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Job Loss in the Great Recession: Historical Perspective 
from the Displaced Workers Survey, 1984-2010* 

 
The Great Recession from December 2007 to June 2009 is associated with a dramatic 
weakening of the labor market from which the labor market is now only slowly recovering. 
The unemployment rate remains stubbornly high and durations of unemployment are 
unprecedentedly long. I use data from the Displaced Workers Survey (DWS) from 1984-2010 
to investigate the incidence and consequences of job loss from 1981-2009. In particular, the 
January 2010 DWS, which captures job loss during the 2007-2009 period, provides a window 
through which to examine the experience of job losers in the Great Recession and to 
compare their experience to that of earlier job losers. These data show a record high rate of 
job loss, with almost one in six workers reporting having lost a job in the 2007-2009 period. 
The consequences of job loss are also very serious during this period with very low rates of 
reemployment, difficulty finding full-time employment, and substantial earnings losses. 
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1 Introduction

The Great Recession from December 2007 to June 2009 is associated with a dramatic weak-

ening of the labor market from which it is now only slowly recovering. The unemployment

remains stubbornly high, and durations of unemployment are unprecedentedly long. In this

study I use the Displaced Workers Surveys (DWS), administered every two years from 1984-

2010 as a supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS), to examine the experience

of job losers in the Great Recession and to compare their experience to that of earlier job

losers, both in and out of recessions. The January 2010 DWS is of particular interest since

it covers job loss during the period of the Great Recession (2007-2009).1

An important concern in the aftermath of the Great Recession is the high unemployment

rate, which remained at 9.6 percent in the fourth quarter of 2010, more than one full year

after the “official” end of the recession in June 2009.2 Figure 1 contains a plot of the

quarterly seasonally adjusted civilian unemployment rate from 1978 through 2010.3 There

has been substantial variation in labor market conditions over the period covered by the DWS

(1981-2009). The early 1980s saw a sharp increase the unemployment rate to more than 10

percent during the July 1981 - November 1982 recession. This increase was followed by a

long decline in during the remainder of the 1980s. The unemployment rate then increased

to almost 8 percent in 1992 before beginning a long decline to about 4 percent in 2000.

After the comparatively mild recession in 2001 with a 6 percent unemployment rate, the

unemployment rate again declined to about 4.5 percent in 2007 before increasing sharply to

about 10 percent by 2010. Since that time the unemployment rate has fallen slowly.

A related concern are the unprecedentedly long durations of unemployment. This is il-

lustrated in figure 2, which shows both the mean and median seasonally adjusted duration of

unemployment for spells in progress, quarterly from 1978-2010. This figure clearly shows the

1 Examples of earlier work using the DWS includes Farber (1993, 1997, 1998, 2005), Podgursky and
Swaim (1987), Kletzer (1989), Topel (1990), Gardner (1995), Neal (1995), Esposito and Fisher (1997), and
Hipple (1999). See Fallick (1996) and Farber (2004) for reviews of the earlier literature.

2 This is the NBER dating of the recession. See the url at NBER (2010) for more an entry to a description
of the NBER business cycle dating procedure. The labor market historically lags the NBER dates, which
are based largely on GDP growth. For example, the unemployment rate in the recent period reported by
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics peaked in October 2009 while the NBER dated the end of the recession
in June 2009.

3 These unemployment rates are based on my own calculations using the individual level CPS data
available for this period. I weight by the CPS final sampling weights. In order to seasonally adjust a
series Yt with overall mean Ȳ , I regress Yt on a complete set of seasonal dummy variables and calculate the
residuals, et. I then compute the seasonally adjusted series as Y sat = Ȳ + et.
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Figure 1: Civilian Unemployment Rate, seasonally adjusted
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Figure 2: Duration of Unemployment, seasonally adjusted

counter-cyclical nature of unemployment duration. The mean unemployment rate reached

about 20 weeks in the three earlier recessions show but rose to 35 weeks in the Great Reces-

sion. The median showed a similar pattern, reaching about 10 weeks in earlier recession but

increasing to 35 weeks in the most recent recession.

It is clear that the dynamics of unemployment in the Great Recession are fundamentally

different from unemployment dynamics in earlier recessions. I turn now to analysis of the
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experience of displaced workers in order to shed more light on how this recession has differed

from earlier recessions with regard both to the incidence and costs of job loss.

I examine two sets of outcomes for displaced workers. The first set concerns post job-

loss employment and unemployment experience These include rates of employment, unem-

ployment and non-participation. I also examine durations of unemployment subsequent to

job loss. The second set of outcomes concerns hours and earnings among reemployed job

losers. I examine the full-time/part-time status of reemployed job losers at the DWS survey

date. I also examine the change in weekly earnings for displaced workers between the pre-

displacement job and the job held at the DWS survey date. Because earnings of displaced

workers likely would have changed had the workers not been displaced, I also use a control

group of workers from the outgoing rotation groups of the CPS to compute the change in

earnings over the same period covered by each DWS for workers who were not displaced.

This allows me to break the earnings loss into two components: 1) the difference between

the earnings received by job losers on their post-displacement job and the earnings they

received prior to displacement and 2) foregone earnings growth measured by the earnings

growth received by the control group of non-displaced workers. I then use these changes to

compute difference-in-difference (DID) estimates of the effect of displacement on earnings of

reemployed workers.

2 The Displaced Workers Survey: Data Issues

I analyze data on 1,058,244 individuals between the ages of twenty and sixty-four from the

DWS conducted as part of the January or February CPS in even years from 1984 through

2010. The survey is meant to capture worker terminations as the result of business decisions

of the employer (e.g., a plant closing, a layoff, the abolition of a job) unrelated to the

performance or choices of the particular employee. As such, it is not meant to capture

voluntary job changes (quits) or termination “for cause.” While the precise question asked

varied somewhat over time, in January 2010 respondents were asked:

“During the last 3 calendar years, that is, January 2007 through December 2009,

did (name/you) lose a job or leave one because: (your/his/her) plant or company

closed or moved, (your/his/her) position or shift was abolished, insufficient work

or another similar reason?”

There are three important issues of measurement and interpretation that arise when

comparing job loss rates calculated using the DWS over time.

3



1. The DWS asks only about a single involuntary job loss. The survey does not capture

multiple job losses by the same worker. Thus, the job loss rate I calculate is the fraction

of workers who lost at least one job not “for cause” in the relevant period. Note that

this job loss rate is not the rate of destruction of worker-employer matches (not least

because it does not capture quits).

2. The DWS from 1984-1992 asked about job separations in the previous five years while

the later DWS asked about job separation in the previous three years. The measure of

job loss that I use is adjusted to account for this change in the recall period so that all

rates are reported on a three-year basis. This adjustment is detailed in Farber (1997).

3. The basic wording of key questions changed since the inception of the DWS in 1984.

This may have affected whether survey respondents would report a job separation in

a particular circumstance as an involuntary separation in one survey but would not

report a separation in the same circumstance as involuntary in another year. In Farber

(2004), I used additional data from debriefing questions asked of a fraction of DWS

respondents in 1996, 1998, and 2000 to investigate how changes in the wording of

the key question may have affected the likelihood that a worker reported a particular

separation as an involuntary job change. I use the results of that analysis to calculate

re-weighted job loss rates that I present in this study.

