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Summary and . >nclusions

Does hich youzh unar..syment represent a serious
problem or a ratural vo_urnz=ary out ~ome of new workers
integratirg imzo the latx: wark- >~ What accounts for

+he deteriora—ion in the erzloimr - situation of black

i

employment problems?

f

vouth? tHow meny youth face szo .
These questiorni have attrac-== :ne attention of researchers,
of policymakers, and of the pw lic. Differing views about
these questions will be in == mirds of members of Congress
as they deliberate over new Zegis_ation to deal with youth
employment problems. This -aper asxamines the evidence
pearing on these problems.

RBefore stating the paper's conclusions, it is-importan;
o mention the methodolocical and data problems we must
confront in attempting toc reach conclusions. Because of
school and the lack of fumily responsibilities, it is natural
for many youth to show oYy 2 partial attachment to the labor
force. Put, for octher y=uth, nonparticipation in the labor
force is the outcome of z=zor job opportunities
and/or the harmful exper:.=nces of crime or teenage pregnancies.
In principle, the dafa al..w one to distinguish between those
who are voluntarily and in:=luntarily out of work by relying
on the unemployment and not in the labor force classifications.

However, the cvidence indizates that official classifications

by themselves are inadequaze for our purpose. Many classified

o



a: .zside the lzwor force actually :nt and are :Illing tc

ac~ -t jobs. Ma- young people claz'’ fied as uncr :loyed

e” - in only a -asual job search '~r very short -eriods.
“ince the d:istinction betwean _2=mployment =md not in

th:= 1 or force is of only limited wz_ue, a good =zrategy is

tc i cus on the employment versus norszmployment diztirnc-tion,

esne 'ally for youth expected to wori: (those who zre outz of

scho:l =nd are not mothers of young children). T-=: best
indi- ~=or of se' _ous problems among individual yc th is
sub: “tial joblessness over the year. There is .ittle
amk ity about data showing youth who search for but
carr - find a job for 4 to 6 months or more.

In addition to issues related to the concep:cs
unc >rlying the data, some investigators have guestioned
the validity of the basic youth data. Several surveys
of youth have indicated that the Current Populaticn
Survey (CPE) understate youth employment and thus ovar-
state the youth unemployment problem. Wwhile it is far
from clear that the CPS data have such hiases, this
paper presents results based on data from a variety of
surveys.

The first conclusions deal with question cf the
incidence and duration of youth unemployment. We find:
(1) The majority of young workers integrate effectively
into the labor market. About 70 percent of young white
workers and almost 60 percent of young black workers did

not bear even one week of unemployment during the entire
year of 1977.
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(2) Most youth unemploymemt is borne by those experiencing
substantial unemployment ver the year. In 1977, young
workers with 15+ weeks of unemployment accounted for between
70 to 80 percent of total w=eks of unemployment.

(3) Youth jobs turn over ==t and younz ==ople frequently
move in and out of the le=r - force. Howe =r, their high
turncver is not primarily - :sponsible for their high
unemployment. Eliminati-- :.1 of the excessive incidence

of youth unemployment indu-.eé by turnover would still lcave
about 70 percent of the &i.’ferential between youth and adult
unemployment rates.

Turning to other sourz=s of youth employment problems,
we find:

(4) The level and coverzze of the minimum wage, as well

as other wage rigidivie-. zffect youth employment. Recent
minimum wage increases ..robably added zbout 1 percentage
point to the overall te=nage unemploymsnt rate and about
3-4 percentage points t> the black teenage unemployment
rate.

(5) Traditionai supply and demand forces affect the youth
employment situation. Youth employment levels are highly
sensitive to changes ir aggregate demand. An increase in
the unemployment rate of prime age male workers from 3.0

to 3.6 percent reduces the employed shares of white and
black youth by about 2 and 4 percentage points, respectively.
Youth in areas with a favorable industry mix have a

better chance of finding a job than youth in other areas.
Youth employment rates are also sensitive to the changes

in the demand for military personnel. On the supply side,
the relative size of the youth labor force influences youth
emplioyment and wage levels. 1In particular, the bulge in the
youth populaticn during the 1960's lowered youth employment
and wages.

(6) The economy does an excellent job of absorbing the

large inflow of youth into the labor force during the summer
months. The Summer Youth Employment Program accounts for a
good part of the country's success in preventing youth
joblessness from rising during the summer.



Tt.e analysis of the high and rising racial differentials
in youth unemployment yields several conclusions, including:

(7) The racial gap is wider according to the official CPS
data than according to data from other surveys. The National
Longitudinal Survey (NLS) and the National Crime Survey

(Ni:3) show serious, narrower employment gaps between white
and nonwhite vouth than does the CPS. Only the National,
Longitudinal Survey of 1972 High School Graduates (NLS72)
indicates that the employment and earnings situation for
young black high school graduates is favorable and nearly

egual to that of whites.

(8) Counting the armed forces personnel as.employed would
leave a large racial differential in employment-population
ratios, but would eliminate a good part of the worsening
trend in the racial differential among young men.

(9) Family stactus differences by race appear to exert little
effect on racial differentials in employment status except
in the case of young women, 20-24. About half of the 12
point gap between the employment-population ratios of white
and non-white women, 20-24, appears associated with the
higher proportion of nonwhite women who are mothers.

(10) The move from rural farm to big city areas contributed
to the worsening trend in the employment of nonwhite youth
between 195¢ and the mid-1960's. Migration apparently
played a little role in the worsening trend since the
mid-1960's. By 1976, black teenagers did much worse -inside
central cities than outside central cities, but the area
differences were smaller among blacks, 20-24.

(11) Several studies show that race has a significant
negative effect on a youth's employment status, even after
taking account of educational attainment, location, age,
family background, and area characteristics. While these
results suggest a large possible impact from discrimination,
the remai:ing differences could be due to excluded factors,
such as differences in educational achievement.



(12) Nearly 20 percent of the racial gap among youth living
with their families is the result of differences in the
income, education, and especially employment status of the
family head. Young people whose family head was unemployed
or outside the labor force had a 13 to 15 point lower
probability of being employed than youth whose head was
employed in the private sector.

(13) The worsening employment trends for black youth have
been concentrated on a subset of youth. 1In other words,
increasing inequality has taken place within the hlack youth
population. Those young black men who worked at least one
week in 1967 and 1977 have kept pace in terms of earnings
per year with young white workers. What accounts for the
worsening is the sharp drop in the percentage of young black
men who work at all during the year.

The final section provides estimates of tie number of
youth with serious empioyment problems. Accoruing to data
covering:.1977, we find:

(14) The pool of 16-24 year-olds who experience 15+ weeks of
unemployment is large (2.9 million), but represents only
about 10 percent of young workers. The serious employment
problems extend beyond the poor, the black, and the high
school dropout; whites make up 70 percent of those with
substantial unemployment.

(15) Very few of those with substantial unemployment over
the year experience several short spells between jobs. The
majority had over 26 weeks of unemployment and had no more
than one employer.

(16) The number of low income 16-24 year-olds with sub-
stantial unemployment amounted to 734,000 in 1977. Over
80 percent of these youth were out of school.



I. Reasons for Concern

Eigh youth unemployment has persisted in the American
econony for nearly three decades. Since 1954, unemployment
rates of teenagers have nrot fallen helow 11 percent. In
spite of an array of private and government efforts, youth
unemployrient rates have continued to rise. Unemploymant
rates of teenagers averaged 1(;9 percent between 1970 and
1978, as compared witn 14.3 percent in tihe 1960's and 11.4
percent in the 1950's. The ratio of youth tn acdult
unemploynent rose from 2.5 in 1954 to 3.3 in 1978. Nonwhite
youth have faced the most dramatic worsening in employment
rrospects. Unemployment rates of nonwhite teenage men
jumped from 19 percent in the 1955-59 period to an extra-

orninary 34 percent in the 1977-78 period.

The direct interpretation of these high unemployment
rates is that a large share of young people spend time
looking for Jjobs when they could be working. Their idlencss
represents a waste of resources to the nation and a loss of
income to the young people unable to find jobs. WNevertheless,
some have questioned whether youth unemployment is & serious
problem. According to this view, younq people are generally
looking only for part-time jobs during off-school hours;
yound people aenerally do not have important family
responsibilities; and youth unemployment frequently amounts

to short-term job hunting which has to accompany movements

in and out of the labor force.




In spite of these considerations, youth unemployment is
a serious concern for several reasons. First, youth unemploy-
inent is not essentially a necessary short-term phenomenon.
Most youth unemployment occurs among young people who cannot
find jobs for long periods of time. Second, £he incidence of
youth unemployment is extraordinarily severe among white and
nonwhite youth from low income families. Third, youth
joblessness has heen worsening over time for the most dis-
advantaged groups; black youth unemployment rates have reached
unprecedented levels. Finally, evidence indicates that youth
joblessness has long-term nagative effects; lack of early work

experience can reduce employment and earnings of young adults.

The specificsof the worsening employment situation
facing nonwhite vouth appear in Tables 1 and 2. Note
that in 1964 ncnwhite youth ages 20-24 had about the same
chances for employment as did white 20-24 year olds. By
1977-7&, the share of nonwhites working fell 15 percent

points below the comparable figure for whites.

This deteriorating job situation for young blacks
sas disturbing implications for the overall effort to
achieve raciel equality. In spite of improving oppor-
tunities for blacks in educational and occupational areas,
many young blacks are skeptical that adequate job pre-
paration will yield reasonable rewards. The extracrdinarily

high unemployment rates they face while young reinforces their
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belief that their hard work will result in little payoff in the
job market. Unless the job situation improves for young blacks,

widespread racial inequality may become self-perpetuating.

Perhaps the decline in the youth population coming in
the 1980's will allow many of the youth problems to wither
away. Howeve:r, while the declining population will likely
reduce the absolute scale of the problem, there is no clear
evidence that the pircentage of youth experiencing serious
problems will go down because of the declining numbers of
youth. Indeed, since the incidence of serious problems
is particularly high among youna blacks and since blacks
will make ur an increasing share of vouth the proportion
of problem youth will actually rise.

Given these concerns, it is worthwhile to review the
nature of the youth employment problem. An importart focus
is the distinction between youth joblessness that results
from nurmal youth expperiences and youth joblessness that
represents a serious social concern. Section II begins hy
relating normal as well as harmful experiences to iabor
market outcomes. Section III discusses the interpretation
of existing concepts and measures of youth employment patterns
in terms of serious versus minor problems. In section IV,
we look at the causes of youth unemployment from several
perspectives. We focus on the role of normal experience and
serious joblessness in explaining youth-adult s rrloyment

differentials, trends in youth unemploynent, and the high
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and increasing racial differentials in youth unemployment.
In section V, we conclude by presenting some measures of
the number of youth who experience serious employment problems.

IT.Youth Experiences and Labor Market Outcomes

Youth experiences can naturally lead to employment patterns
that differ from those of adults. It is normal for many
youth to show only a partial commitment to tl'.e labor force
hecauce of their student status and because of limited
financial responsibilities to their families. Even the
young workers who do work full-time will naturally show a
job shopping patterr as compared to the more stable job
pattern of adults. The teenage and early twenties are years
in which many have harmful experiences that affect their
employment options. Criminal activity and teenage pregnancies
are the two most widespread harmful experiences.

The combinins of school and work can lead to high
unemnployment bhecause part-time, part-year jobs are limited,
because frequent movements into the lahor force require some
minimal period of job search, and because young workers
cannot or cdo not want to cgain seniority on jobs available in
their years as students. After completing school, youth
would he expected to experience another spell of unenployment
as they try to locate their first full-time fjob.

To some extent, school and work are substitutes. Young
people staying in school are giving up current income to
improve their future ecrnings prospects. From this standpoint,.
low youth employment is not a social probhlem. On the other -
hand, school and work are increasingly complementary. Many

students need to work part-time while going to

school; their joblessness is a real coqfern
~
43



- 10 -

The share of youth enrolled ir school declines sharply
between the 16-17 and the 22-24 age categories. Note in
Table 3 that, as of October 1977, 90 percent of 16-17
year-clds but less than 20 percent of 22-24 year-olds
were students. The share combining both school and work
declines more gradually since older students tend to work
more than younger students. The data in Table 3 also
document how the seasonal nature of youth labor force
participation declines with age.

Family status is another explanation of difference
between youth and adult employment pattefns. The vast
majority of young people live with parents who are primarily
responsible for their support. The limited financial
responsibilities of youth can account for their less stable
work attachments and less intensive efforts to search
for jobs. To many unmarried youth, the job will often
be less important than one's social life.

The increase in financial responsibility with age
is revealed in Table 4. 'Among young men, about 20C
percent of 16-17 year-olds but only 40 percent of 22-24
year-olds live with parents; 60 percent of 22-24 year-olds
are either independent (other family status) or have dependents.

Short tenure on specific jobs and limited work ex-
perience are other natural explanations for employment
differences between youth and adults. Because youth have

participated only a short time in the labor market, they
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ave been unable to build up the seniority and specific
training that often éccompanies job tenure, Table 5 shows
how job tenure rises with age. This lack of job tenure

makes youth more subject to layoff and subsequent unemploy-
ment. The effort tc find the job at which tenure is desirable
leads to job shopping and frictional unemployment. In spite
of the accompanying unemployment, job shopping can be
productive not only as a way for youth to find out which
careers are most appropriate, but also as a way of gaining

job experience anéd skills.

In some instances, youth activities might be expected
to lead to lower unemployment rates than adults experience.
When job opportunities are poor, youth tend to extend their
schoolinq}' Unless these youth try to combine work and school,
the limited job opportunities can be offset by declirnes in
the labor force and result in fewer full-time unemployed
workers. As Table 6 illustrates, the rercentage of youth
out of schoel and out of work has not increased nearly as much
as increases in youth unemployment rates. The all volunteer
arimy is another outlet, especially for young men. As job
opportunities in the civilian labor market become scarce
for high school dropouts, youth who might have experieﬁced
unemployment can enter the army. High school dropouts
make up an increasing share of first term enlistees.,

However these normal youth experiences affect employ-
ment status, it is the harmful youth experiences that lead
to the most serious employment outcomes. Potential workers

are expected to gain their basic educational skills while

16
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they are young. Those who do not have basic reading,
#«riting, and math competencies by age 21 will have access

to the fewest jobs and will be most likely to have chronic
labor market problems. While school attendance and achieve-
ment has risen substantially over the last two decades,
especially for low income and minority vouth, the number
without basic skills is disturhingly high.

