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Executive Summary

The Employment and Training Administration (ETA) is
responsible for the administration of the Job Training
Partnership Act of 1982, as amended by the Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Act of 1988.
In that capacity, ETA responds to the needs of dislocated
workers by devising and implementing strategies for
identifying them, assessing their employment and training

needs, and providing services to best assist them.

As part of a continuing effort to explore the needs of
dislocated workers, i.e., those who have been laid off from
their jobs, ETA asked the Bureau of Labor Statistics to
conduct a supplemental survey to the Bureau's Mass Layoff
Statistics (MLS) program. That survey attempts to answer
the questions, "When workers are laid off, how many are
recalled, and, of those recalled, how many choose to return
to the employer that laid them off?" It is also an attempt
to gather additional information, from an employer's
perspective, regarding the planning and implementation of
layoffs, including the employer's expectations prior to the
onset of the layoff and the method and timing of providing

layoff information to workers.
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Conducted by mail, the survey examined layoffs that
occurred during the last 6 months of 1988--a quite different
economic environment than in late 1991, when this report was
assembled. During 1988, the economy completed its sixth
year of expansion, as employment continued to rise and the
unemployment rate fell to a 1l4-year low. In the fourth
quarter, the rate had edged down to 5.3 percent. Therefore,
caution should be used in generalizing from the research

findings of this one-time study.

The survey results indicate that the workers covered in
the study were highly likely to be recalled by their former
employers. To the extent that patterns emerge in terms of
demographic characteristics of the workers, industry

attachment, reason for separation, or length of

"uhemployment, as developed through the analysis of MLS and

survey data, this information could be useful in developing
better strategies to assist dislocated workers. Additional

survey findings include:

° Nearly three-fourths of the survey respondents had a

recall following layoff.

° Just over half of the workers were offered reemployment

through recalls, and four-fifths returned to work.




Over one-third of the employers recalled all of their

former employees.

About 57 percent of the employers laid off at least half

of their workforce.

Nearly three-fourths of the establishments provided a

general notice of layoff.

On average, a specific notice on layoff was provided 49

days in advance.

Layoffs averaged over 5 months in duration, about twice

as long as employers had expected.

Proportionately more workers laid off in manufacturing

returned to work than in other industries.







Preface

This report on employer layoff and recall practices is
part of a continuing effort by the Employment and Training
Administration (ETA) to explore the needs.of dislocated
workers, i.e., those who have been laid off from their jobs.
It attempts to answer the questions, "When workers are laid
off, how many are recalled, and, of those recalled, how many
choose to return to the employer that laid them off?" It is
also an attempt to gather additional information, from an
employer's perspective, regarding the planning and
implementation of layoffs, including the employer's
expectations prior to the onset of the layoff and the method

and timing of providing layoff information to workers.

The Employment and Training Administration is
responsible for the administration of the Job Training
Partnership Act of 1982, as amended by the Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Act of 1988.

In that capacity, ETA responds to the needs of dislocated
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To address this issue, this report uses data from the
Bureau's 1988 survey of Mass Layoff Statistics. It
supplements these data with data from a special mail
questionnaire sent to a sample of employers from the MLS to
determine their layoff and recall practices. (See

appendixes C and D.)

The mail survey examined layoffs that occurred during
the last 6 months of 1988--a quite different economic
environment than in late 1991, when this report was
assembled. During 1988, the economy completed its sixth
year of expansion, as employment continued to rise and the
unemployment rate fell to a l4-year low. In the fourth
quarter, the rate had edged down to 5.3 percent. Therefore,
caution should be used in generalizing from the research

findings of this one-time study.

The survey results indicate that the workers covered in
the study were highly likely to be recalled by their former
employers. To the extent that patterns emerge in terms of
demographic characteristics of the workers, industry
attachment, reason for separation, or length of
unemployment, as developed through the analysis of MLS and
survey data, this information could be useful in developing

better strategies to assist dislocated workers.

vii




Preparation of this research report was directed by
Lewis B. Siegel, a supervisory labor economist in the
Division of Local_Area Unemployment Statistics, Sharon P.
Brown, Chief.. Participating in its preparation were W.
Michael Murphy, Bryan Roslund, and Sheila Watkins. Data
collection was performed by Reginald Cunningham, Bryan
Padgett, Patricié A. Ptacek, and Gary Sapperstein, and data
production was pefformed by Mary—Alice Berlin and Cheng-Dong
Chang, all in the Division of Federal/State Monthly Surveys,
Brendan J. Powers, Chief. Assisting in the development and
testing of the survey materials were Kennon R. Copeland and

Ruth McKay of the Statistical Methods Division, Alan R.

Tupek, Chief.




Contents

MLS program desCription..eceeeeessssessecsceseosonsosnnss
HighlightS. it ereeeeooeeeosessnsocesssossssecsssssonas
Procedures and research design....vveeeetecesssecnnsnns
SUrvey resSUltS.eeeetreereevececoossosossosososoceassossnces

Appendixes:
A, Coverage and nonsampling error...... e eeseecenssane
B. Survey tables, July-December 1988:
Employment size and average number of workers

laid off--
B- 1., Industry distribution...cieeeceeeeeecenncaens
B- 2. Manufacturing....eeeeeeeeeeecccessoceasscnnas
B- 3. Reason for layoff....iviiiiieieennnnecensconns

Percent of workforce laid off--
B- 4, Industry distribution...c.ieeiieeeericereoancens
B- 5. Manufacturing..uoeeeeeseeeeseensesseosennssnns
B- 6. Reason for layoff....ciiviveeecnnsennce ceeeee

Establishments providing general layoff notice and
average length of notice--
B- 7. Industry distribution...cceveeeecrsccececccnns
B- 8. Manufacturing..veeeeeeseecscescosocsscencenseons
B- 9. Reason for layoff....... ce e et eccetttaae e

Expected and actual recalls--
B-10. Industry distribution...eeeeceessescooseens .o
B-11. Manufacturing..... Certteetescest et en e .o

Mass layoff events and workers recalled--
B-12. Industry distribution..eeeeeceeeceeens ceseene
B-13. Manufacturing.......... Ceeeeeterceenrenseen o
B-14. Reason for layoff...ciierieereenncecsoncccnnns
B-15. Employment S1zZ€...:eeesvescorsoscecssocnse cheens

Average number of workers laid off and recalled in
establishments that recalled workers--
B-16. Industry distribution....ceeeeeeeeeens Ceeeene
B-17. Manufacturing...oeeeeeeveeeseceeosononeese co

Expected and actual duration of layoffs--
B-18. Industry distribution.......cce0.. cerserens .o
B_19' Manufacturing.l....l.D.Q.'O."C....'...O....'

C. Establishment responses to survey questions..... .o

Page

B W

29
30

31
32
33
34

35
36

37
38

39




D. Survey data and the MLS universe........cuoveeeeneess
Charts:
MLS wversus survey data--
D-1. Distribution of worker separations..........
D-2. Worker separations per layoff event...... .o

Tables:
MLS establishments: ’
Mass layoff events, separations, and initial

claimants for unemployment insurance--
D-1. Industry distribution......cveeceeeeennnnn.
D-2. Manufacturing..e.eeeeeeeeeeoseeeeneeansenns
D-3. Reason for 1ayoff.....cveveeeeeenonencenens
D-4. State distribution.....ceeeeeeeeenennnsons

Survey establishments:

Mass layoff events, separations, and initial
claimants for unemployment insurance--
D-5. Industry distribution......ceeeeevenenennes
D=6. ManufacCtuUring. ..o eeeeeeeneeesesnooonenses
D-7. Reason for layoff....ceeevenenrnnnenenonnn
D-8. State distribution.......veveieiennenennn.

