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The Execiutive Summary provides a comprehensive statement of the methods used, accomplishments

and limithtions of the project. The project developed methods for establishing;” validating and using

output stdadards for perfarmance ¢valvation and for funding allocations. If also developed methods for  *

establishing initial input stapdards, by sam pling local offices, collecting déta and compiling'it into
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*  EXECUMNIVE SUMMARY -~ .

-

" . »

I. PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES . cod :

-

. ) . _ \ - -
In May}f1974, E. F. Shelley and Company, Inc. was awarded MA/OPER .
Contract dNo.. 20-36-74-22 on a competitive.bid pursuant to RFP

* ~ - MA/OPER 7411, The purpose of tﬁé*broject was to develop methods

~ "~for establishing and using performahce standards for the job - ~ ..
‘ *placement and support functions of the public Employment Service
.’ _system .(ES), as.the first phase in a research and. developmental ,

Program. As stated in the original request for proposals:

. -

. L 4
The primary objective of the demonstration project is
to develop 'valid performance standards for Job Place-
ment activities and the Placement Support Service func-
tions., These standards will be used to reflect the
effectiveness and,the effitiency levels at which the ',
various placement and’ support functions of the ES should: e
be performed with consideration to both quantity and ‘ # , 3
_ quality; to design a feasible gystem of methods and ¢ e
. procedures for using such measures to assess the'perfé@—
mance of state agencies in performing activitjies rela- "o
tive to the standards;-and to design a system for the
-periodic revalidation of the standards. ‘

< -~ T 3
The original -project objectives were implemented by a plan to
demonstrate the feasibility of developing valid performance stan-

" dards through design of 3 model system, field data:collection and
analysis, preparation of a handbook documenting qge methods and
techniques, and preparation 0f a final report. During the design
Phase of the prgject, it became clear that output performance stan-
dards to be used in planning, bBudgeting and evaluati&ﬁ;muﬂt be’
developed independently from and.prior to t developmént of input .
performance standards to be uséd as diagnostic tools. Therefore, 2
the scope of work was expanded in August, 1974, to include research )
into the Balanced Placement Formula (BPF), an empifrically-derived ©

. performance-based®budgeting system using national averages as the :
. key standards of output performance. The objectives of the expan-
sion were to identify internal weaKnessés of the BPF that might .
cause inequities or permit manipulation, to identify external en- :
vironmental factdrs that affect ES performance, and to test. alter- .
nate formudations or suggested revisions in the BPF through a

. simulation model. The short-run purpose was to perform analyses
in® suppdrt of revisions to the BPF for use ir FY 1976 funding .
allocations; the long-ruyn purpose was to develop a model system ce 4
for setting output standards for state and .local ES operations '

- that take into aceount the effects of environmental contraints on - .
'ES placement functions. - .

. - . - . . - . -

_4i;§n its final form, the scope of the project encompassed two of: the -
.+ Présidential Objectives for the United States Employment Service .
&..and, consequently, was the subject of brdad interest throughout ,

N ' A | ‘ . .

. - L
- . . . .
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. A. Accomplishments

. . ’ ‘ -
The Manpower Admlnlstratlon. While attempting to demonstrate the

feasibility of applying innovative methods té ES planning, -budget-

ing, evaluation and diagnOSlS, the project was also required to
develop immediate, short-run japplications of some of the new and
complex technlques to on- gOng problems and needs. The result .-
of this productlve tension was that the methods developed - for es-"
tablishing and using ES output and - input standards fvocus on speci-
fic appllcatlons that are feasihle to implement within the next 12
months, using existing secpndary data sources and standard statis-
tlcal methods for setting output standards, and using mlnlmgm prl-
mary data collectlon and analy515 for sett'ing ‘input: standards.

The Methodology Guide, Volume 3 of the Final Repqrt presents the
methods in-detail. K

-
' \

PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

1. "Feasible Methods for Establlshlng and Using Output . =
) Standards X

.

