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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study addresses the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to long-term UI
claimants who need reemployment services and who have reached the later stages of their Ul
benefit period. The study is designed to complement earlier studies which have found that it is
often difficult to motivate potential long-term UI claimants to accept reemployment services during
the early stages of their unemployment period.

Telephone interviews were conducted in 10 States with 1,090 claimants who had been on
UI for 22 weeks and had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit period. These interviews were
conducted approximately 4 to 6 months after the claimants had reached their last 5 weeks of
benefits. In addition, interviews were conducted with officials from the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA
programs in each of the 10 sampled States.

The major findings of the claimant interviews were as follows:

One-third of the long-term UI claimants were still experiencing
reemployment problems 4 to 6 months after drawing UI benefits

Of those long-term UI claimants who had found jobs, 36.5 percent were not
satisfied with their jobs and were seeking other employment

Of those who were still unemployed and looking for work, a majority

(80 percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific
reemployment services, but would have accepted job search assistance early
in ‘their claim period

The data did not support a policy of targeting services to specific subgroups
of long-term UI claimants

Subgroups that were more likely to experience reemployment problems were
claimants who were males, were 55-64 years of age, had no college
education, or whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or
left the local area

The results of the interviews with State and local officials indicated that many long-term Ul
claimants had the following characteristics and attitudes:

- Unrealistic expectations of being recalled
Educational deficits and functional illiteracy
Lack of job search skills
Attitudes of mistrust and hostility
Reluctance to relocate
Lack of familiarity with the Job Service among union members
Reluctance to enroll in training after UI exhaustion




The study found that long-term UI claimants had the following experiences with
reemployment services:

About two-thirds of the claimants used the Job Service, but only one-half of
these felt that the Job Service was helpful and only 2 percent received a job
as a result of a Job Service referral

Only 6 percent participated in any type of job assistance classes, job clubs,
or counseling other than services provided through the Job Service. Most of
these services were not sponsored by JTPA.

Those who encountered the most problems being reemployed were also the
least likely to use reemployment services. '

With regand to the coordination of services to long-term UI claimants who need
reemployment assistance, the study found that:

RECOM
INATI
NEED ASSISTANCE

Linkages between U, ES, and JTPA need strengthening.

Some States (Wisconsin, Washington, New York, Indiana, and Pennsylvania)
have implemented major pilots or programs designed to improve the
coordination of services.

The TAA program and Title III of JTPA have not had much impact on the
coordination of services to long-term unemployed Ul claimants,

MP A MODEL SYSTEM FOR IMPROVING THE
LOYMENT SERVICES FOR LONG-TERM Ul CLAIMANTS .WH

Integrated service delivery system with a one-stop concept in which new Ul
claimants are provided immediate access to all reemployment services at a
single facility

Availability of reemployment services from the beginning of the claim
period

Provision of in-depth assessment of individual reemployment needs and a
flexible program of services from which claimants can choose

Use of the Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assess the employment
barriers and availability of claimants and to refer them to appropriate .
services

Continuous tracking and targeting of Ul claimants for recruitment into
reemployment programs. As part of an integrated service delivery system,
State and localities should target reemployment services to Ul claimants at
several stages in the claim period, in addition to pursuing "early
intervention” strategies. '

-ii-




Targeting of specialized services to long-term UI claimants with
reemployment barriers. Recognizing that most long-term UI claimants with
reemployment problems do not have the resources or inclination to enroll in
long-term retraining programs, the model approach would emphasize such -
services as on-the-job training (which would provide immediate income to
claimants) or job search assistance classes for claimants who have reached
the late stages of their benefit period.

-iii-




This report addresses the feasibility of targeting services to long-term. UI claimants who
experience reemployment problems. The Introduction begins with a description of the overall goals
and objectives of the study. Next, the methodology used to conduct the study is described, and,
finally, the overall organization of the report is outlined. |

In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of studies
and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of targeting
reemployment services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants who are experiencing problems
in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have focused largely upon ways of
targeting services to UI claimants during the early stages of their claim periods (i.e., the first S to 6
weeks), The "early intervention" focus has been emphasized because of its significant potential for
reducing UI expenditures associated: with long-term unemployment. -

" This study addresses the feasibility of targeting reemployment services to "long-term" Ul
claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study examines the feasibility of
targeting services to claimants who have been on UI for at least 22 weeks and who have reached
the last 5 weeks of their benefit period.

There are two reasons for DOL's interest in the feasibility of targeting services to. long-term
UI claimants who experience reemployment problems: - -

Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the UI benefit period, it is often
difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the form of
reemployment services, -

For a number of reasons, UI claimants who need help finding a job are
often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few weeks
of their UI claim period. In contrast, claimants who have reached the later
stages of their UI benefit period and are experiencing reemployment
problems are more likely to accept the reality of their situation and may be
more willing to accept services designed to help them find a job.




In sponsoring thic study, DOL recognized that not all long-term UI claimants are potentially
in need of reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant population might be
categorized as cyclically or seasonally unemployed workers who will subsequently retumn to their
previous occupations. In addition, the population of long-term UI claimants includes individuals
who plan to retire or to leave the work force for other reasons after their benefit period ends. The
-focus of this study is solely upon long-term claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who
might potentially benefit from reemployment services.

Tt should be noted, however, that this is not a study of the UI exhaustee population.
Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of UI exhaustees, this study is concemed with
the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to claimants before they exhaust their Ul
benefits. '

To examine the feasibility of targeting services to long-term UI claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows: ‘

What proportion of the total populanon of long-term Ul clalmants are in
need of reemployment services?

What are the primary characteristics of long-term claimants who might need
reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove useful as a
basis for identifying such workets among the long-term claimant population.

What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs in
1dennfymg and providing services to long-term Ul claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Spemﬁcally, how effective are the
linkages among the Job Service, Ul agenmes, and programs operated under
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?

What mechanisms and procedures can be identified for improving the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-term
UI claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services?




STUDY METHODOLOGY
To gather the data for the study, two types of methods were used:

. In-person interviewn were conducted with state and local ES, Ul and JTPA
program officials in 10 states

. Telephone surveys were conducted with samples of long-tetrm UI claimants
in the same 10 states

(1)  Interviews With State And Local Officials

The interviews with State and local officlals were conducted as a part of the
evaluation of linkages among ES, UI and JTPA programs in serving long-term UI claimants
with reemployment problems. A total of 10 states were selected for the interviews. In
each of the 10 states, one local area was selected for interviews with local program
officials. Exhibit 1 shows the states and local areas that were visited, The site visits were
conducted between October 1987 and April 1988, |

In lelectins the states and localities for the study, a number of factors were taken
into account. First, we developed a list of states which had experienced significant
problems of long-term unemployment in the 1980s. These states were identified with input
from BLS, DOL's Office of Job Training Programs, DOL's Regional Offices and the UIS
Project Officer.

Next, the states on the preliminary list were contacted to determine whether they
were willing to participate in the study. A number of states chose not to participate
because they did not wish to allocate resources to the task of generating lists of long-term
UI claimants for the telephone survey. Some states chose not to participate because of
privacy and confidentiality concems or because they were heavily involved in UI system
development activities.

After selecting the final list of ten states, SESA and JTPA officials in the states
were consulted and asked to provide input into the selection of local sites. For each state,

we sought to choose a local site that had experienced significant problems of long-term
unemployment.
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State

Minngsota

Alabama
Indiana

Iowa
New Mexico -

New York

Pennsylvania
West Virginia
Washington

Wisconsin

Local Site.

St. Louis County

Jefferson County

Lake County

~ Blackhawk County

Taos County

Monroe County

Allegheny County
Kanawha County
King County

Racine and Kenosha
Counties

EXHIBIT 1

STATES AND LOCAL SITES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

Cities

Virginia, Hibbing

Birmingham
Gary

Waterloo

Taos

Rochester

Pittsburgh
Charleston
Seattle

Racine, Kenosha

Industry in Which
Long-Term Unemployment
Had Occurred

Taconite mining, wood
products

Iron and steel
Iron and Steel

Agricultural machinery;
meat packing

Mining (copper, uranium,
molybdenum); oil and gas

Photographic products;
photocopying equipment;
auto parts; glass
bottling

Iron and steel

Coal mining; chemicals
Shipbuilding

Auto manufacturing




In each state, interviews were conducted at the state level and at the local site with
officials in the ES, Ul, and JTPA programs. Among the topics that were addressed in the
interviews were the following: ' '

The nature of the long-term unemployment problem in the local site
The organization and structure of the state’s Title III program

Barriers to coordination among ES, Ul and JTPA programs in serving
long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers _

Difficulties encountered in recruiting long-term claimants with reemployment
barriels into reemployment programs

Obstacles to the effective targeting of ES, UI and JTPA services to
long-term UI claimants with reemployment problems

"Exemplary practices” or special projects that had been implemented to
improve the coordination and linkages among programs in serving long-term
Ul claimants who have difficulty finding a job.

(2)  Telephone Surveys Of Samples Of Long-Term Ul Claimants

For each of the 10 local sites in the study, a sample of long-term UI claimants was
. selected for telephone interviews. The state UI agencies in the 10 states were asked to
provide Hsﬁngs of all UI claimants in the local site who had reached the last 4 to 5 weeks
of their UI benefit period during a designated time window (May 1987 to July 1987). The
states were asked to provide the following minimum information on each UI claimant on
the listings:

Name

Telephone number (if available)

Date when the person established their UI claim
Total Ul entitlement

Weekly benefit amount

The initial goal was to define a target sample of 220 claimants for each local site.
On the 'assumption that 75 percent of the target sample could be contacted and would agree
to resl;ond to the survey, it was projected that the sample of completed surveys in each site
would be approximately 167, with a total sample for the study of 1,667. This original plan
was modified, however, because some of the sites did not have 220 UI claimants who had




reached the last 4 - 5 weeks of their benefit period during the designated time frame. To
compensate for this, we targeted more than 220 claimants in the other sites.

Exhibit 2 presents the final sample sizes for each site. As the exhibit indicates, a
total of 2,590 claimants were included in the target sample. Of these, a total of 689 could
not be located. or reached by telephone or could not be interviewed for other reasons. The
problem of non-locates was especially significant in the states of New York and Washington
because these states were not able to provide the telephone numbers of claimants. An
additional 112 members of the target sample were determined to be ineligible because they
reported during the interview that they had not collected UI benefits during the reference
period. A total of 1,789 respondents were contacted and were found eligible for interview.
Of these 1,789, a total of 1,582 (88.4%) agreed to be interviewed.

For each local site, the intenriews were conducted between 4 and 6 months
following the date when the claimants reached their last 4 to 5 weeks of UI benefits. This
time lag was designed to allow us to examine the reemployment experiences of respondents
during the last few weeks of théir claim period’ and during the first few months after they

left the UI rolls.

A copy of the survey instrument is presented in the Appendix to this repon The
mstmment was designed to gather the following information from respondents

Type of job held before the respondent filed for UI benefits (e. g mdusny
type, number of years employed)

Current job status

Work search activities

Experience, knowledge and perceprions regarding reemployment services -

Demographic characteristics




EXHIBIT 2

SAMPLE SIZES FOR EACH LOCAL SITE

Could Not Be Case Retired
Located or After Multiple
Samp lo . Could Not Be Reached by Refused to Unsuccessful
Site Released Comp letes inel lglble‘sa : Inforvluedb Telephone Participate . Attempts
St. Louls County, MN 220 170 ) 9 2 7 7 5
Jeof ferson County, AL 254 13 3 2 37 32 7
Lake County, IN 213 143 3 6 37 19 5
Blackhawk County, IA 296 159 53 3 5t ‘ 24 6
Taos County, NM 21 17 14 6 52 10 2
Monroe County, NY© ‘ 397 173 8 3 n 32 10
Allegheny County, PA 218 175 1 0 22 19 ]
Kanawha County, WY 232 168 S5 - 1 39 14 5
King County, WAS 329 . 132 13 8 138 23 15
Racine-Kenosha, Wi 220 162 3 2 36 17 .0
TOTAL | 2,5% 1,582 12 33 . 600 207 - 56

2 Had not collected benefits during reference period,

-

b 1ncludes deceased respondents, those with language hnfrlets, hearing impairments, and those who were unavailable during the study
per'Odo

¢ Telephone numbers were not provided for sample members In these states,




ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:

Pant A: Results of the interviews with state and local officials in the sample states
Part B: Results of the telephone surveys of long-term UI claimants -

Part C: Recommendations for improving the coordination and targeting of reemployment :
services for long-term UI claimants with reemployment barriers




EXTENDED SUMMARY

I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of studies
and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of targeting
neemploymént services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants who are experiencing problems
in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have focused largely upon ways of
targeting services to UI claimants during the garly stages of their claim periods (i.e., the first S to 6
weeks). The "early intervention" focus has been emphasized because of its significant potential for
reducing UI expenditures associated with long-term unemployment.

This study addresses the feasibility of targeting reemployment services to "long-term" Ul
claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study examines the feasibility of
targeting services to claimants who have been on UI for at least 22 weeks and who have reached
the last 5 weeks of their benefit period. |

There are two reasons for DOL’s interest in the feasibility of targeting services to long-term
UI claimants who experience reemployment problems:

Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the UI benefit period, it is often
difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the form of
reemployment services. '

For a number of reasons, Ul claimants who need help finding a job are
often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few weeks
of their UI claim period. In contrast, claimants who have reached the later
stages of their UI benefit period and are experiencing reemployment
problems are more likely to accept the reality of their situation and may be
more willing to accept services designed to help them find a job.

In sponsoring this study, DOL recognized that not all long-term UI claimants are potentially
in need of reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant population might be
cyclically or seasonally unemployed workers who will subsequently return to their previous
occupations. In addition, the population of long-term UI claimants includes individuals who plan to
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retire or to leave the work force for other reasons after their benefit period ends. The focus of this
study is solely upon long-term claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who might potentially
benefit from reemployment services.

It should be hoted, however, that this is not a study of the Ul exhaustee population.
Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of Ul exhaustees, this study is concemed with
the feasibility of 1dent1fymg and targetmg services to claimants before they exhaust their Ul
benefits.

I SPECIFIC ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE STUDY

To examine the feasibility of 'targeting services to long-term UI claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows:

What proportion of the total population of long-term UI claimants are in
need of reemployment services?

~ What are the primary characteristics of long-term claimants who might need
reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove useful as a
basis for identifying such workers among the long-term claimant population.’

What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs in

, 1dennfymg and providing services to long-term UI claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Specifically, how effective are the
linkages among the Job Service, UI agencies, and programs operated under
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?

What mechanisms. and procedures can be identified for i 1mprov1ng the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-term
UI claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services?

HI. STUDY METHODS

To address the issues identified above, two study methods were used. First, telephone
interviews were conducted with samples of Ul claimants who had reached the last 5 weeks of their
UI benefit period. The samples were selected from 10 local communities which had experienced
significant problems of long-term unemployment during the 1980s. Each local community was
located in a different State. (It should be emphasized that the samples are not necessarily
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representative of the total long-term Ul claimant population in the United States since the samples
were chosen from localities with higher-than-average populations of long-term unemployed.)

Members of the overall sample were interviewed approximately 4 to 6 months after they
had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit periods. This time lag allowed us to analyze the
post-Ul employment status of the sample and to identify claimants who were experiencing
reemployment problems after leaving the UI rolls. A total of 1,090 claimants in the sample had
‘been onv UI for at least 22 weeks and thereby met our definition of "long-term UI claimants."

The second method used to gather data for the study consisted of in-person interviews with
State and local program officials in the 10 States where the telephone surveys were conducted with
Ul claimants. Interviews were conducted with officials from the Job Service, the UI programs, and
JTPA agencies. At the local level, the interviews were conducted in the same local communities
where the telephone surveys of Ul claimants were conducted. The primary objective of the
interviews was to examine the effectiveness of existing program linkages in targeting services to
long-term UI claimants who might benefit from reemployment services.

IV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

1. PROPORTION OF LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO MIGHT BE IN NEED OF.
- REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

The telephone surveys in the 10 local sites indicated that slightly more than one-third of the
long-term UI claimants were experiencing reemployment prbblems 4 to 6 months after reaching the
last few weeks of their claim. Of all the long-term claimants in the sample, about 35 percent were
unemployed and still actively looking for work at the time of the survey, while an additional
2 percent might be termed "discouraged." Another 10 percent of the claimants were unemployed
but had opted to leave the workforce for such reasons as voluntary retirement, enrollment in
education or training programs, or the assumption of family responsibilities.

In addition to the claimants who were still unemployed and looking for work at the time of
the surveys, 36.5 percent of the long-term claimants who had found jobs by the time of the surveys
reported that they were not satisfied with their jobs and were looking for other employment. These
claimants (who represented almost 20 percent of the total sample of long-term claimants) were
dissatisfied with their jobs primarily for such reasons as low pay, low benefits, or the temporary or
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part-time nature of their jobs. The survey data showed that a majority of the long-term claimants.

who had found new jobs were working for lower pay than previously.

These data indicate that, in the local communities that were surveyed, a significant
percentage of the long-term UI claimant population could be classified as persons who might
benefit from reemployment assistance. These persons included:

Individuals who were still unemployed several months after leaving the Ul
rolls

Claimants who had been displaced into lower-paying or temporary jobs and
who were "at risk” of returning to the UI rolls

2. PRIMARY CHARACTERI AND ATTITUDES OF LONG-TERM CLAIMANT
WH HT FROM REEMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Analyses of the survey data showed that certain subgroups of long-term UI claimants were
more likely than others to be experiencing reemployment problems after leaving the Ul rolls.
Spec1ﬁcally, the following subgroups had the greatest probablhty of still being unemployed 416
months after they left the UI rolls:

Claimants whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or left
the local area

Claimants who had previously worked in industries other than construction
(more than 27 percent of the claimants who were still unemployed when
interviewed had previously been employed in manufacturing, while only 15.8
percent had been employed in construction)

Claimants in the 55-64 age group
Claimants who had not attended college

Males

Although these subgroups were the most likely to be experiencing reemployment problems, the
survey data showed that reemployment problems were common among many types of long-term

claimants. The data do not support a policy of targeting services only at the subgroups listed
above.
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State and local program officials were-asked to discuss the characteristics and attitudes of
long-term UI claimants who experience reemployment problems. Among 'the characteristics
identified by respondents were the following:

X ation I Xecalled. Many claimants are said to be reluctant
to enroll in reemployment programs or to accept another job because they believe that they
will soon be recalled by their former employer.

Unrealistic Wage Expectations. Many. of the long-term claimants who experience
reemployment problems have been used to niaking high wages and are reluctant to accept
retraining or job search assistance services that will result in jobs paying much less than
their prior jobs. . |

Educational Deficits And Functional Illiteracy. Many of the long-term UI claimants
who have difficulty finding a job reportedly suffer from educauonal deficits and functional

illiteracy. These problems make it difficult for claimants to find jobs in such industries as
the retail trade or service sector and also make it difficult to place the claimants into
vocational training programs that assume certain levels of literacy. In addition, many such
claimants are reportedly unable to conduct an effective job search because of literacy
problems.

Lack Of Job Search Skills. Many long-term UI claimants who facé reemployment
problems were said to lack effective job search skills because they have not been used to
conducting a systematic job search effort. They are often unfamiliar with téday’s job
market and have poorly developed skills in such areas as interviewing techniques and
resume preparation.

Atti f Mi And Hostility. Some long-term UI claimants reportedly
perceive reeinployment programs in a hostile manner because program operators tend to
emphasize retraining or reemployment in lower-paying jobs, while the claimants are -
primarily interested in getting their vold jobs back.

Reluctance Of Many Claimants To Relocate. Many long-term Ul claimants are

unwilling to relocate from their communities even though funds may be available under
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~JTPA to assist them. Many older claimants, in particular, own property that is often
difficult to sell in a depressed community.

ion Members’ L f Familiarity With The J rvice. Many long-term
claimants are union members who are accustomed to finding work through a union hiring
hall rather than the Job Service.

Rel E In _Retrainin After Ul Benefit xhausted.
‘Respondents noted that, although many long-term UI claimants who have difficulty finding
a job begin to accept the reality of their situation when their UI benefits are about to run
out, such claimants are often unwilling to enroll in retraining programs because they no
longer have any income support to rely upon while they are in training (unless they enroll
in on-the-job training programs).

The characteristics and attitudes of many long-term UI claimants who experience
reemployment problems have important implications for intervention strategies. First, most of these
claimants are unlikely to enroll in reemployment programs in the absence of an aggressive and
coordinated outreach strategy on the part of State and local ES, Ul, and JTPA programs. Second,
although long-term UI claimants may be an appropriate target group for services, the most effeciive
solution to preventing long-term unemployment among this group is to emphasize early intervention,
so that claimants can be encouraged to enroll in reemployment programs while they still have

‘sufficient UI benefits remaining to support them.

Third, Ul claimants who are experiencing reemployment problems should be offered a
variety of reemployment services customized to their individual reemployment barriers. The
available services should recognize the need of some claimants for remedial education and shouid
address the lack of job search skills among many claimants. Finally, intervention programs should
address the attitudinal factors that often act as barriers to the reemployment of long-term Ul

claimants.

3. USE OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES BY LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS

As part of the survey of long-term UI claimants, information was gathered on the claimants’

use of specific reemployment services. The results are presented below.
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(1) Lse Of The Job Service

Although about two-thirds of the long-term claimants went to the Job Service during
their claim, only one-half of these believed that the Job Service was helfpul and pnly" 2
percent of all long-term claimants said that they had found a job as a result of a Job
Service referral,

In addition, a large percentage of the claimants who went to the Job Service
reported that they were not given information about job training or education programs. In
several sites, fewer than 20 percent of the claxmants said that the Job Service had referred
them to other agencies or programs. ‘

Only. 1.4 percent of long-term claimants said that they had participated either in
on-the-job (OJT) training programs or in occupational training programs. Only 6.0 percent
had participated in job search assistance classes, job clubs or job counseling, other than
services provided by the Job Service. ‘

Most of the claimants who had participated in the programs had not apparently done
so under JTPA sponsorship, nor had most of them leamned about such programs through the
Job Service. ‘

3) f Services B ific Claimant 'Sy
- The data showed that soiné-Of the subgroups which experienced the greatest
problems in finding employment after leaving the UI rolls were among the groups least

likely to use reemployment services. These included. less educated claimants, claimants
aged 45-64, and male claimants.

@) rall Atti Toward Reempl ent Services

Of the claimants who were still uriemjplbyed but were looking for work, a majority
(80 percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific reemployment
services, but most stated that they would have been willing to accept some type of help to

ES-7




find another job early in their claim period. These findings indicate that most of the
claimants would have been willing to accept assistance in finding jobs that paid comparable
wages to their prior jobs, but most were resistant to én‘rolling in training (or to accepting -
Job Service referrals) that would provide them with lower;paying jobs. These findings
suggest that many of the claimants who were still unemployed but looking for work could
have benefited from an aggressive outreach Strategy that addressed attitudinal barriers to the
acceptance of reemployment services. '

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE LINKAGES AMONG THE JOB SERVICE. Ul AGENCIES,

R RING LONG-TERM Ul CLAIMA WIT
L PROBLEMS TO APPROPRI ERVI
¢))] ffectiven: f State And L. Employment Security Agencies (J
Service/UI Agencies) In Referring Long-Term UI Claimants To Reemployment
Services

State and local Employment Security (ES) agencies are in a position to play a key
role in identifying and referring long-term UI claimants with reemployment problems to
appropriate services. However, our intervieWs revealed that more effective procedures for
referring such claimants to services could be implemented. The major issues that need to
be addressed are discussed below.

mpeting Priorities Of State And Local UI Agenci

In each of the sample States, respondents indicated that State and local UI programs
define their major priorities in terms of the basic UI functions of processing claims in a
timely manner and fulfilling the Ul tax collection function. ‘These functions are given
priority because of Federal mandates. State and local Ul programs typically give much
lower priority to helping Ul claimants to leave the UI rolls or to establishing linkages with
reemployment programs, although many States have recently begun to pay attention to these
issues as a way of generating UI trust fund savings.

Potential Use Of The Eligibility Review Program To Assist Long-Term Ul
Claimants With Reemployment Problems

All State UI agencies are provided funds to operate an Eligibility Review Program
(ERP) designed to prevent Ul overpayments through a continuous review of claimants’
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-ability to work, availability for work, and efforts to find work. The ERP is designed to
ensure an active search for work by Ul claimants and to identify claimants who are possibly
ineligible for benefit payments.

The ERP is potentially useful as a means of assisting long-term UI claimants who
experience reemployment problems. Typicany, long-term claimants are scheduled to attend
two to three ERP interviews during the term of their claim. With additional resources and
staff training, UI agencies could utilize the ERP interviews to assess the individual
employment pmblems of long-term claimants and to ‘refer the clalmants to reemployment
programs appropnate to thelr specxﬁc needs

Priorities And R Of The Job Servi

In each of the States in the study, respohdents identified a number of factors which
limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provxde reemployment services to long-term Ul
clatmants who expenence reemployment problems These factors included:

Federal and/or State mandates requiring that priority services be given to
other target groups

'~ Job Semce resource hmxtatlons, making it dlfﬁcult for the Job Service to
provide more than. cursory services to long-term Ul claimants

- Limitations in the existing procedures for referring UI claimants to JTPA
‘programs. The factors cited as being responsible for the lack of effective
referral procedures included (1) inadequate "cross-training” of Job Service
staff in JTPA program services and rules, (2) a lack of Job Service resources
to screen or test clients to identify those who might benefit from services,
(3) .concern among Job Semce staff about getting placement credit for their
clients, and (4) the margmal effectiveness of some local Private Industry
Councils. (PICs) in 1mprovmg the cross-referral of Job Service and JTPA

- clients. : : :

Under the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, workers whose employment is adversely
affected by increased imports may apply for services under the TAA program. The
program is administered by State Employmenﬁ Security Agencies (SESAs). Respondents
noted that there were several 1imifations to the TAA program as a way of providirig |
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reemployment services to long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems.

These were as follows:

Limitations in the program’s coverage. The program does not cover
claimants who lost their jobs for reasons other than import competition.

Time lags in the approval and allocation of funds. These time lags make it
difficult to follow an "early intervention” approach to plant closings or mass
layoffs

Inadequate screening and testing of claimants for participation in TAA
approved training.

Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Tide III (dislocated
workers) programs.

A number of States had implemented programs or pilot projects designed to improve
the procedures and mechanisms of Employment Security agencies for referring long-term Ul
claimants to reemployment services. These included:

Wisconsin’s "ES Services to UC Claimants” program, which is designed to
reduce the State’s UI trust fund outlays by referring Ul claimants to special
. workshops designed to assist their reemployment efforts

Washington’s Claimant Placement Project, which provides a vanety of
reemployment services to certain categories of Ul claimants early in their
claim period

New York State’s program of additional Ul benefits for enrollment in
- training. This program is designed to encourage claimants to enroll in
training programs early in their claim period. The program provides
claimants with additional weeks of Ul benefits, beyond the 26-week
maximum, if they enroll in training within a specific timeframe.

3] Impact Of The JTPA Title III (Dislocated Worker) Program n Th
rdination And Targeting Of Reemployment Services To Long-T I
Claiman :

Title III of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to
dislocated workers. The Title III program, therefore, is potentially a key mechanism for the
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provision of reemployment services to long-term Ul claimants who experience problems in
ﬁndmg a job.

The interviews' with State and local officials, however, indicated that, although there
have been many éxamples of effective coordination of services to dislocated workers under
Title III programs, the administration of Title III programs by States has done little to
improve the coordination of local services to long-term UI claimants on a permanent basis.
In most of the local sites, there is little coordination among the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA
programs in serving long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems.

There are two major reasons why the Title III program has had litile permanent

effect upon local coordination. ' First, many States have exerted centralized control over the

substate allocation of Title IT funds and have targeted their resources to "plant-specific" or
| "industry-specific" projects. Such grants-have often been awarded to local "consortia” or '
"community task forces” comprising such groups as the Job Service, JTPA programs,
community-based organizations (CBOs), unions, and local education agencies. However,
these types of coordination have tended to be temporary in nature because they have been
established only on a project-specific basis and have little residual 1rnpact upon the ongoing
problems of interagency coordination.

Second a few States have opted for a decentralized approach to allocating some or
all of their Tltle m funds often usmg a formula approach to allocate the resources to
Service Delivery Axeas or other local agencies. In these States, the funds tend to be
allocated to a smgle agency at the local level. In thxs situation, the local recipient of Title
- III funds has little incentive to share the funds with other local organizations, unless there is
already an effective system for ensuring interagency coordination at. the local level.

Another major finding from the interviews. was that, although Title III programs
have been effective in providing reemployment services to specific subgroups of dislocated
workers, long-term Ul claimants have tended to receive relatively few services, owing to the
‘way in which Title III programs have.‘been organized at the State and local level. There
are several reasons for this situation. First, in many-of the States, Title III funding factors
have resulted in services being delivered primarily to the more "motivated” and
easier-to-serve segments of the dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term Ul
Claimants who are relatively hard-to-serve.
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Second, in States which have targeted their Title III resources primarily to
plant-specific or industry-specific projects, workers who have been dislocated in secondary -
industries as a result of a "ripple effect” have tended to receive feW services. Finally, in
many of the States which have used a Request-for-Proposal (RFP) approach to distributing
Title I1I funds, there have been significant delays in the allocation of funds from the State
agency to specific local areas or projects. These delays have made it difficult for local
programs to vkeep track of dislocated workers who become long-term UI claimants or
exhaustees. '

In several of the States, efforts had lecehtly been made to implement effective
mechanisms for ensuring greater coordination between Employment Security (ES) agencies
and JTPA agencies on an ongoing basis. Examples included: '

Pennsylvania’s Job Center concept, which is designed to provide a single
point in each community where clients can receive services provided by a
variety of programs, including the Job Service, the Ul program, JTPA, and
social services programs.

Indiana’s plan to merge ES-JTPA functions and to "cross-train” the staff of
each program.

Washington’s Special Employment ’and Traini.ng' Services (SETS) project,
which is designed to target immediate reemployment assistance to
structurally unemployed UI claimants when they sign up for benefits.

V. REQQMMENDATIQN§ FOR IMPROVING THE DELIVERY OF SERVICES TQ
LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO EXPERIENCE REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

The current limitations in the linkages among ES, UI, and JTPA programs have important
consequences for the delivery of reemploymént services to lbng-temi UI claimants who experience
reemployment problems. First, inadequate linkages often preclude the effective delivery of services
to claimants in the early stages of their claim periods. When claimants reach the later stages of
their benefit periods, they often lack the resources to go into retraining programs. Accordingly, in
order to reduce long-term unemployment among U'I;claimants, it is important not to wait until |
claimants have reached the last few weeks of benefits before targeting them for services.

In addition, the inadequate linkages among ES, UI, and JTPA programs result in very few
reemployment services being provided to UI claimants once they get near the end of their benefit
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period. None of the States that we visited gave a very high priority to serving ¢ldimants after their
20th week of benefits, often because there was little to gain in UI trust fund savings. |

Most of the traditional efforts by States to improve coordination among ES, UI, and JTPA
programs at the local level have had limited impact because they have typically not addressed the
underlying barriers to coordination. Among these traditional efforts are statewide interagency
agreements and systems of local financial and nonfinancial agreements among agencies to provide
specific services, such as cross-referral of clients. ) ‘

On the basis of the study findings, it is possible to identify a "model system" for achieving
a more coordinated approach to providing reemployment services to Ul claimants who have
significant reemployment. barriers. The major componems of the proposed "model system” are
described below.

Integrated service delivery. The model system would incorporate a one-stop concept in
which new Ul claimants are provided immediate access to all reemployment services ata single
facility.

system would eliminate the delays inherent in current systems used by many States to allocate Title
III funds and other program resources.

{ _ . Under the model approach, the
integrated service delivery network would incorporate (1) an effective system for in-depth
assessment of individual reemployment needs and (2) the provision of a flexible program of
services from which claimants could choose.

ater f Eligibility Review Progra RP) t ss the empl
faced by long-term claimants. The ERP process could be used to ensure that the employment

problems of long-term claimants are properly assessed and that these claimants are referred to
appropriate services.

ntinu kin ing of Ul claimants for recruitment into reemployment

programs. As part of an integrated service delivery system, States and localities should target
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reemployment services to Ul claimants at several stages in the claim peried, in addition to pursuing
"early intervention” strategies. '

Recognizing that most long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers do not have the resources
or inclination to enmll in long-term retraining programs, the model approach would emphasize such
services as on-the-job training (which would provide immediate income to claimants) or job search
assistance classes for claimants who have reached the late stages of their benefit period.
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PART A: RESULTS OF THE INTERVIEWS WITH STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS




Part A of the report summarizes the results of the interviews conducted by Macro Systems
with State and local officials in the 10 sample States. Part A addresses the following topic areas:

- The effectiveness of State and local employment security agencies in
referring long-term Ul claxmants with reemployment bamers to appropriate
services

The impact of the JTPA Title HI (dislocated worker) program upon the
coordination and targeting of reemployment services to long-term claimants
who have difficulty finding a job

Obstacles to providing reemployment services to long-term UI claimants with -
reemployment problems: the impact of claimants' attitudes and
characteristics




w&&

N IN REFERRING LONG- WITH
EMPL, PROB TO APPROP ERVICES

In theory, State and local employment security agencies (encompassing both the UI and Job
Service programs) should be in a position to piay a key role in identifying and referring long-term
UI claimants who might benefit from réemployment services. Ul agencies, for example, remain in
continuous contact with claimants during the life of their claim and are responsible for conducting
periodic interviews with claimants to review their eligibility. The Job Service, in tum, is
responsible for implementing "work test” requirements to ensure that Ul claimants are conducting an
active job search. In addition, both the UI program and the Job Service are involved in the
adminiétraﬁon of the Trade Adjustment ssistance (TAA) program, which is designed to provide a
variety of benefits and services to workers who have lost their jobs as a result of increased imports.

Our interviews with State and local officials, however, revealed that there is room for
improvement in the current procedurés of employment security programs in referring Ul claimants
to reemployment services. Among the issues which need to be addressed are the following:

Competing priorities of State and local UI agencies

Potential uses of the Ul Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assist
long-term claimants with reemployment problems

Job Service priorities and resources

The role of the TAA program

In Sections 1-4 of this chapter, we present oui' findings with respect to each of these issues.
Section 5 of this chapter presents examples of initiatives recently developed by some of the States
to improve the effectiveness of employment security programs in referring long-term UI claimants
to reemployment services.
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Irt}each of ‘the States we visited. ,respondents noted. that State UI programs tend to define -
their major priorities in terms of the basic Ul functions of (1) processing UI claims and making
payments in a timely and accurate fashion and (2) fulfilling the UI tax collection function.
According to respondents, these functions are given priority because of Federal mandates concerning
benefit-payment accuracy and timeliness and because of Federal requiremettts 'conceming the
collection of employer texes. ‘

In contrast, State Ul programs typically give much lower priority to such functions as:

Helping Ul claimants to leave the UI rolls
Referring claimants to reemployment services
Evaluating the employment barriers faced by long-term claimants
Analyzing why some claimants stay on UI for long periods

. Determining the characteristics of long-term claimants
Establishing linkages with reemployment programs

In9 of the 10 States in the sample, State UI laws required specific categories of UI
‘ claxmants to register with the Job Semce when theu' initial claims were approved. Typtcally, t.tese_n } '
States required all new Ul clatmants to register w1th the ES unless they had definite recall dates or
usually found work through a union hiring hall. Except for the work registration requxremeut
however, State and local UI agencies dld not typically have ongomg procedures for ensuring that
Ul clalmants were makmg contmuous use of ES servmes during thexr clalm penods

In several of the States in our sample, State UI officials had in recent years begunvto focus
on initiatives designed to facilitate early reeemployment of UI claimants. These initiatives had, in
some instances, resulted in pilot projects (funded by State and/or Federal sources) designed to
produce UI trust fund savings by decreasing the ‘amount of time spent by claimants on UL
Examples of these projects included:




Wisconsin’s "ES Services to UI Claimants” project, in which certain Ul
claimants who have not found jobs by the time of their first Eligibility
Review Program (ERP) interview are required to attend workshops conducted
by the Job Service (see Section 5 of this chapter for additional details on -
this program).

Washington’s Claimant Placement Project, a mandatory program which
provides intensified services to accelerate the reemployment of UI claimants
(see Section 5 of this chapter).

A program in New York State to provnde additional Ul beneﬁts to clanmams
who enroll in approved training early in their claim period (see Section 5 of
this chapter).

A federally-supported demonstration project in Pennsylvania to provide
lump-sum payments to Ul clalmants who agree to leave the Ul rolls early in
their claim period. v

Most of these projects were largely in the pilot stage and had yet to have a major impact
upon regular statewide Ul operations. In addition, these projects tended to be focused on claimants
who were still in the early stage of their claims rather than upon longer-term claimants. In this
respect, it should be noted that none of the States had specifically identified "long-term UI
claimants” as a priority target group in their State Employment Secunty plans, State Job Training
plans, or Govemor’s Coordination and Special Services Plans (GCSSPs)

Many State officials noted that, owing to competing priorities and the large UI caseloads
per worker, local Ul offices often found it difficult to pay much attention to reemployment services
and referrals. As a result, local Ul staff in the majority of sites visited were given little or no |
training in such areas as: '

The specific types of services provided by JTPA and ES
Eligibility requirements for JTPA programs
Assessment and job counseling practices

In addition, State UI officials in the majority of states indicated that there were no
systematic procedures whereby the State Ul agency provided local ES or JTPA programs with
computerized listings of long-term UI claimants oi' exhaustees for potential targeting of
reemployment services.
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2.

All State UI agencies are provided resources to operate an Bligibility Review Program

(ERP). The primary objective of this program is to prevent UI overpayments through a continuous
review of claimants’ ability to work, availability for work, and efforts to find work. The ERP is
designed to ensure an active work search by UI claimants and to identify claimants who are
possibly ineligible for benefit payments. States are given considerable flexibility in structuring their
ERP procedures and in determining how frequently claimants should be called in for an ERP
interview.

The ERP interviews could potentially be an effective mechanism for addressing the
reemployment problems of long-term Ul claimants. During the ERP interviews, the UI staff
members are in a position to address the employment barriers that have beén encountered by the
claimant during the life of their claim period. In addition, the second or third ERP interviews for
each claimant provide the UI staff with an opportunity to counsel long-term claimants in a
face-to-face interview. '

Our interviews with State and local UI officials revealed that the current ERP process needs
to be expanded if it is to be used a3 an effective mechanism for referring long-term UI claimants to
reemployment programs. There are several reasons why the ERP process may need to be
expanded. First, respondents noted that, owing to resource limitations, ERP interviews often had to
be done on a sample basis. Usually, the UI agency’s computer system was utilized to select
samples of UI claimants to be called for ERP interviews.

Second, respondents noted that, owing to heavy caseload sizes, ERP interviews typically
lasted between 10 and 20 minutes. This amount of time did not usually allow the ERP interviewer
to obtain extensive information about the reemployment problems being encountered by individual
claimants or to decide upon an appropriate referral to reemployment services.

Third, respondents noted that ERP interviewers typically have no training in assessment,

testing, job counseling, or placement. Nor are the ERP interviewers usually "cross-trained" in
ES/JTPA services, program rules or eligibility requirements.
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Accordingly, the ERP interVieWers"are not in a position to develop effective reemployment plans for
claimants or to advise claimants about the types of services they might receive from JTPA
programs or from the Job Service. In addition, ERP interviewers are not typically ptovided with -
specific cxitexia'fof determining which claimants should _be referred to ES or JTPA.

Fourth, ERP mterv:ewers repomedly deﬁne their Jobs pnmanly as "policing the claim,” i.e.,
ensuring that the claxmant is makmg a valid jOb search effort. It was noted that most ERP
interviewers believe that, as long as the clannant is makmg a vahd attempt to look for work, it is
not the interviewer’s responsnblhty to advise them about such matters as the need for remedial
education or the importance of dressing properly when attending a job interview.

Fifth, some respondents reported that, in some looal areas, there is friction between the Ul
agency and the Job Servnce about the ERP mtemews Specxﬁcally, some Job Service staff believe
that they should be responsxble for conducung ERPs, since they are trained to evaluate
reemployment problems and are aware of the services that the Job Service can provide. It was
reported that, in some locations, the Job Service does not give any parucular pnonty to clients
referred by ERP interviewers.

Sixth, the ERP process was not being uniformly applied to enforce the UI work search
requirements effectively. In some States, such as Wisconsin, local UI agencies utilized systematic
procedures whereby claimants'were subject to ﬂstri'cter ‘eli’gibility criteria the longer they remained on
Ul (spe'ciﬁcially the claitnant‘s “reservation wage” and their geographio search area were steadily
adjusted based on the number of weeks they had been on UI 'LMI data on wage rates for specific
occupations were used for this purpose). In contrast, many of the States did not systematically
apply mcneasmgly strict requirements with regard to the wages that clalmants had to accept based
on their length of time on UL In addition, State Ul officials in several of the States stated that
they did not have a clear idea of how the local Ul offices were enforcing work search requirements
via the ERP pfocess. - N |

Finally, in some States, respondents. noted that ERP interviewers tend to "give up" on
claimants who have been on UI for 20 weeks or longer, believing that, since they only




have a few weeks left on UI, there is little rationale for focusing upon their reemployment

problems.
3. PRIORITIES AND RESQURCES OF THE JOB SERVICE

In each of the States visited, State and local officials identified a number of factors which
limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provide reemployment services to long-term UI claimants
who experienced difficulty finding a job. These factors were as follows:

Federal and State mandates regarding priority target groups
Job Service resource limitations
Lack of effective procedures for referring claimants to JTPA programs

These factors are described in the sections that follow.

