Social Characteristics and Employment Status

of Urban Workers
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IN THIS ARTICLE, tho first of a series on the family
composition and income of porsons in the labor
market, consideration will be given to the age, sex,
and employment status of such persons according
to their marital status and the type of houschold !
in which they live. Information on thoso factors
is available from the family composition study,
which is based on data from the National Health
Survey of 1935-36. Of the 1.9 million urban
adults 2 canvassed, 57 percent were in the labor
market 3>—that is, they were cither currently occu-
pied in regular employment, employed at work
relief, or secking work—at the time of the survey.

Deofinitions used by the National Health Sur-
vey 4 in enumerating persons in the labor market
wore as follows: persons reported employed on the
day that the houschold in which they lived was
enumorated included those engaged in gainful em-
ployment whether or not at usual occupation and
whether the wages were in money or kind; persons
not actually working on the day of the visit—for
such reasons as illness, temporary disability,
vacation, or a strike—but who had a job to which
they would return; porsons not actually working
on the day of the visit because their work was
part-time or irregular; and workers on PWA,
CCC, and nonrcliof positions in the WPA. Per-
sons reported employed at work relief included
persons receiving relief on the day of the visit in

* Bureau of Research and Statlstics, Division of Health and Disabillty
Btudies. Thisarticle, the tenth In a serles, Is based on Nndlngs from the study
of tamily composition In the Unlited States, which utilizes data from schedules
of the Natlonal Health Burvoy and is conducted as Work Projects Adminise
tratlon Project No. 165-2-31-42 under tho supervision of the Bureau of Re-
goarch and Statlstlcs. Data are preliininary and subject to revision.

! Households are classifled a3 singlo-family or multi-family according to
whother the houschold consists of one or moro than oune bio-legal family. A
blo-legal family Is so deflned as to make it possible to identify, within a
household, the members of the family whose relationship to tie head, by
blood or law, constitutes a legal clalm on him for support; It Includes (a) ono
or both spouses and their unmarried cbildren, If any, Including adopted or
foster chlldren, living together as a family unit; (b) unmarricd sisters and
brothers, including adopted or foster brothers and sistors, living together asa
family unit; or (¢) persons living In extra-fawmnilial groups or by themselves,
who are considered as separate onc-person families.

t For purposes of this study, an adult is deflner] as a person aged 16 or over.

1 Of the total U, S. population of 1030 In ages 16 and over, 57 percent were
reported as gainfully occupled. Fifteenth Census of the Uniled States: 1930,
Popuiation, Vol. 1V, p. 40.

¢ *Manual of Composite Instructions.””
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the form of wages for duties performed; these werg
individuals taken from tho relief rolls and paid at
sccurity rates. Persons reported as secking work
included thoso without a job on the day of the
visit, but who wero secking work, were expecting
to seck work, or would obtain work whenover it
was available; also persons who had nover worked,
if thoy were at that time looking for work.

The application of the findings from the survey
is limited by the effects of the changes in employ-
ment opportunities which hiave since taken place.
The influence of these changes is probably most
marked in the proportion of families that arve in
multi-family households and in the proportion of
persons in tho labor market. Nevertheless, the
interrelationships of the factors of marital status,
sex, employment status, and houschold type may
be of social and cconomic interest at the present
time.

Another limitation of these data is the evidence
of some understatement of the number of job
scckers among women who were not actually em-
ployed at the time of the canvass.* The magni-
tudo of this error cannot be determined, but the
error may be responsible in some measure for the
lesser proportion of job seckers among women in
general and particularly among married women,
It is also possible that the relationship between
household type and employment status of women
may be somewhat colored by this error.

Proportion of Gainful Workers

Almost nine-tenths of the men in the urban
population included in the family composition
study, and three-tenths of the women, were re-
ported to be in the labor market (table 1). The
ratio of gainful workers to all persons at a given
age level was highest for men in the age group

¢ Sco Natlonal Health Survey: 1035-36, Characteristics of the Urban Unem-
ployed, Population Series, Bulletin D, U. 8. Public Health Service (1038),
p. 8 “While enutnerators were Instructed to enter as workers all who wero
engnged In gainful work or sccklng work, it {s entirely possible that many
or even most enumerators felt there should be ahomemaker in all or nearly
all families aithough the Instructions gave no indication that such need by
the case. 'Thoexistence of this situation wounld operate to reduce the number
of women secking work . . .”
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25-44 and for women in the youngest age group,
16-24. About 68 of every 100 men in ages 16-24
were in the labor market, about 98 of every 100
in ages 256 to 59, and about 50 of every 100 in
ages 65 and over. The proportion of women in
the labor market decreased progressively with
age, from a high of 46 out of cvery 100 women
in ages 16-24 to a low of 6 out of every 100 aged
65 or over. This decline in the proportion of
women workers as they advance in age may be
due in part Lo a change in their marital status,
and for women with children, in part to the fact
that their children are older and have entered the
labor market.

Age distribution of gainful workers.—Tor cach
sex, approximately half of the total number of
geinful workers were between 25 and 44 years of
age (table 1).  On the other hand, although men
and women aged 16—45 were found in approxi
mately equal proportions in the total urban sam-
ple, 82 percent of women workers and only 66
percent of men workers were under 45.

Houschold type.—The data on gainful workers
have been examined to determine whether the
organization of the houscholds in which the indi-

viduals live is a differential factor in the propor-
tion of persons in the labor market and in their
employment status. IHouscholds consisting of
only one bio-legal family (single-family house-
holds) included two-thirds of the adults in the
urban sample but only somewhat more than one-
half of the gainful workers. The fact that rola-
tively more of the adults are gainful workers in
multi-family houscholds is largely attributablo to
the greater proportion of women workers in those
houscholds.

