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P R E F A C E  

This a r t i c l e  compares t t ie  l a b o r  f o r c e  concepts and methods usec I n  t h e  
Survey o f  Income and Program P a r t i c i p a t i o n  (SIPP) w i t h  t h o s ~  n t h e  
Current  P o p u l a t i o n  Survey ( C P S ) .  The b a s i c  l a b o r  fo rce  est im--  i from 
bo tn  surveys a r e  then  d iscussed.  Of t h e  many p o s s i b l e  reason1- o r  t n e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  1 abor f o r c e  es t imates ,  two a re  examined i n  de ta -  . cover-  
age and re fe rence  p e r i o d  d i f f e r e n c e s .  A conc lud ing  s e c t i o r  ; iscusses 
t h e  f u t u r e  research  r e q u i r e d  t o  unders tand more f u l  ly S I P P  ar CPS l a b o r  
f o r ce  d i f f e rences .  

T h i s  a r t i c l e  which was p u b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  September 1985 Honth ly  Labor 
Review i s  be ing  made a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  SIPP Working Paper Ser ies  i n  o r d e r  
t o  b road l y  d issemina te  t h e  . e a r l y  f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i  s  comparison between 
these  two impo r tan t  surveys. 
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I New household survey and the CPS: 
I a look at labor force differences 
I The Survey of Income and Progrcun Padcipation, 

like the Current Population Survey, 

I .  is a household swvey conducted by the Census Bureau; 
lobor force estimatesfiom the new series direr 

I 
from the 'oficiai' estimates, but for good reasons 

PAUL M. RYSCAVAGE AND JOHN E. BREGGER 

I In September 1984, the Bureau of the Census released initial used in the ms undergo reviews by presidentially appointed 
statistics from a new household survey, the Survey of In- commissions to ensure that the data produced continue to 
come and Program Puticipation (SIW). The survey, which k u accun\e md u representative of national labor market 

I was developed over many yean. is expected to provide an mnds 9s possible.' Great cue is taken to see that the mea- 
indepth look at the incomes of Americans and the extent to s u m  of labor mdcct activity a n  consistent over time. As 
which governmental assistance plays a put in their lives.2 a muit, the ms is a key source of data for both guiding 

I 
This survey also includes selected infomution about labor economic policy and understanding the labor market. 
force activity. because labor force activity and the receipt ~ecausc sipp &u are now available on a regular basis. 
of certain typs of incgw arc closely related. it is appropriate to examine the labor farce estimates fmm 

The Current Populuiocl Sumy (CPS), a monthly survey the two surveys to determine the differences between (hem. 

I conducted by the Bufuu of thc Census for the Bureau of And clearly, diffmnces should be expctcd. Both surveys 
Labor Statistics. is the source of the government's statistics have diff-t conceptual underpinnings, and methodolog- 
On labor d e t  activity.' It h u  been in existence since id diffe- abound. Nevertheless. if the reasons for the 

I . '  and is the oldest continuous household survey in t)le between each survey's labor force estiInat~s Can 
world. All orher household surveys conducted by the Census be i s o l d .  thc siw data may prove to be imponant 
Bumu. including the SIPP, are modeled after the cm. Pe- complement to the m. 

I riodically. the labor. force concepts. and supey procedures This compues the labor force concepts and meth- 
o& used in slpp with those in m. The basic labor force 
estimate from both surveys uc then discussed. Of the many 
p&bk n s  for the in labor force estimates. 

I Paul M. Ry-vate is I I- aonomiu in rhe Populrtm Division,  mu 
d t k  cmsus. nd ~ok  E. B~~ Akf DiviM of two arc e x a m i d  in detail: covmge and reference pen* 

Ummployml Anrlysa. Bureau of b Suttsms. diffmnces. A concluding section discusses the future re- 

I 
r .  
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=arch required to understand more fully slPP and cps labor 
force differences. 

Conceptual and methodological issues 
The cps came into existence as a result of a need for 

better information on the number of persons looking for 
work dunng the Great Depress: xi. It is pnrnarily concerned 
with measuring the current labor force activities of the Na- 
tion's population-that is, how many persons are working. 
how many ue actively looking for work or an on layod 
from jobs, and how many arc not in the labor force. Among 
other things, the CPS is the source of the Nation's "official" 
unemployment rate. SIPP evolved in the 1970's when a need 
was recognized for better information on the incomes of 
persons and the extent to which they received income from 
government transfer programs. It thus is basically an income 
survey. but, because it is imponant for policy purposes to 
look at all income, including that earned through work, 
questions arc necessarily asked in the survey concerning 
labor market activities. 

At the core of the CPS labor force data is the "activity 
concept." This amounts to identifying a person's major 
activity in relation to the labor market during a I-week 
reference period. A battery of questions determines whether 
these activities fit the official concepts of employment and 
unemployment. The activity concept is also used in SIPP, 
but somewhat differently. The concept in SIW is used in 
conjunction with information on income and possible pro- 
gram panicipation. It involves ascertaining whether a person 
had a job at any time during the prior 4-month reference 
period. A sequence of questions in the SIW questionnaire 
then establishes whether then were any periods of absence 
from a job or periods when one was looking for work or 
on layoff. 

The concepts of "employment" and "unemployment" 
have very precise meanings in the c ~ s  and use of these 
t e n s  is avoided in S~PP. The comparable terns in the new 
survey-"with job" and "looking for work or on layoff'- 
arc also carefully defined. Concepurrl Pnd methodological 
differences between the two surveys art summPrizcd in 
exhibit 1 on pages 6 and 7. 