0))

In each of the States visited during the study, State and local Job Service officials
indicated that long-term UI claimants are not given priority services as a specific target
grbup. The primary orientation of State and local Job Service offices is to give priority to
groups identified in various Federal or State mandates, including: |

Veterans

Economically disadvantaged
Handicapped

Older workers

Youth

In none of the States were long-term UI claimants identified as a specific priority target
group for the Job Service in State ES plans or in the Governor’s Coordination and Special
Services Plans (GCSSPs). In some States, .dislocated workers were identified as a priority
target group, but the focus in these States was on early intervention during the first few
weeks of the claim, not on claimants who had reached the latter stages of their benefit

period.
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It was also found that, in general, the State and local Job Service offices had no
specific procedures for maintaining contact with Ul claimants after they had exhausted Ul
benefits. One of the exceptions to this pattem was a program. operated by the Job Service
in Jefferson County (Birmingham), Alabama, in which the main local ES office received a
quarterly printout of new Ul exhaustees in the county. Each exhaustee was contacted. by
mail or telephone and was advised of the ES office’s services with regard to job search
workshops and OJT opportunities. About SO contacts were being attempted each week
under this program, according to local respondents. '

2 J ervice Resource I

Most Job Service officials who were interviewed during the study believed that they
had insufficient resources to provide more than cursory services to long-term UI claimants
who were experiencing reemployment problems. Many of the States had experienced
significant cutbacks in recent years in their Wagner-Peyser allocations, resulting in the
elimination of local office positions, especially counselor positions. Officials noted that
resource limitations were a significant obstacle to providing effective services to long-term
UI claimants, because many of these claimants were in need of specialized services, such as
testing, counseling and job search skills training to overcome their reemployment barriers.
Most ES officials believed that, after providing services to the federally mandated priority
groups, they did not have sufficient resources to provide in-depth services to long-term Ul
claimants. |

3) Lack Of Effective Procedures For Referring Claimants To JTPA Programs

Many of the local JTPA officials who were interviewed during the study believed
that local ES offices were not doing an effective job of referring Ul claimants to JTPA
agencies to participate in Title III dislocated worker programs. According to these officials,
the following factors were responsible for the lack of effective referral procedures:
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Job Service staff typically had received little or no training in the types of
programs that JTPA provided or in the types of ES applicants who might be
suited to participate in such programs. In addition, many Job Service staff
were reportedly not adequately trained in JTPA program eligibility criteria.

Local Job Service offices often lacked the staff resources to screen or test
their clients to identify claimants who might be interested in enrolling in
JTPA training programs or who might benefit from such services as
employability development or remedial education.

Many local Job Service offices were reportedly concemed about getting
credit for placing their clients. According to some JTPA officials, the local
Job Service offices were reluctant to refer their clients to JTPA because they
would not have the opportunity to get placement credit for the client.

In the majority of SDAs, the local PIC was reported to be only marginally
effective in improving the cross-referral of ES and JTPA clients, despite the
joint ES-SDA planning procedures required under JTPA. In several local
sites, it was reported that the PIC tended to regard the Job Service as a
State bureaucracy over which the PIC could exert little influence.

Under the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, workers whose employment is adversely affected
by increased imports may apply for services and benefits under the Trade Adjustment Assistance .
(TAA) program. Under the TAA program, workers may be eligible for training, job search and
relocation allowances, and other reemployment services. Eligible workers may also feceive weekly
trade readjustment allowances (TRA) following the exhaustion of UI benefits. |

To qualify for the program, a group of at least three workers, their union or an authorized
representative must file a petition with the U.S. Department of Labor, which determines whether
increased imports contributed significantly to the dislocation of the workers who submitted the
petition.

If a petition is approved by DOL, individual workers must apply at the local SESA office
to determine their eligibility. Workers who are eligible may receive 26 weeks of TRA bencfits
after exhausting UI, and an additional 26 weeks of benefits if they are enrolled in approved training

and require the additional weeks to complete the training.




In most of the 10 local sites which we visited for the study, there had been a considerable
number of TAA centifications during the -early and mid-1980s, but the volume of TAA activity had
generally subsided by the time of our site visits. However, -respondents in each site were asked to
assess the stxengﬂ\s and weakhesses of the TAA program with regard to its impact upon long-term
Ul claimants with reemployment problems.

According to the respondents, there were four major limitations to the TAA program with
respect to reemployment services for long-term claimants:

Limitations in the progmm’s coverage of Ul claimants
Time lags in the approval and allocation of funds

Inadequate screening and testing of claimants for participation in TAA
approved training

Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title III programs
Each of these factors is described brieﬂy below.
(1)  Limitations In The I s Cov f UI Claima

Respondents in several sites noted that large numbers of Ul élaimants in their
communities had not been eligible for TAA benefits and services because their einployers
did not meet DOL’s requirements for certification. Among the types of claimants not
typically covered by the program, according to the respondents, were the following:

Workers who had lost thexr jobs as a result of the npple effect" of major
dislocations

Workers who had been employed in industries where layoffs were the result
of such factors as technological change, decline in world commodity prices
(e.g., prices for oil or other minerals) or decline in local or regional demand
for products :

Workers who were unfamiliar with the TAA program, especially workers in -
nonunionized trades
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Respondents noted that the TAA program does not facilitate an "early intervention"
approach to providing reemployment services to dislocated workers. It was noted that there
are time lags at several major points in the TAA fund allocation process:

- Employers, unions, and workers often do not file the TAA petition until
several weeks after a mass layoff or plant closing occurs.

There is typically a 2-month time period required for the U.S. Depaxtment of
Labor to investigate the petition.

After funds have been approved by DOL, there have reportedly been
significant delays in the actual appropriation of funds to support State and

local programs.

With regard to the latter point, respondents in several States noted that, after a TAA
petition has been approved, it is common for local SESA agencies to put the eli\gible
workers on waiting lists while they wait for funds to be appropriated and allocated at the
local level. JTPA officials in some of these States maintained that the local SESA offices
should be referring persons on the waiting lists to JTPA for immediate enrollment in
training. These JTPA officials claimed, however, that the local SESA officials were often

- unwilling to do this because of "turf" considerations. It was also noted that the

- uncertainties in the timing of TAA allocations made it difficult for TAA program planners
to coordinate their activities with the schedules of community colleges, vocational training
institutes and other service providers.

- Q)

Under the TAA program, eligible workers may enroll in:

On-the-job (OJT) training
Vocational or technical training
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In contrast to JTPA Title IIl programs, clients who are approved for training under
the TAA program have considerable flexibility in selecting the training institution in which
they will enroll. While Title III clients are assigned to one of a defined list of training
providers, TAA clients can choose to enroll in any institution which offers the training
program approved by the local SESA. Under the TAA program, local Job Service officials
are typically responsible for counseling TAA-eligible workers about the employment outlook
for workers with different job skills and about the types of training best suited to the
client’s interests and aptitudes.

In some of the sites we visited, local JTPA officials believed that many of the
workers who are approved for TAA training are not ideally suited to participate in the
training programs provided. These respondents noted that' many TAA-eligible workers have
educational deficits which preclude them from effective participation in classroom training.
The respondents noted that TAA funds were typically not used to provide remedial
education, -even though DOL regulations allow funds to be used for remedial education if it
is an integral part of a vocational training course.

Some JTPA officials believed that in order to expend TAA funds, the Job Service
was under some amount of pressure to enroll as many TAA-eligible workers in training as.
possible, without adequate screening of their suitability for training. In addition, it was
their view that the Job Service in some localities was not effectively screening out workers
who were interested primarily in the extended TRA benefits rather than in the training

program itself.
) Barriers T ination Of The TAA And JTPA Tide III P

Some of the States in our sample were considering initiatives to irhprove the
coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title III programs so that services to dislocated workers
might be more effectively integrated. However, a number of barriers to improved

coordination were identified by respondents:

"Turf" issues: it was noted that the TAA program covers a number of
SESA administrative costs and that the local SESAs are reluctant to give up
any part of their TAA allocation for this reason.
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Because of the time lags identified previously, the two programs are difficult
to coordinate with respect to the timing of intervention activities.

The differences in program rules and the restrictions on the mingling of
program funds for specific trainees reportedly made it difficult for program
officials to coordinate the two programs at the State or local level.

A number of the States which we visited for the study had implemented programs or pilot

projects designed to improve existing SESA procedures and mechanisms for referring Ul claimants
to reemployment services. In this section, we highlight three of these State initiatives:

Wisconsin's "ES Services to UC Claimants" program
Washington’s Claimant Placement Project (CPP)

New York’s Program of Additional Ul Benefits for Early Enrollment in
Training

(1) imto M : r ‘ "’

In July 1987, Wisconsin instituted a program entitled "ES Services to UC
Claimants." ‘The goal of this program was to reduce Ul trust fund oudays by referring UI
claimants to special workshops designed to assist their reemployment efforts.

The program originated froin an earlier project entitled the ERP Pilot Project, which
was conducted in 1983-84. The goal of the earlier pilot project was to determine the
impact upon UI benefit expenditures of providing an employment assistance service to
randomly selected, indefinitely separated UI claimants as a supplement to ES file search.
The additional employment service was designed by the Job Service and consisted of a
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1-day 6-hour JOb search worlshop Uniform content and presentauon procedures for the
pammpanng ES districts were des1gned at the outset.

To evaluate thé project, UI claimants were assigned to treatment and control groups
either at the begmmng of their claim or at the time of their first ERP interview. The
groups were limited to claimants who were indefinitely separated from their prior jobs. For
the test group, participation in the workshops was mandatory. The evaluation concluded
that test group ¢laimants were paid 0.62 fewer weeks of UI beneﬁts than claimants in the

control group.

" The current "ES Services to UC Claiinants" projeét built upon the earlier project. A

Task Force was set up to identify ways of gemng potential long-term clannants to-leave UI
~earlier. Workshops were identified as the top priority. The State Legislatre authorized the

use of the State’s Interest and Penalty funds to support the project. A total of $2 million
was approved to cover PY 1988 and PY 1989.

~Under the new program, referrals are made at the time of the claimant’s first ERP

_interview, usually 6 to 9 weeks into the claim. According to SESA officials, this time °

period was selected because many claimants are not receptive to services until the 8th or

_ 9th week of their claim period. However, the intervention is early enough in the claim

period to assist claimants before they become long-term unemployed.

Under the program, claimants are referred to the workshops on a mandatory basis
when they reach their first ERP interview. However, claimants are required to panicipate in
the workshops only once. If they are still unemployed at the time of their second ERP
interview, they are not reqmred to pamapate a second time.

The actual workshops are conducted by ES counselors. The workshops have two
components: :

A 6-hour workshop with.a primary focus on the claimants’ work search
activities and skills
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An optional set of additional services including counseling, testing, and
"mini-workshops" dealing with such subjects as resume preparation.

Since the UI agencies in the State do not have the resources to include all claimants
in the ERP process, priority is given to claimants who are required to register with the Job
Service for work search, especially those who are categorized as having no prospects of
recall to their former job. In addition, local Ul offices only have to refer enough claimants
to meet their authorized quotas under the 2-year project. Local Ul offices typically screen
~ the claimants to ensure that théy may potentially benefit from the workshops. These
include all persons who do not have pending job prospect,s:

A local workshop leader who was interviewed as part of this study indicated that
one of the problems with the workshops is that many of the participants resent having to
attend the sessions. These individuals, according to the respondent, are generally not
making a real commitment to job search because they do nb; believe that they will be able
to find jobs that pay enough. The respondent also noted that many of the long-term
claimants have literacy problems and low education.

The respondent noted that he had revised the original workshop curriculum to deal
with som;a of the attitudinal barriers he had encountered among workshop participants. For
example, he now includes in the workshop a set of LMI overhead displays designed to
convince the participants that they are unlikely to retum to high paying jobs. ’

Respondents indicated that, although the project had been successfully implemented,
there were some limitations to its scope and effectiveness:

There were few effective mechanisms for ensuring compliance by claimants
with the workshop requirements. If a claimant did not show up for the
workshop, the claimant’s benefits were simply suspended for 1 week.

There was reportedly very little demand among workshop participants for the
second component of the program (i.e., optional counseling and
mini-workshops.




Since the major goal of the program was to generate UI trust fund savings,
workshops were not targeted at claimants who had reached their second or
third ERP interviews.

The workshops were reportedly not effective for claimants who had
significant literacy problems.

2) Washington® aimant Placemen je

The Claimant Placement Project (CPP) was instituted in 1985 in an effort to
generate UI trust fund savings by authorizing the Employment - Security. Department o
provide rapid reemployment services to UI claimants. The following services are targeted at

new claimants:

Assistance in developing an individualized plan for seeking employment
Workshops teaching job search skills _
‘Assistance in contacting employers for unadvertised job openings.
Screening and referring to available job openings

Assistance with preparing resumes '

Use of telephones

The Claimant Placement Project had been established in areas of the State where the
local job market had the greatest potential for claimants to return to work quickly. The
CPP was being operated in 20 of the State’s 42 Job Service Centers.

Participation in CPP is mandatory for all Ul claimants in the 20 sites, except for:

Claimants whose qualifying wages were eamed in another State or from a
nonprofit organization on govemment agency that is reimbursable for Ul
benefits drawn by its former workers

Employees on standby status with their most recent employer

Union members whose union provides all referrals to job assignments

Other claimants whose active work search requirement has been waived
CPP staff provide intensified employment services to Ul claimants from the onset of

their claim until about the 12th week of the claim. A major goal of CPP is "fostering
realistic attitudes about methods of finding work in the available job market.”
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A total of 60 full-time Job Service Center staff were assigned to the CPP. The
target group members are served by designated staff members as soon as they contact the
center. The caseload is divided by the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT) codes, with
each counselor spécializing in certain DOT codes. The CPP differs from regular ES
functions in terms of the strategic targeting of claimants served and the timing and intensity
of services provided. The CPP was instituted partly in response to the cutbacks in
Washington’s Wagner-Peyser allocation in recent years.

An important aspect of the CPP is its recognition of the unique characteristics and
attitudes of many UI claimants:

"Many people do not know how to effectively seek work. Left to
their own devices, many claimants will try to find a job by mass
mailing of resumes or contacting only those employers with
advertised job openings, while devoting only part-time effort to the
job search. It is not until several weeks or months have gone by
that such an individual will seek assistance. By that time, the
claimant’s sense of helplessness has, in itself, become a barrier to
successfully finding a job.

Claimants in CPP..leam to see their job loss in the context of
economic trends affecting their community and their occupa-
tion....They leamn to identify which skills can be transferred to a new
employer or occupation.

In an evaluation of the first 18 months of CPP operation, the SESA concluded that
claimants who had received intensive services claimed 2.3 fewer weeks of UI benefits on
average than those who did not receive assistance. A total of 18,750 claimants were
targeted during the pilot phase of the project, which concluded in June 1987. The program
has been extended for an additional 2 years.

' Washington State, Claimant Placement Project, Special Employment Assistance
Report.

A-17




€)) New Y s P f iti nefits For Enrollment In Trainin

Effective October 1987, New York State amended its Ul law to allow UI claimants
who have long-term employment problemé to receive up to 13 weeks of additional Ul
benefits if they are enrolled in or are planning to enroll in an approved training course.
The. purpose of this amendment was to give claimants an incentive to enroll in training
early in their claim period. ’ |

As originally proposed, the amendment specified that a claimant would receive the
full 13 weeks of additional benefits (beyond the 26 week maximum) if the claimant enrolled
in training by the 13th week of the claim period. The number of additional weeks of
benefits would decrease the longer the claimant stayed on UI without enrolling in approved
training. For example, if the claimant did ndt enroll in approved training until the 14th
week of the claim period, he/she would be entitled to only 12 additional weeks of benefits
beyond the 26 week maximum. The amendment was to apply only to claimants who
decided to enroll in training after October 1987.

~ State officials noted that, in its final form, the amendment differed from the _
originally proposed measure as a result of complaints from Ul claimants who were already
in training as of October 1987. The final version of the amendment allowed the additional
benefits to be claimed by all persons who were in approved training already, as well as
- persons who opted to go into training after October 1, 1987.

Under the amendment, claimants who are interested in applying for the training
must be referred by the UI agency to the Job Service for counseling and evaluation. The
claimant’s proposed training course must be approved by the Job Service before additional
benefits can be claimed. To be approved, the training course must involve training in
vocational skills or in basic educational skills. In addition, the Job Service must cénify
either that the training course will improve the claimant’s long-term employment situation
or that the claimant’s employment opportunities are substantially impaired because of (1) job
market conditions and reduced demand for the claimant’s skills, (2) technological change or
plant closing, or (3) limited opportunities for year-round employment because of the
seasonal nature of the claimant’s occupation. In addition, the training course must involve a
skill or occupation for which there are reasonable opportunities in the State of New York.
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State officials noted that the major goal of the amendment was to address the
problems typically encountered by many of the UI claimants who have difficulty finding a
job. These problems includéd: (1) their tendency to remain on UI until the end of their -
benefit period before looking for jobs or reemployment services, (2) the fact that when the
benefits are exhausted, they often have few resources to support them while in training. To
hotify claimants about the new program, flyers were placed in all Ul offices. The State
agency was conducting an evaluation of the program to determine its impact upon the level
of training enrollments among Ul claimants. |




II. IMPA F THE JTPA TITLE I (DISLOCATED W: ER) PROGRAM
UPON THE COORDINATION AND TARGETING OF REEMPLOYMENT ,

ERVICES TO LONG-TERM AIMANT

L. ODUCTION

Title III of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to dislocated
workers. Each State is authorized to establish procedures to serve groups of eligible individuals

who:

Have been terminated or laid off or who have received a notice of
termination or layoff from employment, are eligible for or have exhausted
their entitlement to Ul, and are unlikely to return to their previous industry
or occupation

Have been terminated, or who have received a notice of termination of
employment, as a result of any permanent closure of a plant or facility

Are long-term unemployed and have limited opportunities for employment or
reemployment in the same or a similar occupation in the area in which such

individuals reside, including any older individuals who have substantial
barriers to employment by reason of age

Under Title III, the States are authorized to provide specific services to any individuals who

meet the above criteria. These services may include:

Job search assistance, including job clubs
Job development
Training in job skills for which demand exceeds supply

Supportive services, including commuting assistance and financial and
personal counseling

Prelayoff assistance
Relocation assistance

Programs to provide early intervention in the event of closure of plants or
facilities
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Under Title III, States receive 75 percent of the total authorized funds under a formula
reflecting the unemployment situation in each State. The remaining 25 percent may be reserved by
the Secretary of Labor to make discretionary grants to specific States and local areas to deal with
mass layoffs and other special circumstances. |

States are required to provide matching funds for the Title III funds allocated to them by
formula. Under the matching requirement, State Ul funds paid to individuals in approved training
may be credited for up to S0 percent of the matching requirement.

Since most Ul claimants meet the eligibility criteria for services under JTPA Title III, the
Title III program is potentially a key mechanism for the provision of reemployment services to
long-term UI claimants, especially since these claimants are not typically eligiblé for services under
Title IT of JTPA. (JTPA, Title II prescribes job training services for the economically
disadvantaged.) Under Title III, however, the States have considerable flexibility in determining:

How to structure their overall Title III programs
How to allocate Title Il funds to substate areas
Which specific groups of eligible dislocated workers should be targeted

Which local agencies, should participate in Title III activities and how thelr
services should be coordmated

What mix of reemployment services should be provided

During our site visits, we conducted extensive interviews with State and local officials
responsible for administering and operating Title III programs under JTPA. These officials were
asked a series of questions about the impact of Title III programs on services to long-term Ul

claimants who experience reemployment problems.




The key findings of our interviews are as follows:

Although there have been many examples of effective coordination of
services to dislocated workers under Title IIl programs, the administration of
Title 11 programs by the States has done little to improve the ongoing
coordination of local services to long-term UI claimants who have
reemployment problems. In most of the local sites we visited, there was a
lack of coordination among JTPA, ES, and UI programs in providing
services to these types of long-term UI claimants on a regular basis.

Although Title Il programs have been effective in providing reemployment
services to specific subgroups of dislocated workers, long-term Ul claimants
have tended to receive relatively few services, owing to the way in which
Title I1I programs have been organized at the State and local level. In
addition, there have been delays in a number of States in the substate
allocation of Title III funds, resulting in inadequate services to all Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems. '

These major findings are presented in detail in Sections 2 and 3 of this chapter. In
Sectioh 4, we present descriptions of specific approaches that some of the States have adopted, or
are plannirig to adopt, in an effort to implement more effective mechanisms to ensure that local
reemployment programs for Ul claimants are better coordinated on an ongoing basis.

Under JTPA Section 308, States are required to submit plans for the use of Title III funds.
These plans "shall include appropriate 'provisions for the coordination of progranis...in accordance
with the provisions of (Title II of JTPA)." In our interviews, we examined the issue of how State
programs for administering Title III had influenced the extent and type of coordination of services

to long-term UI claimants who experience reemployment problems.

Our key finding was that, although there is considerable diversity in the structure of State
Tide III programs, none of the major "models” of Title Il program organization had had a major
permanent impact upon the coordination of local services to long-term Ul claimants with
reemployment problems. Our interviews revealed that there were three major "models” that States
had followed in structuring their Title IIl programs:
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Some States had opted to exert a high degree of control at the State level
over the allocation and use of Title III funds.

Some States had chosen to allocate funds by formula to local areas, leaving
the local agencies considerable flexibility in how to utilize the funds

Some States had followed a "hybrid" approach combining both of the above
models.

States which had followed the first of these approaches--centralized control over the use of
Title I funds--typically justified their approach as being the most cost-effective use of limited
funds. These States tended to target their Title IIl funds to plant-specific or industry-specific types
of projects, rather than spreading the resources across all geographic areas of the State. Most of
the. States using this model relied upon a Request for Proposal (RFP) system to allocate funds to
specific projects, although, in some cases, funds were allocated to local agencies without a
competitive bidding process. '

Several of the States that have adopted the centralized model have sought to encourage
local coordination by allocating funds to local consortia or "Community Task Forces" to run the
Title III projects. These consortia consist variously of the local PIC, SDA administrative entity, the
local SESA agencies, community-based organizations (CBOS), trade unions, and local education
a'gencies_. In some States, grants have been awarded for Dislocated Worker Centers which attempt
to combine JTPA reemployment services with other social services available in the local
community, '

Although there have been several examples of effective coordination under this approach,
the types of coordination that have developed among local agencies have tended to be
temporary in nature because the various consortia or task forces have been established only on a
project-specific basis. After the projects have run their course, there is typically little residual
impact upon the ongoing problems of interagency coordination among JTPA and ES/UI agencies,
particularly with regard to services for long-téml Ul claimants who experience reemployment
problems.

In States which have followed the second model--formula allocation of Title III funds to
local SDAs--the Title III program has also had little long-term impact upon the coordination of
local services to long-term claimants who encounter reemployment problems. The States that use
this approach typically point out that the system of formula allocation to SDAs precludes many of
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the delays inherent in the RFP approach and allows the local agencies to serve a broader group of
dislocated workers than is possible under a plant-specific approach. However, in the States which
have adopted this approach, or which have incorporated some elements of the approach in their
overall Title TII allocation system, the funds tend to be allocated to a single agency within each
SDA, usually the PIC or SDA administrative entity itself. In this situation, the local recipient of
Title III funds has little incentive to share the funds with other local organizations, unless there is
already an effective system for ensuring interagency coordination at the local level. In the absence
of preexisting mechanisms for ensuring local coordination, the local Title IIT grantee typically
develops its own system for outreach, recruitment, testing, job search assistance, training, and
placement, with little or no input from other agencies such as the Job Service or the UI agency.

Since, in the majority of the sites we visited, the Title III program had not had a major
permanent impact upon the level of coordination among local programs, there continued to be
significant problems of interagency coordination between JTPA and ES/UI agencies in providing
services to long-term UI claimants on a regular basis. These problems included the following:

Lack of effective procedures for ensuring that Ul claimants were informed
of JTPA services and were referred to such services if they wished to apply

Lack of effective information exchange (e.g., exchange of computerized
listings) between ES/UI programs and JTPA agencies about long-term
claimants who might be potential candidates for recruitment into JTPA

programs

Lack of sharing of information between JTPA and ES programs about
employer contacts and job openings. Several officials noted that ES and
JTPA programs do not share such information because of a concem for
which agency will receive credit for placements

Lack of coordination among JTPA and ES programs in. outreach acnvmes
targeted at long-term UI claimants or exhaustees .

The development of separate placement systems by JTPA and ES agencies,

reflecting a concem by some SDA service providers that the Job Service
gives insufficient priority to placing their clients
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In the sections that follow, we provide a brief overview of the structure of the Title III
programs in each of the sample States. The impact of program structure upon local ES-UI-JTPA
coordination is described.

)

Under this State’s program, formula Title III funds are allocated exclusively on a

Request for Proposal (RFP) basis to specific local areas in which worker dislocation
problems are regarded as being the most severe. State officials consider this approach to be
the most cost-effective way of utilizing the limited funds available, since the resources can
be targeted to areas where the problems are greatest. Under this approach, some local areas
had received considerable Title ITI funding, while other areas of the State had received little
or no funding.

State officials have encouraged the development of "Community Task Forces" at the
local level to prepare Title Il proposals and to participate in the projects. These Task
Forces méy consist of mepmseritatives of PICs, SDAs, the Job Service, UI agencies, unions,
employers, and communify-based organizations (CBOs). The State has encouraged an "early
intervention” approach by the Community Task Forces.

The State’s approach has generally been effective in promoting a coordinated
approach among local agencies in short-term, project-specific situations. However, the
approach has apparently had little effect in improving the coordination of local programs on
an ongoing basis in providing reemployment services to long-term UI claimants with
reemployment problems. Local JTPA officials in the sample site, for example, indicated
that the local Job Service did not routinely provide them with listings of Ul claimants who
might potentially be recruited for Title IIl programs. Outreach to long-term UI claimants
and exhaustees was conducted on a limited basis by JTPA service providers with no input
from the local ES/UI office.
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State 2

Title I funds in this State are administered by the State JTPA agency, which is .
separate from the State Employment Security Agency. Title III funds are allocated to
specific projects by the State JTPA agency, based on its assessment of the State’s dislocated
worker situation. State officials believe that this approach provides the State with flexibility
to move the funds to areas where they are most needed and to react to crisis situations. It

should be noted that the State has only three SDAs and that the State JTPA agency itself
 serves as the administrative entity for one of these SDAs (the "Balance of State").

, * Coordination atnong local programs in the State is influenced primarily by
 State-level contracts between the State JTPA agency and SESA, under which local ES.

~ offices are nesponsxble for such activities as screemng, eligibility determmanon cemﬁcauon
| and for operatmg "job shops" to help unemployed persons to improve their job-finding
skills. Local ES offices are also under Statewide contract to provide some OJT and
placement for JTPA participants.

The State’s approach to allocating Title HI funds has not had a major impact upon
the preexlstmg level of coordination of services to long-term UI claimants. "Reemployment
Assistance Centers” have been established in some locanons to pmvxde services to
dislocated workers, but largely on a temporary, plant-specnﬁc or mdustry-spemﬁc basns

State 3

| This State has traditionally allocated most of its formula Title 111 funds through
RFPs, although recently, as a result of delays in the procm'ement process, the State has
begun to reserve a smalf percentage of its 'l’itle III funds to respond to emergency
situations. Although the State JTPA agency theoretically controls the allocation of Title I
funds through the RFP pmcess, most of the bids are submitted by the SDA administrative
entities. In addition, the State has, in effect, modlﬁed the competitive bxddmg process for
the two SDAs that contain the State’s largest workforce concentrations. In these two SDAs,
the local JTPA agencies have established ongoing Dislocated Worker Centers with their

Title 11T allocations. Each ‘year, the two SDAs submit proposals under the RFP system to
continue the operation of their centers. These centers have been consistently. refunded each
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year. Except in these two SDAs, the RFP process tends to result primarily in plant-specific
Title III projects. ‘

In general, the Title III allocation system has not résolved problems of poor
coordination of services to UI claimants on a long-term basis. Since most of the funding is
allocated to SDA administrative entities, local coordination with ES, Ul, and other programs
is not promoted by the allocation system. In addition, since in most areas of the State,
Title III ‘activ'ities are plant-speciﬂc. coordination among multiple agencies tends to be of
temporary duration. Interviews with officlals in the éample local area for this State revealed
that ES-JTPA coordination was generally poor, with little cross-referral of clients or
information exchange about UI claimants. A local SDA official indicated that the SDA had
recently begun to experience difficulties in identifying and recruiting dislocated workers for

its Title Il program. This official believed that the ES/UI agency could be playing a larger
" role in referring dislocated workers to the JTPA program.,

State 4

Fonnula Title 111 allocations in this State are made on an RFP basis by a Task_
Force established by the State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC). Title III
~ resources are divided into three separate funds:

A fund in which resources are allocated to the counties with the largest
number of unemployed persons. RFPs are issued to these predesignated
counties requesting bids from local organizations or consortia to provide
"countywide" services to dislocated workers. The emphasis of the county
fund is to make resources available on a continuous basis to the counties
and to allow services to be provide to a broad spectrum of dislocated
workers, independently of plant-specific situations.

-A Special Response fund to deal with emergencies involving plant closings
and mass layoffs.

A small fund to serve dislocated farm families.

According to State officials, the primary recipients of the county funds and Special
Response funds are consortia in which one of the agencies takes the lead role. The
consortia usually consist of the local Job Service, local vocational schools, CBOs and
unions. The SDA administrative entities have reportedly not been very active in bidding for
funds, although State policy requires all Title III eligibles to be certified by the PICs.
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This State’s approach to allocating Title III funds has certain advantages compared
to systems of distributing funds primarily to plant-specific or industry-specific projects. In
particular, the State’s "county fund”" approach ensures that the designated counties receive
Title III funds on a continuous basis, while at the same ‘time targeting resources to the areas
with the most significant problems. In these designated counties, the consortia have the
opportunity to develop into more permanent structures for ensuring coordination of local
services. On the other hand, although the State has been successful in encouraging
consortia of local organizations to develop, these entitieé have not necessarily been the most
cffecﬁvé mechanism for ensuring long-term coordination between JTPA, ES, and UI is
servicing long-térm claimants, particularly since the SDAs and PICs have not been
prominent in the consortia that have received funds.

Suate 5

This State has opted for centralized control over the use of Title III funds because
State officials believe that a formula allocation to SDAs would not ensure sufficient
coordination of services at the local level. The State umbrella agency, which combines ES,
Ul and JTPA functions, has divided its Title III resources into three -cat;gories, each with a
different allocation system: ' "

Special Employment And Training Services (SETS)--Under this category,
Tide III funds are allocated to about half of the State’s Job Service Centers,
which combine ES and UI functions. The SETS funds are targeted at
dislocated workers who are not associated with major plant-specific
dislocations. - :

ate Labor Council Project--This project is designed to facilitate the
cooperation of unions in the formation of Title III projects.

Special Projects—-These projects are largely plant-specific or industry-specific

and are supported by both Federal Title III discretionary funds and a portion
of State formula funds.
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None of the State’s Title Il funds are allocated directly to SDA administrative
entities. The allocation of funds under the SETS category is determinéd on a discretionary
basis by the State agency’s Field Operations Unit and Regional Managers, who decide which
Job Service Centers should receive funds and how much. The Job Service Centers are
designed to promote a "one-stop" approach, since the centers are designed to provide UI
claimants with immediate reemployment assistance or referrals when they sign up for
benefits. Under the SETS projects, most clients are referred to JTPA services by ES staff. E

State 6

Title III funds in this State are distributed by the Govemor’s Office of Community
and Industrial Development. This agency is separate from the Department of Empldyment
Security, which administers the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA programs. Title III funds are
allocated largely on an ad hoc basis to specific agency programs, rather than to geographic
areas by formula. For the most part, formula Title I ﬁmds have been allocated to the
following three agencies:

The State JTPA agency, which operates OJT pmgrams for Tnle Illona
Statewide basis.

The Bureau of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education, which provides
classroom training for the Title III program.

A local PIC ' |

Since most Title III activity is administered at the State level, the Title 111 program has had

little permanent impact upon the extent of coordination of local services to long-term UI
claimants with reemployment problems.
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(2)  States Whicl cate Thei DA
State 7

* Under this State’s approach; formula Title III funds are allocated among all SDAs
administrative entities, using a State formula partially based on the Federal formula for
allocating Tide TIT funds to States. The State relies upon the Secretary’s discretionary funds
to respond to mass layoffs or major plant closings. SDAs are given considerable discretion
in deciding (1) which dislocated workers to target and (2) how to provide services, although
the State JTPA agency (whxch is separate from the SESA) does encourage the SDAs to
- serve the most-m-need :

» The State s approach has apparently done little to encourage coordmanon among
SDA admxmstratxve entities and local ES-UI agenmes in servicing long-texm UI claxmants
who encounter reemployment problems. Although State officials have encouraged local
coordination, many SDAs are reportedly reluctant to share thexr resources with the local Job
Service or to enter into financial or nonfinancial agreements with regard to'outreach,
cross-yeferral- or placement of UI clannants who experience reemployment problems.

State 8

This State uses the national 301(b) formula to suballocate Title III formula funds
among the State’s SDAs. The State has received a large amount of dlscnznonary fundmg to
respond to mass layoffs in speclﬁc geograplnc areas.

The coordination of local services to dislocated workers in the State is facilitated by
the fact that ES, Ul, and JTPA activities are cdordinated in the Employment Security
Division’s local offices, although the Department’s Division of Job Training does use
subgrantees (besides the ‘ES) to provide services to eligible individuals. The "one-stop”
service concept, however, applies to all JTPA programs, not Title III specifically.
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~ This State has created a State Title III fund which equals the Federal formula
allocation and which represents the State's matching funds. The Fedéral formula funds are
allocated to SDAS on a formula basis, with the PICs receiving the actual funds. The State
Tide III funds are reserved for use on special projects.

State ofﬁcials regard the PIC formula allocations as the State s "rapid response
mechanism, since the funds are always available at the SDA-level to respond to crisis
situations. The State fund, on the other hand, allows the State agency to target resources to
 large-scale dislocations in specific local areas. The decision to allocate funds to PICs ona
formula basis has the potential to improve the long-term coordination of services at the
local level, since the PICs technically have the responsibility for joint planning and
coordination ‘with respect to JTPA and the Job Service, |

. Interviews at the local site in this State revealed a number of problems in ES-JTPA
coordination. Some JTPA officials claimed that the Job Service was unwilling to refer its-
. clients or to shale job order information because of a concern for getting credit for
placements.

State 10

Under an interagency agreement, this State allocates 50 percent of its Title IIf funds
to the State Department of Education for a tuition assistance program and to provide
customized training. A total of 40 percent of Title III funds are allocated by the State’s
Department of Labor to SDAs on a formula basis (based on unemployment). However, the
funds are not allocated automatically to the SDA administrative entities. Rather, a dollar
allocation is established for each SDA and then an RFP is issued requesting bids from
organizations within each of the SDAs. Actual service pmw)idels in each SDA are selected
by the State as a result of a competitive bid process. The remaining 10 percent of formula
Tide III funds are set aside by the State in a discretionary fund to deal with emergenciés.
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Title I grant recipients in each SDA may include the SDA administrative entity,
the PIC, CBOs, unions, or other organizations. State law prohibits the Job Service from
being a direct grant recipient, but the Job Service can act as a subcontractor to the grantee.

‘State ofﬁciéls noted that one of the drawbacks with Title III allocation procedures in

the State is that the funds are thinly distributed across all SDAs. For SDASs that receive

i relatively small grants, State officials are reluctant to give grants to consortia of local
agencies because they believe that the available funds are already spread to0 thin. In
addition, in an effort to target resources more preclsely, State officials prefer to grant funds
to bidders who are proposmg plant-specific pro;ects within each SDA. This plant-specific
vemphasxs may result in improved coordination among local agencies for the life of the

b project, but tends not to result in enhanced coordination on an ongoing basis. |

Title 11T of JTPA provides a relatively broad definition of "dislocated workers” in specifying
which groups are eligible for services. Our interviews revealed that none of the sample States had
made any official decision to narrow the scope of the Federal definition of dislocated workers or to
target resources to specific subgroups of the dislocated worker population.. However, our interviews

- showed that, owing to the way in which State Title III programs were organized, m_gs_a_gm

Our specific findings in this respect were as follows:

In many of the States, Title III funding factors have resulted in"services
being delivered primarily to the more "motivated” and easier-to-serve
segments of the dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term Ul
claimants who are relatively hard-to-serve.

In States which have targeted their Title TII resources primarily to
plant-specific or industry-specific projects, workers who have lost their jobs
in secondary industries as a result of a "ripple effect” have tended to receive
few services. '
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In many of the States which have used an RFP approach to distributing Title
III funds, there have been significant delays in the allocation of funds from
the State agency to specific local areas or projects. - These delays have made
it difficult for local SDAs and program operators to keep track of dislocated
workers who become long-term Ul claimants or exhaustees.

These findings are presented in detail in the sections below.

In most of the States we visited, respondents noted that Title III resbur_ces are
generally insufficient to target services aggressively to all members of the eligible dislocated
worker population. Whether funds are allocated by RFP to plant-specific projects or are
allocated by formula to SDAs, the available funding allows for only a limited number of
enrollments each Program Year.

In States which have emphasized plant-specific projects and early intervention, local
granteés have typically been successful (once they have received their funding) in
conducting effective outreach to fill their available quotas for Title III programs. Since
Title III projects are funded on a year-to-year basis, program operators are under pressure to
fill their program slots early in the Program Year so that services can be completed in a
timely manner. The funding cycle and the situation of limited resources combine to
_produce a situation in which relatively little effort is expended on outreach to dislocated
workers who do not express an immediate interest in reemployment services. Instead,

Title I slots tend to be filled up by the more motivated workers who are clearly interested
in receiving services and who have the least educational deficits or literacy problems. SDA
officials and Title III program operators in a number of sites indicated that, after the
program slots are filled, they typically have no resources to conduct aggressive outreach to
dislocated workers who are indifferent or resistant to reemployment services.
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In States whxch allocate their Title m funds by formula to SDAs and PICs, a
sxmxlar situation has occurred. Although these States tend not to emphasize plant-specific
projects and usually serve a broader range of dislocated workers, local SDAs and program.
operators are under the same pressure to fill up limited program slots early in the Progrém
Year. Accordingly, there is a similar tendency in these States for Title III participants to be
the easier-to-serve, "self-selected” gmups among the overall dislocated worker population.

Im f Performan

The tendency to focus limited Title III resources.on the more motivated and better

- educated segments of the dislocated worker populanon is mnforced by the desire of SDAs

and Title III program operators to meet specific: levels of performance with negard to the
number of placements and cost-per-placement. Although several States have encoumgcd

_  their local programs to allocate resources to hard-to-setve populations, Title I service

’ -pmvxders have little actual incentive to focus their efforts on dlslocated workers who may
require costly and txme-consummg rmnedlal education before they can participate in training
or who might be difficult to place because of literacy problems or a lack of job search

skills,

Impact Of Matchin

Many of the States in the sample had opted to use UI funds paid to claimants in
approved training as part of the Title I State matching requirement. These matching
requirements are typically passed along to local service providers who are expected to
maximize the amount of Ul :beneﬁts that can be claimed as part of the State’s: match.
According to several respondents, this situation encourages SDAs and local service providers
to focus their outreach efforts on dislocated workers who are still in the early stages of the
UI benefit period and to give low priority to long-term Ul claimants who encounter
reemployment problems. ‘

‘Lack Of Benefits To Su ng-Term Claimants And Exhaustees In Ti
Programs :

Many of the respondents noted that one of the major barriers to enrolling long-term '
UI claimants and exhaustees into Title III programs is that these persons have little or no
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UI benefits remaining to support them while they are in the program. Since many
exhaustees have mortgages and other long-term debts, they typically cannot afford to
participate in Title III services except for OJT programs. This situation has two "
consequences:

Long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees who experienée reemployment
problems are difficult to recruit into programs unless they are eligible for
Trade Readjustment Assistance (TRA) or State Extended Benefit (EB)

- programs.

Local Title III grantees and subcontractors are reluctant to conduct
aggressive outreach to long-term claimants and exhaustees.

In States which have generally allocated their Title III resources to plant-specific or

industry-specific projects, Title III services have typically been provided primarily to

workers who are directly involved in plant closings or mass layoffs in particular industries.

In these States, relatively few resources have been made available for workers who have

lost their jobs in other industries as a result of the "ripple effect" of the primary
dislocations. Included in the "ripple effect” are two types of worker:

Those who were employed by firms that were major suppliers of products or
services to the plants or facilities in which the primary dislocation occurred.

Those who were engaged in providing various types of services to the
workers who were laid off as a result of the primary dislocation (e.g.,
persons engaged in the retail trade or service industries).

- According to State and local officials, workers who lose their jobs as a result of a
"ripple effect” account for a substantial segment of the overall population of long-term UI
claimants or exhaustees, particulérly in geographic areas where one or two industries are
dominant and where there are few altemnative job openings. In States which have
emphasized a project-specific appmach, therefore, many long-term UI claimants with
‘reemployment problems have not been targeted for Title III programs.
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In States which have distributed some or ll of their Title Il funds by a formula
allocation to substate areas, persons who have lost their jobs.as a result of the "ripple
effect” of major dislocations are more likely to receive Title III reemployment services,
aécording to respondents. It was our finding that, in these States, the local programs were
servicing broad categories of workers, including many UI claimants who were not associated
- with specific plant closings or mass layoffs. Even in these States, however, the provision
“of effective reemployment services to long-term UI claimants was limited by the fact that
the local programs were typically relying heavily upon self-selected "walk-in" traffic rather
than upon aggressive outreach to hard-to-serve long-term claimants. In addition, the |

programs were typically not coordmatmg with the local ES/UI agencxes to identify
dislocated workers among the long-term claimant population.