Single-family houscholds have a slight excess of
adult men and a slightly greater proportion of
men in the labor market; the multi-family house-
holds have some excess of women and a markedly
higher ratio of women workers to all women.
No doubt, the higher proportion of children, cs-
pecially young children, per adult in the single-
family houschold is in a large measure responsiblo
for the proportionately fewer women workers in
single-family houscholds.

The ratio of men workers to all men was slightly
higher for single-family than for multi-family
houscholds (table 1 and chart 1), The differences
in the ratios became more pronounced when tho

Table 1.—Persons 16 ycars and over in the labor market as percent of all adults, by age and sex, and percentage dis-
tribution by age and sex according to type of urban houschold

{Proliminary data, subfect to revision]

Percentage distribution of persons in labor market
Persons In labor market as pereent
of all adults
Age of person (years) By age By sex
Total Male Female Total Malo Femalo Malo Female
All houscholds

18 and over!. 56,0 87.60 20. 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 72.8 27.2
16-24 b5.8 067.9 45.0 21.2 10.3 34.4 55,8 44.2
25-44. 03.2 98.0 31.4 40.2 40.0 47.3 73.8 20.2
45-590 57.0 90,4 10.8 22.2 25.2 14.0 82.8 17.2
60-04 47.9 80.3 13.9 3.7 4.3 2.1 84.0 15.4
65 and over...... 20.1 50.4 6.4 3.8 4.2 1.8 80. 4 13.0

Single-family houscholds

18and OVer 1. . . e 55.0 88.6 24,9 100.0 100.0 100.0 .1 22,9
10-24. ... M. 6 07.0 42.9 21.0 10. 6 30,1 58.6 1.4
b, S T 50.4 08.8 23.0 40.1 50,1 45, 4 78.8 21.2
45-50. ... h7.2 06. 8 14.8 22.8 25.7 12.3 87.b 1.5
60-64. .. . ... .. 40,7 87.1 10.8 3.6 4.0 1.6 80.3 10.7
65 and over ... . 30.8 54.7 6.0 3.1 3.6 1.3 00. 4 9.0

Multi-family houscholds

1andover . . e 50.0 85. 5 37.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 04.6 35. &
1028 8.5 08.7 60.9 20. 5 10.0 28.7 50.3 49,7
b Y S 72.0 8.2 48.6 40.3 490.2 40.6 064.3 35.7
A0 e 50.2 05. 5 20.0 2.3 24.2 16.0 73.3 20.7
B0-04. et 45.3 84.9 17.7 4.2 5.0 2.7 77.0 23.0
OS5 and Over. .. iieaans 216 44.0 ¢.7 4.3 5.4 2.4 80.8 10.2
! Includes 3,500 persons of unknown age, ? Includes 1,601 persons of unknown age, $ Includes 1,899 persons of unknown age.
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Chart 1.—Persons aged 16 years and over in the labor
market as percent of all adults, by sex, age, marital
status, and type of urban household
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factor of age was considered. The percentages of
workers in the two types of houscholds wore iy
close agrecement for ages 25-44, but thereafter the
differences widened progressively, so that, for the
ago group 65 and over, 55 percent of the men iy
single-family houscholds were in the labor market
and 45 percent of the men in multi-family house.
holds. In some measure this progressive widen-
ing may be attributed to the fact that, in any
given age group, men in multi-family households
have a higher averagoe age than those in single.
family houscholds. This situation holds partic.
ularly for men aged 65 and over,

In cach type of houschold the percentages of
gainful workers among women declined sharply
with increasing age. This declino is largely the
reflection of a change in the marital status. Pro-
portionately fewer married women were reported
in tho labor market.

Comparison of the percentages of women work-
ers in single and multi-family houscholds shows a
striking difference for the two types. In each age
group the proportion of workers was greater for
multi-family than for single-family houscholds.
Among women aged 25-64, only one-fifth of those
in single-family houscholds were in the labor
market, in contrast to two-fifths of those in
multi-family houscholds. Among aged women,
the percentages were about the same for both
types of houscholds.

That the proportionate difference between
single-family and multi-family houscholds in
numbers of gainful workers should be greater for
women than for men is not surprising in view of
the higher proportions of women with children
in single-family houscholds. But that other con-
siderations are also involved becomes evident upon
cexamination of the magnitude of the differences.
These findings add force to the conclusion ad-
vanced in an earlier article that consolidation of
bio-legal families into multi-family housecholds is
an adaptive response to cconomic pressures.
Two or more unrelated families may live together
to cut expenses. A family may take in boarders
to obtain more incomo. Aged, widowed, or dis-
abled parents may move in with their children,
who are houscholders, or one family with low
carnings or low carning potentialities may movo
in with another family with high earning poten-
tialities and take over houschold duties, thus
enabling the others more readily to become part
of tho labor force. The need for carnings to sup-
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plement the income of the principal wage earner
is relatively greater among families in multi-
family units than among those in single-family
units, in which there is a more direct obligation
on the head of the family to support all members
of the family and greater deterrents to having
some members, especially the women, become part
of the labor force.

Marital Status of Gainful Workers

For both sexes, but obviously to a greater dogreo
for women, the proportion in the labor market
was influenced by marital status (table 3). The
largest proportion of male workers was found
among the marriecd men (95 percent), the smallest
among single men (75 percent). The percentage
of widowed, divorced, or separated men in the
labor market was almost as low as that of the
single men (77 percent). Among women tho
lowest proportion of gainful workers was found
among the married (11 percent) and the highest
among the single women (65 perecent), while 38
percent of the widowed, divorced, and separated
were in the labor market.