The project has difined key ES output. performance
lndlcators and environmental factors, tested methods .for
establishing output standards for these indicators and
developed methods usiitg* output standards £or performance,
evaluation and funding allocations. ‘A by-product is-a
performance projection method. : -

as» Definitiops

Output standards shquld be established at the labor

axea level, because the labor area or SMSA is an in-
tegrated social and-economi¢ system constituting the
e ronment within which the ES placement and place-
@ t ﬂupport services are provided. ‘ .

lleen availdble data sources and the current level

.. standard that is an expected. gverage level of perfor-

taking into account external social and economic fac-
- tors and lnternal pollcy, law, and resource factors,
for each of the' 150 major labdt: areas and 48 balance-~
of-state d%eaﬁ. a . )
S;andards must be set for each labor area for each
. performance indicator“used in performance evaiuation .
. or budgeting. Three measures of ES performance re--
commended for use af the key performance indicators
were sSelected becauée “they atre 'not significantly

N
1 L4 . »
' . I" I

of conceptuallzatlon, it.is possible.to set an output‘

2L oy

w——

‘mance based on thé aveiage performance of 51m1£dr labor
areas, and atta1nab1e by management of average guality, .

l
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- affected by state or local policy-With respect to.
applicant registration or job order taking, the data
‘can,be verified, and-they represent key aspects of -
the’ labor exchange function. They are:

(1) Productivity: Indlviduals.placed per -
man—year worked.. - .
¢ (2) Service to the Labor Markat: Individuals’
' . Placed as a percent of the.number of un-
eﬁployed individuals.

o

(3) Serv1ce to the Job Market: Job‘epeninds“
filled as a percent of non—agrlcultural
wage and salary employment. ”

M L3

Indicators {2) and (3) are comblnatlpns of more tra-.
ditional measures., ’
These 3_indicators capture the “quantltative“ aspects
of ES output performance; for uses requiring "qualita-
tive"” measures, ‘such as percent’ of veterans placed, etc.,
an algorithum was developed to derive standards for
gualitative measures in a way that encourages balanced
performanqe relative to national objectives witﬁout en-
. couraging data manlpulatlon. . ..
The relationships between environmental factotrs and ES
performance are sufficiently complex to require a table
of hypotheses, not all of which were tested during the
project. Because additional analydis and testing is re-
guired, the environmental factors found significant in
‘Previous analysis are merely Iisted here:
| 2. ) N K
(1) St;%le external ‘factorss

. In&ustry'ccmposition e .

Y Labor Force CompOs;tlon “ -

4 -

e Size of Area (employment and unemployment}_'

{2) Volatile exte%nal factors

® Growth rate o .. -
® ~Unenployment rate - <

P
(3): Internal Envlronment factors ° )
% - .
® POllCY and law, especially reglstratlon of
\ UI claimants -~
. . / | )
N Resources -{man-years)

i

3 S
o K ' -t ' .
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b ST / Statistical analyses conducted duting the project in- e
T \'/ dicate, that these factors, in combination, account for
) - up to 70 percent of the differences in performance

e ' amohg states and labor areas, even though the analyses ‘.
IR did not thoroughly test all hypotheses. . The conélu- L

' . sion is that envirofimental factors have a major, if .

. : not dominant, effect on ES performance. '

’ . b, ‘Methods for establishing output standards .. .

L]

Two alternate methbds were developed for establishing * .
, output standards at the labor area level that take into .
. : 1‘ ‘ account environmental factors. One method uses multi-
R ple regression analysis to produce an estimating equa-
' tion for setting an output standard for each key per-
T formance indicator for each labor area. "The equation
“ indicates how much the performance indicator is ex-
pected to ‘increase (or‘'decrease) as a result of a one-
point increase in each external factor, based
hd implicitly on the average of all labor areas. The
" equation can be used to compute an expected value, or
output standard, for each specific area. Test results

. . were produced. .

! The second method uses the vironmental factors to ) \-
develop a typology of labo;BSXgas and to group labor
areas by type. Within each such group, the output
standard is based on the average of-all areas within

o, " *the type, and each area within each type has the same
standard for each key performance indicator. No tests

were made of this method, .

The choice between the two methods depends primarily on

_ political consideration, i.e., which method yields re-

) . sults that have the greater face validity to ES admin-.