R DT a1 o B N o o ¥ 0

50

51

52
53
54
55

56
57
58
59

60




MLS program description

The Mass Layoff Statistics program uses a standardized,
automated approach to identifying, describing, and tracking
major job cutbacks. It was developed in response to the Job
Training Partnership Act of 1982 (JTPA) and begun in 1984;
it is a cooperative effort with State Employment Security
Agencies. The MLS program uses data from each State's
unemployment insurance database. Establishments which have
at least 50 initial claims for unemploYment insurance filed
against them during a consecutive 3-week period are targeted
for contact by the State agency to determine whether these
separations are of at least 31 days duration, the total
number of workers separated, and the reasons for these
separations. Establishments are identified by industry and
location, and detailed socioeconomic characteristics on
unemployment insurance claimants--such as age, race, gender,

ethnic group, and place of residence--are also provided.

The MLS program yields information on an individual's
spell of insured unemployment, thereby affording a unique
opportunity to analyze the job loss and reemployment
experience of these workers. Claimants are tracked during
their spell of insured unemployment through the monitoring
of certifications for unemployment (continued claims) filed

under regular State unemployment insurance programs.
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Additional technical information concerning the MLS program

is provided in appendix A.

Highlights

Nearly three-fourths of the survey respondents had a

recall following layoff.

° Just over half of the workers were offered reemployment

through recalls, and four-fifths returned to work.

° Over one-third of the employers recalled all of their

former employees.

e About 57 percent of the employers laid off at least half

of their workforce.

° Nearly three-fourths of the establishments provided a

general notice of layoff.

° On average, a specific notice on layoff was provided 49

days in advance.




° Layoffs averaged over 5 months in duration, about twice

as long as employers had expected.

° Proportionately more workers laid off in manufacturing

returned to work than in other industries.
Procedures and research design

The survey universe for this research project was made
up of 948 establishments in 42 States, each having a single
layoff, as identified through the MLS program, during the
period July-December 1988. The 948 establishments were 82
percent of the total number of establishments (1,152) and
accounted for 76 percent of the mass layoff events (1,242)
identified in the MLS program in the 42 States during that
6-month period. The MLS data for these 948 establishments
have been combined with information on employer recall

practices collected through a separate mail survey.

The intent of the mail survey was to learh more about
the degree of worker attachment. It contained a series of
questions about the number of workers originally on the job
site, the number of workers involved in the layoff, and
their occupation. Additional questions focused on employer

notification, recall practices, and the duration of the

layoff.
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The survey was designed as a census. The accuracy of
the statistical estimates depend primarily on the response
rates achieved. Nonrespondents received follow-up telephone
calls. The combination mail and telephone follow-up
produced a survey response rate of 82 percent. To control
nonsampling errors; quality control procedures were
incorporated, including telephone wvalidation of all edit
failures and telephone verification of the reported data for
approximately 100 of the mail respondents. The following

methods were used to maximize the response rate for this

survey:
° Trained telephone interviewers conducted
nonresponse follow-up in a timely fashion.
° Respondents were provided a pledge of
confidentiality.
° Potential respondents were provided an explanation

of both the importance of the survey's estimates

and the need for their cooperation.
Survey results
Size of layoff event. Establishments in the survey

employed, on average, 962 workers in the pay period

preceding the layoff. 1In establishments with 300 or fewer




workers, the average employment size was 174, compared to
1,761 in establishments with more‘than 300 workers. Layoff
events included in the survey involved an average of 225
workers, although over one-third affected 100 workers or
fewer. Employers of 300 workers or fewer separated 120
workers per event, on average, compared to 330 per layoff in
establishments with more than 300 workers. (For the
purposes of this report, large establishments are considered

as those with over 300 employees.)

Layoffs in nonmanufacturing industries, at 277 workers
per event, involved 57 percent more workers per layoff than
those in manufacturing. (See appendix B, table 1). 1In
manufacturing, the average number of workers separated per
event was 176, with the range extending from 92 in the
chemicals industry to 332 in transportation equipment. (See

appendix B, table 2.)

Establishments in nonmanufacturing industries, which
employed 1,320 workers on average, were considerably larger
than those in manufacturing, which employed, on average,
713 workers. Government entities averaged a

disproportionately iarge 10,157 employees.

The average number of separations was highest in
layoffs attributed to "contract completion" and "import

competition.” Layoffs due to "natural disaster,”

5
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"automation, " "material shortages," and "environment
related," on average, affected fewer than 100 workers per

~event. (See appendix B, table 3.)

Percent of workforce laid off. Almost 57 percent of the
employers laid off at least 50 percent of their workers.
Nearly 10 percent laid off their entire workforce. Tables 4
and 5 in appendix B show that manufacturing establishments
had smaller layoff events relative to employment size
compared to those in nonmanufacturing. Two in every 3
events within each nonmanufacturing'industry involved 50
percent or more of the workforce, except in finance, |

insurance, and real estate and in government.

About two-thirds of the events attributed to "contract
completion” and "seasonal work" involved 50 percent or more
of the workforce. All of the events due to "bankruptcy”
resulted in the layoff of the entire workforce. (See

appendix B, table 6.):

In establishments with 300 or féwer workers, layoffs
were generally large relative to employment size, involving’
over half of the workforce in alhost four-fifths of the
events. Employers of 50 to 100 workers laid off their
entire workforce in 26 percent of the evehts. Layoffs in
establishments with more than 300 workers affected at least

50 percent of the workers in one-third of the events. Shown
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below are the percent of establishments by employment size

and percent of workforce laid off.

Employment size Percent of workforce laid off
Less than 50 50-100 100

300 or fewer workers 20.1 79.9 14.2

Over 300 workers 66.7 33.3 4.5

Notification. Nearly three-fourths of the employers
provided a general notification of layoff to affected
workers. General notification, as defined in this survey,
is the notification of workers, and possibly others in the
community, that a layoff is expected to occur, without
either the specification of the exact date of the layoff or

the workers to be laid off.

All employers in retail trade establishments provided
general notice. (See appendix B, table 7.) All employers
who had layoffs attributed to "automation," "labor-
management dispute,” or "plant repairs" provided general
notification. Employers provided notice in about three-
fourths of the events due to "seasonal work" and in about
two-thirds of those resulting from "slack work." Only one-
third of the employers having layoffs due to "bankruptcy" or
"overseas relocation" gave general notice. (See appendix B,

table 8.)




 On average, employers provided specific or individual
notification of the layoff 49 days in advance. 1In
manufacturing, individual notice was provided an average of
41 days before the layoff event. Employers in fabricated
metals gave workers 90-days noticé, and manufacturers of.
textiles, tobacco, and petroleum products provided notice at
least 60 days in advance, on average. However, half of the
industries in manufacturing informed workers of their
specific layoff dates fewer than 30 days before the action.

(See appendix B, table 9.)

Within nonmanufacturing, employers informed workers in
transportation and public utilities and finance, insurance,
and real estate nearly 4 months in advance of the layoff
action. Employers in trade and government notified
individuals 2 months before the event, on average. In
construction and mining, workers were notified less than a

month before the layoffs occurred.

Workers laid off due to "domestic relocation" and
"vacation period” received the longest notification period.
Workers cutback due to "seasonal work" received about 2
months notification, slightly lohger than the average.
Workers laid off for "slack work" received notification

approximately 1 month ahead of the layoff.




About 1 in 4 employers informed workers of the
impending layoff by more than one method of notification.
Personal, face-to-face notification was by far the most
common channel of communication. Eighty-five percent of the
employers notified workers in person, and 30 percent used

posted notices.

Most employers who expected to recall workers after a
layoff provided information to employees about the expected
duration of the layoff. Employers with layoffs due to
"model changeover," "seasonal work," "weather-related
curtailment," or "vacation period" were the most likely to
inform all of the affected workers regarding the anticipated
duration of the layoff. Employers whose layoffs were
attributed to "business ownership change,”™ "contract
completion,” "material shortages," and "overseas
relocation,” generally did not provide layoff information to

all workers involved.

