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SPECIAL NOTE

This monograph is one of a series entitled CETA Program Models prepared for the
Employment and Training Administrations Office of Community Employment Programs
with financial support by the Office of Research and Development. The series is‘divided.into
two _parts. One, on program activities andservices, was prepared under contract number 81-11-
71-09 with the National Cduncil on Employment Policy and edited by Garth-Mangum of the
University of Utah. '

The monographs being issued or prepared for.publication in this part of the series are:On-the-
Job Training by James Bromley and -Larry Wardle; Job Development aitd. Placement-vy
Miriam Johnson and Marged Sugarman; Clqgsroérri. Training—The OIC Apfiroachby Calvin.
Pressley-and James McGraw; Supportive Sérvices by Susan Turnersand Ciirolyn Coriradus;

Intake-arid Assessment-by Lee Bruno; Work Experience Perspectives by*Marion-Pinés-and .

James Morlock; and Public Service Employment by Ray Corpuz. Others may be added as
circumstances-warraut,

The.authors, experienced employment and training program operators themselves, review.
the purposes and méans of carrying out CETA functionsand comment.on methods they-have
found useful in conducting programs and avoidinig pitfalls. The series is commended not onlyta,
program operators and their staffs, but also to community groups and other manpower services’
professionals in the hope that this information will.enable more people to learn about CETA
programs, stimulate new. ideas, and contribute to improving the quality of employment and
training programs.

The,.second part of the series deals with innovative programs conducted under title Viof.
CETA. At present, the only monograph in this part is CETA Title ¥V I°Project Description
Reports. It was prepared under contract number 82-37-71-47 with MDC, Inc., of Chapel Hill,
N.C. Additional reports describing other innovative programs are pianned.

The series should-not be regarded as official policy or requirements of the U:S: Department
of Labor. Although every effort has been made toassure that the information is consistent with
present regulations, prime sponsors are urged to consult current regulations before adopting
changes the authors may advocate. The authors are solely responsible for the content:

Copies of other titles in the series may be obtained from: e

Office of Community Employment Programs
Employment and Training Administration
U.S. Department of Labor

601 D Street, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20213.

.Reader comments and suggestions are welcomed and may be sent to the above address.
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PREFACE .

In this study, the perimeters of the job development and placement functionsin employability
development programs are limited to those activities that result in direct, indirect, and self-
dirgcted placements into unsubsidized employment. Job creation efforts, placement iato sub-
sidized employment, or other positive participant terminations are not included.

Before déciding on<what their main.focus Should be, the authors solicited the opinions of
CETA prime sponsors, subcontractors, and employment service staff in the San Francisco Bay
area. [t was the general feeling of ouradvisers that the document should be mainly an educational
one, designed to raise the level and scope-of ‘interest of professional competence. Greater. un-
dérstanding and knowlédge of the substance—the task itself— seemed more urgent than con-
cerns with form—administrative structures or delivery systems.

In any case, an'administrative model that would have relevance for most readers would be dif-
ficult to devise because placement under CETA occurs i such a variety of settings—a
neighborhood center, an employment service local office, a skills trainings center, or a prime
sponsor’s office. Placement and job development tasks fall not only to placement interviewers,
but to_job developers, training instructors, counselors and assessors. T —

In the-author’s opinion, professionals in this field should have a background knowledge-of
earlier placement experiences, an understanding of -how the‘labor market-operates, an insight
into the problems and motivations of both employers and clients, and access to an array of tech-
niques for achieving clearly delineated goals. This study.therefore traces the placement function
historically, drawing lessons for today’s practitioner from the mistakes as well as successes, oftie
past. It represents one model ofshow job recruiting and job searches take place, and.suggests
strategies that might be useful to program planners.:Recommendations stress raising the quality
of CETA placements, infusing-a more professional approach into the placement functions, and
developing the self-help capabilities of clients. . ,

The controversy surrounding the relative roles of the CETA prime sponsor, the employment
service, and other CETA subcontractors is diréctly relevant to the placement function and, in-
evitably, we are drawn into that arena. Despite recent efforts to effect cooperative agreements,
the terrain does notyield well to a facile demarcation of1oles based on semantics or even man-
dates. Quite plainly, the roots of this controversy lie in far deeper soil than is often acknowledged,
and it is not within the responsibility or the capabilityof thé authors to deal exhaustively with the
subject. Nevertheless, an examination of the history of placement experiences in employability
programs may help clarify some of the questions without laying claim to providing answers.