Marital status and age.—A higher proportion of
workers among married men was found for each
age group. The differences according to marital
status were slight, however, excopt in the youngest
age group, in which 99 perecent of the married
men and 63 percent of the single men were in the
labor market. In the age group 16-24, probably
most of the married men and only somewhat less
than half of the single men were between the ages
of 21 and 24. The older mean age of married
nien under 25 is undoubtedly responsible in a
measure for the higher percentage of workers.
Marriage itself indicates the assumption of
responsibility, and, even if the age factor were
completely accounted for, a marked association
is to be expected between marital status and
participation in the labor market.

Among men aged 25-44, the proportion of
workers ranged from 97 percent of the single men
to 99 percent of the married men, With ad-
vancing age, the percentages decreased and the
range became progressively wider.

Among men aged 65 and over, there were fewest
gainful workers among the widowed, divorced,
and separated (37 percent) and most among the
married (57 pereent). At this end of the age
scale, also, the age interval is too broad to show
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thoe variations with respect to marital status, in-
dependent of age. Except for this group, the
proportion of workers among single moen aged
16-24 was the lowest observed.

The fact, already noted, that single women had
the highest concentration of gainful workers, and
married women the lowest, held for cach agoe group
except the youngest, 16-24. In this group there
were more workers among the widowed, divorced,
and separated women, This variation in the
ranking of the relative concentration of workers in
the respective marital-status groups may be due
in part to the higher average age of widowed,
divorced, and soparated women than of single
women aged 16-24; but more particularly it may
indicate the response to the greater nced for sclf-
reliance among the divorced and separated.

For women under 45 years of age, the ratios of
widowed, divorced, and separated porsons in the
labor force to all women of that marital status
were similar to the corresponding ratios for single
women. Among persons aged 60 and over, the
ratios for widowed, divorced, and separated women
weroe closer to those for married women, although
tho rangoe was wide.

Marital status and household type.—The organi-
zation of the houschold also affects more closely
the entrance of women into the labor market than
of men. There were relatively more workers
among men in single-family households, group by
group, than in multi-family households. Among
women, on the other hand, the percentages of
workers were higher throughout for groups from
multi-family houscholds, except for widowed,
divorced, or separated women aged 16-24 and
65 or over. The differences in the percentagoes
were greatest among married women and least
among singloe women (see chart 1). In the age
groups 16-24 and 25-44 the proportion of married
women in the labor market was about twice as
large for multi-family as for single-family house-
holds. The differences diminished with age, sug-
gesting that caring for young children was the
major differential factor.

Employment Status of Persons in the Labor
Market
The discussion thus far has been concerned with
social characteristics of persons in the labor force.
Data on the employment status of the 1,056,207
persons in the urban labor market are presented in

29



tables 2 and 3. It should be remembered that the  ployed and 30 were seeking work. In the group
data for this study were collected by a house-to-  aged 25-44—gencrally considered tho most pro-
house canvass during 1935-36; the major portion  ductive ycars—almost 84 of every 100 persons in
of the households were canvassed during the tho labor market were employed and only 11 wers
winter months. Therefore, the unemployment  looking for work. Of every 100 gainful workerg
rates given reflect the situation of the labor market  aged 60 or over, about 72 were employed and about
as of that time. It is believed, however, that the 22 were sceking work.

relative risks of unemployment among persons of The same ranking of percentages held for gainfy]
each ago group, scx, and marital status and from  workers of cach sex. However, among those who
houscholds of differing structure have some  reported themseclves as gainful workers, a relp.

permanency independent of time.  If this assump-  tively smaller proportion of men was employed—
tion is warranted, an analysis of these relationships ~ 77.6 percent in contrast to 79.4 percent of the
is instructive, despite the time lapse. women—and likewise a somewhat smaller por-

About one-sixth of the urban labor force was centage was seeking work.  These differences may
reported as seeking work during the winter of 1935~  bo the result of the crroncous reporting of the

1936.° An additional 5 percont were employed on employment status of women, to which reference
work relief, and 78 percent were employed—that  has been made. It would seem in general that
is, engaged for profit or pay at work other than  women who were not gainfully employed were
work relief (table 2). The relative difficulty of  probably not as likely to consider themselves in the
obtaining work encountered by the young and the  labor force as were unemployed men. It is prob-
aged is readily apparent. In the age group 16-24,  able that the understatoment of the extent of un-
which has the largest proportion of new workers,  employment among women was greatest among

only 66 of every 100 gainful workers were em-  married women in single-family households and
least among single women in multi-family house-
8 8inco scasonal patterns of employment may bo somewhat different for holds
individuals differentiated according to age, sex, etc., it is Iinportant to re- Y *
membor that the study was made in the winter and early spring months. E"'LP[O?/C(I and usncmploycrl persons.—At cach age

Table 2.—Percentage distribution by employment status of persons 16 years and over in the labor market, according
to age, sex, and type of urban household

[Preliminary data, subject to revision)

Total Male Femalo
Age of person (years) o k Becki . (6] I: Secki 0— k Beeki
. n work ecking " , n work Recking 9 n wor ecking
Employed reliel work Employed relief work Employed relief work
All households

