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IKTRODUCTIOA .

This rerort presents tne findings ard conclusions
of tne Study o] Jou Searck, Rzcruicment, and the United
States Tmployment Service (USZS). It is tased on a survey
of recruitment and job searcn in 20 representative cities
from 100,000 to 250,000 in population* durin: the period
from July through December, 1374, and involved interviews
with apppoxzmatelz 600 erch,ewc and 2,000 job seekers.

The study was performed undey contract with the United
States Department of Labor {(lontract No. .20-42-74-34) by
Camil Associatek, Inc., in association with KETEON, Inc.
wh’ch was responsible for sampling and data reduction.

SCOPE -AND LfMITATIOPJ .

AN /" -

This study is the Fzrst .major effort to determine
the-role of the USES in the uabor market turnover of a sig-
nificant segment of Ampricar cities. To achieve. this goal,
the study design wedded employment service characterietics
to recruitment and job search activities zn the areas served
by these offices. This was no simple task.

~ Few data linked j > search activity with employer
"pecruitment. Except for job vacancy -information for manu-
facturing employers, or {eferencgs about the number of job -
" gsearches being undertakeir based on Unemployment- Insurance
reports and the Current Population Survey (CPS), tne move-
ment of workers into and out of jobs 'in any area is little
understosd. Although one could attempt to produce such data
by means of a Zarge household survey,** and an appropriate,
simultaneous sample of all emoloyers, such a study would be
‘prohibitively expensive. :

\c

. 7 There are 97 such cities in the United States. The 20 sampled cities .’
were: Baton Rouge, La., Cambridge, Mass., Charlotte, N.C., Chattanocoga,
“Tenn., Columbus, Ga., Fort Lauderdale, Fla., Glendale ‘Calif.y Greens~
boro, N.C., Hammond, Ind., Lexington, Ky., Portsmouth Va., Riverside,
.- Calif., St. Petersburg, Fla., South Bend, Ind., Spokane Wash., Spring-
f%eld Mb.,‘Topeka “Kans., Trenton, W, Yonkers, N.Y., Youngstouwn,
Ohto. E
A% The "Job anders Survey, ﬂ\i:?hioh was combined with the CPS for January,
1973, u ed this method. In all, about §0 thousand households were
survéyedx_ These provided about 10 thousand Jjob searches and abqut
_ three. thousand searches involving the ES.

v

i

v . o ’
.. ) . . - viid
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The yrreoiler~ Ix deeignivg a reasonably compacc
szudy li2e In the Ffalriy fov degrec eof wa< wmoliz, 2 the -
employment servieg: (E5) L. emplonvre ani joi seekers.

Sinece the EZ3'penetration is L0 o ZJ parcenc, depending
on the zetivity of interesc, 2 stacistieaily edoguates
- sampie of jci Seekers; or empl -uers vno used -ne 2mpla.-
ment servip: would have to come frem a mue’ lzrjer savriz
.« 57 all joi seekers and employvzrs. To overzome this proi-
- lem, the Study of Reeruitment and. Job Search employed ar
’ 2ialorace, composite Sampw—€, taxewn From several dilTersars
«»niverses. 3 ' ’
. _— ' A
First, two samples of employers were drgun.
‘Onne was .se¢lected.from the ES 20. listing.cf all embloyers -
covered for. Unemploymewt Insurance, now 1nc7ud1ng nearly '
. all-establishments exrvept for certain exempt non-profit
a arid §ouernmenta7 units. This sample represented all
, covered e,r,OJeps in the universe of moderate cities unc
» - hired durin? the- lust six months of. 1974. The other sarm-
: pZe of employers was selected from the open and closed
- job order f4les in each local ES office znc7uded in. the
study. This sample represented known users o the ES,

and maganz;d the exporzences of those employers in the
general ecryle who used the employment service. .

-

N

: ‘Ceco 1d, two sampleso]’gob finders were then
drawn rom the twe employer-unzverses.

# A sample of those i~pgﬁinder8
(emp70Jees) kired by all estdff\\ .
\ lishments (represented by the
ES 202 sample) during our period
of interest. . .

- . -6 A sample of all job finders
(employees) hired by establish-

» mente known to-be users of ‘the
employment service (represented

by the open and closed job order , .
. sample). , , e
, o > ' - e '

e : Third, a sample of job seekérs who had requeated
job search asszstaﬁce from the emptoyment sevvice was taken
directly from the active. and inactive fitles of the ES offices
included in the study. This sample repreaented those job

o~ geekers uStng the empleymonf service. L

. + |
~ . ix . .
. - 11 ,\\ : .
o :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CapAlL

These Five samriing wkr
employers w3ing tne employment sei
taining work from the general =mplouers, ipugfzndersros-
taining vork from ES~listing emgloyjer, and job seekers
uging the employment service) it ,ugether”?U‘Powm a
composzte picture of job search and recruitment activii
in the sarple cities except jor empiloyers not covered Iy

1o (ga)évz, erglowews
rvice, c: finders c:i-

_unemploymsnt compensation, and J00 seekers who were nc:

successful in their job szarches. The structure of ti:
sample desizn, and the relationsnip of the samples tc
study firiings, 1is shown in FPigure 2.

) This;sample design has several advantages.
First, .signtficant classes of employers and job finders
are isolated 'at the outset, ensuring an adequate repre-
sentation at the completion of the study, regardZess of

the actual penetration of the ompZoyment gservice. Second,

because of the "blow-up"” effect of the sub- sampZes,-the
overall sample could be rather small, relatively znexpen~
sive; and et be reasonably expressive of specific ES ex
periences. ’ . -

: 3 . .

) Although the findings obtained through this
sampling frame provide a good overuview of job search and
recruitmencz activity, they cannot be considered as bezng
universall. valid, and the findings and concZuszons in

[

the body ¢ this report. musi be considered within the con-/

text of the study contraints: ,

® The study was limited to medium-sized

cities representzng only 15 million
Amerzcans '

@ The diecussion of job'search patterns
) does not include those searches made
by persons not able to find work.

0 he findings describe the job.search
' " apd recruitment activity during a de- N\
ressed period of our economy. Almost .
all hiring covered was for normal’
- turnover, with virtually none being
' for business expangion or recovery.

e The fzndznge are based on a small

©o eample,'too gmall to be disaggre-
gated to the levele which would be-

+ necessary to unravel completely the

| . o
.

o

~F
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.Horking file (3000) : Working files (2000) - ~.. L .
.- ~ df covered employers . of employers placing L R
from ES 202 reports - _ orders with thé ES
~repr-e3entzng all em- fro~ an- - ‘ -
_ ployer: in Bamplad ' KNS 28.
: , cities. : . ,
S / o l SR i
Sample of approximate- - . Sample of approximate- : Ct e
ly 360 employers zfsed ' , ly 246 employers who o o
for general recruit- .placed orders with the
ment findings. o . employment service
B - 7 used for recruitment _ .- .}|. i
S . findings about ES DR K e
AR B E users and expeériences '
N 1 of ES users.
§

: ’ . N .
- 4 - .

; ’ . B . v o

- ] = ] . N LT
; ' . . . c e
. ' . s " - :

. Hork‘mg leea (1500) - Working file (1000) - Working lee (3000)

, of persons hired dur- of persons hired dur- of peraons served by
- ing last sixz months ing last 8ix monthse . ES offices during = - = -
: “of 1974. of 1874. last szx months of '
- 1 o 1974, ln
N A ) - . N -“_ . . \.“ . .,
Sample of apprommte- Sampie of approximate- _SampZe of apprommate— . Y
-~ 1y 600 persons hired, ly 600 persons who | 1y 800 persons who ap-
during last six months were hired during last | plied foq service with
of 1974 .used for gene- | six months of ,1974 ~ the employmentmservwe'
‘ ,ml Job” search find- | used for search find- dumng the last six
-mgs - - | ings for persons.hired | months of ‘1374 used for
. f- ‘ : - - | .by ES-1listing employers. experwnces of job seek-
) LT ' G ers uszng ‘the enrpZoyment. :
- L . - | S0 , -} service.

4 o V"FIGURE A Strixcture‘-of Sa?np’ley,'Frame“

e . : o
' Uuhl;,. g . = m— )

» Boxed 1n areas show the five sa.mples_u.aed to develop data. Sample A - R
- Mas used ‘for chdarecteristics of employers in the area and their re-~ . -
:féruitment patterns. Sample B was used for. characteri'stics of ES-list;Lng
Bl e;mployers and their recruitment patterns and experienEes with the ES.

' Sample C wds used for general characteristics of}ob inders in cities
ammrgpd~thetr-job-searehr pa‘t:‘t:erns, - SampleE DUWES used forLche.racteristics

and job search patterns of persons hired by ES—lising employeérs.
Sample E was used for the cheracteristics of- Job seekers using t\ES_
and their experiences with the ES. .
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- . pelated activit Fs of job secekers .
and employers. ‘ ' '
A

_ ‘Despite these limitations, the information
contained in tnis report provides a good starting point
for undepstanding, the recruitment and job search pro- o /
cess, and the role of the USES in it. In brcord:outline,
most +findings are probably representative of ../

and recruttment activity, regardless of Dhen or wher -
conducted.* 4nd, although some data may not be + ~.d
outside of the range of ecities and time period studied,
‘the methods employed to obtain them.could be extended

to any time or ang place -~ perhaps the most important
legacy of_?he‘study., - S . ‘ o

/ ' ) . ’ - . . . A/

!

~

~

. CONDUCT OF THE'STUDY e : | S /
) . . ; 7. ’ . 7 <
_ At each site, employers in tHe general work-
ing file, sampled from the ES 202 reporting system, were
called to find out if they had hired or attempted to hire
anyone during the last. six months of 1974 (the dritteal
incident period of the study). If they had not, a note ;
was made. of this, and a replacement employer. (controlled S
a %y SIC code and size) was substituted. If the employers - /
had hired, a personal interview waé arrangéd and a 'de- S /
tailed questionnaire about their establishment, their .
recruitment activity, and their experience with the state
. employment service (if any) was administered. ' In addi- = :
tion, they were asked to provide the names of all persons AP
hired by the establishment during the period of interest.** R
"Similarly, all employers who placed orders with the ES I
during thé period were called, an appointment made, and ' '
‘similar information obtained. s
o , Telephone interviews were then conducted with, .’ o
tﬁegsample of job finders who had been recently hired
- from bd&th classes of employers, as well as.with the sam-
ple of job seekers specifically drawn . from the ES:files.

—

- P . | . . - .
. - , ) ) ; L~ . T . 4

. * For example, the findings are:peyy&similarigé the Job Finders H
Survey' except for variations whieh could be explained by the hature
of the cities ;Qg?red, and the period of interest.  * . . _
*% A sample was taken, from very Zarge,employers.: : T S

N .o . . .
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Again, in the event that a job finder or job seeker’
could not be located,-a suitable replacement was
selected. These interviews covered the detailed job .
search behavior for the given pertod. Employment
gservice users were also asked questions about their:
service history and their opinions of their ES ex-

. pertences. ‘ “

~

Findlly, each-emp’ nt service office was

reviewed over a pertod of ... 'ay8 to determine .
its structure; organizatic a :pproach. This pro-
vided data about ES activi.. .ieh could be related

- to the {indings on job search and recruitment. More-
over, it enabled the .study to determine if variatiyn
in ES office structure had any noticeable effect on

~ job search or recruitment activity, or on the degree
" of satisfaction of the user. : - :

~~

CONTENTS OF THE REPORT.
‘ Unlike many .reports, this report i8 not
Coe intended to be read from front to back, and cover to
.~ cover, except perhaps by.the professional USES admin-
- istrator. -The 8tudy covers 80 many ~different dspects
. of the.labor market and employment service operationg,
. in such detail, that it is unlikely that each area will
\ - be of interest to each reader. Therefore, the remain-
der of the report is organized to facilitate access to .
specific study findings by persons having different”

areas of ‘interest. _ ‘

R The first section of the report, immediately

following this_introduction,fprovides an extensive pre-

i eis of all principal findings. This precis i8 actually
a small, sélf-contained report, and sahould cover all =«
the material -needed to gatisfy the reader interested-
in'a broadbrudh treatment. -of job search, recruitment,
and the employment service. . In additioh, the precis
econtdins its own summary of study highlights for those

.. readers interested only in the major .findings of the

¢ study, and the most important conclugions. ' Both the
precis as a whole and the brief summary of highlights
were prepared to b% separable from the body of-the re- ’
port. ‘ o TN s

o

= - '
o ‘The body of the report consists of two prin-.
ipal.parts.i...Lark _One,. . ecovering.employer..recruitment

-

i meararan
o~ _and job search, focusing on the role of the employment
o . i ¢ .

/ - : ) o xiii TN
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service; and Part Two, ccverin; the experiences, atti-
tudes, gnd perceptLons abnut the emyooyment gservice of
usi ‘ng and non- uszng employers.
Part One 18 dzvzded znto three sections. The
fzrst i8 a~background section designed to help the read-
' ep -visualize the characterisgtics of the cities, the em-
pZoyers, the job seekers, and the employment serivce
‘offices included in the study.  Since the study was con- )
ducted in an admittedly’ restri tad segment of America,
any reader interested 7 ' ¢ feeling for -the ci. .-
aci + of what was st. nefer to the-backgr. und.
For .hose simply inter....d in the results of the 8tudy, ' ,
this section may be 3kzpped .
S Sectzon Two covers emDZoyer recruztment, be-
gznnzng ‘with an overview of the characteristics of and
- differences betwéen employment service users and non- -/ a

".usere. The remainder of the 8ectzon treats; -in detail,

“pecruitment dctivities. Section Three covers job 8eamch

~

“

activities, again begznnzng with an overview of the

- eharacteristics and differences between employment ser-
vice users and non-users. The "remainder of the section
treats, in detail, all job search actzvztzes. -

tion One coverd the exzperiences” of zmployers with the
empZoyment servgce, a~iL user and non-uger attitudes an.
perceptions of the em»ioyment service; Section Two eov- 3
gaimilar areas for jok \eekers, Section Three analyzes
‘standard attitudes an . juestions about the employment & -
vice administered to c=th users and non-users; and Sec-

tion Four provides an admzttedly unscientific compendiu:

“of the. actual comments Qf empZoyers and job 8seekers. from
which the statistics 1in all the ‘'other sections were derived.
For those interested only in/"the. data" produced by the, i
study, this section may appelr to be gratuitous. But for

those who would lLike some of the flavor of employer and
.job seeker views, thzo’concludzng section may well be the

mogt interesting of all. FoZZowzng\th 8 last section-of

the report zs a brief a,ossary of terms. and expresszons. -

Parg@Tuo divided into four sections: S

Because cf the ‘sheer volume of tables dzscussed '\J

in the rgport, there za" no practical way to zntegrate : /
them into the body wit=mout zmpedzng the flow of thHe text. :

~——~%able calls organizef =; Part. For example,. the table ..

There[gre, refereugei_ﬁJmtablesware~made' HPOUGH margznal /

reference "Table 225" - Suld refer to the fzfth tabZe of
N . o5 16 E L 5 ’

R - xtv - o ; e



the second’ part, and "Table 1-3," the ninth table-of the
first part. A4ll talles are vcrtained in- a separate volume,
Volume Two, 80 that they may be easily coordinated with the
text.* With a few exceptidns, tables are. Feferenced in se-
quence. . In addition, certain <{llustrations. and important
- tables are contained in the bod, itself. "These are referred
to ag Figurgs, and follow, as close as forriat will allow,
tﬁe reference. | o ‘ . s S
: Finally, following the Tables in Volume Two is :
a discussion. of the methods and conduct of the. study, Attach-
.\ ment. B. The statistically inclined redader interesyed in the
\details of sample design, data analviisy-.and estimate pre-*
ctsion should refer to this Att _ament. Otherg may tignore
" 1its existence entirely. o o ;- f N

-~

-
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T
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1
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. % In the Precis, both tables and ze.. . .re contained in the body.
. ' : % 7 - ST //E T
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D
ST s
‘ | REC§D ITHENT, JOB SEARCH- AND THE,
UliTED STATESWEMPLOYNENT SERVICE o

‘United States Emplbyment Service (USbS) attempt0¥ to !

for the .first time,; the overall labor exchange dcrivitles
VltH na larze c11>~ of Amerigian cities:  those with popula*“
cro-r -between 10,000 =nd 250, 000 The study objectives in-
clud-d the descrlptlon of: ,

SR e S <

B ) Recrua;ment ‘and Job search activities
during: the last six menths of, 1974, and .
the -role of the emplovment Service (ES) ‘

in each activity. ~ _ 5

The sth&% of Job Search, Rccrultment and the

i

® Characteristics'of jot .finders and em- ' -

plovers who used and who did not use ' )
the employment service. and the reasons . //
for use and .non-use: ' o .

s Use made of the emplc ‘ment;’ serV1ce by >
emp‘oyers and.job seekers and the ex- '
" tént to whith the ES satisfied theer
recru1tment and job sear: h needs
9 Alternalee ES conflgura,lons and serv- -
; ices and their influence on .either the
degree to which the ES was used by em-
ployers and job finders or the degree
; . to which the ,ES satisfied’ their recruit-
. ment and job search needs. :

- To achieve these ObJECtIVES, employment service. .

.act1V1t1es were exgmi ined in each of. 20 sampled middle-sized
.Américan.cities. -and 1Pterv1ews were.conducted with approx1-
mately 600 emplcyers and 2,000 job seekers representing .

those who used and those who d1d .not ‘use the employment serv—.

1C€ |
_ \

\

TR generaTj the study succeeded in fu1f1111ng the
“objectives. ' HcDever, cerzain coystraints may limit. the de-
gree to thch the fzndznas 2an be. generalized to other apeas
. and Jtner\times. First, meith¥r the cities nor the. time/ per-

iod. 6f the study may .be A-presentatlve of the nation during

-1



: - . ’ ' V4
-normal.periods of employment,. The cities are too compact to
represent the giant megalkdpolises of America, and too large
tos represent the small cities and towns of Amcxﬁca Th _
timing was also .unfortunate in that the unemplovment r was
rapldly increasing to abnormally high 1¢- :]1g during 19 .4 {
meanlng that hiring activity wa. ;robuabiy atz viical of that
occurring: during a stable, normal,. labo: marketq Second, cer-
Yir _'i5ses of recruitment were dellberately excluded. fron
“tae study: governmental hiping, domestic ‘day labor, and
agricultural.employment. ‘Third, the study of. jor search was .
developed flom a sample of{persons cctudllv finding work dur-»'
Jdng the last six months of\1%74 Tk unsuccessf 1 or dis- St
: -cou-agedljobseekenh' except or thosz using the =mployment
"service, were mnot int¢luded. . ' ' B e ;’
, This Precis of the’material presented im the re-
pc*t on job.search, recruitment, and the role of - thé USES.
1 in two parts. The flrst part MHighlights,” preseénts’ a
czzsule view of only the most important study findings and.
.ccaclusions. The secend part, ”Summary of F1nd1ngs,"A15 -
su—ficiently detailed in order for the .reader to have readily
avzilable, in-a condensed -form, -all pr1nc1pal areas covered ' -
ir the body of the report itself. Together, these. two parts
ar2 intended as a mi } :report of the study, containing )
ermough information so’that for most purpoSes the body of the .
report will not have to be consulted - :
- 4 . L . . [

1

\ HIGHLIGJS 4

<

Durlng the last six mdnths of 1874,. the emplqyment

' “service_was consulted by gbout 25 percent of all emplovers and

28 percent-of -all. job finders {n middle-sized  American c1t1es ’
At one time or another, abozt one-hdalf of all employerg and’ '
~job finders in these cities had consulted with the ES-as a

part of theif recruitment or job search activities. “Specific
_ftndlngs abouc these search and rACrultment act1v1t1es are: -

S e Most recruitment andIJJb search comprlse/qu>\\,-‘
* simple, informal methods such a$ direct .
_appllCathﬂ to efiployer, consultatidn _
. with friends, relatives, or business - SR
g WNM,_“;maaiaclates_mclhese_methods’appeaf~%embe~—-~“*m~'“”‘
quite. effective in matching workers to’
"jobs since.they accounted for filiing
* two-thirds of all vacancies.

.

~
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Of‘thjﬁformu, . .ewspapers,
the employmen. - . 1 vate agen- )

cies, unions, and othe: placement or-

ganizations), the employment service
is the secqnd most commonly used (fol-
lowing newspapers), and the second in '/
the number of persons placed in open-

"ings (again following newspapers).

T . .
] COntrary to popular® be11e" and a num-- . e

.match only'about one
. workers to their jobs

Howcver, all formalli%xhods combined -
hird o S B .
the SN;Zoy— e
ment service only about one worker in .
17 - Y

- <

ber of publlcatlons the employmenf . e
service is' used primarily by large, _ o
structured employers. Moreover, the
salary for jobs listed.with the em- e
slcyment service is similar to that ,//
generally obtained in the area. The _ -
small, marg1na1 employer -- usuallx//~- _ .
thought to be the  Mdinstay. &f the/em~ R

ployment service =-- seldom lists“va--

c1nc1es)w1th the ES. .

’

Because of théir size, the 25 percent ~ S
of employers who use the' S represent /.
36,percent df all vacapfies. More- . _I/l

over, the tendency ng employers o s
who use the ES~isfFam?1st most of.- e .
their "orders' with the.ES, i.e., thé ‘ o

employer ‘with tw0 or three recruitment

categorles was 11ke1y to list severaLr

" or ‘all with .the ES. Overallj L S

4

-areas. . o SR ' N

plpyers who ‘used the ES listéd w1th it. _ .
over 70 percent of _all their orders ' ’
dur1ng the .study period. Those cate-

gories not . listed were usually in the

professional, technical and manageria.

\

'middle-sized-cities except that a.low-

o S shd st -
'

Except for size, employers using the ES . o 0
tend to be 'similar.to all employers in. - . - ’

er than. average percentage df- finan-
cial and caenstruction employers—use
the ES and a hlgher than/average

a .

. . 22 ) .". 4 ' -

)



B : ) percentage of manufacturers. .The dis-

o B tribution of job categérles and of job
v ' .. openings received by the ES is alsq
similar to that generally ava11able in
the comnunltles. The ES receives, how-
.ever, a slightly lower than average ..”
percentage of professional, technical,
‘managerial, and clerical and sales cate-
gorJes and a somewhat hlgher than aver-

. . age percentage of service, machine trades,
- g - and benclNwork orders
@ Job-seekers using the employment SerVICe
also ‘tend to be.similar to the general
" job".seekers, except- that 'a lower than
ayera percentage of professionals and .
z _a hlgﬁgr than average percentage of per- " g
— L sons with clérical or sales sKills con-
o - sult with’ thg ES. A hlgher than average
e - ‘ percentage of veterans and.union members
: : . "also use the ES as a part'of theixr search.

The employment service is used by both:
- Job "seekérs and e€mployérs as but one of"
_ several (usually three or four) methods.
\\\ Employers see’ it primarily as 'a source
' of Qualified referrals as opposed .to-ah
agency providing careful screenlng --
the main reason for using theé private
"agency, Almost all job seekers. whoiuse =
_the ES ure primarily ‘interested -in ob-
R -taining referrals or job’ 1nformat10n.

.
~fe . . . S

_ » Between. users .and: all employers. and }ob \*\
Vv seekers, there are some.anomalies. For
- ‘ example, employers llst .a disproportion-
s .ately’ small’ percentage ‘of their clerical
el and sales -orders with the employment
service," whllela disporportionately h1gh
»percenta&c of persons with ¢lerical- and -

. ‘ '

e -%a}e« qklllsfare‘ntﬁng it.

e The emp10vmont sOxVILe has a relatlvely
stable market for its services,. Eighty-
o . four percent of using 0mplo»cr~ consid-

: o ' ~ered their most recent search’xnvolvnng

. —_— Cthe ESstypical ‘of their: LS use. Qnr)_jll

. o percent Qf;pmplo)vrh Were new’ tQ ESy.

\ N E .

e

~l . e
- . . ’
~n . .
22} . o
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only seven percent said they would not
reuse 1t. Similarly, most jab seekers

g who used the ES were repeat-users; "and
' most (85 percent) indica‘'ted: they would
use 1t again. ‘ ’

e The Denetrétion of tne cmployment, serv-

- ice expressed as a ratio of LS listings

to total openings ‘in a community ‘is vir-
tually unaffected by variation in ES

. ~operations. It is almost exclusively

‘ dependent on char&{)erlstlcc of area
'emp10)¢rs Morcover, incrcased penetra-
tion in listings uould not necessarily

be tied to. placement rates: high place-

ment rates. were obtained by offices with
Zow levels of job sttzngs

& The penetratlon of the employmént serv-
ice, expressed as a ratio of ES appli-
cants to all job seekers in the commu-

i nity,+i influenced’by several office
features most noticeably off1ce size,
. f the larger offices having ‘much 1argcr

penctration among all job scekers. How-
.ever, when-only those job seekers who
‘were eventually hired by ES listing

 ¢) ., . . firms were examined, the  situation was
reversed: the‘Cmaller of fice had the
“larger penetratioh. . This second. rate

| may be \the.mpre’ 51gn1f1cant since it im-
plies a better match ,between job seekers
and available jobs, dbmons%rﬁted by a
higher. placcmena rate_for such dffices.
A higher overa?l penctratiof rate may

" not necessarily zmplya.hlglcr effectzuc
penetratlon rate

- ) ° ) o , ’ Y
;2555, e Non-users do not.avord th =employment.‘
R .. +service-because of a lacK of knowledgh

‘of 1ts- services or because of . ncgatlvq
V1Chs.' Aheir comments ﬁhout the em-
Dloxmcnt service tondcd to he ncarly

~do not use thelemployment service

. . . 13
simply because -theysdo.not betlieve
they negeid it. s ) : P

: ds favorahle as thcd users. Non-usbrs .«
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. ) e Most users, regardlesswof whether
-~ . they find'a job through the employ-
~ ment service, ave positive atti-
‘tudes about the employment service.
+ In general, usery felt the staff
were capable and courteous, the .
offices “attractive, the locations
convenient and in'gPod neighborr T
hoods. The only negative views B
' _ often expressed were the ability
L _ . of the staff actually to. find jobs
: ' A | and the ‘lines in the office. -’ .
pent Mo . A . -
e Most employers and job“%eekérs also
have favorable opinions of the serv-
. . ) .. ices they receive.. Forty-six per-
Ve -~ cent.of employéers who used the senv-
ice expressed pasitive dpinions,about
o the,service they receive compared
. ' with only 28 percent who expressed
Lo e e negdtive views. (The remainder were
' ' neutral in their assessments of the ES).
‘Among job seekers, 80 percent of '
those obtaining a job from the em-
ployment service held positive opin-
_ 1ons of the"sefvice,,as'mighﬁ be ex-
<« pected. However, 70 percent of o
* those who did not also had’ favorable
opinions of the ‘service. v E

o Office variation does not influence /ﬁ.°
L A . the perceptions, of ,job seekers. i
' Other factors such”as the service : s
received and the expectation ‘for .~
service tended tao obscure the effects
< of ES variation. | However, ES. varia-
tion do€s influence the perception of- -~
employers.  Specifically., the degree -

. t6 which a personal (as opposed to anon-
- T ymous) relationship existed between

it the ‘0-£-£Lce~mand-'-~t«hewém~plv} er—-seemed |t 0)

e ' . improve thé employer's perception of’

Y ¢ the service received. e, i
j\

LA
e _Service from the employment ‘service
k : now means, almast exclusively, re-
. < ' ferrals and reférral related activi--
E “ties, including the’ use of the Job - L
Information Service.  Only 20 percent’

e

”
LR N :
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. of all persons were counseled, 15 -
C percent tested, six percent provided
or referred to other programs.: This o
represents a significant departure . e e
from the late 1960's when the employ- .
' ment service emphasized employability o
g deyelopment..i ' :

® The ability of the ES to place an in- . L &
“dividual.is strongly affected by the - .
applicant's characteristics. For ex- S
™~ _ample, persons with some high” school T S
- Were placed nearly twice as_often as : -
' - persons with less than a ninth grade -
S . education. - Significantly, the dif-..
g ference was not due to employer re- N
jection but due to the probabjlity .. -
. of being referred to employment’in
~ the first place (15 percent for those _ *.
without high school compared with 45 {
\. . percent for those with at least a
. ninth grade education)”

' S
e Salaries. fot jobs listed with the ES . -
" are comparable to those generally - b A
available in middle-sized cities., 1In . o I
general, persons hired by ES listing . L
establishments were paid the same, as c L o
those obtaining jobs from all ‘employ- ~ - = s .-
... ers_in the area.  Moreover, persons . : o
) placed by the ES tended to. éarn moxne . . T
than average... However., the job re- . =~ ... .
\ ES placements.was consider-.- ° - o ¥
lthan for-persons who ob- . :
; job by other means, even
when that’ joR was*with an .employer.- ' "- o c
who had'listed the opening with the - ~

1 e 'ES. ) . . . -

e (Office variation may have some in- 3 e
~-fluence on—the—-placement rate, " DiF-" = T L \
o ., ing'the-studyaperiod,'small offices - '
‘Y were more successful’ than large L :
offices; offices with satellites - c S
-t ' : more successful than those without, ' S
: - offices with restricted access to I S
_ oo »~ the Job Information Service 'more. L . I
- - ,successful than those which permit- ' - | .
A ' téd¥open access. ° ' : S

i g . N .
' -7 . e RN . .

A, t - RN
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. o The k o) imp}ovedhemplo)ment serv- =
ice effectiveness would appear to be

in the improvement of the applican
raferral process. The one area €

ployers were most concerned about

= .was the suitability of the referrals

B
- He ,,rf/fﬁey ceived. Overall, they hired.
- o only aboyt one referral in three, -

- and filled only about one opening .in
‘ three listed with the employment
< -+ .service from employment service-.re-
’ ferrals. S1m11ar1y, of those job-
seékers using the employment serv-
ice, who were not placed, one-third
d1d not bother to keep. their re-
ferral appointment, and an addition- ‘ .
Nal quarter said that by the time they N ~
: v - arrived at the employer's ‘location, :
T A _the job had alreadz been, f111ed.
e In addition to° the pr1nc1pal find-, =~ . .
ings, there were several perlgheral
observatlons of interest. ¢I) The - &C/
i DOT codes .are very difficult to ;_,,/"f’
-apply to "softer" jobs, partlcularly T
those typlcallyzuéed by service and
professional service establishments..
- The force:fitting of employer re-
quests into DOT categories, and,the
corresponding assignment of a code
to applicants, may not result in the -«
type of match desired by either.. . B
(2) Employers do not care, at all .
about the location or appearance of .
ES offices. - Among job seekers, most
felt the offices they visited were
¢ reasonably attractive and well lo- .
* “ cated. (3) Satisfaction with ES.
services is related to expectations:
s For example, persons over 50 years
T e \). ofﬁage&éREeived'the fewest services,
R - and had the least chance of getting
- L a job, but-were more often pleased
R : with what they did receive than:
ot ' , the1r younger counterparts.

‘The findings from the Study of Recru1tment,lJob
Search, and the United States Employment Serv1ce prov1de

27 :
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a fairly favorable pictureof the ES and-the services
it provides. Although the penetration into the labor ”
market in terms of orders received and job ‘se€ekers. i

" applying, or in terms of positions filled, is small,

it is not clear that this should-be of concern. The

' great majoriy of Tecruitment and job search activities .
are conducted by-informal means and by newspaper ad-
vertisements -- an informal method. from the perspective
of the job seéker.  Among formal methods, the employ--
ment service places high; among those who use it, it
“generally satisfies their needs; and among se who do
not, the reasons, have more to do with, ease \With -

. which they find worker$ or jobs, -than’ with'negative

'."opinions oT previous poor experiences. “Over time, in
fact, ‘the.-employment service wiil touch more .than pne-
half of all employers and workers, and nearly all large .

, employers in” the community -- possibly the total poten-
tial, market -for ES services. With an improved method
to match those job seekers “and employers who traditionz '
ally -use the ES to each other, a significant improvemegz‘ﬁb
in' ES placements could be obtained without a correspond-
ing increase in listings or applipants.' '

n < Fi

SummarY OF FINDINGS L

. ' The remainder of "this precis expands on the
. points raised by these highlights, beginning with a view.
‘of labor exchange activities during the period of study,;
and "following with an examination of recruitment and jab
search, and the reasons for.use and ‘non-use of the em- .- ¢
ployment service. The summary parallels the organiza-

tion in the body of the report. \;N/;

. " BACKGROUND: _ LABOR EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES

- ’ ]

» . During the last six months .of 1974, the critical °
incident. period (CIP) of the study, slightly over 70 per-
_ cent of "all establishments which ‘were actively in business
., recruited for at.least one opening.® Most establishments
. ;-
¥ fiowever, 17 percent of employers wvho were: listed a8 being-covered
by unemployment compensation at the beginning of our period of in- -
terest could no longer be located by the time of our field work.

‘Most were temporarily'or permanently.out*of-business.“
v A . j o [l y .
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(85 percent) were small,.classified as minor-market es-
tablishments by the local ES offices.* Sixty percent
had fewer ~than 10 employees, and only five percent had
more than 100. Few establishments (seven percent) had a . -
4 personnel department; usually, an owner (officer)- or
\\\vmanager was responsible for hiring. ~ As shown by the
sclid bars of Figure One, most establishments which hired
.during this period were in the wholesale/retail trades.

[

\

- M = - - m_
' - : ’5. TRANSPOR Diut :: ’ '
] . . SALE/ PROFESSI WL
STRUCTION  DUWASLE  “DURABLE TATION RETAIL RAXCE - SERVICE service
’-unt‘! ' . - o ° i -
i < . ..
L™ ‘
Pl » L
| W
~ooy
-

A

SRR
SRR
\

SIS wsers durieg fRat 11z maaths of 1378(CtP) . . NI Pussenty 36
! ) "\s 1000 for each sfde of -
E" meleyers s , Sar indgpendently T
e !
Bher-veenn ' '
\h . . ‘ N 1 :
? revesesses———— p——— . e A ——r—

", FIGURE ONE: ' RELATIVE DISTRIBUTION -,
OF ALL. EMPLOYERS '(BLACK BAR), OF ALL EMPLOYERS
N USING THE EMPLOYMENY SERVICE (DOTTED BAR), ‘AND :
Y I ad OF ALL EMPLOYERS.  NOT -USING THE

| S EMPLOYMENT SERVICE (HATCHED BAR)  ° e

¥ Major-market and minor-market are designetlons given to employers
by local ES offices. Although the designation varies by area (e.g., 2
- major-market employer may have as few as 25 employees in some areas,
and may have-at least several hundred in others), - within each srea it

: distinguishes the "smaller" from the "larger" employer.
< -t L R - v
\ ' : ' b -10- 7 : -
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CAMIL

Most es>=: ishments (62 percent) also hirez in
a alngle job cazezuz, (e.g., clerical s-aff, warehc: "e-

men) . Fifty-tor == 'nrcent hac a sing’s job pening 2
26 percent only t..> 71 three Op " 5. As. sk=:wn by < ne
SO. bars of ~ig.zT= Tko, the j zt¢ ory (c-der) n- st
ofrz— recruite. r—— wi  clerica. =nc .les (35 parcen )
fo: . wed by servi o, tructural wors 1d miscellane:us,
Ho'-¢ er, cleri:a —nt .ales represer.. . o5nly 26 perce=-
of a_1 opening- -tk sStructural wor represeating 2°
pe-cant, and s. .. -¢, .9 percenz, se: Figure Three.

A

] rumzm . .
T OTEOWICAL, CLIRICAL/ WACHIK.  SERCH  STRUCTURAL
A, WAERiA. SALES “AvICE PROCESSING  TRAES . WORK waRK MISCELLAMIOUS
Percemt® ’

_:j

-

. ' o wiE: p ™
s Otewpational catewsrias Titted wilh . orcents add acrasy
% Oteupationa »ith 03 ; to 1001 far Sach Shade of

’ A11 otcupstional categeries "abar {rdepondently.
a Px:upnl!oql catequries net Jisted ¢ \ ~
. o 1, : 3 .