We have tried to draw together here the principles underlying placement operations that suc-
cessfully move individuals into jobs from which they would otherwise be excluded. And we hope
also that this view o: the world, past and present, in Which they perform their functions will serve
to heighten the consciousness of program operators.

e -
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. THE PLACEMENT FUNCTION

An employability development program may be defined as
a group of discrete activities designed to enhance the position
of an individual'in the labor market. The various components
that constitute such programs have evolved through the years,
and most areoptional inthe sense that they may or may notin-
clude an outreach effort, occupational skills training, various
supportive sefvices, and counseling. The one activity,
howeve:,.that is'never optional;-without which all other com-
ponents lose meaning and value, is placement—the move ment
of a program participant into a job.

Placement is the most visible function because it is the goal
of most employability development legislation. The bottom-
line purpose of the Comprehensive Employmentand Tramlng
Act, for example, is “to assure that training and otherservices
lead to maximum employment opportunities and enhance
self-sufficiency. . . ™! Therefore, the placement of an in-
dividualintoa job that meetsthis criterionis the measure of all
program accomplishments.

Of all employability development components, however,
‘placement is the most vulnerable to other considerations.
Moreover, as the last step in the employability process, it is
seldomisolated or treated as aseparate entity in the literature.
Success in placing participants is intimately related to both
economic conditions and the conduct of all prior program ac-
tivities. Indeed no placement operation, however well
planned or executed, can be expected to overcome com-
pletely adverse economic conditions or bad selectlon crltena,
a poor assessment process, ineffectual trainifig, or trainingin
unsuitable ~ccupations. On the other hand, there are
examples of training programs with laudable placement and
retention records whose success has depended, not. upon
exemplary placement techniques, but rather on the fact that
they.were closely linked to particular employers and unions

that provided a natural market.for thc graduatcs Such pro~

grams do not offer us a mod:l of a placement operation that
has universal applicability.

The purpose of this monograph s to share the lessons leafn-
ed from the past about the placement activity with the

" program operator of.today, and to apply those lessons to the

realities of the labor exchange processes within which CETA
prograras must operate.

'Comprehentive Employmént and Training Act of 1973, sec. 2. p. 1.

I:KCOO Y -2
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General Definitions

To the uninitiated, “placement” appeirs to be 2 fairly un-
ambiguous term, suggesting that a third party is involved in
facrlltatmg the process by which a _]ObSCCkCl' obtains a job. A
review of past and. present definitions, however,-provides a
perspective on the changing goals of the Nation’s employabrlr-
ty development efforts, and pamcularly on the constraints in-
herent in legal mandates under-which agencies operate.

The mission to the public employment service under the
Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 ‘was to provide a labor
exchange—a marketplace where buyers and sellers of labor
could meet and effect transactions, with the agericy actingasa
broker. T raditionally, the definitions of placement and the
conditions under which the employment service could take
credit for a placement reflected that marketplaccimage. Fora
person entering a job to be.counted as.a placement several
steps had to be taken:

1. An open job order had to be listed by the employer in
the local office.

2. An applicant had: to come to the office and be
registered for work by filling an application rard.

3. The applicant, cithef.by personal contact or as aresult
of a file search, had to be selected and referred by the
agency to the employer.

4. The applicant had to be hired and working.

And all of the following elements had to.be present before
credit for a “hire? could be -claimed: (1) job tder, (2)
registered applicant, {3) sclectio, (4) referral, and (5) verifica-
tion that the person-had- reported for work.

