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FOREWORD

This monograph reports on part of a larqer effort dlrected by
the Employment and Training/ Administration toward an under-
standlng of how employers'hire and how workers seek and find
_Jobs. Two labor market intermediaries--~the public Employment
Service (ES) and newspaper want ads--used by both employers
and WOT kers are compared '

The research was unique- 1n belng the first such study which
looked at the ES from the users' viewpoint. That is, it
considered that both employers and workers have alternative
channels of search. The questlon asked here is not what
role the: Government may assign to the ES, but rather what
'_labor exchange role do 1ts users assign it.
\

The study. compares the stock of jobs on hand and the flow, of -

listings. during a month/in the help wanted columns to the o ~
job orders placed by employers with -a local ES.. This was s
done once at the end of each month for 12 months in 12‘1abor o

rkets. Employers' ‘'who; used one or the other medium

xclus1ve1y were 1dent1f1ed, those employers who used ‘both
@edlums were also identified. Comparisons are made by
volume in occupatlonalfand industrial makeup and between
geographlc areas. .Analysis is also made of the impact of
low-pay, low~status occupations on both intermediaries,
‘and the effect of mandatory listings on the ES. / L

The research was'essentially descrlptlve, but 1t generated
cons1derable knowledge that bears on public pollcy guestions.
It is highly relevant to an assessment of what the public
Employment Service is doing and what it should be doing.

It is most gerriane to any considerations of amendlng the
‘Wagner-Peyser Act.

i . : / . * .
9WARD ROSEN

Director -

Offlce ‘of/ ‘Research - .

i 'F ' . f // and Development‘
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Highlights of Findings

The emp]oyment service (ES) and the want ads have approximately the same

volume of 1istings when viewed from the perspective of inventory, ovr

stock, of jobs ava11ab1e to a job seeker on first encounter with both
mechanisms.

A daily visit to the ES office exposes the job seeker to only 1.2 additional
jobs during. the remaining working days of the month for each one seen on
the first day, on the average. A daily reading of the want ads exposes the
job seeker to 4.2 new listings in the remaining newspaper editions of the
month, for each job seen on the first Sunday.

Want ads receive a flow of about three times as many new listings as ES in
the course of 28 days, and a higher volume in virtually all occupations.

The differences in ranking between the two intermediaries. in the stock
analysis and the flow analysis is accounted for by the fact that the average
job order remains open in the ES sys*em OVerfthree t1mes 1onger than the
average 1ife of a want ad.

Nearly three times as many employers use the want ads as use the employment
service.

Approx1mate1y one-third of all emp]oyers who 1ist with ES are multi-mechan-
ism users--they also 1ist with the want ads during a four week period.

These mu]t1-mechan1sm emp1oyers generate near]y 40 percent -of all the new
listings received in ES in a month. .

During a month mu1t1-mechanzsm emp]oyers genera/g/an average of 1.7 job
orders each compared to 1.3 orders per exclusive ES users. In want ads,
each employer listing in both 1ntermed1ar1es generates an average of 3.6
listings,- compared to an average of 1.7 11st1ngs per exc1us1ve user of
want ads. .

-Approx1mate1y 91. percent of the emp]oyers appear1ng in the want ads dur1nq
a month do not Tist their jobs with ES in that period, whereas 67 percent
of emp]oyers s who 1ist with ES do not 1ist their jobs with the want ads.

On the average, employers who use both channels do not ca11 ES unti] six.
days- after their jobs appear in the want ads.

The two mechan1sms, together, penetrated approximately 10 percent of all
employing units, but the ES penetrat1on rate was approx1mate1y 3 percent.

The stock of jobs in.the two intermediaries para]]e]s the broad occupat1ona1

. composition of the natjon. However, some of the major high-volume ‘occu-

pations (engineers,.teachers, retail sales persons, craftsmen and operat1veS)’
are under-represented in either mechanism. '




"o In ES,437.5 bercent of the flow of new jobé are in low-pay, low-status-
occupations, whereas in the want ads, 25 percent of the flow are in such
occupations: ‘ ’

® The following types of establishments appear to be the heaviest users of
both want ads and ES: bars and restaurants, Hospitals and clinics, private
households, business services, auto dealers and gasoline stations, personal
services, hotel and motels, insurance companies and miscellaneous re- ’
taiiers.1l/
: . <A
e In ES, 17 percent of the jobs in stock are in professional, technical,
' and managerial occupations, but only 7.8 percent of the flow of new jobs
are in those occupations. In the want ads, these occupations represent
18.3 percent of "the stocks and 15.0 percent of the flow. Clerical occu-
pations account for between 17 to 21 percent of stock and flow in both
intermediaries. '

® The ES percent share of both stock and flow is considerably~higher in
almost all farming, processing, machine trades, benchwork, structural and
miscellaneous blue-collar occupations, than it is in white-collar occupations.

KENEN

- o Certain specific occupations are uncommonly heavy in each intermediary:
In want ads, these occupations are real estate sales, professional health
occupations, and cosmotology and barbering, while in ES such occupations
incTude inventory clerks, house-to-house sales, kitchen helpers, porters
and janitors, motor freight occupations, service station attendants, ware-
housemen and material handlers. . : : '

e The occupational composition of ES jobs is materially altered when viewed
frcm the stock or flow perspeciive: Nearly half of the new jobs Tlisted
are in 14 occupations, of which eight (representing 17% of all new listings);
do not appear in high-volume when examining stock. These are low-pay, ‘
low-status jobs which tend to flow in and out of ES in the course of one i
dq;, and do not accumulate a significant inventory.
“"’/;i ES jobs, especially those in the daily flow, are more diverse in.their

B " ‘occupational and industrial distribution than jobs appearing in the want |

‘ads. v , [ S—

e,

e Mandatory listings constitute 21 percent of ES stock: but only 11 percent
of the flow of new listings., One-half of the professional, technical,
and managerial inventory or Stock of jobs in ES are mandatory listings,

~and one-quarter of its stock of clerical, processing and machine trade
jobs. Mandatory openings tend to stay open longer than other jobs mainly
because of their generally higher education and skill requirements.. =~ -

e Areas vary greatly in the average length.of time jobs remain in the ES
system, ranging from 5 days to 43 days which reflects considerable var-
iance not only in difficulty of fil11ing jobs, but also in attention
paid to maintaining good files of valid openings.

A

-

1/ Findings about industries are very tentative because of missing industry
data in want ads. . :

vi -




o The ES share of 1ist1ngs in both ES/NA stock and flow differs wide]y
"~ among geographic areas. The following factors have the greatest
-association with an area hav1ng a higher ES share of new 1ist1ngs

i. a relatively high proportion of emp]oyment in 10w-pay,
low-status occupations, according to the 1970 census;

: 2. a low ratio of locally placed help wanted ads to local K
! employing units; and : _

3. a relatively large staff per labor force ratwo (i.e.,
- adequate staffing).

o While occupat1ona1 11st1ngs in t th intermediaries are reflective of
local economics, service occupat1ons are the major component of both
ES and want ads stock and flow in over half of the areas. The stock
of both want ads and ES has the same core of high volume jobs in nearly o
all .areas. However, there is less un1form1ty among areas in the high- . -
volume occupations that appedr daily in the ES flow. ' %

v_ii
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"~ INTRODUCTION

This monograph is.based on a study which is part of a broade{ research

_‘progect wasconductedby Ol'mpus Research Centers and was 1ntended t enlazge
" the body of knnwledge about labor market 1ntermed1ar1es Though th*s was
:essent1a111 descr1pt1ve research, the. xnon.edge gained bears ugpon mgry pub’ic
poticy questions, and is must relevan* to an assessment of the hasicl function” N
;of the public employment service (£S)--what it does 'now and wha: it should N
- be dding'l/ Most'éﬁrrent research and evaluation studies éeaSure'the econnmic‘ .°\ :
and social benefvts and costs of ES as "a thing in itself." %o far as we '>’,v‘\\\'
know, this is the only study of vntermedxar(es that compares one to another on the
“"assumptlon uhat the main actors on th1s stage'-emp1oyers -and workers»-do bave
| a]ternative search channels and can and do make cho1ces about which to use. |
The research pro;ect examines ‘the labor exchange role that is now being
assigned to ES--hot by government poliny makers, econom1sts, soc1a1 sc1entfsts,,
leg1s]ators or. others who are not directly involved in ]abor markets. but ‘"'f
by the emp]oyers themse]ves Until polvcy makers Took sqwarely at the S
emp]oyer-generated rmle for ES and the reasons for it; an air of unrea1ity
-will cont1nue/to underiie al% attempts to defwne the m1ssion and determine
the behavior of the agency. . o - ™
. The' study upon which the monograph is based compares the stocks and e
f1ows of occupational 11st1ngs in the help wanted ads (occupations Tisted )
within an ad) to those placed with ES by ]oca] employers {job orders) in 12 . - L
"1abor market areas. The stock data from ES obtained at the end of the month ‘ﬂ"ﬂ'
‘7'fol1ow1ngthe purge of closed orders, and from the want ads of the closest .'- ERY
- Sunday ‘edition of the newspaper, continues for i2 consecutive months from ] !
:'tJune, 1974, through May..1975 produc1ng 12 snapshot views. The moving picture
view-is created by the flow data which is, deve10ped by 1dent1fying and ex- '
" tracting. new ]1stjngs that f]owed da11y into and out of eac 1ntermediary

. during October, 1974. A substudy identifies employers who used each mechanism e

-

during the flow per1od and those who uSed both, and the comparative use by

1/ The 0pt1ona1 term "Job Servxce" is preferred to "Emp]oyment Service" by &,
. number of states. Since no uniform designation exists, we have chasen to use
v,_"EwpIOyment Service"” or "ES" throughout the monograph

N . L3l
- 1 - . C Ry

12




"The two perspectives (1 e., stock and f]ow), were pursued because each
A foffers a unique glimp e into the use of the two mEchanisms - The stock per--
‘31«spect1ve tells us not on]y about thechoice of 1ntermediary made by the em-
‘hpToyer, but also informs about 1mbalances between supp]y and demand. The a
1nventory a1so speaks to variations of adm1n1strat1ve practices in ES.which
affect the length of time . jobs remaln in the system. The flow perspective
) ‘more cfearly expresses the emp]oyer choice of recruitment channel cnd captures,
'par£1cu1ar1y in ES, those JObS that come and go out of the system in hlgher

VUWume .than can be discerned from the 1nventory

. . The reader should be reminded of some of the 11m1tat‘ons ‘on the scope

_ '/ of ‘the studyand. the findings that stem~from it. : "

: 1. A1though the 12 study sites are geograph1ca]]y, econom1ca11y and

. I *..; soc1o1ogxca1ly d1verse, they: are not ent1re]y representat1ve

5f¥ e The six: ]argest SMSAs studied ;incorporate: 80 percent of ‘the- pop-

3 ’ulat1on in the study areas; the comb1ned popu] t1ons of a]] u.s..
;SMSAS with popu]at1on of 500, 000 or more represent only 74 percent
‘of U.S. metropo]1tan population. To thi» degree, the samp]e tends

T *'to overstate the case of *big cities. LR e -

o B "z:;_The two 1ntermed7ar1es are placed in a comgéé1t1ve stance gglx_ o

: i 7 in terms of the volume” bf’ 11st1ngs Each may\have intrinsic value

or capab1l1t1es to respond to the-needs of e1ther job - seekers or. -
A employers that ‘are of equaT\or greater 1mportance than shegr = - ,
- votume.. This is not an evaluat1bn of the two 1nst1tutions, since o
no value Judgment is 1ntended More doesn’ t necessar11y mean better
3. The study is pr1mar11y descr1pt1ve research, and descr1pt1ons of
- L soc1a1 phenomena focuses mainly on what and who.. Analysis of ghx
phenomena - occur is severly hampgred by the absence of - s1gn1?1cant
data obtainab]e only through deepe;aand more ana]yt1ca1 research
methods . R C . ' :
However, over 204 000 help wanted ads in 19 nnw5papers were counted
s tudy and

»

S

and‘examined ;of which 62 OOG met criterra for 1nc1u51on 1% t

N -




n some'30 communit1es ‘This represents a form1dab1e data base
ojdraw conc1USﬁ0ns that would strong1y suggest a pattern to be
ered elsewhere "in-the Un1ted States. ST L
fhe monograph be 1ns*b{Npresent1ng two conceptual 1nstruments, or in-

i"stitut1ona1 models, which prov1de\\oherence and meaning to the descr1ption,

data and ana]y51s which follows: : .
1. Drawing on data gathered in \this study, as well as an other 1abor .
! market research and emp1r1ca1 know1edqe of the behavior of other
intermediaries, a model was constructed that depicts job search
and recruitment processes and channels at several levels. From
the mode] one may infer the existence of a screening and filter-
ing process through which job openings pass from the emp1oyers"
preferred recruitment channels, which are the least open.--to the
general pub11c, to- the last resort, most public- recru1tment
" methods: wadt ads and ES. .
2. A d1stinct1on “is drawn between two funct1onaﬂ types of 1abor .
~exchange 1ntermed1ar1es the broadcaster and the- broker.. The

. o o character1st1cs of each are ana1yzed, us1ng want ads as the broad~

_ " Ci nodel. and private employment agenc1es as the broker ‘odel

l¢~ fVRv1dence 1s then adduced that, ES role confusion stems part1y from~ g’
S.an osc111at1on between the two funct1ona1 models.’

- The purpose of the monograph is to extract the essence of the study

-tf{report and to de11neate moretshqrply and c1ear1y the po]1cy 1ssues and 1m-
“i;"p]1cat1ons that emerged from it. Hav1ng had the benef1t of cr1t3ca1 responses ' p
t0 the or1g1na1 study, this -condensation is accompan1ed by ref1nements that .
' *’enta11ed some mod1f1cat1ons The most 1mportant ref1nement concerned the JOb

?search/recru1tment model. Data were compressed but otherw1se not a]tered i
"The reader interested in the more detailed- -and- complete ana]ys1s ‘of f1nd1ngs
is.referred to the report, The Comparative Labor Market Role of Newspaper

’ Help Wanted Ads and Public Emp]oyment Service Job Listings (M1r1am Johnson

and . Marged Sugarman, Salt Lake C1ty’ Dlympus Research Corp . January, 1977)
It is our hope-that the ensu1ng material will contribute’ to the nat10na1

dialogue about the mission of the pub11c em loyment’serv1ce
N ) /

N
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ABOR EXCHANGE: HYPOTHESES AND MODELS

iHow'emp1oyers with openings and potentia1 workers learn of and find :
each other is of crucial concern to po11cy makers and to operators of the
Pub11c Emp]oyment Service QﬁS The 11ke11hood of "need" for ES labor ex-’
change services and the potential for these services is c]ose]y 11nked

to the degree to which labor market transact1ons take place’ through other L
intermediaries, both formal.and informal. ' .%T
Based -on a synthesis of findings from recent labor market researchl/.
as well as the empirical results of this study, this chapter offers a
framework for giving meaning and coherence to the body of data which
follows. It has three purposes: ‘ el
1. To present a hypothetical institutional model of the JOb
recruitment-search processes.
2. To define the nature of the two intermediaries under ¢
study, within the- framework of the model.
3. To deve]op 1nst1tut1ona1 medels of labor exchange func—‘ N
- tions-and define the organ1zat1ona1 characterﬂst1cs that '
are requ1red in each. )
: Assumptions o . N f .L//ﬁ//?ffj

In. approach1ng the. construct1on of-a hypothet1ca1 mode1 we begin
w1th a series of hypotheses or assumpt1ons

" ‘Assumption Qne
Hh_' The h1erarchy of recruitment methods used by emp1oyers reflects gradat1cn
" of employer ob11gat1ons or demonstrable preferences.. ' The universe, of Job
vacanc1es, then, is not ‘a continuum insofar as. employer recruitment behav1or
is concerned The mix of jobs that fall into the domain of the two public
1ntermed1ar1es under the study is qua11tat1ve1y d1fferent from those in

‘c]osed or informal systems.

‘ 1/ CamiT "Associates, Recru1tment Job Search, and the United States Emp]oy-
ment Service (Ph11ade1ph1a Camil Assoc1ates, 1975) and Jobseeking Methods - -

Used by American Workers (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Bureau of Labor Stat1st1cs, :
L1975). The studTes will be referred to as "Cam11" and "BLS."™ . o

\ ‘ -, o

- ) '



1 leen a cho1ce empToyers prefer ‘to recru1t and seTe't from

. .sources that are cToser and more'fam111ar to them for all Jobfcategor1es

~ The *broadcast their vacancies to the narrowest most restr1cted market .
_wh1 h.is most apt to produce acceptable workers w1th the requ1red skills.’
The job appears in the less restricted pub11c market onTy when cToser i
‘audiences have failed to respond or were unava11abTe to\the employer. As

a consequence of such a "picking off" and. f11ter1ng proce#s, the mix of . -
jobs that do fall into the public domain d1ffers in k1nd from the total

!
i

un1verse of JOb vacanc1es

2. Certa1n tvpes of jobs tend to dominate the uanStrfcted public
market. They appear in large voTume and. can be strat1fied as follows:

a. Jobs in low-pay, low- status, and high- turnoveﬁ occupations.

Jobs in- occupat1ons of uncerta1n income (commﬁss1on sales).

c. Jobs within any- occupat1ona1 family which arp Teast attractive

 and hardest to fill. ' T

d. ‘Jobs hard to fill because of scarc1ty of the}required sk1115

:”Tff"““”‘ATT four categor1es requ1re broadcast to a w1de aud1ence -and some

) requ1re lengthy broadcast as well, E -'3-_ - s

b2

v} .

3. Because of ‘these factors, the pub11c 1ntermed1ary market tends R

to’ be character1zed by a comparat1ve1y small share of the totaT volume of S
vacanc1es consisting largely of Tess des1rab1e JObS wh1ch are broadcast to ;; ‘
g the Targest less "attached - Tess "beTong1ng" pooT of potent1a1 workers g/ \\?f*¥

e ¢

4. The jobs that dom1nate the two systems stud1ed here—~want ads
~ and ES--are more similar than they : are d1fferent, and. they serve ‘essen- | .~
“t1a11y the same range ‘of job seekers and emp]oyers St .
'Assumptioh‘Two~
. i o < -
Until a job filters into the publicly accessible, formal, institu-
tional 1ntermed1ar1es, 1t does not represent a v1ab1e potent1a1 for ES., e

1 Except for ob11gatory cTOSed systems, both job seeker and emppoy-
er can exerc1se freedom of cholce in the recru1tment or search methods they;
use. The pr1mary compet1tors to the use of ES as a recru1t1ng nechan1bm

2/ The assumpt1on that fewer jobs fall on a Targer aud1ence 1s supported

by . findings in ‘the Employment . Service Potent1a1 (ESP) Studies. See footnote ‘
10 in this chapter ‘ . / L

o ’ - 5- : . /
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are the he1p wanted ads and the pr1vate emp]oyment agenc1es ,.ES has no ,
| potentia] for captur1ng vacancies ‘which can be f111ed by the ‘closed SYStems
_or the 1nforma1 methods, whatever 1eve1 of effort 1t ‘makes. Inev1tab1y, '
i the foreman S brother or fr1end the aggress1ve Jjob seeker who shows “up . at ‘f“
the company S. personne] office when the- Job.begomes vacant a recommendat1on
from a professional assoc1at1on, a un1on h1rnng hall referra] or the C1v11
‘Service Tist will fill the job (assum1ng these are ava11ab1e\and can meet
Arequirements),'before the job is 1isted with ES, private employment agenc1es;
or want ads. S - o

2. Even if the job Tisting is sought out and captured by the,PriVafe”
agencies or ES/WA.market, employers will, if they can, continue to search
:their closer environs and will usually favor an acceptab1e candidate pro- -
duced by the informal or c1osed system mechanisms over those: produced by -
the forma] public ones. : o '

3. Emp]oyer perception of ES 15 not the pr1mary reason for fa111ng
-.to list their open1ngs The emp]oyer "e1ther felt he didn't need the
Emp]oyment Service or it had nothing to do 'with h1s needs for emp]oyees n3/
An empﬂoyer s decision to "go public" genera]]y occurs “because of a fa11—.\

‘ure or anticipated failure to draw enough sat1sfactory emp]oyees from the '
'narrower c1rc1e ; - L ' ’

q, The arena of compet1t1ve potent1a1 for ES occurs after the - o
_iemp1oyer crosses the 11ne ipto- mak1ng a forma1 pub11c anno.r-:ement. 001¥

then is ‘the choice among the three 1ntermed1ar1es based on the emp]oyer s
5fpercept1on of the1r comparative competency to f111 the emp]oyer s needs

o

'_Assumption Three

Pub11c labor exchange channe]s perform two bas1c funct10ns (1)
they centralize and broadcast Jjob vacancy 1nformat1on, and (2) they act
~as direct and act1ve med1ators or brokers in bring1ng JObS and workers
toqether _ ,‘ .
1. Private emp1oyment agenc1es are’ mode]s of a 1abor exehange
broker function. He1p wanted ads are a mode] of a 1abor exchange broadcast

377 CamiT, op. cit., p.229.

]
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funct1on . ES nngag:sgnn: 1°ct1V1t1es. It para]]e]s the pr1vatefemp oy="

‘gnent agenC1es in’ p/rfbrm1ng the broker ro1e and’ the he1p wanted ads 1n the

ﬁbfcentra11z1ng and ﬁrqaddastlng role. S

L2. ~The maaor d‘st1nct1on between the services. offered by the- he1p '

"wanted ads .and’ ES/11 $ in the ab111ty of the 1atter to ‘act as a. borker

US1ng occupat1ons h av11y 1dent1f1ed w1th pr1vat° emp]oyment agencies as
a prototype of Jobé which usua11y requ1re intensive broker1ng, 1t could be

/.
' expected that such jobs wou]d appear ‘more heav11y in ES than in want ads.

