aid depends on the value assigned to
such benefits, it is clear that only 'a minority pf the working poor escape
poverty even when in=kind benefits other than health care are "cashed out"
and added to other income. Health care is a special case, since it is so
difficult to value and allocate benefits. For instance,, the person on
kidney dialysis has no lesser food, shelter, or even other medical care
needs because he or she is receiving $5G,000 or $100,000 in treatment
annually. It is much clearer, however, that the family receiving food
stamps does not have totspend its own income on food, and there is anec-
dotal evidence that food stamps circulate much like cash in some poverty
areas. The value of foodstamps, at leastiphen used directly for food
purchases, is printed on each coupon. Since 'Food stamps have more liberal
eligibility criteria thai cash welfare and probably less of a stigma, they
mi ht also be expected o have a significant impact on the working poor.
I 1( fact, however, when the coupon value of food stamps is added to the cash
in omes of the working poor, only half a million were lifted above the
poverty threshold in 1979, and 1980. Food stamps reduced the severe hard-
ship IFI Deficit by $2.2 billion in 1979 and $2.6 billion in 1980. Total
NO stamp benefits to workers Were approximated by the reduction in the,--
moderate hardship IFI Deficit (assuming that the quarter of a million work
force participants raised above the moderate hardship level remained only a

little above it because of the needs-based formula used to determine
benefit levels). Thus, the total benefits received by the families of
working poor participants in hardship was on the order of $3.6 to $3.7
billion in 1980, representing around two-fifths of /otal food stamp
benefits. The remainder, presumably, went to dependent families with no
work force participants.

foi
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Table 5.4. REDUCTION IN HARDSHIP RESULTING FROM CASH TRANSFERS AND IN-KIND AID, 1979 AND 1980

IFE

Severe Hardship

Count (000) Deficit (1980$M)
197W 1980 1979 1980

13,280 '15,111. $35,929 : $41,000

- Reduction in hardship
resulting from non-

= IFI Net-of-Transfers. MR iP9111. 27,246
-8 683 -9 278transfer income

- Reduction in hardpiO
resulting from cash

Intermediate Hardship Moderate Hardship

no
CD
Lo

Count (000) Deficit (1980$M) Count (000) Deficit (1980SM)
1979

17,190

45

-3 621

1980 197

19,462 $55,111

-3,146 -42,016

TON -4TO-§T

-4 043 =16 974

1980

$62,416

-12,709

--4-7-OW

=L18,895

1979

21,553

L.1,218

DI;a5"

-3 851

1980

24,255

-3,322

1979

$79,073

-13,534

1980

$89,142

:16.L249

72,893

-23,649

20,933

74,227

63,539

348

' 10,524

-335

12,273

., ,

-385

26,122

,

-2 742

30,812

.:3 148

14,354

-251

16,706

.

-220

42,192

-3.115

49,294

-3,515

10,189

-280

11,888

-254

23,380

-1,081

27,665

-1,163

14,103

-245

16,486

-235

16,251

39,077

-1,516

45,729

-1,618

9,909 11,634 22,299 26,502 13,858 37,561 44,112

transfers 3 402 -3 693 -12 690 14 270

= IFI 7,055 8,465 14,556 17,452

.

- Reduction in hardship
resulting from food

_ __.

stamps -533 -513 -2 175 -2 573
a tEl Including Food

Stamps 6,522 7,952 12,381 14,880
- Reduction in hardship

resulting from school .

lunches and housing
subsidies -281 -319 -601 -721

= IFI Including In-Kind
Aid (othee than health
care) 6,241 7,633 11,780 14,158

240 241
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Valuing'ftee school lunches at the cost 'per meal provided in the
poverty budget, and housing subsidies by the differential between the
,proportion of cash incomes paid by subsidized and unsubsidized low-income
residents of rental housing, and adding these values to the combined food
stamp and .cash incomes, reduced the severe hardship IFI Including Food
Stamps counts by 281,000 in 1979 and 319,000 in 1980. The IFI Deficit was
reduced by $0.6 billion in 1979, and by $0.7 billion in 1980. The mbderate
hardship IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit was reduced $1.5 billion in 1979
and $1.6 billion in 1980 by the addition of.the estimated value of free
school lunches and subsidized housing. Assuming that the quarter of a
million work force participants lifted above moderate hardship standards by
the receipt of such aid were only marginally above the adequacylevels, the
total value of school lunches and housing subsidies for working families in
1980 was on the order of $1.8 billion, or a fourth of the estimated govern-
ment subsidies for school lunches and housing. While it is inappropriate
to conclude that the remaining three-fourths of benefits went to the non-
working low-income families, sihce both the school lunches and the sub-
sidized housing were valued at somewhat less than their cost of provision,
it is fair to say that the preponderance of such benefits went to families
whosa members were outside the work force:

Families with no earners received the bulk of both cash and in-kind
aid, and the nonworking poor who received aid we're more likely to escape
poverty as a result:

2,1
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Below poverty incomes
without cash transfers

Below poverty incomes
after cash transfers

Lifted out of poverty by
cash transfers

Percent lifted.out of
poverty by cash transfers 49.1% 28.5%.

Below povdrty incomes
counting food stamps 10 196 17 046

-Lifted out of cash poverty
by food stamps 487 1,449

Percent reduction in poverty
----\

resulting from food stamps 4.6% 8.5%
Lifted out of net-of-transfer

poverty by food stamps and

205

Persons in families
Persons in families A with at least
with no work force one work force
participants in 1980 partioipant in 1980

(000) (000)

20,970 25,875

10,683 18,495

10,287 7,380

cash transfers 10,774. 8,829
Percent reduction-in poverty
net-of-transfers resulting ,

from cash transfers and
food stamps 51.4% -: 34.1%

Below poverty incomes counting
food stamps, school lunches
and housing 9,621 16 237

Lifted out of cash poverty by
food stamps, school lunches

'

and-housing .1,062 ., '2,258
Percent reduction in cash ,..,

poverty from in-kind aid 9.9% 30.6%
Lifted, out of net-of-transfer,

poverty by cash and in-
kind aid 11,349 9,638

Percent reduction in poverty
. net-of-transfers from cash ,

transfers and ln-kind aid 54.1% 37.2%

Is Work Effort Rewarded?

Most cash transfers and in-kind aid are means-tested, so that benefits
decline as earnings increase.- But if a worker or working family is not
able to achieve minimal self-sufficiency from earnings, it might be ex-
pected or desirable that those working more and yet falling short would be
rewarded for their effort. The evidence stiggests, however, that in-
dividuals and families whose earnings remain below the poverty level de-
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spite significant participation in the work force are no better protected
than those with lesser work effort.

In 1980, the full- ear work force participants with'earnings and other
mintransfer supplements be ow the poverty level were less likely to escape
poverty through transfers than total work force participants (i.e., i.n-

cluding those participating less than full-year), even thoughthe average
IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficits for full-year and otal participants were
very nearly the same, leaving the same margin to tie made up by transfers:

Reduction in
from cash

Reduction in
from cash

Reduction in
re ulting

Reductt in

resu ng

IFI Net-of-Transfers resulting
benefits-

IFI Net-of-Trat'sfer resulting
and in-kind aid

IFI Net-cf-Transfer Deficit
from cash transfers
IFI Net-of-Transfer Deficit
from cash and in-kind aid

Total Full-year
work force work force

- 30.4% -29.9%

- 37.2 -37.3

-45,0 -41.3

- 55.4 -51.7

Likewise, transfers were more likely to alleviate the poverty of
voluntary part-time workers than to meet the income shortfalls of full-time
workers (Table 5.5). Half of the 1979 voluntary part-time workers in
poverty before reari-p o cas rans ers a incomes above poverty after
cash and in-kind aid. In contrast, the Net-of-Transfers IFI for persons
cloyed full-ti-medurtng- afl -weeks- ilm-the work force was- reducedonly-a

third by cash and in-kind transfers. The reductions_An the 1979 IFI
Net-of-Transfers Deficits for full-time and voluntary part-time-workers
were 61 and 45,percent, respectively, reflecting the fact that more of the
latter probably received benefits in excess of their IFI Net-of-Transfer
Deficits. Similarly, Workers who werAolliMpicyed some or all weeks in the
work force were only slightly less likely to escape net-of-transfer poverty
through transfers than those employed all weeks (either part-time or
full-time); the exit rates were 38 and 42 percent, respectively. The IFI
Net-of-Transfers Deficit of workers who experienced some joblessness was
reduced 60 percent, but that pf woi-kers employed all weeks in the work'
force was reduced only 55 percent. ,

Workers who had greater individual earnings, hence smaller IIE
Deficits, were somewhat more likely tr4 escape poverty as a result of cash
and in-kind transfers than were persons with lesser earnings or greater IIE
Deficits. This was primarily because their average IFI Net-of-Transfer
Deficits were lower, leaving less ground to be made up by benefits. Even
so, the differences in protection rates were surprisingly small. Among all
work force participants with IIE Deficit? under $1,000 and family incomes
below the poverty level before transfers, cash and in-kind aid raised 39
percent above the poverty level. ,For those with IIE Deficits above $1,000,
cash and in-.kind aid raised 34 .percent above the the poverty threshold.

The IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit reductions were very similar, i.e.,60 and
50 percent, respectively.
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Table 5.5. WORK EFFORT AND TRANSFER BENEFIT IMPACTS, 1979

Percent reduction
IFI Net-of-Transfers

as result of
cash transfers

Total work force 32.5%

Employed full-time 25.3
Employed part-time voluntarily 42.5
Employed part-time involuntarily 31.6
Intermittently employed 29.9
Mostly employed 25.9
Mixed 34.3
Mostly unemployed 31.3

Not employed 23.7

Full-year work force 55.9
^

Employed full-time 23.7
Employed part-time voluntarily 43.8
Employed part-time involuntarily 29.8
Intermittently employed 34.5
Mostly employed 30.9
Mixed 39.1
Mostly unemployed 32.8

Not employed 19.9

Individual earning's deficit

$0-24 39.0
250-500 32.9
500-999 33.0
1,000-1,499 32.17' 1,500-1,999 29.6
2,000-2,499 32.8
2,500-2,999 32.3

Percent reduction
IFI Net-of-Transfers
as result of cash
and in-kind aid

40.3%

33.8
47.5
40.8

39.5
35.7
44.1

40.1
32.8

.40.9

33.1

48.7
40.2
43.1
41.3
46.6
40.5
24.1

47,7
41.3
42.2

40.3
38.9
39.4

37.2

Percent reduction rcent reduction
IFI Net-of-Transfers IR Net-of-Transfers
Deficit as result of peficit as result of

cash transfers cash and in-kind aid

46.6% 54.8%

35.8 44.6
54.8 61.3
44.8 58.1
45.5 57.4
39.8 52.5
49.1 60.4
48.4 60.2
50.4 63.9

40.9 51.3

27.7 35.9
50.1 57.1
35.7 49.0
45.6 57.5
38.7 52.6
49.6 59.6
47.1 59:3
46.6 60.8

54.5
51.4
48.3
49.6
47.4
43.8
47.9

4,000+ 22.0 27.0

IndiVidual earning,.

$0-499 26.8 34.5
500-999 31.0 37.9
1,000-1,499 30.9 36.6
1,500-1,999 30.2 39.2
2,000-2,999 37.5 43.3
3,00G-3,999 36.0 42.9
4,000-4,999 40.0 48.9
5,000-6,999 35.9 49.5
7,00018.999 28.5 54.9

245'

34.6

65.1
62.9
60.1

60.9
59.4
55.6
56.9
50.2
42.4

Average IFI

Net-of-Transfers
Deficit

$2 296

2,140
1,977
2,423
2,247
1,828
2,251
3,105
3,984

2 311

2,294
1,883
2,312
2,353
1,940

2,207
-3,090
4,892

1,882
2,428
2,326
2,234
2,082
2,047

2,449
3,300

r%)

46.9
48.6
45.7
45.1
49.2
44.2
47.5
41.6
40.8

56.7 3,308
58.0 2,535
54.0 ' 2,640
52.7 2,173
58.1 1,831,
56.2 1,217
60.5 1,632
58.S '1,585
67.2 1,073
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Finally, increased numbers of family work force participants did not
uniformly increase the probability of escaping net-of-transfer poverty.
For example, among three-person families with earnings and nontransfer
incomes below the ,poverty level, 57 percent of those with no work force
participants were lifted out of poverty by cash and in-kind transfers,
compared to only 54 percent of those with three work force participants, 47

percent of those with two participants and 49 percent of those with one
participant (Chart 5.8). The IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit averaged only
$2,115 for three-worker, three-person families, compared to $2,542 for
those with two workers and $3,334 for those with one woeker. In other
words, there was less of a deficit to make up by,transfers when there were
more earners, yet the chances that transfers would fill the gaps were not
substantially greater. The IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit of three-person
families with three in the- work force was eeduced by only 48 percent,
compared to 58 percent when there were just two in the work force, and 68
percent when there was only one participant.

The impacts of cash aged in=kind aid varied by the sex and family
relationship, education, race, occupation and area residence of work force
participants (Table 5.6):

A

Female family heads were less likely than male family heads to
exit from poverty as a result of cash transfers alone, but the inclusion of
in-kind benefits evened the exit rates. Wives and other family members who
participated in ,the work force had a relatively greater chance of being
lifted out of poverty by transfers. Female unrelated individuals were more
likely to be protected than male unrelated individuals. Overall, female
worker
males to be lifted out of poverty by benefits.

Prime age workers who did not achieve minimally adequate income
from egmings and nontransfer supplements were less likely than younger or
older workers to escape poverty through transfers and in-kind aid. Out-
of-school 20- to 24-year-olds often fell'through the safety net. .

Workers with limited education mere more likely to be protected
by transfers; 43 percent of dropouts in the Net-of-Transfers received
cash and in-kind aid which ra'ked. their families out of poverty. Just 26
percent of college graduates who were unsuccessful in the labor market were
lifted out of poverty by transfers.

Sales, clerical and service workers, as well as operatives, who
were in poverty before transfers were far-more likely than other workin4------
poor to be cushioned by cash benefits and in-kind aid which lifted them out
of poverty.

Blacks in the IFI Net-of-Transfers were less likely Allan whites
in similar straits to be lifted out of poverty by the receipt of cash
assistance, although the chances equalized with the inclusion of in-kind
aid. The IFI Net-af-Transfers Deficit for blacks was reduced more by
trahsfers than that'of whites. Transfers had a lesser impact on Hispanic
workers. Although their average IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit was similar to
that of blacks, they were far less likely to escape poverty and experienced
a far smaller deficit reduction.

1. 24 /
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Chart 5.8. REDUCTION IN PRE-TRASFER POVERTY AMONG ADULTS AGE 16 AND OVER
RESULTING FROM CASH TRANSFERS AND IN-KIND AID
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Table 5.6. IMPACTS OF INCOME TRANSFERS ON SUBGROUPS IN THE NET-OF-TRANSFERS
IFI IN 1979

Serhedationsi4

Percent reduction in

171 het -of-Transfers
resulting from
cash traelfert

Percent reducticm in

171 Met -of-Trosfers
resulting froe cash
and in-kind transfers

Percent reduction in
IF! Net -ef-Trosttrs
Deficit resulting
fres cash transfrs

Percent reductioe in

171 Met-of-Trinsters
Deficit resulting

free cash and in-kind
transfers

12.Ot

MT
25.05

MT
43.6%

T476

,
.

52.3%

1177
44LIAL
--14-1i-fililly householders

NAN unrelated individu41, 18.9 21.7 24.7 29.3

Other mal 43.4 56.5 69.6 79.6

Total femal .b-re 33.0 41.5 453 60.6

6-r-Tirrraelly'lmnehetters 7r.T 1177 11":15 1277
Wife 40.7 47.5 59.0 65.8

Female unre1ite4 individual 29.0 31.2 39.3 42.3

Other female 44.8 541 66.7 76.2

NI
--1-6-15

16-16 student

26.5

(32.1)

37.8

(43.0)

48.3

(55.7)

60.5

(68.6)

20-24 21.8 29.3 s 41.0 50.4

20-24 student (26.6) (31.8) (49.3) (53.0)

25-44 22.5 33.1 38.1 52.6

4564 37.2 41.2 47.1 53.1

S.

lace

81.0 82.4 88.1 IAA

35.2 40.6 - 46.2 53.6

Slack 25.8 40.7 48.4 64.9

mispanic

ifiL1Cgle_.01

21.2 30.5 39.0 52.4

71-4/7-fErTool student 32.6 45.6 56.9 70.2

Post-secondary student 28.8 32.5 46.5 52.2

OroPout 34.6 43.2 50.0 61.6

sigh school graduate only 32.5 397 43.1 52.7

Post-secondary 1-3 Years 30,7 37.0 43.1 52.7

Ce11ege and beyond 21.2 25.6 28.5 32.9

Occupation .

40-0 eel si 4
-111-LIFYIT,

-P7Fraiirca1. technical

and managerial

33.7

26.5 31.5 33.9 39.0

Salts 41.7 48.4 50.6 56.9

Clerical _.-15.15...- 43.3 51.1 60.2

Slue collar 33 0 41 7 6105.7 SS.,

-77i717g kindred ICI 1rs MT rF:r
Operatirel 35.1 44:2 47.3. 58.8

L4borers 31.8 41.5 47.0 57.6

Farm eorktrs 27.4 33.9 36.7 47.3

Service workerS 34.6 42.5 61.5

SmSA status
30.7 39.0 45.7 56.0

Inside smSA

snsA 1 million 29.6 37.6 47.3 56.2

Centrel city 27.0 16.1 46.2 597

Suburb 32.6 37.1 44.7 51.5

SMSA undr 1 nillibn 31.6 40.7 43.8 55.8

Central city 29.7 40.8 43.1 55.3

Suburb 34.7 40.4 48.2 56.4

Outsidt SMSA 35.4 42.3 47 9 58.0

Olvision
38.2 . 46.4 56.4 653

New Englind

Middle Atlantic 38 9 49.5 55.4 61.0

East North Central 16.6 43.3 50.6 511.4

gest North Ctntral 35.0 39.2 49.k 55.5

South Atlantic 10.2 39.2 42.7 56.0

East South Central 33.6 43.5 43.3 58.1

West South Central 25.8 33.4 37.8 50.6

mountain 26.6 ..324.5 35.6 44.5

Pacific 29.1 ,34.7 47.0 53.3

243

Aeerace 1,1
Met-o(.7r4nsfere

Deficit

S2

44-.

1.911

2443

LEI
laiT
1,500

1.818

2.315

2.22-
(2.057)

2.155

(1.731)
2.6?4

7.113

1.667

7.123
2.625
2.360

I.725
2.115

2.177

1.958

ME
2.161
1.195

2.012

:1,19.
1.--.17i

2.670

2.356

7 337

2 193

2.35i
1.153

2.33
2.245
2.235

:.?22

2.124
2,210

,

: A

7.350

2.347
2.107

2.247
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fhe Unraveling Safety Net

Despite the increasing overlap between welfare and workfare, and theabsolute growth of transfer payments over the 1970s, the safety net becameless, rather than more, effective in reducing poverty among the workingpoor. To begin with, the real and relative gi.owth of transfers are fre-quently: exaggerated. Between 1974 and 1979, for instance, transfersdeclined as a shard of cash income reported for families and for unrelated
individuals, while earnings increased: 1/

Earnings

Share of total reported cash income

Families
Unrelated

individuals

Total Poor Total Poor

1974 86.1% 41.8% 69.4% 24.6%1979 84.0 43.8 72.8 26.2Transfers
1974 8.3 52.5 18.4 66.41979 6.9 50.0 13.1 64.3Nontransfer income other

than earnings
1974

- 5.6 5.7 12.2 9.01979
6:2-1-4-A--.9-.-1 9.5

19714 there were 9.8 million work force participants.in familieswith- before-transfer incomes below the poverty level, with 6.3 remaining
million after receipt of cash benefits, a reduction of 35.3 percent. In1979, the reduction caused by transfers had dropped to 32.5 percent. In1975, the transfer impact was greater tifan in 1974 because of counter-cyclical benefits; but in 1980, when the unemployment rate was also high,the absolute and percentage reduction in the
substantially lower than in 1975:

IFI Net-of-Transfer 'vies

1974 1979 1975 1980

IFI Net-of-Transfers 9,806. 10,457 11,531 1.2,158tEl
6 346 7 055 7 252 8 465Reduction from cash transfers 3,460 3,402 4,279 3,693

Percent reduction -35.3% -32.5% -37.1% -30.4%

When transfer impacts are measured in terms of percentage reductionsin net-of-transfers poverty deficits, the same picture emerges. 'In 1975,- for instance, the IFI Deficit was 52.5 percent below the IFI Net-of-" Transfer Deficit. In 1980, it was only 45.0 percent lower.

25
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There was evidence of declining 'rewards for work effort. Compared to

the 6.7 percentage drop between 1975 and 1980 in the share of the total

work force Net-of-Transfer IFF lifted out of pov-erty by cash benefits,

there was a decline of 9.7 percentage points for full-year participants

(Table 5.7). Likewise, the effectiveness of the safety net dimintshed for

the nonworking poor, but the decline was less than for the working poor.

For instance, 61.0 percent of all persons age 16 and over in households

with no work force participants and with below-poverty net-of-transfer

incomes in 1974 were lifted out of poverty by cash benefits; this compared

to a 57.2 percent reduction in 1980. But the 3.B percentage point decline

in transfer effectiveness for the nonworking pooriiies far less than the 6.7

percentage point decline for the working poor:

All individuals age 16 and in households'with
no work force participants

1974 1979

Below poverty without
transfers 14,254 17,222

Below poverty with
transfers. 5 552 7 269

Reduction resulting from

transfers 8,7N 9,953

Percentage reduction -61.0% -57.8%

1975 1980

15,187 17,453

. 6 151 7 476

9,036 9,977

-59.5% -57.2%

Neither the changing composi .n4 - I' e-patternsofthe

'Work force, nor increased earnings shortfalls, explained the declining

mp a c ts of th-eca-shtrnsfers-. Theaverage- FE Befit-I t , andthe- averag°

HI Net-of-Transfer Deficit, both-declined in real terms between 1974.and

1979, as well as between 1975 and 1980; in other words, there vies less

ground to make up by transfers so that the same level of real benefits

should have lifted more rather than fewer of the working poor out of

poverty:

1979-

1974 1979 1974

Average IFE Deficit
(1980 $) $2,742 $2,706 $-36

Average IFE Net-of-
Transfer Deficit
(1980 $) 2,652 2,606 - -46

1980-

1975 1980 1975

$2,771 $2,713 $-58

2,663 2,609 -54

The declining transfer impacts were evident among the long-terin un-

employed, the short-term unemployed, 4those employed part-time whether

Voluntarily or involuntarily, as well as among full-time workers who

experienced. no joblessness (Table 8.8). Weighting the 1979 Earnings

Supplementation Rates-Transfers for each work experience pattern subgroup

by jts 1974 share.of the severe hardship IFE for the total work force, and

2 5
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Table 5.7. DECLINING EFFECTIVENESS OF TRANSFERS IN REDUCING POVERTY AMONG
WORK FORCE PARTICIPANTS

1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975, 1980 1975

IFI Net-of-Transfers
Minus IFI t IFI

Total Work Force -54.5% 48.2% -6.3% - 59.0% 43.6% -15.4%
Full-Yeah Work Force

al. Net-of-Transfers

55.5 49.2. -6.3. 64.1 . 48.6 -21.5

Minus IFI IFI Net-of-
Transfers

Total Work Force 35.3 32.5 -2.8 37.1 30.4 -6.7
Full-Year Work Force 35.7 33.0 -2.7 39.1 29.9 -9.2

IFI Net-of-Transfers
Deficit Minus IFI
Deficit IFI Deficit

Total Work Force 101.8 87.2 -14:6 110.3 131.8 -28.5
Full-Year Work Force 78.3 69.3 -9.0 99.8 70.3 -29.5

IFI Net-of-Transfers
Deficit Minus IFI
Oeficit IFI Net-of-
Transfers Deficit

Total Work Force 50.4 46.6 -3.8 -52.5 45.0 -7.5
Full-Year Work Force 43.9 40.9 -3.0 49.9- 41.3 -8.6

Earnings Supplementation
Rate

---4470---=3:3-
rull-Year Work Force 46.2 45:4 -0.8 48.1 42.0 -6.1

Earnino Supplementation
Rate - Nontransfers

Total Work Force 18.3 21.3 +3.0 16.2 19.5 +3.3
Full-Year Work Force 16.4 18.6 +2.2 14.9 17.3 +2.4

Earnings Supplementation
Rate - Transfers

Total Work Force 28.8 25.6 -3.2. 31.1 24.5 -6.6
Full-Year Work Force 29.8 26.8 -3.0 33.2 24.7 -8.5

IFE Deficit Minus IFI
Deficit t IFE Deficit

Total Work Force 60.8 59.5 -1.3 61.7 57.4 -4.3
Full-Year Work Force 54.3 52.6 -1.7 58.1 52.5 -5.6

IFE Deficit Minus IFI
Net-of-Transfers Deficit
t IFE Deficit

Total Work Force 21';0 24.2 +3.2 19.5 22.6 +3.1
Full-Xear Work Force 18.6 19.7 +1.1 16.3 9.0 +2.7

IFI Net-of-Transfers
Minus IF: Deficit 4
IFE Deficit

Total Work Force 39.8 35.3 -4.5 42 34.8 -7.4
Full-Year Work Force 35.7 32.9 -2.8 41.8 33.5 -8.3

252
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%Table 5.8. CHANGE IN EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION RATE-TRANSFERS BY WORK

EXPERIENCE PATTERN, AGE AND SEX/RELATIONSHIP

Total work force
Not employed-
Mostly unemployed
Mixed
Mostly employed
Part-time involuntary
Part-time voluntary
Employed full-time

Full-year work force

Not employed
Mostly unemployed
Mixed
Mostly employed
Part-time involuntary
Part-time voluntary
Employed full-time

!at
16,19
20-24
25-44
45-64
65+

Sex/relationship
Male family heads
Male unrelated

individuals

Other males
Female family heads

, Wives
Female unrelated
individuals

Other gemales

1975- 1980-

1974 1975 1974 1975 1980 1975

25.2% 21.0% -4.2% 31.0% 17.0% -14:0%

29.0 28.4 -0.6- 37.6 26.6 -11.0

28.8 29.9 +1.1 39.0 28.1 -0.9

25.2 22.0 -3.2 27.7 22.6 -5.1

26.4 26.5 +0.1 27.6 24.4 -3.2

34.5 19.3 -5.2 33.8 28.4 -5.4

25.1 20.3 -4.8 24.3 19.9 -4.4

,/

30.3 16.7 -13.6 39.8 19.6 -20.2

31.5 29.8 -1.7 39.9 27.4 -2.5

31.4 34.4 +3.0 43.9 31.8 -12.1

28.2 26.7 -1.5 30.5 24.6 -5.9

27.2 27.5 -0.7 26.4 22.6 -3.8

39.0 29.5 -9.5 3746 28.2 -6.4

21.7 20-.3 -1.4 21.7 16.7 -5.2

24.9 22.4 -2.5 23.7 23.7 0

20.6 17.7 -2.9 23.5 17.7 , -5.8 .

:8 19.7 -2.1

29.5 26.6 -2.9 32;6 27.3 -5.3

51.-7 50.1 -1.6 52.4 47,3 -5.1

27.6 25.3 -2.3 32.6 23.7 -8.9

20.5 14.4 -5.1 23.9 17.1 -6.8

36.0. 35.0 -1.0 37.1 31.8 -5.3

24.5 21.5 -3.0 24.6 16.8 -7.8

34:2 29.8 -4.4 36.8 30.0 -6..8.

26.4 22.4 -4.0 25:7 22.5 -3.5

34.4 34.0 -0.4 34.2 33.0 -1.2

23 3
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the 1980 rates by each subgroup's 1975 share, suggests thdt work experience
pattern changes were a neutral factor:

Actual 1979 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers 25.6%
1979 Earnings Supplementation Rates-Transfers for work

experience groups weighted by their 1974 shares of
the IFE 25.6

Effect of 1974-1979 work experience pattern changes 0

Actual 1980 Earnings Supplementation Rate:Transfers 24.5%
1980 Earnings Supplmentation Rates-Transfers for
-each work experience pattern group weighted by
1975 share of the IFE 24.2

Increase in Earnings Supplementation Rates-Transfers

associated with 1975-1980 changes in work
experience patterns +0.3

. Changes in the sex and family relationship composition of the severe
hardship IFE for the total work force were relatively neutral in their
potential impacts on transfer effects:

1979 Earnings Supplementation Rates-Transfers-for sex/
relationship groups weighted by 1974 share of the IFE 25.9%

Actual 1979 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers
214Decline in Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers

assocria-ted-with-49-7-4-1-9-79-s-extrekttionsiviihanges-----
in composition of IFE -0.3

Actual 1980 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers
1980 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers for

sex/relationship groups weighted by 1975 IFE
share

Increase in Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers

associated with 1975-1980 changes in sex/relationship
composition of IFE

24.5%.

23.9

+0.6

Moreover, the Earning Supplementation Rates-Transfers declined among
male family heads, female family heads, wives, Male un,related individuals,
as well as female unrelated individuals.

The only factor which may have contributed to reduced transfer supple-
mentation was the declining share of older workers in the severe hardship
IFE. However, the impacts.could have accounted for only a minor portion of
the 3.2 percentage point drop in the severe hardship Earnings Supplementa-
tion Rate-Transfers between 1974 and 1979, or the 6.6 percentage,point drop
between 1975 and 1980:
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1979 Earnings Supplementation Rates-Transfers for each
age geoup weighted.by 1974 IFE share for each age

.

group 4%.

. .

26 .

Actual 1979 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers 25.6

Decline in Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers
associated with 1974-1979 age changes -0.8

Actual 1980,Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers 24.5%

1980 Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers for
each age group weighted by 1975 IFE share for
each age group 25.3 .-

Decline in Earnings'Supplementation Rite-Tran?fers
associated with 1975-1980 age changes -0.8 -,

,

By implication, then, the primary cause of !declining transfer impacts
had to be reductions in the availability and level of transfer benefits for

the working poor. There is direct as well as indirect evidence that this,

was the case. Much of the decline occurred among unemployed workers, and
there is no doubt that unemployment insurance protections deteriorated. In

1975, 37.6 percent of persons with at least some unemployment who would
have been poor in the absence of transfers were lifted out of poverty by
receipt of cash benefits. In 1980,

transfers:

only 26.5

1974

percent

1979

were.protected by

n75.- 1980

PartTcl ants em o ed

IFI Net-of-Transfers 000 6,186 6,795 6,681 .7,097

IFI-f000) 3,81 3 744 4
Reduction (000) 2,373 , 5

Percentage reduction -38.4% -34.7% -33.2%

Participants who
experienced unemployment

,

IFI-Net-of-Transfers (000) 3,620 3,662 , 4,851 5,062

IFI (000) 2 533 2 618 029 3 720 ,

Reduction (000) 1,087 1,044 1,822 1,342

Percentage reduction -30.0% -28.5% -37.6% -26.5%

Paralleling these trends was a drop in unemployment insurance bene-
ficiaries and benefit levels,. Average weekly beneficiaries equalled 43.1
percent of the average annual unemployment tn 1975, but only 38.2 percent
in 1980. Moreover, the average-weekly benefit in 1980 was 8 percent lower

in real terms than in'1975: g

255
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1979- 1980-
1974 1979 1974 1975. 1980 1975

Average weekly
unemployment
insurance
benefidiaries (000) 1,881 2,040 +159 3,371 2,844 -527

Average annual
unemployed,(000) 5,076 5,963 +887 7,830 7,448 -382

Beneficiaries
unemployed 37.1% 34.2% -2.9% 43.1% 38.2% 74,9%

Average wegIcly.'

benefit-1-1580$) $107 $102 -$5 $108 $99 -$9

There were retrenchments in other transfer programs. Several states
completely eliminated Aid-lo Famili6 with Dependent Children-Unemployed
Parents, thus, restricting AFDC payments to single parents and usually
emale heads. Yet the proportion of femal\e-headed families receiving

l`

public assistance also dropped from 32.8 percen in 1974 to 27.1 percent in
1979. 6/ Average real AFDC benefits per re elp ient declined signifi-
cantly. 2/ Because the size of recipient families dropped, real average
benefits per recipient would have had'tO increase in order td maintain the
effectiveness of AFDC in reducing poverty since family income needs rise
less than,proportionately with each additional family member: 6/

AFDC monthly beneftt per person
in recipient familipg (1980 $)

1974 1979 1975 1980

$108 $10
2.89

$105-----$109
Recipients per family 3.3 2.92 3.20

The enormous regional disparity in t nsfer levels and their availa-
bility declined, but this resulted more om diminished transfer protec-
tions in the high benefit areas rather than marked improvements in the low
benefit areas (Table 5.9). For instance,'be en 1975 and 1980, the stand-,
ard deviation in the proportions of the reg onal IFI Net7.of-Transfers who
escaped poverty as a result of Jca 2'1' s declined from 6.3 percentage
points to 4.5 percentage points. Yet therpoverty reduction impacts of
transfers declined in all three regions with the lowest poverty reduction
rates in 1975.

Practical Applications

The' most practical and politically sensitive application of labor
market and poverty statistics is their use in allocating federal funds to
state and local a ea and in prioritizing the needs of eligible subgroups,
within these ar as. As federal grants-in-aid grew rapidly during the
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Table 5.9. CHANGING IMPACTS OF TRANSFERS BY CENSUS DIVISION

197V-7 1980-

1974 1979 1974 1975 1980 1975

IFI Net-of-Transfers Minus

IFI IFI

New England 82.7% 61.9% -20.8% 85.6% 55.9% -29.7%

Middle Atlantic 66.1 63.7 -2.4 77.0 58.4

East North Central 63.3 57.7 -5.6 78.0 49.7 -28.3

West North Central 71.6 53.7 -17.9 69.8 44.5 -25.3

South Atlantic 43.2 43.3 +0.1 44.5 38.9 -5.6

East South Central 44.5 50.7 +6.2 50.9 33.4 -17.5

West South Central 38.7 34.7 -4.0 44.2 36.8 -7.4

Mountain 47.9 36.3 -11.6 44.2 32.6 -11.6

Pacific 64.7 41.1 -23.6 57.0 45.5 -11.5

Variability
Standard Deviation 15.0 109 -4.1 16.5 9.4 -74
Standard Oeviation

I Mean 25.9 22.1 -3.8 27.0 21.3 -5.7

IFI Net-of-Transfers Minus
IFI IFI Net-of-Transfers

New England 45.3 38.2 -7.1 46.1 35.9 -10.2

Middle Atlantic 39.8 38.9 -0.9 43.5 36.9 -6.6

East North Central 38.7 36.6 -2.1 43.8 33.2 -10.6

West ';ortti Central 41.7 34.9' -6.8 41.1 30.8 -10.3

South Atlantic 30.2 30.2 0 30.8 28.0 -2.8

East South Central 30.8 33.6 +2.8 33.7 25.0 -8.7

West South Central 27.9 25.8 -1.9 30.7 26.9 -3.8

Mountain 32.4 26.6 5.8 30.7 24.6 -6.1

Pacific 39.3 29.1 -10.2 36.3 31.3 -5.0

VariabilitY
Standard Oeviation 6.0 4.9 -1.1 6.3 4.5

Standard Oeviation
+ Mean 16.6 15.1 -1.5 16.8 14.1

:1.8

'-1.9

Net=of-Transfer Deficit
Minus IFI Oeficit IFI

Net-of-Transfer Deficit
57.7 56.4 -1.3 65.5 54.2 -11.3 -

Middle Atlantic 58.6 55.4 -3.2 58.9 53.5 -5.4

East North Central 59.2 50.6 . -8.6 60.4 51.2 -9.2

West North Central
South Atlantic

53.2
43.7 4

49.1

42.6

-4.1

-1.1

51.8
46.0

43.5

40.7
-8.3

-5.3
.

East South Central 46.1 43.3 -2.8 49.1 41.3 -7.8

West South Central 42.0 37.8 -4.2 41.8 37.1 -4.1

Mountain 40.8 35.9 -4%9 43.1 22.5 -10.6

Pacific 52.5 47.0 -5.5 54.7 45.7 -9.0

Variability
Standard Deviition 7.4 7.2 -0.2 9.2 7.4 -0.8

Standard Deviation
+ Mean 14.7 15.5 +0.8 15.6 16.6 +1.0

4

IFI Net-of-Transfer Oeficit
Minus IFI Oeficit IFI

Deficit
New England 136.7 129.2 -7.5 190.2 11.6 -71.6

Middle,Atlantic 141.5 124.3 -17.2" 143.6 115.1 -28.5

East North Central 145.3 102.4 -42.9 152.5 105.0 -47.5

West North Central 113.8 96.5 -17.3 107.6 77.0 -30.6.

South Atlantic 77.8 74.4 -3.4 85.2 t8.5 -16.T

East South Central 85.9 76.3 ,-9.2 96.5 70.3 -26.2 ,

West South Central 60.8 -11.5 71.7 60.4 -11.3

Mountain 69.1 56.0 -13.1 75.7 48.2 -27.5

Pacific 110.2 88.6 -21.6 120.6 84.1 -36.5

Variability
Standa-rd Deviation . 30.7 25.9 -4.8 39.7 24.8 .-14.9

Standard Oe iation
Mean 29,0. 28.8 -0.2 34.2 29.9 -4.3

(47
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1970s, and inparticular, the federally-funded employment and.training
programs addressed to the problems of the economically disadvantaged, the
uneeployment and poverty rates were.adopted as "scientific" and "equitable"
ways of distributing funds, in contrast to the discretionary approach,more
frequently used in the 1960s. Likewise, state and local planning pro-
cedures were often mandated in federal. legislation. The funds allocated to
states and localittes were lo be distributed according to the relative
needs of' residents as judged by- their comparative unemployment and poverty
rates. As the.outTays for the Comprehensive'Employment and Training Act
grew, the stat- tics used in allocation and planning became more important

.issues. In late 1970s, when ZETA outlays Were. over $10 billion, a
change in a f nths of a percentage point in an area's unemployment rate
might cost it hundreds of thousands of dollars under the .CETA allocation
,formulae. Each time CEfA was amended there was debate over1.3 the relative,
weight to be given to area unemployment and poverty in fund allocation,
since poor areas were not always those with high unemployment, and since
allocation formUlae based on shares of excess unemployment above a certain
level, distributed resources to different areas than if shares of total
unemployment were used. Revisions of the estimation proGedures for local
unemployment rates in 1978 led to court challenges about the techniques
used.in deriving state and local estimates.

Allocating Resources According to Hardship Shares
-

In concept, the hardship measures are preferable to the unemployment
and poverty rates as a basis for allocating federal employment ancitraining
resources and other grants-in-aid addressed to labor market-related.prob-
lems. The purpose of CETA (and its renamed successor) is "to provide,j6b
training and employment opportunities for econoMically disadvantaged,
unemployed, or underemployed persons . , r" Yet the unemployment rate
does not count the underemployed, i.e., .low ',income' persons working part-
time but seeking full-time work and those workiNg full-time but earning
poverty wages, and includes many--in fact, a large majority--who ate not
from low-income families. On the other hand, only a fourth of all poor
persons, and two-fifths of those age 15 and over, are in the work force,
while many individuals marginally above and not counted by the poverty'',

,level are transfer recipients who might be self-speaKting if they received
training and employment assistance, so that areas with generbus tran'sfer
benefits are penalized in the allocation of federal manpower dollars where
poverty is the Criteria. The hardship measures, particularly the 1FE and
the IFE Deficit, focus on those, who are in the work force,and unable to
achieve adequate earnings to support themselves and their families, whether
the individuals are unemployed or underemployed. In other words, they
focus on the legislatively-specified universe of need for remedial employ-'
ment and training programs.

If hardship measures, rather than unemployment and poverty rates, or
combinations,of the two, were used to allocate funds, there would be some
substantial changes in e shares provided to different areas:

Nonmetrop itan areas accoUnt for a substantially larger share of
the hardship cou s and deficits than of unemployment (Table 5.10). Aver-
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Table 5.10. HARDSHIP AND UNEMPLOYMENT SHARES OF METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS AVERAGED FOR.
1974 THROUGH 1980

Average
Annual

Unemployment

Persons
Experiencing
Unemployment
During Year

Persons
Predominantly
Unemployed
During Year

Persons
In Poverty

SEVERE HARDSHIP - TOTAL WORK FORCE

IIE
IIE

Deficit .IFE
IFE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Deftcit

Metropolitan Areas 70.5% 68.7% 68.8% 61.0% 61.0% 57.5% 59.6% 61.1%, 59.3% 59.8%
Nonmetropolitan Areas 29.5 31.3 31:2 39.0 39.0 42.5 40.4 38.9 40.7 40.2

to
Centrag Cities of

* 4 -

Metropolitan Areas 34.1 31.2 33.3 37.0 26.8 26.3 32.1 34.5 34.1 35.4
Suburbs of Metropolitan

Areas 36.5 37.6 35.6 24.0 34.2 31.2 27.5 26.6 25.2 25.0

Larger Metropolitan
Areas' 39.2 39.8 33.8 32.3 30.5 31.7 33.3 31.4 31.6

Smaller Metropolitan
Areas 29.6 28.9 27.2 28.7 27.1 27.9 27.8 27.9 28.2

Central Cities in
Larger Metrdpolitan
Areas, ,e----- , 16.6 18.6 20.7 13.1 13.3 16.4 18.4 17.4 18.4

Central Cities in
Smaller Metropolitan
Areas 14.6 14.7 16.3 13.7 13.0 15.6 16.1 16.7 17.0

Suburbs in Larger
Metropolitan Areas 22.6 21.2 13.1 19.3 17.1 15.3 15.0 14.0 13.7

Suburbs in Smaller
Metropolitan Areas 15.0 14.2 10.9 14.9 14:1 12.2 11.7 \ 11.2 11.2

1
SMSA's with a population of over one million.
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aging the hardship, hverty and unemployment rates.over the 1974-1980
period (in order to average out the year-to-year changes in shires) and
assuming equal resources to be allotated each year, the allocations to
nonmetropolitan areas would have been 37 percenthigher if IFE shares were
used in the allocation formulae rather than shares of national average
annual unemployment° (Table, 5.11). Because these nonmetropolitan areas
accounted for a larger share of poverty than of unemployment, they would
have received only 4 percent more if IFE shares were used in allocation
rather than poverty shares.. Compared'to an allocation formula giving 50
percent weight to the share of average annual unemployment and 50 percent
weight to the poverty share, an IFE-based allocation would have increased
nonmetropolitan area resources by 18 percent.

Central cities would have received 6 percent less if allocation were
according to IFE shares rather than shares of average annual unemployment,
or 10 percent less relative to a formula giving equal weight to unemploy-
ment and poverty shares. The decrements would have been smaller if IFE
Deficit shares were utilized for allocation rather than the IFE counts.
1.arge central cities (those in metropolitan areas with over 1 million
population) would have lost more than smaller central cities if the IFE
share were used.

fr-

The suburban areas would have, received a fourth less under an IFE-.
based formula compared to an unemployment share formula, and 9 percent less
compared to a formula weighting unemployment and poverty shares equally.
If the IFE Deficit shares were used in allocation, the suburbs would have
received 12 percent less than under the unemployment-poverty formula.

Over the 1974-1980 period, the West North Central, South
Atlantic, East South Central, West South Central and Mountaih states
averaged a substantially larger share of the IFE than of persons experi-
encing unemployment or of persons unemployed over a third of their weeks in
the work force (Table 5.12). If IFE shares rather than unemployment shares
or equally weighted poverty and unemployment shares were used to distribute
resources, the states in these regions would have received a fourth and a
tenth more respectively (Table 5.13). In contrast, the New England, Middle
Atlantic and East North Central states would have received a fifth and an
eighth less, respectively. Use of the 1FI rather than the IFE shares would
have exacerbated this tendency, since the New England, Middle Atlantic and
East North Central states had more libe'ral, transfer systems and higher
Earnings Supplementation Rates so that their combined IFI share (30.6
percent averaged for the 1974-1980 period) was everl lower than their
combined IFE share (33.7 percent).

For specific states and localities, alterations in the allocationk
basis can have even more dramatic impacts. To illustrate the feasibility
of state level estimation, the complete array of hardship measures were
calculated for Ohio, North Carolina, Georgia, California and New York. The
impacts of hardship-based allocation varied significantly between these
states. Ohio's share of national unemployment was much larger than its
share of the IFE, and its IFI share was even smalleT because its Earnings
Supplementation Rate was far above average (Table 5.14). Ohio's IFI share,
matched its poverty share. In contrast, Georgia's IFE share was much
larger than its unemployment share, and its IFI share was larger still

26o
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Table 5.11. PERCENT INCREASE OR DECREASE IN ALLOCATION RESULTINGJROM,USE
OF HARDSHIP SHARE FOR ALLOCATION RATHER THAN UNEMPLOYMENT.OR
POVERTY SHARE

HARDSHIP SHARE ALLOCATION COMPARED TO
ANNUAL AVERAGE UNEMPLOYMENT'SHARE ALLOCATION

HARDSHIP SHARE ALLOCATION CaMEARED TO
POVERTY SHARE ALLOCATION

IIE
IIE IFE IFI

Oeficif IFE Deficit IFI Deficit IIE

IIE IFE IFI

Deficit IFE Deficit IFI Deficit

Metropolitan Areas -13% -18S -15% -13% -16% -15% 0 -61_ -2S 0 -3S -21
Nonmetropolitan Areas +32 +44 +32 +38 +36 0 +g +4 0 +4 +3.7

,

Central Cities .of

Metropolitan Areas -21 -23 -6 1 0 +4 -28 -29 -13 -7 -8 -4
Suburbs of Metropolitan -.

Areas '

I
-6 -15 -25 -17- -31 -32 +43 +30 +15 11 +5 +4

Larger Metropolitan
Areas -4 -10 -6 -1 -7 -7

Smaller Metropolitan
Areas

+-5 -1 +2 +2 +2 +4
,

Central Cities in
Larger Metropolitan
Areas -37 -36 1121 -11 -16 41

Central-Cities in
Smaller Metropolitan
Areas , -15 -ZO -4 -1 +2 +4

Suburbs In Larger
Metropolitan Areas +44 +31 +9 +14 +7 +5

Suburbs in '.,141Ier
40.,....1;nlitm Ar,,. .. 15 21 - *12 q .3 *)

HARDSHIP SHARE ALLOCATION COMPARED TO HARDSHIP SHARE ALLOCATION COMPARED TO
ALLOCATION RASED on SHARE OF EQUALLY WEIGHTED POVERTY AND

PERSONS EXPERIENCING UNEMPLOYMENT ANNUAL UNEMPLOYMENT SHARE ALLOCATION

IIE IFE IFI IIE IFE IFI
IIE Deficit IFE Deficit IFI Deficit IIE Deficit IFE Deficit !FT Deficit

Metropolitan Areas -11% -16% -I,3% -11% -14% -13% -7% -13% -9% -7% -10% -9%
Nonmetropolitan Areas +25 +36

, .
+24 +24 +30 +29 *14 +24 +18 +14 +19 +17

Centr:11 Cities of .

Metropolitan /rea.s -14 -16 +3, +11 +9 +14 +25 -26 -10 -3. '4 0

Areas . -9 -I, -27 -29 -33 -34 +13 +3 -9 -12 -17 -16

Larger*ropolftan
Areai.' -17 -22 . -19 -15 -20 -21

Smaller Metropolitan
Areas' -8 -6 -6 -4 -2

Central Cities, in . 7'
,

Larger Metropolitan
' Areas '

''.*

-21 -26 -4 +II ..,7

Central Cities in
Smaller Metropolitan

_

Areas . -14 -11, +7 +11 +IA +17
Suburbs In Larger
Metropolitan Arras I -6 32 434 -38

Subgrbs in Smaller
Metropolitan Areas -1

,-24

19 +22' ' :25 _, -25
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Table 5.12. AVERAGE SHARES OF UNEMPLOYMENT, POVERTY AND HARDSHIP FOR CENSUS DIVISIONS OVER 1974-1980
PERIOD .-

Persons Persons
0Experiencing Predominantly IIE IFE IFI

Oivision
1

Unemployment Unemployed Poverty IIE Deficit fFE Deficit IFI Deficit

New England 5.84% 6.01% 4.34% 5.43% 5.21% 4.96%. 4.84% 4.44% 3.80%

Middle Atlantic 16.59 18.81 15.15 14.20- 14.19 13.07 13.97 11.67 11.66

East North Central 19.87 20.30 15.34 17.93 17.74 15.62 16.49 14.51 14.29

West North Central '6.79 5.70 6.53 9.14 10.10 8.61 7.96 7.91 7.81

South Atlantic 15.30 15.01 18.32 16.64 16.07 17.8 17,39 19.27 19.49

East South Central , 6.16 6.24 9.97 7.50 7.27 8.39 8.54 9.41 9.90

West South Central 8.77 7.99 13.90 11.13 11.09 12.31. 12..17 13.87 14.74

Mountain 4.86 4.01 4:59 5.16 5.30 5.23 4.80 5.46 5.46

Pacifict-) 15.74, 15.73 11.88 12.81 12.99 13.94 +SA0 13.46 12.90
3,

Severe Hardship - Total Work Force

1
New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts New Hampshire, Rhode Island and. Vermont
Middle Atlantic: New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania .

East North Central: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio and Wisconsin
West North Central: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North and South Dakota
South Atlantic. Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia
East South Central: Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi and Tennessee.
West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma and 'NW,
Mountain: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming
Pacific: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon and Washington
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Table 5.13. PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN ALLOCATION RESULTING FROM- *USE OF ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATION BASES

Division

USE

SWIPE

IIE

Of 116POSHIP SHARE COMPARED 10 USE OF
or PIPSONS EXPEPIIINIK UNEMPLOYMENT

USE 01 HARDSHIP SHARI LUMIARLD
USE Of POVERTY SHARE

TO

IFI

IFI .0eficit

USE Of HARDSHIP SHARE COMMIE).
AVERAGE Of SHAPES Of POVERIY AND

PERSONS EXPERIENCING UNERWLOYMENT

IIE

Deficit IFE

1FE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Oeficit IIE

IIE

Deficit IFE

IFE

Deficit 11E

*'- IIE

Deficit a IFE

Deficit TFI

IFI

Deficit

NewEngland -7% -11% -15% -17% -24% -35% +25% +20% 414% +12% +2% -12% +7% +2% -3% -5% -13% -25X

Middle Atlantic -14 -9 -21 -16 -30 -30 -6 -9 -14 -8 -23 -23 -11 -11 -18 -12 -26 -27

East North Central
,

-10 -11 -21 -17 -27 -28 +17. +16 +2 +7 -5 -7 +2 +1 -11 -6 -18 -19

4., West North Central *35 +48 +27 +17 +18 +15 +40 +65 +32 +22 +22 +20 +37 +52 +29 420 +20 +17
.t.

Solth Atlantic +9 +5 +17 +14 +26 +27 -9 -12 -3 -5 +5 t6 -1 -4 +6 +3 +15 +16
N

East South Central +22 +18 +36 +39 +53 +61 -25 -27 -16 -14 -6 -1 -7 -10 +4 +6 +17 +23

West South Central +27 +26 +40 +39 +58 +68 -20 -20 -11 -12 -2 +6 ;2 -2 +9 +7 +22 +30

Mountain +6 +9 +8 -1 +12 +12 +12 +15 -14 +6 419 +19 +9 +12 +11 +1 +15 +15

Pacific -19 -17 -11 -12 -14 -18 +8 +9 +17 +17 +13 +9 -7 -6 +1 +1 -3 -7
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Table 5.14. STATE SHARES OF UNEMPLOYMENT, POVERTY AND HARDSHIP AVERAGED FOR 1974-1980 PERIOD

7

I

.

Annual Average
Unemployment

t

Persons
Experiencing
Unemployment

Predominantly
Unemployed Poverty

Severe Hardship - Total Work Force

IIE
IIE

Deficit IFE

IFE
Deficit , IFI

IFI

Deficit

Ohio 4.94% t
4.86% 4.88% 3.77% 4.56% 4.36% 3.78% 3.93% 3.59%

.

3.54%

North Carolina 2.30 2.58 2.34 3.05 3.01 2.92 3.19 2.83 3.58 3.15
4

Georgia 2.24 2.30 2.25 3.21 2.66 2.58 2.98 2.95 3.42 3.66
-

alifornia 12.02 11.42 11.75 8:93 9.33 9.46.- 10.31 10.26 10.00 9.61

New York 9.71 7.78' 9.20 7.97 6.55 6.66 6.40 6.72 5.85 5.76
-
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because of its below_average Earnings Supplementation Rate. Yet Georgia's
hardship share was below its poverty share.

Under an IFE-based allocation, Nolth Carolina and Georgia would have
gained nearly a fifth and a tenth, etspectively, compared to a poverty/
unemployment allocation farmula. California's allocatton$ would have
changed little while 'Ohio's would have declined by an eighth and New York's
by over a fourth (Taple '5.15).

Another possible consequence of substituting a hardship-based
allocation for an unemployment-based allocation is to stabilize funding and
activity levels. Year-to-year fluctuations .in allocations undermine
operational effectiveness because of the difficulties of phasing programs
up and down, or trying to plan when likely" funding is uncertain. It
obvtously makes a difference whether federalbudgeting responds to changes
in the unemployment Tate, or in hardsfiliailiadence, since the fluctuations
in hardship are less severe than the fluctuations in unemployment:

Standard deviation in annual
incidence as percentage

1974-1980 mean incidence

Unemployment rate
. 15.8

Poverty and unemployment rate equally weighted .8.3
Severe hardship IIE rate

.1, 6.5.
Severe hardship IFE rate 5.8
evere hardship IFI rate 6.8

-

But the choice of statistics used for allocating whatever,funds are
made available nationally can also affect the stability of funding received
by states and localities. Although the percentage fluctuations in hardship
rates are less than the percentage fluctuations.in unemployment or combined
poverty and 'unemployment rates, hardship shares. are only slightly more
stable than unemployment, or poverty and unemployment, shares. For
regions, states and areas, the coeffictents of variation in IIE shares over
the 1974=1980 period were slightly less than those for poverty or unem-
ployment shares. In most, but not all cases, the IFE shares were more
stable than unemployment shares, but the combined poverty/unemployment
allocation shares were frequently more stable (Table 5.16). Since the IFI
rate is not cyclically sensitive and has experienced differing trends in
different areas, largely as a result of differentially changing transfer
policies, the coefficients of,variation for the IFI rate were larger than
those for unemployment and/or poverty.

The resources addressed to the labor market problems of the disad-
vantaged are subdivided at,the national level' into categories addressed to
different segments of the work force, and then are subdivided at the state
and local levels according to shares of the universe of need. Each year
the state or local decisionmaking agent must submit a plan detailing the
composition of the eligible population and, must indicate the priorities for
service based on objective locally established criteria to assure services.

.267
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Table 5.15. PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 4LOCATION RESULTING FROM USE OF ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATION BASES

'
t

USE OF HARDSHIP SHARE RATHER THAN
SHARE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL UNEMPLOYMENT

USE OF HARDSHIP SHARE RATHER
THAN POVERTY SHARE

USE OF HARDSHIP SHARE RATHER THAN AVERAGE
OF POVERTY AND UNEMPLOYMENT SHARES

IIE

IIE

Deficit 1FE

1FE

Deficit 1F1

IFI

Deficit IIE

IIE

Deficit 1FE

1FE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Deficit IIE

IIE

Oeficit 1FE

IFE

Deficit IFI

IFI

Deficit

Ohio -8% -12% -23X -20% -27% :28% +21% +16% O. +4% -5% -6% +5% 0 -13% -10% -18% -19%

North Carolina +31 +2 +39 +23 +56 +37 -1 -6 +5 -7 +17 +3 +13 +9 +19 +6 +34 +18
. 4
georgia +19 +15 +33 +32) +53 +63 -27 -20 -12 -8 +7 +14 -3 -6 +9 +8 +25 +34

" California -22 -11 -14 -15 -17 - -20 +4 +6 +15 +15 +12 +8 -11 -10 -2 -2 -5 -8

New York -33 -31 -34 -30 -40 -41 -18 -16 -20 -15 -27 -28 -26 -25 -28 -23 -7 -35

.

.268
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Tabte 5.16. YEAR-TO-YEAR FLUCTUATIONS IN HARDSHIP, UNEMPLOYMENT,AND POVERTY SHARES AS MEASURED tY
COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION IN RATES FOR DIFFERENT AREAS OVER THE 1974-1980 PERIOD

Inside SMSA
Central city
Suburb

Outside SMSA

New England
Middle Atlantic
East North Centf.al

West North Central
South Atlantic
East South Central
West South Central
Mountain
Pacific -

.,

Ohio ,

North Carolina
Georgia
Califoftia
New York

Unemployment
share

A

Poverty
share

Average share
poverty

and unemployment

..,

'

Severe hardship -
total work, force

IIE

share
IFE IF1

share _ share

1.9%
2.3
2.9

4.5 .,

10.3
5.7

5.1

6.4

2.7
5k
3.9

4.6

4.9

9.1

14.0

10.2

9.0

9.1

1.9%
4.7

4.3
2.9

7.5
5.5

3.4
7.4

2.5
3.7.

6.8
4.2
3.6

7.0
7.9

14.6

4.0
8.6

)

0.8%
2.4

1.9

15,6 ,

14.0
5.6,

6:6
6.2
6.0
6.7

6.1

9.3' ,

5.1

5.3
5.4

12.3

5.5 ,

6.4

0.8%-

2.0

2.4

1.3

7.0

4.5

1:7

3.4

2.5
t

4.8

3:6

3.1

2.7

4.1

6.1

4.5
3.7

4.4

2.0%
3.3

4.5
2.9

7.4

5.1

4.1

8.8
2.5

5.9

4.0
3..9

4.4

.9.3
7.7

'10.6
6.2

8.5

2.9%
5.8

6.3

4.2
,

11.5
5.6

6.0'

10.1

5.1

8.8

5.8

3.6

11.9
11.3

16.:5

4.7

11.3
.
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to those most in need. Yet even though the eli6ible population includes
the unemployed and underemployed in low-income families, planning and
client priorities are usually based on available unemployment and poverty
data. These data may yield quite different client priorities than the
hardship data:

o If the severe hardship IFE share for the total work'force we e
used to target resources in 1979, males would have received marginally les
than females, while if unemployment shares Were used, they wplild have
received slightly more (Chart 5.9). However, male family heads 45uld have
received substantially more under a hardship-based distribution. Female
family heads would have gained enormously, since their share.of the,IFE was
double their share of.the average annual unemployed. The big losers would
have .been wives and other family members:

V.
Share

average annual
unemployment

. Average of
unemployment

and

poverty share
IFE

share

Males 50.6% 43.5% 47.5%
Females 49.4 56.5 52.5

Male family heads 184' 17.7 yak

..-Female family heads. 6:9 11.9 15.2
Wiyet 19.7 17.6 14:1
Other family members 40.5 28.7 19.8
Unrelated individuals 14.1 244 26.4

High school dropouts would haveleceived a much larger, share of
resources under an Ift-based distributfin than under an unemplorient-based
distribution (Chart 5.10). Student-5 would have received somewhat more
while high school graduates and pertons with so -Post-secondary education
would have received much less. The IFE share anYoqg theeducation sub-
groups very nearly matched 'the avet.age of the un ployMent and adult
poverty shares:

e

Share of
workers-who-,

experienced
unemployment

,Average of share
experiencing
unemployment

-an& poverty share
IFE

share

Studentsli . 10.7% 10.8% 11.9%
High school Aropouis 28.8 42.0 39.9
High school graduates,

only 38.4 30.4 30.2.
Completed some post-

secondary,education 22.9 17.1 18.1-
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Chart 5.9. SHARES OF HARDSHIP, UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY IN 1979 BY SEX AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIP .
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-Chart 5.9. (Continued)
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Chart 5.10. SHARES OF HARDSHIP, UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY IN 1979 BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
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Chart 5.10. (Continued)
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o-' Minortties would have 'received about the, same share whether
targeting were based on IFE shares or shares of average annual unemployment

(Chart 5.11). They would have received less under an IFE-based distribu-
tion than one based on the average of the unemployment and adult poverty
shares..Jinorities would have benefited more if the focus were only on
full-yeat%%lork force participants, if targeting were based on hardship
deficft?laWer than Counts, or if allocation used the IFI rather than the
IFE,share:r'

LFE share +share average

Whites Blacks Hispanics

unemployed 99% 101% 103%

IFE Deficit,shaxe + share
average annual unemployed 94 1,21 104

IFI share + share
av'erage annual unemployed 90 '130 139

IFI Deficit share + share
,average annual unemployed 88 140 139

If hardship were the only consideration in targeting, youth would

have received substantially less priority, while older workers would have
received substantially more (Chart 5.12):

Share average
annual unemployment

Average shares of
annual_unemployment

and poverty
IFE
Share

16-19 25.6% 19.7% 13.4%
20-24 23.1 18.5 17.1

25-44 34.8 32.5 33.3
45+ 16.5 29.4 36.2

State-Level Planning Strategies

The hardship measures can be "used to plan intervention strategies as
well as client priorities. For instance, the new legislation which re-
places the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act puts greater enphasis
on state level planning and decisionmaking. The baseline hardship meas-
ures, which have been calculated for.five states, suggest that the under-
lying labor market problems and patterns differ significantly from one
state to another. While disaggregations for each state would.be needed to
make refined judgments, the summary data provide a basis for better
strategizing enployment and training as well as income maintenance strat-
egies.arthe state_level:
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Chart 5.11. SHARES OF 'HARDSHIP, UNEMPLOYMENT
AND POVERTY IN 1979 BY RACE,
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Chart 5.12. SHARES OF HARDSHIP, UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY IN 1979 BY AGE -
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Chart 5.12. (Continued) -a
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Georgia: With the highest hardship rates among the five sample
s,tates, and with relatively high average hardship deicits, Georgia would
have received a large share of any funds distributed by hardship formulae
(Table 5.17). These severe conditions did not reflect a depressed labor
market. The percent of the Geollia work force experiencing.unemployment in
1979 was far below the national average and the unemployment incidence in
the other four states in the sample (although the percent employed,part-
time involuntarily was higher in Georgia). The proportion of the work
force enployed full-year was typical for the np,i-o-fi so that this was not
an explanation for the hardship rates. Person with Inadequate Individual
Earnings- were more likely to have Inadequate Family Earnings, and repre-
sented a larger share of the IFE, than in other states; in other words,
individual labor market problems were relatively more of a factor in
explaining family hardship.

The clear culprit, then, was low wages. The IIE and IFE rates Among
workers employed all weeks were 20.7,and 10.8 percent, respectively, or 2.0

.and 1.7 percentage" points above the national averages (Table 5.18).
,Persons employed full-time, full-year represented 16.2 percent of the
severe hardship IFE in Georgia compared telust 10.5 percent of the severe
hardship IFE for the total work force'nationwide, and 12.3, 11.3, 10.1 and
7.2 percent, respectively, in North Carolina; Ohio, New York and
Califorhia. ,A ten percent increase in earnings for all Georgia,workers
would have reduced the IFE by 13.7 percent--or a greater amount than
similar augmentation in other states or nationwide. In contrast Full
Employment Augmentation providing minimum wages for all hours of forced
idleness had a lesser effect -in Georgia than nationwide or in the other
states in the sample. Finally, the cash and in-kind transfer system in
Georjia was relatively ineffective in reducing poverty among the working
poor. Only a fourth of workees in 'eorgia's IFI Net-of-Transfers were
raised,out of poverty.by cash benefits, compared to nearly a third nation-
wide%

To alleviate hardship in Georgia, relatively more emphasis would be
needed on the underemployedvis-a-vis the unemployed. Attention might be
placed on training and upgrading the,skills of those already employed, with
a focus on those forced to work part-time involuntarily. Supplementing
these labor market strategies, the state might increase the exemptions
under state income taxes or provide an earned income tax credit of some
sort so as not to discourage work.

North Carolida: Like Georgia, North Carolina had comparatively high
hardship rates despite. low unemployment. However, there were some quite
significant contrasts between_the two states. The work force participation
rate was higher in North Carolina, and the number of dependents per worker
lower, apparently reflecting a greater number of secondary earners. The
state was below the national average, and ranked lowest in the state
sample, in the proportton of its work force employed full-time. As a
result, hardship was not as "hard" in North Caroisina as elsewhere; the
state had the lowest average severe hardship deficits in the sample, far
below those in Georgia. A comparatively small share of its IIE and.IFE
were full-year work force participants unemployed over one-third of their
weeks in the work force, i.e., those likely to have the greatest average
deficits. They represented only,8.6 percent of the North Carolina severe

2 81
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Table 5.17. HARD§HIP AND RELATED SUMMARY INDICATORS FOR STATE PLANNING, 1979

Severe Hardship Rates

For Total Work Force

IIE

IFE

IFI

Intermediate Kardship Rates
For Total Work Force

IIE

IFE

IFI

Moderate Hardship Rates

For Total Work Force

IIE

IFE

IFI

Intermediate 4 Severe
-.Hardship For Total
Work Force

IIE

IFE

IFI

Modeeate Severe
Hardship For Total

Work,Force

IIE

IFE

IFI

NATIONAL AVERAGE GEORGIA , NORTH CAROLINA OHIO CALIFORNIA NEW YORK

Indicator Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank

24.2
11.4
6.0

35.0
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9.9

44.0
18.'4

12,3

,
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1.62
2.03

4
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(3)
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(5)

P)4)

(5)
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.12.9

8.1

39.7
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10.9

49.6
21,0
14.9

.

1.52

1.27,
1.35

1.89

1.61

1.85

(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)

(2)

(2)

(2)

(2)

(2)

2

6

3)

25.6
12.9
7.9

40.0
17.9
12,1

53.0
23.0
17.5

..=.

1.56

1.39
1.53

2.07

1.79

2.23

(2) 22.5 (4) 20.4 (6) 21.5 (5)
(2) 9.5 (6) 10.5 (5) 10.6 (4)
(2) 5.0 (6) 5.7 (4) 5.4 (5)

(1) 31.6 (5) 30.5 (:) 31.7 t (4)
(1) 12.0 (6) 14.2 ( ) 13.6 (5)
(1) 6.9 (6) 9.1 (3) 6.5 (5)

(1) 40.1 (4) 38.7 (6) 39.5 (5)
(1) 15.3 (6) 18.1 (4) 17.4 (5)
(1} 9.4 (4) 12.4 (3) 5.2 (5)

N)

V:)

*

(1 1.27

1.40 1.49 (3) 1.48 (4)

(3 1.37 M5 1.36
1.60

1.28

iB 1.57 M

(1) 1.78 (6) 1.90 (2) 1.83 i4)
1.61 1.73 1.64
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Table 5.17. (Continued)

Severe Hardship Rates For

Full-Year Work Force

NATIONAL AVERAGE

Indicator Rank

IIE .17.0
IFE 6.8 ])

, 7 IFI 3.7 3

Fu11-Year Total Work
Force

Work Force 71.8 (4)

IIE -. 50.4 (4)
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IFI 43.9 (4)
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Deficits For Total Work
Forte
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IFI
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Deficits For Full-Year
Work Force
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Iq
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Work Force Participation
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PersOns Per Work.Force
Participant 1.90 (4).
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jable 5.17. (Continued)
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Table 5.17. (Continued)

Percent Reduction In IFE
Deficit From Augmentation

NATIONAL AVERAGE . GEORGIA NORTH CAROLINA OHIO CALIFORNIA NEW YORK

Indicatoi Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank Indicator °Rank Indicator Rank Indicator Rank

S

Enhanced Earnings 7.7 (5) 8.3 (2) 10.4 (1) 6.5 (6) 8.2 (3) 7 7.8 (4)
Capacity Earnings 19.6 (3) 16.8

P)
16.6 (6) 20.7 (2) 19.0 (4) 21.9 (1)

Full Employment 30.1 (3) 26.6 6) 26.7 (5) 30.6 (2) 29.1 (4) 32.4 (1)
Adequate Employment '40.7 (3) 42.7 (2) 36.9 (4) 46.0 (1) 36.4 36.1 (6)
Enhanced Capacity 47.3 (3) 49.9 (2) 44:9 (4) 51.4 (1) 43.6 i5)5) 42.9 (6)

. &

, Work Experience Pattern
'Distribution

15-.8 (4) 13.9 (6) 14.8 (5) 15.8 (3) 17.0 (1) 15.9 (e)Total Unemployed
Not Employed 777 (4) 1.8 (3) 776 (6) 1.8 (2) 1.6 (5) 2.? (1) P.)
Mos.tly Unemployed 1.4 (3) 1.2 (6) 1.3 (5) 1.3 (4) 1.5 (2) 1.7 (1) ..;

Mixed 3.3 (3) 3.2 (5) 3.2 (5) ' 3.2 (5) 3.5 (2) 4.1 (1)
P.)

Mostly Employed 9.4 (3) 7.8 (6) 8.6 (4), 9.6 (2) 10.5 (1) 7.9 (5)
I

Total 'Employed 84.2 (3) 86.1 85.2 (2) 84.2 83.0 84.1 (5)
Involuntary Part-Tttne -ET (3) 6.7 2)

r)
-r-fr (1) "TV 4) 777

{8
777 (6)

Voluntary Part-Time\ 23.1 (2) 21.4 4) 21.9 (3) 20.8 5) 23.3 1) 18.2 (6)
Employed Full-Time 55.0 (5) 57.8 (2) 55.5 (4) 57.5 (3) 54.0 (6) 60.6 (1)

4.
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Table 5.18. VARYING WORK EXPERIENCE PAfTERN5tAMONG
TOTAL WORK FORCE4 PARTICIPANTS IN SEVERE HARDSgIP IN 1979 FOR FIVE STAES ANDTHE NATION

IIE Incidence

ft National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total Unemployed 53.5% 59.8% 6168% 49.6% 48.81 54.411,

Not Employed 99.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.0 \ 100.0
,i

Mostly Unemployed
mixed

951
69.1

100.0
70.1

100.0
75.0

90.3

68.5
94.V
63

94.8
68.9

Mostly Employed 33.5 40.0 44.2 28.5 3t.3 30.8

Total Employed 18.7 20.7 19.3 17.4 14.6 14.8

Involuntary Part-Time 44.6 52.1 45.9 45.0 ,31.7 53.5
Voluntary Part-Time 32.6 33.9 29.2 35.5 26.6 28.5
Emploied Full-Time - 12.1 8.0 7.6 7.4

\..

IIE Share

National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total Unemployed 34.9 31.9 35.7 34.8 40:8 42.1

lot Employed 7.0 5.5 6.3 7.9 7.4 10.4
Mostly Unemployed
mixed

i.-, 5.4
9.5

5.5

7.6
5. 14,

9.3

5.1

9.6
6.8

lo,p
7.4

13.0
Mostly Employed 13.0 8.9 14.91 12.2 r 15M ' 11.4

Total Employed 65.1 68.1 64.3 65.2 59.2 57.9

Involuntary Part-Time 11.3 14.4 14.0 . 11.8 8.9 13.0
Voluntary Pak-Time 31.1 30.6 25.0 32.9 30.4 24.1
Employed Full-Time 22.7 27.4 25.2 20.5 20.2 20.9

_3 o

IIE Deficit Share

National 6etor9ia North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total *Unemployed 40.5 37.6 39.8 38.7 35.2 50.7

4ot Employed 7.5- 4.7 4.2 9.4 7.5 12.4.Mbstly Unemployed 10.9 10.7 10.3 9.2 12.6 16.0Mixed 11.4 12.5 11.4 11.2 13.1 13.8Mostly Employed . 10.5 9.7 14.0 8.8 12.0 8.5

Total Employed 59.8 62.4 60.2 61.3 54.8 49%3

Involuntary Part-Time 11.2 12.14.0 15.5 11.8 9.1 12.2Voluntary Part-Time 17.9 185"I 15.5 17.2 19.6 122Employed Full-Time 30.6 31.1 29.3 32.3 26.1 24.9

*61
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Table 5.18., (Continued)

IFE Incidence

National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total Unemployed 22.8% 26.2%, 17.8% 20.8% 20.2%

.Not Employed 46.8

.25.5%

- - 39.3 33.4 . 44.1 49.8 46.4
Mostly Unemployed 42.4 58.9 52.7 32.9 37.6 34.9
Mixed 28.1 30.8 29.1 20.6 21.6 26.2
Mostly Employed 13.7 14.8 19.6 10.1 13.7 12.4

.

Total Employed 9.2 10.8 10.6
V--

7.9 8.3 8.3

Involuntary Part-Time 19.8 26.9 24.7 19.3 17.4 27.3
Voluntary Part-Time 17.5 18.4 21.0 16.4 16.6 18.3

oyed Full-Time 4.5 6.1 5.0 3.6 3.8 3.6

IFE Share

National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total Unemployed 31.7 27.5 30.0 29.7 317 34.5

Not Erigoloyed 7.0 5.5 4.2 8.3 7.4 9.7
Mostly Unemployed 5.1 5.5 5.4 4.4 5:3 5.5
Mixed 8.3 7.6 7.2 6.9 7.2 10.0
Mostly Employed 11.3 8.9 13.2 10.2 13.8 9.3

Total Employed 68.3 72.5 70.0 70.7 66.3 65.5

Involuntary Part-Time 10.7 14.4 12.6 12.0 9.5 13.4
Voluntar'y Part-Time 35.6 30.6 35.8 36.2 36.9 31.4
Employed Full-Time 20.0 -" 27.4 21.6 22.0 19.9 20.7

.

/
IFE Deficit Share

National 20.29.L1 North Carolina Ohio Califrirnia New York

Total Unemployed 36.2 31.7 32.6 32.6 38.5 39.2

Not Emplciyed 12.3 6.5 3.8 12.2 .4 16.3
Mostly Unemployed 7.1 9.6 10.6 5.0 .2 6.7
Mixed 7.9 7.2 5.7 8.1 6.6 9.3
Yostly Employed 8.9 8.3 12.5 7.4 12.3 6.9

Tot' Employed 63.8 68.3 67.4- 67.4 61.5 / 60.8

Involuntary Part-Time 11.2 15.6 13.0 16.0 8.7 15.2
Voluntary Part-Time 32.3 30.6 33.2 29,8 35.9 .1

Employed Full-Time ,20.3 22.3 21.2 22.6 16.9 17.5
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Table 5.18. (Continued)
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IFI Incidence

National/ aorta North Carolina Ohio California New York

Total Unemployed 14.2% 7.5%

28.6
33.6
17.0
12.6

6.6

21.2
9.9
3.6

15.5% 11.6% 13.6% 14.2%

Not Employed

a Mostly Unemployed
Mixed

I Mostly Employed

Total Employed

26.

16.0
8.6

4.5

11.4
6.9
2.7

21.2

31.7
19.2

10.4

6.6

18.3

11.2

3.1

20.3
24.0

15.0
7.3

18

12.2

5.6

2.2

37.2

25.2
12.3

9.0 .

4.1

11.3

6.6
2.2

31.4
20.2
15.1

7.7

422-
12.4

7.0
2.0

Involuntary Part-Time
Voluntary Part-Time
Employed Full-Time

IFI Share

National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California -New York

Toa Unemployed 37.1 30.2 28.6 36.7 40.7 42.0

Not Employed 8.9 6.4 4.3 7.2 10.2 13.0
Mostly Unemployetlik4L
Mixed

6.0

8.9
5.1

6.7
5,3

7.8
6.1

9.4
6.5

7.5
6.1

11.4
Mostly Employed 13.3 12.1 11.4 14.0 16.6 11.3

Total Employed 62.9 69.8 71.4 63.3 59.3 58.0

Involuntary Part-Time 11.6 18.1 18.2 14.3 11.3 12.0
Voluntary Part-Tire 26.6 26.1 A1.3 23.2 26.9 23.8
Employed Full-Time 24.8 25.6 21.6 25.7 21.1 22.0

Total Unemployed

Not Employed
Mostly Unemployqd
Mixed'

Mostly Employed

Total Employed

Involuntary Part-Time
Voluntary Part-Time

Employed Full-Time

IFI Deficit Share ' 0 ,

National Georgia North Carolina Ohio California New York

s 39.8 33.2 32.4 35.5 41.8 42.2
,

,

12.7 6.5 5.1 9.8 14.5 17.9
7.7 7.7 7.2 7.8 6.0 6.6
8.5 ' 8.7 6.8 9.2 7.4 ' 9.6

10.9 10.3 13.4 8.4. 13.4 8.0

60.2 66.8 67.6 64.5 58.2 57.8

12.4 20.7 19.8 _ 19.6 12.6 13.8
22.7 24.8 24.5 16.1 26.1 21.3
25.1 21.3 y 23.3 28.8 19.5 22.8

"N.
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hardship IIE and 6.2 percent of the IFE for the total work foree; compared

to 11.3 and 10.6 percent nationwide, and-9.2 percent for both in Georgia.

On the other hand, the unemployed represented 14.9 percent of the North

Carolina LIE and 13.2 percent of its IFE compared to 8.9 percent of both
the IIE and IFE counts in ,Georgia. IIE and IFE rates for the inter-
mittently unemployed who were jobless less than a third of their weeks in

the work force were higher in North Carolina than elsewhere.

The safety net in North Carolina was far more effecti(ie than in

Georgia and compared favorably with California and Ohio. Over two-fifths
of North Carolina's IFI Net-of-Transfers escaped poverty by the receipt of

'cash and in-kind aid, a percentage exceeded only by New York among the

sample states.

Finally, bgth intermediate'and moderate hardship were relatively more

prevalent compared to severe hardship. Put another way, there were com-
paratively more persons just above the severe hardship cutoff ccmpared ,to

those falling below.

Based on these data, North Carolina should proloatly put relatively

more emphasis on helping the less-than-fbll-year workers, the short-term

unemployed and, those employed part-time involuntarily. The state should

serve relatively more secondary family framers. It might be politically
prudent to offer less intensive services'to greater numbers in order not to

lift workers and families from just below severe hardship to a level

significant)y ahead of those Just above severe harqship, since there is
already a 6oncentration just above the severe hardship margin.

Ohio: The severe hardship IFE and IFI rates in 1979 were lower in
Ohio than in any of the other states in the sample, but the average IIE and
4IFE Deficits of those in hardship were quite high. A larger share of the
Arsons in Ohio's IFE had Inadequate Individual Earnings than in the other
states, so that the elimination of individual earnings problems as

simulated by Adequate Employment and Enhanced Capacity iugmentatlon would

have substantial impacts in reducing the Ohio IFE and the:IFE Deficit--
greater than in any of the other states.

4h Moderate and intermediate hardship were also low in Ohib, both rela-
tiVe to other states and relative lo the Ohio sever:p hardship total. Put

another way, there were proportionftely fewer Ohio work force participants
just above the severe hardship level who would be affected by measures to
substantially upgrade thoe with the most severe labor market problems.

California: A relatively. large portion of the California work force

experienced, unemployment, mostlY Tof a short-term nature. The severe

hardship ILE and IFE incidence rates were extremely low among work force
participants enployed all weeks, so that the unemployed accoupted .for a

large share of the IFE and the LIE. Many of these individuals in hardship

participated less than full-year. While the hardship incidence rates were

'extremely low among Calfornia's full-year workers, they were comparatively

high among less.than full-year participants. California Was lowest among

the st4eS in the percentage of the.IFE represented by full-time, full-year

workers,,while the full-year participants who were predOminantlyaunemployed
repesented only 9.6 percent of the California IFE, compared to 10.8 per-
cent of the national IFE.
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While the averagevdeficits of persons in the IIE and IFE were.com-
paratively low, the Earnings Supplementation Rate-Transfers, as well as the
percentage reduction in the IFI Net-of-Transfers resulting from cash and
in-kind aid, were only slightly.above those in Georgia. California cannot
be characterized as generous to its working poor.

Based on these data, California should focus relatively more on job
creation for the short-term unemployed. But the basic problem is one of
limited wqrk force, participation relative to family income needs. The

L percent of' the IFE who had Inadequate Individual Earnings was lower in
' California than any other state, .and providing all individuals in the

severe hardship LEE with minimally adequate employment would have reduced
the IFE by only 30.0 percent compared to the 35.9 percent drop In the.IFE
nationwide with Adequate Employment augmentation. Transfer improvements,
perhaps rewarding work force attachment, would be necessary to substan-
tially redUce the IFI.

New York: Hardship rates were relatively low in New York, par-
ticularly among full-year workers and those employed full-time.all weeks in
the work force. But Ndw York had a high unemployment level, and a par-
ticularly large share of its unemployed were jobless more than a third of
their weeks in the work force. The predominantly unemploydd accounted for
8.0 percent of the'New York work force compared to 6.4 percent of the
national work force, and 25.2 percent of New'York's severe hardship IFE
compared to 20.4 percent of the national IFE. The average IFE Deficit was,
therefore, quite high. Capacity Earnings and, Full Employment augmentation,
i.e., the augmentation strategies focused on unemployment problems, had a
much More significant relative impact in New York than elsewhere in thenation. Despite the high average IFE Deficit, the Earnings Supplementation
Rate-Transfers was higher in New York than any of the other states.

In order to address these conditions, New York should probably put
more emphasis on job, creation and significant training for the long-term
unemployed from low-income families. Given the high transfer levels, job
creation could provide a relatively effective alternative to dependency.

The PractiCality of These Applications

In concept, then, the hardship measures, particularly the severe
hardship IFE and the IFE Deficit, would be ideal as a basis for allocating,
targeting and strategizing the use of reOurces_ addressed to the unemployed
and underemployed from low-income families. There are, however, some
practical constraints, and these could become quite formidable when
combined with the political constraints. Unemployment rates for states and
labor market areas are derived Afeom the Current Population Survey. There
is an accepted--if technically questionable--method of adjusting the CPS
with decennial Census data and annual unemployment insurtnce and other aata
in order to derive estimates for labor market areas where\.the CPS sample
alone is too small to make reliable estimates. Similar adjustment pro-
cedures could be derived to estimate hardship shares, for all states and
labor.market. areas. However, the unemployment rates would be inherently
more dependable estimates because they are based on the average of the
monthly CPS counts rather.than a once-a-year survey.

29 4
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The poverty rates for states and substate areas ar no more dependable

than th'e hardship rates, since they are a1,4o derived from the March Current

Population Survey. Like the hardship measures, they understate the

severity of problems in high-cost areas because there is no.adjustment for

ircost variations other than the 15 percent lower poverty levels used for
4

rural 'areas. Yet the inadequacies of the uniform poverty levels were
4

already accepted before large amounts of funds were allocated by poverty-

based formulae. Were a hardship approach to be seriously considered, the

cost variation issue woul,d be opened up again by areas threatened with a

reduction in funds. Moreover, an allocation formula which weidghts both

poverty and umenployment rates in some sense balances' the estimation

problems, since areas with low costs and high poverty rates probably have

more disguised unemployment, so that their gains undem one meastirement

anomaly are offset by their losses under another.

BotI)die poverty and hardship measures could be improved by adopting

an area cost-of-living adjustment as is used in the Bureau of Labor

Statistics lower liv.ing standard budget. But what is needed in addition is

an expansion of the annual survey of work experience and income in order to

provide more accurate estimates for states and subareas. Until cost

variations are adopted in poverty and hardship measures, and statistical

basis for state and local estimates improved, it is almost assured that the

losers under a hardship allocation scheme would thwart any change, de-

fending the familiar, if flawed, unemployment and poverty allocation

procedures.

The hardship data could, however,/ be utilized to determine the

aggregate annual funding levels. Both the poverty 'and annual average

unemployment rates presumably considered in the annual budget process have

'unavoidable lags, so that gold" data must be used in projecting the budget

level for the coming year. Yet hardship measures tend to fluctuate-less

than unemployment rates, so that this lag is of less consequence. In fact,

a main advantage of the hardship formulation would be to concentrate

attentien on continuing structural problems. Realistically, it does not

matter much which conceptual and measurement basis is used, because there

is little evidence that need levels or changes are the primar'y determinants

of.congressional budgeting decisions.

The hardship measures would be of more use in prioritizing target

groups nationally and locally and in determining intervention strategies.

The 1980 census and the CPS could be combined to achieve estidates and

disaggregations for states and large substate labor market areas. these

data could be extrenely useful for planning. While need should not be the

only rationale for prioritizing prget groups, the hardship measures are

more meaningful than either unenployment or poverty to'the extent need is

considered the determining factor in targeting.

In summary, 'the national hardship data could be useful for natio*

budgetary decisions. With refinements, including cost-of-living adjust-

ments, disaggregated data could serve as the basis for allocating funds for

state and labor market areas, although formidable political obstacles would

have to be overcane. They would be useful for state and labor market area

planning. While the CPS data could only be disaggregated adequately for

the larger states, variants of the measures tan be calculated from the 1980

census infonmation.
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CHAFTER 6. .HARDSHIPA:MATTER OF PERSPECTIVE

Who Needs New Measures?

A Parable

An, ancient parable recounts the story-of six blind men of Hindustan
who come upon an elephant in the road. One grasps a tusk and thinkS it a
spear; the next a knee which he presumes to be a tree; two others touch the
trunk and tail, which to 'them feel like a snake and a rope; the fifth
brushes against the elephant's ear which seems like a fan; while the last
bumps into the belly and thinks he has hit a wall. Each believes his owr
perception is reality, arid they wdlk Un argulng vehemently whether an
"elephant" is like a spear, a tree, a rope, a snake, a fan or a wall:

'These men of Hindustan

Disputed loud and long,
Each of his own opinion,
Exceedingly stiff and strong'.

P Though each was partly right,
And all were in the wrong.

Policymakers, technical experts and laymen who seek to understand and
improve the structure and operations of the labor market to assure that'it
provides adequately for those willing and able to work are, in many ways,
like these blind men. Unable to encompass reality, we must grope, using
statistical measures to determine the size, shape and texture of eacK apr
pendage. Depending on what we touch and how we feel, as well as our
preconceptions and referents, we may reach quite different judgments about
the nature of the beast.

, Most often we encounter the underbelly of the labor market--its in-
ability to provide jobs for all those wanting to work. We focus on the
unemployment problem and the unemployment measures, reasoning, correctly,
that a person without work is a person without a paycheck, so'that job-
lessness affects we117being. Where unemployment- is concentrated among
certain groups or areas, and when-it_rises nationwide, there-is no doubt
that, on average, the jobless, their families and thetr-communities suffer.
For most of us, this is all we understand ahout the labor market, and
perhaps all we need to know. N..' 0--

Others 'focus on the underpinnings rather than the underbelly, con-
sidering unemployment- only'a* problem when it affects household heads and
primary breadwinners. An increasing share of the jobless are secondary
family earners, and their joblessness may have minimal consequences for

-*
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family well-befng. Without the goad of.dire necessity, some wet-kers may be

lacksadaisical in their search'for jobs.* It might reasonably be argUed
from this perspective that' the aggregate oriemployment statistics provide a

very bloated impression of the hardship which prevails among work force

.participahts. A
r

Some of us concentrate only on the tail of dhemployment which reMains

after tran'sfers and other nonearned income haVe cushioned its negatiVe

iearnings impacts. In viewr'of the explosive growth of transfers and in-kind
is,often assumed that the truly needy among the unemaloyed will be.

.protected against the consequences of ,joblessnei's. Some wouldowag the

elephant by the tailarguing that unemployment is high -because the .-

available benefits encpdfage malingering, and that_ a.. reduction in the

benefits would, in fact, trim'the fat from themnderbelly.

Those who meet,the elephant.head-om may perceive it to be a quite
different animal. Appended to the corpus of measured unemployment are a
number of individuals who move in and out of the labor force ln response to

-their changing.employment prospects. Some individuals who ate not looking

fOr Wprk repor that they-would take jobs if any were available. Others

turn their aténtion to school or houtekeeping when jobs are scarce.

4ecause they jfe nat actively looking for work, or are presumed unavailable

because of ther activities, ,they are not counted in the official unem-

'ploymegt statistics even though experience shows that they Will work when

- 'jobs become more available. .There -are also many workers who want full-time

tployment'rbut cane find only part-time jobs. Though less palpable or

j table than the other.parts of the elephant, th6e-appendages are large and
/:growing relative to measuied unemployment.

1

..lust as theAuskdfs the elephanf's most dangerOus feature, it might be

argue& that wages, not unemployment, are-the pointed factor'in determining
well-being: .If earnings rates are high enough, even lqpg periods of

joblessness--can be.weathered. If pay is low, even full.time wog will not

provide ah adequate standard of liyihg. The majority of work force par-
ticipants are fuliy employed whetherahe job market is good or bad, so that

thir well-beihg is determined MO.51/!ty wage levels than unemployment

levels. Low wages are more dangerous still wheh combined with intermittent
or involudtalry part-time employmentt and those who are gored by low earh-

ings are altkmost likely to be trampled by,involuntary idleness.

The trunk of the eleRhant, used for foraging and feeding, may be its
most characteristic and certainly its most vital feature.. A large elephant
must.have a longer and stronger,,trunk, and mut keip it constantly at work,
to assure sustenance. Likewise, the adequacy of earnings depends on- the

size and composition of the household which must be_ supported. The
aderacy of.houiehold Ornings dependsot only on hourly,wage levels, but

als on the number of'e
ji

oners and their'hours of avAIlability. The athount

of work which is needed depends on whether food fS.being provided ftom
income other than eaenings. Those wh6 focus on the'trunk of the labor
market prpblem have little interest in wage levelS or earnings statistics
alone, but conaentrate on the poverty numbers which tell whether-family
units of differing composition are able to'iearn enough, or adequately
supPlement.earnings, in order to maintain,well-being.
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Like the blind men in the pdable, we are prone to "disputing loph and
long" that Vie part of the elephant we touch, measure, or care abo t, is,
in truth, its essence. And like those men of Hindustan, each of us is
partly right. Unemployment does have serious.consequences for many of its
victims. Hardship is prevalent when the unemployment rate is high, and
hardship-rises when joblessness increases. Yet it is also true that many
of the unemployed:suffer little as a result of their idleness because the
earnings of other family members, or transfer payments and other earnings
supplements, mitigate the consequences. This i not to deny that many who
are excluded from the unemployment counts want to be and could be more
self-sufficient, or-that many with jobs are paid so little that they cannot
afford the barest essentials. Poverty rises when wages do not keep pace
with inflation, when unemployment increases and when individuals are
discoureged and leave the labor force, so that the poverty rate reflects
the severity of labor market'problems. -

But also like the men of Hindustan, each of us who concentrates on
only'a part of the animal can never grs.p ks totality. In order tsio
detenminehwho suffers seriously as a result:Of )abor market problems, we
must lookiat hidden as well as measured,unemployment, and earnings ae well

j/ as unemployment. Individual earning levels do not mean much unless con-
sidered in light of breadwinning responsibilities and family status. The
well-beirt of workers depends on whether any earnings shortfalls are filled
by transfers and other supplements. Yet the poverty data do not provide a
really good picture of the consequenceLpf labor market problems because so
many of the poor cannot or do not work, while many of those who escape
poverty through the receipt of transfers and other income would or could be
more self-sufficient if they were more successful in the iabor market.

Just as the blind men.might have reasoned together to integrate çheir
separate perCeptions, it is possible to, simultaneously consider all the
detailed statistics on incoMe levels and sources, wages, poverty, iork
attachment and family status, in order to get a better sense of the di-
mensions, causes and cures for labor market-related hardship. Yet few have
tlie patience or capability to piece together these disparate. statistics.
Thus, the hardship measurement system was developed to provide a unifying
perspective by restructuring the data elements and concepts of existing
data sets within a framework designed specifically to measure the welfare
consequences of labor market prbblems.

0 All Measures Are Arbitrary

It is not always easy to accept one's limitatfbns. Many of us would
rathe1 continue groping than admit that our vision is limited and that what
we perceive is adigtortion of reality. It is no surprise, then, that new
measures requirfng new perspectives are ,rarely greeted with easy ac-
ceptance. ..The labor force and poverty measures, now entrenched and
resistant to change, were once as controversial ind confusing as the
hardship notions May seem today. The unempldyment t-ate4 has become so
comionplace that we sometimeg forget that "unemployment" was neither
deflnept, in the current sense, nor reliably measured, until 1940. In fact,
prevailing economic theory prior to the Great Depression actually denied
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its existence. Workers without jobs were supposed to bid down the wage
rate until all were employed for less pay, /so that any joblessness was
voluntary, reflecting wage rigidities, or else merely transitory. It'took

.the massAve disloCations of the 1930s to upset this neoclassicial, full-

employment equilibrium theory. With at least one of every four labor force

participants unabJe to find a job--most of whom were previously stable
workers--unemployment could not be written off.as a temporary aberration or
the fault of those standing in breadlines.

When President Roosevelt took office to provide a New Deal, the

pervasiveness, 6f unemployment was undeniable, but the exact dimensions of

the probleWere uncertain. The National Industrial Conference Board

estimated that 2.9 million persons-were unemployed in 1930, while the Works
Progress Administration studies put the figure at 4.8 million. Estimates

in 194 ranged between 5.4 and 8.1 million. This uncertainty reflected the
lack of agreement about how to deflne unemployment and the absence of any
systematic efforts to measure it. Prior to the 1930 census, the only labor

force data was a decennial count of "gainful workers." Individuals were

asked what jobs they normally held when they worked. Those looking for

work but without previous job experience were not counted .as gainful

workers, while those without jobs or forced to eccept employment in a

differept line of work were included as gainful workers in their usual

occupation. The ai was to measure the, productive work force rather than

variations in employment or unemployment, since it was assumed that all
those seeking jobs woqld be fully ployed in their usual line of work if

they ,were flexible 'in their wa demands. In the 'Great Depression,

however, when millions were willi g and able to work at,almost any wage and

the most 'Menial jobs, the 'gain 1 worker count was of little relevance.
Necessity proved the mother of st tistical invention, and one of.the first
tasks of the Works Progress Admi istration was a national post-card regis-

tration of the unemployed i 937 and the initiation of a monthly household

survey in 1939. Three-years ate'', responsibility for the monthly survey

was transferred to the. Census Bureau, where sophisticated sampling tech-

niques were gradually implemented and improved. In these surveys; persons

14 years of age and over ip the noninstitutional population were classified
as either "employed," "unemployed," or "not in the labor force." To be

counted as "employed," the individual had to have worked for pay at least
one hour during the preceding week, or for 15 hours without ,pay in a family

enterprise. Those with jobs but not working because of illness,,vacation,
bad weather, a strike, or a layoff of no more-than 30 days, were included
with the employed, on the assumption that they had some job attachment.
The unemployed were those not employed, who were willing and able to work,

and had looked for a job in the last month.

,Critics of these labor market definitions charged that they were both
arbitrary and inaccurate. A major issue was their dependence on the

household member's subjective assessment of willingness and ability to

work, and the self-reporting of job search. It was noted that higher
wages, or reduced income, or increased job availabilitycmight all increase.
the desire to hold a job, consequently affecting repOrted levels of un-

employment. The subjectivity of the measures was considered especially
problematic for secondary family earners. Jo the extent that their incomes
were n t vital for their families' survival, wives and teenagers might

easr be discouraged by bad times. On the other.hand, other family 'mem-
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bers might seek work if the head lost his -or -her job. Thus, the size of
the labor force would change and so would the measured unemployment rate,
obscuring'the dininction between unemployment and nonparticipation.

