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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Mark R. Hopkins ( CN=Mark R. Hopkins/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:21-0CT-1997 12:59:53.00

SUBJECT: Re: Alleged U.N. report on trade and growing income inequality

TO: Lael Brainard ( CN=Lael Brainard/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Lael,

My guess would be UNCTAD -- I sent an email to them, but it's night, so
I'll try calling in the morning. TI'll see if I can find somebody
knowledgable in New York. I tried contacting the AFL-CIO, but no luck so
far. It appears as though the whole organization goes out for lunch at
the same time. 1I'll contact you when I find the answer.

Mark
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: spring-charles@dol.gov@INET@LNGTWY ( spring-charles@dol.gov@INET@LNGTWY [ U
CREATION DATE/TIME:12-DEC-1997 17:20:42.00

SUBJECT: ILO Convention 87

TO: Lael Brainard@EOP ( Lael Brainard@EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Lael, attached are two documents which may be helpful in explaining
our ratification process and the status of the core labor standards.
The one labelled "hrreport" was our initial response to the ILO on
the status of ratification. It was submitted in late 1995. The other
report labelled "fundcon" was our follow-up sent earlier this year.
The only update from that would be that Convention 111 is now at the
White House. (Convention 144 (which the US ratified and is referenced
several times in the documents) concerns our obligation to consult
with our tripartite partners in setting labor policy.)

The major issue with Convention 87, which all three parties (AFL-CIO,
USCIB, and USGovt) agree with, is the prohibition of the right to
strike for certain employees (Federal and State and Local Govt).

Since we have not undertaken a thorough analysis of the obstacles
from a government perspective, I hesitate to state any other obstacles
now. The AFL-CIO and USCIB each have their own views as to what the
issues are with Convention 87. Some are technical and some are
political, as I mentioned on the phone.

If this material is for a briefing to respond to the AFL-CIO, we need
to be careful in delineating the stumbling blocks without a thorough
review, because the AFL-CIO is an integral part of our ratification
process. We don't want to set ourselves up to get bitten later.

Further, the ILO's Committee on Freedom of Association hears
complaints against governments for their failure to implement the
principles of Convention 87. All members of the ILO are subject to
complaints whether or not they have ratified Convention 87. Thus, the
US is subject to review of our implementation of the "principles" of
Freedom of Association. There have been some 10 cases against the US
filed by the AFL-CIO including, most notably, the firing of PATCO
members, and the use of replacement workers for economic strikers.
Generally, the ILO has found that our laws are in compliance.

In summary, however, there is no reason why the White House shouldn't
tell the AFL-CIO that it will ask the Secretary of Labor, as Chair of
the President's Committee on the ILO, to move Convention 87 to a top
priority for ratification review by the Tripartite Advisory Panel on
International Labor Standards (TAPILS). At the same time, the White
House should impress on the AFL-CIO the tripartite nature of our ILO
membership and encourage them to support the Administration in the
TAPILS ratification process.

Just a note for your reference regarding the other core labor
standards: in DOL, we are undertaking an effort to get a review of
Convention 138 on Child Labor back on the TAPILS agenda; there will be
discussions at the June ILO Conference on a new Convention on
exploitative forms of child labor; and we would like to take another
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look at Convention 29 on prison labor.

I have attached the documents here and also faxed them to you. If you
need any further information, please call me or Julie Misner on
219-7682. While Andrew is on the road until December 19, we can get
messages to him and ask him to call you if you want. Thanks.

[[ HRREPORT : 5419 in WINMAIL.DAT ]] [[ FUNDCON : 5420 in WINMAIL.DAT ]]
==================== ATTACHMENT l] ====================

ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:

MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-type: application/ms-tnef
Content-transfer-encoding: BASE64

eJ8+I1isVAQaQCAAEAAAAAANBAAEAAQeQBgAIAAAASAQARANAAADOAAEIGACAGAAAAEIQTSSNaWNY
b3NvZnQgTWFpbC50b3R1ADEIAQWAAWAOAAAAZQCMAAWAEAANACKABQA3IAQEggAMADgAAAMOHDAAM
ABAADQAPAAUANWEBCYABACEAAABCQTM1IRDIYQUM4NzZJEMTEXOTZFMzAWQTAYNDM1REUXMQAABWEN
gAQAAgAAAATAAGABBIABABIAAABITES8gQ29udmVudGlvbiA4NwC2BQEDKAYASAOAABKAAAADACYA
AAAAAAMANgAAARAAAQAASAPBGSNICB70BHgBwWAAEARAAASAARAASUXPIENVvbnZ1lbnRpb24gODcAAAAC
AXEARQAAABYAAAABVQACx04q0jXLcsgROZbjAKAKNd4RAAADAAYQVUGS zWMABXACCgAAHgGAIEAEA
AAB1AAAATEFFTCXBVFRBQOhFREFSRVRXTORPQ1VNRUSUUL1dISUNITUFZQkVIRUXxQR1VMSUSFWFBM
QUI1OSUSHT1VSUKFUSUZJIQOFUSUSOUFJPQOVTUOFORFRIRVNUQVRVUOSGVEhFQO09SRQAAAAADABAQ
AAAAAAMAERABAAAAAGEJEAEAAAAVCAAAEQGAAJYNAABMWkZ1PNn5v6 PSACGEPAhUCPAPkBesCgwBQ
EwNUAgBjaArAc2V07j IGAALDAOMYASYHEWKA/n0KgA]j PCdkCgAgBDbELYMBUZ ZzEWMzMK +XLyAQHQ
IExhZWwsIHZhAKkAA0GgIgBhwFNAgAHR3byBkb2N1RweAAjAEIHdoaRGWIDEAWHkgYhkwGNBscIxm
dQMgC4AgZXgLUBKLgGCgCGEgchi ABpCnGlAcsQIgIHADYGMHkJCEIABWGPBOGNAGCWGQ5HR1BCBY
Zh4jBaEZMD8LYAbgBcAecR4ACXFzLNnggIFQeQQIgH4MYQGXRGOEiaHIUOHAUCSL9GiBhHsSEccRwWB
HMAHQBYQPweQIi1AAgBkxGXAeMk1M3k8g8R4 tHKOgkEKFQCKCOHN1YmOj IHQY4RuBgwtgJ4AgMTk5
NSCWEx4xHIEiEyE5GO0AeAAWgbgciaAIQIYBvdyl1cO8eYBnhG6AKWGWIKkR4hBADSTHkSYSCXbBgw
K+AgQL8oEQNSHiEYgBogCGBsGPBnGtEu8whQbnYZ4ROyMXcwOBtwBCBUK7AYCcR4jV7saQCgRSAhg
EfAgkSgwKtwONDLAG)QeM1UF8Byk7xjiHgGEtARTQZgSQCfAdoP8Y8BHWMFACOAMgHMAHghuBex4y
GZCcpHOE2EQSgIgRveQJIgaWcdFCQRKGENIGzvIsSE]j IBpwHGIOBREKwB2zA/ygRO1ThEBHGG3IR8RZA
HDHHH6Q1iICYyQY3kuOEAKhfcKhSDCAMBGBbEEAQPQOOTS5MCk4NxhgGjQHQDbBIeAPCeA7wwiQBCAO
QUZMcC1DSUBYYDSAQVBChxhhHgEOgEdvdnQ4QP5hCcIegxhgLQEeMhl1xGkCeYiMhHUEe5QUQZ2gx
kfcZcB5wWwBRBYLOEFsTiRAZC1G4JtC1BVLTBCckYJgLs2kx3yUx6BGTAd8kwZoPcjUUQTIJFTC4Ad
O0BOgGUH+YTBQMTEFQCPpXxSCJHOAOGfmEe IQWWCGBGS8B3hBOB57wCQHSCc5MBSXxYyGQBCAuO/ INUGAE
IASRGAIAYDWhUMDuUYxzAMFAYYEka8QCQShP/RzNKIBQwKPRPCDFBIJVCtb9DpUNhLFEaYUWTH] Fp
ORHqdwOgdgiQdx3RRUEZcL8aMDGFP4MdORkhP+83S1LvA3BKQRkiBZBoAwBKwh3y/nNadjlyHMBK
WRhhBCBRkG8Z0hOXGOEkxXBNgCEQLv0+DEke810BAMANgAciMQL7R9INUGIIgRzgHDEKESOE /x4R
JCRCtOVhIRAY4SQRGtH/HQAL1SRtUDbAskCEQHLFhsy 8eQxnAOUECMQJIgGaBrGhH/OgEIYAVATVKU
0FcSGGAa0P8dADIXYroxAgORC4ANgANAVYNRO1Te OhxvHXUgkVe3dkvxuJybCLDFHMhIAa4 IR8NSs
MFAEICVhJBFnbmFF8e8ngCfULWA+DEYIcCkCGGDtJEUNBCAIUGONUYDicXDVCAEZkC7QHUFBBBAZ
OAcw/Xx0jGNARORIBSKELCROBRHDfC3EecFAJYNRWAGYLCApPA/XkiGXAHCALtQSIASIkVKSSHVBSBP
Yh7hWW1BQZEHgALQ3 zwiHuUkghkSJYFQURES51P91dxowEgGBTMWXATGIeMRgw/ OwTNLAZbiDAHrBx
9DSBLQG/fPloZGtWedcdFB71Inl4 /yJgHUFzjyZFILIZIUWTGtD/TSFb0xagZGER8HX0ONEUC4LO0Oh
kmIasGlrNhAKQGQcIf8YYARgAIFMYQGgLgAYYB4jDxzgeYECQR7WUEFUQ/8koHUFQS5QeMmkiJaTli
EAtg9x2gUHMZYHIHODWXRIIFkbsxQCdQY0dVEeAgkUcJ8P82ko11JEYRWGDSKNEUSGUS/wtgV0oIZ
IRuUBdVMHMDYRXs73PHEZWADACO1xTYBL4DaB/3Hz1fIXIiNXxIpAdQRowizT/MfkeYGdhL3Btkiea
QZNUmN8u8yMgOoFBkSKQax4 jBmB/BQASAThRHtIYIB/BXPND1xHAVgIe 9FA]jgWkNsAIw/3KOJEVX
8R1wWBGBMMUA7JALYTVFVK/B5cQWwIyRasEfS12vbgyWLIVQ70EFkVXxD7WICELEVAACBhAJLKX4GBR
f04QHSIjUZ92Sf IgGNDLAVFRBUCSAUOtCQTGUC/5hWoE24nHOmu8noUigI4H/HsSEk1JzYGTE70OKmR
eCJIrZf8kgnuFGkAr8B3yNgEIYURwWV1ZTLtFHQSVgKXNiw2QnUPSDAEdAhHRQ3Ras0a89s0z4M3koe
sGeSTGFHtH1rkzXGfyNxOXALIGWmKPQf XyBhOVEbckRPTGNzGRIMphwi f wORDcGOM2 90 TVCDKDAQ
M744JLKgGEAMQSOEfs2TAON+eQCTFthWzMSAx0OS5k1ndP/GtGMYATWHrAAKCPBMXa4 sP8hESSCMCG6
Jh1BuQEHOTApux1BG7JvUeJRQUECbR7D/xGwwgIfo8QwHEJL4S9ELIC/RE6EKEKOBHeEO9BRgGbS5A
+5/8MjkksnlxmiIfol7G/183TAQYhzd7GVEZIR3yBOD7WIB30XjRhLOjubEgkV+x/7TmxY7RSOhtA
caMbcceniHRP/GGB4sYmMBZGF7U37CuLAskS8FOAQAPREkS]j I0oQC03+DY4MmOSwE FUKR4AAFNDVB+BO
YiTUA2BhGPAqcLag/QMgRAWQe SMOMWNZHQADoP9vkgeBrEBvkFeDGkBPOdLY/54%3jI54kGC10IG
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KNTTbdKvIJIMACGCAXS1cOTBgGIH5XnBcIJwwBF02z1iLxd5CoUFE/EAS1AARAADAPE /CQQAARATBRWAB
AAAALQAAAGMIVVM7YTOGO3A9REIMO2WIRVNGUEIwWMYyO05NzEYMTIYMTEZNDFaLTE2NDgyAAAAAATB
+T8BAAAASGAAAAAAAADCPODIWEIQGYrS5CAAYL+GCAQAAAAARAAAVTZIETOWVT1IUSR1IBCLONOPVIF
Q01QSUVOVFMvQ04 9U1BSSUSHLUNIQVJMRVMAAAAeAPg/AQARAASAAABTcHIpbmcgQ2hhcmxlcwAA
AgH7PwEAAABKAAAAAAAAANYNQM]AQhAat LkIACsVv4YIBAAAAAAAARCIOPPURPTCOPVT1IGUEIVQ049
UkKkVDSVBJRUSUUyYSDTJ 1TUFJJITkctQOhBUkXxFUWAAAB4A+]j 8BAAAADWARAAFNwcmluZyBDaGFybGVz
AABAAACWSrr2z0IHVQFAAAgwlhGX0kIHVQEDAAOO/T8AAATIBFDQBAAAAEAAAAFSUoCcApExAbpYCI
ACsqJRceADOAAQAAAAEAAAARAAAACWAPAAAAAAALACMAAAAAAATBfwABAAAAPWAAADXj PVVTIWES
XyVwPURPTCVSPUVTR1BCMDMtOTcxM]j EyMjExMzQxWi0xNjQ4MkBlc2ZwYjAzLmRvbC5nb3Y+AAB]
eAICKkAYADgAAAAEAQQWAACAAIAAAAARAAIWACEOADAA4 AAADLBWKkAGWANAAQAEAADABOBANOAAWAO
AAAAZQCMAAWAEAANACOABQA4AQIQgAEACQAAAERSUKVQT1JUAHYCAhGABgCUCQARAQAJAAADYGQA
AAAATQQAAMAABQAAAAEC////AAUAAAAJAGAAAAAEAAAARBWEBAGUAAABBC8YAIAAGACAAAAAAACAA
IAAAAAAAKAAAACAAAAAGAAAAAQABAAARAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAANAAARAAARARNAAAAAAAAD///BASAAA
A/AAAAPwWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA /AAAAPWAAAD
S8AAAA/AAAAPwWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWARADSAAAA/AAAAPWAARHSAAAD /AAAB/wW
AAA/SAAAf /AAAPSEAAAABWEBAAUAAAAJAgGEAAAAFAAAAAQIBAAAABQAAAAEC////AAUAARATAGAA
AAAEAAAABWEDACEEAABBCOYAZgAgACAAAAAAACAATAAAANAAAKAAAACAAAAAGAAAAARQATAAAAARAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAIAAAIAAAACAgACAAAAAgACAAICAAADAWMAAWNZAAPDK

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAPD7/kaOKAAgICAAAAA/WAA/WAAAP//

APSAAAD/APSA//8AAP///wAAANAAA AAD4BwcH
BwcHBwcHBwcHBwcHBwcHBwcHBwWCHARARARAAAAPSG //////////////////////////////wcARRRA
AARAR+P////////////77/77777777/777 777/ /BwARRARDRARRD4A//////// /1777710007
//8HARAAARAAAPT///////////1///////////7///////wcARAARARRR+P//////////////////
///7////////BwARRAARARDA//////// /1771777777777 /7/777///8HAAAAAAARAPT///////8A
aAaaaap//////////AP///wcAAAAAARAA+P////8A/wD/AAAAAAD/////AAAA////BwAAAAAAAADY
/////wD//////WAEAAAAAAAAAAD///SHAAADAADNAAAP]////////8/P2z8APz8AAAAAPSAAP///wCA
AAAAAAMAA+P/////8//2z//PwA/Pz8APv7+wAA////BwAAARAAAAD4//////2//////WAA/PWA+/V7
AAD///S8HAARAAAAARPI////////5+EnSAAAA/AD7+wAAAP///WwCARARAAAAA+P/////5//n/+£kA
AQAAAARAAAAA////BwAARAARAADA//////n//////wD5+QARAAAACARD///8HAAADRANARAPT/////
//8AARRAAPNS+QACAGIAAP///wcAAAAARARA+P////8A/wD/AAAARAPNSAAICAGAA/// /BwARARAA
AAD4/////wD//////WAARPKAAQIAAAD///8HAAAAAARAAAP]//////////////WARRARRARAA////
/wcAARAAAAAALP////////////////8RRRBA////////BWARARARRRDA////////////////////
//////////8HARARRAARRPT////////// 1777777777777 7777/7/wcABARBRBAARR+R//////////
/1711777777777 77/77/BwARRAARARDA///////////////77// /77 ///+BARPRARRARARAAAARDT /
J/1777771777777777777774//8H+ARRRRAARRRA+R//////// /7717777777777 /7/F/B/gARAAR
BAAAARDA///////////7//77//7///77///+REARRRRRARARARRAPT//////////////1/////////4
+AAAAAARAAAAARRARA+R////////////////////////9ARBABRDAARRRARAAADA+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4
+Pj4+Pj4+AAAAAAARARABARAAACBAQAFARRACQIBAAAABQAAAAECAQAAAAMAAARAAFKVAG+ABgGDV
ewAA/1dQQ3AVAAABCgABAAAAAPY/BOAYAREBAAAGABAAAABCAAAA/ / SWARAAVWAAAP/ /WGARAKOA
AAD//woAAAAHAQAACCNSAFIAAAACABIBDWAAAGNwaSkAAAD/ /4kAPwB4AHgAeAASAQEAAAAAE+VY
AngA/hU2EFgHAAAABBFAYQAfSIERAXBYAKD+/vT7+/v7+//7////+///+///////////////////7
//////9IUCBMYXN1ckpldCBJISUKAAHMgSUkAcmlwdAAWZHBpAAAAAAAASFBMQVNISUKkuV1JTANSB
eAAUHgwXj AOAAAAEEUDJAI f PAQABACWBLAESASWBNIQerGRYAKDQBgYAAQAGAADLQ+/8FADIA2GEA
AP//EAARAAEMBAAAHACMAAABTAQAADABaAARAdgEAAAMACGAAANABAAAT I 3wAUgAAAATAEGEPAAAR
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Q0cgVG1t ZXMgKFcxKQBDRyBUaW11lcyAoVzEpIChCbhb2xkKQBIUCBMYXN1 ckpldCBJISUKAAHMgSUKA
cmlwdAAwZHBpAAAAAAAASFBMQVNISUkuV1JTAFgCUgDOG1wSGgkAARAAQIFCOAPFQUREDECWBLAES
ASWBNJQerGRYA1DQBgYAAQAGAADLQ+/8FADIAYBMAAASAWAEAAAWCAAAAAKADAABKAWAARQIeBgAA
PAYAAATICXgYAAATNAACYARSAKQA3IAFTIAQwA7TACWBAQAAAAFP1VgCUgDOG1wSGgkAAAAQIFCOAPFg
UREDEFQCUP7+/v7+/v1//~///w®///7//////////////////////////TIBHACGARD8AYABOAEQA
LAEBAAAAAfN2vAJgAPQaXBIaCQAAABAGUI4ASWPREQMQVAIQ/ v+ /vT+/v/+////Bv///~//////
/1777777777777 /77///8REAAKORAPWBl1AE4ARAASAQEADGAR3 6y8AMUAIBOOEhOJAAAAECBW])gCS8
C1ERAXC8ADPD+/V7+/vT+//7////////+///1/1/7///117//7/17/1////////wnE//kQAR3AFCAQWAT
ACWBAQAOAAFP] 1gCVwD0G) QSGgkAAARAQIHCOALXZUREDEFGCKP 7+ /v +/v1//v////////7/////
[111717771/171////////wnBIgCCAP////81AE//hQH///sB////////QRL////]//92€00NCcY20x
mMONDQ20XQONDQ2NjY2NjY2NjY2NDQ8exx1mxkH2Jk312kJINDTYX9t ZOQcpCFa32TkLyQk IFDQON
Y2NZY11jWUNjYzc3YzebY2NjYOpNN2NjkGNjWV1jWWOXAEN] YwAhY2MAAAARAAR)AFJ] AAAAYWR]
AACQWZBZKFmMQWZBZSYWIWX1ZfV19WX1ZQzdDNOM3QzeTY5BjkGOQYSBjk20TYS5Njk20QYS5BZk20Q
Y5BjkGOTY3JIjkGOQYSB)iVKAATLj iWMAAAARAFWNIY31jkGOQYWARKACQY5Bjk20TY2N] Y2Nj YON
AABjAIxjfTcAAH1SAAAAAINGAAAAAINGAACQY7GQhUCAAIVSa01lrTUSjAABDAGN]QLl1RUWN]AGN]
Y7GxYOYAY2Nj sUYAQOMAZ2dj sTMzAAB] Y30AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAALEAAAAARENNAAAAAAAAAAAA
AADWAENGAEOxbm4 AAAAASQAAAAARAAAAAAAAASQDFeXnRAAAAAAAYARAAAGNVALE2PQCPYWAAAAAA
AACEAAAAAMUAANEAAAAAANAAAAAAAKUAAAAAUVGZMZKkAAAAAAAAAWAAAAAAAARAAAAAARKOAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAADKMAAAAAAAAAAHOAAAAAAAAAAAAAATAAAAAADSBOgWKQARABUD252eQBYeliKe510
kG6fiZmJAAAAAARAAAAAAH4AAJWBBe£47025702570257025702570257025702570257025702ztD
XGNjsZtDQON]jsUNDQONjY2NjY2NjY2NjQOPHscdZ2sZB91iZN9dpCTQO2MEbWTKkHKQhWt 9k5C8kJCB
QONDY2NjWWNZY11DY2M3N2M3m2NjY2NKTTdjY5BjY11Z2Y11jx2s7Q2NnsWN]jY/BrM7E702zs7Q0Nn
Z2N7jsWN6TTOQOzuQOON]jY2N]jY2NjY2NRsSUN] Y20xRkZjb2NDY0ZjUbGxsVmQkJCQkICx1iX19£X1D
QONDk50QkJCQKLGQkS50TkS5BYY11ZWV1ZWYVZWV1ZWTc3Nzdj Y2Nj Y2Nj sWNjY2NjY2MBASIA4gD/
////SaL//+gC///Un////////14E////////XGBEAE4AawB0OAHQAZWCOAE4ATGBOAHQAZWBOAE4A
TgBOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAHQATGBOAOKAZWDPAGCAZWCOAJIANWCSATIIAIgCoAKWATgBa
AKMAkgDTAKWAQACFAKgAmMwWB8AJIArACoANsAgACOAJcATgBOAE4AdABOAHQAZWBOAGCAJABNAE4A
dABOAEEAQQBOAEEAtABOAHQAJABOAFYAWGBBAHQAJACOARHQAJABNAGCAdABNAHQASQAAAE4AdABO
AAAAJWBOAHQAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAJAAAAGAAJAAAARARAABOAARAAAAAAAARGABNAKgGAZWCOAGCA
gABNnAKgAZwDPAJsAnNwWBnAJIAZWCSAGcAkgBNAJIAZWBOAEEATGBBAE4 AQQBOAEEAY ABOAKgAdACO
AHQAQABOAKgAJACSAHQArABOAKWAJACSAHQAQABOAKgAZWCSAHQAQABOAKgAdACOAHQAYABOATUA
dACOAHQAGABOAKgAAACEAGCAAAAAATSAJdACEAHQAARAAAAARRACSAHQAKgBOAJIAJACOAHQAGABO
AAAAAACOAAAAQABOAKgAJACsAHQArABOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAE4AJAAAAARAJAAAAKMAJACSAEEA
AAAAAJIAYAAAARRRAAAAAKWAJAAAAAAAAAAANKWAJAAAAAARQABOAMBAQACLAFYAAAAAATSAYABS
AFoAfABaAE4AGAAAAAAATGAAAHQAJABOAGCAXWBEAHQAJAAAAHQAAABOAM8AZWBOAFIAAABOAHQA
dADPAFTAAABOAE4AAABSAHkAJADPADWAPAAAAAAAJABOAT4AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAANANAAAARNA
AAAAAAARAMBAAAAAARAAAAAARAE4AeQARAARAARAAARAAAAARAAARAARARAARRGAEAAE4AUgGBOAE4A
zwCAATAARAAAAAAAAADPAAAAAAAARAARANAANAAAAAARAAAARAAADPARAASGCNATIOABWAAAAANARAA
AAAAOgAAAAARAANAAHQAgOAAAMBAQADAAARADWBOAAAAAANARAAAAAARAARRNUQAAAAAAAARAAOYA
AAAAAPMAAAAARAAAAAAANRAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAMARAANNAAANNABF AFBASWCZALMAAAAARARARAAAAA
AAAAAACZAAAAAAAAAAANANAAANANANANANANANANAMOARAAAAAAAANAAAAAAANARAARAAAAARAARA
AACAAEMAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAADATSBAAAARAARARAAARAAARAAAAANAARAAAAAKgAAARAAANAARACE
AKgAegCWAHMAQAAAAAAAGACBATIAAIgCNAAAAZGCPAGYAOQCGALIAegCOAIAAUQCIALMACAAARAAA
AAAARAAAAAARAARAAARAAAATMAAACNAAAAKQCNAP4ARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABE
AEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQATgBrAHQAJADPALQATGBOAE4A
dADPAE4ATgBOAE4AdABOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAE4A6QDPAOKAZWDPAKgAkgCEfAKwAkgCK
AKgArABOAFoAOWCSANMATACOAIUAGQACOAHWAkgCSAKgA2wCOAKgAlwBOAE4ATgBOAHQAJABNAHQA
ZwBOAGCATgBOAHQAQQOBBAHQAQQCOAHQAJAROAHQAVgBaAEEAJABOAKgAdABOAGCAZWBOAGCAJADP
AEQARABOAHQAeQDPAHQAJABOABgBfAASAMBARABEAEQARABOAE4AeQBSAHQAJADPAHQAjgBaADWA
gABEAEQAQABEAE4AJABOAHQAJGABOAHQAJABOAHQAXWDPAE4AJABOAHQAZWBSAFIAJACBAHQATYRBO
AFIAJABfAM8AzZWDPAGCAGQACOAKgAqACOAKgAzZWCEATJIAKkgCSAIJIATGBOAE4ATgCsAKwAgACOAKgA
gACOAMBAQACSAKWArACSAKgAhQBOAGCAZWBNAGCAZWBNAJSAZWBNAGCAZWBNAEEAQQBBAEEAJABO
AHQAJABOAHQAJADPAHQAJABOAHQAAABOAHQAAQELIAOIA/////0gC///oAv//1AP///////9eBP//
/////14ARABOAGSAdABOAMB8AwWgBOAE4ATgBOAMBATGBOAE4ATgBOAHQAJABOAHQAJABOAHQAJARD
AE4ATgDpAMSA6QBOAMSAGACHOAKGAQACDAT4 At ACOAFOACACOATSA2wWCOALQA]gCOAKgGAGQCbAKGA
gADpAKgAgAChAE4ATgBOAHQAJABOAHQAGOBNAIEAZWBSAHQAGQBBAE4AgQBBAMIAGQBOAIEAGQBN
AFoATgCBAHQAQABOAHQAZWBOAHQAJABOALEAAABOAHQAJAAAACCAdABOAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARHQA
AABgAHQAAAAAAAARAAARATEARAAAARKGAdACOAHQAGABOAKgAdACOAHQABQCORKgAZWCbAGCAMWEBN
AJsAZwCbAGCcAWGBBAFoAQOBaAEEAWGBBAKgAgQCOAHQALABOALQAJACOAHQAGACBAKGAGQCOAIEA
qACBAKgAdACOAHQAGACBALQAJACOAHQAQABOAKgAdACOAIEAGQABOAKgGAdACOAHQAGABNAARAAACO
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AHQAQABOAAAAAAARRAARAMWBOAJTSAJACLAHQALABOALQAAAAAAAAALAARATL.QAAACOAHQAEACBALQA
gQBOAIEAJACBAHQAJABaAIEAAAAAAHQAAACOAIEAMWBBAAAAAACDAGAAAAARAAAAAACOAIEAARAA
AAAARACOATIEAAAAAALQAJAAGAaWAQABNAAAARACOAGCAgOBaATIEAWGBOAHQAAAAARE4ARAABOAHQA
TgBOAGMAYWBOAHQAAABOAHQAJADPAMBAJABSAAAAJABOAHQAZWBSAAARATGBOAARAANQCFAHQAZWAS
ADWAAAAARAHQAQACOAARAAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAADADDARANANAAAAAADPAARDAAAADRAAANAABOATIUA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAAARASBAABOAFIAAABOAMBAGACAAAAARAAAAANAZWAARAAAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAZWAAAOYAJQCNAPMAAAAAAAAAAAAAADOAAAAAAAARAABOATEAAADPAEAA
wAAAAKCAdAAARADARAADRARARADRARAALKAAAAMAANAAAADMAAAARAADZAAAAAAANANAAAAARARAAAARA
AAAAAADAAAAAAAAAAAAAYWBJALMASWCZAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAMQAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARNANAA
AAAAAAAAAADKAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAgABDAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAACP
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAACOAAAAAAAAARAAGQCOAHOALIgBZAKgGAAAAAATAAGQCAATOA
JQAAAGYAjwBmMAKEAhgCYAHOAQACAALKAOACZAKAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAANAAAAACTAAAADWARA
AJEAjQD+AEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAEQA
RABEAEQARABEAEQARABEAE4AawBOAHQAZWDCAE4ATgBOAHQAZWBOAE4ATgBOAHQAJABOAHQAJABO
AHQAdABOAHQATgBOAOkAzprAHQAzwCoAJsAqACoAJsAjgCOALQAWgBwALQAmebAKgAtACOALQA
gACBAJsAgACOAOKAGACOATsATGBOAE4AdABOAHQAJACBAGCAGQOBNAFIAJACBAEEATGCBAEEAWGCB
AHQAgQCBAGCAWgBOAIEAJACOAHQAJABNAHQAdABOAHQAG6QBEAEQATGBOATIUAZWBOAHQAJAAPAYEA
PAAGAUQARABEAEQATgBOATIUAhQBOAHQAZWBOAT4 AWgASAKWARABEAKgARABOAHQAJABOAHQAJABO
AHQAJABOAGMAZWBOAHQAJABOAMBAUgBSAHQAGQBOAE4AdABSAHQAYWDPAM8AZWBOAKgAQACOAKgA
gACOAPEAQACbAJsAmwCbAFOAWgBaAFOAQACOALQALACOALQAtADPALQAQACOAKgAqACOAI4AgQBO
AHQAJABOAHQAJACOAGCAZWBNAGCAZWBBAEEAQQBBAHQAgQBOAHQAJABOAHQAZWBOAIEAGQCBAIEA
dACBAPvV/BQAYACMYAAADAKADAACSEWAAAQF2AAAAOhYAAATIBCAAAAEGXAAADAWSAAAC4FWARAAAE]L
AIIA/////zUB//+FAf//+wH///////9BAV///////147Q1xjY7GmQONDY7FDQONDY2NjY2NjY2Nj
YONDx7HHY7GQhZCQhXgbm01gm4W8kJIt6m5BvhZCOx5CQhUNDQ2N] Y2NVWWIZRmMNVNONVNE6ZVY29v
WU1Db20QY2NZY2Nj Y7EAQ2NjACFj YWAAAAAAAGMAUMMAAAB] AG8AATB)kGOQY5BjkGPPkJIJBZhVmMF
WYVZhVINNOO03TTANNSBvm20bY5tjm20Qb5BvkG+Qb5BjkGOQb5tim20QY5B] em+QY5Bj kGOQWQAA
kGOQYwAAAACFY4thWObY5tjAACbAthm20bb5th29jb2NjTW8AAGMAm2+FNwAAhVIAAAAAkG8A
AAAAkGBAAth4ZOQWQAAkFlvTW9NTmMAAEMAY2NDY1VVY2MAY2NjstjRgBjY20ngBDQwBycmOx
MzMAAGNjegAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAASQAAAAAAQI IAAAAAAAAAAAAAAOKAQOZOQ7 FUlbgAAAACKXAAAA
ARAAAAAAARAACXAMVSedEAAAAAADIAAAAAY28AsTalATI9jAAAAAAAAATSAAAARXQAAOQAAAAAAARAA
AAAAPQAAAABVVZMZMQAAAAAAAACEAAAAAAAAAARNAARAAYTQAARAAAAAARAAAARAABUQWAAARRAARAA
egAAAAAAAAAAARAAKAAAARABVKGiIBYPAAAGSVDNZ5AFh6WIpzmWiQbp+ImYKAAAAAAAARRARAfGCP
AHX5/3s8702s87028702870257025702587025702570257025700NCY20XxpkNDQ20XxQONDQ2N7 Y2N7
Y2NjY2NDQ8exx20XKkIWQkIVemS tNYJuFvICbepuQb4WQkMeQk IVDQONjY2NjbllvWUZjbzdDbzem
b2Nvb11INQ29j3kGNJWWNjY2PHOZtDY3KxY2N]j6W82z4Ts70ztDQ3JyY20xY3pNMSM7O5A7Q2N]) Y2Nj
Y2NjY1WxQ2NjY7FGRMNVYONJRmNVsbGxY5CQkJIJCQkM+QhYWFhUINTU2QkJubm5ubsZuQkJCQkHpv
Y2NjY2NjkF1ZWV1ZNzc3N2NVvY2NjY20xY29vb29)b3 9hOERVY3Vt ZWS0AGCAAAAAAAAAAMFED2N1

bWVudCBTdH1sZQAgU3R5bGUAAAAAAAAAARARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARYAUGMT
AKCKAADCAFgCCAcCIBwW8AwWsSIBWAJgCWAJFADCxtAgYANGCgp/YTREb2N1bWVUdABNAAAAAAAAAACE
RG97dW11bnQgU3R5bGUAIFNOeWx 1AAAAAAARAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAATD

AI/YBgCqlgMAwWQIIBwgHDWDBwwzDwwjDLSQIXCAgxAZEf2E2RG9jAW1 1bnQAZWAAAAAAAAAAWURY
Y3VtZW50IFNOeWx1ACBTdH1sZQ
SWgAR4 YAAMIBWAIIBwgHDWDCxtAgCAfGCgr7/wUAMgBPGgAABAFYrAAAAVRgAAAUBPQAAARMAYAAAG
AXYAAABI1GQAABWFOAAAA2XKAAHShNURVY3VE ZW50AGCAAAAAAAAAAMFED2N1bWVUdCBTdH1sSZQAg
U3RSbGUAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAANAANAAABASAEDETIAK2BAADCAFgCCACT
Bw8AwsYoIwgHxgoKf2EYRG9jdW11lbnQAZWAAAAAAAAAAGURVY3VEZWSOIFNOeWx1ACBTdH1 SZQAA
AAAAAAADAAARANAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAAAAAFPADXbWSAXXMGAATUAQWAAAAJADSAYAAM
ARAHUwwzD2AEXAIEAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAARARARQS4XAAHYTIMMOWSCABQABBQAAL 9cBBQABBQABI1wWOK
XAzEXATEf2E3RG9]AW1 1bnQAZWAAAAAAAAAAWURVY3VEZWS0IFNOeWx1ACBTdH1 sZQAARAAAARARAA
AAAARAAAAAAAANAANANNARAANAANAANAANAAGFGBS /QgABOYARMIAWAI IBWgHDWDCwgBYAMAJYAKU
AMLGKCNgCcYKCkJIpYmxpb2dycGh5AAARAAAAAAARAAAMFCaWTIsaW9ncmFwaHkAAAAAAAAAANAAARRA
AAAAAAANANAAAAAAAARAAANAAAAAARAAAAAAARRNAABXQATISIATIY6AADCAFGCCACIBWSAWSGASASW
BAoAwcYoIwgHxgoK+/8FADIAEROAAAGBmMgARATIEaAAAJAAMAARADLGWAACYGNAAAAVhSARASBrAAA
AGUCAAB/YTFSaWdodCBQYXTIAAAAAAAAAAADBUMlNaHQtQWxpZ251ZCBQYXJhZ3TheGggTnVt YmVy
CWAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAARANAANARAAAAAAGE6AGCACABTBAAAWUCGBQQHDADB2AEXAAARAAANAAARA
AAAAAAAARARASS4XAAHYITIPBgLAESAQKAMHCAFgCCACIBWSAWSYoIwgHxgoKE 2EyUmlnaHQgUGFy
AAAAAAAAAAAAWVIPZ2hOLUFsaWduZWQgUGFyYWAyYXBoIES51bWJ1cnMAAAAAAAAAAAARAARAAAAA
AAAAAAAARAARATQWDIS 9ggABQKAAMECCACIBWSAWCFA+AdgCREAWAgBFWABAAAAAAAAAAARAAANAANA
AEEUFwWAB2CCDWYAIBwgHDWDBwgCwBGAJYAKUAMLGKCNgCcYKCNO9hMORVY3VEZWS0AGCAAAAARARNA
ATFEb2N1bWVudCBTdH1sZQAgU3R5bGUAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARNNAANAAAAARRINA

AAAAllAlAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA.
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CkIAHLOKALpiAwAK1AEMAAAGiQA/AMgADAABIMECCACIBWS8AWCMMwIgBFWCCAAAARAARAAAARAARR
AARAADEUFWAB2CDXAAUAAQUAANEXAQUAAGUAAdCKXAZEf2EzUmlnaHQgUGFYAAAAANAAAAAAWVID
Z2h0LUFsaWduZWQgUGFyYWdyYXBoIE51bWJ1cnMAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARANANAAAAAAAAAAAAATL TAD]
IQgAtwOAAMECCACIBWSAWCECYAl1gCRQAWCFAUAq4CxYAWdAgBFWACAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARANADEU
FwAB2CCDwYBgCWAJFADBwWgAIB7gLuUASZAMLGKCO4C8YKCvv/BQAYAE8gAAAMADUAAABDHQAADQG/
AAAA+BOAAA4ByAAAALCeAAAPAdAAAAB/HWAAL 2E0UmlnaHQgUGFYAAAAAAAAAAAAWVIPZ2hOLUFS
aWduzZwWQgUGFyYWdyYXBoIES51bWJlcnMAAAAAAAAAARAAAAARAAAARARARAAAAAARAMVQCKXhQgAahAA
AMECCACIBw8AwWCECYAlgCRQAwCECUAu4 CxkAwCcFAQAWQDhsAwdgBFwADAAAAAAAAAANNARAAAARAR
AGEUuFwAB2CCDwYC4C7gLGQDBwgBgCRAOEA4 eAMLGKCMODSYKCnN9hNVIpZ2h0IFBhcgAAARARAAARAA
AMFSaWdodC1BbGlnbmVkIFBhcmFncmFwaCBOdW1iZXJzAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAARARARAARAAAA
DV8Ab+MIABWVAADBAggHCACPAMHBAMAJYAKUAMHBArgLUAsZAMHBAhAOEA4 e AMHBQIgOaBAfAMHY
ARgABAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAOMSKYAAHYIIPBgBAOEA4 eAMHCALGLABBOECMAWS YoI2gQxgoK
f2E2Um1lnaHQQUGFYAARAAAAAAAAAWVIPZ2h0LUFsaWduZWQgUGFyYWAyYXBoIE51bWJ1cnMAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAOAAADFQgAZhKAAMECCACIBWSAWCECYALgCRQAWCECUAU4 CxkA
wCECEA4QDh4AwCECaBBOECMAwWCFA4BDAEI QAWAgBGAAFAAAAAAARAARAAAAARAAAAAAChhKRgAAAGY
g8GAaBBOECMAwCIAEA7AESASKADCxigjwBLGCgp/YTdSaWdodCBQYXIAAAAAAAAAAADBUMINnaHQL
QWxpZ251ZCBQYXJhZ23JThcGggTnVtYmVycwAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAANRARARARAAOWAGZKCACB
HAAAWQIIBwgHDWDBwQJIgCWAJFADBwWQK4 C7gLGQDBwWQIQDhAOHGDBWQJIOEGGQIWDBWQLAESASKADB
WUCWEXgVKgDB2AEXAAYAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAARARASKXAAHYTIIPBgMASWBIOAMHCAGGQGBUYFSOA
wsYoIxgVxgoK+/8FADIASSMAABAB2QAAATEGAAARAQABAABa IQAAEGHQAAAAWI IAABMBhwAAACO]
AAB/YThSaWdodCBQYXIAAAAAAAAAAADBUMINAHQtQWXpZ251ZCBQYXJThZ3ThcGggTnVtYmVycwAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAARAAAABBSAFCiCAAZIQAAWQI IBWgHDWDBWQIgCWAJFADBWQK4C7gL
GQDBwWQIQDhAOHgGDBWQJIOEGgQIWDBWQLAESASKADBWQIYFRGVLQDBWUAIFNAXLWDB2AEXAACAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAYSkXAAHYITIPBgBgVGBUtAMHCAMASCcBAwFZzIAWSYOI3AXxgoKVGVjaCBJIbml0
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAElUaXRpYWXpemUgVGYjaG5pY2FSsIFNOeWx1AAAAAAAAAAARAAAARAAAAARAA
AAAARAAAAAAARAARGAAULGAADWSAANICIAAGSS490QS4gMSagYS40MSkoYSkgaSkgYSkAAARARAAA
ARAAAAAAAAAATDEGL]EgLjEgQLjEgLjEgLjEgLjEgL]j EQAARAAAARAAAANAAARRANAAARAARAAAAAA
AAAAAAADAAAAAAAA/gBUZWNobmlj YWwAAAAAAAAAAAAARARAARAARAAAARAAAAAA]AACOLKEFAAA
AAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAFAAE2XShMURVY3VEZWS50AGCAAAARARAAAATFED2N1DWVUACBTdH1 sZQAg
U3RSbGUAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAPRAAAARAARAAARAAAADAE ]l wAUSWWAHMWBGDZAQUAAAUA
AdkK1AEQAAAKegBOAMgApQAeABAAAATB4DgT7BNGACHDACPDDMPXAAUAAAUARNEfYARCAGAAAAAAR
AAAAAAAAAAAAAABILhcAAdgg2QMGAARABBgAD2dkDBgABAAYAAINKXAQUARAUAAdeDCgrEACTEDMR /
YTVUZWNobmlj YWwAAAAAAAAAAACBVGVjaGSpY2FSIERVY3VEZWS0IFNOCeWx1AAAAAAAARAAAAAARA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAABMPAFE ZAWBEVGMAWQIIBWwgHDWDBwwzD2AEYATQAAAAAAAAAAAAA
AAAAAAARAKDEPGAAB2CAUICDEDMT7 /wUAMgBl1JgAAFAGHAARA4 yMAABUBrgAAAGOKAAAWAACAAAAY
JQAAFWGMAAAAVYUAAHIhNIR1Y2huaWNhbAAAAAAAAAAAATFUZWNObmM1j YWwgRG93dW11bnQgU3R5
bGUAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAARAAAAAANAAARARAFCKAL +ADAETCAWDBAggHCACPAMHDDMPY
ARgAhQAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANOYSKYAAHYIC4gIMOMxHOhMIR1Y2huaWNhbAAAAAAARAAAATEFU
ZWNobmlj YWwgRG9jdW1llbnQqU3R5bGUAAAARAAAARARAAARAAAARAAAAAAARRAAAANARARARAFTWA
NVMXAOj tAwAK1AEMAAAGiQA/AMgADAABIMMMwWIgBFwCBAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAAAEEUFWAB2CDD
DsPXAAUAAQUAANfXAQUAAQUAAJEEDSQKCSECCACIBWSAWCQMxXHONM1R1Y2huaWNhbAAAAAAARAAR
AIFUZWNobmljYWwgRG9jdW1l1lbnQgU3R5bGUAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAARAAAAAANANAAA
FjkAAlcTAKINAWAK1AEMAAAGl1gAYAMgADAABIMMMwIgBFWCCAAAAAAAAANAAARAAAAAANDEUFWAB
2CDXAAUAAgUAANEf XAQUAAGUAAdcKWQIIBwgHDWDBXAZEf2E0VGV]aG5pY2FsAARAARAARAARAAAGVRI
Y2huaWNhbCBEb2N1bWVUudCBTdH1sZQAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAANAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAXOAB]
dhMAoOnsDANQBDAAABPpYAMgAAAAWAAATDDMPYARCAgGWAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAABhLhcAAdgglwAF
AAMFAADX 1WEFAAMFAAHXCSECCAcIBWSAWCQMXPv/BQAYAJgPAAAYACIAAACXIgAAGQGGAAAAWSCA
ABoBhgAAANSNAAALBATMBAABIKAAAf2EXVGV]jaG5pY2FsAAAAAARAAAAAAGVRIY2huaWNhbCBEDb2N1
bWVUdCBTAH1sZQAAAAAAAAAANAAAARAANAAAAANAAANARAAAARAAAAAYRGCY6CEAEZWDAAYUAQWA
ARaJADS8AYAAMAAHUWWHDwWwWwZD1wAFAAAFAADX2AEXATAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAASSAXAAHYTINKD
BgAAAQYAAINZAWYAAQAGAAPZ1WEFAAAFAAHXCgrEAcTBAGgHCACPAMHEDMR / YTAUZWNobm1 j YWwA
AAAAAAAAAACBVGV)aGSpY2FSIERVY3VtZWS0IFNOeWx1AAAAAAAAAAAAAAARARAAAAAARANAAARDD
AAAAAAAAABKkOAEAXAWBEXgMAWQIIBwgHDWDBwwzD2AEXAIYAAAAAAAAAAAAARAARAAAAASKXAAHY
IC4gIMQMxH9hOFR1Y2huaWNhbAAAAAAAAARAAATFUZWNobm] jYWwgRG9]jdW11lbnQgU3R5bGUAAAARA
AAAAAADAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAADAARARAAAAAAAAGIgA4BoDAETLAWDBAggHCACc PAMHDDMPYARCAhWARA
AAAADAAAAAAAAAAAAABhKRCAAAggLiAgxXAZERGY ] IE1uaXQAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAULUAXRPYWXD
emUgRG9jdW11bnQgU3R5bGUAAAAARAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAARAAAADLDGAR/ 80AeqUA
ANcCCgACBAQEBAQKAALX1AAGAAAAAAABAAAAAAAAAAAAMCOWK j AqQsASWBAAAWWAGAADUDNIC]AAG
5S4gQS4gMS4gYS4oMSkoYSkgaSkgYSkAAAAARAAAAAARAAAAAAAAATEKUIDEUIEEUIGEUKDEPKGED
AAAAAAAllllllllllAAAAAAAAllllAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
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AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAjAACOtkEFAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAFAAE2fV/BQAyADWV
AAACAQQEAADKKQAAHQF1AAAAZi 0AAB4BgAAAADMUAAAfAYKAAACZLgAAUGX1YWRpbmcAAARRARAR
AAAAAAAAAENh1YWR1ciBmb3IgTnVtYmVyZWQgUGXx1YWRpbmcgUGFWZXIAAAAAAARAAAARRAAARARA
AAAARAAACTANFIQAADLrkAANAACAAAAMgACAAAONAFDAAGA+gDIAPOAWWABADVAYWDAAAARAAARARHT
AATAAAAAAJYiOAATAAAAYAATIAADQOAEMALAESARYAYAEDAABONAEOAAAAFgCSAQIB2AJUASQDMgQ
wBIYFXAXyBkgHHge0CA0I4Al2CcwKogs4C44MZAZ6DVAOJIg68DXIP6BR////////////1/////1/1//
/////////wAAAAAARAAAARARAARARAARAARARAWAR//////// /1111111111111 1171711771117/17/
[1717 0000 E AP rrrrrrrrrriiiiiiiiiriiiriirrrilrririrrirliil//////////8eghABARARR
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAALAE///QAATQZgZSAAAAEAMIAqu/AOWBAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

AAAAAAAAAAAANAEARARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAHKABt raBnkAAQAQAWGA+COUBLAEAAAAAAAANAADD
AAAAAADAAAAAAAABKAAAAAAAAAGQAZAAANARAAANAAARARAAARAAAAAAANAARANAARGAAAQARAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANANAAAAAAAAAQAAAAAAAANAANAAARRAAARAAAeQAG2goKwUhcASADBWDBMYMK
CsFIXAPAAwCAWTKDCgrBSFwDWAMHAME zgwoKwUhcAS8ADBWDBNIMKCsFIXAPAAWCAWTWDCgrBSFwD
wWAMHAME2gwoKwUhcAS8ADBWDBN4MKCsFIXAPAAWCAWT iDCgrBSFWDWAMHAMESgwoKwUj4AsADBgDB
MTCDCgrBSPgCwAMGAMEXMYMKCSFI+ALAAWYAWTEYgwoKwU]j 4 AsADBgDBMTODCgrBSPgCWAMGAMEX
NIMKCSFI+ALAAWYAWTEl1gwoKwUj4AsADBgDBMTaDCgrBSPgCWAMGAMEXN4MKCSFI+ALAAWYAWTE4
gwoKwUj4AsADBgDBMTmMDCgrBSPgGCWAMGAMEYMIMKCSFI+ALAAWYAWTIxgwoKwUj4AsADBgDBMj KD
CgrBSPgCwWAMGAMEYM4MKCsFI+ALAAWYAWTIOgwoKwUj4AsADBgDBM]jWDCgrBSPgCwAMGAMEYNOMK
CsFI+ALAAWYAWTI3gwoKwUj4AsADBgGDBM] jTBgkAACAY IAMIAALTg4wWDAAVIZWFkaWsSnIDIAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAACBVWS kZXTsaWS1ZCBIZWFkaWsSnIEZsAXNoTEx1 ZnQAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAARAR
AAAAARAAABOGADH7AQAOkKkWYAWWLDWwW7DCsQCxMQOXEhl1 YWRpbmcgMQAAAAARARARARAAAATFDZWS0
ZXJ1ZCBIZWFkaW5nAGNhbCBTdH1sZQAAAAARAAARARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANANAAAAAAAAAHNSAVWOD
ADRHBgDUAQwWAARaQAFkAAAAMAAHUweDSE+WwTKgDBwwHDwwzDgwoKxAHEXAZEQNVSbGVOIEXpCc3QA
AARARMAARAAAAWULUZGVUAGVKIET1bGx1dCBMaXNOAARARAAAAAAAAARAAANAAAANRANARAAARAAANARA
AAAAAAAAAAAFKGC/TQcAIDAAANQBDAAABPAAWQAAAAWAAATCAFgCCACIBXxgAWSAABMDCAFgCYAlg
CSAAwSYOI2AJxgr7/wUAMgAAAAAACAACAAAADLI BAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAARAARAA
AAAAAAAALIAEQAARKQgBgAAAA4QASABAAAITQBgYAAAEGAADQOQE]AACBAMAAIBPpcEhoJAAAAECBQ
jgDxalERAXxAB+fa8Al1AjAAHRwWwzDXAZEWeDkC+wTzQDBwwzDUmMVwb3J0IGI9MIHROZSBVbm1 0ZWQg
U3RhdAGVzIEdvdmVybmllbnSDCsHg/w7sEwoBWUNvVbmN1lcmSpbmegdGhl IFNOYXR1cyBvZoMKweCQ
COWTJADBVWSYYXRpZml1ZCBJTE8GRNVUZGFt ZW50YWwgSHVEtYW4gUmlnaHRZIENvbnZ1bnRpb252z
gwrUARAAAAQRAFgAHgOOACOAEAABINEBIWABWAJSAPQaXBIaCQAAABAGUI4ASWPREQMQAGNVWATQ
IwABOCQMxAOKCtQBEAABCg4A+wSj IFk fHGAQAAHUVGhpcyByZXBvenQgemVzcG9uZHMgdG8gdGhl
IHJ1cXV1c3QgbWFkZSBieSB0aGUgGRGlyZWNODb3KpR2VuZXJhbCBObyBwcm92aWR1IG1uZm9ybWFO
aW9uIG9UIHROZQ3UARAAAQOOAPSEOoYDDHh4AEAABIHNOYXR1cyBvZiB0aG9zZSBmdW5kYWl1lbnRh
bCBJTE8gaHVtYW4gcmlnaHRzZIGNvbnZlbnRpb252zIHdoaWNoIHRoZSBVbm102ZWQgU3RhdAGVzIGhh
cyBub3QgeWVODdQBEAABChEA+wS ) IEofHGAQAAHUCMFO0aWZpZWQgYWSkIGO9uIGVMZmIydHMgdG8g
cmWpZXhhbWluzSB0aGUgcG9zc2liaWxpdHkgb2YgZnV0dXJ1IHIhdGlmaWNhdGlvbi4gIlEFzIGlz
IHROZSB] YXN1IHdpdGggYWxsDAQBEAABCg4A+wSj IP8eHgAQAAHUCmVwWb3J0cyBObyB0aGUgSUXP
IG9uIGIvdGggcmF0aWZpZWQgYWSkIHVucmFO0aWZpZWQgY2SudmVudGlvbnMsIHRoaXMgemVwb3J0
IHdhcyByZXZ2pZXd1lZCBkdXJpbmcN1AEQAAEKDAD7BKMg4 xwe ABAAAdROaGUgZHIhZnRpbmcgcHI v
Y2VzcyBieSBtZW1iZXJzIG9mIHROZSBUcmlwYXJ0aXR1IEFkdmlzb3J5IFBhbmVsIG9uIEludGVy
bmF0aW9uYWwgTGFib3 IN1AEQAAEKDQD 7BKMgOx8eABAAAdRTAGFUZGFy ZHMgKFRBUE 1MUYk sIGEg
€3Viz3JvdXAgb2YgdGhlIFBY ZXNpZGVudCdzIENVbW1pdHR 1 ZSBvbiB0aGUgSUxPLCBhbmQgdGhl
cmVmb3J1IHJI1Zmx1Y3RzDAQBEAABChAA+wSj IAEAHgAQAAHUAGh1IHZpZXdzIG5vdCBvbmx5IG9m
IHROZSBVLIMuIEdvdmVybmllbnQg¥nvV0IG9mIHROZSBBRkypQO1lPIGFuZCB0aGUgVS5TLiBDb3Vu
Y21sIGZ2vcgldbnRlem5hdGlvbmFsSIEJ1c21uZXNzIGFzIHA1bGwuCgoK1AEQAAAKKQBYAPMOLAAL
ABAAAJTDDMNPYNNOYWNSZXMgdG8gUmF0aWZpY2F0aWouxAzECtQBEAABCG8A+wS] IFkfHGAQAAHU
VGh1lIFVuaXR1ZCBTAGF0ZXMgaGFzIGEgdHIJhZG10aW9uIGFuZCBjdwx0dXJ1IG9mIHByb21vdGlu
ZyBhbmQgZGVm2ZW5skaWsnIGhlbWFuIHIpZ2h0cyBhdCBob211DAQBEAABCg4A+wS) IA8eHgAQAAHU
YWS5kIGFicm9hZCwgYnVOIGl0IGhhcyByYXRpZmllZCBvbmx5IG9uZSBvZiB0aGUgSUxPJ3MgZnvu
ZGFtZW50YWwgaHVtYW4gcmlnaHRZIGNvbnZ1lbnRpb252zLg3UARWAAAQRAFGAYhGOACOAAQOQAPSE
oyBpHh4 AHAAB1FdvcemsgYnkgVEFQSUXTIGOUIGSuZSBvdGhlciBrZXkgY2 9udmvVudGlvbiBpcyBw
cm9ncmVzc2luZyBObyBzdWNOoIGFUIGV4dGVudCB0aGF0IGEgc2Vjb25kDAQBEAABChAA+WS]IMILE
HgAQAAHUcmFOaWZpY2F0aWSulGlheSBiZSBwb3NzaWJsZSBpbiB0aGUgbmVheciB0ZXJtLiAgGQmMV]
YXVZzZSBVvZiB0aGUgbG93IG51bWJI1lciBvZiBDb252ZW50aWsucyByYXRpZml1ZA3UARAARQOQAPSE
O0yB3Hx4AEAAB1GJI5IHROZSBVL1IMuLCBpdCBpcyBpbXBvenRhbnQgdG8gZGVzY3JpYmUgdGhlIGx1l
Z2FsIGFuZCBwb2xpdGljYWwgb2JzdGFjbGVzIHROYXQgbXVzdCBiZSBzdXJtbh3VudGVkDW1luIG9y
Z2GVyIG2vciB0aGUgVSSTLiBObyByYXRpZnkgSUXPIGNvbnZlbnRpb25zLiAgVmVyeSBicml1lZmx5
OgoK1AEQAAEKDQD7BKMgLR4 eABAAAJQxLiAgVW5S5kZXIgdGhlIFVuaXR1ZCBTAGF0Z2XMgQ29uc3Rp
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dHVO0aWw9uLCBpbnR1lcm5hdGlvbmFsIHRYy ZWFO0eSBvYmMXpZ2F0aWw9ucyBi ZWNvbWUgcGFydCBvZiB0
aGUN1AEQAAEKDgGD7BKMg1R8eABAAAdRzdXByZW11IGxhdyBvZiB0aGUgbGFuZCwgZXFlaXzhbGvu
dCBObyBhIGZ1ZGVyYWwgc3RhdHV0ZSBvdmVydHVybmluZyBhbnkgaW5jb25zaXN0ZW50IGZ1ZGVy
YWwgbGF3LiAN1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMgaB8e ABAAAJRUAGUgbW9zdCBsb25ngXNOYW5kaWwsnIG9ic3Rh
Y2x1THRvVIFUUuUy4gcmF0aWZpY2F0aw9uIGImIEIMTyBjb2522W50aWw9ucyBoYXMgYmV1biB0aGUg
Y29u¥Y2VybiBvZg3UARAAAQONAPSEoYCzHx4AEAABIHROZSBVLIMUIEdvdmVybmllbnQsTHROZSBB
RkypQO01PLCBhbmQgdGh1IGI1c21uZXNzIGNvbWl1lbml0eSwgdGhhdCByYXRpZmlj YXRpb24gd291
bGQgYmUgdXN1ZA3UARAAAQONAPSEOYA7HX4AEAABIHRVIGF] Y29t cGxXpc2ggZGot ZXNOaWMgZW5k
cyB0aGF0IG51aXRoZXIgdGhlIENvbnNOaXR1dGlvbiwgdGhlIENvbmdyZXNzLCBub3IgdGhlIFNO
YXR1cyBkZXNpcmVKkLA3UARAAAQOOAPSEOoYyCkHx4AEAAB1GkuZS4 sTHROYXQgdGhlIHRyZWFOealt
YWtpbmcgcG932XIgd291bGQgYmUgdXN1ZCBObyBjaXJjdWl2ZW50IHROZSBub3Jt YWwgbGVnaXNs
YXRpdmUgcHJvY2VzcyBvbg3UARAAAQOOAPSEOYAfHR4AEAABIGRVbWVZdG1ljIG1hdHR1cnMuICBU
aGUgU2VuYXR1LCBpbiB0aGUgZWFybHkgMTk1MCdzLCBjb25zaWR1emVkIGEGUmVzb2x1dG1lvbiB0
byBhbWVuZCB0aGUN1AEQAAEKCWD7BKMgPROeABAAAJRTAXBYZW1hY3kgQ2xhdXN1IG9mIHR0OZSBD
b252dG10dXRpb24gdGhhdCB3b3VszZCBiYXIgcmF0aWZpY2F0aWwsuIGomIGludGVybmF0aWwIuYWwg
dHJ1YXRpZXMsDAQBEAABCgOA+wSjIDsfHgAQAAHUZXNWZWNDPYWxsSeSB0aG9zZSBjb25jZXJuaWwsn
IGhl1bWFUIGFuZCBsYWJvciByaWdodHMuICBBbHRob3VnaCB0aGlzIGFt ZWSkbWVudCB3YXMgZGVm
ZWF0ZWQsIG10DAQBEAABCg8A+wS]j IHCfHgGAQAAHUbMV2ZXJ0aGVsZXNzIGhhZCBhIHByb2ZvdWsk
IGNoaWxsaW5nIGVmZmVjdCBvbiBib3RoIHR0ZSBDb25ncmvVzcyBhbmQgdGhlIEV4ZWN1dG122SBC
cmFuY2g9g9qakg¥YW4NZWZmZWNO IHRoYXQgaGFzIHRha2VuIGlvemUgdGhhbiB0aHJ1ZSBkZWNhzGVz
IHRVIG92ZXJjb211LiAKCtQBEAABCgOA+wS] IDs fHJAQARHUMi4gIFROZSBVbmM10ZWQgU3RhdGV2
JyBmZWR1cmFsgXNOYXR1ITIHNS5c3R1bSBvZiBnb3Z21lcmS5tZW50IG1lha2vVzIHThdGlmaWwNhdGlvbiBy
ZiBJTE8gY29udmVudGlvbnMN1AEQAAEKCWD7BKMgSh8eABAAAdRjb21wbGljYXR1ZC4gVGhlIEZL
ZGVYYWwgR292ZXJubWVudCBjYW5ub3QgYXNzdWl1IGEgdHI1YXR51IG91ibG1lnYXRpb24gd2hlbiB0
aGUgaW50ZXJuYXRpb25hbA3UARAAAQOPAPSEOYCVHXx4AEAABLIGluc3RydW1l1lbnQsIGxpa2UgIHRO
ZSBtYWpvcml0eSBvZiBJITE8gY2 9udmVudGlvbnMs IGNvdmVycyBt YXR0ZXJzIG92ZXIgd2hpY2gg
dGhlIFNOYXR1cyBoYXZ1IGZ1bGwN1AEQAAEKEAD7BKMgaR4eABAAAdRVCiBwYXJ0aWFsIGplcmlz
ZGljdGlvbi4gIFByaW9yIHRVIDESODASIG10IHdhcyB0aGUgcHIhY3RpY2Ugb2YgdGhlIFUuUy4yg
R292ZXJubWVudCBObyBjb25zaWR1cg3UARAAAQONAPSEoYyDWHh4AEAAB1HN1Y2ggY29udmvudGlv
bnMgbm90IGFwcHIVCHIPYXR1IGZvciByYXRpZmlj YXRpb24uICBXaGlsZSBjbGVhemx5IHRoaXxMg
cG9saWN5IHdhcyBub3QgbmVjZXNzYXJ5LA3UARAAAQOPAPSEOYC2HXx4AEAABIHROZSBOYXNYIGIm
IHN1Y3VyaW5snIHRoZSBlbmFuaWlvdXMgY29uc2VudCBvZiBtb3J1THROYW4gNTAganVyaXNkaWwNO
aW9ucywg¥XMgd2VsbCBhcyBoYXJtb25pemluZwl0aGVpciBsZWdpc2xhdGlvbiwgd2hl cmUgbmVj
ZXNzYXJSLCBjb252zdG10dXR1cyBhIG1vbnVt ZW50 YWwgdW5kZXJ0 YWt pbmcuCgrUACIAABpvKAEA
AAAAAAEAAAAWK])AQMCQWBLAEYCfhAAAATGAA1IzUARAAAQOPAPSEOYDTHR4AEAABINAICgAAYAAC
6QAKAA]QMy4gIFROZSBVbm1 0ZWQgU3RhdGVzIGhhcyBleHR1bnNpdmUgYW5k IGR1AGFpbGVK IHI 1
Z3VsYXRpb24gb2YgbW9zdCBLtYXR0ZXJzIGNvAmVYy ZWQgY¥nkgSUxPDAQBEAABCgwWA+wWSj IFggHgAQ
AAHUQ2 9udmVudGlvbnMuICBUaGVzZSBmZWR1cmFsSIGFUZCBzdGF0ZSBsZWdpc2xhdGl2ZSBhbmQg
YWRtaW5pc3RyYXRpdmUgcemVndWxhdGlvbnMgYWxvbmecgd210aCBgdWRpY21hbA3UARAAAQOMAPSE
OyYDTHR4AEAABIGR1Y21zaW9ucyBzb211dGltZXMgYXJ1IG5vdCBl1YXNpbHkgemVjb25jaWx1ZCB3
aXRoIHRo0ZSBJTE8ncyBleHR1bnNpdmUgaW50ZXJIwcmVOYXRpb25z2IGI9mIG10cw3UARAAAQOMAPSE
oyAPHh4AEAAB1Ghl1bWFuIHJIpZ2h0cyBjb252ZW50aW9ucy4gIEIuIGFkZG10aWuLCB0aGUgSUXP
J3MgaHVtYW4gcemlnaHRzIGplcmlzcHI1ZGVuY2UgaXMgY2 9udGludWFsbHkN1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMg
aR4eABAAAdR1dm9sdmluZyBhbmQg¥YmVjb21lpbmcgbW9yZSBjb21wbGV4LiAgVGhpcyByZXN1bHRzZ
IG1luIGEgY29uY2VybiB0aGF0IFUuUy4gb2JsaWdhdGlvbnMgdWwsk ZXIN1AEQAREKEAD7BKMgDh8e
ABAAAJRYYXRpZml1lZCBJTE8gY29udmVudGlvbnMgbWF5IGFsc28gZXZ2vbHZ1IG922XIgdGlt ZSBp
biB3Y¥X1zTHROYXQgd2VyZSBub3QgZXhwZWNOZWQgYWS5kIGFyZSBub3QNawdgY29uzZm9ybWl0eSB3
aXRoIFUuUy4gbGF3 IGFuZCBwemFjdGlj 254 KCgrUARAAAAQRAFGAMQ1 0ACOAEAABIMMMwW1doYXQg
dGhlIFVTIGl1zIERvaWSnIHRVIES2ZXJjb211IFROZXNIIESi1ic3RhY2x1c8OMXArUARAAAQOQAPSE
OYBOHX4AEAABLlE92ZXIgdGhlIH11YXJzLCBOAGUgVW5pdGVKIFNOYXR1cyBoYXMgaGVsZCB0aGUg
Z2VuZXJhbCB2aWV3IHROYXQgbGFib3IgY29uZGl0aWoucyBpbiB0aGlzIGNvdAW50cnkN1AEQAAEK
DQD7BKMgmBwe ABAAAJRE ZWVOIG9YIGV4Y2V1ZCBJITE8gc3RhbmRhecmRzLCBhbmQgaGFzIGFyZ3Vl
ZCB0aGFOIGltcGx1bWVudGF0aWIuIGI9mIHNOYWS5kYXJkcyBpcyBtb3J1DAQBEAABChIA+wSjIBOE
HgAQAAHUaWlwb3J0YW50IHROYW4gcmFO0aWZpY2F0aW9uIHBl1ciBzZS4gICBCAXQgc21luY2UgaXRz
IHJ1dHVYbiBObyB0aGUgSUxPIG1uIDESODASIHROZSBVLIMUuIHJ1Y29nbml 6 ZXMN1AEQAAEKDAD?7
BKMghx4eABAAAdRO0aGUgdmFsdWUgb2YgcmF0aWz5aW5snIEIMTyBjb252ZW50aWoucywgaWdgeGFy
dG1ljdwxhciB0aGUgZnVuZGFt ZW50YWwgaHVtYW4gemlnaHRZIHNOYWSkYXJTkey4gDAQBEAABCGO0A
+wSj IPAeHGAQAAHUVGBgY3J1YXR1THROZSB]b25kaXRpb252IGZveiBpbXByb3 ZpbmecgdGhl IFUu
Uy4gcmF0aWZpY2F0aW9uIHJ1Y29yZCwgdHAvIGNyaXRpY2FsLCAgcGF0aGJyZWFraWsnDW11YXN1
cmVzIGhhdmUgYmV1biBOYWt1bi4KCtQBEAABCG4A+wSj IOAfHgAQAAHURM1Yyc3QsIGluIDESODAG
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dGh1IFByZXNpZGVudCdzIENvbW1pdHR1ZSBvbiB0aGUgSUxPIGVzAGFibGlzaGVkIGEgGAHIpCcGFy
dG10ZSBzdWJjb21taXR0Z2WUgb2YgbGVnYWwWN1AEQAAEKDAD7BKMgLhOeABAAAdRhZHZpc2VycyBO
byBkZXR1lcmlpbmUgdGhlIGx1Z2FsIGZ1YXNpYmlsaXR5IG9mIFUuUy4gcmF0aWZpY2F0awouIG9m
IHN1bGVjdGVKIEIMTyBjb252ZW50aWoucw3UARAAAQOQAPSEOYAPHh4AEAAB1ChUQVBJTFMpLiAg
T251IG9mIHR0ZSBmaXJzdCBkZWNpc21lvbnMgbWFkZSBieSBUQVBJTFMgd2FzIHRVIHBSYWN1IHN1
dmVuIGNvbnZlbnRpb25zIG9ulGl0cw3UARAAAQORAPSEOYDWHh4AEAABIGFNZW5kYSBiZWNhdXN1
IGO9MIHROZW1yIGZ1bmRhbWVudGFsIGltcG9ydGFuY2U6ICBOb3MuIDISLCA4NywgOTgsIDEWMCwg
MTA1LCAXMTEgYW5k IDEONC4gIELuDdQBEAABCgwA+wS]j IKccHgAQAAHUYWRkaXRpb24 sIFRBUE1M
UyBkZWNpZGVkIHRVIGIYyZ2FuaXplIGl0cyB3b3JrIG9uIGEgInR3b61l0cmFjayIgYXBwcmShY2gg
b2YgYWx0ZXJuYXR1bHkNY29uc21lkZXJIpbmcgdGVjaG5pY2FsIGFuZCBodWlhbiByaWdodHMgY29u
dmVudGlvbnMuICAKCtQBEAABCGgOA+wS]j ILYCHgAQAAHUU2Vjb25kLCBIbiAXOTg1lIHROZSBQCmMVZ
aWR1bnOncyBDb21taXROZWUGYWRVCHR1ZCB0aHJ1ZSBncm91bmQgenVsZXMgdG8gZ3Vp2ZGUgaXxRz
IChhbmQN1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMgPhwe ABAAAARUQVBJTFMNKSB3b3JrLiAgVGhlc2UgZ3JvdWS5kIHIL
bGVzLCBsYXR1ciBhZG9wdGVkKIGJISIHROZSBVLIMUIFN1bmF0ZSBpbiBhIGR1Y2xhemFQaWSuDWE ]
Y29tcGFueWluZyBhZHZpY2UgYW5k IGNvbnN1bnQgdG8gcmF0aWZpY2F0aWw9uIGImIENvbnZlbnRp
b24gMTQOLCBwcm92aWR1IIHROYXQ6CgrCAFgCCACIB4AAWiIgxKSAgIGVhY2ggSUXxPIGNvbnZ1bnRp
b24gd21sbCBiZSBleGFtaW51ZCBvbiBpdHMgbWVyaXRzIGIUIGEgGdHIpcGFydG1l0ZSBiYXNpczvG
KCMIB8YKCtQBEAABCg4AgAceHVMbHgGAQAAHUWgBYAggHCAeAAMIOoMikgIG1mIHROZXJ1IGFyZSBh
bnkgZGlmZmVyZW5j ZXMgYmV0d2V1biB0aGUgY29udmVudGlvbiBhbmQgRmVkZXThbCBsYXcgYWsk
IHBYYWNOaWN1LA10aGVzZSBkaWZmZXJ1lbmNlcyB3aWxsIGJ1IGR1YWx0IHdpdGggaw4gdGhlIG5v
cmlhbCBsZWdpc2xhdGl2ZSBwem9j ZXNzOyBhbmTGKCMIB8 YKCtQBEAABCg8AgACeHOOLHgAQAAHU
wgBYAggHCAeAAMIOMykgIHROZXJ1IG1lzIG5vIGludGVudGlvbiB0byBjaGFuZ2UgU3RhdGUgbGF3
IGFuZCBwcmFjdGljZSBieSBGZWR1cmFsIGFjdGlvbiB0aHIvdWdoDAQBEAABCgoAgAceHiEDHgAQ
AAHUCmFOaWZpY2F0aWw9uIGI9mIEIMTyBjb252ZW50aWoucywgYW5kIHROZSBleGFtaWshdGlvbiB3
aWxsIGluY2x1z2GUgcG9zc21ibGUgY29uZmxpY3RzDWI1dHA1ZW4gRmVkZXThbCBhbmQgU3RhdGUg
bGF3IHRoYXQgd291bGQgYmUgY2F1c2VkIGJIJ5TIHN1Y2ggcmF0aWZpY2F0aWwouLsYoIwgHxgoK1AEQ
AAEKDgD7BKMghh8eABAAAdRIbiBhY2NvemRhbmN1IHdpdGggdGhlc2UgZ3JvdW5KkIHI1bGVzLCBU
QVBJITFMNIHIvbGUgaXMgdG8gZWS5zdXJ1 IHROYXQgZXZ1cnkgZm9y ZXN1 ZWFibGUgeXV1c3Rpb24N
1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMg4R4eABAAAdRhcyBObyB0aGUgcG90ZW50aWFsIGx1Z2FsIHThbWlmaWNhdGlv
bnMgb2YgVSS5TLiByYXRpZmljYXRpb24gb2YgSUxPIGNvbnZlbnRpb252IGl12zIGFuc3dlemVkIHBY
aW9yDAQBEAABCgsA+wSj IFsdHgAQAAHUAG8gCmF0aWZpY2F0aW9uLiBUQVBJITFMnIGLhbmRhdGUg
YW5kIG11dGljdwxvdXxMgd29ya2luZyBtZXRob2RzIGhhdmUgYmV1biBkZXNjcmliZWQgaW4N1AEQ
AAEKDQD7BKMgpR4eABAAAdRUdAW1lcm91cyByZXBvenRzIHRVIHROZSBITES8sIGluY2x12Z2GluZywg
Zm9yIGV4YW1lwbGUsIEFydGljbGUgMjIgemVwb3J0cyBvbiBpbXBsZW11bnRhdGlvbiBvZg3UARAA
AQONAPsSEoyAsHx4AEAABI1ENvbnZlbnRpb24gMTQOLiBJIbiBjYXJyeWluZyBvdXQgaXRzIHdvcmss
IFRBUE1MUYBwYX1zIHBhcnRpY3VsYXIgYXR0ZW50aW9uIHRVIHROZSBvYnNl1cnZhdGlvbnMN1AEQ
AAEKDWD7BKMgmBweABAAAJRVZiB0aGUgQ29tbW10dGV1IGIMIEV4cGVYydHMgYWS5kIG1lha2VzIGV4
dGVuc21228B1c2Ugb2YgdGhlIHR1Y2huaWNhbCBhZHZpY2Ugb2YgdGhl IE1MTwl TAGFUZGFy ZHMg
RGVWYXJObWVudC7UACIAABOj JWwIAAAAAAAEAAAAWKNS8Of yhhBmEGYyXhAAAATIgAAL I ZUARAAAAGR
AFgAARACOACOAEAAB1INnDDMNTAGF0dXMgb2YgdGhlIEZ1bmRhbWVUudGFsSIEh1bWFuIFJp22h0cyBD
b252ZW50aW9ucwrUARWAAAQRAFgA6QCOACOAAQOQAPSEoyDgHx4 AHAABIMQMXEL1 0IHdhcyBub3Qg
cG9zc21libGUgaW4gcHIlcGFyaWsnIHRoaXMgecmVwb3J0TIHRVIHVUZGVYdGFrZSBhIGNvbXBsZXR1
IGFuYWx5¢c21zIGImIGFsbCB0aGUgc3Vic3RhbnRpdmUN1AEQAAEKDWD7BKMgiB0eABAAAdRVCiBO
ZWNobmljYWwgZGlmZml jdWx0aWVzIHRoYXQgc3RhbmQgaWw4gdGhlIHdheSBvZiBpbW1l12Z2G1lhdGUyg
VSS5TLiByYXRpZmljYXRpb24gb2YgdGhlIEIMTYBrZXkN1AEQAAEKDQD7BKMgaB8eABAAAdROdW1h
biByaWdodHMgY29udmVudGlvbnMuICBSYXRoZXIsTHROZSBmb2xsb3dpbmcgaXMgYW1lt ZWQgYXQg
cHIvdmlkaW5snIGEgZ2VuzZXJhbCBlbmR1lcnNOYW5kaWsnDAQBEAABChEA+wSj IP8eHgAQAAHUDL2Yg
d2h5IHROZSBsZWdhbCBYZXZpZXcgb2YgZWFjaCBvZiB0aGVzZSBjb252ZW50aW9ucyBoYXMgYmV1l
biBkZWxheWVKIG9yIHN1c3BlbmR1ZCwgb3IsIGluIHROZQ1jYXN1IGOMIENvbnZlbnRpb24gMTEX
LCB3aGVyZSB0aGUgcmV2aWV3 IHNOYW5kcyBhdCBwemVzZW50L1iAKCtQBEAABCG8A+wSj IGgfHgAQ
ARHUQXMgbm90ZWQgYWJIvdmUsIHROoZSBVL1IMuIHRha2vVzIHIThdGlmaWNhdGlvbiBvZiBJTE8gY29u
dmVudGlvbnMgc2VyaW91lc2x5LiAgTGlrZXdpc2UsIHA1IHRha2Ugb3VyDAQBEAABCg4A+wSjIFkE
HgAQAAHUb2JsaWdhdG1lvbnMgdWw5k2XIgQ29udmvudGlvbiBOby4gMTQOIGp1c3QgYXMgIHNlcmly
dXNseS4gIENvbnNlcXVlibnRseSwgd2UgaW50ZW5kIHRVIGNvbnRpbnV1LA3UARAAAQOLAPSEOYAQ
HR4AEAAB1HRocm91Z2ggdGhl IFRBUE1MUYBt ZWNOYWSpc20sTHRVIHI1qWV4 YW1 pbmUgImFOIGFw
cHIVvcHIPpYXR1IG1ludGVydmFscyIgdGhlc2UgYW5kIG90aGVyDAQBEAABCg4A+wS]j INEfHGAQAAHU
dW5yYXRpZml1ZCBJTE8gY29udmVudGlvbnMgd210aCBhIHZpZXcgdG8gZGV0ZXItaWspbmegd2hl
dGhlciByYXRpZmljYXRpb24gbWF5IGJ1IGZ1YXNpYmx1IGlulHROZQImMAXR1cmUuICAKCtQBEAAA
CpEAWADVC7QALQAQAAHUwWwzZDWW7DxAZEXA7EwwzDbyAgQ29udmVudGlvbiBOby4gMjnEDMQK1AEQ
AAEKDQD7BKMgpR4eABAAAARDDb252ZW50aW9uIDISIHdhcyByZXZpZXd1Z2CBieSBUQVBJITFMgaW4g
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Y29uanVuY3Rpb24gd210aCBDb252ZW50aWIuIESvLiAXxMDUsIHdoaWNoIHdhcw3UARAAAQOQAPSE
OyBOoHXx4AEAAB1HIhdG1lmaWVkIGJI5IHROZSBVbm10ZWQgU3RhdAGVZIGIUuIDESOTEUICBTb211IHBY
ZWXpbW1luYXJSIHdvcemsgd2FzIGRvbmUgMTk4 MKkxOTgxLCBhbmQgYSBtb3J1DAQBEAABCG8A+wWS]
IHcfHgAQAAHUAWEpZGVwAGggYW5hbH1 zaXMgd2FzIGluaXRpYXR1ZCBpbiBlYXJseSAXOTg2LiAg
RHVyaW5nIHROZSBKAWS1IDESODYgSUXPIENvbmZlemVuY2UgaW4gR2VuZXZhLA3UARAARQOOAPSE
oyDSHh4AEAAB1G11bWJlcnMgb2YgYSBUQVBJTFMgd29ya2luZyBncm91cCBt2XQgd210aCBvZmZp
Y21hbHMgZnJdvbSB0aGUgSUXxPIFNOYW5kYXJkcyBEZXBhecnRt ZW50IHRVDAQBEAABCg4A+wSj IOMc
HgAQAAHUZG1lzY3VzcyBhIHNlcmllcyBvZiBxdWVzdGlvbnMgaXQgaGFkIGR1dmVsb3Bl1ZCBjb257
ZXJuaW5nIHROZSBt ZWFuaWsnIGFuUZCBzY29wZSBvZiBib3RoDWNvbnZlbnRpb25zLiAgQXMgc3Rh
dGVkIGluIFRBUE1IMUycgMTk5SMCBYZXBvcnQgb24gQ29udmVudGlvbiAxMDU6ICAgCgrUARAAAQOP
ATAHHh6nHB4AEAABIMIAWAIIBwWgHgADCQXMgYSBYZXN1bHQgb2YgdGhvc2UgZGlzY3Vzc2lvbnMs
IHR0OZSB3b3JraWsnIGdyb3VwIGNvbmNsdWR1Z2CB0aGFOIHROZSBOcmVUZCBvZ21iBzdGF0ZXMgdG8N
1AEQAAEKDQCABx4e8xseABAAAdRZAWIjb250cmFjdCB0aGUgb3BlcmF0aWSuIGI9mIHByaXNvbiBm
YWNpbG10aWwVzIHRVIHROZSBwcm12YXR1THN1Y3RvciBpbiB0aGUgVWSpdGVKIFNOYXR1cw3UARAA
AQOLAIAHHh4uHR4AEAABIGNvbmZsaWNOZWQgd210aCB0aGUgecmVxdWlyZW1l1lbnRzIG9MIENvbnzl
bnRpb24gMjkgcmVsYXRpbmcgdG8gY21yY3Vtc3RhbmNlcyBlbmR1l1ciB3aGljaA3UARAAAQOMAIAH
Hh63Gx4AEAABI1HROZSBwcm1l2YXR1THN1Y3RvciBtYXkgcHIVZml10IGZyb20gcHIpc29ulIGxhYm9y
LiAgU3Vic2VxdWVudGx5LCBUQVBITFMgZW5kb3JzZWQgdGhlDXdvemtpbmegZ3JvdXAncyB2awv3
IHROYXQgaXQgd2FzIGJ1dHR1ciBObyBib257 ZW50cmF0ZSBpdHMgZWZmb3J0cyBvbiBDb252ZW50
aWIuIDEWNS7GKCMIB8YKCtQBEAABCgwA+wSjID4 cHGAQAAHUVGh1IHR3byBmb3Jj ZWQgbGFib3Ig
Y29udmvudGlvbnMgd2VyZSB0aHVzIHN1cGFyYXR1ZCwgYW5k IFRBUE1MUYB] ZWFZZWQgdGBgY29u
C21lkZXIN1AEQAAEKEQD7BKMgtB4eABAAAdRDDb252ZW50aWSuIDI5LiAgU21uY2UgdGhhdCBOawll
LCB0aGUgc2l0dWwF0aWIuIGluIGxhdyBhbmQgcHIhY3RpY2UgaGFzIG5vdCBjaGFuzZ2VkIGluIGFu
eSB3YXkN1AEQAAEKDWD7BKMgDh8eABAAAdROAGFOIHAvAWxkIGVsaWlpbmF0ZSB0aGlzIGFwcGFy
ZW50IGlu¥Y29uc21zdGVuY3kuICBIbiBmYWNOLCBpbiB2aWV3IGOIMIHRpZ2h0IGJI1ZGAd1dHMsIHRO
ZSBwcmFjdGlj ZQ3UARAAAQOPAPSEOYBOHX4AEAAB1GlzIG5vdyBtb3J1IGV4dGVuc212ZSBhdCBO
aGUgc3RhdGUgbGV2ZWwgYW5kIHROZSBGZWR1 cmFsIEdvdmVybml 1bnQgaXMgzXhwbG9yaWwsnIHRo
ZSBwb3NzaWJpbGl0eQlvZiBjb250cmFjdGluZyBzb211IGZ1ZGVyYWwgcHIpc29uIG9wZXThdGlv
bnMgdG8gcHIpdmF0ZSBzZWNOb3IgbWFuYWd1bWVudC4gTIA0K1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMglh4eABAAAARX
aGlsZSBUQVBJTFMgaGFzIG51dmVyIHJI1c3VtZWQgaXRzIHJ1dml1dyBvZiBDb252ZW50aW9uIDI5
LCB0aGUgVSSTLiBEZXBhcnRt ZWS50IGIMIEXhYm9yDAQBEAABCgwA+wSj IP8eHgAQAAHUAGFZzIG1u
aXRpYXR1ZCBzb211IGluZGVwZW5kZW50IHJI1c2VhcmNOoITHRVIGR1AGVybW1luZSB0aGUgZmvhec21i
aWxpdHkgb2YgcGxhY21uZyB0aGlzIENvbnZlbnRpb24NYmFjayBvbiB0aGUgYWN0aXZ1IGFnZwsk
YS4KCtQBEAAACPEAWACt IDQALQAQAAHUWwwZDbYAgQ29udmvudGlvbnMgTm9zLiA4NyBhbmQgOTjE
DMQK1AEQAAEKEAD7BKMgwh8e ABAAAJRUQVBJITFMgaGVsZCBwcmVsaWlpbmFyeSBkaXNjdXNzaWou
cyBvbiBDb2522ZW50aW9ucyA4NyBhbmQgOTggaW4gMTk4MCBhbmQg ZWFybHkgMTk4MS4gTESuIHRO
ZQ3UARAAAQOPAPSEoyDTHR4AEAAB1GJIhc21zIG9mIHROaXMgY3Vyc29yeSByZXZpZXcsIHROZSBQ
YW51bCBhY2N1cHR1ZCB0aGUgdml1dyB0aGFO0IHR0ZXJ1IG1lheSBiZSBzaWduaWZpY2FudCBsZWdh
bA3UARAAAQOPAPSEoyB4Hh4AEAAB1HBYb2JsZW1zIHdpdGggdGhlc2UgY29udmvudGlvbnMgYWsk
I1Gx1ZnQgdGhlbSBhc21kZSB0byBjb25jZW50cmF0ZSBmb3 IgdGhlIHRpbWUgYmVpbmegb24gbGVz
cwljb250cm92Z2XJTzaWFsIGNvbnZlbnRpb25zIHAdpdGggbWoyZSBwem9taXN1IGOmIHN1Y2N1c3Mu
CgrUARAAAQoPAPsEoyDSHh4 AEAABL1FROZSBVbmM1 0ZWQQU3RhAGVzIEdvdmVybmllbnQgaGFzIHBy
b3Z2pZGVkKkIHN1dmVyYWwgcmVwb3J0cyBObyB0aGUgSUxPIHVUZGVYIEFydGljbGUgMTkgb2YgdGhl
1AAiIAAAaIYCcDAAARAAAAAAAAMCP/KHB80OYQZhBss14QAAACIAANQLIAEQAAEKDWD7BKMg /h8eABAA
AdRDb25zdGl0dXRpb24sIGlvc3QgemV] ZW50bHkgaW4gMTkSMywgIHdoaWNoIGR1¢c2NyaWJ1TIHRoO
ZSBwb3NpdGlvbiBvZiBvdXIgbmF0aW9uYWwgbGF3IGFuZCBwemFjdGlj ZQ3UARAAAQOPAPSEOYDE
HR4AEAAB1GluIHJ1Z2FyZCBO0byBDb252ZW50aWoucyA4NyBhbmQgOTguICBBbHNVLCB0aGUgR292
ZXJuaW5nIEJvZHkgQ29tbWl0dGV1IGOuIEZyZWVKkb20gb2 YN1AEQAAEKDAD 7BKMg /h8e ABAAAJREB
c3NvY21hdGlvbiAoQ0ZBKSBoYXMgZXhhbW1luZWQgc2V2ZXJhbCBjb21wbGFpbnRzIGIMIGFsbGVn
ZWQgawsmemluzZ2VtZW50cyBvZiB0cmFkZSBlbmlvbiByaWdodHMN1AEQAAEKDGD7BKMgaR4eABAA
AdRmaWx1ZCBhZ2FpbnNOIHR0ZSBVLIMuIEdvdmVybmllbnQulCBJdCBpcyBjb21tb25seSBiZWxp
ZXZ1ZCwgYW5kIHROZSBJTE8gc3VwZXJ2aXNvcenkgYm9kaWVzDdQBEAABCg8A+wS]j IHOCHgAQAAHU
aGF2ZSBub3QgZGlzcHV0ZWQgdGhlIGZhY3QsICB0aGFOIFUuUy4gbGF3IGFuZCBwemFjdGljZSBh
cmUgZ2VuZXJThbGx5IG1luIGNvbmZvemlpdHkgd210aA3UARAAAQOQAPSEOYBKHXx4AEAAB1ENvbnZ1l
bnRpb25zIDg3IGFUZCAS0C4gIEhvd2V2ZXIsTHBhecnRpY3VsYXJseSBpbiB2aWV3IGI9mIHROZSB3
YXkgaW4gd2hpY2g9gdGhlIEIMTYBDb21taXR0ZWUN1AEQAAREKDAD7BKMgDx4 e ABAAAdRVZiBFeHB1
cnRzIGFuZCB0aGUgQ0ZBIGhhdmUgaW50ZXJwemVOZWQgbWVEYmMVYIFNOYXR1lcycgemVxdWlyZW1l
bnRzIHJ1Z2FyZGluZyBmcmV1ZG9t IGIMDAQBEAARCG4A+wSj IA8eHgGAQARAHUYXNZb2NpYXRpb24 s
IG10IGlzIGFsc28gYWNrbm93bGVkZ22VkIHRoOYXQgdGhlecmUgYXJ1THN1dmVyYWwgYXJ1YXMgd2hl
cmUgVSS5TLiBsYXcgYW5k IHBY YWNOaWN1DAQBEAABChAA+wSj IHgeHgAQAAHUZGImZmVyIG1luIGlh
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dHR1cnMgb2YgZGVOYW1sIGZyb20gdGhlc2UgY29udmvVudGlvbnMuICBBIGAvb2QgZXhhbXBsZSBp
cyB0aGUgVS5TLiBwem90aWJIpdGlvbiBvZgl0aGUgemlnaHQgdG8gce3RyaWt1IGZveiBj ZXJ0YWlu
IGVtcGxveWV1cy4gIAoK1AEQAAEKDWD 7BKMgwx4 e ABAAAdRUAGVYZSBhemUgZ2G1lmZmVy ZW5 ) ZXMg
b2Ygb3BpbmlvbiBpbiB0aGUgVW5pdGVkIFNOYXR1cyBhcyBObyB0aGUgZXh0ZW50IGIMIGluY29u
©21zdGVuY3kgYmV0d2V1bg3UARARAQOSAPSEOYDVHX4AEAAB1FUuUYy4gbGF3IGFUZCBwemFjdGlj
ZSBhbmQgdGhlIHJlcXVpcmVtZW50cyBvZiBDb2522W50aW9ucyA4NyBhbmQgOTquICBCdXQgaXxQg
aXMg¥2x1YXIgdGhhdCBuZW1l0aGVyDAQBEAABCgSA+wS) IP8eHgAQAAHUb2YgdGhlc2UgY29udmVu
dGlvbnMgY291bGQgYmUgcmF0aWzZpZWQgd210aG91dCBzb2111Gx1Z221zbGF0aXZ1IGFuzCoveciBy
ZWA1bGF0b3J51IG1vZGlmaWNhdGlvbi4gDdQBEAABCg4A+wSj IFWCcHgAQAAHUQXMgbm90ZWQgYmVs
b3cgdWs5kzXIgQ29udmvudGlvbiBOby4gMTM4LCB0aGlzIGlzIGEgcG9saWNSIGlzc3V1IHdoaWNo
IHROZSBQcmVzaWR1bnQncw3UARAAAQORAPsEoyDDHh4 AEAAB1ENVDW1pdHR1ZSBvbiB0aGUgSUxP
IGhhcyB5ZXQgdG8gYWRkcmVzcy4gIENvbnZlbnRpb25zIDg3IGFuZCASOCBhcmUsIGFOIHBY ZXN1
bnQsIG9uIFRBUE1IMUYcNYWd1bmRhIGJI1dCBub3QgdWSkZXIgYWNOaXZ1IGNvbnNpZGVyYXRpb24u
CgrUARAAAAQRAFgAYhCOACOAEAABIMMMwW28gIENvbnZlbnRpb24gTm8uIDEWMMQMxArUARAAAQOO
APSEOyA7HX4AEAAB1EFsdGhvdWdoIENvbnZlbnRpb24gMTAwIHdhcyBpbmlOaWFsbHkgc2xhdGVk
IGZvciBUQVBJTFMgcmV2aWV3IGluIDESODASIGL0IGhhecyBub3QgY29uc2lkZXJ1ZA3UARAAAQOQ
APsEoyCGHx4AEAAB1HRoaXMgY29udmvVudGlvbi4gIEhvd2V2ZXIsIGluIDESODQSIGluIHROZSB]
b3Vyc2Ugb2YgcemV2aWVv3aWwsnIGEgVSSTLiBHb3Z1cm5t ZWS0IHI1cG9ydCBObyB0aGUN1AEQAAEK
DQD7BKMgwh8eABAAAJRITES8gAWSkZXIgQXJ0aWNsZSAXOSwgVEFQSUXTIHJI1Y29nbml 6 ZWQgdGhh
dCB0aGUgbGFuz3Vhz2UgaW4gQ29udmvudGlvbi AXMDAGY2 9uY2VybmluZyBlcXVhbA3UARAAAQOQ
APsEoyDSHh4AEAAB1HJI1bXVuZXJhdGlvbiBmb3Igd29yayBvZiBlcXVhbCB2YWx1ZSBkb2VzIG5v
dCBwcmV3jaXN1bHkgbWF0Y2ggdGhlIEFt ZXJpY2FuIGx1Z2FsIHNOYW5kYXJkIGOmDAQBEAABCgS8A
+wSjIPAeHgAQARHUZXF1YWwWgCcGF5IGZvciBzdWJzdGFudGlhbGx5IGVxdWFsIHdvemsuICBDb252
ZW50aW9uIDEWMCBpcyBhcHBhcmVudGx5SIGNsb3N1ciBObyB3aGF0IGlzIGtub3duDdQBEAABChEA
+wSjIBOfHgAQAAHUaW4gdGhl IFUuUy4gYXMgImNvbXBhemFibGUgd2 9ydGgi LCBhIGNvbmN1cHQg
d2hpY2ggaGFzIGJI1ZW4gZW5kb3JZZWQgYnkgYSBmZXcgc3RhAGUgYWSk IGx VY 2FSsDAQBEAAACDEA
WADBFrQALQAQAAHUZ292ZXJubWVudHMsIGJ1dCBOYXMgwwzDbm90xAZzEIGJ1ZW4gYWRVCHR1ZCB1
€SB0aGUgZmVkZXJIJhbCBnb3Z1lcm5tZWS0LgoK1AEQAAAKKQBYATJMY t ARt ABAAAATDDMNVICBDb252
ZW50aW9ulESvLiAxXMzj EDMQK1AEQAAEKDQD7BKMgPB4 eABAAAARUQVBJITFMgc3BlbnQgdHdvIHI1
YXJzIHJ1dml1ld21luZyBDb252ZW50aW9uIESvLiAXMzguICBUaGUgcmV2aWV3IHByb2N1c3Mgaws)
bHVkZWQsIG1ludGVyDAQBEAABCG0A+wS] IDweHgAQAAHUYWXpYSwgYSBZzZXIpZXMgb2Yg2GlzY3vz
c21lvbnMgd210aCBvZmZpY21hbHMgZnIvbSB0aGUgSUXPIFNOYWS5kYXJkcyBEZXBhcnRt ZWS5 0 IGNv
bmN1lcm5pbmcgdGhlDAQOBEAABCg8A+wS] IAEAHgAQAAHUbWVhbmluZyBhbmQgc2NveGUgb2YgdGhl
IGNvbnZlbnRpb24uICBIbiBBAWd1c3QgMTk5MSBUQVBITFMgc3VibWl0dGVKIGEgemVwb3J0IHRY
IHROZQ3IUARAAAQOKAPSEoyD/Hh4AEAAB1FBYZXNpZGVudCdzIENVbW1pdHR1 ZSBzdGF0aWs5nIHRO
YXQgQ29udmvudGlvbiAxMzgg¥Y2 9udGFpbmVk IHByb3Zpc21lvbnMgdGhhdCB3ZXJ1IGluY29uc2lz
dGVudAl3aXRoIHNVbWUgYXNwZWNOCyBvZiBleGlzdGluZyBVL1IMuIGxhdyBhbmQgcHJIhY3RpY2Uu
ICBGb3IgZXhhbXBsZSwgVEFQSUXTIGZvAW5k IHROYXQ6CgrUARWAAAQRAFGA8h6 0ACOAARQOOATAH
Hh55HR4AHAAB1CAgICBVWgBYAggHCAeAAMIDD2522ZW50aW9uIDEZzOCBjb250YWlucyBhbiBleGVt
cHRpb24gZm9yIGNlcnRhaW4gdHlwZXMgb2YgbGlnaHQgd29yaywg¥nVOIGRVZXMgbm90IGNvdmVy
DWFsbCB0aGUgdH1wZXMgb2YgbGlnaHQgd29yayBwZXJtaXR0ZWQgaW4gdGhlIFUuUy7GKCMIB8YK
IAXUARWAAAQRAFgATSGOACOAAQOPATIAHHhS5bHR4AHAABI1CAgICBVvWgBYAggHCAeAAMIVL1IMuIGxh
dyAgcGVybW1l0cyBhZ3JpY3VsdHVyYWwgd29yayBieSBjaGlsZHI1biB0aGFOIGRvZXMgbm90IGNv
bXBvcnQgaW4gYWxsIHJI1c3BlY3RzIHdpdGgNAGhl1IHIlcXVpemVEZW50IGO9MIHROZSBjb2522W50
aw9uLsYoIwgHxgoK1AEcAAAKkQBYAGgkt AAtAAEKDACABx4 eMRoeABWAAAQgICAgbSIAWAIIBwWgH
gADCVSSTLiByZXNOcmljdGlvbnMgb24gaGF6YXJkb3VzIHdvemsgZm9jdXMgb24gcGhsc2ljYWwg
aGF6YXJkcyBhbmQgZG8gbm90IGNvdmVyDAQBEAABCgwAgAceHUYZHGAQAAHUY29uZGl0aW9ucyBs
aWt 1bHkgdG8gamVvcGFyZGl6Z2SB0aGUgbWIyYWxzIGOmMIH1vdWSnIHBlenNvbnMsIGFzIHI1cXVp
cmVKIGJISTIHROZQ1jb252ZW50aWoulsYoIwgHxgrUACIAABO ] JWQAAAAAAAEAAAAWKNB8ofyhhBmEG
yyXhARAATGAALIzUARWAAAQRAFGAAACOACOAAQONATAHHh4uHR4AHAABICAGICBVwgBYAggHCAEA
AMJFbXBsb311ZXMgbm90IGVuUZ2FnZWQgaW4gaWs02XJzdGF0ZSBjb21t2XJjZSBhecmUgbm90IGNY
dmVyZWQgYnkgdGhlIGZ1ZGVy YWwgRMFpciBMYWIvcg1TAGFuZGFy ZHMgQWNO IChGTFNBKSwgYW5k
IHNvbWUgc3RhdGVzIGhhdmUgbGVzc2VyIHJI1lcXVpemVEtZW50cyB0aGFuIGZ1Z2GVyYWwgbGF3LsYo
IwgHxgrBAggHCAeAAMEK1AECAAAKkKQBYALsSsCtAAtAAEKDACABx4eTRwe ABWAAdQYICAgGb8IAWALL
BwgHgADCVSSTLiBsYXcgZG91lcyBub3QgY29tcGx5THdpdGggdGhl THNwZWNpZmlj THI1cXVpemVt
ZWS0cyBvZiB0aGUgY29udmvudGlvbiBjb25] Z2XJuaWsnDWVtcGxveWllbnQgaW4gdGhl IGFydHMu
x1gjCAfGCgpPbiB0aGUgYmFzaXMgbh2YgaXRzIGZpbmRpbmdzLCBUQVBIJTFMNIHI1lcG9ydCBub3R1
ZDoKCtQBEAABCgwAgAceHt YaHgAQAAHUwgBYAggHCAe AAMIBbHROb3VnaCBVbml 0 ZWQgU3RhdGVz
IGxhdyBhbmQgcHJhY3RpY2UgaXMgaWw4gY29uZm9ybWl0eSB3aXRoIHROZSByZXFlaXJ1lbWwvudHMg
b2YN1AEQAAEKDgCABXx4eLh0eABAAAdRDD252ZW50aW9ulIDEzOCBpbiBtYW55IHI1¢c3B1Y3RzLCBp
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dCBhcHB1YXJzIHROYXQgY29uZmxpY3RzIGFyZSBwemVzZW502WQgaW4gdGhve2UgYXJ1YXMgb2 YN
1AEQAAEKDACABx4exXx0eABAAAARS5b3V0aCBlbXBsb31tZWS0IHROYXQQYXJ1IIGV4ZW1wdCBvciBl
eGNsdWR1ZCBmcm9t IHRoZSBhcHBsaWNhdGlvbiBvZiB0aGUgRkxTQS4gDAdQBEAABCgsAgAceHmwb
HgAQAAHUTWIYZWI2ZXISIHROZSBmMYWNOIHROYXQQY29tcGxpYW5]ZSB3aXRoIHROZSByZXFlaXJl
bWVudHMgb2YgQ29udmVudGlvbiAxMzggd291bGQON1AEQAREKDgCABx4ePR0eABAAAdRkZXB1bmQg
aW4gcGFydCBvbiB3aWR1bHkgdmFyaWVkIHNOYXR1IGxhd3MgYW5S5kIHJI1Z3VsYXRpb252IGFuZCBw
b3NzaWJseSBvbiByZW11ZG1lhbCBzdGF0ZQ3UARAAAQONAIAHHhSMHR4AEAABIGFjdGlvbiBmdXJ0
aGVyIGNvbXBsaWNhdGVzIHROZSBwcm9] ZXNzIGIMIGR1AGVybWluaWsnIGFuZCByZXNvbHZpbmeg
dGh1IHNOYXR1cyBvZiBVL1MuIGxhdwlhbmQgcHJIhY3RpY2Ugd210aCByZXNwZWNOIHRVIHROZSE]
b252ZW50aW9uLsYoIwgHxgoK1AEQAAEKCwWCABXx4eMRoeABAAAJTCAFgCCACIB4AAWkFjY29yZGlu
Z2x5LCBpdCBpcyBjbGVhciBmcm9t IHROZSBQYWS51bCdzIFtUQVBITFNAIGV4 YW1pbmFOaWw9uIGFu
ZCBhbmFseXNpcyB0aGFODAQBEAABCgoAgACceEnocHgAQAAHUQ2 SudmvudGlvbiAxMzggY2Fubm90
IGJ1IHThdGlmaWVkIHdpdGhvdXQgbGVnaXNsYXRpdmUgYW5kL29yIHJI1Z3VsYXRvenkgY2hhbmdl
cyB3aGljaA3UARAAAQOMAIAHHh6 THR4AEAABIHdpbGwgemVjb25jaWx1IHRoZSBkaWZmZXJ1bmN1
cyBiZXR3ZWVUIHROZSBYZXF1laXJ1bWvudHMgb2YgdGhl IGNvbnZlbnRpb24gYW5kIGV4aXNOaWwsn
IGxhdwlhbmQgcHJhY3RpY2UuxigjCAfGCgrUARWAAAGQRAFGAHROOACOAAQOPAPsEOYBJIB4AHAAB
1E10IG1zIG1ltcG9YdGFudCBObyBub3R1IHROYXQGVEFQSUXTIMMMw3N1c3BlbmR1ZMOMxCBpdHMg
cmV2aWV3IG9mIENvbnZlbnRpb24gMTM4 IGFUZCBUZXZ1ciBjb25jbHVKZWQN1AEQAAEKDGD 7BKMg
8B4eABAAAdRhbiBleGhhdXN0aXZ21IGNvbXBhcmlzb24gYmV0d2V1biBVLIMuIGxhdyBhbmQgcHJIh
Y3RpY2UgYW5kIHROZSBjb252ZW50aW9uLiAgSW5hc211Y29g9YXMgdGh1DAQBEAABCGOA+wS] IDs £
HgAQAAHUUHJ1c21kZW50J3MgQ29tbW10dGV1IG51dmVyIGR1dAGVYbW1uZWQgYWS5IHRyaXBhenRp
dGUgcG9saWN5IG9uIGhvdyBObyBwem9]j ZWVKkIGluIGNhc2VzIHdoZXJ1DAQBEAABCg8A+wS] IFsd
HgAQAAHUY2hhbmdlcyBpbiBVLIMuIGxhdyBvciBwcmFjdGljZSB3b3VsZCBiZSBuZWNlc3Nhenks
IFRBUE1MUyBoYXMgZG9uZSBubyBmdXJ0aGVyIHdvcemsgb24NQ2 9udmVudGlvbiBOby4gMTM4 LiAK
CtQBEAABCg4A+wS] INQcHgAQAAHUSW4gdGhl IHBhc3QgzZmV3IG1lvbnRocyB0aGUgRGVWYXJIObWVU
dCBvZiBMYWJvciBoYXMgaWSkZXBlbmR1bnRseSBiZWd1lbiBObyBleHBsb3J1IHROZQ3UARAAAQOO
APsEoyBLHh4AEAABIGZ1YXNpYmlsaXR5IGO9mIHI1dml2aW5nIFRBUEIMUycgecmV2aWV3IGImIENY
bnZlbnRpb24gMTM4LiAgGRGVWZWSkaWsnIG9uIHROZSBVAXRjb211IG9MIGl0cwlyZXN1YXJIjaCwg
dGh1IER1cGFydG11bnQgbWF5IHN1ZWsgdG8gcHVOIENvbnZ1lbnRpb24gMTM4 IGThY2sgb24gVEFQ
SUxTJyBhY3RpdmUgYWd1bmRhLgoK1AEQAAAKKQBYADcCctAAtABAAAATDDMNVICBDDb252ZW50aWou
IESVLiAXMTHEDMQK1AEQAAEKDgD7BKMgthwe ABAAAJRFYXJsaWVyIHRoaXMgbWoudGgsIHROZSBYV
L1MuIEdvdmVybmllbnQgc3VibWl0dGVkIGEgemVwb3J0IHVUZGVyIEFydGlibGUgMTkgb2YgdGhl
IEIMTW3UARAAAQOJAPSEoYC1HR4AEAABLIENVbNNOaXR1dGlvbiBjb25jZXJuaWsnIHJI1Y2VudCBk
ZXZ1bGI9WbWVUdHMgYWZmZWNO0aWws5nIG5hdGlvbmFsIGxhdyBhbmQgcHIhY3RpY2UgecmVnYXJkaWsn
DUNvbnZlbnRpb24gTm8uIDEXMSBhcyB3ZWxsIGFzIHByb2dyZXNzIHRvA2FyZHMgcmF0aWZpY2F0
awouLiAgCgrUARAAAQONAPSEoyCYHB4AEAABIEFzZIG5vdAGVkIGluIHROYXQgcmVwb3JOLCBUQVBJ
TFMgaW5pdGlhdGVkIGFuIGV4aGF1lc3RpdmUgemV2aWV3IGImIFUuUy4gY29tcGxpYW5]jZ2SB3aXRo
DAQBEAABChEA+wSj ICWEHgAQAAHUQ2 9udmVudGlvbiAXMTEgaW4gMTk5My4gIEIuIHROZSBjb3Vy
Cc2Ugb2YgdGhpcyByZXZpZXcsICBUQVBJITFMgZXhwYW5s5kZWQgaXRzIHdvemtpbmegZ3JvdXAgdGS8N
1AEQAAEKCwWD7BKMgaR4 eABAAAdRpbmNSAWR1 IGV4 cGVYydHMgZnJvbSB0aGUgRXF1YWWgRW1wbG95
bWVudCBPcHBvcnR1bml0eSBDb21taXNzaWIuIGFuZCB0aGUgRGVWYXJ0bWVudCBvZg3UARAAAQOM
APSEoyDSHh4AEAAB1EVkdWNhdG1vbiwgYW5kIGhhcyBoZWxk IHN1dmVyYWwgZGlzY3Vzc2lvbnMg
d210aCBvZmZpY21hbHMgZnIvbSB0aGUgSUXxPIFNOYWS5kYXJkcyBEZXBhcnRt ZWSOLiAN1AEQAAEK
DwD7BKMgOh4eABARAJRUQVBITFMgaGFzIGZvdWSkIHROYXQgYSBudWliZXIgb2YgaXNzdWwvzIHdo
aWNoIHdlcmUgb3JpZ2luYWxseSB0aG91Z2h0IHRVIGJI1IHBYyb2JsZ2W1hdG1lj IGRVDAQBEAABCgwWA
+wSj IBOfHgAQAAHUbmMY0 IHBY ZXN1bnQgaws zdXJt b3VudGFibGUgb2JzdGFjbGVzIHRVIHIhdG1lm
aWNhdGlvbi4gIEZvciBleGFtcGx1LCBUQVBJTFMgZGV0ZXJtaWs51ZCB0aGFOIHROZQ3UARAAAQOO
APsEoyClHh4 AEAAB1HdheSBpbiB3aGljaCB0aGUgVSSTLiBhbGxvY2F0ZXMgYnVyZGVucyBvZiBw
cm9vZiBpbiBlbXBsb31tZW50IGRpc2NyaWlpbmF0aW9uIGNhc2VzIGFUZCBvdXIN1AEQAAEKDGD7
BKMgaB8eABAAAdR1c2Ugb2YgYWZmaXJt YXRpdmUgYWNOaWIuIGFzIGEgbGVnYWwgcmVt ZWR5IHRV
IGVtcGxveWllbnQgZGlzY3JpbWluYXRpb24gYXJ1IGNvbnNpc3R1bnQgd210aCB0aGXUACIAABO]
JwUAAARAAATAAAAWKNBofyhhBmEGYyyXhAAAATgAA1AVUARAAAQOPAPsEoyDSHh4 AEAABIHJI1¢cXVp
cmVtZW50cyBvZiBDb252ZW50aW9uIDEXMS4gIFROZXJI1IGFyZSBzdGlsbCBzb2111G1zc3V1cyB5
Z2XQgdG8gYmUgcmVzb2x2ZWQsIGhvd2V2ZXI7IGFuZAlUQVBITFMgaGFzIHN1Ym1pdHR1ZCBhIHN1
cmllcyBvZiBxdWVzdGlvbnMgdG8gdGhlIEIMTyBzZWVraWsnIGZlcnRoZXIgY2xhemlmaWNhdGly
bi4KCtQBEAABCg8A+wS]j IBwgHgAQARHUVEFQSUXTIGV4cGVidHMgdG8gYmMUgYWIsZSBObyBib257
bHVkZSBpdHMgZXhhbW1luYXRpb24gb2¥gQ29udmVudGlvbiAXxMTEGYW5kIHByZXN1bnQgaXRzIGZp
bmRpbmdzDdQBEAABChAA+wSj ICWEHgAQAAHUAG8gdGh1 IFBY ZXNpZGVudCdzIENvbW1pdHR1ZSB1
YXJseSBpbiAxXOTk2LiAgT25] ZSBUQVBITFMgY29uY2x12GVzIGl0cyBsZWAdhbCByZXZpZXcsIGl0
IHdpbGwgYmUN1AEQAAEKDQD7BKMgHh4eABAAAdR1cCBObyB0aGUgUHJI1c21kZW50J3MgQ29tbW10
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dGV1IHRVIG1ha2UgYSBOcmlwYXJ0aXR1IHJI1Y29tbWVuZGF0aWSuIHROYXQgdGhlIFByZXNpZGVu
dCBzZWVrDAQBEAABCg4A+wSj ITHCcfHgGAQAAHUYWR2aWN1IIGFuUZCBjb25zZW50IHRvIHIhdG1maWNh
dGlvbiBmcm9t IHROZSBVbm10ZWQgU3RhAGVZIFN1bmF02S4gIFN1YmlpdHRpbmegQ29udmvudGly
biAXMTEgdG8N1AEQAAEKDQD7BKMgAB4 eABAAAdR0aGUgU2VuYXR1IHAvdWxkIHJ1lcXVpcmUgdGhl
IGNvbmN1cnJlbmN1IGO9MIGFsbCBjb253 2XJuZWQgRXh1Y3V0aXZ1IEJyYWSjaCBhZ2vuyY2llcy4g
IFROZQ3UARAAAQOLAPSEoYyAsHx4AEAABIHIhdGlmaWNhdGlvbiBwem9j ZXNzIGFsc28gaWw5jbHVk
ZXMgY29uc21kZXJhdGlvbiBieSB0aGUgU2VuUYXR1IEZvemVpZ24gUmVsYXRpb25zIENVbW1pdHR1
ZSBhbmQN1AEQAAEKEgD7BKMg7x8e ABAAAJRhcHBYb3ZhbCwgY¥nkgYSB0d2 +pdGhpcmRzIGlham9y
aXRSLCBvZiB0aGUgzZnVsbCBTZW5hdGUuICBJIACBpcyBub3QgcG9zc21ibGUgYXQgdGhpcyBgdWs)j
dHVYZSBObyBwcmVkaWNODWVpdGhlciB0aGUgdGltaWsnIG9yIHRoZSBvdXRjb211IG9mIHRoaXMg
cHIVY2Vzcy4gCgogojwCBZAGAKWAAAAMAAAAAWAhDGAAAAADAAS3QgWARAMATAG thQAAQAAHMABQ
p99DjboBQAAIMNCYI9INCB70BAWAFNWEAAAAeAAEWAQAAAAKAAABIcnI1cG9ydAAAAAACAQT3AQAA
AAAAAAAeAAM3AQAAAAEAAAAAAAAAHGAHNWEAAAATAAAASHIYZXBvcnQARAAAAWAJaQAEAGECALkP
AQAAABAAAACXO] /KAXPREat1AIBE£6jEf qgBOCAPAGAA4AAAABAKSMAAAGACAAARARAPGAANKAAWAO
AAAAZQCMAAWADWAIAA4ABQAWAQITgAMADgAAAMOHDAAMABAADQAqAAUAOAECEIABAAGAAABGVUSE
QO090AAOCAhGABgCUCQARAQAJAAADYgQAARAAAIQQAAAAABQAARAEC/ // / AAUAAAAJAGAAAAAEAARA
BwEBAGUAAABBC8YAi1AAgACAAAAAAACAATIAAAAAARKAAAACAAARAAGAARAAQABAAAAAAAAMAAARAARA
AAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAAAD///8ABARAA/AARAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAAD
8AAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAADSAAAA/AAAAPW
AAADSAAAA/AAAAPWAAARHSAAAD/AAAB/wAAA/8AAAL /AAAPSEAAAABWEBAAUAAAAJAGEAAAAFAAAA
AQIBAAAABQAAAAEC////AAUAAAAJAGARAAAEAAAABWEDACEEAABBCOYAZgAgACAAAAAAACAATAAA
AAAAKAAAACAAAAAGAAARAAQATAAAAAAAANAAAARNADNNAAARARAAAAAAAARARARAAARATAAATAAAACA
gACAAAAAgACAAICAAADAWMAAWNzAAPDKpgAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