"(3) Im f Del The Allocation Of Title ITI Funds T ’ r

‘Our interviews revealed that most of the States which allocated Title III funds
through an RFP process had experienced significant delays in awarding grants to sﬁéciﬁc
-projects or local areas. These delays were generally attributable to the States’ procurement
processes, which often involved significant time lags between State authorization of the use
of funds and the issuance of RFPs, and between the receipt of proposals and the awarding
of grants to local areas. In some States, delays of 6 months or more were often
- encountered before funds could be allocated to a plant closing or mass layoff situation. The
time lags, however, varied considerably among the States. '

These delays had important consequences for the targeting of Title III resourdes to

’subgroups of the dislocated worker population. Since funds were often not available until

several months after a plant closmg or mass layoff, local administrators found it difficult to
| plan their Title III projects in a systematic way. In pamcular, local officials and program
operators were reluctant to initiate any organized type of outreach activity to the dislocated
worker population until they had received reasonable assurances that the program funding
would be approved. This not only precluded an "early mtervenuon" approach, but also
made it difficult for local officials to initiate and maintain contact with dislocated workers
and to track their status while funding decisions were bemg made at the State level.
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When funding was finally approved, it was common for the local Title III program
organizers to be in the position of having to identify workers who had been dislocated as
much as 6 months earlier. In some respects, the delays required program operators to focus
their outreach efforts upon long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees by default. However,
according to respondents, the delays caused significant problems for the effective targeting
of reemployment services to long-term UI claimants:

Many local programs reportedly found it difficult to track down dislocated
workers so long after the plant closings or mass layoffs. Not all program
operators had access to layoff lists, and unions did not always keep track of
their laid-off workers.

Since the funding delays precluded effective "early intervention" efforts, the
dislocated workers were not afforded the opportunity to enroll in Title III
programs while they still had UI benefits to support them. By the time the
outreach activity was conducted, most dislocated workers were in the late
stages of their benefit period, or had exhausted benefits, and no longer
wished to enroll in the program owing to a lack of income support.

According to several respondents, the delays in the awarding of Title III funds to
substate areas were a principle reason why some of the States had not been able to expend
all of the Title HI formula allocations in prior years.

In previous sections of this chapter, we concluded that Title III programs have, in general,
done little to improve the coordination of services to long-term Ul claimants with reemployment
problems and that "hard-to-serve” claimants have not received priority attention from Title III
programs. The barriers that exist with regard to the coordination of services under Title III actually
reflect the larger-scale problems of interagency coordination among ES, UI, and JTPA programs in
general. Under JTPA, States are required to promote the coordination of services among these
agencies at the local level. In promoting local interagency coordination of services, however, States
have typically relied upon such mechanisms as: '
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The development of statewide interagenc); agreements that require ES and -
JTPA programs to provide speciﬁc reciprocal services on a statewide basis.

Efforts to encourage the development of financial and nonfinancial
agreements between ES and JTPA at the local level. These agreements may
cover such activities as outreach, cross-referral, recruitment, direct
reemployment or training services, and placement.

These types of mechanisms, however, have had mixed tesults in promotmg effective
interagency coordination, for the following xeasons '

The staff of the various agencnes involved in the coordination agreements are
generally not "cross-trained” in all of the different program services and

~ eligibility requirements of the participant agencies. This lack of
cross-training makes it ‘difficult for the programs to implement agreemems to
cross-refer clients, since the staff of each program tend to be unfamiliar with
the specific semces that the other ptograms have to offer. '

Coordmanon and cross—refcrral agmements do not prov:de one-smp
shopping” for the client. Even if Ul claimants are informed about JTPA
programs by a UI claimstaker or ES counselor, for example, they typically
have to travel to another location to obtain more detailed. program
information, to leam about eligibility criteria and to complete an application
form. This system does not facilitate the enrollment of long-term UI
claimants with reemployment problems, many of whom are resistant to
accepting reemployment services to begin with.

Several of the States which we visited have begun to implement or experiment with more
effective mechanisms for ensuring interagency coordination between ES and JTPA programs on an
ongoing basis. In the remainder of this section, we describe some of the approaches or

mechanisms that specific States have 1mplemented or were planning to implement in the futute
These approaches include:

Pennsylvania’s Job Center concept
Indiana’s plan to merge ES and JTPA functions Lo
Washmgton s Special Employment and Traming Services (SETS) prOJect
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(1) v"‘ r Con

In 1987, Pennsylvania’s Department of Labor and Industry proposed the development
of a network of Job Centers across the State to offer "comprehensive services for
individuals seeking employment assistance.”" Such centers would initially provide for a
single point in each community where residents could receive the services currently
provided by:

The Office of Employment Security (Job Service and Ul)
The SDAs under JTPA

The Office of Vocational Rehabilitation

The Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training

The proposal called for these services to be physically colocated in each community.
Services within the Job Centers were to be coordinated "so that duplication would be
avoided and activities streamlined.” Services would include job information, counseling,
testing, referral, placement, financial support, and training resources.

The proposal also envisaged the development of Job Center Teams which would
offer an integrated range of services that could be mobilized in such situations as plant
closings, mass layoffs, and other crisis situations. Job Center Teams might also provide
services in such out-of-the-office locations as schools, neighborhood centers, and job sites.
Staff members from each of the agencies represented would form teams which would be
able to react quickly to emergency situations, such as a plant closing.

As proposed, the Job Centers would also serve as Employment Data Centers,
offering job analysis and labor market information to employers and providing training
- needs inventories, occupational and career information and other vocational counseling. The
~Job Centers would also tie into local community programs which could provide specialized
services to individuals with special barriers to reemployment. As proposed, the local
community Job Centers would eventually link-up to form a statewide network which would

coordinate with the activities of the State’s economic development programs.




The State has solicited proposals from local communities to establish- Job Centers on
a pilot basis. About four or five proposals had been approved at the time of our field visit.
Most of the proposals had been received from locé] ES offices. The Staic’s goal was to
have one Job Center set up in each of the State’s regions by February 1988.

Respondents indicated that existing leases are currently a major practical barrier to
agency colocation at the local level. As part of the Job Center concept, State officials were
examining such options as:

The use of a common intake fomm for ES, UI, and JTPA
Cross-training of ES, Ul, and JTPA staff

A State official noted that_ UI benefits would be the "draw" to bring Ul claimants
into the Job Centers and to provide them ready access to the various reemployment services
available.

) Indiana’s Pro d ES- Mer

As part of a statewide effort to improve ES-UI-JTPA ‘coordination, Indiana had ) |
developed plans to institute "one-stop shopping” for ail clients at the local level effective
| July 1, 1988. As part of this initiative, the SESA and State JTPA agencics were fnerged
into a single agency in July 1987. |

Indiana’s one-stop concept differed from Pennsylvania’s Job Center approach in that
there were no immediate plans to have all ES-UI-JTPA staff physically colocated in the
same offices. Instead, at least for the short-term, staff were to be cross-traincd in the
services and procedures of all three programs and outstationed in the various offices. In
addition, each ES, UI, and JTPA facility was to be supplied with intake forms for each of
the three programs. Eventually, a common intake fohn for all three programs may be .
developed. Under the one-stop concept, a client could visit any ES, Ul, or JTPA office and
enroll in any of the available services. At the local level, ES and UI officcs are already
colocated.

State officials indicated that they had originally discussed the option of physically
colocating ES, UI, and JTPA staff at the local level, but had decided that this option was
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not practical in the short-term because of existing leases and other factors. However, there
would be some staff transfer among the three sets of offices. For example, some ES staff
who are cross-trained in Ul and JTPA services would be stationed in JTPA offices, while a
number of cross-trained JTPA staff would be outstationed in ES-UI offices.

Under the reorganization plan, the PICs would be given direct administrative
responsibility for both JTPA and Wagner-Peyser programs. Under this concept, ES
employees might be appointed via the local mechanisms that are currently being used by the
PIC/ITPA system and might no longer be State employees. UI employees, however, would
remain as State employees. The local PICs would be given considerable flexibility in
designing how the one-stop concept would be implemented.

Among the other problems that had to be addressed in the ES-JTPA merger,
according to State and local officials, were the following:

Money would have to be allocated to place computer terminals in the JTPA
offices so that outstationed ES workers could access the ES job banks.

The different personnel policiés and proCedures of the two programs would
have to be reconciled.

(3)  Washington’s Special Employment And Training Services (SETS) Project

Washington State operates its mainstream Title III program via a network of local
Job Service Centers. The program, known as the Special Employment and Training
Services (SETS) project, operates in 23 of the State’s 42 Job Service Centers. Services are
targeted at dislocated workers who are not identified with a major plant closing. The major
target group is Ul claimants who "face severe barriers to reemployment because of
technological change or other factors resulting in skills obsolescence.”

The SETS project was instituted in 1984. The concept underlying the project is that
dislocated workers in the target population can be identified imm‘\ediately as they sign up for
UI benefits at the local Job Service Centers. These dislocated workers can then be referred
for immediate assistance. Specific staff members within the local offices are dedicated
exclusively to the SETS project.




Under the SETS project, local office managers are required to negotiate coordination
agreements with the SDAs for the referral of UI claimants who wish to enroll in SDA Title
II training programs. Among the specific services provided to SETS participants are:

Skills assessment

Job search assistance ‘
Referral to OJT or institutional skills training
Supportive services

Relocation

Placement assistance -

Although the SETS project does not represent a complete "one-stop” approach, the
project has specific advantages for serving Ul claimants when compared to most other
States’ systems for allocating Title III funds:

The project is housed in local UVES offices, so that all UI claimants are
automatically informed about the project’s reemployment services. '
SETS staff are cross-trained in JTPA programs and services, so that UI
claimants do not have to travel to JTPA facilities to learn about training
programs and gpplicaﬁon procedures.

The project is not limited to plant-specific or industry-specific situations

The project allows UI claimants to select from the full range of available
reemployment services, depending upon their needs and interests

Project services are made available to Ul claimants as soon as they file their
claims '
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During our interviews with State and local officials in the Ul, JTPA, and ES programs, we
asked respondents to discuss their experiences in providing various types of reemployment services
to long-term UI claimants who experienced reemployment problems. Respondents were asked the
following specific questions: '

What difficulties had been encountered in recruiting these types of long-term
UI claimants into reemployment pmgrams?

What types of long-term claimants were the most difficult to recruit into
JTPA programs?

What mix of services seems to be the most effective for long-term UI
claimants who experience reemployment problems? What services are they
most likely to accept?

In response to our questions, respondents identified a number of claimant characteristics and
attitudinal factors which, in their view, act as barriers to providing effective reemployment services
to many unemployed UI claimants. Section 2 of this chapter summarizes the viewpoints of State
and local officials on this issue. Section 3 of this chapter discusses the implications of these
claimant characteristics and attitudes for overall intervention strategies.

2. LONG-TERM UI IMANTS: ND ATTIT T
REPRESENT BARRIERS T D Y OF REEMPLOYMENT SER

During our interviews, respondents reported that the certain characteristics and attitudes tend
to be common among Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems, and that these
characteristics and attitudes create barriers to the timely and effective delivery of reemployment
services. These characteristics and attitudes are as follows:
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~ Expectations of being recalled
Unrenllstic wage expectations
Edncnﬁonal'deﬁcits and functional illiteracy

% Lack of job search skills

Discrepancies between job titles and actual skills
Attitudes of mistrust and hostility
Reluctance of many claimants to relocate
Umon members lack of familiarity with the Job Service

Reluctance to enroll in neemployment programs after UI benefits are
exhausted :

‘Each of these characteristics/attitudes is described in detail in the sections that follow.
(1)  Expectati Bein

Accordmg to respondents, many of the claimants who experience reemployment
pmblems do not fully accept the fact that they are unlikely to be recalled by their former
employer Having eamed high wages while working at their former jobs, they are reluctant
to accept retraining or Job Service referrals for lower paying jobs as long as they believe
that there is a possibility of being recalled. A compounding factor is that these workers
have often been employed for many years at their prior jobs, making it difficult for them to
accept the realitjof their situation. It was also noted by some respondents that many of
these types of claimants have witnessed a cycle of "layoff and recall” over a period of
several years and often do not accept the idea that a layoff is permanent unless a plant

’ actually_ closes. In addition, in most of the communities which we visited, some of the
employers who had instituted moss layoffs in recent years had, in fact, recalled a smnll
percentage of their laid off workers, thereby reinfoncing the perceptions of other workers
that they might be recalled. Finally, some respondents noted that, in situations where there
has been a hxstory of labor-management, disputes, many laid-off workers believe that layoffs
are merely a “bluff* by management and that they will soon be recalled.
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A number of respondents noted that the "layoff-recall" cycle often made it difficult
for the Job Service and JTPA programs to place long-term claimants with other employers.
Many employers were reportedly reluctant to hire such claimants because it had been their.
experience that the claimant would quit their new job as soon as a recall notice was issued
by their former employer. In this connection, many respondents noted that employers were
sometimes reluctant to hire long-term claimants because they believed that the claimants
would not be content with their new jobs (which usually paid much less than they had
eamed previously) and would have poor work attitudes.

) nrealisti x'

In all of the sites we visited, respondents noted that many of the UI claimants who
have difficulty being reemployed are reluctant to enroll in job training or ES programs
because they perceive that these programs will provide them with much lower-paying jobs
than they had previously held. Claimants, for example, who were used to being paid
- upwards of $12 per hour, usually in a unionized job, were said to be reluctant to accept Job
Service referrals to $5 per hour jobs or to enroll in JTPA programs that would result in
jobs paying only $6 to $7 per hour. These claimants tended to remain on Ul for several
months or to exhaust their benefits entirély, particularly if they had a spouse who worked
part-time or full-time,

It was also noted that many of the claimants who experience reemployment
problems initially refuse to believe that they may not be able to find high paying jobs in
other industries. Accordingly, they tend to circumvent the Job Service and remain on UL
while looking for a high paying job on their own.

Some respondents also noted that many unemployed claimants have actually been
working in low-skill occupations (e.g., as janitors) but have been making high wages
because they were workihg in unionized factories. These claimants are often reluctant to
accept the fact that, even'if they find a comparable job with another employer, they are
unlikely to be paid the level of wages that they had earned previously.
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 types of reemployment problems for Ul clarmants

(3)  Education i Function:

Many respondents noted that UI claimants who experience reemploymcnt"problems;
often suffer from educational deficits and functional illiteracy. These claimants, for '
example, include workers who had been employed in the same job since leaving f_highr
school or who dropped out of high school to go to work at an early‘ age. In addition,

many of the UI claimants who have reemployment problems have worked in. assembly lme o

jobs which did not require high levels of funcuonal hteracy

Accordmg to respondems low educatron levels and ﬁmctroml 1llrtemcy creare three

- The claunants expenence pmblems m ﬁndmg ]obs that reqmre spectﬁc levels
- of reading and math skxl]s, parnculaﬂy jobs in the retail trade and: semce
sector.

Claimants cannot be placed very readrly into vocatronal tramrng programs f S

- that assume certain levels of functronal literacy.

Claimants are unable to ﬁll out apphcatron forms for jobs, Pfepare resumw o

or verbalize effectrvely in mterviews.

With regard to the latter issue, respondents noted that some type of remedial educatxon -
should be a core component of any type of retxammg or reemployment program for |
claimants who have low education or functional hteracy problems and who expenence

~ reemployment problems as a result. ‘It was noted, however, that it is often difficult to

recruit such claimants into programs because of the perceived stigma involved in admitting ‘
to problems of functional illiteracy. In addition, claimants with literacy problems are often
drfﬁcult to identify because many of them mek to -conceal these problems from intake - |
workers and job counselors ‘

4) Lack Of J h
‘According to many respondents, Ul claimants who experience reemployment -
problems often have poorly developed job search skills. A major reason is that many such "

claimants have never been in the position of havmg to conduct a systematrc job search
effort. Many of the claimants, for example, have been working for the same employer
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since leaving high school, and typically obtained their job with the help of a family member
or friend. This situation creates two sets of problems, according to respondents:

Such claimants are often unfamiliar with the umque characteristics of today’s
job market (particularly the growth of the semce sector) compared to the
job market of 20 years ago.

These types of claimants often have poorly developed“' skills with regard to
mtemewmg techniques, resume preparation, appearing properly dressed when
meeting a prospective employer, telephone manner, and "networking."

The lack of job search skills is reportedly a significant problem for claimants who
have been employed in manufacturing jobs and who are now searching for jobs in the retail
trade or service sector.

) ' Di ies B Job Titles And Actual SKill

It was noted in some local sites that the Job Service sometimes found discrepancies
between the prior job descriptions of UI claimants and their actual skills. For example,
some of the claimants who described themselves as "machinists” had been working on an
assembly line operating the same machine for many years. According to respondents, the
skius of these claimants were often very limited and obsolete and did not qualify them for
many of the machinist positions listed by employers with the Job Service.

©) Attitudes Of Mis And Hostili

In several States, it was noted that UI claimants who experience reemployment
problems are often a difficult population to deal with because of attitudes of mistrust and
hostility toward employers and toward local govemment agencies offering recmployment
services. Workers who have lost their jobs after many years sometimes perceive the local
reemployment programs in a hostile manner because program operators wish to emphasize
retraining or reemployment in low-paying jobs while the claimants are primarily interested
in getting their old jobs back. In addition, many of the claimants were said to view
reemployment and retraining programs as "part of the welfare system."




) Rel f Man aimants To Relocate

Although JTPA Title III funds can be used to assist long-term Ul claimants to
relocate to other geographic areas, such claimants were reported to be generally unwilling to
relocate out of the local area. This was said to be especially true of older workers who
typically had broader ties to their local community and who often owned property that
might be difficult to sell in a depressed community.

®) nion Members’ Lack Of Familiarity With Th rvi

It was noted that many Ul claimants with reemployment problems are union
members who are accustomed to finding work through a union hiring hall rather than
through the Job Service. In fact, in the majority of States, such union membcrs are initially
exempt from Job Service registration after going on UL. According to several respondents,
many union members who have not been used to dealing with the Job Scrvice tend to have
a negative view of the Job Service when they are finally required to registcr and comply
with work search requirements. Union members also tend to regard the Job Service as not

being credible as a source of jobs comparable to their previous jobs.

9)  Reluctance To Enroll In Retrain ing Programs After Ul Benefits Are Exhausted

State and local officials noted that most long-term unemployed Ul claimants who
experience reemployment problems begin to accept the reality of their situation when their
UI benefits are about to run out. At this point in time, according to respondents, the
claimants begin to realize that they are unlikely to be recalled or to find other jobs with
pay comparable to their prior jobs. In addition, mey~'étyﬁi'Cally~. begin to realize that their
own job search efforts may be insufficient to find even a lower-paying job that is not
temporary or part-time.

Many respondents noted, however, that, while claimants are gencrally more receptive
to  retraining services when their Ul benefits are about to run out, most are still unwilling to
enroll in retraining programs because they no longer have any income support to rely upon
while they are in training (unless they qualify for Trade Readjustment Assistance or State
"Extended Benefit" programs). Respondents observed that the only type of training that
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most Ul exhaustécs wish to enroll in is on-the-job training (OJT), which will provide them

with an immediate wage.

The findings presented in the preceding section have important implications for overall
intervention strategies designed to improve the referral of long-term claimants with reemployment
problems to appropriate services. These implications are summarized below.

Because of the attitudinal factors described previously, and the educational deficits
of many UI claimants with reemployment problems, most such claimants are unlikely to
accept reemployment services unless ES, Ul, or JTPA programs can provide a coordinated
and "proactive” approach to recruiting these claimants into programs. In thc absence of
such an approach, enrollment in reemployment programs is likely to occur largely on a
“self-selective" basis, resulting in a lack of services to claimants with the most significant
reerhployment problems. Efforts should be made to ensure that outreach and recruitment
activities are targeted to all Ul claimants who experience' reemployment problems and that .
such activities are maintained during the claimant’s benefit period.

2) Although Long-Term Ul imants May Be An Appropriate Target Group For

Services, The Most Effective Solution To Preventing Long-Term Unemployment
Among This Group Is To Emphasize Early Intervention

A major theme reiterated by State and local respondents was that long-term Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems are a difficult group to cnroll in
retraining programs because they typically have few resources remaining to support
themselves while in training. Efforts to prevent long-term unemployment among such
claimants, therefore, should ideally be concentrated upon the first few weeks of each
claimant’s benefit period, when the claimant has the resources left to enroll in training,

remedial education, and employability development programs.




3) Ul ngmang With Rggmplgmg t Problems Should Be Offered A Vangty Of
Reempl rvi mi Their_Indivi Reemployment B

Because of their unique characteristics and attitudes, Ul claimants who experience
reemployment difficulties should be provided with customized services that reflect such
factors as:

The need of some claimants for remedial education
The lack of job search skills among many claimanis

Attitudinal factors that make them resistant to JTPA training or ES job
referrals

Individual reemployment plans should be developed for claimants before they are referred to
traditional job training or job placement services.

4) ntervention P I! itudinal F Th

Barriers T Reempl im
To address the attitudinal barriers to reemployment among many Ul claimants,
intervention efforts should include components which specifically address these barriers early

in the claimant’s benefit period. Efforts should be made, for example, to address unrealistic
expectations about being recalled, and unrealistic wage expectations, among UI claimants.
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PART B: RESULTS OF THE SUR F LONG-TERM UI CLAIMA

This section of the report presents the major findings of the telephone surveys of long-term
UI claimants in the 10 States. The primary objectives of conducting the claimant survey were as
follows:

To identify the proportion of long-term UI claimants who might potentially
benefit from reemployment services. This is important for determining
whether it is feasible to target reemployment services specifically to
long-term UI claimants.

To analyze the characteristics of long-term UI claimants, especially those
who might potentially benefit from being referred to reemployment services.
This is valuable for developing procedures for identifying long-term
claimants who should be targeted for services.

To examine the experiences, attitudes, and perceptions of long-term UI
claimants with regard to work search efforts, employment and training
programs, and employability. This analysis is critical to determining how
existing employment and training services might be enhanced or better
coordinated to ensure that long-term claimants are adequately served.

In this part of the report, we address each of the three analytical issues described above. Part B of
the report is organized into the following chapters: '

Exhaustion rates and post-UI employment status of long-term claimants
Demographic characteristics of major subgroups of long-term claimants

Prior employment characteristics of major subgroups of long-term
claimants

Work search patterns of long-term claimants

Long-term claimants’ use of reemployment services and their attitudes toward
such services

Post-UI employment characteristics of long-term claimants who were
reemployed at the time of followup




Perceptions of employability among long-term claimants who were

unemployed at the time of followup

Regréssion analysis of factors associated with UI ‘exhaustion and post-UI
employment status

Observations and conclusions




In this chapter, we present data on exhaustion rates and post-Ul emplbymgnt status among
long-term UI claimants in the sample. These data are relevant to determining the proportion of
long-term claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services. We address the
following specific issues: | |

What percentage of the sample were actually long-term UI claimants
(defined as claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 weeks during their
most recent claim)? .

Of the long-term claimants, what percentage exhausted benefits and what
percentage were reemployed prior to exhaustion?

Of the long-term claimants who exhausted benefits, what percentage were
still unemployed at the time of our followup interviews? How many of
these were still looking for work?

Of the long-term claimants who were reemployed before exhausting benefits,

what percentage were unemployed at the time of our followup interviews?
How many of these were still looking for work?

In the sections that follow, we address each of these issues.

In maicing our requests to States for listings of UI claimants, it was our initial plan
to request the names of all Ul claimants who had reached the 22nd week of their claim
during a designated timeframe (May to July 1987 for most of the States). After some

discussion, however, this initial plan was later changed for the following reasons:
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Many States have maximum claim periods longer than the standard 26-week
maximum. Some States, for example, have 30-week maximums and a
number of States have their own "extended benefit program” under which
claimants who meet certain criteria can qualify for claim periods much
longer than 26 weeks.

Many States have minimum benefit periods that are considerably shorter than
26 weeks. In these States, persons who have not built up sufficient credits
based on prior work history may qualify for relatively short benefit periods.

As a result, it was decided that we would ask the States to provxde us with lists of claimants who

: . xi . y ienats . ooardle S‘f
they had bgqn on u . It was armcxpated that a large majority of these claimants would have been |
on UI for at least 22 weeks.

Exhibit B-I-1 presents data for the total sample (N = 1,582) on the length of time that
claimants were on UL The exhibit indicates that a relatively large number of the claimants (483 or
30.5 percent) were on Ul for less than 22 weeks. This number inclhdes ‘185 sample members who
exhausted their UI benefits in less than 22 weeks.

The large number of short:term claimants in the Sampie (i.e., claimants who were on UI for
less than 22 weeks) is due to the fact that our sample included a surprisingly large number of
claimants who were eligible for short benefit periods. One of the factors which appears to explain
this situation is that most of the claimants in the sample established their Ul claim during the
period from November 1986 to February 1987. This time period is a peak period for new Ul
claims, reflecting the impact of the winter months upon seasonal occupations such as construction.

In fact, a total of 361 (22.8 percent) of the sample had been working in the construction industry.

Another point which must be emphasized is that 134 (27.7 percent) of the 483 short- term
claimants were from the Jowa sample. The major reason why so many of the Iowa claimants were
in the short-term category is that a very large percentage of the Towa claimants had been working 3
in construction (42.1 percent) or other seasonal occupations. Officials in Iowa indicated that there
had been a number of major highway construction projects in the Waterloo area during 1986 and
1987, in addition to ongoing highway repair activities.




EXHIBIT B-+-1

Department of Labor
Ut CLAIM PERIODS AND EXHAUSTION RATES AMONG
THE CLAIMANT SAMPLE
TOTAL SAMPLE
S WU Claimants Who
Reached the Last
Five Weeks of
their Benefit Period !
- 1,582
Claimants Who Were : Claimants Who Were
- on Ul for at Least ; on Ut for Less Than
w 22 Weeks 22 Weeks
L (3, 1,090 483
Claimants Who Claimants Who Were Other? Claimants Who Claimants Who Were Other?
Exhausted their Reemployed Before Exhausted their Fleemployed Before
Benefits Exhausting Benefits Benefits Exhausting Benefits
854 197 39 185 273 25

1 Sample members reached the last five weeks of their benefit period during the May-July 1987 timeframe.
2 Atotal of 147 (30.4%) of these claimants were in the lowa sample.
3 This category includes: (1) disqualified claimants and (2) claimants who did not report their status.




2. RATES OF E

Exhibit B-I-1 indicated that, of the 1,090 sample claimants who remained on UI for 22
weeks or more, a total of 854 (77.7 percent) went on to exhaust their benefits. A total of 197
(18.1 percent) were reemployed before exhausting benefits. A total of 39 (3.6 percent) of the
claimants had been disqualified from UL, or did not report their status.

Among sample members who were on UI for less than 22 weeks, a total of 185 (38.3
percent) exhausted their UI benefits, while 273 (56.5 percent) were reemployed before exhausting
their benefits. Of the 273 who were reemployed, a total of 106 (38.8 percent) were from the Iowa
sample. ' : '

Exhibit B-I-2 presents data on the employment status of sample members when they were
interviewed (approximately 4 to 6 months after they had reai;hed their last 5 weeks of benefits).
The exhibit indicates that, for claimants who were on UI for at least '22'Weeks and who
subsequently exhausted their benefits (N = 854), a total of 404 (47.3 perécnt). were employed when
interviewed, while 450 (52.7 percent) reported that they were not employed.

Of the 197 claimants who were on UI for at least 22 weeks but who got jobs before
exhausting benefits, a total of 169 (85.8‘ percent) were still employed at the time of interview, while
28 (14.2 percent) were unemployed.

Among the 185 sample members who exhausted benefits but were on UI for less than 22
weeks, 90 (48.6 percent) reported that they were employed at followup, while 95 (51.4 percent)
were not employed. It should be noted that the level of unemployment among this group of

exhaustees was approximately the same as the level of unemployment among exhaustees who had
been on UI for 22 weeks or_more. |
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Clalmants On Ul For At Least 22 Weeks

Exhaustees

Clalmants Reemployed
Before Ul Exhaustion

Employed At Time
0f Interview
404 (47,3%)

Not Employed At
Time Of
Intervies
450 (52,7%)

Employed At Time
Of interview
169 (83,5%)

EXHIBIT B-1-2

Clalmants On Ul For Less Than 22 Weeks

Exhaustess

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF SAMPLE MEMBERS
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW*

Clalmants Reemployed
Before Ut Exhaustion

Not Employed At
Time Of
Interview
28 (14,25)

Employed At Time
Of Interview
90. (48.6%)

Not Employed At
Tine Of
. Interview
95 (51.4%)

Employed At Time
0f Interview
226 (82.8%)

Not Employed At
Time OF
interview

47 (17,2%)

* Sample members were Interviewed approximately 4-6 months after they reached their last 5 weeks of benefits, »




Among the 273 claimants who were on Ul for less than 22 weeks and who were

reemployed before exhausting benefits, 226 (82.8 perceht) were still employed at the time of
interview. This rate is comparable to that of the sample members who were on UI for 22 weeks
or more but who were reemployed prior to exhaustion.

4 LONGTE A OYED F_INTERVIEW:
PROPORTION WH LOOKING FOR

Among claimants who remained on UI for at least 22 weeks, a total of 478 were
~ unemployed when interviewed. This total included 450 claimants who had exhausted benefits and
28 who had left UI to take a job before exhausting benefits (refer to Exhibit B-I-2).

Exhibit B-I-3 indicates that, of the 478 unemployed sample members, 370(77.4 percent)

- were Ioolung for woﬂc, and 108 (2.6 percent) were not lookmg for work.The exhibit shows that of

the 450 exhaustees who were unemployed at followup, 345 (76 7 percent) said that they were still
looking for work, Of the 105 who were not looking for work, a total of 22 might be termed
- "dlscouraged These included respondents who had retired involuntarily (7), believed there was no
- work available in their occupation (6),thought that they lacked the necessary schoolmg (3) or
1 thought that they were vnctxms of age dxscnmmauon (6)

" Of the 25 unemployed sample members who had been on UI for at least 22 weeks but had
not exhausted benefits, only 3 (10.7 percent) repoxted that they were not currently looking for work.

5.  SITE-BY-SITE DATA
Exhibit B-1-4 presents data for each sample site on rates of UI exhaustion and

post-UI employment status aimmg sample claimants who were on UI for at least 22
weeks. The data in the exhibit indicate the following:
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EXHIBIT B-I-3

LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS WHO WERE UNEMPLOYED AT THE TIME
OF INTERVIEW: PROPORTION WHO WERE LOOKING FOR WORK

Claimants Who Were on UI for at Least
22 Weeks and Who Were Unemployed
at the Time of Interview
Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion Total
N=U50 N=28 N=UT78
Currently Looking for Work 345 25 370
. : (76.7%) - (89.3%) (77.4%)
Not Currently Looking for Work 105 3 108
‘ ' (23.3%) (10.7%) (22.6%)
Reasons Why Not Currently Looking For Work
"Retired, voluntary"” 21 21
"Retired, involuntary" 7 - 7
"Believe no work is available in 6 - 6
his/her occupation"
. "Lack necessary schooling" 3 - 3
. "Age discrimination" 6 - 6
. "Can't arrange child care" 6 - 6
. "Other family responsibility" 10 - 10
. "In school or other training" 23 - 23
. "I11 health/disability" 20 1 21
. "New job to start" 1 1 12
. Other 2 1 3

Note: Some respondents stated two or more reasons why they were not currently
looking for a job. Therefore, the total number of reasons exceeds the

total number of respondents who stated that they were not looking for a
job.
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EXHIBIT B-1-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
RATES OF EXHAUSTION AND EMPLOYMENT SITUATION AT
TIME OF INTERVIEW, B8Y SITE

Exhaustees (N=854)

Sites

Total Claimants
Who Exhausted UI Or
Were Reemployed Before
Exhausting Benefits

total claimants)

Exhaustees
(percent of

St. Louis County, MN
Jefferson County, AL
Lake County, IN
Blackhawk County, IA
Taos County, NM
Monroe County, NY
Allegheny County, PA
Kanawha County, WV
King County, WA

Racine & Kenosha
Counties, Wl

103
133
103

12

95
132
148
135

87
103

Total 1,051
{100.0%)

79
123
7
9
81
108
132
105
65
79

854

(76.7%)
(92.5%)
(70.93)
(75.0%)
(85.3%)
(81.8%)
(89.2%)
(77.8%)
(74.7%)
(76.7%)

(81.3%)

Working At Time Not Working At Not Working But Still Looking
Of Interview Time Of Interview -  For Jobs When Interviewed
(as a percentage (as a percentage (as a percentage
of exhaustees? of exhaustees? of exhaustees?
37 (46.8%) 42 (53.2%) 34 (43.0%)
59 (48.0%) 64  (52.0%) 47 (38.2%)
23 (31.5%) 50 (68.5%) 41 (56.2%)
5  (55.6%) 4 (44.4%) 2 (22.2%)
36 (44.5%) 45 (55.5%) 41 (50.6%)
54 (50.0%) 54 (50.0%) 41 (38.0%)
63 (47.7%) 69 (52.3%) 45 (34.1%)
53 (50.5%) 52 (49.5%) 44 (41.9%)
34 (52.3%) k) (47.7%) 26 (40.0%)
40 (50.6%) 39 (49.43%) 24 (30.4%)

404 (47.3%) 450 (52.7%) 345 (40.4%)




In two of the sites--Jefferson County, Alabama and Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania--the rates of exhaustion among long-term claimants were much
‘higher than in the other sites (92.5 percent and 89.2 percent) respectively.

Among long-term claimants who were on UI for at least 22 weeks

(N=854), the percentage who were employed at the time of the Interviews
was much lower in Lake County, Indiana (31.5 percent) than in the other
nine sites. However, among the other nine sites, the rate of employment at
the time of interview clustered within a relatively narrow range (44.5 percent
to 52.3 percent, éxcluding the Blackhawk County sample).

Again excluding the Blackhawk County sample, the percentage of exhaustees
who were unemployed at the time of interview but who were looking for
jobs ranged from 30.4 percent in Racine/Kenosha, Wisconsin to 56.2 percent
in Lake County, Indiana. ‘

6.  CONCLUSIONS

The preceding sections addressed the question of what percentage of long-term Ul claimants
might potentially benefit from reemployment services of various types. It should be emphasized
that the sample was not nationally representative but was drawn from communities which had
experienced significant long-term unemployment in recent years. However, the following general
observations and conclusions are presented:

It is not necessarily correct to assume that, among a given sample of
claimants who have reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit periods, the
vast majority are actually long-term claimants (defined as persons who have
been on Ul for 22 weeks or more).

The large majority of claimants who reached the 22nd weck of benefits went
on to exhaust benefits. Among the claimants who did stay on UI for at
least 22 weeks, almost 80 percent exhausted benefits, while less than 20
percent found jobs before their benefits were exhausted.

A large percentage of the claimants who reached their 22nd week of benefits
were experiencing significant reemployment problems 4 to 6 months later.
Among long-term claimants who exhausted their benefits, more than one-half
(52.7 percent) were still unemployed when interviewed. Among the total
sample of 1,090 claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 wecks, 478
persons (43.9 percent) were unemployed at the time of the followup
interview,
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Of the 478 long-term claimants who were -stillwur;employed several months
after their benefits ran out, 390 were still looking for jobs. These persons
represented 35.8 percent of the 1,090 individuals in the long-term claimant

sample Very few of the unemployed sample members were not interested
in retuming to the work force.

These observations suggest that a relatively large proportion of long-term Ul claimants

might mtenpglly benefit from enhanced reemp ggg_l;q t services Laggg;gg at the last few wglgg of
their i However, the actual

MMMW' Data on this question
will be presented in Part B, Chapter V of the report.
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In this chapter, we present data on selected demographief characteristics of major subgroups

within the overall claimant sample. Exhibit B-II-1 depicts the five major subgroups for whom dara

will be presented. As the exhibit indicates, the five *sobgroups are all long-term UI claimants (i.e.,
claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 weeks). Among the overall sample of long-term
claimants, the five subgroups are as follows:

Group 1: Claimants who exhausted benefits (N = 854)

Group 2: Claimants who were reemployed before exhaustmg benefits (N =
197)

Group 3: Exhaustees who were employed at the time of our mterviews NN
= 404)

Group 4. Exhaustees who were not employed at the ume of our interviews
N = 450) '

Group 5: Exhaustees who were not employed at the time of our interviews
but who were lookmg for jobs (N = 345)

In presenting the. data on background characteristics, our analytical objectives are as follows:

To present data on the overall charactenstlcs of claimants who rcached the
22nd week of benefits

To draw comparisons between long-term claimants who exhausted benefits
and those who were reemployed before exhaustion

To draw comparisons between exhaustees who were employed at the time of
the interviews and those who were not employed

To highlight the characteristics of exhaustees who were still unemployed but
looking for work at the time of our interviews (Subgroup 5). This particular
subgroup would appear to be able to benefit the most from enhanced
reemployment services targeted at long-term UI claimants
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EXHIBIT B-1-1
‘Department of Labor

PRIMARY SUBGROUPS FOR WHOM DATA WILL BE
PRESENTED ON CLAIMANT CHARACTERISTICS

yi-d

Claimants Who
Were on Ul for at
Least 22 Weeks.
N = 1,090
GROUP 1 GROUP2 Other
B Claimants Who Were Reemployed
Exhaustess Before Exhausting Benefits
N = 854 N = 197 N = 39
GROUP 3 GROUP 4
Working at Time Not Working at
of Interview Time of Interview
N = 404 N = 450
GROUP 5 Not Looking
Looking for Work for Work
N = 345 N = 105




The specific background data that will be presented on each of the five subgroups

are as follows:

Age

Sex

Education

Marital status and employment status of spouse/partner
L AGE

Exhibit B-II-2 presents data on the age distribution of sample claimants who were on UI for

at least 22 weeks. The exhibit indicates that, in general, daimams_aggd_‘}j_and_gmm_mgm
likely to exhaust bepefits than younger claimants. Specifically, while claimants aged 45 and older

accounted for 35.7 percent of the exhaustees, they represented only 23.3 percent of persons who
were reemployed before exhausting benefits. Of the 351 long-term claimants aged 45 and older, a
total of 305 (86.9 percent) exhausted benefits, while 46 were reemployed before exhausting their
benefits. In contrast, of the 689 long-term claimants aged 17 to 44, a total of 542 (78.7 percent)
exhausted benefits, while 157 were reemployed befo_re exhausting benefits.

Exhibit B-II-2 also shows that, i n lai

were more likely to be employed at the time of interview than older claimants. Claimants aged 17

to 34 accounted for 46.5 percent of those working, compared to 31.8 percent of thosc not working.
Of the 331 exhaustees aged 17 to 34, a total of 188 (56.8 percent) were working at the time of
interview, while among the 305 exhaustees aged 45 and older, only 109 (35.7 percent) were
working at the time of interview.

Finally, Exhibit B-II-2 indicates that exhaustees aged 55 and over were more likely to have
given up looking for work than younger exhaustees. Of the 104 exhaustees aged 55 and over who

were not working at the time of interview, a total of 64 (61.5 percent) were still looking for.work,
while 40 (38.5 percent) said they were not looking for jobs. Among exhaustees aged 17 to 54
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EXHIBIT B-II-2

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT
LEAST 22 WEEKS, BY AGE

Claimants Who Were on UL for at
Least 22 Weeks

Claimants Who Left
Ul Before Exhausting
Exhaustees Benefits
Age. N=854 N=197
17 - 24 47 21
(5.5%) (10.7%)
25 - 34 284 75
_(33.30) (38.7%)
35 - 44 211 51
(24.7%) (25.9%)
45 - 54 160 29
(18.7%) (14.7%)
55 - 64 135 16
(15.8%) (8.1%)
65 + 10 i
(1.22) (0.5%)
Unknown 7 4
(0.82) (2.0%)
Exhaustees Who Were on UI for at Least 22 Weeks
Not Working Not Employed at Time
Working at Time at Time of of Interview But
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
Age N=404 N=450 N=345
17 - 24 26 21 16
: (6.42%) (4.7%) -(4,6%)
25 - 34 162 122 . 94
(40.1%) (27.1%) (27.2%)
35 - 44 102 109 93
(25.2%) (24.2%) (27.0%)
45 - 54 68 92. 76 .
(16.8%) (20.4%) (22.0%)
55 - 64 39 9 61
(9.7%) (21.3%) (17.7%)
65 + 2 8 3
(0.5%) (1.0%) (0.9%2)
Unknown 5 2 2
(1.2%) (0.4%) (0.6%)
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who were not working at the time of interview (N=344), a total of 279 (81.1 percent) said they
were still looking for work, while only 65 (18.9 percent) said they were not looking for jobs.

The tendency of older exhaustees to drop out of the workforce at a greater rate than
younger exhaustees was partially responsible for the larger percentage of older workers who were
not working at the time of interview. However, a more significant factor was the greater
reemployment barriers that older exhaustees appear to face. This is illustrated by the following data
derived from Exhibit B-II-2: - | o -

Number Unemployed

Age Exhaustees | But Still Looking For Work
17 - 24 47 16 (34.0%)
25 - 34 284 94 (33.1%)
35 - 44 211 ' 93 (44.1%)
45 - 54 160 76 (47.5%)
55 - 64 135 61 (45.2%)
65 + 10 i 3 (30.0%)

The data indicate that exhaustees aged 35 to 64 appear to encounter the greatest problems in
becoming reemployed.