/
1

’

Job Recruitment/Search ﬁode1

Based bn the preceding assumptions, we have constructed a recru1tment-

job- search mode] (F1gure i 1) which correlates the method. used by emp]oyers

to broadca and fiil their emp]oyment needs and the severa] aud1ences. The

=,1nverte tr1ang]e represents, the- vacancy broadcast by the employer to- the-

potentna]/aud1ence The Juxtaposed upright pyramid represents the aud1ence

“and. the p ace it must be. in order to "hear™ it. The sequence of levels is

genera]]% ordered accerding to gradat1on of openness of the announcement and .
Aechus1venaés of the audience with the most exc]us1ve at the top of the ‘
~figure 'Th

re is no attempt to arrange Tevels -in accordance with the

"aggregate number 6f vacancxes occurring at each 1eve1 ‘the stat1st1ca1 s1ze

~of the aud1ence,_or the frequency with which matches occurs

: .mode1 Noth1ng that. fo]]ows, or that has been said, shou]d be 1nterpreted

Draw1ng on “the d1agram, we elaborate on each 1eve1 or segment of the

[

" as.a descr1pt1on of a r1g1d sequence, prec]ud1ng the’ poss1b111ty that em- "'3

, fp]oversiuse many’ or even all search methods at once, - depend1ng on the -
",éeconomy and other factors The ‘model attempts on]y to descr1be the dynamics
of the search process and its underT1ng rat1ona1e

The internal market (Leve] I) refers to those job changes that occur.

~ within an enterprise for “which a- compet1t1ve cho1ce is made, either by’ RS

transfer or promot1on of -the current]y emp1oyed or’ ‘the recall of those on ._51 o

'g]ayoff A "Job change" in th1s sense requi'res. an actua] change 1n 1ncum— -

.bents, ‘not merely a changn of. JOb ‘content for the same - 1ncumbent Though

- there is 11tt1e statistical ev1dence regard1ng the size “of- 1nterna1 1abor

ﬂilmarket transfers, promot1ons, or reca11s, the Emp]oyment SerV1ce Potent1a1

@y
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S L ‘Figure 1.1.°A R'éc:uilme_m-]bngarch Model . o,
The Broadeast: Employer Recruitment Methods | - | |
\ lhternal market . g
‘ A
_Lc\'cl‘-ll lnfurmal Word of mouth t0. employecs, busingss . Fricnds;
g " assotiates r relatives,
g . [ chance encounters
. A
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. service test
— ' ' S
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. and journals, , \.
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1
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f . ./‘
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he ‘same. company:w1th1n a time. frame In Nevada, approxlnately P
ent of - a]] h1res 1n 1975 were reh1res &/ In Callforn1a, dur1ng |
. ‘hth quarter of 1974 reh1res const1tuted 16- percent .of a]T h1r1ng
‘act1v1ty 5. The 1nterna1 market, by def1n1t1om does not make use of market
1ntermed1ar1es . S : ’
o Nord of mouth- (Leve] II) descr1bes those JObS that are obta1ned
through the persona] contacts of JOb seekers ‘This 1s an lnformaT, non-

ment of their open1ng tothoserlosest to them--employees, bus1ness associ~
. ates, and competitors--or because emp]oyees themselves know of the 1mpend~
ting departure of a fellow employee before the employer is apprised.
Emp]oyers often f1rst post such open1ngs within their place of bus1ness
-so that emplcyees may have first. access for the1r fam11y and. frdends
- The aggregate number of transact1ons that take place through this method .
' 1s very high, but ‘the announcement of a particular open1ng goes to a S
m1cromarket The person who .gets the Job has some,personal connect1on, |
however remote, with. the emp]oyer H c1rc1e. o ' . G '~ : :
The survey conducted by Camil of mp]oxers 1nd1cates that th1s "word
iz of mouth" method 1s, 1n their percept1on, the most - successfu] and the one _fw_f;r
" they . most prefer The BLS survey’ found that 27 percent of: successful Job |
seekers secured the1r JObS on' the basis of such 1nforma1 1nformat1on .
\ carriers wh11e Cam11 attr1buted about 30 percent/to this method

R

- \

{w \(attached to 1t by the Equa] Employment Opportunitles Commiss10nj1 ‘their -
\Guidebook for Emp]oyers, and it has been the subJect of: substant1a1 jud1c1a1

o condemnat1on.‘ Numerous courts have. found' that the "word of mouth reoruit-

’ 'ment by a substant1a11y a]]-wh1te work force. has the effect of repT1cat1ng _

:he raciaT character1st1cs of . the" existing work ‘force. ety - - g

V2 The ‘Nevada Emp]oyment Service Potential Project,’ Draft (San Franc1sco ,
-Region :IX, U:S;: Department of Labor, EmpJoyment” and Train1ng Adm1n1stration,
"Décember: 1976) o
o ;5>au5mpquhent Service Potent1a1, Draft (Sacramento Ca]ifornia Emp]oy-
- .- 'ment Development Department,. dune 1977). = ‘
"*,*6/ ‘Barbara Schlei -and Paul .Grossman, Employment D1scr1m1nat1on Law s e
Twa hington, ‘D.C.: Bureau of Nat1ona1 Affa1rs,*1976) S M




: v1ce or the union h1r1ng haL ‘to f1nd each other In one 1nstance, the .
kti,broadcast is 11m1ted to those workers who have succeeded through the "r1tes_.f
of passage,"'atta1ned union membersh1p and met aTT untgg,peqﬁ1rements that

pertaln to being dispatched to a job. Though anyone can apply for C1v1T o
@Serv1ce employment, “the job open1ng 1tse1f can be f11]ed only by those who
have passed the Civil Serv1ce tests and net other requ1rements LeveT III
~ jobs are made available to a larger body of JOb seekers onTy when the
h1r1ng hall cannot.suppTy the workers, or the Civil Serv1ce T1sts are ex-
hausted. ‘ : _ {
The formaT, semi-closed optional systems (LeveT Iv). consist of
" various institutions that act as 1ntermed1ar1es between .a pool of" JObS
and workers with spec1f1c occupat1ona1 sk1TTs or—tra1n1ng The use of these
, systems is opt1ona1 for both pr1nc1pa1s The 1ntermed1ar1es 1nc1ude, but’
e _are,not Tlnnted to profess1ona1 assoc1at1ons, thejr journaTs and pTacement ‘

b serv1ce§ ‘at’ reg1ona1 and nat1ona1 meet1ngs serving h1ghTy specialized pro~
o &fess1ona1 and- teohn1ca1 f1e1ds, coTTege pTacement, trade- schooT pTacement,s' '
~and nany empToyab1T1ty deveTopment government programs wh1ch prov1de em- mah
pToyers w1th poo]s of newTy trained workers who are aTready in the. system, _
N rNumons, w1thqut h1r1n /ha11s, that provide empToyers and members with a7
- ,;.referraT service. T}ough empToyers may be free to recryit’ from other '{
f’sources memberSh1p in the group 1nsures an exper1enced‘orwqual1f1ed worker o
_‘/jpool and thus” th@ referral serv1ce funct1ons for members, tra1nees, or .
graduates onTy //\ L L ' .‘ et
;j The optlonaT sem1 cTosed systems may 1nvoTve a w1der c1rcTe to wh1ch
'ﬂf the JOb open1ng is brbadcast but they are neverthe]ess c1rcumscr1bed by r
‘T the controTT1ng mechanmsms wh1ch often operate to- contain the aud1ence to
R f_wh1ch the job is broadcast Together, Levels III and V5 the cTosed and
h ,’sem1 cTosed systems, account for approx1mate1y 8 percent of the successfuT
Ce JOb search méthod of workers, as - extrapolated from the BLS ‘survey data
e EmpToyer gate hires 8leveTIV) efers to those. matches that occur as -
fiempToyers h1re individuals’ who come* to the1r establishment in search of
;work The 'BLS study: 1nd1cates that this method by Job seekers accounts
: 7for more h1res than any other % The BLS 1nterv1ew asked respondents 1f they

':/hcd "app11ed d1rect1y to an empToyer w1thout suggest1ons or referraTs »
S 21~ B
' > e ) SRR -

.'_\J "ﬁ




'does not cover wanb ads, the 35 percent may . be s11gh 1y overstated -
Such Job seekers, through their se1f-prope11e- behaV1or,vmove them~ ]h'r-f

.se1ves 1nto a pos1t1on where they can hear the emp]oyer s announcements

"The d1rect emp1oyer contact ‘method 1s ‘'used with- vary1ng degrees of 'sophis~
N:t1cat1on by all k1nds of Job seekers There are those with highly sought

after sk111s, credent1a1s .and exper1ence, who know their' oWn market far

better than any intermediary possibly could, know where the JObS are apt

to occur ard are essent1a11y seeking depth 1nformat1on upon wh1ch to make

a choice. Others, less assured of their place in the queue, conduct a

- purposefu], well- organ1zed search for work, concentrat1ng their efforts
on. the company, 1ndustry, 1ocat1on or- occupat1on in wh1cﬁ‘they are inter=—

ested in estab11sh1ng themse1ves, and us1ng the Job search as a means of

_';11ncreas1ng ‘the’ extent of the1r know]edge Thereﬂare, however, those-~most
' foften in unsk111ed, 1ow payoccupat1ons--whoconduct an a1m1ess,11m1th

K “h1t-and-m1ss" search, return1ng to the 'same few known emp1oyers on a pre-"'
‘scribed route, or presenting themselves to. the emp]oyer w1th the defeat1st
""1'11 take anything" approach. Such Job search. is uneconom1ca1 and wastes ‘

G

"'htre peop1e who make an‘ 1ndependent search for work to those’ who are sent
N by a-public agency because they regard the former fndividuals as better
"risks -in v1ew of the demonstrab]e se1f prope11ed desire for work E§ ol
referra]s are of ten v1ewed perhaps unfairly, as less work- or1ented 1n- / :
: -d1v1dua1s who are forced by the requ1rement of" the work test to accept

2

referra?s

the worker s time and money
Though the d1rect approach method 1s theoret1(n11y ava1Tab1e to a11

j']ob seekers, 1arge numbers--34 percent, accord1ng to BLS--d1d not use it

to get the1r JObS and may, because of t1m1dwty or 1ack of know1edge, re-'i

There ' 1s cons1derab1e emp1r1ca1 ev1dence that emp]oyers prefer to -

In a11, accordlng to BLS, rough1y two th1rds (61 percent) of the ;'

qu1re 1ntermed1at.on ~And 1arge numbers of- sma]]er, 1ess prominent enter— ﬂ/ﬁ

q.~pr1ses may.. never have the opportun1ty for a. gate hire..
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»;9');;The pr1vate empIOyment agenc1esa(Leve1 VI) aré a formaI pub11c in-"

¥

termediary to the degree that ‘there- are no 1nst1tut1ona1 barr1ers to the1r

use by e1ther JOb seeker or emponer They are one of the opt1ons ava11~5,f,
able in those occupat1ons in wh1ch they operate a broker1ng serv1ce The -

optlon, however, i§ not open to all Job seekers, even within those occu-
pat1ons Not only do agencies charge a fee to either party, but they can
‘and ' do cream the population and the jobs that come to them. - Neither ES .
nor the want ads have such prerogatives. want ads are ava11ab1e to every-

one, and ES”is obliged to continue to work for and with the less qualified -

applicant as a matter of law and public po)1cy The contrast tends to cast

the private employment agencies into the role of an outstat1oned emp10yer -

personneI office as weII as a pub11c 1ntermed1ary o .o _
A private agency tends to- spec1a11ze in groups of reIated occupat1ons

or 1n pa?t1cu1ar industries or fields of work such as med1ca1 and foc !

services. Accord1ng to Cam11, the fee was pa1d by the worker in 60 per-

cent of the ngs obtained through th1s mechan1sm —/ A h1gh pr%pgrt1on of= '

"the 1nd1v1duals placed by pr1vate agenc1es in mainly wh1te coIIar JObS

;.

were young, wh1te women The act1v1t1es of -the pr1vate agenc1es are
c10aked in so: much secrecy as to defy a d1rect study of the1r 1mpact,
pract1ces,.and Iabor market role. N L '
'ﬁOur study, then, is° measur1ng and compar1ng the cho1ce made by . the -
emponer between the two most ub1qu1tous formal 1ntermed1ar1es, ES (LeveI

<

VII) and ‘the he]p wanted ‘ads (LeveI VIII) “Tagether with pr1vate agenc1es, f
o these 1ntermed1ar1es account for about a“quarter of: the jobs found by . Job—

]

seekers o _< Co .

Y

e . L . : -
H . . . PR R - - . . ' : ‘ K

7/ (Th1s percentage may be influenced by the size of‘the c1t1es in the
Cami1l study. Larger cities would tend tovhave -a .higher volume- of upper -
bracket adm1n1strat1ve and profess1ona1 JObS, w1th the fee p31d by the
emponer :



ntermediary'

U CBs CAML‘,"' .
_Wantads - % - 408 — o 166 o

s R T 5.6\ -
PEA's .. 5%, 856 -/

Total 7% L21.8% L -

~ The rationaie for the comparison comes from the conv1ction that the
want ads and ES are more similar to oiie another than either is to any
other intermediary. The foiiowing reasons are offered:

e Each is a mechanism accessibie for unrestricted use to all A
occupations, industries, empioyers, or job seekers. I

o Neither workers nor empioyers are compeiied to use want ads
or ES as an. exciusive method for filling openinge or obtain-
- ing JObS ‘ -
‘9. Un1ike other labor exchange- mechanisms, want ads and ES are . .
> able’to maintain very little, if any, control over the vol-, =
*  ume or the characteristics of their users, be they employersi e
.or readers/Job seekers : . : U

e

v o The -use of either invoives an active, formai act\dh ‘the . -
© . & part of the enm}oyer which steps beyond the search within
- his or “her: own circle or env1rons ' ~
. Neither charges. a fee to empioyer or job seeker for the =~ « [ .-
"brokering service, though there is-a minimai cost ‘to the "rﬁf,; o
A empioyer for . advertising a job LT

"o Both operate in the same 1oca1 market, subject to the °ame L
economic and: demographic conditions or competition from o

éﬁf' ' 'd'. ,' other hiring channeis o

5 .
0"

e Both are central’ repositories for disseminating job
vacancy information which is availabie to the generai
pubiic , . .

. . . R P

'There are, however, critica] fferences between the two.c
B o_‘Though both receive and disseminate vacancy 1nformation, oniy
. . . ES provides the broker fynction--thé task of: éffecting ai
- T -“.A match1~-- Ty T ’ .)' Y . . L

E : L N
3 A

;m; . e Want. ads are a- commer al venturé 'fhiff*
VR « . d'etre is revenuye an Ait i not: cent#ally concerned with

B serving the-iocai 1abor market or fuifiiiing a sociai ‘or

o




u",‘tlal thesis that employers  preferences and obligations in their use: of -

, y. '1ts major: purpoSe‘zsat order‘t “Tabor marke
-~ and" facilitate 1ts functioning. Its:main users . are D
,employers and Jjob. seekers - .‘.”, ;.

° 1Nant ads are dissem1nated to a much larger, more dlverse
audience which includes individuals who are only. marginally
- seeking work. ES .has a far smaller cllentele con51sting of
- deliberate job seekers. : ,

The hypothetlcal mode is set forth as a process, and is unrelated
to the level of unemployment or to other speé1al circumstances whlch would
affect the volume and velocity of jobs that filter down to the publzc
'idomawn A tlght market would, of course, drop a larger volume of Jobs
more quickly into the' lap of the’ publlc 1ntermed1ar1es. . ~ .
h number of conditions may cause some employers ‘to place jobs in the *
publlc domain more qu1cAly and more frequently than’ other employers. "The
_ Federal Contractor Job Llstlng Program,gllcommonly called Mandatory Listings
(ML), requlres most government contractors to list most of their jobs wlth
. ES in order to 1nsure preferentlal treatment for Vlet Nam\era and dlsabled
kveterans Title VI of the Civil Rights Actgl may 1mpel eMployers to. place
_ thelr jobs with either. or both’ 1ntermed1aries to fulf@ll Aan afflrmative
o ct1on policy, though nothing in either mandate lnplies that” he irlng '
. pattern would depart from the sequence of- preferenCe sdggest

gram In add1t1on; Spec1al cond1t1ons sulted for the public roadcast:of*

“f’part of the employer of searclty 1n a particular Speciality, an employer ; 3of{
hlrlnq S0 1nfrequently as to know little about ‘worker poolo _ o
) However, none of these conditigns seriously 1mpinges upon the essen~f¢ o

intermed1ar1es are endemlc, creatlng a "last resort" public market"ﬂith g
‘definable characteristics. " . - I
Though everyone throughout the pyramld has access to* ‘the jobs that

» "”-';appear publlcly, the persons in the lower portion of the pyramid do- not,,-‘p

","f._/ 'As amended by the Equal Employment Opportunlty Act of 1912

T

J;.Unlted States Code




; ‘*ed markets lends credence to the assumpt1on that elther thevdob is 1ess .
- jdes1rab1e than aobs ‘that were filled or that t
available wath the requ1red skills, and, the

a wider broadcast T

e are -fewer 1nd1viduals )
fore, to find thew requires‘f

Labor [xchange Models

As has been said, the cr1t1cal difference in services provided be-

b tween ES and, the help wanted ads: is.in the broker. functxon. o
are purely a broadcaster of 1abor market information. ES, thouohit broad— S i
casts its’ jobs in the job information centers and permits a measure of S
self-selectaon, is also presumably a hrokerage.
describes a variety of spec1f1c activities wh*ch call for an,increasing

'ugdegree of lntermediation at. each step.

want ads

As- used here, "broker

“These: might 1nc1ude'

. Narrow1ng the’ audxence by" providvnq accurate job deseripa 'j A
_tions, titles, and codes b ] _

Contro111*g_the flow of applxcants

vfGivigg~)nformat1on which shapes the expectatfons of either!
femplcyer or Job soeker.

Search1ng the market within: and outside the institutidh
for the- -worker or the: job. - .

'Selecttqg an appropr1ate worker or an apprapriate Job

1$e1)1ng and eonvane1ng_e\ther party to accept contact

Arrang1ng the meetwqg

'F0110w1ng up fhe results.‘

107 Ev1dence strongly supportlve {3
1ight WIth initial data’
. Turnover rates

" actually vastly higher t

ontinu1ng thh ‘other match efforts if the first fails.

this assumption has recent1y come to
loyment- Service Potential Project (op
based on a:count of new hires per. quarter, are -
han has heretofore’ been estimated ‘

from the Emp




" The dual broadcasi-brokerage role p]ayed by ES is anaiyticaiiy con-
““fusing. Because each of the two' connercial ihtermediaries is more purely
‘one qr-the other. a dissection of their basi~ behav10ra1 and organizational

,elements provides a vantage point from which to view ES in 1ts permutations.

c The-Broadcaﬁt Mode
~The heip wanted ad section can be likened to the owner of the premises
of a_ farmers -market which rents stails. The owner has Jrules fdr use, he .
pr0vides the’ premises and the parking space But, essentia11y. each stall
N occupier decides how to dispiay his goods what he will se]]. and for: what.
price. . 7' R ' ‘ : , :

' The* heTp wanted ad section is rewarded in proportion to the vo]ume of
Tabor market information received on the one hand, and the dissemination i
s of- that 1nformat10n to “the pub]ic through sale, of newspapers on the other.
¥ TIt offers the 1nformation to an indiscriminate applicant supply;:any readler
= is a potential user of that labor market information. Its responsibilities

“‘end with the diSplay of the ad. : ' |

Interna]iy. the newspaper has.discrete structures to deal with each
side of the labor market and. one has no’ re1ationship to the other. The
classified ‘ad section dea]s only w1th the employer and -other advertisers
" The JDb seeker, as a member of the pub]ic, is’ the concern of the circula-
tion department The "sales” efforts--tp, increase revenue either through
“the sa]e of more help wanted space. or the sale of more neWSpapers——are

. unatthohed to and unre]ated to the labor exchange processes.