There were many early critics who charged that the uriemployment
measures understafed the degree of_involuntary idleness. Workers employed
part-time but wanting full-time'jobs were counted as employed even if they
worked only one hour. Thus, the worker,doing a few odd job's because of the
dearth of full-time positions would be included among the employed. It was
also noted that self-employment might disguise unemployment, as persons
wanting wage-paying jobs would be absorbed into family enterprises, such as
farms. The employment measure did/not differentiate between adequate and
'Llbstandard employment. Only hours and not types of work were considered;
only the receipt of wages and not their levels. A worker would be counted
as employed even if he or she were skilled but working in an unskilled job,
doing "make-work" or eking out a meager living despite full-time employ-
ment

There was a running debate abolit data gathering techniques and the
purjty of monthly surveys. The issue always heated up in b44 times. For
instance, with the sluggish decline in unemployment from fig'1958 post-War
peak, the messenger was blamed for the- message. The Joint Economic
Committee issued analyses of frictional and structural unemployment it-ot 1959
and , 1960, and another on employment concepts in 1961. At the other
extreMe, a Reader's Digest article attacked the data and the statisticians,
esserti6g, that unemployment figures were 'more a creation of government
bureaucrats than a reflection of real economic conditions.

,

But more was involved than political posturing or technical debate
over the fine points to divert attention from the stark reality of unem-
ployment. Important changes had, occurred in the labor market and new
theoretical perspectives and public policy tssues had emerged over the two
decades since the labor market statistics had been introduced. The
question was not only whether labor market statistics provided embarrassing
proof of the slow recovery, but also whether they were appropriate after
twenty years of labor market'changes.

One major development was the increase in secondary workers. Female
labor force participation, which jumped dramttically in World War II, con-
tinued upward throughout the 1950s. Though the products of the post-war
baby boom.had not entered the labor force hy 1960, structural changes were
occurring, intensifying the relative unemployment problems of teenagers.
The average unemployment rate of youths aged 16 to 19 years rose from 2.3
times the overall rate in 1950 to 2.7 times as high in 1960. In 1954,
males age 20'yeaTs and over accounted for 65 percent of the labor force and
58 percent of the unemployed. Six years later, the adult male shares had
dropped to 62 percent and 54 percent, respectively.

Several other structural problems emerged in the late 1950s. There
was an apparent acceleration of technological change. The impacts were
concentrated geographically as well as socioeconomically, intensifying
structural problems in the match-up of labor supply and demand. Depressed
areas were an increasing concern. Most significantly, the disparity
between the unemployment rates of whites and blaCks increased. In 1948,
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the unemployment rate'for nonwhites was 1.7 times that for whites. It rose
to 2.0 times as high in 1954, and 2.2 times by 1959. The major factor in

$ increase was the exodus,of rural and frequently underemployed blacks
the cities, where tbey became more visible as unemployed and where they

also came into direct and uneven competition with whites for available
jobs.

It was also becoming apparent by the late 195-0s that millions of
workvs, in addition to. thelllacks and the technologically displaced, were
unable, to earn an adequate livelihood. Poverty was not new, but ft re-
mained to be "discovered." 'As with unemployment three decades earlier,
the4 were, no agreed definitions of what constituted deprivation and no
dependable statistics measuring its dimensions, so that many were willing
to believe that polterty did not exist. It was not until 1964 that Mollie
Orshansky of the -Social Security Administration developed a generally
accepted pkerty index derived by multiplying the costs of a nutritionally
minimum diet by a factor of three based on crude estimates of the pro-
'portion 'of low income budgets spent for food. 'These poverty measures were
adopted as logistical and statistical support for the War on Poverty--
mapping its strategy, targeting its resburces and benchmarking its prog-
ress.

I

Like the'Unemployment concepts, these measures generatecre good deal
of controversy. 'There was much debate'over whether the poverty line reallyi,
constituted the'margin of deprivatfon. -The tiar on Poverty's critics noted
that the p.s. poverty standards 'exceeded th4 average living standards in.'
most of tHe world. With the introduction of Medicaicrin the mid»1960s, and
the expanSion of housing programs later in the decade, detractors argued
that many needs were being met by in-kind aid, reducing cash requirements
so that the poverty counts overstated the dimensions of depriv-ation. ,Other
critics with a more liberal disposition Alarged that the poverty standards
had been wrongly defined in absolute Tattier than relative terms simply to
demonstrate.progress in the War on Poverty as the nation's living standards
rose over time. Poverty warriors felt that the povprty definitionrwas too
strict, and that the "near poor" with incomes .1"25 percent of the poverty

*presholds should have been included in the universe of need.

-

The poverty measures Were challenged on a range of technical grounds.
Based on a. once-a-year .survey no larger than the monthly survey used to
generate labor 'force statistics, the poverty numbers ere of less relia-
bility than annual average labor force estimates. There was serious under-
reporting of income, particularly nonearned income including cash trans-
fers. The measures did not adjust for regional cost-of-living differences
other than by lowering the poverty lines a filiced percent for residents of
rural areas, Poverty standards were adjusted each year by the cost-of-
living index, but it was debatable whether the CPI reflected the costs of
the items in a poverty level "market basket."

Over time, however, the labor force' and poverty measures gradually
gained acceptance. Two national commissions were appointed by Presidents
Kennedy and Carter to assess the challenges to the labor force statistics.

s'il

For the most part, these commissions endor ed both the concepts and the
data gathering procedures, calling for only m or refinements and increased
disaggregations. The Bureau of Labor Statist cs tried to overcome some of
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tte shortcomingt of the poverty measures by develoOing a lower living
standard budget based on surveyS of consumption patterns of low income
families and the costs in different areas of the country. While these new
standards gained Some acceptance and application, the poverty measure
remained the primary indicator of deprivation. In other words, despfte the
arbitrariness of the concepts, despite co9tinuing debate over the under-
lying normative issues, statistical proceares and technical detail.Wthe
poverty and labor force measures have become familiar through usage,
enshrined in the law, incorporated into countless textbooks, theories and
models, and packaged for public consumption by the media.

The Resistance to Hardshjp Measures

Ironically, as the poVerty and labor force statistics became accepted
and:enshrined, secular changes. in the labor market and in the social
welfare system were continuing to undelne their effectiveness for one of
their,' primary applications--measuring t e welfare consequences ,Of Tabor
market problems. In the 1960s and early 1970s, the _post-war 5abies and
their mothers flooded into the labor market, increasiq the share of the
ulemployed who were second and third family earners whil,e dramatically
expanding part-time enployment and reducing poverty by increased family
work Orticipation. Cash transferuand in-kind aid _grew rapidly in the
1960s and early t970s, extending the overlap between work and

/

welfare. The
riots in Watts in 1965, followed'by similar disturbances ?1 other cities,

tUfocused national attention on the strucral labor marke problems which
had not been elimiEated by a booming economy. The National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders found that "more than 20 percent of the
rioters in Qetroit were unemployed and many who were employed held inter-
mittent, low status, unskilled jobs which they regarded as below their
education and ability." The CommissiOn concluded that "pervasive unem-
ployment and underemployment are the most persistent and serious gr4evances

'Yof minoriq areas: They are inextricably linked to the problems of tivil
/1 disorders." The War on Poverty Aso focused attention on thoill at the end

of the labor queue who continued to experience difficulties Oen in a full
emplbyment econemy. The newly introduced poverty data revealed that many
families remained poor despite quite substantial work effort.

Thus, in 1966, President Johnson directed the Department of Labor to
develop "subemployment" statistics which would measure not onll)the availa-
bility of employment, but its adequacy in providing for sel ,-support and
family maintenance. Subemployment measures for poverty areas were de-:
veloped in 1967 and,national estimates were presented in the 1968 Manpower
Report of the President. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of
1973 required the Department of Labor and its Bureau,:pf Labor Statistics to
calculate and publish measures assessing the adequacy of employment and
earnings. The 1976 CETA amendments, which established the National
Commission on Employment and Unemployment Statistics, charged NCEUS with
developing and refining hardship measures. The 1978 CETA amendments
repeated the instruction to the Department of Labor to develop and publish
sup measUres.-
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' Despite the increasing need for hardship measures, as well as repeated
legislative and adminilstrative prodding, we remain today without accepted

and regularly published statistics measuring the wel4dre consequendes of

labor market .problems. The resistance to hardship; measures has been as'"

great, or greater, than the earlier resistance to unemployment and poverty

measures.

Just as the unemployment measures were resisted because they would
document that millions were involuntarily idle, and the poverty measures
were resisted becadse they would document the existence of deprivation in

our affluent nifiEriThardship measures are opposed because they will show
that there are millions of Americans, both employed and unemployed, who are

failing in or are failed by the labor market despite their significant work
effort. To actually measure the extent of such problems would shatter the.,

ideological .detente between conservative punditswho criticize the labor
force and pbverty data for the many ways Abe nuMbers overstate problems,
and the liberal experts who can point to the many ways in which existing

measures understate the dimensions and degree of suffering. Though th

ideology of the left and the right coincide on the notion of targetina
resources to those most in need, the political and practical interests of

both conservatives and liberals are better served when resouyces are widely

ti
dispersed.. Thus, it is con nient to accept the unemploymtnt rate as the

primary measure of labor rket problems--since its rise to publicly

unacceptable levels usually eans that mobilization occurs only when the
middle class is being hurt--and to adopt the poverty measures as a basis
for transfers, which are focuted primarily on the nonworking poor, mainly
the oldsters, who are a potent political force.

/-

However, the intransigence towards hardship measures resulted more

from entropy than ideology. The unemployment measures/and concepts we

adopted in a statistical vacuum In the 1930s there were hundreds-- ot
millions--of college graduates who had studied the gainful worker cow t

and its underlying neoclassical economic theory. Few of these scholars'h

staked their academic careers on quantitative interpretations of realit .

There were no computers or econometric models demanding an unvarying

statistical dief. Reporters did not'crowd into the Department of Labor-

each month to get a hot story abogt the latest body count. By the time the

poverty measures were introduced, statistics, statistical analyses and

Statistical analysts were already increasfng in prominence. Yet income

data and their applications were still relatively virgin territory. War

had not yet been declared on depriVation, and billions of dollars did not
rest on the levels and fluctuations of area poverty and unemployment rates.

...

Today, any new spt of measures faces the resistance of a.formidable
array of vested interests--including the acidemicians who have developed

their quantitative models around poverty and unemplbyment data, the stat-
isticians who have spent their lives refining current measures, the elected
officials and client groups who stand to lose money if alternative measures

are used in resource allocation, the press and television c entitors who

can make a story each month from statistical ,blips in he unemployment

rate, and the informed public, which has a general notion f what poverty
and unemployment mean, and has.little interest in learning a new statisti-

cal language. /
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There are also formidable problems inherent to hardship measurement.
Complexity is unavoidable since the deasures must consider underemployment
as well as unemployment, both earned and nonearned income, individual
eatnings alone but also in relation to family size and needs, as well as
both individual and family earnjngs in light of work force attachment.

As the National Commission on Employment and Unemployment Statistics
concluded: "It is not realistic to try to incorporate all1the dimensions
into a summary survey statistic such as the unemployment rate and the
poverty rate. A single indicator cannot give individual attention to the
components of labor market-related hardship . . ., deal with multiple
classifications of labot force status during a year, or giYe separate
attention to the individual's status or to his or her family's economic
status."

The hardship measures proposed in this volume, therefore, include
three primary indicators: one counting the work force participants with
inadequate individual earnings, another counting those with inadequate
family earnings, and the third counting participants with inadequate family,
incomes. These counts of persons falling below earnings and income stand-
ards are paralleled by measures of the,size of the earnings and income
shortfalls, yielding an indication of the severity as well as incidence of
hardship. Because of the difficOty, if not impossibility, of achleving
consensus on standards of earnings and income adequacy, three different
sets of hardship standards are utilized. Likewise, because of disagreement
about the duration of work attachment which demonstrates a "real" commit-
ment to work, all the measures are derived"for full-year and half-year, as
well as total, work' force participants. Variants of these basejine
measures are used to address certain "what if" questions which arefim-
portant for policy. Detailed etaggregations are dehved, paralleling the
primary disaggregations of poverty, unemployment and work experiencedata,
in order to provide more insight tnto theAlcomposition and distributiort-of
labor market-related hardship. In otherMrds, there is no one hardship
measure, but rather, a comprehensive, and far from simple, measurement
system.

This measuretent system is composited from the same data and defini-
' tional elements utilized in the jabor force and poyerty statistical

systems, thus 'subsuming the problems and controversies of each separate
system. For instance, the work exPerience data published each year by the
BuTeau ,of _Labor Statistics rely on .the ability of the household member
interviewed. in March to accurately reconstruct the weeks of employment and
unemployment as well as the usual hours bf work, of,each family, member
over the preceding calendar year. The income data collected in this same
survey, which 'are the basis of the poverty counts, assume that income
levels and sources are accurately reported. Since there is demonstrable
underreporting, adjustments must be made which may be accurate in the
aggregate, but are not as accurate in allocapng underreported(income types
to different households in the survey. THe hardship data ntegrate the
work experience information reported for each family with its income and
earnings information, so that errors in either or both will be reflected in
the hardship measures.

However, the complexity of the hardship measurement system, or the
intractability of the technical issues, can easily be exaggerated. The

3v5



www.manaraa.com

260-

hardship nomenclatures and the corresponding acronyms are unfamiliar and
perhaps unwielqy, while the disaggregated hardship data are formidabte in

their *tail. ?et for someone equally unfamiliar With Tabor force concepts

or witR income and poverty definitions, the Bureau of Labor Statistics'

annual reports on work experience and monthly reports on employment and
earnings, or the Bureau of Census' annual reports on income and poverty,
would be just as challenging in complexity and detail.

Tech ical adjustments over decades were -required_ to finetune the

weighting nd sampling procedures, undercount adjustments, reliability

estimates .an ther statistical aspects of the labor force and poverty

measures. This wark* still' c'ontinues. Similar efforts will be needed over

many years' to assure dependable and accurate hardihip statistics. The

hardship measures proposed in this volume were developed to utilize in-
formation gathered (in the March Current Population Survey: But the survey

Onstrument is not'saceosanct, nor is the survey approach. A few new
questions, for instance, might improve the estimates of hours of availa-
bility formork over the year. Current Population Sprvey procedures were

developed primarily to generate statistically reliable unemployment and

employment counts each month. If annual income and earnings adequacy were
considered of greater importance, it might be possible to expand the ,sample

%size for the March survey, (Its, to supplement this with an alteehative
sample, perhaps a ni1 suryey instrument accompanying income tax returns.

If is understa dable .if many .of the data gatherers and technfcal

experts who devel ed and refined the current concepts and survey pro-
cedures through years of hard work are less than enthusiastic about
.changis, particularly in a period when budget stringencies are threatening
the already existing measurement systems and when staff are Unavailable to
handle even the rudimentary procedures.required to insure the integrity of
current data systems, much less to undertake the detailed techhical work
necessary to refine a new measurement system. Yet the obstacles gre not
insurmountable. The hardship measures used in this volume cost only a few
thousand dollarsoto tabulate from already-gathered survey data for each
year. The measures certainly meet thejlegislative charge to the Department'
of Labor, as well as the recommendation of the Aational Commission on
employment and Unemployment Statistics "that the Sureau of Labor Statistics
prepare an annual report,containing measures of the` different.types of
labor market-related economic hardships resulting from low wages, unem-
ployment and insufficient participation in the labbr force" with data

presented "which refer to individuals . . . in conjunction with the family

relationship and the household income status of the individual . . . ."

Without disputing the need for refinements, the beneffts of larger samples,
or the desirability of more precise survey questions as a basis for hard-
ship estimates, there is nO doubt that hardship measurement is technically
feasible and that the measurement system proposed in this volume is at
least one reasonable approach. -

The real issue is not the feasibility-of the hardship measures, but .
whether they are woeth the trouble. Social Statistics and statistical
concepts are clearly not immutable, but rather a set of conventions useful
only to the extent that t,hey describe existing-conditions,. organize and
quantify these in ligh of perceiyed theory, and gerierate informatton:

needed in addressing po icy issues. The labor force and poverty measures
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have been accepted because they have servéd these purposes in the past.
They still may serve these purposes,for those'who are knowledgeable enough
to,integrate the degiled and disaggregated labor force and income data in
light of changing fgoily patterns and laborforce participation, and the
increased overlap of work*and -welfare.

. But the hardship measures seek to
simplify this integration, helping blind men to" see the whole of the
elephant, not just it separate appendages. The true test of the proposed
measurement system i5 whether it provides this unifying perspective, .in-
creases understanding and improves policy.

A Summary of.Findings

If the blind,men of Hindustan could,see, they would-realize that the
"elephant" is not a'spear, a tree, a rope, a snake, a fan or a wall. It is
a large and lumbering creature, with an .uneven'footfall and serious con-
sequences for those who cross its path. It can be harnessed or caged, but
hardly ignored. Analogously, the new measures reveal that labor market-
related hardship is an immense prbblem, serious in both good times and bad.
The consequences of hardship are .distributed unevenly, and for those
affected, the burdens are serious indeed. Hardship cannot be easfly
eliminated. A combination of macroeconomic measures, actions targeted to
structural labor market problems, and coordinated income transfer policies,
are necessary to make significant progress. In almost every feature, the
welfare consequences of labor market.problems look different,when assessed
from the hardship perspective rather than from the unemploymeht and poverty
perspectives.1

The Dimensions and Distribution of Hardship

The number who suffer Isevere
, hardship as a result of labor mar-

ket problems experienced during The year far eXceeds-average annual unem-
ployment. While many 'of the unemployed are affected little by their weeks
of idleness, millions of workers who are able to find jobs all weeks they
are in- the work force earn Jess-than what is necessary to support them-
selves and their families.

,

Becaute of low wages and involuntary part-time employment, in addition
to unemployment, one-fourth of the 117.0 million work force participants in
1979 had annual earnings below the minimum wage multiplied by their hours
of availability. This 28.3 million with Inadequae IndJvidual Earnings
dwarfed the 6.0 million annual :unemployed. There were 41.0.million work
force participants who earned less than 125> percent of the minimum wage for
their annual hours in the work force, while a siaggering 51.0.million
earned less-than 150 percent of the minimOm wage equivaTent, in 1979. To
put'this in perspective, a family of four with the head wor:king full-time,
full-year, and a secondary worker employed half-time, full-year, would have
jutt earned enough to maintain what tpe Bureau of Labor Statistics defined
as a lower living standar4 budget if both received 150 pgrcent of the
minimum wage or $4.50 per:hour in- 1919.:
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While many of these workers wi,th Inadequate Individual Earnings
resided in families with other, better paid woi.kers pird-,- therefore,
reasbnably adequate family .eariiiigs, half lived *in families with total
earnings below the poverty level. There were another 4.2 million workers
who earned More than the minimum wage equivalent for their hours in the
work force, yet lived in families with earnings below the poverty level ,

because of limited workforce participation or large family size:

Cash transfers and other earnings suppleMents protected some of these
low earning individuals and families from hardship. Yet among the 13.3
million qith Inadequate Family Earnings in 1979, 71 million had Inadequate
Family Income, i.e., they remained in poverty after the receipt of cash
transfers arid other earnings supplements. There were 10.5 million work,
force participants in families with incomes less than 125 percent of ,the
poverty level, and 14.4 million in families with incomes less than 150
percent of the poverty level:

Inadequate Individual Earnings (1-1E)

Seere Hardshia: Earned-less than
133 percent of the minimum wage
for nours of availability.,

alnterrediate Hardship: Earned less
'tnan 125 percent of tne mjnjThum

.,age for hours of availab ity.

moderate Hardship: Earn,I less

tnar 150 percent of the minimum
nage for hours of availability.

Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE)

Severe nardship: Work force
participants in families with
ccPired earnings below the
po.erty level.

Interrediate Ha/rdship: Work

force darticipants

tn ccmoined earnings less
than 125 percent of tne poverty

level.

Mocerate Hardship: Work force
participants in families with
dombired earnings less than
150 percent of poverty level.

Inadequate Family Income (IFI)

Severe Hardship: Work forPe
participants in poor families.

Intermediate Hardship:'Work .

force participants in families
witn incomes less than 125
peccent of poverty level.

Moderate Hardship: Work force
participants in families with
incorles less than 150 percent

of poverty level.

Numbers Percent of

Number in
_hardship
divided by

average annual
(000) work force unemployment

28.269 244% 4.7

40,961 35.0 6.9

51,426 44.0 8.6

13,280 11.4 2.2

17,190 14.7 2.9

21,553 18.4 3.6 -

7,055 6.0 1.2

10,524 9.0 1.8

14,354 12.3 2.4
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These hardship counts for, the total work force included some in-
dividua4 with very limited work force attaement. Yet even if concern is
limited to workers participating 50 weeks or more,.1 the numbers with

,iladequate earnings and incomes are sobering:

Hardship'amAgjull-year
work force participants

Severe Intermediate Moderate
(000) (000). (000)

Inadequate fridividual Earnings 14,248- 22,047 29,442
Inadequate Family Earnings 54675 8,088 ' 10,981
Inadequate'Family Income 3,098 5,075 7,383

. .

112.2y, individuals in the severe hardshi IIE have earnin s onl a
few dollars below the minimum wa e quivalent, and many families in the se-
vere hardshipJFE and IFI have earnings and incomes very close to the pov-
erty level. Yet the aggregate,and average deficits of persons in hardship
are sdb-stantial. Unlike the unemployed, the hardship populati2n is concen-
trated at theloottom of the income distribution.

/ To raise all work force participants up 6 minimum wage equivalent
earnings for their hours of availability would,have required $52.0 billion
in 1979, which represented 4.0 percent of the nation's jeported wages and

4
salaries, The individual earnings.shortfall for all work force partici-
ants in the severe hardship IIE was $1,839. The IIE Oeftcit for full-year

work force participants was $38.0 billion and averaged $2,698.
,.r.

To raise family earnings to the poverty level for all families with
work force participants would have required $31.7 billion in 1979, or
$2,384 for each work force participant in the IFE. To eliminate poverty
among families' with work force participants wbuld have required $12.8
billion in additional earnings, or $1,818 per work force participant in the
severe hardship IFI.

1

jhe wage bills needed to eliminate intermediate and moderate hardship
were even larger:,

3u9



www.manaraa.com

.

264

Hardship deficits
(millions)

IIE Deficit

IFE*Defictt
IFI Deficit

. //.

Severe

$51,998

31,656
12,825

Intermediate

$87,442
48,556
23,015 .

Moderate
t.

$136,402
66,668
37,173

Hardship deficits as joercent of
total wages, and salaries

Severe , Intermediate Moderate

IIE Deficit 4.0% 6.7% 10.5%

IFE Deficit 2.4 3.7 5.3

IFI Deficit 0.9 1.6 2.6

Average hardship deficits

Severe Intermediate Moderate

IIE Deficit. $1,839 $2,135 $2,652

IFE Deficit 2,384 2,825. 3,232

IFI Deficit 1,818 2,187 2,590

.

There can be no doubt, then, that the hardship measures focus on.those'
workers whose employment problems have the most serious consequences:

Total in work force in 1979
Persons experiencing

Percent in
families with
incomes below

$8,000

Percent in
families With
incomes,oVee.

$15,000, .

11.2% 70..0%

unemployment' 23.2 3.0

Workers with Inadequate Individual
Earnings 29.5 48.6

Workers with Inadequate Family
Earnings 66.1 8.0 , 4

Workers with Inadequate Family

1- Incomes 93.8 0.0

Hardship, like unemployment, is most likely to, affect woMen,

minorities, younger and older workers, those with limited education, work-
ers in blue collar and service jobs, and residents of nonmetropolitan areas

and large central cities. As a general rule, the burdens' of hardship are
even more maldistributed than the-burdens of unemOoyment.

`e
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--Thy incidence of unemployment among females in the work force during
1979 was 104 percek of the incidence among males. In contrast, the female
IFI rate was 135 percent that for males, the IFE incidence was 137 percent
as high, while the IIE rate among women-was 186 percent of the rate among
men. Comparing male And female family heads who were the sole breadwinners
for their households, the unemployment, IIE, IFE and IFI rates for women
were,' respectively, 208, 307, 242, and 355 percent those among males:

Average

annual

unemploy-
ment

Percent
experi-

encing

unemploy7
ment

IIE

incidence .

FFE

incidence-
IFI

incidence

Males ..1%

j56.8
15.5% 17.5% 9.7% 5.2%

Females'

l') Male.family
,heads (No wife'
in work force) 3.4

16.1.

9.8

32.4

9.7

13.4

13.8

7.1

6.2
Female family
heads 5.2 % 20.4 29.8 33.4 . 22.0

--Black workers were two-thirds more likely than whites to experience
unemployment during 1979, and half 'again as likely to have Inadequate
IndividOal Earnings. But the IFE rate among black's was two and a half-
times that among whites,; while the IFI rate was nearly Viree and a half
times that of whites. Similarly, Hispanic workers were half again as
likely to .experience unemployment, two-thirds more likely to have Inade-
quate Family Earnings, and 2.4 times as likely to be poor;

Average
annual

unemploy- Unemployment IrE IFE IFI
ment incidence incidence incidence incidence

Whites 5.1% 14.7% 22.9% . 9.8% 4.8%
Blacks . 12.2 24.2 34.6 . 24.1 , 16.4
Hispanics 8.3 22:0 .285 16.0 15,5

.

--Workers age 65 and over were twice as likely as those age 25 to 44
to have Inadequate Individual Earnings during 1979 and 5.4 times-as likely
to have Inadequate Family Earnings, although income transfers equalized IFI
rates. Teenage workers were three and a half times as likely as prime age
workers to have Inadequate Individual Earnings. The IFE nte among teen-
agers was three-fifths higher, while their IFI incidence was 28 percent
above that fqr 25-to-44-year-olds:
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Average
annual

unemploy-, Unemployment IIE IFE IFI

ment 'incidence incidence incidence incidence

,

16-19
20-24'

25-44
45-64
65 and over

16.1%
9.0

4.5

3.1

3.4

26.5%

25.5
14.9

9.1
-5.8

59.4%
30.8,
16.9

17.5
35.7

15.2%9

12.7
8.4

9.2
45.1

9.2%

8.0
5.7

4.2
4.3

.

--The,chances of experiencing ademployment durinT 1979 were 2.6 times

higher among high school dropouts than among college,graduate§, but the

IIE, IFE and IFI rates for dropouts were, respectively, 3.7, 4.3 and 5.5
times thosd for college graduates:

.

Students
Dropouts
High schobl graduates,'

no further edu on,

.Post-secondary (,

years)
'-, College gt:aduatest

,

,i

Unemployment
incidence

IIE

incidence
. IFE

incidence

IFI

incidence

tie

.,

20.3%
22.0

15.9

13.0
8.5

54.7%
P34.6

21.3

16.2.
.9.4

16.2%
21.5 1.

8,9

7.6

. 4.9

8.0%*
12.1

ftJ
3.8

2.2

.

t..

--Workers empibyed primarily as oPeratives, laborers, farm workers and
service workers were 2.8 times Is likely to experience unemployment,as
workers in professional, technical, managerial and administrative jobs, but
their IIE, IFE and ISI rates were 3.4, 2.9 and 3.5 times as large:

..

Professional,
technical and
managerial

Sales,

Clerical
Craft and

kindred
Operatives
Laborers .

Farm workers
Service workers

Average
annual

unemploy-

ment

Unemploy-A7
ment LIE IFE IFI

incidence iniidence 'incidenc6._incidence
(-

2.3%

3.9,

4.6

4.5

7.7
10.8
3.8

, 7.1

-,

,7:1%:

1Q.8
12.1

17.3

22.0
27.4

11.0
16.8

. V --

jr
;

10.2%' 5.6% 26%
29.4 10.8

.3\
4.4

21.3 8.5 4.4

11.5 7.5 4.3

19.6 10.1 5.6

35.2_ 16.6 9.7

58.4 25.7 15.7

44.8 20.2 i' 10.9

3.4
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--Workers residing in nonmetropolitan areas had the same chance of
experiencing-unemployment as those in metropolitan areas, but they were
two-fifths more likely to have Iadequate Individual Earnings, while their
IFE and IFI rates were 50 and 46 percent higher, respectively. The unem-
ployment incidence in central cities of SMSA's with over one million
population was 1.3 times the incidence in surrounding suburbs; the large
central city IFE and tEl rates Were 1.8 and 2.3 times those of suburban
areas:

Metropolitan

Average
annual

unemploy-
ment

Unemploy-
ment

incidence
IIE

incidence
IFE

incidence
IFI

incidence

area 5.8% 15.7% 21.4% 10.1% 5.4%
Central city 7.1 17.6 23.0 13.1 7.7
Suburbs 5.0 14.3 . 20.1 8.1 4.0

Nonmetropolitan
area 5.7 15.Z 29.8 13.9 7.3

Causal Factort

Unemployment is not always, or even usually,'associated with
hardship., Underemployment--including, low wage full-time or voluntary
part-time work, as well as involuntary part-time employment--is a more fre-
quent cause of hardship than unemployment. Full-time, full-year employment
is no guarantee of self-sufficiency. And while the individual earnings
deficits of part-time workers,are less than those of full-ttMe workers an4
the unemployed, the earnings shortfalls of part-time workers contribpte
significantly to family earnings problems.

Almost half of the 18.5 million work,force participants who experi-
enced some unemployment during 1979 had annual earnings abo e the minimum
wage equivalent for their hours of availability. Les than a fourth

.resided in families with below-poverty earnings. Just e in seven of the
unemployed resided in a poor family.

While the incidence of hardship was lower among those workers who were
able to -find and keep jobs for all their weeks in the work force, the
employed witn inadequate individual and family earnings and income out-
numbered the unemployed in hardship:
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Employed all weeks
0

Employed full-time
all weeks

Employed part-time
voluntarily some
or all weeks

Employed part-time
involuntarily some
weeks .

Unemployed some weeks

268

Severe hardshiP
incidence

Severe hardship
share

IIE IFE IFI lIE IFE IFI

12.6% 5.8% 3.6% 65.1% )68.3% 62.9%

10.0 4.5 2.7 22.7 22.0 24.8

32.6 17.5 6..9 31.1 35.6 22.6

44.6 19.8 11.4 11.3 10.7 11.6

53.5 22.8 14.2 34.9 31.7 37.1

The kardship deficits for participants with different patterns of work
experience provide a measure of the relative consequences of different
labor market problems. The average IIE Deficit for part-time workers was

Vass than that for full-time workers, or for the unemployed, yet the
part-timers still accounted for 29 percent of the 1979 aggregate IIE
Deficit. The IFE and IFI Deficits are allocated among faintly work force

_participants *in relation to the degree that their individual earnings .

problems contribute to the family earnings or income shortfall. Part-time

workers accountedafor 43 percent of the IFE Deficit and 35 percent of the,
IFI Deficit in 1579. In other words, part-time worker accounted for a
substantial share of potential .earnings for famili s with inadequate
earnings and incomes; and their low wages, as well as limited hours of
availability, were a major cause of hardship:

)
Average deficit
of subgroup as

percent of average Share of
deficit for all total severe

in severe hardship hardship deficit

IIE IFE IFI IIE IFE IFI

Not employed 107% 175% 143%- 8% 12% 13%
Intermittently employed 117 97 96 c 33 24 27 '

Part-time involuntary 100 105, 107 11 11 12

Part-time voluntary 56 91 85 18 32 23
Employed full-time 135 92 102 . 31 20 25

Because needs increase with family size, the welfare consequences

of low earnings are more serious for breadwinners who must support large

families. Assuring minimally adequate individUal earnings for all persons
in hardship would alleviate, but not eliminate, Inadequate Family Earnings.

Among'the 13.3 million total work force participants.
1P0

with below-
poverty family earnings in 1979k and the 5.7 million in the work force
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full-year, 4.2 million and 1.2. million, resp'èctive1y, had individual
earnings above the minimum wage equivalent for r usual hours of availa-
bility. Conversely, among the 28.7 million otal work force participants
in the-severe hardship IIE, of whom 14.24iillion were full-year partici-
pants, only 9.1 and 4.5 million, respectively, were in families with
below-poverty earnings.

The probabilities that Inadequate Individual Earnings will be as-
sociated with Inadequate Family Earnings, or that family earnings will be
inadequate despite adequate individual earnings, increase with the number
of dependents per worker. For instance, the IFE incidence among workers in
families with two work force participants was as follows:

Two family members
Three family members
Four or five family

members

Six or more family
members

Severe hard-hip
IFE incidence
among workers

with Inadequate
Individual Earnings,'

18.9%

17.9

26.7

46.9 '

Severe hardship
IFE incidence
among workers

with adequate
individual earnings

1.4%
1.2

2.3

9.3

The likelihood of,having Inadequate Family arnings declinei when
there are more breadwinners with greater labor rce attachment. For
instance, workers from families with four or five ménibërs had the following
IFE rates:

Three or more full-year participants in family
Three or more in work force at least one week

Two full-year participants
Two in work force at least one week

One full-year participant
One in work force at least one week

Severe hardship
IFE rate

among workers
in four or five
member families

1.6%
3.0

5.5
8.6

12.3
20.5

Eliminating the IIE Deficits of all persons with below-poverty family
earnings would have reduced the 1979 IFE count by only 36 percent', and the
IFE Deficit by 41 percent. Among full-year work force participants, the
IFE would have been reduced less than three-fifths by the elimination of
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Inadequate Individual Earnings. Even if all the unemployed and involuntary
part-time workers in the UE were provided their usual wage for any hours
of forced idleness and if everyone's earnings were then intreased by 10
percent, the IFE would have been reduced by,only 45 percent and the IFE
Deficit by 47 percent. Similar augmentation Of the earnings of full-year

workers would have left a third of the full-year IFE with below-poverty
Jamily earnings.

Income transfers mitigate the welfare consequences of labor

market problems, but many work force participants and their families, in-

cluding millions with substantial work force attachment, fall through the

safety net. In-kind aid provides further relief, but adding the estimated
value of in-kind aid (other than health care) to cash income only modestly
reduces the number of work force particiOants in poverty.

Of the 13,3 million Work force participan4 in families with earnings
below the poverty level in' 1979, 2.8 million were lifted out of poverty by
nontransfer earnings supplements suckas private pensions, alimony, divi-
dends and\nterest. :Cash transfers then raised a third of the remaining
10.5 million out of,poverty. If the value of food stamps were added to the
cash incomes of recipient families, and this combined amount were compared
to the poverty level for the family, another 0.5 million workers would have
been lifted out of povertyr. If the value of free school lunches and

housing subsidies were added to cash income and food stamps, the working
poor would have been reduced by an additional 0.3 million. In other words,
the.Net-of-Transfers IFI declined by a third as a result of cash transfers
Alone, while cash and in-kind transfers (excluding health care) together
reduced the number of working poor by almost half, The IFI Net-of-

Transfers Deficit was reduced $11.2 billion by cash transfers, while the
cash .equivalent of food stamps, scfsool lunches and housing subtracted an
additional $2.4 billion, representing reductions of 47 and 87 percent
re4ectively:

31,G
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fir

Transfer impacts ciA
Transfer impacts onthe number of the working poor

poverty deficit of the working poor

Work force participants in families
with below party earnings (IFE)

-Lifted out of poverty by

nontransfer.earnings
supplements

=Work force participants
who would be poor,without
transfers (IFI Net-of-
Transfers)

-Lifted out of poverty
by cash transfers

=Work force participants
in poverty (IFI)

-Lifted out of poverty by
addition of value of food
stamps to cash income

-Lifted out of poveiFy by
addition nf value of
housing subsidies and
school lunches to cash
income and food stamps

=Work force participants
in poverty counting in-
kind aid as income (IFI
Including In-Kind Aid)

Hardship Trends

(000)

Family earnings deficit of work force
participants in families with below

13,280 poverty earnings (IFE Deficit)

-Reduction in family. earnings

deficit resulting from non-
- 2 823 transfer earnings supplements

10,457 =Poverty deficit of familtes
with work force participants
if cash transfers excluded

(IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit)

-Reduction in poverty deficit
resulting from cash transfers

'Poverty deficit of families
with work force participants
(IFI Deficit)

-Reduction in poverty deficit
if food stamps counted as

- 533 cash income

. .

- 3 402

7,055

281

-Further reduction in poverty
deficit if value of housing
subsidies and school lunches
added to cash income and
food stamps

6,241 =Poverty deficit of families
with work force particiwts
when in-kin4 aid value in-
cluded with cash Income% (iTi

Iniluding In-Kind Aid Deficit)

($000)

$31,656

7 650

2,006

. -11'181

12,825

- 5.30

10,3

For the total work force, there was a noticeable decline In HE
incidence over the 1974-1980,period. The severe hardship IFE rite declined
modestly, while the severe hardship IFI rate changed little, actually ris-
ing between 1975 and 1980. The moderate and-intermediate hardship-ITEand
IFE counts increased relative to the severe'hardship totals, while the mod-
erate and intermediate haiOship IFI totals declined relative to the severe
hardship IFI. ,

Comparisons between the two low unemployment years, 1974 and 1979, and
the two high unemployment years, 1975 and 1980, are the best indicators of
multi-year trends. The severe hardship,IIE rate dropped by 1.6 percentage
points between' 1974 and 1979, and 1.4 percentage points between 1975_and
1980. In contrast, the intermediate hardship IIE rate declined only 0.3
percentage points over.the first period and 0.5 percentage points over the
second; while the moderate hardship lIE declined 0.3 percentage points
between 1974 and 1979 but rose 0.7 percentage points between 1975 and 1980.
The number with individual earnings above the severe hardship level but
below the intermediate hardship level increased from 37 of the severe
hardship IIE in 1974 to 45 percent in'1979, or froM 32 .to 37 percent
between 1975 nd 1980. -This suggests that wage increases, declining un-
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employment or other factors raised some individuals out of severe hardship
without having the same proportionate impacts on those with less severe,
but still significant, labor market problems:

Hardship incidence for total work force

Severe Hardship

1974 1979

1979-

1974 1975 1980

1980-

1975

1980-

1974

IIE 25.8% 24.2% -1.6% 29.1% 27.7% -1.4% +1.9%

IFE 11.6 11.4 -0.2 13.2 12.8 -0.4 +1.2
IFI 6.1 6.0 t0.1 6.9 7.2 +0.3 +1.1

Intermediate Hardship

IIE 35.3 35.0 -0.3 38.4 37.9 -0.5 +2.6

IFE 14.9 14.7 -0.2 16.8 16.4 -0.4 +1.5

IFI 9.2 9.0 -0.2 10.3 10.4 +0.1 +1.2

Moderate Hardship

IIE 44.3 44.0 -0.3 46.6 47.3 +0.7 +3.0

IFE 18.5 18.4 -0.1 20.9 20.5 -0.4 +2.0

IFI 12.8 12.3 -0.5 14.3 14.1 -0.3 +1.3

The sevese hardship IFE rate dropped 0.2 percentage points between
1974 d 1979-, and 0.4 percentage points between 1975 and 1980. The

declines n the intermediate and moderate hardship IFE rates were of
similar magn _4de, so that both the intermediate and moderate hardship IFE
counts increased in relation to the severe hardship IFE count.

The tterns were reversed in the case of the IFI, where the severe
hardship rate dedlined only 0.1 percentage point between 1974 and 1979,
while rising 0.3 percentage points between 1975 and 1980. In4Contrast, the
moderate hardship IFI incidence declined by 0.5 percentage points in the
first period and 0.3 percentage points in the second, reducing the moderate
hardship IFI relative to the severe hardship IFI. The relative labor
market gains of the worst off were thus offset by changes in the relative
distribution of nonearned income.

The IFI incidence did not improve between 1974 and 1979, and ac-

tually rose between 1975 and 1980, because of the declining effectiveness
of the safety net for the working poor. The impact of nontransfer earnings

supplements increased significantly over the_period. Changes ih the com-

position of the IFE were favorable and the average IFE Deficit declined',

but the diminished impact of cash transfers more than offset these favor=
affle developments. The safety net for the working poor had-unraveled prior
to the massive cutbacks in social pro rams in the earl 1980s.

liontransfer earnings supplements raised. 18.3 percent of the severe

hardship IFE out of poverty in 1974 but 21.3 percent in 1979. This "Earn-

ings Supplementation Rate-Nontransfers" increased from.16.2 percent in 1975

to 19.5 percent in 1980. Yet the Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total,
which considered transfer as well _as. nontransfer earnings supplements,

declined from 47.1 to 46.9 percent in the first period, and from 47.3 to
44.0 percent in the second. The reason is that cash benefits lifted 35.3
percent of the Net-of-Transfers IFI out of poverty 1n4974, but only 32.5
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percent in 1979, with an even greater drop, from 37.1 to 30.4 percent,
between 1975 and 1980.

The impacts of cash tr-ansfers on the nonworking poor declined as well,
but the slippage in benefits was greatest for the working poor. For in-
5.4ance, 50.7 percent of all persons in households without any work force
Nrticipant in 1975 were lifted out of poverty by cash benefits compared to-49.1 percent in 1980. This 1.6 percentage point drop compared to a 6.7
percentage point drop in the proportion of otherwise poor families with at
least one work force particiriant who were lifted out orpoverty by trans-

. fers.

This drop ocairred despite a 6light decline in the constant dollar
average Net-of-Transfer IFI Deficit. It was not explained by changing work
force composition or work experience patterns. For almost all subgroups in
the work force, there was a noticeable decline in the Earnings Supple-
mentation Rate-Transfers. As a result of favorable changes in work ex-
perience patterns of persons with Inadequate Family Earnings, the Earnings
Supplementation Rate-Transfers should have risen 0.3 percentage points
between 1975 and 1980. Favorable changes in the sex and family relation-
ship composition of the IFE shotild have increased the transfer impact by
0.6 percentage points, offsetting the 0.8 percentage point decline which
might have been expected from the reduced proportion of olderworkers (who
more. frequently receive transfers).

Changes in work attachment and experience patterns were relative-
ly neutral, as increased full--year participation reduced hardship probabil-
ities, offsetting the negative effects of increated part-time employment.
On the other hand, changes in the composition of the total work force were,
0 balance, quite favorable, contributing to the decline of the severe
hardship IIE and IFE rates.

The proportion ofthe total work force who were full-year participants
increased from°70.2 in 1974 to"71.8 percent in 1979, while the proportion
participating at least half year increased from 83.0 to 84.4 percent. The
incidete of unemployment dropped by 2.1 percentage points, while among the
unemploYed, the proportion who were jobless for over one-third of-their
weeks, of participation dropped from 41.8 to 40.6 percent. These labor
market developments reduced hardship probabilities, since the-'ihort-term
work force participants, those experiencing:unemployment, and particularly
those predominantly unemployed, had significantly higher IIE and IFE
likelihoods.

. The percent of the.total work force employed,voluntarily or involun-
tarily part-time*for some or all weeks in the work force and who experi-
enced no weeks of unemployment, increased from 22.5 percent in 1974 to 29.2
percent in 1979. Since the severe hardship IIE rate among part-time
workers was three-fourths higher than for the rest of the work force, while
the IFE rate was three-fifths higher, increased part-time work raised the
IIE and IFE grobabilities fbr the total work force.

On balance, these changes in work experience patterns and work force
attachment contributed to a 0.3 percentage point increase in the severe
hardship IIE rate and a 0.1 percentage point increase in the IFE rate
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between 19.74 and 1979 (as judged by weighting the 1979 incidence for each

work experience/attachment subgroup by its 1974 share, and comparing the

weighted hardship rates with the actuals for 1979). However, labor market4-
changes should have reduced the IIE rate by 1.0 percentage points-between
1975 and 1980, and the IFE by 0.6 percentage points,. since unemployment was

lower in the latter year.

The changing composition of the labor force con'tributed to declining

hardship-incidence:

Teenagers 'and older workers (45 and above)'--those more likely to have
inadequate individual and-family earnings--represented 44.8 percent of the

1974 work force, but 40.3 percent of the 1979 work force. All else being
equal, this decline should have reduced the severe hardship IIE rate by 0.6

percentage points and the IFE rate by 0.2'percentage points.-
.

Dropouts declined from-28.7 perc t of the work force in 1974 to 20.9

percent in 1979, while persons wh had completed sode post-secondary

education increased from 28.1 to 32en7 percent. Given the lower hardship
incidence among the better educated, this, upgrading of the work force's
educational attainment should have reduced the severe h&rdship IIE rate by
2.6 percentage points and the IFE Tate by 1.5 percentage points,all else
being equal.

White collar workers increased from 46.2 to 49.3 percent.-of the work

force, while farm ,and service workers, laborers and aperatives--those
workers most likely to haye inadequate individual and family earnings--
dropped from 39.7 of the work force in 1974 to 36.7 percent in 1979.- All
else being equal, this should have contributed to a 0.9 percentage point
drop in the severe hardship IIE rate and a 0.5 percentage point drop in the

IFE rate.

The negative impacts of the 'population shift to those regions where
severe hardship was m re prevalent -were.offset by the movement to the

suburbs where hàrdshij was less prevalent. All else being equal, the

regional shifts would have increased both the severe hardship LIE and IFE
rates by less than 0.1 percentage pointswhile the suburbanization would
have reduced both by less than 0.1 percentage pointt.

As a result of substantial changes in family size and composi-

tion, as well as in family Work patterns, female family heads and un-

related individuals represented a larger share of the hardship counts and

deficfp in 1980 than in 1974. Conversely, male family rheadsLjtheLand
otnerfamil earners constituted a declinin share. The favorabIe-effeCts

o re ucgd ami y size and ncreased participation y second and t ra am

ily earners were offset by the growth of female-headed families and single-

person families.

Unrelated individuals increased from 11.2 percent of the work force in
1974 to 14.6 percent in 1979, while workers in larger familfes with six or

more members declined from 12.4 ta 9.4 percent. The number of earners also
increased, so that 81.4 percent of the work force participants'in multiple-

member families in 1979 also had other workers in their families, compared

to 79.2 percent in 1974. Weighting the severe hardship IFE and IFI share
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rates for each family size/number
of earners category by its 1974 sharesuggests that thesd changes subtracted 0.4 percentage pointS from the IFE

rate eild 0.3 percentage points,from the IFI rate.

Male family heads accounted for 39.5 percent of the work force in 1974
l- iut only 35.9 percent in 1979. Working wives increased only marginallyfrom 24.4 to 24.6 percent, while other family members declined from 20.6 to,19.8 percent of the work force. Female family heads increased from 4.4 to5.1 percent. Because the severe hardship IFE and IFI rates tend to belower among male family heads ind wives, and unrelated individuals andfemale family heads, the changing sex/family relationship Composition ofthe work force contributed 0.3 percentage points to the IFE rate and 0.3
percentage points to the IFI rate.

The composition of' the hardship population changed as a result,of
shifting family patterns. Male family heads accounted for 24.5 percent ofthe 1979 seifere hardship IFE, down from 26.9 percent in 1974f while female
family heads accoynted for 15.2 percent, up frOm a 14.6 percent share jofthe 1974 IFE. MaTe family heads dropped from 25.9 to 23.2 percent of theIFI, mirrored by an increase from 17.2 to 18.9 percent for female fahily
heads. Wives and other family Members declined from 35.4 percent of the
IFE and 30.7 percent of the IFI in 1974, to 13.9 and 28.1 percent, respec-
tively, in 1979.

--
Despite a deterioration in the relative unemployment status ofblack-workers during the 1974-1980 period, they realized at least modestabsolute and relative gains as judged from the hardship perspective, al-

though the pace of these gains was far below that of the preceding decade.For blacks, intermediate and moderate hardship improved more than severehardship. Hispanics made substantial absolute and relative progress in es-
caping severe hardship, but the intermediate and moderate hardship gainswere more limited.

The annual unemployment rate for blacks was 2.1 times that of whitesin 1974, With a gap of 5.4 percentage points; by 1979, the Unemployment-
rate ratio hld increased toj 24 as the gap widened to- 7.1 percentage
points. Nevertheless, the Severe hardShip LIE rate of blacks declined from1.6 to 1.5 times that of whites, While the black/white IFE incidence ratiofell from 2.6 to 2.5, and the IFI ratio from 3.6 to 3.5. This relative
progress was derailed by the 1980 decline; which affected blacks relativelymore-than the 1975 recession, but the 1980 black/white hardship incidence
ratios still remained*below the 1974 levels. The improvements for minori-
ties during the 1974-1981) period were far slower than in the preceding'decade. According to the hardship measure developed by the National
Commission on Employment and Unemployment,'Statistics, the hardship inci-
dence among nonwhites fell from 3.9 times that.for whites in 1967.to 3.2times as high in 1971, and then improved only marginally to.3.0 times thewhite rate in 1979.

'The 'intermediate And moderate hardship IFE an d IFI rates for blacks
declined'relative to the severe hardship IFE and IFI rates. Ameg whitework force riartfcipants', the exact opposite was true:

' 32i
im
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Intermediate Severe
1974
1979

lIE IFE IFI

Whites

.1.46

Blacks

1.29
1.36

Whites

1.29
1.31

Blacks

1.26

1.24

Whites

1.54
1.53

Blacks

1.44

1.39
1974-1979

Moderate s. Severe
1974

1979

+.08

1.75
1.85

1.54

1.62

+.02

.1.62
1.66

TOT

1.50
1.49

2.19
2.14
=7E

1.87
1.77

1974-1979 . +.10 +.08 -.01 -.10

Though the ratio sf Hispanic to white'unemployment remained unchanged,

the Hispanic severe haiTIship IIE rate declined slightly from 1.32 times the
white rate in 1974 to 1.28 as high in 1979, while the Hispanic/white IFE
incidence ratio dropped,noticeably from 1.82 to 1.66, and the IFI incidence
ratio declined from 2.73 to 2.42. Moderate and intermediate hardship
improved less than severe hardship. For tnstance, the number of Hispanics
in the moderate hardship IFE was 1.69/times the number in the severe hard-
ship IFE in 1974 and 1.80 times as high in 1979, an increase of 0.11
percentage' points compared to the 0.04 percentage point increase among
whites and the 0.01 percentage point decline among blacks. Apparently, the
severe hardship reductions were achieved by the movement nf many Hispanic
workers and their families to just above)the severe hardship levels, rather
than reflecting across-the-board improvemerits,

Hardship in Good Times.ind Bad

Hardship rises in recesstons and declines during periods of eco-
nomic growth. However, the cyclicality, of hardship is less extreme than
the cyclicality of unemployment. Hardship is a continuing structural
problem which persists even in periods of economic growth and low'unemploy-
ment.

- Over the 1974-1980 period, there was a significant correlation between
,uhemployment and hardship rates:. .

'CorrelatiOn between
aveage Annual

unemployment rite
and severe hardship

indidence

// Correlation between
Unemployment incidence

among work force
participants and
severe hardship

incidence

lIE incidence

IFE incidence,
IFE incidence

.92

.94

.78

-1

,.91-

.87

.69
",
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However, the proportionate fluctuations in hardship were less severe,
since many of-the joblosers during recessions were already in hardshtp,
and their conditions simply,became worse:

1974-1976 ,1979-1980

Absolute
increase Percentage
(000) . increase

Average annual

unemployment 2,754 54,
Persons experiencing
unemployment 2,568* 14 .

5evere hardship HD 3,589 13
Severe hardship IFE 1,760 15
Severe hardship IFI 906 14

Absolute
increase Percentage
(000) increase

1,485 .,25 .

.

2,942 16

4,478 . 16
1,831 ' 14

1,410 20

The standard deviation of the average annual unemployment rate over
the 1974-1980 period was 15 percent of the mean; the standard deviation in
the severe hardship IFE, I.FE and IFI rates were 7, 7:and *9-percent-of their
respective means. Simple regression analysis suggests that each 1:00
percentage point increase in the average annual unemployment rate was
associated with a 1.25 percentage point increase in the severe hardship IIE
rate, a 0.54 percentage point increase in the IFE rate, and a 0.26,per-
centage point increase in IFI incidence.

.41 Though recessions exacerbate conditions for the victims of struc=
tural employment problems, they also undermine the well-being of the more
advantaged segments of the labor force who rarely suffer under normal.cir-
cuinstances. This was particularl,y true.of the 1974-1975 recession. Yet
the work force was also better protected by income transfers in the 1974-
1975 downturn, so that the Incidence of Inadequate Family Income among work
force participants was lower in 1975 than 1980 despite higher unemployment.
The disadvantaged were affected relatively more by the latter recession and
suffered more because of reduced protectiogs.

Recessions cause hardship for the more advantaged segments of the work
force:

--Prime age (25-to-44-year-old) workers accounted for only 29 peecent
of the 1974 severe hardship IFE but 43 percent of the 1974-1975 IFE
ment.

--Male family heads accounted for 27 percent of the' 1974 IFE.but for
40 percent f the1974-1975 IFE increment.

--Work force participants who had completed some post-secondary edu-
'cation accounted for 14 percent of the 1974 IFE but 25 percent of,the
recessionary increment.

,323
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,

--Whites accounted for 76 percent of the IFE but 92 percent of the
1974-1975 IFE increment.

-

In the 1979-1980 recession, the more advantaged segments were hurt,
but to a lesser degree, as suggested by the ratio of each advantaged sub-
group's share of the recession increment in the severe hardship IFE divided
by its share of the pre-recession IFE:.

Male family hepds

Work forge participants who

had completed some post-
secondary education

Whites

Prime age workers (25-to-

44-years-old)

, Share 1974-1975
IFE increment

Share 1979-1980
IFE increment

Share 1974 IFE Share 1979 IFE

1.47 1.15

1.79

1.21

1.27

1.04

1.47 1.58

The unemployment rate was a fifth higher in 1975 than in 1980 (8.5
percent versus 7.1 percent). The severe hardship IIE incidence was
marginally higher (29.1 percent versus 27.7 percent), as was the IFE rate
(13.2 percent versus 12.8 percent). Yet despite the relatively welse labor
market conditions, the IFI rate was lower in 1975 than in 1980 (7.2 percent
versus 6.9 percent). The reason EFETEar. Income transfers reduced the
Net-of-Transfer IFI bY 37 percent in the 1975 recession year, compared to
just 30 percent in 1980, even though the,average Net-of-Transfer IFI

Deficit was, in real terms, lower tn 1980 than 1975, leavtng less ground to

be made up bycash benefits.

The most disadvantaged in the work force were the most adversely
affected by declining transfers. The IFI rate-among blacks in 1980 was 1.4
percentage points above the 1975 level compared to the 0.3 percentage point
increase in the IFI rate for the total work force. The IFI incidence among
female family heads rose by 1.1 percentage points, and among high school
drOpouts by 1.7 percentage points.

,

Some Implications

To,significantly alleviate labor market-related hardship will re-
quire a combination of macroedonomic and targeted structural measures, com-

bined with expanded income transfers for the working poor. Full employment

and increased minimum wages are necessary but far from sufficient, since
only a portion of the benefits of more jobs or higher wages go to persons

otherwise in hardship. Even if full employment and increased wages could

324
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be achieved by all work force Rarticipants with Inadequate Family Earnings,
earnings supplements would still be needed by millions of work force par-
ticipants in order to escape poverty.

,

Since Tess than a fourth of the 1979 unemployed Were in,families with
inadequate earAings, and only one.in seven'in poor families, and since just
a third of workers with Inadequate Individual Earnings were 'in families
with below-poverty earnings, reduction's in unemployment or increases in the
minimum wage which would reduce,: the IIE.incidence would also affect many
workers not suffering hardship. Regressions using 1974-1980 annual data
suggest that a 10 percentage point increase in the legislated minimum wage
(as measured relative to the the real minimum wage averaged for the 1967--
1980 period) was associated with a 1.9 percentage point reduction in the
IIE, a 0.6 percentage point drop in the IFE and a 0.3 percentage point drop
in the IFI. Since the ratio of the legislated_minimum divided ;by the
average real minimum ranged,only from 94 percent in 1977 to 102 percent in
1978, or a swing of 8 percentage points, changes in the minimum were not a
central factor in hardship trends. A 1 percentage point decline in average
annual unemployment was associated with a 1.2 percentage point drop in the
severe hardship IIE rate, a,0.5 percentage point drop in the IFE rate, and
a 0.3 percentage point drop in the 1FI rate.

Projecting 1982 hardship levels based on this simple regression model
for 1974 through 1980, and assuming, most plausibly, that unemployment will
average 9 percent and inflation will erode only 5 percent from the un-
changing legislated minimum wage, the severe hardship IIE rate will be 30.7
percent, the IFE rate, 14.2 percent, and the IFI rate, 8.0 percent (or even
higher, as retrenchment,in transfer benefits is greaten than the 1970s'
downtrend). These projected levels . would contrast unfavorably with the
1979 lows of 24.2, 11.4 and 6.0 perceht, respectively. Yet even if un-
employment had miraculously.dropped to a 1.0 percent level, and even if
inflation had declined to a 2.5 percentt_annual rate, the IFE rate would
have remained at 13.0 percent, almost the same as in 1975--while the IFI

- rate would have,been 7.2 percent, in contrast to 6.9 percent in 1975. In
other words, large-scale hardship will remain at high levels even if
economic conditions improve.

If all workers were provided minimally adequate individual earnings,
hardship would not be eliminated and transfers would still be needed to
alleviate deprivation among work force participants and their families.
The severe hardship IFE count would have been reduced by only 36 percent in
1979,.. and. the IFE Deficit by 41 percent, if the earnings of all persons
were augmented up to the minimum wage equivalent for all hours of availa-
bility. If every person living in families with below-poverty earnings in
1979 yiere provided employMent at the usual wage for any hours of forced
idleness, and their earnings were then increased by 10 percent, 56 percent
would have remained with Inadequate Family Earnings, and they would have
needed $22.1 billion in earnings supplements to reach the poverty level.
Thus, targeted manpower programs providing minimum wage employment or'
marginal earnings" improvements would not eliminate the need for income
transfers.

If the hardship measures were,Ad, rather than unemployment and
poverty rates, as the basis for allocating and targeting resources in-

11116.
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tended for the unemployed and underemployed from low-ipcome families, the

distribution among geographic'areas and population segments would change

significantly. Nonmetropolitan areas would benefit substantially and so

would the Southern states. Family heads, both males and females, would re-

ceive greater priority. There would be much more emphasis on helping older

workers and less on youth employment problems. Dropouts would receive far

more attention.

The nonmetropolitan-area share of the severe hardship IFE, averaged

for the 1974-1980 period, was nearlY two-fifths higher than the nonmetro-

politan-area share of average annual unemployment, and a fifth above the

nonmetropolitan share of poverty and uneMployment, each equally weighted.

If funds were allocated based on IFE shares, the suburban rings of metro-

politan areas would,have received,a fourth less than if unemployment shares

-
were the determining factor, or a tenth less than if equally weighted

unemployment and poverty shares were used in allocation.

The West North Centr.al, South Atlantic, East South Central, West South

Central, and Mountain states would have received 'a fourth more under an

IFE-based allocation than an unemployment-based allocaton, and a tenth more

than under a poverty and unemployment share basis. ,

If resources were allocated according to need, and need wereAased on

the'IFE share rather than unemployment, the following work force groups

would have been the big winners and losers in 1979:

Winners'

Share of
unemployed

Shtre of
poverty and
unerplorlent

'1

share

Male family heads 18 8% 17.7% 24.5%

Female family heads 6.9 11.9 15.2

Unrelated individuals 14.1 2t.2 26.4

Dropouts 28.8 42.0 39.9

Al lir

45 and over 16.5 29_4_, 35.2

Share of
unemployed

,Ilare of
poverty and

unemployment

'IrE

share

Wives 19.7% 17.6%

Other family members 40.5 '28.7 19.8

High school graduates 38.4 30.7 33.2.

Completers of some post-
secondary education '22.9 17.1 13.1

16-19 25.6 19.7 13.4

20-24 23.1 18.5 17.1



www.manaraa.com

281

Adding A Third Leg to Social Stati;tics

These assorted findings challenge many conventional wisdoms about howmany and who are suffering as a result of labor market problems. The same
general conclusions might be reached by careful analysis .of the detailed
and disaggregated labor force and income data, but the hardship measuresprovide a systematic integration which offers new perspectives to the
public and policYmakers;,who have not been able to piece together the hodge=podge of existing statistics. Yet the demonstrated utility and sensibility.,of the proposed measures does not assure their acceptance. Those,who do
'not like what they see from the hardship perspective may argue that the
measures distort reality because of the.value judgments, assumptions and
technical problems implicit in the measures. Indeed, it, is sobering to
recognize that so many millions of Americans are unable to support them-selves and.their families even when they are lucky,enough to find and hold
jobs,, that there has been little or no progress in alleviatio hardship
over recent years, that the burdens of labor market-related fitirdship are
even more maldistributed than the burdens of unemployment, that the greaterpublic concern with tyclical rather than structural probleMs may be mis-
placed, that a risgig tide will not lift all boats, and that welfyl and
workfare must contiftbe to overlap if hardship is to be alleviated foP Ahose
failing in or failed by the labor market. It may be equally difficult toadmit that the unemployment and poverty statistics, which .are the foun-dation of public policy and public understanding, are not effective in
perhaps their primary application--measuring who and how many suffer AS a
result of labor market problems.. It is .certainly no easy task to learn anentirely new nomenclature; or to adjust and supplement libraries of econo-
-metric studies and esoteric.analyses which have been based on the assump-tion that unemployment and poverty rates were good proxies for labor
market-related hardship. It will also be a formidable challenge to fiie-
tune the hardship measuret and to modify the underlying survey instruments
and approaches in order to improve the accuracy and reliability of hardship
statistics. Yet if we are seriously committed to understanding and allevi-
ating' the welfare Consequences of labor market problems,.then the unemploy-
Ment and poverty statistics must be supplemented by new measures developed

.to integrate earnings, work experience and Income data in a systematic way,
recognizing the complexities of varying family status, labor force attach-
Ment and patterns of work experience. Social policies must, then, be
redirected in light of these new perspectives.

We have spent too many years "disputing loud and long" whether the
"elephant" is like a spear, a tree, a rope, a snake, a fan, or a wall.
There is no need to continue groping, conjecturing and disputing. With thehelp of hardship measures, we can see, understand and ,perhaps better'harness the beast.

.
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. APTENDIX A. HAIWSEIP MEASURES---TEMNICAL DETAILS

The hardship measures are calculated from the 1data gathered in the
March Current Population Survey covering the earn ngs, income and work
experience of individuals over the prtvious calendar,r, as well as their
labor market, education and family status in the su vey week (Table A-1).
Each of the hardship measures is derived by manipulation of several CPS
questionnaire responses. The information elements required- for the
calculatiOn of the hardship measures have only been gathered since the
introduction of a more comprehensive questionnaire in March 1975, so that
the measures can'only be tabulated for the years 1974 forward. A supple-
ment,was added to the March Ipo CPS to measure the receipt of in-kind aid.
The adequacy of family income after "cashing out" in-kind benefits can only
be estimated for 1979 and 1980.

The complete hardship.measures are presented in a 44 row/17 column
data matrix (Table A-2). In this matrix (which is even more inclusive than
the streamlined version outlined in Chapter 1), there are ,19 "baseline
measures" (rows- 1 through 19). The first.seven (rOws 1-7) concern the
adequacy of each individual's employment and earningS ,olver the previous
year. The adequacy of family earnings are considered in the.next six
measures lrows 8-13)., 'The adequacy Of'family income is considered by the
followinIsix measures (rows 14-19). There are twenty7five "interpretative
measures" (rows 20-44) which vary the baseline measures by augmenting,
earnings, income and ,employment in different ways, or which relate one
baseline measure tolanother. Ten of these interpretative measures (rows
2 -29)_are designed to focus on the labor force pathologies which cause
h rdship. Eight of the interpretative measures (rows 30-37) focus on the
interrelationships betweeh hardship nd family composition. Seven of the
interOretative measures (rows 38-44) focus on the impacts of cash and
in-kind transfers in mitigating hardship.

Each oeasure is divided into components based on the pattern of work.
force experience of the individuals.who are counted by the measure, i.e,

'whether they were employed full-time, part-time, intenmittently, or not at
all, dUring--their period of participation (as indicated in columns 1
through 12). ,There is separate categorization of persOns not in the work
force atcording to their'age and armed forces status (columns 13 through
17).

This matrix of:hardship measUres is calcdlated under nine'different
combinations of hardship severity and duration of work force participation:
(1) using the severe hardship standards end counting all work force par-
ticipants; (2) using .severe 4iardship standards and counting only those
participants in the work force half year or more; (3) using Severe hardship
standards and counting only full-year work force participants; (4) using
intermeOiate hardship standards and including all work force participants;

328
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Table A-1. CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY, MARCH 1981 QUESTIONNAIRE
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Table A-1. (Continued)
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Table A-2. HARDSHIP MEASURE DATA MATRIX

Baseline Measures -- Individual Earnings Adequacy

1. work Experience (all persons 16 and over)
2. Inadequate Individual Earnings (subset of work force

who earned less thin minimum wage standard times
hours of availability for work)

3. IIE Incidence (proportion individuals in each work
orce experience category who had Inadequate
individjal Earnings)

4. IIE Distribution (persons, with Inadequate Individual
EarnIngs in each work force status category divided
by total work force with Inadequate Individual Earnings)

5. IIE Total Deficit (mioimum wage standard times hours of
availability minus actual earnings for all persons with
Inadequate Individual Earnings)

6. IIE Average Deficitjtotal IIE Deficit divided by
niimber with Inadequate Individual Earnings)

7. IIE Deficit Distribution (share of total deficit for
individuals in different work force experience category)

4E10

I.0
2-c

U.

0 C

EI

41

-Baseline Measures .- Family Earnings Adequacy

8. Inadequate Family Earnings (persons in families whose
total earnin§s were below family income standard)

9 IFE Incidence (proportion individuals in each work force
experience category who were in families with inadequate
earnings)

10. IFE Distribution (persons in each work force experience
category who were in families with inadequate earnings
divided by total with Inadequate family Earnings)

11. 1FE Total Deficit (aggregate of'income standards for
all families with inadequate earnings minus their
aggregated earnings)

12. IFE Averacie Deficit (IFE Total Deficit divided by number
in !FE)

13. IFE Deficit Distribution (share of IFE Total Deficit
accounted for by family members in different work force
experience dategories)

Baseline Measures -- Family Income Adequacy

14. Inadequate Family InCOMe (persons in families whose
total income was below family incoMe standard)

16. IFI Incidence (proportion individuals in each work force
exper ence category who were in families with inadequate
income)

16. IFI Distribution (persons in each work force experience
category who wee fm families with inadequate income
divided by total witif Inadequate Family Income)

17. IFI Total Deficit (aggregate of income standards for
all families with inadequate income 41nus their aggregated
earnings)

18. IFI Average Deficit (IFI Total Deficit divided by number
in IFI)

19. :FI Deficit Distribution (share of IFI Total Deficit
accounted for by Family members in different work force
experience categories)
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Table A-2. (Continued)

Interpretative Measures -- Labor Force Pathology

20. Full Employment-IFE (IFE irevecy indi'vidual were
employed_at minimum wage standard for all hours of
availability not employed)

21. Full Employment IFE Deficit (IFE Deficit if every
individual were employed at minimum wage standard
for all hours of availability not employed)

22. Adequate Employrent IFE (IFE if every individual
were emoloyed,at least at minimum wage standard for
all hours of availability)

23. Adequate Employment IFE Deficit (IFE Deficit if
eevery individual were employed at minimum wage
standard for all hours of availability)

24. Capacity Employment IFE (IKE if every individual
earned as much for hours of availability not worked
as during each of those worked).

25. Capacity Employrent IFE Deficit (IFE Deficit if each
individual earned as much for hours of availability
not worked as during each of these worked)

26. Enhanced Eatnings ;FE (IFE if each individual!s earnings
were increased by 10 percent)

27. Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit (IFE Deficit if eaCh

individual's earnings were increased by 10 percent)
28. Ennanced Capacitz IFE (IFE if each individual earned

110 percent of minimum wage standard for all hours
of availability)

29. Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit (IFE Deficit if each
individual earned 110 percent of minimum wage standard
for all hours Of availability)

Interpretative Measures -- Family Composition

30. Marginally Augmented Full Employment IFE (IFE if
subgroup earnings increased by minimum wage standard
for each'hour of availability not employed)

31. Marginally Auartnted Full Employment IFE Deficit
(IFE Deficit if subgroup earnings increased by
minimum wage standard for each hour of availability
not employed)

32. Marginally Augmented Adequate Employment IFE (IFE if
subgroup earnings increased to at least minfmum wage
standard for_all hours of availability)

Marginally Augmented Adequate Emplciyment IFE Deficit
(IFt Deficit if subgroup earnings increased to minimum
wage standard for all hours of availability)

34. Marginally Augmented Capacity Employment IFE (IFE if
subgroup earnings were increased so earnings in each
rime not employed same as for hours employed)'

35.. Mdroinally Augmented Capacity Employment IFE Deficit ,

(Ii-E Deficit if.subgroup earnings increased so earnings
in each hour not employed same as for hours employed)

36. Persons with Inadequate Individual Earnings in Families
with InadeqUate Family Earnings

37. Earnings Supplementation Rate (proportion persons with
1FE who were in families with adequate income)

Intespretative Measures -- Transfer Impacts

38. Earl-lino Supplementatimi Rate,NOntransfers
(proportion persons with 1TE who were.in families
with adequate incomes net of transfers)

39. IFI Net-of-TransferA(IFI when cash transfers...,
subtracted from income)

40. IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit (IFI Deficit when cish
transfers subtracted from income)

41. IFI Including Food Stamps (IFI when value of food
stamps added to casn income)

42. IF1 Including Food Stamps Deficit (IFI Deficit when
value of food stamps added to cash income)

43. IFI Including In-Kind Aid (IF1 when value of food,
stamps. housing subsidies and school lunches added
to cash income)

44. IFI Including In-Kind Aed Deficit (IFI Deficit when

. value of food stamps, housing subsidies and school
'lunches added to CASh income)
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(5) using inlermediate hardship standards and counting only those.partici-
pants in the work force a half year or more; (6) using intermediate hard-
hip ttandards and counting full-year work force participants; (7) using

moderate hardship standards and counting all work force'participants;-(8)
using moderate hardship standards and counting only those participants in
the work force half year or more; and (9) using moderate hardship standardsand counting just the WI-year work force participants. The severe,
intermediate, and moderate hardship standards for the measures of in-
dividual earnings adequacy are 100; 125, and 150 percent of the average
real minimum wage for the 1967-1980 period, adjusted each year by the CPI
less housing costs. The respective standards for the family. earnings and
income measures are 10.0, 125, and 150 percent of the poverty level for each
family. Half-year participation is defined as 27 weeks or more and full-
year participation as 50 weeks or more.

-

For each of the nine combinations of hardship severity and duation of
work force participation, the hardship data matrix is calculated for all
individuals, as well as selected subgroups. The disaggregations, selected
on the basis of analytical importance, are as follows:

Region of residence:

1. New England
2. Middle Atlantic
3. East North Central
4. West North Central
5. South Atlantic
6. East South Central
7. West South Central
8: Mountain
9. Pacific

Area of residence:

1. Inside SMSA ,

a. SMSA 1 million or more.

(1) Central city
(2) Balance of SMSA

.b. SMSA under 1 million

(1) Central. city

(2) Balance of SMSA

2. Outside SMSA

a. Farm
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State of retidence (selected from those.with adequate CPS sample
size for tabulation of hardship measures)

California
Georgia
New York
North Carolina
Ohio

Family size and earners

1. One Orson in work force

a. 1 person in family
b. .2 persons in family
c., 3 persons in family
d. 4-5 persons in family
e. 6+ persons in family

2. Two persons in work force

a. 2 persons in family
b. 3 persons.in family
c. 4-5 persons in family
d. 6+ persons in family

3. Three or more persons in work force

a. persons in family

b. 4-5 persons in family
c. '6+ persons in family

-- Race/origin of individual

1. White
2. Black
3. Hispanic (includes blacks and whites,

identified neither as blacks or whites)

-- Sex of individual and family relationship

1. ,Male-family head

a. Wi e in work force
b. Wife not in. ork force
c. Wife not preient

2. Male unrelated individual
3.- female family head
4. Wife
5. Female unrelated individual
6. Other male
7. Dther female

(

as

y

well as those
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Age/student status

1.. 16-19 total
2. 16-19 student as major activity in surveytweek
3. 20-24 total
4. 20-24 student as major activity in survey week
5. 25-44
6. 45-64
7. 65+

Educational attainment

1. High schoolltstudent (primary activity in survey week)
2. Post-secondary student,,:(primary activity in survey week).
3. High school dropout
4. Out-ofTschool high school graduate with no further education
5. Out-of-schooehigh school gradate with 1-3 years of college
6. Out-of-school high school graduate with 4 or more years4-of

college

Occupation of longest job in last year

1. None reported
2. White collar

a. Professional, technical, managerial and administrative
b. Sales
c. Clerical

3. Blue collar

a. Craftsmen
b. Operatives
c. Nonfarm laborers

4. Fannworkers
5. Service workers

Individual earnings deficit (minimum wage or multiple times hours
availability for work minus annual earnings)

1. $0-249
2. $250-$499
3. $500-$999,
4. $1000-$1499*
5. $1500-$1999
6. $2000-$2499
7. $2500-$2999

$3000-$3999
9. $4000+
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-- Annual earnings

1. $0-$499
2. $5004999
3. $1000-$1499
4. $1500-$1999
5. $2000-$2999
6. $300043999
7. $4000-$4999
8. $5000-$6999

9. $7000-$8999
10. $9000+

-- Family income

1. Under $2000
2. $2000-$3999

3. $4000-$5999
4. $6000-$7999
5. $8000-$9999

6. $10000-$14999
7. $15000-$24999
8. $25000-$34999
9. $35000+

Appendix B provides detailed hardship data for 1979, but only a sub-
part of the full data matrix available with each disaggregation are pre-
sented. As an example of the comprehensive information which has been
computed from the March cps tapes covering 1974 through 1980, the inter-
mediate hardship matrix is presented for female family heads in the work

---famr-full-year- (Table A=3). TT tliutrdteetnterpretdtion of-this
matrix, there were 9,009,000 female family he ds in March 1979 (Row 14-

Column 17) of whom 4,267,000 participated 50 weeks or more in the work
force (Row 1, Column 1). Among these full-year participants, 649,000
experienced at least a week of unemployment (Row 1, Column 6 plus Column
10). Among all female family heads participating full-year, 34.5 percent
had earnings less than 125 percent of the minimum wage for their hoUrs of
availability (Row 3, Column 1); of these individuals 37.0 percent were
employed full-time, full-year (Row 4, Column 2). There were 1,140,000
female family heads in the work force full-year whose family earnings were
1)elow 125 percent of the poverty level (Row 8, Column 1) and a total of
3,771,000 other female family heads in the.work force less than full-year
or not at all who had family earnings less than 125 percent of the poverty
level (Row 8, Column 13). A total of 3,485,000 female family heads lived
in near poverty (Row 14, Column 14), although the nuMber would be reduced
to 3,202,000 if the value of food stamps, school lunches and housing were
,idded to 'cash income (Row 43, Column 17). Among the near poor, 772,000
were full-year work force participants (Row 14, Column 1). If all full-
year participants in the work force had their earnings increased to 125
percent of the minimum wage for all hours of availability, the number of
female family heads with family earnings less than 125 percent of pdverty
would have dropped from 1,140,000 (Row.8, Column 1).to 618,000 (Row 22,
Column 1). If the earnings of only female family heads in the work force
full-year were increased to 125 percent of the minimum wage level for all

34 i
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Table A-3. INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP MEASURES FOR FEMALE FAMILY HEADS IN WORK FORCE FULL-YEAR
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hours of'availability, the 8;088,000 IFE total for all full-year work force
participants in 1979 would have been reduced to 7771,000 (Row 23, Column
1).

There are a number of'assumptions-which must be made, given limita-
tions in the information available from the 'March Current'Population Survey
questionnaire, in order to derive the hardship measures for individuals
with differing work experience patterns. The detailed definitions and
calculation procedures for each measure in the hardship data matrix are
contained in Table A-4. Because the concepts behind each measure are
consistent, but must be derived separately depending on an individual's
work experience pattern, Table A-4 presents definitions for all measures
(Rows 1-44) for each separate work experience pattern category. For
instance, all 44 measures are first defined for persons working full-time
all weeks in the work force. They are next defined for persons working
part-time voluntarily some or all weeks in the work force, and so forth for
the other categories. The hai.dship counts for the total work force are
defined as the sum of these separately calculated elements. Column 1,

Total Work Force, is .thus excluded from the definitional table because it
represents the sum of Columns 2 through 12. Column 2, Employed Part-Time,
is excluded since this is simply the sum of Columns 4 and 5, Employed
Part-Tme Voluntarily and Involuntarily. Likewise, Column 10, Not Employed,
is excluded, since it is the sum of Column 11, Discouraged, and Column 12,
Unemployed. Columns 7, 8 and 9 are Also excluded, since they are sub-
classifications of, and calculated in the same way as Column 6, Inter-
mittently Employed, simply classifying each individual according to whether
they were unemployed less than a third of their weeks in the work force
(Column 7 Mostly Employed), over two-thirds of their weeks in the work
torce o umn ostly -Unemployed) or had intermediate unemployment
(Column 8, Mixed). Finally Columns 14 through 17 are excluded. Column 14,
Armed- Forcestalumtf-1-5;----Pers-arls--kg-e 0-15-, and Colufiln 16, Perions Age 16
and Over are subclassifications of Column 13, while Column 17 is the sum of
Columns 1 and 13. Columns 13 through 17 are only calculated for Rows 1-3,
a, 9, 14, 15, 39, 41 and 43. It might be noted that when the hardship
measures are restricted to full-tr or to half-year particip ts, the
less-than-full-year or less-than-ha f-year. participants are the added to
the out-of-the-work-force categories.

A key step in the derivation of these definitions is.the calculation
of an "individual earnings standard" for every work force participant using
questions about weeks of participation, usual weekly hours, and the number
of.weeks when the individual worked more or worked less than usual hours,
in order to estimate hours of availability for work during the year and the
earnings that would have been provided at a minimum wage hourly rate or its
multiple. The IIE compares actual earnings foreach work force participant
to this individual earnings standard. Where actual earnings are below this
standard, the IIE peficit is the difference between them. The Adequate'
Employment 1FE augments the earnings of each individual in the IFE up to
the "individual earnings standard" if their earnings are below this level.

3 4
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Table A-4. DETAILED DEFINITIONS OF HARDSHIP MEASURES

ErPloyed Full-Time

:. wort Force Ea:friend. 1(2) Eirgloyed ell weeks la labor fort. with es waists of less
tkie 18 hours caploploomt

2. Inaotb.ate Individual Earnings (IIE) 2(2) 1(2) sinus persons with annual earnings above SA individual
earnings standard equal to Product of weeks in labor force tints
ilinibUR hourly wage er eultiple times hour/ usually warted

Pier wash

2. I:E Inctstence 1(2) 1CO times 2(2) 1(2)

A. IlE Distrioution 4(2) 1CO times 2(2) 2(1)
SW,

S. 2:8 Total :elicit 8(2) Sam of differeaces between annual arnings sr persons to
2(2) and Individual families stendards AS specified In 2(2)

4. tlE 1,erage Deficit 8(2) 8(2) 2(2)

7. fIE Ctficit Distribution 7(2) 1CO times 8(2) 8(1)

3. :nazeuasto Family EarningS (trE) 8(2) 1(2) minus persons In fasilleS with sun of &newel earnings
of All matters above poverty threshc4d er waltiple

3. (FE Incittnce S(2) 1CO times 8(2) 1(2)

U. IFE Distributoon 10(2) ICO times 2(2)

11. !FE TotAl DefIcit 11(2) For unrelated individuals usd persons In 8(2) uho are sell
wore force'partictsunts in families, sus of differences between

12.

11.

11.

18.

:7. :rt TotAl Deficit 17(2) For unrelated and persons in 14(2) who are
sole wort forst Participants In anlies, sum ef differenCeS
tetwgn family Intone and paver y stendArd or multiple. For
Persons in families ulth tifil *rear* Persons in Adjusted wort force

And whose conofned IIE Deficit-is Nail to or greater than dif-
ference between Poverty standard mid featly incase, sum ef dif-
ferences beiraeen appropriate poverty standard er multiple and
aggregate family income. times share of combined fully IIE Deficit
Accounted for by persons In 14(2). For persons in families with
two or non persons in adjoSted wort force and where combined
family IIE Deficit is SASS SAAR difference between Poverty standarg
and family 1,cone, Sum of III Deflot for family meeberS in 14(2)
pluS these rechers' Share of combined individual earnings standards
(or earnings if higher) for family menterS times the,difference
between tile poverty standard or multiple minus family income, And
the comminee featly IIE Deficit

13. IFI A aaaa ; t Deficit 13(2) 17(2) 14(2)

13. IF: Deficit Distribution 11(2) ICO ttmes 47(2) 17(1)

2. Full Eqoleswent IF! 20(2) 8(2) pinuS Persons in families with Augmente4 arnings of
ell really aorbers in 1(1) plus Actual earnings ef family meabers
pdt in HI) greeter thee poverty threshold (Augmented earnings for
persona in 8(2) are Same as Actual earnings)

2:. F.11 Epolotrant (FE Deficit 21(2) Calculated similar go 11(2) for persons in 20(2) with sum
of Augmented and actual earnings of family members as specified in

20(2) throuin 20(12) instead of Actual earnings compared to poverty
standard or rultiple

annual earnirga grad Appropriate poverty standard or eultiple. Fir
Persons In families with two Or gore Adjusted wort force partictilantS

and wnose c=oined IIE Deficit is equal te or greater than dif-
ference between poverty standard end Aggregate family earnings, sum

of differences betuetin appropriate poverty standard or multiple and
aggregate fasily earnings, tines share of combined' family IIE
:eficit accounted for by persons le 8(2). For persons In families
with trap r rore Adjusted wort force participants And utose family
IIE Ceficit is less Shun difference between poverty standard And

aggregate featly earnings. SUR of IIE Deficits for featly megoers
in 8(21 Plus tress viewers share of comnined individual earnings
StandardS (Or earningS if higher) for folly &embers times the

difference between trie poverty standard Or multiple isinus aggregate

fl°117 e0111,5Cia_And the Comeintlieellay Ill Deficit

:FE Average Deficit 12(2) 1.1(2) 8(2)

(FE :elicit distribution 13(2) 103 time% 11(2) 11(1)

:isszaa.ate Frilly Income (2F2) 14(2) 8(2) churl persons libfamilise rith tetel locame above
Poverty threshold or multiplir"

:Ft 1ncidence 18(2) 1CO times 14(2) 1(2)

Distrly.ctoa 13(2) 1CO times 14(2) 14(1)
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Table A-4. (Continued)

. 22. Adequate Employment uf

23. huquta Employuoat !FE Oeficlt

24. Capacity Employvent lit

25. Capacity Empleymeat 1FE Oeffelt

26. Euanced Earafngs 1FE

27. fdisanced Earalagi !FE Deficit

28. Edna/Mee Capacity. In

21. En/lancet Capacity IFE Deficit

13. Carglaally Augmented Full
Eoployment IFE (calculated only
fir se/4(4211y relationship dad
age eisag;reeatlans)

31. Carefully AL.gmented Full
Eoa1orent IFE Ceficlt (calculated
on!, far sex/oil:lily relationship

an4 1;4 di:aggregations)

12. Marginally 4.4mented Adequate
E=laynent 1:E (tato/laced only
fir sex:family relationsnip and
age Issag;regmtions)

13. Aupented Adequate
E7: ay=ent IF: Uficit :ta1o/1sta!
:A', fp* viv,fhaily relationship

sr: Age disaggregations)

34. marginally-Aopmenttn-Camecity--
Evolaylent :FE :calculated only
far sex:family relationship and
a;* 4.sag;regatfons)

35. Coginally Augarnted Capacity
Erploy-ent ::2 Uficft (calculated
or:y far sex.faxily relationship
ara 4;e dis4;;rtgatIonS)

34. ;arsons nitn Earnings Oa/lofts in
:soffits ettn Earnings Ceficits

37. Earnings Supilementatlen Rat*

15. Earnings Supplementation late-
antransfers

34. ::t %at-of-Transfers

id. IF1 Ut.of-Traasfers Oeffclt

300.

22(2) Calculated similar te 20(2) with augmemted *amities fiar
persons la 8(2) equal to Individual earnings standard as specified
in 2(2) or actual famines. Althaver Is larger

21(2) Calculated similar te 21(2) with aumented earnlagS as
specified in 22(2) threqm 22(12)

24(2) Calculated similar te 20(2) with augmented gamines for

persees fm 8(2) equal to actual elating%

25(2) Calculated similar V: 21(2) wit* augmented flArAIASt as
specified la 24(2) throueh 24(12)

26(2) Calculated similar to 20(2) with augmented earnings for

Persooi Ia 8(1) equal to 110 Percent of actual earningS

27(2) Calculated similar to 20(2) with augseeted earefaes as'
specified in 26(2)

28(2) Calculated similar te 20(2) with arafites augmented te
110 percent those SpeCIfIed la 24(2) through 24(12)

29(2) Calculated similar to 21(2) with earninia iiiloienti8 to
110 percent those specIffed in 24(2) threugh 24(12)

10(2) 8(2) sinus persons In families with auguated earnings of
all family meobers in 1(1) as dfsagereuted plus acteil amines of
fully webers not in 1(1) as dfsaegregated ervitar than poverty
threshold (iugeented cuisines for dftaggreeated subgroup umbers In

8(2) are sire as actual earnings)

31(2) Calculated similar te 11(2) with sum of augmented and
actual earnInes of fully webers as specified In 13(2) through
13(12) Instead of actual laminas compared te poverty standard
or multiple

82(2) Calculated similar te 30(2) with augmented earnfnes for
dIsaggregated suberoup members in 8(1) aqual to Individual sarningS
standards as specified In 2(2) through 2(12) er actual earnings.
%Althaver ere larger

33(2) Calculated similar te 21(2) with augmentad arnings es
Specified ih 32(0) tnrougn 42(14)

14(24-.-Cticulated-sfeallar-to-30(2)-wl ted-ursiags-fof
disagereuted subgroup membors In 8(2) equal to Actual earnings.
and augmented famines of other Illaggregated subgroup eembefs In
8(1) as specified In 1(3) through 8(12)

35(2) Calculated similar te 31(2) with mopented earnings as
specified fn 34(2) through 34(12)

41. Including Fond Stasis (calculi
only far 1471 and 1430)

/9

34(2) 8(2) Altus persons not included In 2(2)

31(2) (1 11(2)/8(21] LINO 100

38(2),* (1 31(2)18(2)] tins 100

31(2) 8(2) minus persons In families with luau excluding cash
( transfers above peverty standard or multfple

40(2) Calculated similar te 17(2) except using holly Income
excludlog cash transfe rS

41(2) 8(2) lma persons In families with cash IMAM Plus YalUe
Of feed Stara .above poverty standard eraultIple

42(2) Calculated sinflar te 17(2) except using firefly cash Income

plus food stamp value

41(2) 8(2) minus persons in families with cash Intake plus value
o f food stamps received plus number of family members revolving
fru or reduced price lunches Sloes .044 peverty thresdold for
f amily. and. If resident of subsIditad housing. plus 40 percent of
Cash IKON If cash income less than 13000; 25 parCent if $3000-
56959: 10 percent If $7000-$5511; and S percent If $10,000 Or mere,
Is above poverty standard or aultiple

44(2) Calculated similar te 17(2) except using cash and Including
income for fanfly as specified in 43(2)

ted

42. lfl Including Food Stamps Deficit
.441culated only for 1171 and 11801

ted43. (Ft including InAtind Aid (calculi
on'y fir l479 and 11410)

44. !El Including In.KInd Afel Deficit
Zcalculaced only for 1175 and 11410)
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- Table A-4. (Continued)

1. Work Force Werlence

301

(4). Employee Part-Tine Volunterilv

1(4) Werke< throughoet Period If labor floret oertIcleatIons sone
weeks let& than 35 hours! maim reason wes that masted te wart part-
time. eland only work partntimif er other

2(4) 1(4) mime Persona earning spiv than an Individ441 earnings
standard equal to hours usually worked times minimum hag* er multi-
ple times meets in labor ferce If oval hours less thao 35 unless

weeks'werted less than 2S are less' tktft meets worked in which COI.
10 hours ere ascribed te the weeks worked mere than part-time; if
usual howl wore thIn 35 but some meths voluntarily leSS Than 3$.
these weeks ere ascribed 20 hours while ethers are &Scribed oval
hours

Z. Inedtquate IndiPidual EarnIneS (11E)

3. 1IE Incidence

4. !IC Distribution

S. !IC Total Deficit

4. fIE Average Deficit

7. HE Deficit Distribution

8. Inadecotate Family famines (1Ft)

1. !FE Incidence

10. IFE Oistributfon

11. IFI Total Deficit

/2 1ff Sverage-Oef4cit-

13. 1FE Deficit DiStribution

14. Inadequate Family Inflow (1f1)

IS. IFI incidence

14. IF1 Distribution

17. IF1 Tot41 Deficit

18. 1F1 averege Deficit

IL IFI Deficit Distribution

20. Full Employment 1FE

21. Fell Emolopent trE Deficit.

22. 'deplete Emplogment !FE

3(4) 100 times 2(4) a 1(4)

4(4)16 100 times 2(e) 2(1)

5(4) Sum of differences between annual earnings of Persons In
2(4) and Individual earnings standards as specified In 2(4)

4(4) 5(4) 2(4)

7(4) 100 times 5(4) 5(1)

A(4)°. 1(4) miinss persons In feeilles with sum of annual earnings
of all members Wove povorty threshold or miltiple

1(4) too tiles 4(4) 41(4)

10(4) 100 times 8(4) 8(1)

11(4) for unrelated individuels and porspms in $(4) Imo are Isle
wort force participants In families. sumnof W./relicts between

annmal earnings and appropriate Poverty stutter! Or malttole, for
Persons in families with two or more adjusted wort force participants
and reale cowfined IIE Deficit is equal to or greater ?an dif-
ference between Per/arty standar& and aggregate family ei-ninus. sum
of differences between approltriate poverty standar& er rultiole ar4
aggregate family earnings. tires share of combised family 1:E
Deficit accounted for by persons in 8(4). For persons in fanilies
with the or rare sdjuSted more ferce participants and whose .anily
11E Deficit Is less than different* between Poverty stantart ar:
afiregete family arnings, sum f IIE Deficits fir family webers
in 8(4) plus these

ItandardS (or earnings If for family members times the
difference between the p.vtr stendard or multiple minus aggregate
folly-earnings, 4n4 the Comb Med family 11E Deficit

1t(4)-"-n(4)-41(0---
,

13(4) 100 times 11(4) 11(1)

14(4) 4(4) mfilus Persons In families with total Income above
poverty threshold er multiple

15(4) 100 tires 14(4) 1(e)

14(4) 100 tires 14(4) 14(1)

17(4).. for unrelated individugs and persons In 14(4) who are
sole murk force participants in faollits. sum of differences
between family inter* and Poverty standard or multiole. for
Persons In families with thy or eon Persons in ad!usted wore force
and whose combined IIE Deffctt is eqval to or greater :has dif-
ference between Poverty Standard and family Income. sun. f Cf.

ferenots between appropriate Poverty Standard cr multipl and
aggregate FOPily incOme. tines share of confined family IIE eficit
actOuftted for by persons in 14(4). For persons in families with

bop or Pure persons fa adjusted wort forte and %ter* cmcdned
family 1IE Deficit IS less than difference between poverty standar&
and family intim. Sum'o4 HE Deficit (ir family members in 14(4) ho.

