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PREFACE

This report covers the first survey of a cohort of youth who
were age 14-21 on January 1, 1979. The cohort will be interviewed
annually for the next five years to trace the experiences of the

_youth over the period. The purpose of these surveys is to better
understand the factors affecting success in the labor market and

in life generally. j o

This cohort of youth is part of the National Longitudinal
Surveys of Labor Force Experience (NLS), which were begun in 1966.
Funding for the NLS comes from the Office of Research and Develop-
ment and Office of Youth Programs; Employment and Training Admin- v \
istration, U.S. Department of Labor. We would like to acknowledge /oo
the great help of the present directors of these offices, Burt -
Barnow and Richard Gilliland, their former directors Howard Rosen
and Robert Taggart, and,the project officer, Ellen Sehgal.
Supplemertal funding for this cohort has been provided by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and the armed services.

Overall responsibility for the NLS rests with the Center for /
Human Resource Research, The Ohio State University, who design
the questionnaires, analyze the data and provide the data to the
public. Sample design_and data collection for the youth cohort
- - were conducted by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC).
- The Survey Director at NORC for this project was Celia Homans;
- sampling design was the responsibility of Martin Frankel. Other
NORC senior staff who made substantial contributions were Mary
/ Catherine Burich, Wendi Kreitman, and Karin Steinbrenner.

- ¢ Many individuals at the Center for Human Resource Research .
‘have been.engaged in this study in addition to the -authors of
this report. . While it is not possible to acknowledge all of them
we would particularly like to thank: Timothy Brown, Susan -
Carpenter, Stephanie Campbéll, Ronald D'Amico, Thomas Daymont,
-Dennis- Grey, Jean Haurin, Sherry McNamara, Stephen Hills, Rufus
Milsted, Frank Mott, Ellen Mumma, Gilbert Nestel, Kathi Niehaus,
Herbert Parnes, Patricia Shannon, Lois Shaw, Carol Sheets, and
/ ‘Kezia Sproat. . . b !

/
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EXECUTIVE ‘SUMMARY l i

This is ths first report oﬁ_a nationaT]y representative
sample of the 32.9 mi]]ton civilian young people who Wehe-ages -
14-21 on January 1, 1976, This séhe sample of youth will be
surveyed“yehr]y throdghf1984 as part of"the National Longitudina]
‘Surveys (NLS). In this report poligy makers will learn about the
emp]oyment and unemp]oyment status of these young persons, their
reactions to school; their assessmeht ofaFedera1 Government |
trhihing'programs, their vocational training, their attitudes
toward work and their 5spirations‘and expectations for-the |
'?:future. ' | ‘ | ! Nl
This first sdrvéy shows. that young-Americans hre very much
.intehgsted in work More than half df/th;se young persons were
either work1ng or 1ook1ng for work About four out of five of
these youth would tont1hug to work‘evén_if they were economically
well off. 'Appro;ihate]¥.14 million of the youth 16-21 had jobs
and 3.3 mi]lion/qere lookin§ for work dur}ngfthé Spring of (
1979.° Appahentiy the desire to work begins at a very early '
age:. about 1.8 mit]ion 14 to 15 year old ydungsters were a]ready
workﬁnq at the time of this survey. |

'? ’Young blacks and women are ser1ous1y committed to the work
ethic. The data show that b]ack youths arn more w1111ng to take
jobs in the pr1yate sector than are whites. . )
-Substahtiajbnumbérs of young people, both b}ack'énd.White,
~and partléulah!y\thosg.who Qére_14-17~yearsvold, Weré.w1lllnglto . '-gid
take jobsiat subminimum wages. :it wou}d appear,thatjit a lower g

minimum wage:were set for youth, many of the youngerlpeenagers '
. _ | S S
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would accept Jobs below the current minimum level. However, a
majority of unemployed males age 16-19 are apparent]y seeking

jobs above the ayerage wage rate currently paid their employed
counterparts. Afcause of some unemp1cyment among younrg persons

may 1n fact be the consequence of the1r asking for wages that are

h_ riigher than offered wages. _ S

Meny,younb persons carry both school and work

responsibi]ities. Two-thirds of young persons age 14-21 on

‘ January 1, 1979 were enrolﬁed in school. Three quarters were

attend1ng h1gh sch001 and one quarter: were enrolled in co]]ege.'
0f youth age 16- 21 six out of ten of the high schoo] students
were in the 1abor force, but one fourth of them cou]d not f1nd

jobs. Half of the wh1te high schoo] students had jobs compared

with only a quarter of the black students.

One. in tour young persons age 16-20 at the beginning of 1978

worked all year round, and over.40 percent were employed more

than three-fourths of the yeer. The majority of employed youth,
however, norma]]y wonked at part-time JObS, near]y a third of the

total samp]e were employed fewer than twenty hours per week when

\1nterv1eweo, Most of those who worked had jobs located less than

fifteen minutes from home. 'Nearly half of thevemp1oyed high
school students and more than a third of the working college |
students worked within five minutes from home.' Yet 30 percent of
all youth age 16-21 said that transpurtetion difficulties had-
caused them prob1ems in getting good jobs. | -

,The mejority of unemployed, young people»sought only part-

time employment, and most were also enrolled in school and-]iving



with their pahents; the hardship of unemployment was redudedwfor
these youth. But there remained l,ﬁ,million.unemployed youfh who
were outl of school, 1.5 million who sought full f{meijobs,
400,000 who had chi]qheh, and 800,000 who came from poverty‘
homes . ‘ T |

Discrimination in the labor market continued to‘caqse
problems for youth. Among out of school youth, black males
earned 11 percent less per hour and Hispanic ma]es-S percent less
per hour than did comparable white ycuth. Females earned 20
percenf less.per hour than did comparable males. The d1fferences
between minority and white female§ were not sighif1canc. Whites
were more positive about the characteristics of their jobs than
were minchities ahd wer 1 more likely to say that-thﬁy 1iked their
jobs very much In add1t1on, m1nor1t1es were found to have two
to three t1mes the probab1]1ty of not work1ng at all during the
year of 1978 the mean number of weeks worked was approximately |
one third lower for blacks than'for whites. Whites were also
more likely than minoritiés'to have worked at more than one ij
during the yéah.. N

“This suhvey fuhfheh documents the unemployment problems of
black and Hispanic youth in our soc1ety. White males had a |
h1gher labor force part1c1pat1on rate than minority ma]es, and
obta1n1ng emp]oyment w;E a'less severe problem for them than for
b]acks and Hispanics. Over a third of black males age 16-21
_ could not find jobs.. A]though Hispanic ma]es had/ﬂb;Er
unemp]oyment rates than blacks, the rates of wh;}% young men’ were'
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B]acklyoung’homen had the highest unemployment rate and the
‘lowest emp]oyhent/popu]at1on ratio of ai] the race-sex groups.
Although getting older appeared to"decrease the‘unemp1oynentvra€e
for a1t youth,'unemp]oyment'was concentrated among minority males
and females reéard]ess of age. ’

About half ofithe unemployed btack and Hispanic youth age
16-22 came from fa&ﬁ]ies with annual incomes of $10,000 6} less,
but only a fourth of the unemployed white youths were 1in fami]jes
with that income level. About half of the unemp]oyed youth sa1d
they\wanted to work because they needed the money.

Minorities had equa] aspirations for edUcation, were more
wiT]ing to work at private sector JObS at 91Ven wages than their
white counterparts, and were seeking employment as | _
consc1entious1y as white youth.” The d1fference appeared to be
that emp]oyers discounted their contribut1on as employees because
of their race or ethnic background. _ ' / §

A substant1a| proportion of youth on the thresho]d of their
adult working lives felt directly affected by labor market
discrimination:hased on race or natfona]ity. About one in five
black and‘Hispanic‘youth age 16-22 felt that, discrimination by
race or nationality caused some of their employnent problems.
.Youth from poverty househo]ds were s? gn1f1cant1y more 11ke1y to

. perceive themselves as hav1ng been adverse]y affected by racﬁa]

/ 1.

/
/
K

nat1ona11ty or. sexual discrimination.
0ne 1n eight youth age 14- 21 was a h1gh schoo] dropout in
1979 Among those 18- 21 years old, about 14 percent of the

wh1tes, 25 percent of the b]acks, and 35 percent of the H1span1cs'




had not finished high schoo] “Forty percent of the'Hispanic
dropouts had left schoo] because of economic reasons, home |
I‘responsibilities, good job offers orlfinancial difficulties. . The
’socioeconomic.backdround of the students accounted for virtually
all the racial differenees in dropout rates. ]

| Many young'persons--and this is particularty‘true’for black -
young mené-drop.out of school‘and‘begin immediately to have
emp]oyment problems which persist through most of their adult
'working 11ves. Near]y seven out of ten wh1te and H1span1c male
high school dropouts age 16-21 held JObS in the Spr1ng of 1979
compared to only 55 percent of'the black dropouts Dropouts were
about ty' and a half t1mes more likely than graduates not to have'
worked in 1978. -Female dropouts were 1ess 11ke1y to be/énploynd

L

or looking for work than males. Younger females suffered more
unemployment prob1ems.than older ones; regardless of sch001
enr011ment, but unemployment was especially preValent among
young female dropouts. | / |
A significant‘number of young persons in our society in 1979
were not working, not looking for work, and not attending
school. -Some 1.8 million persons age 16-21 f1t in th1s |
category. A]though most of these young ‘persons were females with
fahily responsib111t1es,‘some 400,000 young men were apparently
not part1c1pat1ng in the work force or attend1ng school,
The income and education of parents seemed 1mportant
determ1n1ng whether- hi gh schoo] students were enrolled in
A genera], co]]ege preparatory or vocational programs. Students

.from fam111es living be]ow the poverty 1evels were less likely
| .

"V'i 9



) 4
“than others to be in co11ege preparatory programs; those. whose

parents failed to finish h1gh school were twice as Tikely to be
in vocationa1 programs and less than half as likely to be in
college preparatory programs as those. students ‘whose parents
‘comp1eted co11ege

- A full 42 percent of the b1ack youth popu1ation had
participated in some sort of government emp-loyment andftraining
program-by the time they left adoléscence. These youngsters
received basic education services from government programs, wh1ch

supp1emented the school system for m1nor1t1es The programs were

i

alleviating high unemp1oyment among minorities and the

econom1ca11y disadvan aged by p¥ov1d1ng opportun1t1es_for »ﬁ ) '
'continuing educatdom or some and 1neome during periods okaigh
unemp1oyment for othevns. ' | o \
About 2.6 million young men and women had part1c1pated 1n
government training programs between the first day of 1978 and
their interview date 1n~1979. Some 1.6 mJ11gon had been 1;’
programs'before that'tfme, making a total of about 13 peréent.of
~young people age 14-21 who had been in government programs.
Part1c1pants in these programs tended to be the most
d1sadvantaged as measured\by race and income. |
’The most common services offered to youth in government
programs werd subs1d1zed emp]oyment and counseling. Often, the:
young participants were also given classroom training for
h particu]ar s:ills and remedia]-education. Most of the
respondents sa1d they had enrolled 1n programs to make money.
The maJor1ty of young persons age 16 21 sa1d they would 1like
v ' _ :

\
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~ young women who expected to

to have training beyond formal education. This response suggests
a widespread potential for participation in training programs
outside the regu1ar school system. Of the 16.6 m111ion youth age
16-22. who were out of high school, a1most 2.million had
participated one month ‘or more in vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng s1nce
leaving h1gh school,

Females were as'dedicated as ma1es to the training
process. however, segregation by sex in vocational training was
as comp%ete‘as"it is"in employment. The occupations for which
young women were being trained in 1979 were the same lower |
paying, lower status ‘and|lower skit]ed:occupations in which women
are now concentrated as workers _,< '

Compar1ng the young wgmen in the 1968 NLS with. those
/

‘ surveyed 1n/1979, we see that young women in 1979 w111 ‘be much

more 11ke1y n the1r older

r

to part1c1pate\jn the work force th
counterparts. "A sharp increase was observed 1n7the proport1on of °

q%e employed as adults. The young
women of 1979 had less trad1t1ona1 and h1gher 0 cupat1ona1
asp1rat1ons than their work ornented counterparts of the 1ate
1960s. The young women of the\1979 survey also/reported that
they expected to have -fewer ch1}dren than those surveyed 1n.'
1971. The 1979 survey further showed that early marriage_or.
early parenthood was cons1stent1y'assoc1ated with lower |

educational and occupationa1 aspirations.

e - In 1979 significant proportion\‘of young peop1e age 14-21

particﬁpated in the 1abor force even before they left school.

,
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Both the males and the/fema1e§”1n this generation show a vigorous

commitment to the labor market,
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INTRODUCTION ‘ :
) ;;;’ by\r1chae1 E Borus S ‘
. Th15 monpgraph ana1y2es data from the 1979 Nat'ona1“”i7:‘

fLong1tud1na1 Survey of/Xouth Labor Market Exper1ence (NLS)

These are ‘the f1rst//ata on the samp1e known as the NLS youth h_;

- _cohort, ‘who w111”be 1nterv1ewed annua11y at 1east Qhrough 1984
P /

‘The NLS~ youth cohort 1s\a nat1ona1 samp1e of 12 686 young peop1e

born in: tpe ca1endar years 1957\through 1964, who were thus age-;iis

5'14 21 on January 1, 1979 _ Of these, 11 406 were | c1v111ans' : E
se1ected from over 70 000 househo1ds in 160 Etandard Metropol1tan

\ «

tStat1st1ca1 Areas and count1es wh1ch were screened for el1g1b1e

\

( \
c1v111an youth Th1s samp1e was strat1f1ed 1n order_to y1e1d

3;approx1mate1y equé1 numbers of men and women and dversamp1ed'
H1span1cs, non H1Span1c b]acks,\and non H1span1c, nonblack youth

from fam111es with incomes below ‘the powerty 11ne.;;\v'fa_'J B
Interv1ews were also conducted with a samp1e of\1 280

'
£

\

persons (827 ma1es and 453 females) w1th1n the age group who were"

i \ . ol
N : . A . . . . . . Lt

pe—

1The povepty 11nes were taken' rom the 0ff1ce of Management and
: /Budge uidelines  and adjusted- by -the" ‘change “in the: :Consumer -
7. Price Index’ between’ January and 0ctober, ‘1978, For details of
s the sampl1ng design, see Append1x ‘TA.  The: Samp1e js comqosed of _
v.l ,924° Hispanic youth 946" males: ;and- 978 females; 2,923 -non- . o
-/4H1s icblack youth, 1,444 males and 1,479 females,“ ‘044 non-..
HWspan1c, nonblack y0uth who ‘met the poverty cr1ter1a, 744 ma1es” o
and ;899 fema1es, ‘and a cross sect1on of 4,515 non- H1span1c : ]
o nonb]ack ‘youth, 2,441 males -and 2, ,475. fema1es. “The iCross- sect1on
- 1nc1uded youth from both poverty and nonpoor househo]ds.

Loty
! . _.
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o serv1ng 1n the armed forces on September 30 1978 2 _ Th1s samp1e

...\

- May..

. )
11st who had become c1v111ans by the t1me of 1nterv1ew are

\
\
\ - Lo ' : ‘

was se1ected to .yield approx1mate1y two th1rds ma1es and one--f
th1rd fema1 s a heavy overrepresentat1on of fema1es. :

In the*ana1yses wh1ch foW]ow, persons are 1dent1f1ed Ry

the1r character1st1cs when 1nterv1ewed3--that is, between the end‘
of January, 1979 and ‘August, 1979 The vast maJor1ty of
1nterv1ews were comp1eted dur1ng February, March “April, and'v

4 Informat1on on\c1v111an or. m111tary status is a1so as of -

the date of interview: '1nd1v1dua1s se1ected from the m111tary 1%%

1nc1uded in the c1V111an tota1s,'and V1ceaversa, »Th1s report

e T . e /

focuses on “the exper1ence of the c1v111ans.,

’;_ A11 1nd1v1dua1s were. ass1gned a wquht'1nd1cat7ng their i

/ .
mprobabTTTty‘of—be1ng se4ected and 1nterv1ewed 5 These_ eights

e

were used in, generat1ng the data presented here, wh1ch represent;

the exper1ences of the approx1mate1y 32, 870 ,000

"'i
|

2These 1nd1v1dua1s were selected from a list proV1ded by the

.armed forces. The m111tary respondents - included persons serv1ng

:

“non-~Hispanic, black fema1es, 879 for non- H1span1c, nonb1ack

overseas as well as in the-United States

3Except1ons are rac1a1 ethnic deS1gnat1on and sex, which were
gathered in the household screening interviews conducted between
September, 1978 and March, 1979 or from military records.

4In some cases, where the var1ab1es being examined-are likely to
be affected by seasonality, 1nd1v1dua1s interviewed after May,
1979 are assumed to be d1str1buted proport1onate1y to those

/ﬁnterv1ewed ear11er.

5The mean’ weights are 1 089 for H1span1c ma1es, 1¢P65vfor.of c
Hispanic females; Il 534 for non-Hispanic, black males; 1 ,564 for:

economically d1sadvantaged males; 761 for. non- H1span1c nonb]ack?,

. economically. d1sadvantaged fema1es, 4,246 for non- H1span1c, R,
~nonblack males and 4,273 for non- H1span1c, nonb1ack fema1es. - Fovl 7.
further deta11s, see Append1x lA ' ‘ PERERE



_*:L////‘d1V1ded almost ?fvaTTy between maTes and femaTes, w1th sT1ght yﬂ._f?

'.non1nst1tut1ona11zed youth>1n the Uni*ed States 1n.ﬁhts age
noted at the bottom of ‘each: table. 5

.’I: CHARACTERISTICS OEi;HE YCUTH PCPULATION
'youth by race,- 'sex, age and poverty status

.4, 520 000 or 13.7 percent of the youth age 14 21 on. January 1

o _'_1979»are bTack 2 070nOOQ//r 6 3tpercent are of H1span1c.or1g1n
::::;;:~

. Americans- or of Asian or Pac1f1c IsTand descent The popuTats‘

. sum to the totaTs due to round1ng. v
» 8These figures were calculated by tak1ng the average 0 the

—

\\

cohort The number of youth represented in each anaTys1S;Ts

'a

P ‘ '
Tables 1 1 to 1. ¢’prov1de the bas1c character1st1cs of ‘the

7 Approx1mate1y

and the rema1n1ng ~26, 280 000 or 80.0. percent are ne1ther H1span1c.
nor bTack,I He TabeTed th1s last group “wh1te" aTthough a smBTT

proport{On, in the ne1ghborhood of 2 percent are Nat1ve

preponderances of femaTes among the bTacks and H1span1cs anq

maTes among the wh1tes

h
~~

The age d1str1but1on of the popuTat1on accord1ng to our data

‘?shou1d be noted carefuTTy The samp]e we1ghts were adJusted to

Census Bureau estimates of.the‘popuTation'by-year of birthl8 -

6UnTess otherw1se spec1f1ed, persons not answer1ng quest1:ns Were

respond -:‘ 4 ‘ \\.

TN
7There may be s]1ght ‘variations among the tabTes in thos\report
because of" rdund1ng ‘and truncation by the. computer. Di¥fferences
of up to one- tenth of a percent or 10,000 persons can -be"
by these factors and should be 1gnored, L1kew1se tabT s*may not

‘numbers of 13 and 14 year olds-as of July 1, 1978 and jusing this

figure for 14 year olds on January 1, 1979. The procedure was
repeated for .each year (U S. Bureau of the Census, 1979 15)

4
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' Table 1.1 Selected ChﬁraciérTStic;;*by Récé (in.Thousahds)

. s ‘Black Hispanic . ~White . Tota] s
Characterjst1c Number |Percent | Number |Percent Number [Percent Number Percen1
sex - R P AT R
‘| Female 2,311 51 1,042 50 113,084 50 . |16,436 | 50
Ma]e 2,203 49 1,031 50 {13,197 | - 50 . 16,431 |50
Y 21,086 | 23 500" | 24 | 5,764 | 22 7,309 | 22
o 1,138 25 - 516 25 6,568 | 25 | 8,213 | 25:-
1,160 { 26 510 | 25.% 6,623 | 25 \.8,294 |+ 25 °
¢?l 1,171 | 26 546 26" | 7,345 28 9,062 | 28
Regivy.” .. . L S R : - S R
Northeast - 837 | 18 421 . 20 5,779+ ‘22 o] -7,037 | .21
North Centra] 873 {* 19 168 | = 8 -8,9237| .34 | .9,964 | 30
- South: 2,534 56 581 28 7,421 | 28 10,535 .32
‘West 272 6.~ 903 | 44 - '4,166 16 : 54340 | 16:%
Enrollment .status : SNTUEE SU ' SRR IR
High school dropout 686 15 . 477 |23 2,650 | 10 | 3,712 11
High school student .| 2,392 53 1,036 50 12,740 | 48 - {16,168 ] 49-
College student .- 531 |- 12 . 226 1. - 4,42] 17 | 5,178 .16
Nonenrolled high : - N , C R A
schoo] graduate 906 | 20.17 334 | 16 6,576 | 25 7,815 |. 24~
Educat1ona1 atta1nment , : o j N
- 0-8 978 22 600 |29 4,685 18 6,263 | 19
9-11 . 2,100 46 - 913+ 44 10,604 | * 40. 13,616 | 41
12 985 22 . 370 18 7,072 27 8,427 26
13 or more 452 10 - 189 9 3,927 15 - | 4,569 | * 14
With a health - ) . R K e
limitation 277 | .6 107 .| 5 1,631 6 -2,016 | 6
. Part1c1pated in T
b government sponsored L
“|"employment and - /, . g
“training program \ . _ ' 3ﬁ?
_Ever -/ 1,434 1 32 437 21 2,335 9 4,206 13
Dur1ng 1978 738 16 222 .M 1,Me 4 2,071 ;?g
Mar1ta1 and fam11y _ ' B
status ' 1 N S
. Never. marr1ed 4,225 94 1 769. 85 23,315 89
Married 207 | 5 248 12 .} 2,599 10
. Separated, w1dowed : e B
d1vorced . 81 2 ° //gév*“i'3 --360 1.
'/‘
!



- Tap]ei1.1 (continued)

ﬂ; Characteristic

B]ack T

“Hispanic .

White

~Total |

umber. |Percent.

Number

Number

; ;Hégréhdereh'

N Fam11y income

: | Less than $5, 000 -

5,000-9,999

10 000-14,999
15,000-19,999

_20 00-24, 999 .

+1-.25,000-27 399 -
40,000 or more
Not available

1

“IPoverty: status
Poor
Nonpoon\
Not ava11ab]e
. Employment status
“Employed

" Unemployed
Out of 1abor force

‘-ﬁ:Tota]

1,346 | 40

59 | 13

785 |- 17
1,057 | 237

680 | 15

446 | 10 .

248 | 5

14348 3
138 |7 3.
82 | 2
938 |" 21 .

1,476 | 33

1 2,102 47

938 | 21

o

842 25

1,161 | 350 .
4,515 | 14

1

220 |

-301-
480
317

~147
- 102

g2 |
59
380

555
1,137

380 -

- 721

218

579
2,072

Percent:

noo

14,
23
15 -
10

4
3.
.18

27

55

.:18.[

48

6.,

2,74
2.903

2,689

26,280

1,665 |
\-_'e--
1,522

1 25959 |-
3,295
2,306

2, "7 |
5,557

118,856 |
5,557

11,996
2,267 | .
5,401 |

10
N
1

10

Rle}

“21

;52].

6

12

72
L | 6,875

. ‘\‘-.‘\ Z . / .
61

28 |
80 i

Percent Number

| 2.a76

-
4,278
3,610¢
3,687

2,550
2,909

| 20063 |
6’875~‘ i

@ - .
I3 .

22,094

14 073
+.3,322.

Percent!

2,608 |
3,901 | .

3,901 |

al - -

7 176 |.
32 867 -

n:,aLft{

Moo

~N T
— 00 W0, 00— —

e

0n1y for persons who were 16 21 on the date of 1nterv1ew

(N = 32, 870, 000)

UNIVERSE._ C1V111ans age 14~ 21 on January 1, 1979
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6/ ) ' B . - N B .. . .
,/.Table'ngA Selected Chafacteristi¢s, by Sex (ih;Thousands), )

—~—FemTe | _FWale | Total _ 1

,f// : Character1st1c, Tumber 1Percent | Number | Percent | Number [Percent} - .-
‘lAge - - B o L SR A BRI NS
{14215 3532 | 22 |°3,777| 23 -}.7,309 | 22
i 16-17 1086 | 25 | 4,026 | 25 | 8,212} 25 | oo
. 18-19 4,218 26 | 4,076-1- 25 | 8,294 25 .}
20-22 4,606 | 28 | 4,458 | 27 - 9,063_ 28 .
Region S T VI I B N
' Northeast 3,523 21 | 3,514 21 |- 037 21
North Central . - 1. 4,785 29 | 5,18] 32 § 967 [ 30
South . - |s,a88 | 33 °| 5,083 | 31- [10,537 |32 -
West o, | 2,650 | 16 | 2,690 | 16 | 5,340°| 6.
z al 1 ' N
“|Enrol1ment status ; g 1 S N
High school dropout | 1,767 1 1,945 12 3 vaF R
High school student, 7,748 47 8,19 | 51.  |16,167 49
College student 12, 580] 16. - 2,598 16 5,178. .A1§w S
Nonenrolled h1gh : ' o S T RN R
school graduate 4 346' 26. 3,470 § 21 . 7,815 .28 5
' Educational atta1nment : « . . ot DA
0-8 2;870; .18 3,393 |© 21 7 [-6,263 | 19 | =
9-1 6,645 7| ~40 - 6,974..| ~ 42~ 13,6019 | 41. |-
12 4,520 | 28 .|°3,907 | 24 | 8, 428 | 26
13 or more 2,407 15 | 2,161 3= .4, 569 | 14
With a healt
11m1tation/ \| 1,226
Iparticipated in
| government sponsored
employment and =
training program }
- Ever 2,066 |
During .1978 - ‘ 976 . |-
Marital and family
status L P
N Never married- 13,812
‘Married 2,196
" Separated, w1dowed, : _
divorced 425 =
:Has ch11dren( . o 11,942




Tab]é 1.2 (continued)- _ )
: , o
ies Female : Male » / - Total
Characteristic Number Per;ent Number [Percent Number [Percent|
Family income L | | o L R v
, Less than $5,000 <] 1,432 9. 11,176 | .7 | 2,608"
: 5,000-9,999 2,111 13 2,167 | 13. | 4,278 |
b 10;000-14,999 : 1,885 | .12 2,015 - 12 3,900
i 15,000-19,999 = - 1,756 1 - | 1884 | 11| 3,610 /]
.. 20,000-24,999 1,858 | 11 11,829 n. 7~ | 3,687 |/ 1
25,000-29,999 1,227 s | 1,323 1, 8 12,550
o 30,000-39,999 11,380 ¢ 1,528 9. | 2,909
o f40;000 or more =  |.1,097 7 1,366 | 8 (| 2,463
¢ | Not available | 3697 | 22 03,1780 19 63875 |
" |povérty status B - - S
{ ~Poor L 2,041 { 1€ 1,860 n | 3,901
Nonpoor R 119,700 | 65 {11,392 - 69 22,092
. Not ava11ab1e © 13,697 | 22- 3,178 .1 19 . 6,875,-
4 Emp]oyment status? . ‘ S
. ¢ &), Employed .- . 16,673 54 7,407 | 61 14, 076
! #| -Unemployed - ) 1,747 14 1,574/ 13 - 3,322 .
R ‘ - |' Out of labor force ° 4,033 32 - 3, 140 26 7,176
| fotal . e | w0 16,431 | 50 |32,867 | 100
'\; *Percentage is 0.1 - 0.5
"V' a0n1y for persons 16-21 on date of 1nterv1ew..
N

, o e
! UNIVERSE: _Civilians age 14-21 on January.l, 1979. (N = 32,870,000).
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Table 1.3 Selected Characteristics, by Agé (jp Thousands )

N - /‘ ' o o Tl
' . 14-15 16-17/ 18-19 . 20-22 | Total.
Character15t1c Number |Percent |Number [Percent [Number [Percent Number [Percent [Number|Percent
: Regidn o _ . « / ' A : o ) - \ |
Northeast 1,515} " 21 1,767/{ 22 1,726 21 . 2,027 22. 7,037 -21-
“North Central 2,2071 30 2,502 ] 30 2,644 32 2,614 29 9,967| 30 -
_ South 2,363 32 | 2,711 | 33 2,672} 31 2,891 32 10,537} 32

West'- | 1,284 17 /11,283 15 {1,362| 16 | 1,531 17 | 5,340} 16

Enroliment status"
High school

dropout A zs 79| 9 |1.486| 18 - |1,383| 15 | 3,712| 11

High school /// : . .
student 17,181 - 7 318 89 | 1,609} 19 . 62 1 16,171} 49
College student L 68 1 2,452 30 2, 658 29 5,178 16
Nonenro11ed high . \ g : :
schoo] graduate | . 1 76 1 2,748 33 4,991 55 7,815) 24
Educational _
attainment /s . _ -
0-8 5,087 . ; 543 7 316 4 315 4 6,263} 19.
9-11 2,221 7,519 92 2,778 34 1,100 12 13,618{ 41
12 2/ 148 2 4,1791 50 | 4,099} 45 8,428) 26
13 or more . .0 0] ¢ -]1,021) 12 3,549 39 | 4,569| 14
With a health S : ' - ’ - N
. 11m1tat1on . //382 5 :71 4321 b5 538 6 664 7 2,016 6
Part1c1pated in |/ : -

government spon- |
sored employment

and training // e
program / : .