Job~ seekers using want ‘ads are engaged in a se]f screening process
Emp]oyers may , in-fact, empioy screening devices within the ads. Such
devices inciude suppressing the 1dentifying 1nformation, requiring a letter
or«te]ephone call in response or using h;gh]y technica] ad script to dis--
courage- inappropriate responses The emp]oyer could also induce responses

t\by suppreSSing negative information or distorting. earning ‘potentials.
o -The re1at16nship between the employer and the want ad taker is

| >totaiiy impersonal. Any.one of many ad, takers may respond to the telephone
L order.v The person _taking the ad makes no claim to expert know]edge of the
| g L supply side of the market. nor of occupationa] variables or prevailing .

*p; gsratee The newspaper bears no responsibiiity for the outcome’ of the ads

R
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' The Broker Model

The broker ro]eﬁof“the private agencies is akin to that of the marriage
. broker: - If the meeting between the two "takes," the broker has earned his .
fee. '
A _ Awards arecentirely dependent upon effecting a match between job
seeker and employer, whichever pays the fee. The job and applicant infor-
mation is owned, controlled and, in fact, sold by the broker. No effective °
self-screening is possible. Only a small portion of the:job volume is
~ publicly qisplayed in a newspaper, and the information that is advertised
v is geered to attract busineSS to the agency rather than to broadcast speci-
fic openings The cr1t1ca1 detailed, 1dent1fy1ng 1nformat1on is not
. divu]ged until a screen1ng process has taken p1ace and the third- party ro]e
is insured. o ,
To exercise the brdkefage function and fulfill the promises inherent
im it, certain behavioral and organizationa]“characteriétits’are evident:

@ The same person must deal with both sides of the market. This
is an essentia] ingredient of brokering in any field. o
‘e The expertise c]a1med by the broker can best be atta1ned or
simulated :if the broker narrows the playing field to a group
of occupations or an industry where the brokering activity
is most likely to be neéded.

- o The relationship requ1res a high degree of persvhnalization in
order to ‘develop trust since the "professionalism" of thei»
service offered is somewhat amorphic. To ensure return business,
it is necessary to fulfill the role of.a surrogate for those
sousces of information that are in Level II--word of mouth--
and are in closest proximity to the employer. .

e To fulfill the 1mp]1ed ‘promise to make an active search of
available workers or jobs for the best poss1b1e match, the
same person who is :sponsible for the match is also involved

v in an active search for new business--seeking.applicants in
order to keep the promise to the employer or so11c1t1ng
employers for job l1istings in order to keep the  promise to
the job seekers. Private employment agenc1es do not sep-
arate these functions. They all reside in a single person,
as they do in most middleman, broker activities.

® Pr1vate agenc1es depend heavily nn job development ‘to make
"matches, and do not restrict themselves to "house" orders
(i.e., unsolicited. JObS placed by employers).

) el
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e Private agenc1es tend to refer on]y onefapp11cant for an open~
. ing rather than a number, though th1s practice is not univer--
sa11y adhered to.

e, when the emp]oyer’or the job seeker does not get any response
or gets a podr response to the enlistment of intermediary- aid,
. the onus for the failure falls on the broker--not on the econ \\\\\\<;
~omy, the quality of the jobs or the applicant . supply. Once C
“ the broker has accepted a client, he essent1a]ﬂy accepts re-.
spons1b1lity for failure.

) Whoever pays the fee, the Jjob is owned by the empl.yer. . Hence
the broker becomes the outside personnel officer for the enter- ca
prise, a consultant brought in to perform a specific task.
‘Employers either pay for that service themselve$, or pass re-
, cru1t1ng costs on to the job Seeker who pays the fee, depend--.
. , ing on the _skill Tevel- and supp]y/demand cond1t1ons. ~

e Brokers limit their act1v1t1es, cream the supp]y, seek more
" . salable applicants and more des1rab1e, higher pa1d JDbS upon - .
. which to spend their energ1es sihce the commission is the Coe
% source. of their livelihood.*® Their greatest ‘advertising em-
phasis is placed on br1ng1ng in a stream of people rather o
than jobs, so as to cull out the less attached, less desir- v
able, more numerous audience and find those app11cants for T
whom better JObS can be deve]oped 11/ - : )

The  two mode]s have conf11ct1ng eTeme ts since broadcast1ng the job ";5
makes se]f-se]ect1on poss1b1e wh1ch reduces the: need for a broker.

S

_ : . ) /
The Emp]oyment Service S ‘ .,

i

The structure and procedures . 1n ES c]ear]y conta1n e1ements of both
- mode]s L /’ - '

) To the degree that it determ1nes what 1nformat1on is ex- . . i
tracted from the employer and applicant, organizes and Co
clarifies it, and also contro]s the referrals, it emu]ates w
“the broker model. - : X : .

. o e It is rewarded for seTect1ng, referr1nq, and“placing
' i " applicants--a broker character1st1c
. B P 1
11/ The 1nformat1on about private employment.agdencies is ‘garnered from
discussions with owners of both applitant and employer fee paying agencies,
. both franchised and individual firms. It is not pgesented as representa~
tive but does offer significant insights. Respondents agreed’ that they :
.(a) ‘place 20 percent of their applicants, (b) fill only a small portion
of the "house" orders, and, as much as 70 percent of their p]acements are
a consequence of JOb deve]opment :

1}
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e Like the broadcaster, ES subjects all jobs to essentially :
the same process. It makes no formal, or operational dis- -
tinctions among jobs in terms of the degree of brokerlng '
effort -expected, -needed, or possible.

e To the degree that it structura]]y separates dealings with .
-~ the applicant public from dealings with the employer, it
emulates the informational model. The centralized order-
taking unit is a near rep1ica of the want ad taker.

® When the outside "sales" force is separated from contact- L b
with the two pr1nc1pa1s, it emu]ates the broadcaster. '

e Occupational or industrial spec1a11zat1on glides a]ong
between the two models, though centralized order taking
has significantly decreased occupational specialization,

9,send1ng the agency 1n the d1rect1on of a broadcast mode]

) Because of placement def1n1t1ons, and the pressures of-—
- job order and applicant flow, ES staff depends:heavily
on "house" openings for making the match, with- 1imited
effort to develop jobs for applicants. Th1s is a serious e
'departure from the broker model. '

o Job Bank and computer1zed job-person match1ng c1ear1y
moves in the direction of the depersonalized information
model, despite the match1ng function of the computer,
_unTess the computer is used as one of the tools of the , : N
broker. : _ : . » ‘ 2
S, . »
o.'D1sp1ay1ng all.or near1y all the job orders for pub11c
scrutiny and self-selection ‘increases the tendency toward -
the labor exchange broadcast model, though the withholding
of 1dent1fy1ng 1nformat1on clings to the broker function

( [

° .Un1ess otherw1se spec1f1ed ES tends to refer three / ‘ L .
- applicants for one opening’ wh1ch deviates from the’ broker
practice to a degree
. The degree to which ES is a]]-encompass1ng and does not ? , . /
cull the audience, test, reject, and reduce its app11-,; . /»
. ‘cant users,°1t emulates the broadcast.mo e1 ) S
Th1s, theny br1ngs us to the study. 1n question. When eﬁp]oyers ' ) / :

enter their vacancy'1nto the public doma1n, what are their criteria for
choices among the ava11ab1e intermediaries? When and why'do employers
~choose to use both ES and want ads? What. are their expectations from
both? when they use both for the same occupation, fs it fair to assume
' that they percé1ve both as prov1d1ng access to a-pool of job seekers from
which: to draw Teferra]s--the broadcast. funct1on7 . >

»

. |]' = - 19 - OO

A
I




or e v - " ——T
- . i)

The Camil Stody; which is based on interviews with samp.e empioyers;
provides a profile of employer use .and perceptions of ES, some of which
-~ are particularly relevant to our study For examp]e, employers have a
"~ range of d1fferent expectations when placing an order, and various degrees
of complaint or satisfaction.” Only 31 percent of the employer users of ES . -
’ expected careful broker-type screening. Another 14 percent wanted pre- ' '
Timinary screen1ng HoweVer, fully-half of the emp]oyers in the Cam11
Study expected nothing more than that ES send "qualified people," and,
according to Camil, th1s latter group used ES as a centra11zed mechanism,
dropping their vacancies into a pool .of known-Job seekers. The study
further suggests that “the greatest amount of d1ssat1sfact1on with the
" agency s temmed from those employers who had apparenthy regarded it-as a
ubroker and were dissatisfied with the qua11ty or the absence of referrals. =
~-I't appears that employer users of ES expected and wanted response to the1r . ¢
jop orders more quickly than the average employer interviewed. In ex- ' )
am1n1ng recruitment methods. used, . Camil" found that ES was seldom used
exc]us1ve1y The most common comb1nat1ons of 1ntermed1ary use were ES _
with newspépers and one other method- and ES with pr1vate agencies. ( - !
~ The ensu1ng chapters prov1d insights into the labor exchange’ role :
p1ayed by ES. The agency can do only that which is asked of it by employers -
and workers who own the jobs and the sk111s. There is ‘Tittle to be gained-
* by cr1t1c1z1ng a public 1nst1tutxon if 1t fails to-do that which is: beyond

- its-scope and power. </L\\
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~"2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The rationa]e;for"the data collection procedures use& in the study
_can best be4111ustrated by fellowing a combosjte job seeker, engaged in
the search for werk at different times and with varying degrees of ihten- |

. sity.” The person (henceforth referred to as JS), is neither interested
in’ nor eligible for tra1n1ng, work experience, on- the JOb tra1n1ng, or
any subs1d1zed employment opportun1ty emanat1ng from manpower programs.
_3JS is w1111ng to accept full- or part t1me, temporary or pe#ﬁanent work,
except casual labor 1ast1ng three days or less. He/she is literate in
English and free of those physical handicaps that would interfere with a
visit to the 1oca1 ES office. Our: JOb seeker is unw1111ng 'to commute.
beyond usual commut1ng distances for the 1abor market area, unW1111ng to

~ pay a fee for obtaining a JOb, and is genera]]y reluctant to respond to
the ads placed by private emp]qyment agencies. Theperson may or may not
_ use various other job search methods, but ;his study perceives the labor
““ ™ market - through that' job seeker's experiences with help wanted ads and ES
11st1ngs qn]y Our job. seeker lives in any of the 12 areas under study
and looks for a job per1od1ca11y and sometimes every day.

In the périodic or daily search,. 'JS encounters the stocks and f]ows
of jobs placed by emp1qyer§ in the two intermediaries, wh1chlare the source
of the:data. This chapter describes the files, the study sites, and the

" .way in which the“data are handled.

The Basic Files
The study draws on two data sources--want ads and emp]oyment service
11st1ngs-»wh1ch are organ1zed into thren f11es for ana]ys1s the stock,
the flow, and the match studies. ’ .

Stock Data - The First Day of Search

\

Py ’ | /= i )
Our composite job seeker begins the search for work on the first

‘day of the month, after ali orders closed during the preceding month have
been rembved from'the.act$ve ES file and before new ones ‘have been added.

When visiting the ES office, JS has access to all open orders in the office

’ . 221 -
’, ’ & . ' 2 - (‘) o .
@ - . )
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on ghat day. On the closest Qunday, JS exam1nes every ad 11sted 1n the
help wanted columns, rejecting those jobs that cannot be. located- w1th1n
the area, those ads placed by private employment agencies, and those that
appear to_ be earn1ng opportun1t1es other than jobs. A1l ads placed by
employers for work within that same 1abor market area are presumed to

- .descrihe JObS that are open and available..

, The #ock analysis consists of a comparison petWeen'the"opportunities

'_for work found in each sistem at 12 month}y‘inter9a1s, beginning‘with the
end of June 1974 through “the end of May 1975 in 12 labor market areas.
Compar1sons are made by volume, occupat1on, and other character1st1cs

"Thus we follow Js’ through a set of 12 period1c 'snapshots of the inventory —.
of Jjob 11st1ngs in each of the two pub11c 1ntermed1ar1es--ES and he]p

wanted ads.. . ' : o . *

* Flow.Data - The Daily Search

In the" f]ow study, the stance and 1mage of the person are a]tered
AJS now has a prodigious memory and is engaged in an act1ve, da11y search
for work. Beginning with the last Sdhday in September 1974 (a stock day),
JS scans each daily edition of the newspaper want ads for four weeks.
_ Brush1ng dstde the ads seen the day. before, JS selects on]y the new 11st-1_'
% dings. 1In daily v1s1ts to ES, beq1nn1ng with the first ‘working day of '
- 0ctober, J$ also se1ects on]y the new 11st1ngs The flow ana]ys1s con-
sists of an exam1nat1on of ‘new jobs.that f]ow through each system dur1ng _
- four weeks in Dctober, and a comparison between the two in the 12 areas,
- »yy vo]ume, occupation, and other character1st1cs b . _
' +The tota] opportun1t1es to which JS is exposed in a month cons1st C e
of the f1rst day s stock p]us the subsequent new listings, referred to
as 0ctober Jjobs.
Matched’Data - Encounterdngfthe.Same Employer
- _: Some employers 1isted>jobs in both mechanisms durind.the flow month.
~ These emp]oyers are identified by industry, and ana]yzed by the volume and
occupational character of the 1fstin§s in each intermediary, the sequencé

rd




of use in the two 1ntermed1ar1es ~and" the length—of time jobs appear as
Open.n . B ' . . C ) Y e . - -

®- :'Study Sites

The se1ect on of study s1tes was subJect to a variety cf cons1der~
at1ons which 1nc1uoed feasibility: constra1nts as well as the appropriate-
ness and d1vers1ty of all re]eyant cond1t1ons

. Scope . A | }*, _ S
- Of the412 areas se]ected (Tabie 2- 1) ©"11 incorporated an entire

standard metropo]1tan stat1st1ca1 area (SMSA) Where the’ Jur1sd1ct1onl

ﬂ of the local off1ces serv1ng the SMSA extended beyond. it “into territory

. with little economic activity, the geograph1c‘scope for the.study.was ex-

) 'tended to _encompass the local office‘jurisdict{on;. It waS'unfeas1b1e,to

‘ incTude the ‘ful®: SMSA in ong area~-Syracuse For that'site,~the study

“was limited to Onondaga, one of the three count1es in the SMSA. The Port- “/

“1and SMSA is as of the study . per1od and not as redefined in March 1976
*' Jobs Tisted ln want ads were located geograph1ca11y to correspond with
' area per1meters C

o

Characteristics of Study Sites

A

14 . e . >

Three SMSAs were chosen in each‘Uf four~popu1at1on ranges

Group A: A million or more:
Group B: 500,000 - 1,000,000
Group C: 250, 000 - 500 000
Group D: Under 250 000

8}

. As can' be seen in Tables 2 1 and 2 2, the areas selected d1ffer ,
substant1a11y in percentage of m1nor1t1es, number of" ‘employing un1ts per-

centage of work force in b]ue collar occupat1ons, sever1ty of unemp]oyment,

hourly earnings in manufactur1ng, and percentage of workers in low-pay and .
1ow~status JObS ' ’ .

The six largest SMSAs stud1ed incorporate 80 percent of the popu]at1on

9
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'Table -1, Study Areas by"Populatioh and Percent of Racfal Minorities

t . : L ), : _i
~Study area by mmmnpmmwmm1pmmm %mMmMWPmmwm |
%smwmﬁ of SHSA minority in SMSA™  of city - mmw - pwmmw:‘
o Mlanta, G2 1,300,160 e 196,073 04 o
San Diego, Ca, 1,367,854 8 69,769 O
New Orleans, La, 1,045,809 . 31 LU I
© Dayton) Ohio S0l _,243,601 I R I
.M Richnond; OV B L) Y VA
o yracue, NS 650 4 197,08 12 3
C (mm%mm)wnm . L e
G L | ‘
~mﬁmc | IR o .
SN Michita, ka0 I A
o Desloines, I 2000 5 N5 ¢ N
| mmmMs w0y 163,968 o »
o ntaRosa,Ca ALK S X 24 |
o, otland, Maine W65 0 1 65,16 L o T
mem w‘unm | IJ‘IJMM ] a ;
grmwmmmmmwmwmmwmmummwmmmmmwumnumum
'mmmmwmmnmmmewmwmmmeammmmmmm \
- NOTE: mmmwwwmﬂmmmwmwummmmmMMMMMmMmmmm
| wma meS %mm . o ST e




Tabl 2-2.  Econontc Chaactertstic of Study hreas

Studyaress . Number of Percent 1970 - Industries With | ”Uneroployrent Hourly Percenf employment
. arranged by employing . census employ-  unusually high ?rate, 1974 - earnings of - in Tow-pay, low- -

Cooste o unfts  ment nbluee . enployment {con- ~ anfual averaoe MFo workers,  status occopot1ons
e o covered  collaroccu-  pared to other | 1974 amial (1970 Census)
oy () St SMSAs) b '/5 , e v
‘ Atﬁ]ant# R N I (N Trade, Trans. A wa o o.oLony
. b ) S fom o
Sinlep 260 B8 nnmmn' S R (Y R
2 - “ Clemvies Y &

e Orleans B w5 Thans: Comd, ‘.73' B ‘WAZVln"ioﬁ,_”lf

B | Utﬂ Services | SR B
S IS X 11 ‘ nnnnnng : 45 5nn“. s
oo B Rdmd 08 R0 Cnstctims Y N I
“ | Syracuse (SI). 100 M4 nmmmm .‘sg;_’on s
Hichita Y mnnnnng f; Y R | E
‘Ds Nofnes - 6,899 2.0 Finance, Real - SR A . S X
o Estate&lns e :
: dikn G ;zor et 33 S gm0 g
Smafosa A4 SN e ,92 R Y
e P  Government T .
 Portland U I N I Finance\*’keal y .' B X
b ‘{ Estate d s, B Lt
boise . 401 nn AmomN 'ool‘,non RS VAR
: | L et e f,rnr
' SOURCE 1970 U.S. Cénsus; Research and Statisti&s nnits of State Enplnynent Services n California, ldaho, 0h1o. r_:a

K York naine, \Hrginia, Georgia, M1ssiss1ppi Loursiana, Iona, ano Kansas

3
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"in all the study areds. the combined populations of all u. S SMSAs with ok

» Feasibility Constraints in Area SelectiOn?

Selection of Newspapers ft h ‘. . )
%papers with a predominantly local readership were chosen Publications

T é

e ,..____, B R Y{,_

.\ :

population of ‘500,000 or more represent enly 74 percent of u S. metro—

'.politan population To this degree, the sample tends to overstate the
‘case of big cities. , ‘ '

v

, L \

1

- The area choices available for study were considerably narrowed.by

‘the following concerns

1. "Newspapers: To avoid the~problem of. duplicated ads, we- had
Y to select areas in which. there was either (a) a single daily
' newspaper, or., (b) publicatiOns which. shared the same adver- ‘ﬂ:‘
- tising copy . - BT S { e
2. ”Central Cltles SMSA s with more_than one large city were
W excluded not only because of the multiple newspaper problem
| but” also because the survey design would be unnecessarily
‘complicated if more than one~center of job market activity .
existed in an area. ] R : ) 7"'w
3. State boundaries: Because the collection of employment '
service data depended upon the use of tapes from- state-‘_
operated computerized systems, areas were excluded™Which
crossed state boundaries v Y " o
4, Malfunctioning or transttoryﬁsysfems. ORC Was advised by | "
< - the ndtional. office of the Employment and Truining Admin-
istration against selecting those states where, in their
opinion, the data processihg systems were. malfunctional
or in transution, thus creating problems of unreliable T
" or untimely data. . I L )fw?

Since the-study was restricted to the Jocal labor market, only news-

such as the WaTl. Sfreet Journal, which serve the national market,\and
professional Journals were’ ndt #hcluded. : 7 e
All dailz paper$ published within an SMSA were included Those’ that

¢

39- 26 -




are Dublished’1ess than f#&e‘times a week were excluded becadse the lepse
c of time between ‘the appearance of the job and the st0ck date decreased the
like1ihood that the. job was stili open The 19 newspapers selected are
N Tisted in Table 2-3.- Help wanted ads from 7esieditions were analyzed -in
this study. R : S

Comparébility and Integrity of Data

The study compares volati1e 1nformation handled by two very different
": 1nst1tutional entities. It was necessary to carve out precisely comparable o
o perimeters as guidelines for accepting, treating, and manipulating the data. . -*ifi
'  The difﬁjcu1’s of ensuring a comparable unit of measurement in both ES 5
-+and the want ads can. be visualized in Figure 2.1. 'In ES a new Job order is :f
written for each discrete wccupational code. In the want ads it is customary
fer an employer to use a single ad to list all Jjobs, but. he/she has the R
option of splittlng the ads, and sometimes does The number ‘of ogening is.
generally unavailable from, the want ads because of the tise of- plura1s, I
. Hdwever, the number of occupations is listed, providing a unit for par~ : .
Yson with ES. v ,. e S
] _' In this study, each occupation listed within an ad was given® a\separate ,
-coding Tine and is the precise equivalent of a job order Iisted with,ES. I&éf"‘ *_
" findings represent a comparison of the frequercy of all occupetienal oppor~ T
'ﬂ'tunities avai]able to the Job seeker in each 1ntermediany. “For- the sake
o of brevity, ‘the want’ad ke (as against ad) and _the ES. Job order (as d" S
: ’against gening) are referred to 1n this report as “Jobs“ or "11st1ngs " ' :

,f7QAccept7ReJectucriteria ' L

K

o

B - For consistency, it was nece§sary to EStablisﬁ ru1es fdr determining
F“*;what to count as. jobs in the two»intermediaries " The count 'of Job ordersf

o AnES and job titles in the help wanted ads was restricted to those. Kkinds' .«
- of jobs for whfch both ‘operated- as 1ab0r exchange. Listinas appearinq fn .~ . -
one, mechaniSm which were. either barred or’ inconceivable in the other were B "5'f3;£

/ e11minated 1n order to ensure cemparability of the count. N




Number of

Week1ly

_ Editions /.