Plus these rembers' share of combine& Individual earnings standards
(or earnines If higher) for-family metiers times the difference
between ShO poverty standard er multiple wines family income. Ad
the combined family IIE Deficit

18(4) 17(4) 14(4)

18(4) 100 times 17(4). 17(1)

20(4) 8(4) minus persons In fsellies with augmented earnings
of all family merfers In 1(1) plus actual earnings of family

re"Vers hot In 1(1) greater than Poverty thresimild (auemented
earnings for persons in 1(4) equal actual earnings)

21(4) Calculated sledgr to 11(4) wfth sum of augmented ant
actual earnings of family members 4s specified in 2C:2; t"rotion 20(12)
instead of actual earnings conoared to Poverty standard or 'vitiate

22(4) Calculatpd similar to 20(4) with augmented earnings of all
folly members in S(0) equal to Indivfdual gamines stendard as
specified in 2(4)

^

347
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Table A-4. (Continued)

23. Adequate Emplement IFE Deficit

24. Capacity Enploymemt IFE

21. Capacity Employment IFE Deficit

24. EnhanCed Earnings IFE

27. 'Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit

28. Enhanced Capacity IFE

29. Enhanced Capacity 1FE Deficit

30. Marminally Augmented Full
Employment 1FE (calculated only
for sex/feeler relationship and
age dIsaggregations)

31. Marginally 16.79ftlIttd Full

Employment !FE Deficit (calculated
only for sex/family relatianship
and age disaggregatiens)

32. Marginally Augmented Admate
Employment IFE (calculattd only

-for sex/fanfly relationship and

age disaggregatiens)

33. Marginally Augmented Adequate
Employment (FE Deficit (calculated
only for sex/featly relationship

and age disaggregitirs)

14. Marginally Augmtnted Capacity
Erolexnent IFE (calculated only
for sal/family relationship and
age disaggregatiens) ,

302
I"

23(4) Calculated similar to 21(4) with augmented earnings as,
specified in 32(2) through 22(13)

24(4) Calculated similar ta 20(4) with memmated earnings Fnr
parsons in 1(4) sane as actual earnings

25(4) Calculated similar tel 21(4) with augothttd Hrilint as

specified in 24(2) through 24(12)

24(4) Calculated similar ta 20(4) with augmented earnings far
Perim* In 4(1) egual ta 110.mercent of actual Innings

27(4) Calculated similar ta 21(4) with augmented earnings far

all 'Men In k(l) equal ta 110 percent ef actual earnings

21(4) Calculated similar ta 20(4) with earninos augmented to
110 percent those stecified in 24(2) through 24(12)

21(4) Calculated similar ta 21(4) with earnigs augmented ta
110 percent those scecified fn 24(2) through 24(12)

30(4) 1(4) minus persons in families with augmented earn'ngs of
all family members in 1(1) s dIsaggregated iglus actual ear.,res if
family members not in 1(1) as disagregated treater tnan poverty
threshold (augmented earnings for disegIrmlated sabgroun +ambers in
1(4) equal actual earnings)

31(4) Calculated similar to 11(4) with sem of wetted and actual
earnings of family members as specified in 30(2) thrmagn 30(:2)
instead of actual earnings cemered to poverty standard er multip'e

12(4) Calculated similar ta 30(4) with aegmented earhings of 111
disaggregated subgroup meters in 4(4) equal.toind1v1dval earnings
standard es specified in 2(4)

33(4) Calculated similar to 31(4) with-augmented earnings as

specified in 32(2) through 32(12)

14(4) Calculated similar t )1(4) with augmented earnings for
dtsalgragetee gmagroup amen in a(m) same as actual earnings

35-.44refiselly-klieteted-Cessedty 31(43-*-Calevletp4-statier-44414)-with-assenstsd auwiars-49
Employment (FE Deficit (calculated specified in 14(2) through 34(12)

only for sex/fealty relationship e

and Set disaggreptions)

34. Persons with Earnings Deficits in 34(4) 1(4) minus persons net incloded in 2(4)

Families with Earnings Deficits

37. Earnings Supplementation bee

311. Earnings Supplementation Rate -
Nontransfers

31. ut Net-of-Transfers

40. IFI Net -of -Transfers Deficit

41. IFI Including Food Stamps (calculated
only for 1171 and 1110)

42. IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit
(Calculated enly for 1171 and 1940)'

43. IFI Including In.Xind Aid (calculated
only for 1171 and 1910)

44. IFI InclUdino In.Kind Aid Deficit

(caleulated only for 1171 and 1180)

37(4) (1 14(4)/1(4)1 times 100

34(4) (1 . 31(4)/4(4)3 times. 100

19(4) 1(4) sinus persons in families with income excleding

transfers stove poverty standard or myltiple

40(4) Calculated similar ta 17(4) except using family income

excloding cash transfers

41(4) 11(4) minus perscms In families with cash income Plus

value of food stamps aleve poverty standard er amltipls

42(4) Calculated similar to 17(4) except uSIne family cash

Income plus food stamp. value

43(4) 1(4) menus persons in families with cash Intent SuPele.

minted as noted In 43(2) is above poverty standard er multiple

44(4) Calculated similar ta 17(4) except oiling cash and Incleelne

income for family as ;pacified In 43(2)-

4
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Table A-4. (Continued)

-M
(5). Employed Part.Time Involuntarily

1. Wert Force Experience 1(5) Voted thrsumhaat period f later ferce PerticiPetien: same
or all weets less tb. 25 hours; main reasem for redeced hours waS
that amid emly flnd pert-tile jobs. slack mere er msterialS
shortie,

2(5) 1(S) minus person earnine mare than an Individual arnings
standard *mull te 40 times minimal wage er multiple times metS in
labor force if usually worked less than 35; lthough edd 40 tines
weeks involuntary pert-tire to usual hours tines weeks fellytime

3. TIE Incidence
1(5) 100 tires 2(5) 1(5)

4. IIE Distributige 4(5) tea ttmes 2(5) 2(1) a'

s. IIE Total Deficit 5(5) Sun of differences between an4a1 earnings of persons In
2(5) nd individual earnines standards aS Specified in 2(5)

4. IIE A ge Deficit $(5) 5(5) 2(5)

Z. Inedeguate Individual EarnIngt (11E)

7. 11E Deficit Oistribution

. Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE)

P. IFE Incidence

10. IFE Distribution

- 11. 1FE Total Deficit

12. IFE Average Deficit

3(5) 100 tip.' 5(5) 5(1)

4(5) I(S) minus persons in families with sm.,/ annual earni'm '

ef all emieers above poverty threshold or nultiple

1(5) 100 times 4(5) I(5)

10(5) 100 tires (5) 4(1)

11(5) For unrelated individuals and person in (5) wno are sole
wort force participants in families. sun ef differences between
annual earnings and aPprooriate poverty anderd or multiple. For
Persons in families with two or more adjeS d wort ferce partictunts
end whose combined 31E Deficit Iregual to r greater than d.f-S4.1
ference between poverty stendard and aerteite family earnirgs. Sao

f difference& bebommi appropriate Poverty stendard er multiple end
aggregate family *amines . times share ef ccomined family IIE
Deficit accounted for by persons in 4(5). For persons in feniliss
with tee or more adjusted wort torce participents and .mose reit),
IIE Deficit is less than difference between poverty standard and

algreeste family earnings. Sum OF 11E Deficits for family ne"berS
in 11(S) plus these veneers* shire of combined individual earnings
standards (or earnings if higher) for family members times the ..

difference between.the poverty standard dr maltjPle sine% 491rmilit4-
foggy wavoines. med the nominee family liE pericit

-
12(5) I1(S) t 8(5)

13. ,IFE Deficit Dist'ribution 13(5) 100_timaill(3)-§-11(1)

14. Inadequate Family Inane (1F1)

15. IFI Incidence

14. IFI Distribution

17. IFI Total Deficit

14. IFT Average Deficit

IS: IFI Deficit Distribution

20. Full Employment IF(

21. Fell Employment IFE Deficit

14(5) 11(5) minus persons in families with total InCemt alvere
POverty threslwild er multiple f

15(5) 100 tires 14(5) 1(5)

16(5) 100 tires 14(5) 14(1)

17(5) For unrelated individuals and persons In 14(5) whil are
Sole wort force Participants In families. sum ef differences
between family income and poverty standard or ftoltiole. ror
person% in faggieS with two or more Persons in adjusted wort force
and whose ccmbined IIE Deficit is !TM tO or greater than dif-
ferince between poverty standard and family income, sus cf
ferences between aperopriati peverty standard or multiple and
4119refate family income. times'share of combined family :1E Deficit
accounted for by Persons ip 14(5). For persons in families witm
two or more persons in adjusted wort force and where Combined
faggy IIE Deficit is less than difference between ',flirty standard

end family income. sum f IIE Deficit for family members in 14,5)
plus these members share of combined individual earnings StandartS
(er earnings g higher) for family members timei thedifference
between the poverty standard or nultiple Wings family income, and .

the cOmbined family IIE Deficit

14(5) 17(5) 14(5)

11(5) 10Q times 17(5) 17(1)

20(5) 4(5) minus persons in frmilies with augmented tannings of
all family members in 1(1) PIUS actual earnings ef family members
net in 1(1) greater than poverty threshold (augmented earnings far
persons In 4(5) equel earnings Plus minirul wage ir multiple times
40 minus usual bours times weeks worked less then 35 Involuntarily
where uSual les% that 35 or Plus ninirmm watt br tlots
usual hours minus 20 tires welts worked less than 35 inveluntarily
where usual hours more than 35)

21(5) CalCulated stiller to 11(5) for persons fn 20(5) with sae
of augmented and actual earnings of family members as specified In

20(2) through 20(12) instead of actual earnings compared te poverty
standard or multiple
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Table A-4. (Continued)

22. Adequate EmPloyment 1FE-.

23. Adequate Employment 1FE Oeficit

24. Capacity Employment 1FE

25. Capacity Employmeet 1FE Deficit

2$. EnksacI Earnings 1FE

27. Enhanced Earnines 1FE Deficit

211. Enhanced Capacity IFE

, .

29. Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit '

22(5) .Calculated similar tal 20(5) with aegmented earnings of ell
family Members in 8(S) equal to individeal earnings standard as
specified in 2(5)

23(5) Calculated siolia; to 21(5) with segmented earnings at

specified in 22(2) ihr0040 22(12)

24(5) Calculated similar to 20(5) with eugmantee gamines fur
persons iR 8(5) if esual hours leaf thin 35-end no weeks greater

Uhan 35. 40 times annual latninit R4S1041 weakly hours: if mull
lesS thas 13 and some weeks greater thia-15. usual howrs tots
annual gentiles times weeks worked a (usual hours times meeks pert.
tire plus 40 tints weeks full-time); is usual hoes 35 er more
usual hours times annual earnines times weeks worked a (40 times
weeks fell-time plus 20 times weeks part-time)

25(5) Calcelated siellar te 21(5) with augwented earnings es
specified in 24(2) through' 24(12)

24(5) Calculated similar to 20(5) with eugmented earnines for all
persons in AIM equal Go 110 Percent of actual earnings

27(5) Calculated similar to 21(5) with auemented earnings far ell
persons in 8(1) equal to 110 percent of ectual earnings

28I5I Calculated similar te 20(5) with earnines augmented is
110 percent these specified in 24(2) threvgh 24(12)

73. Marginally augmenud Full
, Employment IFEA6Iculated only

for s4x/familY relationship and
age disaggregations)

31. Marginally Augmented Full
Deployment IFE Deficit (calculated
only for sel/family relationship
and age disaegregations)

21(5) Calculated similar te 21(5) lath terololt ormltild to
110 Percent these sPecified im 24(2) thrsugh 24(12)

30(5) 8(5) minus persons in families with augmented earnings of
all fanny mombers in 1(1) SS dIsagertgated plus actual arnings of
all family members net in 1(1) as disaggregated greater Vlan poverty
threshold (nugmented earnings for disaggregated sulgrove nembems in
8(5) equal earnings plus minimm wage er multiple times 43 minus
usual hours .times weeks worked less than 35 where %meal less than
35 or plus minimum wage er multiple times usual hours ninus 20 times
watts worked ltsS than 35 where usual hours asp, than 35)

31(5) Calculated similar to 11(5) with sus ef aullrentad Imo actual
tannings of family gembers IS Specified in 30(2) through 73(12)
instead of actual earnings compered te poverty standard er multiple

Employment 1FE (calcvlated only

far sex/familr relationship and
age disaggregations)

13.

34.

Marginall-TAuemented Adequate
Employment IFE Deficit (calculated
only Ali sex/family relationship
and 49, disaggregations)

Marginally Aucmented Capacity

EmPlayment 1FE (calculated only

for 4ex/family relationship and
egg disaggregations)

35. Marginally Augmented Capacity
Employment 1FE Deficit (calculated
only far sex/family relationship

and age disaegregatiens)

31. Persons with Earnings Deficits in
Families with Earnings Deficits

37. Earnings Supplementation hate

38. Earnings SupOlementatien Rata-
hontransfers

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

IFI het-of-Transfers

IF1 Set-of -Transfers Deficit

-

IF( Including Food Stamps (calculated

only far 1979 and 1,80)

1F1 Including Food Stamps Deficit

(Calculated only for 1979 and 1,80)

IF1 Including In-cind Aid (calculated

only for 1579 and 1,80)

1F1 Including In.aind Aid Deficit
(calculeted only fer 1579 and 1980)

latpd-siallar-te-30(1)-with-augmonte4-earmlgt f ll

disaggregeted subgroup members ih:8(5) equal te individiml turnings
standard as specified in 2(5)

33(5) Ca lcuTited similar tie 311 w auS gmlfintarn nes as

specified in 32(2) through 32(12)

34(5) Calculated similar is 30(5) with augmented earnings aor
disaggregated subgroup members in 8(5) if usual hours less than 35
and no weeks greater than 35. 40 times annual earnings usual weekly

hours; if usual less than 35 and same weeks greater than 35. usual
hours times annual earnings tires weeks wprked e (Usual hours times
weeks part-tire plus 40 times weeks full-time); if Jsual hours 35
or more, usual hours times annual earnings times weeks worked
(40 tires weeks full-time plus 20 times reeks pert-time)

35(5) Calculated similar te 31(5) with augmented earnings as

specified In 34(2) through 34(12)

34(5) 8(5) minus persens not included In 2(5)

37(5) (1 - 14(S)/8(S)] times 100

MS) (1 - 39(5)/8(5)) times 100

31(5) 8(S) minus persons in families with Income excluding cash
transfers above poverty standard or multiple

40(5) Calculated similar to 17(5) except using family Immo
excluding cash transfers

41(5) 8(5) minus persons in families with cash income plus value

of food steros above poverty standard er multiple

42(5) Calculated similar te 17(5) except using fully cash inane
plus food stamp value

43(5) 8(5) minus persons in families with ctsh intone supplemented
as noted In 43(2) Is abrt poverty standard or multiple

44(5) Cilculate Mailer to 17(5) except using cash and including
income for family as sPecified In 43(2)

143

35 u

a'
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Table A-4. (Continued)

1, liort force Experience

305

(6). Intermittently Emoleyed

1(6) Experienced weeks if both velment and untmeleyment while
In the wort forte

2(6) 1(6) 'Onus portals with annual earnings in excess of an
indtvidual earnings stamdantaual I. the product of weeks in labor
force times mintmoo wage or maltiple times usual hours worted.
except in case where usual hours less than 35 and main reason lees
thin 35 was slack work or aiuld only find pert-time Job, in which
case 40 hours substitutes for usual hours, and except where some
weeks employment were et less than 35 hours bteause wanted Cart-
tine work or could only work part-tpie %bile usuel Aeon were abort
35 hours. In which case weeks less Shan 35 blurs are assigned 20
hours, other weeks employed are assiened usual hours, end weeks un-
employed are aftigned 20 or usual hours in proportion to weeks em-
ployed part-time voluntarily to weeks employed fell-time

2. Inadequate Individual finite's (11E)

3. lIE Incidence

4. HE Distribution

5. IIE Total Deficit

6. III Average Deficit

1IE Deficit Distribution

'01\ Inadequate Family Earnings (1FE)

I. 1FE Incidence

10. la Distribution

11. 1FE Total Deficit

't

12. SEE Average Deficlt

13. IfE Deficit Distribution

14. Inadequate Family Income (1F1)

IS. tEl Idcidince

16. IF1 Distribution

17. 1ft Total Deficit

10. tEl Aviage Oeficit

19. !Ft Deficit Distribution

' 20. f411 Employment lit

3(6) 100 times 2(6) 1(6)

4(6) 100 times 2(6) 2(1)

5(6) Sum of differences between annual earnings of persons in 2(6)
and individual gamines stendards as specified in 2(6)

6(6) 5(6) 2(6)

7(6) 100 times 5(6) 5(1)

8(6) 1(6) minus persons in families with sum of anneal earnings of
all ',unbars above poverty threshold r multiple

9(6) 100'times 8(6) 2(6)

10(6) log times 6(6) 8(1)

11(6) For unrelated individuals and dement in $(6) who are sole
wort force participants in mamilles, sum of differences betreen
annual earnings and appropriate poverty standard or multiple. Tor

tersons in families with two or mere adjusted work force participants
and wbose combined IIE Deficit Is mat to er greaten than.dif
lerence,between poverty standard and aggregate faulty earnings, sum
of differences between appropriate poverty standard or multiple and
agereeatik family earnings, tineeshare of csetaned family IIE
Deficit accounted for by persons in $(6). for persene In fenilies
rith-two-tr-mtre-edivsted-wert-ferctimelicieent

lIE Deficit is less than difference between poverty standard and
aggregate family earnings, sum ef 1IE Deficits for family .es.,e1.1
In 0(6) plus these meg/ars' share of combined individual earr.nes
standards (or earnings if highert for fesily eemers_itmerahe
difference between the poverty standard or multiple minus aggregate
family earnings, and the combined family

di

12(6) 11(6) 0(6)

13(6) 106 times 11(6) 11(1)

14(6) $(6) minus persons in fiellies with total income above
poverty threshold r multiple

15(6) 100 timmi 14(6) 1(6)

16(6) 100 times 14(6) 14(1)

17(6) For unrelated individuals ant persons in 14(9) rho 'lie

sole work force participants-in families, sum of differences
between family incase and poverty standard or multiple. mor

.persons in families with two or mere persons in adjisted work force
and whose combined IIE Deficit is e64al to or greater than Cif-
ference Cetween poverty standard and family income. sum of dif-

ference% between approprlate'coverty standard or nultiole rid
aggregate family income, tines share of cpubined family IIE eficit
accounted for by persons in 14(6). For persons in families with
to0 or more persons in adjusted work force and where combined
family 1IE Deficit is less than difference bedrelen poverty Standar/
and family income, sum of 1IE Deficit for family members in 14(6)
plus these members' shirt of ccmbined Individual earnings standards
(or earnings if higher) for family reedwri times the difference
between the poverty standard or multiple minus folly income. and

..the calbined family 1IE Deficit

10(6) 17(6) 14(6)

10(6) 100 times 17(6) 17(1)

20(6) 8(6) minus Persons in families with aumented earnings of

411 family members in 1(1) Plus actual earnings of family nerOen
not in 1(1) greater than mverty threshold (aucmented ilinings (or
persons in 8(6) art actual earnings-plus weeks unemoloyed tines ,

44441 hOuri worked times minimum wige or multiple exceet w4-e snag
weeks employed part-time involuntarily in which case earnings also
Augmented by minimum wage4or multiple times 40 minus usual hours
times weeks less than 35 where usual is less than 35, or by minivam
wage or rultlele times usual hOure minus 20 times weeks worked less
than 35 hours where usual more than 35)

5 i
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Table A-4. (Co.ntinued).

21. Full Employment IFE Deficit

22. Admen Emplereat IFE

23. Adenine Employment IFE Deficit

;24. Cinilty Employment IFE

26. Capacity Employment !FE Deficit

26. EnhAted Earnings IFE

27. Enhanced Earnings 1FE Deficit

2$. Enhanced Capacity IFE

29. Enhanced Capacity !FE Deficit

30. Marginally Augmented Full
Employment (FE (calculated only
far sex/family relationship and
age disaggregotiens)

31. Marainally Augmented Full
Empinyrnt 1FF Deficit (calculated_

only for sex/family relationship
and age ditlegregations)

32. Marginally Augmented Ade/rate
tdeldFinent oft (taltiilitRreray
for sex/family relationship and
ago disaggregations)

33. Marginally Augeented Adequate
Enelsyment IFE Deficit (calculated
only for sex/family relationship
and age disaggregations)

34. 'Marginally Augmented Capacity
Employment IFE (calculated only
for sex/famlly relationship and
age disaggregations)

36. Marginally Augmented Capacity
Leployment IFE Deficit (calculated
only for Sex/family relationship
and age disaggregatiens)

36. Persons with Earnings Deficits
in Families with Earnings Deficits

37. Earnings Sunlamentation Rata

31. Earnings Suppleentation Kate-
. Nontransfers

3,.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

IF! Net-of-Transfers

IFI Nat.ef-Transfers Deficit

306

4.

21(6) Calculated similar te 11(6) for Want In 20(6) with sum
if augmented and actual earnings ef family members as specified in
20(2) thrsugh 20(12) instead ef actirl earnings-termed ta poverty
standard or multiple

22(6) Calculated similar te 20(6) with augmented earnings of all
family irembers in 1(6) equal to individual earnings starers as
'pecifled in 2(6)

$3(6) Calculated similar te 21(6) with seperated earnings ay
specified in 22(2) threugh 22(12)

24(6) Calculated similar te 20(6) with anmenteitearnings fir
Person in $(6)'equal te meetly larnines for meets neloyed tiro
rets in labor force; where same meets emsleyed part-time involo-
tartly. equal annual earnings meets'fall-thr and 1/2 'meta part-
time. tins meets in labor force

26(6) Calculated similar:te 21(6) with segmented earnings IS
specified in 24(2) through 24(12)

26(6) Calculated similar te 20(611with anointed earnings fer
persons in 1(1) reI) equal to 110 ?tte of actual earnings

27(6) Calculated similar te21(6) mdth aneented earnings for
persons in $(1) equal,to 110 percent ef actual earnines

21(6) Calculated-sImilai\to 20(61 with earnings segmented te
110 perceat those specifi in 24(2) through 24(12)

21(6) Calculated similar to ( ) with earnings aegmented to
110 percent those specified in 2 (2) through 24 (12)

30(6) $(6) minus persons In families with avgmented nrnints of all
family members' in 1(1) aS disaggregated pin actual earnings of
family owsbers not in 1(1) as disaggrefated treater than poverty
threshold (augmented earnings for disaggregated subgroup Peters in
1(6) are actual earnings plus meets necoloyed times usual hours
warted times minimum wage or multiple except where sore netts em.
ployed part-time involuntarily in which case earnings also aupmented
by minimum wage sr multiple times 40 minus usual hours tires meets.
less than 35 where usual Is less than 36.,or by minimum wan or
rltiple tins usual hOUPS minus 20 times wets maned less than 36
hours mhere usual more than 36)

31(6) Calculated similar Is 11(6) with SW4 of augmented and actual

instead of actual earnings compered te poverty standard.er multiple

32(6) CalCVlattd Similar te 30(6) with au nted earnings of all
disanreelin-subgrou ra-5-11( equa is Individual earnings
standards as specif in 2(2) through 2(12) or acteal earnings.
whichever ere la

33(6) Calculatit s)eflar te 31(6) with annulated earnings as
specified In 32(2) hreugh 32(12)

34(6) Calculated sImi r to 30(6) with anmented earnings for
disaggregated subgroup rs as specified in 34(2) thronn 34(12);
for subgroup nembervin 1, ). lugnented earnings /noel to wtekly
earnings for meets employe times meets in labor force; wnere same
weeks employed pert-tire 10 lunterily equal amnia.; earol.gs

meets full-time and 1/2 meet part-time tines meets In labor force ,

36(6) Calculated similar 31(6) with augmented earnings as
specified in 34(2) th (12)

IF! Including Food Stamps (calculated
only for (97! and 1,80)

IFI Including Feed Stamps Deficit
(calculated only for (97! and 1,10)

IFI Includ n-Kind Aid (calculated
only for 7 a 1910)

IF! Inc Wing In-Kind Aid Deficit
(calcul ted only,for 197$ and 1,10)

ME) $(6) minus persons not included in 2(1)

37(6) (1 - 14(6)/1(6)) times 100

311(1) (1 . 3g(E)/1(6)) tins 100

39(6) $(6) minus perms in fmellies with Income excluding cash
transfers above poverty standard or multiple

40(6) Calculated similar to 17(6) except using family income
excluding cash transfers

41(6) 1(6) minds persons In families with cash income plus value
of food stamps above poverty standard or multiple

42(6) )Calculated similar to 17(6) except using featly cash Intone
plus food stamp value

43(6) 1(6) minus persons in families with CeSh incur supplemented
es mated in 43(2) ia arve poverty standard er moltiple

44(6) Calculated simflar to 17(6) except usine cash and including
Income for family IS SpeCified in 413(2)
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Table A-4. (Continued)

(11). Discouraged

I. Uorit ion* Eastrience 1(11) Did not wertt in previous pearl meimpreasen could net find
uork: unemployed at least 4 weeRs

2. Inadequate Individual Earnings (11E) 2(11) 1(11) minus person; with annual earnings (despite ne reported

tart) abo:; indivfdual earnings standard equal I. 2000 hours vines
Minie.11 w e er multiple

1. IIE Incidence 1(11) 100 times 2(11f 1(11)

4. IIE Distribution 4(11) 100 times 2(11) 4 2(I)

S. IIE Total Deficit 5(11) Sum of individual cumin's standards of persons in 2(11)
where individval earning standards equal 40 times minima wipe Mr
multiple times week of participation

U. IIE Average Deficit 8(11) 5(11) 2(11)

7. IIE Defleft Distribution 7(11) 100 times 5(11) 5(1)

I. Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE) 8(11) 1(11) Minus merlons In families with um of annoal earnings
of all members above peverty threshold or multiple

5. IFE Incidence 8(11) loo times 8(11) 1(11) .

10. IFE Distribution 10(11) loo tisis o(1t) 8(1)

11. IFE Total Deficit 11(11) For unrelated individuels and persons in S(1I) MN, are Sell
mork force participants in families. sus of differences between
annual earnings and espropriate poverty standard r nultipie. for
persons in families with two or more adjusted more force part'cibants

and wrioscorbined, HE Deficit is equal to or greater tnan difference
between appropriate poverty standard 'Br multiple and aggregate 'Slily
earnings. times share ef combined family IIE Deficit accovted for
by persons in 8(11). For persons In families with two er wore adjusted
.ork fen* Participants and whose fehily IIE teficit is less than
difference between poverty standard and aegregate faeily earnings. sum
of IIE Deficits far family members in 8(11) Plus these members share
of ccnbined individual earnings standards (or earnings if highem) for
family members times the difference between the poverty standard or
multiple minus aggregate family earnings. and the cmobfned family
IIE Deficit

12. IFE Average Deficit 12(11) 11(11) 8(11)

13. IFE Deficit Distribution 17(11) 100 times 11(11) 11(1)

14. Inadequate Family Income (/71). 14(11) 8(11) minus persons in families with total income above
_ _ _poverty threshold or eultiple .

IS. IFI Incidence IS(11) 100 times 14(11) 1(11) ' Je

Is. IFI Distribution 18(11) 100 times 14(11) 14(1)

17. IFI Total Deficit 17(11) few unrelated individuels and 5ersens in 14(11) 1", are
sole wort force Participants lafamilles. sum of differences
between family income.and poverty standard or multiP'e. Fem
persons in families with two or rare persons im adjuSted mork forte
and whose combined 11E Deficit is equal to or greetr then dif-
ference 84tween poverty standard and vastly intone. sum of dif-
ferences between apPropriate poverty standard or mult'ele and
aggregate family income. times share of cone'ned family la Deficit
accounted for by persoms in 14(11). tor terse.% ih families with
two or more persons In adjusted work fOrtt imS *ere combined
family ttE Deficit is less than difference between poverty standard
and family income. sum of t;r Deficit for fanlly members in ;1:11)
plus these members' share of combined indvidual earninis standards
(or earnings If higher) for family members times the difference

between the poverty standard or multiple minut family Income. mid
the combined family I1E Deficit

18. 1E1 Average Deficit 18(11) 17(11) 14(11)

If. IFI Deficit Distribution 18(11) 100 times 17(11) 17(1)

20, Full Employment !FE 24(11) 1(11) minus persons in families with augmented earnings
ef all family members in 1(1) Plus actual earnings of family reasers
hot in 1(1) greater than imoverty threshold (augmented earnings for

Parsons In 8(11) equel minimum wage tines 63 times'SO)

21. Full Employment IFE Deficit 21(11) Calculated sfoilar to"11j11) for persons in 20(11) with sum
of augmented and actual earnings of family .e.berl as soecified In
20(2) through 70(12) instead of actual earnings compared to poverty

. standard or multiple
.

(

Adequate Enpleymeilt 1FE 22(11) Calculated similar to 20(11) with augmented earnings cf'all,2.

family members in 8(11) equal te individual earnings standard as
specified in 2(11) .

21. Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 23(11) Calculated stellar to 21(11) with augmented earnings ilS
specified In 22(2) through 22(12)

353
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'Table .A-4. (Continiied)
-

24. CAW Ity Esse invent IFE

25. Capecit lisent 1FE Deficit

21. Ings 17E

27. Enhances! Earnings IFE Deficit

78. Enhanced Capacity IFE

21. Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit

30. Marlinally Augmented Full
Enoleynent trE (calculated only
for sex/fnmily relationship and
age disingrelatims)

31. Marginally Augmented Full
Dapleament !Ft Deficit (calculated
ally far sex/family relationship
and age disagertgatlens)

32. Marginally Augmented Adequate
Employment 1FE (calculated enly
for sex/fully relationship and
age disaggregatiens)

33. Marginally Augmented Atievatt
Ertployment !FE Deficit (calculated
only for sex/family relationship
and age disaggregatiens)

14. werglnally Aurneted Capecity
Erployrent IFE(calculated only
for sex/family relationship and

age disnernatiens)

35. Marlinally Augmented Canacity
Employment IFE -Deficit (calculated
only for sex/family relationship

and age disaggregations)

34. Persons with Earnings Deficits
in Foilles with Earnings Deficits

37. Earnings Supplementation pate

34. Earnings Supplementatiu Rate.
sontransfers

31. IF! Met-of-Transfers

40. IF1 Net -ef.Transfers Deficit

41. IF! Including Food Stamps (calculated
arty for 1171 and 1110)

42. IFI Including Food Staeps Deficit
(calculated only for 1171 and 1910)

43. IF! Including in.tind Aid (ealculated
stay for 1171 and 1110) '

44. IFI Including in-tind Aid Deficit
(calculated only for 1171 and 1180)
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24(11) Calcelated similar to 20(11) with anmented arnings for
PeriooS lei 8(11) equal to ihdividul earaings standard as specified
in t(11)

25(11) Calculatied stellar to 21(11) Oth ainted earnift84 us
spetifia(in 24(2)through 24(12) ,

24(11) Calculated similar to 20(11) with ugmented eaisines fmr
perms in 8(1) equal ta 110 urgent ef actual earnings

,27(11) Calculated similar to 21(11) with anunted earnings for
all perssms im 8(1) equal to 110 percent of actual earnings

28(11) Calculated similar to 20(11) with earnings anmedded to
110 percent those specified in 24(2) thrugh 24(12)

21(11) I Calculated similar to 21(11) with earnings suismented ta
110 percent those specified la 24(2) through 24(12)

30(11) 8(11) minus pereons in families with augmented earnings of
all family umbers In 1(1) as disaggregated plus actUal arniags ef
family member% not In 1(1) as disaggregated greater than neverly
threshold (augmented earnings for arsagortagawl sworeup reopen In

8(11) WW1 minimum welts thus 40 times 50)

31(11) Calculatad similar td 11(11) wIth sum ef suomentrd aad actaul
earnings ef family members as specified in 30(2) tnrougn 30(12)
instead ef actual earnings coleafed to Poverty standard sr multiple

32(11) Calculated similar to 13(11) with augmemted earnings of
all diuggregated subgroup membsrS in 8(11) fraud tai indiwIdaal
earnfnla standard as specified AR 2(11)

33(11) Calculated stellar to 31(11) with aelimentili earnings as

specified In 32(2) through 32(12)

34(11) Calculated similar to 30(11) with segmented earnings for
disaggregated subgroup umbers in 8(11) equal te individval earnings

standard us snuffled in 2(11)

31(11) Calculated similar to 31(11) with avpmeniad earnings
specified in 34(2) through 34(12)

31(%11 8(11) minOS\perSO4not inpuded in 2(11)

37(11) (1 . 14(11)/4(11)) times 100

18(11) (1 - 31(11)/8(11)3 times 100

31(11) 8(11) minus persons In families with incase exclvding cash
transfers above poverty standard or ...Mole

40(11) Calculated similar to esing fmmily income ,

excludine cash transfers

41(11) 4(11) mines Perinea in families With Cash AMMO plc
value ef feed stamps above poverty standard er multiple

42(11) Ealcalatad Similar tai 17(11) except mains family cash,

income plus feed stamp value

,41(11) 8(11) knus persons in families with cash incoma.Sunlemented

44 n4144 In 43(2) Is above neveily standard er oultiple

'44(11) Calculated similar to 17(11) except losing cash and includine

income for fami)y as specified in 43(2)

35 4

a.

,



www.manaraa.com

309

Table A-4. (Continued)

(12). Unospleyed

1. Wert Ferce Emperletoe 1(12) Unemployed throughout period of participation. end any meets
nonparticipation fm period due to reassess other thaw thobilityle
find wort or unemployed leSS thla 4 worts and dist:oersted three/Newt
remainder et period

2. Inadoileate Individual (armlets (11E) 2(12) 1(12) inufPersoeS with anneal earsisfa dere as indiridual
earnimIS standard equal to weeks ft labor forte times Maims.' mew
er meltfple tilos 40

3. IIE lacideoce 3(12) 100 times 2(12) 1(12)

4. 110 Distribution 4(12) 100 tthis 2(12) 2(1)

S. IIE Total Deficit 9(12) Sum of individual ternings standerte im 2(12) where indtvidual
earnings stemlards equal 40 hours times imian wipe er mmItiple times
welts of participation

4. IIE karate Deficit 6(12) 5(12) 2(12)

7. 11E Deficit Distributiee

S. Inadequete Faadly Earnfnes (IFE)

5. 1FE Incideoct

10. 1FE Distribution

7(12) 100 times 5(12) 5(1)

1(12) 1(12) minus persons in fealties with spe ef annual earnings
of all embers abort poverty threshold or multiple

1(12) 100 times 1(12) * 1(12)

10(12) 100 t gel 8(12) 8(1)

11. 1FE Ttal Deficit 11(12) for unreIlt.4 Individuals and persons in 1(12) wm: are sole
tart force parttcipan s in families. sue of differences between

annual earnings and aporopriate poverty standard er nitie. for
persons in families with two or more adjesty4 wort orce partic.perti
Ind whose combined 11E Deficit Is equel te er greater than egference
between ppropriate poverty standard or multiple and aggregate 'lefty
earnings. times share of combined featly 1IE Deficit *occur:id 'or
by persons in 8(12). For persons in fannies with Om er 'ere adjusted
wort force 'Participants and whose family IIE DeIcit is 'pas thaw
difference between omverty standard and aggregate family earrros. sum
et 112 Deficits tor tinily memoirs in 5(12) Plus these menberS' share
ef ceabine4 Individual arnings stendards (er earnings if rigree: co.
family members times the difference between the poverty starurd or
multiple minus aggregate family earnings. Ind the combined fatily '

11E Deficit

12. 1FE Average Deficit 12(12) 11(12) 8(12)

13. 1FE Deficit Distribution 13(12) v 100 times 11(12) 11(1)

14. Inadequate Family Income (UI) 14(12) 1(12) sinus permed in families with tetal income abort
poverty threshold Or multiple

IS. IFI Incidence 15(12) 100 times 14(12) 1(12)

le. IFI Distribution 16(12) 100 times 14(12) 14(1)

17. IFI Total Deficit 17(12) For unrelated individuals and persons in 14(12) who are
sole wort ferce participonts in trollies. sum of 41erencts
between family income and poverty standard or aultiele. FP,
;arsons in !sallies with two or rare persons in adjusted wort forte
and whose combined IIE Deficit is equal to or greater then dir.
ference between poverty standard and 'wetly Inter*. Sus c! dif-
ferences between appropriate poverty stonier/ or nultiole 1,4
aggregate faulty income. times share of combined rosily III Deficit

accounted fur by Persons io 14(12). FOr Persons in families with
two Or more persons in adjusted wort force and Aire combined
Nally 110 Deficit is less than dif ttttt ce between poverty standard
and family income0 sum of IIE Deficit for family rt-bers in 14(12)
plus these numbers' shirt of combined intiedual termini% standeres
(ur earnings ff higher) for family members thin the Ilfrerince
between the Poverty standard or multiple minus featly intone, and
the COmblnt4 family 112 Deficit

II. IF( Average Deficit 18(12) 17(12) 14(12)

IS. IFI Deficit Distribution 19(12) 100 tiles 17(12) 17(1)

20. Full Employment !FE 20(12) 8(12) minus persons in famIties wtth augmented earnings
of all femily mmbers fn 1(1).plus actual earnings of falsity nestot.rs
not in 1(1) greater than,poverty threshold (augmented tAMORIS ter
persons in 8(12) equal minimum Inge tines 40 times betas in labor
20rte)

21. Full Employment 1FE Deficit 21(12) Calculated similar te 11(12) for persons in 20(12) with sum
of augmented and actual earnings of featly members as specified in
20(2) through 20(12) insteed ef 4ctual earnings tempered to poverty
standard or multiple

22. Adequate Empleyeent !FE 22(12) Caltulated ithilar to 20(12) with augmented eurairgs of ell
family ilembers in 8(12) equal ta individual turnings standard as

specified in 2(12)

23. Adequate Emoloymtht (ft Deficit 23(12) Celculated similar to 21(12) with 4,41110mte4 timings at,
specified in 22(2) through 22(12)

355
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'Table A-4. (Continued)

24. Capacity Employment 1TE

2S. Capacity Employment IFE.DefIcit

24. Enhanco4 Earnings 12E,

21. Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit

21. Enhanced Capacity IFE

21- Enhanced CaNcIty IFE DefIcit

30. Marginally Repented Full
Erpleynent 122 (calculated only
for tex/family relationship and
age disagereutions)

31. Marginally Augmented Full
Emplynent IFE Deficit (calculated
only for sulfamily relationship
and age disaggregatIons)

32. MareInally Augmented Adequate

Enplyment 'FE (calculated only
for sex/family relationship and

age disamgregatIons)

33. Marginally Augmented Adequate
Employment IFI-Oeficit (calculated
only for sea/family relationship
and ape disageregatIons)

34. marainally Aureate.' Capacity
Employment IFE (calculated only
for sex/family relationship and
age disaggregatIons)

3S. 1arginal1ygmerted Capacity
Erployment IFE DefIcit (calcvlated
oily for sex/family relaticeship

mnd oft disarregations)

34. Persons with Earnings Deficits
in Families with Earnings Deficits

37: Earnings Supplementation Rate

38. Earnings Supplementation Rate -
Sontransfers

31. IFI nat-of -Transfers

40. IFI itet-of -Transfers Deficit

41. 121 Including Food Stamps (calculated
only for 197f and 1380)

42. IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit
(calculated only for 1371 and 1380)

43. IFI including in-Rind Aid (calculated
only for 19711 and 1380)

44. IFI Including In-Kind Aid Deficit
(calculated only for 1971 and Ism)

. .
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(

24(12) Calculated similar to 20(12) with augmented earnings for

PerSonS it 4(12) equal to individual tarmings standard as soecified
in 2(12)

23(12) Calculated similar to 21(12) with augmented earnings as
specified im 24(2) through 24(12)

24(12) Calculated similar to 20(12) with mipmented'earnings far
persons In 8(1) equal to 110 percent of actual earnings

27(12) Calculated similar to 21(12) nith avimented fornin11 2of
all PerlanS In 1(1) trial to 110 percent Of actual earnings

28(12) Calculated similar to 20(12) with earnings awrentad te
110 percent Ms* specified In 24(2) throvp 24(12)

11(12) Calculated similar to 21(12) with laminas awrented te
110 percent these specified In 24(2) through 24(12)

30(12) 8(12) mines persons Im fantlies with at:rented earnings if
all family ant-doers In 1(1) as disaygregated plus actual earn.ros of
family eeltets not in 1(1) as disagregated rester tman pore-ty
threshold (aupented earnings for disagoregated subgrome menters in
8(12) equal minima sage times 40 times rats in law* force)

31(12) Calculated similar to 11(12) with sum of ammented and
actual earnings if family renters as specified in 3Oi2) tir5vrn
30(12) instead of actual earninas ompared to porerty standard or
multiple

32(12) Calculated similar to 30(12) with augmented earnings of
all disaggregated subgroup members in 8(12) equal to individual
earnings standard as specified In 2(12)

33(12) Calculated similar ts 31(12) with augmented earnings OS

specified In 32(2) through 32(12)

34(12) Calculated similar to 33(12) with augmented earnings *or
disarregated subgroup RinnberS in 8(12) equal Vo individual earnings
standard as specified In 2(12)

35(12) Calculated similar to 31(12) wIth augmented earnings as

specified im 34(2) through 34(12)

34(12) 1(12) minus persons not Included in 2(12)

37(12) El - 14(12)11(12)] times 100

38(12) (1 - 31(12)11(12)] times 100

30(12) 8(12) minus parsons .in families with imam excluding cash

transfers above pmerty standard Or inultiOlo

40(12) Calculated similar to 17(12) except using family intone
excluding cash transfers

41(12) 1(12) minus persons in families with cash inccen pltm mar
ef food Amps abomemerrty standard sr multiple p

42(12) Calcilated similar to 17(12) except using family cash income

plus food stria value

43(12) 8(12) mimm Persons in families with cash 1=00 SnOnInanntad
as Nitta in 43(2) is store poverty standard eriultiple

44(12) Calculated sixilar to 17(12) except ring cash and'including
income for family es sseelfied fn 43(2)

-
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Table A-4. (Continued)

1. Wort Force Exierlemce

.(13).

2. ludolutto Individual Eurobugt (11E)

3. ilE ImcIdence .

4. IIE Distribution

S. IIE Total Deficit

6. IIE AVM,* 0121dt

7. IIE Deficit Distribution

4. Inadequate Family Earnings (IFE)

4. IFE Incidence

10. IFE Distribution

11. IFE Total Deficit

12. IFE Averale Deficit

13. 1FE Deficit Distribution

14. Inadequate Family Income (IFI)

IS. IFI Incidence

16. IFI Distribution

17. IFI Total Deficit

18. IF! Average Deficit

19. 1F1 Deficit Distribution

20. Full Empleyment 1FE

21. Full (mployment IFE Deficit

22. A4oguite Euolvoitot IFE

23. Adequate Emplerent IFE Deficit

24. Capacity Employment IFE

24. Capacity Empleement IFE Deficit

26. Enhanced Earnings IFE

27 E41nced Earnines TYE Deficit

21. Enhanced Chpacity IFE

29. Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit
,

-1 30. Marginally Aug...lite{ heti.

Empleyeme IFE (Craulaperonly
ter seeeregly relationship andr
age dlisgregatfens)

31. Kareinaliy Augmented Full

Emplsyment IFE DefiCilicAlCule
only for sem/family relation-ship'
and age disageregatiens)

.

32. Marginally Augientet Adequate
Employment IFE (celculatedimly
for sep/family,rtlatleoship ant.

age disaggreutions)

33. Parginally Augmented Adequate 33(13) 1.6.

Employment IFE Deficit (calculated
nly (oe see/family relationship
and age disaggrogations)

311.

Total Out of work Force

1(13) total pmr;laticm inus 1(1)

2(13) 1(13) inus person im with no member in 2(1)

3(13) 2(13) 1(13)

4(13) N.A.

5(13) A.A.

6(13) N.A.

7(13) A.A.

1(13) 1(13) mlnws persons In fareilles with terming% abaft Min/
level r multiple

;113) ICO times 1(13) 1(13)

10(13) N.A.

11(13) N.A.

12(13) N.A.

13(13) N.A.

\".3
14(13) 1(13) inus persons im families trtth cestlefones atoll
poverty level or multiple

14(13) 100 tiees 14(13) 1(13)

16(13) N.A.

17(13) N.A.

11(13) N.A.

19(13) N.A.

20(13) Pmons in families with earnings below poverty le.el r
multiple after earnings of all family ounOtrt augmented as specified
in 20(2) through 20(12), minus 20(1)

21(13) N.A.

72(13) Persons In fowilIes with earnings below poverty level er
multiple after *amines of all faelly members ugmented as specified
1m 22(2) through 22(12). Mout 22(1)

73(13) N.A.

24(13) Persons in fawIlles with earnings below poverty level or
mltiple after earnings of all family members augment/4 as specified,
in 24(2) throush 24(2). sinus 24(1)

.5 24(13) N,A.

26(13) Persons in families with earnings below poverty fere) er
multiple after earnings of all family members segmented as toecified
in 26(2) through 26(12), minus 26(1)

-27(13) ICA.

28(13) Persera In testifies with earnings below poverty level or
multiple after earnings of ell faelly 1141111fro augmented as specified
in 21(2) through 28(12). sinus 28(1)

29(13) N.A.

30(13) ?mons In families with carmine% below poverty level or
eultIple after earnings subgroup augmented al opet121111 114 30(2)

'tlremplit30(12), mines 30(1) -Ss-
31(13),..1.A.

331. Persons In femiltps with earnings below poverty level er
multiple after ornines f.subgesup augmented as specified in 32(2)thrgyo 30(1-2), mires 32(1)

357.
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Table A-4. (Continued)

34. Marginally Augmented Capacity
Erplyrent !FE (calculated only
far see/family rtlatieeship int
age disaperegations)

IS. Marginally Auemented Capacity
Employment IFE Deficit (calcelated
snly for sex/heily relationship
ihd age disaggregatisns)

34. Persons with Earnings Deficits
in Families with Earnings,DeficitS

37. Earnings Supolenentatico late

11. Earnings Supelecentatton late-
Mentransfers

3t IFI Sit-of-transfers

40. IF1 Not-of-transfers Deficit

41. IF! Including Food Stows (calculated
only for 117f and 1103)

42. IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit
(calculated only for 171 and 1110)

43. trt Includity lerlind Aid (calculated
only for 1171 and 1100)

44. IF! Including In.tind Aid Deficit
(calculated only for 1171 and 1110)

312

14(13) Persons in faoilles with martinis below poverty level.er
vaaltiele after earnings of subgrovo augmented as specified 1014(2)
thrtnh 31(12). Moo 34(1)

33(13) N.A.

36(13) N.A.

37(13) N.A.

31(13) N.A.

31(13) Persons in
below poverty level

40(13) N.A.

41(13) Persons in
below poverty level

42(13) N.A.

families with incomes ezelwding ash transfers
or multiple, Chris 39(1)

families witp cash inmost pill 664 SUMS
er eultiple, alms 41(1)

43(13) ntrilittS in fooilies with cash inocom And le.aleo aid calmed
as specified la 43(2) below poverty level or usltiple. sinus persons
in 43(1)

44(13) M.A.

4

35-Ls

4
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APPENDIX B. DETAILED HARDSHIP DATA FOR 1979
(Using 1980 Census Weights)

Table B-1. Hardship by Work Experience Pattern in 1979

Table 6-2. Race/Ethnic Oilgin and Hardship

Table B-3. Sex, Family Relationship and Hardship

Table B-4. Hardship by Family Size and Number of Earners

'-Table 8-5. Hardship and Family Income in 1979

\

Table B-6. Hardship in 1979 and Age at Interview \

Table B-7. Hardship in 1979 y Educational Attainment at Interview

Table B-8. Hardship and Indiv'dual Earnings in 1979

Table B-9. Hardship and Individual Earnings Deficit in 1979

Table 8-10. Hardship and Occupation of Longest Job in 1979

Table B-11. Hardship in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas in 1979

Table 8-12. Hardship in 1979 Disaggregated by Geographic Region

Table B-13. Hardship in 1979 in a Sample of States
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Tabie, rt-1. HARDSHIP BY WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN IN 1979

fi
Work Force (000)
IIE (000)
IIE Incidence (%)
IIE Deficit ($ Millions)
IIE Average Deficit ($)
IFE (000)
IFE Incidence (X)
IFE Deficit ($ Millions)
IFE Average Deficit ($)
IFI (000)
IFI Incidence (%)
IFI Deficit ($ Millions)
IFI Average Deficit ($)

Full Employment IFE (000)

114.

Full Employment 1FE Deficit ($ Millions)
Adequate Employment IFE (000)
Adequate Employment 1FE Deficit

($ Miklions)
Capacity Employment !FE (000)
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit

/ Enhanced Earnings IFE (000)
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions)
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000)
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit

($ Millions)

IIE in IR (000)
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total
Earnings Supplementation !late-
Net of Transfers (%)

IF! Net of Transfers (000)
IF! Net of Transfers Deficit

($ Millions)
IF! Including Food Stamp: (000)
IFI Including Fond Stamps Deficit

($ Millions)
IF! Including In-Kind Aid (000)
IF! Including In-Kind Aid
Deficit ($ Millions)

313J

( $

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

Total
Work Force

Not

Employed (Discouraged) (Unemployed)
Intermittently cliostly

Employed Unemployed) PILES:11

(Mostly
Employed)

116,983 1,990 811 1,179 16,478 1,607 3,895 10,976
28,269 1,979 811 1,167 7,898 1,529 2,691 3,679
24.2 99.4 100.0 99.0 47.9 95.1 69.1 33.5

51,998 3,906 2,684 1,222 17,039 5,675 5,926 5,437
1,839 1,974 3,309 1,046 2,157 3,712 2,203 1,478

13,280 931 409 523 3,219 681 1,096 1,502
11.4 46.8 50.4 44.3 19.9 42.4 28.1 13.7

31,656 3,889 1,857 2,032 7,587 2,258 2,499 2,830
2,384 4,176 4,544 3,888 2,314 3,314 2,280 1,884
7,055 629 293 336 1,989 423 625 941
6.0 31.6 36.1 28.5 12.1 26.3 16.0 8.6

12,825 1,629 768 861 3,475 986 1,092 1,397
1,818 2,591 2,621 2,565 1,747 2,329 1,748 1,485

10,078 570 118 452 1,886 284 518 1,084
22,115
8,513

j1,721
/ 690

761

247
1.461
443

3,596
1,658

650

262
969
496

1,977

901
18,769 2,244 766 1,478 3,093 567 974 1,552

11,093 709 255 454 1,898 261 515 1,122
25,451 2,243 765 if 1,477 3,847 654 1,057 2,136
11,998 912 402 510 2,936 652 1,008 1,276
29,231 3,886 1,848 2,039 6,853 2,155 2,242 2,457
7,379 660 231 428 1,342 219 401 722

16,690 2,133 707 41,426 2,545 478°- 812 1,255
,

9,116 931 409 522 2,777 664 1,002 1,111
46.9 32.5 28.3 35:8 39.4 37.9 43.0 37.4
21.3 11.5 8.9 13.5 13.4 9.5 13.1 15.4

10,457 824 372 452 2,838 616 952 1,270
24,006 1,629 1,608 '' 1,675 6,377 1,913 2,143 2,322

6,522 582 280 302 1,811 365 561 865
10,907 1,261 600 661 2,882 801 901 1,180

6,241 554 26/ 288 1,718 369 532 817
10,3/9 1,185 565 621 2,714 762 849 1,103

36.1.
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Table B-1. (Continued)

7
SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE (continued)

Employed
rain-Tier

(imployed
Part-ltme
InvoluntArtly)

(Employed
Nrt-Itme
Voluntar,112

Employed
Full-Tmc

Out Of

A4.irk iurcT

Work Force (000) 34,156 7,172 26,985 64,359 106,177
IIE (000) 11,983 3,196 8,788 6,408 27,622
IIE Incidence ( 35.1 44.6 32.6 10.0 26.0

411E Deficit ($ 15,162 .5,849 9,313 15,891
IIE Average Deficit ($) 1,265 1,830 1,060 80
IFE (000) 6,151 1,419 4,732 2,9A. 41,466
IFE Incidence (%) 18.0: 19.8 , 17.5 4.5 39.1
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 13,770 3,556) 10,214 io410
IFE Average Delta ($) 2,239 2,54 2,159
IFI (000) 2,690 815. 1,875 1,748 19,027
IFI Incidence (%) 7.9 11.4 6.9 2.7 17.9
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 4,505 1,593 2,911 3,217
IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,675 1,959 1,553 1,840

Full Employment IFE (000) 4,942 1,048 3,894 2,679 39,493
Full Employment fFE Deficit ($ Millions) 10,549 2,516 8,033 6,249 --
Adequ4te Employment IFE (000) 4,529 794 3,735 '1,635 38,388
Adequate EMployment IFE Deficit 10,022 1,954 8,065 3,411

($ 'billions)

-Capacity,Employment IFE (000) 5,720 1,147 4,573 2,767
Capactty.Employment IFE Deficit 13,011 2,817 10,194 6,351 --
Enh4nCed Earnings IFE (000) 5,396 1,282 4,314 2,555 40,126
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millionst) 12,754 3,273 9,481 5,737 --
Enhanced Capacity 1FE (000) 4,000 683 3,316 1,378 36,971
Enh.intcd Cap4city IFE De,ficit 9,104 1,743 7,361 ,2,909

($

IIE in IFE (000) 3,602 1,171 2,431 .1,806 --
Earnings SupplemenUtion R4te-Total ( ) 56.3 42.5 60.4 40.1 54.1
Earnino.Sispplementatson Rate- 27.6 16.0 31.1 19.8 20.6
Nut of TrAnsfcrs

IF1 Het of Trmoders (000) 4,454 1,192 3,262 2,341 32,943
IF1 Met of Trar;:rfers Deficit 9,336 2,888 6,448 5,009
($ Millions)

IF1 Including F I Sump.: (000)
.

2,518 747 1,771 1,611 11,471
IFI Including Food Sumps Defitit 3,889 1,288 2,601 2,877

Milleuns)
IF1 including In-Kind Aid (000) 2,419 706 1,713 1,550 16,400
IFI Including In-Kin71 Aid 3,705 1,210 2,495 2,774
Deficit ($

362
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4

Table B-1. (Continued)

41r.

i/), SEVERE HARDSHIP: HALF-YEAR WORK-FORCE

. Total Not 4/7-- Intermittently (Mostly (Mostly
Work Force Em lo d (Discouraged) (Unemployed) Employed Unemployed) (Mixed) Employed)

Work Force (000)
v

IIE (000)

98:733
19,299 436 1

359

359

77

77

14,449

6,517

1,452

.1,377

IIE Incidence T 19.5 100.0 99.6 45.1 94.8

IIE Deficit ($ llions) 46,403 2,442 2,021 421 15,970 5,506
IIE Average-Deficit ($) 2,40 5,605 5,627, 5,503 2,451 3,999
IFE (000) 8,01 242 189 54 2,630 609

IFE Incidence (X) 8. 55.5 52-6 69.8 18.2 41.9

IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 17,891 1,230 /974 256 6,084 2,071
IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,232 5,078 5\163 4,777 2,313 3,403

IFI (600) 4,276 169 116 34 1,545 v975

IFI Incidence (X) '-, 4.3 38.8 37.8- 43.7 10.7 25.8

IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 1,064 540 419 120 ,2,787 901

IFI Aver4ge Deficit ($) 1,885 3,189 3,091 3,582 1,804
m

2,404

.

Full Employment IFE,(000) - . 5,434 82 64 18 1,336 226

Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 10,957 199''' 163 36 2,580 558
Adequate Employment IFE (000) 3,959 02 68 14 11143 207

Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 7,261 218 181 36 ,2,104 476

($ Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (000) 6,193 88 70 18 1,325 201

Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 13,503 218 182 . 36 2,807 558

($ Millions)
Enhanced Earnings 1FE (000) 7,000 237 484 51 2,320 580
Enhanced Earnings IFE-Deficit ($ Millions) 16,597 1,237 98.2 255 5,658 2,027
Enhanced Capacity In (000) 3,122 76 0 ' 13 871 172

Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit ,

($ Millions)

5,631 171
.

10 28 1,572 384

i .
.

4

I1E in ME (000) 6,099 242 -489, 53 -2,274 594
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%) 46.6 30.1 28.1 37.3 41.3 38.5
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 20.5 12.2 9.2 22.6 13.8 9.6
Transfers (%)

IF1 Net of Tranhfers (000) 6,372 213 171 42 2,268 551

IF1 Net-of-Transfers Deficit
($ Millionn)

IFI Including Food stamps (0)o)

14,029

1,944

1,042

160

842

179

200,

31

5,150

1,398

1,760

- 343
IFI Including F I Stamps Deficit

($ HilIiow:
6,961 / 427 327, 101 2,112 712

IF! Including In-xiiel Aid (000) 1,/fifi I56r 125 ) 1 1,1h 3JI

IFI IniludIug fu-Kind Aid Deflift 6,658 . 402 104, 98 2,186 69/
($ HilIiuou)

383

-__

3,272 9,725

2,182 2,957

66.7 30.4
5,469 4,995

2,506 1,689
877 1,144

26.8 11.8

1,918 ..2,094
2,186 :1,830

474 696
14.5 7.2

S21 1,065

1,732 1,531

.

338 773

570 1,452

... 324 612

574
a

1,054

325 799

668 1,582

797 942

1,772 1,860
232 467

398 790

1

815 865

46.0 39.2

13.4 16.3

760 957

1,655 1,735

422 611

68/ 894

405 601

652 83/

364
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Table B-1. (Continued)

SEVERE HARDSHIP:
HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE (continued)

Employed
Part-Time

(Employed (Employed
Part-Time Part-Time
InvoluntarLly) Voluntarily)

Employed
Full-Time

Out Of
Work Force

.

Work Farce (000) 24,603 5,425 '49,178 59,245 124,426
IIE (000) 7,592 1,932 5,659 4,756 21,994
IIE Incidencb (X) 30.9 35.6 79 \ 8.0 17.7
IIE Deficit ($ Millions) 13,119 4,945 8174 14,872 --
IIE Average Deficit ($) 1,728 2,559 1,444 3,127 .-
IFE (000) 3,417 805 2,612 ,1,725 46,732
IFE Incidence (%) 13.9 14.8 13.6 2.9 - 37.6
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 6,704 1,801 4,903 3,873: ' --
.IFE Average Deficit ($) 1,962 2,238 1,877 2,245 --
IFI (020) t 1,462 475 987 1,102 21,804
IFI Incidence (%) 5.9 8.8 5.1 1.9 17.5
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 2,439 899 1,539 2,299 --
IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,668 1,891 1,560 2,087

Full Employment IFE (000) 2,437 498 1,940 1,57b 44,764
'Pull Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 4,241 1,053 3,188 ' , 3,938 --
Adequate Emplipyment 1FE (000) 32,121 279 1,542 614 43,411
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 3,707 516, 3,191 1,23, --

($ Millions). ,

'Capac.ity,Employment 1FE (000) 3,130 583 2,547 1,649 44,937
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 6,448 1,365 5,083 4,029

($ Millions)*
Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 3,017 712 2,305 1,426 45,124
,Enhince4 Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 6,168 1,656 4,512 3,533 --
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000) 1,743 212 1,530 433 41,777
Enhinced Capacit.y IFE Deficit . 3,023 376 2,647 864 --

($ Millions)

,IIE in IFE .(Q00) 2,259 704 1,555 1,324 --
Earnings Supplementation Rite-Total (X) 57.2 40.9 62.2 36.1 53.5
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 15.1 32.9 15.6 20.8
Transfers (%)

IFI Net of Transfers (000) 2,436 684 1,753 1,455 37,028IF1 Het of Transferv Deficit 4,615 1,460 3055 3,216 --
($ /

IFf Including Food Stampl (Onn) 1,369 434 915 1,016 20,049IFI Including Food Stamps Deilrit 2,141 748 1,391 2,082 --
(3 Millions) ,

IFI Including In-Kind Aid (00(1) 1,319 412 907 9)4 18,854
IFI Including In-Kind Aid 2,057 717 1,141 2,011
Deficit ($ Millions)

363
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Table B-1. (Continued)

Total Not
Work Force Employed

A

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

Intermittently (Mostly (Mostly .(Discouraged) (Unemployed) Employed, UnemPloyed) (Mixed) ' Employed)
Work Force (000)
IIE (000)
IIE Incidence (%)

. IIE'Deficit ($ Millions)
IIE Average De(icit ($)
IFE (000)
IFE Incidence It) -

IFE Deficit (S Millions)
IFE Average Deficit ($)
IFI (000)
IFI Incidende (%)
IFI'Deficit ($ Millions) '

r
IFI Average Deficit ($)

Full Employment IFE (000)
Full Employment IFE Deficit (S Millions)
Adequate Employmenx IFE (000)'
Adequate Employment Ire Deficit

(S Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (000)
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit

(S Millions)
Enhanced Earnings IFE (000)
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions)
Enh,inced Capacity IFE (000)
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit.

($ )iillions)

IIE in IFE (000)

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total ()
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of
Transfers (%)

IFI Net'of Transfers (000)
IFI Net of Transfers Deficit
($ hilltonl)

IFI IntInding Food Stdmps (000)
IF! Including Fond Stamps Deficit
($ Mllliuns)

IFI Including In-Kind Aid (000) -

IF! Including In-Kind Aid
Deficit ($ Millions)

&3,979
14,*8
17.0

38,446
2,698
5e675

6.8

13,306
2,345

3,098
-3.7

6,308
2,036

3,667
8,142
2,408

4,766

4,278

10,231

4,935

12,854
1,882

3,578

4,524
45.4

18.6

4,621

10,681

2,191

5,449

2,731

5,206

..

4

354

354

100.0

2,108
5,960

192

54.4
974

5,069
133

37.7
434.

3,253

60

158
51

148

53
148

189

1,000
47

114

192

30.6
13.9

166

812

130
341

126

319

298
298

100.0

1,778

5,961

153

51.4
801

5,221
112

37.7

3,167

53

143

45

'132

47

132

, 150

826
. 41

102

153 .

26.8

9.8

138
689

110

275

105

254

1366

55

55

100.0

330

5,953
39

-70.0

173
4,470

21
38.0

3,709

78

,

.

I
16

6
16

6

16

39 ,

174

6

121

39

45.7

30.0

27

123

'21

66

21

64

10,997 1,221 2,609 7,167
4,769 1,154 1,690 1,925

94.5 64,8 1 26.9.43.4'
12,973 / 4,822 4,55? -3,595
2,720. 4,178 2,697 1,867
1,894 . 501 701 682
17.2 41.0 27.2 9.5

4,565. 1,655 . 1,574 1,336
2.411 3,3p5 2,216 1,957
1,094 305 382 407
9.9 25.0 14.6

2,/39 742 697 700
1,956 2,433 1,826 1,720

832 160 254 418
1,782 397 464 921

685 138 234 313
1,393 323 442 628

837 152 249 436
2,016 402 588 1,026

1,672 473 . 645 554
4,464 1,675 1,554 1,234

531 116 172 - 243
1,016 257 304 455

1,678 486 659 533"
42.2 39.1 46.2 40.4
11.8 9.3 11.8 13.7

1,670 454 '627 589
3,930 1,403 1,3fr6 1,143'

986 219 345 362
1,763 598 583 582

951 210 335 Grt 346
1,672 571 5;9 , 542

36?

LO
k..-.

00
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'Table B-1. (Continudd)

Work FOrce (000)
IIE (000)
IIE Incidence (%)
IIE Deficit ($ Millions)
IIE. Average Deficit ($)
I. .0)

deuce (%)

ttit ($ Millions)
rage Deficit ($)

IFI (000) ,.

IFI Incidence (%)
IFI Deficit ($ Millions)
IFf Average Deficit ($)

%

Full Employment IFE (000)
full Employment IFE Deficic' ($ Millions)
Adequate Employment IFE (000)
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit

($ Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (000)
Capacity Employment IFEJDeficit

($ Millions)
EnNanced Earnings IFE (000)
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($
Enhaneed CapaciWIFE 00)

Enhanced Capacity IF eflcdt
($ tOlions)

IIE in IFE (000)

Earnings SuppleMeutation Raee-Total (%)
Earaangs Supplementation Rate-Net of

Tit...Wert (%)
.

IFI Net of Transfers (000)
IFI Nnt of Transfers Deficit ,

($ Millions) ,

IFI In,tluding Fowl Stalnps (000)

III Including food Stamps Deficit

if 1.-:',1 iir 04 I sig f/i4-1,164 :Aid (00)

IFI '1Welo4itrik, iti.IL hui -4t,s,( , - '

Defleit,(tfijIllous) -:-
,.

,

66mm:dm. "

SEVERE HARDSHIP:
FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE (continued)

(Employed (Employed
Employed Part-Time Part-Time Employed Out Of
Part-Time Involuntarily) Voluntarily) Full-Time ' Work Force

17,671

5,064
28.7

9,928
4,960
2,194

12.4

4,512

2,056
962

5.4

1,758
1,828

1,462
2,735
1,221

2,290

2,035

4,528

1,929

4,313

.992

1,224 .

1,551

56.2
21.4

1,592

1,204

889

1,528

- ,%
1151N:1,

1,444
-

4,160
1,345
32.3

,,:132:

542

% 13.0
1,306
2,409

337
8.1
775

2,120

327
810

152

366

418

1,065

483
1,257

123

266

480

37,9
11.4

480'

-1,110

304

592'

287

.544

.7:-.

11-,511

3i772.05

6,128
1,648
1,652

12:2

3,205

1,940
625
4.6

1, 70

)

1,135
1,925
1,069

1,924

1,617

3,463

1,446

3,057
869.

1,557

-1,071

62.2 ,

32.7

3e;i12 .

' 2,094

.
581

'Sr%!^--'

5/1.

A98

.

54,956
4,060

7.4

13,437
3,309

, 1,395

2.5
3,256
2,334
909
1.7

1,977

2,176

1,313
3,467

451
936

1,353
3,540

1,145
_3,076

. 312
624

1,101
34.8
14.5

1,192

2,73'.

815

1,807

798

1,752

. 131::118316

13.0
--

--

49,071
35.3
--
--

22,984
16.5
--

47,271
--

45,854
--

, 47,481

47,189
....-

44,056
--

--

53.2

21.0

38,779
--

21,152
, .--

19,90.9

A

'7%
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Table B-1. (COntinued)

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

Total , Not Int:ermittently (Mostly (MostlyWork Force EmPloyed (Discouraied) (Unemployed) Employed Unemployed)
0.112211.1 Employed)

1,179
1,168

99.0
1,527
1,308.

559
47.4

2,585
4,622
414

35.1
1,290

3,117

Work Focce (006)
IIE (goo
IIE Incidence (%)
IIE Deficit ($ Millions)
IIE Average Deficit ($)

-IFE (000)

1FE Incidence (%)
IFE Deficit ($ Millions)
IFE Average Deficit ($)
IFI (000)

IFI Incidene (%)
IFI Deficit ($ Millions)
IFI Average Deficit ($)

1'

116,983 1,990 811
40,961 1,979 811
35.0 99.4 100.0

87,442 4,882 3,355
2,135 2,467 4,136 '

.17,190 1,014 455
14.7 50.9 56.0

48,556 4,980 2,395
2,825 4,912 5,269
10,524 764 350

9.0 38.4 43.2
23,015 2,478 1,189
2,187 3;244 3,394

Full Employment IFE (000) ' 4 12,802 593 118
Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 31,201 2,198 327
'Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 10,006 722 260
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 26,570 2,862 968

($ Millions

. Capacity Employment IFE (000 14,610 762 278
;-Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 39,600 2,862 967

($ Millions)

Enhanced Earnings IFE (ow) 15,422 979 439
Enfionced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 44,605 4,988 2,185
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000) - 8,623 678 239
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 23,371 2,695 889

($ Millions)

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Mete 17.7 9.4 99

IIE in IFE (000) , 11,470 ,1,012 455

Transfers (%) .

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%) 38.8 24.7 23.0

IFI Nei of Tr.insfers (000)
.

14,145

4,287
919.

2,101(3--IFI Melof-YranIfers Deficit 17,970
i

TIff...Unclitiling Fund Stamp% 000) i 10,189 743 144

($ Majlions)

IFI Including Food Stamps De.ficit 20,599 2,085 1,009
($ Millions)

IF1 !minding ln-Kind Aid (000)
Ill including In-Kind Aid Mental f9,646

9,909

1,968

722

951
329

1,015 5,426. 1,139($ MillionL)

c 363

475

1,871
461

1,895

483
1,894

540
2,603
439

1,807

9.0

557

. 26.0

569

199

1,076

392

16,478 1,607 3,895
9,857 1,563 3,087
59.8 97.3 7943

27,574 7,642 9,412'
2,797 4,888 3,049
4,203 764 1,364
25.5 47.9 35.0

12,151 3,171 4,023
2,891 4,122 2,949
2,919 556 937
17.7 34.6 24.1

6,503 1,624 2,072
2,228 2,919 2,212

2,406 313 617
5,570 879 1,424
1,915 269 531
4,392 732 1,305

2,617 314 681
1 ,6,431 1,044 1,731

3,816 729 1,255
11,012 3,019 3,651
1,570 225 437
3,598 619 1,081

10.9 8.1 ii391

3,729 756
30.5 27.7

3,747 706
2__-- 10,418 2,744

1,218

2,822 5311 3,591121.

5,728

2,139

1,406 1,817

526 873

1,717

10,976
5,207
47.4

10,520

2,021
2,069

18.8
4,957

2,396
1,425

13.0
2,806
1,969

1,476 CA>

3,267 . N)

1,115 C,

2,155

1,601

3,656

1,832
4,321

908
1,895

T27:418

14,1512

1416

1,360
2,370
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Table B-1. (Continued).

-

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP:

TOTAL WORK FORCE (continued)

Employed
Part-Time

(Employed
Part-Time
Involuntarily)

(Employed
Part-Time
Voluntarily).

EMployed
Full-Time

Out Of
Wbrk Force

,

Vork Force (000) 34,156 7,172 26,985 64,359 106,177
IIE (000) 17,211 4,0,78 13,133 11,914 36,347
IIE Incidence (%) 50.4 56.9 48.7 18.5 J04.2
lIE Zeficit ($ Millions) 26,208 9,632 16,576 28,778 --,
IIE Average Deficit ($) 1,523 2,362 1,262 2,415 --
IFE (000) 7,646 1,789 5858 4,327 45,623
IFE Incidence (%) 0 22.4 24.9 21.7 6.7 43.0
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 20,701 5,429

.
15,272 10,725 --

IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,707 3,035 2,607 2,478 . --
IFI (000) 4,029 1,216 2,812 2,812 26,116
IFI Incidence (%) 11.8 17.0 10.4 4.4 24.6
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 8,004 2,841 5,163 6,030 -- '

IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,987 2,335 1,836 2,144

Full Employment IFE (000) 5,903 1,333 4,570 3,901 43,186
Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 15,018 3,807 11,211 10,417 --
Adequate Employment IFE (000) , 5,1'96' 889 4,308 2,172 40,961
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 13,929 2,677 41,252 5,387 --

($ Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (000) 7,146, 1,500 5,646 4,086 43,833
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 19,665 4,395 15,270 10,642 --

($ Millions) .

Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 6,972 1,604 5,36, 3,654 43,758
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 19,1/16 5,090 14,186 9,419 --

Enhanced Capacity'IFE (000) 4,592 763 3,829 1,782 39,053
' Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 12,619 2,374 10,235 4,471 \), --

($ Millions)

'HE in IFE (000) ., 5,527 ,r 1,582 3,944 3,203 --
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%)- 47.3 32.0 52.0 35.0 42.8
Earnings Supplementation Ratr-Net of 22.7 13.5 25.6 17.4 16.6
Transfers (%)

IFI Net ol Transfers (000) 5,907 1,546 4,361 3,573 38,034
IFI Net of Transfers Deficit 14,647 4,515 10,131 8,618 ....

($ Millions)
11$-:IFI Including.Food Stamps (000) 3,887 1,176 2,711 2,736 25,415

IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit 7,255 2,479 4,776 \. 5,530 ...-

($ Million%) ,

I! Includ!ng lh-Kind Aid (000) 3,801 1,118 2,663 2,647 24,640
IFI Including In-Kind Aid

0.,
6,941 2,141 4,600 5,111 ..-

Defiiit ($ Millions)
a

371
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Table 8-1. (Contirfued)

MODERATE. HARDSHIP:

(Unemployed)

TOTAL WORK FORCE

Total
Work Force

Not

Employed (Discouraged)
Intermittently (Mostly

Employed Xnemployed)
(Mostly

Employed)

Work Force (000) 116,983 1,990 811 1,179 16,478 1,607 3,895 10,976IIE (000) 51,426 1,979 811 1,168 11,220 1,578 3,299 6,343IIE Incidence (%) 44.0 99.4 -100.0 - 99.0 68.1 98.2 84.7 '57.0IIE Deficit ($ Millions) 136,402 5,859 4,026 1,833 40,154 9,641' 13,265 17,247IIE Average.Deficit ($) 2,652 2,961 4,964 1,570 3,579 6,110 4,021 2,719IFE (000) 21.553 1,109 493 616 5,195 858 1,613 2,724IFE Incidence (%) 18.4 55.7 60.7 52.2 31.5 53.4 41.4 24.8IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 69,668 6,118 2,958 3,160 17,709 4,163 5,790 7,756,IFE Average Deficit ($) 3,212 5,519 6,005 5,130 3,409 4,855 3,589 2,847IFI (000) 14,354 873 394 479 3,829 640 ' 1,149 2,040IFI Incidence (7.) 12.3 43.9 48.6 40.6 23.2 39.8 29.5 18.6IFI Deficit (S Millions) 37,123 3,423 1,660 1,763 10,579 2,367 3,336 4,876IFI Average Deficit ($) 2,590 3,920 4,210 3,680 2,763 3,701 2,903 2,390

Full Employment 1FE (000) 15,660 623 122 501 2,930 332 727 1,871
C.)Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 46,871 2,676 394 2,282 8,077 1,110 1,983 4,984 NJAdequate Employment 1FE (000) 11,275 747 267 480 2,116 274 562 1,279 rs.)

Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 34,926 3,490 1,181 2,309 5,766 890 1,632 3,243($ MiLlions)
-

Capacity Employment 11E (000) 18,480 813 298 515 3,405 412 879 2,114Capacity EmplAiment IFE Deficit 57,747 3,490 1,181 2,309 9,944 1,507 2,629 5,808($ Millions)
Enhanced Earnings IFE(000) 19,078 1,042 464 577 4,639 816 1,472 2,351Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 63,820 6,158 2,949 3,209 16,129 3,988 5,308 6,832Enhanced Capacity IFE (000) 9,602 700 244 456 1,730 227 462 1,041Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 30,471 3,299 1,076 2,223 4,692 755 1,354 2,584($ Millions)

IIE in IFE (000)
... 17,974 1,106 493 614 4,711 847 1,546 2.138LorningN gupphmeoltation RAte-Total (%) 33.4 21.2 20.0 22.2 26.3 25.4 28.8 25.1Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of . 15.4 7.6 7.7 7.6 9.9 7.7 8.6 11.3Transfers ()

IFI Nei, uf Tran%fers (000) . 18,205 1,024 455 569 4,683 792 1,474 2,417-IFI Net-of-Transfers Dili( it 55,982 5,351 2,622 2,129 15,479 3,669 5.129 6,682($ Million%)

IFI Including Food Stamp% (000) 14,103 861 388 47) 3,748 632 1,123 1,993IF! Inilinling'F I St.How. 0efirit 34,429 3,019 1,412 1,547 9,704 2,114 3,054 4,516($ Million...)

IFI InUnding in-Kond Aid (00)) 11,1158 850 3h1 467 3,711 625 :,1,116 1,9/3IFI IntIndong.In-Kind Aod W.fitit 13,091 2,885 1,410 1,476 9,306 2,051 ',..:2 ,920 4,115(5 *lions)

,t 372 373.
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Table B-1. (Continued)

MODERATE HARDSHIP:
TOTAL WORK FORCE (continued)

Employed
Part-Time

(Employed
Part-Time
Involuntarily)

(Employed
Part-Tine
Voluntarily)

Employed
Full,Time

Out Of
Work Force

'Work Force (4000) 34,156 7,172 26,985 64,359 106,177
IIE (000) 20,742 4,731 16,011 17,485 42,784 '

IIE jneidence (%) 60.7 66.0 59.3 27.2 40.3
1IE Deficit ($ Millions) 40,758 14,351 26,407 49,631 --
IIE Average Deficit ($) 1,965 3,033 1,649 2,839 --
IFE (000) 9,142 2,189 6,954 6,107 50,112 -

IFE Incidence (%) 26.8 30.5 25.8 , 9.5 47.2
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 28,912 7.,701 21,211 16,929 --
IFE Average Deficit ($) 3,162 3,518 3,050- 2,772 --
IFI (000) 5,489 1,622 3,867 4,161 32,648
IFI Incidence_(%) 16.1 22.6 14.3 6.5 30.7
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 12,822 4,528 8,294 10,350 .:-

IFI Average Deficit (8) 2,336 2,791 2,145 2486

Full Employment IFE (000) 6,699 1,597 5,102 5,409 46,955
Full Employment 1FE Deficit ($ Millions) 19,787 5,337 ! 14,450 16,331 --
Adequate Employment IFE (000) 5,680 - 963 4,718 2,732 43,340,
Adequate Employment 1FE Deficit 17,931 3,429 14,501' 7,739 , -..

($ Millions) , . -

Capacity Employm-ent IFE (000) 8,495 r, a08 6,687 5,768 48,147
Capacity Employment IFE Defivit 27,512 6,333 21,180 l6.,800 --

($ MilLions)
Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 8,302 1,953 6,349 5,095 , 41,585'
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 26,878 7,127 19,750 14,656 --
Enhanced C1pacity IFE (000) 4,996 832 4,165 2,176 40,997
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit r 16,165 3,015 13,150 6,315 --

($ Millions)
.

.

egm-
ILE in(IFE (000)

EarnIngs Supplementation Rate-Total ()
7,328
40.0

2,018
25.9

5,310
44.4

4,810

31.8
--

34.9
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 19.3 11.1 21.9 . 16.1 13.9- Transfers (%)
IFI Net of Trrnsfers (000) 74375 1,945 5,470 5,122 43,149

414
IF1 Net of Transfers Deficit 21,259 6,531 14,728 13,892

(8 Million0
IFI qiulnding Food amp% (M)' 5,406 1,596 3,809 4,0138 32,254
1F1 Including FoolIfitmpN Mefivit 11,964 4,1.213 7,835 9,742

($ Millions)
IF1 Including ln-Kind Aid (000) 5,291 1,561 3,714 3,9Uf 31,712
IF! Including In-Kind Aid 14;520 3,941 7,579 9,381
Deficit (8 Million%)

c.
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Table B-2. *RACE/ETHNIC ORIGIN AND HARDSHIP

Work Force (000) v

110. (000)

11E low:lei:le (5)

11E Deficit (5 Hdlions)
140. Average Deficit ($) .

40E (000) .

IFE loccdroce (1)
lkt. Deficit ($ Millions)
1IE Avetage Deficit (5)
111 (000) s
In Incidence (%)
IFI Deficit ($ Millions)
Ill Average Deficit ($)

Full Employment IFE (000)
Full Employment 1FE'Deficit ($ Millions)
Adequate Employment 1FE (000)
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit

($ Billions)

Capacity Employment 112 (000)
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit

($ Millions)

Enlfaaced Earnings 1FE (000)
,

Enhanced Earnings 1FE Deficit ($ Millions)

,
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000)
Enhanced-Capacity IFE-Deficit
N,(1..Hil1ions)

:

lIE in IFE (000)

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%)
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of

Transfers (%)
111 Net of Transfers, (WO)

IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit
($ Billions)

"In Including Food Stamps (000).
IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit

($ Millions)

IFI Including In-Kind Aid (000)
111 Including In-Kind Aid Deficit

($ Millions) -

Severe. HaldthLE: Total Work
- Black

11,702
4,101

35.0
7732
1,886
2,11
,24.4-
8,129
2,851

1,943
16.6

3,805

1,958

\\

2,086
5,531
1,905
5,090

2,260
6,109

2,648
7,600
1,687
4,597

2,156
31.8
8.1

2,616
7,376

1,,706

2,873

1,553
2,589*

Force Severe Hardshiy: Half-Year Work FOrce Severe Hardship: Fu11Year Work Force

rs

White

102,761
23,584

22.9
43,174
1,831

10,111
9.8

22,831
2,258
4;902
4.8

8,640
1,762

7,750
16,053
4,2'41,

13,232
'

8,578
18,771

9,062
20,998
5,526

11,713

6,777
51.5
25.2

7,567
16,063

4,416

7,684
-

4,496
7,450

Hispanic

5,872
1,711

29.3
3,173
1,847

957
16.3'

2,311
2,415

682
11.6

1,246
1,827

729

1,631
609

1,376

772
1,785

837
2088

521 '

1,187

.

628
28.8
9.5

866
2,043

627
1,029

602
972

White Black

-87,032 9,643

16,128 2,780
18.5 28.8

38,673 6,794
2,391 2,444
6,104 1,743

7.0 18.1

13,040 4,507
2,136 2,586
3,037 1,130

3.5 11.7
5,718 2,147
1,883 1,900

-4,154 1,163
8,053 2,676
2,920 938
5,029 2,072

4,812 1,257
10,238 3,000

5,285 1,570
12,117 4,164
2,280 775
3,855 /1,662

4,613 1,375
50.2 35.2v

23.9 9.2

4,646 1,582
9,699 4,024

2,854 985
5 131 1,649

I

2,786 900
4,987 1,497

e

Hispanic

4,922
1,234
25.1

2,848
2,308

623
12.7

1,486

2,386
435
8.8
846

1,947

441
997
332
731

470
1,113

529
1,364

264

557

433
' 30.2

1.1

568
1,334

398
697

377
657

White Slack

74,023 8,220
11,807 2,145

16.0 26.1

31,981 5,677

2,709 2,646

4,261_ 1,294
5.8 15.7

9,654 3,384
2,266 2,615

2,182 836

2.9 10.2

4,481 1,673

2,055 2,000

2,774 811

5,979 1,990
1,715 631

3,135 1,519

3,295 896
7,740 2,285

3,691 1,139

9,313 3,279
1,313 524
2,306 1,190

3,407 1,031
48.8 35.3
22.0 1.1

3,325 1,181

7,370 3,068
/

2,042 I 724
4,025 1,277

1,994 663

3,914 1,163

Hispanic

4,150
946
22.8
2,425

2,564
459
11.1

1,151

2(508
318

7.7
671

2,107

321
823
228
566

343
899

387
1,130

178
409

.

328
30.6
7.8

423
1,148

' '' 290
554

277
520

,c 3
376
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Table B-2. (Continued)

,

fft

Y ork Force (000)

Ilts(000)

11E lntidenty (%)

IIE Deficit ($ Millions)
kvelage Deficit ($)111.

1FE (000)
1FE Incidence (%)

IFE Def,cat ($ Millions)
1FE Average Deficit ($)

IIF (000)__
IFI Incidence (%)
111 Deficit ($ Millions) ..

I11 Average Deficit ($)

Full Employment !FE (000)
lull Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions)

,4dequate Employment 1FE (OM
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit

($ Millions)

Capacity Employment 1FE (000)
Capacity Emp/oyment'IFE Deficit

($ Millions)

Fnhancyd Earnings IFE (000)
Enhanced Earnings 1lE Deficit ($ Millions)
Enhsnced Capacity lit (000)
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit

($ Millions)

lIE in IFE (000)

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%)
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of

Transfers (%). -

a IFI Net of Transfers (000)
111 Net-of-Transfers Deficit
/ ($ Mt llions)
IFI Including Food_Stamps (000)
IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit

($ Millions)

I11 Including lp-Kind Aid (000)
IFI_Including In-Kind Aid Deficit

( Millions)

liftetmediate Hardshtple, Total

i.

W?rk Force Moderate Hardshtp: Total

White Slack

02,761 11,702

43,636 6,645
42.5 56.8

114,111 19,191
2,617 2,869

16,743 4,243
16.3 36.1

51,303 16,711
3,064 3,940
10,501 3,435

10.2 29.4
25,539 10,543
2,432 3,069

12,203 3,047
34,567 11,116
11,607 2,354

25,215 11,113

14,463 3,534
43,121 13,242

14,755 3,140
46,707 15,596
7,340 2,006

21,900 7,801

13,774 3,747
37.3 19.1
1E1 5.5

13,705 4,009
39,134 15,461

10,339 3,351
24,107 9,277

10,200 3,259
23,465 1,615

Work Force
White Nlack

102,761 -' '11,702
34,493 , 5,561

33.6 47.5
72,862 12,692
2,112 2,212
13,224 3,540

12.9 30.3
35,401 12,046
2,677 3,403
7,511 2,700

7.3 23.1
15,510 6,756
2,072 2,502

9:191 2;592
24,333 1,031
7,566 2,141
19,019 6,190

11,356 2,194
29,316 9,211

11,121 3,221
32,343 11,243
6,542 1,150

16,627 6,173

10,110 2,979
43.2 23.7
20.7 6.7

10,490 3,302
26,002 11,046-

7,307 2,579
14,344 5,616

7,163 2,453
13,911 5,111

Hispanic

5,172
2',639

44.

505 9
2,133
1,101

22.2

3,733
2,861
1,040

17.7
2,373
2,211

910
2,601

751,

2,037

1,090
2,943

1,141
3,345

640
1,732

1,020

201
6 .1

1,222
3,313

1,003

2,109

.

976
2,006

Hispanic

5,172
3,242

55.2
1,996
2,775

,t 1,720

29.31

5,593
3,252
1,431

24.4
3,931
2,746

1,250
3,164

194
2,752

1,423
4,495

1,495
4,992

753
2,291

1,446
.16.1

5.9

1,419

5,151

1,401

3,630

1,366
3,473

377
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Table 8-3. SEX, FAMILY RELATIONSHIP AND HARDSHIP

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

M.1.
/..17.1.4

(Male
Ih.d

Vile I.
1.t.tkfut.e)

(Male

l..Iy 10.41.
thle Kat I.

lMale Iamsly
Need %hie
Mat t

hale
Ua.lated Feaal.

/sally h. Vsfe

Iemale

Unielated Othaf

1.1919-

hef

Web Feet. (000) 42,051 26,571 14,111 1,362 1,263 5,176 21,114 7,111 11,424 1,676
11E (000) 3,101 2,311 1,261 221 1,744 1,7115 8,534 1,163 5,706 4,624
11E Widen. (2) 1.3 9.6 9.1 'ICI 18 11 30.0 21.6 25 2 42 5 47 11

11E Deft.clt ($ MtIli.a) 11,2/0 7,087 3,605 578 4,255 2,1142 14,628 3,443 1,145 1,115
IIE Aver. e D. iiiii (1) -2,/211 2,161 2,814 2,541 2,440 1,631 1,712 k,754 1,694 1,257
112 (000) . 3,250 1,014 1,141 112 1,512 2,612 1/75 1,113 1,463 1,175
IFIL 1.1... 21 7.7 4..1 13.1 13.4 17.2 337 65 24 6 10.11 12.1
IIE Deficit ($ III. ) 8,284 l2 5,112 450 3252 6,657 3,222 3,156 3,626 ,.2,851

IIE A De/ 62 2,541 1,777 2,187 2,465 2,043 3,308 1.718 1,944 2,4711 2,434
111 (000) 1,431 670 161 108 1,11$11 7 1,330 1115 1,055 667 412
1F1 lacsolonce (%) 3.1 2.5 6.1 7.9 11.4 22.3 2.8 13.6 5.0 5.1
IFI Deficit ($ Millie.) 3,713 1,201 2,294 212 1.1171 3,141 145 1.640 1174 721
111 Average Deficit ($) 2,261 1,102 2,641 1,163 1,774 2,361 1,031 1,554 1,311 1,41,

-

Full Elo1.Iuy.ent 1FE (000) . 2,540 414 1,723 133 1,019 1,463 1,343 1.414 1,053 196
Full Emplaymeot 111 Deficit ($ 1.111.0 5.1113 1,051 4,626 2111 2,054 4,1168 2,210 2.625 2,246 2,051
Plequate faplayeent 112 (000) ,'" 2,612 440 1,416 105 4162 1,512 1,053 1,212 114 163
Melmate Employ.. IR ' 4,422 5111 3,716 112 1,561 4,711 1,124 2,216 2,015 1.1150

($ Millions) .

Capacity frplywat III (000) 2,766 143 1,771 144 1,241 1,714 1,528 1,704 1,162 173
Capacity E.p1ayiseot In 6.1147 1,426 5,091 330 2,461 5,326 2,713 3,232 2,601 2,263

($ Millions) \

Inksneett Earnings 1FE (000) 2.6911 936 1.193 146 1,453 1,656 1,759 1,103 1.069
I.A.nce4 lee ..... III Ottielt ($ 11111.0 7.454 1,701 5,335 410 2010 '16:::: 2,965 3,461 3,395 2,616
lahans. Capacity 1/1 (000) 1.115 321 1,315 77 776 1,425 666 1,163
Cathantad Capacity In ,Deficit 3,732 314 3,181 161 1,311 4,272 1,695 2,01 9 10110 1,703
($ 1.111) 17

111 a.. 112 (000) 10411 404 1,016 133 1,154 1,426 1,271 1,365 1,091 860
lacasnipt Sappleoent.i. Rite-/atal (2) 41.6 31 0 56.4 40 11 33.5 33.11 56 5 44.1 54.4 51.1
1 Itate.1. f 24.3 IS 4 21.2 17.0 11.1 12.4 26.7 22.4 19.4 24.1
Stanek. (2)

1F1 Met et le.osteee (000) 2,461 1011 1,414 15I 1,304 1,762 1,375 1,4115 1,1711 492
If' ketet.Ttsneters Deficit 6.0.6 1,641 4,063 314 2,492 5,721 2,063' 2,699 2,61 6 2.065

($

IFI Includong Fand Sta.. (000) 1,524 611 1106 101 1,029 1,190 141 1,043 556 432
III 1.1.ing r..d Staaps Deficit 1,236 1.01 9 1,165 192 1.160 2,396 133 1,514 64/ 542
($ Millie.)

IF1 Includios Aid (000) 1,4/9 511 7113 17 1,021 1,010 122 1,022 513 404
IF1 1.1.1na fn-EInd Aid Deficit 3,120 1,050 1,8113 116 1,763 2.155 106 1,551 511/ 491

($ 11111.0

4

40101.

"37j
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Table 8-3. (Continued)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

Esti ly _Mead

(MA. (nal.
family grad- family Mead-
VII. I. Wile Mot I.
1±,r0 fl.orr) 111004.1.tre)

(Male Easily
MrAd-Wie

Work Force (000) -

11E (000)

11E (.gid.uie 42)
1IE Dficit (3 Mil(ions)
116 Average Deficit (1)
IrE (000) '

IF/ (amide.. (1)
IrE Deficit ($ (illi...)
al Average Deficit (1)
IFI (000)
(E1 Incide.ce (2)
1F1 Deficit ($ Millions)
IFI Average Deficit (1)

40,346
3,000

6.7

10,040
3,126

2.340
5.0

4,1315

2,564
1,364

3.4

3,256

2,360

25,783 '
2,183

8.5
6,600
3,160

867
3 4

1,824
2,103
577

2.2

1,105
2,072

13,304
1,120

dIS
3,4111

3,002
1,370
10.4

3,030
2,840

716
5.4

1,602
2,443

1,251
1116

144
551

2,074
123

0.8
320

2,504
71

4.7

172
2,402

Full Eoployeent IrE (000) 1,764 533 1,150 SI
Full Employeent In Deficit ($ Mi(lie.) 4,244 1,204 2,8511 162
A4equAlte Employmeet IFE (000) 1,273 302 011 60
Adequate, Emptopeat 1/6 Deficit 2,550 544 1,017 70

($ Millions) 4

Capacity Employ...1 IFE (000) 1,046 652 1,203 01
Capacity Employ...I III Deficit 5,010 1,534 3,267 216

($ Mil(ions)
Enhanced Earnings IF/ (000) 2,058 732 1,215 III
Imbaeced Earaings 1/2 deficit ($ milli...) 5,665 1,824 3,544 207
Enhanced Capacity III (000) 11011 201 740 36
E.haeced Capacity IFE Deficit 1,606 366 1,476 SS
-(1 Million.) a

i.,(rE (000) 1,470 705 870 (04
Eacisings Supplemystation Rate-Total (l) 42.4 33,4 4E1 42.1
1.1.103. Supplementation 0ate4le1 f 10.5 14.3 23.1 16.1

Tra.sfer. 42)
al al Net of Transfers (000) 1,006 743 1,040 103

112 liet-pf-Tedasfers Deficit 4,894 1,535 3,017 202
($ (1illions)

Ill 1.cluding Food 3ta.pa'4000) 1,271 023. 668 70
(F1 1.cluding Food 6Gomps Deficit 2,830 1,033 150

($ Mil(ions) 'Zre .-

.1,143

1E1 Including 1.41nd Aid (000) 1,233 520 - 645 68
1F1 lacludig 144ind Aid Deficit 3,711 1,040 1,543 155

(1 Millio.6)

4

Male
Uwel.ted
Individual

irs.le

Lf.11Y-Eal

6,460 0,030
1,461 1,101
17.3 23 6

4,048 2,505
2,770 2,103
1,012 1,186
12.0 23 S

1,763 3,050
1,743 2,572

6611 715
7.11 14.2

1,100 1,431
1,645 2,011

534 804
751 1,024
201 805
276. 1,577

674 410,
1,003 2,161

603 1,040
1,573 2,804

2111 651
207 1,225

871 858
33.0 30.7
(7.1 ft, 15.4

Oa 1,003
1,345 2,540

648 610
1,030 1,108

642 552
1,022 1160

Female
Uarelated
Individual

Other

tfit-

Other
Feral/

6,639 0,104 5,112

1,485 3,480 2,436

21.7 37.0 40 4

3,1)6 6,262 4,603

2,112 2,371 1,600

1,107 707 513

16.2 84 6.6

1,601 2,145 1,340

1,528 2,603 2,610

618 322 171

0.0 3.5 2.8

$63 415 336

1,420 1,537 1,0711

710 532 340

831
405

507

1,204-
307
002

812
270
614

(A)
IN)
41

004 570 306

133 1,411 050

1174 603 455

1,403 2,046 1,280

390 314 221

3 737 4,870

.801 642 304

44.2 511.6 66 7

22.4 10.3 26.6

650 643 377

1,285 1,704 1176

616 27 7 142

863 370 256

406 Ale 132

856 355 240

21,661

5,744,
25 1

(2,001

2,247
1,031 . ,

4.5

1,627
, 1,772

420

LI
553

1,318

652
1,102

420
824

702

1,537

887
1,728

330
674

;fit

27.6

744

1,230

301
480

378
447

381
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, Table B-3. (Continued)

SEVERE HARDSKIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

°Tole 111.1.

/.Aily Need- /...07 IffeW. (0.1. F.Ai)y *A.
pule Vile I. Wife Out I. 12..4-1141. 11.niel.ted /cools
F.Aili.X..d y./1 1..u.t) yerh Isvc.) ktt_r!.... j IyIlvidual F..017 Mead

I.:4e (000) 37075
IIE (000)

112 lactdeAte (%)
1.00

4.2
IIL thast ($ 10.057
IIE lase Dencit (5) 3.760

) 1,046
lit rdr.... (1) 5.2
1Ft Deficit (5 silli...)
1/I Aver.ge (0

*144

646
In (000) .154Ill ImicideAce (%) 3.1
ITI Deficit 2.112
III Averase Deficit ($) 2.444

Tun Foyle) t 1/E (000)
Tull I.pl.y.Yt IFE Drficit (9 Dinio...)
Ad fovluyseAt IFt (000)
Ate.olic in Deficit

($ ))nlions)
Cspocily toslo$A.At IFE (000)
Capacity tspIaloeut Irt Deficit

($ Xinious)
EnA.Aced ss IFE (000)
Eubsoced [stains. IFt Deficit (5 Dinges)
[Ahsaced Capscity 1Ft (000)
Enhanced Capacity 1Ft Deficit

(5 Millio0s)

II; is 122 (000)

supyleoestatioa Rat...Total (I)
. [Armies. Supple...statism Xate-liet of

f cis (I)

171 Met f-Tramsars (000)
III ket.a4cTramsfers Deficit

($ 01111.66)

121 loc1.4.69 2..4 Scoops (000)
IFI locludies Food Stoops Deficit

($ Dillioss)
4III lAcludias lu-Kied Aid (000)

171 16.1u4nes lo.XtAd

(S Milhous)

$.,

1.446

3.7511

1174

2.030

1.542
4445

1.641

5.103
755

1.444

74%061 12.3711

1.026 3.002
1 0 S 1

'4004 , SS

3.0-3 1,252
722 ' 4127
3.0 CI_

1.601 ji 3.335
2.227 2.1160

444 616
2.0 5.0

1.046 1.616
2.173 2,746

44 05
1.200 2.432

236 614
02 1022

544 972
1.4114 2.401

602 115
1,110 3,063
155 541

2041 1.146

.1,447 604 , 754
40.5 32.5 ' 45.2
17.7 l 11.4 2.1.5

1.601 637
.

414
4.255 1017 --S.....1.,91a

1076
2.521

1.045
2,434'

447 576
944 1455

437 557
1125 1.304

7..416
*wrist.*

Yq.! individual

1.133

157

13.1

414

3.144
117

6.5
244

2.5211

53
4.7
126

2,365

7.244
1114
16 5

3.505
2.132

613

9.4
1.254 -

1041
477
6.6
456

1.717

4.267
/ $at
Jcs

2.004
2.2115

111

( 19.6
2,0111

7,514
414

11.6
, 1.023

2.062

17.596

9.934
22,4

10.116

2063
655

- i 3.7

1,222

1.465
740

1.6
406

1.451

(.604
1,045
11.2

2.524
2.330
661"

11.7

173
1.472

353
4.2
41111

1.41$

.

so 276 571 40 351
174 424 1.21111 773 40
311 SS 413 MS

0)4 01 195,

150
411

717
505

1.301

407

1,036
321
741

44 604 704 565 571
203 1.135 1074 'la02 153
11 67 3711 , 142 165
22 53 MO 362 151

. 45 653 6n 506 562 s
. 45.1 30.2 311.1 57.3 46.7

17.7 13.0 24.2 25.1 22.5

Sr $11 696 49* $13'
S 220 1,039 1.791 141 753

$3 454 425 240 351
114 402 774 356 ,4116

51 456 376 2$1 34$
115 7117 613 340 413

096r, 0t9r,
8.1. Seoul.