A match—whlch occurred because a staff member arranged
an interview for a client with anf°mployerwho had not listed a
job opening or had referred clients to compan::s known to be
hiring—did not count as a placement because the order was
not on file. Nevertheless, placement-hungry office inter-
viewers often converted such orders and referrals into
placements Staff members are generally disinclined to spend
time on activities for which no administrative credit is glven,
irrespective of the value.to the client:

Although the years :have - produced some softening of
definitions, the criteria for measuring- employment service
placement rates are still based primarily on the market image,
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generated by the labor exchange mandate of the ehabling
legislation, Providing sorely needed labor market information
to the jobsecker or teaching the timid and unknowledgeable
how to make a more effective search for work is still not
measured or counted as an agency accomplishment, even if it
is theoretically encouraged. Moreover, the means by which
job openings come to the attention of theagency isstill critical
in gauging its capacity to fulfillthe exchange mandate. Hence,
the employment service must know whether the job listing was
initiated By the employer or by the interviewer, or mandatori-
ly listed by the employer in conformity with an EXecutive
order. '

The questions suggested to the program operator by the
legislation and the definitions might be: Do individual buyers
of labor use our marketplace? Do they do so of their own voli-
tion, or do.we havetofind then;or were they forced? Does our
supply satisfy their needs?

An interesting incongruity to contemplate, and one which
béars further exploration, is the fact that dsspite adecade dur-
ing.which the employment service was fze agency charged
with an essentially corrective role, despite its experimentation
with models for motivating and educating the less competitive
jobseeker, its gauges for measuring accomplishment still*re-
main firmly imbedded in the pure labor-exchange model. Asa
resalt, experiment after experiment has fallen by the wayside
because it could not be validated in terms of traditional place-
ment definitions. ’

Not so with CETA. CETA is free of suchcontraints. CETA

is not legally charged with the labor exchange intermediary
role. The passage of the Act provided funds to organizations
and agencies whose principal mission) is essentially
corrective—to overcome those characteristics in individuals
which have been diagnosed as impediments to a more advan-
tageous and competitive position in the labor market. The
!-task .is one of “treating” what is regarded.as pathologies in
relation to the world of work with the law providing for a
variety of remedial steps. For that reason, CETA placement
definitions are based on ajtreatment clinic model rather than
on the labor exchange model that dominates employment ser-
vice operations.

The umbrella measure of accomplishment in CETA is
entering employment, the definition of which includes all par-
ticipants who were placed ir, or who obtained, unsubsidized
employment. Witiin-this category, direct placements:tefer to
participants who were placed in unsubsidized employment
after receiving only.outreac?, intake, and job referral services
from the CETA program; indirect placements. include those
who were placed in unsubsidized employment through means
other than placement by the prime sponsor or its agents.

The CETA definitions appear to be measuring the degree to
which its remedial, or treatment mission is fulfilled. Hence,
the direct placement identifies a job match initiated by the
agency for the “untreated” participant, which is essentially a
labor. exchange function, while the indirect placcment iden-
tifies £he match which occursafter one or more of the remedies
are applied.

In addition, if an individual has been a participant in com-
.. ponents defined as corrective (i.e., training or supportive ser-

vices) and that individual-subsequently obtains employinent
through means other than placement by the prime Sponsor or
its agent, it is assumed that such a positiv~ outcome is at-
tributable to the treatmént provided to the individual. Thus
“obtained employment” is counted as an agency accomplish-
mént, though/fivt as a-placement. -

In -CETA, ‘the underlying questions implied by the
definitions and>the legislation might be: Is the person im-
paired? Did we diagnose? Did we treat? Is the person walking
now?

Unlike the employment service, there is no indication that
CETA is concerned with #ow the job (on which a participant
is placed) was unearthed, whether from the job bank, the
classroom instructor, the efforts of a job developer, or the
jobseeker’s ownefforts, so long as the contact with CETA is
followed by hiring.

Job Developnent Defined

The term job development is perhaps more ambiguous than
those discussed above, and it has undergone considerable
changes in meaning, depending upon the agency, the policies,
and the times. The current-definition taken from the employ-
ment service tield office manual? states:

Job Development—(1) the activity that involvés working with public or
privatc organizations and businessto develop job opportunities.Also(2)
the process of soliciting a public or private employer's order foraspecific
applicant for whom the field office has no suitable opening currently on
file.

The second activity is conducted by the front-line inter-
viewer when dealing directly with an individual applicant, and.
for many years it wasthe only definition of job development in
common usage in the employment service. The other, broader
activity is less contained and has generated considerable.
differences in interpretation through the years. To a large’
measure, ‘it has- come to mean influencing the employer’s
recruitment processes so as to direct the flow of jobs to a par-
ticular agency for the benefit of the clientele.