. Area. Newspapers ,
o papers . . frequency in study - n
Atlanta 2 ‘Atlanta Journal 7 -39 579,141 / :
. Marietta Journal 6 35 25, 288 o
Boise 1 Idaho Statesman 7 39 66,417
Dayton 5 Dayton News 7 39 223,194
A ‘ Piqua Daily Call 6 3% 2/ 13,000 .
Fairborn Herald 5 31 %; -8;500 .
Troy -News 6 35 / 10,000
Xenia Eazette 6 ~. 35 © 2/ 15,500
Des Moines . Des-Moines Register 7 39 480,209
- Jackson 1  Jackson Clarion’ 7 ¥ 114,773
New Orleans 1. Times Picayune 7 £ ?
,Portiand 1 Maine Sun Téfegraﬁ\- 7 '39 -
" Richmond - 1 " Richmond Times 7 39 2
" ‘San Diego 3 San Diego Union 7 L3/
o - Escondido Times - 6 : 35
' Oceanside B*ade ‘ 6 - 35
"~San£é Rosa 1 PressvDemocrat ‘ 6 N in 351ff_
;Syracuse 1 Herald American AN 39 T
Wichita 1 Eagle Beécon 7 39 S '187;62O
TOTAL 19 705 .

1/ The data for this table, exclud1ng those in

ABC Audit Reports.

Taken—from informatior

72
- gi§6ndaywed1tig weekday editions werg'used

thé” daily papers

foothote 2/, were taken’from ;

In some ‘cases, there were. no
for the stock- study.




'FigureﬂZ

1: Tilustratjon of Units of Measurement

ABC Company Requires
4 Salespersdﬁs
2 Clerk Typists
1 Janitor
 As jobs would appear in As jobs might appear:in
employment service listings help wanted ads . .- |
S = - } N i xE
, ABC Company - ABC Company 1
‘No. of openings: 4 SR
Occ: Salespersons . - Salespersons
- " Clerk Typists|
© - -Janitor 1!
", ABC Company i
{ | No. of openings: 2 °
1 [Q;c;lKCIErk Typist
\\. .
" .ABC Company ’
!'No. of-openings: 1
t. . Occ: Janiter
| Employment Service Want ads
1 Employer 1 Employer
- 3 Orders 1Ad .
| 7 openings Unknown openings
-3 Occupations 3 Occupations”
\
‘ - 29 - 4;3




v v__ﬂlx the newspapers, a11 ads in a]] ed1t1ons were counted HoweVer, :
1n order to be incorporated into the want ‘ad stock or flow data file by Ny
Job tit]e, the following criteria were established, 1n—keep1ng with the

£

prof11e of the s1ng]e job seeker. ‘ :

1. Advert1ser. The advertiser of the job had to be the employing
' unit. Generally, jobs listed by private emp]oyment agencies
or training-institutions were,rejected sincecthis study is
‘examining the behavior of local employers in their choice be-
tween ads and ES. | - -
2. Location: To be accepted, the job had to be located within
the geographic boundaries of the SMSA or the Jur1sd1ct1on of
~ the local ES office. :
3. . Other earning oppprtunities:- To be accepted, the 1isting‘had‘ .
to be for a "job" rather than-for types of earning opportu--
nities not accepted as a job by ES in all areas. " Such "jobs"p_”
- include ‘recruitment into the armed forces, Peace Corps or f ‘
_other sem1 -volunteer act1v1t1es, temporary emp]oyment agénc1es;
iand comm1ss1on -only sales JObS Emp]oyment serV1ces vary in '
their practjces, and acceptance and reJection of the ad de-
. pended updnﬁthe local ES pplicies in regard to putt1ng such

"jobs" through the computer system. v

| ' In establishing the want ad flow file, the same cr1ter1a perta1ned
with one ad§1tjona] reject factor: If the ad appeared in the newspaper
edition the previous day, it was cou ted; but not coded as a nuww:listing.

- Employment Service Ordey§ - Accepted or Rejected
Cr1ter1a for accept1ng an ES Jdb 11st1ng into the stock file: '
. 1. Order status: The job-had 0 be open and therefare theore- .
v t*ca?]y available to the JO seeker. " '
' 2. Location: The job had to be within the SMSA or the local-
CES off1ce jurisdiction. ,l

f 1/ Many- offices d1sp]ay such opportunities but they are not entered
.lnto the ‘job' bank.
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&

- of the applicant supply which have no counterpart

which the:jobs would e listed with E

Cr1ter1a for estab]nsh1ng the f]ow f11e were. the same as for the

d ast"threetdays or

Spec1a1 orders. 0pportun1t es for enro]]ment in emp]oyment/

and tra1n1ng programs, such\as work experience, Job Corps,

National Alliance of Bus1ne$smen, summer youth .jobs, on- fhe—

. Jobs ‘ |
,,ess,were reaected s1nce t ere are no- comparable 11st1ngs in .
the want ads . f S : o “

/

Job or institutional training, and so forth, were rejeéted o

because they are intended for special or preselec;ed.segments
in the

want ads. o | P ..
Mandato;yﬁ]istinQS' Even though they have no clearly identi-

'f1ab1e counterpart. in the newspaper, mandat y listing job

orders were accepted 1nto'the ES file becat
to ‘everybody. There 1s/no way- of est1m

se they are open
ing the degree to -

datory listing proggam 'S0 that their impact on ES cou]d be

“understood, they mere 1dent1f1ed by code.

te

stock ft]e, except that, - -by def1n1t1on, on1y new jobs ppear1ng 1n the .
system dur1ng the. four—week study per1od were 1nc1uded in the f]ow f11e

C

Problems in/Matching Emp;oyers

Because some want ads do not contain'informatfon that jdentifies th

employer who p]aced them, it was not feasible to get a comp]ete file of
emp]oyers who used both public intermediaries in-this study. However,

by match1ng telephone- numbers of help wanted advertisers and ES patronize

o 1t was poss1b1e to. 1dent1fy the majority of employers who used both ser—
v1ces in eight of ‘the 12 study areas during October 1974.

The matched emp]oyer file represents nearly 100 percent of all ES

7i{e users.4n the covered areas but only 68 percent of the want ad employers.
© We just do not know what proportion, if any, of the rema1n1ng 32 percent

of the help wanted advertisers also used ES since we do not know who' they i
Nonethe]ess, the Pile of "common" or "mu1t1-med1a" employers (1 €.y |

.a

if there were no man- .

S

|
»
l
|
|
|
|

yh opportunity to observe the recruitment behav1or of such employers, 1nc1ud1ng
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‘their d1fferent1al treatment of the two intermediarfes.

Sﬂipgages The Job market itself. s h1gh1y vo]at11e "JQbs open.
and close within hours. It must always be assumed that there 1s‘a'time
1ag between the actual status of a job and its appearance or d1sappear-
ance from either mechanism. For example, jobs remaining in either systemwrv
through two stock periods could be counted twice, just as an old job '
could reappear and»be counted as new. The same script could actually
describe two different jobs. Two papers in an area could carry the same
job. Advertisers could limit themselves to Sunday only. Some oftices
mail their orders to the Job Bank. Some newspapers require that ad script

" be submitted by Thursday for Sunday printing.

Most of the poss1b111t1es for slippage were pursued, tested, sampled,
and quantified dun1ng,the study. A]together, the :factors proved to be in- -
signfficant in the face of the 1arge'data base. In add1t1on, they tended
to equa11ze one another S]1ght over- or undercounts in ES listings
inevitably found the1r counterparts in want ads. As a result, ORC came
to the conclusion that the data were firm and d1d not requ1re add1t1ona1

correct1on or adJustment



J Hav1ng sketched the scope and 1nd1cated the methodo]ogy of this study
" we turn now to a c]oser Took at the two intermediaries that were stud1ed
I w1th particular emphasis on the process of order taking at both the news-
.‘.paper classified ad desk and ES in order’ to illustrate those elements that .
. might influence employer decisions in selecting a recruiting channel. In
.. all 12 areas, the employer needed only to use the telephone to place a want
- ad or post an order'with ES. This analysis ‘then is focused on how each.of
" ".,the two 1nst1tut10ns deals with the te]ephone'faﬂ how it is taken, who
;itakes if/ what happens to it, and’ how it is presented to the pub]ic.

Ca]]ing the Emp]Oyment‘Servicel/ - A

Any emp]oyer who te]ephones his job. openrng to any emp]oyment servrce .
insta]]ation is asked to give a]most exact]y the same type of information
and is- genera]]y bound by the same restraints and the same po]ic1es of

f”;:cceptance or rejection anywhere in the United States. If the job is dis- -
piayed, the Jinformation 1s presented in exactly the same format as every

i@tother Job displayed - v _ -

e ’i‘ : Staff uses uniform Jjob order forms wh1ch require the emp]oyer to
prov1de 1nformation identifying (1) ‘the firm or 1nd1v1dua1, (2) the activ-
ities, (3) the location of the Job, (4) the conditions of work, 1nc1ud1ng

~ wages ‘and ‘hours, and (5) a JOb description and the skills, knowledge, and ,
abilities required. .

Interviewers taking the order, in whatever settinq, are tra1ned in

. occupational analysis and/the use -of the Dictionary of. Occupational Tit]es,,;L T

\‘(DOT), and . the Standard Industr1a1 Codes (SIC) Enough information- is - _
- _xtracted from the emp]oyer about the spec1f1c tasks 1nvo]ved in the job -

tle assigned by the interviewer may be more specific or different from
. he“title used by the employér. Thus,: "clerk" becomes either "sales Merk"
or\"clerk -typist."” "Management trainee" is apt to become "sa]esperson "

_/ The ensuing discussion is a synthesis of interviews conducted with
ES staff, combined with printed material provided to ORC staff.
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0; enab]e the' interviewers. to assign an. occupational title and a six (some- ’;;Wu{~”"
imes. nﬁne) digit occupational code in accordance with the dictionary The -



to assign an 1ndustr1a1 code

ticular path prescr1bed by the organ1zat1ona1 tructure and po11c1es of the °

For p1acement act10n, the d1str1but1on of /the order fo11ows the par-

local ES. Where the- order is taken by a centralized order tak1ng unit, the

information is entered into the Job Bank system to be dispersed to various

local offices and possib]y'to community/organizations, usua11y on the
fd]]owing day. If it is the policy of- the area or state to d1sp1ay the .
jobs to the public, a suppressed copy (om1tt1ng emp]oyer‘1dentTfy1ng 1nfor-

- mation) is made available for pub11c scrut1ny by microfiche and viewer, from -

o
..

‘initially. The job appears as an- open order w1th1n the system and. therefore

- of the app11cant supply. The 1anguage used on the order is. -totally con-’ :“

orders when the employer des1gnates a rac1a1, ‘sexual, . or age bias. Jobs

wh1ch JOb seekers select job 11st1ngs The interviewer has the unsuppressed

‘information available, and. prov1des -it to the app11cant when a referra] s

made . B _

In some areas, the process is reversed. The order is'taken-in,the
local office and -copies are then sent to Job Bank for display in other -
offices and for statistica1 count. Placement interviewers and veterans’
representatives. also search the app11cant file for appropr1ate referra]s.
In some areas (though none in th1s study) the f1rst,cut match1ng of peop]e
to jobs is computerized. '

RY

To be exposed to- ‘the job, the job seeker must go to the 1oca1 off1ce j

is available to the JOb seeker until it is p1aced on ho1d filled, or can-
celed. Ghanges in job specification are often made during the life of the .
order. The f1owiof referrals to the employer is controlled in-accordance
with the employer's wishes. S . ' T
The process of ca111ng an order to ES often aids employers to better
organize. and define their needs. Order takers are frequently solicited for _'1
assistance in determ1n1ng preva111ng ‘wage rates and the quantity and quality fﬁ

trolled by ES 1nterv1ewers who are normally tra1ned to 1ns1st on spec1f1c1ty
and fullness of deta11 ‘ . v -
Interv1ewers are proh1b1ted by 1aw and po11cy from accept1ng Job N

are ‘refused’ 1f they involve. a fee or: 1nvestment by the JOb seeker, if they
are in an estab11shment that is- on str1ke, or if there is evidence that '
the act1v1ty is 111ega1 or 1mmora1 or that the information offered 1s untrue

¢ i
e
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“.laCailfngtthe want\Adsg!:.

R

In contrast, employers who telephone th “r vacancies to the news-
'°paper c1ass1f1ed advert1s1ng department retain almost complete contro]
of the “job information offered and the format for 1ts display within the
ad. The one consistent prerogative of the newspaper is the determination
. of the ad's location within the want ad section. The ad takers often do
.offer the emp]oyer advice. and assistance with wording and. abbrev1at1ons but,
"being untrained in- occupat1ona1 -definitions and JOb descriptions, they
~attempt- on]y the most minimal manipulatidn of content. Thus, employers- are
_ genera]]y free to ass1gn any title they want to the JOb to divulge or ob-
- scure whatever- information they choose. Employers desiring to obscure the1r
1dent1ty completely can rent a newspaper box for written _responses to the1r
. ads for $1.50 tc $3.00 per month. '
As with other advert1s1ng, the laws- regard1ng false or misTeading
'"informat1on preva11, but-depend  upon user comp1a1nt for enforcement. Re-
~ sponsibility for adherence ‘to the provisions'of Title VII of the Civil-~- | .
<R1ghts Act’of 1964 (as amended by the Equal 0pportunity Act ofg1972), are’w gé a
. _amb1guous Newspapers- generally do not want . the onus or responsibility for '
| determ1n1ng whether ad scr1pt does or does not fa]] within ‘the law The
1ndustry S own wr1tten standards of acceptance are not b1nd1ng and are
therefore app11ed in w1de1y different ways among the newspapers studied.
’Emp]oyers wou]d ‘however, entounter resistance from nearly all of the -
papers stud1ed if they attempted to use 1anguage exp11c1t1y exh1b1t1nd h
racial b1as On the other hand, though the newspapers might inform em-
p1oyers .of ‘the law, they wou]d genera]]y accept ads with age or sex de51g-'
nations. S v , .
Rates are based on the size of the ad and the 1engthsff t1me it runs{
‘Rates vary from paper to paper but are genera]]y a function'of- c1rcu1at10n -
wolume. The ad taker usua11y suggests a-"special,™ a.combination of space
and days whose rate is ‘most advantageous to the advertiser. Au1arge f1rm,i.
one w1th h1gh turnover, or a new firm engaged in large-scale hiring might
take a.long- term contract (three months ‘to one year) assuring minimum da11y o

: g/; The ensuing discussion is a synthesis -of interviews conducted with
classified advertising managers of the study newspapers, comb1ned w1th a
scrut1ny of pr1nted material prov1ded to ORC staff. :

"

3o, iy
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; If the advertiser wants an ad to appear in the Sunday paper he/she '
' has tb\phone it in by e1ther Thursday or Friday.. The deadline for the
| daily editions is usua]]y the day before. '

The emp]oyer has* the r1ght to correct an error in an ad only after
_ theff1rst day s appearance. Any change in its scr1pt during the life of
the ad involves extra costs. If an advertised. Job is filled before the
-end of the ad contract period an emp]oyer can cancel‘the contract and lose
the financial advantage of the contracted rate.” This is not a frequent
_occurrence. . ' “ )

Profile of the Employment Service ) *

o Tab]es 3-1 and 3-2 together provide a stat1st1ca1 prof11e of the
emp]oyment service in the 12 areas. 3/ ‘The tables array the character1st1cs

' "of the 12 agencies apd their act1v1t1es accord1ng to ‘the s1ze of popu]at1on._

'5; were 1ocated in the 12 central cities. Sma11 ma1nstream off1ces, sub-’ and e

- - The constant’ adminiStrative reorgan1zat1ons and revised procedures typ1ca] of

. served by the offices, from larggst: to smallest.
' An installation of some, . kind existed at some po1nt dur1ng the study
period in 30 different commun1t1es “in the 12 areas.’ E1ghteen 1nsta11at1ons;

‘seasonal’ off1ces were located in 18 add1t1ona1 commun1t1es A total of 717
,Profess1ona1 staff served the 30 commun1t1es CLe .

-Labo@ Exchange Variables in the Employment SerVice

N\
N

A‘most un1versa]1y, local office adm1n1strators who were 1nterv1ewed
‘bemoaned the loss of "personalization" 1nldea11ng with. the emp]oyer, wh1ch
'fthey attrihdte:\to the advent of Job Bank and centralization of order tak1ng.

d"many areas appeahed\;o revolve ma1n1y around the apparent]y unrecogn1zed

?:‘7' For readers who\are concerned about the adeqﬂacy of count1ng orders &
rather than- oEen1ngs, Table 3-2 offers some benchmarks "and insights into

" the relationship of orders to openings. Though the ratio ranges from 1.4

" t0°2.5 in the various areas, the average re]at1onsh1p is 1 8 open1ngs “for
-each order.