Ever /1 333} 5 - 908 | 1 1,352 16 | 1,613] 18 4,206| 13
Dur1ng 1978 / 1302 4 642 | 8- 675{ 8 " 451 5 2,071 6
Marital -and fam11y ) : : x o . | |
status / S | o ] e
Never mayr1ed 17,287 {100 [8,048 | 98 | 7,384| 89 . | 6,637 73 29,316} 89
Married R U3 T R B ) 20%s| 8371 10 2,062 22 3,054 9
Separated ‘ , ‘ » » , 1 §
widowed, - : . R S T~
divorced. | 1 0 20 | * 12 1 362 4 | 495} 2
Has children s2| 1. | 13| 2 | 70| 8 |61 W | 2,476 8

//Vv.
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¢ 1.3 (continued)

b

bt o 14-15 . - 16-17 18-19 -20-22 Total
1arq;terjst1c Number |Percent| Number IPercent | Number [Percent|Number [Percent|Number [Percent wf
nily income - LA R S s
.ess than $5,000.. . 5 489 6 " 669 8 | 1,065 12 | 2,608 8 -
5,000-9,999 C 13 . 914 11 1,058] 13 1,337 15 4,2781 13-
10,000-14,999 ] 12 9554 12 _ | 904} 1 1,133]. 12 3,900 12 -
15,000-19,999 - 963 13 1,058f 13 704 8 . 885 10. 3,610] 11 -
20,000-24,999 -1,080] 15 1,067] 13 802| 10 738 8 3,6871 11
25,000-295999 68271 9 701§ -8 674 . 8 548 6 2,550 8
30,000-39;999 . 616 8 7691 9 . 8291 10 - | 694 8 | 2,909 9
10,000 or more 446 6 668 8 694} 8 - 655 7 2,463 8 |
Vot available 1,314 18 1,591 19 1,961 24 - 2,009] 22 6,875| 21 "IN’
_ - . . " .\\
verty status ’ “= : - . : -
Poor _ - 9471 13 996.| 12 9261 1 1,032] - 11 3,901
\onpoor : 5,049| 69 5,625 68 5,407 | 65 6,022f 66 }22,103
Vot available 1,314 18 1,591 19 1,961 24 2,009} 22 6,875
P1oyment's£atusa. - ' : S
Employed : 3,606 44 5,041 61 5,446 68 . 114,078
Unemployed ; . 1,433 17 1,110 13 7741 10 3,322
Out of labor foyce : 3,173} 39 2,141 26 1,851 23 . | 7,176
tal = : E - 7,309 22 8,213 | .25 8,294 25 .| 9,062 28 32,878

ercentage is-0.1 - 0.5
nly for persons 16-21 on date of interview.

IVERSE: Civilians age 1422] on January 1, 1979. (N = 32,880,000)

S~
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Table 1.4 Selected Characteristics, by Poverty Status (in Thousands) A -

Characteristic- o “Poor Nonpoor Not available . Total
' " INumber [ Percent | Number | Percent |Number |Percent | Number Percer

Regioh

Northeast 806 | 21 -|.a,704| .21 . } 1,526 { 22 |- 7,037| 21
North central 893 |. 23 7,134 | 32 |-1,939 | 28 9,966 | 30
South : 1,627 | 42 6,555 30 | 2,35 34 10,537 | .32
West - - .| 576 | a5 | 3,709 17 | 1,054.f 15 5,340 | - 16
Enrollment status ' ' ' . N
High school dropout 853 22 | 1,877 8 . 985 14 .3,712 1
High school student 1,894 1 48 .| 11,233 51 3,040 44 16,169 | .49
College 'student 509 13- 3,576y 16 1,093 | 16 54178 |, 16.
Nonenrolled high ! s
© school graduate 646 17 5,412 24 - 1,756 26. | 7,815 -24
Educational attaInment : i g T ' o
"0-8 . 1,078 28 3,976 18 1,210 18 6,263 19
9-11 CTH1,669 | 43 | .9,132 | 41 3,815 41 | 13,617 41
12 689 18 5,824 | 26 1,915 28 8,428 |- 26
13 or more - 467 12 3,167} 14 1 935 14 4,569 | 14
With a health limitatiorf 299 8 1,287 6 .. 7| 430 6 2,016 1 . 6
Participated in govern-| - - . N 1 :
|ment sponsored employ- _ . . ‘ X
Iment and training : ' o , 3R N
program . _ S : : ’
Ever : 995 26" 2,397 -1 11 814" 12 . 4,206 13
During 1978 | "580| 1% 1,068 |.. 5 | 323 5 | 2,071 6
Marital and family status - . : S
Never married =~ . 3,607 92 19,841 | gp 5,861 85 | 29,3091 89.
Married - 195 5 1,988 1 9 . 871 | 13 | 3,054 -9
Separated, widowed, : - ' - o ¥ .
divorced- *:- 100 2 256 1 140 | 2 - 495 2
Has children 4521 12 | 1,252 6 M N 3,476 |© 8
? Family™income : ‘ o
- | Less than $5,000 | 2,178| - 56 429 2 0 0 2,608 8
———--{-5,000=9,999 ‘1,544 40 2,734 4 12 0 0 4,278 13
: 10,000-14,999 79| 5 13722 17 |0 0 3,900 | 12
15,000-19,999 P00 0 33610~ 16| .0 0 |- /610_ 1
~ 20,000-24,999 0 o | 3,687 .17 | o} o--|-3,687] 11
‘ 25,000-29;999 f 0 0 2,550 | “ 12 0 0 2,550 '
‘1 30,000-39,999 o o 2,909 | 13 - 0| o0 2,909| . g
40,000 or more 1 0 0 2,463, 11 | - 0 0 2,463 | b
Not available - 0 0o | 0 0 6,874 | 100 |- 6,874'| 21
g Emp]oyment.'statusa + ' _ o . : o N
" | -Employed - ' 11,089] 38 |10,092 | g2 | 2,880 | 54 | 14,075 57
Unemployed ' 644 23 1,922 | 12 761 | - 14 3,322 | 14.
~ Out of labor force 1,103} 39 4,395°1 27 | 1,688 32 1,177 | 29
Total . 3,901 12 22,094 67 | 6,875 21 32,871 | - 100

0n1y for persons who were 16-21 on the date of 1nterv1ew
UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979.  (N:= 32, 870 ,000)
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Although the sample was selected by year of birth;_the age// .
variable indicates age at the time of interview. Some of/the

4

samp1e had pas5ed;another birthday between the_first of the year

\ C - . .-

' . and the time they wer\e\interviewed.g Thus, when data are

presented by_age,'those age 14 and 15 in our population are
' s1ﬁght1y older than a1TlpersonS'in this age ‘group, and those age -
20 to 22 are on average younger than the Qenera1-5opu1ation. ‘Fdr
most analyses, however, the effect ot these age discrepancies‘is

quite small. ¥
“The determination of 1§78 family income in our_data set
- suffers from sizeab1e.nonresponse, a common prob1em of'sorveys
v_seekingvincome data. Youth an? their parents were unab1e or
unwilling to provide a complete est1nate of family income for
6,875, 000 persons,‘or 21 percent of the popu]at1on._ To deal w1th
nonresponse, some surveys, including the Current Popu]at1on
- .Survey, impute a fam11y income for nonrespondents and others.- \
g d1str1bute the nonrespondents proportionally across- the income -
categor1es. Because both of theserproceQures may,b1as the
estimate, we havestreated the nonrespondents as a separate

category If the nonrespondenti/Qre distributed proport1onate1y

"~ to increase the number of persons in families at each 1ncome

='1eve1 we f1nd that 15 percent of the youth are in fam111es whosej

1978 incomes place them below /1

’

he_poverty~11ne used by thelcensus-

~ 90f -the group who were 21/years of age on the first of January
" 980,000 had their twenty-second birthday by the date of the
interview and. approximately 680,000 of those.who were 14 on
:danuary 1, had their fifteenth b1rthday by the time they were
1nterv1ewed 1n the Spr}ng .
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Bureau in the Current Popu]at1on Survey As‘expected there are
substant1a1 d1fferenceé by'race. Among b]acks, 41 percent 11ve
in families-be]ow'the poverty line. The corresponding figure for

-

Hispanﬁcs is- 33 percent and for Whites 9'percent.1,0

A

Rac1a1 D1fferences

%Table 1.1 shows se1ected character1st1cs by race. B]ack
fyouth are very heaV11y concentrated in the South, where over half
res1de, and they are substant1a11y underrepresented in the North
Central states and: the West. A 1arger proport1on of blacks are
attending'high sch001 than the other two groups,\perhaps because
blacks in our samp1e are somewhat younger than the wh1tes On
the other hand 1ower proport1ons of blacks than whites are
co]]ege students and high school graduates not, enrolled 1n§\
co]]ege, and h1gher proportions of blacks are- h1gh school_
dropouts. 0vera11, the educational attainment of the_black i
sample is 1ess than that of the whites. ' |

A s11ght1y smaller, proportion of the blacks have been

marr1ed a1though morﬁ of the b]ack young women, proport1onate1y,

have had ch1]dren No& only is the fam11y 1ncome of b]ack youth e

LA ' conS1derab1y below that of wh1tes, ‘but they a1so have much 1ower
employment to popu1at1on rat1os and higher unemployment rates

- than H1span1cs or wh1tes These factors may account, in part,

10Interpretation of the family income data shou]d be made with

extreme care. Some of the youth will be in relatively low income

single person households because they have left their parental
- _ homes. Others are still living with their parents and low

incomes for their families are much more serious.
- : N ‘

R5
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\ -/ for the substantially higher participation rates of biacks-in
"goVernment-sponsored_employment and training programs.
| The Hispanic sample is concentrated much more heavily in the
"wést, and 11ke b]acks,‘are underrepresented in the North Centra] |
states.{ H1span1cs are more than tw1ce as 11ke1y as wh1tes and
one and one-half t1mes as likely as blacks togae h1gh schoo] i
~\\ﬂr°P°“t5-v Their educat1ona1 def1c1enc1es are shown further by

thhiTr 1ower average years of schoo]1ng completed. More of the

?Hispanic youth are or have been marr1ed than either b1acks or
wh1tes, and more of them have children than do wh1tes.‘ The1r.

’

fam11y 1ncome tends to be 1ower than that of whites but h1gher

. than that of b1acks, they are a1so in an 1ntermed1ate pos1t1on
w:wﬁbetween blacks and wh1tes in emp]oyment to p0pu1at1on rat1os and
wpercentage unemployed. ”’f~' .
The white sample constitutes“four fifths of the youth
'popu]dtion. wh11e whites are better off, on aVerage,vthan the
ﬁm1nor1t1es, substant1a1 numbers have prob]ems About 2, 550 000
in our age cohort are high schoo] dropouts, at 1east 1,870,000

- live in families where the income is below the poverty line,
r1-630 000 have a’health 11m1tat1on which prevents them from

-work1ng or 11m1ts the kind or ahount of work which they can do,
and 2,270,000 of .those age 16 and o]der are unemp]oyed

o

Sex D1fferences L - - -

/ There are re1at1ve1y few demograph1c character1st1c Q
“differences between young ma]es and females. A s11ght1y h1gher
proportion of the males are still in high schoo], but this

L3 ’
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P ' h : [ ¥ .
probab]y reSu1ts from the 1ower mean age of our male

populat1on we do find h1gher rates of marr1age and parenthood

among the fema1es ‘and -a somewhat h1gher rate of hea1th \h' |

11m1tat1ohs The 1nc1dence of poverty is- 16 percent among young
T )
e T wOmen Versus 14 percent among males. F1na11y, the employment to_

, popu]at1on rat1o for ma]es age 16 21 is somewhat h1gher a1though

“the. d1fference of 8 percentage po1nts or 14 percent is not as

large as one might expect.

Age D1fferences

Not surpr1s1ng1y4 schoo] enro11ment is h1gh1y re1ated to .

age. L1kew1se, age- 1s d1rect1y re]ated to part1c1pat1on 1n:t
government emp]oyment and training programs The proport1on of

youth who have part1c1pated in such a program r1ses from about 5 -
'percent_for—i4 and 15 -year— o]ds to—48—percent for the o]dest age.
group The frequency of marr1age also 1ncreases w1th age f'on]y
two-tenths of 1 percent of 14 and 15 year o]ds have ‘been— marr1edw~~—"%
but 27 percent of the oldest age group was. or 1s marr1ed A]so . 5

1ncreas1ng w1th age is- the proport1on of the youth who have had

ch11dren, ‘even among the youngest age group, approx1mate1y 1

percent a]ready have a.child: and 2 percent of 16 (oldsltf'ﬁ
have one or more ch11dren ‘ Fam11y 1ncome 1s a]so re]ated tol},

age 1arger percentages of the 18 and o]der groups_11ve in’ S

loubt]ess

households W1th fam11y 1ncomes 1ess than $5 000?

because o]der youth 1eave the1r parenta] homesnand start the1r
T own househo]ds There is a- very s]1qht reductfop

'an the

1nc1dence of poverty as age 1ncreases F1na11y, the emp]oymen




e
[4)]

“to popu1at1on ratio and 1abor force part1c1pat1on rates 1ncrease

\
with age while the percent unemployed dec11nes marked]y The‘

,unemp]oyment rate falls from 28 percent for 16- 17 year o1ds to 12
percent for 20-21 year olds.

'i

. _ | . 3
Poverty Status : - ];»L A ' :

: _ , F1fteen percent of the youth for whom 1978 1ncome'-/; SR C
1nformat1on was secured feﬂ1 be1ow the Current Popu]at1on Survey\ o
_ poverty lines.

3 )

As ment1oned above, poverty was much more ' \‘

preva]ent among b]acks and Hispan1cs than among wh1tes.h Poverty

was more heav11y concentrated among youth- 1n the South (20 o

percent), among high school dropouts (31 percent) and among youth\

~ with children (27 percentY

Among the poor 16 21 year o]ds, the *

{
A IRE
i unemployment rate was 37 percent as compared w1th.16'percent for R
ro/ . . “«
. | the nonpoor. Fina11y, about three t1mes more poor. than nonpoor ‘

\part1c1pated in 1978 government sponsored emp1oyment and tra1n1ng o

t . \‘:Hv
*'ﬁ““vprognams—targeted*at~the—economica41y~dﬂsadvantaged 1l = -

/
{

| I1. QUTLINE OF, THE VOLUME - I L '

This’ vo1ume is a descr1pt1ve presentat1on of the status of ?”“R:.e '
. . . . s '\ . ’

. . A
. . . . .

1 The reader may wonder why any of the nonpoor part1c1pated
:dnd1v1dua1s may have been‘in poor families when they entered a ¢
1program but ‘1eft those. families by the time of the -interview and-
31t is. the household character.st1cs at the interview which . are

being-used to determine poverty status. In addition, e11g1b111ty

requ1rements differ among the .programs with some.allowing family -

~income:above the poverty lines, some types of. income are not :

1nc1uded in program eligibility calculations, eligibility may be
ased on periods of less than one:year or established prior to

1978"and e11g1b111ty may be established based on character1st1cs
such as rece1V1ng welfare or: be1ng an exoffender. o

[

.
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youth in the Sprfng ofJ1979--theirvposition and problems in the
~ labor market; thefr reactions to.school and the factors ..'
influencing their schooling. decisions; their training: both-the'
government sponsored and other vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng which they
rece1ve,gthe1r hea1th statuS‘ and ‘their att1tudes, both towards
their present s1tuat1ons and the future. Topics are treated

: broadiy and,emphasts is put on describfngvrather than on
developing statistical mode1s..jfhus, whf1efsome_advanced
.statistica] techniques are used, the vo1ume.a1so contains}many
simp1e'cross-tabu1ar presentathns.~'Each of the»chapteré

' d1fferent1ates the various groups who ‘make up the youth
popu1at1on and examines d1fferences by’ race,tsek, emp1oyment
Tstatus,'enro11ment“status, educat1ona1 atta1nment and fam11y
background incuding poverty status

Five genera] ‘areas are covered: Tabor market behavior of

‘the youth as employees; i actors re1at1ng to 1ook1ng for work
_schoo1 and- tra1n1ng part1c1pat1on health; ,and percept1ons of
d1scr1m1nat1on and att1tudes toward.work. A f1na1 chapter
d1scusses the po11cy 1mp11cat1ons wh1ch emerge from these
descr1pt1ons . . . R ' - aQ” . %
- Chapter 2 descr1bes the labor force part1c1pat1on and o
.emp1oyment status of the youth for the week in which they weren‘:'
1nterv1ewed in the Spr1ng of 1979 The NLS data are compared to?'tdl
vthe Current Popu1at1on»Survey (the government s standard meaSure;w o
of emponment status) Chapter 3 exam1nes the emp1oyment
‘conditions for those youth who were emp1oyed at: the t1me of thet
suryey.' Hours of work occupat1on, 1ndustry, JOb sat1sfact1on;oyh:dﬁ

g7

B
|
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travelhtime to'workﬁ and the factors affecting the wage rate’at
- .:‘ whieh’young peopie work are examined. Chapter Q presents thel
'Work experience of the youth’for the preceding‘year 1978' and
ana]yzes the. determ1nants of weeks worked and unemp]oyed dur1ng
the. year and -job turnover )
Chapter 5 d1scusses the*goﬁfsearch motives,and technfques of
‘N,youth, both the emp1oyed and the unemp1oyed1 The wii]ingness of
“3youth to accept specffic jobs at various Wages, and the'wages atr
which unemployed young men will accept the Job they are seek1ng
are also examined in th1s "chapter. ‘

“Schooiing and training, 1mportant determinantsvof 1abor 'f\
market success, are the focus'of the third seetion Chapter 6
’.stud1es the att1tudes of young peop1e toward high schoo] the1r
.high school programs and reasons for not comp]et1ng high schoo]

.
and for- attendjng college. Chapter 7 exam1nes Pa t1c1pants in

government ‘sponsored trainfng programs the types of serv1ces
they receive-and their attitudes toward these programs Chapter
8 deals with the post -high schoo] tra1h1ng prov1ded outs1de of
regu]ar schoo]s _government programs and the m111tary

The fourth sectlon dea]s with another 1mportant determ1nant
loffsuccess, hea]th - Chapter 9 stud1es the health status-of young

'peop]e at the t1me they were . 1nterv1ewed The f1fth sect1on

conta1ns two chapters dea11ng with the percept1ons, asp1rat1ons
‘ ~and attitudes of young people. Chapter 10~deta11s the extent of
“*~*—-ag@)'race sex. d1scr1m1nat1on fe]t by young peop1e as we11 as

. their perceptvon of the d1ff1cu1t1es they have in the 1abnr"

‘_market.

ter 11. exam1nes the educat1ona1, occupat1ona1 and
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fertility aspirations aand expectations of thelyoung people as

4 L ),
well as their desire for further training. Chapter 12 presents a
summary’ofhthe major findings in the volume.
' i ,
! / F
- S (;\ ' R e —————Y %
N i -
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APPENDIX 1A--SAMPLING, WEIGHTS, AND SAMPLING ERRORS
by Martin“FrankeT
I. SAMPLE DESIGN .
The 1979 Natwonal Long1tud1na1 Survey of Youth made use of

three 1ndependent probab111ty sampTes Two of these samp]es were

ldes1gned to cover the non1nst1tut1ona11zed civilian popuTat1on 1n

. the age range 14-21 (as of January 1, 1979) A th1rd sampTe was

'des1gned spec1f1ca11y to cover the m111tary port1on of the 14-21
age cohort, N '

The two sampTes which'cover»the oivilian'portion of"the~age’
cohort w111 be referred to by the terms "cross- sect1ona1"‘and
"suppTementaT The study des1gn for..the 1979 Nat1ona1 f
Longitudinal Suryey of Youth requ1red extens1ve d1sproportionate
oversamp]ing'among Hispanio, black, and economicaTTy
‘disadvantaged'nOngHispanic noanaek youth. The cross:sectional
;.sample was.designed.to"yier approximately-3,000 maTes’and'B,OOO
females;'with various racTaT, ethnic, and income groups e
represented in their proper popu1at1on proport1ons The )

fsuppTementaT samp]e was des1gned to produce in the most

':istat1st1ca11y eff1c1ent way,_the requ1red oversamples of

T e e e e e ¢

,H1span1cs, blacks and econom1ca11y d1sadvantaged non H1span1c
: noanacks The. d1str1but1on of 1979. samp]e ‘cases across these

two sampTes is shown in- TabTe 1

“Cross- -Sectiona’ Sampde ‘ “' S - - y -'gfgf._’lgf

The Cross- sect1ona1 sampTe used for: the non-

‘ Aonst1tut1ona11zed c1v111an port1on of the ld 21 youth cohort was

-
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TABLE 1A.1 v
DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLETED CASES ACROSS .

© CROSS-SECTIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL SAMPLES

- |  SAMPLE SIZE .
P POPULATION GROUP . CROSS-SECTIONAL ~ SUPPLEMENTAL : TQTAI
Cowme - E

WISPANIC 216 730 . .. 946

NON-HISPANIC BLACK 347 1,007 1,044

NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK . L :
ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED 203 - 744 - 947

' OTHER .. | 2,239 A 2,239, -

Ney
e TR .

- FEMALE | : S I ,
HISPANIC, . L Cas st o7
NON-HISPANIC BLACK 408 1,075 1,479

NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK . E -
s . ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED . 198 899 1,007

OTHER - - 2,277 S - 22T

i
N
-
~
- ..
-
-
e
. . .
: i ;
\, L
.33 "
o
W ..
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based upon the 102 primary sampling units (PSUs) in the NORC

Nationa] Probapi1ity Samp1eu This samp1e was developed and

initia11y used‘in 1975\\\The samp1e has been continuous1y updated’ o
since that timef The sampjing frame covers the continenta1

- United States. . - L - . o S
. . O] ,( "::) ' - P —
: . N

.Stage I. The pr1mary samp11ng un1ts are composed of:

Standard Metropo11tan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), count1es,1 parts’
2 ‘ .

of count1es, and 1ndependent cities. Strat1f1cat1on cr1ter1a

) used in the first stage of: se1ect1ons include’ Census Div1s1on ___~f)
SMSA/non-SMSA county s1ze, and percentage b1ack The se1ect1od' -
of pr1mary un1ts was carried out w1th probab111t1es proport1ona1r

to 1970 Census popu1at10n,'us1ng rep11cated "zone")se]ect1on.;,A )

' tota1 of 204 PSUs was se1ected In th1s survey, we made use’ of .

P

- two of the four repT1cates compr1s1ng 102 PSUs. Lo - i

Stage I1. The secondary units of se1ection‘are b]ock group“
(BGs) in-areas for which Census blocks. haye been designated, and
enumeration-districtsvOEDs) i unb1ocked areas. Prior to
se1ection the second stage (w1th1n PSU) frame of EDs and BGs was
strat1f1ed on the bas1s of med1an family 1ncome and percentage

“black. 3 Eor,each pr1marywsamp1tng un1t, e1ghteen'secondary- S

-1where necessary, count1es were comb1ned SO that the1r aggregated
1970 popu1at1on exceeded 12,000.

_'21n New, Eng1and, we def1ned the port1on of a county outs1de an.
SMSA as a PSU. . ,

31n areas that were not tracted, med1an househo1d income and .
percentage black were est1mated us1ng a regress1on routine based
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_se1ections were .made with probab111ty proportiona1 to size from
eighteen equa1-size zones. A subsample of nine secondary un1ts

was used for the 1979 Nationa] Long1tqdjna1 Survey of Youth.
‘ : | _ . |
"Stage III.. whenever»possib1e, secondary selections were
~sulbd1"v_,1ded‘4 into third stage listing .units (segments) ....... ‘One
~1isting unit was then selected for each secondary se]ection»with
probability proporttonaT to estimated housing 'If it was
1mposs1b1e to subdivide a secondary se1ect1on into well- def1ned
subun1ts, this stage of samp11ng was bypassed (1.e., subsamp11ng.
at Stage IIT was accomplished w1th probability one)
NORC interviewers have carried out dwelling unit 11st1ng
within-all third-stage.segments. Prior to initial uSe,ythose

6. In order to

listings were subjected to a number of checks.
maintain an accorate record of dwe1Jing.units, mastertsamp1e
1istings are oerdodica11y updated. Th{s opdatjng proceddre
‘occurs at#the end of the field period for each research'study.
During the updating pertod and in conJunct1on with NORC's

"m1ssed dwe111ng unit" procedure,’1nformat1on is gathered
regarding changes in the entire segment (e g., demo11t1on of DUs,

__hew constroction) Th1s 1nformat1on 1s then 1ntegrated 1nto our

‘‘on MCD or tract 1nformat1on

4For BGs we emp1oyed Block Stat1st1cs, for EDs we made field ‘
.counts. - o :

5The minimum size for listing units was 100 dwe111ng un1ts (DUs)jl{ﬁf

5p compar1son was, made w1th Census est1mates and/or field
counts., Also, a number f internal consistency checks for
sequent1a1 11st1ng and orocedures were 1n1t1ated

i
Y

PN

P



Icomputer-based Master Listing of NORC PSUs. |
S ﬁ
Stage Iv. Approximately 20,500 listed DU% and st7“were-
~.screened (household rosters were obtained) fon/the cross-
sectional sample. Stage 111 segments were suhsampied in order to
produce an equa1 probability sampie of households and’ individua1
quarters distributed among the 918 segments/QlOZ PSUs x. 9 '
segments per PSU). Seiection of these listjiings was aceomp]ished
{through the-use”of ANSPAK (NORC's computer(;ed'sangiing program,
oackage)' There were an average of 22 se1ected'dweiiing units
and IQs per sample cluster resulting in an average of 6.8 in-
. scope youths. A1l in- scope youths found/in this screening stage

A

‘were designated for subsequent 1nterv1ew

Supp]ementai Sampie : ‘ i

i
/

As noted previously, this. sampiﬁ was designed spec1f1ca11y
to yieid'a highly eff1c1ent'samp1e/of the three youth"cohortsv
designated ior oversampling (i;e.,"Hispanics, non—Hispanic biacks
”and‘non-ﬁispanic nonb1ack-économiea11y disadvantaged) " _Thus for
this sampie,.stratification specificaiiy relevant for these
groups was-used. In- addition, Probabiiity Proportionai to Size
- (PPS) proeedures were-based on s1ze_measures.for these cohorts
rather'than the genera1 popuTation. In mu1ti-stage-samp1es,'PPS
procedures are used in order to achieve contr01 over the '

distribution of samp1e cases among “the primary sampiing units and

)

- -

7Ind1v1dua1 quarters (IQ) is-a term used to describe non- dwe111ng
~unit non-institutional 11v1ng quarters. .

!
!

Il, -
on

1
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within the ultimate clusters that form the primary samp11ng
units By using size measures based on the three oversampled
cqhorts, it was poss{bie to more nearly equalize the dfstribution
of these'groups among the various‘éamp]iﬁg units than wou1d have
been possible in-a cross- sectiona1 design which used PPS

procedures based on tota), popu1ation.'