. ' ' istrators and which appears to be fairer. ©h technical
LA : grounds alone, the estimating equation is preferred.;

. Both methods yielg output standards that should be at-

tainable by mandagement- of average quality, #and they have
- known standard errors which can be used to set "standards
., 0of excellent performance” or a "minimum acceptable level toe
of performance”, both of which may be desirable” for cer-
tain uses. Both methods can be used to set output stan-

? dards for qualitative performance indicators; and both

£ . can be Uused to set standards- for sﬁb—parts of labor areas,

. . ~-needed for evaluation and funding allocation purposes

especially in labor areas that cross state lines.

&

‘n : - . ' ‘e LT ’ ﬁ ﬂ.
. “c.’ Using output standarts ) B i o
' . Output standards and the model system by which they are -
ot established'havegseveral usesr As a.qanagemenf tool, o
Q . fo 8 . -
. - ' 4 ‘

N . . +




comparison of actual perfdrmance against the standard
identifieés individual areas within a state that.are
~signifloant1y abdve or below the standard, and helps
to identify priority areas in @gwhich ﬂlagnostlc tools

'shou@d be applied to improve. rformance

As a funfing allocation tpol, the. prOJect developed -~
methods whereby the output standards can replace thé
nat‘onql averages ,used in past BPF's, A labor area
scbre is computed for éach lndlcator by d1v1d1ng the

- standard into, the actual performance, i.e., the ratio

‘0f actual to etandard The state score for each per-
formadce indicator is computed as the weighted sum of
"the individual labor area scores. The state summary
gscore comparable to previous BPF scores is computed. «
as a wéighted awverage of the state scores for each in—- |
edicator, .where the weighfs are analogous to the budget
weights used in previofis BPP's, This summary score
would be: 100 for-a state with average performance, w1th
better-performlng states having a hlgher Score. .

» .

A similar method could be used by a state.for alloca- .
_ting fund$ among labor areas within a state, if-the

‘state chose¢ to do.so. There is, however, an important -
limitation: the results do not, apply directly to in- .
dividual local offices within a labor ared, nor, moére
importantly, to individual areas outside the 150

major labor areas because data on external factors are
not available from published sources for such .areas.

Each such-office or area must be evaluated individually
byfstate ES management

.
-

[

"

Toward a dynamic model X
_ . -y .

The preceding’ methodology will result in a static
model«whlch calculates expected ES performance based

on total performance for the year (or other time per-
iod) and the. average bf “external factors for.the same
period. Such a model is quite uleful for a variety

of purposes, but it cannot fully reflect the real world,
in which events occur in a time continuum and in which

* current, ES performance is a function not only of cur-

renteconditions but also of ‘recent history. In the

real world, use of annual data may obscure time-dependent
relatlonshlps between ES performance and external factors
if the 1mpact of :a change in external factors such as

" rapidly rising unemployment passes within’ one or two

guarters. The effects can plainly be seen by an obser-

. ver in any ES office, but may wash out in annual averages.

.The purpose of a dynamic model, then, is to provide a
framework reflecting the instantaneous and time-lagged
effects of cyclical variations in external factors on
ES performance, and in particular on,individuals placed

9

.
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Per man-year., To develop the model, it is neceksary to
explore these intertemporal cyclical relationshlps,
adjusted forfseasonaf factors and for vargatlons*caused
by the structure of the.ESARS reportlng system.'

Quarterly ES performance data are affected bdth by trué
seasonal factors and:by artifatts of the reportlng
systems. ESARS ,is a cumuliﬁ;ve repcrting system, which
counts each .indfvidual placeq (IP) only once-duf¥ng the
fiscal, vyear, ‘ho matter how many times the individual is
-° placed. The annual ratio of transactions (P) to indi-
, viduals is about 'l.5. It appears that approximateiy
75 percent of the ;nd1v1duals .placed more ‘than once dur-
ing a fiscal year, wusually in casual,’ day worker, or
other shert-term jobs, are .placed in the’ fi¥95ﬁ “
' of the year. Thus, even though the leugl,
transpetions may remain.constant throuqhou&

ray 2

~and the. cumulatlve ‘total of individuals plaped e r-to»
date will rise, estimates of the net numper. of new .
individuals placed will always show a gudarter-to- quarter
decllne.