SIPP. SIW is a IongitudiOlrl survey of persons. that is, data 
arc collected for the run penon over time. The sample 
contained individuals in 20,000 houxholds when the survey 
started in the October 1983-Juuury 1984 priod; a second 
panel of 13.500 households was introduced in the Februay- 
May 1985 period. nK entire sample is divided into four 
routioa groups, and one rowion group is in operation every 
month. This "staggered" sample design permits the full 
sampk to be interviewed over a Cmonth penod: one com- 
plete interview sequence of the four rotation groups is re- 
femd to as a "wave." 

Persons in the households of both -1s remain in the 
survey for 295 yeus. that is, thrwgh eight interviews. For 
those persons who move out of a household. attempts arc 

made to follow them and thus retain them In the s u n e y  ' 
(In cases where household units are occupied by entirely 
new residents, no funher interviews at that address are con- 
ducted.) lnterv~ews are obtained, however, for persons mov- 
ing into housing unlts conmning SWP sample members. 

S~PP sample memkn are interviewed during the first 2 
weeks of the month. Each penon 16 years of age and over 
is interviewed if present in the household. and "proxy" 
interviews arc obtarned only from responsible household 
members. A typical intervtew lasts approximately 10 to 15 
minutes per individuaL6 The reierence pcnod for the labor 
force, income, and program parucipation questtons is the 
previous 4 months, although the labor force questions are 
asked in reference to each week of the 4-month penod 
(involving up to a 19-week recall period). 

Persons with jobs arc defined as those who have " .  . . a 
definite m g e m e n t  for regular work for pay every week 
or every month."' Thcse persons may have ken  absent 
from their job because of illness, vacation, a labor dispute, 
bad weather, or other reasons. but still arc cons~dercd as 
holding a job. As long as a job was held at some time during 
a week, a person is considered to have had a job the entire 
week. Individuals art classified as looking for work if they 
did not work in a week. but indicated that they looked for 
work and were available for work. They an classified as 
on layoff if they had been r e l d  from an empldyer due 
to a temporary lack of maurials or slack work. In addition, 
persons who arc to report to a new wage or salary job within 
30 days arc considcnd to be looking for work or on layoff. 

Because of the length of the reference period, individuals 
can have more than one labor market status during the 4 
months. For example, as depicted below. a person could 
have been out of the labor force (N), then smed  looking 
for a job (U), and then found one (El: 



This is a key difference from the CPS concept of "current" 
labor force activity and accounts for some of the difference 
in the labor force statistics from the two surveys. This mul- 
tiple-status poss~bility means that. basically, SIPP is mea- 
suring "work experience" of indiv~duals during the Cmonth 
reference penod and thus IS similar in this respect to the 
cPs supplement conducted each March when information is 
collected on the labor force activit~es of the population in 
the previous calendar year.8 

Although SIW data arc collected using a 4-month refer- 
ence period. all of the data-including the labor force es- 
timates-- issued for a calendar quarter and arc "monthly 
averages" for that quarter. This means that the labor force 
status estimates arc averages of the various statuses indi- 
viduals had in each of the 3 months of the quarter. In other 
words. monthly averages were calculated for each of the 
possible labor force statuses that occur in a montlfs time. 
and. just as multiple statuses arr possible during the 4-month 
reference period, so too arc they possible in a month. 

The slw data in this article refer to persons 16 years of 
age and over from nonfarm households and members of the 
Armed F o m s  living with their families either on or off post. 
Data for persons from farm households ue cumntly k ing  
examined for possible inclusion in future SIPP qumerly 
rrpo-. 

The CPS. The CPS is a sample survey of 59,500 house- 
holds that is conducted monthly. Households come into the 
sample for 4 months. arc rotated out for 8 months, and then 
return for 4 months. This rotation pattern lends stability to 
the estimates of month-to-month and year-to-year changes. 
as the measurement of change over time is pertups the most 
important aspect of the survey. The rotation pattern also 
yields a degree of iongitudinality. in that the same house- 
holds-actually , addresses-are tracked over a l &month 
period. 

Interviews arc conducted initially in pason-fa the first 
and fifth month-in-sample households-ad subsequently 
by telephone. after a relationship has been established k- 
tween the enumerator and household members. On avenge, 
about 65 percent of a month's interviews arc conducted by 
telephone. Generally, a mponsibk household member will 
answer questions on W l o f  all m e m k n  16 yern of age 
and older. Interviews +ly last 5 to 7 minutes per per- 
son. The reference period f a  interviews is the week con- 
taining the 12th day (except in D m m k r ,  when it is often 
a week earlier). Enummtion is cvried out in the subsequent 
week, the week of the 19th. Thus. questions on labor market 
SUNS ae framed in the context of om's activity "last d," 

interview, persons are asked ti they performed any work at 
all-that is, an hour or more-"for pay or profit." A pos- 
itive response results in their being counted as employed. 
In addition, persons who did not work at ail in the week 
but w m  temporarily absent from jobs for personal reasons 
such as vacation and so forth (same as in SIPP) are also 
counted among the employed, regardless of whether they 
am paid for their time off. A comparatively small group of 
persons who work without pay on a family farm or bustness 
enterprise for 15 hours or more in the reference week arc 
included in the employed counts. 