78.1 54 10. 5 77.0 0.4 10.0 70. 4 2.9 1.7

65.8 3.7 30.5 62.9 b2 31.9 060.5 1.8 8.1

83.6 5.8 10.0 83.0 6.3 10.7 R5. 2 31 1.7

79.5 0.9 13.6 78.8 7.4 13.8 82.9 4.7 12.4

73.6 6.5 10.90 72.3 6.9 0.8 80.8 4.5 4.2

71.0 4.8 24,2 G9. 2 5.0 25.8 82.0 3.5 13.9

Single-family households

77.7 6.0 16.3 77.90 6.8 15.3 77.1 3.3 10.6

63. 6 3.0 32.6 01.6 5.3 331 60,3 1.8 31.9

84.0 6.1 0.9 83.6 6.8 0.6 85,4 3.5 1.1

79. 6 7.8 12,9 79.3 7.7 13.0 R1. 4 6.3 12,3

73.0 7.1 10.9 72.0 7.2 20, 2 76.1 0.6 17.4

09.8 - 8.5 24.7 9.0 5.5 25.56 706.7 5.0 1.7

Mutlti-family honscholds

18andover V. .. . .. .. ........ 78.8 4.4 10.8 77.0 5.8 17.5 82.1 2.4 15.5
16-24_._ 70. 4 3.4 20.2 05.90 b1 20.0 75.0 1.7 2.3
25-44_. .. 82,9 4.3 12.8 81.8 5.2 13.0 85.0 2.6 12,4
45-60__ .. 79.3 5.7 15.0 77. 4 6.6 16. 0 81.3 3.2 12.6
60-04.._ ... 74.0 55 10.9 71.8 0.2 22,0 84,2 3.1 12.1
65 and over. .. 72.8 3.9 23.3 69. 6 4.4 26.1 50,0 2.1 1.3

t Includes persons of unknown age.
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Jovel the proportion of women who were employed
was higher than the corresponding proportion of
men.

The factor of age scems to have been most
important among persons sceking work.  Of the
gainful workers aged 16-24, 32 percent of the men
and 29 pereent of the women were seeking work.
In the other age groups the proportion of men
seeking work increased steadily with age, from 11
percent of those 25-44 years old to 26 percent of
those aged 65 and over. Among women the
proportions rose from 12 pereent of those aged
25-44 to 15 percent among those aged 60-64 and
then declined slightly for women aged 65 and
over.

Persons on work relief.—Xor both men and
women, the proportion of gainful workers who
were on work relief was greatest in the age group
45-59 and next largest in the age group 60-64.
The lowest proportions of men on work relief
were in the oldest and the youngest age groups—
the ages in which were found the lowest propor-
tions of employed men,  For the youngest group,
this situation probably refleets the public attitude
favoring naid to men with families. The low
proportion for the aged reflects in part the lack
of nonmanual relief projects for old men and
possibly in part their lessened family responsi-
bilities.  Among women the lowest proportions
on work relief were for the younger age groups—
16-24 and 25-44. In each age group the propor-
tion of gainful workers who were employed at
relief work was larger among men than among
women.

Ismployment status in relation to household or-
ganization.—When  the employment status  of
gainful workers in single-family and multi-family
houscholds is considered, certain differences are
found according to sex. The percentages of
men who were employed were slightly higher in
single-family than in multi-family houscholds—
78 and 77 percent, respectively—and the propor-
tions on work relief were also higher,  Ingeneral,
the proportion of men in a specified employment
status appeared to be approximately the same for
both types of houschold.

Among women the relationships with respect to
household type and employment status were re-
versed.  In single-family houscholds 77 percent
of the workers were employed, in multi-family
households 82 percent. This fact leads to the
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inference that women in single-family houscholds
who are in the labor market are forced there, .to
o greater cxtent than women in multi-family
houscholds, by nccessity rather than by any
special qualification for work. Again, the propor-
tions on work relief were larger in single-family
than in multi-family houscholds.

When the age of eomployed men is considered, the
widest differences in the proportions from the two
types of houscholds are found in the youngest age
group; in this age group the proportion who were
employed was considerably smaller in single-
family houscholds. With increasing age, how-
ever, differences with respect to houschold type
were on the whole less marked; the smallest
difference was among men aged 65 and over. In the
intermediate ages, from 25 to 64, the proportions
who were employed were larger in single-family
than in multi-family houscholds.

Among women gainful workers, also, age was
found to be an important factor. At each ago
level except 25-44,7 the proportion of employed
women was lower for single-family than for multi-
family houscholds. This situation is in part the
cffeet of the differences between the two types of
houscholds with respect to their economic composi-
tion and with respect to the marital status of
women. The proportion of employed gainful
workers at cach age level results from the inter-
action of such factors as the need for money in the
houschold, the differences in the rates of employ-
ment for the respective marital-status groups, and
the age and sex composition of the houschold, to
mention some of the more obvious forces. The
proportion of women workers who were employed
was markedly lower in single-family than in multi-
family houscholds for the age group 16-24 and
even lower for the group 65 and over,

The proportions of persons in the labor market or
in a specified employment status reflect relative
cconomic need of the family, the earning poten-
tinlities of the individual, the obstacles in the path
of employment, and the traditional position of the
individual in the family and in the community.
Data from the canvass show clearly (table 3) that
proportionately more aged men than aged women
were in the labor market. Likewise, one-fourth
of the aged men in the labor market were secking
work, in contrast to onc-seventh of the aged

1 The enumerative error in reporting unemployed woinen as homemakers
may account for thisapparent anomaly.
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Table 3.—~Persons 16 years and over in the labor market as percent of all adults and percentage distribution by employment status, according to
sex, age, marital status, and type of urban household

[Preliminary dats, subject to revision)