« ) Y
! &
Unfortunately, there-does not ‘appear to be a 51mple j
method for estiimating the quarterly effects of the re<
\%ortlng system in 1solatlon frOm seasonal or cycl;cal
arLatlons. . ; ’ i
- -]
A dynamlc model would represent a very significant step:
forward in refining the ES management system: Some Qff -
the dynamlc effects of cycllcal "hange on ES performance
m19ht ultimately be reflected in the annual ;funding:
allocationr process, insofar as the.data on external’ fac-
tors feund relevant are available shortly after the con-
~¢Iusion of each quarter. Thest effects could also be -
reflected in spec1f1c resource rejuirement-and perfor-,

mance Projections which are a part.of the annual budget-

ing process. Given the current needs for further develop-

ment of “the static model, .hpwever, it is not recommended
thdt ‘substantial resou&ces be devoted to developmént of
a dynamic model.

. . o ] -

Feasible methods for establishing and using input standards

F

- for placement and Placement support activities of the ES
local office, efficient methods for the data collection and
analysis needed to establish initial lnput standards; "and
guidelines for establishing input standards. . ,

a, Definitions Y .

‘Input standards are models, measures‘and comparisons
whereby a local ES manager can compare his,pattern of.

L]

6 10 ..\, N . - ~

r

- The project has developed practical definitions ofastaodafds~

S




L o resource utlllzatlon with the standard for his type

' . local area, Through-:review of the ES Manual, hand-
. o » books, afid. in consultédtion with national -veglonal
‘state and, lecal ES staff, 13 placement.and'placement -~ T
support activities were défined, and through field o e '
work ‘9 categoriés of ndn—placement time were identified,

F)

., . JD .- JOBP DEVELOPMENT <
JIS JOB INFORMATION TAKING
JO JOB ORDER TAKING "
RE , RECEPT;ON ®
. RC - REFERRAL 'CONTROL ' < . «
. RI REFERRAL INTERVIEWING o . o
TE TESTING -, oW ‘ :
) VE -VERIFICATION/VALIDATION , )
Non- Placement Act1v1t1es . : . ',‘ If
XC CETA ST B
XE .EFS UDY o, R S
XF. .. CLERIC T e S
X1 \ i SICK . N > ,
XJ .~JOB CORPS, FOOD STAMP, UI, ETC. - - .
" XM MEETING TRAINING . vl :
XS SUPER,, MANAGEMENT, ETC, .
XV VACATION, . ANNUAL LEAVE-
iX - PERSONAL COFFEE BREAK, ALL ELSE f , .
' L] T,
When establlshed there'wdurﬂ be four types of stquards- a
-percent of resources devoted to each activity, service ‘
N ratios, efficiency measuree, and key quallty factors, - ' o
‘ ' ' L Fa_— . * .’ g ‘ :
" Mpthods of data'collection and analysis , ‘
During the .initial field work,stage of .the préject, ) 7

specific data collection instruments were tested.

The .key instruments are the time ladder, on .which each
staff member records time utilization by EUnctlon in
‘S-minute intervals and number of pexsons, served and .
the key quflity factor questivnnaires f£or each of the T
functional activities, Subksequently, -these instruments
_were packagad with instructions, and a field test

,~.‘demonstrated the' feasibility of local staff using’them

s
PRI

in a self-application mode with ‘no contractor assistance
and with niinimal aSSLStance from a tralned person from

Ce o " ‘ _ t B ¥
BEPRY | 7 - i1 N - . ‘ \

.t [ as follows. . . ; © e : o
'é% . . Placemeqt and“éupport Activities' MR . _ ‘

[ L -.w .‘E -".\ . ;u . . ., ) R . u

- . AT APPLICATION TAKING : o . .
. , . CS COMMUNITY SERVICE' c 0
. cc COUNSELLING . N . -
ES EMPLOYER SERVICE . ; o
- FC ‘FILE SEAREH/CALL IN : ’ .




the staﬁﬁ A . SN .
(‘ fter completing the field work- and in1t1a1 data
alysis, technxques were developed for future us¢ at
e local office level to simplify.central. data analy-
is.and to incorporate local cross-validation at the .
source datfa collection p01nt " This, will save on analy-
sis and error’ corréction.at the centralﬁpoxnt ) .