APD7/wCkoKAAgGICAAAAA/wAA/wAAAP/ /APSAAAD/APSA//8AAP///wAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAARNAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAANADA BwcHBwcHBwCcHBwcHBwcHBwCcHBwCcHBwCHAAAARRAAAPT /////
117177777777 7777/777777777/wcBRARRARARBAR+P//////////////////////////////BwARARAA
ARD4/////// /7007000007777 7/ 8HRRRRBARRRPT /SIS
/WCAARABRRAARA+PR////////////7717////77//7//77//////BwARBRAARARD4/////////////////1//
//////////8HARAAARAARD]///////8ARAARAP//////////BP///WwCARAAARAAA+P////8A/WD/
AADAAAD/////ARRA////BwWARARARARAD4/////wD//////WAEAARAAAAANAD///S8HARAARAAAAAP]/
///////8/Pz8APz8AAAAAPSAAP///wCcAAAAAAAAA+DP/////8//2//PwA/PZz8APVvT7+wAA////BwWAA
AAAARANDA//////2//////wBD/Pwh+/vTIRAD///8HAAAAAAAAAP]////////5+ENnSAAAA/AD7+wAA
AP///wcAAAAAAAAA+P/////5//n/+fkAAQAARAAANAAA////BwAAAARAAARADA//////n//////wWD5
+QAAAAACAAD// /8HAAAAAAAAAP]///////8AARAAAPNS +QACAGIAAP// /wcAAAAAARAR+P////8A
/wD/ABARAPNSAATICAgARL////BwARAAAAAADA/////wD//////WARARPKAAGIAAAD///SHAAAAAAAR
APi/////177/711/7///wAAARRRRARR/ /[ / /wCcARARRRARRYPR////////////////8AARRR////////
BwARRAARARRD4///////////////71///7/7/7///////8HARARRARARD]///////////7/////////
/77777 ///wcAARBRRRRRASPR////// /1777777777777 /77///////BwARAARRARDA////////////
////////////+ARARRRRARAAARARAAPG//////////7//////////////4//8H+AARARARRRAR+P//
(1777777707777 /777/7/7777/B/9ARARRARARARDA/////////7/////777//77////+RE4aAAAnRRRR
DAAAAAPT///// /777717777777 777 77/ A+AAARAARARAANAARLD///// /) /7117117777777 7//aA
AAAAAAAAAARRAADA+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4+Pj4+AAAAAARAAAABAARRACBAQAFAAAACQIBAAAA
BQAAAAECAQAAAAMAAAAAAFKVAg+ABgAUPWAA/1dQQ9E1AAABCGIBAAAAAGUAAAAUPWARRATARHSE
VgKDb05MBSDYCTMOWwzhu9nmjYjsrHXTr8 7ABHUJHCO/AiIiMPB/ /xuYobscaGRZ8IpLz0MXBD9gJd
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NVWymCcuQt /U9YMHA1 /fU4x4p8si0XVWh3psBuSW70vsQrBBATO+e100j3FGE6IC2P+4nZwmtBzo
FHfrPfrQB2B1bVOR18£fTySHNEKZREVO8+WPNC7MjHYQ9W/m5NgH/BKGXoqrVCneQ5iKAT3pQ6P+J
7xPVVQaF5H3YM18pGD+9CSUacAgAAL/TjVKKkUKESPYQLEGpFulmX/jg5GIpxs8jYalxalTXdgaHo
6Uhjvo4NYeTxwnvzbH/Ct YFFSEKKySTcMOHogQgénz03LCgSECcyNS5t SRNmI92dBFAYO20+Pxhro0
MQjkGHiImWV7NZIfcLS5tgXNv4+ynKjNn3xICWdSmwtarEOFPADHjISfAxthR6u+RzwLc9eel7b0OY
nurWMT2o0jsmaElgVogwmzjHGmE3t £CQTF1QK5DRNMVXK/ rQWpa22++EwX51L1082JTJG4R41r]j 00k
q+M26geYXWUr8rMFAT8pEWAOhzocPKz2j0Ds0DDSse6SPzE7YsvExLkckyxaD/05QoJb7PKz71ZK
5nwe2RGDQuoCnhVoyeFqnz8AzPdwaFnhYf4CADQAAAAAAAAAAAAAAASWAWAAAH4AAADYBAAACZAD
AAAReAAAAFYFAAALMAMAAABrARAAZgUAAASWAWAAAGSAAAASBgAACZADAAAAMGAAAKQGAAATLMAMA
AAB+AAAAPgCAAASWAgAAANEAAACSBWAACZACAAAASARAATOTIAAALMAMAAACMAARAACQKAAASWAGAA
APcAARAXCgAACzZACAAAACGEAAA4LAAALMATIAAAReAQAAGAWAARASWAGAAADEBARA2DQAACZACAAAR
QWEAAGCOAAALMAIAAABWAQARQYB8AAASWAWAAAMBAAAAAEQAACZADAAAADAAAAMBRANALMAMAAACK
AAAACXTAAASWAWAAAMMAAAAXEWAACZADAAAAVAAAANOTAAALMAMAAACTARARAL hQAAASWAWARANKA
AABRFQAACZADAAAAOWAAACOWAAALMAMAAACIAAAAZRYAAABVCAAAADQAAABWFWAACSUBAAARABGAA
AKQXAAALMAEAAAB6 AAAAqhcAAASWAQAAANKAAAAKGAAACTECAAAABQEAAPOYAAALMAEAAADKAAAA
AhoAARKLAgGAAABEAAADMGgAACZACAAAAPQAAAPCaAAATLMATAAABGAAAANBSARASWAGAAAFAAAABG
GwAACTECAAAAkWAAAMODAAALMAEAAAC3AAAAXRWAAAYTIAQAAAKIDAAAUHQAACZACAAAATWAAALYg
AAAARQIAAAACAAAABSEAAASWAQAAAHOAAAAHIQAACZABAAAAeAAAAIQhAAALMAEAAACNAAAA/CEA
AAYIAQAAABUAAACJIgAACTEBAAAAtwWAAAJ4iAAATAGEAAAAQAAAAVSMAAAWUAQAAAAMCAABL IWAA
CzADAAAANAAAAGY1AAATQIMAAAAJAAAANCUAAAGAAQAAAAAARACSIQAACHCBAAAABAAAALKIARAT
NAEAAAAUAAAAVSUAAAEAAAAFAFYAAAAAAAAATGAAAATAAAAAAAAAAWZ / / 2gARABVAGMAJQBtAGUA
bgBOAFsAOABAAAAARABVAGMAdQBt AGUAbgBOACAAUWBOAHKADABIAAAA4DATAAAAAAGHLgAUAAET
BxMA40OA4EWAAAABgCS4ALgABYAKTAODMAAEAAAAEAFYAAAAAAAAAGQAAAAYAAAADAAAAAWT / / 2zgA
RABVAGMAJQBt AGUAbgBOAFSANABJAAAARABVAGMAJQBt AGUALgBOACAAUWBOAHKADABIAAAA4BET
AAARARGHLgAUAAEIBXMA4PIM8vIIB8i7zCPOAGPMMSWEAAAAEAFYAAAAAAAAAEWAAAATAAANAAAAA
Awz//zgARABVAGMAJQBt AGUALbgBOAFsANgBAAAAARABVAGMAdQBLt AGUALgBOACAAUWBOAHKADARB]
AAAA4DgTAAAAAAGHLGAUAAEIBXxMA4MwAAQAAAAQAVGAAAAAAAAATAAAAAGAAAAAAAAADDP/ /OABE
AGBAYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQAWWAlAFOAAABEAGBAYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQAIABTAHQAeQBSAGUAAADgMBMA
AAAACACUAC4AAQgHEWDgzZAABAAAABABWAAAAAAAAACBAARAPAAAABgAAAAME/ /84AEQADWB] AHUA
bQB1AG4AJABLADIAXQARAEQALWE] AHUALQB1AG4AdAAGAFMAJABS AGWAZQAAAMZYDPLUMg4AAWQA
AAABAQ4A1EEulDMKAAMAAAOALIDyDVLUCgOAAQMAAQAADQDU1ASNAAEDAAEAAAQOAIMWABWZZ8WT Z
AQAAAAQAVgAAAAAAAAAMAAAAAGAAAAAAAAADDP/ /OABEAGSAYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQAWWA3ZAFOAAARBE
AGBAYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQATABTAHQAeQBsAGUAAADgMBMAAAAACACUAC4AAQGHEWDg4DATAAAAAGAJ
LgAUAAFgCRMA4MWAAQAAAAQAegAAAAARAABVAAAAAGAAAAAAAAADDP/ /OgBSAGKAZWBOAHQATABQ
AGEAcYBbADEAXQAAAFIAaQBnAGgAdAAt AEEADABPAGCAbgBl AGQATABQAGEACGBhAGCACGBhAHAA
aAAgAE4AdQBtAGIAZQBYAHMAAADGOBMAAAAACACUAC4ARAAFEWDg1DIOAAMEAAAAAAAOANRILEQZ
CgADAAAKANSAI OAAEWAAAACWBC4ALgABSAQTAODgMBMAAAAACACUAC4AAQgHEWDgZAABAAAABARG
AAAAAAAAAGGAAAACAAAAAAAAAAMM/ /86 AFTIAAQBNAGgAdAAGAFAAYQBYAFsAMgBAAAAAUGBPAGCA
aABOACOAQOBSAGKkAZWBUAGUAZAAGAFAAYQBYAGEAZWBYAGEACABOACAATGB1AGOAYgBlAHTIACWAA
AOAREWAAAAAIBY4ALgABCACcTAODgOBMAAAAAYAKkUAC4AAfgHEWDg1DIOAAMEAAAAAQAOANRBLEQZ
CgADAAAKANSA1IOAAEWAAAAATBY4ALgABCACTAODGMBMAAAAAYAKUAC4AAAWATEWDG ZAABAAAABABW
AAAAARAAADSAAAAOAAAAAWAARAME/ /84 AEQADWB] AHUADQBl1AG4AdABLADMAXQAAAEQALWB AHUA
bOBlAG4AdAAGAFMAJABS AGWAZQAAAMZgERMAAARACACUAC4AAQYHEWDG8g2y 1 DIOAAMEAAAAAGEQ
ANQXLtQzCgADAAAKANSA1AONAAEDAAIAAAOAINQLDQABAWACAAANANQABwWZ ZAQAAAAQAegAAARAA
AAB7AAAAAGAAAAAAAAADDP//OgBSAGKAZWBOAHQAIABQAGEACGBbADMAXQAAAFIAAQBNAGGAJAAL
AEEALABpAGCAbgBl1AGQAIABQAGEACGBhAGCACgBhAHAAAAAGAE4AdQBt AGIAZQBYAHMAAADGERMA
AAAACACUAC4AAQgHEWDg4 BETAAAAAGAJLGAUARFgCRMA4ODQEWAAAAC4 Cy4ALgABUROTAODUMg4A
AwQAAAACAA4A1DEUlDMKAAMAAAOALICI4AATAAAAAGAILgAUAAFgCRMA40OAWEWAAAAC4ACy4ALgAB
UAsTAODMAAEAAAAEAHOAAAAAAAAAFGAAAATAAAAAAANAAAWZ / / Z20AUgGBpAGCAaABOACAAUABhAHTIA
WwAOAFOAAABSAGKAZWBOAHQALQBBAGWAaQBNAG4AZQBKACAAUABhAHIAYQBNAHIAYQBWAGGAIABO
AHUALQBiAGUAcgBzAAAA4BETAAAAAAGHLGAUAAEIBXMA40AREWAAARABGCS4ALGABYAKTAODGERMA
AAAAUASUAC4ARbgLEWDg4NATAAAAABAOLGAUAAGODBMA4NQyDgADBAARAAAMADGDUYS 7UMWOAAWAA
CgDUgIjgABMAAAAAUASUAC4AADGLEWDg4DATAAAAABAOLgAUAAEQDhMA4MWAAQAAAAQAegAAAAAA
AACiAAARAGAAARAAAAADDP//OgBSAGKAZWBOAHQAIABQAGEACYBbADUAXQAAAFIAaQBNAGGAGAAL
AEEADABpAGCAbgBlAGQAIABQAGEACcgBhAGCcACgBhAHAAAAAGAE4AdQBtAGIAZQBYAHMAAADGERMA
AAAACACUAC4ARQgHEWDg4BETAAAAAGAJLgAUAAFgCRMA4OAREWAAAAC4Cy4 ALgABUASTAODGERMA
AAAAEA4UAC4AARAOEWDg4NATAAARAGYQLgAUAAGIDhMA4NQyDgADBAAAAAQADgGDUKDEPD1DMKAAMA
AAOA1lICI4AATAAAAABAOLgAUAAEQDhMA4OAWEWAAAABOEC4ALgABAaBATAODMAAEAAAAEAHOAAAAN
AAAAtQAAAATAAAAAAAAAAWZ / / 20AUgBPAGCAaABOACAAUABHAHIAWWA2 AFOAAABSAGKAZWBOAHQA
LOBBAGWAaQBnAG4AZQBKkACAAUABhAHTIAYQBNAHIAYQBWAGGAIABOAHUALQBiAGUACgBZAAAA4LBET
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AAAAAAGHLgAUAAEIBxMA4OAREWAAAABgCS4ALgABYAKTAODGERMAAAAAUASUWAC4AADGLEWDg4BET
AAAANBAOLgAUAAEQDhMA4 OAREWAARAABOEC4ALgABaBATAODgO0BMAAAAAWBIUAC4AReAQEWDg1DIO
AAMEAAAABQAOANQOYSNUMwoOAAWAACGDUgGIjgABMAARAARaBAUAC4AAWGQEWDG4DATAAARAAMASLgAU
AAHAEhMA4MwAAQAAAAQAegAAAAAAARRMDHAAAAAGAAAAAAAAADDP/ /OgBSAGKAZWBOAHQAIABQAGEA
cgBbADCAXQAAAFIAaQBNAGgAdAAtAEEADABPAGCAbgBlAGQAIABQAGEACGBhAGcAcgBhAHAAAAAG
AE4AdQBtAGIAZQBYAHMAAADGERMAAAAACACUAC4AAQgHEWDg4 BETAAAAAGAJLgAUAAFgCRMA40AR
EwAAAAC4Cy4ALgABUASTAODGERMAAAAAEA4UAC4AARAOEWDg4BETAAAAAGGQLgAUAAFOEBMA40AR
EwWAAAADAE]4ALgABWBITAODGg0BMAAAAAGBUUAC4AADATEWDg1DIOAAMEAAAABgGAOANRPKAQZzCgAD
AAAKANSAiOAAEWAARAADAEiI4ALgABWBITAODgMBMAAAAAGBUUAC4AARgGVEWDgZAABAAAABAREAAAA
AAAAANOAAAACAAAAAAAAAAMM/ /86 AFIAAQBNAGgAdAAGAFAAYQBYAFSAOABJAAAAUgBPpAGCAaABO
ACOAQQOBSAGKAZWBUAGUAZAAGAFAAYQBYAGEAZWBYAGEACABOACAATgB1AGOAYgB1AHTIACWAAAOAR
EWAAAAAIBY4ALgABCACTAODGERMAAAAAYAKUAC4ARWAJEWDG4BETAAAAALGLLGAUAAGS CXMA40AR
EwAAAAAQDi4ALgGABEA4 TAODgERMAAAAAABAUAC4AAWGQEWDG4 BETAAAARMASLgAUAARHAENMA4 OAR
EwAAAAAYFS4ALgABGBUTAODGOBMAAAAACBCUAC4AAQIWEWDG1DIOAAMEAAAABWAOANRhKAQZCGAD
AAAKANSAiIOAAEWAAAAAYFS4ALgABGBUTAODgMBMAAAAACBCUAC4AAXAXEWDgZAABAAAABABWAAAA
ARAAAFgAAAALAAAABgAAAAME/ /84AEQALWBjAHUALQB1AGAAJdARLADEAXQAAAEQALWB] AHUALQRL
AG4AdAAgAFMAQABSAGWAZQAAAMZUHWSAAAEAARASAIOBAEWAARADSEY4 ALgABOBMTAODYAfLyDPLU
CgOAAQMAAAAADQDUIDIOAAMEAAAAAAEOANRILEQZCgADAAAKANSALIBYLAAABAARELANTUFgSAAAEA
AASAINQLDQABAwWAAAAANANSIzADzAf PZDPMBAAAABABSAAAAAAAAADTIAAAADAAAAAWAAAAME/ /86
AFQAZQB]jAGgAbgBpAGMAYQBSAFsANQBAAAAAVABl1 AGMAaABUAGKAYWBhAGWATIABEAGBAYWB1AGOA
ZQBUAHQATABTAHQAeQBSAGUAAADGERMAAAAACACUAC4AAQGHEWDG8gzy1DIOAAMEAAAABAEOANQO
MSnUMwoAAWAACgDUgC6AgPMMS8WEARAAEAGWAAAAAAAAAMgARAAMAAAADAAAAAWT / / ZOAVAB1AGMA
aABUAGkAYWBhAGWAWWA2AFOAAABUAGUAYWBOAG4AaQBjAGEADAAgGAEQALWB] AHUADQB1AG4AdARg
AFMAJABSAGWAZQAAAOAREWAAAAAIBY4ALgABCACTAODYDPLUMg4AAWQAAAAFAQ4A1ChhKAQzCgAD
AAAKANSALOCA8wzZZAQAAAAQADLAAAAAAAAAAVAAAATQAAAAMAAAADBP / /OgBUAGUAYWBOAG4AAQB]
AGEAbABbADIAXQAAAFQAZQB])AGgAbgBpAGMAYQBSACAARABVAGMAJQBtAGUAbDgBOACAAUWBOAHKA
bAB1AAAAZPIM8tQyDgADBAAAARAEBDGDUQS 7UMWOAAWAACGDUgPIO8 tQKDQABAWABAAANANTUCWOA
AQMAAQAADQDUBw7zzADgERMAAAAACACUAC4AAQHEWDg8wWZZzAQAARAQALAAAAAAARAASARAATIQAA
AAMAAAADBP/ /OgBUAGUAYWBOAG4AaQBjAGEADABbADMAXQAAAFQAZQB] AGGAbgBPAGMAYQBSACAA
RABVAGMAdQBt AGUAbgBOACAAUWBOAHKALABIAAAAZPIM8t QyDgADBAAAAATBDgDUMS 7UMWOAAWAA
CgDUgNQKDQABAWACAAANANTUCWOAAQMAAGAADQDUAOAREWAAAAATBY4ALgABCACTAODZDPMBAAAA
BABSAAAAAWAAACGAAAANAAAAAWAAARME/ /86 AFQAZQBjAGgAbgBpAGMAYQBSAFSANABAAAAAVAB]
AGMAaABUAGKAYWBhAGWAIABEAGB8AYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQAIABTAHQAeQBSAGUAAADYDPLUMg4AAWQA
AAADAQ4A1GEuUlDMKAAMAAAOA1TIDUCGOAAQMAAWARDODU1ASNAAEDAAMAAAOAIADGERMAAAAACACU
AC4AAQgHEWDg 8wz zAQAAAAQALAAAAAAAAAAGAARAMAARARMAAAADBP/ /OgBUAGUAYWBOAG4AAQB]
AGEAbABbADEAXQAAAFQAZQB]AGgAbgBPpAGMAYQBSACAARABVAGMAdQBt AGUADbgBOACAAUWBOAHKA
bABIAAAAZPIB8VIM8 tQKDOQABAWAAARAANANTUMg4AAWQAARAAAQ4Al1EKUl1DMKAAMAAACALITIDUFgSA
AAEAAQsSAINQWCWAAAQAACWDUlAsSNAAEDAAAAAAOAIMWASBWHZ4BETAARAAAGHLgAUAAEIBXxMA4 PMM
8wWEAAAAEAGWAAAAAARAAAMQAAAAMAAAADAAAAAWT/ / 2zOAVAB1AGMAaABUAGKAYWBhAGWAWWA3IAFOA
AABUAGUAYWBOAG4AaQBjAGEADAAGAEQADLWB] AHUALQB1AG4AdAAgGAFMAdABSAGWAZQAAROAREWAA
AAAIBy4ALgABCACTAODYDPLUMg4AAWQAAAAGAQ4A1Gkp 1 DMKAAMAAROCAL IAUgIDZDPMBAAAABABS
AAAAAAAAADEAAAADAAAAAWAAAAME/ /86 AFQAZQBI AGgAbgBpAGMAYQBSAFsAOABAAAAAVABLAGMA
aABUAGKAYWBhAGWATIABEAG8AYWB1AGOAZQBUAHQAIABTAHQAeQBSAGUAAADGERMAAAAACACUACAA
AQgHEwDg8gzy1DIOAAMEAAAABWEOANRhKAQzCgADAAAKANSALOCASWZZHQDOG1wSGgkAABEJAAAA
YAAYEQAAEBWAQWBHACAAVABPAGOAZQBZAAAAAAAANAFCAMQARAAEAGQBYAGEAAAAEAFTAAAAAAAAR
JgAAAATAAAAAAAAAAGZ/ / zgAQGBpAGIAbABPpAGS8AZWBYAHARAABS AARAQYBPAGIALABPAGSAZWBY
AGEACABOAHkAAADgMBMAAAAACACUAC4AAQEHEWDg4AATAAAAALAELGAUAAGWBBMA4MZMAQARAAAQA
agAAAAAAAABVAARAAAAAAAAAAAAABAP/ /NABUAGUAYWBOACARSQBUAGKAJAAAAEKADGBpAHQAAQBh
AGwAaQB6AGUAIABUAGUAYWBOAG4AaQBjAGEADAAgGAFMAJABSAGWAZQAAANMOUWCACROAFgATABQA
FQARABIAFWAYAASAAAAAAAAAARAAACAEIDEGL]EgLjEgLjEgL]EgLjEgL] EqLjEgAAAAAARAANAR
AAAAAAAAAP4AUWDT2AYCAAASAAGAAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAANAAABWAZAGAFgGATABQAFQARABTIAFWAY
ACD//wAAAAARAAAARQWB1AHKAGQCNAJTO0ASQDIAOUAVABLAGMAaABUAGKAYWBhAGWAAABUAGUAYWBO
AG4AaQB]jAGEALAAGAEQADLWBjAHUALQBlAG4AdAAGAFMAJABSAGWAZQAARDEAAAAXAC4AAMQAAADEA
LgAxAC4AMQAAADEALgAXAC4 AMQAUADEAAAAXAC4AMQAUADEALgAXAC4AMQAAADEALGAXAC4AMQAU
ADEALgAXAC4AMQAAADEALgAXAC4 AMQAUADEALgAXAC4AMQAUADEAAAAXAC4AMQAUADEALgAXAC4A
MQAUADEALgAXAC4AMQAAAAEAAAAFRAGYAAAAAARAADGAAARHAAAAANAAAAAGD/ /zIARABVAGMATABT
AG4ARaQBOAAAASQBUAGKAJABPAGEALABpAHOAZQAGAEQADWBjAHUALQB1AGAAJAAGAFMAJABSAGWA
ZQAAANMWDgCAARBAAQAADGDTYNMOUwCACSMAEAAFAAKAAgGAEAAMABgABAASAAAARAATBAAEDASAE
IEKuIDEUIEEUIGEuUKDEpKGEpIGkpIGEpAAAAAAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAABUWDT2AYCAAASAAGAAAAD
AAAAAAAADAAAAAAAAABWARAQATAANACIAAAAABAQEAAAAAQAAAAQAKAAAAAAAAAAVAAAAAAAANANR
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AAADAv//JACYAAAAMAAAAMzgMAOAAARACGDg4 AAKAAAAAAOA4AEAARAEACGAAAAAARARHGAAARAR
AAAAAAAAAWL/ /yQRAMQAAAJTKAAADGMAOCAAAAACGDg4DAKAAAAAAOA4OAACGAAAAAKAOABAAAABAROC
AAAAAADMAACGAAAAAAAAAAARAAAMC/ /8kAJOAAACAAAAA4DAKAAAAAAOA4OAWCgGAAAAAKAODGMACA
AAAACDg4AAKAAAAAROA4AGAEAAFAAKAAGAEAAMABGABACD/ /wQAAGEAAQMBQOBf AGUAawBxAHCA
fwCHAIOARABVAGMAdQBtAGUALgBOAAAARABVAGMAdQBt AGUAbgBOACAAUWBOAHKADABIAAAASQAU
AAAAMQAUAAAAQQAUARAAAYQAUAAAAKAAXACKAAAAOAGEAKQAAAGKAKQAAAGEAKQAAAAEAAAAEAHGA
ARA/ARAARAAARAAAAAAAAAAAAARDJADIAUABSAGUAYQBKkAGKkADGBNAAAASABIAGEAZABIAHIAIABM
AG8ACgAgAE4AdQBtAGIAZQBYAGUAZAAGAFAADABIAGEAZABpAG4AZWAGAFAAYQBWAGUACGAAANMA
DgAAAgDIAAAADGDTOQAOAAACACADSAQOANHRAQ4ARATA6AOWBA4AOdYBFQCAASUAAQADAAAAAAD /
/*xUA1gEACgAAATgDAADAChAAGWEMAAMAL9TOEADdOWUMAAABAAAADADT3QSLAAMAAAQLAN3UGX8A
gAEZAAgAAACX7gAAWAIAAFgCGOBYAgAAHWDUOWAOAAACAMgAAAAOANPSAA4AAATAWAKWBA4AOLIB
DgAAAgCWBLAEDgDSOwWQbAAAHAAD/ /WECWAMBSAQCAARANFgCGWDT3wM/AIACMAANACCAAAAAAAAA
AAAAAAAAAAAQAAMA /AMBALAECAD4KpYAAAAFAAEAAABKREWDSAQIAPggPwWDE3wM/ATACMAANACCA
AADAAAAAAAARARAARAAQAAMAFAQBALAECAD4KpYAAAAFAREAAABKRRQESAQIAPgQPWDE zMzgkBIA
ARAAAXANCAWOAWAMSAOAX1MzM4JASAAARAFWDXAMKAMADEgGDgMOjMzOCQEgAAAABCAIWDCgDAAXIA
4DOIzMzgkBIAAAAAXANCAWOAWAMSAOAO1MzM4JASAAAAAFWDXAMKAMADEGDGNY JMzOCQEgAAAARBC
A1lwDCgDAAXIA4DalzMzgkBIAAAAAXANCAWOAWAMSAOA3iMzM4JASAAAAAFWDXAMKAMADEGDGOI M
zOCQEgAAAABCA1WDCgDAAXTIA4DMIZMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4AgGkAWAMSAOAXMIJMZOCQEgGAARAD4AVGC
CQODAAXIA4DEXxiMzM4 JASAAAAAPGC+ATJAMADEGDGMTKI zMzgk BIAAAAA+AL4AGkAWAMSAOAXM4 | M
zZOCQEgAAAAD4AVgCCQODAAXTIA4DEOiMzM4JASAAAAAPGC+ATIJAMADEGDGMTWI zMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4
AgkAWAMSAOAXNOJMzOCQEgAAAAD4AVgCCQDAAXTIA4DE3 iMzM4JASAAAAAPGC+ATJAMADEGDgMTIT
zMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4AgGkAWAMSAOAXOYjMzOCQEgAAAAD4AVgCCQDAAXTA4DIWiIMZM4JASAAAAAPGC
+ATIJAMADEgDgM]jGIzMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4AGkAWAMSAOAYMOjMZOCQEgAAAAD4AVgCCQDAAXIA4DIZ
iMzM4 JASAAAAAPGC+AIJAMADEGDgM] SIzMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4AgGkAWAMSAOAYNYJMzOCQEgGARAADS
AvgCCQDAAXTIA4DI2iMzM4JASAAAAAPGC+ATIJAMADEGDgMj eIzMzgkBIAAAAA+AL4AGKAWAMSAOAY
ONQFFQAAAWABIAMgAwWAA4C7AKXUAL1AEAAAAEACGAAAANAAAAAAAAANAAAAAAAAAAATIVOIQAQAAA
AKgAAADAChAAgGWEVAAMAPFQhEADdOWUMAAABAAAADADTIQSLAAMAAAQLANOAAAEAAAAEAHAAAAAA
AAAABgAARAEAAAAGAAAAAGT//zQASABl1AGEAZABPAG4AZWwAgADIAAABVAG4AZAB1AHIADABPAG4A
ZQBKACAASABl AGEAZABpPAG4AZWAgGAEYADAB1AHMAQAAGAEWAZQBmMAHQAAADYAVLYDVLM8wWLZ8wW7 Z
AQAAAAQAVGAAAAARAAAZAAAAAWAAAAYAAAACBP/ /NABIAGUAYQBkAGKADgBNACAAMQAAAEMAZQBU
AHQAZQBYAGUAZAAGAEgAZQBhAGQAaQBUAGCAAADgOBMAAAAATBMUAC4AAewTEWDg8gHYy8gzyiMzM
8wHz8wzzAQAAAAQAYgAAAAAAAAAQAAARAQAARAAARAAACDP/ /OABCAHUADABSAGUAJAAGAEWAAQBZ
AHQAAABJAG4AZABlAG4AdABI1AGQAIABCAHUALABSAGUAJAAGAEWAAQBZAHQAAADGMBMAAAAACACU
AC4AAQgHEWDg8AAESOAWEWAAAABgCS4ALgABYAKTAODMAQAKAAAACWAAANECCWAAAQAECWDRCAAH
AAgACgALAAWADQAOAASAIP//BAIAAQABAWFDAIMAiIQCPAJUAMWCjAKSASQBSAGKAZWBOAHQAIABQ
AGEACgAAAFIAaQBnAGgAdAAt AEEADABPAGCcAbgBl1AGQAIABQAGEACcgBhAGcAcgBhAHARAAAAGAE4A
dQOBtAGIAZQBYAHMAAABJAC4AAABBAC4AAAAXAC4ARABhAC4ARAAOADEAKQAAACGAYQAPAAARAQAD
AAARYQAPDAAAACCNSAFIAAQIAAAAAAAABAKSAHQDOGlwSGgkAABEJAARAYAAYEQAREBWAQWBHACAA
AAAAAAlAllllAAAAAAAAAAAlAAAAAAAAAAAAAAIAAAAAAAAAAA
AAAAAAAAlllllllllAAAAAAAAAlllAAAlAlllllAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
WAJSAPQaXBIaCQAAABAQUI4ABWpREQMOWATQHQODOGlWwSGgkAABEJAAAAYAAYEQAAEBWAQWBHACAA
VABPpAGOAZQBzAAAAANANAFCAMQAARAANAAANAANNNAAAAANAAANANANANAAAANAAANNAANAAANDD
AAAAllAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAlllAAAAAlllAAAIllllAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
VvAJgAPQaXBIaCQAAABAGUI4ASWpREQMQVAJQHQDOG1wSGgkAABEJAAAAYAAYEQAAEBWAQWBHACAA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAIAAAAAAAAAA
AAAAAhlAAAAAAAAAAlAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
hAN7APQaXBIaCQAAABAQUI4ASWPpREQMQOhANQAQAAAAQAKAARAAAWARAAANAAAAAAAAAAAAARBEQRU
JAChAAAAOQAAANMFDAAAAQARAAWAOWARAGQAEAAAAAAARAAAQAAELAAAQAAAAAANAZARAARMDRAAARYS
QSAAAAAAADAAAAAAAAAAARAA3QOQATMBLWADAKRUIRAA3IAMFDAAAAQAAAAWAD 90LCWADAAAECWDA
4EASAAAAACWILAKrAOWTEgDg8gzylBsfATABGQATIAIQDH6MDATIQDAABYAhKAWATIAABSALEZVDGXV
d4RVcIBSZXBvcenSAb2aAdGhlgFUuUy6AR292ZXJubWVudIjQBBUAAASACQABSAQAAAAAASAVANDg
QBIAAAAASG2YDTIA7BMSAOBDDb25] 2XJuaW5ngHROZYBTAGFO0AXOAb2a I zOBAEgGAAAABUCVQJIKWDS
EXIA4FVucmF0aWZpZWSARNVUZGFt ZWS50YWYASUXPGENVvbnZ1lbnRpb252z1BsfAIABGQATAFgCse4A
AFgCAwWCEAxkAhAMfox8A1I]jQBBUAAASACQABgAfQAgIAASAVANDzDPPMzMxUaGWAaWSmb3Jt YXRp
b26AYmMVsb3eAcmVzcGIUZHOAAG+AdGh1gERpcmVjdGIyhEd1bmVyYWwnc4BsZXR0ZXKAb2aARGV]
ZW1iZXKAMjMsgDESOTYsz3J1cXV1c3RpbmeAdXBkYXR1ZIBpbmZvemlhdGlvboBvboBkZWxpYmVy
YXRpb25zgGNvbmNlcm5SpbmeAc2149GZ1bmRhbWVUdGFsgE1IMT4BDb252ZW50aWouc89ub3SAeWVO
gHIhdG1maWwvkgGISgHRoZYBVbm10ZWSAU3RhdAGVzLoBIJAdIBhbHNVgHB1dHOAZMOYyd2FyZIBzb211
gHRob3VnaHRzgGFib3vV0gGhvd4B0aGWASUxPz21heYBi ZXNOgGNOYWS5UZWYAYW5KkgHB1dIBOb4B1
c2WAdGh1gGluZm9ybWF0aW9ugHJ1lcXV1c3R1ZIBmcmItgEl11bWJIlcoBHb3Z1lcm5t ZWS0c4Bvbs9v
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YNNOYWNSZXOAdG+AcmF0aWZpY2F0aWw9uLoDMzMzUGx8AgAEZAAGAVAKOVQEAVATIAAFgCGQOBYArHu
HwDU8gzyU3RhdHVzgGI9mgFVucmF0aWZpZ2WSAQ2 9udmVudGlvbnPUGX8AgAEZAAgGAWAKX 7gAAWAIB
ALWCGQC8AghVHWDUBwZzZ0AQVAAALAAKAAUGSMAONAAEGFQDQZzPIO8vIMB8kNvbnZlbnRpb252gES5v
cy6AMjksgDg3LIASOCYAMTAWGGFUZIAXxMzj zDPPzDVPQBBUARASACQABUBSgDWSAASAVANBIbOAX
OTk2LIB0aGWAUHJ1c21kZW50J30AQ29tbW10dGV1gGOugHROZYBIJTE+AZGlyZWNOZWSAaXRzgFRy
aXBhcnRpdGWAQWR2aXNvenmAUGFUZWyAb2 7PSW502XJuYXRpb25hbIBMYWJIvcoBTAGFUZGFyZHOA
KFRBUE1MUymAdG+AcmV1eGFtaW51LIBhc4BhgGlhdHR1coBvZoBwemlveml0eSyAdGhlgGRvbWVz
dGljz2x1Z2FsgHNpdHVhdGlvboB3aXRogHJ1c3B1l1Y3SAAG+AdGhlc2WAZNVUZGFt ZW50YWyASUXP
gGNvbnZ1bnRpb25zgChz ZWWAYXR0YWNOZWQPLOCAVGhlcmWAaGF22Zc 91 ZWVugG5vgGo0aGVygGR1
dmVsb3BtZW50c4BzaW5jZYB0aGWACHJI1dmlvdXOAVSSTLoBHb3Z1cm5tZW50gHI1cG9ydC7MzPIO
8vIM8kNvbnZlbnRpb26ATm8ugDEXMEMO8 /MM8 SAEFQAACWAJAAHWGUAVFQABIBUAOESugElheYAZ
MSyAMTK5NiyAVEFQSUXTgGNVbXBsZXR1ZIBpdHOACmV2aWV3gGImgENvbnZlbnRpb26 ATm8ugDEX
MYB3aXRogHRoZYBlbmFuaWlvdXPPZmluZGluZ4B0aGFO0gHROZXJI1gGFyZYBub4BsZWdhbIBvYnNO
YWNsSZXOAdG+AVSS5TLOBYYXRpZmljYXRpb24ugIBUQVBITFMNgHI1cG9ydIB3YXOAC3Vic2VxdWvu
dGx5z2VuzG9yc2VkgGISgFBYZXNpZGVudCdzgENVbW1pdHR1 ZYBvboB0aGWASUXPLIBhbmSAD26A
SmFudWFyeYA2LIAXOTk3LIB0aGWAU2V]cmV0YXJ59GImz0xhYm9ygGluaXRpYXR1ZIB0OaGWARXh]
Y3V0aXZ1lgEJyYW5jaIBwem9j ZXNzgHdoZXJ1YnmAdGhlgENvbnZlbnRpb26Ad21sbIBiZYBOcmFu
c21pdHR1ZIBiec90aGWAV2hpdGWASG91c2WAdG+AdGhlgFUuUy6AU2VUYXR1gGZvcoBjb25zaWR1
cmF0aW9ugGImgGFkdmljZYBhbmSAY29uc2VudIBOb4ByYXRpZmlj YXRpb24ugMzMzNQbHWCAARKA
CAC8AghVAQC8AgAAWAT ZAFgCse4 fANTYDPJQAXR0aW5ngEdvdmVybml1bnSAUmVwb3J0c4B0b4BQ
cmFjdGlj YWyAVXN1gNQbHWCAARKACABYAYHUAABYAGEAVAI ZALWCGFUf ANTQBBUAAASACQABCCHA
HBOAASAVANDzDPPM8g7y8gzyQW6AQWNOaWIugFBsYW6AZmIYgFByb21vdGluZ4BIbXBsZW11lbnRh
dGlvboBvZoBTdGFuZGFyZHPzDvPzDPPQBBUAAASACQABeCPIHh8AASAVANBUb2RheYBOaGWASUXP
gGZpbmRzgGl0c2VsZoBhdIB0aGWAY2VudGVygGImgGGAZ3Jvd21luZ4BpbnRlcm5hdGlvbmFsgGE3
YXJ1lbmVzc4BhbmSAYXBwemVjaWF0aWw9uz2 9mgHRoOZYByb2x1gG9mgGNvemWAbGFib3KAc3RhbmRh
cmRzgGlugHByb21vdGluz4BkzZW1lvY3JhY3ksgGhlbWFugHJpZ2h0c4BhbmSAdmlicmFudM91Y29u
b21pZXMugIBUaGWAVS5TLOBHb3Z1lcm5tZW50gHROZXI1Zm9yZYB3ZWxjb211Z2IBhbmSAY29udGlu
dWVzgHRvgHN1cHBvenSAdGhlgERpemVjdG9yz0dlbmVyYWwnc4Bpbml0aWF0aXZ21gHRvgHByb21v
dGWAdGhlgHVuaXZlcnNhbIByYXRpZmlj YXRpb26Ab2aAZnVuZGFt ZWS0YWYASUxPGHNOYWS5KkYXJk
cy6AgFl1dCzPaXQnc4Bub3SAZWSvdWdogHRvgHdvemuAdG93YXJkgHVuaXz2lenNhbIByYXRpZmlj
YXRpb24 sgGFuZIBwcm9tb3Rpb25hbIBlbmR1YXZvenOAaGF22YBOb4BlbnRhaWzPbW9yZYB0aGFu
gGplc3SAdGFsbHlpbmeAYWS5kgHBlYmxpc2hpbmeAZGF0YS6AgFRob3VnaIAicGFwZXKAcmFOaWZp
Y2F0aW9ucyKAYXJI1gHByb2JhYmx5gG5vdIB0aGXPcHIvVYmx1bYB0aGV5gGOuY2WAd2VyZSyAcHIv
Z3J1c30AdG93YXJTkgHIThdG1lmaWwNhdGlvboBkb2VzgG5vdIBuZWNlc3Nheml seYBt ZWFugHByb2dy
ZXNzz3Rvd2FyZIBpbXBsZW11bnRhdGlvbi6AgGFROZYBY ZWFsgGAvYWwsgGImgGNvdXJzZSyAaX0A
dAWspdmVyc2FsgHJ1c3BlY3SAZmIyLIBhbmSAZNVsbM9pbXBsZW11bnRhdGlvboBvZiyAdGhlgHBy
aW5jaXBsZXOAZGVmMaW51ZIBpboBJTE+AY29yZYBsYWIvcoBzdGFuZGFyZHMuzMzQBhUAAASACQAB
yCOYKSOAASAVANDgQBIAAAAAOhMEEZWA7BMSAOCEgGDKANT jMzMxJboBvdXKAdml ldyyRaXQnc4BO
aWllgHRvgHR1cm6AdGhlgGluZm9ybWFO0aWIugHROYXSAAGFZgGIlZWEAY29taW5ngGlugGZyb22A
2292ZXJubWVudHORaAWS0b4Bhz3NOcmFOZWApYyyAcHThY3RpY2FsgHBSYW6AZmIygG922XJjb21p
bmeAb2JzdGFjbGVzgHRvgHVuaXZlcnNhbIBpbXBsZW11bnRhdGlvboBvZoBjb3J1gGxhYm9yz3NO
YWS5kYXJTkcy6AgFN1Y2iAYYBwbGFugHNob3VsZIBpbmNsdWR100AxKYBhbmFseXppbmeAb2JzdGFj
bGVzgGlkZW50aWZpZWSAYNnmAdGhlgELIMT4BvcoB0aGXPY291bnRyaWVzgHROZW12ZWx2ZXM7gIAy
KYBtYXRjaGluZ4B0aGF0gGluzZm9ybWF0aW9ugHdpdGiAdGhlgGV4cGVyaWVuY2WAb2aAY291bnRy
aWVzgHROYXSAaGF2Zc9hbHI1YWR59G92ZXJjb211gHNpbW1sYXKAD2JzdGFjbGVzgISEgGVpdGhl
coBiZWZvcemWAb3KAC21luY2WACMFO0aWZpY2F0aWw9uO4BhbmSAMYyMAZGV2ZWxvcGluZz89wemFjdGlj
YWyAc29sdXRpb25zLoCAVZhlcmWAdAGhlcmWAYXJI1gGNVvbW1vboBvYNNOYWNsZXMsgHROZYBJTE+A
Y291bGSAYnIpbmeAc2V2ZXIThbMInb3Z1lcm5tZW50c4B0b2d1dGhlcoB0b4BlaXRoZXKAaGVscIBY
bmWAYW5vdGhlcoBkZXZpc2WAc29sdXRpb252zgG9ygHNoYXJI1gGFkdmlj ZYBvboBob3 fPb2JzdGFj
bGVzgHdlcmWAb3Z1lcmNvbWUugIBUdXJuaWsngGFuYWx5c21zgGludG+AYWNOaWSugGFsc2+AdWsk
ZXJZzY29yZXOAdGhlgG51ZWSAZMIYgHNOYWSkYXJkc89zcGVjaWFsaXNOc4BvboBldmVyeYBITE+A
bXVsdGlkaXNjaXBsaWs5hcnmAdGVhbYBhbmSAdGhlgGNyaXRpY2FsgHIvbGWAb2aASUxPgHR1Y2hu
aWNhbM9hc3Npc3RhbmN1LoCAzMzyDvLYyDPIJTAHI1 YW1l saWSpbmeAUmVwb3J0c4BhbmSARW50YWS ]
aW5ngHROZYBSZXZpZXeAUHJvY2Vzc /MO8 /MM8 9AEFQAACWAJAAHQESANDGABIBUAOELO0gGhhc4Bi
ZWVugG91lcoBnZW51cmFsgHZpZXeAdGhhdIBJTE+AYWNOaXZpdGllc4BzaG91lbGSAYMWAY2FyZWZ1
bGx5gGFuUZIBsb2dpY2FsbHmAY2 9vcmRpbmFOZWSAAG/PYXZvaWSAZHVwbG1j YXRpb24sgGFuzIBO
aGF0gHJ1lcXV1e3RzgGZvecoBpbnBldIBmem9tgGNvbnNOaXR1ZW50c4BzaG91bGSAYMWAC3RY ZWEL
bGluZWSAdG+AcmVkdWN12z3RoZYBidXJkZW6Ab2aAcmVwb3J0aWsnLoCAVGhhdIBwemluY21wbGUs
gHd1gGJI1bG1l1dmUsgGNhboBiZYBhcHBsaWVkgGlugHRoaX0AaW5zdGFuY2UugIDMzEFO0gHBY ZXN1
bnQsgGdvdmVybml1lbnRzgGFyZYBhbm51YWxseYBiZW1luZ4Bhc2t12IBOb4Bwecm9kdWN1gHR3b4Bk
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awzZmzXJ1lbnSAcmVwb3J0c4BhaWllZIBhdM9pZGVudGlmeWluZ4BhbmSAcmVitb3ZpbmeAb2JzdGF]
bGVzgHRvgHIhdG1lmaWNhdGlvboBvZoBJTE+AY29yZYBsYWJvcoBzdGFuZGFyZHMugIBUaGWARGly
ZWNOb3LPR2VuZXJhbCdzgGx1ldHR1coBpc4BhaWllZIBhdIBhbnmAYW5kgGFsbIB1lbnJhdGlmaWvk
gGNvcmWAY 2 9udmVudGlvbnM7gHROZYBzcGVjaWFsgEFydGljbGWAMTNPcHIVY2VkdXJ1gGZvY3vVz
c2VzgGougGVhY2iAY29yZYBzdWJIQZWNOGGFYZWGAD3 Z1coBhgGZvdXKEeWVhcoB]jeWNsZS6AgFRO
ZYBYZXN1bHRzgG9mgHROZYBmb3Jt ZXLPcmVxdWVzdIBhcmWAZGlzY3Vzc2VkgGlugHROZYBHb3Z1
cmSpbmeAQmoke S 9IMSUXTgENVbW1pdHR1 ZTuAdGhlgGxhdHR1coBpc4B0aGWAc3ViamVjdIBvZoBh
23J1cG9ydIBvZoB0aGWAQ29tbW10dGV1gGImgEV4 cGVydHOAYWS5kgGl zgGRpc2N1c3N1ZIBpboBO
aGWAQ29uZmVyZW53 ZYBDb21taXR0ZWWAb26AdGhl z0FwcGxpY2F0aW9ugGImgFNOYWSkYXJkCcy6A
gMzMV2WAYWdy ZWWAdGhhdIBleGFtaW5hdGlvboBvZoB0aGlzgGluZm9ybWF0aWw9ugGJI5gGRpZmZl
cmVudIBib2RpZXMsgHdpdGiAZGlmZmVyZWS0gHBlenNwZWNOaXZ21lcyzPaXOAYm90aIBlc2VmdWyA
YW5kgG51Y2Vzc2FyeS6AgEJ1dCyRAaW6Ab3VygHZpZXcsgHRoaXOAY2FugGJ1lgGFjY29tcGxpec2hl
ZIB3aXRogG9ubHmAb25123J1cG9ydGluZ4ByZXF1ZXNOgISEgGdvdmVybml1lbnRzgGNvdWxkgGJl
gGFza2VKkgHRvgHN1Ym1lpdIBvbmWAYWSudWFsgHJ1cG9ydIB3aGljaIBOaGWAT2ZmaWN1 z2NvdWxk
gHVzZYBmb3KAYm90aIBwdXJwb3N1cy6AgFBlemhhcHOAYYB3b3JrYWIsZYBtb2R1bIB3b3VsZIBi
ZYBOAGWAZGVOYW1SZWSAYWSkgGdlbmVyYWzPQXJ0aWNsZYAyMoByZXBvenRzgHI1cXV1c3R1ZIBm
b3KACMFOaWZpZWSAY29udmVudGlvbnM6gIBl1YWNOgH11YXKAZ292ZXJubWVudHOAY291bGSAYMWA
YXNrZWSAdAG/PcHIvdmlkZYBkZXRhaWx1lZIBpbmZvcmlhdGlvboDRFREAGAErAAQAAAABABEAOShp
boBsaW51gHdpdGiAdGhlgHI1bGV2YW50gEFydGljbGWAMTMACmVWb3J0gGZveml zKYBvboB0aGWA
C2VSZWNOZWTPY29yZYBsYWIvcoBzdGFuZGFyZIBzdWJIqZWNOgGFsb25ngHdpdGiAZ2VuZXThbIBp
bmZvemlhdGlvboBvboBy ZWN1bnSAZGV2ZWxveGl1lbnRzgHRVA2FYyZMIyYXRpZmlj YXRpb26Ab2aA
dGhlgHJ1bWFpbmluZ4Bib252ZW50aW9ucy6AgMzMSW6AYWRkaXRpb24sgHdlgGJ1bGl1dmWAdGhh
dIB0aGWASUXPgHNOb3VsZIBkKZXZ1bGIWgGGACHIVY2Vzc4Bmb3KAZW50YW5jaWSngHROZYBY ZXZp
ZXeAb2bPZ292ZXJubWVudIByZXBvcnRzgGIugHVucmF0aWZpZWSAY2 9y ZYBsYWIvcoBzdGFuZGFy
ZHMugIBGb3KAZXhhbXBsZTrMzOAwWDAAAAAAIBWWA4DEpgIBzcGVjaWZpY4BkaXNjdXNzaW9ugHBv
aW50c4BvcoBxdWVzdGlvbnOAY291bGSAYMWAZGV2 ZWxvcGVkgGZvcoB0aGWAQ29uZmVyZW5] ZcSD
b21taXROZWWAZGViYXR1gG9ugHROZYBDb21taXROZWWAb2aARXhwZXJ0c4BzcGVjaWFsgEFydGlj
bGWAMTmACmMmV2aWV3gHdpdGiAYYB2aWV3z3RvgGxlbmRpbmeAZ3J1YXR1coBmb2N1c4B0Ob4B0aGFO0
gGRpCc2N1c3Npb24 7gNAEFWAADQALAAIIBYg]j CACOIwIgFwDQzMzQBhUAAASACQABBC1AKSWAASAV
ANDRFhEAAWCAASSAAAADABEAOJECDQAAAQAEAAONANHRFWOAAWAACGDRZMzgQBIAAAAAOhMG6EZWA
7BMSAOCEgDOAhIjMzMzZgMAwWAAAAACACMACAYKYCAAG+AZmMFjaWxpdGF0ZYBOaGWAZMxvd4BvZoBp
bmZvcmlhdGlvboBiZXR3ZWVUgE1IMT4Bib2RpZXMsgHRoZYBHb3Zl cm5pbmeAQmOke SOMSUXTzZONvV
bW1pdHR1ZYBjb3VsZIBob2xkgGGAZMIsbGI3hHVWgGRpc2N1c3Npb26Ab26AcmFOaWZpY2F0aWou
gGFuZIBpbXBsZW11lbnRhdGlvboBpc3N1ZXPPcmV2aWV3 ZWSAYnmAdGhlgENVbW1pdHR1ZYBVZoBF
eHBlcnRzgGFuZIBkaXNjdXNzZWSAaW6AdGhlgENvbmZlcmVuY2WAQ29tbW10dGV1O9AEFWAADQAL
AATIIBygjCAcoIwIgFwDQzOAWDAAAAAATBWwWA4DMpgIBpboBOdXJULIB0aGWAQ29tbW10dGV1gGom
gEV4cGVYydHOAY291bGSACmV] ZW12Z2YBhgHN1bWlhcnmAcmVwb3J0gGImgEdvdmVybmluZ89Cb2R5
LOxXJTFOAQ29tbW10dGV1gGRpc2N1c3Npb252gHI1bGF0aWSngHRVGHNOYWSkYXJkcy 6 AOAQXAAAN
AASAAggHKCMIByYgjAiAXANDMVGhpc4B0eXB1gGomgGVuaGFuY2VkgHIldml1d4Bwem9 ZXNzgGNy
dWxkgGlvcmWAZWZmZWNOaXZ1bHmMACHIVZHV] ZYBOaGWAa21luZIBvZoBwemFjdGlj YWzPc29sdXRp
b25zgGZvcoBvdmVyY29taWws5ngG9ic3RhY¥2x1c4B0b4ByYXRpZmljYXRpb26AYW5kgGltcGxlbWwvu
dGF0aw9ugGImgGNvcmWAbGFib3KAc3RhbmRhecmRzz3ROYXSAd2WADWVUAGlvbmVkgGFib3Z1LszM
zMzMQXROYWNobWVUdPOEAGWQBgCKkAAAADAAAAAMATQ4BAAAAAWALNGE SMARADACAOBkkAAEAABZAA
S2et0Qe9AUAACDDQs1PTQge SAQMABTcBAAAAHGABMAEAAAATAAAAZNVUZGNVDbgGACAQTI3AQAAAAAA
AAReAAM3AQAARAFRAAAAAARAAHgAHNWEAARAATAAAAZNVUZGNVDgADAALPAAQCAQIB+Q8BAAAAEAAA
ALKiP80BC9ERQ2UAgF/gMRI0GA==