I count as job losers workers who reported a job loss in the three calendar years prior to

the survey. Based on these data, I calculate the rate of job loss as the ratio of the number of

reported job losers divided by the number of workers who were either employed at the survey

date or reported a job loss but were not employed at the survey date. I then adjust these

job loss rates as described in Farber (1998) and Farber (2004) to account for the change in

the recall period from five years to three years in 1994 and changes in the wording of the

key job loss question.4

Another design change in the DWS since 1994 complicates the analysis of the conse-

quences of job loss. Since 1994, the follow-up questions designed to gather information on

the characteristics of the lost job and experience since job loss were asked only of job losers

whose reported reason for the job loss was one of three reasons: slack work, plant closing, or

position/shift abolished. I term these the “big three” reasons. Workers who lost jobs due to

4 Job losers are asked to report the reason for their job loss. One allowable response is “other.” The
adjustment for changes in the wording of the key job loss question discounts job loss rates for “other” reasons
by 37.4% for the 1984-1992 DWS and by 74.8% for the 1994 and later DWSs. See Farber (1998) for details.
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the ending of a temporary job, the ending of a self-employment situation, or “other” reasons

were not asked the follow-up questions. In order to maintain comparability across years my

analysis of post-job-loss experience, regardless of year, uses only workers who lost jobs for

the “big three” reasons. Additionally, in order to have a consistent sample over time, I do

not use information on job losers in the 1984-1992 DWS whose reported job loss was more

than three years prior to the interview date.

3 The Rate of Job Loss

Information on rates of job loss is presented most accessibly in graphical form, and the

discussion here is organized around a series of figures.5
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Figure 3: Unemployment and Job Loss Rates, by Survey Year

Figure 3 contains plots of adjusted three-year job loss rates computed from each of the ten

DWSs from 1984-2010 along with the civilian unemployment rate for the year preceding each

survey. The cyclical behavior of job loss is apparent, with job-loss rates clearly positively

correlated with the unemployment rate (ρ = 0.80).6 Both unemployment and job-loss rates

5 All counts are weighted using the CPS sampling weights. The numerical values underlying all figures
in this study (other than figures 1 and 2) are contained in Appendix II.

6 Another possibility would be to use the average unemployment rate for the three years preceding each
survey. However, reported rates of job loss are always higher in the year immediately preceding the survey
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Figure 4: Three-Year Job Loss Rate by Education, 1981-2003.

were very high in the two most serious recessionary periods (1981-83 and 2007-09, the 1984

and 2010 survey years respectively). While the unemployment rates were comparable in 1983

and 2009 (9.6 percent vs. 9.3 percent), the job loss rate was much higher in the 2007-2009

period than in the 1981-83 period (16.0 percent vs. 12.8 percent). This suggests that the

Great Recession was associated with a much higher job loss rate than the norm, which makes

it of particular interest to study the consequences of job loss in the most recent period.

Figure 4 contains three-year rates of job loss by year for each of four education categories.

Not surprisingly, job loss rates are dramatically higher for less educated workers than for

more educated workers. For example, the job loss rate for workers with twelve years of

education was 9.4 percent in 1997-99 (the lowest in the sample period) compared with 14.3

percent in 1981-83 and 19.4 percent in 2007-09. In contrast, the job loss rate for workers with

at least sixteen years of education was 5.4 percent in 1987-89 compared with 6.9 percent in

1981-83 and 11.0 percent in 2007-2009. Clearly, there is a strong cyclical pattern in job loss

rates for less educated workers. Among more educated workers, there is a more complicated

pattern. Consider workers with at least 16 years of education. Early on, there was little

relative to the rates of job loss two and three years preceding the survey. This may be the result of recall
bias noted by Topel (1990). Empirically, the correlation of the rate of job loss with the unemployment rate
in the year preceding the survey (ρ =0.80) is much higher than the correlation of the rate of job loss with
the average unemployment rate in the three years preceding the survey (ρ = 0.42).
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Figure 5: Three-Year Job Loss Rate by Age, 1981-2003.

cyclical movement of job loss rates for these workers. Job loss rates fell only slightly in the

recovery from the early 1980s recession. However, the rate of job loss increased substantially

in the 1989-91 period, did not fall much during the subsequent recovery, increased again

from 1997-2003, before falling through 2007. In the most recent period (2007-09), the job

loss rate of college graduates increased sharply (from 6 percent in 2005-07 to 11 percent in

2007-09). While the 2007-09 rate of job loss for college graduates is substantially below the

rate for workers with more education, it is at a historically high level. The conclusion is

that more educated workers are less vulnerable to job loss, but even their vulnerability has

increased over time.

Figure 5 contains three-year job loss rates by year for four age groups covering the range

from 20-64. Job loss rates are highest for the youngest workers (20-29) and generally show

the standard cyclical pattern. The job loss rates of the oldest two group, ages 40-49 and

50-64, are very similar. There has been some convergence over time in rates of job loss by

age, with the rates for older workers increasing relative to those for younger workers.

7



0
.1

.2
.3

.4
.5

.6
.7

.8

1984
1986

1988
1990

1992
1994

1996
1998

2000
2002

2004
2006

2008
2010

Year

Fraction Employed Fraction Unemployed
Fraction NILF

La
bo

r F
or

ce
 S

ta
tu

s 
at

 S
ur

ve
y 

Da
te

Figure 6: Survey Date Labor Force Status of Job Losers

4 Consequences of Job Loss: Employment and Unemployment

4.1 Post-Displacement (Survey Date) Labor Force Status

In this section, I examine how the distribution of survey-date labor force status of workers

has varied over time and with other factors including sex, education, and age. Figure 6

contains plots of the fraction employed, unemployed, and not in the labor force at the DWS

survey dates for job losers in each of the DWSs. It is clear from this figure that the post-

displacement employment rate is pro-cyclical, with relatively low rates surveys covering the

slack labor markets 1984, 1992, 2002, and 2010. The most striking feature of this plot is

that the post-displacement employment rate substantially lower, less than 50 percent, in the

2010 survey (covering job loss in the 2007-2009 period of the Great Recession) than in any

earlier period.

Not surprisingly, the survey-date unemployment rate among job losers moves counter-

cyclically, with peak unemployment rates at the 1984, 1992, 2002, and 2010 survey dates. The

most striking feature of the unemployment plot is that the post-displacement unemployment

8
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Figure 7: Survey Date Labor Force Status of Job Losers, by Sex

rate is substantially higher lower, about 40 percent, in the 2010 survey than in any earlier

period.

The survey-date fraction of job losers not in the labor force is remarkably constant across

all years, at about 10 percent. There is no evidence that job losers are disproportionately

discouraged in recessions, including the most recent recession, leading to withdrawal from

the labor force.

It is clear from figure 6 that the re-employment experience of job losers is substantially

worse for those who lost jobs in the Great Recession than in any earlier period in the last

thirty years.

4.1.1 Post-Displacement Labor Force Status by Sex

Figure 7 contains plots of the distribution of survey-date labor force status by sex. The

male and female plots show the same cyclical patterns, including the aggregate finding that

employment rats are lowest and unemployment rates highest in the most recent period. One

contrast is that female job losers have weaker attachment to the labor force than do males.

9



Women have lower post-displacement unemployment rates and substantially higher fractions

not in the labor force. It is worth noting that these differences by sex are among both men

and women who were working and lost a job so that this does not simply reflect the fact that

some women are consistently out of the labor force.7 In January 2010 men and women had

comparable post-displacement employment rates of 47 percent and 48 percent, respectively.

Fully 43 percent of Male job losers were unemployed in January 2010 compared with “only”

35 percent of female job losers. The difference results from the fact that 10 percent of male

job losers had withdrawn from the labor force, compared with 17 percent of female job losers.