Regardless of the reason for the layoff, however, most
employers not expecting to recall workers informed all

affected workers that a recall was not expected.

Recalls. Two-thirds of the employers expected--at the time
of the layoff--to recall some or all of their workers, and a
slightly larger proportion actually had recalls. (See

appendix B, table 10.)




Agricultural employers, who typically have seasonal
layoffs, expected to recall workers in 82 percent of the
events, the highest proportion among the major industrial
groupings. Nearly three-fourths of the employers engaged in
nondurable goods production thought they would be able to
recall workers and three-fifths of those in durable goods
expected a recall. In nonmanufacturing industries,
construction firms expected to call workers back in over
three-fourths of the layoff events, while only about half of

the mining companies expected recalls.

In most industries, regardless of the employers’
expectations, more recalls took place than employers
expected. The exceptions were in trade, where recalls
occurred as employers expected, and in agriculture and
transportation and public utilities, where recalls occurred
less often than expected. A slightly higher proportion of
employers in nondurable goods manufacturing recalled workers
than those in durables. Within manufacturing, all employers
in primary metals and instruments had recalls, in contrast
to only half of those in fabricated metals, tobacco, and
petroleum products. (See appendix B, table 11.) 1In
nonmanufacturing industries, employers in services and
construction recalled workers the most frequently, while
establishments in finance, insurance, and real estate and

retail trade had the lowest proportions of recalls.
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Employers who attributed layoff events to "seasonal
work" planned to call back workers in 93 percent of such
layoffs. Not surprisingly, employers involved in events due
to "contract cancellation" and "bankruptcy" were the least
optimistic about recalling workers, with only about 1 in 7
expecting to recall previous employees. Generally,
employers' recall expectations were accurate in terms of
their reasons for layoff; however, for events caused by
"business ownership change," "contract completion," and

"slack work," recalls occurred more often than expected.

Worker attachment. The degree of attachment to former
employers is analyzed from two perspectives. This section
reviews the likelihood of employees to return to work for
their former employer using the entire survey universe of
establishment respondents. The next section explores the
degree of attachment only among establishments that recalled

workers.

Just over half of the workers were offered reemployment
as a result of employer recalls, and more than four-fifths
of those recalled returned to work. (See appendix B, table

12.)

Among all manufacturing businesses, employers recalled

about 58 percent of the workers, and 87 percent of those

11
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recalled accepted reemployment. (See appendix B, table 13.)
The proportion of workers recalled varied widely within the
individual manufacturing industries. For example, employers
recalled all workers in the instruments, tobacco, and paper

products industries and virtually none in leather products.

In nonmanufacturing industries, employers recalled 44
percent of the laid-off workers, and about 80 percent of
them returned to their previous job. Again, there was a
fairly sizable range: Employers in services and trade
recalled about three-fourths of their employees, while
employers in transportation and public utilities and
government recalled only 1 in 5. Eighty-eight percent of
the service workers returned to work for their previous
employers, while only 45 percent of the trade workers
returned to work. Over 90 percent of the former employees
in construction and government returned to work for their

former employer.

"Seasonal work," in which impending layoffs are often
predictable, and "slack work," which may be translated as
insufficient demand for the product or service of the
employer, accounted for nearly thfee—fifths of the layoff
events reported. -Employers recalled four-fifths of the
workers involved in events due to "seasonal work," and
three-fifths of those laid off because of "slack work.” The

high proportion of layoff events attributed to these reasons

12




contributed to the overall high recall rate reported in the

survey. (See appendix B, table 14.)

Smaller establishments--those with fewer than 300
employees--tended to recall greater proportions of their
workforce than did larger establishments. Also, the smaller
the establishment, the more likely workers were to return to
work for their previous employer. (See appendix B, table

15.)

Establishments recalling workers. Employers in this survey
collectively recalled about half of their workers who were
previously separated in mass layoff events. But, if only
those establishments which recalled any workers are
examined, two-thirds of the former employees were recalled
to their jobs. (See appendix B, table 16.) About half of

these employers recalled all their workers. (See chart 1.)

In the manufacturing establishments where recalls
occurred, employers recalled nearly 80 percent of their
workers, on average. The recall rate was slightly higher
for workers employed in the nondurable goods sector than for
those in durable goods. (See appendix B, table 17.) 1In
nonmanufacturing industries, employers who recalled workers
called back 57 percent of their laid-off employees. Trade
and services establishments recalled over 90 percent, while

those in government and transportation and public utilities

13
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offered réemployment to about one-fourth of their former

employees.

Duration. Layoffsvtended to last considerably longer than
employers initially anticipated. Only about 45 percent of
the establishments expected layoffs to continue beyond 90
days. However, 62 percent of the recalls took place after
90 days, nearly half of which occurred after 180 days.
About 30 percent of the layoff events were expected to end
within 45 days, but only 17 percent of the recalls occurred

within that time frame.

Tables 18 and 19 in appendix B show the expected and
actual duration of layoffs by major industry group and
within the individual manufacturing industriesf- Employer
expectations of layoff duration in a few industries were

very accurate.

Events due to "seasbnal work" lasted about 6 months,
but employers anticipated layoffs would last about 3-1/2
months. Similarly, for layoff events attributed to "slack
work," the layoff lasted 5 months instead of the 3 months

anticipated by the employers.

Survey summary. Based on data collected from the
establishments during the time period covered by the survey,

workers were highly likely to be recalled by their former

14




employers. Sixty-seven percent of the employers expected a
recall to take place, and 73 percent of the establishments
actually recalled workers. Overall, employers offered
reemployment to 51 percent of the workers they laid off, 84
percent of whom returned to work for their previous
employer. Over one-fourth of the establishments in the
survey knew a recall would not occur. Most of these
establishments either discontinued, downsized, or relocated
their operations; the workers laid off from these

establishments had little or no chance of being recalled.

Employers in the services and construction industries
were the most likely to recall workers among the major
industrial groupings, while establishments in finance,
insurance, and real estate and retail trade were the least
likely to recall workers. Most employers provided some form
of notification of layoff to affected workers. In general,
the average layoff event lasted twice as long as its

expected duration.

15
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APPENDIX A

National coverage

The 42 States which reported MLS data in 1988 accounted
for about 70 percent of the Nation's civilian workforce and
the unemployed. Employment in these States, as measured by
the Bureau's regular monthly survey of nonagricultural
establishments, accounted for about the same proportion--72
percent--of the U.S. total. The 42 States also accounted
for 72 percent of the establishments that employed 50
~persons or more and were covered by unemployment insurance
laws--and thus were within the scope of the data collection
program—--as well as 70 percent of employment in the

establishments of this size.
State coverage

The 42 States providing data were Alabama, Alaska,
Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ndfth Carolina; Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West

Virginia, and Wisconsin. Currently all States and the

16




District of Columbia are participating in the program, with

the exception of California.

Nonsampling error

The survey of employer layoff and recall practices was
a census and involved no sampling. However, as in all
surveys, there are errors which are known as nonsampling
errors. The principal types of nonsampling errors affecting
the survey can be attributed to many sources and are

described below.

There may be undercoverage or overcoverage of
establishments due to misidentifying or entirely missing

establishments having mass layoffs.

For some establishments, no usable questionnaire may be
obtained due to noncontact, inability or unwillingness to
respond, or loss of the survey form in the mail, among
others. This type of nonsampling error is referred to as

"total nonresponse."

Some respondents may not answer particular questions
because, for example, they are withholding the answer, they
have an inability to recall or retrieve the information,

inadvertent omission, confusion, or partial destruction of

17
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the survey form. This type of nonsampling error is referred

to as "item nonresponse."

There may also be response error due to an
unwillingness to provide the proper answer, misunderstanding
the questions, obtaining incorrect information from records,

or even making errors on the survey form itself.