Building up a credible work record that can vield re-
ferences for future jobs is another task to have accomplished
by the early 20's. Unfortunately, many young people have no
work experience over an entire year even during the 20-24
vear age range. In 1977, 23 percent of nonwhite men, 20-21,
and 36 percent of nonwhite women, ?0-24, cid not work even
one week. Of the unenployed nonwnite men, 20-24, in March
1278, 15 percent had never worked full-time for at least
? consecutive weeks.

ferhaps the most harmful experience for many youth is
involvement in crime. Crime is to a large extent a youth
activity. Youth under age 24 account for 55 to 60 percent
of al} errests in ti:e U.S. Of all érrests for crimes
of violence, 40 percent were of persons under age 21.
Unfortunately, the data on the share of youth ever arrested
is generally not availahle on a national hbasis. Apparently,
larae numbers of white and black younqg men have some arrests

which could affect their employment. A study of the 1945

b
o
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Philadelphia youth cohort indicated that ahout 10 percent
of young white men, and 25 percent of young black men

had been arrested by age 18 for a relatively serious
offense.2 The Cata from the Philadelphia study also

showed a clear connection between juvenile and adult
crime. Of juvenile offenders, 43 jrercent committed

crimes between age 18 and 26; only 12 percent of those
with no juvenile record committed a crime Jduring the 18-26
reriod,

Younq women may face sy :cial income and joh market
problers because they bear a child in their early teenaqge
years. Having a child in one's early years limits a woman's
ability to gain early work experience. When no father
is present, the woman must usvally rely on welfare. The
trends in childbearing show that fertility rates of young
women are falling, but fertility among unmarried women is
rising. Between 1§65 and 1976, there was a cdecline in
births per 100 women, ages 15-19, from 7.0 to 5.4, At
the same time, the numher of births per 100 unmarried
women, Ages 15-1%, rose from 12 to~22.5. An unfortunate
result of early childbearing has been long-term dependency.
Moore estimates that one-guarter of women who bear their
first child in their teenage years srend time on welfare

3
by age 27.
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While these harmful experiences can raise youth unemploy..cnt,
causation also runs in the opposite direction. High youth unen~
ployment can lea” to social problems and to long-term barriers to
employment. This is particularly true for nonwhite, low income
and inner-city youth. Poor experience in the labor market can inter-
act with other forces to push young people into crime, into unstable
family relationships and/or into an alienation and withdrawal from
the regular labor market. The absence of available productive
outlets in the labor market can be particularly critical at this
early stage of life, Once having commi*ted a serious crime, once
having become a parent with no means of sucporting a chiid, or once
having a long period ou*side of a regular -ob, individuals must
overcome special barriers to enter useful careers and to main:zain
stable employment.4

Although causality is difficult to establish, the worsening
youth employment prospects have coincided with worsening trends
in criminal activity, in illegitimacy, in suicides, and in welfare
dependency. Furtheri:ire, evidence is accumulating that the
inability to find stable work while young affects one's employment
and wages in the futu_re.5

In summary, all youth are in a transiti-m p=ariod with
respect to their social lives as .¢ll as thelr experiences in the
labor market. While normal expericnces of ycuth can lead to em-
ployment patterns that differ from those of z2dults, it is the

harmful experiences affecting large numbers of vouth that are likely

to lead to the most serious employment problems for youth and adults.

18




III. Measuring and Interg Zouth Employment Patterns
The process by which inz2grate into the labor
market must be kept in mi. en measuring and interpreting
youth employment patterns. Finding the appropriate measures

is one part of the problem. The unemployment rate, the key
indicator of general labor market conditions, has serious
limitations as a measure of youth employmeﬁt opbortunitiesu
But whatever measure one uses interpretation is difficult
because of the simultaneity between school, family formation,
and military expériences and youth employment outcomes. For
example, early childbearing may hurt the employment prospects
of young women; but poor employment opportunities could
influence teenage girls to bear children.

This section looks first at the conceptual issues
underlyirg the unemployment rate and other measures of
youth labor force status. Next, we discuss differences across
surveys in the estimates of youth ermiployment and unemployment.

Concepts of Youth Employment Status

Because the unemployment rate does not capture variations
and differences in labor market attachment, it has limited value
for assessing ycuth labor market conditiois. When the labor
force is fixed, changes in the unemployment rate shift workers
between employment and unemployment., Since youth labor force
participation is variable and often short-term, the unemployment
rate can show little movement even while substantial changes are

taking place in youth employment conditions.
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The UR may overstate or understate the severity of the youth
employment probliem. The understatement results “rom tine "dis-
couraged worker" phenomenon. Some youth who are not working are
reported as not in the labor force (NILF) in spite of their desire
to take a job now. These youth, who may have stopped actively
seeking johs because they believe no jobs are aveilahle, are
classified as discouraged workers. The evidence that many
youth classified as NILF are willing to work is actual work
patterns. AS the lator market improves, thereby increasing
the number of available jobhs, many youth previously outecide

the lahor force move into Jjobs.

The often tenuous Jistinction between U and NILF creates
dicficulties for comparing youth subgroups, for examining
over time, and for setting appropriate targets.6 A cqood
exampiz is the recent changes in the employment status of
hlack youth, Between April 1977 and April 1979, the un-
employment rate of black men; 16-21, fell only 4.3 points
from 30.6 to 26.3. This change masked the larqer improvement
in job opportunities indicated by the growth in the enploy-
ment population ratio from 29.8 to 35.5. TIf the percentage
of young bhlack men who participate in the labor force had
not increased ovér the 1977-79 period, the unemploymert
rate would have fallen from 31 to about 15 percent.

A second problem with relying solely on the unemployment

rate it gives ~11 unemployed workers the same weight. 1In fact,

’
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unemployed workers differ substantially in the hours of lost
werk effort, in the amount of lost wages, in the need for income
by the worker's family unit, and in the extent to which unemploy-
ment represents some minimunm necessary amount of job search.

Comparing the unemployment of 16-17 year-old males with
the unemployment of 25-34 year-cld males provides a good
illustration of why attaching the same weight to all un-
employed workers is ineppropriate. Nearly all the unemployed
16-17 year-olds are in-school looking for part-time work
while nearly all unemployed 25-34 -ear-olds are looking for
full-time jobs. Over 90 percent of 16-17 year-olds live
with their parents while over 80 percent of unemployed 25-34
year-olds have to support tnemselves. The share of the
unemployed looking for work for 15 wecks or more was 10
percent among 16-17 year-olds and 27 percent among 25-34
year-olds.

Still another indicator of the seriouc~=ss of unemploy-
ment is the number of hours unemployed workers actuclly spend
looking for jobs. | Bowers reports data from a special
January 1973 survey showing that only 18 percent of unemployed
teenajge males looked for work more than 10 Hours per week;
in contrast, 25 percent of unemploved adult men spent over

10 hours in active jobh search.

Given the difierences between youth and adults and among
youth subgroups in labor force attachment, it is important

to look beyond the unemployment rate to assess the severity

2

ey
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of labor market prohlems. A variety of measures are necessary
to capture the employment situation for young workers. Among
the most useful are the employyment-population ratio, the
officially unemployed plus the discouraged unemplcyed, &nd the
nunber who cannot {ind johs for long periods. 2Although youth
show low long-term unemployment in & typical nonth, the manthly
ficures do not reveel the number of youth who experience sub-
~tantial “oblessness. Only data on the work experience ol youth
over a full year can qive valid figures for the extent c¢f serious
youth joblessness. ?hese ficures are availabhle from the March
work experience surveys.

Survey Differences in Measures of Youth Employment Status

In addition to tlhrse conceptual issues, interpreting
vouth labor force statistics has hecome complicated by
the different numhers of emploved and unemployed youth that
are reported by different surveys. The monthly CPS is the
primary data source for yvouth employment statisticc.
However, there arc other sources of youth employmént data
brecadly representative of the nation as a whole. Fach March,
the Census conducts a work experience survey in which
interviewers ask about weeks of employment and unemployment,
total earnings, and usual hours wnrked per week over the
entire prior year. Beginning in 1946, the Labor Department
centracted with the Census to conduct the National Longitudinal

Survey (NLS), a representsative sanple of young men and
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women. The NLS differed from the CPS primarily in its

effort to follow the same youth through their voung adult
years. Additional distinctions were that the NLS questionaires
were more lengthy then the CPS and that the NLS respondent

to questions about youth labor market experience was the

youth himSelf,while the CPS respondent to questions about
youth more is often the youth's mnther.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW)
sponsored another nationally representative longitudinal
survey of a subset of youth. The HEW survey, NLS72, covered
a sample of youth who were high school seniors in
Sprirg 1972. The youth were drawn from a sample of high
schools. The NL&572 differs from the CPS in its sample
selection process, its use of mail aquestionaires, its actual
Juestions, and its greater use of the youth as respondent.

The National Crime Survey (NCS) is another nationally
representative survey including data on youth employment
status. The NCS is a monthly survey of 14,000 households.
Census interviewers conduct thg survey and Census field
staff draw the sample using methods similar to the CPS
selection process. Although the primary purpose of the NCS
is to collect victimization data, the first set of guestions
to each respondent concerns his or her labor force actiVity.
The key differences between NCS and CPS are_id:;he rotation
pattern, in the training of interviewers, and in the
respondents. Nearly all data on youth from the NCS comes

from asking youth.,
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To summarize, data on youth employment status are
available from the CPS, NLS, NLS72, and the NCS. Of these
four sources, only the CPS relies on respondents other than
the youth for much of the data on youth employment status.
How do the results across surveys differ?

The most extensive comparisons have-been msde between the
NLS and CPS. Freeman and Medoff performed several detailed
comparisons of employment status by subgroup.8 Their numbers
appear in Tables 7 and 8. Several findings are notable.
First, the NLS consistently shows higher labor force parti-

cipation than does the CPS. The differences in participation

are particularly high for youth in school. Second, the EP ra=zio

from the NLS are much higher than EP ratios from the CPS. The
NLS-CPS diferences are most striking for young blacks. Among
males, age 18-19, the NLS shows almost no difference by race
in EP ratios for the relevant months in 1967, 1968, and 1969
while the CPS indicates much higher EP ratios for whites than
for blacks. Third, the unemployment rates are sometimes
higher in the CPS and sometimes higher in the NLS. In general,
the UR's of white males are consistently higher in the NLS
while the UR's of black males are often lower in the NLS. On
the key issue of the racial differences in employment status,
the NLS data show much smaller differences than appear in the

CPS data.
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Meyer and Wise report comparisions between NLS72 and CPS
data that zover only the Octobet 1972 employment status of youth

9 In these numbers

who graduated high school in mid-19782.
which appear in Table 9, the NLS72 data show a much better
youth employment situation than do the CPS data. While
comparisons for years beyond 1972 are unavailable at this
time, the patterns of high youth employment, low youth unemploy-
ment and low racial differentials persist through 1976. The
direct comparisons made by Meyer and Wise are imprecise because
the NLS72 data on October 1972 employment status comes from
a question asked in October 1973 about whether the individual
worked at any time during October. The CPS employment status
question relates primarily to a specific week in October. 1In
spite of the differences in methodology, the overall employment
picture for young graduates that emerges from NLS72 data is
clearly more favorable that what comes out of CPS data.

Less complete hut more recent figures are available
from 1977 NCS data. Looking at data on nonwhite_males in
‘Table 10, we find that EP ratios are significantly higher
and unemployment rates are significantly lower in the NCS
than in the CPS. The differences are smaller among young
women. In spite of the NCS-CPS differences sizable racial

differentisls in employment status remain in the NCS data.
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IV. Causes of Youth Employment Patterns

Isolating the causes of youth employment patterns
is a difficult and complex task. It requires answers
to several questions, such as: why do youth unemployment
rates generally remain at high levels? what explains
how youth employment and unemployment patterns change
over time and differ across geographic areas? why do
sone youth.experience long periods of unemployment
while other youth find jobs easily? what accounts for
the extremely high unemployment and nonemployment
rates of minority and low income youth? why have the
eriployment problems of black youth worsened over time?

The purrose of this section is to review the
evidence hearing on these questicns. The review is
divided into four parts. Part A examines the reasons
for unemployment rate differences bhetween youth and
adults. Part B considers the factors influencing
changes overvtime and differences across geoqraphic
areas in youth ehployment ratterns. Part C analyses
the changing patterns of racial differences in employ-
ment. Part D brings together the explanations from
Parts A-C in order to summarize the explanations of

the youth employment problem.
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A. Why is youth unemployment so high relative to

adult unemployment?

Unemployment rates of young people are considerably
higher than adult unemployment rates in all Western
countries. In 1976, the ratio of youth relative to
adult unemployment rates ranged from 1.6 and 1.7 in
Japan and Germany to 9. in Italy. 1In the United
States, unemployment rates of 16-24 year-olds averaged
about 2.5 rimes the adult unemployment rate over the
1970's.

Explanations of the differences between youth and
adult unemployment fall into two main categories. One
has to do with the idea that young workers are less
attractive to employers than adult workers because they
lack experience, good work attitudes, skills, and
stability. The second relies on the notion that
youth unemployment is a natural outcome of high turnover,
seasonality, and the transition hetween school and work.

Before assessing the importance of high turnover
to youth adult unemployment differentials, it is worth
notipg that movements in and out of the labor force and
between jobs need not result in unemployment. It is
poSsible that youth could search for johs while in

chool or while in a prior job and end up without any
period of joblessness. ©n the other hand, since

youth are generally not in the labor force on a full-
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time, full-year basis, it is reasonable to look first
at the extent to which labor force entry and job
changes account for age differences in unemployment

rates.

A simple mechanism can account for effects of
high turnover and less chan full-year participation.
on average, 16-19 year-olds spend about 30 weeks per
year in the labor force. Each year he or she must
find a new job or return to an existing job. Suppose
job search or job recall takes some minimum amount of
time. Then, if young workers were to want only 25
weeks of employment and the minimum time to locate a
job were 5 weeks, the average youth would be unemployed
5 out of 30 weeks, for an average unemployment rate of
16.6 percent. This high unemployment rate would
not represent a serious employment problem. Rather, it
would be the natural outcome of some minimum time for
job search and the part-year commitment to the labor
force.

According to this explanation, adult unemployment
rates are low because adults are able to remain on
their jobs for long periods. Because few adults
separate from their jobs voldntarily and because adults
are able to remain on some subsequent job for a long

period, the job search time would generally make up a
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smaller proportion of total time in the labor force.
For example, suppose that 25 percent of all adults
separated from their jobs per year and took 10 weeks
to find a new job. The adult unemployment rate would
then be 4.8 percent, which equals 10 weeks times .25
divided by 52 weeks.