4.1.2 Post-Displacement Labor Force Status by Education

Another important dimension along which there are differences is education. Figure 8 con-

tains plots of survey-date employment probabilities for displaced workers by year broken

down by education. Not surprisingly, the likelihood of post-displacement employment rises

with education while there is a negative relationship between post-displacement unemploy-

ment and education.

The usual cyclical pattern of both the employment and unemployment fractions exists

at all education levels, and the Great Recession has been hard on workers in all education

groups. Only 41 percent of job losers with a high school education were employed in January

2010. This compares with a 59 percent post-job loss employment rate for high school grad-

uates in 1984, the survey year covering the 1982 recession. The post-job-loss employment

rate for college graduates was 59 percent in January 2010 compared with a 78 percent em-

ployment rate for college graduates in 1984. The fraction unemployed follows an analogous

pattern.

4.1.3 Post-Displacement Labor Force Status by Age

There are also strong differences in post-displacement labor force status by age. Figure 9

contains plots of survey-date employment probabilities for displaced workers by year broken

down by age. As with sex and education, the usual cyclical pattern of both the employment

and unemployment fractions exists at all age levels. Not surprisingly, prime-age job losers

(25-54 years of age) have the strongest attachment to the labor force. They have the highest

fraction employed and the lowest fraction out of the labor force. Interestingly, older job

7 The sex difference may reflect the fact that some women have a richer set of alternative activities on
which to spend time, such as child bearing. It may be that the timing of job loss among females, with its
exogenous loss of specific capital, affects the timing of fertility decisions.
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Figure 8: Survey Date Labor Force Status of Job Losers, by Education
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Figure 9: Survey Date Labor Force Status of Job Losers, by Age

12



losers (55-64 years of age) used to be substantially more likely than younger job losers to be

out of the labor force, but this difference has declined in recent years.

Since older job losers have, on average, more seniority on the lost job, it is likely that

they lose more specific capital on average as a result of job loss then do younger workers.

The result is that the gap between earnings on the lost job and likely reemployment earnings

of older displaced workers will be relatively large. In this situation it would not be surprising

that a substantial fraction of older displaced workers would decide to retire and report that

they are not in the labor force subsequent to job loss.

All age groups have suffered in the Great Recession. Even job losers 45-54 years of age

have an employment rate of about 45 percent, while those aged 55-64 have an employment

rate of 40 percent. The post-job-loss fraction unemployed increased sharply for in all age

groups. Interestingly, it does not appear that even the oldest job losers in the Great Recession

have an increased rate of withdrawal from the labor force. There is some increase in the

fraction not in the labor force for the youngest job losers, probably reflecting re-enrollment

in school.

4.2 Duration of Unemployment/Non-Employment

The core question on unemployment duration in the DWS is “After that job [referring to the

lost job] ended, how many weeks went by before you started working again at another job?”

However, the DWS is not well designed to study the duration of unemployment following

job loss. This is for several reasons.

• The core question is asked of all job losers only between 1988 and 1992.

• Between 1994 and 2010, the core question is asked only of job losers who found another

job.

• The unemployment duration question asked in 1984 and 1986 refers to total time

spent unemployed between the job loss and the survey date rather than time spent

unemployed until a new job was found.

• The data are miscoded (largely missing) in 1994.

The result is that consistent data are available from the 1988-92 and 1996-2010 DWS.

The key limitation with these data is that, other than in 1984 and 1986, there is no

information on unemployment duration for those job losers who did not find a new job.

13
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Figure 10: Fraction Ever Employed Subsequent to Job Loss, by Time Since Job Loss.

Still, it is of interest to investigate these durations, and I start by presenting information on

the fraction of job losers who find another job by the survey date.

4.2.1 Ever Employed Subsequent to Job Loss?

A complicating factor in this analysis is that the date of job loss is not known beyond recorded

information on the calendar year of the job loss. Since the DWS is early in the year (January

or February), a job reported lost, for example, in the calendar year prior to the survey was

actually lost between 1 and 14 months prior to the survey. Since the likelihood of finding

a new job is increasing in the time since job loss, I present information on reemployment

probabilities separately by years since job loss (survey year minus reported year of job loss).

Figure 10 contains a plot of the fraction ever employed among job losers by the number of

calendar years prior to the survey in which the job was lost.8 It is clear that job finding

rates are lower for jobs lost in the year prior to the survey date than in jobs lost two or three

years prior to the survey date.9 This is likely the result of the fact that earlier job losers

have had more time to search for a new job and are more likely to have exhausted their

8 The 1984 DWS did not contain information on whether a job loser was ever employed subsequent to
displacement, so this analysis is limited to the 1986-2010 period.

9 There is not much difference in reemployment rates between jobs lost two calendar years prior to the
survey date and jobs lost three years prior to the survey date, and I combine these categories in the figure.
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Figure 11: Fraction Employed at Survey Date, Conditional on Holding at Least One Post-

Displacement Job. By Time Since Job Loss.

unemployment benefits. Indeed, job losers reporting a loss in the calendar year immediately

prior to the survey date could have lost their job as recently as one month earlier.

Not surprisingly, there is a counter-cyclical pattern to the likelihood of finding a job

subsequent to displacement. In the great recession, only 56 percent of job losers (regardless

of time since job loss) had found a job by the DWS survey date. This is the lowest job

finding rate in the period covered by the data (1986-2010).

In order to relate this analysis of the likelihood of ever finding a job after displacement to

the earlier analysis (figure 6) of employment status at the DWS survey date subsequent to

job loss, figure 11 contains a plot of the fraction of job losers who were employed at the survey

date conditional on holding at least one job since displacement. This probability varies over

a narrow range between 0.84 and 0.93, but it shows both a distinct counter-cyclical pattern

as well as an increasing trend through 2000 followed by a decline trend subsequently. A

comparison of figures 6 and 10 shows that a substantially higher fraction of job losers report

having found a job by the survey date than report being employed at the survey date. This

is not surprising, but it highlights the fact that individuals who have lost a job may well lose

another job subsequently.10 Post-job-loss reemployment experience was clearly worse in the

10 Recall that the DWS records only a single job loss for an individual. The interviewer instructions ask
the respondent, in the case of multiple job losses, to report the loss of the job held longest rather than the
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Figure 12: Weeks of Unemployment Before Finding New Job, Conditional on Holding at

Least One Post-Displacement Job.

Great Recession than in any earlier period. The finding that 56 percent of job losers report

having found a job by the 2010 DWS survey date and that only 47 percent job losers report

being employed at the 2010 DWS survey date (compare figures 6 and 10), suggests that at

least 16 percent (1-0.47/0.56) of reemployed job losers subsequently lost or left their new

post-displacement job.11

4.2.2 Duration of Unemployment among Reemployed Job Losers

Figure 12 contains plots of the mean and median time unemployed (in weeks) until a job is

found for those job losers who were successful in finding a job. Interestingly, the mean time

to job finding was a week higher in 2004 than in 2010 (14.5 weeks vs. 13.4 weeks). Median

time to job finding is highest in 2010 than in earlier years, though only one week higher than

in 2004 (8 weeks vs. 7 weeks).

The contrast with reported durations of spells in progress among unemployed workers

(figure 2) is striking. Mean unemployment duration for spells in progress in 2010 was almost

job held most recently. It is also the case that individuals can be not-employed as a result of a quit as well
as the result of a job loss.

11 This is a lower bound because other reemployed job losers may have lost or left their job and subsequently
found another new job.
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35 weeks, with a median of about 25 weeks. As noted above, the analogous figures for time

to employment for reemployed job losers is a mean of 13.4 weeks and a median of 8 weeks.