’

. ! .
[ . s . -

R = . <>

c. .Establishing input standards o= \.,
R The, ideal obégctlve of the next major phase of 1nput
standards deVelopment would be to establish and”¥Vali+

date patterns of resource use, service ratios, and
efficiendy and key quality factors, that discriminate -
betwéen areas having high levels of 0utg§; performance
¢+ (under. given .sets of external ‘condition and all '
other areas. 'However, the currept state-of- -the-art
‘ does not permit the "validation"*of inpufkatandards
Validatiop' of standards requires thd® amnalysis of in-
+Put patterns in relatloaghlp to output performance,

- amd the identification &f7 1nput patterns at discrim-h'

* . inate between.high peérformers and low' pe formers, . .
.holding all othef factors constant.

r
- - -

The use of output standards and the COmparlson of e
',actual performahce with the staridards’ permits 1dent1-
fication of high and low performingd labor areas, hold-
ing constant 'the effects of external economic and
policy facto:s. To validate input standards add1t10na1
‘factors must be held constant: Jlocal office logatiop,
overall, management quality, staff skill level and N
morale, and quiite possibly the mix of applicants’and
. job openings. is would permit the obs rved patterns
.« . 0f inputs to be tested, net of all other .imnfluences,
*  to identify those patterns which ‘diberi ate betwgen
high. and .low pe:fbrmers. While techniquél have béen. |
7. developed for measuring, locatlon and manaqgment quality,
they have not, been sufficiently tested and tntegrated
* into a. comprehen51ve system to pérmit.us to factor
- them into an ana1y51s in the immediate future. * .

" roo

Therefore, an achlevable short-run objéctive ig to
jdéntify patterns of, 1nput utkdlzgtlon-characterlstlc
of high pérfarming laBor areas and of offices within

. those areas, ignoring the othet, internal factors and
_deferring the question of validation to a future time
when the state-of-the-art permits validatien., The. ~
steps needed' to achieve the objective include medsure-

. ing input utilization in a sample of labor areas,.

Ldent;f ing input patterns, and preparlng*lnput gulde-
¢ lines fb&r d1fferent types of labor areas.

12
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i major, new system

!-
b

-, "

Usgs-of End-Prodchs

- C%mputainon e#'input. standards L J

‘The data for tHel

- L

‘Sample of 2reas : p

The sampl ng Plan developed. in ‘thes prOJect _
uses the output standards methods to‘:identify
high performing areas, i.e., those whose ac-
tual performance is at least onefAStandard
deviation higher thaa their standard and uses

- the environmental factors to grbup areas into

. discrete types. The 12 larggat SMSA's are

- excluded from the sample, becjuse their size’ .
.'ang complexity requlres a segarate stratified .
lﬁampllng Plan to select representative offlces

within them, and becalise thé&r size ‘aldne in-
‘dicates that they should be'studied, irrespec-
tive of output performance. Theé plan. ‘results

Igln a sample of 23 high-performirig labor

areas plus 8 balance-of-state areas. It is .
estimated that the sample would contain about ~f
200 ‘local offices and 2,000 staff. ’ .

) 4 ' ' -I‘-'
The data collected from the sample ©of labor

areas will be used to compile the four types
of input measures for each of the I3 fanctional

. activities and non-placement time for each

of the 31 sample areas, using the detailed
methods cbntained in the Handbook for ‘Analyzing
Local ES Performance. THe rébult will be 31
sets of input meASs '

hs would bqurouped by
type of area - | &y SMSA types and-1l ba}ancef
of-state type. \To calgculate the input standard

‘type for each Ogﬂghe}inﬁutﬁmeasures, minutes

per unit, servicé@ percents, percent of resources.
and key quality factors. I(Of these, orly the
percent of resources is relevant to non-place-
ment time.) THe average for each measure is the
initial lnput standard for each ES function.
The second step .is compute the standard.
deviation for each' of the measures. The stan-
“dard deviation will be published along with the
average to 1nd1cate the extent of variation ob-
served !
(‘ - . | S

o

In preparing a report on a demonstratlon project deSLgned to. develop

.

approaches to the evaluatlon, management and fundlng
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allocations for a 'national service delivery syste

*

such as the

Employment SerVLCe, the researcheér tends to overstate either the,

strengths.of he end products, or their limitation
the present catse, both, It may be useful, therefor
for deciSion-makers the.size and shape of the fores
- eral quality of some of its major sections without
-strengths or,weaknesses of individual trees.