2. EDUCATION

Exhibit B-1I-3 presents data on the educational levels of long-term UI claimants in the
sample. The data appear to indicate that educational level is not highly correlated with the
probability that long-term claimants will exhaust UI benefits. However, the exhibit does indicate
that, among_exhaustees, persons with some college education were more likely to be employed at
the time of interview. Specifically, exhaustees who had either completed college or had received
some college education accounted for 35.6 percent of exhaustees who were working at the ﬁme of
interview, compared to only 26.6 percent of those not working. The following data, derived from

Exhibit B-II-3, show the probability of exhaustees being employed, by education:
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EXHIBIT B-II-3
CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST
22 WEEKS, BY EDUCATION

Claimants Who Were on UI for at
Least 22 Weeks .
Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion
Education N=854 N=197
Grammar school only 7 -
(0.8%)
Some high school 157 ' 39
; (18.4%) (19.8%)
Completed high school only 426 101
(49.9%) (51.3%)
Some college 163 : 30
(19.1%) (15.2%)
-] Graduated college 101 25
, (11.8%) (12.7%)
Unknown - , | 2
(0.2%)
Exhaustees Who Were on Ul for at Least 22 Weeks
Not Working at Not Working at Time
Working at Time Time of of Interview but
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
Education. N=404 N=450 N=345
Grammar school only 2 5 y
(0.5%) (1.1%) - (1.2%)
Some- high school 61 96 T4
(15.1%) (21.3%) (21.4%)
Completed high school only 197 229 : 182
(48.8%) (50.9%) (52.8%) -
Some college 85 8 55
_ (21.0%) (17.3%) (15.9%)
Graduated college 59 42 30
(14.6%) (9.3%) (8.6%)
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Not Working
Total Working At Time But Looking
-Education Exhaustees Of Interview For Jobs
Did not complete 164 63 (38.4%) 78 (47.6%)
high school
Completed high school 426 197 (48.8%) 182 (42.7%)
only ‘
Attended college 264 144 (54.5%) 85 (32.2%)

The data show that exhaustees who had not completed high school were the most likely
to be unemployed and looking for work at the time of interview, while exhaustees who
had attended college were the least likely.

3. SEX

Exhibit B-1I-4 presents data on long-term UI claimants by sex distribution. The data
indicate that a lower percentage of males than females ‘exhausted benefits. While males accounted
for 64.1 percent of exhaustees, they represented 77.2 percent- of the persons reemployed before
exhausting benefits. Of the male claimants (N=699), a total of 547 (78.3 percent) exhausted
benefits, compared to 307 (87.2 percent) of the femaies.

The data also indicate that, among exhaustees, males were more likely than females to be
employed at the time of interview. Males constituted two-thirds of the employed group, compared
to 61.8 percent of the group who were not working. The following data, derived from
Exhibit B-II-4 show the probability of exhaustees being employed at the time of interview, by sex:
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EXHIBIT B-II-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT
LEAST 22 WEEKS, BY SEX

Claimants Who Were on Ul for at Least 22 Weeks

Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before

Exhaustees Exhaustion
Sex N=854 N=197
Male 547 , 152
(64.1%) (77.2%)
Female 307 45
(35.9%) (22.8%)

Exhaustees Who Were on UI for ét Least 22 Weeks
Not Working at Not Working at Time
Working at Time Time of of Interview but
of Interview Interview " Looking for Jobs
Sex N=404 N=U450 N=345
Male 269 218 2317
(66.6%) (61.8%) (68.7%)
Female 135 172 108
(33.4%2) (38.2%) (31.3%)
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Total Working at Time Not Working But

Exhaustees Of Interview Looking For Jobs
Male 547 269 (49.2%) 237 (43.3%)
Female 307 135 (44.0%) 108 (35.2%)

These data indicate that, while females exhaustees were less likely to be working, a_major reason
was that they 1 e workforce at a much greater ra an males. Specifically, only 35.2 percent
of female exhaustees said they were unemployed and looking for work, compared to 43.3 percent
of males. As Exhibit B-II-4 showed, only 108 (62.8 percent) of the 172 female exhaustees who
were not working at the time of interview said they were still looking for work. In contrast, 237

(85.3 percent) of the 278 males who were not working at the time of interview said that they were
still loocking for work.

Exhibit B-II-5 compares male and female exhaustees in terms of the reasons given for not
looking for work at the time of interview. The data indicate that the relatively high rate at which
females dropped out of the workforce after exhausting benefits can be attributed to two factors:

A total of 16 (25 percent) of the 64 females reported that they dropped out
of the workforce to assume family responsibilities or because they could not
arrange child care. None of the males in the sample left the workforce for
these reasons.

Another 16 (25 percent) of the 64 females who dropped out of the
workforce did so because they were in training or school. In contrast, only

7 (17.1 percent) of the 41 males who dropped out did so because of being
in school or training.

4. MARITAL STATUS AND SPOUSE’S EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Exhibit B-II-6 presents data on the marital status of long-term UI claimants. The data
indicate that married claimants accounted for 64.4 percent of exhaustees, compared to only 58.4

percent of claimants who were reemployed before exhaustion. Of the 665 married long-term
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EXHIBIT B-II-5

LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND
WERE UNEMPLOYED AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW AND WHO

WERE NOT LOOKING FOR WORK:

REASONS GIVEN BY

CLAIMANTS FOR NOT LOOKING FOR WORK, BY SEX

Male Female
Total Exhaustees . 547 307
Total Unemployed At Followup 278 172
, (50.8%) (56.0%)
Unemployed And Not Looking For Work 41 64
(7.5%) (20.8%)
Reasons Given By Claimants For Not Looking
For Work:
. Retired, voluntary 12 9
. Retired, involuntary 5 2
. Believe no work available in line of work 3 3
or in local area
. Lack necessary schooling, training 1 2
. Age diserimination y 2
. Racial or sexual discrimination - 1
. Can't arrange child care - -6
» Other family responsibility - 10
.. In school or other training 7 16
. I11 health, physical disability 12 3
. New job to start 5 6
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EXHIBIT B-II-6

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST
22 WEEKS, BY MARITAL STATUS

Claimants Who Were
v Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion
Marital Status N=854 N=197
Married/CommdnkLéw 550 115
‘ (6l4.4%) (58.4%)
Separated' - 22 2
(2.6%) (1.0%)
Divorced 90 30
(11.1%) (15.2%)
Widowed 23 5
(2.7%) (2.5%)
Never Married 168 45
(19.7%) (22.8%)

Exhaustees Who Were on Ul for at Least 22 Weeks
Not Working at Not Working at Time
Working at Time Time of of Interview but
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
Marital Status N=40l N=450 N=345
Married/Common Law 2u8 302 222
(61.4%) (67.1%) (64.4%)
Separated 9 13 10
(2.2%) (2.9%) (2.9%)
Divorced 45 U5 42
(11.1%) (10.0%) (12.2%)
Widowed 6 17 10
(1.5%) (3.8%) (2.9%)
Never Married 96 72 60
(23.8%) (16.0%) (17.4%)




claimants, 550 (82.7 percent) exhausted benefits. In contrast, only 90 (75.0 percent) of the 120
divorced claimants exhausted benefits and only 168 (78.9 percent) of the 213 "never married”
claimants exhausted benefits.

Among exhaustees, married claimants were less likely to be employed at the time of
interview than divorced or "never married” claimants. Specifically, of the 550 married exhaustees,
302 (54.9 percent) were unemployed at followup, compared to 45 (50.0 percent) of the 90 divorced
exhaustees and 72 (42.9 percent) of the 168 "never married” exhaustees.

The major reason for the relatively low percentage of married exhaustees who were
working at the time of interview is that a large percentage of these exhaustees left the workforce
-after exhausting benefits. A total of 80 (26.5 percent) of the 302 married exhaustees who were not
working mdlcated that they were not looking for work, compared to 6.7 percent of the divorced

exhaustees who were not working and 16.7 percent of the "never married” exhaustces who were not
working. ' '

Exhibit B-1I-7 presents data on the employment statq.:sbof the spouses of married long-term
claimants. The data indicate that of th¢ 337 married claimants who had a spouse working full-time,
a total of 282 (83.7 percent) exhausted benefits. .Of the 96 married claimants whosc spouses were
working part-time, a total of 80 (83.3 percent) exhausted benefits. Among the 232 married
claimants whose spouses were not working at all, 188 (81.0 pei‘cent) exhausted benefits.

The data in Exhibit B-II-7 show that the spouse’s employment status was not a major
factor in whether a married exhaustee was employed at the time of interview. For example, 124
(44.0 percent) of the 282 married exhaustees whose spouses worked full-time were working at the

time of interview, compared to 85 (45.2 percent) of the married exhaustees whose spouses were not .
working at all. ’ '
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EXHIBIT B-II-7

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS,
BY SPOUSE'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion
N=854 N=197
Spouse/Partner Working 282 55
Full-Time (33.0%) (27.9%)
Spouse/Partner Working 80 | 16
Part-Time (9.4%) (8.1%)
Spouse/Partner Not Working | 188 4y
(22.0%) (22.3%)
No Spouse or Partner 304 82
(35.6%) (41.6%)

Exhaustees Who Were on UI for at Least 22 Weeks
Not Working at Not Working at Time
Working at Time Time of of Interview but
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
N=4OU N=450 N=345
Spouse/Partner Working ; 124 - 158 : 113
Full-Time (30.7%) (35.1%) (32.8%)
Spouse/Partner Working 39 41 33 .
Part-Time (9.7%) (9.1%) (9.6%)
Spouse/Partner Not Working 85 103 76
(21.0%) (22.9%) (22.0%)
No Spouse or Partner 156 148 123
(38.6%) (32.9%) (35.7%)
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In this chapter, we present data on the jobs held by long-term Ul claimants before. they |
went on UL Data are presented for the five major subgmups of long-term clalmants in the sample
Information is presented on the followmg charactensucs:

- Industries in which claimants worked . .-
‘Occupations in which claimants worked
Reasons why the claimants’ prior jobs ended
Length of time that claimants worked at their prior jobs . -
Earnings of claimants at their prior jobs '
Hours worked per week by claimants

1. INDUSTRIES IN WHICH CLAIMANTS WORKED
Exhibit B-III-1 presents data on the industries in which long-term .UI claimants worked

before going on UL The data are organized according to the Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) major groups and subgroups.

The most mgmﬁcant ﬁndmg in Exhibit B-III-l is that memummw

Specifically, 63 (32 0 percent) of the 197 long-texm claimants who were reemployed befoxe

exhausting benefits worked in construction, compared to. only 169 percent of exhae,stees. Of the .

207 long-term claimants who had worked in the construction: industry, oniy’ 144 (69.6 percent)

exhausted benefits, compared to 710 (84.1 percent) of the 844 long-term claimants who worked in

other industries. Among the other leading groups of industries, the percentage of long—term
claimants who exhausted benefits was as follows: '

Mining (88.5 percent)

Manufacturing (82.3 percent)

Transportation, communications, utilities (87 2 percent)
Retail trade (85.4 percent)

Services (83.7 percent)
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EXHIBIT B-II1I-l

INDUSTRIES IN WHICH LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS
WORKED BEFORE FILING FOR UI

Claimants Who Were on UI for at
Least 22 Weeks
Claimants Who Were
Industry In Which Claimant Was Employed Reemployed Before
Prior To Filing For UI Exhaustees Exhaustion
(SIC Major Group) N=854 N=197
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing (01-09) - 12 (1.4%) 1 (0.5%)
Mining 100 (11.7%) 13 (6.6%)
. Metal mining (10) 29 4
. Coal mining/coal processing (12) 60 8
. 0il, gas, other (13,14) 11 1
Constructioca 144 (16.92) 63 (32.0%)
. Building (15) 28 7
. Heavy (16) 66 31
. Special trades (17) 50 35
Mamufacturing 228 (26.7%) 49 (24.92)
. Food (20) 11 1
. Textiles, apparel (22,23) - 2
. Lumber/wood products (24) 6 2
. Furniture/paper (25,26) 4 2
. Printing, publishing (27) 13 1
. Chemicals (28) 13 1
. Petroleum refining (29) - 1
. Rubber, plastics, leather, stone, glass, 14 -
concrete (30-32) )
Primary metals (33) 49 13
. Fabricated metal products (34) 22 6 .
. Industrial and commercial machinery 27 8
and computers (35)
. Electronic/electrical equipment (36) 22 4
. Transportation equipment (37) 17 4
. Measuring instruments; photographic, 23 3
medical, optical goods (38)
. Miscellaneous (39) 7 1
Transportation, Communications, Utilities 68 (8.0%) 10 (5.1%2)
'» Transportation (40-47) 59 - 8
. Communications/utilities (48-49) 9 2
Wholesale Trade (50-51) 36 . (4.2%) 5 (2.5%)
Retail Trade 105 (12.3%) 18 (9.1%)
« Merchandise stores (53) 16 2
. Food stores (54) 14 1
+ Auto dealer/gas stations (55) 22 3
. Restaurants (58) 25 4
. Other retail 28 8
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (60-69) 23 (2.7%) 8 (4.1%2)
Services 123 (14.4%) 24 (12.2%)
. Hotels (70) il 2
. Business (73) 29 3
. Auto repair/other repair (75, 76) 14 5
. Health (80) 28 3
+ Education/social services (82,83) 19 S
. Other services 22 6
Public Administration (91-98) 15 (1.8%) 6 (3.0%)




The large percentage of construction workers whd returned to work before exhausting
benefits suggests that, among populations of long-term UI claimants, there are likely to be a
number of seasonally unemployed workers, as well as workers who are structurally dislocated or
who are planning not to retumn to work.

It should also be emphasized that, in the 10 sites selected for the snidy, worker dislocation
had been occurring primarily in two groups of industries: mining and manufacturing. Among the
long-term claimants in the sample, these two groups accounted for 328 (38.4 percent) of the 854
exhaustees and for 62 (31.5 percent) of the 197 claimants who were reemployed before exhausting
benefits.

Exhibit B-III-2 presents data on the employment status of exhaustecs at the time of
interview, by the industries in which they had worked before going on UL. The data indicate that,
for the leading groups of industries, the following percentages of exhaustees werc not working at
the time of interview: '

Mining (56.0 percent)

Constructioﬁ (50.0 percent)

- Building (50.0 percent)

- Heavy (57.6: percent)

- Special trades (40.0 percent)

Manufacturing (46.1 percent)

- Primary metals (61.2 percent)

- Fabricated metal products (59.1 percent)

- Industrial and commercial machinery (59.3 percent)
- Electronic/electrical equipment (59.1 percent)

- Transportation equipment (64.7 percent)
Transportation, Communications, Utilities (42.6 perccnt)
Retail Trade (61.0 percent)

Services (52.0 percent)
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EXHIBIT B~III-2

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UL FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS
AND WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS: EMPLOYMENT STATUS
AT TIME OF INTERVIEW, BY INDUSTRY IN WHICH
CLAIMANT WORKED PRIOR TO GOING ON UI

Exhaustees (N=854)

Working at Not Working at Not Working at Time
Time of Time of of Interview but
Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
. N=404 N=450 N=345

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing (01-09) 5 (l1l.2%) 7  (1.6%) 6 (1.7%)
Mining 44 (10.9%) 56 (12.4%) 47 (13.6%)
. Hetsl mining (10) 17 12 11.
+ €oal mining/coal processing (12) 22 38 31
« 0ii, gas, other (13, 14) 5 6 S
Construction 72 (17.8%) 72 (16.0%) 58 (16.82)
. Building (15) 14 14 10
. Heavy (16) 28 38 33
. Special trades (17) 30 20 15
Mamufacturing 1105 (26.0%) 123 (27.3%) 91 (26.4%)
. Food (20) : T 4 3
. Textiles, apparel (22, 23) - - -
. Lumber/wood products (24) 4 2 2
. Furniture/paper (25, 26) 1 3 2
« Printing, publishing (27) 6 7 5
« Chemicals (28) 6 7 6
. Petroleum refining (29) - - -
« Rubber, plastics, leather, stone, glass, -1l 3 3

‘concrete (30-32)
« Primary metals (33) 19 30 21
. Fabricated metal products (34) 9 13 il
« Industrial and commercial machinery 11 16 11

and computers (35)
« Electronic/electrical equipment (36) 9 13 5

1+ Transportation equipment (37) 6 11 11

« Measuring instruments; photographic, 12 11 8

medical, optical goods (38)
. Miscellaneous (39) 4 3 3 -
Travsportation, Communications, Utilities 39 (9.7%) ©29 (6.42) 24 (7.0%)
« Transportation (40-47) 32 27 23
+ Communications/utilities (48-49) 7 2 1
Wholesale Trade (50-51) 18 (4.5%) 18 (4.0%) 14 (4.1%)
Retail Trade 41 (10.1%) 64 (14,22) 46 (13.3%)
« Merchandise stores (53) 4 12 ' 7
. Food stores (54) 6 8 6
. Auto dealer/gas stations (55) 10 12 11
« Restaurants (58) 12 13 8
. Other retail 9 19 14
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (60-69) 13 (3.22) 10 (2.2%) 9 (2.6%)
Services 59 (14.6%) 64 (14.2%) 44 (12.8%2)
. Hotels (70) 3 8 4
. Business (73) 11 18 12
« Auto repair/other repair (75, 76) 10 4 4
. Health (80) 14 14 10
« Education/social services (82, 83) 9 10 8
. Other services i2 10 6
Public Adwinistration (91-98) 8 (2.0%) 7 (l.6%) 6 (1.7%)
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- Exhibit B-III-3 pr‘é’sehts data on the occupations in which long-term claimants were
working before going on UL A key finding in the exhibit is that construction workers were more
likely to be reemployed before exhausting benefits than most other occupational groups. Of the
111 sample members who were employed in construction trades, 84 (75.7 percent) exhausted
benefits, compared to 770 (81.9 percent) of the 940 long-term claimants in other occupations.

Among the other major occupational groups that were most hkely to exhaust benefits were
the following:

Executives, administrators, managers (84.7 percem)
Marketing and sales (92.3 percent) :

Administrative support, including clerical (85.1 percent)
Mechanics and repairers (84.7 percent) -

‘Machine operators and tenders (86.2 percent)

Exhibit B-III-4 presents daté on the employment status of exhaustees, by occupation m :
which they worked prior to going on UL 'I‘hé data show that workers in the construction trades
were more likely to be employed than most other occupational gmups. Of the 84 exhaustees who
had worked in construction occupations, 38 (45.2 percent) were not working at the time of
interview. Among other leading occupational groups, those who had the highest_ pércentage of
exhaustees not working were as follows: |

Marketing and sales (54.8 percent)

Administrative support, including clerical (57 h percent)
Services (54.2 percent)

Machine operators and tenders (60.9 percent)

It should be noted that, for some occupations, a relatively high percentage of those who were not
working had left the workforce. These occupations included:

Marketing and Sales--Of the 46 exhaustees who were not working, 18 (39.1
percent) were not looking for work.

Administrative Support--Of the 69 exhaustees who were not working, 24
(34.8 percent) were not looking for work.
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EXHIBIT B-III-3

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
BY OCCUPATION

Claimants Who Were
Profession in Which Claimant Was Employed Reemployed Before
Prior to Filing for UI Exhaustees Exhaustion
(SOC Major Group) N=854 N=197
Executives, Administrators, Managers (11-14) 61 (7.1%) 11 (5.6%)
Engineers, Surveyors, Architects, Natural 16 (1.9%) 2 (1.0%)
Scientists, Computer Scientists (16-18)
Social Scientists, Social Workers, Religious 26 (3.0%) 7 (3.6%)
Workers, Lawyers, Teachers, Librarians,
Counselors, Health Practitioners, and
Technologists, Writers (19-36) : ; ;
Technologists and Techhicians, Except Health 11 (1.3%) , 2 (1.0%)
(37-39) ’ ~
Marketing and Sales (40-44) | 84 (9.8%) T (3.6%)
Administrative Support, Including Clerical 120 (14.1%) 21 (10.7%)
(45-47)
Services (50-52) 59 (6.9%) 10 (5.1%)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing (55-58) : 8 (0.9%) -2 (1.0%)
Mechanics and Repairers (60-61) 61 (7.1%) 11 (5.6%)
Construction (63-64) : 84 (9.8%) 27 (13.7%)
Extraction (65) 12 (1.4%) 3 (1.5%)
Precision Production (67-68) 29 (3.4%) 11 (5.9%)
Production Working: Supervisors (71) 30 (3.5%) : 7 (3.6%)
Production Working: Maching Setup Operators 15 (1.8%) - .9 (4.6%)
(73-74) :
Machine Operators and Tenders (75-76) ‘ 69 (8.1%) 11 (5.6%)
Fabricators, Assemblers, Hand Workers (77) 41 (4.8%) 23 (11.7%)
Production Inspectors, Testers (78) | : 10 (1.29) 2 (1.0%)
Transportation (811,82) 33 (3.9%) W (7.1%)
Material Moving (812,83) 12 (1.4%) 2 (1.0%)
Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers, 72 (8.4%) 15 (7.6%)
Laborers (85-87)
Military (91) ' 1 (0.0%) -
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EXHIBIT B-1II-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UL FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND
WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS: EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME
OF INTERVIEW, BY OCCUPATION IN PRIOR JOB

Exhaustees (N=854)
Working at Not Working at Not Working at Time
Time of Time of ) of Interview but
Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
N=404 N=450 N=345
Executives, Administrators, Managers (ll-14) 30 (7.4%) 31 (6.9%2) 26 (7.5%)
Engineers, Surveyors, Architects, Natural 10 (2.5%) 6 (1.32) - 4 (L.2%)
Scientists, Computer Scientists (16-18)
Social Scientists, Social Workers, Religious 14 (3.5%) ' 12 (2.7%) 9 (2.6%)
Workers, Lawyers, Teachers, Librarianms,
Counselors, Health Practitioners, and
Technologists, Writers (19-36)
Technologists and Technicians, Except Health 7 (1.7%) 4 (0.92) 4 (1.2%)
(37-39)
Marketing and Sales (40-44) 38 (9.42) 46 (10.2%) 28 (8.1%)
Administrative Support, Including Clerical 51 (12.6%) 69 (15.32) 45 (13.0%)
(45-47)
Services (50-52) ‘ 271 (6.7%) 32 (7.1%) 25 (7.2%)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing (55-58) 2 (0,.5%) 6 (1.3%) 6 (1.7%)
Mechanics and Repairers (60-61) 33 (8.2%) 28 (6.2%) 22 (6.4%)
Construction (63-64) ) 46 (11,42) 38 (8.42) 32 (9.3%)
Extraction (65) ' 7 (1.7%) 5 (1.1%) 5 (1.42)
Precision Production (67-68) 12 (3.0%) 17 (3.8%) 14 (4.1%)
Production Working: Supervisors (71) 13 (3.2%) 17 (3.8%) 14 (4.1%)
Production Working: Maching Setup Operators 9 (2.22) 6 (1.3%) 6 (1.7%)
(73-74)
Machine Operators and Tenders (75-76) . 27 (6.7%) 42 (9.31) 36 (10.4%)
Fabricators, Assemblers, Hand Workers (77) . 19 (4.7%) 22 (4.92) 18 (5.2%)
Production Inspectors, Testers (78) ' 4 (1.0%) 6 (1.3%) 2 (0.62)
Transportation (811,82) 15 (3.72) 18 (4.0%) 15 (4.3%)
Material Moving (812,83) i 1 4 (1.0%) 8 (1.8%) © 6 (1.7%)
Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers, 3% (8.7%) 37 (8.2%) 28 (8.12)
Laborers (85-87)
Military (91) _ 1 (0.2%) - -
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Exhibit B-III-5 presents data for long-term claiinants on the reason why their prior job
ended, as reported by claimants. The data indicate that claimants who said that their company had
moved or gone out of business accounted for a higher percentage of exhaustees (19.8 percent) than
of claimants who were reemployed before exhausting benefits (11.1 percent). Of the 191 claimants
whose job ended for these reasons, 169 (88.5 percent) exhausted benefits. In contrast, of the 678
claimants who said that they were laid off for lack of work, 532 (78.5 percent) exhausted benefits.

Those claimants who were laid off for lack of work could include both seasonally and
structurally unemployed workers. However, the data in the exhibit suggest that, in general,
structurally unemployed long-term :claimants are more likely to exhaust benefits than .‘ scasohally
- unemployed long-term claimants.

Finally, the data in Exhibit B-III-5 indicate that claimants who were fired were more likely
to exhaust benefits than the average long-term claimant. Specifically, 81 (87.1 percent) of the 93
claimants who said that they had been fired went on to exhaust benefits.

Exhibit B-III-6 presents data for exhaustees on the reasons why their prior job ended,
comparing those who were working and those not working at the time of intervicw. The data show
that persons who were laid off because their company went out of business or moved out of the
area were less likely to be cmplofed than other exhaustees, Of the 169 exhaustccs whose job
ended because their company went out of business or moved, only 55 (32.5 percent) were working
at the time of interview, compared to 349 (50.9 percent) of the 685 other exhaustces.

The data in the exhibit alsb show that 85 (50.3 percent) of the 169 exhaustces whose job
ended because their company went out of business or moved were unemployed and looking for
work. The corresponding percentage for-all other exhaustees was 38.0 percent.

The data in the exhibit also show that, of the 114 exhaustees who were not working and

whose job ended because their company went out of business or moved, 85 (74.6 percent) were
still looking for work. The corresponding percentage for all other exhaustecs was 77.4 percent.
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EXHIBIT B-III-5

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
REASON WHY PRIOR JOB ENDED

Claiﬁants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion
N=854 N=197

Laid off for lack of work 532 146
(62.3%) (74.1%)

Quit for health or personal reasons 34 8
(4.0%) (4.1%)

Quit because of unsatisfactory working 24 5
arrangements : (2.8%) (2.5%)

Fired 81 12
- (9.5%) (6.1%)

Labor dispute 12 2
(1.4%) (1.0%)

Company moved out of area 33 b
(3.9%) (2.0%)

Company went out of business 136 18
(15.9%) (9.1%)

Other 2 "2
(0.2%) (1.0%)
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EXHIBIT B-III-6

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST
22 WEEKS AND WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS:
REASONS WHY PRIOR JOB ENDED

Exhaustees (N=854)
Not Working Not Employed at Time
Working at Time at Time of of Interview but
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
N=U404 N=U450 N=3U5
Laid off for lack of werk - 270 262 204
(66.8%) (58.2%) (59.1%)
Quit for health or personal 18 16 1
reasons (4.5%) (3.6%) (3.2%)
Quit because of unsatisfactory " 13 13
working arrangements (2.7%) (2.9%) (3.8%)
Fired Ly 37 25
: (10.9%) (8.2%) (7.2%)
Labor dispute 4 8 7
(1.0%) - (1.8%) (2.0%)
Company moved out of area 13 20 14
(3.2%) (4.4%) (4.1%)
Company went out of business 42 94 71
(10.4%) (20.9%) (20.6%)
Other 2 - -
(0.4%)




Exhibit B-III-7 presents data on the number of years that long-term claimants had held
their previous jobs before going on UL. The data indicate that there was not a significant
difference on this variable between exhaustees and persons who were reemploycd before exhausting
benefits. However, the lower half of the exhibit shows that, among exhaustees, claimants who had
been employed in their previous job for less than 1 year were much more likely to be working at
the time of interview than other exhaustees. In addition, exhaustees who had been working at their
previous job for 10 years or more were much less likely to be working than other cxhaustees. '
Specifically, the following data can be derived from the exhibit for exhaustees:

_ _ _Percent Of Exhaustees
Length Of Time Working At Time Of
In Prior Job ' Interview
Less Than 1 Year 57.4%
12 to 119 Months . 48.8%
10 Years or More 38.9%

The data indicate that within the 12-119 month category, the claimant’s length of time on the job
was not correlated with the likelihood of being reemployed.

The data in Exhibit B-III-7 suggest that a significant percentage of the exhaustees who had
been employed for 10 or more years in their prior jobs left the workforce after cxhaus.tin'g benefits.
Of the 146 exhaustees in this category who were not working at the time of intcrvicw, only 105
(71.9 percent) were still looking for work, compared to 78.9 percent of other cxhaustees who were
not working. However, exhaustees with job tenures of 10 years or more also cxpericnced greater
reemployment problems than other ‘ groups. The 105 exhaustees in this category who were
unemployed but still looking for work represented 43.9 percent of the 239 cxhaustees
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EXHIBIT B-III~7

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST Il WEEKS:
NUMBER OF YEARS AT PREVIOUS JOB

Claimants Who Left
UL Before Exhausting
Exhaustees Benefits
Number of Years at Previous Job N=854 N=197
Less Than 1 Year 168 42
(19.7%) (21.3%)
12 - 23 Months 104 27
(12.2%0) (13.7%)
24 - 35 Months o1l ) 15
(8.3%) (7.6%)
36 - 59 Months 66 21
(7.7%) (10.7%)
60 - 119 Months 183 38
’ (21.4%) (19.3%)
120 Months + 239 48
(28.0%) (24.4%)
Not Reported 23 6
(2.7%) (3.0%)
Exhaustees (N=854)
Not Working Not Employed at Time
Working at Time at Time of of Interview But
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
(N=404) (N=450) (N=345)
Less Than | Year 96 72 55
(23.8%) (16.0%) (15.9%)
12 - 23 Months 51 53 46
) (l?.62) (11.8%) (13.3%)
24 - 35 Months 36 35 26
(8.9%) (7.8%) (7.5%)
36 - 59 Months 31 35 26
: (7.7%) (7.8%) (7.5%)
60 - 119 Months : 89 94 76
(22.0%) (20.9%) (22.0%)
120 + Monchs 93 146 105
(23.0%) (32.4%) (30.4%)
Not Reported 8 15 11
(2.0%) (3.3%) (3.2%)
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who had worked for 10 years or more in their prior job. Among the 615 exhaustees with shorter
job tenures, a total of 240 (39.0 percent) were unemployed and still looking for work.

Exhibit B-1II-8 presents data on the eamings of long-term Ul claimants at their previdus
jobs. An annualized wage rate was computed for each claimant for pﬁfposes of standardizing the
éamings data across a uniform time period for each respondent. (Respondenis had the option of
reporting their eamings on an hourly, daily, semiweekly, weekly, semimonthly, monthly, or annual -
basis.) - The data indicate that:

<

Claimants eaming less than $10,000 per year and claimant saming $25,000
to $29,999 were more likely to exhaust benefits than other ciaimants. Of
the 148 long-term claimants in the lowest wage category, 85.8 percent
exhausted benefits. Of the 134 claimants eamning $25,000 to $29,999 per
year, 114 (85.1 percent) exhausted benefits. Among all other categones of :
claimants combined, 794 percent exhausted benefits. :

Claimants eaming $30,000 a year and higher were ‘the least likely to
exhaust benefits. Of the 193 long-term claimants in this wage group, only
144 (74.6 percent) exhausted benefits, compared to 82.4 percent of other
claimants,

The data on the employment status of exhaustees at the time of interview shows the
following:

Persons who had eamed less than $10,000 per year were Icss likely to be
working than other groups. Only 49 (38.6 percent) of the 127 claimants in
this group were working when interviewed, comparcd to 48.8 percent of
other exhaustees. :

Exhaustees eammg $10,000 to $14,999 per year in their prior jobs were the
most likely to be reemployed. A total of 92 (57.1 percent) of the ‘
exhaustees in this wage group were working at the time of interview,

Among exhaustees not working when interviewed, claimants who had
eamed $20,000 to $24,999 in their previous jobs were the least likely to be
looking for work. Of the 83 claimants in this category, only 57 (68.7
percent) reported that they were still looking for work.
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EXHIBIT B-I11-8

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
- ANNUALIZED WAGE RATES PRIOR TO FILING THE UI CLAIM

Exhéustees
, _ ; N=854
B Persons Who Were =
‘ Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But|
' Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
; Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
= Annualized Wage Rate N=854 N=197 N=404 N=450 N=3U5
;fé Less than $10,000 127 21 B 1 - 18 53
‘§ (14.9%) (10.7%) (12.1%) (17.3%) (15.4%)
$10,000 - $14,999 161 37 92 69 53
(18.9%) (18.8%) (22.8%) (15.3%) (15.4%)
o $15,000 - $19,999 130 . 29 59 71 55
. & (15.2%) (14.7%) (14.6%) (15.8%) (15.9%)
o R . : .
— $20,000 - $24,999 162 4o 79 83 27
(19.0%) (20.3%) - (19.5%) (18.4%) (16.5%)
$25,000 - $29,999 114 .20 49 65 56
(13.3%) (10.2%) : (12,11) (14.4%) (16.2%)
$30,000 - $34,999 61 2 30 31 26
(7.1%) (12.2%) (7.“%) (6.9%) (7.5%)
$35,000 and higher 83 25 38 5 38
o (9.7%) (12.7%) (9.4%) (10.0%) (11.08)
2 Not Reported 16 1 8 8 7
(1.9%) ,(10‘5‘) (2.0%) (1.8%) (2.0%)
Total 854 197 4oy 450 345
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)




Exhibit B-III-9 presents data for long-term claimants on the average number of hours per
week that they were working at their prior jobs. The data indicate the following:

Claimants who were working less than 30 hours per weck were more likely
to exhaust benefits than other claimants. Of the 56 long-lerm claimants in
this category, 51 (91.1 percent) exhausted their Ul benefits. However, this
category of claimants represented only 5.3 percent of all long-term
claimants. )

Among exhaustees, persons who had worked less than 40 hours at their
previous jobs were least likely to be employed at the time of interview. Of
the 116 exhaustees who had been working less than 40 hours per week,
only 31 (26.7 percent) were working when interviewed, compared to 9.7
percent of exhaustees who had been working 40 hours or more per week.

Among exhaustees who were not working when interviewed, persons who
had worked for less than 40 hours per week in their prior jobs were the
least likely to be looking for work. Of the 75 exhaustees who were not
working and who had previously worked less than 40 hours per week, only
50 (66.7 percent) said they were still looking for work when interviewed,
compared to 78.3 percent of other exhaustees.
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EXHIBIT B-III-9

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED PER WEEK (INCLUDING
OVERTIME HOURS) IN JOB HELD PRIOR TO UI CLAIM

L ~ Exhaustees
m— N=854
Persons Who Were
A Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Hours Per Week Worked In Job Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Held Prior To Ul Claim Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
Less Than 30 Hours 51 5 15 36 23
(6.0%) (2.5%) (3.7%) (8.0%) (6.7%)
— @ . ‘
e 30 to 39 Hours 55 15 16 39 27
(6.4%) (7.6%) (4.0%) (8.7%) (7.8%)
40 Hours 476 17 235 241 185
— (55.7%) (59.4%) (58.2%) (53.6%) (53.6%)
ii More Than 40 Hours 258 58 130 128 104
T (30.2%) (29.4%) (32.2%) (28.4%) (30.1%)
Not Reported 14 2 8 6 6
(1.6%) (1.0%) (2.0%) (1.3%) (1.7%)
— Total 854 197 404 450 345
P (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%0 (100.0%) (100.0%)




IV. JOB PA , X , IMANTS

This chapter presents data on the job search patterns of claimants who hac been on UI for
at least 22 weeks. Data are presented on job search activities both during and after the UI benefit

Exhibit B-IV-1 presents data on the number and percentage of long-term UL claimants who
reported that they actively looked for work while collectmg UI benefits. The data indicate that
almost all long-term claimants reported looking for work while collecnng UI and that there was no -
significant difference between exhaustees and non-exhaustees in respect to the proportion of -
claimants who reported that they actively looked for jobs.

Exhibit B-IV-2 presents data on the number of days that long-term claimants reported
looking for work each week while collecting UI benefits. The data show that there was no major .
difference between exhaustees and non-exhaustees with regard to the number of rhys per week that
each group reported that they looked for jobs. '

For exhaustees, the data indicate that those who reported that theyshad 1noked for work on .
a full-time basis (5 or more days per week) were more likely to be employed at the time of |
interview. Of the 164 exhaustees in this category, 86 (52.4 percent) were working when ’
interviewed, compared to 46.9 percent of exhaustees who had looked for work on less than a
full-time basis. |

The data also indicate that, among exhaustees who were not Working at- the time of
interview, those who had looked for work the leaét number of days per weck while collecting Ul
benefits were the least likely to be looking for work when interviewed. For cxample, of those who
were not working and who had looked for work less than 3 days per week (N=158), only 104
(65.8 percent) said they were still looking for work, compared to 82.3 percent of those who said
they had looked for work 3 days or more per week. | |
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EXHIBIT B-IV-1

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST
22 WEEKS: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE WHO
REPORTED THAT THEY ACTIVELY LOOKED FOR
WORK WHILE COLLECTING BENEFITS

Persons Who Were Reemployed
‘Exhaustees Before Exhausting Benefits
N=854 N=197
806 184
(94.43) | (93.4%)
Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Working at Persons Not Working
Time of at. Time of - Persons Not Working But
Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
N=4ou N=450 N=345
387 419 327
(95.8%2) (93.1%) (94.8%)

T
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"EXHIBIT B-IV-2

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS PER WEEK THAT CLAIMANTS

REPORTED LOOKING FOR WORK WHILE COLLECTING BENEFITS

Exhaustees
N=851
Persons Who Were -
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 .<N=197 N=40U N:u50‘ N=345
{ Did Not Look for Work 48 13 17 31 18
' (5.6%) (6.6%) - (4.2%) (6.9%) (5.2%)
Less Than 1 Day Per Week 13 5 7 .6 y |
| (1.5%) (2.5%) (1.7%) (1.3%) (1.2%)
1 - 2 Days Per Week 222 50 101 121 82
(26.0%) (25.4%) (25.0%) (26.9%) (23.8%)
3 - 4 Days Per Week 406 85 191 215 175.
(47.5%) (43.1%) (47.3%) (47.8%) (50.7%)
5 or More Days Per Week 164 -4y - 86 78 66
(19.2%) (22.3%) (21.3%) (17.3%) (19.1%)




Exhibit B-IV-3 presents data on the average number of in-person visits to employers that
claimants reported they made per week while collecting UI benefits. The data show no major
differences between exhaustees and non-exhaustees in terms of the number of employer visits per
week. ‘

With regard to exhaustees, the data indicate that the number of employer visits per week
did not appear to correlate with the likelihood that an exhaustee would be reemployed when
interviewed. However, unemployed exhaustees who reported visiting employers fewer than 3 days
per week were less likely than other unemployed exhaustees to be looking for work when
interviewed.

Exhibit B-IV-4 presents information on the average number of telephone contacts per week
that long-term UI claimants reporied they had with employers while collecting benefits. The data
show no major differences between exhaustees and non-exhaustees with respect to this variable,
Among exhaustees, the data indicate that persons who reported five or more telephonc contacts per
week with employers were more likely to be working at the time of interview than other
exhaustees. Of the 229 exhaustees in this category, 124 (54.1 percent) were working when
interviewed, compared to 45.6 percent of exhaustees who looked for work but had fewer than five
telephone contacts per week with employers.

Exhibit B-IV-5 show the percentage of exhaustees who reported that they actively looked
for work after exhausting benefits. The exhibit indicates that 77.8 percent of all exhaustees said
that they looked for work after their benefits were exhausted. Among persons working at the time
of interview, 77.5 percent said they actively looked for work. These data would appear to indicate
that of the 404 exhaustees who were reemployed when interviewed, 91 (22.5 percent) found jobs
imxﬁediately after exhausting benefits.

Exhibit B-IV-6 presents information on the specific job search activities that long-term
claimants reported both during and after their UI benefit periods. The exhibit indicates that:
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EXHIBIT B-1V-3

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:

AVERAGE NUMBER OF IN-PERSON VISITS PER WEEK TO
EMPLOYERS WHILE COLLECTING BENEFITS

(AS REPORTED BY CLAIMANTS)

Exhaustees
N=85}4
Persons Who Were
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
v Exhausting Time of ., Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=UOY N=U50 N=345
Did Not Look for Work 48 13 17 31 18
L (5.6%). (6.6%) (4.2%) (6.9%) (5.2%)
Less Than 1 Visit Per Week 58 13 30 28 _ 19
(6.8%) (6.6%) (7.4%) (6.2%) (5.5%)
1 - 2 Visits Per Week 312 73 150 162 118
(36.5%) (37.1%) (37.2%) (36.0%) (34.2%)
3 - 4 Visits Per Week 290 70 135 155 131
(34.0%) (35.5%) (33.4%) (34.4%) (38.0%)
5 or More Visits Per Week 146 28 72 - T4 59
(17.1%) (14.2%) (17.8%) (16.4%) (7.1%)
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EXHIBIT B-IV-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF TELEPHONE CONTACTS PER WEEK
WITH EMPLOYERS WHILE COLLECTING BENEFITS
(AS REPORTED BY CLAIMANTS)

Exhéustees
N=854
Persons Who Were
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=4oY N=450 N=345
Did Not Look for Work 48 13 17 3 18
_‘ ' -~ (5.6%) (6.6%) - (4.2%) (6.9%) (5.2%)
Less Than 1 Contact Per 171 41 82 120 83
Week (20.0%) (20.8%) (20.3%) (26.71) (24.1%)
1 - 2 Per Week 233 51 105 128 105
(27.3%) (25.9%) (25.9}), (28.5%) (30.4%)
3 - 4§ Per Week 173 43 . 76 97 75
(20.3%) (21.9%) (18.8%) (21.6%) (21.7%)
5 or More Per Week 229 49 124 105 82
(26.8%) (24.9%) (30.7%). (23.3%) (23.8%)
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EXHIBIT B-IV-5

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND
WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE
WHO LOOKED FOR WORK AFTER LEAVING UI
(AS REPORTED BY CLAIMANTS)

Exhaustees Who Were :
Working at Time of Exhaustees Not Working
Exhaustees Interview at Time of Interview
N=854 N=404 N=450.
Number Who Looked for Work 664 ‘ 313 ’ B 351
After Exhausting Benefits ‘ '
(Percent) (77.8%) (77.5%) ~ (78.08)
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EXHIBIT B-IV-6

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE WHO REPORTED SPECIFIC
JOB - SEARCH ACTIVITIES, DURING OR AFTER
THEIR BENEFIT PERIOD

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were
Reemployed Before {Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=40} N=U50 N=345
Went to the State Job Service 591 125 204 297 237 .
(69.2%) (63.5%) (72.8%) (66.0%) (68.7%)
Checked With a Private - 292 55 159 133 11
Employment Agency (34.2%) (27.9%) (39.4%) (29.6%) (32.2%)
Asked Friends or Relatives 742 164 354 388 306
About Job Openings (86.9%) (83.2%) (87.6%) (86.2%) (88.7%)
Looked at Want Ads 767 169 367 400 - 315
(89.8%) (85.8%) (90.8%) (88.9%) (91.3%)
Answered Want Ads 640 12 320 320 263
(74.9%) (72.1%) (79.2%) (71.1%) (76.2%)
Applied to Places Where 691 162 331 360 281
Claimant Wanted to Work, Even (80.9%) (82.2%) (81.9%) (80.0%) (81.4%)
Though the Claimant Might Not
Know of Job Openings There
Other 31 8 16 15 "
(3.6%) (4.1%) (4.0%) (3.3%) (3.2%)




About 69.2 percent of exhaustees reported g&ing to the Job Service,
compared to 63.5 percent of persons who were reemployed before
exhausting. S

Slightly more than one-third of exhaustees reported going to a private
employment agency.