On the one hand, this is surprising because the time to employment for reemployed job losers

is the length of a completed spell of unemployment, while the duration of unemployment

reported in the CPS is for spells in progress (incomplete). On the other hand, the durations

reported in the DWS are for completed spells and omit the spells still in progress. These spells

omitted in the DWS are the longer spells so that the mean duration is biased downward as

an estimate of the length of all spells. Additionally, there is the usual length-biased sampling

problem when examining the duration of spells in progress at a point in time, as in the CPS

so that the sample of spells reported in the CPS is biased toward longer spells. I conclude

from this analysis and from the finding that only 56 percent job losers in the 2010 DWS

report ever finding a job after displacement (figure 10) that those job losers in the Great

Recession who were successful in finding a new job did not take an inordinately long time to

find work. However, a much higher fraction of job losers have been unsuccessful in finding a

job, and these workers have very long spells of unemployment.

5 Consequences of Job Loss: Hours and Earnings

5.1 Post-Displacement Full-Time/Part-Time Status

Many reemployed job losers are employed part time subsequent to job loss. Some of these

workers lost part-time jobs but many had lost full-time jobs. In addition to having lower

weekly earnings, it is well known that part-time workers have substantially lower hourly wage

rates and less access to fringe benefits like health insurance and pensions than do full-time

workers (Farber and Levy (2000)). The DWS collects information on part-time status (less

than 35 hours per week) on the lost job, and it is straightforward to compute part-time

status on post-displacement jobs from the standard CPS hours information. The analysis in

this section focuses only on individuals employed at the survey date, and all part-time rates

are computed based on this group of workers.

Figure 13 contains a plot of the fraction employed of employed job losers who are em-

ployed part-time at each survey date conditional on part-time status on the lost job.12 Not

12 Note that there is a problem of temporal comparability of the data on part-time employment at the
survey date. The new survey instrument, first used in the 1994 CPS, asks a different battery of questions
about hours of work on the current job, and this may have the effect of raising the fraction of workers
reporting they are currently working part time (Polivka and Miller, 1998). The survey question regarding
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Figure 13: Fraction Part-Time at Survey Date, by Part-time Status on Lost Job

surprisingly, workers who lose part-time jobs are substantially more likely to be working on

part-time jobs at the survey date. Many of these workers are part-time due to labor supply

choices, and it is reasonable to expect that these workers would continue to choose to work

part time. It is noteworthy, then, that on the order of 50 percent of part-time job losers

are working full-time at the survey date, although this fraction has decreased substantially

since the late 1980s. Among re-employed part-time job losers in the 2007-09 period, about

46 percent are working full-time in January 2010.

In terms of the cost of job loss, a more interesting group to study consists of those workers

who lost full-time jobs. Between 10 and 15 percent of these job losers were working part-time

at the survey dates from 1984-2008. The part-time rate among full-time job losers increased

substantially to 20 percent in 2010. Thus, even among the 50 percent of job losers who were

re-employed, a substantial fraction of full-time job losers did not find full time employment.

More generally, there is a cyclical component to the ability of full-time job losers to find

full-time employment. The post-displacement part-time rate among full-time job losers is

whether the lost job was part-time is unchanged in the 1994 and later DWSs.
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Figure 14: Fraction Part-Time at Survey Date, by Sex and Part-time Status on Lost Job

higher in each of the slack labor market periods. But the part-time rate was substantially

higher in the Great Recession.

There are important differences by sex in the post-displacement part-time employment

rate. In order to illustrate these differences, figure 14 contains separate plots for males

and females of the fraction employed of job losers employed part-time at each survey date

conditional on part-time status on the lost job. The post-displacement part-time rate is

substantially higher (about 10 percentage points) among females, even controlling for part-

time status on the lost job. This is consistent with the earlier finding that, relative to male

job losers, female job losers are less likely to be employed and more likely to be out of the

labor force.13 Despite the difference in levels by sex, the part-time rates for both men and

women show a similar cyclical pattern, and there was a large increase in 2010 in part-time

rates for both male and female full-time job losers.

13 Once again, this may be a labor supply response, reflecting the fact that some women have a richer set
of alternative activities on which to spend time.
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Figure 15: Proportional Change in Real Weekly Earnings, All Job Losers

5.2 The Loss in Earnings Due to Displacement

The analysis of the loss in earnings of re-employed displaced workers proceeds in two stages.

First, I investigate the change in earnings between the lost job and the job held at the

DWS survey date. However, had the displaced worker not lost his or her job, earnings likely

would have grown over the interval between the date of job loss and the DWS survey date.

Thus, second, I investigate the earnings loss suffered by displaced workers, including both

the decline in earnings of the displaced workers and the increase in earnings enjoyed by non-

displaced workers that is foregone by displaced workers. In order to measure this earnings

loss, a control group of non-displaced workers is required, and, later in this section, I provide

such a control group using data from the CPS outgoing rotation groups.

5.2.1 Difference Estimates of The Change in Earnings as a Result of Job Loss

I begin the analysis of earnings changes by examining the difference in real weekly earnings

for job losers between the post-displacement job and the job from which the worker was

displaced.14 The solid line in figure 15 shows the average proportional decline, by survey

year, in real weekly earnings between the lost job and the survey-date job for all workers

14 Earnings are deflated by the 1982-84=100 consumer price index (CPI). The CPI in the reported year
of displacement is used to deflate earnings on the old job. The CPI for the DWS survey month is used to
deflate current earnings.

20



-.6
-.5

-.4
-.3

-.2
-.1

0
Pr

op
or

tio
na

l C
ha

ng
e,

 R
ea

l W
ee

kly
 Ea

rn
ing

s

1984
1986

1988
1990

1992
1994

1996
1998

2000
2002

2004
2006

2008
2010

Survey Year

FT Lost FT-FT
FT-PT

Figure 16: Proportional Change in Real Weekly Earnings, Full-Time Job Losers

who lost a job, were re-employed at the survey date, and were not self-employed on either

the lost job or the new job. It is clear that there is a cyclical component to the earnings

decline, with larger declines in slack labor market periods. The average earnings decline in

the current recession is the largest since 1984 at 17.5 percent. This compares with a decline

of 14.1 percent in 1984 and 15.9 percent in 1992.

Because my measure of earnings is weekly, part of the measured earnings change reflects

voluntary or involuntary hours change (movement to or from full-time work). The lower

dashed line in figure 15 is the average earnings change of full-time job losers. Not surprisingly,

this closely parallels the earnings change of all job losers (correlation 0.986) because most

reported loss is of full-time jobs (almost 90 percent). The reason full-time job losers have

larger average earnings declines than the average is that some full-time workers are re-

employed on part-time jobs (figure 13). The upper dashed line in figure 15 is the average

earnings change of part-time job losers. this is positive in every period because many losers of

part-time jobs are employed subsequently on full-time jobs (48 percent overall, figure 13). In

summary, job losers suffer substantial earnings declines on average, and the average decline

is largest in the most recent period.

Given that a large majority of job losers lost full-time jobs, I focus on the experience of

these workers. The solid line in figure 16 reproduces the lower dashed line in figure 15 which

is the average earnings change of full-time job losers. The upper dashed line in figure 16 is
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Figure 17: Average Decline in Log Weekly Earnings, by Year and Education, Full-Time Job

Losers

the average earnings change of job losers who make a full-time to full-time transition. This

closely parallels the earnings change of all full-time job losers (correlation 0.956) because

most reemployed full-time job losers are re-employed full time. (87 percent). The lower

dashed line in figure 16 is the average earnings change of job losers who have made a FT-PT

transition. This is substantial and negative, because of the decline in weekly hours in moving

from full-time to part-time.