To be counted as unemployed, a person must not. of 
course, have worked at ail and must have actively looked 
for work some time in the prior 4-week period (for example, 
registered with a public or private employment office, a p  
plied directly to an employer, placed an ad, mailed a letter 
of application, and so fonh) and be cumntly available for 
work. Persons who are on layoff (and expect to be recalled 
sometime in the future) and those who are waiting to stan 
a new wage or salary job within 30 days need not be lwktng 
for work to be included among the unemployed. Those who 
are either employed or unemployed an in the labor force. 
Those doing neither arc in the third major category: not in 
the labor force. In contrast to the illustration of multiple 
statuses in slw shown earlier, the circles for cps would be 
tangential rather than possibly interlocking: 

a very short recall period. Data for the r r f m c e  week are 
used to rrprrsent individuals' statuses for the entire month. The diffemces 

Classification of labor market status is carried out on a Qualitaive. As noted eartier. differences in the operation 
priority basis in which employment takes precedence over of both surveys could easily affect any comparisons of the 
unemployment. and ummployment takes precedence over dam, even if the surveys were conceptually identical (which. 
not k i n g  in the labor force at all. In the counc of an as we have seen. they a= not). For example, an imponant 



qualitatlve difference we know link about concerns Inter- 
viewers and their training. Given the different focus of both 
surveys, it is poss~ble that SIPP interviewers have different 
attitudes and expectations concerning the labor force ques- 
tlons. Training differences, too, may have an effect because 
the slPP questionnaire is longer and more complicated to 
administer than the c ~ s ' s .  Recessing .?nd est~mation pro- 
cedures are another possible source o; ire labor force dif- 
ferences of which linle is known at this time. While the cps 
procedures have been in operation for many years, SIPP'S 

have only recently been set in place. The complexity of 
these procedures would make them a possible candidate to 
which some labor force differences could be atuibutcd. Dif- 
ferences in recall period, as will bc seen, can affect the data. 
And last. but not least, arc the differences involving the SIPP 
and CPS questionnaires (this is discussed in greater detail 
later). It is known from survey research that the ,wording 
of questions and their placement can atfect respondents' 
answers. 

Survey nonresponse is an important factor in assessing 
the qualitative  difference^.^ Although nomsponse to spe- 
cific income questions in SIR is less than that reported in 
the March CPS income supplement, the overall nonrrsponse 
nu to SIPP interviews is considerably higher than in the 
monthly CPS (see exhibit I ) .  The nasons for this may sum 
from a variety of factors, including sensitivity over the ques- 
tions k ing  asked and the amount of time needcd to complete 

a SIPP Interview In any event, dlfferences in rafts 01 non- 
response may account for pan of the d~fferences In the labor 
force data from both surveys. 

Unl~ke SIPP, the operation of the CPS has been scrutinized 
for many years. not only by statistical agencies rcsponslble 
for 11 but also by independent researchers and pres~dent~al 
commissions. Toplcs such as questionnaire des~gn and con- 
tent, estlmatlon procedures, nonresponse. and so on have 
been exarnlned for the~r effect on the data. Because of th~s, 
the qual~ty of the cps labor force estimates 1s well known, 
whlle SIPP'S awalts Investigation. Consequently, qualitatlve 
differences between the two surveys cannot be ruled out in 
any accounting of the dlffenng labor force estimates. 

Data. The labor force categories used in SIPP arc different 
from the traditional three used in the c ~ s .  Whereas the cps 
sorts the entire civilian noninstitutional population hierar- 
chically into three mutually exclusive groups--employ- 
ment, unemployment. and not in labor force-the S ~ P P  
produces more numerous and complicated categories. (See 
table 1.) The longer reference period in the SIPP concept 
permits multiple stntuJes (as noted earlier), a result of the 
&sign and intent of the survey. In SIPP, inurest is in the 
strength of individuals' attachment to the job market over 
time in relation to their household income sinration; in CK. 
the interest is with measuring the labor force activities of 
the population at a single point in time. 

Cumnl P0pUl.h Survey 

Persons who worked an hour or 
morr for pay or profit at a job or 
bus~ness In pnor week 
P e ~ n s  with a job or buslness in i 
pna week who did not work 
W u x  of tllncsr. vacouon. bad 
wcuhcr, labor dapute, or personal 
Ie8SoILS 

PeMns who worked 15 hours or 
more without pay tn a family fann 
or busrness 

~molu who did not work at dl in 

the pnor week. #ere avulable for 
work, and looku for work some 
time dunng h e  F- >r 4 weeks 
Pmoas who drd won; at dl in 

the pnor w u k .  w . avulable for 
work. but did not rk because of 
layoff or a new joo .as to k g t n  
~n 30 days 

hens who were melther 
employed nor unemployed dunng 
the pnor week 

Exhibit 1. Key Mtnrms 

L8bor force concepts 

With job 

~ m k u g  /or wor t  or 
on layoff 

NO Lbor force 
ecriviiy 

between SUP d c n  labor fame 

S-wd-a*oq.m 
-h 

Persons who worked iu a job or 
business tn pnor 1 4  months 

Persons wlth a job or kulncss in 
pnor14moclchrwhobdaot 
work krluu of illness. vrulon. 
bud weuher. lrbor dlspuce. or 
penorul- 

o-~enoru wtth r ~ o b  who were 
avulrbk for work and lodong for 
work or on layoff at some tlme 
dunngrhcpnor 14months 
Penons wllh 8 Job or business at 
some tlmc dunng the pnor 1 4  
monrhs who d ~ d  not work because 
of layoff or r new )ob was to 
k g ~ n  in M drys 

Pcnons who neither hd a job nor 
looked for o n  a w u  on layoff in 
pnor 1 4  months 

coaccpu d rwey design 

h b f - m  

E m ~ e d  

U ~ e I r l  

Not in && fw 
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I 
I Table I shows quarterly avenges of SIPP labor force cs- 

t~mata for the third quarter 1983 through the second quarter 
1984, and an average of these four quarters. According to 
the data. an average of 98.6 million persons had jobs for 

I an entire month during this I-year period, and 3.9 million 
had jobs for only part of the month. We have u d  avenges 
of the four qumen in the srpp and CPS labor force com- 

I pansons because they arc more representative than arc data 
for any single quarter. (Data differences between SIPP and 
CPS during the fourquarter period are discussed later.) 