. — ; ) g

-

‘ , ' L
FIGURE TWO: - RELATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL
OCCUPATIONAL(JHEGMHES (BLACK BAR), ALL
CATEGORIES RECEIVED BY THE ES (DOFTED BAR), AND
©ALL CATEGORIES NOT RECEIVED (HATCHED BAR)

% A category of recruitment will be referred to as an "order" through- .
out the report. This should not be confused with "opening™ which
represents a vacancy 'a single "order" cdh be for any number of’

openings. - ST . -

30
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TIOAICAL, 3 LLRILA MACHIRE  BEAC: STRUCTURAL
LYY (17 i ©OSMLLS (TR 2141 »ome %G TRALES _'uoaz WORK SCAMOUS
l
lS'!
4
N
s |
.
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!
x
e
TR )
0 l ‘j..
o N
.ﬂ I B
Lol
522 apening recaived by g8 - o T Percents oot terol
- A W';" bar indepandently.
. Opewingt Mt rvicived : N
|
. FIGURE THREE: RELATIVE'DiSTRIBUTION_OF ALL
OPENINGS (BLACK ®MR., ALL OPENINGS RECEIVED BY
: THE ES (DOTT=T GTAR), AND ALL OPENINGS -
. ~ °  NOT RE=="{ED (HATTHED BAR) : ,

During this same period, those filling the exist-.
. ing vecancies were relaCively young (65 percent were under
;o 30), were high school graduates (73 percent) and wére males
(60 percent). Twenty percent werg,veterans, 10 percent mem-
bers of labor unions. “About one-half of the job finders -
‘were married; of these, half of the men and 85 percent. of
the women had working spouses. Most persons” obtained em-

ployment in’the services ocrupaticnal cluster (differing

slightly from openingss available from employers) followed
.by clerical and sales, and structural work, “see Figure
. . » ‘ . ) ) . . s . >

Fouy. -
: o381
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baor bt o A T TSV ‘ Wousl  RRO¢ STRCTuRAL
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Pevcend™ - . C e
e
s |

oo

05
o~ -
B do T1nders urtng (5 WOTE: Percents add ocross’
’ - . w " ta 100% for esch shede of
A1} Job finders . . bar indspendentiy.

3cd finears not using €5

~ D ——r— . -. -
"FIGURE FOUR: RELATIVE.DISTRIBUTION OF ALL
JOB" FINDERS (BLACK BAR), ALL JOB FINDERS

USING THE ES (BOTTED BAR), AND ALL JOB :
FINDERS NOT USING THE ES (HATCHED BAR) : I

-4

/.
THE EMPLOYMENT SERZ%CE AND'RECRUITMENT

Durlng the last six months of 1974, 2§ percent:
of all employers used the state employment services, list-
ing with them pertent of all job orders for which they
recruited, rep sentlng 36 percent of all available open
ings.* There was a corisiderable variation by size and in-

. dustrial classification.. As seen in Table One, the em-

ployment service was used.by 45 percent of major- -market
establishments (over 50 percent of those with personnel

P The great difference between the rigures is becauae gmployera .

having multiple orders did not neceaaarily list them all with the ES.
However, the larger, order did tend to be listed (e. g:, iunder 20 per-
cent of orders with'a single opening were listed with the ES compared
with 50 percent or those with 10 or more openings) o

4
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deparTme=ts 1, anc over 50 verc : of wmf_.-ers having 1.
or more mz_o)ees. The small -wloye- :-1dom uses the =
¥loyment ssTvice. -
S
- Size of Zstab)ismment .
Major Mimor o Over a1}
Norke Herkat 1 1N-25 12850 5'-i00  103-230  251-500 501 Establishaents
" tmployers 4€.: 2.8 16.5 3.0 3.3 2.9 e 4.3 742 25.1
TIREID , (52.95)° - . (58.43)"
. )
Occupational : . . ' ! L
Categories 32,6 2.4 160 279 0.2 2.8 26.8 Ny s 24

* Indfcates percent of qnun.rs which have ever used,&-/).

~ L o TABLE CINE: PERCENTAGE .OF EMPLOYERS AND
ZCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES LISTED WITH THE-
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE BY SIZE.OF ESTABLISHMENT

Variation in Use b Industry add Occupatian
: Use by different industries Varled The ES was
uSed by over 40 percent of manufacturing establishments
and .only '1C percent of financial institwtions. A similar
- distribution of orcers reczived by industry also obtains,
see Table Twe. The effect of this difference in, usé -
can be seen in the shaded aznd hatched bars of Flgure One,
. showing the relative shifts around each industrial area.
Manufacturing -establishments make up. an unusually hlgh
-percentage o= those using The employment service; con--
struction, fIZnancial, and nwof5551ona1 service establlsh—
ments, .a low nercentage_ . . .

i3

By cccupztion areaz, Table Three, the percent of
categor1e= received by the emplawvment service.varied from
a high of 44 percent for processimg and 38 percent fer
-bench work to a “ow of 15-'percemt for thes: profe551onal
technical, and mamagerial clusters. In Terms of opemings.

°
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CA\NI‘L'
-
L\ ~|¢nuﬁ'aciur1ng,‘ Trankporationm;  molesales - Mom-Prof.  Prof,
-onstr.  ion uv:l v NoneDurable  Corwuriziticean Retall  Fioance Services Services Overa!)
Employe ¢ 2. cog is.s . .5 ‘0.6 7 25 06 257
o,d.,.' 19.8 T 5.6 - ns. 22.4 7.0 2.8 15.7 234
TAB'.E Tw.: PTRCENTAGE . * EMPLOYERS AND )
OCCUPAT 1 ONA CATESORIES LIST =D WITH EMPLGYMENT
SERVIZE DUFRING JIP BY INDLETRIAL CATEGORY -

. the percentage of the, total available to the ES ranged from |
" a low of 20 percent in the professional, technlcal?'and maria-
gerial and mis:zellzneous clusters, and 27 percent in the ¢
cleri-z! and szles clusters, to a aigh of 64 percent in the
processing anc 32 percent in theé t2nchwork clusters. The
distributicnal effzact cf this_disprgportﬁonal listing of job ‘)

categories .. =1 ths BS —an be seen In’the‘shaQed and hatcheq
bars of Figu - Twc. the =ffect for openings, in Figure Three’

Professmemg) , )
Technriozal, & Clerical Hecnime  Bench  Structural

Manager-u } Salen  Serri  Precesyios ‘rede . Work Nora Riscellanesas  Targl
‘!
Ordere - 15, 3w “.l RS My .0 2.’ 2.4
. .
Openingm: 0. .8 seT a3.¢ 3.3  s52.0° 339 202 3

k ’ v Job Seakers 13.¢ £4.7 275.9 & - 13.1 32.0 0.9 C . ;2.)
. ?‘ I - ' \ . . Y - '
* TABLE TEREE: PERCENTAGE OF JOB CATEGORIES

, AND OPENINGS LISTED AND 'JOB SEEKERS USING THE ES
S DURING CIP B?"OCCUPRTTQNAL-AREA o :

SN
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. Even though the distrizsuti~n of occunatiorns avail-

abi= to tzxe ES is similar to th:: :znerally aiailable in
th2 qommurities, %bere might te ... m¢ -uestion as to. whether
or not the typ= obs are tre  .zme From the wages avall-

able, Tabie Four, it would ap: ea - tk .7 thev are Over:z" I,
the average and medlan wages or crc-~s liszed with the ES
‘were similar to those general Yoo 2z ix tite commur -

ties during the same yCTlOd Moreo , Wwithin each occcu-

pzational area. the wages provided oy =S-listingz employe~s
~and all emploers were similar.*

[

1) iy |

)

: : Medien Wage Mean Wege
All Eswablishments $2.ck . S3.6z
E8-Li.sting . $2.6° '$3.13
Esteblishments ' i

o TABLE FQUR: MEDTAN ASID MEAN WAGES
A > §° FOR ALL EMFLOYERS AND ES-.ISTING EMFLOYERS

Relative Use¢ of <k Emplovment Service
by Emmi-vers

. The employment sar- - e was the seccz: most com-
menly used formal method (neaJ,apwra, the emplcvment serv-
ice, private ag=ncies, and l:owr unions), following Tmews -
papers which captured 45 per:¢™t of a.. recruizment arcti-
vity.* As showrn 1in Figur s Tiv=, howewsr, the recruizmer:
for mostt job caz=gories ‘15 cowducted by informazl mearss:
employees, the anplizami an fi e, businesSs associates, e~ c.

, When the empicyment service'is used, it 'is zel-
dom used alone (seven pe:rcent of all recruitments) or even
in combination wizh = simgle other recruitment method (22
percent of all recrtu” tments). Usually, the employment
service is one of th—ee, four, or even five methods us=d
to fill the same ord=r. By contrast, privite azencies
were used alone 20 percent of the t1me. and newspaper
used alone 17 percent of the time. - )

- -

* Defined in terms ” ~wecruitment for occupation categories (czmers
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“FIGURE FIVE: USE OF DIFFER.a&iT RECTUT™WENT |
METHODS,~ AND SUCCESSFUL USE OF TIFFERSNT METHODS

.- The employment service referred at leas: one per-
son who was hired for 50 percent of all orders listed with
them, Table.Five, a rate below newspgpers and privete a-
gencies (both over 60 percent). ' This repres=uted =zbout
one-third of the openings-available <o the emplfvwmmt SERTY-
ice.*

-

e

“#* The success rate :f:‘defined' as at least one sucressful hzre for
each order listed. Therefore, the Table does not show-the number of
hires made from each method. relati?e TO tdoe. number of vacesmcies avall -
able. For the ES, this rate is only 33 percent. The rata for other
methods, particularly the private agency, would be consigemiably more
since the relative 51ze of the ordeéseies smaller. ,
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: ' : ~ - RELATIVE
RANKING Y USE . RANKING BY SUCCESS .  "SUCCESS" RATE

Employees (54%) Employees {32.5%)™,  Employees (60.2%)
Newspapers (L5%) Newspapers (29.6%) Newspapers (65.8%)
. Gate Hires (37%) Gate Hires (23%) . Gate Hires- (62.2%) e
‘Applicationms (34%) Applications (16%) -  Applications (47.1%) .
Business STATE ES (1k%) STATE ES (50.9%) S
"Associates (27.5%) Business ~ Business .
STATE ES (27%) Associates (11.5%) Associates (L1.8%)
School Private Private .
: Placement (15%) Agency (9%) Agency (60%)

—~———3%- — Privat= School = School L R

Agency (12%) Placement (7.6%) Placement (50.7%) .
Commumity/  ° Labor Unions (4.6%). Labor Unions (1:00%) - '
Welfare ((1.2%) Community/ ' Community/
1 © babor tnious (L.6%) Welfare (2.3%) . Welfare (28%) . :
A1l Other .2.7%) A1l Other (1.3%) "A11 Other (u8.1%) N

: TABLE FIVE: RECRUITMENT ' B
oo AND "SUCCESSFUL" RECRUITMENT o

.

_ The tendency of employers to use or not use. the em-
ploymen: service was related far more to their characteris-
tics than to ag particular program or structure of the local

~offices. Theré was little variation in penetration-by’ any

‘ variable except.size of employer and industry - (with manufac-
turing. greatly increasing the probability of use).  The ES
also_tended to get the larger order as well as the larger em-
ployer. Where there were associations between office struc-
ture and listings, they'were statistically marginal and of
little magnitude ((relative to the degree of - change associated
with size and industry) in any case. -

B E - Listing of Orders ﬁy.ES—Uainng@plqyérs

. TSR Y . . . . Al
— . The fact that an employer used the employment serv-- .
ice for one order did not necessarily mean that_he or she .-
used it -for all his or her orders. - However, on the average,.
if the.ES was used -for at least one order it was used for
"+ more than one. Overall, employers who used the ES listed ..
with it over 70 percent of all orders they had available,
‘representing approximately 80 percent of all their openings.
.~ ——When an employer recruited for more" than one occupational

37
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category, there was about a 50 percent chance that at leasf
one .other category would also be 1listed. An analysis of.
those categories not'listed showed, not unexpectedly, .that
there was some tendency to "hold back" the recruitment for
a professional, technical, managerial, or clerical vacancy
while listing vacancies in other areas. This was not, how-
ever, a dominant characteristic of employer recruitment
patterns since many employers listed professional or cleri-
cal orders with the ES-along with orders in other areas.

»Relationship.ﬁetween'Placement and Job
Listings -

There is some question as to whether or not in-
creased penetration into the employer community would sig-
nificantly affect ES placements. The study found that
there wds certainly no evidence to indicate that. inQreased
listings would.lead to increased-placements; if anything,
. the opposite 1s true. In the sample, offices with the
highest reported placement rates were also those with the
lowest penetration into the employer community, see Table
Six. ‘ - ’

OFFICE ' ) fﬂa
PLACEMENT RATE )
Low Medium ~High »
Pércent of all |- 25.9 2%.8 18.1
orders listed
with the ES 7.8% difference
Percentage of 76.7  69.1 64.7 .
orderd listed . - ' ,
'with ES by using 12% difference’
Ht—;f;;ploYerﬂ o ' :

' TABLE SIX: PLACEMENTVRATE BY EMPLOYER .

USE AND BY PERCENT OF ORDERS LISTED

. .
v : . . . ~ . -

Aithough this finding is not what 5ne'wodld/ex--‘
pect, it is consistent with earlier employment sérvice re-
search efforts. For example, an internal ES study

38
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completed in ;973* found that many areas hAlCh had special
‘employer o@treach programs glso had significantly lower
placement rates, and a lomer~percentage of orders filled.
Findings from the study of Job.Search, Recruitment, and .
the. USES seem-to bear this out since the offices with the
highest placement rate were achieving it with the lowest
penetration in terms of orders tually listed with the em-
:,Ployment service. Moreover, ‘irf areas with high penetration,
. employers' perceptions tended to be more n°gat1ve oy

-

’ JOB SEARCH AND THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICB
- e

Mo t JOb seekers as was true ofemployers,tend
to use informal methods ‘to look for and to obtain their
job. As shown in Table Three, approximately 28 percent-
of the searches-did invdlve the employment ‘service dyring
the last six months of 1974, making it the second-most-
commonly-used formal search method, after new5pap§rs.,‘

- ' ) * f " \ A - .
-;;?iation in-Use of the ES in the Job.Search

The use of the ES varied con51derab1ytn'occupa-

t1on, with a d1sproport10na11y ‘small percentage of those in

the professional, processing, and machihe ‘trades using it

and a d1sproport1onally high percentage of those in the

clerical and sales fields. The distributional effects of

“his disparate use can be seen in the shaded and hatched

bars of Figure Four. "It is interesting tov note that if

one_were to separate the non-use bar into job seekers who ..t
.had ence used the ES versus_ those who had never used’it, ',
one would find the professional non-user made up of an un- :

. usually high percentage of 'previous users" -- perhaps in-

~dicating poor prev1ous exper1ence. . -

: There was also con51derab1e var1at1on in the use _
"of the employment “service and oth}r search methods by sex ™ T
of the job seeker. For example, female job seekers made a -

. )

» "Spec1al Report, Employer Relations Prggram, FY 1972," January 10,
'1973. The report folund that "One of thws most critical and alarming -
factors ... is the ipnability:of abcut one-third of ‘the states to f£ill - e
- jJob openings aftér promotional efforts .... (State Name)! is the worst
" example. Promotional efforts increased the supply of openings in
: FY 1972 by 58.3 percent over the same period in 1971 ... with total
. . Placements decllning durlng FY 1972 by 18.4 pPrcent. IR

,}> oL - o ; . -20<
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much grezter use of the ES, abcu: ‘34 percent compared with
23 percent for males. Howsver, =he wages~of all persomns
using the emi;:oyment service compared with those not using
it was about the same. Moresover, in most other work-re-
lated charac eristics, =he job finder ‘using the ES was -
similar to ¢ .l persons .imding w=rtk during the same period.
The only exc :pticns wers a highsz— percentage of veterans
and a higher percentags of uaion members who used the ES.

Meihod\throqu which Job wadeoundY

Theé success Tats (percent of persons, finding

"their job' through a giver :.earch method} for the employ-

ment service was approxim::zely 2D percent, see:Table
Seven. This corresponds #':th those using want, ads. All
the formal methods combiz=:. i, however, accounted for only
one-third of all sucessful hires, and most of this due -
to newspapers (1§.6 percent of aIl hires). The ES -found
a job _or only ohe werker sm 17. Most employment was .
accounted fcr through frizzmds and reIatives (31 percent),
representing 47 percent o =11 persons using this method-
Applications To emplowers wccounted for ‘the ‘bulk of the'.
remainder (30 percent of @l hiTres), although in terms of
the number using this ms=Thod it was less siiccessful (37
percent). : ‘ g . .

The Job Finder and che ES-Listimp .
" Establishment - o

Most  persons %3 pertent) who found employment
at establishments whizh nad an order listed with the ES: -
had not even used the ES zs a part of their job search. . °
In facz, finding a . job at anm ES-listing establishment in-
creasec the likelihood ti=t the ES would be used at ali
by one-third. Moreover, zmly cne-third of persbdns who
did comsylt with the ES amd who ulfimately fotnd their
job at ag establishment wimich had listed an order with
the employment service found their job through the ES..
Since the great majorizy of all openings of ES listing
establishments were avzilable to the employmént service,: |
ES staff failed .more oZ=en than not to produce a success-
ful match which was noz only potentiatly available ‘but
which the ES applicant actually obtained*by some othej'
means. . : : '

Y -
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E o OVERALL 'PERCENT - 4
SEARCH METHOD USED USED HIRED SQCCESS o
" EMPLOYMENT SERVICE - 27.6 5.6 '2,0;‘.3
jPrj.vate agency o ~.1h.5; _ S;é o ‘38.6\x |
. Employer direct | 82:1 é9:8 36.3 .
) Looked at want ads - 62.5\i - _ |
(@nswered ads) 47.5 16;§‘ .7 3.9 N
Labor unions , 6.2 1.4 . 22,5 ] \
| Ffiéﬁ&s/relatives .-é({ 65.0 30.7 k2 : \f\
B;s;ness'esseéiates; 33.1- 3.3 1 . 9.9, |
vComrunity'organization 1.6 .35 | 21:9
School placement - | 10.9 3.0 ‘-27..5
Professional Jourpal;”“/ 6.4 | :
(Answered5 _ ¢ 2:5) A ’ S
TABLE SEVEN: JOB SEARCH METHODS USED/ A] .
R : METHODS THROUGH WHICH JOBS OBTAINED '

—~— . ) . ; e N .
The!U uccessful Job Seeker and the ES

.Although " nSuccessful" job seekers were not in-

-cluded 1n the.general study of. ]Ob search, they were in-

cluded in the. rgglew of tho#e using thé employment serv1ce,:
Oferall, 35 per&nt of-all persons (and 50 percent of.all

. women) applylng to the ES did not obtain any employment at

all between the time of their application and the date of
our ‘interview (an average of seven months). This period 5
of unemployment is greater than could be explained by a .. ~:

“normal job search period since, nationally, the average time
to obtain work is three months~ (from the Current Population-

Survey) There are two p0551b1e explanatlons for thlS.

-22-
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First, many persons-using the employment:service are ob-

R taining unemployment compensation, maklng their need for:
.a job less immediate than for the aveérage job seeker.

‘ . Second, persons casually attached to :the labor force may

" be using the ES to wait and see if anything good comes
along . rather- than actively trying to obtain any reasonable
job. This is supported by the fact that a high percent-
age of persons in the '"'never-worked" category were. secon
ary wage earners. :

.
&

- ES'Office Variation and the Job Search _

' The degree to which job finders used the ES as
part of the1r job search was influenced by certain office
characteristics, particularly office size. For ‘example,
the percentage of all job seekers in areas with aargérd
offices who used the ES was 31 percent compared. with 18
percent who used the ES-ih dreas with small ES offices.
This is, of course, not 'surprising, considering that the
\largertyfflcp would be expected to have greater visibility,
However, when the penetration rate ‘for just those job seek-
ers. who ultimately were hired by ES listers -(regardless of
the method used ‘to obtain the job) was isolated, the situa-
.tion was reversed: the small office captured 48 percent of
such applicants, the large office only ‘27 percent. . This
may mean that the penetration rate should be viewed ‘in two .
ways: an overall rate, and a rate among those most .ideally
. matched to the type of ordeér handled by the employment serv-
ice. As these figures show, the two are not necessarily the
same. Consistent with this observation was the finding .
that the ‘placement level for. small>offices was much thher
than for 1arge offlces, as dlSCUSSEd ear11er.

The Job Seargh F1nd1ﬁzs and the BLS Job
E;nders Survey -

Most of the 1nformat10n in the study of Job
Search, Recruitment, and the USES cannot be compared with
: ‘other sources. The methods to search for and to find a job,
- : however, .can be compared with the Job Flnders Survey (JFS)
T, conducted in Uinuary, 1973.# L ,

,* The Job Finders Survey was carried out as a part of the January, 1913,
% Current Population Survey (CPS) by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,U.S.
. - DoL. Two versions of the report exist: ‘A Summarf "Job Finding Sur-
vey," January, 1973, published in 197hk; and the complete report, "Job
Seeking Methods Used by American Workers, ublished in 1975.
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- Although this survey was conducted under dif-
ferent labor market conditions, and reflects primarily
search patterns in large metropolitan areas, the f1nd1ngs
are remarkably similar. Except for slight dlfferences in

~. the use of "employer direct' and "friends and relatives,".

the percent of use and the ranking of methods used and
methods ucceedlng were identical. As /concerns. the use
of ‘the ES, the. JFS found-a slightly higher{percentage of
use of the ES (33.5 compared with 27.6 percent) and a
slightly lower success rate (15 pencent compared with 20
percent). Because of the similarity of the findings in
this report with those found by the JFS, one is encouraged
‘to beligve that at least the job search patterns and ex-
periences of job seekers with the ES are similar to those

- generally preva111ng across the. Un1ted States.

m .

THE - EMPLOYER AND THE\EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

o As d1scussed 1n—the s%ﬁ§1on on recru1tment, the
' employment service is called on ®ar more often by the
® ° large, éstablished firms than by small employers. In .-

' addition, the employment service is more. often called’
whén employers have a large m 1t1p1e order, or when. they /
are pressed for time. Users werie generally ot W1111ng o
to wait as long to fill an opening as -non- ugé\r . Con-
sistent.with this, the employment seyvice is used more. /
.6ften when help is needed because of, business’ expans1on 4
than when it is simply a matter of replac1ng someone due o
to normal turnover. - . S

Why the.ES is Called On

The use of the ES.is consistent”"with both the
. role of formal methods in recruitment and with the partic-
ular situation of the employment. service.. F1rst, as . the
number of openings increase, and the. .need for a quick re--
_sponse on.orders, the ES is used.as one of. several alter- -
native methods to obta1n rapid referrals: Second the ES .~
is used. more as an’ additional method of. recrulgment than
" as 'an .agency providing careful screening. About 50 per-
cent of all employers wanted the ES to sen d g nerally
qualified applicants compared with 30 pércent/who wanted
the ES to send referrals who had been carefully screened
.. for particular job prerequlsuF ) / /o
L] /. *
- This Tole of the employment service will prob-
ably not change, nor is it capablé of changing, in the
1mmedlate future, It is unlikely that employers who have .
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service, only about one-third were filled by ES refer-
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/
only one or two openlngs to f111 and desks filled w1th
applications, will ‘call on the employment serV1ce//
is only when their need exceeds available applicants
that they will turn to any formal ‘methods, the ES in-
cluded. Moreover, employers who did use the ES for: care-
ful screening were generally less satisfied and felt the
ES was less sensitive to their needs than employers who
used it simply as a, source of quallfled appllcants

/
%

7

Evaluat101 of ES,Serv1&eq

As previously mentloned most employers who j
used the employment service used it ‘as a source of quali-’ |
fied referrals. In general, very few employers (eight =
percent) had any diffitculty in placing the ofders, and +
most (68 percent) felt thejES provided the service they
desired, and that the referrals were about as good.as
those obtalned from other sources (58 percent). For
those who did not feel the referrals were as good,
eight percent received no referrals (primarily minor-
market employers) and the bulk of the remainder felt the re-
ferrals were unqualified, unmotivated, or both. B

4

0f all vacancies listed with the employment'

rals.. One-third of all employers listing orders with the-
employment service, in fact, hired no one referred to.
them. Of those referrals not hired, the main.reasons
were lack of skills or attitude (cited.by 80 percent of
all employers); experience was cited only 13 percent of
the time. Twenty-three percent of employers felt that
there was no problem with any referral, it was 51m91y a

matter of maklng the best ch01ce ‘

- ' On balance, ‘most employers who used the ES held
favorable impressions of the service they received. As
seen in Figure Six, 46 percent of all - users held positive |
views of the service; compared with only 28 percent who

"héld negative views. Minor-market employers tended to be !
‘both more positive and more negative as compared with"
major-market employers, who tended to be ‘more neutral in
their appraisals. Only ene group of employers stood out
as being dissatisfied: those in the comstruction in-
dustry. Over 50 percent of all constructlon‘employers
. /- SR o .

# Mandatory listers in such case¢s may give the order to the ES, but

it is highly unlikely that it will be open lpng enough to be filled.

f . ‘ 44 o N ‘.
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JFIGURE SIX: EMPLOYER APPRAISAL OF THE -
" EMPLOYMENT SERVICE BY INDUSTRY B

»

‘were dissatisfied with their ES experience, and nearly
60 percent felt the referrals in their area were inferior
to those which could be obtained from other sources, (com-
pared with an average of 30 percent for, other groups) .

, ES Variation: Influence on Appraisal of e
o Service 2 A :
Although the ratio of ES listing to total open-
ings in-a community was seldom influenced by ES character-
.~ istics, employer satisfaction was. The principal influ-
ence was the degree to which a close relationship was es-
tablished between the referring office and the employer.
As seen in Figure Seven, when orders were placed with
'specifically designated order takers (or account managefrs)

) .
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overall satisfaction with.the ES was improved. - Similarly,
consolidation of the job bank into, the local office sys-

tem, and a shared order-taking role with the local office
also tended to improve favorable perceptions of service.

vis "‘F

. 0
$°8.0E [+ B34 S0 FAATIAL . Fuld SPECIAL PAISAAY FUR
LCCATIS OF wob BANG 1 JOB BANK CONTROL O GRIER | BLSINESS CLMnitY

Coy ‘ [ ‘_ponl(u dppeciasal . -
-

e s aate) appressasl
.
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FIGURE SEVEN: SHIFTS IN EMPLOYER APPRAISAL
- "AS FUNCTION OF OFFICE VARIATION

—<~

. The reasons for these shifts in appraisal are
clear from the narrative explanations of employers. Of
.those who understood the ES system and expressed' opin-
iens, most were concerned about personal contact and
having someone who understood their business. Mary ex-
pressed opinions against the anonymity of- the job bank
system. Thus, although the external job bank system may
increase ES penetration into the local labor market, it
may produce a decrease in the satisfaction of those em-
ployers who use the ES. Also, in those sites where the
ES had made a special effort to promote its activities

°
. -
-
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and increase listings,* employer .satisfaction was con-
siderably below that in thosc sites wherc-such activity
Was not farried out ., S ’
- In general, it is by no ‘means clear that acti-
.vities designed to promote increased use of the ES:-by
employers will result in a long-term stable relationship,
one which wii® produce higher placement rateg. First,. as
mentioned -on page 19, '‘placement rates were imversely *
.correlated with level of'employer\listings_availabie.'A ,
Second, where the ES did have a relatively large share of
the employer community, employer satisfaction-was rela-
tively lower. Although this study did not produce con-
crete reasons for these observations, an explanation is
suggested by the data: as the ES efforts are spread over
greater numbers of employers -- particularly those with
established recruitment pattetns‘-~[service to any one em-

ployer 1is ¢z lut=d, and, consecuently,. his or ‘her satisfaction-

1s. reduced.

C:nditions ‘Governin: Use and Non-Use of
tize Employment Serv_cCe

Traditional and established patterns of recruit-
ment .are primarily responsible for whether or not the ES
is used as a part of any recruitment. The great majority

(84 percent) of all employers who listed openifgs with the
ES during ‘the last six months of 1974, said’ that this. last
usé of the ES was typical of their regular recruitment
practices. .Of the remainder, most were either using the
ES for the first time, or had increased their reliance on

it 'for this particular recruitment. Also, most (82 per-

R 2

cent) had used the employment service for the same cate-
gories, and most (72° pefcent) found their experience. to
be about the ‘same as always. (The other 28 percent were
equally divided between those who "found their recent éx-
periences better and those who found them worse.) :'Finally,
almost all employers (93 percent) said they would continye ,
to use the ES in about the.same way in futurg searches.
_Similarly,'offemplowers-WhQ had used the employ-.
ment service at some previous time, but not for their re-
cruitments conducted during the last six months of 1974
(approximately 27:-percent of all surveyed employers), 75
« . | _ S L

-

* Only four sites ware classified in ghis,group,'énd although the

sample datd did s%ow an increase in listings, it was not- statistically

gignificant. ) o : )
o y 4T :

E
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percent had used it, for at least one search during the

last two years. Their principal reason for not using the
ES for their most. recent recruitment was the labor mar-
Ket: employees were readily available. Although the
previous user expressed more negative comments about the
employment service than the .current users, 75 percent said
they would consider using the ES again for future searches,
partizularly if the labor market changed; o

Thus, the ES has a fairly stable set of employers
who use -ts services. Overzll, somewhat more  than half of
all employers 1n an-area have used thé”ES at one time or
another, mcst being. recent users. Only-“seven percent of the
group of uszers were new to tie ES during the six” month .per-
iod of stucy, and only 1l4-percent of user employers were
totally iast to the system ir. that they would not use the
service agzin. "This means zThat nearly 80 perceﬁt_of all
ES-user employers who have ever beenm users will be repeat
users and +ill use the ES in about the same way as before.

‘Surprisingly, the situation forn the non-user:
is similar. The great majority ' of non-users didn't use
- the ES simply because they.didn't feel they needed it.
Only five percent of all non-users had not previously
heard of ‘the ES, and most that had, knew it was there as
a labor exchange either to find jobs for everyone or to
. concentrate on finding work for those receiving unemploy-
ment compensation.  Also, most non-users (over 70 percent)
felt- they didn't need the ES or it had nothing to do
. with their needs for emploéyees. Only 15 percent said.
. they had ever considered using the ES at all, and then
only when they had difficulty in finding applicants in other
ways. Moreover, only 28 percent said they would ever con-
sider using the employment gervice,; then only 1f they
. couldn't find applicants in some other way. Almost all
non-users were satisfied with their present methods and
saw no reasén to change. ’ ' = :
Thus, to the extent that there is a conception
of a volatile relationship between the ES and employer
. community, it is wrong. Most employers who use the em-
ployment service continue to use it in pretty much the-
same way for all searches. Most employers who do notiy
simply feel they don't need it. Even if promotional
activities could be™used, a large: percentage of non-users
would still not use the ES, and of those which did decide
to. give it a -try, most would probably not hire from the
. , Z :
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fServ1ce\%ecause of their establiched and satisfactory re-
g cru1t1ng methods . ® .

The ES and the Private Employment igencies

The closest,: counterpart to the employment
service is the private agency, but the. private agency
tends to complement rather .than parallel the ES. First,
private. agenc1es are used almost exclu:1ve1y because of
the screening they provide; the ES is usually considered
just as a method of obtzining a number of referrals.

- Second, private agencies concentrate 'on professional and
.clerlcal orders -- categories which are noticeably low
in the ES.  Third, private agencies also operate dif-.
ferently from the ES. Unlike most ES offices, prlvate
agencies actively solicit orders,. in part by réading
the newspaper to see who is hiring for what. The pri-,
vate agency will Toutine ely send lists of ayailable people

- to employers as well -- a service generally apprec1ated
- by employers. . | » . DS
\ y :.” When compared with the employment service, the

majority of employers (56 percent) who used the private
B agency felt that it provided superior service for the .

' type of applicant they desired. An additional 10 percent
felt the private agency was$ oriented more to the -employey .
and five percent felt that since applicants were paying a
fee they would be more motivated. By contrast, about 10
percent felt the ES was generally better, and the remalnder
héld neo opinion about "either.

Other.Considerations

Employers, regardless of whether they are commlt-
ted users, oTr completely 1nd1fferent to the existence of
the ES, have little interest in .the location or appearance
of the office. Although a fairly large percentage of users

. did know where .the office was located (compared with half
of all non-users) only a few percent cared where it was.
Similarly, only seven’ percent of employers cared what the
office looked 11ken\ (Those who did either felt a better

. looking office would attract better applicants, or felt
“the ES shouldn't be in- areas where 'bums would hang around
outside.") However, even though most employers didn't care

'A
.o

rOnly six percent of all non-users felt their present recruiting methods .
,could be} improved at all: two percent felt r\‘:cr\.\i‘t‘.mem'1 could be speeded
up; and four percent felt Bcreening could be a little better ©
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about the office location.or appeégamze, a éurprisingi'
~“large number (nearly 33 percent) ha visited it at some
time or another, usually because of h& hearings.
DOT codes also proved to be difficult to assigzn
to employer orders -- at least in the way 'in which em-
ployers visualize them.  In many cases, he orders cut
across DOT clusters at,the second digit l&vel, occasion-
ally at the first digit. Moreover, DOT de criptions
often seemed to be tangential to ‘the way in\which em-
ployers would have described an opening if it did not
have to be forced into a coded grouping. ’

THE JOB SEEKER AND THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE
- _ _ e

o ~ The job seeker using the employment . service re- .
sembled the class of all job seekers in the cities studied.
In general, the ES is just-a method that some job seekers
find convenient, and others do not. Most non-usiers (over
70. percent) had heard of the employment»service and had ,
reasonably accurate views of its services. Moreover,. their
attitudes toward the ES were basically pesitive: two-thirds
felt- it would be a good place to find work, that it was in

. a good neéghborhood, that it was easy to reach. The only
negative attitude frequently expressed wsas, "you would have.
to wait in line .too=long." -

'Most pexrsons who found their job by-means othex,
than the ES were simply using metmrods they were familiar
witg, and which, they found easier to use -- particularly in-
-formal methods. They Were rarely avoidimg the ES because
of a misundeérstanding of its role or service. Probably,
only as the simpler and more informal methods fail does the
‘job seeker begin to seek out the "harder" services, such as
the employment service or private agencies. ’

iReasons,for-Use_and'Expericncéwiththe'ES'

. _ Two-thirds of persons who went to the ES were

. primarily concerned with obtaining a job; the remainder
“'were-interested in receiving unemployment compensation or
food stamps.® Most persons, particularly males, who went
to the employment service had a particular job in mind, and
had previous experience in that area. For about one-third

B ?_They wére, however, also Job seekerg_since coﬁplete applications
had been taken.: : Y- :

-
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of such persons, however, the employment .service recom-

Ended a-different line of wark -- gg1mar11y because of
e bad labor market , , N
A : The employment serivce is now, orlented to job

information and job referrgl, « Only 20 percent of all "

‘applicants were counseled, 15" percent ‘tested. Not only"

" were fewer applicants prov1ded service. than under the

‘earlier Human Resources Development concept, which em-
phasized employability development, but/those vho were,
were generally more employable to begin with. Appli-*-

ccants with high school degrees had nearly .twice the

chance of being counseled or tested as those with no high -

school at.all. The younger:worker had more than twice .
the chance as the older worker. Moreover, those who,were
placed received more serV1ces than- ‘those who-were not.. *

Referral and.Plécement : (.e'

The main ES service was the JOb referral and

- related act1v1t1es, e.g., provision of job information.

Half of all applicants$ received at least one referral

to an employer, and about one-third received general job -
information. Most referrals (70 percent) were for the
type of job wanted,** and more often than not, the ES
provided the- app11cant with the name of a spec1f1c per-
son to seé¢ and set up a job intérview. Most persons who
did not receive referrals said it was because there were
na jobs in their fields. Few appllcants (10:percent)
faulted the ES directly. : , ' _ '

/ The employment semv1ce succeeded hOWever, far.

more often with some groups than with otherﬁ., Job seek-
ers 35 and under .were twice as 11ke1y to obtain jobs as
were those over 35; job seekers with at least some high
school - twice as’ 11ke1y as those with less than a ninth
grade education. In fact, those with less than a ninth ,

O

r-

, education.

.brought about the placement. | Persons with the.greatest potential
can be selected to increase the chance that the expected outcome
will ocecur.

#% This was also true for groups which did not succeed with the re-
ferral; the older worker, the person with. lea€ than a -ninth grade

#* This does not necessarily *Lan that the provision of services

-/ P e
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lrade education seldom received job referrals.*

The referral process seems to be the key to im-
proved employment service placement. First, the employer
accepted only one out of three or four ES referrals.. Al-
though this could.reflect, to some extent, a natural se-
lection process, or even prejudice,**-employers felt the
ES referrals were not adequately matched to their job re-
quirements. In addition, one-third qf all’persons who
were placed but-who.were given referrals did not bother
to .keep the appointments. “‘And, 25 percent of those who .
did said that by the time they arrived, the job was.
filled. Overall, mearly 20 percent of .ES applicants
either did not keep an appointment, or were given an
appointment too late to-get. the job, This combined-.rate
‘is greater than the placement rate of 15 percent produced
by the sampled sites, #%*#® L : ' <

, . The wages for ES placements were higher than- those
generally obtained by all job finders obtaining work during
the same period. In fact, as shown by Table Eight, the
wages obtained by placements were higher than the wages ob-
tained by persons obtaining work through ES-listing estab-
lishments by some.method other than the ES. "This does not,
however, mean that the 'ES does a better job .of matching
people to jobs. It could mean that the - ES placed the = -
"better" applicant, as ‘the statistics cited earlier to show
relative ES success with different demographic groups would
tend to bear out. Moreover, there is some evidence that
the BS placement is not so well matched to the job as per-
sons f&nding,employment through other methods’ = s \
During the study period, the. job retention for
ES placements was considerably below that for.persons  °

)

* Fifteen percent for those with less tuen a ninth grade education
compared with 49 percent for high school graduates.