A,

" Output Standards * - . e

. Tects of broader data coverage and refinements in the specifi-"
. The key question even prior to undertaking furthe).refine-

can readily bz used as’ & tool for evaluatlng the overall

.lation model, wherein the equations used to set the output

, or as in

, tOo summarize
and the gen-
regard to the

L

’ . — Y

It is clear that the methods developed {(and future refinements
thgreof) ‘can be used to establish performance standards for ES
placements and placement-related outputs that take into account
the ret effects of external and internal -environmeptal factors
on an annual, cross-sectional basis and -that should be attain-
able by management of average quality. The refinemgnts recom-
mended in thé report may clarify how the effects opérate on dif-
ferent parts of the labor exchange process and how intertemporal,
variations in external factors lmQact the 'ES. They may even re-
sult’ in the capability to explaifi up to 90 percent of the dif- °
ferences .in performance among areas, as compared with up to 70
percent explained in the present protect, with the combined ef-

cation of .external factors and the estimating method,

ments, is what should the output standards be used for,iand,
conversely, what should they not be used for? Such staAFards

quality of management., If ES performance in -a’'given arej is
significantly below the standard which takes into account the
net effects of all environmental factors, there is a prima _
facie case that ‘overall management is below par. If many areas
within a state have performance below standard, then the proces#
of diagnosing the causes of poor performance should begin at-

the state level, with a review-of management Systems, training
approaches, stafflng methods,..etc. At the'labor’area level, .
the .location of offices, staff assignments, and the overall "
manner in which staff resources are organized, trained and man-
aged should be examined. This ewaluatlon is, conceptually, part
of the self~appraisal process. The model or system for estab-
lishing output standards should also be. used to estimate ES
performance, partlcularly in response to small increments for
decrements) of resdurces. Used in this way, it becomes a simu- :

standards can be multi@lf&d by the marginal increment 0f re- '
sources to'yield estimates of add1t10na1 placements andnglgée- .
ment-rglated outputs. -

In relation to the annual funding a110cat10n process, the re-
port describes in detail the rationale and methods for using
output standards adjusted fot exbernal JLnvironmental factors

in lieu of national averages in the performance ~based budgeting
system. Lo s 14 o
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The interpretation of the’ research results is that certain
states having average management capablllty can reasonably be
expected to have performance levels- et least twice as high as .
certain other states also having average management capabilifgy.

" The credibility of the research results Hae been challenged,
“bacause on-site évaluations have identified numerous exampfes

of poor management practicés in certain areas, where the statl,

. tical analysis results indicate that actual perf0rmance is eqgy;

to-or better thag the.(low) standard; the converse. is also trﬁe.
One hypothesis (not easily testable) is thaﬁ the environment in

'“ certain areas is iso detrimental to ES performance as to produce
-organizational frustration, manifested as poor manadement, low

morale, etc. This leaves the policy-maker with sgmething of
a dilemma: s .

On the one hénd, it is desirable to reward goéd\manage-

. ment, implying that the absolute level of performance is
not being judged, only actual performance relative to a <

. reasopable s tandard., This approach is advantageous, )

particularly|when in the past it has been the large
northern and| eastern states who have suffered most through
BPF. If thel standards are lower for such states, it is
less likely [that they w111 suffer cuts in the future.

On the ~6ther hand, the ES exlsts to 'serve job seckers. *
and employers who request its services, Irrespactive
of the quality of management or the stability of the
nizatiop, it seems reasonable to. allocate

s to states where the greatest number of

 be served. It is often argued that resource
ns through the BPF have in some sense penal-
ople living in the states losing resources,

reallocati
ized the p

The ‘converse of this argumenz is that leaving resources
in‘gtates where actual or expected productivity is low
(lrr pective of quality of mamagement) penalizes the

resiilents of states where productLVLty is high. For X
example, a state whose productivity is 200 1ndrv1duals
piﬁged per. man-year can sexrve twice as many pébple pen
unit of resource as a state whose productlvity is only
100.. Job seekers in thé first state loge in th atio
of 2 to 1 when (marglnal) resources are reallocated to

. the second State. : . : ] .