I The SIPP estimates in table 1 can be collapsed into fewer 
categories so as to facilitate comparison with the CPS esti- 
mates. A monthly average of 102.6 million persons held 
jobs in the third qumer 1983 through second qumer 1984 
period (98.6 million had jobs for the entire month and 3.9 I million had jobs for part of the month). (Sa table 2.1 Also 
an average of almost 12.0 million persons spent time looking 
for work or were on layoff (481,000 had jobs the entin I month, but w r r  on layof( for xn. of the time: I .9 million 
had jobs for part of the month, but also spent time looking 

Exhibit 1. Contln#d-Key dHIerencu 

d = b '  

T y p  of survey.. ....................... 
Sample areas.. ......................... 
Sample size.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Households interviewed p r  month. ...... 
Length of time in survey.. .............. 
Collection mode.. ...................... 

........... ........ Respondent rule.. .;. 

Frequency of interview ................. 

Numkr of times intmiewed ............ 
Refmnce pnod . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
W h m i m  ...................... 
A~leng thof imcrv iew ............. 
Persons who mow ..................... 
Response rate .......................... 

'Survey des~gn din- we of the time of 

for work or wae on layoff; and 9.5 million had no jobs 

( during the month and spent varying amounts of time looking the population mvmd. The civilian noninstitutiond pop 
for work or w m  on layoff). Obviously, the two groups ulation age 16 and over (according to independently derived 
(those with jobs and those who spent time looking for jobs estimates) in thc cps was 175.3 million. while the estimate 

( or were on layom are overlapping. Within each group there of the minstitutiaul population age 16 and over (also 
are small proportions of persons with jobs and of persons independent estimate) for slw was 17 1.3 million. The k- 
who looked for work a wen on layoff. maxy reason for thc difference is that pmons in fann house- 

Om of the first s~- differems that can be seen in holds were excluded .from the srw estimate. Operating in I table 2 that is not alicctcd by overlapping group involves the opposite direction is the fact that milimy p e ~ n n e l  

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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khma SIR md c n  Lbor force 
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Longitudinrl 
M7 
28.500 
7, I2S 

2% yun 
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Eight 
Previous 4 months 
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Followed 
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59.~00 
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Prrronrl visit. 35 pmnt: telephone. 65 percent 
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of all memben 

4 conrecutjve months. not interviewed for 8 
months. interviewed 4 more months 

Eight 
We& containins the 12th of month 
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5-7 minutes p a  penon 

Na followed 
95-96 prrcra 

l a 4  
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1 1 3 . W  
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17.9% 
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3 . 7 ~  
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living In households w i h n  the continental United States 
arc sweyed in srpp but not 111 the CPS. (Resident Armed 
Forces members an, however, combined with CPS estimates 
for counts of total employment and labor force, based on 
figures provided by the Department of Defense.) 

In terms of employment. SIPP found 102.6 d l i o n  persons 
with p b s  for a; least pan of a month. while the cps had 
103.2 million employed persons. if persons with jobs living 
in farm houscholds had been included in the SIPP estimate, 
the resulting number would have excttded the cps em- 
ployment e s t h u .  In addition, the srpp data relate to any 
employment within r month and not just in 1 week as in 
the CPS. The longer reference period in SIPP permits a greater 
likel~hood for some employment to k captured than does 
the cps.1° 

A proponionately larger difference involves persons look- 
ing for work or on layoff in SIPP versus unemployed persons 
in CPS. Table 2 shows that when the various looking for 
work/on Iayoff groups in SIPP arc combined, thm is a total 
of almost 12.0 million persons in this category. This figure 
greatly exceeds-by 28 percent-the CPS estimate of un- 
employment of 9.3 million. (This difference would k even 
greater if prsoas from fum houxholds who were on Iayoff 
or looking for work were included in the srpp estimau.) 
Again. because of the longer reference period in SIPP, more 
p p l e  who were jobseeking or on layoff over the course of 
an entire month arc reflected in SIPP thm in the cps. For 
eumpk,  r person looking for r job in the fint week of the 
month, but then employed in the second, would be counted 
as employed in the CPS, whereas in s r ~ ~  the weeks of .un- 
employment and employment would both k counted. Also, 
the longer recall period could easily result in some "tele- 
scoping" (memory bias with respct to time) of job search, 
either within the period or from a prior period; it could also 
affect the recollection of marginal jobs, which, having gone 
unreported, would result in increased unemployment re- 
Porung. 

Rrsons outside the labor force totaled 3.5 million more 

in cPs than in SIPP. 1f farm households were lncluded In 
SIPP, its estimate would k closer to the cps estimate. The 
longer reference period in SIPP allows more people only 
mildly interested in the job market to be counted as hav~ng 
labor force activity b u s c  there is more time for them to 
manifest their job interests. 

The SIPP and cps labor force estimates for the avenge of 
.the four quanas extcndurg from the thud quarter 1983 through 
the second quarter 1984 were also compared by age-sex 
groups. The "with job-employment" comparison revealed 
that for most of the groups the estimates from both surveys 
probzbly were noc Mmnt m a staosacally sipticant sense. 
However, the "loolung/layoff-unemployment" comparison 
indicated that significant differences existed and that the 
&gne to which the sm estimates were higher varied by 
age-sex group. (See table 3.) Among men, for example, the 
amount of the disparity declined from about 38 percent for 
teenagers to 13 percent for those age 55 to 04. Among 
women there was no apparent panern in the differences. 