&% Only one referral in eight over 350 years of age was’hired bir an

employer. Hoyever, there 'was.no difference in employer acceptance

by race of applicant. X . : . L . .
_ #a# pAbout 12.5 percent w produceéd by direct referral and an addi-
tional 2.5 percent from the Job Information listings. There may .be
a problem with repdrting since only 70 percent ot those persons claimed
as ES placements said they 6b§§ined_ their ‘Jobs from the employment
gservice. This rate is comparable. to the 20 percent rate obtained
£rom all job finders, since about 30 percent of all ES applicants |

failed to find a job during the study perjod. .

: -33- . .
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ﬁ Male Female
' .’ Median Mean Median Mean
b . ' ) Ai}jémpioyees E $3.46  $L.01 $2.55 $2.83
All hired by ES - $3.33  $3.90 $2.61  $2.91 . -
listing estab- ‘ : . o '
lishments )
"Ml placed on job  $3.7h_ $4.12 . $2.él $2.96
by employment ’ .
service
. . {
= .. TABLE EIGHT: HOURLY WAGES OBTAINED BY ALL "
) . PBRSONS, BY PERSONS OBTAINING WORK AT -
ES- LISTING ESTABLISHMENTS, AND BY ALL
PERSONS’ PLACED -BY THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE" ﬁ_J N

.

- f1nd1ng Jobs through other methods. As shown in Table Nine,
- whereas two-thirds of all persons f1nd1ng work were still in
their jobs, only 40 percent -of ES placements were.  Moreover,
~only 12 percent of-all job f1nders were looking for: work.com-
pared with nearly 40 percent of ES. placements. As also shown .
by the tdb1§{‘ this cqnnot be explained by differences between
the jobs listed with ‘the ES and those not listed, since the
- " rates for all persons\flndlng work at ES- listing establlsh-
/\,ments were comparable ‘to those’ for JObS in general.
: &

o, . ) ‘ \ \ ./ ]
. _ - SN ' ' . All Job Finders '7[
) 1 . MlJob _ES . Employed by ES- -
. ‘ Finders - Placements Listing Employers
* , - Still, employed = 65.3 ko 68.8
A.H sample company ~ L . )
! . . - : ’
Found new job 17.6 15.5 . 16.6
* Looking for work,: 17.1 Lh.5 = - -+ 1k, 6.
: retired, hospital- o _ _ .
ized, ete. - SR : . o V::Y‘L
TABLE NINE: RETENTION FOR ALL-JOB’ FINDbRS
ES PLACEMENTS AND ALL 'JOB FINDERS EMPLOYED BY =~ |
| ES-LISTING ESTABLISHMENT\S . _L
e o . .. ”-34-
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ES Vériation and Plécement

Certain ES office characteristics were assgciated
with variation in placement rate. However, th& only ones

- which were clearly consistent; and which could:serve ‘as

. guideposts for future studies were those characteristics re-
lated to size. Small office placed more persons than - .
large ones (13.4 to 9.8 percent), offices with small appli-
cant populations more than offices with large applicant *

" populations (12.2 to 10.4 percent), and offices with satel-
iite offices more than offices without (13.3 to 10.6 percent).

I

Evaluation of the ES Experience

. : -,
Most job aﬁ%licants to the employment service were
favorable in their assessments of the employment sesrvice.:
About 80 pércent cf those who obfained their job through the
ES held favorable views, as might be expected, but 70°per- :
cent of those who did not were also positive in their apprais-
al. Only 12 percent feit the ES was totally useless, t e;sy~
coming almost exclusively from those' who did ot .find work .
through the ES. As further evidence of .this generally favor-
able image of the ES, two-thirds of .all applicants (three- -
quarter-. of those placed) said they received the. service they.
desired.  Moreover,smost applicants used th ES. several times,
and most ‘said they would use it again: _oveg;QS percent for S
those—wlio obtained jobs through the employment service and

over 85 percent for those who did not. . -

4-

‘Attitudes

Most_attifudes about the ES were positive. - Few
applicants: felt the location or hours were bad. - Most appli-

" cants (over 60 percent) felt: the employment service did

about as well as could be expected considering the job
market; that it could provide useful information even if -
jobs were not immediztely available; that the staff were
courteous’ and interested in serving the clients. The only
negative areas were the degree to which unplaced applicants
felt the staff were .good at finding people jobs. 'Less than’
half of all uanaced.applicants~(and'only a quarter of pro-
fessionals) felt the staff were good at finding .people jobs-
Moreover, half of all applicants felt the employers did jot
list . good jobs with the ES, the highest unfavorable rate
being in; the structural work occupations. Most applicants .
also felt they had to wa;t too long. . "~ .7

| i o ) Ct - L.
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ES Variations and their lnfluente on Qutcome
and Pcrceptlon

v

Unlike the influence of oFflce variation on em-
ployer satisfaction, thc perceptions of applicants were
seldom influenced by office variations. Obtaining a re-
ferral to a job dominated the aplecants overall apprais-
al of the employment service. :

Conclusion

Whether one can, or should, accept the findings
from a study limited to m1dd1e sized ¢itiesy amnd confined
to a period of high unemployment, is problematic.. Clearly,
there would be good reason to expect job search and re-
cruitment patterps to be different in very large cities
or very small towns, or in a totally different economic cli-
mate. But,-there is some evidence to suggest that at least
the major observations from the 'study may be reasonably in-
dependent of time and place. " .

As. mentloned ear11er, the job search flndlngs
were temarkably similar :o:the findings from the 'Job Find-.
ers Survey,"conducted. years earlier in large metropolitan
areas. ' Similarly, certain other independent studies such
as Olympus Research Corporation's, "Study of Want Ads,"

“or- the ES studies of ‘placement and retention, tend to re-

inforce, rather than contradict, the findings in this p110t
study of Job Search, Recruitment and .the USES.

What doés this mean? Most likely that the major
directions implied by the data are probably indicative of
the employment service's role in the labor exchange.  Al-
though there would be no reasorn.-.to expect percentages found
from this study to be exact predictors of who uses' the ES

~and how, the relative position of key observations will

probably not shift significantly, nor would the conclusions
which they suggest. For example, ‘'whether the ES has more
clerical®and sales orders ‘than service.orders; or whether
the ES is used with an average of 3.3 other methods 28
whether employers hire one ,out of every. 3. 2-or every 4.1
referrals cannot be determ1ned from this study. But, one
can be reasenably certain that clerical and sales and serv- .
ice orders make up a >1gn1f1tant percentage of ES orders,
considerably more -than profcss1ona1 technical, and mana-
gerial orders; that the ES is almost always ‘used with sev-

. eral other methods and. is generally not relied on as an

exclusive job search or recruitment method,; that employers
reject the majority of referrals; that they f111 only a

' . é_
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minority of. their vacancies listed with the ES from ES re-

ferrals; and that most similar broad statements represent
g valid observations, reflective of general ES use. ©

Therefore; in using the material in this ‘report,

one should not beé-so concerned with the percents or dis-
tributions themselves, but with the broad strengths and
weaknesses they suggest. And, though the ‘findings may
have to be used with caution, they are at least a starting
point until more broadly-based information is available.

w

- - ) )~

AT . o317




.CAMIL
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INTRODUCTION TO PART ONE : >
- :

This first part of the report looks at the way in
which:employers recrutitted for employees and the way in wnich
job finders looked for work. First, however, Section One of
this Part introduces the study by defining the study universe
of cities, employers, job finders, and employment service of-
fices. For those not concerned with the constraints imposed
on tne study findings by the restricted universe, the section
may be ignored.

The ftndznqs begin with Section Two, Employer Re-
eruitment, which exXamines recruitment by a variety of em- °
ployer und emplcyment service indicators. . Since the focus
18 on the use of the employment service, the section begins
with a comparative analysis of employers who used the ES and
those who.did not. Section Three, The Job Search, looks at
employee job search. again beginning with a comparzson between
ES users and non-users.

b '

The experiences, perceptiong, and attitudes. of those
tndzvzduals and ‘epmployers who did use the employment service,
and the perceptioys of the ES of those who did not, szZ be
the subject of Part fTwo.

-
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| PART_OHE |
SECTION ONE: THE STUDY UNIVERSE - CITIES,

EMPLOYERS, JOB SEEKERS AND ES OFFiCES

The study was-restricted to moderate ‘cities,

.those having a population of between 100,000 and 250,000.

It is by no means clear that these cities, and the
employers, job seekers and employment service offices
they contain, are representative of the United States.
For this reason, this first section of the report begins
with a brief overview of the cities, and their employers
and job seekers. Considerably more attention is given,
however, to the ES offices in the cities since through-
out the reports reference is made t2 the extent to which
the ES is used, why it is used, how it is perceived,

and how its variations influence perception and use.

To understand the nature and extent of ES activities 1in

" those areas covered by the study is erefore important,

and somewhat more than a passing reference to structure
was felt to be 1n order. o

1.1,1  CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES

The cities included in the study average 145
thousand in population. Seventy percent are the core
cities of small SMSAs, the remainder small metropolises
within much larger units, e.g., Yonkers, New York and

1-1
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Glendale, California. Most cities are relatively
compact, have good public transportation and do not pose
the problem of movement to jobs that exists in larger
cities and rural areas.

About 15 percent of the inhabitants of the cities
are members of minority groups, about 24 percent of the
work force has less than one year of high school. The
consumer buying power index -is a modest .071 and the
unemployment rate at the Deglnnlng of the study period
4.9 percent. "

The cities fell into logical groupings or - =
clusters which were used for the purpose of sample, as
shown in Figure 1-1. As seen, there were some extreme
variations between the clusters in terms of levels of
manufacturing employment, minority population, percent
work force with less than one year of high school and the
unemployment rate. The consumer buying power index.var-

N\ ied only modestly.

Table 1-2

A s O N TSy Ry

r .' | . . Consumer Work Force .

No. of Percent Buying Core _1 Year Unemployment Manufacturing
Cities Minority Power City High School Rate .Employment

5 6.7 .088 No 18.4 ' 6.9 759

0 | 23.9 ~.061 ¢ No | 27.3 5.3 ‘ 130

6 8.3 076 No 22.6 3.3 43
T 19 _ 3L.0 .088 Yes . 27.9 , 3.5 L6

1k 16.8 .061 Yes 35.4 6.0 - 51

3 8.4 .088 Yes 21.7 ' '5.6. : 3k

Figure 1-1: Characteristics of Cities by Common Groups

, If there is any characteristic that dominates the
impressions of ‘the cities, it is the lack of any- dominant
characteristic. The observer is ‘well aware he is in a city,
but he is also aware that what there is,is within reach.
There are no hidden pockets, no separate or excluded

60
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population centers such as one finds in the New Yorks or

Chicagos of America. Evervthing appears convenlent. The
downtown is managecablie on-.foot, though accomodations for
parking are readily available. And, evervthing, even

the local ES office .is relatively visible, easy to find,
~and in an area which is about the same as the downtown in
general.

However, the distinct feeling of being in
1 population center is there. The quaintness of the small
town of 25,000 or 50,000 is not present, nor is 1its
compactness. Generally, the cities are also the center
and focal point for a broader labor market, not a pocket
community dependent on a central giant, as often’
characterizes small-town America. Even when the city 1is
not central to a labor market, such as Yonkers, Glendale,
or St. Petersberg, one still had a feeling of separateness
and of containment. In fact, they are self-contained, )
functioning as mini labor markets, even to the extent that
employer openings covered by the local employment services
were confined tc employers in the immediate area. .

"

1.1.2 EmMPLOYER CHARACTERISTICS

, Of all employers actively ia ‘business in the
areas studied, about 65 percent had some hiring activity
- during the last six months of 1974. However, 17 percent
of employers. in the area were apparently temporarily or
permanently out of business because of the economy.*

The great majority of all establishments which
did hire were minor-market (85 percent), and profit making

(98 percent). Table 1-3

~ Most employers were wholesale/retail establish-
ments (42 percent) followed by service (14 percent),
construction (12 percent), manufacturing (11.5 percent),
professional services (10.6 percent), finance (8 percent),
transportation (2.2 percent) and minirng (.05 percent).

¥ . : R
| . .

¥ 5ix percent were confirmed to have been out of business,
the remaining 11 percent’ could not be located. This usually
meant the telephone had been disconnected and no new number
had been listed. In a few cases, the employers had )
apparently temporarily left the area.

61
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Most establishments had 10 or fewer emplovees
(60 percent). The percent of the remaining establishments
descended in order from 11-25 employees (22 percent) to
over 500 employees (.7 percent). The average establish-
ment employed just under 30 persons.

Fifteen percenct of those establishments hiring had
experienced a recent change in their employment, the great
majority being decreases (93 percent) because of layoffs
(48 percent), plant closings (14 percent), and seasonal
decreascs (23 percent). This is undoubtedly due to the
economic decline during our sampling period.

Most establishments were also single unit firms
(78 percent). Only 12 percent were general branches of a
firm, three percent special branches of a firm and _
six percent were the home office of multi-establishment
firms. Of those which were establishments of a layrger firm,
59 percent had their home office in another area. And,
most had complete autonomy in hiring, excCept, of course,
for.’the local! managers. Wage and hiring policies were set
for each hire by only 11 percent of the home offices.
Only 8 percent of the time did the home office have to
hire or approve all or some categories of employees.

Transportation was not a significant problem
in these moderate size cities. Persons responsible for
hiring said there were few complaints about the leocation
of the establishment.  Usually, there was some form of
public transportation, at least around the center city
area, to 65 percent of the employers.**

. Consistent with their modest size, only 7 percent
of all establishments had a personnel department, and of
these, fewer than half had sole responsibility for hiring.*
In most establishments, (85 percent), the owner or local
manager was responsible. .

Only 7 percent of the establishments had formal
policies for special groups (minorities, veterans, ,
handicapped persons, etc.). This varied from 20 percent
for major-market establishments to 5 percent for

% In a few cases, public transportation did not help
because of travel to work sites or bccause of shift
work, about three percent for ‘both uses. o
%## Most departments employed two or three individuals
(44 percent) with 25 percent consisting of a single
individual. B .

. : o,
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minor-market,es?ublishments. Most establishments
having such policies were 1in mznufacturing or .
transportation. Very few (2.4 percent) 1in wholesale/
retail establishments; the largest group in the
study.* ‘ E
1.1.3 Tue JoB FINDERS )

During our study period, most persons finding Table 1-L
jobs were males (60.5). The median age was 25, about two
years higher for males (26)than for females (24). =~ Most
persons found work in the service, clerical and structural
work clusters. There was, as expected, considerable
variation by sex, as shown in Figure 1-2.

Oc i . . . Percent ]
. ccupation Male Female Total
{ Proressional, 13.8 9.5 . 12.0
‘ Technical .
& Managerial
Clerical f 123 | k21 24.3
& Sales ‘ .
service 16.2 Lo.7 26.1
v * Processing 2.6 1.6 2.2
Machine Trade 13.2 | 2.b 8.8 - .
Bench Work 3.1 2.2 2.7
.Structural Work}] 27.6 .9 16.8 _
Miscellaneous i 11.2 .6 6.9 T
~ —1

Figure 1- 2: Distribution by Sex
| WSS . S )
- . B -~

¥ Some of the characteristics of employers discussed in this
section were assoziated with the characteristics of cities, although

the reasons for the associations are by no means clear. 'For ' .
example, in.one cluiter characterized by high level of manufacturing -
employment, the establishments tended to be larger than average,

while in another they tended to be smaller. If there is a pattern,

it is not evident, and probably of little importance: to the study

since all combinations seemed to have been present.

1

-
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The average salury obtained by men was §3.01/
hour, and by, women, $2.85/hour. Most emplovees were
hourly workers (72 percent).or salaried (21.7 percent).
Few emplovees worked . for tips or commission (3 -percent).
Over three-quarters worked full time, and nearly ong-half

-of all persons finding work said they had increased their
‘take home pay, with about 15 percent saying their pay was
about the samel’

Most workers had access to an automobile to get
to work, about 10 percent were members of a union (15 per-
cent for men, -Z2.5 percent for women), most had completed
high school (73 percent), and about 20 percent were vet-
erans (52 percent for men). About half were married, with
the great majority of the remainder never having been mar-
ried (only 15 percent were separated, divorced, or wid-
owed). Of those who were married, over 60 percent had
working spouses (50 percent for men and 84 percent for women).

i Finally, most were long-term residents of the
city in which they found:work. Over 60 percent had resid-
ed in the city for over 10 years compared with 3.1 percent
who had arrived within the year and 10 percent who had
lived in the city only from one to two years.

~

/

1.1.4 THE STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The state employment service offices in the me-
dium-sized American cities are usually far more visible
than their counterparts in the major metropolitan centers.
They are,- as a class, perhaps more in use by the general
public, and possibly even more well-regarded. To some ex-
tent, therefore, the findingsof this st%udy must be con-
sidered only within the context of the’ type of employment
service system as described - -in' the following pages.

- 1.1.4.1 PuysicaL DescripTioNn

v The .employment service offices in most medium-
"sized communities are well-located and attractive. Most
‘are located on main thoroughfares in-or near the center
of town and are conveniently accessible by public trans-

« portation. At least one was purposely built directly
across from the main bus depot.* _ .
Al

— y.
* Parking at meny offices, however, is limited.

64
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Only two of the oftfices studied were
"1gcated in rundown parts of the cities, and only
five were classfied as unattractive. Most (17 out
of 20) were well-maintained, and of these i3 had
informative identifying signs marking the entrance
“to the buildirg. Five offices had established = -
satellite or outreach branches located closer to newer
commercial or industrial areas. Typicaliv, these
were ''middle-class’ suburban offfices located in shopping

malls.

All but four orffices used the mass media to

publicize their services in the local community.. .
Radio and television ads .were more common than ads in
the newspapers: 11 concentrating on the former and

-five on the latter.

. : The office interiors tended to be organized
in one of two. ways, Figures 1-3 and 1-4, depending on
the presence and prominence of a Job Information
Service section and whether the office was collocated
with UI. All buct three of the offices had a Job '
“Information Service section (JIS) .but with variations
in size and use. Eleven of the offices weéere collocated
with UI, and of tuzse six shared a common intake desk.

_As would be expucted,considering the rate of growth
of Ul rolls during the period of the study, these
offices were overcrowded..

.The average office had a staff of 25, not
counting 6lderical or UI personnel, with nine having
fewer than 20.staff. The staffs were distributed in
similar ratios at most offices. Typically, there were
two placement interviewers to all other staff:
counselors, veteran. representatives, intake inter-

‘ viewers, and other specialists dealing directly with
) applicants. Offices also had from one to three |
employer relations representatives (ERR). All but
' two of the offices had job banks.* At six offices,

job bank order-taking was done outside the local
office, and ERRs were based in.the '"extension'" job
bank office in four o£\$he5e.

\\
N

¥ The two without Job bankégwere located in a state
that had not esteblished a Job bank system outside the
state capital. .

\ v
6>
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: "The median number of job applicants on file at
the 20 coffices was 15,000. A third of the offices were
grouped around” the median, a third had larger numbers
of applicants (up to 25,000), and a third had fewer than
10,000. : :

- Five offices had fewer than 20 percent minority
applicants, and six had more than 40 percent. However, -
at only one of these six was there a comparable percentage
of minority staff members. In the nine offices located
in cities with medium to high percentages of minority
group population, eight had correspondingly medium to
high levels of minority group applicants (25 to 61
percent). Conversely, in the 11 cities with small
minority group populations, there were seven ES offices
with medium-sized minority group clienteles. Eight
offices also had someone of the staff who spoke
Spanish and was used to hanrdle non-English-speaking
Spanish clientele. Of the offices with no Spanish-
speaking staff, three had sizeable Spanish-speaking
populations.

The reported placement rate expressed as a
total of all applicants available was 14.5 percent
and expressed as a total of just new applications and
renewals was 21.6 percent. The rate which would be comparable
to thatdefined for the study, i.e., of all persons using '
the ES during the last six months of 1974 to find work,
the number placed by the ES, is somewhere between the
two extremes.*

* The employment service reports, understandably, only the higher .
rate based on new applications and renewals. This is, however, an
inflated estimate of ‘he dctual rate unless Jjob search periods are
constant and short. The rate based on total applicants is,
conversely, overly conservative since some old applications are

not properly purged from the files. From the interviews with Job
seekers, moreover, we found that only 72 percent of tnose reported

to be placed said they found their jobs from the ES. If most'of this
discrepancy is due to imoroper reporting (and not interviewee -
forgetfulness), the reportcd rate corresponding most to that found
would be about 19 percent since we found that 20 percent of all
successful job finders reported they found their Job from the employ-
mént service, but that one third of all persons using the ES did not
find jobs -during the study period, a placement~to—aprlicant rate

of 14 percent. B '

67 , ~
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Figure 1-5 shows the characteristics of
the offices included in the study, including reported
rates for placement and services ‘(counseling, testing,
etc.). .
As mentioned, the reported placement rates are
somewhat higher than found by the study or than stated
by applicants sampled as ES;placements. However, the
rates published for counseling, testing, etc., are._
considerably lcwzar than report=d by ES users. This could,
of course, be @ -Toblem of perception. What is considered
a counseling ¢+ sion is only =z interview. It is
interesting, th:>ugh, that the :stimated rate obtained
from interviews with the managers and staff was also
higher than the reported rate and very similar to that
also reported by users.

1.1.4.2 THE JQBSEEKER SERVICES

The standard sequence of ES services includes
the initial application at intake, the interview with
the placement interviewer, referral to a job and/or
return visit to check the Job Information Service
llstlngs Relatlvely few applicants saw counselors
instead of or in addition to interviewers -- prlmarll;\
those with handjcaps or those new to the work force wi¢h
little idea of %he kinds of jobs they were looking for.
Similarly, few were tested for their aptitude or skill
levels. Job appl*cantﬁ who were veterans were likely
to see a veterans' representative instead of a place-
ment interviewer or coun‘elor. v

-

Action by ‘Intake

Fourteen out of 20 offices sent new applicants
directly to interviewgrs once they had filled out their
work histories on the!application form. The other six
sent them directly to check the computerized job listings
in JIS; only if they found a likely prospect were they
usually given access to the 1nterqifwers

< About half the offices grouped their inter- -
viewers by broad occupational areas, with the intake
~unit assigning appllcants to specific interviewers
based on their previous work histories or the jobs. tbey
desired. At the other offices all interviewers were
generalists, and appllcants saw the first 1nterV1ewer

avallable.
(58
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Interviewing and Job Referral

. Interviewer: generally saw 20 to 30 applicants

a day for an average of 10 minutes each. Interviewers
relied primarily on the information provided by the job
bank for job openings, and on the job seeker's application
form for his job qualifications. Most interviewers had
viewers or .print-outs at their desks -which were routinely
scanned for job openings. In addition, they usually had
copies of the same day's orders when the job bank was
located within the local office. In 14 out of 20 °
offices, interviewers were allowed to take orders
themselves. Interviewers tendecd to object to

exclusive job bank’ orderftaklng as 'cutting them off

, from the employers

Interviewers sometimes may go beyond the
simple- appllcant/order match and use their contact with
employers to gain leads about potential unlisted job
‘openings. Although this varied by individuals within

"offices, it tended to vary more across offices, probably
1nd1cat1ng more. management direction than 1nd1V1dua1
initiative.* At about a third of the offices, inter-
viewers mentioned that they would call employers for
"qualified” applicants for whom there were no listed

openings.

: The referral'process at most offices followed
the individual émployer's-specifications, i.e., whether
ES called to set up an interview for the job applicant,
whether the applicant himself would call, ot whether
he would go directly without phoning first.

Follow-up was usually a combination of waiting
two or three days for the employer to mail back the
referral card presented him by the applicant, and,
some cases , contacting the employer by phone. ThlS was
~done by ‘the interviewers themselves, or by a special
verifier in the job bank unit.

# Ag further ev1dence that managers and supervisors
were setting the tone, several offices’ in this

group were; ablie to offer extra applicant or employer
services, e.g., & Dial-A-Job recoraed message qf "
openings,. updated every 24 hours. Lo
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unseliny and Testing .

At virtually all officé§, counselors described-
their main task as helping applicants determine their
occupational interests under the conditions of the

current labor market. Motivational and personal
counseling was. not done except :as a by-product of
_vocational  counseling. When a.person's intermittent

job history seemed to be the:result of difficulties
adjusting to the work environment, personal dispositions
might-be. discussed. ' T : '
. . : ! . /.
Counseling varied from giving pointers on, -
~grooming ‘habits an¢ presenting oneself at job' inter-
views to attempting to help people clarify their
vocational identity. Psychological counseling was

consideredlgftside the province of the ES, and such ' T
cases were fometimes referred to other agencies. AL;///“T”//
the Same time, most counselors did see some valweIn -l

"just rapping' with the applicant.
. .

Testing was given either to help counselors

" make vocational determinations, or to hélp inter-

viewers screen out applicants that did not meet -the ,

skill levels demanded by employers. Except for routine

clerical tests, most-aptitude tests were given at the (

demand of employers or, in the case of admittance to. o= :

apprenticeship programs, by unions. ' -

The Job Information Service ; - ' -

! _ ] j ) . ) \ ' ;
The Job Information Service is a sectiom of =
the office where .applicants can review the day's job
openings on microfiche viewers, computer printouts,.
or bulletin boards. The computerized job information,
arranged by occupational category, was supplied by the
job bank system, and was identical to that used by the
interviewers, except that the applicant version i
suppresses the identification and. location of the -
employer. This was to prevent employers from being ‘
deluged with apolicants, particularly cnes who are_
not qualified for the work. After applicants found
job prospects in JIS, they had to be interviewed
(and presumably screened) before being referred to
" the employer. - A o ' ,

72
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JIS was a prominent and well-used unit in
some offices, occasionally occupying a whole wing of
the building, comprising 25 viewers, three JIS inter-
viewers, and :a clerk to exnlain the viewing machines"
In others, it consisted of a single viewer in a corner,
unattended except for ad heoe instruction by placement
1nterv1ewers or 1ntake staff.

All offices used the daily “job bank micro-

-fiche in their JIS sections, but some supplemented

this with posted announcements of new orders that had
just come in, announcements of jobs on the fiche that
were now closed, or other placement 1nFormat1on, e.vg.,
civil service examinations. '

All but the two offices without job bank |
systems had JIS sections, although one had just been
installed and was not yet operational. Offices varled
in the sequence in which they used JIS, the
selectivity of JIS users, the prominence and physical
facilities accorded JIS; and the currency of JIS
information.

Six - offices required use of JIS before
applicants could see interviewers, including their
initial visit. . An additional six offices expected
appiicants to ‘check JIS on all return visits before
seeing an interviewer. These offices, however, did not
require its use; instead JIS.was an available alternatlve

. to placement interviews for job seekers.

There was a mixed feel1ng about the
de51rab111ty of hav1ng applicants check the JIS t= fore
seeing  an interviewer. Although some interviewers felt
this simplified their job, since the applicarnt could
pre-screen the available openings, most felt it had

“the opposite effect: a considerable amount of time had

to be spent explalnlng to applicants why they couldn't

be referred to the” job they had selected, usually a
relatively high-paying one. In such cases, interviewers
were either faced with a confrontation w1th the applicants,
if they did not refer them to the employer, or with
complaints from the employer 1f they did.#®

¥ In most cases, the actual confrontation would probably
occur between the employer and the Job ; bank verifier
or an ERKk. - /

AN
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1.1.4.3 ~ Tue EmpLOYER Ssévlces

Employer contact with the office is usually
limited to telephone calls at the time the order is
placed and when follow-up is made. Although some employ-
ers received v1sats from ERRs or visited the offices them-
selves, they were™in the minority. Both the characteris-
tics of the appllcants referred by the ES and the manner
of referral and follow-up largely determined emplovers
perceptlon of the ES.

Order-Taking and the Role of Job Banks

In the 18 areas with job ‘banks, orders/are
‘usually key-punched to the district job bank or -
occasionally to the state capital, for 1nc1u51on on a
daily microfiche supplied to local offices. The job
bank regulated the rumber of referrals per opening
that interviéwers sent out. These functions were
-performed by a local job-bank staff usuallyAcon§isting
of two or more order-takers, a key-punch operator,
and a referral control clerk. There might also be a
verifier to check with the employer on the results of .
referrals and the status of tie order, although this ~
was often done by the order-takers or interviewers.
. The cffices varied in the extent to which
their job banks controlled order-taking. Where the
job bank was located outside the local office (half
+ the offices) regular placement interviewers at the
/ local office took a large number of the orders.* -
The external jco banks sometimes slowed down office
placements, however, since the order, was not
communicated to local staff until the arrival of the
next ‘day's microfiche. In offices that had a job
bank on site, copies of incoming orders were
immediately made avallable to sta ff

’

" Even where orders.were\raken by joo bank
order-takers based at the local office, placement
interviewers often continued to take some orders
themselves. At one office-with its own job bank on
the premises, direct employer contacts with inter- i
viewers accounted for 20 percent of -the 1ncom1ng
orders, the job bank for 890 percent. .

[

‘¥ Orders taken Ly 1nterv1ewers were often filled 1mmed1atr=lJ at
the locel office and processed as "in/out" orders ~~ never actually
appearing as open orders on the daily microfiche. ’
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Employers frequently requested specific
interviewers -they knew and who understood their
particular business needs. While it is possible for
an employer to achieve personal rapport with an order-
taker as well as an interviewer, it is unlikely to be
as helpful to him in obtaining qua11f1ed referrals
since order-takers are disassociated from the inter-
viewing and screening of applicants. Also, job bank

. order-takers did not specialize in industrial or

- occupational areas, as did interviewers at 60 percent
" of the offices. '

Employer Relations

All offices retained staff whose function
was to make periodic visits to employers. These -
" employer relations representatives (ERRs) performed
a public relations function for the ES in the business
community, and their backgrounds were usually akin to

 thosc' of’the people whose business they seek. The

following description from one office was not atypical
of their backgrounds: ) ‘ ‘

The full-time ERR was-a store manager
"for many years." He belongs to the
Kiwanis Club, a church, the Chamber of
Commerce, is a Mason, and pays all dues
ot ¢f his own pocket. He also pays
for hzs own name cards.

B

Many ERRs were also retired m111tarv off1cers~

In their efforts to sell the ES to employﬂrs,
ERRs had a standard. battery of techniques. Besides the
"personal touch" prOV1ded through face-to-face meetings
with employers, they dlstrlbuted labor market
periodicals, statistical data on minority work force
"useful to compenies trying to meet affirmative action
gu1de11nes, and sometimes lists of qualified applicants
curreritly seeking work through the ES.* In two offices
of the sample,; they could arrange for turnover and
wage studies. for employers who requested them, set up:
personnel systems for aew firms, and provide other
technical services. L ‘ B PR

A ]

" % This was mentloned as highly desirable by several -
employers. Many prefer to review lists or resumes

'nrior to seeing aprlicants.
75
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“ Typically, ERRs did not directly solicit
job orders, but would pass-on orders received during
their visits ‘to the job bank or to the interviewing
staff.* They also provided local offices with general
feedback on employer needs and problems.

Large employers received the primary attention
of most ERRs.**{ Such establishments, particularly if they
were good custeomers' of the ES, were visited several
times. a year, while a small employer was visited once--
if-at all. The large employer with a frequent job .
turnover received the most visits; thus, ERRs devoted 4
as much, if ncot considerably more, time to maintaining
present users as to recruiting new ones,

N

Labor Market Iﬁformation»

The production and communication of labor
market information is an ES rescurce that the local
offices ‘had to one degree Or another. Half had their
own labor market analysts, while walf were served by -
analysts based at state or district offices. All '
offices distributed (usually on a mailing list basis)
amonthly newsletter on local labor market trends 1in
their areas, and most.also made available area‘man-
power rveviews and annua. manpower planning reports.
These labor market periodicals were sources of
information for ES interviewing staff ‘as well as for.
employers. Few job-seekers, however, availed themselves
of these periodicals, although they might obtain the
information indirectly through the press.

4 -

Special- Relations with Employers

Most offices had no institutionalized
relationships with logal employer , but instead relied
on ERR contacts and - irdividual membefchip in- community
and business organizations on the part of ES managers
and staffs.*** _ : : g
- A\ : . .
¥ At two offices, ERRs also take incecming phone .orders
from emplcyers on those days when they are in the office. »
## Fifty-four percent of major market employers who used
the ES reported visits by ERRs cdmpared with 35 percent
of minor market employers. - :
###geveral managers said their ability to become members
of the Chamber of Commerce was inhibited because the
ES could not reimburse them for fees, travel, or vther
rélated éxpenses., . v .
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At six offices, managers sat on local manpower
planning councils with public officials and business
representatives. At - two others,the ES furnished labor
market information to employer groups as well as$
individual employers. Two others were-in The
Employment. Service Improvement Program designed to
bring the ES and employers closer through’increased
personal contact and information exchange.




PART_ONE

SECTION TWO: EMPLOYER RECRUITMENT
AND THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The employer who turned to the employment service .
as a part of his recruitment was quite different from the
employer who relied exclusivély on other methods. However,
the difference is not as traditionally supposed: it is ‘the
larger, more structured employer who uses the employment
service, not the small employer or the employer prov1d1ng
only marginal employment.

1.2,1  .Comparisons: THe ES User AND EMPLOYERS IN GENERAL

2 Of those classified as major- -market estabiish-
ments;* 46 per~ent used the employment servicelas a part of Table

their recruitment activities during the last 51xnmn1hs of 1974, &
o Table

* Major-market and minor-merket are employment service designations to
"separate the larger employer from the smaller ‘in each community. The
definitioas vary from community to community. In one, a major-market,
establishment may have as few as 25 employees,’ in another no fewer
than a hundred. The definition is for some uses, however, more con-
- sistent than one which would be uniform across the country (e.g., firms
" with over-100 employees since the meaning of "large establishment," is
relative to a particular labor market. Moreover, ES policy, particu-
larly employer relations, is often hased on the distinction.

. | 178
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the studv's critical incident period (CIP). By contrast,
only 22 percent of minor-market employers had used it.

At one time or another, over 73 percent of all major-market
employers will have used the employment service compared with
only 53 percent of minor-market employers. The difference

is even more noticeable by size, with only 17 percent of
employers of 10 or fewer persons using the ES, but 49 percent
- of those having from 101 to 250 employees, 64 percent

of those with from 251 to 500 employees, and 74 percent of
those with more than 500 employees.

Figure 1-6 shows.the summary distribution of

three employer populations: the current ES user (those Table -
using the ES for their recruitment during the CIP), the T
previous or occasional user (those using it at one time as
a part ‘of their recruitment, but not during the CIP), and -
the non-user (those employers who never made use of the ES
as a part of their recruitment). As is evident in the Figure,
the population -0f emplcyers using the ES is made up-of a
much 1larger percentage of large establishments, of ' :
establishments which are part of larger firms; of establish-
ments with personnel lepartments; of establishments having:
their recruitment vested with managers, department heads,

or personnel departments; and of establishments with formal
policiés for special applicant groups, such as minorities,
veterans, or handicapped persons.

K

The distribution of employers by industfial code, k
Figure 1-7, shows that a disproportionately small percentage
of users are found in construction and finance, and a :
disproportionately high perceatage in the manufacturing Table 1.
industries. However, in broad form, the .fluctuations about - :
the industrial averages are relatively small, and the
distribution of ES employers is roughiy comparable to the
distribution of all employers in the.area. S
If one considers the occupations recruited for,
instead of the employecrs themselves, one finds similar
results. As shown in Figure 1-8, the distributicn of
vccupation for ES users is roughly comparable to the : .
distribution in the cities as a whole, except that the
employment service has a lower than average percentage of
‘clerical orders and a higher than average psrcentage of ,
service, machine trades, and bench work orders -- these :
corresponding to the emphasis given tc the ES by
manufacturers. Overall, the ES recejived 23 percent of all
orders available in the cummunities from 25 percent of all
employers. This represented about 70 percent of all orders
‘potentially-available from using employers.

79
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Just as the larger firms used the 2mp.oyment
service. the larger orders tended to be placed with the
employment service. ©Of single orders, for example, onlvy

18 percent were placed with the ES while for orders for

10 or more persons, 53 percent were placec with the ES.

As a result, even though the employment service is used by

only 25 percent of all employers, listing with them about Table -5
70 percent of their orders, it receives as 1l 37 percent T
of all openings in the community at any *.-r  The distribu-

tion of openings across occupations, Figur. - shows that

the pattern of ES openings approximates thw .t those Table 1-6
generally available, except for a smaller than average

share of clerical-and-sales openings and¢ a.higher than

average share of service, processing, machine tradec, and i
bench work openings. A comparison of Figure 1-8 and

Figure 1-9 shows tinat the propcrticn of structural work and

service openings is much higher than the proportion of

structural work and service orders. This is due to the

larger size of each order in these occupational ureas.