Total Male Female
In labor market In labor market In labor market
Age and marital status Percentage distribution Percentage distribution All fe- Percentage distribution
. All by employment status | All male Asper-| by employment status | ° Asper-| by employment status
As per- o X male
adults cent of adults cent of adults cent of
Number all o Seek: Number alall o Seek Number | all fe-
adults | Em. | OB | Seek- male | g | On | Seek- male | gy | On | Seek-
ployed work | ing adults ployed work ing adults ployed | ¥ork | ing
relief | work relief | work relief | work
All households
16 years and over !____ 1,856,465 | 1,056, 297 56.9 8.1 5.4 16.5 | 877,443 | 768,629 87.6 7.6 6.4 16.0 | 079,022 | 287,668 29.4 79.4 2.9 17.7
h I}rrle 1, 108, 248 583, 517 52.7 83.8 6.5 9.7 | 854,175 | 524,595 94.7 82.9 7.0 10.1 554,073 58, 922 10.6 91.6 2.5 5.9
240, 405 117, 062 48.7 72.0 .5 2.5 63, 600 49,194 7.3 68.9 8.4 22,7 | 176,805 67, 868 38.4 74.3 6.9 18.8
507, 812 355, 718 70.0 70.8 2.9 26.3 | 259,668 | 194,840 75.0 65.6 4.3 30.1 | 248,144 | 160,878 64.8 7.0 1.4 21.6
4019161 224,368 558 | 658| 3.7| 30.5| 18,610 | 1253091 67.9| 629 52| 3L9| 27,306 | 99,05 | 456| 69.5| 18| 287
81, 564 32, 006 39.2 81.6 8.2 10.2 2,327 3,087 9.0 8.7 10.8 10.5 58, 37 8,919 15.3 89.4 1.3 9.3
8,792 6, 389 2.7 60.1 6.2 33.7 1, 505 1,433 95.2 63. 4 7.9 28.7 7,287 4,956 68.0 59.2 5.7 35.1
311, 560 185,973 59.7 63.3 2.8 33.9 | 159,778 [ 100,7 63.1 59.2 3.9 36.9 | 151,782 85,184 56.1 68.0 1.6 30.4
821,732 519, 151 63.2 83.6 5.5 10.9 | 388,435 | 383,095 98.6 83.0 6.3 10.7 | 433,297 | 136,056 31.4 85.2 3.1 11.7
605, 279 328,479 5.3 86.7 6.3 7.0 | 291,430 | 288,803 99.1 85.9 6.8 7.3 | 313,849 39,676 12.6 92.5 2.1 5.4
69, 467 54,002 .7 728 7.9 19.3 18.618 18, 205 97.8 2.0 8.3 10.7 50, 849 35,797 70.4 73.2 7 19.1
16, 986 136, 670 93.0 80.3 27 17.0 78,387 76,087 97.1 1.6 4.0 21.4 3 60, 583 88.3 87.5 L0 1.5
45-59 vears... ... 404,505 | 217 5791 79.5) 6.9 136 201,070 193,932 96.4| 78.8| 4| 13.8| 23,525 | 40,195| 19.7| s29| 47| 124
Married 304, 090 171, 470 56.4 81.5 7.0 11.5 | 167,465 | 162.3%6 97.0 81.0 7.1 1.9 | 136,625 9, 084 6.6 90.3 4.7 5.0
Widowed 2 68, 900 37,462 54.4 73.5 83 18.2 18, 649 17. 626 94.5 68.8 10.2 210 50, 251 19, 836 39.5 w7 6.6 15.7
Single._. 31,605 25,195 9.7 74.3 4.7 21.0 14, 956 13,920 93.1 64.8 7.3 27.9 16, 649 11,275 7.7 86.1 1.4 12.5
6064 years_ §2,068 39,309 | 47.9) 76| 65| 199 3650 33243 83| 23| 69| 08| 58| 606| 13.9| 8.8 45[ 147
~\1_.arl'iod.__ - 51,783 20,147 52. 4 75.0 6.6 18. 4 30, 054 26,378 7. 8 T 6.5 18.8 21,729 769 3.5 85.4 9.0 5.6
\\_ idowed 2 23,898 S, 346 3+.9 71.5 6.8 21.7 5,899 4,783 81.2 65.0 8.3 26.7 17,999 3,358 19.8 80.2 4.8 15.0
Single.... .. 6,387 3,816 59.7 68.3 5.1 26.6 2,577 2,077 80.6 58.7 7.6 3.7 3,810 1,739 45.6 79.8 2.0 18.2
65 years and over.. R 142,594 37,166 26.1 71.0 1.8 24.2 63,719 32,098 50.4 69.2 5.0 25.8 78,875 5,068 6.4 82.6 3.5 13.9
A {&rrie 64,195 23,742 37.0 LT 5.1 2.2 41, 269 23, 352 56.6 7.4 5.1 2.5 22,926 390 1.7 86.7 7.2 6.1
Widowed 2 68, 658 10, 501 15.3 70.3 4.3 25.4 18, 795 7,023 37.4 645 4.5 31.0 49, 863 3,478 7.0 82.2 3.8 14.0
Single..... e ieimann 9,741 2,923 30.0 68. 3. 4.4 27.3 3,655 1,7 47.1 58.5 6.3 35.2 6, 086 1,200 19.7 82.4 LS 16.1
Single-family households

16 yearsand over! _________.___ 1,242,349 693, 888 55.9 reiy 6.0 16.3 | 604, 141 534, 860 83.5 .9 6.8 15.3 | 638,208 | 159,028 24.9 .1 3.3 19.6
i . 330, 420 431,777 52.0 83. 6 7.1 9.3 | 415234 | 394,878 95.1 82.8 7.4 9.8 | 415,186 36, 899 8.9 92. 4 3.1 4.5
33, 201 40, 871 46.3 69.9 10.5 19.6 20,295 16,132 79.5 68.8 10. 4 2.8 67, 906 24,739 36.4 70.6 10.5 18.9
38,78 221,240 68.3 67.7 3.0 29.3 | 168,612 | 123,850 3.5 63.4 4.2 32.4 | 155,116 97, 390 62.8 73.0 LS 25.5
16-24years. ... _.o......... 275,063 150,128 51.6 63.5 3.9 326 130, 266 §7,999 .. 6 61.6 5.3 3.1 144,797 62,129 42.9 66.3 1.8 3.9
Married. ... .. 56,047 20,037 35.8 83.3 9.4 7.3 15,299 15, 184 99.2 80.1 11.9 8.0 40, 748 4,853 11.9 93. 4 1.6 5.0
Widowed 2. ... __.__ .__.... 48 i 0.4 55.6 10.7 33.7 w1 72 97.3 .8 4.2 18.0 874 595 68.1 53.0 11.4 35.6
Single . ooooeen L 218,063 129, 424 59. 4 60.5 3.0 36.5 | 114,893 2743 63.3 S7.7 3.9 33.4 103,175 56, 681 54.9 641 1.8 3.1
2544 years.. 573.227 340, 341 59.4 8$1.0 6.1 9.9 271,338 | 268,080 93.8 33.6 6.3 9.6 | 301,889 72,261 2.9 §5.4 3.5 11.1
Married. .. 163, 265 246,045 52.9 86.5 6.8 6.7 | 222668 | 220,77 9.1 85.7 7.3 7.0 | 242,597 25,298 10. 4 93.0 26 4.4
v i 24,123 17,023 70.6 69.9 1.8 18.3 } 4,140 4. 042 97. 6 5.0 11.3 13.7 19,983 12,981 65.0 68.3 120 19.7
83,839 23 92.2 79.0 2.7 18.3 7 #.530 43, 291 97.2 3.3 4.0 2.6 39,309 33,982 $6.4 86.2 L0 12.8