All of these series show a cyclical pattern, with larger earnings declines in weaker labor

markets. That this decline is largest in the most recent period is due entirely to the higher

incidence of part-time employment on the new job among both full-time and part-time job

losers. The earnings decline holding FT-PT status fixed is not particularly large in the

current period relative to other slack labor market periods.

Figure 17 contains the average proportional change real weekly earnings between the

lost job and the survey-date job for full-time job losers down by education. During the

first part of the sample period (1981-1991), there were statistically significant differences in

earnings changes across educational categories, with workers with more education suffering
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smaller earnings declines, on average, than workers with less education. However, between

the early 1990s and 2006, the differences in earnings changes across educational groups are

usually not statistically significant. There was a general decline in the earnings loss across

educational categories during the 1990s that reversed in the early 2000s. Earnings losses

are again substantial for all education groups in the most recent period, with high-school

graduates seeing a 26.7 percent average decline in year weekly earnings and even college

graduates suffering a 18.3 percent decline. An important point here is that since the early

1990s through the current period earnings losses have a strong cyclical component across all

education groups.

While not presented here, I carried out a multivariate regression analysis of the log

earnings change of displaced workers, controlling for year, education, age, race, sex, and

tenure on the lost job. This analysis shows no significant relationship with race or sex.15

There is a strong relationship between age and the change in real earnings, with older workers

suffering larger earnings declines. Job losers aged 55-64 earn 16 percent less than do job losers

aged 25-34. Additionally, there is a very strong relationship between the change in earnings

and tenure on the lost job. The average earnings loss is much larger when the worker had

accumulated substantial tenure on the lost job. I estimate that workers who lose a job with

15 or more years of job tenure have an average earnings loss 27 percentage points larger than

that of workers with less than one year of tenure on the lost job. This is consistent with the

destruction of job or industry specific human capital when a long-term job ends.16

5.2.2 Difference-in-Difference Estimates of the Effect of Job Loss on Earnings

In order to account for the extent to which earnings might have grown had the workers not

been displaced, I generate a comparison group of workers using a random sample from the

merged outgoing rotation group (MOGRG) files of the CPS for the three calendar years prior

to each DWS (period 0) together with all workers from the outgoing rotation groups of the

CPSs containing the DWSs (period t). The data from MOGRG files of the CPS provides

the period 0 earnings, and the data from the outgoing rotation rotation groups in the CPSs

containing the DWSs provide the period t earnings.

This analysis is restricted to full-time workers. In particular, the job losers considered

are only those who are reemployed and make full-time to full-time transitions. As such, it

15 See Farber (2004) for presentation of regression results on the earnings change through the 2002 DWS.
16 Kletzer (1989), Neal (1995), and Parent (2000) address the issue of job loss and specific capital, both

at the firm and industry level.
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will understate the true earnings loss of displacement for two reasons. First, it considers

only those who are reemployed (50 percent of job losers in the most recent period). Second,

it ignores the fact that many full-time job losers are reemployed in part-time jobs (about 20

percent in the most recent period), offset to some extent by those part-time job losers who

are re-employed in full-time jobs.

Define the change in log real earnings for displaced workers as

∆d = (lnWdt − lnWd0), (1)

and define the difference in log real earnings for workers in the comparison group as

∆c = (lnWct − lnWc0), (2)

where d refers to displaced workers (the “treatment” group), c refers to non-displaced workers

(the “control” group), t refers to ”current” (post-displacement) period, and 0 refers to the

“initial” (pre-displacement) period. The difference-in-difference estimate of the loss in log

real weekly earnings due to job loss in is computed as

∆∆ = ∆d −∆c. (3)

Assuming average earnings would have grown rather than declined in the absence of dis-

placement, ∆c will be positive so that the difference-in-difference estimate of the average

earnings decline (∆∆) will be larger in absolute value than the simple difference estimate

(∆d).

I generate initial earnings for the comparison group (lnWg0) from a random sub-sample

of the merged outgoing rotation group CPS file (MOGRG) each year from 1981-2009.17

The resulting comparison sample of initial earnings for full-time workers contains 154,272

observations.

17 The size of the random sample was set so that 1) the size of the sample with initial earnings on the
control group was expected to be the same size as that with current earnings on the control group (two
rotation groups) and 2) the distribution of years since the associated DWS survey date roughly mimicked
the distribution of years since displacement in the sample of displaced workers. In other words, a separate
control sample was drawn for each DWS from the three MOGRGs for the years immediately prior to the
DWS that reflected the distribution of time since job loss. Each MOGRG file has 24 rotation groups (2 per
month for 12 months). Denote the share of reported job loss one, two, and three years prior to the survey
date t as p1t, p2t, and p3t respectively. In order to get the appropriate sample size in survey year t, I took a
random sample with probability (p1t)(2)/24. Similarly, for the second and third years prior to to the DWS
I took random samples with probability (p2t)(2)/24 and (p3t)(2)/24, respectively.
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The CPSs containing the DWSs have two outgoing rotation groups (OGRGs) with earn-

ings data for all workers. These provide the observations on current earnings for the compar-

ison group of non-displaced workers (lnWgt). This sample contains observations on full-time

earnings for 150,935 workers at the DWS survey date.

Ideally, these comparison groups would contain only workers who had not lost a job

during the relevant period. While I can identify the displaced workers in period t (since the

data come from the CPSs with DWSs), I cannot identify the workers who will be displaced in

the MOGRG samples. To the extent that earnings growth for displaced workers is different

from that for the non-displaced workers, earnings growth computed from the control group as

defined here would lead to biased estimates of earnings growth for a group of non-displaced

workers. In order to address this problem, I adjust the estimates based on the outgoing

rotation groups to provide unbiased estimates of the earnings change for a control group of

non-displaced workers. This adjustment is described in Appendix I.

The source of data for the treatment group earnings is clear. These data come from

the DWSs, where lnWdt is survey-date earnings for displaced workers and lnWd0 is earnings

on the lost job. The pre-displacement sample consists of all displaced workers who were

not self-employed but were employed full-time on the lost job and who were employed with

earnings available at the survey date (n=26,788). The postdisplacement sample consists of

all displaced workers who were not self-employed but were employed full-time at the survey

date and who had earnings data available on the lost job (n=24,057).

The difference-in-difference estimates are derived using these data from separate ordinary

least squares (OLS) regressions for each DWS survey year of log real earnings (deflated by

the CPI) on a set of worker characteristics and an indicator for time period (before or after

displacement), an indicator for whether the observation is part of the “contaminated” control

sample or part of the displacement sample, and the interaction of the time period and sample

indicators.18 This is of the form year of the form

lnWis = Xisβ + γ1Ts + γ2Di + γ3TsDi + εis, (4)

where lnWis measures log real full-time earnings for individual i in period s (either 0 or t), X

is a vector of individual characteristics, β is a vector of coefficients, Ts is a dummy variable

indicating the post-displacement period, Di is a dummy variable indicating the displacement

18 Note that I do not calculate first-differenced estimates for the displaced workers, as I did in section
5.2.1, despite the fact that the observations are paired. This is because observations for the control group
are from a set of cross-sections and are not paired. I do not account for the correlation over time in the two
observations for each displaced worker.
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Figure 18: Proportional Earnings Loss, Difference-in Difference Analysis, FT-FT transitions.

sample, and ε is an error term.19 The estimates of the parameters γj are used along with

information from the DWS on period-specific job loss rates to compute estimates of the

earnings effects as described in Appendix I.