There could still be scme question as tu whether
or not the occupational ordey:z listed are typical of those
available from all employers. A comparison of the wage
levels reported for the positions by, all employers and by
ES-1listing employers ‘shows that there\is litttedifference. :
The median wage paid by ES-listing employers 1is slightly: Table 1-8
higher in :hree cccupational areas (professional, technical
and managerial, clerical and miscellaneous), about the
same for service occupatiopal areas, and lower in four
areas (processing, machine trades, bench work and structural.
wark). As shown in Figure 1-.0, the median and mean wage
for employers listing with the employment service 1s only
siightly- lower than for all employers, a difference ‘
'probably attributable to the higher percentage of «
employed by ES using establishments.* o
, - T~

" 7 —

. ) Median Wage Mean Wage N=
All Esteblishments £2.9k $3.62 | 517

" ES Listing $2.85 $3.43 403 _
Establishuaerits . _ oL

;

Figure I—lb: Median and Mean Wages
for all Employersand ES Listing Employers

’J

-t # '‘The median and mean wages received by all'male and female employees,
those obtaining work at PS listing firms, and those prilaced by the ES

is discussed on’'page 2-32. These show few differences, wi*h the salaries
for mern ' somewhat lowéﬁ at, listing firms, and foy womeu: somewhat

higher.
" * 8o
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1.2.2 becrulTmeENT:  MeETanos By Ems~ves Tyex

All recruilitment methcds of emplovers, not just
the use of the empleoyment sorvic were influenceld by

e?
emplover chiracteristics, parvticularly emplover size and

. industrial arca.

1.2.2.1 RECRUITHMENT: [ETHODS/SUCCESSFUL METHGODS

In order of frequency of methods used for
recruitment, employers turned to their employvees, to
newspapers, to persons applying at the 'gate,' to their
application figef, to their business assoclates, to the
state emplovment service, to school placement offices, and
to private employment agencies. , These were also the most
successful. However, the state emplovment service passed
business assoclates as the next most successful, as shown

in Figure 1-11.

N )

ﬂ |
RALKTIG BY ysS= ’ RANKING BY SUCCEES
Employees (SL%) Employees (32.5%)
Newsrapers (LS3) Newspapers (29.6%)

‘Gate Hires (373) Gate Hires (23%)

" Applications (343%) Applications (16%)
Business Associates (27.532) STATE ES (1L4%) .
STATE ES (27%) » Business Associates (11.57%
School Placement (15%) Private Agency (9%)
Private Agency (12%) School Placement (T.6%)

r -munity/Welfare (8.2%) Labor Unions (L.63%)
tnions (L.6%) . Community/Welfare (2.3%)
) All Other (2.7%) All Others (1.3%)
, —.
Figure 1-11: Recruitment
and Successful Recruitment

~

o The:e wa' erns varied considerably. by size of
company, 1indust.v. <ccupation area searched for and
company characte. .stics. Major-market establishments,
Figure 1-12, placed the greatest .reliance on newspiper
ads, *followed closely by employees, gate hires, and
applications. After that was the State ES, “usiness
associates and private employment égencies.

\ ) ¢
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Figure 1-12: Recruitment, Used and Success ful

The most successful for these establishments were the news-

papers, employees, gate hires, applications on file, and the

state employment service. For the minor-market employer,
employees were most often turned to, followed by newspapers,
gate hires, business associates, applications on file, and
the state employment service. The most successful methods
were employers and newspaper advertisements. The state
erployment service provided 'a hire more often than the small
employer's file of applications. , ' ' '
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By Industrial Arec

Tl e e

Thare was considerchle var:ation 1in.recruit-
ment methods by industrial) =2ved. Alvacugh ulmost all
employers made extensive use of employees, applications S
on file, gate hires, and newspapers, there were exceptions.
Only 18.6 percent of transportation/communication searches
involved empiovees, comparedwithwell over 60 percent for
manufacturers of durable goods, and non-professional
and professional service firms. Finuancial institutions
relied little on applications (19 percent) compared with
manufacturers of durable goods (353 percent), and most
other industries which averaged about 3> :ercent.
Applicants at the ''gate" were most comme.. in manufacturing ,
durable) establishments and construction, and least )
common in financial institutions (15 pcrient) and ~
professional service firms. (16 percent). Newspaper ‘ -
advertisements were most often, used by non-professional
service firms (63 percent) and least often by professional
service firms (21 percent). o :
Part of the reason for the variation was because
of the totai number of methods used by different industries.
For example, manufacturers of durable goods averaged twice
the number of recruitment methods to search for employees
for given openings as did transportation/communications
employers. However, part of the variation was also due to
variation in emphasis on the other, less common methods. '
The use of the employment service varied from 46 percent
for manufacturers of durable goods and 35 percent for .
manufacturers of non-durable goods to 17 percent for
financial institutions and 16 percent for professional
service establishments. Private agencies varied from 19
percent for financial institutions and l¢ percent for
professional service and wholesale/retail establishrents,
to only 2 percent for construction employers. Construction
employers, as would be expected, made the greatest use of
labor unions, 26 percent, compared with 3.2 percent for
manufacturers of non-durable goods and essentially no use
in all other industries. Except for construction employers
(2 percent), school placement offices were reasonably ‘
consistently used by all employers (23 percent to 16
percent). ' o
B . : & -
Most successful recruitments tended to come from L
employee referrals, although this varied from 54 percent Table 1-11
for manufacturers of durable goods to 15 percent for
transportation employers. .Newspapers varied from 36

91
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for transportation cmplovers, and gate hire v
19 percent for construc.inn esppleyers to less than 10 per-
-ent for fimancial lnstltutions. Applicaticns, though
often consulted, proved to be a poor source of employees
fyr some emplovers. Althougn it ¢.° provide a successful
applicant In almost every case for transportation em-
ployers, for nonprofessional, serivice cstablishments only
5.5 percent of emplovees were found from the application
file, a success rate of iess than 10 percent. Similar
variation was truc for the employment service which pro-
vided a successful applicant about 20 percert of the timo
for manufacturers but only two percent of tue time for
financial and nonprofessional service firms. Unlons were,
again 2s expected, most successful in the contruction
industry, providing at least onc successful applicant
every time they were used. : :

peroent

.
from neariy

7

Private agencies had a very high success rate:
100 percent 1in rransportation/communication, nonprofession-
al service, and construction establishments, and over 50
percent in all others.

. . ~
Overall, the ratio of methods used to mecthods
succeeding is shown in Figure 1-13.% It shor'd b noted

‘that the employment service success rate, about L. per-

cent, is comparable with school plicement offices and
community welfare agencies.. This rate s consicerably
below, heowever, unions (100 percent), private agenciles
(5 percent), and employcer, newspapers, and gate hires
(over 60 percent}. The LES was slightly more successful
than either the use of applications file or business
avwsoclations.

By Occupation
The use of thé.empldygght service for recruitment
ranged from almost 5SU percent for the processing occupa-

‘tions, to 12 percent for the professional occupations. The

S provided at lcast one successful applicant for.almost
all processing rcqrujtments-butyq“suctessfd& applicant
for only about one-thixd of professionalvand'clerlcal:

04
N s
. \
N o

¥ This derinition of success is simply'the provisdion of at least
one successful applicant from the method, regardlezs of how many
openings were available. For example, although the ES provided 2
successiul applipant for 50 percent of all ordefq) this rep;esenced

snly about one employre for every theee speninges. e
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. | S COMNITY
L RTE QSINESS  STATE PRIUATE  MEWSPAPER  LABOR  SCHOOL LACE-  OR WELFARE
CATIONS  GIRES EALOVEES ASSOCIATES  £.5. AGENCIES  ADS  UNIONS  JENT QFFICES . AGEACIES

Fer-
centt

ol | : -

Mmoo
Overall use ¥ = 'Major market,
| 'IHIISuccesstl gse * m= Hinor market |

alil(j Figure 1-13: Percentage Of Use And Success For Recruitment Methods
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less than one-fourth of scructural work,
cellancous reccuitmenc.

In gereral, recruitmeat patterns were as might

be expected. The professional and technical areas redlied
.- heavily on employees, business associates, and school

placement offices; structural work areas on unions, -and
gate hires; and most others on newspapers, employees, gate
hires and applications. On the average, most hires czme
from emj:loyees' referrals for almost all_recrditment,_but Table 1-13
gate hires were greatest for structural work and beach work
areas. The nawspapers were most successful for clerical
and sales hires and least successful for processing hires.
Private agencies provided a successful applicant for 16
percent of all clerical and sales recruitment (representing
.a success rate of nearly.100 percent) over twice that of
the employment service. ' .

By Number of Openings

The number of openings strongly influenrced re-

cruitment methods. Employers with only a single opening

‘relied heavily on -their own ‘employess and associates. A

lower than average use was' made of newspapers, the em-

ploymeut .service, applications, or gate applicaats. As. Table 1-1hL

tre number of openings increased, greater empirasis tended

__to be given to all methods, beczuse recruitment was to

‘ymultiple sources, particularly to formal methods for
orders with 10 upernings =- the employment service was used
33 percent of the time, newspapexs over 50 percent of the
time. The use of the private agencies declined, hewever,
primarily due to the nature of the occupations it 1s usedd
for: clerical ‘and professional and technical. Both
occupational orders usually have only a few open:ings.

' .

: . , ;

As the number of ovenings incrcased, the }
.percentage of successful sources ipcreascd uniformly Teblie 1-15.
for most categories, censistent th the fact that every S
crder was for several 6peningsi/ For example, the - L
employment service provided only five percent of the .
successful applicants fotr orders with one opening, 2
success rate of 28 percent, compared with .37 percent - L : /
of seavrches for 10 or more openrings, a-'"success' rate : :
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of néarly 9¢C percent.* In fact, for orders with 10

or more openings, the employment service was the
‘third most common Source of all hires, following only
gate hires (74.5-percent) and employees (61.1 percent).
For orders. with only one opening, however, it was the
seventh most common source, following employees, news -

papers business assoc1ates gate hires, private agencies,

~~..__ and other methods. S .

. Unllke the employment service, the private
agency declined rapidly as a source of employees as the
number of openings increased. Only 6.1 percent came

from private agencies for orders with from four to fbye\\\\

openings, (compared with 19.4 percent for the ES); only
four percent for orﬁers with six to nine opcnings
(compared with 25 pelrcent for .the ES), and of course,
none for orders with 10 or more openings since the |
private agency was not even.consulted as a source by
our samp1e of establishments. :

. } By Presence of-a Personnel Department

- ’ : . '

‘ ' Companles ‘with personnel departments used the
state employment service over twice: as often as those with-
out (50 percent to 24 percent) .They also made more
frequent use of newspapers, employees, app11catlon< and
gate ‘hires than those without personnel departments.

‘Those. without made more frechnt use of private agencies,
school placement offices and bu51ness assoclates.

One p0551b1e reason for this dlfference is the
need for screening by the employer without a department.
””ﬂ-~fﬁzsa;as the single most cited reason for use*of private
; agencies,**and is probably relied on with the’ school -
_placement office and business assocLates as well. The -
state employment service wa%busually nom used as a source
‘of screen'ng by small employ rs. ke*x .

o B \
. \

\

\

* Again, this 51mply means that at 1east one successful aﬂpllcant
. was referred from the method. In other words, a ‘source providing
A one successful referral for an- order with 10 openfngs was .as
' "successful" as the source prov1d1ng nine successful referrals.
##* See Part.Two, page 2-22. . : _ .
B See Part Two , page 2-2. . L ‘ o
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By Responsibility for Hiring

When the owners (or principal officers or .-
managers) .of a company are directly responsible for hiring
they turn to their employees, those.who.apply directly,
husiness associates, and applications. - In only 20 percent

S of their searches do they use the state employment service.

Only when a'personnel‘offiger is respansibleﬂ

for hiring does *the use of’ the ES greatly increase (51 RN
percent). This is obviously related to the presence of
.a personnel department and to the size of the establish- \\

ment. . - L]

. ’:. - P N =
Relative Influence of Different:Employer
ghgracteristics on Recrultment S

. ‘The preceding paragraphs. have considered a
variety of. emplcyer characteristics independently. The ’
problem with such analyses is that factors influencing

~ . use are inter-related.- For .example, only- 2 percent of
. minor-market firms have personnel departments compared .,
with 30 percent of majox market firms, see page 1-4.
To uniravel the relative contributions to the use of -the
employment service by the most dominant factors, a simple,
 binary regression was p:rformed using the following
employer variables: o '
'e# Size:.1l tc 24 employees, 25 to 00
' employees, and 100 or more employees.

@ Industry: mandfacturing or not}
‘wholesale/retail or not.
. o Personnel Department: establish- o o
, ' - ments having one or not.
C. - ‘ v
‘ ‘@ Formulated Policies for Special .
' N Groups: having them or not.

|
All variables were significant except the .
presence of a.personnel department or ‘whethey the establish-
ment was classified as ‘wholeSale/retail.” In most cases,
the effect on use of the employment service was dramatic.
For example, an establishment with under 25 employees, .
neither manufacturing nor wholesalg/retail, without a

o - 96
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personnel department and withouf a formulatea'poliéy for ' : B—
.14* of - .

special groups would have a probability of only
Manufacturers, regardless of size, would. .~

using the ES. »
Qthave a probability of # 31, and manufacturers with over 100
\ employees of .64. Having a formulated policy for minor-
ities or other special groups also increased.the probabil-
ity of use by*.26. Thus, the<ES reaches 90 percent of all
large manufacturers with speciiz programs. SO
4 Lo The reasons for wholebale/retail establishments .
and personnel departments not béing sighificantly correr -
lated with ES use were different. ! Personnel departiments
were so correlated with establishment size that their -
effects could not be statistically separated, while’ the

wholesale/retail contribution could not be determined :
because there was none’to be hady, i.e., there is no reason ' - .
to believe the coefficient was different from zero, \

apparent from Figure 1-7, discussed earlier.

¥ N
*

1TMENT . METHODS .

i 1.2.2,2 CoMBINATION OF. RECRU
. To understand.  how recruitment methods were .used
in combination with one another, the methods of m6§2’inter—
est to the study (the employment service, private émploy-
ment agencies, and want ads) were examined to determine:
R . . . { ’

/
¢ Use as a function of number of

I -, separate rgcruifment "searches." ;
f_ & Exclusive use of the method.
' e Use of the method with a singfe ;o
other method,
, ° .Use‘of~tﬁe\method with two‘or'mdre

i T ‘other methods.
f : . & a ) )
{“Differences were then identified as a function of key em-
. | ployer variables. . L

{

B
1
. «
‘ . ~

\

'f % A .1bh probability may be interpreted as an ES pénggration
rate defined on employers of 1k percent. ‘

N SR | |
~ : - N : : :




. " The Usg of the Empléﬁment Service M ’

T OVqrall,'phe(ES was ‘used for 23.5 percent of
occupati%gal‘categories (orders) for which ‘employers were~
récruitink.* However, the ES was used for 29.8 percent of
}hew"searches” of employers recruiting for three occupa-

~“tional.categories. If an .employer did use-the enployment '
service for at least offe job category, he tended to-.use
it for most. For exgmple, of using employers who looked
for two separate caté&gories of employees} 79 .percent of '
all orders .were listed with the employment service. .In
other words, in only 42 percent of all searches was one *
order listed with the employment service and the other
not.- When the employer was recruiting. for three separate
categories, 58.9 percent were listkd, or nearly two out ’
of three. Overall, 70 percent of all searches conducted

by using employers were listed. . . '
- . .-

. ’ It is dinteresting to see whether the 29 per-
cént which were not listed tended to form a pattern. For
example, would the ES receive 2 service order from an

. employer who would not-list a- professional order also
available. ‘In fact, there was some tendency for em-
ployers not to .list professional and’ cletical orders
when other orders were pre¢sent, but this was by no means
as strong as has often begn suggested. Figure 1;14
2 e cobbinations of ordbrs which "térded™ to fnot

. be listed at all with the employment service, &gmbina-

tiohs in which a-code was mot'listed when anothér code

was, scombinations when a code was listed when another was
not, and combinations which tended to favor the employment .
service. As seen in the Figure, there were three more .
combinations' of professional and technical .qrders, 2.8.,
an order for a clerk and a professional, which tended not
to be listed. ' In addition, there was one e€xcess combination .
‘of some jab category being listed while a technical or .
managerial ordetr was not, and two cases more of having spme
category listed whileg -a clerical.order was not. There was,

¥ It is particularly important in this discugéion to-
distinguish between orders and openings. An order is
a clearly defined search for a certain type of employee, o
e.g., & search for two enginegys, three, clerks, gtc. ‘ N
Thus, an employer with two, recruitment searches was looking |
for two different categorﬂgs,of employees, probably in two |
different ways.— He may, however, have beehrlooking for

_fewey actual employees than an employer interested in only

a single Catﬁgory but hirihg 10 perscns in that category.

- 98 =
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contrast, one more categgry when a professional order

was given to the ES and another category not than the other

way
orders whi
however,

in

around,

e.g-

y o a

and one more favorable combination of- clerical’
‘ch tended to be listed than not,. ‘
ptocess’ing and clerical order. From the summary column,.
_ one *can see that there were nine combinations

‘unfavqrable to,thé employment service an
the professional,

tend to be balanced in the processing,

d only two favorable
technical . and managerial groups.

These

machine trades and

_bench wo'tk clusters, in which the employment service has
! P

eight favorable combinations and only one unfavorable one.

]

. Unfavor- . Unfavor-
able’ * able Favorable
Combina- Combina- Favorable Combina-
tion of 2 tion with |} Combina- tion of 2
- Orders, l_ Area $hown tion fo? Orders, 1| moTAL COMBINATIO&S
' for Shown , Not Listed | Occupation for Order |, _
. Code, but while Shown with Shown, Unfav-
Occupation  Neither othet Area | other Area but both " orable Fevorable
Area Listed Listed Not Listed. Listed % - -
~ = - _ =
Professional | 3 1 3 v L
Technical 3 .« 1L ' y ot 0
& Managerial ' -
Clerical ~ 2 1 2" 1
& Sales : SR 2N
Service 2 2 , 2 2
Processing ' 2 1 N 0] 3
Machine ' 1 2 0 3
Trade
.1 Bench Work ;1 2" 1 2
. Structural, 2 , "2 0
. ¥ Work ’ ‘
Miscellaneous 2 1 2 1
X 8 8 6 7
: TOtal T ———————— ol | e ————a— \ 16 13'_
Py f L] 1'6‘ . ) 13 ,
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This means that there is- some tendency to

hold backrnrofessional, technital and clerical orders,
but it is by no means a dominant characteristic of:
employer policy to the employment service. As_ was
evident for the occupational distributions discussed

in the introduction, the employment service 1is uséd more
often for the manufacturing related occupations than

for the professional- and technical and clerical occupa-
tions. These distinctions hold, moreover, for multiple
as well as Single orders. ~ For employers recruiting for
two categories during the last six months of 1974, when
neither order was placed with the ES, professional and’
technical/managerial occupations made up a total.of 15
percent of the total of all categories. For employers
recruiting for two categories when both were listed,
however, only 8 percent were in- these areas. For
employers recruiting in three categories, 12.4 percent
were in the professional and techmicezl areas when no -
order was listed with the employment service, and only
1.8 percent when .all three were listed.* .
- C " The employmént service was, in addition, seldom
Esed by employers.as an exclusive recruitment: method.

hen the ES was used, it was used alone only seven per-.
Fentaof the time, most often when the employer was
recruiting for a single category. It was. also seldom®
used with but one other methad. In only one percent of(
all recruitment was the ES combined with the private
agencies alone, and in only 8.7 percent of all recruitment
with newspapers. Overall, in only 30 percent of the
cases when the ES was used was it used alone or with-

one other method; 70 percent of the time it was used with
two or more other methods.#** Thé most common combination
was the employment service with newspapers and some other
method (28 percent of 2ll searches) and the employment
service. with. the private agencies (13 percent of.all

. searches). All other combinatians accounted for 29 per-
‘cent together. Pt -
. /s - N ' ’

~ ¥ The cases when some, but not all, were listed cannot be similarly
~ analyzed since it is not possible from the distribution go tell

which was listed and which was not. For example; for twé-category
recruitment the percentage of one-listed orders in the professional

and technical/managerial areas was 19 percent, higher than when both -

were excluded. I . -
#% The average number of metgods used by ES users wvas 3.6.

Al ° 1
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There was some difference by size of ‘establish-
ment, with minor ‘market oneés being more likely-to use . _
the employment service alone (two percent to one percent)
and with major market ones about twice as’ likely to use ] .
the employment servic§'and nehspgggrs alone (about 10 "~ Table*i-19

: i
peipent to five percent). Both major and minor market -
‘establishments were about as likely to use thé employment -
service in combination with newspapérs and other methods. ’ i
But, major market seariches used the private agencikes in - o
combination with other methods for 20 percenyt of all "
recruitment involving the employment service compated . - -
with only eight-percent of the recruitment of minor .
market searches. * In all, 35 percent of the searches of

¥ minor market establishments involved -the ES and only one ’ ot

- other_method, as compared with 20 percent pfAQ?jq? market VA
establishments. ) : : '

"

] T - N -
“ B

o~

The Use of Private Emg]oyment'éggpcies

Private employment agencies were used only .

about Half as often as the employment service. -Moreover, . ' /) .
like the use of the employment service, théy weré used S -
more often for multiple recruitment  than for'.single re- oo
cruitments (12.7 percent for three recruitments com--
pared with 9.6 for one recrui}ment), Hewever, the private
agency ‘was used more often albne than ‘%he employment

service (16 percent of the_ time), but mose use was, like

‘the use of the employment service, with, at least two oL

other methods (67 percent of all use). : Minor-market es- ' '

tablishments which made less overall use of private

agencies than major-market establishments’ (10 percent to
< 18 percent), made significantly greater use of it alone

(25 percent to 12 percent). For both major and minor-

market employers the greatest use was in combination with

at least two other methods. : -

-
B ]

T { ' o A
The Use of Newspapers - r : !

. Of the three“formal methods considered, news-
/ papers were the most commonly used (42 percent of all
{ recruitments). Their use increased with the number of
. \orders (25 percent.for employers making a single "search"
‘and 58 percent for employers making three '"searches'"), .
consistent with ,their increased use by large employers
", (51 percent for major-market establishments, 38 percent
for minor—mgrke%*eétainShments). Newspapers were used

101- S -
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‘alone, however, only 17.4 percent of the time, and with
. but one otler method oh&? 12.8 percent of the time. R
Usually, they were also used with -two or more other '
methods. For major-market éstablishments they “were used
dlone 22 percent of thé time, and for minor-market es-
tablishments recruiting for but a, single occupation, T
they were used alone nearly 30 percent of the time. ’

1.2:3 NuMBER OF OPENINGS T B

. The majority of all occupational recruitments

(53 percent) during the last half of 1974 was for a
single opening. Recruitment for two to three openings

. occurred in 27 percent of the cases, for ¥four to five
openings in 7 percent of the cases, and for six or:more,
in 14 percent of all cases. The professional, technical
and “managerial, apd clerical orders were'almost invar--
iably for a single individual or at most two or three
individuals. qiders'for service workers, processing
occupations, and structural work occupations tended to K

+ be multiple orders. ‘ ) . . _ .

.

_ The ES'user had more multiple openings than’
average. Only 40 percent of ES orderfs were for a single

individual, 7 percent were for two or three individuals, Table 1-23
8 percent for four td five individual, 7 percent for ‘
six-to nine individuals, and 18 percent for 10 or more R
"individuals. The average ES order represented 4.7 !

openings compared with 3.1 openings for all employers.
In part, this reflects the distribution of orders across ' )
occupational areas. The ES received a greater percentage -
of orders for processing occupations (5.6 percent of all ‘
orders) .than occurred agross all émployers (less than 1°

. percent), and a greater pergentage in the servicge

occupations (21 to 17 percemt). The structural work

‘occupations, which tended“also to ‘he-multiple listings,

were less frequently given to the ES (8 percent to 15

~ e

percent) ,¥ RS

-

. ! L"‘I ) * ) l.
] Mos}t of the difference is, howeverj;—sttributable .
to larger orders within each cccupational cluster. For . :
every occupational cluster, the ES received a large . ‘
percentage of orders calling fd; two or more individuals ‘
. : § . ) .. ‘
. ) : : LY s ‘o ‘ T . v
¥ Construction establishments were generally displeased .
with the ES, perhaps accounting fqr thls single decline ?
‘among the multiple listings, see §h§e 2=7.
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than occurred in general. Even for the professional
openings, for which a single individual was usually
wanted among all employers, 80 percent of the orders
were for two or more 1nd1V1duals. "There are two
reasons which explain this increase in multlplé orders:

e o Larger evployers tend to be users -
~ of the ES. o | :

e Employers with only a few openings - .
tend to use more informal means ' .
{applications,. employeés, etc.) to’
the exclusion of the more formal
médans - (the employment service,
private agencies,- newspapers). - o FPY L

\ N\ ¢ . -

.24 - REA°0N FOR_JoB OPENING N ) N

L Most openlngs (about 80 percent) occurred for
both the user and non-user becanse of normal turnover .
There were . some interesting variations. Only 50

= percegt of ‘the technital and managerial, and proc- Tabh{132h
essing openings: resulted -from normal turpover, and .
only 64 percent of the structural work- openlngs. Forty- S
+ two percent of the technical and managerial positions - N

were listed bec3duse of. expansion, as were 64 percent of

- the proce551ng occupations. The open1ng§ in structural

-work occupations due to normal turnover were about equally

divided between expansionj business change; J‘d recovery

from unfavorable’ economi¢ conditions. By contrast;

almost all (96 percent) of service openings were due to

normal turnover. - : o .
The diStribution for the employment service

listings, while showing similar general trends, was

different within individual occupational areas. First, . :

the ES .order was listed more often because of expansion Table 1-25

or recovery. Second, the listings tended to be for a ,

combination of reasons e.g., 70 percent of listings for - L

processing occupations . were because of noermal turnover,

43 percent because of expansion, .and 54 percent because .

of recovery. This is, of course, explained jin part

because openings accounted for by orders were larger than

openings generally occurring among employers. . It could o

also reflect, -however, a tendency om the part of employers '~

to deviate from normal hiring procedures wher they are

. . '\\;./
. “ - 1_40
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faced with rapid expansion, or when they need to fill
many openings quickiy.* :

"1.2.5 Tirve 1o Froe ORDER

: The length of time an employer can usually:
wait to fill an order is difficult to .determine. The .
general téndency is, naturally, to prefer to find.the
right persgon as soon as possible. Consequently, answers
: to questions about waiting time tend to be: “"right
away," '"immediately,'" ''yesterday would have been better."
Nonetheless, the employer responses to the study time
divisions (week or so, within 'a month, several months,
and ho particular hurry) did vary enough to detect -
occupational variation and variation between thé general
—- population of employers and those who gge,the'ES--assuming,J
of course, that response bias.is‘'constant across the’
categories. : ! \ ‘ '

i ’ Most employers (56 per%ent) would like to have :
positions filled within a week or two. Thirty-three i
- percent could wait as'long as a month, -6 percent could wait. ° -
several months, 4 percent were ip no hurry at all. Those—— - . |
hiring for service, structural ‘work, and miscellaneous Table 1~26
occupations were willing, to waitr the least time; those o _
. hiring for the profeéssional and managerial, clerical "and .
sales, and 'machine trades categories were willing to wait v>//
‘the longest. ‘ - T .
In general, 'the ES user ‘'wanted people mdre
quickly than average: possibly the reason for using the S
ES in the first place. Sixty-seven percent of ES-user .
employers wanted someone within a week or so, 23 percent Table 1-27
were willing to wait a month, percent several months; : ’
" and 3 percent were in nc particular hurry. o -

L ¢
L]

s e . ¥
-~ . «
.
N

* Employers who had used the ES but who did not use = . -
it during the last six @onths_of,l97h, and those whoj
had never used it, were asked if there. were any _
. circumstances under whicB\they would consider the ES. -
The most frequent answers were rapid expansion, change in -
economy, etc.  See Pages 2~16 and 2-~19. : ' *
»
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Again, part of this variation is because the
ES had the greater percentage of orders in categories
in which the employers were generally willing to wait
the least time. However, within most categories {all
except professional and structural work), the ES user
wanted the positions filled more quickly than for the
average employer. s

~

- 1.2.6 OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF UPENINGS J
r— ' .
Few employers claimed to have standing orders
for staff: .3 percent anong all employers and 1.5
percent for ES users. Moreover, slmost all opening§#
lo¥erx
s

required active recruitment on the part of the emp
85 percent for all employers apd 93 percent for usefs.
’ . o i . o
a -~ Most openings were easily filled: 94 percent N
, for both users and non-users. The hardest to £ill were
2 bench work occupations (25 percent unfilled) and service
(13 percent). For ES users, bench work cccupations were
also -hard to fill. (20 percent unfilled). In addition,
the- ES users found it difficult to find professionals
and individuals in machine trade occupations (14 percent).
However, for. the ES user, service openings were almost
all filled. : K - y ‘
: o These differences ceuld ‘either reflect the ,
efficiency of the search methods, i.e., the ES§ was better
at finding Service workers but worse at finding professionals.
and machinists than average. On the other hand, it could -
simply reflect the fact that the ES is turneg to\for those
- openings which employers are finding difficult to fill.

1.2.7 NumBER OF ReCRUTTHMENT METHODS/NUMBER OF SUCCESSES

Oe-third of all employers limited themselves toa :

single recruitment method, 19 percent to two, 22 percent to  Table 1-28
three, 13 percent to four, and 14 percent to five or more :
methods. The ES users tendéd to use more recruitment methods

' . than average.. Only 17 percent used but one method-in their

," ~—recruitment, 24 percent used two methods, 19 percent used L -
three, 20 percent used four and 20 percent used five or
more methods. This increase in number of methods used is Table 1-29
donsistent with the finding that the ES order tended to be

.. - for more openings than average.. :




-~
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“1f the percent finding thelr hires through two methods :is

. The number of recruitment methods, however, did
not necessarily correspond to an increase in the size of"
the order or the number of ways in which_the .successful
hires took place. For all employers, about 64 percent of
those using two or three methods found all their employvees
through the same source. For those using four recruitment
methods, 41 percent found all employers through a single
method, feor five methods, 48 percent, for six, 58 pevcent.®
considered for those using three or more search methods,
one finds that the great majority of all hires come from
&t most two di f‘erenf sources regardless of the number
used. ®*# |

L3
The ES employer tendvd to be less successful with

a 51ng1e source tha he class of all employers. Only
62 percent of thos® using two methods, 51 percent of those

‘using threg, 37 percent of those -using four, 25 percent of

those using five, and 29 percent of those ysing six methods
were successful with a single source. This ,could reflect
the fact. that the ES orders tended to be larger, or that
persons who used the ES were having trouble finding persons
from their traditional sources, or that fewer.ES referrals
were as acceptable as those from other sources, resulting’
in multiple methods of hiring to fill vacancies.®##%

’
- .

!

1.2,8 - Worker TRAITS DESIRED BY EMPLOYERS -

All emplovers specify certain worker traits as
1mportant in making a decision to hire or not. To deter-
mine the degree to which.these desired traits varied by
occupational "area and to see if-they varied for the ES

emplover, each employer, for each recruitment, was asked

tolist in the order of importance: prior experience,
attitude, appearance, job skill, ‘education, and other..
. ’ L . . l \-\

/ﬁ: - \\

-

 ##% The ES'was less successful as a 3ource of adequate

* Too few employers made seven or more to provide. valid e

estimates of use. : ‘

#% Those using exactly four search methods tended to succeed

with three or four methods more often than was typical of other
categories; i.e., more employers using four search methods . ]
succeeded three or more times than for those using .three -
methods, five methods, or six methods. '

AN} -

referrals tpan most other methods s . -
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Over'allcategorles att1tude was considered the

- most important factor by all ecmployers; experience the . ‘ oo A
most important by ES users -- with ~ttitude: a close . Table 1-3¢(
second. All employers ter 2 experience and ) o
skills. about equally in +, but the ES user

: (14 and 21 percent) and then~apRearance.ﬁ A

“For the technical and. managerial occupations, general L.

considered that a weak S user, although still ;
not concerned about ed:, . +d mention it considerably : .
more ofiten than the genera: employer (3.5 percent, to 1.1 S
percentI. In fact appearancge was.mentioned far more often

as. the most 1mportant h1r1ng factor than was educat1on. I : w

"
P i

- The ranklng of these categor1es was extremely
Job dependent, as wasfexpected because of the. d1fferent
requ1rements for the d1fferent ‘occupational areas.

' - . \ . AN ’

. N . . . T .

l 2 8. l BBQEESSIONAL, MANAG&RIAL AND TECHNICAL L B
N CCUPATIONAL AREAS — -+ RO

’ Prlor exper1ence was the most 1mportant tralt s o
cited 44 percent of the time as the most important. N Table 1-~3]
consideration; and-32 percent as the second most. important - ’

.

- for professioffal recruitment. -For managerial and : /

technical redsuitment it was cited as the most important
h1r1ng con51derat1on 46 percent of the time, and. Z8 per- o
cent @s the, second most important. For both clustérSJ ... Table -1-3¢
job skill was the second most common mention as the . .- -
most important (32 and :39 percent. respectlvely),\att1tude )

the third (20 and 27 percent), educatlon the fourth e

|

C For the professional occupatlons, Job skill ‘was -
ﬁeqwanﬂyc1ted as second most important hiring. consideration

for 39 percent of the searches, with prior experience, .- B

general att1tude, educatfon and appearance following. - - s

attitude wvas the~most ofter. c¢ited as second most important,

with appearance, experlence, job’ skgll and éducat1on ' ' = jl,
fdllaw1ng , . RN . _

.. . -

ConﬁldgLéagmshﬁtmxhcﬁsmaxgmxuo professional

A o Vead A L A et 1 1 L8

.......

-rated h1gh . o~

classifications usually associated with h1gh skills and S
education, it-is interesting that educatlon was®not even fo . e

‘mentioned as the fourth most important h1r1ng - e

consideration, but. that att1tude and. appearance were . e

~.

-(I . -
The ES user had dlfferent emphﬁse‘L -however, :
citing educatlon as the most 1mportant more rften than :

.v"- : o107
| . 1-44
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experience or skills, 36 percqnt compared with 30 and
12 percent. The second most important was dominated
by job skill (36 percent). and attitude (34 percent),
the th%rd by prior- experience (39 percent), and the
fourth by attltude and education.

.

.

'l.2}8.2-"CLER16AL AND SALES™ /.

~ L -

For employers in general .the requirements

o for the clerical cluster are similar to those for the . -

.- professional cluster. - ‘Experience”was the most important . o
. (35 percent) follgwed by attitude and skill;’ both about LT
31 percent. Appearance was th1rd (lO percent) -and. : R

. education appeared less than 1 percent of the time.’ ‘ '

.Second in 1mportance is dominated by attitude, 30 percent, s
followed by appearance and skill. ;o , ¥

For the ES user, skill, then attitude, then - - _5?&blé'1'33
_experience were mentioned as the most important traits. v
‘Experience, appearance and attitude were the most c1ted = ' \
~as the second most important traits. .Again, the ES us€ér o
\ was somewhat more concerned with education than the general °
‘employer, citing it most often as the th1rd most 1mportant ;
~hiring cons1derat1on. ‘ . o

1.2.8;3 SERVICE ‘- " | ?}"1

“Service hiring con51derat1ons -were d1fferentn .
. frmnthe "office" clustersy with attitude c1ted as most im- - . S
. - portant 44 percent of the t1me and app€arance, eéxperience, -
4 and.skills following, all between 20 and 25 percent. The C
second most impdrtant was dominated by appearance (51 oL
© percent) with attitude and experience about 25 percent. Table 1-3k
.. /§k1lls and experiénce were most often mentioned as the '
' hird most important. Educafion was: the most often
-mentioned as the fourth most 1mportant.