The most common job search activities were asking friends and relatives
about job openings, looking at and answering want ads and applying
directly to employers even when the claimants did not know whether there
.were- jobs.

Exhibit B-IV-7 presents data on (15 the percentage of exhaustees who reported going to the
Job Service while collecting benefits and (2) the percentage who reported going to the Job Service
after exhausting benefits. The data indicate that 309 (36.2 percent) of the exhaustees reported going
to the Job Service after exhausting benefits. Of the 309 exhaustees, however, 300 also reported
going to the Job Service while collecting benefits. '

Exhibit B-IV-7 also shows that 36.1 percent of the exhaustees who were working at the
time of interview reported going to the Job Service after exhausting benefits. Among persons not
working but looking for jobs, 43.2 percent reported going to the Job Service afier exhausting
benefits.

Exhibit B-IV-8 presents data for each local site on the percentage of long-term claimants.
who reported going to the Job Service while collecting beneﬁfs. The data reveal significant
variations among the sites with regard to the percentage of claimants who reported going to the Job
Service. For example, in five of the sites, less than three-fifths of long-term claimants said they
went to the Job Service. In three sites, in contrast, more than four-fifths of the claimants reported
going to the Job Service while collecting benefits. These variations may reflect two factors:

Variations in State laws and regulations conceming which groups of Ul
claimants have to register with the Job Service '

Variations among sites in the effectiveness of linkages between UI and the
Job Service
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EXHIBIT B-IV-7

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE WHO REPORTED THAT THEY
WENT TO THE STATE JOB SERVICE

Persons Who Were

Exhaustees
N=854

- Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of : Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=404 N=U450 N=3U5
Claimants Who Went to the 582 124 291 291 231
State Job Service While (68.1%) (62.9%) (72.0%) (64.7%) (67.0%)
Collecting Benefits
Claimants Who Went to the 309 Not we 163 my
State Job Service After (36.2%) Applicable (36.1%) (36.2%) (43.2%)

Exhausting Benefits




CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:

EXHIBIT B-IV-8

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE WHO WENT TO THE

JOB SERVICE WHILE COLLECTING BENEFITS, BY SITE

Claimants On UI For
At Least 22 Weeks

Number And Percent |
Who Went To The -

Total Job Service

St. Louis County, Minnesota (Virginia/Hibbing) 103 - 89
(100.0%) (86.4%)

Jefferson County, Alabama (Birmingham) 133 110
' (100.0%) (82.7%)

-Lake County, Indiana (Gary) 103 54
(100.0%) (52.4%)

Blackhawk County, Iowa (Waterloo) 12 1
' (100.0%) (91.7%)

Taos County, New Mexico (Taos) 95 51
_ (100.0%) (53.7%)

‘Monroe County, New York (Rochester) 132 101
. (100.0%) (76.5%)

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh) 148 88
, 1 (100.0%) (59.5%)

Kanawha County, West Virginia (Chablestown) - 135 72
(100.0%) (53.3%)

King County, Washington (Seattle) 87 51
(100.0%) (58.6%)

Racine and Kenosha Counties, Wisconsin 103 79
, (100.0%) (76.7%)
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Exhibit B-IV-9 presents data on the. per'centé‘ge_, of ldng-term claimants who went to the Job
Service while collecting benefits, by selected demographics. The exhibit indicates that the Job
Service was least likely to be used by the youngest age group and by the two oldest age groups. -
With regard to education, persons who did not complete high school were the lcast likely to use the
Job Services while collecting benefits. There was no significant difference between males and
females with regard to the use of the Job Service. o |

Exhibit B-IV-10 presents information about union membership among long-term UI .
claimants to find jobs. The data indicate a major difference between exhaustees and non-exhaustees
in terms of the percentage of job seekers who were members of unions (26.9 percent and 39.1
percent respectively). The data also show that 31.5 percent of the non-exhaustces checked with
their union while looking for work, compared to only 19.8 percent of exhaustecs. Of the 230
exhaustees who said they were members of unions and had looked for work, only 169 (73.5
percent) had checked with their union, compared to 62 (87.3 percent) of the 71 non-cxhaustees who
were members of unions and had looked for work. The data in the exhibit indicate, however, that
among exhaustees, membership in a union did not appear to have a major impact upon whether the
exhaustee was reemployed by the time of the interview.
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EXHIBIT B-IV-9

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
_PERCENTAGE WHO WENT TO THE JOB SERVICE WHILE
COLLECTING BENEFITS: BY AGE, EDUCATION, AND SEX

Age | Education | | Séx
17-24: 63.2% Did Not Complete High School: 53.7% Male: 67.21
25-34: 71.6% " Completed School: ' 76. 1% " Female: 67.0%
35-44: 70.6% Some College: | | 79.u4%
45-54: 62.“# Graduated Collége:_ | 75.4%
55-64 : 60.9%
65 +: 54.54%

* This represents 6 of 11 cases
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EXHIBIT B-IV

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOI
USE OF UNION MEMBERSHIP WHE
(AS REPORTED BY C

Exhau$1

N=85
Persons Who Were ‘
Reemployed Before Working at Not Work.
Exhausting Time of Time
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interv
N=854 N=197 N=4o4 N=15
Claimants Who Were Members of 230 77 110 120
Unions and Who Looked for (26.9%) (39.1%) (27.2%) (26.74
Work
Union Members Who Checked With 169 62 83 . 86
Their Union When Looking for (19.8%) (31.5%) (20.5%) (19. 14
Work ' '
Union Members Who Looked for 70 38 29 41
Work and Usually Found Work (8.2%) (19.3%) (7.2%) (9.14

Through a Union Hiring Hall




V. LONG-TERM CILAIM * USE OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES AND
THEIR ATTT TOW. ERVICE

In this chapter, we present data on long-term UI claimants’ use of specific reemployment
services and on their attitudes and perceptions regarding the effectiveness of these services. The
chapter covers the following topics:

Job Service: claimants’ use of speclﬁc services and their attitudes toward
such services..

Education programs, training programs and job search assistance classes: -
claimants’ use of specific services .

Perceptions of claimants about the need for specific reemployment services

1. ERVICE: AIMANTS’ USE SPECIFIC SERVICES AND THEIR A ES
TOWARD SUCH SERVICES

Exhibit B-V-1 presents data on the specific services that 'long-tenn claimants received after
going to the Job Service. The data reveal no major differences between exhaustees and
non-exhaustees in the types of services received. With regard to linkages, about 40 percent of the
long-term claimants said that the Job Service gave them information about training programé and
about one-third said that the Job Service gave them information about education programs. Fewer
than one-fifth said that they were actually referred to other agencies or programs. Only 29 percent

of the long-term claimants were referred to employers by the Job Service.

Among exhaustees, 36.1 percent of those who were working at the time of interview were
given information about education programs, compared to only 30.6 percent of those not working.
About 21 percent of those who were working said that they were referred to other agencies or

programs, compared to only 14.8 percent of those who were not working but looking for jobs.
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EXHIBIT B-V-1

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND
SPECIFIC SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE JOB SERVICE,

AS REPORTED BY CLAIMANTS

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were :
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
, Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Specific Services Provided Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview ~ Jobs
By Job Service N=854 N=197 N=HoY N=450 N=3U5
Went to Job Service 591 125 294 7~297 237
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Was Taught How to Apply for 196 43 93 103 88
a Job (33.2%) (34.4%2) (31.6%) (34.7%) (37.1%)
Was Helped to Fill Out Job 216 46 104 112 90
Applications or Assisted in. (36.5%) (36.8%) (35.4%) - (37.7%) (38.0%)
Contacting Employers o '
Was Given Information to Help 145 27 70 75 60
- in Deciding On a Career or (24.5%) (21.6%) (23.8%) (25.3%) - (25.3%)
Ocecupation )
Was Tested for Qualifications 116 28 51 65 54
and Aptitude (19.6%) (22.4%) (17.3%) (21.9%) - (22.8%)
Was Given Information About 253 51 128 125 103
Training Programs (42.8%) (40.8%) (43.5%) (42.1%) (43.4%)
Was Given Information About 197 42 106 91 T4
Education Programs (33.3%) (33.6%) (36.1%) (30.6%) (31.2%)
Was Referred to Other Agencies 11 19 63 48 35
or Programs Which Might Have (18.8%) (15.2%) (21.43) (16.2%) (14.8%)
Helped the Claimant to Find a
Job
Was Referred to an Employer or 175 36 92 83 68
Employers (29.6%) (28.8%) (31.3%) (27.9%) (28.7%)




With respect to linkages between the Job Service and other programs, Exhibit B-V-2
presents data for each sample site on the percentage of long-term claimants who were given
information by the Job Service about other programs or were actually. referred to. such programs.
The data indicate the followmg

In three sites, less than 40 percent of the claimants were given information
about job training programs, while, in three other sites, more than 50 percent
were given information about such programs. _

The three sites which most often gave. claimants information .about job
training programs were also the sites which most frequently gave them
information about education programs.

 Seven of the sites referred fewer than 20 percent of the claiinants to other
agencies or programs, while one site referred almost one-third of its
claimants to other agencies or programs.

Exhibit B-V-3 presents data on the results of job. referrals received by long-term claimants
who went to the Job Service. The data show the following:

Only 35 (20 percent) of the exhaustees who were referred to an employer
actually received a job offer from the employer. These 35 represented only
4.1 percent of the total exhaustees who had been on UI for at least 22
weeks.

Only about one-half of the exhaustees who received a job offer as a result
of a Job Service referral actually accepted the offer from the employer. The
main reason why jobs were refused was that the pay was considered too low
by exhaustees. :

Among exhaustees who were working at the time of the interview, 26.1
percent of those who had been referred to an employer by the Job Service
received a job offer, compared to only 13.3 percent of eéxhaustees who were
not working at the time of the interview. In addition, only 16.2 percent of
those who were not working but were looking for jobs received a job offer
after being referred to an employer. These data suggest that the latter group

-~may-face-specific reemployment barriers not generally encountered by the
exhaustees who had found jobs. -

" Only 13 (3.2 percent) of the 404 exhaustees who had found jobs when

interviewed had obtained their jobs as a result of a Job Service referral to a
specific employer. -
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EXHIBIT B-V-2

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON Ut FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
SPECIFIC SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE JOB SERVICE, BY SITE

St. Louls County,
2 Minnesota Jot terson County, Lake County, ‘Taos County, Monroe County, Al legheny County, Kanawha County, King County, Racine & Kenasha
) (Virginia/ Alabama indiana Blackhawk County, New Mexico New York Pennsylivania West Virginia Washington Count les,
== Hibbing) (B Irmingham) (Gary) fowa (Waterloo) (Taocs ) Rochester) (Pittsburgh) (Charies town) (Seattle) Wisconsin
o Went To Job Service 89 110 54 1 51 1ot 88 n 51 9
4 (100,0%) (100.0%) (100,0%) (100,0%) (100,05) {100,0%) €100,0%) (100,0%) (100,0%) £100,0%)
Was Glven Information ‘ 52 4“ 22 6 24 2 34 35 ) “
T About Job Training - 158,4%) (37,3%) (40,7%) (54,5%) (47,1%) (28,7%) (38,6%) (48,6%) (33.3%) (55,7%)
g Programs .
? Was Given Informatlion 42 2 18 5 22 25 ’ 22 21 15 41
o rid About Education (47.2%) (25,5%) (33,3%) (45,5%) (43.1%) 124.8) (25,0%) (29,2%) (29,4%) (51,9%)
e Programs
- Was Referred To Other 20 5 8 2 12 1 1 12 7 2
Agencles Or Programs (22,5%) (13.6%) (14,8%) (18,2%) ' (23,5%) (15,8%) (15,9%) (16.7%) (13,.7%) (30.4%)
B Which Might Have ' '
R Helped The Clalmant
i To Find A Job
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EXHIBIT B-V-3

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
RESULTS OF JOB SERVICE REFERRALS TO EMPLOYERS

Persons Who Were

Exhaustees
N=85U

'Reemployed Before Working at  Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=U0o4 N=450 N=345
| Was Referred to an Employer or 175 36 92 - 83 68
 Employers by the Job Service (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Received Job Offéb(s) as a 35 9 24 1 1
Result of the Referral(s) (20.0%) (25.0%) (26.1%) | (13.3%) ©(16.2%)
Accepted a Job Offer that 17 y 13 ' : it y
Resulted from a Referral (9.7%) (11.1%) (14.1%) (u.8%) (5.9%)
.| Refused a Job Offer Because 12 3 6 5 6
Pay Was Too Low (6.9%) (8.3%) (6.5%) (6.0%0 (8.8%)
Refused a Job Offer for Reasons 6 -2 5 - 1
Other than Low Pay (3.4%) (5.6%) (5.4%) (1.2%) (1.5%)




Exhibit B-V-4 presents data on long-term claimants’ perceptions about the helpfulness of the
Job Service. The data indicate that about one-half of all claimants thought that the Job Service was
"very helpful” or "somewhat helpful,” while the other half thought that the Job Service was "not
very helpful” or "not helpful at all." There was not a major difference between exhaustees and
non-exhaustees on this variable.

Among exhaustees, only 47.6 perceht of those working at the time of interview and who
had gone to the Job Service thought that the Job Service had been helpful, compared to 55.9
percent of those who were not working. Of those who were not working but were looking for
jobs, 56.1 percent of those who had gone to the Job Service thought that the Job Service had been
helpful. These data lend support to the data presented in previous exhibits indicating that the Job
Service did not appear to be a major factdr in determining whether long-term claimants became
reemployed. |

2. EDUCATION PRQQF RAMS, TRAINING PROGRAMS AND JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE

CLASSES

Exhibit B-V-5 presents data on long-term claimants who attended any schools or general
edugatig’n courses after they went on UL The data show that 14.1 percent of exhaustees attended
such programs, compared to 13.7 percent of non-exhaustees. Among the exhaustees, 13.6 percent
of those who were working at the time of interview attended such programs, compared to only 11.0
percent of those who were not working but were looking for jobs. Exhaustees who reported
attending schools or general education courses were most often enrolled in vocational or technical
schools, followed by junior colleges. '

Exhibit B-V-6 presents selected information about the schools or gencral education courses
~attended by long-term claimants. The data show the following:

Fewer than one-seventh of the exhaustees who attended such programs said
that they had heard about the programs through the Job Service.
Exhaustees who were working at the time of interview were less likely to

have heard about the programs through the Job Service than exhaustees who
were not working.
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EXHIBIT B-V-U

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND
WHO WENT TO THE JOB SERVICE BEFORE OR AFTER
_ THEIR BENEFIT PERIODS: PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE

HELPFULNESS OF THE JOB SERVICE

Exhaustees
N=85U
Persons Who Were . - .
Reemployed Before Working at =~ Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=40U N=U450 N=345
Went to the Job Service 591 125 294 297 237
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Thought that the Job Service 79 17 36 43 33
Was Very Helpful (13.4%) (13.6%) (12.2%) (14.5%) (13.9%)
Thought that the Job Service 2217 X 104 123 100
Was Somewhat Helpful (38.4%) (34.4%) (35.4%) (41.4%) (42.2%)
Thought that the Job Service - 124 29 61 63 52
Was Not Very Helpful (21.0%) (23.2%) (20.7%) (21.2%) (21.9%)
Thought that the Job Service 160 36 92 68 52
Was Not Helpful at All (27.1%) (28.8%) (31.3%) (22.9%) (21.9%)
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CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
NUMBER WHO ATTENDED SCHOOLS OR ANY GENERAL
EDUCATION COURSES AFTER GOING ON UI

Exhaustees
‘ N=854
Persons Who Were ' - _
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benef'its Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=404 N=450 N=345
Claimants Who Reportéd 120 27 55 65 . 38 .
Attending Any Schools or = (14.1%) (13.7%) (13.6%) (14.4%) (11.0%)
General Education Courses : :
After the Beginning of
Their UI Benefit Period
zf
@« Type of Program, Course, or
School
G.E.D. Program : 3 - 3 | - -
' ' (0.4%) (0.7%) ‘
Vocational or Technical 43 8 21 22 B
School 1 (5.0%) (4.1%) (5.2%) o (4.9%) , (4.9%)
Adult Education 15 | 3 y 1 7
- (1.8%) (1.5%) (1.0%) (2.43) (2.0%)
Junior College | 28 8 13 15 7
(3.3%) (4.1%) | (3.2%) - (3.3%) (2.0%)
4-Year College 18 y I 10 8 3
|- ﬂ (2.1%) (2.0%) | (2.58) (1.8%) (0.9%)
: Graduate College 5 2 - 5 2
(0.6%) ’ (1.0%) (1.1%) (0.6%)




* CLAIMANTS

EXHIBIT B-V-6

WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND WHO

ATTENDED A SCHOOL OR GENERAL EDUCATION COURSES:
BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND CLAIMANT PERCEPTIONS

ABOUT

THE SCHOOLS/COURSES

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were ’ ,
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
: Exhausting Time of Tinme of Looking for -
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobe
N=854 N=197 N=404 N=450 N=345
Total Claimants Who Attended 120 27 55 65 33
Schools or General Education (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%2) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Courses
Claimants Who Reported that 16 1 5 12 5
They Learned About the (13.32) (3.72) C(7.3%) . (18,.5%) (13.22)
School or Course through the :
Job Service : ' :
‘Claimants Who Thought that the
| Program Was:
= Very Helpful 54 18 26 28 16
’ (45.02) (66.7%) (47.32) (43.1%) (42.12)
- Somewhat Helpful | 2% S 11 15 9
(21.7%) (3.7%) (20.0%) (23.1%2) (23.72)
- Not Very Helpful 6 - 5 I 1
' (5.0%2) (9.12) (1.5%) (2.62) .
- Not Helpful At All 1 5 7 6 3
: (9.2%) (18.5%) (12,7%) (6.2%) (7.9%)
(Still Attending) 20 3 6. 14 7
(16.7%) (11.12) (10.9%) (21.5%) (18.4%)
Claimants Who:
- Paid all costs of the education 57 w19 30 2 17
- (47.5%) "(70.42) (54.5%) (41.5%) (44.72)
| = Paid part of the costs of the 20 : S 3 8 12 ! 5
education (16.7%) (11.1%) (18.5%) (18.5%) (13.22)
- Paid none of the costs of the 43 s’ 17 26 16
education €35.82) (18.5%) (30.9%2) (40.02) (42.12)
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About two-thirds of all claimants who had attended schools or general
education programs thought that the programs had been "very helpful” or
"somewhat helpful."

Only 35.8 percent of exhaustees and 18.5 percent of non-exhaustees had paid
none of the costs of the education. These data suggest that most claimants
who attended schools or general education courses did not do so under
JTPA sponsorship. In addition, those exhaustees who were working at the
.time of interview were more likely to have paid for the costs of their
education than exhaustees who were not working.

Exhibit B-V-7 presents data on the mimber of long-term claimants who reported attending
any on-the-job training (OJT) or occupational training programs after they went on Ul. The data
indicate that only 1.4 percent of exhaustees had attended such training programs.

Exhibit B-V-8 presents data on long-term claimants who reported that they attended job
search assistance classes, job clubs, or counselingftesting services after they went on Ul, excluding
any services provided directly by the Job Service. The data show the following:

A total of 51 exhaustees (6.0 percent) said that they had gone to such
programs, compared to 5.1 percent of non-exhaustees. Exhaustees who were
working at the time of interview were more likely to have gone to such '
programs than exhaustees who were not working. However, only 7.9
percent of the exhaustees who were working had gonc to these types of
programs.

Of the 51 exhaustees who had attended the programs, fewer than one-half
thought that the classes/services were "part of a special government program
such as JTPA."

More than 80 percent of the claimants who had attended the classes or
programs thought that they were "very helpful” or "somewhat helpful.”

Of the 51 exhaustees who attended the classes or programs, 12 (23.5

percent) said that they had leamned about the classes/programs through the
Job Service.

Exhibit B-V-9 presents data for each sample site on the number and percentage of long-
term claimants who attended schools/general education courses after going on Ul, or who attended
job search assistance classes/job clubs or counseling/testing services, other than services provided
directly by the Job Service. The data indicate that, in three sites, fewer than 10 percent
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EXHIBIT B-V-7

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
NUMBER WHO REPORTED ATTENDING AN ON-THE-JOB (0OJT)
TRAINING PROGRAM OR AN OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING
AFTER THEIR UI BENEFITS BEGAN®

Exhaustees
N=854

Persons Who Were -
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But

Exhausting - Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=404 N=U450 N=345
Number of Claimants Who 12 1 7 5 3
Reported Attending OJT or (1.4%) (0.5%) (1.7%) (1.1%) . (0.9%)
Occupational Training ‘
Programs

¥This excludes training that a claimant may have received after being hired for a job.




EXHIBIT B-V-8§

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND WHO REPORTED THAT

THEY WENT TO JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE CLASSES, JOB CLUBS, OR ANY COUNSELING
OR TESTING SERVICE (OTHER THAN THAT PROVIDED DIRECTLY BY THE JOB SERVICE)

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were :
Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working Buq
Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
N=854 N=197 N=404 N=450 N=345
Claimants Who Reported Going 51 10 3R 19 17
to Job Search Assistance (6.0%) (5.1%) (7.9%) (4.2%) (4.9%)
Classes, Job Clubs or
Counsel ing/Testing Services
After Beginning Benefits
Went to Classes/Services While 37 8 25 12 11 -
Receiving Benefits {4.3%) (4.1%) (6.2%) (2.7%) (3.2%)
(Also) Went to Classes/ 25 2 14 11 10
Services After Receiving (2.9%) (1.0%) (3.5%) (2.4%) (2.9%)
Their Last UI Check
Were the Classes/Services
"Part of a Special Govermment
Program such as JTPA?"
. Yes 18 2 12 6 6
. No 23 6 12 11 10
. Maybe 2 - 1 1 -
. Don't Know 6 2 5 1 1
. Not Reported 2 - 2 - -
Claimants Who Thought that the
Service Was:
+ Very helpful 18 5 11 7 5
: (35.3%) (50.0%) (34.4%) (36.8%) (29.4%)
. Somewhat helpful 24 3 14 10 10
(47.1%) (30.0%) - (43.7%) (52.6%) (58.8%)
. Not very helpful 4 - 2 2 2
. Not helpful at all 5 2 5 - -
(9.8%) (20.0%) (15.6%)
Number of Claimants Who Reported 12 1 11 1 1
That They Learned About the (23.5%) (10.0%) (34.3%) (5.3%) (5.9%)
Program Through the Job Servicel
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EXHIBIT B~V~9

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON Ul FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE WHO ATTENDED SPECIFIC PROGRAMS OR

COURSES AFTER GOING ON Ul, BY SITE

St. Louls County,

Taos County, Monroe County, Allegheny County, Kanawha County, King County, Racine & Koncshnl

Minnesota Jof terson County, Lake County,

(Virginia/ Alabama Indliana B lackhawk County, New Mexico New York Pennsyivanla West Virginia Washington Counties,

Hibbing) (B irmingham) (Gary) fowa (Waterloo) (Taos) (Roches ter) (Pittsburgh) (Charlestown) (Seattie) Wisconsin
Total Long-Term 103 133 103 12 95 132 148 135 87 103 .
Claimants
Attended- Schools Or S22 3 1} 3 4 25 16 1t 1) 22
General Education (21,4%) (9,8%) (16,5%) (25,0%) 4,2%) (18,9%) (10,8%) (8,1%) (16,1%) (21.4%)
Programs s
Attended Job Search 3 3 8 1 7 15 8 3 6 7
Assl|stance Classes, (2.9%) (2,3%) (7,.8%) (8,3%) (7.4%) (11,4%) (5.,4%) (2,2%) €6.9%) (6.8%)

Job Clubs Or
Counseling/Testing
Programs

* Does not include services provided directly by the Job Service,




of the long-term claimants attended schools or general education courses, while in three other sites,
more than 20 percent of long-term claimants attended schools or general education courses. In
addition, in three of the sites, fewer than 3 percent of long-term claimants reported attending any
job search assistance classes, job clubs, or counseling/testing programs; compared to more than

7 percent of long-term claimants in four other sites.

Exhibit B-V-10 presents demographic data on long-term claimants who received specific
educational and reemployment services (except services provided directly by the Job Service) after
going on Ul. The exhibit indicates the following:

Younger claimants were much more likely to have attended schools or
general educational programs than older claimants.

Claimants who had attended college were much more likely to have enrolled
in schools or general education courses than claimants who had not attended
college. Only 5.9 percent of the claimants who had not finished high school
attended schools or general education programs after going on Ul. These
data suggest that the claimants who stand to benefit the most from
educational programs are receiving the least services.

Claimants who had attended college were also much more likely to have
gone to job search assistance classes, job clubs, or counseling/testing services
after going on UL

A much higher percentage of females than males attended schools or general
education programs after going on UL

Exhibit B-V-11 presents data on long-term claimants’ perceptions about the helpfulness of
specific services which they had received from government agencies since going on UL Claimants
were asked how helpful the services were in finding them jobs. The exhibit shows that
three-quarters of the long-term claimants reported that they had not used any services. This is a
significant finding given that more than two-thirds of the claimants reported that they had gone to
the Job Service. These data would appear to indicate that a large percentage of the claimants who
went to Job Service did so because they were required to under State law, but did not consider that
they had actually received services.

The data in the exhibit show that the service most commonly cited as being the most
helpful was "job listings/microfiche/computer lists, bulletins, and newspaper listings,"
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EXHIBIT B-V-10

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
RECEIPT OF SPECIFIC EDUCATIONAL AND REEMPLOYMENT .
SERVICES AFTER GOING ON UI, BY AGE, EDUCATION, AND SEX

Number and.Percentage of
Number and Percentage Of Long-Term Claimants Who
Long-Term Claimants Who Who Attended Job Search
Attended Schools Or Assistance Classes, Job
General Education Clubs Or Counseling/
Programs Testing Services*:
Age
17 - 24 12 (17.6%) 2 (2.9%)
25 - 34 66 (18.4%) 24 (6.7%)
35 - 44 34 (13.0%) 17 (6.5%)
45 - 54 21 (11.1%) 9 (4.8%)
65 + 0 (0.0%) 1 (9.1%)
Education
Did Not Complete High 12 (5.9%) y (2.0%)
School _ ,
Completed High School 60 (11.4%) 29 (5.5%)
Some College 53 (28.0%) 14 (7.3%)
Completed College 22 (21.4%2) 14 (11.1%)
Sex
Male 78 (11.2%) 39 (5.6%)
Female 69 (19.6%) 22 (6.2%)

®* Does not include services provided by the Job Service
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EXHIBIT BeVell

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
OPINIONS ABOUT THE HELPFULNESS OF SERVICES
RECEIVED FROM GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Exhaustees
N=854

Types of Services or Agencies Persons Who Were

That Claimants Thought Were Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Most Helpful In Finding Them Exhausting Time of Time of . Looking for

A Job or Assisting Them to Exhaustees Benafits Interview Interview Jobs

Learn New Skills N=854 N=197 N=404 N=450 N=345

Job Listings/microfiche/ 33 11 20 13 10
computers/bul letins/ (3.9%) . (5.6%) (5.0%) (2.9%) " (2.9%)
newspapers
Job Service or State Employment 32 8 _ 14 18 16
Agency in General (3.7%) (4.1%) (3.5%) (4.0%) (4.6%)
Personal Counseling or 10 - 3 7 6
Personal Notification of (1.2%) (0.7%) (1.6%) (1.7%)

Job Openings

Job Search Skills, Practice/ 7 2 1 6 5
Interviews, Help in (0.8%) (1.0%) (0.2%) (1.3%) (1.4%)
Preparing a Resume

Ul Payments/People at Ul 6 ; . 2 4 1
| Office (0.7%) (0.5%) (0.9%) (0.3%)
Union or Other Private 6 4 4 2 ‘ 2
Placement Agency (0.7%) ’(2.0%) . (1.0%) (0.4%) (0.6%)
Schools/Education 5 1 2 3 3
(0.6%) (0.5%) (0.5%) . (0.7%) (0.9%)
Job Referrals 4 - 30 1 1
Aptitude Testing/Career 3 2 3 - -
Counseling (0.4%) (1.0%) (0.7%)
Skills Training ' 3 - 1 2 2
(0.4%) (0.2%) (0.4%) (0.6%)
Civil Service Testing 3 2 1 ; 2 2
and Notices (0.4%) (1.0%) (0.2%) . (0.4%) (0.6%)
None 82 17 47 35 27
(9.6%) (8.6%) (11.6%) (7.8%) : (7.8%)
No Services Used 641 145 292 349 267

(75.1%) (73.6%) (72.3%) (77.6%) (77.4%)
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although only about 4 pércent of the claimants cited this specific service as being helpful. About
10 percent of the exhaustees indicated that none of the services they had received was helpful in
finding them jobs.

Relatively few claimants cited schools or general education as being helpful in finding them
jobs. It should be recalled, however, that most of the claimants who had attended. schools or
general education programs were not sponsored by government agencies.

Exhibit B-V-12 presents data on long-termvclaimants’ perceptions about services that they
would like to have received but did not. The exhibit indicates that 78.5 percent of exhaustees and
86.3 percent of non-exhaustees answered "none” when asked what services they would like to have
received. About 8 percent of the long-term claimants cited "job skills training and education” as a
service which they would like to have received. It should be noted that this questic;n was
open-ended and did not include structured response options for specific types of services.

Exhijbit B-V-13 presents information on how soon claimants would have been willing to
accept services to help them find a new job that did not require them to be retrained. More than
80 percent of the long-term claimants (including both the exhaustees and non-exhaustees) indicated
that they would have been willing to accept such services immediately after going on UL

Exhibit B-V-14 presents data on how soon claimants would have been willing to accept
services to teach new job skills after going on UL About 70 percent of the long-term claimants
indicated that they would have been willing to accept such services immediately. Almost 9 bercent‘
of exhaustees and 14 percent of non-exhaustees reported that they would never be willing to accept

such services.

The data presented in the last three exhibits appears in some respects to be contradictory.
When asked what services they would like to have received but did not, about 80 percent of the
claimants could not identify any specific services. However, about the same percentage indicated
that they would be willing immediately to accept services designed to help them find a new job
using their current skills, while 70 percent indicated that they would be willing immediately to leam
new job skills. '
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CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:

EXHIBIT B-V-12
SERVICES

THAT CLAIMANTS WOULD LIKE TO HAVE RECEIVED BUT DID NOT

Persons Who Were

Exhaustees
N=854

Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Services That Claimant Would Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Like to Have Received Exhaustees Benefits - Interview Interview Jobs
But Did Not * N=85M N=197 N=HO04 N=450 N=345
None 670 170 31 359 275 -
S (78.5%) - (86.3%1) (77.0%) (79.8%) (79.7)
Job Skills Training and Education 73 L 34 39 29
R (8.5%) (7.1%) (8.4%) (8.7%) (8.4%)
| More Information About Jobs 21 3 16 - 5 - 5
. Available (i.e., not just (2.5%) (1.5%) (4.0%) (1.1%) (1.4%)
the listings)
| Monetary Benefits/Extension of UI 17 1. 6 1" 11
Claim Period/Food Stamps (2.0%) (0.5%) (1.5%) (2.4%) (3.2%)
Job Counseling/Aptitude :J 1 2 8 6 !
Testing (1.6%) (1.0%2) (2.0%) (1.3%) (1.2%)
| Personal Assistance, Guidance, 10 2 6 y pol
. or Help in Using the Job (1.2%) (1.0%) (1.5% (0.9%) (1.2%)
Listings or Other Resources ‘ o
| Job Search Assistance/Help With 10 - b 6 5
Resume Writing (1.2%) (1.0%) (1.3%) (1.4%)
Guide to Programs and Services 8 : - y y y
Available \ (0.9%) (1.0%) . (0.9%) (1.2%)
Health Insurance, Disability 7 - 3 4 2
Insurance (0.8%) (0.7%) (0.9%) (0.6%)
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EXHIBIT B-V-13

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
ELAPSED TIME BEFORE THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN WILLING
TO ACCEPT SERVICES TO HELP THEM FIND A NEW JOB
THAT UTILIZES THEIR SKILLS AND EXPERIENCE

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were ' :
How Soon Claimants Would Have Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Been Willing to Accept Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Services After Their Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
Benefit Period Began N=854 N=197 N=4olU N=450 N=3U45
Immediately - 697 159 345 o 352 _ 298
_ (81.6%) (80.7%) (85.4%) (78.2%) (86.4%)
1 - I Weeks 43 6 20 23 19
: (5.0%) (8.1%) (5.8%) (5.1%) (5.5%)
5 - 9 Weeks 12 - 4 9 3 3
SRR . (1.4%) (2.0%) (2.2%) (0.7%) (0.9%)
10 - 14 Weeks 9 3 . 3 -6 -6
o ' (1.1%) (1.5%) (0.7%) (1.3%) (1.7%)
Never 23 13 . 10" 13 9
= (2.7%) (6.6%) (2.5%) (2.9%) (2.6%)
Don't Know 18 T 13 5 4
o (2.1%) (0.1%) (3.2%) (1.1%) (1.1%)
Did Not Look for/Want to Work 43 - - 43 -
. (5.0%) | (9.6%)
Not Reported 3 1 1 2 4
(0.4%) (0.1%) (2.5%) (0.4%) (1.1%)




EXHIBIT B-v-1u

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
ELAPSED TIME BEFORE THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN WILLING
TO ACCEPT SERVICES TO TEACH NEW JOB SKILLS

Exhaustees
N=854
Persons Who Were '
How Soon Claimants Would Have Reemployed Before Working at Not Working at Not Working But
Been Willing to Accept Exhausting Time of Time of Looking for
Services After Their Exhaustees Benefits Interview Interview Jobs
- Benefit Period Began N=854 N=197 N=loY N=450 N=345
= Immediately 611 139 302 - 309 | 261
(71.5%) (70.6%) (74.8%) (68.7%) (75.7%)
1 - 4 Weeks 49 8 24 25 23
i : (5.7%) (4.1%) (5.9%) . (5.5%) (6.7%)
N W 5 - 9 Weeks 11 3 7 4 ' 4
S (1.3%) (1.5%) (1.7%) (0.9%) (1.2%)
, 10 - 14 Weeks " - 4 7 7
~ (1.3%) (1.0%) (1.6%) (2.0%)
14 - 26 Weeks 11 7 3 8 8
(1.3%) (3.6%) (0.7%) (1.8%) (2.3%)
More Than 26 Weeks y - | 2 2 2
(0.5%) (0.5%) (0.4%) (0.6%)
Never 80 28 4o 4o 31
: (9.4%) (14.2%) (9.9%) (8.9%) (9.0%)
Don't Know 31 12 21 10 7
(3.6%) (6.1%) (5.2%) (2.2%) (2.0%)
Did Not Look for/Want to Work 43 - - 43 -
: | : (5.0%) (9.6%)
» | Not Reported ‘ \ 3 - 1 2 2
: (0.4%) (2.5%) (0.4%) (0.6%) .




The data suggest that long-term claimants’ attitudes toward reemployment services are
complex and multidimensional. In general terms, claimants express a willingness to accept help in
dealing with their employment problems. However, most of them appear to be resistant to
enrolling in specific types of reemployment or retraining programs. A possible explanation is that
although a majority of the long-term claimants are willing to accept help in regaining their old jobs
or in obtaining jobs at similar pay.levels, vthé'y may be less willing to enroll in specific
reemployment programs which do not guarantee a job with a pay level comparable to what they
were eaming in their prior job.
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F LONG-TER AIMANT
THE F FOLLOW

This chapter presents data on long-term Ul claimants who were reemployed at the time of
our interview. This population includes 404 exhaustees and 169 long-term claimants who left Ul
before exhausting benefits. Data are presented on the following employment characteristics of these

groups:

How claimants found their jobs

Industries in which claimants were reemployed, compared to the industries in
which they had been employed

Claimants annualized wages in their new jobs, compared to wages in their
prior jobs

Job satisfaction among the reemployed claimants

1.  HOW THE REEMPLOYED CLAIMANTS FOUND THEIR JOBS

Exhibit B-VI-1 presents data on how the long-term claimants who werc employed when
interviewed had found their jobs. The exhibit indicates the following:

Of the 169 claimants who left UI before exhausting their benefits, more than
44 percent had been recalled by their most recent employer or by another
employer for whom they had worked previously. Among exhaustees, less
than 20 percent had been recalled by a former employer. These data
suggest that the non-exhaustee group included a significant percentage of
seasonal workers, compared to the exhaustee group.

Relatively few long-term claimants found their jobs through the Job Service
(3.5 percent of exhaustees and 3.0 percent of non-exhaustees).

For exhaustees, the most common ways in which claimants found their jobs
were through friends and relatives (31.4 percent) and by directly contacting

an employer (20.5 percent). For non-exhaustees, the most common ways in
which claimants found jobs (other than by being recalled) were also through
friends and relatives (19.5 percent) and by directly contacting an employer
(16.0 percent).
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EXHIBIT B-VI-1

LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS WHO WERE REEMPLOYED WHEN

INTERVIEWED:

HOW CLAIMANTS FOUND THEIR-JOBS

Claimants Who Were on UI for at Least
22 Weeks and Who Were Employed at the
Time of Interview

Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before |

Exhaustees Exhaustion
How Claimants Found Their Jobs N=hol N=169

Working at the same job as before they went 68 65
on UI (16.8%) (38.5%)

Recalled by former employer, but not the 10 10
most recent , (2.5%) (5.9%)

Found job through a private employment agency 17 2
' | (4.2%) (1.2%)

Found job through a State employment agency 14 5
or Job Service . (3.5%) (3.0%)
Found job through friends énd relatives 127 33
(31.4%) (19.5%)

Found job through want ads 46 12
(11.4%) (7.1%)

Found job through union hall 12 11
| (3.08) (6.5%)

Found job by directly contacting an employer 83 27
(20.5%) (16.0%)

Self-employed 13 2
(3.2%) (1.2%)

Found job by other means 13 -

(3.2%)

NOTE:
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they found their jobs.




In general, the data suggest that the reemployed claimants found their jobs
primarily on their own initiative (e.g., by contacting employers, reviewing
want ads or through friends and relatives). Few of the claimants found thexr
jobs by relying upon State employment agencies or.unions.

2. I I NG- . RE REEMP, D

Exhibit B-VI-2 presents data for long-term claimants on the industries in which exhaustees
who were reemployed had found their jobs. Comparisons are made with the industries in which
the exhaustees had been employed before going on UL. The exhibit shows the following:

For those industries in which significant numbers of exhaustees had been
employed before going on Ul, the construction industry had the highest
percentage of claimants who were recalled by their previous employer (23.6
percent). Relatively few of the reemployed exhaustees who had been
employed in mining or manufacturing were recalled by their former
employer. .

There was a significant loss of jobs in some of the industries in which the
reemployed exhaustees had been employed. For example, of the 44
exhaustees who had been employed in mining, only 13 (29.5 percent) were
now working in that industry, while a significant percentage (31.8 percent)
were now employed in construction. Of the 105 exhaustees who had been
employed in manufacturing and were reemployed, only 37 (35.2 percent)
were still working in manufacturing jobs. A total of 17 (16.2 percent) were
now employed in the retail trade, while 27 (25.7 percent) were employed in
services.

In contrast, exhaustees who had been employed in construction, the retail
trade, and services were more likely to be reemployed in the same industry
as before. Of the 72 exhaustees who had worked in construction, 47 (65.3
percent) were still working in the construction industry. Of the 41
exhaustees who had been employed in the retail trade, and who had found
jobs, 27 (65.9 percent) were reemployed in the same industry. Of the 59
exhaustees who had been employed in services and had found jobs, 40 (67.8
percent) were reemployed in services.