Even correct answers, correctly recorded and returned
to the survey manager undamaged, are subject to keying and
data processing errors. Errors of this typw are referred to

as "data capture errors.”

The full extent of nonsampling error is unknown. Care
was taken in obtaining data in the mass layoff statistics
program to properly identify establishments in volved in
mass layoffs. Standard quality control methods were used to
monitor data keying and various administrative checks were
made to ensure that data were tabulated according to
specifications. The major potential errors are those of

total and item response and nonresponse error.

As detailed in the procedures and research design
section, above, specific measures were taken to minimize
these errors. Data editing was used to detect probable
response errors. Telephone followup was used to recruit

total nonrespondents and resolve item nonresponses and

18




probable response errors.

response rate was obtained.

Virtually all item nonresponses

and edit failures were resolved. An 82 percent total

Total nonresponse is the chief

remaining source of error in the data.-
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APPENDIX B

Table B-1. Employment size and average number of workers laid off by industry,
July-December 1988

Number Average
Layoff of number Percent of
Industry events employed of workforce
(percent) prior to workers laid off
layoff laid off
Total, all industries 100.0 962 225 234
Agriculture 21 638 428 67.1
Nonagriculture 97.9 970 219 22.6
Manufacturing 56.0 713 176 24.7
Durable goods 29.0 877 180 20.5
Nondurable goods 26.9 506 171 33.8
Nonmanufacturing 420 1,320 2711 21.0
Mining . 4.1 624 182 29.2
Construction 16.1 318 207 65.1
Transportation and public utilities ................. 6.7 1,601 426 26.6
Wholesale and retail trade 3.6 477 348 73.0
Wholesale trade 26 287 151 52.6
Retail trade 1.0 698 577 82.7
Finance, insurance, and real estate ................. 5 535 224 419
Services . 8.8 1,912 264 13.8
Government 2.1 10,157 406 40

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




"Table B-2. Employment size and average number of workers laid off by manufacturing
industry, July-December 1988
Average number of workers--
Layoff Percent of
Industry events workforce
: (percent) Employed, Laid off, laid off
prior to layoff per event
Total, manufacturing...........ccecereesrresesesaersese 56.0 713 176 24.7
Durable g0O0dS.......cocccermmerssrmnscseassensisessasesines 31.2 877 180 205
Lumber and wood products........ceueesssssencnoses 3.0 331 139 420
Furniture and fiIXtures........cceesserrersaensrsessesorasseas 1.5 322 132 410
Stone, clay, and glass products...........o.sveeerneeses 1.9 532 179 33.6
Primary metal industries...........eecervrersercecsarenns 1.1 181 122 674
Fabricated metal products... 6.4 666 155 233
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 5.6 874 150 17.2
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 56 860 203 236
Transportation €qUIPMENL.........cccerrenseeeraeesesees 34 2,552 332 13.0
Instruments and related products............ccouruene. 4 2,526 103 4.1
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 23 467 170 36.4
Nondurable Z00dS........cccerrrmremncrererenrecsssssnrnnenes 24.8 506 171 338
Food anrd kindred products........cc.eccervrervereenernens 79 348 191 549
Tobacco products......... reneereranaes 4 156 114 73.1
Textile mill products. 2.6 398 184 46.2
Apparel and other textile products.................... 49 258 159 61.6
Paper and allied products...........coecceereececensornnnes 8 236 149 63.1
Printing and publishing............cccceceuerrreereerrncns. 19 1,096 228 20.8
Chemicals and allied products............eceerrvureene 2.6 885 92 104
Petroleum and coal products.............ceeerevevenee - - - -
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 2.6 992 167 16.8
Leather and leather products...........c.ccervrvererues 1.1 241 - 193 80.1
NOTE: Dash represents zero.




Table B-3. Employment size and average number of workers laid off by reason for layoff,

July-December 1988
Average number of workers--
Layoff Percent of
Reason events workforce
(percent) Employed, Laid off, laid off
prior to layoff per event

Total, all reasons. 100.0 962 225 234
Automation 4 1,169 60 5.1
Bankrupicy 3.0 225 225 100.0
Business ownership change L9 294 106 36.1
Contract cancellation 1.5 262 117 447
Contract completion 6.4 635 340 535
DOomestic TeloCatioN........ccererereernraeresesesessassonne 3.0 886 293 33.1
Environmental 8 106 85 80.2
Import competition...... 8 440 340 773
Material ShOTages.........covceerreveervervrcrererensannnss 23 619 83 134
Model changeover. 1.9 1,473 285 19.3
Natural disaster 4 75 56 74.7
Overseas relocation.... 8 163 102 62.6
Plant or machine repairs 1.1 391 153 39.1
Seasonal work 36.8 575 238 414
Slack work 222 738 175 23.7
Vacation period .8 158 110 69.6
Weather-related curtailment 3.0 332 125 377
Other reasons 9.4 4,501 369 82
Not reported 38 325 119 36.6

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.
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1 Table B-4. Percent of workforce laid off by industry, July-December 1988
Percent of establishments that laid off--
Layoff
Industry events
(percent) Less than half At least half All
their workers their workers workers

Total, all indusStries ...........ceuervrrereerernrenes 100.0 432 568 94
AGLICUIUTE ....cotovveeeererienscrasrenersseneaeasansressnsens 2.6 28.6 714 -
NONAgrCUILULE ........ccomvierererrerrerestnsaererannseseene 974 43.6 56.4 9.7
Manufacturing ..........ceeeeecvvveenennene 56.0 564 436 6.7
Durable goOdS ......ccceuererrererrrmrerenrresreneressseenes 31.2 66.3 33.7 3.6
Nondurable g00dS .........cceverreervererureerrenresnnee 24.8 439 56.1 10.6
Nonmanufacturing ............eccervemesssserarerssssnnnens 414 264 73.6 13.6
MINNE .covvvemrrernrerensseseenseresssesssssassossssssssassansnss 3.8 30.0 70.0 10.0
CONSIUCHON «..veerrerreneeereransneesseresesnssesessssenens 15.0 12.5 875 5.0
Transportation and public utilities .........c....... 6.8 333 66.7 278
Wholesale and retail trade ........oevvvevereeevnnnnn. 4.9 154 84.6 154
Wholesale trade ..........coeererarenereveererserssnenes 2.6 28.6 714 -
Retail trade .......ccooerevrenverensnnnes 23 - 100.0 333
Finance, insurance, and real estate ................ 1.5 75.0 250 25.0
Services reeeecsnsteesranenessrsnsasressnssatesessaneres 7.5 25.0 75.0 20.0
GOVEIMMENL .....cvveeerrnrrrrrnearerserersassessesesoserssnns 1.9 100.0 - -

NOTE: Dash represents zero.




- Table B-5. Percent of workforce laid off by manufacturing industry, July-December 1988

Percent of establishments that laid off--

Layoff
Industry events .
(percent) Less than half At least half All
their workers their workers workers
Total, manufacturing 56.0 56.4 436 6.7
Durable goods.... 312 66.3 337 36
Lumber and wood products 3.0 . 375 625 - 12.5
Fumiture and fixtures - 1.5 750 250 -
Stone, clay, and glass products...........c.eesurvenses 1.9 60.0 400 -
Primary metal industries..........cceeernrenens 1.1 333 66.7 -
Fabricated metal products 6.4 64.7 353 59
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 5.6 86.7 13.3 -
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 5.6 73.3 26.7 -
Transportation equipment..............e.c.eeersueseeenees 34 66.7 333 -
Instruments and related products 4 1000 - -
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 23 50.0 50.0 16.7
Nondurable goods 24.8 439 56.1 10.6
Food and kindred products.............corvuereevnnine 7.9 333 _66.7 -
Tobacco products.. 4 - 100.0 -
Textile mill products 26 28.6 714 28.6
Apparel and other textile products 49 385 61.5 154
Paper and allied products.... .8 - 100.0 -
Printing and publishing.............ccocce. S 1.9 100.0 - .
Chemicals and allied products 26 429 57.1 14.3
Petroleum and coal products . - - - -
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 2.6 85.7 14.3 -
Leather and leather products.........coeveeevveererernes L1 333 66.7 66.7

NOTE: Dash represents zero.