Stage 1I. Pr1mary sampling units consisted of counties and
1nqependént cit1es. First stage se1ection of these units was
carried out with probab111t1es proportiona1 Fo measures of size
that reflected theAb1ack, Hispanic and.economﬁca11y disédvantaged_
population within the PSU. These_meaéuréé of sizé were '/,
constructed from the 1970 Census Fiffh Count (File C), which |

provided requifed‘estimates at the enumeration district-b]ock

"group Tevel within each county and independent city. Prior to

u;e, 1970 size esgimites were updated to 1977 Census estimates on
a‘pounty bgsis. | .
_fForTeacH’pnimary sampling Unif a measure of éiZe (MOS) was
“construgcted as _ | o
| MOS; = H; + .5 x By + ED; ,

where H;, B ;and'EDi denbte the estimated population sizes for

. _ L i _
Hispénics,»bTacks and etonomica11yldisadVantaged.non-Hispanic

unonb]acks reSpect1ve1y

G1ven that the measures of s1ze need on1y ref]ect re1at1ve‘
popu]at1on s1ze,.and g1ven the ne1at1ve1y uniform rat1o of.

‘estimated 14-21 cohort to tota1ipopu1at1on, no attempt was “made’

”to~réapportibh sﬁze'measures,to-the youth cohort, ihe factor of

I . ’ "
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.5 applied to the black population in the construction of PSU
measures reflected the fact that among the three.popu1ation '
g;oups of interest the‘oversamp11ng rate for blacks was
qppﬁOximate]y oné-ha1f the rate to bevused:fon Hispanics and
econpmicai]y disadvantaged non-Hispanic nbnb1a¢ks. Prior to
sample selection, PSUs were stratified on the basfs of the 9
standard Census Divisions. Within each of these divisions,
'fnrther stratification was based upon Urban-Rural location
(within or outside the SMSA). Finally, within each of the 18
" major strata (9 divisions x 2 urban/rural classes) PSUs were"

ordered by proportion of PSU population containing target group

members. A systematic "zone" selection procedure was used to

select 100 primary sampling units with probabilities proportional .

to the'previous1y discussed target group measures of size.

‘Stage II. Within selected primary un1ts, the units of/
ﬂsecond stage selection were either Census block groups or
enumerat1on districts. These Second stage samp11ng units were
aséigned measures of size by the same procedure that had been
~used in constructing measurgs at the fikét.stagevof sémplﬁng.
Since the first stage measures had been created by aggregating
informatidn at the block group and enumeratibn-distribt level,
from. the Fifth Counf Fi1e C Cansus tape, the proceés of assigning
second stage measures was s1mp1y a disaggregation procedure
Pr1or to se1ect1on second stage units were sort ordered By
e§t1mated proportion of popu]ation containing members of thé |

Ftarget pbpd]at{bn. "Adjoining units were then linked, when

(%]
)
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necessary, in order to have a minimum size measure of 25.
' Within each se1ected primary sampling unit, nine secondary
units were selected using a systematic zone procedure with

probabilities proportional to target group measures of size.

Stage IIl. Whenever possible, se1ected'secondary se1ect10ns‘
were subdivided into third staQe 1isting unifs (segments);- One
Tisting unit was then selected for each secondary selection with
propeb111ty proportional to estimated housing. If it was
1mposs151e to subdivide a secondary selection into well defined
subunits, fhis stage of sampling was bypassed (i.e., subsemp11ng
at stage IIl was accomplished with-probab{11ty oﬁe). Ié should
be neted that because measures of size used at stages I and II
were based upon target population Fether than‘fota1 pope1atfon,_
the number of housing units contained within any two third-stage
segmehfs with the‘seme measure of size might be quite
different. In general, we tried to make use of third stage
segments containing measures of size in the range 25-50 with '
between 50 and 500 housing’ units. i
NORC interviewers carried out dwe111ng unit 11st1ngs within K
'a11 900 third stage-segments Prior to use, these 11st1ngs Were.
subJected to a number of internal and externat checks Listers
_Were required to seek out reasons for d1fferences between the
number of hous1ng units found at the time of 11st1ng and the
.number of housing units reported by the 19(0 Census within each
” block, checks were made, where possible, fbr cons1stent order1ng

of streetkhumbering of listed units. /

o - 39
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Stage IV. The fourth stage of selection involved selecting
a sampTQVof'dwe111ng unit and individual quarters listings withié
the 900 §Q1ected phird-stage segments. Screening, which involved
enumeratioﬁ\of all persons within selected dwe]]ihg qnits (on- a
family unpt\bgsis) was conducted in two waves. In general,
selection of third stage 1istings was carried out with i
probabilities designed to equalize the overall probabi]ity;of
selection through the four stages of sampling. However, tﬂere
was some degree of oversampling (1ncreased prosab111ty of
selection) among'third stage unffs which were estimated tok
contain a higher proportion of individuals in the three
population groups designgted for overrepresentation (1i.e.,
Hﬁépanics, nonLHispanic blacks, and economically disadvantaged
non-Hispanic and nonblacks).

The fourth stage of sampling resulted in the selection of
approximately 65,000 listed lines (dwelling ﬁnits and individual
quarters} over the 900 third stage segments,

Stage V. Family unit screening of selected dwelling units
and,1ndividua1rquarters'ée]ected at stage IV produced somewhat
more individuals in the Hi;panic and non7Hispan1c b1agk cohorts
thén werg rgqujred. As a result, it wa? necessary to select a
subsample of these individuaﬂs:fbr base.year interviewing. Table
IT1 shows the number of individda]s in eaéﬁ of the six oversampled

~ cohorts that were located in the screening phase, and the number

selected for basL year interviewing.
: ) \ ’

LA
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TABLE 1A ‘2

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS LOCATED IN SCREENING” ND DESIGNATED_ T

‘;,j FOR BASE YEAR INTERVIEw SUPPLEMENTARY-SAMPLE

FOR: BASE.YEAR
CINTRVIEW

-f:DEsieN'CQHORT o LOCATéDviN*§EhEEN1NG'ﬁéH"“*

L MALES = | | | e
R f;\ HISPANIC . onos. T esa _
NON-HISPANIC BLACK 1,318 . 168 - -
C ' ECONOMICALLY - T e e
"“'  DISADVANTAGED = ~ N T ey
. (non-Hispanic: _ ' : C s .
nonblack) . 887 - . .886
FEMALES s S Ce o
L HISPANIC 7 - 1,060 . v . 855
oo Now- HISPANIC BLACK <. 1,602 . 1,208
ECONOMICALLY. |
DISADVANTAGED

(non-Hispanic R L
nonblack) . o n073 oot U073




e year 1nterv1ew were’ deS1gned to equalize, as much as poss1b1e;-"

'.se1ect1on of dwe111ng un1ts for screen1ng, 1nd1v1dua1s

29
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Procedures used for the se]ect1on of 1nd1V1dua1s for base

o final overa11 probab111t1es of select1on for 1nd1v1dua1s w1th1n
!the same deS1gn cohort Spec1f1ca11y, s1nce some degree of
d1fferent1a1 oversamp11ng was appl1ed in the fourth stcge *,.;;*\:i .
ocated 1nh$
ithe screen1ng process had not been se1ected with the same v.
probab111t1es.‘ W1th1n the constra1nts of probab111ty samp11ng,\'
cprobab11t1es assoc1ated w1th the stage v subsamp11ng process werertdga

N

«_set 1nverse1y proport1ona1 to the probab111t1es of se1ect1on for

pr1or stages (1.e., product of stages I through IV) _“a

,resu1t “the var1at1on in probab11|ty of se1ect1on among
M.1nd1v1dua1s (W1th1n a des1gn cohort) reta1ned 1n the samp1e after’f
.stage V .was decreased from the var1at1on 1n probab111t1es among

.a11 screened 1nd1v1dua1s w1th1n the ,same deS1gn cohort }, R

,\g

Spec1a1 Procedures Used in Both the Cross sect1ona1 and

Yo~

'Supplementa1 Samp1es - ' L

 There were severa1‘spec1a1 procedures used in both the
\

cross- sect1ona1 and supp1ementa1 samp1es to accomp11sh the
fo11oW1ng goals: A \\ 1 _ ' A

- ‘\

- . 1. Inclusion of dwe111ng units fn the- samp1e which ' ‘were
either missed in the 1isting process or were constructed
after the 11st1ng process took\p1ace e \

2. gInc1uS1on in the sample of non‘ko11ege 1nd1v1dua1s
- Tivsing 1in n0n~1nst1tut1ona11zed non- dwe111ng unit’
’11v1ng arrangements S\ ,

3. . Inclusion in the samp1e of co11ege students 11v1ng 1n
non- dwe111ng unit. quarter T




_ Procedures for 1nc1us1on of un11sted

1un1ts1"—As part of 1ts standard f1e1d methods, NORC makes use of
Ca procedure to give a proper probab111ty of se1ect1on to dwe11’n
~units that d1d notiex1st or were m1ssed at the t1me of or1g1na1

11st1ng or dur1ng segment updat1ng The method we emp]oy 1s an”

" listed DU in that segment.

‘1fnes;. Each of the 11nes represents e1ther a. comp]ete structure73

'structure, a11-dwe}11ng un1ts w1th1n that structure are 1nc1udedfr,'7

<

app11cat1on of the ha]f open 1nterva1 techn1que. Th1s procedure

exp11c1t1y 11nks every non11sted DU in a segment W1th exact]y one“

It should be noted that through the 1mp1ementat1on of the
half- open 1nterva1 procedure each 11sted dwe111ng unit representsa_

a c1uster of dwe111ng units. Th1s cluster is composed of the.'555 i

- Tisted DU (11ne) and any other m1ssed DUs assoc1ated w1th that

~ -

<

11ne. ' )pr.‘ _ |
Conceptua11y, the procedure is simple. Thefset of v
11st1ngs (1ines) for ‘a segment is. made up of one or more subsets

of lines (b]ocks) Each b]ock cons1sts of an ordered set of

(1.e., a s1ng1e fam11y dwe111ng un1t) or a subun1t w1th1n a.:

structure (1.e., an apartment in an apartment bu11d1ng or

- complex). 8 Whenever a 11ne is se1ected that is a comp]ete

in our sample, as are any;dwellfng unjtsobetweengrthe se1ectedfl g

"there 1s no- other 11st1ng that refers to that structure.

'91f structures have numbered street addresses,;"between“ is.
.def1ned 1n terms of these address numbers.v In areas where

8Even if a ]1st1ng contains a w1th1n structure descr1pt1on (e g.,?
304 'Main,. 2nd Floor), it is considered a. ‘structure disting if i




structure‘and the next st*ucture 11sted in the sa e b1ock 10

to“the 1nterv1ewer are -as fo11oh

u,‘(se1ected 11ne descr pt1on) , : PN
_Message1:. Check for missed DUs" at he address above S
L “Check for.missed DUs be ween- street address
-~ above and street: address be1ow ‘ R
(next 11sted line déscr1pt1on) g

~

" For. each 11st1nd/that 1dent1f1's‘a subun1t w1th1n

lstructure, there mus¢ be at - 1east”one other 11st1ngsw1th1n the

- same structure 11 /gur 11st1ngs are so ordered thatdfor v
;structure in wh1&h/subun1ts afe 11sted there must be _ﬁi;fdhrv.}m”

f1rst Subun1t and a un1que ast Subun1t 11st1ng P

When we se1ect the f1rst Subun1t in a mu1t1p1e strLc;ure, we
- _ _

RN

‘_1nc1ude in our samp1e/ad1 dwe111ng un1ts that ex1st w1th1n the

ID B
A

se1ected subun1t as/we11 as any dwe111ng un1ts W1th1n th

structure that are not a1ready 11sted Nhen the f1rst suaun1t of

/

a mu1t1p1e structure is se1ected the fo11ow1ng 1nstruct1on‘is}1f

/ ‘
g1ven to the Ainterviewer: - i

/
/

(se]ected line, descr1pt1on) T U
Message -2: Check for missed DUs at th1s apt number ;
e Check for DUs at this street address not"11sted

/

S - on . the‘(attached) segment printout.

.. f/

1 .
B
/ Nhen the se1ected line 1s the last subun1t 11st1ng of a.

mu1t1p1e structure, we 1nc1ude 1n our samp1e all dwe111ng un1ts ' o 4f‘nwﬁ

7 Within the se]ected subun1t and a11 dwe111ng un1ts between\the

_numbers are not used, '"between" is defined in. térms“of Jocation

10The 11st1ngs w1th1n each block are considered c1rcu1ar (1.
'the last listing within a b?ock is followed by the f1rst) \

’11Th1s fo11ows from the def1n1t1on of a listing; as e1ther ‘a
'comp1ete structure 11st1ng or a Subun1t within structure

"“1j“4!1__ :: ‘; vfia ? .




“structure 1n wh1ch ‘the. subun1t 1s conta1ned and the next 11sted

! vstructure 1n the b1ock Here the.1nstruct1on to the 1nterv1ewer

i - L

e § S e

_ (se1ected 11ne descr1pt1on) ’ PR ST
. Message 4: Check for: missed - DUs at th1s apt number.; R
- Check for .missed .DUs’ between. this. street address
. .and the street: address be1ow.g.": o » L
(next 11sted Tine - descr1pt1on); ' :

S § the selected 11ne is a non f1rst/non 1ast subun1t lfffﬁj'
11st1ng, we 1nc1ude in the samp1e on1y dwe111ngs w1th1n “the
-Se1ected Subun1t. In th1s case, the fo11ow1ng 1nstruct1on is.

used

(se1ected line descr1pt1on)
Message 3" Check for m1ssed DUs at th1s apt. on1y

Procedures to ensure coverage of the non- DU popu1at1on

(co11ege dorms bnd other group quarters) . Since the 1n1t1a1

-~

-cohort_def1n1t1onj\1nc1ude c1v111an youth aged 14 to. 21 11v1ng»fn,a77f
all noninStitutio NXSEtt1ngs, Spec1a1 procedures were used to“ T
s

ensure- appropr1ate Qp1e coverage in 11v1ng un1ts not c1ass1f1ed

-as dwe111ngs. These non’DU 11v1ng un1ts 1nc1ude co11ege L
dorm1tor1es and other group Quarters. '

~In past sirveys of the non1nst1tut1ona1 adu1t popu1at1on,
NDRC has used a single procedure to obta1n samp1e coverage of ther
“non- DU non1nst1tut1ona1 c1v111an popu1at1on ' Because of the‘

“restricted age d1str1but1on in the proposed survey, NDRC made use

of two procedures.A One of - these procedures was used to cover the

‘nonco11ege port1on of th1s nonDU popu1at1on,.another procedure
was used for co11ege students V | |

Procedures for the 1nc1us1on of nonco11ege'"group quarters

e The 1nc1us1on of the nonco11ege, non1nst1tut1ona1 non DU

N L A L e




33

'popu1at1on aged 14 to 21 was accomp11shed by the foTTow1ng two—

ﬁstage procedure. The first stage was carr1ed out pr1or to the

'_and/or rooms w1th beds) was undertaken. The - |1st1ng of IQs was

- then subsamp1ed us1ng the same f1na1 stage seTect1on procedure

: quarters except coTTege dorms that were not exp11c1t1y 11sted 1n"

beginning of f1e1d 1nterv1ew1ng Each segment 1n use for. the
‘survey was field enumerated for aTT group quarters structures
'except coTTege dorm1tor1es.» N1th1n these group quarters |

structures, a compTete 11st1ng of 1nd1v1dua1 quarters (IQs beds”fh

squarters were 1mp11c1t1y 11nked to" 11sted dwe111ng un1ts by the

4

l

appTwed to dwe111ng units w1th1n the segment thv“f“;th}.".
The second\stage 1n the NORC group quarters samp11ng
procedure was carr1ed out at the t1me of screen1ng 1n conJunct1on,f;q.

w1th the standard: NORC m1ssed dwe111ng un1t precedure. ATT grouppsfi;

the f1rst step of the 1nd1v1dua1 quarters procedure were e11g1b1e_

for selection’ at th1s stage. These non- f1rst stage group

I

same Tinking ruTes app11cab1e to non11sted dwe111ng un1ts.__ﬁor;

PR

'each seTected’dwe111ng un1t a check was made for 1mp11c1t1y

11nked but unlisted dwe111ng un1ts as weTT as for 1mp11c1tTy

‘11nked but unlisted 1nd1v1dua1 quarters units. .As is the case -

w1th our m1ssed dwe111ng un1t procedure, the 1nstruct1ons for the
m1ssed 1nd1v1dua1 quarters procedure were computer generated for

each seTected dwe111ng«un1t The 1nterv1ewer was prov1ded'w1th

: spec1f1c 1nstruct1ons 1nd1cat1ng the appropr1ate DU/IQ checks

that must be carr1ed out at each selected. dwe111ng unit.

§pec1a1 procedures for coTTege students. As,of October

“1976, approximately one-third of the civilian popu]ation.between

~

~"_48'



3the ages of 18 and 21 was. enro11ed 1n col]ege (U S Bureau of Fﬁé”
;ﬂvrpﬁ‘;Census, 1978) In many househo]d surveys the coverage of they

: /'“ co]]ege popu1at1on 1s haphazard and 111 def1ned G1ven the Do

/,,

nature of the proposed research spec1a1 procedures were used'tofc
1;th;_ - ensure comp]ete coverage of th1s port1on of the youth cohort:. =
Through a set of exp11c1t ru1es,'every fuld-aor part t1me"f
co]]ege student was "11nked" to a’ un1que 11v1n@ un1t that had ahy‘
'known probab111ty of enter1ng the samp]e.' These ru]es "l1nk"‘
co]]ege students who 11ve 1n a non DU sett1ng (dorms) away from
their parents' homes for parts of the year to the1r parents'
"home. This a1ternat1ve was chosen for both samp11ng and |

'operat1ona1 reasons.' From. a samp11ng standpo1nt 11nkage of

co11ege students 11v1ng in ‘non- DU sett1ngs to parents' DUs w111

SNy,

tend to minimize the occurrence of sma11 area, "pockets" of

1.

\f,‘
1nscope popu1at1on and the resu1t1ng 1arge var1ab111ty in c1uster Z g

i

!

~size. From the standpo1nt of f1e1d operat1ons, the parents' home

.‘7 P
H

represents a contact 1ocat1on of re1at1ve stab111ty.' This will =~/ -
\ o P
be most cruc1a1 in. the year]y fo]low up efforts. oo S [0

5

The spec1f1c 11nkage ru1es are as fo]]ows.f.,

.~ College students who 11ve in a spec1f1ed dwe111ng unit -
on a year- roundybas1s are 11nked to’ that dwe111ng unit.

.. Lollege students who do not. 11ve in dwe111ng un1ts om
‘year-round basis are linked to the1r parents' or. //
guard1ans' DUs. P : &

. In s1tuat1ons where the app11cat1on of th1s cond1t1on
I results 1n mu1t1p1e 11nkages (e.g., divorced or - . . C
_ - separated parents 11v1ng in two separate -DUs), a. un1que_« "

© - .linkage /is estab11shed on the baS1s of max1mum f1nanc1a1j

’ support ._/ R ;

(Should th1s cond1t1on not prov1de a un1que 11nkage,;the

- . fol]ow1ng pn;or1ty scheme is used

Cady -

I ST




Living natural or‘adoptfve‘mother;

- . p 'L1v1ng natura] or adopt1ve father.'~ﬁifk“wxllr //{Z

f%?“;”ﬁ Q'_'L1v1ng fema1e guardian
;L1v1ng male guard1an ‘;;ng;" ‘
Shou]d these ru]es prov1de no l1nked DUs, ‘a st%dent was
jﬂj1nked to h1s or her non- year round placﬁ of res1dence . "_‘ "
In order to 1mp1ement th1s procedure, we co1Qected potent1a1
“ﬁ1nkage 1nformat1on at a11 samp1e DUs and GQs (1.e., we asked
~parents about ch11dren that are away.. at schoo]) In most |
h;s1tuat1ons, unmarr1ed co]]ege students 1n the 14 through 21
o _fcohort were 11nked to the1r parents' DUs, marr1ed coup]es or
Vo f’cohab1t1ng couples 11v1ng 1n DUs - on)a year round bas1s were
”]1nked to the1r own DUs, marr1ed o/:ples or cohab1t1ng coup]es
"not 11v1ng in a DU on a year round baS1s were 11nked to the1r
respect1ve parents' DUs. o | | | o
' o a

|
. | ,
S / ' o f T N
|

[j'.Samp]e of Youth Cohort hn Act1ve M111tary Serv1ce SRR .
As of September 30 1978 there were 657 549 members of the _
act1ve armed forces who wou]d be between the ages of 17 and 21 as;"

I
of January 1 1979. Ind1V1duals in th1s group were samp1ed by a

strat1f1ed two- stage selection procedure The sapp]e des1gn for.
this port1on of the youth cohort was deve]oped 1n'cooperat1on o
.w1th the Department of Defense (DOD), the Defense Manpower Data o .Hf@f%
Center (DMDC), the Rand Corporat1on DOD- Survey Group, the NLS A .
staff and NORC Actua] se1ect1op of samp1e 1nd1r1dua1s was
'carr1ed out 301nt1y by DOD Defense Manpower Data Center and

iNORC o ”:;5w>.*l“,“;h~wff:.“ IR Vf
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: _of approximate]y 1,300 members of the act1ve armed forces. In??~_

~~order to prov1de samp1es of suff1c1ent size for separate

stratified on ‘the basis of branch of serVice and gebgraphic’

. location. Proport1onate allocat1on was used w1th respect to

The baS1c samp1e des1gn ca]]ed for the se]ect1on of a samp1e.

est1mates w1th respect to~sex, 1t was dec1ded to samp]e fema1es.
:at a rate approx1mate1y s1x t1mes that used for ma1es. Th1s ?':4‘
would produce approx1mate1y 850 ma1es and approx1mate1y 450

females. Within each group, a\] 1nd1v1dua1s were to be sampled

s

with equa]-probab111ty.v w]th1n each sex, the samp]e‘was

-
~

these strat1f1cat1on cells. - Sample se1ect1on was carr1ed out fn]’:” :
two stages. |

: Each of the four armed services (Army, A1r Force, Navy and
Marine Corps) ma1nta1ns_up-to-date 1ists of a11_personne1. '3 L \

Included in these 1jsts is informatiqn about age, sex and

»“\\ assignment unit identification code (UIG)‘ It would have been N

‘f12 488 UICs- conta1n1ng one - or more persons in the 17- 21 youth

~

\posS1b1e to sample 1nd1v1dua1s from these 11sts d1rect1y 1n a .
smng]e stage of samp11ng (1.e., s1mp1e random e1ement samp11ng),v

howéwer, because of the face to face nature of the 1nterv1ew, 1t o

was decided to make use of c1uster samp11ng

The\primary un1ts of samp]e se1ect1on were composed of

. C
‘ 1nd1v1dua1s\w1th1n the same un1t 1dent1f1cat1on code. Th1s un1t o

code typ1ca11y def1nes a group of 1nd1v1dua1s res1d1ng at the

_same- phys1ca1 1ocat1on. Over a11 serv1ces there were a tota1 of

}COhort Because of . the different1a1 samp11ng rates ‘to be app]1ed R

to males and females, these UICs were f1rst separated 1nto two,Q_M

[




-/

groups: group 1 consisted of UICs w1th no fema1es in the 17 21
cohort, group 2’ cons1sted of UICs

17-21 cohort

1th at 1east one fema1e 1n the C e

-

.Each of the two groups of UICs w S d1v1ded 1nto 20 bas1c

‘strata, def1ned on the basis of armed service branch and *7\

.geograph1c 1ocat1on .as fo11ows . -h
I.. ARMED SERVICE BRANCH (4 branches)
< A. ARMY - .
B. NAVY. I N
C. AIR FORCE. ‘ |
.D. MARiNE CORPS

I1. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION (5 categories)
A. EASTERN UNITED STATES |

B. WESTERN UNITED STATES

C. EUROPE i\ | | u . |
D. FAR EAST \ ‘ E “ b
E. OTHER

Within each oﬁ these 20 bas1c strata UICs were 11nked
together in order to form primary sampling un1ts (PSUs) as

/

'fo11ows:

“1. UICs in group 1 (ma]es only) were 11nked in order to
“form- PSUs w1th a minimum of 20 males _ C
2. UICs in group.2 (at least one female) were 11nked in
order 'to form PSUs with a minimum of 20 males and 10
fema1es
In the linkage- process, attempts were made to minimize the )
geographic distance among UICS Withﬁn the same PSU. ‘This 1linkage
process resu1ted in-the formation of 3 711 group 1 and 2, 256

- _h;wgroup 2 PSUs across the 20 basic strata.

S 11
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“these units was 58

First Stage se1ect1on of PSUs was carr1ed out w1th1n each of
the 20 bas1c des1gn strata separate]y for ma]es and fema]es
W1th1n each sex the probab111ty of“se1ect1on“for‘a PSU wasm’“"*
proportional to the numbervof 17-21 youth (of that sex) within
the PSU. oo
“the .number of ii{ZI'ha1es within the\ith‘ﬁSU

tet MOSm1

MOS¢; the number of 17-21 females within thefiih3PSU
For the male sample, the probability- of selection for~the
jth bSU was . B | ‘

f 150 MOS
mi 57§‘§o§”*

- For the female samp]e, the probab1]1ty of se1ect1on for thewn

ith psy was

Fos = 110 MOSes
f1 " 47305

For both the male and female samp]es the proba 1.ftv of

selection for the 1th PSU was constra1ned to an upper l1m1t of

'un]ty. Thus, any PSU whose measure of size for males (MOS ) ,

exceeded 579,508/150 = 3863. 38 was se1ected w1th certa1nty An&'
PSU whose measure of size for fema1es (MOSf1) exceeded 47, 305/110f
430 05 was selected w1th certa1nty '

It shou1d be noted that a1though separate samp]es were t

‘seJected for males and females, a form of the Keyf1tz procedure

was used in order to\maximize the'ovenlap between.PSUs~se1ected,

for the male sample. and PSU se1ected for the fema]e samp]e
In total, 146 PSUs were se]ected for the ma]e samp]e and 103

PSUs were selected for the’fema]e sample ‘The over]ap'among

W1th1n PSU se]ect1on was carrned out by DMDC ﬁ Onhthe basis-

o A\



39.
 of specifications provided by'NORC; se1ected‘PSUsvwere subsampled-
| at the rates 13. 35/M0$m1 for the male sample and 9. 3S/MOSf1 for.
- -the- fema1e samp1e. “In those instances where-stage ‘one PSU™ e
se1ection had been made with certainty (probab111ty = 1) W1th1n-'
PSU se1ection was carried out w1th samp11ng rates 1/289 3922 for
male sample- PSUs and 1/45. 7495 for- fema1e samp1e PSUs. This
samp11ng produced a 11st of 3,073 persons |
‘ Th1S samp1e was systemat1ca11y subsamp1ed at’ .a rate of one
~in ‘two in order to prov1de 1, 537 names. Prior to subsamp11ng the
list produced by DMDC was ordered by PSu in order to- ensure that B
all PSUs wou1d be 1nc1uded 1n the subsamp1e. Subsequent]y,
additiona1 subsamp]e of 256 names was se1ected by systematic
se1ection from the remaining unselected nameslon the DMDC sample

~

iist j

In combination these subsamp]es produced a. uniform subsamp]e.

. rate of T792 5/3073.

" Overall Sampling Rates

The.stages'of sampling described above produced the

following overall samp1ing rates:

150 MOS, . ’ -
- f(males) =, 13 35 1792.5 _ y
" sToEeR - X Wos,; * 3078 1/496.124
: 11C MOS o
_ fi 9, 35 1792.5
II. DESCRIPTION OF WEIGHTING: NONMILITARY ,

vData weighting for the initial year ‘cohort involved five

basic steps. These steps were designed to accomplish the




40 .
fo]low1ng obJect1ves P : - S
1, Correct1on for differential probab111ty of se1ect1on at
. the 1n1t1a1 stage of househo}d selection. L
2.. Correct1on for d1fferent1a1 comp]et1on rates at the - o
- 1n1t1a1,"screen1ng phase" of data co]lect1on. :
3. Correction for differential subsamp]1ng rates for :
. Hispanic and black cohort members prior to initial
interview. Correction of differential completion rates
among all cohort members at the f1rst _year 1nterv1ew N
stage of data’ col]ect1on. : AN
Proper.combination of cases obta1ned in the cross-

sectional -and supplementa] samp]es, across these

. samples.