7.725 4,147

2,524 1.516
15.0 34.5

6.744 3,433
2.677 2,265

546 351

7.9 S.&
1,50S 079
2.717 2,746
221 104
3.2 2.4
Alt 22$

1015 2,124

342 247
1177 60
251 174
tar 431

400 272
1,065 726

447 314
1,592 992

200 114
444 332

440 260

59.8 60.1
17.0 25.1

472 260
1,241 415

329
89

172

14
3*? 160
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Table 8-3. (Continue

.. ,

p.

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

0

)

4.01,Fue.e (400)

11* (000)
III 1..1.1... (1.) ,

0

111 00I.csi (3 Mi1Jions)
illE Avell.e. Deficit (1)
ILI (000)

' AFL 11111.ftae (t) 4
lit Delitlt (3 31311.*0
la Ase80,. DAficIt (1)
111 (C00)
177 bootdenl. (j)
Irl Deficit (1 81111.10
1E1 Avreoge D I (4)

.

fvII fopfL)ftral WE (000)
fvII Epp3ey...4i IFI (4 DifIlima)
Adequate 1.1.1)0411 III (000)
Adequate foployneet 122 Deficit

(4 11,11,...)

Capacity Employmecit In (000)
Capocity forloymccit IFE.Deficit

(4 Millscm)
(0.....1 farnsaik. i3 (000)
tohanced Crpasi 12 f (1 11111r11.)1(0
Labaliced Cpcity IFS, 000/
fohAntrd CApacily 121 01ficit

(4 Mills.as)

III I. WE (000)

Ed...604 4.881.0en1attod1.teTota3 (3)
Earnings SyyP/e lateNet of
e Transfers (3)

.

171 Met ( f (.r (000)
IFI ).ctofTrassfers Deficit

44 111111..) v

111 IscIudles Food Urns (000)
ITJ Isclodials 74*4 Sumps Deficit

(4 Silliems)
III Includiv Imssiti Aid (000)
111 Ischas.g 14.51.1 Aid Deficit

(4 Dillsods)

a

1a1.

1...aly head

42,031

5,926
14.1

16%645

7,110
4,493

10.7
13,423

2,088
2,635

6 3'
6,193
2,506

.

3441.
0,442
2.402
6,840

3,444
11,134

3,014
11,953
2,170
.5,225

3,050
40.0

10.6

3,613
10.332

'2,544
6,247

2,526
6.074

t.

.

(141.
2.sly Orad. /...sly 11441- (14.1. /...Ily

Ult. 1. 441, liwt la 16.4 Wife
4...11 luo.,e) 1.1..t3 h.,...) Met roe...t.)

26,571 14,112 1,342

3,471 1,025 330

' 132 , 13 i 24 2

11,055. 5,172 13*

7.257 7.062 2.102
1,422 2.564 21.1

6.3 12.2 ' 1E2
"LIU 0/334 704
2.012 3,641 2,649
1,121 3,373 161

4.2 9.1 11.0
2,207 4.301 . 515
1,360 3.133 2,147

000 2.250 c"---7 /64
1,447 7.241 473
5,1 1,040 132

477 5,717 285

1,312 2.340 203
2,502 8,102 532

I.147 2,304 220
2,105 C41 I 43/

430 1.330 63
440 4,142 237

1,316 1,5511 130
33.4 46.4 35.3
$3.0 . 22.6 13.1

1%412 1.085 215
2.405 6,1125 611

..

1,019 1,341 1511

2.040 3,000 350

1,031 1,315 153
1,910 3,751 343

nab,
1...s.lated.

lj 11.6dwa3

9,261
2,490
269

7,125 ..,
2,141%
7,4i1
20 111 A

2,044
2,575
1,447
15.6

1,113
2,152

1,336
3,028

142
2,107 '

r,sss
3.703

1.767
4,342

450
1,066

1,552
24.9
13.6

1,665
3,941

1,430
2,1411

,1,411

2,952

froal.
211.01.21eal

5,976
2,431
44 0
5021
1.111

2.454
41.1

0,7113

3,317
1,761
30 6

5,423
3.044

2,040
7,047

1,212
6.427

2,157

2,256
0,153
'1,533

5,740

1030
22.41

11.9

2.161
2,515

1,410

4,527

1,595

4,117

i

I

200114

12,7112

66.4
24.211

1,011
2,655

9.2
5.166
1,946

J,355
4./

I:6/5
1,236

1,840
3.514
3.296
2,706

2,204
4,604

2,2/0
4,7/6

1,056
2,41)

2,120
46
22.0

2,072

'3,420

1.315
1,531

1,278
1,444

fo.als
14.1.1.1.4

7,777

2,979
10.0

6,120

2,071
2,305
20.6

5,445
2,440
1,4)0

10.40

2.777
1,878

1.738
3,701
1.437
3.117

2,072
4,1117

2,159
5,213
3,2,1
2,821

1,060
35.2
1/.5

1,001
4,214

1,474

2,602

1,460
2,665

nt)t-
13,424
12,723

57,5

13,2119

2,011
1,1111

14 0
3,401
2,171,

1,034
7.7

I.726

1,693

1,301
3,206

1,630
2,730

1.501

3.076

1,710
4,015

SU
2,448

1,594
44.0

1/.8

1.540
4,346

073
1,633

941

1,323

NI.er

9,476
6,430
44,4
9,747
1,534
1,475

15 2
4,174

2,631
714

1,378
1,757

I-.045

2.404
446

2,464

1.254

3,344

1,330
3,035

754

2.243

1.4/0
44.8
20.6

3171
3,102

220

1,153

600
1,046 b

4

' )

(
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Table B-3. (Continued) /
./

luo.e (000)
Ilt (000)

11[ Isuideuge 12/

117 Deficit (5 f101/44.5
412 Average Deftell (1)In (0)
IF/ lac,dence (5)

lit (5 Ms 1110101)
IF/ Average Deftc1615
HI (000)

IF1 lacldeace (5)

IF/ Defictt ($ MOItelta)
IF/ Average Deheig (g)

Full Fepluyikent HI (000)
Full laplayaera I/6 Deficst ($ Ms/11.W
Adequate Fapleyment 112 (000)
A4egviate 10ployawnt lit Defccit
(5 M./1.00

Caparoty fageboyaeut Ina( )

Capac/ty Eaplayaeat. IF/ Defi it
($

fuhauced Carmngs /Ft (000)
2a4aaced Lamm., IFt Deficlt ($ Millions)
Irthanied Capacity /F/ (000)

. tahand4 Capic1ty /Ft Deficit
($ 011110.)

114

Ilt la iftt (000)'

vs Supple...last... Rate-74ne1 (%)
Caralaga Supplememtatita Itate.Net of
Tem! $ (5)

1F1 Net 3 Tramsfera (000)
IF/ Net feTtansfers Deficit

($ 1111000
1F1 lacludlag Fa04 Stappa (000)
IF/ lacludong T004 Stcumpi Deficit

(5 Milhous).
IF/ loclullog liteKind Asd (600)
IFI laclud,ag laeKlad Aid Deficit
($ thIlialta)

Tem,INad
Ma)e

42,051
8,218

14 5
24,753
3,420
3.009
13.4

20,216
3,456
3,844

1.2
11,625
3,020

4,417
14,387

3,145
4,767

5,077
16,90

5,098
17,177
2,580

4,207
34.2
16.5

4,843
16,190

3,792
10113

3,731
10,511

)

4°

MODERATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE
.

(Mai.

)..a,ly 16.0.
0,Ir la
1.411p:,ce)

(Male

)sally Mead.
Wife Mot I.
li.,11 s4or<2.1

(Male foaly
Ilead-Wsf.

Met Tlebeat

MA.
14.,e1ated

114/vIdual
Yr.44

Iroolw
Viorloted
Judgvs4v.1

000tr. OlLer

Int!!!

26,571 lit118 1,262 4,20 5,476 28,1114 7,777 17,424 4,06
,5,214 2,5112 423, .3,237 3,315 14,284 2,1185 4,074 7,404

14 6 18.3 71.0 34.9 55.5 56 5 50.0 67.6 16 6
14,114 4,164 1,470 11,0/7 0,445 74,024 10,144 27,106 14,857
3,444 3,552 3,471 3,402 2,563 2,347 2,612 2,545 2,005

IK.534 3,104 0 309 2,) 2,02 3,500 2,723 2,411 1,025
4.4 22.6 22 7 25.4 40.2 12 2 35 I 14 18 9

5,418 ' 13,762 1,035 7,074 13,463 7,774 7,044 i,s10 5,701
2,302 4,320 3,344 3,014 4,672 2,217 2,847 7,111 3,128
1,441 1,974, 207 1,873 2,10 2,036 1,907 1,422 1,064

6.3 14.0 15 2 20 2 16.4 7 1 24.5 10,6 11.0
7,738
2,241

7,264

3,0 0
623

3,001
.,

2,5
0,243
3,782

2,440
1,468

4,293
2,251

2,474
2,042

2,260
2,11'1

, . 16*-.
1,301 2,814 221 1,573 2,432 2,352 2,001 1,574 1,105
2,955 50,733 644 . 4,201 9,02' 5,163 5,014 4,500 3,064

747 2,244 154 1,042 1,424 1,501 1,527 1,154 443
1,320 8,057 340 2,865 0,056 3,730 3,40 3,444 3,007 (03

(03
1,875 2,437 265. 1,883 2,627 2,132 2,471 1,92S 1,562
4,0124.. 12,04 811 5,457 11,257 0,s00 0,117" 5,051 4,150

1,974
4,615

2,848
12,325 \E:

2,177
6,468

2,620
12,514

3,015
1,333

410,444
1,210

2,104
6,465

1,618
5,352

518 1,442 101 464 1,705 1,224 1,346 443 807
434 6,755 320 2,556 7,207 3,253 3,545 3,011 2,799

1,814
29.1

2,095
34.0

256

33.0
2,014
20,3

2,448.

23.7
3,031
42.0

2,381 ,

10.0
2,174
41.2

1,061,
41.4

14.8 10.1 12.41 11.0 11.0 19.1 -.'' 14.41* 17.4 17.3

2,00 2,610 270 2,011 2,565 2,034
.1.

2,320 1,447 1,501
10,564 r 416 5,740 11440 5,575 0,035 4,357

,
\1,645 1,444 204 1,055 2,155 2,0011 1,900 1,341 1,050

3,529 6,742 593 4,601 7,310 2,827 4,206 2,510 1,1110

1,621 1,907 203 1,814 2,095 1,401 1Me 1;314 1,021
3,434 6,01 ' 3 4,550 6,761 2 733 3,441 1,1144

-00

.;

3

I.



www.manaraa.com

s

.

Table B-4. HARDSHIP BY FAMILY SIZE AND NUMBER OF EARNERS,

rut.. (WO)
IL (000)
It Imidewe (2)
JEN-full (5
M. A ,,,,,, Deficit (5)
IT (000)

Imcdeme (1)
14 Deficit 0, 1"1.11sun)

Avetest Deficit ($)
rl (ow)
Fl Inh4.... (Z)
/1 Delselt ($ A.I
ri *Avelage Defici.:11T) 1

v

co,

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

11,448

3,746
111 3

7,2110

2,015

1175

5 0
1,013

1,110
404

2.1

362

197

5112.

30/20
410

3,021,

748
813

081
974
360

338

708
54.6
34.6

638
684

375
343

373
331

7y0

3 tk ;Cr f

13,359
2,074

21.5

5.206
1,105
6/6
$.1

060
1,2)1

306

2,3

27.1

1109

401
404
267
261

481
565

611

762
222
225

512
54.0
26.1

500
581

277
241

264
241

15.655

.6

15,00
2,061
0,457

23.7

24,467
2,813

454,0
.12.5

9,618
2,161

6.921'
18,149
6,151
15,1156

7,375
20,413

7,819
22,1150

5,523.
1,437

5,6311

47.4
21.8

6/613
10,304

4,215

.8,242

4,045

7,052

1

17,041

3,707
21.8
7,08
2,016
3,505

20 6 .

7,003
2,000
2,114
12.4

3,518
1,664

2,503
4,6711

2.160
3,047

2,1151

5,694

1,212
6,470
1,933
3,478

2,520
39.7
20.4

2,710
5,192

2,072

2,042
3,3111

la 64..1; Force

8,287 4,701
1,761 1104

21 4 21.5
3,573 1,073
2,011 2,012
2,315 LIMO
28.7 26.6

6,555 3,731
2,760 3,334

733- 536
CS 12.7

1,462 1,113
1,11115 2,209

1,1157 944
4,026 2,678
1,765 v025
4,332 , 2,321

2,075 11511

5,532 2,1197

2,226 10143
6,140 3,502
1,602 . 726
3,971 2,109

1,467 7i4
52.1

33.4 20.5

890
2,750

402.
1,212 149

659 452
1,235 875

'

70 .537:

5,215
161

14 6

1,604
2,110
1,077.

20 7
4,803
4,458

167

14.7

2,104
.3.005

-1,042
3,803
1,026
3,501

i,016
4,070

992

4,514
1125 '

.... 3,049

465
28.11 '

8.6

4,142

702

1,017

646
1,641

.1.,

4.7

911

119

21.8

441

2,211
381

41 8

2,361

tT
33 0

2,151

3,824

379

2,013
375

1,1175

313
2,121

344

2,324
338

1,760,

193

21.
3.4

.348
2,216

261

020

246
762

-

51,071
11.165

21

20,540

1,878
3,628

.1.1
5:924
1,633

2,014
3.11

2,05
1.334

2,515

3,398
1,147
2,440

2.1160

4,184

3,207
5,2117

1,544
2,007

2,603
44.5
0.0

2:903
4,716

1,101
2.2p0

1,713
2,165

.

le York Yu

15,1127

3,751

'23.6
4,59/1

1,755
1,301

8.7
2,409

1,744
874
5.5

1,151

1,327

1,015
'1,341

811

924

1,101
1,449

1,184
2,144

618
'731

1,00,
36.7
12.0

1,216
1,181

777
11114

731

144

6.

4'

tie ..larTf

2.334
786

33 6

1,372
1,745

5115

25.4
t,$72

2,644
431

18.4
$116

2,000

502
1,060

459
866

510
1,157

531
1,414

.360,
722

374
27.5
7.8

548
1,462

3/2

695

, 344

630 if

....

Full /*play.... 1FE (000)
"Full !site)... 112 Dehcst ($ 0.1190.0

4.1..uate Earleysent 1FE (000)
44.quate trplayueat 1FE Deficit

(5 11111...) /
raplvyten( 11E (000)

Cap city Employ...1 1/E. Deficit
11.1(0..)

En4auccd Facalues trt (000) _,,,
Eniumce4 Earailig, Irt Deficit (5 Dill.....)
014..4 Cap..sty 171 (000)
Ealmacd Capac.ty 111 D41lc1t

($ 0.111.01.)

IIE to IFE (000)
E tl Supplemeatatio& Rate-Total (t.)
Eouli.40 Supple. ,,,,, au Rate.Net of

(2)
IFI Xet of Tr...fere (000)
IFI Xet of 7,sfees Pefscit

($ Hillions)
Iscludiof r... Stoops (000)

1E1 lacludioe Food Shope Deficit
($11111ios).

IFI lc1514.of 10.1(.1.1.414 (000)

IFI led sssss A64
Deficit ($ 1111),...0)

383

.40

38j
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fabsle B-4. (Continue0
akti

SEVERE HARDSHIP:
TOTAL WORK FORCE

14lee Os M.se lo 701.0

7.141, 3 heaters 4.5 hemLeis 6*

16. Fos:e (000) 10.255 6,503 15.171 7.775
1 (000) 1.762 1,705 5,030 2,148
1E ides,* (%) 32.3 27.4 31.5 37.9
IE tit ($ 15,142 3,144 7.0411 4,630)8 Ave, et Deficit (8) 1,421 1,742 1.564 1,636
rz (000)

C

'Il
137 471 571

Ineideoce (I) ls !: 2.1 1.0 . 7.4
rx Defirit ($ Mi11ioos) 1,245 043 460 661
Ft Average Deficit (9) 1,051 705 1,001 1,106
VI (000) 141 K 244 303
71 Iscilesee (%) 2.0 .5 1.5 5.9
71 Deficit ($ Hillioos) 512 34 173 305
71 A Deficit (9)

. g" 770 710 1.006

../

roll Empleyoest IFE (000) 434 56 244 311
Full Employment lEE Drilrit ($ 540 32 223 312
Allequote Eoploymeot UT (000) 415 37 142i 216

repIoyment la Deficit 374 15 m135 204
(1.11i111omt)

L .
Copaciti Employmeot 1FE (000)

Eltployment III Deficit 1::
104

71

346
341

311
441

($ Itsllioas)

EnKsced Comings liE (000) 072 125 344 400
Eildstoced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ 0t111.4.) 1,004 82 421 502
Enl. Capacity IFE (000) 211 20 124 146
Eallasced Capacity In Deficit 309 11 134 164
() ,

11E is III (000) 873 106 352 415
tornsogis Supplemeototioo ItatepUtal (%) 50.5 67.6 41.1 47.2

S. 9.771e6emtotioo RateNet of 21.2 32.4 23.3 16.$
Irsosirs (%)

171 Mit of 'frostier!' (000) 141 92 442
171 Met of ?masters Deficit 914 04 347 573

($ Milltoss)
171 Ineludsog Food Stamps (000) 506 42 232 232
171 locluding Foo Stamps Deficit 311 33 143 211
($ Mi/lioos)

171 locludlog lo.11.nd Aid (000) 483 42 215 224
171 Inc/a/tog 16Xfoi Aid 362 33 132 196
Deficit ($ Rallies)

)

33
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Table 8-4. (Continued)

EVERE HARDSHIP:' HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

444..111 Fusee (000)'

11r(000)
112 Inlidehre (I) '
11E Deficit (5 01)11.00
IIE lorri.0 Deficit ($)
Hy (000)
1/1 Int,denre (5)
100 0e11cit (1 thIllons)
Ill Alogiese Deficit cl)

1F1 (000)
1F1 Incidence (2) i

111 Deficit ($ 111011.4)
IFS Avermge Deficit ($)

/

Full Fftpluyoent DE (000)
full Fopluyae.nt 111 Deficit ($ Minion.)
Adequate Employ...rot 1FL (000)
Adepople Emple)ment DE 0.11,11

($ 001..)
Capacity Foployneat If/ (000)
Capacity E rmployswat 1FE Deficit

($ Millions)
Enhasced Earnings 1FE (000)
Enhanced Ea:stow 1TE Deficit ($ Dilliuns)
Enhanced Capacity If/ (000)
Ea. C.pactty IFE Deficit

($ 211111 .0

5

la in III (000)
EarAoss Suppleneststios Rate-Tatal (2)
Farsinvi 5upplenen1otios Rate-Net of

Traasfera (2) p
'111 Met of Transfers (000)
IF1 Net of Transfers Deficit.

($ 01111ons)
1F1 Includlog Food stanps (000)
131 Includi4g Food Stamps Deficit

($ Million.)
1F1 Includin. loAind Aid (000)
III lacludtun lu-Kind Aid

Deficit ($ 0.111044)

One In Wyrk Lone

lutli--.- Flu .4;7- 2-11:arre7 -7117 ...1.74-

22,044 l',010 7,210 3,053
5,612 2,479 1,320 606
17 5 19.2 18.2 17 8

14,055 6,939 3,341 1,771 .

2,504 2,410 2,514 p 2,582
5,150 2,050 1,362 714
16.1 13.7 18.7 18.5

12,260 3,364 2,912 1,900
2,101 1,95 2,116 2,671
2,687 1,241 421 306
8.4 8.3 5.3 7.1

5,364 1,1411 740 : 5110

1,996 1,547 1,824 1,140

3,729 1,207 143 . 567
7,340 1,5311 1,665 1,0113
2,806 760 253 422
5,001 764 1,116 6611

4,102 1,510 1,048 560
11,021f. 2,355 2,180 1,312

4,514 1,316 1,2iir" 639
10,112. 2,986 2,691 1,721
2,342 581 604 328

43,947 5 1101 524

3:063 1,714 997 564
47.8 311.7 69.1 57.2
21.3 20.1 32.2/ 23.0

4,051 1,645 03 543
9,420 2,5115 0,11211 1,3311

2,535 1,222 400 272
4,674 1,837 702 483

1,207 374 257
4,461 1,1172 623 446

"c-i W.I...."
... 4,110

563
II 3

1,510
2,82), 112,647

1 12

04.6
3.594
3,558
505
10.1

1,349
2,471

148
1,850
673

1,412

445

1,982

447
2,334

582

1,016

44
30A
8.6

664
2,231

452

1,103

414
1,015

882

155

17.5
413

286

32 4
1,402
4,901

215

24.3
7311

3,441

2113

1,200
277

1,040

24
1,111

252

1,260
240
063

V32
25.0
.4.5

273
1,334

103
5411

177
505

17,054

2,7114

14.4
6,144
2,489

514
3.0
700

1,340
227

1.3
260

1,143

,

255
307
123
165

302
582

443
727

13
124

4-4311

55.8
33.0

345
497

207

247

205
244

Two In post Forin

-47s-

11,122 13,090

1,811 2,357

17.0 18.0

4,541,./ 5,727

2,403 2,410

185 015

3.5 6.2

644 1,811

IND 2,222

en 517

1.6 4.0

232 950
1,302 1,8111

Iel.'......

200 54;

346 1,187

113 378

164 718

2511 613

485 1,317

3311 682

674 1,792

64 269

125 4711

324 637

53.8 36.6

26.0 11.3

285 723

450 '1,538

164 461

210 832

17
4438032:5

1,115 .

455

25 6

1,150
2,510

2711

21 34

1,204

3,114
270
15.2

7011

2,621

101

0117

263
711'.

310
168

330
1,1111

201

560

227

28 5
6.0

352
1,114

224
166

.:(11

43,0311

1,497

, 17.4
28,178
2,451
2,0,2

4.1
4,3511

, 2,084
1,192

2.8

2,140
1,503

1,301
2,1116

857

A 1,758

1,565
3,433

1,714
4,350

620
1,2811

1,627
43.0
18.5

1,704

3,608

1,057
1,856

1,014
1,787

A.

.`'

4

392.

.!

0
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Table B-4. (Continued)

Is

Von rugge (000)
1,11. (000)

lit 1.1dence (I)
111. De(icit () 01111un4)
lit A Deficit (7)
11! (000)
1F2 Incidence (I)
IFE Deficit (1 Millions)
1FE Aseiage Deficit (3)
1/1 (000)
1/1,Inildence (I)
//1 I (1 01111ons)
1/1 Average Deficit (6)

.
SEVERE HARDSHIP:

HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

0, Mute I. Vnih force

futs1------ 3 n.......Lers Menbert M.ni.rs

21,040

4,016
26 1

13,160
2,222
664

2

1,02$
1,34$

332
1.4
440

1,324

Fu11 inploydent DE (000)
334

Full Enpleynent lli Deficit (3 Mil/ione)
660

A4...0.1e raphoyownI In (040)
160

Adequate 1nployoen1 In Deficit 414(3 Millions)

Capacity Enpluyneat /1E (000)
447

Capacity Enploynent lit Deficit Of(31111116ns)
LA VADIRiRS. 1VE (000)

$26
Eah....41 r,f1.1,408 1FE Deficit ($ Milhona) 4,017
Enhanced Capacity ffl (000)

III
Enhanced Capacity 1FE Deficit

323(7 mina.)

11E la 1Ft (000)
$16Earnings Suppleantatinn ltateTntal

(I) 40.0
Earnings Suppleinentation Rate-Met of

21.2Trassfefs (I)
IF1 Met of Tr...fees (000)

$23IF1 Set of Trassfers Deficit
7111(9 111111ons)

IFI Including Fo.4 Steeps (000)
2112

IFI Including Fund Stamps Deficit
3420 0,111.44)

'Ill Including in.kind Aid (000) 220Ill Including InKind Aid
124---- Deficit (3 01111ons)

39 3

5,104 12,101
1,106 3,002
22 21.1

2,744 6,163
2,70$ 2,110

62 244
1 6 2,0
127 101

,1,044 1,434 -
120

.6 1.1

33 113
1,026 1,187 '

32 121

34 234
IS 19
17 14

67 1/0
70 319

74 184
SI 36
a 34
14 103

67 200
60.4 47.1
24.5 22.3

62 190
56 26

31 126
33 131

31 126

-33 126.

1,511

1,160
314

4,062

2,2117

337
6.0
$01

1.717
170

3./
213

1,424

1114

3112

11$

26

211

461

266
$60
60
206

240

411.4

10.1



www.manaraa.com

I.

-Table B-41 (6ntinued)

14

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

n.. In 8141:5n/co 74. NOS.'S I'm,.

lmial 1 hi. mime. 2 em...71,,,,-47-n7:1...-,7- -4:--pc.:;. C. 71...,..;; 1.1.1 -'"--23-ii.-Z1.7.7. 7 ---5 19.11..7i --I-9- n..J... -7..: 91.:5--.171
v

Wmii Imose (000) - .

Ill. (u00) '

Ill Inesdmnie (5)
11E Deticit'(5 0i111ma.). .

. III Avri..ge Deficit (5)
J1L (000)
101 Incidence (/)
Ill 1i.ficit ($ 11.111.0o)

Ilt 4yrisse 17.;(1,11 (1)

/I I (1.54) ' e .

III Incidrace (2)
III D.foclt (3 mil,...)

' In A
,

Deficlt. (5)

i

1..11 E...plu04ut 117 (000)

Full FapInywrnt /FL Deficit (5 0i112Gn0
.44.quate F.ploy.....t 11[ (000)

.

Ad.uuate Fmpluytet ILE Deficit
(3 11,11,0es)

- Cop.rst! Farl.)..t In (000)
Cawartty Eopluyorst 11/ '

' (5 Millions)
Esbanaed Ealoings 1FE (000)

:.Lnhaseed Larumpts III Deficit ions)
Isbaoted Copaelty 111 (000)

Danced Capacity III. DefIc

a

IIE In IIE (000)

Supplmestation 0att-T.581 (5)
Earning. Supplemental.. Rat.-Wet. nt

Transfers (53
15'1 Met f Tianfe. (000)
In Met of ..... Deficit

(5 Milli...)
IFI locluding,Fnad Stmvps (000)
In Iniloding,Fod Sta.. Deficit

Millinns)
lel including InMind Ate(000)
In Including 1114ind Aid

% Deficie(5

27,74i
4,356
15.7

11,823

2,722
).565
12.8

2.735
2,410
1,1124

6.2
4,000
2012

1,321

4.914
1.614
2,114

2:734
4,221

3,161
7,531
1,345
2,250

2,234
44.9

11.2

2,140
6,574

3,481

1,702

3,326

,

'

.

12.717
2,423
17 5

5,610

f:t!,'3

JO 2
2.144
1,442

716

6.1/
1,304
1.431

.

613
909
2118

205

100
71,410

1,151
1.130
224
200

1,175
.30.9

111.4

1.043
1.734

779

1.243

'770

1,234

4,112
1,031,

14.5

2,1160

2.-',11Z;

15.1
2,12e
2.234

313
5.0
540

1,1116

.

635
1,011

415
615

713
1,514

'
$60

1,124
335
502'

145

67.1
31.4

653
1.311

216
520

221

501

t

--

0

e

4

39 4 \

3.337 4,597
506 444

15.2 .., 10.1

1444 1,400
2,113 3.015
417 542
14,9 12 4

1013 1.99c
2.431 "3,5102

210 394

6.3 2 6
420 1,001

2,002 2,716

141 531
484 1,35,
201 515
224 137

373

$73
510

1,462

444 501
1,790
411

224 653

.., 724

123

*15.9
342

2,1129

.244

.30 7

4i

34,716
5,551

Is 1

15,352
2,744
1,554

. 4 2 1

14,793

2,236
14.4

5 2411

It731
' .145

2.5

1,13,
4,444

3.518
2.316

535
1,442

ill 115 4 175

22 $ 2.5 1.2

622 1,1161 . 216

3,427 2,034 1,239'

, . *',..

242 185 114

144 2,533 e 311

236

824 1,:::i 102

237
. 143

1,162
3,120 ::72 4

210 1,324 313

/1,0011 3,143 512

111 442 SO

670 1,070 85

1011 315

21 $ .141.31 12.1

5.3 15.2 22.5

2 1,308 261

1,010 . 3,047 403

161 211 162

0L0 . ' 1,608 207

151 .472 140

421 1,544 205

k
427 3111

1117. 10.11

21.11
71

. .

524
r5.9.1....-

23.1,754

' 154 151
357 901 ,

Il 311
335 234

V

395
'4

4

-80

253 504 253
527 1,720 1,057

21 205 157.

56 377 551

.

9,484 11,027 1,410

1.432 1,444 337

15.1 14 1 22 6

3012 4.619' 072

2,733 2.805 2.285

226 '412 213

3.0 5 5 /1 6

513 1,511 1,033

1,725 2,428

143 181

.

211

' 1.5 3.5 14.1...

204 $16 621'

....,1%30 2007 2,114

141 42 237

261 1,024 $62

45 294 201

76 601 624

121 464 942 (....9
431 1.304 103 (A)

(11

211 404 171

10.0 e 36.5 22.1
22.6 9.11 6.$

3.21 111 2714111

104 1,304 154

0
251 345 'ill

124 717 411

126 335

120 616
157

.444 .4
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Table B-4. (Contioued)

i

SEVERE HARDSHIP: '

FULLYEAR WORK FORCE

Three Or Mre 1. kat F.C.

1% ..4erg 44-Dre1-er.

14.1 Fun. (000)
111%050 4,442 0,111 4,521

lit (000)
4,203 04 2,00 1,241112 Inideme (1)
22.2 19.7 20.4 2/.6

1110..1141( (3 111(11.(u) 10,01 2,20 5,144 3,234
112 Avers,. Deficit (1)
10 (000) 2,541

40. 56
2,02

1so
2,592
261111 Iftsidemea (1)

2.5 1.3 1.6 5.0
//I Deficit ($ 11011eue) 01 630 262 40
1Ft Average Deficit (1) 1,60 1.134 1,600 1,452171 (000)

243 20 02 13110 Ineidesce (I)
1.3 .4 .9 2.9

171 De iiiii ($ Mullions)
360 27 131 202171 Average 42) 1,470 1,354 1,40 1.50

Pull Eapleyuent III (000)
253 21 10 142

boil g.pl,gnent IIE Deiien (S Millie.4) 624 21 214 341
Adequate Enploynr.t 1FE (000)

120 10 1? 73
Adequate E.pleynealt 10 Deficit

335 3 103 23(5 Ms10666)
Capacity top161mestt 171 (000) slo As 10 10C EmpIeyueet 10 Deficit

7/0 61 215 43(1.1100.es)
Eehasced Zanily. IFE (000)

' 275 $0 121 205
2.1.aced Ear64.14 117 Deiscit (5 Hi iiiiii )
la8alace4 Capacity 17E (000)

POO ,

6 74
73

5
300
.25

53
41

Ent...C.4 Capacity 1FE Deileit
23 -0- 72 10($ Mill00)

11E I. In (000) 00 so 137 193Esrei.gs Supple tatiee tete-F.01 (%) 64A 43.7 0.6Ursine Supple .1.0.4 itate-Net ef na 19.7 1E3Friesian; (I
111 Itet of Tram els (oo) 316 131 213In Net 0 Frans rs Dclicit 624 201 374($ itilliees)

10 Including r4a Sissy. (OM
212 101171 Includieg i4d Stomps Deficit

27 10 144($ 51111.40 ,U2
171 ludieg -Kind Aid (000) 211 19 91 100171 1 u-Kisd Aid
Deitcit 1100.0)

267 105 134($

A

3946

F.



www.manaraa.com

;

Tabie B74.. (Continued)
1.

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: -TOTAL WORK FORCE

4

0.1...

14.fk 1.... (000)

Ili. (000)

1/1 1..a4rate (14

III Deficit ($ DIIII00)
111 4.4fage Deficit ($)
ITE (000),

1TZ lAtideAfe (1)
III Deficit ($ 011111040)

A Deficit (/)
IT/ (003)Ill luf.dcafe (2)
ITI ($ 11.1110.00
ITI *ver.g. Deficit (1)

2.11 (^ploy eat /PE (000)
rAil 0.41.1.yent 1TE Deficit (( D.1110%$),
44.1.4...ie Eaployucht ITE (000)

Ade.p.te Tiv1i.y.e.st 176 Deficit
(1 6.11166.)

Co.fity Elsp10$rwAt iil. (000)
cp.fity Ef.ploymeat ITE Deficit

($ 01441110.0

E.A.med Tafosugs IFt (000)
1.h..fed Efusu$1 1FE Deficit (( Dillion0)
E.J.......4 cpsetty In (000)
10....iedC,,,cily MN-214(n

($ 001110.00)

I lit I. ITE,(0001,

[Allow 1471ementati00 2.te-E0tal (7.)
0.0.440.0 Supplesbeetatiea Rate-Met jf
Twice. (1)

IT) Net 2 Efamosfers (000)
WI Eranifers Deficit

($

' 171 IfieludiA$ St.ops (000)
III IscIudia$ Teed Stiops Deficit

($ np111.64)

In-Kisid Aid (000)
1/1 indludia$ la-Kied Aid
Deficit ($ Mi1110.10)

.

11.041
5,441
12.1

13,304
2,433
4,232
24.1

10,401
2,)07
2,926
17.2

5,811
2,013

3,016
4,411
2,424
4,113

3,610
8,679

3,926
1,775
2,154
4,786

3,420
10.1
15.4,2

3,57j
4.155

j',1044
5,6811

2,870
5,623

Our I4 Work

4,287
2,557
10.1
5,131
2,322
2,833
34.2

1,541
3,315
1,051
12.4

2,531
2,31111

2,340
4,125
1,167
5,155

2,114
8,179

2.435
8,171
1,713
S.454

2,0784.

62.6
24.4

2,021
6,107

1,027
2,314

05
2,226

Ti.fc.

G.

4. n../;;;;

911

261

24.7
701

2,702
462

50.7
3,521

7,621
403

44.2

2,120

5,264

442

3,115
452

2,442

459

3.218

419
3',305

423
2,59

2$9
12.

447

3,331

30
.

1 724

30
1,616

lali _
51.073

14,457 '
32.2

35,371
2,150
5,073

14
1,776
1,927

3,1211

4.1

5,110
1,633

/
3,374
5,517
2,414
3.655

4,065

7,120

4,341

8,470
1,944
2,174

4111r
16.1

4,223

7,913

3,024
4,573

2,660
4,345 4

4

.1.1; i'n...t.ait
11,441 13,30
3,lib7 4,204

IWO 31.5
137116 871
2,307 2,010
1,340 1,012

7 7.6

1,153 1,461
1,241 1,444

405 541

3.1 4.1
6431 571

1,096 1,025

,*
767 555
90S 650
495 325
521 311

1,072 726
1:327 173

1,131 ' 841

1,565 1,275
426 267

1
481 2 n134

1.012 1167

55.51 46
30.1 111

141 21
14147 1,050

601 511
637 523

50 411
627 502

IP W.

ts.

0

Pwrts

15,07
6,317
33.1

10,114
2,037
1,941

12.2
4,040

2,011
1,360
6.5

2,237
1,642

1,405
2,237

1,021
1,316

14592
2,172

1,471

3,557
762

1,077

4

1,571
29.1
11.2

1,723
3,431

1,303
2,023

1277
1.121

I .

01.44.1.m.v

2,36
1,047
44.4

2,200
2,101

760
, 32.5,.

2,122
3,320
623
26.7
1,60
2,610

651
1,722
273

1,114

676
1,9411

702
2,273
,4411

1,42

570
17.6
4.2

727
, 2,354

613
1,391

6044

1,2114

1

1

35,455
10,441

21.1
21,043
2,411 (

10,103
24.1

14,440

3,537
6,275
17.6

14,741

2,676

4,504
16;104

7,010
22,356

9,210
30,104

i,490
33,157
6,303
11,152

7840
39.1
/4.0

4.451

21,131

4,124

35,013

5,01
14,401

4,201

1,104

31.1

3,137
2,401

1.316
33 2

5,521
3,151

4107

19.2

2,143
2,657

1,214
3,026
941

3,156

240
5,158

1100

2,142

1,144
42.2

11.3

1,141
4,208

761
1,841

736
1,06

4 S

1,215
0,055

20.2

2,454
2,516

'1.310
24.5

7,191
5,213
1,0410

20.7
4,105

3,100

5944, 89

a
5,070

A
1,231
6,744
1.127, ,

4,322

134
21.7
1.2'

1,267

1,00
3,522

1,014
3,267

397
IP
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Table 8.-4% (Continued)

4

(000)'
112 (000)

112 Incidence (%)

112 Deficit ($ MiI1Joss)
112 Ayeesse Deficit (2)
Ut (000)
/FL (%)
172 Deficit (5 Minions)
IF2 Average Deficit (8)
IFI (000)
171 IncItestee (1)

th.t$411 ($ Mil) .44)
Avrrage Deficit 2)

VTull fopIwyo. t IVE ( )
full 7 I et. lit Deficit ($ Milli...)
Adele. ployoest In (000)
14,4uste tap1.yoent In

0 MIIIioas) I .
-

/opacity fmploysont Ift (000)

?

Lishasced [ '2 (000)

Ewh.fced Eacnistss.72I Deficit ($ Milliess)
Loh aaaaa /opacity IFI (000)

talaoced Capacity IF/ Deficit.

Capacity Employment. Ift Deficit.
($ Millions)

($ Millioos)

T.
112 is IF/ (000)

/scants& Supple...pieties-kat...Total (%)'
aaaaa ss SuppIcoestatios Seto-Met. of
Tesiasfels f%)

IFI Set or Trsolleas (000)
IFI Met of Tramsiecs Qefacic

($ 11111loss)

IFI Includiss Food Stsops (000)
1 IFI locludiog Food Stamps Deficit

($

IFI IscIndiog lo,rmill0 Aid (000)

IFI Iscludias In-Kind Aid
Deficit ($

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP:

-TOTAL WORK FORCE

Mrs Os lo 5..ck Force.

77,a1-7 "Tx Meistern

10.255 6.502 15,911 7,7/1
2.568 7.205 4,083

-' 39.5 49.1

76.320 5.781 13)170 7,870e
1,028 1,928 ,

1,174 2I3 . 711 834
? 6.0 '' 3.3 4,8 10.8

4'5%1 87r 1,284
1.220 847 1.132 1,536
1,120 28 443 5711

3.7 , 1.5 2.8 7.4
1116 69 371 1176

216 7.011 834 I,/68

.., . e

916 325 150
922 5121 374 562
512 32 202 272I 552 22 220 IN

41,335 163 574 '528

I523 137 616 840

1,571 128 648 725
1.02
---376

1SS
24

735
167

1.04,
/111

A

414 17 190 239

1,518 140 625 714
3E3 54.2 42.0 10.8
18.11 23.1 24,0 13.2

164 521 ,726
128 i42 1,078,

1,033 89 413 532
933 68 330 535

971 29 165 422
1173 67 310 494

393.
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Table 8-4. (Continued)

/wt. (000)
III WO
II/ lutiAate (1)

tuitcst (5 0000.0
, 1/t A ,,,,,, Ocficit ($)
' 10 (001)

Eatidemie (1)

/AI Deficit (5 1111110.0
liE Avrtagr Deficit (8)
01 (000
01 Isc.deute (1)
/FI Deficit (5 111111uus)

10 Avreage EWliclt ($)

Full Employmest 10 (000)
Full Employ...at /FE De1ac1t (8
Adequate F.plymest Ift (000)

Employftent MC Deficit
(8 0.111.10

0010411.)

7u1a1

0,455
13,416
0.2

40.337

2,942
12.224
34,3

14.4111,
rcocrq
01,205

23.0
26,440
3,223

10,031

36,11114

7,003
0.125

Capacity Inployftent lOt (000)
Cap...0y Employmeat ITT Deficit

(5 Millisne)

Eahosteed Cuttings 10 (000)
EaLanced EAllisag! 111 Dritclt ($ Milliena)
CM...teed Capacity IFE (000)
Eithenced Capacity IFE Deficit..

(8 11.11.1.0)

-.41,040
03.150

11,153
47,415
4,043
25,02

112 in WE (000)
E fit Suppleweniatiom kate-iata1 (1)
Latuings , a Rate.Mitt nf
Teamsters (1)

9.gss
320
15.2

IF1 Met of Teassfeas (000) 10,365
1F1 Met of Transfers Deficit 40,413

(8 1101.001)
IF1 Including Fond Stamps (000) 1,111
/F1 lacluding Feud Stamp. Deficit 24,561
(3 1111104.)

1F1 Itctudimg In-Kind Aid (000)
' 1,924

mil Iitcluding 04.0 Aid 23,620
Deficit (8 01111.0)

if

400

0.041
7.122

41 1
21.162

2.01
5.00
MS

14,044
2,01
3,70
22 2

9.041
2,30

73,52
3,7111

2,600
6,210

4,354
12,333

4,622

13,71$
2,315
6,121

4,30
25.5
13.0

4,412

3,754
2,201

MODERATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

.40

CM. I. Wufli Fut.,

4.3 DeaLrta 67-111e.IZI

Tlot 1u Wuli lutc

--rtt7Mal s -0% PU s s-
2 15, 3 elaketa r

11,227 4,201 5,215 ill 0,40 13,30 0.07 200
3.214 1.622 1,330 322 :11g71: 7.653 5,432 6,770 1,252
32 11 32.7 25 5 35.4 41.3 0.4 40.1 42.5 53.2

A.143 4.1140 4,117 1,056 0,07 21,465 13.09 17.0117 3,306
2.245 2,9116 3,05 1,20 2.440 2,105 2,556 2,324 2.428
3,223 1,463 1.732 5211 I. 4,433 1.705 1,30 .2,00 03
311.9 0.6 33 3 570 13.0 S 2 10,4 16.2 41.2

13,00 7,708 10,221 4,873 14.105 2,432 2,316 6,230 , 3,06
4,064 4,434 5.282 9;130 2,246 1,556 1,673 2,415 3.2371,40 1,074 1J421 423 4,425 01 20 1,953 212
17.4 25.6 '77.4 53.0 S./ 4.4 6.1 12.3 34.7

4,018 3,4114 4,00 2,116 2.401 1,110 1,047 1,233 i 7,410
2,792 3,253 4,5116 6003 1,9e K 1,104 1,05 1,963 3,214

I
2,743 1,422 1,692 526 4,363 010 706 1,233 234
9,045 5,477 2,511 4,366 2,299 1.06 1,002 2,461, 2,50

C.4).2,051 1.020 1,604 515 21224 0 555 371 1,202 696
7,563 4,004 6022 3,817 4021 750 A37 1,010 1,04

2,974 1,501 1,420 534 5.477 1,341 1,075. 1.171 275
'11,311 11,41.4 9,166 4,516 11,1844 2,007 1,597 '4,631 2,544

2,05 1,423 1,556 507 5.131 1,512 1.124 2,191 240
12,283 7,193 9,634 4,565 13,133 2,352 1,992 5,455 3,322
1,874 256 1,1/1 490 ' 2,237 424 304 906 5436,07 3,50 5,779 3,420 4.001 644 447 1,456 1,453

,

2,606 1,444 1,201 317 5,623 1,453 1,226 2,187 756
55.3 35 4 17.8 2.5 33.3 50.0 41.6 24.3 15.7
23.8 16.7 2.0 2.2 j5.4 25.3 103 10.6 5.3

2,455 100. 513 5,611 1,274 1,117 1.307 913
2,720 6,010 9.144 4,644 12,422 1,217

t 1,748 5,326 3,471

1,422 1,054 I. 4711 4.346 1144 204 1,1106 10
3,04 3,157 2,00 7,1181 1.011 110 3,571 2,332

1,301 1,024 1,30 471 4,2 00 1,220 ' 776
3,433 2,939 5.583 2,767 7.4 1,065 09 3,435 2,214

411

4u1.
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Table B-4.- (Continued)

D.,18 fuce. (000)
JE (000)

JP lwad.wee (E)

IL 1.1.14 4) 0s11ioua4
IE A....ge Deficit (2)
Yr (0w)
10 locid.ove (E)

it Deficit (1 11111ioo.)
FE Average Deficit (0
71 (000)
71 Ioridence (2)

YJ Deficit (2 01111m)
71 Average Deficit (2)

a

10 , MODERATE HARDSHA:
TO AL WORK FORCE .

)

71, Oc 14.4. 110.11. force

30.215

16,6112

SS 2
40,309

t 2,415
2,6116

& 11

3.1102

1,447

9.725
5.7

2,113
1,237

3 Me 're 4.3 Members

.503 15,077
1.177 67712
66,6 54.11

0,170 20,106
2,572 2,330

306 1.114
4.7 7.0

161 1,457
262 1,304
165 701

2.2 4,4
130 726
POO 1,034

.7.11 fmployoest 170 (000)

7u11 Employ...at 171. Deficit ($ 01111ono)
Ad.quate Employment Ill (000)

o 1.267
v'..1370

442

i

,

102
u
4$

SOS
564
256

Adetuate Employmeot 171 Deficit 766 30 367
($ 0i111.1m1)

Capacity EmpIeyeot Ift (pm) 1.262 213 6311
Capacity Emplyment ITO Deficit 2.717 222 1,041

($ 0111iose)

Enhanced Earnisgs 171 (000) 2,164 243
to Enhanced Grainy IFE Deficit (2 111111oos) 3.131 256 9,

toiaoted Cmpaciti) III (000) 423 26 110'
Eoiamced Capacity IFE Deficit 5411 22

49 Millione)

III I. us (000) 2,3/14
.

271 1.006
Earsiegs Supplementatioa ltate-Tetal (5) 36.0 46.0 37.1
larisioss Sopplemestatioo Rato-Met of 17.3 27.1 12.2

?residers (2)
f

171 Nit of ?roosters (M26) 2,2211 223 627 /
171 let of Treatfore Deficit 3,141 212 1,103

($ 01111ono)
171 Includieg Food Stamps (000) 1.640 , 165 657
171 locluding 741.11 Stoops Deficit 1,117 122 652

(2 Milliose)
171 laeluding Is-Kind Aid (000) 1.5411 ISS 634
171 IscIuding lo-K1nd Aid 1,2111 122 626
Deficit (1 0i111ono)

Oce

low

M.bers

7.775
4,1101

61.7
11,130
2,464
1.272
16.4

2,146
1,661

659
11.6

1,277

1,426

657
1111

344
423

1116

1414

1,034
1.126

205
?I6

1,107
32.7

11.1

1.109 '
1,631

au
1,103

4,6
1,032



www.manaraa.com

a

k
>-

Table B-5.. HARDSHIP AND FAMILY INCOME, IN',1979
e

*

E

SEVERE' HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

0.4.,

14,249 12,04)(1.2,22.2° p.,(po-.24y2,

2,702., 3.005

t

1:4,11; To., MO
III (000)

Ilyneldract (5) .
III Deflqie ($ 01111oas)
III Averase Deficit (Si
nt OM
III Incidence (5)

10[ tg ($ 01111e4s)

.

IFE Average De !!!!! (09

101 (003)
III IacAdeace (5)
in Deficit 1$ 01111004
101 A De ($)

*
.

FF::: toll/Z::!: 14 0:4:(11Cit ($ Dillioas)
A4equate TopIoyseat la (000/
Adequate Eapluysent HE Defscit

($ 1.11111.849.

C !! y Faplayneat IFE (000)
Capacity Eapluyaeat 1/E Deficit

($ IVIIImea)
Eahsaced Ear/siege IFE (000)

'

Eahaaced talniags 10E Deficit ($ Plillieas)
Enhanced Capacity lit (000)
Lai !!!!! Capacity lit Deficit

($ 01110ons)

I/E se IFE (000)

Landes, Supplemeatetias Rate-Total (5)
Waimea Suppleoratatiaa Rate-Net of

Itan ttttt (5)
101 Net of 7raosfers (000)
101 Net-14.7.ansfers Deficit

($ Millsoss) 1

101 Iocludig load Steeps (000)

IF1

huladime Food Steeps N ,.isei
$ 11/111oms)

101 Iacludime 1.-Xsa4 Asd (000)
101 Iacludist IadUnd Ald Deficit

($ 111)11.as)

1:63::

42,:i:

3,412
1,600
91.7

5,712
3,270
1,600
1111.7

5.353
3,345

.

1153

2,564

1,600
5,616

2,::: )

1,301
-0-
-0-

1,600
5,627

1.5,0

5,101

1,599
5,056

.

4

am/

403
:Le

5,041

2,110
72.4

2,704

5,167
69.6

2.401

49,1.4
63.3

2,445 :1::

5099

:1::
2,39,

1,3114

1,464

:::::
2,040

12.0 37.7

1 '

4,246

3,521

1,510

1,114

4,092
1,554
3,631

1,646

4,631:::::
2.021

1::::

2.507 2,201
6,035

3.203
1,30

'44152

2,004
6.1

1.6

2,596
5,043

2,434

3,332 0a

1.616
40.5
II.5

2.176
5,053

1,316
1,504

2,372 1,220
3,155 1,301

42.3
!..:1!!

1,150 '
2,042
40 9

4,3111

2,143
244

14.9
1,011
1,115
o

1,543
3,209

:::::
. .

1.470
3,554

1,704
3,910
1,161
2,505

1,323
50.7
17 5 .

1,690

3,350

710*
490

647
602

.

14.,($4.9..q2 910.;:::1,43,91.9

5,504
1.004

14,720 ,

26.5
; 32,121:

2,045 :::::
1,400

25.4

2,040
12.2 ,

2,019 4,010

21::
SA
351

l'ili$04

1,044 0
2,010.

973
:::::I,047

1.154 1,607

2,246 3,240

1,163 1,726
2,414

704
1.273 iIli
/

S00 1,166
41.1 $9.6
23.6 45,6

1,070 1,115
1,090 1,045

317 '13$

213 412

259 115
170 676

1,1S;(4..L.12.44101

31,11::.

10,671
1,645
024
2.4

1,732
2::02

-0-

.0-

.0

664

I.:::
1,235

700
1,4110

704

1469
414

1,102

4011

100.0
77.1

ISO
325

rii
.0.

-0.

-0.

92L"-t.24.5414.21.13

5,9110

24.4
10,030

,....1 1,675
273
1.1

716

2,627
.0.

-0-
-6. *
.0.

207

557.

174

491

227
620

229

451

157
442

172

100.9
$72

35

104
,

.17.

......., -0.

.0.

-0-

9P., 0211

22,606

:c737:4 I

268

2T2
-F-

72

IC
62
15$

-$4
231

$3
237
57

136

54

I00.0

04

4.-

-0.

-O.

.11.

- I -
-0-

404
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Table B-5. (Continued)

1

... loci 1a.. (000)
II( (000)

O I III Inildeme (1)
lit thilist (0 MM..) dr
11E Averse Dificit ($)
III (000
11E lochlruce.,(23

/FE Deficit ($ Millions)
IFE Average Deficit (0)

. 111 (003)
IF1 Incidence (1)
MI Deficit (5 Millions)
IFI Avet1:2:::01 (0)

ts

Tull Forlorn-at IIE (000)
Full Eaployaent In Deficit f$ Millions)
Adequ IIate Eopinynent E (000)

AO Adequate foklupwat in Deficit
($ Mi)li)

Capacity Eoplyoyst /FE (000)
C4acity Foployoent IFE Deficit

(1 Mil)ions)
Enhanced Earnings 11E (000)
Eukanced E As Ist Deficit (1 Mi)lions)
Enhanced Capaiity/iFE (000)
Enhanced Capacity, 1FE Deficit

($

oe

11E in la (000)
Earnings Nuppleurntation Sate-Total (1)
Earnings Supple:4..1.U.. Rate-Met of

Tras.l.ss.(2)
III Net allfaasitea (000)
1F1 Met-1047ransfers 0e01610

($ hilliiss)
Ill Including Food Steel's (000)
1F1 Including Fond Steeps Deficit

(5 111111a4s)
IF/ Incluifes 11-21.41 Aid (000)
1F1 lu ivcludi A IEind Aid Deficit

($ Milli. s) .

4,uu

SEVERE

r

HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE
4

Under

"..0-822 )2,4009:14ln V:AM9:1.1211 164000L.4112 099300 112aqu'aftc'el 010°P:14,19 21.2q9:21.a.11 135,000*

643 1,14 2,021 3,111 3,446 11,97,1 25,716 10,511 11,91s
421 1,051 1,714. '1000 1,040 2,00 3,044 1,108 1,346

97.4 13.1 44 8 41.0 21.5
,.

20.8 11.9 9.2 1.1
3,631 3,020 4,154 3.211 2,815 6,345 1.514 3,068 2,811
5,407 3.415

2,%1T

2,532 2,163 2,612 2.450 2,264 2 154
441 1.0 0 9)5 641 112 301 59 31

1116
0SS
116.5 .5 30.6 17.6 1.8 1.2 .3 .2

2.481 2.410 2.353 1,156 1,254 1,808 434 163 $S
3.812 2,201 2,262 2.0/2 1,1150 2,024 2,045 J 2,146 2111
441 1,011 466 424 232 121 -0. -0. 0-

99.6 49.7 31.0 13.7 6.4 1.6 .0. -0. 4-
2,390 1.1041 1,101 659 246 98 0. -0-
3,131 1,7837 1164 1,546 1,069 SIS ' -13

0
-0-

* ...

457 50 ''''' 623 430 450 621 211 411 23
leill 1,214 1,318 1,322 84, 1,364 437 136 45

270 414 492 365 506 161 34 14
244 498 700 1,003 687 1,011 332 112 31

.

538 ...-055 150 613 500 727 -s\ 235 54 nal
1.1141 1,675'-'- 1.60, 1,556 1,021 1.625 522 110 115

441. 1,016 931 766 SOS 747 252 411 25
2,466 2,30 2,252 1.818 1 1,168 1,821 410 171 41

1111 222 342 340 271 383 121 31 14
01 3114 6111 731 487 781 157 87 24

ii

s

621 1,030 940 40% 406 . 575 141 35 24
.0- 7.0 35.1 54.4 63.11 81.1 100.0 100.0 100.6
-0- 1.i. 9.5 13.6 22.1 40.2 60.1 sp.2 160.0

641 1,010 . 941 107 SOO 557 94 6 -0-
2,412 2,311 2,016 1.667 1104 1.01111 192 27 -13

441 988 600 368 167 17 -0- -0- -CO
2,105 1.5115 859 472 154 54 -0- -0- '

641

2,294
967

1,534
514
785

342
419'

142
130

67

45
-; Ci

0
Ch
-0.
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Table ,B-5. (Continued)

r

...1 1.... (000)

/IL (000)

111 Incilly.e (1)'
II! DVII.1 (5 oillioos)
110 Aret1e 0.1.4.41. (0
lit (000)

1/1, Lerida-bre (2)

/i1 Deficit (O 0.1110.4)
1/1 nyrne Deficit (5)
101 lipo)
1F1 Incidence (1)

121 Deficit ($ 111111..4)
De1F1 Average lieit (1)

Full Employuant /Ft (000)
full impinuent 1Ft Deficit ($ ii$111.11)
AAry.tr Impldlymest 10 (000)
Mlete.te Employaeut 110 Deficit

(5 Millions)

Capacity toploysest II% (000)
Capacity Isplaysent IFS Deficit

(5 Millions)

tnlaated tAtuana WE (000)
tnlaaced tarsino 12t Deficit ($ ni1139as)
tahAnced Capacity 175 (000)
Enhanced Capacity 12t Defacit

(5 Millions)

II/ is 1Ft (0w)
/arsine Supplementation Aate-Tetal
tarlings Supplementation' Date-Net Of

ssssss (2)
125 let of Transfers (000) '

urNit.a-Tlassfers Deficit
($ 111111.)

121 Including Toed Stan. (000)
121 Isthmian: Food Stamps Deficit

(0 Millions)
111 lliclualln 75-0140 Aid (000)
1F1 Iscludin Is.tind Aid Deficit

(2 Milli...)

co-

4

aNTERMEDIATE HARbSHIF: TOTAL WORK FORCE

,144e, , ...,

PAT, )2.000-2,n, li4Y%-s.422 ;4.."2.4.212 ;#1,491.9.12 IIM91:44.,It! its.qP9.:7,912 PS.000)4.999 141A29.21
,

1

1
1.605 2,702 3015 5.000 3,504 16,720 34,340 24,52r3 224141.416 2341 2,204 3716 2,702 6746 1.040 2,662 3,35512.6 17.4 42.5 74.2 MI 31.7 21,9 15.7 14.1*,107 7,327 4,576 7,7111 6,315 14,375' 11,155 2,677 4,5024,110 3,103 2,677 2,011 2,343 2,220 1.1107 1,470 1,3431,400 2,700 3,144 , 2,712 2,152 3,115 1,242 164 7299.7 11.1 41.5 55.5 WI 11.0 1.6 .7 .37.316 9,277 4,02 7.111 41123 6,112 2,642 461 1674.416 3,436 2,135 2,514 2,267 2,105 2,2,12 2,507 2,3421.000 2,700 2,405 1,557 1,074 072 10 -0.. -th.99.7 11.11 67.1 31.1 11.6 2.11 a0., .0- -0-7,027 6,723 4,362 p 2,602 1,374 125

O'
-0.4,312 2,4110 1,674 ' 1,671 1,274 952 IS' 4.. -0-

1,323 2.031 2.334 2,037 1,543 2,210 126 157 5114.176 2,1711 6.035 5,000 3,454 4,035 2,015 365 III153 1,541 1,720 1.312 1.211 1,616 751 136 532,242 4,611 4,144 4,162 2,1131 4,1113 1.157 314. 103
1,504 2,341 2,652 2,327 1.775 2,644 1 ,064 157 416,262 7,312 7,142 5.1211 4,021 5,751 2,416 406 14$
1,400 2.444 2,602 2,447 1,114 2:610 1,020 161 657,291 5,407 11,244 6,461 4,202 6,005 2,510 42$ 154US 1,427 1,343 1,392 1,032 1,504 622 12) 473,052 4,241 4090 3,603 2,414 3,465 1,620 NH ss
,

1,442 '2,340 2,613 2,306 1,541 2,124 017 115 33.0- .40- 17.7 44.0* 4E0 611.5 99.2 loo, 0 " 100.0.0- -0- 5.1 11.7 14.5 12.1 60.7 44:6 91.4
1.600 2,700 3,001 2,456 1,717 2,163 3,0 20 I 11..7,302 0,654 7,104 5,112 3,655 3,147 643 4 72 -0-
1,600 2,694 2,550 1,470 MIS 059 10 -0-(1,115 6,097 3,721 2.160 1,103 7.32 2

1.5911 2.403 2.413 1.410 941 193 10 -0-0,126 5.514 3.420 1.905 990 400 -0- , -0-

-0-
-o-

-0-

406
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4

/Table B-6. NARDSNIP.IN 1979 9ND AGE AT INTERVIEW

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

16-19
(16-19
Student) 20-24

(20-24
Student) 25-44 45-64 65 +

Work Force (000) 11,646 6,314 17,787
",

2,636 52,100 31,175 4,272
IIE (000) 6,923 3,977 5,489 ' 1,071 8,857 5,474 1,526
IIE Incidence (%) 59.4 63.0 30.9 40.6 17.0 17,6 35.7
IIE Deficit ($ Millions) 8,369. 3,655 9,i64 1,087 18,120 13,360 2,886
IIE Average Deficit ($) , 1,209 919 1,688 1,016 2,046 2,461 10191
IFe(000)
IFE Incidence (%)

1,782

15.3
840

13.3
2,268
12.8

474
18.0

4,421
8.5

2
.
880

C.-

9.2
1,929

45.1
JFE Deficit ($ Millions) 4,055 1,788 4,940 931 11,884 6,442 4,335

; IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,275 2,129 2,178 1,964 2,688 2,237 2,247
IFI (000) 1,108 460 1,432

,te
201 2,998 1,291 227

IFI Incidence (%) 9.5 . 7.3 8.1 7.6 5.8 4.1 5.3
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 1,733 621 2,328 2,433 6,129 2,329 266
IFI AverAge Deficit, ($) 1,564 1,348 '1,626 1,213 2,058 1,805 1,171

,

Full Employment IFE (000) , 1,357. 685 1,646 396 3,309 2,131 1,635
Full Emplqment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 2,839 1,428 3,326 724 8,055 4,432 3,463
Adequate Employment IFE (b00) 1,207 621 1,430 371 2,802 1,603 1,471
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 2,659 1,367 2,879 293 6,796 3,284 3,151

($ Millions) I,

Capacity Employment IFE (000) 742 1,849 438 3,539 2,396 1,796
Capacity Employment 'IFE Deficit 3,2 1,569 3,778 .826 9,056 5,330 4,042

($ Millions)
Enhinced Earnings IFE (000) 1,63 777 2,019 429 3,916 2,601 1,823
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 3,85 1,713 .4,532 860 10,872 ' 5,911 -4,064
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000) 1,072 560 1,226 122 2,344 1,359 1,378
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 2,465 1295 2,555 629 5,862 2,901 2,907

($ Millions)

HE in IFE (000) 1:341 595 1,617 289 3,093 2,017 1,048
Earnings Supplementation Rate-TotAl (X) 37:8 45.2 36.9 57.7 32.2 55.2 88.2
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 15.4 19.4 19..2 42.2 12.5 28.6 38.1
Transfers (%)

IFI Net of Transfers (000) 1,507 677 1,832 274 3,868 2,056 1,194
IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit, 3,348 1,399 3,948 480 10,074 4,406 2,229
($ Millions)

IFI Including Food Stamps (000) 983 408 1,350 2, 1,225 219
IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit 1,403- 480 2,035 5 92 2,121 257

($ Millions)

IFI Including In-Kind Aid (000) ,938 386 1,296 87 2,589 1,208 210
IFI Including In-Kind Aid Deficit 1;321 439 1,960 25 4,780 2,068 250

($ Millions)

407
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Table 8-6. (Continued)

a.

SEVERE HARDSHIP: HALF-YEAR WORK. FORC

.`(16-19 (20-24
.;, 16-19 Student) 20-24

.,

Student) 45%64 65 4.

Stork Force (000) 5,885 2:198
,

14,050
IIE (000) 3,335 1,526 . 3,779.

I1E Incidegce (%)
. 56.7 63.6 26.9

IIE Deficit ($ Millioni) 6,346 2,401 8,150
IiE Average Deficit ($) 1,903 1,574 . 2,15?
IFE (000) . 681, 223 1,278
IFE Incidence (.%) 11.7 9.3 9.1
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 1,654 503 2,529
IFE;Average Deficit ($) - . 2,408 2,252 1-,979
iFI (900)

.

\

431 119 782
IFI Incidence (%) . 7.3, 5.0

/
5.6

IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 701_ 154 1,231
iFI Average Deficit ($) 1,624 1,293 1,574

-

Full Employment IFE (000) , 442_, 161 797
Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 915sj 340 1,395
Adequate Employment-IFE(000) 341 st 137 598
Adequate Employment IFE Deficit 731 299 936

($ Millions) .
1,

'Capacity Emiloyment IFE (000) 523 192 r 943
Capacity Employment. IFE Deficit 1,159 435 1,728

($ Millkons)
.

,Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) . 76i6 .207 1,085
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit 0 Million '.1,595 489. 2,324
Enhanced Capacity IFE (00) 288 125 .438
Enhpnced Capacity IFE Deficit -612 266 686

($ Millionc) ,. . . t."
IIE in IFE (000)

Earnings Supplementation Rate-Total (%)
Eiinings Supplementation Rate-Net of

Transfers (%)
JOEI Net of Transfers (000) a

IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit
($ Millions)

1FI Including Fctod Stamps (000)
JFI Including Food Stamps Deficit

($

III Includsui In-Kind Aid (000)
'WI Including tn-Kind Aidpeficit,

($ Millions)

564 170 . 1,01t
37.2 46.7 38.8
15.6 21.0. 18.7

580 177 1,039
1,372, 382 2,079

,

377 100 720
576 114 ' 1;078

t

364 96 696
552 106.... 1,046

.

'

N..

'

.,

''

.

1,262
540.

42.&
813

1,507

203
16.1
328:

1,618

P
6.1

81

142
214
128
181

179
289

176"
294 Y

93
140

138"

61.8
47.2

107

166

75

78.

74

77

47,047
6,606
14.0

16,603
2,513
1,051

6.5
7,595
2,489
2,026

4.3
4,206
2%076

.

2,104
4,757,

1,609

3,246

2,271
5,474

2,629
6,972
1,252
2,431

2,279

33.6
12.8

2,662
6,480

1,862'

3,536

1,761

3,331

"

18,685
4,490
15.7

12,653
2,818

1,930
6.7

4,123

2,136
927
3.2

1,790

1,932

1,286.

2,581
759

1,337

1,502
3,338

1,691

.1,866
569

1,051

1,557

52.0
25.8

1,432
3,010

1177

1,640

. 163

1,597

,....-____..

4u8'

1,090
355.

2,651
2,432
1,068
34.1

1,990
, 1,861

111

3.6
136

1,226

. 804
1,308

652

1,011

4
954

1,805

979

11

1,838

50
575

658
1,084

107

134
.

104

131

5
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tabJe B-6. (Cdntinued)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE
f-

. 16-19 '

' o

WOrk Force 000) 3,762
HE (000) 2,086
IIE Incidence (%) , 55.4
11E Deficit 0 Milliohs) 4,717
IIE Average Deficit ($) 2,261
LFE (000) 415
'IFE.Incidence (%)' 11.0
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 1,069
IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,579
IFI -(000) . 259
11U Lpcidence'(%) 6.9
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 433
IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,677

Fall Eimployment IFE (000) 236
Full Employmint IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 571
Adequate Employment IFE (000) 168
AdequaCe Employment IFE Deficit 437

($ Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (0b0) 297
Capaeity Employment IFE Deficit 753
- ($ Millions)
Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 374
Enhanced Earnings IFE DefiAlt ($ Millions) 1,110
Ecihanced Capacity IFE (00117 141 ,

Minced Capacity IFE Deficit 355
($ Millions) '

IIE in IFE (000) . 356
Earnings 4upplemvntation Rate-Total (%) 37.6
Earnings Supplementation-Rate-Net of 13.9
Transfers (%)

.,

' if( Net of Transfers.(000) 357
IFI Net-of-Tr4insfers Dcficii 868

($ Millions)
IFI.Inclusling rood Stamps (000) 226
IFI Including FooeStamps De(icit 350
($ Millions) '

IFI Including In-Kind Aid (000) 220
IFI Including In-Kind Aid DefIcit 334

($ Millions)

-

(16-19 - (20-24
Student) 20-24 , Student) 25-44 45-64 65 +

1,355 11,251 717 41,103 25,506 2,356
87)9 2,648 291 4,073 3,603 837
441 23.5 40.6 12.3 14.1 35.5
1,730 6,408 502 14,041 11,062 2,218
1,986, 2;420 1,722 2,767 3,070 2,651
432 821 114 2,277 1,421 741
9.7 7.3 15.9 5,,.5 5.6

.

31.4
297 1,712 205 5,959 3,183 1,383

2,250 2,085 1,794 2,617 2,239 1,867
77 505 36 1,540 714 SO

5.7 4.5 *5.0 3.7 2.1 3.4
97 872 4.3 ' 3,459 1,444 99

1,258 1,727 1,207 2,246 2,021 1,249

17 454 . 73 1,535 915 527
203 -913 121 3,768 2,028 662
.69 303 ' 61 1,078 458 401
L72 552 102 2,282 876 61,

.

110 574 104 1,662 1,086 659
273 1,174 193e 4,398 2,633 1,272

120 693 101 1,946 1,243 67t
3/3 1,619 188 5,704 3,114 1,305
64 226 44 817 347 351
154 386 75 1,657 668 512

104 674 '84 . 1,790 1,191 513
41.9 38.5 68.5 32.4 49.7 89.2
20.0 15.8 51.1 10.4 25.2 36.7

106 692 56 2,040 1,064, 468
226 1,472 98 5,216 2,346 779

64 452 34 1,413 673 76
679 749, 39 2,931 1,311 98

62 437 34 1,339 662 75
617 726 31 2,774 1,276 96

.471
41.Yi



www.manaraa.com

Table B-7. HARDSHIP IN 1979 BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AT INTERVIEW

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

Work Force (000)

High School
Student

Post- .

Secondary
Student

High
School
Dropoul

24,4885,070 4,643
IIE (000) 3,325 1,984 8,537
IIE Incidence (X) 65.6. 42.7 34.9
IIE Deficit ($ Millions) 3,214 1,979 17,716
HE Average 6eficit ($) 966 997 2,075
IFE (000) 779 793 5,297
IFE Incidence (%) 15.4 17.1 21.6
IFE Deficit ($ Millions)

I,

1,799 1,680 13,483
IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,311 2,119 2,545
LEI (000) 449 331 3,011
IyI Incidence (X) 8.9 7.1 12.3

.IF1 Deficit ($ Mill-ions) 648 447 5,745
.IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,444 1,351 1,908

FullsEmployment IFE (000) 630 662 3,979
Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 1,408 1,308 9,178
',Adequate EmploYmentIFE (000) 578 611 3,406
Adequate Employmenl IFE Dificie 1,331 1,256 7,937

($ Millions) r.

Capacity Employment IFE (000) 681 714 4,399
Capasity Ekployment IFE Deficit 1,532 1,449 10,668

($ Millions)
Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) z'

, 718 731 4,157
Enhancet Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millkons) 1,733 1,563 12,485
Enhanced.Capacity IFE (000) 521 548 2,965
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 1,259

o
1! 150 7,050

($ Millions)

'HE in IFE (000) 571 475 3,810
Earnings'tupplementation Rateilhotal () 42.4 58.3 43.2
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 14.4 41.3 13.0
Transfers (S) -

IF! Net of Transfers (000) 666 465 4,607
IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit 1,505 135 11,493

($ Millions)
IFI Including Food Stamps (000) 390

.1342l)

2,729
IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit 493 4,678

($ Millions) ,

, IFI Including In-Kind Aid (006) 362 314 2,615
IFIIncluding in-Kind Aid Deficit 448 399 4,413
0 Millions)

410

HighScbool
Graduite-No
mnee''Edueatinn

Post-
Secondary
1-3 Years

'College 4 or
More Years

44,542 18,524 19,116
9,543 3,021 1,858
21.4 16.3 9.4 .

18,923 5,933 4,233
1,983 1,964 2,278
4,014 1,415 982

9.0 7.6 5.0
9,153 3 322

., . 2,219
2,280 2,348 t"1 2,259
2,133 702 431

4.8 3.8 2.2
3,921

4
1,303 761

1,839 1,857 1,768

2,937 1,106 764
6,251 2,365 1,606
2,382 918 618.
5,076 1,876 1,294

3,223 1,214 862
7,204 2,691 1,907

,

3,551 1,268 873
8,340 3,055 2,056
2,009 800 537
4,442 1,653 1,136

2,739 916 605
46.9 50.4 56.1
2k.3 28.4 44.3

3,159
6,896

1,993
3,413

1,013
2,205

668

1,185

2

547

1,071

.416

729

*1,905 638 407
3,264 1,135 .. 719
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Table B-7. (Continued)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

High School
Student

Post-
Secondary
Student

High
School
Dropout

High School
Graduate-No
More Education

Post
Secondary
1-3 Years

College 4 or
More Years

..!

Work Force (000) 1,921 2,191 20,304 39,551 16,565 18,201
IIE (000) 1,265 937 6,187 7,200 2,265 1,445
IIE Incidence (%) 65.9 42.8 30.5 18.2 13.7 7.9
IIE Deficit ($ Millions) 2,140 1,427 16,170 17,269 5,429 3,969
I1E Average Deficit ($) 1.,691 t 1,523 2,614 2,399 2,397 2,746
IFE (000) 212 331 3,330 2,635 878 627
IFE Incidence (%) 11.0 15.2 16.4 6.7 5.3 3.4
IFE Deficit ($ Millions) -537

.
. 603 7,931 5,605 1,951 1,265

IFE Average Deficit ($) 2,530 1,812 2,382 2,127 2,222 2,017
IFI (000) lA 130 1,880 1,415 448 290
1E1 Incidence (%) 6.0 5.9 9.3 3.6 2.7 1.6
IFI Deficit ($ Millions) 146 170 3,688 2,702 832 : 527
IFI Average Deficit ($) 1,271 1,306 1 962 '1,909 1,858 ' 1,816

-

Full Employment IFE (000) 151 230 2,277 /,737 . 601 438
Full Employment IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 350 370 4,708 3,474 1,227 827
Adennate Employment IFE (000) 138 206 1,679 1,237 418 291
Adeqoate Employment. IFE Deficit 2E8 331 3,274 2,216 701 451c

($ Millions)
Capacity Employment IFE (000) 175. 279 2,558 1,961 699 520
Capacity Employment IFE Deficit 431 482 5,79! 4,218 1,525 1,054

($ Millions)
,

Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 196 299 2,977 2,239 751 538
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ 521 554 7,346 5,177 1,823 1,176
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000) 116 . --163 - 1,350 936 329 227
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 251 271 2,565 1,655 544 345

($ Millions)

, ,

IIE in IFE (000) 164 227, 2, 96 1,987 662 464
Earnings Supplementation Hate-Toial (%) 46.0 61.0 43.5 46.3 49.0 53.7
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 15.5 44.0 13.0 20.6 26.6 40.5
Transfers (X)

IF1 N t of Transfers (000) 179 186 2,898 2,091 644 373
IF et-of-Transfers Deficit 433 294 6,886 4,373 1,334 702

) millIons)
IA Including Food Stamps (000) 95 128 1,691 1,322 428 280
IFI Including Food St.mps Deficit 102 157 3,052 2,387 760 505

($ Millions)

IF! Including In-Kind Aid (000) - 89 . 125 1,624 1,266 408 275
IFI !Including In-Kind Aid Deficit 92 153 2,888 2,296 730 498

($ i 1

4 1
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Table B-7. .(Continued)

Work Force (000)
IIE (000)
IIE Incidence (X)
IIE Deficit ($ Millions) '

IIE Average Deficit ($)
IFE (000)
IFE Incidence (7.)
IFE Deficit ($ Millions)
IFE Average Defi (8)
IFI (000)
IFI Incidence (%)
IFI Deficit ($ Million )
IFI Average Deficit ($

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

.

High School
Student

POst-
Secondary
Student

High High School
School

,
Graduate-No

Dropout More Education

Post-

Secondary
1-3 Years

College 4 or
More Years

1,138

762
67.0
1,619
2,124

141
12.4

341

2,422
S3

7.3

1,156
' 1,393

1,178
482

40.9
858

1,778
161

13.7

,,304

1,887
52

4.4
70

1,347 .

16,970
4,808
28.3

13,752
2,860
2,461
14.5

6,152

2,500,
1,417
1.3

-"2,977

2,102

34,211
5,473
16.0

14,438

2,638
1,889

5.5
4,145
2,195

1,020

3.0
2,085
2,044

14,469

1,678
11.6

4,502
2,683
600
4.1

1,422
2,368

321

2.2
642

2,001

16,013

1,044
6.50

3,278-
2,140

424,

2.6

943.
2,227

205
- 1.3

418

2,038

14)

Full Employment IFE 00) ,2 93 91 1,633 1,197 367 287
Full Employment IFE De icit ($ MilXions) , 219 166 3,723 2,567 855 613
)dequate Employment IFE (000) ,) .,` 74 76 1,114 762 219 164
Adequate Employment IFE Defic4'i" 161 146 2,420 1,388 372 278

($ Millions) /
Capacity Employment IFE (000) , 111 127 1,871 1,359 457 354
Capacity. Employment IFE Deficit '277 250 4,608 3,170 1,119 808
'($ Millions) .

Enhanced Earnings IFE (000) 129 144 2,188 1,599 509 1 366
Enhanced Earnings IFE Deficit ($ Millions) 356 286 5,960 3,979 1,374 900
Enhanced Capatity in, (000) 68 55 888 , 575 168 128
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit 136 116 1,1136 1,008 2,745 .

.2011
($ Millions)

i

IIE in JFE (000) - . 115 122 1,967 1,504 489 328
Earnings^Supplementation Rate-Total (%) 41.0 67.6 42.4 46.0 46.6 51.6
Efrnings Supplementation Rate-Net of 15.5 44.3 11.8 19.8 23.6 36.9

Transfer's (%)
.

IFI Net of Transfers (000) 119 90 2,171 1,511 , 459 267
IFI Net-of-Transfers Deficit 267' 162 5,420 3,262 1,016 553
($cMillions) %

.
.

IFI Including Fdrod Stamps (000) 70 ' 50' 1,266 , 955' a 302 196
IFI Including Food Stamps Deficit 82 t 64 2,445 1,863 -584 401
,($ Millions)

IFI Including In-Kind, Aid (000) 67 so 1,221 914 289 1 191
IFI Including In-Kind Aid Deficit 74 62 2,309 0'1,799 564 397

($ Millions) -
t

41°
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Table B-8. HARDSHIP AND INDIVIDUAL EARNINGS IN 1979

e

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

$04MI 1%(.0 vt, 11.owt,422
14..11 Facie 000) 0,118 4,413 4,018In (000) 7,737 1.242 2,722Ill I*, 146 me (%) 44.1 71.4 46.4
IIF Defilst ($ 4.11/....) 17.150 4.444 1,121112 A Deficit (5) 2,217 1.444 1,141ilt (001) 3,505 1,437 1,316
in l.ria..... (%) 14.1 31 2 32.6alit Deficit ($ Mallows) 12,313 4.053 3,733112 Avet.sc Deficit (5) 3,513 .2,820 2,8441F1 (t00) 2,128 71111 743IFI Incidence (1) 23.1 17.1 11.1IF1 Deficit ($ 0.1111.44) 5,704 1440 1.043Ill A Defictt (2) 2,344 1,887 2,075

Fall Fopluyoent 1FX (000) 2,757 1.20$ 2.047Fall Foploynent IYE Deficit ($ Millioes) 8,350 3.009 2,655
fuleyyste Coploynent III (000) 2,344 7,0511 .413AIgvete impinom,M. lit Deficit 7,040 2.611 2,1340 Millions) '

Capacity 7%4.16y...rat III (000) 3,104 1,274 1,13$Capae.ty Loploynest Ilt Deficit 10,023 3,405 3,075(5 Mollies.)
1114aace4 Fatale,. IFT. (000) 3,341 7,344 1.263La3.o..4 I Ill Deficit ($ Hillioas2 12,221 3,946 3.564tob.sce4 Capacity IFE (000) ' 2,112 457 774Call.nted Capacity ITi De iiiii t 6,760 2.547 1,975

(5 Htllioss)

IlL I. IrE (000) q 2,473 1,041 043
Supplencotatiaa 0a1e.7o1a1 (7,) 34 3 45,1 43.3

Catalogs Supp/eneetatioa Iatc-get 'of 17.1 )0.4 17.4Trusters (E)
In Not l Trimsfers (000) 2,404 1,146 lAnIF! Netof-Tr.asfess Deficit 4,413 2,400 2.141($ Milliaes)
In led...ling Food Stamps (000) 1,994 741 447.IF) Iesly4.1,5 nod Sta.'s Deficit 4,332 1,277 1,161($ Millions)
IFI I..i,'dl. IJC,.d 4i4 (090) 1,402 710 642Ill locludiog locKind Aid Deficit 4,158 1.224 1.307($

-02

t,

12L2.41 )3,000-1.413 $1,000-4.422 PAP0040j 030 ',VI! 10.000_2,

3,24/ 6,006 6.040 41814 16,180 16.422 50003
1.020 3.471 3.734 2.411 463 480 194
5.4 2 07.4 51.4 51.0

3,802 7,113 6,040 3,624

k11.1
.159 /112 291

1,440 2,036 1.430 1,476 103 1,644 1.514
7.075 1,444 1.443 788 8111 310 117

32.6 31.2 123 16.4 4.6 1.6 .2
2,002 3,170 2,315 1057 1.261 322 74.
1.375 4434 1,192 1.464 1,540 1,037 820
560 045 876 351 431 168 57

17.6 15.7 14.5 7.) 4.3 1.4 .1
1.004 1,408 420 501 632 163 AS
1.406 1441 1.041 14211 11442 064 716

..

868 1.457 1,258 540 607 254 $1
1.772 2,578 1.4341 837 1,075 3111 SS
713

1,446
1

1,174
2.1177 \ 1,034

1,205
457

725

358
1,031

235
311

77
70

424 1.610 1,432 5117 443' 277 SS
2,023 4.946 1,632 860 1,043 315 70

..

1,034 1,431 1,576 514 631 IS* 62
2,376 3,404 1,731 878 847 165 23

648 1,064 741 542 421 136 20
1,32) 1,751 115/ 532 742 174 27

I

723 1,313 1,177 502 371 24
47.4 52.7 54.4 55.5 46.5 45.8 41.5
21.3 24.2 24.5 25.8 16.6 12.2 19.2

445 1,513 1,164 545 683 257 4
1.8)6 2.771 1.663 455 1,082 276 16

520 841 809 316 360 133 42
400 1.213 781 417 445 104 35

514 856 742 244 345 116 36au 1,161 72$ 377 4311 41 28

413
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Table 8-8. (Continued)

rue.. (0041)
jj$ (OW)

111 lo.Ideme (1)
III 24121U ($ 4011.4s)
111 Avetale (6)
10 (000)
272 1actdesce

Ill De ccccc ($ 0110.10
10 Average Ow ttttt (S)
Ill ((00)
111 Istideort (
111 De ttttt ($ 11)loos)
171 A Deft it (1)

701.1opIeloeot (000)
Toil toplayeest DI .fitit ($ 41111.0)
Adequate Copieyowst (000)
Adeittaie fop1ey.aot I licit

($ Mtliiotts)

Capactty Cop1oyoeot 10 (000)
Capacity UpIoymeat 111 Officlg

(5 Os11100
Inhaoced tagniogs IR (006)"
20aocei t4RI.SS 110 Deficit 0 0121tw.y)
1aDeaced Capsca11401 (040)
LOsanced Cap.tity'llt B.

.14 M(111KA)

Ptak-Taira Mt.
oppleowntatioa teeMet et .

asters (1)

t of Transfers (000)
0.0-Transfers 0000
alltomel
lodiag Feed Stoop. (000)
dials food Stases Dettett

)

s 0.010 Aid (000)
it 54-11.4 Aid Delleltt.,

z

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

1.0.1.12 P4:1112 P.009.-1.122 i/a).°9:1a.21! ila?"'7.970 P.°44* 7.22 14.1.4°'4Al2.2 11,-.9.A.122°"

2;10 70 1,023 03 2,30 1,10 2.40 7,5122,181 70 011 840 1.01 2,214 2042 2,68699.4 94.7 10.4 44 6 82.4 76.4 70 9 0.411,401 2.646 3,144 2,744 5.40 5,100 3,10 3.0165,404 3,641 3,601 3,10 2,771 2,103 1,620 1,123114 114 464 414 132 1,012 516 404243.6 41.6 45.3 41.3 Mt 14.7 0.7 1.53,00
6,154

1,016
3,114

1,444

3.123 i
1,126
2,744

1,164
2,108

1,40
1.03

712
1.533

1,111
1.742648 192 20 236 4811 410 236 341211.$ 25.1 25.3 23.1 26.6 13.6 44 4.62,042 4,514 440 417 867 611 354 5513,216 2,310 2,1411 2,106 1,774 1,257 1,582 1,683

620 202 103 246 SS/ 584 331 411112.145 451 714 640 1,012 4103 113 1,104201 131 180 166 343 484 247 640514 27$ 401 310 646 S61 452 1,033

754 240 365 311 694 717 356 3082.144 710 1.114 411 1,437 163 418 1,104
.

916 704 451 310' 104 447 361 501$.14$ 11442 4,100 1,143 1,106 1,244 671 131185 104 131 153 2113 301 171 146414 274 141 330 $21 406 317 7441

.

132 210 411 374 411 871 40 35332.4 0.6 44.2 62.5 47.5
.k 55.1 53.4 45.714.2 14.1 15.8 14.6 203 21.6 22.3 14.1

822 271 04 311 737 812 317 073.241 714
,

1,140 60. 1.50 a 1.103 688 162

624 10 242 217 459 444 201 3041,614
492 03 430 747 $20 260 443

406 10 240 213 447i .434 195 2761,40 144 03 416
.
70 '04 262 394

19.'2°22

8,712 54,333
462 IK
5.3 .3

752 211

1,632 1,148
264
3.8

.61
.2

311 48
1,223 1/6
347 $3

, 1.7 .1

162 52
1,1103° 178

274 71
371 116
216 76
371 110

244 82
371 MO
ISO

211
121.
2111r

77
42

75
42

28 1111

47.6 31.7
0.7 14.0

228 72
277 72

116 31
271 37

100 34K 312 .

.

41,1,
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able B-8. (Continued)

'.3..b for, (000) 1,116 4,613
in (000) 6.417 3,641
11C leti.i.ose (3) 11.5 64.1
111 lenin.(4 71,1114...) 21,702 6,754
111 A 4/ 2-.576 1,740
In (606) 3,667 1,4%
IFF IN4540.4. (3) 42.3 35.5
1n Deficit ($ Millirem) 15.10 5471
15I Average De iiiii (4) 4,013 3,343
IF) (000) 2,441 1,062
IFI lociatmee (%) MS 23.0

,-,..171 0. iiiii (5 01)11444) 7.606 2,164
.,'' 171 Average De (4) 2.171 2,227

Tan UpSeyeemi IFT (000)
201 topIoyoesii lit Defacii ($ 5111110..)
44..vate 1.ployme.i 17/ (000)

Isyluyee.i 111 Deficit
($ Mini...)

Capacity Lawlor...at IVY (000)
C.p...iy toploymeot III

($ Dil)ies.)
C.4aoce4 Caress.. WC (000)
4.4a.ce4 Zs iiiiii !FE De iiiii ($ Milli...)
Isleasced Capacity IF! (000)
tehaeced C.p.ciiy,117 Deficit

(4 MIllioe.)

liC i. In (00.0)

tarsier, Supple...L.1[10o 4*te.7.tal (5)
SopPlemeotatio. Rate-Wet of

frassfero (I)
171 Met of 7 (000)
171 Iget-44-Traiwifyr Deficit

(0 11000i...)

111 lorludiog Foo4 Siam,. (000)
171 1.cludiftg rood Stamp. Deficit
($ Dingoes)

1.c1.4... 16.1is4 At4 (000)
171 loclunag Aid Deficit
($ Mangoes)

3.571
31.S
'14.2

3,335
12.734

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

E.S11212

1,376
35.1

16.2

1,370

11,300-1,1111 17,000-74111

4,016 3,217 6,006 4,045 4,616
3,323 1,456 4071 4,103 3,321
61.1 74.1 ' 72.6 71.2 611.6

7./19 5,644 11.226 10.719 7,6611
2,114 2.313 2,561 2,411 2,101'
1,412 1,114 2,10 2,343 1,610
34.5 36.2 36.4 31.1 33.1

5,143 3.726 6,123 26.46 2.641
3.441 ° 3,117 MD 2,001 1;1131
941 714 1.251 1,261 675

23.1 21.9 20.11 21.2 11.2
2.471 1,704 2.632 2.14S 1,214
2,603 2,361 2,106 1,612 1,4611

11,009.).1 P.9mAan mr,00:1.1

10,165 10,412 51,303
7,202 2,606 141

70.7 204 1.5
11,679 3,100 1,610
1.612 1,105 1,227

1,422 745 420
16.6 7.1 .2

3,116 1,1411

1,145 1,543 1,235 '
,.,

900 477 2115

6.4 4.6 .5

1,723 679 73

1,725 1,422 1162

2010 1.304 1.112 141 1.621 1,551 1,013 1.141 510 32310,706 3,966 3,593 2.506 3,155 2.736 1.715 2,307 1,042 57A2,470 1,100 247 751 1,211 3.161 772 225 420 346,124 3,426 2.751 1.165 1,131 2.022 1,266 1,752 972 555

3.474 1,456 1.242 1,067 1.152 1.14 1,275 1,326 632 41213,014 4.614 4,372 .3,053 4.626 3,433 2.041 2,454 1,063 570
-

3,611 1.556 1,361 1,146 2.107 2.212 1,260 1,273 534 25315,212 5,325 4,226 3,502 5,200 3,210 2,070 2,355 714 2762,297 1,001 610 694 1;1011 997 i 356 603 357 1918.557 3,249 4 2,344 1,767 2,544 1.579 1127 1,215 642 227

1,114 161 1,702 1,714 1,114 1,344 303 36
32.11 31.4 42.1 45.3 46.4 43.2 35.2 33.1
13.2 12.2 12.0 21.3, 22.1 20.7 16.5 14.0

1,216 276 1,777 1.144 1.271 1,332 622 326
4,044 : 4,053 2,716 4,593 1,4/3 2,132 2,632 , 072 497

2,5114 1,025 832 702 1,214 1,233 1141 1104 447 2116,761 2,113 2,260 1,347 2,327 1,259 1,146 1,422 s72 3311

1.524 114 117 616 1,190 1,234 440 425 2536,500 2,027 1,177 1,511 2,215 1,161 1,074 1,377. 519 306

opeonr

0.900
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Table B-9. HARDSHIP AND INDIVIDUAL EARNINGS DEFICITS IN 1979.

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL liORK FORCi

P 29 8 ..1.113....:40.0 b09-92.9. )11.000:1,4111 12, sot,- v.! 13.CA' 3A99
Mat base' 1000 13,636 3,444 5.151 3,1511 jail 1,444 1,444 1,125 3,1149
1ft (000) 4,121 3,464 5,151 3,151 2,209 1,144 1,644 1,925 3,141
111 locIdence (E) 5.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.11 100.0 100.0 100.0 1011.11
I:r Deficit ($ 111111...) 575 1.311 3,934 3,941 3,125 3.701 4,601 6,754 .7 21,156
IIE A Deficit (1) 117 377 164 1,254 1.77) 2,252' 2.711$ 3,510 5,1144
In (100) 5,470 11112 1,300 175 713 595 437 4111 1,1111114 1.. Idea.. (2) 5:$ 26.2 25.2 27.7 32.3 36.1 11./ 42.5 47.1
112 ($ Dillies.) 10,1211 2,5211 3,143 2,104 1,516 1.27$ 1,544 2,046 4,544
11E Avet.se Deficit ($)

1,111111 2,572 2.417 2,401 2,124 2,141 2,427 2.522 3,466
'Ili (000) 2,354 541 714 41111 407 331 373 541 1,211
111 Incident. (2) 2.5 15.8 13.9 15.5 18.4 20%5 22.7 28.1 32.7
II/ Deficit ($ Milliosi) 3,305 1165 1,211 811 633 571 641 1,033 3,571
Ill Avecsr Deficit (,$) 1,404 1,75$ 1,700 1,460 1,556 1,713 1,737 1,110 2,765

Foal Zoploymest Ifi (000) 5,037 $33 407 423 331 306 417 1,113
..-

, Full ropluyneot 1FE Deficit ($ MIllioss)- 10,104 2,113 2, 211 1,213 761 614" 555 7111 3,0111
Adequate iSployoest IFE (000)

-.... Adequate Eaployoela 112 Deficit
4,1103

10,133
1211

2,201
fSl

2. 2
570

1,214
347

614

212.
431

227
411

,t)
197 245

437
($ 111111oos)

Capacity fsployuest 1FE (000) 5,115 1511 1,103 720 504 40$ 401 537 1,381
Capacity.Toployotiit 1Ft Deficit
...($ MiIlimis)

10,700 2,264 2,656 1,642 1,00 911 872 1,114 4,01111

Inhasced Locoing. IFE (000) 4,101 1100 7115 621 515 ' 517 762 1,811
Estmoced Esc ..... lft Deficit ($ Millions) - 1,1112 2,411

.1,1110

2,114, 1,952 1,347 1,150 .1,412 1,895- 6,315
Eshaoced c.,:ciLy ;Ft (000) 4,210 745 $47 507 291; ... 374 202 142 171
E d Capacity IFE Deficit 1,223 2,073 2.041 1,071 4,4 363 336 2,248 316

($ Mil sssss ) .

-

11E is 1FE (001) 1,306 1182 1,300 875 713 595 637 - 1,881
[amiss.- s so 1aie.7ste1 (2) 52.0 44.1 45.1 44.2 43.2 41.4 34.0 31.6
tocsins. Supplest iiiii els late.Set f 39.5 16.7 18.1 17.7

.43.0
11.0

,

13.5 13.7 12.3
'fernier. (1)

111 Met of 7calisfeee(000)
111 Net-of.trassfeas Deficit

3,158
7,262

III
1,1014

1,045
2,477

7211

1.404
57$

1,204
503

1.010
551

1,243 .

707

1,731 s.($ Millioss)
111 Maladies Food Stamps (000) 2,121 516 ' 654 452 377

_. .
314 354 si: 1,232

1F1 Feud Steep. Deficit
($ Millie's)

2,715 IMO 1,0511 440 522 487 558 &go 3,219

Iii IscIudins Js.lfisd Aid (000) 2,016 410 616 430 353 305 344 414 1,209
1F1 loclud.mg lu-E.14 Aid be 2,535 737 987 629 481 457 534 863 3,143
(S 11,111...)

416

44.

*
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Table 8-9. (Continued)

94,4 rvrte (000)
Ill (000)
Ill lwid.... (g)

94lit PotIrIt (s ohm...)
lit AVr.ege DefItIt (8)
lyg (000)

lit 1acideaca 4%)
1)2 Deitch (3 MMus)
lit A Deflelt (5)
177 (oo)
171 larldenc. (2)
Ill Deficit (5 41111ons)
121 Average Deficit (8)

ran Uployaeit IR (000)
,

Aoll LapIeymeat 120 ,($ 111111.1
/leet. taplayavat 192 (000)v
41 ee baplerient IFE Deficit
(S Kim...) ,

C. Em31aywrat-111 (000)
Capacity Caplayaeat 1,1 Deficit

(8 111111...)

tagasted Escalate 117 (ooq)
/Albsaced Catalogs 112 De ($ /11111aas)
[alarmed Capacity IR (000)
taiaaced Cspeefty 1/7 petfelt
(5 $1111.9)

112 ta Iti (000)

Etralags 51oppleaeatstlea Itate-Tital (l)
laraisgs UpplCawatatlea Xate.lfet et
Trusters (3)

III Set et Trusters (000)
171 ge1-.1-7raaafers DeffElt
(4 Mill1m)

171 la4.141114 7.4 St..v, 600)
171-1ac1vdimg 10.4 31.4p. Deficit
(5 111111esm)

171 lacholial la.liad Aid (000),
'in litclvdimg 7a.111ad Aid Defselt

SEVERE HARDSHIP FULL-YEAR WORK PpIRCE

30:2.0

10,441

951
1.4

.131

137

1.304
1.4

1,164
1.444

400
.7

4/6
1.2 5

1.103
2.115
1.153
2.124

1.233
2.124

945
1.562
474

1.532,

154
61.7
29.4

921
1.324

410.
455

374
404

PS5.1.:Y22

1.041

1.041

100.0

405
319

176

17.1

302

1.690
411

4.6

111

1,240

1

257
', 133

277

132

241

43$
270
145
224

174
50.1
17.2-
142
241

$o
112

74
23

2,247
2.747
IMO
1,1134

.602
403

17.6
$14

2,021
1115

$.5
339-

1,740

27#
642
2 64

400

312
152

342
734
212
405

403
51.6
21.5

316
651

177
241

144

256

$1,332.11,91.1

1,454
1.4111

1100.
1.056
1,273

316
21.6

573
1.415

144

10.1

1115

1.317

106
374 °
154

316

244
495

267

530
135
243

316
53.2
110.5

254
432

134
161'

, 130

151

1,294

1.204
100.4

2.324
1,705

374
24.11

411
1,422

102

14,4
245

1.4112

141

315

144
246

1 237
474

330
604
124

202

374
46.6
ICI

21111

541

170
.233

1114

2111

1.033
1.055
100.41

2.304
2,763

344

32.6
621

l ,IIN:

17.4
274

1.477

,

11111-

240

101

217

227
443

241

5115

14
161

344
454
16.4

-241
441

175

236

172

216

1,141
1.141

100.0
. 3.204

2,1111

. 420
37.5
471

4034
221

19.4
367

1.654

140
352
107
205

244 ,
557

3111

411
21

134

-421
42.3
16.7

.