- . T
~ , I'exd

. ' ~~ For the ES. user, ‘attitude /was. also the most
M”““W”Tmportantmhrrrng“consmderatwonwfﬂi ereent)-foliowed-—al
- by experience, skill and appearancé . The second most

1mportant h1r1ng consideration was also appearance. - . ‘
_ Experlence/‘attltude, appearance and skill were. mentloned .
”about equally as the th1rd most 1mportant.. , ~

. . . .
.. SR ) : g
L . g : ' : \ -
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1.2.8.4 PROCESSING OCCUPATIONS, S

Skill, was most often mentloned as the most” _
important (38 percent)‘followed by appearance, attitude g
.and education (all about 20 percent of the time). - ’
Experlence was most often mentioned as second most . o
‘1mportant (42 percent) followed by sk111 and att1tude
_For the ES user, att1tude was the most . ‘Table 135
1mportant followed sxperience. Skill was, however, . . ' oo
the second most im “ consideration for :almost. all- ' -
. employers,. 65 pe ent. aus, .the ES user tended to B S
- rate experience _tude higher. than skill as the ST
most important trait, butalmostalways con51dered SkllL
as the second most. 1mpoxtant

1 2 8 5 ”ACHINE TRADES

Skill was con51dered the most 1mportant h1r1ng’ ,
consideration- for:almost all employers, 62 percent. - : S
Experience and attitude (49 and 28 percent) were the- -
. - second mast.important. ' o v o N
- . SNy . R ) :
‘ For the.ES’ user, experience was" agaln ' —
considered more important than skills having been. cited ~ - Table 1-36
" -in 64 percent of the searches. as most important with only '
- 28 percent of the. responses citing skill./ Skill also
’Vdom1nated the second most important consideration. . 8
. . e “ e . - L

1 2 8 6 BENCH- NORK S ST 53
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. .Skill was cited most often as the most 1mportant
(61 percent) followed closely by experience' (55 percent).*
Theseuxw,mostlmportant consideration was appearance, 68
- percent, ' Not unexpectedly, the characteristics desired ' o o :
for bench Work and machine trades were nearly 1dent1ca1 E Table 1«37

L4 -

. The ES user agaln placed greater stress on :
-experience (48 percent) followed by skills (20 percent). : .
: " The second most important was dominated by “Skills (61 e
T peTCent ) S’“Va‘g""’fh‘é“""C"a”S" (205 d"'f" "m'a Cﬁf e trades. ' : .

%1.2.8.7-_ STRUCTURAL dbnx OCCUPATIONS Mol e R

Skill was also the! ‘most 1mportant for the I L,

" structural work occupations, “cited 50 percent of the - y ' 73&
time, f°11°W3d bY attitude (29 percent) and other. “Table 1-38
! - N ‘«.

T 109 . Ty
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b Experience was the maJor criterion for the second most. -

important (51 percent), followed by skill (24 percent) ' }
i The ES user again con51dered experience more ., '
important than skills (29 to 24 péercent) but rated . o
attitude even higher (31 percent) The second most

important was dominated by/experlence (46 percent),

followed by SklllS (29 percent) -y

llZlkm (X SR _.\NEOUS . . . s L

.

Attltude and experlence were. the most B

1mportant considerations for the miscellaneous occupa- Table 1-
~tions.- The second most 1mportant was again- attltude, g "
followed by skill and -experience. For the ES user, BY B
attitude and experierce were also-'cited as the most o
important hiring criteria. -/ The second ‘most important : '\“Q'
were, however, reversed, w1thexper1ence considered more T
‘often than attltude. T \ ) . . : Y

9 e . v'-&;{_

T

1.2,8.9 _GENERAL CONSIDEBATIONS~ABOUT,H9RKER TRAITS : -

refle-r the nature >f the occupations * 1 experience
and ‘ski”1 dominating all occupations e. pt for service
and miscellaneous, for which attitude v ; most important.
In the professional” and clerical occupourons, the ES
user =aced gore stress on education‘an: .%ill than
avera;e. Fof most occupations, the ES . er: cited -
‘exper.ence more often than employers 1n ,eneral.

‘%;n general the worker trait = eferences

: The traits C1ted by ES-user employers as
belng most important were not the traits that they > ‘ .
complained about in the quality of the referrals’they o
received.* Employers seldom found -experience tc be a.
problem with ES referrals, éven inm the categories where
this was considered toc be the most:important hiring
criteria. In the macihine trades, processing, bench work, a

and’ ~im3;tu‘f‘ﬂ“wo*rk“cmgorl“eg"“fvr“e*xm"re*”-exp’enmce‘"*"’“ e
was alvays considered less of a problem than skills or N -

i
{

attitmés., In fact, oniy in the machine trades cluster |
was ' 2ven mentioned as belng a problem in more than. ¢
20 pz=r=—=nt of .the cases. 5 v

. o - | [ _
¥ See .pafle'2-h. 110 : A,
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To .a considerable extent, what the emplover

sees as the most important employee t¥aits. may well
influence his or her selection of the employment service.
As mentioned, the ES user tended to rate experience as .
more important than skill, ‘and cited edutation more often
than the-average employer. These are -the only two areas
which the ES can readily verify. Very few skill tests

are given, and notations about attitude, appearance
motivations, etc. are not allowed .on application cards.
Consequently, the employer who is interested prijmarily -

in experience finds the ES .a.good source. The employer *
who is interested r-'awarily in skills or more 1ntang1b1e N
qualities does not - ‘. .

lthg v ¥ ( : ) . r
. ECRUITMENT .- = S,
.o | In sect\on 1.2.27it was shown that employer
characterist .cs zte strongly.associated with the decision

to use ‘the fnplcr“ent service. To determine if variation
in ES stru. :re c- process influenced the decision to, use
the service tke following variables were also corrdlated
with whethe: ar employer dec1ded, to use.-the ES or no..

@ .. etion of JOb bank (and ex1stence
- of job bank).
¢ Degree of job bank order control.

e Degves of 1ndustr1al spec1allzatlon s
by wrder takers.

e Degree of op=n access .by applicants
tc job information services. .

e ncgfee to.which interviewe -s tried to
v .op jobs. , A S

-

¢ “ercant of m1nor1ty appllc :nts. usxne

13

T 2o nifice. - |

!

e Degree of BRR'activiry°=

@ Presence.of special communlty outreach

- orograms to employers. : o \

/
/

¢ ireience of satellite offices placed for \
ihe :onvenience of JOb seekers. o \\\"

%

SRR & 3 T S

. 4 1
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:  In general, ES variation had no 1nfluence at
all on the decision -to us€¢ the employment service. The
variation in percent of use was welil w1thnh statistical
‘erToT (about S to 10 percent), and was often inconsist-
rent.  As a part of the regression analysis or factors in-
£lueﬁc1ng use, special programs dnd office size (the :
-latter not 1ndependently looked at) were analyzed for any
contribution. Neither was significant. Even had they
been significant, the coefficients were. insignificant
acempared with those characterlzlng employer types.
: At least within the. class of c1t1es covered
by thls\\tudy, there was little the ES had done which.
.influenced penetratlon * There were, however,
a few observatlons of 1nterest '/ :
\ - ES varlatlon did not ‘increase the percentage
of employers who used the ES, but. it did appear to in-
fluence tg\ percentage of orders listed wlth the ES
from ,those, employers who had decided to.use it:at all.
In other words, although office. characterlstlcs didn't
.increase the .number of employers using the ES, they did
increase the density of use by ES users. There:were
several areas which could be potenti indicators of the
‘ES's ability to increase the use of their service by em--
ployers who'use it at all. For examp%e, although the
presence of satellite offices did not influence the de-
cision to use the employment service’ .the percentage of
orders listed -by. employers in the areas with such offices
was larger, 76 to 69 percent. Slmllarly, in areas in
‘which offices made a special effort to find jobs for
applicants if ‘ordersdid not exist, one finds that 77 per- "
cent of all u51ngemployerorders were\llsted compared
w1th 68 percent in areas in which nosgfh effort was made.
S :
There were also several 1nterest1ng anomalles

Ry

Toe .

~In the only two areas’ ‘'without job banks,** overall-

penetration was. much lower.than 'in those which had »

’separate job- banks: -17.7 percent to - 28.7 percent.
t

o

< ‘firvi*rrmbwrcws-cussectnir?art-"I'vo:‘”'SE‘cti'on"'OrmTf“m“uBe” of o

-thes ES are consistent users, and most non-users do not use the ES
because they ‘do not feel they need it. Thus, the market for ex-
pansion is probably limited in. any case. S S
## Mgking any projJections to a "universe" is impossible. This

discussion simply notes the differencq_at the two sites. : e,

[

‘. ) | “112 \ | »/ - o .
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'However, the peq;ent c® orders placed by-users was |
81 percent compared-with 73 percent with areas- with
outside - job banks, and 68 peLcent for areas with
inside job banks.* S1m1Iar1y, in areas with high
_percentage of minority applicants, only .80 percent
. of orders, by using employers were listed compared with,
- = 90 percent ‘in areas w1th -a "low. percentage’ of m1nor1ty
app11cants .

-

. When spec1a1\employer outreach programs were
in use¢ not only was there no increase in listing, but
the percent of orders 11sted by u51ng employers
declined. ﬁ

14
‘ \ Flnally, there was one area wh1ch 111ustrates,
" more than any other, the problem of 1nterpret1ng ‘observed
correlations. In offices which had a'relatively high,
level of employer relations (ERR) activity both the L
percent of employers- using the ES and the@percent of .
orders listed declined (29 percent to 20 -percent for the
first, and 76~.5 percent to 67.6 percent for the second).
-This does not necessarily mean, however, 't at employer
\ ‘relations representatives diminish the. enthusjiasm™of -
employers for the ES.  First, it is mot clear\why the:
ERRs were used. In some cases, ERR act1v1ty is 1ncreased
by offices with low listings 1eX§1s Second, some areas

-~

use ERRs as trouble-shooters, not as a way to promote
listings. In thig“role, they coyld promote placement
levels but not 1i tings levels. In fact, it is not‘clear
o . that the level of 1*st1ngsandleve1 of placements are =
: \,related ‘ . . \
. ‘When the offices with lowymedium;&nd high
placement rates were analyzed by e percentage of all
+ - employers in-~the area were using’ the employment service,
and by the percentage of orders listed by using employers,
a consistent inverse relat1onsh1p was found as .shown 1n
- Figure 1- 15- _ . . . :
! .. . |

- s > - \

N

I ' S ' S RS :
. % ‘This could s*mply mean thg; ‘he areas witmout Job
banks had employens which. searched for fewe*'ﬁ . b
categories. . :
T
A . 113 - 4
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. ) . . D . % ‘x X 2 . \ ‘ s
- - -y OFFICE ‘
A . 7} L PLACEMENT RATH
c B ~ & Low* Medium : Hiegh -

. B ~
2 ' Percent of all [ 25.9 2k.8 8.1 ¢
aréa employers : :

) .f‘ 3 -using\the ES

Percentage of
orders listed
with ES by using
employers

©7.8% Aiffrience

T§.T 69.1  6L.T

;2% difference

Figure 1-15: Placement Rate by,.Employer
Use and by Percent of Orders Listed

N

S If sucﬁ a Telationship obtains in general for ES,
= “and there is some independent evidence that this; is true,*
the ES goal of 1ncre_s1ng its share of the "employer
s~ ~ . markety may result in little improvement if not outright -
deckine. of its share of the "job seeker market."

-

A &

T | o
* Two studieés of the effects of 1ncreased listings found that increase;
. in placement did not necessarily follow. Gelbin and Levine in & -
‘study for the Michigan Employment Security Commission found that .
increasesixlplacements will probably not be proportional to increuses
in openings and increased listings may actually be counter-productive
if openings are not filled. An internal ES report, "Special:Report,
Employer Relations Program, FY 1972," January 10, 1973 found that
"One of the most critical and alarming factors ... is the inability of
about one-third of the states to rill job openings after promotional
_*mm«umd“nuueﬁforta~w-.~£8tate~Name).isethehwonstmexample_m,Pnomotional"etroxts

_ ‘_\ increased.the supply of openings in‘FY 1972 by 58.3 percent' over the
> same\period ip 1971 ... wlth total placements declining during '
FY 1972 by 18.4 percent. _ .

v AN . 'y
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('SECTION THREE: THE JOB SEARCH ..  + -

/

« : It is somewhat more difficult. to compare those

© . finding jobs ‘during the last six months of 1974 with
applicants to the employment service than it was to6-com-
pare employers who used, the employment service to employers-
who did ng}. The problem is that not all persons receiv- &
ing service during the six month study period also .
received jobs, and therefore unlike_thé populatign of job .-

4

finders, include a 'significant.percent ge of unsficcessful
job seekers. The most noticeable effedt produced by this
'difference is in the distributien of higher percentage of
- females among the ES applicants than among job finders
. (51 percent of -all dpplicants were' female, but only - :
. percent of all job findérs). Even though 50 percent of/all '’
- female applicants did not find.work, compared with only '
25 percent of all mile applicants, the resulting population
~of ES placements was s'till largely made up of women,
because overall, thé employment service succeedéd better
- with the female applicant than. with the male.*. Since [
employment characteristics are often-correlated witk sex, °
general distributional differences between the ‘ES =

LI OTOUTNE A et

population and the general job finder- characteristics,

e
. . [
VAR . ' R

¥See Part Two,, Section Two. . \

\ N ’ . ° ) :"
: . . -
p |

i
I
B
b
ot
(3]
S~




camiL

\

particularly salary.and occupation, could reflect nothing
more than the higher percentage of females who.use the ~
employment service. This is clearly evident in,the .

" distribution of occupations of all persons finding’ work -
compared with persons finding work through the emmloyment ' '
service, Figure 1-15. As seen in the figure, the . ~ Table 1-%

' emploxgent service has an-unusually high percentage of ‘

ﬂt\

clerfchl applicants* even though this was a job area not . .
- emphasized by employers. Hcwever, exéept for this ore, '
" major difference produced by the greater tendency of. . :
) female job seekers to use the employment service, the ~. =~ -~ ‘. R

_distribution of other occupations approximate those . . '
generally obtained in the area. excep ‘for a lower
percentage of use by professionals, consistent with the
lack of emphases in this area (by .employers, and the less
explainable lower percentage in processing and machine
trages, both areas emphasized by employers.** :

»

-

/-

.i As seen in’ Figdre 1-16, the higher concentration Table '1.-kZ
of females using the employment service, and the associated '
shift in occupations, really account fon, the major -
differences between the ES users and the ‘general job
. _seeker.* The educational levels for the ES applicant are T
- . “about .the same as for the general population, asjare ‘the :
- percent married, the percent having a working spouse, the .
percent with access -to 'an automobile -for work: -~ The ES . - oYy
. , ' -applicant 15 more likely to be a member of a union and n. . -XW
. _ - veteran, because of unemployment compensation for the =~ . Y
former and -the national employment service emphasis- on the ° - !/
latter.*** Whereas only 15 percent of all maley are L
members of unions. and 2.4 percent of all females, 25 ’ 7
percent of ES applicants (and 34 percent of those placed) - e
. and nearly -8 percent of female applicants are members of . _ )
. -C/ ~ unions.. S}milarly, 40 percent of ‘male dpplicants R DY

. , AN / S . /

) - - & " S"Vj . : ! . . . g /J
F B SR < . . o ' ;
Y~ *Overall selary is somewhat® different because of the different ‘ L
- -+ compositiong, but it is =ssentially the same for each group, as will S
be discyssed later in the sectfon. o o

- admpic dould ‘be the, result‘of mardatory listing requiremepts.’ A B

signifi jnt percentage ot Idarge ﬁfﬁ'ﬁ‘bﬁ’s‘ﬁﬁéﬂ‘tyfgrem o red-to-dke b
becaus¢ .of federsl contracts, whith could have produted the high level /

of ligtings in occupational argas in which there is not )traditiona.l. KN s
use Py job seekers. (l g . - : - v

T - b “ .
i nhtiohel-policy extends)to naving designated veter=ns'
representative in mcst ES offices. -

PRE °
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Gﬁﬁ' ercent of those placed) are veterans com ared with
33" oercent am@1gtheg§%eral population. The £S appli- ~
cants are -about the sime age as ,the general population
- (medi&n age was -25), but the ‘female user was slightly
A oldez thah thé male user, reverse@-from the . geqéral job ..~
- findAng population. . However, thosé women finding-jobs
through ES placement were even younger “than the 'general

job f1nderu under 24 years of age. . — T .
rEE For most characterlstbcs, one may.say that the - .
"population of persons using the ES is v€Ty comparable to . :

the population At large. The reasons for the differences
which do exist, moreover, are quite evident from the - .
differernt search patterns employed by different groups, R,
to be d1scussed next. N

a -
“

1.3.1 USE OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE*IN_THE'JOB‘SEARCH'
Dur1ng the last six months of 1974 the;%gployf/

ment serV1ee was used by 27 percent of all JOb finders,

23 percent for men and 35 percent for women. . At .one -

time or another, 52 percent of all persons in the :

community will have used it. By‘occupation, the range of - Table 1f-4:

use ‘was considerable, with only”"4.7 percent. of those in '

the process1ng clusters using the ES, and 13 percent of . Table 1-Li

those in the professional, technical and managerial, and ’

machine trade clusters compared with 45 percent of those

in the clerical*clusters. There was also wide variation by

salary, but this was probably‘due to correlations with

occupation: groups s1nce it was not ‘consistent over' the ‘ o

range. o . ) s

~ Persons who earned less than $2.50 an hour.used Table l-hi
the BS about 25 percent of the time compared with over 40

percent for those between $2.50 and $4.00 an hour. From . .
$4.00 -to $8.00 an h there was a steady decline, with a - :
) neg11g1b1e percent age of persons earning between $5.00 .
L and $7.00 an hour 'using the ES. However, there-was a e “
large+jump at $8.00 an hour (29 percent) -This 1is -
. ¢ ® . ) . ' Ay .
*Only ll percent of persons in,the clerlcal ‘and sales cluster had '
. sales DOT Codes. !

" 121
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undoubtedly due to the high use of the ES by union

members, perhaps because of layoffs during our period of
L interest, since union members dominated this wage class,

and~enly this wage class. . * '

~ - There was ‘little differgence by age of job'
- _seekers except for a somewhat higher than average use by

the older worker, (42 percent). and a lower than average use. Table
by those under 20 (21 percent) and those in their 30s ¢ :
(22. percent). By educational level, the émployment~§g{vice
was used by a disproportionally "high centage of job

~— .seekers with less than a ninth gruade .educition (50 per-
cent). The high school .graduate, however/, used it,more = Table
often (28 percent) than the high“school {dropout (19 '
percent). ‘ N - U ‘

The search patterns did not correspond exactly
to employer recruitment patterns. As mentioned earlier,
search and recruitinent were different for several occupa-
s tional areas. Moreover, a higher percentage of persons Table 1
finding jobs with minor-market establishments claimed to
have used- the employment service than persons hired by
major-market establishments. :
4 i .

-

o ' , it . ' : SN\ N o -
1.3.2 ‘Use. OF OtHER JoB SeARcH METHODS ) - ‘ '
. Personal contact and informality characterized S
most job searches. Whereas.the empldyment service was
consulted by only 28 percent of all job finders and,
private agencies by 15 percent, 80 percent of all Tjob
. finders went directly to employers, 70 percent spoke to
friénds and relatives, 60 percent read wadnt ads (47 o To-

percent answered them), and 29 percent coksydted with. o
business associates. Figure 1-17 'shows the great disparity .
- in use between the formal methods and the informal, with

all formal methods (even including the rniewspapers) being

used only 60 percent as often as the informal, contact
methods. ' - '

v

'If one considers the newspapers as informal:
method,” which it _is from the jobseekers perspective,
informal methods. are used nearly four times as often as
formal ones. - o ' : :




Formal AV - . Informal o !

o

[ CAMIL

A

1.%.2.1 ‘VariaTions IN U4E By OCCUPA:rION /\/«

fCommunit} Organization 1.2 i P:>

# ;/ Percent Use Percent Use
State Empldyment 28 Direct Employer A 80.5
QServ;ce . Application ’
. . M - ..
Private Agencies 15 Friend “and Relatives 69.L

Newspapers | 46.6 ‘ . : Business Associates 29.3

School Placement ‘ 11.5 . o \

<

Professional Journal 1.7 -

Labor Unions R U P

TOTAL: | 106 b - 3 1792 .

Lt 4

.. Figure 1-17: Use Of Formal And Informal |
© Job. Search Méthods ¢ y
i _— S .

[ /"

LG

‘4

‘ The use of all methods, not just the employment
service, varied by’ occupation. - Want ads were selfom 'used Table

" those seeking structural work (35 percent) but frequently

\\

" technical and managerial, clerical, and miscellaneous

used by those in the profgssional, technical and

. managerial, and clerical“clusters (nearly 80 percent). -

Labor unions, naturally, were most used in the structural
work occupdtional area (25 percent), .and next in the bench
work clusters .(13 percent)fy They were seldom used in other
ccupational clusters. Direct application to employers and
he use of friends and relatives were used more than any ﬂz
L@

other method in most, clusters; but the use of newspapers

passed friends and relatives in the professional, g

clusters. School pldceément was, as ekpected, most used in
the professional, technical, and managerial clusters.

123
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- 1.3.3 METHODS By WHICH Jos Has Founp

2y

CAMNIL

,
.2 Z.2 VARIAT:!ONS Ev I MOGRt "HICS
There w.s sl.. consic:rable . 7 _a ion “v the sex
of "me j 5 finder. Me .. de fewer mult _nle search=s than
som -, W.th a result t.. :he psrcent c- searches involv-
.TF =ny particular met;:;s was, Jsually i~#4er for them.
=omp. toapolied: dlrectly pte} employer in. percent of the
sear-Me:, men in 78 percent. Women re: ind dnswered-
'new&p¢;fr ads more often then - men (68 . rzemt t~ 29
-percsn’- ., and answered them more often ‘iw perce=t to 46
percam:;,. Women also -—-onsultec friends. -elatives and Table _-43
businr=. 5 associates mc—-= often then me: The only method &
used i—~re often by mer. than women were _of=ssionzl Table L-U45
journgz s, and labor un-ons. ’ : : ) tc
' ~ Table 1-U4T
There was llttie dlfference by age except for the
obvious relationships: the young used-school placément ) \

offices more often than other groups. The older the job
finder, the more likely he or she was to be aunion member.

The better educated job finder tended to make
more use of direct application and the ,newspapers: 54 v

percent 6f those with 12th. grade educations or better -
answered want ads compared wi only 18 percent of, those
with less than ninth grade éducations.* Those with

higher educatiornial levels also° made greater use of business
associates, professional journals,_ and school placement

-off1ces LR

-

.L.

The d15tr1but1on of merhodv,by wh1ch jobs were
found correspond closely to the percent to which the method
was used in the search. As shown in Flgure 1-18, most job. '
finders obtained their employment through direct applica- - o
tion to employers or through friends and relativés ' /
7 . . . ) . |

#This is due to illiteracy among those with.low educatiohal levels.
*% The percentage of use was..actually slightly higher for those with
some highschool than for those with highschool degrees.
###This discussion cannct be extended to specific demographic groups,
_because of a problem in about 300 of the duestionnaires resulting in a

' (contlnued on follow1ng page) «
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SZARCH - . 8== . USED ) HIF-L PERCENT SUCCZ3S ,
Emp_oymer.. A= . | 27.6 £.6 20.3
Private ager = zh.s - 5.6 38.6
Employer dir=ar 82.1 29.8 N 36.3 . L
Want ads . =2.35 -—
(AnsQer ads, ¥7.5 16.6 ) 34.9 oy
Labor unions ' 6.2 1.4 22.5
Friends/rela:’ ss 65  30.7 47.2
Business assc iate: ' 33.1 3.3 9.9 - - v
. Community ofé {z7:icz 1.6 .35 : 21.9
School piacems _ 10.9 . ?.0 . 27.5
Péofessiqnal o owrns | 6.4 |
(Ansver) ( 2.5) '

-

Fig.re 1-18: Job Search Methods Used/‘
Metho: s Through Which Jobs Obtained

'

(about 30 perc=T Zor each group). All formal methods
combined, incliz"—g newspapers, accounted for only one-
third of all ki—= . and the employment serv1ce for only one
employee in 17

b )

skip around the "how found job" question. (The bottom of the E in a
"skip to E" patterr did not print clearly, and the skip-read "skip

to F." Althougr it wes possitile to develop precise estimates for ES
.users, and to elimimte abowt half of the unknowns from context, the
several bundred unknowns for all categories but ES ﬁsérs=could
introduce an error'¢f up to 10 percent in each of the.other categories.
For example, the pervemntage using direct applicantion to employer can
only be Geterm: -<4 between 27 and 33 percent.
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_ who claimed to have used the most frequent method from 25

CAMIL . .

The suc-ess rate of methods d:. .-y somswhat with
emplLover direct a:d friend and relatives -, 1t equally
successful, approximately 40 percent. T ne »srivate agéncies
were 3lso as successful as these methods. zin ! were =he most

successful of all formzl methods, nearly —=w::e as successful
as thg state employment service. Newspayp »rs were z1so
relztively successful (35 percent). The itz-e ‘employment
service was one of the least successful m:t .4s, only pass-
ing business associates. This success rexe -as sl_ghtly
higher, however, for females (about 6.5 pe:ri-.it) tizen for
males (slightly under five perc:nt):

1.3.4 Frequency OF Use OF JoB SEARCH M=—=oDS

The job search method used most citen by job
finders was direct application to employer— (34 percent) 4 e
followed by newspaper ads (22 percent) anc ~iends anmd R
relatives (20 percent). The employment service, somewhat
surprisingly, was the most frequent method cited by
12 percent of all job finders, four times as often as
private agencies (3 percent). : -

Table 1-4§

~To a certain extent, the natural structure of
the method determines how frequently it will be used. N
There are a great many employers, and often several mews-

. papers which are published daily. This would account for

the high use of these methods. €onversely, most persons

can be expected to have a more limited number ‘of friends,

the reason for-its third place position.  However, the
state:employmént service is by no means as convenient ks

these other methods, yet it was the fourth most often -
used, far ahead of private agencies, school placement :
offices, and business associates. .- '

]

There was a wide variation .in the number of times
the most frequently used method was, in fact, used. Al-
though the median number of times was four, the average was
about 20 because of. the almost 10 percent of all job finders

L

to 100 times and the one percent who claimed to have used Table 1-3

the method over 100 times.”

1.3.5 ~ Jos LeADS FRoM ﬁos?__-FREQUENT METHOD

¢ Even though the most-frequently used method was ¢
used on the average more than twenty times," cmly three '
job leads resulted. (The median number was, in factt, just
over one.) Male job finders found more leads on ===Tage
from their principal method than did female job Hmders.

‘1;36
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1.7.6 NumBer ofF Me—-ops Usc-

The av=rz=gze & - ‘firier used four or mo~: - thods
ir _ogimmg for work. .. gen=rz., the user of. th: >:m-’
Ploym rme== service tended to use four or more wethmc: more
of-=n =nan aVverage, the user of friends or reisni-es,

ranz thcse aﬁﬁlylng directly ro employers, four cr =ore
(fme <hocs least ofter.

Job search methods were seldom used alone. The
on.y m=thod used aione t.ore than 10 percent of the time .
wa:s labor unions. The esmployment service was used alone
about nine percent of. the time, comparable to direc:
application to employers. Private agencies were used .
alone only two percent of the time and want ads only
one percent of the time.

1.3.7 UNDESIRABLE METHODS

The only two 'methods mentioned frequently as
being ones the job finder would not use again were
przvate employmenu.agnnc1es 68 percent) and the em-
ployment service (19 percent).* Since about ore-
third of all perscns spec1fled a disliked methos,
the percentage of use was dbout 18 percent ,for che
employment service and 120 percent for private agen-
cies. In other words, even more job finders zthan

.used the private agency for their last search (at
least\zo nercent) 1nd1cated they would not use it a-
galn . § ,

ahe primary reason. given for not using the °
private agency agzin was the fee. Other Treasons which.
relates primarily to the ES were "job already filled"
{6 percent), ''too much time' (3 percent) and ‘poor
trestment' (13 pe~cent).

[ 5
-

¥ Newspapers were me—tionedd 6 percemt of the time, direct
appiications by 3 percent. arnd labmr unions by just updsr two
yercent.. The rat= for lamor unions is relatfively kigh —on-
.sidering its low usage. I% should ™= noted that thwse pewcents
ref=- to the percentage of all thos= responding to: "Ie there
~any-method you would not want to use again,' approximately one-

‘third of the total. 't
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The distriout ' 'n of respondentslnot wanting LQ-

S 5 —:_.= the ES and pmTivate agencies were differently
z.s~-_peted by wage. ~or the employment service, most
s se=z—isfaction cams i:om persons who earned below Teble 1-5&
. ..Z27 an hour and taos: who ezrned over $7.00 zn hour. - .
roT Tme private agenc . the distribution was exactly

rere—sad: most dissz=_sfacticn came from the group
err— g between $2.5( <n hour and $6.00 an hour.

f_wnough some of the distributional difference reflects
tme zi<ferent wage l=vels of persons using the service,
no z1- can be explaiz=d in thiis way. For example, the
enplcvment service wszz frequently uged by persons earning
b-etwer~~ $3.00 anéd $4 0 an hour but orly two percent of
perscms in this group expressed dissatisfaction.

1.5.8 Persons HIREL BY ES-L1STING ESTABLISHMENTS

Not all peré@ns ending up in jobs in
establishments listing openings with the .employment
s=rvic= found their jcb through the ES--or even used it.

\

* . ¢

. Overa’l, abcut 37 percent of all persons finding
work with ES-1listing establishments used the employment
s=rvice. This rate varied somewhat by demographics. ,
“ifty-three percenf of persons with less than a ninth Teble 1-%
rade educ=tion usec the ES, compared with 34 percent of
-gersons wi=hA a hig> school degree. About .30.percent of
‘those unde— 25 ussc the ES compared with 55 percent of
those betwsan 25 Tud 3%, and 60 percent <:X those over
fifty. .Howaver, »r=lvy about 12 percent o= those between
35 and 50 zsed thie ZI. Finally, even tmmough there was a
greater temdemc: £or women to wuse the ES in general,
The same percentzg= of men and women .who obtained
-wo—k at ES liszing establishments used the ES.

Thus . for p=rsoms$ hired by ES-listing establish-
mer—s the propatility of ‘using the ES was only slightly
5 ‘nereaseds 37 percemt compared with 28 percent. This .
~mxSieces two chabzcteristics of recruitment and the .job
sez=rch for bo=h employers and job seekers, the ES is but
onz: of sew=rzi wethods used, and it is not one of the
more succ=ssful methods for either. the employer or ‘the
;ob seeker. In fagt, the placement rate for all.persons
: usxing the ES and obtaining their job:ultimately with K
. ‘EE-1isting establishments was only 32 percent, or-.only
" ' f3£ty percent greater than for all personms finding work.
. » Just as only about om=-third of all persons employed by

128 -
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establishments which usec thz ES tried to get gheif .
job through the ES, only «bcut one-<hi=d whe did use
‘the ES and ended up in E:-1li:ting establ ishments

actually found their‘éob ‘iz That m=thod.

1.5.9 VARIATION A:'n  MFLENCE o8 ES UsE

ES variatisn nad 2 greater - nfluence on the

use oZ the ES by job seekers zthan it did on the use by |
emploers. Moreover. the —eazsons for most of the

- assoczations between c=fficz characteristic and use were . -
fairly obvious. Offices wZ:th the most applicazts
had tke highest penetration, large offZices had larger
penet—z=ion:z thzm smaller offices, offices which allowed
anyone rree access to job Zmformation greater penetra-

. ticn than offices which dizin't. The mest interesting .~ Table 1-56
impact of variation, howemzr, was not.imn the slight

- increase in use affectied pv obvicus office variations,
but in the comparisons betseen the use of tire offices by
gersons ultimately hirsd v ES-listing estaitlishments
and all job finders. _ '

Offices with the greatest number cf total app-icants
_had the highest percentage of all job fincders and those hired
by ES-listing estabi:shments. However, tke percentage increase
* for ES listers in large offices was much- less {48 percent to 36
percenz;.® 3y size :f office, the direction 15,§ctgally reversed:‘
- Althougn ' _arge offices had a penetraTion amemg zill job seekers of
33 percant compared - ‘:th 1& percent ==r small offices, the pemetra- . -
tion for small offic:s zmong persons hired br ES-listing esstabliish-
ments was. 48 percent cwmpared with onlr 27 percent for large of-
fices. Similar diffsYiemces ocIur 1n Seweral cawsguries:

» The: nencreratiom forlall job fimuers N
was: grea cest Zor offices with apen
. ac. »3s to the job information ser-

' vice (3< to 15 percent) but was
greater for rastricted services
amonig those hired by using
establishments (38, percent to 33 _ \ ) -
percent; . e :

Part of this cam be accounted far by the 30 pmrcent

of jor mamegis~tes nmot limted with The ES by ES-uming

establimmments. The bulk :2f it cannot. .
‘ . A ' // ’ . .

/

) = 1-64
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/@ Offices which assigned¢ by DOT coce R
" -had- the same penetrit.cn as tHos<e

N ' which assigned at —andom, but a

higher penetration amongk?hose

hired b> ZS-1listing =stabtlishmenzs

(42 perzent to 34 p:zTcent).,

o

Considerin;; —hese reve~=sizls between the "
penetration rates fox all job seex=rs and those
ultimately finding taeir jobs at E=-listing establish-
ments, it may be besz to consider moth in any assess-
ment of the degree To which the ES is reaching job
seekers. - The rate zmmng all job s=ekers wculd shdw
the degree to which tm2 ES is imveived in zll job
search activity. However, the rat: among perscns. .
finding work at ES-listing establishements wenld show
the degree to which the ES is r=acwirg those persons
fest matched to tike employers who _ist with the ES.
And, as shown by-the shifts in this section, tire v
highest overall penetration rate may not be the hicgh-
est effective penetration ratz.* 3

v

1,.3.10 - EXTENTION OF Jo SESRC- TINDING 1€ J7HER
"MES AND _O/CATIONE :

e

A;thougi/;cst e the Imfzrmaztion -3 e Study of
Job Search and Recyuirieemt c=anoT ie compaTe: with other
sources, jtie method, z::ef to zok Zmr a job zmd the method used
to obtain it can be cwmmared «~itn the Job Tumnders Survey ‘con-
ducted in Jaznuary 197 =% '

)

Alithough this survey was conducted w. ler very ;
different labor market conditionms, amd reflects primarily
sedrch patterns in lar.ze cities. the findings are similar,

as shown in Figure 2-19. ) :

¥ A régression wps oy rmm on. Overal_ ‘pemetration., amil it simply
confirmed the ohservasicn frow the tamies. The Preimnility was

_bigher if one were in the cleriral ami seiles clusters, and if one
vere over 35. The temted office verimbles were not.. bowever, significant.

#% The job finders survey wes carri=ad o’ as aipar; of the January, 1973,
Curreni Population Survey (CES) bﬁrthe-ﬁuzeau of Lepor Statisties, U.S. DoL.
Two versions of the zemart exiswz: A Summary: "Jok Fimding Survey, January, -
1973, published in 197h; and the complete: report, ™Jcti Seeking Methods Used
by American VWorkers, " publishec¢ in 1977 o
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The only differg

rgyée of consequence is the degree

to which friends and relatives are successful, a difference.

whi:k could be due to th¢ compact™nature of the community-
in which the Camil_survey was conducted or to the_different
labor markets. Or it could be due to the inclusion of

business associates in the friends énd relatives category. .

The remarkable feature of the two surveys,
however, is the degree to which they correspond. Except
for the slight shift in use of employer direct .idnd friends:
and relatives, the percentages are remarkably similar, and
the order of use nearly identical. As concerns the use of"
the employment service, the job finders survey showed a
slightly higher use (33.5 compared with 27.6 percent) but
-a somewhat lower success rate (15 ,percent compared with 20
percent). .

~~—~

N



L . ! . cAMIL T —

- - METHOD USED o . METHOD SUCCEEDING

-

B JFs . CAMIL - - JFS CAMIL
EMPLOYMENT | 33.5 21.6 . 5.1
SERVICE . - -~
Private
Employment
Agencies 21.0- - '1k.5 _ . 5.6
Employer Direct 6§;? ‘ 82.1 _ 3k.9
Ansver Ads - 57.6 ~ ° 1.5 | © 1.0
Unions 6.0 : 6.2 . ‘ 1.5
Friends and
Relatives = | 78%# 65 ’ . 26.6
Community A ' . !
Organizations| 5.6%a= +1.6 _ . .8 K
School ’ ' _ﬁ" . )
Placement 12.5 10.9 o 3.0
Aoswer Ads ) - |
Professional : //~\ -
Journals k.9 . 2.5 ’ 4

- few percent. Similarly, the JFS divided rewspapers and Jongp

.asked about Jobs where they worked were also the class asked about

Figure 1-19: - Comparlsons Between The Job F1nd1ng
. Survey And Camil's Study Of Job Search*

# Not all methoda are covered, nor are all exactly comparable.”
The JFS does not, for example, have a separate category for business
associates, probably resulting in persons using this method of
responding to friends. The JFS' does separate friends and relatives
into two categories, and each of these into: about jobs where they .
work, about jobs elsewhere. We simply added the two large categories
together assuming; perhaps incorrectly, that the class of friends

other jobs. If there is overlap, however, it should not be more thm'a '

into local and jobs-elsewhere. In this case there is no @mb
about combining the categories since they cannot overlep.