In a breader sense, job development activities have been
aimed at the redistribution of existing job opportunities,-at
redefining their specifications and entry requirements to per-
mit access to the disadvantaged. Together with other com-
munity groups, efforts have been directed at altering employer
policies that act as artificialibarriers against hiring and up-
grading the less competitive segments of the work force. Such
activities have produced changes in testing criteria and the
relaxation of rigid exclusions in civil service, among others.
Since the advent of occupational training programs, job
development miay involve the € forts of a program operator to
obtain the prior commitment ¢f employers to hire a specified
number of graduates.

The broader definition of job developiment.may. be carried
out by an individual interviewer or job developer but can also
be conducted by, upper levels in the hierarchy, or by thé com-
bined efforts of various subcontractors or community groups.

2Job Development=Instructor’s Guide (Sacramento, Calif.. Californa State Employment
Development Department. 1973). p. 1-1.
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In the history of employability development:programs, the
terms_job creation and job development have often suffered
from a confusing intermingling of meanings which becomes
evident when the literature of the 1960’s s reviewed. The crea-
tion of new jobs takes many forms: creating new demands for
gocds and services and, thereby, a derived demand for labor,
dividing job tasks (as was done in the medical field), reducing
the work week, and providing temporary new jobs through
public service employment. All represent a considerably
different approach to the marketplace from that of developing

access for the disadvantaged, which js essentially a redistri-
bution of eXisting opportunities.

CETA regulations make a cleardistinction between the two
types of activities by grouping job developmentiandjob place-
ment together and, in unother section of the tegulations,
describingjob creation activities. Frof an operational stand-
point, that separation makes sense. Each involves different
techniques and is usually carried out by different types of per=
sonael in the employer's enterprise and in the service agency.




2. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

The history of the broker or middleman in bringing
together.a worker and a job can be traced back to the forma-
tion ofthis counitry. The role was played Dy those who induced
emigrants toleave their homelands for the larid of opportuni-
ty; by the labor contractors who supplied laborers to farms,

" -conisifuction sifes, railroads, mines, and docks; by the

wemen’s domestic agencies; and by the white-collar-oriented
private employment agencies of today.

The passage of the Wagner-Peyser Act ptopelled the
governmentinto alaborexchange intermediary role. Through
its provisions, a Fedéral-State employment service system was
established with offices in most of the Nation’s communities.

" A systematic development of tools, methods, and techniques

followed, appropriate for dealing with all ‘types of workers
and jobs. In the near half-century, of its existence, the system

"has accumulated a considerable body of experience and

knowledge about the labor exchange function in the job

-market.
.Among the traditional placement techniques and strategies'

in use by most employment service installations at the onset of
the '1960°’s—many of which are still operative today—three
functions are of particular relevance to placement within a
CETA program* The matching of job applicants to listed job
openings; the conduct of the outside sales function performed
by employer relations representatives (ERR’s); and the
methods used to develop job opportunities for individuals and
groups where no appropriate job openings were listed.
Although the effectiveness' of employment service in-
stallations vary from place to place,.and despite frequent
changes in policy and structure, the well-documented inven-
toty of techniques'developed to perform those three functjons
has :remained relatively intact. It represents an arsénal of
knowledge, tools, and strategies from which program
operators in CETA can learn. A careful examination of these

“functions not only provides historical perspective but also

serves to describe a basic placement model for those readers
who are relatively new to the field and are unfamiliar with
employment service processes.

The decade of.the 1960’s was a period of massive change in
the country’s economic and social climate, and in the orienta-
tion of policymakers and administrators. Perceptions about

10

the nature and causes.of poverty and racial exclusion were
markedly altered. These changing perceptions were expressed
through endless manipulation of égislation, administrative
structures; executive orders and, in.particular, delivery sys-
tems, the most recent.being:CETA. -

Although such intensive social experimentation is a tribute
to a dynamic and responsive society, eager to dare and willing
torisk error, itis questionable whether all of this reworking of
JSorm. has significantly changed the substance of what is
delivered to the individual client by the front-line staff,
irrespective*of agency.