AdJustment of we1ghted cohort sizes to conform w1th
outside independent Census est1mates proJected to
January 1, 1979.

v

Procedures and Steps

in the initad-Step, weights were assigned to each
cdmp]eted case on the basis of the selection probab111ty

fon the dwe111ng un1t wh1ch conta1ned the fam11y un1t

"where the respondent was 1n1t1a11y located (i.e.,

1istedf.\\For thE.iFh respondent, this weighting factor

was

W11 = 1/f;, where fi jis the probability of - \’f

se]eetion for the dwelling unit eontafning the family -

unit where the respondent was initially listed in the

screening process.

In this step, a cluster specific adestment-was
introduced in order tolcompensate for differential '

- e . . o e
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eompletidn’rates in the family uhitiwithin dwelling unit

screen1ng process." There ‘were 1 818 se]ect1on clusters

— e ST S

in the entire samp]e (918 in the Cross- sect1onei-sampﬁe - M?
and 900 in the supplemental sample%, | |

For the jth respondent this édjustment tactor was

_ ‘Number "of . family Hn1ts'se1eeted in the cidster

Wp; = conta1n1ngﬁthe i respondent .

. } Number of family uni¥s in The T°7 tespondent 3
' cluster where screening information was obtained _

::>-- In those instances where refusals were eﬁcohhtered at
‘ ‘ 3 e SEER
the dwelling unit level (i,e., it was impossible»tp‘ﬁ-

Getermine whether or not there was more than one fanily

unit within thefdwe]jing unit), the ratio of family
units to dwe]]ing un%ts for the"remaihder of the clqster.._--
was used to est1mate the number of family un1ts

conta1ned within the dwe111ng-un1t. 'NZi.was constra1ned.

A

-to an.upber limit of 1.5." "

"'Q‘é' 4 . i

et

3. In th1s step adJustments were made for the add1t1ona1

stage of subsamp11ng app11ed to_blacks and H1spen1cs

A.screenee in the supplemental sample_pnior to initiaﬁ
tntervfew.' In additibn,xedjustmenf factors were applied
to q11 selected respondeéts to compensate for,
differentia1 response rates. in the‘first interview.
These eon-response edjestmett:factors_were appliedvat
the PSU level (102 cross-sectional PSUs and 100
*suppiementa1 PSUs) for»éach of the eight basje design
cohorts listed below: |

.1, Hispanic males

\ :
.- \ YR
4 BN VAN L
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from the cross-sect1ona1;and»supp1ementa1_samp1es.

. Hispanic females

’

Non~Hispanic black males

Non-Hispanic b1ack fema1es )

. . .

Econom1ca11y d1sadvantaged non H1span1c non-
black males o | \
6. Economieaf]y Disadvantaged; Non-Hispanic, Non-
o1agk_fema1es |
7. Other males
8. Other Females | |
NOTE'. A1f\b§sic design'cohorts,“except>7 and 8, were

\
sampled in both the cross- sect1ona1 and supp1ementa1

samp1es. Thusv the step 3 we1ght factor for the 1th

respondent was

W3j = Agi/Sy » I i

Number of assigned cases with respondent 1 s

Az; = PSU and design cohort
Number of completed cases w1th1n respondent
" i's PSU and des1gn cohort

™~

and . ) . . -. ) ) ‘\“\\\

| probab111ty of retention in sample 1f 1th
respondent was in black or Hispanic design’
cohort of supp1ementa1 sample, '

-1, otherw1se .

w
1

An upper 11m1t of 1.5 was app11ed to the factor A3]

|

. 0 )
1.

The - purpose of th1s step wa's to resca1e the we1ghts

. deve1oped 1n steps 1 1 and. 3 for cases in des1gn

_cohorts 1 6 An order to proper1y comb1ne respondents

JU
n "
\
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Prior to this step, the supplemental and crosslsectioha1
samples were treated as, 1ndependent un1ts. ‘ - e
This resca11ng was carried out separate1y for each of

\\ L
uthe six design cohorts present in both the. cross-

A,

sect1ona1 and supp1ementa1 samples.
Nithin each of the cohorts a preliminary weight was .
. E.'computed.for each respondent within the cohort. For the:

jth respondent within the cohort, th1s pre11m1nary S co

weight was the product of we1ghts deve1oped at steps 1,
2 and 3. Specifically, '
w41 [;'111:'X w21 x w31

with1n each of the cohorts separate means and standard
deviations were calculated for these pre11m1nary we1ghts P
from the cross-sectional. and supp1ementa1 port1ons of
the cohort. Thus w1th1n a pec1f1ed cohort

M. = mean of weights N41 from the cross- secttona1

port1on'of the cohort

7 . l . ! ) .
M. = mean of weights N4i from the supplemental

;o

i

portion of the cohort
' S_ = standard deviation of:weights wzi from the
cross—sectiona1'portion.of{the cohort.
S, = standard deviatiOn of weights-wzi from the

~

_supp1ementa1 port1on of the cohort
\\These means/and standard dev1at1ons were used to
determine the weighting eff1c1ency factor fon\the Cross-
\sect1ona1_and.supp1ementa1 portions oﬁ the samp}e for ;3
\ ' :

the cohort- as follows: o Y

e TN

1
Ny
Ut
!
o
.
-
—




WEF, = 1 , = weighting efficiency

, (1 + (MS/SC)Z), - factor cross-
. ‘ sectional portion
WEFg = 1. - = weighting efficiency
(1 + (Mg/Sg)%) °  factor supp]ementa1
L portion

P These efficiency factors were used in conjunction with 7
the actual number of cases within the’trqssasectionav
, ‘ and supplemental portions of the cohort.to\ﬂetermihe they .-

---affective sampTe bases for these portidns of the cohort.

Thus,
ESB. = n, x‘NEFc

S ESBg = ng. X WEEg ) | | ,
where nc and ng are defined as ‘the number of sample

cases in the cross-sectional and supplemental port1ons
v of the cohoft respect1ve1y, and ESB and ESBS are

' def1ned as the effect1Ve sample bases for the Cross-

s

\\ ' sectional and suppﬂementa1 port1ons of the cohort

'respect1ve1y \i\

J _‘~‘ .Adjustment factbrs were deveJoped for the cross-
sect1ona1 and supplemental port1ons of the spec1f1ed

oportion of we1ghted cases from the -

\

cross sect1ona1 and suR31ementa1 parts of - ‘the cohort

\

cohort SO that the

, wou1d be in the same re]at1onsh1p as the effect1ve
sample bases from these two parts of the tota1 cohort:
S ' Using the preliminary we1ghts\w41, the total sum of

weights:from both portionS'of the cohort- is

—

S TSW = (ng x M) + (ng x M) ST
o " The adjustment factor for the cross\sectional portion of .
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the cohort is

Ay = P. x TSW, where P. = ESB..
I ¢ TESB. + £358,

The adjustment factorfor the supp1ementaT portion-of
the cohort is '

A4 = X TSN, where Py = ESB.

S . —S——
ng x Mg °  TESB, + ESB,

These adjustment’ factors were applied to the preliminary
step 4 we1ghts w41 to produce fina1'step 4'weights Waji-
' N4-'= A4

1

c X w41, for i within cross- sect1ona1

= : portion,

‘ w41 = A4s X w41, for i within supplemental. port1on

. )
" Numbers of cases, mean we1ghts and standard dev1at1ons

' of we1ghts are shown in Tables 1A3 and 174, ,f

i
A

5. In the fina1 step of weighting, the sum of weights-from

K each of 48 poststrata (6 sex-race groups x 8 age groups)

4

\\was adJusted to ‘estimates of popu1at1on size derived
from U.S. Census %ureau estimates. Th1s was |
eccompllshed by/epp1icatjon.of thg/adjuStment factor As,
withinre;ch of the 48 poststrataﬁas fo]]ows:- '

N1th¥n eacn of the 48 poststrata,

)

NSP = tota1 popu1at1on estimate deve]oped as above.
~ NSS = total sum of we1ghts w41 for the cohort

Ag = NSP/NSS

Th1s factor was -applied to each of the final step 4

weights to produce a f1na1 respondent we1ght for 1979

/r/ i' Wy = A5_x Wgj (wﬁ.= final we1ght for ith

o8 - .., “:'p///»
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. : TABLE 1A.3 |
. | " MEAN WEIGHTS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS AFTER
STEPS 1 THROUGH :3,FOR COHORT GROUPS

, MEAN WEIGHT  STANDARD DEVIATION
, 3 g - (M,-or M. ) OF WEIGHTS (S_ or S, )
: GROUP # OF CASES

— —_— rUN DRE DS) (HUNDREDS)
HISPANIC MALES' g

CROSS SECTION . 216 . 43.4046  7.6721 .
SUPPLEMENT | . 730 o 12.0197 5.2937

HISPANIC FEMALES
CROSS SECTION 228 43.4185

, 7.4719
SUPPLEMENT - 751 12.4562 5.3139"
" NON-HISPANIC BLACK MALES
CROSS SECTION TV 42.6462 6.5155
SUPPLEMENT . 1,007 15.7230 6.9737
NON-HISPANIC BLACK FEMALES |
CROSS SECTION 404 © 42.3624 7.3335.
SUPPLEMENT 1,075 18.4784 5.7822
) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED o
NON-HISPANIC ~NONBLACK
MALES - | |
CROSS SECTION | 203 . 40.9998 5.3146
) .~ SUPPLEMENT 744 10. 2600 5.7963
ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED |
NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK
FEMALES _
CROSS SECTION 198 42.1845 - 5.8513
SUPPLEMENT S+ 899 10. 3569 6.1670
NONDISADVANTAGED
NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK'W
MALES |
. CROSS SECTION 2,239 42.7289 -~ 5.7063
NONDI SADVANTAGED '
NON-HISPANIC ~ NONBLACK
FEMALES o
CROSS SECTION. . . 2,277. - 42.4614 . 5.6103

.C'n
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TABLE 1A.4
MEAN WEIGHTS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS AFTER k
STEPS 1 THROUGH 4 FOR COHORT GROUPS \'

. MEAN WEIGHT . STANDARD DEVIATION
- GROUP : # OF CASES (M, or M)~ OF WEIGHTS (S_ or S)

{HUNDREDS)) (HUNDRED§T7'

: . ' \
HISPANIC MALES

[

CROSS SECTION 216 12.1711 ) 2.1515
SUPPLEMENT 17730 10.5125 14,6299

HISPANIC FEMALES -

CROSS SECTION i08 - 11.8207 .0342

| 2
SUPPLEMENT 751 10.2968 4.3929
NON-HISPANIC BLACK MALES S
CROSS SECTION. . | 347 17.2401 2.6340
SUPPLEMENT | 1,097 14.7425 6.5388
* NON-HISPANIC BLACK FEMALES |
CROSS SECTION |- Ca08 16.3722 2.8343
SUPPLEMENT- 1,075 15.3587 4.8060
ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED
NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK -
MALES _
CROSS SECTION 203 10.7190 1.3895
SUPPLEMENT | 744 8.2621 4.6676
ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED |
NON-HISPANIC ~NONBLACK
FEMALES . |
' CROSS SECTION - .19 . 95518 . 1.3249
SUPPLEMENT 899 . . 7.1872 4.2796
NONDISADVANTAGED |
NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK
MALES
CROSS SECTION 2,77 42.4614 . 5.6103
NONDISADVANTAGED o
"NON-HISPANIC NONBLACK =
'FEMALES o : -
CROSS. SECTION - 2,239 42.7289 - 5.7063

s | 6U




IRTH YEAR
1957
1958
1959
1960

1961
1962
1963
1964

MALES

HISPANIC
112.4
112.1
113.4
131.7
137.9
139.5
139.0
144.3

© TABLE 1A.5
POST-STRATIFICATION POPULATION TARGETS

(THOUSANDS)

NON-HISPANIC

. BLACK

24,0
248.0
258.0
282.0

" 2%.5
298.0

30,0

29220

OTHER
1,635.6
1,639.4
1,641.1
1,680.3
- 1,699.6
1,679.0

1,659.0

1,583.2

FEMALES

127.0 280.5
136.9 1287.0
136.1 287.0
128.4 290.5

1252 293.0

1235 292.5
126.4 294.0
1403

288.0

OTHER

1,689.5

1,697.6

1,671.4
,665.1

8y

1,645.3

1,616.0 .
1,501.6

1,515.7

62
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respondent) .

As noted above, the 48 poststrata were def1hed on the

baS1s of the 6 sex-race groups by 8 age. groups, as

follows:
6 SEX-RACE GROUPS  \
Males - Hispanic N
Males - black non- Hispanic'A \
Males - others \
Females - Hispanic AN
Females - black non- Hispanic

Females - all others
8 AGE GROUPS :
Single-Birth Years 1957, 1958, ..., 1964

Estimates of poststratum s1ze\were derived as fo11ows
1. Estimates of the civilian popu]at1on of the U.S.
were obta1ned by sex, sing]e year of age and race

(black, other) as of J&1y 1, ﬁ978 from U.S. Bureau

‘of the Census (1979 Tab1 ’3)
2. By using the 13 and 21 eér cohorts, these

population estimates were carried forward 6 months
to produce estimates ‘of \the 14-17 and 18-21 |
popu1ation by sex as anuary 1, 1979,

}3. To estimate the number o} Hispanjcs in each of’the

's1ng1e year age cohorts, U.S. Bureau of the Census

(1979) was used. é1m11ar1y, U.S. Bureau of thex_
Census (1979) was used in order to estimate the
numbey of econom1ca11y 1%sadvantaged non H1span1cs,
nonb1acks in each of the single year age cohorts.

“ Post stratification populat1on rargets are shown in

_Table 1A5, . f

|




‘Because screener information on income was not available for
approximately 20 percent of the cross-sectional samp]e,'tt was
not'possib1e to classify all non-Hisognic, nonblack indivtﬁua]s
on the basis of poverty status (i.e., ecoﬁoﬁica]]y
disadvaotaged) In t?e application of procedures which combined
port1ons of the supp1ementa1 sample with portions of the Cross-
sectional sample (step 4), the cross-sectional port1on of the
economically diéadvantaged cohort was restricted to those
1nd1v1dua1s with income available from the screening 1nterv1ew
who meet the conditions for this c1assif1cat1on. The_resu1t1ng
weights for this combined group- were resca1ed, separately by male
and female, so that the weighted sum of known economiea11y '
disadvantaged 1nd1v1dua1s among the nonblack non- H1span1c cohort
would equal the 1n1t1a11y we1ghted sum (after step 3) of known |
economically d1sadvantaged non-H1span1c nonblack males and
females in the cross-sectjonai samp1et

Post stfatification weightjng dtd not make'ose ofya separate
'economiea11y»disadventaged c1assification because of the lack of

c1assificatioo‘information for a portion of the sample.

I11. DESCRIPTION OF WEIGHTING * MILITARY

Data we1ght1ng for the 1n1t1a1 year in the military cohort

involved three basic steps designed to accomplish the following
{ . . . . .
objectives:

1. Correction for differential probab111ty of selection for
males and females -

2. Correction for differential interview completion rates

3. Adjustment of weighted sample size to conform to known



Procedures and Steps |

population size by service, sex; birth year, and race

1.

was calculated on a PSU'by sex basis as’fo]lows:

In the jn1t1a1 step, weights were'assiéned to each case,
on the basis of selection probability.| For thenith |
respondent, th1s weighting factor was |
Wiy =-1/fi, where f; is the probahility of
selection for the ith respondent. For |all ma]es,ethis

probability f; = 1/496.124. For females f; = 1/78.851,

In the second step a completion rate aﬂjustment faetor

selected,_individuals of same sex
Woi = within 1th respondent's PSU -

number othcompTeted cases of same sex

within respondents PSU’

-The factor Wo; was constrained to an upper limit of 1.5.

For each respondent, a pre11m1nary step 3 we1ght was
ca]cu1ated by mu1t1p11cat1on of the we1ghts from steps 1
and 2 )
w;1 = Wpg x Woq

These preliminary we1ghts were then sum*ed within 80 (4
service by 2 sex by 5 birth year by 2 rece) post
stratg.wkjn a third'step,lfina1 adjustmentvfactors were
then deteéﬁjned as the ratio of the actual population

within the pb tstretum to the sum of step 3 pre]ihinary

_weights within the poststratum.

population size within ith respondent's
post- ~stratum '

Azi = sgw of step 3 pre11m1nary weights w1th1n
i respondent's poststratum




BIRTH YEAR

1957
1958
1959
1960
1961

BIRTH YEAR

1957
1958
. 1959

1960

1961

BIRTH YEAR

1957
1958
1959
1960
1961

BIRTH YEAR

1957
1958
1959
1960
1961

TABLE 1A.6

MILITARY POST-STRATIFICATION TARGETS‘

“ARMY

BLACK

21,053
22,261
19,480
8,840
309

BLACK

4,904
5,130
4,323

209

MARINE CORPS

MALE

BLACK -

4,752

4,976

4,637
2,552

179

BLACK

4,020

3,707
3,059
1,622

78

203597 T

OTHER

1,735

2.',865

-19,038
10,389

1,021

AIR FORCE

OTHER

33,120
30,045
24,230
11,528
743

OTHER

4,912
4,648
4,259
2,223

OTHER

2,630

2,248
1,874
833

67

FEMALE

BLACK

113
107
112

83

~ FEMALE
BLACK

- 649
552
452
201

1

OTHER

572
679
638
384

19

OTHER

4,742
4,342
3,581
1,516

63



53

The final weight assigned to the jth respondent was
, Wi = Wpy x Way X Agy

I@ should bé noted that popu]atiqn sizes within the:80 post
strata were ogtained from the\actua1 éamp11ng frame of all
persans in the armed forces as of Sepfember 30, 1978 who would be
between 14 and 21 as of January 1, 1979.12' Although some
information was available which would have allowed the use of a
finer level of poststratification'based upon ethnicity (Hispanic,
non-Hispanic), this finer post-stratificétion was not
implemented. It was felt that theAquésfionS'used in ‘the
etﬁnicity classification of all "frame"~e1ements were '
sufficiently different from fhe éthnicity classification used for
sample respondents so as to prec1udé compatibility. |

Table 1A6 shows the population counts- for the 80 bost st;ata

which were used.

v. STANDARD ERROR APPROXIMATIONS

NORC. has computed explicit standard errors for a number of
statistics based upon the entire NLS Youth Sample (Totanl, |
\Civ11ian and Mi]itary) and ‘11 sex and/or race subclasses (see
‘Table 1A7). "

Standard errors for, other statistics (defined over- the
entire sample or the same subclasses) may be approximated_by_use

- of the DEFT factors shown in Table 1A8. - e

121n those instances where there were no sample édses within.a
cell, no factor was applied and no collapsing was used. -



: ' : Th.hE ]A|7

DEFT FACTORS'
l, CLVILIA MILITARY TOTL

| PROPORTIONS — MEANS ~ PROPORTIONS ~— WEANS ~ PROPORTIONS™  MEANS
AL YouTs LIATZ LGS0 . L3890 LIGGR 17280 1.7
HALES LSS LGOS 144653 10162 146605 1.56808
FEMALES LEOST9 T 1023 L0 150 149720
 HISPANICS LOOOTS LUIS LOBI3 LIS LA 145699
BLACKS LA Tz LIS LMD LAENS 14370
WHITES LM LA 30 a0 15 1.569%

HISPANIC MALES 132441 1,22836 1.01244  17,01810 1.24321  1.22329
HISPANIC FEMALES  1.54178  1.24167  1.01152 1,000 1,40353  1,25095

BLACK MALES L2784 L8N 10006 L0000 119487 1218
BLACK FEMALES 1.09725  1.22241 100847 1,00392 Loagn 1.4
WHITE MALES 100640 138187 11358 102428 1375 1.45062

| \
WHITE FEMALES - 1.46954  1.34025  1.13794  1.0149 1.46889  1,37581

;]. _ ,-"-?,_ fictual Variance | m
- DERT =V OEFT =, /=g Variance The statistics used to calculate the DEFT factors are

proportion high sthool dropouts, proportion attending
high. school, proportion attending college, proportion
high school igraduates, proportion married, proportion
~ employed, unemployment rate, labor force participation
, rate, enrollment status, proportion-enrolled in
- .. government programs, mean years of school completed,
mean number of children expected, mean years of
education expected to-be completed,
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Agprox1mate Standard Errors: Percentages

To approx1mate a standard error of a percentage thT . :_: 2 \.

\

fo]]ow1ng formu]a is applicable:

GO e :
se(aw = DEFT / 100- -P) - o
Iwhere:ivﬁ S | o . '
se(P) = the approx1mate standard error for the percentage P
o P = the samp1e percentage (rang1ng from 0 to 100) 5

n = the actual: unwe1ghted sample size for the’
demographic subc1ass from which the percentage
was’ deve1oped ‘

“the appropr1ate DEFT factor for the part1cu1ar demo -
. graphic subclass and sample type from which the
\ percentage was deve]oped

. DEFT

\

'\ e e e

 For examp]e, the appropr1ate DEFT factor for est1mat1ng a

ww~standard error of the percentage of civilian H1span1c ma1es who

. |
were h1gh sch001 dropouts is 1. 32241 (see column one, row seven‘n

of-the tab]e). The calculated samp]e est1mate (P) equa1s 22. 19’

percent and.the unweighted samp1e size is 946. Therefore, v

se(P) = 1.32441 . 22.19(100-22.19) o

. A . ggs — : IR |~

17893 L

To approrimate“the'standard:error ot thehcorresponding'
i projected populatjon total (NP/100), one_ca1coiates:

se(NP/100) = N se(P)/100

"where . . ' o ' f’

(NP/IOO)

(19

thelapproXimate standard,error\of_the proje?%ed
';population'total‘correspondjng to a{percentage.
P within a particular demographic subclass and

: \\ ' R samp1e»type



t

f%ﬁ S N = the appropr1ate prOchted tota1 popu1at1on base o
| for the part1cu1ar .dem ograph1c subc1ass and B
a.samp1e type o \\ ‘

' For examp1e,'the prOJected[totainpop 1atidn base for: '.Y
c1v111an H1span1c ma1es is 1, 030 861 Th:\prOJected number of 3
'ﬁ'c1v111an H1span1c male h1gh school dropouts is. equa1 to NP/100 or
1 030 861" 22 19/100 228, 748, ‘Thus the a prox1mate standard ;fj’;
.error for the total number of c1v111an H1spat1c ma1e h1gh schoo1\\'_f
“dropouts . is ' k

'se(NP/lOQ)

"

(1,030,861) (1.7893/100)

18,445.1959"

;Apgrox1mate Standard Errors ~ Means

follows:
se(¥) = DEFT /52
. n ~
where )
~se(¥) = the approximate standard error for the mean
DEFT = the appropriate DEFT factor for the pakt{cu1ar
. demographic subclass and sample type from which )
{ the mean was deve1oped , T
/ 32 = the weighted element-variance computed for the

| demograph1c subclass and sample type from which'
the mean was develop#a .

n = the unwe1ghted sampun size for the part1cu1ar mean
; For examp1e, the D[FT factor for a11 H1span1cs in the

mJ11tary is 1.1598 (see column six, row four of the tab]e) To'

apphox1mate the standard error of the mean number of years of

~

'educat1on comp]eted.by this subclass, where the weighted e1ement‘/~
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- i

variance is .7\2.955 and . the sémp]e size is 77., one computes * \

se(X) = 1.1598 .72955
77

E

1131
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A S | - Chapter 2 - v
. THE EMPLOYMENT‘STATUS OF YQUTH o .

by Rfchard/Santos

This chapter presents the Jabor force participation rates,

m——

unemployment rates, and emp10yment/popu1at1on rat1os of the
~¢civilian non1nst1tut1ona11zed popuTat1on age 16 21 - The

emp loyment status of youth is est1mated us1ng Current Popu]at1on

»_Survey (CPS) procedures, measured as of the week preced1ng the

1nterV1ew week 1 The nLS reported a one- S1xth h1gher 1abor force

. part1c1pat1on rate, over one- th1rd h1gher unemp10yment rate and

an-11 percent higher emp10yment/popu1at1on ratio for youth age
16-21 than the CPS. These differences in emp]oyment-status
between the two ,surveys were ‘much greater for youth age 16-17,
for black and Hispanic youth, and for.those whose major act1v1ty
during the survey week was -school (See Append1x 2A) A maJor
‘reason for these differences may be that the Tabor force status

of youth in the NLS sample'1s determ1ned by the response of the

——
——
.-

youth, whereas the CPS labor force status is usua]]y determ1ned

by the response of the parent. The NLS f1nd1ngs Suggest that the ¢

/

youth unempToyment problﬁm 1s more widespread than has norma]Ty
/ S e 3 i
been~perce1ved. ’ ‘ ’ ‘

b

10n1y youth age 16-21 are 1nc1uded ih this analysis: as 1nmthe5
"CPS, younger youth are not cons1dered they are treated,in .
Append1x 2B. Those interviewed' after May 1979 areyexcluded to ¥
. control for the large infJux of, students to the Tabor fiorce
during the summer. These youth are "assumed to be d1str1buted
proport1onate1y to those whoiwere 1nterV1ewed pr1or to the'%
summer. \ . e :

\ : ‘ %
! . =




o o |
As expected, however, the NLS survey found that 1labor|force.

d1ff1cu1t1es varied by race, sex, and age and- this chapte notes“n
these d1fferencesu The effect: of age and schoo] enro]]ment
status on emp]oyment status is a1so exam1ned both are exp ctedh
'to show a positive influence. Part1cu]ar attent1on is given to
the school attendance and emp]oyment status of h;gh schoo] |
students and schoo] dropouts. Although school is-the maJor
'reason many youth do not enter the labof force, some youth are.
neither in the ]abor_force nor in school: this chapter a]so'

explores the characteristics of these youth and their reasons for ‘
. . \ .

being out.

I. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF NLS YOUTH AGE.16:217

A1l Youth
Dur1ng the spring of 1979 a total of 17.4 m1111on youth were
in the labor force, 1l4. 1 m1111on ‘employed and 3.3 million .
unemp]oyed* Table 2.1 shows that the overall Tabor force
._part1c1pat1on rate (LFPR) was 71 percent the unemp]oyment rate
was 19 percent, and the emp]oyment/popu]at1on rat1o was 57 i
percent .Male youth had higher LFPR and employment/population
ratios and lower unemployment rates than females. White ybuth
part1c1pated more in the Tabor force and had’higher_emp1oyment/
popu]at1on rat1os and 1ower unemp]oyment rates than\mindrity

l — - \

youth,



L

S

Table 2.1 Employment Status, by Sex_ and Race |
(" . .
Labor force - Employment/
Sex participation ~ Percent ~ population
" rate ‘unemployed ~_ratio
Black '
Female 60.1 41,2 35.4 .
Male 71.0 36.0 . 45.4 e
Total 65.3 38.5 _ 40.2 e
"Hispanic /
Female 53.4 24.7 40.2"
Male, 70.7 22.0 /;511
61.8 23.2 7 47.5
/
White 4
Female 70.0 17.5 . 67.7
Male 74,9 4.4 64.1
Total 72.4 1549 60.9
) /
“Total
‘Female 67.6 20.7 53.6
Male 7% 17.6 61.1
Total 70.8 19.1 57.3 4/
" UNIVERSE: Civilians age 16-21 on interview date. (N=24,580,000)



62

Differences by Race and Sex
.~; IWhite‘ma1es particibated's1ight1y more in. the labor force
”'than mihbrity males but:obtaining-ehp1oyment was a more:§evere
problem fbr blacks ahd Hispanits of- a11 male youth -blacks had
Athe h1ghest unemp1oyment rate and the 1owest '
emp1oyment/popu1at1on rat1p. Over a th1rd’of black males in the
labor force were qnemp]oyed; |
Hispanic males did better at'fihding emp1oyment théh h]acke but
'not so well as whites. ! | )
Females 1n genera] had lower .LFPR than males but the LFPR
d1fference by sex was greater for m1nor1ty fema]egl_espec1a11y
H1span1cs." Furthermore, b1ack young women' had the h1ghest
: uhemp1oyment rate and lowest emp1oyment/popu1at1on ratio of all
the race-séx'groups. Two-fifths of the black females in the

labor force and nedrly.one-fourth of- the Hispanic females were

unemployed, compared to less than one-fifth of the white females.

~
~.