Table B-6. Percent of workforce laid off by reason for layoff, July-December 1988
Percent of establishments that laid off--
Layoff
Reason events
(percent) Less than half At least half All
their workers their workers workers
Total, all reasons.... 100.0 - 432 56.8 94
Automation...........cceeuesss wererersssesnnaares 4 100.0 - -
BanKIUPICY .....veecuereseeerecsarnsenssessssosnrsssnssssassassoes 3.0 - 100.0 100.0
Business ownership change 1.9 60.0 400 -
Contract cancellation..........cceceeeerereevsseerersernreenes 1.5 50.0 50.0 -
Contract completion................. . 6.4 294 70.6 59
Domestic reloCatiON.....couvveremrreesereerersreserssrsaesenns 3.0 37.5 62.5 12.5
Environmental............cmeeeeennssmensnnsiesssnrensenses 8 - 100.0 500
Import COMPELILION. ......cccrveereerrerererereereseeasaenes 8 - 100.0 50.0 ‘
Material ShOTEAZES.......cocecrerererrecsennsererernsesnresenns 23 66.7 333 - E
Model ChangeovVeEL.......cccveerverreereerreerereareeesesnsens 1.9 100.0 - - '
Natural diSASIET.....ccvevvererrereressncescerererrsssnsnnaes 4 - 100.0 -
Overseas relocation.......ceurueceicerecerensesaeseersanns 8 - 100.0 -
Plant or machine repalrs 1.1 333 66.7 -
S€aS0Nal WOTK........covrereeeneernanrerresaraennessessassesseses 36.8 34,7 , 65.3 4.1
S1aCk WOIK...ccorererereererrervereennas 222 61.0 39.0 34 |
Vacation period retesenssessasessrasnansssness e nssees 8 - 100.0 -
Weather-related curtailment................ccvuererennnne 3.0 50.0 50.0 -
OLhET TEASONS....covrurrrrrrsesesrersesesersrreserersesssrsasens 94 60.0 40.0 16.0
Not reported..........ccervrerenenernens 3.8 200 80.0 300
NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding. Dash represents zero. |
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Table B-7. Establishments providing general layoff notice and average length of notice by

industry, July-December 1988

Percent of establishments
Average length
Industry Providing of specific notice
Total general (in days)
layoff notice
Total, all industries 100.0 71.9 49
Agriculture 24 90.9 63
Nonagriculture 97.6 714 49
Manufacturing 55.8 69.2 41
Durable goods ... 32.6 66.4 38
Nondurable goods .... 232 73.1 45
Nonmanufacturing ...........eecevernverne 41.8 74.4 58
MIDING .v.veevenrreeseensresererareresssssmssessanaes 43 75.0 24
CONSHUCHON ......cocererevernsnsarnrsersrasssssescensorarsrosess 14.2 68.2 21
Transportation and public utilities ................. 7.1 63.6 119
Wholesale and retail trade ...........coceererrererenen. 43 95.0 53
Wholesale trade ensesrersasesesssrensasnses 1.7 87.5 39
Retail trade 2.6 100.0 60
Finance, insurance, and real estate ................. 9 50.0 109
Services 8.4 87.2 88
Government 2.8 69.2 53

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




Table B-8. Establishments providing general layoff notice and average length of notice by
reason for layoff, July-December 1988

Percent of establishments
Average length
Reason Providing ' of specific notice
Total general (in days) ,
layoff notice I
Total, all reasons erestentsesnesasaessennesssannes 100.0 71.9 49
Automation........ eeeteresenreanensneensaeraesrene 2 100.0 14
BanKruptCy......eeeevereeeereresnsessassessensesesesssasassssns 2.6 333 39
Business ownership change............coceeeeeevererennne 3.9 66.7 63
Contract cancellation..........cccccceeeeeereerecresecsasesaes 1.9 88.9 24
Contract COMPIEHON........c.ccveverreeseereseececreneaneas 58 ‘ 77.8 20
Domestic reloCation..........cvevneeeceeceesaresrseecrenens 2.1 90.0 126
Environmental.. eeeteresseseseatsesenesenneaes 4 50.0 2
IMPOIt COMPELILION. .....vevrerereeeerererasessrensererses 1.1 80.0 60
Labor-management dispute.........cocevereerereenerrnnns 4 100.0 23
Material ShOrtages.......c.cevveereenerecnserseesesesssaens 1.3 66.7 17
Model ChangeoVeT.......cc.cceveerereenereernereeeereasenees 13 66.7 25
Natural disaster.........cccoeruererseruerenee 2 - -
Overseas relocation...........ceeen.e. .6 33.3 7
Plant or machine repairs .6 100.0 47
Seasonal work........ - 35.6 78.3 64 .
S1CK WOTK.vvvunnsrrerssnsssssrssssmsssssssssnsssssssssssnsansens 21.9 63.7 27 i
Vacation period..... . 1.3 83.3 97
Weather-related curtailment..........cccceveveenrenes 34 62.5 16
Other reasons........ eerereresesnsasaenasasrassensns 10.1 723 43
INOL TEPOTLEQ.......ceereeeereereneereernseeresseressenaserssnes 52 70.8 63

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding. Dash represents zero.




Table B-9. Establishments providing general layoff notice and average length of notice by
manufacturing industry, July-December 1988

Percent of establishments
Average length
Industry Providing of specific notice
Total general (in days)
layoff notice

Total, manufacturing 55.8 692 41
Durable goods 326 664 38
Lumber and wood products 3.2 60.0 21
Fumniture and fiXtUres...........ocovecesseeseverececsoserees 1.5 286 9
Stone, clay, and glass produclts...........ccceesecennnne 2.1 50.0 24
Primary metal industries 1.5 714 9
Fabricated metal products..............eeeeremeennenss 52 58.3 89
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 5.6 69.2 23
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 5.6 84.6 37
Transportation EqUIPMENL...........vseererserrenssnenens 54 ' 72.0 44
Instruments and related products...........ccreeveeee 4 50.0 22
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 2.1 700 20
Nondurable goods....... 23.2 73.1 45
Food and kindred products 75 743 54
Tobacco products 4 100.0 63
Textile mill products 2.4 727 68
Apparel and other textile products.........cerereenee 43 ‘ 65.0 49
Paper and allied products 13 50.0 41
Printing and publishing 1.7 75.0 12
Chemicals and allied products. 1.9 - 889 48
Petroleam and coal products 4 50.0 62
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 1.7 750 12
Leather and leather products : 15 85.7 27

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




Table B-11. Expected and actual recalls by manufacturing industry, July-December 1988

Percent of employers who--
Layoff

Industry events Expected Actually

(percent) arecall recalled

to occur workers
Total, manufacturing 553 66.0 730
Durable goods 32.0 60.8 68.9
Lumber and wood products 3.2 80.0 80.0
Furniture and fixtures 1.5 85.7 85.7
Stone, clay, and glass products............ccersunenene 22 700 700
Primary metal industries 1.5 714 100.0
Fabricated metal products 52 45.8 50.0
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 5.6 65.4 76.9
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 52 375 583
Transportation equipment, ; 52 583 583
Instruments and related products...................... 4 100.0 100.0
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 1.9 77.8 88.9
Nondurable goods 23.3 73.1 78.7
Food and kindred products 7.6 88.6 88.6
Tobacco products 4 50.0 50.0
Textile mill products 24 45.5 545
Apparel and other textile products.................... 45 762 85.7
Paper and allied products 1.1 100.0 80.0
Printing and publishing 1.7 75.0 87.5
Chemicals and allied products 1.9 556 66.7
Petroleum and coal products 4 50.0 50.0
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 1.7 750 750
Leather and leather products L5 429. 714