Evidence for the turnover explanation in the
United States comes from several sources. First, youth
unemployment is said to be relatively short-term. In
April 1979, for example, only 18 percent of unemployed
16-21 year-olds had been looking for work for 15 weeks
or more, as compared to 41 percent of unemployed
men, 35-44. Over half the unemployed 16-21 year-olds
had heen unemployed 5 weeks or less. Second, while
nmost unemnployed teenagers are classified as entrants or
reentrants to the labor force, most unemployed adults
have lost or quit their prior jobh. In April 1979, about
70 percent of unemployed teenagers, but only 20 percent
of unemployed males, 20 and over, had recently entered
the iaboer force. Third, over the course of the vear,
yeund workers tend to average more but shorter spells
of unemployment than do adult workers. Finally, gross
flow data indicaﬁe that young workers entering the
labur force find jobs in the month they enter as

frequently as do adult entrants to the labor force.
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These pieces of evidence lend support but do not
prove the validity of the turnover explanation. Data
on the duration of spellc of unemployment do not reveal
how long it takes for young workers to find jobs. A
spell of unemployment can end hy the youth giving up
and leaving the labor force. Nor do the data cited
above tell us how many spells of unemployrent arce
experienced by the youth with employment roblemsa.

The fact that nrost unemployed yvouth are centrants or re-
ontrants to the lahor force does not tell us why such a
large share of entrants and reentrants must bear
unemployment. Finally, the finding that youth antrants
find jobhs as rapidly as adult entrants in based on
cross flow data that are unreliable.

A direct examination of the turnover explanation
must rely on data on enployment and unemployment
cxperience over at least a full year period. The March
1979 work Experience furvey, which covers 1977, jro-
vides the latest information available on a full year's

enploynent experiences of youth and adults.

A _ook at the employment record for 1977 is
enough to suqggest that high turnover plays only a
limited role in explaining high youth unemployment.
Tables lland 12artay the 1977 data. Several notable
facts apj.ear inconsistent with the turnover picture.

The vast majority of vounq workers do not spend any
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time unemployed. Even among nonwhite teenagers,
the group that suffers by f?r the highest unemployment
rates, most workers did not experience a sinqle week of
unemployment. [Looking at the data in terms of weeks of.
enploymnent hichlights the point., About three-quarters
o# weeks of enployment vere worked by nonwhite and
white vouth with no unemployment at all over the
vear,

The distribution of yputh unenployrent is highly

unecual, Between 70 and 80 percent of the weeks of

unemployment wvere borne by young workers with 15

weeks or more of unemployment. The average number of

weeks of unemploviment for this group was about 30
weeks. Many of these lona-tern unemployed @did not work
at all “Zuring 1977. Among hlack males, 16-24, those
nnable to find any job accounted for one-third of total
vveeks of unemployment., These nonworkers averaged over

20 week: of uremplovitent.

. The concentration of unemployment is almost as
I'igh anorg youth as &rmong adult workers., 1In the éase
of white workers, ahnut A8 percent of youth unemploy-
ment and abhout 73 percent of adult unemployment was
horne by workers with 15 weeks or more of unemployment
cver the year. 2monz nonwhiites, those with substantial
uneriployment experienced 81 percent .f youth unemployment

and 83 percent of acdult unemployrent,
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Although the actual distributions of youth un-
employment are highly unequal and incons:stent with the
turnover explanation of high youth unemployment, a aood
deal of inequality in unemployment would result even if-

a rancdom, high turnover process qenerated the unemploy-
ment. To estimate the degree of inequality in anemprloynient
qgenerated by a random, hich turnover process, we can build
¢ imple model of the economy.

Consider a mocdel in which some workers leave their job
every week, thereby opening up vacancies filled durina
the sare week. Bach week's pool of jobscekers is made
up of those not placed in jobs the prior week plus
those whose joLs ended in the current week. Supposc
all jobscekars have an equal chance of finding a job.
The probability of a job seeker finding a job would be
equal to the number of vacandies divided by the number
of jobseekers. Civen an unemployment rate ard the
duration of time a wvorker stays on the job once he or
she finds one, it is possible to simulate this model
economy over a tull vear to calculate its distribution
of unemplecyment. The simulation results can illustrate
the pure effects of kigh turnover, in cases where we

assume short job durations.

Several tests of the model were performed with
alternative job durations and unemployment rates. 1In

one example, in which wc¢ assuwme jobs last only 13 weeks
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and the unemployment rate is 20 percent, the share of
unemployment accounted fof by those unemployed 15 weeks
or more turned out to he 32 percent. This figure is
much lower than the 70 to 80 percent appearing in the
actual data on the share of unemployment borne by long
duration unemployed. This comparison indicates that it
is not primarily high turnover which accounts for most
youth unemployment. |

In spite of these results, it remains tr-ue that
high turnover is an important characteristic of the
youth labor market. .Jobs turnover especially fast.
In the first quarter of 1974, the new hire rates (new hires
divided by those working at the beginning of the cuarter)
were .95 for black 15-19 year-olds, .71 for white 16-19
year-olds, but only .18 for adults, 25—44}0 Over the
year, young workers find johs with more than one employer
more oftcn than do adult workers. 1In 1977, about 32 percent
of 16-24 year-old males but only 23 percent of 25-44 year-old
males worked for more than one enployer. It is noteworthy
that 26-24 year-old males, who more often had two or more
jobs than 16-19 year—oldg, also experience lower unemployment

rates than did 16-19 year-old males.

High youth turnover would be expected to exert
its most significant impact on unemployment during the
summer, when youth flows into tl.e labor force are

largest. The full-time labor force doubles every
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summer and declines by half in the fall. The total
labor force of 16-17 year—old males is almost 30
percent higher during the summer months than during the
yvear as a whole. Nevertheless, unemployment rates of
young peoplé are actually lower during the summer.11
Nearly 90 percent of the summer inflow of young workers

is ahsorbed into jobs the month of entry into the labor
force. A pure turnover explénation would seem in-
adequate as an explanation of this rapid ubsorption of
young workers planning to stay in jobhs only for & short
period.

Althouqgh the impor:zance of turnover is often
exaggerat=d, the data sugaest that high youth turnover
makes sorme contribution to high youth unemployment.
workers who chance jobs are more likeiy to hecore
unemployed than werkers who remain with one employer.
Since more vouth than adults work for 2 or more cmployers,
youth would be expected to show higher unemployment on
that basis alone. WYWorkers who remain in the labor
force the entire vear show a somewhat lower nnemployment
rate than part-year workers. Thus, the more frequent
part-year participation of youth would be expected
to contrihute to higher unemployment rates among young

thhan anong older workers.

To obtain some summary measures of the contribution

of turnover to the youth-adult unemployment differential,
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it is possible to distinguish between differences in the
incidence of unemployment and the duration of unemployment.
In general, while more youth than adult workers experience
unenp.loyment over the vear, the duration cf unemployment
Is somewhat smaller among youth than among adult unemployed,
These facts have led some analysts to conclude that it is
kigh turnover that accounts for the aap between youth and
adult unenplovment rates.

This conclusion is misleadina, To see why,
consider how nuch of the vouth-adult unemploynment
differential would be eliminated if the excessively
high incidence of vouth unemployment due to necessary
short duration unenmployrient did not exist. 1In 1977,
13.5 percent of 25-44 year-old and 30 percent of 15-19
year-old white males uxperienced unemployment, suppose
the incidence of 'unemployment among 16-~19 year-olds
fell to the 13.% percent adults experienced in such a
7ay as to eliminate unemployment among young workers
with the shortest amount of unemployment. In this way,
the incidence of unemployment of teenagers and adults
would bhe the same; the excessive incidence of youth
unemployment due to natural turnover would no longer
exist. It turns out that 70 percent of the gap hetween
vouth: and adult unemployrent rates would remain. Thus,
hih turnover can account for less than one-~third of

the youth-adult gap in uiemployment rates.
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Other explanations of the youth-adult unemployment
differential emphasize the differences in characteristics
between young and older workers. Because youth have not
completed their education, have litrle work experience,
and have few specific job skills, firms tend to prefer
adult workers over youth. 1In additional to differences
in their attractiveness tovenployers, voung and older
workers differ in their intensity of job search. Since
the majority of youth are dependents living with their
parents, more youth than adults can afford a casual
approach to the labor market.

The explanation that young workers are less
attractive to enployers than older workers cannot hy
itself account for high youth unemployment rates. The
reason is that, while youna workers may be less pro-
ductive than older workers, vouth wages are far less
than adult wages. Thus, a less productive ysuna worker
could well be as profitable to hire as a more productive
adult worker. 2s of May 1973, the average wage rate
paid to 15-17 year-old nen was only about half the
average vage paid to men, 25 and over. TIf the labor
market functioned as a perfectly competitive market,
young workers would face lower wages hut not necessarily
higher uncmploymenrt because of their limited work

experience and skills,
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It is the interaction of wage rigidities along with
the limited attractiveness of voung workers that can lead
to high youth unemployment. The minimum wage law, union
power, and social attitudes place a floor under the wages
erployers can pay. For more attractive and productive
workers, these wage floors do not limit job opportunities
bhecause they are below the wage that would prevail in a
free narkeft. For less attractive workers like youth, legal
anc¢ social minimun wéges do tend to iower the demand for ‘'ow
wage weorkers and push suchk workers into uncovered iobs, into
unenployment, or out of the lakor force. Average waqes
paid to youth are much closer to the Federal minimur waoe
than are the waages paid ton adults., 1In 1973, the Facderal
nmininun wage was virtually ewnal *c average waae rates
paid to 18-19 year-old women and 8P rercent of averaae
wijJes of 15-12 year-old men, hut less than 50 percent
of averace wages of adult workers.

The legal minimun wage ditffers from other forms of
wa‘te settirg within sectors in terms of its coverage.
Fro: 1255 te 1279, the legal rinirumn wage had declined
relative to averaje wages ir manufacturing from 52.9
vercent to 49,7 rercent. However, the share of private,
nensunervisory, nonagricultural joks covered by the lecal
Tinirur jurped from 53 percent fo €4 percent. This
reans that only 15 percent of relevant jobs are left

uncovered by the lecal minimurm. In fact, the legal
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minimum is less comprehensive because of the con-
siderable noncompliance by covered employers. K Estimates
indicate that perhaps as many as 30 percent of covered
jobs paying near thg minimum actually pay under the legal

13 Still, the legal minimum wage covers & much

minimum.
broader array of low wage jobs than do the institutional
wage setting policies in specific sectors.

Economists have performed a large number of
studies of the impact of the minimum wage. These
studies have been subject to a number of limitations.
Some have failed to account for an uncovered sector;
some have assumed away unemployment in the covered
sector; most have be=n uneble ¢o include information
on changes in state minimum wages; and none have success-
fully taken account of employer noncompliance with the
legal minimum. Nevertheless, several of the studies
are valuable additions to our knowledge.14 Nearly all
the studies show that the legal minimum does induce
disemployment effects and that these effects are most
pronounced for young workers.

In a comprehensive study, Gramlich found that
high minimum wages reduce full-time employment of
teenagers substantially and force many into part-time
employment.15 The net result is a small decrease in
the number employed but a larger decrease in total lost

hours of work. The author takes account of the in-

creases in wages paid to young workers who do find
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jobs. His results indicate that the wage gain comes
close to offsetting the jobh loss in the aggregate,

but that many young workers from high income families
benefit while many younag workers from low income
families lose. Using Gramlich's techniques, a Labor
Department analyst estimated that the 1979 minimum wage
increase cost teenagers about 90,000 jobs, or a 1
percentage point rise in their unemployient rate.

Other studies show sizable effects of the minimum
wadge on youth employment and unemployment., Ragan
estimated that the total job loss of teenagers in 1972
resulting from 1966 changes which vastly expanded
coverage was about 225,000 jobs.15 This jobh loss trans-
lated into an unemployment rate that was 3 percentage
points higher for hlack youth and almost 4 percentage
points hiaher amona white youth.

Freeman used hi: study of differences across
areas to assess how youth might Le affected by the
minimum wage.l6 The idea is that while the Federal
minimum is the same in all areas, average wages differ
by>area. “here average area wages are low, the Federa]
minimum will constitute an effective barrier to the
hiring of younq people. Where area wages are high,
fewer jobts would have paid below the minimum even in

the absence of a law. Freeman found that employment
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was lower in area with lower average wayge rates,

but that unemploynent rates were not affected. This
test provides more evidence that the mininum waqe
affects youth employment. However, the tust may
confound other wage rigidity effects with the ninimum
wage effects. These other wage rigidities miaht
raise average area wages and misht cause firms to

chift away from young workers in favor of older workers.

Given that wages are somewhot rigid downwvard, the
factors that make young workers less altractive to enployers
can end up limiting their joh opportunities. 1In general,
youn workers are less attractive lwcause of characteristics
arsocioted with age. However, child lahor laws and privatelv
dctermined ~qe entry requirements present employment barriers
ased on age por s¢. Wnile no 1iqoreous study of the =2ffects

17

of aye restrictions is availabhle, analyses by Osterman and
18

by “itchell and Clapp indicate that union and employer

pelicies es well as child labor laws channel vyoung workeos
intn a narrow renae of occupations. These effects could
lead to overcrowding in youth occurations, which, in turn,

results in lower wanes and possible unemployrent.

The lirited range of jobs available to young workers
i one reason youth tend to work in short duration, low wage

occuretions. The other reasons arn that some youth do not
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want permanent jobs and that other youth are shopping for
the right long-term job. For all these reasons, young
workers have shorter job tenure than older workers. Once
tenure on a specific job is taken into account, young
workers apparently have no more chance of becéming unemployed
than do older workers. Mincer and Leighton found that
experience in the labor force has no impact on the incidence
of unemployment other than through its effect on tenure in
one's current job. 19

Young workers face difficulties in finding permanent
jobs because they lack work experience. 1In a survey of
firms employing low to medium skill workers, Diamond and
Bedrosian found that the majority of firms regarded work
experience as a preferred characteristic of workers.20
In several cases, firms wanted workers with experience in
the same or a related job. Osterman found that some young
workers are able to obtain such experience by working in
"bridge jobs", which are 5obs in small firms that offer
the exberience and references necessary for young workers
to move into permanent jobs with large, high paying firms.
Unfortunately, many young workers have little or no accéss

to bridge jobs and thus have special difficulties in gaining

the work experience desired by employers.