Figure 18 contains the overall regression-adjusted difference-in-difference estimates of the

proportional earnings loss from job loss for each year.20 In order for the figure to be clearly

readable, the earnings loss for displaced workers in presented as a positive number (the

negative of the earnings change for displaced workers: −∆d). The foregone earnings increase

is ∆c, and the difference-in-difference earnings effect is ∆∆. Note that these estimates

incorporate the effect of normal growth along the age-earnings profile. This is because the

19 The X vector includes a constant, dummy variables for sex, race, nine age categories, and four educa-
tional categories.

20 Note that the differences (or DIDs) in log earnings are approximations to the appropriate proportional
differences (or DIDs) in earnings. I transform the differences in log earnings to proportional differences using
the usual relationship that, with a log difference of δ, the proportional difference is eδ − 1. The difference-
in-difference estimate plotted in the figure is then calculated as the difference of the transformed differences
(∆∆ = e∆d − e∆c).
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age variables in the regression are measured at the DWS survey date (period t) for both the

period 0 and period t observations.21

The results show that in the 1980s displaced workers earned about 9 percent less on

average after displacement than before while earnings for the control group rose by about

4.5 percent over the same period. The difference-in-difference estimate of the earnings loss is

the difference between these numbers, which is a loss of about 13 percent during the 1980s.22

The 1990s show a different pattern. The earnings decline of displaced workers in the 1990s

dropped sharply during the decade, from 11.3 percent in the 1989-91 period to a statistically

insignificant 0.9 percent in 1997-99. During the same period, the earnings growth of the

control group increased from 1.9 percent in 1989-91 to 5.9 percent in 1997-99, reflecting the

general increase in real wages in the late 1990s. The difference-in-difference estimate of the

earnings loss associated with job loss decreased during the 1990s (from a high of 13.1 percent

in 1989-91 to a low of 6.8 percent percent in 1997-99), reflecting the fact that the earnings

decline suffered by displaced workers fell by more than earnings grew among the comparison

group.

The picture changed in the last ten years. The foregone earnings increase fell somewhat

from 5.9 percent in 1997-1999 to zero in 2005-2007 while the earnings decline suffered by

displaced workers increased substantially from 0.9 percent in the 1997-99 period to 13.7

percent in 2001-03 before declining to 5.4 percent in 2005-2007. In the period covering the

Great Recession (2007-09), the earnings decline of job losers making a FT-FT transition is

7.6 percent with a foregone earnings increase of 3.5 percent. This implies a total earnings

loss from job displacement for these workers of 11 percent, which is not unusually large by

historical standards.

It is clear from figures 18 that earnings growth foregone by job losers has been an im-

portant part of the cost of job loss in some periods. Interestingly, the period of the Great

Recession has not been marked by unusually large real earnings losses for reemployed job

losers making a FT-FT transition, The earnings loss in this period is split about 1/3 forgone

earnings growth and 2/3 earnings decline.

21 This is one reason why it was important that the sample fractions in the initial-earnings control group
mimic the fractions in the treatment group with respect to the time until the DWS survey date.

22 Since in the figure I present the earnings loss rather than the earnings change for displaced workers, the
difference-in-difference estimate is the negative of the sum of the earnings decline for displaced workers and
the foregone earnings increase.
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6 Concluding Remarks

Job loss and worker dislocation are facts of life in the U.S. economy, and they are part of

an efficient labor allocation process. However, the costs of job loss have been particularly

severe in the Great Recession. During this period (job loss in 2007-2009) I find that

• About 16 percent of people aged 20-64 reported having lost a job.

• Less than 50 percent of job losers are employed in January 2010 (a much lower fraction

than in earlier periods).

• While reemployed job losers did not suffer particularly long spells of unemployment,

the large number of job losers who did not find a new job have very long spells of unem-

ployment. This is reinforced by the extremely long durations of spells of unemployment

in progress reported in the basic CPS (a mean of about 35 weeks in 2010).

• About 20 percent re-employed full-time job losers are holding part-time jobs (a much

higher fraction than in earlier period).

• Job losers who found new jobs earned on average 17.5 percent less on average on their

new jobs than on the lost job, and losers of full-time jobs earnings 21.8 percent less on

average than on the lost job.

• Counting foregone earnings increases enjoyed by non-losers, full-time job losers who

find new full-time jobs suffered a total earnings loss of about 11 percent less on average

on their new jobs than they would have had they not been displaced.

The measures I focused on likely substantially understate the true economic cost of job

loss. First, time spent unemployed by those workers who are re-employed is not considered.

Second, more hinges on employment, particularly full-time employment, in the U.S. than in

other developed countries. Health insurance and pensions are closely linked to employment,

and many workers do not have alternative access to these important benefits. This makes

job loss an expensive and damaging event on average.

To conclude, while job loss is a fact of life in the U.S., the consequences of job loss in

the Great Recession have been unusually severe. Most importantly, job losers in the Great

Recession have been much less successful at finding new jobs (particularly full-time jobs) than

in the aftermath of earlier recessions. It is not yet clear what the long run consequences of

prolonged inability to find work for job losers on their future labor market outcomes will be.
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APPENDIX I – Details of the Difference-In-Difference Procedure

The observed log wage change of workers in the outgoing rotation groups (which include

both displaced and non-displaced workers) is a probability-of-job-loss weighted average of

the change in log earnings for displaced and non-displaced workers. Define the change in log

earnings for the outgoing rotation groups as

∆g = (1− θ)∆c + θ∆d, (5)

where ∆g is the log earnings change in the outgoing rotation group sample (lnWgt− lnWg0)

and θ is the fraction of workers in the outgoing rotation group sample who lost a job (the

displacement rate).

The observable quantities are ∆g and ∆d, but calculation of the difference-in-difference

estimate of the log earnings change due to job loss requires both ∆d and ∆c (equations 1

and 2).23 I can compute ∆c with the available data on ∆g, ∆d, and θ. Using equation 5, the

change in log earnings for the comparison group is

∆c =
∆g − θ∆d

(1− θ)
, (6)

and the difference-in-difference estimate of the effect of job loss on earnings is

∆∆ =
∆d −∆g

(1− θ)
. (7)

Intuitively, the samples from the outgoing rotation groups are “contaminated” with displaced

workers so that the difference-in-difference estimate computed using this contaminated con-

trol group need to be scaled up by the factor 1
(1−θ) to compensate.

The parameters γj, estimated by separate OLS regressions for each DWS survey year

from equation 4, are used along with information from the DWS on period-specific job loss

rates (θ) to compute estimates of the log earnings effects as follows:

∆d = γ1 + γ3, (8)

∆c = γ1 −
θγ3

(1− θ)
, and (9)

∆∆ =
γ3

(1− θ)
. (10)

23 Note that I do not use the information on who is displaced that is available in the DWS outgoing
rotation groups. My estimate of ∆g includes both displaced and non-displaced workers at both time 0 and
time t.
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APPENDIX II – Data underlying Figures

Appendix Table 3:
Three-Year Rate of Job Loss and Unemployment Rate, 1981-2009

(Numbers for Figure 3)
All Individuals

Year Job-Loss Rate Unemployment Rate
1981-83 12.8 9.6
1983-85 10.3 7.2
1985-87 9.5 6.2
1987-89 8.5 5.3
1989-91 11.8 6.8
1991-93 10.9 6.9
1993-95 11.5 5.6
1995-97 9.1 4.9
1997-99 8.6 4.2
1999-01 11.1 4.7
2001-03 11.8 6.0
2003-05 8.5 5.1
2005-07 8.5 4.6
2007-09 16.0 9.3