357
443

204
123

204
300

11.2901.11!

1,46$

1.401,
IMO
4.001

3.535
610

43.3

1.400
2,443

393

27.0
772

1.063

2114

611,
121

. 204

371

414

567
1,442

66
217

610
35.5
12.7

533

1,205

365

WI

351

637

3.405
3.665

100.0
21,310
5.014
1,716
47.7
6.076
3,533
1,172
32.3

3.334
2.646

10946
3.117

223
470

1,266
4,172

1 ,441
6.261

1611

320

1.71$
31.4
12.5

1.306
5,054

,

1.121
2.424

1.014
2.020($ 111110.1.0

*
'

J

4 1 7
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Table B-9. (Continued)

. INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

§0,17±1
;nciliP411 11,2P:IM 01,560 :1,991 )7,004679,601

/*He (000) 81,655 5.077 6,731 1,740 3.226 2.111!It (000) '" 3.633 5,077 6,731 5.240 3.766 2.8111112 ImiSeni. (1) 6.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.8 100.0111 11.1*.te(6 mill...) 651 1,027 4,180 6,621 5,623 6,604112 Ayes... De ttttt (1) 1/6 380 731 1,264 1.743 2.2711)1 (000) 5.311 1,274 1,773 1,342 041 1161FE IociSeac. (%) 6.5 21.5 26.2 26.8 20.4 11.6/II Deficit (5 n11116.0 12,332 3.635 5.081 3.621 2,678 2,304112 t ge Deficit (1) 2,322 2,854 2,164 2.658 2,821 2,518Ill (000) 2,618 803 1.185 121 632 604131 Iacideace (2)
3.2 15.8 16.4 15.7 19.6 20.8IFI 0e11.11 (5 111111eas) 4.240 1,644 2.352 1.656 1.352 1:226121 Average De iiiii (2) 1.612 2,847 2,128 2

*
016 2,140 2,010

?

2.003
2.003

100

5,318
2.751

714

35.7

1,136
2,570

41p
romr
405

1,1211

1.2.460'.20/9 14.022!

3,15/

3,151
100 0
11,002

3,411
1.330
42.2

3,702
2,713

011
20.2

1,1151

2,131

0e11 Lopleyorat In (006) 4.814 11102 1,426 1,025 680 ,581 237
/

Z05fo1/ foployaeat IFL Deficit (5 0111Ieas) 12,283 3,250 3,168 1,376 874
SIM

1,573
573 400 264

1,612
317 /

.4.1e4o.te Capleyweat mt (000) 4,618 1,002
2,427

3,224 4,0 8
1,3510 f

1,367. 016 531
Adequate topl,..yoest ar, Deficit 12,235 2,257 1127(0 11.11i666)

,Capacity Eopleyocet IFI. (000)
Capacity Foployment In Deficit 1:::::

1,171 811 721 525
2,::: /

1.162

4,553

1::::

Enheaced Earairqs IFS (000)
(0 n.11t666)

3,394

1,141 1.635

3,062

.

22158 1,353

1,227 /$fahaaced Caroiegs 132 Deficit ($ Sillioas) 10010 3,415 4,775
1,1114 875

1,887

616 626
3,292 2,441 2,142 1,642 3,316 /tahaaced Capacity IFS (000) /10 761 408 337 217 325 ,fahaoced Capacity in Deficit

(5 Sillies.)
1::::: 3,005 3,648

1,210

1,062 766 423 731 /1,164

112 I. Ire (000)
. 1,501 1,274 1,773 1,342 11411 916 714 1,3 0 -forsiegs Soppleoeststios Sete-Total (0) 50.1 36.0 37,7 39.7 33.4 34.1 41.5 3 AICorsi... SoppleOestatios Rate-Net f 26.3 15.6 16.3 16,2 15.3 14.1 111.8 0.07raasfore (2)

171 Mot of 7 (000) 1,075 1.1001F1 Met-o1-7ra ffffff Deficit ::::: 2,885
1,485 1,142 004 787 573

IFI lacluSiog Food Stoops (0o)
Irl Incloami Feed' Stoops Deficit

2,520

3,780
773 1,062

,',:1,:: " 1,:::
565 401

. 3,148

817

4,012
(0 n1111666) 1

2.840 2,127 2.000 ',408

(0 nmi...)

2,431'

.

1,413 2,063 1,006

r

715 1.744

111 Iscludiog lo.ifisd Aid (000)
..,

121 lecludiag la-Simi Aid Deficit
1.77:

1,020
1,037

7611 5117 574 384
1,::7(0n.111666)

3.5S4
1,358 1,130 1,010 461

6,103
6.103

IMO
45,52
6,36

3.1
$ .1

13 11

.231
,513
37.1

7,781

3,000

2,012
5,840

517
1,077

2.622,

8,048

3057
12,582

372

?68

3,560
27,2
11.1

3.166
11.306

2,552
7.133

2,516
6,957
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Tablt 8-10. HARDSHIP AND OCCUPATION OF LONGEST JOB IN 1979

U:41 rune (0OO)
11E (U00)

14 Incid.ine (1)
III. Deficit 0 Oillians)
Ilt Aveiage Deficit ($)
IFE (000'
m Incidence (5)
14 Deficit ($ 01111ens)
14 Average De iiiii ($)
171 (000)

.

1/1 Incidence (5)
171 Deficit ($ Millions)
IFI Average ($)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

' Itiale.i.nal,
1.94te T.O.nisal, and blue ' (Cleft and Far; Service Ma
Collar .11:n.tert41) (Saleil fele....1.) c.1! 02.4..41- pv.tic...2 n.1....0 ihakta wa.....r. r...0c.r.")

S7,675 4,175 7,i?3 71,377 37,141 1404 16,603 6,100 3,200 16,0611 1,000

0.6311 2,977 2,091 4,564 7,41 1,661 3,207 2,113 1,114 7,625 1,04
16.7 10.2 20.5 21.3 19.3 11.6 19.1 35.3 4.4 44.0 - 4.4

17,454 7,5711 3,141 6,74 13,057 3,602 5.744 3,616 6,004 11,54 3,904

1,111 2,544 1,500 1,474 1,45 2,222 1.742, 1.64 3,105 1,510 1,074

t 4,244 1,640 775 1,432 3,111$ 1,040 1,70 1.0211 127 3,45$ . 931

. 7.4 s 5.6* 10.0 1.6 10.3 7.5 18.3 16.6 15.11 20.4 46.11

' 1,154 3,441 1,670 3,123 1.611 2,37$ 3,741 2.500 2,004 7,701 3011110

2,203 2.155 2,156, 2,017 2.257 2,202 '2,14 2,421 2,423 2,253 ' 4,14
1,177 757 314 46 2.171 622 1151 54 50$ 1,1170 629

3.3 2.6 4.4 3.1 5.1 4.3 5.7 0.6 Mkt 11.0 31.6

3,233 1,422 505 1,236 3,107 4,112 1,527 1,04 1,035 3121 1,629

1,722 1.071 1,605 1,514 1,754 1,74 1,648 1.114 2,037 1.64 2,41
1.

Full Employment 1FE (000) 3,34 1.314 611 1,471 2,766 i
8

757 1,257 752 6011 2,735 570
Full tapinyment OE Deficit ($ 11111140) 7,1114 3.011 ( 1,264 204 5,992 1,610 2,460 1.704 1,430 5,74. ' 1,721
Adequate Employment 14 (000) 2,742 45 497 1.30(1 ' 2.391 ' 627 1,113 , 651 32$ 2,321 600
Adequate Impluyment 14 Deficit 5,106 2,147 1,04 2,643" 5,026 1,203 2,295 1,4311 7,002 4,43 2,244 CA.1

($ Millions) .
4.71

Cap iiiii Empleyment 14 (800) ' 3,711 1.44 616 1,543 2,1160 120 1.321 112 732 2,075 , 70 al
Capacity Empinymeol 14 Deficit 1,190 3,5211 1,4110 3.171 6,610 1,1136 2,169 1 1.41 1,1115 6,44 2,243
,($ Millions) -

Eihaoced Earnings. 1FE (000) 3,757 1,434 697 1,626
%

3:44 41 1,501 ' 47 761 3,162 912
Enhanced E iiiii gs 14 Deficit (5 n iii ) 4,54 3,565 1,542 3.41 .8 7,704 2,007 3,315 2.2112 1,876 7,174 3,416
Enhanced cak.c.ty Irx (ow) ... 2,111 14$ 443 s 1,0110 2,033 - 521 40 565 213 2,022 660
Enhanced Capacity lli Deficit 5,14 1,45 1104 2,356 4,302 1,04 1,040 1,27/ 62$ 4,471 2,133
(6 hilli.6)

'

11E in 14 (000)
Earnings Supplementition Pate-Total (3)
Earnings Supplementation 44eqlet of

Trassfero (1)
in let of Tiansfers (000)
171 liet-of-Tranafers Deficit

($ hillionn)

171 Including Food Stamps (000)
171 1 ding r... Stamps Deficit

OM '

14 ding InIfind Aid (000)
in Including 1.,14 Aid Deficit
- 411111140

2,614 1,010 512 1,0112 2,44 673 1,062 703 69$ 2,434 - 931

55.1 53.1 511.4 56.0 43.1 42.4 44.4 41.1 31.5 45.9 32.5
33.3 36.11 .30.4 31.4 15.1 16.1 , 14.3 14.6 15.3 17.3 11.5

1,035 5311 1,254 1,465 4242,131 2,114
5.1104 2,256 1,021

14 172 700

2.527
3,242
7,012 1,000 3,032 2,071 1,636 4,270

;:171;7 1,404
727 24

44 1,04
756

3,2411

1,977 575
43 1,334

453 5411

022 412
472

2,54
1,720

3:1;1

1,700 700 24 712 1,41 561 47 514 463 1632 554

2,122 1,377 440 1,005 3,0113 964 1,250 14 $62 2,415 1:14

S.

42,)
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Table B-10. (Continued)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

a.

Idadr boat (000)

IIE (008)

116 Imutmte (%)
112 Deficit ($ hilliaaa)

llt Aver.ge Deficit ($)
IR (OH)
IFE leci4moce (2)
IFE Deficit ($ Milli,...)

HT Average Deficit (S)
172 (000)

IF1 locidenct (/) r
171 Deficit ($ Milli...)
1,1 Sverase Deficit ($)

.

Foll Earley...et ITT (000)
7.11 EmpUmest 1FE Deficit ($ Millirma)
Maryut. Employment 1FE (000)
Arlelmate Empleyrunt 1FE Deficit

($ Milli...)
Capacity Uployment IrE (000)
Capacity Employnent IFE Deficit

($ Milli...)
Ululated Taming. IFE (000)
Unsorted Urni.g. IR Deficit (1 Milli...)
Unseced Capacitf IFE (000)
Uhaoced Capacity IFE Deficit

($ Milli...)

IIE I. IR (220)
/amiss: Supple...tali.. UteUtal (73
navies. Stopple...tali.. Rite-Met of

7r,ssfers (%)
IFI Kat of 7,...fers (000)
Ill det.of-laussfers Deficit

($ 111111...)

IF] lecludass t..d-Sta.p. (000)
IFI locludiss Food Slays Deficit
($ Milli...)

IFI !mandrills 1.4iad Aid (000)
171 Iscludiss Infod Asd Deficit

($71.11100.)

71111ft

1014te

Collar

41,61S
5,045

11.6
13.017

2,514

1,727
4.0

3,6341 .

2,107

723
1.1

1.540
1,967

1.114
2,419

711

1.253

1,417
3,212

1.441
3,472

525
141

1,316
54.7
30.2

1,205
'2.474

725
1.435

706

1,404

(Nuleaatunsl,
7..4.1..1, od

73.4,2
1,104
73

6,0211

3.341

731.
3.1

1,711
2.4411

391

:i!
2,212

533
1.355

254
502

646
1.733

612
1.757

192
110

593
44.5
22.2

525
1,295

370
152

36
$40

001'10

4,1144

1,0011

20.1
2.299
2.210

338
7.0
6111

2.035
122

2.7

235
1,815

231
461

1411

241

v.
2114

652

291
045
117
194

256
61.7
32.1

227
442

114
220

114

211

7

a

ici...0")/

14,071

2.212
15.0

4.760
2.132

651
4.4

1.160
1,763

262
1.1
413

1,572

417
072

31$
504

414
126

544
1,051 ,

215
374

467
60.1

31.2

453
771

'240
. 363

222
'd 348

"I"
11,2211

4.112
14.6

10,005

2.433
1,1126

6.5
4.261

2,314
1,111
3.1

2.245
2,021

1.111
2.571

132
1,720

1.233
3,036

1.5141
4.031

651
1.229

1,414
39.2
11.0

1,626
3,732

, 1,006
1.110

961
1.001

11,1142

1.155
9.7

3,834
2,626
SS4

4.1
1,325
2.241

W.
3.2

771

2.00

345
111
241

4114

1111

1118

913
1.215

116

358

473
34.3
11.1

526
1.173

150
641

341
674

alt-

M1..""".0

12,511

1,923

15.4
4,393
2,214

797

6.4
1,1124

2.210
446

3.4
1111

1,919

455
1,1411

311
133

533
1.200

676
1,622

314
5117

511
44.0
11.7

703
1,5144

394
721

372
472

(u!.....,11

1.754
1,014
27.5 ,

2,977

2.493
445

11.1
1,112

2,500
211

7,5

5113

2.074

275
405
192
394

211
751

401

1,011
157

214

351
34.1

94

42
' 115

262
477

1 241

1.- 454
. 1

nm
!Agin!

2.248

1,297

57.4
5,336
4.116

525
23.2

1,395

2.159
32$

14.4

1110

2.4116

if
422
374

1.000
121

253

461
1.342

477
1,327

94

197

414
32.1
17.0

436
1,146

301
716

105

704'4

frvole.

%24.12:122

9.522

3,441
36.1

-.4.910
2,291
1,405

14.1

3.037
2.169

744

7.0
1.271

1,714

927
1,924
625

1.391

1.107
2,4,4

1,242

2,157
551

1.010

1,116
46.2
15.4

1.119
2,517

678
1,051

634
171

I.

354
354

100.8
2,1011

5.160
192

54.4
974

SAO
133

37.7'
431

3,253

40
Ili

51

1411

53
144

111
1000

47
114

192

30.6
13.2

164
112

130
341

126
311

(0.)
(j1
'al

421
a 422
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Table B-10, (Contimied).

46.4 F...t. (400) 4
111 (00 )
Ilt Incli.o (2) '

211 D'iitit (5 0,111.)
111 Avrtase.Delielt ($)
Ili (000)

102 locideoce (%)

7r2 Deficit (7 will....)
IFE A gg Dehkit ($)
IFS (670)

.

:72 2.,i4e.ce (%) .
lft De iiiii ($ 61/1..)
Ill A tt Deficit (1)

Soh /aple5.eot IFE (000)
lel Cap/e/yorst IFE Deficit ($ Milhaso)
Alcittolte Loployoest 111 (000)

,-04.wate Lopleypeat III Deficit

.2' ($ Millions)
Capacity-Copley...tilt (000)
[...sty Coployoeot III De iiiii

($ Millions)
1....4 Larolops IF/ (000)
Cnkaoce4 torsioas IFE Deficit ($ Millioss)
Iokanced Capacity 142 (000)
ts4asce4 Capacity IFE,Deficit
($ 111111.2)

Ill is IF0 (000)
Groins. Supple...sties Rate-Total (1)
Carofoga Supple...ties Rate-Net of
2r. iiii (2)

111 let itt Traisfers,(000)

111 Met.efIfi iiiiii Deficit
($ 111111.14

171 Isclu1iap4.4 Stoops (000)
IFI Iaclu4ist Fo. Stamps Deficit

($ 61111oss)
' lh !maul.* 1o.11. 014 (000)

IFI Iscludiss Is.7.. 1.4 Deficit
($ Millie.) 1

v '

4

C 423 .

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

(hool..1...1
Mato 7.hoical, ao4 Slot (C.aft 114,0 11.1,1co I.
cents 11.....4.11) (51.11 f0.221 1172.41.4)-- 1,2,421,21

57,675 21.175 7,123 21,377 37,141 14,3)0 14,403 4001 3,201 14,94e " 1,000
15,3011 4.531 2,114 7,7114 / 14,077 2,500 5,453 3,015 2,202 20,414 1,17/

26.5 15.5 42.0 16.4 29.6 17.5 32.1 48.6 04.6 61.1 91.4
30,424 12,4110 5.421 12,564 23,543 6,442 11,007 6,413 8,811 19.714 4.0/2

1.410 2,754 1,810 1:616 2,145 2,561 2,01$ 2,021 4.046 1.810 2,467

5.514 2,200 114 2,402 ' 5,196 1,410 2,315 1,341 1,053 4,340 1,014

1.7 7.5 13.11 11.2 14.0 10.3 14.4 21.6 12.11 25.6 50.9

24.034 5,176 2,548 6,013 14,103 4,141 6,250 3,1152 2.100 11,115 4,111
2,406 2,716 2,5111 2,512 2,714 2,721 2,621 2,1173 2,147 2,745 4,112
2,817 1,150 481 1.237 ./ 3,344 1171 1,516 102 713 2,761 764

5.0 3.11 6.11 5.9 9.1 6.11 1.1 14.5 22.2 16.3 38.4
5,1112 2,528 815 2,3211 7,351 2,110 3.170 1,992 1,703 5,670 2,47$
2,006

4.3311
e

2.2$11 1,830

1,721 745

1,1152

I,146

2.1611

3,737

2,257

1,043

2,011

1,731

2,207

463

2,314

75$

2,053

3,375

3,244

5113

11,835
3.321

4,574 1.133
1,238 556

4,422
1,535

11,533

2,1175

2.633
821

4,261
1,312

2,511,
762

2,01$
37$

11,541

2,610
2.112

722
8375 3,111 1,410 3,714. 7,524 2,053 3,463 2,009 162 6,147 2,162

4,128 1.1112 844 2,061 4,170 1,157 1,123 1,0811 141 3,1101 762

C.4 ,
(72

12,131 1.474 2,256 5,101 10.004 3,057 4,0/4 2,167 2,714 10,22f 2,.1142 CO

4,160 1;117 814 2,1411 4,5711 1,283 2,011 1,205 077 3.127 11711

13,106 5,472 2,346 5,41111 12,542 3,512 5.5111 3,517 2,777 10,915 4.981
2,076 1,051 509 1,317 2,460 637 1,1311 634 3111 2,281 678
7,383 2,800 1,257 3,326 6.3511 1,612 2,100 1,766 AM 2,695

.i-

,

6,01,3

4,082 1,502 715 1,401- 3,825 1174 7,7413 1,06S $47 3,5111 1,012
48.1 47.7 50.3 47.7 34.0 36.4 32.7 32.3 36.4 24.7
28.6 32.0 27.3 26.0 12.1 13.5 11.6 11.2 13.2 13.6 1.4

3.191 1.417 716 1,77$ 45611 1,271 2.1011 1,110 115 3,751 112
0,411 3,704 1,637 '4,148 11,175 3,339 5.2541 3,27$ 2,504 11,014 4,227

2,127 1,1211 481 1.21$ 3,2611 1132 1,460 876 694 2,656 743
5,404 2,461 222 2,113 6,5/3 2,01.3 1,761 1,521 5.002 2,00

2,759 1.112 469 1.17$ 3,164 917 1,413 236 614 2,526 ' 722
5,209 2,412 714 1.116 6,2910 1.157 2,6411 1.614 1,4111 4,612 1,968

42.,
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Tat:1e B-11. HADSHIP, IN METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS IN 1979

66.1 Im... (000)
II! 000)
11E Imsd.m. (8)

. 110 befitAt (('11$11iuma)

110 A aaaaa Deiatit (5)
114 (000) ,

Ilt lmeideate (5)

1MDefsat (5 MMus)
1TE Deficit (13
311 (000
VI litchi me (1)
101 Deficit (5 IfilIiima)
111 Average Deficit (1)

Tull Imploymeot 1FE (000)
Tull tmyloymeom ;Et Deficit ($ 111111.44)
Adequate Employment 1FE (000)
Adequate Trploymeot 1TE Deficit

(5 111I1mos)
Capacity tmployment 1/1 (000)
Capacity Emplyyment !Ft Deficit

(3 Millimoi)
tAkaared tArAims, IFE'(000),./o

Ealmncrd Earaiust,III Deficit (1 111111..0
Gloated Capacity ur (000)
Eabamerd Capacity IFE Deficit

(5 Milliess)

11E is STE (OPO)

Catmint 5upplusentatioe late-Total (2)
tamillogs Supplemeatatiu Rata-Vet f
Tramtfeut (3)

, ITI /et of Tross(erA (000)

Ill ltet.f.Ta.mafeut Deficit
(1 Millsont)

locludillog Food Stamps (000)
ITI liAudima r... Stamps Deficit
($ Millium)

locludiog lit-tind Aid (000)III locludimg im.tiod Aid Deficit
(I MMus)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

lmoide

yts.4_ !

00.02
17.10
21.5

211,500

1.416
1.197

10.2

11.857
2.423
4.385

5.4
8,072
1,841

6,217

12.910
5,525

12,325

4,442
15,763

1,3111

18.364
4,112

10,114

5,432
46.5
22.1

6,125
_14,874

4,062
6,904

3,07
6,542

11011...

44.103

11.122

19.1
15,456
1,614
4,351

9.3
10,974
2.518
2,371

5.1
4,355
1,837

3,371
7.646
3.060
6,916

3,60
8,676

3,957
10,10
2,655
6,10

2,146
45.6
22.7

3.348
0,260

2,215
3,783

2,101
3,617

'law SOU
C.mi.ft City

16,312

3,671
22.2

6,772
1,841

2,111
13.3

5.101
2,6113

1,320

8.0
2,411
1,832

1,666
4,004
1,559
3,727

1,005
4,518

,2,011

5,510
1,377

3,350

1,504
40.0

17.8

1,807
4,757

1.210
2.036

1,111
1,117

14..a !ASA
Sularl.

21,110
5,443
11.4

1,484
100
2,151

7.3
5,041

2.947
1,051

3.6
.1,937

1,143

1,713

3,642
1,491

3,110

1,856
4,151

1,942
4,678
1.278
2.845

1,342
51.3
27.8

1,560
3,303

1,006
1,747

982

1,6111

SO54
Lebo Thm
L must.

34010
8.267
23.1

14,044
1,60
1,131
11.1

8,803
2,315
2,014
5.8

3,717
1,845

2,908
6,264
2,475
5,401

3,111
7,007

3,440
8,100
2,137
4,791

/

2,516
47.5
22.1

2,08
6,614

1,147
3,120

1,753

2,926

Small 51151
t * 1 City

15,105
3,174
23.0.
6,633

1,661 ,
2,073.-

13.0
5,045
2,434
1,176

7.4

2,114
1,1151

1,582
3,530
1,351
3,114

1,721
3,992

1;862
4,644
1,10
2,70

1,428,
43.3

19.4

1,672
3,102

1,064
1,882

1.735

Sul/ 3,131
S.l..0.2.,_

10.4114

4,20
21.0

7,411

1,726
1,163
9.4

3,838
1,114

831
4.3

1,414
1:06

1,325
2,714
1,116
2.214

1,451

3,00

1,578
3,515

1144

2,022

1,158
12.5
27.1

1,2116

2,731

712

1,231

164
1,191

Outaido
kit"

It,l11
10,410

10.0
22,411
2,010
3,011

, 14.0
11,7110

' 2.321
2,678

7.4

4,753

1,710

3,791
8.2115

2,110
6,443

4,252
9,419

4,601
10,142
2,147
5,714

3,484
67.5
12.7

4,131

9,131

2,440
4,00

2,314
3,837

3,315
1,411
42.8

4,711
3,322
Sal
15.1

1,023
2,040

265
2.0
561

2,144

374

703
152
233

465
9 31

451
155
120
200

615
47.1
22.5

381
710

261
522

260
523

111

'0
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Table B-.11. (Continued)

ii.ok Fun, (000)
IIL (000)
II/ 1.6..4.nae (2)

III. Deficit 0 Melliess)
111 Average br ccccc ($)
In (000)
Ill 1.e.14.0e. (5)
IFL De ttttt (4 Millioes)

la Average De iiiii (4)
IF1 (000)
IF1 lact4.ace (1)
1F1 De iiiii ($ Millions)
1F1 Average Deficit. (7)

Full Loplolleet 1FL (000)
Full toploi6est lit Deficit (4 MilInes)
Adequate topIeysent IFt (000)

R De iiiiiAdequate nelsynent I
(4 MiIIIme)

Capacity replay...It IR (000)
Capacity Loplement III Deficit

(4 Millions)
talented Earnings Ift (000)
lekanced Laminas 1FL tiiiiii (4 Mi11101k)
takascid capacity IFL (004)
Ln nkaced Capacity 1FL De iiiii
($ Minims)

III fa In (000)
Earnings Supplementation 1ate-Teta1 (5)
Earnings Supplementation Rate-Net of
Transfers (2)

IFI nt ef Transfers (WO)
IF1 Met-of-7cansfets Deficit
(4 Millions)

IF1 locluding nod Steeps (000)Ill 1arlue1mg Feud Steeps Deficit
($ Millises)

1F1 Iscludios lo-Kisid Aid (000)
1F1 Includinq le-Kind A.d Deficit
(4 Millisos)

4.

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

$1154leido 31154 Law snsA Law 5414 Leas Man Snell DASA 5.11 502A Outside
ko1A I Millis. Sett3SIly !urn.. totak Cita tSui.urtst_ 1/1:SA nm
50.246
4.346
14.3

20.464
2,512
3.27$

5.6
7.607
2,323
1.761

3.0
3.52$

1.4114

2.067
4,473

1,455
2.85$

2,341

5,542

2,117

7.311
1,141

2,136

2,554
46.0
20.4

2,607
6,030

1,604
3.045

1.537

2,901

33,422
4,332
13.0

10437
2,525
1,644

5.1
4,133
2,431
412
2.7

1.874
2,044

1.063

2,356
744

1,551

1,226
2.11S3

1,473
3 ,075

606
1,163

1,324
46.2

20.4

1,340
3.242

1144

1.633

$17
1.571

/11 ,,

12,101

1.173

15.5
4,020

2.631
451
7.1

2,175
2.534
$11
4.2

1,002
1054

$12

1.15$
' 344

427

5114

1 .371

744

24044
314
644

646
40.4
14.3

736
1,158

451
451

442

410

--."

t

21.321
2.414
11.5

0.004
2,443

436

3.4
1.434

2.342
401
1.4

464
2.165

550

11::
724

640
1,442

724

1,401
244
523

443

52.0
26.6

613
1,434

14$
742

37$
760

24,474
4,014
16.1

10,027
2,444
1.541
6.4

3,474
2,147

456
3.4

1.655
1.434

1,005
2,117

674
1,304

1,165
2,674

1,344
3,336
534
473

1,231
45.4
20.4

1,254
'2.734

764
1,412

720
1,331

11,312
1,444
17.2

4,775
2,451

$41

7.4
1477
2.231

464
4.1
032

1,440

$33
1,oso
356
696

612
1,342

706
1,106

274
$06

663
44.3
17.7

602
1.533

404
770

374
713

/

13,522

2,066
15.3

5.252
2,542

740
5.5

1,547
2,154

347
2.4
723

1,167

472
1.026

314
604

554
1.297

637
1.530,

257
467

564
47.7
23.5

566
1,205

357
642

344
IdS

21,442

5,401
23.0

17,441
2.462
2.440

4.3
56,444
2.37$

N1,330
5.2

2,714

1,600
3,610

952
1,411

1.447
4.410

2,114
5.542

742

1,442

1,245
44.6

16.1

2,014
4.451

1,233
2.344

1.114
2.305

2,522
1,426
46.7

4.224
4.116

344
13.6

647
2.462

194

7.7
$5

2,604

114
640
64
122

322
se.

314
11.54

47
01

324
43.6
21.4

266
476

1111

415.

101
472

426
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Table 13,11. Continued)

_J

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

Work Force (000)
112 (002)
112 lurid/44re (1)

112 Deficit ($ 11111snd)
112 Aver.ge Deficit (9)

(001)

In Incidence (1)
112 Deficit (2 11111isaa)

112 A PPPPPP De iiiii (1)
in (GOO)

171 incidence (1)
171 De iiiii ($ 1111ions)

.171 Average Deficit (2)

FuIl Employment 1/2 (008)
Tull Employ...14 172 Deficit (i 81110ona)
Adequate Deployment 112 (000)
Adequate Employment la Deficit
($ milt...)

epcity toplyment in (oca)
Capacity Eaploymeot 172 Deficit

($ 1111lioen)

tabasced tommiags Ill (00,1
Enkanred Earning. 172 Deficit ($ 01111ons)
taiaaced Capacity 17I (000)
Eakasce4 Cpacity IF& Deficit
($ mill...)

in is in (0oo) .

Earnings Supplementation 1ate-Totol (1)
Earnings Supple., iiiii on Rate-Net r

Transfers (7)
171 Met el Traasfern (000)
171 Nct-of-frassfers DeVicit
($ 00110.os)

171 Including T. Stamp. (000)
111 Includiog rood Stamps Deficit

($ 00110.6.)

171 including 124111 Aid (000)
171 Incloding Is -Xis& Ai.. Deficit

($

halif
SDSA
..,, -...

20,612

21,666
31.1

50,441

1,013
10,531

13.1

30,351
2,121

6,462
11.8

14,424
2,232

7,914
20,105

6,411
17,446

11,1111

24,545

1,413
21,041

5,604
13,401

$.014
311.7

10.0

1,532
23,420

6,254
12,126

6,044
12,2711

4

MSS
1 11111o. e

44,103

13,580

21.5
26341
1131
5,520
12.0

16,510

3,001
3,431

7.4
7,785
2,260

4,209
11,313
3.537
11,161

4,142
13,326

4,1111

15,315

3,084
1,611

4,111
31.0

19.0

4,410
12,1121

3,311
1,044

3,216
6,129

snsa
Losge 11+5,6, trgo tem. Mao 6..11 srat ' small 61121
c ii ii i isitz snyt SoUurka 1 Mtilfan attra_LCity e 2.1.urfs

16.592 21,510
5,400 11,10
32.5 27.7

11.163 14,164
2,104 1,121
2,124 2,705
11.0 9.2

4,432 1,158
3,121 2,864
1,140 1,512
11.1 , 5.4

4,343 3,442
2,340 2,116

2,113 2.016
5,104 5,411
1,601 a 2,715
5,206 4,512

2,334 2,346
6,1141 6,477

2,544 2,437
1,166 1,140
1,515 1,511
4,630 4,032

2,182 1,195
34.5 41.5
16.3 21.0

2,365 2,114
1,250 5,577

1,111 1,534
3,150 3,115

1,125 1,300
3,6211 3,100

427

(wield*
tnu Fars

14,510 15,005 11,614 36,201 3,315
12,111 . 5,1111 6,264 15,205 1,781
34 1 36.6 33.3 42.1 53.0

24,3,4 11,512 12,712 14,101 6,151
2,012 1,111 2,031 2,406 3,1120

5,001 2,729 2,211 6,651. 659
14.5 17.2 12.2 111.3 10.0

13,110 1,150 6,111 IBM/ 1,514
2,75* 2,1143 2,630 2,135 2,321
3,831 1,110 1,252 4,062 408

8.11 11.2 6.7 11.2 12.3
6,630 4.p39 2,600 11,512 1110

2,100 2,210 2,077 2,115 2,130

3,105 2,046 1,651 4,848 489
0,502 5,322 4,110 12,304 1,031
2,033 1,616 1,310 3,534 174
7,670 4,371 3,101 -1,103 324

4,236 2,214 1,042 5,492 63S
11,2I1 6,234 4,984 15,055 1,416

4,513 2,463 2,050 5,921 . Ste
12,632 -1;137 3,405 16,654 1,417
2,511 1,346 1,112 3,010 130
6,131 3,165 2,112 7,964 27.11

3,102 2,147 1,741 5,3116 176
30.5 34.1 . 45.8 30.0 32.1
111.0 16.1 22.7 15.6 .111.11

4,054 2,204 1,160 5,612 535
10,112 6,163 4,4311 14,530 1,192

2,023 1,100 1,223 3,035 394
5,882 3,551 2,371 7,673 1123

2,6111 1,624 1,144 3,465 102
5,540 3,231 2,292 7,349 S15

't-
re

,
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4

Table B-12. HARDSHIP, IN 1979 DISAGGREGATED BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

444
Instals.

11.144

1.")..M.PS

E.st,16.114

;coop
iirb1 Xartg
C.nlieI

14.01 roue (OM 6,056 . 11.407 21,40411S (000) I.540 3.041 4,015
lit Isairlemae 22.0 21,4 22.4 27.411E Defrcit (5 MMus.) 2,510 7,107 4,000 3,274lIE Avit.44 Deficit (6) 1,444 1.123 1,109 2,0301FE (000) 445 1,112 2.032

1170.:
1FE Ihe44esee (1) 9.4 9.8 1.3III Deficit ($ MMus.) 1,477 4,420 5,130 2,377irt Average Deficit (I) 2,210 2,554 2,520 2,158171 (ti00)

2114 801 1,007 532171 Istidesse (5) .
171 D. ttttt (i Xillioss)

'4.3

456
4.8

1,613
4.6

1,907 58'dt171 t ge Deficit (2) 1,54 1,811 1,804 1,622

Fill Employment 1FE (00o) 414 1,351 1,540 140Full Employsest 1FE Deficit (1 11.111ess)
Adeomate rmpleysent let (coo)

1,00$
424

3,076
2,221

3,3110

1,336
1,722

440A4 tt Eapluysecat IrE Deficit 875 2,118 3,032 1,344(2 Mollies.)

Capacity Caplayaaat IrE (00o) 542 1,448 1,888 947Capacity Emplsysent 11E Deficit. 1,115 3,501 3,915 2,070(8 11,111w1.)

1Enhascrd Earnings 1FE (000) 582 1.446 1,845 400Eshascel tensions la Deficit ($ 1111/Paso)
rahaseed CaparitrIFL (000)

1,164
371

4,280
1.0 4,718

1,117
2,103
589Isheaced Capacity la Deficit 714 2,534 2,714 1,211($ Millioss)

11E is 1FX (000) 432 1,200 1,457 770Earsisgs Supplementaties Rate-7.gal (1) 54.4 50.8 50.4 51.7taeststs Suppltmestatias Late-Met f 26.3 19.5 21.0 25.7Tressfers
171 Xrt of Tres t (000) 476 1,459 1,511 818171 Xe1-ef-7 t ors Deficit 1,045 3,618 3,159 1,606($ 111110/14)

171 Iscludiog Feed Steeps (000) 274 7sp 94S 511171 Iscludisg read Stsept Deficit 378 1,372 1,652 774($ 11.111oss)

171 Iscludfog In-Xisai Aid (000) 255 737 497171 Iseludisg In-Ximd Aid Defickd
t$ Millioss)

349 1,303 1,563 755

rant Sautlf

cr'71.V.11-

Wet 5-41
11'.2111!

.,

/1,718 7,032 11,825 6,011 14,812
4,041 2,033 3,157 1.576 3,193
253 26.7 26.2 21.4
10/0 3,726 5,192 3,039 4,146
1,138 1,112 1,140 1,034 1,772
2,462 1,019 1,654 CS, 1,1105

13.2 15.3 14.8 11.5 18.7
3,618 2,670 3,950 1,527 4,24,
2,200 2,475 2,311 2,215 2,355
1,345 402 1,008 343 013

7.2 8.6 1 5 6.4 5.0
2,415 1,214 1,912 705 1,678
1,705 2,017 1064 1,842 1,612

1,453 /03 1,240 525 1,409
4,001 1,137 2.010 1,005 2,11
1,736 670 1,023 410 1,228
3,334 1,501 2,311 815 2,611

2,0/4 904 1,1.25 593 1,512
4,507 2,165 3.261 1,249 3,427

2,171 1,445 418 1,665
5,140 2,458 3,433 1,402 3,923
1,277 571 ifl 353 1,078
2,052 1,420 2,047 711 2,315

1,732 751 1,13, 469 1,135
43.4 44,2 30.1 44.5 45.8
21.7 15.0 17.9 24.3 22.3

1,928 002 i.354 522 1,401
4,212 2 140 '3,147 1,100 "3,140

1,234 528 034 358 958
1,964 960- 1,635 630 1,521

1,172 501 005 351 015
1,855 897 1,573 611 1,478

IC
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Table 8-12. (Continued)

SEVERE HAR6SHIP: HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

6.4 Near (000)
III (004)

llf 1.114.... (2)

lit Def.. ($ 41111.1.)
1Ill Avetage Deficit (5)

lit (004)
IOC lurid... (2)
171 D.ficit ($ 41)11...)lit Aurtage Deficit (5)

.161 (400)
Il Incideare (11)

WI Deficit (5 1111)1...)
In A Deficit ($)

nal r.ploreeitt at (000)
rwIl 1.01..... at Deficit (5 1(111...)
Adequate t.pl.y.ent 15E (000)
Adrquate CovI.r...1 IFC D.ficit

(2 (1i111.1.)
.

Capacity Coal...in Irt (000)
Ca cccccc Copl.y... 1FL Deficit

(5 litIlleas)

C.A....4 Catalogs at (000).
Zuhanced Corsi... Ift Deficit 0 41111.4.)
tadumced Caperity lh (000)
Caltaitred Capacity lrL Deficit

(5 hilli...)

11C I. 1ft (000)

Lerailegs Soppiest late 441.1 (11)
tarstssa SupyIere
2...sfers (1)

Rate Net et
-

121 9.1 12...fere (000)
1E7 Net.et-Traosters Deficit
(8 Hillier.)

171 11.1.4.4 r..a st..p. (000)
1F1 114.1.11.8 r..4 Stan,. Deficit
(5 01111..)

Irl 16.1.115 11.41.4 Aid (000)
1r1 Includis. 1.111.4 Aid Deficit
03 01111.4)

lim

5.808
1.035

11.4
2,304
2,225

181
0 6.6

838
2,1114

164
2.1
293

1,729

251
488
187
344

2115

631

334
741

150
274

284
55.7
21.6

285 '
404

ISO

253

151

234

Noddle

15,7111
2,644

16.8
6,377
2,401
1,044

6.1
2,543
2,361

522
3.3
946

1,791

723
1,457
594

1,11

784
1,727

951
.2,372

441
468

740
51.3
19.1

114
2,067

457
407

434
775

test

14.574

3,327
17.11

7.145
2,388
1,192

6.4

2,116
2,361

596
3.2

1,132
1,11111

807

1,581
603

1.115

142
1,1181

1,0511

2,616
471
480

941
50.0
:1Ar

436
2,145

543
1,0111

537
1175

1

0.. Nit
liarth UtAID
frairI AiZ.iiiC

4,03 15.182 5.864
1,84 3,194 1,412
23. 21.5 24.1

4.84 7.962 3,362
2,6 2,146 1,340

4 1.'563 667
8.2 .1.8. 11.4

1,323 3,284 1.291
2,024 2,014 2,182

861 163
5.5 4.2

1,546 807
1,745 2,224

314
3.11

551
1,764

436 1,047 449
830 2,121 888
282 755 134
455 1,371 670

529 1,190 524
1,133 2.503 I237

571 1,311 602
1,245 3,006 1.469
234 577 273
362 1,041 526

526 1,201 507
52.1 44.11 45.6
26.7 21.1 14.6

480 1,234 574
1117 2,542 1,321

305 782 ,t 317
507 1,257 653

24. 734 , 304
449 1,144 412

4.29-

Ve.
5u.4
EraiLd re,_It!s

4.737 5,006 14,154
2.118 1.045 2,437
21.7 21./ 17.2
5,230 2,183 5,598
2,478 2,545' 2,217

1,011 441 1,016

10.4 8.8 7.2

2,304 934 2,241
2,278 2,121 2,204

607 258 541

6.2 5.2 4.1

1,278 41111 1,010

2,106 1,11314 1,737

716 304 700

1,584 544 1,332
475 111.4 . 5311

156 323 417

825 362 781

1,892 726 1,673

859 183 1108

2,144 864 2,047

374 144 41$
744 250 404

780 114 734
40.4 41.5 42.8
17.4 22.0 20.4

815 344 241
1,927 727 1,254

559 240 5511

1.015 449 922

543 2)6 545
1,047 435 190
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-TAble B-12. (Continue0

SEVERE HARDSHIP: FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE.,

thnit /note ((.00)

lit (000)
II/ Incident. (19
IIE Deficit (5 Millions)
liE Avecase De.ficit (1)

111 (Doe)
lrE Incident, (S)
DE Deficit (5 Minions)
ME Average Deficit (9).
iFI (000)
IF1 Incidence (S)
Ifl LW (5 Millions)
IFI Average Deficit (9)

FuIl Jepl,.st IFE (000)
full t.443.y..lit lit wicit (4 milli..44)
Ade nate 1.0.y.,.t IrE (000)
AI mate foploymest lit Deficit

(t 111111.4.)
C.p.city EmplOysest Pft (000)
Capacity Employment HZ Deficit
(5 Mi1Iimm)

Enhanced Earnings In (000)
Enhanced Earnings IrE Deficit (t 011114mm)
Enhanced Capacity IFE (000)
Enhanced Capacity IFE Deficit
(4 mt414.40

IIE J. IrE moo
Earnings Supplemotation'itate-Total (S)
Earnings Sopplemestatien Ilate-Met of
Transfers (11

101 Net f Transfers (000)
111 Met-ef-Tmesfecs Deficit

(5 MilIiess)
Including nod StImps (000)

IFI Including Fond Steeps De iiiii

(5,0111146m)
1F1 Including In.Eind Aid (000)
iFi in(luding Im.Mod Atd De iiiii
(5 Millions)

Wry
Engt..ndut

4,126

721
14.11

1.11411

2,536
267

5.4
627

2,350
126
2.6
244

1.133

111
357
101
227

1111

473

230
633
MI

1111

213
52.7,
21.3

210
476

1111

216

112

202

111441.

M1.4.11 c

13.317

1018
14.4

5.333
2.483

712

5.7

1.100
MOO

317
2.9

746
1.177

417

1,039
314
745

553
1.253

610
1,131

303

PI

601
41.8
16.1

664
1.561

341
636

332

601

(%

East
Muni
£!!)jo1

15;857

2,400
15.1 6

6.471

2,616
442
5.4

2,104
2,441

425

2.7
153

2.011

540
1.163
376
223

633
1.484

746
1,173

292
553

702

50.2
20.11

683
1.615

400
766

3111

West
Mora
a tut%

4.7811

1.403

20.7
4.152
2055

451
6.11

156
2.082

232
3.4
451

1.1177

210
$13
143

211

361
825

344
120
112

0 160

404
41.4
24.11

345
712

226
420

221

414

South

13.530
2.551
111.1

6.642
2,4113

2.106
11.2

2076
2.151

616

4444.P.

1.111

1.127

725
1.564

473
111

1124

1.1112

124
2,302

351
661

861
44.1
20.1

S84
1.109

554
143

572
. 1110

East

fruttal

5.036
1.081

21.6
2.844
2.613
486
9.7

1.226

2.524
2711

5.5

661

2.3111

322
786

213
MAS

387

1.02E

435

1.2111

III

364

343
42.11

13.11.

423
1.041

243
$43

234

5011

Vest
Snuth
C. ntrI M.:totals

4,105
7111

11.11

2,3111

2.1157

300
7.3
714

2,380
193
4.7

*4IW
2,112

112
461
15

.111

237
563

264
616
76

146

252
35.6
18.3

245
581

178
363

174
353

11.747
1.756
14.1

4.363
2.5111

465
57

1.609
2,418
382
3.2
748

1.1162

418
8111

210
524

416
1.167

605
1.546
221
lb

526
42.7
18.2

544
1276

362
660

353
655

11.200

1.$41
111.1

4.282
2.764
738
1.11

1,761
2.425

446
5.4
1115

2.231

523
1,239

325
726

5111

1540

625
1,744
251
551

580
31.3
15.6

622
1.5011

401
1171

317
837

43-
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Table B-13. HARDSHIP IN 1979 IN A SAMPLE OF STATES

uili Twice (0003
lIg (000)

Incidroir (13
Ilt Deficlt ($ 111111vos)
lit Avecege Oviicit ($)
I7E (000)
IFE Imellemice (I)
III Deficit (5 11,111.0a)

'DI Average 75eficit ($)
I71 (000)
111 Imcidence (1)
If/ Deficit (5 71.11ivna)
111 Average Def1c1t ($)

mm.

1011 implagdest In (000)
full Empinystat fft Deficit ($ Mi1)1mae)
Adelilte toployfteat Ift (000)
Adegmatt Imploysest 114 Deficit

(5 11111ioaa)

Capaclty tapIoyoest IFE (000)
t71,7c141 tdiletdent IFE, Deficit

(5 711116**)
Eagaaced /mining* IFt (000)
LASaaced /arming. IR Deficit (5 711111eds)
talmaaced Capacity 1FX (000)
takaaced Capacity IR 0.lic1t

($ Millings)

lIt 1s 11/ (000)

Luning. $wpplesestatioa Nete-UtaI (I)
Laming* Upptftlpotatios Rate-Set of
Trams1er4-(3)

WI Net of Transfers (000)
111 Net of ***** fere Deficit
(5 iti115.44

Ill lailudimg Fed Stamps (000)
.

Ill Including 74.411 Stoops Deficit
(5 11.111onm)

Ifl lailuding ItoXimil Aid (000).
111.1niludfng 1.-1(184 Aid
Deficit (5 M1I11ona)

SEVERE HARDSHIP: TOTAL WORK FORCE

I2.:ii

3c50. .

4424
1,743

1,300
14.5

3421
2.334

5.7
1,112

1.678

1,028
2,143

1114.

1,924

1.014
2.450.

1,201
2.777

$OO

1,708

747

45.4
23.2

001
2,231

. 477
1.075

650
1,042

F'"'"111

2,746

720

2 6.2

1,342

1.864
314

12.1
847

2.422
225
4.1

412
1,433

283
636
234
417

302

721

.304

7115

107
434

247

37.2
15.3

303

681

'210

341

201
325

'

1.. t rtd,
4.041
1.144

21.5"
3,421

Ilutth

3,158
447

25.6
2

1.742

405
12.11

422
2.024

248
7.0
355

1,431

214
604
264
510

330
643

360
734
234
453

267

34.4
13.2

152
640

215
300

207
247

Llls

5,416

1.211

2,402
1.171

513
11.1

1.241
2.437

- 271
3.0
491

1,418

3113

467
344
473

411

991

473.

1144
265
687

363
47.1
23.2

304
855

255
424

242
404

712
10.6

2.311
2,630
463
3.4
420

1,701

603
1.421

637
1.532

754
1.172

851,

2,211
567

1.364

620
40.1
17.4

754
1015

304
704

364
644

m
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Table B-13. (Continued)

4

SEVERE HARDSHIP:
HALF-YEAR WORK FORCE

. SEVERE HIP:
FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE

Tull

full

Adequate
Adequate

Capacity
Capac.ty

_talented
tolaacedLi=
.'--(T1711hosa)

III

Zeroing.
Unions

Irl

171

IF;

Irl

Irl

Irl

46,4 fu.sr (000)
IL (000)

It Imidnse (t)
1E Defiait f$ Mi/liona)
It Average De(icit ($)
rE (000)

FE Incideace (t)
FE JJJJJ (5 Mill)ooa)
FE Ave.ge Deficit ($)
rj (000)

Fl locidroce (t)
Deficit ($ Mi/liono)

rl Average Deficit (1)

topluyoeat 2FE (000)
replay...1 1FE Deficit ($ Milliooa)

Eoploymeat 1FE (000)
EmpIoymeat In Deficit

($ PliIlioos) .
roployneat 1FE (000)
Employmeot lft Deficit

($ Mill)mm) .

Grollogs lit (000)
tareiAge 1FE Deficit ($ Millieas)
Capacity 1FE (000)
Capacity 1FE Deficit

. . .

is IFE-(000)

Supplementation /ate-Total (I)
Supple...statics Itate.Met f

Transfer* (I) '
Net of 1raasfers (000)
Met of Transfer; Peffcit

($ millions)

locluding Food Sta.'s (000)
Includiag nod Stamps Deficit

($ lisllioma)

lucludlog In.Kind 440040
Infludiag lo.51.4 All

Deficit ($ Millions.)

Mani
"QIJW

2,4211

572
21.7
1,20
2,255

264

10.1
$111

1,961

166
6.3
244,

1,473

ISO

3411

1311

241

206
416

225
473
114
212

196

37.3
13.6

225
416

0
144

207

134

196

4,4411

616
17.5

2,177
2,667

296

6.3
614

2,3011

174
3.7

314
1,102

200
390
127

195

214
467

266
645
110

147

242
41.2
22.0

231
4116

162

2711

154

263

6,755
1,272
14.5

3,216
2,5211

442

5.3
1,103
2,3116

264
3.1
$15

1,1141

292
611
203

' 365

3411

769

4111

1,061

157
236

361
42.11

16.3

376
11,60

241
464

240
4411

snub!

2,00
.06
1E5

1,067

2,633

. 163
SA
413

2,544
102
5.1 ,

2311

2,331

122

30$
76

-175

131
363

130
, 40

57
124

k

126
36.11

16.1

136

347

96

1115

110

1611

fS. Yqi

6,465

01
14.5

2,574
2,734

315.

S.

934
2,425

206
3.2
176

1,527

244

537
191

30

2711

674

353
'or
162

302

300
46.6
14.4

330
7711

176

323

1611

310

'

Nora .

S!!1.11.

2,0)
414'

13.0 "'""

1174

2,350
176

6.0
302

1,716
103
4.7
154

1,491
J

117

214
14

133

131

371

143

2711

66

92

132

41.4
14.2

151
259

16
123

SO
113

9,111

4,013
561

am, 14.5
1,775

3,057
204
5.1
50

2,557
1211

3.2
256

2,009

126
310
72

11$

1311

313

190

$10
51
65

175

37.6
IS 2.,'

167

311

117

225

116

2111

10,50
1,741
16.5

3,906
2,20

720
6.11

1,552

2,157
406
3.1
667

1,09

SOS
1146

911

2

567
1,173

643
1,447

322

511

40
43.11

20.11

570
1,214

336
623

374.
602

Raul!.

.101100

76 York

2,336 7,343
SOS 1,215

21.6 16.5

1,10 3,07
2,373 2,5041

214 5311

9.2 7.3
40 1,306

2,327 2;07
13$ 273
5.6 3.7

267 475
1,1171 1,740

1511 361
337 70
115 306
10 611

175 , 311111

412 937

177 495

455 1,1116

253
142 40

1K 1/la
36.5 411.2
16.1 11.0

ISO 441
410 1,060

125 232
223 401

123- 220
211 315
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Table B-13: (Continued)"

INTERMEDIATE HARDSHIP: MODERATE HARDSHIP:
TOTAL WORK FORCE TOTAL WORK FORCE

C.11totod c.f1.4" !".ing!

Tutor (000) 12,440
.2.1" 8,581

IIE (0OO) 3.763 1.10$ 2.723
II! 1....d.ure (%) 30.5 30.7 31.7
114 Deficit (3 ifillfeca) 7,652 2,384 5.704
11E Ave.se 0.41r1t ($) 2,017 2,157 2.005
Jft (000) 1.762 453 1.166
114 !bridge,. (%) 14.2 16.3 13.6
1TE Deficit ($ 111111.84) 4.721 1.332 3,634.
lfE A Drficit (S) 2.680 2,042 3,109III (000) 1,135 103 727
ITI lacIdeuce (1) LI 10.9 8.5
Ill Deficit ($ 111111.81) 2.228 730 1,564
1E1 A jleficit (8) 1,663 2.406 2.153

Full EapIeyrest 1TE (000) 1.336 361 017
Tull Eepluy.eat III qrsicst ($ MilIiefts) 3.304 662 2.426
Adequate Empleysent 1FE (000) 1,108 256 756AIrquate Goeyorat III Deficit 2,815 609 2,172

($ lifIluess)

Capacity'lepleyorat 1TE (000) 1,474 306 072
Capacity Erpleyorut 1TE Deficit 3,919 1,111 2,467

($ fiallaipea)

Eelfseced taming. 171 (000) 1,574 410 1,033
Enhanced Earnings 1TE Deficit ($ Milli...) 4.330 1.223 3.343
Ishanced Capacity 1TE (000) 951 224 651
Eahasced Capacity 1TE Deficit 2,444 613 1.925
($ Minium)

II; I. 1TE (000) 1.2116 168 874
&leafage Supplefeentatiom Rate-Total (1) 35.6 33.0 37.9
&enlace Suppleoemtagioa Pate-Net of 18.7 13.4 1$.6

Traasfeca (1)

Ilet elf lceasfeca (000) 1,433 392 9114
111 Met ef Transfers Deficit 3,613 1,044 2,063

($ Maliefts)
Ill lacludiag Feed Steeps (000) 1,112 204
1FI Including Feed Steeps Deficit 2,012 646 1,3119

($ HiIliees)
III Iscludieg Ia-Sioul.Aid (000) 1.015 272 656
Ill &audios la.Xaud Aid 2,006 614 1,309
;kik& ($ Ifilheauf)

North
resulin. (141,

3,150 5.416
1.240 1.712
40.0 31 6

2,540 3.853
2.016 2.2 0
562 1

17.0 il .0
1.142 1. 50
2,347 12. SS

310 I 372
12.1 1 6.0
681 844

1.794 ,210

430 502
063 I 1201.

319 346
740 045

404 $46
1,144 I 1,502

443 541
1,105 1.724
262 311
646 1134

435 506
32.5 42.9
12.3 e 23.4

493 OS
1,119 1,331

36
764

363
$74 730

433

faltfi.rela Kr!! Yurk

North

(Ake

12.448 2,766 8,581 3.1511 5.416

4.810 1,381 3,30 1,470 2.170

36.7 46 6 30.5 53.0 40.1

12,144- 3,700 6,870 4,195 5,027

2.526 2.744 2,617 2.512 2.731

/2.246 5115 1464 724 627

18.1 21 0 .. 17.4 23.0 15.)

6.692 1,011 5.166 2.032 2,442

3,060 3,24 3,472 2,005 0,197,

1.545
12.4

416
14.9

962

11.2

552
17.5

511

0.4

3.722 1.155 2.402 , 1,14) 1,327

2.401 2,779 2,703 2,144 2.595

1.627 441 1,181 552 613
4.724 1,379 3.454 1,453 1.778

1,224 303 875 366 417

3,744 1114 2.640 1,003 1.272

1,905 1,271 ,647 649

5,753
,4011

1.628 4,150 1.776 2.170

1,9115 $04 1,3074 628 714

6.2114 1.744 1,837 2.412

' 1,070 243 741 266 $43

$,262 796 2.522 853 1,107

1.7611 304 1.106 622 443

31.2 29.0 15.6 23.0 36.1

13.6 11.0 16.4 18.6

1,191 $21 1,241 640 673
5,443 1,604 4,299 1.734 1.962

1.516 412 942 $30 494

3.554 1,043 2.314 1.076 1,244

1,499 408 1199
516 489

3.448 1.013 2.257 1.030 1.195

.
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APPENDIX C. SUIV,ARY HARDSHIP DATA FOR 1974 THROUGH 1980

Table C-1. Summary Har hip Measures, 1974 Through 1980, for Total,
Half-Year nd Full-Year Work Force Under Severe, Inter-
mediate and Moderate Hardship Standards

Table C-2. Summary Severe Hardship Meastires., 1974' Through .1980, for
Total and Full-Year-Work Force, Disaggregated ki Mork Ex-
perience Pattern

Table C-3. Summary Severe Hardship Measures, 1974 Through 1980, for
Total Work Force, Disaggregated by'Sex and Family Relation-
ship

Table C-4. Summary Severe Hardship Measur 1974 Through 1980, for
Total Work Force, Disaggrega a by amily Size and Number df 40v
Earners

Table C-5. SumMary Severe Hardship Measures, 1974 Through ,1980, for
Total Work Force, Disaggregated b Educational Attainment

Table C-6. Summary Severe Hardship Measures, i97A Thrb h 1980, for
Total Work Force, Disaggregated by Age

Table C-7. Summary Severe Hardship Measures, 1974 Throug 1980, for
Total Work Force, Disaggregated by Race/Ethnic Or dn

-Table C-8. Summary Severe Hardship Measures, 1974 Through 1980,
Total Work Force, Disaggregated by Geographic Region.

Table C-9. Summary Severe Hardship Measures, 1974 Through 1980, for

Tabl C-10. Severe Hardship Inadequate Family Earnings and Related
Deficits After-Augmentation of Subgroup 'Earnings, 1974
Through 1980.

Total Work Force, Disaggregated by Area of Residence

434
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Table_C-1*. SUMMARY HARDSHIP MEASURES 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL, HALF-YEAR
AND FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE ulligR SEVERE, INTERMEDIATE AND MODERATE.

HARDSHIP STANORDS'

1974

WORY. EXPERIENCE MEASURES

1975 1976 1977 1978
I.

1979 1979R

_

1,140
.-

.

4

.

Work Force

Total 103.601 104,442 107,148 1p9,663 112,363 J 114.648 116,983 118,348
Half-Year 85,969 88,017 P9,701 11,886 94,521 96,887 98,733 101,120
Full-Year 72,761 75,887 76,575 78,036 80,205 82,471 83,979 87,454

Unemployed r 67
,
,

Total 18,537
Half-Year 14,473

21,105
16,906

20,447
16,306

19,512 17,738

1E029 13,870
17,972
14,504

18,486
14,885.

21,410
17,619

Full-Year 10,796 13,634 12,668 11,600 10,282 11,072 11,351 13,984

Unemployment Incidence

Total 17.9

ri
19.1 17.8

V
15.8 15.6 15.8 18.1

Half-Year 16.8 l'..; 18.2 16.7 . 14.7 15.0 15.1 17.4

Full-Year 14.8 18.0 16.5 14.9 12.8 13.4 13.5 16.0

Predominantly Uneaployed

Total . 7,740 10,941 10,255 9,132 7,750 7,276 7,492 10,348

Half-Year 5,222 8,011 7,380 6,318 5,274 5,019 5,160 7,643

Full-Year 4,120 6,785 5,975 5,099 4,220 4,072

Incidence Predominantly Unemployed

Total 7.5 10.4 9.6 8.3 6.9 6.3 6.4 8.7
Half-Year 6.1 9.1 , 8.2 6.9 5.6 5.2 5.2 7.6

Full-Year 5.7 8.9 7.8 6.5 5.3 4.9 5.0 7.2

LIE

Severe Hardship

Total 26,756 30,345 29,894 ?0,325 28,660 27,575 28,269 32,747
Half-Yeas- 17,844 21,059 20,419 20,814 19,491 12,836 19,299 13,246
Full-Year 13,103 . 16,173 15,332 15,693 14,282 13,913 14,248 17,921

. .

Intertlalate Hardship

TOtal 36,572 40,057 39,948 40,5410mw$44,39,902 39,960 40,961 44,810
Half-Year 25,386 28,938 28,395 ,21045-9 V. 28,221 22,537 29,232 33,120
nal-Year ,18,1193 22;443 21,587 21,920 21,027 21,534 22,047 25,949

.Pbderate Hardship

TOtal 45 25 48,689 49,532 49,728 50,443 50,184 51,426 55,933
Half-Year 3 226 36,322 36,598 36,815 37,307 37,238 38,124, 43,036
Full-Year 2 ,305 28,700 28,534 -28,405 28,590 28,771 29,442- 34,553

.

I'

IIE MIME=

SevereHardship , J
Tbtal 25.8

140s

29.1 27.9 2414.7 25.5 24.1 24.2 27.7
Half-Year 20.8 23.9 72.8 22.7 20.6 19.4 19.5 23.0
Full-Year 18.0 21.3 20.0 20.1 17.8 16.9 17.0 .20.5

"
Interaediate Hardship

Total 35.3 38.4 37.3 37.0 35.5 34.9 35.0 37.9
Half-Year 29.5 32.9 31.7 31.5 ° 29.9 29.5 29.6 32.8
Full-Year 26.0 29.6 28.2 28.1 26.2 26.1 26.3 29.7

Modorate Hardship

Total 44.3 46.6 46.2 : 45.3 44.9 43.8 44.0 47.3
Ha1f-Year 38.6 41.3 40.8 40.1 39.5 38.4 38.6 A2.6
Full-Year 34.8 37.8' 37.3 36.4 35.6 34.9 35.1 39.5-

, k

0
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Table C-1. (Continued)

nag aerlar

Severe'Hardehip

Total 34,029 46,093 47,467H32-Year 30,085 41,402 42319
Full-Year 24,901 35,189 15,473

Intermediate Hardship

Total 55,725 73,466 76,082
Half-Year 49,603 66,408 68,291
Full-Year 40,113 56,274 57,051

Haderate Hardship

Total 85,243 109,140 113,944
Half-Year 76,543 99,338 103,076
Full-Year 63,106 , 84,315 86,339

IIE DEFICIT (1980 $)

Severe Hardship

TOtal 56,862 70,568 68,732
Half-Year 50,272 , 67,527 .4 61,278
Full-Year 41,610 53,874 , 51,364

Interrediate Har&hip

Total 93,116 112,476 110,166
Half-Year 82,887 101,671 98,885
Full-Year 68,199 86,155 82,610

Pcderate Hardship

Total
Half-Year

142,441 167,093 164,991
127,903 152,0,86 149,254
05,491-,---4-297086----125,u1.8

IlEAVEZUGErencrr

Severe Hardship

Total 1,272 1,519 1,588
Half-year 1,686 1,966 2,073
Full-year 1,900 2,176 2,314

Irdermediate HardShip

TOtal 1,524 1,834 1,905
Half-Year 1,954 2,295

, 2,405 '

Rill-Year 2,160 2,507 .2,643

MOderate Hardship

Total 1,856 2,242 2,300
Half-Year 2,304 2,735, 2,816
Full-Year 2,494 2,938 3,026

TIE AVERAGE DEFICIT
(1980 $)
Severe Hardship

Total 2,126 2,326 2,299
Half-Year 2,817 3,010* 3,002
FUll-Ye9r 3,175 3,331 3,351

'Intermodiite Hardship

Total 2,547 2,808 2,758
Half-Year 3,265 3,514 , 3,482
Full-Year 3,609 3,638 3,827

HO'derate Hardship

'Taal 3,101 3,433 3,330
Half-Year 3,850 4,187 4,078
Full-Year 4,167 4,498 4,312

371-

49,204 46,631 50,830. 51,998 70,66843,824 A1,379 45,404 46,403 63,83536,710 34,0'71 37,621 38,446 53,973..
,..

.
,79,818 '77,995 85,417 87, 42 115,77371,661 69,758 76,897 7 659 105,35059.683 57,226 63,610 J&053 89,036

120,201 120,847 133,218 116,402 175,988108,802 109,071 120,996 123,804 161,32190,755 S9,845 100,509 102,809 136,884

:

67,026 58,895 57,692 59,018 70,648.59,736 52,262 51,534 52,668 63,83549,925 43,031 42,700 43,636 53,973

108,553 98,508 . 96,948 99,247 115,77397,459 88,105 87,278 89,277 105,35081,169 72,277 72,197 71,835 89,036

163,473 152,630 151,202 154,816 175,988147,971 137,759 137 110 140,
123,426 113,474 114,078 116,688 136,884

1,625 1,627 1,843 1,839 , 2,1572,110 2,123 2,410 2,404 2,746
.2,339 2,3S6 2,704 2,698 3,012

.

1,969 1,955 2,138 2,135 2,5842,476 2,472 2,695 2,691 3,1812,723 2,722 2,954 2,951 3,431

2,417 2,396 2,655 2,652 3,1462,955 . 2,924 3,249 3,247 3,748
3,195 3,142 3,493 3,492 3,962

2,210 2,055 2,092 2,087 2,1572,870 2,681 2,735 2,729 2,7463,181 3,014 3,069 .3,062 3,012

-2,678 2,469 2,426 2,423 2,5843,367 3,122 3,059 3,054 3,1813,703 3,438 3,353 3,349 3,431

3,287 3,026 3,013 3,010 3,1464,019 3,693 3,688 1,685 3,748
4,345 3,968 3,965 3,963 3,962

436 _

,.
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Table C-1. (Continued)

IF! 01710.11 (MO 1)

Severe Harditlip

tel 32,919
Half-Year 19,369
Pull-Year 14,150

Total 50,315
Half-Year 32,028
FUll-Ysar

iftderate Hardship

23,833

Total 72,067
Hau-year 48,833
pull-yeat 37,111

tre ?NERVE oat=

Severe Hardship

Total 1,641
Half-Year 1,605
F011-Year 1,641

Liteomediate Hardship

Tbtal 1,952
Half-Year 1,931
Full-Year 1,96,

Hbderate lOuvlship

Total

Full Year

2,254

,270
2,318

IFE KIERAGE DEFICIT (1980 $)

Severe Hardship

Tbtal 2,742
Half-Year 2,682
Full-Year 2,742

Intennediate Hardship

Tbtal 3,262
Half-Year 3,227
Full-Year 3,290

Mbderate Hardship

Total 3,766
Half-Year .3,793
PullrYear .3,873

ZISSZICILM_UMMM
TOTAL WCES NC SALARIES

Severe Hardship

Total 2.5
Half-Yeas 1.5
Full-Year 1.1

4
Intermediate Hardship

,

Tbtal 3.1
Half-Year 2.4
FullrYear 1.8

Mbderate Hardship

Total
Half-Year
Xull-Year

38,160 36,151
24,588 23,136
19,41, 17,669

57,953 55,990
39,755 37,558
31,332 29,046

86,643 10,000
59,637 56,639
47,735 44,524

1,810 1,899
1,807 1,270
1,859 1,950

2,161 2,240
2,185 2,238
2,237 2.327

2.470 2,562
2,521 2,595
2,581 2,693

2,771 2,750
2,767 2,708
2,846 2,824

-

3,308 3,244
3.345 3,241
3,425 3,369

3,712 3,710
3,860 3,757
3,952 3,899-

3.0 2.8
A.9 1.8 A
1.5 1.4 e

'

4.6 4.2
3.1 2.8
24 2.2

' 1.5 6.5 6.1 't

3.7 4.7> 4.3,
2.1 3.7

373

36,516 35,073 34,959
22,010 20,361 19,852
16,666 14,507 14,798

55,559 53489 53,598
35,912 33,802 , 33,299
27,569 24,530 25,164

79,227 76,675 76,821
54,260 51,559 51,141
42,301 18,215 39,319

1,994 4133 2,385
1,934 2,027 2,237
1,994 2,087 2,351

2,367 2,542 2,828
2,331 2,468 2,708
2,401 2,528 2,811

2,726 2,928 3.214
2,728 2,898 3,148
2,819 2,957 3,236

2,712 2,694 2,707
2.630 2,560 2,539
2,715 2,636 2,668

3,219 3,211 3,210
3,170 3,117 3,074
3,265 3,193 3,190

3,707 3,572 3,671
3,710 3,660 3,573
3,834 3,735 3,673

2.7 2.4 2.4
1.6 ' 1.4 1.4
1.2 1.0 1,0

.

4.0 3.7 3.7
2.6 20 2.3
2.0 1.7 1.7 .

5.1 .5.3 -5.3
4.0 3.5 3.5
3.1 2.6 , 2.7

35,929 41,000
20,306 25,748
15,102 19,981

55,111 62,416
34,652 42,049
25,725 33,027

79,073 89,142
52,431 63,474
40,243 50,616

2,384 2,713
2,232 2,638
2,345 2,751

2,825 3,207
2,701 3,158
2,802 3,252

-0-

3,232 3,675
3,143 3,658
3,229 3,763

2,706 2,713
2,533 2,638
2,662 ' 2,751

3,210 3,207
3,066 3,158
3,180 3,252

3,668 3,675
3,567 3,651
3,6'65 3,763

2.4 2.9
1.4 1.p
1.0 1.4

r

3.7 '4.4
2.3 3.0
1.7 2.3

5.3 6.3
3.6 4.5
2.7 3.6
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,Table (Continued)

IV.

Severe Hardship

Total 6,346 7,252 7,033 6,998 7,012 6,053 7,055 8,465

Half-Year 3,790 4,576 4,443 4,305 4,198 4,172 4,278 5,504

FLU-Year 2,776 3,485 3,313 3,233 3,009 3,026 3,098 4,213

Intersediate Hardship

Total 10,756 10,395 10,532 10,253 10,214 10,524 12,273

Half-Year. 6,046 7,172 6,073 6,879, 6,585 6,624 6,804 8,369

Full-Year 4,520 5,570 5,147 5,254 4,785 4,947 5,025 6,480

Moderate Hardship

Total 13,219 14,955 14,587 14,500 14,022 13,934 14,354 16,706

Half-Year, , 8,829 10,476 10,093 8,891 9,441 9,512 9,776 11,910

Full-Year 8,687 8,284 7,698 7,601 6,987 7,193 7,383 9,367

IFI INCIDENCE

Severe HardshiP

Total 6.1 6.9 6.6 6-4 6.2 6.0 6.0 7.2

HaLf-Year 4.4 5.2 5.0 4.7 4.4 4.3 4.3 5.4

Full-Year 4/111k
3.8 4.6 4.3 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.7 4.8

Intermediate Hardship

Total 9.2 10.3 9.7 9.6 9.1 1.9 , 9.0 10.4

Half-Year 7.0 8.1 7.7 7.5 7.0 6.8 6.9 8.3

Full-Year 6.2 7.3 6.7 6.7 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.4

Mcderate Haciachip

TOtal 12.0 14.3 13.6 13.2 12.5 12.2 12.3 14.1

Half-Year 10.3 11.9 11.3 10.8 WA 9.1 9.9 11.8

Tull Year 9-2 10-9 9.7 8.7 8.7 8.8, 10.7

rez cetricrr

_10.1

Severe Hardship

Total 7,713 9,538 9,573 10,357 11,127 12,499 12,825 17,452

Half-Year 5,033 6,59 6,442 6,770 6,017 7,895 8,064 11,778

Full-Year 3,867 5, 5,074 5,308 5,064 6,189 6,308 9,499

Interrediate Hardship

Total 14,021 174116 17,420 10,716 19,894 22,387 23,015 30,012

Half-Year 9,636 525 12,341 12,860 13,187 15,026 15,391 21,965

Full-Year 7,479 ,032 9,794 10,181 ,9,921 11,811 12,077 17,796

Moderate Hardship

Total, 22,944 28,333 28,554 30,503 12,180 36,120 37,173 49,244

Half-Year 16,549 21,382 21,146 21,981 22,518 25,557 26,227 36,752

Full-Year 13,040 17,371 16,988 17,621 17,292 20,307 20,808 30,109

IFI DEFICTT (1980 $)

Severe Hardship

TOtal 12,889 14,603 13,862 14,085 13,927 14,186 14,556 17,452

Half-year 8,410 10,103 9,328 9,207 8,610 8,961 9,153 11,778

Full-Year 6,462 8,012 7,347 7,219 6,39W 7,025 7,160 9,499

Interrtdiata yardship

Total '23.429 26,511 25,224 25,453 25,127 25,409 26,122 30,812

Half-Year 16,102 , 19,176 17,870 17,490 16,655 17,055 17,469 21,965

Full-Year 12,491 15,359 14,181 13,846 12,530 13,405 13,7Q8 17,796

Mode ra teyrdshl P

Total 38,339 43,378 41,346 41,484 40,643 40,996 42,192 49,244

Malf-Year 27,653 32,736 30,619 29,874 28,528 29,007 29,767 36,752

FLU-Year 21,803 26,596 24,599 23,965 21,839 23,041 23,617 30,109

43J
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Table C-1. (Continued)

ITI AMAMI cencrr

Severe Hardship

Total 1,215 1,315 1,361 1,480 1,573 1,824 1,818 2,062Half-Year 1,328 1,442 1,450 1,573 1,624 1,892 1,885 2,140Tul1-Year 1,393 1,509 1,532 1,642 d,683 2,045 2,036 2,255

Interrediate Hardship

Total 1,467 1,610 1,676 1,777 1,940 2,192 2,187 2,511Half-Yam 1,544 1,746 1,796 1,870 2,003 2,268 2,262 2,624.Tull-Yeas 1,655 1,801 1,903 1,938 2,074 2,388 2,380 2,746

Mbderate Hardship

Tbtal gr 1,736 1,895 1,957 2,104 2,295 2,592 2,590 2,948Ha/17Year 1,874 2,041 2,095 2,222 2,393 2,687 2,683 3,086hill-Year 1,951 2,097 2,207 2,318 2,475 2,823 2,818 3,214

IF1 AVERAGE CETI= (1980 8)

Severe Hardship

Tbtal 2,030 2,013 1,971 2,013 1,987 2,070 2,063 2,062Half-Year 2,219 2,208 2,100 2,139 2,051 2,147 2,139 2,140Full-Year 2,328 2,310 2,218 2,233 2,126 2,321 2,311 2,255

Interrediato Hardship

'Dotal 2,451 2,465 2,427 2,417 2,450 2,488 2,482 2,511Ha1f:Year 2,664 2,673 2,601 2,543 2,530 2,574 2,567 2,624Full-Year 2,766 2,757 2,756 2,636 2,619 2,710 2,701 2,746

Mbderate Hardship

Tbtal 2,901, 2,901 2,834 2,861 2,899 2,942 2,940 2,948Half-Year 3,131 3,125 3,034 3,022 3,022 3,050 3,045 3,086Full-Year 3,260 , 3,211 3,196 3,152 3,126 3,204 3,198 3,214

En Den= ESICE:ur

itnEliWin--MM`Ysam

Severe Hardship

'Weal .9
Half-Year .6

1.1
.8

1.0
.7

.9

.7
:9
.6/

.9

.6
.9

.6
11
.8FuLl-Year .5 .6 .6 .5 .4 .4 .5 .7

Intermediate Hardship

k
Tdtal 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6 . 2.0Half-Year 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.6!kill-Year 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.0 .9 .8 .9 1.3

Mbderate Hardship

Tbtal 2.7 3.1 .. 3.1 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 3.2Half-Year 2.1 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.0 . 1.8 2.0 2.6Full-Year 1.7

nmtbrum8Daum.

2.1 1.0 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.6 2.1

Severe Hardedp

Ibtal 9,034 9,399 9,246 9,598 9,684 9,801 10,078 10,564Half-Year 4,942 5,407 5.233 5,315 5,356 5,298 5,434 6,154nil-Year 3,37C 3,824 3,597 3,715 3,516 3,583 3,667 4,334
Interrediate Hardship

0

lbtal 11,471 11,823 11,778 12,097 12,170 12,496 12,802 13,390Half-Year 6,878 7,342 7,239 7,223 7,288 7,445 7,647 8,546Full-Year 4,847 5,424 5,197 5,199 4,995 5,258 5,393 6,292

Mbderate Hardship

Tbtal 14,115 15,571 14,527 14,797 14,744, 15,746 15,660 16,606Half-Year' 8,098 9,666 9,495 9,192 9,422 9,729' 9,991 11;257FUlt-Year 6,629 7,319 7,095 6,974 6,707 7,135 7,318 8,611

44u
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Talple C-1. (Continued)

FULL INPICIYFENF IFS

Severe Hardship

TOtal 75.2

Half-Year 68.4

Full-Year 65.4

Intersediata Hardship'

TOtal 74.4

Ha2X-Year 69.3

Full-Year 66.9

Ploderate Hardship

Total
Half-Year
FUll-Year

73.8
69.9
69.2

,

Tbtal 7,349

Half-Year 3,389

Full-Year 2,079

Intermediate Hardship

Tbtal 8,673

'Half-Year ,' 4,432

Full:Year 2,817

Mbderate Hardship

TOtal 9,924

Half-Year 5,410

FUll-Year 3,36

ACCO.Pat-EMLOSIENTLFE
AS PERCENT LFE

Severe Hardship

Ibtal 61.2

Half-Year 46,9

Full-Year 40.3

Intermediate Hardship

Tbtal 56.2

Half-Year 44.7

FUll-Year 38.9

Nbderate Hardship

Tbtal 51.9

Half-Year 42.0

Full-Year 37.9

CAPAC/TY EMPLOYMENT LEL

,Severe Hardship

Ibtal 9,864

Half-Year 5,482

Full-Year 3,826

Interrediate Hardship

Tbtal 12,923

Half-Year 7,882

Full-Year 5,635

N:derate Hardship

'Dotal

Half-Year
FUll-Year

16,213
10,514

7,780

376

68.3 69.0 . 71.1 74.4 75.9 75.9 69.9

60.8 61.2 63.5 67.3 67.8 67.8 63.0

56.9 57.5 60.5 63.9 64.6 64.6 59.7

67.5 68.2 79.1 72.9 74.8 74.5 6E8
61.8 62.4 .63.8 , 67.2 68.7 68.7 87.6

59.3 60.1 61.6 65.0 66.7 66.7 61.9

-

66.7 67.4 69.2 71.1 72.8 72.7 68.5

62.6 63.0 64.2 66.9 68.0 68.0 64.9

60.6 62,1 63.2 65.5 66.6 66.6 64.0

7,872 7,781 7,899 8,082 8,252 8,513 8,742

3,923 3,214 3,721 3,828 3,844 3,959 4,369

2,555 2,371 2,303 2,238 2,346 4408 2,817

9,205 9,218 9,297 9,536 9,693 10,006 10,347

4,952 4,869 4,736 4,878 4,961 5,110 5,620

3,371 3,174 3,047 3,025 3,154 3,235 3,845

10,413 10,479 10,514 10,697 10,925 11,275 11,552

5,951 5,836 5,673 5,781 5,402 6,079 6,600

4,212 3,999 3,815 3,726 3,915 4,018 4,703

4 _ ______

57.2 58.1 58.5 / 62.1 63.9 64.1 57.9

44.1 44.6 44.5 48.1 49.2 49.4 44.8

38.0 37.9 37.5 40.7 42.3 42.4 38.8

52.6 53.4 53.9 57.1 - 58.1 58.2 53.2

41.7 42.0 41.8 45.0 45.8 45.9 42.2

36.8 36.8
4,....

36.1 39.4 40.0 40.0 37.9

47.7 48.6 '49.2 51.6 12.2 52.3 47.6

38.5
.7.'.

38.7 38.8 41.0 41.2 41.4

34.9 35.0 34.6 36.4 36.6 36.6

'38.0

35.0'

10,549 10,384 10,796 10,740 10,796 11,093 11,658

6,198 6,069 6,198 6,133 6,051 6,193 6,905

4,424 4,268 4,381 4,106 4,190 4,278 4,928

13,624 13,665 14,032 13,923 14,207 14,010 15,489

8,667 8,599 8,738 8,607 8,803 9,022 10,009

6,430 6,227 6,323 5,953 6,259 6,297 7,478

17,191 17,317 17,643 17,446 17,971 18,480 19,825,

11,571 11,654 11,544 11,488 11,930 12,232 13,650

8,822 8,693 8,559 8,240 8,809 9,014 10,447
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Table C-1. (Continped)

CAPACITY net MINT nra
AS PEMERT mrc

Severe Hardship

Total 12.1 76.6 77.5
Half-Year 75.9 69.7 .71.0
FUJI-Year 74.1 65.8 68.2

Intermediate Hardship

TOtal 13.1 77.1 79.2
Hilf-Year 79.4 72.9 74.2
FUll-Year 77.1 70.3 72.2

14,1erate Hardship

84.7 78.7 80.7
- Half-Year 11.7 74.9 77.3

81.2 73.0 76.1
.

ERHANCED EAMINCS TFE

Severe Hardship

Tbtil
Half-Year
Full-Year

10400
6,371
4,499

12,434
7,826

5,869

12,162
7,575
5,503

Infermediate Hardship

Tbtal 13,884 15,763 15,636
Half-Year 8,673 10,499 10,292
Full-Year 6,267 8,033 7,631

Mbderate Hardship

Tbtal 17,054 . 19,337 19,265
Half-Year 11,225 13,366 13,206
FUll-Year 1,271 10,367 9,936

ENHANCED EMT= /FE
XS REICEIrr mre

Severe'Hardship

Ibtal 90.8 90.3 90.7
Half-Year 88.2 88.1 88.6
FUll-Year 87.2 87.3 87.9

..-;

Intermediate Hardship

Total 90.0 90.0 90.6
Half-Year 87.4 88.3 88.8
Full-Year 86.5 87.8 88.5

Moderate Hardship

Tbtal 89.1 88.5 89.4
Half-Year A 87.2 86.5 17.6
Full-Year 86.4 85.8 17.0

ENHANCED CAPAC/TY IFE

Severe Hardship

Tbtal 6,468 6,839 6,802
Half-Year 2,754 3,188 3,090
FUJI-Year 1,670 2,029 1,886

Intenrediate Hardship

Taal 7,545 8,039 7,957
Half-Year 3,540 4,062 3,926
Full-Year 2,246 - 2,720 2,547

Moderate Hardship

T4tal 1,467 8,945 1,930
Half-Year
Pull-Year

4,217

2,125
4,774

3,316

4,682

3,179

377

80.0 123 . 83.6 83.5 77.1
74.1 77.1 77.3 77.3 70.7
771.3 74.6 , 75.5 7.4 66.5

. 81.3 83.4 . 85.1 85.0 79.6
77.1 79.4 -: 81.3 81.1 75.2
74.9 - 77.5 79.4 79.1 73.6

82.6 84.2 85.8 85.7 81.7k 78.9 81.6 83.4 83.2 78.7 '
77.6 80.9 82.3 82.1 77.7

.

12,051 11,703 11,674 11,998 13,6387,231 6,933 6/835 7,000 8,582
5,289 4,738 4,827 4,935 6,343

15,447 14,939 ' 14,990 15,422 17,400
9,893 9,434 9,483 9,728 11,6027,319 6,605 6,847 7,010 8,765

19,015 18,502 18,540 19,078 21,532
12,719 12,272 12,337 12,663 15,034
9,524 8,792" 9,096 9,323 11,551

89.3
86.4
86.1

89.5
87.3
86.7

89.0
87.0

- 85.3

6,895
2,970
1,834

8,010
3,755
2,420

1,991

4,533
,3,024
,

89.9
17.;
86.1

90.4
87.4
87.0

90.3
87.3
87.0

90.3
87.9
87.3

89.5 89.8 89.7 89.4
87.0 87.5 87.4 87.1
16.0 86.8 86.7 86.3

i.

89.2 88.5 88.5 88.8
87.1 86.2 86.2 86.7
85.9 84.9 85.9

7,028 7,157 7,379 7,657
3,027 3,030 3,122 3,533
1,719 1,836 . 1,882 2,241

8,185 8,354 8,623 8,831
3,834 3,931 4,054 4,455
2,324 2,482 2,550 2,986

9,185 . 9,308 9,602 9,870
4,624 4,886 4,827 5,249
2,913 3,057 3,136 3,529

,

se

at,
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Table C-1. (Continued)
.

MIMES SUPPIEFENTATIal
RICE -

Severe Hardship

Total
Half-Year
FUll-Year

Intermediate Hardship

Total
Half-Year
FUJI-Year

Moderate Hardship

Total
Half-Year
FUll-Year

EARTINaS SUPPIEMERTATICH
RATE - nARSTIES

Severe Hardship.

'Dotal

Half-Year
Full-Year

Intermediate Hardship

Total
Half-Year
Full-Year

Moderate Hardship

Tbtal
Half-Year,

Full-Year

416:12
7.5

38.0
39.1
37.6

30.9 ,

31.4
30.2

28.8
29.4
29.8

23.5
24.9

24.6

18.5

19.2

18.6

379

47.3 47.5 48.1 46.1 46.9 46., 44.0 .
48.5 48.0 48.5 47.2 46.6 46.6 43.0
48.1 47.1 47.3 45.} 45.4 45.4 42.0

38.6 39.8 39.0 38.6 38.8 38.8 36.9
39.7 40.7 39.3 39.3 38.9 38.9 37.1
39.1 40.3

.

37.8 37.7 A -37.3 37.2 36.2

31.6 32.3 32.2 32.4 33.5 33.4 31.1
32.2 33.0 32.4 33.0 33.5 33.5 31.4 --

.31.4 . 32.6 31.,.1, 31.7 32.8 32.8

/

30.4

31.1 30.0 29.9 26.1 25.7 25.6 24.5
32.3 31.8 30.3 27.2 26.2 26.1 24.4
33.2 31.6 30.5 27.1

'39
26.8 24.7

25.0 25.5 23.3 22.5 21.2 21.1 20.7
26.2_ 27.0 23.7 23.4 21.7 21.6 21.1
26.4 27.2 23.4 23.2 - 21.8 21.5 21.7

20.4 20.6 19.0 18.7 1E60 17.9 17.4
21.1 2 1.8 19.2 19:-6 Is.r 17.9.
21.1 22.2 18.8 19)1 18.2

,18.0

18.1 18.0'
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Table C-2. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL AND
FULL-YEAR WORK FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN

WORK FORCE

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974, .1975 1976 1977 197$ 1979 19798 1980

Total

NOt Employed 2,129 3,202 2,929 2/668 2,072 . 1,927 1,990 2,597
Disoouraged 846' 1,577 1,342 1,042 ,788 780 811 1,269
Un

,

employed 1,283 1,624 1,587 1,526 1,284 1,146 1,179 1328
Intermittently Erployed 16,408 17,903 17,518 16,944 /5,666 16,045 16,478 18,813
Mbstly Unemployed 1,616 2,568 2,479 2,136 1441. 1,548 1,607 2,568
Mixed 3,995 5,171 4,847 4,428 4,137 3,801 3,895 5,183
Mbstly Employed 10097 10,164 10,192 10,381 9,987 10,696 10,976 11,063

Part-Time Employed 23,311 26,322 28,690 30,374, 32,020 33,439 34,156 32,591
Involuntary 3,986 6,160 6,495 6,319 6,273 7,027 , 7,172 7,644
Voluntary 19,325 20,162 22,195 24,054 25,747, 26,412 26,985 24,948

Employed Full-,Time 61,753 57,016 58,011 59,777 62,604 63,238 64,359 64,347
Tbtal IurgUr Nur/ Tug 109.663 112,363 mcigET 11679WI IIKIVI

Full-Year

Not Erplorxl, 379 945 785 558 403 339 354 665
DtSCOUnyrd 313 831 683 499 333 285 298 578

OrYvp lord 66 114 101 108 71 53 35 87
Int.-rruttntly roplrird 10,417 12,689 11,883 11,042 9,879 10,73 10,997 13,319

None-1y 1viip1oy1 1,163 2,038 1,860 1,511 1,131 1,179 1,221 1,981
mixtx1 2,578, 3,802 3,330 3,030 2,686 2,554 2,601 3,687

I ,. ,11.' I. '
6,671 6,841 6,491 6,5^q 4,142 7,000 7,167 7,r0

Pir-ri'l , 11,V; 13,484 11, :11 r 14,478 11,21 17,6YI ;7,6t1

2,1,3 3,611 3,/.!, 3,569 4,076 4,16J 3,701

Volmnrar/ 8,188 9,865 10,612 11,126 12.909 13,247 13,511 12,410

Frplrywl rt1 -Tur 51,599 48,773

-,73-,88-i

41,501 50,133

-76,;7 -7,53.4.

53446
-min-

54,076 54,956 55,856
Tpf.11 72,761 i. 112,01 817975 4i:'.7

usrmOrial WORK FORCE

WORK EXPIMINCE.PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980 vs

Tbtal .'N

Not Employed
Discouraged
Unemployed

2.1

.8

1.2

3.1
1.5

1.6

2.7 2.3
1.3 1.0
1.4 1.3

1.8

.7

1.1

1.7
.7

1.0

1.7

.7

1.0

2.2

1.1

1.1
intermittently Emoloyed
Mostly Unemployed
Mixed
Mbstly Employed

Part-Time Employed
Involuntary
Voluntary

15.8

1.6

3.9

10.4

22.5

3.8

18.7

17.1

2.5
5.0
9.7

25.2

5.9
19.3

16.3 15.5
2.3 9
4.5 4

9.5 9.

26.8 27.7
6.1 5.8
20.7 21.9

13.9

1.4
3.7

8.9

28,5
5.7

22.9

.14.0

1.4
3.3
9.3

29.2
6.1

2,3.0

14.1

1.4

3.3

9.4

29.2

4.1
23.1

15.9
2.2
4.4
9.3
27.5

6.5
21.1

Employed Full-Time
Tbtal

59.6
IWIEW

54.6
BUY

54.1 54.5
gin NEIN

55.7
ITCW

55.2
N575-

55.0
TWIT

54.4
ITETT

Full-Year

Not Employed .5 1.2 1.0 .7 .5 .4 .4 .8
Discouraged .4 1.1 .9 .6 .4 .3 .4 .7
Unemployed .1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1

Intermittently Employed 14.3 16.7 15.5 14.1 12.3 13.0 13.1 15.2
Mostly Unemployed 1.6 2.7 2.4 1.9 1.4 1.4 . 1.5 2.3
Mixed 3.5 5.0 4.3 3.9 3.3 3.1 3.1 4.2
Mostly Employed

Part-Time.Employed
Involuntary

9.2

14.2

3.0

9.0
17.8

4.8

8.7 8.3
19.9

4.9 4.7

7.6

20.5
4.4

8.5
. 21.0

4.9

8.5
21.0
5.0

8.7
20.1

5.4
Voluntary 11.2 13.0 13.9 15.2 A 16.1 16.1 16.1 14.8

Employed FulM'ime 70.9 64.3 64.6 65.3 66.6 65.6 65.4 63.9
Tbtal NET 115675- TFUO NEW 113676 TWEY MEW 1657

,
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Table C-2. (Continued)

WORK EXPEliIEWE PATTERN.

Ibta1

NOt Employed
Discouraged
Dhemployed

Intermittently Employed
Mbstly Unemployed
Mixed
Mbstly Employed

Part-T1 me Employed
Invo1untary
VOluntary

EMployed FUll-Time
Vital

Full-Year

Not Employed
Discouraged 4

Unemployed
tfttermittently Employed
Mbstly Unemployed
Mixed
Mbstly Employed

Part-Tise EMP10Yed
Involuntary '

Voluntary
Employed Full-Time
'Mal

WanDTEMMNCEPMMMN

ntal

Not Employed
Discouraged
1OMP1cred

?termittently Employed
Mostly Unemployed
Mixed
Mostly Employed

Part-Time Employed
Involdevaei .
Voluntary

Employed Full-Tire

1974 1975

2,084 3,146
842 1,574

1,242 1,573
7,970 9,491
1,524 2,410
2,760 3,5dS
3,687 3,573
9,481 10,991
2,113 2,994
?,368 7,996
7,220 6,717
26,756 30,345

379 945
313 831
66 114

4,338 6,174

1,098 1,908

1,625 2,411

1,616 1,855
3,919 4,829

897 1,321
3,022 3,508

4 467 4,225
13j,103 16,173

%

1975

7.2 10.4

3.1 5.2

4.6 5.2

29.8 31.3

5.7 7.9

10.3 11.6

13.8 11.8

35.4 36.2
7.9 9.9

27.5 26.4

27.0 22.1

1976

2,894i i
1,340
1,554
9,303
2,302
3,337
3,659
11,441
3,158
8,283

6

1

256

/9,W94

785
623
101

5,687
1,737
2,098

1,852
4,955
1,387

3,569
3,905

15,332

.4

381

1977 1978 1979 1979R 1920

2,531 :2,030 1,915 1,979 2,586
1,042 788 780 811 1,269
1,490 1,242 135 1,167 1,317
9,036 8,023 7,663 7,898 10,177
2,001 1,453 1,471 1,529 2,447.
3,098 2,958 2,621 2,691 3,673
3,937 3,612 / 3,571 3,679 4,057
11,812 11,832 11,728 11,983 12,726
3,015° 2,908 3,131 3,196 3,656
8,797 8,923 8,597 8,788 ' 9,070
6,946 6,775 6,269 6,408 7,258.

36732T 217Noi 17737K WAT WTFT
r .

ITE

558 403 339 354
449 333 285 298
108 71 53 55

5,338 4,576
,

4,630 4,769
1,425 1,065 1,112 1,154
1,974 1,808 1,649 1,690
1,939 1,703 1,869 1,925
5,280 5,116 4,963 5,064
1,391 1,274 t319 1,345
3,888 3,842 3,643 3,720
4,517 4,186 3,981 4,060

I3767FY ruer HMI ITTRIF

ILE DISTR/HUTION

665
. 578

87

6,665
1,886
2,475
2,303
5,856
1,781
4,075
4,736

17,924

1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R

9.7 8.3 .7.1 - 6.9° '7.0
4.5 3.4 2.7 2:8 -2.9

5.2 4.9 4.3 4.1 1 4.1
31.1. 29.8 28.0. 27.8 27.9

7.7 6.6 54 53/ 5.4

11A2 10.2 10.3 .5 '9.5

12.2 13.0 12.6 ' 13.0 13.0

38.3 39.0 41.3 42.5 42.4

10.6 9.9 10.1
C.,

1.4 11.3-

27,1 29.0 31.1 1.2 31.1

20.9. 22.9 23.6 22.7 22.7

;

1980

7.9
3.9
4.0.

31.1
7.5

11.2
12.4
38.9
11.2
27.7
22.2

Total . 1765-76 BY76 UKIY 1076 BUY IWIS
,

rffirai 76,55
,

nil-Time

Not Employed 2.9 5.8 5.1 3A 2.8 2.4 2.5 3.7

Discouraged 2.4 5.1 4.5 2.9 2.3 2.1 2.1 3.2

-Unemployed , .5 .7 .7 .7 .5 4 .4 .5

Intermittently Employed 33.1 38.2 37.1 34.0 32.0 33.3 33.5 37.2

Mbstly Unenployed 8.4 11.8 11.3 9.1 7.5 8.0 ..8.1 10.5

Mixed 12.4 14.9 13.7 12.6 12.7 11.9 11.9 13.8

'Mostly Employed 12.3 11.5 12.1 12.4 11,9 I 13.4 13.5 12.9

Part-Time Employed 29.9 29.9 32.3 33.6 35.8 35.7 35.5 12.7

Involuntary 6.9 8.2 4'. 9.0 8.9 . 8.9 9.5 9.4 9.9

VOluntary 23.1 21.7 23.3 24.9 26.9 26.2 26.1 22.7

EmplarsiFull-Time
Total

34.1 26.1

161375

25.5

UTZ
28.8
INT

29.3

IT076
28.6

INTO'
28.5

TUX
26.9
1657

ea.