-
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SN ;wf;--f\-r;~, p

. ,, Discrete -, Number ' Ratio of popu]ation KN
'“Sitesg/’ comMUnitiesé>\\\of staffd/ of area served to: staff

. Area

) i‘

Atlanta 5 3 14185 _
. San Diego 9 7 ~.3 11121 |
New Orleans - -4 3 9774
- Dayton T 3 | 3 _ 14560'“" S
~ Richmond 2 1 1'6_19,,7'-», ‘ \
S¥ratUse 1'-: ' 1 :: 5025 leif \\ﬁv_J
. Wichita 2 2 O . segg RN
diDes;Moines B | | 874 . .
-T‘le___‘_ﬁ’_'f_ﬁ;Jiacks;on__' S - ot ., 4110
Q’ftsanta,Rosa .4 | | 6 . : “'18 o . L }1385‘ f:
Portland 1 1 . 26 . - ".-"'674'4-' ,
Boise 1 ) "'_ I R ft;'m 5612]’=T ;;:t:;yfi

-~ 1/  Best synthesis possible from information obtained at the, beg1nn1ng and .
# end of the study. However, seven of the areas changed local office numbers
. and administrative stiructures during the data- gathering: period.
-2/ - Installations include offices regarded .as branches of central offices
‘ and’ the centralized order taking units. |
-+ 3/ . Discrete cohmun1t1es were determined merely by the ex1stence of a

- separate community name. . BN
.4/- “Administrators were 3sked to limit the staffing information to ES
permanent professional- staff funded under Title III : -
- 37 -
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,vchotomy*between the broker and ‘broadcast roles. Seven of thé‘lz areasﬁi ;
underwent significant changes during the course of the study. These changes
involved (1) elimination of local offices, (2) establishment of new - satel-
Tite offices, (3) changes in the role of the centralized order taking unit, N
and (4) reduction of community participation in the Job Bank--all of which
created considerable feasibility problems in extracting data.
_ It appeared to us that ES is caught in a tug of war between the' two
'models.(broker and broadcast) What is more, the agency seemed to be going
in both directions at once. Some of the- 12 ‘areas were planning greater '
centralization and computerization, while others were establishing satellite -
offices, decentralizing the order-~taking process, and reestablishing occu~
pational desks. . ’
ORC attempted to isolate and define the critical structural forms.
. which tend .to favor or give rise to one or the other labor exchange .model.
Structure does not in itself ensure _execution. An office modeled along
'~‘broker lines does not ensure a high degree of personalization when dealing
~ with the employer. Other variables may be more significant. Nor is there -
cer that-an organizational format favoring an informational Jabor .
» 1,excﬁ:i::<function would necessarily preclude personalization or brokering |
3 activity. Individual interviewers throughout the country are forever o :
S engaged in deVising_ways to undercut or>overcome estahlished systems that | *iﬁ
@@_ tend to interfere with their ability to broker. Nevertheless, the frame-- Cd
“work generally tends toward support of one or the other model ' B
“. 7 The follow1ng questions were formulated: ’ B ' w
' 1. Who takes\the employer's job order? Is it taken by the same o
~ staff responsible for filling it? Are dealings with the two. n
sides of thé market united or separated organizationally? A
separated structure favors the 1nformational mode1 . The per—
formance of both functions by one entity favors ‘the broker
model. ' : S
: YZ.A Is there occupational or industrial specialization in taking~'
" the’ job order or the work application? Specialization tends
- to favor the broker model.
3. What § is the relationship between those staff assigned to
employer ‘relations and those to order taking and filling?
Is getting "new bu51ness" within or outside the matching

-39 -~
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L :..ef'nrtsq Wbrsv-thee broke; model. e
ﬂ 4;*'Are'thejob orders displayed to the' pub]ic? Is there a. job;
- information service? A public display of all 1ist€ngs ob- .

viously is ‘an act of broadcast, despite the removal of -
. pioyer~ident1fy1ng information. A broker model withholds'

,‘“,;-.-job 1nformntion from the job seeker and relies primarily on

| 'J_' the thirdwparty role for a nntch : R

5. What special programs exist to persona]ize contact with
a ”‘employers and increase their use of the agenqy? i»i'

© A model scale of zero (0) to 10 was' devised,awith "g" represen
’ Puneinfbrm&tionnndej and 10" representing the purebrokenunde'

“fiwization appears te bawstrictly a function of “the v
‘aofistaff Outside employer’ re1ations are either condu;ted b_:
" . or by periodic visits of 1nterv1ewers.~ However, a1l but one: of th
did display the jobs t¢ the public: : . .
‘The tug of war is most evident in the central city office;
vmaining nine areas. The three largest. areas 1n the study offe ;
. trasts, One is a classic example of the. 1nformat1on modeiz
'7ffis,str1ct1y centraiized. The, employer relations t
"raljzed There is no. occhpationa1 speciaiiza o':e,
1cat10n taking Loca1 offices in the city are: dis_ou g
orders from emplqyers." Not on!y are jobs ‘open to the
hared" Mth other comnunity organizations. Computeriz d Job
;1s an 1mminent development R ‘ R
‘e " The’ sedond of the :three 1arqe areas had been cast 1n the
f ~as the first but, in the course of the study, began the proces
| centralization and the establishment of satellite offices.\ Whes: effect;
“this- has on order taking is not known. '

1 s -
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' " The third is an almost classic exanple of the’mOre traditional;
_broker type of installation. Local offices in the city are established
along occupational lines,cwith further subdivisions within the offices.
Orders are taken directly in the same office where the applicants are inter-
viewed and then sent to tne Job Bank., ine order taking, however, is central-
ized within the local office. The order is not laken by occupational desk
* interviewers. Lach of the occupational offices conducts its own employer

relations programs. There is no self-selection process. Job Bauh wicro-
fiche are available to interviewers only. Information is not shiared with
‘the job seeker until the inierviewer makes the selec’ion and a refefral s
made, ,

The remaining six areas all seem to siide up and down the scale.
Although all maintain a centralized order taking unwt,.three have introduced
variations and modifications to create some tie betweenjthe order and
application-taking function and to inject some degree of bersonalization
into the service. For example, one area has introduced an account execu-
tive system to service accounts of large employer: and act as liaison be-
tween the company and the order taker and filieri One'df fhe six had been
advised by the Employer Relations’ Improvement Progect coancted by;Greeh-
leigh Associates} to decentralize its operatlons. R '

Occupainonal specxa!zzatron also reflpcts uncertalnty and dlsqu1et
Four of the' six areas divide dppllcatxon taking but not order taking occu-
patxonal}y. One created occupational specialization within the céntralized

» order taking unit as well as in application taking. The sixth makes no
_occupational/ distinctions, _ .

The employer relations interviewers are housed in the centralized
order taking unit .in most areas. However, three are participating in the /
Employer Relattons Improvenment Proaect whrch has ptoduced a unique format

<for exchange between £S and some local employerr One of the areas has
developed a widespread, hrgh!y pollsned much, emulated multi-media public-
urelat1ons campaagn N

’.

\tﬁijf-Perceptiohs'in-the Emp¥oymeni Service

¢

Locdl office administrators were asked to impart their views about
their agency, their labor market, and the use of the service by the local

R 5
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employers. As previously mentioned, when asked about the impact of the Job
Bank, there was near unanimity in expressions of regret at the loss of
”perSOnalization” in dealing with employers, though Job Bank was lauded for
other reasons. There was also near unanimity in the view that the small

firm was. the maijor source of their business, though the mandatory listings
program did.bring orders from larger firms. The consensus of local office
administrators held that they were seldom used by the large employers in
the area, especially those with personnel offices. In fact, some managers
considered personnel offices to be the most serious competitor to the ES
iabor exchange role in their area.ﬂ/ However, in three areas, the respon-
dents maintained that they were used by all employers in the market.

Opinions about the mandatory listing program were about evenly divided
between those who considered it onerous, causing an increase in cancellation
rates and failing to attract new employers--"a paper operation”-- and those
who regarded it as a source of more and better jobs. 1In one area, the
mandatory program was cons.idered "criticai to our operation."

' As an interesting insight into self-perception, administrators were
asked to predict which of the two intermediaries--want ad or ES--would have
a larger volume of stock and flow jobs.  Almost all anticipated that their
listings would surpass the newspapers in both stock and flow. A few ventured °
the guess that ES would have more stock and the newspapers more flow. Only
two individuals were cenvinced ‘that the newspapers would best ES in all

‘5ubstudies and in all casés.
Very few of the predictions were accurate.

Profile of Newspapers ‘ ~
a sense, the map by which job seekers are guided from among the many listings

The organization of the help wanted columns and their headings are, in ;iij>

toward the jobs appropriate to their own skills and needs.
Of the 19 papers, eight list all heip wanted ads without division by.

-4/ This impression appears to be in contradiction with findings of the
Camil study and the Nevada Employment Services Potential Project. Both
studies found the reverse to be true. Larger firms with personnel offices
are more apt to use ES as-a recruitment source than smaller firms.
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| ! . ’
subheads. In the 11 that do make separations, the nine following headings
are used: ! '

Papers

/// that use:

11 Sales

11 Employment agencies

Domestic (household, private)

Clerical (office, secretarial)

Medical

Professional

Part-time work

Crafts

Accounting, data |processing

occupations, engineer, restaurant,
service, teachers

HMNWWWWOo

As can be seen, all 11 use "sales." This Lot only indicates the volume of
~ sales jobs but, according to a number of the managers interviewed, also
represents the newspapers' effort to identify sales jobs, because the script
submitted. by the employer often obscured that fact. Although it is illegal,
two newspapers still retained sex- des1gnated head1ngs as of the end of May.
1975. ‘ ' .
The heading "Employment Agenc1es" has now all but lost its meaning and 3
may mislead the reader (as it did the coders), because all of the newspapers
in the study, except a minor one, now allow private agencies to disperse
' their listings throughout the columns. The presence of an "Employment
Agency"” heading may 1ead to the a55umpt1on 'that all fee-charg1nn agencies
are relegated to that heading. B 3 [ p
While eight of the papers declared that as a matter of policy and law,
the employment agency must identify itself nn the

,» at least one state in
the study (Mississippi) had not passed any ﬂaws régulating private employ-
ment agencies. The newspaper columns of that area clearly reflacted this.
Nearly 63 percent of the.total help wanted pds in that paper were placed
by private employment agencies. 1In.a numbek of papers, the agency identi-
fication may read “Charlies." rather than "Charlie s. Emp]oyment Agency,"

-Inexperiented job hunters may not know that'ca]&nng "Charlies"” 1nvo1ves pay- -
ment of a fee. b ‘ ; 1

A number of classified ad managers were concerned about ads for sales-
and business opportunities, what one managet called "disguised pyramid

selling and undisclosed investment requirements."” In their view, such ads
. . . )
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did not belong :in the "help wanted" columns. Examples were offered such as
"the use of "management-trainee" to disguise a vending machine operator route
which involved jnvestment and "vacuum cleaner repairs" disguising a vacuum
sales. job. In fact, the term "management-trainee" is regarded in the in-
dustry as the near equivalent of an effort to obscure the actual tasks of
the job. Two papers placed such ads in "Business Opportunities" or "Franch-
ises." ‘

Classified managers of five newspapers declared that they had no rules
of acceptance--it was up to the advertiser. On the other hand, five news-
papers required that the advertiser define the method of compensation--
whether it be salary or commission. Three papers went further by requiring
that .ads for "commission only" sales be required to include the name of the
company and the product to be sold. Of.the five, two had additional rules
governing the "You can earn $20,000 a year from your own home" type of ad.
The rules required-that the earning opportunities be more factually des-
cribed, and the paper provided examples of acceptable and unacceptable
wording. v

Two different papers had policies against including armed forces
recruitment ads in help wanted columns. Two refused to 1ist "work at home*
ads. One reqdired that the sex of the advertiser be defined in the "live-
“in" ads, and another paper set conditiors under which modeling -ads are
acceRted

There is considerable variance among the papers in the order by wh1ch
ads appear in the columns. To the job- seeker, guides are helpful--either
" occupational or‘alphabetical--to narrow the search, especially in papers ‘
with 10 and 12 pages of help.wanted ads. In those papers that 1ist:alpha-
betically, by occupat1ona1 title, advertisers, part1cu1ar1y pr1vate agencies,
strain credulity to find an "A" title for a job so the reader will see it
early. _ ‘ ' '

Five papers. havevno order of any kind. The size of the ad determines
its position. Three papers a1phabet1ze by the first word of the script, and
do not insist on an occupational title. Since onlby the advertiser and want ’
“ad taker know the script, it is obv1ous]y not des1gned to help the _job seeker.
Two papers alphabetize by c~cupation, insisting that all ads- beg1n ‘with an
occupational designation. The three papers which use a large number of
océupationa] headings depend mainly on the headings to-direct the job seeker.



The Ad Universe

- The composition of the help wanted columns and the number and types
of ads scanned in each area in the course of the periodic and daily job
search can be seen in Tables 3-3 and 3-4. Overall, our job seeker would
be exposed to a total of 204,427 ads, of which 62,316 or 30.5 percent met
the acceptance criteria'of this study.

Rejected Ads

In keeping with the composite profile of a job seeker, ads were re-
Jected that were not placed by the employer, were offering jobs outs1de
of the ‘area, or displayed earning opportunities that did not appear to be

"jobs." In the daily search for work during the flow month, the job seeker
would also reject ads observed and perhaps answered the day before.

As can be seen in Table 3-4, 33 percent of the rejected ads were:
repeats from earlier editions. Nearly 20 percent Qere rejected because
they emanated from private employment agencies,vand almost 12 percent were
ads for jobs out of the area. "However, private agencies occupy one-third
of the space on Sundays andManother third is taken up with national ad-
vertisers to recruit for national and regional markets. On]y one-third
of the space on Sunday in metropdlitan newspapers belongs to the local

employer. §/

Sunday to Weekday Comparison

The differences in vo]ume and composition between the da11y and Sunday
papers were revealed by remov1ng the data from the Sunday editions in the
flow study, leaving on]y the dailies. In Table 3-5, ‘it is clear .that the
nature of the columns changes ‘considerabl) . u fact, the JOb seeker would
need to 1gnore 45 percent of all the ads in the Sunday’ papers in order to
concentrate on the local employer job market.. In the daily editions, about
72 percent of the ads are 1oca1 emp]oyer p]aced 1istings., Though the daily

- 5/ John Walsh, Miriam Johnson, Marged Sugarman, He1p Wanted Case Studies
of C1ass1f1ed Ads (Salt Lake C1ty Olympus Publishing Co., 1975) :

.
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Table 3-3. Ad Vo]ume from F]ow and Stock Study Sources for Areas--
‘Study Areas Arranged by Size

Total ad volume examined |

(from stock and flow)

| - Ad volume Ad volume ,

___Study area stock study flow, study Number __Percent
Mlanta 16,087 25 . 40, 19,81
San Diego 10,552 17,3% 27,93 13.7
New Orleans 11,130 8,18 9,56 3
:Dayton 4,806 11,524 16,370 8.0
Richmond 8,993 © 14,651 23,6M 11.6
Srase 399 5 9,481 4.6

Wichita L 65
Des Moines - T 10,60 18,518 9.0
dackson 4,2 LU 12,119 5.9
SantaRosa 1,39 2,39 3,668 18
Portland " 1,580 247 4,080 2.0
ipbise' - L 3,6 5,598 2.7
%A11 areas cobined 78,095 . 126,32 204,427 100.0
———— : * —

. o



~Table 3-4. Disposition of Ad Volume Over A1l Areas
: ; by Acceptance-Rejection Criteria

e ' Number Percent

Total ad volume examined for all areas . ‘
(from stock and flow) . 204,427 100.0%

* Ads rejected by job seeker:
Flow repeats 67,520 33.

0

Private employment agency 39,391 19.2
OQut-of-area or location unkrniown . 23,924 11.7
Non-job earning opportunities 11,276 5.6
Ads accepted by job seeker ‘ 62,316 30.5

Table 3-5. Comparisons of Sunday to Da11y Want Ad Sect1ons--
Average Day, a11 Newspapers Combined :

.

1/

Sunday Dailies?/ . :
Single Sunday Average ¥ Single Daily Average -
Type of ad | . Al papers Percent A11 papers Percent
Totals 6,509 100.0% - 4,329 100.0%
., Ads by emp]oyer—- ' ; o :
Tocal jobs 3,588 55.1 . 3,099 ©71.6
Ads by private _ . . -
employment agency - 1,631 25.1 , 587 13.6
| Out-of—area jobs 938 14.4 399 9.2
" Non- JObS 352 5.4 244 - .. 5.6

1/  This represents .the 12 Sundays in the stock study.
2/ Based on newspapers for 24 days in October 1975, all Sunday ed1t1ons
_ excluded.
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paper'is more reflective of a local labor exchange and the job seeker would |
have a much easier time locating the local emp]oyer-p]éced job, the Sunday
want ads would contain about 16 percent more local employer-placed jobs
than a weekday paper. .
' While the differences in occupational composition of want ad stock

“and flow are generally slight, differences in’the occupational mix of
Tocally placed job titles between Sunday and weekday editions are more pro-
nounced. The Sunday papets expose the job seeker to a higher proportion of - -
professional, clerical, and sales jobs than do the weekday editions. On
the other hand, he daily papers have a ‘higher proport1on of service occu-

' pat1ons indicat” g that emp]oyers with openings for domest1c and restau-
rant work, for example, would be less inclined to delay broadcast of the
opening until the Sunday edition. This é]so bears out another rather sur-
prising insight; more ads make their initial appearénce in the daﬁyy edition
than in the Sunday'one. Nearly 60 percent of the ads appear first in a
daily edition. |

There is a marked contrast between areas in the degree to which -

private agency ads dominate the want ad columns To some extent, this may
be attributable to the differences fn regulatory 1eg1s]at1on in those states.
Mississippi is one of three states in the nation which have not enacted some.
type of laws to regulate the activities and advertisfng_practices of private
employment agencies; over 62 percent of all the ads in Jackson,'Mississippi
are p]aced by private agencies. On the other hand, the current regu]at1ons
in Kansas proh1b1t -agencies from charg1ng a placement fee to the app11cants-—
only. the employer may be charged; in Wichita, only 2.8 percent of the ads
were agency-sponsored.’ :

l;-j
A~
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4. VOLUME:QF EMPLOYMENT SERVICE AND WANT AD LISTING S G

'This chapter compares the volume of want ad and ES jobs. - The volume
will be measured in three categories: (1) stock--the jobs listed in ES at
the beginning of the month, after the purge of "dead" 1istings, and the
jobs displayed in the Sunday want ads nearest the first of the month; (2)

~ flow--the new job offerings in ES and want ads, subsequent to the stock
1istings in both channels, for four weeks in October 1974; and (3) 0ctober
jobs--the sum of the stock and flow jobs during that month in both agenc1es
‘We will be concerned with the total number of"jobs offered by both systems
~in their joint domain and the relative share contributed by each mechanism.
- We will also examine volume Jériations among the 12 areas studied, the -
effects upon ES of the Federal Contractors Job Listing program, and the
~ differences in length of time jobs are displayed in bbth systemsr

Overall Comparisons
. . N\
The job seeker in a position to examine the total 12-month stock of
.'jdb 1istings in both ES and the want ads in all 12 areas would have been
N exposed to a total of 99,869 jobs. Using both intermediaries daily through-
““‘out 0ctober in all areas, the person would have seen a total of 39,728
11st1ngsf(1n1t1a1 stock plus new job flow). These 1#§tings bare1y exceeded
the}number of neW_app]icants, 38,979, that were registered at ES alone during
that month. In turn, this number of new ES épp]icants may be compared with
~ the total of 12, 792 ES- listings dur1ng that same month. To exacerbate the
"xintens1ty of competition for jobs that is suggested by these f1gures,
approx1mate1y two-thirds of the ES applicants would also have been scrut1n- '
" izing the want ads for JObS Y (There is no way of identifying the number '
of individuals who SOught JObS through the want ads but did not use ES.)
The job seeker us1ng the two intermediaries for one day a month over
“.the year ‘would have found that ES, overall, had approx1mate1y the same in- '
ventory or stock of jobs as the want ads. Assum1ng the 12 areas stud1ed N
to be reflective of metropo11tan u.s. A., ES exposes the. JOb seeker, on the
first day of the search, to about .1 percent of the inventory in the ES/WA

Y

1/ John Walsh, Miriam Johnson, and Marged Sugarman, Help Wanted . Case Studies
of Classified Ads (Salt Lake City: Olympus Pub11sh1ng Co., 1975), p. 49.
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“market (Figure 4.1). The want a&g, however, capture 67.8 percent of all

the job~opportunities during October and 75.9 percent of the new jobs
following the initial stock. The flow of new jobs'dufing the month rep-
resents 30.8 bercent of all want ad Tistings (12 months' stock and the A
October flow), while ES flow represents only 11.9 percent of all ES listings.

]

&

Figure 4.1. ES and Want Ads Market Share, A1l Areas Combined

Relative shares of total Ré]af%@e shares

of 99,869 stock jobs : : of total of 39,728
. | October jobs

- WANT AD
ES SHARE 4 ,
51.1% WANT AD ~ SHARE

SHARE 7 »  67.8%
49.1% | ES SHARE 1
: 32.2%

Relative shares .
of total of 28,566 b
jobs in flow only :

WANT AD
SHARE .
75. 9% v 3
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Afterléxamining each source on the first day of the month, the job
seeker would be exposed to only 1.2 additional jobs during the remaining

.27 days of the flow period for each job listed at ES oh the first day.

However, in six of the stucy areas, only a'fractionﬂdf a new job for. each
one seen on the first day would become available during the month. A Jjob
seeker in those communities might well become discouraged and conclude that
repeated visits to the local ES office were unproductive since so many of
the same jobs would remain on view compared to the new ones. By reading the

‘want ads daily, the job seeker would be exposed to 4.2 new Jjobs in the

remaining 27 days for each job seen the first day (Figure 4.2).

On any average day during the study year, a total of 4,251 job orders

could be found in all of the employment. service offices in the 12 study
areas; on an average Sunday, there would be 4,060 listings in all the news-

- papers, (Stock * 12). In the course of a single average workipg day

during the test period, all ES installations combined woild receive an
inflow of 344 new job orders, (Pure flow = 20 working days), bbt in an
éyerage publishing day during the October test period, all of the news-

Jpapers combined would receive 774 new listings,'(Pbre;f]ow + 28 pub]ish-
ing days).
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_Aféa Differences 1n-Emp1oymgnt Serbice Share ‘\\-.}

Generally, ES is relatively stronger in the smaller population areas,
whereas the want ads are reiatively stronger-in the larger population areas.
In the seven smallest population areas, ES‘stocks are larger than want ad

stocks. In the five largest population areas the reverse is true {Figure 4.3).

Also, in a majority of the seven smaller areas (and in none of the five
largest), ES exceeded the want ads in October job listings. However, want
ads exceeded ES in pure flow in all areas except Santa Rosa. Population
size seems to be a significant variable in accounting for differences in
the relative strength of ES compared to want ads.

Population size, however, does not necessariﬁy determine the relative
volume of job.offérings in the joint ES/WA market. For example, in combined
ES/WA stocks, Des Mbines and Wichita exceeded three areas with larger pop- -
ulations and exceeded two of those three areas in the combined volume of
October jobs. Boise did better in both departments (stocks and October
- listings) than two.more populated areas. Similarly, Richmond's job totéﬂ

for both systems in combined stocks and October 1istings exceeded that of
' more heavily populated Dayton, and New Orleans outdid more heavily populated
San Diego in the same measures (Figure 4.3). ‘

(Whatever might be impiied about ES performance in the 12 areas,
is, of course, based on data gathered in 1974-75,:and does not reflect such
changes as might have occurred since that time.) ‘
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- 'and.demographic), characterist1cs of the newspapers and ef ES.