Employment Status and Age

Table 2.2 shows that age_appears to improve the emp1qyment
s tatus of all youth Ihcreasing ege'is associated_with a higherh
LRih, Tower unemp1oymeht>rate, and higher emp]oyment/bopu1ation .
ratio, bht the level of improvement varied by rece ane sex. For
example, differences in the LFPR:of ybung btack and white males:
age 16-19 9re reduced to parity by age 20-21. However, when .
_emp1oyment/popu1at1on ratios are exam1ned,-5ubstant1a1 racial
differences remain for the older youth. For males- age 16-17, the

proportion of youth employed increased with age but blacks and



 Table 2:2 Employment Statuﬁl by Sex, Race and Age

" Labor forcé Ehp]oyment/
Sex Y s T Percent :
_ participation : population,
and age rate / unemp]oygd ratio
/l. " Black
Female / ’ :
16-17 T 48.2 54.6 21.9
18-19° - 64.0 40.6 38.0
20-21 68.0 32.6 45.8
Male - 1/ )
16-17 - /59.6 - 53.5 -27.7
18-19 co12.7 33.4 48.4
20—21 ‘82.9 - 22.8 64.0
Hiépanic
Female '
16-17 41.9 36.7 26.5
18-19 57.2 22.3 44.5
20-21 60.3 19.1 48.8
Male '
16-17 . 60.0 - 37.9 37.3
18-19 76.2 16.0 64.0
20-21" 77.7 -13.3 67.3
_ : 4
“White
Female _ e
16-17 62.4 25.0 46.8
18-19 - 74.0 17.4 61.1
R 20-21 73.5 11.2 65.3
| Male
16-17 64.4 23.3 "49.4
18-19 77.7 12.8 67.8
20-21 83.0 8.6 ,75.8
Total
Female : :
16-17 - 59.2 28.8 42.2
18-19. 71.5° 20.5 56.9
20-21. 71.9 14.4 61.5
Male
16-17 63.5 28.1 45.6
18-19. 77.0 15.6 64.9
~20-21 82.6 10.6




Hispanics cont1nued to trail wh1tes
_ The LFPR of young females genera]]y 1ncreases with age but
chh_more slowly for females age 18-21. D1fferences_1n LFPR
between males_and females, however, appear to niden with age;'
tFor example, the LFPR of white females age 19 and younger
approached those of white males and'stightly exceeded those of
b]ack males age 16-19 and H1span1c ma]es age 16-17, - By age!20;:
21, however, white fema]es tra11ed both white and m1nor1ty
ma]es - Irrespective of age, minority fema]es had a lower LFPR
than both white females and the1r male counterparts | )
As in the case of LFPR, white fema]es, with the except1on of
those.age 20-21, had an emp]oyment/popu]at1on ratio s1m11ar to ‘
that of their male counterparts. The emp]oyment/popu]at1on.ratio
| of white fema]ee‘within certain age groupS'naé however .

‘ generally greater\than those of b]ack males 19 years and younger
and H1span1c ma]es age 17 and younger. In addition, h
emp]oyment/popu]at1on rat1os 1ncreased with age for a]] the
female groups but whites were more 11ke1y to be employed than
blacks or Hispanics. By age 20-21, less than~ha1f ot theﬁ'
minorit& females had;jobs, compared to nearly two-thirdéiof the
white females. ‘ o B Coowt

The lower empJoyment/population ratio%{among both‘ojder
minority males and females relative to'whit:a oan be partia]]y
~“exp]ained by the re]ationehip between age. and incidence of

_unemp]oyment. Gettinyoider appears to_decrease thedunemployment

rate for all youtn, but uneﬁoloyment.continues to'be concentrated:

among minority males and females regardless of age. By age 20-
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’21,_Qnemp1oymenf amoﬁgﬂma]es dropped td'Q percent fo} white;, but
“remaineg hiéh for minorﬁt{es--zﬁ'peréeht for blacks and 13
bercent'fdr Hisbanics. ‘Age was also associated witﬁ lower
unembloyment rates for fema]és; but both ? higher prgportion of
females ages 20-21 relative to males remained Unempibyed'and a :

higher proportion of minority females were unemployed relative to

vwhite females. -

~

~IT. EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Early adulthood genera]iy sfgﬁé]s a shift in school and wofk 
respohéibi]ities.and improvement in emp]oymenf s;dtus. Almost
nine out of every ten ha]e high schoo].graduatés nof'current1y
enrolled in school holds a job (Table 2;3). Many,'howevér, carry
on both school and work,fesponsibi1{tiesi\ six out of every ten
“high Schoo] students are in the 1labor force(and.1ess‘than half of
all high school student§ have jobs. Tndeed, a fhird 9f the -
ciyi1ian yodth labor forcé age_iﬁrzl,is comprised of hfgh'schoo1
students, but they also aécOJnt for 45 perceﬁt of youth - _
~mﬁhemp1oymeht. tab1e’2.4 presents the distribution_of,the yoyth
labor forcé by schodl e@ro]]ment stétus. -In comparison, tﬁe
distribution of employment favors, as expected, those youth who

complete high school. The employment status of youth by school

,.enro11meﬁt status noted in Table 2.3 is presented below.

Nonenrolled High School Graduates - ’ S , : _ |

The LFPR for high school éradqates not enrolled in college N

reflected the shift from school to work responsibilities, ranging -
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Table.2.3 Emp]oymeﬁ% Status, byZEduca%ional Status, Race and Sex

Educational
" status

Labor for;e
participation rate

Percent uhémp]oyed

~ Employment/
poputation ratio

Female | Male | Total

High schoo]'dropou%
High school student
‘ College student
Nonenrolled high
.school graduate
'Highbschoo1 dropout
Higﬁ school student
Cb]lege student\

Nonenrolled high
school graduate

/

High school dropout
High school student
College student
Nonenrolled high °

schoo} graduate .

deh»school dropout
.'High school”student
' Co]Tege.gtudent

anenro]]ed‘high
school graduate

.| Female | Male | Total

| Female | Male [Total

- o “Black :
"45.9 [ 8T.6| 65.3 | 68.7 [32.6 | 44.1 | 14.4 [55.5 | 36.5
'50.9 |59.9 | 55.5 | 51.1 150.7 | 50.9 | 24.9 |29.5 | 273
.62.9. | 57.6 | 60.8 | 23.9 |29.1| 25.9 | 47.8 {40.9 | 45.0°
80.4 | 90.5°| 84.7 | 30.8 |22.0 | 26.8 | 55.6 [70.6 | 61:9
Hispanic ' ,

760 | 87.5 | 65:7 | 40.5 [19.5 | 27.2 | 27.4 [70.5 | 47.8
41.6 |56.9 | 50.0 | 35.0 |34.2.|34.5 | 27.1 [37.5.| 32.7.
61.5 |57.4 | 50.6 | 19.4 [12.9 | 16,6 | 49.5 |50.0 | 49.7
75.1 |86.6 | 806 | 6.9 |11.8 | 9.3 |69.9 '|76.4 | 72.7
‘ Whi te . | |

622 [89.7 [76.4 | 37.9 [23.5 | 29.2 | 38.6 [68.6 | 54.0
63.1 |65.3 | 64.2 | 23.6 |20.8 | 22.1° | 48.2 |51.7 | 500
63.3 |58.1 | 60.6 | 9.4 | 8.6 | 9.0 |57.4 |53.1]55.2
83.6 {94.8 |88.5 | 11.3.| 7.0 | 9.3 | 74.2 |88.2 | 80.5

Total ' -

57.7 [87.8 | 73.0 | 42.5 |24.7 [31.5 | 32.9 |66.1 | 50.0
59.9 [64.0 162.1 | 27.7 |25.6 |26.6 | 43.4- [47.6 | 45.6
63.2 |58.0 |60.6 | 11.6 (10.5 |[11.0 | 55.8 |52.0,| 53.9
82.8 |94.0 187.7 |13.2 |8.8 1.2 | 71.8 (85.8 | 77.9

UNIVERSE: Civilians

age 16-21 on interview date. (N=24,580,000)




.~ Table 2. 4 D1str1but1on of the Youth Labor Force, by Schoo]

Enrollment Status

Educationa] status

Tota1‘-“ 

Employed Unemployed
High school dropout 12 24 15
High school student 29 33
Co11gge student 19 rAlj
Nonenrolled high .
school gradqgte 40 + 36
Totglupeigght

100

100

UNIVERSE: Civilians age ]6-21 in the labor fofce (Né17,4OOLOOO)\
- . R \

\
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from a high of'éé\eercent,for white males to a low of 76 percent

forvHispanic—Fema1€§ Black fena1es had the 1owest

\,

emp]oyment/popu1at1on\rat1o--56 percent--reported for any of the

groups under” study Among the male groups, bhacks had the 1owest

|
emp]oyment/popu1at1on ratio, which was also lower Fhan the rat1% o

-0f white females.

Iheg1ower proportion of emp1oyed black males and females

[
;

/o A ‘ .
relative to whites that are nonenro11ed high school graduates tan

be/éxp1a1ned by the. re1at1onsh1p between a high school d& ree and?
.}he 1nc1dence of unemP1oyment A high schozl/degp'e reduces the \
/1nc1dence of unemp]oyment for all youth, but“black h1gh schoo1 ‘ .\

graduates still suffer relatively h /)gh/unemployment near1y a léf

third of -the b1ack fema1es and-a. f1fth of b1ack ma1es who are -

nonenrolled high schoo1 graduates in the labor force annot find-

jobs.

College Students | L

Fema1e college students participated more in the labor force

'than ma1es~-63 percent versus 58 percent The* LFPR d1d not vary.
for co11ege students by race but the emp1oyment/popu1at1on ratios

d1d M1nor1ty co11ege students genera11y had 1ower _ : N
o/ oo
emp]oyment/popu1at1on rat1os and h1gher unemp]oyment rates/than

N . 7 ' .
comparable whites. » ; . < ]

High Schoo1 Students _ o . "i_‘ T L L
' S1xty -four percent of wh1te high schoo1 students

| part1c1pated 1n the 1ab0r force, more than any other rac1a1 Co \
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’group Black and Hispanic female students were the least likely

to be in the labor force and had the most d1ff1cu1ty obta1n1ng

'employment For example, half of the whwte h1gh schoo] sfudents

\
had\Jobs, compared to about a quarter of both b]akk and Hispauia
fema]es. As one would expect, unemployment was pkrvasxve-for ati

high schoo]lstudents, but especially for minority| students.
t

Among white students, one in five was unemployed but half of~fh3

- black high school students in the laborlforce wer uhemp]oyed.

Among Hispanics, slightly more than ore in every three students

was unable to find a job.

A <

High School Dropouts

Among males, most hidh,school dropouts were in the labor he

force, but blacks 1ess soithan whites or Hispanics. Nearly sevesn
|
out of every ten wh1te and H1span1c males were PmpTOyed in

" compar1son to on]y half of the black dropouts Fema1e dropouts

part1c1pated much less in the Tabor force than ma1es, and‘they

a]so had lower emp]oyment/popu]at1on rat1os “and exper1enced more

o)

uﬁemp]oyment  The employment. situation was espec1a11y dwsmal-fpr

.black and P*spanic female dropouts. M1nor1ty fema]es

part1c1pated less 1n the labor force and were . 'more 11ke1y to

N
exper1ence d1ff1cu1t1es “in f1nd1ng work Among female dwopouts
over a third of the wh1tes and a quarter of the HlSpan1C> had

JObS, compared to on]y 14 percent of the b]acka Indeed;.the

black female dropout unemp]oyment rate approeched 69 bercent.

“

Q
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High School Dropouﬂs,-Age,.and Employment Status

Because the age distribution of high schoo]hdrOpouts is not -
'unifOrm,/* ' emp7oyment status is compared with high school
students. by areIUnder 18, and the status of‘dropouts age 18-
21 compared to that of nonenro11ed high school graduates (Tab1e
2.5). As one would expect, younguma1e high school dropouts age -
16-19 have higher LFPR and ehb]oyhent/popu]ation ratios than
youth in high school. White male dropouts age 16-19 show more -
unemo1oyment than'comoarab1e high school students, but minority f
dropouts have less unemployment than those in .school.
. " W1th the exception of Hispanics age 18-19, male high schoo]
graduates generally have higher LFPR and emp]oyment/popu]at1on
ratios and Tower unemployment rates than dropouts of comparab]e
ages. Black and Hispanic males who graduated from high séhoo1
face less uanp1oyment than those who drop out, \but unemb]oyMent,
" is still a major prob]em for m1nor1ty graduates

Both white and black fema]e students have s1m11ar or higher--
LFPR and emp]oyment/popu]at1on rat1os than black dropouts.' In
contrast, Hispanic female dropouts have higher LFPR gnd, with the

\

ekception of dropouts age 18-19, h1gher-emp]oyment/popu]ation‘ i

i
i

ratdos than\Hispanic female students. Unemp]oyment reﬁains a_ "
proh]em for younger females. regard1ess ¢f school enrollment |
status, but it-is especially preva]ent among dropouts. With the °
except1on/6? black female high schoo] students age 16- 17,.fema1e
.dropouts exper1ence more unemp]oyment than h1gh schoo] students.,;
Fema]e dropouts age 18-21 nave_suhstant1a11y 1ower LFPR and |

~employment/population ratios than do high school graduates not
. . i " = N ! -

o . . ’ ' -
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Table 2.5 Employment Status Comparison of High School Dropouts with High
School Students and Nonenrolled High SchpoTiGraduates by Age, Sex

and Race ‘
| Educational Labor force 4 , » EmpToyment/population
status and participation rate Percent unemployed . ratio
age BTack [Hispanic | white |Black [Hispanic [White Black [Hispanic [White
; N : : Female ' :
\ ,
High school )
dropout :
16-17 38.8 54.0 62.2 47,6, 38.7 39.9 20.3 33.1 37.4
18-19 48.8 53.n . 63.0 75.4 37.9 40.7 12.0 32.9 37.4
20-21 45,1 34.-, 60.7 67.2 45,1 32.1 14.8 18.9 41.2
High school
student ,
16-17 18.9 40.1 62.5 56.0 36.7 23.8 .| 21.5 25.4 47 .4
18-19 - 59.1 46.0 69.3 36.7 26.3 22.6 37.4 33.9 £3.6
> | Nonenrolled
high school _
graduate N
© 18-19 83.4 71.2 88:8 38.5 2.3 13.3 51.3 69.6 71.0
20-21 79.8 78.3 80.9 26.7 9.7 9.7 58.5 70.7 73.1
Male
High school 4 ~ S , ‘ ; /
.| dropout o : ' ‘ o '
16-17 /786.6 | 82.1 79.9 48.0 29.5 27.9 38.8 57.9 57.6
18-19 /" 77.6 87.8 91.5 32.7 15.2 23.7 52.2 .\ 74.4 69.8
20-21 - ---~ 89.2 88.8 94.0 25.4 18.1 20.2 66.5 72.8 75.0
High school .
student . o . .
16-17" ~5§.7 .55.2 | 63.0 54.3 40.3 23.0 2614 33.0 48.5
- 18-19 6535 61.7 74.2 42.6 16.6 13.4 37.6 51,5 . |'64.2
Nonenrolled
high school |>~—__
graduate : :
18-19 . 86.0 83.9 95.0 25.3 13.6 8.0 64.2 72.5 | 87.4
20-21 1 93.7 90.0 95.1 20.1 11.0 | 6.4 74.9, 80.1 89.0

UNIVERSE: Civilian youth, age 16-21, on interview date, excluding college enrolléd
youth. (N=19,500,000) \
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currently enrolled in school. '01der female dropouts also
experience substantially highe unemp]oyment than high school
graduates; A'high'school degr\e;_however, appgarS'to improve the
emp10yment status of both white| and Hispanic fema]és more than it
does thatﬁof blacks. For example, well over half of the older
black dropouts in the labor force ‘are unémp]oyed. Among black
femalgfgraduétgs, unemployment is still high, affecting one-third
of youth age 18-19 and a quarter df those age»go-gl. |

v
-

4

I11. OUT OF THE LABOR FORCE (OLF) YOUTH

. A total of 7.2 million youth age 16-21 were estimatéd to be
out ofbthe labor force (OLF) during fhe,spring of 1979. Three
out_of every ten youth in this age group wﬁs neifher employed nor
‘actively éeeking work. Table 2.6 preseq;é selected
’éharactenistics‘of OLF youth bykschqoi §3r011ment status. Nearly
half of the OLF yohth were currgnf]y‘eq;o}1ed in hfgh school aﬁd
an additional one-fourth wefevattendiné collere. Oné 'in gvery
“four OLF ygufh is thus Qé{fher'atfeﬁﬂﬁng school, employed, nor
lTooking fér work. In”éompd¥ison to whites, blacks and Hispénics
.had a higher proporiion of OLF youth who weﬁe nbt attending
school. |

| Tab]é 2.7 compares the characteristics of 0LF‘ybufH-:
Acontro]]jng for in-school and out-of-school youth. 0ut¥0fjscH001
youtb/g;e predominantly fema]e,.o]dgr, more 1ike]y to beﬂschoo] R_
dropouts or married, and plagued more ofténAby a health
limitation. Out-of-school OLF females were a]so’moré likely to

have had a child; half of the whites have had children and the

- ‘ - . AN



Table, 2.6 Youth Out of the Labor Force by School

and Race

N
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Enrollment Status

-

Enrollment status Black Hispanic White Total

| High school dropout 19 26!, 10 13

| High schoo1.studgnt\ 53 48 47 48

College student 17 ™~ 15 30 - 27
Nonenrglled high school

graqyate . 11 1 13 12

© UNIVERSE:.. CiviTfans ‘age 16~21, tut of

date— (N=7,200,000)

[ORa

the Taborforce ‘on interview
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Table 2.7 Characteristics of Youth Out of the Labor Force, by Race and

( School Enrollment
‘ Black Hispanic White Total -~
Characteristic In Out | In Out In Out In Out
school | school | school | school | school school | school |school
Sex 5 , '

Female ' 54 73 53 78 48 79 51 78
Male . : 46 28 47 22 52 21 - 49 22
Age _ '

16-17 59 15 62 13 53 15 55 15

18-19 27 42 T8 40 - 28 .34 28 36
20-21 14 | 43 15 47 18 51 17 49

. . l
School enrollment _ ’ 4 1
‘status ‘ ‘ - i
3 High school ‘ , -
~ dropout -- 64 - 71 -~ 44 -~ 51
- High school '
~ student _ 76 | == 77 - 74 - 65 .-
' College student 24 * 25 | -- 39 1 35 1
Nonenrolled high ‘ ) .
school graduate| -- 36 - 29. - 55 -~ 49
(, Marital status : :

Never married 99 82 99 51 98 46 .98 42

 Married * 13 1 43 2 47 2 . AN

Widowed,. . !

“divorced, ' ! e

separated ~ 1 5 - 6 * teroo /[7
Health limitation| : : 5

No ' 93 84 96 88 94 76 94 { 79

Yes 7 16 5 12 6 24 "6 \ 22
Ever had child —

(females) .
No : 91 38 97 41 98 | 49 97 46
Yes 9 62 {1 3 59 2 51 3 54

*percentage is between 0.1 and 0.5.

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 16-21 out of the labor ‘force on intarview date.
(N=7,200,000) )




proportion was greater for blacks and Hispanics.

' "\
Reasons for Being OLF

OLF youth were !gked for the reasons they either did not
Took for,work or want work. | While OLF youth could give multiple
reasons, near]y,82 percent gave on]y'one reason. As one would
expect, schooling emerged és the predominant reason for being OLF
among the in-school youth (Table 2.8). Reasons for bging OLF for
out-of-school youth were, howéver, more varied (Tab1e 2.9).

Among oui-of—school males, no clear reasons emerged foru
their being OLF. In fact, the “pthér reasons" tategory, which
included such responses as 1acking work permits or social o

-security numbers, being on vacation, having 1énguage problems, or
moving soon, was commonly used by put-of—schoo]_ma]es to explain
their being OLF; half of both blacks and whites and a‘fhird of

" Hispanics chose thi§ response category. Furthermofe, even }hough

~ the OLF males Qere nbt»cyrrant]y enrolled in school, the secoru
most cited reason wag tﬁat QEhoo1 or-other training

'fesponsibi]ities biegentéd them.from entering the labor force.
Two bossib]e.exp1anétions may actouht for this response by but-
of—schooi OLF ma]gs:;bghey may inténq to return to school ;nd

¥

thus are staying ou?;Of-the.1aborwfof§e,‘or they are currently
enrolled in training programs such as CETA: o

For out-6f-school females, reasons far\being OLF wére more
‘clear., ver ha]fvdf the OLF Hispanic fem51ésyand two-fifths of
the/pﬁgéi and white.femajes cited 1atk_of chi]dg;are and other

family responsibilities. Pregnancy was also givehKas a reason
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Table 2.8 Reasons OLF Youth in Schoo1 Not Seeking or Want1ng Work, by Race

~and Sex

(Percentage distributions)

”

White

‘ Black ) Hispanic
Reason Female | Male -Female | Male Female | Male

Believed no work

available or could

not find work 5 -4 2 6 3 3.
Personal limitations

(e.g., too young, no

training, handicap) 2 / 2 4 4 2 2
fan't arrange ch11d .

care 2 -- 2 -- * --
Family responsibi1i- X
ties " -- 4 2 2 *
In school or other '

training 80 76 87 77 83 78
Health 1 2 1 1 1 2
' Pregnancy-- 2 - 1 - -- --
Spoﬁse or parent '

opposed 2 1 3 3 1 1.
Does not want to : : -

work 2 7 -1 6 11 12
Can't arrange trans- |

portation 9 4 7 6 6 4
Other 14 16 12 14 11 19
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100

*Peprr.nta between 0.1 and 0.5.

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 10 21 out of the labor force and enro]]ed in. schoo1

on 1nterv1ew date, (N=4,000,000)




Table 2.9 Reasons OLF Youth Out of School Not Seeking or Wanting WOrk
by Race and Sex T

(Percentage disfributibns)

Reason ’ Black Hispanic ™ White
Female | Male ~Female | Male ‘Female [ Male
Believed no work
available or could : ‘
not find work 11 16 5 4 * * 16
Personal limitations
(e.g., too young, no
training, handicap): 4. 3 10 9 a 6
Can't arrange child ' : /
care 27 - 35 - 1 --
Family responsibili- : :
ties . 16 -- 20 - 32 --
In school or other :
training 13 21 : 5 38 7 25
Health 3 4. 1 5 4 9
Pregnancy 4 18 - 15 - 18 -
, : i

‘I Spouse or parent
opposed . 3 - .5 - 6 _—
Dées not want to :
work 2 5 i 4 27 20 12
Can't arrange trans- »
portation 10 11 7 3 11 - n

| other 15 57 20 33 m 51
Total percent -1 100 100 - 100 100 100 100
*Percentage somewhere beuween 0.1 and 0.5.. ‘ ‘ S - e

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 16-21 out of the labor force and enro]]ed in schoof/
on interview date. (N=3, 170 ,000) B ) E
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for being OLF by 18 percent of both blacks and whites and 15
percent of the Hispanics. About 8 out of every 10 out-of-school

/

OLF youth are female.

IV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

The NLS Survey found more extensive labor force involvement
among American youth than the Current Population Survey. " Not
surpriéing1y, since young wokkers genera11y lack skills and
experience, they encounter difficulties in the labor market.

They are nof, howéver, a hdmogeneous group who a11‘Have similar
prob]eméﬁ An examination of youth employment status reveals
.considerab1e variation in labcv force participation rates,
Nunehp]oyment rates, and emp]oymeht/popu]ation ratios by race,
sex, and ége.

The uhemp]oymeht rate was highest among the youngest age
‘group, 16-17, and the unemp1oymenﬁ burden of the youngest age
group was compounded for minorities. Moreover, their difficult
employment situation did not completely ame]ioréte with age. For
example, for all racial groups thelrate c® unemployment declined
as youth approach adulthood, but minority adults considered "

" separately continued tqlshow high unemployment rates. It,phus
appeérs’that the employment difficulties of youth will not be
solved by the mere passage of time. / |

The NLS Survey also showed that youth appear to be embracing '
both school and work responsibi]ties. Six th of .every ten youth.

in high school were also in the Tlabor force and nearly half of

all high school students held jobs. Once again, black and
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Hispanic high school students lag whites in obtaiﬁing
 emp1oyment. As’one would expect, a high school degree improves'
the émp]oymEnt status of all youth but minority graduates ,
continue to face'relative1y high unempJoyment.,‘Further'rgsgarcm
is needed to determine the influence of factors such as .
discrimination, quality of education, job search pattern, and"
neighborhood segregation on the high level of unemployment for
minority graduates, especially black females. |

Three out of every ten youth age 16-21 were, however,
neither emp]oyed nor 1ooking for wo;k; mosf of'these werc in
school but one in every four OLF youth was not currentjy'enho11éd
in school. Most OLF out-of-school youth were fema]e,'snd family
responsibilities, Tagk‘of'chi1d care, énd pregnéncy emerged as
their predominant reasons for being OLF. 'Out-of-schoo1 males did

not produce any clear pattern of reasons for being OLF.



" Appendix 2A
EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF YOUTH AGE 16-21: A COMPARISON
OF THE NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL“SURVEX AND
THE CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY™ -

The National Longitudinal Survey (NLS) estimated the
employment status of youth using Current P0pu1ation'Survey (CPS)
brocedures; they apply to the weeklpreceding the interview
week.z The CPS reference month selected to compare with the NLS
youth sample is March 1979, the modal month for interviewing NLS
youth, whén apphoximateiy 44 percent of the NLS youth sample
(summer months excluded) was interviewed.3 - Overall, the NLS
obtained highér egtimatesfof labor force size for civilian non- .
imstitutionalized youth age 16-21 than the CPS. In March 1979,
the CPS estimated a total of 14.7 million youth in“the civilian
. 1abor force: -12.6 mi]]ion employed and 2.1 million unemployed.

The NLS, however, estimated a total labor force size of 17.4

million youth; 14.1 million employed and 3.3 hi]]jon unemployed.

lA version of this paper was presented by Richard Santos,
"Measuring the Employment Status of Ynuth: A Comparison of the
‘Current Population Survey.and the Nat >nal Longitudinal Survey."
Proceedings of the Industrial Relations Research Association
Annual meeting, Denver, Colorado, September 5-7, 1980.

20n1y yout~ between the ages of 16 and 21 years are included in
this analysis: as in the CPS, younger youth are not
considered. Those interviewed after May 1979 are excluded to
control for the large influx of students to the labor force
during the summer. These youth are assumed to be distributed
proportionately to those who were interviewed priur to the

summer.

3The overall seasonally unadjusted CPS unemployment rate declined
for civilians age 16-21 during January to May, 1979, 15.0 percent
for both January and February, 14.1 percent for Mare'y, and 13.0

percent for both April and May. .
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Besides higher labor force participation, the NLS youth «
sample yielded higher emp]oymenﬁ/popu]ation ratios and

unemployment rates than the cpsy Differences between the two

surveys tend to be associateq wilth race, sex and age (Tableﬂ
2A.1).4 In addition, the survey di?ferences aréVﬁreater fbf

youth whose major activity was s hool during the survey week.

Survey Differénces by Racé and SeA W

The NLS -survey showed an ov;;¥11 LFPR of 71 percént,jone-
sixth higher than the 60 percent rate found by the CPS.
Differences in LFPR between the twoxsurveyE‘wgre greater for

blacks than for whites. Black males| and fema]esl%n the NLS

\

sdrvey had an LFPR 19 and 20 points . igher,‘respectiveiy; than

the CPS rate, but the diﬁference“amon wﬁites was 9 points for

males and 10 points for females.