,446
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Table C-2. (Cbntinued)

32

WORK.EXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974

Tbtal

1975

98.3
99.7
96.8
53.0
93.9
67.8
35.2

41.8
48.6

39.7
11.8
-Na

100.0
100.0
100.0

48.7

93.7
63.4

27.1
35.8
36.5

35.6
8.7

-117

IIE INCIDENCE

4.

1978

98.0

100.0

96.7
51.2
94.3
71.5

36.2
37.0
46.4
34.7

10.8

1979

99.4
100.0
99.0
47.8
95.0
69.0
33.4
35.1
44.6
32.6

9.9
-/-47

100.0

100.0
100.0
43.1
94.3
64.6
26.7

20.6
32.4
27.5

7.4

-ISX

1979R

99.4
100.0
99.0
47.9

95.1
69.1
33.5

35.1
44.6

32.6

10.0
-1172"

100.0
100.0
100.0
43.4

94.5
64.8
26.9
28.7
32.3
27.5
q.4

-177

1980

99.6
100.0
99.2
54.1
95.3
70.9
36.7
39.0
47.8
36.4
11.3
7777

100.0

100.0
100.0
50.0
95.1
67.1
30.1

33.2
37.9
31.6

8.5

1976 1977

98.8 98.6
99.9 100.0
97.9 97.6
53.1 53.3
93.1 93.7
66.8 70.0

35.9 37.9

39.9 38.9
48.6 47.7
37.3 36.6
10.8 11.6

-71-.1 -ITV

100.0 100.0

100.0 100.0

100.0 100.0
47.9 48.3

93.4 94.3

63.0 65.1
27.7 29.8
34.4 34.1
37.2 37.9
33.4 32.9

7.9 8.9

-7E6 -167r

Nbt Employed 40.111110.6111.97.9
. _

Discouraged . 99.6

Unemployed 96.7

Intermittently Emplored 48.6

Mostly Unemployed ' 94.3,

Mbetly Employed-M4 , .i 34.1

Part-Time Employed 40.7

Imloluntary 53.0
. '

Volu ntary 38.1

Employed FO.11TIme 11.7

Total -2377

Full-Year

25.5

4

00.0
. 0

1 I

46.3

94.2
67.3

28.1
31.0
35.7
29.8
7.6

-117W

Not Employed 100.0

Discouraged 100.0

Unemployed 100.0

Internuttently Employed . 41.6

Mostly Unemployed 94.3

Mixed 63.0

Mostly Employed 24.2

.Part-TLme Employed 37.8
Involuntary 40.8

Voluntary 37.0

Employed Full-Tune 8.7

Total -1176 20.5

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTIRN 1974

'Dotal

1975

6,375

4,883
1,492
16,853

6,719
6,180
3,953

10,430
4,140

6,290
12,434

-137103

I/E DEFICIT

1978

4,027
,625 .

,402

14 987,
4, 38
5, 82
,567

3,210
4,517

8,693
14,407

-16;651

1979

3,767
2,577
1,190
16,532
5,462
5,789
5,281

14,882
5,763
9,120
15,648

1979R

3,906
2,684
1,222

17,039
5,675
5,926
5,437

15,162
5,849
9,313

15,691

1980

7,205
5,401
1,804

26,739
10,383
9,433

4::211

1*707:0g
18,894

1976 1971

5,872 4,913
4,353 3,314
1,520 1,599

17,212 16,566
6,79j 6,173

..6,186 5,660
.4,228 4,733

11,594 ...

4,572 4,864
7,022 (065

12,789 14,756
--0767

Not Employed 2,897
Discouraged 2,002
UnempLoyed 895

Intermittently Employed 11,305
MOstly Unemployed 3,802
Mixed 4,013

- Mostly Employed 3,490
Part-Time Employed 7,618

Involuntary 2,716
VOluntary 4,902

Employed Rill-Time, 12,209
*Dotal 34,029

Full-Year

4,239

3.727

512
13,429

5,657
5,008
2,564

6,966
2,697

4,269

10.554

-33.78T

49,284

3,730 2,823
3,248 2,274
462 550

13,177 12,454
5,748 5,057
4,706 4,380
2,723 3,018
7,684 8,899
2,991 3,316
4,693 5,583
10,881 12,533

-13771 -137710

2,182

1,801
381

11,027
4,062
4,141
2,824

8,740
2,954
5,787
12,121

"711;17171.

56,830

2,018
1,700

318

12,593
4,649

4,457
3,486
9,754
3,744

6,010
13,257

51,998

2,108

1,778

330
12,913
4,822

4,557
3,595
9,929
3,800
6,128

13,437

70,648

4,430
3,851

579
21,130
8,971
7,384

4,774
12,406

5,452
6,954

16,007

Not Emp1oyed1.0k, 1,565
Discouraged , 1,293
Unemployed 272

Intermittently Employed . 8,122
Mostly Unemployed 3,146
Mixed 2,959
Mostly Employed 2,017

Part-,Time Employed 5,000

Involuntary 1,752
Voluntary 3,

Employed FulPrien
TOtal 77721 38,446 53,973

4 1
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Table C-2. (Continued)

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974

Total

Nbt Employed 4,841

Disoouraged 3,345

Unemployed 1,456
Intermittently Employed 18,891

Mostly Uneapleyed 6,353
Mixed 6,705
Mbetly Employed 5,832

Part-Time Employed 12,730

Involuntary 4,538

Voluntary 8,191

Employed M11-Tim 20,401

'Dotal 56,862

Full-Time

Nbt Employed 2,615

Discouraged 2,160

Unemployed 455

Intermittently Employed 13,572

Mbstly Unemployed 5,257

Mixed 4,944

Mbetly Employed 3,370

Part-Time Employed 8,355

Involuntary 292
'Voluntary 5,42

Employed Fu11-Time 17,066

Tbtal 41,610

WORK EXP PATTERN 1974

Total

Nbt Employed 8.5
Discouraged 5.9

Unemployed 2.6
Intermittently Employed 33.2

Mbstly Unemployed 11.2
Mixed 11.8
Mbetly Employed 10.3

Part-Time Employed 22.4
Involuntary 8.0
Voluntary 14.4

Employed Full-Time 35.9

Total BEIT

FUll-Year

Nbt Employed 6.3

Discouraged 5.2

Unemployed 1.1

Intermittently lGyed 32.6

Mbstly Unempl 12.6

Mixed 11.9

Mbstly Employ 8.1
Part-Time Employed 20.1

Involuntary 7.0

Voluntary 13.0

Employed FUll-Tlme 41.0

383

IIE DEFICIT (1980 5)

1975 , 1976 1977 1978

9,760 8,503 6,682 5,086

,7,476 6,303 4,507 3,315

2,384 2,200 2,175 1,771

25,802 24,922 22,529 18,928

10,287 9,844 2,395 6,110

9,462 8,957 7,698 7,050

6,052 6,122 6,437 5,768

15,968 16,788 17,747 16,684

6,338 6,620 6,642 5,704

9,630 10,168 11,105 10,979

19,036 18,519 20,068 18,197

-757516 71771/ 67,162
.

58,895

6,490 - 5,402 3,8461 2,756

5,706 4,703 3,092 2,275

784 698 748 481

20,5er 19,080 16,938,, 13,927

8,967 8,323 6,877 5,130

7,667 6,814 5,956 5,231

3,925 3,943 4,105 3,567

10,665 11,126 ,12,102 11,039

4,129 4,331 4,510 3,730

6,516 6,795 7,592 7,309

16,158 15,756 17,045 15,108

53,874 -317167 49,925 41,031

/rE Emu/ ErsrmurIcri

1975 1976 1977 1978

13.8 12.4 10.0 8.6

10.6 9.2 6.7 5.6

3.2 3.2 3.2 3.0

36.6 36.3 33.6 32.1

14.6 14.3 12.5 10.4

13.4 13.0 11.5 12.0

, 8.6 8.9 9.6 9.8

22.6 24.4 26.5 28.3

9.0 9.6 9.9 9.7

13.6 14.8 16.6 18.6

'27.0 26.9 29.9 30.9

1075 TWIN IUUT 7676

12.0 10.5 7.7 6.4

10.6 9.2 6.2 5.3

1.5 1.4 , 1.5 1.1

38.2 37.1 33.9 32.4

16.6 16.2 13.8 11.9

14.2- 13.3. 11.9 12.2

7.3 7.7 8.2 8.3

19.8 21.7 24.2 25.7
7.7 8.4 9.0 8.7

12.1 1,3.2 15.2' 17.0

30.0 30.7 14.1 15.6

Total 7676 16-676 1U576 I076 OTV

1/4

1979 1979R

4,276 4,433
2,925 3,047
1,351 1,387

18,764 19,339
6,199 6,442
6,571 6,726
5,994 6,171

16,891. . 17,209
6,541 6,639
10,351 10,570

18,037_1_,_7760

-0- -Won

1980

7,205
5,401
1,804

26,739
10,383
9,433
6,922
17,811

-, 7,723

10,088
18,894
-ium

2,290 2,392 4,430
1,930 2,018 3,871

361 374 579
14,293 14,725 2,113
5,277 5,473 8,971
5,059 5,172 7,384
3,957 4,080 4,774

11,071 11,268 12,406
4,247 4,313 5,452
6,821 6,956 6,954
15,047 15,250 16,007

-717500 -TEM ITTII.

1979 1979R 1980

7.4 7.5 10.2
5.1 5.2 7.6
2.3 2.3 2.6

32.5 32.8 37.8
10.7 10.9 14.7
11.4 11.4 13.4
10.4 10.5 9.8
29.3 29.2 25.2
11.3 11.2 10.9
17.9 17.9 143,
30,8: 26.7

16t5 100.0

5.4 5.5 8.2
4.5 4.6 7.1
.8 .9 1.1

33.5 31.7 39.1
12.4 12.5 16.6
11.8 11.9 13.7
9.3 9.3 8.8
25.9 25.8 23.0

'10.0 9.9 10.1
16.0 15.9 12.9
35.2 34.9 29.7
100.0 0417 INT5

448
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Table C-2. (CdrIttuied)

.

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN ,

' Total--

Not Employed

Discouraged
Uneaployed

Intermittently DIPloye4
Mbetly Unemployed
Mixed
Mbetly EmpLoyed

Employed
luntary

Voluntary
loyed FUll-,Time

Total

FUll-Year

Not Employed
Discouraged
Uhemployed ,

Intermittently Employed
Mbetly Unemployed
Mixed
Mostly Employed

Partaame Employed
Involuntary
Voluntary

Employed Full-Time
Total

,

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTER.)

Total

Not Employed
Discouraged
Unemployed

Intermittently Employed
Mostly Unemployed
Mised -

Mostly Employed
1/ Part-Time Employed

Involuntary
Voluntary

Stployed FUll-Time
'Dotal

, Full-Year

Not Employed
Dismuraged
Unemployed '

s Intermittently Employed
Mbetly Unemployed
Mixed
Mbatly Employed

,Part-Time Employed
Involuntary
Vbluntary

.,

Employed Full-Time
Total

384

1974

1,390
2,377

721
1,418
2,495
1,454

947
803

1,285
665

1,691

-17fTf

1975

2,026
3,103

949

1,776
2,788

1,762
1,107,

949
.1,313

787

1,851

-MI5

IIE AVERAORITETICIT

1978

.1,984
3,331
1,129
1,868
3,320

11887
1,264

1,116
1,553
974

2,126

7327

1979

1,967
3,302

'1,048
2,157
3,713
2,208
1,479
1,269
1,841
1,061
2,496

-1-37Fi

IS

1979R

1,074
3,309

1,046
2,157,
3,712
2,203
1,478
1,265

1,830
1,060 .

2,480

A 1

1980

2,786
4,257

1,369
2,627
4,244
2,568
1,706
1.400
2,113
1,112
2-,603'--

1976

: 4029
1%248

978
1,850
2,946

1,854
1,156
1,013

1,448
448

-1421!
, i , sm.

1 1977

1,941
3,182
1,074
1.833
3,084
1,827
1,202
1,105
1,620

928
2,124
7703

1 ,839 ,,157

4.129 4,485 4,755 5,062 5,413 5,95% 5,960 6,6674,128 1.;*6 4,755 5,060 5,417 5,961 5,961 6,6684,131 4,480 4,752 5,069 5,393 5,953 5,953 6.6581,872 2,175 2,317 2,333 2,410 2,720 2,720,, 3,1702,867 3,069 3,309 3,549 31814 4,182 4,17i 4,7561,821 2,077 2,243 2,218 2,290 2,702 2,697 2,9831,148 1,382 1,470 1,557 1,658 1,865 1,867 1,0731,276 1,443 1,551 1,685 1,708 1,965 1,960 2,1181,954 1,042 2,157 2,383 2,318 2,838 1,815 3,0611,075 1,217 1,315 1,436 1,506 1,650 1,648 1,7061,186
-17,3-0

1,498

1 70;
2,787

71,7117

2,775 1,895
-7731g

3,330

-EMT _21222
-2;641

_Llgg_
WY172-

27339

TIE AVERAGE DEFICIT (1980 $)

1974 -1975 1976 1977 1978
er

1079 1979R 1980

1,323 3,102 2,938 2,640 2,506 2,233 1,240 2,786
3,972 4,751 4,703 4,328 4,207 3,748 3,756 4,25)
1,205 1,453 1,416 1,461 1,426 1,189 1,187 1,369
2,369 2,719 2,679 2,493 2,359 2,448 2,448 2,627 /
4,169 4,268 4,266 4,194 005 4,214 4,213 4,244 %

2,430 2,698 2,685 2,485 2,383 2,506 2,590 2,568
1,582 1,695 1,674 1;635 19 1,677 1,678 1,706.
1,342 1,453 1,467 1,504 1,410 1,440 1,436 1,400
2,147 2,117 2,097 2,203 1,961 2,090 2,077 2,113
1,111 1,205 1,228 1,262 1,230 1,204 1,203 1,112'
2,826 2,834 2,960 2,889 2,685 2,833 JAI! 601
2,126 2,326 2,299 172115 17153K 2,092 -2;6a1

_2
-271117

-

6,900 6,867 6,885 , 6,884 6,837 l' 6,761' 6765 6,667
6,898 6,868 6,885 6,882 6,842 6,766 6,766 6;668
6,903 6,859 6881 6,894 6,811 6,757 6,767 6,658
3,121 3,310 3,355 3,173 3,044,m 3,087 3,087 3,170
4,791 4,699 4,791 4,827. 4,817 4,747 4,742 4,756
3,043 3,180 3,248 3,016 2,892 3,067 3,061 2,983
2,085 2,116 2,129 2,118 2,094 2,117 2,119 2,073'
2,132 2,209 1,246 1,292 2,157 2,230 2,225 1,116
3,265 3,126 3,123 3,241 2,928 3,221 3,206 3,061
1,796 1,863 1,904 1,953 1,902 1,873 ' 1,870 1,706
3,820 3,824 4016' 3 ,174

-Trur
3,656

-Tim
3,780 3,380773 TYIT -Tiff 3,069

_2122§.
--3..16/ 3,01/
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Tabl e C-2. Continued)

TYE

395

WORK EXPERIENCE PATEERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Total
.

44/

Not Emp1oYed 972 1,517 1,379 1,296 1,050 902 931 1,343
Discouraged 457 826 745 665 458 392 409 719
UheMPIPYed 515 691 633 691 592 510 523 624

Intereittently Employed 3,086 ' 3,887 3,661 3,522 3,307 3,179 3,279 4,343
Mostly Unemployed 713 1,090 1,062 934 655 657 681 1,217
Mixed 1,015 1,457 1,289 1,163 1,203 1,069 1,096 1,533
Mostly Emplated 1,358 1,341 1,310 1,425 1,449 .1,454 1,502 1,593

Fart-Time &played 4,771 5,304 5,503 5,623 5,680 5,988 6,151 6,329
InveitaltarY .

su 1,233 1,250 1,218 1,150 1,384 1,419 1,546
4, Velintary 3,883 4,072 4,252 4,405 4,529 4,605 4,732 4,783

Employed Rill-aire 3,179 _2L2E 2,859 3,053 2.983 2,845 2,919 3,095
7tpti4 117551 13768 MN

.,
13757 YONY II7YrT ITYN 15,111

.,

Alm

Full-Year

NbtErployed 236 545 476 356 280 183 192 404
Discouraged 194 474 427 293 232 146 153 352
Unemployed 42 71 50 63 48 37 39 52

intermittently Employed 1,695 2,600 2,263 2,076 4,794 1,844 1,894 2,806
Mostly Unemployed 522 878 815 692 4§1 485 501 961
Mioed A1 1,041 838 729 691 698 710 1,012
Mostly Employed 564 681 611 654 612 661 682 833

Part-Time Employed 1,713 2,127 2,107 2,185 2,061 2,144 2,194 2,529
Involuntary 362 530 484 511 446 530 542 723
Voluntary 1,351 1,597 1,623 1,674 1,615 1,614 1,652 1,006

Employed Full-Tine 1,519 1,447
-ON

1,412 - 1,524 1 370 1,395 _IL221
57162 6,259 5,505

_1374
-5;SAATbtal 1.7ra 7773 746(

WORK EXPERIENCE mum

'Dotal

4

1974

45.6
54.1

40.1

18.8
44.1

25.4

12.6

20.5
22.3

20.1

5.1

-Irx

62.2

61.9
63.8

16.3

44.9

23.6
8.4

164
16.5

16.5

2.9

--77

1975

'47.4
52.3
42.6
21.7
42.5
28.2
13.2
20.2
20.0

20.2
5.4

-rm.
.

57.7
57.1

61.9
20.5
43.1

27.4

. 9.9

- 15.1

14.7

16.2

3.0

--174

1978

50.7
4

58.2
46.1
21.1

42.5
29.1

-N- 14.5

17.7
18.3

17.6

.4.8

-117

69.5

69.8
67.8
18.2
43.4

25.7
10.1 ,

12.5

12.5

12.5

2.6

-VT

1979

46.8
50.2
44.5

19.8
42.4
28.1

...

13.6

17.9
19.7 '.'

17.4

4.5

-rcf

54.2
51.3
69.6
17,2
41.1

27.3
9:4
12.4

13.0

12.2

2.5

-T7

,

1979R

46.8
50.4
44.3
19.9

42.4

28.1
13.7

18.0

19.8

17.5
4.5

.
-117

54.4
51.4
70.0
17.2

41.0
27.2
9.5

12.4

13.0
, 12.2

2.5
-CS

1980

51.7
56.7
47.0

23.1
47.4
'29.6
14.4
19.4

20.2

, 19.2
4.8

-TY4

60.8
61.0
59.5
21.1

48.5
27.5

10.9
14.4
15.4
14.0

'2.7

-1r.1

1976

47.1
55.5
39.9
20.9
42.6
26.6
12.9
19.2

19.2

19.2
4.9

727

60.7
62.4
48.8
19.0

43.8

25.2
9:1
14.6

13.0

15.2

2.9
-1

1977

50.5
58.1
45.3
20.8
43.7

26.3
13.7
18.5

19.3
18.3

5.1
-ErT

63.9

65.2
58.4
18.8

45.8
24.1

10.1

14.1

13.9

14.2
1.0

-771

Not Emplored
Discouraged-
Unemployed

Inbeomittently Erployed
Mostly Unenployed
Mixed
Mostly &placed

Part-Time DTployed '

involuntary
Voluntary

Employed Full-Time
motal

Tull-Year

Not Employed
Discoura9ad
Unerployed

Intermittently Erployed
Mbstly Unomployed
Mixed
Mostly Employed

Pait-frire Employed

Involuntary
, Voluntary
Employed Ain-Tire
Total 71
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Table C-2. (Continued)

FORK EVERIEN= PATIEDN ,1974 1975 1978 1979 1979R 1980976 1977

Total

Not Employed 10.1 11.0 10.3 ' 9.6 0.1 7.0 7.0 8.9

Discouraged 4.6 6.0. 56 4.5 3.5 3.0 3.1 4.8

Cheep/wed , 5.4 5.0 4.7 5.1 4.5 3.9. 3.9 4.1

Intermittently Employed 25.7 28.2 27.3 26.1 25,4 24.6 24.7 28.7

MostlYttnemployed 5.9 7.9 7.9 . 6.9 5.0 5.1 5.1 8.1

Mimed 8.5 10.6 9.6 8.6 9.2 8.3 8.3 10.1

Mberly Employed 11.3 9.7 9.8 10.6 11.1 1/.3 A1.3 1085

Part-Tire Employed 39.7 38.5 41.1 41.7 43.6 46.4 46.3 41.1

Involuntary 7!4 9.0 9.3 9.0 8.8 10.7 10.7 10.2

4tataltary 32.3 29.6 31.7 32.6 34.8 35.7 35.6 3L 7

Employed Full-Time
Tctal

26.515 22.2

175U76

21.3

1 U76
22.6
Toni

22.9 22.0

BYT
22.0
INEW

20.5
155-76100.0

Full-Year

Not Deployed 4.6 8.1 7.6 5.8 5.1 3.3 3.4 5.6

Discouraged 3.8 7.1 6.8 4.8 4.2 2.6 2.7 4.8 ,

UneffPloyed .8 1.1 .8 1.0 .9 .7 .7 .7

Intermittently Employed 32.8 38.7 36.2 33.0 32.6 33.2 33.4 38.6 ib-

Moetly Unemployed 10.1 13.1 13.0 11.3 8.9 8.7 8.8 13.2

Mixed 11.8 15.5 13.4 11.9 12.5 12.6 12.5 13.9

Mbstly Employed 10.9 10.1 9.8 10.7 11.1 11.9 12.0 11.5

Part-Time Employed 33.2 31.7 33.7 35.6 37.4 38.7 38.7 34.8

Involuntary 7.0 7.9 7.7 8.3 8.1 9.6 9.6 10.0

Voluntary 26.2 23.8 25.9 27.3 29.3 29.1 29.1 24.9

Emplcyed
Tbtal

29.4
TUX

21.5
IbTai

22.6
113676

24.8 24.91= 24.8
Ibir6

24.6
EMI

21.0
100.0 100.0

rFE ErFrcrr

WORK EXPERIENZE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Total

Not Employed 2,603 4,470 4,365 4,350 3,770 3,753 3,889 6,136

Discouraged 1 1,345 2,642 2,557 2,205 1,757 1,770 1,857 3,431

Unemployed ' 1;338 1,828 1,808 2,144 2,013 1,983 2,032 2,705

Intermittently Deployed 5,091 7,103 7,038 , 6,977 7,204 7,369 7,587 12,169
Moetly Unemployed 1,550 2,701 2,556 2,411 , 1,907 2,178 2,258 4,650

. Mbeel 1,654 2,432 2,391 2,263 2,549 2,440 2,499 4,118
Mostly Employed 1,886 1,969 2,091 2,303 2,667 2,752 2,830 3,400

Part-Ti1T e Employed 7,163 8,462 9,348 10,098 11,032 13,417 1,377 15,279.

Involuntary 1,595 2,220 2,425 2,377 2,462 3,469 3,556 3,798

Voluntami 5,568 6,242 6,922 N 7,721 0,569 ---* 9,948 10,214 11,481
Deployed Full-Tite
Total

12.§.1 4,890 4,704
/g7iff

5,477

-7g:475Y

5,764 6,262 6,410 __Lill
-4IPNY

_
iNY1-1-T

e
24,925 27.770 30,801 31,656

6
Full-Year

Not Oa/p1op:4, 726 1,800 1,771 1,385 1,123 926 974 2,053
Discouraged 614 1,592 1,614 1,174 . 927 760 801 1,709

UnerrPlord 111 216 157 261 196 166 173 2,644

.)

Xntermittently Employed
Mostly Unemployed

2,963
1,178

4,847
2,150

4,512
2,009

4,236

1,850

4,017

1,551

4,458
1,602

4,565
1,655

8,236
3,757

Waed 993 1,703 1.564 1.366 1,409 .1,559 1,574 2,725
Mostly Deployed 793 987 939 1,020 1,057 1,297 1,336 1,755

Part-Time Employed 2,393 3,295 3,459 3,813 3,689 4,422 4,512 5,794
Involuntary 619 902 950 1,002 918 1,785 1,306 1,840
Voluntary 1,774 2,393 2,508 2,811 2,771 3,136 A3,205 3,954

Deployed Full-Timo 2,386 2,540 .461 2.820 2 657 3.233 . '3,256 3,897
Total 0,468 12,401 12,203 1-277/31 11;486 Trof 13,308" 19,981

45.1
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.Zable t=2. (Continued).

WORK EXPERIENCE warm
.

Total

Not Employed l

04ccuraged
Unemployed

Intammittently Empioyed
Mostly Unemployed
Mimed

mostly Employed
Part-Time EMployed
Involuntary

Vo1untary .
Employed Full-Jrims
Total

FUll-Time

Not &played
Discouraged
Unemployed

Intermittently Employed
Mbetly Unemployed
Mimed
Mbstly Employed

Part:Tire Employed
tnvoluntary

,LiVployed

Full-Tine

bluntary

Total ,

387

Ere CEF1Crr (1980 $1

1974
v

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1779R : 1980

.
4'4
.4,483 6,844 6,321 5,916 4,762 4,260 4,414- 6,1362,247 4 4,045 3701 2,999 2,219 2,009 2,108 3,4312,236 2,799 2,618 2,916 2,542 2,251 2,306 2,7058,507 10,675 10,190 9,489 9,098 8,364 8,611 12,169 '2,590 '4,135 3,701 3,279 2,510 2,472 2,563 4,6502,764 3,723 3,462 3,078 3,219 2,769 2,836 4,1183,152 3,015 3,027 3,112 3,369 --3,124 3,212 3,40011,969 12,255 13,535 13,733 13,933 15,228 15,629 15,2792;665 3,399 3,512 3,233 3,110 3,937 4,036 3,7989,304 9,557 10,023 10,501 10,823 11,291 11,593 11,4817,959 7.487 6,812 7.448 7,280 7,107

2.1_117_32,919 38,166 36,858 36,586 3.6,073
_i_t276
-15X9-

-.
Tr793§.

4-1,-CT-00

1,213 2,768 2,564 1,884 1,419 1,051 1,106 20531,026 2,417 2,336 1,529 1,171 . 863 909 1,789185 331 228 355 -447 j28 197 2644,951 7,421 6,533 5,760 5,074 60 5,181 8,2361,968 3,304 2,909 2,516 1,959 1,818 1,879 3,7571,459 2,607 2,265 1,858 1,779 1,769 1,786 2,7251,325 1,511 1,160 1,187 1,335 1,472 1,516 1,755. 3,999 5,045 5,008 5,186 4,659 ' 5,019 5,121 5,7941,034 1,381 1,376 1,363 1,159' 1,458 1,483 1,8402,964 3,664 3,632 3,823 3,500 3,559 1,638 3,9543,987 3,889 3,564 3,835 3,356 3,669 3,695 3,692
.

-14,150 may Tua 117157 TUN -WIVE 19,981

WORK ED:pEarace PKTIERki
,

Total

Ere DEFICrr DISIRDY/rDCW

194/ 1875 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Not.Employed 13.6 17.9 17.1 16.2 13.6 12.2 12.3 15.0Dirkouraged 6.8* 10.6 10.0 8.2 6.3 5.7 5.9 - 6.4Unemployed . ,t 4.8 7.3 7.1 8.0 7.2 6.4 6.4 6.6Intermit tly Employed ,25.8 e , 28:5 27.6 25.9 25.9 23.9 24.0 29.7
11' !..tlearloyed r 7.9 10.8 10.0 9.0 7.2 7.1 7.1 11.3

8.4 9.2 7.9 7.9 10.0
8.4 9.8 9.4

1+, EmpLoy6i
.0,

9.6 7.9 8.2 8.6 9.6 8.9 8.9 8.3Parrique EMployed 36.4 33.9 36.7 37.5 39.7 43.6 43.5 37.3Involtintity \ 8.1 8.9 9.5 8.1 8.9 11.3 11.2 9.3
, Vb1Untarm 28.3 . 25.0 27.2 28.7 10.9 32.3 32.3 28.06 aliployed !till-vim '' 1 4. 2 -` 19.6 18.5 20.4 20.8 20.3 20.3 18.1Ibtal

,...
-100.0 , . ...1-"7 ,-_, iqo.o NOY ra§.7i1).,.. ZT55 DIET

4111,1-Year

8.6
7.3
1.3'

35.0

13.9

11.7
9.4

28.3
7.3

21.0
28.2

Ton

. .

14.

12. 13.2
1.3,

38. '37.0
. 17. 16.5
13.6 12.8
7.9 7.7

,26.4 28.3
.7.2 7.8
194 20.6
20:3 20.2
Noy / roird

.1

11.3
94
2.1

34.6
15,1

- 11.1

8.3

31.1
8.2

23.9
23.0

TWIT

is

,

'

9.8'
8.1
1.7

35.0

13.5

12.3
9.2'

12.1
8.0

24.1
23.1

WU

7.1
5.8

1.3
34.2

12.3,
12.0

9.9
33.9

9.9
24.1

, 24.8

WIT

7:3
6.0

1.3
34.3
12.4

11.8
10.0

33.9-
9.8

14.1
24.5

WI'

Net employed

Discouraged
tklemPloyed

Intermittently Employed
Mbstly Unemployed :
Mimed
Mostly-employed

Part-Time EmPlbrrd
involuntary
Voluntary

Fnployed Full-Time
TOW .

,

452

10.3
90
1.3

41.2
18.8
13.6
8.8

29.0
9.2

19.8
19.5
MIT
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Table C-2. (Cobtinued)

388

n4 AVERAGE rencrr
WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1978 1979R 1980

Total

Nbt Employed 2,761 2,947 3,167 3,355 3,590 4,162 4,176 4,565'
Discouraged 2,941 3,199 3,432 3,645 3,83a 4,515 4,544 4,774
UheleploYed 2,601 2,645 2,855 3,101 3,401 3,891 3,888 4,333

intermittently Employed 1,649 1,827 1,922 1,981 2,178 1,318 2,314 2,802
_mbetly Unemployed 2,175 2,478 2,406 2,580 3,033 3,317 3,314 3,822
Mixed, 1,630 1,670 1,855 1,946 2,119 2,282 2,280 2,684
Mbmtly Employed 1,389 1,469 1,596 1,617 1,841 1,893 1,884 2,135

Part-Timm EMPlared 1,501 .1,595 1,699 1,796 1,542 2,241 2,239 2,414
Involuntary 1,796 1,801 1940 1,952 2,141 2,506 2,506 2,456
Vbluntary 1,434 1,533 1,628 1,753 1,892 2,161 2,159 2,400

Employed nell-TITre _11112
-1;641

1,598

-MI6
1,645

-MN
1,794

-17gr
1,933

-ran
.1e.g121 2,196 2,396

Total . 72-;185 7271Tf 2,713

Not Employed 3,076 3,317 3,720 3,887 4,011 5,049 5,069 5,083
Disccuraged 3,167 3,358 3,7113 3,837 3,995 5,197 5,221 5,080
Unemployed 2,652 3,047 3,179 4,120 4,091 4,464 4,470 -k 5,103

intermittently Deployed 1,749 S 1,864\ 1,993 2,041 2,239 2,418 2,411 2,935
Meetly Unemployed 2,257 2,457 0 2,464 2,674 3,157 3,306 3,305 3,908
Mixed 1,631 1,635 1,867 1,873 2,040 2,234 2,216 2,692
Mbetly Employed 1,405 1,450 1,538 1,558 1,728 1,962 1,957 2,107Part-TUre Employed 1,397 1,549 1,641

-1,964
1,745 1,790 2,062 2,056 2,291

Involuntary 1,711 1,702 1,963 2,058 2,424 2,409 2,546
Voluntary 1,314 1,498 1,545 1,679 1,716 1,943, 1,940 2,189

Empinynd Full-Time
Total

1,571

-Tur
1 756--L--- _1211

-LIsu
1,850

-1-7TE.

1,940

-U17
_gLlq
-7;151-

2../.
1,859

_b_114
-2-,ItS' -2;75I

ZEE AVERPCE DEFICIT (1980 5)

.

Nam EXPERIENCE PA1TER( 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978' 1979 1979R 1980

Total

Not Employed 4,614 4,512 4,586 4,835 4,534 4,724 4,740 4,569
4,914 4,898 4,970 4,957 4,841 5,124 5,157 4,774

Unemployed 4,346 4,049 4,134 4,217. 4,295 4,416 4,413 4,333
intermittently Employed 42,755 2,797 2,783 2,694 2,751 2,631 2,626 2,802
Mostly Uneeployed 3,634 3,794 3,484 3,509 3,831 3,765 % 3,761 3,822
Mixed 2,724 2,557 2,686 2,647 2,676 2,590 2,588 2,688
Mostly Employed 2,321 2,249 2,311 2,199 2,325 2,149 2,138 2,135

Part-11re EMPIPPed 2,508 2,442 * 2,460 2,443 2,453 . 2,543 2,541 2,414
Involuntary 3,001 2,757 2,809 2,655 2,704 2,844 2,844 2,456
Vbluntary 2,396 2,347 2,357 2,384 2,390 2,453 2,450 2,400

Employed Full-Time
Total

full-Year

2,505

-27711

2,447 2,382 2,440 _2 e_141. 2,498
e_192 = L3.1

2,)71 2,750 2,712 -I;6 g 2,707
_2
-276

_2
-1;711

/
Net Employed 5,140 5,078 5,387 5,286 5,066 5,7310 5,753 5,683
Disccuraged 5,292 5,141 5,478 5,218 5,048 5,899 5,926 '5,080
Unemployed 4,431 4,665 4,603 / 5,603 5,167 5,067 5,073 5,103

intermittently Employed 2,923 2,854 2,886 2,776 2,828 2,744 2,736 2,935
Mbetly Unemployed 3,771 3,762 3,568 1,637 3,987 3,752 . 3,751 3,908
Mixed 2,725 2,503 2,703 2,547 ,2,577 2,536 2,515 2,692
Meetly Employed 2,348 2,220 2,227 2,119 2,182 2,227 2,221 2,107

Part-TLme Emplord 2,334 2,372 2,376 2,373 2,261 2,340 2,334 2,291
ineiloluntary 2,859 2,606 2,844 2,670 2,599 2,751 2,734 2,546
Voluntary 2,195 2,293 2,237 2,283 2,167 2,205 2,202 2,189

Elpleyed Full-Time 2,625 _gefill
-2;046-

2,524

-27Y2T
2,Lgg 2,450

-170K
2,670 , 2,649 2..e.W

2,742 -2;115 2,668 2,662'Intel -27751

45d
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Table C-2. (Continue'

EXPERIENCE PATTERN

Total

1974 1975

IF/-
1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Not Employed 638 885 868 911 752 606 629 996Discouraged 292 451 45, 422 328 279 293 547Etemplcrd 345 434 410 489 424 327 336 449. Intermittently EmpLeyed 1,895 2,144 2,046 1,954 2,017 1,933 1,989 2,724Nbetly Unemployed, 435 579 '544 508 388
. 413 423 789Mixed 618 745 700 617 712 613 625 911Meetly Employed . 842 820 002 829 917 908 941 1,025Part-Time Employed 2,020 2,443 2,480 2,392 2,473 2,617 2,690 2,175 -Involuntary - 541 756 763 , 711 714 793 815 925Voltaltary. 1,480 ' 1,687 1,715 1,681 1,759 1,824 1,875 1,951EppLoyed Full-Time _kill

-6;M
1,780 1,632 1,742

-77613 -OW
1,770

'TM 1,696 1 869Total 7137 -7;655 8,465

Full-Year

Net Eiployed 132 276 '280 229 198 126 133 291
1c

Discouraged 108 238 247 192 163 106 112 '255Unemployed 24 18 32 37 35 20 21 36Intermittently Employed 1,004 1,324 1,181 1,092 1,021 1,071 1,094 1,717Meetly Unemployed 107 448 391 370 282 298 305 622Mised 347 489 428 160 379 380 382 568Mostly Employed 149 386 363 362 la 393 407 526Part-Tlme Employed 687 976 955 903 901 - 939 962' 1,167Involuntary 229 337 326 283 215 329 337 448Voluntary 458 640 629 620 616 610 625 719Employed Full-Time
Total

954
-2777g

909 897 _1,009 889

-TON
890

-TUC
909

-5715if
AM3,485 3,313 -ITU J
4;2-1/

Disrierevricw

WORK MPERTEN:E PPOMERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1878 1979 1979R 1980
'Dotal.

Not Employed 10.1 12.2 12.4 13.0 10.7 8.8 8.9 11.8Discouraged 4.6 6.2 6.5 6.0 4.7 .4.1 4.2 6.5Unemployed 5.4 6.0 5.1 7.0 6.1 4.8 4.8 5.3Intermittently Delayed 29.9 29.6 29.1 27.9 28.8 28.2 28.2. 32.2Meetly Unemployed 6.9 8.0 7.7 7.3 5.1.. 6.0 6.0 93?Used 9.7 10.3 9.9 8.8 10.2 8.9 8.9 10.8Meetly Employed 13.3 n 11.3 11.4 11.8 13.1 13.2 13.3 12.1Part-Tine Employed 31.8 33.7 3.3 34.2 35.3 38.2 38.1 34.0Involuntary . 8.5 10.4 10.8 10.2 10.2 11.6 11.6 10.9Voluntary 23.3 23.3 24.4 24.0 25.1 26.6 26.6 21.0Employed FUll-Time 28.3 24.5 23.3 24.9 25.2 24.8 24.8 22.1Total , 113676 100.0 100.0 100.0 16676 Brii
;

166DT I5676

Full-Year

NOt Empleyed 4.7 7.9 8.4 7.1 6.6 4.2 4.3 6.9Discouraged 3.9 6.8 7.5 5.9 5.4 3.5 3.6 6.0Unemployed .9 '1.1 1.0 1.2 1.2 .7 ,7 .9Inteurittently Employed 36.2 38.0
, 35.7 33.8 33.9 35.4 35.3 40.8MOstly Unemployed 11.1 12.9 11.8 11.4 9.4 9.8 9.8 14.8Mised 12.5 14.0 12.9 11.1 12.6 12.6 12.3 13.5Mostly Employed 12.6 11.1 11.0 11.2 12.0 13.0 13.1 12.5Part-Time EopLowd 24.7 '28.0 28.8 27.9 29.9 31.0 31.1 27.7tnvoluntary 8.2 9.7 9.9 8.7 9.5 10.9 10.9 10.6Voluntary 16.5 18.4 19.0 19.2 20.5 20.2 20.2 17.1Employed Full-Timu 34.4 25.1 27.1 31.2 29.5 29.4 29.3 i 24.6TOW 166:5 13676 OYU Tux MY IU676 16576 INEW
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-390

WI DEFICIT

WORX ExillUFNCE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977* 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Total

Not Employed 937 1,387 1,402 1,613 1,507 1,568 1,629 2,770
Discouraged 442 754 794 788 689 734 768 1,575
Unemployed 485 632 607 825 809 834 . 861 1,195

Intermittently Employed 2,343 2,999 2,808 2,923 3,232 3,400 3,475 5,884
Mostly Unemployed 636 955 849 904 739 967 986 2,117
Mixed 793 1,057 967 828 1,140 1,072 1,092 1,903
Meetly Employed 914 . 987 991 1,091 1,352 1,361 1,397 1,863

Part-Time Employed 2,112 2,746 3,066 - 3,050 3,387 4,389 4,505 4,957
Ipssoluntary 717 1,013 1,116 1,000 1,114 1,550 1,593 1,738
Voluntary 1,401 1,733 1,950 2,050 2,273 2,840 2,811 3,219

Employed Full-Time 2,315

-,7111

2,407 2,297 2,771 3,842
Total -F,TIT 9,573 10,30

_l_aQ1
117617

_21.1.g.
II;494

_Lan
12-An ITUf

FullTume

Not Employed 213 448 524 42q 424 408 434 890
Discouraged 179 393 460 345 362 334 356 759
Unemployed 34 55 64 75 62 74 78 131

Intermittently Emplcyed 1,409 1,953 1,777 1,733 1,733 2,104 2,138 3,989
Mbstly Unemployed 475 722 641 692 586 724 742 1,721
'Mixed 479 705 651 566 630 699 697 1,239
Mbstly Employed 455 526 485 475 516 681, 700 1,028

Partilme Employed 712 1,288 1,296 1,332 1,321 1,71d 1,758 2,152
involuntary 307 516 519 474 489 704 714 915
Voluntary 475 711 778 057 832 1,011 1,044 1,236

DtployedFull-Tirre 1,464

-577877

1,544 1,476 1,824 1 587 1,962 1,977 2 469
Total 772-S -3767T -T5N 5,064 -g7gf 776g 9,499

IFI IMIDO4CE

WORXEXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Total ..

Not Employed 30.0 27.6 29.7 35.5 36.3 31.4 31.6 38.4
Discouraged 34.6 28.6 34.2 40.5 41.6 35.8 36.1 43.1
Unemployed 26.9 26.7 25.9 32.0 33.0 28.5 28.5 33.8

intermittently Employed 11.6 12.0 11.7 11.5 12.9 12.0 12.1 14.5
Mbetly Unemployed 26.9 22.6 22.0 23.8 25.2 26.6 26.3 30.7
mixed 15.5 14.4 14.4 13.9 17.2 16.-1 16.0 17.6
ostly Employed 7.8 8.1 7.9 8.0 9.2 8.5 8.6 9.3

Part-Time Employed 8.7 9.3 8.6 7.9 7.7 7.8 7.9 8.8
involuntary 13.6 12.3 11.8 11.2 11.4 11.3 11.4 12.1
Vbluntary 7.7 8.4 7.7 7.0 6.8 6.9 6.9 7.8

Employed Full-Tiage 2.9
--ra

3.1

-77
2.8

-17
2.9 .11 2.7 2.7 2.9

Total 6.4 6.2 -776 6.0 7.2

FUll Year
-

Not Employed 34.7 29.2 35.6 41.1 49.1 37.2 37.7 43.8
Disc.:A:raged 34.4 28.6 36.2 42.7 ' 49.1 37.2 37.7 44.1
Unemployed 36.3 33.1 ,31.8 34.4 49.1 37:2 38.0 41.8

intermittently Employed 9.6 10.4 9.9 9.9 10.3 10.0 9.9 12.9
Meetly Unemployed 26.4 22.0 21.0 24.5 24.9 . 25.2 25.0 31.4
Mixed 13.5 12.9 12.9 11.9 14.1 14.9 14.6 15.4
Mbetly Employed 5.2 5.6 5.4 5.6 5.9 5.6 5.7 6.8

Part-Time Employed 6.6 7.2 6.6 5.8 5.5 5.4 5.4 6:6
Involuntary 10.4 9.3 8.8 7.7 8.0 8.1 8.1 9.5
Voluntary 5.6 6.5 5.9 5.2 4.8 4.6 4.6 5.6

Employed FUllTime
'Dotal

1.8
-371

1.9 1.8 2.0

--El
1.7 IA 1.7 1.9

4.6 4.3 4.8

4 5 6
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Table C-2. (Continued)

WORK EXpER.mce PATraw

'Ibtal

1974 1975

IFI DEFICIT (1960 $)

1979 1979R

,

19801976 1977 1978

Not Employed tv,

Discouraged
1,566

739
2,123

1,154

2,029

1,150
2,194
1,071

1,903
881

1,780
833

1,849
872

2,770

1,575Weep toyed 827 968 875 1,122 1,022 947 977 1,195
Intermittently Employed 3,915 4,591 4,066 3,975 4,082 3,859 3,944 5,864Mbstly Weeployed 1,063 1,462 1,230 1,229 934 1,098 1,119 2,117
Mixed 1,325 1,618 1,401 1,262 1,440 1,217 1;239 1,903
Mbstly Employed 1,527 1,511 1,436 1,484 1,708 1,545 1,586 1,863

Part-Time Employed 3,519 4,204 4,440 4,148 4,278 ' 4,982 5,113 4,957
Involuntary 1,198 1,551 1,616 1,360 1,407 1,759 1,808 1,738
Voluntary 2,341 2,653 2,824 2,788 2,871 3,223 3,304 3,219-

Employed
Total

3,868
T.57iTe"

3,665

IKWY
3,326

Trilff
_21.161
14495

3 664 3,563 _Mg.WM 3,842-I-
14,927 14,186 17,452

Full Year

Not Employed 356 686 758 571 536 463 492 690
Disoeuraged 299 602 666 772 457 379 404 759UnemPIONW 57 64 92 102 79 64 89 131Enployed 2,354. 2,990 2,574 2,356 2,166 2,366 2,428 3,989

Intermittently
Most iy UncnP10Yed 794 1,105 -'0' 928 941 741 822 842 1,721
Nixed SOO 1,079 -943 770 796 793 791 1,239
Mbst1y Employed 760 805 702 646 652 773 794 1,028

Part-Time Employed -r? 1,307 14972 .1,677 1,811 1,668 . 1,948 1,996 2,152involuntary 513 790 . 751 645 618 799 610 915
Voluntary 794 1,180 1,126 1,166 1,050 1,147 1,185 1,230

Employed Full-Time 2,446 2,364
__;_,Agq 1,2921 2,227

-77673.

2,244 2 469
Total 77,0 -57M1

_itli!
7,347 -7:71f -6094 7,160

,

--!----
9,499

,

rri AVERAGE DEFICIT

NOW EXI\ERIENZE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 ' 1978 1979 1979R 1980

'natal

Not Eaployed 1,469 1,567 1,612 1,771 2,004 2,588 2,591 2,780Discouraged 1,512 1,673 1,730 1,867 2,130 2,629 2,621 2,878UnemPLOPed 1,433 1,456 1,480 1,689 1,907 2,554 2,565 2,661Intermittently Employed 1,236 ' 1,399 1,372 1,496 1,603 1,759 1,747 2,160Mbstly Unemployed 1,461 1,648 1,560 1,779 1,906 2,344 2,329 '2,684Mixed 1,283 1,419 1,363 1,505 1,602 1,749 1,746 2,069Mbstly EMPloilad 1,016 1,204 1,236 1,316 1,475 1,499 1,485 1,819Part-Tine Employed 1,049 1,124 1,237 1,275 1,369 1,677 1,675 1,724Involuntary 1,327 1,341 1,462 1,407 1,560 1,954 1,954 1,880VoluMutry 947 1,027 1,136 1,219 1,292 1,557' 1,553 1,650EmPinedruli-Tizre
/btal

%.,, 1,291 1,352 _LIE
-4161

_12111
-1;taci

1,639

-17NPY
-1 652 . Aalp 2,056

-2751TE
1,215 1,315 1,824. -1414

. t

Full-Yeir

,Nbt Employed 1,620 1,625 1,873 1,833 2,142 3,239 34253 3,061Discouraged ,
, 1,667 1,654 1,861 1,797 2,217 3,148 31167 2,981'Uhemployed 1,411 1,443 1,970 2,016 1,792 3,729. 3,709 3,617Intermittently Employed 1,403 1,475 1,504 1,587 1,697 1,964 1,956 2,323Mbstly Unemployed 1,546 1,610 1,641 1,873 2,082 2,434 2,433 ' 2,766Mixed 1,378 1,442 1,522 1,574 1,664 1,836 1,826 2,162Mostly Employed 1,302 1,361 1,337 1,310 1,431 1,731 1,720 1,953Part-Time Employed 1,139 1,319 1,357 1,475 1,466 14027 1,828 1,843Involuntary 1,340 1,533 1,569 1,678 1,719 2,140 2,120 2,043Voluntary 1,038 1,206 1,237 1,382 1,349 1,658 1,670 1,719Employed Full-Time

Total
_It.22,
1;393

1 698 '1,61 6

-4-5I2
807 . 1,785 2,204

-1776E;
2,176

-2763K
2 379--L.--

1,501 1,642 1,683 --L---
2,255

456.
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s

/FI AVERS& DETIOTT (1980 8)

WORK EAPERTEICE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 , 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

"fetal

Not EmpLoyod
Dismuraged

2,455
2,527

2,399
2,561

2,334 .2,409

2,505 2,539
2,531 ,
2,690

s,:;74 2,941 2,780
2,975 2,878

Unemployed 2,395 2,129 2,143 2,297 2,409 2,899 2,911 2,661

rattently Employed 2,065 2,142 1,987 2,035 2,025

'1:::11

2,160

(,)/Zetly Uneeployed .

Mimed
2,441
2,144

2,523

2,172

2,259 2,419
2,003 2,047 -

2,407
2,023 1,985

1:::1 2,684
1,984 2,089

Mostly Employed 1,815 1,841 - 1,790 1,790 1,863 1,701 1,685 1,819
Part-lime Employed 1,753 1,721 1,792 1,734 1,729 1,903 1,724
Involuntary
Vbluntary

2,217

1,582

2,053

1,572

2,117. 1,914

1,645 1,658

1,970

1, 632

2,218
1,767

Ili\
1 ,763

1,880
1,650

Esployed Full-Time 2,157 2,070 2,030 2,163

-rmr -ury
20701 2,102 2,08161 2,056

'Dotal -27555 2,013 77F17 2,070 71715iff ' 2,062

Full-Year

Not Employed 2,707 2,488 2,712 2,493 2,705 3,676 3,692 3,061
Disoruraged 2,786 2,532 2,695 2,444 2,800 3,573 3,595 2,981
Unemployed 2,358 2,209 2,853 2,742 2,263 4,232\ 4,210 3,617

Intermittently Employed 2,344 2,258 2,178 2,158 2,143 2,229 ,2,220 2,323
'Mostly Uoesployed

pissed

2,583
2,303

2,465
2,207

2,376 2,547
2,204 2,141

2,630
2,102 ,

2,763
2,084

2,761 2,766
2,073 2,182

1 Meetly Employed 2,176 2,084 1,936 1,782 1,807 1,965 1,952 1,953
Part-Time Employed 1,903 2,019 1,965 2,006 1,852 . 2,074 2,075 1,843
Involuntary 2,239 2,347 2,301 2,282 2,171 2,429 2,406 2,043
Voluntary 1,734 1,846 1,791 1,880 1,704 1,882 1,895 1,719

Employed Full-lime 2,563 2,600
22.1!..1

2,458

-2727,
-24.1, 2,502

-7731T
2,379

Total 2,328 2,298 2,218 4.126
_lalill
-1;311" 1,255

PEFCENF IIE IN ME

WORK EXPERIENCE PATTERN 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

Tetal
fie .

Not Esployed 46.3 48.0 47.4 50.8 51.6 47.0 47.0 51.9

Disccuraged 54.3 5.2.4 55.6 58.1 58.1 50.3 50.4 56.7

Unempboyed 40.8 43.7 ;40.2 45.8 47.4 44.8 44.7 47.4

Intermittently Employed 32.5 35.4 34.8 34.2 35.2 35.2 35.2 37.9

Mostly Unemployed 45.6 44.4 453 45.7 44.3 43.5 43.4 49.1

Nixed 33.6 37.7 36.1 35.1 36.8 37.4 37.2 38.8

Mbstly Employed 26.4 27.2 26.9 27.6 30.1 30.2- 30.2 30.4

Part-lime Employed 29.2 30.8 .29.8 30.1 29.4 30.0 30.1 31.9

Involuntary 36,0 35.3 33.6. 34.2 33.4 36.5 3i.6 35.5

VOluntary 27.3 29.1 28.4 28.7 28.0 27.6 27.6 30.5

Employed Full-lime 28.5 30.2 28.9 28.5 28.7 28.2 28.2 29.5

'Dotal -51:5 33.9 32.9 -527-7 32.4 -T271 -3-2-3 34.8

Full-Year

( Not Deployed 62.3 57.7 60.6 63.8 69.5 54.0

s

54.2 60.8

Discouraged_ . 62.0 57.0 62.5 65.3 69.7 51.2 51.3 60.9

Unemployed ' 63.6 62.3 49.5 58.3 67.6 69.8 70.9 59.8

Intermittently Employed 34.0 37., 36.0 35.6 35.3 35.4 35.2 38.6

Mostly Unemployed 46.5 45.4 46.3 47.9 45.4 42.3 42.1 50.4

Mixed 34.2. 39.4 37.2 34.8 35.4 39.4 39.0 38.8

Mostly Emplioyed 25.3 27.8 25.1 27.3 28.9 27.7 27.7 28.7

Part-lime Employed 30.7 32.8 30.8 31.4 29.6 30.7 30.6 32.9

Involuntary 36.9 36.1 31.6 33.6 31.3 35.7 35.7 36.5

' Voluntary 28.9 31.5 30.4 30.6 29.1 28.8 28.8 31.3

Enployed Full-,Time 27.4 27.8 28.3 27.2 26.1 27.4 27.2 26.4

Ibtal
. -51-7 -5-17N -TY7C -TEW -317 -Tr:w

. -El -NTT
1

40
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Dam= supkemanantri twre-mrkt.

WORK EXPERIENCE PATFMRN 1974 1975 1976 19 )7-- 1978 1979 11:79R 1980

TOW

Nbt Employed 34.4 41.7 38.9 29. 28.4 32.8 32.5 25.8Discouraged 36.0 45.4 38.4 30. 28.5 28.8 28.3 23.9Unemployed\ 32.9 37.2 35.4 Jilt 28.3 35.9 35.8 28.0*Intermittent* Employed 32.6 44.8 44. 39.0 39.2 39.4 37.3Mbetly Unemployed 38.9 46.8 48. 45.6 40.8 37.2 37.9 35.2Nixed-- 39.1 48.9 47.0 40.8 42.7 43.0 40.6Mbetly Employed 38.0 38.8 .8 41.8 36.7, 37.6 37.4 35.7Part-lime Employed 57.7, 53.9 54.9 57.5 5645 56.3 56.3 54.6-Involuntary 39.1 18.7 38.9 41.7 47.9 42.7 42.5 40.2Voluntary 61.9 58.6 59.6 61.8 61.2 60.4 60.4 59.2Employed Full-lime 43.6
-fra

41.8 42.7
--477f

42.9 40,7 40.4 40.1 39.6Total - -7171 -147 46.1-- -TEI 1-6-.9 -W476

FUll -Year

.

iNbt Employed 44.2 49.4 41.3 35.7 29.3 31.4 30.6 28.0Disccuraged 44.5 49.8 42.0 345 29.7 27.5 26.8 27.7Unemployed 43.1 46.5 34.8 41.2 27.5 46.6 45.7 29.9Entermittently Employed 40.8 49.1 47.8 47.4 43.1* 41.9 42.2 38.8Mbetly Unemployed 41.1 49.0 52:1 46.6 42.7 38.6 39.1 35.3Mixed 42.9 53.1 48.9 50.7 45.2 45.5 46.2 43.9Mbetly Employed 38.1 43.2 40.6 44.6 41.1 40.5 40.4 36.8Part-Ilme Employed 59.9 54.1 54.7 58.7 58.3 56.2 56.2 53.8Involuntary 36.8 36.5 32.5 44.7 16.2 38.0 17.9 38.0Voluntary 66.1 59.9 61.3 62.9 61;9 62.2 62.2 60.2illiErployed Full-Time

Tbts1
37.2 37.2 36.5 33.8 J.

45.3
35.3 34.8 31.9

,46.2 48.1 47.1 47.3 45.4 , 42.0
.-

.45.4

EARNINGS SUPPUNDITATIGN RRIE - TRANSFERS

WORK EXPERIIICE mama( 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ,1971R 1980

Tbtal

Nbt Employed 25.2 31.1 29.2 23.4 19.6 21.2 21.0 17.0Disccuraged 25.5 36.7 31.0 24.3 18.6 19.9 19.4 16.8,Unemployed 24.9 24.4 27.1 22.8 20.4 22.3 22.3 17.2Intermittently Empleyed 27.3 34.7 32.1 3167 25.8 25.9 26.0 25.7Mostly Unempleyed ' 29.0 37.6 39.1 35.7 31.8' 28.0 28.4 26.6Mixed 21.8 39.0 34.2 .34.8 28.7 29.8 29.9 28.1Mbetly Enployed 25.2 27.7 24.5 26.7 20.6 22.1 7 22.0 22.6Part-lime Employed 33.1 32.3 31.2 33.0 30.2 28.8 28.7 27.5Involuntary 26.4 p.6 27.6 28.2 23.4 26.8 26.5 24.4Voluntary 34.5 33.8 12.3 34.2 31.9 29.4 29.3 28.4Employed Pull-Time 25.1 24.3 25.3 25.0 21.3 20.6 20.3 19.9Tbtal -YEW ma 30.0 7ETT
,

-fg7f -1377 -11-3" -TES

/Nal-Year

Not Employed 30.3 39.8 35.3 30.0 18.4 17.4 16.7 19.6Discouraged 32.1 40.6 35.8 18.0 17.6 17.0 19.5Unemployed 22.5 33.8 30.3 38.5 20.6 16.6 15.7 19.6Intermittently Employed 30.4 39.0 36.7 35.4 21.6 30.2 30.4 28.1matlyUnerployed 31.5 39.9 42.3 37.0 32.9 29.5 29.8 27.4Mixed 31.4 43.9 37.8 38.8 32.8 34.1 34.4 31.8Mbstly Employed 28.2 30.5 27.7 29.9' 23.3 26.6 26.7 24.6Part-Tire Eeployed 36.5 32.6 31.4 33.4 32.3 28.9 28.8 26.5Involuntary . 27.2 26.4 23.9 28.5 24.0 26.6 .26.5 .22.6.Voluntary 39.0 34.6 33.6 34.9 34.6 29.7 29.5 28.2Employed Pull-Time 21.7

-WI
21.5 22.3 20.2

-317 -367Y
'17.8 20.6 20.3 16.7Tbtal 33.2 ITT -YOF -27F 24.7
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Table C-3. SUMMARY $EVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL WORK

FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY SEX AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIP

ELIEJ2251
. , .

Male Family Head
Wife In Wbek Force
Wtfe Ndt In %ark Force
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated 'individual
Other Maly
TOtal Male

,

Female Family Iaad
Wife
Female Unrelated Individual
Other Female
'1Total Female

OtAPF: WORK FOROZ

1974

40,887
23,287
16,513
1,088
6,027
12,575

59,489

4,523

25,250
5,551,

8,788
44,112

39.5

22.5

15.9

1.1

5.9

12.1
57.4

4.4

24.4

5.4

8.5

42.7

5,166
3'201
1,776

186

1,368
3,748

10,282

998
4,044

916

2,296
8,254

12.6
13.8
10.8

17.1

22.5
29.9

17.3

22.1

16.0
16.5

26.1

18.7

1975

40,948
23,483

16,384
1,081

6,384
12,332
59,664

4,640
25,447
6,047
8,644

44,778

39.2
22.5
15.7
1.0

6.1
11.8
57.1

4.4
24.4

5.8

8.3

42.9

6,306
3,868
2,235

203

1,642
3,987

11,935

1,094
4,568

1,112
2,395
9,169

15.4

16.5
13.6

18.8
25.7

32.3
20.0

23.6

18.0
18.4

27.6
20.5

*

1976

40,923
24,32,

,15,472
1,121
6,994
12,766
60,683

4,790
26,416

6,372
8,887
46,465

38.2

22.7

14.4
1.0

' 6.5
11.9

56.6

4.5
24.7
5.9
8.3

43.4

5,545
3,466
1,887

191
1,801
4,047
11 393,

1,115
4,358

1,145
2,436

9,054

13.5
14.2

12.2
17.0
25.8
31.7

18.8

23.3

16.4

18.0

27.4

19.5

1977

40,796
24,615
14,955
1,226
7,838
13,040

61,674

5,274

26,676
6,906
9,132

47,988

37.2
22.4

13.6
1.1
7.1

11.9

56.2

4.8
24.3
6.3
8.3

43.8

4,789
3,012
1,591

186
1,862

4,077
10,728

1,198
3,974
1,168
2,445

8,785

11.7
12.2

10.6
15.2

23.8
31,2

17.4

22.7

14.9

16.9
26.8

18.3

1278

41,020
25,318
14,418
1,283
8,430
13,230
62,680

5,550
27,475
7,395
9,263
49,683

36.5
22.5
U.
1.1

7.5

11.8

55.8

4.9
24.5

6.6
8.3

44.2

4,320
2,927

1,234
157

1,738
3,515
9,573

1,127
3,646
1,191
2,202

8,166

10.5

11.6

8.6
12.2

20.6
26.6

15.3

20.3

13.3

16.1

23.8

16.4

1979

41,322

26,128
13,849
1,345

:3,120
13,048
63,490

5,859
28,308
7,566
9,425

51,158

36.0
22.8
12.1
1.2

8.0
11.4
55.4

5.1
24.7

6.6
8.2
44.6

4,406
2,922
1,276

207

,909
3,448
9,764

1,196
3,745
1,204
2,062
8,208

10.7
11.2

9.2

15.4
20.9

26.4
15.5

20.7

13.3

15.9
21.9

16.0

0

1

19791t

42,051
26,571
14,118
1,362
9,263

13,424

64,739

5,976
28,214
7,777

9,676
52,244

35.9
22.7
12.1

1.2

7.9
11.5

55.3

5.1
24.6

6.6
8.3
44;7

4,488
2,975
1,303

210
1,947
3,606

10,041

1,226
3,833
1,238
2,129
8,426

10.7

11.2

9.2
15.4
21.0
26.9
15.5

20.5
13.3

15.9
22.0

16.1

1540

42,178
26,768
13,855
1,534
9,632
13,461
65,277

6,294
29,033
8,082
9,662

53,071

35.6
22.6
11.7
1.3
8.1

11.4
55.2

5.3
24.5
6.8
8.2

44.8

,

5,712
3,751
1,646
315

2,162
4,198
12,072

1,407
4,225
1,366
2,240

9,338

13.5
14.0
11.9
20.2
22.4

31.2

12.5

22.4
14.6

16.9
24.2
17.6

4.

1

Male Family Head
Wffe In Wbrk Force
Wife Not In Wbrk Dorm
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual
Other Male
Total Male

Female Family Head
Wife
Female Unrelated Individual

Other Female
Total Female

ltZEZCLOYED

Male Family Head
Wife In Wbrk Force
Wife Not In Wbrk Force
Wife Net Present

Male linrelated Individual

Other Male
Tbtal Male

Female Family Head
Wife
Femali Unrelated Individual

Other Female
Tbtal Female

ulaseumna_Baa
.

Male Family Head
Wife In Wbrk Force
Wife Not In Wbrk Form
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated IndividUal
Other Male
/btal Male

Female Family Head
Wife
Female Unrelated Individeal

'Other Female
Total F.Ingle
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Table C-3. (Continued)

OF 6NEMPLOYED

Male Family
Wife In
Wife Not
Wife Not

mwas Mrs
Other
Tbtal

Force
fork Sarce

Individual

Family Head

Le Unrelated /ndividual
r Female

7total Female

PREDOMINANTItIEMNFICUTD

Male Fatily Need
Wife In Work FOICCI

Wife Not In hbrk Fiorce
Wife Not Present

Mae Unrelated Individual
Other Male'
Ittal Male

Female Family Head
_Wife

Female Hnrelated Individual
Other Frmale
Total Funale

7 DCIDENZEPRED:palowts
MoinicnnM

.,

17.3

9.6
1.0

7.4 _
20.2
55.5

5.4
21.8
4.9

12.4
44.5

1,611
971
604

86

521
1,779
3,911

518
1;852

355
1,105

3,830,

4ale Family Head 3,9
Wife In Wbrk Force 4.0
Wife Nbt In wbrk Force 3.7
Wife Not Present 7.9

Male Unrelated Individual 8.6
Other Matle 14.2
Tbtal Male 6.6

Female Family Head 11.5
Wife 7.3
Female Unrelated Individual 6.4
Other Female 12.6
Tbtal Female 8.7

SHARE PMECMINANIT,Y
1.11EMPLOYED

,

395

23.8 27.1 24.5 24.4 24.5 24.3 26.7
18.3 17.0 15.4 16.5 16.3 16.1 17.5
10.6 9.2 8.2 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.7
1.0 .9 1.0 .9 1.2 1.1 1.5
7.-8 8.8 9.5 9.8 10.6 10.5 10.1
18.9 19.8 20.9 19.8 19.2 19.5 19.6
56.6 55.7 55:0 54.0 54.3 54.4 56.4

5.2 5.5 6.1 6.4 6.7 6.6 6.6
21.6 21.3 20.4 206 20 11X 20.8 19.7
5.3 5.6 6.0 6.7 4.7 6.7 6.4

11.3 11.9 12.5 12.4 11.5 11.5 10.9
43.4 44.3 45.0 46,0 45.7 45.6 43.6

$

2,750 2,313 , 1,780 1,477 1,325 1,348 2,255
1,660 1,379

1 110
947 833 846 1,440

992 835 450 408 417 646
98 99 83 79 83 87 169

777
2,453

865

2,391
787

2,166
683

1,816 1,:761 1,1:76
1,013
2,373

5,980 5,169 4,733 3,976 3,666 o 3,781 5,643

678 646 696 597 609 626

-\''. 1g2,432

514
2,240

481
1,936

483
° 1;606

459
1,610

396
1,648

406
2,

535
1,336 1,319 1,283 1,113 994 1,031 1,271
4,960 4,686 4,398 3 ,775 3 ,609 3,711 4,74

6.7 5.7 4.4 3.6 3.2 7 3.2 5.37.1 5.7 4.3 3.7 3.2 3.2 5.46.1 5.4 4.2 3.1 2.9 3.0 4.79.1 8.8 6.8 6.2 6.2 6.4 10.912.2 12.4 10.0 8.1 7.4 7.4 10.519.9 18.7 16.6 13.7 12.7 13.0 17.610.0 9.2 7.7 6.3 5.1 5.8 8.6

14.6 13.5 13.2 10.8 10.4 10.4 13.29.6 8.5 7.3 5.8 5.7 5.7 7.18.5 7.5 . 7.0 6.2 5.2 5.2 6.615.5 14.8 14.0 12.0 10.5 10.7 13.211.1 10.1 9.2 7.6 7.1 7.1 8.9

Male Family Head 20.8 25.1 22.6 19.5 19.1 18.2 18.0 21.8Wife In mock Force 11.9 15.2 13.4 11.7 12.2 11.4 11.3 13.9Wife Not In Wbrk Force
'Wife

7.8 9.1 - 8.1 6.9 5.8 5.6 5.6 6.2Not Present 1.1 .9 1.0 .9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.6,Male Unrelated Individual 6.7 7.1 8.4 8.6 8.8 9.3 9.2 9.8Other Male 23.0 22.4 23.3 23.7 23.4 22.9 23.3 23.0Metal Male 50.5 54.7 54.3 51.8 51.3 50.4 50.5 54.5
Female Family Head 6.7 6.2 6.3 7.6 7.7 8.4 8.4 8.0Wife 23.9 22.2 21.8 21.2 20.7 22.1 22.0 20.0Female Unrelated Individual 4.6 4.7 4.7 5.3 5.9 5.4 5.4 5.2Other Female 14.3 12.2 12.9 14.0 14.4 13.7 13.8 12.3Tbtal Female 49.5 45.3 45.7 48.2 48.7 49.6 49.5 45.4

46u
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Table C-3. (Continued)

IIE

Male Family Head 3,961

Wife In Work Force 2,317

Wife Not In Work Force 1,467

Wife Not Present 177

Male Unrelated individual 1,318

Other Male 5,371

'fetal Male 10,670

Female Family Head 1,567

Wife J 8,377

Female bnrelated individual 1,608

Other Female 4,533

TOtal Female 16,065

I/E INCIDENCE

Kale Family Head 9.7

Mita in Wbrk Force 9.4

Wife Not In Wbrk Force 9.0

Wife Not Present 16.3

Male Uhrelated Individual 21.7

Other Male 42.9

Teta/ Male 17.9

Female Family Head 34.7

Wife 33.2

Female Unrelated Individual 29.0

Other Female 51.6

Total Female 36.5

LUIJOISEE

Male Family Head 14.9

Wife In Wbrk Force 6.7

Wife Not in Wbrk Force 5.6

Wife Not Present .7

Male Unrelated Individual 4.9

Other Male 20.1

TOtal Male 1(9.9

Female Family Head 5.9

Wife 31.3

Female Unrelated Lmdividual 6.0

Other Female 16.9

'Dotal Female 60.1

LIE DEFICIT
9

Male Family Head ' 1,214

Wife In Wbrk Force 4,885
Wife Not In Wbrk Force 2,979
Wife Not Present 351

Male Unrelated individual 2,320

Other Male 6,239

TOtal Male 16,773

Female Family Head 1,931,

Wife 9,522
Female Unrelated Individual 2,027

Other Female 3,775

Total Female 17,255

'

.........

:

4,885

2,885
1,796

201
1,580
'6,197

12,662

1,722
8,979

1,926
5,057

17,664

,

11.9

12.3

11.0
18.6
24.7

50.3

21.2

37.1

35.3

31.8
58.5

39.5

16.1
9.5

5.9

.7

5.2

20.4

41.7

5.7
29.6

6.3

16.7

56.3

11,143'

6,636
3,911
.396
3,177
8,594
22,914

2,460

12,374

3,171

5,174

23,179

4,476
2,711
1,550
215

1,598
6,247

12 Al

1,660
9,043
1,909
4,960
17,572

10.9

11.1
10.0
19.2
22.9
48.9
20.3

34.7

34.2
30.0

55.6
37.8

.,

15.0
9.1
5.2

.7

.5.3

20.9
41.2

5.6

30.3
64

16.6
58.6

11,172
7,011
3,667

494

3,336
9,574

24,082

2,424

12,648
3,071
5,243

23,386

'

'

4,324
2,449
1,478

196

1,756
6,224
12,304

1,780
9,170;
2,070

5,004.,

16,024

10.6

10.8
9.9

16.0
22.4

47.7
20.0

33.7
34.4

30.0

54.8

37.6

14.3
e.

4.

.)
5.8
20.5
40.6

5.9
30.2
6.8

16.5

59.4

11,254
7,243
3,498
,514

3,644
9,215

24,113

2,802

13,642
3,201
5,527

25,172

.

4,036
2,522

1,319
196

1,696
5,763

11,495

1,774
6,667
2,090
4,703
17,164

9.8

10.0
9.1
15.2
20.1
43.6

18.3

32.0

31.6

27.0

50.8
34.5

14.1

1.1
4.6

.7

5.9
20.1
40.1

6.2

30.3
7.0

16.4
59.9

10,708
7,108

3,127
473

3,426
8,366

22,502

2,771

12,842

3,214
5,302
24,129

3,807
2,336
1,251

220

1,728
5,519

11,054

1,148
8,372
1,905
4,497

16,522

9.2

8.9
9.0
16.4

18.9
42.3

17.4

29.8
29.6

25.2

47.7
32.3

114
8.5
4.5
.a

6.3
20.0

40.1

6.4
30.4

6.9
16.3
59.9

11,058

6,956
3,539

561
4,232

9,329
24,619

2,857
14,396

1,339
5,619

26,211

''

..,

3,901
2,393 ,

1,261
- 227

1,744
5,706

11,352

1,795
2,534
1,963
4,624

16,917

9.3
9.0

9.1

16.7

18.8
42.5

17.5

10.0
29.4
25.2
47.8

32.4

13.1

8.5

4.5

.1

6.2
20.2
40.2

6.3
30.2
6.9

16.4
59.6

.

11,270
7,067
3,605
576

4,255

9,665
25,190

2,943

14,608
3,443
5,815

26,809

4,692
3,007
1,561

324
; 2,046

6,666
13,604

2,06
9,344
2,326

5,277
19,143

11.6
11.2

11.3
201
21.

49.5
20.8

34.9

32.2
28.8

54.6
36.1

;44.9

9.2

4.8

1.0

6.2
20.4

41.5

6.7
28.5

7.1
16.1
56.5

16,254

10,534
4,737
982

5,755
13,524

35,533

4,788

17,798

5,050
7,478

35,114



www.manaraa.com

Table C-3. (Continued)

1974 1975 1976

397

1977 1978

r

1974 1979R 19807

IIE orriCrr (1980 5)

Male Family Head 13,726 17,061 16,176 15,305 13,524 12,550 12,792 16,254

Wife In Wbrk Force 8,101 10,466 10,153 9,850 8,977 7,897 8,044 10,534

Wife Not In Work Fbrce 4,977 5,988 5,309 4,757 3,949 4,017 4,092 4,737

Wife Not Present 586 606 715 699 598 636 656 982

Male Unrelated Individual 3,877 4,864 4,830 4,956 4,327 4,804 . 4,82k 5,755

Other kale 10,425 13,157 13,863 12,532 10,569 10,588 10,97 13,524

TOtal Mlle 28,028 35,081 34,871 32,794 28,420 27,943 28,591 35,513

Fenisle Family Head 3,227 3,766 3,509 3,810 3,500 3,243 4,788

Wife 15,911 18,944 18,314 18,552 16,219 16,339 80 17,798

Female Unrelated Individual 3,387 4,855 4,446 4,354 4,059 3,789 ' ,908 5,050

Other Female 6,308 7,921 7,592 7,517 6,696 6,378 6,600 7,478

Ibtal Female 28,833 35,487 33,863 3,423 30,475 29,749 0,428 35,114

EtrIcrr EWE

.

Male Family Head 24.1 24.2 23.5 22.8 23.0 21.8 21.7 23.0

Wife In Work Fbrce 14.4 14.8 ' 14.8 14.7 15.2 13.7 13.6 14.9

Wife Not in Work Frirce .8.8 8.5 7,7 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.9 60
Wife Hot Present 1.0 .9 1.0, 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.4

Male Unrelated Individual 6.8 6.9 7.0F 7.4 7.3 8.3 8.2 8.1

Oiher Male 18.3 18.6 20.0 18.6 17.9 18.4 18.6 19.1

Tbtal Male 49.3 49.7 50.7 48.9 48.3 48.4 48.4 50.3

Female Family Head 5.7 5.3 5.1 5.7 5.9 5. 5.7 6.8

Wife 28.0 26.8 26.6 27.7 27.5 28.3 28.1 25.2

Female Unrelated individual 6.0 6.9 6.5 6.5 6.9 6.6 6.6 7.1,

Other Female 11.1 11.2 11.0 11.2 .11.4 11.1 11.2 10.6

Tbtal Female 50.7 50.3 49.3 51.1 51.7 51.6 51.6 49.7

IIE AVERAGE DEFICTT

"-Male Fanily Head 2,063 2,281 2,496/ 2,603 2,653 2,905 2,889
,,,..

3,323
Wife In Wbrk Force 2,108 2,369 2,587 2,734 2,1318 2,979 2,961 3,503
Wife Not In Wbrk Force 2,003 2,175 2,365 2,366 2,371 2,829 2,814 . 3,035

.Wife Not Present - 1,977 1,966 2,294 2,619 2,418 2,545 2,549 3,032
Hare Unrelated individual .1,760 2,011 2,087 2,076 2,020 2,449 2,440 2,813
Other Male 1,162 .1,387 1,533 1,481 1,452 1,690 1,694 2,029,
Total Male 1,572 1,810 1,955 1,960 1,958 2,227 2,219 2,612

Female Family Head 1,232 1,429 1,460 1,574 1,562 1,634 1,639 2,180
Wife 1,137 ..- 1,378 1,399 1,488 1,478 "1,719 1,712 1,905 '

Female Unrelated IndividOal 1,260 1,647 1,608 1.547 1,607 li 1,753 1,754 2,171
Other Female 833 1,023 1,057 1,105 1,127 1,250 1,257 1,417
Total F. 1,073 1,311 1,331 -% 1,397 1,406 1,586 11585 1,834

,

. ...,--"

II WINCE DrlICIT (198 $)
,'.

liale Family Head

Wife In Wbrk Force
3,447

3,522

3,492

3,627

3,614
3746#

3,540

3,718

3,351

3,5k
3,29

3,381'.

3,279
3,361

3323
3,503

Wife Not In Wbrk Force 3,347 3,330 3425 3,218 ' 2,995 3,211 3,194 3,035

Wife Not Present 3,303/r 3,010 3,322 3,562 3,054 2,689 2,893 3,032

Male Unrelated IndividVal 2,941 3,079 3,022 2,823 2,551 2,780 2 , 769 2,813

Other Male 1,942 2,123 2,220 2,014./ 1,834 11418 1,923= .2,029

.Total Male 2,627 2,771 2,831 2,666 2,473 2)528 2,519 2,612

Female Family Head 2,059 2,188 2,114 2,141 1,973 1,855 .1,860 2,180

Wife 1,900 2 ,110 2,026 2024, ' 1,867 1,951 1,943 1,905

Female Unrelated individual 2,105 2,328 '*'2,104 2,030 1,990 1,991 2,171

Other Female 1,392

.2,522

1,566 1,531 1,503 1,423 1,419 1,427 1,417

Tbtal Female 1,793 2,007 1,927 1,900. 1,776 1;800 1,799 1,834
,

Male-Family Head 3,234 3,933 3,406 3,366 3,056 3,170 3,250 3,764
Wife In*Wbrk Fbcoe 1, 1,093 1,411 1,176 1,230 1407 1,073 , 1,098 1,374
Wife Not In Wbrk Form 2,001 2,381 2,084 1,990 1,799 J.,919 1,969 2,146
Wife Not Present

,

139 141 146 146 150 1/8 182, 243
Mille Unrelated Indavidtal 1,289 1,417 1,540 1,538 1,561 1,559 1,592' 1,705
Other Mlle 1,460 1,636 1,647 1,618 1,528 1,405 1,463 1,789
Tbtal Mele

r 5,984 6,907 6,593 6,522 6,145 6,134 6,305
,

'7058

Female Family Head 1,7148 1,751 1,791 1,880 1,902 1,959 2,012 2,212
Wife 1,739 2,065 1,929 1,972 1,845 1,828, 1,875 2,177
Female Unrelated individual 1,493 1,813 1,914 1,967 1,969 1,861 1;913 2,106
Other Female 1,043 1,151 1,175 1,152 1,160 1,132 1,175 1,359
Tbtal Female 6,024 6,781 6,809 6,971 6,876 6,780 6,975 7,854,

-462

474.
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Table C-3. (Continued)

IFE INZICENCE t

Mile'i*sily"Head ; 7.3 9.6 . 8.3 8.3 7.4

Wife In:Mack Force . 4.7 6.0 4.8 5.0 4.4

Wife Wit In,Wbrk Force 12.1 14.5 13.5 13.3 12.5

Wife Not Present 12.8 13.0 13.0 11.9 11.7

Male Unrelated Lndividual 21:2 22.2 22.0 19.6 18.5

Other Male . 11,7 13.3 12.9 12.4 11,5

TOW Male 10.1 11.7 10.9 10.6 9.8

Ferele Family Head
Wife
Female Unrelated Inlividual
Other Pemele
TOtal Ferele

38.7
6.9

26.9
11.9
13.9

Male Family Head. - 26.9

Wife /n Wbrk /brae, 9.1

Wife Not In Wbrk Force 16.7

Wife Not Pqmsent 1.2

Male Unrelated Individual 10.7

Other Male 12.2

Total Male 49.8

repaid Family Head 14,,6

, Wife 14.9

Fantle Unrelated Individual 12.4

Other Female 8.7

Total Fermis 50.2

37.7 37.4 35.7 34.3

8.1 7.3 7.4 6.7

30.0 30.0 28.5 26.6

13,3-, 13.2 12.6 12.5

15:1 14.7 14-.5 13.8

28.6 25.4 ,24.9 23.5

10.2 8.8 9.1 8.5

17.3 15.5 14.7 13.8

1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2

.3 11.5 11.4 12.0

11 4 12.3 12.0 11.7

50. 40.2 48.3 45.5

17.7 13.4

15.0 14.4

13.2 14.3
8.4 8.8

49.3 50.8

11.0 14.6
14.6 14.2

14.6
18.5 1.9

51.7 54.5,
-A

".1

7.7
4.1

13.9
13.3

,.11.1

'10.8
9.7

7.7

4.1
13.9

13.4
17.2
10.9

9.7

1.8
5.1

15.5
15.6
17.7

13.

111U.

33.4 33.7 35.1
6.5 6.5 7.5

24.6 24.6 26.1 .

'12.0 12.1 14.1.
13.3 13.4 14.8

24.5 24.5 24.9
8.3

14.9 14.8 14

1.4 44.

12.0 11.3 .
1 .3 11.0 11.8
4 .5 41:5 48.0

15.2 15.2 14.6
14.2 14.1 14.4
14.4 14.4 13.9
8.8 8.8 9.0
52.5 52.5 52.0

. r .,

trE Damn

Male Famijly Head 5,693 7,780 7,240 7,281 4,479 8,105 8,284 11,249

,Wile In Wbrk Force 1,339 1,885 1,735 . 1,909 1,742 1,917 1,952 2,937
Wife Not In Wbrk Foroe 4,110 5,636 5,186 5,065 4;910 5,751 5,882 7,623

Wife Not Present .244 259 319 307 328 438 450 689

Mlle Unrelated Individual 1,79S 2,298 2,597 . 2,723 2,784
.

3,194 3,252 4,144

Other/gale 2,235 3,141 3,076 3,324 3,488 3,461 3,626 4,827

'Mal Mole 9,721 13,219 12,913 43,328 13,251 14,767 15,162 20,220
( .,.

. Feeele.Faeily Head 4,168 4,533 4,746 5,346
.

5,757 6,460- 6,657 8,538

gife . 2,031 2,437 2,440 . 2,725 2,786 ' 3,158 3,222 4,039

Female Unrelated Individual 2,129
..

2,864 3,084 3,249 3,442 3,656 3,756 4,722

..' Other Female ' 1,652 1,872 2,272 2,254 2,533 2 761 2,859 '3,481

TOW Female . 9,980 11,706 12,542 13,574 14,518: 164035 16,494 20,780
.

.
.

.. '.. "s-
. _

lk:---

ccticiT (1980 U. r .

\ .

NN .

54a1ertami1y Head ,,,,, , 9.514 1/.911 10,483 9,903 8,815 9,194 ',. 9002 11,249
,

.

Wifalo Wbrk Ebro. -_ 2,237 . 2,686 ""2,512 ', 2,596 2,220 2,175 2,215 1,72,937'

' Wife NOt'In Wbrk Force ,, 8,1160 "-8619' 9 6,888 6,201 6,527 . 6,676 7,23
"-Wife Not Optient 409 337", 2 . 418 , A14 . 497 1 510 689

- Male Unrelated,individual 2,996i -,, .3,511r... .1,704,
: ,3,516 3,625 3,691 4,144

ibther Male 3,735, 4,809'
,
-":54:21 4,405 3,936-

'11,126
':\1245,Ea1,,,Ma1e , 15,244 -'. 20,238 -16,7)6 16,761

e , '

:I Fell40 lid ly Head 6,964 6,939 6,872 7,2741-- '1,271. 7,332
..

3,393 3,534 3,707 1,51,4-. 3,5843,731- ._

naafi Unotlatal Individual 3.558 4,385 .- , 4,46. -.2.--", 4:418-, - -' 4447-- 4,149
.

-Other:Veinal"' -"-- 2,760' 2,866 1,29 1,065 .- 1,199- '3.134

17.922' 18,46r- ' -fe, 316,
,.. Totil female 16,67t , 18,16 \ 18,200

_-
. __-..,,_

.-----,

A

46j

4,115
17,209

.

: :4,827
20,220

7,555 1,538
3,657 - 4,039

.4,264 4,722,-

, ,:U.' 1,245 3,481
. -_18/721. : 10,740
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Table C-3., (Continued)

In Err= swat

28.8
-6.8

20.9*
1.2

9.1
-41.3
49.3

21.2
'10.3

10.8
1 9.9
50.7

1,760
1,225
2,054
1,753
1,391
1,510
1,525

2;384

1,1613

1,426
1,583
1,657

2,941
2,047
3,432

2,929
2,324
2,55.7

2,715

3,984

1,952
2,383
2,645
2,769

1,646
628

952
65
829

666'

3,141

1,089
766

839
511

3,205

31.2
7.6

22.6
1.0

9.2
12.6

53.0

18.2
9.8
11.5
7.5
47.0

1,978
1,335
2,367
1,842
1,621

1,920
t 1,892

2,588
1,180
1,580
1,626
1,726

3,028
2,044
3,624

2,820
2,482
2,940
2,897

3,962
1,807
2,419
2,489
2,643

1,955
782

1,111
54

903
781

3,638

1,094

919

1,051

551

3,614

28.4
6.8

20.4

1.3
10.2
121
56.7

18.6
9.6

12.1
8.9
49.3

2,125
1,476
2,488
2,184
1,687

1,868
1,959

2,650

1,265
1,611

1,933
1,842

.

3,077
2,137
3,603
3,162
2,443
2,705
2,837

3,837

,1,832
2,333
2,799
2,667

1,724
710

919
94
989
702

3,406

1,118
855

1,096
556

3,624

"'

27.1
7.1
18.8

1.1
10.1

12.4
49.5

19.9
10.1
12.1
8.4

50:5

2,163

1;552
2,545

2,110
1,771
2,054
2,044

2,843
1,382

1,651

1,956

1,973

2,942

2,111
3,461
2,870
2,409
2,793
2,780

3,866
1,880
2,245
2,660
2,683

1,664

719
866
79

1,017 .

688
3,369

1,184
849

1,062

534

3,629

25.1
6.3

17.7
1.2

10.0

12.6
47.7

20.7
10.0
12.4
9.1

52.3

2,284

1,574
2,729
2,185
1,783

2,283
2,156

3,027
1,510

1,749
2,189
2,111

2,885
1,987

3,446
2,760
2,252
2,881
2,723

3,823

1,997
2,209
2,758
2,666

1,531
664

794
73

1,053
663

3;247

1,290
819

1,109
547

3,765

, 26.3

6.2
18.7

1.4
10.4

11.3
47.9

21.0
10.3

11.9
9.0

52.1

2,557
1,786
2,997
2,455
2,048

2,469
2,407

3,298
1,727
1,965

2,439
2,365

2,902
2,027
3,402

2,786
2,324
2,802
2,732

3,743

1,960
2,230
2,769

2,684

1,609
656

838
105

1,043

630
3,273

1,287
797

'1,020 ,

469

3,579

26.2

6.2
18.6
1.4

10.3
11.5
47.9

21.0
10.2
11.9

9.0
52.1

2,549
1,777
2,987
2,465
2,043
2,479
2,405

1,308
1,718
1,964
2,434

2,365

.

2,193'
2,017

3,390
2,798
2,319
2,814
2,730

3,755

1,950
2,228
2,763

2,684

111 ,

3,1:73

1,330

.1,0t:

3,:9 c1

27.4

7.2
18.6
1.7

10.1
11.8
49.3

20.8
9.9

11.5
8.5
50.7

2,989
2,137

3,552
2,838
2,431
2,698
2,786

3,861
1,856
2,242

2,562
2,574

2,989
2,137
3,552,
2,832
2,431
2,698
2,786

3,861
1,856
2,242
2,562
2,574

2,023
834

1,049
140'

1,173

4,:t;

1,553
978

1,230

4,:(1:

Male Family Head
Wife In Wbrk Fevre
Wife Not /n Mork Force
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual
Other Male
Total Male

Female Family Head
, Wife

Female Unrelated Individual
Other Farads
Total Female

xfr AVEIOCZ DEricrr

)4ale Family Head

Wife'In Wbrk nonce
Wife Not In Wbrk Force
Wife Not Preoent

Male Unrelated Individual
Other Male
Total Male

Female Family Head
Wife

Female Unrelated Individual
Other Female

,

Total Female

IFS AYEIOGG centrr (1980 0

Mile Family Head
Wife 'nab& Force
Wife NOt In Wbrk Force
wig. Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual
Other Mele
Total Male

Ftemaarivamilly Head
Wife
Fessale Unrelated Individual
'Other Female
Tbtal Female I

ME.

Male Family Head
Wife In %lark Force

.Wife Not /n Fbrk Force
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual
, Other Male

Total Male

Female Family Heed
Wife

Female Unrelated Individual
Other Female
Ittel Female
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Table C-3. (Continued)

:

Err INC:1E874:Z

We Family Head 4.0 4.8 4.2 4.1 3.7 3.8 3.8 4.8
Wife In Mbrk Force 2.7 3.3 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.5 ^ 2.5 3.1
Wife Hot In Hark Force 5.8 6.8- 5.9 5.8 5.5 6.1 6.1 7.6
Wife Hot Present 6.0 5.0 8.4 6.4 5.7 7.8 7.8 9.0

Male Unrelated Individual 13.6 14.1 14.0 13.0 12.5 11.4 11.4 12.2
OtheilfeW 5.3 6.3 5.5 5.3 5.0 4.8 5.2 6.4
Total Hale 5.3 6.1 5.6 5.4 5.2 5.2 w 5.1 6.2

Female Family Head 24.1
....

23.6 23.3 22.4 2342 22.0 22.3 ° 24.7
Wife 34 3.6 3.2 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.8 .3.4
Fends Unrelated Individual 15.1 17.4 17.2 15.4 15.0 13.6 13.6 15.2
Other Neale 5.8 6.4 6.3 5.8 5.9 5.0 5.1 6.7
Ittal Female 7.3 '8.1 7.8 s 7.6 7.6 7.0 7.1 8.3

171 SHARE

Hale Family Head 25.9 27.0 24.5 23.8 21.8 23.3 23.2 23.9
Wife In Work Farce 9.9 10.8 10.1 10.3 9.5 9.6 9.5 9.9
Wife NOt In Work Force 15.0 15.4 13.1 12.4 11.3 12.2 12.2 12.4'
Wife Not Present 1.0 .7 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.5 1.5 1.7

Male Unrelated Individual 13.1 12.5 13.9 14.5 15.0 15.2 15.0 13.9
Other Male 10.5 10.8 10.0 9.8 95 9.2 9.5 10.2
Total Male 49.5 50.2 48.4 48.1 46.3 47.8 47.7 48.0

Ferale Family Head 17.2 15.1 15.9 16.9 18.4 18.9 18.9 .18.3
Wifa 12.1 12.7 12.2 12.1 11.7 11.6 11.6 11.6
Feeble Unrelated individual 13.2 14.5 15.6 15.2 15.8 15.0 15.0 14.5
Other Female 8.1 7.6 7.9 7.6 7.8 6.8 7.0 7.6
'Dotal Ftrnale 50.5 49.8 51.6 51.9 53.7 52.2 52.3 52.0

IFI DEFICIT

Male Family Read 2,583 3,152 2,944 3,104 2,975 3,643 3,713 5,200
Wife in Work Force 738 10,025 987 1,082 983 1,184 1,208 1,731
Wifeyot in Work Force 1,760 2,076 1,807 1,858 1,885 2,254 2,293 3,167
Wife Not Present 85 74 151 164 ''' 106 205 212 302

Hale Unrelated Individual 961 1,170 1,298 1,496 1,477 1,865 1,878 2,914
Other Hale 594 803 704 733 790 822 874 1,372
Total Hale. 4,138 5,125 4,946 5,333. 5,242 6,330 6,465 8,986

I

.