#%  The friends and relative could include ‘bustiness associates This -

category should not, therq;ore be: considered as identical with the

friends and relatives category on the Camil survey.
##a . Community organizations were called local organizations on the

JFS and the interpretation might have been different by dome
respondants. - Also, the JFS had a category called "asked ‘teacher or
pyofessor" which was not on tbz Camil survey.
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PART THO: EXPERIEACES, PERCEPTIONS
D ATTITUDES OF ES USERS AND HON-USERS

I




- the report in Tresenting not a aompzlatgon of atattattoal
data about -sex=wch methods, experiences, or attitudes, but

camitL — ’ -

fNTRCDUCTIOH TO PART Two =\

The prezeding sections of the report have looked = |
at che'methoaa armloyers and job fznders used 'to seek
workerg and ;jwds. Im this part of the report, we shall .
focus on the reﬂngs behind the search patterns, particu-
larly ‘with regpzst tc the role, or lack of role, for the
employment gerrrize. ’

T

4 °
-~ Sezzicn Cne of Part Two looks at the reasons
employers us:ied *“e employment &ervice as a part of their
sear=h, the ser-ices they received and their'opinion
about the sewvices. Non-users are similarly asked about
their opiniom =7 the employment service and the recsons for -

" non-use. Thz szccion concludes with a brief discussion of

the reasons for tihe use of the private amployment agency, -
and comparisgons Gf itg servicez with that of the state
employment servize syetem.

Secticr. Two examines the reasons for,uae and non-
uge of the employment service from the job séekers ‘and :

. Job finders perepective and Section Three presert the

attitudes of job seekers about the employment 8érvz

Fzmzl-y, Seciion Four deviates from the reat of b

Y

a salestion of the actual comments about the: empZoymentl
a&rvice made by employersxand job seekers. ,

- ~J



CAMIL

o
- - ’ ) . ~

SECTION ONE: - THE ENPLOYER AD THE EWPLOYHENT SERVICE

: ‘As discussed earlier in Part One, Recruit-
ment, 2§ percent of all employers,accounting for 36
‘percent’ of all.job openings, used the employment
service. These employers tended to be larger and’
concentrated in manufacturing. How these employers
used the employment service, and theinr impressions of °
it, is described in. the following paragraphs. :

2.1.1  PtAcING THE ORDER |

TMost empqugr&<fﬁ2/5€;cent)Asaid they simply -
phoned in orders—to. the local office. Only 25 percent Table 2-1
specified that they used the job bank. This percentage &
did not generally vary by the degree to which the job - Table 2:2.

"bank was used in the local area; e.g., in the areas in _ :
which complete order control was highest for the job B
bank, 58 perd@nt of employers thought they placed the .
order with the local office. Major-marketestablishments,
generally more knowledgeable of the ES, indicated a - :
lower use of local offices (57 percent) than minor -
market ones (64 percent). This does not necessarily

" mean that large employers actually made less use of
.. such offices, Their perceptions were simply more accurate

4
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because they were more frequent users of the ES. For

example, over 25 percent of the major-market. employers’ Table 2-3
placed orders with a specific individual known to themn, &

as compared with 17 percent of the minor market employers Table 2-U4
And these specialists must have been in the local office: -
spec1a1 order .takers were seldom found 1n the JOb bank.

Because few employers were rellable sources o=
about the order taking procedures, differences observed ' '
by industrial group are probably not significant.
However, ‘manufacturers, which are heavy users of the ES,
indicated they ,used spec1a1 order-takers more -often-
than average. Similarly, there -was a slightly greater
use of «special order-takers' in the processing (5xx)

fclusters S
The most important f1nd1ng about order-taking, -
however, is the lack of praeblems. - Ninety-two percent ~ Table 2-3
». of employers were satisfied with procedure for placing & /-
the order. And, there was virtually no variation by .Tabh32-h\"

‘either 1ndustry or size. The only observatlon of
interest is that the large employer felt the order-
" -taker didn't understand the order far more often than
the small employer (8.1 to 2.8 percent). This is one
of the few areas in which the responses of thes large
employer were more negative than the small employer. e

-

2.1,2  WHY THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE WAS CALL D"

Thirgty-one percent of the. employers wanted
the ES to screen applicants carefully before sending
them for interviews. An additional 13 percent wanted
some preliminary screening, usually for worker traits ~ Table 2-5
or interest. Most employers (49 percent), however, .
_just wanted the ES to send over ''qualified people," : Table 2-6 -
although only four percent specifically wanted to have i T
large numbers of app11cants sent to them for on-site: B ‘

screenlng

Major-market employers (36 percent), wholesale/
retail establishments and’transportation/communication )
. industries (39 and 36 percent respectively) were above . ° e
average in their request for careful screening.- Minor: ’
market employers were usually interested in just seeing . .
some qualified people or’ a number for them: to screen v
(56 percent). Unexpectedly, the least 1nterest_1n

© 136
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screening was expressed by employers who wanted »
professional, technical and managérial referrals .
(the "0'" and "1" DOT clusters). -Most requests' in _ .
these clusters (over 73 percent) were simply for “Table 2-7
qualified people. The reason could have been '

 because employers assumed that for these categories,

- persons meeting the requirements of the cluster

would be at least nominally qua11f1ed and the
hiring decision wouid rest with factors developed
during a persoﬁal 1nterV1ew.
: Most employers (68 percent) felt the ES d1d
meet their expectations, and of those who didn't, most
(63 peré&nt) said it was becayse of the quality of the :
applicants.® As is true for iimost all evaluative com- Table 2-8
ments on ES services, major-market employers were more
satisfied than minor-market ones; 78 percent of the
former were satisfied compared with only 63 percent of
the latter.** >

.,

There were also dlfferences across industry
and occupation. Only 42 percent of the construction :
firms felt the ES gave the de51red service, mostly . Table 2-9
because of the quality of applliicants they received.
Employers placing orders in the structural work:
occupation cluster were more dissatisfied than average
(58 percent), as were those seeking profe551o al
(0xx occupatlons) help (47 percent).

Table 2~1

¢

¥ This question‘tended to determine ovefall ssatisfaction

with ES service rather than to éoncen@raté n the quality - y
of the referrals. Paragraph 2.2.3 covers ifp more detail -

the degree tn which the referrals were'-congidered adequate.
Other reasons given for why the ES failed to meet their

" expectations were: not enough applicants (21 percent
overall, 27 percent for minor-market employers), and too

many (5 percent overall ~$nd nearly 10 percent for maJor-
market employers).

Se% T4 §hou1d be noted that even though far fewver. small

_ employers indicated.they had difficulty in having the order-
‘taker understand their requirements, many more were then -
dissatisfied with the responsge to their orderéi In part,
this could be because they were less demanding‘in :
specifying specific needs to the order- taker than the large T
employer. ‘ °

kg
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Most employers (92 ‘percent) did not feel thé
ES provided services in addition to those requested. /In” . -
this area, a greater percentage of minor- marketempléyers Table 2-8 -
(6 percent) did feel they received additional service, to

most spec1fy1ng the pre- screenlng of referrals. // ; Table 2-10
- » / ! .

s

,'?‘

2.1.3  THE REFERRAL

i The maJorlty of employers (55 percent) felt ;
that referrals from the ES were about as good as those j R
from their other methods. Only 9 percent/clalmed that |
the ES had sent no dne in response to their order Table 2-11
(12 percent for mindr- magketeemployers,Z percent for z
major-market employers) As before, satisfaction was
hlgher for major- market‘employers (63 percent) than
for minor-market employers (54 percent) with construction [
establlshments being particularly dissatisfied: only '
40 percent thought the referrals were as good as from
other  sources.* Corresponding to the dissatisfaction of .
construction employers, only 47 percent of referrals in T:b 212
the structural work cluster were considered as acceptable 8 %e i
as those from other.sources. By contrast, over 72 percent |
of manufacturers considered referrals as good as they g
could obtain frOm other sources. : %

I
The reasons for the reférrals belng unaccept- l
able were: unqualified (34 percent), unmotivated (12 o P
percent), appearance (7 percent), and not enough (8 . Tgble, 2-13
_percent). An additional 19 percent said it was a ' D18 <=
combination-of qualifications and motivation or y
appearance, and four percent said itwas a combination of
too few referrals, with the ones belng referred being
‘‘unqualified or unmotivated, or both.

Motivation appeared to be much .more of a-

concern to construction and wholesale/retail employers '
.than average, with over 50 percent of -the former and - Table 2-1k
nearly 50 percent of the latter citing this either - ‘
51ng1y or in combination with other factors ' Lo -

/

® Other sources for construetion employers usually
‘were gate hires and unions

-
o«
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- Thirty. eight percent of the employers felt
the -ES should improve screening, again with minor-

Table 2-15

- market employers somewvhat more concerned about this
than major-market employers.* There were 51gn1f1cant & :
differences by type of employee requested, ranging from Table 2-1€
17 percent for processing occupations and 15 percent r
for technical and managerial occupations to 61 pércent
for machine trades. However, despite the feeling that o
screening could be improved, most employers" (80 percent) Table z&

felt the ES was generally sensitive to their needs. ; ‘&
Major-market firms tended to be more pleased than minor- Table 2t
market firms, and construction employers maintained a able 2-3
consistent level of dissatisfaction: only 54 percent

felt the ES was sensitive t6 their needs. Of those

employers who felt the ES-was not sensitive, the most

common. mention was 'didn't understand what I wanted"

(61 percent), 'sent me bad referrals'" (23 percent), . _
and ''the skills of the refezrals were not adequate' . | p

(17 percent) , . . , /
2.1.4 THE DECISION To HIRE AND THE ES REFFERRAI

The -average user H)redaboutthree employeésof
those sent to him from the state ES and six employees
of those from all other 'sources.** v o .

N

Teble 2-17

: : There ‘were, as’ wéuld be expected,  fairly
51gn1f1cant differences among 1ndustr1es' with
construction employers h1rlng the most persons during ”

our period of study and profe§m1onal services employers
the least. ot surprisingly, major- marketemployershlred
over tw1ce the number of persons as minor- market employersf

Table 2-18

"The h ghest percentage of (ES. to total hires
was for' manufacturers of durable goods (43 4 percent) and-
the lowest, in s¢rvice (16 percent) ‘and transportation
(18 percent). ajor-market employers hired a larger per-
centage from the ES (35 percent) than minor- market employ~
ers (36 percent)A . , .

° ' A I

‘. ’ : . . . . [
L Despite the dissatisfac sion of construction employers

"with ES raferrals, the percentage feeling screening )

should be improved was about the same as for otliers.’
#% 7Thig is based on employer perception. The actual hire

’ rate which would be consistent: with the rate obtained from
app;icants would be 20 percent. '

2-5
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- These hires represented approximately 30
ercent of all the referrals received from the ES. Table 2-19
Eight percent’ of the employers (primarily minor-
*market establishments) hired all of the referrals,
and 35 percent hired.nhone:. {Again, the percent of
those hiring none was made up largely of minor-market
establlshments ) * .

ra

There were some notlceable variations by

industry. and occupatlon Transportatlon (70 percent), - .
profe551onal service (44 percent), and service . b .
(48 percent) employer$ tended to hire none of the . Table 2-20
referrals more often than average, .while manufacturers & .
(12 percent) hired none of the referrals least“often. . Table 2-21

By 'DOT cluster, the percentage hiring none was highest’
for® the zero profe551ona1 battery (70 percent), and
lowest for processing (10 percent) and miscellaneous
occupations (18 percent).

3 . At the other extreme, 25 percent of all
referrals. were hired in the technical and managerial
occupatioms, as compared with zero percent of ai! for
the profe=sional occupations and 1.5 percent of z17
for th= mazchine trades occupations.

. *The principal problems with the referrals -
not hirsd were qualifications, $kills, or attizude

(about one third of the employefs mentioned each area). ' Table 2-22
Approximately 20 percent of the-employers said there to -
was no problem, just that some referralsswere better Tauuza-zh

than others. Construction employers mentioned quali\-
fications and attitudes far more frequently (48 percent
for the former and 62 percent  -for the latter).

Very few employers. (10 percent) said they ,
. received lgte referrals, i.e., those who appeared S s
after the order had been filled. 'And of these, most ’ '
(42 percent) said only a few showed up and it didn't
really matter. Twenty, percent of this: category L -

® This apparent dichotomy is readily explained. . The small
employer received few referrals, as discussed in Section
1.1, often only one or two for one or two opeuings. Ir

they wvere satisfied the probabllity was much greater of
their being able to hire all referrsals than for the
major-market firms which received scores from many different

‘sources. At:-the other .extreme, however, were those
employers who were not satisfied with any referrals or who
did not receive any referrals. These categorles tended to
be made up of minor-market firms
2-6 ‘
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2.1.5 FOLLow-UP

- For the latter, however, employers tended to be either
pleased or thoroughly displeased since 36 percent rated
.the services. as »oor or terrible, Figure 2-1. :

cCaAMIL

(representing 2 percent of the total) said they‘wefe
persistently bothered.

R
P

Approximately half/of all employé%s said . .
there was some contact with thelES about their referrals
or hires in addition to, or in lieu of, the standard
referral car2. In 70 percent of the cases, the ES
initiated the call. Most follow-yps were simply to
check on the status of the order (50 percent) or the
referrals (96 percent). In only 2 percent of the
cases was the follow-up to determine if an apnlicant was
working out after being hired. -

Overal;,‘ls percent 0f all employers rated the Table 2-i

ES as excellent, generally superior to most other methocs,

and an additional 30 pércent rated it as, good as any otker
method they have used. Twenty percent rated it as only
fair, and 8 percent had no opinion about the service. On
theé negative side, 15 percent rated it as poor, generally
inferior to other methods, and 12 percent rated it as

.terrible or of no value at all. There was very littledif-

ference in opinion by size of establishment except fora -,

slightly greater percentage of minor-market employers rating Table 2-26
the ES as poor. Over 50 percent of construction employers
(consistent with other findings) rated the ES as poor or
terrible as compared with only 12 percent of manufacturers
of non-durable goods. All others tended to be average. "
The most favorable opinion was given by service employers,
both general (62 percent)®*® and professional (57 percent). .
Table 2727
- £

®. Despite the general satisfaction with the ES, these
employers were one of the lowest in terms of percent of’
orders filled by ES referrals. Attitude and behavior
do not always ccincide. ’
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* sost employers (835 mercent)\ thought —~heir Table 2-:I%
- recent use of the ES was typical of their norm=l hiring ‘
s procedures; only 11 percent said it wa their =Zirst use .
of the ES. Seventy-two percent felt the\ servi:= was - Table 2-29
about the same as in their previous sear es, 5 percent’ &
felt it was better and 15 percent felt it \was worse. - Table 2-30
Construction employers (who were not gener ly satisfied
: with the service during the CIP) felt the servia=s was
- . either the same as before (91 percent) or even -«orse : N
(9 percent). Wholesale/retail establishments szxid the S
service was about the same in 61 percent of tie: cases Ly
and superior in 21 percent. Larger employers, -onsistent ’ A\
with other responses to‘questions about servi-e,\rated
the service as the same or better more often ~han\minor-

£
\

: i
y . . Almost all employers (93 percent) said they
would continue to use the ES in the same way. _Even 93
percent of construction and minor-market-employers said
they would continue to use the service as before. .

a

o

~ | 2,1.7 ° ES VARIATION AND PSRFORMANCE

| Variation in employment service operation had
little impacf on whether it was used or not by area
employers. It did appesar, however, to influencs the

" perception of tHe ES. : o

. . \- , .‘ . ‘i

2,1.7.1 REFERRALS AND RELATIONSHIP To OFFICE

The view of the employment service, as
discussed in Section 1.4, by employers is almost solely
the result of their experiences in placing the order -
and in the type of referrals they receive. As would

- be. expected, therefore, the way in which their orders
. were submitted and the quality of referrals- they S
received strongly influenced their perceptions of service

At the order-taking stage, the degree of . = .
personal relationship established between the -office and
“the employer seemed ‘to influence_ his ultimate perception -
of the service. When the order was given to a special . Table 2-32 -
.- individual as opposed to simply "the office,” or when the - L
- . job bank was contained within the office, it increased the - .7

‘#*Most employers (80 percent) felt the ES staff were competent and tried to )
undérstand their needs.. Vifty-cijsht percefit felt, hcwever, that the . ‘fable 2-31

o service needed some.improvem:nt., primurily in screening and in un- -
derstanding the employer requirements. ’ a :

- .
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[ J
likelihood that the emplovers would be satisified with
ES services. For example, 95 percent of employers who :
placed an order with a specific individual said they -
had no problem compared with-91 perceiit who '"just phoned
the order in," 80 percent who -dealt with a specific S
individual thought the ES was sensitive to their needs ) -
: compared with 70 percent, who gavé the order,to an office.’ ' .
R Similarly, more employers in areas with job banks
colocated .-with ES offices felt the ES was sensitive to ' L
the needs (77 percent) than in areaswith job banks ,
remoxed from the referrlng off1ce (64 percent).

. In rating their ES experience, the degree of

proximity or personal contact influenced the employers®

overall perceptions of the service. As.shown in Figure
.2-2, persons dealing with a special.individual rated the

ES sezwice as excellent 20 percent of the time and good:.

38 percent of. the time. Those who just phoned in the o
order to an order-taker rated as excellent only 14 percent :
-of the time and good 30 percent of the time. The -
‘difference in an overall good or excellent appraisal is . ~

59 percent to 44 percent. Similarly, those deallng with Table 2~33
offices with inside job banks rated the setvice ‘as good = %

or excellent 51 percent of .the time compared with 37 . Table 2-34
percent of the time for thosedeallngW1th offlces with : A

external job banks.

o ) '; .

As .discussed in the sectxon on the employment o
service, the proximity of the job bank to the office
facilitated the order-taking to referral process, usually .
~shortening the time by one'day. In addition, the inter-
viewers and job bank staff were dealing W1th ‘one another
.on a much more personal basis-than when they wére separated
several miles, providing -better feedback on referral problems. .
(In some cases’, an outsxde JOb bank was in. a dlfferent town )

"l

The observed relatio: ship between order- taklng :

* and perception is somewhat clou%ed .however,. by the lack Table 2-35

of association, or slightly negative association, ‘between - ‘ ‘
various appraisals of services and employers dealxng with

. - ” ° *
. : . . , »
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. job banks having full control on Order taking.* Also,
when emplovers said th2y had given their orders to job
bank, their overall appraisal of service was nloncr than
when they said they spoke to local offices. ever,
‘most empl oyers ¢eblly didn't know where theyv '& p1age
‘the oxder, and in fzct, more said they placed them wi
local offices ina areas where only the Job bank could
an order than in areas where-lnterv1euer<-uere allowe
such latitude.**

2.1.7.2 REFERRALS AND EXPECTATIONS

b .

: Employers who did not expect the ES to carefully
screen but simply to refen,"quallf1ed” applicants were ,
‘more satisfied than employers who wanted the employment Table 2-33
service to carefuily screen. Of the former, 80 percent
felt the ES was sensitive to their'needs as compared with
63 percent of the latter. Similarly, 72 percent who only
\\\ wanted qualified applicants felt the ES. provided the -

fore

desired service compared with 64 percent pf those who
. wanted careful screemning. Employers who only wanted
i qualified persons also had a much higher appraisal (51
- \percent rated the ES as good or excellent) than those who .
arted careful screenlng (38 percent). .

3 - : g

1

b The degree to which the Job bank has sfull con*rol over order-
taxlpg ‘confuses the issue. Although fewer ‘emplcyers claimed to
be’ deallng with a specific person when placing an ,order in an area

_ with a job bank having full control over orders, they considered
screening as good as, the quality of referrals as better- than. and
the ES Just as sen51tive to their needs as those placing orders in
areas where the job bank had only partial control. However, more
employers in partial control areas had a better overall appraisal
than those ‘in areas with full control, although extreme ratings -

" were more eummon-ln the latter. The reason may -have to do with the-
reason for dissatisfaction. Twenty-four percent of those having ’
problems with referrals in the partial areas stated it ‘was because
of too few or no referrals as compared with 16 percent of those in
‘the full control areas. Only 43 percent were considered unqualified

“or unmotivated in the partial areas compared with 52 percent .in the
full confrol areas. Thus, the full control areas may be better at
providing appllcants, but .somewhat worse at meeting. requirements. .
*# Employers placing orders with job banks located in local offices
probably confused the two. Fifty-five percent of all employers in
areas having an "outside” jJob bank said they placed the order vith the
local poffice, compared with 63 percent.of those in areas Raving an’
inside Job bank.. g

W . . _ 2;]2 ' ' — . . ,.‘
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9 1.7.3  OUTREACH To EMPLOYERS

o

The degree to which a site "reached out" to
employers did not seem -to improve their perception of the

ES. In fact, it was often associated with negative percep- _
tions. First in areas with high.level of ERR activity, . Tabtle
the appraisal .of ES service was: essentially no different &
from that in areas with low levels of activities. In fact, - Table

employers who had actually received a visit from an ERR
did not rate the_service as better than those who had not.
Again, however, “the reason ERRs go to employers may have to
do with level of use, or it may be related to complaints,
making observed associations d1ff1cu1t to interpret.

However, in areas which had_an unusually hlgh
level of employer outreach act1V1ty thedappraisal by '

employers was clearly negative.- UOf course, this -could . Table
again be related to the reason such activity came about - &
in the first place. Or, it could be due to dissatisfaction Table
of users because of dilution of ES services. Outreach ‘

or community programs are no substitute for good referrals.

2.1.7.4 VARIATION AND APPRAISAL

P
To try to unravel the relative effects of office
variation.and employer characteristics, a binary regression,
similar to that used to test penetration, was run using
overall appraisal as the dependent variable (good=1,
neutral=0, and bad=-1). The variables tested were:

o Size:  under 25, 25 to 100, and over 100
employees ST . :

e Industry, manufacturlng, wholesale/r&tall
other )

° Personnel Departmént' yes or no

e Formulated pollcy for spec1a1 groups
yes or no : ' o

] SpeC1al programs for embloyersg yés or no ,
o Size of Office: small or large - . SN

Y. ) , ° Quallty of Referrals. «as good as other o £~/ '
' ’ sources: yes Or o ' . : - :

1149
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® ES use during CIP tvpical: yves or ne'j

e Emplover will continue f; use ES: -ves
or no '
In general,;the regres>1on produced few surprises.
The small -employer, without a personnel department, neither
manufa.turing nor wholesale/retail’, who rated referrals not
as .good from other sources, without Special programs, etc.,*
had an average appralsal.ofthe ES.of -.48. 1In other uoxus,
they tended tg rate it as negative consistently more often
than thev rated it as positive or neutral. Moving to estab-
Itshments from 25 to 100 emploxnes did not change the rating;
however, for firms over 100 in size, the rating moved to
.33, or a consistently positive rating. Neither being a
_ manufacturlng or a wholesale/retail establishment was =,
statistically. linked to satisfaction,** but haV1ng a’
personnel department decreased the rating to -.33. .Thus,
personnel departments tended to downgrade the quality of
» -rvice in general despite the strong associations between
use and perception and large establishments.

<3

~ In areas” with small offices, appraisal was also
lower, -.26, as it was in areas with spec1al programs, -.206.
However, if the emplover received employees from the ES whlch
‘he or she felt were about as good as from other sources, the
appraisal was positive :(.103), and if the use was about the
same as before it was also positive (. 16) a .

.

Thus, of the variables exanlned ®x%*positive
ratings were associated with size of company (provided it
was a very large company), and with quality of referrals;
negative ratings were assoc1ated with presence of a person-
nel department, small establishments, pooTr réferrals, presence
of special employer programs, and large ES offlces. And,
the appraisal was essentially unaffected by presence of
programs for special groups whether the employer was a
manufacturer or wholesale/retail establishment. .Finally,
there '‘was also, not unexpectedly, a positive asscclation
between the level of appralsal and the employers decision
to reuse the employment service.

* The reference group 1is the one that lacks all the test

varidbles. N
*#* Construction should &Otu&llj have been used “for this

test. 1
- ®u# They sccounted for Jh2 percent‘of'the‘variatlon in

appralsal 2 -, ,
-14
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2.1.8 PREVIOUS' USERS

) Those employers who used the employment ser-
v1ge at one time or another for % me hires, but not durlng
the CIP (30 percent) tended to be similar to .those who
used it during the CIP.* " Most of the’ preV1OUS users said N
they had simply used the employment service before because -
-~ they needed a different category of employee from that
needed during the last six months of 1974. Other reasons
mentioned were the inability to find job seekers through
other methods, and just*~used the ES for nc particular
reason. L

2.1.8.1 ”CURRéNCY-OF Usg

Approximately 34 percent of the employers had
used the ES within the last year, 38 percent, one to two .
years ago, 17 percent, three to four:.years ago, and 11 Table 2-39
percent, five years ago or longer. ' The currency of use -
varied by employer type with over half of all construction,
manufacturing {durable) and service employers using the ES
during the last year, as compared with only 18 for-
' communlcat1on/transportat10m employers.. More major-market '
" employers (57 percent) used the ES within the last year . TableR-bO
than minor-market ‘employers (30 percent). This was due,
at least in part, to the size and intreased hiring act1v1-
ties" of -these establishments. '

2.1.8.2  Reason not Usep During CIP

. The main reason given for not considering the
ES during the study period was the ready availability of
applicants: 57 percent for all employers, and 84 percent Table 2-41
for major-market’ employers.~ Twenty-one percent also gaye & '
» the related reason that the other recruitment methods the, Table 2-k2
were using were adequate (26 percent for  major-market
employers). Only 26 percent did not use “the ES because
"of previous bad experlences, suggesting that with a change
in the-economy, the use:of the ES by these ‘employers.could
inc.ease. In fact, when asked about whether. they would '
consider using the ES for "future searches, 75 percent

" ¥ See Figure 1-T. : ) ' \
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said "Yes, if circumstances changed.' The great majority

who did not feel they would use it aguin either cited Table 2
general dissatisfaction (56 percenm) or the quality of . &
the applicants (62 percent).*¥ Table 2

J

]

- This does not mean that employers were. wholly

.satisfied with the service received. Only 2Z percent of

employers provided favorable comments about the ES services;

""good applicants considering the labor market,' accounted Table 2
for 70 percent of the favorable comments (90 percent for
major-market employers), and ''good staff" for 25 percent.
Seventy-five percent of previous users, however, gave

negative responses about service;*** the pour quality of
applicants accounting for 85 percent of the!negative

comments and problems with procedures for 15 percent.

2.1.8.3  POTENTIAL FOR Re-Use

™
Fifty-six percent of prev1ous users felt the
ES could be 1mproved and of these, 38 percent stated
“that the applicants”should be better, 50 percent, that Table 2
~ screening should be improved (a related answer), and 6 '
percent, that the ES had to relate better to them.

Of those feeling changes should be made the
vast majority indicated they would consider the ES for
future searches: 61 percent gave an unquallfled "yes,"
and 34 percent a qualified "yes.'" Again the major-market
employers had a much more positive response than the
minor-market employers, with 76 percent of the former
giving an unqualified "yes,'" as compared with only 58
percent of the latter.

* The resasons given were: for other categories not

hired during the CIP) 38 percent changes in the labor
markets - 25 percent; and changes in skill levels '
required, 5 percent. The willingness to use again was
the same for major and minor market establishments, dut
different in different industries. Ninety-three percent
of constructlon employers would use it again compared
with only 35 percent of financial employers.

#% Myltiple responses were permitted.

###% Multiple responses were permitted.

2-16




>~ . | l!;gi

CAMIL

2.1.8.4  ES ExPERIENCE BY PRevious USEeRrs

Fewer employers remembered using the job bank
than .for those with a recent experience (only 11 percent).
Forty-seven percent said they called the local office,
and 17 percent could not remember who was called at all.
Eighty-one percent did not place thé order with any

. _ specific order-taker or section.

Only 12 percent felt there were problems with
the process of placing.the order itself, but 40 percent . .
did not feel that the ES was sensitive to their require- ~ Table 2-L7
ments. The main problems cited were: couldn't adequately:
describe job (18 percent), needs not adequately understood
(29 percent), failure to find people willing to learn or
work (27 percent) and the type of applicant (13 percent).*

Overall, the preyVious user did not use the ES

extensivély for hiring, with 74 percent claiming that

almost no hires came om/the ES and the remainder claiming

less than half. Fifty-&ight percent (77 percent for

major-market employer%) said they hired almost none of :

- the ES referrals, with the great majority indicating that Tabler 2-L8
fewer than half were hired. . Over half of the employers: -
also felt the referrals were worse than from other sources,

! the main reason being qualifications (36 percent), and

: attitude (45 percent).

The average percentage of hires from the ES, and
the percentage of referrals hired, varied considerably by
industrial type. Over 40 percent of service employers and
neariy 30 percent of manufacturers (non-durable goods) . Table 2-49
and wholcsale/retall employers indicated that up to half
of ‘their hires ‘had come from the employment service.

. This contrasts sharply with pirofessional service firms
- (2.6 percent), transportation/communications firms
(14.5 percent), and construction (19 percent).

g # Employers included in this last category applicants
who'differed from their requlrements because of :
| -~ age, sex, race, etc. There were, fortunately, only a
' few such. responses and some were for legitimate reasouns,
e.g., 2f employer who ran a;dress shop for matrons and
wWas referreq "only young svelte girls" who couldnt't
relate to the older women.

~
\
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Similarly, the percentage of ES referrals
hired varied considerably --with 15 peccent of
construction employers and 9 percent of service
employers stating they hired almost all referrals as -
compared with zero percent hiring all referrals for

manufacturers, transportation, financé, and Table 2-5°
protessional services. Thes$e empldvers stated that,
in general, almost none of the referrals were hired. .

When asked whether ES referrals were better, worse
or about the same as for other sources, the majority
felt they were worse (54 percent). ' Only 5 percent
felt they were better with the remainder having no Table 2-48
opinion or feeling ‘they were the same. The reason for
not feeling.the referrals were qualified was due to
attitude and qualifications, with over half of the
major-market employers (and 45 percent of minor-market
employers) citing the first and about 35 percent of =
both types of employer citing the: latter. :
By industriagl areas, opinions about referrals
differed, with transportation and manufactyring establish-/
ments citing qualification, and financial establishments
overwhelmingly citing attitude.*

- .
v -

2.9 - THE Non-USER

Most employers who have never used the ES

(45 'percent of all employers) did feel they had some.
+ 1idea of what the ES did (59 percent), but these differed =~ Table 2751
considerably by type of employer. Thirty-two,gercent &
felt the ES was just there to serve UI claimants (22 Table 2-32
percent for major-market employers); 21 percent to :
find jobs for everyone because of UI taxes (all response
from minor-market employers); 16 percent to serve those
not able to find jobs on their own, 16%percent Laid -
just to find jobs for people (unspecified) and 12 percent . .«
to provide employers with low-level or unskilled workers. v
* Most employery (57 percent) said their views were based
on common knowledge. o .

A Y

When employers who.néver/used.the emplo meﬁt' .
Rt ‘ pioY Table 2-53 .

service were asked "How far removed do you feel the ES.
is from your needs,'. 75 percent said they just didn't o biié 54
: g A - o : able 2-54%

* Between 16 and 20 percent of service employers
“"and manufacturers rfelt it was a combinationvof '
"qualification and attitude.. '

\ . .
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need it to find emplovees or it had nothing to dJdo with-

their tvpe of.companies, 1’ percent said the ES didn't

h;\e qh&ll;led people and. 2 percent had hiring barriers,

e.g., unions. Eighty-six percent had never even »
eonsldered using the employment service, again most (70 7able 2-35
-percent) saying it was easy to find emplo)ees * Fif- & b

teen percent said they never considered the ES because Table 2-56

they knew they would send over bad referrals.
p .

> - .0f the 10 percent who claimed to have

considered -the ES but changed their mind during their
. job searches, almost all said it was just too easy -

to find applicants (62 percent). or that their present
methods worked (50 percent). Only 19 percent said they
didn't know-enough about the ES to use it, and 15
percent said they decided they could not get the kind of
employee they wanted from the ES.*¥*

Despite their general satlsfactlon with the
present recruitment activities, 33 percent felt there were
some circumstances under which they might try the ES:

: if they couldn't find employees with current methods
v (51 percent), if a rapid business expansion ‘required. them
to hire raplﬁlv (5 percent), if the ES changed (12
percent) and¢ as a last resort (21 percent) For the
62 percent who said there were no circumstances which
'>vould make them use the ES, 30 percent said there was
just no need, 6 percent C1ted union barriers (35 percent
for the major-market employers), 66 percent were just
’ satisfied with the present methods, and 20 ‘percent
' (primarily minor- market employers) mlsunderstood what
+ the ES did.#*x*¥

Tabie 2-57

. Considering the high percentage of negative
responses, and the qualifications placed on the '"posi-
tive' ones, the class of non-users (45 percent of all
employers) are likely to remain non-users except
during-periods when the labor market is so tight that they
cannot find employees by any other means. .These employers,.
represent, however, only a small segment of the labor
. market orders available, 40 percent, since 90 percent are

. i S

* When asked specifically about their present recruitment methods,
95 percent said they were satisfied, and of fhese 80 percent said

v nothing at all could be improved. ~
. *% Multiple answers weré permitted.
R#* Most of these employers Just felt the!ES was there to help UI
rec1p1ents, to enforces EEOC requirements or to train people. !
o 2-19
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small minor~market'establishme t 3 sent i , .
of all ope nts, representing only 30 percent

nings available ip the area.*

2.1.10  GeneraL RELATIONSHIP To ES OFFICE

The use of.the employment service was, again,
naturally, Strongly correlated with knowledge of its
location, ‘the degree to which it was visited, and
the level of contact by employer representatives.

2,1.11  LocATION AND APPEARANCE

o For employers who used the ES during the )
critical incident period, 85 percent knew the location.

here yas 1ittle difference by size (major/minor market), 8
Or the‘employers' industrial area except that few Table 2-5
employers (62 percent) who were looking for service .
employees knew of the location. _ )

: The percentage knowing the location for employers
who ha\(l\_used the ES at times other than the CIP was about
the Same (75 percent). For these employers, there was a
Slgnf§i§&nt difference by size with 86 percent of the
maJOT" rket employers knowing the location.

A

' .. For employers who had never used the ES, however, )
-only Hﬁ& knew where it was lpcated. This percentage was Table 2-58
similam™ for 311 Categories, and was significantly lower &

than uS\;{\in the same categories, as would be expected.
\' .

. Vx*be degree to which location or office appear- ,
ance mattersd to the employer did not depend on the.leyel. .
of use. O0Ff those who were usérs during the last six

months of 1874, 95 percent did not care about location.

Of those who did, almost all wanted the ES located near

the company, Minor-market employers were more concerned
about location: 8 percent desired a location near them.
(For majox-market employers, 96 percent did not care

about the'location.) This again reflects the different

view.of and use of the ES by the two classes of employers,
as dlscusseq earlier. SR _

'

¥ The L5 Peércent of non-users represent only about

30 percent of all openings, because of the small number of
openings per category of hire.

Ea
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This situation was about the same for
employers whe had used the ES previously with over 90
precent not concerned with location, and the majority )
who were just concerned that the ES should be near ‘
them. For those who had not used the ES, 97 percent
were not concerned about the location. d

Concern about the appearance of the ES offices
was similarly l1ow. For both wusers during the CIP, and
general users, 55 to 90 percent did not care about the -
. office appearance. Almost all employers,.regardless of '
category, who expressed some concern felt that the
offices should be attractive to attract good applicants.
But, this was, of course, a negligible percentage of
the total. ' _ . :

2.1.12  DecRee OF CONTACT WITH THE OFFICE

Thirty-two percent of those who used the ES
during the study period had, at some time, visited the " Table 2-58
n * ES office. For those who used.it at some time in the .
) past, the percentage was only slightly lower, 29 percent.
As expected; only 6 percent of non-users had 7wer visited
an office.

Twelve percent of those who used the ES had
visited the office for personal reasons, 19 percent to -«
place an order, 40 percent to file a UI claim or to.
protest a UI claim by a former employee. For employers

“who'had. used the ES previolusly, only 34 percent had done
so for personal reasons, and 27 percent to place an crder.

For employers who had not visited the ES, the
great. majority in all categories felt there would be no
_reason to do so: 97 percent for users, 90 percent for : ‘
. previous users, and 98 percent for non-users. There was
no dominant reasons cited for why the employer would V151t
the ES. 3

Visits by ERRs were directly .correlated with-
the currency of use. While 40 percent of those who had
used the ES during the CIP were visited by an ERR, only
28 percent of general users, and 6 percent of non-users

" had ever received an ERR visit. More major-market .
establishments (54 percent) were visited than minor-
market establishments (35 percent). This is consistent

= with ES policy to concentrate on major- market emnloyers.*.

* Based on our office reviews.

2-21 ¢ " : .y
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2.1,13  Tde Use of THE PRIVATE EMPLOYMENT AGENCY ‘-

The closest counterpart to. the state emplovment
service is the private employment agency.Although the
Private agency is similar to the'ES in form, its use
complements rather than parallels the use of the ES. Whereas
the bulk of the ES service was in areas other than profes-
sional, technical, managerial, and clerical, nearly 80 Table Z-5%
percent of all private agency service is provided to
these areas, with over 50 percent in the clerical skills
alone. : '

. By far the major reason for choosing the private
agency 1s because of -the screening it provides (44 percent) Table 2-59
with '"previous good experience" accounting for 20 percent, ‘
and ''speed" for seven percent. (All other reasons accounted
for 30 percent of the reasons for use.) .