Accounting for the didlcnnces 
To understand kaer how and why the labor force esti- 

rmtes tiom SW, urd as Uct, three adjustments were made 
to the sm data, d n g  them conceptually more similar to 
the CPS data. Fit, pasons living in farm households were 
included in the srpp eseimptts, d, rncmkn of the Amwd 
Forces living in households on or off post were subtracted 
fmm the srpp &mates; and third-and moot imp6rtantly- 
only SIW data relating to the cps reference weeks wen used. 

The last adjustment w u  possible because labor force ac- 
tivities in SIPP arc recorded weekly during the 4:month ref- 
erence period, and thus the week containing the 12th of the 
month could be identified and the data tPbCIIat~d.~l An im- 
porunt source of difference still remained: the length of the 
mall pcnod. In the cps, of course, recall problems an at 
a minimum, as one is asked about activities in the previous 
wetk (or the previous 4 weeks in the case of jobseeking). 
In SIPP, where each interview coven 4 months, the mall 
period mges  from 1 wetk to 18 or 19 weeks. The recall 
bias problem, therefore, is potentially large in s m ,  putic- 
ulPtfy for identifying urdividual weeks where telescoping 
could euily occur. 

TheJc adjustments attempted to ofcount for some of the 
coaceptual differences between SIW and CPS. S w e y  COV- 

erqc became marc similu. The labor fxcc classification 
systems rlso kcMe more similar in rhc ease that it was 
possible to fit sipp mpodcnu  into cps's r;- d l y  exclusive 
cuegories. And dw SW, data becune rvej cs of the same 
w e e l r s a s t h e c p s ~ .  

Table 4. shows the mults of thtre the: rdjustmen.ts.12 
Difieruuxs contiwe to exist with dw am?. * m t ,  uncm- 
ploymew, and not in the lrbor force ertimuu. Employment 
w u  I .2 million lower in sm t b  in the a%-- 102.1 versus 
103.2 million. in contnst. the unemployment estimate was 
1.5 million highs, o r w t  16perceargrruu. in SlWfhiLn 



in fhe CPS. (As discusd d i e r ,  the sm count of pmcms 
bolting for work a on layoff k f a c  these adjustmenu were 
m r d r w r s 2 8 p r c c m ~ . ) W i t h m p c t t o ~ 0 ~ t -  
side the labor force, sm found fewer p n a r s  thrn did the 
CPS (62.0 wnus 62.7 million). 

An euminrtiorr of the adjusted sm lrba f a #  estimates 
f a  each quarter beginning with the third qurner of 1983 
mdcnding withtherscondquuterof 1984showsthatfa 
cmpiaymcnt md unemployment, there rpprn to be r nrr- 
rowing of differences, crpcully in the unemployment a- 
timucs. (See able 4.) In the third qurncr of 1983. the 
unemploymm estimates from both surveys d i f f d  by 20 
patent, but then fell in erch subsequent quutcr. By the 
second quarter of 1984. the diffaence amounted to only I1 
percent. TRe not-in-k-fome estimates fnnn sm were 
blow those of cn thmughout tk p a d ,  although only 
t h e ~ 0 ~ n h q ~ 1 9 8 ~ u d m q u r s t c r i ~ ~ ~ w ~ r r  
s~gnifiuntly bwer. Tk awes of this Prrmwtng me not 
d i l y  understood. but ccnrinly tbe conditioning of snt 
m p o d m u t o t h e  inrtniew pocctrhraobeanimpmant 
rutor. 

Itrhouldknotedthrttkpoprlvrardguresaenot 
identical. as thy should be d m x u i d y .  the sm figure 
king romc 461,000 bdow the a s  kvei. This occwr bc- 
c r u r c s ~ r r h u r ~ y d i f f u e a t u n i ~ ~ ~ d u n t h e c r s . i n  
thrt it includes pnoa, L t4e diuy living in baurthdds. 
Although these pmnr were mmed f a  purpovr of this 
comparison, becur of some morr in coding of such pr- 
rmr md ahtt r Jigbdy Mcrrm population es- 

w u  poducrb. Clcrriy, tie diffemm h s a d  
popmiaMcly 8cmm the civilirn f a ,  empbylmt. 
~ n d n o t i a r b c I d a f o r r c c a e ~ M d  
thurthovld~uktnintorclramcinexambing~sm- 
cn Iba folrc diffawt." 

Adjustmms were mdr by *-sex groups in the "look- 
ingllryoll-untmployment" c#egoy. (See table 5.) Al- 
though diffaences wwc mducd in d l  of the -sex pups. 
r r r t ~ ~ ~ t u w w e s t i l l ~ t ) U n t h O I C f a t h e c ? s .  Thc 

differences rn most ewdent unong younger men and mid- 
dle-aged women. 

To undenund why the djusted SIP? and CPS estimates 
d n u e  to differ, many aher factors would have to k 
rrrarnted for bides c o v e  md ref- penod differ- 
ences. Thcr would include, f a  exampie, runpie designs. 
n m p o n s e  rates, tnining of intmiewm, experience of 
interviewem, rnak of interview. w i n g  md estimation. 
quereionnw#, h g t h  of d l  p o d s .  v u i u ~ e  differ- 
ences, and so on. While r compmson of ruch facton is 
outride the rcop of this mick, we can suggest how two 
of t h t K 4  qumthmrn and r e d l  pnods-my rc- 
taunt f a  some of the remaining diffcmcc. 