The connection between education and youth employment

opportunities is complex. Young workers who have not

2SN
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completed their education generally work in temporary,
part-time, and low wage jobs. 1In May 1978, among 16-19
year-old male workers who did not complete high school,
sidents worked an average of 15 hours per week at jobs
averaging $2.35 per hour while nonstudents worked 31 hours
per week at jobs averaging $2.98 per hour. As youth enter
theiv early 20's, high school and college graduates appear
to have a sighificant advantage in employment and earnings
over nongraduates. Among young white men, 20-24, who are
out of schocl, high school graduates showed a .85 employ-
ment-population ratio, an 8.5 percent unemployment rate,
and a $5.10 per hour wage in March 1978 while dropouts
experienced a .75 employment—population ratio, a 15.4

percent unemployment rate, and a $4.54 per hour wage.

Some studies have questioned the idea that added
education for particular workers improves their employ-
ment status in their early years in the labor market.

A National Commission on Employment Policy review

of studies of youth employment cited several analyses
which indicated little or no positive effect on employ-
ment from completing high school.21 These studies
generally used the National Longitudinal Survey and

covered youth experiences in the late 1960's and early
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1970's. Even the studies that did f£ind positive
impact from added éducation questioned the divection of
causation. Youth who do well generally would ténd to
complete high school. Thus, completioﬁ of high school
could be an indicator of an individual's employability
rather than a necessary aid to the employment of all
youndg people.
In spite of these studies, more recent data
appears to lend support to education's positive role in
the employment of young people. The employment gains
sometimes show up only a few vears after cowmpletion of
high school. lFor example, among out of school nonwhite
young men, dropouts had only a slightly higher unemploy-
ment rate than graduates in the 16-19 years (33.7 to
28.1), but the gap widened in.thev20—24 age period
" (28.7 to 17.3). The HFEW-sponsored survey of 1972 high
school seniors (NLS72) indicated that high school
graduates integrated smoothly into the labor market,
even in the high unemployment years of 1975 and 1974.
Unémployment rates of white and nonwhite male graduates
were only 5.9 and 8.6 even during the 1975-76 recession.
In addition to factors affecting the attractiveness of
youth to employers, there are factors affecting the labor
force commitment of "youth relative to adults. Differences
in family obligations hetween young and older workers

would he expected to cause differences in the need for
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earned income. In March 1978, only 2.5 percent of young men,
1A-19, headed families (with children or married without
children) as compared to 30 percent of nen in the 20-24

age range, and 70 percent in the 25-34 age range.

t-hile overall employment—population ratios rise sub-
stantially by age (from .46 to .72 to .88), the employ-
ment-population ratios 6f family heéds move up nuch more
slowly (from .85 to .83 to .91). Of couse, it is difficult
to determine causation. Those with access to good
enployment opportunities may form families at younaer ages;
those who form families while younu may thus become more
seriou§ about finding jobs; or finally, those who are
socially capable may both do well in the labor market and

form families at a young aqge.

It is interesting to note that young men who
are living with parents or are otherwise related toc the
family head do relatively poorly in the labor market
through their late 20's and early 30's. 1In March 1978,
11 percent of white and 21 percent of nonwhite 25-34
year-old men were living in households as children or
other relatives of the family head. The white and
nonwhite youna men in this family status had emnployment-
population ratios of only .77 and .61, respectively. In
comparison, the employment-population ratios of in-
dependent 25-34 year-olds were .91 for white and .84

for nonwhite young men.
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B. What accounts for the trends over time and differences
across geographic areas in youth employment patterns?
This section analyzes the impact of traditional supply
and demand forces in determining youth employment patterns.
The first step is to describe the trends in the youth labor
market that have taken place over the last 30 years. The
next step is to review the c¢vidence on the effects of
aggregate demand, of the quality and dquantity of youth
labor, and of the demand for youth-specific labor.
The population trends are the best starting point.
In the decade of the 1950's, the population of 14-17
year-old white youth increased by over 40 percent;
black youth in this aqe range showed a moderate increase
of just under 20 rercent. The massive increases in the
population of 18-24 year-olds occurred in the 1960's.
The size of this youth‘group jumped by over 50 percent
among whites and by over 60 percent among blacks. By
the 1970's, the population increases among 18-24 year-olds
were moderating substantially among whites, but still
rose by about 25 percent among nonwhites. Projections
for the 1980's indicate a declining population of white
and black 16-24 year-olds, with the decreases more
sizable among whites than among blacks.
No single trend can adequately describe the
long-term changes in the youth labor market. Among

young men, the employment share of the population has




increased moderately for whites, but decreased sub-
stantially for nonwhites. In dgeneral, white students
have increased their employment-porulation ratios
substantially while the percentage of white nonstudents
in jobs has declined. As a result, the proportion of
young white men not in jobs or school has risen,
sometimes substantially. Out-of-school 16-17 year-old
white males have faced a sharp worsening in job oppor-
tunities, with unemployment rates rising from ahout 14
rercent in the 1964-55 period to almost 30 percent in
the 1977-78 period. 1In the case of nonwhite young men,
sharp declines in the percentage employed and sharp
increases in the unemployrent rate have hit all aqge-schonl
status groups. For example, nonstudents, 15-19,
.experienced reductions in their employment population
ratios from about .72 in 1944-6% to about .60 in 1978.
The share of the nonwhite male population neither in
school nor in jobs jumped from 5.6 to 13.3 percent
among 20-24 year-olds and from 7.4 to 10.0 among

18-19 year olds.

Counting youth in the armed forces as employed
does little to change this picture for whites, but does

moderate the decline somewhat for nonwhites. Among

45




- 43 -

18-19 year-old nonstudents, the gap between white and
nonwhite employment-population ratios increased from 8
to 19 points between 1967 and 1978 when the armed |
forceé are excluded. 1Including the armed forces in
employment and population figures causes the gap to
widen from 10 to 14 points.

School enrollment trends differ by race and by time
period. Young white men generally raised their school
attendance rates during the 1950's and early 1960's, bu£
reduced their school attendance from the “~te 1960's to
the early 197C's. This reduction was cc~t:ntratéd almost
entirely in the 13-2] year-old age range; where the per-
centage in school dropped from 51 percent in 1967 to
40 percent in 1978. Amonq young black men, enrollment
rates went up sharply from 1950 to the mid-1960's and
then levelled off or increased slowly up to the late
1970's.

Youndq women entered the labor force in large
nunbers over the last few decades. Between the 1955-
59 period and 1978, overall employment-population
ratios jumped from .37 to .49 for white 16-19 year-ol-s
and from .43 to .60 for white 20-24 year-olds. The
employment ratios changed little for nonwhite women.

* The upward trends were similar for white students and
nonstudenfs; but among nonwhite women, students in-
creased their employment while nonstudents showed

declines in employment.
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Unemployment rates deteriorated dramatically for
young nonwhite women, students and nonstudents. 1In the
1955-59 period, nonwhite 16-19 year-olds and 20-24 year-
olds had unemployment rates of 23 and 15 percent; by
1972, the comparable rates had reached 38 and 21 percent.
This worsening occurred while the adult male uneuployment
rate declined slightly. Unenployment rates of young
white women moved up moderately from the late 50's to
the early 60's and remained about level until recently.

Young women have continued to increase their school
attendance rates from the 1950's through the mid-1970's.
While the largest increases occurred up through the
mid-1960's, sinall incrcases in school enrollment showed

up during the 1967-78 period.

To explain these trends as well as the variations
in emrloyment and school attendance across cities,
Freeman and Wachter and Kim heve examine.’ the role of
traditional supply and demand factors?z One focus has bas
been on the importance of aqaregate demand. Several
studies have demonstrated that employment opportunities
for younag workers are highly sensitive to the state of
the labor market. Changes in general economic con-
ditions set off especially large changes in youth
enployment hecause youno people have low job tenure,

low seniority, little skill specific to the firm, and

are ofter, new entrants to the labor market. During the
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1976-79 expansion, emplovyment of young workers, age
16-24, increased hy 10 percent while employment of
adult males, 25 and over, rose by only ? percent.
Wachter and Kim estimatec the impact of aggreqate
denand not only on youth employment, kut also on
the percentage of youth who were in school full-tine,
unemployed, and neither in the labor force nor in
scheol. Their findings showed that recessions tend to
move youth from jobs to unemployment, to full-time
schooling and to out of the labor force. In other
words, when times are bad, youth tend to suhstitute
school for work as well as hecome discouraged and leave
the labor force and school. Black youth employment is
especially sensitive to qeneral lahor market conditions.
The estimates indicate that a decrease from 3.6 to 3.0
in the unemployment rate of prime age male workers
woule raise the employed share of hlack youth by about
4 percentage poini: and raise the employed share of

white youth by abhout 2 jpercentage points.

Youth employment is also hiqhly sensitive to
differences in general employment conditions across
cities. Freeman examined how variations across 115

metropolitan areas in 1970 affected youth employment?
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He found that the variations in the demand for labor
had a highly significant impact on the share of young
people employed, a smaller effect on the youth unemploy-
ment rate, and a moderate effect on the percentage of
youth enrolled in school. Job conditions in the local
labor markets were especially important for young workers
out of school.

These results show that the number of youth
with labor market difficulties depends on the demand for
labor as well as on the characteristics of young workers.
Special problems disappear for some workers in a tight
labor market. In 1967, when the prime age male un-
employment rate was 1.7 percent, only 4.5 percent of
workers 16-24 experienced 15 or more weeks of un-
employment.. By 1977, when the prime age male unemployment
rate reached 3.5 percent, the percentage of youth bearing

substantial unemployment rose to almost 11 percent.

A second focus has been on the role of the surge
in the youth population. In theory, large additions to
the youth labor force could have a variety of consequences.
The actual effects depend on the ability of employers
to utilize young workers in tasks normally performed by
adult workers, on the flexibility of wages of youth
relative to adult workers, and on the movements of
youth between school and work. If employers cannot
easily substitute youth for adults, a rise in percentage

o. youth in the labor force would lead to a decline in the

)
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wages of youth relative to adults. The fall in re-

lative weges would be necessary to increase the absolute

nunber of young people working. But, the percentage of

youth in jobs might fall for one of two reasons.

v1rst, the low wages might make market jobs unattractive

relative to school, house work, illicit jobs, or other

activities. A second possibility is that the decline

in youth wages is limited by the existence of the

minimum wage and other wage rigidities. The result

is that demand for workers would expand too little to

accommodate the increase in the youth labor supply.
Wachter and Kim attempted to isolate the effects

of population shifts between 1963 and 1978 on the

percentage of youth employed, unemployed, and attending

26 In general, the authors found that

school full-time.
increases in the youth share of the population lowered
the percentage of youth who'were employed and raised
the percentage who were unemployed, who were attending
school while outside the labor force, and who were
neither in school nor in the labor force.

Although the Wachter-Kim time series results are
plausible, they are not conclusive because of the short
time period involved and the difficulty in isolating the

population trend from other trends. What adds credi-

bility to the findings are similar results obtained
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from an analysis of differences in youth employment

patterns in 1970 across metropolitan areas. Freeman

found that areas in which young people make uy a lgrge
percentage of the lahor force tended to have lower than .
expected employment-population ratios for youna peonple.

The weakness in employment opportunities sometimes translated
into declines in labor force participation, so that
unemployment rates did not always rise. As nmight be
expected, job chances of 16-19 year-olds wnre more

sensitive to the 16-19 share of total population than

were the job chances of 20-24 year-olds sensitive to

that group's share of the population.

These results indicate that increases in the youth
population and lahor force reduce job opportunities for
the average younq worker. Given these findings, we
would expect that the labor force hulge that occurs
every summer induces similar effects. But, as notec
above, job opportunities for youth actually improve
during the sumrer. A vast flow of young workers
enters the lahor forcg every summer. In 1976, for
example, the full-time labor force of 16-19 year-olds
jumped from 3.8 million in March to 7.0 million 1in
June, 2.3 million in July, 7.5 million in August
hefore fallinag back to about 4 million for the rest

of the vear. Nearly 90 percent of the increase in
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the youth labor force was matched with an increase
in employment. The result was a decline in the
unempldyment rate between the spring and summer.

The ability of the economy to absorb large
numbers og young people during the summer indicates
the flexibility of employers to anticipated seasonal
changes in the labor force. However, the bulge in
the youth population may have worsened full-time,
year-round opportunities for young people, while
part-time and summer jobs continued to be available.
One reason may be that students coming into the
summer market are more employable and have lower
expectations than youth in the full-year market.

Much of the success of young people in finding
jobs during the summer also can be attributed to
the large scale of the Federal job creation programs.
Clark and Summers estimated that the average number
of summer jobs provided between 1968 and 1976 was
about 600,000.26 Since about 3 million teenagérs left
school and entered the labor force for the summer,
the Federal effort employed as many as 20 percent
of all summer entrants. The share of employment
that occurred because of summer programs probably
exceeded 20 percent. It is difficult to estimate
precisely the Federal impact because of the

difficulty in determining how many youth would

w
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have obtained jobs in the absence of the Federal
program.

Demand for young workers varies not only by season, but
.also across areas and over time. Freemdn investigated the
effects of differences in the industrial mix of employment
across 115 metropolitan areas.27 The idea was to see
whether areas with high percentages of industries tradi-
tionally employing youth ended up with higher youth employ-
ment population ratios than areas with low percentages of youth
specific industries. Freeman found that a favorabhle industry
mix &i” raise youth employment. Wachter and Kim looked at
the impact pf changes over time in the largest employer of
youth-specific labor--the military.28 Their results
showed that the size of the military .. indeed have sig-
nificant positive effects on overall youth employment
opportunities. The armed forces effect was especially
significant for nonwhite men.
C. What are the causes of the large and rising employ-

ment differentials between white and nonwhite youth
‘and between low income and upper income youth?

The serious and worsening problems of black youth
are the central concern of policymakers. Black youth
have encountered unemployment rates in the 1970's that
are extreme by any standard, even the standard of the

great depression. Among nonwhites, 16-19, unemployment
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rates have reached the 35-40 percent range in the last
few years, or well above the 20 percent range experienced'
in the late 1950's, The rise in unemployment rates has
extended to nonwhite 20-24 year-olds, who have ceen
increases from the 15 percent to the 20 percent range.
tmployment-population ratios, which are sometimes clearer
indicaters than the unemploymen£ rate, tell a similar
story. 1In the case of young men, blacks experienced a
sharp drop in employment-population ratios, while whites
showed a relatively level pattern. Young nonwhite women

increased their employment-population ratio sliahtly

while younc vhite women made sharp advances in engloynent,

Low income white youth also face severe enployment
problems. In March 1978, white youth from families with
incones less than 70 percent of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics lower Living Standard had unemployrent rates
of 20-27 percert. The unemployment rates for 20-24
vear-cld low income white youth were about as high as
for all nonwhite youth. Only 57 percent of 20-24 year-
old low income white men were employed, a slightly lower
share than the 61 percent registered by nonwhite men,
20-24. In the 16~-19 category, low income white youth

had a better emnloyment record than all nonwhite vouth. The

detailed numbers anmear in Table 20.