Female Family Head 1,820 1,922 1,981 2,312 2,733 3,040 3,147 4,211
Wife 492 672 566 699 754 846 845 1,108
Female Unrelated Individual % 842 1,294 1,473 1,371 1,524 1,591 1,640 2,172
Other female 421 525 607 642 774 691 728 977
Total Female 3,575 4,413 4,627 5,024 5,785 1 6,168 6,360 8,467

IFI DEFICIT (1980$)
-

Male Family Head 4.316 4,826 4,263 4,221 3,757 4,135 4,214 5,200
Wife in Work,Force 1,233 1,535 , 1,421 1,471 1,242 1,344 1,371 1,731
Wife Not in York Force 2,940 r3,178 2,616 2,527 2,381 2,558 2,603 3,167
Wife Not Present 142 114 219 223 134 233 241 302

Male Unrelated Individual 1,605 1,791 1,879 2,035 1,866 2,147 2,131 2,414
Other Male 192 1,229 820 997 998 933 992 1,372
Total Mole 6,914 7,846 7,162 7,253 6,671 7,185 7,338 8,986

Femole Faisily Head 3,041 2.942 2,868 3,144 3,451 3,451 3,572 4,211
a Wife, 823 705 820 951 953 960 959 1,108

Female Unrelated Individual 1,408 1,981 2,133 1,4164 1,925 1,806 1,861 2,172
Other Female 704 804 879 873 978 784 826 977
Total Female 5,974 5,756 6,700 6,833 7,308 7,001 2lIl 8,467

h-- 466

/
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Table C-3. (Continued)

/FI DEFICIT EMAIL

33.5
9.6
22.8
4.1

Male Family Head
Wife in Work Force
Wife Not in Work Force
'Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual 12.5
Othet Male 7.7
Total Male 52.6

,Famale Family Head 23.6
Wife 6.4
Female'Unrelated Individual 10.9
Other Female 5.5
Total female 47.4

IMAVERAGE DEFICIT

Male Family Head 1,569
Wife in Work Force 1,175
Wife Hoe in Work Force 1,848
Wife Not Present 1,301

Male Unrelated Individual 1,158
Other Male 1591

0 Total Mate 1,291

Female Family Head 1,671
Wife 641
Female Unrelated Individual 1,001
Other Female 826
Total relish, 1,115

AVERAGE DEFICIT (1980'S)

33.r
10.5
21.8

.6

12.3
8.4

53.7

20.2
7.0

13.6
. 5.5
46.3

1.613
1,281'
1,856to7r
1,296,
1,028
1,408

1,757'
' 732

1,231
954

1,221

Kale Family Read
Wife in Fork Force
Wife Not in Work Force
Wife Not Present

Male Unrelated Individual
Other Male
Total Male

Female Family Head
Wife
Female Unrelated Individual
.0ther Female
Total Female

2,622
.963

3,088
2,174
1,935
1,489
2,157

2,792
1,074
1,676
1,380
1,863

2,470
1,961
2,842
2,099
1,984
1,574
2,156

2,690
1,121
1,885
1,461
1,869

0

IE IN IFE

Male Family Head 51.6 54.6
Wife ln Work Force 35.5 37.4
Wife Not in Work force 76.0 82.6
Wife Not Present 58,2 54.7

Male Unrelated Individtial 68.3 69.7
Other Male 20.0 22.0
Total Male 37.7 40.6

Female Family Head 80:1 77.6
Wife 14.8 17.0
Female Unrelated Individual' 67.5 69.8
Other Female (7.2 18.6
Total Female 27.1 29.1

30.8 30.0 27.0 29.1 29.0, 29.8
10.3 10.4 1.9 9.5 9.4 9.918.9 17-9 ' 17.1 18.0 17.9 18.11.6 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.7
113.6 14.4 13.4 14.9 114.6 13.8
7.4 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.8 7.9

51.7 54.5 47.5 50.6 50.4 51.5
,

20.7 22.3 24.8 24.3 24.5 24.1
5.9 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.6 6.315.4 13.2 13.8 12.7 12.6 12.46.3 6.2 7.0 5.4 5.7 5.646.3 48.5 52.5 49.4 49.6 48.5

1,708 1,865 1,944 2,277 2,267 2,570
1,389 1,504 1,481 1,604. 1,602 2,076
1,965 2,146 2,375 2,688 2,668 3,0181,607 2,060 1,462 1,952 1,963 2,160
1,324 1,471 1,403 1,788 1,774 ' 2,057
1,003 1,066 1,191 1,304 1,311 1.591
1,452 1,583 1,618 1,934 1,922 2,214

1,771 1,953 2,118 2,362 2,367 2,711662 821 . 921 1,062 1,037 1,1321,143 1,291 k,374 1,552 1,554 1,765
1,090 1,202 1,416 1,473 1,480 1,516
1,276 1,184 1,537 1,723 1,723 1,922

2,473 2,536 2,455 2,584 2,573 2,570
2,011 2,045 1,0171 2,048 2,045 2,076
2,845 2,919 3,000 3,028 3,018
2,327 2,829 1,847

,3,051
2,216 2,228 2,160

1,917 2,001 1,772 2,029 2,013 2,0571,452 1,450 1,504 1,480 1,488 1,591
2,102 2,152 2,044 2,195 2,181 2,214

2,564 2,656 2,675 2,681c 2.687 2,711959 1,119 1,163 1,205\ 1,177 1,132
1,945 1,756 1,735 1,762 1,764 1,756
1,578 1,635 1,788 l:172 1,680 1,5161,848 1,882 1,941' 1,956 1,956 1,922

2

51.6. 52.5 49.1 50.1 49.9 51.603.9 37.1 33.7 33.7 33.6 35.681.6 79.0 79.3 79.0 78.8 80,855.3 60.7 56.6 591 58.6 59.3
72.1 67.0 66.6 65.9 66.1 66.3
21.4 20.7 20.9 19.1 19.1 22.2
39.0 311.5 37.8 37.1 36.9 39.5

76.4 77.1 75.8 79.3 79.4 77.415.1 15.4 14.9 14.8 14.1 17.272.9 70.3, 71.6 69.7 69.5 69.819.6 18.7 18.8 18.5 21.0
28.6 28.7 28.8 29.0 29.1. 31.6

4

466
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Table C-3. (Continued)

EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION RATE
TOTAL

Hale Family Read 49.1 50.3 49.4 50.6 499 49.5 49.6 46.3
Wife in Work Foree 42.6 44.6 39.6 41.5 40.0 38.8 39.0 39.3.,
Wife Not in Work Force 52.4 53.1 55t9 56.5 55.9 583 56.4 51.1
Wife Not !resent 53.1 61.5 35.6 46.0 51.6 41.1 40.8 42.5

Male Unrelated Individual 35.6 36.3 36.3 33 9 32.6 33.1 33.5 31.2
Other Male 54.4 52.3 ,57.4 57.5 56.6 55.1 54.4 51.8
Total Male . 47.5 47.9 48.3 48.3 47.2 46.6 46.7 44.1

!emelt ramily Read 37.7 37.6 37.5 37.1 32.1 34.3 33.9 29.6
Wife
resale Unrelated Individual

56.0
43.8

55.5
42.0

55.6
42,7

56.9
46.0

55.6
43.6

56.4
44.9

56.5
44.8

55.1
41.6

Other resale 51.0 52.2 53.7 53.6 52.9 58.5 56.1 52.t
Total Female 46.6 46.7 46.7 47.9 45.2 47.2 47.1 43.9

EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION RATE
TRANSFERS

Male Family Head 27.6 32.6 29.2 29.4 27,0 25.3 25.3 23.7
Wife in Work Foree 24.5 30.6 25,4 23.9 19.7 20.4 20.6 20.6
Wife Not in Work Force 29.1 33.5 31.6 32.7 30.9 26.2 .28.2 25.5
Wife Not !resent 32.3 38.8 25.6 30.1. 35.5 24.0 23.8 24.9

Male Unrelated Individual 20.5 23.9 21.1 22.0 18.1 15.4 15.4 17.1
Other Male 36.0 37.1 39.1 42.0 37.3 35.8 35.0 31.8
Total M*le 28.1 31.9 30.4 30.7 27.3 25.3 25.0 24.1

Female Family Head 24.5 24.6 24.2 24.3 19.5 21.7 21.5 16.8
Wife 34.2 36.8 35.8 34.0 29.0 29.9 29.8 30.0
Female Unrelated Individual 26.4 25.7 24.6 25.7 23.0 22.5 22.4 22.5

.33.0Other Female 34.4 34.2 35.8 33.7 37.5 34.1 34.0
Total Female 29.5 30.3 29.6 29.2 25.1 26.2 26.1 24.8

MO

A
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Table Q-4. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL WORK
FORCE DISAGGREGATED BY FAMILY SIZE AND NUMBER OF EARNERS

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1.57921

WONK MICE

Coe Family Medoer In Wbck ?brae 30,792 31,782 31,965 13,254 34,345 34,895 35,655One In Family 11,638 14,744 15,825 16,686 17,0417,813 7,604
Two In Family 7,673 7,602 8,004 8,106 8,287ItuSeman Family 4,228 .4,208 4 4,168 492' 4,107 4,201Four Or Five In Family 5,860 5,942 ,577 5,474 5,159 5,101 5,215Six Or More In Family 1,393 1,388 1,179 1,106 969 895 911

. ,TWo Family Members in Wbrk Force 46 "9 45,70 47,082 47,619 49,147 49,988 51,073Two In Family 17,403 17 5 17 688 18,169 18,687 19,010 19,448Three In Family . ,323 ,405 U,06 11,854 12,5e9 13,074 13,359Four Or Five Ln Family 13, 13,910 14 14,972 15,592 15,631 151,927Six Or Mbre In Family 3,455 2, 2,623 2,478 2,273 2,338

Three Or More In Wbrk Force 26,799 26,958 28,101 28,750 28,666 29,766 30,255Throe In Family 5,24 5,343 5,545 5,791 5,697 6,382 6,503Four Or Five In Family 13, 3 13,667 14,182 15,309 15,339 15,789 15,977Six Or More Family 8 .42 7,949 8,373 7,650 7,431 7,595 7,775

SHAPE wom FORCE

Coe Family Member In Wbrk Force 29.7 30.4 29.8 30.4 30.6 30.4 30.4Coe In Family 11.2. 11.9 12.5 13.4 14.1 14.6 14.6TWo In Family 7.4 7.5 .7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1Three In Family 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.6Four Or Five In Family 5.7 5,7 5.2 5.0 4.8 4.4 4.5Six Or More In Family 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.0 .9 .8 .8

TWo Family Members In Wbrk"Fbrce 44.4 43.6 43.9. 43.4 43.9 43.6 43.7TWo In Family 16.8 16.5 16.7 15.6 16.6 16,6 16.6Three In Family 10.9 10.9 10.7 10.4 11.2 11.4 11.4Four Or Five In Family 13.3 13.3 13.8 13.7 13.9 13.6 13.6.Slx Or More In Family 3.3 3.0 2.7 2.4 2.2 2.0 2.0
Three Or More In Wbrk Force 25.9 25.6 26.2 26.2 25.5 26.0 25.9Three In Family 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.6 5.5Four Or Five tn Family 13.0 13.1 13.2 14.0 13.7 13.8 13.7Six Or Mors In Family

7.1 7.6 7.8 7.0 5.6 6.6 6.6

ONEMMAYED ,

1
Cne Family MeMber In Work Force
Coe In Family

5,217
2,284

6,333
2,754 :::::

6,010
3,030

5,602
2,929

5,746
3,113

5,935

1::::
TWo In Family
Three In Family

1,041
773

1,305
887

1,162
687

1,066
805

973
724

999
762Four Or Five In Family , 643 1,050 934 891 791 745 767Six Or More In Family 275 336 264 217 187 167

p

TWo Family Fenbers in Work Force 8,083 8,789 8,453 7,812 7,272 7,247

21:i87:71:

TWo In Family
Three In Family

2,838

2,132
3,140
2,225

3,115
2,095 :70::

2,514

1,936
2,600
1,980 2,040Four Or Five In Family 2,372 2,689 2,595 2,476 2,304 2,272 2,332Six Or More In Family

e.

741 735 649 539 491 .435 453

Three Or Hoke In Wbrk Force 5,236. 5,983 5,800 5,690 4,863 4,898 5,042Three In Family 851 1,103 980 1,033
.4 Four Or Five In Family

, Six Or More in Family
2,174
1,812

2,907
1,974

2,754
2,066

2,922

1,735
2,:::
1,517

2,:::
1,518

2,::(1

1,570

121114FLOYMENI RATE

.p

One Family Member In Wbrk Force 16.9 19.9 19.4 18.1 16.3 16.6 16.6Coe In Family 19.6 22.2 22.0 20.6 18.5 18.7 18.7, TWo In Family 13.6 16.7 15.3 13.7 12.2 12.3 12.4Three In Family 16.3 21.1 20.9 19.3 17.3 18.6 18.7Fair Or Five In Family 14.4 17.7 16.7 16.3 14.8 14.6 14.7. Six Or More In Family 19.7 24.2 22.4 19.6 19.3 18.7 16.1

TWo Family Members in Wbrk Force 17.6 19.2 18.0 16.4 14.7 14.6TWo In Family 16.3 18.3 17.4 15.1 13.6 13.7 11:77Three In Family 18.8 19.5 .18,2 17.4 15.4 15.1 15.3Fourbr Five In Family 17.1 19.3 17.6 16.5 14.8 14.5Six Or Mbre In Family 21.4 23.1 22.1 , 20.5
*

20.1 19.1 i:::

Throo Or More In Wbrk Force 19.5 224 20.6 19.6 17.0 16.5 16.7Three In FamilY 16.2 20.6 17.7 17.6 14.4 13.9 14.1Four Or Five In Family 19.0 21.3 19.4 19.1 16.3 15.6 16.0Six Or More In Family 22.5 24.4 24.7 22.7 20.4 20.0 20.2

1940

36,550
17,720
8,340
4,427
5,190
872

51,899
19,518
13,668
16,349
2,364

29,899
6,664

15,646
7,388

30.9
15.0
7.0
3.7
4.4

.7

43.9

16.5
11.5
13.8

2.0

25.3'

5.6

13.4
4.2

6,781
3,521
1,169

900
974

216

8,802

:947A

2,841

545

5,619
1,106

'1:?7::

18.6

19.9
14.0
20.3
18.4.

24.8

17.0
15.2
17.9
17.4

23e1

I:::
16.7
23.7 466
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Table C-4. (Continued)

mcsnmcanp
One Family Member In Perk Force
Cne In Family
Two /n Famdly .

Three In Family
Four CT Five In Family
Six CT MO:* In Family

TWo Family Membereln Work Pbrom
TWo In Family
Three In Fiadly
Four OT Five In Family
Six Or Mors In Family

Three Or Mbre In Wbrk Faroe
Three In Family
Fbur.Or rive In Family

. Six Or MOT* In Family

PREIXiSINWILY MEMPIAYED

28.1
12.3

5.6
4.2

4.5
1.5

43.6
15.2
11.5

12.8
4.0

28.2
4.6

13.9
9.8

2.168
877
482
341

356
113

),292
1,037

875

1,020
360

2,278
369

1,119
791

7.0
7.5'

6.3
8.1
6.1
8.1

7.2

6.0
7.7
7.4
10.4

8.5
7.0
8.3

9.8

28.1
11.3
6.2

4.4
4.6

1.5

42.5
13.4
11.3

13.2

4.4 .

29.4
4.8

14.5
10.2

30.0
13.0
6.2
4.2

5.0
1.6

41.6

14.9
10.5
12.7
3.5

28.3

5.2
13.8
9.4

3,206
1,291

745

468
504
196

4,528

1,522
1,195

1,391
421

3,206

1. 591
1,497
1,119

10.1
10.4

8.6
11.1
8.5
14.1

9.9

8.8
10.5
10.0
13.2

11.9
11.1

11.0
14.1

29.3
11.4

6.8
4.3
4.6
1.8

41.4
13.9
10.9
12.7
3.8

29.3
5.4.

13.7
15.4

'

30.3
14.4
5.7
4.3
4.6
1.3

41.3

15.2
10.2
12.7'

3.2

28.4

4.8
13.5

10.1

3,055
1,346
660
471
446

131

4,224
1,479

1,091

1,297
357

2,976

507
1,383
1,085

9.6
*0.1

8.7

11.1
8.0

11.1

9.0
8.3
9.5

S.8
12.1

10.6
9.1
9.8

1 3.0

29.8
13.1
6.4

4.6
4.3

1.3

41.2

14.4
10.6

12.6
3.5A

29.0
4.9

13.5

'10.6

30.8
15.5
5.5
4.1
4.6

1.1

40.0

14.0
10.5
12.7
24

29.2
5.3

'15.0

8.9

2,780
1,271

549
417
426,
119

3,554.,
1,137 .

9'58

1,169
289

2,796
494

1,404

899

8.3
8.6
7.0
10.0

7.8
10.8

7.5
6.3
8.14
7.8

-11.0

9;7

8.5
9.2

11,8

^

30.4
13.9

6.0
4.6
4.7
1.3

38.9

12.5

10.5
12.8' '

3.2

30.6 '

5.4
15.4

9.8

31.6

16.5
5.5
4.1
4.1

1.1

41.0

14.3
10.9

13.0
2.8

27.4
4.8

14.1
8.6

2,423

1,142

494
)49
351

96

3,098

959
837

1 029,

273

2,231
400

1,107
724

7.1
7.2

6.2

8.1
6.5

8.8

6.3
5.1

6.6
6:6
11.0

7.8
6.8
7.2

9.7

31.3

14.7

6.4.

4 4.

4.5'

1.2

40'.0

12.4

10.8

13.3
3.5

28.8

5.2

14.3

1013

:

.

32.2
17.3
5.6

4.3
4.1

.9

40.5
15.0
11.0
12.6
2.4

27.3

4.9

13.9
8.4.

2,270
1,076

458

346

317
77

2,852

956
750
944

200

2,154

367

1,076
711

6.5
6.4
5.7
8.4
6.2

8.6

5.7
5.0
"5.7

6.0
8.8

7.2

5.8
6.8
9.4

31.2
14.8
6.3

4 8.

4.4
14

39.2

13.1
10.3
13.0
2.7

29:6
5.0

14.8
9.8

32.1
17.2
5.5
4.3
4.2

.9

40.6

14.4
11.0
12.6
2.5

27.3
4.9

13.9
8.5

2,327
1,094

-471
355

327
82

2,942

980
779
969
211

2,22i
379

1,105

738

4.5
6.4
'5.7
8.5
6.3
9.0

5.8
5.0

5.1
6.1
9.0

7.3

5.8
6.9
8.5

31.1
14.6

6.3
4.7
4.4
1.1

39.3
13.1,

10.4
12.9
2.8

29.7

5.1
_14 11 .

31.7
16.5
5.5
4;2

4.5
1.0

41.1

13.9
11:4
13.3
2.5

27.2
5.2

13.8
8.2

3,257
1,549
618
496
464
129

4,179
1,319
1,199
1,348
315

2,911

520
1,439
951

8.8
8.7

7.4
11.2
8.9'

14.8

8.1

I 6.8
1 8.1

8.2
13.3

9.71

7.8
9.1

12.8

31.5
15.0
"6.0
4.8
4.5
1.2

.

40.3
12.7

11.6
13.0
3.0

5iI.1

'5.0
13 9

One Family Member In4Wbrk Force'
One In Family
TWo In Family
Three In Family
Four OT Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

TWo Famil Membf ers tn Work Force
Two In ramily
Three In Family
Four Or Five Tn Family
Six Or More In Family

Thsee'Or Moto In Wbrk Force
Three In Family
Four. Or Five In Family
Six Or Mbre tn Family

ncnocemummarmymocumm

One Family Member'In
In FamilyOne '

Two In Family
Three In Family
FOUr OT Five In FaMily
Six Or More In Family

TWo Family Himisers Ln Wbrk Force

Two DI Family
Three In Family
Four CT Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

,

Ifirem OT More In Wbek Force

Three In Family
Fbugt CT Five In Family
Six1Or More rn Family

..'s-vi
)

ame PRECCKINAMLY MEIJI:WM

Onm Family Member In Wbrk Force
Com In Family
TWo In Family
Three In Family
Four CT Fille In Family
Six Or More In Family

TWo Family Members In Wbrk Force

P. In Family
Three In Family
Four CT Five In Family
Six CT More In Family ,

Three OT More In Wbrk Verde
Three In Family -
?bur Or Five In Family

' Six OT Moro In Family
9.9 9.2

4 6,)
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One Family Member In Wbrk Force 6,432
One ln Family 2,926
'No In Family
Three In Family

1,697
852

OrFbur Five Lnyamily 716
Six Or More In Family 241

No Farley Members in.Wbrk Force 11,120
TWo In Family ,

3:77gThree In Family
Pious Or Five 1n Family 3,464
Six Or Mare In Family 1,140

Three Or Mbre Xn Wbrk Force 5,203
Three In Family 1,549
Fbur Or Five.In Family 4,502
SUOr Hare In Family 3,152

-

I= MICE=

One Family Fiember In Wbrk Force
One In Family
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five Is Family
Six Or Mbre In Family

TWo Family Members In Wbrk Force
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or More In Fami.ly

\...t.troeweelOr More In Wbrk Force

In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

20.9
25.1
22.1

20.1

12.2
17.3

24.2
21.4
24.7
25.0
33.0

34.3
29.5

33.3
39.2

SHARE Its

One Family Member In Work Force 24.0
One /n Family , 10.9
TWo In Family . 6.3
Three In Family 3.2
Fbur Or Five In Family 2.7
Six Or Mbre In Family ' .9

TWo Family Members in Wbrk Force 41.6
TWo In Family

. 13.9
Three In Family 10.4
Fbur Or Five In Family 12.9
Six Or Mbre In Family 4.3

Three Or fibre In Work Foroe 34.4
Three In Family - . 5.8
Four Or Five In Family 16.8
Six Or More in Family 11.8

I= DEFICIT

One Family Member In Wbrk Force 9,477
One In Family 4,347
Two In Family 2,417
Three In Family 1,194
Four Or Five In Family 1,125
Six Or More In Family 393

TWo Family Members In Wbrk -Force 14,326
Two In Family 5,533
Three In Family 3,5851.
Four Or Five In Family 3,972
Slx Or More In Family 1,237

-."*Three Or Mbre In Mark Force 10,226
Three 10-tamily 2,017
Four ce-irrop In Famlly 4,757
Six Or Mbra in Family . * 3,451-

405 4
4v.

1,549
.3,505
1,946
919
858
320

12,217
4,164
3,049
3,804
1,200

10,580
1,750
5,224
3,606

.

23.8
28.2
24.9

- 21.8

14.4
23.0

26.7
24.2
26.7
27.3
37.7

39.2
32.8
38.2
410

24.9
11.6
6.4
3.0
2.8

, 1.1

40.3
13.7
10.0
12.5
4.0.

34.9
5.8

17.2
11.1

13,176
6,348
3,243
1,491
1,483
605

18,806
7,085
4,587
5,438
1,695

14,110
2,723

6,877
4,511

7,293

?,,;::

954
806
239

12,160

4,257
3,006
3,287
1,010

10,440
1,654
5,135
3,646

22.8
26.2
23.5
22.5

14.5
20.3

25.1
23.8

4
26.1
26.4
34.3

37.2

29.9
36.2
43.5

24.4
11.7
6.0
3.2
2.7
.8

40.7
14.2
10:1
1330

. 3.4

34.9
5.5

17.2
.12.2

,

13,203
6,407
3,188
1,690

1,443
476

19,959
7,788
4,862,
5,846
1,464

,14,304

2,625
6,936
4,743

7,631
3,825

1,799
930
829
249

11,979
4,128
2,995
3,916
940

10,715
1,905
5,531
3,279

22.9
25.9
23.1
22.3

15.1
22.5

25.2
22.7
25.3
26:2
35.8

37:3

32.9
.36.1

42.9

25.2
12.1
5.9
3.1
2.7
.8

39.5
13.6

- , 9.1
. 12.0

3.1

35.3
6.3

18.2
10.8

13,800
6,845
3,237

, 1,747

1,526
444

19,969
7,954
4,633

5,921
1,462

15,515
3,327
7,413
4,776.

7,410
3,696
1,825

934
752
203

11,,M

2,866

3,085
876

9,650
1,654
4,955
3,041

21.6
23.4

22.8
22.3

14.0
20.9

23.5
21.3
22.8
24.9
35.3

33.7

28.0
32.3

40.9

25.9
12.9
6.4

3.3

2.6
.7

40.5
, 13.9

10.0
13.6
3.1

33.7
5.8

17.3
10.6

13,377
6,640-

3,283
1,735
1,326'

392

19,532
7,625
4,041
5,734
1,332

13,723
2,789

6,813
4,121

7,166
3,633
1,724

877

743
190

13:2

2,796
3,676
754

9,536
1,741

1::g

20.5
21.2
21.3
21.4

14.6
21.2

21.8
19.2

- 21.4
'21.5
33.2

32.0
27.3

31.2

37.7

,

26.0
13.2

6.3
3.2
2.7
.7

'39.4

-, 13.2
'10.1

13.3
2.7

34.6

6.3
17.9
10.4

14,885
7,571
3,466
*1,838

,1,506

424

20,431

7,599
5,044
6,489
1,299

15,514
3,069
7,717

4,729

7,341
3707
1,769

004
761
199

11,1::
2,074
3,759

716

0,762
1,785
5,030
2,948

20.6
21.8
21.4
21.5
14.6
21.8

21,9
19.3
21.9
23.6

33.6

32-.3

27.4
31.5

37.9

26.0
13.1
6.3

gp 3.2
. 2.7

.7

39.5
13.3
10.2
13.3
2.8

34.5

6.3
17.11

10.4

15,190
7,698
3,573
1,873
1,606

441

20,965
7,810
5,186
6,598
1,372

15,842

3,144
7,868
4,830

.

:-

8,726

::g781

1147:
230

13,005
4,414
3,400
4,353
839

11:11!:

5,789
3,181

23.9
24.1
25.0
24.4

18.3
27.3

25.1
22.6
24.9
26.6
35.5'"

36.8
30.7
36.5
,43:1

26.6

13.4

6.4
3.3
2.9 -

.7

39.7
13.5
10.4
13.3
2.6

33.6
, 6.2
17.7

0.7

21,089
10,806

4,797
2,469
2,463

554

28,638
10,641
7,118
9,106
1,773

20,921
4,259-

10,53
6,13

47u
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Tble C24. (Continued)

LEE mono= (1980 $)

15,836
7,264
4,040

1,995
1,880

657

23,938

20,173
9,719 .

4064
2,293
2,271

926

28,792

One Family Amber InWbric name
One In Family
'No In Family
Three In Family
Fbur Or Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

Two Family Members in Work Force
Zoo In Family 9,245 10,848

Three In Family 5,990 7,023

Four Or Five In Family 6,636 8,326

Six Or More In Family 2,066 2,595

Three Or More In Wbrk Force 17,087 21,603

Three In Family 3,371 4,169

Four Or Five In Family 7,949 10,529

Six_Or Mbre In Family 5,767 6,906

t

MARE IIE DEFICIT

One Family Member In Wbrk Force 27.9 28.6

One In Family 12.8 13.8

'No In Family 7.1 7.0

Three In Family 3.5 3.3

Four Or Five in Family 3.3 3.2

Six Or More in Family 1.2 1.3

Two Family Members In WOrk Force 42.1 40.8

Two In Family 16.3 15.4

Three in Family 10.5 10.0

Four Or Five in Family 11.7 11.8

Six Or More in Family 3.6 3.7

Thred Or More in Wbrk Force 30.1 30.6

Three In Family. . 5.9 5.9

Four Or Five in Family
Six Or'More In Family

13.9

ro.1
14.9

9.8

IIE AVERAGE DEFT= .

,

One Family rember In Wbrk Force .1,472 1,746

Cne En.Family 1-.486 1,811

TWo In Farily 11424 1,667

Three In Family 1,402. _1,629

Four Or Five In Family 1,573 1,728

Six Or More In Family 1,629 ' 1,891

Two Family Members in Wbrk Force 1288 1,539

TWo In Family 1,487 1,702

. Three In Family 1,282 1,504

Four Or Five In Family
- Six Or More in Family

1,147
1,085 1:2

Three Or More In Wbrk Force
Three In Family -

1,111 .

1,302

-. 1,334

1056

Fbur OrTive In Family 1,057 1,317

Six Or More In Family 1,095 1,2$1

. .

.

IIE AVER)GE DEFICIT (1980 8) 'CNN
IN 411.

2,461 2,613One Family Member In Wbrk Force

One In Family 2,483 2,773

TWo In Family 2,380 2,552

Three in Family 2,343 2,494

Four Or Five In Family 2,628 2,646

Six Or More In Family 2,722 2,895

, .

TWorFamily Memhers In Wbrk Force 2,152 .2,356

w TWo In Family 2,485 2,606

Three in Family 2,142 2,303

Four Or Five In Family 1,917 '2,189

Six Or More In Family 1,813 2,163

Three Or More in Wbrk Force 1,856 2,042

Three In Family 2,176 2,382

Four Or Five in Family 1,766 2,016

Six Or More In Family 1,830 1,915

406

19,119 18,767 11,815 16,894 17,241 21,089

9,277 9,309 8,386 8,593 8,737 10,806

4,617 4,402 4,147 3,934 4,055 4,797
2,447 2,377 2,192 2,086 2,126 2,469

2,089 ' 2,076 1,675 1,800 1,823 2,463
629 604 495 481 500 554

28,901 27,158 24,669 23,189 23,796 28,638

11,277 10,817 9,630 8,624 8,864 10,641
.7,040 6,300 6,114 5,725 5,886 7,118
8,464 8,053 7242 7,365 7,488 9,106
2,120 1,988 1,682 1,474 1,557 1,773

20,712 21,101 17,332 17,609 17,981 20,921
3,201 4,525 3,522 3,483 3,568 4,259

10,043 10,081 8,605 8,759 8,931 10,530
6,868 6,495 5,204 5,367 5,482 6,131

':

27.6 28. 28.7 s 29.3 29.2 29.9

13.5 13.9 14.2 14.9 14.8 15.3
6.7 6.7 7.0 6.8 '6.9 64
3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.5
3.0 3.1 2.8 3.2 3.1 3.5
1.0 .9 .8 .8 .8 .8

42.0
16.4

10.2

12.3

3.1

30.1

5.5
14.6
10.0

40.5 41.9 40.2 40.3 40.5
16.1 16.4 14.9 15.0 15.1

, 9.4 10.4 946 10.0 10.1
* 12.0 ' 12.3 12.8 12.7 12.9

3.0 2.9 2.6 2.6 2.5

31.5 29.4 30.5 30.5 29.6
6.8 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

15.0 14.6 15.2 15.1 14.9
9.7 8.8 9.3 9.3 8.7

2,417

22:0:: N9111

1,810
11::

1,805

,,,E-
1,827 1,797

1,799
2,084

2,289
1,785 1,800

1,858 - 2,096

U!:

2,072.1,771 1,879
1;763_ . ,,I;1,789 1,842

1,784 NI:1,988 1,930

1,667

_

2:4111111 /178!
2,094-

1,641 1,878

1,830 1,927
1,689 1,804

2,085

1,617
1,476

1,8051,547
1,765

I,X
1,755

I::N 1,521 1,723 1,745

1,370 1,448

1,582 1,746
1,351 1,340
1,301 1,456 '

2,621 2,460 .

2,645 2,433

2,585 2,448

2,564 2,555
2,590 2,505
2,879 2,426

2,376 2,267
2,650 2,621.
2,341 2,104

2,178 2,056

2,098 2,115

1,984 1,969
2,291 2,374

1,956 1,822

1,884 1,980

!:,01819!

2,643
1,422

1,819

1,62/ 1,623
1,681 1,762

1,$65
1,762

1,375 1,564,
1,355 1,651 1,638 1,927

.

2,280 2,357
2,270 2,365
2,272 2,685

2,347 2,379
2,227 2,423
2,438 2,534

2,127 2,133
2,424 2,365
2,133 2,048
1,864 2,003
1,921 1,955

1,796 1,847
2,131 7,000
1,737 1;776
1,711 1,874

47i

2,348 2,417
2,356 2;471
2,292 2,298
2,352 2,289
2,395 2,595
2,517 2,326

2,132 2,202
2,366 2,411
2,049 2,094
1,985 2,092
1,981 . 2,112

1,842 1,899
2,000 . 2,083
1,775 1,819
1,859- 1,927

0
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407

Table C-4. (Continued)

Ire ,

Coe FamilyMember In Wbxk Force 7,255 8,167 8,139 8,291 8,276 8,234 8,457 9,241One In Family 2,782 1,230 3,454 .3,505 3,530 3,420 3,505 3,811A. In Family 2,116 2,231 2,187 2,250 2,224 2,310 2,375 2,505Three /n Family 977 1,050 1,032 1,030 1,124 1,086 1,119 1,264Four Or Five In Famaly 925 1,118 1,060 1,106 1,035 1,047 1,077 1,269Six Cc More In Family 455 538 406( 400 364 371 381 J9l

ywo Family Members in Work Force 3,302 3,952 3,746 3,609 3,444 3,519 )'28 4,170'orWo In Family 907 1,013 1,021 1,037 953 947 975 1,126Three In Family 655 811 760 682 661 661 676 994Four Or Five In Family 1,011 1,301 1,300 1,301 1,256 1,346 1,391 1,562Six Or More In Family 729 826 665 589 574 565 595 589

Three Or More In Wbrk Ficce 1,451 1,649 1,516 1,594 1,300 1,162 1,195 1,700Three In Family 149 167 140 180 171 134 137 137Four Or Five In Family 517 625 568 710 486 468 479 751Six Or More In Family 785 856 909 704 642 560 579 813

/FE INCIZEICE

Cps Family Member In Wbrk Force 23.6 25.7 25.5 24.9 24.1 23.6 23.7 25.3Coe In Family 23.9 26.0 25.8 23.8 22.3 20.5 20.6 21.5Twei/n Family 27.6 28.6 28.8 28.8 27.9 28.5 28.7 30.0Three In Family 23.1 24.9 24.3 24.7 26.8 26.4 26.6 28.6Four Or Five In Family 15.8 18.8 19.0 20.2 19.3 20.5 20.7 24.5Six Or More In Family 32.6 39.9 34.5 .36.1 37.5 41.5 41.8 44.8
Two Family members In We& Force 7.2 8-.6 8.0 7.6 7.0 7.0 7.1 8.0Two In Family 5.2 5.9 5.7 .5.7 -5.1 5.0 5.0 5.8Three In Family 5.8 7.1 6.6 5.8 5.2 5.1 5.1 1.5Cour Or Five In Family 7.3 9.4 9.8 8.7 8.1 8.6 8.7 9.6Six Or More In Family 21.1 26.0 22.6 22.5 23.2 24.8 25.4 24.9
Three Or More In Wbrk Force 5.4 6.1 5.4 5.5 4.5 3.9 4.0 5.7ThrPe In Family 2.8 3.1 2.5 3.1 2.9 2.1 2.1 2.1Four Or Five In Family ).9 4.6 4.0 4.6 3.2 3.0 3.0 4.7Six Or More In Family 9.9 10.8 9.7 9.2 8.6 7.4 7.4 11.0

IFE SHAM

One Family Member In WO& Force 60.4 59.3 60.7 61.4 63.6 63.1 63.7 61.2One In Family 23.2 23.5 25.8 26.0 27.1 26.5 26.4 25.2Two In Family 17.6 16.2 16.3 16.7 17.1 17.9 17.9 16.6Three In Family' 8.1 7.6 7.7 7.6 8.6 8.4 8.4 8.4Four Or Five /n Freely 7.7 8.1 7.9 2.2 7.9 8.1 13.1 8.4
, Six Or Mbre In Family 3.8 3.9 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.6

Two Family Merbers in Wbrk Force 27.5 28.7 28.0 26.7 26.5 27.2 27.3 27.6Two In Family 7.6 7.4 7.6 7.7 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.5Three In Family 5.5 5.9 5.7 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.9Four Cc Five In Family 8.4 9.4 9.7 9.6 9.6 10.4 10.4 10.3Six Or More In Family 6.1 6.0 5.0 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.5 3.9

Three Or Mile In Wbrk Force 12.1 12.0 11.3 11.8 10.0 9.0 9.0 11.3Three In Family
t

1.2 1.2 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.0 A 1.0 .9Four Or Five In Family 4.3 4.5 4.2 5.3 3.7 3.6 3.6 5.0SIX Or More In Family 6.5 6.2 6.0 5.2 4.9 4.3 4.4 ' 5.4

IF! DEFICIT

14,897 18,532 19,233 20,510 21,545 23,811 24,467 31,171
One Family.MeMber In Wbrk rorce
Coe In Family 3,922 5,162 5,681 5,972 6,227 6,850 7,009 8,865Two In Family 3,858 41571 4,802 5,230 5,577 6,376 6,555 7,893Three In Family 2,288 2,703 2,954 3,145 3,473 3,428 3,731 4,830Four Or Five In Family 2,884 3,624 3,817 4,051 4,164

'2,105
4, 74

-2,284
4,803 6,584Six Or More In Family 1,945 2,472 1,978 2,113 2,369 2,999

Two Family Mbmbers in Wbrk Force 3,730 4,909 4,841 4,863 4,831 5,752 5,924 7,742Two /n Family 668 808 869 916 914 .1,051 1,083 1,373Three In Family 598 727 795 769 766 834 860 1,315Four Or rive In Family 1,174 1,815 1,763 1,935 1,922 2,377 2,409 3,311Six Or Mbre In Family 1,289 1,559 1,414 1,243 1,229 1,490 1,572 1,742

Three Or More In Wbrk Force 1,074 1,494 1,381 1,529 1,393 . 1,238 1,265 2,087Three In Family 66 97, 82 121 129 '94 96 112Four Cr rive In Family 312 496 449 614 430 472 490 813Six Or Mbre In Family 676 891 850 792 835
,
672 689 1,161

4 72
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Table C-4. (Cont'inued)

EFL DEFICIT (1980 8)

Cne Family Member In Work Forme
Cne In Family
1W3 In Fauily
Ihmee In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or Mbre.In Family

Ilea Family Wafters in Nark Faroe.
1W3 In Family
ThreeIn Family
Four Or Five In Faedly
Six Or Mbre In &gaily

Three Or More In Wbrk Force
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Famit..

4 Six Or Morean Family

IFE CEFIC/T SHARE

One Family Member In Wbrk Force
Ore In Family
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

Two Family Mbabers In Wbrk Force
Two.In Family
'three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or MOre In Family

Three Or Mbre In Wbrk Force
Threo In Family
Four Or Five In Family
-Six Or More In Family

EFL AVERAGE Derwrr

One Family Member In Work Farce
One In Family
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five En Family
Six Or More In Family

Two Family Mesbers in Work Force
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or Mare In Family

Three Or More In Wbrk Force
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or More In Family

IFE AVERAGE DEFIC/T (1910 0

Ora Family Herber In Wbrk Forcet1

Coe In Family
Two In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or Mbre In Family

INA) Family*Cmbers In Work Force
TWo In Famity
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Faintly
Six Or Mere In Family

Three Or Mere In Wbrk Force
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or More ln Family

408

24,193 21,372. 27,84, 27,193 27,174 27,025 27,770 31,171

6,553 1,903 8,226 8,122 7,864 7,774 7,955 8,865

0,446 6,997 6'953 . 7,112 7,043 7,236 7,440 7,193

3,824 4,138 , 4,271 4,277 4,387 4,111 4,235 4,830

4,819 5,548 5,527, 5,09 5,259 5,305 5,451 6,584

3,251 34785 2,864 2,173 2,658 2,592 2,689 2,999
.

6,231 7,516 7,010 6,614 6,102 . 6,529 6,723 7,742

1,16, 1,236 1,259 1,246 1,155 1,193 1,229 1,373

999 1,113 1,151 1,046 967 947 976 1,315

1,962 2,779 2,552 . 2,632 2,427 2,698 2,734 3,311
2,153 2,387 2,04$ 1,690 ,1,552 1,692 1,715 1,742

1,794 '2,272 1,999 2,079 1,759 .1,405 -1,436 2,087

111 149 118 168 161 107 109 112

554 760 650 835 543 535 544 - 813

1,129 1,364 1,231 1,077 1,055 762 782 1,161

75.6 74.2, 75.6 76.2 77.6 77.3 77.3 76.0

19.9 20.7 22.3 22.2 22.4 22.2 22.1 21.6

19.6 18.3 18.9 19.4 20.1 20.7 20.7 19.3

11.6 10.8" 11.6 11.7 12.5 11.8 11.8 11.8

14.6 14.5 15.0 15.1 15.0 15.2 15.2 16.1

9.9 9.9 7.1 7.9 7.6 7.4 7.5 7.3

18.9 19.7 19.0 18.1 17.4 11.7 18.7 18.9

3.4 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.4 V 3.4

3.0 2.9 3.1 2.9 2.1 2.7 2.7 3.2

-6.0 7.3 6.9 7.2 6.9 7.7 7.6 8.1

6.5 6.3 5.6 4.6 4.4 174.8 5.0 4.2

5.4 6.0 5.4 5,.7 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.1

.3 .4 .3 .5 .5 .3 .3 .3

1.7 2.0 1.1 2.3 1.5 1.5 1.5 2.0

3.4 3.6 3.3 2.9 3.0 2.2 2.2 2.8

2,053 2,269 2,363 2,474 2,603 2,892 2,893 3,373

1,410 1,591 1,645 1,704 1,764 2,003 2,000 2,326

1,823 2,049 2,196 2,324 2,508 2,759 2,760 3,151

2,343 j 2,574 2,862 3,055 3,089 3,342 3,334 3,1/0

,3,118 3,241 3,6D0 3,661 41023 -4,465 4,458 5,117

4,277 4,596 4,867 5,284 8,790 6,154 6,223 7,669

1,130 1,242 1,292 1,347 1,403 1,635 1,633 1,157

737 797 $51 884 960 1,110 1,110 1,220

913 . 897 1,046 1,128 -1,10 0,261 1,271 1,A71

1,162 1,395 1,356 1,487 1,530 V1,766 1,744 2,120

1,767 1,881 2,127 2,109 2,14Q 2,639 2,644 2,963'

740 900 911 959 1,072 1,066 1,059. 1,227

446 581 5116 615 745 705 705 819

641 794 791 165 115 1,008 1,001 1,004

160 7 1,040 1,050 1,125 1.200 1,200 1,190 1,429

,

3,431 3,474 3,422 3,365 3,210 3;212 3484 3,373

2,356 2,447 2,382 2,317 2,228 2,273 2,270 2,326

3,046 3,137 3,180 3,161 3,168 3,131 3,133 3,151

3,915 3,941 4,144 4,155 3,901 3,793 3,784 3,120

5,211 4,962 5,213 4,979 5,081 5,068 5,060 5,187

7,147 7,036 7,047 7,116 7,313 6,985 7,063 7,669

1,188 1,902 1,871 1,832 1,772 1,856 ' 1,853 1,857

1,232 1,220 1,232 1,202 1,212 1,260 1,260 1,220

1,526 1,373 1,515 1,514 1,464 1,431 1,443 1,471

1,912 2,136 1,963 2,022 1,932 2,004 1,979 2,120

2,953 2,109 3,010 2,868 2,703 2,995 3,001 2,963

,

1,237 1,377 1,319 1,304 1)354 1,210 1,202 1,227

745 899 149 932 941 800 100 119

1,071 1,216 1,145 1,176 1,110 1,144 1,136
4

1,004

1,437 1,592 1,520 1,530 1,642 1,362 1,351 1,429
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Table C-11. (Continuer!)

rrt

Cne Family Member In Week Fbece
Cne In Family
TWo In Family
Three In Family
Four Or Five In Family
Six Or Aare Injamily

TWo Family Members 1404brk Force

3,748

1,669
623
473
626
357

1,76

4,222
1,954
663
507
696
401

2,027
wo In Family 324 386
Three In Family 298 346
Four Or Five tn Family 606 745......

Six Or More In Family 536 549
/

Three Or More In Work Force 833 1,004
Three In Family L , 39 . 74
Four Or Five Tn Family '267 351
Six Or More tn Family 527 579

TICIIMNICE

Coe Family Member In Wbrk Force 12.2 13.3
One In Family 14.3 15.7
TWo In Family 8.1 8.5
Three In Family 11.2 12.1
Four Or Five In Family 10.7 11.7
Six Or More In Family 25.6 28,9

Two Family Members In Wbrk Force 3.8 4.4
Two In Family 1.9 2.2
Three In Family 1.6 3.0
Four Or Five In Family 4.4 5.4
5ix4)r More In Family 15.5 17.3

ihree Or More In Wbrk Fbrce 3.1 3.7
Three In Family .7 1.4
Four Or Five In Family 2.0 2.6
Sfx Or More In Family 6.6 7.3

IFI SHAME

One Family Member In MIN 59.1 58.2
One In Family 4126.3 26.9
Two In Family 9.8 9.1
Three In F. 7.5 7.0
Fbur Family 9.9 9.6

FamilySix re 5.6 5.5

TWo Family Work Fo 27.8 28.0
TWo tn Family 5.1 5.3
Three In Family 4.7 4.8
Four Or Five In Famil 9.5 10.3
Six Or Mbre tn Family 8.4 7.6

Three Or More In Wbrk F 13.1 13.8
Three In Family .6 1.0
Four or Five In Family 4.2 4.8
Six Or Mare In Family 8.3 8.0

xrt orrtar
J.

Cne Family Member En Work'Force 5,571 6,764
Cne tm Family 1,103 2,464
Two En Family 767 817
Three In Family 727 $03
Four CV Five In Family 1,270 1,510
Six Or Mere In Family 1,004 1,170

TWo Family Mbmbers In Wbrk Force 1,619 2,049
TWo In Family 208 265
Three In Family , 553 246
Fbur Or Five In Family 396 771

Six Or more In Family 630 767

Three Or More In Wok Force -523 725

Three In Family 21 32

Four.Or.Flve tn Family 130 234

Six Or More In Family 372 458

409

4,22t 4,297 4,383
2,077 2,079 2,162

652 664 712
485 517 539
682 723 664
326 315 301

1,985 1,846 '1,919
395 400 351
363 251 319
786 778 826, 4-

442
1-.

' 417 422

$27 855 710
61 . 66 78
286 365 239
410 23 393

13.2

15.5
8.6

11.4
12.2
27.6

4.2

2.2
3.2

'12.9

14.1

8.5
12.4
13.2
28.5

3.9
2.2
2.1

12.8
13.7
8.9
12.9
12.5
31.1

3.9
1.9
2.5

5.3 5.2 5.3
15.0 15.9 17.0

2.9 3.0 2.5
1.1 1.1 1.3
2.0 2.4 1.6
5.7 5.5 5.3

60.0 61.4 62.5
29.5 29.7 30.8
9.3 9.5 10.2
6.9 7.4 7.7
9.7 10.3 9.5
4.6 4.5 4.3

28.2 26.4 27.4
5.6 5.7 5.0
5.2 3.6 4.5

11.2 11.1 11.8
6.3 6.0 6.0

11.8 12.2 10.1
.9 .9 1.1
4.1 5.2 3.4
6.8 6.0 5.6

6;919
2,771
928
455

1,493

943

2,

1,00

1,015
1,753
1,022

1::::
4,450
2,114

5,151
2,403

710 733 874
518 . 536 661
744 767 882

1,:::

301 331

2,014 2,347
391 404 459
298 306 422
853 874 1,018,
406 431 , 448

573 St 967
42 44 53

239 244 397
292 303 517

12.4 12.5
12.4 12.4
8.8 8.8
12.6 12.7
14.6 14.7
32.4 33.0 .

14.1

13.6
10.5

14.9
17.0
37.9

3.9 3.9 4.5
2.1 2.1 2.4
2.3 2.3 3.1
5.$ 5.5 6.2

17.9 18.4 19.0

1.9 2.0 3.2
.7 .7 .8
1.5 1.5 2.5
3.8 3.9 7.0

63.2 63.1 60.9
30.2 30.0 28.4
10.4 10.4 10.3
7.6 7.6 7.8
10.9 10.9 10.4
4.2 4.3 3.9

28.4 28.5 27.7
5.7 5.7 5.4
4.3 4.3 5.0
12.4 12.4 12.1
5.9 6.1 5.3

!.4 8.4 11.4
.6 .6 .6

3.5 3. 4.7
4.3 4.3 6.1

8,269 9,390 9,618 12,812
3,001 3,457 3,518 4,585
1,19 1 1,463 1,843

1,14 1,183 1,696
1,831 2,254 2,304 3,076
1,124 1,112 1,151 1,611

1,969 1,997 2,6062,162 2,695 3,676
274 347 276 351 362 454
270 227 307 270 278 52g '11,

792 852 948 1, 1459 1,731
631 571 632 843 896 964

615 701 595 503
35 . 49 51 33

193, 311 106 172
317- 342 359 298

4 4

512 965
34 42

173 318
305 605
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.Jable C-4. .(Continued`

IFI DEFICIT (198) 0

* Cne Family Member In Work ?Circe 9,308 10,356 10,120 10,416 10,444 10,657 10,916One ln Family '3,013 3,772 4,012 3,899 3.791 3,923 3,993Two In Family 1,211 .1,251 1,343 1,363 1,508 1,6131 1,660
Three In Family 1,214 1,230 1,239 1081 1,414 1,301 1,343
FoUi Or Five In Family 2,121 2,311 2,161 2,384 2,312 2,550 2,615
Six Or Mere In Family 1,671 1,792 1,365 1,390 1,420 1,262 1,306

TWo Family Members in Workforce 2,705 3,137 2,851 2,716 2,731 2,958 3,059
TWo In Family 347 406 400 472 348 398 411
Three. In Family 381 377 392 308 311 307 315
Four Or-Tive In Family 924 1,111 1,146 1,159 1,197- 1,296 1,315
Six Or Mire In'Family 1,053 1,174 913 776 , 798 957 1,017

Three Or More In Wbrk Soros 174 1,110 891 953 752 571 511
Three In Family 35 50 51 66 64 37 M
Foilr Or Five In Family 217 358 210 423 235 196 197
Six CT Mere tn Family 622 702 560 465 453 339 346

IFI DEFICIT SHARE

Dee Family Member In WOrk Force 72.2 70.9 73.0 74.0 75.0 75.1 75.0
One In Family 23.4 25.8 21.9 27.7 27.2 27.7 27.4
TWo In Family 9.9 8.6 9.7 9.7 10.8 11.4 11.4
Three In Family 9.4 8.4 8.9 9.8 10.2 9.2 9.2
Four Or Five In Family 16.5 15.1 15.6 16.9 16.6 18.0 mo,
Six Or More In Family 13.0 12.3 9.8 9.9 10.2 8.9 9.0

It.ofamily Members In Wbrk Force 21'.0 21.5 20.6 19.3 19.6 20.8 21.0
Two In Family 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.4 2.5 2.8 2.1
Three In Family 3.0 2.6 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.2 2.2

''Fbur Or Flaiia In Family 7.2 8.1 1.3 0.2 8.6 9.1 9.0
Six Or More In Family 1.2 0:0 6.6 5.5 5.7 6.7 7.0

TIllue.:r More In Wbrk Force 6.1 7.6 6.4 6.8 5.4 4.0 4.0
In Family , .3 .3 .4 .5 .5 .3 .3

Four Or Five In Family 1.7 2.5 2.0 3.0 1.7 1.4 1.4
Six Or More In Family

el

4.8 4.1 4.0 3.3 3.3 2.4 2.4

IFI Avsayz DEFICIT

12,812
4,585
1,843
1,696
3,076
1,611

3,676
454
521

1,731
_ 964

965
42

318
605

'

One Family Member In Wbrk Fe= 1,416 1,602 1,651 - 1,782 1,187 2,160 2,161
Ohe In Family 1,080 1,261 1,334 .4 1,379 1,388 - 1,671 1,664
'No In Family 1,231 1,232 1,423 1,510 1;676 -2,001 1,995
Three In Family 1,538 1,584,-..1,763 1,965 2,-076 2413 '-- _2,209
Four Or Five In Family 2,029 2,161 -"- 2,119 2,425 2,741- 3,029.. , 3,005

.-
Six Or More In Family 2,810 2,916 2,894 '.= 3,244 3 75-6 : 3 831 3,824

.TWo Family Members in Wbrk Force 917 1,011 992 1,082 1,127 .-,1,337 ': 1,338
TWo In Family 640 686 700 868 785 *.:-.897 , 897
Three In Family 764 712 746 904 , 961 667 -909
Four Or Five In'Familyll 912 1,035 001 1,095 1447 1,339 - 1,327
Six Or Mbre In Family 1,175 1,396 1, 1069 , 1;196 2,075 2,080,..

Three Or Mere In Work Force 621 , 722 74 120 039--.1 179 866
Three InTamily 549 44i 578 735 650 790 - :170 .

Four Or Five In Family
G

415 675 151 777 721- ., 710
-1016.-Six Or MOre'In Family 706 792; 806 ,107 914 1,022

.

IFI AVERAGE DEFICIT (1910 0

Ohe Family Member In Wbek Feces' 2,413 2,453 2,391 2,424 2,383 2,461 2,453
One In Family 1,805 1,931 1,932 1,175 1,753 1,897 1,889
TWo In Family 2,057 3,,116 2,061 2,054 2,117 2,271 2,264
Three In Family 2,570 2,425 2,553 2,672 2,622 2,512 2,507
Four Or Five In Family 3,390 3,319 3,170 3,298 3,462 3,438 3,411
Six Or More In Family 4,696 4,464 4,191 4,412 4,711 4,348 4,340

TWo Family Members In Wbrk Force 1,532 1,548 1,436 1,472 1,423 1,517 ,519
Two In Family 1,069 1,050 1,014 1,180 991 1,018 ,018
Three In Family 1,277 1,090, 1,080 1,229 1,214 1,029 ,032
Four Or Five In Family 1,524 1,515 1,460 1,489 1,449 1,520 506
Six Or Mere In Family 1,963 2,137 2,065 1,862 1,889 2,355 2,

Three Or Moro In Wbrk Force 1,049 1,105 1,077 1,115 1,060 998 983
Three In Family 917 675 837 1,000 821 ' 897 874
Four Or Five In Family 110 1,020 977 1,157 911 818 806
Six Or.Mbre In Family 1,1$0 1,213 1,167 1,098 1,154 1,160 1,142

4

73.4

26.3
10.6
9.7

17.6
9.2

21.1
2.6
3.0
9.9
5.5

5.5
.2

1.8
'3.5

2,417
1,908
2,109
2,565
3,481
4,872

1,566
918

1,251
1,699
2,152

998.-
794
800

1,171 c

2,487
1,908
2,109
2,565
3,488
4,872

1,566
. 988

1,251
1,699

998
794
800

1,17
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Table C-4. (Continued)

Mil MN rim

On* Family Meter Inleark Force 75.4 , 77.7 783 76.4 75.8
Cne In Fmnily

67.9 69.8 72.8 68.8 69.3
TWo In Family 77.9

,

61.1 80.1 80.7 78.4
Three In Family 84.3 86.7 84.3, 84.6 85.6
Etur Cr Five In Family 83.1 87.3 86.5 87.0 84.7
Six Cr Mbre In Family 94.6 93.4 95.0 95.2 96.6

TWo Family Members in Work recce 22.0 25.1' 23.5 23.3 ,22.6

Two In Family 18.4 ' 19.5 18.8 20.4 18.8
Three In Family 16.4 22.3 19.6 18.6 18.5
Fbur OrTive In Family 22.0 26.5 25.9 25.0 23.0
Six Or Mbre In Family 42.9 .47.6 46.0, 43.9 4t8.1

Three Or Mbre In Work FOrce , 11.8 12.8 12.0 12.1 10.8
Tbxee In Family .6.8 8.5, 7.0 5:3 8,3
Fbur Cr Five In Family 9.2 9.8 9.6 10.5 8.0

' Six Cr Mbre In Family 18.0 19.1 17.7 4 16.9 16.6

EARNIN3S SUPPLFIKENIATICN RATE--TOFAL S'

Coe Family Member In Work Force . 48.3 48.3 48.1 48.2 47.0
Coe In Family 40.0 39.5 39.9 40.7 38.7
Two In Family 70.6 70.3 70.2 70.5 68.0
Three In Family 51.6 51.7 53.0 .49.8 52.0
Four Or Five In Family 32.3 37.7 35.7 34.7 35.5
Six Or Mbre In Family 21.4 25.4 19.9 21.2 17.1

Two Family Members In Work Force 46.5 48.7 47.0 48.8 44.3
Two In Family 64.2 61.9 61.3 61.4 63.2
Three In Family 54.4 57.3 52.3 63.2 51.7
Four Or Five In Family 40.0 42.7 .39.6 40.2_ 34.2
Six Or Mbre In Family 26.5 33.5 33.5 29.3 26.5

Three C More In Work Force 42.6 39.1 45.5 46.4 45.4
Thrçe In Family 74.0 -55.0 56.6 63.3 54.5
Foi Or Five In Family 48.3 43.8 49.5 48.5 50.8
Sig. Cr More In Family 32.9 32.4 40.7 39.8 38.9

moms SUPPLEHENTATIdi

ea*

FOCCE - TRANSFERS

One Family Member In Work ?erre 29.2 31.0 29.8 29.6 26.9

One In Family 23.7 , 24.9 24.4 24.1 20.8

Two In Family
.

40.8 42.3 41.2 41.0 37,7
Three In Family 31.7 34.2 34.4 33.3 30.9

Fbur Or Five In Family 21.6 28.0 25.5 24.4 24.7

Six Or Mbre In Family 19.3 20.3 7 15.4 17.5 14.0

t
Two Family Members In Work Farce 29.1 33.5 30.6 '131.3 25.4
TWo In Family 35.5 36.4 33.9 32.6 29.7

Three In Family 34.4 40.3 32.6 42.0 32.7

Fbur Or Five In Family 26.5 32.2 28.1 28.6 19.0
Six Or Mose In Family 21.6 25.3 27.9 23.1 18.6

Three Cr More In Work Force 26.1 25.7 29.7 28:8 25.7

Three In Family 43.8 35.8 32.6 28.3 20.3
Fbur Cr Five In Family 28.2 25.0 27.5 26.3 26.0
Six Cr Mere In Family 21.2 24.4 30.7 31.3 26.9

4 7

. 76.8 76.8 77.0'
'67.9 68.0 68.1
04 ' 82.9 82.3
88.0 87.8 88.9
87.5 87.4 88.0
96.8 97.0 97.5

23.3 23.3 25.4
18.9 18.9 20..3

17.9 17.8 22.1
26.8 26.8 28.5
46.9 47.6 49.9.

8.9 8.9 12.5 e-
6.0 5.9 5.8
7.0 7.0 10.7
14.0 14.1 20.2

47.4 47.4 44.3
39.5 39.7 36.9
69.3 69.1 55.1
52.3 52.1 47.7
28.9 28.8 30:5
21.8 21.0 15.4

44.6 44.5 43.7
58.7 58.6 55.2
54.9 54.8 52.8
36.6 36.7 i- 34.8
28.1 27.5 23.8

50.7 50.5 43.1
68.9 67.8 61.4*
48.9 49.1 47.1
47.9 47.7 36.4

25.7 25.6 24.3
19.3 19.3 20.0
36.1 35.7 32.5
31.8 A 31.6 26.4
20.3 20.2 22.1
18.0 17.6 12.6

24.7 24.5 24.6
24.2 24.0 25.8
29.1 28.7' 32.6
24.8 24.7 21.4
20.2 19.7 18.6

29.3 29.3 24.8
36.2 35.4 27.9
25.5 25.8 20.8
30.8 30.9 28.1

I

COP

Aar

4
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Table C-5. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL WORK

4FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT .

I.

WORK FORCE

gh Sdhool Student
Post-Sic:on:Lary Student
High School Dropout
High School Graduate Only
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

SHARE TOM WORK FORCE

High School Student
Post-Secondary Student
High School Dropout
High School Graduate Only
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

UNE14PWYED

High School Student
Post -Seacodary Student
High SchOol Dropout
High School Graduate Only
Post -Seoondary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

U-LEMPLOYM-fr MTH

High School Student
Poet Secondary Student

4. High School Drcpout
High School Graduate Only
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years
College Graduatej

-mom toommaco,

High School Studnt
Post-Seccndary Student
High School Dropout
High School Graduate Only
Poat-Seccridary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

pncamprnix WEXPOWED

.Post-Secondary Student
\High School Student

High School Dropout
High School Graduate Only
Post-Seccodary 1-3 Years

1 College Graduate

1974

5,124
4,426

27,008
38;t25
13,793
14,624

4.9

4.3
28.7
37.3
14.0
14.1

1,455

1,059
5,936 .
6,772
1,893
1,421

28.4
23.9
22.0
17.5

13.7

9.7

7.2
5.7
32.0
16.5,
10.2
7.7

"'. 11.5'

J61

i',76:
712

444

1,75

4,722
4,333

25,900
39,194
14,576
15,716

41r

4.5

4.1
24.8

37.5
14.0

15.0

1,343 ..'

1,096
6,707

. 7,875
2,437

1,646

21.4
25.3
25.9

20.1
16.7

10.5

,..t

c141

6.4
5.2

31.8
37.

U.

'863
575

3,787
3,911

1.091

682

!

'

1976

5,031
016

25,729

39,99
15 412/

164868

4.7

4.1
24.0

37.3

14.4

15.5

1,376

1,052

6,093
7,592

2,495

1.837

27.4
23.8

'23.7

19.0
18.2

,11.1

6.7
5.1

29.8
37.1
12.2

9.0,

950
499

3,371
1,512

1,128
794

a

,

/

1977

_

5;155
4,402

25,454
41,092

.428
17,133

4

4.

23.

37.

15.0
15.6

1,428

1,053
5,634
7,328
2,337

1.711

N. .

27.7
23.9
22.1
17.1
14.2
10.1

7.3
5.4

28,9 .
37.6#
12.0i,
8.9'"'

3,81191

3,225

880
66$,

1978

4,836
4,288

24,451

42,729

17,618
18,439

4.3

3.8
24.1

'18.0

5.7

6.4

1,155
820

5,065
6,763
2,279

1.656

23.9

19.1
20.7
15.8
12.9

9.0

6.5
4.6 ,

28.6
38.1
12.8

9.3

668

2,1
2,822

828
,497

1.979

. 4,930
4,515

24,050
43,778
18,081
19,295

4.3

3.9

21.0

38.2
1518

16.8

1,070

849

5,187
6,914
2,325

1,628

21.7

18.8'

21.6

15.8
12.9
8.4

6.0
%

4.7

28.9
38,5

12.9

9.1

4

641

2;X
2,637

728'

475

19791

5,070
4,643

24,488
44,542

18.524
19,714

4.3

4.0

209
38.1

15.8

16.9

1,112
870

5,317
7.093
2,406

1,661

21.9
18.4
22.0
15.9
13.0
8.5

.

6.0
4.7

28.8
38.4

13.0 ,

9.0

,

?%.,:--668.

2,T3
2,709

755

485

1.940

4,910
4,730

23,713
45,940

18,880
20,175

4.1

4.0
20.0
38.8
16.0
17.0

1,311
972

6;055
8,609
2,623

1,820

27.1
20.5
25.5

. 11:7
13,9

9.0

6,2
4,5

28.3
40.2
12.3

8.5

'862

481

3,307
3,990

1,059
648

'

*

4 7.
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Table (Continued)

INCIDENCE PRECOKilekiia

/15.8
0.6
10.2
6.0
5.2
3.0

18.3
13.3
14.6

10.1
7.5
4.3 .

18.9

11.3
13.1
8.8
7.3
4.8

t

17.4
10.0

11.9
7.8
5.4
3.9

13.8
0.2

10.6
6.6
4.7
2.7

'EMPLOYED

High 84001 Student
Pon-Soccndary Spuim8:4
High Schcol Dadmat
nigh 1 Grackate Cnly
Pcat_daxy 1-3 Years
College Graluate

SCARE PRED1412411.111.y tilE/VIOYED

High Schcol'Student 10.5 7.9 9.3 9.8 .8.6
Post-Secoedary Student 4.0 5.3 4.9 4.8 4.5
High School Dram& 35.8 34.6 32.9 33.0 33.4
High School Graduate Cnly 33.9 36.0 34.2 35.3 36.4
Pcat-Seccndary 1-3 Years 9. 2 10.0 11.0 9.6 10.7
College Graduate 547 6.2 7.7 7.3 6.4

'UM
r

High School Student 3,521 3,592 3,717 3,774 3,328
Post-Seccodary Student 1,842 2,217 2,113 2,067 1:829
High School Drcvauk 9,269 10,011 9,508 9,424 8,840
High Schoal Graduate Cnly 8,471 9,914 9,712 10,201 9,711
Post-Seccodary 1-3 Years 2,301 2,884 3,038 3,024 3,887
Col,lege Graduate 1,151 1,726 1,805 1,833 1,855

I= =MEM
High School StLdent 68.7 76.1 13.9 73.2 68.6
Post -Seccodary Student 41.6 51.2 47.9 47.0 42.7
'High Schoal Dropout 34.3 38.7 37.0 37 .0 36.2
High Schoal Graduate Cnly 21.9 25.3 24.3 ;4.8 22.7
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years 16.7 19.8 19.7 18.4 17.6
Co Gracklate 9.2 11.0 10.9 10.7, 10.1

1

TIE 1.911ID3JrICH s
.

High School Student 13.2 11.8 12.4 12.4 11.6
Post-Secondary Student 6.9 7.3 7.1 . 6.8 . 6.4
HighSchool Orcpout 34.6 33.0 31:8 .31.1 30.8
High School Graduate Cnly 31.7 32.7 32.5 33.6 33.9,
Pcat-Seccndary 1-3 Years 8.6 9.5 10.2' 10.0 10.8
College Graduhte 5.0 5.7 6.0 6.0 6.5,/,'

.

.41,4

IIr &PIM
....

. . '

High SchooloStudent 2,324 Lop 3,216 3,252 2,821
Pcat-Seccndary StudeAt 4,242 1,783 1,906 1,802 1,626
High Sdhool Drcpcut 13,773_

j(

17,192 16,862 16,980 15,875
High School Graduate Only 11,495 41443 17,085 18,269 17,049
Past-Secondary 1-3 Years a 3,066 aim 4,991 5,418 5,640
College Graduate 2,149 7,192 3,407 3,564. ,620

470,

91
10.2
6.0
4.0
2.5

8.8

4.7

317
36.2

10.0

6.5

'3,236

1,938

8,324

9,328
2,937

1,811

65.6
42.9
34.6

21.3
16.2
9:4

11.7
7.0

30.2

33.0

10.7
6.6

1,112
1,929
17,316
18,552

5,745
4,117

13.2

7.6

10.3

417.6

, 10.2
13.9

6.1 8.7
4.1 5.6
2.5 3.2

8.9 11!3

4.7 -41
33.7
36.2 li.6
10.1 1 .2
6.5 6.3

3,325 3,634
1,984 2,321
8,537 9,368
9,543 11,785
3,021 / 3,503
1,858 2,135

65.6 74.0
42.7 49.1
34.9 39.5
21.4 25.7
16.3, 18.6
9.4

i4
10.6

.

11.8 11.1
1.0 7.1

30.2 28.6
33.8 311:0

10.7 10.7
6.6 6.5

3,214; 4,43 '
1,979 2,72
17,716 22,997
18,923 27,454
5,937 8,080
4,233 5,312

(
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Table.C-.5. (Continued}

IIE DEFIC1T (1980 0

t

81

3,183

2,075
23,014
19,209

,.5,123
t 3,557

6.8
3.6

40.5
33.8
9.0
6.3

660
674

1,486

1,357

1,333,

1,490

1,103

1,126
2,483

2,268
2,227

2,490

81.2

684
5.705
3,143
1,000

663

15.9

15.4
21.1
8.1
1.3

4.5

..

II,

4,290 4,657
2,729 2,760

26,321 24,415
25,174 24739
7,166 7,227
4,88.7 4,933

6.1 6.8.
4 3.9 4.0
37.3 35.5

35.7 36.0
10.2 10.5

6.9 1.2

780 865

aoe 902

1,117 1,773

1,659 1,759
1,623 1,643
1,849 1,887

1,194 4-'11,253
1,231 1,306
2,629 2,567

2,540 2,547
2,485 2,379

i,831 2,732

. 4

\
844....._} 881
751 772

6,209 5,7)\
3,867 3,818
1,287 1,395
810 803

A

17.9 17.5
17.1. 17.5
24.0 22,3

9.9 9.5
8.8 9.1
5.2

J

4,422
2,451

23,093
24,845
7,368
4,847

6.6
3.7

34.5
37.1
11.0
7.2

862
872

1.802
1,791

1,791
1,945

1,172
1,186
2,451
2b436
2,436
2,645

931
723

54:16,51

1,366
809

18.i
16.4
22.2

9.8
8.3
4

3,563
2,053

20,050
.21,533

7,123
4,572

6.1
3.5
34.0
36.6

' 12.1
7.8

848
889

1.796
1,756
1,821
1,951

1,0/1.
1,123
2,268

.2,218
2,300
2,464

786
737

.5,274

3,859
1,442

** 921

'16.3
17.2
21.6

9.0

. 8.2
5.0

3,532
2,119

19,653
21,056
6,566
4,695

6.1
3.8

34.1
36.5

11.4
8.1

862
995

2.080
1,989

1,970
2,282

1,092
1,129
2,361
2,258
2,236

, 4590

. t

754
764

5,162
3,909 \''

1,374
952 ,

15.3

16.9
21.5
8.9
1.6
4.9

'

1

3,648
2,247

20,708
21,478
6,734
4,805

6.2

31
34.1
36.4

11.4

,$.1

966

997
2,075

1,983
'1,964

2,278

1,096

1,132
2,355
2,251
2,229
2,585

779

793
5,297
4,014k '
1,413.

982

15.4
17.1
21.6
9.0
7.6

5.0

4,233
2,572

22,997
27,454

Coo
5,312

6.0
3.6

32.6
38.9
11.4
7.5

1,165
1,108
2,455
2,330
2,306

2,488

1,169
1,108
2,455
2,330
2,306
2,488

862

869
5,802

4,947

1,,:r3

17.6

18.4.

24.5
10,8
8.5
5.1

ar

1

High School Stuinst
Post--Secondary Student
High School Dropout
Sigh School Gradiate Cnay
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years
Malaga Graduate

LIE DEFT= DISIREEtirlat

High School Student
Post-Secondary Student
High School Dropout e.

High School Graduate Only
Poet-Secondary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

rIE AVERAGE leFICIT

High School Student
Poet-Secondary Student
High School lornopout.

High School Graduate Rely
Poet-Seamdary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

IIE AVERAGE DErICIT (1980

Mph 1 Student
Poet-Seodary Student
High School Dropout
High.School Graduate Only
Poet-Secondary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

IFE

High School Student 1
Post-Seowidary Student
High School Dropout
High School Graduate onfy
Post-Seaxidary 1-3 Years
College Graduate

rre =MEN=

High School Studen% .

Pont-Secondi& Student
High Sctx,1 dccx,ut
HigtfSci1 dradiate Cmly
Post- 1-3 Years
College Gr te .

.1

4 7 j
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Table C 5. (ContinuecC

6.8 6.1 6.6 6.9 6.0 5.6 5.9High School Student
Post-Seccrxilry Student 5.9 5.5 5.8 5.4 5.7 5.9 6.0
High School gropout 47.5 45.1 42.8 . 41.9 40.5 40.0 39.9
High School Graduate Only 26.2 28.1 28.4 2927 29.6 30.3 ' 30.2
Post-Seccrelary 1-3 Years 6.3 9.3 10.4 10.1 11.1 10.6 10.7
Wings Gkaduate' .5 5.9 6.0 6.0 7.1 7.4 7.4

IFE DEFICIT

1,329. 1,505 1,707 1,912 1,791 . 1,743 1,799High School Sbzientl
Prot-Secondary Sti.nt 947 1,257 1,236 1,288 1,457 1,631 1,680
High School Dropout 9,902 11,746 11,719 11,960 12,005 13,112 13,483
High School Gxà.&atA Only 5,007 6,896 6,987 7,838 7,84, 8,927

-71,232
9,153

Port-Seccndary 1-3 Years 1,528 2,199 2,405 2,427 2, 3,322
College Gtaduate 987 1,321 1,402 1,471 1t78 2,155 2,219

-1:FE DEFICIT (1990 5)

High School Student 2,221 s 2,304 2,471 2,609 2,262 1,978 . 2,042
Post-Secondary Student 1,583 1,925 1,790 1,751 1,BTN, 1,853 1,907
High School Dropoui 16,546 17,984 16,969 16,266 15,162 4,882 15,303
High School Graduate Only , 8,367 10,558 10,117 10,660 9,903. tL,13Z 10,388
.1:tot-Secondary 1-3 Years 2,554 3,366 3,2 3,300 3,671 3,668 3,770
College Graduate 1,650 2,023 2,030 2,001 2,23k 2,446 2,519C

vs Ecru= rgarkurrIcti
High School Student 6.7 6.0 i6.7 '7.1 6.5 5.6 5.7
Pose-Secrndary Student 5.7 5.0 '4.9 4.1 5.2 5.3 5.3

I High School Dropout 50.3 . 47.1 46.0 44.5 43.2 42.6 42.61
High School GradUate Only 25.4 27.7 27.4 29.1 28.2 29.0 26.9
Post-Seoondary 1-3 Years 7.8* k 8.8 9.i 9.0 10.5 10.5 10.5
College Graduate 5.0 5.3 5:5 5.5 6.4 7.0 7.0

. IFE AVERAGE DEFICIT '-

High Scholar Student 1,635 1,783 1,937 1,060 2,278 2,313 2,311 1
Post-Seccridiucy Student 1,385 1,674 1,602 1,782 1,977 2,137 2,119
High Schaal Dropout 1,736 1,692 2,044 1,116 2,276 2,540 2,545
High School Graduate Only 1,641 1,783. 1,830 1,953 .2,032 2,284 2,280
Poet-Secondary 1-3 Years , 1,528 1,708 1,643 1,777 2,016 ;,352 2,348
C.nlLege Graduate ' 1,490 1,631 1,746 1,818 1,919 2.263 2,259

we AVERAGE DEFICIT 11980,A)

.

'

High School Student 2,732 2,730 2,805 2,802 2,877 2,625 2,623
Poet-Secondary Student 2,314 2,563 2,320 2,423 2,497 2,425 2,405
High School Dropout 2,901 2,697 2,960 2,878 2,875 2,883 2,889
Hig*School Gtaarate Only 2,742 2,730 2,650 2,656 2,566 .. 2,592 2,588
Post-Seoandary 1-3 Years 2,553 2,615 2,379 2,417 ' 2,546 2,670 2,665
College Graduate 2,490 2,497 2,528 2,412 2,424 2,569 2,564

489

5.7
5.8

38.4

32.7
10.6
6.8

- 2,238
2,196

17,250
12,850

3,997
2,469

2,238
2,196

17,250
12,850
3,997
2;469

f
5.5
5.4
42.1

31.3

9.7
6.0

2,59e
2,527

2,973
2,597
2,487 r

2,414

2,596.
2,527
2,9

97
2,487
2,114
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Table C-5. (Continued)

rn
High School Student 498 532 507
Poet-Seccodary Student 318 395 404
High School Dropout 3,153 3,400 3,147
High School Garadua6e Coly 1,627 10,932 1,943
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years 480 li 615 653
C011ege Gtaduate 270 377 379

IPI EXIMENM,

High School StUdient 9.7 11.3 = 10.1
Pcst-Seccndary *dent 7.2 9.1 9.1
High School Dropout 11.7 13.1 12.2
High School GtodUate Only 4.2 4.2 4.9
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years 3.5 4.2 4.2
College Gtaduate 1.8 2.4 2.3

IFI orsrmurim

High School Student '

Post-SeccrclaryStu5ent
High School Dropout
High School Gradaate Cnly
Pcet-Secondary 1-3 Years
Colltge Graduate

rn DEFICIT

7.8
5.0

49.7
25.6
7.6

4.3

High School Student. 463
Pcet-Sen,dazy Student 287

. High solhool Dropout 4,035
High School GradUate Cray 2,013 '
Poet-Secondary 1-3 Years 599
College Graduate 316

40

DEFICrr (1980 5)

High School Student 774
Post-Secondary Student 479
High School Dropout

,
6,742

High School GtadUate Only 3,363
Post-Secondary 1-3 Years) 1,001
College Graduate A 528

MOW= DISTAIBUTIGN

High School Student
Poet-Secondary Student
High School Dropout
High School GtadUate Cray
Poeti5secondary 1-3 Years
College GradUate

6.0
3.7

52.34/
26.1 i

7.6

4.1

4619

26.6
8.5
5.2

7.2

4. 77

27.6
9.3
5.4

540 582
442 484

4,633 4,496
2,602 2,608

822 877
499 525

827

677 r
843
701

7,093 6,510
3,984 3,776
1,258 1,2704,
764 761

5.7 6.1
4.6 5.1

48.6 47.0
27:3 27.2
8.6 9.2
5.2 5.5
1'

525 467 434 ., 445 524
364 351 321 4 33,1 416

3,013 2,993 2,920 3,011 3,500
1,984 2,047 2,076 2,133 2,731

712 758 685 702 605
-399 395 417 431 491

10.2 9.7' 8.8.--`,-; 8.9 10.7
8.3 8.2 7.1 7.1 8.8
11.8 . 12.9 12.1 12.3 14:8
4.8 4.8 4.7 4.8 5.9
4.3 4.3 3.8 3.8 4.3
2.3 2.1A 2.2 2.2 2.4

7.5 6.7 6.3 6.4 6.2
5.2 .50 4.7 4.7 4.9
43.1 42.7 42.6 42.7 41.3
28.4 30.3 30.2 32.3
10.2 10.0 9.5
5.7 5.6 6.1 6.1 5.8

631 644 626 648 863
458 453 440 447 699

4,618 4,992 5,585 5,745 7,952
2,966 3,166 3,836 3,921 5,413
1,050 1,178 1,272 ;,303 1,623
634 593 739 /61 902

.

858 814 73,1 735 863
623 572 499 507 699

6,280 6,305 6,339 6,520 7,952
4,034 3,999 4,354 4,451 5,413
1,428 1,488 1,444 LAO, 1,623

862 749 839 664, 902

6.1 5.8 5:0 5,1 4.9
4.4 4.1 3.5 3.5 4.0

44.6 45.3 44.7 44.8 45.6
28.6 28.7 30.7 30.6 31.0
10.1 10.7 10.2 10.2 9.3
6.1. 4.4 5.9 5.9 5.7

48,

464,
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T4b1e C-5. .(Continved)

- 1-

In AVERACE DEPECIT

High School Studer& 930 1,015 1,147 1,201 ' 1,379/ 1,444 1,444 1,647
Post-Seccodary Student 901 1,119 . 1,200 1,256 1,292 1,370 1,351,- . 1,682
High School Dropout 1,280 1,363 1,429-- 1;532 1,661 1,913 .1,908 2,272
Cigh School Graduate.Only 1,237 1,347 1,342 1,495 1,547 1,848 1,839. \ 1,982
Post-Secondary 1-3 Yedts 1,247 1,336 1,343 1,474 1,554 1,858 1,857 2,017
College GradUate 1,172 1,322 1,387 1,588 1,501 1,771 1,768 1,840

r

IFI AVERAGE DEFICIT (1980 S)

' High School Student 1,5$4 1,554 1,661 1,633 1,742 1,39 1,639 1,647
Pcort-Second.ary Student 1,506 1,713 1,738 1,711 1,632 1,555 1,533 1,682
High School Dropout 2,139 2,087 2,069 2,083 2,107 % 2,171 2,166 2,272
High School Graduate Only 2,067 2,062 1,943 2,033 1,954 2,097 2,087 1,982
Poet-Secimdazy 1-3 Years 2:b84 2,045 1,945 2,005 1,962 2,109 1,108 2,017
College Graduate 1,958 2,024 2,006 2,160 1,896 2,010 2,007 1,840

A. ,

PERCENT IIE EN IFE

Hi.4 School Student 18.1 20.1 20.1 20.2 18.9 17.1 17.2 19.6
Pooh-Secondary Student 19.8 20.9 21A 21.4 21.5 23.8 23.9 24.3
High School Dropout 44.2 47.6 45:3 44.9 44.6 44.6 44.6 48.3
High School Graduate Only 25.9 21.9 29.1 29.1 28.0 28.7 28.7 32.2
Poet-Secondary 1-3 Yeare 29.9 32.4 31.6 32.3 32.1 30.5 303 33.1
College Graduate 30.0 31.6 29.2 29.4 32.8 32.5 32.5 30.6

miernias sunsummac maz - =rm.

.

High School Student 31.7 . .37.0 42.4 43.6 40.6 42.5 42.4 39.2
Post-Sertoolary Student * . 53.5 47.4 47.7 49.7 52.4 58.0 158.1 52.2
High School Dropout

'.. 44.7 45.2 45.1 46.7 43.2 43.4 43.2 39.7
High School Graduate Only

slti
50.0 49.1 50.6' .46.9 46.9 46.9 44.8

et:et-Secondary 1-3 Years 52.2 53.2 47.8 47.4 50.2 50.4 49.9
College Graduate . 59.3 53.4 52.8 50.7 57.1 56.2 56.1 . 52.0

,

e

CARVINGS SUPPLEMMIATIEN
RATE - TRANSFERS

27.2 30.5 31.0 25.1 28.2 28.0 26.6High School Student 25.7
Poet-Secondary Student 25.4 22.2 20.8 24.1, 18.5 16.6 17.0 15.9
High School Dropout 32.7 34.1 33.7 33.9 30.7 30.3 30%2 28.2
High School Graduate Only 27.7 33.2 30.8 30.4 26.1 25.6 25.6 24.1
Post-Serndary 1r3 Years 23.3 252 26.9 ,23.3 2143 22.2 22.0 21.8
College GradUate 15.1 11.0 14.5 15.9 4:8 11.9 . 11.8 11.3

484.

r
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Table C-6. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL
WORK FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY AGE

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

11Z11.02.

16-13 11,401 11,062 1k,268 11,374 11,319 11,347 11,648 10,955
16-19 Student 6,486 6,098 , 6,337 6,450 6,054 6,166 6,314 6,219
20-24 15,564 15,709 16,259 16,673 17,347 17,232 17,787 11,051
20-24 Student 2,456 2,390 2,444 2,420 2,411 2/557 2,636 2,572
25-44 41,635 43,061 44,889 46,632 48,653 50,971 52,100 53,840
45-o4 30,752 30,421.... 30,696 30,845 30,813 30,905 31,175 31,284
65* 4,198 4,132 4,036 4,139 4,230 4,193 4,272 4,218

Wcric Force

0-stn-hutacn "

16-19 . 11.0 10.6 10.5 10.4 111/1 9.9 .10.0 9.3
16-19 Student 6.3 5.8 S.9 5.9 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.3
20-24 15.0 15.0 15.2 15.2 15.4 15.0 15.2 15.3
20-24 Scudent 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.3 . 2.2
25-44 40.2 41.2 41.9 42.5 43.3 44.5 44.5 45.5
.45-64 29.7
65+ 4.1 ,/

29.2

4.0

. 28.6

3.8,

28.1
3.8

. 27.4 ,

3.8
27.0.

3.7

26.6

3.7
26.4

3.6

'

IYe'

Unemployment
/ 4/ 16-19 3,604 16,595 3,481 3,519 3,088 2,990 3,085 3,235

16-19 Student 1,741 1,620 1,624 1,644 1,329 1,298

1:411 1:!::20-24 4,655 5,107 5,042 5,025 4,548 4,382
20-24 Student 599 642 601 591 486 449 - 462 539
25-44 . 6,637 8,013 7,890 7,461 7,026 7,533 7,785 9,112
45-64 3,291 3,976 3,670 3,224 2,743 2,822 2,827 3,327
65+ , 341 414 364 293 333 244 247 ° 238

Sbare of
Unemployment

17.0 17.0 MO 17.4 16.6 0.7 15.116-19 19.4

16-19 Student 9.4 7.7 7.8 k 8.4 7.5 7.2 *7:3 7.0
20-24 25.1 24.2 24.7 .3 25.6 24.4 24.5 24.3
20-24.51axient 3.2 3.0 2.9 3.0 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.5
25-44 35.8. .38.0 38.6 38.2 39.6 41 , 42.2 440
45-64 ' 17.8 19.8 17.9 16.5 15.5 15.7 15.3 15.5
65+ 1.9, 1.9 1.8 1.5 10 1.4 1.3 1.1

Unemployment
Rate

16-19 31.6 32.5 30.9 30.9 27.3 26.5 29.5
16-19 Studedteg 26.8 26.6 25.6 25.5 22.0 21.1 21.2 24.3
20-24 29.9 32.5 31.0 30.1 6.2 25.4 25.5 28.8
20-24 Student .24.4 26.9 24.6 24.4 17.6 17.5 214
25-44 15.9 18.6 17.6 16.0 14.4 14.8 14.9 17.5
45-64 10.7 13.0 12.or 10.5 8.9 9.1 9.1 10.6
65+ 8.3 10.0 9.0 6.9 7.9 5.9 5.8 5.6

11*-

Precicrainantly
4111mtrierPlOYed

16-19 1,793 2,137 2,011 1,837 1,601 1,490 1,544 1,861

16-19 StWent 901 994 4045 928 713 695 721 890

2J-24 1,736 2,561 2,337 2,197 1,828 1,636 1,683 2,447

20-24 Student 211 342 276 267 2,/, 182 189 285

25-44 2,554 3,844 3,712 3,343, 2,767 2,773 2,884 4,362 y

45-64 1,448 2,089 1,914 1,566 1,338 1,220 1,222 1,522

65+ 208 310 279 1819 217 157 160 155

Inoldence Preekrainantly
Unamoloved

16-19 15.7 19.3 17.9 16.2 1.4.1 13.1 13,3 17.0

16-19 Student 14.0 16.3 16.5 14.4 11.8 '11.3 11.4 14.3

20-24 11.2 16.3 14.4 13.2 10.5 9.5 9.5 13.6

20-24 Student 8.6 '14.3 11.2 11.0 9.0 7.1 7.1 11.1

25-44 6.1 8.9 J.3 7.2 5.7 5.4 5.5, 8.1

45-64 '" 4.7 6.9 I.2 5.1 4.3 3.9 , 3.9 4.9
65+ 5.0 7.5 6.9 ' 4.5 5.1 3.7

.
3 3.7

8,3

,

amk

'

J'

/**
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Table C-S. (Contipued)

Share of Predominantly

11.5

9.1

,

19.6
10.2

Unomoidioe
16p19 23.2
16-19 Student a-II.7,

20-24 22.4 -23.4 22.8
20-24 Student 2.7 3.1 2.7 ,
25-44

-.
33.0 35.1

t
36.2

45-64 11.7 19.0 18.7
65+ 2.7 2.8 2.7

131"

16-13 6,985 7,665 7,547
16-19 t 4,174 1,423 4,486
20-24 4,964 5,93 5,730
20-24 St% 1,001 1,178 1,096
25-44'

. 7,463 8399 8,894
45-64 . 6,733 6,337 6,119
65. 1,612 1,721 1,603

.IIE L4=3:1241.:E

16-19 61.3' 69.3 67.0-
16-11 Student 64.4 72.5 70.8
20-24 31.9 37.7 35.2
20-24 Student 40.7 49.3 ...44.8
25-44 . 17.9 20.2 19.8
45-64 19.6 20.8 19.9
65. 38.4 41.6 39.7

IIE Share

16-19 26.1, 25.3 25.2
16-19 StuOnt 15.6 14.6

.
15.0

20-24 ' 18.6 19.5 19.2
20-24 Student 3.7 3.9 3.7
25-44

)
27.9 , 28.7 29.8

45-64 ... 21.4 20.9 20.5
65+ 6.0 5.7 5.4

4-\\ LEE Defmit

5,780 7,757 7,152' 16-19

16-19 Student 2,656 2,312 3,640
20-24 5,536 9,384 8,494
20-24 Student 716 1,p23 1014
25-44 101539 14,295 15,937
45-64 9,782 12,780 12,329
65+ 2,392 2,876 2,854

lb/FT /riddance

9.9 12.2

'

9.916-19
16-19 Student° 8.4 \ 10.0 1.5

20-24 7.7 9.4 9.4

20=24 Student 1.1 10.3 11.1
25-44 5.6 6.1 6.0
45-64 4.5 4.9 4.6.
653 7.1 7.2 7.2

IIE Deficit
1766-3-----,

16-15 ' 4, 9,658 11,976 11,370
.16-19 Student 4,438 5,071 5,271
20-24 9,250 12,836 12,299
20-24 Student 1:197 1,567 1,613

25-44 17,611 21,886 23,076
4.5-64 11,34, 19,566 17,853
65+ 3,997 4,403 4;133'

117.--W1F-LS. .

StIAMO
k

4

16-19 - 17.0 16.1 16.5
Student 7.8 7.2 7,7

)16-19

20-24 16.3 18.2 17.9.
20-24 Sem:lent 2.1 2.2 2.3

c 25-44 31.0. 31.0 33.6
45-64 21.7 27.7 26.0
65, 7.0 6.2 6.0

20.1
10.2

24.1
2.9

36.6
17.1
2.1

* 7,477
4,505
5,960
1,076
9,134
6,075

1,679

65.7
69.8

35.7
44.5

19.6
19.7

40.6

24.7

9.7
3.5

30.0
20.0
5.5

7,783

3,693
8,955

1,021
16,825
12,776

3,044,-

9.8

8.4

8.9

10.9

5.9

4.6

'6.1

10,586
5,022

12,043

1,388
22,882
17,375
4,140

15.8

7.5
18.0

2.1
34.1

25.9
6.2

.1, 419'

20.7
9.2

23.6
2:8

35.7 -'
. 17.3

. 20.5
9.6

22.5
2.5

38.1
16.8

20.6

9.6

22.5

2.5
38.5
16.3

18.0

8.6 .
23.6
2.8

,42.2,
14.74

2.8 2.2 2.1 1.5

6,870 6,140 6,923 7,360
3,931. 3,884 31977 4,353
5,596 5,314 5,489 6,710

983 1,041 1,071 *1,242
8,961 8,607 8,857 10,989
5,606 5,415 5,474 6,084
1,628 1,499 1,526 1,603.

60.7 59.4 59.4 67.2
64.9 63.0 63.0 70.0
32.3 30.8 30.9 37.2
40.8 , 40.7 40.6 48.3
18.4 16.9 17.0 20.4
18.2 17. 17.6 .19.4

,/31.5 35.7. 35.7 38.0

24.0 24.4 24.5 22.5
13.7 14.1 14.1 13.3
19.5 19.3 19.4 20.5
3.4 3.8 3.8 3.8

31.3 31.2 31.3 33.6
19.6 19.6 19.4 18.6
5.7 5.4 5.4 4.9

7,437 8,103 8,369 10,447
3,113 3,551 3,655: . 4,694

8,046 8,968 9,264 13,310
834 . 1,052 1,097 1;378

16,121 17,633 10.120 -47,139
12,259 13,298 13,360 16,198
-2068 . 2,827 2,886

10.4 9.4 9.5 10:9
8.0 7.3 '\,... 7.3 8.5'
8.7 8.0 -- 8.1 10.0

10.1 7.6 7.6 9.8
5.7 5.7 5.8. 7.0
4.3 4.2 4.1 4.7
4.7 5.3 5.3 6.2

9,393 9,197 9,499 10,447
4,020 4,030 ' 4,149 4,694 .

10,163 10,179 10,514 13,310
Imp 1,194 1,234 1,378

.20,360 20,013 20,566 27,139
15,483 15,093 15,163 . 161.198
3,496 3,209 3,275 3,554,

15.9 15.9% 16.1 14.8
6.8 7.0 7.0, 6.6

17.3 17.6 17.8 18.8
1.8 2.1 2.1 2.0

34.6 ' 34.7 34.8 38.4
2613 26.2 25.7 22.9
5.5 5.6 ., 5.5 5.0

484
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Table C-6. (Contiliiied)

. TIE Lerine Deficit

16-19 1 120 1,012 1,040 1,041 1,003 1,202 1,209 1,420

16-19 Student 636 749 811 020 010 114 919 1,070 A

20-24 , 115 1,416 1,482 1,486 .1,438 1,680 1,600 1,914

20-24 Studeir 716 869 1,016 949 , ime 1,011 1,016 1,109

25-44 1,412 1,643 1,792 1,042 1,799 2,049 2,046 2,470

45-6t 1,706 2,017 2,015 2,103 2,187 2,456 2,441 2,662,

65+ 1,484 1,671 1,781 1,013 1,701 1,886 1,891 2,216

ITT AMEIMOW
Deficit (19.80 $)

16-19 1,384 1,549 1,506 1,416 1,360 1,364 1,372 1,420

16-19 Student 1,063 1,147 1,174 - 1,115 1,023 1,037 1,043 1,070

20-24 1,863 2,160 2,146, 2,021 1,816 1 916 1,916 1,984

20-24 Student 1,196 1,330 1,471 1,291 1,071 1,153 1,109 .

25-44 2,359 2,515 2,595 2,505 2,272
)21,147

2,326 2,322 2,470

45-64 2,851 3,088 2,91.8 2,060 2062 2,788 2771 2,662

65+ 2,480 2,558 2,579 2,466 2,183 2,141 2,146 2,216

16-1, 1,791 2,035 1,852 1,880 Lase 1,723 1,702 1,944

16-19 Student 947 977 967 1,000 $73 816 840 952

20-24 1,857 2,275 2,331 2,279 2,310 2,100 2,268 2,676

20-24 Student 405 . 464 490 . 448 454 459 474 503

25-44 3,499 4,246 4,3:91- 4,150 4,133 4,263 4,421 5,384

45-64 2,907 3,213 3,103 3,131 2,880 2,049 2,880 3,172
65+ 1,953 1,999 1,957 2,039 1,839 1,891 1 92, 1,935

IlLELAzij.

16-19 14.9 14.8 13.61 13.9 14.3 13.3 A 13.4 12.9

16-19 Student 7.9 7.1 7.2 7.5 6.7 6,3 6.3 6.3

20-24 15.5 16.5 17.4 16.9. 17.7 16.9 17.1 17.7
20-24 Student 34 3.4 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.3

25-44 29.1 30.8 31:0 30.8 31.7 33.0 33.3 35.6
45-64 24.2 23.3 23.2 23.3 72.1 22.0 11.7 21.0
65+ 16.3 14.5 14.6 15.1 14.1 14.6 14.5 12.8

IrE incidence

,

16-19 15.7 18.4 16.4 164.5 16.4 15.2 15.3 17.7
16-19 Student 14.6 16.0 15.3 15.6 14.4 13.2 13.3 15.3-
20-24 11.9 14.5 14.3 13.7 13.3 12.7 12*0 14.8
20-24 Student 16.5 19.4 20.0 18.5 18.1 18.0 18.0 19.6
25-44 0.4 9.9 9.3 8.9 8.5, 0.4 0.5 10.0
45-64 9.5 10.5 10.1 10.2 9.3 9.2 9.2 10.1

J1665+ 46,5 40.4- 48.5 49.3 43.5 45.1 45.1 45.9

LFE Wicit

16-19 2,820 3,459 3,310 3,599 3,949 3,937 4,055 4,050
16-19 Student 1,443 '1,661. 1,706 1,953 1,852 1,747 1,781 2,337

20-24 2,800 3,792 4,094 4,229 . 4,580 4,784 . 4,940 7,001-

20-24 Student 565 763 811 025 891 - 903 931 1,246

25-44 6,555. 5,796 0,991 9,520 9,952 11,444 11,884 16,322
45-64 4,500 5,547 5,577 5,744 5,655 - 6,394 6,142 7,900
65+ 3,018 3,331 3,483 3,110 3,626 4,242 4,335 4,926

ErE Defic#
f1980 $) .t.u.".6

16-19 4,712 5,2% 4,7.-%94 4,987 4,46S 4,603 4,850
16-19 Student 2,411 2,544 2,470 2,656 2,339 1,903 2,029 2,337
20-24 4,678 5,806 5,928 5,752 5,794 5,430 5,607 7,001
20-24 Student 944 1,169 1,175 1,122 1,125 1,025 1/056 1,246 ..*
25-44 10,953 13,466 13,091 12,947 12,569 12,919 13,483 16,322
45-64 7,533 8,492 ,07075 7,812 7,143 7,257 7,312 7,900
65+ 5,043 5,100 15,044 5,111 4,580 4,115 4,920 4,926

1
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. Table C-6. (Continued) .

xrc Deficit
Share

16-13
16-19 Student
20-24
20-24 Student
2S-44
45-64
65+

.
14.3
7.3

14.2
2.9

33.3
220
15.3

13.9
6.7

15.2

3.1

34.5
22.3
13.e.

13.0
6.7

16.1
3.2

35.3
21.9

13.7

35.4
21.4

14.2

' 11M2omDaudic--
.

1649 1,574 1,700 1,788 1,914
16-19 Student 1,525 1,700 \f,764 1,938
20-24 1,508 1,667 ,756 1,855
20-24 Student 1,395 1,645 1,656 1,840
25-44. 1,873 2,072 2,162 2,290
45-64 i 1,551 1,726 1,797 1,831
i5- 1,545 1,667 X,780 1,861

ITE Average

Deb.= (1980 S)

16-13
16-19 Student
200-24

20-24 Student
2S-44
4S-64

65+

i 4

2,6'30 2,603, 2,89 2,603
2,548 2,603 2,554 2,636
2,520 '-2,52 2;643 2,523

c
2,331 2,518 2,398 2,502
3,130 3,172 3,131 3,114
2,592 i2,643 2,602 2,90
2,582 2,552 2,577 2,540

16-13 1,113 1,341 1,119 1,109
, 16-19 Student . 547 609 540 541

20-24 1,204 1,470 1,531 , 1,488
. 20-24 Studhaxt 198 246 272 264

.25-44 2,333 2,632 2,676 2,741
45-44 1,398 1,505 1,415 1,410
65+ 299 299 291 251

172 Share

16-13
16-19 Student
20-24

20-24 Student
25+44
45-64

'.65*

r-,
17.5 18.6 15.9 15.1
8.6 8.4 7.7 7.7
19.0 20.2 21.8 21.3
3.1 3.4 3.9 3.2

36.8 36.3 38.0 39.2
22.0

2/11
20.1 20.1

4.7 4.1 3.6

I72 Deficit

16-19 1,140
16-19 Student 473
20-24 1,354
20-24 Student 183
25-44 3,377
45-44 .1,622
65+ 220

MI Deficit
(11inr-
16-19 1,905
16-19 Student 790
20-24 . 2,262
20-24 Student 306
25-44 5;642
45-64 2,711
65+ 367

ra Deficit
'Share

/ 16-19 14.8

16-19 Student 6.1
20-24 ,. 17.6

20-24 Student 2.4
25-44 43.8

.- 21.0
ts+ 2.8

7011

vP

1,476 1,285

618 582

1,725. 1,940
265 351

4,155 4,167-,

1,962 1,917
221 264

2,259 1,860
946 843

2,641 2,809
405' 509

6,361 6,034
3,004 2,776

338 382

15.5 13.4
6.5 6.1
18.1 20.3
2.8 3.7

43.6 43.5
17,0 20.0
2.3 2.1

1,329

623
2,173

338

4,712
1,909
k 233

1,807
848

2,955
460

6,409

2,597
317

12.8
6.0
21.0
3.3

'' 45.5

11.4
2.3

421

14.2 12.1 12.1 11.8
6.7 5.7 ' 5.6 5:7

16.5 15.6 17.1
3.2 2.9 3.0

35.8 37.2 37.5 39.8
20.4 20.8 20.4 19.3
13.1 13.8 13.7 12.0

. .