'Ibc spr and cn laba f m  quertioanrirrr are very dif- 
ferent. kgins witb r question h u t  twhcrher r pnon  
&d a "job a k u k "  at romc time during the pnor 4- 
mmtb pnod. Fa pnonr who hd jobs, subsequent ques- 
t iam me rrksd lbart ~ D W  loag they hd hir jobs in the 
mfucncc penod, whether they hd been absent from them 
ad why, wd whether t k y  looked f a  work or w m  on 
I r y d  when thy did nor have pbs. F a  pnons who did 
notbvepbrduringthecnthrpnod,qutuiauulcrsked 
if they bo&d f a  work a h d  been on layoff md, if SO, 

fabowkng.Allpnocrrwholoolredfawalrawmm 
hyo# are dtcd rbour their availability f a  w a k .  (Exhibit 2 
oaptcllcowuonlcvrnrsmud~qucui.cls.) 
la the as, first qudab ukcd concerns activities 

b i n g  tht ref- week (WQ1UnO. bolung fa work. going 
to -1, md so forth). If the rqmdent  docs not indicate 
"waking" that week. a second qucmoa u)cs whether any 
wor& w u  perfommi at dl. It is nor until the third question. 
rlro cocwcming the existence of employment. that the word 



"pb"ar"busineu"rppur. l f thc~hdmjob, tbc 
quc&oareheafocuroawbcrhcramtbtprioawukok- 
iryfawaL.Ibckmkingfawakquutioatinclu6tr 
quayoatbeKUEbmrdrobu#duorro~tbupb 
Ke&ia# tmk plrc .  

7bae ~ O N U i r c  differraces udoubtdly cootrikuc 
o rhc satbtid differences. As Wkatd  (LbOyc, tbC 0s 
&tabs mar infamation about tk porribilities ol perfam- 
ingarryw#LatuUdthusrbolJdbcupcrcdtorbowr 
~ ~ o o u n t .  I t f d l o m t & , b * ~ f i e d  
f e w e r p o o p l c w i d r j o b t b r n i n d w a , ~ a a b e ~  
mbadn#tprroarkdtiagfad*prmculvtythae 
r # ~ g ~ i a J w o r i t . A l r o * t k u r , q u a r i o o r r b o u t  
jobe&bguclerrpmbimgthainQainQrcnvthr 
rbcyQwtwrifyjobr#rchradthurcraovcnPtc~n- 
cmpkymcrvtorw=. 

'I&SlPPrad~nrscrllpriodrrlrorrrvaydiir~~~lt. 
k i a d i ~ # r l i n , ~ ~ t s r r p o r t r c i v i P l c r i n t k  
p r i a w a e k , w & r r u u r , r r g o r t i n l c r a ~ ~ p t ~ 1 9  
~ , ~ # u p t b c p o u W i y f a ~ b i u . S o m c  
r r rs r r rbbr rbcrodont ia~u t ro f rsc r l lb i r r i a~  
~ ~ k ~ q ~ . ' * w h i k r b e c v i d c o s e i r  
mirsdrrtotbcdtcscioaafdwbiu*amrrrcrpcbafouad 
dutrrrpoadenrrtcndtoovenrurtbrrraountof~y- 
amtcxpncacediarbc-*d-~llr 

ia rbc d b  put (more I h n h l t r  year).'' 
Spllrofma@oymmapneaEediatkdinuup.#rad 
m bc f-. 

~ l l d l b ~ r l l ~ ~ l ~ d ~ * $ l m ! f k * c a J d  
bcwaltia#hbd-in-hbdt~crwr~*~bmrmuurrrmrnt 
d wak rctiviy and higher umsummt of pbrsckrag =I- 
dvtothtos. A n d t & i r p i a t ~ b c t n u y b t ~ y  
~ r m o a g ~ ~ r w p w b o r c o a l y m r r O a J l y a  
~ I y ~ t o Q ~ ~ W e m ~  
t h t ~ a y o f l b e r i a d i v i d w k w i r b r o c h ~ ~  
r a s n r , w b c n ~ i a ~ r a d r r l r a d Q s o k q v c f t i o n  
r b o u t r * * j o b a k u i a c r r , " m 8 y ~ m r h c a t y i t i v c ~ -  

cuuc tbcy fed thrir Walt mivities (in thc pror 4 months) 
d i d m t ~ r  "de*pb.  l b tymryprcc ive  a job  

I 
u involving 6- w a b #  baurs, r work amon. or m 
kuibbk cmPbYq wbo, ia dditiaa to pymg 8 wage or 
ulry ,dm povidcr cauin fringe kncfiu. M a m v a ,  ttKy 

I 
8rt mat Likely falct pbr of ~ o m p n t i w l y  short du- 
ntioa, crpscrrlly when r bag rrcrll is invdvcd. In t& os, 
err dw aba bud, such individuals would very likely be 
ClYUllQItCd U aUPl0ycd b C 8 t U  thUt 8Xt ~d q b 0 n t  

I 
 job^, d them u r  rbon d penod. Having neglected to 
rrpat uwpnd work in t& urt intavitors, dmc persons 
would n#1 liktly rrparr th.1 t&y wcn lodrina for work 
atsometimcintbpiorCmoatbpcnod,crpccullykcwc 
* b d f ~ a M p b r i n d w i r p b ~ .  

I 

i - 

Futon rrwuch 

@-- 

LCr.r(mn.. mmo ............ 
8.N ............ 
I).& ............ 
8.44 . . . . . . . . . . . .  am Y . . . . . . . . . . . .  
mow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
am-. . . . . . . . . .  

- .Urnmu 
m e w .  ........... mwa.. . . . . . . . . . .  
I.& . . . . . . . . . . . .  
w.44 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(I.& . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Y r Y . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(Imam.. . . . . . . . .  