Exhibit B-VI-3 presents comparable data for the non-exhaustees who were still
employed when interviewed. The data show the following:
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EXHIBIT B-Vi-2

INDUSTRY 1N WHICH CLAIMANTS WORKED BEFORE THE Ul CLAIM AND
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW: CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON Uf FOR AT
LEAST 22 WEEKS AND WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND WHO WERE
WORKING AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW

Industry In Which Claimant Was Working At Time Of Interview

Persons Not Recalied By Same Empioyer

Persons : )
Industry In Which Ciaimant Recalled | Agriculture, Transportation, Finance,
Was Working Before By Same Flshing, Comunlications, Wholesale Retall Iasurance, Pubilc
The Ul Claim Total Employer Forestry Minlng Construction MHanufacturing Utitities Trode Trade Real Estate . Services Administration
Agriculture, Flshing, Forestry 5 2 - - - . 1 - - 1 - 1 -
(100,0%) (40,0%) a (20,0%) (20,0%) (20,0%)
Mining 44 7 - 6 14 4 t 2 4 - 4 2
€100,0%) (15.9%) (13,6%) 31.8%) (9,1%) (2,3%) (4.5%) (9,1%8) (9.1%) (4,5%)
Cons truct lon 72 17 2 2 30 : 6 - 2 ] - 1" ]
{100,0%) 23,68y (2,8%) (2.8%) 41,7%) (8,3%) (2,8%) (1.4%) (15,3%) (1,4%)
Manufacturing 105 1} - - 10 20 V 2 3 17 7 27 L]
(100,0%) (16,2%) (9,5%) (19,0%) 1.9%) (2,9%)  (16,2%) (6,7%) (25,7%) (1,0%)
Transport atlon, Commun icat fons, 39 ] 1 - 6 4 6 1 2 1 1" 1
Utilities (100,0%) (1) (2,6%) €15.3%) €10,2%) (15,3%) (2,6%) (5,1%) (2,6%) (28,2%) (2.6%)
Wholesale Trade 18 2 - - ! s L 3 - - 6 1
(100,08%) (1,15 (5,58) (22,2%) (5,5%) (16,7%) (33,3%) (5,5%)
Retall Trade 4 7 - - 3 o3 i - 20 ' 4 2
00,09 (17.1%) (7.3%) (1.3%) (2,49 {48,8%) (2.4%) 19.8%) 14,9%)
Finance, insurance, Real Estate 13 - | - ] - - 3 - L} 4 ‘3 -
(100,0%) (7,7%) (7,7%) (23,1%) ’ (7,7%) (30,8%) 23,15
Sarvices 59 6 - - s 3 1 - 8 2 34 ' 1
(100,0%) (10,2%) (6,8%) (5,1%) (.7% (13,6%) (3,4%)° (57,6%) (1,7%)
Public Adminlstration 8 3 - - - 1 - - - U 3 -
(100,08)  (37.5%) (12,58 (12,5%) (37,5%)
Total 404 68 4 8 69 46 15 1" 54 16 104 9
(100,0%) (16,8%) (2,0%) (17,1%) (11,4%) (3,7%) (2,750 (13.45) (4,0%) (25,7%) (2.2%)

(1,0%)




EXHIBIT B-VI-3

INDUSTRY [N WHIGH CLAINANTS WORKED BEFORE THE Ul CLAIN AND
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW: CLAIMANTS WHO MERE ON Ul FOR AT
LEAST 22 MEEXS AND WHO WERE REEMPLOYED BEFORE EXHAUSTING
BENEFITS AND WHO MERE WORKING AT THE TIME OF INVERVIEW

. - industry In Which Clalmant Was Working At Time Of laterview
Persons Not Recal led By Same Employer
Parsons
Industry in Which Claimant Recal led Agriculture, * Transportation, Finance,

Was Workling Before By Same Fishing, Commumicatlions, Wholesale Retall Imm, Public
== The Ul Claim Total Employer Forestry Mining. Construction Manufacturing utilities Trade Trade Real Estate Services Administration)
e Agriculture, Fishing, Forestry ] ] - - - - - - - - - -

(100,0%)
Hintng " 2 - 1 4 1 - - 1 - 2 -
T (18,2%) (9.1%) (36,4%) (9.1%) (9.15) - (18,25
Cons truct lon 57 32 - i i7 [ - - - - 1 -
(56,15) (1.8%) (29,68) - 110.5%) (1.85)
— Manufacturing 42 14 - - S ’ 12 - : 2 -4 ] 4 -
o ﬂli (33,3%) (.95 (28.6%) : 4.8%) (9.55) (2,45 . (9,55
[ -]
Lot Transportation, Communications, 8 3 - | B B | - . 1 ) - ] - ot -
Utilities (37.5%) (12,5%) €12,5%) . (12.58) (!2.5}) (12,55}
e Wholesale Trade 4 2 - - - . ] - - - - - 1
o 150,0%) : 25.0%) ‘ €25.0%)
L Retall Trade 14 3 , - - 4 | - ] 2 - 3 -
(21.4%) (28,6%) (1.1%8) (T.15)  (14.3%) (21.4%)
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 6 - - - - 1 ] - - -3 1 ‘ -
€16,7%) (16.75) _(50.08) . (16.7%)
25 .
g Services 22 6 - - 2 ] 1 - I | 1 9 L -
s (27,3%) 9.1%) 4.58) €4.5%) (4.5%) €4.5%) (40.9%)
Public Administration 4 2 - - - | - - - - - ]
(50,0%) (25.08) . (25.0%)
Total 169 65 - 3 33 24 3 3 9 5 2t 2
’ (100,0%) (38,5%) ’ (1.8%) 119.5%) {(14.25) (1.8%) (1.85) (5.3%5) 3.08) (12,4%) t1.29)




Of the 57 claimants who had worked in construction, 32 (56.1 percent) had
been recalled by the same employer and an additional 17 (29.8 percent)
were working in other construction jobs.

Compared to exhaustees who had worked in manufacturing, the
non-exhaustees who had worked in manufacturing were more likely to have
been reemployed in the same industry. Specifically, of the 42
non-exhaustees who had worked in manufacturing and who had been
reemployed, 26 (61.9 percent) were still working in manufacturing jobs.

3. WAGE RATES OF LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS WHO WERE REEMPLOYED WHEN
INTERVIEWED

Exhibit B-VI-4 presents data on the wage rates of exhaustees who were working at the time .
of the interviews. The wage rates of exhaustees are compared with wage rates at their previous
jobs. ‘ '

The following data can be derived from the exhibit:
A total of 179 (46.9 percent) of the réemployed exhaustees were working in

lower wage categories than before going on UL

A total of 140 (36.7 percent) of the reemployed exhaustecs were working at
the same wage rates as before going on UL

A total of 63 (16.5 percent) of the reemployed exhaustees were in higher
wage categories than before going on UL :

The following data show the percentage of exhaustees in each wage category who were in a
lower wage category than before going on Ul (excluding cases in which wage data were not
reported): ' '

$10,000 - $14,999: 42.0 percent

$15,000 - $19,999: 49.1 percent
$20,000 - $24,999: 59.2 percent
$25,000 - $29,999: 64.6 percent
$30,000 - $34,999: 53.3 percent
$35,000 and higher: = '64.7 percent

Exhibit B-VI-5 presents comparable data for non-exhaustees who werc working when
interviewed. The data indicate that, for this population, wage rates did not decline as
much as for exhaustees. Specifically, the following data can be derived from the exhibit:
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EXHIBLT B-VI-4

ANNUALIZED WAGE RATES BEFORE AND AFTER THE UL CLAIM:
CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UL FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS, AND
WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND WHO WERE EMPLOYED
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW

Anmialized Wage Rate At The Time Of Interview ‘
Annualized Wage Rate Before Less” Than $10,000 $15,060 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 $35,000 o
Applying For UI Benefits* $10,000 - $14,999 - $19,999 - $24,999 - $29,999 - $34,999 -and higher Not Reported Total
Less Than $10,000 % 1 2 - - - - - 49
(73.5%) (22.4%) (4.1%) : (100.0%)
$10,000 - $14,999 37 32 11 4 2 - 2 4 92
(40,22) (34.8%) (12.0%) (4.3%) (2.2%) . (2.2%) (4.3%) (100.0%)
$15,000 - $19,999 14 14 20 3 2 2 2 2 59
(23.7%) (23.7%) (33.9%2) (5.1%) (3.4%) (3.4%) (3.4%) (3.4%) (100.0%)
$20,000 - $24,999 18 17 10 23 5 1 2 3 79
(22.8%) (21,5%) (12.7%) (29.1%) (6.32) (1.3%) (2.5%) (3.8%) (100.0%)
$25,000 - $29,9'99 11 8 7 ) 5 9 5 3 1 49
(22,42) (16.3%) (14.3%) (10.2%) (18.4%) (10.2%) (6.1%) (2.0%) (100.0%)
$30,000 - $34,999 7 5 1 2 1 8 6 - 30
. (23.3%) (16,.7%) (3.3%) (6.7%) (3.3%) (26.7%) (20.0%) (100.0%)
$35,000 and higher 2 5 s 2 s 3 12 4 18
) (5.3%) (13.22) (13,2%) (5.3%) (13.2%) (7.9%) (31.6%) (10.5%) (100.0%)

* Preclaim wage data were not reported in 8 cases.
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EXHIBLT B-VI-5

ANNUALIZED WAGE RATES BEFORE AND AFTER THE UL CLAIM:
CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON Ul FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS, AND
WHO WERE REEMPLOYED BEFORE EXHAUSTING BENEFITS AND
WHO WERE EMPLOYED AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW

Annualized Wage Rate At The Time Of Interview

Annualized Wage Rate Before Less Than $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 325;000 $30,000 $35,000

Applying For UL Benefits* $10,000 - $14,999 - $19,999 - $24,999 - $29,999 - $34,999 and higher Not Reported | Total

Less Than $10,000 13 4 - - 1 - - - 18
(72.2%) (22.2%) (5.5%) (100.0%)

$10,000 - $14,999 4 21 4 3 - - - - 32
: (12.5%) (65.6%) (12.5%) (9.4%) (100.0%)

$15,000 - $19,999 3 7 11 1 - | 1 - 24
(12.5%) (29.2%) (45.8%) (4.2%) (4.2%) (4.22) (100.0%)

$20,000 - $24,999 6 2 4 16 4 4 2 i 39
(15,4%) (5.1%) (10.3%) (41.0%) (10.3%) (10.3%). (5.1%) (2.6%) (100.0%)

$25,000 ~ $29,999 1 2. 1 1 7 3 1 - 16
(6.2%) (12.5%) (6.2%) (6.2%) (43.7%) (18.7%) (6.2%) (100,0%)

$30,000 - $34,999 - 3 2 2 - 6 4 - 17
(17.6%) (11.8%) (11.8%) (35.3%) (10.3%) (100.0%)

$35,000 and higher 2 - 2 1 B 2 14 - 22
(9.1%) (4.5%) (4.5%) (9.1% (63.6%) (100.0%)

(9.1%)

* Preclaim wage data wetre not reported in 8 cases.




46 (27.4 percent) of the claimants were in lower wage categories than before
going on Ul

88 (52.4 percent) were in the same wage range as before
34 (20.2 percent) were in a higher wage range than before

4. HOURS WORKED BY LONQ-IERM CLAIMANTS WHO WERE REEMPLOYED WHEN
INTERVIEWED :

Exhibit B-VI-6 presents data on the number of hours worked per week for long-term
claimants who were working when interviewed. Comparisons are drawn between hours worked in

the current job and hours worked in their previous job.
The following data can be derived from the exhibit:

Exhaustees

- Claimants working a shorter range of hours than before: 164 (42.2
percent)

- Claimants working the same range of hours as before: 178 (45.8
percent)

- Claimants working a longer range of hours than before: 47 (12.1
percent)

Non-Exhaustees

- Claimants working a shorter range of hours than before: 42 (25.5
percent)

- Claimants working the same range of hours as bcfore: 97 (58.8
percent)

- Claimants working a longer range of hours than before: 25 (15.2
percent)

These data indicate that among claimants who were working, exhaustces were much more

likely than non-exhaustees to be working a shorter number of hours than they had previously.
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A. EXHAUSTEES

EXHIBIT B-VI-6

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS
AND WHO WERE WORKING AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW:
NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED PER WEEK IN CURRENT

AND PREVIOUS JOBS

Hours Worked Per Week In Current Job

Hours Worked :
Per Week In Less Than More Than Not
Previous Job Total 30 30 - 39 Yo 4o Reported
Less Than 30 15 T 1 5 2 -
(100.0%) | (46.7%) (6.7%) (33.31) (13.3%)
30 - 39 16 3 1 5 1 -
(100.0%) | (18.7%) (43.7%) (31.2%) (6.2%)
40 235 Ly 36 118 33 b
(100.0%) (18.7%) (15.3%) (50.2%) (14.0%) (1.7%)
More Than 40 130 16 19 46 46 3
(100.0%) (12.3%) (14.6%) (35.4%) (35.44) (2.3%)
B. PERSONS REEMPLOYED BEFORE EXHAUSTING BENEFITS
Hours Worked Per Week In Current Job
Hours.Worked
Per Week In Less Than More Than Not
Previous Job Total 30 . 30 - 39 4o 4o Reported
Less Than 30 5 2 - 3 - -
(100.0%) (40.0%) (60.0%)
30 - 39 13 3 7 3 - -
(100.0%) (23.1%) (53.8%) (23.1%)
40 100 T 1 65 19 2
(100.0%) (7.0%) (7.0%) (65.0%) (19.0%) (2.0%)
More Than 40 4q l 3 18 23 1
(100.0%) (8.2%) (6.1%) (36.7%) (46.9%) (2.0%)
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Exhibit B-VI-7 presents data on job satisfaction among long-term claimants who were

working at the time of interview. The data show the following:

Among exhaustees, 40.8 percent of the reemployed claimants indicated that
they were looking for a different job. In contrast, only 26.0 percent of
non-exhaustees said they were looking for a different job.

Among both exhaustees and non-exhaustees, the major reason why claimants
were looking for different jobs was that "the job does not pay enough.”
Other common sources of dissatisfaction were that the job did not utilize the
claimant’s skills, had insufficient or irregular hours, had inadequate benefits,
or was seasonal or temporary.

The findings presented in Exhibit B-VI-7 have important implications because they suggest
that many UI exhaustees who do find jobs shortly after exhausting benefits may be "at risk" of
returning to Ul or going on public assistance. This applies particularly to exhaustees who believe
that their jobs are unstable, temporary, inconvenient, or pay too little.

With regard to the data in Exhibit B-VI-7, the higher rate of dissatisfaction among
exhaustees (40.8 percent), compared to the rate for persons reemployed before exhaustion (26.0
percent), appears to be due partly to the fact that the latter group was more likely to have been
recalled by a former employer than the exhaustees.
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EXHIBIT B-VI-7

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
JOB SATISFACTION AMONG CLAIMANTS WHO WERE
EMPLOYED AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW

Exhaustees Employed
at the Time of
Interview
N=404

Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustion and
Still Employed at the
Time of Interview Total
N=169 . N=573

Claimants Who Were
Looking for a

Claimants Who Were
Looking for a

Different Job Different Job Total -

Reasons Why Claimants Were 165 4y 209
Looking for Different Jobs (40.8%) (26.0%) (36.5%)

"The jJob does not pay enough” 88 24 112
(53.3%) (54.5%) (53.6%)

"The job does not utilize my skills 25 6 31
and abilities" (15.2%) (13.6%) (14.8%)

Insufficient or irregular hours/ 25 8 33
not steady work - (15.2%) (18.2%) (15.8%)

"Does not like the job" 19 4 23
(11.5%) (9.1%) (11.0%)
“Benefits are not adequate" 15 | 5 20 .
(9.1%) (11.4%) (9.6%)

"Work is seasonal or temporary" 9 3 12
(5.5%) (6.8%) - (5.7%)

"Hoping to get old job back" 9 - 9
(5.5%) (4.3%)

"Job is too inconvenient to get to" 3 1 | y
(1.8%) (2.3%) (1.9%)
"No advancement possibilities" 2 - 2
(1.2%) (1.0%)
"Safety factors/working conditions" 'i 2 y 6
(1.2%) (9.1%) (2.9%)

Totals 165 Ly 209
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
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VIL PTIONS OF EMPLOYAB -TERM UI CLAIM
W ERE NOT W T F FOLLOW

This chapter presents data on perceptions of employability among long-term claimants who
exhausted benefits and were not working at the time of interview. The chapter covers the
following topics:

Perceptions among exhaustees regarding reemployment barriers
"Reservation wages" among unemployed exhaustees

Exhibit B-VII-1 presents data for unemployed exhaustees on their perccptions of why they
had not been able to find a job they would accept. The most common reason given by the
exhaustees was that they felt there were no jobs available in general. The next most common
reason was that théy believed there were no jobs available in their occupation. Almost 15 percent
of all exhaustees thought that they were too young or too old, while 11.8 percent thought that the
pay was too low in the available jobs.

Exhibit B-VII-2 presents data on exhaustees who were not working when interviewed but
had tumed down jobs which they could have had. Only 8.4 percent of all the exhaustees said that
they had turned down jobs after their benefits had run out. Of the exhaustees who had tumed
down jobs, most had done so because they thought the pay was too low.

Exhibit B-VII-3 presents data on the percentage of exhaustees who were not working when
interviewed and who reported that they were still looking for only the same type of job that they
had had before going on UL The data are presented by the demographic characteristics of
claimants and by the wage they eamed in their previous jobs.
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EXHIBIT B-VII-1

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND WHO

" EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND WHO WERE NOT WORKING AT THE TIME

OF INTERVIEW: OPINIONS ABOUT WHY THEY HAD NOT BEEN ABLE
TO FIND A JOB THAT THEY WOULD ACCEPT

Persons Not Working

Persons Not Working " But Still Looking For
Reasons Why Claimants Thought They Had Not At The Time Of Interview - Jobs When Interviewed
Been Able To Find A Job They Would Accept N=450% N=3U5
"No jobs available, general“ ' 97 ' 78
: (21.6%) (22.6%)
"No jobs available in my occupation® 95 86
(21.1%) (24.9%)
"Too young or too old" Y : 55
"Pay too low" 53 47
_ (11.8%) (13.6%)
"Lack necessary schooling, training, skills, 34 . 27
or experience" (7.6%) (7.8%)
"Other personal handicap in finding a job, 16 9
including racial or sexual discrimination" (3.6%) (2.6%)
"No jobs in local area/commuting difficulties/ 9 : | 8
no transportation" (2.0%) : (2.3%)
"Couldn't arrange child care" 5 1
: (1.1%) (0.3%)
Other 15 ' ' 10
(3.3%) ' (2.9%)

% Of these 450 claimants, 105 were not actively looking for work at the time of interview, but 62 of these.105
had been looking for work at some time after their benefit period began.




EXHIBIT B-VII-2

CLAIMANTS WHO HAD BEEN ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS
AND WHO HAD EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND WHO
WERE NOT WORKING AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW: REASONS FOR
TURNING DOWN JOBS SINCE THEIR UI BENEFITS RAN OUT

Persons Not Working |
Persons Not Working - But Still Looking For|
At The Time Of Interview Jobs When Interviewed
Nzl50% N=345
Number of Claimants Who Reported Turning Down Jobs 38 ; 32
Which They Thought They Could Have Had (After ‘ (8.4%) (9.3%)
Exhausting Benefits)
w | Most frequently mentioned reasons for turning
®© | down jobs:
| - "Pay too low" ' ‘ 24 20
- -"Location was inconvenient" 8 6
- "Did not like this type of work" y y
- "Hours were too short" h y
- "Hours were inconvenient" y 3
~ "Bad working conditions" 3 2




EXHIBIT B-VII-3

CLAIMANTS. WHO WERE.ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND
WHO EXHAUSTED BENEFITS AND WHO WERE NOT WORKING
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW, BUT WERE LOOKING FOR WORK:
PERCENTAGE WHO SAID THAT THEY WERE STILL LOOKING FOR.
ONLY THE SAME TYPE OF JOB THEY HAD BEFORE GOING ON .
Ui, BY AGE, EDUCATION, SEX, AND PREVIOUS WAGE

Claimants Still Looking For Only
The Same Type of Job
Yes _ No
Total (N=345)% 16 (34.1%) 24 (62.9%)
Age
17 - 24 | 5  (33.3%) 10 (66.7%)
35 - 44 29 (33.3%) 58 (66.7%)
45 - 54 26 (35.1%) 48 (64.9%)
55 - 64 29 (49.2%) " 30 (50.8%)
65 + 3 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Education - R | |
Did Not Complete High School 27 (37.0%) 46 (63.0%)
Completed High School 59 (33.5%) 117 (66.5%)
Some College 18 (34.6%) 34 (65.4%)
Completed College _ 12 (41.4%) 17 (58.6%)
Sex |
Male 81 (35.8%) 145 (64.2%)
Female R 35 (33.7%) 69 (66.3%)
Previous Wage |
Less Than $10,000 . 17 (32.7%) 35 (67.3%)
$10,000 - 14,999 17 (33.3%) 34 (66.6%)
$15,000 - 19,999 : 19 (35.8%) ° 34 (64.1%)
$20,000 - 214,999 ' v 20 (37.0%) 34 (63.0%)
$25,000 - 29,999 o ; 16 = (29.6%) 38 (70.4%)
$30,000 - 34,999 1 10 (41.7%) 14 (58.3%)
$35,000 and higher | 13 (36.1%) 23 (63.9%)

* No data were reported for 5 of the claimants.
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The exhibit indicates that 34.1 percent of the exhaustees who were unemployed and looking
for work were still looking for only the same type of job as they had before. The data also show
that bthe resistance to accepting a different type of job generally increased with age. The data do
not show a consistent pattern with respect to the educational level of unemployed claimants, nor is
there a significant difference between males and females on this variable. The data on prior wage
levels indicate that among persons who had earned less than $25,000 per year, resistance to
accepting a different type of job tended to be greater among the higher paid exhaustees. However,
the relationship between previous wage and-willingness to accept a different type of job is

vnot linear.
2. "RESERV. N _W. " ' MPL D EXHA ES

Respondents who were unemployed at the time of interview were asked to identify their
"reservation wages," defined as "the lowest weekly wage at which the responderit would be willing
to work now.” Exhibit B-VII-4 presents data on the reservation wages of exhaustees who were not
working at the time of interview but who were looking for work. The data in the exhibit show the
following:

Only 12.6 percent of all exhaustees indicated that they would be willing to
work in jobs that paid less than $4 per hour.

About 23 percent of the exhaustees said that they would not work for less
than $9 per hour.

The age of the exhaustees had some impact upon their reservation wage. Of
the exhaustees in the 17-24 age group, two-thirds said they would be willing
to work for less than $5 per hour, compared to 27.3 percent of the 25-34
age group, and about 15 percent of persons in the 35-44, 45-54, and 55-64
age groups. At the other end of the wage scale, only about one-seventh of-
persons in the 17-24 and 25-34 age groups said that their reservation wage
was $9 per hour or more. This compared to 26.3 percent for the 35-44 age
group, 25.1 percent for the 45-54 age group, and 34.4 pcrcent for the 55-64

age group.

Exhaustees with less education generally had lower rescrvation wages.
However, even among claimants who did not completc high school, 28.4
percent had a reservation wage of $9 per hour or higher.
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EXHIBIT B~-VII-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS AND WHO EXHAUSTED
BENEFITS AND WHO WERE NOT WORKING BUT WERE LOOKING FOR JOBS AT THE
TIME OF INTERVIEW: LOWEST HOURLY WAGE AT WHICH THEY WERE
WILLING TO WORK NOW, BY AGE, EDUCATION, SEX, AND PRIOR WAGE

Lowest Hourly Wage At Which Exhaustees Were Willing To Go To Work Now
Less Than ]
$4 $4-4.99  §5-5.99  $6-6.99 $7-8.99  $9-10.99 $11-14.99 $15 or more Total
All Exhausteest | 41 29 70 52 58 39 20 16 32
(12.62)  (8.9%)  (21.5Z) (16.0%) (17.82)  (12.0%) (6.1%) (4.9%2) (100.0%)
Age .
17 - 24 7 3 1 1 1 2 - - 15
(46.72)  (20.0%)  (6.7%)  (6.7%) (6.7%) (13.32) /(100.02)
25 - 34 16 8 20 19 13 7 4 1 88
(18.22)  (9.1X)  (22.7%)  (21.6%) (14.8%) (8.0%) (4.5%) (1.12) (100.0%)
35 - 44 5 9 16 18 16 " 13 3 - 7 87
_ (5.72)  (10.32)  (18.42) (20.7%) (18.4%)  (14.87)  (3.4%) (8.02)  (100.0%) |
45 - 54 6 5 . 22 8 13 11 3 4 72
(8.32)  (6.9%)  (30.6Z) (11.1%). (18.1X)  (15.3%) (4.2%) (5.6%)  (100.0%)
55 - 64 6 3 11 5 . 13 .6 10 4 58
: (10.32)  (5.2% (7.12)  (8.67) (22.42) (10.32)  (17.22)  (6.9%)  (100.0%)
65 + 1. - - - 2 - - - 3
(33.32) (66.7%) : ‘ (100.02)
Education » .
Did Not Complete 12 4 ) 10 9 18 8 7 6 74
High School (16.22)  (5.4%)  (13.52) (12.22) (24.3%)  (10.8%) (9.5%) (8.1%)  {100.0%)
Completed High | 26 17 42 31 27 19 4 6 172
School Only (15.1%)  (9.9%)  (24.4Z) (18.0%) (15.7%)  (11.0%) (2.3%) (3.5%)  (100.0%) |
Some College 3 . 6 15 9 5 9 4 R .52 i
, v (5.82)  (11.5%) (28.8%) - (17.3%) (9.6%) (17.32) (7.7%) (1.9%2) . (100.0%)
Completed - 2 3 3 8 3 5 3 ‘27
College (7.42)  (11.12)  (11.1%) (29.6%)  (11.1Z)  (18.5%) (11.12)  (100.0%)
Sex _
Male 21 12 42 37 44 33 18 15 222
(9:5%)  (5.4Z)  (18.9%) (16.7%) (19.8%)  (14.9%) (8.1%) (6.8%)  (100.0%)
Female 20 17 28 15 14 6 2 1 103
(19.42)  (16.5Z) (27.2%) (14.6%) (13.6%) (5.8%) (1.92) (1.02) (100.0%)
Annualized Wage
In Prior Job .
Less Than $10,000 22 14 11 2 1 1 1 - 52
, (42.32)  (26.9%) (21.2%)  (3.820 (1.92) (1.92) - (1.92) (100.02)
$10,000 - 14,999 9 6. 21 12 L - 2 - 51
: (17.6%)  (11.8%) (41.2%) (23.5Z) (2.0%) . (3.9%) © (100.0%)
$15,000 - 19,999 5 3 14 11 13 8 - - 54
(9.3%)  (5.62)  (25.9%) (20.4%) (24.1%)  (14.8%) : , (100.0%)
$20,000 - 24,999 2 2 12 7 13 11 .5 . 1 53
(3.82)  (3.8%) (22.6%) (13.2%) (24:5%)  (20.8%) (9. 4%) (1.9%)  (100.0%)
$25,000 - 29,999 2 3 6 11 14 11 4 2 53
, | (3.82)  (5.7%) (11.3%)  (20.8%) (26.4%)  (20.8%) (7.5%) (3.82)  (100.0%)
$30,000 - 34,999 1 - 3 2 6 5 3 3 23
(4.32) (13.0%)  (8.7%2) (26.1%)  (21.7%)  (13.0%) (13.0%)  (100.0%)
$35,000 or more - 1 3 6 10 2 2 10 34
(2.92)  (8.2%)  (17.6%) (29.4%) (5.9%) (5.9%) (29.47)  (100.0%)

Note: The reservation wage was reported for only 326 of the 345 exhaustees who were still looking for work
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Males generally had a higher reservation wage than females. Only 14.9
percent of males said that they would be willing to work for less than $5
per hour, compared to 35.9 percent of females. About 29.8 percent of males
were not willing to work for less than $9 per hour, compared to only 8.7 -
percent of females.

The prior wage rate of exhaustees had an impact upon their reservation
wages. Of persons who had eamed the equivalent of less than $10,000 per
year, two-thirds were now willing to work for $5 per hour or less. Among
claimants who had earned $20,000 per year or more, fewer than 8 percent
were now willing to work for less than $5 per hour. At the other end of
the wage range, 32.1 percent of exhaustees who had eamed $20,000 -
$24,999 per year were unwilling to work for less than $9 per hour. The
corresponding percentages for other income groups werc as follows:

- $25,000 - 29,999: 32.3 percent
- $30,000 - 34,999: 47.7 percent
- $35,000 and higher: 42.2 percent
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VIIL RESSION ANALYSIS OF FACTORS ASSOCIATED WIT
POST-UI EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND UI EXHAUSTION

In this chapter, we present the results of multlple regression analyses designed to examine
-the followmg questions:’

Which variables "predicted” whether long-term claimants would be
employed or unemployed at the time when they were interviewed?

Which variables “predicted” whether exhaustees would be employed or
unemployed when interviewed?

Which variables "predicted” whether long-term claimants would exhaust
their benefits or would be reemployed before leaving UI?
1. PR D ED IN . MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSI
(1) finition Of Th rall Population Analyzed
The overall population that was included in the multiple regression analysis
consisted of the 1,051 claimants who had been on UI for at least 22 weeks and whose
exhaustion status and post-Ul employment status were reported.
) ition Of ndent Variabl
Two variables were used as dependent variables in the analysis:
Whether or not the claimant was unemployed/discouraged at the time of the
interview :
Whether or not the claimant exhausted benefits

Our procedures for defining these variables are described below.
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Unemployed/Discouraged vs. 1 i f The Workfi

In' defining this dependent variable, our concen was to identify a potential "target
group” of long-term claimants who were experiencing reemployment problems and who
might stand to benefit from more coordinated efforts by State and local employment and
training programs. This potential "target group” was defined as including the following
long-term claimants: ' )

Long-term claimants who had exhausted benefits and who were not working
at the time of interview but who indicated that they wcre looking for work
(N=345)

Long-term claimants who had been reemployed before cxhausting benefits
but who were unemployed when interviewed and were looking for work

(N=25)

Long-term claimants who were unemployed when interviewed and were not
looking for work but who might be termed "discouraged” (N=20)'

Therefore, a total of 390 long-term claimants were defined as being in the "unemployed/
discouraged” target group of persons who might potentially benefit from services. The
remaining 661 long-term claimants in the samplé were defined as not being in the target
group for services. These 661 consisted of persons who were working at the time of the
interviews or who had voluntarily left the workforce since leaving the UI rolls.

In the regression analysis, the dependent variable was treated as a dichotomous
variable with values as follows:

Employed/voluntarily not in the workforce: 0
Unemployed/discouraged: 1

'These individuals included persons who had retired inVoluntarily, who
believed that no work was available in their occupation or local area, or who

thought that they lacked the necessary schooling or had been discriminated
against.
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Exh n-

For this dependent variable, claimants were given a score of 1 if they exhausted
benefits (N=854) and a score of 0 of they were reemployed before exhausting benefits
- N=197).

(3)"ﬁni'p Th ictor” Vari

The independent or "predictor” variables for the ‘multiple regression analysis
* consisted largely of the following:

Demographic characteristics of the long-term claimants _
Characteristics of the claimants’ employment situation prior to going on Ul
Local site in which the claimant resided

Since’our.earlier crosstabulations had indicaied that some of the independent variables might
not have a linear relationship with the dependent variable, it was decided that variables such
~ as age, education, and prior eamnings would each be transformed into multiple variables
consisting of specific ranges within the main variable. For example, the main variable
"age" was transformed into six variables reflecting the six age ranges that had been used in
" the earlier crosstabulation analyses. For each age range, a dummy variable was created with
values of 0 and 1, indicating whether a specific claimant fell into the age range.

Dummy variables were also created for the local sites tb examine the potential
impact of State characteristics upon the dependent variable. In addition, dummy variables
were created for each type of industry in which claimants had worked before going on Ul
(e.g., mining, manufacturing). In compliance with multiple reghession procedures, one of
the dummy variables for each main variable was suppressed in the analysis.

C)) Procedures For Entering Variables In The Regression Equation
‘Stepwise multiple regression procedures were utilized in the analysis. With regard
to inclusion criteria, it was specified that variables had to have a probability of F-to-enter of -

0.1. Pairwise deletion of missing data was specified.
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2.  RESl E_THE A , WITH POST-
EMPLOYMENT STATUS

In this section, we present the results of the multiple regression analysis of factors
associated with whether claimants were unemployed/discouraged at the time of interview (as defined

previously).
(1) R ng-T im

V Exhibit VIII-1 pfesents the results of the multiple regression analysis for all

| long-term claimants in the study population. The exhibit presents a summary of the
multiple regression results and a list of the independent variables which met the criteria for

inclusion in the regression equation (i.e. T value was significant at the 0.1 level). The
exhibit shows that 12 independent variables met the inclusionary criteria. In combination,
these variables accounted for 0.05864 of the variation in the dependent variable.

The independent variables are ranked in order of the T values. The independent
variable with the highest predictive power was: "Prior job ended because company went
out of business or moved." This variable was positively related to the dependent variable,

| meaning that persons whose jobs had ended for this reason were more likely to be
unemployed/discouraged at the time of interview.

Among the other significant findings from the exhibit are the following:

Age appears to play an important role in the probability of long-term
claimants being employed or unemployed. Three of the 12 independent
variables in the regression equation were age variables. The results indicate
that young claimants (in age groups 17-24 and 25-34) werc the least likely
to be unemployed (the relationship with the dependent variable was
negative), while claimants aged 55-64 are the most likcly to be unemployed
or discouraged. '

Two of the 12 independent variables were "prior eamings" variables.
‘However, as indicated in the earlier discussion of the crosstabulation data,
the relationship between prior eamnings and the dependent variable appears to
be nonlinear. None of the other eamings categories met the inclusionary
criteria for the regression analysis.
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EXHIBIT VIII-1

RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF FACTORS
ASSOCIATED WITH EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES AMONG LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS

A. REGRESSION SUMMARY
Study population:
Dependent variable:

Multiple R:

R Square:

Adjusted R Square:
Standard Error:

Claimants who had been on UI for at least 22 weeks (N=1,051)
Unemployed/discouraged (value = 1) versus employed/voluntarily out of the workforce

(value = 0) at the time of interview
.26108
.06816
.05684
46937

B. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

12. Hours worked per week at prior job = less than 30 112 052 .

1 _-_;'65

. _ Significance
Variable _ - B Beta T Value Level for T
1. Prior job ended because company went out of business .134 .107 3.35 .0008
or moved _ '

2. Prior earnings = $20,000-$24,999 , T -.120 -.091 -3.07 .0022
3. Age = 25-34 ' -.093  -.091 -2.73 .0064
4y, State = Wisconsin A -.125 -.077 -2.48 .0133
§. Prior industry = construction . | -.101 -.083 -2.53 .0116
6. Length of time in prior job = 12 to 23 months ' .102 .070 2.24 .0251
7. Prior earnings = $10,000-$14,999 -.089 -.073 -2.24 .0255

8. Sex (male =1, female = 0) o <069 .067 - 2.02 L0437
9. Education = completed college -.092 -.062 -1.97 .0u8s
10. Age = 17-25 | | =118 -.061 -1.87 .0618
| 1. age = 55-64 .079 .057 1.73 .0B4T

.0998




— Ve T 5 5

Claimants who had completed college were less likely to be unemployed/ -
discouraged than other groups. However, none of the other education
variables met the criteria for inclusion in the equation.

With regard to sex, the data suggest that males were more likely to be
unemployed/discouraged than females.

Claimants who had worked in construction were less likely to be
unemployed/discouraged than claimants who had worked in other industries,

Persons who had worked for 12-23 months in their prior job and persons
who had worked less than 30 hours per week were more likely to be
unemployed than other groups.

(2  Results For Exhaustecs Only

Exhibit VIII-2 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis of factors
related to employment outcomes among the 854 exhaustees who had been on UI for at least
22 weeks. The data indicate that nine of the independent variables met the statistical
criteria for inclusion in the regression equation. In combination, thesc variables accounted
for .05741 of the variation in the dependent variable.

'I'he independent variable with the highest predictive power was "prior job ended
because company went out of business or moved," which had a positive relationship with
the dependent variable. The variable with the next strongest relationship to the dependent
variable was "age=25-34." Exhaustees in this age group were the least likely to be
unemployed/discouraged when interviewed.

The data also show that State of residence had some impact upon employment
outcomes among exhaustees. Specifically, the variable "State=Indiana" had a positive
relationship with the dependent variable, while "State=Wisconsin” had a ncgative relationship
with the dependent variable. In other words, Lake County, Indiana claimants were
significantly more likely to be unemployed/discouraged than other claimants, while
Racine/Kenosha, Wisconsin claimants were significantly less likely to be
unemployed/discouraged than other claimants. |
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EXHIBIT VIII-2

RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF FACTORS
ASSOCIATED WITH EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES AMONG EXHAUSTEES

A. REGRESSION SUMMARY v :

Study population:: Exhaustees who had been on Ul for at least 22 weeks (N=854)

Dependent variable:_' Unemployed/discouraged (value = 1) versus employed/voluntarily out of the workforce

(value = 0) at the time of interview ‘

Multiple R: .26052

R Square: .06787

Adjusted R Square: .05T7U1

' Standard Error: 48057
B. INDEPENDENT VAﬁIABLES IN THE EQUATION
Significance
Variable B Beta T Value Level for T
1. Prior job ended because company went out of business or LY AL 3.26 .0012
moved

2. Age = 25-34 -1 -.106 -3.05 .0023
3. State = Indiana .156 -~ .089 . 2.56 .0122
4, Prior earnings = $20,000-$24,999 -.112 -.089 -2.51 .0122
5. Sex (male = 1, female = 0) .089 .086 2.42 .0159
6. Hours worked per week in prior job = less than 30 . 148 .0 2.01 .Oll6
7. State = Wisconsin - -.108 -.063 -1.83 .0681
8. Prior earnings = $10,000 - $14,999 -.080 -.064 -1.77 .0776
9. Length of time in prior Job = less than 12 months -.076 -.061 -1.75 .0809




Finally, exhaustees who had worked in their prior jobs for less than 12 months were
less likely to be unemployed/discouraged than other exhaustees, although this relationship
was significant only at the 0.1 level.

3. RE F THE ANALYSIS OF FA R IATED WITH THE EXHA N
OF UI BENEFITS AMONG LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS

In this section, we present the results of our multiple regression analysis of factors
associated with UI exhaustion among long-term claimants in the éample. For this analysis, the
dependent variable was defined as "exhausted benefits" (value=1) vs. "reemployed before
exhausting benefits" (value=0).

Exhibit VIII-3 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis. The exhibit shows
that 12 of the independent variables met the criteria for inclusion in the regression equation. These
variables, in combination, accounted for 0.06989 of the variation in the dependent variable.

The exhibit indicates that State of residence had an important impact on the probability that
long-term claimants would exhaust benefits. Claimants in the Pennsylvania and Alabama samples
were significantly more likely to exhaust benefits than claimants in other locations, while claimants
in the Indiana sample were the least likely to exhaust benefits.

The exhibit also shows that age was an important predictor of whether a long-term claimant
went on to exhaust benefits. Claimants in the age groups 45-54 and 55-64 wecre significantly more
likely to exhaust benefits than other claimants, while claimants in the youngest age category were
least likely to exhaust benefits.

Another major finding from the exhibit is that long-term claimants who had worked in the
construction industry were significantly less likely to exhaust benefits than claimants in other
industries. In contrast, claimants who had worked in mining were significantly more likely to
exhaust benefits than other claimants.
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EXHIBIT VI]

RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESS
ASSOCIATED WITH UI EXHAUSTION A

out of business or moved and for reasons other

than layoff

A. REGRESSION SUMMARY
Study population: Claimants who had been on UI for at least 22 weeks (N=1,051)
Dependent variable: Exhausted benefits (value = 1) versus reemployed before exhai
- (value = 0)
Multiple R: .28470
R Square: _ .08105
Adjusted R Square: .06989
Standard Error: 37731
B. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION s1
Variable B Beta g';
1. State = Pennsylvania | .121 .108
2. State = Alabama .118 . 100
3. Age = 55-64 .107 .095
‘1 4. Prior industry = construction -.092 -.094 -
5. State = Indiana -.103 -.079 -
6. Prior industry = mining . 101 .080
7. Sex (male = 1, female = 0) -.065 -.078 -
8. Age = 17-24 -.113 -.072 -
9. Prior earnings = $30,000-$34,999 -.099 -.070 -
10. Age = U45-54 . .069  .068
11. Length of time in prior job = 36 to 59 months -.085 -.061 -
12. Prior job ended for reasons other than company went .062 .059




With regard to sex, the data indicate that females were significantly more iikely to exhaust
benefits than males. This data, in combination with the data in Exhibits VIII-1 and VIII-2, lend
support to the earlier finding that, while female long-term claimants wer¢ morc likely to cxhaust
benefits than males, they were less likely to be unemployed/discouraged at the time of interview.
The apparent reason for this pattern is that a large percentage of the females who exhaust benefits
decided to leave the workforce after leaving UL
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IX. OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSI

In this chapter, we present a discussion of the implications of the survey findings. Before
these 1mphcanons are ptesemed, however, it must be emphas:zed that the glggmang §amp]gs are not

also be noted that the communities included in the study had typically experienced their most
significant problems prior to 1987 and that the employment situation in thesc sitcs had generally
stabilized by the time the interviews were conducted.