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




Table B-12. Mass layoff events and laid off workers who were recalled to their jobs by industry,

July-December 1988
(In percent)
Layoff events Percent of workers--
Industry
Laid off Recalled
Total Recalls who were who
recalled returned

Total, all iNAUSLTIES ......cccervereeereeresrnsrerseraenes 100.0 72.8 510 84.1
AGLCUIULE ......overeeererneesnserssssneresnsesansenes 2.3 66.7 61.2 86.6
Nonagriculture ............ccveeeeervenserensesenssasseseressens 971.7 73.0 50.6 83.6
Manufacturing ..........cceeeeeereeereseersens 56.2 72.5 58.1 87.2
Durable goOdS ......cccererueveesrseenereerereeneseescssenes 313 67.5 53.6 89.5
Nondurable goods .......cccceuerecererarennes 249 78.8 64.0 84.9
Nonmanufacturing .. 41.5 73.6 444 79.6
Mining reererseeassnsenee 3.8 80.0 45.7 87.5
Construction .... . . 15.1 71.5 38.6 96.1
Transportation and public utilities ................. 6.8 72.2 21.5 89.8
Wholesale and retail trade ..........ccocervvvreeeinennns 49 53.8 74.6 448
Wholesale trade ........ocvveererrnnsreenervnennsnerensns 2.6 7.4 49.7 91.4
Retail trade ....eeeueeeeerieerreeeeeerenesesesenens 23 33.3 82.3 36.1
Finance, insurance, and real estate ................. 1.5 25.0 4 100.0
Services eersesronessasssareesesstnbens 1.5 85.0 76.6 88.2
GOVEINIMNENL ...veerverrererersrereeraessosssnsssarassnsonsrae 1.9 80.0 20.5 98.1
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Table B-13. Mass layoff events and laid off workers who were recalled to their jobs by

manufacturing industry, July-December 1988

(In percent)
Layoff events Percent of workers--
Industry
Laid off Recalled
Total Recalls who were who
recalled retumed
Total, manufacturing 56.2 725 58.1 872
Durable goods. 313 67.5 53.6 89.5
Lumber and wood products 3.0 62.5 454 96.0
Furniture and fixtures 1.5 750 176 839
Stone, clay, and glass products............coeeeensarnee 1.9 60.0 23.8 98.6
Primary metal industries 1.1 1000 795 94.8
Fabricated metal products... 6.4 529 54.6 96.9
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 57 80.0 784 90.5
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 5.7 66.7 39.1 86.6
Transportation €qUIPMENt...........eecererevecencrenese 34 55.6 58.7 80.3
Instruments and related products...........oeeeeenne 4 100.0 100.0 100.0
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 23 833 65.2 88.0
Nondurable goods........ 249 78.8 640 849
Food and kindred products 79 95.2 823 83.0
Tobacco products....... 4 1000 1000 100.0
Textile Mill ProQUCES......covereeceesneervesseesessnssnnes 26 28.6 95 9138
Apparel and other textile products...........ceueeen. 49 84.6 87.8 879
Paper and allied products.. 8 100.0 100.0 557
Printing and publishing 1.9 100.0 80.3 91.8
Chemicals and allied products 2.6 714 334 90.7
Petroleum and coal products - - - -
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 26 714 372 82.8
Leather and leather products. 1.1 333 9 100.0

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.' Dash represents zero.




Table B-14. Mass layoff events and laid off workers who were recalled to their jobs by reason for

layoff, July-December 1988

(In percent)
Layoff events Percent of workers--
Reason
Laid off Recalled
Total Recalls who were who
recalled retumed
Total, all reasons................ ressstsnrrsarsnsnsnans 100.0 72.8 51.0 84.1
Automation siessssuseueenes st asaesssessesneresnaansans 4 - - -
BanKIupLCY....ceuererereecsererasesrensesssssssssssssssassenses 3.0 12.5 5.6 100.0
Business ownership change..........cc.c.ocvrveensennnee 1.9 40.0 26 100.0
Contract cancellation LS 50.0 47.0 73.6
Contract COMPICHON.........cvureerereerensesrerserssssenes 6.4 529 19.6 90.5
Domestic reloCation........eeveeereeecrerererneressnssenes 3.0 12.5 16.7 79.8
Environmental..........ccocveevereerereiennineensesnesianns 8 100.0 47.1 97.5
IMpOrt COMPELItioN. .......ccevereeerereeeerreereerenene 8 - - -
Material ShOTAZES.......evereerrirreersescsensesanasenenes 2.3 66.7 67.5 100.0
Model changeover.........cccivveeeererereervesieenesesinens .19 80.0 713 99.2
Natural diSASLEr......c.cveeeererrrerererrrrseresssssesensasnsns 4 100.0 - 100.0 94.6
Overseas relocation.............. 8 50.0 43.1 100.0
Plant or maching repairs............ccoeeerenreenseensene 1.1 100.0 79.7 100.0
Seasonal work............eeereuenene 36.6 93.8 80.6 79.7
S1ACK WOTK.....cceverernrrrnrnanesnnsererensssssssesessssessasen 223 78.0 59.3 88.0
Vacation period...........ccoveven. 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Weather-related curtailment...................cevue.... 3.0 87.5 77.0 96.4
OLher TEASOMNS....cvvererererieresrscnersssssrsassssnsesssssssases 9.4 48.0 8.6 81.8
Not reported.........cceveerrsuerenes 38 50.0 20.6 714

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding. Dash represents zero.




Table B-15. Mass layoff events and laid off workers who were recalled to their jobs by

employment size, July-December 1988

(In percent)
Layoff events Percent of workers--
Employment size ‘

Laid off Recalled
Total Recalls who were who

recalled returned
Total, all employment sizes 100.0 72.8 51.0 84.1
100 or fewer workers. 7.2 684 59.2 94.8
101 o 200 workers 275 7.2 54.1 929
201 to 300 workers 15.8 76.2 58.0 87.6
301 10 400 workers 11.7 61.3 499 87.5
401 to 500 workers 5.7 73.3 50.2 76.4
Over 500 workers 32.1 71.6 49.2 79.8
300 or fewer workers 50.6 72.4 56.1 90.8
Over 300 workers 494 73.3 49.4 80.7




Table B-16. Average number of workers laid off and recalled in the establishments that recalled
workers by industry, July-December 1988

Average number of
Layoff workers per event-- Percent of
Industry events workers
(percent) recalled
Laid off Recalled
Total, all indUSLIIES .......evevrnrreereerercnnrens 100.0 234 157 67.1
Agriculture ettt sasseesasne e saennneserreens 2.1 546 382 70.0
NODagriculture ...........coeveveererrrersreneesereeneseseessennns 97.9 227 152 67.0
Manufacturing ...........eeeveenreereeeessnsenserersensecns 56.0 179 141 78.8
Durable g00dS ........ceereerenrivrrerrsrniessresssssrenss 29.0 192 143 74.5
Nondurable g00ds ..........ceuveeeeeenineererensnsnenns 26.9 165 139 84.2
Nonmanufacturing ...........eveeevenvseverecsereesienennns 420 292 167 57.2
MINING ..covvvrrrerrrrerrnrrnresenssesisesesssssscsiscssnssns 4.1 157 104 66.2
Construction reersssesasaensesens 16.1 188 103 54.8
Transportation and public utilities ................. 6.7 506 127 25.1
Wholesale and retail trade .........covueveveenennnen. 3.6 495 482 974
Wholesale trade ..........cceeverervencereernrnnnneee 2.6 111 105 94.6
Retail trade .....cocvrrerveveerecierereececssse e 1.0 1,455 1,425 979
Finance, insurance, and real estate ................. .5 81 4 4.9
Services reeteststeeseseessaenasasae e s sessasensananas 8.8 262 238 90.8
GOVEIMMENL .....ovurerereerrersnrrensesessseeesesnenesenes 2.1 490 104 21.2