. . .
Unlike the employment service, privatg agencies

actively recruit employers by scanning the newspapers to
see who is hiring, and for what. The private  agencies
also send lists of persons available, and resumes, to
some cvmployers, a service usually appreciated by employ-
ers, although a few percent of employers felt they were
being hounded. , « . :
y The majority of recruitment involved more -than
one private agency. Most employers. who used .two or more oy
said they simply did so since ''more is better.'" Some. em- '
ployers ended up with several agencies because they .called
in response to an ad or other notification of.hiring. Few
employers said more than one private agency was used to
speed referrals. Conversely, when one agency was used, it
was because of gobd experience (52 percent) or because ift,
was the only one. known to the employer (23 percent). Twenty-
threée percent also ended up with a particular agency because
it happened to-call.

i t

In the, majority of all.recruitment, the applicant Table 2-60
paid the fee (61 percent), with the employer paying only
20 pércent of the time. 'In the remaining_ cases the fee. was . .
shared or paid by some other means. , . . -

Most employers (77 percent) felt the private em-  Tabie 2-61
‘ployment agency’ met their\ex@ectations.” Nearly 40 percent ‘
rated their expeérience.as excellent, compared with only 12
percent who felt the private agency was of no value. About.
28 percent of the employers felt the private agency was just
< .
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better for the particular category of emplovee wanted and
17 percent said they could generally rely on the private
agency to provide good applicunts.

The majority of employers who could compare ~ Table 2~tla
their experience with private agencies to their exper-
ience with the state employment service felt that the
private agency was just better for the type of employee
being recruited. Ten percent believed the private agency
was more employer oriented, and five percent believed that
since the applicant was paying, he or she would be more
interested in working. On the other hand, three percent
of the employers said the ES applicant was better since
they knew how to get a jdb without paying for it, and ,
five percent believed the ES was just better overall.?*
Twelve percent of the employers said the two methods
were about the same, and six percent had no opinion at
all. , ‘

*F Four percent said the ES was better because there was no fee. These
were undoubtedly employers who had to pasy themselves. :
‘ A\
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' PART TNO
SECTION THO: JOB SEEKER EXPERIENCES

Unlike the employer, whose involvement with the
ES is distant, primarily thrqugh the referrals he receives,
" the JOb seeker.comes in contact with the employment
service office often and in person. The organization of
this section roughly parallels the sequence which would be
- followed by the average applicant. .s

I

Ve
2.2,1 ¢ INTAKE ’

The great majority of persons who used the employ-
ment service first. came specifically to obtain a job.. Only
35 percent originally went because of unemployment insurance, .
food stamps, or othe: reasons. This percentage varied little Table 2-62a
by type of applicant. A slightly higher percentage of males, to '
whites, older persons, and those with less than one year of ' I
high school went because of UI, reflecting more than anything Table 2-66a -
else their previous employment status. This percentage did

" not vary considerably by types of applicunt, however, being
no greater than 50 percent for any group: Males, 37 percent, ' -
‘Wwhite appllcants, 38 percent, older workers, 49 ,percent and.
persons w1th less than one year of hlgh school, 46 .percent.

: Regardless of why they first came to the ES, .
almost all applicants said they expected a job, and
“overall, about two-thirds said they recelved the services

]
~
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they -wanted, slightly higher for males, whites, high
school graduates and older workers. OCrdinarily one would

"explain the high level of satisfaction with the service ' -

ard the variation as determining the degree to which the
expectation for the job was fulfilled. However, only 15
percent of all applicants received a job directly from the
ES and some of the groups which were most satisfied with
the service {(particularly older workers) were al5o groups

which had the least success.

Whereas most persons felt they received the-ser-
vice they wanted, few (about 25 percent) felt they Table 2-62a
received anything in addition, e.g., labor market .
information, interview instruction, etc. to

The median number of visits to an office was Table 2-65a
four with older persons and males making more visits than
average. About 12 percent also visited more than one
office, the majority of those who did feeling it would -
increase their chance for a job. Slightly over 30 percent -
of all applicants also had telephone contacts with the ES,
usually: calls about a job (50 percent), to be called in
for an interview (17 percent) or to be given a job referral
(22 percent). In only three percent of the cases was the
call to follow-up on a referral or placement.

2.2.2 USE oF JoB INFORMATION SERVICE o

About 60 percent of all applicants made some use
of a job information section of the office. The only groups
making little use were applicants over 50 (41 percent) and
applicants with less than one year of high school (34 per-
cent). Part of the reason for this was that several offices
restricted the use of the section to those persons they felt
could profit from it. Thic was certainly the case for Table 2-62a
those without some high school being excluded, but does not
explain the low use by the older worker. to
i ) .

Mot 0f those who used the service, about two-thirds Table 2-66a
had gone to an office at least once for no other reason than
to check the list of available jobs, and 59 percent had
tried to get a listzd job at least once. However, only
7 percent of those who _tried actually obtained a job in
this way, representing about 2.8 percent of all applicants
and about 20 percent of all those who were placed by the ES.

. There was considerable variation in whether

persons tried to get a job or not and if they were success-
ful. Sixty-two percent of all men tried to get a .job

2-25
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- 2,2.3 PRe-PLACEMENT SERVICES

_orientation, labor market information, educational,

. successful. .
2% Gee the Manpower Report of the President, 1974 and 1975.
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compared with 53 percent of all women, but twice the
. percentage ,of women who did try were successful* (11.2

percent to 4.8 percent). Only 50 percent of those with

less than cne' year of high school tried {only 34 per- Table 2-62a
cent had used the job bank in the first placed) and of

these only 4 percent were successful (a combined place- to .
ment rate of just over one-half of one percent). Nearly

69 percent 'of those wizh some high school or high school Table 2-68a

graduatzs tried to get the listed jobs with 15 percent of
those »:~h some high 5.-hool and 5 percent of those with o

"high school degrees being successful. A somewhat higher

percentage of minorities thanwhites tried to get listed
jobs, and a much higher percentage (10 to 6 percent)
succeeded. ‘ - )

Theoretically, exposure to the employment service
can be extensive and intense. ~Testing, counseling,
coordination with existing training (primarily CETA),
job development, job interview and general work habits

assistance, are all potentially available. The degree
to which they arezused, however, depends very much on
the orientation of" the employment service office, and
even more important, on the orientatiocn of the.national

policy. * Within the last\four years, the employment ser-

vice has swung away from its Human Resources l:evelopment

‘toncept which emphasized_employability development of the

less able, to a role as a labor exchange,matching qualified
workers with employers.** This redirection is evident in

the reported statistics of services provided to . applicants,
and (although to a lesser degree) from the interviews with
applicants themselves. . : : .
. From the ESARS reports of the sampled office, “.

about 15 percent of all applicants received any Qr all of See Figure 1-f
the following services: counseling, testing an training. page 1-11.
Considering that many of these were given in combination, ,
only- about one person in 10 received services other than '
those directly related to placement.  However, the respcn-

‘dents indicated a much .higher provision of such servic

than reported, for the same period, by ESARS.##*#. .

®* There is no apparent reason why persons in this group‘were so

###% They reported a much lower level of placements.

162 2-76
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One could reasonably suspect that of the 20,8 perx-

cent of the study sample who claimed to have received

counseling, many could have been confusing the advice fro Table 2-622
~an interviewer with a counseling session.* . It is : .

difficult to see what testing could have been confused with, B
but 14 percent of all persons interviewed claimed to have r o B
been given tests. Eighteen percent said they were told
about training or educational opportunities and 37 percent

“were given general job information, 16 percent were given
‘ instruction in handling the job interview-and 7 percent - 7T
were referred to another. program of agency. : e

o These responses, even allowing for the confusion
between information given at a normal interview and special
sérvices, suggest an ES program still somewhat "softer' .
than that provided for in a pure: labor exchange model. . b
And, it is most likely that the Ppresence of such 'non-refer-
ral" ‘services produced the very- favorable responses about
the employment serviceyeven from those persons who were not
placed -- the great mdjority of all applicants.*®**.

Ore thing is clear about the provision of services
under a "labor exchange' policy: they are tied directly to .
job potential. Inmost cases,the‘probability was much higier
of getting such a service if.one were in an "employable"
group than if one were ngt.*** WMoreover, the provision of
such services was strongly correlated with an ultimate g
_placement. ‘ ‘ ‘

The applicant with a high -school degree was .some- _
what more likely to receive tests than the one without, but -~ .
over twice as likely (21.8 percent to 10.6. percent) -to ' Tabléikﬁhi
receive counseling as the person with less than ninth .
grade education. They were also more likely to receive, job
information than those with less than a ninth grade educa- .
tion. By age group, there was a steady decline in all. Table. 2~65b

?

¥ The questionnaire tried to account for this by asking: "Were
any of your appointments with a special worker--sometimes called

a counselor--you would have been referred to that person by —
another worker." . ' e s

##% Egtimates provided by ES marigers and staff about the perception
of persons they felt were counseled, tested, etc. conformed to
-ﬁﬁose given by the applicants,_not to those qvail&ble in their own
reports. : '
###* Traditionally, & number of fact?rs have been associated with ‘ .
“the probability of obtaining a Job from a program: éducational level, N
age- (in the primary working years): - j . - -

' | 2-27 .
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services -with increasing age. Although some of this

is explainable (the young would need education or train-
ing far more often than the older worker), some is not.

For example, persons in their primary working years 20

tc 40 were nearly twice as likely to receive counseling.
as those over 40, and over three times as likely to be
referred to other ‘programs or agencies, or to receive
education or tfaln1ng 1nformat1on. . //“
, The most dramatic difference was between igé/
"placed and unplaced groups. Over twice the percent

of persons placed received tests than those not placed’
"and a higher percentage received counseling, general ‘ o
job information and job interview instruction. These | Table 2-63c .
observed correlations do not necessarily imply that."% ’
|

Table 2~-62¢

they caused .he outcome. They could have been applied . Table 2-6ka
to help effect the putcome which was already partlally(
present. The fact that the: "developmental" services are.
strongly sssociated with the groups W1th usually good |
employment potential supports this v1ew., !
/

f

/

2.2.4 JOB DesiRres, REFERRAL AND PLACEMENT /

. The ultimate goal of all services is to help-
an aleicaht obtain work, if possible through a direct
ES placement. As ment10ned earlier, most persons who
came to the ES hoped to get a job, even those who
initially applied because they were receiving unemploy-
-ment insurance benefits or were food stamp work
.registrants. Most persons in all categories (nearly 89
percent) had a speP1f1c line of work ia mind when they
came to the employment service, and most of thes@ (90 _ /
percent) had previous experience in the field:.-/The
great majority {94 percent) said -the ES. understood what e

; they wanted. However, 32 percent said the ES suggested .
a different line of work, primarily because off the bad - -
labor market. .

Table 2-62d
e
Table 2-634 -

There whs 11tt1e variation by applicant ’ ’ ]
characteristic. /Slightly more applicants from 30 to 50
had a specific job in mind and experience in the fields
S ‘ -, . B .
/

- . 3

#® This would be consistent with current ES procedures .
- which are highly placement oriented, and undoubtedly
‘the most effective use of resources if Judged in the

light of placement oufcomes. This_would not, however,

be perhaps the best use if judged against the need of
i the population of applicants. o

. . ?2~28
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than other groups, as had whites. A hlgher percentage
of women had a spec1f1c job in mind than males, but,
fewer had experience in the desired field. There wac

no particular pattern by education. However, there was
considerable variation by. group. The ES staff suggested
a new job area for 44 percent of all high school -
graduates compared with 17 percent of those with less than
one year of high school; they suggested a new area for
nearly 50 percent of those under 20 but on'y 70 percent
for those over 50.* They also suggested de‘erent job
areas for 37 percent of minority applicants tu: only 30
‘percent of white appllcants, and for 36 percent of all
males but only 26 percent of all females. Only part of
these variations can be explained by associations with
occupational areas since the only group$ for which new
work was suggested more often than average were
processing (54 percent) and miscellaneous (46 percent).
And, the only one Substantially below average was
machlne trades (16 percent) _ |

The referral sequence is revealing in that
it shows strong associations with demographic groups and
a potentially s1gn1f1cant weakness with the present
process, one which ‘if eliminated could greatly increase
the placement potential of ES offlces

@ / Getting a job referral at all was correlated
with most demographics. Those who completed 12 or more
years of school had over three times the chance of getting
a-referral than those persons with less than a ninth
grade education (49 percent to 15 perceat). Nearly
half the persons under 30 received a referral -
compared with 36 percent of those over 30, and males had
a somewhat better chance 0f getting a referral than
females (47 to 41 percent).*#* Of applicants receiving
referrals- ‘those in the groups which had received the
fewest' referrals were most satisfied with what they did
receive. Persons over forty were more satisfied with
the referrals than those under’ forty (75 percent to

65 percent), and women were more satisfied. than men

(73 pertent to 64 percnnt) :

¥ Only 38 percent of thé reason for those under 20

was the labor market condition compared with 91 percent

for those over 50. ’ .

#% There was, however, no difference by race.
2-29
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This could méan that thc ES provided more
suitable referrals to these groups, or more likely, it
means that their expectations were lower, and any
referral was viewed more favorably than by the more
"employable'" groups. For example, for all of those ‘
persons with.less than a ninth grade education, 100 per-
cent kept their appointment with the emplover, compared
with fewer than 70 percent of those with at least sonie Table 2-64D
high scheol. A somewhat higher percentage of women A
than 'men, and minorities than whites also kept their Table 2-62e& -
appointments, although there was no partlcular / ' & :
dlfference iy age. . Table 2-63e

. ) / - .

_ : iere were also major. variations by occupa— o
tion. Almost all applicants in the profe551onal ‘ ot
technical and managerial cluster received refeFrals R ‘“Tabhgz-ssb
" (even though the ES employers did not often list4m™ =~ o .
these areas),compared with only 27 percent in bench work, -
and 33 percent in processing. Fewer persuns in the "
professional and bench work occupations kept their

appointments (about 67 percent) than average, and 'more

persons than average in service (84 percent) processing

(88 percent) and mlscellaneOus occupations (85 percent).

: Of those keeping their appointment, 35 per- °

cent obtained a job. This ranged from only 22 percent.

for those in the profe551ona1 technical and managerial

clusters, and 24 percent in the processing clusters, to

49 percent in service, 47 percent in ‘machine trades and ‘

43 percent in bench work occupations. A slightly higher .
percentage of females obtained a job than males (40 to . o
32 percent); again there was no difference by race.

The young were much more successful than the
older groups (41 percent under 20 to 14 percent over e
50), as were-—surprlslngly——persons with 1less than Table 2-65c
a high school degree. Fifty percent of those with .
0-8 years and 50 percent of those with some high school . .
obtained the job compared with 32 percent of those with
high school degrees or better: Overall, the placement
rate fo: the groups were as would be expected 12.1
percent for highschool graduates;.13.2 percent for those .

witch some high schoel and only 7.4 percent for those /

with less than some high school. The,rates for other

groups are shown .in Figure 2-3. ' ;. .
2-30 ' )
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B PERCENT ] PERCENT
PLACED ’ PLACED
Sex . Race/Ethnic o
Male .  11.6 White 11.7
Female 12.9 Minority 13.8

: (including
Spanish
“Surname)
Age - Occupation .
20 or less 15.6 Professional  15.1
21 - 30 8.8 Clerical 1k.7
31 - ko 9.1 & Sales R

k1 - 50 4.8 Service k.6 -
over 50 3.8 Processing - 6.4
. _— Machine Trade 13.9
Education Bench Work T.7
. - 0-~-8 " T.4 ) Structural 9.9

9 +-11 13.1 Work
12 or over 12.2 Miscellaneous 12.8
Overall 12.2
| .
Figure 2- & Overall Placement Rates
from Referral

‘'The analysis of the referral-to placement cycle
shows that the results of the ES’ placement rate are
affected as'much if not more by problems in the process
than by employer rejection.* Although it may not be
possible to increase the percentage of persons given
referrals without a better economy, that only 70 percent
of the unplaced group kept their appointments suggests
an area which could e3511y be improved. Moreover,
of those keeping ‘their appointments, but not hlred
an additional 25 percent arrived after the job was filled.
This means that nearly 48 percent of all persons given .
referrals but not placed did not get jobs because of either

* Employers claimed to have hired about one out of four referrals,
but one out of.three persons whoc did show up claim to have obtained
a job. This difference is probably due to faulty perception of
employers

\\
N
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failure to keep interviews or because the job had been
filled by the time they arrived. Thus, 20 percent of
all applicants who did not obtain jobs, did not obtain
them for these reasons alone.* And, even without
increasing listings, or a better economy. the potential
exists to improve OfflLe placement rates.

2.2,5 - QUALITY of JoBS AND RETENTION

The jobs obtained by all applicants with
employers listing with the ES, and those obtained by
persons actually placed by the ES, compared favorably
with those generally obtained in the community. As shown
in Figure 2-4, the salaries cbtained by males and females
were very similar to those obtained by all job seekers
obtaining work during the study period. In fact, the
salaries of persons placed by the emnloyment service were
better for males and females, both in terms of the average
and median wage obtained.

T
Male Female
Median Mean Median tlean N
All rew hires $3.46  $h.01 $2.55  $2.83 582
All hired by ES $3.33  $3.90 $2.61  $2.91 5ho
listing establish- ’ '
ments -/
ALl placed on Job  $3.74  $h.12 | $2.81  $2.96 120
by employment ) '
service
Figure 2-4: Hourly Wages Obtained by all Persons,
by Persons Obtaining Work at ES listing
Establishments, and by all Persons Placed
. by the‘Employment'Sgrvice**

SR
hd Thlrtv-elght percent. of the unplaced group had received referralJ
of which 30 percent didn't keep interviews, ‘and 25 percent of thosei .

‘who did arrived too late. The intersection of the two probabilities

results in approximately 20 percent of all unplaced applicants not
obtaining Jobs for. these twe reasons.

#% Averages and medians were computed from class marks and class intervals
by means of standard procedures. Although a wage class is from $3.00 to
$3.50, & median of $3.46 can be derived by a weighted °st1mate of where the
mid-p01nt would have fallen. - h

| 2-32
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The fact that the wages obtained by the placed
applicants are better than those obtained by all job
finders; or than those obtained by all persons securing

"jobswith ES listing employers does not, however, mean that
the employment service does a better job of matching
people to jobs. It can also mean that the ES placed the
"better' appllcant, which statistics tend to bear out.
Moreover, rhere 1s some evidence to suggest that the ES-
placement is not as well matched to the job as are those
persons who find employment by other means.

As shown in Figure 2-5, the percentage of per-
sons placed by the ES but no longer at:'the job and looking
for work was considerably higher than for the general
population who found work during the same period (40

" percent to 12 percent). First, the difference was not
due to differences in the sexual composition of the group.
"of ES applicants and general job finders, since the results
are about the same for both males and females and other
.characteristics were very similar. Seccnd, it could not
be due to characteristics of the establlahments themselves
- since persons finding jobs at ES listing employers tended to
have. the same Tetention characterlstlcs as the population
in general

.2.2.6 7 ES VARIATION AND PLACEMENT FrRoM REFERRAL*

Certain ES office characteristics were associated
with variation in placement rates. Except in a few cases,
however, such associations must be used cautlously, since. S
the natural tendency to ascribe cause to the variation could”
well be wrong. The variation could.just as easily have been
”caused” by the Job market and the applicant populatlon.

The finding most consistent with Other obscrva-
K tions about ES use is that small offices did appreciably
better than largeé ones (13.4 percent placement rate to . : :
- 9.8 percent). Offices whichhandled few applicants placed Takle 2-67
. 12.2 percent of them compared with offices handling‘:large
numbers (10.4 percent). These differences, particularly
the shift by office size, are related to therbseryation
made earlier that whereas the large office gets a bigger

‘

o

v

¥ This discussion does not’lnclude consideration of the D
three percent of all applicants who found Jobs ffom the

- .job bank, only the 11.5 nercent finding them from '
rétferrc s. . .

- . e

' . - : 2—3; ' ///
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A1l Job Finders  MALE FEMALE OVERALL
.& ES Placements ES ES ‘ ES
ngeral Placed General Placed General Placed
Still employed s5h.2 37.6 75.8 40.8 65.3 Lo.o
_ sample company , .
New job 21.3 18.8 12.0 13.3 17.6 i5.5
Looking for work | 1h4.3 39.0 8.1 4o.5 ©11.9 ' 39.6
' -
Other: retired, 7.9 4.6 4.2 5.4 5.2 4.9
hospitalized,etc. . - :
Employers who A ,
‘found work at .
ES-listing MALE FEMALE OVERALL
Establishments
. 8till employed 63.7 79.3. 68.8
sample ' . '
New job 21.0 8.7 16.6
Looking for work 15.3 12.0 1k4.6
and other i :

F-igure Z2-5: Retention for ES Placed Applicants,
Persors Finding Work with ES Listing Establishments,
and all Persons Finding Work ’
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percentage of all job finders, a higher percentage of j-
those who obtain jobs at ES listing establishments E
come- from small offices. Because of the conformity of

these observations, there 1s a strong temptation to
interpret the data as meaning that the small office is
more effective in placing applicants. Furthermore, the
small offices were not associated with any particular
city characteristic: They were scattered across the
country, and were not correlated with any explanatory
city variables, e.g., unemplpymzant rateﬂ percentage
manufacturing. * ' o

Other variations either did not correspond to oy
_changes in the placement rate or -are not readily explained.
' Of the former,-percentage of minority applicants, and
how persons are assigned to interviewers were not ' '
correlated at all with 'outcome.'" Extra.interviewer
effort did show, encouragingly, at least a positive,
though not significant, correlation with placements,
while having -a restrictéd job information service-was alc:-
correlated with a higher placement /level (l3 percent to
10 percent), though again little should be made of the
: - difference except to suggest it as a possible area for .
- more study.**¥ : ,

2.2.7 . AppxAISAL OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

About 24 percent of all applicants had a

generally positive opinion about the physical setting . Table 2-6
of the office, compared with nine percent who had )
generally negative opinions.’ However,” 27 -percent coms o,

plained about waiting and - the long -lines.

. Concerning their experience, nearly two-
“thirds of all applicants said the ES was either use-

ful or very useful (81 percent of placed applicants). Table 2-~6
There was some variation by sex, but placement or .

- referral seemed to dominate, .as would be expected, the Table 2-T
appraisals of the office. In general, all female

applicants held more positive views than male appli-
cants (70 percent to 59 percent) as did those who were
placed (94 percent to 62 percent). Whites also had a
much more favorable view of the ES than minorities,
64 percent to 30 percent. This difference was still

# Also consistent with this finding was the increased placement
rate for offices with satellite offices located for thne conveniernce
= of job seekers (13.3 percent for offices with'satellit;:; to 10.6 .
percent tor those without). ' : i
## At this time, the Office of Research and Development is conducting a . ,

" study of the Job Information Service, and, perhaps, this question will be
answered. v ° '
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present.among placements, 86 percent to 50 percent.*
There was little difference by education, with kigh
school graduates rating the ES as very useful or useful
64 percent of the time compared with 54 percent for those
with less than a ninth grade education, even though high
school graduates were placed far more often. By contrast,
those over 50 rated the ES as useful or very useful 75

percent of the time compared with 63 percent for those ' -
under 20, even though the latter group was placed twice o
as ‘often. .

2,2,8 . Previous ES EXPERIENCE “

The average.person using the employment ser-
vice during the study Eeriod has used it just under two
times before. Forty-three percent of this group, however,
had never used -the employment serviceat all.) The
placed applicant was also the more freéquent user,
averaging 2.6 previous uses, including about one-third of

placed applicants who were new users. o Tables;}6é
: g . Cmn . to
Of those who were previous users, 22 percent . 2-T0

claimed to have obtained a job. As proof that nothing
succeeds like success, 47 percent of nll persons who
were placed by the ES during ‘the study period claimed to
have previeusly had a job (58 percent for female

applicants). Most persons felt their prior service was ,
about the same as their recent service. Of those who felt N

it was different, 25 percent felt their priot service was o ~
better than their recernt service compared with only 11 TabL32~71.
percent who held the opposite view. For placed appli- ‘ &
cants, for some reason, 22 percent felt their prior ser- Table 2-T2

vice was better compared with only 5 percent who felt 'it.
was worse.. Usually they -sited personal service. :

2.2.,9 - SUGGESTIONS FOR [MPROVEMENT .0F ES

. Apgrox;mateiy 75 percent of all applicants had S
suggestions fcr improving the ES. These did not cluster Table 2-T1
into any clear group. Nine percent wanted more jobs, S &
_seven percent wanted better jobs, 13 percent felt more - Tablg 2-72.

) , L,

* The 'ES had a slightly higher success,ratéw'however,
with members of mincrity groups. '
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staff were needed, 8 percent felt more job information
would help, six percent wanted better job matching.

There were few differences by category, but a significant
number of placed applicants (20 percent) felt the ES should
have better jobs. '

2.2,10 INFLUENCE OF OFFICE VARIATIONS ON APPRAISAL

Cffice variation did not greatly influence the
perception of applicants' ES experience. Even charac-
teristics which were strongly tied to placement (e.g., =~ Table 2-7
office size) were ncot related to appraisal. o

) _
The regression which was.used to determine the b

relative contributinn of different factors* to appraisal
found the two office variables tested (office size
and presence of satellite offices) to be insignificant.
In fact, even among demographic variables only those '
related to age were strongly correlated. Being under 35
.decreased the likelihood of a-good service rating. Among
office experiences, if the person went to get a job, the -
chance was for a slightly lower rating, and if the person ~
got a referral, for a strongly higher rating.

/

2,2,11  Te Previous User

About 45 percent of all previous users used the
ES within the last three years. As was true of the current
"user, most. (68 psrcent) said the main reason for going was
to get a job as opposed -to unemployment benefits, food
'stamps or other reasons ** About the same percentage felt
they obtained the desired help.

Table 2-7

A higher percentage recalled having been given Table 2-7
services:® ¢2 percent saying they‘recgived te§ts,A29 per- i -
cent counscling, and 44 percent job information. .

¥ The regression proved to be of little value, explaining o.ly 5%

of all variation, .
#* Questions about previous use were administered only to those

usiug the Ef within the last three years.

173
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4\\~} About the same percentage also were given ijob
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As was true for current users, most (64 percent)
had a specific job in mind and previous experience in that
field (91 percent). Thirty percent also said that the ES  Table 2-TiC
suggested other work areas--in 64 percent of these cases
because of the bad labor market. : '

P

rals (55 percent) but a much higher percentage_claimed
to halve received a job from the referral (61 percent).
‘Thesé percents,particularly the composite rate for place- -
mexdt. 33 percent,s could be higher not because the ES was

bétter, But because the respondent had combined several ..
different searches in nis mind.*

1 .

2.2.12 THE Hon-U:cR

Oven, 70 percent of all persons who did not _use o v
the employment service (48 percent of all job finders) had -
heard of the empldyment service, and three-quarters of these Table 2-75
knew it was there to help people find jobs. The great
majority had not boitered to use the employment service Lo

simply because they didn't feel they needed it, or it was )
easy to get a job on their own. Only 13 percent of the
reasons for non-use were classified as being because of

misinformation, or bad image.

N

¥ This would not seem to apply, however, to the percentage
keeping the job interview, and it may be possible that the
referral process worked bagter a few years ago than it - : ) v
works now. ‘ S L S : o
.‘ 1 7 i | . 5 -
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. SECTION THREE: ATTITUDES OF USERS ~
AUD {I0H-USERS ABOUT THE ENPLOYMENT SERVICE
~ |

In order to obtain some standard attitudinal
' measures among UuSers and non-users, a series of 15
statements (some positive and some negative) were ‘read to
"each respondent. Each was ask®d to indicate if he or she
felv the statement was true or false.* The results were
encouraglng, and even surprising. In general, all users héld
fa1r1y positive views of the service, regardless ¢f whether
the eceived-a job from the employment 'service. Even
»nbn-users were favorable in their assessments.

i 2.3.1 THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE USER

- o ' ~About two- thlrdS or more of all respondents _ Table 2-
: stated ‘that they felt the following statements were true:§ ’
. \ ' o Considering the job markest, the employment
L ' service does about as well as can be
expected. '

* They were also permitted a don't know answer, but ’
these were seldom ased , o -

i

g : . o ‘2-39.
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The employment service provides use-
ful information even when it can't
provide spectific jobs.

The-emplcyment service workers are
courteous to their clients.

The employment gervice 18 a good
place for gome people to find work.

About two-thirds or more also felt the following !
negative statements about the employment service were
faise: :

The workers at the ehploymenf service
4re not vepy interested in ‘your Jjob
needs. .

The /'employment service workers are too s
busy to take care of you properly. T

The employment gervice i8 in a o P
neighborhocd where you would rather .~

. -
not go. e
The employment service ign't open any
hours when I can get there.
It's hard to get to the employment
gservice office because public
transportation isn't convenient.

\ .~ Thus, out of 15 statements which reflect on,
perceptions of the employment service, nine produced
‘clearly favorable responses. Five of the remaining six,
which were not answered'as favorably by a clear majority
‘of respondents had to do with the ability of the
'employment service to find jobs: ’

Thé staff at the employment service
are good at geft%pg people jobs.

The employment service 18 a good
place for people like you to find
work. : )

The main reason the employment ser-
vice can't help you is that employers
don't list good jobs with them.

o | 1796
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‘The employment service is mostly v

For people who have been laid off. Y

P LY
Your chance-cj getting a job is -
. better if an employer knows the y
employment service sent you. § \:

For all of these, about the same number .E
answered negatively as answ=red positively. For example,
only 44 percent felt the employment service staff.were .
good at getting people jobs and only 46 percent said 1t};

was a good place \for people like themselves to find =\ ‘ .
_work, even though fiearly 80 percent had felt the ES did oo ‘
about as well as could .e expected-considering the 'job YE. "

market, and 93 percent had felt the ES was a good place \:
for scme people to find work. - \ :

The remaining statemcnt, "When you go <o the \;
employment service they keep y-u waiting too long," SR
was answeied affirm?tively by 46 percent of the neSpondentsx}
‘This contrasts sharply with the 15 percent who said the \

_office was in a bad neighborhocd, the 13 percent who \
felt the hours were inconvenient, ayd the-16 percent who \;
felt the coffice was difficult to get to. Clearly, the \
only prchlem with location or procedures in the medium-
cized cities seems to be with the length of the lines. vy

As would be expected, there were significaﬁt ' Ve

difrerences expressed by whether a person received a job - \
or not, and by the sex, minority status and occupation ’ V
of the respouvdent. However, not all of these shifts were \i
in the expected direction. For example, :-male respondents Tablé@E;ﬁ

who received jobs from the employment service gave more
favorable responses to the following statements than
their unplaced counterparts: ,

The staff at the employment service
are good at getting people jobs.

The employment service 18 a go&d pZace. .
for people like you i> find work.

. ! :
Your chance of getting a job is better
. \ . . . .
if an employer knows the employment A
service.sent Yyou. : ) '
"

Na .y
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. However, men who were placed generally
gave fewer favorable responses to the following:

Considering the job market, the
employment service doe:s about as
well as can be expected.

The employment service prquideé Coe
useful .information even when it '
can't provide specific jobs. =0

The workers at the employment ser- _ ’ ' o
vice are not very interested in your A
job needs. _ /

The employment service workers are
. too busy to take care of you
. properly.

. The main reason the employment

*  gervice can't help you i8 that t ' .
employers don't list good jobs with .
them. . ’
The pattern for women was quite different. =~ -

. Invariably, women placed by the employment service gave.
more favorable responses to all categories than their
unplaced counterparts. The only possible exception was
that 54 percent of placed women, compared with 47 per-
cent of unplaced, felt, "The main reason the employment
service can't help you is that employers don't list good
jobs with them." Do

. Ih general, the opinions h21d by minorities

served by the employment: service were about the same as _

for their white counterparts. About-the only difference, ‘. :

and this was minor, was the tendency for unplaced : T35§f2‘78.
. members of minorities to be somewhat more negative than AN
- their white counterparts, and for placed members to be. \

somewhiat more positive. These‘differences were hardly ’

of significance, however, and were not consistent over

all attitudinal "questions. - ' B ’ S ‘

: The differences by occupation.are sgmilarly =
marginal & with but a few ex tions. Professional, tech- . Table 2-79
nical, and mandgerial a plizg;is tended to be more negative in -
their appraisal than .-appli nf@xih other occupations,

., particularly in their assegsmen‘s of whether the
" /

-

;o e .
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emplovment service was good at tinding people jobs.

Persons 1in the c¢lusters assocviated with manufacturing
(processing, muchine trades, and bench work) tended

to be somewhat more -favorable than average. Again,

these differences were marginal, and would certainly

not warrant any shifts in-service policy. 1ln fact,

one could say_ from the tables that about all persons,

regardless of their occupation, with the possible .
exception of professional and technical areas, Treceived
service which they felt was adequate or good. !

» N

2.3.2 The Non-User ‘
"As covered in the precedinyg section, non-users Table 2-%
knew of ,the employment service, but simply didn't use it &
because they were satisfied with other methods. This-is Table 2-:
also reflected in their responses to a battery of
attitudinal questions. : r -
' Most persons (55 percent for males and 65

\percent for females) felt the ES would be a good place-
Fgr people like themselves to go to find work, even though

. they did not, in practice, use it. ‘Fewer non-users, in

" faot, felt that ewnloyers didn't list good jobs 'with the
employment service.than did those actually using the ser-
vice. For other attitudinal statements which were - '
comparable to those asked of users, the answers ténded
to be about as favorable or unfavorable as users. For
example, few non-users felt ES offices were in bad
neighbérhoods, or believed’it would be difficult getting
to them. However, nearly:d40 percent felt they would .
have to wait too long if théy did go there. These
percentages closely parallel those given by users.

/\_,,,

The responses by non-users were examined
to see if they differed by whether the respondent was
ultimately hired by an employer who .had listed the
opening with the employment scrvice.* Interestingly, ~
persons hired by firms which had listed the opening with
the employment seryice gave more negative responses to
the following statements:

. ‘The emg}oymeﬁt service is a good pZaJe
for people like you to- find work.

* These non-users represeant, therefore, the two -
out of three persons’  hired from "other sources'" by -
employers listing openinpgs with the ES. . o,

A

i b . : . .
! . & 4.3 - . ] ~
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Tne main reason the emplo.imes
eervice can't help you is i
emplcyers don't list good Jo
them. .

In other words, persons whe¢ ended up in jobs
actually listed with the employment service felt there
was less chance that the type of job theyv wanted would be
there than did persons obtaining employment in general.

d



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

cAamiL

PART THO

SECTION FOUR:__EMPLOYER AND JOB SEEKER COMMENTS

The preceding-sections of the-report-have— * -
presented the facts and figures_ about the use of the
employment service by employers and job secekers. These
s2ctions have not presented, however, the flavor of
actual comments made by employers and job seekers which
were compressed into the dry codes necessary for machine
compilation. This final section of the report presents
a brief, decidedly unscientific overview of positive
and ncgative comments culled from the interview schedules.
Yo attempr has Leen made to select caqmments at random,
Ly to ehuose. tnise most represerntuative of large groups.
6" wsers. Rather, cormments have been selected-because
they convey some fecling akout the employment service
whaiehk has baen. last in the transiation from interview to
statigticul! anclysis. ‘

. O0f che comments, those by employers are most
interesting besrzause of the nature of the interview
situation: an informal conversational interview conducted
on the employer's premises. The comments of job seekers
are, because of the nature of the telephone interview
technique, less revealing and much less interest.ng. The¢
reader should als¢ bear in mind that-the negative comments.
tend to be represented more than the positive ones becaus:

yd .
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tiiey convey proilems Uith the sop Cac as sorzetved . Jol
szekers and emploi-rs. As would be expected, most persons
holding positive views restricted them to a few brief
comments, such as: ''the employment service is very useful
to me," "oh, I've had no problems,'" and the like. When
someone was dissatisfied, however, he or she would often
tend to describe in some detail why. . :

2.4, 1 EMPLOYER COMMENTS

Employers were concerned, more than anything else,
with the applicants they received from the employment service.
More often than not, they complained about the more general

-—~worker traits, such as willingness to work, than a lack of
specific job skills. :

Referruls did not have job skills, prior
experience or proper attitude.

Most are not qualified, appearance is
terrible; just warm bodies, some may not
even be warm. .

Language screening was sometimes lacking
altoge*her.

People out of work too long, won't even
gend people.

They had rncthing to offer me; you've got
to have something to start with.

Referrals from ES weren't nearly as
qualified ~s: from other sources.

Applicants waz2ren't ready to work the
abrormal howrs the position required.

Don't want to work - have to lock for
UI -~ women tell her they only look for
work between welfare checks.

N * Referrals were not adequate because
' they expected that the lees menial job
to be not enonugh for them cn ! wanted
gomething better. o :

2-46
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Loeferelle werpre primarily tnafceguccy

Peaiuse 2F a lack &F comrmunioqticra
A ., L

and tn;iz2cible Job ordser proceduves.

No problem, 1t's just that thney
c

weren’ te as good as the reorson

quite
hired, some didn't show up.