Clmriy,~hroalybocarprtlirmauyeurniortioaof 
tkdiB-inI&Lbafatceshamokriacdfmm 
~ r d ~ . C a y r r d ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ p n o d d i i l ~ ~ i n  ( 
b a h I l r r n y I w r n r . u n i r r w l 1 1 1 0 ~ 1 ~ ~ 1 0 f d Y ~  
~ d d i d ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ l t f a M ~ . l a  
r d d i r t n * ~ d d p n o d & f f - m r r  
~ ~ ~ v l d i r i m r r l ~ f o l t b t r c l l y i d i r y d u c r r p  
r a c i e r i s f b e ~ . W b l l ~ d l O U l d f U ~ ~ l t r ~ -  

I 
WpCh PLtC? 

k d i u u . . d . d w ~ b i e m u f c e s o f t b e s ~ l r b o t  
f a c e d i i l ~ u r . u m a r w . . A f u l l ~ e d ~ o n  

I 
dcvh ud every Mause between the two w r w y s  would 
m c m q m ~ ~ ~ ~ i a r  I ~ ~ v o i u I l y o ~ ~ (  
Dcpmmat of Commcrcc, An Errw P*: E n Q b y ~ r y  
u Mwrwrd by dr Curmu Populgri4cr Suwy.'' But such 
m ~ m s y b e r b a ) ~ y O C I b d # U Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I  
k i i P f r a c y , m d d w n i s a w c h y e t o b c ~ h t t h e  
~irwlf.IbtWIcitmdburropntioaonthc 

I 
6 P h a s y e t b b t ~ H o w l n u c h b i r r a w u f r o m t h e  
~ d p r i o d ? D o a r b c ~ o f t i m t d r c n t o c o r d u c t  

&" nrpoabao' ranvcn? To whrt extent 
I 

i a m c r t i o o l m u p b i r r ( a ~ ~ b i r r ) p # e # i n d K  
dm?-rauwynwrsbrpndrhrbscoerUb- . . 
.mad* lopic8 await ' . la a t i o n *  8s ror mr- 
m, --b d. fa exampie. + 

I 
r. l l i l& lpaanorcr - (dWa 
rrbiqplmdPorrbrkbafaceqocrtioariamC 1986 

c & m p ~ . ~ , m y ~ ~ ~ f ~ l ~ ~  
m d m L b a t o r P r ~ l l y y b L s m w y u n o f f .  
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indicrte job reerch to justify their penitipirion. cvcn udlen
scuch did not telce plrc.l?

All of this, of cqrrsc. rcenrphuizcr thc peliminrry nrtu*
of this study. ln all likclihood. it will bc mrny yer* bcforc
a bettcr undcrstending of thc rclrtionship bctween srpp r,6

dvlty

Currtnt Popnlrtlon Survcy

20.

ESyd
Whrt wts . . . doiq most of
IJST WEEK-ry63gnt or
doing sonrething ekc?

If "ronErhing ehc" in 19,
rsk 20.

Did . . . do uty work I-AST
ufEEK. not counting worlr
rmund thc honsc?

lf "no" to 20. gk 21 .

Did. .  .  hrvcr  joborbusincss
from which hc/shc wNs
tcmporrrily rbscnt or on layoff
I-AST WEEK?

cns lrbr foruc detr cut be rchicved. tn thc mcrntime. the
pudcnt urc of thcrc drn shqrld bc rs thcy wcr! originally
ingtdcd: stnp'r u infonnrtion for intcrylcting income and
pmgnm prrticiprdon ild c?s's es i nrclsurt of curnnt

2 1 .

tr

Erilblt 2. Enr*l of qucrdoo firor rp rod crs qacrrbonrrr:r !.o wrrq r.!a i
srrut of Inconrc rnd pro|rrrl putclprdoo

wLh iobl. During the 4-rnonth penod 5a.
otlined on thrs cdcndlr.r thst
i s . h o m .  . r h r u  . d i d . .
hrve r Job or business. either
full tinr or prn ume. even for
mly r fer drys?

Was . . . rbscnt withort pey
frum .'s job or busirrgr fc
uty FULL wcks during the 4-
rnonth period?

Plersc lok rt thc cdcndrr.l
In which wecks did . . . hrve r
job or bugirns?

Did . . . hrve r yob or busincss,
eitlrr full a prn dnE. during
EACH of ttrc wccks in dris
pcnod?

[f "no" in l. lsk 2t.

?2, Evcn though . . did nc hrve r
.irb dunq dris pedod. did . . .
spcnd rny tinr lokiq for urc,rt
c oo lryof hqn r job?

lf "yes" in 2r, rrl 2b.

2b. Plersc I@t .l thc crlcndlrr. ln
which *cckg yt3 . . . toking
for wott or on hpfi ft'orn r
job?

?s. Could . . . hrve nlcn r job
duri4 ury of tfrocc wccks if orr
hd bccrr oficrcd?

If "yel" in 5r, rgk 5b.

5b. Pleu lot rt rhc crhndr.t ln
w h i c h w p l r y t s . . . l b f c n l
wirhour p.y?

5c. Whrt wlt th3 ltri! tralJill . . .
wrt rbccm ffql . . .'t itb c
businesr dtniq tor rccls?
(ldinj fcrctcqt byofi
if rrply il "!t1il" c ..tEr 

itb
to bcdn ridri! S dTn.'.)

Lfrtqfar_ ront * on byot

6b.

h.

7c.

Aftcr 6r, rlk 6b.

Of th6c wcls thrl . . . hd I
job or burirrsg. wll . . . lbfcat
frorfr nat fc ury full *cckr
witlrc$ pry?

lf "yc" in 6b, rrk 6c.

In shkh wtcks wls . . . lb,tcnt
witlntt pry?

Whu wll ttE tilin trantron . . .
ers rbccttt ftotn . . .'t job of
busincar duing tltocc rccks?
(Lookint for urort c dr hyofi
if reply il "hyof " or "rFw j{rb
to begin within 30 drys.")