Before examining the causes of the enormous

differentials in emplovment vmatterns, it is worthwhile
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looking carefully at the underlying data. As noted
above, special surveys of youth employment have
yielded estimates of youth employment and unemploy-
ment that differ from the Current Population Survey
estimates used in official repurts. Data from the
National Longitudinal Survey and from the BEW Survey
of 1972 High School Seniors showed racial employment
gaps considerably smaller than data from the CPS.
One reason suggested for the differences in estimates
iz that the youth-based surveys always interview

the youth while the CPS often interviews the youﬁh's

29
parent.

Ar estimate of the possible effect of this data
problem on racial differentials in a recent year can
be derived by comparing numbers from the CPS with
numbers from the Natinnal Crime Survey (NCS). The
NCE asks a set of employment guestions to the youth
directly instead «f relying on responses of a responsible
adult. As Table 10 shows, the racial differentials in
employment status are much lower in the NCS data than
in the CPS data. This is especially true for males,
where differences {n data sets could account for one-
third to one-fourth éf the racial differentials in

employment-population.

Fven with these adjustments, the size of the racial

differential in youth employment remains enormous. What
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makes the size and worsening trend unexpected are facts
showing general improvemerts in the employment opportunities’
of nonwhite workers. Among adult men, unemployment rates

of nonwhites have been falling relative to unemployment
rates of whites. Retween the 1955-59 and the 1977-78
periods, (periods with similar unemployment rates of adult
mcn), the unemplovment rate of nonwhite men, 25-34, fell
from 8.3 percent to less than & percent. FEarnings of
nonwhite adult women have reached virtual parity with
earnings of white adult women. In the case of vouth, the
worsening employment situation for nonwhites has not carried
over into wages. In May 1378, average wage rates of young
nonwhite women were equal to those of younc white women;
among youna men, nonwhites received wage rates ahout 85
percent of the wages paid to whites.

Analysts have looked at a variety of observable and
unobservable phenomena to attempt to evplain the sharp
worsening in nonwhite youth employment. - This section
begins by assessing the importance of such ohservable
factors as armed forces enrollment, educational attain-
ment, familyv status, and geographic area of residence.
Next, it turns to less observable, hut important variables
such as discrimination, work attitudes, and arrest records.

Armed forkes enrollment is one determfnant of nonwhite

youth employment status. However, the military's cffects
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are subject to alternative interpretations. One inter-
pretation is that the military is a major employer of youth
and that young people in the armed forces siould be counted
as employed. The alternative interpretation is that entry
into the army by low income and miaority youth is an
indication of the paucity of job options in the civilian
economy; on this interpretation, counting arwmy persconnel

as employed woulcd be nisleading.

‘Whatever interpretation one chooses, it is worth looking
at the racial differentials in male youth employment with and
without the military. Tables 13 and 14 show the basic
numbers. Note that even including the armed forces as
employed leaves a wide gap between the employment-population
ratios of white and nonwhite young men. The addition of the
military to the employed pool would moderate but far from
eliminate the rise in male youth unemployment rates.

Differentiallschooling is another possible explanation.
The problem with this explanation is that the schooling gap
has been narrowing at the same time as the employment gap
has been widening. While out-of-school nonwhite
youthAare less likely to have graduated high school than
out-of-school white youth, the échooling differential appears

to account for little or none of the differential in employment
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and unemployment. Note in Table 15 that nonwhites lag behind

whites within the dropout and high school graduate categories.
Young nonwhite men (20-24) who graduated high school showed a
17 percent unemployment rate, as compared to an 8.5 percent for
young white graduates. Although high school graduation may help
the employment opportunities of non-white youth, the data
indicate that the narrowing of the schooling gap was inadequate
to avert a worsening in the employment gap.

Educational quality differences may explain part of the
continuing racial gap in employment opportunities. According
to the latest national study of functional literacy among
17 year-olds, the white literacy rate was 33 percentage points
higher than the black rate (91 per cent for white and 58 per
cent for blacks). This differential could account for some
of the 15-25 point gap in employment-population ratios. While
many jobs do not require high reading, writing, or math skills,
poor abilities in these areas certainly limit the range of jobs
available to young people. One problem with this explanation
is that test score differences have not widened by race, as have
employment-population ratios. Thus, only if these test score
differences increased in importance relative to job characteristics
could they account for the worsening position of black youth.
Such an explanation is possible, but it seems inconsistent with
the improving relative position of bléck young adults, which is
often attributed to increased education. To this point, researchers
have not documented the precise relationship between differences

of academic achievement and differences in employment.
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A highly positive picture of the employment oppor-
tunities of nonwhite high school graduates emerges from the
HFW NLS72 survey. A year and one-half after graduation,
nonwhite young men showed an employment-population ratio
only a few points below the ratio for white young men. The
average EP ratio from 1973-76 was .91 for white araduates and
.87 for nonwhite graduates. The near equality extended to
weeks worked and wage rates.30

Although the NMLS72 data indicate that education can
close much of the white-nonwhite employnent gap, the CPS data
indicate that increased education can oniy serve a limited
role. Additional evidence will be required hefore one can bhe
confident ahouf either conclusion.

Currently, it is clear that nonwhite high school
qraduates do markedly better than nonvhite dropouts. An
analysis of emplovment experience in March and “May 1978
indicated that hiqli school graduation added 10 or more
pceints to the likelihood that a nonwhite youth would be
erployed. The COntrithion‘of the high school degree is
net of effects of age, residential location, family status,
reaion, family income, and a numbar of family members. The
positive results from recent :iate contrast somewhat with
findings from other analyses indicating that increased
education had little effect on nonwhites immediately
after school completion. Since these other studies covered

the late 1950's and only the immediate post-schooling

N~
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period, the findings of a positive effect from high school
graudation appear to be more reliable indicators. Employment
levels of nonwhite gracduates continue to remain above those
of dropouts through the 25-34 year-old period. In March
1978, the employment-population ratios for nonwhite men,
25-34, were .81 for high school graduates (with no college)
and .73 for dropouts.

These results document that among black youth with
similar tamily backgrounds, high school graduates do better
than dropouts. Thié does not prove that it is high school
graduation itself that causes the improvement in job
opportunities. It could be that unmeasured motivational
factors cause some youth to do better in education and jobs.

Racial differences in family status could also contribute
to employment differentials. Young nonwhite men are less
likely to have family responsibilities than are young
white men. Young nonwhite women are more likely to have to
care for young children than are young white women. In spite
of these differences, family'status appears to have little effect
on the racial gap in the employment status of 16-19 year-old
women and of 16-19 year-old young men. Family status
differences do appear to play a sizable role in explaining
the racial gap in employment of 20-24 year-old women. The
overall employment-population ratio of nonwhite women would
be .56 instead of .50 in March 1978 had their family status
distribution been the same as that of white women. This
difffgrence of 6 points represents about half of the overall

=

gap between white and nonwhite employment population ratios.
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Considerable research indicates that women who bear
children in their teenage years experience income, employ-
ment, and earnings problems that carry through their
mid-20's. The effect of early childbearing on employment
and income occurs through lost education, lower marital

stability, and lost work experience.31

While early chilad-
bearing appears to account for part of the racial gap in
the.employment of young women, causation could run from poor
employment opportunities to early childbearing. Young black
women may decide that, given the lack of good opportunities,
eariy childbearing is not particularly costly.

Geographic considerations have relevance to both the
worsening trend and the current problems of nonwhite youth
employment. The move away from rural farm locations no
doubt contributed to the declining employment of nonwhite
youth from the early 1950's through the mid-19€0's. 1In
1950, 32 percent of nonwhite males, 18-19, lived in rural
farm areas, where they experienced unemployment rates under
3 percent. At the same time, unemployment rates of nonwhite
male, 18-19, living in the cities was about 20 percent. By
the late 1970's virtually no young nonwhites lived in rural
farm areas. The shift from farms to the big cities no doubt
helped to lower nonwhite youth employment while raising
nonwhite youth wages. Although the migration of nonwhites
lowered the percent nonwhite youth in Jobs, it does not
account for much of the worsening gap between white and

nonwhite youth that occurred between the mid-1960's and late

1970's. 82
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Currently, the employment of nonwhite youth suffers
from their concentration in poverty areas of large cities.
Nearly 41 percent of nonwhite youth as opposed to only &
percent of white youth lived in poverty areas of metropnlitan
areas. In these areas, demand conditions are poor, as re-
flected in the high adult unemployment rates of 10.2 percent,
as compared to a 4.5 pé€rcont in all nonpoverty areas. The
high adult unemployment rates in poverty areas add to the
competitors youth face for even low level jobs. A presentative
of a large fast food company with outlets in poor central
city areas as well as in the suburbs has found that adults
compete for vacancies in the inner city but not in suburban
areas.

A comparison of employment levels of nonwhite youth
by geographic area provides some indication that problems
are most severe in the inner city. In March 1978, out-of-
school black men, 16-19, had an employment-population ratio
of .60 outside central cities, but only .36 in central
cities. The figure for 20-24 year-old black workers indicated
much smaller.differences inside and outside central cities.
Clearly; the employment problems of black workers extend

beyond central cities. In nonpoverty areas in rnonmetropolitan

areas, black teenagers experienced a 32.6 unemployment rate.

Another potential cause of racial differentials has to

d> with differences in the willingness to take and to re-

-main at low wage or unpleasant jobs. In general, the

evidence does neot support the view that black youth are
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less willing to work at low level jobs than are white youth.

black youth do not move from job to job as often as do

white youth. When asked about their lowest acceptable wage,

nonwhite unemployed youth reported reservation wages

near or below the wages of employed nonwhite youth.33
A look at guit behavior reveals evidence on both sides

of the issue.. On the one hand, nonwhite young men quit

only slightly more often than_do white young men. However,

relatively more nonwhites are willing to quit at a time whan

no new jobs or other activity are available to replaqe tieir

existing job. This type of quit behavior cannct be fully

explained by differences in education, family status, age,

and other personal characteristics. Osterman found that,

for the 1969-70 period, the excessive number of quits into

unemployment accounted for 26 percent of the racial differences

in unemployment reported in the National Longitudinal Survey.

(It is important to recall that the NLS showed much smaller

racial differentials in unemployment than does the official

CPS data.)

Flanagan hypothesized that given their lower wages,
it is natufal for nonwhites to quit and search for other
jobs more frequently than whites.35 One would expect non-
white jobseekers to look for jobs more intensively. The
data lend little or no support to this theory. Nonwhite
women earn wages equivalent to white women. And non-

white men earn less but show no different job search
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36
patterns than cc white men. The amount of time spent ver week

looking for work is no longer for nonwhite than for white
youth.

The most direct evidence concerning willingness to work
will come out of the youth entitlement demonstration
project, which offers a job to all low income youth, 16-19,
and in sclool in selected target areas. Over half of the
e:ligible participants are black vouth. Althouuh the data
are not available to determine precisely what share of low
income youth are willing to vork at the mininmum wage, the
projects have clearly demonstrated that the numkter of such
youth is very large. Data from a survey conducted before the
experimental projects bhcgan show that large numbers of low
income hlack youth actually wnrk at wages below the legal
minimum viaae,

Raciel Aiscrimination is another important'éxplanation
of racial differentiales in youth enployment. In general,
efforts to measure the impact of racial discrimination
have relied on indirect method::, Analvsts attempt to
control for differences inlpnrsonal characteristics,
such as skill, education, snd place of residence, and then
see whether the race of the individual has a significant
effect on einployment status. The race variable virtually
always has a siqgnificant negative impact on employment.

The review paper prepared for the Mational Commission on



Employment Policy cites two studies indicating that about
half of the difference in employment status bhetween whites
and blacks could not be explained by differences in personal
characteristics.37 Using a similar technique to explain
March 1978 employment status of out-of-school 18-24 year-olds
in the labor force, it was found that the race variable
exerted a 9 percentage point increase in the probability
of being unemployed, after taking account of aae, high school
graduation, family status, and place of residence.38

While studies documenting the significance of the race
variable make a plausible case for the discrimination ex-
rlanation, such results are subject to the criticism that
some variables associated with personal characteristics
have been onitted. For example, few studies are able
to control for the quality of education or for differences
in achievement. One study with these data from
the NLS72 survey showed the race variable &xerted a small
negative effect on weeks worked (l1-1.5 weeks per year) and
no effect on wage rates. However, the NLS72 covered only
high school graduates and, as reported above, its bkasic

employment fiqgures differed from compareble CPS numbers.

Althouch evidence of racial discrimination is
available from FEQCC proceedings, it is difficult to
translate specific instances of discrimination into an

overall estimate of the effects of discrimination on
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current racial differentials in youth employment. The
impact of changes in discrimination on changes in racial
differentials is even more difficult to estimate. While
racial differentials in youth enmployment rates have widened,
suggesting a possible increase in discrimination, racial
differentials in youth wage rates have narrowed. Moreover,
racial differentials in the employment and earnings of
vounag adults have apparently narrowed.

Criminal activity and arrest records may have been
interacting with racial discrimination to help cause
the worsening employment situation for nonwhite youtih.
The sharp rise in crime rates becinning in the mid-1960's
did coincide with the decline in ernployment-population
ratios of nonwhite young men. National figures on the
numbers of white and black youth arrested for serious
crimes are not available. However, Wolfgang found in
a special study of a sample of young men living in Philadelphia
that arrest records were high for white and black young
men.39 By age 22, 323 percent of whites and 61 percent of
blacks had an arrest record. Of these youth, 10 percent of
whites and 25 percent of blacks had been arrested before
they reached age 18. Perhaps more important, 6 percent of
white men arrested as juveniles and 15 percent of bhlack nen
arrested at an age younger than 18 (62 percent of all youth
arrested as juveniles) reported engaging in a high number

of serious crimes as adults.




Several possible links exist between crime and employ-
ment. First, the lack of employmert opportunities can push
some youth into criminal activities. Second, arrest and
conviction records present barriers to finding jobs,
especizally with private employers. Miller reports that 15
percent of employers have unyielding barriers to employing
offenders, another 75 percent consider criminal information
relevant to the hiring decision.40 Although employers show
little understendina of the meaning of arrest records
and in spite of the leaal barriers against using arrest
records, Miller reports that the majority of employers
continue to use arrest and conviction recoré¢s. Civen the
employnent harriers created by arrest and convictien records,
the higher level and'more rapid increase in arrests of

blacks relative to whites could have contributed to the

worsening racial differentials in employment.