Appendix Table 4:
Three-Year Rate of Job Loss by Education, 1981-2009

(Numbers for Figure 4)
Year ED < 12 ED = 12 ED 13-15 ED ≥ 16
1981-83 0.186 0.143 0.118 0.069
1983-85 0.149 0.115 0.096 0.059
1985-87 0.134 0.104 0.095 0.059
1987-89 0.121 0.094 0.083 0.054
1989-91 0.175 0.129 0.113 0.082
1991-93 0.143 0.118 0.115 0.079
1993-95 0.154 0.122 0.123 0.084
1996-97 0.131 0.096 0.096 0.069
1997-99 0.122 0.090 0.091 0.067
1999-01 0.156 0.117 0.115 0.088
2001-03 0.164 0.124 0.120 0.099
2003-05 0.117 0.095 0.088 0.066
2005-07 0.136 0.097 0.088 0.060
2007-09 0.254 0.194 0.164 0.110
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Appendix Table 5:
Three-Year Rate of Job Loss by Age, 1981-2009

(Numbers for Figure 5)
Year Age 20-24 Age 25-44 Age 45-54 Age 55-64
1981-83 0.159 0.128 0.099 0.100
1983-85 0.118 0.107 0.085 0.086
1985-87 0.104 0.099 0.087 0.082
1987-89 0.094 0.091 0.075 0.071
1989-91 0.137 0.117 0.106 0.104
1991-93 0.119 0.110 0.100 0.106
1993-95 0.140 0.114 0.105 0.097
1996-97 0.104 0.092 0.084 0.084
1997-99 0.097 0.085 0.083 0.080
1999-01 0.136 0.117 0.097 0.094
2001-03 0.129 0.127 0.109 0.108
2003-05 0.093 0.085 0.082 0.083
2005-07 0.102 0.082 0.080 0.078
2007-09 0.176 0.170 0.154 0.144

Appendix Table 6:
Post-Displacement Labor Force Status, 1984-2010

(Numbers for Figure 6)
Year Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.589 0.286 0.124
1983-85 0.639 0.238 0.123
1985-87 0.682 0.206 0.112
1987-89 0.706 0.191 0.103
1989-91 0.604 0.286 0.110
1991-93 0.669 0.217 0.114
1993-95 0.713 0.172 0.115
1996-97 0.763 0.130 0.107
1997-99 0.730 0.150 0.120
1999-01 0.614 0.267 0.119
2001-03 0.646 0.240 0.115
2003-05 0.658 0.201 0.141
2005-07 0.650 0.232 0.118
2007-09 0.474 0.402 0.124
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Appendix Table 7:
Post-Displacement Labor Force Status, 1984-2010, by Sex

(Numbers for Figure 7)

Male Female
Year Employed Unemployed NILF Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.625 0.308 0.066 0.528 0.249 0.223
1983-85 0.660 0.266 0.074 0.605 0.193 0.202
1985-87 0.710 0.223 0.067 0.640 0.180 0.180
1987-89 0.731 0.205 0.064 0.671 0.172 0.156
1989-91 0.612 0.316 0.072 0.591 0.241 0.168
1991-93 0.694 0.233 0.073 0.632 0.193 0.174
1993-95 0.738 0.196 0.067 0.679 0.141 0.179
1996-97 0.795 0.142 0.063 0.723 0.116 0.161
1997-99 0.771 0.155 0.074 0.683 0.143 0.174
1999-01 0.630 0.285 0.085 0.592 0.243 0.165
2001-03 0.668 0.253 0.079 0.614 0.222 0.164
2003-05 0.693 0.206 0.102 0.614 0.194 0.192
2005-07 0.668 0.255 0.077 0.624 0.200 0.176
2007-09 0.472 0.433 0.095 0.477 0.351 0.17
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Appendix Table 8:
Post-Displacement Labor Force Status, 1984-2004, by Education

(Numbers for Figure 8)

ED < 12 ED = 12
Year Employed Unemployed NILF Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.442 0.395 0.162 0.586 0.290 0.124
1983-85 0.480 0.333 0.187 0.639 0.240 0.121
1985-87 0.593 0.270 0.137 0.648 0.231 0.121
1987-89 0.587 0.253 0.160 0.677 0.215 0.108
1989-91 0.441 0.376 0.183 0.566 0.326 0.108
1991-93 0.499 0.329 0.171 0.636 0.247 0.117
1993-95 0.577 0.287 0.136 0.685 0.185 0.130
1996-97 0.623 0.217 0.160 0.743 0.146 0.111
1997-99 0.578 0.245 0.177 0.706 0.159 0.135
1999-01 0.497 0.348 0.155 0.568 0.298 0.134
2001-03 0.547 0.305 0.148 0.620 0.251 0.129
2003-05 0.531 0.291 0.178 0.625 0.231 0.144
2005-07 0.486 0.353 0.160 0.628 0.255 0.117
2007-09 0.385 0.477 0.137 0.413 0.457 0.131

ED 13-15 ED ≥ 16
Year Employed Unemployed NILF Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.648 0.235 0.117 0.779 0.152 0.069
1983-85 0.695 0.205 0.100 0.800 0.132 0.068
1985-87 0.745 0.157 0.098 0.808 0.123 0.069
1987-89 0.781 0.136 0.082 0.815 0.133 0.052
1989-91 0.662 0.230 0.108 0.744 0.201 0.054
1991-93 0.704 0.191 0.105 0.785 0.131 0.085
1993-95 0.734 0.151 0.115 0.805 0.119 0.075
1996-97 0.785 0.108 0.107 0.846 0.087 0.068
1997-99 0.747 0.138 0.115 0.815 0.106 0.079
1999-01 0.653 0.228 0.119 0.679 0.238 0.083
2001-03 0.646 0.240 0.114 0.717 0.200 0.083
2003-05 0.656 0.177 0.168 0.762 0.151 0.087
2005-07 0.681 0.198 0.122 0.723 0.185 0.093
2007-09 0.492 0.371 0.137 0.585 0.325 0.090
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Appendix Table 9:
Post-Displacement Labor Force Status, 1984-2004, by Age

(Numbers for Figure 9)

Age 20-24 Age 25-44
Year Employed Unemployed NILF Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.605 0.282 0.112 0.632 0.266 0.101
1983-85 0.632 0.258 0.110 0.675 0.232 0.093
1985-87 0.674 0.223 0.102 0.716 0.202 0.082
1987-89 0.689 0.217 0.094 0.740 0.175 0.085
1989-91 0.559 0.303 0.138 0.634 0.279 0.087
1991-93 0.620 0.245 0.135 0.706 0.204 0.090
1993-95 0.693 0.186 0.121 0.740 0.164 0.095
1996-97 0.718 0.158 0.124 0.801 0.118 0.081
1997-99 0.684 0.172 0.143 0.762 0.146 0.092
1999-01 0.604 0.280 0.116 0.629 0.268 0.103
2001-03 0.607 0.267 0.126 0.672 0.227 0.100
2003-05 0.594 0.255 0.151 0.686 0.197 0.116
2005-07 0.645 0.229 0.126 0.667 0.236 0.097
2007-09 0.459 0.384 0.157 0.504 0.391 0.106