================== END ATTACHMENT 1l ==================

==================== ATTACHMENT 2 ====================
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:
RFC-822-headers:
Received: from conversion.pmdf.eop.gov by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879)
id <01IR3C9KP1S001183Y@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for Brainard Leal.eop.gov; Fri,
12 Dec 1997 16:11:36 -0500 (EST)
Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov)
by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) id <0lIR3C9GY0O001l4KEI@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for
Brainard L@al.eop.gov; Fri, 12 Dec 1997 16:11:32 -0500 (EST)
Received: from dol.gov ([166.96.254.1]) by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.1-7 #6879)
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with SMTP id <01IR3C8RUHSMO003ZMU@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Brainard L@al.eop.gov;
Fri, 12 Dec 1997 16:11:11 -0500 (EST)
Received: by dol.gov (5.x/SMI-SVR4) id AA22483; Fri, 12 Dec 1997 16:09:00 -0500

Received: from unknown(1l66.96.250.73) by gatekeeper via smap (V1.3)

id sma021519; Fri Dec 12 16:07:26 1997
Received: by esfpb03.dol.gov with SMTP

(Microsoft Exchange Server Internet Mail Connector Version 4.0.995.52)

id <01BD0718.EA48EFEO@esfpb03.dol.gov>; Fri, 12 Dec 1997 16:13:42 -0500
X-Mailer: Microsoft Exchange Server Internet Mail Connector Version 4.0.995.52

X-Ms-Tnef-Correlator:
<c=US%a=_%p=DOL%1=ESFPB03-971212211341Z-16482@esfpb03.dol.gov>
==========z===z===== END ATTACHMENT 2 s===c=============
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Rebecca M. Blank ( CN=Rebecca M. Blank/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME: 6-MAR-1998 18:13:18.00

SUBJECT: Meeting re Minimum Wage

TO: Lisa D. Branch ( CN=Lisa D. Branch/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Francine P. Obermiller ( CN=Francine P. Obermiller/QU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Please put on my calendar for Monday. Thanks.

Alice H. Williams
03/06/98 05:05:50 PM

Record Type: Record
To: Rebecca M. Blank/CEA/EOP
cc: Lisa D. Branch/CEA/EOP, Francine P. Obermiller/CEA/EOP

Subject:Meeting re Minimum Wage

Tom Palley, AFL-CIO is meeting with Janet on Monday, March 9 at 11:00
a.m. to talk about Minimum Wage. He requested this meeting. This is for
your information just in case you would like to sit in. He did not
indicate that he was bringing anyone with him.



ARMS Email System

RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Michele Jolin ( CN=Michele Jolin/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME: 5-NOV-1998 17:04:15.00

SUBJECT: Meeting w/ AFL-CIO

TO: Joseph E. Aldy ( CN=Joseph E. Aldy/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Janet L. Yellen ( CN=Janet L. Yellen/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

I have scheduled a meeting w/ Janet and Joe and representatives of the
AFL-CIO on Monday, November 23 at 11AM to discuss the economic impact of
climate change and the Administration's economic analysis. I will

schedule a pre-brief w/ Karen and Todd for that morning before the meeting.

Karen Tramontano
11/02/98 11:36:25 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Michele Jolin/CEA/EOP

cC:

becec:

Subject: Re: Meeting w/ Janet Yellen

The timing is fine -- i'd rather have janet and staff in the meeting
rather than one or the other --i think we can counter-act any delay
concerns if we can call them w/ dates this week --thanks

Michele Jolin
11/02/98 09:07:02 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Karen Tramontano/WHO/EOP
cc:

bcc:

Subject: Re: Meeting w/ Janet Yellen

Happy to schedule this. But, one problem in the short-term: our key

staff person -- who did the Administration's economic analysis and knows
the models -- is in Buenos Aires for the climate change talks this week
and next week. Then Janet is supposed to go to Japan the week of Nov
16. That would mean to get both of them in the room the meeting

couldn't take place until Nov 23. We could do the meeting w/out our

Page 1 of 2
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staff guy if you think it is necessary to schedule quickly. But it would
be better to have him there. Let me know what you think about timing.
Thanks.

Michele

Karen Tramontano
10/31/98 11:07:38 AM
Record Type: Record

To: Michele Jolin/CEA/EOP
cc: Todd Stern/WHO/EOP, Jonathan H. Adashek/WHO/EOP
Subject: Meeting w/ Janet Yellen

About 3-4 weeks ago, Todd held a principals meeting w/ labor leaders to

discuss next steps -- essentially there were 3 1/2.

l1--electricity deregulation -- which you don't need to worry about

2. short/long term issues re: coal --which you don;t need to worry about

3. transition --

before we put a meeting together re: transition -- which would involve cea
and janet -- labor economists would like to meet w/ janet and her team to

discuss economic impact, models etc.

they would like to bring in their top 4 -5 economics for a thorough
discussion of the issue so the transition discussion does not get bogged
down w/ a discussion of the dispute about economic impact --

can we talk monday --- so we can scheduled this discussion -- i will try
to remember to mention to janet in senior staff meeting, too. thanks
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Michele Jolin ( CN=Michele Jolin/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA 1)
CREATION DATE/TIME:13-NOV-1998 13:12:17.00

SUBJECT: Meeting on Nov 23

TO: Alice H. Williams {( CN=Alice H. Williams/OU=CEA/O=EQOP @ EOP [ CEA ] }
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

Next week, would you please call Todd Stern's office and Karen
Tramontano's office and see whether they can do a pre-brief for the
AFL-CIO meeting with Janet in her office at 10:30 AM?

I put it on Janet's schedule and I e-mailed Todd and Karen, but I have not
heard back from them.

So if you could call them next week and confirm that this works, I'd
appreciate it!

Page 1 of 1
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: John D. Gibson ( CN=John D. Gibson/OU=WHCCTF/O=EOP [ WHCCTF ]
CREATION DATE/TIME:16-FEB-1999 18:18:07.00

SUBJECT: coal

TO: Joseph E. Aldy ( CN=Joseph E. Aldy/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

Joe,

I'm preparing some talking points for Podesta's meeting w/AFL-CIO on
Thursday and I'm trying to put together something on coal. 1I've been

)

directed to you to find out what our economic analysis says about coal and
employment, etc. Can you give me a call and share your thoughts? I need

to get something to Todd fairly early in the day tomorrow. Appreciate

your help.

-- John

Page 1 of |
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Joseph E. Aldy ( CN=Joseph E. Aldy/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:16-FEB-1999 18:45:16.00

SUBJECT: Re: coal

TO: John D. Gibson ( CN=John D. Gibson/OU=WHCCTF/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHCCTF ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
John,

Attached is a 3-pager we pulled together for the interagency process on
coal, trends in employment, and implications of various permit prices. I
have to leave soon, but give me a call at home later tonight
(202-328-1126) or in the morning (x51455) if you want to discuss this
further.

Joe

John D. Gibson
02/16/99 06:17:37 PM

Record Type: Record
To: Joseph E. Aldy/CEA/EOP
cc:

Subject:coal

Joe,

I'm preparing some talking points for Podesta's meeting w/AFL-CIO on
Thursday and I'm trying to put together something on coal. I've been
directed to you to find out what our economic analysis says about coal and
employment, etc. Can you give me a call and share your thoughts? I need
to get something to Todd fairly early in the day tomorrow. Appreciate
your help.

-- John

==================== ATTACHMENT ]l ====================
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:
Unable to convert ARMS EXT: [ATTACH.D30]MAIL47535505C.036 to ASCII,
The following is a HEX DUMP:

FF575043A5960000010A02010000000205000000E7BF000000020000B789BC4D5C28B0B97DDF91
600CD6A3751D83774657A79B5DDDCF1D3045E7A0ASD8C32C37A705762CF453F3633ADAB816D3B3
86F7D4EA37A47CC82E8SE230B2C5DB1E1CCA6CF0614033BBESF96BA1330BOF8C270126EFA2FB039
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Employment in the Coal Industry

Efforts to address climate change are likely to provide incentives to the private sector to consume
energy-efficient and less greenhouse gas intensive products. In terms of energy use, fossil fuels
that produce relatively large amounts of carbon dioxide from combustion (such as coal) will
become less economically attractive than fuels that produce lower amounts of greenhouse gases
(such as natural gas and renewables). The necessity of shifting away from coal use has spurred
some criticism that the Kyoto Protocol will result in

significant job losses in the coal industry. This paper s rorerrertcerirneensovmey ives oo
provides a review of the trends in this industry and [ P ) A
summarizes employment effects portrayed in some of | " F / '
the existing modeling analyses. e .

Overview of the Coal Industry

The coal industry has experienced substantial productivity gains over the past half-century.
While coal prices climbed significantly during the energy crisis of the 1970s, prices in real terms
have now declined to nearly the lowest levels experienced over the past 40 years, and are forecast
to decline even further under business as usual

projections through 2020. PEECELUL RN ATS

Much of the decline in coal prices reflects
improvements in productivity (measured by tons of
coal produced per hour of labor). Since the decline in ~ *7 T B B
productivity of the mid-1970s, coal mining productivity has 1mpr0ved at an astoundmg 7% rate
per year. Surface mining operations, which tend to be more prevalent in the west, have much
higher absolute levels of productivity while underground mining operations have experienced
slightly faster rates of productivity growth over the past 15 years. Surface coal miners were 2.6
times and underground miners were 2.8 times more productive in 1995 than they were in 1980.
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While mining employment increased in response to -
increased demand for coal during the 1970s energy =~ A
crisis, the last two decades have witnessed a steady ...} / N
decline in employment. Current mining employment

is one-third ot its peak in 1978 ot 245,000. However,

overall coal production has tended to increase as gains in productivity have outpaced the decline
in employment. Since 1980, mining employment has declined at an average rate of 6.1% per
year, while production has increased by an average of 1.6% per year. By 2010, coal mining
employment under a continuation of current policies (the “business as usual” case) is projected to
be about 62,000, reflecting an average 2.1% annual rate of decline between 1996 and 2010.
Some have claimed that the faster average annual rate of decline (7.3%) in the 1990s retlects the

effects of Clean Air Act rules, such as the limits on SO, emissions and the SO, trading program

Automated Records Management System
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(which have spurred the development of lower-sulfur western surface coal at the expense of
higher-sulfur eastern underground coal).

Overview of Modeling Analyses

The model used by the Administration to illustrate the economic effects of the Administration’s
climate change policies, the Second Generation Model, is a long-run economic model that
assumes no aggregate employment impacts (because the model assumes that the economy is in
equilibrium, which implies that demand for labor exactly equals supply). Indeed, most of the
models in the Stanford Energy Modeling Forum exercise and the OECD model comparison effort
are similar long-run (general equilibrium) economic models that assume no aggregate
employment impacts. While this is an appropriate assumption for small energy price increases
over a long time horizon, it cannot provide information on short-term employment eftects in any
particular industry, such as the coal industry. However, short-run economic models, such as the
macroeconomic model constructed by DRI, can provide information about industry-specific
employment eftects. While some have expressed concern about using these short-run models to
evaluate time periods as long as 10 to 20 years, we provide two sets of results that describe the
potential range of employment eftects in the coal mining industry. These results are based on
the same macroeconomic model, but incorporate different estimated permit prices -- two lower
ones from the Administration’s analysis and a higher one from an analysis commissioned by the
United Mine Workers.

The United Mine Workers commissioned a study using the DRI macroeconomic model to
evaluate the economic eftects ot abating carbon dioxide emissions. This study analyzed three
separate scenarios, but provided detailed results on only the middle scenario. This more detailed
analysis assumes that 58 percent of the reductions from the “business as usual” projection
necessary for the United States to meet its Kyoto Protocol target will be achieved from the
domestic energy sector, generating an estimated 2010 permit price of $113/ton of carbon
equivalent. Alternatively, the Environmental Protection Agency used the DRI macroeconomic
model to assess the economic effects associated with permit prices of $14 and $23/ton of carbon
equivalent.

Coal Mining Industry | $14/ton (EPA) $23/ton (EPA) $113/ton (UMW)
Employment Losses 3,470 6,750 28,740
Employment Losses 5.1% 9.9% 36.1%

(% below 2010 BAU)

2010 BAU 68,200 68,200 79,550
Employment Level

Note: EIA projects 2010 BAU employment in the coal mining industry to be 62,190.
As shown in the table, higher permit prices rise lead to larger employment loss in the coal sector.
The employment losses with permit prices of $14 to $23/ton are projected to be in the range of 5
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to 10% of BAU employment in the coal industry in 2010. It is interesting to note that the
variation in estimates of BAU employment range from a low of 62,190 by EIA to a high of
79,550 by UMW, a range of 28%. Given the large variation in “business as usual” employment
projections for 2010, employment changes projected in the 5-10 percent range could be
considered small to negligible.

Minimizing Employment Losses

The models indicate that the key to minimizing coal mining industry dislocation is to limit the
amount of emissions reductions that occur in the domestic energy sector, especially electricity
generation. In general, this is consistent with achieving relatively low permit prices for meeting
greenhouse gas abatement targets. International emissions trading can significantly reduce
estimated greenhouse gas permit prices and the projected burden on the domestic energy sector.
Moreover, opportunities to abate greenhouse gas emissions other than carbon dioxide and to
promote sink activities can further minimize estimated permit prices and the likely effect on the
domestic energy sector, including the coal mining industry.

Automated Records Management System
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Joseph E. Aldy ( CN=Joseph E. Aldy/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:17-FEB-1999 10:14:48.00

SUBJECT: Re: afl-cio

TO: John D. Gibson ( CN=John D. Gibson/OU=WHCCTF/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHCCTF ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
John,

The talking points look fine to me. One minor edit: in the 3rd bullet
point, the annual costs range from $70 -$110 for the average household.

Let me know if you need anything else.

Joe

John D. Gibson
02/17/99 08:34:39 AM

Record Type: Record
To: Ronald Minsk/OPD/EOP, Joseph E. Aldy/CEA/EOP
cc:

Subject:afl-cio

Thanks to both of you for responding so promptly once you broke free of
the diplomatic meeting. Based on your input this has been updated from
last night. I realize that we don't go into a lot of depth on any of
these topics but I think we have to keep it short so that it's actually
useful to Podesta. Can either/both of you look at this before our 1030
staff meeting? Thanks.

--John

x52321

=—================== ATTACHMENT 1 ===========z==========
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:

Unable to convert ARMS_EXT: [ATTACH.D44]MAIL41327015V.036 to ASCII,
The following is a HEX DUMP:

FF575043BA040000010A0201000000020500000015260000000200007E1ED9B41EDCDO0C86E2E7
72CEB92DF246B6E76113BAEA73190BF50270377C827AC3CA789CF078553665EFE85FC659FF9BB1
611DEF31056EFED39A69C43CSE35EF804340FC182FES52DE7BFAE220640EA38DAD2575DA520C697
C6E6ADCOE998F94B769B51B7E6DB003C92595CBEC18AD9433244ADA4B824AD172263CD156893E4
10B8E0O4BC664B69624E6EB85770EBF1514A356E1F7D45AC2357945A648D258D791162AA5093200A
A4BC690ED6CD83DOFC6971A3CO04EF60F1CA364C1CE85A9233CAB8B5343CA6D2ECCTEDBCCFF331



CLIMATE CHANGE & LABOR

Climate change is an issue on which Administration looks forward to working w/labor.

There is a powerful scientific rationale for taking action on global warming:
1998 hottest year on record, topping 1997, which was also a record. Our leading
scientists agree that human activities are starting to disrupt the Earth’s climate.
They also warn of serious consequences, like severe droughts, floods and health
problems, if global warming is ignored.

Taking action now amounts to an insurance policy against this serious risk.

Cost of this insurance policy is reasonable. Administration’s economic
analysis concludes that implementing Kyoto Protocol would mean an increase of
$70-100/year for an average family’s energy bill.

o This price doesn’t take into account the price decrease likely to result from
restructuring the electricity industry.

. Also doesn’t take into account the various domestic initiatives proposed by
the President -- such as increased investment in clean energy technologies
and tax credits for consumers who purchase fuel-efficient cars, homes,
appliances -- that can further reduce costs.

Kyoto Protocol is a good first step in fighting climate change.

Based on flexible, market-based approach that will allow emissions to be
reduced in ways that make the most sense both environmentally and
economically.

Protocol still needs work, however. Still must “fill-in the details” on key issues
such as international emissions trading and must encourage more meaningful
participation on part of key developing countries. President will not submit
Protocol to Congress for approval without such participation.

High-level Administration officials met w/labor leaders [from the IBEW and the
AFL-CIO] [at the White House] last September to discuss these and other issues
relating to climate change. In this meeting, there were three main topics that were

Electricity Restructuring. Labor understandably concerned that workers are protected
as legislative efforts intensify to bring about restructuring of the nation’s electricity
generation industry. In particular:

Worker transition issues: Need to make sure that workers are protected as

Automated Records Management System
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electricity generation is opened up to competition. One way to do this is to
ensure that there is a mechanism for providing this protection. [ can report to you
that when the Administration sends up its bill on electricity restructuring there
will be a provision that directs states to take into account worker transition issues
as they define “stranded costs.”

Grid reliability: Need to make sure that opening up the industry to competition
doesn’t mean a loss of reliability for customers. We understand that manpower
levels have a lot to do with grid reliability and we will continue a productive
dialogue with labor on this issue.

Transition Issues. Apart from the electricity context, we need to keep workers and their
families in mind as our nation transition to a less carbon-intensive economy. As we
stated in September, we are committed to beginning a consultative process with labor so
that we can fully consider what can and should be done to protect workers. The federal
government has extensive experience with worker and community transition programs, in
connection with everything from free trade agreements to clean air legislation to military
base closures. We are now trying to draw on this experience as we study such issues as:

Possible sources of revenue for climate change transition assistance;

What population of workers/communities/industries should be targeted;
Criteria for eligibility;

When any benetits/assistance should begin, given that industries are likely to

begin taking action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions before any legally binding
obligation takes effect.

Look forward to working closely with labor and industry as we further our understanding
of these issues.

Coal Industry. Of course, one of the sectors of the economy where transition issues
will be very challenging is in the coal industry. Also a topic in our September meeting.

Administration believes coal plays an important role in the nation’s energy
portfolio. National Energy Strategy makes clear the importance of maintaining a
diverse energy supply.

Also committed to ensuring that the coal our nation needs is used in the cleanest,
most efficient way.

Administration acknowledges that moving towards a less carbon-intensive
economy will have a substantial impact on the coal industry. At the same time,
we believe that some studies have greatly overestimated this impact. The
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Administration’s best estimate is that if we implemented Kyoto the coal industry
would employ between 5 and 10% tewer workers in 2010 than they would
otherwise.

But that’s still a substantial loss. And that’s why the Administration is
committed to helping mitigate the impact on the coal industry. Two programs
underway right now are:

° R&D into cleaner coal technologies. The FY2000 budget request
contains $122 million for R&D to develop next-generation technologies
for coal combustion with much higher energy efficiency and lower

greenhouse gas emissions. Also looking at new technologies that can
absorb and hold waste carbon gases from coal combustion.

. Abandoned Mine Reclamation. Interior Department is focussing its mine
reclamation work to promote reforestation techniques that maximize
carbon storage. This way the dollars spent and jobs created in
reclamation work would flow to communities that have been heavily coal
dependent.

Administration understands that more needs to be done. In particular, we are
consulting with labor and industry on tax incentives to spur adoption of clean coal
technologies as well as tax provisions to support advanced coking technologies.
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Hex-Dump Conversion



ARMS Email System Page 1 ot 4

RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Cordelia W. Reimers ( CN=Cordelia W. Reimers/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:25-FEB-1999 16:36:09.00

SUBJECT: Re: gender pay gap by cohort

TO: "Francine D. Blau" <fdb4 ( "Francine D. Blau" <fdb4 @ cornell.edu> [ UNKNOWN ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

I am putting both in the mail. There was an article in today's NY Times
about the AFL-CIO/IWPR report. The other one, from the Women's Bureau, is
a draft of a Fact Sheet on Women Workers. Arline Easley is planning to
update it to include the 1998 figures before it is released, but she says
the rest of the numbers are correct.

"Francine D. Blau" <fdb4 @ cornell.edu>
02/25/99 01:44:52 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Cordelia W. Reimers/CEA/EOP
cc:
Subject: Re: gender pay gap by cohort

Corky,

Thanks for filling me in on these studies. Please do send me one or both
if you can.

Thanks,
Fran

At 06:30 PM 2/24/99 -0500, you wrote:

>Thanks, Fran. I've requested the CPR and the Corcoran & Duncan article
>from the library.

>

>Do you know Arline Easley at the DOL Women's Bureau here in DC? She just
>sent me a copy of a report summarizing trends in earnings differences
>between women and men. It has a table of median real full-time year-round
>earnings for men and women all the way back to 1951, which is the longest
>time series I've found all in one place. She claims that the
female/male

>wage ratio rose more slowly in the 1990s than the 1980s because employment
>sgrowth in the 1990s has been faster in the highest and lowest earnings
»occ-ind groups, where the female/male wage ratio is lowest. But she
>doesn't sort out how this compares with the 1980s or how much of the
>slowdown is due to such occ-ind shifts vs slower growth in women's
relative

>education and experience. Wish I had more time to pursue this question!

>
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>I also just received a copy of "Equal Pay for Working Families: National
>and State Data on the Pay Gap and Its Costs," a joint research project of
>the AFL-CIO and the Inst for Women's Policy Research. They adjust the
>male-female annual earnings gap in 1994-96 for hours, education, age,
>marital/parental status, region, and urban/rural status, and they also
>calculate the wage diff due to being in a "female-dominated occupation"
for

>women and men. I'll be interested to see what they come up with. They
>cast their results in terms of how much money women and their families are
>currently losing due to unequal pay, on the implicit assumption that men's
>pay would remain the same as it is now if the earnings gap were to
>disappear (no market adjustments allowed). They assume it would disappear
>if everyone had truly equal opportunity from birth.

>

>If you want me to send you a copy, let me know.

>Corky

Sk ok ok ok ok ook ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

>Cordelia W. Reimers, Senior Economist

>Council of Economic Advisers

>Executive Office of the President

>Washington, DC 20502

>tel: 202-395-6982

>fax: 202-395-6853

>email: Cordelia W. Reimers@cea.eop.gov
>

>

>

>

>

>

> (Embedded

> image moved "Francine D. Blau" <fdb4 @ cornell.edu>
> to file: 02/23/99 01:51:00 PM
> PIC07258.PCX)

>

>

>

>

>Record Type: Record

>

>

>To: Cordelia W. Reimers/CEA/EOQOP

>

>CC:

>Subject: Re: gender pay gap by cohort

>

>

>

>

>Corky,

>Sorry I don't believe I can be too much help on this but what I can tell
>you is noted below in CAPS.

>Fran

>At 02:41 PM 2/19/99 -0500, you wrote:

>>Fran,

>>I've been asked for a rough "back of the envelope" estimate of the
>lifetime

>>gender pay gap between men and women of the cohorts that are around ages
>40

>>and 60 now {(assuming they had worked full time continuously, to separate
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>>the wage diffs from the labor supply diffs).

>>Do you know of any recent estimates of age-wage profiles by cohort and
>>gender?

>NO.

>>

>>The next question is, how much of this lifetime pay gap was due to diffs
>in

>>ed, exp, ind, occ, etc. and how much is unexplained?

>>One idea I have is to use estimates of the % of the overall gap that is
>>unexplained for different years during the cohort's lifetime, and
>>interpolate. Your and Larry's 1997 JOLE article provides estimates for
>>1979 and 1988. Are there any estimates for earlier or later years that
>you

>>would trust?

>>

>I DON'T KNOW OF ANYTHING FOR LATER YEARS. FOR EARLIER YEARS, TWO STUDIES
>THAT I OFTEN CITE ARE: U.S. BUREAU OFTHE CENSUS CURRENT POP REPORTS,
>SERIES P70, NO. 10, MALE-FEMALE DIFFERENCES IN WORK EXPERIENCE, OCCUPATION
>AND EARNINGS 1984 (CITED IN DETAIL IN BLAU AND FERBER 2ND ED); AND MARY
>CORCORAN AND GREG DUNCAN IN JHR, WINTER 1979 (CITED IN DETAIL IN BLAU AND
>FERBER 1ST ED) .

>>Another idea is to use the data in Tables 4-6 of your 1998 JEL article to
>>control for education, at least. Do you have handy the dollar values of
>>the wages behind the ratios in Table 4?2

>AFRAID NOT.

>>Have you by any chance updated the ratios since 19947

>NO.

>>

>>Any ideas or data you have would be most useful!

>>Thanks,

>>Corky

>>

>>

>>

>

>Francine D. Blau

>Frances Perkins Professor of Industrial and Labor Relations

>School of Industrial & Labor Relations

>Cornell University

>265 Ives Hall

>Ithaca, New York 14853-3901

>Ph: 607-255-4381

>Fax: 607-255-4496

>E-mail: FDB4@CORNELL.EDU

vV V. V VvV V

>Attachment Converted: "C:\My Documents\BAFILES\PIC07258.PCX"
>

Francine D. Blau

Frances Perkins Professor of Industrial and Labor Relations
School of Industrial & Labor Relations

Cornell University

265 Ives Hall

Ithaca, New York 14853-3901

Ph: 607-255-4381

Fax: 607-255-4496
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Janet L. Yellen ( CN=Janet L. Yellen/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME: 2-MAR-1999 20:24:10.00

SUBJECT: Background information on unions, trade, etc.

TO: Nouriel Roubini ( CN=Nouriel Roubini/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Robert Z. Lawrence ( CN=Robert Z. Lawrence/OU=CEA/QO=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

Attached is a background note that we prepared for John Podesta and Karen
Tramontano for their meeting with the AFL-CIO. I talked with Karen this
afternoon, and she told me she had talked with David Smith about our
meeting with the unions. They would like to talk about the causes of
manufacturing's problems (Are we experiencing deindustrialization and if

so, is it due to trade?) They would also like to discuss "whether we
care." We will need to work out a more formal agenda with Karen for our
discussion. ==================== ATTACHMENT l ====================

ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:

Unable to convert ARMS EXT: [ATTACH.D44])MAIL49650066L.036 to ASCII,
The following is a HEX DUMP:

FF57504394040000010A020100000002050000006E6B000000020000C751C21F1987A24A2DB83D
B2A557BF5D0C959CAB75CE28D2B35B000D345EA74B141F65D81C62C08E37BAAA2895974984B49B
5DFOFDD81D65862E9B0OA2DD5SBF7BB865442B9F3018972656855D37C7DEE23BC6F94BDF77D4C225
4211BAA77337FC93562C08C20ED2EDSE2F197453A8C6876E3CES51B8E369FF817021FBF678E9FA3
2EQ03E243BOFDFD96118CC95693A4CA1CED486C157C66CF830D65D1997290A69CAA6070F5434127
1CO3D900FDA75CC27A5901BA4704AA06D4CC9424811B5706CED2A609F4E740870B3331A60C5A86
8387E729F964CAD349263F763BF1BOA6660BEFAOCOBO9EO875E3200B04D37491BCD274AB2EF70D8
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8B8BDAY94 0A8E84BOACE8S8ED4F989E71F86E49251B0D8105E166A893485D5B8C31B10C7A958777CC
245C417EFA91621DB8A10F2D73152A4665FCA4582F3520A4A5116B1F096428746E19690EFF71D0
SFB3F23DB5BDEOF85D86B16266743CD51E3E2BB4E4AN3ED4976332AE33CDDCB6F1950D7E1ABS26
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0805010000000800000076040000060801000000160000007E04000000984C006F00630061006C
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0B010000103600540069006D006500730020004E0065007700200052006F006D0061006E002000
52006500670075006C006100720000000000000000000100020058020100000004002800000000
000000000000000000000000000000011202002400A1000000A10000000A0000008D0A01000200
8EOA010048008F0OA01000200900A01004800910A01000200920A01004800930A01000200940A01
000200950A01004800960A02004500BA42C824000000000000030CFFFF380044006F0000337C00
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00D1DD0A10008301040003000200211000DDDDOBOB00030000040B00ODDSBD1010E000002005802



February 16, 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA

KAREN TRAMONTANO
FROM: Janet Yellen
SUBJECT: Background information on unions, manufacturing, and trade
for your

upcoming meeting with the AFL-CIO.