A third link between crime and employment could occur
throngk racial discrimination. With limited information
oen an individual's criminal background, some enployers
nay have illecally used race as a proxy for criminal
behavior. Finally, voung men may have increasingly
resorted to illicit occupations as an alternative to
- regular market jobs. If this move is more pervasive
amona klacks, it could account for a worsening récial

Jdifferential.
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In spite of plausible connections between crime and
employment, no analyses have documented the actual effects
of these linkages. Such an analysis would have to take
account of the facts that: 1) while the racial
differentials worsened for black men and women, only the
situation for young men could be explained by the crime
variable; 2) while criminal behavior is more pervasive
in large cities, the wide gap between white and hlack
youth employment extends to areas outside central cities;
and 3) if illicit occupations were att.acting more yourig
nonwhites than whites away from market jobs, one would
not observe the fact that nonwhite youth are as willing
to work at minimum and subminimum wages as white youth.

Another hypothesis attributes some of the pbor,employ—
nent experience of minority and low income youth to the
incentive effects of income transfer programs. As noted
above, a large share of low income youth are in families
receiving income maintenance from AFDC, SsSIT, or'food
stamps. Although youth under age 18 can work without
affecting the family's payment, earnings of other young
people result in welfare payment reductions to the family.
No studies are available to indicate whether welfare
payment status affects the employment of youth. However,

studies do show that employment of welfare mothers, many
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of whom are young, is negatively affected by the size of
payments and work disincentives associated with welfare
programs. West studied of how young people notlheading
families are affected by income transfers.41 He looked at
the impact of negative income tax payments provided through
the Seattle-Denver income maintenance experiments on 16-21
year-old nonheads. West found that the added income and the
high tax rates associated with the experiment caused significant
reductions in the work effort of young nonheads. Not only
did employment fall, but involuntary unemployment rose
~apparently as a result of the income maintenance payments.

A related contention is that young low income women
bear children early because of the existence of welfare.
Studies of the relationship between the size of welfare
payments and the inciderce of early childbearing could
not detect any independent impact from the welfare
system.

'In addition to the effects of welfare programs, other
factors associated with family background might influence
the employment problems of low income and minority youth.
Since heads of 1oQ income and minority families are less
likely to be employed than are other family heads, youth
from disadvantaged families might have fewer direct job
contacgs and might acquire fewer Qork habits than other

youth. Low educational attainment of the family head
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might affect the employment success of children directly

or indirectly through its impact on the child's educational
attainment. Finally, low family income might force youth
into jobs to help support the rest of the family.

To examine these potential effects, I performed regression
analyses based on data from the March 1978 CPS on male youth,
male youth, 18-24, nonstudents, who were children or other
relatives of the family head. The results indicated that
the employment status of the family head and family income
affected youth employment status in the expected direction.
Youth whose family head was unemployed or outside the labhor
force had a 13 to 15 point lower probability of being employed
than youth whose head was employed in the private sector. Those
youth whose family head was self-employed did best, while youth
whose family head was employed by the goverﬁment did slightly
worse than youth with heads in private sec*or jobs. The
effect of low income, after holding personal and other family
characteristics constant, was to raise the probability of

being employed and unemployed. Lack of income clearly induced

" out-of-school youth to enter the labor market, thereby raising

their employment-population ratio but also their unemployment rate.
The head's educational status had no independent effect on the
employment status of the child.

Racial differentials in the characteristics of family
heads appears to explain part of the observed racial.

differentials in youth employment. When no information
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about the family head was included in a regression, the
independent effect of race was to reduce the probability «:&
employment of young men, 18-24, who were living at home by
about 14 percentage points. Adding information on the
educational attainment, employment status, ana sex of the
family head caused the independent effect of race to decline
11 points. Thus, it appears that 3/14 or about 18
percent of the racial differentials in the employment
prohability of young men is associated with differences in
the family head's characteristics.

The>role of crime, early childbearing, and parents'
nonemployment suggests that the worsening in the situation
of black ycuth has been concentrated on a subset of the
population. To examine the potential increase in inequality
within the black youth subgroup, we first look at changes
i. the distribution of unemployment and nonemployment over
a full year period. In any given year, the average E/P
ratio can be calculated by multiplying the percent of workers
(those with at least one week of employment) in the population
times the weeks .employed per worker as a percentage of full
.year work. (In symbols, E/P =N *W , where N represents
workers, w is average weeks employed of workers, and P is the
population.) By looking at these two components separately,
we can determine how much of the decline in the black youth
E/P ratio is attributable to a decline in the number of workefé
and how much to a decline in the share of the year the average

worker is employed.



- 69 -

The decomposition of the trends summarized in Tablel6
was done using data on the experience of youth in 1967 and
1977. In general, the analysis indicates that nearly all
of the worsening in the E/P ratio of nonwhite young mnen
was due to a a decline in the percentage vho worked at all
during the year. Between 1247 and 1977, the percent of
ron-white men, 20-24, who worked at least one week declined
from 86 to 74, Among 15-19 year-olds the drop was &ven
larger, from 62 percent in 1957 to 47 percent in 1977. In
contrast, amona nonvhite young men who did work at least

‘ one week, the number of weeks worked in 1377 was alnost
.aémhigh a5 1n 196A7.
In the case of vouna nonwhite women, the worsening
employmert situation hit those who vorked in 1977 and
tiiose who di? rot. Althouqgh the percént of nonulite
young worien who worked at all dropped sharply, so ¢id
" weeks eirployed per worker. Only'GB percent on nonwhite
women, 20-24, worked during 1977, as compared to 70 percent
ir 1¢67. Amcnag unrkers, averaqge weeks employed fell fron
32,7 to 22.2.

Annther wa., of lookina at the distributinn is to

calculate which voutl accounted for 1ost of ﬁhe weeks

of employment. Again, the fivures indicate an increasing

O
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inequality among nonwhite youth, but not among white youth,
In 1967, 49 percent of nonwhite young men, 1A-19, accounted
for 80 percent of the weeks of employment worked by this
ropulacion. By 1977, the 80 percent of weeks worked ¥as
concentrated on only 34 percent of the population. Increases
in the concentration of weeks worked on a smaller segment
of the nonwhite ycuth population a}ﬂo(xwurnai‘fn; YOoUung wolrien,
16-19 and 20-?22, and for younq men, 20-24. This rising
inequality in the incidence of weeks worked did not occur
arong white yonth as it did among nonwhite youth. For
example, about one-third of white women, 20-24, accounted
for 72 percent of the employment in both 1867 and 1977.

The trends in earnings of i-lack vouth fit together with
the employment trends. For those blach youth who worked
at 211 over they§gé}, the amounts earned per week moved
almost to ccuality with weekly earnings of white vouth.
armong 15-19 yer~r-olds of both sexzes, earnings per week
differed little by race in 1967 and in 1977. Among 20=24
vear-old workers, hlacks roved fronm 77 percent of white
veekly earninqs in 1247 to 93 percent in 1¢77. TPLarnings
of‘black women were virtually eaual to those of white
women by .=77.

The conclusions from ihese data are striking, especiallv
in the case of black ycung nen. A sharp drop occurred
letween 1967 and 1977 in the percentage who had any work

¢xperience over an entire vezr. while 3 of 4 white men,

-3
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16-19, worked in 1977, only 2 out of 4 blacks, 16-19,
worked even one week., However, among the group of black
young men that did work, the situation appears to have
improved. FEarnings per week rose and number of weeks
erployed dropped only siichtly for those who found

at least one week of work over the year. Thus, the key
black men lies in focussing on whydthe group with no work

record at all rose hetween 12967 and 1977.

It is important to point out thet the focus on
nonworkers would explain some of the trends, but not
thie levels of racial differentials in youth employment.
eeks enploved per worker were almost as hiqgh for black
20-24 year-olds as for white 20-24 year-olds in 1977,
2ut, among 1°-19 year-olds, a sizable racial differential
existed in weeks employed per worker. BElack teenagere
who worked Jduring the year averaged only 63-70 percent
«f the weeks of eoriployment over.the vear worked hy
white teencaers
D. Summary of Causes of Youth Fmployment Patterns

Thfs suimary brings together the analvsis from sections
A, R, and C ir. a way that continues to distinguish betwwen
(1) factors determining the level of youth employment

and unenployrent and (2) factors determining the dis-

tribution of youth emplovinent and unemployment.

I
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Sections A and B show how the levels of youth employ-
ment and unemploymnent depend on the quantity and
characteristics of young workers and on the demend for young
workers. Youth engage in frequent moves into and out of the
labor force and from ore job to another. Although this
high turnover is one reason youth uuemployment rates exceed
adult rates, about 70 percent of the youth-adult unemployment
differential would rémain even if one were al,le to etiminate
turnover incduced youth nnemployment. Seasonal patterns of
youtl: lakor force entry do not apparantly contribute to high
youth unemployment. The relation between family status ard
erployment patterns and between schooling and ermployment
patterns indicstes that younag workers can afford a more
casual attachment to the lalor force than can adult workars.
25 youth lzave school and become financlally independent,
their employment levels go up and their unemployment rates
go down. Differences in family status accounted for 75
percent Qf the differences in employrent-population ratios

setween 16-19 year-old and 25-34 year-old white men.

The limited work experience, education, and seniority
of youna workers are other causes of high levels of youth
unemployment. Fmployers often express a preference tor

workers who have completed high school and who have a
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credible work record. While direct age-related restrictions
by employers, unions and child labor laws may contribute to

the young worker's problem in gaining such ekperience, there
is littie‘evidence on the size of such effects.

What makes the differences between youth and adult
characteristics especially significant are the wage
rigiditics that prevent the youth wage from falling low
enough to prevent excessive unemployment. Studies of the
minimum wage law indicate that the expansion of the law's
coverage in 1966 accounted for a significant unemployment
effect on teenagers. The relation between youth employment
and other wage rigidities has not been documented.

The changing levels of youth employment and un-
employment have been influenced by the overall demand for
workers as well as the demand for youth-specific workers.

As demand expands to reduce the adult male unemployment rate
from 3.8 to 3.0 the parcentage of white employed youth rises

by 2 percentage points and percentage oi black youth employed
rises by 4 percentage poiats. Trends in armed forces

enrollment have an independent impact on youth employment
levels. As armed forces enrollment rises, the youth empioyment-
populaicion ratio alsn ris%s. The presence of high shares

of youth-specific industries has a positive impact =n the

employment situation of young people.
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The aggregate youth labor supply appears to exert a
negative effect on the employment prospects of young people.
The bulge in the youth labor force clearly resulted in a
decline in youth wage rates. However, this wage adjustment
was apparently inadequate to prevent a populatinn-induced
rise in yocuth Qnemployment.

The factors determining the distribution of youth
emnnloyment and unemployment are investigated in Section .
Rfter cdocumenting-the specifics of the high and worsening
unenployment and nonemployment experience of nonwhite and
low income youth, the section examines severel explanations.
Looking at racial djifferences in cmployment patterns of
young men, one finds that much of the trend in out-of-school
employment-population ratios has bren associated with differ-
ences in armed forces enrcollment patterns. It may be that
poor civilian employment frospects have caused more young
blacks than young whites to enter the military; or it may be
that more young blacks than young whites have voluntarily
chosen military employment over civiiian enployment.

Another factor potentially influencing racial differentials
in -male smployment is the racial differential in crime rates
and arrest records. FEmployers apparently still ntilize
arrest record data in making hiring decisions, altheocugh this

hﬂ%@actice is illegal. Since younyg black men have considerably

-J
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higher arrest records than young white men, the gap in
employment may be associated with differences in contact
with crime.

Family status differences between white and nonwhite
women, 20-24, appear to accouht for ahout half their
differences in employment-populacion ratios. A nonwhite
woman, 20-24, is 10 percehtage points more likely to live

with her own child than is a 20-24 year-old white woman.

Low income and nonwhite young men and women are likely
to live in poverty .areas and likely to have parents who are
not employed. PBoth factors worsen the employment prcspects
of these groups. It is interesting that after one takes
account for education, school status,; and family background,
low income young men are more likely to be in the labor
force and in jobs, but also more likely to experience
unemployment than are moderate or high income ycuth.
Unfortunately race exerts a large effect on youth employ-
ment and unemployment than is independent of years of

education, school status, and family background. Accordina

to analyses based on officvial data sources, young bhlack men
show 10 points lower employment probabilities than do young
white men with similar basic characteristics.

Several data sources other than the Current Population
Survey generally show less severe vouth employment problems.

However, the youth employment rates still far exceed adult
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rztes and nonwhite youth generally experience much more emnployment
and nonemployment than white youth. Only the data from the survey of
1972 high school graduates indicate that the problem is qualitatively
different from what comes out of CPS data. According to the high
school senior survey, nearly all high schoocl graduates integrate
effectively into the labor market. The conclusion applied to
nonwhites as well as whites. By 1976, there was virtual racial
equality in the employment and earnings outcomes of the 1972 male
graduatés.

Finally, the worsening in the average employment situation of
black youth inadequately describes the diverging trends within
the black youth population. 'If we focus on the 50-80 percent of
young black men who worked at least one week in 1967 and 1977,
we find that weeks employed per year increased for 20-24 year olds
and worsened only slightly for 16-19 year olds; these young black
workers moved to near equality with whites in terms of weekly wages.
On the other hand, the percentage of black youth who work at all
declined sharply between 1967 and 1977. By 1277, one of four black
men, 20--24, and one of. two black men, 16-19, did not even work one
week over the year.

Together, the findings demonstrate that most of the youth employ-
ment problem, even most of the black youth problem, represents

serinus and substantial nonemployment for a minority of young people.

“In the next and concluding secticn, we present several estimates of

the size and composition of the youth subgroup encountering serious

problems.



V. ‘the Numbers of Youth with Serious Emplcyment Problems

The analysis shows that the youth employment problem is
serious for a small percentage of young workers. The
majority of young workers integrate well inte the labor
market. Given thece findings, it is worthwhile to estimate
the absolute numbers of youth who encounter serious employ-
ment problems. Several methods can provide a variety of
estimates. This section presents numbers based on four
methods.

The first method, which vields Universe I, defines
persons with serious erploynent problems as those who
experienced 1% nr norc weeks of unenployment over the
course of a full year. Tablel7 provides the numbers of
16-24 year-olds in Universe I by age, race, sex, and
educational attainment. The total of nearly 2.9 million
is almost 90 percent of the average number of 16-24
year-olds unemployed in an average month. This result
is another way of stating our conclusion that most vouth
unemployment is concentratecd on those who experience
15 week.s or more of unemplioyment over the year.