1.  PROPORTION OF LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO MIGHT POTENTIALLY
BENEFIT FROM REEMPLQYMENT SERVICES

The data shows that, in the local commumues where we conducted the surveys, a
significant proportion of the long-term claimants were expenencmg reemployment problems 4 6
months after reaching the last few weeks of their claim. Of the 1,051 claimants for whom we had
complete data, 390 (37.1 percent) were unemployed.. Of these, 370 were still looking for work, and
20 could be termed "discouraged.” These data suggest, therefore, that, at least in communities
which have had a history of long-term unemployment over the past several years, the population of
long-term UI claimants is a very appropriate group for the targeting of reemployment services.

Of the 390 claimants who were still uncmployéd, a majority expresscd a lack of willingness
to accept specific reemployment services, but most indicated that they would have been willing to
accept some type of help in finding another job early in their claim period. This finding is not
inconsistent with the results of our interviews with state and local program officials about the
characteristics and attitudes of many long-term Ul claimants. The interview findings suggested that
most claimants would be willing to accept assistance in finding jobs that pay comparable wages 10
their prior jobs, but most are resistant to enrolling in training (or accepting ES referrals) that will
provide them with léwer-paying jobs.
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Our findings suggest that many of the 390 of the long-term claimants who were
unemployed at the time of our survey could have benefited from an aggressive intervention strategy
directed at removing attitudinal barriers to accepting reemployment services. This strategy, for
example, might have involved the presentation of LMI data in workshop settings or at ERP
interviews to demonstrate to claimants that they were unlikely to be recalled soon to their prior jobs
or that their wage expectations were unrealistically high.

In addition to the 390 long-term claimants who were unemployed at the time of our
interviews, many of those who had found jobs were dissatisfied with their employment, primarily
because of low pay, poor benefits, too few hours, or the seasonal or temporary nature of their jobs.
These attitudes of dissatisfaction refiect the fact that, as indicated by the data presented in Chapter
VI, most of the claimants who found new jobs were working in different occupations and at lower
rates of pay than previously.

The data on self-reported job satisfaction and on the temporary nature of the new jobs has
important implications because it suggests that many of the long-term claimants who had found new
jobs were "at risk" of becoming unemployed or quitting their jobs and either returning to the UI ‘
rolls or going on public assistance. In total, 209 (36.5 percent) of the 573 long-term claimants who
had found jobs reported that they were not satisfied with their jobs and were looking for other
work.

2. HARACTERI F - EXPERIEN
REATEST REEMP BLEM. W IGHT BENEFIT THE
FROM REEMPLOYME ER

Our multiple regression analyses of the factors associated with reemployment problems
among long-term UI claimants showed that the independent variables included in the predictive
equation accounted for relative little variation in the dependent variable. These results suggest that
targeting reemployment services to specific subgroups within the overall population of long-term UI
claimants may be difficult. However, our analyses show that, in an environment of limited
resources for providing reemployment services, the following factors should be considered in
determining which subgroups should be targeted in an environment of aggressive outreach:
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1 i In Which i 's Job E

Our analyses indicate that persons who lost their jobs because their ﬁm went out of
business or left the. area have more difficulty becoming reemployed than other groups of
long-term claimants.

V) Which imant W.

Our analyses suggest that workers in seasonal industries such as construction are
more likely to be reemployed than workers in other industries. In particular, construction
workers were much more likely than other workers to leave the Ul rolis before exhausting
benefits. '

It should be noted that not all construction workers who receive UI are necessarily
on a seasonal layoff cycle. Construction workers who were employed on special
construction projects (e.g., new highway construction) may qualify as being "dislocated” if
they lost their jobs when the projects ended.

If services are to be targeted at long-term claimants, however, they should clearly be
directed at claimants who are structurally unemployed rather than those who are seasonally
or cyclically unemployed. This type of targeting cannot be achieved by selecting specific
industries but must be done on an individual basis according to the specific circumstances
of the claimant. '

(3 Age

The data indicate that long-term claimants aged 17-35 hdve thc greatest probability
of becoming reemployed, while workers is the 55-64 age range are least likely to find new
jobs. Although these findings would suggest that services should be targcted toward older
workers, the following points should be noted:
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Long-term claimants in the 1744 age range accounted for 203 (58.8 percent)
of the 345 exhaustees who were unemployed but still looking for jobs when
interviewed.

A high percentage (25.9 percent) of long-term claimants in the 55-64 age
range chose to leave the work force after exhausting benefits. If this age
range is to be targeted for reemployment services, individuals within the age
group should be screened to determine whether they hope to return to the
work force after leaving Ul

(4  Education

The multiple regression analyses and cross-tabulations suggest that long-term Ul
claimants with lower educational levels are less likely to become reemployed than persons
who have attended college. These findings are consistent with the opinions ekpressed by
interview respondents about the role of educational levels and literacy lcvels in the
reemployment prospects of long-term Ul claimants.

()  Sex

The multiple regression analyses suggest that male long-term claimants were more
likely than females to be unemployed but still looking for work at the time they were
interviewed. A key factor in this situation may be that male claimants in the sample
generally had a much higher "reservation wage" than females (Exhibit B-VIII-4).

(6)  Prior Eamings

Our analyses show that this variable had a nonlinear relationship with employment
outcomes among long-term claimants. Specifically, claimants who had becn eaming
between $20,000 and $24,999 were the least likely to be reemployed of any wage group,
while claimants who had earmned $10,000 - $14,999 were the most likcly to be reemployed.

None of the other wage ranges had a statistically significant relationship with the dependent
variable.
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A possible explanation of these findings is that claimants who had been making
upwards of $25,000 per year were more likely to be involved in professional or managerial
» positions; to be better educated, and to have relatively few problems finding other
employment (even though then' new jobs were typ:cally at lower wage ranges). In contrast,
workers who had been making Iess than $15,000 per year presumably had lower

"reservation wages” than other claimants and were ‘more likely to have been engaged in
services or retail trade occupations, where their skills were more easily transferable to other-
jobs. o '

 These results suggest that outreach activities to long-term UI claimants might
~optimally be targeted at workers whose prior eamings fell in the middlc income ranges,
rather than at the lowest or more highly paid workers. '

Our data analyses indicate that, while a high proportion (about two-thirds) of the
long-term claimmits- reported going to the Job Service, relatively few felt that they had
. received substantive services and only 2 percent of all long-term claimants said that they
had found a job as-a result of a Job Service referral. Other significant findings were that:

Claimants who had not completed high school—a group that was highly at
risk of not being reemployed--were the least likely to have used the Job
Service.

A significant percentage of claimants who went to the the Job Service were
not given information about job training or education programs. In addition,
in several of the local sites, the Job Service referred fewer than 20 percem
of the claimants to other agencies or progxams

These ﬁndmgs suggest that, while Ul agencies are refemng the majonty of their
claxmants to the Job Service, the Job Service itself is not providing extcnsive services to the
clalmant population and does not have very effective procedures for rcferring claimants to
other programs. These results corroborate the findings of our field intcrviews, which suggest
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that the role of the Job Service in serving long-term claimants may bc limited by competing
priorities and mandates, by "turf" considerations, and by resource limitations. The ﬁndingé
also indicate that most long-term Ul claimants are conducting their job search activities
largely on their own rather than through the Job Service.

The data show that a very small percentage of long-term claimants had participated
in OJT or occupational training (1.4 percent). In addition, that data indicate that only 6.0
percent of claimants had partiéipated in job search assistance classes/jcb clubs/job counseling
. (other than services provided by the Job Service). In addition, most of the claimants who
had participated in such programs had not apparently done so under JTPA sponsorship, nor
v‘had most of them leamed about such programs through the Job Service.

The data also suggest that the types of claimants who were most likely to be
unemployed after leaving UI were the least likely to have pérticipated in education courses,
job training programs or job search assistance programs (e.g., claimants who had not
completed high school, claimants aged 45-64 and male claimants.)

4. . ATIITUDES TOWARD REEMPLOYMENT

The statistical data support the findings of our field interviews conceming the role of
claimant attitudes as barriers to reemployment. For example, about one-third of the claimants who
were still unemployed when they were interviewed said that they were still looking for only the
same type of job as they had held previously. Almost one-half of persons in thc 55-64 age group
said that they were still looking for only the same type of job.

In addition, about 23 percent of the exhaustees who were still unemployed reported that

they would not accept another job for less than $9 per hour. For the 55-64 age group, more than
one-third of the claimants said that they would not accept a job for less than $9 per hour.
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PART C: Rl ATION, ' FERRAL OF
UI CLAIMANTS TO REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

In this part of the report, we present general recommendations for improving the
coordination and targeting of reemployment services to long-term UI claimants. ' In Chapter I, we
present a summary discussion of the shortcomings of the current linkages among the ES, Ul, and
JTPA programs for serving long-term UI claimants. In Chapter II, we outline a "model system" for

enhancing the linkages among the different programs.




I. SUMMARY DISCUSSION OF THE SHORTCOMINGS OF THE
LINKAGES AMO AND JTPA PROGRAMS FOR
ERVING LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANT.

Part A and Part B of this repdrt reviewed some of the major areas for improvement in the
current linkages among the ES, U, and JTPA programs in serving UI claimants. These f'mdmgs
have two important implications:

The imperfect linkages among the programs often preclude the effective
delivery of services to Ul claimants during the early stages of their claim
periods. If the linkages were improved, it is likely that fewer claimants
would stay on UI for long periods of time. This is an important conclusion
because our findings indicate that, when claimants reach the late stages of
their benefit period, their lack of income support is a major disincentive to
enrolling in reemployment programs.

The imperfect linkages result in very few reemployment services being
provided to UI claimants once they have reached the last few weeks of their
benefit period. Although several States have early intervention programs -
targeted at new claimants, none of the States gave a very high priority to
serving claimants after their 20th week of UI, often because there was little
to gain in Ul trust fund savings.

An important conclusion from these findings is that, in order to improve the current

program linkages for the reemployment of long-term UI claimants, it is necessary to improve the
coordination of services to all Ul claimants as early as possible in their claim period. By

improving the coordination of services to claimants in the first few weeks of their claim, States and
localities can reduce the number of long-term claimants who are difficult to recruit into

reemployment programs because of their lack of income support.

Our review of the current linkages among ES, UI, and JTPA programs revealed that there
are a number of underlying factors that effectively tend to reduce the extent of coordination among
the programs in serving UI claimants: '




Each of the three programs has its own goals, priorities, program rules,
operating procedures, resource constraints, and funding sources. This
situation has typically resulted in a lack of coordinated efforts to provide
services to members of the "hard-to-serve” groups, such as claimants with
multiple reemployment barriers.

Because of such factors as competing mandates, performance goals and
funding issues, many of the harder-to-serve UI claimants have tended to
receive very low priority from the three programs with respect to the
targeting of program resources. Services have tended to be focused either
upon federally mandated priority groups or upon the more motivated clients
who do not require aggressive outreach efforts to be recruited into
reemployment programs and who do not require extensive remediation.

There has been a tendency for each of the programs to “"sell” its own mix of
services to clients, without regard for the variety of different services that
unemployed claimants may require. As a result, there is often a lack of
coordinated systems for assessing the needs of individual Ul claimants and
of ensuring that they are directed toward an appropriate type of
reemployment program.

It is also clear from our interviews that, except for some of the recent State initiatives that
were highlighted earlier, most of the traditional efforts to improve coordination among ES, UI, and
JTPA programs at the local level have had mixed results. Typically, States have attempted to
foster coordination among program services by such mechanisms as "coordination criteria,"
interagency agreements at the State level, or a requirement that local agencies enter into financial or
nonfinancial agreements to provide specific services to each other.

In general, these types of approaches have had limited results because they do not fully -
address the underlying problems that preclude effective coordination among the programs at the
local level. First, they are not usually strictly enforced or monitored, either by the State agencies
or the local PICs. Instead, the agreements are typically general "statements of intent."

Second, the coordination agreements do not effectively resolve the disincentives to

coordination among the programs, including such factors as competing priorities and goals, concern

about placement credit and performance standards, and the competition among programs to recruit
and place clients.




Third, the coordination agreements do not, in themselves, make it easier for potential
program clients to gain access to the variety of reéniployment services potentially available under
the different programs. Unless the staff of the three programs are colocated, or at least |
cross-trained, the client may not be adequately informed about the different programs and may have
to travel to multiple locations to obtain services. This situation is especially problematic for UI
claimants with reemployment problems, many of whom are resistant to en_toliing in programs in the
first place. V | V -
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In this chapter, we outline the major components of a "model system” for achieirihg a more
coordinated approach to providing reemployment services to UI claimants with significant
reemployment barriers. The proposed "model system" is based on our prior analyses of (1) the
unique characteristics of claimants who experience reemployment problems and (2) the limitations
of current linkages among the ES, Ul, and JTPA programs for serving this population.

Our proposed "model system" has the following major components:

Integrated service delivery
Provision of services fmm the beginning of the claim period -

Provision of a variety of potential services, based on an assessment of the
claimant’s specific needs and employment barriers

Greater use of the ERP process to refer claimants to reemployment services

Continuous tracking and targeting of UI claimants thmughout their claim
period

Targeting of specialized services to long-term claimants
Each of these components is described briefly belpw.
1. RATED SERVICE DELIVERY
A model system for coordinating reemployment services to UI claimants should incorporate'
an integrated service delivery network that provides a "one-stop” systém for delivering services to

the client. Pennsylvania’s "Job Center” concept, or Indiana’s proposed plan to merge ES and JTPA
functions at the local level, are examples of this type of integrated service delivery network. These
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approaches are in the planning or piloting stage and have not been finalized with fespect to detailed
organizational arrangements or operating procedures. However, the integrated service delivery
concept has many advantages over previous efforts to promote coordination among ES-UI-JTPA
programs:

Persons who file a Ul claim have automatic access to reemployment
services, since an integrated service delivery concept involves cross-trained
or colocated staff from each of the programs to provide comprehensive
information about the programs at the point when workers file their claim.

New UI claimants do not have to be cross-referred to agencies located at
other facilities in order to find out about services or to enroll in programs.

"Turf" issues are less likely to arise as barriers to the cross-referral of . i
clients, since the integrated service delivery concept makes it easy to '
implement procedures to ensure that all UI claimants are cross-referred for
possible participation in programs.

To be effective, the integrated service delivery system must include the UI program, since
Ul benefits provide the "draw" that will allow new claimants to be brought into contact with
reemployment services. In addition, some portion of the formula JTPA Tite HI funds in each State
should be allocated to the one-stop centers, rather than being allocated totally to plant-specific or
industry-specific projects.

2. AVAILABILITY OF REEMPL ERVI M _THE BEGI F THE
CLAIM PERIOD .

Under the proposed "model system," integrated services should be made available to
claimants as soon as they file their initial claim. This aspect of the model system would involve
the elimination of the delays in service delivery that have resulted from current JTPA Title III fund:
allocation systems in many States. In addition, an "early intervention” emphasis would include such
mechanisms as the provision of special workshops designed to address attitudinal barriers to the
acceptance of reémployment services by new UI claimants. |




As indicated in Part A of the report, UI claimants vary considerably with respect to barriers
to reemployment. Some may require remedial education before being referred to jobs or to
retraining programs. Many claimants may require employability development services or job search
assistanée classes. A number of claimants, particularly older claimants and those who have not
completed high school, may be resistant to such services as institutional skills training and may
prefer on-the-job (OJT) training programs where they can earn immediate income.

To be effective, the integrated service delivery concept must incorporate (1) an effective
system for the in-depth assessment of individual reemployment needs and (2) the provision of a
flexible program of services from which claimants can choose, depending on their needs and
interests. This type of approach recognizes that many UI claimants are resistant to extensive
retraining programs but may benefit from shorter-term reemployment services. An integrated
service delivery system would be more effective than current approaches in providing UI claimants
with the choice of a variety of reemployment services.

4, REATER E ERP P AIMANT.
REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

Even under an integrated service delivery system, it must be recognized that many Ul
claimants may not wish to enroll in reemployment plbgrams during the first few weeks of their
claim. This resistance is, in part, the result of some of the attitudinal factors discussed earlier in
Part A of the report.

Given this situation, it is important that, as parnt of the integrated service delivery concept,
the current ERP process be expanded. By expanding the ERP process, it is more likely that many
of the UI claimants who do not enroll immediately in reemployment services can be induced to
accept such services later in their benefit period. In addition, by expanding the ERP process, it
may be possible to counteract the tendency for reemployment services (particularly under the Title
I program) to be targeted at a largely self-selected subgroup of UI claimants.




The current ERP process might be expanded in the following ways:

States should ensure that local offices are conducting ERP interviews in a
systematic way and that ‘all eligible claimants are included in the process

The ERP interviews should be conducted by "cross-trained” staff as-part of.
an integrated service delivery model. These staff would be glven training in
job counseling, client assessment, available memployment services, and
pmgram ehglbxhty rules _ _

States should institute systemanc procedmes to ensure that mcneasmgly
restrictive eligibility criteria are applied to claxmants thh xespect to
reservation: wages and geographic search am '

A major limitation of current early intervention ﬁmgréms targeted at Ul claimams is that,
under most State programs, claxmants who do not enroll in services w1thm a relauvely sbort time
frame are no longer effectively tracked for possible recnmment into servnces at a later stage in thenr v |
claim. Because of the attitudinal factors that make many UI clmmants reluctant to accept -
reemployment services early in their claims, current early intervention pracnces result in a

significant gap in services to clalmants who mlght benefit from reemployment assxstance later in
their benefit period..

As part of an integrated- scfvice deliﬁery system, local. programs should target reemployment. -

services to UI claimants at several stages during their claim period. This process should extend to - "

many of the claimants who are initially exempt from Job Service registration.

As part of the continued- trackmg and targetmg of claunants, ‘each clalmant S second and
third ERP interviews should be used to conduct an in-depth assessment of the claxmant S contmued
reemployment problems. Intervention strategies such as job search assistance workshops should be
targeted at claimants at several stages of their claim period, not simply as an "ea’rly intervention”
strategy. '




6. TARGETING OF SPECIALIZED SERVI L -TE AIMA
REEMPLOYMENT BARRIERS

As part of the proposed "model system,” local programs should design specialized
reemployment services for claimants who have reached the last few weeks of their benefit periods
and who continue to experience reemployment barriers. These specialized services would be
designed to take into account the following factors:

Long-term claimants typically do not have sufficient income support
remaining to enroll in lengthy retraining programs

Many long-term claimants might benefit from less expensive, short-term
interventions

The types of specialized services that might be appropriately targeted to claimants who have
reached the last few weeks of their benefits include:

Referrals to OJT positions which provide immediate income support

Intensified job search assistance workshops and employability development
programs

These types of services should be targeted specifically at the subgroups of long-term claimants who,
based on our statistical analysis, are the most likély to remain unemployed after leaving the Ul
rolls.




APPENDIX A
BIBLIOGRAPHY OF RESEARCH STUDIES




APPENDIX A1)

IBLI I

Abt Associates. : ] ju
mm_mm Cambndge, Massachusetts September 1984

Baldwin, Stephen E., and Donohue, Ann. "Displaced Workers: New Options for a
Changing Economy.” NCEP, 1983.

Blanchard, Lois, and Corson, Walter A _Guide to the Analysis of Ul Recipients’
empl : pells Data Set. UI Occasional

Paper 83- 2, USDOL, ETA 1983.

Cook, Robert (editor). Di
Partnership Act. Westat, Inc. 1985.

Cook, Robert (editor). Mmmmmeufﬁamw W.E.
Upjohn Institute, 1987.

Corson Walter; Hershey, Alan, and Kerachsky, Stewart w1th Paul Rynders and John
W1ch1ta Appli : nem : : ) :

. Prmceton NJ Mathematlca Pohcy ‘

Research, Inc., 1984.
Corson, Walter Kerachsky, Stewart and Ehason K13ker, Ellen. M_&amh_Amg_gg
Enﬁqrggment Mathematlcaohcy Research Inc June 1987 T

Corson, Walter; Long, David; and Nicholson, Walter.

Evaluation of the Charleston
Claimant Placement and Worktest Demonstration. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., 1984.

Corson Walter Maynard Rebecca, and chhata, Jack hm;es_s_an_djmnl_emgn&am

in

_I) is ggat&d Wgrkg;s Pnnceton NJ Mathematlca Pohcy Research Inc., 1984

Corson, Walter; Maynard, Rebecca; and Long, Sharon. i
Buffalo Disl rker D . Princeton, NJ:
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 1985.

Corson, Walter, and Nicholson, Walter. "Trade Adjustment Assistance for Workers:
Results of a Survey of Recxplents Under the Trade Act of 1974." Research in
Labor Economics 4 (1981): 417-469.

Corson, Walter, and Nicholson, Walter. i ’
Sge_],_s UI Occasional Paper 83-1. Washmgton, DC: U. S Department of

Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Unemployment Insurance
Service, 1983.




APPENDIX A(2).
Crosshn, Robert L; Hanna, James S.; and Stevens, David W. mi

Economic Dislocation:
IMMMMAQQW- Prepared for the Nevada Employment

Security Department, September 1983.

Crosshn, Robert L.; Hanna, James S.; and Stevens, David W. _ieg_t_eatlo_g_gf
1 W rk ilizi Y 1 nt_Insurance Administrative Data:
Results of a Five State Analysis. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor
and The National Commission for Employment Policy, June 1984.

Crosslin, Robert L; Hanna, James S.; and Stevens, David W. "The Permanence of

Dislocation: 1979-1983. In Msmm&ﬁtnxstnzal_llnemnlgmnt. edited by
Stephen A. Wandner, UIS 1986.

Crosshn Robert L; Van Erden James D.; and Wandner, Stephen A mg_eg_e_ﬁt

W_Qrkshanng Washmgton DC “US. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration, Unemployment Insurance Service, July 1983.

Flaim, Paul O. "The Displaced Workers’ Problem As Seen Through a Special Survey”
in Wandner, Stephen A. (editor), Measuring Structural Unemployment, UIS,
1986.

Flaim, Paul O., and Sehgal, Ellen. "Displaced Workers of 1979-1983: How Well They
Fared?” Monthly Labor Review 108/6 (June 1985): 3-16.

Hanna, James S. "The Identification of Dislocated Workers: Actual practice and
Recommendations for Improved Procedures." In Measuring Structural

Unemployment, edited by Stephen A. Wandner, UIS, 1986.

Jacobson, Louis, and Schwarz-Miller, Ann. The Effect of Ul Administrative Screening

Q_ngj_ea_c_ Alexandria, VA: The Public Research Institute, 1981. DOL
HD7096.U5 J3.

Johnson, Terry, R.; -Pfiester, Jenmfer M.; West, Rlchard W.; and Dickenson, Katherme
P nd Implem f lacemen

Demonstration. Menlo Park CA: S.R.I, Inc., 1984.

Mannheimer, Helen; Robinson, John; Harvey, Norman; Sheehan, William; and Skrable,
Burman. mmwmmum UIS, 1986.

McLennan, Kenneth. "Unemployment Insurance to Help Dislocated Workers." Journal
of the Institute for Sociceconomic Studies (Summer 1983): 59-73.

Moffit, Robert. The Effe 1 1 nt Benefi

Incentives: An Analysis of Four Data Sets. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc., August 1984.

National Commission for Employment Policy. The Job Training Partnersh ip Act: A
Report by the NCEP (NCEP, 1987).

New Jersey Department of Labor. E i f th rceivabl m 1 il
Project (Trenton, NJ, 1987). -




APPENDIX A(3)

Richardson, Ph111p, Irion, Albert; and Kuptzm Harold. Implgme taj;lgn and Effect of
-P n I Fi , Macro

Systems, December 1985 (see chapter: "The Impact of the Tltle V Amendments
Upon ES-JTPA Coordination”).

Rnbin, Murray. i in Unempl Insur Balanc
. Kalamazoo, MI: The W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research,
1983.

Thompson, Sarah. A Study of Exhaustees of Ul Benefits in Washington State,
Washington State Employment Security Department, 1987.

Thompson, Sarah. m.nmmgmmmm_&mm_hm_w
, Washington State Employment Security Department, May 1987.

Turnage, Wayne, and Cook, Robert. The Qrganization of Title III of JTPA in the Fifty
States. Westat, May 1984.

United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment. Plant Closing: Advance
Notice and Rapid Response Special Report. September 1986.

United States Congress, Ofﬁce of Technology Assessment Technology and Structural
) mploving 1 ] Adults. February 1986.

United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment. Trade Adjustment
Asgistance: New Ideas for an Old Program. 1987.

U.S. General Accounting Office. Disl Waorkers: 1 1 Proj n
JTPA. April 1987.

U.S. General Accounting Office. Dislocated Workers: Extent of Business Closures,
. Lamﬁs_am_the_l’_uhhc_andimte_&mse July 1986.

USS. General Accounting Office. Dislocated Workers: Local Programs and Qutcomes
under JTPA. March 1987.

Vavricheck, Bruce. Promoting Employment and Maintaining Incomes with
. Washington, DC: Congress of the United States,
Congressional Budget Office, 1985.

Vroman, Wayne. Innovative Developments in Unemployment Insurance. Research
Report Series No. RR-85-02. Washington, DC: The National Commission for
Employment Policy, 1985.

Wandner, Stephen A., and Messenger, Jon C. "The New Jersey Unemployment
Insurance Reemployment Demonstration Project." In Measuring Structural
Unemployment, edited by Stephen A. Wandner, UIS, 1986.

Wandner, Stephen A.; Robinson, John G‘r and Manheimer, Helen S. Unemployment
vel niries. Unemployment Insurance
Occasmnal Paper 84-2, Washmgton DC: U.S. Department of Labor,

E;gployment and Training Administration, Unemployment Insurance Semce,
1984




APPENDIX B

TELEPHONE SURVEY INSTRUMENT




OMB #: SAMPLE ID¢: T T Y O O O O

EXPIRES: BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE: |__|_ =] _l=|_]]
MPRI #: CURRENT STATE OF
RESIDENCE: | Il

REFERRAL OF LONG TERM DISLOCATED WORKERS
TO REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW DATE:

S W

UPON CONTACTING DESIGNATED SAMPLE MEMBER:

My name is and I'm calling from Mathematica Policy Research
in Princetoﬂ:‘ﬂ!ﬂ'ﬂ!?!!¥7"we are conducting a survey of people who estab-
1ished claims for unemployment benefits for the United States Department of
Labor. The purpose of the survey is to improve services to people who collect

unemployment insurance. The interview takes between 10 and 20 minutes. We
could do it right now or I could call you back at a more convenient time,

CONTINUE IF NECESSARY:

We are calling gﬁop1e who established claims for unemployment benefits
during the past year. at's'why we contacted you. :

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. READ ONLY IF SAMPLE MEMBER REQUESTS MORE INFORMATION.

T DON'T COLLECT ANYMORE/I COLLECTED FOR A VERY SHORT TIME:

We are calling a group of people who collected benefits during the
.last year. The interview goes very quickly. -

I'M NOT INTERESTED:

Let me reassure you that we are not selling anKthing. Your partic-
jpation in the survey is very important to improving the Unemployment
Insgggnce System. Any information you give me will be held in the strictest
confidence.

IF DISSATISFIED WITH LOCAL UNEMPLOYMENT AGENCIES SAY:

I understand. Your comments will be especially important to the
research. The United States Department of Labor wants to have feedback from
people who were™satistied and people who were dissatisfied with their
experiences, ,

HOW SAMPLE MEMBER'S NAME WAS SELECTED:

Your name has been selected as part of a random sample of individuals
in your state who filed for unemployment benefits during the past year.

CONFIDENTIALITY:.

Any information you give me will be held in the strictest confidence
by my company and will be used only for the purposes of this study. Your
answers will be combined with those of others and your name will never be used
in reporting the results of the study. Your answers to questions will not
affect your eligibility for any public program,

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 1 - (4/30/87)




AM. L] L] .01
TIME BEGAN: |__| fel || PM. .. .02

-

I. TYPE OF JOB HELD BEFORE FILING FOR UI

1.

z.

3.

4.

According to (STATE) Unemployment Insurance records, you established a
claim for unemployment benefits on or about (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE).

0id you aétua11y begin to collect any unemployment insurance benefits on
or about (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?

YES. . . . (KIPT0Q.8) . ... .01

"o L [ ] [ ] [ ] ® . L 4 [ ] [ ] [ 2 * [ ] [ ] [ ] [ B .00
Have you collected any unemployment benefits within the last gwélve
months, that is, since (MONTH AND YEAR TWELVE MONTHS AGO)?

YES. * [ ] [ ] L ] L ] . L [ ] L ] * [ ] * [ ] L ] .ol

NO . .(INTERVIEWER, CONFIRM
RESPONDENT IS THE CORRECT

SAMPLE MEMBER AND ‘
TERMINATE INTERVIEW). . . ..00

When did you begin to colTect-unemployment benefits after (MONTH AND

_YEAR, TWELVE MONTHS AGO)? If you received benefits more than once

during the last twelve months, please tell me about the first time you-
collected benefits during that period.

o INTERVIEMER: OATE MUST FOLLOW DATE TWELVE MONTHS AGO.

-0 THIS DATE BECOMES BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE, REPLACING DATE PRINiED ON

CONTACT SHEET.

e
When did you receive your last unemployment check (for that claim/for

the first claim you made since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))?
o IKTERVIEHER: DATE MUST BE AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE.

Ll e e

STILL RECEIVING BENEFITS. . (SKIP-T0 Q.6) . . .-4

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 2 . (4/30/87)




5. What was the reason that you stopped collecting unemployment insurance
benefits?

BENEFITS RAN OUT/EXHAUSTED . . . .01
REEMPLOYED & « o « o o 4v0 o o o 02
DISQUALIFIED . o o o o o o + + « .03
OTHER (SPECIFY) CODE LATER: | |

)
VOLUNTARILY OUT ~
OF LABOR FORCE + « o ¢ &« ¢ « » » .04

OTHER. ® & & 5 & » & & 6 & s o 0 .os
* &+ ALL SKIP TO QUESTION 8 = * ¢

6. Are you'still receiving benefits from the claim you'filed'on (BENEFIT
YEAR BEGIN DATE) or did you establish a new claim after that claim
period ended?

SAME CLAIM . . .(SKIP T0 Q.8). . .01

NEWCLAIM. & o o o o o o o oo o 02

7. When did you receive your last unemployment 1nsurance check for the
claim that started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?

o INTERVIEWER: DATE MUST BE AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE.

b 'l e

DON'TKNOW............-I
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7a. What was the reason that you stopped collecting unemployment insurance
benefits then?

BENEFITS RAN OUT/EXHAUSTED . . . .01

REEMPLOYED . . . o . o . o . . . .02

_ | DISQUALIFIED « . v o o o v .+ o . .03
OTHER (SPECIFY) CODE LATER:

VOLUNTARILY OUT
OF uBOR FORCE ® L] [ 4 L] . L ] L L L d 004

omER. * [ ] [ 4 [ ] ® . [ 4 L] * L 2 .A L d L] L 05

8. I'd like to ask you about the job you had Just before you filed for
unemployment benefits on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE].

0 PROBE, IF NECESSARY: The job you had that made you eligible to
¢ ollect unemployment insurance benefits.

"o IF DON'T XNOW: Then tell me about the longest job you had in the
12 months before you filed your claim around (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN
"DATE).

What kind of company did you work for? What did they make or do?

FOR EXAMPLE: TV AND RADIO MANUFACTURER, RETAIL SHOE STORE, DAIRY FARM.

ety
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9. Where is this employer located, in what city and state? What is the zip
code?

0 .PROBE for the location where R worked.

o PROBE, IF NECESSARY: Do you know the first three digits of the z2ip
code? '

— e

10. What did you do there--what was your job?
IF R HAD MORE THAN ONE JOB FOR EMPLOYER, DESCRIBE MOST RECENT JOB.
FOR EXAMPLE:“ELECTRICAL ENGINEER, STOCK CLERK, DAIRY FARMER. |
o PROBE FOR CLEAR AND OESCRIPTIVE JOB TITLE.

b

11. When did you start working for that employer? If you worked there more
than once, tell me the very first time you started.

b ' el

12. How many hours per week did you usually work on that job? Please
include regular overtime hours.

o L
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Sl ol __1__1

4

PERWEEK o o o o o o v o oo oo 202
- ONCE EVERY TWO WEEKS . . . . . . .03
TWICE AMONTH, o o v o v v voo o 04
PERMONTH. o o oo o o v o o o o 405
,vmxﬁa.;_....,........ .06

14, What was the last date that you worked on that job before you aond*ma ,
for unemployment insurance benefits around (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE).

o INTERVIEMER: DATE MUST BE BEFORE BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE.

U g e e

* NEVER LEFT J0B. .(SKIP T0 Q.133). . . . .-4
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15. Which of the following best describes the way that job ended: You were
laid off for lack of work, you quit for health or personal reasons, you
quit because of unsat1sfactory working arrangements, you were fired or
was there some other reason?

o PROBE, IF NECESSARY: The time just before you filed for unemployment
benefits around (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?

o PROBE IF "OTHER REASON": What was the réason?

LAID OFF FOR LACK OF WORK o o « . . » . .01

QUIT FOR HEALTH OR PERSONAL
REASONS [ ] L] . [ L] . L [ ] L] . L ] [ L A L] L] .02

QUIT BECAUSE OF UNSATISFACTORY
WORKING ARRANGEMENTS. « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « o 03

FIRED o v o v oo oo oo o n oo ons 08
LABOR DISPUTE . o v o v o oo o v oo o .05
COMPANY MOVED OUT OF AREA . . . . . . . .06
COMPANY WENT OUT OF BUSINESS. . . . . . .07
OTHER-SPECIFY o . o o v oo v v o o 108

— | rhoert-only
NEVER LEFT J0B . .(SKIP 70 Q.133) . . . .-4
16. Before you had that job, did yoh ever work for another company or other

companies that (DESCRIPTION OF COMPANY IN Q.8), or did work similar to
(DESCRIPTION OF COMPANY IN Q.8)7 :

PRO“ FOR Jou IN mE YES. . L L] L L L] L] * * L] L] Ld L] L .ol
SAME INDUSTRY, NOT THE
SAME OCCUPATION. : NO . ... (SKIPTOQ.18). . . . .00

- 17. Altogether, for how many years did you work for that type of company?

|__]__| YEARS

LESS THAN ONE YEAR L[4 L] L ] L] L L] * . 00
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II, WORK SEARCH/REEMPLOYMENT EFFORTS

18. The next questions are about your activities from the time you started
- collecting unemployment benefxts unti1 now, that is since (BENEFIT YEAR
BEGIN DATE). :

0id you actively look for work at any time since BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN
DATE? ,

YES.“.‘.."0‘.000....‘-00.1
) NO. ¢ o o (“IPTO 0049)0 o . o .00

19.  0id you look for work while you were collecting benefits?
‘YES...........f....OI
NO . ... (SKIPTOQ.20). . .. .00

0. On average, how many days per week did you spend’ looking for work while
: you were. collecting benefits? ,

L_J DAYS PER WEEK
OR LESS THAN ONCE A WEEK . . . .01

21. On average, how many 1n person visits per week did you make with
. employers while you were collecting benefits?
J_1 VISITS PER WEEK
| OR
TWO TO THREE VISITS A MONTH . . . .02
ONE VISIT AMONTH . . . . . . . . .03
" LESS THAN ONE VISIT A MONTH . . . .04

T{OURY Nt ThU_2




22. How many telephone contacts per week did you make with employers while
you were collecting benefits?

__| TELEPHONE CONTACTS PER WEEK
OR

TWO TO THREE TELEPHONE CONTACTS A MONTH . .02

ONE TELEPHONE CONTACT A MONTH . . . . . . .03

LESS THAN ONE TELEPHONE CONTACT A MONTH . .04

|

23. Howigzgy other dmp1qyors did you contact per week by mail during that
© . per

|_J__| MAIL CONTACTS PER WEEK
OR
TWO TO THREE MAIL CONTACTS A MONTH. . . . .02
ONE MAIL CONTACT A MONTH. . . o o . . . . .03
LESS THAN ONE MAIL CONTACT A MONTH. . . . .04
24,  INTERVIEWER: REFER T0 0.5 OR Q.7a. DID R EXHAUST BENEFITS, L.E., IS
QUESTION 5 OR Q.7.a CODED 01? o -
|  MES. v a0
NO . ... (SKIP 70 Q.30). . . . .00

25. - Did you (also) look for work after you received your last unemployment
benefit check (for the claim period that started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN
DATE))? . .

YES. L L L L L] L L] L ' L] L ] L ] L[] L L] 001
- NO . ... (SKIPTOQ.30). ... .00

26. On average, how many days per week did you spend looking for work after
you received your last unemployment benefit check (for the claim period
that started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))?

|| DAYS PER WEEK

OR  LESS THAN ONCE A WEEK . . . .01

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 9 (4/30/87)




27. On average, how many in person visits per week did you make with
employers after you received your last unemployment check (for the
claim period that started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))?

|__J___| VISITS PER WEEK
R '

TWO TO THREE VISITS A MONTH . . . .02
ONE VISIT AMONTH . . . .. ... .03
LESS THAN ONE VISIT A MONTH . . . .04
28. How many telephone contacts per week-did you make'with’emprjérs after.'}
you received your last unemployment check (for the claim period that'
started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))?
|__J___] TELEPHONE CONTACTS PER WEEK
o R |
TWO TO THREE TELEPHONE CONTACTS A MONTH . .02
ONE TELEPHONE CONTACT A MONTH . . . . . . .03
LESS THAN ONE TELEPHONE CONTACT A MONTH . .04
29. How many other employers did you contact per week by mail afterryoo _
received your last unemployment check (for the claim pericd that
started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))? '
|__l__| MAIL CONTACTS PER WEEK
R |
TWO TO THREE MAIL CONTACTS A MONTH. . . . .02
- ONE MAIL CONTACT A MONTH. . . . . . .. . .03
LESS THAN ONE MAIL CONTACT A MONTH. . . . .0

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 1




'30.

31.

32,

(QUE)

I'm going to read a 1ist of things people sometimes do when looking

for work. I'd like you to tell me whether you did any of these things,
(either) while you were collecting unemployment benefits (or after you
received your last unemployment check (for the claim period that
started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))? 0Did you. . .

CIRCLE
YES OR NO FOR EACH

. : a | . YES MO
a. go to the state Job Service?. . « o+ o o o o o o . . 01 00

b. check with any private employment agency? . . . . . 01 00
¢. ask friends or relatives about job openings?. . . . Ol 00
d. Took at want ads? . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ s e 0 0 e e 01 00
.. answ‘ranyadS?ottoo..COD.O..O.QQ"OI‘ oo
f. apply to places where you wanted to work,

even if you might not know of job openings

there, when you applied?. « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0o 0 e s oo 01 00
g. do anything else to try to find 8 job?. . « « « » « 01 00

SPECIFY:

C%UER@‘UN{Y

Are you a member of a union?
YESooo.--oo'oobsooooOI'
NO.... (SKIPTOQ.36). . .. .00

Since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE) did you check with your union when you
were looking for work?

Q-LTDW-2 11 : (4/30/87)




33. Do you usuanz find work through .a union hiring hall?
| . . | | YESO L] L . * [ ] L 3 .‘ ® L ] L 4 L4 L 4 .’ 0 .01
. No 0‘ [ 2 o * ° L ] * 0’. [ ] L ] L] L] .‘ L ] L loo

THERE ARE NO QUESTIONS 34 OR 35 IN THIS VERSION.
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III. EXPERIENCE, KNOWLEDGE, PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE JOB SERVICE

3. INTERVIEWER: REFER T0 0.30.a. DID R GO TO THE STATE JOB SERVICE?
YES. o v v b e e e 0L
NO . ... .(SKIP TO Q.49) . . . .00

37. Did you go to the state Job SGrvice wh11e you were co110cting
unemployment benefits?

YES. ¢ o s o 0 e ; e o o o o 0 @ 001
"o o o @ o 6. 0 0 0 0 06 0 0 s 0 0 .00

38. INTERVIEMER: REFER TO Q.5 OR Q.7a. DID R EXHAUST BENEFITS? IS Q.5 OR
Q.7a CODED 017 - |

YES. [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] L ] L ) L ] { ] L] L] [ ] L ] Q. '01
uo e oo o o(SKIP TO G.40) . . . .00

39, Did you (also) go to the state Job Servicc after you received your
last unemployment benefit check (for the c1a1m period that started
on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE))? |

YESo‘o S 666 86 606 8 & o s o 001

"o e o & o o o . e & o & o & s 0 .oo

40. The next questions are about experiences that you may have had with the
state Job Service.

When you went to the state Job Service, did you:

CIRCLE YES OR NO

FOR EACH
YES N

a. use the information available about jobs in your
town or area? . L] L] - ® “ L L] L] L] . . L L] L] L] - . . * * L] L] L] '01 00

b. use the information available about jobs in other
TOWNS OF Areas? . o « v v o o o s o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o o o o 01 00

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 | 13 (4/30/87)




"41.  When you went to the state Job Service, which of the following did they

" CIRCLE YES OR NO

FOR EACH

a. teach you how to apply for jobs?. . . . . . ;J...,. .'. « ve .01 - 00

~b. help you £i11 out job applications or ' B L
assist you in contacting employers? . . o ¢ o o ¢ v ¢ o o ¢ o 01 00

e give you information to help you decide , »
on a career or OCCUPALION?. « « o o o ¢« o o o s« oo o s . o .01 00

d. test you to see what jobs you are qualified or suited for?. .01 “00‘
e. dive you information about job training programs?'.'.f;‘. .+ J01 00
f. give you information about education programs?. . . . ; e+« .01 00

g. refer you to other agenéies or programs which might SR
have he]peﬁ ’OU find ‘ jOb? o 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 00 .o o o o 001. OOf‘

42. \hen you went to tbe'Job Service, were you referred to any employers?'!'
o IF YES, ASK: How many employers were you referred to?
YES. * [ J L * * * * ® * L ] - ' ' & -
o » EMPLOYERS
REFERRED TO
N0 .....(KIPTOQ.46) . . . .00

43. 0id you get any job offers as a result of referrals by the Job Service?
o [IF YES, ASK: How many job offers did you get?