This memorandum presents data on union membership, wages, and employment and on
unionized industries. It describes recent trends and places them in perspective. The key short
term perspective is the overall strength of the U.S. labor market: key unionized sectors have been
adversely affected by recent developments in the world economy, but the overall job market is
the best it has been in a generation. The key long term perspective is the decline in
manufacturing employment as a share of total employment associated with strong productivity
growth (not trade). Studies suggest that growing demand for skilled workers rather than the

impact of trade on unskilled workers has been the most important factor contributing to rising
wage inequality over the past two to three decades.

[. Trends in union membership

Declining membership share. The share of wage and salary workers who were union
members fell to 13.9 percent in 1998, down from 14.1 percent in 1997 and 20.1 percent in

1983, the first year for which comparable data are available. Other data show that over a
quarter of the entire labor force was unionized in the mid-1950s.

Number of members. The number of wage and salary workers who were union members
was 16.2 million in 1998, little changed from 1997 and down some from 17.7 million in

1983. Other data show that economy-wide unton membership had reached roughly 20
million in the 1970s.

Private versus public sector membership. About three-fifths of union members were in
private nonagricultural industries in 1998 and about two-fifths worked in government.

II. The strong labor market in 1998
Overall the labor market has been very strong in the past few years.
In 1998, nonagricultural employment rose by 2.8 million; unemployment fell to 4.3

percent, the lowest average level since 1969; average hourly earnings rose 3.8 percent.
Disadvantaged groups (blacks, including young black men, Hispanics, and less educated
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workers) saw significant real wage gains. Black and Hispanic unemployment rates are at
historic lows.

. Moreover, evidence suggests that job displacement rates in 1995-97 were well below
rates in 1993-95, the share of displaced workers finding work has risen, and reemployed
workers are suffering the smallest wage losses on record. Survey evidence suggests that
a very high fraction of workers feel that jobs are readily obtainable.

Nevertheless, some sectors were disproportionately and adversely affected by the Asian
crisis and other special factors.

Manufacturing (9.5 million union members, 15.8 percent unionization rate)

- Total employment stood at 18.5 million in January 1999, down about 280,000

since January 1998 but only slightly (0.6 percent) below the level at the onset of
the Asian crisis in July 1997.

- Within manufacturing, employment declines during 1998 were especially large for
primary metals (22,000 jobs lost, approximately 3 percent of the total
employment) and industrial machinery and equipment and electronic and

electrical equipment; even larger job losses were suffered in textile mills and
apparel.

Mining (72,000 union members, 12.2 percent unionization rate). Coal mining and oil
and gas extraction experienced large job losses: employment in coal mining was down

6,000 (6.4 percent) and employment in oil and gas extraction was down 39,000 (11.5
percent).

Other heavily unionized sectors have experienced sizeable employment gains over the past
year.

Construction (1.1 million union members, 17.8 percent unionization rate) saw
employment rise by 284,000 jobs (4.8 percent)

Transportation and public utilities (1.8 million union members. 25.8 percent unionization
rate) saw 3 percent job growth, with notable gains in trucking.

Available evidence suggests that workers displaced from manufacturing jobs have obtained
other employment, due to the strong national labor market.

During 1998, the unemployment rate in manufacturing has dropped slightly, from 3.8 to
3.5 percent, and it remains below the national average.

The unemployment rate in mining, by contrast rose sharply, from 3.7 to 7.4 percent
during 1998.

Workers in manufacturing and mining experienced slow earnings growth over the past
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year in comparison with national average gains.

. Average hourly earnings in manufacturing rose 2 percent, compared with 4 percent for all
workers. Average weekly earnings rose just 0.6 percent versus 3.4 percent for the
economy as a whole due to a relative decline in weekly hours worked in manufacturing.

. In mining, average hourly earnings rose a healthy 4.2 percent, but with fewer hours
worked, weekly pay declined by 1.6 percent.

. Construction workers saw pay gains of about 3.0 percent in hourly and 3.8 percent in
weekly earnings.

Both the manufacturing and the service industries are highly diverse in terms of pay and

job quality. Jobs lost in manufacturing have not uniformly been high paying and jobs
gained in services have not uniformly been low-paying.

Jobs in some impacted industries—mining and durable manufacturing, especially steel—
pay well above average for workers in production and nonsupervisory positions.
However, jobs in textiles and apparel pay substantially below average.

. Construction jobs pay high average hourly wages, close to those in mining; jobs in
transportation and public utilities also offer high pay.

. Within the broad service sector, pay differs substantially across sectors. Previous work
by the CEA suggests that, since 1993, job growth in the service sector has been
disproportionately concentrated in occupations and sectors within services paying above
average wages. Thus, it is misleading to caricature new service sector jobs as
“hamburger flipping jobs.” For example, jobs in the high-paying finance, insurance and

real estate sector grew especially rapidly in 1998 (this sector had 150,000 union jobs and
a 2 percent unionization rate).

III. Longer term economic trends affecting manufacturing

The share of manufacturing (and mining) in total U.S. employment has been on a
downward trend for several decades.

Manufacturing’s share of non-tarm payroll employment declined from about 24 percent
to about 15 percent over the last two decades, a continuation of an even longer term trend.
Mining’s share of total employment also fell. In contrast, construction’s employment

share has been stable and the employment share of service producing industries has
grown substantially.

I
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. The total number of employees in manufacturing (18.7 million in 1998) has fluctuated
within narrow bounds since the 1960s, rising from 16.8 million workers in 1960 to a peak
of 21 million in 1979. Manufacturing employment rose 3.6 percent between 1993 and
1998. In mining, employment has been declining in absolute terms since 1980.
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Although the number of manufacturing jobs has been roughly constant, the amount of job
creation and job destruction that goes on is remarkably large. Over a typical 12-month

interval, about one in ten manufacturing jobs disappears and a comparable number of new
manufacturing jobs open up at different locations.

Rapid productivity growth in manufacturing (and mining) has allowed an increasing
proportion of the nation’s productive resources to be devoted to producing other goods and

services and has thus contributed to a rising standard of living. But it has also meant that
a smaller fraction of the labor force is working in manufacturing.

Since 1960, productivity (output per hour) has roughly tripled in manufacturing while

doubling for the economy as whole. Productivity growth in manufacturing averaged 2.9
percent per year versus 1.8 percent in the economy as a whole.

Since 1993, the productivity gap has widened with productivity in manufacturing growing

at 3.9 percent per annum, almost three times as fast as the 1.4 percent pace for the
economy as a whole.

Within manufacturing, the annual pace of productivity growth has been far more rapid for

durable than for nondurable manufacturing (3.4 percent per year versus 2.3 percent per
year since 1960.)

The share of manufacturing in total GDP has declined from 23 percent in 1977 to 17
percent in 1997. Manufactured goods account for a dwindling percentage of the
spending of American households. As income rises, people typically spend an increasing
fraction on health, education and other services. This long-term trend is apparent in

other countries as well. Services are rising in importance in both developing and
emerging market countries.

Studies suggest that foreign trade is not primarily responsible for the long-term decline in

manufacturing employment, although the Asian crisis has played a role in manufacturing’s
recent performance.

Calculations by Robert Lawrence and others suggest that if the entire trade deficit after
1975 had been eliminated through extra production of U.S. manufactured goods,
manutacturing payrolls in 1994 would have been only 8 percent higher; manufacturing’s
share of total employment would have fallen by 14 rather than 15 percentage points.

The U.S. is a net importer of manufactured goods and net imports have risen, but net
imports have not increased enough to explain the decline in manufacturing employment.

Although manufacturing imports have risen, substantially in some sectors, exports
have also risen substantially.
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Within manufacturing, many sectors have seen strong export gains.
[V. Trade and Wages

Over the last 25 years, real wage growth has been slow and the gap between the wages of
skilled and unskilled workers has widened.

Real hourly compensation closely mirrors the behavior of labor productivity. Between
1959 and 1973, productivity and hourly compensation both grew in excess of 2.5 percent
annually. Since 1973, annual real compensation, properly measured, and productivity

have both grown at about 1 percent. The post 1973 productivity slowdown is the main
reason for slower growth in labor compensation.

Since the 1970's earnings inequality (including the gap between the wages of skilled and
unskilled workers) has risen substantially.

Between 1973 and 1993 the median hourly wages of men aged 20-64 with high
school but no college actually fell 12 percent in real terms; the hourly wages of
women fell 3 percent in real terms. Since 1993, there has been a modest

improvement with the median hourly wages of men, aged 20-64, up 2 percent and
those of women up 3 percent.

It is not possible to pinpoint precisely the causes for the widening skill gap, but a large
body of research attributes most to broad-based technological change that is biased in
favor of skilled workers. Such inequality is evident in all sectors, not just in
manufacturing. In today’s increasingly high-tech economy, the payoff to skill and the

ability to use computers has risen. That is one reason that the Administration’s emphasis
on education and lifelong skills upgrading is so critical.

The reduced demand for unskilled labor is broad based and has occurred
throughout the economy. The utilization of unskilled (less than high school
diploma) workers declined by even more in sectors sheltered from trade, including

construction and retail trade, than in sectors exposed to trade (66 percent decline
versus 59 percent decline.)

About a fifth of the decline in real wages may be due to factors such as decreased
unionization and the decline in the real value of the minimum wage. However,

inequality has increased among groups of workers such as college graduates who are
unlikely to belong to unions.

Unions have long provided wage premiums to less skilled workers. Studies

suggest that, other factors equal, working in a unionized firm raises a worker’s
earnings by 10 to 15 percent.
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5



sector than in the rest of the economy but more recently, the trends have been
similar in both sectors.

- The share of employed workers belonging to unions has eroded from a peak of
roughly 30 percent through much of the 1950s and 1960s to about 14 percent in
1996, a natural consequence of the rising employment share in less-unionized
sectors (services), regions (the South), and demographic groups (women).

Most estimates find that international trade accounts for only between 10 and 15 percent of
the increase in earnings inequality.

This might understate the role of globalization, in that there is an interactive eftect
between the two factors: it is possible that education and technology would not be as
important as they are if the U.S. were closed oft from the rest of the world.

But Americans on average would have lower real incomes in the absence of increased
trade. Technological innovation and skills are our international comparative advantage;
and international competition keeps industries like autos on their toes, which is one
reason why Detroit produces better cars today than they did in the 1970s.

The wage gap may have stopped widening.

A possible explanation is the large increase in the supply of highly educated workers that
has responded to the demand for them.

Another explanation is that the current economic expansion has progressed so far that

even unskilled workers are in high demand. Over the last two years, the demand for less
skilled workers as well as their wages have risen rapidly.

V. Thinking about international trade

The U.S. economy derives important benefits from high levels of international trade.

Roughly a quarter of U.S. growth since 1993 represents the contribution of exports, and

this includes the period since mid-1997 when exports have been hard hit by the Asian
Crisis.

- The Commerce Department estimates that each $1 million of exports supports
about 13 jobs, so 1998's $959 billion of exports supported about 12.5 million jobs.

Imports have also increased strongly during this period—by more than exports, implying
an increase in the trade deficit. But it would be wrong to assume that without the

increase in the trade deficit, the U.S. economy would have grown much more rapidly than
it actually did.
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For the last year or more the economy has been operating at “full employment.”
Although the Asian crisis diminished demand for manufactured goods, interest rates also
declined as a consequence of the crisis leading to offsetting increases in employment in
other sectors, particularly housing and services.

Imports are increasing as a result of increasing incomes. That is why trade balances are
counter-cyclical.

A country’s current account deficit equals the difference between its investment and
saving. During the 1990s, national investment and national saving have both increased
but investment increased faster, attracting foreign capital to the United States, resulting in
a strong dollar and growing current account deficits. In the 1980s, growing current
account deficits were the consequence of weak national investment and even weaker
saving. Trade deficits due to an investment boom are less of concern because investment
generates the payoft needed to finance foreign borrowing.

If we do not buy goods from other countries, they cannot earn the dollars they need to buy
goods from us. Erecting new barriers to imports would suppress imports but also end up
depressing our own exports and curtailing job opportunities for Americans in high-paying
export industries.

- The current crisis in emerging market countries offers a dramatic illustration of
this general principle. When investors suddenly cut East Asia oft from capital
inflows in 1997, those countries were no longer able to finance their trade deficits,
and thus were forced to start running trade surpluses in 1998 and 1999. Hence
the fall in U.S. exports to the region.

- Our response to the crisis, working with the IMF and the rest of the international
community, has worked to limit the fall in our sales, and lay the groundwork for a
return to the preceding pattern of growth in the East Asians’ incomes and imports
from us.

A world in which everyone’s levels of exports and imports are high and rising (as
opposed to the difference between them) together is more conducive to worldwide growth
and income gains.

- Both theoretical and empirical research shows that countries that are highly open Z
to trade have higher income levels and growth rates. The benefits from openness i%
result from deploying domestic workers in industries where they are relatively -8
most productive, purchasing imported intermediate and final goods at lower costs %9(
than they could be produced domestically; in addition, trade increases competition §%
resulting in more rapid innovation and expanded consumer choice. o
3
- According to one statistical estimate, every one-percentage-point increase a.
k=4

in openness (controlling for such important determinants as investment
and education) raises income by .34 per cent. U.S. openness (exports plus




imports as a share of GDP) has increased by 12 points since 1950,
implying an estimated eftect on income of about 4 percent.

Export jobs are good jobs. Workers in export-oriented firms earn 13-18 percent more
than other workers according to Commerce Dept. and other estimates.  Even after
adjusting for various worker characteristics, workers in export-oriented firms earn more
than others (5 percent more within the category of skilled workers, 7 percent more
within unskilled workers). And foreign trade barriers are often highest in the industries
where America leads the world—agriculture, financial services, pharmaceuticals, aircraft
and telecommunications.

Popular conceptions exaggerate the extent to which patterns of trade and investment are
driven by the influence of cheap labor in poor countries. More than half of U.S. imports
come from trade partners that have wages at least 90 percent of the U.S. level. And more
than one-third of U.S. foreign direct investment in manufacturing facilities went to
countries with labor costs above the U.S. level. Often they have more rigorous labor
standards as well.
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Francine P. Obermiller ( CN=Francine P. Obermiller/OU=CEA/QO=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME: 2-MAR-1999 14:23:05.00

SUBJECT: MARCH 5-Mtg re Issues from Miami Mtg

TO: Rebecca M. Blank ( CN=Rebecca M. Blank/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

Janet would like you to attend a meeting in her place on Friday, March 5,
5:00-6:00pm, in the OEOB, Room 180.

Karen Tramontano's office (Counselor to the Chief of Staff) called and
said that they will be discussing issues that came out of the meeting she

and John Podesta had with the AFL-CIO in Miami last week.

They are sending more info via email to Alice, who will forward it to us.
I will put this on your calendar, unless you indicate otherwise.

poc: Carolyn at x61987
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Robert Z. Lawrence {( CN=Robert 2. Lawrence/OU=CEA/O=EQOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:17-MAR-1999 10:29:27.00

SUBJECT: Re: Labor Economics Meeting

TO: Lael Brainard ( CN=Lael Brainard/OU=0OPD/O=EQOP @ EOP [ OPD ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

CC: Nouriel Roubini ( CN=Nouriel Roubini/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

Actually it seemed to go well -- since we managed to avoid talking about
policy until the last two minutes! It was particularly helpful that early
on we were able to distinguish between long run trends and the short run
impact of the Asian crisis. I also think the discussion was civil because
most participants were economists and we could share a common framework.
People understood the dominant role of faster productivity growth in the
falling share of manufacturing employment for example.

There was a marked contrast between those people who represented
particular industries -- autos, steel, and textiles -- who blame "the
current trade policy regime" for their problems -- and those who are more
academic --e.g. from the EPI or AFL-CIO who seemed more balanced in their
perspective. But all told, I felt our mission was accomplished.

Page 1 of 1
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Cordelia W. Reimers { CN=Cordelia W. Reimers/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:19-MAR-1999 11:11:35.00

SUBJECT: Re: FWD: Message from Larry Mishel (AFL-CIO) following up our meeting with

TO: Nouriel Roubini ( CN=Nouriel Roubini/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Here are email addresses of some of the economists at DOL, in case you

still need them:

Katharine Abraham, Commissioner of Labor Statistics, BLS: abraham k @
bls.gov

Harry Holzer, Chief Economist, DOL: holzer-harry @ dol.gov

Richard McGahey, Assistant Secretary for Pension and Welfare Benefits:
mcgahey-richard @ dol.gov

Ed Montgomery, Counselor to the Secretary: Montgomery-Edward @ dol.gov
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Nouriel Roubini ( CN=Nouriel Roubini/OU=CEA/O=EOP [ CEA ] )
CREATION DATE/TIME:20-MAR-1999 16:21:38.00

SUBJECT: Larry Mishel (AFL-CIO) following our labor union meetin

TO: Steven N. Braun ( CN=Steven N. Braun/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Douglas W. Elmendorf ( CN=Douglas W. Elmendorf/OU=CEA/O=EQOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Robert F. Schoeni ( CN=Robert F. Schoeni/OU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TO: Cordelia W. Reimers ( CN=Cordelia W. Reimers/QU=CEA/O=EOP @ EOP [ CEA ] )
READ : UNKNOWN

TEXT:

I received this message and attached files after our meeting with the
labor union economists; there was a discussion about the growing income
inequality and its causes. Any comments? Views? They are very eager to get
our views. Since this subject is not my cup of tea, I will be happy if
some of you could reply to him. We can also discuss the topic among us.
Nouriel

lmishel @ epinet.org (Lawrence Mishel)
03/18/99 10:27:32 AM
Record Type: Record

To: Nouriel Roubini/CEA/EOP
cc: Tom Palley <tpalley @ aflcio.org>
Subject: Follow-up

Nouriel,

I have attached a spreadsheet with annual data, 1959-97 on labor and
capital income, capital-output ratio etc for the corporate sector. The
data are drawn from NIPA Table 1.16 coupled with asset data from
Fed/BEA. Note that capital income and "profits" are equated, for
simplicity of exposition, but always include both profit and interest(
so the composition shift within capital income doesn't affect any
conclusions) .

My analysis is in chapter one of our State of Working America,
attached as a PDF file. Please review the material starting on page 62,
especially Tables 1.15 and 1.15 and Figure 1F.

This topic is treated too simply in most circumstances, in my view.
There doesn't seem to be any clear or explicit standard, for instance,
to determine whether there has been a redistribution from L to K.
Constant shares don't do it because there's been a rapid fall in the K/Y
ratio. Other changes such as a growt in labor quality should be
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considered, too. Noone, including me, has specified a model of what
drives factor shares or the return to capital and has estimated whether
there has been a structural shift. There's frequent discussion that
there's "small" changes, but little rcognition of any yardstick with
which to measure size- a 1l%pt shift in labor's share in the corporate
sector is equivalent to a 1.2% wage decline, an amount larger than all
of the expected gains from a range of policies(GATT, deficit
reduction,etc.). There's also sometimes a reference to the current shift
being within the historical norm, but we had a large swing from very
high returns in the 60's to very low returns in the 70's. This leaves me
wondering whether any large shift would be outside of the "norm" of the
last 40 years. I use a metric of how much the shift means in terms of
compensation levels

I'd be interested in your, and your CEA colleagues' comments. I
think this area is vastly underdeveloped in economic analysis, so it's
important to dialogue about the metric for making judgements. At this
point, a constant share argument is neither factually true or a useful
standard. If there's not a tremendous rise in "profitability" then is
the stock market boom purely speculative? Or solely based on expected
returns with no current shift to higher returns?

Thanks for your interest.

Lawrence Mishel

Economic Policy Institute
Suite 1200

1660 L St.,N.W.
Washington,D.C. 20036

LMISHEL@EPINET.ORG
Direct line (202) 331-5533
Fax (202) 775-0819
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CHAPTER 1

Family income: slower growth,
greater inequality

THE SLOW AND UNEVEN GROWTH OF FAMILY INCOME SINCE THE EARLY 1970S IS THE
most important economic problem confronting American families. In this re-
gard, understanding the dynamics of family income growth is central to the
theme of this book. This chapter examines how the economy, through the pro-
duction of jobs, wages, and returns on investment, has generated slow growth
and increasing inequality in family incomes.

The 1990s recovery, despite racking up some impressive numbers on aggre-
gate economic indicators such as unemployment and recent productivity growth,
provides an excellent example of the income problem. For the first time in the
postwar period, family income fell four years in a row, declining each year from
1989 to 1993. The initial decline was attributable to the recession that began in
1990, but the median continued to fall as the recovery got under way in 1991 and
1992. In 1994, median family income finally responded to overall growth, and it
has increased each year since (the most recent available data on family income are
from 1997). Nevertheless, the median family — the family in the middle of the
income scale — was only slightly better off (by $285 in 1997 dollars) in 1997
than it was at the peak of the last business cycle, in 1989. This is also historically
unprecedented: in every prior recovery, the income of the typical family had, by
this point, far surpassed its level of the prior peak. But in the 1990s, thanks to the
continued surge of income inequality, the relationship between the growing
economy and improving living standards has eluded all but the wealthiest fami-
lies.

Even with the growth that has occurred since 1994, by 1997 the income of
the median family was essentially back where it started in 1989, despite a 9%
increase in productivity over the period.
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The underlying factor driving the income problem is the growth of inequal-
ity — the ever-expanding gap between those at the top and the middle and the
middle and the bottom of the income distribution. While this pattern of income
growth has prevailed since the late 1970s, it departs from the earlier postwar
period, which saw a much more equalizing growth pattern. In fact, inflation-
adjusted incomes about doubled for each family income “fifth” from 1947 to
1979, but after that incomes stagnated for middle-income families, fell at the
bottom, and rose at the top. Even in 1996, when the labor market was finally
beginning to reflect the benefits of the continued recovery, the average real in-
come of the bottom fifth of families fell by 1.8%. The strongest growth occurred
among the top 5%, whose average income grew 3.1% from 1995 to 1996.

Why have income trends continued to be so negative in the 1990s? Along
with overall slow growth, the primary reason, at least through 1996, is the con-
tinuing wage deterioration among middle- and low-wage earners, now joined by
white-collar and even some groups of college-educated workers. Another key fac-
tor in understanding recent income trends is the contribution of working wives.

In the 1980s, many families compensated for the fall in hourly compensa-
tion, which was particularly steep for male workers, by working more hours
(either through more family members working or through longer hours by those
employed). This strategy — working longer for less — is most notable among
married-couple families, in part because these families tend to have more poten-
tial workers than do families headed by one person. In fact, in the absence of
increased hours and earnings by working wives in married-couple families in
the 1980s, the incomes of the bottom 60% of families would have fallen.

In the 1990s, however, there was a slowdown in the growth (for some, even a
decline) of hours and earnings among working wives in married-couple families,
particularly among low- and middle-income women. Unlike the prior decade, wives’
contributions were no longer sufficient to offset the lower earnings of husbands,
whose wages continued to fall (only husbands in the top fifth experienced wage
increases). By 1996, the bottom 80% of married-couple families would have ex-
perienced flat or declining incomes in the absence of wives’ work; even with wives’
contributions, families in the bottom 40% lost economic ground in the 1990s.

The slowdown in wives’ hours and earnings also affected inequality growth.
In the 1980s, the fastest growth in wives’ work effort was among the bottom 60%,
and their contributions to their families’ incomes counteracted, to an extent, the
sharp growth of income among the richest married-couple families. The net effect
was equalizing. But since hours and earnings losses were most concentrated among
this same middle- and low-income group of wives in the 1990s, their earnings had
little impact on the growth of inequality over this period. Over the full period,
1979-96, however, wives’ contributions were equalizing.
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FAMILY INCOME

One difficulty in assessing the progress of inequality in the 1990s stems
from an important change in the methodology used by the Census Bureau, the
primary source for income data in this chapter. Starting in 1993, Census counters
allowed families to report higher levels of income from earnings than in previ-
ous years, creating an inconsistency that led to an upward bias in the inequality
trend. Below, we have adjusted the data to allow a comparison to 1989, but we
still find solid evidence that family income inequality continued to grow in the
1990s — at about half the rate of the 1980s and twice the rate of the 1970s.

Not only have incomes grown slowly, they have declined for younger fami-
lies. A cohort, or intergenerational, analysis of income growth shows that recent
groups of young families have started out at lower incomes and obtained slower
income gains as they approached middle age. Consequently, families headed by
someone entering their prime earning years after 1976 may not achieve the same
incomes in middle age as did the preceding generation. One result of this trend
has been to diminish the role of income mobility in offsetting increasing income
inequality.

The growth of inequality has also been fueled by large increases in the capital
incomes of the wealthy. These gains stem in large part from the increase in the rate
of profit, or the return to capital holdings. Profit rates continue to soar in the 1990s,
but (as discussed in the Introduction) these gains have not led to increased invest-
ment in capital stock, nor have they been accompanied by increases in efficiency,
as measured by productivity growth. Their main effect has been to increase the
incomes of the richest families at the expense of the broad working class.

In the first few sections of this chapter we examine the changes in income in
recent years relative to other periods since 1947. This analysis focuses on changes
in median family income for families overall as well as for families differenti-
ated by the age or race/ethnicity of the household head and by family type (fami-
lies with children, married-couple families, single-parent families, and so on).
In the final sections we turn to the growth of inequality and its causes.

Median income grows slowly in 1980s, declines in 1990s

Income growth over the last two business cycles — 1979-89 and 1989-97 —
was slow and the gains were unequally distributed. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 show
changes in family income, adjusted for changes in consumer prices, in various
cyclical peak (or low-unemployment) years since World War II. (These Census
data exclude the impact of the sharp increase in capital gains over the 1980s and
1990s; we adjust for this omission in Chapter 2). As explained in the section on
documentation and methodology, examining income changes from business cycle
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THE STATE OF WORKING AMERICA

TABLE 1.1 Median family income,*
1947-97 (1997 dollars)

Year Median family income*
1947 $20,102
1967 35,076
1973 40,978
1979 42,483
1989 44,283
1997 44,568
Total increases

1947-67 $14,974
1967-73 5,902
1973-79 1,505
1979-89 1,800
1989-97 285

* Income includes all wage and salary, self-employ-
ment, pension, interest, rent, government cash as-
sistance, and other money income.

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Bureau of the
Census data. For detailed information on table
sources, sec Table Notes.

TABLE 1.2 Annual growth of median family income,
1947-97 (1997 dollars)

Mcdian family Adjusted for

income growth family size*
Period Percent Dollars Percent
1947-67 2.8% $749 n.a.
1967-73 2.6 984 2.8%
1973-79 0.6 251 0.5
1979-89 04 180 0.5
1989-97 0.1 36 0.1

* Annualized growth rate of family income of the middle fifth, divided by
the poverty line for each family size.

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Burcau of the Census data.
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FAMILY INCOME

FIGURE 1A Median family income, 1947-97
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

peak to business cycle peak eliminates the distortion caused by the fact that
incomes fall significantly in a recession and then recover in the subsequent up-
swing (see Figure 1A).

Family income increased substantially in the two decades immediately fol-
lowing World War Il (1947-67). During that time, median family income in-
creased by $14,974, for an annual rate of growth of 2.8% (Table 1.2). Family
incomes continued to grow into the early 1970s, but since 1973 they have risen
slowly. In 1989, the median family’s income was $1,800 greater than it was in
1979, translating into growth of just 0.4% per year from 1979 to 1989, or only
two-thirds of the sluggish 0.6% annual growth of the 1973-79 period and only
one-seventh the rate of the postwar years prior to 1973 (Figure 1B). In fact, the
$1,800 income growth over the 10 years after 1979 equals the amount that in-
comes rose every 22 months in the 1967-73 period.

The recession that began in 1990 and ended in 1991 (or in 1992 in terms of
unemployment) significantly reduced incomes through 1993. Despite income
growth from 1993 to 1997, the median family income in 1996 was only 0.6%, or
$285, above its 1989 level. This small 1989-97 income growth appears to reflect
more than the unemployment accompanying a normal business cycle downturn.
First, considering the mildness of the 1991 recession (unemployment rose by
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FIGURE 1B Annual growth of median family income, 1947-97
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2.1 percentage points, which is less than in the usual downturn), we would have
expected median family income to recover much sooner, as it did following
much deeper recessions. Second, the income decline reflects several ongoing
and new structural shifts in income growth, such as the falloff in wages among
white-collar and college-educated workers that preceded the recession.

The fact that the median income took eight years to return to its pre-recessionary
peak is historically unique. Typically, job growth, falling unemployment, and in-
creasing productivity — all of which occurred in the recovery that began in 1991
— would have helped return median family income to its previous level. But as
we show below, increasing income inequality and continued eamings declines
through 1996 have eroded the incomes of all but the top 5% of families.

It is common practice also to examine measures of family income growth
that adjust for changes in family size, since the same total family income shared
by fewer family members can be interpreted as improved economic well-being
for each family member. However, trends in incomes adjusted for family size
can be misleading, since the recent decline in the average family’s size is par-
tially due to lower incomes; that is, some families feel they cannot afford as
many children as they could have if incomes had continued to rise at early post-
war rates. Yet a family deciding to have fewer children or a person putting off
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FAMILY INCOME

FIGURE 1C Average number of persons per family, 1947-97
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starting a family because incomes are down appears “better oft” in size-adjusted
family income measures. It also seems selective to adjust family incomes for
changes in family size and not adjust for other demographic trends such as more
hours of work and the resulting loss of leisure.

Nevertheless, even when income growth is adjusted for the shift toward
smaller families (Table 1.2, column 3), the income growth from 1979 to 1989 is
only slightly higher than the “unadjusted” measure (0.5% versus 0.4%). In fact,
the trends in size-adjusted income never diverge more than 0.2% from the unad-
justed measure in any period, suggesting that the shrinking size of families has
only marginally offset the slow growth of median family income since 1973.

Note that the decline of size-adjusted family income was the same as that of
unadjusted income in the 1990s. This stems largely from the fact that family size,
after falling continuously over the 1980s, stabilized in the 1990s. Figure 1C shows
the average number of persons per family in the 1947-97 period. At the beginning
of the figure, in 1947, families had on average about 3.7 members. By 1989 the
number had fallen to 3.2. Since then the trend has been flat, and so we would not
expect size adjustments to play a role in income trends in the 1990s.

We return below to a more detailed investigation of the impact of other
aspects of demographic change on family income growth and inequality.
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An economic ‘generation gap’

Table 1.3 shows that income declines have been greatest among the youngest
families. The average income of families headed by someone under age 25 de-
clined at an annual rate of 2.4% from 1979 to 1989 and 0.7% from 1989 to
1997. These young families in 1997 had about $5,000 less income to spend in
real dollars than their 1967 counterparts had when they were starting out. This
pattern of income loss has meant that the income gap between the median in-
come of these youngest families and those of older persons has expanded since
1979.

Families headed by someone between the ages of 25 and 34 have also fared
poorly relative to earlier years. The incomes of these families eroded 0.5% per
year from 1979 to 1989 and was flat from 1989 to 1997, in stark contrast to their
3.1% and 2.5% annual growth rates in 1947-67 and 1967-73. Many families in
this age group are likely to be bringing up young children and trying to buy a
home of their own; their income problems thus represent income problems for
the nation’s children. Families with household heads age 25 to 34 in 1997 had
incomes about $1,900 less than their counterparts had in 1979.

The incomes of the 35-44 and 45-54 age groups grew modestly — 0.5%
and 0.8% per year — between 1979 and 1989, compared to growth of about 3%
per year between 1947 and 1973. Incomes of families headed by someone over
65 increased at a 2.0% pace from 1979 to 1989, only half as fast as in the 1967-
73 period. From 1989 to 1997, families headed by individuals less than 55 expe-
rienced income stagnation or losses; only those families headed by older per-
sons saw their incomes grow. Thus, Table 1.3 underscores a post-1979 economic
“generation gap,” with younger families starting out lower down the income
scale and falling further behind, while older families hold their ground.

Income growth among racial/ethnic groups

While sluggish income growth has affected all racial groups, Table 1.4 illus-
trates some important differences in income growth by race, particularly in the
1989-97 period, when black families were the only racial group with significant
positive median income growth. Hispanic families, however, lost ground at a
highly accelerated rate in the 1990s.

White families, who fared the best from 1967 to 1979, experienced modest
0.5% annual growth in their real median income from 1979 to 1989. Black fami-
lies, whose 1996 median income was 40% lower than that of whites, experi-
enced slower income growth than whites in 1973-79 (0.3% versus 0.6%) and in
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FAMILY INCOME

TABLE 1.3 Median family income by age of householder, 1947-97 (1997 dollars)

Year Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64  Over 65
1947 $15,553  $19,439 $21,840  $22,815 $21,236 $12,124
1967 25,840 35,792 40,850 42,783 35,558 17,368
1973 27,251 41,506 48,650 51,765 43,461 21,851
1979 28,220 41,877 49,699 54,874 47,532 24,557
1989 22,086 39,960 52,036 59,671 48,724 29,877
1997 20,820 39,979 50,424 59,959 50,241 30,660
Annual growth rate

1947-67 2.6% 3.1% 3.2% 3.2% 2.6% 1.8%
1967-73 0.9 2.5 3.0 3.2 3.4 39
1973-79 0.6 0.1 0.4 1.0 1.5 2.0
1979-89 -2.4 -0.5 0.5 0.8 0.2 2.0
1989-97 -0.7 0.0 -0.4 0.1 0.4 03

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census (1996) and unpublished Census data.

TABLE 1.4 Median family income by race/ethnic group, 1947-97 (1997 dollars)

Ratio to white
family income of:

Year White Black* Hispanic** Black Hispanic
1947 $20,938 $10,704 n.a. 51.1% n.a.
1967 36,407 21,554 n.a. 59.2 n.a.
1973 42,829 24,117 $29,635 57.7 69.2%
1979 44,330 25,103 30,731 56.6 69.3
1989 46,564 26,158 30,348 56.2 65.2
1997 46,754 28,602 28,142 61.2 60.2
Annual growth rate

1947-67 2.8% 3.6% n.a.

1967-73 2.7 23 n.a.

1973-79 0.6 0.3 0.6%

1979-89 0.5 0.4 -0.1

1989-97 0.1 1.1 -0.9

*  Prior to 1967, data for blacks include all nonwhites.
** Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census (1996) and unpublished Census data.
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1979-89 (0.4% versus 0.5%). The median income of families of Hispanic origin
declined slightly (0.1% per year) between 1979 and 1989.

The ratio of black to white median family income fell from 1967 to 1979 and
then remained fairly constant, declining slightly by the end of the 1980s. Interest-
ingly, in the 1989-97 period, the income of the median black family rose at a much
faster annual rate (1.1%) than in the prior two periods, while that of the median
white family fell. These countervailing trends led to an increase in the black/white
ratio. (Chapter 6 reveals similar relative gains by blacks in poverty rates.) Prior to
the 1990s, Hispanic family incomes were higher than those of African Americans,
but they fell sharply in the 1990s, at an annual rate of 0.9%. Thus, by the end of
the period, Hispanic median family income was lower than that of black families
and had fallen to a historical low of 60.2% that of white families. In 1997 dollars,
the median Hispanic family was $2,206 worse off than in 1989.

Only dual-income, married couples gain

The only type of family that experienced income growth over the 1980s and the
1990s was married couples with a wife in the paid labor force (Table 1.5). In-
comes among married couples where the wife was not employed declined 0.3%
over the 1980s and 0.4% in the 1990s (1989-97). Similarly, the slight fall in
income experienced by single-parent families in the 1980s accelerated some-
what in the 1990s. This was a dramatic turnaround for female-headed families,
since their incomes grew 1.4% per year in the 1973-79 period. (The effect of
this income decline on poverty rates is explored in Chapter 6.)

This pattern of income growth suggests that it was only among families
with two adult earners that incomes grew in the post-1979 period. The data in
Table 1.5 also show sizable growth in the importance of working wives. In 1979,
the share of married couples without a wife in the labor force was about equal to
that of those with a wife in the labor force (41.9% versus 40.6% of all families).
By 1997, married couples with two earners (assuming the husband worked)
made up 47.3% of all families, while one-earner married couples were propor-
tionately tewer in number, 29.3% of the total.

While this shift toward two-earner families has been a major factor in recent
income growth, this shift appears to be attenuating, since the rate at which wives
(and women in general) have been joining the labor force has slowed in recent
years (see Chapter 4). For example, among married-couple families, wives joined
the paid labor force at an annual rate of 1.3% in the 1970s, 0.8% in the 1980s, and
0.5% in the 1989-97 period (not shown in table). Furthermore, as we show below,
the hours of working wives grew more slowly in the 1990s relative to the 1980s.
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TABLE 1.5 Median family income by family type, 1947-97 (1997 dollars)

Married couples

Wife Wife not Single

in paid in paid Male- Female- All
Year Total labor force labor force headed headed families
1947 $20,619 n.a. n.a. $19,472 $14,405 520,102
1967 37,322 $44,020 $33,652 30,128 18,986 35,076
1973 44,301 51,812 38,826 36,527 19,712 40,978
1979 46,477 53,921 38,403 36,455 21,429 42,483
1989 49,893 58,590 37,209 36,043 21,281 44,283
1997 51,591 60,669 36,027 32,960 21,023 44,568
Annual
growth rate
1947-67 3.0% n.a. n.a. 2.2% 1.4% 2.8%
1967-73 2.9 2.8% 2.4% 33 0.6 2.6
1973-79 0.8 0.7 -0.2 0.0 1.4 0.6
1979-89 0.7 0.8 -0.3 -0.1 -0.1 0.4
1989-97 0.4 0.4 -0.4 -1.1 -0.2 0.1
Share of
Sfamilies
1951* 86.7% 19.8% 66.9% 3.0% 9.9% 100.0%
1967 86.4 31.6 54.8 24 10.6 100.0
1973 85.0 354 49.7 2.6 12.4 100.0
1979 82.5 40.6 41.9 2.9 14.6 100.0
1989 79.2 45.7 335 44 16.5 100.0
1997 76.6 473 29.3 5.5 17.8 100.0

* Earliest year available.

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census (1996) and unpublished Census data.

Married-couple families, although still predominant — they represented
76.6% of all families in 1997 — make up a smaller share of families than they
did in the 1950s and 1960s. There has been a continuing rise in the importance
of female-headed families; in 1997 they represented 17.8% of the total. Although
this phenomenon has been the focus of increased attention in recent years, the
share of female-headed families grew more quickly in the 1967-79 period than
in the period since 1979. Note also that the median incomes of these female-
headed families actually grew over the 1967-79 period, when their share of the
population of families was increasing. This pattern suggests that income trends
within demographic groups were a more important source of income loss than
the often-cited shift to female-headed families. (Chapter 6 looks closely at this
issue in the context of poverty.)
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Examined as a whole, family income growth was stagnant over the 1989-97
period (Table 1.5, last column), with losses experienced by single-headed fami-
lies and families with wives not in the paid labor force. Families with working
wives were the only family type to achieve income growth over this period; their
incomes rose a modest 0.4% per year. As we show below, this growth was driven
primarily by the increase in annual hours of work by wives.

Growing inequality of family income

The vast majority of American families have experienced either modest income
growth or an actual erosion in their living standards in recent years, while the
small minority of upper-income families have experienced substantial income
growth. The result has been an increase in inequality such that the gap between
the incomes of the well-off and those of everyone else is larger now than at any
point in the postwar period. The rich have gotten richer, low-income and even
poor families are more numerous and are poorer than they have been in decades,
and the middle has been “squeezed.” This section examines the income trends
of families at different income levels and the dramatic growth of income in-
equality in the 1980s and 1990s.