2,125 2,284 2,275 2,495
2,122 27140 2,129 2,454
1,986 2,186 2,178 2,617
1,962 1,966 1,964 2,478
2,408 7,685 88 3,032
1,964 2,244 237 2,491
1,972 2,244 2 47 2,546

*
2,684 2,592 2,582 2,495
2,680 2,429 2,416 2,454
2,508 2,481 2,472 2,617
2,478 2,231 2;229 2:478
3,041 3,047 3,051 3,032

'2,481 2,547 2,539 , 2,491
2,491 2,547 2,550 2,546

1,181 1,069 ' .,101 1,197
442 447 460 528

1,505 1378 1,432 1,803
244 194 201 753

2,791 2,894 2,998 3,749
1,337 1,287 1,291 1,455

199 224 227 261

..,

%HA . 15.6 15.7 14.1
6.9 6.5 6.5 6.2
21.5 20.1 20.3 21.3
3.5 2.8 2.8 5.0
39.4 42.2 422i/ 44.3
19'.T 18.8 18.3 17,2
2.8 3.3 3.2 3.1

/ .

1,690 1,670 1,733 2,060
619, 604 621 792

2,171 2,254 2,328 3,582
342 235 , 243 427

5,020 5,972 6,169 8,685
1,985 2,336 2,329 2,814

161 267 266 311

.,

2,135 1,896 1,967 2,060
782 686 704 792

2,742 2,558 2,643 3,582
432 267 276 427

6,340 6,778 7,001 8,685
2,507 2,851 2,644 2,814
203 303 302 311

15.3 13.4 13.5 11.1
5.6 4.8 4.8 4.5
19.7 18.0 18.2 20.5
31 . 1.9 1.9 2.4

45.5 47.8 48.1 49.8
18.0 ' 18.7 18.2 16.1
1.5 2.1 2.1 1.8

4 eo I

I
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Table C-6. (Continued)

Defaclt

16-19
16-19 Student
20-24
20-24 Student
25-44
45-64
65+ 4

Ameraoe
Deft= (1980 5)

16-19
16-19 Student
20-24 .

20-24 Studedt
25-44

45-64
65+ .

16-19
16-19 Student
20-24
20-24 Student
25-44
45-64
65+

E_

Suv1ementatann
Rate - Totai
16-19
16-19 Student
20-24

20-24 Student
L 25-44

45-64
65+

&I.Eal-eil

..' -,.-aticn

16-19

16-19 Student

20-24

20-4 Student
25-44
45-64

65+,

1974 1975 1976 1977 1971 1979

1,024 1,096 1,148 1,191 1,432 1,562
864 .1,015 1,078 1,153 1,284 1,351

1,129 1,173 '1,267 1,460 1,443 1,636
923 1,077 1,290 1,282 1,02 1,211

1,448 1,579 1,557 1,719 1,799 2,063
1,161 1,304 1,355 1,355 1,485 1,814

735 739 905 930 808 , 1,196

I.

1,711 1,67S 1,662 1,629 1,809 1,773
1,444 1,554 ,1,561 1,561 1,622 1,533
1,878 1,796 4,835 1,986 1,823 . 1,857
1,542. 1,649 1,868 1,743 1,771 1,374
2,420 2,417 2,255 2,338 2,272 2,342
1,940 1,996 1,962 1,843 .1,876 2,059
1,228 1,131 1,310 1,265 1,021 1,357

19.3 22.1 20.3 20.7 21.1 19.3
16.9 18.0 17.5 12.2 16.8 14.9
26.8 29.1 30.2reite 28.3 29.4 29.4
21.6 24.8 26.8 ''' 24.6 24.5 26.9
32.9 36.1 34.7 33.1 33.1 34.7
36.9 39.4 38.3 38.3 37.6 37.0
70.6 71.6 70.9 75.6 69.0 68.7

37.9 33.8 39.6 41..0 15.5 37.9
42.7' 37.7 44.1 46.e--- 44.7 45.2
35.1 35.4 34.3 34.7 34.9 37.0
51.0 47.0 44.4 41.2 46.2 57.7
33.3 38.0 35.7 34.1 32.5 32.1
51.9 53.2 54.4 55.1 53.6' 54.8
84.7 85.0 85.1 87.7 89.2 88.2

24.9 23.7 26.4 28.7 22.2 22.3
26.3 26.8 28.7 32.0 25.3 25.7
20.6 23.5 21.7 21.9 19. Z 17.7
21.3 21.0 19.2 18.3 15.8 15.6
21.8 27.5 25.3 22.9 19.2 19.7
29.5 32.6 32.1 30.5 27.3 26.7
51.7 52.4 50.4 53.7 52.9 50.2

.1

4

-

18791 No

1,564 1,721
1,348 1,500
1,626 1,986
1,213 1,686
2,058 2,317
1,805 1,934
1,171 1,193

1,775 1,721
1,530 1,500
1,846 1,986
1,377 1,686
2,336 2,317
2,049 ' 1,934
1,329 1,191

19.4 21.9

15.0 17.3
24.5 31.9

27.0 . 27.7

34.9 37.4

36.8 38.9
68.7 73.2

37.8 38.4
45.2 44.6
36.9 32.6
57.7 49.7
32.2 30.4
55.2 54.1
88.2 116.5

22.4 23.7
25.,4.,-..N. 26.5
17. 17.7
15.5 Inv
19.7 18.2
26.6 27.3
50.1 . 47.3

*
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Table C-7, SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL
WORK FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY RACE/ETHNIC ORIGIN

1974 1975 1974 1877 1978 1974 1979R 1980

FOECE

Whits . 91,682 92,229 94,727 96,734 98,985 101,097 102,761 103,608
Black 10,306 10,496 10,633 10,972 11,305 11,405 11,702 11,980
Hispanic 4,528 4,405 4,653 5,098 5,240 5,822 5,872 6,069

SHARE or WoRK FORCE

Vhit4 88.5 88.3 81.4 18.2 88.1 81.2 87.8 87.5
Black' 9.9 10.0 9.9 10.0 10.1 9.9 10.0 10.1
Hispanic 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.7 5.1 5.0 5.1

1:MFLONM?

6211tt 15,489 17,660 17,133 16,150 14,548 14,850 15,168 17,505
B1aa.xf 2,774 . 3,100 2,927 2,974 2,831 2;764 2,880 3,352
Hispanic 1,109 1,153 1,195 1,218 1,116 1,279 1,313 1,395

SHARE OF 12071.0YE3

Whica 83.6 83.7 83.8 82.8 82.0 82.6 82.1 81.8
Bladt . 15.0 14.7 14.3 15.2 16.0 15.4 15.6 15.7
Hispanic 6.0

us,.....nnocieqr RATE

5.5 5.8 6.2 6.3 7.1 7.1 6.5

Wilts 16.9 19.1 18.1 16.7 14.7 14.7 14.8 16.9
26.9 29.5 27.5 27.1 25.0 24.2 24.6 '28.0

Hispanic 24.5 24\.2 25.7 23.9 21.3 22.0 22.3 23.0

2E1:m10:AMY
11%1:2;1...WED

8,731 8,190 7,003 5,850. 5,491 5,615 7,934t.hice 6,044
B:ack 1,577 2,032 1,844 1,936 1,732 1,631 1,703 2,144
H_5p4n1. c 514 624 638 620 526 562 579 704

',07. mspacimmy
t*D.Pti'VED
Wham 78.1 79.11' 79.9 76.7 75.5 75.5 74.9 76.7Bladc .20.4 18.4 18.0 21.2 22.3 22.4 22.7 20.7Bispleac 6.6 5.7 6.2 6.8 6.8 7.7 7.7 6.8
INCIDENCE
PSIIi1CNANTLY UNIMPLOYED

%haul 6.6 9.5 8.6 7.2 5.9 5.4 . 5.5: . 7.7
Bladk 15.3 19.4 17.3 17.6 15.3 14.3 14.6 17.9
Hispanic 11.4 14.2 13.7 12.2 10.0 9.7 9.9 11.6

IEE

,Whits 22,411 25,488 25,219 25,445 23,444 23,137 23,584 27,146Blank 3,903 4,351 4,117 4,274 4,210" 3,946 4,101 4,762
10.418811D 1,463 1,520 1,560 1,681 1,579 1,662 1,718 2,046

IIC SHARE

White 13.8 84.4. 13.9 83.5 13.9 83.4 82.9 4f
Bladk 14.6

_14.0
14.3 13.8 14.1 15.2 14.3 14.5 14.5

Hispanic 5.5 5.0 . 5.2 5.6 5.5 6.0 6.1 6.2

IlE RATE , r_

White 24.4 27.6 26.6 26.3 24.2 22.9 22.9 26.2
Black 37.9

1
41.5 38.7 / 39.0 37.2 34.6 35.0 . 39.8

Hispanic 32.3 34.5 33.5 33.1 30.1
.

28.5 29.3 33.7

IIE DEFICIT

White 28,407 38,490 A9x501 41,175 38,848 42,471 43,174 57,742
Black 4,413 6,950%.0 6;933 7,034 6,905 7,438 7,732 11,082
Hispanic 1,836 2;260 2,397 2,5.74 2,509 3,090 3,173 3,855
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'Table C-7. (Continued) *

r

;

.

ads

f ,
TIE DEFICIT

1
(1560 S)

Wute, 47,468. 58,930 57,343 55,999 49,065 r 48,205 49,003 57.742
BLick . 8,210 10,641 10,039 9,573 8,722 1,442 8,776 11,082
Hispanic 3,051 3,460 3,471 3,500 3,119 '3,507. 3,602 3,851'

a
$HARE TIC
=ICl/

' ',trate 83.5' . 83.5 83.4 815 93.3
Black 14.4 15.1 14.6 , 14.3 14.8

151:seardc
5.4 4.9 5.1 5,2 5.4-

IIE AIMAGE .

...

...ut.e 1,268 1,510 1,570 1,611 1,622
BLick 1,259 1,597 1,684 1,647 1,640
Hispanic 1,254 1,487 ,,1,537 1,525 1,589

IIE AtIWIE ,

DEFICIT (1980 )

.

621.1.te 2,119 2,312 2,273 2,200 2,049.
Bladk 2,104 2,44$ 2,438 3,240 2,071
Hispanic 2,095 2,277 2,226 2,074 2,007

12

RUM 9,116 ' 10,734 10,346 10,406 * 9,917
Black 2,646 2,783 2,768 2,788 2,835
Hispanic 815 . 916 915 .892 868

,

In ;TARE

mute 75.9 78.0 77.2 77.1 76.2'
81.3....* 22.0 20.2 20.7 4, 20.7 21.8
Hispanic 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.6 6.7

IFE RATE

,

%)..tute 9.9 11.6 10.9 10.8 10.0

Blaak 25.7 26.5. 26.0 25.4 25.1
41.1.parliF . 18.0 ,.20.8 14.7 17.5 16.6

M.. CWICr

Trihlte 14,240 18,497 .-18,654 19,671 20,114

Black 5,637 5,996 6,252 6,674 7,047

HisPanic. '1,425 1,706 1,946 1,770 , 1,897
.

IFE DEFIC/T (19805)

23.863 28,320 27,011 26/753 25,404

Black 8,417 9.171 9,053 , 9,077 8,900

fil4Panic
. 2,381 2,612 2,673 2,407 2,395

I

CHF CIT STARE

te 72.5 74.2 73.3 7311 72.4

Black. 25.6 ^24.0 24.6 24.8 25.4

Hispanic 7.2 6.9 7.3 6.6 6.8

EFE AVERACE DEFICIT

White 1,566 1,724 1,803 1,890 + 2,028

B1ade' . , 1,904 2,153 2,258 2,394 2,496

Hispanic 1,747 1,863 2117 1,985 2,186

EI.A.11aM&
DEFICIT (1980 $)

%hits
Black
Kispac

IFT

1..tute

BLick
Hispanic

617 2,638 2,610 2570 2,561

,182 1,296 3,270 3,256:. ' 3,140
..2,919 2,852 2,921 2

'

700. 2,7611

4,405 ' 5,240 4,949 4,949 4,933
1,781 1,815 ).,880 1,868 1,911

,594 , 679 '666 623 624

IF! SHARE
t

4.111te 69.4 72.3 70.4 70.7, 70.4

Bladk 29:1 25.0 26.7 26.7 272
lusPanic i 9.4 9.4 ,9.6 8.9 . 8.9

... .,
"

83,6

14.6

6.1

4,83.6-

1,895

1,860

03.0 81.7
11.9 15.7
6.1 i 5.5

1,831' 2,127
1,886 2,327
1,847 1,884

'

2,084 2,078 2,127
2,139 2,141 2,327
2,111 2,096 1,1384

9,896 10,111 11,554
2,754 2851 3,154

932 957 1,136

76.6 76.1 76.5
21.3 21.5 20.9
7.2 7.2 7.5

9.8 941 - - 11.2
24.1 24.4 26.3

16.0 16.3 18:7'

22,413 3,2,831 29,755
7,811%, 8,129 10,100

2,280 2,311 3,187

25,4)9 25,913 29,755
1,865 9,226 10,100
2,588 2,623 3,187

72.8 72.1 72.6

25.4 25.7 24.6
7.4 7.3 7.8

, 2,265 2,259 2,575

2,836 2,851 3,202 .

2,447 2,415 2,806
. .

571 2,563 2,575
-

3,202

2,7%77 2,741 2,806

4,808 4,902 5,962

1,873 ' 1,943 2,235
667 682 827

70.2 69.5 70.4

27.3 27.5 26.4
9.7 9.7 9.8

4
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Table C-7, (Continued)

425 ,

EFT RATE

1.41.1te 4.8 5.7 t 5.2 5.1 5.0 4.8 4.8 5.8
Black 17.3 17.3 17.7 17.0 16.9 16.4 16.6 18.7
Hispanic 13.1 15.4 14.3 12.2 11.9 11.5 '11.6 13.6

EFT SETTCIT,

,

*White 5,279 6,636 6,577 7,148 1,481 8,511 8,640 11,921J Black 2,256 2,666 2,728 2,916 3,259 3,678 3,805 4,943
Hispanic 762 919 917 881 ia 1,238 1,246 1,854

EFT DEFICIT (1980 $)

hhite. 8,822 10,160 9,523 9,722°` 9,449
4,116

,e6-0 9,806 11,921
Black 3,770 4,082 3,950 3,966 I/14,174 4,319 4,943
H-1-5PaAjc 1,274 1,407 1,32,7 1,198 1,225 1,405

.

1,414 1,854
V \ w

77 DEFICTT

ite 68. 69.6 68.7 69,0 67.8 68..1 67.4 i8.3

(I)/

Black 29 3 28.0 28.5 28.2 29.6 29.4 29.7 8.3
ILI-Pant= 9 9 9.6 9.6 8.5 s.8 9.9 9.7 10.6

4

EFT AVERAGE DEFICIT

hhite 1,199 1,266 1,329 1,444 1,517 1,770 1,762 1,999
Black 1,267 1,469 1,451 1,561 1,705 1,963 1,958 2,211
Hispanic 1,283 1,377 1,414 1,553 1,856 1,827 2,242*353

/12L)g
DEFICIT (1980 5)

, .

hhite 2.°04L 1,938 1,924 1,964 1,916 2,009 2,000 1,999BLk 2,117 2,249 2,101 2,123 2,153 2,228 2,222 2,211
Hispanic 2,144

-

2,071 1,994 1,923 1,961 2,107 ' 2,074 2,242

\
TIE IN EFE .

%4ate 27:6 30.7 29.5 29.5 28.8 28.7 28.7 31.5
Black 51.9 52.5 53.3 51.4 52.0 5217 52.6 53.6
Hispanic 39.8 42.7 43.1 38.1 37.4 36.9 36.6 41.4

IgainGS SUFFLEKENEXC/04
RATE - TOTAL
halite 51.7 51.2 52.2 52.4 50.3 51.4 51.5 48.4
Bladc 32.7 34.8 32.1 33.0 32.6 32.0 31.8 29.1
Hispanic 27.2

EAIwr4S SOFFLEMENEXTICIN

25.8 27.2 30.1 28.1 'e28.8 27.9

- Iliirt..R5
hhite 29.7 31.9 31.1 30.5 26.3 26.4 26.3 25.2
Black , 26.7 .29.8 27.2 28.4 26.8 23.9 23.7 22.7
asPerao 21.3 19.7 23.2 24.0 20.6 18.8 19.3 19.2

41/

I.

p
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Table C-8. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES0 1974 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL WORK

FORCE., DISAGGREGATED BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

WORK FORCE " e

HEW EMMAND
MIDDLE ATLANrIp
Ehgr NORM CENTRAL
uesr NORTH CENTRAL :
SOVIr li

souAn g ia*va
%EST sourH CENTRAL
KIIILAEN
PACIFIC

WORX FOsCE SHARE

NEW ENGLAND 4
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

- EAST NORTH CENTRAL
%EST NORTH CENTRAL
SOUTH MUM=
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
wEsT SOUTH 612crsAL
mOuNTAIN
PACIFIC

UNEKIDYFI)

New =LAND
MILTHE ATI.A6M1C
EA.9r Mann CprrRAL
wwr NORTH telrRAL
scurri Alinurrc
EAST scolice/mr.

-myr sunlicrurRAL
muNTAIN
PACIFIC

LNEMPLOYMENr RATE

NEW ENGLAND
MIDDLE ATLANITC
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
WEST NORTH CENTRAL
SCUM ATLAtirIC
EA9T SOUTH CENTRAL
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
MOUTChER
PACO=

WARE L/TEMPIDYED

NEW ENGLAND
/MOLE ATLANTIC
EA9T NORTH CENTRAL
wEgr NORTH CENTRAL
SCUM &UMW
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
MOUNTAIN
PACIFIC

ploxrinrurrrs urEmPlailri

rot EtCLAND
MICOLfiatAurrc
EAST MOM CilfrRAL

NMI Cl2trR,J,
-,1

/
4 scum CM/rRAL

,
ratoortc

triti24SOVni CE2r1'hm

Prcfric

e-1/.

1974 1975 1976 1977 1971 1979 19791, 1,813

6,321 6,163 6,038 6,419 6,652 6,861
.

6,856 6,749
17,203 17,274 17,919 18,002 10,361 18,369 18,407 18,520
20,487 20,227 20,614 20,906 21,375 21,717 21,808 21,898
8,173 8,137 8,821 9,091 9,280 9,624 9,522 9,389

615,879,645

16,224

6,635
16,942
6,740

17,132
6,683

17,517
6,737

17,887
6,827

18,710
7,032

19,142
7,189

9,930 10,392 10,152 10,869 11,233 11,369 13,125 12,312
4,652 4,852 5,276 5,118 5,358 5,725 6,011 6,072
14,311 14,338 14,645 15,443 15,849 16,270 16,812 17,077

6.1 5.9 5.6 5.9 5.9 6.0 5.9 5.7
16.6 16.5 16.7 16.4 16.3 16.0 15.7 15.6
19.8 19.4 19.2 19.1 19.0 18.941 18.6 18.5
7.9 8.0 0.2 8.3 8.3 0.4 8.1 7.9

11.3 15.5 15.8 15.6' 15.6 15.6 16.0 16.2
6.4 6,4 6,3 6.1 6.0 6.0 6.0 6:1
9.6 .._12..0 9.5 9.1 10.0 9.9 10.1 10.4
4.5 .:3.-6.6 4.9 4.7 4.8 5.0 5.1 5.1
13.8 13.7 13.7 14.1 14.14 14.2 14.4 14.4

..

1,209 1,fOO 1,170 1,126 1,074 1,008 )4013 1,023
2,937 3 63 3,728 3,280 3,014' 2,902 '2,927 ,3,285
3,730 4, 8 3,874 3,682 3,365 3,692 3,732 4,632
1,175 1,3 6 1,315 1,426 1,257 1,283 1,279 1,494
2,836 3,3 5 3,192 2,977 2,641 2,656 2,798 3,283
1,192 1, 40 1,249 1,186 1,033 1,092 1,135 1,441
1,600 1, 51 1,675 1,674 1,616 1,597 1,665 1,973

8 985 1,040 -958 821 892 944 1,101 .

3,003 3,078 3,207 3,203 2,947 2,850 2,976 -3,176

19.1 22.7 19.4 17.5 15.7 14.7 14.0 15.2
17.1 20.6 20.8 18.2 16.4 15.8 15.9 17.7
18.2 21.0 18.8 17.6 15.7 17.0 17.1 21.2

14.4 15.9 14.9 15.7 13.5 13.3 13.4 15.9
17.9 20.9 18.8 . 17.4 15.1 ,14.8-- 15.0 17.2
17.9 19.3 18.5 17.7 15.3 16.0 16.1 20.0
16.1 17,8 16.5 15.4 14.4 14.0 4 14.1 16.0.
18.4 20.3 19.7 18.7 15.3 15.6 15.7 18.1

21.0 21.5. 21.9 20.7 18.6 17.5 17.7 18.6
,

6.5 5.7 5.8 5.9 , 5.6 5.5 = 1.8
BA 16. 18.2 16.8 17.0 16.1 15.8 15.3

20.1 20 18.9 18.1 19.0 20.5 20.2 21.6

6.3 6.3 6.4 7.3 7.1 7.1 6.9 7.0
15.3 16.0 15.6 15.2 14.9 14.8 15.2 15.3

6.4 5.9 6.1 6.1, 5.0 6.1 6.1 , 6.7
C6 8.8 8.2 8.6 9.1 8.9 9.0 9.2

4.6 4.7 5.1 4.9 4.6 5.0 5.1 5.1

16.2 14.6 15.7 16.4 16.6 15.9 16.1 14.8

538 845 639 523 460 379 385 455
1,355 2,003 2,141 1,726 1,576 1,396 1,411 1,720
1,527 2,254, 1,940 1,803 1,416 1,477 1,496 2,548

^

439 550 . 527 535 456 413 415, 680

q1,096 '11,785 1;618 1,378 1,181 1,119 1,181 1,502

.471 ! 648 616 581 454 460 480 739

601 139 706 681 715 651 , 676 820

323 401 451 374 . 266 . 299 31/ 434

1,391 1,617 1,619 1,530 1,222 14082 1,131 1,448

491k

'
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Table C-8. e' (Continued,'

INZEDENCE PRECOM324NItY 1HEIVICIYED

HEW ENGLAND
M/DDLE ATLANTIC '

8.5

7.9
EAST WEIN CENTRAL 7.4.

%EST NORTH CENTRAL 5.4
SOUTH ATLANTIC 6.9
EAST scurm CEATRAL 7.1
Ilan swat ceurRAL 6.1
ADDY/AIN 6.9
PIK:CFTC 2e7

SNARE PREDOMINANTLY INEKTOYED

NE4 ENGLAND 7.0.

MIDDLE mviric 17.5
EATT NORTH CENTRAL 19.7
WEST NORTH CENTRAL 5.7
SMYTH ATLANTIC 14.2
asr-sculli atm% 6.1
len scum (=VIRAL 7.6
MEINTAIN 4.2

16 0

HE
,

NEW EN5LAND .. 1,414 '

MIDDLE Psrulaxc
msr rogni CENITAL
icsm NORTH CENTRAL

3,515

;:74:23

scum ATLANTIC 4,433
fipr SCUTH CENTRAL
wesr scum CENTRAL

2,203
3,155

lialtiMIN ' 1,339
F/CIFIC 3,531

,

TIE INOIDENCE

NEW ENGLAND 22.4
MIDDLE ATIMTIC 20.4
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 23.0
wsr wren damn. 29.9
SOUTH MANTIC 27.9
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 33.2
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 31.9
MOURAIN 28.8
PACIFIC

xle SIAM

24.7

NEW ENGLAND 5.3
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 13.1
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 17.6
WEST NORTH CENTRAL 9.1
SOUTH ATLANTIC
uor scorn azirmr.

,16.6
1,8.2

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL ' 11.8
MOUNTAIN' 5.0
PACIFIC 13.2

ULM=
NEW ENGLAND 1,779

MIDDLE ATLANTIC 4,393

EAST NORTH CENTRAL 6,021
WEST NORTH amp.% 3,391

SOUTH ATLANTIC 5,308
GAST Ea= CENTRAL 2,594

WEST SOUTH,CENTRAL 4,197
MOUNTAIN 1,711

'PACIFIC 4,636

427

13.7 10.6 8.1 6.9
11.6 U. 9.6 8.6
11.1 9.4 8.6 6.6
6.6 6.0 5.9 4.9
11.0 9.6 8.0 6.6

9.1 8.7 6:7N . 7.0 6.3 6.4
8.3 l 8.5 7.3 5.0

11.3 11.1 9.9 7.7

7.7
180
20.6
5.0

16.3

5.9

7.7
3.7

14.8

6.2 5.7 * 5.9
.20.9 18.9 20.3
18.9 14.7 18.3
5.1 5.9 5.9
15.8 15.1 15.2
6.0 6.4 5.9
6.9 7.5 9.2
4.4 4.1 3.4
15.8 16.8 15.8

1:171

1,849 1,617 1,583
4,316 4,553 4,349

5,0835,490
2,636 2,673

079

g,6 ;:";;11.

4,9004,996 4,863

2,0562,283
4,916
2,220 2,232

3,221

1,423

3,430 3,135 3,312
1,515 1,598

1:g:: 3,6041,830 3,872

1

30.0 26.8 24.7 23.3
25.0 25.4 24.2 22.6
27.1 25.7 26.0 23.8
31.6 30.3 32.1 28.8
30.8 29.0 28.4 28.0
34.4 33.0 33.4 30.5
33.0 30.9 30.5 28.7
31.2 30.3 3110 26.6
26.7 26.4 26.2 22.8

6.1 5.4 5.2 5.4
14.2 15.2 1%.3 14.5
18.1 17.8 17.9 17.7
8.7 8.9 9.6 9.3

16.5 16.4 16.0 17.1
7.5 7.5 7.4 7.2

11.3 10.5 104 11.2
5.0 5.3 5.2 5.0
12.6 13.0 13.3 12.6.

3,140 2,543 2,348
6,722 7,684 6,918
8,266 8,120 8,852
4,315 4,547 5,293

7,312 7,639 7,249
3,316 3,287 3,643
4,998 4,728 5,408
2,111 2,584 ' 2,881
5,913 6,335 6,692

492

2,392

6,672
7,801

4,919

7.857,
3,183
5,224

2,491

6,093

.5.5 ' 5.6 6.$6.
-7.6 7.7 9.3
6.8 6.9 11.6
4.3 4.4 7.2
6.3 6.3 7.8
6.7 6.8 10.3
5.7 5.7 6.7
5.2 5.3 7.1
6.7 6.7 8.5

5.2 5.1 4.4
19.2 18.8 16.6
20.3 20.0 24.6
.5.7 , 5.5 6.6
14.0 4F 15.8 14.5
6.3 6.4 / 7.1,
8.9 9.0 7.49

4.1 4.2 4.2
14.9 15.1 14.0

1,563
3,916

; 1,:i647i*

14:V326

4,930
2,596
4,510

1,954

2,575

::'4383

2,97.3

0,641
:::::

11`,(5)(3)

3,152
1,576 1:64;1

3.416 3,593 46,095
A

22.8 22.9 219
21.3 21.4 24.5
22.7 22.8 27.7
27.0 27.0 31.7
25.8 25.9 29.5
28.8 28.9 34.4
26.7 26.7 29.7
26.2 26.2 27.8
21.2 21.4 24.0

5.7 5.6 4.9
14.2 14.0 13.9
17.9 17.6 18.5
9.4 9.1. 9.0

16.7 17.1 17.2
7.1 7.2 7.6
11.0 11.2 11.2
5.4 5.6 5.2
12.5 12.7 12.5

2,572 2,580 2.864
7,138 7,197 9,420
8,919 8,999 13,621
5,339 5,278 7,095
8,479 8,910 11,827
3,608 3,724 5,546
5,699 5,892 7,834
2,932 3,050 3,645
6,144 6,366 9,774
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,,yable C-8. (Continued)

opicrr (1980 $ I

Mt MAW
ICO:CIZ MANTIC
par =au CENTRAL

=ORM CENTRAL
poi.)..rrrc

Par SCUTH axrpAr..
=!./TH CENTRAL

pit=

IIE DEFICIT SHME

.2,972

7,341'
10,062 ',

5,6660:,

_ ,8;869f,
4,335
7,012
2,859
7,747

NEW ENTLAND 5.2

KIECLE pauarrrt 12.9

EAST WITH CENTRAL ' 17.7

;CST MIMI =MAL 10.0

scum/cum= 15.6

EAST SCIJIN CENTRkL 7.6 .

sew scum CENTRAL:. 12.3

mouvram 5.0

PNTIFIC 13.6

/1E AVeRPE cOrcrr",

NEW EN5LAND
!MOLE ATurific...,

par ramm CENTRAL,

14E7r NOM CENTRAL
scurx nurirrc
par sourw CENITAL
wear scinu CENIRAL
KUNTAIN

1,257
1,250

1,275
1,388.

1,177
1,330
1,278

1,313

IIE ANIERNSE Cirri= (1980 8)

2,100

2,019
2,131
2,319
2,000

* 1,967
2,222

2,136
2,194

1404 ENMAND
MIDDLE ATIANTIC
per NORTH CiNTRAL

20""
WEST 14:41TH CENTRAL

scurH ATLANTIC ,

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
MOLICAEN
PACIFIC

--

NEN ENTLAND 549

M3ECCZ ATM= 1,449

EAST MEM CENTRAL 1,778

Vegr NORM arep.u. 1,047

so= mum= 2;112

par sourH 1,126

wen scum CENTRAL 1,588

)OMAIN 588

PACIFIC 1,771

ZIT 1NCICEN7E

8.7raw ecuwo
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 8.4

EAST NORTH CENTRAL 8.7.

St4 WEST nom cerrmt. 12.8

SOUTH ATLANTIC 13.2

EAST scum CENTRAL 16.9

WEST sourm CENTRAL 16.0

muttrAn4 12.6

PPCIPIC 12.4

428

4,807 3,6,2

10,291 117127

12,655 11,758

6,607 6,584
11,195 11,061

5,077 4,759

7,651 6,846

3,233 3,741 .

9,052 9,173

6.8 5.4

14.6 16.2

17.9 17.1
9.6 9.6

15.9 16.1

7.2 6.9

10.8" 10.0

4.6 5.4

12.8
,

13.3

1,698 1,573

1,558 1,688

1,505 1,530

1,637 1.703

1,464 1,554
1,453 1,476

_1,457 1,508

1,394 1,617 Ir
1,544 1,636

4

2,800 2,278
2,385 2.444
2,304 2,215
2,506 2,466

.1,464 2,250

2,225 2,137
2,231 , 2,184
2,134 2,341
2,364 2,369

741 612

1,744 1,866
2,229 2,087
1,052 1,124
2,486 2,431
.1,139 1,077

1,712 1,583
724 682

1,940 1,940

......

12.0 10.1

10.1 10.4
11.0 10.1

12.6 12.7
15.3 14.3
17.2 16.0
16.5 15.6
14.9 12.9
13.5 13.2

.abor

,

3,194 3,021 2,920 2,928 ' 2,866
9,408 8,427 8,102 8,168 9,420

12,304 '9,852 10,102 . 10,214 13,621
1,199 '6,212 6,058 5,991 95
9,859 9,923 9,623 10,112 fie827
4,954 4,020 4,096 4,229 5,566
7,355 6,598 6,468 6,688 7,834
3,918 3,146 3,328 3,462 3,645
9,101 7,695 6,974 7,226 8,774

4.8 5.1 5.1 5.0 '4.1
14.0 14,3 14.0 13.8 13.3

18.0 16.7 17.5 17.3 ,' 19.3

107 10.5 10.2 10.0

14.7 16.8 1::)1 17.1 16.7 .dre

7.4 6.8 7.1 7.2 7.9

11.0 11.2 11.2 11.3 11.1

5.8 5.3 5.8 5.9 5.2

. 13.6 13.1 -.12.1 12.2 12.4
,...'

S."

1,484 1,546 1,646 1,644 1,777
1,591 1,607 1,823 1,823 2,0/7

41,628 1,535 1,8091 1,809 2,243
.1,812 1,840 2,056 2,050 2,187
1,491 1,603 1,839 1,838 2;096
1,632 1,548 1,837 1,832 2,244
1,633 1,622 1,877 1,869 2,145
1,814 1,751 1,952 1,936 2,1.56

1,656 1,689 1,778 1,772 2,143
$

2,018 1,953 1,868
' 1,866 1,777.

2,164 2,030 2,069 2,069 '12,077
2,214 1,939 2,053 2,053 2,243
2,464 2,324 2,334 2,327 2,387
2,028 2,025 2,087 2,086 2,096
2,220 1,955 2,085 2,079 2,249
2,221 2,049 2,130 2,121 2,145
2,470 2,212 2,216 2,197 2,156
2,252 2,133 2,018 2,011 2,143

648 720 642 645 718
1,784 1,644 1,801 1,812 1,983
2,055 2,007 2,008 2,032 2,521
.},360 1,138 1,110 1,102 1,245
2,275 2,343 2,327 2,462 2,733
1,126 111 1,049 1,039 1,079 1,307
1,591 A 1,642 1,600 1,654 1,825

736 688 659 689 817
1,919 1,788 1,728 1,805 1/960

10.1 10.8 9.4 9.4 10.6
9.9 9.0 9.8 9."8 10.7
9.8 9.4 9.2 9.3 11.5
15.0 12.3 11.5 11.6 13.3
13.3 13.4 13.0 13.2 14.3
16.8 15.6 15.2 15.3 18.2
14.6 14.6 14.1 14.0 14.8
14.4 12.8 11.5 11.5 13.5
12.4 11.3 10.6 10.7 11.5

( 49j
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Table C-8. (Continued)

sale

I.

4.6 5.4 4.8 5.5 5.0 4.9 4.81.03)0LICIATCTITIC 12.1 12.7 9 13.2 12.6 13.9 13.6 13.1'EAST MIRTH CENTRAL 14.8 16.2 .6 15.2 15.4 15.5 15.3 16.7WEST NORrH CENTRAL 8.7 7.6 8.4 10.1 8.7 8:6 8.3 8.2SMITH ATLANTIC 17.6 18.1 18.1 16.9 18.0 . 18,0 18.5 1811EAST SCKAli CENTRAL 9.4 $.3 8.0 8.3 8.1 9.0 8.1 8.6WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
=mum
Penorre

13.2
4.9

14.7

12.4

5.3
14.1 ,

11.8
5.1

14.5

11.8
5.5

14.2

12.6

5.3

13.7

12.3
5.1

43.4

12.5

5.2
13.6

12.1
5.4

13.0

\

Ere DEFICTT

ram ENGLAND 895 1,335 1,177 1,282 686 1,477 1,805KDXLE , ?MANTIC 2,502 3,444 3,852 3,856 3,762
.672
-4,595 44629 5,521Eksr KORTH CENTS* 3,093 4,172 4,214 4,342 4,447 5,054 5,139 7,352stesr NORTH CENTRAL 1,533 1,766 1,926 2,478 2,268 2,395 2,377 3,297SOUTH ATLANTIC 3,347 4,353 4,463 4,439 5,034 5,31,8 5,638 7,282DOT SMITH CENTRAL

Pesr.scurs azrauu,
1,862
2,653

2,126
2,961

1,985

12,967
2,318
3,004

2,330
3,3i7i

2,573
'3,851

2,670
3,950

3,534
5,051'PECNTAIN= 842 1,200 1,216 1,309 1,3 1,469/ 1,527 2,001PACIFIC 2,954 3,567 3,655 3,873 3,710 4,073 4,249 5,155

DEPTCIT (1980 $)

1,496 2,043 1,704 1,744 1,177 1,671 1,676 1,805
ma ENGLAND iv

MIDDLE ATLANTIC 4,181 5,273 5,244 4,751 5,216 5,254 5;521Eivr WIRTH CENTRAL 5,168 6,388 6,102 5,905 5,616 . 5,737 5,833 7,352mer NORTH CEKFRAL 2,562 p 2,703 2,789 3,370 2,864 2,718 2,698 3,297sours ATLANTIC 5,592 6,665 6,462 6,037 6,360 6,036 6,399 7,282EMT SOUTH =rm. 3,111 3,255 2A74 3,152 2,942 2,921 3,080 3,534sesr SOUTH CENTML 4,433 4,534 4,296 4,086 4,227 4,371 4,484 5,051hrUNTAIN 1,440 1,838 1,761 1,781 1;752 1,668 1,733 2,001PKIFIC 4,936 5,461 5,293 5,268 4$06 4,623 4,823 5,155

IFE EV= SHARE

NEW ENGLAND 4.5 5.4 4;6 4.8 5.4 4.8 4.7 4.4MIDDLE =WIG 12.7 13,8 15.1 14.3 13.5 14.9 14.6 13.5
EAST NORTH 15.7 16.7 . 16.6 16.1 16.0 16.4 16.2 17.9WEST NORTH 7.8 7.1 7.6 9.2, 8.2 7.5 8.0MUTH ATLANTIC
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL

17.11

9.5
17.5

8.5
17.5
7.8

16.5 18.1
8.4

7.34001"
8.4

17.8
8.4

17.8
8.6WEST SOUTH CENTRAL ' 13.5 11.9 11.7 11.2 1.2.1 .12.5 12.5 12.3MOMMAIN 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.9r.PACIPIC %15.0 14.3 ,14.4 14.4 13.4 13.2 10 13.4 12.6

'IPE AVERAGE cencrr

NEW ENGLAND 1,631 1,800 1,925 1,971 2,064 2,292, 2,289 2,513
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 1,727 1,975 2,065 2,162 2,218 2,551 2,554 2,784
EAST NORTH aNTRAL 1,739 1,871 2,019 2,113 2,215 2,517 2,529 2,916
VEST NORTH CENTRAL 1,464 1,679 1,713 1,822 1,992 2,157 2,158 2,648SOUTH Arm= 1,585 1,751 1,836 ,951 2,149 2,285 2,290 2,665
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 1,654'. 1,866 1,143 2,059 2:220 2,477 2,475 2,704
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 1,670 1,730 1,874 1,889 2,038 2,407 2,388 2,767
MOUNTAIN 1,467 1,658 1,783 1,778 2,017 2,231 2,215 2,450mom 1,668 1,839 1,884 2,018 ..7d 2,075 2,357 2,355 2,610

I

IFE AVERAGE DEFICIT (1980 5)

NEW ENGLAND 2,725 2,756 2,787 2,690 2,607 2,601 2,598 2,513
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 2,886 3,024 2,990 2,940 2,890 2,895 . 2,899 2,784
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 2,904 2,865 2,924 2,874 2,798 2,857. 2,870 2,916
WEST NORTH CENTRAL 2,446 1,571 2,480 2,478 2,576 2,448 2,441 2,648
SOUTH Arum= 2,649 2,681 2,659 2,653 2,714 2,593 2,599 2,665
tAST SOUTH CENTRAL
sesr MUTH carrssAL

2,764
. 2,791

2,857
2,649

2,669
2,714

2,800
2,569

2,804
2,574

2,811
2,732

2,809
2,710

2,704
2,767

2,451 2,538 2,582 2,418 2,547 2,532 2,514 2,450
PACIFIC 2,787 2,816 2,728 2,744 2,621 2,675 2,673 2,630
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Table C-8, (Continued)

rrr
NEW EEEMAND 237 340 286 303 .169 293 294
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 691 821 826 808 849 843 891

*EAST NORTH CENTRAL 871 .7560 1,008 1,015 96 991 1,007
WEST NORTH CENTRAL
SOUTH MANTIC

475

1,241
504

1,471
577

Los
663

1,219
573

1,375
535

1,276 1"
522

1,345
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 683 662 ,624 698 626 575 602
NEST SOUTH CENTRAL 998 1,004 \ 913 930 900 876 1,008
MCINDAIN 305 414 380 389 400 370 383
PACIFIC 843 977 941 972 '960 953 993

.

IF/ INCIDENCE"

HER ENCP446
KO= Amer=

mum!.

3.8
4.0

4.3

5.5
4.8
5.2

4.7

4.6
4.9

4.7

4.5
4.9

5.6

4.6
4.3

va
4.3
4.8
4.6

'WEST NORTH CENTRAL 5.8 6.0 6.5 7.3 6.2 5.6 5.6
SOUTH ATLANTIC 7.8 9.1 8.3 7.1 7.8 7.1, 7.2
FAST SOUTH CENTRAL 10.3 10.0 9.3 10.5 9.3 8.4 8.6
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
HouvrAiH

10.1

6.6
9.7
8.5

9.7
7.2

8.6

7.6
8.0

7.5
8.6

6.5
8.5

6.4
PACIFIC 5.9 6.8 6.4 6.3 6.1 5.9 5.9

IFI SHAM

NEW ENCINO 3.7 4.7 A.1 4.3 5.3 4yf 4.2
1.41:01.E ATLANTIC 10.9 11.3 11.7 11.5 12t/ 12.9 12.6
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
wesr NORM carnsAL
sourit nue=

13.7
7.5

19.6

14.6
6.

20. '

14:3

8.2

20.0

14.5

9.5
17.4

13.7
8.2
19%6

14.5
7.8

18.6

14.3
7.5

19.1
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
wssrsamiCENITAL

10.8

15.7
9

1
8.9

14.0
10.0

13.3
8,9

12.8
8.4
14.2

8.5
14.3

MUJWAIN 4.8 5.4
917 3.4 5.4

PACIFIC 13.3 13.4 13:9 13.7 3.9 14.1

7/ DEFICIT

NEW ENGLAND 285 160 350 387 498
4/

468 456
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 813 1,159 0 1,155 1,230 1,191 1,599 1,613
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 984 1,31106 1,349 1,463 1,495 1,880 1,907
WEST N3(2111 CENTRAL

sours& MAN=
536

1,511

642
1,952

741

1,681
1,036
1,892

921

2,269
866

2,293
863

2,415
EAST scurH CENTRAL 847 9,377 901 1,024 1,079 1,164 1,214
WEST SOUTH TTRAL
raraux
pAcIfic'

1,300
376

1.061

1,400
535

1,219

1,455

513

10.87

1,401
549

1,374

1,444
658

1,471

1,931
684

1,614

1,982
705

1,670

IFI 13E27= (1980

*NER ENGLAND

itrcaz Kann=
476

1,358
551

1,775
507

1,672
527

1,673
629

1,504
531

1,815
517

1,831
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 1,644 2,043 2,011 1,990 1,888 2,134 2,164
WEST MEM CENTRAL 896 983 1,074 1,410 1,164 983 980
sourH AITANTIC 2,524 4948 2,724 2,573 2,866 2,603 2,741
FAST SCUM CENTRAL 1,416 1,436 1,304 1,393 1,363 1,321 1,378
$41:92 SCUM CENTRAL,- 2,172 2,143 2,107 1,905 4,824 2,191. 2,250
MEXECAIN 629 819 743 746 831 776 800
PACIFIC 1,773 1,866 1,719 1,869 1,858 1,832 1,295 ,

III DWI= SHAM

Hill manic 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.7 4.5 3.7 3.6
MIDDLE AITNETIC 10.5 12.2 12.1 11.9 10.8 12.8 12.6
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 12.8 14.0 14.5 14.1 13.6 15 14.9
WEST NDRT4 CENTRAL 7.0 6.7 807 10.0 8.4 6.7
SOUTH =Atm
8A9 r sac= CENIML

19.6

11.0

20.5

9.8
19.7

9.4
18.)

9.9
20.6

9.8
18. 18.8

FEST SOUTH CENTRAL 16.9 14.7 15.2 13.5 13.1 15.4 15.5
WEXACKIN
PAC1P/C

4.9

13.8

5.6

12.8
5.4

12.0
5.3

13.3

6.0

13.3
5.5

12,9
5.5

13.0

345
956

1,378
658

1,644

833
1,123
473

1,055

5.1
5.2

6.3
7.0

8.6
11.6
9.1
7,8

6J2

4.1
11.3
16.3
7.8
19.4
9.8

13.1
5.6

12.5

61
,966
'794

1, 2
3, 1

1 63
2,521
953

619
1,966
2,794

1,402
3,381

1,763
2,521
953

2,653

3.5

11.3

16.0
8.0

19.4
10.1

14.4
5.5
11.8
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TableC-8. (Continued)

IF/ AVERAGE DEFICIT

8)

,

1,200
1,176
1,129
1,128
1,217
1,241
1,302
1,232
1,258

2,005

1,965
1,887
1,885
2,034
2,074
2,176
2,059

2,102

26.0
, 27.8

25.6
10.0
34.1
38.3
)7.3
38.7

33.5

56.7
52.3
51.0
54.6
41.2
39.3
37.2

48.0
5211

a

35.5
31.5
31.0

32.4
25.4
27.0
24.4
24.8

30.9

1,058
1,413
1,259
1,273
1,327
1,417

1,394 .

1,292

1,247

1,620

2,163
1,929

1,949
2,032

2,169
2,d134

r,978
1,909

0

30.8
29.3
29!)
31.0

37.7

39.9
37.2

35.8

38.0

54.1
53.0
52.5
52.1
40.9

41.9
41.3
42.8

49.6

39.2
36.3
37.1

.33.5
26.4
29.6
25.9
25.2

29.7

1,225
1,397
1,377
1,286
1,336
1,443
1,480

1,350
1,262

1,774

2,023
1,994

1,862
1,935
2,089
2,143

'1,955
1,827

,

.4

28.4
29.2
28.4

20.8
37.6

35.9
36.8

31.7
36.2

f
53.3
55.7
51.7
48.7
42.1

42.0
37.9
44.2
51.5

35.7
37.7
32.8 '

27.7
27.8
29.3
22.8
27.1

29.3

1,278

1,521
1,442
1,563
1,552

1,466
1,506

1,410

1,413

1,738

' 2,069

12.:916216

2,111

1::::

1,918

41,922

\\

30.0

29.3
28.1

34.0

34.3

39.4

35.3

34.7

34.0

53.3

54.7

50.6

51.2
46.4

39.0
41.5

47.2
49.3

35.6

35.6

30.9

29.1
29.4
26.2

26.3
28.9

' 28.4

/

.

1

1,349
1,404
1,558
1,608
1,650

1,726
1,603
1,645

1,532

"COW

1,704
1,773

1,968
2,031
2,084

2,180
2,024
2,078

1,935

f

31.5
17.3

21 .

35 1

37.5

37.5

35.2
33.2

.

48.7
48.4

52.2
49.7
41.3
40,4
45.2
41,19

46.3

27.0
29.5
30.9
25.3

22.7
25.3
26.6
20.0

26.0

1,595
1,811
1,897

1,617
1,797
2,024
1,978
1.049
1;695

;:g:

2,153

1,835
2,040

,,r4.75

2,099

1,924

*

27.7

30.7
29.2

30.0
35.6

16.9
17.0

30.0

31.6

.

.

54.4
51.0
50.6
51.8
45.2
44.6
39.0
43.9
A4.9

28.6
31.5
28.8

26.1
23.7
28.6
21.2
19.8
22.5

1,549
1,811

1 1,994
1,622
1,795
2,017
1,966
1,842
1,682

..../..-"\-..".%

1,757
2,055
2,150

1,841

;:(213379

2,231
2,091
1,909

I

27.5
30.6
29.3
29.9
35.7
36.9

36.8
290
3116

,

54.4
50.8

50.4
51.7
45.4
44.2

0,09.1
44.5
45.0

28.1
31.3
28.5

260
.21.2
28.3
21.2
20.2

22.7

1,794
2,057
2,028
2,130
2,057
2,117
2,445

2,014
1,945 ,

1,794
2,057

2,028

',g9/

;:14175

2,014
1,94).....i.

30.9
32.9

32.3

12.4

37.5
41.1

37.1
36.5

33.9

1

52.0
51.8
45.4
47.2
39.8
36.3
38.5
42.1
46.2

.-e

26.8
28.2
27.2
23.5
234
21.3
;2.6
18.8,

24.5

4

NEW ENGLAND
MIDDLE MANTIC

.4. DST NORTH CENTRAP
NE9T NORTH CENTRAL
SOUTH ATUNTIC
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
NEST mum CENTRAL
MDUNTKIN
PACIFIC

IFI AVERAGE DEFICIT (1980

NEW =LAM
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
.EA9r NORTH CENTRAL

6 NEST NORMCENTM,
SOUTH ATLANTIC
Mgr SOUTH CENTRAL
WEer SOUTH CENTRAL
10INTA/N
PACIFIC

IIE fl4 TEE

NEW ENGLAND
MIDDLE ATLANTDC
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
NEST NORTH carn:AL.

, SOUTH ATLANTIC
E'er saft CENTRAL
NEST SOUTH CENTRAL
MCLAfGAIN

PACIFIC

14122102433 SUPPUVWPCICN
RATE - TOTAL

NEW ENGI'AND

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
Eh92 NORTH CENTRAL
WEST NORTH CENTRAL
SOUTH xrularc
eAsr scum CENTRAL
maw SOUTH CENTRAL
MOUNTAIN
PACIFIC

FAMINGS SUPprixianAva4
Rae - was-Fez

NEW ENGLAND
MIDDLE ATIANCIC
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
NEST NORTH CENTRAL
SWIM wan=
oar gotrat CURIAL
NEST SOUTH CENTRAL
MOUITAIN

. 496
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Table C-9. SUMMARY SEVERE HARDSHIP MEASURES, 1V4 THROUGH 1980, FOR TOTAL WORK
FORCE, DISAGGREGATED BY AREA OF RESIDENCE

'a

MILE2132:.

INSIDE SMSA
SMSA 1 MILLION +

CITY

SMSALESS 1 MILLION
CENTRAL
BALA&CE

OUTSIDE SEGA

71,365
40,770
15,991
24,772
30,594
14,245
16,350

4 32436
---_______

71,152

41,054
15,509
25,545
30,798

14,543
16,255
32,590

73,002

41,950
15,607
26,342
31,052

14,419
16,633
34,166

PAPE WORK mom

INSIDE SMSA 61.9 68.8 68.1

SMSA 1 MILLION 39.4 39.3 39.2

CENTRAL CITY 15.4 14.8 14.6

BALANCE 23.9 24.5 21.6

sisp, uss iji 1 mum 29.5 29.5 29.0

artrRAL 13.7 13.9 13.5

BALANCE 15.8 15.6 15.5

OUTSIDE SMSA

lt/FMKOWD

31.1 31.2 31.9

INSIDE SmSA 12,942 14,529 14,081

SMSA 1 MILLION * 7,512 8,233, 8,111

CENTRAL CITY 3,337 3,438 3,370

BAU 4,176 4,794 4,740

*SA LESS TRAN 1 m311.108 5,429 6,295 54971

titarrPAL crrt 2,648 3,204 2,909

akr.vr-F: 2,781 3,093 3,061

OUTSIDE D4SA 5,595 6,575 ., 6,366

. /7

20IMMZMLRENPM
INSIDE SMSA. 11.1 20.2 19.3

SMSA 1 MILLBai 18.4 20.1 19.3

CENTRAL CITY 20t9 22.2 21.6

BALANCE 16.9 18.1 18.0

SMSA LESS Tlilft 1 MILLION 17.7 20.4 19.2

CENTRAL CITY U. 22.0 20.2

BALANCE 17.0 19.0 ,18.8.

1111004. airs= SMSA 17.4 20.2 11.6

iikme sisA 69.1 68.8
,

.61.9

ask 1 MILLION + 40.5 39.0 39.7

CENTRAL CTTY 18.0 16.3 16.5

BALANCE 22.5 22.7 23.2

sisA LESS 1 KILLION 29.3 29.1 - 29.2,THAN

CENTRAL CTTY 14.3 15.2 14.2

BALANCE 15.0 14.7 15.0

arm= sisA 30.2 31.2 31.1

ME1221110MY tYF

INSIDE szcA 5,400 7,601 7,141

sisA 1 MILLION * 3,208 4,399 4,130

mum-art ,555 1,995 1,839

muccE
atsp, LESS THM 1 Krum;

,2
"di653,192

2,404

3,200.

2,20
3,020

cncrukt. CITY 1,107 1,643 1,498

BALANCE 1,086 1,558 1,522 .

OUTSIDE LliSA 2,140 3,339 3,106

74,293

43,052
15,913
27,070
31,190

14,379
16,811
35,421

67.7
39.2

14.6
24.7
28.4
13.1

15.3
32.3

v$,
13,369
7,671
3,245

4,425
5,699

2,879
2,920

6,143

..

11.0
17.1

20.3
160
18.3

19.i
17.1
17.3

68.5

39.3
16.6

22.7
29.2
14.5
14.1
31.5

6,266

3,671
1,706

1,966

2,594
1,333

1,261
2,865

77,332 79,060 80,692
44,151 45,271 46,103
16,201 16,253 16,592
27,949 - 29,011 29,510
33,174 33,789 34,590
15;232 15,555 15,905
17,943 18,234 18,684
35,031 35,518 36,291

'81,214-

46,669
16,677
29,992
34,545
15,691
11,864
37,134

688
39.3

14.4
24.9

129.5

40.6

69.0
39.5
14.2

25.3
29.5

13.6

69.0
39.4
14.2
25.2,
29.6

13.6"

68.6
39.4
14.1
25.3

29.2
13.2mo 15.9- 16.0 15.9

31.2 31.0. 31.0 31.4

-

ti
G

12,305 12,391 12,732 14,292
7,011 6,770 7,149 8,002
3,072 2,903 2,983 3,392
3,938 4,067 4,14.fr 4,7110

5,295 5,421 5,584 6,291
1,082
,714

2,713

2,719

2,793
2,791

3,015
3,275

5,413 5,579 5,735 7,117

15.9 15.7 15.1 15.i
15.9 15.4 15.5
19.0 ,17.9 18.0

,17.1

,19.8
14.1 14.0 14.1 15.7
16.0 16.0 16.1
17.0 17.4 17.6 19.2
15.1 14.9 14.9 17.4
45.5 15.7 15.8 19.2

.

69.4 69.0 68.9 66.1
.39.5 38.1 31.7 37.4
17.3 16.2 16.2 15.4
22.2 22.6 22.6 22.0
29.9 30.2 30.2 29.4
14.6 15.1 15.1 14.1

, 15.3 15.1 15.1 15.3
30.6 31.0 31.1 ,0°' 33.3

5,379 4,957 5,097 6, 82
3,071 2,874 2,959 3,89(
1,497 1,368 1,410 1,791
1,572 1,506 1 ,549 2,103
2,309 2,083 2,138 2,989
1;120 1,112 1,137 1,525
1,189 971 1,001 1,46)
2,371 2,319 2,394 3,465

44
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Table C-9. (Continued)

121:11ioice milgooloNAKIX
Ute ImmLoyED

INSIDE WA 7.6 10.6 . 9.8 8.4 7.0' 6.3 6.3 8.59. 1 m311,1L R 7.9
9.7

.10.44

12.9
8.11

11.8
8.5

10.7
7.0
9.2

6.3
8.4

. 6.4
8.5

8.3
10.7

amaluti.cnY
HAMM= 6.7 9.4 8.7 7.3 -5.6 5.2 5.2 7.09ISA MSS MN 1 KEILICk 7.2 10.4 9.7 8.3 7.0 6.2 6.2 8.7AL CrrY 7.8 11.3 10.4 9.3 7.4 7.1 7.1 9.7BAIJone

oUBIEDDE ash
4.6
7.3

9.6
10.2''''

9.2
9.1

7.5

8.1
6.6

t, 6.8
5.3
6.5

5.4

6.6'.

7.8
9.3

SHARE om mmEaloomuy
Mmvumm

INSIDE SmSh 69.1 69.5 69.7 68.6 69.4 68.1 68.0 ' 66.5SMSh 1 miLLIoN 41.4 40.2 40.3 40.2 4396 39.5 39.5 37.6cENTRAL cITY 20.1 18.2 17.9 18.7 19.3 18.8 188 17.3BALANcE 21.4 22.0 22.3 21.5 20.3 20.7 20.7 20.3smsh LEss THAN 1 mILLION 28.3 29.2 29.4 28.4 29.p 28.6 28.5 11:11\cENTRAL cITY 14.3 15.0 14.110 14.6 14.5 ,15.3 15.2 14.7BALANce 14.0 14.2 14.8 13.8 15.3 13.3 13.4 14,1OUTSIDE smsh 30.2 30.5 30.3 .31.4 30.6 31.9 32.0 33.5

ILL

f
Smsh 16,199 18,428 )18,271 184295 17,618 16,958 17,389 19,9451 K1.L1cl 8,535 9,937 9,752 9,859 9,270 1,898 9,122, 10,515cENTLAh crry 3,652 3,977 3,858 3,974 3,721 3,571 3,679 4,196

441 BALANce 4,883 5,960 5,894 5,884 5,549 5,327 5,443 6,319smsA uESs t34P.0 1 KILLION 7,664 8,691 8,519 8,437 8,348 8,059 8,267 9,430cumAL cITY 3,638 4,265° 4,105 4,058 3,994 3,886 3,974 4,395BALAKE 4,026 4,427 4,414 4,378 4,354 4,174 0.,, 4,293 5,034CWS1DE Smsh 10,557 11,717 0 11,622 12,030 11,042 10,618 -10,880 12,802

Dis ncnitA
INSIDE SMSh
SmSh 1 MILLIoN
CENISAL CITy
BALM=

SmSh LESS THAN 1 MILLION
cENTRAL CITY
BALANCE

OuTS1Desmsh

22.7
20.9
22.8
19.7
25.0
25.5
.24.6

32.7

25.8
24.2
25.6
23.3

29.3
27.2
36.0

25.0 4
23.2
24.7
22.4

28.5
26.5

34.0

24.6

22.1
24.1
21.7
27.0
28.2
26.0
34.0

22.8
21.0
23.0
19.9

25.2
26.2
240
31.5

21.4

19.7
22.0
18.4
23.9
25.0
22.9
29.8

21.5 .

19.1
22.2
18.4

23.9
25.0
23.0
30.0

24.6
22.5
25.2
21.1

27.3
28.0

26.7
34.5

t

ITESItARE
%,

'WIDE SMSk

,

,60.5 1\61.4 61.1 60.3 61.5 61.5 61.5, 60.9
Smsh 1 MILLIoN , 31.9 32.7 32:6 32.5 32.3 32.3 32.2 32.1

cENTRAL cITY 13.6 13.1 12.9 13.1 13.0 13.0 13.0 12.1
BALANcE 18.3 19,6 19.7 19.4 19.4 19.3 19.3 19.3

SMsh LESS THAN 1 maLLION 28.6 28.6 21.5 27.8 29.1 29.2 294 28.8
cENTBAL cITY 136 14.1 13.7 13.4 13.9 14.1 14.1 13.4
BALM= 15.0 14.6 14.8 14.4 15.2 15.1 15.2 15.3

ODITSIDE smsh 39.5 38.6 31.9 39.7 38.5 38.5 38.5 39.1

prE DEFICIT .
,)

INSIDE sMsh 19,375 27,248 28,441 27,515 26,497 28,806 29,500 40,763
96A1M1W014 10,315 14,766 14,801 15,162 13,751 15,033 15,456 20,896
amMIALCITY 4,723 6,574 6,317 6,613 5,916 6,541 6,772 ,8,982.
BALANCE 5,592 8,192 8,484 8,550 7,805 , 8,493 8,684 11,914

smSA LESS Tlim 1 Mu -MN 9,060 12,482 13,340 :12,353 12,745 13,772 14,044 19,867
CL2nIW, CITY .4,156 6,124 6,645 6,096 6,109 6,522 6,633 9,199
BALANce 4,904 6,359 6,695 6,257 6,636 7,250 7,411 10,668

OUrsIDE ach 14,654 18,844 19,326 21,769 20,135 22,024 22,498 29,885
.,:

!
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Table C,9. (Continued)

ITC DEFICTT (19804) =

INS= SMSA 32,376

SMSA 1 MILLION + --- 17,237

CENTRAL CITY 7,893

BALANCE 9,344

SMSA LESS THA4 MILLION 5,139.1

CENTRAL CITY- 1,944
, BALANCE 1,195
OUTSIDE SMSA 24,486

ITE DEFICIT SHARE

DGI SMSA
SPCA 1 MTILITki.+

cmCENTRAL
BATANCE

SHEA LEES THAN 1 FLEELICH

CENEIMI.
MANCE

OUTSIDE SMSA

IIE AVERAGE DEFICTT

INSIDE SMSA
245A 1 ?MUM +

CENEIRAL CTTY
BALANCE

SMSA TESS IM 1 MILLICH
CENTRAL CTTY
BALANCE

=SIDE SMSA

56.9
30.3
13.9
16.4

26.6

42.2,
14.4
43.1

A

1,196
1,209
1,293

1,145
1,182

ttEt/2RICE Cern= (1980 $)

IMSiCe SISK 1,999
SMSA 1 )ITLION + 2,020

=MAI. CITY 2,/61

BALANCE 1,913
Jr SMSA LESS IVAN 1 MILLICN . 1,975

l' CENTRAL CITY 1,908
Wit.liti2E

4 2,035

OUTSIDE 91SA 2,319

EFE

aisiztlsmsp, 7,060
SMSA 1 FELL= + 3,790

CENTRAL CITY 2,054

BALANCE 1,736

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION 3,270

CENTRAL CITY 1,810

BALANCE 1,460

OUTSIDE SMSA 4,948

17CIDENCE

WIDE SMSA
SMSA 1 M/7././ON +

CENTML CITY
1181.41WE

ENSA TIM I =LIM
CENTRAL Cr ly
MANCE

OUTSIDE SMSA

9.9
9.3

12.8
7.0

10.7
12.7

8.9
15.3

41,717
.22,607
10,965
12 542

19 00

40,748
21,432
9,355

12,285
19,316

9, 9,622

9,735 9,694
20,850 27,984.

59.1 593
32.0 31.2

14.3 13.3

17.1 17.,

27.1 28.1

13.3 14.0
13.8 14.1

40.9 40.7

1,463 1:540

-1,486 1,518

1,653 1,637

1,374 1,440

1,416 1,566

1,436 1,619

1,436 1,51 ,

1,601 1,66

4

r

2,240 2,230
2,275 2,191

2,531 2,370

...2,104 2,015

" 2,199 2,268

2:199 2,344

2,199 2,197

2,,462 2,408

8,125 7,971

4,445 4,244
2,211 2,239

2,226 2,006

3,610 3,727

2,091 2,160

1,589 1,567

5,643 5,431

1.1.3 10.9

10.1 10.1

4.3 14.3
7 7.6

11. 12.0

14 15.0
.8 5.4

7.3 15.9

16-

37,420 33,465
20,621 17,366
4;993 7,510
11,627 9,858
16,799 16,d97
8,290 7,716
8,509 8,381

29,606 25,431

55.8
31.4

13.4'

17.3
25.1

12.4
12.7
44.2 (

56.8
29.5
12.8
16.7
27.3

13.1
14.2

43.2

1,504 1,504

1,538 1,483
1e64 1,598

1,464
1,453 f II;

1,

1,502 1,829
1,429 1,524,

1,110 1,823

,

2.)45,1/1,900
2,092 1,873
2,2-63 2,018

1,976 1,777

1,991 1,928
2,043 1,931

1,943 1,925

2,462 2,302

7,892 7,180

4,347 4,015
2,277 2087
2,070 1,928
3,545 3,865
2,011 2,225

1,533 1,640

5,642 5,13,

0.6 10.2

1 1 .1

14. .9

7.6 6.9

11.4 11.7
14.0 14 6

9.1 9.

15.1 14.

4 ,9

4

32,694 33,482 40,763 "

17,063 17,542 20,896
7,424 7,686 8,98;
9,639 9,856 . 11,914

15,631 15,540 19,167
7,403 7,529 9,199
8,229 8,411 10,d68

24,997 25,536 _29,885

56.7 56.7 5717
29.6 29.7 29.6
12.9 13.0 12.7
16.7 16.7 16.9
27.1 27.0 21.1
12.,K 12.8 13.0 ,

14. 14.3 15.1
43.3 43.3 42.3

1,691 1,696 2044,

1,689 1,694 1.987
1,831 1,841 2,141
1,594 1,595 1,885
1,709 1,699 2,107
1,679 1,668 2,093
4717 1,724 2,119
2,074 2,068 2,334

.-

. ,

1,928 1,825 2,044
1,917 1,923 1,917
2,078 2,090 2,141
1,809 1,110 41,815
1,940 1,928 2,107
1,906 1,894 2,093
1,971 1,959 2,119
2,354 2,347 2,334

el)

7,978 8,197 8,917
4,240 4,355 4,639
2,4)5 2,19, 2,355
2,105 2,159 2,215
3,739 3,831 4,271
2,027 2,073 2,331
1,712 1,765 1,946
4,936 5,083 6,194

,10.1 10.2 11.0
9.4 9.5 9.9
11.1 13.3 14.1
7.3 7.3 7.6
11.1 11.1 12.4
13.0 13.0 14.9
9.4 9.4 10.3
13.9 14.0 16.7

gel
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sTable C-9. (Continued)

=SHARE

V

11513383.SMSA A 58.8 59.0 59.5 51.5 60.5 61.8 61.7 59.0
1 MILLION + 31.6 32.3 31.7 32.2 30.8 32.8 32.8'4

4 30.7
CITY 17.1 16.1 16.7 16.9 / 16.0 1 6.5 16.6 1$.6

. . 14.5 16.2 15.0 15.3 14.8 16.3 16.3 15.1SSA IESS MGM 1 gaz.rcv 27.2 26.7 27.8 26.3. 29,J 29.0 28.9 28.3
CENTRAL CITY 15.1 15.2 16.1 14.9 17.1 15.7 15.6 15.4-
nArrocz ; 12.1 11.5 11.7 11.4 12.6 13.3 13.3 12.9curs= SMSA 41.2 41.0 40.5 41.5 39.5 38.2 38.3 41.0

i

'q

7rE-DEricrr
r e. s

.

INSIDE SMSA. 11,921 15,084 15,603 16,119 17,223 19,348 19,857 24,862'
SMSA 1 MILLION + 6,587 4, 8,490 8,475 8,994 8,920 10,664 , 10,974 13,240
CENTRAL CITY 3,781 4,554 4,751 4,914 4,989 5,705 5,905 7,123
BALANCE 2,806 3,936 3,724 4,000 3,930 4,959 5,069 6,116

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION
.

CENTRAL CITY
5,341

3,124
6,593
3,869

7,129
4,119

7,124
4,254

8,303
4,916

8,684
4,944

8,883
5,045

.11,622

.6,474
2,217 2,724 L 3,010 2,870 3,387 3,740 3,838 5,148

CUIS/DESMSA 7,772 9,851 10,783 10447 11,454 11,798 16,139

rrE DETtcrr (1980 s)

1. \

,

INSIDE SMSA 19,932 23,093 22,594 21,921 21,752 21,960 22,538 24,862
.SMSA 1 M/LLION 11,007 12,999 12,271 12,232 11,266 12,103 1.2,455 13,240
comm. cryy 6,318 6,973 6,879 6,792 6,301 ....6,475 6,702 7123
BALANCE 4,689 6,026. 5,392 5,440 4,964 5,678 5,753 6,116

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION 8,925' 10,094 10,322 9,689 10,487 9,856 10,083 11,622
CENTRALCITY 5,221 5,924 5,964 5,786 6,209 5,6/1 5,726 6,474
BALANCE 3,705 4,171 4,358 c-3,903- 4,278 4, 4,356 5,148

OUTS/DE SMSA 12,987 .410 15,067 14,265 14,665 13,321 13,000 13,391 16,139

IF! DEFT= SRAM

"DISIDE SMSA 60.5 60.5 61.3 59.9 62.0 62.8 62.7 60.6
--:'-'SMSA 1 mum + 33.4 34.1 33.3 33.4 32.1 34.6 34'.7 32.3CENTRAL CITY 19.2 18.3 18.7 18.6 18.0 18.5 18.7 17.4BPJANCE 14.2 15.8 14.6 14.9 14.2 g 16.1 16.0 14.9SMSA LESS THAN 1 maim' 27.1 26.5 28.0 26.5 29.9 28.2 28.1 28.3

CENTRAL CITY 15.9 15.5 16.2 15.8 17.7 16.1 15.9 15.8BALANCE 11.3 10.9 11.8 10.7 12.2 12.1 12.1 12.6=size smsk 39.5 39.5 38.7 40:1 31.0 37.2 37.3 39.4
,

IFE AVERAGE DEF/CIT
,

.
,

MNSIDE SCA 1,690 1,857 1,958 2,042 2,186 2,425 2,82P 2,788
SMSA 1 MILL/ON +. 1,738 1,910 1.997 2,069 2,222 2,515 2,518 2,854

..
CENTRAL C/TY
BALANCE

1,840
1,617

2,053

1,768
2,122

1,857
2,193

1,932
2,391
2,038'

2,673

2,356
2,685
2,347

3,025
2,677

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION 1,633 1,792 1,913 2,010 2,148 2,323 2,315 2,717
atirm. ttri 1,726 1,851 1,907 2,115" 2,210 2,439 .2,434 2,777
BALANCE 1,519 1,714 1,921 1,872 2,065 2,185 2,174 2,645

OUTSIDE SMSA 1,571 1,744 1,814 1,925 2,052 2,321 2,321 2,606

/FE AVERAGE Disercri. (1980 8)

WIDE SMSA 1,918 2,043 2,835 -

/

2,777 2,761 2,752 2,750 2,788
SMSA 1 MILLION 4 2,904 2,924 2,892 2,814 2,806 2,855. 2,858 2,854

CENTRAL CITY i 3,075 3,143 3,073 2,982 3,020 3,034 3,047 3,025'soume 2,702 2,707 2,689 2,628 2,574 2,674 2,664 2,677
SMSA LESS 'IVAN 1 MULLION 2,729 2,744 2,770 2,734 .2,713 2,637 2,628 2,717
CENTRAL CITY 2,884 2,834 2,761 2,876 2,791 2,768 2,763 2,777
BAUV/ZE 2,538 2,624 2,782 2,546 2,608 2,480 2,467 2,645cm= SMSA 2,625 2,670 2,627 2,618 2,502 2,634 2,634 2,606
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Table C-9. (Continued)

Junc.

INSIDE SmsA 3,671 4,193 4,140 4,042 4,254 4,268 4,385 5,041SMSA 1 MILLICw + 1,909 2,252 2,161 2,261 2,151 2,301 2,371 2,656CENTRAL crry 1,055 1,154 1,264 . 1,245 ,220 1,276 1,320 1,434BALANcE ) 854 1,099 897 966 930 1,025 1,051 1,222SCA LESS THAN 1 maLLICN 1,761 1,941 1,979 1,801 2,104 1,967 2,014 2,385CENTRAL crry 1,023 ,1,121 1,208 1,117 1,283 ,' 1,151 1,176 1,410BALANCE 738 813 771 684 821 816 139 975 /OUTSIDE smSA 2,676 3,059 2,893 2,936 2,757 2,584 2,470, 3,424

ZI-41232120-

SMSA 5.1 5.9 5.7 5.5 5.5 5.4 5.4 6.2
SMSA 1 MUCH + 4.7 5.5 5.2 5.3 4.8 5.1 5.1 5.7
CENTRAL crrY 6.6 7.4 8.1 8.1 7.5 7.9 8.0 8.6
BALANCE 3.4 4J6 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.6 4.1

SPCA LESS TM 1 mum 5.8 6.3 6.4 5.9 6.3 , 5.8 5.8 6.9
ciaffRAL CITY 7.2 7.8 8.4 7.8 .8.4 7.4 7.4 9.0
!MANCE 4.5 5.0 4.6 4.1 4.6 4.5 4.5 5.2

=SIDE SmSA 8.3 9.4 9.5 8.3 7.9 7.3 7.4 9.2

In SHARE

INSIDE SmSA 57.8 57.8 59.9 58.0 60.7 62.3 62.2 59.6
SCA 1 ruluoyAt 30.1 31.1 30.7 32.3 30.7 33.6 33.6 31.4
CENTRAL CITY 16.6 15.9 18.0 18:6 17.3 18.6 s 18.7 16:9

. BALANCE 13.5 15.1 12.8 13.8 13.1 15.0 14.9 14.4
SMSA LESS VON 1 MUCH 27.7 26.8 28.1 25.7 30.0 28.7 28.6 28.2

CENTRAL CITY 16.1 15.6 17.2 16.0 18.3 16.8 16.7 16.7
11.6 11.2 11.0 9.8 11.7 11.9 11.9 11.5BALANCE

=spat asA 42.2 42.2 41.1 42.0 39.3 37.7 37., 40.4

111 DEFICIT
-

INSIDE SMSA 4,487 5,582 5,662 5,954 6,708 7,904 8,072 10,711
SMSA 1 MILLION + 2,336 3,016 3,013 3,286 3,228 4,232 4,355 5,746
CENTRAL CITY 1,323 1,609 1,794 1,871 1,163 2,319 2,418 3,241
BALANCE *1,013 1,407 1,218 1,415 1,366 1,894 .6 1,937 2,505

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION 2,151 2,565 2,649 2,669 3,479 3,672 '" 1,717 4,965
CENTRAL CITY 1,244 1,516 1,581 1,676 2,133 2,285, 2,304 2,927
BALANCE ' 906 1,050 1,068 993 1,346 1,387 1,414 2,039

OUTSIDE SMSA

iTt DEFIcrr (1980 $)

3,226 3,956 3,911 4,402 4,319 4,595 ' 4,753 6,742

IMIDE SISA 7,497 8,546 8,199 8,098 8,472 8,971 9,162, 10,711
SMSA 1 MUM +

carriukc crff
3,904
.2,211

4,619
2,463

4,363
2,599

4,464
2,545

4,078
2,353

4,804
2,654

4,943
2.044 '

5,746
3,241

BALANCE 1,693 2,155 1,765 1,924 1,725 2,149 2,198 4450
slim LESS-THAN 1 mum

arum CITY
3,594 ,

2,080
3,928
2,320

3,836
2,289

3,629
2,279

. 4,393
2,694

4,168
.2,593

4,219
2,614

'

,

1465
2;927

BALANCE 1,514 1,607 1,546 1,350 1,700 1,575 1,605 '2,038
CMS= St13A 5,391 6,057 5,663 5,987 5,454 5,215 5,395 ' 6,742

IFT DEFICIT SHARE

58.2 58.5 59.1 57.5 60.8 63.2 62.9 61,4wipe trisA'
SMSA 1 mILLION + 30.3 31.6 31.8 31.7 29.3 33.9 34.0 32.9
cuVrpAL CITY 20.9 16.9 18.7 18.1 16.9 18.7 18.9 18.6
BAINICE 13.1 14.8 12.7 13.7 12.4 15.1. 15.1 14.4

SMSA LESS THAN 1 MILLION 27.9 26.9' 27.7 25.8 31.5 29.4 49,0 .28.4
CENTRAL CITY 16.1 15.9 16.5 16.2 19.3 18.3 1900 16.8
BALANCE 11.7 11.0 11.2 9.6 12.2 11.1 11.0

OUTSIDE smSh 41.8 41.5 40.9 42.5 19.2 36.8 37.1 38.6

5u:
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Table C-9. (Continued)

IFI AVIIIAGE DBFICTT

INSIDIrSIGA
SMSA 1 MILLION +
CENTRAL CITY -
nowoce

SHEA LESS WAN 1 MILLION
CENTRAL CITY

,

BALANCE
OUTSIDE SMSh

IFI AVERAGE DEFiCTT (1980 SI

1.222
1,223
1,254
1,186
1,221
1,217
1,227
1,206

2,042
2,044
2,095
1,992
2,040
2,034
2,050
2,015

29.7'

30.2
39.1
23.6
29.1,

.34.2
24.4
33.9

1,331
1,339
1,394
1,282
1,322
1,344
1,291

1,293

2,038
2,050

2,134
1,963
2,024
2,058
1,977
1,980

31.5
32.2

41.7
254
30.7
36.5 ,

25.2
37.7

41.4
49.3
41.0
50.7
47.3
46.0
49.9
45.8

31.1
31.9
33.3
30.6

30.1
30.1
30.0
31.1

1,368
1,394
1,420
1,351
1,338
1,309

1,385
1,352

1,981
2,019
2,056

1,966

1,937
1,995

2,005
1,958

31.0
30.4

41.7

23.4
31.4
38.1

)5.1
35.9

41.1

49.1
43.4

55.3
46.9

44.1
50.8
46.7

245
29.4
27.9

31.1

29.5

27.7
32.1

30.9

t

1,444
1,453
1,445
1,465

1,482
1,500
1,451 . '

1;499

1,994k,.

1,976""

1,965
1,992

2,016
2,040
1,973
2,039

30.7

30.9

41.4

23.8
30.4

36.0
25.2
35.1

48.5

41.0
43.1
53.3
49.2

44.5
55.4
47.6

29.1
28.7
29.4
27.9

29.7
28.9

30.9

31.0

1,577
1,501
1,524
1,461

,1,654
1,662

1,640

1,567

1,992
1,898

1,927
1,854
2,089

2,099
2,071
1,979

30.7

29.5

39.1

23.1
31.9
31.2

26.1
35.2

46.0
46.4

41.5
51.7
45.6
42.3
50.0
46:4

25.1
26.4
26.2

26.6
23.9
22.7
29.4
27.8

1,852
1,839
1,833
1,847
1,866
1,985
1,700
1,778

2,102
2,087

2,080
2,096
2,118
2,253

1,930
Of018

31.3

31.2

40.9
24.6
31.4

36.1
27.1
33.7

46.5
45.7
40.2
51.3
47.4
43.2
52.3
47.7

23.7
23.0
22.4

,

23.6

24.6
23.9
25.3
29.0.

1,841
1,837

1,832
1,843
1,845
1,959

1,686
'1,780

2,090
2,085
2,079
2,092
2,094
2,223
1,914
2,020

31.2
31.2
40.9
24./
31.3
35.9
27.0
33.9

44.5
45.4
40.0
51.3
47.5
43.3
52.5
47.5

23.7
22.9
222s
23.5
24.4
23.9

25.4
28.8

2,125
2,164
2,260
2,050
2,082
2,076
2,090
1,969

2,125
2,164
2,260
2,050
2,082
2,076
2,090
1,969

33.0
31.8
41.7
25.2
34.3
39.9
29.4
37.7

43.5
42.1
39.1
46.5
44.2
39.5
49.9
44.7

22.1
22.4
22.1
22.5
23.2

22.9
23.7
26.8

'

.4

t's

5

/NSIDE SMSh
SSA 1 =tarn +
CENTRAL CITY
BALANCE

SMSA LESS'THAN 1 )4ammi
CENTRAL CITY
BALANCE

OUTSIDE SMSA

JUXIEnT4.

INSIDE SMSA
SEA 1. /4ILLX4 +
CENTRAL CITY
BALANCE

,

SCA KESS THAN 1 MISCH'
CENnw. cm
BALM=

CUTS= SEA

1211Egl

INSIDE SMSA
SMSA 1 MILLION +
CENTRAL CITY
BALMACE

SMSA LESS THAN 1 mama;
drum cm
BALANCE

CUTS= SEA

EAWNICS SUPPLENDITAXICN RATE -

48.0
49.6
49.6
50.8

.44.1
43.5
49.4
45.9

28.8

30.3
' 32.4

27.8
27.0
26,4
27.8
28.8

INSIDE SHIA
5113A 1 mama; +
arm% cm
BALANCE

5845A LEIS THAN 1 FUILICN

cum% cm
BALANCE

=SIDE SATIA

5u4
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'Table C-10. SEVERE HARDSHIP INADEQUATE FAMILY EARNINGS AND RELED DEFICITS

AFTER AUGMENTATION-OF SUBGROUP EARNINGS, 1974 THROIfGH 1980

KARMAILYNThENIED
FuLL EmFunmayr IFE

16-19

,

20-24
25-44
45-44
65+

MALE MEAMIEWER
MIL UOELA2ED 11,83IVIDtAL
OMER MALE
FEMALE MOSEMIDER
WIVES
F124211E 1.88122.11/41ED 124311/113uAls
OTHER FLYALES

HugGiNdLyNMKNIEUFML
BIPLcrougr Ire Der=

16-19
20-24
25-44

45-44

65+

?WE liouSaciumil
MALE 61001,YrED 1NO
ancEst HALE
MIME igc.su aDe8
wivm
MINE UNFELATED
OINER FEMIZS

7

1974 1975 1976 - 1977 1978 1979 1979R 1980

. el

11,538 13,137 12,689 -13,030 12,586 12,501 12,853 14,539

11,444 12,862 12,531 12,641 12,310 12,303 , 12,647 14,162

11,097 ' 12,417 12,033 12,175 11,925 11,818 12347 13,434

11,171 12,566 12,272 12,371 12,104 12,124 12,478 , 14,039

11,682 13,399 - 13,065 13,103 12,671 12,611 12,976 14,796

11,239 12,420 12,288 12,446 12484 12,134 12,475 13,964

11,620 13,267 12,842 12,957 12,520, 12,420 , 12,787 14,493

11055 13,069 12,565 12,852 12,500 12,504 12,858 14,319

11,717 13,347 13,022 13,059 12,642 12,546 12,900 14,654

11,457 13,002 12,713 12,822 12,457 12,431 12,785 14,429

11,675 13,298 12,919 12,999 12,530 -12,499 12,851 14,553

11,704 13,418 13,012 . 13,136 ' 12,709 12,640 '12,996 14,669

18,959 23,623 24,146 25,770 26,685 29,611 30,435 39,440

18,652 23,169 23,744 25,314 26,360 29,256 30,045 38,270

17,843 21,395 21,780 23,444 24,524 lo;27,069 27,774 34,689

18,235 22,581 23,152 24,866 25,971 20,852 29,679 38,185

19,061 24,147 24,643 26,120 27,145 30,035 30,862 39,805

18490 21,739 22,581 24,571 25,719 28,596 29,365 37,289

19,086 23,967 24,316 5,897 26,919 29,713 30,552 39,134

18,916 23,443 23,933 *25,607 26,638 29,507 30,332 38,993

18,702 23,470 24,022 25,345 26,348 29,143 29,813 38,384

19,043 23,737 24,392 25,967 26,876 29,732 30,531 39,271

19,148 23,997 24,03, 25,964 26,957 29,820 30,618 39,345

19,276 24,299 24,607 26,182 27,155 29,975 10,805 39,796

122832fr RELLL-FMN 321 IFE,wriN

3e91
4.70

7.59

6.97
2.7/

6.40
3.23

3.77
2,42

4.59
2.77
2.§1

3.76
5.32

9.43
7.44

3.24

8.17

3.12

1.98
5.07
3.34

-2.80
2.15

A

%

4.58
6.58
9.80 '
8.73
2.68

9.79

3.64

5.01
3.96
5.56

3.41

2.54

5.22
7.05

14.16
9.40
3.12

12.78
3.84

5.95
5.84

4.77

3.72

2.51

5.33
6.51
10.22
8.44
2.51

8:31
4.18

6.25
2.84

5.14

3.60
2.91

5.33

5.14

14.44
9.93
3.19

11.29
4.47

5.98
5.63

4.18

1:62

-'1.33

3.44

6.32
9.77
8.32

2.90

7.77
3.98

4.76

3.22

44/.98

1.67

2.65

4.21

5.90
12.85,

7.51
2.91

8.66

3.74

-4.81

5.79

3:49

3,49

2.68

3.33
5.45
8.41

7.04
2.68

6.42
3.84

3.99

2.90
im

$
4.32

3.76

2.39

3.91
5.08

11.69

6.48

2.25

7.28

3.06
4.08

5.12

3.22

2.93

2.21

\

3.20
4.73
8.49

6.11
2.35

6.02
3.82
3.17
2,85
3.74

3.21

2..12

3.93
5.08
12.17
6.39
2.55

7.22

3.59

4.26
5.44
3.53

3.25

2.74

3.22
4.77
8.53
6.04
2.29

'6.06
3.71
318
2.86
3.73
3.23
2.14

3.86
5.09

12.26
6.25
2.51

7.24
1.49

4.18
5.91
3.55

3.28
2.69

3.79

6.28
11.10

7.09
2.08

7.58

4.09
4.78
1,02
4.51
3.69

2.93

3.80
9.10

15.39
6.87
2%91

9.05
4.55
4.90
6..38

4.22

p4.04
2.94

(.1

/).

ruLL ENFIThaorr mARTINAL
AUGMR/INFICN

, 16-19
20-24

-26-44

45-64
65+

MgLE MOSEWIDER
MALE utiRELVED 11011/13:9L
CTHER MALE

. PE:WE 187.6EIMER
MMM ....-

FEMALE WRELMED INDIVIDuALS
CTHER EtrieLES ,

Mara RIIIrriCti m 1:FE DEFICTT
hIFIN FuLL ENPIaliEur mArGINAL
8=8:Nr. Amu

16-19
20-24
25-44

,4544
65+

MEE HOUSEIDLDER
MALE UNMATED D;DIVIFunr,
OMER MALE

' FEMALE 1.1715010CDER
ww
17291 Le limE211TEDINDIVICuALS
MIER MIA=

Jto,

5Qd
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Table C-10. (Continued.)

MAHOINALLY ALT.242711T) ALI-MATE
INVUTRENTIFE

. /7'

16-19 11,421 12,992 12,596 12,881 12,438 12,395 12,743 14,431
20-24 ( 11,251 12,698 12,311 12,515 12,116 12,086 12,423 13,624
25-44 10,472 11,903 11,486 11,535 11,282 11,256 11,579 12,506
45-64 10,430 11,875 11,520 11,701 11,506 11,488 11,841 13,316
65+ 11,451 13,181 12,856 12,857 12,483 12,456 12,818 14,611

TP HOUSEFOLDER 10,242 11,5977 11;362 11,381 11,274 11,309 11,633 12,926
VALE UMW= DEnvittat 11,448 13,088 12,681 12,775 12,347 12,194 , 12,54 14,244
OTHER MATZ 11,365 12,921' 12,404 12,739 12,342 12,392 12,750 14,151
MALE HCUSENCELER 11,580 13,254 12,975 12,961 12,561 12,464 12,814 14,406
WIVES
rasuz tracaiamo nainittais

11,121

12,533

12,646

13,097
12,433
12,713

12,479
12,824

12,128
12,350'

12,136

12,310
12,480

12,659
14,061
14,291

OTHER FEARLES 11,592 13,313 12,916 13,037 12,605 12,530 12,884 14,523

,HAFGINALLY AMENTED ADEDUATE
EMPLOISMENT IFE DEFICIT

18,799 23,434 '24,052 25,544 26,508 29,404 30,220 39,14516-16
20-24 18,477 22,955 23,470 25,084. 26,129 28,764 29,547 37,412
25-44 16,816 20,476 20,751 22,156 23,223 25,726 26,417 32,355
45-64 17,178 '21,492 22,126 23,813 24,900 27,572 28,401 36,520
65+ 18782 23,219 24,239 25,738 26,834 29.704 30,518 39,339

,

MALE trusprume 16,516 20,328 21,071 22,684 23,867 26,685 27,429 34,609
masE mauasamp nimarun 18,865 21,684 24,039 25,567 26,686 29,226 30,059 38,489
OTHER MALE 18,702 23,223 23,631 25,269 26,345 29,163 29,986 38,323
FEMALE HaElIKELER 18,444 23,311 23,840 25,194 26,12% 28,964 29,720 37,80
WIVES 18,596 23,279 23,949 ' 25,351 26;221 29,184 29,974 38,602
FEMALE UNRELATED mivrasus 18,958 23,631 24,174,./ 25,686 26,644 29489 30,279 38,739 6

OTHER FEMMESl
phavr REDUCTION Tim reE WITH
xr)FrOTITD4Vir4firMATGIITAT.-

19,159 24,136 24,470 26,049 27,008 29,778 30,598 39,521

kr2,0FirATIcN

16-16 4.89 5.64 6.01 4.54 4.47 4.01 4.04 4.50
20-24 6.30 7.77 8.14 7.26 6.94 6.33 6.45 8.52 (

25-44 12.79 13.54 14.30 14.52 13.35 12.84 12.81 17.24
45-64 13.14 13.75 13.60 13,29 11.63 11.04 10.84 11.88
65+ 4.64 4.26 4.07 4.72 ' 4.12 3.55 3.48 3.31

ME HOUSE:ICU:1ER 14.71 15.77 15.22 15.66 12.43 12.40 14.45
lALE UNMATED INDIVILUAL 4.66 5,20 5.38

,13.41
5.33 5.17 5.58 5.45 5.74

OTHER FALL 5.35, 6.15 7.45 5.60 5.21 4.04 3.99 6.34

WIVES
FEMME HOUSRITIEER 3.56

7.39
3.73
8.15

3.19

7.23
3.95
7.52

3.53

6.85
( 3.48

602
3.51

6.02

4.67
6.95

FEMME utimaxreo nzconnuus 3.96 4.87 5.14 4.93 5.15. 4.67 4.68 5.43
CTHER FEARLES 3.46 3.30 3.70 .39 3.19 '2.97 2.98 3.89

maim rja IN trE DEFICIT
'

MTH ADEQUATE EMPLOYMENT MARGINAL
AUCAENTATICR

4.57 5.98 c 5.51 5.05 .4.54 4.60
c

4.54 4.52 6.16-46
20-24 6.21 7.90 7.80 6,76 5.91 6.67 6.66 8.75
25-44 14.64 17.85 . 18.48 17.64 16.37 16.52 16.55 21.09
45-64 12.80 13.77 13.08 11.48 10.33 10.54 1048 10.93
65+ 4.66 4.44 4.78 4.33 3.37 3.62 3.69 4.05

66
MALE =mama 15.93 18.44 17.22 15.68 14.05 13.42 13.15. 15.59
maLE timadem INDIVIDUAL 4.24 4.98 5.56 4.96 3:90 5.11 5.04 6.12
OTHER MALE 5+07 6.83 7.17 6.07 5.13 5.38 5.28 6.53
FEMALE HOUSEHOLCER 6.38 6.48 6.34 6.35 5.91 6.03 1 A.12 7.78
RIVES 5.60 6.60 5.92 5.77 5.58 5.31 5.31' 5.85
FEMALE uNRET.14= pronarktus 3.77 5.19 5.03 4.52 4.05 4.32 4.35 5.51
OTHER MALES . 2.75 3.16 (3.87 3.17 2.74 ' 3.3A 3.34 3.61

,
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Table C-10. (Continued)
-

44.0

,trtif:IN/su.y. NI71:111)) chlecny
iniirrom liE

16-1, , 11,731 13,315 12,953 13,152 12,723 12,653 13,008 14,714
20-24 11,521 13,068 12,698 12,855 12,493 12,512 12,864 14,304
25-44 11,219 12,502 12,221 12,431 12,205 12,013 12,343 13,550
45-64 11 434) 12,929 12,671 12,761 12,445 12,415 12,770 14,331

r
65+ 11,891 13,636 13,285 13,359 12,877 12,788 13,152 15.02/

Male Howe/lo1der 11,370 12,563 12,494 12,684 12,39, 12,347 12,696 14,066
Hale Unrelated Individual 11,728 13,371 12,959 13,099 12,669 12,576 12,935 14,626
Other Male ( 11,684 13,216 12,774 12,972 12,660 12,606 15,957 14,476
Female Householder 11,756 13,459 13,109 13,156 12,745 12,617 12,971 14,617
Wives 11,679 13,222 13,001 13,131 12,734 12,639 13,006 14,647
FeMals Unrelated Individual 11,792 11,496 13,123 13,220 12,757 12,711 13,071 14,764
Other Female 11,797 13,528 13,132 13,236 12,790 12,710 13,067 14,789

'4Arcrrx.r.m mac= cAP.scrry
,

acpuyimair 4,re a.71CIT

16-1, 19,256 24,000 24,631 26,164 27,036 30,064 30,889 39,866
20-24 18,893 23577 24,110 25,700 26,679 29,737 30,542 38,581
25-44 18,244 22,030 22,523 ,24,272 25,280 28,088 28,792 15,772
45-64 18,804 23,335 24,012 _25,439 26,593 29,775 30,607 39,005
65+ 19,516

0°
24,684 25,247 26,747 27,616 30,644 31,462 40,666

Hale Householder 18,583 22,381 23,379 25,223 26,376 29,435 30,222 38,077
Hale Uhrelited Individual 19(310 _24,242 24,624 426,277 27,056 30,134 30,959 39,544
Other Hale 19,124 23,738 24,307 25,913 26,885 29,895 ..30,693 39,307
Female Househo1d= 19,008 23/919 24,410 25,793 26,595 24,607 30,386 38,701
wives 19,361 24,229 24,901 26,502 27,245 30,328 31,143 39,988,
Female Unrelated Individual 19,425 24,405 24,977 26,485 27,185 30,407 31,226 39,926
Other Female 19,432

'PLICINI,JerwTICtlIiaLIFEwrrn

24,512, 24,889 26,404 27,259 30,248 31,077 40,139

(77174erfi
Au74.11IAT1C2l

16-19 2.31 3.29 3.35 2.53 2.28 2.02 2.05 2.63

20-24 4.0$ ' 5.08 5.25 4.74 4.05 3.11 ,3.13

'7.06
5.34

25-44 6.57 9.20 8.81, 7.88 6.26 6.98 10.30'

45-64 4.78 6.09 5.45 5.43 4.42 3.86 3.84 5.12

65+, C .97 s96

17
1.00 1.10 .98 .96. .60

9LE,101511101DER 5.31 8.75 6.78 6.00, 4.77 4.62 4.40 , 6.92

MALE CURELATED INDIVID114, 2.33 2.88 3.31 2.93 2.70 2.61, 2.60 3.21

OMER HALE 2.70 4.01' 4.69 3.87 2.76 2.39 2.43 4.20

FEMALE HCUSEHOUNX ,, 2.10 2.24 2.19 2.50 2.11 2.30 2.33 2.11

WTVES 2.74 3.97 2.99 2.69 2.20 2.13 2.11 3.07

FET,IAIZ W1ELAI1ED INDIVIDUALS 1.80 1.98 2.0 p 2.03 2.02 1.57 1.57 2.30

OTHER FEWIES 1.76 1.74 2.01 1.91 1.77 49..58 1.60 2.13

PERzeur EDUCTION m IFE ocrictr
tom CAPPart EHFunastrir misPaiNAL .
NXASKITATION ..

<

c
,

,

s

16-1, 2.25 3.85 3.24 2.75 2.64 2.46 2.42 4.77

'20-24 4.10 5.41 5.28 4.47 3.93 3.52 3.52 5.90

25-44 7.39 11.61 11.52 9.78 8.97 8.17 9.05 12.75

45-64 ' 4.35 6.31 5.67 5.44 4.24 3.39 3.31 4.87

Ic .93

c ,

'MALE HZUSEHIEDER 5.67

.97

10.21

.82

8.16

.51

624

,.55

5.02

, .57

4.50

,.61

4.53

.81

7.13

HALE UNRELMED INDIVIDUAL ( 1.98 2.74 3.20 2.32' 2.57 2.22 2.20 3.55

OTHER HALE y.92 4.76 , 4.51 3.70 3.19 73.00 3.04 4.13

MALE HOUSEHOLDER '- 3.51
WIVES . 1.72

4.04

2.79
4.11
2.18

4.12
1.49

4.23

1.89

3.94
1.60

, 4.01

1.62,

5.39
2.47

172922 UNRELATED INDIVICIALS 1.26 2.09 1.81 1.55 2.11 1.34 e 1.36 2.62

OTHER IVA= 1.36 1;66 2.22 1.15 1.84 186 1.83 2.10

'Or
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