- The policy-maker musﬁ address this dilemma, taking intp account

both the political and the program implications of different
solutions, prior to deciding how the adjusted output standards
shotild enter lnto the fundiny allocation process,if at alll

It is recommended that two somewhat different streams of activity
.be undertaken: to further develop and refine the output stan-

dards model system, and to refine the performance based budget-~
ing system (BPF).
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The major objective for refining the OUtput standards model
would be to define a complete system og structural equations s

describing the response of the ES system tb environmental fac-
tors, starting with a simple model that describes net responses

and building toward a causal model. secondary object@ve
would be development of a° dynamlc moddl reflecting intertempor:zl
processes, ° . . o . “

! . +

To refine the performanceebased budgeting system requlres pri-
'marlly a system for taking {simulated) results Jr output ‘stan-
dards from the model, simulating fundlng allocations’ that’ would
result from diff&tent policy scenarios, and presentlng the re-
sults in summary form to de01s1on~makers. ‘

Although the twqbstreams of activjity are closeLy related the
first is research-intensive while the: second is poldcy- intengive;
unless adequately separated, there may be too much competition
between the two for scarce professiomral resources. *

4
-

Input Standards .

.

The methods and techniques for establishing initial input stan-
dards were advanced to a much greater level of detail during the

. ppoject, and in particular the feasibility of efficiently col-

lecting and ardlyzing data on input utilization patterns was .,
demonstrated. It is feasible to establish initial input stan-
dards, characteristic of the observed patterns in high-perform-
ing offices of each type. The initial standards would be. .
limited, however, because they could not be validatsed due to *he
lack of an integrated system for measuring the effects on
organization and performance of prior causal factors endogenous
to the ES system (i.e., direct measures of the quality of man-
agement, the effects of office location, etc.) -nor could the
standards be fully applied to loc&l offices within labor areas.

The benefits of having models and measures ‘against which local
ES maﬁﬁ@e %%@n compare their input patterns must be offset
against the potential costs of misusing such standards to
dictate patterns to local managers, 4 la the.now-defunct work-
load/time factors. Even valjdated input standards can only be
used as one diagnostic tqol available to ES managemenrt in
developing performance improvement plans. State and local man-
agement must ultlmately make judgements on how best to meet per-
formance objectives in each labor area, .drawing uypon all avail-~
able diagnostic tools but using none 1n a lockstep, cookbook
marfner-. . .

- . N B
The decision-maker must weigh all costs against the benefits
before deciding to prooeed with the data collection' and analysis
required to establish initial inPut standards.
There are two additional uses of the instruments, methods and
techniques in the Handbook for Analyzing Local ES: -Performance
that could be pursuéed, even if it ‘were decided to delay im-
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plementation of initial standards. The first use is as a. -
local assessment tool, where the results of a locally. initiated
data collection and analysis effort could be compared with in-
ternal standards (such as the Plan 6f Sgrvice, local annual
budget, or even the impli®it, experimental standard of cogni-
zant ES managers). While ‘the standard of comparison would not
be overly rigorous or.precise, the local manager would gain an
acecurate plcture of how staff resources are applled etc.
Second, the rgsults' of comparisons: of time utlllzatlon statis-
tics complled from timeés ladders completed during the field work
for the project with cost-accounting.system time-distribution
sheets showed significant discrepancies, not so much in total time,
but in the allocation of time among functional actiivities and be-
tween placement and non-placément activities.. The: fesults con-
firm the assertion that the official time distribution system
does not (and possibly cannot) .accurately measure ,ES staff utili-
zation by function. It.might be decided that the ES should use
a time ladder instrument quartérly {one week per gquarter) in a
sample of labor areas to oBtain accurate estimates of the al-~
locatlon of sﬁgff time by function.

-

w - -

In undertaking this prOJect to develop performance_standards
for job placement and placement-support functions, the Depart- ‘ 1
ment of Labor Manpower Administration has inttiated the first
phase of a program that can substantially advance the state-of- |
the-art in systems for funding and managing the United States
Employment Service system. The presefit. project has defined
second-phase approaches that are feasibi% for implementation

in the next year. Because some of the technlques are complex:
and new in this application, an /jimportant need is to develop
ancillary training and development programs at all levels, to
permit managers and administrators both t0 shape and to utilize
practical results as the program moves’ through each phase. -
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