Table 1.6 shows the share of all family income received by families in dif-
ferent segments of the income distribution. Families have been divided into fifths,
or “quintiles,” of the population, and the highest income group has been further
divided into the top 5% and the next 15%. The 20% of families with the lowest
incomes are considered the “lowest fifth,” the next best-off 20% of families are
the “second fifth,” and so forth. The table also shows the trend in the “Gini
ratio,” a standard measure of inequality, bounded by zero and one, wherein higher
numbers reveal greater inequality. Because the Census Bureau raised the “top
codes” (i.e., the highest income levels it would record) in 1993, income shares
beyond that year are less comparable to those of prior years (a factor we correct
for in the next section).

The upper 20% of families received 47.2% of all income in 1997. The top
5% received more of total income, 20.7%, than the families in the bottom 40%,
who received just 14.1%. In fact, the 1997 share of total income in each of the
three lowest-income fifths—the 29.8% of total income going to the bottom 60%
of families—was smaller than the 34.5% share this group received in 1979. As
we will see in a later chapter providing international comparisons (Chapter 8),
income in the United States is distributed far more unequally than in other in-
dustrialized countries.

The 1980s was a period of sharply increasing income inequality, reversing
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TABLE 1.6 Shares of family income by income fifth and top 5%, 1947-97

Breakdown
of top fifth
Lowest  Second Middle Fourth Top Bottom  Top Gini

Year fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth 15% 5% ratios
1947 5.0% 11.9% 17.0%  23.1% 43.0% 25.5% 17.5% 0.376
1967 5.4 12.2 17.5 23.5 414 25.0 16.4 0.358
1973 5.5 11.9 17.5 24.0 41.1 25.6 15.5 0.356
1979 5.4 11.6 17.5 24.1 414 26.1 153 0.365
1989 4.6 10.6 16.5 237 44.6 26.7 17.9 0.401
1997* 472 9.9 15.7 23.0 472 26.5 20.7 0.429
Percentage-
point change
1947-67 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 -1.6 -0.5 -l.1 - -0.018
1967-73 0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.5 -0.3 0.6 -0.9  -0.002
1973-79 -0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.1 03 0.5 -0.2 0.009
1979-89 -0.8 -1.0 -1.0 -0.4 32 0.6 2.6 0.036
1989-97 -0.4 -0.7 -0.8 -0.7 2.6 -0.2 2.8 0.028

* These shares reflect a change in survey methodology leading to greater inequality.

Source: Authors’ analysis of unpublished Census data.

the trend toward less inequality over the postwar period into the 1970s. Between
1979 and 1989, the bottom 80% lost income share and only the top 20% gained.
Moreover, the 1989 income share of the upper fifth, 44.6%, was far greater than
the share it received during the entire postwar period and even higher than the
43% received in 1947. Even among the rich, the growth in income was skewed
to the top: between 1979 and 1989, the highest 5% saw their income share rise
2.6 percentage points (from 15.3% to 17.9%), accounting for the bulk of the 3.2
percentage-point total rise in the income share of the upper fifth. The Gini ratio
grew four times faster in the 1980s than in the 1970s, reflecting the acceleration
of inequality over the decade.

The increase in inequality continued unabated over the 1989-96 period. For
example, the share received by the top 5% grew from 17.9% in 1989 to 20.7% in
1997 (recall that part of this increase — as shown below, perhaps a third — is
due to lifting the top code). Comparing the bottom two rows of the table reveals
that the rate of share loss among the bottom 80% was slower than that of the
1980s. However, note that these two rows compare a 10-year to a seven-year
period; correcting for this difference reveals that inequality grew at a similar
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FIGURE 1D Ratio of family income of top 5% to lowest 20%, 1947-97
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* This ratio reflects a change in survey methodology leading to incrcased inequality.

Source: Authors™ analysis of U.S. Burcau of the Census data.

annualized rate in both periods. The Gini ratio also continued to increase at a
similar rate in the 1990s as in the 1980s (accounting for the shorter time period
from 1989 to 1996). The top fifth, and in particular the top 5%, continued to
gain at the expense of everyone else, including the group in the 80-95th percen-
tile range, whose income share fell 0.2 points in the 1990s.

The increase in the income gap between upper- and lower-income groups is
illustrated in Figure 1D, which shows the ratio of the average incomes of fami-
lies in the top 5% to the average income of those in the bottom 20% from 1947
to 1997. The gap between the top and the bottom incomes fell from 1947 to
1979 but grew to a historic high of 19.5 by 1997, reversing three decades of
lessening inequality.

Another way of viewing this recent surge in income inequality is to com-
pare the “income cutoff” (the income of the best-off family in each group) of
families by income group, as in Table 1.7. By focusing on this measure, we are
able to discuss income gains and losses for complete groupings of families (e.g.,
the bottom 40%).

Over the early postwar period, from 1947 to 1973, there was strong and
even income growth across the income spectrum. From 1947 to 1967, for in-
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TABLE 1.7 Real family income growth by income group, 1947-97, upper limit of
each group (1997 dollars)

Lowest Second Middle Fourth 95th

Year fifth fifth fifth fifth percentile  Average
1947 $10,506  $16,952 $22988  $32,618  $53,536  $23,517
1967 18,167 29,823 39,992 54,827 88,094 38,914
1973 20,678 34,120 47,606 65,468 102,063 46,321
1979 21,388 35,169 49,825 68,607 110,064 48,402
1989 20,714 36,242 52,810 77,079 128,093 53,723
1997 20,586 36,000 53,616 80,000 137,080 56,902
Annual growth rate

1947-67 2.8% 2.9% 2.8% 2.6% 2.5% 2.5%
1967-73 22 23 29 3.0 2.5 29
1973-79 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.8 1.3 0.7
1979-89 -0.3 03 0.6 1.2 1.5 1.0
1989-97 -0.1 -0.1 0.2 0.5 0.9 0.7

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Burcau of the Census data.

stance, the growth in the top value in each fifth ranged from the 2.5% annual
pace obtained by the top 5% to the 2.9% annual pace obtained by those in the
second fifth. Because incomes grew slightly faster for lower- and middle-in-
come families than upper-income families (the top 5%) from 1947 through 1967,
there was a general decline in income inequality, as shown by the falling Gini
ratio in the previous table.

The pattern of income growth since 1973 has been far more uneven and far
slower than in the earlier period. From 1973 to 1979 the fastest income growth
was the 1.3% annual growth among the top 5% of families, which, though mod-
est, was twice the 0.6% and 0.5% annual income growth among the first and
second fifths. Incomes across the spectrum continued to grow slowly in the
1979-89 period, but the pattern of growth was even more unequal. The families
with the lowest incomes actually lost ground from 1979 to 1989 (incomes fell
0.3% annually), while the top 5% accelerated to a 1.5% annual rate. In the most
recent period, 1989-97, average annual growth slowed considerably, but inequal-
ity continued to increase, as the growth went mostly to families at the top of the
income scale. The bottom 40% of families lost 0.1% per year, while the top 5%
gained 0.9%.

Figure 1E presents a revealing picture of incomes growing together in the
first 30 years of the postwar period and growing apart thereafter. The bars in
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FIGURE 1E Family income, average annual change
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each panel represent the annual growth rate of average income by income fifth
over the periods 1947-79 and 1979-96. The top panel, covering the years 1947-
79, shows strong and even growth. In fact, over this period, growth was slightly
faster at the bottom of the income scale relative to the top, i.e., growth was
equalizing. The bottom panel shows a very different pattern. Since 1979, the
annual growth of family income has been negative for the bottom fifth, falling
6.4% per year. Income growth has been flat for the next fifth and positive for the
top three fifths. Note that between 1947 and 1979 income grew 0.4% per year
more slowly in the top relative to the bottom fifth (found by subtracting one rate
of growth from the other); since 1979, income has grown 2.0% more quickly in
the top relative to the bottom fifth. Thus, the 1947-79 equalizing pattern of growth
has sharply reversed in the post-1979 period.

Counter-arguments to the evidence on income trends

A number of questions have been raised regarding the above evidence. First,
Census data have undergone some important changes in the 1990s, and these
changes have most likely imparted an upward bias to the levels and growth of
income inequality in the measures published by the Census Bureau over the
1989-96 period. Thus, while we know that inequality has increased since the
late 1980s, the changes in the primary data source (March CPS data) have previ-
ously left us uncertain as to the magnitude of the increase. Using data specially
prepared by the Census to account for this difference, we address this issue in
this section.

Second, some economists argue that consumption, a proxy measure for “per-
manent” income, is a better measure of family well-being than annual income.
This raises the question of whether the inequality of consumption has increased
along with that of income.

Finally, some economists argue that it is demographic, not economic, fac-
tors that are responsible for the growth and inequality problems documented
above. This is an important distinction, because an incorrect diagnosis of the
problem will lead to inappropriate policy responses. We explore the validity of
this claim below.

How much has inequality really grown in the 1990s?

Most government surveys of income data are “top coded,” meaning that, for
reasons of confidentiality, the values that respondents report are “capped” (i.e.,
values above the top code are simply assigned the same top-coded value). Be-
ginning in 1993, these caps were significantly raised. Also, in 1995, the Census
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Bureau began to report more fully the earnings of the highest-paid workers (see
Appendix B for a more detailed explanation). The impact of these changes is to
raise the reported income levels of high earners from the 1996 survey relative to
those from earlier years, before these changes went into effect. Thus, research-
ers have been unable to determine the precise magnitude of the increase in in-
equality from 1989 to, for example, 1996.

To remedy this measurement issue, Table 1.8 presents data from a version
of the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey dataset specifically prepared
to be comparable over the two years 1989 and 1996. It reports average income
by income fifth (the same measure underlying the growth rates shown in Figure
1E) and income shares (along with the Gini ratio). The top panel presents changes
in average income by income fifth, with the top fifth separated into the 80-95th
percentile, the 96-99th percentile, and the top 1%. The bottom panel shows
income shares and the Gini ratio, as in Table 1.6.

The table corroborates the above findings that inequality continued to in-
crease in the 1990s. While the increase is smaller once we correct for the change
in survey procedure, the inequality-inducing pattern of growth is unmistakable.
The average income of families in the first two fifths fell by 4.0%, while that of
the middle fifth fell by 2.1%. The only growth that occurred was among the top
20% of families, and even that growth was concentrated in the top 5%. The
fastest growth was among the very richest — the top 1% of families — whose
incomes increased by 10.0% over this seven-year period.

The changes in income shares also reflect increasing income imbalances.
Tracking the gains in the top panel, the only increase in shares — 1.8 percentage
points — went to the top 20%, and the top 1% claimed fully one-third of this
growth.

Figure 1E above showed that the ratio of the average family income of the
top 5% to that of the bottom fifth grew by 3.4 points (19.1 compared to 15.7)
from 1989 to 1996. These adjusted data (last column of panel 1) show a growth
in this ratio of 2.0 points, about two-thirds that of the unadjusted data. Similarly,
while the change in income shares at the bottom of the income scale is about the
same from both data sources, the 1989-96 change among the top fifth is 0.4
points lower than that shown in Table 1.6. The Gini ratio grows two-thirds as
fast in these data as the growth of this indicator taken from the last column of
Table 1.6. This suggests, therefore, that about a third of the growth in family
income inequality as presented in the Census Bureau’s published series is driven
by changes in the top-coding procedure. However, recall that neither these data
nor the Census Bureau’s series reflect the full gains going to the top 1%, be-
cause of both top codes that remain even in the adjusted data and the omission
of capital gains.
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TABLE 1.8 The growth of income inequality, 1989-96, using comparable data

96-99%  Top 1%

Top 5%/
bottom fifth

Average income
1989
1996

Percent changes

Income shares
1989
1996

Point changes

* Point change.

Source: Authors’ analysis of specially constructed CPS March data; see table note for detailed explanation.

$64,479  $120,203

$164,442  $296,941
177,436 326,777

7.9% 10.0%
11.6% 5.4%
12.3 6.0

0.6 0.6

15.0
17.1
2.0*

Gini ratio
0.394
0411
0.017
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Nevertheless, when examined in tandem with pre-1989 data from the previ-
ous section, these data suggest that income inequality proceeded to expand
strongly in the 1990s, although it has grown somewhat more slowly — about
two-thirds as fast — than in the 1980s.

Inequality as measured by consumption

Some economists express doubts about analyses of income because the incomes
of families fluctuate from year to year in response to special circumstances— a
layoft, a one-time sale of an asset, and so on. As a result, a family’s income may
partially reflect transient events and not its economic well-being over the long
term. In this view, consumption levels of families provide a better measure of
inequality, since families typically gear their consumption to their expected in-
comes over the long term.

Table 1.9, which presents the ratio of consumption levels at different per-
centiles, permits a view of this final dimension of growing inequality. Over the
1970s, the distance between levels of consumption of families at the top and the
middle of the distribution grew slightly, from 1.87 to 1.90. A countervailing
trend (decreasing inequality) occurred among families at the 50th percentile
relative to those at the 10th, but these changes were small .

The 1980s, however, saw a large increase in consumption inequality, mir-
roring the trend in income inequality shown above. As the ratios show, the top
pulled away from the middle (the 90/50 ratio grew from 1.90 to 2.13), and the
middle pulled away from the bottom (the 50/10 ratio grew from 2.01 to 2.31).
Unlike the income data, these consumption data suggest a slight contraction of
inequality since 1989 (this analysis is available only through 1993, however).
Whether this contraction reflects a true shift in the trend is yet to be determined,
but even with it, consumption inequality remains at a historically high level.

The impact of demographic changes on income
[t is often suggested that changes in the demographic composition of American
families have been a major cause of the income problems documented above,
implying a lesser role for economic causes such as wage decline. While it is
unquestionably the case that the increased share of economically vulnerable
families has put downward pressure on income growth, this process is a dy-
namic one that has not been constant over time. In addition, some demographic
factors, such as the increase in educational attainment, have led to increased
family income. It is important, then, to look at the net effect of the different type
of demographic shifts in various time periods.

Table 1.10 shows the impact of the following demographic factors on house-
hold income: age, education, family type, and race (all refer to the head of the
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TABLE 1.9 Distribution of real consumption
expenditure, 1972-93

Ratio of consumption
between different percentiles*

Year 90th/10th  90th/50th 50th/10th
1972/73 3.89 1.87 2.08
1980/81 3.82 1.90 2.01
1989 4.92 2.13 2.31
1993 4.61 2.11 2.18

* Ratios reflect adjustment for family size using
equivalency scales.

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Department of Labor.

household; households, unlike families, include one-person units). The chal-
lenge of this analysis is to quantify the impact of changes in these factors on
income trends over time. For example, of the list of factors examined, the two
with the largest impact are family type and education level. Over time, as seen in
the bottom panel of Table 1.5, a demographic shift has occurred toward family
types more likely to have low incomes, such as single-parent families or indi-
viduals living alone. A countervailing trend, however, has been the higher edu-
cation levels of heads of households, a demographic trend that should lead to
higher income levels over time.

Which of these two factors — educational upgrading or the shift to lower-
income family types — has had a larger impact, and how has the impact varied
by income level? (Race and age, while important, have played a secondary role
in income trends.) Contrary to the conventional wisdom, which has typically
assigned the primary role to changes in family type, there is clear evidence that,
while the shift to less well-off families has put downward pressure on incomes,
educational upgrading has more than compensated for this effect. Most impor-
tantly, on net, during the 1979-96 period when income inequality was increas-
ing most quickly, the demographic factors considered here led to increasing, not
falling, household incomes. Thus, explanations that depend on demographic
change to explain income decline should be discounted.

The numbers in Table 1.10 show the percent changes in real household
income from 1969 to 1996, along with the changes due to these specific demo-
graphic factors. For example, the first panel shows that, among families in the
lowest fifth of the income scale, the shift to lower-income family types led to a
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TABLE 1.10 The impact of demographic change on
household income, 1969-96, by income fifth

Lowest Sccond Middle  Fourth Top
fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth  Average

Income change (%), actual, 1969-79 8.1% 0.8% 4.8% 10.0% 10.4% 8.1%
Change due to:

Age -1.0 -1.6 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8 -1.7

Education 5.6 59 54 4.5 4.6 4.9

Family type -15.4 -12.0 -8.8 -5.9 -3.6 -6.5

Race -1.3 -1.1 -0.8 -0.5 -0.4 -0.6
Total demographic effect* -8.9 -7.5 -5.4 -2.6 0.5 -2.6
Income change (%),

demographics constant** 17.0 8.3 10.3 12.6 9.9 10.8
Income change (%), actual, 1979-89 2.2 33 43 7.8 16.5 10.3
Change due to:

Age 1.3 0.6 0.6 0.5 -0.1 03

Education 49 53 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.7

Family type -5.6 -5.4 -4.1 -3.0 -2.1 -3.2

Race -1.5 -1.3 -0.9 -0.5 -0.4 -0.6
Total demographic effect* -1.1 -0.2 0.6 1.4 2.6 1.5
Income change (%),

demographics constant** 34 3.6 3.7 6.4 13.9 8.7
Income change (%), actual, 1989-96*** -2.6 -5.3 -3.6 -0.6 18.0 6.7
Change due to:

Age -0.1 0.5 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0

Education 5.8 6.7 6.2 5.1 4.8 53

Family typc -4.8 -4.5 -3.5 -2.5 -2.1 -2.8

Race -2.2 -1.6 -0.9 -0.5 -0.5 -0.8
Total demographic effect* 0.2 1.7 25 2.9 42 3.2
Income change (%),

demographics constant** -2.7 -1.0 -6.1 -3.5 13.8 3.5

Addendum: Household income levels by fifth, 1969-96 (1996 dollars)

Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top
fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Avcrage
1969 58,2890  $21,229 $33,493  $46,742  $80,193  $37,989
1979 8,964 21,390 35,109 51,415 88,497 41,075
1989 9,165 22,103 36,626 55,442 103,105 45,288
1996 9,000 21,284 35,689 55,193 115,801 47,393

Components do not sum to the aggregate cffect duc to interactions between the groups (see table
note for further explanation).

This row—the actual change minus the total demographic eftect—shows the impact of income
changes within each demographic group.

*** Percent changes are given as 10-year rates so as to be comparable with above pancls.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.
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15.4% decline in income from 1969 to 1979. Note also that this effect declines
as we move up the income scale; the negative effect of family type in the top
fifth was only 3.6% over this period. As expected, however, educational upgrad-
ing lifted incomes between 4.5% and 5.9%. The next-to-last row of the panel,
which gives the impact of each of the above demographic factors taken as a
whole, shows that, on net, the impact of demographic change was negative for
all but the highest income group (implying that demographic change served to
increase inequality over this period).

Note, however, that the average incomes of all but the second fifth grew
significantly over this period (top row). Thus, despite the downward pressure of
the negative factors (primarily family type), incomes within each demographic
group grew enough to offset these losses. The last row of each panel, which
shows the percent of income growth within each demographic group by income
fifth, quantifies this point. These changes are net of demographic effects and
thus represent the impact of economic changes such as real wage trends or the
growth of income inequality on household incomes.

During the 1970s, household incomes within demographic groups grew
strongly and were equalizing in nature. Net of demographic change, the income
of the bottom fifth of households grew 17.0%, while that of the top fifth grew
9.9%. Thus, over the period when demographic pressure was exerting its stron-
gest negative effects, favorable economic growth among low-income house-
holds was great enough to more than offset the unfavorable demographic trends.
(Chapter 6 finds similar dynamics regarding the impact of demographic change
on poverty rates over this period.)

Over the 1980s, the impact of family type, though still negative, was less a
factor than in the previous period for each income group, particularly for the
least well-off. For example, while shifts in family structure lowered the average
income of the bottom fifth by 15.4% over the 1970s, continuing shifts lowered
that group’s average income by 5.6% in the 1980s. For the middle fifth, the
comparable changes were 8.8% in the 1970s and 4.1% in the 1980s. Conversely,
the positive impact of educational upgrading fell only slightly for each income
group; for the bottom fifth they fell from 5.6% in the 1970s to 4.9% in the
1980s. Thus, in the 1980s, the net impact of demographics (second panel, sec-
ond-to-last row) was notably smaller than in the previous period, with incomes
for the bottom lowered by 1.1% and raised at the top by 2.6%.

" Unlike the prior period, however, income growth net of demographic change
(i.e., within demographic groups) slowed considerably for all but the wealthiest
households. For example, the last row of the middle panel shows that, holding
demographics constant, incomes grew by 3.4% for the bottom fifth, 3.7% for
the middle fifth, and 13.9% for those at the top of the income scale. Thus, de-
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spite the decelerated negative impact of changes in family type, economic growth
shifted in such a way as to dampen the growth of income for low-income house-
holds within each demographic category.

Over the most recent period, 1989-96, the impact of changes in family type
has continued to decline while that of education has slightly increased (the val-
ues in this panel are given as 10-year rates so as to be comparable with the
earlier periods). Thus, in this time period, net changes in demographics were
actually positive for each group, though less so at the bottom of the income
scale. In the bottom quintile, the negative impacts of family type and race were
essentially reversed by the positive impact of education.

At the same time, however, nondemographic factors such as wage decline
led to real average income losses for the bottom 80% of households. [n the prior
period (the 1970s), income growth net of demographic change was slow but
positive, meaning low- and middle-income families made some economic
progress, controlling for demographic changes (though less so than the 1960s).
In the 1990s, within-group incomes fell, as much as 7.0% for households in the
second fifth. Thus, most households were unable to take advantage of the posi-
tive impact that demographic changes had on their incomes in the 1990s, as
their within-demographic-group losses outpaced these gains.

In sum, the message from Table 1.10 is that demographic factors do not ac-
count for the scope of income problems documented thus far. Nor do they help
explain why income trends were slower and more unequal after 1979 relative to
earlier periods. Over the 1970s, while the shift to less-well-off family types was
putting significant downward pressure on income growth, incomes grew at a strong
pace both at the top (10.4%) and the bottom (8.1%) of the income scale. In the
1990s, however, when changes in family type had the smallest negative impact of
each of the time periods we examine, income growth was highly unequal, grow-
ing 18.0% at the top and falling 2.6% at the bottom. Additionally, while the nega-
tive impact of changes in family type was tapering off, the positive effect of edu-
cational upgrading persisted at similar levels in each time pertod.

The ‘hollowing out’ of the middie class

Another dimension of income growth is the proportion of the population that
has low, middle, and high incomes. Two factors determine the distribution of the
population at various income levels: the rate of growth of average income and
changes in income equality. As average income grows (holding inequality con-
stant), there will be a greater proportion of the population at higher income
levels. However, if inequality grows such that the low-income population re-
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TABLE 1.11 Distribution of persons, households,
and families by income level, 1969-97

1969 1979 1989 1997 1969-79  1979-89 1989-97

Under $25,000 273 25.8 254 25.5 -1.5 -0.4 0.1
$25,000 to $75,000 62.6 58.4 53.5 51.5 -4.2 -4.9 -2.0
Over $75,000 10.1 15.8 21.1 22.8 5.7 5.3 1.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Houschold incomes

Under $25,000 35.7 353 33.6 34.0 -04 -1.7 04
$25,000 to $75,000 55.6 52.0 49.5 47.7 -3.6 -2.5 -1.8
Over $75,000 8.7 12.7 17.0 18.4 4.0 43 1.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Persons (income
relative to the median)

Less than 50 18.0 20.1 22.1 223 2.1 2.0 0.2
50-200 71.2 68.0 63.2 61.6 -3.2 -4.8 -1.6
200 or more 10.8 11.9 14.7 16.1 1.1 2.8 1.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Authors’ analysis of U.S. Burcau of the Census.

ceives an unusually low proportion of the income growth and the high-income
population obtains an unusually large proportion, then a rise in average income
is unlikely to translate into a general upward movement of the population to
higher income levels. The following table reveals that, as expected, economic
growth has led to a larger share of families with higher incomes, both in abso-
lute and relative terms. However, the growth of inequality, particularly over the
1990s, has also led to increases in the share of families with low incomes. The
combination of these two patterns means that fewer families reside in the middle
class.

The first two panels of Table 1.11 show the proportion of families and house-
holds (which include one-person units) with low, middle, and high incomes in
1969, 1979, 1989, and 1997. The definition of middle income has been arbi-
trarily set as a range from $25,000 to $75,000. Over the 1969-89 period, the
proportion of families and households with low and middle incomes declined as
the shares with incomes beyond $75,000 increased. Income losses since 1989
have led to a downward shift in household income, as 0.4% of households have
moved into the lower income group, and the share of families in the top income
group has increased by 1.4%.
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The third panel of Table 1.11 examines the incomes of people — single and
in families — according to the per capita incomes of their families (size-ad-
justed), with a single person given their individual income. In this analysis, the
income of persons is measured relative to the median. Thus, unlike the above
panels, which fix the income brackets in real dollar terms, the brackets for the
income categories in this panel move with the median income. This approach
provides more important insights into inequality, because it measures the rela-
tive, as opposed to the absolute, changes in family incomes. Thus, in the first
panel, the absolute income level of a low-income family may grow such that
they cross from the $25,000 category into the middle group. But if their income
grows more slowly than that of the median, they will still fall behind relative to
more affluent families. The bottom panel shows evidence of precisely this pat-
tern.

From 1979 forward, more than one-fifth of the population lived in house-
holds with income below half of the median. Over both the 1970s and 1980s,
this share grew by about two percentage points. As we have stressed throughout
the chapter, median income fell over the 1990s, as well as the income levels of
those below the median. This led to a slightly larger share of persons in low-
income families, as measured by absolute dollar cutoffs (top two panels), while
the share of relatively low-income families changed little. At the other end of
the income scale, there is further evidence of the top pulling away from the rest
of the pack. In 1979, 11.9% of the population lived in households whose income
was at least 200% of the median; by 1996, that share had increased to 16.1%, an
increase of 1.4 percentage points.

Greater capital incomes, lower labor incomes

The fortunes of individual families depend heavily on the sources of their in-
comes: labor income, capital income, or government assistance. For instance,
one significant reason for the unequal growth in family incomes in the 1979-89
period was an increase in the share of personal total income that was in the form
of capital incomes (such as rent, dividends, interest payments, capital gains) and
a smaller share earned as wages and salaries. Since most families receive little
or no capital income, this shift had a substantial impact on income distribution.

Table 1.12 presents data that show the sources of income for families in
each income group in 1989. The top fifth received a larger share of its income
(13.8%) from financial assets (capital) compared to the other 80% of the pop-
ulation. For instance, the top 1% received 41.0% of its income from financial
assets. The other income groups in the upper 10% received from 12% to 19% of
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TABLE 1.12 Source of family income for each family income group, 1989

Government

Income group Labor Capital* transfer Other Total
All 75.3% 12.9% 6.7% 5.1% 100.0%
Bottom four-fifths

First 46.3% 4.6% 39.9% 9.1% 100.0%
Second 69.6 7.7 143 8.4 100.0
Middle 79.1 8.0 6.7 6.2 100.0
Fourth 83.4 8.0 39 4.7 100.0
Top fifth 80.0% 13.8% 2.0% 4.2% 100.0%
81-90% 836 9.6 2.4 43 100.0
91-95% 81.8 12.3 1.9 4.0 100.0
96-99% 74.3 194 1.6 4.6 100.0
Top 1% 57.6 41.0 04 1.1 100.0

* Includes rent, dividend, intercst income, and recalized capital gains.

Source: Authors’ analysis.

their income from capital. In contrast, the bottom 80% of families relied on
capital income for less than 8% of their income in 1989.

Those without access to capital income depend either on wages (the broad
middle) or on government transfers (the bottom) as their primary source of in-
come. As a result, the cutback in government cash assistance primarily affects
the income prospects of the lowest 40% of the population, but particularly the
bottom fifth (see Chapter 6). For instance, roughly 40% of the income of fami-
lies in the bottom fifth is drawn from government cash assistance programs
(e.g., Aid to Families With Dependent Children, unemployment insurance, So-
cial Security, Supplemental Security Income). The income prospects of families
in the 20th to 99th percentile, on the other hand, depend primarily on the level
and distribution of wages and salaries.

The shift in the composition of personal income toward greater capital in-
come is shown in Table 1.13. Over the 1979-89 period, capital income’s share
of market-based income (personal income less government transfers) shifted
sharply upward, from 16.1% to 21.0%. This shift toward capital income was
slightly reversed over the 1989-97 period as interest rates and, therefore, inter-
est income fell. In 1997, however, capital income’s share of 20.4% was still
significantly above its 1979 value. Correspondingly, the share of labor income,
including wages and all nonwage compensation (benefits), was still significantly
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TABLE 1.13 Shares of market-based personal income by type, 1959-97

Shares of income

Income type* 1959 1973 1979 1989 1997
Total capital income 14.1% 14.4% 16.1% 21.0%  20.4%
Rent 4.7 2.5 1.4 1.3 24
Dividends 34 2.7 2.7 32 5.3
Interest 6.0 9.2 12.0 16.5 12.6
Total labor income 72.0% 74.1% 74.0% 703%  70.7%
Wages & salarics 69.2 69.3 67.3 63.6 63.8
Fringe benefits 2.8 4.8 6.7 6.7 6.9
Proprietor’s income* 13.8% 11.4% 9.9% 8.7% 9.0%

Total market-based
personal income ** 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Realized capital gains n.a. n.a. 1.5% 3.5% 5.0%

*  Business and farm owners’ income.

** Total of listed income types.

Source: Authors’ analysis of NIPA data.

lower in 1997 than in 1979, 70.7% versus 74.0%, despite a slight increase over
the 1989-97 period.

This shift away from labor income and toward capital income is unique in
the postwar period and is partly responsible for the recent surge in inequality.
Since the rich are the primary owners of income-producing property, the fact
that the assets they own have commanded an increasing share of total income
automatically leads to income growth that is concentrated at the top.

It is difficult to interpret changes in proprietor’s income (presented in Table
1.13), because it is a mixture of both labor and capital income. That is, the
income that an owner of a business (or farmer) receives results from his or her
work effort (labor income) and his or her ownership (capital income) of the
business or farm. To the extent that the shrinkage of proprietor’s income results
from a shift of people out of the proprietary sector (e.g., farming) and into wage
and salary employment, there will be a corresponding increase in labor’s share
of income (e.g., as farm income is replaced by wage income). This shift out of
proprietor’s income thus helps to explain a rising labor share in some periods.
However, labor’s share of income fell from 1979 to 1989 despite an erosion of
the share of proprietor’s income from 9.9% to 8.7%.

o Automated Records Management System

Hex-Dump Conversion



FAMILY INCOME

This analysis of personal income understates the shift toward capital in-
come in the 1979-97 period because the data in Table 1.13 do not include the
growth of realized capital gains, the profit made when capital assets are sold.
Capital gains primarily accrue to the highest-income families since they control
most of the wealth (see Chapter 5). Income from capital gains grew strongly in
the 1980s (from 1.5% of personal income to 3.5%) and 1990s (up to 5.0%), and
thus the share of capital income has grown more strongly in the 1979-89 and
1989-97 periods than is shown in the top panel of Table 1.13. In fact, the inclu-
sion of capital gains in the national income accounts would show an increase in
the capital income share in the period 1989-97.

From the point of view of national income (incomes generated by the cor-
porate, proprietor, and government sectors), one can also discern a strong shift
away from labor income toward capital income (Table 1.14). For instance, labor’s
share of national income fell from 73.5% in 1979, to 71.9% in 1989, and to
70.8% in 1996. A closer look at the underlying data, however, suggests an even
more significant shift away from labor income. First, labor’s share of national
income rose steadily from 1959 to 1979. One reason for the expanding share of
labor income was the steady expansion of the government/nonprofit sector. When
the government/nonprofit sector grows, there is a tendency for labor’s share of
income to grow, since this sector generates only labor income and no capital
income. For example, the growth of the government/nonprofit sector from 18.3%
of national income in 1979 to 19.3% in 1989 necessarily added 1.0 percentage
points to labor’s share of national income (other things remaining equal). Labor’s
share of national income also grows as the proprietary sector (farm and nonfarm
unincorporated businesses) shrinks, as it did from 1959 to 1979, because labor’s
share of income in that sector is relatively low (about one-third in 1979). When
resources shift from a sector with a low labor share of income, such as the propri-
etor’s sector, to sectors with a higher labor share (all of the other sectors), the
share of labor income in the economy necessarily rises. Thus, the changing com-
position of income across organizational sectors (expanding government, shrink-
ing proprietors) provides momentum for an increase in labor’s share of national
income and has done so for the entire postwar period.

This analysis suggests that the question to be asked is not only why did
labor’s share of income fall since 1979, but also why did labor’s share of na-
tional income not continue to rise over the 1979-96 period, as it had earlier? The
failure of labor’s share to grow stems primarily from the unique decline in labor’s
share of the corporate and business sector between 1979 and 1997, reversing the
tendency toward more labor income from the 1960s to the 1970s. This is most
clearly seen in the bottom panel of Table 1.14 and in Figure 1F, which shows
the division of incomes in the corporate sector. There, labor’s share fell from
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TABLE 1.14 Shares of income by type and sector, 1959-97

Shares of domestic national income

Sector 1959 1973 1979 1989 1996 1997

National income
all sectors

Labor 68.4% 72.6% 73.5% 71.9% 70.8% n.a.
Capital 18.9 16.9 17.5 19.9 20.8 n.a.
Proprietor’s profit 12.6 10.4 9.0 8.2 83 n.a.
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 n.a.

Corporate and
business sector

Labor 44.2% 48.2% 50.5% 48.3% 47.0% n.a.
Capital 18.7 15.9 16.0 17.8 19.7 n.a.
Total 62.9 64.1 66.5 66.1 66.7 n.a.

Proprietor’s sector

Labor 9.0% 52% 4.7% 4.2% 4.6% n.a.
Capital 0.3 1.0 1.4 2.2 1.1 n.a.
Proprietor’s profit 12.6 10.4 9.0 8.2 8.3 n.a.
Total 219 16.6 15.2 14.6 14.0 n.a.
Government/

monprofit sector

Labor 15.2% 19.2% 18.3% 19.3% 19.2% n.a.
Capital 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 n.a.
Total 15.2 19.2 18.3 19.3 19.2 n.a.
ADDENDUM

Shares of corporate-
sector income*

Labor 78.3% 82.0% 82.6% 81.6% 78.9% 78.4%
Capital 217 18.0 17.4 18.4 21.1 21.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* Does not include sole proprictorships, partnerships, and other private noncorporate busincsses. The
corporate sector, which includes both financial and nonfinancial corporations, accounted for 58% of
national income in 1989.

Source: Authors’ analysis of NIPA data.
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FIGURE 1F Income shares in the corporate sector, 1959-97
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82.6% in 1979, to 81.6% in 1989, and to 78.4% in 1997. These data suggest that
there has been a shift away from labor income in the private sector (both corpo-
rate and proprietor) that does not show up in national income because of the
growth of the labor-intensive government/nonprofit sector.

How important is the shift in the shares of labor and capital income? Be-
tween 1979 and 1997, labor’s share in the corporate sector fell 4.2 percentage
points. A return to the 1979 labor share would require average hourly compen-
sation to be 5.4% greater (82.6 divided by 78.4, less 1), a compensation growth
equal to that typically achieved over 10 years, or more than half of the actual
growth from 1979-96 (see Chapter 3). Similarly, the shift of income from labor
to capital lowered compensation growth by 4.1% over the 1989-97 period. These
calculations illustrate that the shift toward greater capital income shares has had
substantial implications for wage and compensation growth.

An examination of labor and capital income shares, however, cannot fully
determine whether there has been a redistribution of income from labor to capi-
tal, or vice versa. This type of analysis assumes that, if labor and capital shares
remain constant, then there has been no redistribution. Such an analysis is too
simple for several reasons. First, in contrast to most topics in economics, such
an analysis makes no comparison of actual outcomes relative to what one might
expect given a model of what drives labor and capital income shares. This means
we need to look at the current period relative to earlier periods and examine
variables that affect income shares. Several trends suggest that, other things
being equal, capital’s share might have been expected to decline and labor’s
share to rise. One reason for this expectation is that there has been a rapid growth
in education levels and labor quality that would tend to raise labor’s share. The
primary trend, however, that would tend to lessen capital’s share (and increase
labor’s share) is the rapid decline in the capital-output ratio since the early 1980s
(see Table 1.15). This fall in the ratio of the capital stock to private-sector out-
put implies that capital’s role in production has lessened, suggesting that capital’s
income share should have fallen in tandem.

Rather than fall, as we have seen the share of capital income has risen: this
is due to the rapid growth in the return to capital, before- and after-tax, starting
in the late 1980s and continuing steadily through 1997 (Table 1.15 and Figure
1G). That is, the amount of before-tax profit received per dollar of assets (i.e.,
the capital stock) has grown to its highest levels since the mid-1960s, while the
after-tax return on capital is as high as in any year since 1959 (the earliest year
for which a measure is available). The relationship between the return to capital
and capital’s share of income is illustrated in the accompanying box.

As discussed in the Introduction, this large increase in profitability does not
correspond to a growth in efficiency, as measured by the ongoing growth of
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TABLE 1.15 Profit rates and shares at business cycle peaks, 1959-97

Business cycle peaks

Corporate sector 1959 1973 1979 1989 1997
Profit-rates*

Pre-tax 8.7% 7.4% 6.4% 7.1% 10.4%
After-tax 4.6 39 32 4.0 6.7
Income shares

Profit share** 21.7% 18.0% 17.4% 18.4% 21.6%
Labor share 78.3 82.0 82.6 81.6 78.4
Total corporate income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Capital-output ratio 2.05 1.98 2.23 2.08 1.68

*  “Profit” is all capital income. This measure, therefore, reflects the returns to capital per dollar

of asscts.
**  “Profit share” is the ratio of capital income to all corporate income.

Source: Authors’ analysis of NIPA and FRB data.

FIGURE 1G Corporate sector profit rates, 1959-97
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RISING PROFIT RATES, CONSTANT PROFIT SHARE

There has been some confusion as to the
difference between a rise in the profit
rate, or return to capital (which has risen
dramatically in the last 15 years), and a
rise in capital’s share of income, which has
grown less. The following exercise is de-
signed to show how these two rates dif-
fer and how each canrise or fall atits own
pace.

Income is the sum of the returns to
capital and labor. It can be expressed in
the following equation:

K*nD+(W*L)=Y

where K is the capital stock, r is the rate
of return on capital (the profit rate), W is
the average hourly wage, L is the num-
ber of labor hours,and Y is income.

Capital’s share of income can be cal-
culated by dividing capital income, K *r,
by total income, Y. If the capital share re-
mains constant, then the quantity (K *r)/
Y doesn't change (nor does the labor
share, (W * L)/Y). Capital's share, (K * r)/Y,
can also be written as (K/Y) *r,where the
quantity K/Y is equal to the ratio of the
capital stock to total income. If K/Y falls,
as it has over the last 10 years, thenr can
rise a great deal, even if capital’s share
remains constant.