The NLS youfh survey'reported an unemployment rate of . 19
percent, substantially higher than tHe |14 percent repo[ted by the

CPS. For males, the NLS survey was 15 percent higher than the

\

. |
4In order to compare youtn in the NLS aahp]e and the CPS survey,
the white and other race cohort and the ispanic cohort in the
NLS sample are combined to yield a whitegrace group, since in the
CPS, the white race group includes Hispanics. Differences
between the two "white" groups still exi t, however, since about
4 percent of the Hispanics in the CPS are classificd as black but
the NLS white group includes other racesjwho in the CPS are
combined with blacks. the results of these differences should be
to understate slightly the LFPR and emp]oiment/unemp]oyment
ratios for the NLS white group and to overstate its unemployment
rate relative to the CPS. The opposite will occur for blacks
where the only difference between the CPS:.and NLS group is that
the NLS excludes other races and Hispariciblacks. The other
races category comprises only about Z'percent of the whites and
11 percent of the blacks, so the NLS and CPS should be quite
comparable,



a2

“Comparison of NLS

Table 2A.1 Emp]oyment Status, by Sex, Race, and Age:
and cpsa
. ° ¢ D‘l . 1
Sex and | . Labor force TS Emp1oyment/
age participation rate, Pércent unemployed population ratio
9 ~NLS [ CPS  [Difference | NLS | CPS_[Difterence | NLS. [ CPS [Differen
| N " Black® -

Female 60.2 | 40.4 | 19.8 1,2 27.3 13.9 35.41 29.4 6.0
16-17 48.2 | 23.0 25.2 54,64 37.1 17.5 21.9.| 14.5 7.4
18-19 | 64.0.{ 41.8 22.2 40.6 | 26.0 14.6 38.01 30.9 7.1
20-21 68.0 | 56.8 | ~ 11.2. 32.6 | 24.2 8.4 45.8 1 43.1 2.7

ya < \

Male 70.9 | 52.0 18.9 35,9 | 28.7 7.2 45,4 37.1 8.3
16-17 59.6 | 29.1 30.5 53.5.1 43.5 10,0 27.7116.5 11.2
18-19 77.7156.1 16.6 33.4127.0 6.4 48,41 40.9 7.5
20-21 82.9 | 75.8 7.1 1 22.8123.2 -0.4 64.0 | 58.2 5,8

White® |

Female 68.8 159.0 9.8 17.9 | 11.5 6.4 56.5| 52.2 4.3
16-17 61.0 | 45.9 15,7 25.6 116.2 9.4 45.4 | 38.4 7.0
18-19: | 72.8 | 62.6 10/2‘ 17.7 | 11.4 6.3 59.9 [ 55.5 4.4
20-21 72.6 | 68.0 9,6 1.7 | 8.5 3.2 64.1162.3 1.8

‘| Male . 174.6 | 65.9 //8.7 14,9 {13.0 1.9 63.5(57.3 |- 6.2
16-17 | 64.1150.3 13.8 24.3 119.6 4.7 48.5 | 40,4 8.1
18-19 77.6 | 70.2 7.4 13.0 {12.6 0.4 67.5|61.3 6.2
20-21 82.6 | 77.% 4.8 8.9 | 8.9 0.0 75.2 | 70.9 4.3

Total > |

Total 70.8 {59.9 10.9 19.1 1141 5.0 57.3151.5 5.8
Female |67.6 [56.1 1.5 20.25'13.3 : 7.4 53.6 | 48.6 5.0

. Male 74.1 6329' 10.2 17.5 {14.8 2.7 61.1|54.4 6.7

/

acps figures are for March 1979,
NLS excludes other races in Black category

b
category.

CNLS includes all Hispanics and other races in White category.
white HiSpanicsiggj not other races in White category.

(N=24,571,000)

UNIVERSE:

Civilians age 16-21 on interview date.

/

—

CPS includes

CPS includes.other races in Black. -
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CPS for whites and oneefourth nigher for blacks. The NLS
unemployment ratekwas 51 and 56 perqent hfgher for black and
white females, respectively.
Less variation was found between the surveys in the
emp1oyment/popu1atidn ratio, but the NLS rate was sfi]? 6 poincs

{11 percent) higher. Both white males and -black females

i

ref1ected this difference, but fhe'differenfia] increased for
btack ma1es and decreased for white fema1es; the-NLS

emp1oym nt/population ratio was about one- f1fth h1ghe~\Enan the

- ~

CPS -0 - : : I

Survey Differences by Age

Differences between thezNLS and CPS reports of emp1dyment
'status were greatest among the youngest age group and declined
substantially for the older age groups. LFPR differences between

_ \ _

A
surveys narrowed for older youth’, For example, the NLS

\

unemp1oyment rate was more than oneFfifth higher than the CPS
rate among white and black ma1es age 16 17 and black males age
18-19, but the rates are near]y 1dent1ca1 for both black and
white males age 20-21 and wdite males age '18-19. For fémales, |
differences in the unemp1oy$ent rates between the two surveys |
| a1so narrowed for the older age group, ‘but the NLS rates were ;'”
still substant1a11y higher th;n the CﬁS;

Survey D1fferences by MaJor Activity

N\,

Emp1oyment status differences between the two surveys were

greatest for youth whose major act1V1ty was schoo1.’ Youth were

37
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d%videdbjnfo those who stated that tﬁeir main activity during the
survey week was going to.5chod] and all other individuals. For
ybuth‘whose major activity waé échoo1 the NLS revealed a 16 point
higher LFPR fhan.the CPS (Table 2A.2); The difference was
greater for blacks, 28 ﬁoinfélas compared to 13 points for
whites. For yobth engaged in all other activities, the LFPR
differerce between thé-two sufveys wasbsubstaﬁfﬁa11y less,
e;pécié11y for the whitg groub.

Tﬁe NLS unemployment rates Were‘a1so-greater than:the‘CPS
.among youth .who were mainly engaged in school activitie%g 54
pércent higher.as opposed to 17 percent highér for tho#é mainly
engaged in other activities. For males éngaged'fn all other
actf??ties, the unemployment rates were. identical in the NLS and
CPS surveys. The'NLS showed a ;é percent higher unemployment
('nateithan the.CPS for females whose major activity was not
'schoo1.. | |

For youth engaged‘in school activity the emp]oyment/
popu]atiqn fatios Qere also higher in the NLS than the CPS.’ Thé
NLS and-CPS emp16yment/popu1atioh ratios wgré gquite similar for
youth engagéd in all ofher_activities, with the exception of a

three point difference among black fema1és.

CPS and NLS Hispanic Teenage Comparisbn:. Youth 16-19 Yearé
Recently, the CPS has published labor force data on

Hispanics on'a quarterly basis. The cPS employment status data

98
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Table 2A.2 Employment Status, by MaJo'n Activity, Sex and Race: Comparison
of NLS and CPS@ ,

Sex and Labor force ‘ Employment/

major - | participation rate “Unemployment rate population ratio
activity [NLS [CPS™" [Difference | NLS [ CPS I Difference | NLS [ CPS [Difference
: o Black '
Total- , ' ) o
.ic?oo1~, 50.0 {22.1 | . 27.9 55,31 36.9 18.4 | 22.4173.9 8.5
other 178.9170.5 | - 8.4 29.2125.2 | ”4.0k 55.9152.8 | 3.3
Male’ : ‘ " ' :
School | 52.6 | 24.1 28,5 55.7| 42.8 12.9 23.3113.8 9.5
All .
other |.87.5|83.6 3.9 25.21 24.1 1.1 65.4 [ 63.4 2.0
Female , : '
School | 47.41|20.0 27.4 54.7| 29.9 24.8 21.5114.,0 7.5
A1l |
other | 71.2 {59.7 11.5 33.5{ 26.4 7.1 47.3 44,0 3.3
. VWnite _
Total . ’ . {
School | 53.51!40.1 13.4 25.3] 17.2 8.1 40,0 33,2 6.8
A1l : ) ,
other | 85.7|83.3 2.4 12.04 10.0 2.0 75.4174.9 0.5
Male ' ‘ '
School | 53.171 40.3 12.8 (| 23.8] 18.5 5.3 40.51 32.9 7.6
Al . ' : ’
other | 92.7 | 91.3 1.4 10.5] 10.6 -0.1 82.9 | 81.7 1.2
| Female’ : , %
School | 53.91} 39.8 14,1 ©26.9| 15:8 1.1 39.4 | 33.5 5.9
Al o : .
other | 79.4175.8 3.6. 13.5{ 9.8 4.0 68.7 | 68.7 - 0.0
Total
Total .
School | 53.1( 37.2 15.9 29.3} 19.0 .10.3 37.5130.2 |. 7.3
All - _ o
otrer | 84.8! 81.4 3.4 14.0{ 12.0 2.0 72.91 71,7 . 1.2
Male - " ' _
School | 3.1 37.8 15.3 28.0| 20.9 7.1 38.21 29.9 6.3
A1l ' PR ‘
other ! 92.0190.3 |- 1.7 - “12.3] 12.3 0.0 80.7 79.2 1.5
Female ' - ' _ - i
Schoo! | 52.9| 36.6 16.3 0.7} 17.0 13.7 36.7} 30.4 . 6.3
ATl . ' A1 )
other | 78.3; 73.4 4.9 15.8} 11.6 4.2 65.9] 64.9 - 1.0
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are available for youth age 16-19 but not for youth age 16-21, 5
Table 2A.3 shows that the NLS obtained h1gher levels of LFPR
employment/population ratios, and unemployment than the CPS for
Hispanid‘teenogers. The LFPR obtained for‘Hiépanics in the NLS
was 12 points higher than in the CPS and the employment/
Ipopu1ation,rat%o washSIpoints hjgher. Unemployment was 42
percent highervthan the CPS, but the re1atiyé difference declined

for older Hispanic teenagers.

Reasons for CRS/NLS Differences

The NLS may have obtained different measures of youth
employment status for several reasons.6 First, the 1abor force’
status of youth in the NLS sahp1e is based on the response of the
yooth, whereas in the CPS, labor force status is usually Based on
the response of the parent or oth#r responsible adult household
member. fhe labor market activities of youth and their

willingness to docept a job may not be perceived identically by

young people and their parents. Otheh possible reasons for the

5Unempioyment data on Hispanics are published by sex and
separately for teenagers 16-17 and 18-19 years of age. LFPR and
employment/population ratio are ava11ab1e fior Hispanics age 16- 19
but not by sex or age.

6Dif.ferences between the surveys are well noted in Michael E.
"Borus, Frank L. Mott, and Gilbert Nestel, "Counting Youth:
Comparison of Labor Force Statistics in the CPS and NLS," Report
on Youth Unemployment: Its Measurement and Meaning. U.S..
Department of Labor, Washington: USGPO, I978; and Norman Bowers, .
"Youth Labor Force Activities: Evaluation of Difference Across
Surveys," U.S. Department-of Labor, Office of Current Employment
Analysis, unpublished paper, October 5, 1979; and R.B. Freeman
and J.D. Medoff, "Why does the Rate of Youth Labor Force Activity
Differ -Across Surveys?" National Bureau.of Economic Research,
May 1979. ‘ _ :
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Table 2A.3 Employment Status of Hispanic Youth, by Sex ‘and ‘Age:

o , Comparison of NLS and CPS3
v
.| 5ex and Labor force Percent unemployed  Emp loyment/

participation rate population ratio

age NLS ICPS [Difference | NLS [CPS [Difference | NLS [CPS [Difference
T F K

Total 58.8(47.1| 1.7 27.1[19.1] 8.0 - |42.9(38.1] 4.8
Female |[49.9 . 28.1]21.0 7.1 |35.9

16-17 | 41.9 ’ 136.7/29.3 7.4 26.5

18-19 | 57.2 22.3|16.6| 5.7 46.5
Male 67.6 26.3|17.7 8.6 49.8{

16-17 [60.0{ 37.9/26.5| 11.4 37.3

18-19  |76.2] . 116.0[12.5 3.5 64.0

3cps figures are for the first quartér of 1979.
UNIVERSE: Hispanic civilians ages 16-19 on interview date. (N=1,027,000)

1U1
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difference in the two §urVeys are the following:

Reference Period. The CPS data refer to the week which includes
the 12th of the month. 1In contrast, the 1979 NLS youth data
refer t6 the week prior to the one in which the interview was
conducted. The emp]gyment status of NLS youth“covers the pe}idd
from January to May 1979. |

Interviewer Bias. The CPS uses experienced Census interviewers

and in previous surveys the NLS has also employed Census
interviewers. However, the 1979 NLS gﬁrvey relied on
interviewers from the National Opinion Research Center (NORC).
While if is_un]ike]y'thaf an interviewer bias or errors -
contributed to the varianqe‘in the surveys, the effeéts of
interviewer differences are not known.

Sponsor Differences. While the CPS and NLS used the same

procedure to.classify émp1oyment status, the design and purpose
of the surveys vary. For eXamp]e, intervfewer§:in the NLEﬂététe
£he study is unde;"the auspices o€ the U.s. Department of Labor
and sponsored by‘\the Comprehensive Emp}oyﬁént and Training Acf,
but the CPS 1nterviewers.identify themselves only as Census
personnel. Consequently, the stated objectives of the NLS may
prime the respondent and thus elicit more employment-related

responses.

Further'Reéearch. AN these hypotheses may partially explain the

variance between the two surveys but the most plausible
differences appear. to be that the NLS directly interviews the
yout, while the CP5'relies on the head of the household or some

othgr responsible adult. =*Support for this finding is evident
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when one notes that the 1argest‘differen£ia1s occurred among the
“yuunger youths and those 1n~schpo1. It is this younger group
whose parents may know the 1east.about fheir job'search
activities, desire to participate in the labor force or marginal
emp.oyment. Further research on the reasons for the survey
differences will provide moﬁe”in31ght into this question as

additional work on the NLS youth sample is completed.
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Appendix 2B
THE VERY YOUNG IN THE LABOR MARKET: THE CASE OF 14-15 YEAR OLDS

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1961 the President's Committee to Appraise Employment and

~Unemployment Statistics undertook a major study of labor force

concepts and definitions. This committee, known as the Gofdon
Committee, had a major impact on defining the nation's labor
force and developing employment and unehpioyment concebts. One
of the committee's recommendations was to exclude 14-15 year olds
from emp]oyhent and unémp1oyment statistjcs} The committee \
considered it unrealistic to include tﬁé very ydung in the labor \
force because of school attendance requirements and their 1ow. \
participation in the work force. In reviewing the | ) a
recommendations made by the Gordon Committee, the Bureau of Labor \
Statistics (BLS) and the Bureau of the Census decided in 1967
that youth age 14-15 were to be exc1udéd from ﬁ%e total labor \
force but their employment status wouid still be pub1ished }
separately.! ' ' )
In essence, thé exc1usipn of teenagers age 14-15 from the
total labor force meant that scant attention would be given to
the emp]oyment status of the very young. Indeed, most labor
market research has not paid particular atténtion to the role of

. 5 ~ \
14-15 year olds. The rationale ror overlooking their labor
|

A}
L

= -

1For an excellent histcrical development of labor force concepfs
refer to National Commission on Employment and Unemployment
Statistics, Counting the Labor Force (Washington, D.C.: USGPO,
1979), .

104 /
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market activities is understandable. Most, if not all, are still

in schoo1.because most statés'require mandatory attendanée until ’

the age of 16 years. < ' \\
 The 1979 NLS, however, po11ects data on youth age'14-é1 and

these data can be analyzed to ascertain the roles that the very

young play in the labor markei. This papér will present a

pre1im{ﬁary profile of 14-15 year olds in the labor market using

the>197&ﬁyLS youth survey; examjne the type of jobs held by the

.very young and the extent of Unemp]Oyment among those searching

fof-work;'combare the emp1oy@ent status of 14-15 year olds in the

1Q79 NLS surVey with those obtained from previous NLS surveys in

1966.ahd 1968; and~discu€s the major»imp1ications arising from

having the very young in the labor market,

4

11. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH AGE 14-15°

A fota1'of 7.3 million youth age 14-15 were estimated to be
“residing in the United States in 1979. Table 2B.1 presents
selected charaéteristics of the very young by race and sex.
Virtually all of them (98 percent) are currently attending
bschoo1. However, about one-fourth of those age 14-ivaere
Eu%rent]y employed when interviﬁwed in the spring of-1\979.2
OVe;a11, they had a labor forcegparticipation rate (LFPR) of‘38
percent and an unemployment rate of 34 percent. Attention must

therefore be given to the characterjstics of youth age 14-15 who

2Youth interviewed after May 1979 are excluded to control for the
large influx of students to the labor force during the summer.
‘These youth are assumed to be distributed proportionately to
those who were interviewed prior to the summer. .

/

1U3




e 2B.1 Selected Characteristics of Youth Age 14-15 by Race and §ex o
acteristic BLACK HISPANIC WHITE TOTAL
> Female | Male [Total [Female [ Male [Total |Female | Male |Total |Female | Male | Total
on : A
rtheast 18 18 18 19 24 22 21 21 21 21 21 21
rth central 21 21 21 1 6 8 32 36 34 29 32 30
uth 56 55 56 27 26 |- 27 31 26 28 34 30 32
st 5 6 5 43 44 44 17 17 |7 17 17 17
11ment status '
opout 2 ] 2 2 3 2 ] 2 2 2 2 2
gh school 98 99 98 98 97 97 99 98 98 99 98 98
11ege 0 0 v 0 0 * * 0 0 0 0 0 0
ation attended , .
'| 0 * 0 '| * 0 * *‘ * * *
8 n 75 73 75 75 75 66 7 68 . 67 72 69
1 29 25 27 25 24 25 3129 | 3| 33 28 30
0 0: 0 0 * * 0 0 0 0 * 0
t 0 0, 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
\ ‘
th
od 3 98 96 93 95 94 96 94 95 95 94 95
or 7 2 5 7 5| 6 4 7 5 | 5 7 5
participated in
roment training | ‘
90 85 88 96 90 93 98 96 97 97 94 95
3 10 15 12 4 1 8 2 4 3 3 6 5
tal status
ver married 100 100 100 99 . | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
rried 0 0 0 ] 0 * ] 0 0 0 0y *
vorced, separated| O 0 0 0 * * 0 0 0 0 0 0
dowed ' »
a child ) :
98 99 98 99 99 99 100 100 100 100 99 99
S 2 2 2 1 1 1 * ] LI N 1 ]

Te——
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~ Table 28,1 (continued) | - S .- o '\Y | /
— R R WE [ W /-
areCleristic e T Wale [Total |Fenale | Male [Towal [Female | Wale [Towl [Tanele] Wale Towal] |
Family income ~ | | | : R
5000 /X R A /R R R T O PRI BRI B ] b 61 -
59,999 AT S AN T | 2 T A 2 R O (/O O T/
10-14,999 L A O 4 I P D [ A /S 0 I B I
13-19,999 S T L L O (2 [T O O O 1 A T I VA (O
- 20-24,999 b8 7 O I | I /2 A N VA A I A
26-29,899 . o N R A 4 L A VA . 9 1 M
0-39,99 . 2] 2 | 9 6 | .73 N 9110
momormm N A A R T O O 72 T A I A I
| E/Pratio 1O [0 190 (138 19,0 [ 166 | 269 | 295 | 8.3 | 8.2 | 6.2 | 48] L
LR 0,8 | 3,3 13,0 (206 | 31.5.) 308 360 A0 |02 | A e S
o | Percent unenployed | 13.2 1 70.5 (716 \.49.9 | 40.0-) 4.4 ) 254 ) 2080 218 | 319 0 2 ) A ~////

MWmWMWMMWW&im memwwwmmmfw%ﬂwwmﬂwﬁﬁﬂ%mmmﬂwwmm '
durlng the sumer, These youth are assumed to be distributed pr0port1onaet1y to those who were interviewed
prior £ to summer (N2, 731 ,200)

P \ b
IR

}UNIVERSE “Civilian youth age J4-15 on 1nterv1ew date (N7, 30 300)

| *Percentage between 0.1and 0.5 " ”\ﬁ_ - .[.,Hli . e o e a \\f;
\ ) E | j-r

. ‘ .Q r‘:":

- ‘ 4 . ' ! w ,

1')(5 o -
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1three tipes more 11ke1y to be employed than m1nor1ty youth.

-94 o _
hold jobs and of those looking for work.

\

y

White youth age 14-15, for eXamp]e part1c1pated .more in the

<1abon-fonce than either blacks or H1span1cs and a1so were two to

1

.

Males pa?ticioated more in the labor force than.fema1es‘and-ma1es
N | . ; .

were also more likely to be employed. White males and females,

however, had higher employment/population rattos than mjnority

youth, irrespective of sex.

Among males, nearly a th1rd of the whites in the 1abor force

‘were unemp]oyed in contrast to half. of the Hispanics and—?l——~——ff~—;—

- Fal
percent of the blacks. One in every four white females was

. ; - . . ' ) . 7
unemployed, but half of the Hispanic females and about thﬁee;/////

. . . ‘/
fourths of the b]ack females in the labor. force,were’unemployed.
/
»«Ihe amount of educat1on obta1ned and family 1ncome also

var1ed by race. For example, about a th1rd of the white youths
have obtained 9 to 11 -years of schoo1ng, but only about one-

fourth of black and H1span1t youth have atta1ned this education

~level. Even at this early age, H1span1cs and blacks are tra111ng

whitesl1n terms of education. In add1t1on, 20 percent of the -
b]achs and 14 percent of the Hispanics had family intomes below
$5,000 in.comparison to only 3 oercent of the whites.

Other than major differences Tn educationuano family income,t
youth 14-15 years old tend to be overwhe1m1ng1y in. schoo1

single; without children, residing with their parents, and in

'genera1 good hea]th Blacks and Hispanics wene however, mohe

likely to have part1c1pated in governmenta] tra1n1ng or -

subsidized emp]oyment.

3 L - 11u



III. THE NLS AND CPS COMPARISON OF EMPLOYMENT STATUS

‘The NLS estimated. substahtia]]y more labor market activity

) for youth age 14 15 than the emp]oyment status est1mates obtained

by the March 1979 Current Popu]at1on Survey (CPS), Table 2B.2
compares the NLS and CPS estimates of employment status.3
Overall the NLS youth sample yielded substantially higher labor

force participation/rates, employment/population ratios and
: | _ P ,
unemployment rates than the CPS. In the NLS sample the labor

force part{cipation rate and unemployment rate of youth age 14-15
were more than twice the CPS rate,'and the employment/population

ratio was about one and a half times higher than the CﬁS. .The

differentials wer= ~ven much more acute for black youth.\TFon\r

example, the CPS rvported an LFPR of 6 percent for blacks but the

1
1

rate was 32 percent in the NLS.
These differences may be explained in a vahietnyt ways.4_

‘While the NLS uses CPS procedures and questions to determine

labor force status, the NLS interviewers talked to ﬂhe youth

. themse]ves and asked for responses directly from the youth, but

the CPS interviews an adult member of the householJ. It is

i
P

. \\ - s
hypothesized that this interview differencekaccounzs for the
. \ \

i
N

\£

3To minimize survey differences between the NLS §Gmp1e and the
CPS, the white and other race cohort and the Hispanic cohort in
the NLS are combined to yield a white race group/, since in the
CPS the white group includes Hispanics. '

4For a d1scuSS1on of reasons for the CPS and NLS difference,

-refer to Richard Santos, "Measuring the Emp]oyment Status of

Youth: A Comparison of the Cyrrent Populatwon Survey and ‘the
National Longitudinal Survey ' . :
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Table 2B.2 The Employment Status of Youth 14-15: NLS and cps?

LFPR % UnempToyed E/P ratio

Sex NS TCPS_[Dif. [ NLS [ CPS ' ODif. [ NLS [CPS _[Dif.
| o Black ° - | |
JPios Ol
7 freta1> 32,0 | 5.7 |26.3 | 716 [36.0 | 35.6 | 9.1 | 3.7 | 5.4
| Femate |26.3 | 4.1 {22.2 | 73.2| -.|73.2 | 7.0 | 2.6 | 4.4
o Male j 37.3-| 7.3 |30.0° | 70.5 - |70.5 | 10| 47| 6.3
- FJ§~; v ' o White c\

Total | 38.6 |18.9 |19.7 | 29.3°| 12:4 | 16.9 | 27.3 | leghy| 10.8

\ Female | 35.4 |18.0 [17.4 .|.26.97| 9.8.[17.1 | 25.9 | 16.3 | 9.6
Male. |41.7 |19.7 |22.0 | 31.2 | 14.9| 16.3.| 28.7 | 16.8 | 11.9.

Total
Total: | 37.8 |16.7 |21.1 | 34.4 | 13.8 | 20.6 | 24.8 | 14.4 | 10.4
Female |34.1 |15.7 [18.4 | 31.9°] 1.0 | 20.9 | 23.2 | 14.0 | 9.2

Male M.1 |17.1 |23.4 | 36.3 | 16.2 | 20.1 26.2 14.8 | 1.4

aCPS figures are for March, 1979.

bNLS excludes other races from Black category. CPS includes other races
in Black category. o

'CNLS includes Hispanics and other races in White category. CPS includes
Hispanics but not other races in White category. :

UNIVERSE:'-Civi1ian youth age 14-15 on interview date currently in labor
- force (N=2,799,900) : T e

0

/.

112
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substantial employment activity and job search actiyity_pbtained\_

- for youth age 14-15 in the NLS survey.5

Employed Youth 14-15 Years 01d S - A

A total of 1.8 million youth age 14-15 were_worktng when
interviewed in 1979, but Table 28.3aAshone'that approximately 63
percent were working nine hours or less per week. HispaniCnand
black youth tended to work s11ght1y longer hours than whites.
For example, a th1rd of the black females were worklng 20 hours
orlmdre.in the survey week. The tende%cy of mjnonities to work
longer hours 1is more eJear1y 1’11ustr:ated»in Table 28;3b, which
'shows the mean hours worked.during'tne survey week.b Even nitn
fthese_variations by raee’in hours norked,~emp1oyed youtnyage 14-
.15 are primari1ydpart-time workers. |

Tab]e 2B .4 presents the main reasons why ‘the very young
vworked part-time during the survey week. As one would expect, a
substantia1 majority (63 percent) of these very young youths who
worked less than 35 hours per week cited.school as the main
reason for their part time emp1oyment ‘School attendance was
cited more often by black-males and H1span1c fema1es for their
-part-t1me employment. A fourth of .the emp]oyed b1ack females,

however, 1nd1cated that they worked 1ess than fu11 time because

_5The sample size in the CPS, especially among black youth, is so
small that the unemployment rates for black males and females
have very broad confidence intervals. In contrast, while the
number of observations is still relatively small in the NLS, much
more precise employment status estimates can be made. - '

6Information is also available for the usual number of nouns_
worked weekly, but it differs little from the survey;week data5
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Table 2B.3A D1str1but1on of Hours Worked During Survey Week ~Youth 14-15 Years by

Race and Sex

N

BTack Hispanic -

Number [ White —Total
of hours. [Female| Male|Total Fema]e‘ Male |Total |Female | Male Total Fema]e Male {Tota
-9 '\\ 49.1 | 43.4| 45,4 35.5 | 54,9 47.5| 67.8 61.4| 64.5| 65.9 160.0 | 62.
10-i9 | 20.0 | 20.7§ 20.5| 44.9 27.0' 33.8] 21.5 | 23.4 ?2.5 .22.3 | 23.4; 22.
20-34 14.5 |21.01 18.6| 9.7 | 11.1 .10.5 9.1 {10.6 J:9;8 9.3 | 11.2| 10.:
35-40 16.4 | 8.3| 1.2| 2.2 | 3.8 3.2| 1.6 | 2.5 21| 2.2 | 30| 2.
4-72 0| 6.6 4.2{ 7.7 | 3.3| 49 "o \2i1 1l 03| 2.4 1.
UNIYERSE: C1v111an youth age 14-15 report1ng hours worked dur&gg survey week among

' Table 28.38

the employed youth.”

Mean Hours Worked During Survey Week and Mean Hours Usua11y Worked:

(N=1,556,400)

Youth Age 14- 15 by Race and Sex

\

!

B]aek o

[  Hispanic

hite

Total

Sex. / Hours - worked sur\iel week :

[Total /159 13.4. 9.7 - 10.2°
Female || 15.4 5.5 8.9 9.8
Male / 6.0 2.2 10.4 10.9

I Usua]'ﬁoors worked'-‘ ‘ _
Total 14.6 14.3 o 10.7" na

| Femate | 15.7 © 13 C 9.7 0.1
Male 14.0 f\\14:5 1.7 12.0

UNIVERSE: Civilian youth age- 14 15 rEport1ng usual’ hours worked and hours worked

{

~during survey week.