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




Table B-17. Average number of workers laid off and recalled in the establishments that recalled
workers by manufacturing industry, July-December 1988

Average number of
Layoff workers per event-- Percent of
Industry events workers
(percent) recalled
Laid off Recalled

Total, manufacturing 56.0 179 141 78.8
Durable goods. ' 29.0 192 143 74.5
Lumber and wood products 2.6 157 101 64.3
Fumiture and fixtures 1.6 76 31 40.8
Stone, clay, and glass products................cerruen. 1.6 127 71 559
Primary metal industries 1.6 122 97 79.5
Fabricated metal products 4.7 172 160 93.0
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 6.2 157 147 93.6
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 5.2 255 119 46.7
Transportation equipment 26 401 351 87.5
Instruments and related products..................... 5 103 103 100.0
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 2.6 175 133 76.0
Nondurable goods 26.9 165 139 842
Food and kindred products 104 189 165 873
Tobacco products.... S5 114 114 100.0
Textile mill products 1.0 1 78 61 78.2
Apparel and other textile products.................... 57 174 165 94.8
Paper and allied products 1.0 149 _ 149 100.0
Printing and publishing 2.6 228 183 80.3
Chemicals and allied products S 2.6 94 43 - 457
Petroleum and coal products - - - -
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 2.6 122 87 713
Leather and leather products S 98 ' 5 5.1

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding. Dash TCPIesents zero.




Table B-18. Expected and actual duration of layoffs by industry, July-December 1988

Duration of layoff (in days)
Layoff
Industry events
(percent) Expected Actual

Total, all industries ..........cveeererenrrenerennes 100.0 93 162
AGIICUILUTE .......vcrerreieneanensonesennnns . 27 83 246
NONAZLICUIUTE .......c.cvvreremeerrrinneeeesiennecessnae 97.3 94 159
Manufacturing - 53.5 87 146
Durable goods ........cccvrreureeenenn. 270 95 132
Nondurable g00dS .......cceevruerrrrrurerenrerersrreinens 26.6 79 160
Nonmanufacturing ..............co..... 438 101 176
Mining .......... cesrisresinsstenssnsanarerasasrasaeres 23 79 101
Construction ...........eceernen. 17.6 116 185
Transportation and public utilities ................. 6.6 63 165
Wholesale and retail trade ...........cocoersreennnne. 4.7 117 162
Wholesale trade ................ 23 97 155
Retail trade sttt asratasassarsrsaete 23 138 169

Finance, insurance, and real estate ................. - - -
SEIVICES .cvvrrerurenrreersseresererssnnens . 9.8 91 201
GOVEIMIMENL ....ceveceererreereerererereneensssssssonssncsens 2.7 131 146

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding. Dash represents zero.
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Table B-19. Expected and actual duration of layoffs by manufacturing industry,

July-December 1988

Duration of layoff (in days)
Layoff '
Industry events
(percent) Expected Actual

Total, manufacturing 535 87 146
Durable goods 270 95 132
Lumber and wood products 4.7 103 106
Furniture and fixtures 1.2 72 291
Stone, clay, and glass products............ceceeeveenne 23 89 109
Primary metal industries 1.6 118 150
Fabricated metal products 2.7 63 95
Industrial machinery and equipment................. 5.1 93 140
Electronic and other electrical equipment........ 2.7 157 179
Transportation equipment. 3.9 91 112
Instruments and related products...............en.... 4 61 68
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries.......... 23 63 134
Nondurable goods 26.6 79 160
Food and kindred products............... 10.5 109 197
Tobacco products....... 4 31 51
Textile mill products 1.6 74 126
Apparel and other textile products................... 6.3 53 155
Paper and allied products 1.6 99 110
Printing and publishing 23 61 95
Chemicals and allied products 8 69 264
Petroleum and coal products 4 92 128
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...... 1.6 28 72
Leather and leather products..........coeveececrenne 1.2 50 191

NOTE: Items may not add to totals because of rounding.




APPENDIX C
Establishment responses to the 11 survey questions

For a composite picture of establishment layoff and
recall practices, this study relied heavily on a
questionnaire that was mailed to 948 establishments.
Responses to the survey questions were evaluated for
validity based on applied logical edits, including
comparisons with responses to other related survey
questions and to MLS program data, and, if necessary, via

employer telephone recontact.

The average response, the number of establishments
which provided a valid response to each question, and the
valid response rate are provided below. The valid response
rate is the number of establishments which provided a valid
response divided by 948, the number of establishments in the

survey universe.

Survey Questions

1. What was the total employment at the affected worksite
in the pay period prior to the layoff?

Average response: 924 workers

Number of establishments: 476

Valid response rate: 50.2 percent
39
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How many employees were lald off in the layoff
indicated above?

Average response: 222 workers
Number of establishments: 288
Valid response rate: 30.4 percent

Which of the following groups of employees experienced
layoffs? (percent of establishments)

Craft workers........ccoveveee 41.5
Services.......cciievcevccnces 27.7
Operators/assemblers..... cees.60.1
Sales......ooiieennnnne esseessl0.5

Other "blue collar" workers...50.2
Managerial/professional....... 32.7
Clerical......cocevteecceccenn 38.6

Number of establishments: 542

Valid response rate: 57.2 percent

At the time of the layoff, did your company expect to
recall any of the employees that were laid off?
(percent of establishments)

4a,

4b.

4c.

YES: 65.1 NO: 34.9
Number of establishments: _542
Valid response rate: - 57.2 percent

How many of the laid-off employees were informed
of the expected duration of the layoff? (percent
of establishments)

All: 75.6 Some: 11.9 None: 12.5
Number of establishments: 344 '

What was the expected duration of the layoff?
Average response: 83 days

Number of establishments: 344

How many of the laid-off employees were notified
that there was no expectation of a recall?
(percent of establishments) '

All: 87.6 Some: 2.7 None: 9.7
Number of establishments: 185
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10.

On average, how far in advance were employees informed
of their individual separation dates?

Average response: 36 days
Number of establishments: 533
Valid response rate: 56.2 percent

How were employées informed of their individual
separation dates? (percent of establishments)

Posted notice.....ccvvveeneenn 29.4

In pPErsoON......e0000e0. cesenee 86.1

PhONe. .. ..cvvtvececcccennaonsns 7.4
Mail.......co00vuue Ceeeceececes 9.6

Number of establishments: 540

Valid response rate: 57.0 percent

Were employees provided a general notification of the
layoff prior to receiving individual notices? (percent
of establishments)

YES: 72.0 NO: 28.0
Number of establishments: 539
Valid response rate: 56.9 percent

Has there been a recall of any employees? (percent of
establishments)

YES: 70.8 NO: 29.2
Number of establishments: 541
Valid response rate: 57.1 percent

How many laid-off employees were recalled?
Average response: ‘ 166 workers
Number of establishments: 373

How many returned to work?

Average response: 137 workers
Number of establishments: 373
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11. When did the recall occur?

Average response: 171 days
Number of establishments: 373
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U. S. Department of Labor Commissioner for
Bureau of Labor Statistics
Washington, D.C. 20212

Dear Employer:

Your firm has been selected by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics to participate in a nationwide survey to
determine characteristics of layoffs and employee recalls.
This survey is being conducted on behalf of the Department
of Labor's Employment and Training Administration. Firms
selected for this survey experienced a layoff which involved
at least 50 people and lasted more than 30 days over the
period from April to September 1988. These firms were
identified through the Bureau's Mass Layoff Statistics
program.

Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to
us in the postpaid envelope we have provided, answering all
questions as they pertain to the establishment identified by
the mailing label on the questionnaire. If another
individual at your establishment is better qualified to
respond to these questions, please send this letter and
questionnaire to that person. If at all possible, I would
appreciate your providing a response within the next 7 days.