For example, if K = $2,000, r = .05, and
Y = $1,000, then the capital share of in-
come would be 10%:

(K * r)/Y = ($2,000 * .05)/$1,000 =
$100/$1,000 = .10

If the capital stock fell to $1,000 (so that
K'= $1,000), the profit rate rose to 10%
(so that r" = .10), and income remained
unchanged (Y = $1,000), the capital
share would still be 10%:

(K" *r)/Y =($1,000*.10)/$1,000 =
$100/$1,000 = .10

In this example, the profit rate doubles,
but the capital share of income remains
the same because the capital stock has
fallen 50%.

Over the last 15 years, the fall in the
capital-output ratio has muted the rise
in capital’s share of income. From 1979
to 1997 the capital-output ratio fell 25%
(from 2.23 to 1.68) while the "profit rate,”
or return to capital, rose from 6.4% to
10.4% (a 62.5% rise). The combined ef-
fect of these two trends was to raise
capital’s income share from 17.4% to
21.6%.

productivity in the economy. That is, this higher profitability has not been a
payoft for enhanced private sector efficiency. Rather, higher profitability in the
current context implies a larger flow of income to owners of capital out of the
same steady stream of income (productivity) that the economy has been gener-
ating for several decades.

This growth in profitability has left less room for wage growth, or it might
be considered the consequence of businesses successfully being able to restrain
(or impose) slow wage growth as sales and profits grew in recent years. If the
return to capital in 1997 (10.4%) had been at the average of the cyclical peaks of
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1959, 1973, and 1979 (7.5%), then hourly compensation would have been 7.7%
higher in the corporate sector in 1997. This is a large loss: its impact on the
wages of the typical worker is greater than the impact of the shift to services,
globalization, deunionization, or any of the other prominent causes of growing
wage inequality (which are discussed in Chapter 3).

Increased work by wives cushions income fall
and counteracts inequality

Family earnings growth has not only been slow and unequal, it has also come
increasingly from greater work effort — from a rise in the number of earners per
family and in the average weeks and weekly hours worked per earner. Thus,
“working longer for less” has become a significant source of family stress into
the 1980s and 1990s. In this section we examine this phenomenon from the
perspective of married-couple families with a prime-age (25-54-year-old) fam-
ily head. (We exclude families headed by elderly persons to avoid the effect of
retirement on hours of work.)

As is well known, the largest increase in work effort in our labor market has
come from the long-term increase in female participation in the labor force. In
part, this stems from the fact that the impact of historical conventions that once
served to reduce female economic independence has lessened, and sex discrimi-
nation has probably become less severe. Neither has disappeared, but these
changes represent a positive social/economic evolution of women’s integration
into the labor force.

At the same time, for many families, the increased work effort of their fe-
male members (who were either out of the paid labor force or working few
hours) has been the only way to keep their incomes from sliding. (Although
women have long been the major contributors to nonmarket work, “work™ in
this section refers exclusively to labor market employment.) As will be detailed
in Chapter 3, this increased work effort has occurred simultaneously with a fall
in real hourly wages for men and for some groups of women over the decade.
The result has been increases in annual earnings primarily through more work
rather than through higher hourly wages.

This trend is troublesome for several reasons. As the 1990s results will show,
depending on increased work effort as the primary source of income growth is
self-limiting, because it can go on only until all adult (or even teen) family mem-
bers are full-time, full-year workers. The slowdown in the growth in women’s
labor force participation in recent years may even, in fact, signal the near ex-
haustion of this type of income growth. Below, we present evidence of this con-
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FIGURE 1H Working wives' contribution to family income, 1970-96
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Source: Hayghe (1993) and unpublished updates.

jecture: wives’ hours of market work, after growing sharply over the 1980s,
grew significantly more slowly over the 1990s, and they even fell for families in
the bottom income fifth. Moreover, there are significant costs and problems as-
sociated with this growth strategy, one of the most significant being the lack of
adequate, affordable child care.

Thus, the problem is not that more women or mothers are working but that
many are doing so in part to maintain family incomes in the face of lower real
wages. Increased work elicited through falling real wages is a sign of poor per-
formance of the economy. In addition, families are clearly worse off if, to obtain
higher incomes, they must work more hours rather than rely on regular pay
increases.

Married-couple families (76.3% of all families in 1996, Table 1.5) are most
able to increase income through greater work effort because they have two poten-
tial adult workers. Single-parent families and individuals, however, can increase
work effort only by having the adult work more weekly hours and/or more weeks
in a year. It is for this reason that we focus first on the greater work hours of
prime-age, married couples.

Figure 1H, which graphs the median percent of total family income con-
tributed by wives’ earnings for all families with working wives, shows the grow-
ing importance of wives’ earnings since 1970. The median percent contribution
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TABLE 1.16 Family income, married couple, prime-age families,”
1979-96, by income component

Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top

Family income fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Average
1979 $21,475 $38,676  $50,732  $64,950 $109,129  $56,992
1989 20,453 39,119 53,908 72,000 126,750 62,446
1996 19,911 39,046 54,515 73,057 138,280 64,962
Percent change
1979-89 -4.8% 1.1% 6.3% 10.9% 16.1% 9.6%
1989-96 -2.7 -0.2 1.1 1.5 9.1 4.0
Dollar change by source:
1979-89 $-1,022 $443 33,176 $7,050 517,621 $5,454
Due to:
Husbands’ earnings -2046 2117 -1802 1541 7444 604
Wives’ earnings 1117 2574 4725 5466 11146 5006
Other income -93 -14 253 43 -969 -156
1989-96 $-543 $-73 $607 $1,058 $11,530  $2,516
Due to:
Husbands’ eamings -656 -1901 -1196 -2329 3547 -507
Wives’ earnings 4 1377 1501 3168 5420 2294
Other income 109 451 302 218 2563 729

* Familics where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors” analysis of March CPS data.

of working wives grew from around 26% of family income in 1979 to just be-
low 33% in 1996. Note that all of the growth in this series occurred after 1980,
when family income growth was slowest.

The income growth in total and by type of income among prime-age, mar-
ried-couple families is shown in Table 1.16 (the values in the table are averages
for each income group). Among the bottom two-fifths, incomes were either stag-
nant or falling from 1979 to 1989, while the middle fifth achieved modest growth
(6.3% over 10 years, or 0.6% annually). In contrast, income growth among mar-
ried-couple families in the top two fifths grew by 10.9% and 16.1% over this
period, again reinforcing the pattern of inequality growth seen throughout the
chapter. In the 1990s, average income growth among the bottom 80% of these
families slowed, with only the top fifth maintaining its rate of growth (annual-
ized, the average income of this group grew by 1.5% over the 1980s and 1.3% in
the 1990s).
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The data in Table 1.16 also show the dollar changes in average incomes for
each group by three sources: earnings of husbands, earnings of wives, and all
other income, including transfers, capital incomes, and the earnings of other
family members. Over the 1980s, husbands’ earnings fell among the bottom
60%, but the earnings of wives grew in each income fifth. Other income played
a small role, but for these families the major determinants of their changing
economic fortunes over the 1980s were the poor performance of husbands earn-
ings and the strong growth of the earnings of wives.

Note, for example, that in the lowest fifth, while average family income fell
by $1,022 (in 1996 dollars), it would have fallen by another $1,117 from 1979
to1989 were it not for wives’ increased earnings. In the second and middle fifth,
family income grew by $443 and $3,176, exclusively due to wives’ contribu-
tions, since average husbands’ earnings fell by $2,117 (second fifth) and $1,802
(middle fifth).

In the 1989-96 period, husbands’ earnings declined for all but the top fifth
of prime-age, married-couple families. In addition, wives’ earnings stagnated in
the bottom 20% and grew more slowly in the other quintiles. Thus, whereas
wives in all income quintiles were able to offset their husbands’ losses in the
1980s, this was no longer the case for the bottom 40% in the 1990s. For ex-
ample, the added $1,377 of average wives’ earnings in the second fifth failed to
offset the $1,901 decline in husbands’ earnings. Only families in the top fifth
experienced relatively strong income growth, as the average earnings of both
husbands and wives continued to grow, though less so on an annual basis, than
in the 1980s.

Table 1.17 presents the growth in annual hours worked by husbands and
wives in prime-age families; Table 1.18 shows average hourly wage rates. To-
gether, these results show that it was more work, rather than higher hourly wages,
that fueled income growth over the 1980s and 1990s. (The growth in hours of
wives reflects both greater hours of those already working as well as the added
hours of wives who joined the workforce over the period.)

Turning first to the hours data in Table 1.17, note that the drop in husbands’
annual earnings from 1979 to 1989, shown in the previous table, occurred de-
spite the fact that the average husband was working more, not fewer, hours.
Excepting the bottom fifth, where hours were essentially unchanged, husbands
in each fifth added at least another week’s worth of hours in 1989 relative to
1979. By 1989, the average husband (including some not employed) in the sec-
ond to top fifths worked more than full time and year-round (2,080 hours, or 40
hours for 52 weeks).

Wives’ hours grew a great deal over the 1980s — about 28% — with above-
average growth rates among wives in the bottom 60%. The addition of 270 hours
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TABLE 1.17 Annual hours of work, husbands and wives
in prime-age families,* 1979-96

Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top

fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Average
Husbands’ hours
1979 1,714 2,079 2,155 2,220 2,350 2,104
1989 1,712 2,146 2,207 2,278 2,412 2,151
1996 1,633 2,126 2,227 2,312 2,450 2,150
Change, 1979-89
Hours -2 67 52 58 62 47
Percent -0.1% 3.2% 2.4% 2.6% 2.6% 2.2%
Change, 1989-96
Hours -79 -19 20 34 38 -1
Percent -4.6% -0.9% 0.9% 1.5% 1.6% -0.1%
Wives’ hours
1979 555 851 1,003 1,212 1,222 969
1989 756 1,115 1,342 1,451 1,530 1,239
1996 717 1,250 1,458 1,595 1,595 1,323
Change, 1979-89
Hours 201 264 340 238 308 270
Percent 36.2% 30.9% 33.9% 19.7% 25.2% 27.9%
Change, 1989-96
Hours -40 135 116 145 65 84
Percent -5.2% 12.1% 8.6% 10.0% 4.2% 6.8%

* Families where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.

to the average family’s labor supply added more than six and a half weeks of
paid work to the family’s income.

For those in the bottom 60% of prime-age, married-couple families, hus-
bands’ annual earnings fell in the 1980s because of the erosion of their hourly
wages: they fell 7.0% for husbands in the middle fifth and 13.3% for husbands
in the lowest fifth (Table 1.18). Only husbands in the best-off fifth of families
experienced significant real hourly wage growth (7.1%). Despite these wage
gains at the top, the majority of husbands in these families lost ground over the
1980s, even with their increased work effort.

It is useful to note the degree to which an increase in wives’ hours 1s neces-
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TABLE 1.18 Hourly wages, husbands and wives in prime-age families,* 1979-96

Lowest Second Middle  Fourth Top

fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Average
Husbands’ wages
1979 £8.92 $13.99 $17.46 $20.48  $31.84 §$18.54
1989 7.74 12.57 16.23 20.64 34.10 18.26
1996 7.71 11.79 15.55 19.32 35.03 17.88
Wives’ wages
1979 $5.78 $7.7 $9.29 $11.03  $14.44 $9.65
1989 5.72 8.20 10.46 12.99 18.82 11.24
1996 6.05 8.41 10.66 13.80 21.46 12.07
Percent changes:
Husbands
1979-89 -13.3%  -10.2% -7.0% 0.8% 7.1% -1.5%
1989-96 -0.4 -6.2 -4.2 -6.4 2.7 -2.1
Wives
1979-89 -1.0% 6.3% 12.6% 17.7% 30.3% 16.4%
1989-96 5.6 2.6 1.9 6.2 14.0 7.4

* Familics where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.

sary to offset the fall in the wages of husbands, given that men earn significantly
higher hourly wages. For example, the $1.23 drop in the hourly wage of hus-
bands in the middle fifth from 1979 to 1989 (working 2,207 annual hours) cre-
ated an annual loss of $2,715. Replacing this income would require a wife in the
middle fifth (earming $10.46 an hour) to work 260 additional hours annually, or
more than six extra full-time weeks.

Various factors combined to reduced the economic fortunes of the majority
of these families in the 1989-96 period. First, both husbands’ and wives’ hours
of work either fell or increased less quickly for most families, with larger de-
clines for those in the bottom 60%. For example, husbands’ hours fell by just
under 80 hours (two full-time weeks) in the bottom quintile and about 20 hours
in the second fifth. Wives’ hours also fell in the bottom fifth from 1989 to 1996,
and grew much more slowly in each other income class.

In addition, wage decline for husbands (Table 1.18) accelerated on average
and was more widespread in the 1990s; only husbands in the top fifth saw an
increase. The average hourly earnings of wives grew more slowly over the 1989-
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96 period; only for those in the lower fifth did wages, on average, grow more
quickly in the 1990s. It appears that the strategy of increasing hours of work to
counteract wage decline was less viable for these families in the 1990s relative
to the 1980s, and their incomes either continued to decline (bottom fifth), stag-
nated (second fifth), or grew more slowly as a result.

It is not always obvious how these changes of wages earned and hours worked
affected family income. Figure 11 and Table 1.19 bring together the information
from the prior tables to identify the role of increased earnings and hours worked
by wives on family income growth in the 1980s and 1990s. The first panel of the
figure focuses on the 1980s, and the bottom panel examines the 1989-96 period.

As shown in the figure, the average family income of prime-age, married-
couple families would have been essentially unchanged in the absence of wives’
contributions, growing 0.8% in the 1980s and 0.4% over the 1990s. In the 1979-
89 period, the lowest-income families would have experienced twice the in-
come loss that actually occurred (10.0% versus 4.8%) were it not for wives’
greater work effort. As Table 1.19 shows, this contribution from low-income
wives came exclusively in the form of more hours of work, which raised family
income by $1,163 (1996 dollars), or 5.4% (the small decline in the wage rate of
wives in this income category lowered family income by $45).

For families in the second and third fifths in the 1979-89 period, average
family income would have fallen in the absence of wives’ added work effort and
higher wage rates. The average income of families in the middle fifth, for ex-
ample, would have fallen 3.1% had not wives’ added contribution led to an in-
crease of 6.3% (Figure 11). Table 1.19 shows that most of the $4,725 of earnings
that middle fifth wives contributed over the 1980s stemmed from more work
hours; about a third of this increase came from wives’ higher wages. For the top
two fifths, incomes would have grown on average even in the absence of wives’
earnings. Nevertheless, as Table 1.19 shows, wives’ contributions increased family
income by 8.4% in the fourth fifth and 10.2% in the top fifth. In both of these
cases, wives’ wage growth outpaced growth in hours as a primary source of the
increase.

In the 1990s, wives’ contributions played a smaller role in family income
changes. For example, the first two bars of Figure 11, bottom panel, show that
wives’ earnings played no role in the 2.7% decline in the income of the bottom
fifth of prime-age, married-couple families. Table 1.19 reveals that this lack of
effect is attributable to the countervailing roles of the falling hours and increases
in the average wage rates of low-income wives. Family income growth in the
second fifth was stagnant in the 1990s, but would have fallen 3.7% in the ab-
sence of wives’ contributions, which came mostly in terms of increased hours,
as 2.8% of a 3.5% income gain was due to increased work effort. Only families
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FIGURE 11 The effect of wives' earnings on family income,
prime-age families,* 1979-96

20

157 1979-89

Lowest fifth  Second fifth  Middle fifth  Fourth fifth Top fifth Average

B With wives' higher eamings Il Without wives' higher carnings

1989-96

Lowest fifth  Sccond fifth  Middle fifth  Fourth fifth Top fifth Average

With wives' higher earnings B Without wives' higher earnings

* Families where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.
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TABLE 1.19 Effect on family income of changes in wives' earnings,
prime-age families,* 1979-96 (1996 dollars)

Effect on family Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top

income of changes in: fifth fifth fifth fifth fith  Average
1979-89

Wives’ earnings and hours  $1,117 $2,574  $4,725 $5,466 $11,146 $5,006
Wives’ hours 1,163 2,032 3,153 2,628 4,448 2,606
Wives’ wages -45 542 1,572 2,838 6,697 2,399
Percent:

Wives’ carnings and hours 52% 6.7% 9.3% 8.4% 10.2%  8.8%
Wives’ hours 54 5.3 6.2 4.0 4.1 4.6
Wives’ wages -0.2 1.4 3.1 4.4 6.1 4.2
1989-96

Wives’ earnings and hours $4  $1,377 $1,501 $3,168  $5,420 $2.294
Wives’ hours -227 1,107 1,209 1,877 1,217 944
Wives’ wages 231 269 292 1,292 4,203 1,350
Percent:

Wives’ eamnings and hours 0.0% 3.5% 2.8% 4.4% 43% 3.7%
Wives’ hours -1.1 2.8 22 2.6 1.0 1.5
Wives’” wages 1.1 0.7 0.5 1.8 33 2.2

* Familics where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.

in the top fifth experienced significant income growth over the 1989-96 period
(9.1%), about half of which stemmed from wives increased earnings. As in the
prior period, high-income wives gained more from increased wage rates than
from added hours. Despite these large gains at the top, the fact remains that
wives’ contributions, though crucial to their families’ economic well-being, were
less effective drivers of income growth in the 1990s than they were in the 1980s.

Have the growing earnings of wives contributed to the growth of income
inequality? The notion that the growth of “two-earmer” families has contributed
to growing inequality is intuitively plausible if one thinks that (1) there has been
a growth of high-wage employed women marrying high-wage men, and (2) the
increase in the hours and earnings of these women has been greater than that of
their lower-income counterparts. It is true, in fact, that wives in higher-income
families earn more than those in other families and that their hourly wages have
grown the quickest (Table 1.18). However, the fastest growth in work hours has
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been among the wives in the bottom three-fifths (Table 1.17), and, as shown in
Table 1.19, the effect of wives’ hours on family income growth has been fairly
even. The data discussed so far, however, only indirectly relate to whether the
pattern of growth of wives’ earnings led to greater inequality, and they do not
address whether inequality would be higher or lower without any earnings from
wives. The following table addresses this omission.

The data in Table 1.20 allow a direct examination of the effect of wives’
earnings on income inequality of prime-age, married-couple families from 1979
to 1996 and on the growth of inequality over that period. The numbers in the
table are the shares of total income going to each income group, calculated with
and without wives’ earnings (note that, in this analysis, the top fifth is broken
down into the 80-95th percentile and the top 5%). The difference between shares
calculated in this manner reveals the contribution of wives’ earnings to inequal-
ity. For example, in 1979, wives’ earnings led to a more equal distribution of
income, since without wives’ earnings the lowest fifth would have had a 6.7%
share of total income instead of the 7.5% share it had with wives’ earnings.
Overall in 1979, wives’ earnings increased the income shares of the bottom
four-fifths and decreased the share of income of the top fifth by 2.3 percentage
points. In 1989, wives’ earnings had an even larger effect on raising the income
shares of the lowest 80% of families and on lessening the income share of the
top fifth, which fell by 2.9 points (2.2 points in the top 5%). This pattern contin-
ued in 1996, as the size of wives’ contributions to the income shares of the
bottom 80% continued to grow while that of the top fifth fell further.

The bottom panel reveals that between 1979 and 1989 the income shares of
the bottom 60% of prime-age, married-couple families fell, with the largest de-
clines among the bottom fifth. In the absence of wives’ earnings, however, in-
come shares would have been 0.2 points lower in the second fifth and 0.3 points
lower in the middle fifth. Conversely, they would have been 0.6 points higher in
the top fifth, mostly due to the effect seen in the top 5%. This pattern shows that
the shifts in wives’ hours and wages were equalizing over the 1979-89 period.

In the latter period — 1989-96 — only the top 20% gained income share,
with fairly uniform losses among the bottom 80% of families. Note, however, that
wives’ earnings had no effect in the bottom two fifths and were equalizing in the
middle and fourth fifth. Thus, the slowdown in wives’ earnings and hours, particu-
larly among lower-income families, had little impact on inequality in the 1990s.
Only among the top 5% is there evidence that the pattern of wives earnings damp-
ened the growth of income share, from an increase of 2.4 points without wives’
earnings to an actual increase of 1.9 points. The last panel shows the equalizing
effects of wives’ contributions to family income over the 1979-96 period.

The growth in work hours in the 1979-89 period took place in all families
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TABLE 1.20 Effect of wives' earnings on income shares
of prime-age,* married-couple families

Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top

fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth  80-95%  Top 5%
Family income shares
1979
Actual 75% 13.6% 17.8% 22.8% 383% 23.6% 14.7%
Without wives’ earnings 6.7 12.9 17.3 22,6 40.6 24.1 16.5
Effect of wives’ earnings 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.2 -23 -0.5 -1.8
1989
Actual 6.5% 12.7% 17.3% 23.0% 40.6% 247% 15.5%
Without wives’ camings 5.6 11.7 16.4 22.8 43.4 253 18.1
Effect of wives' earnings 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.2 -2.9 -0.6 -2.2
1996
Actual 6.1% 12.0% 16.8% 22.5% 42.6% 248% 17.8%
Without wives’ carnings 5.2 11.0 15.7 22.1 459 254 20.5
Effect of wives’ earnings 0.9 1.0 1.1 0.4 -3.4 -0.6 -2.8
Change in Income Shares
1979-89
Actual -1.1 -0.9 -0.6 03 23 1.1 1.2
Without wives' carnings -1.1 -1.2 -0.9 0.3 2.8 1.2 1.7
Effect of wives’ earnings 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 -0.6 -0.1 -0.5
1989-96
Actual -0.3 -0.6 -0.5 -0.6 2.0 0.1 1.9
Without wives’ carnings -0.4 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 25 0.1 2.4
Effcct of wives’ camnings 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 -0.5 0.0 -0.5
1979-96
Actual -1.4 -1.5 -1.0 -0.3 43 1.2 3.0
Without wives’ earnings -1.5 -1.8 -1.6 -0.5 54 1.3 4.1
Effect of wives’ carnings 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2 -1.1 0.0 -1.0

* Families where the family head is 25-54.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.

and not just in prime-age, married-couple families (to whom all of the data previ-
ously presented applied). In Table 1.21, we pool the hours of family work effort
across the family and take the average for each fifth. For the three family types
in the table, family work effort increased for each income group over the 1980s,
with the largest increases among the bottom 80%. Among all families, for ex-
ample, those in the second fifth worked an average of 182 hours more in 1989
than in 1979, a 8.0% increase. The increase for the top group was 1.7%, though
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TABLE 1.21 Changes in family hours worked by family type, 1979-96

Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top

fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Average
All families*
1979 1,126 2,267 3,020 3,556 4,426 2,969
1989 1,185 2,449 3,206 3,792 4,502 3,093
1996 1,175 2,413 3,287 3,974 4,447 3,117
Percent change
1979-89 5.3% 8.0% 6.2% 6.6% 1.7% 4.2%
1989-96 -0.9 -1.5 2.5 4.8 -1.2 0.8
1979-96 4.4 6.4 8.8 11.8 0.5 5.0
Married couples
with children
1979 2,190 2,950 3,236 3,711 4,301 3,278
1989 2,400 3,279 3,604 3,914 4,293 3,498
1996 2,333 3,412 3,851 4,131 4,294 3,604
Percent change
1979-89 9.6% 11.2% 11.4% 5.5% -0.2% 6.7%
1989-96 -2.8 4.1 6.9 5.6 0.0 3.1
1979-96 6.5 15.7 19.0 11.3 -0.2 10.0
Unrelated individuals
1979 649 1,387 1,822 2,034 2,170 1,612
1989 759 1,603 1,944 2,091 2,246 1,729
1996 685 1,595 1,940 2,111 2,262 1,719
Percent change
1979-89 17.0% 15.6% 6.7% 2.8% 3.5% 71.2%
1989-96 9.8 -0.5 -0.2 0.9 0.7 -0.6
1979-96 5.6 15.0 6.5 3.8 4.2 6.6

* Excludes one-person familics.

Source: Authors’ analysis of March CPS data.

the potential increase among these families was constrained by their very high
levels of work. Note also the large increase in hours worked by middle-class
married couples with children (middle panel), as hours among these families in
the second and middle fifth increased by 11.2% and 11.4%, respectively. Even
unrelated individuals, who by definition cannot increase family work hours by
sending more workers into the labor force, saw relatively large increases in their
labor supply from 1979 to 1989.

82 f.utomated Records Management System

Hex-Dump Conversion



FAMILY INCOME

Hours of work were stagnant, on average, for most families in the 1989-96
period; the average for all families rose by 0.8%. Of the family types we exam-
ine, only married couples with children were able to increase their average labor
supply, and these increases took place only among the middle three-fifths of
families. For example, among married-couple families with children in the middle
fifth, hours of work grew 6.9%, or 247 hours since 1989. Since 1979, these
middle-class families added 615 hours, more than 15 weeks of full-time work to
their schedules. While these added hours have surely helped to raise middle-
class income, they also leave significantly less time for nonmarket activities.

In sum, the results from this section have both positive and negative impli-
cations. On the plus side, there is clear evidence of increased economic progress
for female workers. Since 1979, wives have increased their hours of market
work; for most wives, wages have also risen. To a large extent, these increases
have offset widespread decline in their husbands’ earnings. Furthermore, the
pattern of these changes in wives’ contributions to family income have been
equalizing, i.e., the income distribution for prime-age, married-couple families
would have been more skewed toward the wealthy in the absence of wives in-
creased contributions.

On the negative side, the evidence also shows that families have been work-
ing longer for less. Particularly in the 1980s, family work hours needed to in-
crease quite sharply to compensate for negative male wage trends, explored in
detail in Chapter 3. But this is a self-limiting strategy; families cannot indefi-
nitely increase their work hours. In fact, in the 1990s the growth in wives’ hours
slowed considerably, lowering their ability to offset other factors, such as con-
tinued male wage decline, that placed downward pressure on income growth.
Finally, the sharp increase in work hours of all families has cut into their time
for nonmarket activities.

Falling behind the earlier generations

Until this point we have exclusively focused on cross-section analyses, such as
comparing the incomes of high-income, older, or married-couple families in one
year to those of another. Although these comparisons accurately portray changes
in various dimensions of the income distribution over time, they do not trace the
incomes of particular families or individuals. For instance, consider comparisons
of income growth by income fifth over a 10-year period. A person or family may
be in the middle fifth in the first year but in a higher or lower fifth 10 years later.
Thus, a comparison of middle-income families over time actually compares one
set of families in the first year to a different set of families in the later year.
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It is especially important to note that the incomes of individuals and fami-
lies generally follow a life-cycle pattern. Typically, a person, after completing
schooling, starts eaming income in a relatively low-paying entry-level job, sees
fast income growth as job changes, accumulated experience, and seniority oc-
cur over the next two decades, and obtains slower income growth in his or her
later working years. As Figure 1J shows, young families (headed by a person in
his or her twenties) in 1996 had much lower incomes than families headed by a
middle-aged person (in his or her forties or fifties). It also shows that incomes
grow relatively rapidly as the household head proceeds through his or her thir-
ties and forties, and that income growth slackens and then declines as the house-
hold head approaches retirement years.

Viewed this way, the income growth of families as a whole over a 10-year
period depends both on how high incomes are for young families when they
start out and on how fast incomes grow as families progress through their life-
cycle pattern. In fact, the slow growth of median family incomes in recent years
is most accurately portrayed as young families starting off with lower incomes
than their predecessors while older families proceed to higher incomes at a his-
torically slow pace.

One way to examine income growth over the life-cycle is to examine the
income trajectories of “birth cohorts” (a group of people born in the same years)
over time, as in Table 1.22. The first column shows the median income, in 1996
dollars, of males age 25-34 in the years 1956 through 1996. The second column
tracks the median income of 35- to 44-year-olds over these periods. We focus
exclusively on males’ median incomes, since trends in female income are con-
founded by large changes in labor supply over this period.

This type of table allows two related types of analyses. By comparing the
income levels down each column, we can compare levels across cohorts, such
as the different income levels experienced by 25- to 34-year-olds, at different
points in time. Thus, reading down column | shows that the median income of
young males age 25-34 was about 19% lower in 1996 than in 1976. We can also
track a particular cohort’s progress through time by reading along the diagonal
(more on this approach below).

We saw earlier (Table 1.3) that young persons have been starting out from
lower income levels in recent years. Table 1.22 corroborates this, as we see that
25- to 34-year-old males have started out with successively lower incomes in
10-year intervals since 1976 (note that this analysis does not follow the usual
peak-to-peak comparisons employed throughout this book). Similarly, the me-
dian incomes of males age 35-54 also fell over the past 20 years.

In this context, however, we are most interested in changes that occurred
within cohorts (along the diagonal). This table tracks three cohorts over 20 years:
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FIGURE 1J Median family income by age of householder, 1997
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
TABLE 1.22 Median income by male 10-year
birth cohorts, 1956-96
Year Ages 25-34 Ages 35-44 Ages 45-54
1956 $22,321 $24,251 $22,851
1966 29,004 32,561 30,836
1976 30,949 37,841 37,228
1986 27,432 37,467 39,735
1996 25,179 32,167 36,232
Percent change
1956-66 29.9% 34.3% 34.9%
1966-76 6.7 16.2 20.7
1976-86 -11.4 -1.0 6.7
1986-96 -8.2 -14.1 -8.8

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Incomec Website.
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the first cohort moves from 1956, when its members were 25-34, with median
income of $22,321 (1996 dollars), to 1976, when they were 45-54, with median
income of $37,228. Similarly, the second cohort can be tracked from 1966 (me-
dian income $29,004) to 1986 (median income $39,735). While each of these
cohorts started out higher than the previous one, their incomes grew succes-
sively more slowly. For example, the median income of the first cohort grew
67%, that of the second cohort grew 37%, and that of the third cohort grew 17%
(from $30,949 to $36,232). In fact, for this third cohort, as it moved from ages
35-44 in 1986 to 45-54 in 1996, its median actually fell, from $37,467 to $36,232,
a 3% decline.

In sum, we find that, while each cohort continues to experience some mea-
sure of the expected age-income profile revealed in Figure 1], over the last 20
years each successive cohort has been worse off than the preceding cohort at the
same age. This break in upward income mobility across cohorts raises the issue
of whether the most recent cohorts (those age 25-34 in 1986 and 1996) will ever
achieve incomes in their “prime age” equal to those of the earlier postwar co-
horts. Given continued slow income growth and falling real wages, it is possible
that the recent (and some future) cohorts will have lifetime incomes inferior to
those of their parents’ generations.

Income mobility

This section examines a related aspect of the dynamic changes in economic
well-being: how much income mobility exists in the economy? If a family is in
the lowest fifth in one period, how likely is it to move up to a higher fifth over
time? Is this likelihood fixed, or does it tend to fluctuate? These are the ques-
tions addressed below.

In order to address these mobility issues we use longitudinal data, or data
that follow the same persons over time. Each person is assigned to an income
fifth at the beginning and end of the relevant periods of observation based on his
or her family’s income. Different income cutoffs are used for each period, meaning
that the 20th percentile upper limit in, for example, 1979 will be difterent than
that of 1989. This approach to income mobility examines a family’s relative, as
opposed to absolute, position in the income distribution.

In this sense, the analysis tracks how families are doing relative to others
they started out with in the same age cohort and income class. If each family’s
income grew by the same amount (in percentage terms), there would be no change
in mobility, i.e., no changes in the relative positions of families in the income
distribution. If, however, a family that starts out in the bottom fifth experiences
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TABLE 1.23 Income mobility, 1969-94

1994 Income group

1969 First Second Middle Fourth Top

Income group fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Total
First fifth 41.0% 24.9% 16.2% 12.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Second fifth 224 24.7 23.9 16.1 13.0 100.0
Middle fifth 16.9 21.0 235 228 15.9 100.0
Fourth fifth 11.3 18.5 19.7 24.2 26.3 100.0
Top fifth 9.5 10.6 16.6 245 38.8 100.0

Source: Unpublished tabulations of the PSID by Peter Gottschalk.

faster income growth than other low-income families, it may move into a higher
fifth , i.e., this family will experience upward mobility.

Table 1.23 presents a “transition matrix” for the period 1969-94. Going
across each row in the table, the numbers reveal the percent of persons who
either stayed in the same fifth or “transitioned” to a higher or lower one. For
example, the first entry shows that 41.0% of persons in the bottom fifth in 1969
were also in the bottom fifth in 1994. At the other end of the income scale,
38.8% of those who started in the top fifth stayed there. The percent of ““stayers”
(those who did not move out of the fifth they started out in) are shown in bold.

Note that large transitions are uncommon. For example, only 5.8% of those
who began the period in the first fifth ended up in the top fifth, while only 9.5%
fell from the top fifth to the lowest fifth. Those transitions that do occur are most
likely to be a move up or down to the neighboring fifth. For example, among the
middle three-fifths, slightly less than two-thirds of the transitions were to neigh-
boring fifths.

Though Table 1.23 does not reveal a great deal of income mobility, the data
do show that mobility exists and that families can and do move up and down as
their relative fortunes change. How does this fact comport with the historically
large increases in cross-sectional inequality that we focused on throughout this
chapter? In fact, if cross-sectional income inequality is higher in 1996 than in
1979, as we have shown, then, unless mobility has increased, families will grow
further apart as time progresses. That is, the increase in cross-sectional inequal-
ity means that, at any point in time, a family at the bottom of the income scale is
further (in terms of the difference in their incomes) from the family at the top of
the scale. But if the chances of moving from the bottom to the top — the rate of
income mobility — were to increase, the low-income family would at least have
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TABLE 1.24 Income mobility over the 1970s and 1980s*

1979 Income group

1969 First Second Middle Fourth Top

Income group fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Total
First Fifth 61.5% 24.0% 8.7% 4.4% 1.5% 100.0%
Second Fifth 227 31.3 27.5 12.9 5.6 100.0
Middle Fifth 9.6 2255 29.6 26.1 12.2 100.0
Fourth Fifth 3.3 17.3 224 31.6 254 100.0
Top Fifth 29 5.0 11.9 25.1 55.2 100.0

1989 Income group

1979 First Second Middle Fourth Top

Income group fifth fifth fifth fifth fifth Total
First fifth 61.0% 23.8% 9.5% 4.6% 1.1% 100.0%
Second fifth 229 33.2 27.7 13.5 2.7 100.0
Middle fifth 8.3 252 29.5 25.7 11.4 100.0
Fourth fifth 4.6 13.0 23.0 33.2 26.2 100.0
Top fifth 2.7 4.9 10.8 22.8 58.8 100.0

* Unlike the previous table, this table averages family income over three ycears in order to “smooth out™
temporary transitions.

Source: Unpublished tabulations of the PSID by Peter Gottschalk.

a better chance of climbing closer to its distant, more wealthy counterpart (of
course, mobility works both ways: increased mobility also means the wealthy
family has a greater chance of falling from its privileged heights). If, instead, the
rate of mobility is either unchanged or diminished over time, increasing point-
in-time inequality will not be offset by changes in mobility. In order to deter-
mine whether the rate of mobility has changed, we must compare two transition
matrices covering periods of equal length.

Table 1.24 provides such a comparison. It presents two transition matrices,
one for the 1970s and the other for the 1980s. (Unlike the previous table, this
table uses three years of family income data for each year, e.g., a family’s 1969
income is actually the average of its 1968-70 data. This approach is preferred in
mobility analysis since it “smooths out” temporary transitions. However, due to
data constraints, we were unable to use this approach in Table 1.23.) These
tables again show relative stability (the largest shares of persons are “stayers,”
located along or close to the diagonal). For example, both 10-year periods re-
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FIGURE 1K Percent staying in same fifth in each pair of years, 1968-69-1990-91
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Source: Gottschalk and Danziger (1998).

veal that about 85% of persons in families stayed in the first or second fifths.
But more important in this context is the fact that mobility has not increased.
The shares of both “stayers” and those who made transitions are very similar in
both periods. For example, 61.5% remained in the lowest fifth over the 1970s,
and 61.0% remained there in the 1980s. The shares who remained in the middle
were also very close (29.6% versus 29.5%), and only a slightly larger share
remained in the top fifth in the 1980s. There is no evidence here of an increase
in mobility to offset increased inequality.

In fact, as Figure 1K shows, the rate of mobility appears to have declined
since the late 1960s. This figure uses the same longitudinal data source as above to
plot the percent of persons who stayed in the same fifth, one year to the next.
Thus, an upward trend suggests declining mobility rates, as persons are less likely
over time to make the transition across income classes. For example, in 1969,
62.7% of persons ended up in the same quintile they started in one year earlier, in
1968. At the end of the period, between 1990 and 1991, 65.9% failed to move to
either a lower or higher income group. The fact that the graph dnfts upward over
the period under analysis implies that rate of mobility, as measured by the prob-
ability of moving to a different income fifth in an adjacent year, has fallen.
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Conclusion

The most important development regarding contemporary income trends 1s the
slow and unequal growth that continues unabated. Over the 1979-89 period,
rapid income growth among upper-income families and stagnant or falling in-
comes for the bottom 60% of families led to sharp increases in inequality. At the
same time, the income of the median family grew more slowly (0.4% per year)
than over any other postwar business cycle.

Since 1989, median family income growth has been stagnant for most fam-
ily types, and the 1997 median is just $285 (in 1997 dollars) above its 1989
level. In prior recoveries, the income of the median family had far surpassed its
prerecession level by this point in the business cycle. In fact, our analysis of an
important source of family income growth in the 1980s — the contributions of
working wives — shows that this source was insufficient to counteract the nega-
tive hours and earnings trends in the 1990s that beset the bottom 40% of prime-
age, married-couple families. Finally, younger families starting out in the 1980s
or 1990s have done so from lower income levels than earlier generations, and
their likelihood of pulling ahead in later years has fallen.

In the Introduction, we note that the 1997-98 respite from the labor-market
problems that characterized the last few decades has the potential to lift family
incomes in the latter part of the decade (barring, of course, an economic down-
turn). Nevertheless, should unemployment begin to rise and the labor market
become less “tight,” there is, in our view, nothing to prevent a return to the
pattern of slow and unequal family income growth that has been the norm since
the late 1970s.

The remainder of the book elaborates on the themes established in this chap-
ter. The next chapter focuses on changes in the level and distribution of taxes in
order to examine the extent to which the U.S. tax system has exacerbated or
ameliorated the slow and unequal income growth of the 1980s and 1990s. The
third and fourth chapters examine the labor market trends (wages and employ-
ment) that are at the heart of the rise in inequality and sluggish income growth.
Chapters 5 and 6 broaden the income analysis by examining trends in wealth
and poverty. Chapter 7 examines the impact of wage and income trends from a
regional perspective, and Chapter 8 compares trends in the United States to
those in other advanced countries.
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FACT & FALLACY

The Facts About Pay Equity

The AFL-CIO recently launched a "pay equity" campaign with a push for new
legislation in 22 states and President Clinton has proposed a $14 million
equal pay initiative which would toughen enforcement of the Equal Pay Act
(EPA) and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, and increase violator
penalties. Both initiatives are framed as attacks on workplace
discrimination against women, which these parties claim is the primary
cause

of the more than 25 percent gender pay gap. But is discrimination the
primary cause of the gender pay gap? Is there other evidence of increased
discrimination in the workplace? Would comparable worth ("pay equity™)
legislation really help women workers or would it be more likely to hurt
them?

For the full version of this issue of Fact & Fallacy, please go to
http://www.epf.org/f£/££990315 . htm.