The Tools, Techniques,
and Stances of the
Employment Service

In its mainstream placement operation, the employment
service of a decade ago esséntially accepted the market as it
was. Iis role was to satisfy the employer’s need to locate the
most desirable, best qualified worker from among its
registered applicants; \without significantly altering either
jobseeker skills or employer expectations. This required a
systematic approach to the assessmen: of worker and job, and
a body of manuals and staff training documents emerged.

To enhance the developiaent of staff expertise, responsi-
bility for job orders and appiicants was most often divided by
groups of occupations, occasionally by industry. Short-term
jobs, such as in domestic and casual labor, were often handled
separately. Occupational groups were assigned either to an en-

‘tire office, to sections within' an office, or to single inter-

viewers, depending upon the size of the office.3
Employment service offices provided additional services to
sclected applicants with special problems. Employment- -
counseling was offéred to individ tfals who needed to chobse or
change occupations. Designated interviewers dealt with the
special émployment problems of the physically handicapped,

YAlthough computerization has since (endég to eliminate occurational specialization, there is in-
creasing evidence of a retum to the earlier model.




the veteran, the older worker, and, in some areas, youth.

‘Selected interviewers were assigned the job of outside

employer relations representatives. Tools and techniques ap-
propriate to each of these activities were developed, and staff
members were trained in their use.

Triditional Placement—the Matching Function

The primary responsibility of the placement interviewer
was to define the requirements of the job openings he or she
received and to fill them with qualified applicants. For this,
the employment service developed techniques to appraise the
jobseeker's work history skills and education and to assess the
tasks and.<ill requirements of thejob. Both joband applicant

~ were assigned the code that best reflected these factors from

the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT).* This coding
‘was, and still is, the critical first step in the process of matching
qualified applicanis to jobopenings by the file search method.

Good placement interviewers developed a following of
employer “gatekeepers™ who had confidence in their selec-
tions. Retaining the employer’s business ensured a high place-
ment.count, and placement interviewers strove to give the
employer exactly what was wanted. In such an atmosphere,

Jess skilled or racially unacceptable applicants were, of
necessity; given short shrift.

Placement interviewers were given intensive training in the
DOT coding system, in occupational variables, and in in-
dustrial classification. Staff pecple were alsc'trained in inter-
viewing techniques, in the use ‘of job-order and application
forms, and in approachesto employers. Understanding labor
market processes figured lighitly in agency training programs,
since the-alteration of the market’s configuration was not part
of the mission. However, staff generally absorbed knowledge
about local labor markets through continuous dealings with
applicants and employers.

Employer Relations—the Outside Sales Function

The agency's employer relations program-also reflected its
view of the market as immutable. As in placement, the ap-
proach to the program’s activities was thoroughly manu-
alized. Responsibility for contact with local firms (mainly
those with a large work force) was distributed in‘a structured
and orderly manner. In some offices, the empioyment
relations representative was assigned sole responsibility for a
group of employers, playing the role of account execitive.

The approaches used to persuade employers to list their
openings with the employment service and, more desirably, to
use the employment service exclusively, were all spelled out by
the manual. The agency established a battery of aptitude and

proficiency tesis as a basis for selection. Test-selected.

applicants were offered as a service to employers, whether ex-
clusive users or not. Major selling points to the employer were
a highly qualified applicant supply, a savings in recruitment

P —
ADictionary of Occipational Titles(4th ed., Washington: U.S, Department of Labor. Employ ment
and Training Administration, 1971

time and cost, and assistance in reducing undesirable turn- .

over.

The Employer Relations Handbook? contains theconcepts,
management considerations, employer contact techniques,
and recordkeeping tasks that govern the employer relations
program. The handbook’s approach to developing a flow of
jobs through the employment service is to identify the needs of-
the individual employer and to describe those needs ina“plan
of service,” which is evolved during the course of personal
visits and other contacts.

The handbook maps a general strategy to be followed by the
.employer relations representative, who is instructed to:

1. Use the employer’s plan of service to definea specific
objective for the meeting.

2. Prepare by becoming knowledgeable ef.the employ-
er's operation and needs, the plan ¢f.s