'\, . . N - R
} -In a search for possible expTanations of" area differences in the E .
_ share of the. ES/WA market, almost 30 variahles with related hypotheses ‘were .

°@£ested.. These variqp1es encompassed Tocal env1ronmenta1 factors (econom1' '

Stepwise multiple regressron techniques were used in testing each
* factor s re1atwonship to the ES. share of stock. and flow in the ESYWA marke .
The ratio of ES staff to area population was the factor found to have the
strongest degree of “association wwth the ES share of stocks: area ES =
~units with a larger population to be served per staff ‘person had a smaller
share of the perxodrc stock of jobs. A correlation coeffacrent of 0.784
- wWas obtained for this relationship. This squests that staff time s focused
'_more on snuvanznn the flow of appEtcant: and less on flllang the orders
and/or clearing them out . of the system
- The Factor found ;o have the greatest association with area ES share “

of the flow of new jobs wasnihe vercent of 1970 .census eﬁbloyment in "low-
;péy. low~status ocrupatiOﬁs‘"?/ defined as non-farm 1aborers. farm laborers
‘  and foremen, cleaning and food service workers, and private household

‘workers. The correlation coefficient obtained for this relationship was

301834J Thts factor also proved to be a s1bn1fzcant labor market variable

i affectwng ES productivity in a szgn1f1cant earller study. ¥ The laruer

'"1 the concentration of such JObS in the local area, the greater the ES share

P

of the flow of ne: jobs into the ES/WA market. The importance of such jobs
to ES can be seen in the ana1ysxs of occupatlons in the ensuing chapter.

‘ When the percentage of 1970 employment in low-pay, low-status occu-

patwons was combined with t#o other factors~-the ratio of locai]y placed

.“ ads to loca1 employtng units, and the size of the area population served

by each £S staff member--to analyze the strength of ;heir ¢ombined associa~
'tion with ES share of flow, a Wultipi@ torre}atzon coefficient of 0.941
was obtained. ot .

£/ - Summary Manpower indicators (Berke?ey U.S. Department of Labor, Emn-
pl)yment and Training Administration, Lawrence Laboratory, November 1972).
o (j Labor-Market Variables Affecting Employment Service Productivity
aerkeley Center for Applied Manpower Research, October 1974)




ES/HA Jobs in-an area whenever ‘there 1is:

1. A relatively high proportion of "low-pay, low-status“ jobs;
721 A low ratio oﬁdigcally placed help wanted ads to’ local em- .
plqyment units; :
o 3; A relatively small population to be served by-.each staff member.
“ A1 but 11. 5 percent of the variability among ES units in the share -
of ES/WA Job flow can be explained by differences in these three factors
ivOnly the last factor, population served per staff member, is in any way with-

in the employment service's span of control. Even then, contrel over the
purse strings lies ultimately in the hands of Congress |
"The finding with respect to the size of ES staff in relation to the

work load coincides with a similar finding by the Nevada Employment Service
Potential Project (ESP). 1p that study, a highly significant factor '
affecting the penetration rates of different local offices was the density
~of ES staff per 1,000 potential new hires. Without a doubt, ghe single
most significant yardstick for measuring and comparing performance between

areas in the ES system would be the count of new hires for which ES has a
| potential. It, is unfortunate that ESP data in all 12 areas is not available
ifor this study.

Effect of Mandatory Listings

NI B / | i
Jobs compuisorily listed with ES by government contractors in com-
‘:oliance with federal regulations expand both the stock ?Zd flow of jobs in
£S. Out of a total of 45,804 job orders in ES periodio stocks to which |
- the Job seeker would have been exposed across 11 areas, 9, 802 or 21 per-
. cent could be attributed to the mandatory listings program.4 However,
mandatory listings constitute only 11.5 percent of the inflow of new JObS
{721 out of 6,080, . ‘ '

Patently; the impact of mandatory iistings is 1ike1y to be greater
in areas. where government contractors are relatively more numerous : Thus,
‘in Dayton mandatory listings account for 34.1 percent of flow, and in Santa

74 A11 data for Syracuse excluded because mandatory. 1ist1nqs data could
not be tabulated for ES in that area without extraordinary expense. All
E? stock data missing for Local Office 2005 in Dayton due to administra-
_ tive error,
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~Dufation of“bobgListings in the Emp]éyment Service
The classified advertising managers 1nterviewed for this study
;‘ estimate the average duration of a help wanted ad at between three and five o
_days, and 61 percent of the ads studied wggg,aan—faeb( lisﬂéd\;?r between, | _ .\g
two and five days.
In ES, where there is no requirement for cash payment to constrain
the duration of job listings, two other factors determine how long a job
is listed: (1) the time it takes to fill a job; and (2) office housekeeping.
The last refers to the dispatch and thoroughness with which the status of
4the.brder i$ verified and the order removed from the system if no longer
open. This requires frequent . 7tact with the employer which, depend1ng
upon staffing, is not alway; fecsible.
ES statistics on duration of listings are 11m1ted to frequency of .
jobs open. more than 30 days and over 180 days, in comparison to total open-
ings. ES staff were able to make oniy rough guesses as to the average
duration of a job order. Ideally, an assessment of average job duration
“in ES would require the inclusion of ESARS statistics as well as study data.
The unavailability and incompatibility of some of the ESARS data_tested
resulted in our. retreat to a formula based upon study data alone. -
The average daily duration of an ES 1ist1ng can be expressed as the
average daily stock of listings divided by new job inflow per day during
the flow period. Expressed as a formula, it looks like this:

Average order _ __ Average day's stock ' e
duration New job inflow per day
where _ An average . 12 combined month-end stocks
K day's stock 12
and New job in- - - Pure flow
flow per day Number of workdays in spure flow period

- Using the formula, we derive the following table of average duration of.
display for the area employment service units studied.




s Tabie 4-1 1nd1cates, ‘the Wichita. ES. kept its orders open farﬂlonger
than the other units studied. On the other hand the San D1ego and Jackson |
ES offices d1spose of their job orders almost as qu1ck1y as the newspapers
close out their ads.. If ES administrative practices artificially extendi g
job order life are accepted as a ,.art of the average order- durat1on,‘t"n
the average dura;won‘of an ES mainstream order_across all areas stud /d is

.2 working days. This means that ES ho]dsfthe dverage job order//)

three weeks before it is filled or canceled. Partly as a resu]t/éf_admwn-

istrative practice, ES job orders are d15p1ayed over three +1mes as Jong as
the average want ad. '
It is evident that Tocal ES installations holding job orders openA
a relatively long time are also the same areas that close very few of their
job orders during the 28 day test period. Wichita, with-an estimated.
average order life of well over a month, closed less thao 8 percent of the
job orders it received during October 1874. The Richmond ES c]osedvan even
smaller proportion of its job orders--less than & peréent ‘ ,,f/f’””//’
On the other hand, ES units with a re]at1ve1y short avegage-orﬁ'r
life closed most of the1r new job orders by the end 6?"he period, as can S
be seen in Table 4-1. Santa Rosa filled (or cance]ed) 83 percent of the job-

orders it received during the four-week period; New Orleans closed 75 per-

cent of its new jobs. San Diego, Portland, and Jackson ES units were nearly
as active, closing'between 66 and 69 percent of their new orders.

The relative eff 1c1enc¥ of these five units can be attributed to the
high percentage of job orders closed by them within one day of their re-
ceipt. These JObS, commonly referred to as "in and out" orders, are gen-
erally assoc1ated ‘with occupations which require qu1ck response, and are
either filled or canceled within a day However, they also represent a
frequently encountered practice whereby interviewers withhold the job order
from Job Bank until a suitable referral has been made, thereby reporting
the opening and closing at the same time. The New Orleans ES closed 53
percent of its flow of new orders within one day; Santa Rosa, 42 percent;
Portland, 41 percent; Jacksoh, 37 percent; and San Diego, 10 percent in

that‘period Nore of the others filled as many as 6 percent of its new

jobs in one day, and two area units closed.not a single job order in one
day, Th1s wide var3at‘w~ between areas in the lenath of txme jobs stay
open and in the perceritane of- 1n and outs” reflects the operational

" e » :
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verage: Durat1on ‘of- Job Orders’both'Receﬁved
-and Closed W1th1n the Flow Per1od ~ :

P
¥ » -,

: Durat1on of- JOb orders received and
N : " " closed in: October_

PR

- '_im- o f AR Average’duration of |

Estimated average ~ Percent of total =~ those received and |
tota] duration received and closed = closed in October. -
’ | (workdays) by end of month . (workdays) -
Wichita 411 : 7% 8.5
Richmond 24.5 5.7 « 9.0
Des Moines 23.4 . 24.2 v 12.1
Atlanta  23.3 252 S § B
Dayton 16.5 - Yo . Yg.4q- '
Syracuse ' 15.1 . - 46.7 . ‘ 10.7 ‘
Boise - 14.3 | 53.9 9.5
Portland 132 8.l 6.0
New Orleans 8.2 7572 - 3.4 ;
. Santa Rosa 7.5 83.0 2.7 ;
" Jackson 5.5 66,0 6. :
#San Diego 50 68.4" - 5.8 ;
" Overaill | : | ﬁ ,
average . ‘16.5 _ o : , ‘ |
- 1/, Data for Local Office 2005 missing. j

differences that are prevalent from area to area.

It is the long duration of ES job orders that gﬁves ES a slightly
h1gher proportion of the stock of ES/NA jobs, wh1le the want ads excel in
job flow f

F f“
V) v
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- -Summary .

Briefly, then, the two mechan1sms together form a 1arge, d1screte
_ pub11c market which is h1gh1y compet1t1ve . The want ad .share of that- _
_‘market, as expressed by the. re1at1ve frequency with which. emp]oyers se]ect

: '1t, is ‘three times larger than ES share.. On initial contact, howeVer, the

_ job seeker would be exposed to approx1mate1y the same number of 11st1ngs “in
each. Jobs remain open 1n ES approx1mate1y three t1me longer than in the .
NA system, on the average, though areas d1ffer widely in the length of time
JObS ]ast Area differences in ES share of the market a?e strongly associ-
ated w1th population size, w1th ES commanding a 1arger 9hare of new JObS in
smaller markets genera11y Areas with a h1gher proportion of 1970 employ-
_ment_in low- payoccupat1ons, a relatively small population to be served in
proportion to ES staff and a lower ratio of want ads to employing units-
‘would provide ES with a bigger share of new jobs. '

" The 1mpact of mandatorily listed orders on ES share is strong in
stock, .weaker in the flow of new jobs.

- 60 -

(-



This“chapter ana]yzes ‘the occupat1ona1 compos1t1on of JObS 11sted
fﬁfwith ES. and the want ads. -Similarities and differences be tween the two
'"ntermediar1es “in occupat1ona1 terms are exam1ned as is the d1fference
. in. these terms between ES stock and f1ow The 1mpact of mandatory list-
:1ngs,uponﬂES.occupat1ona1.offerJngs is assessed;

Employment Service Versus Want Ads

, In a ffrst glance at a tabulation of occupational composition (first-
_ d1g1t DOT) of the job listings in the employment service and the want ads,
one is struck by the- s1m11ar1t1es (Table 5- 1) "Service" tops all other -
'occupat1ona1 fields 1n our three categor1es (stocks, f]ow, and October ~‘/'
’,Jobs), in both systems. "Clerical” holds the second spot across the board,
except in ES periodic stock column, where it is nosed out by “profess1ona1-”
technical-managerial." 0n1y in the third. and fourth p1aces do d1fferences .
become pronounced.. At these levels, "sales" are strong in- want ads, whereas
"structural” and "nusce]]aneous" are ‘strong in ES.
Largely, but not ent1re1y, due to the volume of "sa1es" 11st1ngs, ‘
want ads hold a significant edge over ES in a generic "whyte -collar" class-
ification (the sum of "clerical," "sales," and "professiona1 technical-
s manageria]”) “Conversely, ES gets a s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher proport1on of
' "b1ue collar" jobs than the Want ads do. S : .
' If one peeks under the s1ng1e-d1g1t des1gnat10n to the more spec1f1c

: two-d1g1t descr1pt1ons, ‘more differences emerge. . / For e mp]e, 'service"
blankets a good many Jan1tor1a1 JObS in ES and a much 1dwer percent in. the ‘
"want ads. In the want, adé, 'profes?ﬁona] techn1ca1-manager1a1“ most’ often

a\covers medical and hea]th occupations, whereas in ES the same label most

often covers arch1tectura1 and eng1neervng jobs. o
_ A f1ner occupational breakdown (to three-digit DOT) te1]s more. about ‘ ;L%
" the opportun1t1es that are predom1nant in the two systems, At the thgee-

~digit 1eve1, an occupat1on that accounts for at Teast 2 percent of the

Stock can be said to prov1de a. h1gh volume of opportunity. As can be

seen in Table 5-2, ES conta1ns ten high-volume occupat1ons (represent1ng :

27% of stock) and the want "ads contain nine (represent1ng a1most 30% of

7 4
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Table 51 Fnrst Dn]gnt DOT 0ccupat1ona].f"Conposntnon“ ki ';j.['j an
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R ) R ) B - § | R (59) -‘(68) 68
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4 (58 8 (88 (8. (8

Benchwork - Benchwork Bénthnonk et Unknown . Occ. Unknpin - Occ, Unknow :
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esﬁand waiters f1nd the largest stock of Job 11st1ngs in both
stic workers, secretar1es, cooks, auto mechan1cs,

and 1nsurance ff
ou]d find ‘more than 2 percent of ‘both 1ntermed1ar1es' “job.

ks appropr1ate to.their needs. The want ads ‘manage to d1sp1ay more than :

€l _“of the1r jobs in such a way as to. effect1ve1y concea] their nature.
nother 2 percent spec1fy sa]es but not what is to be sold.. Thus 4 percent
f the ad t1t1es do not perm1t readers . to match themselves to the Job
‘through personal ident1f1cat1on with the work to be done,
“the 1nexper1enced persons who find few opportun1t1es in th
they can clearly identify. Y

and tend to attract
e ads with which

. Certa1n kinds of JObS appear in the high-volume 11st1ngs of one med1um,
- but not the other. Jobs for registered nurses, for example, are concentrated

f1n the’ Sunday want ad sections. "Accounting clerks, Jan1tors and porters
'?1erk -typists, and truck drivers do relatively better in ES.

*1 The fo]]ow1ng h1gh volume: jobs in the ES/WA stocks .are among occupat1ons
_with the largest labor force, accord1ng to the U.S. Census ‘

secretaries, ‘
‘_m1scellaneous, clerical workers, pr1vate household workers, typists waiters _
- and waitresses, registered nurses, truck drivers, Jan1tors, and nurses'
flaides However, the census’ h1gh volume occupat1ons also include:
reta11 sa]es managers, m1sce11aneous operatives, cash1ers and engineers,
twh1ch are not among ES and want ad- high-volume occupat1ons The h1gh vo]ume

occupations they do have in common with the census tend to be higher turnover \
_cdbat1ons with less- attached worke

In addition, the pub11c domain ' , S
" l1stﬁngs overrepresent sa]es JObS of unce ‘

. teachers,

rtain income.

vComparisongof Stock to F]ow
Because of the relatively short durat1on of jobs in the want ads, the
3 ccupat1ona1 prof11e changes very little between stock . and flow. However,
n ES the occupational mix of jobs undergoes considerable change when the

ocus is shifted from stock to flow, prov1d1ng a better p1cture of what it
s that ES staff ‘must deal with everyday

qL iriam Johnson and Marged Sugarman, -Help Wanted:
CaSe Stud1es of Class1f1ed Ads (Sa]t Lake City: Olympus Pub11sh1ng Co. 2
ELONN A A 5
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Table 5-2.- Three D1g1t 0ccupat1on Codes Captur1ng More.Than
. 2 Percent of the Stock and Pure Flow

(A]] per1ods and areas comb1ned)

. &, )
Emp]oyment Service. (Stock) - B wantbAds'§§tock) 4
. Code -~ Title ' - Fregyency Code __ Title __Frequency :
311 . Waiter, waitressl/ 1,978 311 Maiter, waitressl/ 2,428
313 Cookl/ 1,659 30X Domestic workerl/ 2,224 . ¢
- 620 Auto mechanicl/ . 1,501 201 Secretaryl/ 2,151 -
- 30X Domestic workerl/ - 1,414 288 Salesman, product unknown 1,507
201 Secretaryl/ 1,357 000 Occupation unknown . 1,380
219  Accounting clerk 1,340 313  Cookl/ 1,264 .
381 Janitor and porter ‘1,271 250 Insurance and real
250. Insurance salesl/ 1,220 -estate salesl/ 1,223
209 Clerk typist 1,205 620 Auto. mechanicl/ 1,036
90X  Truck driver . 1,026 075 - Nurse (RN) 1,034
ot 13,971 TotALY " 18,247,
Employment Service (Pure flow) ' want Ads (Pure flow) _
: _COde Tit]e . " Frequency Code - - Title A Frequencx
30X - Domestic worker ' 528 30X ~ Domestic worker 1,223
209 Clerk typist 293 311 Waiter,owaitress. ‘ 1,072
311 Waiter, waitress 261 201 = Secretary 766 .
381. Janitor and porter 252 . 000 Occupation unknown ° 715
‘219  Accounting clerk . 239 288 - Salesman, product unknown 657
90X Truck driver 236 313 - Cook » 544 -
318 Kitchen helper o 228 20X File clerk - 512
. .92X Packager . 176 250 Insurance sales . 435 .
" 915 Service station - N 5/ : o .
. ' attendant ’ 159 - TOTAL- 5,924
. - 922 Warehouseman 157 S
- - 86X Construction laborer 155
47X  Agricultural worker 146
T-:\?ZX Hotel-motel maid 138
1/ Occupations with a high volume of Tistings in both intermediaries.
2/ -Total = 27.4 percent of stock.
3/ Total = 29.2 percent of stock.
3/ Total = 46.3 percent of pure flow.
5/ Total =.27.3 percent of pure flow.
‘u ’1\
A
\
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21.1: percent of the stock, shot up to 30 percent of the flow .
lﬁfactivity, while professional, techn1ca1, and managerial occupat1ons~~l7 per-
ffhcent of the stock--predictab]y p]ummet to 7.8 percent of the f]ow Machine A
°'trades, often. involving hard-to-fill, h1gh sk111 occupat1ons, ‘move from 10.7 -
” percent 6f the stock to on1y 5.5 percent of the flow." Miscellaneous -ccu-
pat1ons, which include a number of low-skill, blue-collar jobs, are only 7.4
percent'of the stock but 12.3 percent of the flow.: C]erica[ occupations
move from 16.3 percent of stock to 20.8 percent of flow. And a higher'pro-‘
portfon of sales occupation’is,represented in stock than in flow.

Another important contrast between stock and flow vis a vis the two
mechanisms is that with a few minor exceptions, there were ng occupations
in nhich the volume of new,jpbs was greater in ES than in want -“s. In nearly
~all of the study sites, the daily job seeker of almost any occupaticn nould
see more new jobs reading the want, ads everyday than visiting the ES office
daily. . !

The ‘daily user would experience a considerable change of Qiew about an
_ intermediary, and between the two, in number and kinds of high-volume occu-
pations. The high-volume areas of opportunity at ES increase from 10 visible
on the first day to 14 in the subsequent period, while those of the want ads:
shrink.from nine to eight (Table 5-2).

| Approximately 46 percent of the new job Tistings received by ES are

for these 14 high-volume occupations. 0ccupétions high in ES new job voTume,
~but not in inventory, must have job outflow so close to new job inflow that
no significant accumulétion of -inventory can'occur. Emp]oyer\perceptions
about a ready pool of suitable workers from ES for their jobs are clearly

- reinforced in these occupations: kitchen helper, packager, service station
-, attendant, warehouseman, construction laborer, agr1cu1tura1 worker, and hotel-

motel maid.

At ES there is a pronounced difference in those high-volume occupations-
Zseen by the daily job seeker on the first day of search and the new ones
~ appearing with relatively high frequency in the subsequent period. Only
seven pccupations are high-volume in both the initial stock and subsequent
'flow:',Waiter/waitress,4cook. domestic worker, accounting clerk, janitqr;
clerk typist, and truck driver. That these jobs are high in both stock'and
Flow 1nd1cates that applicant demand for them is. probab1y great enough to »
reinforce emp]oyer perceptions of the ready appiicant pool. but that app]1cant
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_ selective, allowing’a stoc -of? "Ale.ss‘ lesirable
1ngs to accumulate. a o ‘ | o

The ‘three occupations with high- volume in 1n1tia] stock but ot in
the subsequent inflow (auto mechanic, secretary,,and insurance sales) may
- accumulate in ES because they take a re]at1ve1y long time to match. Insur-‘
ance sales jobs are usual]y of uncertaxn income and are often- kept open
for long periods by -the employer . .