Age 45-54 Age 55-64
Year Employed Unemployed NILF Employed Unemployed NILF
1981-83 0.544 0.314 0.142 0.346 0.384 0.270
1983-85 0.604 0.259 0.137 0.461 0.209 0.330
1985-87 0.644 0.203 0.152 0.513 0.212 0.275
1987-89 0.671 0.236 0.093 0.536 0.204 0.259
1989-91 0.590 0.307 0.103 0.483 0.272 0.244
1991-93 0.648 0.245 0.106 0.527 0.218 0.255
1993-95 0.718 0.176 0.106 0.524 0.206 0.270
1996-97 0.757 0.152 0.092 0.608 0.125 0.267
1997-99 0.754 0.144 0.102 0.572 0.155 0.273
1999-01 0.633 0.260 0.107 0.500 0.259 0.241
2001-03 0.647 0.255 0.098 0.551 0.250 0.198
2003-05 0.682 0.191 0.127 0.564 0.188 0.247
2005-07 0.666 0.219 0.115 0.567 0.243 0.190
2007-09 0.465 0.429 0.106 0.393 0.411 0.196
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Appendix Table 10:
Fraction Ever Employed Subsequent to Job Loss, by Time Since Job Loss. Job and Year

(Numbers for Figure 10)
Year 1 yr ago > 1yr ago All
1986 0.590 0.866 0.746
1988 0.632 0.886 0.786
1990 0.617 0.908 0.785
1992 0.539 0.846 0.703
1994 0.611 0.856 0.751
1996 0.694 0.885 0.794
1998 0.721 0.911 0.829
2000 0.734 0.899 0.824
2002 0.583 0.863 0.709
2004 0.580 0.855 0.741
2006 0.620 0.869 0.759
2008 0.597 0.870 0.741
2010 0.443 0.690 0.563

Appendix Table 11:
Fraction Employed at Survey Date

Conditional on Holding at Least One Post- Displacement Job
By Time Since Job Loss.
(Numbers for Figure 11)

Year 1 yr ago > 1yr ago
1986 0.851 0.856
1988 0.863 0.868
1990 0.914 0.891
1992 0.875 0.846
1994 0.894 0.885
1996 0.904 0.887
1998 0.902 0.927
2000 0.908 0.900
2002 0.888 0.883
2004 0.884 0.897
2006 0.903 0.882
2008 0.880 0.904
2010 0.855 0.851
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Appendix Table 12:
Weeks of Unemployment Before Finding New Job

Conditional on Holding at Least One Post-Displacement Job.
(Numbers for Figure 12)
Year Mean Median

Weeks Weeks
1988 13.8 6.0
1990 11.2 5.0
1992 12.6 6.0
1996 11.8 5.0
1998 11.0 4.0
2000 9.4 4.0
2002 9.0 4.0
2004 14.5 7.0
2006 13.0 6.0
2008 10.5 4.0
2010 13.4 8.0

Appendix Table 13:
Fraction Part-Time at Survey Date, by Part-time Status on Lost Job and Year

(Numbers for Figure 13)
Year Old PT Old FT
1981-83 0.445 0.139
1983-85 0.439 0.126
1985-87 0.370 0.101
1987-89 0.407 0.105
1989-91 0.460 0.131
1991-93 0.458 0.138
1993-95 0.484 0.127
1996-97 0.451 0.111
1997-99 0.505 0.091
1999-01 0.483 0.140
2001-03 0.487 0.137
2003-05 0.522 0.128
2005-07 0.522 0.126
2007-09 0.539 0.200
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Appendix Table 14:
Fraction Part-Time at Survey Date, by Sex and Part-time Status on Lost Job and Year

(Numbers for Figure 14)

Male Female
Year Old PT Old FT Old PT Old FT
1981-83 0.292 0.101 0.537 0.232
1983-85 0.316 0.083 0.503 0.211
1985-87 0.280 0.077 0.411 0.150
1987-89 0.205 0.076 0.497 0.155
1989-91 0.444 0.109 0.468 0.169
1991-93 0.365 0.100 0.528 0.207
1993-95 0.270 0.091 0.580 0.188
1996-97 0.374 0.071 0.494 0.174
1997-99 0.355 0.062 0.569 0.134
1999-01 0.370 0.095 0.552 0.206
2001-03 0.382 0.103 0.550 0.193
2003-05 0.493 0.103 0.537 0.169
2005-07 0.348 0.088 0.631 0.191
2007-09 0.487 0.168 0.578 0.256

Appendix Table 15:
Proportional Change in Real Weekly Earnings, All Job Losers

(Numbers for Figure 15)
Year All Lost FT Lost PT Lost
1984 -0.141 -0.185 0.320
1986 -0.123 -0.150 0.178
1988 -0.110 -0.146 0.319
1990 -0.094 -0.123 0.247
1992 -0.159 -0.195 0.274
1994 -0.137 -0.180 0.295
1996 -0.082 -0.128 0.339
1998 -0.032 -0.089 0.464
2000 -0.019 -0.064 0.495
2002 -0.112 -0.161 0.477
2004 -0.162 -0.200 0.378
2006 -0.106 -0.142 0.261
2008 -0.082 -0.124 0.304
2010 -0.175 -0.218 0.269
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Appendix Table 16:
Proportional Change in Real Weekly Earnings, Full-Time Job Losers

(Numbers for Figure 16)
Year FT Lost FT-FT FT-PT
1984 -0.185 -0.102 -0.582
1986 -0.150 -0.070 -0.560
1988 -0.146 -0.094 -0.518
1990 -0.123 -0.055 -0.545
1992 -0.195 -0.113 -0.593
1994 -0.180 -0.107 -0.557
1996 -0.128 -0.050 -0.543
1998 -0.089 -0.017 -0.513
2000 -0.064 -0.002 -0.534
2002 -0.161 -0.080 -0.531
2004 -0.200 -0.127 -0.584
2006 -0.142 -0.064 -0.558
2008 -0.124 -0.042 -0.534
2010 -0.218 -0.105 -0.561

Appendix Table 17:
Average Decline in Log Weekly Earnings, by Year and Education

Full-Time Job Losers
(Numbers for Figure 17)

Year ED<12 ED=12 ED 13-15 ED ≥ 16
1984 -0.289 -0.160 -0.177 -0.133
1986 -0.246 -0.158 -0.105 -0.076
1988 -0.221 -0.148 -0.106 -0.117
1990 -0.119 -0.136 -0.109 -0.112
1992 -0.212 -0.181 -0.250 -0.127
1994 -0.147 -0.194 -0.183 -0.163
1996 -0.095 -0.100 -0.156 -0.144
1998 -0.109 -0.112 -0.097 -0.033
2000 -0.037 -0.047 -0.086 -0.069
2002 -0.191 -0.158 -0.160 -0.153
2004 -0.150 -0.197 -0.221 -0.198
2006 -0.116 -0.144 -0.161 -0.125
2008 -0.189 -0.108 -0.154 -0.080
2010 -0.180 -0.267 -0.207 -0.183
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Appendix Table 18:
Proportional Change in Log Real Weekly Earnings, by year

Regression Adjusted Difference-in-Difference Estimates
Full-Time to Full-Time Transitions

(Numbers for Figure 18)
Year −∆Wd ∆Wc ∆∆W
1981-83 0.097 0.044 -0.142
1983-85 0.072 0.042 -0.114
1985-87 0.105 0.040 -0.145
1987-89 0.060 0.042 -0.101
1989-91 0.113 0.019 -0.131
1991-93 0.106 -0.009 -0.097
1993-95 0.053 0.032 -0.084
1995-97 0.025 0.052 -0.077
1997-99 0.009 0.059 -0.068
1999-01 0.064 0.052 -0.116
2001-03 0.137 0.033 -0.170
2003-05 0.069 0.010 -0.080
2005-07 0.054 -0.002 -0.052
2007-09 0.076 0.035 -0.110
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