274,419 157,003 57.2 79.6 7.5 12.9 I 141,914 137,412 96.8 79.3 7.7 13.0 132, 505 19, 596 14.8 81.4 6.3 12.3

229,022 129,977 56. 8 S1.2 7.3 11.5 | 127,743 | 124,001 7.1 80.7 7.4 1.9 | 101,279 5,976 5.9 90.0 5.5 4.5

30,934 15, 698 50.7 LT 10.6 17.7 ! 7,667 T.274 94.9 69.1 1.9 19.0 23,267 8, 424 36.2 3.8 | 9.6 16.6

14,463 11,333 8.4 72.8 5.1 2211 6, 504 6,137 9.4 63.6 7.9 3.5 7,959 5,196 65.3 83.8 | 1.8 14.4
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48, 502 24, 107 49.7 73.0 7.1 19.9 24,73 21, 3. : 7. .2 7 T
36. 109 19, 183 5301 74.6 6.9 18.5 2:25{ 1;. o R =s 23l =3 'ﬁ';’sé e %% =Y 10,8 %3
9,574 3,307 34.5 67.9 8.8 2.3 2377 1,981 83.3 63.8 9.9 26.3 7,197 1,326 18.4 74.1 7.2 18.7
2,819 1,617 57.4 63.8 6.2 30.0 1,103 879 9.7 55.0 9.3 35.7 1,716 38| 430 74.3 2.4 2.3
65 years and over N 69,477 21,423 30.8 69.8 5.5 24.7 35,395 19,372 5.7 €9.0 5.5 25.5 34,082 2,051 6.0 6.7 5.6 17.7
Married.... i 13,047 16, 115 37.4 T2 5.4 23.4 20,865 15,885 ‘ 57.0 710 5.3 3.7 15,232 230 1.5 S7. 4 9.1 3.5
Widowed . 22 406 4,098 18.3 66,7 5.8 2.5 6,027 2,755 45.7 62.3 5.8 31.9 16,379 1,343 8.2 75.6 6.0 18.4
Single . oLl ] 3,974 1,210 30. 4 61.0 5.7 3.3 1,503 82 487 523 7.5 40.3 2,471 478 19.3 74.5 29 26
| |
Multi-family households
; ; . i ! |
16 years and over ‘.. “ 614,116 362, 409 50.0 1 8.8 4.4 168 203,302 | 233,769 1 85.5 77.0 | 5.5 17.5 | 340,814 | 128,640 3.7 S21 2.4
Married. ... o 27,88 151,740 516 $4.2 511 107 133,941 129,717 93. 4 83.2 5.7 1L1 138,887 2, 15.9 90.1 L5
“"idowed 2 ; 152, 204 76, 191 50.1 3.2 590 2091 43,305 33,062 76.3 68.9 740 B.7| 108,89 43,129 39.6 76.5 47
Single.... 184, 034 134,478 731 5.9 2.9 21.2 | 91,056 70,990 8.0 69.5 4.4 26.1 93,028 63, 68.2 831 1.1
16~24 years. . 126,853 74.240 58.5 70.4 3.4 26.2 54,344 37,310 63.7 65.9 5.1 29.0 72,509 36,930 50.9 75.0 L7
Married.. R 25,517 11,969 46.9 78.9 6.1 15.0 8,028 T 98.4 75.9 8.7 15.4 17,489 4, 066 2.2 84.6 1.1
Widowed ? . 7,844 5,722 729 60.7 5.6 B.7 1,431 1,361 95.1 62.6 8.2 29.2 6,413 4,361 63.0 60.0 4.9
Single. . R 93,492 56, 319 60.5 69.6 26 2.8 44, 885 28,046 62.5 63.1 4.0 32,9 , 607 28, 58.6 75.9 1.2
25~44 years_.. 248, 505 178,810 2.0 82.9 4.3 12.8 | 117,097 | 115,015 98.2 SL.8 5.2 13.0 | 131,408 63, 795 48.5 85.0 2.6
Married.. R 140,014 82, 434 58.9 7.9 4.6 7.9 68, 762 63, 99.0 86.7 5.3 8.0 71,252 14,378 20.2 91.6 1.2 7.
\Yidowed 1 . 45,344 36,979 81.6 4.1 6.1 19.8 14,478 14,163 97.8 711 7.4 215 , 866 22,816 3.9 75.9 5.3 18.
Single 63, 147 59,397 9.1 82.0 2.7 15.3 33,857 32,796 96.9 76.1 4.1 19.8 29,290 26, 601 90.8 89.2 1.1 9.
130,176 77,119 59.2 79.3 5.7 15.0 59, 156 56,520 95.5 7.4 6.6 16.0 71,020 20, 599 29.0 84.3 32 12.5
75,068 41, 493 55.3 82.8 5.7 1.5 39, 722 33,385 96. 6 821 6.0 11.9 35, 346 3,108 8.8 90.8 3.2 6.0
37,966 21,764 57.3 74.8 6.6 18.6 10,982 10,352 94.3 68.6 9.0 24 26, 981 11,412 42.3 80.5 4.4 15.1
17, 142 13, 862 80.9 8.5 43 2.2 8,452 7783 921 65.8 6.8 2.4 8, 690 6,079 70.0 88.0 11 10.9
33, 566 15,202 45.3 71.6 5.5 19.9 13,799 11,708 84.9 71.8 6.2 20 19,767 3,493 17.7 84.2 3.1 127
15, 674 7. 50.8 76.0 5.8 18.2 8,803 7.7 87.5 75.6 5.8 18.6 6,871 260 3.8 88.8 5.8 5.4
14,324 5,039 35.2 3.8 5.5 0.7 3,522 2,807 79.7 65.9 7.1 27,0 10, 802 2,232 20.7 83.8 3.4 12.8
3, 568 2,19 61.6 7.7 4.2 4.1 1,474 1,198 813 61. 4 6.4 32,2 2,094 1,001 47.8 83.9 17
73,17 157431 215| 728| 39| 23| 28324| 12726 49| 62.4| 44| 262) 4793| 07| 67| 8.6 21
21,098 7,627 36.2 72.6 4.6 2.8 13, 404 7,467 55.7 4 4.6 2.0 7,694 160 21 85.6 4.4
46,252 6, 13.8 27 3.3 24.0 12,71 4,268 33.4 65.9 3.7 30.4 33,484 2,135 6.4 86.3 2.4
5,767 L713| 20.7| 75| 34| RBI| 2182 91| 461 62| 54| 34| 3615 2| 20.0| 8.7 .5
1 Includes persons of unknown age. Includes persons who were divorced or separated.