Refore examining the composition of this Universe in
detail, it is important to remove possible doubts about

whether the problems these yocuth experience are really

(0]
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serious. In particulsr, we nust examine the way in which
the 15+ weeks of unemployment is distributed over the year.
Spells may be short but frequent enough to add up to 15

or more weeks of unsmployment, or they may be less frequent
but extended over many édﬁsecutive weeks. Long spells
would indicate sericus employment problems.

As the data in Table 2 show, most of those with 15+
weeks of unemplec,ment are not experiencing several spells
between Jjobs. The majority of the substantially unemployed
had one or no emplovers. Only ebout 30 percent had unemploy-
ment that occurred between jobs. Only 15 wercent had threc'
or mcre employ2rs. Finally, a majority of those with 15+
weeks of unemployment had 26 or more weeks cf unemploymant.
In fact, the mean weeks of unemployment for the 15+ weeks
group actually exceeded 26 weeks. These findings substantial
our previous conclusion.

The characteristics of those with sericus employment
perlems Jdo not correspond to the stereotype of tne unemployed
youth. Although blacks and hispanic youth experience a high
incidence of severe unemﬁluyment, whites make up ahkout 70
percent of Universe I. Bigh school dropouis make up only
27 percent while nonstudent high school graduates make up
53 percent of the high unnemployment group. In spite of these

somewhat surprising numhers, it remains true that the

prohability of experiencing substantial unemployment is highest

forfblack and hispanic youth and for high school dropouts.

o é}g
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Universe I relies on the traditional unemployment
measure as an indicator of a labor market problem. To
some, this concept is too broad because it includes
young people from moderate and high income families,
whose unemployment does not result in serious economic
deprivation. To others, the unemployment concept is
too narrow because it does not cover young people who
want to work at prevailing wages but who are reported
as outside the labor force.
In expanding the Universe to include the discouraged
unemployed, we move to a stock concept of currently job-
fe¢ss youth who encounter suhstantial joblessness over the
year. A given month's jobless is the sum of the officially
unemployed plus those outside the labor force who report
they want jobs now. To derive Universe II, we must
determine what percentage of & given month's jobless will
experience 15 weeks or more joblessness over thg year.
It is possible to derive such a percentage for the unemployed,
but not for ihe other jobless. Using the pefcentage of
unemployed who will experience substantial unemplofment as
a proxy and applying it to cover all jobless, we estimate
the number of jobless in April 1979 who would be expected
to encounter substantial joblessness over the year.42
The Univérse II numbhers appear in Tahle 19. The total
of 3.3 million is only 17 percent more than the Universe
I number. Again, it is worth noting that while the
incidence of probhlems is especially high among nonwhite

youth, white youth make up about 70 percent of Universe II.

ERIC | 83
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While all youth with substantial joblessness have
problems, the most serious youth employment problems are
those that contribute to low family income. TIn Table 20,
we present the data on jobless youth from economically
disadvantaged families (defined as families whose incomes
are 70 percent or less of the Bureau of Lahor Statistics
Lower Livina Standard). 1In 1977, this meant an income
level of about $7000 for a family of four. Universe
IT7T is first derived by limiting the concept to those
with 15+ weeks of uvaemployment; we fiﬁd that 734,000
youth had serious employment and income problems. This
number does not include any low income youth who were
outside the labor force but reportedly willing to take a
job. An alternative estimation of Universe III can be
found if we view all out-of-schuol youth, who were not
mothers caring for young children, as composing the
"expected to work" category of youth. Using this
definition we find that 2.1 million "expected to work"
low income youth experienced substantial nonemploynent
over the year. Whichever of the two estimates cne uses,
it is clear that most of the youth with seriowvs employ-

ment problems are not in school.

What can we conclude from all these numbers? First,
the size of pool of youth with serious employment problems
is large (2.9 million) although it represents only about

-
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10 percent of young workers. Second, the serious employ-
ment problems extend heyond the poor, the black, and the
high school dropout., Third, the most severe problems are
faced by about 700,000 16-24 year-olds who experience
sabstantial unenmployment and are in families with very
low incomes. Over 80 percent of these youth are out of
schocl. It is these yéQRh that deserve first priority

in government employment and training effort: to conmbat

youth employment problens,

85
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Table 1A

Empioyment Population Ratios for Male Youth

1955%-78
Males 16~19 Males - 20-24

: Adult Male

Unemployment
Years White Nonwhite White Nonwhite Rate
1955-59 50.8 47.5 80.1 67.4 3.8
1960-64 46.0 40.4 79.5 76 .7 4.1
1965—69 49-7 39-5 7908 79-8 200
1970-74 51.8 33.2 77 .9 70.3 3.0
1975-76 51.1 27.4 75.5 61.3 5.3
1977 54.5 27.4 78 .7 61.2 4.3
1978 55.3 29.8 76.0 6l.1 3.4

Source: Employment and Training Report of the President,
1978.




Years

1955-59
1960-64
1365-69
1970~-74
1975-76
1977

1978
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Table 1B

Population Ratios for Females Youth

Employment
1955~78
Feméles 16-19 Females 20-24
White Nonwhite White Nonwhite
36.9 25.2 43.0 40.1.
33.9 22.8 43.6 40.7
37.3 23.5 49 .7 49.1
41.5 21.4 55.3 47.4
47 % 21.2 58.7 44.5
46.0 20.2 6l1.4 45.4
48 .7 23.5 60.5 45.4

8%

Adult Male
Unemployment
Rate




Years

1955-59.

1960~64
1965-65
1970-74
1975-76
1977
1973
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Table 2A

Unemployment Rates for Male Youth

1955-78

Males 16-19 .Males 20-24
Adult Male
oo Unemployment
white Nonwhite Epite Nonwhite Rate
12.6 19.8 7.9 14.6 3.8
14.9 25.0 8.3 14.2 4.1
11.0 22.9 4.7 8.4 2.0
14.0 29.4 8.0 “4.3 3.0
18.0, 36.1 12.1 21.8 5.3
15.3 37.4 9.3 21.7 4.3
13.5 34.4 7.6 3.4

85
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Table 2B

Unemployment Rates for Female Youth,

1955-78
Females 16~19 Females 20-24

Adult Male

Unemployment
Years White Nonwhite White Nonwhite Rate
1955-59 11.1 23.3 5-7 14.8' 3.8
1960-64 14.5 30.6 7.6 18.0 4.1
1965-69 12.6 30.7 5.8 12.9 2.0
1970-74 14.3 35.9 7.8 17.1 - 3.0
1975-76 17.2 39.5 ic.8 22.1 5.3
1977 16.2 41.1 8.3 23.6 4.3
1978 14.4 38.4 8.3 21.3 3.4
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Table 3

Enrollment and Emplcyment Characteristics of
Youth by Age and Sex

Sex and Age Percent of Population Percent of Population

Enrolled in School Enrolled in Schwol
and working

Male

16-17 o 90.4 34.7

18-19 ~ 51.3 20.8

20-21 21.3 12.6

Female |

16-17 88.5 28.5

18-19 47 .9 18.6

20-21 ) 33.2 14.5

22-24 15.4 9.4

Summer BEmploymeat - Annual Erployment Ratios
by Age and Sex

Age Males Females Total
16--17 1.28 1.23 1.26
1819 1.16 1.14 1.15
20~24 1.06 1.04 1.05
25-34 1.00 .97 .99

Ratio is camputed at follows:

Average numnber of people employed in June, July, Aucust
Average mumber of . people emwloyed annually

JY




"TABLE 4A
Family Status of Young Men by Age and Race: March 1978
PERCENT BY WHITE NONWHITE
FAMILY STATUS: 16-17 1B-19 20-21 22-24 16-17 18-19 20-21 22-24

INDEPENDENT YOUTH (total) 2.0 9.8 32.4 62.4 0.3 4.8 17.9 48.4 _

- Head of Fami ly .
with children 1.2 2.5 8.7 21.5 - 0.7 5.8 19.9

- Married, Spause
Present, no children 0.8 3.1 10.5 20.8 - 0.7 5.3 7.6

- Other Family Status 1.0 4.2 13.2  20.1 0.3 3.4 6.8 20.9

DEPENDENT YOUTH (total) 98.0 90.2 67.6 37.6 99.7 95.2 82.1 51.6

- Child or other
Relative of Head

in Two-Parent -
Fami ly 82.0 74.8 55.2 29.2 57.1 53.4 4%.7 30.8

- Child or other
Relative of Head
in Singe Parent

Fami ly 16.0 15.4 12.4 6.4 42.6 41.8 32.4  20.8
TOTAL | 100 100 100 100 100 100 109 100
POPULATION (in 000's) 3571 3383 3361 4747 651 562 531 692

Ve
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TABLE 4 B
Family Status of Young women by Age and Race: March 1978

‘percent by | WHITE NONWHITE
Family Status: 16-17 18-19 20-21 22-24 16-17 .18-19 20-21 22-24
 INDEPENDENT Youth (total) 6.6 27.8  54.1 79.4 5.2 22.3 42.5 70.1

~ Head of Family _
with children 0.3 1.4 3.5 4.6 1.4 6.0 13.2 24.9

- Wife with children 2.1 1.7 16.9 32.5 0.9 7.0 9.4 21.9

- Married, Spouse
Present, no children 1.9 9.9 18.8 23.4 0.9 2.6 5.9 6.9

- Other Family Status 2.3 8.8 14.9 18.9 = 2.0 6.7 1:4.6 16.4
DEPENDENT Youth (total) 93.4 72.2 459 20.5 94.8 77.7 57.5 29.9

- Child or other
Relative of Head
in Two-Parert
Fami. ly 76.2 58.9 36.5 15.6 45.6 42.7 2.7 15.5

- Child or other
Relative of Head
in one-Parent

Fami 1y 17.2  13.3 9.4 5.0 49.2 35.0 27.8 1l4.4
TOTAL 100 100 -100 100 100 100 100 100
Popuation 3454 3534 3525 4962 654 646 630 672

Yo
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TABLE 5 .
Duration on Current Job by Age and Sex
January 1973

Males i : Median Years on Current Jobs

Y de

Total, 16 years and older

16 - 17 years . . ' .6
18 - 19 years , .6
20 - 24 years 1.2
25 - 29 years 2.5
30 - 34 years » 4.2'
Females

Total, 16 years and older

16 - 17 years .6
18 - 19 years -6
20 - 24 years 1.2
25 = 23 years 2.0
30 - 34 years 2.4
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Table 6

Share of Male Population, Not Enrolled, Not Employed

1265-1978
. Acult Male

: L employment

Years White Nonwhite X Rate
16-19 18-19 20-24 16-17 18-19 20~24
1965-69 .9 3.0 2.4 2.0 7.4 5.6 2.0
1970-74 1.6 5.0 4.8 2.4 10.5 9.5. 3.0
1975-76 2.1 7.2 7.6 3.4 . 14.6 12.7 5.3
1977 2.7 5.4 5.2 1.7 15.9 13.9 4.3
1978 2.4 5.8 4.4 1.6 10.0 13.3 3.4
Share of Female Population, Not Enrolled, Not Employed
1965-1978

Adult Male

Unemployment
Years White Nonwhite Rate

16-19 18-19 20-24 16-17 18-19 20-24

1965-69 1.2 4.3 2.9 2.4 10.2 6.8 2.n
1970-74 1.4 5.3 3.9 1.9 lo0.9 9.2 3.0
1975-76 2.0 6.4 6.4 3.8 10.6 10.9 5.3
1977 1.6 5.9 5.4 1.9 14.4 13.9 4.3
1278 1.8 5.4 4.2 1.5 12.9 11.6 3.4

Q.
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TABLE 7

Comparison of Rates of School and
Labor Force Activity for Young Men,
by Major Activity, 1967, 16~21 year
olds. NLS vs. CPS Surveys

No. in NLS Major Activity Ermployment Fopulation LFPR Unamsloymer=
Sample NLS  CPS NLS CcPs NLS CP3  NLS  CPS
White Males
Major Activity:

Scrool 1657 €6.3 66.1 42.1 33.0 52.9 37.5 20.4 11
Not School 786 33.7 33.9 86.6 83.8 92.5 91.5 6.4 ; 8
Nonwhite Males
Major Activity:

Scheol 595 55.82 55.8 32.6 21.6 $1.3 28.8 36.5 25
Mot School 453 44.2 44.2 80.8 73.1 94.2 90.1 14.3 18




TABLE 8
' Corparison of Rates of Schcol and Labor
Force Activity for Young Men by Race,
in 1967. NLS vs CPS Surveys
Fo. in NLS % in Schocl Employment Population LFPR * Unemployment
Sample MNLS Cf5 NLS CPS NLS CPS NLS CPS
White Males
16 - 17 1343 Sl.Z2 91.2 44.2 36.7 56.0 42.8 21.0 14.4
18 - 19 1123 ¢4.4 5/.2 60.8 56.7 ©° 69.9 63.4 13.3 10.6

20 - 24 1511 34.1 32.2 8C.1 78.0 84.5 8l.z 5.2 4.0

Nonwhite Males

16 - 17 633 ‘ 83.8 88.0 39.4 26.2 8.5 36.7 32.7 28.8
g - 19 499 £3.0 50.5 39.1 47.0 74.9 60.1 21.1 21.7
20 - 24 465 13.3 18.2 81.7 76.9 92.5 85.7 11.7 10.3

LFPR: Labor Force Participation Rate = No. in Labor Force
Population




TABLE 3
National Longitudinzl - Current Population
Study Survey, October 1972
STATIST_ T White Nonwhite White Nonwhite
Dmploymen: ztic .880 .78< .B15 .680
Zabor Fe:in=
Participe—— .929 .902 .316 .880
Jnemployre=: T=za .054 .130 <110 227
Qs
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Table 10

Comparisons of Youth Employment — Population Ratios from
Unemployment Rates from the 1977 CPS and 1977 NGS

zaployment-Population Ratios Unemployment Rates
Difference Difference
CPS NCS NCS-CPS CpS NCS NCG-T5

wWhite Males '
16-17 45.1 45.7 0.6 16-27 17.6 16.6 =1.0
18-19 65.2 68.5 3.3 18-19 13.0 9.9 3.1
20~-21 71.6 75.3 3.7 20-24 .3 6.7 -=2.¢
22~24 83.9 84.7 0.8