(N=1,556 400)



" Table 28,4 Hean Reason Youth Age 14-15 Horked Part Tire, Survey Neek

\\.
\

‘
)

\

|

L;

BTk

Hispanic

Reasor | ‘ White Total -
Fema]e' Male |Total \.‘Fe'male Male Total "Female Male [Total |Female MalevTotal
Slack work ol 0. 2 '\ 6 M 9 M | g R L A
Maferia] shortage 0] 0 0 \\ 0| 0 .0' 0 1] 0. 1 ;* '
Plant/machine repair 0| ol o] ol o of v ol ] ]
Oy gt tine vk aeilable | 28| 4] 8] 9 | W) 8| 5 5| 5| 7| 5| 6
Bad weather 0 ol 0] 0 0] 0 0] 1 . I
* lown 11Tness 0 N 00 o0 0| ¢ e 0| e s
httends schoo! o o0 nl el gl 8| e gl s @ 6|
Too busy 032 0 o of 1 o ] 1 'y’
~Did not vent ful tine ol o] o] o o of 4] 4] 4] 3 3| 3
ull e vesk s wder S hrs, |6 1780 3| 7] 5] 2| 9l 6| 2| a6
her B I ) O A | R B P T AR
“Dercentage is betueen 0.1 and 0.5, | o
- UNIVERSE: Civilian yhuth age ‘14-'15 reporting reasons for'wo'rking part-time during survey week, (N=l.792,400)
o




and part of the reason for the_differenee may be found in‘theTr

occupations and industries.

100

only part-time work was evai1ab1e. In addition, one-fifth of the
L : /
Hispanic males gave the combined reasons of slack work and the g

'»unava11ab111ty of fu11 time work for their part-time employment.

Table 2B.5. revea1s that during the 1979 survey week,
employed youth earned on average about $2.37 an hour, less than
the then current federal minimum wage of $2.90. Of all employed

youth, white females earned the lowest mean hourly rate, $1.87.

 Hispanic males and females earned the highest hourly rates.

Earnings of the youth age 14-15 thuS'vary by both race and sexﬁl

{

/,

Occupational/Industrial Distribution _ j.

i
i

According to Table 2B.6, four mejor.types of OCCUpatjohs

(private household workers, service workers, sales workers, and

'1aborers);provided employment for more than four out of ereryr

five youth age 14-15 emp1dyedfduring the survey week .- The
distribution of occupations varied both by race and sex. f For

example, over ha1f the white female workers were engaged in ,

pr1vate household work, presumably as baby sitters. B1ack\

females and especially Hispanic females were 1ess 11ke1y to work
as baby sitters or to do other pr1vate_househo1d_workt With the
exception of black females employed in service oCcupetions,

minority females were -more likely than whites to work in servicé

/
!

/

—

7Ch1ld care workers accounted for 91 percent of the private
household.occupations among employed white females, 72 percent of
black females, and 79 percent of -Hispanic females. :

o

1175
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Table 2B.5 Mean Hourly Rate of Pay Duriﬂg Survey Week: Youth Age 14-15, by
Race and Sex

(in .doltars)

Sex Black | Hispanic . | White | Total
Rate of pay survey week

, |Total . 2.68 _ 3.00 ' 2.33 | - 2.37

| Femate | 2.72 2,89 187 1.93

Male 2.66 3.07 276 | 2.7

UNIVERSE: Employed civilian youth age 14-15 reporting hourly rate of pay
’ during survey week (N=1,556,400) .
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Table 28.6 Occubation in Survey Week: Youth Age 14:(15, by Race and Sex

\ |
| ‘ — : ”
LOccupation Female Brllg%g Total | Female H1§1§?21CTotalyFemale Nws Tota] | Female T;Z?l Total :
rofessional ol o] ol v 2] o
Sales worker a1 911 b '7 1T 2 B 8 5|0
Clerica] sl s e sl e slel 1] 5]

- |(raftsnen S T T IR PR B I R O
R N I R S S P P 0| 5]

Operatives/trans ) 0 0! 0 0 0'0 0 2111 ¢ 71

- (Laborers, exc. fem g b4 b e | o2 | B0 | g lu RN

Famers, mrs. 0 L0 0 f 0 |0 fo 1y ol e 1] o]
Farm laborers, |

| foremn N S A R I TN N AP TO EVN E PI V O
Service ol ule | n | sls s lalnl sl gy

Private Wiworkers 1o 3 b | s s | 4l | s e | g

INIVERSE:  CiviTian employed youth age 1‘14-15 reporting occupational iﬁvo]vement' during survey veek, (N<1,547,300)

119
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or c]erical'occupations. Over half of the Hispanic females were
employed in service occupations, and c]érica] work provided a
fifth of the employment for both blacks and Hispanics. In
addition, sales work accounted for a fifth of black female
employment but it was not important for white or Hispanic
females.

For the very young males, and especially minority ones,
laboring (excluding farm labor) was the predominant occupation.
Black males were more likely to be employed in service
occupations than white males; one-third for blacks versus one-
fifth for whites. 1In addition, sales work accounted for one-
fourth of the jobs among'white males but only a very small
proportion of minorities. Among employed white males in sales
6ccupations, nine out every.ten‘were newspaper boys.

Table 2B.7 presents the distribution of employment by major

industries for emp]oyéd youth age 14-15. Personal services and

the retail industry collectively provided the bulk of total
employment, about six out of every ten jobs. For the very young
females, baby sitting is an fmportant source of employment and it
is therefore not surprising that personal services accounted for
over haif of the white feTaTe employment and one-third of
minority females. Personé] servfces also provided one-fifth of
white and Hispanic employment for males but only 12\percent for

b]acks.8 The retail industry provided the second major source of

8As with females, private households account for most of the
personal service employment. Females were, however, more likely
to be engaged in baby sitting and males in yard work.

A

]

12]



¢ Table 28,7 Type of Industry During Surve} Meek: Youth Age 14-]

122

5, by Race and Sex 5
- | o I
. Wk T e Firte Tl
astry Ferale | Male Total [Female |Male TTotal[Female |Wale [Total |Female | Wale |Total
griculture, ) o ] . ]
Forestry, farming. | 0| 11| 7 e | B N T 4 75
B A R R
tonstructin S TR O A A T T N O R I AV B
panfacture dursbles | 00 9 L6 |0 |2 1|0 |11 |0 |2 ) |
Manufacture nondurableq - 12 307 o 3o b . 27' a i 6 [ u | 15|
Trans/public utilities| 0 1 b 0 |2 |1 0 1 1 | ¢ 0 .
legletrate | 8|02 |0 [ o [0 [ || 1]
etail RO R A I O T I R B
Finance, insurance, | | | | . o
real estate 02 P2 0 0| 2.1 A
Bus iness/repair 5|9 1 8 0 13 |8 ] b ]2 1T 05 3
sl s (% |09 (w a5 0 a e |9 ||y
Entertaiment/ B A S N — jhf‘ b
recreagion‘ _ 0 ' I I 0 13 | 2 b 173 2 R 4 3
ofessiondl A L8 (B [0 6 LT3 el || e o
oy T T T R B O O O 0 PR )

- Wercentage between 0,1 and 0.5,

UNTVERSE: ~ Civilian employed youth age 1415 reporting industrial involvenent during survey week, (N=1,547,300)
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jobslfor the very young. Propo?tionate]y more black and Hispani
youth were employed in retail than whites.9 \ |

The largest proportion of white males were emp]oyed‘in the
nondurab]e manufacturing industries; and agficu]ture, even though
not a major source of jobs, proVided more jobs for minority>ma1es
than whites. 1In addition, the,professiona] industry accounted
for more emp]oyment among m1nor1ty youth, especially black

fema]es.10

Unemployed Youth: 14-15 Years- 01d \

Slightly less than one m1111on youths age 1l4- 15 were
unemp]oyed during the 1979 survey week As noted in Tab]e‘2858a
virtually all of‘these unemp]oyed youth‘were seeking part;time
‘work. The 1argef proportion of very younglb1ack fema]eq seeking,
full-time work is consistént with an earlier finﬁing that -
emb]oyed.blaCkAfema1eé would 5refér to work longer hqurs;,’Tab1e
2B.8b shows that unemployed youth hadlbeen searching oh average
about seven Qeeks'for-work; With the exeeption of Hispanic and
black fémales,bvabiations in mean weeks looked for by race and
sex were sTight. '

Table 2B.9 presents, by sek and race, the Qarious.wayé

unemployed youth sought work.1l The most popular metﬁod among

~9Eat1ng and dr1nk1ng establishments prov1ded the majority of jobs
within the retail industry for both whites and Hispanics. Blacks
were,‘however, more likely. to be employed in grocery stores.-«

'IOCETA and other re]ated manpower employment programs are f ‘
classified in the professional industry and th1s may accodht for
the higher representat1on of m1nor1t1es : F e

<

. . . Pl

_ . : S Y
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T-~le 2B.8 Type of Employment Sought and'Mean Weeks Looked by the Unemployed Youth Age
‘ 14-15,by Race and Sex ‘ ‘ . : /
Table 2B.8a Percent Looking for Full and Part Time !
! Black - Hispanic White Total )
Female | Male [Total |Female | Male | Total |[Female | Male | Total [Female | Male]| Total
. - j ,
Full 36 25 | 29 0 11 8 10 29 20 | 12 27 21
Part 64 75 71 100 89 92 90 - al 80 88 '/73 © 80
. j
. : |
I
Table 2B.8b Mean Number of Weeks Looked for Employment - |
_ ' ‘ Black Hispanic White Total
- - [Female Male |Total |Female | Male | Total | Female | Male [ Total |Female | Male| Total
. i . \‘ I
' 5.0 6.1 |5.7 12.0° | 7.5 8.9 7.8 6.0 6.8 7.6 / 6.1 | 6.8
, ' !
: |
. ‘ . /!

UNIVERSE: Unemployed civilian youth age 14-15. (N=938,800)
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- Table 28.9' Job Search Techniques of Unemployed Youth, Age 14-15 Years by Sex
‘and Race ' , :

Search technique Total FemaTe Male |Black ispante [ White|
State employment agency 3 ‘ 2 | 3 2 | . 4 3.
Private employment agency 2 2 ] 1. } - 3
Employer directly | s 45 61 | 50 66 | 54
Friends, relatives 19 19 19 | 13| 18|21
Placed, answered ads 5 - 3 6 2 5
Looked in newspaper 25 28 24 30 18 25
'chhbpl emb]oyment service 12 | , 15 10 | 22 | 7. 8.
Other ' _ 18 17 18 | 1 19 | 20

 UNIVERSE: Unemployed civilian youth age 14-15 (N=938,800).

L
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youth age 14-15 for locating employment was to eontacf_an
- employer directly. Looking.in the newspaper and
friends/relatives were the second and third.mosf.popu1ar job
search information sources. .Ma1es reljed on direct eﬁp1oyer
eontact more than‘fema1es“and Hispanics searched the . newspaper

less frequently than other youth. :

NLS Survey Comparison: 1966, 1968, and 1979

The employment status of youth age'14-15 in the 1979 :survey
can be compdred with those of previous NLS surveys. :The NLS
“firstsgathered data for male youth in 1966 and female ybuth_jn %#
}968. Table 23.10 presents the employment status of youth age
14-15 during the interview week for the survey years. In
generai;‘the LFPR.of'ma1es dec1inea from.1966 to 1979 for both
whites and blacks but more dramatica]]y for blacks. d}or b1ack;

ma1e$ LFPR dropped by 24 percent dur1ng th1s 13-year period in

comparison to only a 7 percent dec11ne for whites. Female LFPR,
however, increased by over one-fourth between surveys for both
b1acks and whites. " The employment/population ratio drapped mbrel

dramat1ca11y for black males than for whites, In 1966, over a -

third of b1acks age 14 15 were employed as compared to on1y 11
percent in l979. For both white and -black females, the '
ehp]oymgnt/pogu]ation ratio varied slightly between surveys.

Unemployment among. youth age 14-15 was greater in 1979 than in’

~

b

B

11 : o 1 . -
**While more than one method can be used to search for .jobs,
nearly 66 percent of the youth relied on only one technique. L
s Over half of the youth relied on d1rect1y contacting an emp1oyer
to f1nd work. _ S _ , .
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- Table 2B.10 Employment Status of Youth Age 14-15 by NLS Survey Year

NLS survey year _Black N white and others
' Female | Male 1 - FemaTe ] Male

Labor force participation rate

-

1966, 1968 20.7 . 49.2 27.9 45,2
1979 | 6.3 37.3° | 361 42.0
Difference ] 5.6 1.¢ 8.2 3.2

Employment/population ratio

1966, 1968 7.5  35.8 949 35,6

1979 7.0 11.0 26.9 . 29.5 |
Difference .5 ) 24,8 ' . 2.8 ' 6.1

b

Percent unemployed

1966, 1968 63.9 . 27.3 13.7 - 21.4

1979 73.2 70.5 254 | 208
Difference ’ 9.3 1 43.2 1.7 8.4,

UNIVERSE: C1v111an youth age 14 15 in the labor force in 1979 (N=2,799,900), in -
- 1966 (maTes N=1,692 700) and’nn 1968 (-females,-N=1,007 800)“*** .

128
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1966 . and 1968. For biack males, however, unemployment more than
doubled between surveys.

As in 19]9, virtually all youth age 14-15 in 1966 and 1968
were enro11ed\}n schoo1 Table 2B.1lla shows, however, an-
1ncrease in the schoo1 enroliment of black youth from the ear11er
NLS survey years. In add]t1on, Table ZBllb shows that with the
exception of white males the proportion of youth seeking part
t1me work between surveys did not show substant1a1 var1at1on
Among emp1oyed youth, Table 2B. 1lc 1nd1cates that mean hours
worked per week remained constant for white females and decreased
for white males between surveys. For emp1oyed blacks, mean hour's’
worked increased by 5 hours for females and only slightly for
males betWeen,surveys.

The most vivid survey change among employed youth age 14-15

occurred in.- their occupat1ona1 and industrial d1str1but1on. In

compar1son to 1966 and 1968 the 1979 survey reflected the

~decline in emp1oyment of farm labor occupat1ons and of the

agr1cu1tura1 sector in the. economy. For examp]e, in 1966 among
ma1es, farm 1abor emp1oyed about a f1fth of the whites and a

quarter of the blacks, but by 1979, only a minute. proport1on were

_empioyed: Furthermore,. the 1979 survey indicated an overall

tncrease in employment of youth'age.14-15 in sales, cTerica1, and i
service occupations, andbin who1esaie/retat1 and manufacturing |
sectors. Tabies 28.12 and 2B.13 present, respectively, the
occupational and industrial distribution in the‘different survey
years. . |

These survey changes in the occupational and 1ndustr1a1
. e
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Table 2B.11 Schoo] Enrollment, Part Time Work Sought, and Mean Hours Norked by
NLS Survey Year for Youth Age 14-15, by Race and Sex

.2B.11a_ Percent.of Youth Enrolled in School

NLS survey year Female lack Male Female e Male
1966, 1968 - 93 95 98 98
1979 98 99 o 99 98
|

28. 11b Percent of Unemployed Youth Seek1nq Part Time and Full Time Work

NLS survey year remale Plack Male Female e Male
Full time N |
1966, 1968 15 ‘9 5. 4
1979 16 10 1 10
Part time v |
1966, 1968 85 91 ‘b9§7~ B 97
| 1979 84 v90 99 90
2B.11c  Mean Hours Worked. by Emp]oxed Youth ]
NLS survey year Féma]giaCk Male Fema]gmte Male Fema]lOta1 Male ‘
1966, 1968 0.6 15.8 8.6 13.5 8.7 . 13.8 1
1979 J5.4 ¢ [-16.0 | 8.9 10.4 9.4 |09
Tab]e'ZB.i1a: UNIVERSEE Civilian youth age 14 15 during survey week in 1979

(N=7,309,300), in 1966 (males, N=3,696,800) and in
1968. ‘ E
Table 2B.11b: UNIVERSE: C1V111an youth age 14-15 unemployed dur1ng survey
week in 1979-(N=938,800), in 1966 (males, N=376 000),
- andin 1968 (fema]es N=186,900).

Table 2B.11c: UNIVERSE: Ciyvilian,youth age 14- 15 employed during survey weel.
reporting hours worked during survey week in 1979
(N=1,556,400), in 1966 (males, N=1,316 700) and.in

/1968 (fema1es, N=810,900).
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Table 2B.12 Occupational Distribution of Employed Youth Age 14-15 by NLS Survey
. Year , Race and Sex

B1aER White and others

Occupation and year : Female Male Female Male
Professional o

1966, 1968 1 / 0 3 2

1979 : 0 4 0 2
Clerical : i a

1966, 1968 10 e 2 4 5
1979 : 29 / 5 6 5
Sales workers -

1966, 1968 1 2 8 6 16

1979 21 9 8 27
Craftsmen . /‘ -

1966, 1968 . 0 2 * 4
. 1979 0 1 0 4
Operatives / :

1966, 1968 . v 0 10 2 9

. S S £V A B .0 2 L0 8

Private HH workers ’ Joo o

1966, 1968 : 49 . 3 59 | 1

‘1979 37 -0 58 . 4
Service work . LT )

1966, 1968 ‘ 20 . 23 . 16 15

1979 , 19 33 29 _ 21
Farmers, farm managers . 4

1966, 1968 ’ : - : 0 0 I

1979 - 0o 0 1 0
Farm labor, fbreman / ‘

1966, 1968 ‘ 17 24 9 21

1979 . .- 0 - 6 2 4
Laborer, other than farm
or mine _

1966, 1968 1 - 28 1 27

1979 v . 0 41 0o - 27

*pPercentage between 0.1 and 0.5 ‘ ‘ :

UNIVERSE: Civilian youth age 14-15 emp1oyed during survey week report1ng occupa-
tion in 1979 (N=1,547,300) in 1966 (ma1es, N 1 316 700) and in-1968
(fema]es, N=810, 900)

I
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Table 2B.13 Industrial Distribution of Employed Youth Age 14-15 by NLS Survey
. Year , Race and Sex

' BTack White and others
 Industry / Female Male Female Male
NLS survey year
Agriculture, forestry,
‘fisheries
1966, 1968 17 25 10 23
1979 - 0 1N 4 6
Construction
1966, 1968 : - 3 0 4 (
1979 0 0 2 4
Manufacturing
1966, 1968 0 8 1 15
1979 , 12 12 6 28
Trans., communication,
public utilities * , ‘
1966, 1968 : - ] 0 2
1979 ' 0 7 0 o
Wholesale/retail trade , ' _
- 1966, 1968 9 27 VA 30
1979 , 31 34 22 25
Finance, insurance,
real estate
1966, 1968 - 0 - _ 1
1979 ’ 0 : 2 0 2
Business and repair |
1966, 1968 0 4 * 4
1. 1979 ‘ 5 9 1 4
Personal services ;
1966, 1968 59 18 ' 63 -1
1979 32 ’ 12 61 20
Entertainment, recreation . '
1966, 1968 2 2 6
1979 0 4 g 4
Professional : :
1966, 1968 Y 1 8 7 .5
1979 ' 21 8 3 4
Public administration
1966, 1968 3 2 * ]
1979 0 0 0- 3 j

*Percentage between 0.1 and’'0.5 ’ :

UNIVERSE: Civilian youth age 14-15 employed during survey week, reporting occupa-

- tion in 1979 (N=1,547,300), in-1966 (males, N=1,316,600) and in 1968
Q ; (females, N=810,900). - 115 -
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distribution of employed youth were not reflected uniform1j by
race or sex. For example, Py 1979 the proportion of.b1acks
engaged as laborers (other than in farms or mines) increased to
two-fifths but remained constant for whites. Service occupations
also 1ncreaseﬁ.for both white and hlack males but more so for
blacks. By 1ndustria1.sectors; the proportion of.white males in
manufacturing increased from 15 percent in 1966 to over one-
fourth in 1979, |
| Among females, employment as private household workers
accounted for half of the jobs in 1968 for both blacks and
whites; in 1979, private household work remained constant for
whites but declined to over a third for blacks. Black females
increased their proportions in both clerical and sales ,
occupations to over two-fifths in 1979 versus less than one-sixth
in 1968. Clerical and sales occupations did.not exceed one-sixth
of the jobs for white females in the two survey years. Service

occupations, however, increased for whites between surveys but

remained constant for blacks.

Major Findihqs and Conclusions

Virtually every teenager 14-15 years old is currently
enro1ied in school, and it is understandable why their emp]oyment
status is reported by the Bufeau of Labor Statistics but not
‘included in the total éiviiian labor force. Yet approximately
two million teenagers aée 14-15 wefe estimated to have worked on
average about 10 hours during the NLS survey week and another

million were 1obking for'work. The employment status obtained by

133
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the 1979 NLS youth survey suggests substanﬁ1a11y more labor
market activity than the CPS demonstrates for the very young.

A substantial proportion of teenagers age 14-15 are holding
jobs or looking for work, although most youngsters seek part-time
work because of school attendiance. Opportunities to work among
the very young have been influenced by several factors. For
example, a decline in agricultural employment has reduced the
availability of jobs and may account for the decline in the male
LFPR in 1966 and 1979. However, the general decline in the LFPR
did not hold for females. The availability of baby sitting jobs
and a greater acceptance of girls working has faci11téted their
employment.

For black males and females, however, getting a job is
nearly impossible. .In survey week 1979, seven out of every ten
blacks age 14-15 were unab]e to find work. The employment status
of the very young is very likely to be dependent oﬁ neighborhood
jobs such as‘mowjng lawns, sacking groceries,.food services, and
baby %ijting. For b1qcks in low income neighborhoods, these j#bs
may nof exist.

Only minimal attention has been given to the relationship
~between work and school for the very young. Thg pre1imﬁnary
dafa, however; indicate that minorities age ;4-15 are in families
with lower incomes and they trail whites in educational
éttainment. }n comparison to whites, there are also- fewer jobs
available -to them. How these con-ditiohs will influence the
schboT}ng and employment experiences of minorities during the-

teen years requires further study.
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CHAPTER 3 T

YOUTH - EMPLOYMENT CONDITIONS AND THE WAGE
STRUCTURE IN THE YOUTH LABOR MARKET

by Dav1d Shap1ro

T DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ON YOUTH EMPLOYMENT CONDITIONS

The majority of emponed youth norma11y work- at part- time

JObS, near1y a th1rd of - emponed youth work fewer than 20 hours -

per week (Tab1e 3.1). Schoo1,enroI1ment is the key factor - . -
here: part-time jobs are held by over 90 percent of the emp10yed
who are enrolled in high sch001 and over 75 percent of the
emponed enrolled in coJIege, but by less ‘than 20 percent'of the
emp1oyed'youth who are not in school. These data suggest that.

growth in the availability of part-time empToyment has been a

-major factor contributing to the secular increase in labor ‘force

- participation rates of enrolled youth.

Table 3.2 shows the occupat{ona] distributions of employed
youth by sex“and enroliment status Compar1son of youth
emp]oyment with total emponment revea1s that youth are

underepresented in_ hngher-]eve] white collar occupations

and in craft pos1t1ons as m1ght be expected from the1r 1ack of

experience and sk111s. 0verrepresentat1on of youth is most

’apparent 1n the . serv1ce sector, and among 1aborers and pr1vate

household workers.

Close to 30 percent.of employed students workq{n service
occupations. A fourth of emponed'ma]es in high school work as
Taborers, while similar proportions ofbtheir femaIe counterparts

work. in clerical occupations and as private household workers.

136 e
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Table 3.1 Usual Hours Worked per Week, by School Enroliment §;atusv;ﬂ_””“wlwx;;mi

(Percentagé distributions)

e

percent

AN ‘A
‘Usual ) : ‘ - S
nours ‘High school | High school | College | Nonenrolled high
worked dropout . | student student | school graduate |Total
1-19 6 61 B 4 31
20-34 14 32 33 12 23.
35 or more 79° 7 .23 84 46
Total . o '
100 100 100 - 100 100

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979 who were employed on

the_interview date.

(N=16,222,000)
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{ Table 3.2 Occupation, by Sex and Enroliment Status.

High school|High school| College = |Nonenrolled Total

) Occupation © | dropouts | . students | students |HS graduates _ Total
' Female|Male|Female|Male|Female|Male [Female| Male|Female Male T

| Professional, : S

technical oy b 22| 7| 5 | 4 4| 4} 4
Managers, | |- : : _ |
administrators 1 2 1. 1 3 4 4 51, 2 3 3
Sales s | 2| o lie| 8| 9| 9| 3| 9|7 | 8
Clerical | 15 |.2| 23 | 6] 43 |6 46 | 7} 35 | 7 | 20
Craft | 1 3 1] 10 s 17 {m} 2|3l 1|18 8
Operatives (except | | - o
‘transportation) .27 2 | . 2 | 81 4 7 10 21 7 15 ° 11

! Transportétion .

<L operatives 1 8 1 3 0 1 0 8 0 5 3
Laborers (nonfarm) 5 | 23] -2 |25 3 |13 2 16 3|20 | 12
Farmers o | ol of 1| o of o ol o | o 0
Farm laborers 2 4 11 71 0 1 0 3 1 5 3
Service workers
(except private _ . ' .
household) . 28 14 32 30 29 27 21 10 27 - | 20 . 23
Private house- . : : ' ' | _
hold workers 13 1. 26 | 1 3 1 2 o 11. 1 6
Tota] percent 100 . | 100 ']00 100 { 100 [100 | 100 100 | 100 |100 100

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979} who were employed on the interyiew date.
(N=16,222,000) : A - ' ,
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More than two-fifths of the work1ng co11 ge women had JObS in

120

'5~e4erica1 occupat1ons, while the young en ‘worked in ‘a wider

e ”'vaftety'Of'occupations.' Ooccupation 1‘segregationiis“?ead11yf”““
- apparent among the predominant]%/part—time jooshJ1d:by students ﬂ
o as well as among}those he1d by nonstudents.
The 1nf1uence of educat1ona1 attainment on ear1y v

‘occupat1ona1 ass1gnments can be inferred from ‘a ¢ mparison of the

occupationsfof dropouts/y{th'those'bf nonenro11eduhtgh school
graduateS/; Near1y ha1f of female graduates work 1n c1er1ca1

. occupations and another fifth are emp1oyed as service workers
but among femaJe dropouts«serv1ce work is the most popu1ated
group, one- fourth work as operat1ves, 15 percent/are in c1er1ca1-

13 |

" positions, and 13 percent work as pr1vate househiold workers
Among males, not in school, one- f1fth of the graduates are in'
‘white- co11ar jobs compared to 7 percent of the dropouts. With’
regard to blue-collar. JObS, operatives are most numerous among
both graduates and dropouts, but for dropouts 1aborers are :the
next most s1zab1e group while for graduates th1s d1st1nct1on goes
“to the craft occupations. Even at this h1gh1y aggregat1ve 1eve1
. it appears that failure to comp1ete high school serves as a

-

constraint on those youth with aspirations for h1gher-1eve1 blue«"

o

collar and white}co11ar jobs.' , ) - /;,”

Examination ‘of the 1ndustry mix of emp1oyed youth (Tab]e

|
|
3.3) confirms the 1mportance of service occupat1ons.noted
. . IR : | .
~previously. High proportions of youth are emp1oyed-in retail
trade (more than.40 percent of the employed in this group work in

i
"eating and drinking places") and in the.service sector,

|
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~Table 3.3 Industry Emp]oyment,'by Sex and School Enrollment Status

(Percentage distributions)

. Industry High schootl [High school| College Nonenrolled

(% of total dropouts | students | students . |HS graduates - Total Tbta]‘
emp]pyment) Female [Male|Female{Male|Female{Male|Female | Male|Female Ma1e C
“Agriculture, minin 4 9 2 9 2 1 2 | 7 2 7 5
. ‘ ) ’ - : . . . .
Construction 2 |17 1 3 0 3 1 13 1| 87 5
" Manufacturing, ' ' i . : _ | _ ,
durables n o200 | 1 3| 2 | 9| 8 | 23| 5 |13 9
Manufécturing, ' i  ‘ . . .
nondurables b 17, 7 4 1 5 5 8 | 8.7 | 8 8
,franspOrtétion, . - ' :
communication . 3 5 0 1 1 3 .3 5 2 .3 3
. Wholesale trade v olal o1 L2l vl 2 3| v 3] 2
. 401 . _ | ‘
- Retail trade, in- | 32 |18 43 43 37 33 32 24 37 3 34
“ cluding restaurants | - h\ ' ‘ ' ' '
E?Tinahce, insurance, - \ \
- real estate - | 3 \ 1 3 2 4 3 13 2, 7 2 4
Business, repair . N s - At
services = 2 (10 (72| 6 1 8¢ 3 | 7 2| 7. 5
Personal services 6 |3 294 8| 5 | 5| 4 | 1414 |4 9
Entertainment,
recreation - : _ o
- services 0 1 2 4 2. 4 1 1 2 ‘1 3 2
Professional, | | : _ ° »
related services 1n | 3 12 8 | 37 22 20 41 19 .| 8 13
Public administra- : , . .
- tion 1 2 1 2 3 _2 3 3 2 2 | 2
Total per;ent 100 {100 100__ 100 | 100 100 100 100 { 100 |100 100

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on Janhary 1, 1979 who were employed on the interview daie.