YES. e ® o ® o o o 0‘1 o ' I '
s JOB OFFERS

No . L3 L 3 L 3 .(SKIP TO 0.45) L L] L] .00
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44, Did you accept (the job/any of those offers)?
o CYES. . . . J(SKIP TO Q.46) . . . .01
NO L] * L[] L ] [ ] * L] L] » L ] L ] L] . L] [ ] -00

45. Why didn't you accept (the job/any of these’jobs)? PRbBE: Any other reasons?
CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY

DID NOT LIKE THAT KIND OF WORK . . . . . . . . 01
HOURS WERE TOO LONG. « « o o ¢ o o o o o o « o 01
HOURS WERE TOO SHORT « o o « o « o o o o o + o 01
HOURS WERE INCONVENIENT (WRONG TIME OF DAY). . 01
LOCATION WAS INCONVENIENT. . o o « « o ¢ o . o O1
" DIDN'T HAVE NECESSARY SKILLS + o « + « « & o o 01
"OVER-TRAINED FORJOB . o « o « o o o s o o o & 01
PAY TOO LOW. » o o o oo oo v oesosasssl
BAD WORKING CONDITIONS « « o o o « o o o« - . 01
LACK OF TRANSPORTATION . » » » & o o o o o + . 01
LACK OF CHILD CARE « o ¢ v o o o o o o « o o o 01
OTHER (SPECIFY): &« o v v o o o o o o o o o o o 01

|l
CODERS ONLY

- 46, Overall how helpful would you say that the Job Service was? Would
you say. . . .

very helpful . . . . ¢ o ¢ s 6o s o o o . .01
somewhat helpful . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &+ « o .02
not very helpful, or. .(SKIP T0 Q.49). . .03
not helpful at al1? . .(SKIP T0 Q.49). . .04
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47. How could the Job Service have been more helpful to you?

48, Hlt\y gg);oul think that the Job Service was (not very helpful /not helpful
oo ata , _ :

(QUE) Q-LTOW-2 16 ‘ ' (4/30/87)




IV, EDUCATION AND TRAINING EXPERIENCES

49. Now I'd like to ask about any schools you may have gone to or any
general education courses you may have taken since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN
DATE). Please think only of schools at this time. I will ask about
job and occupational training in & Tew minutes. Did you attend any
school or general education course, since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?

YESI [ ] [ ] * . . L L] L] L ] . [ L] » L] 001

NO.....(SKIPTOQ.62) . .. .00

’
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EDUCATION 2

Let’s talk about the (first/
next) course you went to
since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN
DATE). 'hen did that course
start?

EDUCATION 1

—J_] I_L_l ]

MONTH - YEAR

S I Ny A

MONTH . DAY YEAR

" In what type of program,
course, or school were you

o enrolled?

HIGH SCHOOL. . .(SKIP TO Q.53) . .01

G.E.De . o o o +(SKIP TO Q.53) . .02

YOCATIONAL OR TECHNICAL ,
SCHOOL. « . « « -(SKIP TO Q.53) . .03

AGULT ED . . . .(SKIP TO Q.53) . .04
IR, COLLEGE. « o o o o o o o o o <08
Hmcm.mt......._...o(
GRAQUATE COLLESE o o o o o + o o <07
OTHER . . . . . (SKIP TO Q.53) . .08

SPECIFY:

MIGH SCHOOL. . .(SKIP TD 0.53_) .ot
G.E.D. . .. . .(SKIP TO 0.53) . .0:

VOCATIONAL OR TECHNICAL ~

" ADULT ED . . . .(SKIP TO Q.53) . .0¢

Ja_o COI.LEGE. . ..: o o o o o o O .'..05‘

4=YEAR ‘COLLEGE o.oo o o o o o. +0€

WWAT! m“ ‘ . o @ ov ’ . 0.07

OTHER . . . . . (SKIP 70 0.53) . .0¢

SPECIFY:

" \nen do you expect to
receive your degree?

e R

NOT WORKING TOWAROS A DEGREE . . .-4

|| = s

YEAR 9.56 .

NOT WORKING TOMARDS A OEGREE . . .-4

Shen did t!nt progras/course
" end?

S =

YEAR

STILL ATTENOING. (SKIP T0 .Q.S6). .~4

] ] 1]

MONTH DAY YEAR

STILL ATTENDING. (SKIP TO Q.56). .=¢

0id you complete the
program/course?

'Es. * e @ O(s‘x’ To o.s‘). * o .ol

u°oooo.nooouooooonoo

YES. . . . .(SKIP TO Q.56). . . .0

”0...-.-...’.....'...0(

Why didn't you complete the
program/course?

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2
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EDUCATION 1 ' EDUCATION 2

‘o D1d you pay ..'l_l. P."t. or ALL .60 o ¢ v o e o o0 0 s s o 402 AL v e e e e e R N 01 ’
none of the cost of this K

education? ‘ PART. « o o o o 0 0 0 4 0 s o » o402 L O 4

NONE., « « ¢ ¢ o o & IR +03 NONE: o s o o ¢ o o & e e o 0 .03

.« REFER TO QUESTION 30a. DOID YES ¢« o o 0 0 00 0000000 o01 YES . . 0 s 0 0 0 8 s s e 01

R GO TO STATE JOB SERVICE?

‘ NOo o o o +(SKIP T0 Q.59) . . . .00 NO. o o o (SKIP TO 0.59) . . . .00

' |

« 01d you learn asbout this ‘ £ SR P ) | YES ¢ o ¢ e s s 0 s 00 oo o o0l

program/course through the ‘ '

state Job Service? NOs ¢ s o0 oo ceaovssss o o0 N0o ¢ ¢ ¢ o s 0000 os oo o00

"+ How helpful would you say very helpful. , (SKIP TO §.61). . .01 very helpful. . (SKIP T0 Q.61). . ‘.01
. this program/course that you

took was in helping you find| somewhat helpful ,(SKIP TO 0.‘1). «02 somewhat helpful (SKIP TO Q.61). .02
a Job? Would you say. . . ‘ o

”t very h"pf“‘c s 6 080 o‘o o o03 not very h"’f"’. e o 0 o0 o a o o03

not helpful 8t al1? & o o o ¢ o o 04 | not Nelpful at all? . . . o o « o .04

« How could the procrulcwrgc
have been (more) helpful to

you? e . .
CODERS CODERS
ONLY | ‘ . ONLY
. Did you-attend any other YES . .(G0 TO NEXT EDUCATION) . .01
schools or take any other * goT00.62 *

education course since NOe « o o «(SKIP TO Q.62) . . . .00
{BENEFIT YEAR BE'EIN DATE)? :
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A program since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)" Do not count training that
you got after you were hired on a job. :

PROBE:

WAS THIS ON-THE-JOB
TRAINING PART OF A PROGRAM TOr
HELP YOU LEARN SKILLS TO FIND
A J08 OR WAS IT PROVIDED BY AN

EMPLOYER AFTER YOU WERE HIRED?

YES. . oo e o o & &

L L 3 . . * L] ;01
NO .. . . .(SKIP TO Q.76) . . . .00

program?

H“O.Qoo..o'ouoc

Nu.t........-oo

TRAINING 1 - TRAINING 2 TRAINING 3
63. Let's talk about the
(first/next) job
training program you
went Lo since
- (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN |
DATE). (What kind
" of job tratning did
you get?  For what. . SR i S ST |
~“specific type of o | —————— ]
rained?). . o B E o
. RS -+ CODERS - 2 CONERS: CODERS
-mmrmu. mne |- - oMLY v oMY onLy
ARD INDUSTRY, IF L
APPLICARE.
. 64, Umtjiu the name of
.. -the agency that pro=|
. -vided the training? : IR I
COOERS cmns CODERS
65. vas thispartofa [VES. ... ......00|TES. .. ... .‘.",."o: L7 TP
’ ”“1“’”'"‘”‘ lo.........._.b: ”.o ".»'00000‘.0;'.02 NQ........-..OZ
DPOGPI."RQC!IQJOD m“-n-0.006_‘.;'"7'0Oobocooo'o&‘z ’Hﬂ'aﬁ-........(n
Training Partnership | 0ON'T KNGU/NG 1DEA. . 00M*T XNOW/NO IDEA. . OON'T XNOW/NO IDEA. .
Act or JTPA? M’M.‘L.....'o'..v'.-’!blfm.......'.}'1,'-1,'!7'!'!.!.......-..-l
6. on wnat qay ata tre | |_J_J1_J_J I1_) L I_L.J Sy R R
program start? L I R 00 m oo -y
7. en d1a that N T O A I IO
program end? L I L RN T | 2 w oo
STILL ATTENOING (SKIP | STILL ATTENOING (SKIP STILL ATTENOING (SKIP
Tﬂ '070)0 .8 o 0 o‘n"‘ ro 0070’0 o ‘. o o . c-‘ ) To °o7°,o s o 0 0 0 o=4
68. D1d you compliete the | YES. .(SKIP TG Q.70). .01 | YES. .(SKIP TO ﬁ.?ﬂ). .01 YES. .(SXIP TO Q.70). .01

"0......-....50

(QUE) Q-LTOM-2
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TRAINING 1 TRAINING 2 TRAINING 3
69. Why didn't you com= NOT INTERESTED/DIDN'T NOT INTERESTED/DIDN'T NOT INTERESTED/DIDN'T
plete the program? LIKE PROGRAM, . « o » .01 ] LIKE PROGRAM. . . . « .01 ] LIKE PROGRAM, . . « . .01
| DIDN'T THINK IT WOULD DIDN'T THI“K IT WOULD DIDN'T THINK IT WOULD
HELP TO FIND JOB. . . .02 ] HELP TO FIND JOB., . . .02 | HELP TO FINDO JOB., . . .0¢
FOUND JOB/REEMPLOYED. .03 | FOUND JOB/REEMPLOYED. .03 | FOUND JOB/REEMPLOYED. .03
STARTED SCHOOL/OR A STARTED SCHOOL/OR A STARTED SCHOOL/OR A
OIFFERENT TRAINING. . .04 | DIFFERENT TRAINING. . .04 | DIFFERENT TRAINING, . .04
DECIDED DIDN'T DECIDED DIDN'T DECIDED DION'T
WANT JO0B. o« o « o o o sO5] WANT JOB. « o o o« o o 05| WANT JOB, . . & & « « 405
ILL"ESS e o ¢ & o © 0 006 ILwEss ® & @ & ¢ o o .o‘ ILL“ESS s @ e o * © .o‘
POOR GRADES . « o« « o «07 | POOR GRADES . . « o « .07 | POOR GRADES . o « « o 407
COULDN*T AFFORD 'COULDN'T AFFORD COULDN'T AFFORD
TO CONTINUE . « . o o 08} TO CONTINUE . . . » . .08 | TO CONTINUE . . . . . .08
COURSES OR PROGRAM COURSES OR PROGRAM COURSES OR PROGRAM
POORLY TAUGHT . o o o .09 | POORLY TAUGHT . . . . .09 | POORLY TAUGHT . , . . .09
OTHER (SPECIFY BELOW) ,10 | OTHER (SPECIFY BELOW) .10 | OTHER (SPECIFY BELOW) .10
70001"“"""“‘, ALL..........OIALL.'..O.C'..OIALL.V"....Q.'.OI
DII‘t.OI’nOﬂ.Ofﬂ'. PART: o o ¢ 0 o 0 0o 0 o02|PART, o ¢ o ¢ o & o o 402 PART: o« o o o ¢ o o o+ 202
Costofthisproqr‘ﬂ? NONE.........03 NONE o & oo s ¢ o o o 03 NONE.........03
71. How helpful would you | very helpful , , . . very helpful . . . . very helpful . ., . -
say the training that (SKIP T0 Q.73). . . .01 (SKIP T0 0.73). . . .01 (SKIP 70 Q.73). . . .01
you recefved was in somewhat helpful , . somewhat helpful . . somewhat helpful . .
helping you find a (SKIP TO Q.73). . . .02 (SKIP T0 0.73). . . .02 (SKIP TO Q.73). . . .02
Job? Would you say...| not very helpful, . . .03 | not very helpful, . . .03 | not very helpful, . . .03
not helpful at all. . .04 not helpful at all, . .04 | not helpful at all. . .04
72. How could this train-
ing have been more
helpful to you?
REFERTOQ.-zo.l YES.....I.‘C.OIYES.........QOIYES..........OI
73. DID R GO TO STATE JOB | NO ., (SKIP TO Q.75) . .00 | NO . (SKIP TO §.75) . .00 ) NO . (SKIP TO Q.75) . .00
SERVICE? _
74, 0id you learn about YES ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o ¢OL]YES 4 o o o o o o o o s01JYES o o o v 0 v oo« 001
this program through
the state Job Service? NO. o ¢« o o o o o o o« «00FNO. & ¢ 0 v o0 o o @« s00JNO. & o ¢ 0 o 0o oo 400
75. 0id you attend another| YES. (60 TO NEXT . YES. (GO TO NEXT '
job tratning program | . . .TRAINING). . . « 01| . « .TRAINING). . . . .0l * G T0Q.76 *
while you were col=
lecting unemployment .00 | NO. .(GO TO Q.76) . . .00

benefits?

No. O(Go To 0.76) * L]

[OTTRY AT Trrr_a.




76.

17.

78.

79.

800

8l.

Since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE}, did you go to any classes that helped
you look for work, job clubs, or any counseling or testing service
(other than that prov1ded directly by the state Job Service)? Please
do not include any services you may have already told me about.

YES......V’. 0'.. oooooo 01

NO . ... .(SKIP T0O Q.88) ... .00
Did you go to that service while you were collecting unemployment
benefits?

YES. [ ] L ] * [ J [ ] * [ ] Q» [ ] L] * L 4 [ ] L] 001

No ® * L ] L 2 . * . [ ] L d [ ] [ ] L ] * [ 4 L J .00
INTERVIEWER: REFER TO Q.5 OR Q.7a. DID R EXHAUST BENEFITS? IS Q.5 OR
Q.7a CODED 01?

YES. L[] [ 4 [ ] L 4 [ ] [ 4 L * [ ] * * - L ] * 001

NO . ... .(SKIP TO Q.80) . . . .00

0id you (also) go to that service after you received your last unemploy-
ment check (for the claim period that started on (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN

-DATE))?

YES. L L] L L . .' - L] L 4 L4 . .\ L ] L .01
No L J L * [ L ] [ ] L ] [ ] [ 4 * o L] L d L] L] .00

What was the name of the place that provided that service?

Was this part of a special government program like the Job Training
Partnership Act or JTPA?

YES. L] * - ® © e & ¢ & o - 4 o ¢ 9 01
NO. . ¢ & v v s s e e e e e 02
MAYBE. . . . ¢ v v v o ¢ o v 0 o o 03




82.

83.

84.

When you went to that service, which of the following did they do?

Did- they. . .
cchLE YES OR NO
~ FOR EACH
YES N0
~a, teach you how to apply for jobs? . . . . . . . . . « .00 00
b. helb you fi11 out job applications and
Contact'emp10yer5?. e » o 0 e ¢ o o o o s o o o s o 001 00
- ¢. @ive you information to help you decide
on a career or occupation?. . « ¢« ¢« ¢ s o o o o o o 01 00
d. test you to see what jobs you are qualified
or suited for? . « ¢« « ¢ o ¢ o6 s s 0 0 0 o000 01 00
e. give you information about job training
programs?. [ [ ] L] L] [ ] ® L ] L . [ ] * [ ] L ] * L] L] L] . @ L ] L ] 001 00
f. give you information about education progréms? e o o 401 00
g. refer you to other agencies which might have
helped you find a job’ P ¢ 00

How helpful would you say that service was in helping you find a job?

Would you say. . .

very helpful. . . . (SKIP T0 Q.85) . .
somewhat helpful. . (SKIP TO Q.85) . .

not very helpful or. . . . . . o o o .

not helpful at all v v v v v v v e e

How could these services have been more heTpfu]?

. .02

.04
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85.

86.

87.

8s.

Are there dny services that you would have liked to receive from this
agency, but did not? IF YES, which ones?

COTERSTRLY

No. ® © o ° ¢ .90 o e o & o ‘.‘. .-. ® & & o o & © o o o .'. e o L] L] 000

OID R GO TO STATE JOB SERVICE? |
m | YES."..;0500:0.009.0000001
N0 . ... .(SKIP TO Q.88) . . . .00

Did you learn about this program through the state Job Service?
‘Tv- YES. . o: ¢ o o LI o“ ¢ o o -01 - .
No [ ] [ ] ’ [ L J [ ] [ ] [ ] . [ L .‘ -. .. L * .00

The next questions ask for your opinions about how useful any services

. you received from government agencies were in helping you find a job or

learn new skills.

Thinking about any services we ‘ve already discussed and any others you
may have used, what kinds of services did you find most helpful?

NONE USEDo_iovo * o & ® o s o o io o‘4

C&DERJ UNLY
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89. Are there any services that you would 1ike to have received but did
not? IF YES: Which ones?

choertoal

No. ¢ & & 5 0 5 & & & 0 8 6 2 S 0 0 0 B8 0 .‘. e @& 5 o © 9 9 o o '00
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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V. CURRENT JOB STATUS

90. Are you currently working for pay?

INCLUDE SELF IF R HAS MORE THAN

EMPLOYED ONE J0B, CODE MAIN

INDIVIDUALS J0B HERE, AND OTHER
, JoB(S) IN Q.100-110.

YES. . L] ‘. ". * . .’ L) . . Ld L] .‘ . 001
NO . . . . .(SKIP T0 Q.99a). . . .00

91. s this the same job you had just before you applied for unemployment

insurance benefits on or about (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?
YES. . . . .(SKIP TO Q.94) . . ...01

NO o o ¢ o o o o oo oo oes o .00

92. How did you find this job?

RECALL BY FORMER EMPLOYER . . . . « » . . . . .01
PRIVATE EMPLOYMENT AGENCY . . . o o . . . . . .02
STATE EMPLOYMENT AGENCY/STATE JOB SERVICE . . .03
FRIENDS AND RELATIVES o o o o o o o v v o o o 404
WANT ADS. o v o v v o o o oo oo nnnsaea o08
UNION HALL. & o o o o o o o o o o o o oo oo o06
DIRECTLY WITH EMPLOYER. o+ o o o o o o & o o« 07
OTHER==SPECIFY: o o o v o v o v o o s o v o o .08

93. The next questions are about your current job.
do you work for? What do they make or do?

What ‘kind of a company

FOR EXAMPLE: TV AND RADIO MANUFACTURER, RETAIL SHOE STORE, DAILY FARM,

(QUE) Q-LTON-2 o 27
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94.

95.

9.

97.

What do you do there--what is your job?

FOR EXAMPLE: ELECTRICAL ENGINEER, STOCK CLERK, DAIRY FARMER.

o PROBE FOR CLEAR AND DESCRIPTIVE J0B DUTIES.

bty

When did you start working for that employer (again)’ If you worked

‘ there more than once, tell me about the first time you started working
. there afte; you applied for unemployment insurance around (BENEFIT YEAR
- BEGIN DATE

gt el

.0 INTERVIEWER: DATE MUST BE AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE.

How many hours per week do you usual ‘ly work on that job? Please
include regular overtime hours. ,

’ &Uﬁﬁ%‘FEA‘WE%K

How much are your usual weekly earnings at this job, before taxes and
other deductions? Please include tips comissmns and regular
overtime pay. v

o INTERVIEMER: IF NECESSARY, CONFIRM PAY PERICD.
$|__ | 1.l__]__| PER HOUR. . .01
: R | o
S
PERWEEK « v o v o v v v u v . . .02
~ ONCE EVERY TWO wsexs .. .03
| mcemonm. e e e e ... .08
PERMONTH. . . . o o o o v v .. .05

PER Y EAR L 4 [ 4 L] . ° ® o o & o o * A4 06




98. Is this a job you would like to continue wdrking at or are you looking
for a different job?

LIKE TO CONTINUE. .(SKIP TO Q.100) . .01
ISLOOKING « o o o o o o v o v o« o .00

99. Why are you looking for a different job? PROBE: What other reasons?

CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY

WANT TO LEAVE AREA, MOVE AWAY . . . . . o . .01
DO NOT LIKE THIS JOB. o o o o o o o o o o » 401

THIS JOB TOO FAR FROM HOME, : .
INCONVENIWGET T0. . . o . 0 & o 0 o o o .01

TRYING TO GET OLD JOB BACKO e 5 s o @ o.. . .01
THIS JOB DOES NOT PAY ENOUGH. . +» + + « . o .01

THIS JOB DOES NOT UTILIZE MY -
SKILLS AND ABICITTES. + &« o o« o+ o o o 401

OTHER: (SPECIFY) o o v v o v v v o v v o 0l

OTHER: (SPECIFY) & v o o v o o o o o o o o .01

* & * AL SKIP TO QUESTION 100 = * »
99a. Are you currently 1ooking for work?

YES. . . . .(SKIP TO Q.100). . . .01
No L * L] . . L] L] L] L . L * L] L] . . 00
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99b., To determine which set of questions to ask next, I need to know some
information about why you are not looking for work at the present time.
Please tell me the reasons why you are not 1ook1ng for work at the

present time?

/] PRQBE IF R SAYS RETIRED, ASK: 0Oid you retire voluntarily?

o PROBE: Any other reasons?

CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY

RETI RED 9 VOLUNTARY L] L L] L] ) L ] e o L ] . L [ 4 L] * . L 4 L ] L [ 4 o L 4 L . 0 1

AGE DISCRIMINATION. . . . . . . .
RACIAL OR SEXUAL DISCRIMINATION .

RETIRED, INVOLUNTARY. . e & o o'o ® o & o b & o ° ‘o .
BELIEVE NO WORK AVAILABLE IN LINE OF WORK OR AREA . . .

'LACK NECESSARY SCHOOLING, TRAINING, . EXPERIENCE.

L 4

.01

01
.01

.01
.01

CAN'T ARRANGE CHILD CARE. . . . .
OTHER FAMILY Resmusxmm e e e
IN SCHOOL OR OTHER TRAINING . . .
ILL HEALTH, PHYSICAL DISABILITY .
NEW JOB TOSTART. & o v o v & & &«
OTHER SPECIFY: . .. ......

100. .Have you done any {other) work for pay since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)?
’ YESQ * v. L] L] L ] * * o L] . * * . - 001
No [ ] * L L] .(SKIP. TO 0.111). L] L ] .00

101. How many (other) jobs did you have since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE) that

lasted at least two weeks?

(QUE) Q-LTON-2 - 2
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102.  Who (else) have you worked for since (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)? Please
tell me the names of all the companies, or anizations and people you've
worked for, for at least two weeks, includin ?_ part-time or self-
employed jobs you may have had since (BENEFIT YE R BEGIN DATE).
beginning with the first.

0 PROBE: Any others?
o IF MORE THAN FIVE JOBS, LIST FIRST FOUR AND CURRENT OR MOST RECENT.
FOR EACH EMPLOYER, ASK: |

a. When did you start working for (NAME OF EMPLOYER)?

o PROBE FOR BEGINNING, MIDDLE, OR END OF MONTH IF SAMPLE MEMBER CANNOT
GIVE EXACT DATES.

b. o INTERVIEWER, IF UNKNOWN, ASK: When did that job end?

o IF STILL WORKING, CIRCLE CODE FOR “STILL AT JOB®. RECORD DATE OF
INTERVIEW IN END DATE ONLY IF JOB TERMINATED ON DATE OF INTERVIEN.

¢. Did you work on that job continuous'lg from (START DATE) to (END DATE)?
. By continuously, I mean without any breaks of more than two weeks.

IF NO, SAY: I need to find out the dates of each time you worked for
(EMPLOYER), When was the first time you %‘«orkin there after (START
DATE)? And when were the other times for (EMPLOYER) since
(BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)? COUNT JOB Rtons WITH SAME EMPLOYER SEPARATED
BY BREAKS OF LESS THAN TWO WEEKS AS A. SINGLE JOB.

J08 .
NUMBER EMPLOYER NAME ‘ , DATES EMPLOYED

START DATE END DATE

e e e ) gl e

STILL AT J08.ceeccsccccce=d

S o) e ) ) ! )

srtu AT Jo'.... ‘C..l...

- S W

STILL AT J0B.vevecsees P L)

1 I N R T
STILL AT J0Bucsecssese ces=d

I o o ! e i |l
: STILL AT J0Bivesececceee -4

NUMBER JOBS LASTING 14 DAYS OR LONGER ACCORDING TQ START DATE FROM FIRST JOB AFTER BENEFIT
YEAR BEGIN DATE TO MOST RECENT, AND ASK ABOUT JOBS IN THIS ORDER:

JOB #1 = FIRST JOB AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE
JOB #2 = SECOND JOB AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE
J0B #3 = THIRD JOB AFTER BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE, OR CURRENT OR MOST RECENT J08B IF NORE THAN 3.

Now I'd like to ask some questions about (this job/[some of] these jobs).

(QUE) O-LTD"-Z V N 1 81Ac sama




J08 #2

001 e

JOB 1 Jo8 #3
03. tev; talk about | FRoM: FROM: - - FROM:
he job you
{have/had) at :
(Enreanen)  “tuners 'mlml '-A,J - 'mlml LvaJ Ln'-:m" 'mLm' '—AYJ |l
ou worked between
toares o PERID0I/| T
where you are
work ing now). | I | l'ﬂl"" I ! | ' I Il L'ELTJ "V‘LKR" l!ﬂlﬂ'ﬂ" LHLY" L'E‘J
STILLAT J0B . . . =4 | snu. Al’ J08 ., .,-4 snu. AT J0B . . ..-4
04. CODE WITHOUT
ASKING IF muown: | | ; , D FE .
Is this the same | vES, .(50 T0 9.107) .01] YES. .(G0 T00.107) .01] YES. .(60 T0 Q.107) .01
employer as the ‘ R SR i o sl T e -
one you -had on the v B BT ' h ;
Job which ended NO. o o o o0 oo 00} ,'“5 e e e e wie ~+001 NO: o a6 00 0e o <00
before (SENEFIT T R SRR - - S
YEAR aesxn BATE)? ‘ : S ‘
). Fom_Jos #2 Ano 3, | necats sv Fommer amu. o musa ikmu. 8Y rm
', IF THIS 1S SAME - | EMPLOYER , . oo oo 01 ENPLOYER . o ¢ & o .-.ox EMPLOYER & ¢ « o« &
ENPLOYER AS JOS ~
91, CIRCLE CODE 01 _mmz EMPLOYMENT | PRIVATE ENPLOYMENT - . | PRIVATE ENPLOYMENT. _

"~ WITHOUT ASKING. C'l........”_mﬂ........ﬂz-mﬂ.......
How d1d you find sme EMPLOYNENT 'STATE EMPLOYMENT | STATE ENPLOYMENT .
this job? AGENCY/STATE J08 AGENCY/STATE JOB | AGENCY/STATE JO8 -

' “uvta. s o0 0 @ .,.” m'lao * @ 0 L ‘0:’0 Q” m‘t“. e e e e 6.. 003
FRIENOS-AND . |emrenos w0 FRiewos e
.mﬂﬂso o ¢ ':._’o o“ m‘tv‘s. . ' y e . WTKVES. .. - oo .04
" [uwwraos o oo Lo osjumTans L L oo aosfumraos Ll s
UNION WAL . . . . .06 MO WALL . . . ; . 06| wnrow WALL . . os
OIRECTLY WITH | DIREETLY WITW " |omecrirwtm
EMPLOYER o o o o o o .WEH’L ER . LR S 07 EH’LOYER. oo . . o .07
| ouen—ssectrv:. . . .08) omeer—soectry:. . . 08| OTHER—SPECIFY:. . . .08
§. wuhat kind of R '
company 1s
(EMPLOYER)? - What
(do/did) they make
or do? I S N R R T
—_] 11 1]
t. unat (dosdid) you |
do there—what
(1s/was) your job?
AND LPTIVE|
Jo8 TITLE. I—JJ_ JJ_J | J_J
(QUE)  Q-LTOW-2 32
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How much (are/
were) your usual
weekly earnings
(on this/when
you left that)
Job, before
taxes and other
deductions?
Please include
tips, commissions,
and regular
overtime.

o IF NECESSARY,
CONFIRM PAY
PERICD.

$i_J_J|_]_] er nour.

0 O Y

PER WEEK « o o o o o
ONCE EVERY THO WEEKS
TVICE A MONTH. . . .
PER MONTH. . . . . .

PER YEAR & o 4 4 o &

L

v

02

03

<04

sl JJl_J_] er nour,

or
sl _JJ JJJ

3"““'...‘.....

ONCE EVERY TWO WEEKS . . .

zugbxoaocooooo

m’:gds."....'.

R”*g’..,..'....

|

-

03

.04

$i_J_J.l_]_] rer nour.

*
I

PER VEEK o . . . . .
ONCE EVERY TWO WEEKS
TWICE A MONTH. . . .

PER MONTH. « o« ¢ v &

PER YEAR o o ¢« o o o

SEE 0.102. ARE
THERE MORE JOBS TO|
BE ASKED ABOUT?

YES. o' o~ﬁ° TO Ooﬁﬂuo
) 0.

.....&e.

NO. . . . (60 TO Q.111).

01

.00

YES. . . .(G0 TO Q.103,
....,.be-‘Nv..i.l

NO. . . . (GO TO Q.111). .

.01

«00

* eT0Q.11 *

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2
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VI.
- 111.

112.

113.

114.

PERCEPTIONS OF EMPLOYABILITY

INTERVIEWER: SEE QUESTION S OR QUESTION 7a. DID R EXHAUST BENEFITS?

N0 . ... .(SKIP TO Q.124). . . .00

 INTERVIEWER: REFER TO QUESTION 90. [S R CURRENTLY EMPLOYED?
. YES. . . . .(SKIP TO Q.124). . . .01
NO ¢ ¢ o e o o s oo eooeeaeas o00

Please think of the period of time since your unemployment benefits ran
out around (DATE OF LAST CHECK). Since then, did you turn down jobs you
thought you could have had? IF YES, How many jobs did you turn down?

YES. . .|__J__| # JOBS TURNED DOMN
NO.....60T0Q.117). . .. .00

What were the reasons you turned down (this/these) job(s)?

- OID MOT LIKE THIS TYPE OF WORK

HOURS WERE TOO LONG. . . . .
HOURS WERE TOO SHORT . . . .

~ HOURS WERE INCONVENIENT (WRONG

LOCATION WAS INCONVENIENT. .
DIDN'T HAVE NECESSARY SKILLS
QVER-TRAINED FOR J0B . . . .
PAY TOOLOW. . . .. ....
BAD WORKING CONDITIONS . . .

LACK OF TRANSPORTATION . . .
LACK OF CHILD CARE . . . . .

OTHER (SPECIFY): . . . . ...

CIRCLE ALL

THAT APPLY
[ ] ." o o .‘,. 001

® o o o o & o

o & o o o o

TIME OF DAY).

L] L] L L L L .

L 4

*

(ONEY At 2 -

01
.01
.01




115. (Now, thinking about the job you wou1d have liked best), how much were

they willing to pay you per week?

sl_]—lol__l___l PER HOURO '. [} 001

0R
Y Y I
PERWEEK. o o o o o v o o o v oo 02
EVERY TWO WEEKS . o . o '« . . . 03
TWICE AMONTH o o o oo v oo o . 08
PERMONTH o o o o o v o oo o oo 05
PERYEAR, o o o o ¢ o o o o o o o 06
DON'T KNOM. .« o v vovvva e o=l

116. And, how many hours per week would you have worked at that job?

|—_|__]__| WOURS/NEEK

117. REFER TO QUESTION 100, HAS R DONE ANY WORK FOR PAY SINCE (BENEFIT YEAR

BEGIN DATE)?
YES. . Q(SKIP TO 00119)0 . 001
No L] L ] L d [ .. L ] * [ ] * L [ L] .oo

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 35
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118. Hhat are. the reasons you think you have not been able to find a job
(that you would accept)" . .

DID uor LOOK FOR/WANT TO WORK. . .(SKIP TO Q.126). . .-
B 'cmcx.e ALL
| THAT APPLY
NO JOBS AVAILABLE IN MY 0ccupmou. . C e . W01
LACK NECESSARY SCHOOLING, TRAINING, -
m

0.8 0. 0. 0 ¢ 8 o o o o ; .. . e-i°1’

TUO YOUNG OR TOO OLDo o o9 oco e o e. e vo>o'e ; 0°1‘».

" OTHER PERSONAL ummm IN FINOING T
Jos, INCLUDING RACTAL OR ssxm mscnmmmn .. 01

VCOULD".T ARRA“GE C“ILD CARE PP e » o o ‘s e e .'Q f{$q1 f i

PAY mo LW L » [ 2 o 8 e ® L] ' (] [ 4 ‘ L 3 [ ] L . L 2R 2 .. .01 ) |

© NO JOBS AVATLABLE, sensm.. i e e e 01 B
YOT"ER (SPECIFY).. * e e o-o o e o 0 vo .o o e e o ‘01a

* SIPT0Q.120 **+

(QUE) Q-LTDW-2 e




119, What are the reasons {ou think you have not been able to find a job that

you could work at continuously?
DID NOT LOOK FOR/WANT TO WORK. . .(SKIP TO Q.107). . .-4
CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY

NO JOBS AVAILABLE IN MY OCCUPATION. « « « ¢ + « » .« .01

LACK NECESSQRY SCHOOLING, TRAINING, o1

T0O YOUNG OR TOO OLD. & & & o o o o ¢ o o o s o o o+ 401

OTHER PERSONAL HANDICAP IN FINDING

COULDN®T ARRANGE CHILD CARE . o o + o v o o & o o o 401
PAY TOOLOW « « v v o oo o s o oesoauesass0l
HO JOBS AVATLABLE, GENERAL. o « « o 4 v o o o o o & .01
OTHER (SPECIFY)Ze o o v o o v o o oo v o v s o0l

c&m&- '

120. Are you stil11 looking for only the same type of job that made you
eligible for unemployment benefits [that is, the job you had just
before (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE)]?

YES0.0'..OQ.OOOOD.OOI

No....'.........lloo

121, What is the lowest weekly wage at which you would be willing to go to

work now? \
$1)J.l__J__] PER HOUR. . .01
OR '
Sl JJol—J 11
PERWEEK. o o o v v oo o v oo 02
EVERY TWO WEEKS . . . . . ... .03
TMICEAMONTH . . . ...:....04
PERMONTH . o v v v oo v v n .05
PERYEAR. & o v v vo o o v v v . 06
(QUE) Q-LTOW-2 37 ' (4/21/87)
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THERE IS NO QUESTIONS 122 OR 123 IN THIS VERSION.

124. The Unemployment Service is interested in knowing when the best time
is to offer services to workers wha have lost. jobs and who have not
been able to find jobs or training programs on their own. These
services would help workers find new jobs that utilize their skills
and experience or help workers gain new skills. Think about yourself.
How soon after (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE) would you have been willing -

to accept services to help you find a new job that utilizes your skills
and experience?

|__|__1ussxs'
R

|__l__| MONTHS

NEVER L] L] . L * L J L] L] . L] L ] > L 4 L L 4 . 00

DO“'TKNO"........-.'..-I

125. And how soon after (BENEFIT YEAR BEGIN DATE) would you have been willing
to accept services to teach you new job skills?

| __|__| WEEKS

OR

|__J___| MONTHS
NEVER.. e o o o o ooooo’bo 0'000

DON'TKNW.-.00.000.00-1

L3 A LPR A




VII. DEMOGRAPHICS

126. Before we finish, I would like to ask you a 1ittle about your
background. What is your birthdate, when were you barn?

L'.MUI‘!'IT'I ‘_D'LY—‘ '"nkrl

127. What is the highest grade in school you have completed?
CIRCLE ONE
GRAMMAR SCHOOL. « ¢ « « o « 1 2 3 4 5 6
JR. AND HIGH SCHOOL . . . . 7 8 9 10 11 12
COLLEGE . + o oo vo.o.. 13 14 15 16
~ GRADUATE SCHOOL . . . » .« 17 18 19 20

128. Are you currently married, separated, divorced, widowed, or have you
never been married?

MARRIED/COMMON LAW. . . « » « . . .01
LIVING TOGETHER UNMARRIED . . . . .02
SEPARATED. . . (SKIP TO Q.130). . .03
DIVORCED . . . (SKIP T0 Q.130). . .04
WIDOWED. . . . (SKIP TO Q.130). . .05
" NEVER MARRIED. (SKIP TO Q.130). . .06

129. Is your (husband/wife/partner) currently working for pay, either
full-time or part-time? PROBE, IF NECESSARY: Is (he/she) working -
full- or part-time? ‘ ' ,
YES’ FULL‘TIME e o & s ¢ o o & o .01
YES’ PART-TIME e & & 8 o o o 9 = 002

NO, NOT WORKING AT ALL . . . . . .00

(QUE) Q-LTOW-2 39 (4/21/87)
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" 130. - What is your.racial background7
o INTERVIEWER: READ CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY. |
| jwms........'.......61_
CBAK. e e e 02

*AMERICAN INDIAN OR - o
AUASKAN INDIAN . o o . o o . . . .03

ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISUANDER. . . . .04

L 'i 131.- Bo you come from a Spanish-speaking background? ER L
; : A . A YES. CJ o o e 0’.0 Y o'n [ 00001
“o * e o .. o ovo .' . o vvo ‘o‘.‘ .. 600 ,

132.  INTERVIEMER, CODE SEX, (ASK IF. noT omous: | e
NALE. . o o e 'y 0 o .. o e * o TSRS v°1
‘ FME. . .»o__‘_o o o » oo PR 0 ° 002

_This is the end of the 1nterv1ew. Thank you very much for your time and .
- cooperation. _ , o g T

G R |
TIME ENOED: | | J | | P, ... ..02

133. .'INTERVIEHER FOR SKIPS FROM qQ.14, AND Q.15 oNLY.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Since the remainder of this
survey is for people who (exhausted their unemployment benefits/Tost
their jobs entirely), I won't need to ask you any more questions.
Thank you very much for your time.

TERMINATE AND CODE FINAL STATUS ON CONTﬂCT SHEET. -

(oY A_1TAMU1 A




APPENDIX C
LIST OF CHANGES FROM THE FIRST EDITION
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PAGE
A-12

B-9
B-22

B-27

B-29

B-31

APPENDIX C(1)

IST OF ES FROM THE FIRST EDITION

CHANGE

In the second paragraph, the following sentence was deleted: "The
respondents noted, however, that TAA does not authorize the use of
funds for such services as remedial education or literacy programs, nor
can TAA funds -be used for enhancing job search skills." In its place, the
following sentence has been added: "The respondents noted that TAA
funds were typically not used to provide remedial education, even though
DOL regulations allow funds to be used for remedlal educatlon if it is
part of a vocational training course.’ ,

In the first paragraph, 35.8 percent has been corrected to 3.6 percent. In
the fifth paragraph, 54.4 percent has been corrected to 51.4 percent.

An explanatory footnote has been added to Exhibit B-I-3.

In Exhibit B-II-5, the number of males who were unemployed and not
looking for work has been corrected from 51 (9.3 percent) to 41

(7.5 percent). The text on page B-21 has been corrected to reflect this
change.

In Exhibit B-III-1, the number of exhaustees employed in manufacturing
has been corrected from 242 (28.3 percent) to 228 (26.7 percent). In
addition, the number of exhaustees employed in petroleum refining has
been corrected to 0 from 14. The text on page B-26 has been corrected
to reflect these changes.

In Exhibit B-III-2, the number of exhaustees who were working at the
time of interview and who had previously been employed in construction
has been corrected from 73 (18.1 percent) to 72 (17.8 percent) and the
number who had been employed in special construction trades has been
corrected from 31 to 30. The number of exhaustees who were working at
the time of interview and who had been working in petroleum refining
has been corrected to 0 from 14. Among exhaustees who were not
working at the time of interview, the total number who had been
employed in construction has been corrected from 71 (15.8 percent) to 72
(16.0 percent), and the number who had been employed in special
construction trades has been corrected from 19 to 20. Changes have
been made in the text on page B-28 to reflect these corrections.

In Exhibit B-III-3, the number of claimants who were reemployed before
UI exhaustion and who had been working as precision production
workers has been corrected from 10 (5.1 percent) to 11 (5.9 percent).




PAGE
B-32

B-46

B-80

B-103

APPENDIX C(2)
CHANGE

In Exhibit B-ITI-4 the percentage of exhaustees who were working at the
time of the interview and who were in the military has been corrected
from 0.0 percent to 0.2 percent.

In Exhibit B-IV-3, the word "visit(s)" has been substituted for the word
"day(s)."

In Exhibit B-VI-2, the number of claimants who had been employed in
the retail trade and who were recalled by the same employer has been
corrected from 8 (19.5 percent) to 7 (17.1 percent). The number who had
been employed in public administration and who were recalled by the
same employer has been corrected from 2 (25.0 percent) to 3.

(37.5 percent). Changes have been made in the text on page B-79 to
reflect these corrections.

In paragraph 3, 0.6989 has been corrected to 0.06989.




Ul OCCASIONAL PAPER SERIES

The Unemployment Insurance Occasional Paper Series presents
research findings and analyses dealing with unemployment
insurance issues. Papers are prepared by research contractors,
staff members of the unemployment insurance system, or
individual researchers. Manuscripts and comments from
interested individuals are welcomed. All correspondence should
be sent to:

UI Occasional Paper Series

. UIS, ETA, Department of Labor
200 Constitution Ave, N.W. Room S4519
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