- Stock and flow want ads are affected by *he fact that the former, by
our definitiu., all appeared in a Sunday paper, whereas the latter also.
appeac in weekday vditions. Thus, all the factors that influence,anbemploy—
er's preference for Sunday or weekday help wanted advertising enter into thef

differences between want ad flow and stoit. Scanning Table 5-2 one. can see"

that five cuocupations are high-volume in both the stock and flow of want ads.
Two high-volume occupat1ons-—auto nechanic and regwstered nurse-~appear only

~in the stock. One may hypotheswze that such slots Are re1at1ve1y more

difficult to fill, and/or that the empioyer wants/a maximum_pool from wh1ch
to make his selection, and therefore the ads for/ these jobs are aimed at: |

the larger Sunday aud1ence On tke other hand “file: cierk" crops up, as a

high-volume listing in the want ad flow, but fot in ‘the - stock. One may -

hypothes1ze that such a position is ea ily f lled and does not requtre 0]
much skill as to make an emp]oyer “choosey;” therefore, the emp1oyer is not

) -inclined to spend the little extra time and money for the Sunday dfsplay of

such an open1ng
Comparison by Areas

As ceculd have been expected, distinctive economic features produced
distinctive variations in the occupaticnal listings of ES and .the want ads
in the 12 study areas. In agricultural areas, Lhere were more fqrm'jcbs; in
indu.:rial areas, there were more manu©icturirg jobs, What is more striking,
however. is the similarity of high-volume occupations.in all areas, regard-"
less of the economic and. industrial differences. w

The "waiter/waitress” title was the high-volume 115t1ng in ES and
want ad flow of 11 areas, in the want ad stock of all 12 areas, and in ES
stock of 10 areas. “Cook® made it in the want ad stock and flow and ES stock
of 11 areas, and in ES flow of nine areas.
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in tﬁe want ad flow, of al? 12 aree? in the waniy R
of. 1"‘reas. and ES flow of eight greas. : L

: -
. S A
A "

nghe Emp?oyment Service ag“a“Secquary Labor Market' Exchange

i BS has.often been referred £0 as tre iabor exchanae for a secondary. T

Tabor market The problem 6 ascertatnzng whethe this is so and whether | : ¢
; want~ads share this distinc: aon is confuunded by the problem of definiﬁg . ‘
® whfch joﬁs warrant the secandary labor marxot 1abe1 Cr1teria established »L‘;iﬁ'Ffﬁfj

Vui?itative aspects, as well as- re]atxvc earnings. whicﬁ’were net a part of
u study data. | :

eentain a much
Using such

econdany ?abor market Neverthe1ess, cewtain occupation
"rger proportion of secondary lanar market jobs than/@thers.‘

_ﬁal laporers. and non~farm laborers.; Semmary Manpower Indicatoﬁs defined
< .the proportion of -employment.’ in low-pay, fow-status. occupatinns in each
;3SMSA~studied Although providing only a poor epproximat1on of the size of
? the secondary labor market in each area, thig. 0cCupa£ion-based concept is
gfthe one definition to which our data could be related. A

1”'

1

In our search for factors re!ated to employer choice.in the ES/HA




In fact, both €S stock and flow do contain a higher proportion of jobs
in luw-pay, Tow-%tatus occupetrony than their want ad uaqnze?paftn fTable 5.4},
This finding'caﬁ'be ateributed ia pard o U% advantiafge over want il o

.

drawing plue-colior and ayrigudtural Job 1istings =G LT ot LhEe fige
Jubs receeed Ly U Wil adh tall anty the Yooy, Powic W latul Calogury .
Nowevgr, i LY almos U A0 geroent af the o ;uﬁvfﬁgw fabd snty this cetogory.
This % a far griater pruyuﬂiﬁun than would Lo andrgated by these wtﬁupattang’
share of tota) employment which ranges by arvs from 11t 15 percent.  In
comparing the proportion of listings e cech chatme! that falls ints the Iowe
gay, lom-statys category, 1% o well to remember that the volume 0f o fist-
tags dadiy o the want sy L abmULt Lhve. LEEes @n gtcal 85 D an i L3

« Thus  the absolufe sumber of Tow-pay, low-Sletus job lrsted tn the want ads
is greater even though such jobs account for o iarger share of total €%
listings. ‘ : : '

)

_ {r the employment 9orosce, the percehl of Tow-pay, Eww~§tatu§ juhs i
markedly hogner o Flow then v stock. Thys fact may provide a ghimpne

into the vatent o whiot: sapigyment service staff o opcupted datly wakh
‘handiing ﬁagh Jebn . Eeen v want ads, there (s a higher percentage of I

domestic, restaurcant, and ¢leantng jobs in fiow than do stock. This may be
an indicaticn that employers prefer quitk responss 10 the warl for *he
wider Suniday broaglast. ,

Thus the relatively high percentage of such jobs jisisd in tne fﬁ/ﬂﬁ
market s the retglt of aithor relatively high Lurnover in such ocoupations,
channeling gpenings in theos oCCupatidng te this market in the absenc of
other intermediaries or ¢ combination of both. Compared to the larger
SpARre oF yacancios in duw-pay, [ow-3tatus occupations. this @ropﬂﬁtinn
might indesd prove to be evidence that toe jobs which 1ilter down fnto the
ES/HR marketplace are different o kind 35 well 45 in number. )

P TR S S A PP S U S
Shne t-Durat ton Jobs o Coployeent Servige £l

A jobematconing dnt omedi oy dhould deaw @ larger proporion of pae-

tipytar wonds 0 jent becauss 0 Tindu Surtale worenrs o matoh those

OROREAGE AOPS i Ty than 1I5 cofge i tord The newspaper Cannol iniery
3 . . - . . o B R < .
and ad Guickly vuough A% compéte with ES that can 31 an order.on the day
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Table 5-3. Percentage of Jobs in Low-Pay, Low-Status Occupations
in Employment Service and Want Ads Over All Areas
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Table 5-4. Percentage of tmployment Service "In
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Figure 5.1, Stock

Occupational Compousition of Mandatory

and Monnandatary Stock
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Gooupational Impact of Mandatcry Job JUrders

/
/

7
The effect nf mandatory 1i1stings upon the orcupstional composition,of

is ¢lesriy evident in Fiqure 5.1, The tindings of this study

£ orders
appear to run ronteary to those of the Beum-Uiiman study that “there was no
evidence of broaéew:ng of Pl [Public Employment Service) activity into more
estab?ishments.“ak/ ' '

tyr
1

occupationa!l s witnin ML

When mar datury Yistings. are viewed frow the perspective of the per-
centage contribution they mave to the volume 0f jou order inventory ES holds
by occuuatona!l arcup, their impect becomes cledr. Mandatory 1istings

account for one-half of ne grofesatongl, technical, and manager:  Job
orders held by £5 anit sare “tan nne-gusrter o 115 inventory of clerical,
Table
service, agricultursi or miscellangoas jobs.
27 John ¥ Haum, and Josépnh . lliran, “Tre lmpact of tzecutive Order 11598
upon the Lautor Harkﬁ? Performance of the Lmployment Service” {Lafayette, Ind.:
Purdue University, Mimeo, January 1976,

process g, and maontne trade jobe 553, They provide relatively few

sales Clearly, thefoccuéationai

S JNE




Table 5-5. Percentage Contribution of Mandatory Listings Program
to Employment Service Stock, by Occupational Field

_ A Field i Percent Contribution
Professional, Technical, Managerial 507
Clerical 26
Sales " 10
Service ‘ 5
Agricultural 4
Processing 26
Machine trade- 29
Benchwork 19
Structural 20
Miscellaneous n

/

profile of £S might be quite different without the influence of this program.
The cccupational brofi]e of mandatorily listed job orders shows a sub-
stantial degree of consistency across all of the labor markets for which
mandatory listing identification was pos' ible. Professional, technical,
and managerial jobforders constituted the single largest block of mandatory
listings ‘in six study areas; clerical job orders the biggest block in four
other areas; and machine trades in the remaining area.  Service ‘gccupations
amounted ‘to 10 percent or 1€ss in all areas; sales and miscellaneous occu-
pations to eight perceut or less; and agricultural jobs to less than one

percent.
1

# Note on Industry Sources /

[4
.

It would have been appropriate to analyze and compare—the use of ES .
and want ads by the different industries. However, in 27 percent‘of the
want ad li1stings it was not pussible to ascertain with any certainty the
advertiser's industria)l desigrniaticn. A data gap of this magnitude wo&]d
fatally flaw any comﬁarative analysis aiong industry lines, '

With the above caution, we did compile a tabulation of industrial-
users who could bre identified (1o the second digit) and who accounted {ar
at least two percs .t of the 1is5tingsin ES or want ads. A alance at Table §:§
reinforces our cuution. Patently, comparisons between the want ads ana £S,
as well as the relative-$hares of the several industries in the want ad total,
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Table 56, Industries Placing ? Percent or Hore of Jobs in the ES/WA Market

Enployment Service Hant Ads
Stock Flow only Stock Flow only

% Bars & restaurants 814 58 Bars & restaurants 970 00 mwﬂwuwmw 585 00 Indstry whoomn 2058 4
%0 Wholesale trade 5.9 B8 Private households 8.3 58 Bars & restaurants 8.4 58 Bars & restawrants 8.7

31 Trans, equiprent nfg, 4.8 50 Wholesale trade 6.1 80 Health semvices 8.1 80 Health services 6.4
73 4.5
% 4,1

Business services 4.6 70 Hotels and motels 88 Private households 4.6 88 Private households 5.5

Manufacturer of 13 Business services, 13 Business services 4.5 73 Business serviees 4.1
machinery 4.3 |
5 huto dealers & gas 5 Auto dealers & gas 5 Auto dealers & gas 55 Auto dealers & gas
statfons 3 station 85, stationg 38 stations 3]
L Health services 3.6 BD Healthservices 3.4 65 Realestate . 3.3 70 Hotels and mtels 3.2
63 Insurance companies 3.5 93 Local qovernmentl/ 3.3 72 Personal services 3.0 6 Real estate 30
\ 0 Hotels and motels 3.2 17 Special trade OHMﬂsmdmmh 2.0 0 Persomal services 2.9
contractors 3
60 Education 30 93 Departrent stores 2.7 63 MWmmewmmeZS 5 Miscellaneous
8 Private households 2.6 % Electrical equipnent . retailers 2.0
! manufacturers 2.4
[ Special trade % Wachinery mfgr, 2.3
contractors 2.8 5 Miscellaneous
9 local qovernmentl/ 7.8 - retailers . 2.3
53 Departnent stores 2.4 86 Membership

66 Menbership | Organizations 2.3
Organizations 2.2

12 Personal services 2.1 ' |

89 Miscellaneous sves, 2.0 ' |

TOTAS 0. ; Y | s R
1 o comparable grouy Tn want ad tabulation due to difference In 3IC cosing used,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




could be'decisively affected by what is concealed in the "industry unknown"'
category. The industrial profile of ES, devoid of "industry unknown" mysti-
fication, seems to corroborate what could have been inferred in general
from the occupational analysis.

Table 5-6 indicates consp1cu0usly that ES has a greater number of
high-volume industrial listings than the want ads do. To be sure, the

"industry unknown" percentage is large enough so that mathematically it
could conceal: a Sufficient number of high-volume industrial users of want
ads to balance the ES high-volume list, but this seems unlikely. - Thus, the
t?ble seems to corroborate other f1nd1ngs that indicates that ES serves
a:wider industrial sector than want ads.

: The two intermediaries appear to share the following high- vo]ume
industries in both stock and flow: bars and restaurants, private households,
hotels and motels, business services, auto dealers and gas.stations, and
health services.

Turning solely to ES listings, we find bars and rectaurants at the top
of both the stock and flow columns. Private households represent a larger
share of ES flow (8.3%) than of ES stock (2.8%). There are 17 entries in
the stock column as against 14 in the flow. Only two entries (electr1ca]
equ1pment manufacturers and miscellaneous retailers) appear in flow, but
not in stock, whereas the opp051te is .true for five industrial listings:
transportation equipment manufacturers, insurahce companies, education,
personal services, and miscellaneous services.

Summary

In occupations 1isted,ES and the want ads are, indeed, mbre similar
than they are different. In both channels service occupations (notably
waiter/waitress and domestic worker) lead all the rest.

Yet, the differencés that do exist are significant and p]ace ES some-
what lower than the want ads on the socioeconomic scale. Job-listings in
> both channels contain a higher proportion of "low-pay, -Tow-status occupations"” ’
(as defined by the U.S. Department of Labor), than obtains in the economy
- at 1erge. ‘However, the disproportion is greater in ES than in the want ads:

37.5 percent of ES flow consists of "low-pay, Tow-status” occupations as
age.ust 25 percent of the -want ad flow. Although ES lists a higher proportion

{
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of such JObS, the abso1ute number of them offered by want ads is greater
because the total volume of 1istings is so much greater The findings
suggest that a sizable share of ES/WA activity occurs in what has been
ca]led the secondary labor market, and that relatively more of ES energy
is expended in this sphere.

Overall and in large part due to the vGiume of "sales" listings,
want ads lead ES in the proportion of white-collar jobs, where the con-
verse is true for blue-collar jobs.

An examination of mandatory listings indicated that their impact
upon occupational composition of ES offerings was greater than suggested
by prior reseafch. For example, mandatory listings contributed 50 percent
of ‘the professional, technical, and managerial JobS and 26 percent of the

clerical jobs in ES stock.

Though inconclusive because of missing data, the existing data in-
dicates that both ES and want ads draw heavily from the same industrial
sectors: private households, bars and restaurants, health services, '
business services, auto dealers and gas stations, personal services,
and insurance companies.

=




6. EMPLOYERS USING BOTH INTERMEDIARIES

The objective of this chapterwis to analyze the behavior of employers
who use both mechanisms. The study ~rutinizes employer rec:ruiting patterns
from the vantage point of observed behaviqr. thus overcoming the possibi]Q
ities of distortions, misunderstandigg\. and memory lapses inherent in*
survey procedures. It must be noted, howevey. that the time frame, 28 days,
is comparatively short and as a result, the use of both intermediaries by
an employer during the entire period of recruitment is sharply « ‘»rstated.
Actions of an employer immediately before and after the study period are
cut from view.

Reordering the Data

The process of matching the ES and want ad files by employer telephone
number and occupational listings reordered the flow data in the following
ways: | | ,

1. All transactions by a single employer in either ES or want ad
files were assembled under the employer's telephone number,
wpenever a telephone number was accessible. This conversion
produced a file of employers who used the employment service,
want ads, or both during October 1974 to Tist new jobs.

2. Three files of employers, together with their listinas, were
developed:

a. Employers who listed at least once both at ES and in
want ads; these multiple listing employe~s will be
referred to as “common" or "multi-media" employers.

b. Employers who used wan* ads exclusively.

c. Etmployers who used ES exclusively.

3. Jobs listed by employers in bo: mnisms which matched in
occupational code were distingu. 4 from jobs in the same
occupation which were listed by employers in only one of
the intermediaries. '

The findings from this Substudy have a differeﬁt data base from the

flow study in the following ways:

1. Because of the unavailability of the required data from three
areas, ‘only nine of the 12 areas are included in the match -
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study. Of the nine, one (Dayton) was flawed by the absence
of data from Local Office 2005. Excluding Dayton, the eight
areas do, however, includé two from each of the four population
size groups. 1

2. Excluded from the tindings are listings from ads for which
the employer's telephone number could not be established.

3. Occupational extractions and agqregations were limited to
the two ‘git DOT level.

Comparison of Match Study to Flow File

Employers using want ids listed their telephone numbers in only 62
percent of the ads. Hand comparison of the employe» name file provided
telephone numbers to an addi*ional 6 percent of the ads. The match study,
therefore, understates the w. .t ad activity in the flow study by 31.9
percent. The ES flow file prdVided telephone numbers for virtually 100
percent of the listings in eight of the aregs.

Comparison of Employer Use of tmployment Servi;e and Nant‘Ads

The match study identified 10,301 separate employers who listed 19,102
jobs in either or both of the intermediaries ’Fiquro 6.1 separates them
-into exclusive ES and want ad users, those who use both 1nterﬁed1ar\es, and
all €S and all want ad users. Though 32 pnrcent of ‘the ads eluded the match
" study, three times as many employers used want ads exclusively 7,211) as

used ES exclusively {2,405). Exclusive want ad users prbduced four times

as many listings (12,343) as exclusive ES employers produced job orders

(3,141). ’ \
' Per capita, want ad employers, exclusive and comvon, produced more
Tistings in the ads (1:1.9) than all ES evp! vers produced orders (1:1.4).
Approximately 70 percent of all employers identitied in the match study
used want ads exclusively while only one-third as many--23 percent--ysed
£ES exclusively. A mﬁniscule fraction {7%) listed jobs in both ES and want
ads. Nevertheless, that 7 percent produced 19 percent of ail listings in
both mechanisms s ' , ) -

The common_employer file consisted of 685 mnployers who had, at some

.
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Figure 6.1. Match Study Employers

F ALY foployars ap Maton Study ) )‘
13, 301 .

r~—

“ ALY ES tmpoyers

N 777 : , .
Exciusive Common * - Exclusive want ad Employers
£S Femploy-
2mploy vy Vers /]
2,40 () 6857 7,211
: Ml

saplayers Pereent tistings Pere -t

All match study mployers RUROS 10 01 17102 105.0
Want ad exclusive aald 0.0 12,343 €4.6

€S exclusive 2,400 23.4 3,14) 16.4
Common employers 685 8.6 3,618 209

A1l ES v ployers 3.080 [SUURE 4,781 UG
ES e-clusive IR P RIS F3.3

. Common employers 68 222 1,147 26.7
Al want ad employers 7,896 100.0 14,814 100.0
sant ad eaciusive 7,211 91.3 12,343 83.3
Common employers ‘ £85 3.7 C 2,47 16.7

{

L A}l Want Ad Employers - |

time during the month, ploced their Yistings with bot» £S and want ads.
These 595 emplover had o totsl or 31,8618 jobs o Fitl, of which more than
two-thirds (2,471 were 1isted wis the want ads and ane-third {1,147) were
placed with £S5, common e~ oyers ose both want ads and £$ more heavily,

by far, than the ather two sets of ysers. Figure 6.2 demonstrates the
hehottor o? ths %ubgrcub with ¢larity, when compared 1o all other users,

The average number of orders placed by « :ch exclusive £S user is 1.3;

~-omman employers ook place an average of 1.7 orders in £S. The averaa

nurber of want ad tistings placed by each exclusive want ad enployer is
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1.7: common emplayers each place an s.irage of  f--over twige a5 miny--1151-
gs in the want ads. Whatever the measyre--l1istings, ads, lines per ad--
the heavier use of either intermediary By the corman emp?&}er~sabgr@up is
affirmed. A freguency vount of listings by all 885 copmon ¢ -loyers disclosed
‘that 69 of them {103%}, who wéré\xyeheavzeat users, generated nearly 45 per-
- cent of want ad listings in that file, 40 peréent of the ads and 33 percent
, of ES ordérsl' L S 1. “W_..,lh‘;,"im”m_ffmmr‘ S |
The match study indicates that there wére_at 1e§st 2.6 different -

< - ‘ . - . ?q 'n 3‘{,‘)




. employers who uséd, the want ads to every one employer who ised ES.- Intera
estingly, the BLS study show. *hat 2.4 jobs were obtained through the want

ads. for every cae oblained through [%, while the uamuﬁ Study shows @ three-
N to-one ratio,
C © There i3 cont mrabie variance oo thvs ratn of want a¢ omployer users

te ES psers amony the areas, as shown by Figure £.3. The comparison ranges
fram 0.9:1 in Boise, which wys 1hé anly area  where IS had 3 stightly greater
‘ Cvotume 0f erployes uiors thar ae aanl adnh. g Arigntg whece @ant ad ome
~ :ployers outnumbered £5 emplosers © 01,4 _— _
Referring back to Figuve & 1--overaii, at teast 22 percent af Lo users ;
alse listed openings in the wanl adi during the same period.. ?nas» enwloyers . L?
acssunted for 26.7 parient-@f £S ordees. it is a faiy as%uﬂptxon. however, .
that an additianai-wagr undefefméuedv:ﬁuwber of emalﬁyers who were identified
a3 exclusive TV gsers, are autuaily 1armaq enﬁiayera since the tdentifiers
used 10" form a RILLD Coyis Aot h; astabiished ir R4 pﬂrcent of the ads. -
. indevd, if the ratio af comoe zeployers drang the unidentified went ad users )
15 the same as it i¢ g thOﬁé wHiose !d&ﬂ*iiiﬁﬁ were establtshed; the
Cediyd ated carrect Ou‘uuu!d ‘ncrea%e the, proportian of £S vmp]oyer& 'who also
‘ | use want ads from 27 sercent to 33 percent, further constr:cting the number-of
; { emp]oyers within the exclusive £5 damaun 2/ and the number 3f ES orders
o ., emanating from Common &”@uﬁy&*§ e usR both. mechanisms at 'he same “time
"  would be a startling 40 perqut*,¢3 Shﬁm} :n Tabﬁe 6.i. Only 8.7 percenﬁ of -
want ad emplovers alss ?v»a e d Mh *S but they ascount fnr 16 percent of the

. want ad !tstans 3 ': . . | Lo -,{

‘

Lhe el D5
Vool L P

~j Dayton. where the data Show 3 r@tto of 8.6.1, was diSuvrt&d by the . [
sparse ES file due 1o the migsing local office. .3

&/ Prfor research supports the greater iac-dence of want ad use by ES o
‘patrons. . Such research inciudes, in addition fo the Camii study, the - o
61assif1ed Ad Prolfect in Six Simple Offices, California Employrent Bevelop- '
-ment Department, Rugust 1974, nd Walsh, et-al., Help Wanted: Case Studfes
of Classified Ads, Salt’ Lakﬂ City: Qlympu5 Publishing Co., 1976.