Non Wnite Males
16-17 18.9 27.0 8.1 16-17 38.7 30.4 -8.C
18-19 37.0 46.0 9.0 18-19 3.1  22.6 -~13.5
20-21 52.8 63.0 10.2 2024 21.7 11.1 -19.%
22-24 67.8 73.6 5.8

White Females
1617 37.5 37.0 -0.5 16~-17 18.2 15.4 =2.8
192-19 54.3 57.C 2.7 1le~19 14.2 10.8 -=23.4
20-21 50.2 63.0 0.8 20-~24 9.3 7.2 -2.1
22-24 62.3 61.0 -1.3

Non White Females
16-17 12.5 15.3 2.8 16-17 $4.7 36.8 -7.%
18-19 28.1 3i.4 3.3 18-19 37.4 31.0 -t.4
20-21 38.3 42.5 4.2 20-24 23.6 16.0 =7.6
22-24 50.6 54.4 3.8
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Diztributer 27 IS77 Emclovment ard .Unemploymen:
o, Yeury Men

- Whize Men Nonwhite e
16-19  20-24 16-19 =24
1977 Labor Force. .
(it 000's) 5329 7654 595 i
Percent distribuzic-
of Labor force:
worked in 1977 86.3 98.6 85.4 L.l
No unemployment 70.3 67.5 54.4 =.6
1-4 weeks of unemml:. == 8.9 7.0 8.1 £.1
5-14 weeks of unme=p wman-r g.8 11,0 9.3 2.6
15+ weeks of unemp: =t 8.4 10.9 13.7 1=.8
Did not work in 127 3.7 1.4 14.5 %.9
1-14 weeks of unemz.. - 2.6 .6 .6 9
15+ weeks of unempl 1.1 -8 5.0 -.9
Parcent distribution .
employment:
No unemployment 77.6 77.3 71.4 Tis7
1-{ weeks of unempler 8.1 6.4 8.2 6
5-14 weeks of unemg: at 8.3 9.8 5.7 w2
ikt weeks of unewpl p 6.0 €.5 10.7 =3
Percent distributic =
unemployment.:
worked in 1977 87.7 91.8 65.3 5.
No unemplcvment .0 .0 .0 o
1-4 weeks of unemploime - 6.4 4.8 2.7 2.C
5~14 weeks of unemp:--at 20.5 3.2 10.5 0.8
15+weeks cf unemplovme—: 59.8 63.9 32.5 2.9
Did not work in 1977 13.3 8.2 34.7 3:.1
1-14 weeks ©of unemployre-:: 3.8 1.0 3.5 i.5
15+ weeks of unemploymar * 9.5 7.1 25.2 327
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Table 12

s v~ -ution of 1977 Employrent and L -~2loyment
of Young Women

White Wome: Norwhite V-
l16~19  20-Z. 16-19 2
1977 Labor Torow
(in 8CC's) 4779 6891 595 10
Percent Zistzizuiion
of laber forze:
Worked in 7377 94.7 97.3 82.1 i
No unenzloyment 72.6 75.2 53.9 4
1-4 weeks I unemployment 8.3 B.5 11.9 .9
5~14 weeus of unemploymant 7.7 7.7 7.1 .9
15+ we=xs of unemplecyment 5.2 6.~ 7.1 .8
pid not w~ork in 1977 5.3 _2.7 17.9 z
I-1¢ we=<s of unemployment 4.0 1.5 12.9 1
15+ weers of un=mployment 1.3 .8 5.1 =0
Percent ¢ stributZon of
emplc-—ent:
No uner=zoyrent 81.2 2.8 69.9 7
1-4 weez= of unemployment 7.8 7.2 13.4
5-14 we=:s of unenmployment 7.3 5.2 8.%
15+ wee~s of unemployment 3.7 3.8 8.1 1
Percent ¢:zrcribution of
unemplovment:
Worked in 877 793.3 87.8 60.9 69.5
No unempizzrment .0 .0 0
1-4 weeks =i unemnployment 7.9 7.8 5.7
5-14 weeks >f unemployment 23.0 22.1 10.6 1
15+ weeks =I unemployment 48.3 52.0 44.4 5
Did not wezk in 1977 20.7 12.2 39.1 30.
1-14 week= of unemployment 6.5 3.6 11.9
15+ weeks of unemployment . 14.2 8.5 27.2 2




Brplov—=mz States of vz Enrolled Males, Ages 18-16
Includir; and Excluding rmed Forces (A.F.): 1967-1373

Employment—-rzilatizn Unemployment Rates

Rat=cs . .
White Males Normwhite Mal=zs White Males Nonwhite Males

Year excluding including =xcluding inclu—ong  excluding includirg excluding inclucing

AF. A.F. A.F. A.F A.F. A.F. A.F. A.F.
1967 79.7 86.9 71.4 77.C 9.2 5.7 19.1 15.¢C
19¢8 81.3 86.2 69.4 4.~ 7.6 5.4 20.0 16.3
1969 7.6 84.8 70.0 75.< 8.1 5.8 14.8 11.7
1970 77.7 8i.9 58.1 63. 12.6 9.9 23.2 '19.5
1871 77.3 81.0 65.8 70..0 13.0 10.6 24.4 0.7
1972 81.7 84.3 63.6 68. - 10.4 8.7 2.4 18.1
1973 82.8 85.1 71.0 75.3 8.4 7.1 19.3 15.9
1974 73.3 8l.1 60.8 67.5 13.2 11.3 30.3 24.2
1975 77.9 80.8 50.9 58.2 15.0 13.8 37.5 30.0
1876 77.8 80.6 42.8 52.5 14.4 12.4 43.1 33.9
1877 §2.9 84.9 49.8 55.0 11.1 9.7 39.3 32.9
59.8 67.5 11.9, 8.5. 25.5 19.7

1378 78.5 81.1

Source: Unpublished tabulations froa the October Current Population Surveys
axd fram data on the Total Labor Force published in Employment and Earnings.
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Table 14

Employment Status of Not Enrolled Males, Ages 20-24
Including and Excluding Armed Forces (A.F.): 1967-1978

Irpleyment~Pcoulz2-ion Unemployment Rates
Ratics

W  Males ¥onwhite Males Wnlte Males Nonwhite Malss
Year exclun:z Sncluding  exciuding including excluding including excluding incluzing

A2 A.F. A.F, A.F. A.F., A.F, A.F. ALF,
1367 9.7 95.5 85.1 87.8 3.2 2.3 8.3 e.7
1968 9.2 93.7 84.8 88.2 3.7 2.5 9.3 7.1
1369 e, 93.8 88.0 90.6 4.3 3.0 7.3 S.56
1970 E..Z 90.5 77.1 81l.3 8.5 6.3 14.8 1z.38
1971 87.% 89.8 77.0 80.6 7.9 6.2 15.4 12.8
1972 8C.C 89.9 8l.3 . 83.9 7.8 6.6 10.2 3.4
1973 .0 92.1 79.7 82.3 4.3 3.7 12,1 12,3
1974 S 2 90.5 78.2 81.5 6.9 . 6.0 14.7 1=
1975 23,7 85.3 69.2 73.6 11.8 10.5 18.6 1=.5
1976 i6.3 87.6 66.8 71.7 9.7 8.8 20.8 17.3
19877 38.7 89.8 70.5 75.3 7.3 6.6 20.6 156.8
1978 29.8 90.7 72.5 76.9 6.1 5.6 18.5 15.2

Source: Unpusolished tabulations fram the October Current Populaticn Surveys _
and .fram data on the total labor force published in Fmployment and Earnings.
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Table 15

Employment Status of Out of school
Youth, ls aue, sex, ard ettt ic ntatas

March 1978

Other Wonwhite

) Hispanic White

Touna Men 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 16-19 21-24
D-opcuts

Emnployvment-

Population £9.2 79.8 73.0 75.1 50.1 50.9

Unemployment

rate 21.9 15.4 15.9 15.4 33.7 28.7
iigh School

Craduates

FP  Ratio _80.0 86.7 82.5 84.9 61.0 71.5%

Unemploymant

Rate 10.7 8.5 10.4 8.5 28.1 17.3
Ycuang women
Tropoats

EP Ratio

w
28]
(V)

31.5 47.6 39.4 23.3

(98]
')
.

o

Cnenployment
Rate 28.38 19.4° 18.8 16.9 43.2 26.5

1 .oh School
Graduates

TP Ratio 63.3 ©62.6 74.7 70.8 43.3 2.6

Uruinployment
Rate - 10.7 11.0 5.9 7.8 31.4 17.5

Scrrie: Uroublished tapulations frem the March 1378 Current Popalatien
Susvey.

EOoratio is equal b the number ovployed dirvided by fhe population
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; Table 16

Racial Differentials in Employment and Earnings
Tor Young Workers: 1967 and 1977

Nonwhite Men White Men Nonwhite Women White Women

1967 1977 1967 1977 1967 1977 1967 1977
16-19 Year-
Olds:
g/p @ .29 .18 .41 .38 .18 .11 .26 .32
Percent
Who Worked .69 .47 .75 .74 .50 .35 .59 .64
Weeks b
Worked 22.0 22.3 6.4 28.5 18.6 16.5 23.3 25.0
Earnings‘:
per week $39 $73 , $38 $79 $31 $62 $37 $62
20-24 Year-
Olds:

.62 .52 .89 .86 .44 .35 .46 .56

E/P a
Percent b
Who Worked 86 74 89 91 72 79 70 63
Weeks
Worked 37.5 36.6 38.1 39.9 32.7 29.2 33.5 36.6
Earnings <
per week $76 $165 $99 $178 559 $121 $68 $123

Source: Unpublished tabulations from the March 1968 and March 1978
Current Population Surveys.

a. The employment-population ratio is the total weeks of employment
in 1967 or 1977 divided by the population times 52.

b. Weeks worked is the average weeks of employment of those
who worked at least one week in 1967 or 1977.

c. Earnings per week equals total earnings of those with earnings
divided by weeks worked of those with earnings. Only earninas
per week was calculated for blacks only; the other figures
are data on all nonwhites.
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Table 17
Universe of Need: I
(Nunbers in thousands)

With 15+ Weeks of Unemployment in 1977

whites _Nonwhites Rispanic Total
16-19 20~24 16-19 20~-24 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 Total
Yo Men
Students .168 52 61 17 19 1 248 71 319
Nonstudents
Did not
complete High
School 165 214 50 93 22 - 30 238 337 575
High School
Graduates 122 556 13 120 7 33 142 718 g58
Yoggg Women
Students 102 36 31 27 16 5 S A 220
Nonstudents
Did not
complate HKigh
School 69 65 18 37 7 12 as 115 219
High School
Graduates 109 356 33 157 6 23 247 536 683
Total 735 1279 206 451 77 109 1022 1343 2865

[
Z
(i
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Table 18

Youth with Substantial Amounts of Unemployment/ by Numders
of Employers and Spells of Unemployment, Age, and Sex: 1977

16-.. year olds ‘ : 20-24 vear olds
Total
Unemplcyed Unemployed Total Unemployed Unenployed 15+ weeks o
15-25 weeks 26+ weeks 15+ weeks 15-25 weeks 26+ weeks Unemzloymen

Young Men
Total 2R9 36l 630 5C0 624 1124
0-1 Employer 145 237 382 250 399 649
2 Employer 69 67 136 128 126 264
3+ Employers 55 57 112 112 98 210

Lookecd Between .
Jobss 104 114 228 218 208 426

Unemployed, But
Did et Look 165 247 412 282 416 628
Between Jobs

Young Women

Total 174 219 393 294 426 ‘720
0-1 Employer 129 173 292 160 286 445
2 Bmployers

3+ Brployers 22 19 41 44 40 84

Looked Betwe:
Jobs . 51 42 93 197 )22 1729

Unemployed, But
Did Not Look 123 177 300 187 304 491

Source: Tabulations from the March 1978 Current Population Survey.
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Table 19

Universe of Need: 11
Low Income Youth with Serious Unemployment
or Nonemployment by School and Family Status

Numbers in Thousands

16-19 20-24 Total
Young Men
Students:
15+ weeks of unemployment (a), (c) 57 12 69
Nonstudents:
15+ weeks of unemployment (a) 106 267 373
15+ weeks of nornesmployment(b), (c) 394 626 1020
Young Women
Students:
15+ weeks of unemployment (a), (c) 35 22 57
Nonstudents:
Head or spouse with children
15+ weeks of unemployment (a), (c) 15 60 75
Other Family Status
15+ weeks of unemployment (a) 54 106 160
15+ weeks of nonemployment(b), (c) 420 646 1066
l. Total, only those with substantial
unenployment (total a) 267 467 734
2. Total, expected to work with
substantial nonemployment .
(total b) 814 1271 2086
3. Total, not expected to work with
substantial unemployment plus
expected to work with sub-
stantial nonemployment (total c) 921 1366 2287
NOTE: Low incame youth are from families with incames below 70 vercent
of the lower BLS living standarc.

107
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TABLE 20

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF DISADVANTAGED YOUTH, MARCH 1978, BY FAMILY
INCOME STATUS IN 1977, BY AGE AND RACE

Population Employment - Unemployment -
(in 000's) Population Ratio Rate
WHITE YOUTH -
16 - 17 1119 17.4 14.8
18 - 19 956 33.6 24.3
20 - 21 963 36.5 | 25.7
22 - 24 1304 36.1 ' 27.3
TOTAL OR ]
AVERAGE: 4342 31.0 25.5
NONWHITE YOUTH
16 - 17 633 7.7 31.1
18 - 19 529 15.7 : 41.4
20 - 21 437 20.8 . 43.7
22 - 24 £65 24.5 41.3
TOTAL OR
AVERAGE 2174 16.7 40.8
1ag




- 105 ~

Table 21

Universe III: Number of Carrent Jobluss
with Serious Zmployment Problems

Percent
with 15+
Discouraged, Total weeks of
Unemployed Unemproyed Jobless Joblessness Universe
White Males
16~19 © s6l 479 1040 .69 718
20~24 L 467 264 731 .71 519

Nornwhite Males

16-19 156 154 310 <78 . 242
20~24 157 28 185 . .86 159

‘Wnite Females

16~19 464 589 1053 63 563
20~-24 412 307 719 67 481

Nonwhite Fema.es

16-19 174 17 345 i .72 24
20-24 176 . 196 372 .82 305
Total 2567 2188 4755 71 3335

*
Discouraged unemployed are those not in the labor force who want jobs now.

NOTE: This universe is based on data on the work experience of youth during
1977 as a whole and during the April 1979 survey week. These figures
-represent the universe of need in 1979 if April were the representative
month.

Source: Tabulations from the March 1978 Current Population Survey
and Employment and Earnings, May 1979.
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