C

(N=16,222,000)
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Converse1y, youth are most notably underrepresented”in pub]ic
adminstrationl_(in comparison with the'entire civilian labor
Hﬂforce) - Data on dindustrial distribution. a]so.confirm the..
4observat1on that school. enro]]ment status strong]y affects
emp]oyment patterns. Students are c1ear1y more 11ke1y to be in
retail trade than nonstudents 43 percent of - those enrolled in
h1gh school and 35 percent of those enro11ed 1n\co11ege are in
- th1s 1ndustry group c0mpared with 22 and 28 percent of dropouts‘
and nonenrolled high school graduates, respectJve]y. As w1th thei
occupatdona] distributions, young women tend\to.oe more highly
concentrated within a limited number of industrial group1ngs than
the1r male counterparts,'regard]ess of - schoo] enro]]ment
status. w1th1n each schoo] enroliment group, except h1gh schoo1
students, young women are more - 11ke1y to be in retail trade than
young men. A similar pattern is apparent for the serv1ce
sector. Among emp]oyed males a f1fth of high schoo] students and
near1y a th1rd of co11ege students are in persona] services,
enterta1nment and‘recreat1on'serv1ces, and professnona] and
re1ated‘services, conpared.to fewer than 10 percent of their
\\h'nonenro11ed counterparts. Among emp]oyed.fema1es, over 40
percent of enro]Ted'youth are in.these’industries compared to
about 25 percent of the nonenro11ed. More flexible hours help

attract students to the service sector in greater numbers than

nonstudents,

1S1nce some youth employed. in the public sector are not
classified under "public administration," the 2 percent figure .
. understates the public sector sharé of youth employment. This
T share is 8 percent--rough]y half that for the total 1abor force.

1
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Differénces by educational attaﬁnment,are_d1$o_apparent.

Male student, tend to move away from agriculture, nondurable

P

.manufacturing, .and retail trade -and toward durable goods-— ~——= -

manufactyring and profés;iona1 and related serviées)a; they
proceed from.hﬁgh sc;001,fo college. Female stqdent,'shift‘
s1ighp1y away_frdm retail tradé, and more so from_personaT )
_ serviceg; toward professional ahd refated services as. théy move
%rom hfgh’school_to Ed]1é§e.- Nonenbo11ed*ma1e high school
graduates,are slightly less 1iké1y than,dﬁopouts to bé in
agfich]turg, cbnstruction, Business and’repair'seryices; and
personal services, and siight]y more'11kg1y:to;be in
manufacturing.and retail tfade. Nonenrolled female high schdd]_
graduates.appéar,1ess frequently than dropouts in manufacturing_.“
and perSohal services, and more frequently in fﬁnance, insurance,
and real estate as well as in professional and reiated serviceQ. -

. Youth wage rates reflect educational éttainmenf_and.prior
work.experience, the nature of jobs held (dccupatibh, industry,
unionization, etc.?), fegion and city sj;e,‘race,'sex, and other
factors; Because examinat%gn of each.of these factors uéihg
tabu]ar_ané]yses wouid_ﬁé most unWi?Jéy, the relatibnéhip betwéeh
.‘wages and.a 11h1ted number of Variab]es of particular intefest--
schoo1'enro11ment status, race, sex, occupation, ahd‘ihdugﬁ;yﬁ-.
will be described here.? . | |

i Mean hour1y'wage rate§ by school enrollment status, sex,»hnd;

ovided in Table 3.4.3 A clear hierarchy of

/

race jointly are pr

2Results of ‘multivariate analyses of the .determination of youth_
wages are reported below.

~

/ ' ’ . . B . v" L | | 142
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(’ " Table 3.4 Mean Wage Rates,_by School Enrollment Status, Sex and Race -

. . 7o o T . .

_ . __.__(in dollars) AT
Enrollment. \ ‘Female — ‘ Male — Total
status Black |Hispanic |White |Black [Hispanic ‘White | average

High school dkopout 2,67 | 3.10 2.97 | 3.47 3.91 "4;04 3.64
ﬁigh school student 2.75 2.61 f 2.37 | 3.00 | 2.97 . 2.85 "2.65\

College student | 3.48 | 3.51 |'3.22|3.38 | 3.83 | 3.8| 3.52
Nonenrolled- high 1 I o -
- |school graduate 1 3.53 3.60 3.63 4,25 | 4.57 | 4.79|° 4.16 |

T fretal - 3.0 | 3.21 -| 307 | 3.57 | 3.72 | 3.83] 3.4

“UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on Januéry 1, 1979 who were employed on the '
- interview date, and for whom the calculated hourly rate of pay
is at least $0.25 and does nct exceed $10.00. (N=16,051,000) =

Table 3.5 Female Mean wagé Rates as Percentages of Male Mean Rates, by.Race_

and School Enro]}ment Status

Enrollment status . Black H{spanic ————White
High school gropout | 77.0 ©79.3 735
= lnigh school Student | 917 . | 87,9 I e
© |college student |  103.0 91.6 839
Nonenrolled high - ” : -
school graduate - 83.1 : 78.8 ‘ 75.8

Irotal 90.8 | ez 80.2

‘UNIVERSE: Civi]iahs age 14-21.on January 1, 1979 who were employed on the
T interview date, and for whom the calculated hourly rate of pay
is at least $0.25 and does not exceed $10.00. {N=16,051,000)

i . . \
i L
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'\ - |
o \\\\wages‘bylenro11ment étatus appears: 4students.aré generé11y paid
; . Nless than'nonstudents, and within eachiof thése two groups.tﬁose e
VuﬂiﬁhwmgrguﬁghgglingwreceiyeuhigherAwages,.A0vena11,~then;~thé¥wﬁ;«¥ww~j~i
averageIWage of high school students is $2.65, compared to $3.52
for co]]ege-students. ‘Ahong nonstudents high sch6§1 drdpouts are
paid an average of $3.64 per"hour, th1q high schoo]‘graduates
‘are paid $4.16. oy — | R
| The overall rank ordering of these four mean wage rates 7
reflects the pattern fbr males but not for‘fema1es: within each -
race gfoup,ffema1e to]f;gé stﬁdents_earn more on averade than
their dropout counterparts. Since studénps»are.1ess attacﬁed to
the work force than dropdutSV(as measured, say, by cufren; hpyré
of work or by job tenure) we/conc1ud;‘that for males the market
values work attachmeht more heavi]y;than qdditionai schoo]ing, \
whi1e fo;-fema1es the feverse.is true;4 ATternatfvé1y, it
= appears that fema1é dropouts, much more than their male .
\\- counterparts, are ;hunted into ]Qw-paying, 1ow-opporfuhity jobs, “
With the sfngTe excebtion of black c611ege students, young .
méq are paid mOre thgn-young women ih%fhe same race/enrollment
staéh; group (see Table 3.5). At the samé time, consideration of

fema]e?ma1e wage ratios reveals that the relative wages of

N

N

minorityIWngn are consistently higher than those of white

-3This and subsequent tables on wages are restricted to
respondents. for whom the calculated hourly rate of pay is at
least $0.25 and does not exceed. $10.00. . .

This statement is meant only to describe the comparison between
high school dropoutsrandrco11ege~studeht53 in which there is a
clear trade-off between work attachment and educational
attainment, ’

;o | S ;:?‘: | ,1‘14
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5

women. This reflects\the fact that white maies are generally

paid more than their min rity counterparts, whiie there- is no |
such race difference amon
than'minority naies). " The x differences in average wage rates
are distinctiy smaller among tudents' white female students are
‘paid about 83 percent of what W ite male students reéeive, while
among nonstudents the correspondi g percentage is_75. \ﬁor
minorities the female relative wage\is almost 80'percentkamong'
vthose'not in school andhmore than 90 percent among students.
Thus, when labor force attachment is oeneraiiy weak-—asfit is
among students--young women receive reiativeiy better wages; but
among those for whom work attachment is generally strong, women
are at a distinct oisadvantage. The extent to which this pay
'disadyantage reflects factors such as'neaker work attachment
among women and/or'Sex discrimination- in the Tlabor market
requires‘more sophisticated muitivariate analyses to be provided
in Section IT below. '

Wage %atios of blacks and Hispanics reiativefto whites are
shown:sepgrateiy by sex{and school enrollment status in Table
3.6. whiie minority males generally receive.iower'nages‘on
average than their.white counterparts, minority females generally

“,receive higher wages than white females. In addition, mean wage

\

SThis phenomenon is partly explained by white female 14 and 15
year olds entering the labor force as babysitters. If the
analysis is confined to 16-22 year olds, white relative wages
slightly exceed those of Hispanics for students. - The total
relative wages are 85.5 for Hispanics, 90.8 for biacks and 81.6
for whites. The wage gap between black and white females is
reduced to $0.04, from $0.17 for the 1l4- 22 year olds.

IR 145
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(h . Table 3.6 Black and Hispanic Mean Wage Rates as Percentages of NhitedMean
e Wage Rates, by Sex and School Enrollment Status =

! i

Enrolinent status Mprocrnyee | spanfc/WhTes |BTagk/WATES Mﬁlipahic)White
High school dropout 89.9 044 |- 859 . 96.8
High school student| 116.0 |~ 110.1 105.3 " 104.2
+|College student -108.1 109.0 . 88.0 99.7
|Nonenrolled high | o 1 . ‘-‘
school graduate | . 97.3 99.2 " 88.7 95.4°
}otal average 105.5 | 104.6. 93.2 9741

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979 who were employed on the
interview date, and for whom the caiculated hourly rate of pay
is at least $0.25 and does not exceed $10.00. (N=16,051,C00)
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Fates of Hispanic youth are higher than those of b]ack_yputhbfof'
high school QNopouts; eo]1ege students, and nonenrolled high
schoo]»graduateé of both‘Sexes. Among high scheo1 students, race
differences-in'wages manifest a differant pattern: blacks |
receive the highest-hour1y wage and whites the Towest, among
males as well as females. More sophisticated multivariate
aeaiysievfs done in Section II to study the differences which
caﬁnot be accounted for with the bfesent tabular ena1yses; .-

: An exeaination of mean hbur1y rates.of.pay by oecupation'and
industry (Table 3.7).shows'that“differences between youth and
adult wage rates reflect two factofs:"the 1eck of experience and
hence ski]is of much of the youth labor force, and the impaét of
collective bargaining coverage. Thus, youth in craft occupatiqns
receive the highest average wage, fd]]owed by operatiQes,
professional and technical workers, and ﬁanagers and

administrators, respectively. The higher pay of those in blue-

" collar jobs undoubtedly ref1ects the effects of unionization on

wages in these occupatioﬁs, while the reTative1& low pay oﬂvﬁhose
in the higher-status white-bo11er‘eccupation groups stems in
large part from their lack of work exper%ence and ski11s.6‘

At the other end of the wage scale the ranking of
occupations is more familiar: pay is lowest by far for private
household workers (most_of whom are female high school studenfs),

followed by farm laborers (the majority of whom are .male high

bThese white-collar workers are at the bottom of the wage ladders
within their respective .occupational groups, working as low-level
managers and more as technical workers than as professionals.

!
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(’ Tablé 3.7 Mean Wage Rates, by Occupation and Industry
o | (In dollars)

A. Mean Wage Rate, by Occupation B. Mean Wage Rite, by Industry
Occupation ‘ _ Mean ; Industry ' ‘ 1 Mean
- : ($) - ‘ ($)
Professional, technical 4.18 - i| Agriculture - ' b 3.00
Managers, administrators . 3.69 Mining - \5.25
Sales workers - - - 3.03 Construction o - 4,76
Clerical . , , 3.44 | Manufacturing durable goods 4.82\
Craft and kindred workers |. 4.55 Manufacturing nondurable goods 3.59
Operatives, except ' :
transportation 4.18 Transportation 4.66
Transport operatives 4.2 Wholesale trade 3.83
Laborers, except farm | 3.61 Retail trade : 3.20
Farmers _ a ' Finance, insurance and

(: _ Y ' ' real estate 3.61

Farm 1aborer%n : 2.61 Business and repair services - 3.48
Service workers, except =
private household 3,17 Personal services ' - 2.06
Private househcld workers 1.37 . Entertainment and

recreation services - 3.26
Professional and

related services ‘ 3.28
Public administration S BN 3.93

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979 who were employed on the interview
S date, and for whom the calculated hourly rate of pay is at least $0.25 and
does not exceed $10.00. (N=16,051,000) - -

a <
Insufficient number of sample cases.

N 18
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school students). The average hourly wage for both of these

groups ié well below the minimum-hourly wage of $2.90 that was in
effect at the time of the sufvey. Sales workers are about. 5
percent above the minimum, while the mean hourly pay of service
workers .approaches 10 percent above the minimum wage. Both of
these latter occupation groups constitute hajor sectors of
student emb]oymentr |

| The pattern of mean wage rates by.industry éppears to

approximate more closely the general industrial wage structure.

The most highly paid youth are those in"minihg, durab]efgqods

manufcturing, construction, and transportation—-a]]‘heavf]y
unionized industries. Paralleling the occupational wage .
structure of youth, pay is lowest by far in bersona] services and
next lowest in agricultyre. Retail trade, entertainment and
recreation services, and professional and related services are
the next lowest-paying groups; in these industries the average
wage is just above %thércent\higher than the minimum wage.

The Usuallweekly hours of work, occupationa]‘disfributions,
and mean wage rates of employed youth by sex and race jointly |
were examined separately by enrollment status group.7 Among
employed dropouts, nearly 90 percent of Hispanic youth and 75
percent of black youth work full-time. A sex difference in the
proportion of full-time workers is apparent only for white
dropouts--67 percent of employed females and 84 percent of

employed males normally work full-time. Among employed dropouts

-

. —
7The resulting tables are not reported here, but are available on
request from the Center for Human Resource Research.

14y
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white females and black males are 1ea$t 1ikefy to Qork full-time.

'High school students work the least hours; whites work fewer
hours than minority youth, and in each raqé group féha]es work
somewhﬁt*fewer hours than males. Employed college students
lmanifest‘s«mi]ar race.and sex differences in hours of work but
sex differehces in hours of'work are generally larger among
college students than among high school students.

This sex diff;;gnce is also evident among_nonenqu1ed high
schod] graduates, while the race difference is not. Among
Hispanic and white graduates, males c1ear1y.work more houfs than
females. However,”;ace'differences in usual hours worked are
negligible among females, and among male graduates more thén 90
percent of Hispanics\and whites work full-time while blacks
.c1ear1y work the fewest average number of hpd?s”per week .

Occupational distfibutions show distinct differences by sex
and race. Among dropouts, minority females 5re more 1ike1j to be
working as oﬁefatives or as farm laborers aﬁd less 1ike1y‘to be
employed as service workers than their white counterparts.
Minority males (b]acks,especiaf]y)'aré }égs likely to be employed
 in ckaff jobs -than white males. Among Egma]e high school
students there ijs- a notable difference in the perCent&ge employed
} as.privaté.hOusehold workers: 9 percent of blacks Comparéd with
15 percent of Hispanics and 28 percent of whites.

Among employed college students, whité‘¥éma1es are’ more
1ike]y'than their minority.couhterparts to_hoId upper-]eve1
white-collar jobs'or;to be service workers,:and considerab]yﬂ]eés
Tikely to be in d]érica] occupationé (40 percent of whites versus

N
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57 percent of Hispanics and 65 percent of blacks). Minority male

college students are more 1ikely than whites to be in clerical

-~

jobs or (especially for Hispanics) ih.uppek-1eVe1'whitéFco11ar4

Al

.jobs, and less likely to be in sales cccupations or working as

N\

laborers. Among male high school graduates two differences stand

-out: whites are c1e§r1y more likely than minority youth to be’in

craft jobs (24 percent versus 17 percent) and less likely to be
in service jobs (8 percent versus 21 percent). - ,
* In describing the jobs youth have, attention has been

focused so far‘oh wages, hours, occupation, and industry. The

survey provides data on a number of other significant

characteristics of the jobs held by young people. These include

objective characteristics of the jobs themselves, Such .as

collective bargaining coverage and class of worker, and suéh
squgctive char@cterist}cs as job qualities as perceived by youth
and job satisfaction.

Collective bargaining directly affects the wages 6f
approximately 13'percént of the youth work force. This
percentage, well be1pw fhe figure for the economy as a who1e,8
largely réf]ecté the.part-time nature of mu;h youth employment.
Among those-working less than 20 hours per week fewer than 6

1

percent afe unionized; but the,figure rises to 12 percent for

.those working 20-34 houfs'per week and to 19 percent for full-

8Rees reports that in 1972 union members represented 26.7 percent
of nonagricultural employment, while those in unions and employee

N associations (which often engage in collective bargaining)

accounted for 29.8 percent of such employment. See Albert Rees
(19727: 11). .



133
time workers. Fewer than a tenth of students have jobs covered
by collective bargaining agreements,. wh11e proport1onate1y tw1ce
as many nonstudents are covered. Jobs held by males are more -
likely to be un1on1zed than those held by females (17 percent
compared to 9 percent, respectively), and blacks are most heavily
unionRZed (19 percent) while Hispanics are least unionized (li/

percent). Youth are somewhat more unionized in the North (16
) \

percent) than in the South or West (10 percent)
Examination of the d1str1but1on of the youth work force by
class of worker reveals that in compar1son with the total '
civilian work force youth are underrepresented'in government:
employment (8 percent) and in se]f-emp]oyment (4 percent).
Minority youth are somewhat disproportionately represented in
government employment: nearly 11 percent of employed HiSpanic
youth and 17.5 percent of employed black youth hold pub11c sector
jobs, compared w1th about 7\percent of white youth. This
phenomenon resu]ts from h1gher part1c1pat1on rates of minority
youth in government sponsored job and work experience programs.
Employed respondehts were asked if they had medica] |
insurance, life insurance, and paid vacations as fringe
benefits. fhe majority of\employed youth do not have eccess to
these benef1ts. As indicates\in Table 3. 8rbe1ow howerer,'this
1ack of fr1nge benefits ref]ects the fact that the maJor1ty of

employed youth are work1ng part- t1me The percentage-of youth

with access-to these benefits 1ncred&es with hours of work.,
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Table 3.8 Percent with Access to Selected Fr1nge Benefits,
by Hours Worked ‘per Week

Usual h&urs Percent with access to:

worked Medical insurance [Life insurance | Paid vacations
1-19 12 4 11

20-34" © - 28. 16 34

35 or more 66 48 76

Total . 42 28 - 47

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 1l4- 21 on January 1 1979 who were employed on the
interview date. (N=16,222,000)

Among youth employed full-time nearly half are covered by life

insdrance, two-thirds by medical insurance, and three-fourths

receive paid vacations.

Employed youth were asked how long it usually takes them to

get from home to work. Over a third live within five minutes of
their jqbs; and the majority works less than 15 minutes from
hdﬁg. Travel time to work'is distinctly shorter for youth than
\;$6F/the total civilian labor force. Among ak] employed workers
just over one-ffftﬁ travel fewer than 10 minutes to work, and
more than one-fourth trave1'30Aminutes or mére to work.9 As
indicated by Taﬂle 3.9 below, time to work is significantly
related to enroliment status. | Nearly half of employed high'
school students and more than a third of emp]oyed college
students work within 5 minutes of home, wh11e this is true of

fewer than a fourth of nonstudents. Sixty to seventy percent of

9 igures taken from Table L of U.S. Department of Commerce
(1979).
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Table éqQH Travel Time to Work, by Enrollment Status
\
' (Percentage distributions)

Minutes between -| High school | High school| College | Nonenrolled high

home and work dropout student - student | school student | Total
0-5 - 25 46 36 - 24 34
6-14 .18 22 23 2 22
15-29 . - 31 23 | 24 36 29
30 or more 26 8 16 18 15
Total percent. 100 100 100 100 1 100

'UNTVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979 who were employed on the
_ interview date. (N=16,222,000)
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students live within 15 minutes of work. Conversely, the
majority of thoseinot in school travel 15 minutes or more to
work, and trips of half an hour or more are not uncommon

Examination of time to work cross- c]ass1f1ed by sex and race
jointly and controlling for enrollment status reveals that
minorities spend more time trave1ing tq'work than nhites:
overall, 36 percent of whites are within 5 minutes of work
compared with 22 percent df mdnorities,fand 13 percent of whites
travel 30 minutes or more to work compared “with 27 percent of .
minorities. Sex differences in trave] time are genera]]y sma{l
but commutes of 30 minutes of more are more prevalent among males
than among females. -~ -~

‘The fact that there are race differences in travel time to.
work even after controlling for enro]iment status strongly
suggests'that jobs for youth'are more conveniently located for
whites than for blacks on Hispanics. 'Tnis difference helps
explain the gneater tendency among minority youth to report-that
lack of transportat1on was a prob]em in getting a good job (see
chapter 10). In any case, to the extent that existing JObS are
‘more conveniently located for whites than for minorities,
programs aimed at equalizing access to jobs for youth would do
well to incorporate policies designed to stimulate job creation
in areas where minority.yontn live.

Young peop]e s attitudes toward their JObS are also of
interest. Each employed respondent was asked how much
opportunity the job gave her/him: 1) to do avnumber of different
'things; 2) to deal with other peop]e;'3) for;independent thought
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or action; 4) to deve]op close friendships in the job; and 5) to
do a job from beginning to end. Questions were also asked about
how much the job gives the respondent the feeling that: 6) the
“job itself is very significant or important in the broader scheme
of things; and 7) he/she knbws whether or not the job is being
performed well or poorly. For each of these seven items'a‘five-
point response scale was used, ranging from "a minimum amount"
(l) through "a moderate amount" (3) to "a maximum aﬁount" (5).
Table 3.10 prbvist the mean values of responses for each of
these seven-items,.étratified by sex, race, schoo1.enro11ment
status, and age. Overall, employed youth were most positive
about the feedback and opportun}ty to do the job from beginning
to end, and 1e§st positive about the vafiety‘of‘tasks and
" opportunities for independent thought or acti;n. Sex differenégs
in perceptions of job characteristibs'are generally qqite small,
although young women are more likely to have jobs.iﬁ which they
deal with other pe6p1e. Whites are more positive about their
jobs than'minority youth for each}and every chéracteristic;
blacks and Hispanics have genera11y similar percebtions.
| Among students, those in ;o11ege are generally more-pésitive'
than those in high school about their opportunities to do a
number of things and .to deai with people.’ More“nonenro%%ed/ﬂigh
schob1 jraduates than dropou?s see their jobs as providing
gkeater opportunities on\gvery characteristic. Here as
elsewhere, then, a clear iébor market "penalty" is . imposed on
yquth who fail to complete high schooi. O0Older youth generally

perceive greater opportunities in their jobs than their younger
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counterparts, perhaps réf]ecting their greater maturity and
previous work experience; ‘

Respondents were asked to indicate how weﬁ] a ser{és of
statements described their jobs. Two of the statements of
particular interes} here were "The skills you are learning would
be valuable in getting a better job" and "The chances for’
prdmotion are good."™ Cross-c]assifiﬁation of responses to these
state.ments'10 with enrolliment status and‘with hours of work
suégests that enrolled youth with part-time jobs are ehgaged in
less skill acquisition and are more likely to be in dead;eﬁd jobs
than their nonenrolled full-time counterparts. Nonenrolled high
school graduates were more lTikely to say they were acquiring
valuable skills than dropouts.

Over fhree—fourths of nonenrolled hiéh school graduates-and
over three-fifths of drobouts’agreed that théy were acquiring
valuable skills, and the majority of those in agreement described
the statement as "very true." Among students, by contrast, the
proportion in agreément was lower and the strengthcof agreement
was distinctly weaker. Similarly, nearly half of those working
fewer than 20-hours a week felt they were not aéquiring skills,
but near]y.ha1f of those working full-time characterized thé
statement as very true and another 30 percent replied "somewhat
true." The majority of employed students and part-time workers
did not feel that promotion opportunities in their present jobs

were good, whiie over 60 percent of out-of-schoo] youth and about .

10Response categories were "very true," "somewhat frue,“ "not too
true,” and "not at all true." .
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two-thirds of full-time workers felt they had good promotion
prospects.

The two statements on ski11 acquisition and on promotion
oppoftunities were part of a series of ten statements that
constitute a scale designed to measurg job satisfaction, With
all statements phrased in a positive Qay, and "very true"
responses ‘scored as 4, "somewhat true" scored as 3, and so forth,
the overall mean of 3.13 on the scale §uggests that by and large
youth are fairly well satisfied with t%eir jobs. Examination of
the means of the job satisfaction scale by age, sex, race, and
enroliment status reveals surprisingly little variation. Older
Ayouth, females, and whites all have slightly higher job
satisfaction scores than their younger, male, and minority
counterparts; and nonenrolled high school graduates have slightly
higher scofes than students who in turn have higher scoréé thaﬁ
high school dropouts. t

In addition to the job satisfaction scale, there was also a
single global job satisfaction question: "How do you feel about
the job you have now? Do you Tlike it pery much, like it fairly
well, dislike it somewhat, or dislike it very much?" The overall
mean response to this question was 3.14--on the "very much" side
of "1ik§\it fairly well." Thus, the mean of tﬁe.singie global

question wéikessentia11y identical to the mean of the 10-iteh

N
scale. As with the scale, variation in the means by age, sex;
race, and school enrollment was somewhat limited, and generally
in thefsame direction.

Table 3.11 provides information on responses to the global
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Table 3.11 Job Satisfaction, by Sex and Race

(Percentage distributions)

How do you feel Female Male

o Eacne b Black |Hispanic | White | Black |Rispanic | White | Total

A1l employed youth

Like it very much 27 31 38 25 26 33 34
Like it fairly

well 56 54 43 56 56 50 50
Dislike it

somewhat 13 13 11 14 14 13 12
Dislike it

very much 4 2 4 5 -4 4 4
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mean ' 3.06 3,12 3,19 | 3,01 3.04 3.12 3.14
High school |
dropouts

Like it very much 12 18 33 27 26 35 32
Dislike it some- :

what or very much | 24 23 13 24 16 16 16
Mean - 4 2.69  2.90 3.18 1 2.96 3.04 3.14 3.10

UNIVERSE: Civilians age 14-21 on January 1, 1979 who were employed on date
of-interview. (N=16,222,000)
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Job satisfaction question for all employed youth and for employed
high school dropouts. For all youth the principal difference is
in the division between "1ike it very much" and "1ike it fairly
well": whites are somewhat more likely to opt for the former
response while minority youth are more likely to choose the
latter. However, in each of the six groups 80 to 85 percent of
employed youth indicated that they liked their jobs and the
maximum difference in means just exceeds 0.1. Among dropouts,
however, the race differenceé are more pronounced, especially
among females and particularly among b1acks,‘ Thus, while job
satisfaction among youth is generally high and stable across
various subgroups of the employed youth popd]ation, minority
dropouts are generally less likely to be highly satisfied with
their jobs and (with the exception of Hispanic ma]és) distinctly
more likely to dislike their jobs--one more piece of evidence
suggestive of the difficulties faced by dropouts in the labor

market.

II. MWAGE STRUCTURE IN THE YOUTH LABOR MARKET

Introduction and‘Methodo1ogy

To examine the determinants of youth wages, and to ascertain
the size of sex and race differences in the hourly wage rates of
youth after controlling for these determinants, we estimated

separate wage equations by sex and by school enrollment status
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(student/nonstudent).ll For each of the four sex/enrollment
status groups, the natural logarithm of the hourly rate of pay of
employed youth was regressed on a set of explanatory variables
designed to measure both personal and labor market
characteristics presumed to influence wage rates. Variables used
to measure personal charcteristics were the number of years of
school comp]etEd,12 the number of years since leaving school (a
measure of potential postschool work experience that is available
for nonstudents only), duration of employment at the current job
(tenure), age, the respondent's score bn a test of knowledge of
the world of work, and dichotomous variables differentiating
black and Hispanic respondents from whites.

Variables proxying for different labor market
characteristics were also used. These included a continuous
var{able measuring the size of the labor force in the county of
residence and dichotomous variables to identify those young
workers whose wages are set by ccllective bargaining, those who
usually wofk fewer than 35 hours per week, those employed in the
public sector, and those who 1ive in the Northeast, North
Centratl, and SoutH census regions. In addition, there are also
sets of dichotomous variab]és'representing one-digit occupation
and industry groups.
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