women workers. When aged women could not
find work, it would appear that they dropped out
of the labor force, while aged men continued to
look for work. The extent to which this contrast
results from the error in enumeration cannot be
surmised.

Employment Status in Relation to Marital
Status

A close relationship was found between marital
status and the proportion of persons in the labor
market who were employed (table 3 and chart 2).
With only one exception—aged women from multi-
family houscholds—the percentages of employed
workers were relatively higher for married persons
than for the single or for the widowed, divorced,
or separated.

Employed persons.—About 84 of cvery 100 mar-
ried persons in the labor market were employed at
the time of the survey, as compared with 72 of
every 100 widowed, divorced, or separated persons
and about 71 of every 100 single workers. Unpub-
lished data show that among the latter the propor-
tions who were employed were markedly higher for
heads of families than for others.

The proportion of employed gainful workers of
cach marital status was higher among women than
among men. In fact, the proportion of women in
the labor force who were gainfully employed was
higher than the combined percentages of men who
were gainfully employed and those who were on
work relief.  Again, the extent to which this differ-
ence results from incorrect recording of employ-
ment status of women cannot be appraised.

The proportions of employed men were lowest
among single men except in the age group 25-44,
where they were lowest among widowed, divoreed,
or scparated men. In general, the variation in
the proportion of employed men from one age
group to another is similar for the respective
marital statuses. Ior cach marital status, the larg-
est proportion of employed men was at the age
level 25-44. Thereafter, the percentages deereased
with age, most rapidly among single men and least
rapidly among the widowed, divoreed, or
scparated. '

In cach age group up to age 60, the proportion
of employed women was lowest among the
widowed, divorced, or scparated workers. Tor
women aged 60 or more, the percentages of em-
ployed persons were about the same for single
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Chart 2.—Workers of apecified employment status frop,
urban households as percent of persons aged 16 and
over in the labor market, by sex, age, and marital
status
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women as for the widowed, divorced, and sepa-
rated. Tfor married and single women, as for
all male gainful workers, the greatest concentration
of employment occurred in theage group 25-44, and
thereafter the proportions decreased with age
except for an upturn at age 65 and over. The
proportion of ecmployed persons among the
widowed, divorced, and separated increased pro-
gressively with age, from 59 per 100 womnen in the
labor market in ages 16-24 to 82 per 100 for those
aged 65 and over.

Unemployed persons.—The variations with re-
spect to age in the proportions of unemployed
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persons who were secking work were substantially
different among men and women, although for
poth sexes the lowest proportions of persons seck-
ing work were among the married. Among the
men, at cach age level, proportionately more single
men were secking work; among women, except in
ages 60 and over, the proportions were largest for
those who were widowed, divorced, or separated.

The changes, with respect to age, in the propor-
tion of men secking work were, in general, similar
for cach marital status, but this was not the case
among women. For married women the propor-
tions sceking work decreased with age to the ago
group 45-59 and thereafter rose gradually; for
single women and for the widowed, divorced, and
geparated, the percentages decreased at a slowing
rate with increasing age.

Persons on worl relief.—The highest proportions
of persons on work relief were found, with few
exceptions, among the widowed, divorced, and
separated and the lowest nmong single persons.
The exceptions were the youngest and the oldest
married gainful workers who were relatively more
often on work relicef.

The proportionate numbers of persons on work
relief doubtless refleet work-relief policies as
well as relative need in the various segments of the
population. Thus single women generally reported
relatively the lowest proportions on work relief.
Married male gainful workers in ages 16-24
reported the largest percentage engaged on work
relief—10.8 percent.  Widowed, divoreed, or sep-
arated persons reported comparatively large pro-
portions on work relief, except in the oldest age
groups.