The information you provide us will be held in strict
confidence; that is, survey data will not be released to the
public or other government agencies except as statistical
summaries. In no way will your responses be identified with
your firm. Your responses will help ensure that the survey
provides complete and useful information. Your voluntary
cooperation in this survey is appreciated. If you have any
questions about the purpose of the survey that are not
addressed in the enclosed factsheet, please do not hesitate
to call on Area Code 202--523-

Sincerely yours,

Cf%&4¢ @{ zolborrdi

JANET L. NORWOOD
Commissioner

Enclosures
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FACT SHEET

WHAT IS THE REPORT OF EMPLOYER LAYOFF AND RECALL PRACTICES?

The Report of Employer Layoff and Recall Practices collects information from establishments that have experienced a layoff
involving 50 or more employees and lasted more than 30 days, to determine whether any of those employees subsequently
returned to work. A

WHY WERE YOU SELECTED?
You were selected to participate in this nationwide survey because your establishment was identified as having experienced a
layoff between April and September 1988.

HOW IS YOUR RESPONSE USED?

We combine your response with information from other establishments which have also had layoffs. The information will be
used to determine patterns of layoffs and employee recalls and occupational characteristics of the affected workers, (e.g.,
clerical, managerial/professional). Your participation is strongly encouraged, since the data will be analyzed with other
establishments who have also experienced layoffs. The survey results will be useful to the business and labor communities
and government agencies with interest in labor market studies focusing on plant closings and worker dislocation.

YOUR RESPONSE IS CONF'IDENTIAL
In order to obtain accurate economic data that might not otherwise be available, the Bureau holds the data it collects in strict
confidence. Data will not be released in any form that will allow your firm to be identified.

HELPFUL HINTS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

: Bureau mg Iéabo; Statistics U.S. Department of Labor (4
1. Th.is iS yOur unlque report Com.rol nllmbel'. C:yp:f?:nd g‘:c:%‘;nﬂi“: SEE ESTAATED TAME FOR COMPLE™ON On RIVERSE 3,57 ))
e e s o e babas et an i v by 9 s o Laber Vdois wtbe G 8 e oo 260K
2 Re ort r U '! 1 'I'h s m l t' m’:".:m-f-"&..m..m.w Aporove: expwes 0COC 50
. Rep jo‘ nit at: This is the location = ——— T, .
of the t'msmess estz}bhshmem(s) @ st st : r: = :
for which a report is requested. @ arssrmw veo (|
For Asssance et Tes Ne
3. Layoff date: This is approximately when . @
the layOff started. - (Change name & majng Bioress X nconect | - @
Sew bacx & form 10r 3uvey BedNAONT
4. For assistance contact: If you need help Y AEPORT COVERS THE PERIOO SETWESN APRAL- BEFTLMEER o0t (5)
with this form, call the BLS contact person e
liSted on your queSﬁonnaire' $ Whon 0 e IGhowIng §70uEE Of PMPIYeEL REDENINCT YO {Piaase CTECK Bt T 800
1 : Crat worers. 3 : Oosramriasassmbien s : Ot "Dlue-toRar” wornery 7: Cwrca:
‘5. Total employment: Report all employees, Pt e few § S Mermpraromess — —
. . 4 A1 ome Of DY3” DG YOUr COMPANY STHECE IO TOCAF By 21 03 IMDIOYSEs T wore Wy o> [ VES — uo.__
mth superVIS()ry and nonsupervxsor}” Who F YOU ANSWERED “NO™ TO QUESTICN 4, 8KIP TO sc. ¥ "YES™, ANSWER 42 AND 4.
worked at the establishment during the ' 48 Wers T LG0T embioyses RrMES ot e EXDSCHO Crabor Of e WYOR? L. ... ves -
pay period immediately preceding the layoff. 45 W v w emoecw ozson o e wyom -0 enE _ —
. . 42 WIS T30 IO0-0ft #MOOYSNS AOMASD Bt YT WL WES O #TPRCIRDON Of § TRCAFY [POPRI ¢ 1 T} L
6 P] - 4 5(0';’:1;":;:; o 2-'-“ wvm:)-n:’".' jatesiagibanr¥ ] woens (7, Mon [T
. Please remember to give us your name and -
- & MOw waee #mON0YIRS THOMNEC Of et OV MDA DO A3 (mm-'mw’y
telephone number so that we can contact you if v T rumirone 2 mpeon 3 omore -
we have questions concerning your responses. 7 e e e g R o Py 1 B g b rac? e YES N0 L
& Has Tare Dewn & recal of wy R [ ves L (-] :

F YOU ANSWERED “NO™ TO OUESTION §, STOP MERE AND COMPLETE OUESTION 12,

© Were a2 1 lnt-ofl empioyses receed™ oo seesoien - YES | ' N
10 Row My &F T EMDIoyseE WErY IICIASG B! NOw RNy SUBRTDy FebITIed ?
NP Of WOrKSrS MICAMSS e N9 B WOV WhO rERSTING 1O O

1t When 0 e ecal ooour? (For esarcie My 1980 or NOm Jenusry D MR IDBB Y e

12 nﬂm.‘.m"m whem Lhouls we contacr?
Nam. /N TELEPHONE ( ) EXTENSION

TE U DATE PREFERRED TIME FORCALL imapone;  AM  PM

PLEASE PROVIDE ANY COMMENTS OR SURTHER INEORMATION YOU FEEL WOULD NELP THE BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS ANALYZE
YOUR REEPONSES TO TMESE QUESTIONS. YOU MAY USE THE BACK OF THIS PAGE TO MAXE THOSE COMMENTS.

BLS 000 X (Novemoe’ 15393




Bureau of Labor Statistics U.S. Department of Labor
Report of Employer ?)
E

Layoff and Recall Practices SEE ESTIMATED TIME FOR COMPLETION ON REVERSE SID
This report is authorized by law 29 U.S.C.2. Your voluntary cooperation is needed to make the results of this survey Form approved
comprehensive, accurate, and timely. The intormation collected on this form by the Bureau of Labor Statistics will be O.M.B. No. 1_220-0132
held in confidence and will be used for statistical purposes only. Approval expires 08/31/90
RETURN TO:
r B |
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS
Room 2068, Mail Code 13
441 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20212
For Assistance call Tel. No.:
202) 523-1807
L N (202)

(Change name & mailing address if incorrect.)

See back of form for survey definitions

THIS REPORT APPLIES TO THE LAYOFF THAT INVOLVED 50 OR MORE WORKERS AND LASTED
MORE THAN 30 DAYS IN THE PERIOD INDICATED BY THE LAYOFF DATE ON THE ADDRESS LABEL

1. What was the fotal employment at the affected worksite in the pay period prior to the layoff? ..............

2. How many employees were laid off in the layoff indicated above ? ...

3. Which of the following groups of employees experienced layoffs? (Please check all that apply)

1 D Craft workers 3 I: Operators/assemblers 5 [_—_] Other “blue-collar” workers 7 IZ‘ Cierical
2 l:' Services 4 [—_—] Sales 6 |:| Managerial/professional
4. At the time of layoff, did your company expect to recall any of the employees that were laid off? ..............c.cccovveenne YES |:] NO |:]

IF YOU ANSWERED "YES" TO QUESTION 4, ANSWER 4a AND 4b. IF "NO”, SKIP TO 4c.

4a. How many of the laid-off employees were informed of the expected duration of the layoff? All l:, Some |:| None :‘

4b. What was the expected duration of the layoff? ——— weeks months
4c. How many of the laid-off employees were notified that there was no expectation of a recall? All D Some D None D
5. On average, how far in advance were employees informed of their individual separation dates? :
(For example: same day, 3 days, 2weeks, 1 month)  ..........cccceccmenccnenenn - Day _ Weeks Months
6. How were <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>