Other candidates were more qualified
and sevried more interested, the ES
referrals were jJjust the opposite.

Cuye don't want to work, when weather
15 good they leave, when bad they
don't snow up.

"When the area supervi->r gave the

ES applicant a practicul test, the
applicarnt did a sloppy job showing
that he did not have the proper
skill or experience.

Most did not want to work. They
usually show up drunk or in a
condition or appearance that would
remove them from consideration as an
employee.

The |appearances of -some were terrible
and tould not be used. Others had
net obtain2d the job skills or
experience stated on their job history.
Some were not able to read or write,
as well as follow very simple direc-
tions.

Unacceptable referrals don't want
to work. They don't look right -~
their hair is all a mess, etc.

Seme were drifters having had
several jobs in a few months; )
transportation was a problem with

a rejerral; not having a babys tter
to take care of the children was a

problem of a single mother wlho applied.

.
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They are more the deadbeat type
wh> don't want to work.

Even. in their general appraisal of the service
received, employers often made negative comments about
applicants. Ceveral lauded the employment service for
doing so much with so little,

Feels that the State Employment
Service "is thz crummiest outfit,

and the most ridiculous" that he

has ever used to seek employees
through. He elarified this to

say that he was talking about the
Area Office and that
when he worked in , A
he received better service /from

that area office. '

Quite good. Liked the recorded
list of job openings which can be
obtained by dicling a certain ES
number; did this when first was
looking fcr a job herself.

They (ES staff) are eager to send
people out to try to get them off
of UI. 1It's not their fault (ES
staff); it's who they work with.
They do a good job, considering.

I wish they'd kcep us on file1
and call us every once in a while.
They should keep employers in a
list, or a card and call them.

Since installment of the job bank
teels lack of personal touch, lack
f familiarity with the needs of
the trades and with technical

Job descriptions on the.part of
the order taker at the Jjob bank. v
Before, called a ES pers-n kandling
Jobs in his field, now ar 'one

151
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Peonl. who use tne E5 are not ver y
motivate,. Would ratner hire aq
titred person the n2xt time. ES
nlicanczs don't have the right
i of motivation. They want the
ney but don't waat ‘o work. Work
ie of ES applicants is not good.

Many applicarits using the employ-
ment service are afratid to get
hired. Many have learned not to
get hired. You get tne bottom of
the barrel.  ES appiicants are
often laid off and . want to go back
to their old job as soon as work
is avatlable. It's too expensive
to train these people to stay a
short period of time.

Poor to awful. Staff have to get

people o, the roll so they send

them out. Also, people lie to sta/f.

~

The service is good, cheap and
better than niring someone off the
street. Feels that ES applicants
are becoming more qualifiad as a
result of the greater number of
people being out of work.

Recently, better referrals overall
through the newspaper. Believes ES
1s still a good supplier, that he
could fill his needs with ES
referrals. ‘

Never really th'nks about them’
Yecause they don't seem to be
condéerned with his businzss. ES
used to take a greater intevest
in referrals and follow-up

until two years ago. The quality
of the service has deteriorated.

185
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(One of the largest emplovers in sample)
feelis thuc ES5 is good for sncri-tepm
Tow skill job opeatngs. ES can then
Jurnish & relative'y large number <n a
short time. He thinks ES should be
very useful to hAis company, but some-
how tsn't because of the quality of
the referrals, their lack of skill and
motivation.

Thinks ES service i1s acceptable. Has
not had bad experience. Thinks they

are efficient, but . ited by number

of people they must .zrve.

Get lower kind of pecrle so naturally

have problems "these people don't want
to work" he believes that walk-ing are
rezally looking for work and prefers to
hire them, while people who are around

-the ES office just want a hand-out.

As UI is going up, applicants only
want short term work, ES not able to
send out as many quality referrals as
used to. Also, people referred
through ES_ have worse work back-
grounds than ;eople seen through other
sources.

Feels they probably have more
unskitlled individuals than jobs; also
féels they were handling the job the
best possible way- ;

"I'f a guy (worker) has skills, he
wouldn't have to even stop at ES."
They (the ES) deal with people
with difficulties getting and
holding a job.

ES serves a valuable funetion to
induetrial .employers  for job openings
in unskilled and semi-skilled job
openings. It's a good labor ‘
exchangye and provides a good service.

2-50
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Sulroed LN o tnlustrial culoup
greauige, but full down In
sery:..2 Oncuwa ions ) .

They're my best “nource for

r they usually. send me
slicants I have no P
azua good em”éujec

§ a lousy organization.

The ES is not enthusiastic enough \
in placing applicants -~ just seems '
to go through the motions (con-

sideri.i; nature of labor supply

for hotel indus try), but with the

degree of organization it has,

employers should have confidence

in the. ES.

Overall performance would have to
be described as poor. Too many of N
the individuals who apply at the
local ES are against working,  ack
educatior, job skills and do not
nave a "balanced pi. ure” of
previous Work iexperience. Those
wanting to work have the feeling
that tneg can do anything and tne
ES allows this af"'ude to exist
without couneli he potential
work appchanz.

Believes ES has more qualified
"pZLcants than ever before. Sent
Jwb openings for rejerrals.

ES can not produce individuals

who are qualified $imply because . .
there is an znsuffzczent labor
force in the darea ii. the cate-~
gories which the employer has job
openings.

Impressed with their attempt to
locate qualified applicants, but
questions their ability to produce.

2-51 ¢
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dould give ES a gool ra
Feels that- they treat y s
they want ycur patronage. I°0
been impressed with how.good c
job they want to do. FEzxpected

ES to send good, capable people
and feels ES was successful in
filling request. Needs are jor
gome skilled or unskilied workers
and féels the ES fills these.
categories well.

They dcn't seem like they're

concerned enough, they're not

very earnest. Feels some

interviewers screzen well, others

don't. Thinks that the .quality

of the int-rviewer might correlate
¢ with the quality of the referrcls
' gsent.

ES i8 an advocate for minorities

over Gualified people - not senst-
tive to his own 8pecial requirements,
"a gecrétary s like a wife.”
Feels the employment scene hzs 2
allowed the ES to provide better
applicgnts as i¢ now has « large

pool to draw upoi. -

The éS is wholly inadequate to ,
meet the needs of Board of Education.

It's a good service, good follov-up.

T .The erployer can expect to get

_ what he wants, eventuall , if he ig
. willing to spend some time secreining.
- I imqg{ne people over there (the ES)

do ‘their.best to .find jobs for people.
The . drawbaék is that many people who
use ES are collecting UI and perhaps
don't want to work. ES handles this
problem well, considering they stil
- have good capable referrals. :

183
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SMDlougr (ST, ha L8 vory
sa:is 121, Fecels ne prszeivpes
very goua se 1vzce

tney can, but

the government makcs

1t €18y str on your fanny,

they uwren't zoing te work., The
referrals are not very good. They
hava ‘the same bunch dowxn tneré

day in and day out; ES i1s sta fc
well enough and has comfetewb~
staff, but doesn't often have |
applicants who really want to |
work. ES has thne same Jdezxdwer gny
it had five years ago.

R
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o
&
«
or

as lony 18
0

r

v

The problem lies with the ES, not
the applicants they get. ES is
at fault becausa they can't

send peor-e whc are too young. |

They do what they can, but their\

ereentng lacks. \
Feels ES deals with the lowest \
10-20% of available applicants who
d: 't have anything to ofrer to an
employer. Says this is unfortunate,
but.when you're employing people ‘
you can't let sumpathy work. oo

Dislizkes ES - Lelizves that if he
18 paying tax to support ES, ES
ought to be able to send referrals
over who are willivig to work.

Labor supply of ES is poor in
skills, lack work experience and
proper attitude. The result has
been that ES antagonized employers.

I4

~
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The svecific recommendations of employers
continues the same vein. Usually. they felt screening and
personal contact should be improved.

ES should imprcve its scrpenzng of
appZLcan 8 before refzrring them to
an employer. ES should also test
tkose appZic""‘S in 8sxi.l areas to
determiine i1f they have the ability
*o verk out on *the joo. ES should

"solicit" by phone (similar to PZA)
and c¢..nvass empZogers more to find
out employers' needs. ES could .
have a representative visit school
board periodically. Also, ES could
send out fluers to all municipal
services of manpower on a periodic
basis.

ES ought to know who they're
referring bett- - so that when some-
one seems 1in terpsted in a job, they
won't lose interest when they get
to employers -- more accountability.

Make sure a referral shows up on an

interview. Cut off assistance unless

they try hard tc Ffind work.

Serz2en-ng of applicants for work

- backgound and current skills (testing)
-should be improvad. N

Eiiminate job bank ordcr-taking
procedure, und 5o back to old way

‘vhere empluyer 00u7d deal durectly

with interviewer. :
ES should fill out an <uployrent
resume and send it along with job
applicants.

Should advertise; be more aggresive.

Mure gcreening of referrals, should
solicit more cften.

Oy

Could be more knowledgeable about

wage-salary laws, rinimum wages, etc.

&
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Thne biggést ur.
et lies L ootn
recationrniy,
larj. envugn cross
busincsses and devot
mucn time to large itndustries
(manwjac:zur2rs) and next to a
minimal amsunt of -time witn mode-

. ratz size and small businesses,
espectally the servicés industrics.
Giving tne GATB to wunemployed
craftsmen or skilled workers is . :
demeaning to their dignity. ; ;-

IfiES could determine from
“applicants work history his/her

stability in working, this would

help to select better applicants

for the job.

Send people who wouldr't quit so o

fast. - - o

el

[

Stop sending referrals interested
p only in working to qualify for UI.
™~ They could speed up referrals since
some good ones lost out because they
came behind other recruited through
alternative methods.
}
Let employers select their own
referrals from a listing of"
relavant appligants sent out :
regularly to him. ;
’ {
The reasons previous users gave for not using the:-
ES during the period of study similarly emphasized applicants
and the problems the employment service had in understanding
their requirements. : .
The ES office could have  ecloser
rapport with the company (initiated
by ES) through visits tv—the com-
pany and maintaining seme bastie
Job deseriptions of company positions. :
% . .

191
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The E5 should become acquainte
with tne small businessmzn's
business and provide qualified
help for them.

Would use if peopZe properly
screened; ES would then be
prime recruiiing technique.

Since ES doesn't charge, it

" actually has an advantage over
other methods for finding
employees. But, ES does not

make use of its role. They
should call the employer once a
month, at least to see if there
are cpenings, like PEA's (they
hugtle). ES doesn't stay in
eontact enough (out of sight, out
of mind). Soreen really badly.
Should pay much more attention to
employer requirements.

ES i8 stuck with low-quality
referrals, does not deal with
skilled labor. ES makes people
dependent, like welfare.

Screen better and sell-themselves
more to employers.

ES doesn't adequately screen
applicants but he feels this may
be because of laws. The laws
change daily and they (staff)
are handzcapped Not ‘exactly

ES staff's fault. In relation
to the labor suppZy, they do a

fabulous job. AT —

Yes - but onZy for this cierical
category -~ his biggest complaint
was that industrial people a't ES
"don't know what we're. doing out
here," even though there are
many tool and dies in area.

192
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N
Pagt exporicnce bad; whon he
speelfici to ES he needcd someon.:
to deliver jurnituré and wplte
our order

s, £S5 sent somcone who
could neitner read nor write, and
who nad a bad back also. Says he

ever needs to use ES; can. get
people otner ways.

ES should establish closer ties
with employers, although employer
sees nis presént methdds as
satisfactoru. y
Madbe with the way the economy is),
some "good" applicants might be
avat table but the employer would
fear that the ES referrals would
use this as a temporary job until \
a higher paying one came along,
or work until they could go back to
. . collecting “UI. "~
Would not make him use the ES  __
necessarzly, but employer recommeiﬁs
‘ ES soliéit jobs more aggresively with
big companies. ES has contacts, and
knowledge of job categories they
should use to help skilled workmen
who have no recent experience in »
Jjob hunting.

faa

Yes, employer thinks ES should
match clients to. job specifications
“more carefully <- ES doesn't seem
to understand ref[juirements of -
furniture moving business.
On two previous occasions, screened
applicants‘well, but ES referrals
don't really want to work and they
put up impossible eriteria such as
they are.only willing to work on
certain machines. (electric
(typewriters, ete.). °

|
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Unlike the users, mosSt non-users had neutral
comments about the employment sef?vice. Their ressons for
nope -use had more to do with satisfaction with. their
present methods than with negative viéws about the employ-
ment service. :

Has more then enough applications on _
filg for any job opening and uses Urcan -
League, to comply with affirmative

action;

Feels ES could not help because they
are not geared to screening pecple --
a task which he doesn't havewthe time N
to perform. -
Does not believe she'd get anyone
that way. Worked in five states and
has never known a cosmetologist to o g
go. through ES to get a job, in any _ ’ /
_ of the states. ; L ‘ ) -
o ' N § / ' . . e
Don't use because of habit. 1
Can't fo;%ee using. Has enough: 5 &
people c&lling, ecoming to door tnquiring
about work and he would use private
-agency before state service. I might >
as well take people off the road as go
through ES if so many people weren't
coming in, be might use.

Small business can eastly fill his own . -
positions. :
If ES had a computer job run broken
outh by skill so the people were listed
by job skill and he had direct access
to this he would use and promote it to .
the supervisor. . '

One employer:-howeﬁer, did have an interesting
objection to'using. the employment; service, .one *which might
be somewhat difficult for the ES to overcomsz. ‘
N -
A wouldn’t use the employment service
- because all their clients are

- unzmployed.
2-58 | \
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2.4.2 JoB SeekeER COMMERTS

The comments of job seekers were, as mentioned,

\.MUCh more restricted than those of emplovers: Moreover,

feueL .conversational responses were permltted in, thelr'
lnterv'gw instrumnents. Nonetheless many comments are of
interest because of the personal 1n>1ght< provided about
ES services.
A PR .

Would be there vhen I nce

They couw.d not help re now

to know tney are there.

R

ded
5 ’
2

a2er,
Lt

o ot

S ML

U

Only a certain number of jobs available,
and they can't place everyone in every
field.

I learned about different-jobs around
> plus'I learned a lot about people by
seeing interviewers at ES.

Euery job that came up they d0u7d call
me i1f it was in my fzeld of work.

lncostly way to determihe what Jjobs,
. “tf any, are avuailable -- particularly
" in low income brackets. R
I think they have a lot of special
programs. They don't recormmend them
to everyone. They should be avail-
able to everyone but they don't even
tell you abcut them. ~

.Skould have better job offers. Make
a person aware by a bulletin board
that there are job openings. If you
can't talk to someone you do not
Hnow what, jobs they have. -

Heed more personal touch. Should

have telephone contact, should not have
to wait for you to come 1in. ’

They should be able to give people
the JObS they need and want. I

- ' wasA't.satisfied with ES. They
didn't seem to care about me. y;
- '/(’ . R
L
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Bookkeepimg system is awful. They use
a danila enveiope type of system.

Very slow. There is a' faster way Of
doing, things.

F feel .i1f person cannot. travel to

a far Zocatzon for a job they re’erred
you to. at ES, that I should not be
forced to take a job so far away from-:
home. UI cut off because I would not
. accept that job.

Bave branch offzces in each section

of the nzty to help ease the problem
of waiting so long at the main office.

It needs better organization. Job
openings are posted but when you try

to get one of those jobs, all émployer
_wants you to~do is fill out application
and go home and watit for them to call
you. Thoy don't even interview person
at.place of business.

Why suggest; it won't help me any. The
interviewer I had at first was very {
nasty and arrogant. He put things in
my record that shouldn't have been
there.. As'a result, I didn' t collect
any money I don't thinx it's fair
after paying them they won't Zet7you
collect.

They should have a:better understanding
of people, (rather than send you here
and there énd then the empZoyer tells

you, "I'll caZZ " TIt's discouraging.

If hath//gone for UL probably would
go tack home and not apply for work

Good jobs don't normally come to ES
Feels he was lucky. Private employ-
ment agencies usually get best and
,scree7/all potential applicants.

%
{ % B
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~

Tney need pzopie that nave atcitudzs
that tney wanted .to help you. They
reailly give you the run around.

Better paying business and’
professional people do not seem to
list jobs with ES. I think Zif ES
could anorporate high payzng good
skilled jobs in their program, more
people wouZd go tnere. ’

‘They need up-date System'by havina

better relations with the employer.
Then maybe they could have more jobs
in better categories ‘to meet each
person's Jjob qualifications.

\ .
Jobs I saw on screen were already
filled when I called from ES 6ffice.

Some employers had no openzngs ghen
I got there.

~.

For.people with no work history, they

snould give them some -sort of opportu-

nity to, make a try at a job or give
them some chance instead of just

gaying no.
Interviewers had bored attitude.
They should have more personal
interest and,not so much apathy.
ES a bureaucracy arrangement where
yow.go down a line to see different

1 ’

people. .
Should have'some means in which to

gitve people the training they need
for different jobs.

197
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They may not ger
yowr want, sut tae. rai getv Gou’ ﬂtncw
Jobs 1f jou will zake then.

10w ITne Kind of job

e

They could have contacted some people

in such a smaZZ town.

They could contact more buszness

and industrysand give leads .to Fzgher
paying jobs rather than unskilled in
this area. I feel they cater to

unskilled and non-professionals.

Business doesn't give jobs to ES.
Thp two need to get together.

I think they need to do a PR
program among large employers to get

-them to use instead of pirivate

agencies. Pointing out employers
lose a great deal of money other-
wise.

. <

They miéht be able to explain

‘to the people wairing what was

going to be done for them, e. g.

I wazted three hours and reaZZy
wasn't ‘sure even if they were

going to help me or not. If they

had more people working, they

could have someone telling people

houw they were going to try to get you
a jot.

Have emplojees on freont desk with
better attitudes.

I think th;y should advertise what

jobs they 'have. People can'tkuow
what's available to them unless

they go personally-to ES. Maybe ?
they should list jobs around in :
newspapers or somewhere -else.

<
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From o roonle waitiaz

The. letter get tneilr Files straiy
out. Tne Jol tney zave me was already
Filled and employer told me o phone
that he had culled ES a Jeek age and
told ES to take job off their list
because 1t was filled. ’

One important thing they should

provide ts detailed information about

what Jjcbs they have available and

not just tell Jjob hunter to aome back

some other time because there is

not a spectfie job around 'for what he

wants, to do. Tell about any Jjob

avatlable.

b4

I'"don't like the job bank.

look on it and see a job, it's gone
- before you can imquire abaut it.
ktnd

Di ffercont of work -- these jobs

were for eleaning janitors and I wanted

te worwk in plant operations.

Thzy never asked me about what I
wanted. o

Yes, they should inquire about family
situations. One family, 3 or 4, get
Jjo
where there is a family of-l or 2
they don't give a job to.them and
that's not fatir. i .

Set up classified job ca file.
Micro film card system is) too hard
to use. ' Most people won't use it.
They don't understand it.

| 199
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I think they can jet beztzer -rianiza-
‘tion. Can't find recoris. Worxers
don't seem to know wnat tncy'pe doiii..
Come up with a new type of testing..
Their tests aren't very good.

My one complaint is parking. There
are never any §pots to park your car.
- You donﬂ* have much money <f you're.
- - unemployed, and it is a shame to .
force a person to pay for parking while
. they 8it and.wait inside ES to be
interviewed. :

Théy told mepebpléto call. I did,
but the secretary.took your name and
they never called back.

Send people to schooZ and pay for it

so they e¢an getlgood jobs, or give

$20.00 or $30.00 more for UI and put

them benind desk 80 they can work at ES and
that would cut the long lines down.

!
i
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: © GLNSSAPY

AEEIIFQNI"A person who applies for service at an employ-
ment service office and completes the required applica-
tion card, the ES 511 or equivalent.

SENSHMEB BUYING POWER --A measure of a market's
ability to buy evelopeg Ey Sales Management magazine
and used in their widely read annual survev of 1J.S.

and Canadian markets. The index is composed of three
items: population, disposable income, and retail -sales.
It 1is calculated by giving a weight of 5§ to-the market's
percentage of U.S. disposable income, 3 to - its percent
of U.S. retail sales, 2 to its percent c¢f U.S. popula-
tion. The total of these weighted percentages is then -
divided by 10 to arrive at the index.” The pain value

of the index is in estimating the potential for mass
products sold at popular prices. It was used in this
study to rank medium-sized cities in terms of their
material quality of life or standerd of living.

CoRE !II%--The central city of SMSA--a city of 50,000
or more (or twin cities totalihg that amount) that serves
as the hub of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
In cases where the SMSA contains more than one such city,

the larger or largest is considered the central city.

!QHNS;IQB"' A worker in most employment service offices,
usually with a background in psychology or the socizal

sciences, who assists applicants in making vocational ad-
justments or in deciding on an occupational area--parti-

cularly the new entrant or those with poor employment
histories. : ’

”IEIIQNBBI Q; “CCHEBIIQNBI.III|ES‘“A classification
scheme used for the systematic definition of jobs. Pub-

lished by the Labor Department, it classifies jobs into
nine basic categories; they are listed below, with ex- -

_amples of jobs from each category:

\

/ proiessioenal, technical, managerial (e.g., librarians

dentists, teachers) _
clerical and sales (e.g., secretaries, hotel clerks,
bookkeepers, systems analysts): . B .

service (e.g., domestics, masseurs, poliqhmen)

farming, fishery, forestry (e.g., whalers, gardeners,
poultry inseminators) ‘

202 L
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DICI[QNABX QE gg“EAI[ )NAL iIILES (CONTINUED)

proce551ng (e g., mixing machine tenders, ﬂubber
cutters, roller-mill tenders)

v
machine trades (e.gr, bookbinder, guns» anic)
bench work (e. g., engravers, jewele u -

spectors, apprlance repairman, garm e ‘

L3 ~

structural (e.g., auto body repa1rman, maintenance

‘carpenter, br1ck1ayer asphalt paving machine opera-

“tor) : : . -
v . - . -

mlscellaneous (e.g., packer, ice box man, mater1a1

handter, dlSpatCher, artist's model, movie _pro-

'Jectlonlst) . - ' ) . . I

DLSQQMBAGEDTHD§KER§"PETS°n5 without work 'who make no overt
attempt to a job, because they feel no work is avail-

- able to them. Often referred to as.-the "hidden- hnemployed "
they are not included -in the unemployment-estimates. . The -
withdrawal of these persons:- from the labor market during -
periods of high unemployment results in an under- -estima- - =

tion of' the sever1ty of unemployment. , fvg-\?

. v

£ : '

——Used in the report to -mean establlshment or per--

o

son at estab11shment respon51b1e for hiring.

] ‘he ES marketers whose - S

. Job 1s to promote the use of the- agency by local: employers ~_
'through personal-visits, telephone calls, and provision = ™
of 'technical 1nformatlon (such as labor market condltlons,‘
prevalllng wage ratés, how to wr1te job descr1ptlons) -

'EMELQXMEN§"(;J-ACtuaZ-"number of people at a point in
time wno did afny work and were paid for it; includes
self-‘employed persons, persons who have Jobs or busi-

+

nesses, and those who were temporarily-absent due * N s
to illness, strikes, vacatlons, or personal_reasons; - ° o
excludes persons working in the home without pay and . N
those worklng as. volunteers in nonprof1t onganlzat1ons." ir

(2) Actual fulf ttme-—The number of people employed _
-at a point in t1me-who worked 35 hour$ or more a week. .

SSUTONESIRI (. %) AatuaeruLl",4mamaquzuaLantamlotalwnumhemmoithch
by all people employed, divided by 40. (4) Actual .-
part time--Number of people™ employed at a point in time

who worked from one :to 34 hours a week _—_— _

- e m . ‘\

‘} ' . . ) . , . . o ) - '
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EMLLQXMENI (CONTINUED) - o UL \

(S) Nonagrzculturau paygpll——The total number of em-
, plo)ees on nonagricultural payrolls who worked or re-
: ceived pay during the pay period that includes the 12th
5\ of edch month. As a result of multiple job holdwng and
g payroll turnover some workers are. reported by tw.r
‘one employer. Therefore the cougm is not of the numbe:
=z, of different individuals but-of jobs. Includes all i /ﬁ
_( poration officials, executives, and other supervisory
personnel, clerical workers, wage earners,. persons on -/
~ paid vacations, pieceworkers, part-time and temporary /
‘workers, and so forth. Excludes,self-employed and un-
paid flamily and domestic workers, workers who neither
_ .. worked nor received wages during the pay period which
. . includes the 12th'of each month (as a result of strikes
' or work stoppages, temporary layoffs, or unpaid.-sick or
vacation leave), and inditviduals who worked durlng the
month but who did not work during the specific pay pé-
riod which 1nc1udes the 12th of each month.

- EMPLOYMENT SECURITY NUTOMATED REPORTING 'oYSIEMAQEQAR_)--
: . The basic employment service reporting system which col-

lects, organizes,- and reports-on key indicators of em-
. ployment service workloads, performance, and use of re-
. sources. ESARS reports are developed for major local
areéas and states

--A physical unit of a firm wh1ch prov1des
services or produces some part- of the firms output. ' The
establishment could be the home'office of the firm, a .
separate unit engaged in the principal business of the~

\flrm, or a separate unit orov1d1ng a special service,

. e.g.y a motor pool which is part of an oil company. Es- - -/
. tabllshments tend to be separate employlng centers.
v fElRm——Genera}ly synonomoos to compony,'e.g.,,General Mo- '%
tors. The firm may be either profit or not profit, and 5

may consist of but one, or many hundreds of separate es-
tabllshments -

- ——Contacts madé/by representatives of a manpower
service de11very\agencyIW1th former program clients to de-
termine additional serﬁlces needed by the-client or to col-
‘mww—~uwdecbmanformabwonaonmthewcdqent¢s“current “Fabor marke{»s%a-'nwwwwww
. tus for evaluative purposes. - S

o “

2 // o '
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Educational development is measured by satisfactory

. GATR)--A set of tests
esigned to measure- aptitudes. in nine areas, includ-.
ing mental and physical abilities. The GATB is close-
ly integrated with.the Diectionary of Deccuparional Ti-
tle's and is widely used in manpower counseling.

@ENEBAI EDHCQIEQN DEME[QDMENI Q§E|Qme——An.academic - '
iploma awarded te high schoo Topouts who success- ./

fully complete a formal program of basic education. »

performance in a formal instructiona’ rogram and

through standardized tests adminisft bv author-
ized individuals. Generally acc cead ieu of a | _
high school diploma. . ' i R

MWWWWH--A concept for-
mulated in. 1967 and implemented around the country
from 1968 through 1971. It stressed that the ES -
should -focus on the underemployed amd those with

poor employment potential. During this period, ) 4
the ES.was client (as opposed to employer) ori- : :

.ented,. and provided many employability develop-. . | P

ST T AT A TR PO g T U O AN D T el VAN I, 6 A LT T (DA A AT

ment services, including training through the :
Manpower Development and Training Act. Many per-\Q'
sons attribute the decline in ES listings to this
program. ' » '

INSEII”IIQNQI PROGRAM~-A training program conducted
within an educational institution as differentiated
from on-the-job training which takes place at or
near the work site. .o '

--The process’-procedures, services; dnd organi- -
zational units assigned to bring persoens-into an em- -
ployer service delivery system. P -

WELM@%&W—-M front-.
1Tine service workers of the ES who talk to jobseekers
with the aim of assessing their work histories, match-

ing them with available jobs, and referring them to- ' -
the employers who "have listed those jobs. :

—-The ES unit, either in the local office or . A
at some centralized point serving several }ocal of--
fices, that receives jobrorders by phone from-em-

. R
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employed, plus members : the Armed Forces. {
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Jop Bank (CONTINUED) - - | -

ployers (or through ‘ES staff), feeds the orders into

a computer whose printout or microfiche is distributed!
daily or semi-weekly in multiple copies -to local of-
fices, and records and verifies referrals made -against
each- order. Once an order is filled or cancelled, Job‘J
bank removes it from the daily computerized Iist, and
enters it into 1ts statistical records (see ESARS).

- ) — --FES =

1 who receive order:
rom “ployers by phor ‘e the job descrip-
tions to be punched intc ... computerized da11y list-
ings. . :
J NDER--Any jobseeker hired during the study period.

%%B [?EQBMA![QN SEEMQQE S]!S)~-A separate area ofj the
. ice allocate or JO appllcantq to scan lipts of
available jobs in the locality .openings they might qual-
ify for. The list \is either a computer printout or a
‘michrofiche, and is update dally or semi-weekly. The .
job lists contain all pertinent. job information except- {
the employers names and locations, which ES interview-
ers give the applicants once the SU1tab111ty of the job
match ‘is determlned - )

—-Anyone’,~ whezzmr employed or not, seegihg Te-
munerated work during tne study period. _ i

\

-- All persc= classified as employed er/un-

U
T--For purpcses of state or local maﬁpéwer
-planning, the geographical area within which most” workers

~are secured. For some occupations: this may be(a given

community, while, for others, it may bé/natlonw1 e. The
geographical area ‘over which a worker can roam in search
of a job, within'reasonable communltlng dlstanc# of his .
place of residence. ‘ ‘ .

© A )
&

l%EQB MBESEI ANALYST-—Sta= 1st1%1an at local orjreglonal
1ce who receives, processes, and dispenses\informa-
tion relating to local lsbor market condltlons[

’

Fpet YOy AR R B . SR I ,....q‘er‘msmused_.Lhy.MES._J;Omdl SE0.

-

TngUlS ers accord

sampled in this Atudy vary from 15 to 50. ! A
N . /'I K ’ )
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nnzrto the number .of -their employe€s. -
The criteria fox major —=rket firms used by the ES offiles



ORDER--Recruitment

//, N ll . l ]
- cAamiL

\

~

HEWw ENTRANTS--Persons who have never worked at a full-

N

~time job lasting at l€ast two weeks.

-
.

-
R . .
T0CCUPATIONAL CODE”~~A code whicBh:is cortained in a

systematic”arfangemgnt of jobs according to signifi-

.cant factors involvéd in the. job or group of jobs in P
accordance with the Dictionary of Occupational -Ti‘tles.

QE'IHE‘AQB~IRAINING-"The usually informalttraining
that 1s a.part of learning a job at the employment

site, as compared with classroom_and ahprentiqgfbip v
programs. . o e o

4 Y

' ~ ? . -
--A single slot for which an eml:loyer is re-
cruiting. ‘Not to be confused with .y order. which ,
is for a single“category of employee (secretaries)
but which may be for several openings. , :
Y )
for a specific type of employee,
€.8., secretary. An order may be for. one .or more

~employees.

-,

EENE%RAILQN';A variety of mezsures which ds=“ermine
the degree to which the emp ' vmeat service '"'captures'.
a portioniof employer recru.t-ent or job searchers.
For the purpose of this repor , S=rinitions were de-
veloped: '

pefcen?agéuoﬁ,all persors: I_nding work who
used the employment service as a part of
their search. -

percentzge of all persen:s finding work who
obtained their job from the employment ser-
vice. .

bercentage of all employers in area who con- -
sulted with employment service for at least

‘one category of recruitmemt. T v

percéntage of all order's available in com %
munity reaching the emp lvymes - service,

. . oo
percentage of all openinss ¥yailable”in Scom: '/
" Y'munity which reaches the =fisyment service.,

percentage of all Qrderékavmiiable from em-
ployers who did use ‘the FES waz:ch were listed -

TWItHTtHE ES " Tf only one order were availabile
then the penetration in tais category would be.

100 percent. -
o 207 8
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PeNETRATION (CONTINUED) )

percentage of all openlng ‘available from em-
ployvers who did use the ESwhich were listed
with the ES.

. 'ELAQEMEN%"*peTSO“S classified by the emplovment ser-
vice as having obtained their job with ES assistance.
The employment service must have had an order against
which the hire was made, although this can be created.
after the fact, as in the case of a job development.
There are threealevels of placement based on the ex- -
pected duration of the job: (1) Short-term place-
, ments in jobs which are expected to have a duration
\\ of three days or less; (2) Mid-term placements in
" jobs which are expected to have a duration ‘from four
days to one-hundred-fifty days; and (3) Long-term
‘ placements in jobs which are expected to have a dura-
\ tion of more than one-hundred-fifty-days.

\ PUBLJC,SERMLLE“EMELQXMENI‘“waS1di76d employment in ‘the
pu511c sector which iIncludes, but is nct limited to,

"work in such fields as environmental g.ality, health
care, education, public safety, crime prevention and
control, manpower services, prison rehpb111tat10n, trans-
portatlon, recreation, malntenance of parks, streets and
other public facilities, 1id waste remoyal pollution
control, Housing and peig orhood improvements, rural de-
velopment conservation, /beautification, and other fields
of human betterment and community improvement. -It ex-
cludes work which is not- customarlly done by government.

BECBH%IMENI CATEGQRY--A 'specific categoxy of emplovee
for which the employer is,searching, e.g., engineers,
secretaries. The emploved must have at least one open- °
ing in the category, but may have several hundreds. *

R;EMIBA%I&**PQYSOHS who.previously worked at a full-"
s trme job lasting at least two weeks but who were out
of the labor force prior.to beglnnlng to 1ook for work ~/

s

: }
o REEERRA%S‘*ThOSE persons referred to an agency or em-
-~ " . ployer for.service or employment. o

TRIAL CLASSIFE | )~=A scheme
or the classification and escrlptlon of employ1ng es-

tabllshments by the type of industrial act1v1ty in which
S %
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STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION CODE (CONTINUED)

they are engaged. The SIC is published by the 0f-

fice of Management and Budget and Teguiarly updated.
Used in -the report were the 9 broad classifications

of industrial types: Mining, constructijz, manufactur- .

ing (durable goods), manufacturing wholesAle/retail,
service, and professicnal service. # A

S . ‘ (SMSA)--A wide-
ly use ensus Bureau concept for de ining urban areas:
a county or group of contiguous counties which contain
at least one city of fifty thousand inhabitants or more, . -
P or '"twin cities'" with a combined population of at least N
’ fif'ty thousand, and such additional contiguous ‘counties . - -
which meet criteria demonstrating their metropolitan : '
character and economic and social integration with the .
central county or city, B T
~-The State. agency Qﬁ-

i _ the United Stdtes Employment Service. The . .
“term includes the system of p¥blic emplovment service Y

- ’

offices, and Unemployment Tnsurance offices.

| : 'C)-=At the state level, the
agency administering the local puhlic employment of-

fices; together with the state unemployment insurance
service, it forms the state bureau of employment se-
curity (or similar]ly named agendy) within the State's.
depa;ﬁ;;nt of labor.\ At the 1locdl lzvel, the ES of-

\,
N
) . -

fices provide job-finding assistance for jobseeking L
" - residénts of a given community, recruiting assistance. -

for local employers, and (in full-serviCe_offices,“Qr

in separate UI offices) unemployment insunance for the

~work force previously employed byt now out of work. A . ‘

typical office in a medium-size “city consists of a . o P
manager, working supepVisors, Some 20 interviewers, and , ‘
another dozen staff persons performing various special b
services (see separate entries below).” There are ap- :
proximately 2,400 local offices throughout the country, . FEN
each under its respective staté agency; the state agencies,
’ injturn, are-affiliated wifh (Bpt not under the /direct con- . '
tr of) the U.S. Empldyment Sérvice .in Washing on} D.C. ,\\r.

' POWER SERV]CE —~Sérvices which are de-
to cofitributle to t ¢ employability of participants,

o
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SUPPQRTIVE OR MANPOYER SERVIGES (CONTINUED)

enhance theiq employmeng opportunities, and facili-

tate their movement into permanent employment (e.g.,

day care, health care, and.transportation allowances).
. ;

“NEEE'QXMENI“InClUdeS persons available for work. but
without a job and in the process of looking for work,
ascdemonstrated by specific job-seeking efforts made
within the last four weeks. .Also ,includes persons on

layoff who are waiting to be recalled or who are : . 't-
ing to report to a new job starting within thirty days.

[

- -—The compensatian payabile for
weexs ol unemployment 1n accordance with the provisions
of ' a State or Federal law. . ! :

”NEMEIQIQENI RATE-~The number of persons unemployed,
eXpressed ‘as a percentage of the civilian labor force.
! . D '

most ES offices designated to help.veterans find em-
ployment. ' .

l{AGES--Payment by the hour for work rendered. Total
wages for statistical purposes inclufs all renumeration
paid- to workers, including commissiox, bonuses,. cash -
value of meals, lodging, and 6ther gratuities, when
furnished in connection with job.-

o

M FQRCE~-Total number of persons emoioyed,- based on
.esta5§1s%§ent data rather than census dat3d. Because -
these statdistics are derived from survevs of employment

establishments, they differ from labor Force statistics -
that are based on household data, because persons who . ‘.

work for more than one establishment may be counted-

-(VEQ)—-A-Morker~in7-

more than once. Private household workers, self-employed

persons, and unpaid family workers are excluded, but
workers less than sixteen years old may be counted in-
the work force. The difference between work force and

-. 1abor force statistics is particularly significant when

data are being compared for places where workers commute
-betweep greas. © : '
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