Employment status and houschold type.—When
both marital status and age are considered, the
proportion of cmployed male workers in single-
family houscholds is generally lower than the
corresponding proportion in multi-family house-
holds. Ixceptions were found for married men
aged 16-24, and for widowed, divorced, or sepa-
rated men under 60.

The generally lower proportion of employed
men in single-family houscholds was counteracted,
in part at least, by larger proportions of men on
work relief. This combination of percentages is
evident for married men of all ages, and for those
under 45 it was sufficient to result in a smaller
proportion of married men in single-family house-
holds who reported that they were seeking work.
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Differences between single-family and multi-
family houscholds in the percentages of either
gainful workers or employed gainful workers were
wider for women than for men. The proportion
of employed workers was higher for women in
multi-family houscholds than for those in single-
family houscholds, except for the age group 2644
and for married women in ages under 45 and 65 or
more. Thoe exception for the age group 256—44 is
explained by the large proportion of married
women in this age group. Tho cxception for
married women under 45 scems a reflection of the
fact that a woman in a single-family houschold
who was not working would tend to be reported
as a housewife more often than one in a multi-
family houschold. It is probably not unrcason-
able to assume that unemployed women in multi-
family houscholds sought work more regularly
than did married women of the same age from
single-family houscholds with only one adult
woman.

As was found for men, the proportion of women
engaged in relief work was higher for those from
single than from multi-family houscholds. The
range of differences in the percentages was greater
with respect to marital status among women in
single than in multi-family houscholds.

The lesser concentration of older employed
married women in single-family houscholds was
offsot by the relatively larger number on work
relief, so that the percent of women sceking work
was smaller for the married in single-family than
for those in multi-family houscholds.®? Among
women other than the married, on the other hand,
the proportions sccking work were greater for
those in single-family houscholds.

Summary and Conclusions

This report is essentially descriptive in nature.
Nevertheless, the variations observed indicato the
multiplicity of factors which determine, first, an
individual’s entry into the labor market and,
sccond, the employment status of those within
the labor market.

For many men of mature age, gainful employ-
ment would be a social nccessity regardless of
cconomic need. The age at which one enters the
labor market, however, is controlled in part by
the family relatiouship of the individual, his
abilitics and aptitudes, the reliance of others on

§ 8co footnote 6.




him for support, as well as his social and cultural
background and the opportunities for employment.
At the other extreme, among the aged, withdrawal
from the labor market is determined by employ-
ment conditions and the earning potentialitics of
the individual, his responsibilities, and the sources
of livelihood that he may have aside from his own
earnings.

For women, the situation is far more complex;
the traditional dependence on the male still
exists, cspecially in the case of married women.
Childbearing and the care of children and of the
home also exert & marked effect in keeping women
out of the labor market. But changing mores,
economic nccessity, and in some instances the
drudgery of home work and the desire for inde-
pendence control the presence of women in the
labor market.

The employment status of workers is deter-

mined in part by the length and continuity of
their stay in the labor market, by their skill,
their productiveness in relation to earnings, and,
in & measure, by;jthe urgency of their needs. The
interaction of these social and cconomic factors
with our production system resulted in an em-
ployment pattern for the 1.9 million urban adults
reported in this survey which may be summarized
as follows:
* (1) Fifty-seven percent of the urban adults
aged 16 years or more were in the labor force.
Fifty-six percent of the adults in single-family
houscholds and 59 percent of those from multi-
family houscholds were gainful workers.

(2) Eighty-eight pereent of the men and 29
percent of the women were reported in the labor
force.

(3) Twenty-seven percent of all gainful workers
were women. About one-fourth of the gainful
workers from single-family houscholds and one-
third of those from multi-family houscholds were
women,

(4) A greater proportion of the married men
was in the labor market than of cither widowed,
divorced, or separated men or single men. The
respective proportions were 95, 77, and 75 per
hundred. Among the aged, the ranking of single
and of widowed, divorced, or separated was inter-
changed,

(5) A greater proportion of the single women
was in the labor market than of either of the other
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two marital groups. A strikingly low proportion
of the marriecd women was in tho labor foreg,
The ratios were 11 per 100 married women, 38 per
100 widowed, divorced, or separated, and 65 per
100single women. Ixcept for the age group 16-24,
the same ranking was found for cach age group,

(6) The ratio of male gainful ‘workers to g]|
men was about the same for single-family and for
multi-family households. Among women, there
were wide differences in the ratios. The agree-
ment between ratios increased with age. The
greatest difference was observed among the ratios
for married women.

(7) Seventeen percent of the urban gainful
workers during the period covered by the survey
were unemployed, 5 percent were at work on
relief projects, and 78 percent were employed for
pay or profit on nonrelief work.

(8) The largest proportion of employed persons
to all gainful workers in a particular age group—84
percent—was found for persons aged 25-44 years,

(9) Although the proportion of employed men
at cach age level was relatively lower than the
corresponding  proportion of women, only 16
percent of all men in the labor market were unem-
ployed, as compared with 18 pereent of the
women in the labor market. The larger propor-
tion for women resulted from the fact that a
relatively large number of women gainful workers
were under 25, the age group in which the pro-
portion of unemployed persons was greatest.

(10) The proportionate differences between the
number of employed gainful workers in single-
family and multi-family houscholds were more
pronounced among women workers than among
men. This situation is attributable in  part
to the marked differences in  composition of
the two types of houscholds, with respect to
marital status of women workers, and to the fact
that marital status is an important differential
factor for women.,

(11) Although the proportion of married women
in the labor market was lower than that of any
other group of women, a larger proportion of the
married women workers was employed.

(12) Differences between the employment status
of women gainful workers in multi-family and
single-family houscholds were least for the married
and generally most for the widowed, divoreed, or
scparated.
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