: -1/ The studies cited in the preceding footmote ﬁndicate that ‘the . ropors.
tion of help wanted advertisers « . also Vist with i % is ccnsiderabiy h%qher
than 8.7 percent. as high as one-third of the toral. Ihe apparent dis~ .
qrepancy is explained by the greater Lime constraint of the present study,
-the missing data and other feasibility problems. This study ts Timited to
a four week period. The other studies had a donger time frame. * Patently, -
‘the longer the period, the greater likelihood of.an esployer's resort to N
- double Ilstang In any case, the findings from this match study must be’

 regarded on an “at leas:” basis sinte error ‘occurs only- in mfcsed matches.
not in matches .

-




Figure 6.§ﬂ_ftmp1oyers Match Study, by Area =
(Arranged by size of population)

Atlanta 2561

7.2:1

2,242
NeW’QrTeans 2158

1.2:1

1104

8.6:1

Employment
// Service - .
2] exclusively

Common ﬁmp]o

5.9:1

o L Want ad - )
1.341 o - j.exclusively 2
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- it:trat1on accounts for on]y one-third’ of that

\_ Table 6-1. Match Study Emp]oyers .
Corrﬁcted for M1ss1ng 31. 9% of Want Ad Data

\ ° g e

.

g 4\\ ) Fmp]oyers Percent Listings Percent
A11 matches B .. 13,679 _100.64 26,042 100.0%
_Want ad exclusive 10,589 77.4 18,125 - 69.6 -
ES exclusive - _ 2,084 - 15.2 2,604 10.0
Multi-Media | 1,006 . - 7.4 5,313 20.4
) S .
A11 ES 3,090  100.0 . 4,288  100.0
ES exclusive | 2,084  87.4 2,604  60.7
MuTti-Media 1,006 32.6. . 1,684 . 39.3
A1l want ads™ | . 1L595 100.0 21,754 100.0
Want ad exc]us1ve . 7. .10,589 - 91.3 18,125 - 83.3
7

MuT ti-Ned+a - 1,006 8.7 3,629 16.

Ihe penetrat1on by the ES/NA channels of the potentna] Job market was
obtained by compdr1ng 11st1ngs of both mechanisms to the- number of emp]oy1ng
' un1ts in each of the .areas dur1ng October.1974 (Table 6-2). Overall ES
and want ads carr1ed 11st1ngs from 9. ] percent of the emp]oy1ng units ~during
“the month but ES penetration of the employing un1ts durlng the month was

only 3.4 percent Thus, overall, the ES share of the joint ES/NA.penetrat1on'

- was 34 percent :

e In summary, the match study demonstrates most\clearly the degree to _

- :wh1ch emp]oyers prefer to broadcast their jobs through the want ads rather
" tHan ES. Nearly three times as. many employers were us1ng want ads as were
using ES. At the very least, over one-f1fth of all ES employers’ a]so use -
want ads. A ‘comparatively small body of emp]oyers use both 1ntermed1ar1es
"to a very heavy degree and generate a d1sproport1onate1y 1arge share of ads
and 11st1ngs in both 1ntermed1ar1es The ES/WA market penetrates approx-
,1mate]y 10 percent of the- emp]oy1ng units in a month S t1me but ES pene-

LW .

\.

Focus1ng on. the Mu1t1 Med1a Emp]oyers
Q ,

The ana]ys1s 1n th1s sect1on is 11m1ted to the behav1or of the common

|
. ’ ’“ .
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OO B ‘ R o co
’ emp oyers«lthat group of 685 emp]oyers who used both 45 and want ads dur1ng

i

#

- October. Thi2 common emp]oyer file is an aggregat1on of all 11°t1ngs placed
by a s1ng1e employer in both mechanisms if h1s/her te]ephone Yiumber either
appeared or could pe obtained in both at least once during the month " The
emp]oyer may have listed the same or different gccupat1on » in vary1ng _
volumes, in each of the two intermediaries. Nevertheless, all of the 1ist-
ings of that employer are gathered under the discrete telephone aumber and

| placed in the common’emp1oyer file, with appropriate occupational disper—

sions of the listings.

A mulci-media employer cannot, by definition, be regarded as the ex-
c1us1ve user of .either ES or the want ads. Hdwevér, the full extent‘of Tist-
;ings by all emp]oyers in either mechan1sm is ava11ab1e from the flow. study,
though, the flow study provides no data about-employers. Therefore, a com-
parison between th: common employer file and the flow file prd&ides insight
into the degree to which intermediaries share employers sand JObS and the de-
gree to which each has an exclus1ve province 1n the a kas and by occupat1ons

Table 6-2 organ1zes ‘the two data bases by the ajpeas 1nvoived in the
match.study, arranged by population size. The range pf d1ffergnces among

< areas in commona11ty and exc]us1veness is quite markjo Fewer than 10 per-.
cent of the 11st1ngs in the want ‘ads of Atlanta, Day

6n, R1ohmond, and Port-
land emanated from employers who used ES. Over 90 percent of those 11st1ngs\

"‘ stenwed from exclusive want ad.users. The same areas did not show an equa]-

f percent of its orders with want ads. In no area
of. ‘exclusive emp]oyers or. 11st1ngs as want ads. s

tendency for ES exclusiveness,’ except in Dayton and Port]and where ES 1ist-

" ings from common emp]oyers were under 20 percent of. the f]ow

As was shown in F1gure 6.1, 685 common emp]oyers ‘were 1dent1f1ed in ‘the
tch study which- represents 6.6 percent of the tota} 10,301 employers 1den-

tified in the match study. These 685 employers generated 11.4 percent of -
,:the want ad flow ]1st1ngs and 25 2 percent of thelES f1st1ngs, as shown in
Tab1e63 ' ) ;.N_g "f L @

Jobs\11sted with ES a1sq showed a cons1derab1é-range of d1fference in
exc]us1veness and commona11ty«from area to area ver 80 percent. of ES '
11st1ngs 1n the flow study from Pont]and Dayton, and New Orleans came\from

exc]us1ve ES users However, ES in Wichita and D s Moines shared near]y 40

1d ES have as 1arge a group

\.
“An ana]ys1s of the 1ength of time emp]oyer 11st1ngs remain open at ES.
. _ , )
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:mﬁfsuggests that there 1s cons1dgkabPe d1fference in the type of JObS p1aced by
‘ 'exc]usive users:. from those thaé emanate from common emp1oyers. Of the job
Tistings: received by ES dur1ng <he -four week study per1od over 52 percent
of those p1aced by emp]oyers us1ng ES exc]us1ve1y were-closed by the end of
‘t the per1od ﬂnly 32, percent of the Jobs in the same occupat1ons placed with
' both ES and want ads by common emp1oyers were c1osed by the end of the period
(an order is closed e1ther becauée it is f111ed or cance]ed) Job orders.
from exclusive users of ES requ1red less time to c1ose-~5 5 days--than -jobs
‘-h-placed by common emp]oyers in the same occupat1on : A number of explanations
. Suggest themse]ves, foremost of wh1ch is that the JObS offered by these
'~'pub17c market users are harder to‘f111, either because they are 1ess attrac-
“tive or are in skills wh1ch are. 1n short supp]y Lt 19 also poss1b1e that
- ES' is -more respons1ve to exc]us1ve ES users ‘ v '
‘ Want. ads’ are the near]y exc]us10e medium for emp]oye S seek1ng to f1fi—_—
_sa]es Jjobs w1th on}y 5.2 percent 1n that- occupat1on emanat1ng from common~
:“emp1oyers. ES also carries’ sa1es Jbbs, but the emp]oyars us1ng it for that
. purpose are more inclined also to use want ads. Emp]oyers 11st1ng profess1on- ;
al and b]ue-co11ar Jjobs with the. want ads are more 1nc11ned to 11st.w1th ES
as we11 though common emp]oyers actount for ‘less than 20 percent of the
' 11st1ngs 1n any occupat1bna1 grouv y

l

However, with a few. m1nor except1ons 1n

- ~small occupat1ons, over 20 percent of ES orders in all dccupat1ons emanated
from employers ‘who a1so used the want ads dur1ng October 1974 The heav1est ,
representatkon of. common employérs was found in the profess1ona1 and c1er1ca1 f;

moccupat1pns . , 1tA ) a4/ ..

o  Thé. common emp]oyers generated a profess1ona1, techn1c s and manager1a1
d1str1but1on of:21.2 percent of thef11st1ngs in the ‘want ads and only . 10 5
percent in ES,. 1nd1cat1ng a clear pveference for want ads as the 1ntermed1ary o
for h1gher 1eve1 skills. Common emp]oyers account foF a h1gher percentage

of'c]er1ca1 listings in ES than are ev1dent in ES‘f1ow d1str1but1on, though
eav11y‘shared with want ads g 4' ' o e S e e

- Not only do want ads get a m1ch h1gher vo]ume of emp]oyers and 11st1ngs,le
but a far h1gher proport1on of thez%obs emanate from exc]us1ve want ad users.
On]y 11 percent of the want ad f1o}

o also. 1isted w1th ES - Sales jobs afe the! special: province of; the want a

115t1ngs were p1aced by emp]oyers "ho,'

w1th re]at1ve1y few emp]oyers 11sting w1th both med1a L ‘. /( '
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, common emp]oyers use both intermediar1es for the same occupat1ons?\
If an Smployer does. so, it is called for purposes of this study an occupat1oha1

i match ~No matter how many ‘jobs the employer 11sts with each. 1ntermed1ary in

- any*occupation, jobs drop into the "matched" box only if the same emp]oyer re~
quests the same occupat1on from both intermed1ar1es at least once. A depart- :

_ mentlstore, for examp]e,‘may p1ace 10 ‘ads’ in “the newspapers., five of which

1--are for a secretary, two for a janitor, and three for sa]espersons The same

: ‘p}oyer may place four ES orders, one of: wh1ch is for a secretary, one for : |
in]e clerk,tone for a seamstress, and\one for a wrapper. " The. six secretary B
l1stings and one file clerk 1listing will. show as matched, f1ve under want ads -

8 and'two under ES (since secretary and/ f11e clerk are the same two~d1git code). ‘”;;
Q~;‘he other occupat1ona] listihgs, though emanat1ng from the same common emp]oyer T
V"artfshown -as. unmatched occupat1ons A11 of the jobs were placed by emp]oyers -

who ‘at one point.or another dur1ng the month, ‘used both mechan1sms e

S As shown in P1gure 6.1, there were 3,618 tota] 11st1ngs 1n the match
study from common emp]oyers, of which 2 471 were want ad 11st1ngs and 1, 147

'v were ES’ 11st1ngs. These jobs are further subdivided in Table 6-4, between ﬂwlj

~ matched and unmatched (or exclusive) listings in each mechanism./ '

o y Out of all want ad 11st1ngs, 61.9 percent. were in occupatféns 1xsted

wrjon]y 1n the want ads by 1nd1v1dua1 common emp]oyers. The perdept1ons of th:”
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On.the average. they do not try ES untiI\aImost Six .'

se}wantfads first
days after7p1acing thexr want ‘ad.- This suggests that common employers may’
- N :
N - = \

igﬁvﬁs as their last resort recruitmpnt effort RN R

Summarx_m;

An examination of commnn employers (1 ee, those who used both ES andleyg,j,

ahlier findings that most emp]oyers exhib1t a decx}ed preference for uanti“'lgﬂ g

»
v

'ads over ES. oo L ,
| Exclusive users of want ads (7 211L\outnumbered exclusive users, of ES

'405) dbqut tﬁree to one.< The vaJume of 1istings producedfby_ex usiven
'fusers ,was four times the volume\af job order,e:'wﬂf‘ xclus

\,emp1'dg s-f‘;( 12,343 versus 3, 141) »
Pl Common emghqyers nymbered 685 slight1y less thanji
1301 employers whose 1dentity could be estabTished fo 'this match;

sheSe‘685 cnnnnn emp]oyers listed twice as)many job




ating personnel S : o
R _" The: discrepancy is manlfested in the confident assumptio. made :
"yfmos ES. administratorS'when they were interviewed that iin their respective
_ES was. a far more important employment ‘medium than the want ads. Ou
lﬁbundﬂthe;opposite to Qe true.. want ads were use ”by th'e"”




‘ : 7 The slugg1sh movement of proYesswna], ‘managerial, and. techmca] #
.,.owupatmns in ES may part1a1]y account for the re]atwe]y ]1‘ght use:._,such
'“ app'l'lcants make Of thE/agency "‘S 'loca'l \,Off1CES L :




_s:and JOb seekers, or\the dynamTts of the market p1ace. Such factors arev-
'1arge1y concea1ed by an automated management 1nformat1on system that presents
“masses of data. in restr1cted and; .obfuscating formats.; Ihe,enormous d1fference

in occupat1ona1 prof11e of ES jobs that emerges when: both stock and f1ow per--.*g;
' spect1ves are applied, as was done 1ﬁ th1s study, 1s 111ustrat1ve of th1s po1nt'

i

. .",‘ Supportywe EVidence IO 1”‘7‘”:; s ':g
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Tho e: t“ese f1nd1ngs&do not represent«a nat1ona1 f1gure, 6 1 percent 1s
;a'1ong, far: cry from: the-nat1ona1 38 percent penetrat1on suggested in the
. ES reply to’ the GAO report. - ' \

*The g]1mpse afforded by ESP 1nto the dynam1cs of Tabor market behav1or
suggesta that prevalent views of the market” p1ace have been. very conservat1ve.f
, Most labor market. stat1st1cs have; heretoﬁore, been based on stock data,. and Lo
it is possibie that_because of that the ephemera1 entity, the’ secondary 1abonr-'_”'E
market, has e1uded scrut1ny Insights about market V’}Et111ty emhnating'fr m
ES? ata tend to supnprt “the findings of th1s studya-t t the extent and=~
( nafure of ES- act%yjty 1n 1abor exchange are 51gn1ficant1y a1tered when
- exam1ned from the two d1fferent perspect1ve5'(1 e., stbck and flow) Further'
Pthe hypothes1s, embedded in gur JOb rec?u1tment/s§arch mode] at on

hefore a h1 1y compet1t1$e sugp]y of "1ess be]ong1nb" wovkers--draW‘tenta;
tiﬁe suppor om ESP f1ndings. ' : TR TR

,- . - : Al

: 'fImpJ 1_gait,io_n§ .;,for 'La'b_or ‘Ma"r'rket' 'Re%'eanch«f‘fandf-?fl\_nal'&e,iu"s'

dft1onal5suggest1ons,3sone of wh1ch arenpromptedfby t




o app11cant needs. . : ) T

1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

hana1y51§ wou]d p1np01nt the k1nds of JObS that need to be deVeJoped to f111

—_—

Such 1ns1ghts are current]y obscured by a gregat1ons, by the pract1ce
of us1ng a stock figure gga1nst a flow f1gure, and by occupat1ona1 JOb

'f]t1t1es that fail- to reveal cv1t1ca1 differences W1th1n occupatlons, asrwell

as. other factors account1ng or. the 1mQa]ances._ A compar1son )

~educat\bna1 leve1 and the appﬂ1cant s*d1sab111t1es a.e"11_”

the. ey to dtfferences between app11cants Who cou]d notsbeiplaced'and those*
Art1f1ca] def1n1tnons of need,such.as-r ‘
Jt" tend to obscure_wbrken tra i
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.offered ha:. been about ‘the same--1ncrease the appea1 t the employer and thus

create a change in emp]oyer recrmtment patter‘ns. The requwement\that 3
nt ser‘vice (bequn m
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“An attempt to deswgn d1fferent 1nst1tut1onal structures for d1fferent
types of—Jobs is evident 1n>changes introduced  into ‘the: Br1t1sh emp1oyment

~ service. There, the broadcast type of jobs (those in skill levels be]ow high

y c1er1ca1), are p]aced in- a public off1ce for se1f-se1ect1on purposes w‘tho
even remov1ng the 1dent1ty of the emp]oyer, accord1ng to the descr1p on.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




s rea]]y 1ntended for™ f1ner th1ngs. An a1ternat1ve “approach. m1ght be: to
th"tfmarketﬁ”f“ﬁgssay a forthr1ght confrontat1on W1th rea'1ty

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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St n Dt

) rmous changes.iﬁeets the needs of today s market p1ace. Perhaps ES has .
a role to fuifiil thdt goes beyond the iimited one of labor exchange, though
this still-mdy be” necessary Perhaps the time has come to take:another hard
Took: at the Nagner—Peyser Act and all other legasiation direct]y congerned
with’ emp1oyment or preparation for empioyment Perhaps Tt'19 time to seek
as manda;p for a public agency that, in addition to acting as- "a labor exchange.if
will be’ directed to play a. broader, more initiating, more corrective role than‘
is presently prescribed. The greatest contrast between the help wanted ads .

: and ES is that the former is the bu51ness of its proprietors and its ad-

~—

e

-t

vertisers--the emp]oyers €S is a tax-supported institutton. It is every-
body‘s business. . ‘And, though the needs of job applicants may be quite o Xﬂi
different than,the needs of the emp1qyers;*ES hc: the diffiqult task of '5i5v:
serving both sets of taxpayers. s T B S, T
_The study that provided the ba51s fbr this monograph was essentially L

: descriptive research. Description of an instl&ution, system, or process

~can serve two useful purposes, assumlgg\its accuracy (1) it can cut through .
‘the se1f~protective and’ self-perpetuating mytho]ogies that are characteristic
efrall bureaucracies, and compel- confrontation with rea1ity, and (21 it can:
pinpoint those probiem areas that call for-more probing, analytical research
Aithough description is not in itse1f an4adequate foundation for making - v
‘policy, it can' be important in creating pre-conditions for the po]icy~making
process--if it 'serves the two purposes ahove. The ‘Worth of this study will
" be tésted By the extent to which it brings: greater 1abér market rea11ty to -

the £s roie




. Where to Get More Information
~ For more information on this and other programs of research and development funded ‘by the Emplo;'- o
ment and Training Administration, contact the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depart- -
~mert of Labor, Washington, D.C. 20213, or any of the Regional Administrators for Employment and Train-
¥ ingwhose addresses are listed below. ' . < = ‘ : :

e Location States Scrved:

John F. Kennedy Bldg. no © Connecticut - ‘ ' New‘Hampshite
Boston, Mass. 02203 _ Maine Rhode Island o
c Massachusetts . ', Vermont ;o
1515 Broadway ' UNew Jersey . PuertoRico .
Néw York, N.Y. 10036 - . . New.York ‘ Virgin Islands .’ :
. Co- 7 : ‘ Canal Zone : .. -
| P.O.Box 8796 © Delawaré o  Virginia | -
Philadelphia, Pa. 19101 . "Maryland o . West Virginia
. ' _- Pennsylvania . District of Columbia
. 1371 Peachtree Street, NE. . Alabama ' * Mississippi S
Atlanta, Ga. 30309 \ Florida North Carolina
" o Georgia _ ' South Carolina
- Kentucky =~ - _ . Tennessee -
b 230 South Bearborn Street : ilinois S Mjmeééﬁﬁ - T
Chicagoy lil. 60604 ' .. Indiana - : Ohio '
C o " Michigan _ Wisconsin
911 Walnut Street -~ * . lowa T Missouri o
‘ - Kansas City, Mo. 64106 Kansas =~ . Nebraska -~
e Griffin Square Bldg. -~ ' Arkansas N Oklzhoma
)i\‘ o Dallas, Tex. 75202 - . = . Louisiana~ ) Texas
e " I - S New Mexico - ' REDEE
1961 Stout Street . . Colorado - . Sm-x'th_'Dalgota '
Denver, Colo. 80294 ' ©* - Montana o ~ Utah .- o
! . “North Dakota Wyoming = -
-450 Golden.Gate Avenue ) ol Ari;'éna . ;s‘ . American Sémo'a_'» .
"“San Francisco, Calif. 94102 « L California : ~ Guam "
x "+ . . Hawaii Trust Territory
_ o . T - Nevada . S
" - "909 First Avenue ~ ° o Alaska - . i Ofegon
© v Seattle, Wash, 98174 ~ Idahg : - Washington