I hrvc rnrrtcd thrt dgr w'srt
lofrE urcfr in thir pcnod in
shich . . . did NOT hrvr r pb
c hnisr. Duriol firt rck or
*cckr dil . . . ipGod ray tirlr
bfiry fcnct cm lryofr?

lf "ytt" in 7r, t* 7b.

In whHr of thcc wcclr wlt
. . . Iooli4 for n oil ot on
hyofi hom r.iob?

C q r l d . . .  h t w t r f c o r p b
duriq dFrG ucb if qr hd
bcetr ofcrld?

Uurffiycd

If "yes" in 21, rsl 2lt.

Zlt. Why wrs . . . lblcnt fronr
urort IJST WEEK? 

'

(Urrrnploycd if rcply ii
"ltyofi" of "wliting to stttt
rEw job within 30 drys.")

lf "no" in 21. rsk 22.

T2. Hls . . . bccn lokiry fr work
during thc pur 4 seks?

lf "yes" in 22, rsk ?2r,,

?,?t. Whl hlt . . . bccn doiq in
thc lr![ 4 rcals to fird work?

72c. lg thcrr ury rcrrcr why . .
cqrld illt trlc e job LAST
IIIEEK?

6G.

6d.

7b.

I lltc srr incwicrcr dnrr olc rcrprdcn r crtcndr corrrininj rh +nrurdr rtfcrrrn gcrij ?ith crh rlcct ilcnifid nun:ricelly .

lrbor mrrtet rctivity.



A c m o w r r o c m :  Thc r u m  uknowkdge the conmbuwn of An- 
ph Fcldoun-Hrwbns ud Cynrtur Huouw. sunev uutnuunr w ~ m  thc 
Papukuan bv l r ron of thc Census ~ u k w .  for &u rrnmace W I ~  the 
SWSKd djU&mnU to rhc SlW d r ~ .  

I Sa Ecorwtc Characrcrtsrtcs ofHousrholdr m thr UnirrdSlous: Third 
Q m r r  IW. C m r u  Popmkuton Repons. Sems P-70, No. I (Burnu 
of rbs Census. 1984). Subvqucnt fepons tn the run w m  ur: No. 2, 
F;ebruuy 1985; No. 3. Apnl 1985; d No. 4. May 1985. 

f a m o n n r w  ddw sw. we Roger Hana md Duucl Kmprzyk. 
"Rw Survey of lacom ud Rgm Puuc lpwn."  PruCnau#s oj lhr 
Amrncan Smutlcol A* r#~a~~or ,  1984, Socd Smuncs Smum (Wuh- 
lngcocr. Amman S u w t w l  Auorutm. l90S), pp. 107-16. 

I07hts u strmlu concepurlly co thc d~ffmncc between March C ~ S  work 
expenem bu ud the dam f a  dw M d  reference week. (Clearly. 
however. many mom pogk ur employed some tune o v a  the c o w  of 
a y a r t h a n l o r r  srngk moarh.) 

AEnrrlly. thr rcfamcc pnod crnaa be compktely muued In the 
month from the s v t  uuencew Fa cumpk. for svr tntervtews 
cor&md tn November 1983 rhu h d  r July-dktobcr reference pnod. 
m y  pbe&ng conduMd tn the Irrc 2 watr of June would be captured 
m rhc cn refemace p a d  for July but xu In the svr -d juwd reference 
pnal. 

"Tbt tmprcl of m'j Iht c o v a y e  d t f fe re~cr  on dw SWP esumus was 
cduhtd f a  the thud quulcr of 1983. As shorn below. when  IS was 
dtm. tbcrc wr lrbar face aumucr became hi* h n  lk ongtnrl slw 

'For r hucory of the Cum;  Poprluion S w t y ,  roc John E. Brrggu. 
"The Cwmu Popllrwn Sumy: r hrrcawrl pnpcuw a d  U' rok." 
M w N y  Lobor Rrv iw.  Jw 1984. pp. 8-14. 

'kmpkpnoacurnafdbwedvheaQyluvebwatnrununmuiucd. 
mere4 rhc Anned k c a ,  moved owdc dw Unurd S w a .  a moved 
molcth8a 100rmlafnnnrsurvmOlrnlrrrr. . - 

*Thirrvar)rtimpe?larcm*,~aparnclude~tinmspaumrhc 
qucrwarcanunedin~ul"mobrla."lbwb)atsofdncmoQlltr 
v u y  fmca mrcnuw to inrmwur; in the third wrw.  fur exunpk. quauonr 
w a c r r l u d ~ b u l r h m d d u r b i l i t y , w o r k ~ . m d ~ .  

'om Irurruirwr'r M c w o l .  (Cenurr B-. 1983). Far a daubd ex- 
rmiuuon d W md Cm labor force oacrpr. ses Paul M. Rysuv rp .  
"wr cn kba Forte Conccpr: A Caapuuocl. " Pmmwdints ofthr 
h W  h u d r o l  A~ocior1011 IW. Sad S&stics k t m n  (Wuh- 
dm. Amenaa Suwucd A u o c ~ r ~ n .  198s). ~ g .  523-28. 
'bc. f a  eumpk,  Uka Sehgd. "Work e x p n m c  in 1983 reflats 

Q e6ats of the ncowry." MoruNy hbor Rrvrw,  Ikcrmba 1984. 
pp. 19-24. 

' F a  r &amom of the poccnwl biu  wising from nanrrrpocur, see 
T k  C w r u  Popuhion S w :  Drsign and M r W o g y  , Tcchuul PIpr 
40 (Ce- BM. 1978). pp. 82-83. 

13Ad)urclly f a  thao L6errnccr QLI DQI mrrmrily d m  the unem- 
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